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1.0 Introduction and Project Background

The Gateway Corridqroject is a plannettansitway in Ramsey and Washington Counftidse
corridor would connect the east Twin Cities Metropolitan Area to the greater regional transit
network via connections at the Union Depot multimodal hub in downtown Saint Phaell.
project was previously defined as approximately 12mile transitwayrunninggenerally

parallel to 194, connecting downtown Saint Paul with its East Side neighborhoods and the
suburbs of Maplewood, Landfall, Oakdale, Woodbaryd Lake EImd@ds discussed irhis

report, the project definition has since been refinedthe segment through Oakdale, Lake
Elmqg and Woodbury

Alternatives for the Gateway Corridor project have been developed in multiple phases, starting
with the Alternatives Analysis (AA) Study010. After the AA Study was published in 2013 and
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Scoping process was completed in 2014, a
Locally Preferred Alternative (LR#as selectedTheLPA is the transitwagiternative that the
corridor cities, Washington CountyRamsey Countynd the Metropolitan Council recommend
for detailed study The LPA specifies the type of transithnologythat will be used (mode) and
the general locatiorof the transit servic€alignment).The LPA was adopted as part of 2640
Transportation Policy Plg2040 TPP; adopted by the Metropolitan Council in January 2015),
UKS NB3IAZYyQa TA m@gle frahaportﬂlenyﬁ)allcyl‘a{r}d Mnyes&Renttplany 1@ the
TPP, e LPAs described abus rapid transit (BRT) generally on the Hudson Rtadson
Boulevard alignment that crosses to the south side®f between approximately Lake EImo
Avenue and Manning Avenue.

Although adopted into the 2040PR the LPA did not define the route betweeake Elmo
Avenue/Settlers Ridge Parkway and Manning Avenubke eastern end of the corridor
Additional analysis and coordination occurred to determine the route in this segment of the
alignment, andn October 201%he Policy Advisory Committee (PAGQa@mmended a refined

alternative asthe LPE2f f 2 g Ay 3 GKS t !/ Qa l\st(Dpi)OﬂWeﬁeleu)\zyZ

neededfrom each city and county in which tefined portion of thealignment is locatd to
finalize the LPA selection. Ooky, Lake EImo, did npass a resolution of suppaidr the
refined LPA.

To reevaluate the alignment in the eastern end of the corridor, an Eastern End Realignment
Working Group was formed. This gromgludes representatives from Washington County,
Ramsey County, City of Walaury, City of Oakdale, Minnesota Department of Transportation
(MnDOT), and Metro Transit.

2.0 Purpose of Document

The purpose of this document is to present the decisitaking and alternatives development,
procesdl K I K I 2 OOdzNNB R  domngt Suporf thelrefine®LPA. AN a RS OA
described in the foIIowmg sections, the decisimaking process has been collaborative

|nclud|ng a robust community engagement procesy] the alternatives developmeprocess

KFra 0SSy 3INEPdzy RSRdpusposé dadneddNPE 2S5 0GQa RSTFAYS

3.0 DecisionrMaking Process

Theeastern end refinemendecisionmaking proceswasbased orthe previously developed
project purpose and need and advisory commitggeicture. In addition, avorkinggroup was
formed andpublic engagementvas conducted specific to the eastern end realignment pracess
Each element of tis decisionmaking process is described in the following sections.

aaA
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3.1 Purpose and Need

3.1.1. PURPOSE

The purpose of the Gateway Corridor project is to provide transit service &b time existing
andlongterm regional mobility and local accessibility needs for businesses and the traveling
public within the project area.

3.1.2. NEED
Thefollowing primary factors contribute to the need for the Gateway Corridor project:

A Limited existing trarsit servicehroughout the day and demand for more frequent
service over a larger portion of the day

Policy shift toward travel choices and multimodal investments

Population and employment growth, increasing access needs and travel demand
Needs of peoplevho depend on transit

Local and regional objectives for growghd prosperity

3.1.3. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Goalswere developedduring theAA Studyto serve as a framework tevaluate the alternatives
underconsideraion for the Gateway Corridor projedBoals land 2 (Tier 1 goals) identify the
minimum requirements that an alternative would be expected to meet in order to continue to
be considered. Goals3(Tier 2yeflect broader community goals amday be helpful in
comparing alternatives that meet the Tiegbals.These goals, along with théentified project
needs, provide the basisifthe analysis of alternatives.

A Tier 1 Goals

v >y > >

i Goal 1: Improve mobility
i Goal 2: Provide a cosffective, economicallyiable transit option

A Tier 2 Goals

i Goal 3: Supporeconomic development
9 Goal 4: Protect the natural environmental features of the corridor
1 Goal 5: Preserve and protect individual and community quality of life
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3.2 Advisory Committees

The Gateway Corridor advisory  Figure 1. Relationship of Gateway Corridor Advisory
bodies include the Technical

Advisory Committee (TAC), Bodies
Community Advisory Committee Technical Advisory Community Advisory
(CAC), Policy Advisory Committee Committee (TAC) Committee (CAC)

(PAC), and Gateway Corridor
Commission (GCC). The \“/—/
relationship among the project

advisory bodies is illustratl in Policy Advisory

Committee (PAC)

Figurel.
3.3 Working Group "'
The Eastern End Realignment Cribzitey Coniibl

Working Group includes Commission (GCC)

representatives from Washington
County, Ramsey County, City of Woodbury, City of Oakdale, MNnDOT, and Metro Transit. The
22NJAYy3 DNRdAzLJQa NbBalLlR2yaAaAoAftAuASa AyOf dzRSY

A Drafting potetial new routes and discussing the viability of existing routes
A Reviewingcommunityinput on station locations and routes

A Developing a list of viable routes based on project goals and objectives
A Developing a stakeholder engagement and communications plan

The viable routes that come out of the Working Group discussions are then taken to the TAC for
review and input.

3.4 Public Engagemempproach

The public engagement approach for tteginement in the east end of the corridor has two
parts. The first relateto which alternatives will be evaluated in the environmental document,
and the second relates to identifying the LPA.

The first phase of engagement was intended to solicit input on what station locations and
routes should be considered. The intent ofstiphase of engagement was to provide
information to theWorkingGroup before any new routes were developékttivities for this
phasewere focused on soliciting input to the following questions:

A What types of activities (jobs, shopping, housimgyeation, education, medical
services, etc.) do you want to get to or from by using transit?

A Based on your answer above, what specific locations in Oakdale and Woodbury do you
think would be good for transit stations? List as many as you wish.

A Are thereparticular benefits or impacts that you want decision makers and technical
staff to be aware of?

A Do you have any other comments on the Gateway Gold Line BRT project?

The second phase of engagemevds to solicit input once alternatives were establishdusT
includes collecting input on:

A All the routes, station locations, and alternatives ¥verkingGroup considered
A The alternatives to be studied in the Draft EIS
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A The identification of the LPA
More details on the outreach activities conducted to date discussed in Section 5.

3.5 Integration with the NEPA and LPA Processes

The results of the eastern end refinement process feed into the overall project process, which
includes both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and the LPA process. This
process is illustrated iRigure 2

AsnotedirFigure Z | f GSNY I A @dSa 6SNB RSOSt2LISR FyR SgI
and objectives and the New Starts evaluation criteria. The New Starts criteria include mobility

improvements, coseffectiveress, environmental benefits, congestion relief, economic
development, and land use.
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Figure 2. Alternative Refinement, NEPA, and LPA Process

Working Group: Working Group:
Identify potential Determine viable alternatives
station locations and from engineering, project
routes goals and objectives, and
Establish evaluation New Starts perspectives
criteria

Develop engagement plan
including residents,
businesses, city councils,
and other stakeholders

Implement Plan

* Project staff will work with Metropolitan Council to develop the timeline for
adoption of the LPA amendment into the Transportation Policy Plan
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4.0 Alternatives Development Process

4.1 Alternatives ldentified Through Environmental Scoping Process

In Minnesota, the Scoping process is the ftsfp in preparing an EIS (see Minnesota Statutes,
Chapter 116D), and it establishes the foundation for the EIS process. Sdefings the range

of alternatives to be studied in the Draft EIS and identifies the potential issues and impacts
relating to eab of the alternatives. The Draft EIS Scoping process conducted for the Gateway
Corridor project took place from February to April 2014.

A NeBuild alternative, a BRT alternative, and a light rail transit (LRT) alternative were
presented in the Scoping press. The BRT and LRT alternatives presented during Scoping were
approximately 12 miles long and included up to 12 stations between Union Depot in downtown
Saint Paul and Manning Avenue in Woodbury. Both alternatives generally paralleled the north
side ofl-94 to just east of-#94/1-694 along Hudson Boulevard antl 8treet and were south of

I-94 and adjacent to Hudson Road further east.

Potential alignment alternatives, for both BRT and LRT, were also included in the Scoping
Booklet. In the western halffdhe corridor, Alignments A, B, and C would serve areas between
Union Depot in downtown Saint Paul and tHe4/I-694/1-494 interchange (se€igure 3.

Figure 3. BRT and LRT Alignments Proposed for Study in the Western Portion of the Corridor
(as definedin the Scoping Booklet)
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East of the-B4 interchange with-#94/1-694, Alignments D1 (south of94) and D2 (north of
I-94) combine with a variety of potential E alignments betweé@4 and a point east of
Woodbury Drive/Keats Avenue (segjure 4. Dgpending on the E alignment, the dedicated
guideway could cross¥ from north to south.
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Figure 4. BRT and LRT Alignments Proposed for Study in the Eastern Portion of the Corridor
(as defined in theScopingBooklet)
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Alignment E was further refined durinige Draft EIS Scoping process to include three alignment
options: Alignments E1, E2, and E3 (Serire5). Alignment E1 would follow Hudson Road

south of 94 to Manning Avenue. Alignment E2 would follow Hudson Boulevard nort94ofd
Lake EImo AvenuSettlers Ridge Parkway where it would cross to the south and follow Hudson
Road south of-94 to Manning Avenue. Alignment E3 would follow Hudson Boulevard north of
I-94 to Manning Avenue.

Figure 5. E Alignments Developed during Draft EIS Scoping (agnsimathe Scoping Decision
Document)
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After publication of the Scoping Booklet, a managed lane alternative was added to the range of
alternatives under evaluation.

The GCC recommended and WCRRA apptdhedlimination of the LRT alternative. The
Scopindgdecision Document identifgsix alternatives for additional study in the Draft EIS:

A No-Build alternative
A Managed Lane BRT alternative
A Dedicated BRT alternatives

1 ABCDI1-E1l

1 ABCGCD2E1l

1 ABCD2E2

1 ABCD2E3

The Dedicated BRT alternativesit were advanced from Draft EIS Scopng illustrated in
Figure 6

After publication of the Scoping Decision Document, TA& and PAC recommended to remove
Alternative ABED2-E1 from the Draft EIS analysis on September 16, 201®atuber 15,

2015, respectivelyAt those same meetings, the TAC and PAC also recommended to remove the
Alignment E1 option that travels on Woodbury Drive and Hudson Road from further analysis.
The Alignment E1 option that runs just to the south-8#I(sfown as a dotted line iffigure §

was recommended to advance.

In a letter dated January 4, 2016, the Federal Highway Administration (Fs{s¥&g that their
concerns driving the study of the Managed Lane alternative had been addressed. After the
receipt d this letter, at their January 20, 26nd April 14, 208 meetings, respectively, the

TASC2: and PAC recommended to screen the Managed Lane alternative from analysis in the Draft
EIS

The alternatives that were approved to be studied in the Draft EIBgedicated BRT
alternatives, are illustrated iRigure?.

I WCRRA is the state Responsible Governmental Unit.
2 Details on the Managed Lane alternative evaluation process can be found in the Managed Lane Bus Rapid Transit
Alternative Technical Memo (November 2015).
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Figure 6. Dedicated BRT Alternativadvanced from Draft EIS Scoping





































































