Nicollet-Central Transit Alternatives

AGENDA

Policy Advisory Committee Meeting
February 28, 2013 -2 PM to 4 PM
Minneapolis City Hall, 350 South Fifth Street, Room 333

Welcome & Housekeeping Items 2:00
A. Introductions

B. Action Item: Approve notes from October 29, 2012 meeting (attachment #1)

Alternatives for Detailed Definition and Evaluation (attachment #2) 2:10
A. Results of Initial Screening of Modes and Alignments

B. Definition of Enhanced Bus and Modern Streetcar Alternatives

C. Preliminary Concept for Modern Streetcar Starter Line

Next Steps — Detailed Evaluation

Update on February 12-14, 2013 Open Houses

m m O

Action Item: Approve alternatives for detailed evaluation

Proposed Motion:

That the Policy Advisory Committee approve the following alternatives for detailed evaluation, as
presented to the public at the February 2013 open houses and as discussed at its February 28, 2013
meeting:
e “No-Build” alternative as bus service as it exists today with planned schedule changes on
Central Avenue
e Enhanced bus
e Modern streetcar, including the preliminary starter line concept. The length and end points
of the starter line may be refined based on the results of the evaluation.

Funding Opportunities 3:30
A. Federal Funding Options
B. Local Funding Options

Next Meeting: Spring 2013 - TBD 3:50

A. Purpose: Present Preliminary Results of Detailed Evaluation

Adjourn 4:00
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Attachment #1

Nicollet-Central Transit Alternatives

MEETING NOTES

Policy Advisory Committee Meeting #02
Date/Time: October 29, 2012 - 10 AM to 12 PM

Location: Minneapolis City Hall, Room 350 South Fifth Street, Room 333

Attendees

See attached attendance sheet.

Welcome and Housekeeping

Mayor R.T. Rybak welcomed attendees and kicked off the meeting. The committee approved the meeting
notes from the September 24, 2012 committee meeting.

Completing the Current Study Phase — Purpose and Need

Project Manager Anna Flintoft and the Consulting Team reviewed public engagement activities to date,
including interviews with 14 individual stakeholders, presentations to over 300 people at 18 different
neighborhood and business association meetings, 3 public open houses attended by 115 people, and an
online survey completed by over 350 people. Overall public feedback themes included: strong support for
streetcar; improving transit reliability and reduce transit delay; growing the communities along the
corridor through transit and reducing dependence on automobile travel; enhancing/preserving the
pedestrian nature of Nicollet Mall; encouraging redevelopment/enhancing neighborhoods; concern for
bicycle safety; and reopening Nicollet Avenue at Lake St. The project team plans to further engage
underrepresented communities along the corridor through smaller group meetings and use of an outreach
toolkit.

Anna Flintoft reviewed the proposed revisions to the draft Purpose and Need statement summary since
the September committee meeting based on feedback from the committee, as well as the Federal Transit
Administration, Technical and Community Advisory Committee and public input. The committee then
moved to approve the revised Purpose and Need summary statement included in the agenda packet, and
passed it unanimously.

Peer Review
Three peer reviews were presented.

Anna Flintoft presented the modern streetcar peer review that was developed in 2011. Peer systems
included Toronto, Portland, Seattle, Tucson, Charlotte and Arlington. The presentation generated
numerous questions, particularly with regards to the need to coordinate streetcar construction with the
reconstruction of Nicollet Mall. Other questions and comments related to streetcar operations in snow;
streetcar/bicycle safety; determining how to make a streetcar project in the corridor competitive for
funding; and identifying how downtown Minneapolis compares to the downtowns included in the peer
review. Gail Dorfman noted that there is a lot of competition nationally for federal funds, and it will be
critical to articulate what distinguishes this project from other streetcar projects nationally.
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Nicollet - Central Transit Alternatives

VL.

Charles Carlson from Metro Transit presented the peer review for enhanced bus systems conducted as
part of the 2012 Arterial Transitway Corridors Study. Peer systems included in the review were Kansas
City, Cleveland, New York City, Los Angeles, Oakland and Las Vegas. Charles reviewed various aspects of
rapid bus (service characteristics, runningway, vehicles, stations and amenities/technologies and fare
collection) and an overview of how each system has performed relative to cost, ridership and travel time
savings.

Anna Flintoft presented a peer review of modern streetcar capital funding sources conducted in Fall 2012.
Peer systems included Portland, Seattle, Tucson, Atlanta, Salt Lake City, Cincinnati, Ft. Lauderdale,
Charlotte, St. Louis, and Dallas. The length, capital cost and funding sources varied widely across projects.
Funding sources included federal funds, such as TIGER, Small Starts, and Urban Circulator grants; state
funds; regional funds; City funds such as TIF revenues, parking revenues, and revenues from the sale of
public property; City funds associated with local improvement districts or property assessments; and other
funds. Committee discussion included questions about Minnesota TIF laws and the TIFIA federal loan
program. The Mayor expressed interest in discussing streetcar funding sources applicable to this corridor
at the next committee meeting. Jim Kordiak mentioned the need to be cautious of ridership projections,
given the experience with Northstar Commuter Rail.

Next Phase - Initial Screening of Alternatives

Anna Flintoft briefly reviewed the upcoming process for the initial screening of mode and alignment
options.

Next Meeting

The next meeting will be scheduled for January 2013.

Adjourn

The meeting was adjourned at 12 PM.
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Sign-In Sheet
Meeting: Policy Advisory Committee
October 29, 2012, 10 AM - 12 PM
Minneapolis City Hall, Room 319

) Name Agency/Group Initial
\N Mayor R.T. Rybak City of Minneapolis
Kevin Reich City of Minneapolis Council Member X
Lisa Goodma%&,\(f—@ity of Minneapolis Council Member £
Elizabeth Glidden City of Minneapolis Council Member /J_)/\
Adam Duininck Metropolitan Council Member
Gary Cunningham Metropolitan Council Member = \w 2
Gail Dorfman Hennepin County Commissioner i e
Peter McLaughlin Hennepin County Commissioner gf, < fé,é[fe,?
Scott McBride MnDOT Metro District 4“[1,...\
Jim Kordiak Anoka County Commissioner 5
Tamera Diechm City of Colunh;t:?nlgzlrghts Council ﬁbu}}
John Wheaton Minneapolis Downtown Council r(LUu
N—
Other Attendees
Peter Wagenius Mayor’s Office ¢/41/
Anna Flintoft City of Minneapolis m\
Dan Meyers URS
April Manlapaz URS @W\
Gavin Poindexter URS /‘/73 ‘
Aohim /éé, 2 ”ﬁﬁw /" W”"' 7;’5‘?«7’5/ ,c‘:i/;:’éff
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Sign-in Sheet (Cont.)

Name Agency/Group Initial

Chruiles,  Carlsh (o Teony - cCoC
Cole Hinilew Mex Cayneil cy
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Nicollet — Central ,

Transit Alternatives

February 2013

Why Do We Need Transit Improvements?

The Nicollet-Central corridor is one of the busiest transit
corridors in the Twin Cities, connecting downtown
Minneapolis with mixed-use urban neighborhoods. The
Corridor is growing, especially in and near downtown. We
need a transit system that supports this growth, makes
getting around without a car a better option for more
people, and attracts more people, jobs and investment to
the corridor.

In Fall 2012, the Project engaged the public and
stakeholders through interviews, open houses in
September 2012, stakeholder organization meetings and
an online survey (making contact with over 2,000 people)
to develop the project’s purpose, need, and goals.

On October 25, 2012, the Policy Advisory Committee
approved the following purpose for improving transit in
the Corridor:

The purpose of the Nicollet-Central Transit Alternatives
Project is to improve transit connectivity, enhance the
attractiveness of transit service, and catalyze development
through an investment in transit infrastructure within the
Nicollet-Central Corridor.

The goals of the Project are to:

e Connect people and places

e Increase the attractiveness of transit

e (Catalyze and support economic development

e Integrate with the transportation system

e Support healthy communities and environmental practices
e Develop animplementable project with community support.

The Project’s purpose and goals guide development of the
alternatives described in the following pages.

=

Options for Improving Transit

Corridor Facts

Length: 9.2 miles.
Primary Bus Routes: 10 and 18.

Population: 90,000 residents within one-half mile
— one of the most densely populated areas in the
Twin Cities. Expected to grow by 25,000 in the next
20 years, mostly in and near downtown.

Jobs: 125,000 jobs within one-half mile, primarily
within downtown. Projected to grow by 50,000.

Destinations: In addition to jobs and housing,
the corridor includes 6,000 hotel rooms, the
Minneapolis Convention Center, the Minneapolis
Institute of Art, the Central Library, Orchestra Hall,
Nicollet Mall, and several restaurant/shopping
districts outside downtown.

Nicollet Mall and Downtown: Nicollet Mall is the
economic center of downtown and a priority for
government and business investments.

Walking: About 18,000 pedestrians walk on Nicollet
Mall each day.

High Demand for Short Transit Trips: Of the 20,000
bus rides each day on Routes 10 and 18, over half
take place entirely between Lowry Avenue and Lake
Street — just a couple of miles from downtown.

Many People Rely on Transit: Twenty-five percent
of households within one-half mile have no car, and
twenty-four percent of residents live in poverty —
figures higher than city and regional averages.

Development Fit for Transit, Walking and Biking:
Transit, walking and biking are compatible with the
Corridor’s compact, mixed-use development.

Getting on the Bus is Slow Going: In a high-demand
corridor, boarding everyone through the front door
of the bus, paying fares on the bus, and stopping
every block can be slow. One-quarter to one-third
of travel time on routes 10 and 18 is spent boarding
and alighting passengers, not to mention additional
delays stopping at traffic signals.

http://www.minneapolismn.gov/nicollet-central
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The Nicollet-Central Corridor
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Initial Screening of Transportation Options ll Ll i
To define the alternatives for detailed evaluation, a high- RESU_ItE Df' nitial SCI‘EE“'"E
level screening of a variety of mode and alignment options of Allgnmentﬂ 415t Ave

was conducted to screen out alternatives that do not
meet the project’s purpose and goals. The criteria used to
screen mode and alignment options include: \
e Potential right-of-way impacts \2
e Provides access to community 1\ A
e Compatible with local and regional plans

sl b
e Consistent with existing community character \\ = 5
e Provides appropriate level of transit capacity ’
e Community and stakeholders sentiment \ S R
. L] --.--ll---n sesessens
e Connects activity centers \ i
e Effective alignment that provides for direct access \
%
. B ] | te
Mode Options e\l 1t
: . =1 = e
The mode options evaluated include:
& =
e Conventional bus (“no-build”)* "-.‘
e Enhanced bus (in mixed traffic)* oe .
*
° Moderl? streett.:ar. . c ﬁﬁ?@ &,
e Bus rapid transit (in a dedicated busway) ., A 4 *..-",,:Jg‘-’ %
e Light rail transit Sog
i (0 Vet
e Heavy rail : b by o
e Maglev '?,D Y -"'1'&:?{&4?'
. e g = gty
e Monorail P # e, PN
J- d [ ] -\\ I
e Personal rapid transit < [ : e T
. = N e
Far, rant 5t 5%
° Commuter rall RSB ED 5 'q?.....- F \"
*Mode options that were found to best meet the purpose 3 “ \
and goals for the project and are recommended for detailed % .
evaluation. | lxl
\
. . / \
Alignment Options / \
/
A variety of alignment options on and near Nicollet and l-.
Central Avenues were screened (see map). The alignment PRI 23 z‘\-
options recommended for detailed evaluation are: "‘\

e Generally, Central Avenue NE, Nicollet Mall and
Nicollet Avenue S

LEGEND \

meses Alignment alternatives

"EES% advanced into Detailed
Evaluation

e Two Mississippi River crossing options (Hennepin/
First Avenue and Central/Third Avenue S)

e Two Lake Street connection options (First/Blaisdell « Alignment alternatives

Avenue and a reopened Nicollet Avenue S) :::'::L?;T:&:f;‘;:ﬂdi“.

@ d46th St

Jlanuary 31, 2013

; J http://www.minneapolismn.gov/nicollet-central
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Alternatives for Detailed Evaluation

Proposed
Route
and Stops 37th Ave

Routing between
river crossing and
Micollet Mall TRD

14th/15th 5t

18th 5t
Franklin Ave

24th 5t
26th 5t
2Bth 5t
Lake St (J°\®
32nd 5t
34th 5t
36th 5t
38th 5t
40th St
42nd 5t
44th 5t

Junuary 30, 2013

I
46th 5t - |.
[
I

41st/CHTC

35th Ave

A2nd Ave

.-"-. 29th Ave
26th /27th Ave
Lﬁr‘r Ave
22nd Ave

18th Ave

14th Ave

QP University Ave
dmé" SE 2nd 5t/Main

£/ 3rd =
e Wasi%nunnue

Routing between 28th 5t. and
Lake 5t. TBD

LEGEND
s Proposed route
== == Route options
& Proposed Stop location

http.//www.minneapolismn.gov/nicollet-central

An enhanced bus, modern streetcar and no-build
alternative are proposed for the detailed evaluation.
Key features of the enhanced bus and modern streetcar
alternatives include:

e Frequent service

e Fewer stops than existing local bus
e Complementary bus service

e Fewer signal delays

e Faster boarding

e Larger, more recognizable vehicles
e Better stop amenities

e Use same lanes as cars and trucks

It is anticipated that the modern streetcar alternative
would need to be implemented in phases due to funding
constraints and experience in other U.S. cities. In addition
to the 9-mile corridor, an approximately 3.5-mile starter
streetcar line between Lake Street and East Hennepin
Avenue will be evaluated and refined as necessary based
on evaluation results.

Common Elements of Enhanced Bus and
Modern Streetcar

Frequent Service: Enhanced bus and modern streetcar
will be as frequent as bus service today, running every 7.5
to 10 minutes.

Fewer Stops than Existing Local Bus: The map on the left
shows a concept for enhanced bus and modern streetcar
stops. By stopping every other block instead of every block,
enhanced bus and modern streetcar will travel faster than
bus service today and still get you where you need to go
without significantly increasing your walk.

Complementary Bus Service: The enhanced bus and
modern streetcar would replace local bus service, but
bus service in the corridor north of the Columbia Heights
Transit Center and south of 46th Street would continue to
serve downtown via a limited stop service. No changes
are expected for routes 11, 17 and 25.

Fewer Signal Delays: New traffic signal technology would
allow enhanced bus and modern streetcar to move more
quickly through intersections along the corridor.

=
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Faster Boarding: Paying for your fare before getting on Better Stop Amenities: Enhanced busand modern streetcar

the bus or modern streetcar and boarding through any stops typically have more amenities than conventional bus

door will allow you to get on enhanced bus and modern stops, including curb extensions to enable level or near-

streetcar service faster than today’s bus service. level boarding and real-time information displays to show
when the next vehicle is due to arrive at the stop.

Everett, WA

Larger, More Easily Recognizable Vehicles: Enhanced
bus and modern streetcar vehicles typically carry more
passengers compared to a 40-foot conventional bus:

e Conventional bus: 40 to 50
e Enhanced bus (60-foot articulated): 70 to 90
e Modern streetcar (67-foot): 100 to 120

Enhanced bus and modern streetcar vehicles will also
include branding so you can tell it apart from regular bus
service.

Seattle

Use Same Lanes as Cars and Trucks: Enhanced bus and
modern streetcar will operate in existing traffic lanes with
cars and trucks in the Nicollet-Central corridor.

Cleveland

Portland
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/nicollet-central
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How Do Enhanced Bus and Modern Streetcar
Differ?

While they have many common elements, enhanced bus
and modern streetcar have key differences, namely:

Infrastructure

e Modern streetcar runs on tracks in the street.
Installing  tracks will entail some roadway
reconstruction, typically only where tracks are laid,
not the entire street.

e Modern streetcar uses an electrical power system.
There are overhead wires connected to street lights
or special poles approximately every 80 feet and
substations every one-half mile that are about 15 feet
by 20 feet.

Portland

e Modern streetcar requires a separate storage and
maintenance facility close to the line. A two- to
three-acre site can accommodate 10 to 15 streetcar
vehicles.

Seattle Maintenance Facility

http.//www.minneapolismn.gov/nicollet-central
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Cost to Build
Modern streetcar costs more to build and operate than
enhanced bus but less than light rail.

Route Flexibility
Because it has rubber tires, bus can easily get around

obstacles, be rerouted and its route extended while
modern streetcar is fixed on rails.

Economic Development Benefits

Modern streetcar is generally associated with more
economic development outcomes than bus. It is a unique
amenity that attracts development and attention.
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How Do Modern Streetcar and Light Rail Differ?

The Twin Cities’ first light rail line opened in 2004 and its second line is scheduled to open in 2014. Modern streetcar is new

to the region. So how are they different from each other?

Lanes/Tracks
e Modern Streetcar: Same lanes as cars and trucks

e Light Rail: Separate from cars and tracks

Train Length

e Modern Streetcar: Single-car trains; Portland’s are
about 70 feet long each

e Light Rail: Trains are made up of two to three cars;
each car is about 90 feet long

Distance between Stops
e Modern Streetcar: Every two to four blocks

e Light Rail: Every four blocks to one mile

Length/Type of Trips Served

e Modern Streetcar: Short (typically less than 4 miles);
serves short trips in downtowns and activity centers

e Light Rail: Long (typically 8 miles or more); serves
longer, regional trips

Average Cost to Build (per mile)

e Modern Streetcar: $30 to $60 million

e Light Rail: $80 to $125 million

Construction Impacts
e Modern Streetcar: Less extensive

e Light Rail: More extensive

Sample Systems (Operating/Under Construction)

e Modern Streetcar: Portland, Seattle, Tacoma; Tucson,
Salt Lake

e Light Rail: Minneapolis-St. Paul, San Francisco,
Portland, Seattle, Charlotte, Salt Lake, Buffalo

Portland Modern Streetcar

http://www.minneapolismn.gov/nicollet-central
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Next Steps

During the next phase of the Study, the Detailed Evaluation of Alternatives, the following information will be prepared for
the enhanced bus, modern streetcar and no-build alternatives, and for the conceptual starter streetcar alternative:

e Cost to build e Cost effectiveness

* Number of people who would ride it (generally cost divided by riders)

e Effects on the environment e Ability to attract more housing and businesses/jobs
e FEffects on the traffic flow to the Corridor

«  Cost to operate and maintain e Public and stakeholder sentiment

(annual recurring cost)

This information will assist in determining which alternative best meets the project’s purpose and goals and selection of a
Locally Preferred Alternative for transit in the corridor. The chart below shows the current study process and timeline, as
well as the subsequent work needed to advance the project.

2012 - 2013: Nicollet-Central Transit Alternatives Study

Purpose and Need

¢ Corridor Problems and Challenges

« Viskon for the Corridor

« Goals and Objectives and Evaluation Criteria

Initial Development and Screening of

Corridor Transportation Options

¥ Transit Mode Options

« Corridor Segment Options e ——
< L We Are | J

e i Detalled Definition and Evaluationof =

Alternatives

e
=
=
=
=
w
T
=
=
J

2
' Locally Preferred Alternative
]

[ Metropolitan Council - Approval of LPA ]

Secure
] Funding

[ Construction

[ Operations ]

The study is being led by the City of Minneapolis in coordination with the Metropolitan Council and Metro Transit.

http.//www.minneapolismn.gov/nicollet-central _ ‘
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