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Street PID House No. Owner Owner's Address (if different) Assessable REU Assessment Amount

Wooddale Ave
1802824430047 5337 Thomas & Teresa Whaley 0.33 $2,112.00
1902824120074 5401 Ann & Andrew Kasid 0.33 $2,112.00

Kellogg Ave
1802824430046 5336 Mark & Karen Epple Not Assessed 
1802824430066 5351 Richard & Nancy Fergesen Not Assessed 
1902824120055 5400 Kevin & Kathryn Green Not Assessed 
1902824120054 5401 Kathryn Koessel Not Assessed 

Oaklawn Ave
1802824430065 5348 Steven & Lynn Timmer Not Assessed
1802824430085 5357 Dennis & Shari Lafrance Not Assessed

Revisions:

City of Edina
54th Street Roadway Reconstruction

Improvement No. BA-416
Preliminary Assessment Roll

11/25/2013

1802824430085 5357 Dennis & Shari Lafrance Not Assessed
1902824120036 5400 Thomas & Petra Brower Not Assessed
1902824120035 5401 Jean & Bryan Colwell Not Assessed

Brookview Ave
1802824430084 5336 Trudy & Gary Hanus Not Assessed
1902824120016 5400 Steven & Mary Rider Not Assessed

Park Pl
1902824120001 5400 David Alkire & Joanne Gorski-Alkire Not Assessed

Minnehaha Blvd
1802824440099 5333 Lisa O'Brien 0.33 $2,112.00

54th St W
1902824110002 3907 Michael Mahoney 4501 Moorland Ave S, Edina, MN 55424 2.81 $17,984.00
1802824440113 3908 Hornig Companies 1000 West 22nd St Minneapolis, MN 55405 2.50 $16,000.00
1902824110003 3909 Maryann Pederson 1 $6,400.00
1902824110004 3909 Maryann Pederson
1902824110006 4015 Kristin & Edward Ross 1 $6,400.00
1902824110010 4113 Edina Community Lutheran Church 8.37 $53,568.00
1902824110063 4200 City of Edina 1 $6,400.00
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Street PID House No. Owner Owner's Address (if different) Assessable REU Assessment Amount
Halifax Ave S

1802824440074 5336 John & Cecile Adams 0.33 $2,112.00
1802824440093 5337 Del Johnson 0.33 $2,112.00
1902824110095 5400 Doris & Burton Grimes 0.33 $2,112.00
1902824110101 5401 Steve & Anne Jennen 0.33 $2,112.00

France Ave S
1802824440115 5300 Calvary Christian Attn Ken Hedwell 6.48 $41,472.00
1802824440028 5354 Timcin Properties LLP 9110 -  225th St W Lakeville, MN 55044 1.25 $8,000.00
1902824110001 5400 Noonan Properties LLC III 0.87 $5,568.00
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ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

Legend

Project Limits

100% MSA funds 

80% MSA funds &
20% Special Assessment

0.33 REU

0.87 REU

1.00 REU

1.25 REU

2.50 REU

2.81 REU

6.48 REU

8.37 REU

Not Assessed 



 
(OFFICIAL PUBLICATION) 

CITY OF EDINA 
4801 W. 50TH STREET 

EDINA, MINNESOTA 55424 
HENNEPIN COUNTY, MINNESOTA 

 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

 
54TH STREET WEST RECONSTRUCTION 

(WOODDALE AVE TO FRANCE AVE) 
 

IMPROVEMENT NO. BA-416 
 
The Edina City Council will meet at the Edina City Hall on Tuesday, December 10, 2013, at 6:00 
p.m. to consider the following proposed improvements to be constructed under the authority 
granted by Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 429. 
 
54th Street West Reconstruction   Estimated Total Assessment Cost 
    Improvement No. BA-416                                                  $176,576 
 
The area proposed to be assessed by the proposed improvements includes all properties 
between and including: 
 

5337 & 5401 Wooddale Ave, 5333 Minnehaha Blvd, 3907 to 4200 54th St. W., 
5336 to 5401 Halifax Ave, and 5300 to 5400 France Ave. 

 
These properties are proposed to be assessed at approximately $6,400 per residential 
equivalent unit; 
   
 
 
 
  Debra Mangen 
  City Clerk 
 
PLEASE PUBLISH IN THE EDINA SUN ON November 28 and December 5, 2013 
 
PLEASE SEND TWO (2) AFFIDAVITS OF PUBLICATION. BILL TO CITY OF EDINA. 
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@ 5233

Weekly Volume

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

Interval
Start

Mon
5/14/2012

Tue
5/15/2012

Fri
5/18/2012

Wed
5/16/2012

Thu
5/17/2012

Sat
5/19/2012

Sun
5/20/2012

Mon - Fri
Average Weekly Average

ABNB BASB BASBABNB BASBABNB BASBABNB BASBABNB BASBABNB BASBABNB BASBABNB BASBABNB

12:00 AM - - - - - 1 2 - 1.5- - - - - 1 3 - 2.0

1:00 AM - - - - - 2 2 - 2.0- - - - - 1 0 - 0.5

2:00 AM - - - - - 0 0 - 0.0- - - - - 0 0 - 0.0

3:00 AM - - - - - 0 1 - 0.5- - - - - 0 0 - 0.0

4:00 AM - - - - - 0 1 - 0.5- - - - - 1 1 - 1.0

5:00 AM - - - - - 1 0 - 0.5- - - - - 1 0 - 0.5

6:00 AM - - - - - 2 4 - 3.0- - - - - 1 0 - 0.5

7:00 AM - - - - - 2 4 - 3.0- - - - - 6 5 - 5.5

8:00 AM - - - - - 3 3 - 3.0- - - - - 8 11 - 9.5

9:00 AM - - - - - 10 4 - 7.0- - - - - 14 7 - 10.5

10:00 AM - - - - 15 11 10 15.0 12.0- - - - 15 10 16 15.0 13.7

11:00 AM - - - - 7 12 12 7.0 10.3- - - - 18 28 16 18.0 20.7

12:00 PM - - - - 18 12 18 18.0 16.0- - - - 17 12 12 17.0 13.7

1:00 PM - - - - 14 17 8 14.0 13.0- - - - 15 23 13 15.0 17.0

2:00 PM - - - - 21 14 16 21.0 17.0- - - - 20 15 14 20.0 16.3

3:00 PM - - - - 17 9 10 17.0 12.0- - - - 21 11 18 21.0 16.7

4:00 PM - - - - 16 15 10 16.0 13.7- - - - 25 18 17 25.0 20.0

5:00 PM - - - - 31 14 14 31.0 19.7- - - - 29 6 9 29.0 14.7

6:00 PM - - - - 24 12 13 24.0 16.3- - - - 23 24 11 23.0 19.3

7:00 PM - - - - 9 13 7 9.0 9.7- - - - 13 21 14 13.0 16.0

8:00 PM - - - - 7 9 12 7.0 9.3- - - - 18 11 13 18.0 14.0

9:00 PM - - - - 13 5 6 13.0 8.0- - - - 17 5 6 17.0 9.3

10:00 PM - - - - 8 5 1 8.0 4.7- - - - 14 5 3 14.0 7.3

11:00 PM - - - - 4 4 1 4.0 3.0- - - - 3 5 2 3.0 3.3

12:00 AM -
12:00 PM

Volume

Peak Hours

Totals 0 0 0 0 204

Factor

173 159 204.0 185.7

0.840.690.590.940.710.700.780.700.590.94--------

21.312.019.015.0201428141915--------

10:45 AM10:00 AM10:45 AM10:00 AM10:45 AM10:45 AM11:00 AM10:30 AM10:45 AM10:00 AM--------

Volume

12:00 PM -
12:00 AM

0.790.820.780.730.750.750.750.710.780.73--------

21.019.731.035.0181824173135--------

5:45 PM4:45 PM5:45 PM5:15 PM3:00 PM12:00 PM6:00 PM1:00 PM5:45 PM5:15 PM--------

Factor

0 0 0 0 248 227 191 248.0 232.0

Combined 0 0 0 0 452 400 350 452.0 417.7

Split (%) -- 45.1---- -- 54.945.1 55.544.554.643.354.9 45.456.8

1



@ 5233

Weekly Volume

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

Interval
Start

Mon
5/21/2012

Tue
5/22/2012

Fri
5/25/2012

Wed
5/23/2012

Thu
5/24/2012

Sat
5/26/2012

Sun
5/27/2012

Mon - Fri
Average Weekly Average

ABNB BASB BASBABNB BASBABNB BASBABNB BASBABNB BASBABNB BASBABNB BASBABNB BASBABNB

12:00 AM 0 0 0 0 2 - - 0.4 0.41 0 3 1 3 - - 1.6 1.6

1:00 AM 1 0 1 0 1 - - 0.6 0.60 0 0 0 0 - - 0.0 0.0

2:00 AM 1 0 0 0 0 - - 0.2 0.20 0 0 0 0 - - 0.0 0.0

3:00 AM 1 0 0 0 0 - - 0.2 0.20 0 1 0 0 - - 0.2 0.2

4:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 - - 0.0 0.00 0 0 0 0 - - 0.0 0.0

5:00 AM 1 1 2 0 1 - - 1.0 1.03 1 1 1 3 - - 1.8 1.8

6:00 AM 2 3 1 0 0 - - 1.2 1.28 5 3 2 6 - - 4.8 4.8

7:00 AM 9 9 15 9 6 - - 10.7 10.715 17 20 15 11 - - 17.3 17.3

8:00 AM 14 4 8 14 - - - 10.0 10.025 23 10 16 - - - 18.5 18.5

9:00 AM 6 15 10 12 - - - 10.8 10.818 15 20 21 - - - 18.5 18.5

10:00 AM 10 9 12 10 - - - 10.3 10.316 12 11 15 - - - 13.5 13.5

11:00 AM 11 15 15 12 - - - 13.3 13.314 25 16 17 - - - 18.0 18.0

12:00 PM 17 15 22 12 - - - 16.5 16.516 12 13 10 - - - 12.8 12.8

1:00 PM 11 15 13 13 - - - 13.0 13.07 20 11 15 - - - 13.3 13.3

2:00 PM 9 17 9 10 - - - 11.3 11.321 14 24 15 - - - 18.5 18.5

3:00 PM 27 17 21 23 - - - 22.0 22.019 17 19 21 - - - 19.0 19.0

4:00 PM 16 20 24 22 - - - 20.5 20.519 22 31 25 - - - 24.3 24.3

5:00 PM 32 35 31 18 - - - 29.0 29.032 37 27 33 - - - 32.3 32.3

6:00 PM 17 28 32 22 - - - 24.8 24.823 33 19 20 - - - 23.8 23.8

7:00 PM 15 11 10 12 - - - 12.0 12.016 10 19 23 - - - 17.0 17.0

8:00 PM 12 15 13 9 - - - 12.3 12.317 17 8 13 - - - 13.8 13.8

9:00 PM 6 7 5 6 - - - 6.0 6.07 7 11 8 - - - 8.3 8.3

10:00 PM 5 4 5 3 - - - 4.3 4.32 3 1 5 - - - 2.8 2.8

11:00 PM 0 2 3 1 - - - 1.5 1.52 2 0 2 - - - 1.5 1.5

12:00 AM -
12:00 PM

Volume

Peak Hours

Totals 223 242 252 208 10

Factor

0 0 231.5 231.5

0.940.700.940.70----0.580.380.660.670.670.610.720.540.810.75

23.513.323.513.3----1462116241726152915

7:30 AM11:00 AM7:30 AM11:00 AM----6:30 AM6:30 AM9:00 AM8:30 AM7:30 AM7:30 AM7:30 AM9:00 AM7:30 AM7:45 AM

Volume

12:00 PM -
12:00 AM

0.830.740.830.74------0.800.730.680.810.710.680.660.83

32.330.532.330.5------3529384237383733

4:45 PM5:15 PM4:45 PM5:15 PM------5:15 PM3:15 PM4:30 PM5:45 PM5:00 PM4:45 PM5:30 PM3:15 PM

Factor

281 292 268 278 23 0 0 281.2 281.2

Combined 504 534 520 486 33 0 0 512.8 512.8

Split (%) 42.851.5 30.357.248.555.844.2 54.745.3 54.845.2 54.845.2--69.7 --
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Daily Classification

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/18/2012
Friday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

--------------12:00 AM

--------------1:00 AM

--------------2:00 AM

--------------3:00 AM

--------------4:00 AM

--------------5:00 AM

--------------6:00 AM

--------------7:00 AM

--------------8:00 AM

--------------9:00 AM

00000101543191013310:00 AM

000000001035496016311:00 AM

0000010012253131120012:00 PM

00000100433411601581:00 PM

00000000674914402062:00 PM

00000000484221902733:00 PM

00000100433930303504:00 PM

00000000232814801815:00 PM

0000000033188601106:00 PM

000000002221740997:00 PM

000000002216540748:00 PM

000000001021400629:00 PM

000000000093404310:00 PM

000000000021301511:00 PM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.2

4

0.0

0

0.0

1

2.7

55

1.9

40

20.2

417

74.9

1549

0.0

12067Total

%

1



Daily Classification

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/19/2012
Saturday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

0000000000160712:00 AM

000000000005051:00 AM

000000000000002:00 AM

000000000001013:00 AM

0000000200170104:00 AM

00000000017180265:00 AM

000001001211490646:00 AM

000000002214810997:00 AM

00000000222110101268:00 AM

00000000123211001459:00 AM

000021004232108014910:00 AM

000000002129133016511:00 AM

000000001241135017912:00 PM

00000000121812401451:00 PM

00000000331710201252:00 PM

00000000633215902003:00 PM

00000100323013501714:00 PM

00000000222112901545:00 PM

0000000012148901066:00 PM

000000001214610787:00 PM

00000000023490548:00 PM

00000000007220299:00 PM

000000000012502610:00 PM

000000003011201611:00 PM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.1

2

0.1

3

0.0

0

0.1

2

1.6

33

1.5

32

16.7

347

79.9

1661

0.0

02080Total

%

2



Daily Classification

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/20/2012
Sunday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

0000000000230512:00 AM

000000000002021:00 AM

000000000011022:00 AM

000000000000003:00 AM

000000000001014:00 AM

000000000026085:00 AM

00000000007100176:00 AM

00000000113340397:00 AM

000000000112540678:00 AM

000000000211650789:00 AM

0000000011114806110:00 AM

000000003186407611:00 AM

0000000001165717512:00 PM

000000000218700901:00 PM

0000000002179201112:00 PM

0000000002119801113:00 PM

00000000122312001464:00 PM

0000000002159701145:00 PM

000000000215540716:00 PM

00000000017380467:00 PM

00000000017190278:00 PM

00000000001100119:00 PM

0000000000060610:00 PM

0000000000020211:00 PM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.5

6

1.8

21

16.0

187

81.6

951

0.1

11166Total

%

3



Daily Classification

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/21/2012
Monday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

0000000000020212:00 AM

000000000000001:00 AM

000000000000002:00 AM

000000000000003:00 AM

0000000001270104:00 AM

00000000012220255:00 AM

000000022315600826:00 AM

00001002364411001667:00 AM

0000010125519201528:00 AM

00000006103366511219:00 AM

00000000823898014610:00 AM

0000000110251102016611:00 AM

00000100422388011812:00 PM

00000000742110401361:00 PM

00000000573114001832:00 PM

00000100243519402363:00 PM

00000100828730904074:00 PM

00000100243719202365:00 PM

00000000323711701596:00 PM

000000000217700897:00 PM

00000000024370438:00 PM

00000000014130189:00 PM

0000000000170810:00 PM

0000000000110211:00 PM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

1

0.2

5

0.0

0

0.5

12

2.6

66

2.1

53

21.4

537

73.1

1830

0.0

12505Total

%

4



Daily Classification

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/22/2012
Tuesday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

0000000000030312:00 AM

000000000000001:00 AM

000000000000002:00 AM

000000000001013:00 AM

000000000105064:00 AM

00000100022190245:00 AM

0000000045249101246:00 AM

00000000373613501817:00 AM

00001100112449101508:00 AM

0000040093276501089:00 AM

0000000010248100016010:00 AM

000000001034197015111:00 AM

00000200623496014012:00 PM

00000000332511701481:00 PM

00000000874014201972:00 PM

00000000244421212633:00 PM

00000000646430603804:00 PM

00000100132817202055:00 PM

00000000131511401336:00 PM

0000000003159001087:00 PM

000000000216500688:00 PM

00000000005250309:00 PM

000000001011601810:00 PM

0000000000040411:00 PM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

1

0.3

9

0.0

0

0.0

0

2.9

75

2.2

56

19.6

509

75.0

1951

0.0

12602Total

%

5



Daily Classification

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/23/2012
Wednesday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

0000000000120312:00 AM

000000000000001:00 AM

000000000002022:00 AM

000000000000003:00 AM

0000000001390134:00 AM

00000000129340465:00 AM

00000100352310101336:00 AM

00000000673411801657:00 AM

00000100114368001328:00 AM

000000007420630949:00 AM

0000000011334103015110:00 AM

000001001323978013311:00 AM

00000100433381112312:00 PM

00000100734210001531:00 PM

00000000264515802112:00 PM

00000000634320002523:00 PM

00000200726835504344:00 PM

00000100224919502495:00 PM

00000000031810801296:00 PM

000000000221700937:00 PM

00000000021410448:00 PM

00000000004210259:00 PM

0000000000080810:00 PM

0000000000220411:00 PM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.3

8

0.0

0

0.0

0

3.1

80

2.1

54

20.2

525

74.3

1929

0.0

12597Total

%

6



Daily Classification

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/24/2012
Thursday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

0000000000010112:00 AM

000000000002021:00 AM

000000000010012:00 AM

000000000002023:00 AM

000000000104054:00 AM

00000000014240295:00 AM

0000000054187701046:00 AM

00000000273011401537:00 AM

0000000021376701078:00 AM

000000003217620849:00 AM

00000000422490012010:00 AM

00000200622782011911:00 AM

00000000423474011412:00 PM

000000009220500811:00 PM

0000000016278901232:00 PM

00000000431913401603:00 PM

00000000514224402924:00 PM

00000000233215211905:00 PM

00000000018730826:00 PM

000000001112380527:00 PM

00000000016220298:00 PM

000000000006069:00 PM

0000000000030310:00 PM

0000000010110311:00 PM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.1

2

0.0

0

0.0

0

2.6

49

2.1

40

19.3

359

75.8

1411

0.1

11862Total

%

7



Daily Classification

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/25/2012
Friday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

0000000000030312:00 AM

000000000002021:00 AM

000000000001012:00 AM

000000000000003:00 AM

0000000001360104:00 AM

00000000012190225:00 AM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

5.3

2

13.2

5

81.6

31

0.0

038Total

%

8



Daily Speed

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/18/2012
Friday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

---------------12:00 AM

---------------1:00 AM

---------------2:00 AM

---------------3:00 AM

---------------4:00 AM

---------------5:00 AM

---------------6:00 AM

---------------7:00 AM

---------------8:00 AM

---------------9:00 AM

27.1000000061771354013310:00 AM

26.4000000022382524016311:00 AM

26.70000000134103548020012:00 PM

27.500000011358136401581:00 PM

26.8000000012711657502062:00 PM

27.2001000035215059712733:00 PM

27.5010000055322760313504:00 PM

26.9000000042010648301815:00 PM

26.200000012105241401106:00 PM

25.80000000010454040997:00 PM

26.90000000210412100748:00 PM

25.8000000003342500629:00 PM

27.60000000262411004310:00 PM

27.300000000383101511:00 PM

26.9

0.0

0

0.0

1

0.0

1

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.1

2

1.4

29

14.7

303

55.2

1140

26.2

542

2.3

47

0.1

22067

0.0 %  (0)

75 mph

0.0 %  (1)

65 mph

0.1 %  (2)

55 mph

0.1 %  (2)

45 mph

1.5 %  (33)

35 mph

31.0

90%

30.2

85%

26.9

50%

23.3

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

70.7 %  (1523)

10%

22.5

25 mph

Average (Mean) 26.9 mph Pace Range 21.7 - 31.7 mph     1868 vehicles (86.8 %)Maximum 65.5 mphMinimum 11.4 mph

1



Daily Speed

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/19/2012
Saturday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

27.80000000024100712:00 AM

22.0000000000131051:00 AM

-000000000000002:00 AM

32.0000000001000013:00 AM

25.00000000016210104:00 AM

25.1000000001131020265:00 AM

27.50000000016321600646:00 AM

26.20000000015483060997:00 AM

26.400000001147138201268:00 AM

27.200000001239426101459:00 AM

25.9000000011377525114910:00 AM

26.5000000002092475116511:00 AM

26.3000000022296514417912:00 PM

26.800000000218437301451:00 PM

27.000000001246729311252:00 PM

27.3000000233012044012003:00 PM

27.200000000319840201714:00 PM

26.600000000258244301545:00 PM

26.700000010155336101066:00 PM

25.7000000007383111787:00 PM

26.2000000004292010548:00 PM

26.200000001515620299:00 PM

26.4000000001178002610:00 PM

27.600000001285001611:00 PM

26.6

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.1

3

0.5

11

14.1

293

55.0

1145

27.7

576

2.1

43

0.4

92080

0.0 %  (0)

75 mph

0.0 %  (0)

65 mph

0.0 %  (0)

55 mph

0.0 %  (0)

45 mph

0.7 %  (14)

35 mph

30.8

90%

30.0

85%

26.6

50%

23.4

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

69.8 %  (1452)

10%

22.5

25 mph

Average (Mean) 26.6 mph Pace Range 21.7 - 31.7 mph     1832 vehicles (88.1 %)Maximum 43.9 mphMinimum 11.3 mph

2



Daily Speed

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/20/2012
Sunday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

25.30000000002300512:00 AM

24.8000000000110021:00 AM

29.1000000001100022:00 AM

-000000000000003:00 AM

23.7000000000010014:00 AM

23.9000000001232085:00 AM

25.40000000027620176:00 AM

25.0000000004122111397:00 AM

23.20000000012328141678:00 AM

24.3000000004244280789:00 AM

24.40000000012826606110:00 AM

25.90000000173726507611:00 AM

27.100000001173718027512:00 PM

27.10000000016532100901:00 PM

26.900000000225629401112:00 PM

26.900000000167123101113:00 PM

27.400000001268830101464:00 PM

26.900000000216427201145:00 PM

26.5000000009431810716:00 PM

26.3000000012261520467:00 PM

26.800000000319500278:00 PM

25.90000000015410119:00 PM

28.40000000023100610:00 PM

28.20000000002000211:00 PM

26.2

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.3

4

13.4

156

51.8

604

29.8

348

4.3

50

0.3

41166

0.0 %  (0)

75 mph

0.0 %  (0)

65 mph

0.0 %  (0)

55 mph

0.0 %  (0)

45 mph

0.3 %  (4)

35 mph

30.7

90%

29.8

85%

26.2

50%

22.8

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

65.5 %  (764)

10%

22.0

25 mph

Average (Mean) 26.2 mph Pace Range 21.3 - 31.3 mph     1002 vehicles (85.9 %)Maximum 38.8 mphMinimum 11.5 mph

3



Daily Speed

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/21/2012
Monday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

30.60000000020000212:00 AM

-000000000000001:00 AM

-000000000000002:00 AM

-000000000000003:00 AM

25.40000000004600104:00 AM

26.000000000115720255:00 AM

27.60000000317421730826:00 AM

27.3000000013010034101667:00 AM

26.810000002217943421528:00 AM

26.600000003185838401219:00 AM

27.3000000032586293014610:00 AM

26.9000100022096452016611:00 AM

27.1000000001976194011812:00 PM

26.700000000188231501361:00 PM

26.700000011279751601832:00 PM

27.6000000074613147412363:00 PM

27.7000000138924759804074:00 PM

26.300001014419977852365:00 PM

24.8000000001162741201596:00 PM

25.5000000007414010897:00 PM

26.3000000015211600438:00 PM

30.310000000510200189:00 PM

27.30000000025010810:00 PM

26.00000000001100211:00 PM

26.9

0.1

2

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

1

0.0

1

0.0

0

0.1

3

1.2

30

16.1

404

54.0

1352

25.4

636

2.7

68

0.3

82505

0.0 %  (0)

75 mph

0.1 %  (2)

65 mph

0.1 %  (3)

55 mph

0.2 %  (4)

45 mph

1.5 %  (37)

35 mph

31.2

90%

30.3

85%

26.9

50%

23.3

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

71.6 %  (1793)

10%

22.4

25 mph

Average (Mean) 26.9 mph Pace Range 22.1 - 32.1 mph     2147 vehicles (85.7 %)Maximum 72.8 mphMinimum 10.9 mph

4



Daily Speed

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/22/2012
Tuesday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

29.80000000102000312:00 AM

-000000000000001:00 AM

-000000000000002:00 AM

26.0000000000100013:00 AM

22.9000000000231064:00 AM

26.800000001214700245:00 AM

27.600000002237126201246:00 AM

26.600000001309155311817:00 AM

27.100000001259124901508:00 AM

25.00000000045539911089:00 AM

26.6000000002292442016010:00 AM

26.6000000012581376115111:00 AM

26.6000000012376327114012:00 PM

26.800000002316744401481:00 PM

27.2100000023111444501972:00 PM

27.5100000015515746212633:00 PM

27.1000010046221791323804:00 PM

26.8000000023211947502055:00 PM

26.600000002207134601336:00 PM

26.910000000175433301087:00 PM

25.7000000017292821688:00 PM

27.100000001615710309:00 PM

25.9000000000125101810:00 PM

28.40000000022000411:00 PM

26.8

0.1

3

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

1

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.9

23

16.0

417

55.1

1433

24.8

646

2.7

71

0.3

82602

0.1 %  (3)

75 mph

0.1 %  (3)

65 mph

0.1 %  (3)

55 mph

0.2 %  (4)

45 mph

1.0 %  (27)

35 mph

31.0

90%

30.3

85%

26.9

50%

23.3

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

72.1 %  (1877)

10%

22.4

25 mph

Average (Mean) 26.8 mph Pace Range 21.6 - 31.6 mph     2238 vehicles (86.0 %)Maximum 80.4 mphMinimum 11.4 mph

5



Daily Speed

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/23/2012
Wednesday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

26.70000000011100312:00 AM

-000000000000001:00 AM

30.8000000001100022:00 AM

-000000000000003:00 AM

26.00000000024610134:00 AM

27.1000000018251110465:00 AM

27.000000001257132401336:00 AM

26.800000001307954101657:00 AM

25.900000000136847401328:00 AM

26.40000000011591860949:00 AM

26.8000000032576443015110:00 AM

26.8000000031972363013311:00 AM

26.1000000021360443112312:00 PM

26.000000001207846801531:00 PM

27.2000000023512148412112:00 PM

27.1000000123415162202523:00 PM

27.1000000006427390704344:00 PM

26.3000000023013672812495:00 PM

26.300000002165753101296:00 PM

26.4000000007582710937:00 PM

26.2000000007201610448:00 PM

27.200000000710800259:00 PM

29.30000000044000810:00 PM

28.30000000102100411:00 PM

26.7

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

1

0.8

21

14.3

372

54.9

1426

27.6

716

2.2

58

0.1

32597

0.0 %  (0)

75 mph

0.0 %  (0)

65 mph

0.0 %  (0)

55 mph

0.0 %  (0)

45 mph

0.8 %  (22)

35 mph

30.9

90%

30.0

85%

26.7

50%

23.4

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

70.1 %  (1820)

10%

22.6

25 mph

Average (Mean) 26.7 mph Pace Range 21.8 - 31.8 mph     2268 vehicles (87.3 %)Maximum 40.2 mphMinimum 12.8 mph

6



Daily Speed

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/24/2012
Thursday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

25.90000000001000112:00 AM

28.2000000000200021:00 AM

23.2000000000010012:00 AM

30.4000000001100023:00 AM

23.6000000001031054:00 AM

27.300000001318700295:00 AM

26.200000000144936501046:00 AM

27.400001001357739001537:00 AM

26.900000001196123301078:00 AM

25.8000000008423040849:00 AM

27.3100000011971244012010:00 AM

26.4000000002058374011911:00 AM

26.4000000101559354011412:00 PM

26.60000000119293200811:00 PM

27.000100000245936301232:00 PM

27.100000001288838501603:00 PM

27.5000000045417753402924:00 PM

26.9000000012911342231905:00 PM

27.00000000116382610826:00 PM

27.3000000019291210527:00 PM

25.9000000003141110298:00 PM

28.2000000001500069:00 PM

30.30000000110100310:00 PM

26.40000000003000311:00 PM

26.9

0.1

1

0.0

0

0.1

1

0.0

0

0.1

1

0.0

0

0.1

1

0.8

14

17.1

319

53.4

994

26.1

486

2.3

42

0.2

31862

0.0 %  (0)

75 mph

0.1 %  (1)

65 mph

0.1 %  (2)

55 mph

0.2 %  (3)

45 mph

1.0 %  (18)

35 mph

31.3

90%

30.5

85%

26.9

50%

23.4

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

71.5 %  (1331)

10%

22.6

25 mph

Average (Mean) 26.9 mph Pace Range 22.1 - 32.1 mph     1609 vehicles (86.4 %)Maximum 72.5 mphMinimum 11.6 mph

7



Daily Speed

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/25/2012
Friday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

28.20000000011100312:00 AM

35.5000000100100021:00 AM

30.6000000001000012:00 AM

-000000000000003:00 AM

23.80000000002710104:00 AM

25.20000000039910225:00 AM

26.4

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

2.6

1

0.0

0

13.2

5

34.2

13

44.7

17

5.3

2

0.0

038

0.0 %  (0)

75 mph

0.0 %  (0)

65 mph

0.0 %  (0)

55 mph

0.0 %  (0)

45 mph

1.1 %  (1)

35 mph

30.6

90%

30.0

85%

26.2

50%

21.9

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

64.4 %  (56)

10%

21.5

25 mph

Average (Mean) 26.4 mph Pace Range 21.2 - 31.2 mph     77 vehicles (88.5 %)Maximum 43.4 mphMinimum 16.4 mph

8



@ 5233

Daily Speed

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/18/2012
Friday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

---------------12:00 AM

---------------1:00 AM

---------------2:00 AM

---------------3:00 AM

---------------4:00 AM

---------------5:00 AM

---------------6:00 AM

---------------7:00 AM

---------------8:00 AM

---------------9:00 AM

21.600000000099843010:00 AM

21.1000000000412722511:00 AM

20.80000000008131043512:00 PM

20.600000000111683291:00 PM

22.7000000000102182412:00 PM

22.900000001332380383:00 PM

23.4000000001131980414:00 PM

24.3000000005192961605:00 PM

23.7000000003142343476:00 PM

23.00000000018742227:00 PM

24.500000000471040258:00 PM

23.100000000151950309:00 PM

22.100000001047912210:00 PM

22.80000000001420711:00 PM

22.8

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.4

2

4.2

19

23.5

106

46.9

212

20.1

91

4.9

22452

0.0 %  (0)

75 mph

0.0 %  (0)

65 mph

0.0 %  (0)

55 mph

0.0 %  (0)

45 mph

0.4 %  (2)

35 mph

28.1

90%

27.1

85%

22.9

50%

18.6

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

28.1 %  (127)

10%

17.0

25 mph

Average (Mean) 22.8 mph Pace Range 17.3 - 27.3 mph     349 vehicles (77.2 %)Maximum 39.2 mphMinimum 10.5 mph

1



@ 5233

Daily Speed

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/19/2012
Saturday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

26.20000000002000212:00 AM

19.9000000000021031:00 AM

-000000000000002:00 AM

-000000000000003:00 AM

26.8000000000100014:00 AM

20.3000000000020025:00 AM

20.0000000000020136:00 AM

23.6000000000332087:00 AM

23.30000000013430118:00 AM

21.400000000141090249:00 AM

22.7000000000513302110:00 AM

23.300000000113161004011:00 AM

22.2000000000514412412:00 PM

22.300000000082363401:00 PM

22.800000000110981292:00 PM

23.100000000141050203:00 PM

21.2000000000711141334:00 PM

21.900000000131123205:00 PM

19.6000000000315144366:00 PM

20.7000000000318112347:00 PM

23.70000000009920208:00 PM

21.60000000001810109:00 PM

23.800000000037001010:00 PM

23.50000000003600911:00 PM

22.1

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

1.5

6

22.5

90

48.3

193

23.8

95

4.0

16400

0.0 %  (0)

75 mph

0.0 %  (0)

65 mph

0.0 %  (0)

55 mph

0.0 %  (0)

45 mph

0.0 %  (0)

35 mph

26.6

90%

26.0

85%

22.2

50%

18.3

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

24.0 %  (96)

10%

17.0

25 mph

Average (Mean) 22.1 mph Pace Range 17.5 - 27.5 mph     331 vehicles (82.8 %)Maximum 31.3 mphMinimum 10.3 mph

2



@ 5233

Daily Speed

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/20/2012
Sunday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

24.80000001000130512:00 AM

23.1000000000020021:00 AM

-000000000000002:00 AM

27.6000000000100013:00 AM

18.7000000000011024:00 AM

-000000000000005:00 AM

19.2000000000102146:00 AM

20.6000000000152197:00 AM

23.90000000004910148:00 AM

21.70000000003530119:00 AM

24.1000000003612502610:00 AM

22.8000000000717312811:00 AM

22.7000000001618503012:00 PM

23.10000000018651211:00 PM

23.300000000181641302:00 PM

24.000000000091630283:00 PM

21.700000000041841274:00 PM

23.400000000161150235:00 PM

22.400000000051270246:00 PM

21.600000000021180217:00 PM

20.300000000031174258:00 PM

21.50000000002640129:00 PM

20.80000000000310410:00 PM

25.60000000002100311:00 PM

22.6

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.3

1

0.0

0

2.0

7

22.3

78

51.7

181

20.9

73

2.9

10350

0.0 %  (0)

75 mph

0.0 %  (0)

65 mph

0.0 %  (0)

55 mph

0.0 %  (0)

45 mph

0.3 %  (1)

35 mph

27.4

90%

26.2

85%

22.5

50%

18.7

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

24.6 %  (86)

10%

18.0

25 mph

Average (Mean) 22.6 mph Pace Range 17.9 - 27.9 mph     298 vehicles (85.1 %)Maximum 42.2 mphMinimum 11.2 mph

3



@ 5233

Daily Speed

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/21/2012
Monday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

24.60000000000100112:00 AM

21.0000000000010011:00 AM

26.5000000000100012:00 AM

20.3000000000010013:00 AM

-000000000000004:00 AM

18.9000000001001245:00 AM

20.10000000001522106:00 AM

22.200000000051441247:00 AM

21.5000000001422111398:00 AM

23.200000000041730249:00 AM

21.8000000000712432610:00 AM

21.1000000000313812511:00 AM

22.3000000000817713312:00 PM

22.200000000031320181:00 PM

21.1000000000511131302:00 PM

22.30000000021120103463:00 PM

23.2000000001101752354:00 PM

22.90000000031631131645:00 PM

22.700000000082642406:00 PM

22.5000000000111271317:00 PM

22.700000000071570298:00 PM

23.00000000003910139:00 PM

21.90000000001420710:00 PM

22.40000000001010211:00 PM

22.3

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

1.6

8

21.6

109

51.8

261

20.8

105

4.2

21504

0.0 %  (0)

75 mph

0.0 %  (0)

65 mph

0.0 %  (0)

55 mph

0.0 %  (0)

45 mph

0.0 %  (0)

35 mph

26.9

90%

26.0

85%

22.5

50%

18.7

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

23.2 %  (117)

10%

17.6

25 mph

Average (Mean) 22.3 mph Pace Range 17.4 - 27.4 mph     427 vehicles (84.7 %)Maximum 33.5 mphMinimum 10.9 mph

4



@ 5233

Daily Speed

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/22/2012
Tuesday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

-0000000000000012:00 AM

-000000000000001:00 AM

-000000000000002:00 AM

-000000000000003:00 AM

-000000000000004:00 AM

15.5000000000001125:00 AM

19.4000000000230386:00 AM

23.800000000091430267:00 AM

23.300000000111951278:00 AM

21.900000000081291309:00 AM

21.9000000000214412110:00 AM

19.40000000004141664011:00 AM

19.80000000002131022712:00 PM

21.1000000000516122351:00 PM

20.0000000000510115312:00 PM

22.2000000000101662343:00 PM

23.8000000002132160424:00 PM

22.80000000011642130725:00 PM

22.40000000111035140616:00 PM

24.100000000171210217:00 PM

22.700000000091661328:00 PM

21.60000000100850149:00 PM

23.10000000002410710:00 PM

23.20000000001300411:00 PM

22.0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.4

2

1.1

6

21.7

116

49.1

262

23.0

123

4.7

25534

0.0 %  (0)

75 mph

0.0 %  (0)

65 mph

0.0 %  (0)

55 mph

0.0 %  (0)

45 mph

0.4 %  (2)

35 mph

26.7

90%

25.8

85%

22.2

50%

18.1

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

23.2 %  (124)

10%

17.0

25 mph

Average (Mean) 22.0 mph Pace Range 17.5 - 27.5 mph     437 vehicles (81.8 %)Maximum 36.7 mphMinimum 11.1 mph

5



@ 5233

Daily Speed

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/23/2012
Wednesday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

20.60000000000120312:00 AM

26.2000000000100011:00 AM

-000000000000002:00 AM

20.2000000000010013:00 AM

-000000000000004:00 AM

15.8000000000002135:00 AM

20.0000000000030146:00 AM

23.6000000002131442357:00 AM

22.700000000121050188:00 AM

23.300000000072120309:00 AM

21.5000000000312712310:00 AM

22.6000000003711823111:00 AM

22.6000000000917813512:00 PM

23.200000000161223241:00 PM

22.400000000161880332:00 PM

23.1000000001102351403:00 PM

23.00000000041521141554:00 PM

22.9000000003113491585:00 PM

23.70100000001030100516:00 PM

22.700000000171470297:00 PM

22.100000000041160218:00 PM

20.80000000001690169:00 PM

21.80000000002220610:00 PM

22.80000000001110311:00 PM

22.8

0.0

0

0.2

1

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

3.3

17

22.1

115

50.4

262

21.3

111

2.7

14520

0.0 %  (0)

75 mph

0.2 %  (1)

65 mph

0.2 %  (1)

55 mph

0.2 %  (1)

45 mph

0.2 %  (1)

35 mph

27.4

90%

26.6

85%

22.6

50%

19.0

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

25.6 %  (133)

10%

18.0

25 mph

Average (Mean) 22.8 mph Pace Range 17.4 - 27.4 mph     428 vehicles (82.3 %)Maximum 67.7 mphMinimum 11.5 mph

6



@ 5233

Daily Speed

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/24/2012
Thursday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

15.80000000000010112:00 AM

-000000000000001:00 AM

-000000000000002:00 AM

-000000000000003:00 AM

-000000000000004:00 AM

15.6000000000001015:00 AM

15.0000000000001126:00 AM

23.400000000061710247:00 AM

22.100000000071490308:00 AM

21.300000000071574339:00 AM

21.5000000000511902510:00 AM

22.9000000002614612911:00 AM

21.7000000000411522212:00 PM

22.400100000041562281:00 PM

20.200000000031264252:00 PM

22.6000000001112282443:00 PM

22.100000000292475474:00 PM

23.4000000001202253515:00 PM

22.500000000382092426:00 PM

22.4000000001519100357:00 PM

21.400000000031090228:00 PM

22.10000000003560149:00 PM

20.50000000000530810:00 PM

22.00000000001110311:00 PM

22.2

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.2

1

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

2.1

10

21.0

102

48.8

237

22.6

110

5.3

26486

0.0 %  (0)

75 mph

0.0 %  (0)

65 mph

0.2 %  (1)

55 mph

0.2 %  (1)

45 mph

0.2 %  (1)

35 mph

27.3

90%

26.4

85%

22.3

50%

17.8

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

23.3 %  (113)

10%

16.6

25 mph

Average (Mean) 22.2 mph Pace Range 17.4 - 27.4 mph     386 vehicles (79.4 %)Maximum 60.8 mphMinimum 10.8 mph

7



@ 5233

Daily Speed

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/25/2012
Friday

Avg.
70 -

< 200
65 -

< 70
60 -

< 65
55 -

< 60
50 -

< 55
45 -

< 50
40 -

< 45
35 -

< 40
30 -

< 35
25 -

< 30
20 -

< 25
15 -

< 20
0 -

< 15Total

Combined Channels

mph

23.30000000001400512:00 AM

23.6000000000010011:00 AM

-000000000000002:00 AM

-000000000000003:00 AM

-000000000000004:00 AM

19.6000000000111145:00 AM

20.9000000000131166:00 AM

22.5

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

18.8

3

56.3

9

12.5

2

12.5

216

0.0 %  (0)

75 mph

0.0 %  (0)

65 mph

0.0 %  (0)

55 mph

0.0 %  (0)

45 mph

0.0 %  (0)

35 mph

26.6

90%

25.9

85%

22.4

50%

17.4

15%

Total

%

Percentile Speeds

(mph)

Speeds Exceeded

21.2 %  (7)

10%

15.6

25 mph

Average (Mean) 22.5 mph Pace Range 17.4 - 27.4 mph     27 vehicles (81.8 %)Maximum 30.4 mphMinimum 13.9 mph

8



@ 5233

Daily Classification

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/18/2012
Friday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

--------------12:00 AM

--------------1:00 AM

--------------2:00 AM

--------------3:00 AM

--------------4:00 AM

--------------5:00 AM

--------------6:00 AM

--------------7:00 AM

--------------8:00 AM

--------------9:00 AM

000000001092003010:00 AM

000000002051802511:00 AM

000000002262503512:00 PM

00000200203220291:00 PM

00000100108310412:00 PM

00000000223310383:00 PM

00000000002390414:00 PM

00000100006530605:00 PM

00000000102422476:00 PM

00000000003190227:00 PM

00000000002230258:00 PM

00000000000300309:00 PM

000000000012102210:00 PM

0000000000070711:00 PM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.9

4

0.0

0

0.0

0

2.4

11

0.9

4

11.1

50

84.3

381

0.4

2452Total

%

1



@ 5233

Daily Classification

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/19/2012
Saturday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

0000000000020212:00 AM

000000000003031:00 AM

000000000000002:00 AM

000000000000003:00 AM

000000000001014:00 AM

000000000011025:00 AM

000000000003036:00 AM

000000000008087:00 AM

00000000001100118:00 AM

00000000003210249:00 AM

000000001002002110:00 AM

000010000043504011:00 AM

000000000022202412:00 PM

00000000003370401:00 PM

00000000001280292:00 PM

00000000003170203:00 PM

00000000002310334:00 PM

00000000000200205:00 PM

00000000001350366:00 PM

00000000004300347:00 PM

00000000000200208:00 PM

00000000000100109:00 PM

00000000001901010:00 PM

0000000000090911:00 PM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.3

1

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.3

1

0.0

0

6.5

26

93.0

372

0.0

0400Total

%

2



@ 5233

Daily Classification

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/20/2012
Sunday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

0000000000050512:00 AM

000000000002021:00 AM

000000000000002:00 AM

000000000001013:00 AM

000000000002024:00 AM

000000000000005:00 AM

000000000004046:00 AM

000000000018097:00 AM

00000000002120148:00 AM

00000000000110119:00 AM

000000000012502610:00 AM

000000000042402811:00 AM

000000000032703012:00 PM

00000000005160211:00 PM

00000000000300302:00 PM

00000000001270283:00 PM

00000000004230274:00 PM

00000000000230235:00 PM

00000000001230246:00 PM

00000000000210217:00 PM

00000000000250258:00 PM

00000000000120129:00 PM

0000000000040410:00 PM

0000000000030311:00 PM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

6.3

22

93.7

328

0.0

0350Total

%

3



@ 5233

Daily Classification

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/21/2012
Monday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

0000000000010112:00 AM

000000000001011:00 AM

000000000001012:00 AM

000000000001013:00 AM

000000000000004:00 AM

000000000022045:00 AM

00000000000100106:00 AM

00000001303161247:00 AM

00000002129250398:00 AM

00000000106170249:00 AM

000000051051502610:00 AM

000000002131902511:00 AM

000000005162103312:00 PM

00000000003150181:00 PM

00000000305220302:00 PM

00000100423360463:00 PM

00000000304280354:00 PM

00000000213580645:00 PM

00000000004360406:00 PM

00000000000310317:00 PM

00000000003260298:00 PM

00000000000130139:00 PM

0000000000070710:00 PM

0000000000110211:00 PM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.2

1

0.0

0

1.6

8

5.0

25

1.4

7

11.9

60

79.8

402

0.2

1504Total

%

4



@ 5233

Daily Classification

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/22/2012
Tuesday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

0000000000000012:00 AM

000000000000001:00 AM

000000000000002:00 AM

000000000000003:00 AM

000000000000004:00 AM

000000000002025:00 AM

000000000017086:00 AM

00000000302210267:00 AM

00000000322200278:00 AM

00000100503210309:00 AM

000000002021702110:00 AM

000001005152804011:00 AM

000000001022402712:00 PM

00000100207250351:00 PM

00000000009220312:00 PM

00000000324250343:00 PM

00000000002400424:00 PM

00000000214650725:00 PM

00000200105530616:00 PM

00000000003180217:00 PM

00000000004280328:00 PM

00000000001130149:00 PM

0000000000070710:00 PM

0000000000040411:00 PM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.9

5

0.0

0

0.0

0

5.1

27

1.1

6

10.5

56

82.4

440

0.0

0534Total

%

5



@ 5233

Daily Classification

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/23/2012
Wednesday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

0000000000030312:00 AM

000000000001011:00 AM

000000000000002:00 AM

000000000001013:00 AM

000000000000004:00 AM

000000000003035:00 AM

000000000013046:00 AM

00000000206270357:00 AM

00000000320130188:00 AM

00000000013260309:00 AM

000000003031702310:00 AM

000000000072403111:00 AM

000000004142603512:00 PM

00000000005190241:00 PM

00000100103280332:00 PM

00000000226300403:00 PM

00000000003520554:00 PM

00000100105510585:00 PM

00000000011490516:00 PM

00000000001280297:00 PM

00000000001200218:00 PM

00000000000160169:00 PM

0000000000060610:00 PM

0000000000030311:00 PM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.4

2

0.0

0

0.0

0

3.1

16

1.3

7

9.4

49

85.8

446

0.0

0520Total

%

6



@ 5233

Daily Classification

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/24/2012
Thursday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

0000000000010112:00 AM

000000000000001:00 AM

000000000000002:00 AM

000000000000003:00 AM

000000000000004:00 AM

000000000001015:00 AM

000000000011026:00 AM

00000000003210247:00 AM

00000000226200308:00 AM

00000000106260339:00 AM

0000000020111202510:00 AM

000000003022402911:00 AM

000000001121802212:00 PM

00000000215200281:00 PM

00000000104200252:00 PM

00000000127340443:00 PM

00000000004430474:00 PM

00000000006450515:00 PM

00000100106340426:00 PM

00000000003320357:00 PM

00000000001210228:00 PM

00000000000140149:00 PM

0000000000080810:00 PM

0000000000030311:00 PM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.2

1

0.0

0

0.0

0

2.9

14

1.2

6

13.8

67

81.9

398

0.0

0486Total

%

7



@ 5233

Daily Classification

Minnehaha Blvd
North of 54th St W

:  

Site:  NA
:  
:  

5/25/2012
Friday

>6 Axle
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

<6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axle
Double

5 Axle
Double

<5 Axle
Double

4 Axle
Single

3 Axle
Single

2 Axle 6
TireBuses

2 Axle
Long

Cars &
TrailersBikeTotal

Combined Channels

Interval Start

0000000000050512:00 AM

000000000001011:00 AM

000000000000002:00 AM

000000000000003:00 AM

000000000000004:00 AM

000000000004045:00 AM

000000000006066:00 AM

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

100.0

16

0.0

016Total

%

8



Weekly Volume

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

Interval
Start

Mon
5/14/2012

Tue
5/15/2012

Fri
5/18/2012

Wed
5/16/2012

Thu
5/17/2012

Sat
5/19/2012

Sun
5/20/2012

Mon - Fri
Average Weekly Average

ABEB BAWB BAWBABEB BAWBABEB BAWBABEB BAWBABEB BAWBABEB BAWBABEB BAWBABEB BAWBABEB

12:00 AM - - - - - 4 4 - 4.0- - - - - 3 1 - 2.0

1:00 AM - - - - - 3 2 - 2.5- - - - - 2 0 - 1.0

2:00 AM - - - - - 0 1 - 0.5- - - - - 0 1 - 0.5

3:00 AM - - - - - 1 0 - 0.5- - - - - 0 0 - 0.0

4:00 AM - - - - - 8 1 - 4.5- - - - - 2 0 - 1.0

5:00 AM - - - - - 16 5 - 10.5- - - - - 10 3 - 6.5

6:00 AM - - - - - 31 15 - 23.0- - - - - 33 2 - 17.5

7:00 AM - - - - - 54 32 - 43.0- - - - - 45 7 - 26.0

8:00 AM - - - - - 63 65 - 64.0- - - - - 63 2 - 32.5

9:00 AM - - - - 45 79 75 60.0 72.4- - - - 40 66 3 53.3 39.6

10:00 AM - - - - 80 82 59 80.0 73.7- - - - 53 67 2 53.0 40.7

11:00 AM - - - - 85 83 72 85.0 80.0- - - - 78 82 4 78.0 54.7

12:00 PM - - - - 97 92 67 97.0 85.3- - - - 103 87 8 103.0 66.0

1:00 PM - - - - 66 62 67 66.0 65.0- - - - 92 83 23 92.0 66.0

2:00 PM - - - - 112 61 64 112.0 79.0- - - - 94 64 47 94.0 68.3

3:00 PM - - - - 172 105 61 172.0 112.7- - - - 101 95 50 101.0 82.0

4:00 PM - - - - 237 84 76 237.0 132.3- - - - 113 87 70 113.0 90.0

5:00 PM - - - - 91 73 59 91.0 74.3- - - - 90 81 55 90.0 75.3

6:00 PM - - - - 58 58 44 58.0 53.3- - - - 52 48 27 52.0 42.3

7:00 PM - - - - 54 44 41 54.0 46.3- - - - 45 34 5 45.0 28.0

8:00 PM - - - - 33 31 25 33.0 29.7- - - - 41 23 2 41.0 22.0

9:00 PM - - - - 28 16 11 28.0 18.3- - - - 34 13 0 34.0 15.7

10:00 PM - - - - 22 17 6 22.0 15.0- - - - 21 9 0 21.0 10.0

11:00 PM - - - - 10 10 2 10.0 7.3- - - - 5 6 0 5.0 3.7

12:00 AM -
12:00 PM

Volume

Peak Hours

Totals 0 0 0 0 1190

Factor

1077 854 1205.0 1097.2

0.810.880.760.730.350.820.870.870.760.73--------

56.380.082.085.077587948285--------

10:45 AM11:00 AM10:30 AM11:00 AM7:00 AM9:00 AM10:45 AM10:45 AM10:30 AM11:00 AM--------

Volume

12:00 PM -
12:00 AM

0.940.830.880.810.900.860.720.760.880.81--------

96.0140.0113.0264.07276103110113264--------

3:45 PM3:45 PM3:45 PM3:45 PM3:45 PM4:00 PM3:45 PM3:15 PM3:45 PM3:45 PM--------

Factor

0 0 0 0 962 1003 312 975.3 791.3

Combined 0 0 0 0 2152 2080 1166 2180.3 1888.5

Split (%) -- 55.3---- -- 44.755.3 41.958.126.851.844.7 73.248.2

1



Weekly Volume

54th St W Site:  NA
:  
:  

Interval
Start

Mon
5/21/2012

Tue
5/22/2012

Fri
5/25/2012

Wed
5/23/2012

Thu
5/24/2012

Sat
5/26/2012

Sun
5/27/2012

Mon - Fri
Average Weekly Average

ABEB BAWB BAWBABEB BAWBABEB BAWBABEB BAWBABEB BAWBABEB BAWBABEB BAWBABEB BAWBABEB

12:00 AM 2 3 1 1 2 - - 1.8 1.80 0 2 0 1 - - 0.6 0.6

1:00 AM 0 0 0 1 2 - - 0.6 0.60 0 0 1 0 - - 0.2 0.2

2:00 AM 0 0 0 0 1 - - 0.2 0.20 0 2 1 0 - - 0.6 0.6

3:00 AM 0 1 0 2 0 - - 0.6 0.60 0 0 0 0 - - 0.0 0.0

4:00 AM 10 6 6 4 10 - - 7.2 7.20 0 7 1 0 - - 1.6 1.6

5:00 AM 25 22 31 23 22 - - 24.6 24.60 2 15 6 0 - - 4.6 4.6

6:00 AM 67 77 66 76 48 - - 70.3 70.315 47 67 28 1 - - 33.3 33.3

7:00 AM 98 100 102 107 - - - 101.8 101.868 81 63 46 - - - 64.5 64.5

8:00 AM 87 76 79 64 - - - 76.5 76.565 74 53 43 - - - 58.8 58.8

9:00 AM 65 53 53 62 - - - 58.3 58.356 55 41 22 - - - 43.5 43.5

10:00 AM 67 97 89 79 - - - 83.0 83.079 63 62 41 - - - 61.3 61.3

11:00 AM 65 57 42 61 - - - 56.3 56.3101 94 91 58 - - - 86.0 86.0

12:00 PM 64 88 63 70 - - - 71.3 71.354 52 60 44 - - - 52.5 52.5

1:00 PM 69 66 70 56 - - - 65.3 65.367 82 83 25 - - - 64.3 64.3

2:00 PM 101 103 116 104 - - - 106.0 106.082 94 95 19 - - - 72.5 72.5

3:00 PM 152 164 144 138 - - - 149.5 149.584 99 108 22 - - - 78.3 78.3

4:00 PM 294 243 313 241 - - - 272.8 272.8113 137 121 51 - - - 105.5 105.5

5:00 PM 124 130 153 149 - - - 139.0 139.0112 75 96 41 - - - 81.0 81.0

6:00 PM 64 68 63 68 - - - 65.8 65.895 65 66 14 - - - 60.0 60.0

7:00 PM 43 60 37 48 - - - 47.0 47.046 48 56 4 - - - 38.5 38.5

8:00 PM 25 29 23 26 - - - 25.8 25.818 39 21 3 - - - 20.3 20.3

9:00 PM 5 16 16 6 - - - 10.8 10.813 14 9 0 - - - 9.0 9.0

10:00 PM 5 11 3 3 - - - 5.5 5.53 7 5 0 - - - 3.8 3.8

11:00 PM 2 3 3 3 - - - 2.8 2.80 1 1 0 - - - 0.5 0.5

12:00 AM -
12:00 PM

Volume

Peak Hours

Totals 1434 1473 1473 1392 85

Factor

0 0 1442.3 1442.3

0.740.950.740.95----0.250.520.760.700.840.860.810.830.640.75

89.3108.889.3108.8----1566710791121100100103108

10:45 AM7:15 AM10:45 AM7:15 AM----12:00 AM5:45 AM10:45 AM6:45 AM11:00 AM7:15 AM10:45 AM7:00 AM10:45 AM7:15 AM

Volume

12:00 PM -
12:00 AM

0.920.840.920.84------0.640.850.920.830.900.980.710.77

105.5275.5105.5275.5------54265121317137266140300

4:00 PM4:15 PM4:00 PM4:15 PM------4:45 PM4:15 PM4:00 PM4:15 PM4:00 PM3:45 PM5:15 PM4:15 PM

Factor

1071 1129 1124 470 2 0 0 940.9 940.9

Combined 2505 2602 2597 1862 87 0 0 2383.2 2383.2

Split (%) 74.843.3 97.725.256.742.857.2 43.456.6 39.560.5 39.560.5--2.3 --

2



Traffic Data 

Average Daily 	85th Speed, 
Location 	 Description 	 Year 

Traffic 	 MPH 

1 54th Street West 2012 2353 30.2 

2 54th Street West 2013 2437 26.5 

Crash Data 

Location 	 Severity 	 Year 	 Month 	 Time 

A Injury - Possible Injury 2009 Aug. 1335 

B Property Damage - No Apparent Injury 2009 Feb. 1535 

C Injury - Possible Injury 2011 Dec. 1455 

Property Damage - No Apparent Injury 2010 Nov. 1713 

Property Damage-No Apparent Injury 2010 Nov. 1743 

Property Damage - No Apparent Injury 2009 Jul. 1413 

Property Damage - No Apparent Injury 2008 Dec. 1245 

Injury - Non-incapacitating Injury 2007 Apr. 1226 

Property Damage - No Apparent Injury 2006 Nov. 1945 

Property Damage - No Apparent Injury 2006 Sep. 1739 

Property Damage - No Apparent Injury 2006 Nov. 1945 

Property Damage - No Apparent Injury 2006 Sep. 1739 

Property Damage - No Apparent Injury 2005 May 1326 

Property Damage - No Apparent Injury 2004 Jun. 1020 

Property Damage - No Apparent Injury 2003 Jun. 1017 

Property Damage - No Apparent Injury 2003 May 855 
Property Damage - No Apparent Injury 2002 Aug. 2200 
Property Damage - No Apparent Injury 2001 Sep. 1100 
Property Damage - No Apparent Injury 2001 Feb. 1200 

Engineering Dept 
August, 2013 

54th Street Bridge and Street Improvements 









 

 

APPENDIX H 

Existing Street Lights and Signs 
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APPENDIX I 

54th Street Bridge MnDOT 

Structure Inventory Report 

   



 V2006

Mn/DOT Structure Inventory Report

Date: 10/10/2013Bridge ID: 90640 54 ST over MINNEHAHA CREEK

Agency Br. No.

+  G E N E R A L  +

District Maint. AreaMETRO

County 27 - HENNEPIN

City EDINA

Township

Desc. Loc. 0.2 MI W OF JCT TH 121

Sect., Twp., Range 18 - 028NN - 24W

Latitude

Longitude

44d 54m 19.43s

93d 20m 02.92s

Custodian

Owner

CITY

CITY

Inspection By

BMU Agreement

Year Built

Year Fed Rehab

Year Remodeled

CITY OF EDINA

1935

1948

Temp

Skew

Plan Avail. MUNICIPAL

+  R O A D W A Y  +

+  S T R U C T U R E  +

Bridge Match ID (TIS)

Roadway O/U Key

1

1-ON

Route Sys/Nbr

Roadway Name or Description

54 ST

Roadway Function MAINLINE

Control Section (TH Only)

Ref. Point (TH Only)

Date Opened to Traffic

Detour Length 1 mi.

Lanes 2 Lanes ON Bridge

ADT (YEAR)

Roadway Type 2 WAY TRAF

2,586  (2008)

HCADT

Functional Class. URBAN LOCAL

+  I N S P E C T I O N  +

Deficient Status

Sufficiency Rating

S.D.

40.2

          If Divided            NB-EB     SB-WB

Roadway Width

Vertical Clearance

Service On

Service Under

HWY;PED

STREAM

Main Span Type

Main Span Detail

STEEL BM SPAN

Appr. Span Type

Appr. Span Detail

Last Inspection Date 10-30-2012

Inspection Frequency 12

Inspector Name EDINA

Culvert Type

Barrel Length

Number of Spans

MAIN: 1        APPR: 0        TOTAL: 1

Main Span Length

Structure Length

32.0 ft

36.0 ft

Deck Width 33.5 ft

Deck Material C-I-P CONCRETE

Wear Surf Type BITUMINOUS

Wear Surf Install Year

Wear Course/Fill Depth 0.25 ft

Deck Membrane NONE

Deck Protect. N/A

Deck Install Year

Structure Area

Roadway Area

Sidewalk Width - L/R

Curb Height - L/R

Rail Codes - L/R

1,206 sq ft

1,044 sq ft

3.5 ft

0.50 ft 0.50 ft

35 35 Vertical

Horizontal

Traffic

Posted Load

+  B R I D G E  S I G N S  +

VEHICLE & SEMI

NOT REQUIRED

OBJECT MARKERS

NOT APPLICABLE

+  N B I  C O N D I T I O N  R A T I N G S  +

Deck

Superstructure

Substructure

Channel

Culvert

5

5

6

5

N

+  N B I  A P P R A I S A L  R A T I N G S  +

Structure Evaluation

Deck Geometry

Underclearances

Waterway Adequacy

Approach Alignment

2

4

N

8

7

+  S A F E T Y  F E A T U R E S  +

Bridge Railing

GR Transition

Appr. Guardrail

GR Termini

Drainage  Area

0-SUBSTANDARD

0-SUBSTANDARD

0-SUBSTANDARD

0-SUBSTANDARD

+  R D W Y  D I M E N S I O N S  +

29.0 ft

Max. Vert. Clear.

Horizontal Clear.

Lateral Clr. - Lt/Rt

28.9 ft

Appr. Surface Width

Roadway Width

29.0 ft

Median Width

29.0 ft

MSAS 142

+  M I S C .  B R I D G E  D A T A  +

Structure Flared

Parallel Structure

Field Conn. ID

Cantilever ID

Mn/DOT Permit Codes

Foundations

Abut.

Pier

Year Painted

Painted Area

Primer Type

Finish Type

NO 

NONE

A: N          B:  N          C:  N

CONC - UNKN

+  P A I N T  +

Pct. Unsound 5 %

+  W A T E R W A Y  +

Waterway Opening

Navigation Control

Pier Protection

Nav. Vert./Horz. Clr.

Nav. Vert. Lift Bridge Clear.

MN Scour Code

Scour Evaluation Year

160 sq ft

NO PRMT REQD

NOT APPL

I-LOW RISK

2006

Design Load

Operating Rating

Inventory Rating

Posting

Rating Date

UNKN

HS 9.70 

HS 5.80 

+  C A P A C I T Y  R A T I N G S  +

+  I N  D E P T H  I N S P .  +

Frac. Critical

Underwater

Pinned Asbly.

Spec. Feat.

VEH:  13  SEMI:  22  DBL:  22

11-27-2006

Structure P-LOAD POSTED

Historic Status

On - Off  System OFF

NOT ELIGIBLE
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Short Elliott Hendrickson Inc., 3535 Vadnais Center Drive, St. Paul, MN 55110-5196 
SEH is an equal opportunity employer   |   www.sehinc.com   |   651.490.2000   |   800.325.2055   |   888.908.8166 fax 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Toby Muse, PE 
 SEH 
 
FROM: Michael McCurdy, PE 
 
DATE: November 22, 2013 
 
RE: City of Edina - 54th Street Roadway Reconstruction Improvement No. BA-416 - 

Parking Survey  
 SEH No. EDINA 124747   
 
The City of Edina asked Short Elliott Hendrickson Inc. (SEH) to perform a traffic parking survey in the 
54th Street Reconstruction Project area to identify existing on-street parking demand along 54th Street.  
The parking survey was conducted by SEH along 54th Street from Minnehaha Boulevard to France 
Avenue in October 2013.  The residential segment of 54th Street west of Minnehaha Boulevard to 
Wooddale Avenue was not surveyed because on-street parking demand is low in this segment due to 
homes having driveway and garage access along 54th Street.   
 
The parking occupancy survey was performed from Monday, October 7, 2013 to Sunday, October 13, 
2013 during the following time periods: 
 

 Monday:                  6:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m. 

 Tuesday – Friday:   12:00 p.m. – 1:00 p.m. & 6:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m. 

 Sunday:                   9:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. 
 

These time periods were selected to capture the parking demand during midday, evening, and Sunday 
church service peak parking periods.  Parking observations were made every 15 minutes within the above 
time periods.   
 
The parking occupancy survey was performed along 54th Street in two separate sections; the first section 
was from Minnehaha Boulevard to Halifax Lane and the second was from Halifax Lane to France 
Avenue.  Separate parking observations were made for the north and south side of 54th Street within each 
section.  Parking occupancy was also surveyed within the Edina Community Lutheran Church (ECLC) 
parking lot to determine the utilization of the lot during these time periods.   
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The three parking areas surveyed are shown in yellow in Figure 1 below: 

 
 
Within Section 1, there is a no parking zone signed on the south side of 54th Street from the Edina 
Community Lutheran Church parking lot entrance to a point approximately 20 feet west.  There is also a 
43-foot, 15-minute parking zone signed directly in front of the Edina Community Lutheran Church on the 
south side of 54th Street.  The 15-minute parking zone was not considered as available on-street parking 
for purpose of this survey.   
 
There are signed Metro Transit bus stops on the north and south side of 54th Street at Halifax Avenue S.  
Field observations showed that vehicles are parking right up to the bus stop signs during the Sunday 
church period.  Therefore, it was assumed for this survey that there is available parking at and in advance 
of the signed bus stop locations.   
 
Within Section 2, there is a 30-foot, 1-hour parking zone signed directly in front of the Picket Fence 
Needlepoint business building.  This parking zone was considered as available on-street parking for 
purposes of this survey.     
 
Based on these parking restrictions and a typical on-street parking space length of 21 feet, the parking 
capacity for each of these sections was determined as follows: 
 

 Section 1:        62 total spaces (north side – 34 spaces, south side – 28 spaces) 

 Section 2:        19 total spaces (north side – 8 spaces, south side – 11 spaces) 

 ECLC Parking Lot : 39 total spaces (actual striped spaces) 

There are 38 standard striped parking spaces in the ECLC parking lot.  There is also a parking space sized 
striped box behind and adjacent to the ECLC.  The space is not crosshatch striped or signed to keep 
vehicles out of that space, so we assumed it was an available parking space for purpose of this survey, 
making 39 total available spaces in the ECLC parking lot. 
 

Figure 1:  54th Street Parking Survey Areas
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Summaries of the parking occupancy survey are shown on the attached Tables A1-A8.   
 
As shown on Table A1, during the week midday period, Section 1 was 2% occupied, Section 2 was 24% 
occupied, and the ECLC parking lot was 16% full, on average.   The peak occupancy during this time 
period occurred on Wednesday, when the north side of Section 2 was 38% occupied and the south side 
was 55% occupied.  Additional observations taken within Section 2 in the Corset Styling & Fashion 
Boutique parking lot at the corner of 54th Street and France Avenue showed the lot was approximately 
33% full on average for the week during this time period.  The peak occupancy in the ECLC parking lot 
occurred on Monday, when the lot was 21% full. 
 
During the weeknight 6:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m. period, Section 1 was 8% occupied, Section 2 was 1% 
occupied, and the ECLC parking lot was 16% full, on average.  The peak occupancy during this time 
period occurred on Wednesday, from 7:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m., when the north side of Section 1 was 32% 
occupied and the south side was 35% occupied.  It was observed that the parking peaked from 7:45 p.m. 
to 8:00 p.m., when parents picked up their children on both sides of the street in front of the ECLC.  
These vehicles were parked for a short period of time.  The ECLC parking lot was 18% full during this 
“pick-up” period.  The peak occupancy in the ECLC parking lot occurred on Monday night from 
approximately 6:45 p.m. to 7:45 pm., when the lot was 32% full.   
 
As shown on Table A2, the peak occupancy during the Sunday church period occurred between 11:00 
a.m. and 12:00 p.m., when the north side of Section 1 was 82% occupied, the south side of Section 1 was 
79% occupied, and the ECLC parking lot was 92% full.  Parked vehicles were also observed during this 
peak time period on the northbound side of Halifax Avenue S. for half the length of the street and within 
the three-vehicle parking bay on the south side of 54th Street, west of the Minnehaha Creek Bridge.  There 
were no vehicles parked in Section 2 during this time period. 
 
It was also observed that the Calvary Christian Reformed Church parking lot was 70% full on Sunday at 
its peak with only two vehicles parking in the smaller south lot near 54th Street. 
 
In summary, parking on both sides of 54th Street is not utilized more than 35% during the week, with the 
exception of Sunday mornings during ECLC services.  Peak parking occupancy occurred on Sunday 
between 11:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m., when the area of 54th Street near the ECLC was approximately 80% 
occupied, the ECLC parking lot was 92% full, and vehicles are parked halfway down Halifax Avenue S. 
and west of the Minnehaha Creek Bridge.   
 
The survey showed that there is off-street parking available in this area during the week.  The ECLC 
parking lot was not utilized more than 21% during the week, and the Corset Styling & Fashion Boutique 
parking lot was on average 50% full during week midday and 16% during weeknights.   
 
Based on the results of this parking survey, it appears that there is enough parking capacity during the 
week to limit parking on one side of 54th Street in project area. In addition, temporary parking on the 
north side of 54th Street between Minnehaha Boulevard and Halifax Avenue can be provided to support 
Sunday parking needs for the ECLC. 
 
 
Attachments: Tables A1- A8 
c: Chad Millner, City of Edina  
 Mark Nolan, City of Edina 
s:\ae\e\edina\common\54th street memo & data\54th street parking survey memo_112213.docx 



Peak Occupancy Average Occupancy Peak Occupancy Average Occupancy Peak Occupancy Average Occupancy

12:00 pm ‐1:00 pm 1 3% 0.3 1% 3 38% 1.8 22% 8 21% 6.3 16%
6:00 pm ‐ 7:00 pm 7 21% 2.4 7% 1 13% 0.2 3% 12 31% 6.2 16%
7:00 pm ‐ 8:00 pm 11 32% 3.2 9% 1 13% 0.2 3% 11 28% 5.8 15%

Peak Occupancy Average Occupancy Peak Occupancy Average Occupancy Peak Occupancy Average Occupancy

12:00 pm ‐1:00 pm 5 18% 1.3 4% 6 55% 2.8 25%
6:00 pm ‐ 7:00 pm 4 12% 1.4 4% 0 0% 0.0 0%
7:00 pm ‐ 8:00 pm 12 35% 3.2 9% 0 0% 0.0 0%

Peak Occupancy Average Occupancy Peak Occupancy Average Occupancy Peak Occupancy Average Occupancy

12:00 pm ‐1:00 pm 1.5 2% 4.5 24% 8 21% 6.3 16%
6:00 pm ‐ 8:00 pm 5.1 8% 0.2 1% 12 31% 6.0 16%

Table A1

54th Street Parking Survey

Weekday Parking Demand Summary

Section 1 Section 2

Section 1 Edina Church Parking LotSection 2

Section 1 Section 2 Edina Church Parking Lot

Edina Church Parking Lot

North

South

Total

S:\AE\E\Edina\Common\54th Street Memo & Data\54th Street Parking Data.xlsx 10/14/2013



Peak Occupancy Peak Occupancy Peak Occupancy

9:00 am ‐ 10:00 am 23 68% 0 0% 34 87%
10:00 am ‐ 11:00 am 28 82% 0 0% 36 92%
11:00 am ‐ 12:00 pm 28 82% 0 0% 36 92%

Peak Occupancy Peak Occupancy Peak Occupancy

9:00 am ‐ 10:00 am 17 61% 0 0%
10:00 am ‐ 11:00 am 20 71% 0 0%
11:00 am ‐ 12:00 pm 22 79% 0 0%

Table A2

Sunday Parking Demand Summary

54th Street Parking Survey

North

South
Edina Church Parking Lot

Section 1 Edina Church Parking Lot

Section 1 Section 2

Section 2

S:\AE\E\Edina\Common\54th Street Memo & Data\54th Street Parking Data.xlsx 10/14/2013



Total Spaces 34

Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Peak Occupancy Average Occupancy

12:00 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
12:15 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
12:30 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 1 3% 0 1%
12:45 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 1 3% 0 1%

6:00 PM 0 0% 0 0% 4 12% 0 0% 0 0% 4 12% 1 2%
6:15 PM 0 0% 0 0% 4 12% 0 0% 0 0% 4 12% 1 2%
6:30 PM 0 0% 0 0% 5 15% 1 3% 0 0% 5 15% 1 4%
6:45 PM 4 12% 0 0% 7 21% 1 3% 0 0% 7 21% 2 7%
7:00 PM 4 12% 0 0% 7 21% 1 3% 0 0% 7 21% 2 7%
7:15 PM 4 12% 0 0% 7 21% 1 3% 0 0% 7 21% 2 7%
7:30 PM 4 12% 0 0% 9 26% 1 3% 0 0% 9 26% 3 8%
7:45 PM 4 12% 0 0% 11 32% 1 3% 0 0% 11 32% 3 9%

Total Spaces 28

Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Peak Occupancy Average Occupancy

12:00 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 11% 3 11% 1 3%
12:15 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 11% 3 11% 1 3%
12:30 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 18% 5 18% 1 4%
12:45 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 18% 5 18% 1 4%

6:00 PM 0 0% 0 0% 4 12% 0 0% 0 0% 4 12% 1 2%
6:15 PM 0 0% 0 0% 4 12% 0 0% 0 0% 4 12% 1 2%
6:30 PM 1 4% 0 0% 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 0 1%
6:45 PM 4 14% 0 0% 3 9% 0 0% 0 0% 4 12% 1 4%
7:00 PM 4 14% 0 0% 6 18% 0 0% 0 0% 6 18% 2 6%
7:15 PM 4 14% 0 0% 7 21% 0 0% 0 0% 7 21% 2 6%
7:30 PM 4 14% 0 0% 8 24% 0 0% 0 0% 8 24% 2 7%
7:45 PM 4 14% 0 0% 12 35% 0 0% 0 0% 12 35% 3 9%

Weekday Summary

54th Street Parking Survey

Table A3

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Weekday Summary

North Side ‐ Minnehaha Boulevard to Halifax Lane

South Side ‐ Minnehaha Boulevard to Halifax Lane

Section 1 Detailed Weekday Mid‐day & Evening 15‐Minute Interval Parking Demand Summary

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday

S:\AE\E\Edina\Common\54th Street Memo & Data\54th Street Parking Data.xlsx 10/14/2013



Total Spaces 8

Thursday Friday
Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Peak Occupancy Average Occupancy

12:00 PM 1 13% 2 25% 1 13% 2 25% 2 25% 2 19%
12:15 PM 1 13% 2 25% 2 25% 2 25% 2 25% 2 22%
12:30 PM 0 0% 3 38% 2 25% 1 13% 3 38% 2 19%
12:45 PM 0 0% 3 38% 1 13% 1 13% 3 38% 1 16%

6:00 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 13% 0 0% 1 13% 0 3%
6:15 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 13% 0 0% 1 13% 0 3%
6:30 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 13% 0 0% 1 13% 0 3%
6:45 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 13% 0 0% 1 13% 0 3%
7:00 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 13% 0 0% 1 13% 0 3%
7:15 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 13% 0 0% 1 13% 0 3%
7:30 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 13% 0 0% 1 13% 0 3%
7:45 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 13% 0 0% 1 13% 0 3%

Total Spaces 11

Wednesday Thursday
Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Peak Occupancy Average Occupancy

12:00 PM 2 18% 6 55% 1 9% 2 18% 6 55% 3 25%
12:15 PM 2 18% 6 55% 1 9% 2 18% 6 55% 3 25%
12:30 PM 2 18% 6 55% 1 9% 2 18% 6 55% 3 25%
12:45 PM 0 0% 5 45% 2 18% 2 18% 5 45% 2 20%

6:00 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
6:15 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
6:30 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
6:45 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
7:00 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
7:15 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
7:30 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
7:45 PM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

North Side ‐ Halifax Lane to France Avenue

Table A4

54th Street Parking Survey

Section 2 Detailed Weekday Mid‐day & Evening 15‐Minute Interval Parking Demand Summary

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Weekday Summary

Monday Tuesday Weekday Summary

South Side ‐ Halifax Lane to France Avenue

Friday

S:\AE\E\Edina\Common\54th Street Memo & Data\54th Street Parking Data.xlsx 10/14/2013



Edina Community Lutheran Church Parking Lot

Total Spaces 39

Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Peak Occupancy Average Occupancy

12:00 PM 8 21% 5 13% 5 13% 7 18% 8 21% 6 16%
12:15 PM 8 21% 5 13% 5 13% 7 18% 8 21% 6 16%
12:30 PM 7 18% 5 13% 4 10% 7 18% 7 18% 6 15%
12:45 PM 7 18% 5 13% 4 10% 6 15% 7 18% 6 14%

6:00 PM 1 3% 12 31% 4 10% 3 8% 1 3% 12 31% 4 11%
6:15 PM 1 3% 12 31% 4 10% 5 13% 1 3% 12 31% 5 12%
6:30 PM 3 8% 9 23% 2 5% 5 13% 1 3% 9 23% 4 10%
6:45 PM 12 31% 10 26% 3 8% 6 15% 0 0% 12 31% 6 16%
7:00 PM 11 28% 9 23% 3 8% 6 15% 0 0% 11 28% 6 15%
7:15 PM 11 28% 2 5% 3 8% 6 15% 0 0% 11 28% 4 11%
7:30 PM 9 23% 1 3% 5 13% 3 8% 0 0% 9 23% 4 9%
7:45 PM 9 23% 1 3% 7 18% 3 8% 0 0% 9 23% 4 10%

Table A5

54th Street Parking Survey

Edina Community Lutheran Church Parking Lot Detailed Weekday Mid‐day & Evening 15‐Minute Interval Parking Demand Summary

Weekday SummaryMonday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday

S:\AE\E\Edina\Common\54th Street Memo & Data\54th Street Parking Data.xlsx 10/14/2013



Spaces 10 Spaces 14 Spaces 10 Spaces 34
North Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy

9:00 AM 6 60% 12 86% 0 0% 18 53%
9:15 AM 5 50% 8 57% 1 10% 14 41%
9:30 AM 5 50% 13 93% 3 30% 21 62%
9:45 AM 6 60% 13 93% 4 40% 23 68%
10:00 AM 6 60% 9 64% 4 40% 19 56%
10:15 AM 7 70% 10 71% 4 40% 21 62%
10:30 AM 8 80% 14 100% 4 40% 26 76%
10:45 AM 8 80% 13 93% 7 70% 28 82%
11:00 AM 9 90% 12 86% 7 70% 28 82%
11:15 AM 9 90% 11 79% 7 70% 27 79%
11:30 AM 8 80% 13 93% 6 60% 27 79%
11:45 AM 8 80% 13 93% 6 60% 27 79%

Spaces 9 Spaces 12 Spaces 7 Spaces 28

South Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy
9:00 AM 6 67% 7 58% 2 29% 15 54%
9:15 AM 6 67% 6 50% 3 43% 15 54%
9:30 AM 8 89% 7 58% 0 0% 15 54%
9:45 AM 9 100% 8 67% 0 0% 17 61%
10:00 AM 8 89% 8 67% 0 0% 16 57%
10:15 AM 8 89% 8 67% 0 0% 16 57%
10:30 AM 9 100% 9 75% 0 0% 18 64%
10:45 AM 9 100% 7 58% 4 57% 20 71%
11:00 AM 8 89% 7 58% 4 57% 19 68%
11:15 AM 8 89% 8 67% 4 57% 20 71%
11:30 AM 8 89% 9 75% 4 57% 21 75%
11:45 AM 8 89% 10 83% 4 57% 22 79%

Minnehaha Blvd to Halifax Ln

Minnehaha Blvd to Halifax Ln

Minnehaha Blvd to Church DW Church DW to Halifax Ave S Halifax Ave S to Halifax Ln
TOTAL

54th Street Parking Survey

Table A6

Section 1 Detailed Sunday 15‐Minute Interval Parking Demand Summary

Minnehaha Blvd to Church DW Church DW to Halifax Ave S Halifax Ave S to Halifax Ln
TOTAL
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Spaces 6 Spaces 2 Spaces 8
North Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy

9:00 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
9:15 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
9:30 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
9:45 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
10:00 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
10:15 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
10:30 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
10:45 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
11:00 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
11:15 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
11:30 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
11:45 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Spaces 9 Spaces 2 Spaces 11
South Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy Parked Occupancy

9:00 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
9:15 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
9:30 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
9:45 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
10:00 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
10:15 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
10:30 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
10:45 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
11:00 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
11:15 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
11:30 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
11:45 AM 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Halifax Lane to France Avenue

Table A7

54th Street Parking Survey

Section 2 Detailed Sunday 15‐Minute Interval Parking Demand Summary

Halifax Lane to France Avenue
TOTAL

TOTAL

Halifax Lane to Needlepoint Driveway Business DW to France Avenue

Halifax Lane to Needlepoint Driveway Business DW to France Avenue
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Spaces 39
Parked Occupancy

9:00 AM 26 67%
9:15 AM 22 56%
9:30 AM 34 87%
9:45 AM 34 87%

10:00 AM 34 87%
10:15 AM 35 90%
10:30 AM 35 90%
10:45 AM 36 92%
11:00 AM 36 92%
11:15 AM 36 92%
11:30 AM 36 92%
11:45 AM 36 92%

Edina Community Lutheran Church Parking Lot Detailed Sunday 15 minute Interval Parking Demand Summary

54th Street Parking Survey

Table A8

Edina Community Lutheran Church Parking Lot
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City of Edina  •  4801 W. 50th St.  •  Edina, MN 55424 City of Edina  •  4801 W. 50th St.  •  Edina, MN 55424 

City Council VIII. A. 

Karen M. Kurt 

Assistant City Manager 

☒  

☐ 

☐ August 20, 2013 

Approve Living Streets Policy 

Approve Living Streets Policy 

Information / Background: 

In May 201l, the City Council adopted a resolution in support of Living Streets and directed the Edina 

Transportation Commission to work with staff to develop a Living Streets Policy. Key steps in the 

development of the policy are outlined below: 

 ETC formed a Living Streets Working Group. Members Paul Nelson, Jennifer Janovy and Michael 

Thompson played a critical role in policy development.    

 The City received a $15,000 grant from the Bloomington Health Department. These funds were 

used to hire a consultant to review current city policies and to provide a framework for moving 

forward. 

 Blue Cross and Blue Shield sponsored a workshop on February 15, 2012 led by representatives 

from the National Complete Streets Coalition. Key community stakeholders attended and 

participated in a brainstorming session about Edina’s vision for future streets. 

 The ETC Working Group and staff prepared a draft Living Streets Policy which was reviewed with 

the Transportation Commission, Planning Commission, Human Rights and Relations Commission, 

Park Board, Energy and Environment Commission and Bike Edina Task Force. Feedback is collected 

for incorporation into the Living Streets Policy and future Living Streets Plan. 

 The Living Streets Policy draft is reviewed during a joint work session with ETC and City Council. 

Upon policy adoption, Mark Nolan, Transportation Planner, will begin working with internal and external 

advisory groups to draft content for the Living Streets Plan. The Living Streets Plan will address how the 

Policy will be implemented by providing more detailed information on street design, traffic calming, bike 

facilities, landscaping and lighting, as well best practices for community engagement during the design 

process.  
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Confirmed members of the external advisory group are: 

 Arnie Bigbee, Human Rights and Relations Commission 

 Claudia Carr, Planning Commission 

 Jennifer Janovy, Transportation Commission 

 Ellen Jones, Park Board 

 Bill McCabe, Arts and Culture Commission 

 Paul Nelson, Transportation Commission 

 Paul Thompson, Energy and Environment Commission 

 Courtney Whited, Transportation Commission 

Staff is waiting for confirmation from additional representatives from the Planning Commission, Energy and 

Environment Commission and Community Health Committee. Additional community expertise will be 

sought as needed throughout the process. 

Members of the internal advisory team are: 

 Ross Bintner, Environmental Engineer 

 Jeff Elasky, Police Lieutenant  

 Susan Faus, Assistant Parks and Recreation Director 

 Cindy Larson, Redevelopment Coordinator 

 Chad Millner, Assistant City Engineer 

 Bob Pestrud, Parks Foreman 

 John Scheerer, Street Supervisor 

 Jeff Siems, Fire Marshal 

Additional staff expertise will be sought as needed throughout the process.  Staff is also in the process of 

securing a $5,000 grant from Bloomington Public Health that will be used to develop a community education 

and outreach plan for Living Streets.  

 

Attachments: 

Proposed Living Streets Policy 
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Living Streets Policy  

 

Introduction 
 
Living streets balance the needs of motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians and transit riders in ways that promote 
safety and convenience, enhance community identity, create economic vitality, improve environmental 
sustainability, and provide meaningful opportunities for active living and better health. The Living Streets Policy 
defines Edina’s vision for Living Streets and the principles and plans that will guide implementation.   
 
The Living Street Policy ties directly to key community goals outlined in the City’s 2008 Comprehensive Plan. 
Those goals include safe walking, bicycling and driving, reduced storm water runoff, reduced energy 
consumption, and promoting health. The Living Streets Policy also compliments voluntary City initiatives such the 
“do.town” effort related to community health,  and the Tree City USA and the Green Step Cities programs related 
to sustainability. In other cases, the Living Street Policy will assist the City in meeting mandatory requirements set 
by other agencies. For example, the Living Streets Policy will support the City’s Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan which addresses mandates established under the Clean Water Act. 
 
The Living Streets Policy provides the framework for a Living Streets Plan. The Living Streets Plan will address how 
the Policy will be implemented by providing more detailed information on street design, traffic calming, bike 
facilities, landscaping and lighting, as well as best practices for community engagement during the design 
process. Lastly, existing and future supporting plans such as the Bicycle Plan, Active Routes to Schools, Sidewalk 
Priority Plan and the Capital Improvement Plan will help to identify which projects are priorities with respect to 
this Policy.   
 

Living Streets Vision  

Edina is a place where... 
 Transportation utilizing all modes is equally safe and accessible; 
 Residents and families regularly choose to walk or bike; 

 Streets enhance neighborhood character and community identity; 

 Streets are inviting places that encourage human interaction and physical activity; 

 Public policy strives to promote sustainability through balanced infrastructure investments; 

 Environmental stewardship and reduced energy consumption are pursued in public and 

private sectors alike; and 

 Streets support vibrant commerce and add to the value of adjacent land uses. 

 
 
Living Streets Principles 

 

The following principles will guide implementation of the Living Streets Policy.  The City will incorporate 

these principles when planning for and designing the local transportation network and when making 

public and private land use decisions. 
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All Users and All Modes 

The City will plan, design, and build high quality transportation facilities that meet the needs of 

the most vulnerable users (pedestrians, cyclists, children, elderly, and disabled) while enhancing 

safety and convenience for all users, and providing access and mobility for all modes.  

 
Connectivity 

 The City will design, operate, and maintain a transportation system that provides a highly 

connected network of streets that accommodate all modes of travel. 

 The City will seek opportunities to overcome barriers to active transportation. This includes 

preserving and repurposing existing rights-of-way, and adding new rights-of-way to enhance 

connectivity for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit. 

 The City will prioritize non-motorized improvements to key destinations such as public 

facilities, public transit, the regional transportation network and commercial areas. 

 The City will require new developments to provide interconnected street and sidewalk 

networks that connect to existing or planned streets or sidewalks on the perimeter of the 

development. 

 Projects will include consideration of the logical termini by mode. For example, the logical 

termini for a bike lane or sidewalk may extend beyond the traditional limits of a street 

construction or reconstruction project, in order to ensure multimodal connectivity and 

continuity. 

 

 Application 

 The City will apply this Living Streets Policy to all street projects including those involving 

operations, maintenance, new construction, reconstruction, retrofits, repaving, rehabilitation, 

or changes in the allocation of pavement space on an existing roadway. This also includes 

privately built roads, sidewalks, paths and trails. 

 The City will act as an advocate for Living Street principles when a local transportation or land 

use decision is under the jurisdiction of another agency.  

 Living Streets may be achieved through single projects or incrementally through a series of 

smaller improvements or maintenance activities over time. 

 The City will draw on all sources of transportation funding to implement this Policy and 

actively pursue grants, cost sharing opportunities and other new or special funding sources 

as applicable. 

 All City departments will support the vision and principles outlined in the Policy in their 

work. 
 

Exceptions 
Living Streets principles will be included in all street construction, reconstruction, repaving, and 
rehabilitation projects, except under one or more of the conditions listed below. City staff will document 
proposed exceptions as part of the project proposal.  
 
Exceptions: 
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 A project involves only ordinary maintenance activities designed to keep assets in serviceable 

condition, such as mowing, cleaning, sweeping, spot repair, concrete joint repair, or pothole 

filling, or when interim measures are implemented on a temporary detour. Such maintenance 

activities, however, shall consider and meet the needs of bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 The City exempts a project due to an excessively disproportionate cost of establishing a 

bikeway, walkway, or transit enhancement as part of a project. 

 The City determines that the construction is not practically feasible or cost effective because of 

significant or adverse environmental impacts to waterways, flood plains, remnants or native 

vegetation, wetlands, or other critical areas. 

 

Design 

The City will develop and adopt guidelines as part of the Living Streets Plan to direct the planning, 

funding, design, construction, operation, and maintenance of new and modified streets, sidewalks, 

paths and trails. The guidelines will allow for context-sensitive designs.   

 

The City’s design guidelines will: 

 Keep street pavement widths to the minimum necessary. 

 Provide well-designed pedestrian accommodation in the form of sidewalks or shared-use 

pathways on all arterial and collector streets and on local connector streets as determined by 

context. Sidewalks shall also be required where streets abut a public school, public building, 

community playfield or neighborhood park. Termini will be determined by context. 

 Provide frequent, convenient and safe street crossings. These may be at intersections designed 

to be pedestrian friendly, or at mid-block locations where needed and appropriate. 

 Provide bicycle accommodation on all primary bike routes. 

 Allocate right-of-way for boulevards. 

 Allocate right-of-way for parking only when necessary and not in conflict with Living Streets 

principles. 

 Consider streets as part of our natural ecosystem and incorporate landscaping, trees, rain 

gardens and other features to improve air and water quality. 

 

The design guidelines in the Living Streets Plan will be incorporated into other City plans, manuals, 

rules, regulations, and programs as appropriate. As new and better practices evolve, the City will 

update the Living Streets Plan. 

 
Context  Sensitivity 

Although many streets look more or less the same, every street is a unique combination of its 

neighborhood, adjacent land uses, natural features, street design, users, and modes. To accommodate 

these differences, the City will: 

 Seek input from stakeholders; 

 Design streets with a strong sense of place; 

 Be mindful of preserving and protecting natural features, such as waterways, trees, slopes, and 

ravines; 

 Be mindful of existing land uses and neighborhood character; and 
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 Coordinate with business and property owners along commercial corridors to develop vibrant 

commercial districts. 

 
 
Benchmarks and Performance Measures  
 

The City will monitor and measure its performance relative to this Policy. Benchmarks demonstrating 

success include: 

 Every street and neighborhood is a comfortable place for walking and bicycling; 

 Every child can walk or bike to school or a park safely; 

 Seniors, children, and disabled people can cross all streets safely and comfortably; 

 An active way of life is available to all; 

 There are zero traffic fatalities or serious injuries; 

 No unfiltered street water flows into local waterways; storm water volume is reduced; and 

 Retail streets stay or become popular regional destinations. 

 

The City will draw on the following data to measure performance. Additional performance measures may 

be identified as this Policy is implemented.   

 Number of crashes or transportation-related injuries reported to the Police Department.  

 Number and type of traffic safety complaints or requests. 

 Resident responses to transportation related questions in resident surveys. 

 Resident responses to post-project surveys.    

 The number of trips by walking, bicycling and transit (if applicable) as measured before and 

after the project. 

 Envision ratings from the Institute for Sustainable Infrastructure.  
 Speed statistics of vehicles on local streets.  

 
 

Implementation 
 

The goal of this Policy is to define and guide the implementation of Living Streets principles.  Several 

steps still need to be taken to reach this goal. The first step will be to develop a Living Streets Plan to 

guide the implementation of the Policy. The Plan will: 

 Identify and implement standards or guidelines for street and intersection design, universal 

pedestrian access, transit accommodations, and pedestrian crossings; 

 Identify and implement standards or guidelines for streetscape ecosystems, including 

street water management, urban forestry, street furniture, and utilities; 

 Identify regulatory demands and their relationship to this Policy (ADA/PROWAG, MPCA, 

MNMUTCD, MnDOT state aid, watershed districts); 

 Define the process by which residents participate in street design and request Living Streets 

improvements; and 

 Define standards for bicycle and pedestrian connectivity to ensure access to key public, private 

and regional destinations. 
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Additional implementation steps include: 

 Communicate this Policy to residents and other stakeholders; educate and engage on an 

ongoing basis; 

 Update City ordinances, engineering standards, policies and guidelines to agree with this 

Policy; 

  Inventory building and zoning codes to bring these into agreement with Living Streets 

principles as established by this Policy; 

 Update and document maintenance policies and practices to support Policy goals; 

 Update and document enforcement policies and practices to ensure safe streets for all modes; 

 Incorporate Living Streets concepts in the next circulation of the City’s general plans 

(Comprehensive Plan, Bicycle Plan, Active Routes to School Plan, etc.); 

 Incorporate Living Streets as a criteria when evaluating transportation priorities in the Capital 

Improvement Plan (CIP);  

 Review and update funding policies to ensure funding sources for Living Streets projects; and 

 Coordinate with partner jurisdictions to achieve goals in this Policy. 
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Executive Summary 
Staff and its consultant used ENVISION™ to help analyze the 54th Street project. ENVISION™ is a rating 
system for infrastructure developed in joint collaboration between the Zofnass Program for Sustainable 
Infrastructure at the Harvard Graduate School of Design and the Institute for Sustainable Infrastructure1 

ENVISION™ was created to support transformational, collaborative approaches that promote sustainable 
infrastructure development using a comprehensive, triple bottom line approach toward decision-making. It is 
intended to foster a necessary and dramatic improvement in the performance and resiliency of physical 
infrastructure across the full economic, social, and environmental dimensions of sustainability. 

The rating system includes a total of 60 credits organized into five categories: 

 Quality of Life: Goal is to improve the project’s impact on the surrounding community 

 Leadership: Goal is to strengthen collaboration, stakeholder involvement, and long-term planning 
considerations 

 Resource Allocation: Goal is to wisely manage materials, energy, and water resources used for project 

 Natural World: Goal is to understand and minimize negative environmental impacts of project 

 Climate and Risk: Goal is to minimize emissions and design for resilience - in both the short-term and long-
term 

Within each credit, points are earned based on level of achievement obtained, with five levels of achievement 
ranging from “improved” to “enhanced” to “superior” to “conserving” to “restorative.” 

The project was evaluated based on a set of 52 ENVISION™ credits which were determined to be most 
relevant to the 54th Street Reconstruction and Arden Park Stormwater Management Plan.  

The ENVISION™ evaluation was conducted at three stages during the planning process. During the first stage, 
the project team identified ENVISION™ credits deemed most relevant to the critical issues identified through 
stakeholder engagement including intercept surveys and door knocking.  

During the second stage the project team used ENVISION™ to evaluate the alternative design scenarios for 
each of the three project sections (West End, Middle Section, and East End). Results of this evaluation were 
presented at the September 30th final scenario workshop and are provided in the Appendix. 

Finally, ENVISION™ was used by the project team to evaluate the preferred design alternative which is being 
presented as part of this report. Results of this evaluation are summarized in the figure below and in the 
Appendix. 

Overall, the preferred alternative scored 264 points out of a possible 687 points. It should be noted that the 
scores will increase substantially if the project moves from the feasibility phase to the detailed design and 

                                                            
1 The Institute for Sustainable Infrastructure is a not for profit education and research organization founded by 
the American Public Works Association, the American Society of Civil Engineers, and the American Council of 
Engineering Companies 
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construction phases. At this stage of the project there was no basis to assign points to a large number of the 
credits available because decisions related to those credits have not yet been made.  

As can be seen in the point summary, the project scored relatively high in the Quality of Life and Leadership 
categories in particular. This reflects a number of factors including a very thorough stakeholder engagement 
program, a holistic planning approach that pro-actively considered infrastructure integration opportunities, and 
the extensive efforts to design the project in a manner that will preserve community quality of life, promote 
alternative transportation modes, and preserve cultural and natural resources. 

 

Figure 1 Total ENVISION Credit Scores 

QL=Quality of Life; LD=Leadership; RA=Resource Allocation; NW=Natural World; CR=Climate & Risk 
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Introduction 

Project Background  
The City of Edina is working hard to protect the environment for future generations – through programs and 
initiatives such as “Go Green Edina,” the adoption of their “Living Streets” Policy, the “Emerald Energy 
Program” and participation in Minnesota’s “Green Step Cities” program. 

The reconstruction of 54th Street provides another opportunity for Edina to lead the way - by ensuring the 
project is designed and built in a manner that maximizes the social, economic, and environmental benefits of 
the project. To do so, the City is using ENVISION™ - a sustainable infrastructure rating system designed by 
the Institute for Sustainable Infrastructure2.  

The City has included sustainability evaluations in prior planning studies, and has used the three E’s 
framework which provides an analysis of how a project performs in terms of Equity, Environment, and the 
Economy. The ENVISION™ analysis in this report is intended to provide the City with another option for 
conducting future sustainability evaluations on a wide range of project types.  

Purpose of this Report 
The purpose of this report is to summarize the results of applying the ENVISION™ rating system to the 54th 
Street Reconstruction and Arden Park Area Stormwater Management Plan. The report includes an overview of 
how ENVISON™ was used at different stages throughout the project along with illustrative examples. It 
includes a more detailed summary of the final results of applying ENVISION™ to the preferred alternative. 

The ENVISION™ Rating System 
This unique new framework unites over 900 sector specific systems into a comprehensive tool to evaluate and 
rate the community, environmental, and economic benefits of infrastructure projects. It was developed jointly 
by APWA, ACEC, and ASCE in partnership with Harvard University’s Zofnass Program for Sustainable 
Infrastructure.  

ENVISION™ was created to support transformational, collaborative approaches that promote sustainable 
infrastructure development using a comprehensive, triple bottom line approach toward decision-making. It is 
intended to foster a necessary and dramatic improvement in the performance and resiliency of physical 
infrastructure across the full economic, social, and environmental dimensions of sustainability. 

The rating system includes a total of 60 credits organized into five categories: Quality of Life, Leadership, 
Resource Allocation, Natural World, and Climate and Risk (Figure 2).  Quality of Life credits are intended to 
improve the project’s impact on the surrounding community. Leadership credits are design to strengthen 
collaboration, stakeholder involvement, and long-term planning considerations. Resource Allocation credits are 
intended to promote the wise use of materials, energy, and water resources.  Climate and Risk credits 
encourage projects that minimize emissions and design for resiliency.  

 

                                                            
2 The Institute for Sustainable Infrastructure (ISI) is a non‐profit established by the American Public Works Association (APWA), the 
American Society for Civil Engineers (ASCE), and the American Council of Engineering Companies (ACEC) 
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Figure 2 ENVISION Rating System 

Within each credit, points are earned based on level of achievement obtained, with five levels of achievement 
(bulleted below) ranging from “improved” to “enhanced” to “superior” to “conserving” to “restorative.”  

 Improved: Performance that is above conventional, but not by much.  Encouraging, but mostly limited 
improvement in sustainable performance. 
 

 Enhanced: Sustainable performance that is on the right track but not particularly remarkable. 
 Indications that superior performance is within reach. 
 

 Superior: Sustainable performance that is noteworthy, but falls slightly short of conserving.   
 

 Conserving: Performance that has achieved essentially zero impact.  May be combined with 
restorative if restoration is not applicable. 
 

 Restorative: Highest level possible 

Methodology for Incorporating ENVISION™ into 54th Street Project 
ENVISION™ was incorporated into the study in several different ways, each briefly described below. 

Defining Relevant ENVISION™ Credits 
There are many different definitions of sustainability. One of the benefits of the ENVISION™ rating system is 
that it can provide a clear framework for defining sustainability at the project level. At the onset of the project, 
the project team including City staff reviewed the ENVISION™ credits and determined which were most 
applicable to the project. The intent was to help ensure consistent and clear communications and stakeholder 
engagement around sustainability. 52 of the 60 ENVISION™ credits were identified as relevant to the project 
and summarized into a single document (See Appendix for 54th Street ENVISION™ Credit List). The document 
was made available on the project website and shared with members of the project team.  

Linking Credits to Key Issues for Component Workshop 
Following a rigorous stakeholder engagement process that helped identify key planning issues such as safety, 
aesthetics, creek issues, parking, signage, and traffic, the project team identified which ENVISION™ credits 
were most relevant to those issues. This analysis was used to help prepare materials for the August 19th 
Design Component Workshop. Figure 3 below shows one of the design component cards that were prepared 
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for the workshop. At the workshop participants also received a brief explanation of the ENVISION™ rating 
system and how it is being incorporated into the project.  

 

 

Figure 3 Workshop Design Component Card 

Evaluating Alternative Scenarios  
Following the design component workshop, the project team developed multiple scenarios for each of the three 
sections of the project: the West End, Middle Segment, and East End. Similar to the Design Component 
Workshop, ENVISION™ was also incorporated into the September 30th Design Scenario open house. For 
each of the three sections, ENVISION™ was used to rate the alternative scenarios against each other. The 
results were summarized by credit category (Quality of Life, Leadership, etc…) and by total points scored and 
presented on large poster boards. Figure 4 below illustrates the Total Score for the Middle Segment of the 
project. 

 

Figure 4 Total ENVSION Score Middle Segment 

Scenario #1 (raised bridge, retain whitewater features) outperformed Scenarios #2 (remove whitewater 
features, maintain existing vertical geometry) in terms of overall scoring. Scenario #1 scored higher in terms of 
quality of life – reflecting the extent to which stakeholders value the recreational and aesthetic qualities of the 
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existing rapids. Scenario #1 also scored higher in terms of climate and risk credits, because it provides greater 
resiliency in the face of short-term hazards such as flooding. Scenario #2, on the other hand, scored higher in 
terms of its potential impact on the environment, with greater opportunities for improving aquatic biodiversity, 
improving upstream water quality, and the overall ecological health of the creek. 

Figure 5 shows a picture of two participants viewing the results of the analysis on one of the poster boards at 
the open house.  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Evaluating Preferred Alternative 
Finally, ENVISION™ was used to rate the preferred alternative, which was developed after the City and 
consultant team received additional feedback at the design scenario workshop and subsequent on-line survey. 
For each credit, brief comments were made to support the level of achievement given. In addition, 
recommendations for improving the credit score were identified.  

Results 

Total Scoring 
Figure 6 presents a graphic summary of the total points achieved based on an evaluation of the preferred 
alternative presented in the feasibility report. Overall, the preferred alternative scored 264 points out of a 
possible 687 points. While the scoring shows a large number of unachieved points, it should be noted that the 
ENVISION™ rating system was designed to push the boundaries of project design and therefore it was 
anticipated that most projects would not achieve anywhere close to a perfect score. For example, based on the 
preliminary scoring, the 54th Street project would be eligible for a Silver Award through the Institute for 
Sustainable Infrastructure.  

Figure 5 Participants at Design 
Scenario Open House 
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Figure 6 Overall ENVISION Score Preferred Alternative 

Table 1 below provides a breakdown of applicable points (reflecting total number of points available based on 
which credits were deemed relevant to the project), actual points earned, innovation points earned, total points 
pursued, and percentage of available points.  

Table 1 Summary of ENVISION Scoring for Preferred Alternative 

 

Overall, the preferred alternative scored 264 points out of a possible 687 points. It should be noted that the 
scores will increase substantially if the project moves from the feasibility phase to the detailed design and 
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construction phases. At this stage of the project there was no basis to assign points to a large number of the 
credits available because decisions related to those credits have not yet been made.  

The preferred design scored highest in terms of quality of life credits (116 points), leadership (62 points), and 
Natural World (73 points). The preferred design achieved fewer points for Climate & Risk (3 points) and 
Resource Allocation (22 points). 

In terms of Quality of Life, the preferred design scored well because it improves quality of life for the 
neighborhood, encourages alternative modes of transportation, improves site accessibility, safety, and way 
finding, and enhances public spaces. A summary of points achieved is shown in the table below. 

Table 2 Quality of Life Credits 

 

For Leadership, the project scored well because of the City and project team’s effective leadership and 
commitment to the project, a robust stakeholder involvement process, and efforts to improve infrastructure 
integration (linking Arden Park and 54th street reconstruction project planning together for example). A 
summary of points achieved is shown in the table below. 

Credit # Credit Name Total Points

QL1.1 Improve community quality of life 20
QL1.2 Stimulate sustainable growth and development 13
QL1.3 Develop local skills and capabilities NA

33

COMMUNITY QL2.1 Enhance public health and safety 0
QL2.2 Minimize noise and vibration 0
QL2.3 Minimize light pollution 8
QL2.4 Improve community mobility and access 4
QL2.5 Encourage alternative modes of transportation 15
QL2.6 Improve site accessibility, safety and way finding 15

42

WELLBEING QL3.1 Preserve historic and cultural resources 16
QL3.2 Preserve views and local character 6
QL3.3 Enhance public  space 11

33

INNOVATION QL0.0 Innovate or exceed credit requirements 8

TOTAL 116
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Table 3 Leadership Credits 

 

For the Natural World criteria, the project scored well, however at this stage of the project it is not possible to 
score several of the credits. The project team and City are however addressing a number of these credits, 
especially those related to the creek, and as the project moves forward there will be an opportunity to capture 
additional points associated with factors such as: protecting surface water, preserving floodplain functions, and 
preventing surface water contamination among several others.  

It is noteworthy that the City is developing a stormwater plan in conjunction with the project and in collaboration 
with the watershed. The plan will the address whole Arden Park sub-watershed area, helping achieve 
synergistic project benefits that would have otherwise not been realized.  

A summary of points achieved is shown in the table below. 

 

Credit # Credit Name Total Points

COLLABORATION LD1.1 Provide effective leadership and commitment 17
LD1.2 Establish a sustainability management system NA
LD1.3 Foster collaboration and teamwork 8
LD1.4 Provide for stakeholder involvement 14

39

MANAGEMENT LD2.1 Pursue by‐product synergy opportunities 0
LD2.2 Improve infrastructure integration 16

16

PLANNING LD3.1 Plan for long‐term monitoring and maintenance 0
LD3.2 Address conflicting regulations and policies 2
LD3.3 Extend useful life 1

3

INNOVATION LD0.0 Innovate or exceed credit requirements 4
TOTAL 62
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Table 4 Natural World Credits 

 

In terms of Resource Allocation, the project scored low because many of the credits become more relevant 
and easier to score during the design phase of the project. The project does anticipate using regional 
materials, diverting waste from landfills, and reduce excavated materials taken off site through the on-site re-
use of road material however.  This material will be used as fill material to help raise the road elevation around 
the bridge.  Addressing this category of credits more fully in the next phase of the project will significantly 
increase scoring. A summary of points achieved is shown in the table below. 

Credit # Credit Name Total Points

TOTAL 22
SITING NW1.1 Preserve prime habitat 9

NW1.2 Protect wetlands and surface water 9
NW1.4 Avoid adverse geology 0
NW1.5 Preserve floodplain functions 14
NW1.6 Avoid unsuitable development on steep slopes 1
NW1.7 Preserve greenfields 10

43

L&W NW2.1 Manage storm water 4
NW2.2 Reduce pesticide and fertilizer impacts 1
NW2.3 Prevent surface and groundwater  contamination 1

6

BIODIVERSITY NW3.1 Preserve species biodiversity 13
NW3.2 Control invasive species 5
NW3.3 Restore disturbed soils 0
NW3.4 Maintain wetland and surface water functions 6

24

INNOVATION NW0.0 Innovate or exceed credit requirements 0

TOTAL 73

N
A
TU

R
A
L 
W
O
R
LD
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Table 5 Resource Allocation Credits 

 

In the Climate and Risk category, the project scored low, reflecting the fact that while the design (in particular 
raising the bridge) does helps the community prepare for long-term adaptability and short-term hazards 
associated with changing climate conditions, it does not do so explicitly. Efforts such as minimizing pavement 
use helps manage heat island effects; however to improve the scoring in this category the City would need to 
conduct a more thorough assessment of potential risks as part of the design phase of the project. A summary 
of points achieved is shown in the table below. 

Table 6 Climate & Risk Credits 

 

 

Credit # Credit Name Total Points

MATERIALS RA1.1 Reduce net embodied energy 0
RA1.2 Support sustainable procurement practices 0
RA1.3 Use recycled materials 5
RA1.4 Use regional materials 6
RA1.5 Divert waste from landfills 0
RA1.6 Reduce excavated materials taken off site 4
RA1.7 Provide for deconstruction and recycling 0

15

ENERGY RA2.1 Reduce energy consumption 3
RA2.2 Use renewable energy 0
RA2.3 Commission and monitor energy systems 0

3

WATER RA3.1 Protect fresh water availability 0
RA3.2 Reduce potable water consumption 4
RA3.3 Monitor water systems 0

4

INNOVATION RA0.0 Innovate or exceed credit requirements 0

TOTAL 22

R
ES
O
U
R
C
E 
A
LL
O
C
A
TI
O
N

Credit # Credit Name Total Points

EMISSION CR1.1 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions NA
CR1.2 Reduce air pollutant emissions NA

0

RESILIENCE CR2.1 Assess climate threat 0
CR2.2 Avoid traps and vulnerabilities 2
CR2.3 Prepare for long‐term adaptability 0
CR2.4 Prepare for short‐term hazards 0
CR2.5 Manage heat island effects 1

3

INNOVATION CR0.0 Innovate or exceed credit requirements 0

TOTAL 3

C
LI
M
A
TE
 &
 R
IS
K
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A summary of how the preferred alternative scored against each credit, including comments, evaluation 
criteria, and recommendations is provided below: 

Individual Credit Scoring 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

QL1.1 IMPROVE COMMUNITY QUALITY OF LIFE 
 Improve the net quality of life of all communities affected by the project and mitigate negative impacts to communities. 

 

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Extensive efforts undertaken to account for community 
needs and priorities through meaningful stakeholder 
involvement process.  

 Multiple opportunities for stakeholders to contribute to 
and help shape preferred design alternative.  

 

 Has project team identified and incorporated 
community goals and priorities into project? 

 To what extent did affected communities 
engage in project design process? 
 

Maintain high level of 
community engagement 
through final design 

QL1.2 STIMULATE SUSTAINABLE GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Preliminary design balances community attractiveness, 
cultural, recreational enhancements with desire to 
improve creek habitat & water quality 

 Jobs created during design and construction of project; 
some O&M jobs created  
 

 Does project create new/enhance quality of 
existing recreational or cultural capacity for 
business, industry, or public? 

 Does project improve community 
attractiveness for business, improve 
recreational opportunities? 

 

Continue to seek out win-
win opportunities to 
enhance cultural and 
recreational opportunities 
in conjunction with 
desired aquatic habitat 
improvements in creek 

QL2.1 ENHANCE PUBLIC HEALTH & SAFETY 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  No new requirements identified  Has team assessed exposures and risks 
created by application of new and/or non-
standard technologies, materials, equipment 
and methodologies to e employed? 

 Have appropriate health & safety protocols 
been instituted during construction? 

Pro-actively identify any 
potential safety concerns 
associated with 
new/enhanced whitewater 
features  

QL2.2 MINIMIZE NOISE AND VIBRATION 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project construction required to meet local noise level 
ordinances  

 Have studies been carried out to predict 
noise levels and vibration during construction 
and post construction? 

 Have proposals for ambient noise and 
vibration mitigation and monitoring been 
made and incorporated into project? 

Identify alternative project 
staging locations to avoid 
impacting same neighbors 
heavily impacted by prior 
projects; specify 
noise/vibration mitigation 
strategies for construction 
period 

QL1.2 MINIMIZE LIGHT POLLUTION 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Standard lighting assessment completed 
 New lighting limited to north side of street 
 City’s standard lighting criteria includes night sky 

provision  

 Has team conducted an assessment of 
lighting needs for project?  

 Has team designed lighting components to 
reduce energy requirements? 

 Has team designed lighting to 
reduce/eliminate light spillage and preserve 
night sky? 

Identify non-lighting 
alternatives; design 
outdoor lighting to 
preserve night sky; 
Identify opportunities to 
reduce light pollution in 
project area beyond 
project scope 

 

QL2.4 IMPROVE COMMUNITY MOBILITY AND ACCESS 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 
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  Project improves pedestrian accommodation through 
new sidewalks 

 Improves transit stops, and improves bike infrastructure 
 Consultation with adjacent land owners and public 

transit providers during planning process to determine 
best modes of access 

 Location utilizes/leverages existing transportation 
infrastructure 
 

 Have impacts on access and mobility during 
construction and operation been addressed? 

 Has project team considered and 
incorporated where feasible alternate modes 
of transportation? 

 Has team developed plans to reduce traffic 
disruiption? 

 Has team expanded mobility and access 
considerations to include improvements to 
long-term transportation infrastructure 
efficiency, walkability, and livability? 

Reduce negative 
construction impacts on 
neighborhood mobility 

QL2.5 ENCOURAGE ALTERNATIVE MODES OF TRANSPORTATION 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project encourages transit use 
 Project encourages non-motorized transportation 
 Project design seeks to preserve & improve water 

access & canoe/kayak modes of transportation 
 

 Is constructed works within walking distance 
and is it pedestrian accessible to multi-modal 
facilities? 

 Is project designed for convenience in 
access to multi-modal transportation 
facilities? 

 Is project configured to users are encouraged 
to use non-motorized transportation? 

 Has project owner and team identified 
under/unused pathways bikeways, and 
sought to upgrade these elements and 
incorporate into project? 

Continue to seek out win-
win opportunities to 
enhance creek access & 
water based modes of 
transportation (tubing, 
kayaking, canoeing) 

   

QL2.6 IMPROVE SITE ACCESSIBILITY, SAFETY, AND WAYFINDING 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Proposed design integrates with surroundings including 
Arden Park 

 Efforts taken to protect watershed  
 Neighborhood safety improvements incorporated into 

road design through reduced turning radii, crosswalks, 
and other roadway improvements 
 

 Has team developed appropriate signage for 
safety and wayfinding around construction 
site? 

 Have project owner and team extended 
accessibility and signage to project nearby 
sensitive sites (wetlands, cultural sites, etc..) 
ro in populated areas neighborhood safety 
and security? 

 Has team designed project to have a net 
positive impact on public safety? 

 Does project integrate well with 
surroundings? 

 Has team incorporated features into project 
design that restore and improve overall 
access and safety in adjacent 
neighborhoods? 

Pro-actively address 
safety concerns 
associated with new 
bridge over creek 
including pedestrian 
passage underneath; 
make sure adequate 
signage exists to make 
drivers aware of sharrows 

QL3.1 PRESERVE HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 
   

 Comments  Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project includes strategies to enhance cultural 
resources including church (more parking) 

 Project upgrades and expands recreational 
opportunities along creek 

 Project designed to preserve narrow streets, trees, and 
other characteristics of the neighborhood 

 To what extent has team worked with 
community and required regulatory agencies 
to ID cultural resources? 

 Has analysis identified possibilities of 
incorporating preservation or enhancement 
into project? 

 Has team worked with stakeholders to 
develop culturally/character sensitive design? 

Continue to seek win-win 
opportunity to enhance 
recreational opportunities 
associated with the creek; 
seek input from 
community on additional 
opportunities to preserve 
neighborhood look & feel 
(signage, lighting, bridge 
design) 

QL3.2 PRESERVE VIEWS AND LOCAL CHARACTER 
   

 Comments  Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project preserves existing vegetation to greatest extent 
possible; significant measures taken to make project fit 
with local character of neighborhood 

 Project seeks to maintain highly valued water features 
within the creek (rapids) 
 

 To what extent has team demonstrated 
understanding of local character of project 
setting? 

 Has team developed or adopted existing 
public view plans and design guidelines? 

 To what extent does design address views 

Seek community input on 
bridge design, lighting 
Take views of nearby 
residents, views of water 
features, views of park 
into consideration during 
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and local character? 
 To what extent has team worked with local 

officials, communities, decision makers? 
 Does contract include clauses on 

preservation of high value landscapes and 
associated features? 

bridge design/construction 
 

QL3.3 ENHANCE PUBLIC SPACE 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Significant steps taken to preserve and enhance public 
space within project area in particular the landing area 
and whitewater features of the creek 

 What effect will project have on public 
space? 

 Are public agencies and other stakeholders 
satisfied with plans involving public spaces? 

 Will meaningful and beneficial restoration 
efforts be undertaken? 
 

Ensure that good access 
to creek is provided for 
various types of user 
groups; consider other 
trail/access 
enhancements that could 
be done in conjunction 
with project 

QL0.0 INNOVATE OR EXCEED CREDIT REQUIREMENTS 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project team & partners taken considerable steps to 
balance multiple stakeholder needs and environmental 
considerations to identify a win-win opportunity for the 
creek.   

 Extra analysis and effort made to preserve whitewater 
features while also meeting environmental objectives 

 Does project clearly document  a 
performance that exceeds both industry 
norms and the existing requirements within 
the system? 

 Does project demonstrate innovative 
application of methods, technologies, or 
processes, novel either in their use, their 
application, or within the local regulatory or 
cultural climate? 
 
 

Continue to seek win-win 
opportunity to balance 
whitewater user needs 
with environmental 
objectives 

LEADERSHIP 

LD1.1 PROVIDE EFFECTIVE LEADERSHIP AND COMMITTMENT 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Sustainability considerations embedded through project 
planning  

 Project team including City and partners made clear 
efforts to incorporate wide range of social, economic, 
and environmental objectives into project planning 
 

 To what level and extent have the project 
owner and team made public commitments, 
both organizational and project specific, to 
improving sustainable performance 
 

Continue using 
ENVISION™ tool through 
final design and document 
preparation; identify 
opportunities to 
modify/improve use of tool 

LD1.3 FOSTER COLLABORATION AND TEAMWORK 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Very multi-disciplinary team; pro-active effort to link 
stormwater management planning to 54th street 
reconstruction  

 Formalized process to identify opportunities to improve 
sustainability performance 

 Thorough parameter setting workshop  

 To what extent has project team incorporated 
principles of collaboration, teamwork, and 
whole systems design in the execution of the 
project? 

 To what extent has meaningful risk and 
reward sharing been made part of the 
contract between the project owner and 
project team? 

Continue to work closely 
with watershed & other 
key stakeholders through 
final design and 
construction documents 

LD1.4 PROVIDE FOR STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Extensive communication & facilitated working 
sessions designed to involve broad range of 
stakeholders in decision making process through 
planning period 

 Real changes made to design as a result of 
stakeholder input 

 Solid, credible stakeholder engagement process used 
through project 

 What is scope and extent to which key 
stakeholders/issues have been identified? 

 To what extents has team solicited public 
issues and concerns through meetings 
etc…? 

 To what extent has team provided 
opportunities for stakeholder input into 
plans? 

 Have participation/communication programs 
been established? 

Continue to seek 
community input during 
final design for key 
elements; de-brief with 
key stakeholders and 
community members 
following the project to 
discuss process for 
decision-making and 
identify ways to improve 
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for future planning 
projects 

LD2.1 PURSUE BY-PRODUCT SYNERGY OPPORTUNITIES 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Informal identification and characterization of nearby 
facilities, waste streams.  Availability of excess or 
unwanted resources unclear. 

 To what extent did team search for and 
identify unwanted by-products or discarded 
materials located in nearby facilities? 

 How detailed was the assessment? 
 Did team achieve success in making use of 

unwanted by-products or discarded materials 
in either design, construction, or operation 
stage? 

Take steps to identify 
other opportunities for re-
use of deconstructed 
materials 

LD2.2 IMPROVE INFRASTRUCTURE INTEGRATION 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  City & project team pro-actively considered watershed 
impacts and engaged watershed in project planning 

 High degree of integration & consideration given to how 
54th street and Arden park infrastructure assets could 
be simultaneously improved & enhanced 

 To what extent did team seek to improve 
project sustainability performance through 
project wide systems integration? Through 
community-wide infrastructure system 
integration? 

 Has team sought to restore existing 
community infrastructure assets for purpose 
of achieving higher performance through 
community-wide infrastructure systems 
integration?  

Continue high degree of 
communication & 
integrated planning 

LD3.1 PLAN FOR LONG-TERM MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Not specifically addressed within scope of project 
 Watershed has worked successfully with property 

owners within the broader community to improve 
riverfront habitat & reduce erosion 

 Is there a  clear and comprehensive plan for 
long-term monitoring and maintenance of the 
constructed works? 

 Have sufficient resources been allocated for 
monitoring and maintenance? 

Verify if plan exists for 
long-term maintenance of 
creek; discuss if there are 
opportunities to work with 
creek user groups 
(whitewater, etc…) to help 
monitor creek and bridge 
conditions 

   
   

LD3.2 ADDRESS CONFLICTING REGULATIONS AND POLICIES 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Bike and pedestrian accommodation meet all 
applicable guidelines 

 Systematic assessment of the laws, regulations, 
policies and standards applicable to the project  

 Team assessed potential conflicts and devised 
alternatives and set priorities; efforts made to resolve 
conflicts with regulating agencies 

 What is the scope and extent of search and 
assessment of negative impacts from 
conflicting regulations and policies? 

 What is the extent to which team worked with 
regulators to mitigate the negative impacts? 

Communicate 
suggestions for improving 
state requirements 
regarding bike/ped 
accommodation 

LD3.3 EXTEND USEFUL LIFE 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  A few directed efforts to address flexibility, durability, 
and resilience 
 

 To what extent have owner and team 
considered ways to extend the durability and 
resilience of project early in planning and 
design stage to reduce future maintenance 
and waste? 

 To what extent have the owner and project 
team c considered the ability  for future 
expansion or reconfiguration? 
 

Identify and incorporate 
additional design 
elements that could 
improve long term 
durability and resilience of 
reconstructed road & 
bridge; consider end of 
life deconstruction and re-
purposing during design 

LD0.0 INNOVATE OR EXCEED CREDIT REQUIREMENTS 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 
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  Significant efforts made to pursue project synergies 
between 54th street reconstruction and Arden Park 

 Multiple meetings and iterative project design 
incorporated feedback from watershed and City 

 Attempts to find innovative solution to balance 
whitewater elements and environmental protection 
elements of project  
 

 To what extent has project exceeded highest 
levels of achievement for a given credit? 

 To what extent does the project implement 
innovative technologies or methods? 

 To what extent does the project overcome 
significant and/or transferable solutions? 
 

Continue to seek win-win 
design solution that will 
preserve recreational 
asset while improving 
overall health of creek 

RESOURCE ALLOCATION 

RA1.3 USE RECYLCED MATERIALS 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project identifies re-use of excavated materials on-site 
as base material for raising elevation of 54th street 
roadway near bridge 

 To what extent has team identified 
appropriate reuse of existing structures and 
materials on site and incorporated them into 
project? 

 To what extent has team specified recycled 
content? 

 
 

Specify materials with 
recycled content in final 
design (benches, other 
streetscape elements, 
road material) 

RA1.4 USE REGIONAL MATERIALS 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project will use recycled roadway for base material   To what extent has team specified locally 
sourced materials, plants, aggregates, and 
soils? 

 
 

Specify locally sourced 
plant material; identify 
opportunities to source 
other components 
regionally 

RA1.5 DIVERT WASTE FROM LANDFILL 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Re-using excavated material on-site 
 To improve score need  operations waste plan in place 

 Has team developed a management plan to 
decrease project waste and divert waste from 
landfills and incinerators during operation? 

 Has team identified potential destinations for 
waste generated on site? 

 To what extent has project team diverted 
waste from landfills? 

 
 

Formalize waste reduction 
strategies into concise 
management plan 
Communicate desire to 
reduce waste streams to 
contractors  
Require contractors to 
commit to waste reduction 
as part of bid package  

RA1.6 REDUCE EXCAVATED MATERIALS TAKEN OFF SITE 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Re-using excavated material on-site 
 

 To what extent has the project team 
designed the project to balance cut and fill to 
reduce the excavated material taken off site? 

 
 

Identify additional 
opportunities to minimize 
grading, retain all soil on 
site, and/or eliminate 
need to transport 
additional soil to site 

RA1.7 PROVIDE FOR DECONSTRUCTION AND RECYCLING 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  None   To what extent have owner and team 
specified materials that can be easily 
recycled or reused after the useful life of the 
project has ended? 

 To what extent has design team facilitated 
the future disassembly and recycling of 
materials? 

 
 

Factor end-of 
life/beneficial re-use 
considerations into bridge 
design 

RA2.1 REDUCE ENERGY CONSUMPTION 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 
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  Project will reduce energy consumption through use of 
re-use of materials on site, energy efficient lighting, and 
narrow roadway footprint which requires less on-going 
maintenance and operational energy inputs 
 

 To what extent have owner and team 
conducted planning/design reviews to reduce 
energy consumption in operation and 
maintenance? 

 Have owner and team conducted feasibility 
and cost analysis to determine the most 
effective methods for reduction and 
incorporated into design? 

 To what extent does project reduce energy 
consumption over industry norms? 

Conduct a 1-2 hr. design 
review to identify and 
analyze additional energy 
savings opportunities 
Document design review 
meeting  

RA2.2 USE RENEWABLE ENERGY 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  No planned use of renewable energy 
 

 To what extent is project’s energy needs met 
through renewable energy? 

Consider solar for lighting 

RA3.1 PROTECT FRESH WATER AVAILABILITY 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project will include green infrastructure elements that 
require little/no fresh water  

 Balance of project has little impact on fresh water 
availability, quantity, and quality 
 

 To what extent have the owner and project 
team conducted a water availability 
assessment? 

 Has the project team assessed project water 
requirements? 

Conduct brief assessment 
of project water 
requirements  
Consider scoping this 
credit out of final project 
score if not applicable 

RA3.2 REDUCE POTABLE WATER CONSUMPTION 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project will include green infrastructure elements that 
require little/no fresh water  

 Balance of project has little impact on potable water 
consumption 
 

 To what extent have the owner and project 
ream conducted planning or design reviews 
to identify potable water reduction strategies 
during operation/maintenance of project? 

Conduct brief assessment 
to identify additional 
potable water reduction 
strategies  
 

RA3.3 MONITOR WATER SYSTEMS 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  None 
 

 Has the project team engaged a 3rd party to 
monitor or oversee monitoring of system? 

 To what extent has design incorporated 
means to monitor water performance during 
operations? 
 

Conduct brief assessment 
of project water 
requirements  
Consider scoping this 
credit out of final project 
score if not applicable 

RA0.0 INNOVATE OR EXCEED CREDIT REQUIREMENTS 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  None  To what extent has project exceeded highest 
levels of achievement for a given credit? 

 To what extent does the project implement 
innovative technologies or methods? 

 To what extent does the project overcome 
significant and/or transferable solutions? 

Revisit credit if innovative 
stormwater management 
solutions are incorporated 
into final design 

 

NATURAL WORLD 

NW1.1 PRESERVE PRIME HABITAT 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project design avoids prime habitat; preserves and 
possibly improves aquatic habitat 
 

 Does project avoid development on prime 
habitat lands? 

 Does project preserve appropriately sized 
buffers, habitat, and connectivity? 

 Does project significantly increase area of 
prime habitat through restoration of 
vegetation and habitat connectivity? 

Maximize opportunities to 
enhance creek habitat & 
overall aquatic health 
during reconstruction of 
bridge 
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NW1.2 PROTECT WETLANDS AND SURFACE WATER 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Difficult to score this project because of location on a 
previously developed site; however efforts to protect 
surface water were considered during planning process 

 Opportunities for restoration identified and discussed 
during feasibility planning 

 Stormwater management plan developed in tandem 
with street reconstruction feasibility study 

 Is project located on a site that neither 
contains nor is located within specified 
distance of pools, wetlands, etc…unless on a 
previously developed site? 

 If site contains wetlands or water bodies has 
team established a vegetation and soil 
protection zone to provide a natural zone that 
maintains a buffer? 

 Has team restored previously degraded 
buffer zones to a natural state on a 
previously developed site? 

 

Maximize design 
opportunities to reduce 
impact of stormwater 
runoff on creek 
Continue to work toward 
improving aquatic habitat 
connectivity  
Maximize opportunities to 
restore degraded buffer 
areas along creek 

NW1.4 AVOID ADVERSE GEOLOGY 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project will include green infrastructure elements that 
require little/no fresh water  

 Balance of project has little impact on fresh water 
availability, quantity, and quality 
 

 Has team identified earthquake faults, low 
lying coastal areas, and karst formations and 
aquifers? 

 Has team developed plans to reduce risk, 
establish operational procedures, and 
establish a monitoring program for adverse 
geologic settings? 

 Has team established hazard areas, 
developed buffers, and created runoff 
controls and spill prevention/clean up plans? 

Document efforts to avoid 
sensitive geologic 
formations (if applicable) 
Scope out credit if not 
applicable 

 

NW1.5 PRESERVE FLOODPLAIN FUNCTIONS 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project maintains or enhances aquatic habitat 
connectivity and sediment transport 

  Reduced roadway surface helps preserve floodplain 
functions 

 Project minimizes floodplain impacts 
 Project does not increase floodplain elevations 

 Does project avoid or limit new development 
within floodplains? 

 Does project maintain pre-development 
floodplain infiltration and water quality? 

 Does project maintain or enhance riparian 
aquatic habitat? 

 Has a flood emergency plan been prepared 
for all infrastructures in floodplain? 

 Does project maintain or enhance aquatic 
habitat connectivity and sediment transport? 

 

Provide documentation of 
strategies considered 
during planning and 
design stages 

NW1.6 AVOID UNSUITABLE DEVELOPMENT ON STEEP SLOPES 
d   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Positively impacts existing urban areas 
 Makes use of existing infrastructure; minimizes impact 

on landscape through reduced size of project footprint 

 Does the project follow best management 
practices to manage erosion and prevent 
landslides? 

 Is the project sited optimally and managed to 
avoid excessive erosion? 

 Does the project avoid high risk hillsides or 
steep slopes? 

None  

 

NW1.7 PRESERVE GREENFIELDS 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project located on previously developed site 
 Project restores adjacent natural resource areas  

 Is project located on a site that was 
previously developed? 

 Is project located on a previously 
contaminated site? 

 Has a brownfield remediation plan been 

None 
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prepared? 
 

NW2.1 MANAGE STORMWATER 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project employs low impact design measures to reduce 
generation of storm water runoff 

 Stormwater management plan developed in 
conjunction with 54th street feasibility study 

 What percentage improvement for a greyfield 
or brownfield site does the site’s proposed 
water storage, infiltration, 
evapotransporation, and/or water harvesting 
capacity achieve or does site maintain a 
Greenfield site water storage capacity? 

 Is 100% of target water storage capacity 
achieved for greyfield and brownfield sites? 

 

Quantify credit score by 
confirming anticipated 
percent improvement in 
water storage capacity 
Maximize opportunities to 
provide additional storage 
capacity 

NW2.2 REDUCE PESTICIDE AND FERTILIZER IMPACTS 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  None 
 

 What operational policies will be put in place 
to control the application of fertilizers and 
pesticides? 

 What runoff controls will be installed to 
minimize groundwater and surface water 
contamination? 

 Has the team selected pesticides and 
fertilizers that have low toxicity, persistence 
and bioavailability? 

 Has team designed the landscaping to 
incorporate plant species that require no 
pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers or use 
IPM practices? 

 

Design specifications 
should require use of 
plants that require little or 
no pesticides, herbicides, 
or fertilizers 
Confirm operational 
policies exist for applying 
fertilizers and pesticides 
in project area; update 
policies if none exist or 
inadequate 

NW2.3 PREVENT SURFACE AND GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  None 
 

 Have adequate surface and groundwater 
quantity and quality monitoring systems been 
incorporated into the project design? 

 Have spill and leak prevention response 
plans and design been incorporated into 
design? 

 Has team eliminated or reduced potentially 
polluting substances from construction and 
operation of completed works? 

Confirm what plans exist 
through watershed 
Update credit score  
 

 

 

NW3.1 PRESERVE SPECIES BIODIVERSITY 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project seeks to remove barriers to fish passage 
 Project seeks to  improve aquatic habitat 

 Does project demonstrate that it does not 
impact natural habitat and movement 
corridors or will mitigate adverse 
development impacts? 

 Does project facilitate movement between 
habitats, provide new connections, improve 
existing habitat? 

 Does project increase available habitat, 
increase connectivity between habitat areas? 

 

Continue to partner with 
watershed to maximize 
environmental benefits of 
project 

NW3.2 CONTROL INVASIVE SPECIES 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project identifies native landscaping, rain gardens, and 
other strategies which would reduce invasive species in 
the project area 

 Does project use only locally appropriate and 
non-invasive plants on the site? 

 Does project control invasive species already 

Specify native plantings in 
final design 
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on the site? 
 Does project actively eliminate invasive 

species and ensure that invasive species 
stay off the site? 

 

NW3.3 RESTORE DISTURBED SOILS 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Reduced footprint reduces overall impact 
 Additional documentation of soil disturbance plans 

needed 
 

 Have 100% of soils disturbed during 
construction been restored and reused 
properly? 

Restore 100% of soils 
disturbed during 
construction in the site’s 
vegetated area 
Update credit score 

NW3.4 MAINTAIN WETLAND AND SURFACE WATER FUNCTIONS 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Project seeks to enhance hydrologic connections 
above and below rapids  

 Project design will improve overall health of creek 
ecosystem  

 Does project maintain or enhance hydrologic 
connection? 

 Does project maintain or enhance water 
quality? 

 Does project maintain or enhance habitat? 
 Does project maintain or restore sediment 

transport? 

Continue to seek win-win 
solution that balances 
recreational needs and 
environmental quality 
objectives 

NW0.0 INNOVATE OR EXCEED CREDIT REQUIREMENTS 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Potential scoring opportunity related to improving 
aquatic habitat 

 Does project clearly document a 
performance that exceeds both industry 
norms and the existing requirements within 
the system? 

 Does project demonstrate innovative 
application of methods, technologies, or 
processes, novel either in their use, their 
application, or within the local regulatory or 
cultural climate? 

Consider seeking points 
for this credit if innovative 
solution to restoring 
aquatic habitat and 
hydrologic connectivity is 
achieved 

CLIMATE & RISK 

CR2.1 ASSESS CLIMATE THREAT 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  None  Has team created a Climate Impact 
Assessment and Adaptation Plan that 
identifies climate change risks and possible 
responses? 

Consider developing a 
climate adaptation plan 
for the City 
If plan exists cross 
reference plan to ensure 
project takes plan’s 
recommendations into 
account 
 

CR2.2 AVOID TRAPS AND VULNERABILITIES 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Basic evaluation of floodplain issues conducted during 
feasibility stage 

 Has team identified and assessed possible 
changes in key engineering design 
variables? 

 Has team assessed potential traps and 
vulnerabilities and their associated potential 
costs and risks? 

 Does project avoid, alleviate or eliminate 
significant infrastructure traps? 

Identify and assess 
possible changes in key 
design variables to better 
anticipate potential 
traps/vulnerabilities 
associated with climate 
change – in particular 
related to bridge design 

CR2.3 PREPARE FOR LONG-TERM ADAPTABILITY 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  TBD  Has team selected site and designed 
infrastructure project and its related systems 

Design project (in 
particular the bridge) to 
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to be resilient and adaptive to these changes 
and function under altered climate conditions, 
supply shortfalls, or other L-T changes in 
operational or environmental conditions? 

 Has team made substantial efforts to restore 
or rehabilitate any existing effects of long-
term change (desertification, beach erosion, 
loss of wetlands) 

withstand range of 
conditions that may result 
from future climate 
change impacts over life 
span of asset 

CR2.4 PREPARE FOR SHORT TERM HAZARDS 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  Plans and designs typically prepare for 1 in 100 year 
flood hazards 
 

 Has team considered which types of natural 
and man-made hazards are possible in the 
region, and researched how the frequency 
and severity of these disasters may change 
over the life of the project? 

 Has team incorporated design strategies into 
the project to safeguard against these natural 
hazards? 

 Does project restore habitats in a way that 
reduces impacts of future short-term 
disasters? 

Conduct a hazard 
assessment during design 
phase 

   
   

CR2.5 MANAGE HEAT ISLAND EFFECTS 
    

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations

  Reduced project footprint minimizes heat 
island effect of pavement 

 Does project meet heat island requirements 
through shading or minimum SRI requirements 
for the designated percentage of hardscapes? 

 

Incorporate 
additional shading 
materials into 
project if feasible 
(trees, etc…) 

   
   

CR0.0 INNOVATE OR EXCEED CREDIT REQUIREMENTS 
   

 Comments Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

  None  To what extent has project exceeded highest 
levels of achievement for a given credit? 

 To what extent does the project implement 
innovative technologies or methods? 

 To what extent does the project overcome 
significant and/or transferable solutions? 

Revisit credit if innovative 
bridge design concepts 
have merit 
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Discussion 

Strengths and Weaknesses: Applying ENVISION™ to 54th Street Project 
As more and more communities seek to embed sustainable decision making processes into their planning and 
engineering efforts, it is useful to compare the relative strengths and weaknesses of using local tools and 
approaches with the use of a 3rd party tool such as ENVISION™. The table below briefly summaries a few 
perceived strengths and weakness of Edina’s 3E’s framework for addressing sustainability in comparison with 
the ENVISION™ system.  

Table 7 3E's vs ENVISION: Strengths & Weaknesses 

 STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 
3 E’s framework  Inexpensive 

 Easy to modify 
 Developed in-house 
 Focus on aspects of sustainability 

most relevant to City 
 

 3E’s approach difficult to apply 
to infrastructure projects 

 Narrow focus 
 Stand alone tool 

ENVISION   Provides recognition 
 National standard allows for 

benchmarking/comparisons 
 Comprehensive triple bottom 

decision-making tool 
 ISI provides continual improvement 
 3rd party verification 

 Complexity 
 Cost (if seeking certification) 
 Learning curve to understand 

system 
 Value proposition uncertain if 

paying for certification 
 

 

Improving the Use of ENVISION™ for Future Projects  
The City of Edina piloted the use of ENVISION™ on the 54th street project. Pilot projects provide an 
opportunity to learn from experience and apply that knowledge to future projects. Overall, the application of 
ENVISION™ to the 54th street project was seen as a benefit. City staff took the time to familiarize themselves 
with the system. A few key lessons learned and opportunities for improving the use of ENVISION™ are 
bulleted below: 

 Additional time for project team discussion vs. one on one discussion relative to the rating system 
should be programmed into the work schedule from the start of the project. While the sustainability 
planner had the opportunity to participate in both public workshops and had multiple opportunities to 
discuss the rating system with the project manager, the overall evaluation would have benefited from 
participation at the parameter setting workshop and through 1 or 2 additional one hour meetings with 
the entire project team. 

 Several credits were deemed not applicable to the project. However, even more credits could have 
been scoped out during the parameter setting workshop.  

 During the initial public workshop, ENVISION™ was very briefly presented at each table. However, a 
more thorough group overview, perhaps lasting 10 minutes, would have provided a better grounding for 
incorporation of ENVISION™ results later in the process. Questions such as why the City is using 
ENVISION™, how it’s being used, etc…could be more pro-actively addressed at that stage.  

 At the public workshops, ENVISION™ results could be incorporated within the main poster boards vs. 
stand alone display. Additional opportunities to fully embed the sustainability analysis within the core 
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planning and public information aspects of the project will ultimately make the analysis more holistic 
and easier to comprehend for all stakeholders. 
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Appendices 
City of Edina ENVISION™ Credit List 

 

 



  Page 1 

Envision Sustainable Infrastructure Rating System:  
Credits that Apply to these Edina Projects 

Edina: Quality of Life – Applicable Credits 

QL1.1 
Improve community quality of life.  
Improve the net quality of life of all communities affected by the project and mitigate negative impacts to communities. 

QL1.2 
Stimulate sustainable growth and development.  
Support and stimulate sustainable growth and development, including improvements in job growth, capacity building, 
productivity, business attractiveness and livability. 

QL2.1 
Enhance public health and safety.  
Take into account the health and safety implications of using new materials, technologies or methodologies above and 
beyond meeting regulatory requirements. 

QL2.2 
Minimize noise and vibration.  
Minimize noise and vibration generated during construction and in the operation of the constructed works to maintain and 
improve community livability. 

QL2.3 
Minimize light pollution.  
Prevent excessive glare, light at night, and light directed skyward to conserve energy and reduce obtrusive lighting and 
excessive glare. 

QL2.4 
Improve community mobility and access.  
Locate, design and construct the project in a way that eases traffic congestion, improves mobility and access, does not 
promote urban sprawl, and otherwise improves community livability. 

QL2.5 
Encourage alternative modes of transportation.  
Improve accessibility to non-motorized transportation and public transit. Promote alternative transportation and reduce 
congestion. 

QL2.6 
Improve site accessibility, safety and wayfinding.  
Improve user accessibility, safety, and wayfinding of the site and surrounding areas. 

QL3.1 
Preserve historic and cultural resources.  
Preserve or restore significant historical and cultural sites and related resources to preserve and enhance community 
cultural resources. 

QL3.2 
Preserve views and local character.  
Design the project in a way that maintains the local character of the community and does not have negative impacts on 
community views. 

QL3.3 
Enhance public space.  
Improve existing public space including parks, plazas, recreational facilities, or wildlife refuges to enhance community 
livability. 

QL0.0 
INNOVATE OR EXCEED CREDIT REQUIREMENTS.  
To reward exceptional performance beyond the expectations of the system as well as the application of innovative methods 
which advance the state of the art for sustainable infrastructure. 

 

Edina: Leadership – Applicable Credits 

LD1.1 
Provide effective leadership and commitment.  
Provide effective leadership and commitment to achieve project sustainability goals. 

LD1.3 
Foster collaboration and teamwork.  
Eliminate conflicting design elements, and optimize system by using integrated design and delivery methodologies and 
collaborative processes. 

LD1.4 
Provide for stakeholder involvement.  
Establish sound and meaningful programs for stakeholder identification, engagement and involvement in project decision 
making. 

LD2.1 
Pursue by-product synergy opportunities.  
Reduce waste, improve project performance and reduce project costs by identifying and pursuing opportunities to use 
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unwanted by-products or discarded materials and resources from nearby operations. 

LD2.2 
Improve infrastructure integration.  
Design the project to take into account the operational relationships among other elements of community infrastructure 
which results in an overall improvement in infrastructure efficiency and effectiveness. 

LD3.1 
Plan for long-term monitoring and maintenance.  
Put in place plans and sufficient resources to ensure as far as practical that ecological protection, mitigation and 
enhancement measures are incorporated in the project and can be carried out. 

LD3.2 
Address conflicting regulations and policies.  
Work with officials to Identify and address laws, standards, regulations or policies that may unintentionally create barriers 
to implementing sustainable infrastructure. 

LD3.3 
Extend useful life.  
Extend a project’s useful life by designing the project in a way that results in a completed works that is more durable, 
flexible and resilient. 

LD0.0 
INNOVATE OR EXCEED CREDIT REQUIREMENTS.  
To reward exceptional performance beyond the expectations of the system as well as the application of innovative 
methods which advance the state of the art for sustainable infrastructure. 

 

Edina: Resources Allocation – Applicable Credits 

RA1.3 
Use recycled materials.  
Reduce the use of virgin materials and avoid sending useful materials to landfills by specifying reused materials, including 
structures, and material with recycled content. 

RA1.4 
Use regional materials.  
Minimize transportation costs and impacts and retain regional benefits through specifying local sources. 

RA1.5 
Divert waste from landfills.  
Reduce waste, and divert waste streams away from disposal to recycling and reuse. 

RA1.6 
Reduce excavated materials taken off site.  
Minimize the movement of soils and other excavated materials off site to reduce transportation and environmental 
impacts. 

RA1.7 
Provide for deconstruction and recycling.  
Encourage future recycling, up-cycling, and reuse by designing for ease and efficiency in project disassembly or 
deconstruction at the end of its useful life. 

RA2.1 
Reduce energy consumption.  
Conserve energy by reducing overall operation and maintenance energy consumption throughout the project life cycle. 

RA2.2 
Use renewable energy.  
Meet energy needs through renewable energy sources. 

RA3.1 
Protect fresh water availability.  
Reduce the negative net impact on fresh water availability, quantity and quality. 

RA3.2 
Reduce potable water consumption.  
Reduce overall potable water consumption and encourage the use of greywater, recycled water, and stormwater to meet 
water needs. 

RA3.3 
Monitor water systems.  
Implement programs to monitor water systems performance during operations and their impacts on receiving waters. 

RA0.0 
INNOVATE OR EXCEED CREDIT REQUIREMENTS.  
To reward exceptional performance beyond the expectations of the system as well as the application of innovative 
methods which advance the state of the art for sustainable infrastructure. 
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Edina: Natural World – Applicable Credits 

NW1.1 
Preserve prime habitat.  
Avoid placing the project – and the site compound/temporary works – on land that has been identified as of high 
ecological value or as having species of high value. 

NW1.2 
Protect wetlands and surface water.  
Protect, buffer, enhance and restore areas designated as wetlands, shorelines, and waterbodies by providing natural 
buffer zones, vegetation and soil protection zones. 

NW1.4 
Avoid adverse geology.  
Avoid development in adverse geologic formations and safeguard aquifers to reduce natural hazards risk and preserve 
high quality groundwater resources. 

NW1.5 
Preserve floodplain functions.  
Preserve floodplain functions by limiting development and development impacts to maintain water management 
capacities and capabilities. 

NW1.6 
Avoid unsuitable development on steep slopes.  
Protect steep slopes and hillsides from inappropriate and unsuitable development in order to avoid exposures and risks 
from erosion and landslides, and other natural hazards. 

NW1.7 
Preserve greenfields.  
Conserve undeveloped land by locating projects on previously developed greyfield sites and/or sites classified as 
brownfields. 

NW2.1 
Manage stormwater.  
Minimize the impact of infrastructure on stormwater runoff quantity and quality. 

NW2.2 
Reduce pesticide and fertilizer impacts.  
Reduce non-point source pollution by reducing the quantity, toxicity, bioavailability and persistence of pesticides and 
fertilizers, or by eliminating the need for the use of these materials. 

NW2.3 
Prevent surface and groundwater contamination.  
Preserve fresh water resources by incorporating measures to prevent pollutants from contaminating surface and 
groundwater and monitor impacts over operations. 

NW3.1 
Preserve species biodiversity.  
Protect biodiversity by preserving and restoring species and habitats. 

NW3.2 
Control invasive species.  
Use appropriate non-invasive species and control or eliminate existing invasive species. 

NW3.3 
Restore disturbed soils.  
Restore soils disturbed during construction and previous development to bring back ecological and hydrological functions. 

NW3.4 
Maintain wetland and surface water functions.  
Maintain and restore the ecosystem functions of streams, wetlands, waterbodies and their riparian areas. 

NW0.0 
INNOVATE OR EXCEED CREDIT REQUIREMENTS.  
To reward exceptional performance beyond the expectations of the system and the application of innovative methods 
which advance the state of the art for sustainable infrastructure. 

 

Edina: Climate and Risk – Applicable Credits 

CR2.1 
Assess climate threat.  
Develop a comprehensive Climate Impact Assessment and Adaptation Plan. 
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CR2.2 
Avoid traps and vulnerabilities.  
Avoid traps and vulnerabilities that could create high, long-term costs and risks for the affected communities. 

CR2.3 
Prepare for long-term adaptability.  
Prepare infrastructure systems to be resilient to the consequences of long-term climate change, perform adequately 
under altered climate conditions, or adapt to other long-term change scenarios. 

CR2.4 
Prepare for short-term hazards.  
Increase resilience and long-term recovery prospects of the project and site from natural and man-made short-term 
hazards. 

CR2.5 
Manage heat islands effects.  
Minimize surfaces with a high solar reflectance index (SRI) to reduce localized heat accumulation and manage 
microclimates. 

CR0.0 
INNOVATE OR EXCEED CREDIT REQUIREMENTS.  
To reward exceptional performance beyond the expectations of the system as well as the application of innovative 
methods which advance the state of the art for sustainable infrastructure. 
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Overview and Executive Summary 
 
Based on stakeholder input and feedback starting in June 2013, beginning with an October 23, 2013 
workshop the project design team offered draft designs for the three segments of the project area:  

 East, from Minnehaha to France 

 Middle, from Brookview to Minnehaha and including the bridge, plus Minnehaha Creek and 

stormwater issues 

 West, from Wooddale to Brookview 

 
The project design team also presented draft designs and updates for the bridge, rapids and grade-control 
structure, boat landing, lighting, intersection configurations, and bus stops. 
 
On 23 October over 40 people attended an in-person session at City Hall, and 43 contributed via an online 
survey open through 3 November. Below is a very high-level summary, followed by complete details. 
 
East end: This draft design generated varied responses, with continued concerns about the six-foot 
increase for a short section just east of Minnehaha Boulevard to accommodate additional parking on 
Sundays. There was less concern for the two-foot increase for the remaining section. Other feedback 
included a need for landscaping around the rapids and bridge area. 
 
Middle section, bridge, rapids and grade-control structure, landing: There was consistent support for the 
draft design, in particular around increased safety for children and creek users by raising the bridge and 
minimizing the need to cross 54th Street. Stakeholders indicated concerns over whether the new 
construction would damage the creek or rapids in any way, the overall width of the road, and the potential 
for undesirable activities underneath the bridge. Some also said they wanted a sidewalk on the south side 
to watch boat users and other creek activities. Overall, participants strongly supported maintaining the 
rapids and grade-control structure, and various stakeholders expressed different design ideas for the 
natural landing. 
 
West end: Consistent throughout the engagement process, the draft design for this section generated the 
most response, especially from residents on 54th Street. The concerns remained focused on the impact of 
the increased width on properties and vehicle speed. Even though the draft design responded to 
stakeholder concerns by using shared bike/vehicle lanes (2-foot width increase) and no tree removal, some 
stakeholders continued to express their objections to bike lanes. Others wrote that a shared vehicle and 
bicycle lane is appealing. 
 
Lighting, intersection configurations, bus stops: Responses to these topics were limited. Although the in-
person and online surveys attempted to clarify that lighting decisions will be made during the final design 
process in early 2014 and will include stakeholder input, some stakeholders expressed a need for more 
details and information, and would have preferred being asked sooner.  
 
Envision: This innovative new tool to evaluate the sustainability of infrastructure investments was applied 
to the design and the results displayed at this feedback session. These results will be finalized and included 
in the Feasibility Study and design recommendations to the City Council in December 2013.  
 
Participants: The maps below show the locations of the in-person and online participants in this round of 
stakeholder feedback who provided address information.   
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Stakeholder Impact on Design: The table below illustrates the impact of stakeholder contributions on the 
design process.   

Issues/Components Summer 2013 Status October 2013 Status 
Boulevard width 5’ Turf 1’Concrete 

Lane width 17’: 11’ vehicle, 6’ bike 14’: Shared vehicle and bike 

Sidewalk width 5’ 5’ 

Lighting type Not specified Downward facing/dark sky 

Bus stop pads Optional Not included 

Wayfinding signs Optional Not included 

Tree removal (entire corridor) 8 removed 0 removed 

Relocated bus stops Optional Recommended; staff work with Metro 
Transit 

Crossing safety at Minnehaha 
Boulevard/bridge 

 Stop sign: Optional 

 Flashing sign: Optional 

 Zebra crosswalk: Optional 

 Stop sign: Included 

 Flashing sign: Not included 

 Zebra sign: Not included 

 Shelf under bridge to reduce pedestrian 
crossings 

Bridge  Arch or slab: Optional 

 Lighting design: Open  
 

 Aesthetics: Open 

 Arch 

 Lighting design: Further feedback 
required 

 Aesthetics: Further feedback required 

Map showing participants in project area Map showing all participants in this round, except 7 
people from Princeton, Redwing, Minnetonka, Crystal, 

Vadnais Heights, Shoreview, and Robbinsdale 
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East End Draft Design 
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East: Appealing
 looks good 

 More appealing if parking is on both sides 7 

days/week. 

 Nice, shared use. 

 Section B looks to me moving in a more reasonable 

direction 

 sidewalk 

East: Concerns 
 It's a shame that the current plan does not include 

exclusive bike lanes. Sharrows seem like a weak 

attempt to include cycling into the infrastructure, 

especially on a street frequently used by SVMS 

students who bike to and from school. We will look 

back on this as a miss as the biking trend is 

growing. 

 The street currently works fine as is. The parking on 

the north side while sparsely used provides a visual 

narrowing of the roadway with just one parked car. 

As currently configured the road is highly available 

to bikers for biking along the curbside. 

 12" concrete boulevard still adds unnecessary width 

to project. ADA may "recommend", but is it 

required? Is a nursing home/hospital nearby where 

we have a larger than average wheelchair 

population? 

 way too wide 

 Section A effectively moves problem traffic speeds 

and noise pollution traffic 4' closer to my dining 

room/family room and will have an exclusive 

adverse impact on our property value, quality of 

life, and safety of our property. 

 road is way too wide....promotes speeding 

 Keep the street configuration as it is. Add a 

sidewalk and be done. If it isn’t broke don't fix it. 

 Have curb bump-outs at intersections been explored 

to help calm traffic speeds? 

 don't need parking 

 It's concerning the Section B was WITHHELD 

FROM PRESENTATION at last nights preliminary 

proposal meeting. Clearly ALL resident tax payers 

would have far greater support for Section B 

implementation consistency to the creek. 

 don't need the sharrows. 

 skip north side parking even if needed on Sundays 

(they can make other arrangements). 5' bike, 11' 

travel, 11' travel, 5' bike, 7' parking = 40' 

 Narrow streets! 

 Keep narrow – sidewalk on south? Where is already 

exists – put pedestrian sign at bridge 

 Why not have 4’ sidewalk with 1’ concrete 

curb/rumble strip? 

 Keep the current street configuration of the east 

section of 54th. It currently serves the needs of 

everyone (residents, bikers, traffic) every day of the 

week. 

 Keep 54th St. roughly same width as now 

 This furnishes ample space for the uses 

 How about speed bumps? Don’t make 54th a 

thoroughfare! Narrow the street! 

 Please don’t make 54th a big thoroughfare. Keep 

the charm 

 Falls area is a diamond in the rough. Needs 

landscaping 

 Reduce speed with speed bumps 

 Speed bumps? 

 Speed bumps are not required on 54th St. 

 Do not install speed bumps. Anywhere. 

 Considering and blindly instituting are different 

things 

 Overwhelming neighborhood input was narrow not 

wider. Why ask for input when it is not considered? 

 Why can’t 18’ be 14’? 

 14’ too wide. Please show proof of state-aid 

requirement 

 Don’t make 54th into a thoroughfare 

 Narrower streets would reduce speed 

 Narrow streets! 

 Speed bumps? Minneapolis has them Douglas 

 I'm very opposed to shared vehicle/ bicycle lanes. 

Especially considering the sloped nature of 54th 

Street. When wet/icy conditions exist you are 

inviting trouble. 

 Collectively I believe all ADJACENT IMPACTED 

STAKEHOLDERS would like to see the narrowing 
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of the shared vehicle/bike lane to 12' by way of 

variance if/where necessary. 

 wider street means faster cars/ awful plan 

 More can be done on east side to help calm traffic 

(curb bump-outs near intersections). Why can't 

advisory lanes be used like there is now? Parking is 

rare and bikers end up using parking lanes when 

they are empty. My concern is that it will be wide 

open and enticing for speeders.  

 Don’t let 54th become a way to bypass 50th 

East: Comments 
 Parking both sides, shared lanes, sidewalk. 

 What exactly is the "significant construction 

delay"? How long? How bad can it be if we plan on 

it? It's not like it is unexpected. 

 As long as the local residents are good with it!!! 

 disappointing. staff needs to push harder for 

dedicated bike facilities--figure out how to make it 

work and figure out how to communicate with 

public. 

 Please provide details on the number of residents in 

this neighborhood who voted for this option. 

 Landscaping around bridge and east side of 54th 

needed
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Middle Section Draft Design 
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Middle: Appealing 
 very good 

 No longer having to cross 54th street to do laps of 

the whitewater 

 raising bridge; access bench; rapids access 

 raising the bridge is a great idea to provide better 

clearance for paddlers. 

 Bike lanes, sidewalk 

 Repeat creek users could portage back and forth 

without disrupting traffic. 

 I like raising the bridge to be able to run the rapids 

continually with bench 

 Access bench to run rapids repeatedly. 

 I love that it is wider to accommodate foot/bike and 

auto traffic 

 The aesthetic of the bridge design were appealing 

 Sidewalk 

 Raised bridge offering more headroom for boaters 

going underneath. 

 Access bench to portage if desired. 

 Widen road. 

 This IS a park and should continue to have wild 

spaces 

 I love the height of the bridge for creek users 

Middle: Concerns 
 It's a shame that the current plan does not include 

exclusive bike lanes. Sharrows seem like a weak 

attempt to include cycling into the infrastructure, 

especially on a street frequently used by SVMS 

students who bike to and from school. We will look 

back on this as a miss as the biking trend is 

growing. 

 Why increase from 14' on the east side back up to 

17'? That is NOT consistent with the west side. We 

don't want a wider bridge! What are the future 

bridge needs you mention? Why on earth does 

sidewalk increase to 6' when 5' is perfectly fine? 

What is width of side walls? They add significant 

amount to the overall width of the bridge. I would 

keep a railing system so creek can be viewed by 

motorists AND bicyclists as they are going by. The 

41' dimension you use is VERY misleading because 

it doesn't even take into account the decorative knee 

wall/railing thickness 

 That any re-build would damage the playable 

feature in the rapids 

 How much will the street have to be widened? 
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 I would put the sidewalk on the south side. Often 

people enjoy watching boaters on the wave to the 

south of the bridge. A sidewalk on the south would 

also make it so pedestrians are not required to cross 

Minnehaha Boulevard 

 The bridge width should - not - affect the creek bed 

width, as this would affect the water velocity going 

through the rapids, and potentially negatively affect 

them. PLEASE - consult with a whitewater flow 

firm to ensure the rapids are not destroyed, thanks! 

 New design will disrupt the kayak surfing wave. 

 Too wide. 17' lane is not necessary and should not 

continue to be forced upon the residents who pay 

taxes in this community. 

 Too wide....can we not cut down on the width of the 

bridge to keep it quaint and fit into the 

neighborhood 

 Where is the sidewalk on the south side? People 

like to be able to enjoy BOTH sides of bridge. 

 High water might go above bench under bridge and 

high water times are just when this access is 

needed. 

 Kids and adults alike wanting to observe creek 

activities on the SOUTH SIDE as they do now, will 

have nowhere to stand -- which could lead to them 

simply occupying the bike lane, resulting in an 

obvious traffic conflict!!! 

 It is unfortunate that we are calling these 'shared 

bike lane' when in fact the road is being widened to 

an extent that designates the bike lanes. 

 there's room for two dedicated bike lanes 6' 11' 11' 

6' 

 design lacks detail 

 Keep stop sign please! 

 Why increase shared lane to 17’ when it is 14’ 

further down the road? Keep it simple! 

 Put sidewalks on both sides of the bridge – no 

widening required 

 2nd sidewalk No! No! 

 17’? Why so wide? 

 Narrow streets! 

 I would drive faster if the road was wider… 

 Proven fact that wider roads equal faster cars 

 The overwhelming input from those most affected 

was to not widen 54th Street to reduce traffic speed 

 Road still too wide 

 I’m very opposed to shared vehicle/ bicycle lanes. 

Especially considering the sloped nature of 54th 

Street. When wet/icy conditions exist you are 

inviting trouble. 

 Do NOT raise bridge 3'! This is NOT a water park. 

You are designing for the 1% here...design for the 

neighborhood first! 

 If there is one thing that has been made very clear 

through this process it is that the local resident tax 

payer do not support bike lanes that widen W54th 

st. There are days where we have ZERO road bikers 

utilizing these lanes. The bike 

volume/neighborhood support/relevance of the 

lanes simply don't exist. 

 Way too wide! Sidewalk needs to be on both sides 

of bridge. 17’ much too wide for a shared lane! 

 Raising the bridge is not well thought out. Kayakers 

and canoeists just are not a large enough population 

that occupies this area. Where have they been since 

the very first neighborhood meeting? That would 

change the character of the neighborhood for the 

worst.

Middle: Comments 
 Go whitewater!!!!!! :) 

 Again, from empirical observation this past 

Summer, most of the creek "audience" congregated 

on the SOUTH SIDE -- where a bike lane would 

now be. This makes no sense. 

 Would like to see wave improved with possible fish 

ladder. Runoff when it rains drops a lot of oily 

water just below bridge. 

 better judgment needed--can't expect to approach 

projects the same way (even with increased 

opportunities for public input) and expect better 

results  

 Be sure to allow for future path on Minnehaha 

Boulevard 
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Middle Draft Design: Bridge 

Bridge: Appealing
 Stone looks nice, appealing to the neighborhood; 

lights provide safe, yet intimate illumination 

 Limestone fascia 

 Looks good 

 10 foot wide access within arch; access to rapids for 

recreational use 

 I love paddling and surfing on these rapids and 

keeping them is the most important part of the 

project for me. Please keep them. A mini 

whitewater park would be amazing even if it’s just 

one wave. 

 Good looking bridge design 

 Shelf to allow portaging is a great idea for safety. 

BUT, only necessary if the gradient and recreational 

feature (wave) is maintained 

 [Shelf, raised bridge] Best solution for safety of 

creek users – so they an stay off the road 

 Natural look. Local materials 

 Nice aesthetic. 

 Access bench 

 I like the ability to see the creek thru the metal 

fencing 

 Stone and general design look appealing an of 

quality 

Bridge: Concerns 
 I have not seen accurate contextual elevations. 

Isolated bridge image does not provide enough 

information to understand how design relates to 

surrounding area 
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 in drawing, stone looks too golden--consider 

matching color of stone on 50th 

 Ledge under bridge will attract unwanted activity; 

not a safe feeling when walking at night 

 Need to show people so we have an idea just how 

large this is 

 What will the path as a feature be like if it is under 

water in the spring? 

 shelf 

 How is the path under the bridge sitting decided. 

Will it be on summery water levels and then under 

water in the spring when water is released? 

 If the concrete has to be removed please rebuild the 

wave the same or better. 

 Walkway under bridge will attract graffiti 

 Where does the south end of the walkway go? 

Walkway not required. Minimize change to current 

grade. 

 No walkway below bridge. Crosswalk is good 

enough. 

 Walkway under bridge will draw unsavory behavior 

 Do not raise bridge! 

 Minnesotans know how to portage – no walkway 

under bridge 

 No walkway under the bridge, please 

 No walkway needed under bridge. Portaging helps 

slow down traffic 

 Walkway under bridge is unnecessary. Bad spot to 

portage from north side 

 Boaters should portage above bridge – this will be a 

congregating point for teenagers 

 Good spot for drinking alcohol if you’re a minor 

 This encourages crime, vandalism, teen 

congregation for better part of the year 

 Headroom on passage limits its functional 

 While a nice, aesthetically appealing design, the 

curvature cuts down the headroom on the creek left 

side.

Bridge: Comments 
 Keep bridge the same height it currently is 

 How much will the grade of the bridge have to 

be raised to accommodate the path underneath? 

 Copy design of other bridges over Minnehaha. 

Example: 50th and Wooddale by St. Stephens 

 Is current bridge structure being removed? 

 What is grade-control structure? 

 Make bridge look old and charming – not 

modern or cheap 

 Design lacked detail--how will raising the bridge 

affect elevation of street, especially at 

Minnehaha intersection?
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Middle Draft Design: Rapids and Grade-control Structure 

Middle rapids/grade-control: Appealing
 That the community is overwhelmingly for 

maintaining the rapids and not "dumbing them 

down" to a meager water slide. 

 YES...keep the rapids AS IS! 

 maintain the rapids 

 Keep the rapids playful. 

 Keeping rapids 

 Maintaining the rapids as they now are would be 

fantastic. 

 improving wave 

 Maintain the rapids! 

 the rapids look like fun for a number of kayakers 

and it would be great if we can accommodate them 

 Keep as natural as possible 

 Maintain rapids 

  

 I have personally witnessed fish navigating up and 

downstream through the rapids so a fish ladder that 

risks destroying the rapids is unnecessary. At most, 

a minimal width ladder would suffice. 

 Keep rapids. 

 Maintain grade control structure (rapids) 

 Please have the watershed district consult with a 

knowledgeable whitewater park firm to preserve 

rapids for the wide spectrum of activities – 

kayaking, canoeing, tubing, shore fishing – they 

currently provide 

 No messing with the rapids! Keep ‘as is’ 

 Don’t change the bridge footings or alter the current 

grade. This is a one-of-a-kind spot in the area for 

recreational use 

 Structures to allow fish to move upstream should 

not change the character of the creek 

 Minimize tree removal. Allow current gradient and 

recreational feature to remain 

 I kayak the rapids on 54th St bridge, and don't want 

to see any changes to the rapids 

 The 54th St bridge area is a favorite spot for many 

paddlers including myself. Other paddlers I have 

spoken with, do NOT want to see any changes to 

the rapids. To have a spot like this to paddle within 

the metro is a great thing. I don't see any reason to 

make changes to the rapids itself. Paddlers who go 

here also frequent local business' and spend money. 

I know I do. Changes to the rapids will result in lost 

revenue for the area. 

 if a safe, fun water recreation facility can be 

created/enhanced as part of this project, that's a 

good thing

Middle rapids/grade-control: Concerns 
 changing the current rapids area 

 Removing the grade change would mean less 

oxygen for fish and less fun for the community 

 HOWEVER -- the creek bed is made of 

deteriorating asphalt. So while this project is being 

constructed, it would make sense to replace that 

creek bed with a new facing. 

 disrupting the kayak and canoe play wave. Would 

also like to see all the jagged rock on the slide to the 

wave removed. I have seen enough people capsize 
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and swim prior to the wave get cut up on the very 

jagged rock 

 Change to grade control structure by watershed 

district 

 The less “engineered” the creek is the better. Fish 

can and do pass under the current bridge 

 The recreational value of the wave of current creek 

gradient must not be minimized. The flow and 

creek should not change. 

 Creek is not intended for rapids. This is a 

neighborhood not a park 

 Again, "messing with" creek beds in the slightest 

can lead to wholly unexpected results, sometime 

destroying the "good" in search of the "ideal." It's 

best to bring in a whitewater consulting company 

well-versed in these designs to ensure this doesn't 

happen. 

Middle rapids/grade-control: Comments 
 Keep it simple. Don’t raise the grade. Keep street 

narrower to keep speeds down 

 Take these things out [Above-water grade control 

structures] 

 Rapids one year, drought the next. How does a 

“grade-control structure” improve this and what is 

that? 

 Would like to see wave improved and a fish ladder 

installed. 

 One need only look to the Vermilion River in 

Hastings as a natural model for constructing a 

smooth surfaced, yet harmonious, pool / drop type 

rapids.
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Middle Draft Design: Landing 

Middle landing: Appealing
 good 

 Natural landing makes more sense 

 Like the approach 

 yes, landings 

 I real landing would be great and it would be 

awesome to have one that prevents erosion. 

 Natural look 

 This nicely melds with the environment while still 

providing access. 

 Looks nice 

 The canoe landings shelf are all based on 

maintaining the recreational nature of the creek is 

essential 

 This would make it much easier to get in and out of 

the creek

Middle landing: Concerns 
 How close will landing be to the actual rapids? 

Preliminary design looked very close and dangerous 

 Do not want to see any changes here 

 Frost / heave could dislodge such a design? 

 Nothing. If redevelopment of this landing only 

stands to draw external traffic into our Edina Tax 

Payer community, having an adverse impact on the 

home owners 

 why do we need a landing if you will be able to 

pass under the bridge. This is not a state park area, 

this will promote loitering. 

 It might make more sense to make the shore more 

on-level with the creek so (using that green canoe 

as an example) boats could be easily pulled up and 

not go floating off??? 
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 Current landings make little sense for portaging. 

Move them to improve the route and make sure the 

path under the bridge corresponds. [Make sure 

landings are on the same side as the under-bridge 

shelf] 

 Loose aggregate is slippery 

 All of the overwhelming creek landing support 

seemed from a group of Mpls White Water Kayaker 

that chose to attend an Edina meeting. This was a 

very concerning part of the robust design process. 

Middle landing: Comments 
 Canoes always land on the east side – due to current  Would changes remove wildflowers/general flora 

on west bank? 
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West End Draft Design 
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West: Appealing 
 fine 

 Shared bike/vehicle lanes 

 I like that the trees stay yet we have sidewalk and 

shared road program 

 sidewalk 

 Shared vehicle/bicycle 

 Sidewalk 

 Feedback is beginning to be heard, but not there 

yet. 

 

West: Concerns
 Would be very happy if we could get west design to 

34'. Thank you 

 Width 

 Still could be narrower overall; 1 foot concrete 

rumble boulevard does not need to make the overall 

sidewalk 6' wide...the 1 foot boulevard should be 

included in the overall 5' sidewalk...still appropriate 

for City snow removal equipment for City 

maintained sidewalks 

 It's a shame that the current plan does not include 

exclusive bike lanes. Sharrows seem like a weak 

attempt to include cycling into the infrastructure, 

especially on a street frequently used by SVMS 

students who bike to and from school. We will look 

back on this as a miss as the biking trend is 

growing. 

 Concrete boulevard/"glorified sidewalk extension" 

adds unnecessary width to the project; keep 5' 

sidewalk and just incorporate a 6"-12" rumble strip 

within the 5' overall width; still meets ADA 

requirements; a wheelchair only needs 5' to turn 

around; 35' is still too wide! We want to be as close 

to the existing 32'+/- width we currently 

have...adding an additional 12" of concrete is just 

not a luxury we can afford here. France/Wooddale 

Avenues' sidewalks are currently 5'. 

 14' is still too wide for the road. Need to control 

speeding by having narrow lanes 

 6' bike, 10', 10' + 2' = 28 

 Where will the signage go and we need to keep that 

to a minimum 

 Still too wide. Interesting that the 1' detectable 

warning strip is ADA recommended NOT required, 

which is how it was represented at meeting. 

 The North side is required to take the lion's share of 

the overall change in width...there has to be a more 

equitable way to share this with the South side 

 design lacks detail; 14' lanes 

 Is the overall 35' width centered along the 60' right-

of-way? It isn't, therefor the north side bears the 

brunt of excess 

 This ENITRE community wants to maintain more 

narrow driving lanes which support the high 

demand for walk-ability/safety that ALL 

resident/taxpayers support. 
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 Road is too wide – retain current width for safety 

and ambience 

 Where is the proof that 14’ is required vs. 

suggested? 

 34.5’ still too wide – does not appear to be centered 

on right of way 

 14’ still too wide. Our understanding that variance 

allows 11’ 

 Street too wide 

 Narrow streets! 

 Can this be done at 32’ no wider 

 These are larger dimensions than minimum 

 32’ is fine! 

 Street still too wide – need to keep speeding down 

 Center the project 

 Sidewalk too big! 

 No bike/vehicle road. Vehicle only please 

 Too wide! 

 Which way will snow be plowed? North into yards? 

South into street? 

 Have checked with MNDOT. Not the minimum! 

 Speeding still occurs when widened 

 Don’t let 54th become a way to avoid 50th 

 Don’t need 1’ concrete boulevard 

 4’ sidewalk 

 32’ total width 

 Street still too wide – keep current width 

 Would like to see proof of state-aid regulation for 

MN street width of 14’. 11’ is plenty of space! 

 Boulevard not required – and not worth widening 

the street, losing green space, diminishing property 

values 

 1’ boulevard not necessary with 5’ sidewalk 

 1.5’ concrete boulevard not necessary. Respect 

wheelchair etc. needs, but sidewalk along 

accommodates them 

 Still too wide! 

 Don’t take people’s property for a bike lane 

 No need for bike lanes 

 Would prefer narrower travel lanes – at the expense 

of any bike lanes 

 4’ sidewalk 

 Too wide! Please keep the charm of the 

neighborhood 

 Bike lanes not necessary on 54th 

 Street still too wide – keep at 32’ – concerned about 

speeding! 

 7:10 7:11 54th is secondary so why do we need the 

bike lane 

 This would create a busier boulevard and decrease 

property value and eliminate green space. Do not 

widen 

 Keep street narrow. Take out marked bike lanes – 

confuses drivers now – keep at 32’ 

 We do not need bike lanes at all. We haven’t 

needed them – not that much bike traffic 

 35’ is still too wide! Explain where ADA 

“recommends” 12’ warning strip 

 Remove mud delta 

 I'm very opposed to shared vehicle/ bicycle lanes. 

Especially considering the sloped nature of 54th 

Street. When wet/icy conditions exist you are 

inviting trouble. 

 do we really need sharrows??? People get it to slow 

down for the bikers, they don't need to have this 

pointed out...let common sense prevail!!!! 

 Concerned for trees on north side; encroachment 

will eventually kill them due to root disturbance 

during digging; what trees would be removed if 

poles are moved further south? how far south are 

you making your assumptions? How many poles 

are you talking about? None of this was clear. What 

5 trees are the ones to be removed? We've waited 

decades to get a new road, a schedule delay is not 

an issue here. You may as well do it right! 

 Please reduce sidewalk to 4' with 1' strip which will 

work best with City equipment 

 why do we need the 1' concert boulevard, 

incorporate that into the sidewalk width so the 

Cities snow plowing equipment will still work to 

maintain the sidewalk 
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West: Comments 
 Narrowing the entire lanes to 13', removing the 1' 

warning strip, allowing a 5' sidewalk, might be a 

solution. 

 Accommodate pop up drain pipe 

 5401 Oaklawn. Pop-up drain pipe from our gutter 

system – buried under pavers to northwest corner. 

Power line buried underground in driveway next to 

street. Low spot in grade by driveway on northwest 

corner. 

 Have found exposed aggregate is slippery. Dimples 

better! [For the 1’ boulevard] 

 Recommended? Not required? 

 West side: if design is not flexible and needs to 

have an unnecessary 1' concrete boulevard, then 

explore the idea of taking down utility poles. That 

will allow project to be centered along the right-of-

way (back edge of south curb to back edge of north 

sidewalk). I may be more inclined to go with a 34' 

wide scheme with poles staying intact. It was stated 

that the required distance a new curb must be from 

a utility pole is 2'-0" (is this truly measured from 

face of curb- not backside- to face of utility pole?). 

35' total width is still much wider than the current 

32'+/- along most of the west side.  

 Disappointing all around. Please evaluate public 

input process--generated a lot of comments, but not 

better results.
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Lighting

Lighting: Appealing
 More light is good...gets very dark along the stretch 

at night. 

 Subtle lighting. 

 a large street light at the 54th/park place 

intersection 

 How can I answer this without an image of the 

lights?

Lighting: Concerns 
 feedback on lighting should have been gathered 

earlier 

 Otherwise this is a waste of time. 

 No need to light the place up like a Shopping 

Center. As is, the natural light in the Summer 

months was more than enough. 

 it simply, urgently needs to be lighted - far too 

dangerous as it is now 

 what are "established city lighting standards"? 

 Show us pictures of the lighting options. 

 is this cost necessary? 

Lighting: Comments 
 lighting should not be an option, but a requirement 

wherever there is not adequate lighting for 

pedestrians
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Intersection Configurations 

Intersections: Appealing
 looks good 

 I do like the boulevard extension 

 less pavement 

 It's interesting, and will slow traffic.

Intersections: Concerns 
 Right now, the parking to the right and left of the 

wording "Minnehaha Boulevard" though minimal -- 

means people turning right from 54th St. are met 

with a one-lane constriction. 

 It might be best to keep cars (using a "No Parking 

Within 30ft." or what have you) away from 54th St. 

As is, cars parking on both sides led to congestion 

this past Summer. 

 some negative feedback from past projects where 

curb radii reduced 

 design lacks detail 

 You have provided drawings with no rendering of 

sidewalks. 
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Bus Stops 

Bus stops: Appealing
 fine 

 Good to consult MTC; not really sure how many 

passengers are picked up/dropped off at locations in 

question 

 The Bus Stop is MOVED AWAY from the creek, 

thank you!

Bus stops: Concerns 
 It goes without saying that our family is absolutely 

opposed to the relocation of a bus stop to directly in 

front of our house. Our home is set very close to 

this street and this proposal is unacceptable to us. 

 We are opposed to concrete bus stop pads. The non-

peak bus volume is incredibly low. I am in support 

of any measure that reduces the number of buses 

that drive down W54th.

Bus stops: Comments 
 This should already have been done 
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Final comments (online only) 
 Obviously, take to heart the input from nearby 

residents but remember that streets are for public 

travel. Don't design a street for the people who live 

on it. It isn't their street. It's our street. "Our" 

meaning the pedestrians, cyclists, transit users and 

motorists who make up the general traveling public. 

If W. 54th were a private access road, the residents 

along it could make it as narrow as they want and 

dictate both its function and aesthetics. But it is not 

a private access road--it's a public street. Safety and 

ease of travel for all modes should drive the design. 

I don't think that is what has happened here. 

 There has been improvement, but still more needs 

to be done for this to be considered a successful 

project. Much more detail needs to be shown 

(where are poles in relation to property lines? what 

trees would come down if poles were moved? are 

these even desirable trees? cross sections are not 

showing distances to adjacent property lines, etc.). 

Designers still don't seem to realize that 75% of the 

homes along this stretch of road have side yard 

setback conditions, with several homes having non-

conforming conditions- THESE HOMES ARE 

ALREADY CLOSE TO THE ROAD! We are NOT 

too excited about having road/sidewalk creeping 

any closer to our homes. Get creative and find a 

way to get this done with a narrower footprint! 

Refer to the recent 44th Street Reconstruction 

project...how can a State-Aid road that is designated 

as a primary bike route (54th Street is a secondary 

route) be 33'-5" total width (at 44th & Coolidge) 

and not striped, with no intention to stripe? It 

baffles me that we are not able to get to that 

dimension. As a side note, I am convinced that 

whoever looked at this stretch of 54th Street as a 

secondary bicycle route had no idea that 75% of 

homes had side-yard setback and didn't even take 

that into account when making that determination. 

 Halifax has had a very large incident of increased 

traffic -no left on 50th;waste collection from several 

competing services-(multiple trips to 

accommodate); lots of building activity- calling for 

large, heavy equipment which frequently blocks 

local drivers vision -both from driveways and 

passing ease as well as ware and damage to roads. -

--Solutions or help might come from a small 

damage tax on heavy vehicles/schedule a short time 

frame to drop delivery of building 

materials/developing a plan for driveway building 

prior to main residence (which in later project 

development might accommodate in- driveway 

truck worker parking) city and resident contribution 

to single service supplier -once a week- which 

would accommodate fewer trips to damage 

roadways-and likely save overall costs.(such as 

garbage collection, or other neighborhood routine 

activities such as yard care, and so on.) Possibly 

speed bumps -and/or traffic turn circles at end street 

busy corners might help to reduce speed -especially 

on our busy child- active streets. 

 thank you for keeping us all in the loop on this 

project! 

 I would like to mention that by reducing the traffic 

on 50th Street to one lane, it has caused such a back 

up to 50th and Wooddale, that the cars turn there 

and then cut over on 54th. If you ask me, 50th 

Street should still be two lanes. You have moved a 

large portion of traffic onto a much more residential 

street (54th). I am not at all encouraged that any of 

the residents’ comments will be addressed, since the 

City council seems to do whatever it decides is in 

its best interest and not ours. That is why I don't 

even bother to attend meetings that appear show 

concern for what the residents care about. 

 It's important to keep the integrity of the 

neighborhood and don't promote this, any more 

than it is, as a cut through to avoid traffic jams on 

50th. The road needs to be a narrow as possible to 

keep the speeding down, as so many studies prove 

this!!! Also important to not "cut into" the north 

side of 50th street. Work with in the present 

footprint of the street!!! 
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MINUTES OF 

CITY OF EDINA, MINNESOTA 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

OCTOBER 24, 2013 

6:00 P.M. 

 

 
ROLL CALL Answering roll call was members Bass, Boettge, Franzen, Janovy, LaForce, Nelson, Sierks, Spanhake, Van 

Dyke and Whited. 

 

APPROVAL OF MEETING AGENDA 

Motion was made by member Janovy and seconded by member Franzen to approve the meeting agenda. All voted 

aye. Motion carried. 

 

APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 

REGULAR MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 19, 2013 – Approved as corrected. 

Motion was made by member Janovy and seconded by member LaForce to approve the amended minutes of 

September 19, 2013.  All voted aye. Motion carried.  

 

COMMUNITY COMMENT – None. 

 

REPORTS/RECOMMENDATIONS 

Safety in the Park Presentation 

Mr. Thom Miller and Ms. Jamie LaPrey gave the presentation on The St. Louis Park Freight Rail Re-route. Mr. Miller 

said the group, Safety in the Park, was formed in 2010, because of their deep concern about the proposed re-routing 

of freight rail traffic in their city.  They do not support the re-route for safety and livability reasons; however they 

enthusiastically support LRT.  

 

Their concern is that the MN&S was not built to handle heavy, long cars (also travels through Edina) and its proximity 

to St. Louis Park’s (SLP) schools. Mr. Miller said “the railroad has publicly and repeatedly stated that unlike the trains 

that travel on the MN&S today, the re-routed trains WILL NOT BE ABLE TO STOP if an operator sees a child, car, or 

obstruction on the tracks due to the length and weight of the trains.”  

 

They went through the history of how they came to be where they are today and the different options that were laid 

out. They explained that Edina would be affected if the Southern Arm is replaced with a “switching wye” “which 

enables trains to change direction from east/west to north/south and vice versa” (a noisy, difficult, 3-4 hour process) 

vs a ramp which SLP City Council favors based on economic developments and a LRT stop closer to the hospital.  

 

They said their main goal is to stop the re-route and they are concerned with the Southern Arm and modifying for 

heavy freight that the tracks were not built for. Mr. Miller said this should also concern Edina. 

  

2012 Neighborhood Roadway Reconstruction Survey – Results 

Director Houle explained that this was the survey results from the projects completed in 2012. He said this was the 

third year since they’ve started surveying residents. Member Janovy suggested grouping the survey results by 

projects so that they could see if there were any patterns. Member LaForce asked what happens to the feedback and 

how they are applied to future projects. Director Houle said traffic related questions are forwarded to transportation 

planner Nolan; others are used to for improvements; and areas where repairs were noted were taken care of during 

the warranty period. Chair Nelson asked how the surveys were distributed and director Houle said electronically 

through Survey Monkey but those who did not have electronic access could request a paper copy. 
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Draft 2013 Street Reconstruction Survey 

The following suggestions were made: 

 

Questions 1 & 2:  Separate these ‘City Meetings and Open Houses’ because people may like one or the other; also ask 

what their preferred options are, including social media. 

Question 5: ‘…level of inconvenience…’ is subjective; can we frame a question that measures something that the crew 

does? 

Question 7: ‘…weather related delays…’ and ‘…ample notices…’ – not clear what is being asked; ‘…ample notices…’ is 

subjective, can we give specific timeframe, e.g. 24 hrs? 

Question 8: Last part of is ambiguous – ‘…any conflicts in dealing with the project’. 

Question 11: ‘….end result and final design’ probably have different meaning to people so consider separating them.  

Questions with rating scale:  Consider a 4 point rating scale because on a 5 point rating scale, ‘Neither effective or 

ineffective’ would be a 3 and it probably should not be a 3. 

 

The survey was developed by the Engineering and Communications Departments. 

 

2014 Neighborhood Reconstruction Projects – Updates 

 Birchcrest B  

Community Comment 

Wayne Lindholm, 5024 Valley View Road, said the survey result showed that residents were in favor of streetlights 

50/50 but it is not being recommended as part of the project, while sidewalk results was 27 to 61 and it is being 

recommended. He opposes the sidewalk which is not shown in the Comp Plan. 

 

Arthur Thelemann, 5132 Valley View Road, said he opposes the sidewalk. He said several historic surveys are 

included and one of them is a an updated pedestrian traffic survey but there is no mention of a concrete sidewalk; 

the area is noted not as a primary bike route but as a secondary bike route; there are more cyclists than casual riders 

(like himself); Mayor Hovland and Councilmember Swenson met with neighbors regarding the petition for the 

sidewalk and did not understand why the sidewalk was going in; and the bike route did not meet the definition 

because there are no place to recreate.   

 

During discussion, director Houle clarified that the sidewalk ends where it does because that is the end of the project 

limit; the sidewalk will be 5 ft. with a 5 ft. boulevard with some variation on the width; he will check with staff to see 

why streetlights are not being recommended; traffic volume on Valley View is 1400-1500/day and speed is 35-36 

mph.  

 

Member Whited read last month’s minutes where she had noted that the survey response was not in favor of 

sidewalk but staff reported that there was support from residents for the sidewalk, a contrast to tonight.  

 

Member LaForce said there are no schools or parks; however, the value of the sidewalk is not necessarily to take 

users somewhere specific but to be used recreationally by walker. Member Janovy added that two criteria are met – 

high volume and speed.  

 

Motion was made member Bass and seconded by member Janovy to forward the Birchcrest B Neighborhood 

Reconstruction feasibility study to City Council for approval. All voted aye. Motion carried. 

 

  Bredesen Park D 

Motion was made member LaForce and seconded by member Spanhake to forward the Bredesen Park D 

Neighborhood Reconstruction feasibility study to City Council for approval. All voted aye. Motion carried. 
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Countryside F 

Motion was made member Janovy and seconded by member Franzen to forward the Countryside F Neighborhood 

Reconstruction feasibility study to City Council for approval. All voted aye. Motion carried. 

  

 Morningside B 

Member Janovy said several emails were received in support of sidewalks on 42nd and continuing west of Grimes. 

She said staff made some changes since the feasibility study was first submitted and one of them is a 

recommendation to not build the sidewalk west of Grimes; however, residents want the sidewalk and some did not 

care which side of the road it was on, while others prefer the south side. She asked if Alden and Scott were part of 

the recommendation and transportation planner Nolan said yes. Member Janovy said as a resident in the 

neighborhood, she would not recommend the sidewalks on Alden and Scott and also there was no support for them 

in the survey and traffic volume is low. Director Houle said now is the time to fill in these missing segments because 

the opportunity will be lost for many years as experienced in another neighborhood and it is in the Comp Plan. He 

said staff is not recommending segment two (42nd from Grimes to city limit) because the residents have not been 

notified; however, they could use Nov/Dec. to notify residents and still have it folded in as part of this project. Staff, 

up until now was recommending the sidewalk on the north side but Member Janovy said putting the sidewalk on the 

south side would connect with existing sidewalks, and they can cross at Grimes and 42nd using the new crosswalk. 

She said further that there are some obstacles at Lynn & Oakdale and if these cannot be worked around it would be 

better to have the sidewalk from Grimes to Lynn. Member Franzen asked if the south side has been studied and 

transportation planner Nolan said the north side was studied and there are 28 conflicts compared to 32 on the south 

side. Some major conflicts on the south side include a driveway retaining wall, possibly a new driveway due to 

grading with likely impacts to the garage, and a huge tree that would be difficult to meander around.  

 

It was noted that the ring path around the park is not being recommended at this time. 

 

Motion was made by member Janovy to forward to the City Council for approval the Morningside B Neighborhood 

Reconstruction feasibility study with the comments in the Oct. 7 memo with the exception of .2 and instead 

recommend that a sidewalk be constructed between Grimes and the city limits and that it be a 5 ft. sidewalk to 

match the others.  

 

Discussion 

Chair Nelson asked if the north/south sidewalks (Alden and Scott) were included in the above motion. Member 

Janovy said it does not matter if they are included or not.  

 

Member Bass seconded the motion.   

 

Member Franzen said he does not have enough information on segment 2 to recommend it. Member LaForce asked 

if the motion included the north or south side and member Janovy said the side is to be determined based on further 

study. Chair Nelson asked for clarification on the north/south sidewalk and member Bass said she assumed they are 

included especially because they are in the Comp Plan. Member Franzen asked if it was possible to have the 

feasibility study for segment 2 done before final approval and staff felt that they could make this happen. Member 

LaForce asked what they are going to learn that they don’t already know and transportation planner Nolan said the 

impact to the house and tree to the west and director Houle added that they have not followed protocol of notifying 

residents and getting their input. Member Janovy said more notice is better and historically residents would have 

been notified because they would be assessed but this is being paid from the PACS fund and wondered if this new 

funding strategy changes anything. 

 

The motion was voted on as following: 

Aye: Bass, Whited, Nelson, Janovy, Spanhake, Boettge 

Nay: Laforce, Franzen 

Motion carried. 
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 Strachauer Park B 

Member Janovy asked if the REUs were changed to show that the park would be assessed 3 REUs instead of 2 and 

director Houle said it was not changed but will be addressed before going to City Council. 

Motion was made member LaForce and seconded by member Bass to forward the Strachauer Park B 

Neighborhood Reconstruction feasibility study to City Council for approval. All voted aye. Motion carried. 

 

54
th

 Street Reconstruction and Arden Park Stormwater Management Plan 

Director Houle said at this point the plans are approximately 80-90% complete and Mr. Toby Muse with SEH would 

be presenting the design recommendation. He said the completed plan will come before the ETC in November 

before going to the City Council December for final approval.  Mr. Paul Pasko with SEH was also in attendance. 

 

Mr. Muse, project manager, said the project location is W. 54th Street between Wooddale and France Avenues. W. 

54th is a state aid roadway with a bridge over Minnehaha Creek. The project has gone through two processes that are 

unusual for City projects and they are 1) a robust stakeholder engagement process to help shape design decisions 

and recommendations; and 2) Envision Sustainability Evaluation which is a scoring system that measures the effect 

project decisions and recommendations have on sustainability.  

 

Current roadway conditions are different east and west of the creek. On the east, there are curb and gutter, advisory 

bicycle lanes, parking on both sides and the roadway with is 40 ft.; on the west there are no curb and gutter, 

dedicated bicycle lanes and the roadway widths varies from 29-34 ft. The pavement is in poor condition both east 

and west. At a couple wider than usual intersections turning vehicle speeds are higher than normal and with 

diminished pedestrian crossing safety. There are seven Metro Transit bus stops, stop signs, driveway entrances that 

vary from flat to steep, and cobra head streetlights on wooden poles. The average daily traffic count is 2,400; the 

85th percentile speeds is from 29.8 to 30.5 mph; there are parking demands on Sundays (based on a parking study) 

otherwise one lane is sufficient on the east end; and there are 14 private retaining walls/landscaping within the 

right-of-way. The bridge was built in 1935 and widened in 1948. MnDOT has rated it structurally deficient and the 

rails as substandard.  

 

Stakeholder engagement: the goal was to include everyone to help make decisions in developing alternatives and 

ultimately a final design. Mr. Muse showed a table that demonstrated how feedback has shaped the draft feasibility 

study from August to October 2013, for example, eight trees were going to be removed and based on feedback no 

trees will be removed, etc. More public meetings and online surveys are scheduled.  

 

Proposed improvements to the west include curb and gutter, 14 ft. shared vehicle and bicycle lanes in both 

directions, a 1 ft. concrete boulevard adjacent to a 5 ft. sidewalk on the north side. The east section will have a 14 ft. 

shared vehicle lane with a 7 ft. parking lane on the south, an 18 ft. shared vehicle and bicycle lanes on the north with 

parking allowed only on Sundays, and a 1 ft. concrete boulevard adjacent to a 5 ft. sidewalk on the north side. The 

intersections at Park Place and Minnehaha Blvd will be narrowed but will accommodate turning movements of 

bigger vehicles. Other proposed improvements include bus stops consolidation to be coordinated with Metro Transit 

and decorative streetlights (style to be determined).  

 

A final design for the bridge has not been determined but a natural looking bridge is preferred; the deck will be 

raised approximately 3 ft. to accommodate a shelf underneath to mitigate pedestrian crossing for users of the creek; 

exact railing, lighting and aesthetic treatments are still to be determined. It would have 17 ft. shared vehicle and 

bicycle lanes, a 1 ft. concrete boulevard adjacent to a 5 ft. sidewalk on the north side, and decorative kneewall and 

railing for vehicle, pedestrian and bicyclist safety.  

 

The project planning began in June and from here, the feasibility study will come back to the ETC in November and 

then to the City Council in December for final approval.  
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Discussion 

Member Franzen asked if options were looked at for the power lines. Mr. Muse said they would need to be moved 

which would cause delays and impacts to trees. He asked if the City looked at burying the lines and director Houle 

said cost would be approximately $1-2M that State Aid would not cover and would likely be assessed to residents. 

He said it is most likely that Xcel Energy would pay the relocation cost.  

 

Member LaForce asked if the city has any jurisdiction over the creek and Mr. Muse said the City is working with the 

watershed district but he is not certain about jurisdiction. Director Houle said the watershed district has funding for 

shoreline improvements and also mainline improvements. Member Whited asked about water quality improvements 

and Mr. Muse said this will be addressed as they are working with the watershed district and also they need to meet 

minimum State Aid requirements. 

 

Member Janovy said she struggles with the level of engineering detail that is provided in understanding or being able 

to tell exactly where the road widths changes. She said one concern that people had was speeding. She asked how 

does 14 ft. lane addresses the concern of speeding and Mr. Muse said 14 ft. is the minimum width for a shared lane 

and director Houle added that not having the centerline, drivers tend to drive more cautiously, similar to W. 44th. 

Member Janovy said it looks like W. 44th is functioning but they need data and she’s asked for it twice.  

 

Community Comment 

Mr. Steve Timmer, 54th & Oaklawn, said the following: 

• As a stakeholder, he’s worked hard to keep the footprint of the project small and prevent urban sprawl;  

• Distributed a document yesterday that he and neighbors prepared that he would like added to the record; 

• Last night was the first time he saw the final plan that was presented tonight and noticed 14-ft lanes (last 

plan had 13.5-ft lanes) and when pressed for a reason the engineering department said it was MnDOT’s rule 

based on bike facility and certain traffic counts; he said this was a surprise for residents and probably a 

surprise to staff also;  

• It is possible to ask for a variance to accommodate the conditions on the street and he asked the ETC to ask 

the City Council to request a variance based on reasons cited in the document he distributed; 

• Loves the neighborhood and would like to keep it as is and save the trees. 

 

Mark Epple, 5336 Kellogg, said the following: 

• How are lane widths measured? What was presented is centerline to face of curb but MnDOT measures to 

edge of gutter which could potentially add another 3-ft; Mr. Muse’s response was that lanes are measured 

to the face of the curb and MnDOT considers the 14-ft lane to be a wide outside lane because it has bike 

facility.  

• There is a lack of detail showing impacts; 

• Understands not moving the power poles;  

• Heavily biased to the north side and is concerned about impacts to his two trees and their condition in future 

years; 

• Wants to be sure that staff understands what MnDOT expects; 

• How close can you get to a utility pole when building curb? Mr. Muse said measurement from the pole is 

from street side face of the pole to the face of the curb for a minimum 2-ft clear zone; 

• Residents on west side want to keep project centered. 

 

Teri Whaley, 5337 Wooddale, said the following: 

• Became involved because of Wooddale project which was a debacle; 

• Sidewalks are important and does not mind having it on her side but must consider the width; a 4-ft sidewalk 

with 1-ft rumble strip falls within guidelines;  

• Regarding stakeholders, many at the first meeting were not Edina residents which probably caused fear and 

motivated residents involvement; others should enjoy the creek, etc. but homeowners are who make Edina 
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great; consider them first, not bikers or people at bus stops; no focus on school bus drop-offs but wants 

landing pads [for Metro Transit]; 

• Make decisions based on needs of homeowners, not needs of bikers, pedestrians, etc. 

 

Jean Colwell, 5401 Oaklawn, said the following: 

• Thanked staff and consultant for listening;  

• There are still some issues residents are not happy with but is hopeful they can reach a compromise, i.e. the 

rumble strip which adds more concrete; 

• Take into consideration how close to the roadway the houses are built, unlike 44th that 54th keeps being 

compared to. 

 

John Crabtree, 5408 Oaklawn, said the following: 

• Would like the police to comment on the underpass under the bridge in reference to loitering and intent;  

• Regarding street widths, some would have liked to see parking but when it was fully understood, no longer 

supported it;  

• Living Streets presentation by staff to City Council highlighted the following: street costs, streets run-off 

(environmental), quality of life survey (speeding and running stop signs); cannot do anything about drivers 

running stop signs but the others can be controlled by making street as narrow as possible. 

 

John Adams, 5336 W. 54th, said the following: 

• Appreciated that staff is coming around to residents’ feedback; 

• Concerned with lane widths;   

• Noted that speed was measured at 30 mph but is concerned with aggregate speeding;  

• Noted the difference in the ‘feel’ of the roadway east and west of creek;  

• Wants to support parking for the church but not if it continues to cause speeding;  

 

Kevin Green, 5400 Kellogg, said the following: 

• New to neighborhood and moved here because of safety, character of the neighborhood and opportunity 

for rising property values; 

• Hearing more questions about the details than they currently have answers to and asked that they 

consider additional time to provide more information so they understand the impacts to their property 

value before moving forward; 

• Width of street is concerning; do not want to lose trees for bike lanes or parking; going from removing 

eight trees to zero is a great testament to what has been done over the past several months; 

• Pleased with progress but is far from being satisfied so please consider additional details and facts with 

greater clarity so they understand the true impacts. 

 

Ed Ross, 4015 W. 54th, said the following: 

• Supports John Adams’ comments; 

• Removing parking on one side and creating 18-ft lane does not make sense; 

• Supports parking on both sides to keep street narrow and provide use; 

• Church event tonight and vehicles were parked on both sides so parking is needed other than on Sundays; 

• Providing a lot of resources for bike traffic that is not there; 

 

Member Franzen asked if the report included existing and proposed conditions survey. Mr. Houle said this level of 

detail is not generally provided at this point in the study and if it was to be provided it would increase the study cost. 

Member Franzen said this was a unique project and he is not able to respond to residents’ concerns without this 

information. He suggested moving some of the power poles. Member Janovy concurred with member Franzen.  
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Member Janovy said the report included 2012 speed data and one reference to 2013 and asked if they would be 

provided 2013 data. She said getting bike and pedestrian video data would also be helpful.  

 

Member Bass said she appreciated residents sharing their feedback and especially on the engagement process which 

is new for the City. She said she heard them asking for details and that it is important that what gets designed, gets 

built. She added that she was pleased to hear Mr. Crabtree’s take away from the Living Streets presentation because 

a big part of the policy is addressing water quality and traffic calming. She said one piece not mentioned was the 

acknowledgement that people are moving about in different ways and patterns and transportation will continue to 

change for current and new residents and they need to consider the needs of all users and balance this with things 

like roadway widths and facility. 

 

Member Janovy asked about placing signs in the 1-ft rumble strip as it relates to ADA requirements and Mr. Houle 

said they need at least 2-ft for sign placement. He explained that the reason for including the rumble strip was 

because the sidewalk is directly adjacent to the roadway with a 6” drop-off and though it is not required by ADA, 

they recommend not putting a sidewalk next to a drop off. Additionally, he said they’ve proposed a 5-ft sidewalk 

because the equipment that public works staff uses for snow maintenance is 5-ft wide and the next side down is a 

regular snow blower.  

 

Traffic Safety Committee Report of October 8, 2013 

A.1. Chair Nelson asked if the school was contacted and transportation planner Nolan said the school was not 

contacted.  

 

A.2 Member Janovy said it looks like there is transit bus stop by the bump-out – this has been corrected. Chair 

Nelson asked if the ‘no parking’ is going to be only at those locations where the bump-outs are and then 170 ft. 

north of the crosstown ramps – yes. Member Franzen said the bump-outs could be larger and more aesthetically-

pleasing and still have enough parking – this is temporary for the winter said director Houle.  

 

B.1. Member Franzen asked how pedestrians are counted and transportation planner Nolan said it is done 

electronically. Member Janovy said she understands why the crosswalk was denied but believes the NEETS called for 

crosswalk at Sunnyside and Grimes. Additionally, she said there are two curb cuts that do not align with the 

intersection and she has almost been hit there and something needs to be done.  

 

C. 1. Member Whited said this area is a natural path for crossing that she uses and the number seems low to her. She 

asked if these types of counts could be done on the weekends and transportation planner Nolan said yes.  

 

C.2. Member Bass said she understands where the requestor is coming from because she has almost been hit by 

bicyclists in the 50th & France area. She said there is a parking issue and they do not want to discourage people from 

taking other modes. She said there are no facilities for biking. She said they should be careful in the language they 

use and also ask Council to consider potential remedies for addressing the need for better bicycle facilities in the 

area. She said this highlights the potential conflicts when there isn’t a good system for all the modes. Member Janovy 

agreed and said she sent a photo of pavement inset sign to transportation planner Nolan. 

 

D.2. Member Janovy asked what the bump-out will look like and was told that it is already built. 

 

Motion was made by member Spanhake and seconded by member Franzen to forward the October 8 Traffic Safety 

Report to City Council. All voted aye. Motion carried. 

 

Updates 

Student Members - None 
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Bike Edina Task Force 

It was noted that the Sept. 12 minutes was not distributed. Member Janovy reported that they’ve reorganized – 

passed bylaws, standardized members, formed subcommittees and there are four open spots for new members. She 

said the subcommittees are infrastructure, bike friendly community, Active Routes to School, and education and 

outreach and these will be open to anyone who would like to participate. Member Bass asked if the status of the 

BETF with the City has been clarified and member Janovy said the consensus is that the group is not interested in 

being a working group of the ETC and since they are seen as a separate organization from the City, they are working 

to formalize their relationship with the City.  

 

Living Streets Working Group 

Chair Nelson said the group continues to meet. Transportation planner Nolan added that the next meeting is Nov. 6 

at which time they will review the results of the workshop exercise and talk about crafting the report.  

 

Communications Committee 

Member LaForce clarified that they do not have any work in progress and that they work on a ‘as needed basis.’ 

 

CORRESPONDENCE AND PETITIONS - None 

 

CHAIR AND COMMISSION MEMBER COMMENTS 

In reference to the neighborhood reconstruction that is taking place on his street, Member Franzen said he has been 

testing the engineering staff to see if he could stump them and was surprised when he emailed them regarding his 

property marker that was removed to hear that it was already scheduled to be re-installed. He said he was quite 

impressed that staff had thought of the little details of the project. 

 

Chair Nelson said he’s noticed on the Birchcrest B project that the plan is to replace the concrete streets with 

bituminous and since they have not done much work on concrete streets throughout the City, he asked if this was 

the plan going forward. Mr. Houle said there are about 50 miles of concrete streets and they do not have 

replacement plan so they are replacing them as they do neighborhood reconstruction projects, and they are being 

replaced with bituminous.  

 

In reference to the presentation from Safety in the Park, Chair Nelson asked if it would be appropriate for the ETC to 

ask the City Council to take a position on the Southern Arm that is being proposed. Mr. Houle said this would be up 

to the ETC and he suggested discussing this at the next meeting. He said staff could not comment on it because they 

do not have enough information. He said the whistleblowing is a problem and the way to deal with this is for the City 

to install crossing arms and declare a whistle ban. He said this would be an expensive project. 

 

Member Whited said the new roadway design for the entry/exit at Byerly’s on France Ave makes it easier to exit 

onto France Ave. Secondly, she said she is no longer with PRISM Express as of this week and had to cancel the grant 

application with the City and the Met Council and she asked how to move forward. Chair Nelson said to add this to 

the agenda for discussion next month. 

 

Member LaForce said there are lane closure signs on France Ave that is not visible until almost time to merge; he 

asked if they would consider putting the signs on the median so they are more noticeable. 

 

Member Bass said the issues and concerns raised by neighbors reminded her that the communications committee 

had recommended modifying the City’s website to have clear and easy information on right-of-way, sightline, etc. 

and asked if they were ever considered. Mr. Houle said he would have to check on this and get back to her. 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

Updates from Mr. Nolan: 

• Metro Blvd sidewalk is almost complete. 
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• Vernon Ave mill and overlay still does not have bike markings and signage and these may not be done until 

next spring. 

• A new traffic safety coordinator will be starting on Nov. 4. 

• Educational safety campaign was added to the 2014 Work Plan and it was approved for funding; the amount 

is unknown.  

• Councilmember Bennett has invited everyone to attend the City’s quasquicentennnial and Founders Day 

event that is planned for Dec. 12.  

 

Updates from Mr. Houle: 

• France Ave and Hazelton Rd bid openings are scheduled for Nov. 20. 

• Neighborhood reconstruction projects are wrapping up. 

• Mark Nolan will be the staff liaison from now on as he is transitioning out of the City to a new assignment 

and next Thursday will be his last day. 

 

ADJOURNMENT   

Meeting adjourned. 

 

ATTENDANCE 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION ATTENDANCE - 2013 

NAME TERM J F M A M J J A S O N D 
Work 

Session 

# of 

Mtgs 

Attendance 

% 

Meetings/Work 
Sessions   1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1     1 11   

                            7/16     

                                  

Bass, Katherine 2/1/2014   1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1     1 10 91% 

Boettge, Emily 2/1/2014               1 1 1       3 100% 

Braden, Ann* 2/1/2014 1 1   1 1 1               5 45% 

Franzen, Nathan 2/1/2016 1 1   1 1     1 1 1     1 8 73% 

Iyer, Surya 2/1/2015 1 1 1   1 1 1   1       1 8 73% 

Janovy, Jennifer 2/1/2014 1 1 1 1 1 1 1   1 1     1 10 91% 

LaForce, Tom 2/1/2015 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1     1 11 100% 

Nelson, Paul 2/1/2016 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1     1 11 100% 

Schweiger, Steven student 1 1     1                 3 27% 

Sierks, Caroline student 1   1 1 1 1   1 1 1       8 73% 

Spanhake, Dawn 2/1/2016     1   1 1   1 1 1       6 67% 

Van Dyke, Jackson student                 1 1       2 100% 

Whited, Courtney 2/1/2015 1 1 1 1 1   1 1 1 1     1 10 91% 
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Short Elliott Hendrickson Inc., 10901 Red Circle Drive, Suite 300, Minnetonka, MN 55343-9302 
SEH is an equal opportunity employer   |   www.sehinc.com   |   952.912.2600   |   800.734.6757   |   888.908.8166 fax 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Members of the Edina Transportation Commission (ETC)  
 
FROM: Toby Muse, PE 
 
DATE: November 13, 2013 
 
RE: 54th Street Roadway Reconstruction Improvement No. BA-416 - Supplemental Items 
 SEH No. EDINA 124747  16.00 
 
 
The following items are a supplement to the draft feasibility study (study) dated October 21, 2013. These 
items will be included in the final study. 
 

1. City staff met with MnDOT State Aid and Transit for Livable Communities (TLC) staff on 
November 4, 2013. The following items were discussed. 

a. State Aid 
i. Confirmed the shared use minimum lane width from centerline to face of curb is 

14-feet. 
ii. Confirmed a shared use lane is considered a Wide Outside Lane (WOL) per rule 

8820.9941.  
iii. Confirmed a variance can be requested for a 13-foot wide shared use lane, but the 

City will have to show hardship from a social, economic and environmental 
standpoint. 

iv. The variance would likely not be approved if a safety concern is introduced as a 
result of the variance. 

b. TLC 
i. Supports the East typical sections proposed in the draft feasibility study. 

ii. Understands the City is introducing a sidewalk on the north side of the corridor to 
promote further pedestrian activity. 

iii. Will not request a re-payment of federal funds relative to the advisory bicycle 
lane project from 2012. 

iv. Recommends painted dashed lines on either side of sharrow symbols; called 
priority shared lanes, throughout the corridor to assist users in further defining 
the shared bicycle lane location. An example of a priority shared lane is shown in 
the photo in Exhibit 1. 

v. Recommends the sharrow symbol be placed 11-feet from face of curb on the east 
side of the project where the 7-foot parking lane is designated on the south side 
of 54th Street. 

c. No centerline stripe is proposed along 54th St except the approaches to the stop condition 
at the Minnehaha Boulevard intersection.   

2. Exhibit 2 attached is a copy of an email received from Public Works Director Brian Olson 
regarding sidewalk maintenance widths. 
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3. Bicycle counts for 2012 and 2013 are attached as Exhibit 3. 

4. Metro Transit has approved the removal of bus stops at the Halifax Avenue, Brookview Avenue 
and Kellogg Avenue intersections. 

5. Graphics showing the difference between the north edge of the existing road and north edge of 
the proposed sidewalk are shown in Exhibit 4. 
 

 
tm 
Attachments 
c: Chad Millner, City of Edina 
 Mark Nolan, City of Edina 
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** DISCLAIMER: CONSTRUCTION LIMITS ARE NOT SHOWN AND WILL BE
MINIMIZED DURING FINAL DESIGN

29-FOOT WIDE STREET (2-14 FOOT
VEHICLE/BIKE LANES WITH 0.5 FOOT WIDE
CURB ON EACH SIDE)
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MINUTES OF 

CITY OF EDINA, MINNESOTA 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

COMMUNITY ROOM 

NOVEMBER 21, 2013 

6:00 P.M. 

 

 

ROLL CALL Answering roll call was member Boettge, Franzen, Iyer, Janovy, LaForce, Nelson, Sierks, Spanhake, and 

Van Dyke. 

 

APPROVAL OF MEETING AGENDA 

Motion was made by member Franzen and seconded by member Janovy to approve the meeting agenda. All voted 

aye. Motion carried. 

 

APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 

REGULAR MEETING OF OCTOBER 24, 2013 – Approved as corrected. 

Motion was made by member LaForce and seconded by member Franzen to approve the amended minutes of 

October 24, 2013.  All voted aye. Motion carried.  

 

COMMUNITY COMMENT – None. 

 

REPORTS/RECOMMENDATIONS 

Promenade Phase 4 

 

54
th

 Street Reconstruction and Arden Park Stormwater Management Plan - Updates 

Mr. Toby Muse, the City’s consultant with SEH said last month he presented this project’s draft feasibility study and 

is in attendance to answer questions regarding the updates that were submitted.  

 

In reference to a variance, member LaForce asked for some examples of hardships and the likelihood that a variance 

would be approved. Mr. Muse said examples would be to design a specific curve that MnDOT requires or creating 

unsafe sightline conditions because of a driveway. He was asked if any hardships exist and he said he is not aware of 

any. 

 

In reference to raising the bridge, member Janovy said if it was a commercial development, the ETC would have been 

provided existing elevation, proposed elevation, etc. like is provided to the Planning Commission but in this case, no 

detail was provided that she can use to judge impacts to the road, shoreline, or intersection, though she assumed it 

is being designed to be safe. She said they don’t have similar procedures for this structural change and since the ETC 

does not see the final design they will not know how concerns are addressed. Mr. Muse said it is related to process 

and right now they are in the preliminary design phase and this level of detail is usually done in the final design 

phase.  

 

Member Spanhake asked if there will be an opportunity for the community to be involved in the bridge design and 

Mr. Muse said yes. She asked what the impacts are with raising the bridge 3-ft. and Mr. Muse said the area will need 

to be regraded to allow proper drainage and add new retaining walls. 

 

Member Janovy asked about bus stops and Mr. Muse said all the bus stops will remain in the same location, except 

for a few that is being removed; they will not have landing pads because they are only required when new stops are 

being added. 
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Member Janovy asked if a 26-ft curb to curb street width was realistic and Mr. Muse said if it was being built without 

bike facility it would be 26-ft wide to meet State Aid requirements and also based on feedback to stay as narrow as 

possible. She said the bike plan does not require a bike facility on this road and her concern is that as lanes narrow, 

cyclists are squeezed and so placement of sharrows are important. Mr. Muse said MnDOT has specific guidelines 

regarding placement of sharrows. She said designing to minimum standards is the safe thing but it is not always the 

best thing to do and she is skeptical if this will improve conditions for cyclists. Planner Nolan said MnDOT, TLC and 

staff discussed adding the dash lines. Additionally, he believes having pavement markings helps to raise awareness 

that there could be cyclists on the road and having consistent treatment helps to improve conditions for them. He 

said further that this route was identified because it connects to the Minneapolis system. 

 

Member Franzen asked if bike lane, sidewalk and two lanes of traffic are required by Comp Plan and/or City Council 

and Mr. Muse said the bike facility is in the Comp Plan and this is why it is included. Member LaForce said he thought 

54
th

 was part of the TLC grant to connect to Minneapolis and asked if they are talking about removing the markings 

from 54
th

 which would create a hole in the system and if this was an option. Planner Nolan and Mr. Muse said they 

believe TLC is okay with sharrows but if the markings are removed completely it is likely the City would have to give 

grant money back.  

 

Member LaForce asked if they’ve received any feedback about the advisory lanes on 54
th

 (east of France) and 

planner Nolan said no and they can only assume it is working because staff has not heard from anyone. Member 

LaForce said to add a third treatment that is different is going to be confusing and member Boettge concurred. Mr. 

Muse said this marking was recommended by TLC because it is better understood by both cyclists and drivers.  

 

 Member Janovy said the church sent a letter recently regarding their parking needs which is not limited to Sundays 

only. She is concerned about the extra width of the road for parking and providing parking in general for the church.  

 

Community Comment 

Mr. Gary Hanus, 5336 Brookview, said the following: 

• In favor of sidewalk; however, 6-ft is excessive; would like it to be the City standard 5-ft. including the rumble 

strip; he is on the northside and his property taking the brunt of the project. 

 

Pam Starkey, 5331 Oaklawn Ave, said the following: 

• Empathized with everyone and agreed that the northside is taking the brunt of project; 

• Seen what happens on 50
th

 with huge line of traffic and traffic will move to 54
th

 with nice, smooth roads so 

13-ft seem reasonable; 

• Not sure why there is a big push for bike lanes; she would just as soon ride in the street and follow traffic 

rules; do not add another 1-ft to the road; 

• Keep it in proportion to the neighborhood. 

 

John Adams, 5336 W. 54
th

, said the following: 

• So many moving parts – State Aid road, secondary bike facility, etc. 

• Put yourself in his shoe and review the context of his street – 7-ft. parking, 12-ft. driving lanes 

• Traffic speed issues as it exist today; 

• Parking will be closer to his dining room; 

• Most discriminated section of the proposal; 

• Does not believe anyone supports road widening; 

• Church that needs parking; 

• Neighbors having to defend their own interest; 

• Take away bike designation and everyone would support 13-ft lane, 5-ft. sidewalk, 7 day a week parking on 

both sides and same design across the bridge; 



 

3 

 

 

 

Mark Epple, 5336 Kellogg, said the following: 

• Speaking for the west end side – all corner lots with a 15-ft. setback requirement, average housing age is  71, 

and several with non-conforming setback; concern about the project coming any closer; 

• Wants project centered and do not touch utility poles; 

• Have made several attempts to find out from the consultant where the utility poles are located to no avail; 

• Make sidewalk 5-ft (no boulevard); 

 

Mr. Steve Timmer, 5448 Oaklawn Ave, said the following: 

• Against raising bridge 3-ft. because it changes sightline, approaches and is expensive; 

• Could reduce road width by 2-ft based on Wooddale’s example which he measured; 

 

Lori Grotz, 5513 Park Pl, said the following: 

• The streets in her neighborhood were reconstructed two years ago; 

• The intersection at Park Pl is wide and dangerous; the proposed plans has it narrower; now that it is paid for 

they want to make it smaller; retaining wall is more dangerous;  

• Spending too much money just so canoeists can go under the bridge; concerned about crime under the 

bridge; 

• Would like Park Pl to stay wide and bridge stay low. 

 

Ed Ross, 4015 W. 54
th

, said the following: 

• Supports comments John made; 

• Supports comments Pam made about biking; 

• Jumping through hoops and paying a price for bike lanes; 

• Church needs more parking; 

• Counted bikes and only 9 in 90 minutes on a Sunday; 4 or 5 during the week; 

• Pay the TLC money back and get rid of bike lanes. 

 

Kathryn Green, 5400 Kellogg Ave, said the following: 

• They are focused on keeping streets narrow for safety, maintain charm and property values;  

• Working to be one voice and to prioritize what the needs are; 

• Understands that streets has to be livable, safe to walk; 

• Make them livable but in a responsible fashion and not only for the people who use the streets 

occasionally. 

 

Member Janovy asked Mr. Muse about the utility poles and he said State Aid requires a 2-ft clear zone which is 

shown in the graphic. He said it does not meet this today but all rules must be adhered to since they are 

reconstructing the road. 

 

For clarification on Wooddale lane width, chair Nelson said Wooddale was only restriped within the last two years, 

not reconstructed, and he is not sure what the rule was then. 

 

Member Spanhake asked if the sidewalk could be 4-ft with a 1-ft rumble strip. Yes, this would meet the requirement 

but Public Works prefers a 5-ft sidewalk with a 1-ft boulevard or rumble strip so they’ll have a place to store snow 

instead of pushing it in the street. She asked if it could be a different width if not maintained by the City. Yes. 
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Chair Nelson asked if there are other material treatments other than a concrete rumble strip and Mr. Muse said 

there are several options but they have decided on one yet. Chair Nelson stated that he feels that having no 

boulevard is acceptable.  

 

Member Boettge asked if the residents would prefer maintaining the sidewalk themselves. 

 

Member LaForce said it sounds like the residents would like to see a different plan and asked if the plan was 

representative of wider feedback. Mr. Muse said the 54
th

 St residents are in attendance but the plan was developed 

based on the aggregate feedback (including over 700 participants) to keep street as narrow as possible. 

 

Motion was made by member Janovy to recommend the following to the City Council – from France Ave west to 

the bridge: 7-foot striped parking lane on the north side, two 11-foot travel lanes (no centerline stripe), 7-foot 

striped parking lane on the south side; do not raise the bridge and include a sidewalk on both sides of the bridge; 

from the bridge west to Wooddale Ave: two 13-foot (11 ft + 2 ft reaction) unstriped travel lanes. The motion was 

seconded by member LaForce. 

Ayes: Boettge, Franzen, Janovy, LaForce, Spanhake 

Nay: Nelson 

Abstain: Iyer 

Motion carried. 

 

2014 Neighborhood Reconstruction Projects – Updates 

Planner Nolan said interim city engineer Millner prepare with updates including the following: 

 

Morningside B 

Staff met with residents regarding the 42
nd

 St and Grimes Ave sidewalks; speed and volume data were submitted and 

they will continue to monitor the area west of Grimes Ave. For the 42
nd

 St sidewalk, they are recommending it on the 

northside to the City limits. Planner Nolan said additional surveying was done and they found more conflicts on the 

southside including a less right-of-way. 

 

 Birchcrest B 

Updated traffic counts were provided. 

 

Community Comment 

Wayne Lindholm, 5024 Valley View Rd, said the following: 

• Reiterated what he said on 10/24 regarding streetlights and sidewalk survey results. 

• Last time he asked why they decided to move forward with the sidewalk and not streetlights even though 

most were not in favor of sidewalk and Director Houle said he would check with staff but he still has not 

gotten a response. 

• He attended the neighborhood sidewalk meeting and they were not asked their preference for sidewalk. He 

said Mr. Millner did not get overwhelming support for the sidewalk. 

 

Art Thelemann, 5132 Valley View Rd, said the following: 

• Ask to have his name spelled correctly and the minutes corrected to show that he opposed the sidewalk; 

• Asked why are they using the Living Streets Policy when it is not implemented yet; 

 

Traffic Safety Committee Report of November 6, 2013 

Motion was made by member Spanhake and seconded by member Franzen to forward the October 8 Traffic Safety 

Report to City Council. All voted aye. Motion carried. 
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Updates 

Student Members - None 

 

Bike Edina Task Force 

 

Living Streets Working Group 

 

Communications Committee 

 

CORRESPONDENCE AND PETITIONS - None 

 

CHAIR AND COMMISSION MEMBER COMMENTS 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

Updates from Mr. Nolan: 

 

ADJOURNMENT   

Meeting adjourned. 

 

ATTENDANCE 
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