Streetcar Feasibility Study Picks Up Steam

Figure 9-2 Candidate Streetcar Corridors Carried Forward to Phase Il Evaluation
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Summary of Phase | — Preliminary Screening Evaluation

The consultant team has recently completed the first phase of screening, which reduced the
number of corridors for continued study, and shortened some corridors, based on physical or
geometric conditions that are not conducive to streetcar operation at this time. Each corridor was

evaluated using “Primary” evaluation criteria and “Secondary” evaluation criteria. The Primary

evaluation criteria were designed to screen out corridors based on physical and technical barri-

ers, such as steep grade, difficult turning movements, and overhead

clearance. The Secondary evaluation criteria were used to supplement

the Primary criteria by identifying corridors that do not have strong
existing or planned transit supportive land use or available zoning
that would allow for a nearby maintenance facility. The results of the
Phase I evaluation are summarized in the following table.

Candidate Corridor

W Broadway Ave

Carried Forward to
Phase |l Evaluation?

Yes, entire corridor

Major Reasons for Not Carrying
Forward to Phase 1l Evaluation

Central Ave NE

Yes, south of 29th Ave NE

Railroad crossing at 36th Ave NE

Chicago Ave S

Yes, north of Lake

Low transit-supportive land use south of Lake St

15th Ave SE / Como Ave

No

Low underpass at 8th St SE

Franklin Ave

Yes, between Nicollet Ave S and
Chicago Ave S

Steep grade east and west of Lyndale Ave S; low
overpass at Hiawatha Ave.

Fremont Ave N / 44th Ave N /
Osseo Rd

No

No strong anchor north of 44th Ave N / Penn;
Difficult turns at Fremont/Plymouth; Low

Hennepin Ave S

Yes, entire corridor

Lake St / Midtown Greenway

Yes, west of Hiawatha Avenue

Low transit-supportive land use east of
Hiawatha

Nicollet Ave S

Yes, entire corridor

University Ave SE / 4th St SE

Yes, entire corridor

Cedar Ave / Riverside Ave

No

Turning movements at Seven Corners; possible
duplication with Hiawatha and Central LRT

Washington Ave

Yes, entire corridor

Penn Ave N / Hwy 55

No

No strong anchor north of 44th Ave N / Penn;
Low transit-supportive land use along entire

Lyndale Ave S/ Bryant Ave S

Yes, north of Lake

No strong anchor south of Lake St; Low transit-
supportive land use south of Lake St
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Figure 6-2 Candidate Corridors and Major Technical Issues
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