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Agenda

• Present findings of detailed evaluation of 
alternatives

– Answer TCAC questions and obtain feedback

• Seek TCAC assistance presenting to 
stakeholders and communities

• Share next steps
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Proposed 
Streetcar 
System

Streetcar 
Feasibility 

Study

City of Minneapolis
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Nicollet-Central Alternatives Analysis
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We Are Here
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Nicollet-Central Project Purpose
(approved by Policy Advisory Committee on October 25, 2012)

• The purpose is to…

– Improve transit connectivity

– Enhance the attractiveness of transit service

– Catalyze development through an investment in 
transit infrastructure within the Nicollet‐Central 
Corridor
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Alternatives for Detailed Evaluation
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No Build 
(existing bus)

Enhanced Bus
(9‐mile)

Streetcar
(9‐mile)

Streetcar
(Preliminary starter line)
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Enhanced Bus Differs from Arterial BRT

Enhanced Bus

• Short trips/local circulation

• Slower speed

• Frequent stops (~¼ mile)

Arterial BRT

• Long trips/regional nature

• Higher speed

• Limited stops (½ mile +)
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…yet similar in these ways:
• Frequent service

• Reliable service

• Improved passenger experience
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Goals and Evaluation Criteria

• Criteria organized around six goals in 
Purpose and Need:
1. Connect People and Places
2. Increase the Attractiveness of Transit
3. Catalyze and Support Economic Development
4. Integrate with the Transportation System
5. Support Healthy Communities and Environmental 

Practices
6. Develop an Implementable Project with Community 

Support

7
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LPA:  Three Key Questions

• What Mode Is Best?

• What River Crossing is Best?

• What Is the Minimal Operating Segment (or 
“Starter Line”)? 
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Goal 1 Results
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Finding:
• No differences among alternatives

Criteria

1.1 2010 population within one-half mile
1.2 2030 population within one-half mile
1.3 2010 employment within one-half mile
1.4 2030 employment within one-half mile
1.5 Existing major activity centers

1.6 Transit connections

1.7 Quality of pedestrian connections
1.8 Quality of bicycle connections

No-Build Enhanced Bus
(9.2 mi)

Modern
Streetcar
( )Goal 1:  Connect People and Places

93,900
120,000
125,500
177,900

All alternatives serve all major activity centers
Most major activity centers are clustered in/around downtown; Eighth-Washington; and 

Grant-Lake. Outer end service is beyond location of most major activity centers.

Serves all in downtown and near downtown plus Columbia Heights Transit 
Centre, 38th St and Orange Line at 46th St

Connections diminish somewhat farther north and south
Connections diminish somewhat farther north and south
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Goal 2 Results
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Finding:
• Streetcar has higher potential ridership and greater ability to 

accommodate future growth

Criteria

No-Build Enhanced Bus
(9.2 mi)

Modern
Streetcar
( )2.1 2030 ridership projections

Project boardings N/A 13,400 19,900
New corridor transit trips N/A -- 900

2.2 Ability to  accommodate growth in transit ridership 
through:

Use of articulated buses  
and/or more frequent 

service

More frequent service Use larger vehicle or two
car train
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Goal 3 Results
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Finding:
• Streetcar has greater potential to catalyze economic development

Criteria

No-Build Enhanced Bus
(9.2 mi)

Modern
Streetcar
( )

3.1 Estimate of development potential (SF)
(Based on existing zoning)

3.2 Potential value of development (2013 $)
3.3 Potential for alternative to spur development

(Based on May 2013 Developer Forum, Peer Review, and review of 
local plans, policies and guidelines)

Lowest potential Medium potential Highest potential
$ 4.84 billion

Goal 3:  Catalyze and Support Economic Development

118,500,000
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Goal 4 Results
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Finding:
• No significant differences among alternatives

Criteria

No-Build Enhanced Bus
(9.2 mi)

Modern
Streetcar
( )

4.1 Impact on corridor traffic
4.2 Impact on parking
4.3 Impact on freight railroad operations

Goal 4:  Integrate with the Existing Transportation System
Minimal impacts for all alternatives
Minimal impacts for all alternatives
Minimal impacts for all alternatives

• Number of transit vehicles in the corridor overall would not change significantly
• Enhanced buses and streetcar will stop in the traffic lane

But…
• Decreased boarding times
• Fewer stops
• Transit signal priority
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Goal 5 Results
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Findings:
• Streetcar would serve more transit-reliant riders
• Otherwise, no differences among alternatives

Criteria

No-Build Enhanced Bus
(9.2 mi)

Modern
Streetcar
( )

5.1 Number of historical, cultural and natural resources
5.2 Year 2030 transit-reliant ridership N/A 4,800 7,500
5.3 Benefits to:

Low income population
Minority population 26,100
Transit-reliant population

5.4 Affordable housing units served
5.5 Environmental benefits N/A

No significant difference among alternatives

4,600
No significant difference among alternatives

21,600

15,100

Goal 5:  Support Healthy Communities and Environmental Practices
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Goal 6 Results – Cost Effectiveness
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Findings:
• Enhanced bus has lower capital and O&M cost
• Streetcar has twice the number of boardings/vehicle hour
• O&M cost/passenger boarding are similar
• Cost-effectiveness: Enhanced bus and streetcar competitive for 

FTA funding

Criteria

No-Build Enhanced Bus
(9.2 mi)

Modern
Streetcar

6.1 Cost-Effectiveness
Project boardings per vehicle revenue hour N/A 42 90
Project O&M cost per passenger boarding N/A $3.17 $3.12 
Project annual O&M cost estimate (2013 $) N/A $13,600,000 $20,100,000
Project capital cost estimate (2013 $) Would require use of 

hybrid articulated buses
$94 million $393 million

Cost-effectiveness (2013 $) N/A $1.87 $4.37
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Goal 6 Results – Community Support
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Finding:
• TBD, pending public input including 30-day public comment 

review

Criteria

No-Build Enhanced Bus
(9.2 mi)

Modern
Streetcar
( )6.2 Community Support

Public sentiment
Business/developer community sentiment

Pending feedback from August 2013 open house meetings and 30-day 
public comment review
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What Mode Is Best?
• Enhanced Bus:

– Lower capital cost

– Lower O&M cost

– FTA cost‐effectiveness rating:  Medium or better

• Streetcar:
– Higher ridership

– Higher economic development benefits

– More community support to‐date; explore further 
through public outreach in August

– FTA cost‐effectiveness rating:  Medium or better
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Two Mississippi River Crossing Options

17

S S

S
Stairs only

Accessible vertical circulation

No pedestrian access

Accessible at‐grade access

Hennepin/First

Central/Third
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CRITERIA HENNEPIN/FIRST CENTRAL/THIRD AVE

1.4 Transit Connections • Hennepin, University and Washington PTN • Hennepin and University PTN

1.5 Major Activity Centers 
Served

• Full access to riverfront and Nicollet Island • Limited access to riverfront; no connection to 
Nicollet Island

1.7  Pedestrian Connections • Full access to riverfront and Nicollet Island • Riverfront access via stairs at NW corner; no 
direct access to Nicollet Island

1.8 Bicycle Connections • Direct riverfront access
• Room for bike lane

• Indirect riverfront access
• No room for bike lane without impact to on-

street parking

2.1 2030 Weekday Passenger 
Boardings

• 1,000 more boardings for streetcar 
alternatives

• Shorter walk for some existing riders

4.3 Potential Traffic  Impacts • Shorter alignment = shorter travel time
• Roadway capacity for traffic growth

• Frequent traffic congestion

5.1 Cultural and Historic 
Resources

• Bridge on National Register of Historic Places 

6.3 Annual O&M Cost
(2013 $)

• Lower cost for streetcar alternatives ($500k-
$800k)

6.4 Capital Cost ($2013 $) Higher cost due to longer alignment and more 
complex bridge reconstruction for streetcar
• Enhanced Bus: +$5 million
• Streetcar: +$14-17 million

Comparison of River Crossing Options
Finding: Hennepin/First Ave Bridge has most benefits with lower cost
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Why a Streetcar Starter Line?
• Peer systems are

1 to 3.5 miles long

• Proposed
Nicollet‐Central 
starter line: 3.4 miles

• One‐half the cost of 9.2‐mile streetcar

• Connect 6 out of 7 streetcar lines in PTN

• Approximate capital cost of $200 million to 
compete for Small Starts

19

PEER SYSTEM OPENING 
YEAR

CONSTRUCTION 
COST

ROUTE 
LENGTH (MI)

Portland Phases 1‐4 2001‐2007 $103 million 4.0
Portland ‐ Phase 5 2012 $148 million 3.3
Seattle South Lake Union 2007 $52 million 1.3
Seattle First Hill 2014 $134 million 2.5
Tucson 2013 $199 million 3.9
Atlanta 2014 $69 million 1.3
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Starter Streetcar Line (3.4 miles)

20

Connection between 
bridge and Nicollet Mall to 
be determined during 
environmental review/
advanced concept design
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Starter Streetcar Line

21

96% of population growth
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Starter Streetcar Line
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Population Living  In Poverty: 74%
No Vehicle Population: 62%

Non-White Population: 62%
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91% of affordable housing units in 
the corridor served



9/17/2013

13

Nicollet–Central Transit Alternatives  | July 2013

Starter Streetcar Line
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13,400

19,900

9,200

About one-half the 
ridership of 9.2-mile 
streetcar
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Starter Streetcar Line

25

69% of 
development 
capacity
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Five of Nine Opportunity Sites
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Streetcar Starter Line Ridership and Costs

• 9,200 weekday boardings

• Annual O&M Cost: $10.6 million

• Capital Cost: $180‐$200 million

• Cost‐effectiveness: $5.25
–Potential FTA cost‐effectiveness rating: Medium or 
better

27
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Streetcar Starter Line vs. Project Purpose

• Improve transit connectivity
– Serve 74% of transit‐reliant population

– Connect downtown to near downtown 
(across I‐94 and Mississippi River)

• Enhance the attractiveness of
transit service
– North‐south rail service on Nicollet Mall

– 9,200 weekday boardings for 3.4 miles

• Catalyze development through an investment in transit 
infrastructure within the Nicollet‐Central Corridor
– 69% of development capacity

– Five of 9 opportunity sites
28
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Key Next Steps
• Review of evaluation report by public and agencies in August

• Upcoming open house meetings

– August 6th – Central Library

– August 7th – Eastside Food Coop

– August 14th – Colin Powell Center

• Other outreach activities – neighborhood and business associations

• August TCAC and PAC meetings

• Select Locally Preferred Alternative – Early September

• Complete Environmental Assessment

• Amend Regional Transportation Policy Plan to include LPA

• Funding Plan and Interagency Agreements
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