Bushaway Road – Status of the New County’s September, 2011 Proposal
Ron Anderson, October 6, 2011
After studying the memos and layout drawings sent to the City from the County on Sept. 15, I have prepared the following summary of the implications of their latest preliminary design proposal for the construction of Bushaway Rd. After almost a year of inaction on the road, the County is now anxious to move forward and get the approval of the City. County engineers will present their plan to the Bushaway Task Force on September 29. Within the next month, they want to hold another open house to present the new plan to the communities involved. They appear confident that Bushaway residents will be more accepting of their plans now than they were of their plans at the last open house about a year ago. It is my personal opinion that despite their many, impressive concessions to the Bushaway Task Force and the Bushaway neighbors, there are important items that remain to be negotiated. 
Below are summaries of the County’s latest proposal with regard to the key issues raised in the Bushaway Task Force Report of October, 2010.
Roadway Width
The County adopted the notion of pinch point segments on the road; however, they only implemented the concept in two segments. One is roughly between 217 and 263 Bushaway and another between 611 and 663 Bushaway. In these pinch point areas, they propose to reduce the combined shoulder and gutter areas from 7 feet to 4 feet by using a 4-ft curb and gutter slab on each side. Thus, the main footprint for these pinch points dropped from 36 to 30-feet. The total pinch point footprint includes, in addition to the 30-ft roadway, a 6-ft boulevard on the west, an 8-ft trail, a 2-ft clear zone and 2 variable-width construction zones (from 2 to 10-ft each), adding up to as much as 66-ft. 

The Bushaway Task Force (TF) asked for 2-ft construction zone limits on each side of pinch point segments. The County’s memo says that is not enough space but says that the amount will depend upon location and negotiations with individual property owners. The latest design shows that in the non-pinch point segments, in most areas the full, typical width of 66-ft right of way (ROW) will be impacted by a combination of a road/trail/boulevard width of 60-ft. The equivalent footprint for pinch point segments is 48-ft, with construction zones on top of that.  

Bushaway’s non-pinch point segments have the same overall total footprint except that the wide shoulders add 6 feet to the basic footprint. It should be noted that the County’s cross-section drawings show a total footprint of 66-ft for both the pinch point and non-pinch point segments. So, while the new design significantly reduces the paved surface of the road, the potential impact on the environment might not be greatly reduced. It will depend upon the construction plan and how the construction crews implement the plan. The County is effectively saying, “Trust us, we will not take out as many trees as we were planning to last year.” We will try to estimate the total tree loss of the latest plan, however, it is very difficult from this plan to estimate the number of trees lost. 
Trail Width. 
We proposed a 6’ trail; they have not budged from 8-ft. They also have rejected using the shoulder for a trail.  The proposed layout has been revised to show the trail location adjacent to the back of curb, resulting in an additional reduction of 2 feet of overall footprint from previous designs.
Curb & Gutter. 
Whereas we proposed no curb and gutter in pinch point areas, they propose a curb & gutter system on both sides from Wayzata Blvd to Gray’s Bay Bridge. Most of the  road will get a 2-ft gutter/curb, but in the pinch-point sections, it will be a 4-ft concrete gutter/shoulder system rather than the 7-ft shoulder combined with a 2-ft gutter design elsewhere.
Clear Zones.  
We proposed a maximum of a 4-ft clear/construction zone on west side of roadway. They propose a clear/construction zone from 6 up to 15-ft depending upon area constraints, usually equivalent to the right of way boundaries. They state that consideration will be given to allowing moderate slope grading (greater than 2%) in this area on a case by case basis to help reduce impacts. Beware that while we have been calling the construction zone a clear zone, the County often refers to a 2-ft or 4-ft strip as the clear zone and the remainder of the area (from the clear zone to the right of way) they call the construction zone.
Retaining Walls.

We proposed elimination of the walls. They seem to have substantially reduced or eliminated grading beyond the roadway 6 to 15-ft construction zones, which generally follow the right of way (ROW). However, the plan still shows about 2,000 running feet of retaining walls planned along Bushaway plus 2,000-ft of retaining walls along both sides of the railroad corridor. The County has reduced the height of walls in many places, especially around the intersection. The County proposes to negotiate with individual home owners during the final, detailed design stages to explore the owner’s preference for minimizing tree loss with retaining walls or allowing more tree loss but avoid retaining walls. The County says they will build retaining walls to look somewhat like the Gray’s Bay Bridge and the Locust Hills Bridge.
McGinty/Eastman Intersection.
We asked that they avoid a southbound right turn lane. However, the County wants to include it. The intersection as a whole has been downsized, but in order to assess its environmental impact, we need more information
Preservation of historical items
The proposed layout requires temporarily removal and then replacement or reconstruction of fences at the following locations:

231 Bushaway Road

324 Bushaway Road (fence relocation needed) 
620 Bushaway Road (segment of fence southeast of garage, within public right of way)

630 Bushaway Road (fence, within public right of way)

The County will cover the cost of removing and replacing these fences.

The proposed layout anticipates that the fences and entry monuments along the following properties will be protected and remain in place throughout the construction period:

405 Bushaway Road

501 Bushaway Road

523 Bushaway Road

555 Bushaway Road

581 Bushaway Road

601 Bushaway Road

623 Bushaway Road

639 Bushaway Road

663 Bushaway Road
The proposed intersection layout as described above preserves the home at 1525 McGinty Road. The 1515 McGinty property of Bill Young went into foreclosure and, has been purchased by the County to be demolished.
Lowering of Railroad Tracks
BNSF has agreed to lower its tracks 6-ft and the elevation of the bridge will be 2-ft lower than it is now, making the approaching grades more manageable. We still need more information about the plans for retaining walls along the tracks.
LaSalle Intersection
This will be a right-out only intersection going from LaSalle to Bushaway as recommended. It will not be possible to turn off of Bushaway onto LaSalle.
60-Day Review and EAW
Even though we asked for an EAW before a City approval, the County proposed to do the EAW analysis and report during the detailed design stage. They explicitly said that the City Councils will have the opportunity to approve the final construction plans as well as approve the currently proposed preliminary plans.
Landscaping Plan

We asked for a landscaping plan before City approval of the preliminary plans. They said the landscaping plan would not be developed until they were well along with the detailed design plan. During this period, they propose to work with individual property owners to refine their plans adjacent to each property in terms of tradeoffs between retaining walls, grading slopes, and loss of trees.
Tree Impacts

As noted earlier, it is very difficult to identify instances of how the plan will save specific trees. It appears that the reduced size of the McGinty intersection will save additional trees compared with last year’s plan. However, even there it is difficult to estimate the savings in trees. Before the City approves this or any future revisions, it should ask for a detailed tree inventory of trees likely to be lost under the latest plan.
Causeway Design

The County has finally done a preliminary design for the causeway. For most of the causeway, they propose two11-foot wide travel lanes with five foot wide shoulders and two foot wide gutters, totaling 36 feet between curb faces. The western roadway edge is proposed to include a three cable guardrail system similar to the existing guardrail to provide protection for vehicles from the lake embankment. A minimum of 6 feet of boulevard is proposed along the western road edge (outside the guardrail). The 500 foot stretch of roadway adjacent to the 663, 655 and 639 Bushaway Road properties will have the shoulder/gutter narrowed to 4-feet in width to accommodate an existing steep slope.
Some important items that need further clarification:

1. An inventory of trees likely to be lost is needed. Given that the placement of retaining walls at the discretion of the property owner might minimize tree-loss, there should be one estimate of trees to be lost given maximum use of retaining walls and another estimate for least-possible use of retaining walls. Our professional arborist’s research on the number of trees likely to be lost from last Fall’s design plan concluded that it would be 713 trees minimum. From my analysis of the latest design plan, I am guessing that the number of trees lost will still be over 500 trees 4” or more in diameter, even in the case of maximum use of retaining walls. We have asked the County for a count of trees to-be-lost; if they do not provide it, we will hire an arborist to help estimate the lost tree count. (The Yacht Club plan for its east parking lot is to have a 10-ft setback from Eastman Lane, including the adjacent trail to be built. The BNSF right of way (ROW) is 100-ft; it is expected that they will remove all trees within that ROW.)
2. The layout shows two 1,000-ft retaining walls about 90-ft apart outlining the railroad corridor, one of which will, in places, reach a height of 25-ft. They are apparently wanted by the Railroad. What will keep them from serving as an echo chamber, magnifying the sound of the passing trains?
3. A critical question is how much grading width and tree loss will typically be required to install a retaining wall. It is understood that the impact depends directly upon the type of wall installation method. The plan has been to use sheet piling to cut a hole for the wall adjacent to 655 Bushaway because there is so little room to maneuver equipment. Is it possible to use that technique in any other areas? Can this type of installation of retaining walls be used elsewhere or is the cost too prohibitive? If the standard technique of digging a trench for a retaining wall is used, what will be the width of the necessary construction zone be outside the retaining wall? (Note: on Sept 30, Greg Brown told Jack Amdal that all of the retaining walls could be constructed with sheet piling. This needs to be confirmed. If the County agrees to this, it implies that almost all trees behind these retaining walls can be saved.)
4. For the past three years, the reconstruction design has called for buried utilities. While the County said they can pay for a portion of the cost of burying cables along the road, the cost of buried cables along a road is the City’s responsibility. The City does not have this cost itemized in its budget, so a special assessment may be necessary. Bushaway residents should talk to their elected officials about covering this cost. In addition, the cost of burying the cables between the edge of the road and the house is the home owner’s expense and this has been estimated by Mike Kelly at $2,000 to 3,000 per average property for burying all utilities. If a home owner does not arrange for the burying of cables to his/her house, then the County will install a pole at the edge of the road so that the cables for utilities can remain in place for that house. Burying the cable between the road and the house will include placement of a green, metal junction box adjacent to the property, presumably within the ROW, but the general location needs clarification.
5. Property owners are advised to consider hiring a surveyor to confirm property boundaries in relation to the construction boundaries, unless the property has recently been surveyed. We have been working with Miles Lindberg of  Westwood Professional Services (952-906-7454; email:  miles.lindberg@westwoodps.com
WEB: www.westwoodps.com) and recommend his services. They have done both engineering and surveying work on Bushaway Road properties. We expect Miles Lindberg to be able get the full engineering data on the new design. Westwood then will be able to not only do property surveying, but precise engineering analysis of the impact of the proposed design on individual properties. 
Sathre-Bergquist, Inc. 150 South Broadway, Wayzata, Minnesota 55391 (Phone: 952-476-6000) has also done work on Bushaway properties.
We advise that survey work not begin until we have more engineering details on road elevations and cross-sections, which we hope to have in the next week or so. Information will be provided on these matters at the October 25 meeting of the Bushaway neighborhood.
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