
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  
Governance Team 

AGENDA 
Thursday, October 9 

Springfield City Hall, Jesse Maine Room   
3:00 to 4:00 p.m. 

 
 
 

1. Welcome & Agenda Review 

2. SAC Recommendation: Modification to Evaluation Criterion for 
Objective 1.6.   

3. SAC Recommendation: Narrowed Range of Transit Solutions 

• Screening (Level 1) Overview 
• Enhanced Bus Options 
• BRT Service Options 
• BRT Lane Configurations 
• BRT Routing Main – East End 
• BRT Routing Downtown Springfield 
• BRT Routing McVay South 
• BRT Station Spacing 

4. Next Steps & Adjourn 

• November 18, 2014 GT Meeting 1-2 p.m. 
• January 8, 2015 GT Meeting 2-3 p.m.  

 



 

 

October 2, 2014 

 

 

TO:  Governance Team 

FROM:  John Evans, LTD 
  David Reesor, City of Springfield 

RE: Main-McVay Transit Study:  Evaluation Criterion for Objective 1.6 

 

On September 4, 2014, the GT, acting on a recommendation from the Main-McVay Stakeholder advisory 
Committee (SAC), took action to approve the Problem Statement, Needs Statement, and Evaluation 
Criteria for the Main-McVay Transit Study.  As part of that action, the GT modified two of the evaluation 
criteria.  The SAC was informed of the changes to the two criteria at their meeting on September 30, 
2014, and passed a motion to recommend to the GT a slight modification to one of the altered criteria.  
The SAC vote in favor of this recommendation was supported by 11 of the 12 members present, with 
one person abstaining.  

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. 

• GT Approved Evaluation Criterion for Objective 1.6: Distribution of transit service and facility 
improvements that avoid disproportionate impacts on those populations along the Corridor. 

• SAC Recommended Change to Evaluation Criterion for Objective 1.6:  Distribution of transit 
service and facility improvements that avoid disproportionate beneficial or adverse impacts on 
those populations along the Corridor. 

The recommended change is to add “beneficial or adverse” (underlined above) to describe the impacts.  
Even though impacts can be positive or negative, the SAC believes that most people think of impacts as 
negative, so wanted to clarify that the intent of this criterion was that neither beneficial or adverse 
impacts would be applied disproportionately as part of a Main-McVay transit project. 
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TO:  Governance Team 

FROM:  John Evans, LTD 
  David Reesor, City of Springfield 

RE: Main-McVay Transit Study: SAC Recommendations for Narrowed Range of Possible 
Transit Solutions 

On September 30, 2014, the Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) met to review the Tier I Screening 
Evaluation results and narrow the range of possible transit solutions for the Main-McVay Corridor.  The 
packet of materials sent to the SAC prior to their meeting is included with this memo. 

The SAC agreed with many of the project team recommendations.  They had a different 
recommendation on one option (BRT Station Spacing) and added comments to some of their 
recommendations to clarify their recommendation.   

 SAC Recommendation 
Options Retain Eliminate 
5.3: Enhanced Bus Options  

Enhanced Bus Options 1: Main Street (Figure 4.2-3)   
Enhanced Bus Option 2: McVay Highway (Figure 4.2-4)   
Enhanced Bus Option 3: Main Street Express (Figure 4.2-5)   
Enhanced Bus Option 4: Freeway Express (Figure 4.2-6)   
Enhanced Bus Option 5: Main-McVay (Figure 4.2-7)   

Section 5.3 SAC Recommendation 
Unanimous vote to retain Options 1, 2 and 3 and eliminate Options 4 and 5. Agreed that it was important to not 
foreclose an option like Option #5 in the future when Glenwood experiences increased development. 
5.4: BRT Service Options  

Bus Service Option 1: Franklin-Gateway; Main-McVay (Figure 4.2-8)   
Bus Service Option 2: Franklin-Main; Gateway-McVay (Figure 4.2-9)   
Bus Service Option 3: Franklin-Gateway; Main; McVay (Figure 4.2-10)   
Bus Service Option 4: Franklin-Main; Gateway; McVay (Figure 4.2-11)   

Section 5.4 SAC Recommendation 
SAC members voted to retain Options 2 and 4 while eliminating Options 1 and 3. Eleven of the 12 SAC members in 
attendance for the motion, and one member abstained from the vote. 
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 SAC Recommendation 
Options Retain Eliminate 
5.5: BRT Lane Configurations  

Lane Configuration Option 1: High Exclusivity   
Lane Configuration Option 2: Moderate Exclusivity   
Lane Configuration Option 3: Low Exclusivity   

Section 5.5 SAC Recommendation 
Unanimous vote to retain all three options to advance into Tier II screening process.    
5.6: BRT Routing Main Street East Routing Options and 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 69th   
East Main Option 4: Main to 72nd   

Section 5.6 SAC Recommendation 
The SAC voted to retain Options 1 and 2 while eliminating Options 3 and 4. The SAC emphasized it was important 
to make sure the neighborhood connector service to areas east of 58th Street was included in the options that 
were advanced. The vote for this recommendation was supported by 11 of 12 members, while one member 
abstained from the vote. 
5.7: BRT Main Street Downtown Routing Options  

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 14th   

Section 5.7 SAC Recommendations 
Unanimous vote to retain all three options to advance into Tier II screening process.   
5.8: 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)   

Section 5.8 SAC Recommendation 
Unanimous vote to retain Options 1 and 2 while eliminating Option 3. 
5.9: 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   

Section 5.9 SAC Recommendation 
The SAC did not agree with the project team recommendation to retain Option 2 and eliminate Options 1 and 3 
and, instead, recommended retaining all three options to advance into the Tier II screening. The vote was 11 of 12 
members voting to advance all three options with one member abstaining. 
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Main Street Projects  
Status Update (as of 9/23/2014) 

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. 

Below is a map showing the five Main Street Projects followed by information providing a brief 
summary 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. 
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Current Status: 

• Consultant team is preparing draft Vision Plan based on public input and Council direction.   

Next Steps: 

• Council work session November 3rd: Draft Vision Plan, List of Short Term Actions.  
• Planning Commission work sessions September 16th, November 4th.  
• Outreach to owners of "Opportunity Sites" between now and November 3rd. 

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. 

Current Status:  

• Construction plans complete for 41st and 35th crossings 
• Council awarded project to Brown Contracting  
• Construction of 41st and 35th crossings now underway 

 

mailto:lpauly@springfield-or.gov
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Next Steps:   

• Stakeholder outreach occurring now for 48th crossing and Chapman crossing 
• Completion of 41st  and 35th crossings estimated by mid-October  

 

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:  

• Recent 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. 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
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TO:  Main-McVay Transit Study Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) 

FROM:  John Evans, LTD 

  David Reesor, City of Springfield 

RE:  Main-McVay Transit Study:  Range of Possible Transit Solutions 

 

At the August 26, 2014 meeting, the SAC took action to recommend a range of possible transit solutions 

to be carried forward into the screening process.  The range of possible solutions was intended to 

include all reasonable options for existing bus, enhanced bus, and bus rapid transit (BRT) along the 

corridor.  The options were described in terms of service connections, routing, termini, lane 

configuration, and generalized station locations. 

The Governance Team (GT) met on September 4, 2014 to review and take action on the SAC 

recommendation.  They agreed with all of the SAC recommendations with the exception of one of the 

downtown Springfield BRT routing options.  The options recommended by the SAC for BRT route 

alignments in downtown Springfield (between the Springfield Transit Station and 21st Street) were as 

follows: 

 South A Street/Main Street couplet (bus travels with existing traffic flow) 

 Two-Way on South A Street (westbound BRT travel would be contraflow to existing traffic flow) 

 Two-Way on Main Street (eastbound BRT travel would be contraflow to existing traffic flow) 

 Two-Way of South A Street to west of 10th or 14th Street, and the South A Street/Main Street 

couplet east of 19th or 14th  

The GT determined that the two-way Main Street alignment option was not reasonable due to the 

extent of probable impacts to parking and businesses.    A contraflow lane on Main Street for eastbound 

BRT travel would require either the elimination of one of the two travel lanes or the removal of on-

street parking, both of which were seen as having too great of an impact on traffic and/or downtown 

businesses and, thus, not a reasonable solution.  That routing option has been eliminated from the 

Range of Possible Solutions.  
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TO:  Main-McVay Transit Study Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) 

FROM:  John Evans, LTD 

  David Reesor, City of Springfield 

RE: Main-McVay Transit Study:  Governance Team action on Problem Statement, Needs 

Statement, and Evaluation Criteria 

At the August 26, 2014 meeting, the SAC took action to recommend a Problem Statement, Needs 

Statement, and Evaluation Criteria for the Main-McVay Transit Study.  The Governance Team (GT) met 

on September 4, 2014 to review and take action on the SAC recommendations.   The GT approved the 

Problem Statement, Needs Statement, and Evaluation Criteria as recommended by the SAC, with the 

following two modifications to the evaluation criteria: 

 SAC Recommended Evaluation Criterion for Objective 1.6:  Distribution of transit service and 

facility improvements relative to concentrations of those minority populations along the 

Corridor, for which data is readily available. 

 GT Approved Evaluation Criterion for Objective 1.6: Distribution of transit service and facility 

improvements that avoid disproportionate impacts on those populations along the Corridor. 

The GT made this change to clarify that the intent of the evaluation is to avoid impacts to those 

populations. 

 SAC Recommended Evaluation Criterion for Objective 3.5:  Impacts to businesses along the 

Corridor measured in acres of property acquired and parking displacements 

 GT Approved Evaluation Criterion for Objective 3.5: Impacts to businesses along the Corridor 

measured in number and total acres of properties acquired, parking displacements, and access 

impacts. 

The GT added “access” as a possible business impact and clarified the way in which property impacts will 

be evaluated. 

In addition, the GT supported a SAC-recommended modification to the previously-approved Objective 

1.6 to add “economic status” to the list of sensitive populations.  That objective now reads: 

 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. 
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Main-McVay Transit Study 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting #5 

August 26, 2014 

 
MEETING REPORT 

 
SAC Members Present:  Diana Alldredge, Ronna Frank, Randy Hledick, Jerry Hooton, 

Andrew Knori, Emma Newman, Brett Rowlett, Dan Rupe, Paul 
Selby, Garry Swanson, Chad Towe, Erin Walters 

SAC Members Absent:  David Helton, Lorenzo Herrera, Ken Hill, Rosalia Marquez 
Study Team:  John Evans, David Reesor, Stefano Viggiano, Lynda 

Wannamaker  
Facilitators:    Stan Biles, Chris Watchie  
Audience:    Rob Zako  
 
KEY MEETING POINTS  
1) Introductions & Agenda Review  
Stan Biles reviewed the meeting agenda.  
 
2) Baseline Report Revisions  
Lynda Wannamaker reviewed Report modifications based on SAC comments.   

 Not all comments resulted in changes to the Report.   

 Revisions included general edits and formatting.    

 Most of the changes focused on adding information about congestion, Main Street 
pedestrian crossings, Glenwood (historic resources, land use, zoning, safety), and the 
McVay portion of the corridor.  

 The Report will not be finalized until the Governance Team (GT) reviews the SAC’s 
input on the report and agrees on the final elements of the PNGO (Problem Statement, 
Needs Statement, and Evaluation Criteria). T 

 SAC was asked if they had concerns about the proposed changes.  None were voiced.  
 
SAC Comments/Questions:  

 Appreciation was expressed to the Project Team for addressing concerns and 
comments.  

 Q: Why are the land use and zoning maps not updated for Glenwood/McVay area?  
A: We could not make any changes to the agency base map; agency updates base 
maps on annual basis.   

 
3) Range of Transit Solutions       
Stefano Viggiano introduced the range of transit solutions based on the SAC’s suggestions, 
ideas, issues and constraints identified at their July 29 workshop.   

 The SAC’s task was to review the Range of Transit Solutions and confirm that the Project 
Team correctly captured their input.    

 At this time, the SAC’s focus is to establish the Range of Transit Solutions not the merits 
of each one. That analysis will happen in the two-step screening process (see Agenda 
Item #5).   
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 The Range of Transit Solutions is based upon the Existing Service, Enhanced Bus, and 
Bus Rapid Transit mode options.  

 For each of the Enhanced Bus and Bus Rapid Transit solutions, Stefano reviewed the 
applicable elements of Service Options, Lane Configurations, Routing (alignment), 
Termini, and Station Locations.  

 
Enhanced Service Options include:  

1) Main Street Enhanced Bus 
2) McVay Highway Enhanced Bus 
3) Main Street Express  
4) Freeway Express 

 
SAC Enhanced Bus Questions:  

Q: What about frequency for Main Street Express (Option 3)?  
A: The specifics on frequency have not been determined at this time.  It is possible that 
local service (#11 Route) would be reduced it if express bus were added to that 
segment.   
Q: Does the Freeway Express (Option 4) go directly to the University of Oregon or are 
there any stops?  
A: It likely would stop once in downtown Eugene before going to the University.  
Q: What does “queue jumping” mean? ? 
A: A queue jump is a type of roadway geometry used to provide preference to buses 
at intersections.  Buses use a separate lane to access the intersection, then are given an 
advance green to move forward ahead of the queue of cars.  
Q: Is there an option to combine some of these transit solutions?  For instance, could you 
mix and match mode options? Could the Main and McVay Highway Enhanced Bus 
options be combined to create a corridor-length Enhanced Bus option? 
A: Yes, some options can be mixed and matched.  However, combinations such as Main 
Street and McVay Highway Enhanced Bus may not result in  a consistent connection 
because of difference in frequency. We certainly could add that as an option to 
consider in the screening process.   
Q: Was there any discussion to extend the eastern termini to 72nd? 
A:  Not for Enhanced Bus, but BRT has an option to extend to 72nd Street.  That option 
can also be considered for Enhanced Bus.  

 Suggest adding “University” to the Freeway Express Option.   

 John Evans reiterated that the basis for the proposed solutions started with the SAC.  If 
the SAC’s input was not translated well into the draft solutions, the Project Team needs 
to hear that.  

 
Bus Rapid Transit Service Options:  

1) Main Street-McVay Highway EmX (existing Franklin-Gateway EmX remains as is) 
2) Franklin-Main Street EmX and Gateway-McVay Highway EmX  
3) Separate Main Street and McVay Highway EmX lines (existing Franklin-Gateway 
EmX remains as is) 
4) Franklin-Main Street EmX and separate Gateway and McVay Highway EmX lines 
 

SAC BRT Comments/Questions:  
Q: Do all the options stop at Springfield station?  
A: Yes 
Q: When you introduce a transfer, what’s the impact?  
A: There is some level of inconvenience. The continuous BRT line from West Eugene to 
Thurston eliminates the transfer.  
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Q: Would you run the same route on the weekend?   
A: You could have what is called “shortlining” meaning the bus stops short of the usual 
terminus.  For example, the LCCservice could be shortlined to end in Glenwood when 
LCC is not in session.  
Q: How is BRT option 2 & 4 different?    
A: Gateway and McVay are two separate EmX routes on Option 4. That option 
requires a transfer between the two routes.  

 The service options differ for separate segments. 

 The segments have different characteristics.   

 Allows us to evaluate them in a different way. 

 As we get into it these options, they may be modified, combined, etc.  

 We need the SAC to make sure we are not missing anything for the Range of Transit 
Solutions to consider.  

 Not a fan of the two-way option.    

 The potential bus lane configuration could be two-way but use the same lane (also 
called a bi-directional lane.  This is used on some sections of the Franklin EmX.  

 Looking at BRT lane configuration is the most challenging because of the range of them. 
A detailed analysis of the most appropriate lane configuration for a particular street 
section is beyond the scope of this study.   

 The study will evaluate three basic BRT lane approaches and level of lane exclusivity: 
high-level BRT, moderate-level BRT, low-level BRT.  
Q: Where is the Haul Road?  
A: East side of McVay Highway.  It’s the old Sand and Gravel (S&G) Road.  It is 
owned partly by private interests and by ODOT. That solution would require that new 
street connections be built.  
Q: What is the ROW on that road?   
A: 20-feet wide. Easement was specific to S&G truck traffic.  

 Wouldn’t spend a whole lot of money on exploring that solution because of how 
many hurdles it has.  

 Thought this solution was also about getting a bike/ped path, not just bus.  

 Advantage: this solution avoids congestion  

 Disadvantage: requires connections and does not serve existing development  
 
Recommendation: Range of Transit Solutions  
Stan Biles asked if there was anything missing from the July 29 Workshop that the SAC 
wanted included in Range of Transit Solutions. The Project Team incorporated your thoughts.  
Did they get it right?  
 
SAC Comments/Questions  

Q: Could one option be existing service but with increased frequency?  
A: For existing service (the no change option), the route would be subject to typical LTD 
service adjustments, which could at some point include increased service frequency if 
warranted by ridership demand.  Enhanced bus options can include frequency 
improvements. 
Q: For Express Enhanced Bus (Option 3) could you consider fewer stops?  
A: Yes 
Q: At what point with all these options do we think about broader access issues to the 
street?  With the potential additional lanes, what impacts does it have on the ground 
for bicycles and pedestrian such as crossing distance?   
A: That will be considered as part of the evaluation criteria screening.  
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 The solutions that move through the screening process will have continual refinement.   

 The SAC doesn’t have to design it but you can determine what it should include and not 
include.  

 The Enhanced Bus Service Freeway Express (Option 4) feels like “scope creep” because 
we are deviating outside of the corridor.  

 That’s a good question for the committee.  In the spirit of inclusivity, we added it.  
Q: Do we have origin/destination numbers from Thurston to the UO?  
A: Not at this time.  

 If there was enough ridership from Thurston to UO, it could reduce congestion.   

 That information would be part of the screening process.  

 I’d like to see the ridership numbers for that option.  What’s the count?  Where are 
people going?  Where are people coming from?   

Q: Was this the same route that LTD removed?   
A:  Yes.  That route had limited service (Thurston, downtown, to UO).  

 I suggest we leave the Freeway Express option in but we need more analysis of it. 
Q: Has there been any analysis of Thurston to Gateway or LCC? 
A: The Thurston to LCC connection is part of BRT Option 1.  The Thurston to Gateway 
connection would mean that the remaining two legs, Franklin and LCC, would be 
connected, which is not a logical or efficient pairing.  
Q: How would these options change if the NW Corridor Study results in a connection to 
the LCC from the other side of 30th?  
A: That study would consider any proposed Main-McVay options to LCC. The BRT 
routes from Springfield and Eugene could be connected at LCC, though there would 
likely be little through movement for that connection. 

 I see this as really about north/south and east/west connections.    
Q: Do we need to eliminate any options now?   
A: No.  The screening process will do that.  
Q: Do we have enough options on the table?  
A: That is not for the Project Team to say.  It is whether the SAC feels the Range of 
Transit Solutions covers their input.  

 If we go with a BRT option, it could take a while for ridership to build and could disrupt 
current riders.  Should we wait until demand is higher?  

 Whenever you make a change it affects ridership.  It is best to implement the change 
that benefits the greatest number of riders and let people adjust accordingly.  Waiting 
to make the change does not make the transition any easier.  
 

Recommendation: Range of Transit Solutions to Move into Screening 
Stan Biles called for the recommendation.  

 Mike Eyster moved to approve proposed Range of Transit Solutions to move into 
Screening Phase with noted additions to:  
1) Enhanced Bus Service options 

a. Create a solution that combines option #1 (Main St. Enhanced Bus) and #2 
(McVay Highway Enhanced Bus) 

b. Extend Option #1 terminus beyond 69th to 72nd 
c. Option #4: add “University” to title  
d. Create more combined options  
e. Explore frequency increases in Enhanced Bus solutions  
f. Explore fewer stops for Option #3: Main Street Express service  

2)  BRT option, East of Bob Straub Pkwy, Main St. to 58th to Thurston to 69th: Change 
terminus to Thurston High School rather than proposed Thurston/58th roundabout. 

 Randy Hledick seconded. 
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Stan Biles called for further discussion.  

 Having none, the motion was put to vote.  
 The motion passed unanimously 13 to 0 with David Helton, Lorenzo Herrera, Ken Hill, 

and Rosalia Marquez in absentia.  
 
4) PNGO & Evaluation Criteria Revisions  
Lynda Wannamaker and Stefano Viggiano reviewed the PNGO status:  

 Problem Statement 
o Added wording to introduction to clarify status of existing transit on the corridor 
o Added information to McVay Highway Segment Problem Statement 

- Clarified that transit demand is seasonal 
- Added information on pedestrian safety issues in McVay Highway Segment 
- Added information on congestion issues in and around Interstate 5 interchange 
- Referenced growth and development expected in Glenwood area 

 Purpose Statement (previously reviewed and approved) 

 Needs Statement 
o Provided additional information on current ridership on Main Street Segment 
o Documented pedestrian safety issues on Main Street and McVay Highway 

segments 
o Documented congestion issues along corridor 
o Added information regarding needed improvements at Interstate 5 interchange 
o Added information on LTD operating expenses 

 

 Goals (previously reviewed and approved) 

 Objectives (previously reviewed and approved) 

 Evaluation Criteria 
o Added criterion for Objective 1.6 
o Objective: Enhance equitable transit for users without regard to race, color, 

religion, sex, sexual orientation, national origin, marital status, age, or disability 
o Evaluation Criterion: Distribution of transit service and facility improvements 

relative to concentrations of minority populations along the Corridor 
 
SAC Comment/Questions: 

 It would be good to include both pedestrian and bicycle fatalities.  

 The data does not include bicycle crashes on the entire Corridor.   
Q: Regarding Objective 1.6 why is it referred to minority populations?  
A: It’s one of the factors we look at because it can be measured. 
Q: Why do we need to have term “minority”?  
A: It’s part of the Title VI language that the GT used to develop Objective 1.6.  
Q: Do we need to have the data broken out to this degree?  
A: It needs to be measurable and able to be collected. Minority communities are 
measurable populations.  
Q: Where did Objective 1.6 come from?  
A: The SAC requested the GT provide guidance to help define “equity.”  
Q: Can we just do the minimal?   
A: Measure that which is available.  

 Think statement of equity is important.  

 Only keep things in that are measurable.  

 Use data on those equity issues that we can actually measure.  
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 Add “low income” to the criteria 

 Concern that red lights are not being used in new pedestrian crossings. David Reesor 
will follow up later. 

 Objective 2.4 reads that it is only concerned with the environmental impacts of 
construction not about the buses themselves (e.g. fuel).   

 The analysis of greenhouse gases and environmental impacts relates to that.  It will 
show the reduction of vehicle miles traveled and related GHG reduction.    

  
Recommendation: Proposed changes to Problem, Need, and Evaluation Criteria 
Stan Biles called for the recommendation.  

 Mike Eyster moved to Approve proposed changes to Problem, Need, and Evaluation Criteria 
with the following additions:  
1) Objective 1.6: add term “economic status”  
2) Objective 1.6 Evaluation Criteria: modify language “concentrations of populations along 

the corridor for which data is readily available”  
3) Include data on bicycle fatalities for both Main Street and McVay Highway 

 Randy Hledick seconded.  
Stan Biles called for further discussion.  

 Having none, the motion was put to vote.  

 The motion passed unanimously 13 to 0 with David Helton, Lorenzo Herrera, Ken Hill, 
and Rosalia Marquez in absentia.   
 

5. Upcoming Screening Evaluation  
Lynda Wannamaker reviewed the purpose and process of the screening evaluation.   

 Purpose: Determine which transit solutions are most appropriate for Corridor and hold 
most promise in solving identified problems.  

 Process:  

 Narrow broader range of transit solutions to smaller range of solutions for further 
study 

 Evaluates each transit solution in terms of its potential adverse or beneficial effect 
to project area environment 

 Two steps  
1) Step 1: Purpose Needs Goals and Objectives Screening  

 Purpose and Need Screening 

 “Fatal Flaw” screening 

 Gauges whether or not transit solutions address PNGO 

 Note this step changed from original plan 

 Modified to include Goals and Objectives 

 Allow for greater scrutiny of options 

 Transit solutions best meeting PNGO should be advanced to next level of 
evaluation 

2) Step 2: Evaluation Criteria Screening   

 Screen transit solutions using evaluation criteria 

 Gauges how well transit solutions meet Goals and Objectives 

 Each option scored 

 Data and scoring used to compare and contract transit solutions 

 Narrow range to most promising solutions 

 Using available data and resources at this point.  No independent research will happen 
because of time and funding.  
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SAC Comments/Questions:  

Q: Could all solutions move forward?  
A: To be efficient with the Study’s resources, transit options that are not likely to solve 
the identified transportation problems should be eliminated from further study. Using 
the original approach of screening only with Purpose and Need, all solutions would 
move forward.  By adding goals and objectives to the Level 1 screening (fatal flaw 
analysis) it will help narrow the range.  

 The Existing Service Mode (no change) always goes forward through the screening 
process.  

 
6) Next Steps 
Lynda Wannamaker reviewed next steps for the process:  
SEPTEMBER:  

 September 4: GT Review and Decision:  
o Range of Transit Solutions 
o Problem Statement  
o Needs Statement 
o Evaluation Criteria 

 Level 1: PNGO Screening of Range of Transit Solutions 

 September 30: SAC Meeting #6: 
o SAC Recommendation: Narrowed Range of Transit Solutions 

OCTOBER 

 October 9: GT Review and Decision: Narrowed Range of Transit Solutions  

 Level 2: Evaluation Criteria Screening of Narrowed Range of Transit Solutions  

 October 28: Introduction to Screening Evaluation Process  

 November 18: SAC Workshop: Draft Range of Most Promising Solutions  
 
Adjourn 
Stan Biles thanked the SAC for their continued good work and dedication.  
 
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 

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
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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 
See: SAC Mtg. #5 8-26-14 (Memo to SAC re: Range of Possible Solutions) for graphics  
 

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/
http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/main-mcvay-transit-improvement-study/stakeholder-advisory-committee/sac-meeting-4-materials/
http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/main-mcvay-transit-improvement-study/stakeholder-advisory-committee/


Main-McVay Transit Study 

Screening Evaluation Process 

The purpose of the screening and evaluation effort is to determine which transit solutions are most 

appropriate for the Corridor and hold the most promise in solving the transportation problems.  Transit 

solutions which hold the most promise may be carried forward to future phases of the project. 

A two-step process will be used to narrow the broader range of transit solutions to a smaller range of 

options for further study. The screening process evaluates each transit solution in terms of its 

reasonable potential to solve the 

identified transportation problems 

and the reasonable probability of 

having adverse or beneficial effect to 

the project area environment. This 

includes consideration of issues 

including land use, transportation, 

economic development, compliance 

with plans and regulations, and 

effects to the built environment, parks, 

cultural and natural resources, among 

others.  

Tier I - Purpose and Need 

Screening 

The broad range of transit solutions 

developed by the SAC and approved 

by the GT is screened by the project 

team to determine which transit 

solutions have the reasonable 

potential to solve the identified 

transportation problems in the 

Corridor (by addressing the Study’s 

Purpose, Need, Goals, and Objectives 

(PNGO)).  

Transit solutions which have the potential to solve the Corridor’s transportation problems will be 

advanced to the next level of evaluation  

Tier II - Screening-Level Evaluation 

At this stage of the screening process, the Evaluation Criteria are used to determine the reasonable 

probability of each of the transit solutions having adverse or beneficial effects (how well each would 

meet the Study’s Goals and Objectives). Each of the transit solutions is scored based on the Evaluation 

Criteria – the higher the point total the better the transit option is in meeting the Study’s Goals and 

Broad Range of Transit Solutions 

Narrowed Range of Transit 

Solutions 

Range of Most Promising Transit 

Solutions 

Tier 1 - Purpose, 
Need, Goals & 

Objectives Screening 

Tier 2 - Screening-
Level Evaluation 
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Objectives, or the probability of having greater beneficial effects or having fewer adverse effects.  The 

resulting data and scoring are used to assist in comparing and contrasting the transit solutions options. 

The findings and recommendations from the 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 solving the identified Corridor transportation problems.  

Why is it important to use a screening process? 
Using a screening process to narrow the range of transit solutions provides for an efficient, organized, 

systematic method for determining the most promising transit solutions for the corridor. The screening 

process focuses on key issues appropriate to each level of screening. 

The Tier I Screening uses a threshold measure to quickly allow for the 

elimination of transit solutions that will not address or will poorly 

address the Study’s Purpose, Need, Goals and Objectives. Transit 

solutions advanced to the Tier II Screening are evaluated in more 

detail to assess how well each of the transit solutions meets the 

Study’s Goals and Objectives. The Tier II Screening does not identify 

and evaluate specific impacts.  

This approach more efficiently uses time and money to examine 

transit solutions that have a greater probability of solving the 

transportation problems in the Corridor.   

At the end of the Tier II Screening, a range of most promising transit solutions is identified for further 

study. This range of most promising solutions is not a final decision - new information can cause 

consideration of other transit solutions at a later date.  

How can you help in the screening process? 
 Avoid spending time focused on design-related issues that cannot be addressed at this time such as 

driveways that might be eliminated, trees that might be removed or the design of station. During 

the preliminary and final design stages of a project, LTD and the City of Springfield will invest a great 

deal of effort in avoiding or reducing impacts.  

 Avoid spending time focused on issues that are already part of LTD’s standard operating procedures 

such as improving ADA access (see General Assumptions). 

Tier 1 Screening 

 In reviewing the Tier I Screening results, some factors to consider as you make your 

recommendation: 

o This is a threshold screening measure – it is a higher level review of the solutions.  

Tiered Screening Process 

 Effective high-level 
process to determine if 
there are viable solutions 
for further consideration. 

 Used to quickly focus on 
critical factors in 
selecting options for 
more in-depth study. 

 Efficient use of time and 
money. 
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o At this stage of the screening, focus on the “big picture” and “reasonable potential to solve the 

transportation problems.” 

o The GT eliminated one transit solution on a “Pass / Fail” basis, 

that is, they determined that the transit solution would likely 

have extensive impacts to businesses and time and money 

should not be spent studying that option any further. 

o Do you agree with the project team’s findings about whether 

or not the transit solutions meet the Study’s Purpose, Need, 

Goals and Objectives and how well each solution is likely to 

meet the PNGO or correct the transportation problem? If not, 

what do you think should be modified and how? 

 

Tier II Screening 

 In reviewing the Tier II Screening results, some factors to consider 

as you make your recommendation: 

o At this stage, impacts are not identified but instead the 

probability of each option having impacts is considered. Focus on the “reasonable probability of 

having impacts” and the relative comparison of those probable impacts. 

o Stay focused on the agreed upon measures (evaluation criteria) – No new criteria will be created 

at this point. 

o Do you agree with the project team’s findings about how well each of the transit solutions is 

likely to address the evaluation criteria or correct the transportation problem? If not, what do 

you think should be modified and how? 

o The criteria are not weighted – you must determine which individual criteria are most important 

in assessing the relative merits of the transit solutions. 

 Determining the range of most promising transit solutions: 

o Focus on “reasonable potential”. 

o Which transit solutions have the greatest reasonable potential to solve the transportation 

problems in the Corridor? 

o This range of most promising solutions is not a final decision - new information can cause 

consideration of other transit solutions in the next phase of study. 

Rationale for Dismissing Alternatives 
 Does not meet Purpose, Need, Goals and Objectives 

 Is not likely to correct the transportation problems in the Corridor 

 Does not have the potential to decrease impacts on natural resources, businesses, residents, 

transportation system, transit system or other resources 

 Has the potential create new or greater impacts on natural resources, businesses, residents, 

transportation system, transit system or other resources 

Tier I Screening 

Identify the range of transit 
solutions that have 
reasonable potential to 
solve the identified 
transportation problems. 

Tier II Screening 

Identify the range of transit 
solutions that have a 
reasonable probability of 
having the least adverse 
effect and greatest 
beneficial effect in the 
Corridor. 
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 There is a reasonable probability that the solution will have greater adverse effects than beneficial 

effects 

 There is a reasonable probability that the solution would not be acceptable or appropriate for the 

Springfield community 

 Is infeasible or illegal 

 Is inconsistent with adopted plans or policies 

 Implementation is remote or speculative 

 Environmental effects cannot be reasonably ascertained 

 Dependent on future (as yet undeveloped or proven) technology when action requires near term 

results 

General Assumptions 
LTD has constructed a number of major transit investments including two EmX Corridors and two 

signature transit stations. With each project, LTD has improved its record of avoiding and reducing 

impacts beyond what was estimated in the environmental review and LTD has constructed (or is 

constructing) community facilities such as bike lanes and paths, sidewalks, street crossings, traffic signals, 

bridges over waterways, and community meeting spaces. When considering which transit options to 

retain and which to eliminate, you can make the following assumptions:  

 For major transit investments, LTD includes: 

o Bicycle improvements such as bike lanes, bike paths, bike parking and storage 

o ADA access improvements such as ramped sidewalks 

o Sidewalk improvements such as sidewalk widening, completing unimproved sidewalk areas 

o Safe bicycle and pedestrian crossings to stations 

o Landscape improvements – meets or exceeds minimum requirements 

o The latest and most appropriate bus technology that seeks to provide the greatest passenger 

capacity and comfort, ease in driving, reduced air quality impacts, reduced energy consumption 
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Main-McVay Transit Study 
Community Input Summary 

September 2014  
 
Written comments submitted  
As of 9/23/14: none received. 

 
Website input 
August 27, 2014 
From: Isaac Meyer  
A few comments about the proposed routing/alignment alternatives for BRT 
(these assume a BRT build option is selected on both Main and McVay, which I 
strongly support): 
How to integrate several BRT lines: 
— The solution that creates the “+” sign shape lines makes the most sense in the 
end (West Eugene-Franklin-Main and Gateway-McVay). While there will be 
some short term disturbance, in the end it makes much more sense and will be 
much more understandable to consumers to create two relatively linear routes. 
Since the McVay segment at least initially will be mostly LCC riders, it might be 
wise to have every other weekend and summer trip just do the Gateway 
segment. 
BRT along Main Street/South A between Willamette River and 21st: 
— I like the idea of having the couplet east of 10th Street and two-way on South 
A west of 10th. This will best serve the Springfield Station and minimize impacts 
to downtown Main Street while avoiding the need to widen South A by two EmX 
lanes instead of one in the section without as much vacant land to the south. (A 
similar alignment that uses 14th instead of 10th should also be studied.) If a two-
lane transitway is installed along the south side of South A (an ideal option 
because it is primarily vacant land, great approach to Springfield Station, and 
bus lanes not interfering with traffic turning left), this could be an opportunity to 
improve pedestrian crossings on South A, which would also facilitate 
redevelopment to the south. 
— Reevaluate the possibility of widening the bridges over the Willamette to add 
bus lanes. While that didn’t make sense when Franklin EmX was constructed, now 
twice as many buses would benefit as both Franklin and McVay EmX would use it. 
Also this could be an opportunity to add bike lanes and sidewalks to the bridges 
and eliminate the anticipated expense of a new bike bridge immediately north. 
— Avoid running EmX on Main Street between 10th and the Springfield Station. 
There is not enough room to add a lane and the loss of parking would be 
devastating. At the same time, the large number of stoplights in the area makes 



Main-McVay Transit Study Public Comments Received 8/29/14 – 9/23/14  2 

mixed traffic there an unattractive option for bus operations when South A is so 
much superior. 
BRT along Main between 21st and Thurston Station: 
— Consider grade separation at R/R crossing at 28th. Otherwise, buses running 
every 10 minutes delayed 5 minutes by a train is a recipe for bus bunching. 
— Exclusive bus lanes along the center of the street (like along Franklin) are 
preferable for a lot of reasons here, compared to BAT lanes along the curb (like 
will be along West 11th): 
— While the lanes would restrict left turns, impacts to businesses could be easily 
mitigated by protected (perhaps even signalized) left turn pockets every few 
blocks that make left turns easier even if they then require a bit of backtracking. 
This would also reduce accidents. 
— Curbside BAT lanes would interfere with the bike lanes already there. Either 
the lanes would be located to the right of the bike lane like along 11th (which 
invites conflicts with turning traffic and is in general uncomfortable as a bicyclist) 
or else buses have to block bike lanes when they stop. The bike lane along Main 
is uncomfortable enough as is. 
— Center exclusive bus lanes can be modified as right of way width 
permits/requires. For example, two lanes can be narrowed to a single lane in 
tight areas, requiring less widening while still offering an exclusive bus lane in 
both directions. Also, lanes could be transitways with a grassy strip in the center 
like along Franklin, or even a median could be planted between the lanes to 
improve the urban landscape where ROW is easy to obtain (for example, where 
there are vacant lots) 
— Transit stops in the center of the street require only half the crossing distance 
and offer opportunities to improve crossings or integrate with the existing safety 
medians. 
— Reduced road widening/ROW required. Assuming 12’ lanes, adding BAT 
lanes requires adding 24’ to the road. Eliminating a 12’ center turn lane and 
adding 2x12’ lanes requires adding 12’ to the ROW. Eliminating a 12’ center 
turn lane and adding a single lane requires 0 ROW. Where the turn lane cannot 
be eliminated (at intersections or left turn pockets), widening would still be no 
greater than for BAT lanes. Changing the cross section of the road occasionally 
along the entire length of the road will also reduce motorist speeds by adding a 
slight curve to the lanes, helping business access and bikes/pedestrians. 
BRT east of Thurston Station: 
— Consider running the current #11 Thurston loop as frequent transit but 
alternating directions like the Gateway EmX does along its loop. Serving Thurston 
Middle, Thurston High, and Lively Park will offer a lot of useful connections. 
Consider a new park and ride at 69th and Main. 
 
McVay Hwy in Glenwood: 
— Consider exclusive center lanes for same reasons as along Main, especially 
given the extra ROW available. 
— Improve bicycle and pedestrian facilities and upgrade to urban standards at 



Main-McVay Transit Study Public Comments Received 8/29/14 – 9/23/14  3 

same time to prevent unnecessary duplicate expenses later on. 
South of Glenwood: 
— I like the idea of running the EmX to the east of I-5 all the way to 30th 
Avenue to avoid traffic congestion that usually seems worse to the west and to 
facilitate development along Seavey Loop. 
— Consider relocating the LCC station to the east side of campus to better suit 
the new EmX line. It’s also reasonable to have the EmX stop at a different LCC 
stop than the other buses because the station is primarily for LCC students, not to 
make transfers. 
 
Thanks! 
 
Project Team Response:  
Thursday, Aug 28, 2014 
 
Hello Isaac,  

We received your emailed comments for the Main-McVay Transit Study and 
appreciate the thought you put into them. We will consider them in the evaluation 
and refinement of alternatives which is coming up soon in the Project.  
  
Thanks again and have a great weekend!  
  
Best, 
David 

 
Email correspondence sent to Project Team:  
 As of 9/23/14: none received 
 
Main Street Interested Parties List Updates: 
Next update week of October 6, 2014  
 
Community Outreach:  
Presentation by David Reesor to Lane County Area Commission on Transportation 
(Lane ACT) on 9/10/14  
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For Additional Information or to Comment 

If you would like additional information about the Main-McVay Transit Study or would like 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.” 
 

US Mail / Email / Phone  David Reesor, Senior Transportation Planner 
City of Springfield 
225 Fifth Street 
Springfield, OR 97477 
 
dreesor@springfield-or.gov 
541-726-4585 
 
 
 
John Evans, Senior Project Manager 
Lane Transit District 
PO Box 7070 
Springfield, OR 97475-0470 
 
John.Evans@ltd.org 
541-682-6146 
 

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 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 be pursued by Lane Transit District (LTD) and the city of 

Springfield. 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 Glossary of Acronyms, Abbreviations and Terms  

Transportation projects can be complicated and are often difficult to understand because of the 

acronyms, terms and abbreviations used in technical documents and presentations. Attachment A is a 

glossary of acronyms, terms, and abbreviations used often in transportation studies. 

1.2 Report Purpose and Organization 

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

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

Stakeholder Advisory Committee, and the Governance Team to narrow the broad range of transit 

improvement solutions and select a smaller range of transit solutions for further evaluation and 

consideration. This report is organized as follows:   

Chapter 1. Summary:  This chapter provides an overview of this Report and a summary of the key 

findings. 

Chapter 2. Introduction: This chapter describes the purpose of the study, the project and its Study Area, 

the problem statement for the project, the secondary goals and objective to be achieved by the project, 

and the criteria used to evaluate conceptual transit solutions. 

Chapter 3. Study Process: This chapter provides a description of the study process. 

Chapter 4. Proposed Transit Solutions: This chapter presents the transportation and environmental 

conditions in the Corridor. For each environmental discipline, there is a discussion of the existing and 

future conditions; resulting opportunities and constraints for the various transit solutions in the Corridor; 

and, conclusions relevant to the study.  

Chapter 5. Tier I Screening: This chapter presents a summary of the screening findings which gauges 

whether or not the proposed transit solutions address the Study’s Purpose, Need, Goals and Objectives 

and the project team’s recommendations.  

Chapter 6. Next Steps: A summary description of the next steps in the Study is included in this Chapter. 

Appendix A. Glossary of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Terms: This appendix includes definitions for 

acronyms, abbreviations and terms used in this report. 

http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/
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Appendix B. References: This appendix lists the references and sources consulted in preparing this 

report. 

1.3 Draft Problem Statement, Purpose and Need 

Using input collected through community conversations and other project outreach, the project team 

worked with the Stakeholder Advisory Committee and the Governance Team to develop the project’s 

draft Problem Statement, Purpose and Need Statement, a set of Goals and Objectives, and Evaluation 

Criteria (see Chapter 2 of this Report).  The Goals and Objectives used in this study are consistent with 

the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR), the Springfield 2035 Transportation System Plan, the Springfield 

Comprehensive Plan (i.e., Metro Plan), ODOT’s transportation policies, and community values. Project 

goals and objectives are also consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  

1.4 Environmental Background Review and Conclusions 

This Study has considered information and data from existing plans and studies, policies, rules, 

regulations, and standards for the following disciplines: 

 Acquisitions and Displacements 

 Air Quality 

 Archaeological Resources 

 Biological Resources 

 Cultural/Historic Resources 

 Energy 

 Environmental Justice 

 Geology / Geotechnical 

 Hazardous Materials 

 Land Use and Prime Agricultural Lands 

 Noise 

 Parklands and Section 4(f) and 6(f) 
Resources 

 Socioeconomics 

 Transportation including traffic, parking, 
transit, bicycle, pedestrian, freight 

 Utilities 

 Visual and Aesthetic Resources 

 Water Resources (includes floodplains, 
groundwater and stormwater) 

 Wetlands and Waters of State and U.S. 

  
The information and data were primarily from existing sources and were reviewed and analyzed to 

determine existing and future conditions in the Main-McVay Corridor.   Field surveys were conducted for 

four resources: archaeological, historic, biological, and wetlands.  

Using information from the background research and field surveys, the project team identified 

opportunities and constraints for transit improvements in the Corridor.  Opportunities and constraints 

are natural resources, the built environment, or regulations that may either constrain or provide project 

development opportunities. The information from the environmental background review and findings 

were compiled in the Main-McVay Transit Study Baseline Existing and Future Conditions Report (2014). 
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2 Introduction 

2.1 Project Study Area  

The Main -McVay Corridor generally follows Main Street from approximately 69th Street to the 

Glenwood area (east-west), and McVay Highway to Lane Community College (north-south).   The 

preliminary Study Area encompasses an area approximately one-half mile from either side of Main 

Street and McVay Highway (Figure 2.1-1). 

 

Figure 2.1-1. Preliminary Study Area for Main-McVay Transit Study 

 

Source: Lane Transit District. 2014. 

 

2.2 Relationship to Other Area Projects 

There are five related projects occurring in the area of the Main-McVay Transit Study. There are four 

projects occurring in the Main Street corridor (SmartTrips, Downtown Demonstration, Main Street 

Vision, Pedestrian Crossings) that have been closely coordinated with initial public outreach for the 
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Main-McVay Transit Study  (Figure 2.2-1). It is critical that all five of these projects are coordinated and 

managed in a way that is understandable to the community in terms of consistency and 

interrelationships. To date, the five Main Street projects (not including the Franklin Blvd Project) have 

been coordinated through a three-tiered management structure that includes project direction provided 

by the Governance Team. There is one additional project that is relevant to the Main-McVay Transit 

Study: the Franklin Boulevard Redevelopment Project. With the recent completion of the NEPA analysis, 

this Project is now moving into the Project Development phase (final design and right-of-way 

negotiations) and Phase I (Franklin / McVay intersection to Mississippi Ave) Construction to follow  

(Figure 2.2-2).  Each of the projects is summarized below.  

 

Figure 2.2-1. Main Street Projects  

 

Source: City of Springfield. 2014. 
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Figure 2.2-2. Franklin Boulevard Project Area 

 

Source: City of Springfield, Oregon. 2014. 

2.2.1 Main Street Projects Overview  

Throughout Springfield’s history Main Street has been the “heart” of the community. Now, the City has 

a great opportunity to look at and think about the future of the seven miles that make up the Main 

Street corridor, and to identify and discuss potential changes along the corridor that will leverage the 

local economy and the quality of the community for decades to come. From the Willamette River out to 

Thurston, Main Street serves the community in many ways.  

The city of Springfield, in partnership with Oregon Department of Transportation and Lane Transit 

District, is coordinating the Main Street Projects to look at: 

 pedestrian crossing improvements; 

 feasibility of transit improvements; 

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

 improving pedestrian-scale 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 Springfield 

citizens and other 

stakeholders in 

exploring issues and 

identifying problems 

and solutions. 
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2.2.1.1 Main Street Corridor Vision Plan 

The Vision Plan identifies the community’s preferred future for the land uses and transportation systems 

on Main Street. This planning process started in 2013 and is currently on-going. 

2.2.1.2 Main Street Pedestrian Crossing Project  

In a collaborative effort between the City of Springfield, Oregon 

Department of Transportation (ODOT) and LTD, six pedestrian 

crossing projects recommended under the 2010 Main Street 

Pedestrian Safety Study are being implemented in order to provide 

improved 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. 

The 2010 Main Street Pedestrian Safety Study recommended a total 

of eight pedestrian crossings. To date two crossings have been 

installed by ODOT at 51st and 44th Streets, two are under 

construction at 35th and 41st Streets, and two are currently being 

analyzed and coordinated with business and property owners at 48th 

Street and Chapman Lane. The remaining two crossings to be 

installed by the city of Springfield will start analysis and coordination 

with stakeholders in spring 2015. 

2.2.1.3 Downtown Demonstration Project  

As an outcome of the downtown circulation project, this small project will install pedestrian scale 

decorative posts with LED light fixtures along several block faces and eventually enhance existing 

crosswalks with brick pattern pavement markings in Springfield’s downtown.  Lighting will be installed 

on Main Street from Pioneer Parkway East to 6th Street, on South 

5th Street from Main to South A Street, and on 6th Street from 

Main Street to the alley between Main Street and South A Street 

(i.e. the alley next to City Hall).  The LED light fixtures have been 

identified for installation in this key location of Springfield’s 

downtown to improve safety, visibility, and aesthetic in the area. 

Currently the lighting phase of the project is underway is expected 

to be complete by summer 2015. 

2.2.1.4 SmartTrips Main Street  

SmartTrips is a comprehensive individual household and business 

outreach program aimed at increasing biking, walking, use of 
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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 Program (Phase I) 

was recently completed. Main Street Program (Phase II) will take place in 2015. SmartTrips is a 

collaborative effort between the City of Springfield and Point2point, a part of Lane Transit District (LTD), 

the Regional Transportation Options Program. 

2.2.2 Franklin Boulevard Redevelopment Project 

While not part of the “5 Main Street Project Elements,” the Franklin Boulevard Redevelopment Project is 

related to this Main-McVay Transit Study. The city of Springfield is beginning the design of 

improvements to Franklin Boulevard to support redevelopment and new investment in the Glenwood 

area. The Franklin Boulevard 

Redevelopment study 

considered design 

concepts for Franklin 

Boulevard Highway from I-

5 to Nugget Way and for 

the intersection of Franklin 

Boulevard and McVay Highway near the Springfield bridges.   The project recently received approval for 

a Categorical Exclusion NEPA classification as part of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) 

process. The City is currently finalizing a Scope of Work for the final design and right-of-way negotiations. 

Construction of Phase I (Franklin / McVay intersection to Mississippi Ave) will follow.  

2.3 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.   

 

 

http://www.smarttripsspringfield.com/
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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.  

2.4 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). 

2.4.1 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 

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. 



Main-McVay Transit Study Draft Tier I Screening September 2014 
 Evaluation Report Page 9 

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. 

2.4.2 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 

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 
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(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. 

2.5 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 
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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 

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 
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Objectives 5.2: Improve bicycle and pedestrians connections along the corridor and to and from 

transit stops 

2.6 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 2.6-1. Preliminary Draft 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 

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 
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Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

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 / 
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 
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Goals and Objectives Evaluation Criteria 

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 

 

  



Main-McVay Transit Study Draft Tier I Screening September 2014 
 Evaluation Report Page 15 

3 Study Process 

This chapter provides an overview of the Main-McVay Transit Study process.  Additional information 

about this study and related projects is available on the city of Springfield’s website at 

http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org.  

3.1 Community Conversations and Stakeholder Input 

During 2012, the project team, including City, LTD, and consultant staff, worked closely with elected and 

appointed officials to conduct initial stakeholder and public outreach. This initial outreach included small 

group meetings called, “Community Conversations,” general public outreach at community events such 

as  SummerFair and National Night Out. A summary of the Community Conversations can be found on 

the Our Main Street website and by clicking here (PDF). This Study used input from the initial 

stakeholder and public outreach to develop a range of transit solutions for the Corridor.   

The Stakeholders Advisory Committee (SAC) will consider technical information in advising the project 

team and the Governance Team. The public has been invited to attend SAC meetings and can submit 

written comments to the project team. 

The Governance Team (GT) will consider recommendations from the SAC and project team, community 

input and technical information when directing the project team and advising the Springfield City 

Council and LTD Board. The public has been invited to attend GT meetings. Public comments can be 

given at Springfield City Council meetings and LTD Board meetings. 

Regular electronic updates have been sent to an Interested Parties List and the project team has 

participated in outreach events associated with other area projects.  

Comments and questions are welcome at any time during the project by submitting comments via the 

coordinated Main Street / McVay website or by contacting City or LTD Project Managers by phone. 

3.2 Baseline Existing and Future Conditions Report 

An assessment of existing conditions occurred for the various disciplines under consideration. 

Particularly sensitive resources in the Corridor include wetlands and water resources, archaeological 

resources, Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources (public parkland and wildlife refuge area), and rare plant 

critical habitat. For this Study, the research for the Baseline Existing and Future Conditions Report 

(Baseline Report) is based entirely on existing data – no data modeling or extrapolation was conducted 

for this Study. Background reviews included review of existing studies, plans and databases. Field 

surveys (windshield surveys) were conducted for sensitive resources such as wetlands and protected 

species. Future conditions were documented from existing plans and studies. 

3.3 Mode Options 

In May and June 2014, the SAC and GT considered a recommendation from the project team regarding 

which transit modes to evaluate in the Study.  Studies conducted in the 1990s concluded that BRT was a 

http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/
http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/11/Main-St_Springfield_Community-Conversations-Summary.pdf
http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/11/Main-St_Springfield_Community-Conversations-Summary.pdf
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more cost effective high capacity transit mode than urban rail modes for the Eugene-Springfield metro 

area. In 2008, LTD conducted a comparative analysis of BRT and urban rail and found that the LTD EmX 

Green Line compares favorably with both streetcar and light rail systems. This 2008 analysis confirmed 

that the conclusions of the studies from the 1990s were still valid. LTD EmX has a lower cost per 

boarding than the streetcar or light rail system examples. The EmX also is rated in the middle in terms of 

boardings per route mile, even though light rail systems generally have higher capacities. 

Based on the findings of previous mode studies, the project team concluded that BRT continues to be a 

more cost effective high capacity transit mode choice for the Eugene-Springfield metro area and 

recommended eliminating the following non-bus modes from further consideration in the Main-McVay 

Transit Study:  

 Grade Separated Transit 

 Light Rail 

 Monorail 

 Streetcar 

 Trolley Bus 

The project team recommended advancing the following bus modes 

for further evaluation in the Main McVay Transit Study: 

 Fixed Route Bus 

 Enhanced  Bus  

 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 

The SAC and the GT concurred with the project team 

recommendations. The conceptual transit solutions considered in the 

Main-McVay Transit Study will be bus modes . 

3.4 Conceptual Transit Solutions Development 

The findings of the Baseline Report were used by the project team, the 

SAC and the GT to develop conceptual transit solutions during a two-

day workshop.  After the workshops, the design team refined the 

transit improvement concepts. These refined concepts were reviewed 

and modified by the SAC (on August 26, 2014) and by the GT (on 

September 4, 2014). 

3.5 Screening and Evaluation of Transit Solutions 

The purpose of the screening and evaluation effort is to determine which transit solutions are most 

appropriate for the Corridor and hold the most promise in solving the identified problems.  Transit 

solutions which hold the most promise by meeting the study’s Purpose, Need, Goals, and Objectives 

would be carried forward to future phases of the project for further consideration. 

Mode Options 

Mode is a particular form or 
method of travel 
distinguished by vehicle 
type, operating 
characteristics and right-of-
way separation from other 
traffic. Examples of “mode 
technology” include bus, 
rapid bus, and rail. Examples 
of “operating 
characteristics” included 
local vs express, stations vs 
no-stop, and integrated 
feeders vs transfers.  
Examples of “degree of 
right-of-way separation” 
include mixed traffic and 
exclusive right-of-way. 

Alignment Options 

Alignment is the street or 
corridor in which the transit 
project would be located. 
Alignment elements include 
horizontal (e.g., streets, 
medians, rights-of-way), 
vertical (e.g., elevated, at-
grade, subway), station 
locations, and length. 
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A two-step process will be used to narrow the broader range of transit solutions to a smaller range of 

options for further study. The screening process evaluates each transit solution in terms of its potential 

adverse or beneficial effect to the project area environment. This includes consideration of issues 

including land use, transportation, economic development, compliance with plans and regulations, and 

effects to the built environment, parks, and cultural and natural resources, among others.  

The screening steps to be used in this Study are described below. 

3.5.1 Purpose and Need Screening 

The first level of screening gauges whether or not a transit solution addresses the Study’s Purpose, Need, 

Goals and Objectives (PNGO) 

(described in Section 2.4). The broad 

range of transit solutions developed 

by the SAC and approved by the GT 

(described in Chapter 4 of this report) 

has been screened by the project 

team to determine which transit 

solutions have the potential to 

address the Study’s PNGO.  The 

findings of this Tier I screening is 

described in Chapter 5 of this report.  

Transit solutions which have the 

potential to address the Study’s PNGO 

have been recommended for 

advancement to the next level of 

evaluation (the criteria evaluation) 

while solutions that are not consistent 

with the PNGO have been 

recommended for elimination from 

further consideration. The findings 

and recommendations from this 

Screening will be considered by the 

SAC and the GT in determining the 

narrowed range of transit solutions. 

The narrowed range of transit solutions approved by the GT will be advanced to the next level of 

evaluation.  

3.5.2 Screening-Level Evaluation 

In the screening-level evaluation, the Evaluation Criteria will be used to determine how well each of the 

proposed transit solutions would meet the Study’s Goals and Objectives. The Evaluation Criteria are 

described in Section 2.6 and the Goals and Objectives are described in Section 2.5. Each of the transit 

solutions will be scored based on the Evaluation Criteria – the higher the point total the better the 

Broad Range of Transit Solutions 

Narrowed Range of Transit 

Solutions 

Range of Most Promising Transit 

Solutions 

Purpose, Need, 
Goals & Objectives 

Screening 

Screening-Level 
Evaluation 
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transit option is in meeting the Study’s Goals and Objectives.  The resulting data and scoring will be used 

to assist in comparing and contrasting the transit solutions options. 

There is no proposed weighting of the criteria.  It is understood and expected that those evaluating the 

transit solutions will provide their own perspective on the importance of individual criteria in forming 

their opinions of the relative merits of the transit solutions. 

The findings and recommendations from the 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.  

3.5.3 Range of Most Promising Transit Solutions 

If LTD and the city of Springfield make a determination to advance into a project phase, the range of 

most promising transit solutions would be advanced to that next phase. 
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4 Proposed Transit Solutions 

This chapter summarizes the broad range of transit solutions proposed for the Main-McVay Corridor 

Study. The preliminary range of transit solutions was developed by the SAC in a workshop held on July 

29, 2014. This broad range of transit solutions was reviewed and modified by both the SAC and the GT 

and the final broad range of transit solutions advanced into this Tier I Screening were approved by the 

GT (on September 4, 2014).  

4.1 Introduction 

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.  The SAC met 

on August 26, 2014 to review the report.  They 

agreed on some changes and recommended to the 

GT a modified Range of Possible Solutions.  On 

September 4, 2014, the GT met to review the report 

and the SAC’s recommended Range of Possible 

Transit Solutions. Based on concerns about the 

extent of potential impacts to businesses, the GT 

eliminated one of the proposed transit solutions and 

advanced the remaining solutions into this Tier I 

Screening.   

The possible solution eliminated by the GT was a 

routing option to use Main Street for two-way BRT 

service in the downtown Springfield area.  That option would have resulted in a contraflow lane on Main 

Street for eastbound BRT travel, which would have required either the elimination of one of the two 

travel lanes or the removal of on-street parking, both 

of which were seen as having too great of an impact 

on traffic and/or downtown businesses and, thus, not 

reasonable solutions.   

Please note that this current step of the process does 

not involve evaluating the merits of the possible 

solutions or their applicability to the Corridor; that 

evaluation will occur in the next step of the project as 

part of the Tier II Screening-Level Evaluation.   
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The Range of Possible Solutions is described by mode (Existing Service, Enhanced Bus, and BRT) and in 

terms of the five main factors that define each option: 

 Service Options 

 Lane Configurations 

 Routing (alignment) 

 Termini 

 Station Locations 

4.2 Workshop Drawings 

To facilitate the process of articulating the SAC’s ideas into workshop drawings, 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 4.2-1.  The drawings for each segment show the alignment and general 

station locations for Enhanced Bus and BRT modes. These drawings are included in Attachment A to the 

Memorandum to the Governance Team (September 4, 2014). 

Figure 4.2-1: Corridor Segments and Sub-Segments Used for BRT Option Descriptions 

 

 

4.2.1 Existing Service (No Change Option) 

The option to continue existing bus service (shown in Figure 4.2-2 below), also called the No-Change 

Option, will be carried forward through this study and any possible subsequent studies.  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.  
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Figure 4.2-2: Existing Bus Service on the Main-McVay Corridor 

 
 

4.2.2 Enhanced Bus 

Enhanced Bus options typically include transit signal priority (TSP), improved stations, 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 a Freeway Express route 

(Option 4) in combination with enhanced bus service on Main 

and/or McVay Highway Segments.   
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4.2.2.1 Service Options 

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

other routes would be unchanged (Figure 4.2-3). 

Figure 4.2-3: Enhanced Bus Option 1 
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2. McVay Highway Enhanced Bus: Replace #85 LCC/Springfield with Enhanced Bus Route; #11 Thurston 

and other routes would be unchanged (Figure 4.2-4). 

Figure 4.2-4: Enhanced Bus Option 2 
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3. Main Street Express: Add express service along the Main Street segment to supplement the #11 

Thurston route (Figure 4.2-5). 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. 

Figure 4.2-5: Enhanced Bus Option 3 
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4. Freeway Express: Add an express route from the Thurston Station that uses Highway 126 for direct 

service to Eugene (Figure 4.2-6).  Service on the #11 Thurston, #85 LCC/Springfield and other routes 

would be unchanged. 

Figure 4.2-6: Enhanced Bus Option 4 
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5. Main-McVay Enhanced Bus: Replace the #11 Thurston and the #85 LCC/Springfield with Enhanced 

Bus service, providing continuous (no transfer) service from east Springfield to Lane Community 

College via the Main Street and McVay Highway Segments (Figure 4.2-7).  

Figure 4.2-7: Enhanced Bus Option 5 

 

 

4.2.2.2 Lane Configurations 

Enhanced bus service is in mixed traffic, though 

queue-jump lanes may be used at congested 

intersections.  Possible locations for queue-

jump lanes are at McVay Highway/Franklin, 

Main/42nd Street, and Main/Highway 126 
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4.2.2.3 Routing/Termini/Station Options 

Table 4.2-1 summarizes routing (alignment), termini, and station locations for each of the Enhanced Bus 

options.   

Table 4.2-1: 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 

4. Freeway 
Express 

This option involves an 
express bus using Highway 
126 to connect the 
Thurston Station with 
downtown Eugene and the 
University of Oregon. 
Service on the #11 
Thurston would remain as 
currently provided. 

Highway 126 
Eugene (downtown and 
University) – Thurston 

Station 

Thurston 
Station 

Downtown 
Eugene / 

University 

4.2.3 BRT 

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

configurations, and routing, termini, and station options. 
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4.2.3.1 Service Options 

1. Main-McVay BRT.  This option would create an L-shaped EmX line service the Main-McVay corridor, 

which would link with the existing L-shaped EmX service at Springfield Station Figure 4.2-8). 

Figure 4.2-8: BRT Option 1 
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2. Franklin-Main and Gateway-McVay BRT Lines.  This option extends the existing Franklin EmX east on 

Main Street, and extends the existing Gateway EmX south on McVay Highway to LCC (Figure 4.2-9).   

Figure 4.2-9: BRT Option 2 
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3. Main Street BRT; McVay Highway BRT.  This option would add separate EmX lines on the Main Street 

and McVay Highway segments (Figure 4.2-10).  They would connect with each other and the existing 

EmX service at the Springfield Station. 

Figure 4.2-10: BRT Option 3 
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4. Franklin-Main BRT; Gateway BRT; McVay Highway BRT.  This option extends the existing Franklin 

EmX east on Main Street and creates a McVay Highway EmX line (Figure 4.2-11).  The existing EmX 

service on the Gateway segment would be severed from the Franklin EmX and operate 

independently with a terminus at the Springfield Station.  

Figure 4.2-11: BRT Option 4 
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4.2.3.2 Lane Configurations 

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

exclusive transit lanes to mixed traffic.  A detailed analysis of the most appropriate lane configuration 

for a particular street section is beyond the scope of this study.  Instead, the study will evaluate three 

basic BRT lane approaches, described as follows: 

 High-Level BRT:  Under this approach, a large majority of the corridor is in exclusive or semi-

exclusive transit lanes, with exceptions made for significant pinch points that would have high 

cost or impact.  

 Moderate-Level BRT:  This option would provide for exclusive or semi-exclusive transit lanes in 

many locations to address current or projected traffic congestion and as well as locations that 

have available right-of-way or where right-of-way expansion would have less impact.  Sections 

that would result in significant impacts to businesses or residents would be avoided, unless 

required to address a key transit delay. 

 Low-Level BRT: This option would only apply exclusive or semi-exclusive transit lanes in areas 

where there is severe traffic congestion or where there are opportunities for transit lanes with 

minimal impact to the adjacent businesses or residents.  A majority of the BRT line would 

operate in mixed traffic. 

4.2.3.3 Routing/Termini/Station Options 

Table 4.2-2 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. 
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Table 4.2-2: 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 
Possible increase in local connector 

service east of Thurston Station 

Main St to 58th 
Thurston High 

School 
Thurston Station 

Thurston High School 
Layover location to be determined 

Main St to 58th to 
Thurston to 69th 

Main St & 
69th 

Thurston Station 
Thurston High School 

Thurston / 58th 
Thurston / 63rd 
Thurston / 68th 
Thurston / 69th 
69th / Main St 

Layover location to be determined 

Main St 
Main St & 

72nd 

Thurston Station 
58th 
61st 
66th 
69th 
72nd 

Layover location to be determined 

Central 
(30th – Bob 

Straub 
Pkwy) 

Main St NA 

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

 

Downtown 
(McVay 

Hwy – 30th) 

South A / Main 
Couplet 

NA 

Springfield Station 
10th 
14th 
21st 

 

South A (both 
directions) 

(contraflow lane) 
NA 

Springfield Station 
10th 
14th 
21st 

Requires contraflow lane on  South 
A Street 

Main St (both 
directions) 

NA 

Springfield Station 
10th 
14th 
21st 

Requires contraflow lane on Main 
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 

 

Haul Road (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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5 Tier I Screening Evaluation 

This chapter summarizes the findings of the screening which gauges whether or not the proposed transit 

solutions address the Study’s Purpose, Need, Goals and Objectives. 

5.1 Introduction 

The first level of screening gauges whether a transit solution addresses the Study’s Purpose, Need, Goals 

and Objectives (described in Section 2.4). After the broad range of transit solutions was developed, the 

project team screened the transit solutions to determine which options had the potential to address the 

Study’s PNGO.  Transit solutions which have the potential to address the PNGO have been 

recommended for advancement to the next level of evaluation (the criteria evaluation) while options 

that are not consistent with the PNGO have been recommended for elimination from further 

consideration. The findings and recommendations from the Tier I Screening will be considered by the 

SAC and the GT in determining the narrowed range of transit solutions. This narrowed range of options 

will be advanced to the next level of evaluation.  

It should be noted that the process originally assumed that the first screening step would be based 

solely on the Study’s Purpose and Need Statement.  After an 

initial review by the project team, screening of the proposed 

range of transit solutions based solely on the Purpose and 

Need Statement, which is fairly general, would allow 

virtually all of the options to pass through to the second 

screening step and, thus, would serve little purpose. As a 

result, the project team modified the initial screening to 

include the Study’s Goals and Objectives allowing for greater 

scrutiny of the options and elimination of options that do 

not match well with the Study’s goals.   

5.2 Screening and Rating Options  

5.2.1 Purpose and Need Screening 

All of the options in the Range of Transit Solutions were able to address the Study’s Purpose and Need 

Statement, therefore, the entire Range of Transit Solutions were screened against the Study’s five (5) 

Goals and associated Objectives.  

5.2.2 Goals and Objectives Screening 

For each option, the project team scored how well the option would address the Study’s PNGO on a 

scale of “Good” meaning that the option best addressed the Goals and Objectives, “Moderate” meaning 

that the option moderately addressed the Goals and Objectives, and “Poor” meaning that the option 

poorly addressed the Goals and Objectives. For some Objectives, there is not enough information to 

know whether or not the transit option would address the PNGO or, in some cases, the options do not 

affect a particular objective.  For example, how BRT service is connected (service options) does impact 
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corridor aesthetics or business impacts. In these cases, the cell in the scoring matrix is left blank.  In this 

Tier I Screening, it was not possible to screen any of the elements against Goal 4 (Enhance the safety 

and security of the corridor) or Goal 5 (Enhance other modes of travel). 

In each of the findings tables, the scoring indicates how well the option addressed the Goals and 

Objectives: 

Good =  Moderate =  Poor =  Unknown or Not Impacted = Blank 

 

This PNGO screening evaluation resulted in findings for the following: 

Table 5.2-1. Range of Transit Solutions and Options Screened in Tier I 

Range of Transit Solutions Options 

Enhanced Bus Options 
 

 Main Street 

 McVay Highway 

 Main Street Express 

 Freeway Express 

 Main-McVay 

BRT Service Options 
 

 Franklin-Gateway; Main-McVay 

 Franklin-Main; Gateway-McVay 

 Franklin-Gateway; Main; McVay 

 Franklin-Main; Gateway; McVay 

BRT Lane Configurations 
 

 High Exclusivity 

 Moderate Exclusivity 

 Low Exclusivity 

BRT Routing Main Street East Routing Options and 
Eastern Terminus 

 Thurston Station (with connector service) 

 Thurston High School (with connector service) 

 Thurston Road to 69th 

 Main to 72nd 

BRT Main Street Downtown Routing Options 
 

 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) 

 Haul Road (east side of I-5) 

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 
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5.3 Enhanced Bus Options 

Five (5) Enhanced Bus Options were screened against the Goals and Objectives. Most of the Enhanced 

Bus options addressed the Objectives at a “Good” or “Moderate” level (Table 5.3-1). 

Table 5.3-1. Screening Summary Enhanced Bus Options 

  Options 

Goals  Objectives 
1. Main 
Street 

2. McVay 
Highway 

3. Main 
Street 

Express 
4. Freeway 

Express 
5. Main-
McVay 

Goal 1: Improve 
corridor transit 
service 

1.1: Travel time      

1.2: Reliability      

1.3: Transfers      

1.4: Ridership      

1.5: Access    
  

1.6: Equity 
     

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

2.1: Operating 
cost 

     

2.2: Capacity      
2.3 Return on 
Investment      
2.4: 
Environmental 
Impacts      

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

3.1: Support plans      
3.2: Aesthetics 

     3.3: Main Street 
projects 

     

3.4: Franklin 
improvements  

 
  

 

3.5: Business 
impacts           

Goal 4: Enhance 
the safety and 
security of the 
corridor 

4.1: Ped and bike 
safety           
4.2: Transit user 
safety           

Goal 5: Enhance 
other modes of 
travel 

5.1: Traffic 
impacts           
5.2: Bike and ped 
connections           

PNGO Screening Recommendation  
(Retain or Eliminate) 

Retain Retain Retain Eliminate Eliminate 

Good =  Moderate =  Poor =  Unknown or Not Impacted = Blank 
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Project Team Recommendations 

Eliminate Option 4 because it only serves a very small portion of the Corridor, does not meet the goal of 

cost-effectively meeting current demand in the Corridor, and would not address several other Corridor 

objectives.  This option, which has virtually no capital cost, can be considered by LTD as a potential 

service improvement as part of the Annual 

Route Review. 

Eliminate Option 5 because the connection 

of the two corridors and matching their 

service levels would require a large increase 

in operating cost on the McVay Segment, 

which does not meet the goal of cost-

effectively meeting current demand.  The 

option of maintaining the existing service 

frequency on each of the two segments 

would result in less than half of the trips on 

the Main Street Segment continuing to the 

McVay Segment, which results in an 

inconsistent connection for riders and 

essentially negates the benefits of connecting (interlining) the two segments.  

5.4 BRT Service Options 

Four (4) BRT options were screened against the Goals and Objectives. Most of the BRT options 

addressed the Objectives at a “Good” or “Moderate” level (Table 5.4-1). 

Table 5.4-1. Screening Summary BRT Service Options 

  Options 

 Goals Objectives 

1. Franklin-
Gateway; Main-

McVay 

2. Franklin-
Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

3. Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

4. Franklin-
Main; 

Gateway; 
McVay 

Goal 1: Improve 
corridor transit 
service 

1.1: Travel time     

1.2: Reliability     

1.3: Transfers     

1.4: Ridership     
1.5: Access 

    1.6: Equity 
    

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

2.1: Operating 
cost 

    

2.2: Capacity     
2.3 Return on 
Investment 
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  Options 

 Goals Objectives 

1. Franklin-
Gateway; Main-

McVay 

2. Franklin-
Main; 

Gateway-
McVay 

3. Franklin-
Gateway; 

Main; McVay 

4. Franklin-
Main; 

Gateway; 
McVay 

2.4: 
Environmental 
Impacts     

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

3.1: Support 
plans 

    

3.2: Aesthetics 
    3.3: Main Street 

projects 
    

3.4: Franklin 
improvements 

    

3.5: Business 
impacts     

Goal 4: Enhance the 
safety and security 
of the corridor 

4.1: Ped and bike 
safety     
4.2: Transit user 
safety     

Goal 5: Enhance 
other modes of 
travel 

5.1: Traffic 
impacts     
5.2: Bike and ped 
connections     

PNGO Screening Recommendation  
(Retain or Eliminate) 

Eliminate Retain Eliminate Retain 

Good =  Moderate =  Poor =  Unknown or Not Impacted = Blank 

Project Team Recommendations 

Retain Options 2 and 4 because they best meet the Goals and Objectives.  The other two options do not 

provide for the east-west EmX connection that is consistent with the BRT system plan.  In addition, the 

Franklin-Main connection results in the greatest reduction in transfers and the two segments have 

similar operational and service frequency requirements. Connecting segments that have matching 

service demand results in the most efficient provision of service.  

Option 1 would require a significant increase in operating costs in the McVay Highway Segment to 

match the service frequency of the Main Street Segment.  This would significantly increase LTD 

operating costs.  The option of maintaining the existing service frequency on each of the two segments 

would result in an inconsistent connection and essentially negate the benefits of connecting (interlining) 

the two segments. In addition, this option is not consistent with the BRT Service Plan which includes an 

east/west (Franklin/Main) connection.   

Option 3 requires that a greater number of riders transfer than the other options.  In addition, Option 3 

is not consistent with the BRT Service Plan which includes the east/west (Franklin/Main) connection as 

well as a north south (Gateway/McVay).  This option does not provide either of those two connections. 
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5.5 BRT Lane Configurations 

The three (3) lane configuration options were screened against the Goals and Objectives. All of the lane 

configuration options addressed the Objectives at a “Good” or “Moderate” level (Table 5.5-1). 

Table 5.5-1. Screening Summary BRT Lane Configurations 

  Options 

 Goals Objectives 
1. High 

Exclusivity 
2. Moderate 
Exclusivity 

3. Low 
Exclusivity 

Goal 1: Improve corridor 
transit service 

1.1: Travel time    

1.2: Reliability    

1.3: Transfers    
1.4: Ridership    

1.5: Access    
1.6: Equity    

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

2.1: Operating cost    

2.2: Capacity    
2.3 Return on 
Investment 

   

2.4: Environmental 
Impacts    

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

3.1: Support plans    
3.2: Aesthetics    
3.3: Main Street 
projects    

3.4: Franklin 
improvements    

3.5: Business impacts    

Goal 4: Enhance the safety 
and security of the corridor 

4.1: Ped and bike 
safety    
4.2: Transit user safety 

   
Goal 5: Enhance other modes 
of travel 

5.1: Traffic impacts 

   5.2: Bike and ped 
connections    

PNGO Screening Recommendation  
(Retain or Eliminate) 

Retain Retain Retain 

Good =  Moderate =  Poor =  Unknown or Not Impacted = Blank 

Project Team Recommendations 

Retain all three lane configuration options at this time.  The more detailed concept designs and the 

screening based on the evaluation criteria will provide the specificity needed to assess the options in a 

more thorough manner.  Key evaluation criteria that will assist in evaluating lane configuration options 

are transit travel time, service reliability, return on investment, and business impacts.    
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5.6 BRT Routing Main Street East Routing Options and Eastern Terminus 

Four (4) BRT Main Street East Routing options and eastern Terminus options were screened against the 

Goals and Objectives. Many of the BRT options addressed the Objectives at a “Good” or “Moderate” 

level and a several options had scores of “Poor” (Table 5.6-1). 

Table 5.6-1. Screening Summary BRT Routing Main – East End 

  Options 

 Goals Objectives 

1. Thurston 
Station (with 

connector 
service) 

2. Thurston High 
School (with 

connector 
service) 

3. Thurston 
Road to 

69th 

4. Main to 
72nd 

Goal 1: Improve 
corridor transit 
service 

1.1: Travel time     

1.2: Reliability     

1.3: Transfers     

1.4: Ridership     

1.5: Access     

1.6: Equity     

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

2.1: Operating cost     

2.2: Capacity     
2.3 Return on 
Investment 

    

2.4: Environmental 
Impacts     

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

3.1: Support plans     

3.2: Aesthetics     
3.3: Main Street 
projects     
3.4: Franklin 
improvements     
3.5: Business impacts     

Goal 4: Enhance the 
safety and security 
of the corridor 

4.1: Ped and bike 
safety     
4.2: Transit user 
safety     

Goal 5: Enhance 
other modes of 
travel 

5.1: Traffic impacts 

    5.2: Bike and ped 
connections     

PNGO Screening Recommendation  
(Retain or Eliminate) 

Retain Retain Eliminate Eliminate 

Good =  Moderate =  Poor =  Unknown or Not Impacted = Blank 
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Project Team Recommendations 

It is recommended that Options 1 and 2 be carried forward to the next screening phase. These Options, 

which terminate at the Thurston Station or Thurston High School, result in lower operating cost and best 

return on investment because they avoid the need to extend high-frequency BRT service and BRT capital 

improvements east of 58th Street.  In addition, those two options would include neighborhood 

connector service that can be tailored to best meet the needs of the east Springfield area in terms of 

routing, access, service frequency, and bus size. A neighborhood bus connecting with the BRT service at 

Thurston Station can be designed to have multiple routes that serve various neighborhoods, including 

the area south of Main Street.  A hybrid of Options 1 and 2 which extends the BRT service to Thurston 

High School only during high student rider demand times can also be considered. 

5.7 BRT Main Street Downtown Routing Options 

At this stage of the Study, there is not enough data and information detail to screen the three (3) BRT 

Main Street Downtown Routing options against the Goals and Objectives. The three options are: 

 South A Street/Main Street couplet (bus travels with existing traffic flow) 

 Two-Way on South A Street (westbound BRT travel would be contraflow to existing traffic flow) 

 Two-Way of South A Street routing west of 10th or 14th Street, and South A Street/Main Street 

couplet east of 19th or 14th (westbound bus would be contraflow west of 10th or 14th Street) 

It should be noted that an option to use Main Street for two-way BRT service was considered but 

eliminated prior to this screening step.  That option would have resulted in a contraflow lane on Main 

Street for eastbound BRT travel, which would have required either the elimination of one of the two 

travel lanes or the removal of on-street parking, 

both of which were seen as having too great of 

an impact on traffic and/or downtown 

businesses and, thus, not reasonable solutions.   

The three remaining options will be evaluated as 

part of the next screening step against the 

evaluation criteria.   Key evaluation criteria to be 

used to assess these options will be transit travel 

time, population and employment within a 

quarter mile of stops, traffic impacts, and 

business impacts.   

5.8 BRT Routing McVay South 

Three (3) McVay Highway South Routing options were screened against the Study’s Goals and Objectives. 

Two of the options scored at the “Good” and “Moderate” levels while one option had several “Poor” 

scores (Table 5.7-1). 
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Table 5.7-1. Screening Summary BRT McVay South Routing Options 

  Options 

 Goals Objectives 
1. McVay Highway 
(west side of I-5) 

2. Old Franklin 
(east side of I-5) 

3. Haul Road (east 
side of I-5) 

Goal 1: Improve 
corridor transit 
service 

1.1: Travel time    

1.2: Reliability    

1.3: Transfers    
1.4: Ridership    

1.5: Access    

1.6: Equity    

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

2.1: Operating 
cost 

   

2.2: Capacity    
2.3 Return on 
Investment 

   

2.4: 
Environmental 
Impacts 

   

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

3.1: Support 
plans    
3.2: Aesthetics    
3.3: Main Street 
projects    
3.4: Franklin 
improvements    
3.5: Business 
impacts    

Goal 4: Enhance the 
safety and security 
of the corridor 

4.1: Ped and bike 
safety    
4.2: Transit user 
safety    

Goal 5: Enhance 
other modes of 
travel 

5.1: Traffic 
impacts    
5.2: Bike and ped 
connections    

PNGO Screening Recommendation  
(Retain or Eliminate) 

Retain Retain Eliminate 

Good =  Moderate =  Poor =  Unknown or Not Impacted = Blank 

Project Team Recommendations 

Retain options on McVay Highway and Old Franklin and eliminate the option on the Haul Road.  The 

Haul Road requires construction of new roadways in potentially environmentally sensitive areas and 

would not serve existing development.  It is rated as poor for ridership, access, return on investment, 

and potential environmental impacts. 
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5.9 BRT Station Spacing 

The three (3) BRT Station Spacing options were screened against the Goals and Objectives. One of the 

Station Spacing options addressed the Objectives at a “Good” or “Moderate” level while two of the 

options also included one “Poor” score (Table 5.8-1). 

Table 5.8-1. Screening Summary BRT Station Spacing 

  Options 

 Goals Objectives 

1. Stations 
spaced less 

than 1/3 mile 
apart 

2. Stations 
spaced 

approx. 1/3 
mile apart 

3. Stations 
spaced more 
than 1/3 mile 

apart 

Goal 1: Improve corridor 
transit service 

1.1: Travel time    

1.2: Reliability    

1.3: Transfers    
1.4: Ridership    

1.5: Access    

1.6: Equity    

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

2.1: Operating cost    

2.2: Capacity    
2.3 Return on Investment    
2.4: Environmental Impacts    

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

3.1: Support plans    

3.2: Aesthetics    
3.3: Main Street projects    

3.4: Franklin improvements    
3.5: Business impacts 

   Goal 4: Enhance the 
safety and security of 
the corridor 

4.1: Ped and bike safety 

   
4.2: Transit user safety 

   
Goal 5: Enhance other 
modes of travel 

5.1: Traffic impacts 

   5.2: Bike and ped 
connections    

PNGO Screening Recommendation  
(Retain or Eliminate) 

Eliminate Retain Eliminate 

Good =  Moderate =  Poor =  Unknown or Not Impacted = Blank 

Project Team Recommendations 

The option with approximately 1/3 mile station spacing for BRT service has been shown based on 

existing EmX service to be the appropriate balance between access and operating efficiency.  It should 

be noted that this represents an average stop spacing, and that distances greater than or less than 1/3 
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mile may be used depending on the location of activity centers and on adjacent land uses.  For example, 

two major activity centers within a couple blocks of each other may each warrant a BRT station, while a 

stretch of a half mile or more without significant ridership generators may not warrant a stop.   

5.10 Recommendation Summary 

The project team’s recommendations are summarized in Table 5.9-1. 

Table 5.9-1. Project Team Recommendations Summary 

 Project Team 
Recommendations 

Options Retain Eliminate 

5.3: Enhanced Bus Options (page XX for more information) 

Enhanced Bus Options 1: Main Street (Figure 4.2-3)   
Enhanced Bus Option 2: McVay Highway (Figure 4.2-4)   
Enhanced Bus Option 3: Main Street Express (Figure 4.2-5)   
Enhanced Bus Option 4: Freeway Express (Figure 4.2-6)   

Enhanced Bus Option 5: Main-McVay (Figure 4.2-7)   
Section 5.3 Project Team Recommendations 
Eliminate Option 4 because it only serves a very small portion of the Corridor, does not meet the goal of cost-
effectively meeting current demand in the Corridor, and would not address several other Corridor objectives.  This 
option, which has virtually no capital cost, can be considered by LTD as a potential service improvement as part of 
the Annual Route Review. 
 
Eliminate Option 5 because the connection of the two corridors and matching their service levels would require a 
large increase in operating cost on the McVay Segment, which does not meet the goal of cost-effectively meeting 
current demand.  The option of maintaining the existing service frequency on each of the two segments would 
result in less than half of the trips on the Main Street Segment continuing to the McVay Segment, which results in 
an inconsistent connection for riders and essentially negates the benefits of connecting (interlining) the two 
segments. 

5.4: BRT Service Options (page XX for more information) 

Bus Service Option 1: Franklin-Gateway; Main-McVay (Figure 4.2-8)   

Bus Service Option 2: Franklin-Main; Gateway-McVay (Figure 4.2-9)   
Bus Service Option 3: Franklin-Gateway; Main; McVay (Figure 4.2-10)   

Bus Service Option 4: Franklin-Main; Gateway; McVay (Figure 4.2-11)   
Section 5.4 Project Team Recommendations 
Retain Options 2 and 4 because they best meet the Goals and Objectives.  The other two options do not provide 
for the east-west EmX connection that is consistent with the BRT system plan.  In addition, the Franklin-Main 
connection results in the greatest reduction in transfers and the two segments have similar operational and 
service frequency requirements. Connecting segments that have matching service demand results in the most 
efficient provision of service.  
 
Option 1 would require a significant increase in operating costs in the McVay Highway Segment to match the 
service frequency of the Main Street Segment.  This would significantly increase LTD operating costs.  The option 
of maintaining the existing service frequency on each of the two segments would result in an inconsistent 
connection and essentially negate the benefits of connecting (interlining) the two segments. In addition, this 
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 Project Team 
Recommendations 

Options Retain Eliminate 

option is not consistent with the BRT Service Plan which includes an east/west (Franklin/Main) connection.   
 
Option 3 requires that a greater number of riders transfer than the other options.  In addition, Option 3 is not 
consistent with the BRT Service Plan which includes the east/west (Franklin/Main) connection as well as a north 
south (Gateway/McVay).  This option does not provide either of those two connections. 

5.5: BRT Lane Configurations (page XX for more information) 

Lane Configuration Option 1: High Exclusivity   
Lane Configuration Option 2: Moderate Exclusivity   
Lane Configuration Option 3: Low Exclusivity   

Section 5.5 Project Team Recommendations 
Retain all three lane configuration options at this time.  The more detailed concept designs and the screening 
based on the evaluation criteria will provide the specificity needed to assess the options in a more thorough 
manner.  Key evaluation criteria that will assist in evaluating lane configuration options are transit travel time, 
service reliability, return on investment, and business impacts.    

5.6: BRT Routing Main Street East Routing Options and Eastern Terminus (page XX for more 
information) 

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 69th   

East Main Option 4: Main to 72nd   
Section 5.6 Project Team Recommendations 
It is recommended that Options 1 and 2 be carried forward to the next screening phase. These Options which 
terminate at the Thurston Station or Thurston High School, result in lower operating cost and best return on 
investment because they avoid the need to extend high-frequency BRT service and BRT capital improvements east 
of 58th Street.  In addition, those two options would include neighborhood connector service that can be tailored 
to best meet the needs of the east Springfield area in terms of routing, access, service frequency, and bus size. A 
neighborhood bus connecting with the BRT service at Thurston Station can be designed to have multiple routes 
that serve various neighborhoods, including the area south of Main Street.  A hybrid of Options 1 and 2 which 
extends the BRT service to Thurston High School only during high student rider demand times can also be 
considered. 

5.7: BRT Main Street Downtown Routing Options (see Section 5.7, page XX for more information) 

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 14th 

  

Section 5.7 Project Team Recommendations 
At this stage of the Study, there is not enough data and information detail to screen the three (3) BRT Main Street 
Downtown Routing options against the Goals and Objectives.  
 
It should be noted that an option to use Main Street for two-way BRT service was considered but eliminated prior 
to this screening step because it would have required either the elimination of one of the two travel lanes or the 
removal of on-street parking, both of which were seen as having too great of an impact on traffic and/or 
downtown businesses and, thus, not reasonable solutions.   

5.8: BRT Routing McVay South (see Section 5.8, page XX for more information) 
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 Project Team 
Recommendations 

Options Retain Eliminate 

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)   

Section 5.8 Project Team Recommendations 
Retain options on McVay Highway and Old Franklin and eliminate the option on the Haul Road.  The Haul Road 
requires construction of new roadways in potentially environmentally sensitive areas and would not serve existing 
development.  It is rated as poor for ridership, access, return on investment, and potential environmental impacts. 

5.9: BRT Station Spacing (see Section 5.9, page XX for more information) 
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   

Section 5.9 Project Team Recommendations 
The option with approximately 1/3 mile station spacing for BRT service has been shown based on existing EmX 
service to be the appropriate balance between access and operating efficiency.  It should be noted that this 
represents an average stop spacing, and that distances greater than or less than 1/3 mile may be used depending 
on the location of activity centers and on adjacent land uses.  For example, two major activity centers within a 
couple blocks of each other may each warrant a BRT station, while a stretch of a half mile or more without 
significant ridership generators may not warrant a stop.   
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6 Next Steps 

The next steps in the study process are described in this chapter. 

6.1 Narrowing Range of Transit Solutions 

The SAC and the GT will review the findings of this Tier I PNGO Screening and determine which transit 

solutions best meet the Study’s PNGO. The transit solutions best meeting the Study’s PNGO will be 

advanced to the Tier II Screening-Level Evaluation for a more detailed level of screening. The decision 

regarding which transit solutions to advance into the Tier II Evaluation is anticipated in October 2014. 

6.2 Tier II Evaluation 

In the Screening-Level evaluation, the Evaluation Criteria will be used to determine how well each of the 

proposed transit solutions would meet the project’s Goals and Objectives. The Evaluation Criteria are 

described in Section 2.6 and the Goals and Objectives are described in Section 2.5. Each of the transit 

solutions is scored based on the Evaluation Criteria – the higher the point total the better the option is 

in meeting the Study’s Goals and Objectives.  The resulting data and scoring will be used to assist in 

comparing and contrasting transit solutions. 

There is no proposed weighting of the criteria.  It is understood and expected that those evaluating the 

transit solutions will provide their own perspective on the importance of individual criteria in forming 

their opinions of the relative merits of the options. 

The findings and recommendations from the 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. The decision 

regarding which transit solutions hold the most promise for resolving transportation problems in the 

Corridor is anticipated in February 2015. 
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ATTACHMENT A: GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS, TERMS AND 

ABBREVIATIONS 

 

The glossary below provides an at-a-glance guide to many of the terms that may be used throughout the project 

Study. 

Acronyms and Abbreviations [Updated 05-21-14] 

Acronyms & Abbreviations Defined 

AA Alternatives Analysis 

ADT Average Daily Traffic 

BAT Lane Business Access and Transitway Lane 

BMPs Best Management Practices 

BRT Bus Rapid Transit 

CATS Central Area Transportation Study 

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 

COL College 

CPTED Crime Prevention through Environmental Design 

DCE Documented Categorical Exclusion 

DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

DEQ Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 

DLCD Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 

DO Design Option 

DSL Oregon Department of State Lands 

EA Environmental Assessment 

EFH Essential Fish Habitat 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

EmX Emerald Express, Lane Transit District’s Bus Rapid Transit System 

EPA U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 

ESA Endangered Species Act 

ESH Essential Salmonid Habitat 

EWEB Eugene Water and Energy Board 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FEIS Final Environmental Impact Statement 

FTA Federal Transit Administration 

FTN Frequent Transit Network 

HBO Home-based Other 

HBW Home-based Work 

HCT High Capacity Transit 

ISTEA Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 

ITS Intelligent Transportation Systems 

JLPAC Joint Locally Preferred Alternative Committee 

LCC Lane Community College 

LCOG Lane Council of Governments 

LOS Level of Service 

LPA Locally Preferred Alternative 

LRAPA Lane Regional Air Protection Agency 
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Acronyms & Abbreviations Defined 

LRFP Long-Range Financial Plan 

LTD Lane Transit District 

LWCF Land and Water Conservation Fund 

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

Metro Plan Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan 

MEV Million Entering Vehicles 

MIS Major Investment Study 

MDR Medium Density Residential 

MOS Minimum Operable Segment  

MOE Measures of Effectiveness 

MPC Metropolitan Policy Committee 

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 

MSA Metropolitan Statistical Area 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NHN Non-home Based Non-work 

NHW Non-home Based Work 

NOI Notice of Intent 

NOX Nitrogen oxides 

NPS U.S. Department of Interior’s National Park Service 

NRHP National Register of Historic Places 

O&M Operations and maintenance 

OAR Oregon Administrative Rule 

ODOT Oregon Department of Transportation 

OHP Oregon Highway Plan 

OSP Oregon State Police 

PM Particulate matter 

ROW Right-of-Way 

RTP Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization Regional Transportation 
Plan 

SAFETEA-LU Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy 
for Users 

SCC Standardized Cost Comparison 

SCH School 

SHP Home-based Shopping 

SHPO Oregon State Historic Preservation Office 

STA Special Transportation Area 

SUB Springfield Utility Board 

TAZ Transportation Analysis Zone 

TDM Transportation Demand Management  

TE&S Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive 

TESCP Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 

TMA Transportation Management Area 

TMDLs Total Maximum Daily Loads  

TPR Transportation Planning Rule 

TransPlan Eugene-Springfield Transportation System Plan 

TSM Transportation System Management 

TSUB Transportation System User Benefits 

UGB Urban Growth Boundary 

VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled 
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Acronyms & Abbreviations Defined 

VOCs Volatile organic compounds 
 

 

Terms [Updated 05-21-14] 

Terms Definitions 

Accessibility  The extent to which facilities are barrier free and useable by persons with 
disabilities, including wheelchair users.  

Action  An “action,” a federal term, is the construction or reconstruction, including 
associated activities, of a transportation facility. For the purposes of this 
Handbook, the terms “project”, “proposal” and “action” are used 
interchangeably unless otherwise specified. An action may be categorized as a 
“categorical exclusion” or a “major federal action.”  

Alignment  Alignment is the street or corridor that the transit project would be located 
within.  

Alternative Fuels  Low-polluting fuels which are used to propel a vehicle instead of high-sulfur 
diesel or gasoline. Examples include methanol, ethanol, propane or compressed 
natural gas, liquid natural gas, low-sulfur or "clean" diesel and electricity.  

Area of Potential Effect  A term used in Section 106 to describe the area in which historic resources may 
be affected by a federal undertaking.  

Auxiliary Lanes  Lanes designed to improve safety and reduce congestion by accommodating 
cars and trucks entering or exiting the highway or roadway, and reducing 
conflicting weaving and merging movements.  

Base Period  The period between the morning and evening peak periods when transit service 
is generally scheduled on a constant interval. Also known as "off-peak period."  

Base Fare  The price charged to one adult for one transit ride; excludes transfer charges, 
zone charges, express service charges, peak period surcharges and reduced 
fares.  

Business Access and 
Transitway Lane (BAT)  

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.  However, only the BRT vehicle 
is allowed to use the lane to cross an intersecting street.  

Boarding  Boarding is a term used in transit to account for passengers of public transit 
systems.  One person getting on a transit vehicle equals one boarding. In many 
cases individuals will have to transfer to an additional transit vehicle to reach 
their destination and may well use transit for the return trip..  Therefore a single 
rider may account for several transit boardings in one day.  

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)  A transit mode that combines the quality of rail transit and the flexibility of 
buses. It can operate on bus lanes, HOV lanes, expressways, or ordinary streets. 
The vehicles are designed to allow rapid passenger loading and unloading, with 
more doors than ordinary buses.  

Busway  Exclusive lane for buses  

Clean Air Act Amendments of 
1990 (CAAA)  

The comprehensive federal legislation which establishes criteria for attaining 
and maintaining the federal standards for allowable concentrations and 
exposure limits for various air pollutants; the act also provides emission 
standards for specific vehicles and fuels.  
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Terms Definitions 

Collector Streets  Collector streets provide a balance of both access and circulation within and 
between residential and commercial/industrial areas. Collectors differ from 
arterials in that they provide more of a citywide circulation function, do not 
require as extensive control of access and are located in residential 
neighborhoods, distributing trips from the neighborhood and local street 
system.  

Community Cohesion  A measure of how well residents can connect with one another within their 
community. These connections can occur at gathering places such as schools, 
community centers, parks, or transit stations. High home ownership rates and 
active neighborhood associations also contribute to higher levels of community 
cohesion.  

Commuter Rail  Commuter rail is a transit mode that is a multiple car electric or diesel propelled 
train. It is typically used for local, longer-distance travel between a central city 
and adjacent suburbs, and can operate alongside existing freight or passenger 
rail lines or in exclusive rights of way.  

Compressed Natural Gas 
(CNG)   

An alternative fuel; compressed natural gas stored under high pressure. CNG 
vapor is lighter than air.  

Conformity  The ongoing process that ensures the planning for highway and transit systems, 
as a whole and over the long term, is consistent with the state air quality plans 
for attaining and maintaining health-based air quality standards; conformity is 
determined by metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) and the U.S. 
Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT), and is based on whether 
transportation plans and programs meet the provisions of a State 
Implementation Plan.  

Cooperating Agency  Regulations that implement NEPA define a cooperating agency as any Federal 
agency other than a lead agency which has jurisdiction by law or special 
expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved in a proposal (or a 
reasonable alternative) for legislation or other major Federal action significantly 
affecting the quality of the human environment.  

Coordination Plan  Required under SAFETEA-LU, the coordination plan contains procedures aimed 
at achieving consensus among all parties in the initial phase of environmental 
review and to pre-empt disagreements that can create delays later on in a 
project.  

Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality (CMAQ)  

Federal funds available for either transit or highway projects which contribute 
significantly to reducing automobile emissions which cause air pollution.  

Corridor  A broad geographical band that follows a general directional flow connecting 
major sources of trips that may contain a number of streets, highways and 
transit route alignments.  

Demand Responsive  Non-fixed-route service utilizing vans or buses with passengers boarding and 
alighting at pre-arranged times at any location within the system's service area. 
Also called "Dial-a-Ride."  

Diesel Multiple Unit (DMU)  Each unit carries passengers and can be self-powered by a diesel motor; no 
engine unit is required.  

Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS)  

The DEIS is the document that details the results of the detailed analysis of all of 
the projects alternatives. The DEIS contains all information learned about the 
impacts of a project and alternatives.  

Electrical Multiple Unit (EMU)  The EMU is heavier than a light rail vehicle, but it is powered in the same way by 
an overhead electrical system.  

Earmark  A federal budgetary term that refers to the specific designation by Congress 
that part of a more general lump-sum appropriation be used for a particular 
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project; the earmark can be designated as a minimum and/or maximum dollar 
amount.  

Effects  Effects include ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or 
health, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative. Effects may also include those 
resulting from actions that may have both beneficial and detrimental effects, 
even if on balance the agency believes that the effect will be beneficial. Effects 
include: (1) direct effects that are caused by the action and occur at the same 
time and place, and (2) indirect effects that are caused by the action and are 
later in time or farther removed in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable. 
Indirect effects may include growth-inducing effects and other effects related to 
induced changes in the pattern of land use; population density or growth rate; 
and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including 
ecosystems (40 CFR 1508.8).  

EmX  Lane Transit District’s Bus Rapid Transit System, pronounced “MX”, short for 
Emerald Express.  

Environmental  A report subject to the requirements of the National Environmental  

Assessment (EA)  Policy Act (NEPA) demonstrating that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
is not needed for a specific set of actions. The EA can lead to a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI).  

Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS)  

A comprehensive study of likely environmental impacts resulting from major 
federally-assisted projects; statements are required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  

Environmental Justice  A formal federal policy on environmental justice was established in February 
1994, with Executive Order 12898 (EO 12898), "Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-income Populations." 
There are three fundamental environmental justice principles: • To avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and 
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority 
populations and low-income populations. • To ensure the full and fair 
participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation 
decision-making process. • To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant 
delay in the receipt of benefits by minority and low-income populations.  

Exclusive Right-of-Way  A highway or other facility that can only be used by buses or other transit 
vehicles.  

Finding of No Significant 
Impact (FONSI)  

A document prepared by a federal agency showing why a proposed action 
would not have a significant impact on the environment and thus would not 
require preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). A FONSI is 
based on the results of an Environmental Assessment (EA).  

Fixed Guideway System  A system of vehicles that can operate only on its own guideway constructed for 
that purpose (e.g., rapid rail, light rail). Federal usage in funding legislation also 
includes exclusive right-of-way bus operations, trolley coaches and ferryboats as 
"fixed guideway" transit.  

Fixed Route  Service provided on a repetitive, fixed-schedule basis along a specific route with 
vehicles stopping to pick up and deliver passengers to specific locations; each 
fixed-route trip serves the same origins and destinations, unlike demand 
responsive and taxicabs.  

Frequent Transit Network The Frequent Transit Network (FTN) represents the highest orders of transit 
service within the region. The FTN represents corridors where transit service 
would be provided, but does not presume specific street alignments. Street 
alignments will be determined in future studies. FTN stops will be located 
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closest to the highest density development within the corridor.  FTN Corridors 
will have the following characteristics:  

 Enables a well-connected network that provides regional circulation 

 Compatible with and supportive of adjacent urban design goals 

 Operates seven days a week in select corridors 

 Service hours are appropriate for the economic and social context of 
the area served 

 Coverage consists of at least 16 hours a day and area riders trip origins 
or destinations are within ¼ of a mile-straight line distance 

 Frequency is at least every 10-15 minutes in peak travel times 

 Speed is no less than 40 percent of the roadway speed limit 

 Coverage throughout the region is geographically equitable and serves 
Title VI protected populations 

 Transit service is reliable and runs on schedule   

Geographic Information 
System (GIS)  

Data management software tool that enables data to be displayed 
geographically (i.e., as maps).  

Guideway  A transit right-of-way separated from general purpose vehicles.  

Headway  Time interval between vehicles passing the same point while moving in the 
same direction on a particular route.  

High Capacity Transit (HCT) High capacity transit is any transit mode characterized by carrying a larger 
volume of passengers using larger vehicles and/or more frequent service than a 
standard fixed route bus system. High capacity transit can operate on exclusive 
rights-of-way such as a rail track or dedicated busway, or on existing streets 
with mixed traffic. The main goal of high capacity transit is to provide faster, 
more convenient and more reliable service for a larger number of passengers. 

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
lane 

Lanes, typically on freeways, that are used exclusively by carpools and buses.  In 
some cases, HOV lanes are in effect for only a portion of the day and revert to 
general purpose lanes during non-peak travel periods 

Hydrology  Refers to the flow of water including its volume, where it drains and how quickly 
it flows.  

Impacts  A term to describe the positive or negative effects upon the natural or built 
environments as a result of an action (i.e., project).  

Independent Utility  A project or section of a larger project that would be a usable and reasonable 
expenditure even if no other projects or sections of a larger project were built 
and/or improved.  

Intergovernmental Agreement  A legal pact authorized by state law between two or more units of government, 
in which the parties contract for, or agree on, the performance of a specific 
activity through either mutual or delegated provision.  

Intermodal  Those issues or activities which involve or affect more than one mode of 
transportation, including transportation connections, choices, cooperation and 
coordination of various modes. Also known as "multimodal."  

Joint Development  Ventures undertaken by the public and private sectors for development of land 
around transit stations or stops.  

Kiss and Ride  A place where commuters are driven and dropped off at a station to board a 
public transportation vehicle.  

Layover Time  Time built into a schedule between arrival at the end of a route and the 
departure for the return trip, used for the recovery of delays and preparation 
for the return trip.  

Lead Agency  The organization that contracts and administers a study. For transit projects, 
FTA would typically fill this role. The lead agency has the final say about the 
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project's purpose and need, range of alternatives to be considered, and other 
procedural matters.  

Level of Detail  The amount of data collected, and the scale, scope, extent, and degree to which 
item-by-item particulars and refinements of specific points are necessary or 
desirable in carrying out a study.  

Level of Service (LOS)  Level of service (LOS) is a measure used by traffic engineers to determine the 
effectiveness of elements of transportation infrastructure. LOS is most 
commonly used to analyze highways, but the concept has also been applied to 
intersections, transit, and water supply.  

Limited (or Controlled) Access  Restricted entry to a transportation facility based upon facility congestion levels 
or operational condition. For example, a limited access roadway normally would 
not allow direct entry or exit to private driveways or fields from said roadway.  

Light Rail Transit (LRT)  Steel wheel/steel rail transit constructed on city streets, semi-private right-of-
way, or exclusive private right-of-way. Formerly known as "streetcar" or "trolley 
car" service, LRT's major advantage is operation in mixed street traffic at grade. 
LRT vehicles can be coupled into trains, which require only one operator and 
often are used to provide express service.  

Liquefaction  A phenomenon associated with earthquakes in which sandy to silty, water 
saturated soils behave like fluids. As seismic waves pass through saturated soil, 
the structure of the soil distorts, and spaces between soil particles collapse, 
causing ground failure.  

Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG)  An alternative fuel; a natural gas cooled to below its boiling point of 260 
degrees Fahrenheit so that it becomes a liquid; stored in a vacuum bottle-type 
container at very low temperatures and under moderate pressure. LNG vapor is 
lighter than air.  

Local Streets  Local streets have the sole function of providing direct access to adjacent land. 
Local streets are deliberately designed to discourage through traffic 
movements.  

Locally Preferred Alternative 
(LPA)  

The Locally Preferred Alternative is the alternative selected through the 
Alternatives Analysis process completed prior to or concurrent with NEPA 
analysis. This term is also used to describe the proposed action that is being 
considered for New Starts or Small Starts funds.  

Maintenance area  An air quality designation for a geographic area in which levels of a criteria air 
pollutant meet the health-based primary standard (national ambient air quality 
standard, or NAAQS) for the pollutant. An area may have on acceptable level for 
one criteria air pollutant, but may have unacceptable levels for others. 
Maintenance/attainment areas are defined using federal pollutant limits set by 
EPA.  

Maintenance facility  A facility along a corridor used to clean, inspect, repair and maintain rail 
vehicles, as well as to store them when they are not in use.  

Major Arterial  Major arterial streets should serve to interconnect the roadway system of a city. 
These streets link major commercial, residential, industrial and institutional 
areas. Major arterial streets are typically spaced about one mile apart to assure 
accessibility and reduce the incidence of traffic using collectors or local streets 
for through traffic in lieu of a well placed arterial street. Access control, such as 
raised center medians, is a key feature of an arterial route. Arterials are typically 
multiple miles in length.  

Major Investment Study (MIS)  An alternatives analysis study process for proposed transportation investments 
which a wide range of alternatives is examined to produce a smaller set of 
alternatives that best meet project transportation needs. The purpose of the 
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study is to provide a framework for developing a package of potential solutions 
that can then be further analyzed during an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) process.  

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

The current federal transportation bill.  Bill is for two years and set to expire in 
October 2014.  Hill included significant changes toi federal funding programs 
and changed the evaluation criteria for the New Starts/Small Starts Program 

Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO)  

The organization designated by local elected officials as being responsible for 
carrying out the urban transportation and other planning processes for an area.  

Minimum Operable Segment  A stand-alone portion of the alternative alignment that has independent utility, 
allowed by FTA to be considered as interim termini for a project.  A minimum 
operable segment (MOS) provides flexibility to initiate a project with available 
funding while pursuing additional funding to complete the remainder of the 
project.  

Minor Arterial  Minor arterial street system should interconnect with and augment the urban 
major arterial system and provide service to trips of moderate length at a 
somewhat lower level of travel mobility than major arterials. This system also 
distributes travel to geographic areas smaller than those identified with the 
higher system. The minor arterial street system includes facilities that allow 
more access and offer a lower traffic mobility. Such facilities may carry local bus 
routes and provide for community trips, but ideally should not be located 
through residential neighborhoods.  

Mitigation  A means to avoid, minimize, rectify, or reduce an impact, and in some cases, to 
compensate for an impact.  

Mode  A particular form or method of travel distinguished by vehicle type, operating 
characteristics and right-of-way separation from other traffic.  

Modal Split  A term which describes how many people use alternative forms of 
transportation. Frequently used to describe the percentage of people using 
private automobiles as opposed to the percentage using public transportation.  

National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (NEPA)  A comprehensive federal law requiring analysis of the environmental impacts of 

federal actions such as the approval of grants; also requires preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for every major federal action 
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.  

New Starts  Federal funding granted under Section 3(i) of the Federal Transit Act. These 
discretionary funds are made available for construction of a new fixed guideway 
system or extension of any existing fixed guideway system, based on cost-
effectiveness, alternatives analysis results and the degree of local financial 
commitment. Projects qualifying for funding under FTA’s New Starts Program 
have a total project cost greater than $250 million and/or are requesting 
greater than $75 million in FTA funding 

No Action or No-Build 
Alternative  

An alternative that is used as the basis to measure the impacts and benefits of 
the other alternative(s) in an environmental assessment or other National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) action. The No-Build alternative consists of the 
existing conditions, plus any improvements which have been identified in the 
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).  

Nonattainment Area  Any geographic region of the United States that the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) has designated as not attaining the federal air quality 
standards for one or more air pollutants, such as ozone and carbon monoxide.  
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Notice of Intent  A Federal announcement, printed in the Federal Register, advising interested 
parties that an environmental impact statement will be prepared and circulated 
for a given project  

Off-Peak Period  Non-rush periods of the day when travel activity is generally lower and less 
transit service is scheduled. Also called "base period."  

Park & Ride  Designated parking areas for automobile drivers who then board transit vehicles 
from these locations.  

Participating Agency  A federal or non-federal agency that may have an interest in the project. These 
agencies are identified and contacted early-on in the project with an invitation 
to participate in the process. This is a broader category than "cooperating 
agency" (see cooperating agency).  

Passenger Miles  The total number of miles traveled by passengers on transit vehicles; 
determined by multiplying the number of unlinked passenger trips times the 
average length of their trips.  

Peak hour  The hour of the day in which the maximum demand for transportation service is 
experienced (refers to private automobiles and transit vehicles).  

Peak Period  Morning and afternoon time periods when transit riding is heaviest.  

Peak/Base Ratio  The number of vehicles operated in passenger service during the peak period 
divided by the number operated during the base period.  

Preferred Alternative  An alternative that includes a major capital improvement project to address the 
problem under investigation. As part of the decision making process, the 
Preferred Alternative is compared against the No Action or No-Build Alternative 
from the standpoints of transportation performance, environmental 
consequences, cost-effectiveness, and funding considerations.  

Purpose and Need  The project Purpose and Need provides a framework for developing and 
screening alternatives. The purpose is a broad statement of the project’s 
transportation objectives. The need is a detailed explanation of existing 
conditions that need to be changed or problems that need to be fixed.  

Queuing  Occurs when traffic lanes cannot fit all the vehicles trying to use them, or if the 
line at an intersection extends into an upstream intersection.  

Record of Decision (ROD)  A decision made by FTA as to whether the project sponsor receives federal 
funding for a project. The Record of Decision follows the Draft EIS and Final EIS.  

Regulatory Agency  An agency empowered to issue or deny permits.  

Resource Agency  A Federal or State agency or commission that has jurisdictional responsibilities 
for the management of a resource such as plants, animals, water or historic 
sites.  

Revenue Hours  Hours of transit service available for carrying paying riders.  

Ridesharing  A form of transportation, other than public transit, in which more than one 
person shares the use of the vehicle, such as a van or car, to make a trip. Also 
known as "carpooling" or "vanpooling."  

Ridership  The number of rides taken by people using a public transportation system in a 
given time period.  

Right-of-way  Publicly owned land that can be acquired and used for transportation purposes.  

Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act : A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) 

Federal transportation bill passed by Congress July 29, 2005, signed by the 
President August 10, 2005. Included new and revised program guidance and 
regulations (approximately 15 rulemakings) with planning requirements related 
to public participation, publication, and environmental considerations. 
SAFETEA-LU was originally intended to cover FY 2005 through FY 2009, but 
through various extension continued until 2012.  
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Scoping  A formal coordination process used to determine the scope of the project and 
the major issues likely to be related to the proposed action (i.e., project).  

Screening Criteria  Criteria used to compare alternatives.  

Shuttle  A public or private vehicle that travels back and forth over a particular route, 
especially a short route or one that provides connections between 
transportation systems, employment centers, etc.  

Small Starts Program 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. 

State Implementation Plan 
(SIP)  

A state plan mandated by the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) that 
contains procedures to monitor, control, maintain and enforce compliance with 
national standards for air quality.  

Strategy  An intended action or series of actions which when implemented achieves the 
stated goal.  

Study Area  The area within which evaluation of impacts is conducted. The Study Area for 
particular resources will vary based on the decisions being made and the type of 
resource(s) being evaluated.  

Title IV  This title declares it to be the policy of the United States that discrimination on 
the ground of race, color, or national origin shall not occur in connection with 
programs and activities receiving Federal financial assistance and authorizes and 
directs the appropriate Federal departments and agencies to take action to 
carry out this policy.  

Throughput  The number of users being served at any time by the transportation system.  

Transit Oriented Development 
(TOD) or Nodal Development  

An initiative to build transit ridership, while discouraging sprawl, improving air 
quality and helping to coordinate a new type of community for residents. TODs 
are compact, mixed-use developments situated at or around transit stops. 
Sometimes referred to as Transit Oriented Communities, or Transit Villages.  

Transit System  An organization (public or private) providing local or regional multi-occupancy-
vehicle passenger service. Organizations that provide service under contract to 
another agency are generally not counted as separate systems.  

Transitway  A BRT priority lane generally with a concrete lane with or without concrete 
tracks with grass-strip divider and a curb separation, traverseable by general-
purpose vehicles at signalized intersections.  

Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM)  

Strategies to attempt to reduce peak period automobile trips by encouraging 
the use of high occupancy modes through commuter assistance, parking 
incentives and work policies which alter the demand for travel in a defined area 
in terms of the total volume of traffic, the use of alternative modes of travel and 
the distribution of travel over different times of the day.  

Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP)  

A program of intermodal transportation projects, to be implemented over 
several years, growing out of the planning process and designed to improve 
transportation in a community. This program is required as a condition of a 
locality receiving federal transit and highway grants.  

Travel Shed  Synonymous with “corridor” (see corridor). Sub area in which multiple 
transportation facilities are experiencing congestion, safety or other problems.  

Vehicle Hours of Delay  Cumulative delay experience by transit vehicles during high traffic periods.  
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v/ c ratio  Used as a principal measure of congestion. The “V” represents the volume or 
the number of vehicles that are using the roadway at any particular period. The 
“C” represents the capacity of a roadway at its adopted LOS. If the volume 
exceeds the capacity of the roadway (volume divided by capacity exceeds 1.00), 
congestion exists.  

Water Quality  Refers to the characteristics of the water, such as its temperature and oxygen 
levels, how clear it is, and whether it contains pollutants.  

WEEE  West Eugene EmX Extension  
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APPENDIX B: REFERENCES 

 

The following reference documents are available at Lane Transit District Administration (Glenwood) and 

the city of Springfield (City Hall – Transportation Planning office). 

 

Evans, John and Reesor, David. (2014). Memorandum to Main-McVay Study Governance Team. Main-

McVay Transit Study: Range of Possible Transit Solutions. 

Evans, John and Reesor, David. (2014). Memorandum to Main-McVay Study Governance Team. 

Stakeholder Advisory Committee Recommended Revisions to the Study’s Problem Statement, Needs 

Statement and Evaluation Criteria. 

Lane Transit District and City of Springfield. (2014). Main-McVay Transit Study, Baseline Existing and 

Future Conditions. 

Lane Transit District and City of Springfield. (2014). Main-McVay Transit Study, Service Screening 

Evaluation. 

Viggiano, Stefano and Wannamaker, Lynda. (2014). Memorandum to Main-McVay Transit Study 

Stakeholder Advisory Committee. Mode Alternatives Recommendations for Main-McVay Transit Study. 
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