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Initial Screening of Alternatives 
As shown in Figures 6, 7, and 8, the universe of alternatives for the 
Bottineau Transitway numbered many. To pare down the number of 
alternatives for more detailed study, stakeholder study committees 
developed an initial screening process and met with staff from study 
area communities to review the options. The purpose of this initial 
screening was to identify alternatives that did not meet basic project 
purpose and need. Table 5 outlines the screening criteria, and Table 6 
illustrates the results of the initial screen.  

Table 5 – Initial Screening Criteria 

Category Screening Criteria 

Alignment must be accessible (i.e., within walking dis-
tance or by connecting feeder bus) to transit dependent 
populations along transitway 

South end must serve Downtown Minneapolis 

North end must serve a major traffic or employment 
generator 

Service Area 

Alignment must serve the highest concentration of 
origins and destinations 

Alignment must be as physically short as possible 

Alignment must follow right-of-way that allows for high 
travel speeds 

Service Efficiency 
(Travel Time, Direct-
ness) 

Alignment must provide for low travel time between 
stations on alignment and between origins and destina-
tions on the transit system 

System Connectivity Alignment must connect or have reasonable inter-
change in downtown Minneapolis with the regional 
transitway system 

Alignment should use existing infrastructure wherever 
possible 

Compatibility with Ex-
isting Infrastructure 

Alignment should be compatible with the existing 
roadway system and the built environment 

Alternatives Advanced to Stage 2  
The preliminary alternatives that are recommended for advancement 
to the next phase of the study are illustrated in Figures 9, 10 and 11. 
The commuter rail options do not meet key project objectives and 
were therefore screened out. Detailed discussions regarding commuter 
rail station spacing characteristics (3 to 5 miles), limited accessibility to 
study area travel markets, lack of service frequency throughout the 
day and lack of a north end terminus activity center were significant 
factors in screening out the commuter rail mode. 

Figure 9 – Bus Alternative (No-Build and Baseline) 
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Table 6 – Initial Screening Results  

  Terminals* Screening Criteria 

Mode Routing 
A B C D E F A – B** Service 

Area 
Service 

Efficiency 
System 

Connectivity 
Compatibility 
with Existing 
Infrastructure 

LRT 1 + + - - - - + + + + + 
 1a - - - - - - - - + + - 

 1b - - - - - - - + - + + 

 1c - - - - - - - + - + - 

LRT  2 + + - - - - + + + + + 

 2d - - - - - - - + + + - 

 2e - - - - - - - + + + - 

 2f - - - - - - - - - + - 

 2g + + - - - - + + + + + 

 2gh - - - - - - - + + + + 

LRT 3 - - - - - - - - + + - 

 3h - - - - - - - - + + - 

 3i - - - - - - - - + + - 

LRT 6 - - - - - - - - + + - 

LRT 7 + + - - - - + + + + + 

*Terminals refer to the northern and southern termini alternatives illustrated in Figures 7 and 8. 
**Terminal A-B refers to a split service to both terminals A and B as one alternative. 
 
Legend: 
+ = Meets criteria - = Fails to meet criteria  
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Table 6 – Initial Screening Results Continued… 

  Terminal* Screening Criteria 

Mode Routing 
A B C D E F A – B** Service 

Area 
Service 

Efficiency 
System 

Connectivity 
Compatibility 
with Existing 
Infrastructure 

BRT 1 + + - - - - + + + + + 

 1a - - - - - - - - + + - 

 1b - - - - - - - + - + + 

 1c - - - - - - - + - + - 

BRT 2 + + - - - - + + + + + 

 2d - - - - - - - + + + - 

 2e - - - - - - - + + + - 

 2f - - - - - - - - + - - 

 2g + + - - - - + + + + + 

 2gh + + - - - - + + + + - 

BRT 3 - - - - - - - - + + - 

 3h - - - - - - - - + + - 

 3i - - - - - - - - + + - 

BRT  4 - - - - - - - - + + + 

BRT 5 - - - - - - - + + + - 

BRT 6 - - - - - - - - + + - 

BRT 7 + + - - - - + + + + + 
Commuter Rail 1 - n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a - + + + 
Commuter Rail  2 - n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a - - + + 

*Terminals refer to the northern and southern termini alternatives illustrated in Figures 7 and 8. 
**Terminal A-B refers to a split service to both terminals A and B as one alternative. 
 
Legend: 
+ = Meets criteria - = Fails to meet criteria 
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Figure 10 – BRT Alternatives Advanced to Stage 2  

 

 Elm Creek/W Broadway, BNSF, Olson Highway 

 Elm Creek/W Broadway, BNSF, Bottineau, Lowry/Broadway, Emerson/Penn, Lyndale 

 Elm Creek/W Broadway, W Broadway, Bottineau Blvd, Lowry/Broadway, Lyndale 

 
Figure 11 – LRT Alternatives Advanced to Stage 2 

 

 Elm Creek/W Broadway, BNSF, Olson Highway 

 Elm Creek/W Broadway, BNSF, Bottineau, Lowry/Broadway, Emerson/Penn, Lyndale 

 Elm Creek/W Broadway, W Broadway, Bottineau Blvd, Lowry/Broadway, Lyndale 
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Public Involvement 
Through a series of five open house meetings, the general public pro-
vided input and feedback on the universe of alternatives, initial 
screening process, and preliminary alternatives selected for more de-
tailed study. Major themes identified by the public included: 

• A broader regional transit system is needed 

• Interest in how the Bottineau Transitway will fit into the regional 
transit system 

• Strong interest in seeing potential transitway improvements made 
quickly 

• Potential economic development and redevelopment should be 
considered when selecting the preferred alternative 

• Need to consider potential for the future transitway to connect to 
other communities and transit hubs 

• Need for all day, frequent service into and out of Minneapolis 
(northbound commute) 

• General support for light rail transit over bus rapid transit and 
commuter rail 

• Request to expand evaluation of alternatives in Minneapolis to 
include Penn Avenue and the Emerson Avenue/Freemont Ave-
nue one-way pair 

Next Steps 
• Continue development of alternatives, including: 

– Stations 

– Alignment 

– Feeder bus 

• Conduct detailed analysis of alternatives; 

• Review results to identify most promising options. 

PAC Resolution 
The following resolution was approved by both the Bottineau Tran-
sitway Study’s Policy Advisory Committee and the Bottineau 
Boulevard Partnership in support of the alternatives recommended for 
advancement to Stage 2. 

Resolution in Support of Initial (Stage 1) Screening of Alternatives 

WHEREAS, the Alternatives Analysis for the Bottineau Corridor be-
gan in March 2008 with the anticipation of a four stage process lasting 
a total of approximately 16 months; 

WHEREAS, the Bottineau Project Management Team has assembled 
several committees (Community Advisory Committee, Advise Review 
and Communicate Committee, and Policy Advisory Committee) com-
prised of numerous stakeholders to provide input, feedback, and 
perspective to the local and corridor wide issues of the Bottineau Cor-
ridor; and, as a part of this public involvement process, the Policy 
Advisory Committee (PAC) meets jointly with the Bottineau Boule-
vard Partnership, a public private partnership formed in 1999 to 
mobilize resources for redevelopment and transit in the Bottineau 
Corridor; 

WHEREAS, the Bottineau Project Management Team, with input from 
project stakeholders, has conducted the Stage 1 work tasks of defining 
the problem statement, creating the project goals and objectives, iden-
tifying a universe of alternatives (modes and alignments), and 
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screening the universe of alternatives to the options that may lead to 
the most successful results; 

WHEREAS, five open house meeting were held between July 22 and 
July 31, 2008, to share the work to date with the public and gain addi-
tional input to the study;  

WHEREAS, having worked to develop a wide ranging universe of 
alternatives, it is important to screen these alternatives and focus re-
maining Study resources on an initial set of options most likely to 
succeed in achieving project goals and objectives; 

WHEREAS, upon completion of Stage 1, and the initial screening of 
alternatives, the Study process will proceed to Stage 2 (detailed defini-
tion of conceptual alternatives); Stage 3 (evaluation of alternatives, 
including ridership, costs, and impacts); and Stage 4 (final definition 
and screening of alternatives to identify the Locally Preferred Alterna-
tive), thereby providing for extensive additional technical analysis and 
public stakeholder input; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Bottineau Boulevard 
Partnership and PAC hereby concurs with the elimination of com-
muter rail from further analysis because it does not meet key project 
objectives; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Bottineau Boulevard Partner-
ship and PAC hereby support the advancement of the following 
recommended alignment options to Stage 2 for further study, as indi-
cated in the attached map: Lyndale/Penn/Fremont, Lowry, West 
Broadway, TH 55, BNSF Rail corridor North of TH 55, and 77th 
Ave/Brooklyn Boulevard, with the recognition that more work in the 
Study process is forthcoming on these alignment options which could 
result in further adjustments.   


