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Red Rock Corridor Commission

Thursday, June 28, 2012

The meeting was video recorded and can be viewed online at:
http://swctc.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=3764

Chairman Harris called the meeting to order at 4:11 p.m.

Agenda Item #1: Consent Items
a. Minutes of the April 26, 2012 Meeting
b. Checks and Claims
Note: Items as presented in packet, no additions or changes.
Motion made by Peterson to approve the consent items. Second by Lehrke. Roll Call Vote:
Commissioners Harris, Lehrke, Rettman, Peterson, and Brendmoen in favor.
Commissioner Callison abstained on meeting minutes (new member) and in favor on
checks and claims. Motion carried.

4:15 p.m. Commission member Hollenbeck arrived.

Agenda Item #2: Website Hosting & Communication Services Contract - WCRRA
Gitzlaff provided an overview of the information contained in the packet; and explained this
was a follow up item from a previous meeting for website hosting and communications
services for the second half of this year. Gitzlaff reviewed some items contained in the
contract along with information provided in the staff memo to the RRCC.
Chair Harris verified the total service contract with Hay Dobbs for the remainder of 2012
was not to exceed the amount of $8,000. Gitzlaff stated that was correct.
Lehrke inquired of what has been spent to date and what remains of the amount budgeted.
Gitzlaff explained that the full budgeted amount of $20,000 for communications and $5,000
for website hosting is available and when combined it totals $25,000. Gitzlaff stated the first
half of the website hosting and communications expenses rolled under the budgeted line
item in the Station Area Planning phase, which is just wrapping up.
Peterson questioned Red Rock’s lack of significant precence on Facebook and was
wondering if something was in the contract fine print that she did not see referenced.
Gitzlaff responded that they did not have it included in the contract as the Commission has
not yet determined if they want to communicate on Facebook, and if so, the Commission
would need to considered a policy for it and determine if comments would be allowed to
posts and who would respond to the comments. Gitzlaff stated that it is something they
could be looked into if requested by the Commission.
Callison asked that a misspelled word in the contract title be corrected.
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Lehrke stated when she checked out the Red Rock website before the meeting and clicked
on the news link for the Newport Transit Station, the site asked her to login or subscribe to
a press pass. Lehrke suggested that they consider cutting and pasting the articles in the
website rather than having links that expire.
Motion made by Peterson to authorize WCRRA to enter into a contract with Hay Dobbs for
Commission Website Hosting and Communication Services through the end of 2012.
Second by Rettman. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners Harris, Lehrke, Rettman, Callison,
Hollenbeck, Peterson, and Brendmoen in favor. Opposed, no one. Motion carried.

Agenda Item #3: AA Update RFP - WCRRA
Gitzlaff recapped what was put in motion at the April Commission meeting. At the last
meeting, the Commission reviewed the outlined Scope of Work summary for the
Alternatives Analysis Update (AAU) and directed staff to prepare a Request for Proposals
(RFP) for approval at the June meeting and to see if they could accelerate the process.
Staff had noted some difficulty due to accessing federal funds for 80% of the project and
needing to make sure, they had all of their Federal compliance items checked off before
hiring someone. Staff is working with the Met Council to have a grant agreement executed.
To speed up this process, Gitzlaff stated staff has gone ahead and prepared the full RFP
and gotten it out to the FTA and Metropolitan Council for their review. Gitzlaff also stated
they are working with the Metropolitan Council on what language to include for a subrecipient agreement to allow Washington County (the fiscal agent for the Commission) to
be the ones to lead the study. Gitzlaff reviewed the information and memo contained in the
packet along with the contingent (necessary) steps and timeline to streamline the process.
Chair Harris inquired as to when they could get something back from the FTA. Gitzlaff
responded that they could get something back by mid-July. Chair Harris asked if they would
be reviewing the proposals in August. Gitzlaff stated that it is approximately an eight-week
process from time of RFP release until they would be reviewing RFP’s received,
interviewing applicants, then negotiating and awarding a contract.
Rettman was appreciative the they were getting the Scope of Work out earlier and
commented that she felt they could give approval, and verified that Gitzlaff would let them
know if there were something of substance that was different. Gitzlaff stated that is correct
and that the Commission could include that in the motion if they choose. Rettman inquired
if there had been anything of substance that was different to this point. Gitzlaff stated there
had not been and he further explained that the funding for this has not been as restrictive
as some of the newer programs are. Gitzlaff said they have a little more flexibility with their
Alternative Analysis funds and as long as they are working towards a solution, they will be
ok.
Callison stating that she reviewed the AA that was done, specifically looking at the
Executive Summaries. Callison wanted to know if there were some short-term strategies
that were recommended such as a bus feasibility study and was wondering it those things
were done. She asked if they have also checked other things off the list. Callison asked if
they are now just refreshing the AA, or where are they at in the process. Gitzlaff replied that
they completed the bus feasibility study in 2009 and did show some service plan options
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that could work as solutions in the interim. Gitzlaff also shared that there was a
presentation done about two months ago that could be beneficial to her as it shows what
has been done and where they are today. He stated that one of the key outcomes of the
AA was the establishment of short-term, mid-term and long-term goals to guide the
development of Red Rock Corridor. One of the mid-term goals was to recheck the initial
findings in a few years if circumstances change. As a follow up, Callison asked if enough
had changed in the corridor in this economic recession climate to warrant refreshing the
AA.
Lehrke responded that Bus Rapid Transit was ruled out right away and why, and she
explained what is known since, stating that there are hybrid versions of BRT to consider
along with other alternatives. In addition, they now have different census and ridership data
to consider and there is information on other corridors performance they can evaluate.
Rettman explained the thought process to update the AA is to be more inclusive and
cognizant and that it is time sensitive. She further provided rationale for the decisions that
were made to update the numbers and look at the additional service options. Rettman
stated that the study does not rule out anything, and it does not prematurely rule in one
direction or another.
Lehrke explained that it made this a more data driven process. She stated that you could
look at the numbers and then make the decisions.
Lehrke commented on the Scope of Work. II.) Scope of Services – Task 2: Public
Involvement: As far as a Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CAC) she supports public
involvement and in addition to the existing members she would like to open it up to add
new members who want to be involved.
Motion made by Lehrke to approve the AAU scope of work contingent upon FTA approval
and the release of the RFP to occur once FTA approval is received and the federal grant
funds have been secured. Second by Callison. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners Harris,
Lehrke, Rettman, Callison, Hollenbeck, Peterson, and Brendmoen in favor.
Opposed, none. Motion carried.

4:32 p.m. Commissioner Gordon arrived.

Gitzlaff clarified that it was the intent all along to open up the Citizen’s Advisory Committee
to new members, it was just never added to this text.
Chair Harris stated that if new individuals were willing to serve, the Commission should find
a way to add them. Such as, if committee members no longer live in the area they could
use those available spots to add new members.
Lehrke inquired if there was a limited number for members on the Committee, or if it was
just open to any person who wished to join.
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Gitzlaff shared that when the Citizen’s Advisory Committee was initially formed, it was part
of the Station Area Planning Study and that each City getting a station had two members
appointed on the Committee and then the Commission, also appointed three or four
members at large. Gitzlaff noted, one of the first parts of the AAU is for the Consultant to
develop a Public Involvement Plan and that is where they could work out the CAC
membership criteria. At that time, they could look to whether each City appoints members
and/or if the Red Rock Commission appoints members, or just opens it up. Gitzlaff stated
he feels it could be a future discussion item for the Commission.
Chair Harris stated, that they could check to see if members who served on the CAC in the
past are still willing to serve; and if not, it might provide several vacancies and those spots
would be openings for new members without having to add to number of members.
Otherwise, they could also look at overall adding additional members to the committee.

Agenda Item #4: Newport Transit Station Design Update - Stantec
Gitzlaff introduced Stuart Krahn, Consultant Project Manager for Stantec who provided
handouts to Commission members and those in audience of his PowerPoint presentation.
In the first several slides, Krahn summarized the project background and schedule. Krahn
also provided several slides on the design process covering stakeholder engagement and
design input, scope of work, and design parameters. Krahn had several additional slides
that included site plan and building concept design with various directional views. Krahn
explained the next steps in the process include a July 18, 2012 open house at Newport City
Hall. Krahn also expects the formal application review to be later this summer or fall.
Chair Harris invited Commission members to attend the July 18, 2012 open house at
Newport City Hall. Gitzlaff added that staff is attending the Newport Planning Commission
meeting workshop immediately following this meeting.
Chair Harris asked about the total acreage of the former Knox Lumber site to be used for
the Newport Transit Station. Krahn stated that the site totals just under 12 acres and that
for the new station and infrastructure they will use a little less than half of that and the rest
would be available for future expansion or development.
Lehrke commented that she liked the glass visibility of the proposed building design
especially for the safety and security aspects.

Agenda Item #5: Minnesota High Speed Rail Commission Update - RCRRA
Mike Rogers, of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority gave a brief PowerPoint
presentation regarding the Minnesota High Speed Rail Commission. He stated that the
Minnesota High Speed Rail Commission was formed in 2009 and there are 19 total
members for the 130-mile long corridor from St. Paul to La Crescent, MN. The primary roll
of the Commission is to advocate for the corridor. The latest Federally designated map
show the corridor running along the river route from Minnesota (Newport, Cottage Grove,
Hastings, Red Wing, and Winona) going through Wisconsin (LaCrosse, Wisconsin Dells)
on to Milwaukee, and then on to Chicago, IL using the existing Amtrak route. Rogers
stated Minnesota DOT, the Federal Government, and the Wisconsin DOT approved this
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high-speed route. The route would provide an incremental service as demand warrants.
Rogers also spoke about the duel benefits of putting this type of service on an existing
corridor to accommodate both passenger and freight service. Rogers further explained the
types of advocacy they have been doing to get information about Minnesota High Speed
Rail out to the public. They have been working with the legislators more to let them know
more about the transportation balanced approach as airports cannot do it all, and there
being opportunity for public/private partnerships. Rogers explained that the next generation
of travelers wants flexibility on how they travel, other than by automobile. He stated, moving
forward two things are coming up: 1) There is a second frequency study being done by
Amtrak right now, looking at feasibility (ridership and cost) of adding a second Empire
Builder 12-hours off the existing speed schedule to Chicago. 2) There is also the
Minnesota DOT Tier-one Environmental Impact Statement looking at the route from
Milwaukee to the Twin Cities to identify impacts and benefits. Rogers stated as that
information comes out it would be made available to Red Rock Commission.
Lehrke inquired what the cost sharing for freight would be in public/private partnerships.
Rogers stated that it is determined on a project-by-project basis and provided an example
where dollars provided offset wear and tear to the highways. Lehrke asked if he would
know what the contribution to the whole corridor could be. Rogers replied as far as the
whole corridor, that without more detail they would not be able to provide an answer.
Callison asked about the role of Hennepin County. Rogers stated that within the Minnesota
High Speed Rail Commission, Hennepin County does not have a specific role as it focuses
on St. Paul to La Crescent; but the Commission would always be willing to work with
Hennepin County. Chair Harris asked Rogers if High Speed Rail would have a spot for
Hennepin County. Rogers stated that he thought that the Minnesota High Speed Rail
Commission could make a spot for Hennepin County. Chair Harris expressed that
Hennepin County should have an interest in Red Rock Corridor and what happens with
Minnesota High Speed Rail Corridor going into St. Paul for the benefit it could potentially
provide to feed Minneapolis. Rettman expressed that much of the expected growth with rail,
revolves around freight rail. Rettman also stated that much of freight rail goes through
Hennepin County into Minneapolis and that freight rail is looking at making major
infrastructure investments in this area. Callison asked the question because she is familiar
with the Corridors that pass through the Cities and Counties represented in various
commissions and she is trying to understand what the expectation is. Lehrke stated that
there are 11 counties on the Minnesota side of the High Speed Corridor and only six (6)
participate in the funding and Hennepin County is not one of them.
Brendmoen noticed that the Minnesota High Speed Rail does not stop in Madison and was
wondering why. Rogers stated that the Madison piece was taken out because Wisconsin
no longer wanted it included.
Gordon, Council member for the City of Minneapolis believed that the High Speed Rail and
Red Rock potentially could lead to enhancements and improvements in the Corridor and on
the rail itself, which would make a commuter line going to Hennepin County and
Minneapolis more feasible or affordable.
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Gordon also questioned the EIS, asking if the Scope had already been written and defined.
Rogers responded that MnDOT did, and are already working under contract and that
Minnesota High Speed Rail Commission will work with MnDOT to get updated study
information. Gordon asked about the differences in High Speed vs. Highest Speed and
wanted to know if there is an incremental cost difference in infrastructure. If, in the future
they wanted to upgrade to highest speed if they choose. Rogers stated that there are
multiple levels of speed and the High Speed they are discussing (range 90-120 mph) for
this corridor is up to 110 mph and at that speed, they could share the corridor with freight
rail and make best use of the existing infrastructure without adding all new infrastructure
costs. Rogers stated that from ridership studies here in the U.S. and in Europe and other
Countries; that if one day in the future, ridership and demands exist, it would be more
feasible to look at available incremental steps or build an entirely new corridor at that time.
Gordon asked then if one day, feasibility and such existed to go to the highest speed,
would they have to build an entirely new corridor. Rogers confirmed that they would need to
look to build another corridor and that it could be either nearby or further away but would be
more enclosed, likely electrical and not stop as much, as it would be more about speed to
destination. Rogers stated that if you do the incremental now, you would not necessarily be
throwing money away.
Rettman asked about how many tracks for a siding (a siding is a section of track outside of,
or off the main track to let other trains go through) are being studied right now in the East
Metro Rail Capacity Study. Rogers explained that much more capacity is needed in this
corridor. Rogers stated that from Hastings to St. Paul to make it work, it would take several
public private partnerships. In some instanced they may need to add a third and forth main
to accommodate the freight for businesses and industries that currently can block a main
for up to a couple of hours each time freight business stops, eating up a lot of capacity. The
downside of not expanding capacity now is loosing rail capacity back to cost of road
transportation wear and or loosing economic benefit of more freight as it could go
elsewhere into other regions.

Agenda Item #6 Legislative Update – RCRRA
Josh Olson of Ramsey County provided a quick update.
a. State
Olson said, the State transportation bill did not move forward and that on the State
level the bonding bill did not contain any transit related funding. Olson stated there is
not much to talk about regarding transit improvements. He did mention that there
was a set-aside amount of almost $50 million in the bonding bill for economic
development and stated that there are several transportation (a couple are rail)
projects going on in the area that will likely go after some of that money.

b. Federal
Olson provided an update on the information included within the packet, and he
provided a Legislative Update with handout on the Transportation Alliance. He
stated that there is a good sign on the Federal side, earlier this week, the House and
Senate negotiators struck a deal and hopefully later this week there will be a
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transportation bill. What he is hearing in that it would be a 27-month deal (subject to
Congress approval) with the legislation maintaining transportation funding at current
levels through the fiscal year 2014.

Agenda Item #7 Other
a. Next Meeting- Thursday, July 26, 2012:
Next meeting is scheduled for July 26, 2012.
Motion by Lehrke to adjourn. Seconded by Gordon. All in favor. Motion carried.
Meeting adjourned at 5:16p.m.
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