
The facility used for this meeting is wheelchair accessible.  If you require any special physical or 
language accommodations, including alternative formats of printed materials, please contact 
LTD’s Administration office as far in advance of the meeting as possible and no later than 48 
hours prior to the meeting.  To request these arrangements, please call 541-682-6100 (voice) or 
7-1-1 (TTY, through Oregon Relay, for persons with hearing impairments). 

 
 
 
 

Main-McVay Transit Study  
Stakeholder Advisory Committee  

AGENDA 
Tuesday, December 9  

Willamalane Center for Sport and Recreation 
250 South 32nd Street 

 Ken Long Room South 
3:00 - 6:00 p.m. 

 
1. Welcome  & Agenda Review (5 minutes)     3:00 p.m.    

-     Stan Biles 

2. Community Input Summary (5 minutes)      3:05 p.m. 

- Chris Watchie 

3. Governance Team Update (5 minutes)      3:10 p.m.  

- David Reesor  

November 18 Meeting 

4. Process Review & Guiding Principles (10 minutes)   3:15 p.m.    

-    Lynda Wannamaker  

5. Tier II Screening Results 

Part B & SAC Recommendations   

- Lynda Wannamaker 

- Stef Viggiano 

Item #1 (35 minutes)      3:25 p.m.  

o BRT Routing: McVay South 

o Enhanced Bus 

            Break (10 minutes)     4:00 p.m. 

  Item #2 (60 minutes)       4:10 p.m. 

o BRT Service 

o BRT Lane Configurations 

Pizza Break (15 minutes)        5:10 p.m. 

 Item #2 continued (30 minutes)     5:25 p.m.  

6. Wrap Up / Next Steps (5 Minutes)     5:55 p.m.  

- Stan Biles 

 
Next Proposed Meeting: 

Tuesday, January 13, 2015 
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Main-McVay Transit Study 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting #7 

October 28, 2014 
Meeting Report  

SAC Members Present:  Diana Alldredge, Mike Eyster, Ronna Frank, Randy Hledik, Jerry Hooton, 
Rosalia Marquez, Emma Newman, Brett Rowlett, Garry Swanson, Erin 
Walters, Ken Hill, Andrew Knori, David Helton, Chad Towe 

SAC Members Absent:  Paul Selby, Lorenzo Herrera, Dan Rupe 

Study Team:  John Evans, David Reesor, Stefano Viggiano, Lynda Wannamaker  

Facilitators:    Stan Biles, Chris Watchie  

Audience:    Rob Zako, Linda Pauly   

 

KEY MEETING POINTS  

1) Introductions & Agenda Review  

Stan Biles reviewed the meeting agenda and highlighted importance of attendance at next two SAC 
meetings as they result in the final SAC recommendations to the Governance Team.   

Biles noted that votes to abstain should be based on conflict of interest defined as a SAC member having 
a financial stake in any vote outcome. No one on the current SAC has that circumstance.  

The Governance Team (GT) needs to understand the SAC’s position whether in favor or opposed on 
particular recommendations.  Both views will be carried forward but require SAC members articulate 
their reasoning so staff can well represent the SAC’s positions to the GT.  

SAC Comments/Questions: 

SAC Comment: Would like better clarification or definition on conflict of interest.  

Project Team response:  When an individual will significantly either financially gain or lose from an 
outcome of a vote.  If one does have a conflict of interest, they note this to fellow committee members 
and either abstain or leave the room for the vote on a particular issue.  

SAC Comment: SAC Member Mike Eyster noted that based on this discussion, he would like to change his 
vote for the Criteria for Objective 1:6 from SAC mtg. #6 from “abstain” to “no” because the GT 
response on Title VI language is what he wanted them to do.  

SAC Comment: SAC Member Mike Eyster noted an attendance error in the SAC Meeting #6.  He was 
present not absent.  SAC Member Ken Hill said the same.  

Project Team response: Will correct and repost on website.  
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2) Community Input Summary         

Chris Watchie reviewed the community input between SAC meeting #6 and the mailing for SAC #7.  

Written Comments: None 

Website Input: 1 email 

Email Correspondence: None 

Main Street Interested Parties List Updates: Week of October 27 

Community Outreach: LTD Board and SCC Progress Updates 

SAC Comments/Questions: 

Q: How are Lane County and the City of Eugene kept in the loop for the southern segment of McVay 
Highway and Gasoline Alley on the west side?  Concerned about getting too far along with 
recommendations and then have the jurisdictions not aware of process.  

Project Team response: Lane County’s Senior Transportation Planner, Lydia McKinney, is part of the 
Project Management Team.  She provides updates to the Lane County Board of Commissioners about this 
Study process.  Once the SAC gets closer to a set of most promising solutions, a presentation will be given 
to County Board to determine what level they want to be involved.  

SAC Comment: The area around Lane Community College (LCC) is within Lane County but the City of 
Eugene is considering the expansion of its urban growth boundary (UGB).  It’s an issue for both cities to 
be talking about their appropriate roles.  It makes sense that the City of Eugene is aware that this 
process involves LCC and the connection there.  In addition, there is a process beginning on Eugene side 
to look at appropriate future transit corridors one of which extends down to LCC on 30th Avenue.  There is 
an obvious future connection to be addressed.  

SAC Comment:  Project staff may be coordinating but the Lane County Board or city councils may not be 
aware and caught by surprise.  Need to keep them well informed.  Suggest that representatives from 
each jurisdiction have a conversation prior to developing the set of most promising transit solutions.  No 
reason not to be engaging and inclusive in the process.  

Project Team Response: The SAC can make a formal request and recommendation to do something more 
specific to involve the County and both cities.  

SAC Recommendation 

Biles called for a recommendation.  

SAC Member Mike Eyster moved to present the Study’s status at the next available meeting of 
jurisdictions Board and councils. 

SAC Comments/Questions: 

Q: Do the elected officials meet regularly together?   

Project Team response: Not all as one body.  

SAC Comment: Suggest doing a presentation to the MPO representatives.  

SAC Comment: Rather than scheduling a new meeting, best to attend a regularly scheduled meeting in 
next month or two since the project is moving from Tier I to Tier II.  

SAC Comment: Like the Metropolitan Policy Committee (MPC) suggestion.  They are all at the table with 
additional people.  It would get it out in a public forum.  

SAC Member Mike Eyster removed his first motion to make it simple and create a new motion.  
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Revised SAC Recommendation  

Biles called for a recommendation.  

SAC Member Mike Eyster moved to request time to present at the MPC to update them on the Study and 
ask for input. SAC Member Randy Hledick seconded.  

Biles called for further discussion.  

Hearing none, the motion was put to vote.  

The motion passed unanimously 14 to 0 with SAC Members Paul Selby, Lorenzo Herrera, and Dan Rupe 
in absentia. 

Governance Team Update  

John Evans provided an update from the GT’s meeting on 10/9/14 on the Narrowed Range of Transit 
Solutions.   

The GT agreed with all of SAC recommended transit solutions to advance to Tier II Screening. 

For the request to Modify Objective 1.6 Evaluation Criterion Language, the GT reviewed SAC request to 
modify criterion for Objective 1.6 but did not agree with modification. 

The GT wanted to maintain option to develop transit solutions that provide beneficial disproportionate 
impacts to certain populations. For example, improvements associated with access by persons with 
disabilities, such as improved curb cuts and access ramps, may disproportionately benefit disabled 
persons, but this may be a desirable improvement. 

SAC Comments/Questions: 

Q: The GT just struck the “beneficial or adverse” suggested language?   

Project Team Response: They did not add that.  

Q: If you just say “impacts,” it could be beneficial or adverse. Could you just keep “adverse?” Was there 
any discussion on that?  

Project Team Response: They clarified that impacts could be either beneficial or adverse.  

Q: Our suggestion was to put this language in and the GT said no.  So why are we here?  

Project Team Response: The GT did not agree to your recommended changes.  They kept the original 
wording.  

SAC Comment: We are a recommending body and our recommendations can be refused.  

Project Team Response: The GT makes the final decision [on recommendations to forward to Springfield 
City Council and the LTD Board].  

 

3) Tier I Screening Results & SAC Recommendations 

SAC Comments/Questions:       

SAC Member Erin Walters shared general comments with the SAC:  

Felt staff is trying to direct the [SAC’s] decisions through descriptive word manipulation, e.g. using 
descriptive words such as “considerably faster” and “considerably higher costs.”  

When items are presented that the Project Team does not want, a small fact is given followed by the 
word “however” negating what is presented.  
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Previous meeting report [SAC Mtg.#6] was manipulated and sanitized.  It is not an accurate account of 
discussion.  Noted answers to questions on Page 4 do not reflect what was said in meeting.  

She and others are listening to the meetings’ audio for accountability.  

Requests LTD compare her questions with statements in audio to see if the answers report reflect what 
was said. [See page 18].  

The Mayor’s email to SAC stated that the Committee adequately represented the citizens.  Believes that 
statement is unfounded since those most directly impacted are excluded. 

Noted that she believed the SAC is stacked in LTD’s favor, which is her question about the whole conflict 
of interest piece.  

Visited businesses between 32nd and 42nd Streets.  Stated the majority of people are against, one did 
not want to get involved, and one was for it.  A few said that they talked about it a couple years ago 
but decided not to do it and had no idea it was happening.  

Gateway projections were incorrect and LTD is hoping to correct it with this new line.  Project Team stated 
they do not have data to support the needs statement but will collect later. 

Since SAC members can’t abstain because there is not a conflict of interest, she will be voting against any 
of the EmX options moving forward. 

Biles noted there are no official minutes but wanted to make sure all questions asked were included and 
correct.  

SAC Comment: SAC Member Walters stated the question was correct but the response included in the 
report was softened to protect LTD. Think it is biased.  

Project Team Response:  Watchie stated that the report reflects the salient meeting discussion points and 
is not a verbatim account of the meeting.  Answers are paraphrased to get to intent of questions.  Will 
check to make sure the answer notes in SAC Report #6 gets to the intent.  

 

4) Tier II Screening Overview  

Lynda Wannamaker provided an overview of the Tier II Screening process.  

More In-Depth Screening:  

More information available based on readily available information 

Reasonable probability of solving identified transportation problems 

Allows for comparing and contrasting options for SAC to make an informed recommendation 

Both qualitative and quantitative information considered 

Project Team Recommendations:  

Reviewed 12 options against 47 criteria and recommend eliminating 7 transit options, advancing 
5 options 

Basis for Eliminating Options:  

Not cost effective – Increases capital and/or operating costs 

Doesn’t provide connectivity 

Doesn’t improve travel time 

Potential for significant adverse impacts 
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Some factors to consider as the SAC makes their recommendation: 

Subtotal and total scores don’t tell whole story 

Review criteria for key issues and to compare and contrast 

No one solution is the “perfect solution”, must find a balanced solution 

Do you agree with project team’s findings? 

How well each solution meets Study’s Goals and Objectives (scoring)? 

Compared to each other, which solution(s) are most likely to correct the transportation problem 
(recommendation)? 

Review of Rating Scale:  

-3, -2, -1 = Least effective/potential adverse effects  

0 = Neutral/No anticipated effects  

+1, +2, +3 = Most effective/potential beneficial effects  

NA: Not affected by options 

SAC Comments/Questions: 

Q: Does “NA” mean not effective rather than not enough information?   Which one is it?  

Project Team Response: In Tier I “NA” meant not enough information.  In Tier II, it means no anticipated 
effect. 

Q: What is the present spacing of stops?  

Project Team Response:  Bus stops are spaced at about 1/6-mile.  

 

5) Decision Element: BRT Station Spacing  

Assumptions  

Stops were located along corridor to meet general spacing requirements and to correspond to activity 
areas and available pedestrian crossings.  

1/3 mile is current EmX system’s standard. 

SAC Comments/Questions: 

Q: Objective 1.6 has zeros across the board, so the station spacing doesn’t affect it?   I am confused.  

Project Team Response: It’s a qualitative judgment.  Station stops don’t affect Title VI populations. If there 
is a different opinion on that, let the team know.  

Q: Station spacing doesn’t affect Title VI populations?   

Project Team Response: The stops don’t necessarily affect Title VI populations along the corridor  

SAC Comment: Having the stations further apart makes it less accessible for people with mobility 
impairments. When you move them further apart you are punishing the public.  To put in more stations 
costs so much more money, so it doesn’t look beneficial cost-benefit wise. To say it isn’t going to have an 
impact on wheelchairs doesn’t seem like it’s representative.  

Project Team Response: The disabled population is just one of the Title VI populations.  
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Stop spacing affects travel time, which is a benefit to system users. Having stops spaced further apart 
reduces travel time, which might benefit some of those populations.  It gets difficult to weigh pros and 
cons.  

SAC Comment: Maybe a “NA” should be there for not enough information instead of zero. 

Project Team Response: A zero says that.  NA means not affected.  A zero means neutral or no 
anticipated effect.  That’s where we looked at the balancing of pros and cons.   

SAC Comment: Zero says neutral. 

Q: Any numbers of riders in wheelchairs?  

Project Team Response:  LTD tracks data on that. 

Q: Was each option independently evaluated against the criteria or against each other?  Was it 
sometimes independent and sometimes as relative comparison?  

Project Team Response:  Yes. If independent we may have calculated the operating costs for each option 
so there’s an independent figure but when we compare them, we look at the ratings.  

BRT Station Spacing Key Findings  

Travel time considerably faster with fewer stops.  

Compared to 1/4 mile spacing 

1/3 – 11 minutes faster 

1/2 - 19 minutes faster  

Reduced travel time results in reduced operating cost.  

Compared to 1/4 mile spacing 

1/3 - $600,000 less to operate (annually) 

1/2 - $900,000 less to operate (annually) 

Capital costs are considerably higher with more stops 

Wider stop spacing can reduce delay for other motorists 

Access is improved with more stops 

Current and projected population and employment within 1/2 mile of BRT stop decreases with  
wider stop spacing   

More stops support higher level of investment 

Key tradeoff for station spacing is travel time vs. access.  

SAC Comments/Questions: 

Q: What makes it more expensive with more stops? 

Project Team Response: Time (need more buses, more drivers) 

Q: Do we have to have a one-style fits all-standard or can the station spacing vary depending on the 
density of demand? What role does this issue play in modeling of alternatives? 

Project Team response: If you look at the existing EmX system, the stops are not always 1/3-mile apart.  
In some cases it’s more than a 1/2 mile and in others it’s 1/6 mile.  It depends on the adjacent land use.  
That flexibility is assumed in the planning. 

Q: Did we get into that grain of detail?  
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Project Team Response: When we spaced out the stations, we used approx. locations and paid attention 
to major cross streets and activity centers. 

Q: Was the station spacing shown based on ridership now?  

Project Team Response: Yes. We looked at how many current riders on the line are served by each 
option?  Within a 1/2 block:  

93 % of current boardings are within the 1/4 mile option 

87% of current boardings are within the 1/3 mile option   

79 % of current boardings are within the 1/2 mile option 

Biles clarified that the SAC will provide a general guideline for station spacing and does not need to 
determine exact station locations.  

SAC Comment: We are not determining specific locations but examining what density of station spacing 
does to distribution of stations.  

Project Team response: We looked at how many people are served by those stops and the walking 
distance to those stops.  

Q: What are the costs savings for reduction of station stops?  

Project Team Response: Operating costs data provided.  Capital costs are the savings in the station 
construction.   

Q: Is there any place that says how many stops will be eliminated and how much money that saves?  

Project Team Response: Generalized stop locations were established for each option. An EmX station 
involves much more significant cost than a regular stop. We are comparing BRT stations spacing options 
not regular bus stops.  BRT will always be compared against no build option for travel time.  Regular bus 
does not stop at every stop.  EMX does stop at every station.    

Q: Is the current EmX required to stop at every station? 

Project Team Response: Yes except in Glenwood and that’s a service decision.  

Project Team Recommendation 

Eliminate less than 1/3 mile and greater than 1/3 mile options  

Advance 1/3-mile BRT station spacing option  

Provides for continued easy access for large majority for users 

Reduces delay for others motorists 

Results in considerable savings in travel time, operating cost, and capital cost when compared to 
1/4-mile spacing option 

While 1/2-mile spacing option further reduces travel time, operating costs, and capital costs, it creates 
access concerns, especially for persons with limited mobility   

SAC Comments/Questions:  

SAC comment: Good balance between access and cost.  

Q: How did you arrive at the scoring?  Did the Project Team do it independently?    

Project Team Response: Scoring was done primarily by Project Team members Lynda Wannamaker and 
Stef Viggiano with input from traffic and land use experts, and then reviewed by LTD and Springfield 
staff.  Information was compiled and adjustments made.  
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Q: Is the local service completely eliminated with the 1/3 mile spacing?   

Project Team Response: Yes. BRT would replace the LTD Route #11and Route #85.  There is one 
Enhanced Bus Option that retains the #11.  

Q: To clarify, this option still maintains local service to Thurston.  Correct?  

Project Team Response: Yes.  This option is just for Main Street.  We are assuming the neighborhood 
connector service for the east part of Springfield.   

Q:  Looking at five goals, there is only one that sets the 1/3-mile option apart is to meet current and 
future transit demand in a cost effective manner. They all look flat.  Is the cost effective criterion the 
driving force of those goals?  

Project Team Response: In Goal 1 there are some off-setting benefits (travel time vs. access). They 
balance each other out.  

Q: Was there consideration for safety in traveling to the stops?  

A: Yes, Goal 4 (4.1) more stops were rated as safer.  

SAC Comment: If someone is walking to a stop, there are some places on Main Street that are not good 
[safe].  

Q: Reduce pedestrian collisions criteria are all zeros across the board.  Is there a different category that 
covers people walking down Main Street?  

Project Team Response: See 4.b - seems to be a person walking not a bicycle. 4.C could reflect non-
mobility challenged. 

SAC Comment: 4.C may be zero because of the tradeoff.  The farther the stations are apart, the more 
crossings making safety worse.  For every transit round trip you have people crossing the street, so the 
fewer the stations, the fewer the locations for crossing.  

Project Team Response: We did look at signalized crossings. It’s unrealistic to have pedestrian crossings 
every 1/4 mile. 

SAC Comment: We know there are going to be a total of eight new crossings on Main Street.  

Project Team Response: They are not spaced evenly.  They are placed on the map.  There are more than 
eight opportunities if you include existing signalized locations.   

Q: Isn’t there a crosswalk with every EmX station?  

Project Team Response: Ideally you would have one.  That’s the case with the current EmX system.  It 
becomes more difficult if there are more stations spaced closer together.  

Q: Weren’t crosswalks going to carry forward?  

Project Team Response: When you place an EmX stop you want to have a safe place for people to cross.  
That’s the next level of detail when we start locating stations.  

SAC Comment: Want to make safety more important than it is in the report.  

SAC Comment: Can’t make a recommendation because we don’t know what the most safest distance is.    
If we had that information, it would be easier to make a recommendation.  

SAC Comment: It would have been interesting to do the criteria evaluation by ourselves. Based on 
discussion and total points, would have weighted safety heavier but don’t think it would have changed 
much.  With the understanding that this is qualitative based on input from experts, like the 1/3 mile 
spacing option.  
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SAC Comment: Agree with the 1/3 mile spacing option.  Want to see more detail about the thought 
process.  

SAC Comment: The maps show us what the experts have determined where the density is. It won’t be 
exactly 1/3 mile based on land use. 

SAC Comment: Echo safety comments and recommend installing pedestrian crossings near stations.  

SAC Comment: Echo what others have said about the 1/3 station spacing.  

SAC Comment: Would like to see that safety is being taken care of in writing.   

SAC Comment: It’s baffling that we can recommend something to the GT and then they ignore it.  It seems 
like we should discuss it more.  Feels disrespectful for who we are here to represent – the taxpayers.  

Project Team Response: There will be an opportunity to review and respond from your recommendations 
and GT.  

Q: Where does the 1/3-mile come from?    

Project Team Response: 1/3-mile was selected because it’s what the current EmX uses. Just sets a general 
rule of thumb.  

Q: Have they changed the stations after the existing EmX started?   

Project Team Response: No.  However, one additional station has been added at Riverbend. 

Q: What would sway us to choose one or the other side of the 1/3-mile station spacing?     

Project Team Response: Data on capital costs, operating costs, etc. The 1/3-mile spacing isn’t the magic 
answer.  It could be different [depending on land use].  

Q:  Could there be neighborhood input on location of stations?  

Project Team Response: If there is a project, there would be public involvement in the design phase.  

SAC Comment: Why are we are even discussing this?  If we chose EmX we should leave this up to the 
experts on locations.   

SAC Comment: Support the 1/3 –mile.   

Q: Why would we put any stops along McVay?  If we say 1/3-mile is a guideline, it still needs to make 
sense.   

Q: Is anyone advocating for 1/4 or 1/2?  

SAC Comment: In terms of safety, we are already doing pedestrian crossings on Main Street.  They are 
already in motion.  Safety is already a concern. 

 
SAC Recommendation 
BRT Station Spacing  
Biles called for the recommendation. 

SAC Member Emma Newman moved to adopt the staff recommendation to advance 1/3-mile BRT station 
spacing option. SAC Member Randy Hledick seconded.  

Biles called for further discussion.  

Hearing none, the motion was put to vote.  

The motion passed 12 to 2 with SAC Members Erin Walters and Garry Swanson opposed and SAC 
Members Paul Selby, Lorenzo Herrera, and Dan Rupe in absentia. 
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SAC Member Walters stated she opposed the motion because she does not support any EmX options.  

SAC Member Swanson stated he had safety concerns and needed more information.  

  

6) Decision Element: BRT Routing Main Street East, Eastern Terminus 

Assumptions 

3 routing options serve Thurston High School (THS) 

Uses turnaround immediately in front of high school with passenger stops on 58th Street 

Turns around in the south parking lot with stop on 58th Street 

Use neighborhood streets (Main to 60th to A Street to 58th) with stop on A Street  

Travel time for each option is 7 minutes for round trip from Thurston Station 

For combination option, assumed 3 morning trips and 3 afternoon trips, and service to provided only 
when school is in session 

Option that ends at Thurston Station assumes that half existing H.S. ridership would be lost as result of 
transfer 

John Evans noted that every time a transfer is introduced, ridership is lost.    

Key Findings 

Thurston High School extension would add $400,000 in additional annual operating cost if extension 
occurs at all times 

Additional operating cost is approximately $17,000 if service extension to high school only occurs during 
school start and end times and only when school is in session 

Extension would add approximately 75 riders per weekday if done at all times, and 50 riders if only for 
selected trips  

Capital costs for extension are approximately $1.5 million 

Based on adding one station and one peak bus 

Would be same cost with either extension for all trips or extension for limited trips   

Absence of direct service to Thurston High School would likely result in some high school students walking 
to Thurston Station which creates some potential safety issues with students crossing Main Street 

SAC Comments/Questions: 

Q: Do we know long-term attendance projections for THS if we look 10 years out?  

A: SAC Member Chad Towe noted that THS attendance was down this year but projected to be up next 
year.  

Q: How many students actually ride that bus? Have a problem with EmX going all the way to Thurston 
High School to justify the costs.   

Project Team Response: Based on boardings there are 75 students per day.  Many students choose LTD 
even if they do have access to school bus service.  

SAC Comment: Springfield School District’s Transportation Department offers bus service to students 
outside of 1.5-miles for middle and high school and 1-mile for elementary.  Special education buses also 
serve those areas.  
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Q: Would you care to comment on Isaac Meyer’s recommendation to take the bus out to Lively Swim 
Center? 

Project Team Response: We did not look at the turnaround at that location.  The ridership is not that high 
to that destination but Thurston Middle School is down the road.  The farther you go, the more it costs.  
Seven minutes may not sound like a lot but it adds up.  The analysis estimates $400,000 a year.  

SAC Comment: Thurston Road to the Lively Center makes more sense than going down North A which is 
just a neighborhood street.  

Project Team Response: The only reason to use North A is to get close to the high school without going on 
high school property. That’s the only street that allows for a turnaround.  

Q: Have you talked to THS about a turnaround on their property?  

Project Team Response: No.  That would be a next step if this in an option.  

SAC Comment: The way the THS turnaround option is currently drawn up is a non-starter.  

Q: What will happen to regular bus that serves that neighborhood?  Will it continue or be eliminated?   

Project Team Response: There will be a neighborhood connector service but where it serves has not been 
determined. It could be designed to serve existing neighborhoods or more.  

Q: What level do we actually need to make decision because some options are off the table but some 
need further conversations to happen?   

Project Team Response: We are not asking for you to determine which one of routing options would make 
the best sense.  We want to see only if there were some routing options to serve high school.  We should 
assume there are.   How it does that is not on the table yet. The question for the SAC is if it’s a better 
option to stop at Thurston Station, extend to the high school on all trips, or only extend to the high school 
at certain times.  

Project Team Recommendation 

Advance combination option 

Assuming safe and convenient routing and station location can be established 

If not, Project Team recommends using Thurston Station as eastern terminus 

Option of extending every trip to Thurston High School would significantly increase ridership  
costs without commensurate increase in ridership 

Q: What are the three times to extend EmX?  

Project Team Response: We would work with THS to determine those times.   They still would have a 
neighborhood bus at other times.  

Q: Noted in 3.2.C, what’s the negative impact to the natural environment for THS?  

Project Team Response: Adding additional station in green/open space.  We haven’t done a detailed 
environmental analysis. The options that extend further would have the potential for impacts such as noise 
in neighborhoods.  

Q: Would BRT stop at Thurston Station either coming or going from Thurston High School?  

Project Team Response: Yes, it would stop both going to and coming from the high school. There would 
still be neighborhood connector service that likely would serve the high school when BRT is not running. If it 
isn’t feasible for a turnaround at THS, our recommendation would be to stop BRT at Thurston Station and 
serve the rest of the neighborhood with connector service.  
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SAC Comment: SAC Member Towe noted as the THS principal, it would be very meaningful to get kids 
transportation not only to school but to provide opportunities to get to Eugene, UO, LCC.  The combination 
option makes sense.  May be complicated to have a space for buses to turnaround but not impossible. 
Like the flexibility in planning.  

Q: Do you like the bus stop on 58th?  

A:  SAC Member Towe: Yes. City of Springfield agreed to install a new crosswalk on 58th.  

Q: What’s parent traffic in the a.m.?  

A: SAC Member Towe: It’s a nightmare especially in the south parking lot for a brief period of time.  
School starts at 8 a.m. but at 7:30 or 7:40 a.m. it’s much better.  

SAC Comment: Want to be certain this option doesn’t add to the nightmare but to the solution.  

SAC Comment: From a pure ridership issue, not sure that THS terminus makes sense.  In terms of 
connections, access of students to community, and interest we should continue to include it as an option.  

Option #2 doesn’t make sense to have BRT for every trip all day to THS.   

 
SAC Recommendation  
BRT Routing: Main Street East, Eastern Terminus 
Biles called for the recommendation. 

SAC Member Emma Newman moved to adopt the staff recommendation to advance and prioritize 
combination option assuming safe and convenient routing and station location can be established. 

If not, use Thurston Station as eastern terminus with neighborhood connector service. 

SAC Member Rosalia Marquez seconded.  

Biles called for further discussion.  

Hearing none, the motion was put to vote.  

The motion passed 12 to 2 with SAC Members Erin Walters and Andrew Knori opposed and SAC 
Members Paul Selby, Lorenzo Herrera, and Dan Rupe in absentia. 

No reasons provided from SAC members who opposed, though SAC Member Erin Walters previously had 
stated she would vote against all EmX options.  

 

7) Decision Element: BRT Routing Main Street Downtown 

Assumptions  

Stations for each alignment were assumed using 1/3 mile spacing to be at 10th and 14th Streets (on 
either Main or South A Streets)   

Contra flow lane (BRT traveling in protected exclusive lane) was assumed to use existing northern-most 
travel lane on South A Street (leaving two eastbound travel lanes) 

SAC Comments/Questions: 

Q: What’s a contra flow lane?  

Project Team Response: Contra flow lane operates in the opposite direction of traffic that would only be 
used by EmX. It would be on north side of South A Street.  From a traffic standpoint, it’s what people are 
used to with traffic coming against them on their left.  

Q: Is that a protected lane?  
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Project Team Response: It would only be one westbound lane.  Eastbound could be in mixed traffic but 
that discussion is for next meeting on lane configurations.  

Q: What about that real impactful area of Mill Street and Pioneer Parkway east?   

Project Team Response: Under this option the connecting point to the station is 5th street so it doesn’t go 
that far.  It is assumed that existing EmX routing between the Springfield Station and the Springfield 
Bridge would remain as is.     

Q: Do the routing options affect driveways between 10th and 5th?  

Project Team Response: This current design does not require driveway closures.  

Q: How is the contra flow lane working on existing service?  

Project Team Response: It has worked fine on E. 11th   but there was a major signage effort because there 
is a lot of pedestrian traffic.   

Q: You didn’t close driveways from the University to Springfield?  

Project Team Response: Not sure.  Need to check.  

SAC Comment: West Eugene has quite a few driveway closures.  

Project Team Response: West Eugene does have a few driveways closure at those parcels with multiple 
driveways. 4J requested their driveway be closed.  

Q: Does LTD have data from bus drivers coming at them in the wrong lane?   

A: There is safety data. There are monthly reports from the safety committee incident.  

Q: Does it need to be a contact incident?  

Project Team Response: No. It could be triggered by any safety problem. Usually comes down to 
understanding if it’s related to drivers.  Will try and get that information for the next meeting.  

Project Team Response: The contra flow lane would only be the westbound bus on South A rather than E. 
11th where EmX travels in both directions in a single lane.  

SAC Comment: There is an arithmetic error on South A to 10th. It should be 18 not 19 total points.  

Key Findings  

Travel through traffic signals increases travel time and reduces reliability 

Contra flow (South A Street) Option:  

Provides shortest travel times 

Increases pedestrian conflicts slightly 

Reduces bike conflicts on Main Street 

Reduces eastbound roadway capacity 

Having both eastbound and westbound stations on South A Street would likely require additional 
ROW 

Couplet Option 

Provide better access to today’s population and employment compared to Contra flow option 

Little to no difference between any options in future access to population and employment  

Combination Option 
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Require exclusive transit lane on South A Street that operates contra flow to traffic east of 10th or 
14th 

Contra flow lane not subject to traffic congestion delays except at signalized intersections 

Using 14th Street would result in poorer pedestrian access from downtown  

Stop locations similar to couplet option 

Project Team Recommendations 

Advance Combination Option using 10th Street 

Provides for same stop locations as Couplet Option 

Eliminates bus travel through most congested part of downtown Springfield 

Contra flow on South A Street provides for faster westbound travel than using Main Street 
between 5th and 10th Streets, and avoids more traffic signals 

Eliminate  

Main Street / South A Couplet 

South A Street (eastbound and westbound) 

Combination Option using 14th Street 

SAC Comments/Questions: 

Q: Do options remove parking on Main Street?  

Project Team Response: That’s a question related to lane configuration.  There are some options that do 
and some that do.   

Q: What’s the current bus route?  

Project Team Response: The couplet option 

Q: Does the City of Springfield have any say about how they would like to see with BRT coming through 
[this segment]?  

Project Team Response: The SAC’s recommendation would be to review it more thoroughly.  Dave Reesor 
and others may have reviewed and concurred with Project Team’s recommendation. Lane configuration is 
a huge question.  

Q: Is the last stop on Main headed west currently at 8th?  

Project Team Response: Yes.  

Q: Do you want to retain or eliminate the three options: Main Street/South A Couplet, South A Street 
(eastbound and westbound), and the Combination Option using 14th Street?  

Project Team Response: Eliminate. Project Team’s recommendation is to advance the Combination Option 
using 10th Street. 

Q: Back to stations, I see the only one marked would be at 10th.  Is there a reason there isn’t another 
station further down 5th or 6th?   

Project Team Response: It’s based on current BRT spacing of 1/3 mile.  

SAC Comment: But the 1/3 mile is just a guideline.  

Q: What’s the level of involvement of the Main Street Vision Plan?  Just want to respect the work that’s 
been done.   
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Project Team Response: Linda Pauly is here from the Main St. Corridor Vision Plan.  She is the Project 
Manager.  

Q to Linda Pauly: What do you want the SAC to do?  

Pauly response: Maintain flexibility.  

Pauly noted that the Main St Plan starts at 10th. The Downtown Refinement Plan and Downtown Vision 
goes from Willamette River to 10th.  The Vision Plan goes all the way to Thurston from 10th.  Already 
eliminated one option of EmX going down Main Street in both directions.  

Project Team Response: The Vision Plan’s identified activity areas/nodes are represented in the Study 
map.   

Project Team Response: There is coordination between projects.  The Main St. Corridor Vision Plan ideally 
would be done and have a set of recommendations to pass along.  We are trying to be consistent 
between projects. .  There is a staff group of Main Street project managers meeting to make sure the 
work, schedules and outcomes of the various projects are well coordinated. 

SAC Comment: I support the Project Team’s recommendation. It’s the one that makes sense.  

SAC Comment: It has the greatest safety risk for vehicle and bicycle collisions.  That’s a concern.  
Everything else is flat.  Goal 4: 4.1.d. (Page 35) looks like it will not reduce bicycle and vehicle collisions.   
Will it increase?  Is that what I am reading?   It shows potential adverse effect.  

Project Team Response: From a pedestrian and bicycle standpoint, there are some issues with contra flow 
lanes.  

SAC Comment: Maybe we should hold off on the rating until we discuss lane configuration.  

It’s rather glaring when you have 0, 0, and then -2.  Looks like the -2 rating was misplaced.    

Project Team Response: That could be an error.  Despite that lower rating, in terms of overall rating, it 
still comes out on top. From an access standpoint this has the same stop locations as the couplet and the 
travel time improvements.  It avoids downtown Main Street that is most sensitive to impacts.  

SAC Recommendation   
BRT Routing: Main Street Downtown 
Biles called for the recommendation. 

SAC Member Mike Eyster moved to approve the Project Team’s recommendation to advance the 
Combination Option using 10th Street. SAC Member Ken Hill seconded.  

Biles called for further discussion.  

Hearing none, the motion was put to vote.  

The motion passed 11 to 3.  

The motion passed with SAC members David Helton, Garry Swanson, Erin Walters opposed and with 
SAC Members Paul Selby, Lorenzo Herrera, Dan Rupe in absentia.  

SAC Member Walters does not believe EmX is necessary entity and there’s no proof it’s needed.  The 
safety issue that came up as -2 will soon disappear anyway. They will prove somehow that it’s safer.  

SAC Comment: There was a safety planning committee that met long before this committee and showed 
the need for something to happen.  

SAC Member Helton would like to retain looking at South A as a route all the way until Main St. resumes 
two-way service.  Need to understand lane configuration because it could have impacts on street parking 
on Main.  Retain option of using South A to avoid some of impacts in that area.  
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Project Team Response: Lane configuration does affect this decision somewhat.  Depending on that 
decision, it may affect this decision.  The SAC might want to carry a backup option if the SAC doesn’t like 
potential impacts on Main Street such as removal of parking.  

Revised SAC Recommendation 
BRT Routing: Main Street Downtown 
 
Biles called for the recommendation. 

SAC Member Ken Hill moved to revised the motion and approve Project Team’s recommendation  

to advance the Combination Option using 10th Street and, if not feasible based on lane configuration 
decision, have the  South A option for eastbound/westbound as a backup.  SAC Member Mike Eyster 
seconded.  

Biles called for further discussion.  

Hearing none, the motion was put to vote.  

The motion passed 11 to 2 with SAC Members Chad Towe and Erin Walters opposed and SAC Members 
Paul Selby, Lorenzo Herrera, Dan Rupe in absentia. 

No additional reasons were provided from SAC members who opposed.  

SAC Comment: Not clear about the motion.  

Project Team response: BRT has the potential to affect on street parking for the two-way lane 
configuration and 10th street. The SAC can have a backup, the South A eastbound/westbound option.    

SAC Comment: Like to have a clarification of 4.1.d. for bicycle and vehicle collisions. Need more 
information. How do we advance it if it’s a -2?   

 

8) BRT Routing: McVay South 

Staff recommendation to not eliminate any options until more information is available at the next SAC 
meeting.  

SAC Comments/Questions: 

SAC Comment: See page B-23 3.1.f: Don’t understand why the planned percentage decreases.  

Intuitively it seems like more population would be near bus stops.  

SAC Comment: See page B-24 3.4.a: Capability of transit improvement to coordinate with other Franklin 
Boulevard improvements.  Consider changing the rating from zero to one based on all of the planning for 
the Franklin improvements between Springfield and Eugene.  This segment is part of the transit route that 
connects to that transit corridor.  

 

9) Next Steps:  

Wannamaker reviewed next SAC’s meeting key decision elements:  

BRT Lane Configurations 

BRT Service Options 

Enhanced Bus Options 

Note: BRT Routing: Main McVay South will also be discussed.  
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Discussion to move SAC Meeting #8 from November 18 to December 9 to allow additional time to 
complete Tier II Screening Report. All SAC members present noted they were able to attend.  

 

Adjourn 

SAC Resource List: 

Mtg. #1    

Springfield Transportation System Plan   

OR 126 Safety Study  

Lane Transit District Long Range Transit Plan   

 

Mtg. # 2 

Central Lane MPO Regional Transportation Plan 

Regional Transportation Options Plan 

Springfield Bicycle Plan 

Eugene - Springfield Safe Routes to School  

SmartTrips Springfield 

The Bus Rapid Transit Concept Major Investment Study (MIS) 

Eugene/Springfield Area Urban Rail Feasibility Study  

Oregon Freight Plan 

Oregon Rail Plan 

Oregon Transportation Options Plan 

Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan  

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) 

FTA Small Starts Program 

  

Mtg. #3  

Glenwood Refinement Plan  

Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project  

 

Mtg. #4 

See: Page 30  Section J: Main-McVay Transit Study Baseline Existing and Future Conditions Report for a 
complete list of the Report’s information and data resources 

 

Mtg. #5 

None noted 

 

http://www.centrallanertsp.org/SpringfieldTSP/Resources
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CC4QFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.oregon.gov%2FODOT%2FHWY%2FTRAFFIC-ROADWAY%2Fdocs%2Fpdf%2Fprestenations%2For126.pdf&ei=7IR9U5rNOsnroATz84CwCg&usg=AFQjCNHktNh73a2g6Df0PRXF4s7INPuFng&sig2=T14J8sl9zy25nzJZAPqP3A&bvm=bv.67720277,d.cGU
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CDIQFjAB&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ltd.org%2Fpdf%2Freports%20and%20publications%2FLRTP_10_7_FinalDRAFT.pdf&ei=6IV9U8_NJs3xoAS9k4DIBw&usg=AFQjCNE8nK7bFimGwN4ElA7yR78aLM2TXg&sig2=WhPwyN0YPHHqtmoPhUK-0g&bvm=bv.67720277,d.cGU
http://www.thempo.org/what_we_do/planning/rtp.cfm
http://www.regionalto.org/
http://www.ci.springfield.or.us/.../SpringfieldBicyclePlan.pdf
http://eugenesrts.org/
http://www.smarttripsspringfield.com/about
https://www.ltd.org/search/showresult.html?versionthread=d3b49a8f944617a4678c46ef9a4b839d
https://www.ltd.org/search/showresult.html?versionthread=d3b49a8f944617a4678c46ef9a4b839d
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP/pages/ofp.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/odot/td/tp/pages/railplan.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP/Pages/toplan.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP/pages/bikepedplan.aspx
http://www.fta.dot.gov/map21/
http://www.fta.dot.gov/12304.html
http://www.ci.springfield.or.us/dpw/GlenwoodRefinementPlan.htm
http://www.ci.springfield.or.us/dsd/Planning/GlenwoodProjectHome.html
http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/main-mcvay-transit-improvement-study/stakeholder-advisory-committee/sac-meeting-4-materials/
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Mtg. #6 

2035 Regional Transportation Plan Bus Rapid Transit System Map (PDF) 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Concept Major Investment Study: Route Structure (PDF) 

See page 41 for route interlining information.  

 

Mtg. #7  

Springfield School District Transportation Guidelines 

  

SAC #6 Report Clarification (Page 4)  

Q: Could you explain the operating costs for Option 1? 

Report Clarification: It’s a question of matching up Main and McVay service.  For BRT service, it’s10-

minute peak hour frequency, 14 hours/day, and Saturday and Sunday service.  For the Main McVay 

combination, those services need to be matched. It’s a big increase for McVay costs.  

Noted in Meeting Report:  

If two segments with differing levels of transit demand are paired together as a single route, then the 

frequency of service needs to be identical on both segments.  The service level will be dictated by the 

segment with the greatest ridership, which means that the segment with lower ridership will have more 

service (and service cost) than is warranted by its ridership demand. In this case, the Main Street segment 

has much higher ridership demand than the McVay Highway segment.   

 

Q: Why is (BRT Service) Option 2 not red?  Is it because McVay would have to connect with Gateway’s 

10-minute frequency?    

Report Clarification:  

A: Would require increasing the McVay service significantly. Gateway has less ridership per mile than 

the Franklin segment.  Gateway service frequency is dictated by the Franklin segment’s ridership.  If 

paired with McVay, there may be a possibility of reducing mid-day service frequency on Gateway.  It’s 

yellow because Franklin and Main segments match up well for service frequency and demand. 

Noted in Meeting Report:  

A: Yes. It could require reduced frequency on Gateway. Weekends don’t have a major impact on 

operating costs.  

 

Q: Is Gateway over-serviced?   

Report Clarification:  

A: To some extent, yes.  During the midday, could operate with less than 10-minute service.  Since it’s 

paired with Franklin, it’s10-minute service.  

Noted Meeting Report:  

A: It is paired with existing EmX service with 10-minute frequency throughout weekdays, which may not 

be required on the Gateway segment.  However, consistent EmX frequency is fundamental to EmX 

service, and Gateway’s productivity is high compared to most regular bus service. 

 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CCkQFjAB&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.lcog.org%2Fdocuments%2Fmpo%2Frtp%2F2035%2FAppAIndividualMaps%2FA5_BusRapidTransit_updated120511.pdf&ei=MMpGVJHOLIKqyATnvYDwDQ&usg=AFQjCNHT_UPoqLbBfTJaWwrfv_UYEuhxQg&sig2=v6g6FDoLxmHh11T8slammQ&bvm=bv.77880786,d.aWw
http://www.ltd.org/pdf/WEEE%202009/BRT_MIS_FINAL%204-23-99.pdf
http://www.springfield.k12.or.us/Page/285
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Q: (BRT Option 1) is not consistent with the BRT Service Plan. It sounds like this was a decision made in a 

larger plan.  Did it know that transfers would be less straight through rather than going up to Gateway?  

Does the east-west connection have a higher priority?  

Report Clarification:  

A: It’s a main transportation corridor with lots of east-west travel.  It’s important for riders to have an 

intuitively simple system.  Route curves and turns make it less intuitive than a straight east-west connection.  

People understand Thurston out to West 11th is a long east-west route.   It makes more intuitive sense to 

connect Gateway with McVay.   There is a historic and very popular connection from Thurston to 

downtown Eugene.  This would re-establish it.  

Noted Meeting Report:  

A: The BRT Service Plan was developed as part of a metro-wide planning process that developed 

TransPlan and subsequent Regional Transportation Plans.  The long east-west connection (Thurston to west 

Eugene) is shown in planning documents.    

Project Team Response: It is important for riders to have an intuitively simple system. Having a simple 

system is important to make the system easy to understand and therefore attract riders.  

Report Clarification:  

Comment:  To clarify, in Option 2 riders could ride from Gateway to LLC on the same bus or from E. 

Thurston out to downtown station.  In Option 4:  From Gateway, riders have to stop and get on a bus to 

LCC.  

Project Team Response: That’s correct and in Option 2 you go all the way out to West 11th.   
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Main-McVay Transit Study 
Community Input Summary 

October 28 – December 2, 2014  
Please note: Comments are listed first with the  

responses second rather than in chronological order 

 
Written comments submitted:  
As of 10/28/14: none received 
 

Website comments (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org) 
As of 10/28/14: none received 

 

Email correspondence sent to Project Team:  
 
COMMENT:  

Sunday, November 09, 2014 9:22 AM 
Subject: Public notification of proposed EmX in Springfield 

Hi David, 
I find it perplexing that too many of the “stake holders” are unaware of the proposed Springfield EmX 
project.  I reminds me of LTD’s West Eugene EmX outreach, where the stake holders were the last ones to 
be notified.   

And the Stake Holder Committee doesn’t seem like its really made-up so called stake 
holders.  Furthermore, the “study” could be more accurately labeled “rail-roaded” or “ram-rodded”.   
Have the business and property owners on the corridor been notified by mail?  Sure all of this is on a 
website, but I don’t think these people are surfing the internet for such information.  It may be late (it 
shouldn’t be), but I would encourage the City of Springfield to mail-out notifications.  

The city shouldn’t be influenced by LTD, instead Springfield should work to provide a connection between 
the public and LTD.  

LTD’s reputation is still in tatters from the way they handled the WEE debacle.  More negative public 
views of the transit district will not help promote future transit ridership. 

Thanks, 

Brian Weaver 

 
RESPONSE:  

Monday, November 14, 2014 9:03 a.m. 

Subject: RE: Public notification of proposed EmX in Springfield 

Hi Brian, 
Thank you for your email comment and suggestions. I will share it with the decision makers for their 
consideration as we move through the Project. We will continue to reach out to stakeholders along the 
corridor which may include future mailings. We are also reaching out in person to people amongst other 
outreach strategies.  

Best, 
David 

 

  

http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/
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COMMENT:  

Monday, November 10, 2014 4:44 PM 
Subject: Tax Solutions, Inc. 4061 Main Street 
Good afternoon David, 

While out canvassing the businesses on Main Street today, I came across a business that I had a difficult 
time finding an entrance to.   Apparently, their only vehicle entrance was removed for the new 
pedestrian cross walk so now their customers have to gain access by using the 76 Station entrance.  I 
mentioned to the woman that it might be easier for people to know where to turn if there were a 
sign.  She told me the city was supposed to have the “monument sign” completed by October.  So, I ask- 
if these little promises are made to businesses and broken, how are they supposed to trust you with the 
promises made regarding the EmX to Thurston?  The guy’s name is Michael from city planning, but I 
couldn’t find his email specifically.  So, I figured you might be able to pass this on.  It seems the city got 
what it needed to get done and is taking its time on finishing the job for the business.  Meanwhile, the 
business is suffering. 

If you aren’t able to forward, maybe you can give me Michael’s email.   
Thank you,  

Erin Walters 

 
RESPONSE:  
Wednesday, Nov 12, 2014 9:15 am 

Subject: RE: Tax Solutions, Inc. 4061 Main Street 
Erin, 

I am forwarding your email below to Michael Liebler, our Transportation Planning Engineer and Project 
Manager for the pedestrian crossings. I’ve copied him on this reply so that you also have his email 
address. His email address and phone number are also listed on the “Our Main Street” webpage: 
http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/main-street-pedestrian-crossing-project/ for your future reference. 
These crossings are being installed on the corridor due to significant safety challenges where there have 
been numerous pedestrian fatalities over the years. The City is working with ODOT to balance access 
with safety needs as much as possible. My understanding is that you are a professional engineer, so if 
you have ideas on how we can balance both of these needs better in this complex and developed 
corridor, I would be happy to talk to you in person more about it. I know Michael has been working very 
closely with each business owner throughout the planning and construction of each crossing and he will 
follow up with this business as well.  

-David 

 
COMMENT:  

Friday, Oct 31, 2014 1:03 AM 

Subject: EmX Extension 
Good morning David, 

I have a few questions that I'm sure you have the answer to.  

1) how many people are officially on the SAC? 

2) how many of those people work for a public entity? 
3) regarding the application I filled out when I joined the SAC- are those available for me to view on the 
other members? I am curious to know what affiliations the others are involved with, what they listed as 
who they represent.  

That's all for now. Thank you for your time. Hope you are feeling better.  
Erin Walters 

 

  

http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/main-street-pedestrian-crossing-project/
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COMMENT:  

Friday, October 31, 2014 1:18 AM 
Subject: RE: Main-McVay SAC 
So I found this on the website which answers questions 1 & 3.  Now I just would like to know who works 
for a public entity.  Not represents, but works for.  

Thank you, 

Erin  
 
RESPONSE:  

Friday, October 31, 2014 3:34 PM 
Subject: RE: Main-McVay SAC 

Erin, 
I’m glad you were able to find answers to some of your questions on our website. Regarding your other 
question, I have left a message with our City attorney to verify whether or not I am allowed to share 
employment information of citizen volunteers on our Committee with others. I will be able to reply to your 
question around Wednesday of next week after getting some guidance from our City attorney about this 
information request. I will be out of town Monday and Tuesday in LA. Thanks for your patience.  

Best, 
David  

 

COMMENT: 
Friday, October 31, 2014 6:42 PM 
Subject: RE: Main-McVay SAC 
Thank you- and I think my first phrasing of the question is more important than who-  Just how many.  That 
way it keeps it more of a statistic than specific private info on an individual.   

 

RESPONSE:  
Friday, Nov 07, 2014 11:54 AM  

Subject: Main-McVay information request 

Main-McVay SAC- 
We received a request from one individual SAC member asking clarification of our committee makeup – 
specifically, requesting information about those employed in the public sector versus the private sector. 
We collectively agreed in the beginning of our process to share information requests with the entire 
committee as well as follow up replies.  

SAC representation includes 7 members who are employed in the public sector and 10 members who are 
employed in the private sector.  
As noted on our project website (SAC Membership and Composition), one of the criteria in selecting SAC 
members was based on their ability to more broadly represent the community including schools, seniors, 
business owners, bicycle / pedestrian interests, etc.    

Best, 

David 
 

COMMENT:  

Tuesday, October 28, 2014 3:48 PM 
Subject: EmX Extension  
Dear "Stakeholders Advisory Committee"  

I am a Springfield business owner of Roberts Supply Co., Inc. I've owned this business since 1993 and 
started working here in 1986, twenty-one and twenty-eight years ago respectively. This business was 
founded in 1950 and moved to its current location in mid-town Springfield in 1962. It was founded two 
blocks North of Main Street on 28th St. We have been a resident for a while! In all of my career here, 
my observation is that "approximately" eight out of ten current and past Lane Transit District passengers 
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are shoplifters, drug and alcohol abusers, or panhandlers. The other two out of ten are either seniors that 
can get a cheap bus ride to come buy a pair of shoe laces, or people on assistance that have been next 
door at Goodwill and were walking back to the bus stop on the corner of 28th and Main and just 
stopped in to let us know how "over-priced" our merchandise is! Main Street Springfield needs EMX like a 
heart attack patient needs a stroke to "finish him off"!  
Regards, 

Stanley R. Upton 

President 
Roberts Supply Co., Inc. 

 

RESPONSE:  

Friday, October 31, 2014 2:26 pm 
Subject: RE: EmX Extension 

Mr. Upton, 

Thank you for your comment via our Project website. We will incorporate it into the record and pass it 
along to our decision makers to read and consider.  

Best, 
David 

 

COMMENT:  
Sunday, November 02, 2014 8:37 PM 
Subject: Copy of audio 

Good morning,  

I would like a copy of the audio for SAC meeting #2, 6 and 7.  Please let me know when I can pick these 
up.  I realize David is out of town for a few days so I wasn't sure who else to send it to.  So I picked you 
three. Figured one of u would be able to get these together.   
Thank you,  

Erin Walters  

541-501-3980 

 
RESPONSE:  

Monday, November 03, 2014 2:08 PM 
Subject: RE: Copy of audio 

Erin: The disc is ready to be picked up at City Hall in the same office you pick up your SAC agenda 
packet. Just to note, at the last SAC meeting held on October 28th, we forgot to turn the recorder back on 
after the break. We realized this about 3-4 minutes into the discussion and at that time the recorder was 
turned on. I wanted to make you aware that there are a few minutes missing in the recording. 

Tonja Kling, Engineering Assistant 

 
 
Main Street Interested Parties List Updates: 
#4 E-Update sent October 29, 2014 
 
 
 

Study Updates and Community Outreach:  
LTD Board, October 22 2014  
Springfield City Council, October 27, 2014  
EmX Steering Committee, October 29, 2014  
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Pending Meetings:  
 Governance Team Meeting, November 18, 2014  

 SAC Meeting #8, December 9, 2014  

 Governance Team Meeting, January 8, 2015  

 SAC Meeting #9, January 27, 2015 

 Governance Team Meeting, February 12, 2015  

 Springfield City Council Work Session, February 17, 2015  

 SAC Meetings #10, February 24, 2015  

 Springfield City Council Work Session, March 2, 2015  

 Lane Transit District Board Work Session, March 9, 2015 

 Springfield City Council Meeting (Resolution), March 16, 2015  

 Lane Transit District (Resolution), April 15, 2015 
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Main Street Projects  
Status Update (as of December 1st, 2014) 

The City of Springfield, in partnership with Oregon Department of Transportation and Lane Transit 
District, is coordinating five Main Street Projects to look at: 

• pedestrian crossing improvements; 

• feasibility of transit improvements; 

• determining the community’s vision for future development along the corridor; 

• improved lighting in downtown; and 

• providing assistance to individuals who want to learn about and take advantage of a full range of 
travel options. 

These efforts are being accomplished by using federal and state funds along with local matching funds. 
Springfield’s Mayor and Council place a very high value on open and transparent public processes that 
involve our citizens, and other stakeholders, in exploring issues and identifying problems and solutions. 

A map showing the five Main Street Projects can be found online at www.ourmainstreetspringfield.org. 
The following information provides a brief summary and progress update of the four Main Street 
Projects that are being coordinated with the Main-McVay Transit Study.  

 

Main Street Corridor Vision Plan 

Project Description: 
The City of Springfield is engaging the community in a planning process to envision a preferred future for 
Main Street between Downtown and Thurston. The City is conducting public outreach to seek input 
through a series of citizen participation opportunities. The Visioning process will initiate a broad 
community discussion about what works and doesn’t work right now and what makes the most sense 
for the future. 

 

http://www.ourmainstreetspringfield.org/
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Current Status: 

• Consultant team prepared draft Vision Plan based on public input and Council direction.   
• Council work session held on November 3rd and Planning Commission work session held on 

November 4th to review draft vision document  
• Property owners of “Opportunity Sites” met with Project Team on November 4th to discuss three 

future development proposals  
• Preparing final map and document edits for adoption 
• Preparing notice and communications  

Next Steps: 

• Open house and Planning Commission Public hearing scheduled for January 21st, 2015  
• City Council public hearing scheduled for February 17th, 2015  

  

For Additional Information, please contact: 
Linda Pauly, Principal Planner 
City of Springfield 
lpauly@springfield-or.gov 
541.726.4608 

 

Main Street Pedestrian Crossing Project  

Project Description: 
In a collaborative effort between the City of Springfield, Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) 
and LTD, eight pedestrian crossing projects recommended under the 
2010 Main Street Pedestrian Safety Study are being implemented in 
order to provide safer crossing opportunities along the Main Street 
corridor.  

The City of Springfield is the lead in overseeing the public outreach, 
construction and installation of the pedestrian crossings. The City of 
Springfield conducts stakeholder outreach in each location before 
construction occurs to perform analysis and determine possible 
mitigation measures related to the crossings. 

These eight pedestrian crossings were identified in the 2010 Main 
Street Pedestrian Safety Study. To date two crossings have been 
installed by ODOT with the remaining crossings to be installed by the 
City of Springfield. 

mailto:lpauly@springfield-or.gov
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Current Status:  

• Council awarded project to Brown Contracting  
• 41st and 35th crossings are now operational  

 

Next Steps:   

• Stakeholder outreach occurring now for 48th crossing and Chapman crossing 
• Initial design work for the crossing at 48th has begun 

 

For Additional Information, please contact: 
Michael Liebler P.E., Transportation Planning Engineer 
City of Springfield 
 mliebler@springfield-or.gov  
541.736.1034 

 

Downtown Demonstration Project  
 

Project Description: 
As an outcome of the downtown circulation project this small project will install several pedestrian scale 
decorative posts with LED light fixtures along two blocks of Springfield’s downtown. The LED light 
fixtures have been identified for installation in this key location in Springfield’s downtown to improve 
safety, visibility, and aesthetics in the area. The project is slated to be complete by summer 2015. 

Current Status: 

• Light fixtures have been purchased and received  
• Other installation items being delivered soon  

Next Steps: 

• Installation will occur this winter (2015)  

For Additional Information, please contact: 
Brian Barnett, PE, PTOE, City Traffic Engineer 
City of Springfield 
bbarnett@springfield-or.gov  
541.726.3681 

mailto:mliebler@springfield-or.gov
mailto:bbarnett@springfield-or.gov
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SmartTrips Main Street 

Project Description: 
SmartTrips is a comprehensive individual household and 
business outreach program aimed at increasing biking, walking, 
use of public transit, and ridesharing. Through education, 
incentives, and community outreach and events, SmartTrips 
encourages residents to use transportation options. SmartTrips: 
Springfield launched the Gateway program in 2012, the Hayden 
Bridge program in 2013, and the Main Street Household 
Program has concluded. SmartTrips is a collaborative effort 
between the City of Springfield and Point2point, a part of LTD, 
the Regional Transportation Options Program. 

Current Status:  

• Summer SmartTrips events:  
o July 18 - Info table at Douglas Garden Park 
o July 19 - "Clearwater Park Ride"  
o July 23 – “Cross Walk Safety” 
o July 28 - "Ride the Wave" 
o August 1 - Sprout Marketplace info table 
o August 16  - Wrap up party at Willamalane Center 

 

Next Steps:   

• Staff is conducting a post-program travel survey and the final report will be completed by the 
end of the 2014 calendar year  

For Additional Information, please contact: 
Cody Franz, SmartTrips Transportation Options Coordinator 
Point2point at Lane Transit District 
cody.franz@ltd.org 
541.682.6112 

 

mailto:cody.franz@ltd.org


Technical Memorandum 
To: John Evans, Lane Transit District 

 David Reesor, City of Springfield 

From: Peter Coffey, DKS Associates 

Justin Lanphear, Cameron McCarthy 

Kari Turner, PIVOT 

Stefano Viggiano, Parsons Brinckerhoff 

Lynda Wannamaker, Wannamaker Consulting 

Date: December 2, 2014 

RE: Main-McVay Transit Study – DRAFT Tier II Screening Evaluation Memorandum – Part B 

 

At the October 28, 2014 meeting, the Stakeholder Advisory Committee made recommendations 

regarding three of the seven critical Decision Elements for the Main-McVay Transit Study: 

 BRT Station Spacing 

 BRT Routing: Main Street East, Eastern Terminus  

 BRT Routing: Main Street Downtown  

Decisions made at the October 28 SAC meeting were used to inform the evaluation of the remaining 

four Decision Elements: 

 BRT Routing: McVay South 

 Enhanced Bus 

 BRT Service 

 BRT Lane Configurations 

This technical memorandum summarizes the analysis and findings from the Tier II Screening Evaluation 

of the remaining four critical Decision Elements and Options for the Main-McVay Transit Study, along 

with a summary of prior work completed in Tier I. 
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For Additional Information or to Comment 

If you would like additional information about the Main-McVay Transit Study or wish to provide 

feedback, please contact us. 

 

 

Contact Method  How to Contact Us 

Website  http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org 
Use the link that says “ To submit a comment, click here” 
 

Phone / email  David Reesor, Senior Transportation Planner 
City of Springfield 
dreesor@springfield-or.gov 
541-726-4585 
 
 
John Evans, Senior Project Manager 
Lane Transit District 
John.Evans@ltd.org 
541-682-6146 
 

US Mail  David Reesor, Senior Transportation Planner 
City of Springfield 
225 Fifth Street 
Springfield, OR 97477 
 
 
John Evans, Senior Project Manager 
Lane Transit District 
PO Box 7070 
Springfield, OR 97475-0470 
 

Written Comments at Meetings  A Comment Box is available at Stakeholder Advisory Committee 
meetings for submitting written comments. Please note that oral 
comments are not taken at these meetings.  Refer to the website 
for the dates and locations of meetings. 
 

 

  

http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/
mailto:dreesor@springfield-or.gov
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1 Executive Summary 

The Main-McVay Transit Study is intended to identify and evaluate the most appropriate and promising 

transit options for the Main-McVay Corridor to potentially be pursued by Lane Transit District (LTD) and 

the City of Springfield. Throughout this Study and any possible subsequent studies, the “No-Change” 

Option will be carried forward and compared as the base case. This Study is one of a number of studies 

being conducted by the City of Springfield as the City considers the future of the “heart” of the 

community. Information about this Study as well as other area studies can be found at 

http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org.  

1.1 Report Purpose and Organization 

The purpose of this report is to summarize the findings of the Tier II Screening Evaluation of proposed 

transit solutions in the Main-McVay Corridor. This report will be used by the Project Team, the 

Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC), and the Governance Team (GT) to narrow the broad range of 

transit improvement solutions and select a range of Most Promising Transit Solutions. If the City of 

Springfield and LTD pursue a transit project in the Main-McVay Corridor, then the proposed range of 

Most Promising Transit Solutions resulting from this study would be advanced to that future study.  

1.2 Introduction 

The term “transit solutions” in the Project Team’s analysis has evolved to signify a series of Decision 

Elements and Options that, when combined, would form complete transit options for the Corridor. 

During the Tier I Screening, a broad range of transit solutions was developed and the Project Team 

screened each solution to determine which had the potential to address the Study’s Purpose, Need, 

Goals and Objectives (PNGO). Transit solutions that had the potential to address the PNGO were 

recommended for advancement to the next level of evaluation (the Tier II evaluation criteria screening), 

while options that were not consistent with the PNGO were recommended for elimination. The findings 

and recommendations from the Tier I Screening were considered by the SAC (on September 30, 2014) 

and the GT (on October 9, 2014) in determining the narrowed range of transit solutions to advance to 

the Tier II Screening Evaluation (summarized in Table 1.2-1 and described in Section 2).  

The range of possible transit solutions involve Enhanced Bus (EB) or Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) options.  

Enhanced Bus consists of relatively minor capital and operating improvements that can be made to fixed 

route bus service in a corridor to improve the speed and reliability of transit service.  Typical EB options 

use transit signal priority, queue-jump lanes, and/or skip-stop express service. BRT is defined as a variety 

or menu of capital and operating improvements within a corridor that are made to improve transit 

travel times, reliability and ridership. BRT is a branded service that combines elements of rail transit and 

the flexibility of buses. LTD currently operates BRT (branded as EmX) on two corridors in the Eugene-

Springfield area, and will soon be under construction with a third corridor in west Eugene.   

  

http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/
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Table 1.2-1. Narrowed Range of Decision Elements and Options Advanced to Tier II Evaluation, 

October 9, 2014 

Decision Elements Options 

BRT Station Spacing  Stations spaced less than 1/3 mile apart 

 Stations spaced approx. 1/3 mile apart 

 Stations spaced more than 1/3 mile apart 

BRT Routing: Main Street East,  Eastern 
Terminus 

 Thurston Station (with connector service) 

 Thurston High School (with connector service) 

BRT Routing: Main Street Downtown  
 

 Main Street / South A Couplet 

 South A Street (eastbound and westbound) 

 South A Street to 10th or 14th; Couplet east of 10th or 14th 

BRT Routing: McVay South 
 

 McVay Highway (west side of I-5) 

 Old Franklin (east side of I-5) 

Enhanced Bus Options 
 

 Main Street 

 McVay Highway 

 Main Street Express 

BRT Service Options 
 

 Franklin-Main; Gateway-McVay 

 Franklin-Gateway; Main; McVay 

BRT Lane Configurations 
 

 Low Exclusivity 

 Moderate Exclusivity 

 High Exclusivity 

 

1.3 Summary of Findings and Recommendations 

1.3.1 SAC Draft Recommendations October 28, 2014 – 3 Decision Elements  

On October 28, 2014, the SAC met to review the findings of the first part of the Tier II Screening 

Evaluation and made recommendations regarding which Decision Elements to advance to the draft 

range of Most Promising Transit Solutions. The SAC made recommendations regarding BRT Spacing, BRT 

Routing on Main Street East / Eastern Terminus and BRT Routing on Main Street Downtown; however, 

the SAC determined that they needed additional information to make a recommendation on BRT 

Routing on McVay South and advanced both options to the next level of evaluation.  Those 

recommendations are summarized in Table 1.3-1 and described below in Sections 1.3.1.1 through 

1.3.1.4. 

Table 1.3-1. SAC’s October 28, 2014 Recommendations for Tier II Evaluation - Part A 

Range of Decision Elements SAC Recommendations 

BRT Station Spacing  Stations spaced approx. 1/3 mile apart 

BRT Routing: Main Street East,  Eastern Terminus  Combination – Thurston Station with connector 
service and some trips extended to Thurston High 
School during peak periods 

BRT Routing: Main Street Downtown  South A Street to 10th; Couplet east of 10th  

BRT Routing: McVay South 
 

No recommendation at this time - advance both 
options to more evaluation 

 McVay Highway (west side of I-5) 

 Old Franklin (east side of I-5) 
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1.3.1.1 BRT Station Spacing 

The SAC recommended that the “1/3 mile BRT stop spacing” option be carried forward and that the 

“less than 1/3 mile” and “greater than 1/3 mile” options be eliminated. Note that the stop spacing is an 

average distance for stop spacing and that stops more or less than 1/3 mile apart can be implemented 

based on adjacent land uses and activity centers. 

1.3.1.2 BRT Routing: Main Street East, Eastern Terminus 

The SAC recommended that the combination option (which extends the service to Thurston High School 

for a limited number of trips that meet key school start and end times) be carried forward, assuming a 

safe and convenient routing and station location can be established. If not, the Project Team 

recommends using the Thurston Station as the eastern terminus for all trips. The option of extending 

every trip to Thurston High School would significantly increase ridership costs without a commensurate 

increase in ridership.   

1.3.1.3 BRT Routing: Main Street Downtown  

The SAC recommended that a Combination Option, using 10th Street, 

be carried forward.  This new Combination option [added by the 

Project Team following the September 30, 2014 SAC meeting] 

provides for the same access (stop locations) as the Couplet Option 

but eliminates bus travel through the most congested part of 

downtown Springfield.        

1.3.1.4 BRT Routing: McVay South 

Since there was little to no data from the analysis to differentiate the 

McVay Highway and Old Franklin Options, the SAC recommended 

that both options be carried forward into the Tier II Screening 

Evaluation as more data becomes available. 

1.3.2 Project Team Recommendations – Remaining 4 
Decision Elements 

This Tier II Screening Evaluation considers the remaining four 

Decision Elements for the SAC to provide draft recommendations at 

their December 9, 2014 meeting. After their December meeting, the 

project team will package the SAC’s recommended Decision 

Elements into a draft range of Most Promising Transit Solutions, to 

be considered by the SAC when they  make a final recommendation 

at their January 27, 2015 meeting.   

The Tier II Screening Evaluation (Part B, November 2014) and the 

Project Team recommendations are summarized below in Sections 

1.3.2.1 through 1.3.2.4 and detailed in Chapter 3 of this 

memorandum. 

Stakeholder Advisory 

Committee Meetings for 

Recommendations  

Tier II Evaluation Part A – 

October 28, 2014 

 BRT Station Spacing 

 BRT Routing: Main Street 
East, Eastern Terminus 

 BRT Routing: Main Street 

Downtown 

 

Tier II Evaluation Part B – 

December 9, 2014 

 BRT Routing: McVay South 

 Enhanced Bus Options 

 BRT Service Options 

 BRT Lane Configurations 

 

Range of Most Promising 

Solutions – January 27, 2015 

 No Action 

 Main Street Segment 

 McVay Segment 
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1.3.2.1 BRT Routing: McVay South 

The Project Team evaluated two options: 

 Option 1: McVay Highway (west side of I-5) 

 Option 2: Old Franklin (east side of I-5) 

The resulting evaluation scoring is summarized below and detailed in Section 3.2 of this technical memo.  

BRT Routing: McVay South 
  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

Option 1: 
McVay Highway 
(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) 

Goal 1: Improve corridor transit service 2 3 

Goal 2: Meet current and future transit demand in a cost-effective manner 1 -1 

Goal 3: Support economic development, revitalization and land use 
redevelopment opportunities for the corridor 

10 10 

Goal 4: Enhance the safety and security of the corridor 8 8 

Goal 5: Enhance other modes of travel 4 5 

SCORING TOTAL  25 25 

The Project Team recommends Advancing both the McVay and Old Franklin Options until lane 

exclusivity decisions are made and the package of transit solutions is developed. Further review of the 

package of transit solutions may reveal advantages of one option or the other. However, it is possible 

that the technical differences between the two options may continue to be insignificant and that 

choosing one option over the other may be based on other community values.  

1.3.2.2 Enhanced Bus Options 

The Project Team evaluated three options: 

 Option 1: Main Street 

 Option 2: McVay Highway 

 Option 3: Main Street Express 

The resulting evaluation scoring is summarized below and detailed in Section 3.3 of this technical memo.  

Enhanced Bus Options 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria  

Option 1: 
Main Street 

Option 2: 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3: 
Main Street 

Express 

Goal 1: Improve corridor transit service 8 2 7 

Goal 2: Meet current and future transit demand in a cost-
effective manner 

-1 -2 -8 

Goal 3: Support economic development, revitalization and land 
use redevelopment opportunities for the corridor 

1 0 1 

Goal 4: Enhance the safety and security of the corridor 5 7 3 

Goal 5: Enhance other modes of travel 4 5 2 

SCORING TOTALS  17 12 5 
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The Project Team recommends Advancing Enhanced Bus Option 1: Main Street and Option 2: McVay 

Highway into the package of transit solutions. Both options are predicted to have an increase in 

ridership by 2035 and a reduction in operating costs with few adverse impacts on the natural or built 

environment. Additionally, Eliminate Option 3: Main Street Express because it will increase operating 

costs without a commensurate gain in ridership and, thus, is not cost-effective. 

1.3.2.3 BRT Service Options 

The Project Team evaluated the two original corridors based on the evaluation criteria. The two original 

corridors are: 

 Option 1: Franklin-Main; Gateway-McVay 

 Option 2: Franklin-Gateway; Main; McVay 

The only notable difference between Options 1 and 2 is whether or not the Gateway and McVay BRT 

segments are linked, which impacts ridership, cost per trip, and a few other criteria. However, Option 2 

did not allow for the independent evaluation of the Main Street and McVay Highway Segments since 

both were included in that option. To better understand the differences between the options, the 

Project Team split BRT Service Option 2 into Option 2A and Option 2B. Option 2A would add BRT service 

only on the Franklin-Main corridor (McVay Highway to LCC would continue to be served by Route #85) 

and Option 2B would add BRT service only on the Gateway-McVay corridor (Main Street would continue 

to be served by Route #11). This allowed for the independent evaluation of the two BRT corridor 

segments while honoring the direction from the Tier I screening to prioritize BRT corridors that travel 

east-west and north-south. 

The revised options evaluated by the Project Team are: 

 Option 1: Franklin-Main; Gateway-McVay 

 Option 2A: Franklin-Main 

 Option 2B: Gateway-McVay 

The resulting evaluation scoring is summarized below and detailed in Section 3.4 of this technical memo.  

REVISED BRT Service Options 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

Option 1: 
Franklin-

Main; 
Gateway-

McVay 

Option 2A: 
Franklin-

Main 

Option 2B: 
Gateway-

McVay 

Goal 1: Improve corridor transit service 26 17 8 

Goal 2: Meet current and future transit demand in a cost-
effective manner 

1 12 -11 

Goal 3: Support economic development, revitalization and land 
use redevelopment opportunities for the corridor 

22 17 15 

Goal 4: Enhance the safety and security of the corridor 11 7 5 

Goal 5: Enhance other modes of travel 9 6 3 

SCORING TOTALS  69 59 20 
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The Project Team recommends Advancing the extension of BRT from the Franklin EmX line to the Main 

Street segment (Option 2A) as a potentially promising solution. The Project Team also recommends 

Eliminating the extension of BRT from the Gateway EmX line to McVay Highway (Options 1 and 2B) at 

this time. While that option has benefits, it would more than double LTD’s operating cost on that 

segment and may not have sufficient ridership to meet Small Starts eligibility requirements. The McVay 

Highway segment should be considered for future BRT service, with that decision to be triggered by 

Glenwood development thresholds. Additionally, the Team recommends Operating the Gateway EmX 

line as an independent corridor that starts and ends at the Springfield Station. 

1.3.2.4 BRT Lane Configurations 

The Project Team evaluated three options: 

 Option 1: Low Exclusivity 

 Option 2: Moderate Exclusivity 

 Option 3: High Exclusivity 

The resulting evaluation scoring is summarized below and detailed in Section 3.5 of this technical memo.  

BRT Lane Configurations 
  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria] 

Option 1: 
Low 

Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High 

Exclusivity 

Goal 1: Improve corridor transit service 7 12 15 

Goal 2: Meet current and future transit demand in a cost-
effective manner 

8 9 8 

Goal 3: Support economic development, revitalization and land 
use redevelopment opportunities for the corridor 

10 17 24 

Goal 4: Enhance the safety and security of the corridor 16 17 14 

Goal 5: Enhance other modes of travel 9 12 16 

SCORING TOTAL  50 67 77 

The Project Team recommends Advancing Option 2: Moderate Exclusivity to the package of transit 

solutions. Option 2 provides the greatest degree of flexibility in meeting the transit operating needs 

while best addressing potential impacts. Additionally, Eliminate Option 1: Low Exclusivity and Option 3: 

High Exclusivity. Both Options have less flexibility for meeting transit operating needs while addressing 

potential impacts. Option 1: Low Exclusivity may not provide the level of transit priority to adequately 

address congestion delays. Option 3: High Exclusivity has the greatest potential environmental impact 

and increases new impervious area adversely affecting stormwater and natural resources. 
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1.4 Next Steps 

The findings and recommendations from this Screening-Level Evaluation will be considered by the SAC 

and the GT in determining the range of Most Promising Transit Solutions - those solutions that have the 

greatest probability of addressing Corridor transportation problems.  

After the SAC has made recommendations for all seven of the Decision Elements, the Project Team will 

combine the elements into a package of transit solutions to be considered by the SAC and the GT in 

January 2015. Recommendations from the 

SAC and the GT will be advanced to the 

Springfield City Council and LTD Board in 

spring 2015.  

See the full size version of the “We Are 

Here” figure in Chapter 4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“We Are Here”, November 2014 
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2 Tier I Screening Summary 

This chapter summarizes the range of transit elements considered, elements that have been eliminated 

and the narrowed range of transit elements advanced from the Tier I Screening into this Tier II Screening 

Evaluation.  

2.1 Transit Elements Considered in Tier I 

On July 29, 2014, the GT and the SAC met to initiate the process of developing a range of possible transit 

solutions for the Main-McVay Corridor. The SAC’s participation included active involvement in 

generating ideas for routing, station locations, and route termini. The SAC’s suggestions, ideas, and 

identified issues and constraints that emerged from that meeting were translated into drawings of 

possible transit solutions, which were summarized in a Range of Possible Solutions report. To facilitate 

the evaluation process, the Corridor was broken into the Main Street and McVay Highway Segments, 

and each of those Segments was broken into sub-segments as shown in Figure 2.1-1. The drawings for 

each segment show the alignment and general station locations for Enhanced Bus and BRT modes. 

Figure 2.1-1: Corridor Segments and Sub-Segments Used for BRT Option Descriptions 

 
Source: Cameron-McCarthy. 2014. 

The SAC met on August 26, 2014 to review the report. They agreed on some changes and recommended 

a modified Range of Possible Solutions to the GT. On September 4, 2014, the GT reviewed the SAC’s 

recommended Range of Possible Transit Solutions. Based on concerns about the extent of potential 

impacts to businesses, the GT eliminated an option for BRT routing in downtown Springfield that would 

have required two-way BRT travel on Main Street. All other potential solutions were advanced into the 

Tier I Screening.   

On September 30, 2014, the SAC recommended which transit options to advance to the Tier II Screening 

Evaluation. On October 9, 2014, the GT concurred with the SAC’s recommended narrowed range of 

transit solutions to advance into the Tier II Screening (Table 2.1-1). 
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Table 2.1-1. Range of Tier I Transit Decision Elements Eliminated and Advanced into Tier II 

Options Advanced Eliminated 

Enhanced Bus Options  

Enhanced Bus Option 1: Main Street   

Enhanced Bus Option 2: McVay Highway    

Enhanced Bus Option 3: Main Street Express   

Enhanced Bus Option 4: Freeway Express   

Enhanced Bus Option 5: Main-McVay    

BRT Service Options  

BRT Service Option 1: Franklin-Gateway; Main-McVay    

BRT Service Option 2: Franklin-Main; Gateway-McVay    

BRT Service Option 3: Franklin-Gateway; Main; McVay   

BRT Service Option 4: Franklin-Main; Gateway; McVay   

BRT Lane Configurations  

Lane Configuration Option 1: Low Exclusivity   

Lane Configuration Option 2: Moderate Exclusivity   

Lane Configuration Option 3: High Exclusivity   

BRT Routing: Main Street East, Eastern Terminus  

East Main Option 1: Thurston Station (with connector service)   

East Main Option 2: Thurston High School (with connector service)   

East Main Option 3: Thurston Road to 69
th

   

East Main Option 4: Main to 72
nd

   

BRT Routing: Main Street Downtown  

Downtown Routing Option 1: Main Street / South A Couplet   

Downtown Routing Option 2: South A Street (eastbound and westbound)   

Downtown Routing Option 3: South A Street to 10th or 14th; Couplet east of 10th 
or 14

th
 

  

BRT Routing: McVay South  

South McVay Option 1: McVay Highway (west side of I-5)   

South McVay Option 2: Old Franklin (east side of I-5)   

South McVay Option 3: Haul Road (east side of I-5)   

BRT Station Spacing  

Station Spacing Option 1: Stations routinely spaced less than 1/3 mile apart   

Station Spacing Option 2: Stations spaced approximately 1/3 mile apart (can vary 
depending on adjacent uses) 

  

Station Spacing Option 3: Stations routinely spaced more than 1/3 mile apart   
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2.2 Narrowed Range of Transit Elements Advanced to Tier II 

This section describes the narrowed range of Decision Elements advanced into this Tier II Evaluation. 

2.2.1 Existing Service (No Change Option) 

The option to continue existing bus service (shown in Figure 2.2-1), also called the No-Change Option, 

will be carried forward to compare all options to a future scenario without making any major changes in 

existing transit service. Under this option, there is no change to existing service connections, lane 

configurations, routing, termini, or station locations. Future bus service changes would be consistent 

with the service and operational adjustments typically made by LTD to maintain service quality.  

Figure 2.2-1: Existing Bus Service on the Main-McVay Corridor 

 
Source: Cameron McCarthy. 2014. 

2.2.2 Enhanced Bus 

Enhanced Bus options typically include transit signal priority (TSP), improved stations, possible queue-

jumps at congested intersections, and improved operations, and can include improvements to the 

frequency of service on the Corridor. The service options for Enhanced Bus described below are not 

mutually exclusive.  These can be applied in various combinations. For example, it is possible to 

implement Enhanced Bus on both the Main Street and McVay Highway segments.     

2.2.2.1 Service Options 

Enhanced Bus Option 1: Main Street: Replace #11 Thurston with Enhanced Bus Route; #85 

LCC/Springfield and other routes would be unchanged (Figure 2.2-2). 
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Figure 2.2-2: Enhanced Bus Option 1 – Main Street 

 
Source: Cameron McCarthy. 2014. 

Enhanced Bus Option 2: McVay Highway: Replace #85 LCC / Springfield with Enhanced Bus Route; #11 

Thurston and other routes would be unchanged (Figure 2.2-3). 

Figure 2.2-3: Enhanced Bus Option 2 – McVay Highway 

 
Source: Cameron McCarthy. 2014. 

Enhanced Bus Option 3: Main Street Express: Add express service along the Main Street segment to 

supplement the #11 Thurston route (Figure 2.2-4). Frequency on the #11 may be reduced somewhat 
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since the express route would assume some of its ridership load. Service on the #85 LCC / Springfield 

and other routes would be unchanged. 

Figure 2.2-4: Enhanced Bus Option 3 – Main Street Express 

 
Source: Cameron McCarthy. 2014. 

2.2.2.2 Lane Configurations 

Enhanced bus service is in mixed traffic, though queue-jump lanes may be used at congested 

intersections. A queue-jump lane is a separate transit lane at an intersection that allows the transit 

vehicle to bypass stopped vehicles and is often combined with special traffic signaling that prioritizes 

transit. Possible locations for queue-jump lanes are at McVay Highway/Franklin, Main/42nd Street, and 

Main/Highway 126. 

2.2.2.3 Routing/Termini/Station Options 

Table 2.2-1 summarizes routing (alignment), termini, and station locations for each of the Enhanced Bus 

options.   
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Table 2.2-1: Enhanced Bus Options:  Routing / Termini / Stations 

Option Description Routing Route Termini 
General Station 

Locations 

1. Main Street 
Enhanced 
Bus 

This option would replace the 
existing #11 Thurston route with 
an Enhanced Bus route, using the 
same alignment and stops. 

Existing #11 
routing 

Springfield Station 
– 69th & Main 

(option to extend 
east of 69th) 

Existing Bus Stops 

2. McVay 
Highway 
Enhanced 
Bus 

This option would replace the 
existing #85 LCC / Springfield 
route with an Enhanced Bus 
route, using the same alignment 
and stops. 

Existing #85 
routing 

Springfield Station 
– LCC 

Existing Bus Stops 

3. Main Street 
Express 

This option would add an express 
bus on the Main Street segment 
to operate in combination with 
continued service on the #11 
Thurston route. The express bus 
would service limited stops, while 
the #11 Thurston would continue 
to serve all bus stops along the 
Corridor. 

Main Street; 
Couplet in 
downtown 
Springfield 

Springfield Station 
– Thurston Station 

Springfield Station 

10th Street 

14th Street 

21st Street 

30th Street 

42nd Street 

48th Street 

Thurston Station 

Option for fewer 
stops 

2.2.3 BRT 

There are several BRT options within the corridor. These cover a wide range of service options, lane 

configurations, routing, termini, and station options. 

2.2.3.1 Service Options 

BRT “Service Options” refers to the way in which segments of BRT service are linked. Possible BRT 

service in the Main-McVay Corridor can be linked in several ways with existing BRT service on the 

Franklin and Gateway segments.  

BRT Service Option 1: Franklin-Main and Gateway-McVay: This option extends the existing BRT service 

from the Franklin EmX line east on Main Street, and extends BRT from the existing Gateway EmX line 

south on McVay Highway to LCC (Figure 2.2-5).   
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Figure 2.2-5: BRT Option 1 – Franklin-Gateway and Gateway-McVay 

 
Source: Cameron McCarthy. 2014. 

 

BRT Service Option 2: Franklin-Main BRT; Gateway BRT; McVay Highway BRT: This option extends the 

existing BRT service from the Franklin EmX line east on Main Street and creates a McVay Highway BRT 

line (Figure 2.2-6).  The existing BRT service on the Gateway EmX line would be severed from the BRT 

service on the Franklin EmX line and operate independently with a terminus at the Springfield Station.  

Figure 2.2-6: BRT Option 2 - Franklin-Main, Gateway and McVay 

 
Source: Cameron McCarthy. 2014. 
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2.2.3.2 Lane Configurations 

There are many lane configuration options for BRT, ranging from exclusive transit lanes to semi-

exclusive transit lanes (such as Business Access Transit lanes (also called BAT lanes), which are shared 

with vehicles making a turn) to mixed traffic (see call-out boxes on next two pages). A detailed analysis 

of the most appropriate lane configuration for a particular street section is beyond the scope of this 

Study.  This Study evaluates three basic BRT lane configuration options: 

 Lane Configuration Option 1: Low Exclusivity: Under this option, a majority of the BRT line 

would operate in mixed traffic.  Exclusive or semi-exclusive transit lanes would only be applied 

in the following situations: 

o Intersection that are currently or projected to be severely congested and cause a high-

level of transit delay; and 

o Where there are opportunities for transit lanes that can be installed with minimal 

adverse impact to businesses, property owners, residents, or other modes of travel. 

 Lane Configuration Option 2: Moderate Exclusivity: This option would result in a BRT line that 

was a mixture of mixed traffic and exclusive or semi-exclusive transit lanes. Exclusive or semi-

exclusive transit lanes would be applied in the following situations: 

o Intersection that are currently or projected to be severely congested and cause a high-

level of transit delay; 

o Where there are opportunities for transit lanes that can be installed with minimal 

adverse impact to businesses, property owners, residents, or other modes of travel; and 

o Locations that have available right-of-way or where roadway expansion would have 

minimal impact on existing business, or residents. 
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 Lane Configuration Option 3: High Exclusivity: This option would result in a BRT line with a large 

majority of the corridor in exclusive or semi-exclusive transit lanes.  Transit lanes would be 

implemented along the corridor except in the following situations:  

o Where the addition of transit lanes would result in the direct impact on a building and 

the displacement of an existing business or residence; 

o Locations where the addition of a transit lane would have a very large cost, such as 

widening of a bridge.   

BAT (Business Access and Transit) Lane – Semi-Exclusive Lane 

In general, a BAT lane is a concrete lane, separated from general-purpose lanes by a paint stripe 

and signage. A BAT lane provides BRT priority operations, but general-purpose traffic is allowed to 

travel within the lane to make a turn into or out of a driveway or at an intersecting street.  
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BRT Only Lane – Exclusive Lane 

In general, a BRT-only lane is a concrete lane, separated from general-purpose lanes by a paint 

stripe and signage. Operationally, the BRT-only lane is for the exclusive use of BRT vehicles. In 

general, right- or left-turning or crossing general-purpose traffic is allowed to cross the BRT-

only lane at intersections and driveway entrances.  

BRT Transitway – Exclusive Lane 

A BRT Transitway is made of concrete lanes or concrete tracks with a grass-strip divider that is 

used exclusively by BRT vehicles. In general, the BRT Transitway is separated from adjacent 

general-purpose lanes by a concrete curb and/or median and the Transitway is traversed by 

general-purpose vehicles only at signalized intersections. 
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2.2.3.3 Routing/Termini/Station Options 

Table 2.2-2 summarizes routing (alignment), termini, and station locations for each of the BRT options. 

General station locations are being coordinated with the Main Street Visioning Project, including with 

identified Activity Node areas. 

Table 2.2-2: BRT Options:  Routing/Termini/Stations 

Segment 
Sub-

Segment 
Routing 

Route 
Termini 

General Station 
Locations 

Notes 

M
ai

n
 S

tr
e

e
t 

East (East of 
Bob Straub 

Pkwy) 

Main St 
Thurston 
Station 

Thurston Station 
Includes local 

connector service east 
of Thurston Station 

Main St to 58
th

 
Thurston High 

School 
Thurston Station 

Thurston High School 

Layover location to be 
determined. Includes 

local connector service 
east of Thurston 

Station. 

Central 
(30th – Bob 

Straub 
Pkwy) 

Main St NA 

30th 
35th 
39th 
42nd 
44th 
48th 
50th 
53rd 

 

Downtown 
(Springfield 

Transit 
Station – 

30th) 

South A / Main 
Couplet 

NA 

Springfield Station 
10th 
14th 
21st 

 

South A (both 
directions) 

(contraflow lane) 
NA 

Springfield Station 
10th 
14th 
21

st
 

Requires contraflow 
lane on  South A Street 

Couplet East of 10th, 
South A West of 10th 

NA 

Springfield Station 
10th 
14th 
21st 

Requires contraflow 
lane on South A Street 

west of 10th Street 

M
cV

ay
 

H
ig

h
w

ay
 North 

(Franklin to 
UGB) 

McVay Highway NA 

Franklin (roundabout) 
19th 

Nugget 
South Glenwood 

Station locations 
consistent with 

Glenwood Refinement 
Plan 

South (UGB 
to LCC) 

McVay Hwy (West 
side of I-5) 

LCC 
Bloomberg 

Eldon Schafer 
LCC 

 

Old Franklin (East 
side of I-5) 

LCC 
Seavey Loop Area 

Eldon Schafer 
LCC 

 

Note: Layover locations are needed at the ends of routes to allow for the bus to adjust to the scheduled departure 

time and to provide for operator breaks. 
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3 Tier II Screening Evaluation 

This chapter summarizes the findings of the screening which gauges – at a high level – how well the 

proposed transit solutions might address the Study’s Purpose, Need, Goals and Objectives, as measured 

against the Evaluation Criteria that were established for each Objective. 

Section 3.1 provides a brief overview of the Tier II screening process. Sections 3.2 through 3.5 detail the 

screening assessments for the remaining four Decision Elements: BRT Routing -McVay South, Enhanced 

Bus Options, BRT Service Options, and BRT Lane Configurations. 

3.1 Screening and Rating Options  

3.1.1 Tier II Screening Approach 

For the Tier II Screening, the Decision Elements were screened in an order that facilitates decision-

making. That is, BRT Station Spacing, BRT Routing: Main Street East and Eastern Terminus, and BRT 

Routing: Main Street Downtown were considered first because 

those decisions affected the evaluations of the remaining four 

Decision Elements. 

The four remaining Decision Elements considered in this Tier II 

Screening Evaluation (Part B – December 2014) are:  

BRT Routing: McVay South 

 McVay Highway (west side of I-5) 

 Old Franklin (east side of I-5) 

Enhanced Bus Options 

 Main Street 

 McVay Highway 

 Main Street Express 

BRT Service Options 

 Franklin-Main; Gateway-McVay 

 Franklin- Main; Gateway; McVay 

BRT Lane Configurations 

 Low Exclusivity 

 Moderate Exclusivity 

 High Exclusivity 

Stakeholder Advisory 

Committee Meetings for 

Recommendations  

Tier II Evaluation Part A – 

October 28, 2014 

 BRT Station Spacing 

 BRT Routing: Main Street 
East, Eastern Terminus 

 BRT Routing: Main Street 

Downtown 

 

Tier II Evaluation Part B – 

December 9, 2014 

 BRT Routing: McVay South 

 Enhanced Bus Options 

 BRT Service Options 

 BRT Lane Configurations 

 

Range of Most Promising 

Solutions – January 27, 2015 

 No Action 

 Main Street Segment 

 McVay Segment 
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3.1.2 Evaluation Criteria Screening 

The Project Team screened each of the options against the 47 Evaluation Criteria to determine – at a 

high level – how effectively the option would address the Study’s PNGO. Whenever feasible, 

quantitative values were calculated, such as ridership forecasts, population density, costs, and cost-

effectiveness. However, some values are qualitative in nature, such as the capability of the transit 

improvement to coordinate with other Franklin Boulevard / McVay Highway projects identified in 

adopted plans.  

Based on the quantitative or qualitative assessment for each criterion, the options were assigned a 

relative rating on a scale of -3 to +3, with -3 indicating that the option does not effectively meet the 

criterion or has the potential of having an adverse effect compared to the other options, and +3 

indicating that the option most effectively meets the criterion or has the potential of having a beneficial 

effect compared to the other options. A rating of 0 indicates that the option is neutral in terms of 

effectively meeting the criterion relative to the other options or not anticipated to affect a particular 

objective. 

 -3          -2         -1         0        +1           +2         +3  

Least Effective / 
Potential Adverse 
Effects  

Neutral / No 
Anticipated Effects 

Most Effective /                 
Potential Beneficial 

Effects  
 

 

3.1.3 Forecasting 

3.1.3.1 Land Use 

Regional travel demand modeling relies on land use forecasts. These forecasts are prepared using a land 

use allocation model (with data that includes land supply and capacity information) developed by the 

Lane Council of Governments (LCOG). Given residential and employment growth targets, the model 

allocates growth to developable locations guided by the adopted comprehensive plan, density 

restrictions, and other parameters. These models can be applied to large areas, such as Urban Growth 

Boundaries (UGBs), for reasonably long term time periods where the up and down cycles of 

development are smoothed over time.  A more detailed discussion of the land use forecasting model is 

included in Attachment B. 

3.1.3.2 Ridership  

Travel demand forecasting uses data gathered from multiple sources to estimate travel patterns. 

Surveys of households in our region are used to describe the travel choices made by members of the 

households. Data from these analyses formulate the model and, when set up with parameters 

describing future costs and other variables, produces projections of future behavior. 
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LCOG maintains and applies its own regional travel demand forecasting model, used for the region’s 

various planning projects. The area covered includes the Eugene, Springfield and Coburg UGBs and a 

small area of surrounding rural land.   The model was developed by LCOG following the Guidelines and 

Procedures Manual of the ODOT Transportation Planning Analysis Unit. The structure and assumptions 

are consistent with nearly all Oregon MPO 4-step models. 

For a more complete description of the model and methodology, please see Attachment C. More 

detailed reports documenting the model methodology are available from LCOG.1 

3.2 BRT Routing: McVay South 

Two McVay Highway South Routing options were advanced to the Tier II screening: 

 South McVay Option 1: McVay Highway (west side of Interstate 5) 

 South McVay Option 2: Old Franklin (east side of Interstate 5) 

3.2.1 Screening Evaluation 

The findings for screening BRT McVay South Routing are summarized in Table 3.2-1.  Data associated 

with the findings are included in the tables in Attachments D and E. 

Table 3.2-1. Screening Summary BRT Routing: McVay South  

BRT Routing: McVay South 
  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

Option 1: 
McVay Highway 
(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) 
 

Goal 1: Improve corridor transit service    

Objective 1.1: Improve 
transit travel time 

A. Round trip transit pm peak 
travel time between select 
origins and destinations 

0 0  

Objective 1.2: Improve 
transit service reliability 

A. On-time performance (no 
more than 4 minutes late) of 
transit service 

0 1  

Objective 1.3: Provide 
convenient transit connections 
that minimizes the need to 
transfer 

A. Number of transfers required 
between heavily used origin-
destination pairs 

0 0  

Objective 1.4: Increase 
transit ridership and mode 
share in the corridor 

A. Average weekday boardings 
on Corridor routes 

0 0  

B. Transit mode share along the 
corridor 

0 0  

Objective 1.5:    Improve access 
of other modes such as 
walking, bicycling, and auto 

A. Population with ½ mile of 
transit stop 

0 0  

B. Bicycle capacity at stops, 0 0  

                                                           
1
 More detailed reports available at LCOG include the LCOG Travel Demand Forecasting Model Documentation 

Report 2007 and the LCOG Trip-Based Demand Model Validation Report (2004 and 2007). 
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BRT Routing: McVay South 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

Option 1: 
McVay Highway 
(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) 
 

(park and ride) to transit stations, and on the bus 

C. Number of park and ride 
spaces with direct transit 
access to major destinations 

0 0  

D. Assessment of accessibility by 
persons with mobility 
challenges 

1 1  

Objective 1.6: Enhance 
equitable transit for users 
without regard to race, color, 
religion, sex, sexual orientation, 
national origin, marital status, 
age,  disability, or economic 
status 

A. Distribution of transit service 
and facility improvements that 
avoid disproportionate 
impacts on those populations 
along the Corridor. 

1 1  

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 1 2 3  

Goal 2: Meet current and future transit demand in a cost-effective manner 

Objective 2.1: Control the 
increase in transit operating 
cost to serve the corridor 

A. Cost per trip 0 0  

B. Impact on LTD operating and 
maintenance costs 

0 0 
 

C. Meet or exceed FTA’s Small 
Starts requirements for cost-
effectiveness 

0 0 
 

D. Cost to local taxpayers 0 0  

Objective 2.2: Increase 
transit capacity to meet current 
and projected ridership 
demand 

A. Capacity of transit service 
relative to the current and 
projected ridership 

0 0 

 

Objective 2.3:    Implement 
corridor improvements that 
provide an acceptable return 
on investment 

A. Benefit/cost assessment of 
planned improvements  

0 0 

 

Objective 2.4:    Implement 
corridor improvements that 
minimize impacts to the 
environment and, where 
possible, enhance the 
environment 

A. Results of screening-level 
assessment of environmental 
impacts of transit solutions 

1 -1 

 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 2 1 -1  

Goal 3: Support economic development, revitalization and land use redevelopment opportunities for the 
corridor 

Objective 3.1: Support 
development and 
redevelopment as planned in 
other adopted documents 

A. Support for the overall BRT 
System Plan 

2 2 
 

B. Support for the Springfield 
Transportation System Plan 
(STSP) Frequent Transit 
Network (FTN) concept  

2 2 
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BRT Routing: McVay South 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

Option 1: 
McVay Highway 
(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) 
 

C. Amount of vacant and 
underutilized land within ½ 
mile of stops/stations 

2 1 
 

D. Acquisitions and/or 
displacement of residents 
measured in acres of property 
acquired and residential unit 
and parking displacements 

-1 1 

 

E. Local jobs created by project 
construction  

0 0 
 

F. Percentage of current and 
planned population within ½ 
mile of FTN stop 

1 1 
 

G. Percentage of current and 
planned employment within ½ 
mile of FTN stop 

1 2 
 

Objective 3.2: Enhance the 
aesthetics of the corridor to 
improve economic activity 

A. Potential impact to street 
trees, landscaping 

1 -1 
 

B. Number of transit-related 
visual elements identified in 
adopted plans that would be 
implemented by transit 
solutions 

0 0 

 

C. Potential impacts to the 
natural environment 

0 0 
 

D. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that 
reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase 
awareness of economic 
activity areas 

1 0 

 

Objective 3.3: Coordinate 
transit improvements with 
other Main Street projects 

A. Capability of transit 
improvement to coordinate 
with other Main Street 
projects identified in adopted 
plans 

0 0 

 

B. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that 
reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase 
awareness of Main Street 
projects 

0 0 

 

Objective 3.4: Coordinate 
transit improvements with 

A. Capability of transit 
improvement to coordinate 

1 1 
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BRT Routing: McVay South 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

Option 1: 
McVay Highway 
(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) 
 

other Franklin  Boulevard / 
McVay Highway projects 

with other Franklin Boulevard 
/ McVay Highway projects 
identified in adopted plans 

B. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that 
reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase 
awareness of Franklin 
Boulevard / McVay Highway 
projects 

2 1 

 

Objective 3.5: Minimize 
adverse impacts to existing 
businesses and industry 

A. Impacts to businesses along 
the Corridor measured in 
number and total acres of 
properties acquired, parking 
displacements, and access 
impacts.  

-1 0 

 

B. Impact on freight and delivery 
operations for Corridor 
businesses  

-1 0 
 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 3 10 10  

Goal 4: Enhance the safety and security of the corridor    

Objective 4.1: Improve the 
safety of pedestrians and 
bicyclists accessing transit and 
crossing Main Street 

A. Number and quality of 
designated (marked) crossings 
near transit stops (signalized 
or unsignalized) 

1 1 

 

B. General assessment of safety 
for persons with mobility 
challenges 

1 1 
 

C. General assessment of 
potential to reduce the 
number of pedestrian / 
vehicle collisions 

1 1 

 

D. General assessment of 
potential to reduce the 
number of bicycle / vehicle 
collisions 

0 0 

 

Objective 4.2: Enhance the 
security of transit users and of 
the corridor as a whole 

A. Amount of added street 
lighting  

1 1 
 

B. Amount of added  lighting at / 
near transit stops  

2 2 
 

C. Extent and character of stop 
and station improvements  

2 2 
 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 4 8 8  

Goal 5: Enhance other modes of travel    

Objective 5.1: Improve A. Impact on current and future 0 0  
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BRT Routing: McVay South 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

Option 1: 
McVay Highway 
(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) 
 

transit operations in a way that 
is mutually beneficial to 
vehicular traffic flow around 
transit stops and throughout 
the corridor 

year intersection Level of 
Service (LOS) 

B. Impact on current and future 
year PM peak hour auto / 
truck travel times 

0 0 
 

Objective 5.2: Improve 
bicycle and pedestrians 
connections along the corridor 
and to and from transit stops 

A. General assessment of the 
interface with pedestrians and 
bicyclists 

1 1 
 

B. Length of new or improved 
sidewalk in stop and station 
areas 

1 1 
 

C. Length of new or improved 
bike lanes in stop and station 
areas 

1 2 
 

D. Number of bicycle treatments 
in stop and station areas 

1 1 
 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 5 4 5  

SCORING TOTAL  25 25  

3.2.2 Analysis Assumptions 

The following assumptions were used in this screening evaluation: 

 Mixed traffic (low exclusivity) BRT assumed for both routing options 

 Travel times based on estimated future year 2035 travel conditions 

 Each passenger stop takes approximately 36 seconds, which includes 18 seconds of dwell time 
(when the bus is stopped at the station) and 18 seconds for acceleration and deceleration  

 BRT Running speed was assumed to be 5 mph lower than posted speed to account for roadway 
friction (e.g. driveways) along most of the alignment 

 Signalized intersection delay was obtained primarily from 2035 Springfield TSP analysis, or 
estimated where not available 

 Tree, rare plant habitat and wetland impact potential is greatest along Old Franklin 

 There is a potential for roadway improvements along McVay between 19th Avenue and Nugget 
Way that could move the alignment closer to the manufactured homes on either side of the 
roadway 

 Scoring is based on service option and does not assume lane exclusivity 

3.2.3 Key Findings 

The key findings for this screening evaluation are:   

 No significant traffic and transit related differences between east and west routing 
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 The McVay route (Option 1) serves slightly more development than Old Franklin (Option 2), 
though the differences are minor 

 The McVay route (Option 1) is subject to greater traffic congestion, particularly approaching 30th 
Avenue in the morning periods when LCC is in session 

 More natural resources adjacent to Old Franklin (Option 2) 

 Old Franklin (Option 2) could provide greater access to proposed park plans along riverfront 

 The Key Findings for noise include: 

o There is no predicted change in noise levels along the Main Street section of the 
corridor, and no noise impacts are predicted 

o There is a potential for transit related noise impacts in the north end of the corridor, at 
the manufactured home parks, south of 19th Avenue 

o There is no predicted change in noise levels along the section of the corridor south of 
Nugget Way, and no noise impacts are predicted 

 The air quality is predicted to meet the National or State Ambient Air Quality Standards and no 
air quality impacts are projected 

3.2.4 Project Team Recommendations 

The Project Team recommends: 

 Advance both the McVay and Old Franklin Options until lane exclusivity decisions are made and 
the package of transit solutions is developed.   

o Although there are minor differences between the two options, overall, there is not 
enough difference to make one stand out over the other.  

o Further review of the package of transit solutions may reveal advantages of one option 
or the other.  

o It is possible that the technical differences between the two options may continue to be 
insignificant and that choosing one option over the other may be based on other 
community values.  

3.3 Enhanced Bus Options 

Enhanced Bus options typically include transit signal priority (TSP), improved stations, queue-jumps at 

congested intersections, improved operations, and can include improvements to the frequency of 

service on the Corridor. The service options for Enhanced Bus described below are not mutually 

exclusive. These can be applied in various combinations. For example, it is possible to implement a Main 

Street Enhanced Bus in combination with the McVay Highway Enhanced Bus.   
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Three Enhanced Bus options have been carried forward to the Tier II analysis: 

 Option 1: Main Street 

 Option 2: McVay Highway 

 Option 3: Main Street Express 

3.3.1 Option 1: Main Street 

Main Street Enhanced Bus: Replace #11 Thurston with Enhanced Bus Route; #85 LCC/Springfield and 

other routes would be unchanged (Figure 2.2-3). A new route would serve neighborhoods east of the 

Thurston Station. 

Figure 3.3-1. Enhanced Bus Option 1:  Main Street Enhanced Bus 

 
Source: Cameron McCarthy. 2014. 

3.3.2 Option 2: McVay Highway 

McVay Highway Enhanced Bus: Replace Route #85 LCC/Springfield with Enhanced Bus Route; Route #11 

Thurston would operate between the Springfield Station and the Thurston Station. A new route would 

serve neighborhoods east of the Thurston Station. 
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Figure 3.3-2. Enhanced Bus Option 2:  McVay Highway Enhanced Bus 

 
Source: Cameron McCarthy. 2014. 

3.3.3 Option 3: Main Street Express 

Main Street Express: Add express service along the Main Street segment to supplement the #11 

Thurston route (Figure 2.2-5). Frequency on the #11 may be reduced somewhat since the express route 

would assume some of its ridership load.  Service on the #85 LCC/Springfield and other routes would be 

unchanged. #11 Thurston would operate between the Springfield Station and the Thurston Station. A 

new route would serve neighborhoods east of the Thurston Station. 

Figure 3.3-3. Enhanced Bus Option 3:  Main Street Express 

 
Source: Cameron McCarthy. 2014. 
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3.3.4 Screening Evaluation 

The findings for screening Enhanced Bus options are summarized in Table 3.3-1.  Data associated with 

the findings are included in the tables in Attachments D and E.  

Table 3.3-1. Screening Summary Enhanced Bus Options 

Enhanced Bus Options 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria  

Option 1 
Main Street 

Option 2 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3 
Main Street 

Express 

Goal 1: Improve corridor transit service    

Objective 1.1: Improve 
transit travel time 

A. Round trip transit pm peak 
travel time between select 
origins and destinations 

3 1 2 

Objective 1.2: Improve 
transit service reliability 

A. On-time performance (no more 
than 4 minutes late) of transit 
service 

3 1 2 

Objective 1.3: Provide 
convenient transit 
connections that minimizes 
the need to transfer 

A. Number of transfers required 
between heavily used origin-
destination pairs 

0 0 0 

Objective 1.4: Increase 
transit ridership and mode 
share in the corridor 

A. Average weekday boardings on 
Corridor routes 

1 0 1 

B. Transit mode share along the 
corridor 

1 0 1 

Objective 1.5:    Improve 
access of other modes 
such as walking, bicycling, 
and auto (park and ride) to 
transit 

A. Population within ½ mile of 
transit stop 

0 0 0 

B. Bicycle capacity at stops, 
stations, and on the bus 

0 0 0 

C. Number of park and ride spaces 
with direct transit access to 
major destinations 

0 0 0 

D. Assessment of accessibility by 
persons with mobility 
challenges 

0 0 1 

Objective 1.6: Enhance 
equitable transit for users 
without regard to race, 
color, religion, sex, sexual 
orientation, national 
origin, marital status, age,  
disability, or economic 
status 

A. Distribution of transit service 
and facility improvements that 
avoid disproportionate impacts 
on those populations along the 
Corridor. 

0 0 0 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 1 8 2 7 

Goal 2: Meet current and future transit demand in a cost-effective manner 

Objective 2.1: Control 
the increase in transit 
operating cost to serve the 
corridor 

A. Cost per trip 1 1 -1 

B. Impact on LTD operating and 
maintenance costs 

1 1 -1 

C. Meet or exceed FTA’s Small 
Starts requirements for cost-

-3 -3 -3 
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Enhanced Bus Options 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria  

Option 1 
Main Street 

Option 2 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3 
Main Street 

Express 

effectiveness 

D. Cost to local taxpayers 0 -1 -3 

Objective 2.2: Increase 
transit capacity to meet 
current and projected 
ridership demand 

A. Capacity of transit service 
relative to the current and 
projected ridership 

0 0 2 

Objective 2.3:    Implement 
corridor improvements 
that provide an acceptable 
return on investment 

A. Benefit/cost assessment of 
planned improvements  

0 0 -2 

Objective 2.4:    Implement 
corridor improvements 
that minimize impacts to 
the environment and, 
where possible, enhance 
the environment 

A. Results of screening-level 
assessment of environmental 
impacts of transit solutions 

0 0 0 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 2 -1 -2 -8 

Goal 3: Support economic development, revitalization and land use redevelopment opportunities for the corridor 

Objective 3.1: Support 
development and 
redevelopment as planned 
in other adopted 
documents 

A. Support for the overall BRT 
System Plan 

-3 -3 -3 

B. Support for the Springfield 
Transportation System Plan 
(STSP) Frequent Transit 
Network (FTN) concept  

1 1 1 

C. Amount of vacant and 
underutilized land within ½ 
miles of stops/stations 

0 0 0 

D. Acquisitions and/or 
displacement of residents 
measured in acres of property 
acquired and residential unit 
and parking displacements 

0 0 0 

E. Local jobs created by project 
construction  

0 0 0 

F. Percentage of current and 
planned population within ½ 
mile of FTN stop 

0 0 0 

G. Percentage of current and 
planned employment within ½ 
mile of FTN stop 

0 0 0 

Objective 3.2: Enhance 
the aesthetics of the 
corridor to improve 
economic activity 

A. Potential impact to street trees, 
landscaping 

0 0 0 

B. Number of transit-related 
visual elements identified in 
adopted plans that would be 
implemented by transit 

1 0 1 
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Enhanced Bus Options 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria  

Option 1 
Main Street 

Option 2 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3 
Main Street 

Express 

solutions 

C. Potential impacts to the natural 
environment 

0 0 0 

D. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, and 
design elements that reinforce 
the community’s identity and 
increase awareness of 
economic activity areas 

0 0 0 

Objective 3.3:
 Coordinate transit 
improvements with other 
Main Street projects 

A. Capability of transit 
improvement to coordinate 
with other Main Street projects 
identified in adopted plans 

1 0 1 

B. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, and 
design elements that reinforce 
the community’s identity and 
increase awareness of Main 
Street projects 

1 0 1 

Objective 3.4:
 Coordinate transit 
improvements with other 
Franklin  Boulevard / 
McVay Highway projects 

A. Capability of transit 
improvement to coordinate 
with other Franklin Boulevard / 
McVay Highway projects 
identified in adopted plans 

0 1 0 

B. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, and 
design elements that reinforce 
the community’s identity and 
increase awareness of Franklin 
Boulevard / McVay Highway 
projects 

0 1 0 

Objective 3.5: Minimize 
adverse impacts to existing 
businesses and industry 

A. Impacts to businesses along the 
Corridor measured in number 
and total acres of properties 
acquired, parking 
displacements, and access 
impacts.  

0 0 0 

B. Impact on freight and delivery 
operations for Corridor 
businesses  

0 0 0 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 3 1 0 1 

Goal 4: Enhance the safety and security of the corridor    

Objective 4.1: Improve 
the safety of pedestrians 
and bicyclists accessing 
transit and crossing Main 

A. Number and quality of 
designated (marked) crossings 
near transit stops (signalized or 
unsignalized) 

0 0 0 



December 2014 Draft Tier II Screening Main-McVay Transit Study 
Page 34 Evaluation Report – Part B  

Enhanced Bus Options 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria  

Option 1 
Main Street 

Option 2 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3 
Main Street 

Express 

Street B. General assessment of safety 
for persons with mobility 
challenges 

1 2 1 

C. General assessment of 
potential to reduce the number 
of pedestrian / vehicle 
collisions 

0 0 0 

D. General assessment of 
potential to reduce the number 
of bicycle / vehicle collisions 

0 0 0 

Objective 4.2: Enhance 
the security of transit users 
and of the corridor as a 
whole 

A. Amount of added street 
lighting  

0 0 0 

B. Amount of added  lighting at / 
near transit stops  

2 3 1 

C. Extent and character of stop 
and station improvements  

2 2 1 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 4 5 7 3 

Goal 5: Enhance other modes of travel    

Objective 5.1: Improve 
transit operations in a way 
that is mutually beneficial 
to vehicular traffic flow 
around transit stops and 
throughout the corridor 

A. Impact on current and future 
year intersection Level of 
Service (LOS) 

0 0 0 

B. Impact on current and future 
year PM peak hour auto / truck 
travel times 

0 0 0 

Objective 5.2: Improve 
bicycle and pedestrians 
connections along the 
corridor and to and from 
transit stops 

A. General assessment of the 
interface with pedestrians and 
bicyclists 

0 0 0 

B. Length of new or improved 
sidewalk in stop and station 
areas 

2 3 1 

C. Length of new or improved 
bike lanes in stop and station 
areas 

0 0 0 

D. Number of bicycle treatments 
in stop and station areas 

2 2 1 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 5 4 5 2 

SCORING TOTALS  17 12 5 

3.3.5 Analysis Assumptions 

The following assumptions were used in this screening evaluation: 

 Enhanced Bus Options do not require additional right-of-way, except at some potential queue-
jump locations 

 Stop locations for Enhanced Bus are the same as current stop locations 
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 The Main Street Enhanced Bus and McVay Enhanced bus are assumed to operate with the same 
frequency as existing service on the corresponding segment 

 The Main Street Express option was investigated both with an option to maintain local service as 
well as an option that reduces local service from the current 10-15 minutes on weekday 
daytimes to 20 minutes on weekday daytimes 

 Enhanced service includes transit signal priority (TSP) and potentially up to one queue jump per 
direction per segment 

 Assumed mixed-flow operations throughout, except where queue jump exists 

 Assumed similar dwell times for all bus service options (regular, enhanced and express) 

 Enhanced service includes limited sidewalk infill and stop amenities 

 Express service does not include any additional pedestrian or stop amenities 

 Proposed locations for queue jump lanes will not change 

 All improvements will be made to existing ROW and alignments 

 Tree impacts may occur, but removal will comply with Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), and 
tree removal will be mitigated 

 Rare plant habitat has been identified and avoided 

 New impervious surface has been treated prior to discharge 

 Wetlands, Waters of the State/United States have been identified and avoided 

 Assumptions for the noise analysis include the use of existing roadways along McVay Highway 
with no widening or Bus specific lanes south of 19th Street along the segment with the 
manufactured home parks 

3.3.6 Key Findings 

The key findings for this screening evaluation are:   

Ridership 

 Main Street segment ridership increases approximately 6 percent with the Main Street 
Enhanced Bus (Year 2035 model projections) 

 McVay Highway ridership increases approximately 2 percent with McVay Highway Enhanced Bus 
(Year 2035 model projections) 

 Main Street segment ridership increases approximately 3 percent with the Main Street Express 
if existing local service is retained. There is a 2 percent decrease in ridership if the Main Street 
Express is implemented with a reduction of local service frequency from 10-15 minutes to 20 
minutes (Year 2035 model projections) 

Cost 

 The Main Street Express adds operating cost, with the extent of the additional cost dependent 
on the frequency of the local service  
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 The Main Street Enhanced Bus and McVay Enhanced bus may reduce corridor operating cost 
due to faster travel times 

Operations 

 Enhanced service provides the most potential benefit to Main Street transit service due to the 
number of traffic signals that can benefit from transit signal priority and expected future 
congestion levels 

 The proposed queue-jump lane configurations are located at intersections with few or no 
historic resources (Main/42nd and Main/Highway 126 have no identified historic resources; 
McVay Highway/Franklin intersection has only one identified historic resource, the Southern 
Pacific Railroad Line) 

Environmental 

 Any improvements are anticipated to have no effect on historic resources 

 No significant biological, fish and wetland related differences in any measures between transit 
solutions 

 Main Street options may impact more trees at improved stop areas, but offer some aesthetic 
corridor improvements 

 The McVay Highway route has limited natural resources 

 There are no transit related noise impacts predicted for the enhanced bus options 

 The air quality is predicted to meet the National or State Ambient Air Quality Standards and no 
air quality impacts are projected  

3.3.7 Project Team Recommendations 

The Project Team recommends: 

 Advance Enhanced Bus Option 1: Main Street and Option 2: McVay Highway into the package 
of transit solutions. Both options are predicted to have some increase in ridership by 2035 and 
some reduction in operating costs with few adverse impacts on the natural or built environment.  

 Eliminate Option 3: Main Street Express because it will increase operating costs without a 
commensurate gain in ridership.  

3.4 BRT Service Options 

Evaluation of BRT Service Options is based on determining the most important linkages between BRT 

segments. Reducing the amount of transfers by linking common trip origins and destinations helps to 

create a BRT network that is intuitive and easy for riders and potential riders to understand.  Another 

critical factor is to link segments that have similar operating requirements (such as frequency and span 

of service) so that one leg of the service is not either over-served (which results in an inefficient use of 

resources) or under-served (which could create ridership overloads).   

Two BRT service options were carried forward from the Tier I screening process. This decision was based 

on the preference for direct east-west and north-south BRT routing (as compared to “L-shaped” 
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corridors) and a desire to be able to evaluate the Main Street and McVay Highway segments both 

separately and together.    

3.4.1 BRT Service Option 1: Franklin-Main and Gateway-McVay  

This option, as depicted in Figure 3.4-1, would create both Franklin-Main and Gateway-McVay BRT lines, 

forming direct east-west and north-south BRT corridors. This is done by extending the current BRT 

service from the Franklin EmX line east along the Main Street Segment to the Thurston Station, and 

extending the existing BRT service from the Gateway EmX line south along the McVay Highway Segment 

to Lane Community College. 

Figure 3.4-1. BRT Service Option 1 - Franklin-Main and Gateway-McVay 

 
Source: Cameron McCarthy. 2014. 

3.4.2 BRT Service Option 2: Franklin-Main; Gateway; McVay Highway 

This option, depicted in Figure 3.4-2, extends the existing BRT service from the Franklin EmX line east on 

Main Street to create an east-west BRT corridor and, in addition, creates a McVay Highway BRT line. The 

existing BRT service on the Gateway EmX line would be severed from the existing Franklin EmX line and 

operate independently with a terminus at the Springfield Station.  
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Figure 3.4-2. BRT Service Option 2 – Franklin-Main; Gateway; and McVay Highway 

 
Source: Cameron McCarthy. 2014. 

3.4.3 BRT Service Evaluations – Option 1 and Option 2 

Option 1 provides for an evaluation of a BRT network that includes both the Main Street and McVay 

Highway segments connected to existing BRT service. However, Option 2 does not allow for the 

independent evaluation of the Main Street and McVay Highway Segments since both are included in 

that option. Since the only difference between Options 1 and Options 2 is whether or not the Gateway 

and McVay BRT segments are linked, the vast majority of the ratings based on the evaluation criteria are 

the same (same stations, routing, environmental impacts, cost, etc.). The distinction between the two 

options is the requirement to transfer between the Gateway and McVay segments in Option 2, which 

creates some difference in the evaluation criteria related to transfers, travel time, ridership, mode share, 

and cost per trip. Table 3.4-1 summarizes the ratings for BRT Service Options 1 and 2. The full ratings 

tables and associated data tables are included in Attachment F. 
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Table 3.4-1. Summary of Ratings by Goal for BRT Service Options 1 and 2 

BRT Service Options 
  Decision Element Options 

Goals   

Option 1: 
Franklin-

Main; 
Gateway-

McVay 

Option 2: 
Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; 
McVay 

 

Goal 1: Improve corridor transit service 18 13 

Goal 2: Meet current and future transit demand in a cost-effective 
manner 

4 3 

Goal 3: Support economic development, revitalization and land use 
redevelopment opportunities for the corridor 

20 19 

Goal 4: Enhance the safety and security of the corridor 11 11 

Goal 5: Enhance other modes of travel 10 10 

SCORING TOTAL 63 56 

 

3.4.4 Revised BRT Service Options – Option 2A and Option 2B 

Option 2 does not allow for the independent evaluation of the Main Street and McVay Highway segment 

as possible BRT corridors. BRT Service Option 2 was split into Option 2A and Option 2B to allow for the 

independent evaluation of the two BRT corridor segments while honoring the direction from the Tier I 

screening prioritizing BRT corridors that travel east-west and north-south. 

 Option 2A, as depicted in Figure 3.4-3, would add BRT service only on the Franklin-Main corridor 

(McVay Highway to LCC would continue to be served by Route #85).   

Figure 3.4-3. BRT Service Option 2A - Franklin-Main BRT 

 
Source: Cameron McCarthy. 2014. 
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 Option 2B, as depicted in Figure 3.4-4, would add BRT service only on the Gateway-McVay 

corridor (Main Street would continue to be served by Route #11).   

Figure 3.4-4. BRT Service Option 2B: Gateway-McVay BRT 

 
Source: Cameron McCarthy. 2014. 

3.4.5 Screening Evaluation – Revised BRT Service Options 

The findings for screening the original Option 1 and the revised BRT Service options 2A and 2B are 

summarized in Table 3.4-2.  Data associated with the findings are included in the tables in Attachments 

D and E. 

Table 3.4-2. Screening Summary Revised BRT Service Options 

REVISED BRT Service Options 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

Option 1: 
Franklin-

Main; 
Gateway-

McVay 

Option 2A: 
Franklin-

Main 

Option 2B: 
Gateway-

McVay 

Goal 1: Improve corridor transit service    

Objective 1.1: Improve 
transit travel time 

A. Round trip transit pm peak 
travel time between select 
origins and destinations 

3 2 1 

Objective 1.2: Improve 
transit service reliability 

A. On-time performance (no more 
than 4 minutes late) of transit 
service 

3 2 1 

Objective 1.3: Provide 
convenient transit 
connections that minimizes 
the need to transfer 

A. Number of transfers required 
between heavily used origin-
destination pairs 

3 2 -1 
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REVISED BRT Service Options 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

Option 1: 
Franklin-

Main; 
Gateway-

McVay 

Option 2A: 
Franklin-

Main 

Option 2B: 
Gateway-

McVay 

Objective 1.4: Increase 
transit ridership and mode 
share in the corridor 

A. Average weekday boardings on 
Corridor routes 

3 2 1 

B. Transit mode share along the 
corridor 

3 2 1 

Objective 1.5:    Improve 
access of other modes 
such as walking, bicycling, 
and auto (park and ride) to 
transit 

A. Population within ½ mile of 
transit stop 

3 2 1 

B. Bicycle capacity at stops, 
stations, and on the bus 

3 2 1 

C. Number of park and ride spaces 
with direct transit access to 
major destinations 

0 0 0 

D. Assessment of accessibility by 
persons with mobility 
challenges 

3 2 2 

Objective 1.6: Enhance 
equitable transit for users 
without regard to race, 
color, religion, sex, sexual 
orientation, national 
origin, marital status, age,  
disability, or economic 
status 

A. Distribution of transit service 
and facility improvements that 
avoid disproportionate impacts 
on those populations along the 
Corridor. 

2 1 1 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 1 26 17 8 

Goal 2: Meet current and future transit demand in a cost-effective manner 

Objective 2.1: Control 
the increase in transit 
operating cost to serve the 
corridor 

A. Cost per trip -1 2 -3 

B. Impact on LTD operating and 
maintenance costs 

-1 1 -3 

C. Meet or exceed FTA’s Small 
Starts requirements for cost-
effectiveness 

0 3 -2 

D. Cost to local taxpayers 0 1 -2 

Objective 2.2: Increase 
transit capacity to meet 
current and projected 
ridership demand 

A. Capacity of transit service 
relative to the current and 
projected ridership 

3 2 1 

Objective 2.3:    Implement 
corridor improvements 
that provide an acceptable 
return on investment 

A. Benefit/cost assessment of 
planned improvements  

0 3 -2 

Objective 2.4:    Implement 
corridor improvements 
that minimize impacts to 
the environment and, 
where possible, enhance 

A. Results of screening-level 
assessment of environmental 
impacts of transit solutions 0 0 0 
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REVISED BRT Service Options 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

Option 1: 
Franklin-

Main; 
Gateway-

McVay 

Option 2A: 
Franklin-

Main 

Option 2B: 
Gateway-

McVay 

the environment 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 2 1 12 -11 

Goal 3: Support economic development, revitalization and land use redevelopment opportunities for the corridor 

Objective 3.1: Support 
development and 
redevelopment as planned 
in other adopted 
documents 

A. Support for the overall BRT 
System Plan 

3 2 2 

B. Support for the Springfield 
Transportation System Plan 
(STSP) Frequent Transit 
Network (FTN) concept  

3 2 2 

C. Amount of vacant and 
underutilized land within ½ 
miles of stops/stations 

0 0 0 

D. Acquisitions and/or 
displacement of residents 
measured in acres of property 
acquired and residential unit 
and parking displacements 

-2 -1 -1 

E. Local jobs created by project 
construction  

3 2 2 

F. Percentage of current and 
planned population within ½ 
mile of FTN stop 

3 2 1 

G. Percentage of current and 
planned employment within ½ 
mile of FTN stop 

3 2 1 

Objective 3.2: Enhance 
the aesthetics of the 
corridor to improve 
economic activity 

A. Potential impact to street trees, 
landscaping 

-2 -1 -1 

B. Number of transit-related 
visual elements identified in 
adopted plans that would be 
implemented by transit 
solutions 

2 1 1 

C. Potential impacts to the natural 
environment 

2 1 1 

D. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, and 
design elements that reinforce 
the community’s identity and 
increase awareness of 
economic activity areas 

3 2 2 

Objective 3.3: A. Capability of transit 3 3 0 
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REVISED BRT Service Options 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

Option 1: 
Franklin-

Main; 
Gateway-

McVay 

Option 2A: 
Franklin-

Main 

Option 2B: 
Gateway-

McVay 

 Coordinate transit 
improvements with other 
Main Street projects 

improvement to coordinate 
with other Main Street projects 
identified in adopted plans 

B. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, and 
design elements that reinforce 
the community’s identity and 
increase awareness of Main 
Street projects 

3 3 0 

Objective 3.4:
 Coordinate transit 
improvements with other 
Franklin  Boulevard / 
McVay Highway projects 

A. Capability of transit 
improvement to coordinate 
with other Franklin Boulevard / 
McVay Highway projects 
identified in adopted plans 

0 0 3 

B. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, and 
design elements that reinforce 
the community’s identity and 
increase awareness of Franklin 
Boulevard / McVay Highway 
projects 

0 0 3 

Objective 3.5: Minimize 
adverse impacts to existing 
businesses and industry 

A. Impacts to businesses along the 
Corridor measured in number 
and total acres of properties 
acquired, parking 
displacements, and access 
impacts.  

-2 -1 -1 

B. Impact on freight and delivery 
operations for Corridor 
businesses  

0 0 0 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 3 22 17 15 

Goal 4: Enhance the safety and security of the corridor    

Objective 4.1: Improve 
the safety of pedestrians 
and bicyclists accessing 
transit and crossing Main 
Street 

A. Number and quality of 
designated (marked) crossings 
near transit stops (signalized or 
unsignalized) 

2 1 1 

B. General assessment of safety 
for persons with mobility 
challenges 

1 1 1 

C. General assessment of 
potential to reduce the number 
of pedestrian / vehicle 
collisions 

0 0 0 

D. General assessment of 0 0 0 
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REVISED BRT Service Options 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

Option 1: 
Franklin-

Main; 
Gateway-

McVay 

Option 2A: 
Franklin-

Main 

Option 2B: 
Gateway-

McVay 

potential to reduce the number 
of bicycle / vehicle collisions 

Objective 4.2: Enhance 
the security of transit users 
and of the corridor as a 
whole 

A. Amount of added street 
lighting  

2 1 1 

B. Amount of added  lighting at / 
near transit stops  

3 2 1 

C. Extent and character of stop 
and station improvements  

3 2 1 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 4 11 7 5 

Goal 5: Enhance other modes of travel    

Objective 5.1: Improve 
transit operations in a way 
that is mutually beneficial 
to vehicular traffic flow 
around transit stops and 
throughout the corridor 

A. Impact on current and future 
year intersection Level of 
Service (LOS) 

0 0 0 

B. Impact on current and future 
year PM peak hour auto / truck 
travel times 

0 0 0 

Objective 5.2: Improve 
bicycle and pedestrians 
connections along the 
corridor and to and from 
transit stops 

A. General assessment of the 
interface with pedestrians and 
bicyclists 

0 0 0 

B. Length of new or improved 
sidewalk in stop and station 
areas 

3 2 1 

C. Length of new or improved 
bike lanes in stop and station 
areas 

3 2 1 

D. Number of bicycle treatments 
in stop and station areas 

3 2 1 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 5 9 6 3 

SCORING TOTALS  69 59 20 

3.4.6 Analysis Assumptions 

The following assumptions were used in this screening evaluation: 

 Station locations and frequency are the same on all BRT options 

 Options for lane configurations and exclusive transit lanes are not addressed as part of this 
analysis (only considers segment linkages) 

 Pedestrian transit transfers would occur within the Springfield Station and not on public streets 

 Corridor improvements will minimize impacts to eligible contributing or eligible significant 
historic resources 

 Areas of high concentration of historic resources can be avoided or impacts can be minimized 
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 Improvements will be located on tax lots where buildings have greater setbacks, newer 
construction, or non-contributing historic resources 

 Tree impacts may occur, but removal will comply with MBTA, and tree removal will be mitigated 

 Rare plant habitat has been identified and avoided 

 New impervious surface has been treated prior to discharge 

 Wetlands, Waters of the State/United States have been identified and avoided 

 There is a potential for roadway improvements along McVay between 19th Avenue and Nugget 
Way that could move the alignment closer to the manufactured homes on either side of the 
roadway 

3.4.7 Key Findings 

The key findings for this screening evaluation are:   

Operations 

 The Franklin and Main segments work well as a linked pair due to compatible operating needs 
(frequency of service and ridership) and a high percentage of through-routing passengers 
(eliminates need for a transfer) 

 The Gateway and McVay segments do not work well as a linked pair due to incompatible 

operating needs (frequency of service, ridership, and weekend service)  

 Motor vehicle, freight, pedestrian and bicycle operations are not affected by the introduction of 

a transfer. 

Ridership 

 Option 1 (Franklin-Main and Gateway-McVay BRT) would add approximately 17 percent to 
corridor ridership. (Year 2035 model projections) 

 Option 2A (Franklin-Main BRT) would add approximately 12 percent corridor ridership. (Year 
2035 model projections) 

 Option 2B (Gateway McVay BRT) would add approximately 4 percent corridor ridership. (Year 
2035 model projections) 

 The Thurston High School extension (6 trips per day) would add about approximately 1 percent 
(about 100 daily boardings) in addition to the ridership increase of the Franklin-Main BRT. (Year 
2035 model projections) 

Costs and Funding 

 Option 2A is very likely to meet FTA Small Starts requirements, while Option 2B is unlikely to 
meet the requirements.  Option 1 is uncertain whether it would meet the requirements. 

 Option 2A likely reduce LTD operating costs due to faster service, while Options 1 and 2B would 
increase LTD operating costs due to increased frequency on the McVay Highway Segment 
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Environmental 

 Of the approximately 50 eligible contributing and eligible significant historic resources that have 
been identified thus far, over 40 resources are located in the Main-Downtown Corridor Segment. 
There is the potential to adversely affect these historic resources in the Main-Downtown 
Segment Corridor:   

o Historic commercial buildings are constructed close to the street with little setback and 
potential impacts could include loss of parking and loss of access to historic resources;  

o This area has the highest concentration of eligible historic resources;  

o Partial acquisitions and strip takes could adversely affect historic resources if alterations 
to the resource are required.   

 Corridor segments Main-Central, Main-East, McVay-South and McVay-North appear to have few 
eligible contributing or eligible significant resources 

 A complete survey of all historic resources must be completed to determine all potentially 
eligible historic resources that may be affected by the proposed project 

 The McVay Highway route has limited natural resources. 

 Main Street options may impact more trees, but offer aesthetic corridor improvements. 

 The Key Findings for noise include: 

o There is no predicted change in noise levels along the Main Street section of the 
corridor, and no noise impacts are predicted. 

o There is a potential for transit related noise impacts in the north end of the corridor, at 
the manufactured home parks, south of 19th Avenue. 

o There is no predicted change in noise levels along the section of the corridor south of 
Nugget Way, and no noise impacts are predicted. 

 The air quality is predicted to meet the National or State Ambient Air Quality Standards and no 
air quality impacts are projected. 

3.4.8 Project Team Recommendations 

The Project Team recommends: 

 Advance the extension of BRT service from the Franklin EmX line to the Main Street segment 
(Option 2A) as a potentially promising solution. 

 Eliminate the extension of BRT service from the Gateway EmX line to McVay Highway (Option 
2B) at this time. While that option has benefits, it would add substantial operating cost for LTD 
and may not have sufficient ridership to meet Small Starts eligibility requirements.2 The McVay 

                                                           
2
 The Small Starts Program is part of FTA’s New Starts Program. FTA’s New Starts/Small Starts Program provides 

funding for new rail or busway projects, the improvement and maintenance of fixed guideway systems, and the 
upgrading of systems. Capital assistance grants provide up to 80% of the net project costs. Projects qualifying for 
funding under FTA’s Small Starts Program must have a total project cost less than $250 million and requesting less 
than $75 million in FTA funding. 
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Highway segment should be considered for future BRT service, with that decision to be triggered 
by Glenwood development thresholds. 

 Eliminate Option 1 since the extension of the Gateway EmX to McVay Highway included in that 
option would add substantial operating cost for LTD and may not have sufficient ridership to 
meet Small Starts eligibility requirements.   

 Operate the existing BRT service in the Gateway EmX corridor as an independent corridor that 
starts and ends at the Springfield Station. 

3.5 BRT Lane Configurations 

Lane configuration options for BRT range from exclusive transit lanes to semi-exclusive transit lanes 

(which are shared with vehicles making turns) to mixed traffic. A detailed analysis of the most 

appropriate lane configuration for a particular street section is beyond the scope of this Study. This 

Study evaluates three basic approaches to BRT lane configurations. 

 Lane Configuration Option 1: Low Exclusivity: Under this option, a majority of the BRT line 

would operate in mixed traffic. Exclusive or semi-exclusive transit lanes would only be applied in 

the following situations: 

o Intersection that are currently or projected to be severely congested and cause a high-

level of transit delay; and 

o Where there are opportunities for transit lanes that can be installed with minimal 

adverse impact to businesses, property owners, residents, or other modes of travel. 

 Lane Configuration Option 2: Moderate Exclusivity: This option would result in a BRT line that 

was a mixture of mixed traffic and exclusive or semi-exclusive transit lanes. Exclusive or semi-

exclusive transit lanes would be applied in the following situations: 

o Intersection that are currently or projected to be severely congested and cause a high-

level of transit delay; 

o Where there are opportunities for transit lanes that can be installed with minimal 

adverse impact to businesses, property owners, residents, or other modes of travel; and 

o Locations that have available right-of-way or where roadway expansion would have 

minimal impact on existing business, or residents. 

 Lane Configuration Option 3: High Exclusivity: This option would result in a BRT line with a large 

majority of the corridor in exclusive or semi-exclusive transit lanes. Transit lanes would be 

implemented along the corridor except in the following situations:  

o Where the addition of transit lanes would result in the direct impact on a building and 

the displacement of an existing business or residence; 

o Locations where the addition of transit lane would have a very large cost, such as 

widening of a bridge.   
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As noted above in the descriptions of the BRT lane approaches, a range of lane configurations can be 

used in each level of exclusivity. Lane configurations can be “mixed and matched” along the corridor, 

with decisions based on the need for priority, cost, opportunities, and impacts to property or other 

modes of travel. For example, an exclusive or semi-exclusive transit lane could transition to mixed traffic 

to avoid impacts to a business near the edge of the right-of-way or to avoid having to widen a bridge. 

Every segment of the corridor can be evaluated independently with consideration given to seamlessly 

transitioning from one type of lane to another. 

The photos in Figure 3.5-1 are representative examples of typical BRT lane configurations in this region. 

The examples range from mixed traffic to exclusive lanes and each has been used in low, moderate or 

high exclusivity sections of BRT corridors.  

Figure 3.5-1:  Photo Examples of Existing Lane Configurations in Region 

 
1: EmX in Mixed Traffic, Harlow Road, Springfield 
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2:  Business Access Transit (BAT) Lane, Pioneer Parkway West, Springfield 

 
3:  EmX in Bi-Directional Lane, East 11th Avenue, Eugene 
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4:  Gateway Mall EmX Station, Springfield 

 
5:  EmX in Exclusive Lane, Franklin Boulevard, Eugene 
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6:  EmX McVay Station Queue-Jump, Springfield 

 
7:  Exclusive Lane with Shared Left Turn, RiverBend Drive, Springfield 
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8:  EmX in Exclusive Lane with Shared Left Turn, RiverBend Drive, Springfield 

 

9:  Exclusive Lane with Shared Left Turn, International Way, Springfield 

Source: Lane Transit District. 2014. 
 Parsons Brinckerhoff. 2014. 
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3.5.1 Screening Evaluation 

The findings for screening BRT Main Street Downtown Routing are summarized in Table 3.5-1. Data 

associated with the findings are included in the tables in Attachments D and E.  

Table 3.5-1. Screening Summary BRT Lane Configurations  

BRT Lane Configurations 
  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria] 

Option 1: 
Low 

Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High 

Exclusivity 

Goal 1: Improve corridor transit service    

Objective 1.1: Improve 
transit travel time 

A. Round trip transit pm peak 
travel time between select 
origins and destinations 

1 2 3 

Objective 1.2: Improve 
transit service reliability 

A. On-time performance (no 
more than 4 minutes late) 
of transit service 

1 2 3 

Objective 1.3: Provide 
convenient transit connections 
that minimizes the need to 
transfer 

A. Number of transfers 
required between heavily 
used origin-destination pairs 

0 0 0 

Objective 1.4: Increase 
transit ridership and mode 
share in the corridor 

A. Average weekday boardings 
on Corridor routes 

1 2 3 

B. Transit mode share along 
the corridor 

1 2 3 

Objective 1.5:    Improve access 
of other modes such as 
walking, bicycling, and auto 
(park and ride) to transit 

A. Population with ½ mile of 
transit stop 

0 0 0 

B. Bicycle capacity at stops, 
stations, and on the bus 

0 0 0 

C. Number of park and ride 
spaces with direct transit 
access to major destinations 

0 0 0 

D. Assessment of accessibility 
by persons with mobility 
challenges 

2 3 2 

Objective 1.6: Enhance 
equitable transit for users 
without regard to race, color, 
religion, sex, sexual orientation, 
national origin, marital status, 
age,  disability, or economic 
status 

A. Distribution of transit 
service and facility 
improvements that avoid 
disproportionate impacts on 
those populations along the 
Corridor. 

1 1 1 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 1 7 12 15 

Goal 2: Meet current and future transit demand in a cost-effective manner 

Objective 2.1: Control the 
increase in transit operating 
cost to serve the corridor 

A. Cost per trip 1 2 3 

B. Impact on LTD operating 
and maintenance costs 

1 2 3 
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BRT Lane Configurations 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria] 

Option 1: 
Low 

Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High 

Exclusivity 

C. Meet or exceed FTA’s Small 
Starts requirements for 
cost-effectiveness 

3 3 2 

D. Cost to local taxpayers -1 -1 -1 

Objective 2.2: Increase 
transit capacity to meet current 
and projected ridership 
demand 

A. Capacity of transit service 
relative to the current and 
projected ridership 

3 3 3 

Objective 2.3:    Implement 
corridor improvements that 
provide an acceptable return 
on investment 

A. Benefit/cost assessment of 
planned improvements  

1 1 1 

Objective 2.4:    Implement 
corridor improvements that 
minimize impacts to the 
environment and, where 
possible, enhance the 
environment 

A. Results of screening-level 
assessment of 
environmental impacts of 
transit solutions 

0 -1 -3 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 2 8 9 8 

Goal 3: Support economic development, revitalization and land use redevelopment opportunities for the corridor 

Objective 3.1: Support 
development and 
redevelopment as planned in 
other adopted documents 

A. Support for the overall BRT 
System Plan 

1 2 3 

B. Support for the Springfield 
Transportation System Plan 
(STSP) Frequent Transit 
Network (FTN) concept  

3 3 3 

C. Amount of vacant and 
underutilized land within ½ 
miles of stops/stations 

0 0 0 

D. Acquisitions and/or 
displacement of residents 
measured in acres of 
property acquired and 
residential unit and parking 
displacements 

-1 -2 -3 

E. Local jobs created by 
project construction  

1 2 3 

F. Percentage of current and 
planned population within 
½ mile of FTN stop 

0 0 0 

G. Percentage of current and 
planned employment within 
½ mile of FTN stop 

0 0 0 

Objective 3.2: Enhance the A. Potential impact to street -1 -2 -3 
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BRT Lane Configurations 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria] 

Option 1: 
Low 

Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High 

Exclusivity 

aesthetics of the corridor to 
improve economic activity 

trees, landscaping 

B. Number of transit-related 
visual elements identified in 
adopted plans that would 
be implemented by transit 
solutions 

1 2 3 

C. Potential impacts to the 
natural environment 

1 2 3 

D. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that 
reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase 
awareness of economic 
activity areas 

1 2 3 

Objective 3.3: Coordinate 
transit improvements with 
other Main Street projects 

A. Capability of transit 
improvement to coordinate 
with other Main Street 
projects identified in 
adopted plans 

1 2 3 

B. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that 
reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase 
awareness of Main Street 
projects 

1 2 3 

Objective 3.4: Coordinate 
transit improvements with 
other Franklin  Boulevard / 
McVay Highway projects 

A. Capability of transit 
improvement to coordinate 
with other Franklin 
Boulevard / McVay Highway 
projects identified in 
adopted plans 

1 2 3 

B. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that 
reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase 
awareness of Franklin 
Boulevard / McVay Highway 
projects 

1 2 3 

Objective 3.5: Minimize 
adverse impacts to existing 
businesses and industry 

A. Impacts to businesses along 
the Corridor measured in 
number and total acres of 

-1 -2 -3 
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BRT Lane Configurations 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria] 

Option 1: 
Low 

Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High 

Exclusivity 

properties acquired, parking 
displacements, and access 
impacts.  

B. Impact on freight and 
delivery operations for 
Corridor businesses  

1 2 3 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 3 10 17 24 

Goal 4: Enhance the safety and security of the corridor    

Objective 4.1: Improve the 
safety of pedestrians and 
bicyclists accessing transit and 
crossing Main Street 

A. Number and quality of 
designated (marked) 
crossings near transit stops 
(signalized or unsignalized) 

3 2 1 

B. General assessment of 
safety for persons with 
mobility challenges 

2 3 2 

C. General assessment of 
potential to reduce the 
number of pedestrian / 
vehicle collisions 

3 2 1 

D. General assessment of 
potential to reduce the 
number of bicycle / vehicle 
collisions 

1 2 1 

Objective 4.2: Enhance the 
security of transit users and of 
the corridor as a whole 

A. Amount of added street 
lighting  

1 2 3 

B. Amount of added  lighting 
at / near transit stops  

3 3 3 

C. Extent and character of stop 
and station improvements  

3 3 3 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 4 16 17 14 

Goal 5: Enhance other modes of travel    

Objective 5.1: Improve 
transit operations in a way that 
is mutually beneficial to 
vehicular traffic flow around 
transit stops and throughout 
the corridor 

A. Impact on current and 
future year intersection 
Level of Service (LOS) 

1 2 3 

B. Impact on current and 
future year PM peak hour 
auto / truck travel times 

1 2 3 

Objective 5.2: Improve 
bicycle and pedestrians 
connections along the corridor 
and to and from transit stops 

A. General assessment of the 
interface with pedestrians 
and bicyclists 

3 2 1 

B. Length of new or improved 
sidewalk in stop and station 
areas 

1 2 3 
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BRT Lane Configurations 

  Decision Element Options 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria] 

Option 1: 
Low 

Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High 

Exclusivity 

C. Length of new or improved 
bike lanes in stop and 
station areas 

1 2 3 

D. Number of bicycle 
treatments in stop and 
station areas 

2 2 3 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 5 9 12 16 

SCORING TOTAL  50 67 77 

3.5.2 Analysis Assumptions 

The following assumptions were used in this screening evaluation: 

 Right-of-way expansion would occur equally on both sides of the street 

 High-exclusivity options would require the most right of way  

 Moderate right-of-way options are assumed to require about half the right-of-way of the high 
exclusivity option 

 Station locations and frequency of service are assumed to be the same for the various lane 
configuration options 

 Low exclusivity would provide up to one-third transit lanes (BAT, queue jump or dedicated lanes) 

 Moderate exclusivity would provide approximately half transit lanes (BAT, queue jump or 
dedicated lanes) 

 High exclusivity would provide more than two-thirds transit lanes (BAT, queue jump or 
dedicated lanes) 

 Higher exclusivity may add roadway width which creates a wider pedestrian crossing, resulting 
in an increased pedestrian/vehicle conflict zone 

 Low exclusivity would not require ROW takes from eligible historic resources. 

 Possible queue jump lanes would remain at the proposed locations of McVay Highway/Franklin, 
Main/42nd, Main / Highway 126 

 Sections that would result in significant impacts to eligible historic resources would be avoided 
unless required to address a transit delay 

 Significant pinch points and exclusive and semi-exclusive transit lanes will be located at non-
historic or non-contributing historic resources whenever feasible  

 The assessment of adverse effects to historic resources will consider direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects. Potential impacts to historic resources in the APE could include: (1) loss of 
parking and access to historic resources in commercial areas; (2) partial acquisitions and strip 



December 2014 Draft Tier II Screening Main-McVay Transit Study 
Page 58 Evaluation Report – Part B  

takes could adversely affect historic resources if alterations to the resource are required; or (3) 
alterations to the setting or surroundings of a historic resource due to project improvements 

 Tree impacts may occur, but removal will comply with MBTA, and tree removal will be mitigated. 

 Rare plant habitat has been identified and avoided. 

 New impervious surface has been treated prior to discharge. 

 Wetlands, Waters of the State/United States have been identified and avoided. 

 There is a potential for roadway improvements along McVay between 19th Avenue and Nugget 
Way that could move the alignment closer to the manufactured homes on either side of the 
roadway 

3.5.3 Key Findings 

The key findings for this screening evaluation are:   

Cost 

 High exclusivity lane configuration options have higher cost and more impacts to property, 
street trees, and parking than moderate or low-exclusivity options 

 High exclusivity options have lower operating cost, higher ridership, and lower cost per trip than 
moderate or low-exclusivity options 

Operations 

 The higher the exclusivity, the higher the benefit to motor vehicle, freight and transit operations 

Environmental 

 Low exclusivity would have no impact to historic resources  

 Moderate exclusivity would have low potential for adverse effects to historic resources as long 
as eligible contributing or eligible significant resources can be avoided 

 High exclusivity has the greatest potential for adverse effects to historic resources due to extent 
of potential ROW takes (up to 20 feet) 

 Minor strip takes will generally result in No Adverse Effect to historic resources. Impacts will be 
adverse if an eligible resource is affected or if a substantial portion of the tax lot from an eligible 
resource is taken for project purposes. In such a case, Section 4(f) documentation will be 
required to demonstrate that such taking and effect if necessary for project purposes and that 
there is no “prudent and feasible” alternative.  

 There does not appear to be potential for a historic district at any location along the APE 
corridor, so any project effects will be considered to each resource individually, rather than as a 
collective impact to a potential historic district 

 The high exclusivity option has the most potential for significant biological, fish and wetland 
related impacts because of tree removal and roadside wetland ditch impacts 

 Main Street options may impact more trees, but offer aesthetic corridor improvements 

 The McVay Highway route has limited natural resources 
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 The Key Findings for noise include: 

o There is no predicted change in noise levels along the Main Street section of the 
corridor, and no noise impacts are predicted 

o There is a potential for transit related noise impacts in the north end of the corridor, at 
the manufactured home parks, south of 19th Avenue 

o There is no predicted change in noise levels along the section of the corridor south of 
Nugget Way, and no noise impacts are predicted 

 The air quality is predicted to meet the National or State Ambient Air Quality Standards and no 
air quality impacts are projected 

3.5.4 Project Team Recommendation 

The Project Team recommends: 

 Advance Option 2: Moderate Exclusivity to the package of transit solutions. Moderate 
exclusivity, applied strategically, provides the greatest degree of flexibility in meeting the transit 
operating needs while best addressing potential impacts. This option, when combined with 
other BRT elements, would result in better transit service and increased ridership. As the 
number of BRT elements included in a transit solution increases, there is a proportionate 
increase in the quality of service which attracts greater numbers of riders (Figure 3.5-2, lane 
exclusivity is referred to as “running way” in the figure).  

Figure 3.5-2. Relationship Between BRT Elements and Quality of Service 

 
Source: Lane Transit District. 2014. 

 Eliminate Option 1: Low Exclusivity and Option 3: High Exclusivity. Both Options have less 
flexibility for meeting transit operating needs. Option 1: Low Exclusivity may not provide the 
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level of transit priority to maintain transit travel time and service reliability into the future, 
especially if a corridor experiences increasing levels of congestion over time. Option 3: High 
Exclusivity has the greatest potential to impact more natural and built environment resources 
and to increase new impervious area adversely affecting stormwater and natural resources. 
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4 Next Steps 

The findings and recommendations from this Screening-Level Evaluation will be considered by the SAC 

and the GT in determining the range of Most Promising Transit Solutions, which are those solutions that 

have the greatest probability of addressing the identified Corridor transportation problems.  

After the SAC has made recommendations for all seven of the Decision Elements, the Project Team will 

combine the elements into a package of transit solutions to be considered by the SAC and the GT. The 

SAC and the GT are anticipated to meet in January 2015 to consider the package of Most Promising 

Transit Solutions. 

In February 2015, the GT is anticipated to make a final recommendation regarding which transit 

solutions hold the most promise for resolving transportation problems in the Corridor. 

Recommendations from the SAC and the GT will be advanced to the Springfield City Council and LTD 

Board in spring 2015. 

For the most current meeting schedule, please see the project website 

http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org. 

http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/
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Figure 4.1-1. Main-McVay Transit Study “We Are Here” 

 
Source: Wannamaker Consulting, 2014. 
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Attachment A: Study Problem Statement, Purpose and Need, 

Goals and Objectives, and Evaluation Criteria 

Study Problem Statement 

The following draft Problem Statement was prepared by the Stakeholder Advisory Committee and 

approved by the Governance Team (on September 4, 2014). 

The Main-McVay Corridor is an L-shaped Corridor extending from 69th Street on Main Street to Lane 

Community College on McVay Highway. The Corridor is comprised of two segments, the Main Street 

Segment and the McVay Highway Segment, which connect at Franklin Boulevard and McVay Highway. 

Main Street and McVay Highway are currently major transit corridors, connecting with each other and 

with other transit service at the Springfield Transit Station. The segments, while part of an overall 

corridor, have differing issues and concerns that are to be addressed by this study.   

Main Street Segment 

Transit Service on Main Street is hindered by overcrowded buses, increasing transit travel time and 

operating cost caused by signal and passenger boarding delays, and safety and security issues for 

passengers accessing buses at transit stops that are poorly lit and not located at signalized street 

crossings.  If not addressed, these issues will worsen in the future as the corridor’s population, 

employment, and transit ridership increase.   

McVay Highway Segment  

Transit service on McVay Highway is hindered by poor pedestrian access, service demand primarily 

limited to the school season and weekdays, rider security and safety concerns for passengers accessing 

buses at transit stops that are poorly lit and not located at signalized street crossings, and the unfunded 

need to improve the congested I-5 interchange. If not addressed, these issues will worsen in the future 

and the transit system in this segment will not be, positioned to handle the higher density development 

within and adjacent to the McVay Highway Segment planned for in the recently adopted Glenwood 

Refinement Plan. 

Project Purpose and Need 

The following Purpose and Need Statements were prepared by the Stakeholder Advisory Committee and 

the Governance Team. The Statement of Purpose has been reviewed by the Springfield City Council (on 

July 7, 2014) and the LTD Board of Directors (on July 16, 2014). The Statement of Need was approved by 

the Governance Team on September 4, 2014. 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of the Main-McVay Transit Study project is to identify a range of transit improvements in 

the Main-McVay Corridor that provide improved mobility and transportation choices to residents, 

businesses, visitors, and commuters. The improvements will be consistent with regional plans and the 
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community’s long-term vision and goals for the area. The range of improvements will include options 

that result in improved regional connectivity and equitable transit access to destinations such as 

employment, educational institutions, shopping, appointments, and recreational opportunities for area 

residents. 

The project improvements would strive to enhance the safety and security of the Corridor, improve the 

integration of walkers, cyclists, transit riders, autos, and freight along and through the Corridor, and 

improve connections to and from adjacent neighborhoods. 

The project would support local, regional, and state plans and goals for land use and transportation; 

efforts in the Main-McVay Corridor aimed at encouraging economic revitalization and land use 

redevelopment; and, plans and programs to create Main Street and McVay Highway identities and 

improve aesthetics on the Corridor, making it an attractive place to live, work, and shop. 

Statement of Need 

The need for the project results from: 

 High transit ridership along the Main Street corridor that results in overcrowding of bus trips during 

peak travel times. The #11 Thurston route which operates on Main Street has the second highest 

ridership in the LTD system (after EmX), with an average of more than 3,500 boardings per weekday.  

This is more than double any other non-EmX bus route. During the past year, seven buses were 

overcrowded to the point that 78 riders were left behind at stop(s); 

 Pedestrian safety issues for riders walking to and from the bus stops on Main Street, including street 

crossings to access bus stops that are not located near a signalized or enhanced crossing. From 2009 

through 2013, along Main Street between McVay Highway and 68th Street, there were a total of 29 

pedestrian injuries including three (3) fatalities and six (6) severe injuries. From 1999 through 2010, 

there have been a total of nine (9) pedestrian fatalities during the past ten years along Main Street 

between 20th and 73rd Streets; 

 Bicycle related safety issues along the Main Street Corridor, with 33 bicycle injuries, including one (1) 

fatal and one (1) severe injury reported during the 2008 through 2013 time period; 

 From 2004 through 2013 there were no reported pedestrian injuries and two (2) bicycle injuries 

(neither was a fatal or severe injury) on the McVay Segment of the Corridor. Despite the low 

number of reported injuries on this Segment, as this area continues to develop there is a greater 

probability for pedestrian and bicycle safety issues for riders accessing transit service on McVay 

Highway due to high travel speeds, narrow roadways, and lack of sidewalks in many areas; 

 High student use along the corridor, especially in the Thurston area, creates special safety and 

access issues; 

 Lengthening transit travel times and deteriorating public transportation reliability in the Main Street 

segment due to growing traffic congestion, signal delays, and passenger boarding delays. Average 

run time route on the #11 Thurston has increased 3.5 percent in the last five years, with midday run 
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time increasing by more than 10 percent during that period.  In the fall of 2014, schedule time will 

be added to the route due to the lengthening travel time. Approximately 7.5 percent of the #11 

Thurston trips on an average weekday are more than four (4) minutes late, a figure that is higher 

than the system average of 7.0 percent; 

 Limited corridor revitalization and redevelopment resulting from aging structures and infrastructure 

and a poor visual environment along Main Street, South A Street, and McVay Highway; 

 Historic and projected increases in traffic congestion in the Main-McVay Corridor due to increases in 

regional and corridor population and employment.  Four (4) intersections in the corridor 

(McVay/Franklin, Main/42nd, Main/Hwy 126, and Main/58th) are projected to exceed ODOT 

mobility standards for 2035;   

 The approach to Lane Community College from Interstate 5 has a very high level of congestion in the 

morning periods, which creates delays for the #85 LCC/Springfield route; 

 The Interstate 5 interchange at 30th Avenue is in need of improvements to address traffic and safety 

issues.  While there is a recognized need for improvements to the interchange, funding and the 

schedule for the improvements are uncertain; 

 For this corridor project, McVay Highway, as designed today, does not support the proposed mixed-

use development goals expressed in the Glenwood Refinement Plan or the Franklin Boulevard 

Redevelopment Project; 

 Policy direction in regional and City transportation plans that assume increased reliance on public 

transportation to address the community’s future transportation needs; 

 LTD has experienced an average annual increase in operating costs of 6.2 percent (1999-2010), 

combined with increasingly scarce operating resources, while trying to meet the demand for more 

efficient public transportation operations; 

 The decision in the adopted 2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to include bus rapid transit 

(composed of frequent, fast transit service along major corridors and neighborhood feeder service 

that connects with the corridor service and with activity centers) in the fiscally constrained model as 

part of the regional transportation strategy.  

 The decision in the adopted  Springfield 2035 Transportation System Plan (STSP) to include 

partnering with LTD to provide frequent transit network (FTN) connections along major corridors, 

connecting to local neighborhood bus service and major activity centers to provide viable 

alternatives to vehicle trips. The STSP incorporates numerous FTN projects and 20-year priority 

roadway, urban standards and pedestrian / bicycle projects relevant to the Main-McVay Transit 

Study. 

 Local and regional land use and development plans, goals, and objectives that identify the Main-

McVay Corridor for residential, commercial, retail, institutional/educational, government, and 

industrial development to help accommodate forecasted regional population and employment 

growth. 
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Study Goals and Objectives 

The following Goals and Objectives were prepared by the Stakeholder Advisory Committee and the 

Governance Team. These Goals and Objectives have been reviewed by the Springfield City Council (on 

July 7, 2014) and the LTD Board of Directors (on July 16, 2014). 

Goal 1: Improve corridor transit service 

Objective 1.1: Improve transit travel time 

Objective 1.2: Improve transit service reliability 

Objective 1.3: Provide convenient transit connections that minimize the need to transfer 

Objective 1.4:  Increase transit ridership and mode share along the corridor 

Objective 1.5: Improve access of other modes such as walking, bicycling, and auto (park and 

ride) to transit 

Objective 1.6: Enhance equitable transit for users without regard to race, color, religion, sex, 

sexual orientation, national origin, marital status, age, disability, or economic 

status. 

Goal 2: Meet current and future transit demand in a cost-effective and sustainable manner 

Objective 2.1: Control the increase in transit operating cost to serve the corridor 

Objective 2.2: Increase transit capacity to meet current and projected ridership demand 

Objective 2.3: Implement corridor improvements that provide an acceptable return on 

investment 

Objective 2.4 Implement corridor improvements that minimize impacts to the environment 

and, where possible, enhance the environment 

Goal 3: Support economic development, revitalization and land use redevelopment opportunities for 

the corridor 

Objective 3.1: Support development and redevelopment as planned in other adopted 

documents 

Objective 3.2: Enhance the aesthetics of the corridor to improve economic activity 

Objective 3.3: Coordinate transit improvements with other Main Street projects 

Objective 3.4: Coordinate transit improvements with other Franklin Boulevard / McVay 

Highway projects 

Objective 3.5: Minimize adverse impacts to existing businesses and industry 

Goal 4: Enhance the safety and security of the corridor 
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Objective 4.1: Improve the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists accessing transit and crossing 

the Corridor 

Objective 4.2: Enhance the security of transit users and of the corridor as a whole 

Goal 5: Enhance other modes of travel 

Objectives 5.1: Improve transit operations in a way that is mutually beneficial to vehicular 

traffic flow around transit stops and throughout the corridor 

Objectives 5.2: Improve bicycle and pedestrians connections along the corridor and to and from 

transit stops 

Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation Criteria will be used during the Tier II Screening Evaluation to determine how well each of the 

proposed transit solutions would meet the project’s Goals and Objectives. The Evaluation Criteria will 

require a mix of quantitative data and qualitative assessment.  The resulting data will be used to 

measure the effectiveness of proposed transit solutions and to assist in comparing and contrasting each 

of the solutions. In Table 2.6-1, Evaluation Criteria are listed for each of the project’s Objectives. Some 

Objectives have only one criterion for measuring effectiveness while others require several criteria to 

measure effectiveness. 

The following Evaluation Criteria were prepared by the Stakeholder Advisory Committee and the 

Governance Team. The Evaluation Criteria were approved by the Governance Team on September 4, 

2014.  

Table A-1. Evaluation Criteria 

Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

Goal 1: Improve corridor transit service 

Objective 1.1: Improve transit travel time  Round trip transit pm peak travel time between select 
origins and destinations 

Objective 1.2: Improve transit service reliability  On-time performance (no more than 4 minutes late) of 
transit service 

Objective 1.3: Provide convenient transit 
connections that minimizes the need to transfer 

 Number of transfers required between heavily used 
origin-destination pairs 

Objective 1.4: Increase transit ridership and 
mode share in the corridor 

 Average weekday boardings on Corridor routes 

 Transit mode share along the corridor 

Objective 1.5:    Improve access of other modes 
such as walking, bicycling, and auto (park and ride) 
to transit 

 Population with ½ mile of transit stop 

 Bicycle capacity at stops, stations, and on the bus 

 Number of park and ride spaces with direct transit 
access to major destinations 

 Assessment of accessibility by persons with mobility 
challenges 

Objective 1.6: Enhance equitable transit for 
users without regard to race, color, religion, sex, 
sexual orientation, national origin, marital status, 
age,  disability, or economic status 

 Distribution of transit service and facility improvements 
that avoid disproportionate impacts on those 
populations along the Corridor. 

Goal 2: Meet current and future transit demand in a cost-effective manner 
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Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

Objective 2.1: Control the increase in transit 
operating cost to serve the corridor 

 Cost per trip 

 Impact on LTD operating and maintenance costs 

 Meet or exceed FTA’s Small Starts requirements for 
cost-effectiveness 

 Cost to local taxpayers 

Objective 2.2: Increase transit capacity to meet 
current and projected ridership demand 

 Capacity of transit service relative to the current and 
projected ridership 

Objective 2.3: Implement corridor 
improvements that provide an acceptable return 
on investment 

 Benefit/cost assessment of planned improvements  

Objective 2.4: Implement corridor 
improvements that minimize impacts to the 
environment and, where possible, enhance the 
environment 

 Results of screening-level assessment of environmental 
impacts of transit solutions 

Goal 3: Support economic development, revitalization and land use redevelopment opportunities for the 
corridor 

Objective 3.1: Support development and 
redevelopment as planned in other adopted 
documents 

 Support for the overall BRT System Plan 

 Support for the Springfield Transportation System Plan 
(STSP) Frequent Transit Network (FTN) concept  

 Amount of vacant and underutilized land within ½ miles 
of stops/stations 

 Acquisitions and/or displacement of residents 
measured in acres of property acquired and residential 
unit and parking displacements 

 Local jobs created by project construction  

 Percentage of current and planned population within ½ 
mile of FTN stop 

 Percentage of current and planned employment within 
½ mile of FTN stop 

Objective 3.2: Enhance the aesthetics of the 
corridor to improve economic activity 

 Potential impact to street trees, landscaping 

 Number of transit-related visual elements identified in 
adopted plans that would be implemented by transit 
solutions 

 Potential impacts to the natural environment 

 Opportunity for streetscape improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase awareness of economic activity 
areas 

Objective 3.3: Coordinate transit 
improvements with other Main Street projects 

 Capability of transit improvement to coordinate with 
other Main Street projects identified in adopted plans 

 Opportunity for streetscape improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase awareness of Main Street projects 

Objective 3.4: Coordinate transit 
improvements with other Franklin  Boulevard / 
McVay Highway projects 

 Capability of transit improvement to coordinate with 
other Franklin Boulevard / McVay Highway projects 
identified in adopted plans 

 Opportunity for streetscape improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase awareness of Franklin Boulevard / 
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Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

McVay Highway projects 

Objective 3.5: Minimize adverse impacts to 
existing businesses and industry 

 Impacts to businesses along the Corridor measured in 
number and total acres of properties acquired,  parking 
displacements, and access impacts. 

 Impact on freight and delivery operations for Corridor 
businesses  

Goal 4: Enhance the safety and security of the corridor 

Objective 4.1: Improve the safety of 
pedestrians and bicyclists accessing transit and 
crossing Main Street 

 Number and quality of designated (marked) crossings 
near transit stops (signalized or unsignalized) 

 General assessment of safety for persons with mobility 
challenges 

 General assessment of potential to reduce the number 
of pedestrian / vehicle collisions  

 General assessment of potential to reduce the number 
of bicycle / vehicle collisions 

Objective 4.2: Enhance the security of transit 
users and of the corridor as a whole 

 Amount of added street lighting 

 Amount of added  lighting at / near transit stops 

 Extent and character of stop and station improvements  

Goal 5: Enhance other modes of travel 

Objective 5.1: Improve transit operations in a 
way that is mutually beneficial to vehicular traffic 
flow around transit stops and throughout the 
corridor 

 Impact on current and future year intersection Level of 
Service (LOS) 

 Impact on current and future year PM peak hour auto / 
truck travel times 

Objective 5.2: Improve bicycle and pedestrians 
connections along the corridor and to and from 
transit stops 

 General assessment of the interface with pedestrians 
and bicyclists 

 Length of new or improved sidewalk in stop and station 
areas 

 Length of new or improved bike lanes in stop and 
station areas 

 Number of bicycle treatments in stop and station areas 
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Attachment C: Travel Demand Forecasting Methodology 

Travel Demand Forecasting Methodology Brief - Main/McVay Transit Study 

Introduction 

Following is a brief description of the travel demand modeling methods used in preparing transit 

ridership forecasts and related evaluation measures for Lane Transit District’s (LTD’s) Main/McVay 

Transit Study.  For more detailed information see Lane Council of Governments (LCOG) full model 

documentation report LCOG Travel Demand Forecasting Model Documentation Report 2007 and the 

LCOG Trip-Based Demand Model Validation Report (2004 and 2007). 

Travel demand forecasting uses data gathered from multiple sources to estimate relationships that 

describe travel outcomes.  In particular, surveys of households in our region are used to describe the 

travel choices made by members of the households. The relationships derived from these analyses 

constitute the model that when setup with parameters describing future costs and other variables (as 

noted below in model framework), produces projections of future behavior. 

Model Overview 

LCOG, the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Central Lane County area, maintains and 

applies its own regional travel demand forecasting model, which is used for the region’s various 

planning projects. The area covered includes the Eugene, Springfield and Coburg UGBs and a small area 

of surrounding rural land. 

The model was developed by LCOG and PB Consult following the guidelines and procedures manual of 

the ODOT Transportation Planning Analysis Unit. The structure and assumptions are consistent with 

nearly all Oregon MPO 4-step models. 

The LCOG model has the following characteristics: 

Model Framework:  Sequential 4-step trip based model with 7 trip purposes and 666 transportation 

analysis zones (TAZ’s), small geographic areas that together cover the modeled region. The spatial 

pattern of residences and employment in each TAZ across the model area is an essential input to the 

travel model. 

1. Trip Generation – Do I want or need to make a trip?  Determines the number of trips in each 
zone taken for each trip purpose, as a function of land use, household demographics, 
employment, and other socio-economic factors including age, income, car ownership, and 
children.  

2. Trip Distribution – Where do I want to go?  Matches origins with destinations by trip purpose 
based on travel time and distance. 

3. Mode Choice – What travel mode will I use to get there?  Computes the proportion of trips 
between each origin and destination that use a particular transportation mode.  Choice is based 
on cost (auto operating, parking, transit fares, and tolls if applicable), travel time, auto 
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availability, access to transit, urban design, and household income.  Choice of modes include 
drive alone, shared ride (carpool), walk to transit, park/kiss-and-ride to transit, walk, and bike. 

4. Assignment – What route should I take?  Allocates trips between each origin and destination 
taken by a particular mode to a route. 

a. Auto assignment – by time of day to streets based on quickest path accounting for 
congestion.  

b. Transit Assignment – identifies routes available for a trip then selects the shortest time 
route (or routes) based on walk time, wait time, and time spent in vehicle. 

c. Bike Assignment – identifies the quickest route on which bikes are permitted. 

d. Walk Assignment – identifies the quickest route on which pedestrians are permitted. 

Calibration/Validation - Model results compared to actual counts, both auto and transit, and 

adjusted/calibrated as needed. 

 Auto – compares model auto volumes to highway counts across cutlines (a representation of a 
group of parallel facilities that allow for capturing overall travel flow from one part of the region 
to another) and significant roadways throughout the region. 

 Transit – compares model transit ridership results to automated passenger counts (APC) and 
survey data on a system wide and route (or groupings of routes based on common origin-
destination location) basis. 

 

 

 



Main-McVay Transit Study Draft Tier II Screening December 2014 
 Evaluation Report – Part B Page D-1 

Attachment D: Data Tables 

BRT Routing: McVay South  

Table D-1. BRT Routing Options: McVay South Data 

BRT ROUTING: MCVAY SOUTH  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
McVay Hwy 

(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) Comment/Notes 

G
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 c
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t 
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1.1 Improve transit 
travel time 

a. Round trip pm peak travel time 
between select origins and 
destinations 

No change from 
existing conditions 

No change from 
existing conditions 

Minimal travel time differences 

1.2 Improve transit 
service reliability 

a. On-time performance (no more than 
4 minutes late) of transit service 

No change from 
existing conditions 

Some improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

McVay approach at 30th is 
congested in morning times a and 
can cause bus delays 

1.3 Provide 
convenient transit 
connections that 
minimize the need to 
transfer 

a. Number of transfers required 
between heavily used origin-
destination pairs 

Not affected Not affected  Options do not impact transfers 

1.4 Increase transit 
ridership and mode 
share along the 
corridor 

a. Average weekday boardings on 
Corridor routes 

No change from 

existing conditions 

No change from 

existing conditions 

Both options serve low 
population/employment areas.  
McVay may better development 
along McVay Highway 

b. Transit mode share along the 
corridor 

No change from 

existing conditions 

No change from 

existing conditions 
Mode split related to ridership: 
expect little difference between 
options 

1.5 Improve access of 
other modes such as 
walking, bicycling, and 
auto (park and ride) to 
transit 

a. Population with ½ mile of transit 
stop 

23,400 people 23,400 people 

Even though the analysis took 
into account the barrier of I-5 
between the two alignments, the 
number of people served by each 
option is the same. 

b. Bicycle capacity at stops, stations, 
and on the bus 

Not affected Not affected Same number of stations 
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BRT ROUTING: MCVAY SOUTH  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
McVay Hwy 

(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) Comment/Notes 

c. Number of park and ride spaces with 
direct transit access to major 
destinations 

Not affected Not affected 
All options serve existing park 
and rides.  No park and rides are 
assumed to be added. 

d. Assessment of accessibility by 
persons with mobility challenges 

Moderate 
improvement over 
existing conditions 

Moderate 
improvement over 
existing conditions 

Rated on distance to stop for the 
greatest number of people 

1.6 Enhance equitable 
transit for users 
without regard to 
race, color, religion, 
sex, sexual 
orientation, national 
origin, marital status, 
age, disability, or 
economic status. 

a. Distribution of transit service and 
facility improvements that avoid 
disproportionate impacts on those 
populations along the Corridor. 

Moderate 

improvement over 

existing conditions 

Moderate 

improvement over 

existing conditions 

Options have limited impact on 
equity of service provision 
relative to those populations 
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2.1 Control the 
increase in transit 
operating cost to 
serve the corridor 

a. Cost per trip Not affected Not affected 
Assumes no travel time 
differences 

b. Impact on LTD operating and 
maintenance costs 

Not affected Not affected 
Assume no travel time 
differences  

c. Meet or exceed FTA’s Small Starts 
requirements for cost-effectiveness 

Not affected Not affected Options unlikely to affect SS 
ratings 

d. Cost to local taxpayers Not affected Not affected 
Assumes no travel time 
differences or operating/capital 
cost differences 

2.2 Increase transit 
capacity to meet 
current and projected 
ridership demand 

a. Capacity of transit service relative to 
the current and projected ridership 

Not affected Not affected 
Same service frequency and bus 
capacity 
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BRT ROUTING: MCVAY SOUTH  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
McVay Hwy 

(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) Comment/Notes 

2.3 Implement 
corridor 
improvements that 
provide an acceptable 
return on investment 

a. Benefit/cost assessment of planned 
improvements  

Not affected Not affected  

Same number of stations and bus 
requirements for both options. 
McVay Highway options may 
require a queue-jump at 30

th
. 

2.4 Implement 
corridor 
improvements that 
minimize impacts to 
the environment and, 
where possible, 
enhance the 
environment 

a. Results of screening-level 
assessment of environmental 
impacts of alternative 

Lower potential for 
impacts to natural 

resources 
 

Moderate potential 
for impacts to 

natural resources 
 

Both options have the potential 
for beneficial effects. However, 
there is a greater potential for 
impacts to natural resources 
along Old Franklin including 
protected species. 
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3.1 Support 
development and 
redevelopment as 
planned in other 
adopted documents 

a. Support for the overall BRT System 
Plan 

Supports Plan Supports Plan 
BRT System Plan includes McVay 
Highway 

b. Support for the Springfield 
Transportation System Plan (STSP) 
Frequent Transit Network (FTN) 
concept  

Supports Plan Supports Plan 
All options consistent with FTN 
concept 

c. Amount of vacant and underutilized 
land within ½ miles of stops/stations 

2,726 Acres/ 
1,512 Properties 

2,578 Acres/ 
1,481 Properties 

Within 1/2 mile from stations.  
Underutilized land is defined as 
having less improvement value 
than land value. Old Franklin has 
148 fewer acres of vacant and 
underutilized land within ½ mile 
of stops / stations. Includes 
vacant and underutilized land 
outside the UGB. 

d. Acquisitions and/or displacement of 
residents measured in acres of 
property acquired and residential 
unit and parking displacements 

Potential for some 
acquisitions 

No acquisitions likely 
McVay Option may require queue 
jump at 30th.  Otherwise minimal 
acquisition requirements 
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BRT ROUTING: MCVAY SOUTH  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
McVay Hwy 

(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) Comment/Notes 

e. Local jobs created by project 
construction  

Would create some 
construction related 

jobs but no significant 
difference between 

options 

Would create some 
construction related 

jobs but no 
significant difference 

between options 

The routing options would create 
some construction related jobs  

f. Percentage of current and planned 
population within ½ mile of FTN stop 

Current Population:  
23,375 of 53,650 = 

43.6% 
 

Planned Population:  
25,950 of 67,400 = 

38.5% 
 

Population increase of 
2,575 between 2011 
and 2035 w/in 1/2 

mile of the station / 
stops 

Current Population:  
23,425 of 53,650 = 

43.7% 
 

Planned Population: 
25,975 of 67,400 = 

38.5% 
 

Population increase 
of 2,550 between 

2011 and 2035 w/in 
1/2 mile of the 
stations / stops 

Population growth is anticipated 
with ½ mile of stations /stops; 
however, growth within the 
Corridor as a whole will be 
significant and outpace growth 
within the ½ mile stations / stops. 
Population data (current and 
planned) based on data from 
LCOG used in regional model. 
(Population has been rounded to 
the nearest 25.) 

g. Percentage of current and planned 
employment within ½ mile of FTN 
stop 

Current Employment: 
9,725 of 18,250 = 

53.3%  
 

Planned Employment: 
14,050 of 26,675 = 

52.7% 
 

Employment increase 
of 4,325 between 

2011 and 2035 w/in 
1/2 mile of stations / 

stops 

Current Employment: 
9,975 of 18,250 = 

54.7%  
 

Planned 
Employment: 14,375 

of 26,675 = 53.9% 
 

Employment increase 
of 4,400 between 

2011 and 2035 w/in 
1/2 mile of stations / 

stops 

Employment growth is 
anticipated within ½ mile of 
stations / stops; however, growth 
within the Corridor as a whole 
will be significant and outpace 
growth within ½ mile of stations / 
stops. Employment growth 
(current and planned) based on 
data from LCOG used in regional 
model.  (Employment has been 
rounded to the nearest 25.) 

3.2 Enhance the 
aesthetics of the 

a. Potential impact to street trees, 
landscaping 

Unlikely to impact 
trees 

Greater potential to 
impact trees 

Old Franklin is a more natural 
area 
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BRT ROUTING: MCVAY SOUTH  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
McVay Hwy 

(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) Comment/Notes 

corridor to improve 
economic activity 

b. Number of transit-related visual 
elements identified in adopted plans 
that would be implemented by 
alternative 

Neutral Neutral 
Transit-related visual elements 
not identified in adopted plans 

c. Potential impacts to the natural 
environment 

Neutral Neutral 

Few of the environmental 
elements are related to 
aesthetics and economic activity. 
There is potential for some 
improvements that may enhance 
aesthetics along the corridor but 
the improvements over existing 
conditions would be similar. For 
impacts to the environment, 
refer to criterion 2.4A. 

d. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, and 
design elements that reinforce the 
community’s identity and increase 
awareness of economic activity areas 

Potential to improve 
urbanized 

environment 

Greater potential to 
adversely affect 

more natural 
environmental 

Opportunities to improve more 
urbanized McVay Highway 
Streetscape while Old Franklin is 
a more natural environment that 
could be adversely affected 

3.3 Coordinate transit 
improvements with 
other Main Street 
projects 

a. Capability of transit improvement to 
coordinate with other Main Street 
projects identified in adopted plans 

Not affected Not affected Options do not affect Main Street 

b. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, and 
design elements that reinforce the 
community’s identity and increase 
awareness of Main Street projects 

Not affected Not affected Options do not affect Main Street 
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BRT ROUTING: MCVAY SOUTH  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
McVay Hwy 

(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) Comment/Notes 

3.4 Coordinate transit 
improvements with 
other Franklin  
Boulevard / McVay 
Highway projects 

a. Capability of transit improvement to 
coordinate with other Franklin 
Boulevard / McVay Highway projects 
identified in adopted plans 

Would benefit from 
the proposed project 

Would improve 
access to the 

proposed Hwy 58 to 
Franklin Blvd Bike-

Ped Facility 

The Lane County TSP proposes 
several 20-year improvement 
projects in this segment of the 
Corridor. The McVay Highway 
option would benefit from the 
proposed Bloomberg connector 
to 30

th
 (avoiding the I-5 

interchange congestion) and the 
Old Franklin option would 
improve access to proposed 
Seavey Loop Bike-Ped Facilities. 

b. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, and 
design elements that reinforce the 
community’s identity and increase 
awareness of Franklin Boulevard / 
McVay Highway projects 

Greater opportunities 
because more visible 

Fewer opportunities 
because less visible 

BRT includes investments in 
landscaping, pedestrian and 
bicycle access, lighting, and urban 
design associated with stations; 
these investments would be 
similar for both options. 
However, McVay Highway has a 
greater degree of visibility along 
the roadway and from I-5 

3.5 Minimize adverse 
impacts to existing 
businesses and 
industry 

a. Impacts to businesses along the 
Corridor measured in number and 
total acreage of property acquired, 
parking displacements, and access 
impacts 

Potential impacts 
from queue jump 

No likely impacts 
McVay Option may require queue 
jump at 30th 

b. Impact on freight and delivery 
operations for Corridor businesses 

More potential to 
impact freight traffic 

Less potential to 
impact freight traffic 

More freight traffic on McVay 
Highway 
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r 4.1 Improve the safety 
of pedestrians and 
bicyclists accessing 

a. Number and quality of designated 
(marked) crossings near transit stops 
(signalized or unsignalized) 

Improvements over 
existing conditions 

Improvements over 
existing conditions 

Assumes enhanced pedestrian 
crossings at each station for both 
options 
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BRT ROUTING: MCVAY SOUTH  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
McVay Hwy 

(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) Comment/Notes 

transit and crossing 
Main Street b. General assessment of safety for 

persons with mobility challenges 
Improved access Improved access 

BRT includes improved sidewalks 
which could improve access for 
persons with mobility challenges 
for both options 

c. General assessment of potential to 
reduce the number of pedestrian / 
vehicle collisions  

Moderate 
improvements over 
existing conditions 

Moderate 
improvements over 
existing conditions 

Assumes enhancements at each 
station. Unlikely to be significant 
differences in this criterion 
between the two routing options 

d. General assessment of potential to 
reduce the number of bicycle / 
vehicle collisions 

Neutral Neutral 

Assumes enhancements at each 
station; however, both roadways 
have few to no bicycle facilities 
and station area improvements 
are not likely to reduce the 
overall number of collisions. 
Unlikely to be significant 
differences between the two 
routing options 

4.2 Enhance the 
security of transit 
users and of the 
corridor as a whole 

a. Amount of added street lighting 
Low to Moderate level 
of improvement over 

existing conditions 

Low to Moderate 
level of improvement 

over existing 
conditions 

The level of BRT investment in a 
corridor is related to the level of 
BRT service and could include 
adding street lighting 
improvements at crossings and 
signalized intersections where 
other BRT related improvements 
are made  
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BRT ROUTING: MCVAY SOUTH  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
McVay Hwy 

(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) Comment/Notes 

b. Amount of added  lighting at / near 
transit stops 

High level of 
improvement over 
existing conditions 

High level of 
improvement over 
existing conditions 

Adding BRT stations would 
increase lighting, however, there 
is no difference between options 
because same number of stations 
for both options. Also, the 
greater distance in station 
spacing for both options would 
reduce the cumulative effect of 
added lighting 

c. Extent and character of stop and 
station improvements  

High level of 
improvement over 
existing conditions 

High level of 
improvement over 
existing conditions 

Adding BRT stations would 
include stop and station 
improvements; however, there is 
no difference between options 
because same number of stations 
for both options 
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5.1 Improve transit 
operations in a way 
that is mutually 
beneficial to vehicular 
traffic flow around 
transit stops and 
throughout the 
corridor 

a. Impact on current and future year 
intersection Level of Service (LOS) 

Not affected Not affected 
Service options do not affect this 
criterion – effects are dependent 
on level of lane exclusivity 

b. Impact on current and future year 
PM peak hour auto / truck travel 
times 

Not affected Not affected 
Service options do not affect this 
criterion – effects are dependent 
on level of lane exclusivity 

5.2 Improve bicycle 
and pedestrians 
connections along the 

a. General assessment of the interface 
with pedestrians and bicyclists 

Moderate 
improvements over 
existing conditions 

Moderate 
improvements over 
existing conditions 

Unlikely to be significant 
differences in this criterion 
between the two routing options 
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BRT ROUTING: MCVAY SOUTH  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
McVay Hwy 

(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) Comment/Notes 

corridor and to and 
from transit stops 

b. Length of new or improved sidewalk 
in stop and station areas 

Improvement over 
existing conditions but 
with limited benefit in 

the near term 

Improvement over 
existing conditions 

but with limited 
benefit in the near 

term 

Sidewalks are limited or do not 
exist in this area and BRT stations 
would include new and improved 
pedestrian access. However, the 
benefit of sidewalk 
improvements in an area of few 
to no sidewalks would be limited. 
Sidewalks improvements would 
be similar for both options 
because the same number of 
stations for both options 

c. Length of new or improved bike 
lanes in stop and station areas 

Improvement over 
existing conditions but 
with limited benefit in 

the near term 

Improvement over 
existing conditions 

but with limited 
benefit in the near 
term and greater 
opportunity for 
connectivity to 

proposed multi-use 
paths 

Bike lanes are limited or do not 
exist in this area and BRT stations 
would include new and improved 
bicycle access consistent with 
adopted plans and programs. 
However, the benefit of bike 
lanes in an area of few to no bike 
lanes would be limited. Bike lane 
improvements would be similar 
for both options because the 
same number of stations for both 
options. Opportunities for 
connectivity to proposed bike 
and multi-use paths identified in 
adopted plans is greater on the 
east side of I-5. 
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BRT ROUTING: MCVAY SOUTH  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
McVay Hwy 

(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) Comment/Notes 

d. Number of bicycle treatments in 
stop and station areas 

May be improvement 
over existing 

conditions  

Greater likelihood of 
improvement over 
existing conditions 

related to 
opportunity for 
connectivity to 

proposed multi-use 
paths 

Bike facilities in this area are 
limited or do not exist. 
Investment in bicycle treatments 
at stops / station areas is related 
to the anticipated level of use. 
Although there are the same 
number of stations for both 
options there is greater 
opportunity for connectivity to 
proposed multi-use paths on the 
east side of I-5 and therefore a 
greater likelihood of bicycle use. 
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Enhanced Bus Options 

Table D-2. Enhanced Bus Options Data 

ENHANCED BUS OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Main Street 

Option 2: 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3: 
Main Street 

Express 

Comments/Notes 
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1.1 Improve transit travel 
time 

a. Round trip pm peak travel 
time between select origins 
and destinations 

Moderate 
level of 

improvement 
b/c higher 

level of 
congestion 

Lower level of 
improvement 

b/c less 
congestion 

Low to 
moderate 

level of 
improvement 

b/c 
moderately 
better for 

some transit 
users and no 
improvement 

for others 

Qualitative analysis based on 
number of traffic signals, 
future congestion and level of 
express service.  

1.2 Improve transit 
service reliability 

a. On-time performance (no 
more than 4 minutes late) of 
transit service 

Moderate 
level of 

improvement 

Low level of 
improvement 

Low to 
moderate 

level of 
improvement 

Qualitative analysis based on 
number of traffic signals, 
future congestion and level of 
express service. 

1.3 Provide convenient 
transit connections that 
minimize the need to 
transfer 

a. Number of transfers 
required between heavily 
used origin-destination pairs 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

All options would travel along 
the same corridor and to the 
same destinations; there 
would be no discernable 
difference among these 
options. 

1.4 Increase transit 
ridership and mode 
share along the corridor 

a. Average weekday boardings 
on Corridor routes 

Low-Moderate 
level of 

improvement 
(+1%) 

Low level of 
improvement 

(0%)  

Low-Moderate 
level of 

improvement 
(1%) 

Main Street Express option 
with reduced #11 service 
results in a ridership decrease. 

b. Transit mode share along 
the corridor 

Low-Moderate 
level of 

improvement 
(+1%) 

Low level of 
improvement 

(0%)  

Low-Moderate 
level of 

improvement 
(1%) 

Mode split tracks with 
ridership 
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ENHANCED BUS OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Main Street 

Option 2: 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3: 
Main Street 

Express 

Comments/Notes 

1.5 Improve access of 
other modes such as 
walking, bicycling, and 
auto (park and ride) to 
transit 

a. Population within ½ mile of 
transit stop 

No change 
over existing 

conditions 

No change 
over existing 

conditions 

Increases 
capacity b/c 

more frequent 
service 

All options would serve the 
same stations and provide 
access to the same 
populations. 

b. Bicycle capacity at stops, 
stations, and on the bus 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

All options would provide 
similar amenities at stations, 
such as bicycle racks. Buses 
would offer the same bicycle 
capacity. 

c. Number of park and ride 
spaces with direct transit 
access to major destinations 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

All options would travel along 
the same corridor and to the 
same destinations; there 
would be no discernable 
difference among these 
options. 

d. Assessment of accessibility 
by persons with mobility 
challenges 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

All options would provide 
similar access to stations and 
stations are spaced close 
together. No options have 
raised platforms or other 
accessibility improvements 

1.6 Enhance equitable 
transit for users without 
regard to race, color, 
religion, sex, sexual 
orientation, national 
origin, marital status, 
age, disability, or 
economic status. 

a. Distribution of transit 
service and facility 
improvements that avoid 
disproportionate impacts on 
those populations along the 
Corridor. 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 
All options serve the same 
areas with the same stops. 
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ENHANCED BUS OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Main Street 

Option 2: 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3: 
Main Street 

Express 

Comments/Notes 
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2.1 Control the increase 
in transit operating cost 
to serve the corridor 

a. Cost per trip 

Moderate 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Would 
increase 

operating 
costs with 

relatively small 
increase in 
ridership 

Adding an express bus on 
Main Street would add 
operating cost. 

b. Impact on LTD operating 
and maintenance costs 

Moderate 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Would 
increase 

operating 
costs 

Enhanced bus on Main Street 
or McVay Highway (assuming 
same frequency) would 
reduce operating cost due to 
faster service.  Adding an 
express bus on Main Street 
would add operating cost.  

c. Meet or exceed FTA’s Small 
Starts requirements for cost-
effectiveness 

Does not meet 
requirements 

Does not meet 
requirements 

Does not meet 
requirements 

Projects of this kind would not 
qualify for FTA Small Starts 
and, therefore, would not 
qualify for federal funding 
from this grant program. 

d. Cost to local taxpayers 

Capital costs 
offset by 

operating cost 
savings 

Capital costs 
offset by 

operating cost 
savings 

Increased 
operating 

costs 

All funds from this project 
would likely be from local or 
regional sources.  Main Street 
express would add operating 
cost 

2.2 Increase transit 
capacity to meet current 
and projected ridership 
demand 

a. Capacity of transit service 
relative to the current and 
projected ridership 

No impact on 
capacity 

No impact on 
capacity 

Moderate 
increase in 

capacity 

Options 1 and 2 do not 
increase capacity relative to 
current service unless 
frequency is improved.  
Option 3 adds an express bus 
that increases capacity. 
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ENHANCED BUS OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Main Street 

Option 2: 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3: 
Main Street 

Express 

Comments/Notes 

2.3 Implement corridor 
improvements that 
provide an acceptable 
return on investment 

a. Benefit/cost assessment of 
planned improvements  

Benefits offset 
costs 

Benefits offset 
costs 

Increased 
operating 

costs are not 
offset by 
benefits 

Low cost improvements, but 
ridership increases are also 
low. 

2.4 Implement corridor 
improvements that 
minimize impacts to the 
environment and, where 
possible, enhance the 
environment 

a. Results of screening-level 
assessment of 
environmental impacts of 
alternative 

No anticipated 
impacts 

No anticipated 
impacts 

No anticipated 
impacts 

Although the options would 
include improvements to 
station areas because no 
expansion of the ROW is 
required the impacts are 
anticipated to minimal. 
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3.1 Support 
development and 
redevelopment as 
planned in other 
adopted documents 

a. Support for the overall BRT 
System Plan 

Does not 
support Plan 

Does not 
support Plan 

Does not 
support Plan 

BRT System Plan proposes 
BRT on Main Street and 
McVay Highway 

b. Support for the Springfield 
Transportation System Plan 
(STSP) Frequent Transit 
Network (FTN) concept  

Supports Plan Supports Plan Supports Plan 

Assuming that the options 
include increased service 
frequency, all options 
consistent within FTN concept 

c. Amount of vacant and 
underutilized land within ½ 
miles of stops/stations 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

All options would serve the 
same stations and, therefore, 
would have similar proximity 
to vacant and underutilized 
lands. 

d. Acquisitions and/or 
displacement of residents 
measured in acres of 
property acquired and 
residential unit and parking 
displacements 

No likely 
impacts 

No likely 
impacts 

No likely 
impacts 

It is unlikely that station 
improvements for these 
options would require 
acquisition of property or 
parking displacement..  

e. Local jobs created by project 
construction  

No likely 
impacts 

No likely 
impacts 

No likely 
impacts 

Options create minimal to no 
construction activity 
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ENHANCED BUS OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Main Street 

Option 2: 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3: 
Main Street 

Express 

Comments/Notes 

f. Percentage of current and 
planned population within ½ 
mile of FTN stop 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

All options would serve the 
same stations and, therefore, 
would serve the same 
populations. 

g. Percentage of current and 
planned employment within 
½ mile of FTN stop 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

All options would serve the 
same stations and, therefore, 
would serve the same 
employers. 

3.2 Enhance the 
aesthetics of the corridor 
to improve economic 
activity 

a. Potential impact to street 
trees, landscaping 

No likely 
impacts 

No likely 
impacts 

No likely 
impacts 

No ROW expansion 
anticipated  

b. Number of transit-related 
visual elements identified in 
adopted plans that would be 
implemented by alternative 

Some support 
for Plan 

Neutral 
Some support 

for Plan 

For enhanced bus, investment 
in transit-related visual 
elements is limited to station 
and stop areas. Main Street 
Vision identifies visual 
elements that could be 
partially supported by 
enhanced bus options while 
no adopted plans address 
visual elements for McVay 
South 

c. Potential impacts to the 
natural environment 

No effect No effect No effect 

Low potential for any 
enhanced bus options to 
affect corridor aesthetics and 
improve economic activity. 

d. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that 
reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase 
awareness of economic 
activity areas 

Poor Poor Poor 

Enhanced Bus options would 
not include significant non-
transit improvements since no 
identifiable funding source. 



December 2014 Draft Tier II Screening Main-McVay Transit Study 
Page D-16 Evaluation Report – Part B  

ENHANCED BUS OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Main Street 

Option 2: 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3: 
Main Street 

Express 

Comments/Notes 

3.3 Coordinate transit 
improvements with 
other Main Street 
projects 

a. Capability of transit 
improvement to coordinate 
with other Main Street 
projects identified in 
adopted plans 

Some support 
for Plan 
projects 

Does not 
affect Main 

Street projects 

Some support 
for Plan 
projects 

Enhanced bus options provide 
some investment in station 
area improvements and signal 
improvements that would 
support some of the projects 
identified in the adopted 
Main Street plans  

b. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that 
reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase 
awareness of Main Street 
projects 

Some support 
for Plan 

Does not 
affect Main 

Street projects 

Some support 
for Plan 

For enhanced bus, investment 
in transit-related visual 
elements is limited to station 
and stop areas. Main Street 
Vision identifies design 
elements that could be 
partially supported by 
enhanced bus options  

3.4 Coordinate transit 
improvements with 
other Franklin  Boulevard 
/ McVay Highway 
projects 

a. Capability of transit 
improvement to coordinate 
with other Franklin 
Boulevard / McVay Highway 
projects identified in 
adopted plans 

Does not 
affect Franklin 
Blvd / McVay 

Highway 
projects 

Some support 
for Plan 

Does not 
affect Franklin 
Blvd / McVay 

Highway 
projects 

Enhanced bus options provide 
some investment in station 
area improvements and signal 
improvements that would 
support some of the proposed 
projects Franklin Boulevard / 
McVay Highway projects 

b. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that 
reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase 
awareness of Franklin 
Boulevard / McVay Highway 
projects 

Does not 
affect Franklin 
Blvd / McVay 

Highway 
projects 

Some support 
for projects 

Does not 
affect Franklin 
Blvd / McVay 

Highway 
projects 

For enhanced bus, investment 
in transit-related visual 
elements is limited to station 
and stop areas. Design  
elements identified in Franklin 
Blvd / McVay Highway 
projects could be partially 
supported by enhanced bus 
options  
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ENHANCED BUS OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Main Street 

Option 2: 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3: 
Main Street 

Express 

Comments/Notes 

3.5 Minimize adverse 
impacts to existing 
businesses and industry 

a. Impacts to businesses along 
the Corridor measured in 
number and total acreage of 
property acquired, parking 
displacements, and access 
impacts 

No likely 
impacts 

No likely 
impacts 

No likely 
impacts 

It is unlikely that station 
improvements for these 
options would require 
acquisition of property or 
parking displacement. Under 
no circumstance would these 
options displace businesses.  

b. Impact on freight and 
delivery operations for 
Corridor businesses 

No likely 
impacts 

No likely 
impacts 

No likely 
impacts 

Freight not affected by transit 
service options 

G
o

al
 4

: E
n

h
an

ce
 t

h
e 

sa
fe

ty
 a

n
d

 s
ec

u
ri

ty
 o

f 
th

e 
co

rr
id

o
r 

4.1 Improve the safety of 
pedestrians and 
bicyclists accessing 
transit and crossing Main 
Street 

a. Number and quality of 
designated (marked) 
crossings near transit stops 
(signalized or unsignalized) 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

There would likely be no 
pedestrian crossing 
improvements associated 
with these options. 

b. General assessment of 
safety for persons with 
mobility challenges 

Low to 
moderate 

improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Low to 
moderate 

improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Enhanced bus options provide 
some investment in station 
area improvements and signal 
improvements that would 
improve safety for persons 
with mobility challenges 

c. General assessment of 
potential to reduce the 
number of pedestrian / 
vehicle collisions  

Low potential 
to reduce 
collisions 

Low potential 
to reduce 
collisions 

Low potential 
to reduce 
collisions 

Unlikely to be significant 
differences in this criterion 
between the service options 

d. General assessment of 
potential to reduce the 
number of bicycle / vehicle 
collisions 

Low potential 
to reduce 
collisions 

Low potential 
to reduce 
collisions 

Low potential 
to reduce 
collisions 

Unlikely to be significant 
differences in this criterion 
between the service options 

4.2 Enhance the security 
of transit users and of 
the corridor as a whole 

a. Amount of added street 
lighting 

None None None 
Enhanced bus options 
typically do not include added 
street lighting 
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ENHANCED BUS OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Main Street 

Option 2: 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3: 
Main Street 

Express 

Comments/Notes 

b. Amount of added  lighting at 
/ near transit stops 

Moderate 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate to 
High  

Improvements 
over existing 

conditions but 
offset by 
limited 

number of 
stops 

Low 
Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Enhanced bus options can 
include station / stop area 
improvements including 
lighting 

c. Extent and character of stop 
and station improvements  

Moderate 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate to 
High  

Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Low 
Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Enhanced bus options can 
include station / stop area 
improvements  
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5.1 Improve transit 
operations in a way that 
is mutually beneficial to 
vehicular traffic flow 
around transit stops and 
throughout the corridor 

a. Impact on current and 
future year intersection 
Level of Service (LOS) 

No significant 
impact 

No significant 
impact 

No significant 
impact 

Unlikely to be significant 
impact on LOS 

b. Impact on current and 
future year PM peak hour 
auto / truck travel times 

No significant 
impact 

No significant 
impact 

No significant 
impact 

Based on number of traffic 
signals, future congestion and 
level of express service, 
unlikely to be significant 
impact on travel times 

5.2 Improve bicycle and 
pedestrians connections 
along the corridor and to 
and from transit stops 

a. General assessment of the 
interface with pedestrians 
and bicyclists 

No significant 
change over 

existing 
conditions 

No significant 
change over 

existing 
conditions 

No significant 
change over 

existing 
conditions 

Enhanced bus service will not 
decrease conflicts. Higher 
volume of pedestrians and 
cyclists on Main Street. Fewer 
bike / ped facilities on McVay 
Highway. 

b. Length of new or improved 
sidewalk in stop and station 
areas 

Low to 
Moderate 

improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate to 
High  

Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Low 
Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Enhanced bus options provide 
some investment in station 
area improvements and signal 
improvements that would 
improve sidewalks  
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ENHANCED BUS OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Main Street 

Option 2: 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3: 
Main Street 

Express 

Comments/Notes 

c. Length of new or improved 
bike lanes in stop and station 
areas 

No 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

No 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

No 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Enhanced bus options provide 
some investment in station 
area improvements but would 
not include bike lanes 

d. Number of bicycle 
treatments in stop and 
station areas 

Low to 
Moderate 

improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Low to 
Moderate to 

Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Low 
Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Enhanced bus options provide 
some investment in station 
area improvements such as 
bicycle racks but do not 
typically include bicycle 
treatments such as bike 
lockers 
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Revised BRT Service Options 

Table D-3. Revised BRT Service Options Data 

REVISED BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-McVay 

Option 2A 
Franklin-Main 

Option 2B 
Gateway-McVay 

Comments/Notes 
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1.1 Improve transit travel 
time 

a. Round trip pm peak travel 
time between select origins 
and destinations 

High level of 
improvement 

Moderate level of 
improvement 

Low level of 
improvement 

Travel times 
improved with 
BRT service.  
McVay Highway 
has the least 
current delay, so 
less 
improvements 

1.2 Improve transit 
service reliability 

a. On-time performance (no 
more than 4 minutes late) of 
transit service 

High level of 
improvement 

Moderate level of 
improvement 

Low level of 
improvement 

Based on number 
of traffic signals, 
future congestion 
and level of 
express service.  
McVay Highway 
segment has 
fewer signals and 
congestion points 

1.3 Provide convenient 
transit connections that 
minimize the need to 
transfer 

a. Number of transfers 
required between heavily 
used origin-destination pairs 

High level of 
improvement 

Moderate level of 
improvement 

Net increase in 
transfers 

Franklin-Main the 
priority for 
transfer 
connections.  
Option 2B 
connects Gateway 
and McVay, but 
severs the 
Gateway-Franklin 
connection, 
resulting in a new 
increase in 
transfers. 
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REVISED BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-McVay 

Option 2A 
Franklin-Main 

Option 2B 
Gateway-McVay 

Comments/Notes 

1.4 Increase transit 
ridership and mode 
share along the corridor 

a. Average weekday boardings 
on Corridor routes 

17% increase in 
combined Main-
McVay corridor 

12% increase in 
combined Main-
McVay corridor 

4% increase in 
combined Main-
McVay corridor 

Based on 
ridership model 
data 

b. Transit mode share along 
the corridor 

17% increase in 
combined Main-
McVay corridor 

12% increase in 
combined Main-
McVay corridor 

4% increase in 
combined Main-
McVay corridor 

Mode split tracks 
with ridership 

1.5 Improve access of 
other modes such as 
walking, bicycling, and 
auto (park and ride) to 
transit 

a. Population with ½ mile of 
transit stop 

High percentage of 
corridor 

population 
(23,373 people)  

Relatively high 
percentage of 

corridor 
population 

(22,850 people) 

Relatively low 
percentage of 

corridor population 
(3,900 people) 

Main Street 
Segment has 
more population 
than McVay 
highway Segment 

b. Bicycle capacity at stops, 
stations, and on the bus 

High Relatively High Moderate 

Main Street 
Segment has 
more stations 
(and, thus, bike 
capacity) than 
McVay highway 
Segment 

c. Number of park and ride 
spaces with direct transit 
access to major destinations 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

All options would 
travel along the 
same corridor and 
to the same 
destinations; 
there would be no 
discernable 
difference among 
these options. 
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REVISED BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-McVay 

Option 2A 
Franklin-Main 

Option 2B 
Gateway-McVay 

Comments/Notes 

d. Assessment of accessibility 
by persons with mobility 
challenges 

High improvement 
Moderate 

improvement 
Moderate 

improvement 

BRT options 
improve 
accessibility.  
While there are 
more stops on 
Main Street, there 
is more room for 
improvements 
along McVay 
Highway. 

1.6 Enhance equitable 
transit for users without 
regard to race, color, 
religion, sex, sexual 
orientation, national 
origin, marital status, 
age, disability, or 
economic status. 

a. Distribution of transit 
service and facility 
improvements that avoid 
disproportionate impacts on 
those populations along the 
Corridor. 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

All options serve 
the same areas 
with the same 
stops. 
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2.1 Control the increase 
in transit operating cost 
to serve the corridor 

a. Cost per trip 

Higher cost per trip 
due to McVay 

Highway Segment 
operating cost 

increase 

Reduced cost per 
trip due to travel 

time 
improvements on 

Main Street 
segment and 

ridership increase 

High cost per trip 
cost due to McVay 
Highway Segment 

operating cost 
increase 

Operating cost 
increases on 
McVay Highway 
not offset by 
ridership 
increases. 

b. Impact on LTD operating 
and maintenance costs 

Higher operating 
cost due to McVay 
Highway Segment 
frequency increase 

Likely reduced 
operating cost due 

to travel time 
improvements on 

Main Street 
segment 

Higher operating 
cost due to McVay 
Highway Segment 
frequency increase 

Operating cost 
increases on 
McVay Highway 
due to higher BRT 
service frequency 
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REVISED BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-McVay 

Option 2A 
Franklin-Main 

Option 2B 
Gateway-McVay 

Comments/Notes 

c. Meet or exceed FTA’s Small 
Starts requirements for cost-
effectiveness 

Questionable in 
meeting 

requirements due 
to cost-efficiency 

of McVay Segment 

Likely to score very 
high on Small 
Starts ratings 

Very unlikely to 
meet Small Starts 
requirements due 
to cost-efficiency 

Based on current 
Small Starts 
criteria 

d. Cost to local taxpayers Moderate Relatively Low High 

Local costs 
include capital 
match and 
operating costs.  
McVay highway 
would increase 
operating costs in 
converted to a 
BRT corridor 

2.2 Increase transit 
capacity to meet current 
and projected ridership 
demand 

a. Capacity of transit service 
relative to the current and 
projected ridership 

High High Low 

BRT increases 
capacity through 
higher frequency 
and bus size.  
Capacity issues 
primarily on main 
Street Segment 

2.3 Implement corridor 
improvements that 
provide an acceptable 
return on investment 

a. Benefit/cost assessment of 
planned improvements  

Uncertain High Low 

Main Street 
benefits high, but 
low cost-
effectiveness of 
McVay Segment 

2.4 Implement corridor 
improvements that 
minimize impacts to the 
environment and, where 
possible, enhance the 
environment 

a. Results of screening-level 
assessment of 
environmental impacts of 
alternative 

Neutral Neutral Neutral 

There is little to 
no difference in 
the potential 
impacts or 
beneficial effects 
of the service 
options 
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REVISED BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-McVay 

Option 2A 
Franklin-Main 

Option 2B 
Gateway-McVay 

Comments/Notes 
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3.1 Support 
development and 
redevelopment as 
planned in other 
adopted documents 

a. Support for the overall BRT 
System Plan 

Both corridors in 
Plan 

Corridor in Plan Corridor in Plan 

BRT System Plan 
proposes BRT on 
Main Street and 
McVay Highway 

b. Support for the Springfield 
Transportation System Plan 
(STSP) Frequent Transit 
Network (FTN) concept  

Both corridors in 
Plan 

Corridor in Plan Corridor in Plan 
FTN on Main 
Street and McVay 
Highway 

c. Amount of vacant and 
underutilized land within ½ 
miles of stops/stations 

Moderate 
 

 2,726 acres / 
1,512 properties 

Moderate 
 

960 acres / 1,330 
properties 

Moderate 
 

812 acres / 480 
properties 

All options would 
serve all corridor 
with either BRT or 
conventional 
service, so 
minimal changes 
in adjacent land 
uses 

d. Acquisitions and/or 
displacement of residents 
measured in acres of 
property acquired and 
residential unit and parking 
displacements 

Uncertain Uncertain Uncertain 

While some 
acquisition is 
certain to be 
required for BRT, 
extent of 
acquisition 
depends largely 
on lane 
configuration 
question. 

e. Local jobs created by project 
construction  

High Moderate Moderate 

Construction of 
both segments 
would create 
more 
construction jobs 
than a single 
segment. 
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REVISED BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-McVay 

Option 2A 
Franklin-Main 

Option 2B 
Gateway-McVay 

Comments/Notes 

f. Percentage of current and 
planned population within ½ 
mile of FTN stop 

High 
 

Current 
Population:  23,375 
of 53,650 = 43.6% 

 
Planned 

Population:  25,950 
of 67,400 = 38.5% 

 
Population 

increase of 2,575 
between 2011 and 
2035 w/in 1/2 mile 

of the stations 

Moderate 
 

Current 
Population:  22,850 
of 53,650 = 43.0% 

 
Planned 

Population:  25,400 
of 67,400 = 37.7% 

 
Population 

increase of 2,550 
between 2011 and 
2035 w/in 1/2 mile 

of the stations 

Low 
 

Current 
Population:  3,900 
of 53,650 = 7.3% 

 
Planned 

Population:  4,500 
of 67,400 = 6.7% 

 
Population increase 

of 600 between 
2011 and 2035 w/in 

1/2 mile of the 
stations 

Main Street 
Segment has 
more population 
than McVay 
highway Segment 

g. Percentage of current and 
planned employment within 
½ mile of FTN stop 

High 
 

Current 

Employment: 

9,700 of 18,250 = 

53.2% 

Planned 

Employment: 

14,050 of 26,675 

= 52.7% 

An employment 
increase of 4,350 

between 2011 and 
2035 w/in 1/2 mile 

of the stations 

Moderate 
 

Current 

Employment: 

7,400 of 18,250 = 

40.5% 

Planned 

Employment: 

11,150 of 26,675 

= 41.8% 

An employment 
increase of 3,750 

between 2011 and 
2035 w/in 1/2 mile 

of the stations 

Low 
 

Current 

Employment: 

5,000 of 18,250 = 

27.4% 

Planned 

Employment: 

7,850 of 26,675 = 

29.4% 

An employment 
increase of 2,850 

between 2011 and 
2035 w/in 1/2 mile 

of the stations 

Main Street 
Segment has 
more 
employment than 
McVay highway 
Segment 
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REVISED BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-McVay 

Option 2A 
Franklin-Main 

Option 2B 
Gateway-McVay 

Comments/Notes 

3.2 Enhance the 
aesthetics of the corridor 
to improve economic 
activity 

a. Potential impact to street 
trees, landscaping 

Uncertain Uncertain Uncertain 

While some 
impact on street 
trees is likely to 
be required for 
BRT, extent of 
impact depends 
largely on lane 
configuration 
question. 

b. Number of transit-related 
visual elements identified in 
adopted plans that would be 
implemented by alternative 

Supports adopted 
plans and 
programs 

Supports adopted 
plans and 
programs 

No adopted plans 
address visual 

elements for McVay 
South 

For BRT service, 
investment in 
transit-related 
visual elements is 
linked to the level 
of BRT service. 
Main Street Vision 
Plan and other 
plans/programs 
identify visual 
elements that 
would be 
supported by BRT 
options while no 
adopted plans 
address visual 
elements for 
McVay South 
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REVISED BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-McVay 

Option 2A 
Franklin-Main 

Option 2B 
Gateway-McVay 

Comments/Notes 

c. Potential impacts to the 
natural environment 

Higher positive 
effect 

Positive effect Positive effect 

For most of the 
environmental 
elements, there is 
no relationship to 
aesthetics and 
economic activity. 
However, BRT 
options would 
include station 
area 
improvements 
(lighting, 
landscaping, 
urban design 
elements) but the 
effect would be 
greater with the 
higher number of 
stations. 

d. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that 
reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase 
awareness of economic 
activity areas 

Positive effect Positive effect Positive effect 

BRT options 
provide 
opportunities for 
streetscape 
enhancements. 
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REVISED BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-McVay 

Option 2A 
Franklin-Main 

Option 2B 
Gateway-McVay 

Comments/Notes 

3.3 Coordinate transit 
improvements with 
other Main Street 
projects 

a. Capability of transit 
improvement to coordinate 
with other Main Street 
projects identified in 
adopted plans 

Support for Plan 
projects 

Support for Plan 
projects 

Does not affect 
Main Street projects 

For BRT service, 
investment in 
transit-related 
visual elements is 
linked to the level 
of BRT service. 
BRT 
improvements 
would support  
projects identified 
in the adopted 
Main Street plans 
and programs 

b. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that 
reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase 
awareness of Main Street 
projects 

Support for Plan 
projects 

Support for Plan 
projects 

Does not affect 
Main Street projects 

For BRT service, 
investment in 
transit-related 
visual elements is 
linked to the level 
of BRT service. 
BRT 
improvements 
would support  
design elements 
identified in the 
adopted Main 
Street plans and 
programs 
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REVISED BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-McVay 

Option 2A 
Franklin-Main 

Option 2B 
Gateway-McVay 

Comments/Notes 

3.4 Coordinate transit 
improvements with 
other Franklin  Boulevard 
/ McVay Highway 
projects 

a. Capability of transit 
improvement to coordinate 
with other Franklin 
Boulevard / McVay Highway 
projects identified in 
adopted plans 

Does not affect 
Franklin Blvd / 

McVay Highway 
projects 

Support for Plan 

Does not affect 
Franklin Blvd / 

McVay Highway 
projects 

For BRT service, 
investment in 
transit-related 
visual elements is 
linked to the level 
of BRT service. 
BRT 
improvements 
would support  
the proposed 
Franklin 
Boulevard / 
McVay Highway 
projects 

b. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that 
reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase 
awareness of Franklin 
Boulevard / McVay Highway 
projects 

Does not affect 
Franklin Blvd / 

McVay Highway 
projects 

Support for Plan 

Does not affect 
Franklin Blvd / 

McVay Highway 
projects 

For BRT service, 
investment in 
transit-related 
visual elements is 
linked to the level 
of BRT service. 
BRT 
improvements 
would support  
design elements 
identified in 
proposed Franklin 
Boulevard / 
McVay Highway 
projects 
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REVISED BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-McVay 

Option 2A 
Franklin-Main 

Option 2B 
Gateway-McVay 

Comments/Notes 

3.5 Minimize adverse 
impacts to existing 
businesses and industry 

a. Impacts to businesses along 
the Corridor measured in 
number and total acreage of 
property acquired, parking 
displacements, and access 
impacts 

Uncertain Uncertain Uncertain 

Acquisitions and 
displacements are 
not impacted by 
the service option 
decision, though 
possible with BRT 
options. 

b. Impact on freight and 
delivery operations for 
Corridor businesses 

Likely Low Impact Likely Low Impact Likely Low Impact 
Freight not 
affected by transit 
service options 
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4.1 Improve the safety of 
pedestrians and 
bicyclists accessing 
transit and crossing Main 
Street 

a. Number and quality of 
designated (marked) 
crossings near transit stops 
(signalized or unsignalized) 

Improvement Improvement Improvement 

BRT options 
would likely 
include 
pedestrian 
crossings, with 
greater 
improvement 
potential with 
BRT on  both BRT 
segments. 

b. General assessment of 
safety for persons with 
mobility challenges 

Moderate 
improvements 

Moderate 
improvements 

Moderate 
improvements 

BRT includes 
improved 
sidewalks which 
could improve 
access for persons 
with mobility 
challenges for 
both options, 
though stops are 
farther apart 



Main-McVay Transit Study Draft Tier II Screening December 2014 
 Evaluation Report – Part B Page D-31 

REVISED BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-McVay 

Option 2A 
Franklin-Main 

Option 2B 
Gateway-McVay 

Comments/Notes 

c. General assessment of 
potential to reduce the 
number of pedestrian / 
vehicle collisions  

Low potential Low potential Low potential 

Unlikely to be 
significant 
differences in this 
criterion between 
the service 
options 

d. General assessment of 
potential to reduce the 
number of bicycle / vehicle 
collisions 

Low potential Low potential Low potential 

Unlikely to be 
significant 
differences in this 
criterion between 
the service 
options 

4.2 Enhance the security 
of transit users and of 
the corridor as a whole 

a. Amount of added street 
lighting 

Some 
improvement 

Some 
improvement 

Some improvement 

The level of BRT 
investment in a 
corridor is related 
to the level of BRT 
service and could 
include adding 
street lighting 
improvements at 
crossings and 
signalized 
intersections 
where other BRT 
related 
improvements are 
made 

b. Amount of added  lighting at 
/ near transit stops 

High 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate to high 
Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate 
Improvements over 
existing conditions 

BRT stations 
would increase 
lighting.  Rating 
based on number 
of BRT stations. 
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REVISED BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-McVay 

Option 2A 
Franklin-Main 

Option 2B 
Gateway-McVay 

Comments/Notes 

c. Extent and character of stop 
and station improvements  

High 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate to high 
Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate 
Improvements over 
existing conditions 

Rating based on 
number of BRT 
stations. 
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5.1 Improve transit 
operations in a way that 
is mutually beneficial to 
vehicular traffic flow 
around transit stops and 
throughout the corridor 

a. Impact on current and 
future year intersection 
Level of Service (LOS) 

Low impact Low impact Low impact 

Unlikely to be 
significant 
differences in this 
criterion between 
the service 
options 

b. Impact on current and 
future year PM peak hour 
auto / truck travel times 

Low impact Low impact Low impact 

Unlikely to be 
significant 
differences in this 
criterion between 
the service 
options 

5.2 Improve bicycle and 
pedestrians connections 
along the corridor and to 
and from transit stops 

a. General assessment of the 
interface with pedestrians 
and bicyclists 

Low impact Low impact Low impact 

Unlikely to be 
significant 
differences in this 
criterion between 
the service 
options 

b. Length of new or improved 
sidewalk in stop and station 
areas 

High 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate to high 
Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate 
Improvements over 
existing conditions 

Rating based on 
number of BRT 
stations. 

c. Length of new or improved 
bike lanes in stop and station 
areas 

High 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate to high 
Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate 
Improvements over 
existing conditions 

Rating based on 
number of BRT 
stations. 
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REVISED BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-McVay 

Option 2A 
Franklin-Main 

Option 2B 
Gateway-McVay 

Comments/Notes 

d. Number of bicycle 
treatments in stop and 
station areas 

High 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate to high 
Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate 
Improvements over 
existing conditions 

Rating based on 
number of BRT 
stations. 
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BRT Lane Configurations  

Table D-4. BRT Lane Configurations Data 

BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 
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1.1 Improve transit 
travel time 

a. Round trip pm peak travel 
time between select origins 
and destinations 

No change over 
existing 

conditions 

Low to Moderate 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate to 
High 

improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Increased exclusivity reduces 
impact of traffic congestion. 
Improvements over existing 
conditions are anticipated to 
be different for Main Street 
and McVay Highway because 
of existing levels of 
congestion. Moderate to 
High improvement over 
existing conditions 
anticipated on Main Street 
and Low to Moderate 
improvement over existing 
conditions anticipated on 
McVay South except around 
the I-5 interchange where it 
could make a significant 
improvement over existing 
conditions. 
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BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 

1.2 Improve transit 
service reliability 

a. On-time performance (no 
more than 4 minutes late) of 
transit service 

No change over 
existing 

conditions 

Low to Moderate 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate to 
High 

improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Increased exclusivity reduces 
impact of traffic congestion. 
Improvements over existing 
conditions are anticipated to 
be different for Main Street 
and McVay Highway because 
of existing levels of 
congestion. Moderate to 
High improvement over 
existing conditions 
anticipated on Main Street 
and Low to Moderate 
improvement over existing 
conditions anticipated on 
McVay South except around 
the I-5 interchange where it 
could make a significant 
improvement over existing 
conditions. 

1.3 Provide 
convenient transit 
connections that 
minimize the need 
to transfer 

a. Number of transfers required 
between heavily used origin-
destination pairs 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

All options would travel 
along the same corridor and 
to the same destinations; 
there would be no difference 
in transfer requirements 
among these options. 

1.4 Increase transit 
ridership and mode 
share along the 
corridor 

a. Average weekday boardings 
on Corridor routes 

Low 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

High 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Ridership responds to faster 
travel time which results in 
higher ridership and 
increased transit mode share 

b. Transit mode share along the 
corridor 

Low 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

High 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Ridership responds to faster 
travel time which results in 
higher ridership and 
increased transit mode share 
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BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 

1.5 Improve access 
of other modes such 
as walking, 
bicycling, and auto 
(park and ride) to 
transit 

a. Population with ½ mile of 
transit stop 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

All options would serve the 
same stations and provide 
BRT access to the same 
populations. 

b. Bicycle capacity at stops, 
stations, and on the bus 

All options would 
increase capacity 

All options would 
increase capacity 

All options 
would increase 

capacity 

All options would provide 
similar amenities at stations, 
such as bicycle racks. Buses 
would offer the same bicycle 
capacity. 

c. Number of park and ride 
spaces with direct transit 
access to major destinations 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

No new park and ride lots 
are anticipated. All options 
serve existing park and ride 
lots. 

d. Assessment of accessibility by 
persons with mobility 
challenges 

Moderate 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions  

High 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

High 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions but 
offset by greater 

crossing 
distances 

For BRT service, the level of 
investment is linked to the 
level of lane exclusivity. 
Overall investment in 
accessibility treatments 
(such as ADA ramps) for 
persons with mobility 
challenges would be similar. 

1.6 Enhance 
equitable transit for 
users without 
regard to race, 
color, religion, sex, 
sexual orientation, 
national origin, 
marital status, age, 
disability, or 
economic status. 

a. Distribution of transit service 
and facility improvements 
that avoid disproportionate 
impacts on those populations 
along the Corridor. 

Improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Distribution of transit service 
and facility improvements 
such as ADA improvements 
would be similar for all 
options. Disproportionate 
impacts is unknown at this 
level of study. 
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BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 
G

o
al

 2
: M

ee
t 

cu
rr

en
t 

an
d

 f
u

tu
re

 t
ra

n
si

t 
d

em
an

d
 in

 a
 c

o
st

-e
ff

ec
ti

ve
 m

an
n

er
 

2.1 Control the 
increase in transit 
operating cost to 
serve the corridor 

a. Cost per trip 
Less improvement 

over existing 
conditions 

Moderate 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

More 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Higher exclusivity results in 
lower operating costs due to 
faster service and higher 
ridership, thereby reducing 
the operating cost per trip.  

b. Impact on LTD operating and 
maintenance costs 

Less improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

More 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Higher exclusivity results in 
lower operating costs due to 
faster service. 

c. Meet or exceed FTA’s Small 
Starts requirements for cost-
effectiveness 

Likely high Small 
Starts rating 

Likely high Small 
Starts rating 

Likely moderate 
Small Starts 

rating 

The cost of the High 
Exclusivity option may 
reduce the cost effectiveness 
rating  

d. Cost to local taxpayers 
Moderate costs to 

taxpayers 
Moderate costs to 

taxpayers 
Moderate costs 

to taxpayers 

The higher cost option would 
require a more substantial 
local match. Operating costs 
would be lower with greater 
exclusivity. 

2.2 Increase transit 
capacity to meet 
current and 
projected ridership 
demand 

a. Capacity of transit service 
relative to the current and 
projected ridership 

Increased 
capacity over 

existing 
conditions 

Increased 
capacity over 

existing 
conditions 

Increased 
capacity over 

existing 
conditions 

All options assume the same 
service frequency and bus 
capacity 

2.3 Implement 
corridor 
improvements that 
provide an 
acceptable return 
on investment 

a. Benefit/cost assessment of 
planned improvements  

Moderate benefit 
/cost ratio 

Moderate benefit 
/cost ratio 

Moderate 
benefit /cost 

ratio 

Greater capital cost of more 
exclusivity offset by greater 
ridership 
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BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 

2.4 Implement 
corridor 
improvements that 
minimize impacts to 
the environment 
and, where 
possible, enhance 
the environment 

a. Results of screening-level 
assessment of environmental 
impacts of alternative 

Low to Moderate 
potential for 

impacts 

Moderate to High 
potential for 

impacts 

Highest 
potential for 

impacts 

ROW expansion increases 
potential impacts to natural 
and built environment 
resources. Potential impacts 
increase with greater ROW 
expansion. 
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3.1 Support 
development and 
redevelopment as 
planned in other 
adopted documents 

a. Support for the overall BRT 
System Plan 

Supports Plan Supports Plan Supports Plan 

BRT System Plan proposes 
BRT on Main Street and 
McVay Highway but does not 
define the level of 
exclusivity; however, greater 
degree of exclusivity is more 
consistent with the Plan 

b. Support for the Springfield 
Transportation System Plan 
(STSP) Frequent Transit 
Network (FTN) concept  

Exceeds FTN 
frequency goals 

Exceeds FTN 
frequency goals 

Exceeds FTA 
frequency goals 

BRT service is consistent with 
the FTN concept, which does 
not define the level of 
exclusivity 

c. Amount of vacant and 
underutilized land within ½ 
miles of stops/stations 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

All options would serve the 
same stations and, therefore, 
would have similar proximity 
to vacant and underutilized 
lands. 

d. Acquisitions and/or 
displacement of residents 
measured in acres of 
property acquired and 
residential unit and parking 
displacements 

Lower potential 
for impacts 

Moderate 
potential for 

impacts 

Higher potential 
for impacts 

Higher exclusivity options 
would require more property 
acquisition which could 
result in residential and 
parking displacements.  
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BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 

e. Local jobs created by project 
construction  

Lower potential 
for job creation 

Moderate 
potential for job 

creation 

Higher potential 
for job creation 

Higher exclusivity options 
would require more 
construction which would 
likely result in the hiring of 
more construction workers.  

f. Percentage of current and 
planned population within ½ 
mile of FTN stop 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

All options would serve the 
same stations and, therefore, 
would serve the same 
populations. 

g. Percentage of current and 
planned employment within 
½ mile of FTN stop 

Not affected Not affected Not affected 

All options would serve the 
same stations and, therefore, 
would serve the same 
populations. 

3.2 Enhance the 
aesthetics of the 
corridor to improve 
economic activity 

a. Potential impact to street 
trees, landscaping 

Lowest potential 
for impacts 

Moderate 
potential for 

impacts 

Highest 
potential for 

impacts 

Higher exclusivity has more 
ROW impact 

b. Number of transit-related 
visual elements identified in 
adopted plans that would be 
implemented by alternative 

Supports adopted 
plans and 

programs - Low 

Supports adopted 
plans and 

programs - 
Moderate 

Supports 
adopted plans 
and programs - 

High 

For BRT service, investment 
in transit-related visual 
elements is linked to the 
level of BRT service. Main 
Street Vision Plan and other 
plans/programs identify 
visual elements that would 
be supported by BRT options 
while no adopted plans 
address visual elements for 
McVay South 
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BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 

c. Potential impacts to the 
natural environment 

Low to Moderate 
potential for 

beneficial effects 
1 

Moderate to High 
potential for 

beneficial effects 
2 

Highest 
potential for 

beneficial effects 
3 

Generally, environmental 
elements are not related to 
corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic activity. 
However, higher levels of 
exclusivity generally include 
higher levels of investment 
in aesthetic elements such as 
landscaping, lighting, and 
station area improvements. 

d. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that 
reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase 
awareness of economic 
activity areas 

Moderate  Moderate-Good Good 

More exclusivity provides 
greater opportunities for 
streetscape improvements 
since more of the street to 
be reconstructed. 

3.3 Coordinate 
transit 
improvements with 
other Main Street 
projects 

a. Capability of transit 
improvement to coordinate 
with other Main Street 
projects identified in adopted 
plans 

Lower potential 
to support 
projects in 

adopted plans 
and programs  

Moderate 
potential to 

support projects 
in adopted plans 
and programs l 

Higher potential 
to support 
projects in 

adopted plans 
and programs 

For BRT service, investment 
in transit-related visual 
elements is linked to the 
level of BRT service. BRT 
improvements would 
support  projects identified 
in the adopted Main Street 
plans and programs 
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BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 

b. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that 
reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase 
awareness of Main Street 
projects 

Supports design 
elements in 

adopted plans 
and programs - 

Low 

Supports design 
elements in 

adopted plans 
and programs - 

Moderate 

Supports design 
elements in 

adopted plans 
and programs - 

High 

For BRT service, investment 
in transit-related visual 
elements is linked to the 
level of BRT service. BRT 
improvements would 
support  design elements 
identified in the adopted 
Main Street plans and 
programs 

3.4 Coordinate 
transit 
improvements with 
other Franklin  
Boulevard / McVay 
Highway projects 

a. Capability of transit 
improvement to coordinate 
with other Franklin Boulevard 
/ McVay Highway projects 
identified in adopted plans 

Lower potential 
to support 
projects in 

adopted plans 
and programs  

Moderate 
potential to 

support projects 
in adopted plans 
and programs l 

Higher potential 
to support 
projects in 

adopted plans 
and programs 

For BRT service, investment 
in transit-related visual 
elements is linked to the 
level of BRT service. BRT 
improvements would 
support  the proposed 
Franklin Boulevard / McVay 
Highway projects 

b. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, 
and design elements that 
reinforce the community’s 
identity and increase 
awareness of Franklin 
Boulevard / McVay Highway 
projects 

Supports design 
elements in 

adopted plans 
and programs - 

low 

Supports design 
elements in 

adopted plans 
and programs - 

moderate 

Supports design 
elements in 

adopted plans 
and programs - 

high 

For BRT service, investment 
in transit-related visual 
elements is linked to the 
level of BRT service. BRT 
improvements would 
support  design elements 
identified in proposed 
Franklin Boulevard / McVay 
Highway projects 

3.5 Minimize 
adverse impacts to 
existing businesses 
and industry 

a. Impacts to businesses along 
the Corridor measured in 
number and total acreage of 
property acquired, parking 
displacements, and access 
impacts 

Lower potential 
for impacts  

Moderate 
potential for 

impacts 

Higher potential 
for impacts 

Higher exclusivity options 
would require more property 
acquisition which could 
result in business, and 
parking displacements and 
access impacts.  
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BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 

b. Impact on freight and delivery 
operations for Corridor 
businesses 

Low level of 
improvement 
over existing 

More 
improvement 

than low 
exclusivity 

More 
improvement 

than moderate 
exclusivity 

Higher level of exclusivity 
slightly reduces potential 
freight conflicts with transit 
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4.1 Improve the 
safety of 
pedestrians and 
bicyclists accessing 
transit and crossing 
Main Street 

a. Number and quality of 
designated (marked) 
crossings near transit stops 
(signalized or unsignalized) 

Best balance 
between 

crossings and 
crossing distance 

Moderate balance 
between 

crossings and 
crossing distance 

Least balance 
between 

crossings and 
crossing distance 

Exclusivity options will 
enhance access similarly for 
all options. Higher exclusivity 
requires greater crossing 
distances which reduces 
safety. 

b. General assessment of safety 
for persons with mobility 
challenges 

Moderate 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

High 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate 
improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

BRT includes improved 
sidewalks which could 
improve access for persons 
with mobility challenges; 
however greater crossing 
distances can offset some 
benefits 

c. General assessment of 
potential to reduce the 
number of pedestrian / 
vehicle collisions  

Improved access 
and safety over 

existing 
conditions 

Better 
improvement 

over low 
exclusivity 

Less 
improvement 

than moderate 
exclusivity 

Higher level of exclusivity 
could increase 
pedestrian/vehicle conflicts 
because of wider crossing 
distances 

d. General assessment of 
potential to reduce the 
number of bicycle / vehicle 
collisions 

Low level of 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Better 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Low level of 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Higher level of exclusivity 
could increase bicycle/transit 
vehicle conflicts offsetting 
other improvements or 
benefits 
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BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 

4.2 Enhance the 
security of transit 
users and of the 
corridor as a whole 

a. Amount of added street 
lighting 

Low level of 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Low to Moderate 
level of 

improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate level 
of improvement 

over existing 
conditions 

The level of BRT investment 
in a corridor is related to the 
level of BRT service and lane 
exclusivity which could 
include adding street lighting 
improvements at crossings 
and signalized intersections 
where other BRT related 
improvements are made 

b. Amount of added  lighting at / 
near transit stops 

Improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

The level of BRT investment 
in a corridor is related to the 
level of BRT service and lane 
exclusivity. Adding BRT 
stations would increase 
lighting  

c. Extent and character of stop 
and station improvements  

Improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

The level of BRT investment 
in a corridor is related to the 
level of BRT service and lane 
exclusivity. Adding BRT 
stations would include stop 
and station improvements 
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5.1 Improve transit 
operations in a way 
that is mutually 
beneficial to 
vehicular traffic flow 
around transit stops 
and throughout the 
corridor 

a. Impact on current and future 
year intersection Level of 
Service (LOS) 

Lower effect on 
reducing delay 

More effect on 
reducing delay 

Higher effect on 
reducing delay 

Removal of transit vehicles 
reduces potential delay 
impacts 

b. Impact on current and future 
year PM peak hour auto / 
truck travel times 

Lower effect on 
reducing delay 

More effect on 
reducing delay 

Higher effect on 
reducing delay 

Removal of transit vehicles 
reduces potential delay 
impacts 
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BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 

5.2 Improve bicycle 
and pedestrians 
connections along 
the corridor and to 
and from transit 
stops 

a. General assessment of the 
interface with pedestrians 
and bicyclists 

Higher 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Moderate 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Lower 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Higher level of exclusivity 
could increase  bicycle and 
pedestrian conflicts 
offsetting other 
improvements or benefits 

b. Length of new or improved 
sidewalk in stop and station 
areas 

Low level of 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions  

Moderate level of 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions  

High level of 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions  

The level of BRT investment 
in a corridor is related to the 
level of BRT service and 
exclusivity. New or improved 
sidewalks are included when 
BRT is implemented and are 
coordinated with the local 
agency’s bicycle and 
pedestrian planned 
improvements programs. 
BRT stations would include 
new and improved 
pedestrian access. Sidewalks 
improvements would 
increase with higher levels of 
exclusivity  
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BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS  

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 

c. Length of new or improved 
bike lanes in stop and station 
areas 

Low level of 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions  

Moderate level of 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions  

High level of 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions  

The level of BRT investment 
in a corridor is related to the 
level of BRT service and 
exclusivity. New or improved 
bike lanes are included when 
BRT is implemented and are 
coordinated with the local 
agency’s bicycle and 
pedestrian planned 
improvements programs. 
Bike lane improvements 
would increase with higher 
levels of exclusivity. 

d. Number of bicycle treatments 
in stop and station areas 

Moderate level of 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions  

Moderate level of 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions  

High level of 
improvement 
over existing 

conditions  

The level of BRT investment 
in a corridor is related to the 
level of BRT service and 
exclusivity. Bicycle 
treatments at stops and 
station areas are included 
when BRT is implemented 
and are coordinated with the 
local agency’s bicycle and 
pedestrian planned 
improvements programs. 
Bike treatments 
improvements could include 
bike racks or lockers and 
would increase with higher 
levels of exclusivity. 
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Attachment E: Environmental Data Tables 

BRT Routing: McVay South Environmental Data  

Table E-1. BRT Routing Options: McVay South Environmental Data 

BRT ROUTING OPTIONS: MCVAY SOUTH ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
McVay Hwy 

(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) Comment/Notes 
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2.4 Implement 
corridor 
improvements that 
minimize impacts to 
the environment and, 
where possible, 
enhance the 
environment 

a. Results of screening-level assessment of environmental impacts of alternative 

Biological Resources No effect anticipated 
Some potential adverse 

impacts 

Tree impact potential is greater 
along Old Franklin; Potential rare 
plant habitat is along Old Franklin  

Fish Ecology 
No effect anticipated Some potential adverse 

impacts 
Stormwater from new impervious 
would need to be treated to 
SLOPES V standards 

Wetlands 
No effect anticipated Some potential adverse 

impacts 
Regulated wetlands and wetland 
ditches along Old Franklin 

Water Resources 
Potential for 

increasing 
stormwater runoff 

Potential for floodplain 
impacts and increasing 

stormwater runoff 

Floodplains exist near the 
riverfront. Increasing ROW for 
BRT improvements would 
increase stormwater runoff. 

Hazardous Materials 

Higher potential for 
hazardous materials 
related to gasoline 

stations 

Less potential for 
hazardous materials 

The potential for hazardous 
materials is higher along McVay 
Highway because of the presence 
of gasoline stations.  

Geology/Seismic 
West of I-5 has 
steeper slopes 

Fewer slopes 

The soils along the McVay 
Highway Segment are generally 
courser gravel with some sand 
and silt and marine-deposited 
sediment. West of Interstate 5 
are steeper slopes and rock 
outcroppings. Differences related 
to geology (construction and 
operation of BRT ) are negligible, 
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BRT ROUTING OPTIONS: MCVAY SOUTH ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
McVay Hwy 

(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) Comment/Notes 

Parks/4(f)/6(f) 
No existing or 

proposed parks along 
routing 

Greater access to 
proposed Riverfront 

Linear Park 

There are no existing parks in this 
area; however, the Willamalane 
Parks Plan proposes a multi-use 
linear path along the riverfront 
from Glenwood to Seavey Loop 
area 

Cultural/Sec 106 Resources 
Low potential for 

impacts 
Low potential for 

impacts 

Few eligible historic resources 
are present along either route 
(Southern Pacific Railroad, 
railroad bridges and Willamette 
River bridges are eligible historic 
resources in the area).  Previously 
unidentified archaeological 
resources may be encountered 
outside the existing ROW. 

Visual/Aesthetic 
Improvement over 
existing conditions 

Improvement over 
existing conditions 

BRT includes greater level of 
investment in urban design 
elements, landscaping, and 
lighting. Improvements would be 
similar for both options 

Noise/Vibration 
Low potential for 

impacts 
Low potential for 

impacts 

The BRT system in the northern 
end of the corridor will pass by 
several manufactured home 
parks, and there is a potential for 
noise impacts; however, there is 
little potential for impacts in the 
south end of the McVay segment 

Air Quality 
Low potential for 

impacts 
Low potential for 

impacts 

There are no air quality impacts 
predicted under the BRT Routing 
McVay South 
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BRT ROUTING OPTIONS: MCVAY SOUTH ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
McVay Hwy 

(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) Comment/Notes 

Summary Potential Impacts to 
Environmentally Sensitive 
Resources  
Relative Rating 

1 -1 

Both options have the potential 
for beneficial effects. However, 
there is a greater potential for 
impacts to natural resources 
along Old Franklin including 
protected species. 
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3.2 Enhance the 
aesthetics of the 
corridor to improve 
economic activity 

c. Potential impacts to the natural environment 

Biological Resources No effect No effect 

As it relates to corridor aesthetics 
and improving economic activity, 
no biological resources would be 
affected by these options, except 
for trees which are addressed 
under 3.2A 

Fish Ecology No effect No effect 
This environmental element is 
not related to corridor aesthetics 
and improving economic activity 

Wetlands No effect No effect 
This environmental element is 
not related to corridor aesthetics 
and improving economic activity 

Water Resources No effect No effect 
This environmental element is 
not related to corridor aesthetics 
and improving economic activity 

Hazardous Materials No effect No effect 
This environmental element is 
not related to corridor aesthetics 
and improving economic activity 

Geology/Seismic No effect No effect 
This environmental element is 
not related to corridor aesthetics 
and improving economic activity 
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BRT ROUTING OPTIONS: MCVAY SOUTH ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
McVay Hwy 

(west side of I-5) 

Option 2: 
Old Franklin 

(east side of I-5) Comment/Notes 

Parks/4(f)/6(f) No effect No effect 

Although Old Franklin would 
provide greater access to 
proposed parks, no effects on 
aesthetics or economics is 
anticipated 

Cultural/Sec 106 Resources No effect No effect 
This environmental element is 
not related to corridor aesthetics 
and improving economic activity 

Visual/Aesthetic 
Potential 

improvement over 
existing conditions 

Potential improvement 
over existing conditions 

BRT includes greater level of 
investment in urban design 
elements, landscaping, and 
lighting that could enhance the 
aesthetics of the corridor and 
potentially contribute to 
increased economic activity. 
Improvements would be similar 
for both options 

Noise/Vibration No effect No effect 
This environmental element is 
not related to corridor aesthetics 
and improving economic activity 

Air Quality No effect No effect 
This environmental element is 
not related to corridor aesthetics 
and improving economic activity 

Summary Potential Impacts to 
Environmentally Sensitive 
Resources  
Relative Rating 

Neutral Neutral 

Few of the environmental 
elements are related to 
aesthetics and economic activity. 
There is potential for some 
improvements that may enhance 
aesthetics along the corridor but 
the improvements over existing 
conditions would be similar. 
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Enhanced Bus Options Environmental Data 

Table E-2. Enhanced Bus Options Environmental Data 

ENHANCED BUS OPTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Main Street 

Option 2: 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3: 
Main Street 

Express 

Comments/Notes 
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2.4 Implement corridor 
improvements that 
minimize impacts to the 
environment and, where 
possible, enhance the 
environment 

a. Results of screening-level assessment of environmental impacts of alternative 

Biological Resources 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 
Tree impacts are the greatest 
along Main Street 

Fish Ecology 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 

Stormwater runoff from new 
impervious surface would 
need to be treated prior to 
discharge 

Wetlands 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 
Wetland impact potential is 
low 

Water Resources 

No anticipated 
impacts to 

water quality 
or floodplains  

No anticipated 
impacts to 

water quality 
or floodplains  

No anticipated 
impacts to 

water quality 
or floodplains, 
Increased bus 
service may 
introduce 

increased risk 
of pollutants 

to stormwater 
runoff 

Would not require expanding 
ROW 

Hazardous Materials 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 
Would not require expanding 
ROW 

Geology/Seismic 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 
Would not require expanding 
ROW 

Parks/4(f)/6(f) 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 
Would not require expanding 
ROW 



December 2014 Draft Tier II Screening Main-McVay Transit Study 
Page E-6 Evaluation Report – Part B  

ENHANCED BUS OPTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Main Street 

Option 2: 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3: 
Main Street 

Express 

Comments/Notes 

Cultural/Sec 106 Resources No anticipated 
impacts 

No anticipated 
impacts 

No anticipated 
impacts 

Anticipate no impact to 
historic or archaeological 
resources with this option as 
lane configurations and 
improvements will be made 
within existing ROW 

Visual/Aesthetic 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 
Would include improvements 
to station areas 

Noise/Vibration 
Low potential 

for noise 
impacts 

Low potential 
for noise 
impacts 

Low potential 
for noise 
impacts 

Using enhanced bus options is 
not predicted to increase 
noise levels in most areas.  

Air Quality 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No anticipated 

impacts 
No air impacts predicted 

Summary Potential Impacts to 

Environmentally Sensitive 

Resources  

Relative Rating 

No anticipated 
impacts 

No anticipated 
impacts 

No anticipated 
impacts 

Although the options would 
include improvements to 
station areas because no 
expansion of the ROW is 
required the impacts are 
anticipated to minimal. 
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3.2 Enhance the 
aesthetics of the corridor 
to improve economic 
activity 

c. Potential impacts to the natural environment 

Biological Resources No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element is 
not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity except for 
trees which is addressed 
under 3.2A 

Fish Ecology No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element is 
not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 
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ENHANCED BUS OPTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Main Street 

Option 2: 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3: 
Main Street 

Express 

Comments/Notes 

Wetlands No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element is 
not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 

Water Resources No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element is 
not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 

Hazardous Materials No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element is 
not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 

Geology/Seismic No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element is 
not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 

Parks/4(f)/6(f) No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element is 
not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 

Cultural/Sec 106 Resources No effect No effect No effect 

No effect to historic resources 
is anticipated with this option 
as lane configurations and 
improvements will be 
confined to existing ROW  

Visual/Aesthetic 

Low potential 
for 

improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Low potential 
for 

improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Low potential 
for 

improvement 
over existing 

conditions 

Would include some 
improvements to station 
areas 
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ENHANCED BUS OPTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Main Street 

Option 2: 
McVay 

Highway 

Option 3: 
Main Street 

Express 

Comments/Notes 

Noise/Vibration No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element is 
not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 

Air Quality No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element is 
not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 

Summary Potential Impacts to 

Environmentally Sensitive 

Resources  

Relative Rating 

No effect No effect No effect 

Low potential for any 
enhanced bus options to 
affect corridor aesthetics and 
improve economic activity. 
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BRT Service Options Environmental Data 

Table E-3. BRT Service Options Environmental Data 

BRT SERVICE OPTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-

Main; 
Gateway-

McVay 

Option 2A: 
Franklin-

Main 

Option 2B: 
Gateway-

McVay 

Comments/Notes 
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2.4 Implement corridor 
improvements that 
minimize impacts to the 
environment and, where 
possible, enhance the 
environment 

a. Results of screening-level assessment of environmental impacts of alternative 

Biological Resources Neutral Neutral Neutral 

Tree impacts are the 
greatest along Main 
Street. However, service 
options not likely to affect 
trees. 

Fish Ecology Neutral Neutral Neutral 

Stormwater runoff from 
new impervious surface 
would need to be treated 
prior to discharge 

Wetlands Neutral Neutral Neutral 
Wetland impact potential 
is greatest along Old 
Franklin 

Water Resources Neutral Neutral Neutral 
No differences in water 
quality impacts between 
two options 

Hazardous Materials Neutral Neutral Neutral 

No differences in 
hazardous materials 
conditions between 
options 

Geology/Seismic Neutral Neutral Neutral 
No differences in geologic 
or seismic conditions 
between options 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-

Main; 
Gateway-

McVay 

Option 2A: 
Franklin-

Main 

Option 2B: 
Gateway-

McVay 

Comments/Notes 

Parks/4(f)/6(f) 
Increased and/ 

or improved 
access 

Increased and/ 
or improved 

access 

Increased and/ 
or improved 

access 

Increased and/or 
improved access to 
existing and proposed 
parks would result from 
all options. Beneficial 
effects are similar 

Cultural/Sec 106 Resources Neutral Neutral Neutral 

There are approximately 
50 eligible historic 
resources that must be 
considered for potential 
impacts.  Potential 
impacts to historic 
resources include:  (1) 
loss of parking and access 
to historic resources in 
commercial areas   (2) 
partial acquisitions and 
strip takes could 
adversely affect historic 
resources if alterations to 
the resource are 
required. However, there 
is no difference in Section 
106 resource impacts 
between the service 

options. 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-

Main; 
Gateway-

McVay 

Option 2A: 
Franklin-

Main 

Option 2B: 
Gateway-

McVay 

Comments/Notes 

Visual/Aesthetic Neutral Neutral Neutral 

No differences in visual / 
aesthetic effects between 
options –options will 
include same lighting, 
landscaping, and urban 
design elements 

Noise/Vibration 

Moderate 
potential for 

impacts if 
roadway is 
widened 

Moderate 
potential for 

impacts if 
roadway is 
widened 

Moderate 
potential for 

impacts if 
roadway is 
widened 

Potential impacts due to 
roadway improvements 

Air Quality Neutral Neutral Neutral 

There is no difference in 
the potential impacts or 
beneficial effects of the 
options 

Summary Potential Impacts to 

Environmentally Sensitive Resources  

Relative Rating 

Neutral Neutral Neutral 

There is no difference in 
the potential impacts or 
beneficial effects of the 
service options 
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3.2 Enhance the 
aesthetics of the 
corridor to improve 
economic activity 

c. Potential impacts to the natural environment 

Biological Resources No effect No effect 
No effect 

This environmental 
element is not related to 
corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic 
activity 

Fish Ecology No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental 
element is not related to 
corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic 
activity 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-

Main; 
Gateway-

McVay 

Option 2A: 
Franklin-

Main 

Option 2B: 
Gateway-

McVay 

Comments/Notes 

Wetlands No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental 
element is not related to 
corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic 
activity 

Water Resources No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental 
element is not related to 
corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic 
activity 

Hazardous Materials No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental 
element is not related to 
corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic 
activity 

Geology/Seismic No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental 
element is not related to 
corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic 
activity 

Parks/4(f)/6(f) No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental 
element is not related to 
corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic 
activity 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-

Main; 
Gateway-

McVay 

Option 2A: 
Franklin-

Main 

Option 2B: 
Gateway-

McVay 

Comments/Notes 

Cultural/Sec 106 Resources Neutral Neutral Neutral 

There are approximately 
50 eligible historic 
resources that must be 
considered for potential 
impacts.  Potential 
impacts to historic 
resources include:  (1) 
loss of parking and access 
to historic resources in 
commercial areas   (2) 
partial acquisitions and 
strip takes could 
adversely affect historic 
resources if alterations to 
the resource are 
required. However, there 
is no difference in Section 
106 resource impacts 
between the service 

options. 

Visual/Aesthetic 
Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

As it relates to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity, options 
would include the same 
station area 
improvements (lighting, 
landscaping, urban design 
elements) 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-

Main; 
Gateway-

McVay 

Option 2A: 
Franklin-

Main 

Option 2B: 
Gateway-

McVay 

Comments/Notes 

Noise/Vibration No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental 
element is not related to 
corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic 
activity 

Air Quality No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental 
element is not related to 
corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic 
activity 

Summary Potential Impacts to 

Environmentally Sensitive Resources  

Relative Rating 

Neutral Neutral Neutral 

For most of the 
environmental elements, 
there is no relationship to 
aesthetics and economic 
activity. However, all 
options would include 
station area 
improvements (lighting, 
landscaping, urban design 
elements) but the effect 
would be similar. 
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BRT Lane Configurations Environmental Data 

Table E-4. BRT Lane Configurations Environmental Data 

BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 
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2.4 Implement 
corridor 
improvements that 
minimize impacts to 
the environment 
and, where 
possible, enhance 
the environment 

a. Results of screening-level assessment of environmental impacts of alternative 

Biological Resources 
No to Low 

potential for 
adverse impacts  

Low to Moderate 
potential for 

adverse impacts  

Highest 
potential for 

adverse impacts  

Tree impacts and potential 
rare plant habitat impacts 
increase as the roads are 
widened 

Fish Ecology 
No to Low 

potential for 
adverse impacts  

Low to Moderate 
potential for 

adverse impacts  

Highest 
potential for 

adverse impacts  

Stormwater runoff from new 
impervious surface would 
need to be treated prior to 
discharge 

Wetlands 
No to Low 

potential for 
adverse impacts  

Low to Moderate 
potential for 

adverse impacts  

Highest 
potential for 

adverse impacts  

Wetland impact potential 
increases as the roads are 
widened 

Water Resources 
Lowest potential 

for adverse 
impacts 

Moderate 
potential for 

adverse impacts 

Highest 
potential for 

adverse impacts 

ROW expansion increases 
potential impacts to 
stormwater runoff, 
floodplains and receiving 
water bodies. Potential 
impacts increase with 
greater ROW expansion. 

Hazardous Materials 
Lowest potential 

for adverse 
impacts 

Moderate 
potential for 

adverse impacts 

Highest 
potential for 

adverse impacts 

ROW expansion increases 
potential discovery of 
hazardous materials. 
Potential impacts increase 
with greater ROW expansion. 



December 2014 Draft Tier II Screening Main-McVay Transit Study 
Page E-16 Evaluation Report – Part B  

BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 

Geology/Seismic 
Lowest potential 

for adverse 
impacts 

Moderate 
potential for 

adverse impacts 

Highest 
potential for 

adverse impacts 

ROW expansion increases 
potential impacts 
construction in areas of 
steep slopes and other 
unsuitable geologic 
conditions. Potential impacts 
increase with greater ROW 
expansion. 

Parks/4(f)/6(f) 
Lowest potential 

for adverse 
impacts 

Moderate 
potential for 

adverse impacts 

Highest 
potential for 

adverse impacts 

ROW expansion increases 
potential impacts to park 
resources. Potential impacts 
increase with greater ROW 
expansion. 
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BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 

Cultural/Sec 106 Resources 
Low potential for 
adverse impacts 

Low to Moderate 
potential for 

adverse impacts 

Medium to High 
potential for 

adverse impacts 

There are approximately 50 
identified eligible 
contributing resources.  
Although there are a large 
number of historic resources 
along the route, the majority 
are non-contributing (not 
eligible) resources.  High 
exclusivity could result in a 
moderate to high impact due 
to greater ROW needs.  
Potential impacts to historic 
resources include, loss of 
parking and access to historic 
resources in commercial 
areas, partial acquisitions 
and street takes could 
adversely affect historic 
resources if alterations to 
the resource are required  
Previously unidentified 
archaeological resources 
may be encountered outside 
the existing ROW. 
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BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 

Visual/Aesthetic 

Low to moderate 
potential for 

investment in 
urban design 
elements and 
potential for 

adverse impacts 
to mature street 

trees 

Moderate to high 
potential for 

investment in 
urban design 
elements and 
potential for 

adverse impacts 
to mature street 

trees 

Highest 
potential for 

investment in 
urban design 
elements and 
potential for 

adverse impacts 
to mature street 

trees 

Higher levels of exclusivity 
generally include higher 
levels of investment in 
aesthetic elements such as 
landscaping, lighting, and 
station area improvements. 
Expanding ROW can increase 
removal of mature trees. 

Noise/Vibration 
Low to Moderate 

potential for 
impacts 

Moderate to High 
potential for 

impacts 

Highest 
potential for 

impacts 

Potential impacts due to 
roadway improvements 

Air Quality 
No impacts 
anticipated 

No impacts 
anticipated 

No impacts 
anticipated 

No impacts to air quality are 
anticipated 

Summary Potential Impacts to 

Environmentally Sensitive 

Resources  

Relative Rating 

Low to Moderate 
potential for 

impacts 

Moderate to High 
potential for 

impacts 

Highest 
potential for 

impacts 

ROW expansion increases 
potential impacts to natural 
resources. Potential impacts 
increase with greater ROW 
expansion. 

G
o

al
 3

: S
u

p
p

o
rt

 e
co

n
o

m
ic

 

d
ev

el
o

p
m

en
t,

 r
ev

it
al

iz
at

io
n

 a
n

d
 

la
n

d
 u

se
 r

ed
ev

el
o

p
m

en
t 

o
p

p
o

rt
u

n
it

ie
s 

fo
r 

th
e 

co
rr

id
o

r 

3.2 Enhance the 
aesthetics of the 
corridor to improve 
economic activity 

c. Potential impacts to the natural environment 

Biological Resources No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element 
is not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity, except for 
trees which are addressed 
under 3.2A 

Fish Ecology No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element 
is not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 
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BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 

Wetlands No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element 
is not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 

Water Resources No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element 
is not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 

Hazardous Materials No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element 
is not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 

Geology/Seismic No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element 
is not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 

Parks/4(f)/6(f) No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element 
is not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 

Cultural/Sec 106 Resources Low potential for 
impacts 

Moderate 
potential for 

impacts 

High potential 
for impacts 

As is relates to aesthetics 
and economic activity, there 
is potential for some adverse 
effect from ROW widening. 
However, federal regulations 
require greater efforts to 
protect Section 106 
resources. 
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BRT LANE CONFIGURATIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Low Exclusivity 

Option 2: 
Moderate 
Exclusivity 

Option 3: 
High Exclusivity 

Comments/Notes 

Visual/Aesthetic 

Low to moderate 
potential for 

investment in 
urban design 

elements  

Moderate to high 
potential for 

investment in 
urban design 

elements  

Highest 
potential for 

investment in 
urban design 

elements  

Higher levels of exclusivity 
generally include higher 
levels of investment in 
aesthetic elements such as 
landscaping, lighting, and 
station area improvements. 

Noise/Vibration No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element 
is not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 

Air Quality No effect No effect No effect 

This environmental element 
is not related to corridor 
aesthetics and improving 
economic activity 

Summary Potential Impacts to 

Environmentally Sensitive 

Resources  

Relative Rating 

Low to Moderate 
potential for 

beneficial effects 

Moderate to High 
potential for 

beneficial effects 

Highest 
potential for 

beneficial effects 

Generally, environmental 
elements are not related to 
corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic activity. 
However, higher levels of 
exclusivity generally include 
higher levels of investment 
in aesthetic elements such as 
landscaping, lighting, and 
station area improvements. 
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Attachment F: Ratings / Data Tables for Original BRT Service Options 

The findings for screening the original BRT Service options are summarized in Table F-1.  Data associated with the findings are included in the 

Table F-2. In the table, bolded criteria indicate criteria potentially most impacted by these options. 

Screening Summary – Original BRT Service Options 

Table F-1. Screening Summary Original BRT Service Options 

BRT Service Options 
  Transit Solutions                           

Goals and Objectives 

Evaluation Criteria 
 
[Bolded criteria indicate criteria most impacted by these 
options] 

Franklin-
Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; 
McVay 

 

Goal 1: Improve corridor transit service    

Objective 1.1: Improve transit travel time A. Round trip transit pm peak travel time between 
select origins and destinations 

3 2  

Objective 1.2: Improve transit service 
reliability 

A. On-time performance (no more than 4 minutes 
late) of transit service 

3 3  

Objective 1.3: Provide convenient transit 
connections that minimizes the need to 
transfer 

A. Number of transfers required between heavily 
used origin-destination pairs 3 1  

Objective 1.4: Increase transit ridership 
and mode share in the corridor 

A. Average weekday boardings on Corridor routes 3 2  

B. Transit mode share along the corridor 3 2  

Objective 1.5:    Improve access of other 
modes such as walking, bicycling, and auto 
(park and ride) to transit 

A. Population with ½ mile of transit stop -1 -1  

B. Bicycle capacity at stops, stations, and on the bus 2 2  

C. Number of park and ride spaces with direct 
transit access to major destinations 

0 0  

D. Assessment of accessibility by persons with 
mobility challenges 

1 1  

Objective 1.6: Enhance equitable transit 
for users without regard to race, color, 
religion, sex, sexual orientation, national 
origin, marital status, age,  disability, or 
economic status 

A. Distribution of transit service and facility 
improvements that avoid disproportionate 
impacts on those populations along the Corridor. 1 1  
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BRT Service Options 
  Transit Solutions                           

Goals and Objectives 

Evaluation Criteria 
 
[Bolded criteria indicate criteria most impacted by these 
options] 

Franklin-
Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; 
McVay 

 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 1 18 13  

Goal 2: Meet current and future transit demand in a cost-effective manner 

Objective 2.1: Control the increase in 
transit operating cost to serve the corridor 

A. Cost per trip 1 1  

B. Impact on LTD operating and maintenance costs -1 -1  

C. Meet or exceed FTA’s Small Starts requirements 
for cost-effectiveness 

1 1 
 

D. Cost to local taxpayers -1 -1  

Objective 2.2: Increase transit capacity to 
meet current and projected ridership demand 

A. Capacity of transit service relative to the current 
and projected ridership 

3 3 
 

Objective 2.3:    Implement corridor 
improvements that provide an acceptable 
return on investment 

A. Benefit/cost assessment of planned 
improvements  1 0 

 

Objective 2.4:    Implement corridor 
improvements that minimize impacts to the 
environment and, where possible, enhance 
the environment 

A. Results of screening-level assessment of 
environmental impacts of transit solutions 

0 0 

 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 2 4 3  

Goal 3: Support economic development, revitalization and land use redevelopment opportunities for the corridor 

Objective 3.1: Support development and 
redevelopment as planned in other adopted 
documents 

A. Support for the overall BRT System Plan 3 2  

B. Support for the Springfield Transportation 
System Plan (STSP) Frequent Transit Network 
(FTN) concept  

3 3 
 

C. Amount of vacant and underutilized land within 
½ miles of stops/stations 

0 0 
 

D. Acquisitions and/or displacement of residents 
measured in acres of property acquired and 
residential unit and parking displacements 

0 0 
 

E. Local jobs created by project construction  3 3  

F. Percentage of current and planned population 3 3  
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BRT Service Options 
  Transit Solutions                           

Goals and Objectives 

Evaluation Criteria 
 
[Bolded criteria indicate criteria most impacted by these 
options] 

Franklin-
Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; 
McVay 

 

within ½ mile of FTN stop 

G. Percentage of current and planned employment 
within ½ mile of FTN stop 

3 3 
 

Objective 3.2: Enhance the aesthetics of 
the corridor to improve economic activity 

A. Potential impact to street trees, landscaping -1 -1  

B. Number of transit-related visual elements 
identified in adopted plans that would be 
implemented by transit solutions 

2 2 
 

C. Potential impacts to the natural environment 0 0  

D. Opportunity for streetscape improvements, 
wayfinding, and design elements that reinforce 
the community’s identity and increase awareness 
of economic activity areas 

2 2 

 

Objective 3.3: Coordinate transit 
improvements with other Main Street 
projects 

A. Capability of transit improvement to coordinate 
with other Main Street projects identified in 
adopted plans 

3 3 
 

B. Opportunity for streetscape improvements, 
wayfinding, and design elements that reinforce 
the community’s identity and increase awareness 
of Main Street projects 

3 3 

 

Objective 3.4: Coordinate transit 
improvements with other Franklin  Boulevard 
/ McVay Highway projects 

A. Capability of transit improvement to coordinate 
with other Franklin Boulevard / McVay Highway 
projects identified in adopted plans 

3 3 
 

B. Opportunity for streetscape improvements, 
wayfinding, and design elements that reinforce 
the community’s identity and increase awareness 
of Franklin Boulevard / McVay Highway projects 

3 3 

 

Objective 3.5: Minimize adverse impacts 
to existing businesses and industry 

A. Impacts to businesses along the Corridor 
measured in number and total acres of 
properties acquired, parking displacements, and 
access impacts.  

0 0 
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BRT Service Options 
  Transit Solutions                           

Goals and Objectives 

Evaluation Criteria 
 
[Bolded criteria indicate criteria most impacted by these 
options] 

Franklin-
Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; 
McVay 

 

B. Impact on freight and delivery operations for 
Corridor businesses  

0 0 
 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 3 20 19  

Goal 4: Enhance the safety and security of the corridor    

Objective 4.1: Improve the safety of 
pedestrians and bicyclists accessing transit 
and crossing Main Street 

A. Number and quality of designated (marked) 
crossings near transit stops (signalized or 
unsignalized) 

2 2 
 

B. General assessment of safety for persons with 
mobility challenges 

1 1 
 

C. General assessment of potential to reduce the 
number of pedestrian / vehicle collisions 

0 0 
 

D. General assessment of potential to reduce the 
number of bicycle / vehicle collisions 

0 0 
 

Objective 4.2: Enhance the security of 
transit users and of the corridor as a whole 

A. Amount of added street lighting  2 2  

B. Amount of added  lighting at / near transit stops  3 3  

C. Extent and character of stop and station 
improvements  

3 3 
 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 4 11 11  

Goal 5: Enhance other modes of travel    

Objective 5.1: Improve transit operations 
in a way that is mutually beneficial to 
vehicular traffic flow around transit stops and 
throughout the corridor 

A. Impact on current and future year intersection 
Level of Service (LOS) 

0 0 
 

B. Impact on current and future year PM peak hour 
auto / truck travel times 

0 0 
 

Objective 5.2: Improve bicycle and 
pedestrians connections along the corridor 
and to and from transit stops 

A. General assessment of the interface with 
pedestrians and bicyclists 

1 1 
 

B. Length of new or improved sidewalk in stop and 
station areas 

3 3 
 

C. Length of new or improved bike lanes in stop and 
station areas 

3 3 
 

D. Number of bicycle treatments in stop and station 3 3  
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BRT Service Options 
  Transit Solutions                           

Goals and Objectives 

Evaluation Criteria 
 
[Bolded criteria indicate criteria most impacted by these 
options] 

Franklin-
Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; 
McVay 

 

areas 

 Scoring Subtotal Goal 5 10 10  

SCORING TOTAL  63 56  
Ratings Scale: +3=Most Effective / Potential Beneficial Effects, 0=Neutral, 1=Least Effective / Potential Adverse Effects 

Bolded criteria are most impacted by these options 

 

Original BRT Service Options Data Tables 

Table F-2. BRT Service Options Data 

BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Option  2: 
Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

Comments/Notes 
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1.1 Improve transit 
travel time 

a. Round trip pm peak travel time 
between select origins and 
destinations 

High 
Improvement 
over existing 

Improvements 
over existing 

Requirement for transfer on north-
south travel reduces travel time 
improvements for Option 2 

1.2 Improve transit 
service reliability 

a. On-time performance (no more 
than 4 minutes late) of transit 
service 

High 
Improvement 
over existing 

High 
Improvement 
over existing 

BRT improves service reliability 

1.3 Provide convenient 
transit connections that 
minimize the need to 
transfer 

a. Number of transfers required 
between heavily used origin-
destination pairs 

Improvement 
over existing 

Moderate 
improvement 
over existing 

Franklin-Main connection reduces 
transfer requirements.  Option 2 
requires more transfers than Option 1.  

1.4 Increase transit 
ridership and mode 
share along the corridor 

a. Average weekday boardings on 
Corridor routes 

17% increase in 
corridor 
ridership 

14-16% ridership 
increase 

Franklin-Main has 12% increase; 
Gateway-McVay has 4% increase; both 
corridors have 17% increase. 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Option  2: 
Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

Comments/Notes 

b. Transit mode share along the 
corridor 

17% increase 14-16% increase Mode split tracks with ridership 

1.5 Improve access of 
other modes such as 
walking, bicycling, and 
auto (park and ride) to 
transit 

a. Population with ½ mile of transit 
stop 

Reduction 
compared to 

existing 

Reduction 
compared to 

existing 

Both options would serve fewer stops 
than existing service.  Options have 
identical stop locations 

b. Bicycle capacity at stops, stations, 
and on the bus 

Improvement 
compared to 

existing  

Improvement 
compared to 

existing 

BRT stations include bike storage.  
Both options have the same bicycle 
capacity at stations and on buses  

c. Number of park and ride spaces 
with direct transit access to major 
destinations 

Not affected Not affected 

Both options would travel along the 
same corridor and to the same 
destinations; there would be no 
discernable difference among these 
options. 

d. Assessment of accessibility by 
persons with mobility challenges 

Improvement 
compared to 

existing  

Improvement 
compared to 

existing 

BRT improves accessibility, though 
stops are farther apart. 

1.6 Enhance equitable 
transit for users without 
regard to race, color, 
religion, sex, sexual 
orientation, national 
origin, marital status, 
age, disability, or 
economic status. 

a. Distribution of transit service and 
facility improvements that avoid 
disproportionate impacts on those 
populations along the Corridor. 

Improvement 
compared to 

existing  

Improvement 
compared to 

existing 

Both options would result in ADA 
improvements and transit service 
enhancements. 
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2.1 Control the increase 
in transit operating cost 
to serve the corridor 

a. Cost per trip    

b. Impact on LTD operating and 
maintenance costs 

Likely increase in 
operating costs 

Likely increase in 
operating costs 

Franklin-Main line likely to reduce 
operating costs due to faster service, 
but more than offset by higher 
operating costs on McVay Segment 
due to increased frequency of service 
on that segment 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Option  2: 
Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

Comments/Notes 

c. Meet or exceed FTA’s Small Starts 
requirements for cost-
effectiveness 

Likely meet FTA 
Small Starts 

requirements 

Likely meet FTA 
Small Starts 

requirements 

BRT treatments of similar concept have 
performed well under FTA’s Small 
Starts requirements for cost-
effectiveness.  Due to higher ridership, 
Main Street likely to perform better 
relative to FTA Small Starts criteria. 

d. Cost to local taxpayers 
Moderate 
increase 

Moderate 
increase 

Because BRT treatments of similar 
concept qualify for Federal Funding, 
the cost to local taxpayers would be 
lower than other investments. 
Operating costs on McVay Segment 
would increase 

2.2 Increase transit 
capacity to meet current 
and projected ridership 
demand 

a. Capacity of transit service relative 
to the current and projected 
ridership 

Improved 
compared to 

existing 

Improved 
compared to 

existing 

BRT service increases capacity due to 
greater service frequency and larger 
bus. No difference between options. 

2.3 Implement corridor 
improvements that 
provide an acceptable 
return on investment 

a. Benefit/cost assessment of 
planned improvements  

Benefit cost of 
Franklin-Main 

higher than 
Gateway-McVay 

due to higher 
ridership 

Benefit cost of 
Franklin-Main 

higher than 
McVay due to 

higher ridership 

Need for additional data to determine 
benefit/cost. 

2.4 Implement corridor 
improvements that 
minimize impacts to the 
environment and, where 
possible, enhance the 
environment 

a. Results of screening-level 
assessment of environmental 
impacts of alternative 

Neutral Neutral 
There is no difference in the potential 
impacts or beneficial effects of the two 
service options 
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development and 
redevelopment as 

a. Support for the overall BRT 
System Plan 

Supports Plan - 
better 

Supports Plan 
BRT System Plan proposes BRT on 
Main Street and McVay Highway and 
assumes Gateway-McVay connection 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Option  2: 
Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

Comments/Notes 

planned in other 
adopted documents 

b. Support for the Springfield 
Transportation System Plan (STSP) 
Frequent Transit Network (FTN) 
concept  

Supports Plan Supports Plan 
BRT service options are consistent 
within FTN concept 

c. Amount of vacant and 
underutilized land within ½ miles 
of stops/stations 

Not affected Not affected 

BRT options would serve the same 
stations and, therefore, would have 
similar proximity to vacant and 
underutilized lands. 

d. Acquisitions and/or displacement 
of residents measured in acres of 
property acquired and residential 
unit and parking displacements 

Not affected Not affected 
Acquisitions and displacements not 
impacted by the service option 
decision. 

e. Local jobs created by project 
construction  

Not affected Not affected 
Construction costs (which translates to 
jobs) not impacted by service options. 

f. Percentage of current and planned 
population within ½ mile of FTN 
stop 

Not affected Not affected 
BRT options would serve the same 
stations and, therefore, would serve 
the same populations. 

g. Percentage of current and planned 
employment within ½ mile of FTN 
stop 

Not affected Not affected 
BRT options would serve the same 
stations and, therefore, would serve 
the same employers. 

3.2 Enhance the 
aesthetics of the 
corridor to improve 
economic activity 

a. Potential impact to street trees, 
landscaping 

Not affected Not affected 
ROW not impacted by the service 
option decision 

b. Number of transit-related visual 
elements identified in adopted 
plans that would be implemented 
by alternative 

Supports 
adopted plans 
and programs 

Supports 
adopted plans 
and programs 

For BRT service, investment in transit-
related visual elements is linked to the 
level of BRT service. Main Street Vision 
Plan and other plans/programs identify 
visual elements that would be 
supported by BRT options while no 
adopted plans address visual elements 
for McVay South 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Option  2: 
Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

Comments/Notes 

c. Potential impacts to the natural 
environment 

Neutral Neutral 

For most of the environmental 
elements, there is no relationship to 
aesthetics and economic activity. 
However, both options would include 
station area improvements (lighting, 
landscaping, urban design elements) 
but the effect would be similar. 

d. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, and 
design elements that reinforce the 
community’s identity and increase 
awareness of economic activity 
areas 

Good Good 
BRT options provide opportunities for 
streetscape enhancements. 

3.3 Coordinate transit 
improvements with 
other Main Street 
projects 

a. Capability of transit improvement 
to coordinate with other Main 
Street projects identified in 
adopted plans 

Supports 
projects in 

adopted plans 
and programs 

Supports 
projects in 

adopted plans 
and programs 

For BRT service, investment in transit-
related visual elements is linked to the 
level of BRT service. BRT 
improvements would support  projects 
identified in the adopted Main Street 
plans and programs 

b. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, and 
design elements that reinforce the 
community’s identity and increase 
awareness of Main Street projects 

Supports design 
elements in 

adopted plans 
and programs 

Supports design 
elements in 

adopted plans 
and programs 

For BRT service, investment in transit-
related visual elements is linked to the 
level of BRT service. BRT 
improvements would support  design 
elements identified in the adopted 
Main Street plans and programs 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Option  2: 
Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

Comments/Notes 

3.4 Coordinate transit 
improvements with 
other Franklin  
Boulevard / McVay 
Highway projects 

a. Capability of transit improvement 
to coordinate with other Franklin 
Boulevard / McVay Highway 
projects identified in adopted 
plans 

Supports 
projects in 

adopted plans 
and programs 

Supports 
projects in 

adopted plans 
and programs 

For BRT service, investment in transit-
related visual elements is linked to the 
level of BRT service. BRT 
improvements would support  the 
proposed Franklin Boulevard / McVay 
Highway projects 

b. Opportunity for streetscape 
improvements, wayfinding, and 
design elements that reinforce the 
community’s identity and increase 
awareness of Franklin Boulevard / 
McVay Highway projects 

Supports design 
elements in 

adopted plans 
and programs 

Supports design 
elements in 

adopted plans 
and programs 

For BRT service, investment in transit-
related visual elements is linked to the 
level of BRT service. BRT 
improvements would support  design 
elements identified in proposed 
Franklin Boulevard / McVay Highway 
projects 

3.5 Minimize adverse 
impacts to existing 
businesses and industry 

a. Impacts to businesses along the 
Corridor measured in number and 
total acreage of property acquired, 
parking displacements, and access 
impacts 

Not affected Not affected 
Acquisitions and displacements not 
impacted by the service option 
decision. 

b. Impact on freight and delivery 
operations for Corridor businesses 

Low impact Llow impact 
Freight not affected by transit service 
options 
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4.1 Improve the safety 
of pedestrians and 
bicyclists accessing 
transit and crossing 
Main Street 

a. Number and quality of designated 
(marked) crossings near transit 
stops (signalized or unsignalized) 

Not affected Not affected 
BRT options would serve the same 
stations and, therefore, would have 
similar access issues 

b. General assessment of safety for 
persons with mobility challenges 

Improved access Improved access 

BRT includes improved sidewalks 
which could improve access for 
persons with mobility challenges for 
both options 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Option  2: 
Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

Comments/Notes 

c. General assessment of potential to 
reduce the number of pedestrian / 
vehicle collisions  

L  
(low level of 

improvement) 

L 
(low level of 

improvement) 

Unlikely to be significant differences in 
this criterion between the service 
options 

d. General assessment of potential 
to reduce the number of bicycle / 
vehicle collisions 

L 
(low level of 

improvement) 

L 
(low level of 

improvement) 

Unlikely to be significant differences in 
this criterion between the service 
options 

4.2 Enhance the security 
of transit users and of 
the corridor as a whole 

a. Amount of added street lighting 

Low to 
Moderate level 
of improvement 

over existing 
conditions 

Low to 
Moderate level 
of improvement 

over existing 
conditions 

The level of BRT investment in a 
corridor is related to the level of BRT 
service and could include adding street 
lighting improvements at crossings and 
signalized intersections where other 
BRT related improvements are made 

b. Amount of added  lighting at / 
near transit stops 

Low to 
Moderate level 
of improvement 

over existing 
conditions 

Low to 
Moderate level 
of improvement 

over existing 
conditions 

Adding BRT stations would increase 
lighting, however, there is no 
difference between options because  
same number of stations for both 
options 

c. Extent and character of stop and 
station improvements  

Low to 
Moderate level 
of improvement 

over existing 
conditions 

Low to 
Moderate level 
of improvement 

over existing 
conditions 

Adding BRT stations would include 
stop and station improvements; 
however, there is no difference 
between options because same 
number of stations for both options 
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5.1 Improve transit 
operations in a way that 
is mutually beneficial to 
vehicular traffic flow 
around transit stops and 
throughout the corridor 

a. Impact on current and future year 
intersection Level of Service (LOS) 

L 
(low impact) 

L 
(low impact) 

Unlikely to be significant differences in 
this criterion between the service 
options 

b. Impact on current and future year 
PM peak hour auto / truck travel 
times 

L 
(low impact) 

L 
(low impact) 

Unlikely to be significant differences in 
this criterion between the service 
options 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Option  2: 
Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

Comments/Notes 

5.2 Improve bicycle and 
pedestrians connections 
along the corridor and to 
and from transit stops 

a. General assessment of the 
interface with pedestrians and 
bicyclists 

L 
(low impact) 

L 
(low impact) 

Unlikely to be significant differences in 
this criterion between the service 
options 

b. Length of new or improved 
sidewalk in stop and station areas 

Improvement 
over existing 

conditions but 
with limited 

benefit in the 
near term 

Improvement 
over existing 

conditions but 
with limited 

benefit in the 
near term 

The level of BRT investment in a 
corridor is related to the level of BRT 
service. New or improved sidewalks 
are included when BRT is implemented 
and are coordinated with the local 
agency’s bicycle and pedestrian 
planned improvements programs. BRT 
stations would include new and 
improved pedestrian access. Sidewalks 
improvements would be similar for 
both options  

c. Length of new or improved bike 
lanes in stop and station areas 

Low to 
Moderate 

improvement 
over existing 

conditions  

Low to 
Moderate 

improvement 
over existing 

conditions  

The level of BRT investment in a 
corridor is related to the level of BRT 
service. New or improved bike lanes 
are included when BRT is implemented 
and are coordinated with the local 
agency’s bicycle and pedestrian 
planned improvements programs. Bike 
lane improvements would be similar 
for both options. 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Option  2: 
Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

Comments/Notes 

d. Number of bicycle treatments in 
stop and station areas 

Low to 
Moderate 

improvement 
over existing 

conditions  

Low to 
Moderate 

improvement 
over existing 

conditions  

The level of BRT investment in a 
corridor is related to the level of BRT 
service. Bicycle treatments at stops 
and station areas are included when 
BRT is implemented and are 
coordinated with the local agency’s 
bicycle and pedestrian planned 
improvements programs. Bike 
treatments improvements would be 
similar for both options and could 
include bike racks or lockers. 

 

BRT Service Options Environmental Data 

Table F-3. BRT Service Options Environmental Data 

BRT SERVICE OPTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Option 2: 
Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

Comments/Notes 
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2.4 Implement corridor 
improvements that 
minimize impacts to the 
environment and, where 
possible, enhance the 
environment 

a. Results of screening-level assessment of environmental impacts of alternative 

Biological Resources 
Neutral Neutral Tree impacts are the greatest along 

Main Street 

Fish Ecology 
Neutral Neutral Stormwater runoff from new 

impervious surface would need to be 
treated prior to discharge 

Wetlands 
Neutral Neutral Wetland impact potential is greatest 

along Old Franklin 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Option 2: 
Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

Comments/Notes 

Water Resources Neutral Neutral 
No differences in water quality impacts 
between two options 

Hazardous Materials Neutral Neutral 
No differences in hazardous materials 
conditions between two options 

Geology/Seismic Neutral Neutral 
No differences in geologic or seismic 
conditions between two options 

Parks/4(f)/6(f) 
Increased and/ 

or improved 
access 

Increased and/ 
or improved 

access 

Increased and/or improved access to 
existing and proposed parks would 
result from both options. Beneficial 
effects are similar 

Cultural/Sec 106 Resources Neutral Neutral 

There are approximately 50 eligible 
historic resources that must be 
considered for potential impacts.  
Potential impacts to historic resources 
include:  (1) loss of parking and access 
to historic resources in commercial 
areas   (2) partial acquisitions and strip 
takes could adversely affect historic 
resources if alterations to the resource 
are required. However, there is no 
difference in Section 106 resource 
impacts between the two service 

options. 

Visual/Aesthetic Neutral Neutral 

No differences in visual / aesthetic 
effects between two options – both 
options will include same lighting, 
landscaping, and urban design 
elements 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Option 2: 
Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

Comments/Notes 

Noise/Vibration 

Moderate 
potential for 

impacts if 
roadway is 
widened 

Moderate 
potential for 

impacts if 
roadway is 
widened 

Potential impacts due to roadway 
improvements 

Air Quality Neutral Neutral 
There is no difference in the potential 
impacts or beneficial effects of the two 
options 

Summary Potential Impacts to 

Environmentally Sensitive Resources  

Relative Rating 

Neutral Neutral 
There is no difference in the potential 
impacts or beneficial effects of the two 
service options 
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r 3.2 Enhance the 
aesthetics of the 
corridor to improve 
economic activity 

c. Potential impacts to the natural environment 

Biological Resources No effect No effect 
This environmental element is not 
related to corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic activity 

Fish Ecology No effect No effect 
This environmental element is not 
related to corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic activity 

Wetlands No effect No effect 
This environmental element is not 
related to corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic activity 

Water Resources No effect No effect 
This environmental element is not 
related to corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic activity 

Hazardous Materials No effect No effect 
This environmental element is not 
related to corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic activity 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Option 2: 
Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

Comments/Notes 

Geology/Seismic No effect No effect 
This environmental element is not 
related to corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic activity 

Parks/4(f)/6(f) No effect No effect 
This environmental element is not 
related to corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic activity 

Cultural/Sec 106 Resources Neutral Neutral 

There are approximately 50 eligible 
historic resources that must be 
considered for potential impacts.  
Potential impacts to historic resources 
include:  (1) loss of parking and access 
to historic resources in commercial 
areas   (2) partial acquisitions and strip 
takes could adversely affect historic 
resources if alterations to the resource 
are required. However, there is no 
difference in Section 106 resource 
impacts between the two service 

options. 

Visual/Aesthetic 
Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

Improvements 
over existing 

conditions 

As it relates to corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic activity, both 
options would include the same station 
area improvements (lighting, 
landscaping, urban design elements) 

Noise/Vibration No effect No effect 
This environmental element is not 
related to corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic activity 

Air Quality No effect No effect 
This environmental element is not 
related to corridor aesthetics and 
improving economic activity 
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BRT SERVICE OPTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

GOAL   OBJECTIVE CRITERION 

Option 1: 
Franklin-Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

Option 2: 
Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

Comments/Notes 

Summary Potential Impacts to 

Environmentally Sensitive Resources  

Relative Rating 

Neutral Neutral 

For most of the environmental 
elements, there is no relationship to 
aesthetics and economic activity. 
However, both options would include 
station area improvements (lighting, 
landscaping, urban design elements) 
but the effect would be similar. 

 


