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SRF No. 8418 

 
Bridge Approach Enhancements Meeting Record 

Old Cedar Avenue Bridge Rehabilitation 
City Project 2010-201 
September 24, 2014  
12:30 pm – 2:30 pm 

City of Bloomington Public Works Building 
 

The following is a summary of the meeting. Action items are identified at the end. 
 
Attendees: 
 
Karl Keel, Bloomington 
Shelly Pederson, Bloomington 
Julie Long, Bloomington 
Julie Farnham, Bloomington 
Gerry Shimek, USFWS 
Bridget Olson, USFWS 
Matt Cramer, SRF 

Mike McGarvey, SRF 
Michael Jischke, SRF 
Charlene Roise, Hess Roise 
Roger Christensen, HCM Architects 
Liz Gutzman, HCM Architects 
Frank Hickey, Signia Design

 
Meeting Summary: 
 

1) General: 

 Matt welcomed everyone and introduced SRF’s new subconsultants – HCM 
Architects and Signia Design in addition to Hess Roise, which was already a 
team member on the bridge design. 

 Introductions were made around the table. 

 The goal of the meeting was to restart the bridge approach enhancement 
design which had been on hold since early summer pending scope 
clarification. 

2) Creating a shared vision 
 Michael asked for City staff and USFWS to share their visions for the project 

to help establish an understanding of both common ground and differences of 
opinion. 

 Julie L. noted that there are multiple viewpoints within City staff ranging 
from minimal improvements to expectations for high design. 

 Shelly emphasized the importance of the budget which may turn out to be a 
limitation on what is possible. The bids received for rehabilitation of the 
bridge will determine what remaining funds are available for site amenities. 
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 Karl restated previous input from the Council to strive for a “memorable” and 
“signature” destination. 

 Gerry said that USFWS staff recently reconvened to reconsider the project 
and emphasized the agency’s mission to put “wildlife first.” In many 
locations within the refuge, they have chosen to remove amenities which have 
either been damaged by natural disturbance or vandalism. Nevertheless, he 
indicated a willingness to “think outside the box.” 

 Bridget reaffirmed the USFWS view that the site is a gateway to the refuge 
and said that the “wildlife first” mission will guide their evaluation of the 
design as it develops. 

3) Recap of previous concepts 
 Michael provided a brief overview of the three alternative site layout concepts 

developed early in the summer and presented at Council work session and a 
public open house. Each have comparable programs, but a primary distinction 
is a special feature that facilitates interaction with the wetland edge – an 
overlook, a lower boardwalk at the wetland edge, or a boardwalk on the 
embankment. 

 Julie F. asked what the response was from the public and others. Michael 
summarized that people were generally excited to see that project had 
momentum to be realized since it has sat idle for so long. Birders were 
interested in boardwalk features which would afford closer interaction with 
wildlife. Bikers were interested in additional amenities and having the route 
open. Kristen Zschomler, MnDOT Cultural Resources, had some concerns 
about the divergence of the some of the concepts from the historically straight 
roadway approach and previous rural character of the setting. 

 Karl said that he felt that the concepts were based on an appropriate basic 
program (trails, parking, restroom, shelter) but need to be enhanced with a 
higher level of design aesthetic. 

 Gerry confirmed that USFWS intends to reconstruct the existing boardwalk in 
the same location upstream of the bridge and provide an accessible path to it 
from the parking lot. He said that USFWS does not support an additional 
boardwalk feature near the parking lot since the bridge itself and the 
reconstructed boardwalk will afford ample viewing areas. 

 Gerry said he envisions the shelter as a basic “post and beam” structure with a 
roof. It should accommodate group sizes up to a typical school group ranging 
from 25-40 kids plus adults. It should have a durable floor and be capable of 
withstanding inundation even if it is located on the higher ground. He is not 
interested in special add-on elements such as a fireplace. 
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4) Cultural resources perspective 
 Charlene summarized her dual role on the project which includes evaluating 

the design as part of the Section 106 process and assisting in the development 
of interpretive themes. 

 Charlene asked if the City has clarified funding sources which will have an 
influence on whether MnDOT Cultural Resources will be the coordinating 
agency on this aspect of the project as well as the bridge. In her view, that 
would be the preferred scenario since they already have familiarity with the 
project. Gerry and Bridget were agreeable to that but said that as much 
advance notice as possible will be important in order to meet the project’s 
tight timelines if it is determined that USFWS would need to take on more 
significant role. Shelly noted that the City has an upcoming meeting the next 
day on funding that should help clarify those roles. 

 Charlene said that possibilities for interpretation could revolve around how 
human history and natural history intertwine. She is just beginning her 
research into a broader scope beyond the bridge itself. 

 Karl asked interpretation would need to be limited to the period of 
significance when the bridge was built (1920’s). Charlene said that first an 
extended area of potential effect would need to be assessed and that there 
should be some latitude within the “rehabilitation” track of the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards. 

5) Technical parameters 
 Michael presented a graphic of the west approach area highlighting right of 

way, field-verified wetland boundaries, and 100 yr. floodplain extents 
(elevation 714.3). It indicates that the buildable area for a restroom building 
would be the north of Old Cedar Avenue where the existing Hogback Ridge 
trail begins. 

 If new facilities will not fit within the City’s right of way, USFWS will 
require a formal agreement to clarify the responsibilities of each party.  

 Much of the project area is within the “floodway.” A portion adjacent Kidder 
Marsh is considered “floodway fringe.” The provisions for the floodway in 
this area include an assumption of significant wooded area obstructions. In 
general, no enclosed buildings are allowable within the floodway, but open 
structures (i.e. shelter with roof and posts but no walls) and other site 
amenities (benches, minor site walls, etc.) are allowable since they are 
regarded comparably to vegetation obstruction. 

 Current City guidelines require that the restroom building finish floor 
elevation be set 2’ higher than the 100 yr. floodplain elevation (elevation 
716.3) A lower elevation would require a variance. 
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 SRF is also starting the restroom feasibility study which will explore 
alternatives for water and sanitary sewer service. Matt said that one option 
that has been ruled out is connection to the existing MCES sanitary main that 
crosses the refuge north of the bridge. 

6) New enhancement ideas 
 Mike M. described how SRF is approaching the project with fresh eyes as this 

aspect of the project restarts. In response to the City’s goal to create a 
signature destination, SRF prepared a short list of programmatic options to 
enhance the basic design program. 

 Michael presented the options one at a time, and the group discussed whether 
each would be a good fit with the setting, appeal to different user groups, and 
primary challenges. 
o Observation platform 
 Perceived as redundant in the west approach area since the bridge 

itself and the USFWS boardwalk will afford expansive views of the 
surroundings 

 Gerry expressed some interest in this feature near the future 
intersection with the planned state trail (east of the bridge). 

o Nature play 
 Gerry felt this would be a good fit philosophically with the USFWS 

mission but questioned how it would fit spatially. He preferred the 
examples with emphasis on real natural material rather than 
manufactured play equipment. 

 Julie L. noted that “moveable” play objects (branches, stumps, rocks, 
etc.) could be affected by flooding events. 

 Others expressed support in concept as well. 
o Outdoor classroom 
 Bridget said this would help facilitate naturalist-led USFWS 

educational programming. 
 Julie F. pointed out that features like site walls integrated with the 

terrain could serve multiple purposes such as seating/picnic areas 
when formal programming is not planned. She suggested that planting 
design could be used to create a sense of enclosure rather than 
structures. 

 Alternative locations were discussed. 
 Near the shelter would be convenient. Roger suggested a location 

with an attractive viewshed be considered. Michael noted the 
preliminary concepts included a grassy “amphitheater” shaped 
space to the north of the bridge where there is an existing hollow 
in the topography. 

 Near the parking lot was discussed. Frank commented that while 
convenient for gathering peoples at initial arrival to the site, the 
parking area as a backdrop could be a distraction and not as scenic 
as other possibilities. 
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o Fitness trails 
 People generally felt that formal fitness trails were more appropriate 

to city parks in more urban or neighborhood contexts and not fitting 
for this site. 

 The group identified trail wayfinding signage as a key element. Mike 
M. noted that the project will connect with facilities managed by many 
other jurisdictions – USFWS, TRPD, MnDNR, and Dakota County. 
Julie F. asked for further investigation into how these connecting trails 
will be marked so they can be coordinated. 

 Mike M. noted that the city-wide Alternative Transportation Plan SRF 
is preparing for the City includes a primary kiosk at this location 
which would include mapping of the overall system for orientation. 
QR codes could be included in those features that could be used by 
people with smart phones for location-specific information. 

 Gerry described initial USFWS efforts 20 years ago to reinforce the 
identity of the refuge at different sites with the wood duck icon, but 
this approach has had its difficulties. Bridget said the USFWS is open 
to revisiting the standard brown/white sign plaques on timber posts at 
this location in the interest of coordinating with other agencies. 

o Interpretation 
 See #4 Cultural resources perspective above. 
 Frank also described how QR codes could be utilized to provide more 

in-depth interpretive information to enhance the visitor’s experience. 
There needs to be a commitment from a group to manage this and 
keep it updated to be successful though. 

o Water quality and interpretation 
 People agreed that the dynamic quality of the water at this location 

was an attraction for people. Julie F. said she liked the idea of marking 
or measuring water levels with physical features for comparison over 
time. Karl noted the potential to use designed landform as has been 
discussed previously. 

 Michael pointed out the opportunity to develop greater awareness of 
the Minnesota River watershed beyond the immediate site area. 

o Sustainable architecture 
 Karl said that official LEED certification is not desired, but the 

principles of sustainable design are fitting for structures in this setting. 
 Gerry noted the opportunity to capitalize on the partial southern aspect 

of the site when locating/orienting the shelter and other elements for 
physical comfort. 

 Roger plans to explore the potential to bring daylight into the restroom 
and shelter buildings. He also noted that use of durable materials is a 
key aspect of sustainable design. 

 The material palette of new structures should complement the bridge 
(metal truss and concrete piers). Charlene noted that former 
agricultural buildings near the site could also be a source for 
inspiration. 



P a g e  | 6 
 

 

 Julie asked for USFWS opinion on whether the use of native 
limestone, as seen at the main refuge visitor center, is an important 
identity feature. Gerry indicated it was attractive, but primarily 
emphasized the importance of durability in the project context. 

7) Next Steps/Action Items 
 Matt reviewed the tentative schedule for preparation of plans based on an 

early spring project letting. Matt will prepare a more detailed schedule 
accounting for City, USFWS, and MnDOT review periods. 

 Karl noted that there is a tentative spot reserved on the Council’s October 21st 
work session for the project. 

 The City will provide more information on the funding plan so Charlene can 
assess how it will affect the Section 106 review process and confirm that 
MnDOT Cultural resources can serve as the lead agency on both the bridge 
and approach work. 

 SRF will complete a draft restroom feasibility study. 

 SRF will update site design concepts for the west approach area based on 
input received and initiate concepts for the east approach area as well. 

 SRF and HCM will develop options for the aesthetics and material palette for 
buildings and site features. 

 SRF and Hess Roise will develop a preliminary list of potential interpretive 
narratives and will also seek additional input from USFWS specific to 
wildlife and habitat interpretation. 

 SRF and Signia Design will begin to identify sites for major wayfinding signs 
along Old Shakopee Road. 

 
Meeting Record Revisions: 
 
The preceding represents SRF Consulting Group’s understanding of the referenced 
meeting and was prepared on September 23, 2014.  If you identify discrepancies or items 
that require clarification, please contact Matt Cramer at SRF via email at 
mcramer@srfconsulting.com or via telephone at 763-249-6788. 
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Old Cedar Avenue Bridge

OUTDOOR CLASSROOM

Highlights
 » Provides a dedicated and potentially sheltered space for programming

 » Can be utilized by many different groups

 » Can provide seating or double as a picnic shelter

 » Opportunity to source local materials and utilize green infrastructure

Challenges
 » Coordinating overlapping functions of space

 » Maintaining fl exibility of use

 » Accommodating groups of different sizes

 » Durability

Siting
 » Upland, with close proximity to other program elements

Figure 3
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Old Cedar Avenue Bridge

FITNESS TRAILS

Highlights
 » Can be utilitized by people of all ages and abilites

 » Provides well-balanced fi tness routine through exercise stations spaced 

along a path

 » Encourages active living through the enjoyment of public space

 » Can integrate/overlap with Nature Play elements and/or Loop Trail

Challenges
 » Concept popularity has fl uctuated

 » Durability

Siting

 » Upland, along trail, or with Nature Play area

Figure 4
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Old Cedar Avenue Bridge

INTERPRETATION
“How Should We Live Together?” – is the primary interpretive theme for the 

Refuge – formulated in 1992 – and explores the relationship of this urban 

refuge to its surrounding communities.

Highlights
 » Provides a human connection to historical and natural restoration 

efforts or other themes

 » Provides educational and experiential opportunities with added depth

 » Can be expressed in multiple ways (captivating all senses)

 » Potential component of creative and engaging wayfi nding 

Challenges
 » Determining most relevant themes and content 

 » Durability

Siting
 » Flexible

 » Part of a trail system

Figure 5
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Old Cedar Avenue Bridge

WATER QUALITY & INTERPRETATION

Highlights
 » Water is a dynamic resource inherent to the site

 » Provides educational and experiential learning opportunities

 » Provides benefi cial habitat

 » Can be expressed in multiple ways (captivating all senses)

 » Can highlight watershed awareness, water quality treatment, fl ooding 

episodes, and existing engineering

Challenges
 » Ongoing maintenance to preserve functionality

Siting
 » Along paths of fl ow or collection areas

Figure 6
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Old Cedar Avenue Bridge

SUSTAINABLE ARCHITECTURE

Highlights
 » Can capture and store rainwater and solar energy

 » Can utilize locally-sourced materials

 » Can integrate Interpretive elements

Challenges
 » Ongoing maintenance to preserve functionality

 » Durability

Siting
 » Upland, with close proximity to other program elements

Figure 7
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