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APPENDIX C
Summary of Interviews of
Ayd Mill Road
Public Involvement Participants

Summary of Ayd Mill Road public involvement interviews
We interviewed 11 total participants. Of these, 5 were “citizens”, 2 were neutral, and 4 were city
representatives. In the pseudo-transcripts below, we work through the interview one question at a
time. After each question we give a paraphrase of the answers from each of the citizen
interviews, the neutral interviews, and the city representative interviews in turn. We identify the
participants as C1-C5 for citizens, N1-N2 for neutrals, and SP1-SP4 for the St. Paul
representatives. In two cases two people were in the same interview, and thus their responses are
grouped together below. Our objective is to give as much detail as possible about the
participants’ responses, while avoiding information that would identify a specific participant.
The citizen interviewees all participated extensively in the public involvement process, although
not necessarily as members of the task force. The neutral participants were involved to different
degrees, but in a context in which they did not take sides in the debate. The city participants were
all involved in one way or another in managing the process, although not necessarily as city
employees.
Questions
•

What was the problem that the process was intended to solve

•

Who was the “champion” for the project

•

Your understanding of what the process was intended to accomplish and what would be
done with the results, was information adequate for this

•

How the “official” participants were chosen and whether they were representative of the
broader stakeholder base; the role of “unofficial” participants

•

When are participants most involved

•

How conflict was handled, formally or informally

•

How much power participants had to shape the project, as opposed to just evaluating
predefined alternatives

•

Did a specific agency or group greatly influence the course of the debate

•

Could things have been done differently

Some participants had more to say about some of these questions than about others. If a
participant had no particular insight or opinion to offer about a question, we omit that response
from the discussion below.
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What was the problem that the process was intended to solve?
Citizen
C1: ... defined the AMR problem as “public involvement on a messy project”. ... stated that the
main reason to get involved on the Task Force was because no one from the Grand Avenue
Business Association had offered to sit on the Task Force and that the remaining make-up of the
Task Force was “mainly residential”. ... felt that the “commercial neighbors” should also be
involved in any neighborhood decisions that affect the traffic levels ... .
C2, C3: Both held similar but not exactly the same views of the AMR problem. C2 believes
that the neighborhood (his) had to “get something out of” opening up AMR to more traffic, and
supported the idea of a two-lane road open to the north end, but with the addition of a
neighborhood park facility “as far east as possible” along side the roadway. C3 likes the idea of
a neighborhood park, and wanted to see “more green space” in the neighborhood, but wasn’t sure
about whether a two-lane or four-lane road connection on the north end of the neighborhood
made sense. Both believed that other groups, particularly representatives of Neighborhoods
First! and the south side groups who wanted to connect AMR at both ends, were “too extreme”
and that a “middle ground and middle voice” was necessary in the AMR EIS Task Force
representation. During the last Task Force for AMR, in the early 1990s, neither was named to
represent an organization on the Task Force but both attended all formal meetings of the Task
Force in their entirety.
C4: ... believed that a solution needed to be found that “met the needs of the region and the local
neighborhoods”. ... described the problem as an outgrowth of the “nature of the City of St. Paul”
in that the City wished to look at “different types of transportation systems” in the Ayd Mill
Road corridor, and a possible modal switch in the Ayd Mill Road alignment. ... personally felt
the Task Force “was stupid to exclude” the study of a commuter rail line on the AMR alignment,
as it “already has Amtrak in place, is down in a trench and unlikely to offend neighbors, and in
an underused corridor”. He now laments that because staff did not “want to look at commuter
rail we are now at a point a mere ten years later where it makes sense to do so”.
C5: ... stated the problem as “interstate freeway traffic using Lexington Parkway as a connector
when there was a viable alternative (Ayd Mill Rd) to take its place.” ... said that the increasing
traffic levels made neighborhood streets such as Lexington Pkwy. “not safe for pedestrians, or
neighborhoods” and said that it was “theory in practice to stop building new roads, but people
are getting hurt in the neighborhood because of traffic increases”.
Neutral
N1: ... defines the problem as “what to do with Ayd Mill Road”. ... further elaborated by asking
whether the roadway should be connected, or non-connected (as it is today), and said that
pedestrian and traffic issues are different on either end of the road and “no one will be totally
happy” with the way it finally turns out.
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N2: ... stated that the traffic issues on Lexington Pkwy by Ayd Mill Rd and the resulting noise
were the main problems that needed to be solved as part of the Ayd Mill Rd. process. ... the
primary point of concern for N2 is the impact traffic will have on north end connection points.
City
SP1, SP2: ... indicated that the “problem” of the study was a pretty clean traffic problem. The
intersection of Lexington and Randolph had a large volume of accidents caused by the increased
volume of traffic on the narrow, two-lane roadway (20,000 vehicles/day). SP2 stated that the
problem was compounded with the high number of access points for driveways, alleys, schools
and businesses along the parkway, and that a “second stage area” where the same problems were
occurring was at the intersection of Selby and Snelling Avenue on the north side of the project
area.
SP3: ... defined the problem as “differences of opinion” and indicated that it was a “challenge to
keep people focused on the transportation issues in front of them”. ... said that the City of Saint
Paul was “very clear up front” about what the transportation problems where in the AMR area
and that the study was NOT intended to find out “what to do with Ayd Mill Road”, but rather to
find a “solution to transportation issues in this part of the city”. ... also indicated that there was
an “underlying assumption” that Ayd Mill Road could help in some way with solving some of
the transportation problems in the area.

Who was the “champion” for the project?
Citizen
C1: ... nominated Charleen Zimmer of SRF Consulting Group as the “champion” and said she
did “a good job”. ... said that Mike Madsen (Merriam Park representative) “made sense” in the
process, and compared Mike Klassen, the City of Saint Paul Public Works employee charged
with overseeing the AMR process, as “John Wayne”.
C2, C3: C2 felt Mike Klassen of the City of Saint Paul “knew more than he let on” and
grudgingly admitted that he might also be the “champion” of getting the AMR project through
the EIS process. C3 did not feel the same way about Klassen and said “he did a good job for the
City”, but also agreed that he should be considered the “champion” of the AMR project.
C4: The champions of the process were described by C4 as the City of Saint Paul and the City’s
Public Works staff members. ... added that the process was begun under the auspices of Mayor
Jim Scheibel during his term in office while asking the question “how shall we deal with the
potential traffic problems in the future”, but that he “didn’t have much to do with it”.
C5: ... named several champions of the project, the primary being Mike Klassen of the City of
Saint Paul’s Public Works department and lead staff person in charge of the Ayd Mill Rd. Task
Force and Draft EIS process. ... stated that Klassen was the “fairest person” and “had all the
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facts and really listened to participants”. ... called Klassen the “unsung hero” of City of Saint
Paul municipal projects.
Other champions C5 later named within the interview included now Mayor and former City of
Saint Paul Senator Randy Kelly and also Highland Villager columnist Jane McClure.
Neutral
N1: ... response was “I don’t know if there is one” when asked this question, then elaborated by
stated “possibly Mike Klassen, as he was with the process all the time, or Mike Casey (a member
of the Task Force), who tried to be deliberative and fair, or even both AMR Task Forces,
although they got frustrated at the end”. ... finally stated that the champion designation “would
simply depend upon what you think the solution for the road might be”.
City
SP1: ... felt that Klassen was the champion of this project for the way in which he
“maneuvered” the project through the political process.
SP4: ... said that he (himself) was the “champion” of the Ayd Mill Road Draft EIS process, as
he was “told directly” by members of the Planning Commission to “get the job done”.

Your understanding of what the process was intended to accomplish and what
would be done with the results, was information adequate for this
Citizen
C1: The AMR process had “too much information, most of it useless”, according to C1. ... said
that “people lost interest in the process as it took too long, and businesses did not want to show
up”. ... felt that there was “no specific charge or goal to the project” and that the Task Force
“floated lots of trial balloons to keep the process going for several years”. He characterized the
entire AMR EIS process as “spitting in the wind”.
C4: ... stated that the product that resulted during the preparation of the entire EIS for AMR was
a “reflection of the most aggressive and strident opposition to Ayd Mill Road”. ... added that the
way in which the EIS Preferred Alternative selection took place created conflict by the choice of
personnel the City of Saint Paul selected. ... indicated that the “style was counterproductive” of
one particular Public Works staff person as he went “everywhere” and “knew everything” about
what was going on about the project rather than letting participants make their own personal
decisions about what was important in the alternative selection process. ... believes that an
administrative decision was made early on to exclude other options for the AMR corridor like
commuter rail, and that other alternatives, like the greenway/park alternative and the housing
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options came up to a year later after other transportation modes along the corridor were
discounted by St. Paul city public works staff persons.
... said he did not feel that “not enough information was the issue here”. ... stated that the only
point in the process where information was not sufficient was during the discussion about a
possible downtown St. Paul westbound connection from I-35E to WB I-94. At the time the
members of the Task Force were considering this alternative, Mn/DOT was “unable” to provide
documentation to the members of the Task Force that such a connection was possible, according
to C4. ... indicated that it was only some months later, after the extensive personal investigation
of another Task Force Member, Tim Kennedy of the Summit Hill neighborhood, that Mn/DOT
“suddenly turned up documentation” about the possible westbound I-94 connection, including
potential interchange designs showing that the connection was possible but expensive. ... said
that the “issue got so contentious that a subcommittee was set up known as the “Design
Subcommittee” to deal with the downtown connection issue, and that C4 ending up serving on
the subcommittee when Mn/DOT demonstrated a design that had been presented during the
construction of I-35E in the 1960s. ... said that the Design Subcommittee “was never given the
option of voting for a downtown connection to westbound I-94”, and to C4’s knowledge, some
members of the Design Subcommittee were “told by others higher-up” to not go any further with
this alternative because of its cost implications and potential other factors.
C5: ... said that the City of Saint Paul representatives and SRF Consulting Group staff were
“great and very respectful” during the process. ... elaborated by saying that staff members to the
Task Force “showed the history and all of the details of the project to Task Force
representatives” and the information and the way in which it was presented was “always
available” upon request. ... said that Klassen would “review all the facts” for each representative
and felt it was “my role to pull out and synthesize the relevant and significant information for my
organization”.
Neutral
N1: ... described the challenge of covering the story as a “ten-sided” event, and said it was very
hard to cover. ... felt the AMR process “could not have been done any other way” as it fits the
requirements for a “small area plan” that are required as part of the City of Saint Paul’s planning
process for its long-term plan. ... said city officials “did it the best way they could” and went
beyond what was required by offering other areas of the city, like the St. Anthony Park area,
seats on the process, and they declined to participate. According to N1, the City cast a “wide
net” on traffic and land use issues and will end up “probably getting sued over it anyway”.
N2: ... understanding of the Ayd Mill Rd Draft EIS process was to “take the traffic off of a 4
block area of South Lexington Parkway”. ... added that “funding problems” created a problem in
obtaining results. ... felt the information that was presented in the process was useful, timely and
at times “overwhelming”.
City
SP1, SP2: Both stated that they believed that the “city’s approach was well-founded” with
regard to the process used for the Ayd Mill Road Draft EIS. Neighborhoods were “ready for
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something” at the beginning of the process, according to SP1, and “they treated each other
respectfully”, but ended up “losing the focus of what was trying to be done”, mainly because of
the time lags due to lack of funding.
The project started “grossly underfunded” according to both, and the “EIS cost way more than it
should have”. Both indicated that the “political side of the problem” occurred as the project
went through the Planning Commission process. City representatives went out and spoke with
all major stakeholders in the process, most especially the District Councils. After speaking with
those who appeared interested in the problem, city staff put together a list of those groups and/or
organizations that would logically be involved in the discussions. This group, which ultimately
became the Task Force of the project, included District Councils on the north and south side of
the project area, local Business Associations, Ramsey County, Mn/DOT, and representatives
from Dakota County.
According to SP2, the Task Force “worked quite well”. ... stated that staff from the City outlined
the problem and provided the goals and objectives to the Task Force, then took the document,
which ultimately became the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), to the Task Force and
asked members “what do you see as solutions?” ... said that the process was “stepped”, and
compared goals and objectives that ultimately led to the creation of ten alternatives for Ayd Mill
Road. ... did state that despite this view of the “success” of the process of creating the Draft EIS,
there “were some dissenters” as the process moved along “pretty cleanly in the scoping process”.
One of the biggest problems with the process, according to SP1 and SP2, was the lack of money
available to make the project flow. It took another two years after the initial scoping process
and alternative development to get the project moving again. Some of the issues that were
identified by both as the project lagged due to lack of funding included a change in the makeup
of the City Council members, a Mayor who was “not interested” in the process or problem, and
the fact that a Final EIS did not end up as the main result of the process which occurred
throughout the late ‘80s and early ‘90s. Both stated that “time and money” were the key
components that seemed to be lacking in the Ayd Mill Road Draft EIS process and components
that caused problems down the road for the entire project. SP2 stated that “he would never do it
this way again”, indicating that first the money and a timelier process would have to be identified
before undertaking such a process again.
When a preferred alternative was finally identified by the Task Force and City Council, there
were no funds to finish the project, according to SP1. Since any potential funding for the Ayd
Mill Road project was “way out in the future”, significant transportation industry changes would
occur that may ultimately change the final alternative chosen, according to SP1. SP2 indicated
that there were three groups who “predominantly opposed” the preferred alternative—“the park
group”, the “anti-urban sprawl folks” (which included some “bikers”), and those who believe
“transit is the answer to everything”. While these groups did not “stymie the project”, according
to SP2, “the process seems more controversial if they have more time to complain”.
According to both, “Ayd Mill Road was not the number #1 priority for the Department of Public
Works”. Funding had been identified and work had already started on both the Phalen and
Shephard Road corridors and the department felt that those projects were critical as “public
support and funding are very important”. However, they both indicated that they were “pretty
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happy with how the Ayd Mill Rd. project turned out” and felt that the information that the Task
Force received was “good and succinct”. During the Draft EIS alternative selection process, they
broke the Task Force down into subcommittees—one to study design, one to look at trafficrelated issues and one to look at property value changes based on alternative selection. City staff
developed a weighted rating system at the request of the Task Force Chair, Steve Gordon, for the
Final Alternative vote. SP2 stated that he believed that the “majority of Task Force members
wanted the two-lane extension” alternative and that there “were enough votes to make that
selection”. However, a “problem” in the process occurred when the City Council agreed to hold
the meetings on the final selection alternative after the city council elections, SP2 stated. He said
the linear park issue “made it difficult—if it would have been an urban sprawl issue, we would
have attacked it differently, but it became a local project issue because Dakota and Ramsey
counties ran away”.
In further discussion about the process, SP2 said that the linear park option, proposed by a
District Council to include a downtown connection, “did not have a big benefit for the cost” as
“lots of building would have to come down for a maximum benefit of about 1000 trips per day”.
SP2 said that the Planning Commission “took the linear park alternative out of the process”, and
other alternatives, such as the “unbuild vs. no-build”, light rail transit and busway options were
also looked at but “did not survive in the final analysis” of potential Ayd Mill Road options.
SP4: ...understanding of the process was to “move forward alternatives” and to reach a
“reasonable, informed process”. In response to a question from the interviewer as to whether
there was an overall problem with the AMR process used, SP4 responded “no, the process was
not the problem—the public participation at the end of the project was a good thing, and the
alternatives that remained at the end of the process were narrowed and better-defined”. ... went
on to state that earlier in the scoping process the Planning Commission had eliminated the linear
park alternative as it “wasn’t reasonable” and “did not serve the best interests of the City
Council”. But the City Council “put the alternative back in the Final EIS” according to SP4,
who then went on to state “if the composition of the Task Force had been fair and balanced, there
would not have been a problem with the AMR Task Force”.

How were participants chosen?
Citizen
C1: According to C1, each Community Council had the right to appoint its own member to the
Task Force, as did the Selby-Snelling Business Association, the Grand Avenue Business
Association and the W. 7th/Fort Road Business group. ... indicated that no other business
associations located north of 94 wished to participate in the project, and C1 took on the role of
reporting about the AMR project to the Midway Chamber of Commerce, which kept itself in the
background and off of the official Task Force for most of the time that C1 sat on it as a member.
C2, C3: Both indicated that the Community Councils in the area designated specific people as
their representatives in this process. C3 also said that “people had to insist that the last fifteen
minutes of the Task Force meetings were open to the public”, and said that C3 had always
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chosen to use the public time at meetings to voice concerns about the process and current Task
Force proceedings. Neither felt that a “lack of information” was the problem with either Task
Force or public citizen representation at meetings, and both indicated that they had received all
of the information as members of the public that the Task Force members also had received.
C4: ... said that the local Community District Councils each had an appointment to make via
recommendations to the City and then the Mayor formally appointed these members. ... thought
the Mayor “stayed out of “ the process for selecting candidates chosen by the “business
associations” involved in the AMR process. ... “always wondered” who might have been behind
the appointments to the Task Force, as between the years of 1995-1999 the “pro-connect forces
didn’t do a very good job looking after their own interests”. ... felt that the residents on the north
end “were not very active as they preferred to leave things the way they were” and that the south
end residents were “key in getting things going, but they did not prevail and ended up with very
little power on the Task Force”. ... said that the Neighborhoods First! and linear park alternative
supporters did not get involved “until the very end of the process”.
C5: ... stated that official participants were nominated by the local District Council (or
Community Council) as C5 was .... ... did not comment about whether or not they were
representative of the broader stakeholder base, but did indicate feeling “outnumbered and not
politically savvy” at AMR Task Force meetings and in community debate sessions. ... said that
the Ayd Mill Road process was “vulnerable to politically-savvy people, especially those left over
from the RIP-35E discussion in the 1960s and 1970s” and felt that “other voices needed to be
heard”.
Neutral
N1: In N1’s words, participants were chosen by the District Community Councils and “there
were a ton of them”. ... indicated that some unofficial participants in the process, like the Ayd
Mill Road Coalition members, “tried and tried to get involved in the process” but had no luck, as
“people had stacked the meetings where votes were taken and major points discussed”.
City
SP3: The Planning Commission appointed members of the Advisory Task Force, according to
SP3. Representatives were chosen from each of the nearby District Councils, Midway Chamber
of Commerce, Grand Avenue Business Association and other area stakeholders. City staff
members and the Planning Commission members determined which groups would participate in
the process and how it would be conducted. All meetings were open to the public. The last ten
minutes of each meeting was designed to allow public comment on any matter before the
Advisory Task Force. ... believes that the stakeholder representation was “good” with respect to
the AMR process. “Unofficial” stakeholders had a role at the end of the process, according to
SP3. ... believed they came into play after the Draft EIS was published, and specifically
mentioned Neighborhoods First! as one of the “unofficial” groups in the process. SP3 stated that
representatives from this group totaled about “one or two people who had not attended any of the
meetings up to that point” and who “came into the process late”. ... felt that these representatives
worked “outside of the process” and tried to bring in other environmental groups with them. ...
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described the unofficial stakeholder process as one where unofficial stakeholders “would attend a
public meeting where Ayd Mill Road was on the agenda and would speak out against the project
as meeting spectators”.
SP4: ... said that the composition of the Task Force was “a major mistake in terms of process”.
... estimated that the total number of neighborhood organizational votes in the process were 16,
“without a simple system for designating the same number of votes among district councils in
the area”. Other organizations, such as the RIP-35E coalition, the Bicycle Advisory Task Force,
the St. Paul Planning Commission and the local Business Associations, held a total of 9 votes
toward the final alternative selection of the AMR process. ... also stated that there was a
recurrent “problem compounded by the passage of time” in the AMR process. ... explained this
as “some members would go on, some would go off the Task Force when their organization’s
appointment had ended, and there was a constant re-education of Task Force members that
needed to occur throughout the process”. ... also mentioned that the “lack of funding contributed
directly to the length of time the process took”, as the City of St. Paul had funded the process
through the official scoping phase, but had to “wait for more funding before a final alternative
could be selected”. ... stated that “these things should not be started until all the funding is in
place”.

When in the process were participants most involved?
Citizen
C1: ... felt that most people were involved in the AMR discussions when it was apparent a vote
was to be made in the near future.
C2, C3: Both said that many more people became involved in the process when the voting for
alternatives took place.
C4: According to C4, the room was “packed” to observe the voting for alternative selection, and
a “couple of task force members still did not understand the point system up to the vote time”. ...
also observed that the audience was packed with Neighborhoods First and South Lexington
people. ... said that while those groups “finally showed up at the vote meeting, they never
seemed to be able to pack a room otherwise, and were not organized into a pressure group of any
kind”.
C5: ... felt that most participants were drawn into the Ayd Mill Road Draft EIS alternative
selection process when the Linear Park option was chosen by the Task Force. ... said that a nontransportation alternative such as the Linear Park option was a “bad thing as it drew out the
process” but also stated that it was a “good thing from the public participation process
standpoint” as citizens were able to make their choice for a different option clear to
policymakers.
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Neutral
N1: ... felt that participants were drawn in “all the way throughout the whole process” and that
there was “behind the scenes stuff” going on in networking between and among neighborhood
District Councils and during the monthly reporting of Ayd Mill Road Task Force meeting
results.
N2: ... believes that in most situations like the Ayd Mill Road process, more participants are
drawn in to the process when a final decision is being made by the Task Force.
City
SP3: ... said that stakeholders had been involved in the process since the “beginning” or late
1980s, when traffic counts were first undertaken. ... indicated that scoping meetings were
“open” from the beginning of the process, and that people in the neighborhood had the
opportunity to also attend other meetings with District Community Councils in the area. All
information was presented formally to the Citizen’s Task Force representatives in writing, and
many subcommittee meetings were also held to review specific details on such things as travel
demand modeling and other intricate and related details. All subcommittee and committee
members were actively involved in reporting on findings and recommendations of these groups,
according to SP3, who also stated that the process took “a fairly long time” and that it was
intended “to bring along members of the Task Force every step of the way”.
... indicated that the “broader commission” was where things were “presented in summary” as
they had already been intricately presented with full details at the subcommittee level. ...
indicated that any persons in opposition to the findings of the subcommittees were allowed to ask
questions and were provided with any detailed information from subcommittee meetings. ...
named representatives of groups that requested additional technical information in this regard—
Bill Smith of Biko, the consultant representing parties interested in a linear park alternative; the
Midway Chamber of Commerce, the Selby-Snelling Business Association and the Grand Avenue
Business Association. ... stated that there were “many opportunities” for any stakeholders in the
process to receive sophisticated, technical information to further analyze available alternatives.
SP4: ... indicated that more participants tend to be drawn into the process “as the conclusion
draws near”. ... said attendance at Task Force meetings peaked before the release of the Draft
EIS, and then peaked again right before the final ranking of possible alternatives for the AMR
project.

How was conflict handled?
Citizen
C1: “Lots of Task Force meetings were pretty divided”, according to C1. ... said there was a
“great divide” between the issues of neighbors owning residences and the business access
concerns of local businesses and shops.
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C2, C3: Both said they felt that conflict was handled “officially” at Task Force meetings and that
it did not “spill over” to elected officials. C2 did not think the “politicians cared very much”
about the results of the EIS process.
C4: ... stated that “when conflict surfaced, it was handled by creating a ‘module’ like a
subcommittee or additional report to be turned in by the consultant”, but that it was never dealt in
a different manner. ... agreed with the idea that when a new member came on board it was easier
to provide them with information that had been previously gathered and reviewed by
subcommittee members rather than starting over again, as Task Force membership continually
changed.
C5: When the Linear Park option was introduced, C5 said that it became a “rallying point” and
“got the process into the public eye”. ... said it was a “wonderful igniter to get people to do
something” but felt that the same attention that was given to the Linear Park alternative was not
given to the rest of the alternatives offered to the Task Force. ... also indicated feeling
“tangential to the neighborhood group who was supposed to represent me”, referring to
neighbors who were becoming increasingly involved with the Neighborhoods First! group and a
“no-connect” alternative.
... offered one clear example of how conflict had been handled. ... was “summoned” to a meeting
called by Saint Paul City Councilmember Jerry Blakey and told to bring “only one other
supporter from your side”. ... did as requested, indicating uncertainty of why the meeting had
been called and what to expect. After arriving at the meeting, was in a room with “mostly
Neighborhoods First! people” , who pressured C5 about views and position on the Task Force.
... indicated that Blakey remained “outside the fray” and simply called the meeting because
others had requested him to do so. ... felt that there was much “outside influence” beyond Task
Force meetings and that the conflict was “ugly”. ... said that the conflict has “trickled down” to
even today, when neighbors on the other side of the debate still treat C5 “differently” because of
views on the project.
Neutral
N1: “It was handled both ways, in public and out of the public’s eye”, according to N1. ... said
that the Planning Commission Co-Chairs were “never the same” and “things were not handled
consistently” over the long term AMR process. ... praised city staff and the consultant used in
the process for “handling conflict well” as the Chair of the Task Force could be “very
aggressive” at times. ... asked the hypothetical question “what level of information does one
present in these types of situations?” and indicated that “people in these neighborhoods are very
savvy about the issue and clearly understand, in some cases better than the City and the
consultant, what the impacts will be” as they tend to be professional persons and activists who
are “in-tune with the Community Council process.” ... went on to explain that the City Council
had a problem with credibility in the Ayd Mill Road process, as in 1992 the Council was made
“part-time” and had fewer resources to work with in regard to issues like AMR. That lack of
resources has been the key to the success of the District Councils, in N1’s opinion, as they are
relied upon more heavily by neighborhood residents for up-to-date information.
N2: ... believes that conflict was handled “publicly” and “within the process.”
C-11

City
SP1, SP2: ... indicated that conflict was handled formally, through votes on the Task Force. In
some cases, they indicated that “outsiders” to the process “lobbed grenades” at public meetings,
and came in late to the process. One group that was identified in particular was “ Citizens for
Safe Streets”. Despite the continually-changing group of stakeholders within this process, the
City of Saint Paul “chose not to go on the attack” and “did not try to squelch” the information
handed out in Task Force meetings or to the press.
SP3: ... said that under the leadership of the Task Force Chair “everyone had a say”. ... felt the
process was “respectful” although there were some “heated conversations” after meetings. ...
stated that if a person had a particular concern, the technical staff and consultants would “work
directly” with the person to clear up any issues that arose during the process.
SP4: ... did not get many phone calls from members of the public about information that had
been presented to members of the Task Force and general public, and that “lots of written
information was consistently presented” to members. ... also stated that there was “a lot of
information discussed outside of Task Force meetings” by Task Force members talking with
each other, and described these conversations as “frenetic”.

How much power did participants in the process have?
Citizen
C1: ... stated that “people thought they had the power of the pope” and honestly believed that
what actions they might have been taking during the process would be accomplished. ... cited a
specific group, Neighborhoods First! as the controlling interest and the area where a lot of
“controversy” was focused. ... called Neighborhoods First! a “Johnny-come-lately” in the AMR
process, and an entity that pitted “business against residents” in the AMR discussions.
C2, C3: C2 said the neighborhood people “had no power” and “all the power was on the Task
Force”. C3 said that all the power “went to the City people (staff), and especially to Mike
Klassen”.
C4: ... felt that most of the power rested with those involved with the process, and indicated that
there was no power outside of the process. ... amended that statement to say that “some power
was outside of the process when the City Council voted to allow one lane in each direction
because of the open space issue”. ... said that some participants who were for the linear park
alternative “didn’t have power at the beginning but learned how to get it” by the time the process
was complete, but then “they learned that the decision moved to the Mayor’s Office and they
really didn’t have any power when the process was over”.
C5: ... had “only one vote” in the process, and felt “vastly outnumbered” during the voting
process. ... perception of what occurred during the voting process was that “more people voted
for a connection using Ayd Mill Road than not” but despite this the Linear Park alternative was
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chosen. ... was unsure of how the vote could have been conducted differently except perhaps a
vote between a “connect” and a “nonconnect” rather than between many alternatives.
When asked whether participants may have felt any of the spending areas might have
compensated for a particular option loss, C5 said that at various times within the discussion of
alternatives City of Saint Paul staff persons had discussed the option of a pedestrian bridge and
walking path along Ayd Mill Road and decking over the Linear Park but said clearly that no
funding was available for any of these enhancements. ... did not feel that the process had been
constrained to a set of predefined options as C5 had suggested another alternative for South
Lexington Parkway—one lane in each direction with a bicycle lane on the side—as a way to
reduce traffic flow but provide bicycle access on the road.
Neutral
N1: ... said that the participants in the AMR process “had more power than they thought they
did” as the AMR process was part of a larger discussion about the City’s Capital Improvement
Budget (CIB) and the neighborhoods and the District Councils were able to handpick residents to
represent the views of their area, with those recommendations going to the Mayor and members
of the City Council every two years.
N2: ... stated that the Task Force had the power to shape the process and its outcomes, and that
there was some “frustration” by others who were unable to provide input into the process, but
would not elaborate on this when asked.
City
SP1, SP2: ... stated that the Task Force members all had power to make the final decision within
the Draft EIS scoping process.
SP3: ... indicated that there were some problems the Ayd Mill Road process had going into the
technical study. ... indicated that the initial request for ideas for alternatives from Task Force
members was not restricted simply to transportation alternatives, but also included two
environmental and park alternatives (the first, a redevelopment project for housing along Ayd
Mill Rd; the second, the development of a linear park along Ayd Mill Rd). ... stated that the
“housing folks” at the City of St. Paul were asked for their ideas, as were the Parks and
Recreation staff persons at the City. After these ideas were offered, the City’s public works staff
was opposed to both proposals; however, the Task Force recommended that the linear park
proposal advance forward as an alternative in the scoping process that followed. Ultimately, the
St. Paul City Council voted to keep the alternative in the process while bowing to neighborhood
pressures, despite the best objections of public works officials who felt that the linear park
alternative had “no transportation relevance”, according to SP3.
... said that the City Council should have been “up front” with the neighborhood groups and
limited the review of “legitimate alternatives’ to those that contained transportation system
options. ... felt that at this point of the Ayd Mill Road process this juncture was a “clear point
that could have moved the process forward” instead of letting it lag for a number of years to
follow. ... also indicated that from a “design perspective” there was “nothing wrong” with
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addressing neighborhood concerns, but that the whole point of the process was to “funnel down
alternatives”, not add them. ... final point was that “every time a decision needed to be made by
the City Council, they would not do so”.
SP4: ... felt participants in the AMR process had a lot of power, and that the process was “a
legitimate one that got subjected to a lot of mischief that made it not work”. ... indicated that the
voting process that was used to select a specific alternative was modeled after the STAR project
rating system and that “Mike Klassen (public works staff person) has used a similar process in
the scoping document”. ... also said that a “balanced composition of the Task Force would have
prevented what occurred – the selection of the linear park alternative – as a product of the
process”.

Did a specific agency or group influence the progress of the debate?
Citizen
C1: ... reiterated that Neighborhoods First! pretty much “controlled the agenda” of the AMR
discussions and the outcome.
C2, C3: Both said that Neighborhoods First! heavily influenced the progress of the debate, and
that they “shut out” other voices from voting for other options such as a two-lane roadway
without a park option.
C4: The group that C4 felt was “most effective” was the Neighborhoods First! group, because
they had the “most to lose or gain, were willing to put in the most time, did the most organizing
and did more research than any other group”.
C5: ... said that that the group “Neighborhoods First!” definitely influenced the progress of the
debate and that the local District Councils were “taken over” by the group. ... also said that
neighborhood business associations, particularly the Selby-Snelling Business Association, also
influenced the discussion because of their concerns about connection points on the north end of
the Ayd Mill Road corridor.
Neutral
N1: ... said that “everybody influenced the progress of the debate at some time or another in
different ways” and that the neighborhoods had a “lot of sway” and the project “rocked bath and
forth. Because of the influence of contrasting groups at different times, N1 believes that is why
the final compromise, a two-land road, was chosen, as it was the “middle compromise” among
all the groups that were players in the process. ... added that most people would indicate that the
media and local papers had power in the discussion, but the reality is that the AMR process was
“one of the hardest and most difficult issues I have ever witnessed”.
N2: ... stated that there was “some confusion on the vote” and that the vote “favored
neighborhood groups”. ... also stated that the “process was set up by the Chair of the Task
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Force” to the best of his knowledge. ... added that city staff members, acting as “technical
experts”, had ‘great influence on the process’.
City
SP2: ... stated that the Task Force indirectly influenced the progress of the debate in this project
through their contacts with City Councilmembers as the final decision about what to do rested
with the City Council.
SP3: ... believed that the Task Force had “great” influence in this process. ... felt that discussion
was held “on may different issues” and that some people were “more influential” than others,
especially the “RIP 35E” group, which raised a “number of issues”, and, at the end of the
process, the “Neighborhoods First” group, that had a “no progress” perspective.
SP4: ... said that the “Neighborhoods First!” group influenced the progress of the debate by
“going around to all the local meetings and indicating that their members did not get the
information that had been presented”. ... said the group wanted a “no-build” alternative in the
AMR process. ... also said that the “public works staff and consultants influenced the progress of
the debate in a positive way” and were “pretty responsive” to requests from the Task Force group
and general public.

Could things have been done any differently?
Citizen
C1: ... said the voting process was “done poorly” and indicated that each organization had one
vote per lead member, but alternates had no votes, according to recollection of the voting
process. ... said that the “votes were there for a linear park” based on the way the point totals
added up.
... suggested that neighborhoods and local businesses should only be involved in the conceptual
planning of controversial projects like Ayd Mill Road rather than the technical planning for such
a project (i.e., trying to determine if the road should be a two-lane vs. four-lane structure). ...
also suggested that the Task Force should have been limited in size and structure, that separate
subcommittees could report to the Task Force but that Task Force members should not have
served in both capacities, and that the Task Force should have “a charge and power” to make the
final decision stick.
Finally, C1 indicated that there should be money already allocated for the project, and it should
not be “just a pipe dream”. ... summarized the interview by calling the AMR process “one of the
worst he’s ever been on” and repeating that the Task Force was simply “a trial balloon put up by
the City and a consultant firm”.
C2, C3: Both said that if the players would remain the same throughout the whole process it
would work better. C2 added that “if the City knew that it couldn’t do the road for financial
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reasons, they should have never started the process”. C3 would not have changed his viewpoint
at all, and would have still pushed for a two-lane road connections with a park next to it on the
east side of the railroad tracks.
As far as the voting system for the final alternative selection was concerned, both felt the system
was “not good” and that the “points were off”. C3 said he felt that the Task Force Chair
“misrepresented the opinions of the Task Force” when announcing the vote process and final
results.
C4: According to C4, things could have been handled differently in that there were some
citizens who were willing to do their own research, and they “should have been allowed to do
so”, rather than thought of as “dumb committee members”. ... felt that the approach used by City
staff members on the project was to “use the professional staff—the consultants—to do the
work” as they did not want Task Members to “spend their time on these issues”. ... said that the
AMR Task Force was “so structured” and “laid out in advance”. ... indicated it was “remarkable”
in the level of attendance at Task Force and subcommittee meetings over a multi-year period,
and attributed this to the way in which the Task Force was laid out, something like an
“organizational chart” of a large agency. ... said that the City of St. Paul structured the Task
Force by requesting appointed members from each of the affected Community District Councils
and local business members, as the “District Councils have a reputation of attracting
‘gatekeepers’ through the funnel of district council organizational structures”. In a discussion
about the makeup of the Task Force itself, C4 indicated that there is “a point where groups enter
differently than other groups” and illuminated his point by remarking that “environmental groups
pretty much start at the beginning of a process” while “business groups tend to wait until the end
of the process when they see how it might affect them”. ... also felt that a basic problem exists
with all transportation project public processes in that they “rarely attract basic commuters, or
those without an axe to grind” ... “had never seen an EIS process involved with people who are
simply trying to be mobile.”
... stated that the “Chair of the Task Force and Mike Klassen of the City locked themselves in a
room and figured out a point system that was designed to be misleading”.
... “respected the structure of the task force” and could not recall a time when the votes were
“altered”. ... added that the Task Force actually “mobilized and polarized the no-connect people”
and they became “really energized”.
... stated that the AMR process was “unique, as it had an actual citizen process with its own
organizational chart”, and that other projects, including the Stillwater Bridge process, only
opened up the process to local communities rather than “ordinary citizens”. ...thought the AMR
process “was good that it was done that way” and wished that “more EIS processes would
confront the fact that there are existing groups that need representation”. ... believes that in most
processes there is an “inability or unwillingness of the people to show up” and that people “don’t
want to get involved until they see the threat”. ... said that the AMR process was different in that
all task force members had assigned seats at each meeting. ... also indicated that the state’s TIP
process is “change-making” and that “those impacted do not want change”. ... said that it is
difficult to involve people who “don’t want change” and that transit advocates have “never
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figured out a way to get regular transit riders involved”. ... said that a process “can be tweaked,
but that’s not the whole problem, culture is the real issue”.
C5: When asked this question, C5 was unable to describe how things could have been handled
or done differently in the Ayd Mill Road alternative selection process other than changing the
way in which the vote was handled to a vote between a “connect” or “nonconnect” alternative
and then a further vote between options under either of these two categories.
Neutral
N1: ... said there was a problem with a lack of public information from either the Minneapolis or
St. Paul newspapers, and that people will get “more organized” if they have information to
depend upon in these processes. ... wished agencies would consider “not hiring public relations
personnel to control the processes” and indicated that “people get upset when they see a dime
wasted on public relations expenditures”. A final comment on this process was “when people
know their roles and the project’s boundaries, they are okay with it and will act accordingly”.
City
SP1, SP2: ... indicated once again that “money and time” were the two things that had a direct
influence on the Ayd Mill Rd. Draft EIS process, and if anything else could have been done
differently, they would have “spent more time in the offices of City Councilmembers” and would
have made the scoping process of the Draft EIS “more personalized”.
SP3: ... said that a man who was representing the group “Neighborhoods First” felt that he was
not getting representation from “anyone” during the process and that some groups were “very
late” entrants into the process, which caused some angst with Task Force members, who had a
“fairly decent consensus” at the final process stages. ... also indicated that the role of the City
Council required “decision-making” that wasn’t “altogether popular” and that members of the
Council did not “respond to the challenge”. ... added that another challenge occurred when north
and south area neighborhoods had “vested interests” and were in competition with one another.
... summarized the Ayd Mill Road EIS process by stating that it was “a good process to look at”
and the “most open public information process I’ve ever worked on”. ... felt that it was a “good,
structured process” in that members of the “St. Paul community” were part of the Task Force and
about 30 people showed up for each Task Force meeting. ... felt it was a “fair” process, and that
the City set up the Task Force rules while the Chair of the Task Force set up the ranking and
rating process for participants on the final EIS alternative selection vote.
SP4 In retrospect, SP4 felt that there could have been some things, which, having been handled
differently, would have made the AMR process flow “more smoothly”. ... suggested that the
City of Saint Paul have a policy in place as to the formal composition of official Task Forces so
as to keep the “balance of the task force equal”. ... also suggested that a formal attendance policy
be established for members, in order to ensure that Task Force members were “all briefed on the
same information at the same time”. ... said that “some Task Force members said they were
never told what the rules were” which caused problems prior and during the alternative selection
process. ... also stated that during the actual alternative vote “Task Force members publicly
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stated how they planned to vote” and provided a copy of written meeting minutes that indicated
this had been the case. ... felt that Task Force members should have voted “in private” and
without “public input” at the final meeting for alternative selection.
The other thing that SP4 appeared to regret was the process used to assign votes for the final
alternative. ... admitted that the process and point system designed for the vote “did not work
properly” and that it was “a major problem with the whole process”.
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