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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Study Background and Need

The absence of a grade-separated crossing of the railroad tracks in downtown Moorhead has long
affected local travel patterns for both vehicles and pedestrians. As automobile and train traffic
volumes continue to rise, the City of Moorhead (City) has focused on finding feasible solutions to
critical problems such as vehicle and pedestrian safety, traffic congestion, and delays to emergency
vehicle response times.
The City previously studied the possibility of a downtown railroad grade separation in the late 1970s.
Since then, significant changes in land development, land use, and traffic patterns have occurred.
With this knowledge, the City commissioned a new study to evaluate the feasibility of constructing a
railroad grade separation.
Needs for a railroad grade separation in downtown Moorhead include:

* Decreasing the number of train-vehicle exposures in downtown Moorhead

e Enhancing safety for pedestrians and bicyclists

* Reducing delays to emergency response times

°  Reduce traffic congestion and delays for vehicles traveling in downtown Moorhead
B. Study Objectives

The objectives of this Study are:

o To identify the most feasible location(s) for a railroad grade separation within the downtown
area.

¢ To determine whether a railroad grade separation in downtown Moorhead is feasible, from a
constructability and cost standpoint.

* To provide the public an opportunity for early and continuing project involvement.

o To initiate communication with the BNSF Railway (BNSF) concerning a railroad grade
separation in downtown Moorhead.

e To supply information to elected officials who may need to actively promote desired
improvements.

o To identify future traffic analysis needs.

M Feasibility Study e Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Page 1
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e To determine realistic potential right-of-way needs.
e To present cost information for decision making, prioritization, and budgeting.

e To provide a baseline for future engineering efforts.

C. Study Area

The overall study area extends from west of 4 Street to east of 15t Street, and encompasses all eight
existing at-grade railroad crossings within that area.

The focused study area is bounded by 10t Street on the west, 15t Street on the east, 24 Avenue South
on the south, and 2" Avenue North on the north. Figure 1.1 contains an aerial photo on which the
overall study area and focused study area are shown.

The following roadways are also recognized by the listed US highway or state highway name:
o County State Aid Highway (CSAH) 3: 11" Street (north of 1¢t Avenue North)

o US10/US 75: 8" Street (from Main Avenue to Center Avenue),
Center Avenue (east of 8th Street)

¢ US10: Main Avenue (west of 8 Street)
o US 75: 8 Street (south of Main Avenue)
US (Trunk) Highways 10 and 75 are under Mn/DOT jurisdiction. The other study area streets are

under City jurisdiction. Land use through the study area is primarily zoned as Community
Commercial.

Page 2 Feasibility Study e Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation m
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Agency and Public Involvement

II. AGENCY AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

A. Study Review Committee

A Study Review Committee (SRC) was formed at the beginning of the Study process, with the
following primary objectives:

* To provide general guidance on the direction of the study
» To assist in identifying issues and reviewing analysis
*  To evaluate information prior to public viewing
* Toreview proposed responses to public comments
» To enable SRC members to relay project information to their constituents
A total of three separate meetings were held with the SRC over the course of the Study:
1. December 20, 2006
2. March 20, 2007
3. March 27, 2008

Copies of SRC meeting summaries can be found in Appendix B. The SRC included participation
from the following agencies and individuals:

City of Moorhead BNSF Railway
Bob Zimmerman, PE - City Engineer Spencer Arndt— Assistant Director Public Projects
Tom Trowbridge, PE - Asst. City Engineer Lynn Leibfried, PE — Manager Public Projects
Clair Hanson — Asst. to the City Engineer
Peter Doll - Bus. & Devel. Services Mannger Ulteig Engineers
Dain Miller, PE - Project Manager
FM Metro COG Matt Kinsella, PE — Project Engineer
Brian Gibson — Transportation Planner
HDR
Clay County Bobby Oare, PE — Project Engineer
David Overbo, PE — County Engineer Leif Thorson, PE - Senior Rail Engineer

Mn/DOT
Mark Waisanen, PE — Prog. Devel. Manager

(1[{tar: Feasibility Study e Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Page 5
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B. Coordination with BNSF

In addition to BNSF's participation in the SRC as described above, other methods of coordinating
with and involving BNSF in the Study process included:

o Providing draft copies of layouts and exhibits for BNSF review (both hard copies and PDFs).
e July 18, 2007 separate coordination meeting at the BNSF Fargo office.

o April 29, 2008 conference call to discuss 14t Street layout issues with BNSF staff.

e Various phone calls and e-mails to coordinate project issues and update Study status.

C. Public Involvement Process

During the Study, two public input meetings were held to provide opportunities for the public to
review project information and to provide comments on the Study process. The public notification
process for each meeting included two advertisements in the Forum and a general mailing to
addresses within the affected project area. The public process for this Study had the following goals:

e To utilize input to help identify critical issues

e To present railroad grade-separated crossing alternatives for public review and comment

° To determine the viability of crossing alternatives, and gauge public support for the
improvement concepts

o To provide information about the short-term and long-range project schedule

After Study issues were identified, location screening were completed, and preliminary crossing
alternatives were developed, the first public input meeting was scheduled. This meeting was held on
Tuesday, May 22, 2007, at the Hjemkomst Center in Moorhead. The meeting was open house format,
with a formal presentation and question-and-answer session.

At that first public meeting, several people commented that they felt that the 14t Street location was
more desirable than the 11t Street location, and they asked that the Study team take another look at
14t Street. The SRC heard these comments, and subsequently went back to analyze the 14 Street
location in greater detail. The results of this analysis and the comparison to 11" Street were
presented at the second public meeting, which was held on Tuesday, May 13, 2008, at the Hjemkomst
Center in Moorhead. These results are presented later in this report.

Public comments from these two meetings and SRC responses to those comments, as well as all other
sources of public input, can be found in Appendix B. In general, most comments at the two public
meetings fell into one of the following subject areas:

e Location of underpass (11t Street vs. 14t Street)

e Impacts to side streets

o Impacts to properties and access

o Costs (both overall project cost and assessed costs)
¢ Overpass vs. underpass

¢ Impacts during construction

Page 6 Feasibility Study e Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation M
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Initial Screening of Potential Crossing Locations

The first objective of this Study was to determine the most appropriate location(s) for a railroad grade
separation within the downtown Moorhead area. In this chapter, the process used to identify these
crossing locations is described.

To begin, the seven north-south streets in the Study area that had existing at-grade crossings as of
December 2006 were deemed as eligible locations (see Figure 3.1).

° 4th Street e 10t Street
° 5th Street o 11th Street
° 6t Street o 14th Street
o 8th Street

Next, the analysis was divided into two stages: Fatal Flaw Screening and Comparison Screening. For
each stage of analysis, decision criteria were established and matrices were developed to help organize
and evaluate the data. The process then consisted of the following steps:

o Fatal Flaw Screening: Use fatal flaw matrix to determine which locations advance to the
Comparison Analysis.

o Comparison Screening: Use comparison matrix to evaluate remaining locations and determine
the location(s) where a grade separation is most feasible.

A. Fatal Flaw Screening

1. Criteria

The Study Review Committee (SRC) agreed on the following four criteria for the Fatal Flaw
Screening:

o Lack of Continuity — Does the street corridor provide continuity from the North to South
part of the City of Moorhead?

e Vehicle-Train Exposures — Does the crossing meet the minimum 300,000 daily train-
vehicle crash exposures?

¢ Significant Site Constraints — Can a grade separation be constructed without significant
impacts to buildings, property, or other infrastructure?

e Planned Crossing Closures — Will the crossing remain open in the future?

M Feasibility Study o Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Page 7
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Initial Screening of Potential Crossing Locations

2. Fatal Flaw Analysis

Figure 3.2 shows the Fatal Flaw Decision Matrix that was developed and used during the
evaluation process. In the matrix, each crossing location is measured against the four criteria
listed above, and assigned one of three different ratings by color:

e Red: Fatal Flaw — crossing location does not meet criterion
* Yellow: Crossing location meets criterion, but with concerns noted
e Green: Crossing location meets criterion

Based on the results, a final recommendation was provided to either eliminate the crossing
location from further consideration, or advance the crossing location for additional analysis.

To summarize the results from the Fatal Flaw Screening:

o  Advanced for Additional Analysis
- 8 Street, 11t Street, 14t Street (met all criteria)

o Eliminated from Further Consideration
- 4th Street, 5t Street (failed to meet 3 of 4 criteria)
- 6! Street, 10" Street (crossings were closed in 2007 during Quiet Zone project)

B. Comparison Screening
1. Criteria

Additional analysis was conducted for the three crossing locations that were advanced from the
Fatal Flaw Screening. For this Comparison Screening stage of analysis, the SRC agreed on the
following main criteria categories:

e Property Impacts

e Safety

e HEmergency Vehicle Access
o Traffic Capacity/Mobility
o Constructability & Design
e Environmental Impacts

o  (Costs/Economics

o Railroad Issues

Page 8 Feasibility Study e Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation M
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2. Comparison Analysis

Figure 3.3 and Figure 3.4 show the Crossing Location Comparison Matrix that was used to
narrow the focus of this Study down to one crossing location. Five different crossing options at
three separate locations were measured against the criteria listed above. The crossing options
were:

e Option #1: 8t Street Grade-separation at both KO and Prosper

e Option #2: 8" Street Grade-separation at KO only, Prosper crossing remains at-grade
o Option #3: 11" Street Grade-separation at both KO and Prosper

e Option #4: 11t Street Grade-separation at KO only, Prosper crossing remains at-grade
o Option #5: 14t Street Grade-separation at both KO and Prosper

At 14" Street, an option to grade-separate at the KO line only was determined to be not feasible
due to the proximity of the KO and Prosper railroad lines to each other (about 320 feet apart at
14t Street).

Each of the eight main criteria categories listed previously contained one or more sub-categories.
The sub-categories were evaluated and assigned a rating from eoooo (Least Beneficial) to eceoee
(Most Beneficial). The rankings within these subcategories were then summed to establish an
overall category ranking and ultimately a final total for each crossing option. The SRC discussed
and compared the options, and also considered the public comment that had been received at the
first public meeting.

At this point in the Study process, Options #2 and #4 (grade-separating only the KO line and not
the Prosper Line) were eliminated from further consideration. Upon further analysis, it was
determined that these options do not meet several of the Study needs and objectives, since an at-
grade crossing would still remain along the corridor.

When measured against the criteria, Option #3 (11t Street) and Option #5 (14t Street) fared best
among the remaining three options. Comments on the results of the comparative screening:

* The option at 8" Street results in the most significant property and private access
impacts, and the highest cost.

= 8t Street does not provide the same degree of north-south continuity compared to either
11t Street or 14 Street, which is important in relation to traffic capacity and emergency
response times.

»  Utility impacts are higher at 8 Street compared to the other locations.

» 11" Street and 14" Street have undeveloped parcels that could be used for an on-site
retention pond, while 8" Street does not have a good location for this pond.

The SRC determined that Option #3 - 11" Street and Option #5 — 14t Street should be carried
forward for alternative development and additional comparison against each other.
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IV.EXISTING CONDITIONS AT 11™ STREET & 14™ STREET

Existing conditions are described for the following transportation corridors within the focused study
area: BNSF KO Line and Prosper Line, 11t Street, 14t Street, Main Avenue, Center Avenue, and 1t
Avenue North.

A. Roadway Conditions
1. 11 Street

11" Street is classified as a minor arterial street and runs continuously north-south through most
of the City of Moorhead, terminating on the south at 28h Avenue South (just north of 1-94).
Within the Study area, the roadway has the following characteristics:

e Lane Configuration:
- 12 Avenue South to 24 Avenue South — Two-lane, 1-way (southbound) Municipal

State Aid Street (parking lanes are present south of 9" Avenue South).
- 2r Avenue South to 1t Avenue North - Four-lane, 2-way Municipal State Aid Street.
- North of 1t Avenue North - Two-lane, 2-way (CSAH 3) (parking lanes are present in
some stretches).

e Pavement Surface: North of Center Avenue, 11 Street is surfaced with bituminous
pavement over concrete pavement. South of Center Avenue, 11t Street is surfaced with
concrete pavement.

e Access: There are a number of private property accesses on both sides of 11t Street. The
City recently acquired the parcels on the west and east sides of 11t Street just south of 1st
Avenue North, so access to these parcels is not currently provided.

e Signalization: Within the Study area, traffic signals are present on 11t Street at Main
Avenue, Center Avenue, and 15t Avenue North.

o Sidewalks: Sidewalks (width varies, minimum 5 feet) are present on both sides of 11t
Street through the study corridor.

o Right-of-Way: The width of the 11t Street right-of-way is 66 feet.

° Landscaping: Minimal to none, since space within the right-of-way is limited.
2. 14™ Street

14t Street is classified as a minor arterial street and runs for three miles north-south through the
midsection of Moorhead. The north termination of 14t Street is at 15t Avenue North, and the
south termination is at 28th Avenue South (just north of 1-94). Within the Study area, the
roadway has the following characteristics:

@ Feasibility Study e Downfown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Page 19
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e Lane Configuration:
- 12t Avenue South to Main Avenue - Two-lane, 1-way (northbound) Municipal
State Aid Street (parking lanes are present in some stretches).
- Main Avenue to 1t Avenue North - Four-lane, 2-way Municipal State Aid Street.
- North of 1#* Avenue North - Two-lane, 2-way (parking lanes are present in some

stretches).

o Pavement Surface: 14" Street is surfaced with bituminous pavement over concrete
pavement.

e Access: There are several private property accesses on both sides of 14t Street.

o Signalization: Within the Study area, traffic signals are present on 14\ Street at Main
Avenue, Center Avenue, and 1%t Avenue North.

o Sidewalks: Within the Study area, south of Main Avenue, sidewalk (width varies,
minimum 5 feet) is present on both sides of 14t Street. North of Main Avenue, sidewalk
is present on the west side of 14t Street only.

o Right-of-Way: The width of the 14! Street right-of-way varies from 73 to 78 feet.

o Landscaping: Minimal to none, since space within the right-of-way is limited.
3. Main Avenue, Center Avenue (US 10/US 75), and 1%t Avenue North

These east-west roadways are the other major streets within the study area. Center Avenue (US
10/US 75) is classified as a principal arterial, while Main Avenue (east of 8 Street) and 15t Avenue
North are classified as minor arterials. Within the Study area, the roadways have the following
characteristics:

e Lane Configuration: All three roadways are generally configured as 5-lane sections, with
two through lanes in each direction and a center turn lane. Main Avenue is an undivided
roadway section, while 1 Avenue North is divided by a raised median. Center Avenue
is primarily undivided through the study area, with the exception of a short stretch just
east of 11t Street that is divided by a raised median.

o Pavement Surface: All three roadways are surfaced with bituminous pavement over
concrete pavement.

e Access: Each of these roadways has several access points on both the north and south
sides of the street. Moorhead Fire Station has access off the north side of 1¢t Avenue
North just east of 11" Street.

Page 20
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o Sidewalks: Sidewalks (width varies, minimum 5 feet) are present on both sides of Main
Avenue and Center Avenue west of 11t Street, and on both sides of Main Avenue east of
11t Street. On 1t Avenue North, there is sidewalk only on the north side of the roadway.
No sidewalk is present on Center Avenue east of 11th Street.

* Right-of-Way:
- Main Avenue — 80 feet
- Center Avenue — 70 to 85 feet

- 1t Avenue North — 80 to 85 feet

¢ Landscaping: Minimal to none, since space within the right-of-way is limited.
B. BNSF Railroad

According to the 2004 Fargo-Moorhead Rail Corridor Consolidation Feasibility Study, there are 94 trains
per day passing through downtown Moorhead:

° 63 trains on the main double-track line known as the KO Subdivision Line (KO Line), located
between Main Avenue and Center Avenue.

o 31 trains on the single-track Prosper Subdivision Line (Prosper Line), located between Center
Avenue and 1¢ Avenue North. Included in this number is passenger train traffic (Amtrak
uses the Prosper Line to access the Hillsboro Subdivision).

The KO Line is part of BNSF Railroad’s Seattle to Chicago corridor and is a major segment on the
BNSF system. Train traffic on this corridor has been steadily increasing, and is estimated to double
within the next 10 years. The Prosper Line is also used as an emergency “runaround” for KO Line
traffic if the KO Line needs to be shut down.

East of 14" Street, another railroad line (P Line) turns out from the Prosper Line and heads north.
Also, the KO Line and Prosper intersect at an at-grade diamond crossing. Several track turnouts,
crossovers, and switches are required on both the KO Line and Prosper Lines to move train traffic
back and forth between these three railroad lines. Maintaining the interaction among all these
railroad lines is critical to BNSF operations.

Currently, all five of the north-south street crossings of the two BNSF railroad lines between 3w Street
and 21+t Street in the downtown Moorhead area are at-grade crossings. These crossings are located at:

o 4t Street
e 5t Gtreet
e 8t Street
e 11t Street
o 14t Street

M Feasibility Study o Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Page 21
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The former 6™ Street crossing of the KO Subdivision tracks and the former 10t Street crossings of
both the KO and Prosper Subdivision tracks were all closed in 2007 during the Quiet Zone
Improvement Project.

Existing Conditions at 11" Street & 14" Street

The existing 11t Street and 14 Street at-grade crossings of the KO Line and the Prosper Line are both
signalized and gated.

In Summer 2007, additional crossing safety improvements including raised medians and pedestrian
crossing gates were constructed at the 11t Street and 14t Street at-grade crossings of both the KO

Line and the Prosper Line, as part of the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Train Whistle Quiet Zone
project.

C. Utilities
1. Lighting

Street light standards with mast arms are present on the five major roadways in the focused
study area, typically at intersections and mid-block locations.

2. Overhead and Underground Electric
Overhead power lines are present along the following roadways within the Study area:

e  Both north and south sides of 1t Avenue North

e North side of Main Avenue

¢ FEast side of 11* Street (north of 1t Avenue North)
e East side of 14t Street (north of 1t Avenue North)

All other power lines are underground.
3. Storm Drainage

All storm water from the focused study area eventually drains to the Red River of the North. The
two BNSF railroad lines act as dividing lines between drainage basins. The storm sewer system
in the corridor is briefly described as follows (see Figure 4.1):

o South of the KO Line: Storm water is picked up by inlets in the Main Avenue and 2nd
Avenue South intersections with both 11th Street and 14t Street, then flows west along 2
Avenue South and outfalls into the Red River just west of 3rd Street (60” RCP at outfall).

o Between the KO Line and Prosper Line: Storm water is picked up by inlets in the Center
Avenue intersections with both 11* Street and 14t Street, then flows west along the
southern boundary of the Prosper Line ROW, crosses the Prosper Tracks at 5t Street and
outfalls into the Red River (36” RCP at outfall).
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° North of the Prosper Line: For 11t Street, storm water is picked up by inlets in the 1¢
Avenue North/11% Street intersection, flows west along 1st Avenue North, and outfalls
into the Red River just west of 8t Street (15” RCP at outfall). For 14th Street, storm water
is picked up by inlets in the 1t Avenue North/14t Street intersection, flows north down
14t Street and west along 4 Avenue North, and outfalls into the Red River just west of
8th Street (36” RCP at outfall).

Existing Conditions at 11" Street & 14" Street

4, Watermains

City watermains are present underneath 11t Street, 14 Street, Main Avenue, Center Avenue,
and 1t Avenue North. Watermain crosses underneath the Prosper Line, but not the KO Line.
Pipe sizes range from 6 to 12 inches (see Figure 4.1).

5. Sanitary Sewer Mains

There are no sanitary sewer mains on 11t Street between 2n Avenue South and 1t Avenue North,
or on 14" Street between Main Avenue and 1st Avenue North. City sanitary sewer mains are
present underneath Main Avenue, Center Avenue, and 1t Avenue North, all flowing to the west.
Pipe sizes range from 8 to 21 inches, and pipe types include polyvinyl chloride (PVC) and
vitrified clay pipe (VCP) (see Figure 4.1).

D. Transit Routes

As of October 2007, the Fargo-Moorhead Metro Area Transit (MAT) agency provides three bus routes
that serve the study area:

" Route 2 - Runs along Main Avenue and 11t Street.
" Route 4 - Runs along 1¢t Avenue North and 14 Street.
" Route 7 (Evenings Only) — Runs along Center Avenue and 11t Street.

E. Current Study of 1#* Avenue North Corridor

Concurrent with this Study, the City of Moorhead conducted a Corridor Study of 1¢t Avenue North
from the Red River to 21¢ Street. The primary objective of this study was to develop concepts for
enhancing the operational and aesthetic aspects of the 1¢t Avenue North corridor, in order to better
appeal to potential development opportunities. Concepts included roadway widening, median
enhancements, landscaping improvements, and resurfacing or reconstructing part of the roadway.
The City completed the 1st Avenue North Corridor Study in 2008.

Since the limits of this Study and the 1% Avenue North study overlap, a coordinated approach was
used between the two projects. Most likely, any improvements that result from the 1¢¢ Avenue North
study will occur in the short-term, while a potential downtown grade separation would be more
long-range in nature. With this in mind, any 1¢t Avenue North development concepts in the vicinity
of either 11t Street or 14t Street should allow for the possibility that those streets may be lowered.
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V. ISSUE IDENTIFICATION AT 11™ STREET & 14™ STREET

Once it was determined that 11t Street and 14 Street were the most feasible locations for a grade-
separated crossing, the Study Review Committee (SRC) worked together to identify critical issues and
needs. These issues are listed below, and are also illustrated on the maps shown in Figure 5.1 at the end
of this chapter.

A. Vehicle and Pedestrian Safety Issues

Of the five at-grade crossings that remain after the 2007 closure of the 6" Street and 10" Street
crossings, only three locations meet or exceed the Minnesota Department of Transportation’s
(Mn/DOT) grade separation threshold of 300,000 daily Train-Vehicle Crash Exposures -- 8 Street, 11t
Street, and 14 Street.

The 8% Street and 11t Street crossings have the two highest Train-Vehicle Crash Exposure totals,
respectively. They also have a greater number of rail-related accidents (including both train-vehicle
and train-pedestrian accident data) than the other studied crossing locations:

e 8h Street — 26 recorded accidents (1972-2006), 1 fatality, 8 personal injuries, and property
damage.

o 11t Street — 9 recorded accidents (1976-2006), 1 fatality, 2 personal injuries, and property
damage.

In May 2007, while this study was being conducted, another fatal train-pedestrian accident occurred
in the vicinity of the 8 Street crossing of the KO Line.

B. Traffic Access and Mobility Issues

1. Emergency Vehicle Access

Moorhead Fire Station Headquarters is located on the north side of 1 Avenue North, between
11t Street and 12t Street. This location is north of both the KO Line and Prosper Line. The
nearest grade-separated crossings of the railroad tracks are at 3 Street (about % mile to the west,
crosses both railroad lines) and at 21¢ Street (about %4 mile to the east, crosses KO Line only).

These conditions are a concern for emergency response vehicles. With the high number of trains
using the KO Line and Prosper Line, the potential for delay to emergency response times due to
passing trains is high and does occasionally occur. In theory, it could take a significant amount of
time for an emergency response vehicle to reach a location south of the tracks that is only a few
blocks away from the fire station, if a train happens to be passing at that exact moment.
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2. Local Traffic Mobility

The lack of a grade-separated crossing of the railroad tracks between 3t Street and 21+ Street also
causes considerable travel time delay for vehicles passing through downtown Moorhead.

Table 5 in the 2004 Fargo-Moorhead Rail Corridor Consolidation Feasibility Study estimated the Year
2000 total cumulative PM peak hour delay to vehicles as:

e 11 Street: 14.85 hours at the KO Line crossing
29.70 hours at the Prosper Line crossing

e 14th Street: 9.82 hours at the KO Line crossing
22.64 hours at the Prosper Line crossing

C. Railroad Consolidation Issues

In 2004, the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Council of Governments (FM Metro COG) commissioned
a feasibility study to consider eliminating the Prosper Line through downtown Fargo and Moorhead,
and consolidating train traffic onto the KO Line.

The study concluded that the proposed consolidation was both financially and operationally feasible.
Total cost was estimated at $53 million (2004 dollars). Since the completion of that study, no further
determination has been made regarding if and when consolidation might occur.

If it occurs, future consolidation of the two railroad lines would have an effect on this Feasibility
Study. The difference in project cost, impact to property and access, and impact to BNSF operations
would be considerable if only one set of tracks had to be crossed, rather than two sets of tracks.

A decision was made by the SRC early in this 11" Street Study process to separate the course of this
Study from the course of the railroad consolidation effort, and to assume for the purposes of this
Feasibility Study that the consolidation may not happen. This decision ensured that the development
and analysis of alternatives for this Study would allow for the most conservative future scenario (that
both railroad lines are still in operation).

D. Utility Impact Issues

If either 11th Street or 14'h Street were lowered to cross under the two railroad lines, the existing storm
sewer system would be impacted in two ways.

First, existing storm lines under 11t Street/14® Street and adjacent intersecting streets would need to
be lowered, and a lift station would be required to pump storm water.
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Second, a substantial amount of storm water will be drawn down into the large depression created by
the lowering of 11t Street/14' Street and intersecting streets. Since the existing infrastructure is not
currently sized to handle this flow, the storm system would probably need to be upgraded all the
way to the outlet at the Red River. A retention pond may also be needed on site to regulate the
release of storm water into the system.

Existing watermain and sanitary sewer lines along 11" Street/14™ Street, Main Avenue, Center
Avenue, and 1t Avenue North would also be affected by the grade changes required for an
underpass. A sanitary sewer lift station would be necessary to pump the sewer flow back up to the
current system grades.

E. Property Impact Issues
1. Land Impacts

Lowering either 11% Street or 14 Street by 20-25 feet would impact the surrounding commercial
properties. Retaining walls can be constructed to help minimize impacts and preserve private
property, but the amount of private land that would need to be acquired would still be
considerable. Land acquisition would also include acquiring complete parcels in some cases.

2. Access Impacts

There are several private access points that would be impacted to different degrees by a grade
separation on either 11t Street or 14t Street. These impacts range from slightly lowering
driveways to complete closure or relocation of accesses.

Study area land and access impacts are addressed and shown in further detail in Chapter VI -
Alternative Development and Evaluation.

F. Environmental Issues

The area of disturbance that would result from a railroad underpass on either 11t Street or 14" Street
could potentially impact the environment in a number of category areas, including the following:

e Social and Economic

o Right-of-Way

o  Air Quality, Water Quality, Visual Quality, and Noise
o Floodplains

o Historic Preservation

e Hazardous Waste

e  Utilities

e Parks and Recreation

e Construction
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VLALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION

This chapter presents the concepts that were developed and evaluated for a railroad grade separation -
three concepts at 11 Street, and one concept at 14t Street. For each alternative, a general description is
provided and potential impacts related to implementing the alternative are discussed and evaluated.

For the purposes of this study, the Study Review Committee (SRC) chose to focus solely on underpass
crossing alternatives. An overpass alternative would need to be approximately 28-30 feet into the air due
to the 23-foot track clearance requirements and the associated bridge structure depth. Raising either 11*
Street or 14t Street to this height would result in tremendous impacts to adjacent property and a loss of
private access and local street connections. Also, the touch-down points for either 11t Street or 14' Street
would be pushed even further to the north and south. For these reasons, an overpass was considered not
feasible as part of this study.

An alternative that included consolidation of the KO Line and Prosper Line through downtown
Moorhead was also considered during the Study process. The consolidated alternative had significant
property impacts and created some undesirable skewed at-grade crossings of streets. As mentioned in
the previous chapter, the SRC ultimately decided to assume for this Study that the consolidation may not
occur, and concepts were developed under this scenario.

In each 11t Street underpass concept, the roadway is lowered to pass under both the KO and Prosper
railroad tracks. The main differences between the 11% Street concepts involve how the intersection with
Center Avenue is addressed.

The single 14t Street concept assumes that Center Avenue would be lowered to meet 14 Street (similar
to 11th Street Concept #1). The alternatives for either connecting or not connecting with Center Avenue
that were used in 11t Street Concepts #2 and #3, could also be applied to the 14t Street corridor if desired.

BNSF indicated during project discussions that the railroad tracks could be raised by a maximum of one
foot. At this time, BNSF has not committed to a grade raise. Therefore, for the purposes of this study, it
was assumed that the railroad tracks would remain at current elevations and would not be raised.

Certain assumptions were made regarding design criteria for the alternatives, since a detailed traffic
analysis was not within the scope of this study. Assumptions related to roadway design are listed in
Table 6.1. Other assumptions related to bridge and railroad shoofly design can be found in Appendix A.

A maximum roadway grade of 5% was assumed for alternative development, for the purposes of
minimizing property impacts, maintaining reasonable grades at the signalized intersections, and
adhering to the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). However, in order to
illustrate the differences between grades, profiles for both 5% and 6% grades are shown in Figure 6.5.
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Table 6.1
Design Assumptions for 11" Street & 14" Street Alternatives

Description of Design Criteria

Assumed Value for Alternative Development

Design Speed

30 mph

Lane Width

12 feet

* Roadway Section

5 lanes (for 11, Main, Center, 1)

Sidewalk and Boulevard Width

6 feet (on both sides of 11t St)

Roadway Profile Grades (max/min)

5.0% max, 0.5% min

Cut slopes 3:1

Vert. clearance to bottom of RR structure 16’-4"
; . i 19
Min. K-value for Crest Vertical Curves (Mn/DOT Stopping Sight Dist. Criteria)
19

Min. K-value for Sag Vertical Curves

(Mn/DOT Comfort Criteria)

Without a traffic analysis, it was difficult to determine the potential need for auxiliary lanes. Therefore, no right-

o

turn lanes or dual left-turn lanes were assumed at any of the intersections.

All impacts and costs described for the alternatives in this report are derived from using the design
criteria included here and in the Appendix. Changes to these criteria, such as using different
lane/sidewalk widths or increasing the number of driving lanes, would have a corresponding effect on
the impacts and costs for each alternative.

A. 11" Street Concept #1 — Center Avenue Lowered to Meet 11t Street At-grade

Description
Figure 6.1 shows 11t Street Concept #1 in plan view, and Figure 6.5 in profile view. This alternative

consists of the following elements:
o Shoofly tracks are constructed for both the KO and Prosper Lines, north of the existing tracks.

o Main Avenue, Center Avenue, and 1st Avenue North are all lowered to meet 11t Street at-
grade. Approximate grade changes for each street at its intersection with 11t Street are:

5-7 feet lower
18 feet lower
11-12 feet lower

- Main Avenue:
- Center Avenue:
- 18t Avenue North:

o The route for US 10 is modified. Coming from the west, US 10 follows Main Avenue east to
11t Street, then follows 11t Street (using the new railroad underpass) north to Center
Avenue, where it resumes its present route to the east.

o Retaining walls were assumed along portions of 11" Street and Center Avenue to minimize
property impacts.
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Evaluation

11t Street Concept #1 provides full access between 11t Street and Center Avenue. This alternative
impacts a large number of properties and property accesses along those roadways. Approximate
impacts are as follows:

®  Accesses closed =32
o  Accesses where grade needs to be lowered =9
o Businesses requiring relocation/closure =11

The presence of a railroad underpass and the route adjustment for US 10 will increase traffic volumes
on 11% Street. Eventually, dual left turn lanes may be needed from westbound Center Avenue and

from eastbound Main Avenue onto 11t Street.

Lowering Center Avenue to meet 11" Street will have a greater impact on the utilities in Center
Avenue than the other alternatives.

The main access for the Fire Station on 1st Avenue North will need to be closed and relocated, due to

lowering the street grade. This will require modifications to the ingress and egress routes that fire
trucks use to access the station property.

B. 11t Street Concept #2 — Center Avenue Stays at Existing Grade, Passes Over 11" Street
Tunnel (No Connection to 11" Street)

Description
Figure 6.2 shows 11t Street Concept #2 in plan view, and Figure 6.5 in profile view. This alternative
consists of the following elements:

¢ Shoofly tracks are constructed for both the KO and Prosper Lines, north of the existing tracks.

e 11t Street is lowered and tunnels under the KO Line, the Prosper Line, and Center Avenue.

e Main Avenue and 1t Avenue North are both lowered to meet 11t Street at-grade.
Approximate grade changes for each street at its intersection with 11th Street are:

- Main Avenue: 8-9 feet lower
- 1t Avenue North: 11-12 feet lower

o Center Avenue remains at its current grade and passes over the 11th Street tunnel, with no
connection between the two roadways.

o  Current US 10 routing does not change, since there is no connection provided between
Center Avenue and 11 Street.

* Retaining walls were assumed along portions of 11 Street to minimize property impacts.
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Evaluation
11t Street Concept #2 does not provide a connection between 11 Street and Center Avenue.
Approximate impacts to properties and property access are as follows:

o Accesses closed =23
e Accesses where grade needs to be lowered =8
o Businesses requiring relocation/closure = 8

US 10 traffic will not be able to take advantage of the railroad underpass since it remains on its
present route,

The presence of a railroad underpass will increase traffic volumes on 11t Street. Eventually, dual left
turn lanes may be needed from westbound Center Avenue and from eastbound Main Avenue onto
11t Street.

11t Street Concept #2 has fewer permanent impacts to property, access, and utilities on Center
Avenue, since the roadway remains at existing grade. However, there would be some temporary
impacts during construction.

The main access for the Fire Station on 1st Avenue North will need to be closed and relocated, due to
lowering the street grade. This will require modifications to the ingress and egress routes that fire
trucks use to access the station property.

C. 11 Street Concept #3 — Center Avenue Stays at Existing Grade, Passes Over 11" Street
Tunnel (With Connection to 11™ Street)

Description
Figure 6.3 shows 11 Street Concept #3 in plan view, and Figure 6.5 in profile view. This alternative

consists of the following elements:
o Shoofly tracks are constructed for both the KO and Prosper Lines, north of the existing tracks.

e 11t Street is lowered and tunnels under the Prosper Line and Center Avenue. The KO Line
crosses 11 Street on a new bridge structure.

o Main Avenue and 1t Avenue North are lowered to meet 11* Street at-grade. Approximate
grade changes for each street at its intersection with 11* Street are:

- Main Avenue: 8-9 feet lower
- 1%t Avenue North: 11-12 feet lower

o Center Avenue remains at its current grade and passes over the 11t Street tunnel.
e A 2-way connector roadway is provided between Center Avenue and 11% Street. The

roadway connects to 11t Street approximately 100 feet north of the KO Line, and connects to
Center Avenue approximately 600 feet east of 11t Street.
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¢ Retaining walls were assumed along portions of 11t Street and along the connector roadway
to minimize property impacts.

Evaluation
11t Street Concept #3 provides full access between 11* Street and Center Avenue, via the 2-way
connector roadway. Approximate impacts to properties and property access are as follows:

o Accesses closed =25
o  Accesses where grade needs to be lowered =8
o Businesses requiring relocation/closure =9

US 10 traffic will not be able to take advantage of the railroad underpass since it remains on its
current route.

The presence of a railroad underpass will increase traffic volumes on 11t Street. Eventually, dual left
turn lanes may be needed from westbound Center Avenue and from eastbound Main Avenue onto
11th Street.

On the west side of 11" Street, 11t Street Concept #3 has fewer permanent impacts to property,
access, and utilities on Center Avenue, since the roadway remains at existing grade. However, the
inclusion of the connector roadway results in additional negative impacts to properties and access on
the east side of 11* Street. In addition, there will be temporary impacts during construction.

The addition of the connector roadway also introduces some safety and operational concerns for
vehicle and pedestrian traffic on both 11" Street and Center Avenue. The presence of bridge
abutments, piers, retaining walls, and/or tunnel walls will make it difficult to provide adequate sight
distance for vehicles stopped at the intersection with 11 Street.

The main access for the Fire Station on 1st Avenue North will need to be closed and relocated, due to
lowering the street grade. This will require modifications to the ingress and egress routes that fire
trucks use to access the station property.

D. 14 Street Concept — Center Avenue Lowered to Meet 14 Street At-grade

Description
Figure 6.4 shows the 14t Street Concept in plan view, and Figure 6.6 in profile view. This alternative

consists of the following elements:

o  Shoofly tracks are constructed for both the KO and Prosper Lines, north of the existing tracks.
Temporary crossovers and turnouts are required on the KO and Prosper shooflies west of 14"
Street.
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o A temporary at-grade crossing of 11 Street is required for the KO shoofly. This will require
moving the existing crossing signal.

e  Main Avenue, Center Avenue, and 1t Avenue North are all lowered to meet 14t Street at-
grade. Approximate grade changes for each street at its intersection with 14 Street are:

- Main Avenue: 5-7 feet lower
- Center Avenue: 20 feet lower
- 1Ist Avenue North: 5-7 feet lower

o The route for US 10 is modified. Coming from the west, US 10 follows Main Avenue east to
14" Street, then follows 14 Street (using the new railroad underpass} north to Center
Avenue, where it resumes its present route to the east.

e Retaining walls were assumed along portions of 14t Street and Center Avenue to minimize
property impacts.

Evaluation

The 14" Street Concept provides full access between 14 Street and Center Avenue. This alternative
impacts a large number of properties and property accesses along those roadways. Approximate
impacts are as follows:

o  Accesses closed =32
e  Accesses where grade needs to be lowered =9
e Businesses potentially requiring relocation/closure = 11

The presence of a railroad underpass and the route adjustment for US 10 will increase traffic volumes
on 14t Street. Eventually, dual left turn lanes may be needed from westbound Center Avenue and
from eastbound Main Avenue onto 14t Street.

E. Comparison of 11" Street and 14" Street

The following table compares the 11 Street location to the 14t Street location, using the eight main
criteria categories that were listed in Chapter III. For the purposes of comparing equivalent
alternatives, 11" Street Concept #1 was compared to the 14t Street Concept.

The table shows that while 11th Street and 14th Street are both feasible locations for a railroad grade
separation, 11t Street is a more desirable and favorable location for an underpass than 14t Street.
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11t Street/14"™ Street Comparison Table

e More Favorable

Table 6.2

e [ess Favorable

= Relatively Equal

11" Street Criteria 14t Street
11 Potential Property Propetty 13 Potential Property
e | Acquisitions Impacts/Business Acquisitions
5.7 Acres Relocations 6.3 Acres
Costs
_ $3.0 - $4.0 million - Right-of-Way $3.0 - $4.0 Million
(approx.) Costs (approx.)
g $27.0 - $33.0 million - Const./Engineering $29.5 - $36.0 Million
(approx.) Costs (approx.)
Traffic Capacity/Mobility
= | 2005 ADT = 4,400 vehicles - Traffic Volumes 2005 ADT = 3,900 vehicles
R 14 mile closer to - Proximity to Y4 mile further from
downtown Downtown downtown
. Continuous from 28 Ave - North-South Continuous from 280 Ave
S to Wall Street Continuity Sto 15t Ave N
t .
Impacts to 1st Ave N Constructability/ Utility Mor(?,‘s ) sewle :
B rades more significant Issues required, fewer impacts to
& & 1st Ave N grades
Railroad Issues
Less temporary track, Approx. $2.0 - 2.5 million
) - Shoofly .
® Less impact to track 5 more,2 times as much
. Construction
operations temporary track
P 555,200 exposures - Train/Vehicle 363,500 exposures
eliminated Exposures eliminated
More i ts t
p Turnouts/crossovers - Coordination with tle:zll:t];fcif)ssso(:fers it
unaffected BNSF Operations g p ,
existing rail operations
= Safety Impacts
_ | Response times faster to Emergency Vehicle Response times faster to
southwest Access southeast
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VII. STUDY CONCLUSIONS

With input from the Study Review Committee, this study provided an analysis of the feasibility of
constructing a railroad grade separation in downtown Moorhead, and determined the appropriate
location for the grade separation.

The following conclusions were reached in this Study:

o 11t Street and 14! Street are the most feasible locations for a railroad grade separation in the
downtown Moorhead area.

o From a constructability standpoint and an operational standpoint, a railroad grade separation at
either 11t Street or 14' Street is feasible.

» However, it would be difficult to construct the temporary shoofly tracks at 14 Street without
incurring significant costs or potentially impacting BNSF operations.

o 11t Street is the more favorable location for a railroad grade separation, based on direct
comparisons using the eight main criteria categories developed for this study.

The financial component of project feasibility is more difficult to ascertain. The availability of funding for
planning, environmental studies, design, and construction is a significant factor in a project of this
magnitude. Realistically securing funding and following through the project development process could
take approximately 8 to 17 years (see Table 7.1).

Table 7.1
Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation
Project Development Process and Estimated Timetable

: Approximate Estimated Year of Completion
Project Phase : =
Duration Funding Project
Complete Feasibility Study 3 -6 months 2008
Secure I-u-ndmg for Preliminary Engineering & I:/} 1< Eyan 2009 - 2013
(Accomplished through Congressional Appropriation Process)
Complete Preliminary Engineering & EA/EAW or EIS 2 years 2011 - 2015
Obtain FONSI/Negative Declaration 6 months-1 year 2012 - 2016
Secure Funding for Final Design & ROW Acqui.silfon 1o yamia 2010 - 2018
(Accomplished through Congressional Appropriation Process)
Complete Final Design & ROW Acquisition/Properly Purchases 2 years 2014 - 2020
Secure Funding for Construction {+3ymms 2012 - 2023
(Accomplished through Congressional Appropriation Process)
Complete Construction 2 years 2016 - 2025
Definitions
EA = Environmental Assessment FONSI = Finding of No Significant Impact
EAW = Environmental Assessment Worksheet ROW = Right-of-Way

EIS = Environmental Impact Statement
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Federal funds will be required for the City to finance this project. Typically, projects of this type are
funded 80% Federal and 20% local. At this point, no funds have been allocated or programmed beyond
this Feasibility Study.

The level of cost participation from BNSF will also need to be determined. Federal regulation 23 CFR
Part 646.210(b)(3) states the following: “On projects for the elimination of existing grade crossings at which
active warning devices are in place ... the railroad share of the project costs shall be 5 percent.” In cases where the
above statute is not used, BNSF in the past has contributed between $10,000 and $15,000 to projects that
include closure of existing at-grade crossings.

A detailed analysis of construction costs was not included in the scope of this study. At this stage in the
project development process, it is difficult to determine how much a grade separation project would cost
due to the number of unknowns and variables related to construction cost. Project elements that will
have a significant impact on cost include, but are not limited to:

o Funding availability and timing

e DProperty acquisitions

o Business relocations

o  Utility needs and impacts

¢ Railroad operational needs and impacts
o Bridge or tunnel structures

e Retaining walls

o  Construction cost inflation

o Property value fluctuation

Approximate conceptual-level costs were developed for the three primary locations that were evaluated
at the Comparative Screening stage. Table 7.2 lists approximate cost ranges for construction and right-of-
way acquisition for the alternatives at 8 Street, 11 Street, and 14t Street (in 2008 dollars).

Table 7.2
Approximate Right-of-Way Acquisition and Construction Costs
for Concepts at 8 Street, 11" Street, and 14" Street

8th Street | 11'h Street | 14" Street

Right-of-Way Cost
- Includes ROW and $6.0- $7.5 $3.0 - $4.0 $3.0 - $4.0
easement acquisition, million million million
business relocation

Construction Cost

- Includes Engin., Const. | $32.5-$39.5 | $27.0-$33.0 | $29.5 - $36.0
Admin., Roadway, million million million
Bridge, Shoofly, and Util.

$38.5 - $47.0 | $30.0 - $37.0 | $32.5 - $40.0

Togdl million million million

Note: All costs are in 2008 dollars.
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Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study
Moorhead, MN

Compiled 3/20/2007

Revised 5/27/2008

Design Criteria and Assumptions {Roadway)

Design Speed = 30mph

Lane width = 12'

All roadways assumed to be 5 lanes wide

Face of Curb to Face of Curb = 64’

Boulevard width = &'

Sidewalk width = &'

Boulevard and Sidewalk assumed both sides of road

1.3 tie slope to match existing ground

.} Maximum Road Grade = 5%

10.;Minimum Road Grade = 0.5%

11.} Sag vertical curves designed from Comfort Sight Distance (k=19)
12. Crest vertical curves designed from Stopping Sight Distance (k=19)
13.) Vertical Clearance Option 1 = 16'-4"

ORI bW =

Design Criteria and Assumptions (Bridge)
Structure Depth Overpass = &'

3-span bridges

Long span =64'

Total Bridge length = 140

KO Bridge carries 2 tracks

Prosper Bridge carries 1 track

Combined KO & Prosper carries 2 tracks

S AHO W N -

Design Criteria and Assumptions (KO Shoofly)
Design speed = 50mph

2 degree max curve used on shoofly

40" spiral used in and out of shoofly curves

200" of tangent between reverse curves

100 of tangent between curves (same direction)
Existing Rail grades taken from condensed profiles
Shoofly does not require a temporary bridge

~N 3O B WN -

Design Criteria and Assumptions (Prosper Shoofly)
Design speed = 25mph

6 degree max curve used on shoofly

40" spiral used in and out of shoofly curves

200" of tangent between reverse curves

100" of tangent between curves (same direction)
Existing Rail grades taken from condensed profiles
Shoofly does not require a temporary bridge

~N O N

Prepared by HDR



11th Street Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study
Moorhead, MN
3/20/2007

TH 10/11th Street Ramp Assumptions

1.) Assume TH 10 is grade separated with 11th Street
Two-way ramp connection (jug handle)

]
-

Assume three lanes on ramp approach (one left, ane right, one receiving lane)
0.5% grades at intersections (100' minimum landing area

5% max grade

20 MPH design speed for horizontal alignment

800" long ramp to make 22' elevation difference

NE Quad ramp not feasible due to TH 10 and Prosper alignments converging
SE Quad ramp impacts one building

(<ol oRR NI I &) N SN %)

10.) SE Quad ramp intersection approx. 600" from 14th Street intersection on TH 10
11.) SW Quad ramp impacts four buildings

12.) SW Quad ramp intersection approx. 560" from 8th Street intersection on TH 10
13.) NW Quad ramp impacts three buildings

14.) NW Quad ramp intersection approx. 550' from 8th Street intersection on TH 10

SE and SW Quad ramp intersection approx. 325' from Main Avenue intersection
15.) on 11th Street

NW Quad ramp intersection approx. 275' from 1st Avenue intersection on 11th
16.) Street

SE and SW Quad ramps assume temp. sheet pile wall for shoo-fly with future
17.) grading of 1.2 max between ramp and KO sub

18.) NW Quad ramp ramp assumes 12 max slope between ramp and Prosper sub

Prepared by HDR



HAaH Aq padedaud

gl £ 168 1'£06 220l 8268  |9°206 uondo -9l
86 £'€68 |'£06 g Q¥68 9206 uolldo J9-r 1
ny 13 doud ‘13 ¥81X3 ol 3doad|  [Fisix3
133D JBaD|  eAy Jal) uren uepy| aay ulep
¥ 3|qEeL Ajuo z uondQ (121ua3 @ UIEIY) SPECY apIS
[ad £698 £'€06 88! €88 1°€06 G121 58688  |9208 uoido -9l
Gzt 2168 L'€06 569l Gl 088 L'E06 Ll 5168 9Z06 uondo ,9-¥1
no 13 doud ERCEE] nH [3 doud ERELE ng| 3 doid| 133
BAY 18] any I1s| anY 181 JEUNE ) Jajuan) aAY JB1uaD ue uley| SAY Ulel
£ a|qe] Ajuo | uondp (aAy 1S| pUE I3juaQ ‘UlRI) SPECY 8pIS
1991 ££°068 g'gl 5988 206 € 009 S0 L' g uondop
P8l £5'888 £02 17988 206 Z'l 00¥ 0 20 ¥ uondo
LAl £5'688 61 1188 206 2T 009 £'0- £0 ¢ uondo
L9l £5°068 Rl 1’838 206 Z¢ 008 ¥ Q- ¥0 Z uondo
L1961 ££°168 G/l 5’638 206 ¥ 0001 G'Q- S0 L uondo
1961 £€°/88 Gz 5'G8R 06 0 - - - abueyd oN
(o-rL) ol (or1) a3 (y-91) D[ (F-91) A9 13isixal osey woed| yibuel DAl N0 aprig| ulapels oM
1S Uil IS WLt 1S YL IS UL IS ULl xoiddy| ssedieng doid @ amng [BOIUBA 2 IS ULLL
Z alqel Z 2 | uondQ - UOISIAIDGNS OM J& LS Wikl
1SL1L £b'/88 7’6l 9688 506 z 00S §°0- 10 G uondo
LO'6L £6°'598 602 188 506 g0 o0v 20 Z0 ¥ uondg
12’8l £1°988 102 6 989 506 £l 009 £0 £0 ¢ uondo
LLAL £9'/88 6l 988 506 e 008 0 ¥0 Z uocidQ
1591 ¥ 888 ¥l 9088 506 5 000l S0 g0 | uondo
186 Ch 688 ¥1Z 9€88 GO6 0 - - - abueyD oN
Go-rLynd| (o-ri) o3| (p-91) D] (F-9L) s R I8IXg| asiey doeal| uibus DA INC SpEID| Ul SpEID Jadsoud
1S ULl 1S Uil IS YL IS Uil 1S Wil xouddy| ssediong doid @ sang [BOILBA 218 Wil
L d|ge] Aluo | uondg - uoisialipgng Jadsoad 1e 1S YiLl
L00Z/02/

NI ‘peaylooi

Apnmis Aljiqiseay uonesedas apesD Peol|iey 192.S ULl




ONE COMPANY
IDR I Many Solutions™ Memo

To:  Matt Kinsella

From: Bobby Oare Project: Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade
Separation Feasibility Study

CC. Leif Thorson

Date: May 8, 2008 Job No: 53065

RE: Railroad shoo-fly concepts at possible 14" Street location
Design Assumptions

Here are the basic design assumptions made for the BNSF shoo-fly for the 14" Street Underpass
alternative.

KO Subdivision Design speed = 50 MPH

Prosper Subdivision design speed = 25 MPH

Max. Grade = same as existing

KO Min. Curve = 2 degree

Prosper Min. Curve = 6 degree

Spiral Length = 40 feet

Tangent Length between reverse curves = 200 feet
Tangent Length between curves (same direction) = 100 feet
. KO crossover = Number 20

10. Prosper turnout = Number 11

11. Min. distance to existing tracks (when parallel) = 40°
12. Shoo-fly track does not require a temporary bridge.

e R el e

Design Comments

The KO Subdivision shoo-fly begins at a point 200 feet from the diamond crossing with the Prosper
Subdivision. The shoo-fly curves north using the spiral and curve standards outlined above. The first
tangent was extended to allow for the appropriate tangent distances plus a number 20 turnout to connect
the KO and Prosper Subdivisions. The next spiral curve aligns the shoo-fly to be parallel with the
existing tracks. The second tangent was also lengthened to allow for the appropriate tangent distances
plus a number 20 crossover between the south KO track (Main 2) and the north KO track (Matin 1).
[ncorporating the number 20 crossover and turnout within the shoo-fly lengthens the shoo-ly but keeps
the necessary rail movements reasonably close for train operations during the construction. The shoo-fly
does extend past 11" Street to the west which would add a new signal cost to the project. It is also
important to note that the location of the shoo-fly turnout to head south stitl gets into the existing
crossover. Additional project cost will result due to the removal and reinstallation of the existing
Crossover.

The Prosper Subdivision shoo-fly begins just off the bridge over TH 10 (Center Street). The curves are
reduced for the lesser design speed. The lengthened the first tangent section of track to allow for a more
desirable turnout to reconnect the P-Line subdivision. This extended tangent limits the amount of
reconstruction to the P-Line. A number 11 turnout is shown on the west end of the shoo-fly. This is only
required if the spur track to the business along 1 1" Street needs to remain during construction. The
turnout could be eliminated if service is no longer required.

HCR Engineering, Inc. 6190 Golden Hills Drive Phone (763) 591-5400 Page 1 of 1
Minngapalis, MN 55416 Fax (763} -591-5413
www.hdrinc.com



- Prospar—

Grade Crossing Accident History

USDOTNO 0629-36U AADT: 7,300
Siate Xing 14-01-042 Trains / Day 60
Road Designation MSAS 0108 ~ Exposure 438,000
Location: 8th StN HazardIndex 1315.3153
City: Moorhead Accident Prediction
File No: FO265C No. of Tracks 1

. Railroad . BNSF {Bnsf Railway Company) : Signal Installed 01/27/1983

Warning Device Gates & Bells & 12" Lenses Current Agmt. .NONE

Accident Accident Accldent Number Number  In-Place Warning Signal at time of
Date Time Type Killed Injured Accident
01/01/11979 Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed
01/01/1973 Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed
01/01/1974 : Property Damags 0 0 Not Listed
01/01/1974 Personal [njury 0 2 Mot Listed
01/01/1375 Personal Injury 0 2 Not Listed
01/01/1976 Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed
01/01/1976 Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed
01/01/1978 Personal Injury 0 1 Not Listed
01/0111972 Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed
01/01/1978 Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed
04/28/2004 9:12 AM Fatal 1 0 Gate
01/01/1979 Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed
01/01/1979 Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed
01/01/1979 Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed
01/01/1981 Property Damage 0 0 Mot Listed
_01/01/1981 Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed
12M11/1982 9:45 PM Property Damage 0 0 Flashing Lights
01/04/1998 5:20 PM Property Damage 0 0 Gates
01/01/1976 Parsonal Injury 0 1 Not Listed

Note: Prior to January 1, 1882 the month, day and time of accident was not known.
For convenience, the month and day of these accidents was coded as January 1.

Prepared by MnDOT Raitroad Administration Section Tuesday, December 26, 2006
AccidentHistoryatindividualGradeCrossing



RR Xing Inventory

US Dot No: 0529360

Accidents: 19  Proj's: 3

Date: [28/,
Time: %12
Accident Type:

Warning Signs: ]Gate
Fatalities:

Injuries: r—ﬁ'

Circumstances: |PED HIT BY TRAIN

Hazardous Mat: {RAIL
Visibility Conds: |O '
Weather Conds: |

Train Speed: i—g
Vehicle Speed: !—
Traln Direction: s
Veh Direction: |
L
Prop Damage: |

Action: iNONE o 3
Notes: [73 YR OLD WALKED BEHIND
GATE INTO PATH OF TRAIN

US DOT No: J0520

pate: [ 01/04/1998
Time: [ 5:20PM
Accident Type: | PD

Waming Signs: _GATES -
Fatalities: | 0
Injuries: | 0

Circumstances: ITRAINHITCAR "

Hazardous Mat: ]NONE
Visibility Conds: {DARK

Weather Conds: [CLEAR

Train Speed: ﬁ?d
Vehicle Speed: [ 0
Train Direction: ] W
Veh Direction: | E
Obscurity: INONE

Prop Damage: _- 50 ._ ‘

Notes: [NONE

US DOT No:

Date: i 12/11!1982
Time: 9 45 PM
Accident Type: PD '

Train Speed: 120 '
Vehicle Speed:
Train Direction:

Fatalities: ;'

Injuries:

Wamiing Signs: FLASHING aeHts

Veh Direction: |
Obscurity: |NOT OBSTRUCTED

Prop Damage:

Circumstances: ;TRAIN HIT CAR

Action:

Hazardous Mat: jNONE
Visibility Conds: '
Weather Conds: |

Notes:

Date:
Time:

Accident Type: I Pf) =

Train Speed: - )
Vehicla Speed: '
Train Direction:




o S
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"

Grade Crdssing Accident History

USDOTNO

0629520

AADT: 11,700
State Xing 14-01-220 Trains / Day 67
Road Designation USTH 0075 Exposure 783,900
Location: 8th 5t S HazardIndex 235.40541
City: Moorhead Accident Prediction
File No: F0944C No. of Tracks 2
Railroad BNSF (Bnsf Railway Company) Signal Installed 03/29/2005
Wérnlng Device Gates/ Cants/ Bells/ 127lenses Current Agmt. 87019
Accident Accident Accident Number Number  In-Place Wamning Signal at time of

Date Time 7 Type Killed Injured Accident

08/09/1997 10:50 AM Property Damage b 0 Gales

09/20/1936 318PM Property Damage 0 0 Gates

02/03/1992 1:38 PM Property Damage 0 0 Gates

01/011978 Personal Injury 0 1 Not Listed

01/01/1978 Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed

01/01/1974 Personal Injury 0 1 Not Listed

01/01/1972 Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed

Note: Prior to January 1, 1982 the month, day and time of accident was not known,
For convenience, the month and day of these accidents was coded as January 1.

Prepared by MnDOT Railroad Administration Section
AccldentHistoryatindividualGradeCrossing

Tuesday, December 26, 2006



RR Xing Inventory US Dot No: 0629520 Accidents: 7  Proj'si 6

Date: [ 08/09/1997 . Train Speed: fﬁ—
Time: [ 10:50 AM Vehicle Speed: |
Accident Type: D
Warning Signs:
Fatalities: ) j ‘
Injuries: ]T Prop Damage: $500_Uf)m
Circumstances: [TRAINHITCAR Action: JNONE
T Notes: [NONE |

Train Direction: r-_E—=
Veh Direction: “*gw
Obscurity: JNONE

Hazardous Mat:
Visibility Conds:
Weather Conds:

Date: I Train Speed: ]_1-2‘
Time: [ 18P0 Vehicle Speed: | 0
Accident Type: | PD Train Direction: w
Warning Signs: GATES l ) Veh Direction: w
Fatalities: | 0 Obscurity:
Injuries: rﬂhov Prop Damage: |:
Circumstances: ITRAIN HIT CAR o Action: ]NONE "
Hazardous Mat: ]RAIL o Notes: :NON-EM e
Visibility Conds: |DA
Woeather Conds: [A

US DOT No:

Date: | 02/03/1992
Time: | 138 PM
Accident Type: '
Waring Signs: JGA]
Fatalities:
Injuries; 0
Circumstances: ITRAJNHITCAR - action ]NONE
Hazardous Mat: {NONE Notes: |NONE
' Visibility Condst [

Weather Conds: |CLOUDY -

Train Speed: rﬁu
Vehicle Speed: ]?
Train Direction: _‘ '
Veh Direction: fmsmk
Obscurity: jNONE =~

Prop Damage:

Us DOT No:

Train Speed: [

Vehicle Speed: i

Date: | 01/01/1978
Time: |
Accident Type: ]

Train Direction: 7 T




Grade Crossing Accident History

USDOTNO | 062930D . AADT: 4,400
State Xing 14-01-039 Tralns / Day 80
Road Designation CSAH 0003 Exposure 264,000
Location: 11th StN ' HazardIndex 79.279282
City: . Moorhead Accident Prediction

Filo No F02651 No. of Tracks 1
Raflroad BNSF (Bnsf Railway Company) Signal Installed 03/29/2005

Warning Device Gates & Bells & 12" L.enses Current Agmt. 87019

Accident Accident Accident Number Number  in-Place Waming Signal at time of
Date Time " Type Killed Injured Accident
11/24/1997 3:00 PM"  Property Damage 0 0 Gates
04/07/1983 7:40 AM Property Damage 0 ¢ Gates
01/01/1978 ' Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed
01/01/1976 Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed.

Note: Prior to January 1, 1982 the month, day and time of accident was not known.
For convenience, the month and day of these accldents was coded as January 1.

Prepared by MnDOT Railroad Administration Section ' Tuesday, December 26, 2006
AccidentHistoryatindividualGradeCrossing



" RR Xing Inventory US Dot No: 062930D

Accidents: 4 Proj's:

4

Date:

Accident Type:

Time: }  3:0(

1172371957

Fatalities:

Injuries:

Waming Signs:

s

Circumstances:
Hazardous Mat:
Visibility Conds:
Weather Conds:

[RANHITCAR

INONE .

Train Speed: il ‘

Vehicle Speed: § 3
Train Direction: | E
Veh Directlon:
Obscurity: jNONE
Prop Damage: ]$1,00000
Action: lNQNE._,, -

Notes: |RR HAS NONE FOR WARNING |
DEVICE

Warmning Signs:
Fatalities:
Injuries:
Circumstances:
Hazardous Mat:
Visibility Conds;

Weather Conds:

CAR HIT TRAIN

NONE .
DAY

Date Train Speed: _5__
Time: Vehicle Speed: ] o
Accident Type: Train Direction: |

Veh Direction:

Obscurity: [NOT GBSTRUCTED
Prop Damage: |$750.00 _

Action: |

Notes:

US DOT No: [0629300

Date:

Time:
Accident Type:
Warning Signs:
Fatalities:
Injuries: |

[To1/01/1978

PO

Train Speed:
Vehicle Speed:
Train Direction:

Veh Direction:

Obscurity: |
Prop Damage: | et

Circumstances:

Hazardous Mat: | .
Visibility Conds: | . ]

Weather Conds:

Action:

Date:

Accident Type:

01/01/1576
Time: |,

Notes:

US DOT No:

Train Speed: ]
Vehicle Speed: I )
Train Direction:




Grade Crossing Accident History

USDOTNO 06294§V AADT: 3,900
State Xing 14-01-218 Trains / Day 67
Road Designation MSAS 0121 Exposure 261,300
Location: 11th 6t S HazardIndex 1569.3694
City: Moorhead ' Accident Prediction

File No: FO944E ' No, of Tracks 2
Rallroad BNSF (Bnsf Railway Company) Signal Installed 03/29/2005
Warning Device * Gates & Bells _ : Current Agmt. 87019

Accident Accident Accident Number Number  In-Place Warning Signal at time of
Date Time Type Killed Injured Accident
05/26/2006 330 PM Fatal i 1 0 Gats
097292003 11:30 AM Property Damage o 0 Gate
08/31/1993 545 AM Personal Injury o 2 Gates
07/31/1983 12:50 AM Property Damage 0 0 Gales
01/01/1979 Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed

Note: Prior to January 1, 1982 the month, day and time of accident was not known.
For convenience, the month and day of these accidents was coded as January 1.

Prepared by MnDOT Railroad Administration Section ] Tuesday, December 26, 2006
AcclklentHistoryatindividual GradeCrossing



RR Xing Inventory US Dot No: 062949V Accidentst 5 Proj'st 3
ae: | Gaaans. Train Speed: |55
Time: | Vehicle Speed: | 3
Accident Type: s Train Direction:

Warning Signs:

Fatalities: |

Veh Direction: N
Obscurity: INONE
Prop Damage:

Circumstances: |_'.[RE‘SPAS' HIT BY TRAIN

Action: lNO e

Hazardous Mat: INONE )
Vigibility Conds: |DA

Weather Conds: IRAIN st

Notes: [PEDESTRIAN WALKED
AROUND LOWERED GATES
AND WAS HIT AND KILLED BY
TRAIN

US DOT No: [0628

Train Speed: '
Vehicle Speed: '
Train Direction:

Date: | 09/29/2003

Time: | 11330 AM
Accident Type: mﬁB‘“
Warning Signs: Gate

=

Fatalities:

Injuries:

Veh Direction: |
Obscurity: [PASSING TRAIN
Prop Damage: {$5,000,00

Circumstances: CARHIT BY TRAT

fn e o

Action: [NONE

Hazardous Mat: NONE Notes:
Visibility Condss [DAY
Woeather Conds: CLEAR
Us DOT No:
ate: [ ETRT Traln Specd: [ 21
Time: | 5:45 AM Vehicie Speed: i?
Accident Type: | P - Train Direction: | E
Waming Signs: |GATES e Veh Direction: S‘
Fatalities: | 0, Obscurity: NONE
Injuries: rhzﬂ Prop Bamage: $f1500~60“
Circumstances: [TRAIN HIT CAR B Action: JNONE .
Hazardous Mat: JNONE Notes: [DROVE AROUND ORTHRU
Visibility Conds: i GATES
Waeather Conds:
US DOT No:

| 073171983
“10AM
PD

Date:
Time: §
Accident Type:

Train Speed: i
Vehicle Speed: i

Train Direction: ’




| "’%— Pfosper

Grade Crossing‘Accident History

Or7anc®

CLOTY
Sy

USDOTNO 062927V AADT: 2,500
State Xing - 14-01-037 ‘ Trains / Day 80
Road Designation MSAS 0122 Exposure 150,000
Location: 14th St N Hazardlndex 45.045044
City: Moorhead Accident Prediction

File No: FO265F No. of Tracks 2
Railroad BNSF (Bnsf Railway Company) Signal Installed 11/02/1984
Warning Device Gates & Bells 8 12" Lenses Current-Agmt. NONE

Accident Accident Accident Number Number In-Place Warning Signal at time of

Date Time Type Killed Injured Accident
01/01/1978 Property Damage 0 t] Not Listed

Note: Prior to January 1, 1982 the month, day and time of accident was not known.
For convenience, ihe month and day of these accidents was coded as January 1.

Prepared by MnDOT Rallroad Administration Section Tuesday, December 26, 2006
AccidentHistoryatindividualGradeCrossing
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Grade Crossing Accident History

USDOTNO 062946A AADT: 3,900
State Xing 14-01-217 Trains / Day 67
Road Designation MSAS 0122 Expostire . 261,300
Lacation: 14th 8t 8 HazardIndex 78.468468
City: Moorhead Accident Prediction

File No: FO944F ' No. of Tracks 2
Railrcad BNSF (Bnsf Ralilway Company) Signal Installed 03/29/2005

Warning Device Gates & Balls Current Agmt. . 87019

| Accident Accident Accident Number Number  In-Place Warning Signal at time of
Dats Time Type Killed ‘Injured Accldent
09/20/1984 10:45 AM Property Damage 0 0 Gates
01/01/1978 Property Damage 0 0 Not Listed

Note: Prior to January 1, 1882 the month, day and time of accident was nof known,
For convenience, the month and day of these accidents was coded as January 1.

Prepared by MnDOT Railroad Administration Section Tuesday, December 26, 2006
AccidentHistoryatindividualGradeCrossing
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To: Project File — UEI Project Ne 106.0754

From: Dain Miller, PE
Matt Kinsella, PE
CC: All Attendees, Brian Gibson, David Overbo, Mark Waisanen, Steve Grabill
Date: December 22, 2006
Re: Summary of December 20, 2006 Study Review Committee Meeting #1

11" Street Railroad Grade Separation Study

Study Review Committee Meeting #1 was held on December 20, 2006 at Moorhead City Hall. Bob
Zimmerman, Tom Trowbridge, Clair Hanson, and Peter Doll of the City of Moorhead (City), Lori
Vanderhider of Mn/DOT, Dain Miller and Matt Kinsella of Ulteig Engineers (Ulteig} attended the meeting in
person. Leif Thorson of HDR, Spencer Arndt and Lynn Leibfried of BNSF attended the meeting via
conference call. A copy of the meeting agenda is attached.

Meeting Summary

Introductions

Dain Miller opened the meeting at 10:05 a.m. Introductions were made and copies of the agenda and
handouts were distributed. The handouts included:

+ Fatal Flaw Matrix
» Intersection Comparison Matrix

o 2 Aerial Maps showing project issues

Spencer Arndt mentioned that Lynn Leibfried would be the main contact from BNSF for the project
duration.

Meeting Objectives
Dain Miller reviewed the meeting objectives:

¢ Receive input from the SRC on the study goals

¢ Review fatal flaw and intersection comparison matrices

+ Discuss data collection needs, project schedule, and upcoming tasks
SRC Input / Goals of this Study
Bob Zimmerman explained that it has been a long-term goal of the City to provide another grade
separation in the downtown area. Construction of any improvements are probably a number of years
away, but it will be important for this study to begin to establish the scope and feasibility of a grade

separation. Itwill also be critical to determine how a proposed grade separation best fits into the overall
transportation network.

O:\Projects\2006:\ 06.0754\Planning\Mtg Minutes-Agendas\SRC Mecting #1 12-20-2006.doc 1



Lori Vanderhider mentioned that the study should consider the impacts a grade separation would have
on TH 10. Bob Zimmerman concurred and added that realignment of TH 10 may be a consideration
as well,

BNSF commented that their main concerns are impacts to operations during and after construction of
any improvements. A shoofly will definitely be required to keep their operations running.

Dain Miller mentioned that |t is critical early in the study to screen the altermatives down to one
intersection to study (i.e. 11" Street). The budget on this project is somewhat limited so it will be
important to keep the effort focused and continue to progress toward the study objective.

Regarding public input, Dain Miller commented that once the study focuses on one intersection, it might
be a good idea o hold a separate meeting with a group of property owners that would be most affected
by any proposed improvements. The City agreed with this idea.

Leif Thorson asked if BNSF would consider moving the KO and Prosper lines closer together through
this stretch, so that a proposed underpass could cross both of the lines in a much shorter span than
would be required under the current configuration of the fracks. BNSF responded that this could
potentially be an option, but they would need to keep both lines operational, so they wouldn't want to
consolidate the lines. Dain mentioned that the study should consider this option as well. Leif will work
with BNSF to develop a concept for this option.

Comparison Matrix for Screening Grade Separation Locations
Dain Miller described the two matrices that Ulteig developed for the meeting:

e [atal Flaw Matrix — The objective behind this matrix was to screen out intersections that had
fatal ﬂaws i.e. did not meet a specific criteria or ohjective of the study. Using this approach,
4 and 5" Streets were screened out due to adverse property impacts to the Center Mall, and
6™ and 10" Streets were screened out because these crossings are scheduled to be closed as
part of the Quiet Zone Improvements.

. Comparlson Matrix — This matrix included additional categories and criteria to compare and
rank 8" 11", and 14™ Street alternatives in greater detail.

Dain asked the members of the SRC if they concurred with the elimination of 4", 5, 6" and 10"
Streets for the reasons listed on the matrix. The group agreed that these intersections should be
eliminated from further consideration.

The members of the SRC all agreed that the matrix concepts developed by Ulteig were a good way to
present the information. Ulteig will continue to refine the matrices and add information. Dain Miller
stated that although Ulteig had filled out some of the rankings and criteria, the members of the SRC
should definitely review the information and add their own criteria and rankings so that the group as a
whole can agree on the final results.

The issue of how far to take cost estimates at this point was discussed. Peter Doll mentioned that they
should be able to obtain some decent data regarding property impacts costs, enough to at least get a
feel for what the right-of-way costs might be. He also mentioned that it is much easier for him to price
out a full property take rather than partial takes, so he requested that as the alternatives are developed
Ulteig looks at minimizing the number of small partial takes to properties.

Lori commented that in regards to hazardous materials, it may be a good idea to include a Phase |
investigation as part of this study, a Phase Il investigation would not be necessary at this point in the
process.

O:\Projecis\2006\ 06.0754\Planning\Mtg Minutes-Agendas\SRC Meeting #1 12-20-2006.doc 2



BNSF stated that the FRA database has updated information on safety issues for each crossing, such
as crash and fatality data. Ulteig wilt obtain the updated information from this database and add it to
the matnx as appropriate. BNSF also mentioned that the shoofly constructability would be much easier
at 11" Street than the other intersections. Ulteig will make sure this is reflected in the matrix.

The members of the SRC discussed the options of using one long tunnel to cross both lines as
opposed to separate underpasses. Ulteig will re\new both these op’uons as part of the study. Lori
pointed out that if you re-route TH 10 down to 11™ and then on 11" to Center Avenue, you would not
be able to use a tunnel option with this scenario and still maintain access to TH 10.

The proximity of the Prosper Line to 1% Ave N. was discussed, particularly at 8" Street. It will be
extremely difficult to maintain access to 8" Street from an underpass of the Prosper Line due to these
proximity issues.

The City reiterated the importance of somehow addressing impacts to TH 10 in the comparison matrix.
Ulteig will develop a method for including this information in the matrix.

Matt Kinsella described the method that Ulteig used in ranking the different categories in the
comparison matrix. The goal was to attempt to give each category equal treatment at this point so that
one particular criteria is not weighted more than a different one. Tom Trowbridge pointed out that

sometimes we might want to show that a particular irmpact is more important, such as a business take
being more critical than a single property take.

The guestion was asked about possibly raising the tracks slightly to help achieve the grade separation.
BNSF stated that in this case you probably wouldn’t be able to raise the tracks much, maybe 1-2 feet.

Data Collection Needs

Leif Thorson asked for the number and speed of trains using both lines. BNSF and HDR will
coordinate directly with each other to share this information.

Ulteig will check the Clay County GIS wehsite to obtain some additional mapping information.

The City will provide Ulteig with information about the existing utilities in the study corridors. It was
agreed that the storm system would need to be upgraded all the way to the discharge point with any
alternative.

Schedule and Upcoming Tasks

Dain Miller reviewed the schedule. Ulteig anticipates holding one more meeting sometime in January
or February with the SRC before the first public meeting is held.

Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 11:30 a.m.
Action tems

1. Leif Thorson will work with BNSF to develop a concept for moving the two railroad lines closer
together.

2. Ulteig will check FRA database to obtain updated safety information at existing crossings.
3. SRC members will review the comparison matrices and add their own comments and rankings.

4. BNSF to provide HDR with number and speed of trains using the two railroad lines.

O:\Projects\2006:\06.0754\Planning\Mtg Minutes-Agendas\SRC Mecting #1 12-20-2006.doc 3



5. Ulteig will check the Clay County GIS website to obtain additional mapping information.
6. City of Moorhead will provide Ulteig with information about existing utilities.

7. Ulteig will continue to refine the matrices and begin alternative development,

O:\Prajects\200641106.0754\Planning\Mtg Minutes-Agendas\SRC Meeting #1 12-20-2006.doc



Study Review Committee
Meeting Agenda

11t Street Railroad Grade Separation Study
Moorhead, MN

Date: December 20, 2006
Time: 10:00 a.m, - 12:00 p.m.
Location: Conf. Room 4t Floor — City Engineering

AGENDA ITEMS:

1. Introduction / Objectives of this Meeting (10:00 - 10:10)
* Introduction of committee members / consider additional members
* Getinput from SRC on goals of the study
* Focus on Comparison Matrix of Intersections today
* Data Collection Needs
» Discuss Schedule & Upcoming Tasks

2. SRC Input/ Goals of this Study (10:15 —10:40)
» Concerns / Goals of the City, County, MnDOT
* BNSF’s role in this Study
* Ulteig / HDR Responsibilities & Concerns
* Public Input Approach

3. Comparison Matrix for Screening Grade Separation Locations (10:45 - 11:30)
* Focus to narrow to one intersection
* Review Fatal Flaw Matrix started by Ulteig (Handout)
= Agree on Selection Criteria
* Committee Input on Matrix Rating System & Analysis

4. Data Collection Needs (11:35 - 11:45)
» Information available from BNSE?
» Existing Contour Information from Aerials
» Other information?

5. Schedule & Upcoming Tasks (11:45 — 11:55)
* Finalize Matrix after getting committee input
* Begin Developing Alternatives at 11% Street?
» Next SRC Meeting — End of January/Beginning of February

6. Adjourn (12:00 noon)






To: Project File — UEI Project Ne 106.0754

From: Dain Miller, PE
Matt Kinsella, PE

cC: All Attendees, David Overbo, Steve Grabill, Spencer Arndt, Leif Thorson, Lori
Vanderhider

Date: March 26, 2007

Re: Summary of March 20, 2007 Study Review Committee Meeting #2

11" Street Railroad Grade Separation Study

Study Review Committee (SRC) Meeting #2 was held on March 20, 2007 at Moorhead City Hall. Brian
Gibson of FM Metro COG, Bob Zimmerman, Tom Trowbridge, and Ciair Hanson of the City of Moorhead
{City), Mark Waisanen of Mn/DOT, Dain Miller and Matt Kinselta of Ulteig Engineers {Ulteig), Bobby Oare
of HDR, and Lynn Leibfried of BNSF attended the meeting. A copy of the meeting agenda is attached.

Meeting Summary

Introductions

Dain Miller opened the meeting at 10:05 a.m. Introductions were made and copies of the agenda and
handouts were distributed, The handouts included:

* Fatal Flaw Matrix
¢ Intersection Comparison Matrix
» Meeting minutes from SRC Meeting #1
» Spreadsheets from HDR summarizing design data from alternative analysis
Meeting Objectives
Dain Miller reviewed the meeting objectives:
+ Comparison matrix update
s Review Grade Separation Impacts
¢ Review Railroad alignment and consolidation concepts
¢ Discuss public involvement approach
Comparison Matrix Update

Dain reviewed the updates and refinements that had been made to the mafrices. He re-iterated the
importance of committee input in the evaluation process.

Based on the comparison matrix ranking criteria agreed on by the SRC, 11" Street is the preferred
crossing location. The SRC concurred with this finding.

O:\Projects\200611 06.0754\Planning\Mtg Minutes-Agendas\SRC Mtg #2 03-20-2007.doc 1



Bob Zimmerman commented that the cost of the 14™ Street alternative could potentially be cheaper
since the KO and Prosper tracks are closer together at that point. Dain acknowledged that was true,
but mentioned that you would probably need a tunnel because of the limited distance between the
tracks, which would bump the cost back up again for that altemative. Since no detailed cost estimates
have been prepared at this point, Dain pointed out that the ratings in the matrix could change regarding
cost.

Grade Separation Impacts

Bobbx Oare from HDR provided an overview of the various alternatives for grade separation concepts
at 11" Street, After discussion, the SRC agreed that there were basically 3 feasible concepts to take to
the public for the 11" Street underpass, assuming both the KO and Prosper lines remain in operation:

» Center Avenue is depressed to meet 11" Street at-grade between two separate railroad
bridges.

o Center Avenue remains at current grade and passes over an 11" Street tunnel under both
tracks. Connector roadways are provided between Center and 11™ Street (similar to the Main
Avenue/10™ Street tunnel and ramps in Fargo).

¢ Center Avenue remains at current grade and passes over an 11" Street tunnel under both
tracks, with no connection provided between Center and 11™ Street.

Bobby also presented exhibits that showed approximate construction limits for 11" Street, Main,
Center, and 1* Avenue North. 3:1 slopes were used to approximate the impacts. Future roadway
widths shown assumed 5 12-foot wide lanes on 11"™ Street and construction limits to accommodate
pedestrian facilities. The intersections at Main and 1% Avenue North will need to drop approximately
10-12 feet to meet the new 11" Street grade, which results in numerous property and access impacts
to the surrounding properties. The SRC agreed that showing some retaining walls where it makes
sense would be appropriate before going to the public. Minimizing right-of-way impacts where practical
should be considered.

The significant impacts to underground utilities were discussed. Storm sewer would most likely need to
be reconstructed all the way downstream to the Red River to provide the increased capacity necessary
for the underpass. It was also proposed that some form of cn-site retention could be provided to help
regulate the storm water flow into the system and mitigate some of the impacts to the system capacity.
Impacts to sanitary sewer and water systems are not anticipated to be significant.

A question was asked about the quiet zone work that is currently ongoing, and whether it would be
wasted if the underpass was determine to be feasible. Bob Zimmerman responded that even if the
underpass was reccmmended, it would be 10-15 years before it would probably be constructed, so the
quiet zone elements would serve the City for that period of time and would not be considered a wasted
effort,

Dain Miller reminded the SRC that Mn/DOT had suggested at the first meeting to consider performing a
Phase | investigaticn of hazardous materials. The SRC discussed this and decided that this effort
would not be necessary as part of this study.

Bob Zimmerman reminded the SRC that it was important to remember that the scope of this study is to
take the concept development far enough to determine the feasibility of the underpass and to identify
any fatal flaws in alternatives, while not getting too carried away with design details,
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Railroad Alignment and Consolidation Concepts

HDR had also developed some concepts for realignment and consolidation of the KO and Prosper
lines, which Bobby Oare reviewed with the SRC. Regarding consolidation, BNSF indicated that it is
unlikefy that the need for a separate Prosper Line will go away.

After some discussion about impacts to downtown and other possibilities for line realignments, it was
determined that the consolidation option and the underpass concepts are two separate issues. The
SRC directed Ulteig and HDR to cease any further efforts on the consclidation options as part of this
feasibility study, and focus on the 11™ Street underpass concepts. Ulieig and HDR will include some
consideration and discussion in the report and public materials regarding what the “throw-away”
elements and costs would be if the Prosper Line is eliminated at some point in the future after the
underpass is already constructed.

Public Involvement Approach and Schedule

The following elements were discussed and agreed on regarding the public meeting approach and
schedule:

» The first public mesting will be held sometime in late April or early May. Location to be
determined, but Ulteig will check into using the Hjemkomst Center as a potential location.

» Project costs will not be shown at the 1% public meeting, but will be presented at the 2™
meeting.

+ Ulteig will send out PDFs of the final exhibits in an e-mail to the SRC for review and comment
hefore the public meeting.

s Ulteig and HDR will continue to refine the exhibits to make them as clear as possible for the
public. Dots (or some identifying feature) will be added to the access locations to help make
them stand out on the concept maps.

¢ The SRC directed that ne individual meetings with property owners should be held at this time.

e City staff will notify City Council in advance of the public meeting and include the meeting
notice in the Council packet.

» The City will take care of mailing the meeting notices out to property owners. Ulteig will provide
the notices to the City, and will also hand-deliver notices to certain critical properties if
necessary.

Additional Issues

Dain Miler asked the representatives from BNSF and Mn/DCT if they felt any further coordination was
required with their agencies before the public meeting. Mark Waisanen responded that he was
satisfied with the effort and coordination to this point. Lynn Leibfried agreed, but mentioned that she
would like to review the proposed concepts with some of her staff before the meeting. Bobby Oare will
provide Lynn with 11" x 17" plots of the exhibits for this purpose.

Dain Miller & Steve Grabill met separately on March 27" with Mark Waisanen to review and consider
another alternative or Jdea Mark had. The alternative included realigning Hwy 10 to join into Main
Avenue in the vicinity of 14" Street. The elevation of Hwy 10 would be maintained as an underpass in
the same fashion as it is today where it goes under the P-Line that branches to the north and would
continue to go under the KO line just to the east of 14" Street.

There were
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Adjourn

The meeting was adjourned at 11:50 am.

Action ltems

1. Ulteig will plan and schedule the first public meeting in late April or early May.

2. Ulteig and HDR will continue to refine and revise the public meeting exhibits based on the
comments in this meeting.

3. City of Moorhead will prepare a project mailing list and send out the meeting notice once it is
provided by Ulteig.

4. HDR will provide Lynn Leibfried with 11" x 17" versions of the exhibits for her use.
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Study Review Committee
Meeting #2 Agenda

11* Street Railroad Grade Separation Study
Moorhead, MN

Date: March 20, 2007
Time: 10:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.
Location: Conf. Room 4" Floor - City Engineering

AGENDA ITEMS:

1. Introduction / Objectives of this Meeting (10:00 — 10:10)
»  Introduction of committee members & attendees

* Comparison Matrix Update — Confirms 11t Street as preferred location

» Review Grade Separation Impacts

» Review Railroad Alignment Concepts @ 11t Street

* Discuss Public Involvement Approach & Schedule

* Additional Issues Identification / Input from Committee

2, Comparison Matrix Updated (10:15 - 10:30)
» Review Fatal Flaw Matrix
* Review Results to Date on Selection Criteria
* Committee Input on Matrix Rating System & Analysis

* Does everyone agree 11% Street is the right location to study?

3. Review Grade Separation Impacts (10:35 - 11:05)
* Alternatives for Grade Separation Concepts

* 2 Bridges, Drop Center Avenue to match 11t Street
=  Continuous Tunnel, Leave Center Ave at Grade

* 1 Bridge - If Rail Consolidation is Feasible
* Right of Way Impacts / Construction Limits

4. Review Railroad Alignment Concepts (11:10 ~ 11:30)

» Update from HDR’s on their meeting with BNSF
* Show RR Consolidation Concept

5. Public Involvement Approach & Schedule (11:35 ~ 11:45)

* How much do we show them / Can we discuss Costs?

* Meet with Adjacent Property Owners first

» Schedule Public Input Meeting End of April / Early May
6. Additional Issues / Input from the Committee (11:45 — 11:55)
7. Upcoming Tasks / Schedule (11:55)

8. Adjourn (12:00 noon}






To: Project File — UEI Project Ne 106.0754

From: Dain Miller, PE
Matt Kinsella, PE
CG All Attendees, David Overbo, Spencer Arndt, Leif Thorson, Bobby Oare
Date: April 2, 2008
Re: Summary of March 27, 2008 Study Review Committee Meeting #3

Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study

Study Review Committee (SRC) Meeting #3 was held on March 27, 2008 at Moorhead City Hall. Brian
Gibson of FM Metro COG, Bob Zimmerman, Tom Trowbridge, and Pete Doll of the City of Moorhead
(City), Mark Waisanen of Mn/DOT, Dain Miller and Matt Kinsella of Ulteig Engineers (Ulteig), and Lynn
Leibfried of BNSF attended the meeting. A copy of the meeting agenda is attached.

Meeting Summary

Introductions

¢ Dain Miller opened the meeting at 10:05 a.m. Introductions were made and copies of the
agenda were distributed.

Meeting Objectives
Dain Miller reviewed the meeting objectives:
*  Project status and schedule update
¢ Comments on draft report
o 14% Street discussion
¢ Approach for 2" public meeting
Project Status and Schedule Update

Dain Miller stated that the 2™ public meeting is tentatively set for Thursday, May 1# (depending on the
outcome of the 14* Street discussion during this SRC meeting). The final report should be completed
by June or July. Bob Zimmerman commented that City Engineering has tentatively planned on taking
this project to City Council in June, so that schedule should work.
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Comments on Draft Report

Matt Kinsella reviewed the comments that had already been received by e-mail. Bob Zimmerman,
Tom Trowbridge, Dave Overbo, Brian Gibson, and Bobby Qare all had previously sent in e-muail
comments. Some comments that required clarification included:

¢ Trowbridge Comment #10: On page 26, the second paragraph notes the delay times - are
these switched around? The KO line has twice the train volume, but the Prosper line has twice
the delay time? The delay times are correct, and were taken divectly from the RR Consolidation Study.

s Trowbridge Comment #11: On page 31 - Table 6.1 - The vertical clearance is assumed to be
16-4", but in Appendix A, it mentions a second alternative clearance of 14-6". Should this be
explained? Also, check the Minimum K value for Sag Vertical Curves. Table 6.1 shows "19",
but Appendix A shows "37". Delete 146" clearance criteria fromt Appendix. Minimum K value
should be 19, will revise accordingly.

»  Trowbridge Comment #13: On page 34, the 5th bullet point describes where the "jug handle”
connects to Center Ave in relation to 11th St (600 feet away). How far would it be from 14th
5t7 Would this meet current Mn/DOT access guidelines? The SRC discussed the context of the
situation and determined that the access spacing would be OK.

»  Trowbridge Comment #15: In Appendix A, the first page, are the bridge design criteria #3 (3
spans) and #5 (140’ length) correct? Yes.

¢ Trowbridge Comment #16: In Appendix B, on page 3 of the March 20, 2007 SRC 2nd meeting,
the last paragraph ends abruptly "There were...". Something appears to be missing. We will
review and correct this incomplete sentence.

¢ Gibson Comment #1: On page #2 you identify TH 10 and TH 75 as being Minnesota Trunk
Highways. They are U.S. Highways also. I don’t know what protocol is for this sort of thing,
but I would think we would refer to them by their “highest” title. We will change these to “US.”

¢ Qare Comment #4: Page 31, you call out AASHTO requirements for both the crest and sag
vertical curves. These values also represent Mn/DOT design standards. Since this is a project
in Minnesota and there is a possibility that this could carry the TH 75 designation, I think you
should reference Mn/DOT rather than AASHTO. We will change reference to "Mn/DOT.”

After discussion, the group agreed that the name of the study should be changed to “Downtown
Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study.”

There were no additional comments from the group members on the Draft Report.
14t Street Discussion

The group discussed how 14 Street should be addressed, both in the report and at the next public
meeting. [t was clear at the first public meeting last May that there was some public sentiment for
considering 14t Street as the grade separation location. There was discussion about whether the final
report could identify two locations as being feasible for an underpass (i.e. 11% Street and 14% Street).
The group decided that this approach would be appropriate. Ulteig passed around Powerpoint slides
that contained advantage and disadvantage comparisons for the two locations. Pete Doll pointed out
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that the cost information on the slides needs to correspond with the data shown in the comparison
matrices. Dain Miller agreed, and added that the cost estimates for 14" Street do not reflect yet any
costs associated with potential impacts to the railroad switch point or existing bridges east of 14t Street.

The group agreed that we need to demonstrate to the public that we did hear their comments and have
addressed them. It was concluded that an alternative and graphic similar to those for 11% Street should
be developed for 14* Street. Bob Zimmerman directed Ulteig to develop that graphic, and include 14%
Street in the final report as a secondary feasible option to 11 Street. Bob realized that this additional
effort is beyond the original scope of work, and he requested that Ulteig prepare a proposed scope of
services and fee estimate for the additional work.

Dain Miller talked about some of the challenges of designing a shoofly at 14™ Street. There is limited
room to the east of 14" Street to tie the shoofly back in before bridge structures and track switch points
are reached. The services of HDR Engineering will be needed to review the design for the shoofly, and
determine the extent of impacts to the switch point and structures east of 14 Street. Some ideas were
suggested for addressing this issue. The group discussed and agreed that a reduced design speed for
the Prosper Line during construction might allow sharper radius curves and quicker tie-ins. Lynn
Leibfried mentioned that BNSF would be on board with considering a reduced design speed during
construction under these circumstances.

Approach for 20 Public Meeting

The following elements were discussed and agreed on regarding the public meeting approach and
schedule:

* The public meeting date should be pushed back due to the addition of graphics at 14* Street.
Matt Kinsella said that he would check with the Hjemkomst Center on availability. Update:
the public meeting date has been moved to Tuesday, May 13%.

*  Some level of estimated project costs will be shown at the meeting. The “Prosper Only”
alternative costs do not need to be shown. Ulteig will revise the cost table to include ranges of
costs, and will refine the appearance of the table to make it more user-friendly.

»  Similar to the first public meeting, City staff will notify City Counil in advance of the public
meeting and include the meeting notice in the Council packet. The City will also take care of
mailing the meeting notices out to property owners. Ulteig will provide the notices to the
City.

Additional Issues

» 1#t Avenue North was discussed. Tom Trowbridge said that the improvements for 1# mainly
consist of overlays and median improvements, so the throw-away costs would be minimal if
an underpass project happened in 10-15 years.

¢ The railroad consolidation will probably not happen, there is not much interest from either
the local jurisdictions or from BNSF.
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* Lynn Leibfried asked if any of the 11* Street options had been identified as preferred. The
answer was no. She also wondered about any difference in construction timeline that might
exist between 11t Street and 14t Street. The construction timeline for this project would be
two years.

* The design speed reduction for the Prosper Line would be needed for one year at most
during construction.

* Lynn pointed out the if a track raise is needed, it will be more difficuit to raise the tracks at
14t Street than at 11 Street, due to the limited room on the east side of 141 Street to tie back
into the existing elevations before the existing bridge structures.

¢ Mark Waisanen mentioned that for a 14" Street alternative, TH 10 would have to be re-routed
during construction, which would create more significant impacts to traffic operations and
businesses.

Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 11:20 a.m.
Action Items

1. Ulteig will check on room availability at the Hjemkomst for a public meeting date change.

2. Ulteig will prepare a scope of services and fee estimate for the additional work required at 14t
Street.

3. City of Moorhead will use the project mailing list to send out the public meeting notice once it is
provided by Ulteig.
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Study Review Committee
Meeting #3 Agenda

11t Street Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study

Date:
Time:
Location:

Moorhead, MN

March 27, 2008
10:00 am - 12:00 pm
Conference Room 4" Floor - City of Moorhead Engineering

AGENDA ITEMS:

1. Introduction & Objectives of this Meeting (10:00 - 10:15)

Introduction of committee members & attendees

Project status and schedule update

Review and discuss comments on draft report

Discuss how 14" Street should be addressed - with the public and in the report
Discuss approach for 224 public meeting

Additional input from committee

2. Project Status and Schedule Update (10:15 - 10:20)

Public Meeting #2 tentative date — May 1+

= Submittal of final report — June/July 2008

3. Comments on Draft Report (10:20 - 11:05)

Received e-mail comments from:

City (Bob Zimmerman & Tom Trowbridge)
- FM Metro COG (Brian Gibson)

- Clay County (Dave Overbo)

- HDR (Bobby Oare)

Main body of report

Study Conclusions

Cost information

Appendices

4. 14% Street Discussion (11:05 - 11:25)

How to address public’s previous comments about a 14 Street underpass?
Should we recommend two alternatives as feasible in final report?

5. Approach for 2" Public Meeting (11:25 - 11:45)

Tentatively scheduled for May 1% at Hjemkomst Center

* What has changed since last public meeting?
v 14" Street — Need to show that we heard the comments from Public Meeting #1

Cost information - how much to show?

6. Additional Input from Committee (11:45 — 12:00)

7. Adjourn (12:00)






To: Project File — UEI Project Ne 106.0754

From: Matt Kinsella, PE

CC Call Participants, Project SRC Committee Members
Date: May 1, 2008

Re: Summuary of April 29, 2008 Conference Call with BNSF

Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study

This summary contains notes from a conference call with BNSF on April 29, 2008 at 3:00 pm. Bobby
Oare, Chris Romansky (HDR), Matt Kinsella (Ulteig), Lynn Leibfried, Mark Gjevre, and Chad Jasmin
(BNSF) were present on the call. A PDF of a preliminary shoofly layout for 14 Street was provided
for all participants to comment on during the conversation (see attached).

Conclusions

Based on BNSF's operational requirements and constraints for the KO Line and Prosper Line as
stated during the conference call (and as outlined in the summary below), and due to the proximity
to 14t Street of several railroad track switches, turnouts, and crossovers, construction of shoofly lines
for the KO and Prosper will be nearly impossible to achieve without substantial financial and
property impacts, well over and above what would be required to construct similar shoofly lines at
11t Street.  Without the shoofly tracks, construction of a railroad underpass at 14* Street would not
be feasible.

Summary of Conference Call

= For the KO Subdivision (the south rail lines), a reduction in design speed will not be
permitted during construction. Design speeds must remain at up to 60 MPH for this
subdivision.

= For the Prosper Subdivision (the north line), a reduction in speed could be considered.
However the existing design speed is 25 MPH for the Prosper Line.

= BNSF is installing a new interlocker (a series of interconnected signals which control train
movement) at the diamond crossing of the KO and the Prosper Subdivisions. This is a major
rail/rail crossing for BNSF. The location of this diamond crossing prohibits the location of a
shoofly in close proximity.

* BNSF will not permit any re-routing of traffic from the Prosper Subdivision to the KO
Subdivision, or vice versa. Both lines are busy and the combining of this traffic onto a single
line will not be allowed.
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* In addition to both the KO Subdivision and Prosper Subdivision remaining in service during
the proposed construction, all corresponding sidings and tracks that come in and out of these
lines must remain open and operational during construction.,

* There is an existing No. 20 crossover between the 2 tracks on the KO Subdivision that starts
176’ east of 14" Street, The crossover is 376" long from point of switch to point of switch. This
crossover must remain in service (it allows trains coming from Breckenridge to cross over to
the north KO Subdivision track (referred to as Main 1)).

* The presence of this No. 20 crossover on the KO Subdivision, in combination with BNSF
operational requirements as listed above, result in only 2 possible options for a shoofly on the
KO Subdivision:

1) A 200 tangent section of track is required from the No. 20 crossover to the beginning of a
potential shoofly (femporary diversion track) alignment. As a result, the shoofly would
need to begin just west of 14* Street. Clearly, starting the shoofly at this point would not
work with the current 14" Street alignment. Therefore, 14" Street would need to be
realigned approximately 700-800" to the west, which would have significant property and
financial impacts.

2) The mainline shoofly could be constructed as shown in the attached drawing. However,
the existing track crossover would need to be removed, and a temporary crossover
would be installed west of 11* Street, where sufficient tangent track would be available to
accommodate the crossover length (376"). Separating the crossover from the turnout in
this fashion would most likely impact BNSF operations. Overall, this option would have
much higher costs due to the longer shoofly tracks, crossing, switches, and right-of-way
needs.

»  Constructability challenges also exist at the Prosper Subdivision. There is a No. 11 turnout
155 east of 14" Street that serves customers to the north and east who receive shipments
daily. This segment of track is known as the I Line and must remain in service.

*  These conditions result in similar options being available for the Prosper Subdivision. The
shoofly would need to maintain these tumout connections. The shoo-fly design could be
modified to accommodate a No. 11 turnout to maintain this connection.

» After discussion and consideration of all these issues, the consensus opinion was that
construction of an underpass at 14* Street is not feasible.

End of Conference Call Summary
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To: Project File — UEI Project No 106.0754
From: Dain Miller, PE

Matt Kinsella, PE
CC File
Date: July 19, 2007
Re: Summary of July 18, 2007 Meeting with BNSF

11t Street Railroad Grade Separation Study

Notes from our meeting with BNSF at BNSF Fargo Office. Bob Zimmerman from City of
Moorhead was also present.

Meeting Summary

= BNSF Cost Participation: Lynn said that there is a state statute that allows for BNSF
to pay 5% of the theoretical structure costs under certain conditions. She was not
sure of the details, and recommended that we research this statute.

She also mentioned that if the statute isn’t used, BNSF typically contributes around
$10,000 to $20,000 to the cost if the project includes closing an existing at-grade
crossing. The state will also match up to $7,500 of this amount.

= Track raising; BNSF said to assume no more than a 1’ raising of the track, and to
keep the change in grade to less than 0.5%, with a max. grade of 1%.

* The Prosper Line is used as a “run-around” {o the KO Line, if the KO Line needs to
be shut down.

=  Amtrak uses the Prosper Line to access the Hillsboro Subdivision and carry
passenger service to Grand Forks, Minot, etc.

*»  For updated crossing crash data, check the FRA website. Lynn will check with Paul
Dellarosa, Mn/DOT Rail representative for the Moorhead area.

* Bob Z. said not to worry about 14" Street, he feels that we have the justification for
the 11% Street crossing right now.
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/ MOORHEAD

PAINPIES DT A

NOTICE OF PUBLIC INPUT MEETING

TO: Resident or Business Owner

FROM: Robert Zimmerman, PE, City Engineer - City of Moorhead
Dain Miller, PE, Project Manager - Ulteig Engineers, Inc.

DATE; May 7, 2007

SUBJECT:

Public Input Meeting
11t Street Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study

Location: Hjemkomst Center — 202 1t Avenue North, Moorhead
Oak Room

Date: Tuesday, May 22, 2007 Time:  5:00 pm to 7:00 pm

PROJECT LOCATION: 11% St-from 3 Ave Sto 20d Ave N
Main Ave, Center Ave, & 15t Ave N - from 8t St to 14t St

Dear Resident or Business Owner:

The City of Moorhead, the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Council of Governments, and
Ulteig Engineers, Inc. invite you to attend a public input meeting which will be held at the
Hjemkomst Center, Oak Room at 202 1 Avenue North, Moorhead.

The meeting will begin at 5:00 p.m. with an open house and end at 7:00 p.m. on Tuesday,
May 22, 2007. A formal presentation will be given at 6:00 p.m. with opportunities to review
project materials before and after the presentation.

¢ Meeting Purpose: To provide information and to obtain comments from all interested
persons on the feasibility and issues related to a possible underpass at 11* Street below
the 2 sets of railroad tracks in downtown Moorhead.

. Issues: Potential property and access impacts, traffic mobility, street connectivity,
railroad crossing safety, emergency vehicle access



All interested persons are invited to participate in this meeting. Requests for special
facilities to assist disabled persons’ involvement in this meeting should be submitted by
May 18, 2007.

[f you are unable to attend the meeting but still wish to provide comments, please submit
your comments by May 31, 2007. Comments or requests for special facilities should be
directed to Dain Miller at 3350 38" Ave. S., Fargo, ND 58104, e-mail Dain. Miller@Ulteig.com,
or by telephone at (701) 280-8568.

PUBLIC INPUT MEETING

Tuesday, May 22"
Hjemkomst Center — 202 1% Ave N, Moorhead
Oak Room

TOPIC: Moorhead
11" Street Railroad
Grade Separation Study
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Agenda
Public Input Meeting #1

11" Street Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study
Moorhead, Minnesota

May 22, 2007 5:00 pm to 7:00 pm
Presented by Ulteig Engineers, Inc¢. on behalf of the

City of Moorhead
and the
Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Council of Governments

Hjemkomst Center — Oak Room
202 1 Avenue North
Moorhead, Minnesota

5:00 pm  Open House (please review the project displays)

6:00 pm  Formal Presentation
Purpose of Tonight's Meeting
Project Background and Project Needs
Study Objectives / Approach
Preliminary Findings of the Study
Discuss Alternatives Developed
Project Status and Timelines
Open Discussion

6:30 pm  Open House (please review the project displays)

7:00 pm  Adjourn Meeting
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PUBLIC INPUT MEETING '

City of Moorhead, Minnesota
May 22, 2007

11th Street Railroad Grade Separation
Feasibility Study

Ulteig Engineers - 3350 38th Avenue South - Fargo, ND 58104 Phone: (701) 280-8500  www.ulteig.com




This public input meeting is being held to inform the public and businesses that a railroad grade separation Feasibility Study in the down-
town area is currently being prepared on behalf of the City of Moorhead and the FM Metropolitan Council of Governments.

1 To help the public understand:
The role of a Feasibility Study in the overall project
development process

B The location of the Study area

B \Why a Feasibility Study for a possible railroad grade
separation is being prepared

B The alternatives being studied

B The schedule of this study and future engineering efforts
before a project is built

To give the public an opportunity for input on:
Other issues that exist within the study area
How the alternatives impact them or the city
Potential new or revised alternatives

EEEN

In the interest of improving emergency vehicle response times, increasing safety for pedestrians and bikers and reducing traffic delays
in the downtown area, the City of Moorhead has determined that now is the time to start analyzing a location for a possible grade
separation of the roadway and pedestrian facilities from the railroad tracks in downtown Moorhead.

Background and Needs Summary:

m  Reduce train-vehicle exposures in downtown Moorhead

@ Enhance safety for pedestrians and bikers

B Reduce potential delays to emergency vehicle response times that exist today

B Reduce traffic congestion and delays as traffic volumes increase in downtown Moorhead

A Feasibility Study is only the beginning of the process before a project is actually considered for programming for future funding and
implementation. A more detailed preliminary engineering and environmental documentation effort would precede any actual detailed
design and eventual construction project.

Study Objectives and Approach

Form a Study Review Committee (SRC) representing various governmental agencies
Determine if a railroad grade separated crossing is feasible in downtown Moorhead
Consider all at-grade crossing locations initially & eliminate obvious non-feasible locations
Narrow the focus of the study to one crossing location (11" Street)

Identify the impacts of railroad grade separated crossings at 11" Street

Develop concept alternatives for the grade separated crossings at 11" Street

Get input from the public

Provide a document to help elected officials secure funding for future project development




W INBINGS

Although no concepts have been completely eliminated from future consideration, the Feasibility Study has narrowed the alternatives by
consensus of the Study Review Committee. These alternatives may be eliminated or revised during this study or in future preliminary
engineering studies. Some preliminary results of the study include:

Preferred Location Analysis
B Fatal Flaw Matrix narrowed possible locations to 8" Street, 11" Street and 14" Street
B Screening Criteria used for selecting 11" Street:
1. Property Impacts & Business Relocation
Emergency Vehicle Access
Traffic Capacity / Mobility / North-South Connectivity thru town
Constructability / Utility Impacts
Costs & Economics (Right of Way and Construction)
Railroad Issues (Temporary Shoofly Construction, Train-Vehicle Exposures)
Safety Impacts (Based on history of accidents, injuries and fatalities)

NookwN

Alternative Concept Development at 11th Street

B Three alternative concepts have been developed at 11" Street:
1. Lower 11" Street, build bridges at KO Line and Prosper Lines (Lower Center Avenue to connect to 11" Street)
2. Lower 11" Street , build continuous tunnel under KO and Prosper Lines (No connector ramp between11" Street and Center Ave)
3. Lower 11" Street, build tunnel under KO and Prosper Lines (Build connector ramp between 11" Street and Center Ave)

Main Avenue and 11" Street intersection will be lowered 5 to 7 feet

1t Avenue North and 11" Street intersection will be lowered 10 to 12 feet
Probable construction limits and right of way impacts developed
Preliminary railroad shoofly layouts developed for KO and Prosper tracks

i |f feasible, when will this project be built?
Answer: Many factors affect the timing of a potential construction project of this magnitude. The most significant factor is the
availability of funding. Realistically securing funding and following the project development process from preliminary design to
environmental documentation to final design to construction could take anywhere from 8 to 20 years. (See the separate handout
showing the typical project development process and estimated time frames)

B What is a Train-Vehicle Exposure?
Answer: A common statistic in assessing risk is train crash exposure. Crash exposure is derived from multiplying the number of
trains moving through an at-grade crossing on a daily basis by the average daily traffic volume (vehicles) at the crossing.
(example: 11" Street/ K.O. Subdivision Line — 63 trains X 6,500 ADT = 409,500 exposures’)

B How many Train-Vehicle Exposures does it take to justify a grade separation crossing?
Answer: MnDOT's (Minnesota Department of Transportation) standards for train-vehicle exposures is 300,000 for justification
of a grade separated crossing.

B How many trains per day come through the City of Moorhead?
Answer: Currently the KO Subdivision line (main tracks) carries just over 60 trains per day and the Prosper Subdivision line
(farthest north tracks) carries around 30 trains per day.

B How will traffic in downtown Moorhead he affected by a grade separation project?
Answer: The scope of the Feasibility does not include any traffic operations analysis. However, it would be safe to say that eliminat-
ing some delays due to fraffic congestion could be expected by having a raifroad grade separated crossing in the downtown area.

\Information based on 2000 ADT Traffic Volumes and the FM Rail Corridor Consolidation Study 2004, TKDA, Inc.




Schedule:

B One more public input meeting will be conducted as part of the Feasibility Study in July 2007

| Feasibility Study will be finalized in August 2007

B Study will be presented to City Council for adoption

B Next Step? Secure funding for Preliminary Engineering / Environmental Assessment via Congressional Appropriations
(1 -5 years)

Preliminary Costs:

The scope of this study will not include a detailed analysis of construction costs. It is difficult to know at this stage how much

a grade separation project would cost because of all of the unknowns and variables affecting the cost. At this point no cost data
has been prepared for property acquisition, utility impacts, railroad impacts, etc. In addition, there is no certainty of what to expect
for inflation of construction costs today vs. 15 years from now. Rough preliminary cost estimates for engineering, right of way
acquisition and construction could fall in the $30 to $50 million range in today's dollars.

Project Funding:
This project would only be possible with federal funding along with a local match. Typically these types of projects are funded with
80% federal and 20% local funds. At this point no funds have been allocated or programmed beyond this Feasibility Study.

Please pick up a comment sheet at the sign in table. You may leave your comments at the meeting or offer
comments after you leave and mail them,

Written comments should be submitted by May 31, 2007 to:

Mr. Dain Miller, PE or faxed to:

Ulteig Engineers, Inc. (701) 280-8739

3350 38th Ave. S.

Fargo, ND 58104-7079 You may e-mail comments to:

dain.miller@ulteig.com

Mr. Miller’s phone number is:
(701) 280-8568

7 MOORHEAD
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To: Project File - UEI Project Ne 106.0754
From: Dain Miller, PE
Matt Kinsella, PE

CC: Bob Zimmerman, Tom Trowbridge, Peter Doll, Brian Gibson, David Overbo,
Mark Waisanen, Bobby Oare, Steve Grabill, Mike Johnson, Leif Thorson,
Spencer Arndt, Lynn Leibfried

Date: June 18, 2007

Re: Summary of May 22, 2007 Public Meeting #1
11" Street Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study

Meeting Summary

Public Meeting #1 for the 11* Street Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study was held
from 5:00 pm to 7:00 pm on May 22, 2007 at the Hjemkomst Center, 202 It Ave N, Moorhead.
The meeting format was open house, with a formal presentation and group Q & A session at
6:00 pm. A copy of the meeting agenda and attendance roster is attached.

Approximately 30 property owners, business representatives, and local residents attended
the meeting. Bob Zimmerman and Tom Trowbridge, and Deb Martzahn of the City of
Moorhead (City), Brian Gibson of FM Metro COG, Dain Miller, Matt Kinsella, and Mike
Johnson of Ulteig Engineers, and Bobby Oare of HDR represented the project team at the
public meeting.

The purpose of the public input meeting was:
* Toreview and present:
» Study objectives and approach
» Present alternative concepts
» Review project development process and timeline
* To receive public input on the feasibility study

Meeting attendees reviewed exhibits that were displayed on easels, and discussed project
issues with staff. An information handout was also provided to all attendees.

During the formai presentation, Dain Miller of Ulteig Engineers summarized the feasibility
study objectives, explained the project approach, reviewed the alternative concepts, and
described the study findings and project timetable.

O:\Projecis\20061106.0754\Planning\Mtg Minutes-Agendas\Public Meeting #1 05-22-2007.doc 1



Public Comments and Questions

The following questions and comments were noted from attendees during both the open
house session and the group Q & A session that followed the formal presentation.

O:\Projects\2006\06.0754\Planning\Mtg Minutes-Agendas\Public Meeting #1 05-22-2007.doc

Will pedestrigns and bicycles be able to use the underpass also? Yes

Why isn’t the underpass being proposed at 14% Sireet, where the business impacts are less
significant? All existing at-grade crossing locations were evaluated and
compared using criteria agreed upon by the project Study Review Committee.
The final three locations were 8" St, 11t St, and 14* St. Ultimately, the criteria
showed that 11* St is the most logical location for the underpass when all aspects
are considered.

Have the issues related to rebuilding the intersections at 11% St/Main Ave and 11% St/1% Ave
on steeper grades been considered (Such as increased accidents at intersections, problems with
sight lines due to fences/retaining walls, efc.)? 'These issues have not been addressed
during this study, since the scope of this feasibility study does not include a traffic
analysis or detailed design, These are legitimate issues however, and would need
to be fully considered and addressed in future planning studies and during the
design process.

Why does 15 Ave N need to be lowered more than Main Ave? Since the RR tracks are
closer to the 1+ Ave N intersection than to the Main Ave intersection, the roadway
profile for 11* St is not able to come back up as quickly near 1¢* Ave N, which
causes that intersection to be lower than Main Ave.

Will road widths change for 11" 5t, Main Ave, Center Ave, or 1 Ave N7 It is possible that
road widths could change for all streets mentioned. However, this will not be
known for certain until a traffic analysis is completed, which is outside the scope
of this feasibility study.

How far back will side street impacts extend? Impacts to side streets vary depending
on the concept, but will most likely be anywhere from 200 feet to 1000 feet back
from the intersection with 11* St,

What are the cost differences for constructing a tunnel vs. constructing bridges? At this
point in the project development process it is difficult to say with any certainty
what the cost difference would be, but it is possible that a tunnel could be more
expensive than separate bridges.



*  How does the potential consolidation of the 2 railroad lines affect this underpass study?
Wouldn't it be easier and have fewer impacts if the underpass only needed to go under 1 set of
tracks rather than 2 sets? Yes, it would be easier to cross only 1 set of tracks.
However, the RR consolidation study is on a separate development time table than
this project, and it cannot be assumed at this point that the consolidation will even
happen. Therefore, the study must assume the more conservative scenario, that
11* 5t would have to cross both RR lines,

»  Why wasn't an 11% Street overpass above the RR tracks considered? An overpass would
need to be approximately 28-30 feet into the air due to the 23-foot track clearance
requirements and bridge structure depth. Raising 11% St to this height would
result in much more significant impacts to surrounding property and access and
loss of local street connections, and would also push the touch-down points even
further to the north and south. Due to these reasons, an overpass was not
considered feasible as part of this study. However, if this project continues
through the NEPA environmental process, an overpass option would need to be
evaluated equally with other feasible alternatives to meet the requirements of the
NEPA process.

*  What considerations are provided for the economic impacts to businesses both during and after
construction? The NEPA process does provide consideration for these economic
impacts to businesses in its evaluation criteria. These considerations would be
detailed during the environmental study.

»  With the underpass dropping so far into the ground, won’t there be flooding issues? Design
of the storm sewer system would definitely include a lift station, and would
attempt to minimize any chances of flooding as much as possible. Typically an
underpass would be designed to handle a 25-year or 50-year storm event.

»  Will project costs be assessed to the public? How large will the assessment district be for a
project like this? Under current policy, costs for this type of project are not assessed
to the public. However, assessment policies are subject to change, and the use of
special assessments for this type of project is allowable at the City Council’s
discretion. If some of the costs were assessed, the assessment district likely would
be quite large.

*  Will BNSF have to pay part of the project costs? Are they supportive of the project? BNSF
has participated in this study and is supportive of the project. Regarding cost
sharing, BNSF often shares in the cost for a project such as this that replaces at-
grade crossings with grade-separated ones. However, it is too early in the process
to know for certain if BNSF would share in the cost, and if so, what their portion
of the cost would be.

»  What will happen with the fire station on 1 Ave N? Impacts to the fire station are a
definite concern with all the concepts. 1t is possible that access and circulation on

O:\Projects\20061106.0754\Planning\Mtg Minutes-Agendas\Public Meeting #1 05-22-2007.doc 3



the fire station property will have to be modified to work with the lowered
roadway profiles. Relocating the fire station would also be a possibility.

= For the tunnel options, would the areq above the tunnel be usable once construction is
completed? Yes, one benefit of the tunnel option is that some of the area above the
tunnel can be developable after construction is complete.

o Why will it take so long before this project can be constructed? The handout that was
provided during the meeting shows the numerous milestones that must be
achieved before a project like this can be constructed. The most significant of
these is funding, but there are also a number of environmental hurdles that would
need to be attained.

O:\Projects\20064106.07 54\Planning\M1g Minutes-Agendas\Public Meeting #1 05-22-2007.doc 4



DATE: May 22, 2007 TIME: 5:00 pm - 7:00 pm
LocaTion: Hjemkomst Center, Moorhead, MN
SUBJECT: Moorhead 11" Street Railroad Grade Separation Study — Public Input Meeting
ATTENDANCE ROSTER
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DATE: May 22, 2007 TIME: 5:00 pm ~ 7:00 pm
LOCATION: Hjemkomst Center, Moorhead, MN

SUBJECT: Moorhead 11" Street Railroad Grade Separation Study — Public Input Meeting

ATTENDANCE ROSTER
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MAY 22,2007 COMMENT CARD (Please return by May 31, 2007)

PUBLIC INPUT MEETING: Moorhead 11" Street Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study
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Please leave your comment sheet with us
tonight or mail your comments by May 31, 2007 to:

Dain Miller, P.E.
Ulteig Engineers, Inc.
3350 38" Avenue South
Fargo, ND 58104-7079






HOLLAND’S LANDSCAPING & GARDEN CENTER
1201 CENTER AVE. MOORHEAD, MN 56560
(218) 2336131 FAX(218) 2336132

MAY 30, 2007
Dain Miller, P.E.
Ulteig Engineers, Inc.
3350 38" Ave South
Fargo, ND 58104-7079

Dear Sir,

We are writing this letter in regards to the 11" Street Railroad
Grade Separation Feasibility Study. Your presentation on May 22"
was very well introduced. We feel, however, that this is not the right
direction for the City of Moorhead. The grade separation would, in
fact, destroy the character of downtown Moorhead. The idea that it is
important to reduce the car to railroad intersections and traffic flow is
vital to growth in the city. However it is also important to have
businesses to shop in; family owned business that are the life blood
of this community.

Your proposed underpass would ruin the look of downtown
Moorhead. To lower the grade of 1 1" and Center by twenty feet, with
retention ponds in downtown Moorhead, is an economic and
environmental hazard.

The relocation of more than twenty businesses that would
probably not stay in Moorhead, if forced to move, would be an
economic detriment to the city. With the property taxes and sales tax
that these businesses generate, we pay for schools and infrastructure
in the city. Would the proposed underpass make up for the loss of
revenue to the city? We don't think so.

We feel that you should look to other options that would be
less costly to the city and would preserve the integrity of downtown
Moorhead. We feel strongly that this project should not move
forward. However, if it must be done, the location of 14" streetwould
have less economic impact. QE@EQ QXJ fiiiLJ
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Six months ago we moved our business from Highway 75 to
the corner of 11" and Center. We bought this building that had been
neglected for fifty years and turned it into a destination spot for
downtown Moorhead. When we were looking for a place to buy we
thought about moving to Fargo or Dilworth, but decided to stay in
Moorhead because the business was started here thirty five years
ago and we felt that it was an important part of the community. We
would like to stay in this location and not be forced out because of a
road construction project.

We hope that you will consider this letter and the impact that
this proposed project will have, not only for us, but for alt businesses
that will be affected, and for the whole community of Moorhead.

Sincerely,
Mike and Sarah Liljestrand, owners
Holland’s Landscaping & Garden Center

Forward to-
Mayor Mark Voxland
Councilwoman Nancy Otto



TRE Investments

1001 Center Avenue, Suite D
P.O. Box 996

Moorhead, MN 55561-099¢6
218-236-191% or T01-293-004%

May 29, 2007

Dain Miller, P.E.

Ulteig Engineers, Inc.
3350 38™ Avenue South
Fargo, ND 58104-7079

Re: 11" Street Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study
Moeorhead, Minnesota

Dear Mr. Miller:
We appreciated your presentation Tuesday evening and also the forwarding of the three
concept drawings for the above study. We recognize the complexity of a project of this

nature, which affects a multitude of businesses and property owners.

The following are our concerns with respect to the property we own at 11" Street and Main
Avenue and at 1001 Center Avenue.

Midtown at Main — 11'" Street and Main Avenue:

Elimination of egress to our site from Main Avenue is unacceptable to us. We have
retail tenants who rely solely on traffic for their business. Eliminating the left turn
entrance from the southbound lane of 11™ Street compounds the egress problem to
the site. It also appears that a portion of the parking lot adjacent to 1 1" Street would
be taken eliminating several parking stalls.

1001 Center Avenue — Center Avenue and 10" Street:

The railroad “Quiet Zone™ has eliminated access to our property from the South on
10" Street. During that process, access from 11" Street was also to be eliminated,
which we asked to have remain open, which it has. The underpass eliminates access
to our site from 11" Street. It also eliminates the center access from Center Avenue,
leaving only access from the north on 10™ Street. Having only one access from one
direction, when we had three accesses from four directions previously, is unacceptable
to us.

Winten D. Johnson Ronr Ohe Harlan Orimbreck



Dain Miller
May 29, 2007
Page 2

[t seems the proEosal for 11™ Street negatively impacts more businesses than necessary. Why
not consider 14" Street? Center Avenue is already depressed under the existing railroad and
the number of businesses impacted by an underpass at that location is considerably less than
on 11" Street.

Sincerely,

TRE INVESTMENTS

-

s

Winton D Johnsof, Partner

cc:  Bob Zimmerman, Moorhead City Engineer



5/28/07 10:16 AM

Dain Miller, P.E.

Ulteig Engineers, Inc
3350 38" Avenue South
Fargo, ND 58104-7079

Dear Sir:

We are writing in answer to your request for input on the 11™ Street
underpass project in Moorhead.

Your presentation on May 22" was very well organized and presented.

Perhaps our first concern should be directed not to you, but to the City
of Moorhead and Metrocog. Our question is this: If there is truly an interest
in considering input from concerned parties wouldn't it have been more
prudent to ask for that input PRIOR to expending time, effort, and money on
only one location - and that location chosen by you?

We do not understand many of the concerns of engineers. May we also
suggest that engineers do not always understand the concerns of
entrepreneurs. One of the most successful entrepreneurs of the metro area
was Ted Hornbacher. It takes a certain amount of faith to take the risk of
starting a business.

Hornbacher’s 11*" Street location generates more traffic than any
business in town. M.], Capelli’s (across the street in the former Walgreen
location) has just made a huge investment in remodeling that location. Mike
and Sarah Lilestrand have just expended a huge amount of time, money and
sweat equity in moving their Hollands Nursery from Highway 75 North to the
corner of 11" Street and Center Avenue. How do you suppose they felt
when they got your letter?

As they say in the business: It's location, location, location. All of these
businesses (and others) would be severely impacted by this project.

Could you at least compare the impact of a 14™ Street location?

Sincerely, («]/Z,Q% ﬁ ‘;//Aﬂ»a..i&%.{&_,
Phyllis C. Litherlan
1002 12™ Avenue South

Moorhead, MN 56560 HE@&EV;ED
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Matt Kinsella

From: Matt Kinsella

Sent:  Thursday, May 24, 2007 2:42 PM

To: '‘medev@702com.net'

Ce: Dain Miller

Subject: 11th Street Feasibility Study - JPGs of public meeting exhibits

Linda,

| tried to send you the exhibit drawings this morning (see message below), but | used an incorrect e-mail address, sorry
for the confusion. The 3 drawings are attached to this e-mail. Please respond and let me know that you received this
OK. Thanks.

Matt Kinsella, PE
Transportation Engineer

Ulteig Engineers, Inc.
3350 38th Avenue South
Fargo, ND 58104-7079

Direct Phone: 701.280.8672

Cell Phone: 701.306.8499

Fax: 701.280.8739

E-mail: Matt.Kinsella@Ulteig.com

This message may contain privileged and confidential information. If you think, for any reason, this message may have been addressed to you in error, please
reply to me as scon as possible,

From: Matt Kinsella

Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2007 10:17 AM

To: 'mcd@702com.net’

Cc: Dain Miller

Subject: 11th Street Feasibility Study - JPGs of public meeting exhibits

Linda,

Thanks again for attending the 11™" Street Feasibility Study public meeting and providing your input on the project. Dain
Miller mentioned to me that you requested copies of the 3 concept exhibits that were shown at the meeting. 1 have
attached 3 JPG files to this e-mail, 1 for each alternative.

You should be able to print them to whatever size you require. If you do have any problems or difficulties with printing,
please give me a call (contact info is below) and | would be happy to send you hard copies of the exhibits. Thanks Linda.

Matt Kinsella, PE
Transportation Engineer

Ulteig Engineers, Inc.
3350 38th Avenue South
Fargo, ND 58104-7079

Direct Phone: 701.280.8672

Cell Phone: 701.306.8499

Fax: 701.280.8739

E-mail: Matt.Kinsella@Ulteig.com

7/23/2007
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Matt Kinsella

From: Matt Kinsella

Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2007 10:23 AM

To: 'smercer@forumcomm.com’

Subject: 11th Street Feasibility Study - JPGs of public meeting exhibits

Shane,

Dain Miller mentioned to me that you requested copies of the 3 concept exhibits that were shown at the 111" Street
Feasibility Study public input meeting. 1 have attached 3 JPG files to this e-mail, 1 for each alternative,

Hopefully these files will work for your needs. If you need the exhibits in a different file format, or need anything else
related to the project, please do not hesitate to contact Dain or me at the phone numbers or e-mail address listed below
and | would be happy to assist you. Thanks Shane.

Matt Kinsella, PE
Transportation Engineer

Ulteig Engineers, Inc.
33506 38th Avenue South
Fargo, ND 58104-7079

Direct Phone: 701.280.8672

Ceill Phone: 701.306.8499

Fax: 701.280.8739

E-maifl: Matt.Kinsella@Uiteig.com

This message may contain privileged and confidential information. If you think, for any reason, this message may have been addressed to you in error, please
reply to me as soon as possible.

712372007
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Matt Kinsella

From: Matt Kinsella

Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2007 10:20 AM

To: ‘degernessm@mail.giassdr.com’

Subject: 11th Street Feasibility Study - JPGs of public meeting exhibits

Mary,

Thanks again for attending the 11! Street Feasibility Study public meeting and providing your input on the project. As you
requested, here are copies of the 3 concept exhibits that were shown at the meeting. | have attached 3 JPG files to this
e-mail, 1 for each alternative.

You should be able to print them to whatever size you require. If you do have any problems or difficulties with printing,
please give me a call {contact info is below) and | would be happy to send you hard copies of the exhibits. Thanks Marv.

Matt Kinsella, PE
Transportation Engineer

Ulteig Engineers, inc.
3350 38th Avenue South
Fargo, ND 58104-7079

Direct Phone: 701.280.8672

Cell Phone: 701.306.8499

Fax: 701.280.8739

E-mail: Matt.Kinsella@Ulteig.com

This message may contain privileged and confidential information. If you think, for any reason, this message may have been addressed io you in error, please
reply to me as soon as possible,

7/23/2007



vel to Washing-
; can go Sept. 7-
roject coordina-
igs announced

nor Flights are
nwide effort to
- 11 veterans to
1orial on the
1 Washington.
1AY AM radio
1iid she was
t a North Da-
1earing about a
n North Caroli-
overwhelming
rans and their
May flight, two
_be arranged.
more than
1raised for the

nt to thank the
all the support
us in raising
oint is we need
Briggs said.
ght committee
Northwest Air-
3oeing 747 air-
frips, each of
ibout 430 pas-
said,

who traveled
n May - Noo-
ach, Charles
Jally Bucking-
‘nesday’s event
he additional

 veferans who
the May flight
VD with news

r event, a CD’

1the tripand a

Forum reporter
701) 235-7311

Dave Wallis / The Forum

Anmnie Bergen dances with Rockin’ Robot as she and her kindergarten classmates are
entertained with a visit Tuesday from Penny & Pals at Oak Grove Lutheran Schoal. Today
is the last day of school for the students belore summer break,
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Project ideas on track

Moorhead intersection estimated to cost $30M to $50M

By J. Shane Mercer
smercer@ forumcomm.com

Consultants for Moorhead
and the Fargo-Moorhead
Council of Governments
rolled out ideas Tuesday for a
project that would route 11th
Street in Moorhead under
two sets of railroad tracks.

A preliminary estimate for
this ,grade separation is
between $30 million and
850 million, Moorhead City
Engineer Bob Zimmerman
said. The most likely source
of funding would be a federal
appropriation.

Tuesday’s public input
meeting at which the designs
were displayed was part of a
feasibility study

The preoject, which is still
in the preliminary stages,
would affect 11th Street
where the road intersects
First Avenue North, Center
Avenue and Main Avenue.

Fargo-based Ulteig Engi-
neers and HDR Engineering,
a national firm, presented
three design options.

One of the designs would
lower 11th Street from Main
Avenue through Center
Avenue and to First Avenue
North. The railroad tracks
would be left at their current
ievels so motor traffic could
pass underneath.

In a second design, 11th
Street would be loweread, but
Center Avenue would remain
at its current level. In this
scenario 1lth Street would
pass under Center Avenue
and the tracks. Center
Avenue and 11th Street
would no longer intersect.

A third option is similar to
the second, but, in it a new
street would be constructed
to connect Center Avenus
with 11th Street.

Dain Miller of Ulteig Engi-
neers said the project would
provide better access for
emergency vehicles and
relieve some traffic conges-
tion.

The grade separation would
also be safer and more conve-
nient, Zimmerman said.

There would be property
acquisition if the project is
built, and that acguisition
could be significant, Zim-
merman said.

The project is a lengthy
one. The feasibility study is
to be complete by August,
Zimmerman said. Staff wili
likely bring options from the
study before the Moorhead
City Council in September.

Even if the council pur-
sues the grade separation,
getting the project done will
take years. The shortest time
frame for completion would
be eight to 10 years, Zimimer-
man said. And thai's opti-
mistic. According to an esti-
mated timetabla provided at
Tuesday’s open house, it
could be 2024 before the pro-
ject wraps up.

The proposed project is
part of a mare comprehen-
sive rail safety program,
which also includes the quiet
zone project now under way.

Readers can reach Forum reporter
Shane Mercer at (701} 451-5734

@
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act on Kids explored

warned about influence of TV, video games on children
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Tips for monitoring children’s media use

P Settime limits. Put your
family on a TV diet. Use TV
coupons or schedute
television “appointments.”
Limit game playing to one
hour a day.

B Know the content. Talk to
your kids about what they're
watching on TV and
experiencing online. Become
famitiar with a video game and
its ratings before you buy it.
Rent and play it yourself.

was founded by her father, Dr.

" P Have some house rules.

Turn TVs off during meat time.
Require that homework and
chores be done before game
piaying..

# Do not put televisions, video
game cecrisoles or computers
in children's bedrooms where
they can shut the door.

B Watch shows together as a
family, Play and enjoy games
with your child,

B Remind children people

community liaison.

they meet on the Internet are

strangers. E-mailing personal
information néeds permission.
Mesting online "friends” in
person raquires adult
supervision.

B Talk to kids about the

telavision shows they watch,

what's going on in the game
they're ptaying or the
messages they receive online.

Sourge: The National Instifute
on Media and the Family
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| Grade Separatlon Study

‘Notice is hereby glven that the C|ty of Moorhead FM Metro COG, and § |-
:| Ulteig Engineers will hold a public input meeting at the Hjemkomst' .
Center;, Oak ‘Room at 202 1st Avenue North Moorhead. R

I+ -The meeting ‘will begin at 5 OOpm with an open house and end at 7 OOpm -
on Tuesday, May 13, 2008. A formal presentation will'be given ‘at
:00pm with opportunltres to rewew pro|ect materiais before and after_ .
At ___presentation =D
: _' Meeting Purpose: To provrde ;nformatron and to obtaln comments

“from all [nterested persons on the feasibllity and Issues, related to'a
. possible underpass at | lth Street or 14th Street be!ow the 2 sets of

’ Pro|ect Areas: | Ith St = from 2nd Ave § to 2nd Ave N
. 14th St <from 2id Ave Sto 2nd Ave N

. Main Ave, Center. ‘Ave, & Ist Ave N -
from 10th St to l5th St .

*- Issues: Potential property and access impacts traff‘c mobility, stréet con--
’ nectwrty. railroad crossing safety, emergency vehilcle access - :

ley.com “f. F All interested persons are Invited to participate in this meettng Requests for spacal
o ot el facilities to assist-disabled persons' |nvo!vernent In thls meetfng shoirld be submltted
by May 9, 2008 ' .

If you are unab'le to attend but stlil wlsh to provlde comments please submlt comments
by May 23, 2008. Comments or requests for ‘special facllitles should be directed 1o

"'rum ‘olassiﬁeds
Pl'ﬂllg fOI' fast! , (TDI)zsoesss.

. 00018723211
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TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:
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MOORHEAD
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Ultei Uengineers

NOTICE OF PUBLIC INPUT MEETING

Resident or Business Owner

Robert Zimmerman, PE, City Engineer - City of Moorhead
Dain Miller, PE, Project Manager - Ulteig Engineers, Inc.

April 28, 2008

Public Input Meeting
Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study

Location:  Hjemkomst Center — 202 1% Avenue North, Moorhead
Oak Room

Date: Tuesday, May 13, 2008 Time: 5:00 pm to 7:00 pm

PROJECT LOCATION: 11 St - from 2™ Ave Sto 2™ Ave N

14t St — from 2™ Ave Sto 24 Ave N
Main Ave, Center Ave, & 15t Ave N - from 10" St to 15% St

Dear Resident or Business Owner;

The City of Moorhead, the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Council of Governments, and
Ulteig Engineers, Inc. invite you to attend a public input meeting which will be held at the

Hjemkomst Center, Oak Room at 202 1# Avenue North, Moorhead.

The meeting will begin at 5:00 p.m. with an open house and end at 7:00 p.m. on Tuesday,
May 13, 2008. A formal presentation will be given at 6:00 p.m. with opportunities to review

project materials before and after the presentation.

. Meeting Purpose: To provide information and to obtain comments from all interested
persons on the feasibility and issues related to a possible underpass at 11* Street or

14tk Street below the 2 sets of railroad tracks in downtown Moorhead.

¢  Issues: Potential property and access impacts, traffic mobility, street connectivity,

railroad crossing safety, emergency vehicle access



All interested persons are invited to participate in this meeting. Requests for special
facilities to assist disabled persons’ involvement in this meeting should be submitted by
May 9, 2008.

If you are unable to attend the meeting but still wish to provide comments, please submit
your comments by May 23, 2008. Comments or requests for special facilities should be
directed to Dain Miller at 3350 38 Ave. S., Fargo, ND 58104, e-mail Dain. Miller@Ulteig.com,
or by telephone at (701) 280-8568.

PUBLIC INPUT MEETING

Tuesday, May 13"
Hjemkomst Center — 202 1°* Ave N, Moorhead
Oak Room

TOPIC: Downtown
Moorhead Railroad
Grade Separation Study

3

:

PIRNESOTA




Agenda
Public Input Meeting #2

Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study
Moorhead, Minnesota

May 13, 2008 5:00 pm to 7:00 pm
Presented by Ulteig Engineers, Inc. on behalf of the

City of Moorhead
and the
Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Council of Governments

Hjemkomst Center — Oak Room
202 1t Avenue North
Moorhead, Minnesota

5:00 pm  Open House (please review the project displays)

6:00 pm  Formal Presentation
Purpose of Tonight's Meeting
Update from Last Public Meeting
Project Background and Project Needs
Study Objectives / Approach
Comparison of 11 Street and 14'" Street
Preliminary Findings of the Study
Project Status and Timelines
Open Discussion

6:30 pm  Open House (please review the project displays)

7:00 pm  Adjourn Meeting






PUBLIC INPUT MEETING
NO. 2

City of Moorhead, Minnesota
May 13, 2008

Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation
Feasibility Study

7 MOORHEAD

PAINNESOTA

Ulteig Engineers - 3350 38th Avenue South - Fargo, ND 58104 Phone: (701) 280-8500  www.ulteig.com



MEETING PURPOSE

This public input meeting is being held to
inform the public and businesses that a rail-
road grade separation Feasibility Study in the
downtown area is currently being prepared
on behalf of the City of Moorhead and the FM
Metropolitan Council of Governments. This
is the second Public Input Meeting for this
project. The first meeting was held during
May 2007.

1. TO HELP THE PUBLIC UNDERSTAND:
B The role of a Feasibility Study in the
overall project development process
The location of the Study area

Why a Feasibility Study for a possible
railroad grade separation is being
prepared

The alternatives being studied

The schedule of this study and future
engineering efforts before a project is
built

2. TO GIVE THE PUBLIC AN
OPPORTUNITY FOR INPUT ON:

m  Other issues that exist within the study
area

m  How the alternatives impact them or the
city

Potential new or revised alternatives

STUDY BACKGROUND & NEED

In the interest of improving emergency vehicle
response times, increasing safety for pedestri-
ans and cyclists, and reducing traffic delays

in the downtown area, the City of Moorhead
has determined that now is the time to start
analyzing a location for a possible grade
separation of the roadway and pedestrian
facilities from the railroad tracks in downtown
Moorhead.

BACKGROUND AND NEEDS SUMMARY

B Reduce frain-vehicle exposures in
downtown Moorhead

B Enhance safety for pedestrians and
cyclists

B Reduce potential delays to emergency
vehicle response times that exist today

B Reduce traffic congestion and delays
as traffic volumes increase in downtown
Moorhead

STUDY OBJECTIVES & APPROACH

A Feasibility Study is only the beginning of the
process before a project is actually considered
for programming for future funding and
implementation. A more detailed preliminary
engineering and environmental documentation
effort would precede any actual detailed
design and eventual construction project.

STUDY OBJECTIVES AND APPROACH

B Form a Study Review Committee (SRC)
representing various governmental
agencies

B Determine if a railroad grade separated
crossing is feasible in downtown
Moorhead

B Consider all at-grade crossing locations
initially & eliminate obvious non-feasible
locations

B Narrow the focus of the study to the most
feasible location

B |dentify the impacts of railroad grade
separated crossings at the most feasible
location

Develop concept alternatives for the
grade separated crossings at the most
feasible location

Get input from the public

Provide a document to help elected
officials secure funding for future project
development



PRELIMINARY STUDY FINDINGS

Although no concepts have been completely eliminated from future
consideration, the Feasibility Study has narrowed the study focus to
the most feasible location by consensus of the Study Review Com-
mittee. These alternatives may be eliminated or revised during this
study or in future preliminary engineering studies. Some preliminary
resulls of the study include:

MOST FEASIBLE LOCATION ANALYSIS PROCESS

Fatal Flaw Matrix narrowed possible locations to 8th Street,
11th Street, and 14th Street

Initial screening, analysis, and public comment showed
the two most feasible locations as 11th Street and 14th
Street

Screening criteria used to compare 11th Street and 14th
Street:

1. Property Impacts & Business Relocation
2. Emergency Vehicle Access

3. Traffic Capacity / Mobility / North-South Connectivity thru
town

Constructability / Utility Impacts
Costs & Economics (Right of Way and Construction)

6. Railroad Issues (Temporary Shoofly Construction,
Train-Vehicle Exposures)

7. Safety Impacts (Based on history of accidents, injuries
and fatalities)

11th Street is identified as the most feasible location
(see insert for 11th Street and 14th Street comparison
results)

ALTERNATIVE CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT AT 11TH
STREET

Three alternative concepts have been developed at 11"
Street:

1. Lower 11" Street, build bridges at KO Line and Prosper
Lines (Lower Center Avenue to connect to 11" Street)

2. Lower 11" Street , build continuous tunnel under KO and
Prosper Lines (No connector ramp between 1" Street
and Center Avenue)

3. Lower 11" Street, build tunnel under KO and Prosper
Lines (Build connector ramp between 11" Street and
Center Avenue)

Main Avenue and 11" Street intersection will be lowered 5 to
7 feet

1% Avenue North and 11" Street intersection will be lowered
10 to 12 feet

Probable construction limits and right of way impacts
developed

Preliminary railroad shoofly layouts developed for KO and
Prosper tracks

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS

If feasible, when will this project be built?

Answer: Many factors affect the timing of a potential con-
struction project of this magnitude. The most significant
factor is the availability of funding. Realistically securing
funding and following the project development process
from preliminary design to environmental documentation to
final design to construction could take anywhere from 8 to
20 years. (See the separate handout showing the typical
project development process and estimated time frames)

What is a Train-Vehicle Exposure?

Answer: A common stalistic in assessing risk is train
crash exposure. Crash exposure is derived from muiti-
plying the number of trains moving through an at-grade
crossing on a daily basis by the average daily traffic volume
(vehicles) at the crossing.

(example: 11" Street / K.O. Subdivision Line — 63 trains X
6,500 ADT = 409,500 exposures’)

How many Train-Vehicle Exposures does it take to
justify a grade separation crossing?

Answer: MnDOT’s (Minnesota Depariment of
Transportation) standards for train-vehicle exposures is
300,000 for justification of a grade separated crossing.

How many trains per day come through the City of
Moorhead?

Answer: Currently the KO Subdivision line (main tracks}
carries nearly 70 trains per day and the Prosper Subdivi-
sion line (furthest norih tracks) carries around 30 trains per
day.

How will traffic in downtown Moorhead be affected by a
grade separation project?

Answer: The scope of the Feasibility Study does not include
any traffic operations analysis. However, if would be safe

fo say that eliminating some delays due to traffic congestion
could be expected by having a railroad grade separated
crossing in the downtown area.

'Information based on 2000 ADT Traffic Volumes and the FM Rail Cor-
ridor Consolidation Study 2004, TKDA, Inc.




PROJECT SCHEDULE, COSTS, & FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PUBLIC INPUT

SCHEDULE: Please pick up a comment sheet at the sign in table.
B This is the final Public Input Meeting for the Feasibility We welcome all comments by May 23, 2008:
Study ’ ‘
] tol ts with us tonight;
Feasibility Study will be finalized in July 2008 ETel RS OI RIS YOUr cofimems W 9
. H i ts to:
Study will be presented to City Council for adoption Mf a;:i? na;lli”(;?n;)néen 0
Next Step? Secure funding for Preliminary Ulteig Engineers, Inc.
Engineering / Environmental Assessment via 3350 38th Avenue South
Congressional Appropriations (1 — 5 years) Fargo, ND 58104-7079
B Comments can be emailed to:

PRELIMINARY COSTS:

The scope of this study does not include a detailed analysis B
of construction costs. There are a number of unknowns and
variables that could affect the project cost:

Funding availability and timing
Property acquisition

Business relocations

Utility needs and impacts

RR operational needs and impacts
Construction cost inflation

Property value fluctuation

Rough preliminary cost estimates for engineering, property
acquisition, and construction are approximately:

B 11th Street: $30 to $35 million
B 14th Street: $35 to $40 million

PROJECT FUNDING:

This project would only be possible with federal funding along with
a local match. Typically these types of projects are funded with
80% federal and 20% local funds. At this point no funds have
been allocated or programmed beyond this Feasibility Study.

dain.miller@ulteig.com

Fax comments to:
(701) 237-3191

Mr. Miller can be reached by phone at:
(701) 280-8568

MOORHEAD

MINNESOTA
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WHAT WE HEARD AT THE LAST MEETING FINDINGS FROM THE 14TH STREET ANALYSIS
We received valuable input from the people that attended Conclusion: 14th Street is a less desirable location for an

the 1st public meeting in May 2007. Many of the comments underpass when compared to 11th Street. The following table
focused on the 14th Street location. Examples of what we compares the two locations.

heard included:

B Why is 11th Street considered as a more feasible loca-
tion for the underpass than 14th Street?

| Wouldn't there be fewer impacts to businesses and
properties at 14th Street than at 11th Street?

We listened to your comments, and went back to analyze the
14th Street location in more detail. Tonight, we are presenting
those findings to you.

e More Favorable e Less Favorable = Relatively Equal
11" Street Criteria 14" Street
11 Potential Property Acquisitions | Property Impacts/Business 13 Potential Property Acquisitions
® 5.7 Acres Relocations b 6.3 Acres
Costs
$3.5 - $4.0 million (approx.) - Right-of-Way Costs @ $3.0 - $3.5 Million (approx.)
$26.5 - $31.0 million (approx.) E gg:f.slructiomEngineering @ $32.0 - $36.5 Million (approx.)

Traffic Capacity/Mobility

= 2005 ADT = 4,400 vehicles - Traffic Volumes = 2005 ADT = 3,900 vehicles
o Yamile closer to downtown - Proximity to Downtown ® ¥4 mile further from downtown

Continuous from 28" Ave S to SOE% Continuous from 28" Ave S to 15"
® Wall Street - North-South Caontinuity 5] Ave N
o Impacts to 1** Ave N grades more . = More storm sewer required, fewer
= significant Constructability/Utility Issues - impacts to 1% Ave N grades

Rallroad Issues

Less temporary track, : Approx. $2.0 - 2.5 million more,
® Less impact to track operations - Shoofly Construction ® 2 times as much temporary track
) 555,200 expostures eliminated - Train/Vehicle Exposures ® 363,500 exposures eliminated

: - Coordination with BNSF More impacts to switches and

® Switches unaffected Operations ® existing rail operations

1

Safety Impacts

Response times faster to
southwest

Response times faster to
southeast

Emergency Vehicle Access
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To: Project File — UEI Project No 106.0754
From: Dain Miller, PE
Matt Kinsella, PE

CC File, Bob Zimmerman, Tom Trowbridge, Peter Doll, Brian Gibson, David Overbo,
Mark Waisanen, Bobby Oare, Leif Thorson, Spencer Arndt, Lynn Leibfried

Date: May 22, 2008

Re: Summary of May 13, 2008 Public Meeting #2

Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study

Meeting Summary

Public Meeting #2 for the Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility
Study was held from 5:00 pm to 7:00 pm on May 13, 2008 at the Hjemkomst Center, 202 1¢t
Ave N, Moorhead. The meeting format was open house, with a formal presentation ancd
group Q & A session at 6:00 pm. A copy of the meeting agenda and attendance roster is
attached.

Approximately 25 property ownets, business representatives, and local residents attended
the meeting. Bob Zimmerman and Tom Trowbridge from the City of Moorhead (City), Brian
Gibson from FM Metro COG, Dain Miller, Matt Kinsella, and Jon Rudnick from Ulteig
Engineers represented the project team at the public meeting.

The purpose of the public input meeting was:

* Toreview and present:
> Study objectives and approach
» Update on the 14% Street analysis performed since the last public meeting
» Present alternative concepts
»  Review project development process and timeline

* To receive public input on the feasibility study

Meeting attendees reviewed exhibits that were displayed on easels, and discussed project
issues with staff. An information handout was also provided to all attendees.

During the formal presentation, Dain Miller from Ulteig Engineers summarized the
feasibility study objectives, explained the project approach, explained how the project team
heard the public comments from the 1# meeting and went back to take a closer look at 14t
Street, compared the options at 11* Street and 14t Street, reviewed the alternative concepts,
and described the study findings and project timetable.

O:1\Projects\20061106.0754\Planning\Mtg Minutes-Agendas\Public Mceling #2 05-13-2008.doc 1



Public Comments and Questions

The following questions and comments were noted from attendees during both the open
house session and the group Q & A session that followed the formal presentation.

O:AProjects\2006\106.07 34\PlanningiMtg Minutes-Agendas\Public Meeting #2 05-13-2008.doc

Can train speeds be reduced on the RR lines during construction of an underpass? ~ BNSF
has stated that train speeds of 25 mph on the Prosper Line and 50 mph on the KO
Line must be allowed for in the temporary shoofly track design.

Why is the grade separation with the RR tracks an underpass, and not an overpass? An
overpass would need to be approximately 28-30 feet into the air due to the 23-foot
track clearance requirements and bridge structure depth. Raising either 11* St or
14% St to this height would result in much more significant impacts to surrounding
property and access and loss of local street connections, and would also push the
touch-down points even further to the north and south, Due to these reasons, an
overpass was not considered feasible as part of this study. However, as this
project continues through the development process, an overpass option would
need to be evaluated equally with other feasible alternatives to meet the
requirements of the federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.

Regarding the 80% federal/20% local funding split, how will the local portion be assessed to
the public? How large will the assessment district be for a project like this? Depending on
City policy at the time of project implementation, the assessments could be as
little as zero (if enough funding is available), or a portion of the costs would be
assessed. If some of the costs were assessed, the assessment district likely would
be quite large, and would likely pull in a mix of business and residential areas as
project benefactors.

Are the costs based on 2008 dollars or future dollars? 2008 dollars.

Could the City levy a sales tax increase to help fund a project such as this? The City of
Moorhead does not have the authority to levy sales tax increases. The State of
Minnesota does not allow this practice, unlike the State of North Dakota (the City
of Fargo has done this in the past).

Commtent: An underpass at 11% Street or 14" Street will take business away from the
downtown area around 4™ to 8% Street, and these areas will not benefit from this project.

How was the 21+ Street underpass project funded? 80% federal, 20% local.

Is the draft Feasibility Study document available for public review? Where can the public
view the dociment? The document will be available for public viewing once if is
finalized. Since it is currently in draft form it is not yet available. Once
completed, the document can be viewed at City Hall, FM Meftro COG, and on the
City website (http://www.ci.moorhead. mn.us)




DATE: May 13, 2008 TIME: 5:00 pm - 7:00 pm
LOCATION: Hjemkomst Center, Moorhead, MN
SUBJECT; Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Study — Public input Meeting
ATTENDANCE ROSTER

NAME ADDRESS/BUSINESS PHONE
L Dain Miller Ulteig Engineers, Inc. 280-8568
2. Matt Kinsella Ulteig Engineers, Inc. 280-8672
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Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Study — Public Input Meeting
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MAY 13,2008 COMMENT CARD (Please return by May 23, 2008)

PUBLIC INPUT MEETING: Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study
NAME (please print): /,L/f) h(S L ooCK My 'ﬁﬂ/cV AN
ADDRESS (please print): [ 225 Ceater ALy

MY e 50560

(Comments may also be submitted by email to: Dain.Miller@Ulteig.com, or by fax fo: 701.237.3191

I wish to offer the following comments:
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Please leave your comment sheet with us tonight, or mail your comments by May 23, 2008 to:

Dain Miller, PE

Ulteig Engineers, Inc.
3350 38" Avenue South
Fargo, ND 58104-7079



MAY 13,2008 COMMENT CARD (Please return by May 23, 2008)

PUBLIC INPUT MEETING: Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study

NAME (please print): "I//?— r //0 va S~
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Please leave your comment sheet with us tonight, or mail your comments by May 23, 2008 to:

Dain Miller, PE

Ulteig Engineers, Inc.
3350 38" Avenue South
Fargo, ND 58104-7079



MAY 13,2008 COMMENT CARD (Please return by May 23, 2008)

PUBLIC INPUT MEETING: Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade Separation Feasibility Study

NAME (please print): % H @"‘:j[
ADDRESS (please print): Uo l DC/LW/"\K( &

(Comments may also be submitted by email to: Dain.Miller@Ulteig.com, or by fax te: 701.237.3191
7
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Please leave your comment sheet with us tonight, or mail your comments by May 23, 2008 to:

Dain Miller, PE

Ulteig Engineers, Inc.
3350 38™ Avenue South
Fargo, ND 58104-7079
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HOLLAND’S LANDSCAPING & GARDEN CENTER
1201 CENTER AVE. MOORHEAD, MN 56560
(218) 2336131 FAx(218) 2336132 |

To Whom It May Concem- May 13, 2008

This letter is regarding the Downtown Moorhead Railroad
Grade Separation Feasibility Study taking place this evening. We are
not able to attend this meeting, but we would like our letter written on
May 30, 2007, entered into record. We still feel that to build an
underpass at 11" Street would ruin downtown Moorhead, and many
businesses in its path. Thank you for your consideration of our
opinion on this matter.

Mike and Sarah Liljestrand, owners
Holland’s Landscaping & Garden Center
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HOLLAND’S LANDSCAPING & GARDEN CENTER
1201 CENTER AVE. MOORHEAD, MN 56560
(218) 2336131 FAX (218) 2336132

MAY 30, 2007
Dain Miller, P.E.
Ulteig Engineers, Inc.
3350 38™ Ave South
Fargo, ND 58104-7079

Dear Sir,

We are writing this letter in regards to the 11" Street Railroad
Grade Separation Feasibility Study. Your presentation on May 22™
was very well introduced. We feel, however, that this is not the right
direction for the City of Moorhead. The grade separation would, in
fact, destroy the character of downtown Moorhead. The idea that it is
important to reduce the car to railroad intersections and traffic flow is
vital to growth in the city. However it is also important to have
businesses to shop in; family owned business that are the life blood
of this community.

Your proposed underpass would ruin the look of downtown
Moorhead. To lower the grade of 11" and Center by twenty feet, with
retention ponds in downtown Moorhead, is an economic and
environmental hazard.

The relocation of more than twenty businesses that would
probably not stay in Moorhead, if forced to move, would be an
economic detriment fo the city. With the property taxes and sales tax
that these businesses generate, we pay for schools and infrastructure
in the city. Would the proposed underpass make up for the loss of
revenue to the city? We don't think so.

We feel that you should look to other options that would be
less costly to the city and would preserve the integrity of downtown
Moorhead. We feel strongly that this project shouid not move
forward. However, if it must be done, the location of 14™ street would

have less economic impact.
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Six months ago we moved our business from Highway 75 to
the corner of 11" and Center. We bought this building that had been
neglected for fifty years and turned it into a destination spot for
downtown Moorhead. When we were looking for a place to buy we
thought about moving to Fargo or Dilworth, but decided to stay in
Moorhead because the business was started here thirty five years
ago and we felt that it was an important part of the community. We
would like to stay in this location and not be forced out because of a
road construction project.

We hope that you will consider this letter and the impact that
this proposed project will have, not only for us, but for all businesses
that will be affected, and for the whole community of Moorhead.

Sincerely,
Mike and Sarah Liljestrand, owners
Holland's Landscaping & Garden Center

Forward to-
Mayor Mark Voxland
Robert Zimmerman, PE, City Engineer

JLb:



Matt Kinsella

From: Matt Kinsella

Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2008 2:43 PM

To: 'mhdmufman@aol.com'

Subject: 14th Street Underpass Concept - JPEG of meeting exhibit
Attachments: 14th Street.jpg

Dennis,

It was a pleasure visiting with you at the public meeting on Tuesday evening. As you requested during the
meeting, | have attached a JPEG file of the 14" Street underpass concept exhibit that was displayed at the
meeting.

You should be able to print the drawing at whatever size you require. If you do have any problems with the file or
any difficulties with printing, please give me a call (contact info is below) and | would be happy to send you a hard
copy of the exhibit. Thanks Dennis.

Matt Kinsella, PE
Transportation Engineer

Ulteig Engineers, Inc.
3350 38th Avenue South
Fargo, ND 58104-7079

Direct: 701.280.8672
Cell: 701.306.8499
Fax: 701.237.3191
E-mail: Matt.Kinsella@Ulteig.com

This message may contain privileged and confidential information. If you think, for any reason, this message may have been addressed to you in error,
please reply to me as soon as possible.



Matt Kinsella

From: Matt Kinsella

Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2008 2:44 PM

To: 'leodeeh@yahoo.com'’

Subject: 14th Street Underpass Concept - JPEG of meeting exhibit
Attachments: 14th Street.jpg

Leo,

It was a pleasure visiting with you at the public meeting on Tuesday evening. As you requested during the
meeting, | have attached a JPEG file of the 14" Street underpass concept exhibit that was displayed at the
meeting.

You should be able to print the drawing at whatever size you require. If you do have any problems with the file or
any difficulties with printing, please give me a call (contact info is below) and | would be happy to send you a hard
copy of the exhibit. Thanks Leo.

Matt Kinsella, PE
Transportation Engineer

Ulteig Engineers, Inc.
3350 38th Avenue South
Fargo, ND 58104-7079

Direct: 701.280.8672
Cell: 701.306.8499
Fax: 701.237.3191
E-mail: Matt.Kinsella@Ulteig.com

This message may contain privileged and confidential information. If you think, for any reason, this message may have been addressed 1o you in error,
please reply to me as soon as possible.



Matt Kinsella

From: Matt Kinsella

Sent: Friday, May 16, 2008 8:28 AM

To: 'medev@702com.net’

Cc: Dain Miller

Subject: Downtown Moorhead RR Underpass Study - JPEGs of meeting drawings
Attachments: 11th Alternative1.jpg; 11th Alternative2.jpg

Linda,

Wint Johnson requested that we send these electronic files to you, representing the e)(htbltS that were shown at
the Downtown Moorhead RR Underpass public meeting on Tuesday evening, May 13"

| will be sending you a total of 4 JPEGs -- 2 attached to this e-mail, and 2 attached to a 2" e-mail to follow this
one. The files show 3 underpass concepts at 11" Street, and 1 underpass concept at 14" Street.

Please respond and let me know that you received this e-mail. You should be able to print the exhibits to
whatever size you require. If you do have any problems with the files or difficulties with printing, please give me a
call (contact info is below) and | would be happy to send you hard copies of the exhibits. Thanks Linda.

Matt Kinsella, PE
Transportation Engineer

Ulteig Engineers, Inc.
3350 38th Avenue South
Fargo, ND 58104-7079

Direct: 701.280.8672
Cell: 701.306.8499
Fax: 701.237.3191
E-mail: Matt.Kinsella@Ulteig.com

This message may contain privileged and confidential information. 1f you think, for any reason, this message may have been addressed to you in error,
please reply to me as soon as possible.



3350 38 Avenue South DATE: May 28, 2008
Fargo, ND 58104-7079 JOB No. 106.0754
Phone: (701) 280-8500
Fax: (701)237-3191 ATTENTION:  Sherry Rousseau
TO: Sherry Rousseau RE: Downtown Moorhead Railroad Grade
Separation Feasibility Study
1106 5% Ave S
Moorhead, MN 56560
WE ARE SENDING YOU: & Attached I:l Under separate cover via the following items:
D Shop Drawings I:] Prints D Plans D Samples
[ ] specifications [ ] Copy of Letter [ ] Change Order
& Other
COPIES | DATE No. DESCRIPTION
1 May 2008 1 Materials from public meeting
THESE ARE TRANSMITTED AS CHECKED BELOW:
[ ] For Approval [ ] Approved As Submitted [ ] Re-Submit copies for approval
For Your Use 1 Approved As Noted ] Submit copies [or distribution

[]As Requested

D For Review & Comment D For Your Signature

[ ] FOR BIDS DUE:

|:| Returned for Corrections |:| Return

corrected prints

[ ] PRINTS RETURNED AFTER LOAN TO US

REMARKS:

Sherry - Please call me at 701.280.8672 with any questions. Thanks for your interest in the project.

COPY TO:

Dain Miller, File

SIGNED:

. P v
Matt Kinsella, PE W m

If enclosures are not as noted, kindly notify us at once.
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Conceptual Cost Estimates






DOWNTOWN MOORHEAD RAILROAD GRADE SEPARATION FEASIBILITY STUDY
CITY OF MOORHEAD, MN
CONCEPTUAL COST ESTIMATES FOR ALTERNATIVES

REVISED: MAY 13, 2008
(2008 Dollars)

8TH STREET 11TH STREET 14TH STREET
D Al K N
DESCRIPTION KE:AN KO.AND GAND
PROSPER PROSPER PROSPER

ROADWAY CONSTRUCTION

Excavation, Grading, and Paving $6,000,000.00 $5,000,000.00 $4,500,000.00

Retaining Walls $2,000,000.00 $1,000,000.00 $1,250,000.00

Signals & Lighting $1,000,000.00 $700,000.00 $600,000.00

Signing & Pavement Marking & Detouring $400,000.00 $300,000.00 $350,000.00
NEW BRIDGE / STRUCTURAL $9,000,000.00 $9,000,000.00 $9,000,000.00
SHOOFLY CONSTRUCTION $2,000,000.00 $850,000.00 $2,850,000.00
UNDERGROUND UTILITIES

Sanitary Sewer and Watermain $1,000,000.00 $700,000.00 $500,000.00

Storm Sewer, Lift Station, and Retention $2,000,000.00 $2,500,000.00 $3,250,000.00
MISC. UTILITY RELOCATION $1,500,000,00 $650,000.00 $500,000.00
SUBTOTAL $24,900,000.00 $20,700,000.00 $22,800,000.00
Contingency and Unlisted Items (20%) $4,980,000.00 $4,140,000.00 $4,560,000.00
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $29,880,000.00 $24,840,000,00 $27,360,000.00

Engineering (15%)

$4,482,000.00

$3,726,000.00

$4,104,000.00

Administration {5%)

$1,494,000.00

$1,242,000.00

$1,368,000.00

CONSTRUCTION / ENGINEERING SUBTOTAL

$35,856,000.00

$29,808,000.00

$32,832,000.00

RIGHT OF WAY / BUSINESS RELOCATION COST

Right-of-Way & Easement Acquisition

$6,000,000.00

$3,000,000.00

$2,800,000.00

Business Relocation $750,000.00 $675,000.00 $600,000.00
7-10 businesses 9 businesses 8 businesses|
Right of Way / Business Relocation Subtotal $6,750,000.00 $3,675,000.00 $3,400,000.00
GRAND TOTAL (ROUNDED) $42,700,000] $33,500,000 $36,300,000
Notes:
Land Costs (from City of Moorhead):
Along 11th St $15/SF (Main Ave)
$10/SF (Center Ave)
$6/SF (1st Ave N)

Along 8th St: 25% more than 11th St rates
Along 14th St 25% less than 11th St rates

O:\Projects\20061106.0754\Planning\Opinion of Costsii1th St RR Study - cost est 5-13-08.xIs[Opinion of cost]
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