GATEWAY CORRIDOR

Agenda : :

. .. Woodbury City Hall, Birch Room
Gateway Corridor Commission 8301 Valley Creek Road
June 9, 2011 - 3:30 PM Woodbury, MN 55125
Item Presenter Action Requested

1. Introductions

2. Approval of Agenda Approval
3. Summary May 12, 2011 Meeting* Approval
4. Consent Items Approval
a. Checks and Claims*
5. Amended and Revised Joint Powers Washington County Information

Agreement

6. Gateway Corridor AA Update*

a. Update on Study Washington County Information
b. Approval of Evaluation Criteria Approval
Technical Memo
c. Outreach Activities Information
7. Communications Washington County Information

a. Google Analytics Update - April*
b. Media/ Newsletter Communications*

8. Legislative Update Ramsey County Information
a. State*
b. Federal*

9. Other Washington County Information

a. Meeting Dates Summary*

10. Adjourn

*Attachments

For questions regarding this material, please contact Ted Schoenecker, Washington County at (651) 430-4319 or at
ted.schoenecker@co.washington.mn.us.
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Members Agency Present
Rafael Ortega Ramsey County X
Lisa Weik Washington County X
Kathy Lantry St Paul

Will Rossbach Maplewood X
Paul Reinke Oakdale X
Mary Giuliani Stephens Woodbury X
Dean Johnston Lake EImo X
Dan Kyllo West Lakeland X
Randy Nelson Afton X
Brian Zeller Lakeland X
Victoria Reinhardt, Alternate | Ramsey County

Gary Kriesel, Alternate Washington County X
Paul Rebholz, Alternate Woodbury

Brett Emmons, Alternate Lake Elmo

Dave Schultz, Alternate West Lakeland

Pat Snyder, Alternate Afton

Peg Larson, Alternate Lakeland

Ex-Officio Members Agency Present
Greg Watson Woodbury Chamber of Commerce

Mike Amundson Baytown Township X
Doug Stang 3M

Richard McNamara

Oakdale Business and Professional Association

Tim Ramberg

St. Croix County

Zach Schwartz

St Paul Chamber of Commerce

Others Agency
Ted Schoenecker Washington County
Mike Rogers Ramsey County RRA

David Jessup

City of Woodbury

Josh Straka

Congresswoman McCollum’s Office

Dave Schultz

West Lakeland Township

Roger Rebholz

St. Croix County

Paul Rebholz City of Woodbury

Stephanie Eiler CH2M Hill

Gordon Westberg District 1 Community Council
Josh Collins Ramsey County RRA
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Pauline Nixon District Council/St. Paul

Garneth Peterson District 1 Community Council/St. Paul
Rachel Horn Congresswoman Bachmann’s Office
Stephen Ebner West Lakeland Township

Katie Topinka U.S. Senator Al Franken’s Office

The Gateway Corridor Commission convened at 3:35p.m. by Chair Weik.

Agenda Item #1. Introductions
Introductions were made by those present.

Due to lack of quorum, the meeting continued with agenda item #7.

Agenda Item #7. Communications

Item 7a. Outreach Activities

Schoenecker said we highlighted some of the outreach activities going on as outlined in the
packet. From the Alternative Analysis side, we have a meeting with 3M, towards the end of
May, specifically to talk about alignment station options within their campus. Weik asked if
there was a request from the Woodbury Rotary. Schoenecker said we haven’t contacted them
yet, but they are on the list. Weik said Globe College may also have some interest for formal
outreach. Schoenecker said he will add them to the list.

Item 7b. Google Analytics Update: Schoenecker referred to the information provided in the
packet stating the levels went down from February to March due to having a lower level of
outreach with open houses. We are still having good hits on the web site, just not as much as
the previous month. The April update will be included next month. Nelson asked if there are
any upcoming events that would drive more traffic; any announcements or things we can share
with membership. Schoenecker said the next round of open houses will be happening in mid-
July. Specific to the Gateway Corridor Alternative Analysis, we will be sending a newsletter in
the next week or so to our major distribution lists updating people on where we are at in the
process. Reinke asked about using quick response codes, the ability to upload a picture from a
smart phone to the web site, and if we could do that. Schoenecker will look into it.

Quorum was attained at 3:45.

Agenda Item #9. Other

Item 9a. Meeting Dates: Schoenecker referred the members to the calendar in the packet.
Yesterday’s TAC meeting had more detailed discussions about station locations, the evaluation
criteria that will be used as we look at the eight alternatives, and the service planning
component. The June PAC and TAC meetings will be combined due to identical agendas.

Agenda Item #2. Approval of Agenda
No changes were made to the agenda. Motion made by Johnston to approve agenda.
Seconded by Reinke. Approved. Motion carried.




Agenda Item 3

Agenda Item #3. Summary April 14, 2011 Meeting
No changes were made to the April 14, 2011 meeting summary. Motion by Ortega to approve
the meeting summary. Seconded by Johnston. Approved. Motion carried.

Agenda Item #4. Consent Iltems
a. Checks and claims: Motion by Ortega to approve the consent items. Seconded by
Reinke. Approved. Motion carried.

Agenda Item #5. Gateway Corridor AA Update

Item 5a. AA FAQ

Schoenecker said the FAQs are now on the web site. If there is specific information someone is
looking for, hopefully it is now broad enough to give a high picture of what’s going on in the
Corridor. Weik said she would put a link to the website on her Facebook and Twitter, and
encouraged others to do so as well.

Item5b. Update on Study and Approval of Alternatives

Stephanie Eiler, from CH2M Hill, distributed copies of her PowerPoint presentation to those
present. The cycle of their approval process is first the material goes to the TAC; if they agree,
then the material goes forward to the PAC, and if PAC agrees, it goes forward to this
Commission. Today you are seeing what we did with the two advisory committees a month ago.
She presented the recommended revisions to alternatives, community meetings and station
locations, and the travel demand forecasting process.

Zeller said that there isn’t a station planned for Highway 94 and County Road 18/Highway 95,
and that’s understandable if it crosses the river and goes into Hudson, but if it doesn’t, things
will change a lot. Eiler said the initial look at the grades on the hill going into Hudson is a
concern. The maximum regional standards for LRT allow a 6% grade; we are below that,
although there are little points within that hill where the grade jumps up. We think we can do
it, and if it changes as things get refined, we’ll certainly let you know. Also, if the river bridge
cannot give up any space on the existing pair, and we’re looking at either a new bridge or a
cantilever, it would be an enormous cost impact, and we may need to rethink a terminal station
on the MN side.

Johnston said it was presented that Woodbury and Lake EImo indicated support for a location
on the Hudson Road site and asked if that is intended for the same site or acknowledge interest
for each community on different sides of 1-94. Eiler said the latter; it’s tied to the land use
development plans. The closer we are to a freeway, the more single-loaded a corridor is; you
don’t really get a benefit from both sides of the corridor. By bringing it down to a frontage road
where there is development on both sides, you increase your development opportunity and
your potential for ridership.

Schoenecker referred to revisions one, two, three, and four, starting on page three of the
presentation and suggested separating action taken on funding verses non-funding items.
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Motion by Johnston to approve revisions one, three, and four to the Alternative Analysis.
Seconded by Ortega. Approved. Motion carried.

Schoenecker referred to revision two and reviewed the discussion from the last meeting for the
addition of an eighth alternative at a cost of $99,917. The suggested funding was 20% from the
Met Council, 40% from Ramsey County, and 40% from Washington County.

Ortega said he doesn’t see any problems with this and will put it on the agenda for the next
Ramsey County meeting. Rossbach noted that the resolution doesn’t describe what the eighth
alternative is and that it should be defined under the fifth WHEREAS as a managed lane
alternative. Weik agreed.

Kriesel noted a typo in the resolution stating it should read “Ramsey” not “Ramey.”

Motion made by Ortega to Approve the Resolution to include an eighth alternative in the
Alternatives Analysis scope of work for an amount not to exceed $99,917 pending the approval
of the funding from the Metropolitan Council, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and
the Washington County Regional Rail Authority. Seconded by Rossbach.

Zeller asked why the cost is so high now for the eighth alternative verses if it had been included
in the initial budget. Schoenecker said when this was brought up through our public
involvement process to add this alternative there was not a desire to take another alternative
off the list. We are adding a new alternative of a managed lane, and it is very unique for the
purposes of the Federal Transit Administration. Also, because it is a new alternative, it touches
on almost every task in the scope of work process.

Reinke asked if it looks like we can get the funding. Ortega said, without speaking for his
colleagues, he feels comfortable about funding from Ramsey County. Weik said she feels
comfortable as well. Schoenecker stated Washington County has CTIB money available for this,
and the Metropolitan Council has verbally agreed to their $20,000.

Chair Weik called the question. All in favor. Approved. Motion carried.

Agenda Item #6. Insurance

Schoenecker said the Commission purchased insurance from the League of Minnesota Cities
Insurance Trust (LMCIT) for $1,120 per year. Insurance through LMCIT for 2011 would cost of
$1,099.

Motion by Johnston to approve procurement of insurance from LMCIT as the insurance
provider for the Commission for an amount of $1,099. Seconded by Rossbach. Approved.
Motion carried.
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Agenda Item #8. Legislative Update

Item 8a. State

Rogers said not much has changed over the last month. Governor Dayton is still asking the
House and Senate to come together on their very different bills on how to fund the State
Government. The Governor would like it all on one bill, but the House and Senate haven’t
gotten together to implement that. There is good news that tax collections for April were up
$69 million over what was forecasted. It doesn’t address the full deficit, but it’s going in the
right direction. Weik said Governor Dayton and the Met Council held a roundtable discussion
on the proposed cuts to State Transit Programs and how that would impact riders. Weik said
she spoke on behalf of the Woodbury District 5 area that the bus service could be better in this
area and constituents are concerned about cuts to the east metro.

Item 8b. Federal

Rogers referred to the memo in the packet and discussed options regarding the debt limit and
the Senate GOP job creation proposal. Rachel Horn commented that, at the Natural Resources
Committee Hearing, Chairman Bishop was in support of the St. Croix River Bridge bill. At that
hearing, Mayor Harycki commented that more has happened with this bill in the last two
months than in the last 20 years, and we’re very happy about that.

Agenda Item #10. Adjourn
Johnston moved to adjourn. Seconded by Rossbach. Approved. Motion carried. Weik called
the meeting adjourned at 4:30p.m.
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Agenda Item #4
DATE: June 6, 2011
TO: Gateway Corridor Commission
FROM: Staff
RE: Checks and Claims

Included below is a summary of the invoices that have been received since the previous meeting:
Gateway Corridor Commission — Advocacy Materials

Date(s) Iltem Reason Amount

Communications Contract (Tunheim Partners)
Dates Amount
4/30/11 $2,695.00

Alternatives Analysis Contract (CH2M Hill)

Date(s) Amount
March 26, 2011 — April 29, 2011 $103,517.70

Detailed invoices can be made available upon request.

Action Requested: Approval of Claims and Checks
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Agenda Item #5
DATE: June 3, 2011
TO: Gateway Corridor Commission
FROM: Staff
RE: Amended and Revised Joint Powers Agreement (JPA)

At its September 9, 2010 meeting, the Commission approved “...for individual Parties as members of the
existing Joint Powers Agreement to seek approval from their respective governing bodies of the revised
and amended Joint Powers Agreement dated September 9, 2010.”

Included within the amended and revised JPA, the following language was proposed to be revised:
e All references to the I-94 Corridor Commission will be changed to the Gateway Corridor
Commission.

e Under Article 7, Powers of Commission, revise the language to read:
“The Commission shall exercise such authority as is necessary and proper to carry out the
mandates set forth in this Agreement without individual Party approval unless otherwise
specified herein. This authority includes but is not limited to amending the Agreement in a
manner that is not substantive in nature.”

Each individual party has now approved the amended and revised JPA. The proposed changes are now
officially adopted. No action is needed by the Commission.

Action Requested: Information
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Agenda Item #6a
DATE: June 3, 2011
TO: Gateway Corridor Commission
FROM: Staff
RE: Gateway Corridor Alternatives Analysis Update

At its last meeting, the Commission approved the inclusion of an eighth alternative, Manage Lanes from
St Paul to Hudson, as part of the Alternatives Analysis study. That added alternative was outside the
scope of work for the consultant so the Commission approved the additional work for a cost not to
exceed $99,917 pending approval of the funding from the Metropolitan Council, Ramey County Regional
Railroad Authority and the Washington County Regional Railroad Authority.

Here is a brief summary of activities that are currently being undertaken or are coming up in the near
future:
e Refinement of alignments
Identification of station locations
Preliminary engineering / environmental work
Service plan development
Submission of Initiation Package to FTA (see below)
Preparation for July open houses

FTA Initiation Package

The development of the Initiation Package is the first “check-in” with the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA). Although, we have been in communication with them and they are included on our mailings for
the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), the Initiation Package is our formal submittal to them to
review what we have accomplished to date.

The information that will be submitted to the FTA for their review and comment includes:
e Corridor Problem Statement, Goals and Objectives
e Conceptual Definition of Alternatives
e Service Planning Concept
e Evaluation Criteria

Pending the Commission’s approval of the Evaluation Criteria (see agenda Item 6b), the Initiation
Package is proposed to be submitted in mid to late June.

The FTA will then review and provide comments on the information contained in the Package.

Action Requested: Information
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Agenda Item #6b
DATE: June 3, 2011
TO: Gateway Corridor Commission
FROM: Staff
RE: Gateway Corridor Alternatives Analysis Detailed Evaluation Criteria

With eight alternatives being carried forward for more detailed analysis, there needs to be a way to
evaluate each of these alternatives against one another to meet the requirements of the FTA New Starts
Process and to address the goals and objectives developed in the early stages of the Gateway AA
process.

The detailed evaluation criteria will include the identification of the FTA required elements and the
Commission’s AA goals and objectives and assign evaluation measures to each of these. As a reminder,
the AA study has six primary goals:

Improve mobility

Provide a cost-effective, economically viable transit option
Support economic development

Protect the natural environmental features of the corridor
Preserve and protect individual community quality of life
Improve safety

Each of these goals then has several objective associated with them. Included below is the Draft
Evaluation Criteria Technical Memo that identifies each goal, lists each of the specific objectives under
each goal and then shows the evaluation measure that will be used.

This information will then be included in the Initiation Package submittal.

Action Requested: Approval of the Evaluation Criteria Technical Memo.
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GATEWAY CORRIDOR
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM CH2MHILL

Revised Draft Evaluation Criteria

PREPARED FOR: Gateway Corridor Policy and Technical Advisory Committees
PREPARED BY: CH2M HILL Team
DATE: May 18, 2011

This technical memorandum describes the draft evaluation criteria to be used to compare
and contrast the performance of alternatives during Phase 3 of the Gateway Corridor
Alternatives Analysis (AA). It incorporates comments from the May 11, 2011 Technical
Advisory Committee meeting.

1. Summary of Methodology

The evaluation criteria developed for the Gateway Corridor AA reflect the values of the
Gateway communities, and incorporate critical evaluation measures of the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) New Starts process. Such FTA measures are noted by an asterisk (*)
in the material which follows. Both quantitative measures, such as ridership and cost, and
gualitative measures, such as traffic impact on neighboring residential and commercial
areas, will be used in the evaluation criteria.

1.1  FTA New Starts Evaluation Process and Criteria

Transitway projects requesting FTA New Starts funds must follow the FTA guidelines and an
evaluation process established in July, 2009, as well as FTA’s evaluations for the FY 2011
Annual Report. FTA methodology follows the passage of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible,
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) Technical
Corrections Act of 2009.

Projects seeking FTA New Starts funding are “rated” in a phased process. Currently, the
FTA gives New Starts candidate projects three ratings:

1. Project Justification Rating

2. Financial Rating

3. Summary Rating

Both the Project Justification and Local Financial Commitment ratings consist of five
categories: high, medium-high, medium, medium-low, and low. (As an example, the
Central Corridor LRT project received a medium Project Justification rating, a medium-high
Financial rating, and a medium-high Summary rating.) The FTA then combines the Project
Justification rating and the Financial rating to determine a Summary Rating.

Project Justification Ratings consists of six weighted criteria, known as the “FTA New Starts
Criteria”. They are listed and summarized in Table 1.

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS PAGE 1
05/18/2011
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TABLE 1 : FTA NEW STARTS CRITERIA (FYI 2011
FTA Project Justification

New Starts Criteria

FTA New Starts Evaluation Measures

Threshold for Medium
Rating

Mobility Improvements

20% Rating

Environmental Benefits
10% Rating
Operating Efficiencies

10%Rating

Cost Effectiveness

20% Rating

Transit Supportive Land Use
20% Rating

Economic Development
Effects

20% Rating

Number of new transit trips

User Benefits per passenger mile

Number of transit dependents using the project

Transit dependent User Benefits per passenger mile

e Transit dependents compared to share of transit
dependents in the region

EPA Air Quality designation

e Incremental difference in system-wide operating cost
per passenger mile between the build and the
Baseline alternatives

Incremental cost per hour of Transportation System
User Benefit between the Baseline and build
alternatives

e Existing Land Use

® Transit supportive plans and policies

e Performance and impact of policies

Ranked relative to other
New Starts Projects

Compared to other
relevant national
systems

Cost effectiveness value
below $25

A comprehensive discussion of the FTA process for project rating is found at www.fta.gov at
the site’s Planning and Environment tab.

1.2 Local Evaluation

Many of the Gateway Corridor goals and objectives mirror the FTA criteria and measures.
The evaluation criteria recommended for the Gateway analysis combine both FTA and
corridor-specific measures.

In several cases, the evaluation criteria are the same, for example, ridership projected in the
study year (2030). In other cases the local evaluation measures are more detailed and
relevant to the goals established specifically for the Gateway Corridor. The local criteria are
based on the approved project goals, and tie evaluation measures under each project goal
to specific project objectives identified under each goal.

The Gateway Corridor AA

goals are to:

1. Improve Mobility
2. Provide a Cost-Effective, Economically Viable Transit Option
3. Support Economic Development
4. Protect the Natural Environmental Features of the Corridor
5. Preserve and Protect Individual Community Quality of Life
6. Improve Safety
PAGE 2 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

6/3/2011
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Tiered Evaluation

For the evaluation of alternatives, a two-tiered structure is recommended. The first tier
includes the Improve Mobility and Provide a Cost-effective, Economically viable Transit
Option goals. These goals are considered essential for a project to exist. The second tier
includes the other four goals—listed below— which should be achieved assuming a project
exists from the application of the tier one goals.

Tier 1 Goals

Goal 1 Improve Mobility
Goal 2 Provide a Cost-Effective, Economically Viable Transit Option

Tier 2 Goals

Goal 3 Support Economic Development
Goal 4 Protect the Natural Environmental Features of the Corridor
Goal 5 Preserve and Protect Individual Community Quality of Life
Goal 6 Improve Safety

An example of such a tiered evaluation is shown in the following figure.

Figure 1 Example Tiered Summary Evaluation Table

Tier 1 Gaals Tier 2 Gaals
. Goal4: Preserve and
- Goal 1: Goal 2: Provide a X B ¥ Goal 5 Support "
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Mobility | Efficient Travel Opfian =nerament inthe sy Area Development
and Region

Enhanced Bus Carry forward ac Bacedine
(Baseling)] Cany forward az Bassline alternative (Required) Carmy forward a3 Baseline aitemative [Requirsa) s
BRT 1 - Eden Prairie to Minnzapolis, Does not mest Tier 1 Goals;
HCRRA . . Do not camy forwand
BRT 2' - Eden Prairie to Minneapoks, Does not meet Tier 1 Goals;
Goldan Triangle/Opus/TH 18/HCRRA [ ] [ ] De not camy forwand
LRT 1A - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, Meets Tier 1 Goals; Camy Camy forward for
HCRRAS Kenilworth! Royalston ) 4] Fonward to Tier 2 4 ] 4] 4 ] further analysls
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LRT 34" - Eden Prairiz to Minnezpolis,
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::L“Iﬁv':::_:? "Rgliz 3;‘:' HCRRA/ i ] I ] Forward to Tier 2 4 ] 4] O furiher analysis
LRT 4A - Hopkins io Minneapeolis, Part of full aitzmative. o not
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LRT 1C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, Does not meet Tier 1 Goals;
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LRT 2C - Eden Praiie 1o Minneapalis, + Dioes not mest Tier | Goals;
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LRT 3C - Eden Prairie o Minneapolis
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;?J[:;Hfi:giaps. RERRA ) 4] Forward to Tier 2 [ 4] o] turther anatysis
LRT 4C" - Hopkins io Minneapolis, Part of full ait=mathe. o not
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'Estimated not modeled

Evaluation Breakpoints

#® Does not support goal
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ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
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2. Evaluation Criteria

The objectives identified under each Gateway goal form the basis for the evaluation criteria,
or measures, to be used to compare the performance of alternatives against each other.
The evaluation criteria reflected in the material, shown below, incorporate both FTA
requirements and Gateway objectives under each goal. Evaluation criteria required by FTA
New Starts procedures are indicated with an asterisk (*).

21 Goal 1: Improve Mobility

Under this goal, the Gateway objectives are to provide a travel option that:

responds to corridor travel demand patterns, including reverse commute travel desires
provides additional travel capacity to mitigate areas of existing and projected congestion
offers a competitive commute time to a trip made via automobile, improving overall
traveler productivity

enhances intra and inter community mobility

reliably improves mobility throughout the day

maximizes service to existing and planned corridor population and employment
concentrations

expands and improves linkage to the Twin Cities regional transit system with
connections at major regional multimodal hubs

serves people who depend on transit

enhances pedestrian and bicycle access

Evaluation Measures

—

Transit ridership forecast (year 2030)*, peak and reverse directions

Mainline Level of Service compared to No Build Alternative.

Travel time competitiveness [transit vs. single occupancy vehicle (SOV) travel

time]

User benefits per passenger mile *

Linkage to local bus service

Improvement to mid-day transit service

Population within %2 mile of stations (2030)

Employment within %2 mile of stations (2030)

Overall transit system connection to planned transitways, extensions, and

regional multi-nodal hubs in St. Paul and Minneapolis.

10. Number of transit dependents *Transit dependent user benefits per passenger
mile*

11. Transit dependent populations compared to share in region (2030)*

12. Improved pedestrian and bicycle access

Sl

XN

* Also an FTA New Starts Evaluation Measure

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS PAGE 4
05/18/2011
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2.2 Goal 2: Provide a Cost-Effective, Economically Viable Transit Option

Under this goal, the Gateway objectives are to provide a travel option:

with acceptable capital costs

with acceptable operating costs and service productivity

that enhances regional transit system connectivity

that integrates efficiently with other modes

that improves the overall transportation performance of the corridor, including the
movement of goods for commerce

Evaluation Measures

—

Capital Costs (year 2012 and year of opening)

Operating Costs (year 2012 and year of opening)

3. Cost Effectiveness Index (“CEI” - Incremental Cost per Hour of Transportation
System User Benefit)*

4. Incremental difference in system-wide operating cost per passenger mile

(comparison to Baseline alternative)*

Passengers per in- service hour

Operating costs per passenger

Linkages to local bus service

Connections to other modes offered at stations

Potential impact on goods movement

10 Change in mainline Level of Service

N

© N oo

*Also an FTA New Starts Evaluation Measure

2.3 Goal 3: Support Economic Development
Under this goal, the Gateway objectives are to provide a transit option that:

supports local economic development objectives and goals
supports regional economic development objectives and goals

e supports state and interstate economic development objectives and goals
e enhances the potential for increased transit ridership
o facilitates more efficient land development patterns around stations
Evaluation Measures
1. Consistency with local economic development plans
2. Consistency with regional economic development goals including park/ride sites
3. Consistency with MN and WI economic development plans
4. Current and projected population within %2 mile of stations.
5. Current and planned employment within %2 mile of stations.
6. Transit-supportive plans and policies* (Planned efficient land use that is transit-
supportive at station locations)
7. Performance and impact of policies* (Existing transit-supportive land use at stations)
8. Consistent with previous market analyses, if available
*Also an FTA New Starts Evaluation Measure
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS PAGE 5
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2.4 Goal 4: Protect the Natural Environmental Features of the Corridor

Under this goal, the Gateway objectives are to provide a travel option that:

contributes to the sustainability of the corridor and adjacent communities
minimizes environmental impacts

is beneficial to the region’s air quality

avoids or minimizes alterations to environmentally sensitive areas

Evaluation Measures

S

Supports existing or promotes more sustainable future land use patterns through
transit supportive development

Offers travel alternatives to single occupant vehicles

Potentially affected rivers, lakes and streams within 100 feet of nearest edge of
transit runningway right-of-way

Potentially affected 100 year floodplain and National Wetlands Inventory (NWI
wetlands (in acres)

Potentially affected parkland, publicly-owned forested and/or other preserved areas
within 100 feet of nearest edge of transit runningway right-of-way

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Air Quality Designation*

Potentially affected other environmentally sensitive area within 100 feet of nearest
edge of transit runningway right-of-way

*Also an FTA New Starts Evaluation Measure

2.5 Goal 5: Preserve and Protect Individual Community Quality of Life

Under this goal, the Gateway objectives are to provide a travel option that:

supports individual community development and redevelopment visions
accommodates future regional growth in locations consistent with local plans

is sensitively designed with respect to existing neighborhoods and property values
enhances access to community facilities

enhances the image and use of transit service in the corridor by improving the rider

experience
Evaluation Measures

1. Consistency with local comprehensive plans

2. Consistency with Regional Development Framework/Transit 2030 Plan

3. Neighborhoods potentially affected by noise or vibration within 500 feet of the
proposed route

4. Traffic impact on neighboring residential areas (qualitative)

5. Traffic impact on neighboring commercial areas (qualitative)

6. Impact of park/ride facilities on neighboring areas

7. Impact on access to community facilities (libraries, schools, medical facilities,
community centers) within %2 mile of station

8. Improvement in transit rider experience over No Build condition (e.g., reliability,
ride quality, quality of self-directed time spent on transit) (qualitative)

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS PAGE 6
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2.6 Goal 6: Improve Safety

Under this goal, the Gateway objectives are to provide a travel option that:

e assists in addressing known travel safety issues along the corridor

e assists in addressing future safety issues along the corridor related to increased traffic
congestion

e assists in addressing future safety issues along the corridor related to new fixed
guideway transit

e enhances safety for all users

Evaluation Measures

1. Number of high-crash locations affected by alignment
2. Potential to reduce recorded number of auto/truck crashes
3. Number of at-grade street, trail, pedestrian crossings
4. Extent of crossing protection provided Potential to reduce recorded number of
pedestrian/bicycle crashes
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS PAGE 7
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DATE: June 3, 2011

TO: Gateway Corridor Commission
FROM: Staff

RE: Gateway Corridor Outreach Activities

Agenda Item #6¢

As part of the Communications Contract, Tunheim Partners has been assisting in arranging outreach
meetings to stakeholders along the corridor. These stakeholders range from local community city
councils, council districts, business chambers, individual businesses, community groups and others.

Included below is a summary the Commission’s outreach activities.

Stakeholder Status

Lake Elmo Rotary Club

Presentation — March 16

St Paul District Council 1

Annual Meeting Booth — March 28

Woodbury LIONS Club

Presentation — April 5

Woodbury Chamber of Commerce

Presentation — April 6

Rasmussen College

Presentation — May 2

River Falls Rotary Club

Presentation — May 3

Metro State University

Presentation — May 4

St Paul District Council 4

Presentation — May 16

St Paul Chamber — Transportation Committee

Presentation — May 19

St Paul District Council 1

Presentation — May 23

3M Met — May 24
St Paul District Council 5 Meeting scheduled — June 7
UW River Falls Requested meeting — Fall 2011

East Side Area Business Association

Requested meeting — September 2011

Oakdale Business and Professional Assn

Contact has been made

Hartford Financial

Contact has been made

Woodbury Rotary

Contact has been made

Woodwinds Contact has been made
Imation Contact has been made
Target.com Contact has been made

Dayton's Bluff Area Business Association

Contact has been made

Action Requested: Information
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To: Gateway Corridor Commission

From: Tunheim Partners

Date: May 12, 2011

Re: Gateway Corridor Website April Analytics

The attached document outlines all important statistical information regarding the Gateway
Corridor's website from the period of April 1-30, 2011. Below is a guide for understanding the
numbers and percentages:

Visits: This is the total number of unique visitors to the website. Over the past
month, there were 398 visitors to the Gateway Corridor website. This number
decreased compared to last month, which had 559 visitors to the website.
Average monthly visits however, continue to increase since the website
launched, averaging approximately around 500 visitors.

Pageviews: This is the total number of pages that were viewed by visitors. In other words,
each visitor will view anywhere from 1-5 pages during a visit. Over the past
month, there were 1,184 pageviews on the Gateway Corridor website. This
number of pageviews decreased compared to March’s pageviews at 1,607.

Pages/Visit: This means that the average person visited 2.97 of the pages within the
Gateway Corridor website. The average for pages visited remains above
three pageviews.

Percent Bounce The bounce rate represents the number of people who visit the Gateway

Rate: Corridor website, view one page (generally the homepage) and leave the site
completely. April’s bounce rate was 30.40 percent; a decrease from March’s
31.31 percent. A bounce rate of less than 50 percent is most ideal.

Avg. Time on Site: The average person spent nearly three minutes on
www.thegatewaycorridor.com in April. Typically, the average person spends
approximately one minute on a new website. This number increased

compared to March’s two and a half minutes.
Percent New The percentage of new visits in April for the Gateway Corridor website
Visits: was 66.08 percent. This number increased when compared to March’s 61.36

percent. Averages overall for percent of new visits remain just under 70
percent.


http://www.thegatewaycorridor.com/

Traffic Sources
Overview:

Referring Sites:

Search Engines, Referring Sites, and Direct Traffic make up the three
descriptors and determine the source of where the visitor found the Gateway
Corridor website link. Search engine tools are how 29.90 percent of April
visitors found the Gateway Corridor website — this number results from
people purposefully searching for the website and ultimately finding it.

Referring sites, which in the past have made up the majority of website traffic,
resulted in 25.88 percent. This number decreased compared to March’s
35.24 percent. These are people who clicked a referral link (from an email,
press release, etc.). Finally, direct traffic made up 44.22 percent. This number
increased significantly to last month’s 29.52 percent. Direct traffic represents
the number of people who typed the link into their web browser.

The following sites have contributed to the most referring links that
successfully directed traffic to the Gateway Corridor website in April:

e City of Oakdale — 16 visits
e Woodbury — 15 visits
o KSTP.com — 14 visits (Study Outlines Transit Options)

e Washington County — 7 visits

Content Overview: This section of the Google Analytics shows which pages within the Gateway

Corridor website visitors go to most often. The following numbers show how
many visitors clicked each page in April:

e Homepage- 408 (34.46 percent)

e Transit study page- 294 (24.83 percent)

e About the Gateway Corridor page- 106 (8.95 percent)
e FAQ —97 (8.19 percent)

¢ Commission Members page- 88 (7.43 percent)

E-mail Sign-ups: The Gateway Corridor gained an additional seven newsletter recipients in April. A
total of 226 subscribed contacts have signed-up for the newsletter.

Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the Gateway Corridor website, or any of the
Google analytic terms.



