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INTRODUCTI ON

This is the ~ene-Springfie1d Area 2000 Transportation Plan Technical
Report prepared by the Lane Council of Governments Transportation Plan­
ning Committee. It is not a technical report in the true sense of the
word, since it does not include all base data and modeling output used
to prepare the Transportation Plan. Such a task could not be accom­
plished in one report. Rather, this document is a series of discussions
that review some of the underlying assumptions used, and some of the
alternatives developed in preparing the Transportation Plan. In this
manner, the public can see some of the considerations that were used in
the technical decision-making process.

Just as this report cannot present an in-depth understanding of the
technical aspects of the urban transportation planning process, neither
can it answer all possible questions that may arise during the Plan
review and hearing process. The technical planning staff who partici­
pated in plan preparation and serve on the Transportation Planning
Committee must respond to the questions of the public and policy-makers
as concerns arise. All technical documentation relating to the trans­
portation study is on file at the Lane Council of Governments offices,
and the Oregon Department of Transportation. In addition, the following
locally published documents are important to the understanding of, or
served as a basis for, the Transportation Plan.

Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan

Eugene-Springfield Transportation Alternatives, L-COG, 1975.

"An Approach to Modal Testing for Eugene-Springfield Area Trans­
portation Study", L-COG, 1974.

"An Approach to Modal Testing Revisited", L-COG, 1976.

Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Bikeway Master Plan, L-COG, 1975.

"Eugene Paratransit Report", Eugene, 1977.

"Eugene Pedestrian Report", Eugene, 1977.

"Eugene-Spri ngfie1d Area Transporta ti on Study Transportation
Systems Management El ement", L-COG, 1977.

"Eugene-Springfield Area FY77 78 Transportation Improvement Program
Annual Element", L-COG, 1977.

"Lane Transit District Transit Development Program", LTD, 1977.



"Population and Employment Projections - Lane County, Oregon",
L-COG, 1974.

"Metro Plan Update Employment Projections - Lane County and
Eugene-Spri ngfi e1d." L-COG, 1977.

"E-SATS Planning Overview 1976", L-COG, 1976.

"Prospectus for the Eugene-Springfield Area Transportation
Study", L-COG, 1976.

"Preliminary Six Year Highway Improvement Program FY79-FY84",
O-DOT, 1977.

Oregon Transportation Commission Policies 1977, O-DOT, 1977.

A Look Ahead - Transportation in Transition, O-DOT, 1977.

Mahlon Sweet Field Master Plan, L-COG, 1972.

Eugene ~aster Street And Highway Right-of-Way Plan, Eugene,
1968.

Lane County Master Road Plan, Lane County, 1975.

Springfield Traffic Control Device Study, Springfield, 1971.

Pertinent Lane County Subarea Land Use Plans

Neighborhood Refinement Plans

Because of difficulties encountered with air quality modeling, and
because of changing Environmental Protection Agency guidelines, a
full air quality consistency determination was not completed in
time to be released with this report. The testing results will be
included in an environmental overview of the Transportation Plan to
be published subsequently.
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POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT

Areawide Projection of Population

To fit a transportation plan to the Metropolitan Area General Plan,
it is important to determine how many people will reside in the
metropolitan area, where they will live, where they work and conduct
business, and the level of mobility they will have. This segment is
an overview of the areawide population projection and some of the
supporting rationale. More detailed information is given in Population
and Employment Projections, Lane County, Oregon.*

Prior to preparation of the "Alternatives" report, there was some
interest expressed in various committee meetings for testing alter­
native population forecasts. After consideration, it was decided
not to introduce population as a variable. It would be difficult,
for instance, to compare a plan that serves 277,000 people with a
plan that serves 250,000 people. The amount of transportation
service would be different for the two plans, and the implications
would be correspondingly different. While it may be desirable for
agencies providing services to have fewer people to serve, a policy
for managing growth rate must be based upon factors beyond the scope
of the transportation study. Without testing alternative population
levels, it can be inferred, however, that the transportation needs
of the 169,000 metropolitan residents are being adequately served
(with a few exceptions) by existing services and facilities, and
that capacity deficiencies that accrue by the year 2000 will be a
result of increasing resident population. In effect, it can be
argued that two population levels were tested - current population
and a projection of population to the year 2000. The possibility
that the population projected for the year 2000 might be reached
sooner or later does not negate the value of the projection in
relating travel demand to population numbers.

Elected officials, after hearings on the "Alternatives" report,
directed that this Transportation Plan be prepared to serve a
population of 277,000 people. This projection is not a goal, a
constraint, or an assigned share. Its use does not connote de­
sirability. It is, however, a dispassionate estimate of the number
of people that will reside in the metropolitan area unless local
policies are established that will change the growth rate, or

n

* Potu1ation and Employment Projections, Lane County, Oregon,
L- OG, January, 1974, Reprinted July, 1975.
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national and global pressures affecting local growth rates change
during the 25-year projection period.

The population estimate used for the Transportation Plan was made
using a cohort survival technique. Basically, this method separates
population change into natural increase of the resident population
(births minus deaths) and net migration. Natural increase for a
period is estimated by multiplying the number of women of child­
bearing age by their age-specific fertility rate to determine
births, and multiplying each age group by their survival probability
rate to estimate the population surviving a period. Natural in­
crease of the resident population is then births plus surviving
population. Bureau of the Census "Series E" projections were ad­
justed for local experience and used for the age-specific fertility
rates. The total fertility rate using this methodology was 2.1
children for an average woman during her child-bearing life. The
University of Oregon student enrollment was treated as a special
population using enrollment projections rather than a cohort technique.

The estimate of net-migration was based upon a comparison of resi­
dent civilian labor force with total civilian labor force. An
independent projection of total civilian labor force was made for
Lane County using Oregon State Employment Division statistics from
1958-1972. Resident civilian labor force was estimated by multi­
plying each age group by a corresponding labor participation rate.
The average female labor force participation rate was projected to
increase by fourteen percent during the 1975-2000 period to account
for an increasing proportion of females entering the labor force.
If the projected total civilian labor force differed from the es­
timate of resident civilian labor force, migration was assumed to
occur. The resident population estimate was adjusted to account for
the migrant employee population. Since the estimate of total civil­
ian labor force was a projection, the continuation of in-migration
to satisfy job opportunities is predicted over the projection
period.

Lane Council of Governments receives and monitors the annual popu­
lation estimates made by Portland State University that are recog­
nized by the U. S. Bureau of the Census. The short-term projections
are compared with the most recent population estimate to detect
variations that warrant revising the projections. At the date this
report was written, no significant difference had yet been found.

The accompanying age-sex pyramids (Figure 1) demonstrate the tran­
sition expected for Lane County population from 1950-2000. The
metropolitan share of Lane County's population is expected to grow
from 71 percent in 1975 to 75 percent in the year 2000, from 169,000
to 277,000 metropolitan residents respectively (Figure 2).
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f

~reawide Projection of Employment

In 1975, a projection of employment was made using county-wide
employment statistics from the Oregon State Employment Division
covering the years 1958 to 1972. The projection showed an increase
in jobs from 97,000 in 1975 to 164,000 in the year 2000. A similar
projection was made for the metropolitan area, which corresponds to
the transportation planning study area. This projection predicted
that the metropolitan share of the county's employment will increase
from 78 percent in 1975 to 82 percent in 2000. Annual average
employment was projected to grow from 75,000 to 134,000 during the
1975-2000 period. Figure 3 is a graph of the employment projection.

Lane Council of Governments monitors the monthly employment stat­
istics compiled by the Employment Division to detect any changes in
trends that warrant revising the projections. The employment pro­
jection used in this study was made in 1973 and reflects the figures
discussed above. Since that time, changes in employment patterns
locally were great enough to warrant the preparation of new estimates.

The new projections are detailed in the "Metropolitan Plan Update
Employment Projections"* prepared by L-COG in November, 1977, and
predict a total of 173,000 jobs in Lane County by 2000 rather than
the 164,000 of the 1973 projection. Estimates for the transporta­
tion study area increased to 142,000 in 2000 from the 134,000 used
in the preparing of the Transportation Plan travel estimates.
Because of increased labor participation rates by area residents,
the difference in employment projections does not result in an
increased population forecast for 2000.

Greater increases in service, retail, and wholesale employment are
expected than are reflected in the Plan, and smaller increases in
manufacturing and educational employment than previously forecasted
are expected.

The net result of all this means that, generally, the travel fore­
casts of the Transportation Plan have been underestimated, given the
latest employment forecast. Essentially, the same number of people
in 2000 will be making more trips than were estimated ir. the Trans­
portation Plan because of more jobs and increased labor participation
ra tes.

;. t

* "Metro Plan Update Employment Projections - Lane County, Oregon
and Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Study Area", L-COG,
November, 1977.
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Residential Location

The location and magnitude of population and employment for the
target year are important determinants of transportation demand.
The total number of trips is determined by the number of people
projected to live in the area and by the overall level of economic
activity. Transportation patterns within the area are determined by
the internal arrangement of activities that require the transport of
goods and/or people. As primary indicators of the location and
magnitude of these activities, projected population for the metro­
politan area is divided among smaller areas within Eugene-Springfield.
A land use plan normally identifies areas which are to be used for
certain broad land use categories: growth in population can be
geographically allocated (for projection purposes) in accordance
with those anticipated uses.

The transportation study area contains approximately 65,000 acres,
roughly half of which is in agriculture or is undeveloped. As the
population grows from 169,000 to a projected 277,000, additional
land will be developed and some areas will be redeveloped and/or
converted to other uses. The Metropolita~ Area General Plan served
as a guideline for allocating the additional population, but a great
deal of judgment was required to project where people are most
likely to live in the year 2000.

The transportation study area was divided into 204 transportation
zones (see Figure 4) and each of the zones was assessed for its role
in accommodating the 277,000 residents projected to be living in the
area by 2000. The Planning Departments of Eugene, Springfield, and
Lane County determined the potential for residential development
within each transportation zone by examining the Metropolitan Area
General Plan, neighborhood studies, zoning, ownership, current
development, accessibility, public services, physical character, and
other information. The potential was expressed in the number of
dwelling units (single family, multi-family, and mobile homes) that
might be expected by 2000. All development was assumed to take
place within the existing urban services boundary, and all new
development and redevelopment was assumed to be at the upper range
of densities allowable under the General Plan. As directed by
elected officials, the population distribution assumed in 2000
contains certain elements of the "balanced land use" concept ex­
amined in the "Al ternatives" report. Specifically, increased resi­
dential densities were assigned to the Springfield Main Street area,
Goodpasture Island, the area west of Skinner's Butte and the near­
westside Eugene area.

Following the allocation of dwelling units, 1970 census information
for the transportation zones was used to develop an equation that
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related population to dwelling units. An i~dependent estimate was
made of people living in group quarters (dormitories, rest homes,
etc); total population estimates for each transportation zone was
derived by adding the estimates from group quarters and conventional
units. A visual display of total population was made by aggregating
the estimates for the transportation zones into larger tracts for
ease of comparison (see Figure 5).

A discussion of the balanced land use concept was contained in the
Eugene-Springfield Area Transportation Alternatives report. In
reality, the elements of that concept contained in the land use
assumptions of the Transportation Plan are almost insignificant.

Employment Location

The projected employment for the metropolitan area (134,000 in the
year 2000) was allocated to the 204 transportation zones based on
several guidelines. Using nine different industrial categories, it
was possible to estimate the physical location for the projected
increases in employment. The following table is an indication of
the parameters that were used for locating specific employment
groupings. Given a control total from the areawide projection, the
locational factors in the table were used to judge employment loca­
tion in the study area. Figure 6 depicts a comparison of the pro­
jected location of jobs in 1970 to 2000.
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TABLE 1

PARAMETERS USED FOR ALLOCATING EMPLOYMENT
TO TRANSPORTATION ZONES

Employment Grouping

Agriculture, Forestry,
Fisheries, Mining, and
Construction

Manufacturing

Transportation,
Communications,
and Util ities

Wholesale Trade

Public Service

Educational

Reta il Trade

Commercial Service
(banks, insurance credit,
real.estate, investment,
lodglng, personal service
business service medical:
1ega1, etc.)

Determinants Used in Location

Allocated to fringe and flood plain.
Mining allocated to existing gravel
operation sites and areas with resource
potential; construction allocated in
proportion to housing starts and central
building construction.

Area's major manufacturers (wood prod­
ucts, publishing, and food processing)
were projected independently; remaining
increase allocated to industrially zoned
1and.

Area's major employers projected; re­
maining increase allocated to industrial
zoned land, transportation corridors and
opportunity areas (large vacant sites
with specialized development potential).

Growth along transportation facilities
and at existing wholesale facilities.

Numerol!s facility plans consulted for
site-specific projections; additional
projected for existing locations with­
out facility plans.

All schools assumed to have kinder­
gartens; specific projections used for
day care and nursery schools, U of 0,
L.C.C. Remaining increase distributed
throughout to simulate day care, etc.,
whose location is not yet known.

Employers with over 100 employees were
projected separately; new neighborhood
shopping centers were considered for
growing residential areas; known future
developments were accounted for; re­
mainder allocated to present locations
(to be consistent with 1990 Plan).

Employers with over 100 employees
were projected separately; planned
office buildings were considered.
New neighborhood commercial con­
sidered. Remainder allocated to
present locations.
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TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF SOCIOECONOMIC PROJECTIONS USED
FOR ESTIMATING TRANSPORTATION DEMAND FOR ALTERNATIVE "0"

Item 1970 Value 2000 Projection

Population 147,928 277 ,687

Population 5+ 135,515 255,883
Population 16-65 93,656 189,342
Labor Force 55,268 112,218*

Dwelling Units 49,456 101,935

Automobiles Owned 84,730 158,771

Employment 59,685 134,442*

Agriculture, Forestry 173 196
Mining and Construction 3,601 5,472
Manufacturing 12,736 25,404
Transportation, Utilities, etc. 3,798 7,338
Wholesale 2,895 5,977
Reta il 12,080 25,834
Service (Commercial) 11 ,915 30,408
Public 4,505 9,688
Education 7,982 24,125

* November, 1977 estimates project total employment of 142,000 in
2000. Higher projections were made for wholesale, retail and
service employment than shown here, and lower projections were
made for manufacturing and education. The November, 1977
estimates project a total labor fonce of 139,000.
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TRAVEL DEMAND

The population and employment projections for the transportation
zones discussed in a previous section are important ingredients for
estimating transportation demand. Data collected from an origin­
destination survey in 1964 was used to determine the relationship
between population-employment "variables" and transportation demand.
These relationships. or equations. are then used to estimate the
transportation demand when the population and employment within the
transportation zones is varied.

As an example. the relationships from the 1964 survey were used to
simulate a 1970 situation using population-employment data from the
1970 census as independent variables to estimate the number of trips
originating or ending within a transportation zone.

Population and;
Employment by
Zone

Trip

Q
Gravity ~1ode1

IEquations (Determines
(From Sur- Where Trips Go)
vey data)

Proj ec ted Da il y
Trips on Each
Street Section

Then a "gravity" model. cal ibrated with 1964 data. was employed to
determine where (other transportation zones) the trips were made to
and from. Then. with the origin and destination of all trips de­
termined. the trips were assigned to streets via the shortest time
path between origin and destination to estimate the traffic volume
that was created by the population and employment during 1970.
These traffic volume estimates were compared with traffic volumes
counted in 1970. and it was found that the estimates were reasonably
accurate. The general conclusion was that the same relationships
that were surveyed in 1964 could be used to project transportation
demand when population and ~nployment projections for transportation
zones were available.

For a better understanding. it should be added that traffic volume
on roads entering and leaving the metropolitan area is estimated
with a separate procedure and added to the total traffic volume that
moves between internal zones. Unlike the internal zone-to-zone trip
volume projections. the traffic volume projections for roads en­
tering the metropolitan area are not directly determined by the
amount and location of the metropolitan area population. A separate
historical traffic projection is made for each road at its point of
entry to the metropolitan area. The average 1970-2000 growth factor
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was 2.30 (roughly equal to 3 percent compound annual growth) and was
used to project the year 2000 traffic volumes for roads entering the
Eugene-Springfield area. This projection results in 21% of the
projected auto trips having an origin or destination outside the
Eugene-Springfield area.

Once the forecasting methodology was validated, the number of ve­
hicle trips was estimated for each transportation zone, using the
socioeconomic projections for each transportation zone as indepen­
dent variables. Vehicular trip estimates were converted to person­
trips by multiplying the vehicular trips by an auto occupancy factor
derived from survey data. Adjustments were made to reflect the
public transit and alternative mode goals. The mechanics of the
transit adjustment are documented in "An Approach to Modal Testing
Revisited",* and the transit analysis proceded as described in
Section B of this report. The auto person trips, excluding walk,
paratransit and bicycle trips were converted back to vehicular trips
by dividing by occupancy factor and were then assigned to the major
street network according to the shortest time path. Street and
highway analysis then proceeded as described in Section C of this
report.

The entire travel demand projection methodology is extremely complex
and lengthy. Discussion of the entire process in this report is too
detailed for the format of this report. All documentation relating
to travel demand for forecast methodology is on file, in unpublished
form, at the Lane Council of Governments offices and the Oregon
Department of Transportation.

Table 3 summarizes the average daily trips by mode and purpose, used
to design the 2000 Transportation Plan and the alternatives con­
tained herein.

Per Capita Trip-Making

Figure 7 illustrates the per capita trip-making assumpclons used in
the Plan. Although the number of trips per person has been in­
creasing for a relatively long period (the national trends show that
the average American mad~ 50% more trips in 1970 than in 1940), for
study purposes, the number of trips per person was assumed to remain
constant during the 1970-2000 period. Essentially, this means that
individual mobility will be maintanined.at current levels through

* "An Approach to Modal Testing Revisited", L-COG, May, 1976.
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the end of the century, although a substantial number of those trips
will be carried by means of travel other than the automobile. In
fact, if local goals are met by 2000, the number of trips per person
by automobile will drop below the 1984 level.

If disposable income per household continues to rise, however, it
may be difficult to achieve this "steady-state" trip making rate.
Failure to do so will result in more trips in 2000 than predicted
here, and greater demands on the transportation system than anticipated.
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INTRODUCTI ON

Transportation studies have treated transit travel analysis in
different ways. In major metropolitan areas, sophisticated models
have been developed to predict increases in transit ridership
based upon certain improvements to an existing, and generally well
established, transit system. The models are usually based upon
extensive historic data, and assume that existing marketing condi­
tions and travel habits will reflect rider responses to changes in
transit service. The resultant future travel forecasts assume
that major parameters, such as life styles and trip-making choices,
will remain constant during the study period. For areas the size
of Eugene-Springfield, however, complex "modal split" models can
be of limited value both because of the lack of historic data and
the lack of established ridership patterns.

In fact, long-range transit planning has generally been of limited
value for small urban areas, other than to give overall direction
to system development (goals, objectives, etc.), and to determine
the effect, if any, on the long-range highway plan. Only when
large capital outlays or fixed facilities are to be considered
does long-range transit planning become a desirable requirement.
This is based on the conviction that the conventional bus systems
typical of most small urban areas historically have ·had little
long-range impact on urban development patterns or plans for other
utilities or serVices.

In 1975, an attempt was made to develop a model for Eugene-Spring­
field that would predict future transit ridership resulting from
expansion and improvement of the existing transit system to a
full-service system. (See "An Approach to Modal Testing," L-COG,
1975.) The study assumed that transit travel time would be re­
duced to the minimum that could be expected with a conventional
local bus system, that the relative cost of automobile anrl transit
travel remained the same, that the sensitivity of future bus
riders to travel time changes remained the same as that of current
riders, and that travel making characteristics and life styles of
area residents remained constant throughout the forecast period.
The conclusion drawn from the modeling was that major service
improvements alone had little potential for attracting riders from
the automobile to transit and increasing transit ridership (as a
percent of total travel) significantly above the level experienced
today. This is consistent with the findings of most other urban
are~s similar to Eugene-Springfield, and has often led transpor­
tatlon studies in those areas to put the matter "to rest" in the
context of the long-range plan, and concentrate on short-range
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transit programming. Since conventional bus systems do not have a
significant effect on overall accessibility patterns, changes in
these systems are unlikely to foster significant changes in devel­
opment patterns. Therefore, transit service improvements and
fleet replacement can be handled in response to demand, on a
short-range basis, without materially affecting other metropolitan
planning. The Eugene-Springfield Area Transportation Study (E­
SATS) 1985 Plan, prepared in 1967, used this approach and although
it was sound from a planning perspective at the time, several
years later it was politically unacceptable. In addition, this
supply/demand approach to providing transit service precludes any
attempt to create a different role for transit. For the new
transportation plan, a new approach was needed.

Planning Approach

Inherent in transportation travel forecasting is the assumption
that the individual system user, under a given set of circum­
stances, is rational in the choice of transportation alternatives
available to him or her. Unfortunately, the circumstances sur­
rounding that decision do not always remain constant over time.
Because of the uncertainties involved with estimating transit
ridership over a 25-year period, a goal-oriented, rather than
forecast-oriented planning approach was selected. Consequently,
local agencies were confronted with the challenging and difficult
problem of determining the proper role of transit in Eugene­
Springfield almost independent of existing conditions. By exam­
ining the impact of various hypothetical levels of transit rider­
ship, elected officials could choose a transit ridership level,
consistent with local goals and objectives, to be used as a goal
and guide for planning purposes.

~ This goal-oriented approach does have its drawbacks. Obviously,
adoption of a transit ridership goal in no way guarantees that the
goal will ever be attained, particularly when it appears that
major service improvements in and of themselves will not result in
a sufficient shift of riders from automobile to transit to achieve
a much higher transit goal. The penalties for an overambitious
goal would·not be apparent immediately, but in the long run might
result in high capital outlays and operational subsidies for an
overdesigned, underutilized transit system, and additional con­
gestion on an underdesigned, overutilized street network. This
need not be an insurmountable obstacle, however, for through
staged implementation of a transit system, careful monitoring of
progress toward goal attainment, and periodic plan review and
update, ample time should be available to revise goals or imple­
mentation programming.
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Indeed if one understands the limitations and risks of the ap­
proach: it can have distinct advantages over purely quantitative
forecasting methods for areas the size of Eugene-Springfield.
Elected officials, from the views and comments of citizens, can
identify the desired role of transit within the context of com­
munity goals and objectives and can take positive steps, beyond
system improvement, to help achieve the desired role. In this
way all local governments can move with a common purpose to
control the transit "market" and have a greater impact on the
development of the community than if a passive stance on transit
development were taken.

Background

After reviewing the "Eugene-Springfield Transportation Alterna­
tives" report and holding public hearings, local elected officials
arrived at a compatible transit goal to be used in preparing the
long-range plan. Eugene elected to plan for 15 percent of inter­
nal person trips to be carried by transit in 2000, Springfield
chose 10 percent and Lane County 10-15 percent. Together the
individual goals resulted in a weighted areawide average of 14
percent.* "An Approach to Modal Testing Revisited", published by
L-COG in May, 1976, details the methodology used to assign various
types of trips to transit for testing purposes.

Technical testing then proceeded and seven transit corridors were
identified with comparatively high projected passenger densities
(see Figure 1). They are:

1. 6th-7th Avenue/Highway 99

2. River Road

3. Ferry Street Bridge/Coburg Road

4. Franklin Boulevard/Springfield Main Street

* Recently, Springfield elected to reduce its goal from 10
percent internal trips by transit by 2000 to 5 percent.
Since nearly all technical testing had been completed by that
time, an attempt to adjust all previous work would have meant
delay in the completion of the plan. Consequently, a quali­
tative analysis of the impact of the goal change is included
in this section. This goal change would affect the fleet
size and frequency of service needed to accommodate the trips
in the year 2000, but would not affect the location of major
routes, stops, and stations.
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FIGURE
MAJOR

1
TRANSIT CORRIDORS

6th - 7th Avenues/Highway 99
River Road
Ferry Street Bridge/Coburg Road
Franklin Boulevard/Springfield Main Street
South Wfllamette Street
18th Avenue
Washington/Jefferson Street Bridge



5~ South Wi11amette Street

6. 18th Avenue

7. Washington/Jefferson Street Bridge

A base system was established for modeling purposes that repre­
sented the minimum service capable of providing the transit capac­
ity necessary to carry 14 percent of the internal urban area
trips.* This system was modeled by computer to determine the
required frequency of service and fleet size.

The goal-oriented approach to transit planning led to considera­
tion of four alternative systems beyond the conventional bus
service. Each alternative is capable of accommodating the pas­
senger loads if transit ridership goals are achieved. However,
they vary widely in cost and operation and include alternatives
that, under more traditional analysis, would not be studied for an
urban area of this size and density.

TRANSIT SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

The alternative systems are:

1. Conventional local bus (base syste~)

2. Bus rapid transit supported by local buses

3. Trolley coach system supported by local buses

4. Light rail transit supported by local buses

5. Shuttle loop transit supported by local buses

* The 14 percent goal was not applied uniformly across juris­
dictions or trip purposes. Fifteen percent of the trips in
Eugene, 10 percen~ of the trips in Springfield and 10 percent
of the trips in Lane County were assigned to transit. In
addition, certain types of trips, such as work trips and
school (U of 0, LCC) trips are more conducive to transit than
are shopping or miscellaneous trips. Areas of heavy concen­
tration of people and jobs are also more compatible with
transit. Consequently, work trips to downtown Eugene, for
example, represent about 38 percent of central business
district work trips under the 14 percent average. For trips
not well served by transit, Thurston to Santa Clara, for
example, only six percent were assigned to transit.
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The alternative systems were selected to display a wide range of
approaches to providing urban transit service. They can be grouped
into two major categories - all bus systems operating in mixed
traffic on the street and highway system, and combined bus and
other technology systems operating both on exclusive rights-of-way
and on the street system. The conventional local bus system is
essentially an expansion of the present day system to include more
buses; bus rapid transit uses existing vehicles and streets, but
provides some bus priority treatment; trolley coaches use new
vehicles and power lines on existing streets; light rail transit
uses train-type vehicles with tracks and overhead wires on exis­
ting streets, exclusive rights-of-way or a combination of the two;
shuttle loop transit uses automated, unmanned vehicles on elevated
structures or exclusive rights-of-way.

Alternative line haul technologies* were assigned to the major
transit corridors, and for each system, a network of routes and
fixed facilities was designed and its service features and costs

* To better understand the nature of the choice of alternative
transit systems, it is helpful to understand the components
of urban travel. The urban trip can be divided into four
basic parts - the collection, distribution, line haul and
transfer functions. In a typical urban work trip by transit,
for example, the collection part of the trip would be made by

collection distribution

~o l_i_ne_h_au_l ----<o~

~J \~
walking home to the bus stop; the transfer of modes made at '
the bus stop; the line haul part made by transit coach;
another transfer of modes made at the destination stop; and
the distribution part made by walking from the bus stop to
the job site. In many large urban areas, the collection and
distribution parts of the trip are often made by auto or
local bus and the 1ine haul part is made by rail rapid tran­
sit or express bus rapid transit. Modern technology, as
applied to transportation, has increased the speed, effi­
ciency and capacity of the line haul portion of the trip. In
Eugene-Springfield, it is in the line haul part of the tran­
sit trip, in major travel corridors, where the choice for
alternative transit systems lies.
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to ated Local bus service supports each alternative technology
~s ~~oVid;ng the co11ection/ distri~utionofunctio~ fo~ tri~s in
t~ major corridors, and even the 11ne haul funct10n 1n ne1ghbor­
hO~dS which are not served by certain alternative modes.

E ch system was designed and evaluated as a romp1ete system, each
~oviding a comparable level of service in terms of area of cover­

~ e and network density. This provides a consistent basis by
w~ich to compare and evaluate the line haul segments of a complete
transit system, even though completion of some systems may extend
beyond 2000.

Conventional Local Bus (Base System)

The base system in the Eugene-Springfield urbanized area is gener­
ally an expansion of 1977 service. The system consists of petro­
leum powered buses operating in mixed traffic on existing streets.
The system uses the concept of a central transfer point, with
routes providing local service from that transfer point to resi­
dential areas, schools and shopping areas as well as to a system
of 20 transit transfer points, or nodes. Routes are tied together
at each of the nodes to provide easy transfers and access to
shopping and employment centers. These nodes are also connected
to each other by crosstown or circumferential routes. All routes
would operate at 3D-minute frequencies in midday and evening
periods. Frequencies would increase to provide the necessary
capacity at peak hours. The active fleet would consist of 208
vehicles, compared to 52 currently.

Other than the cost of additional vehicles, capital investment in
the base system is low. Current programs of placing bus stop
signs and shelters would continue, and station facilities would be
constructed at the nodes. Major stations would be built at the
Eugene Mall, downtown Springfield, University of Oregon, Good­
pasture Island, Lane Community College, the intersection of River
Road and Belt Line Road, 30th and Hilyard, Coburg and Oakway,
Fairfield and Jacobs, and 58th and Main. Minor transfer stations,
consisting of shelters, lighting, informational signing, tele­
phones and bike racks would be constructed at ten other locations
(see Figure 2).

American manufacturers of transit buses are currently developing­
updated models, and it could be expected by 2000 that the re­
placement fleet in Eugene-Springfield would be characterized by
higher levels of passenger comfort and safety, wheelchair acces­
sibility and reduced maintenance costs.
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System Description

1. Reserved freeway lanes or metered freeway ramps

no dem­
indepen-

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Supported ~ Local Buses

1. Line haul vehicles operating between stations to which
passengers arrive by feeder bus, park and ride, bicycle
or walking

3. Exclusive bus lanes on existing arterial streets

2. Exclusive busway (bus-only roadways)

2. Line haul vehicles operating through stations to provide
both the collection/distribution portion and the line
haul portion of the trip

4. Signal preemption by buses on existing arterial streets

Common forms of bus priority treatment include:

Major advantages of a conventional local bus system are its direct­
ness of travel, high network density, low transfer rate, compat­
ibility with existing land use, flexibility, and low capital
investment.

As the term implies, bus rapid transit is the provision of a rapid
transit service utilizing conventional or high capacity super
buses operating in limited-stop express service, often in priority
rights-of-way. The mode of operation might be:

Major disadvantages include slow travel speed, little or
onstrated ability to direct land development and lack of
dence from street congestion.

Bus priority treatment of some form would be provided in the seven
major corridors between transit nodes (see Figure 3). Service in
each of the major corridors would be mainly express type. In off­
peak hours, express buses provide the line haul function from

Urban areas throughout the country currently utilize a wide spec­
trum of bus priority techniques for bus rapid transit. Los Angeles,
Seattle, Milwaukee and Pittsburg are developing extensive networks
of bus lanes. Of the priority treatments listed, only the bus
lane options and signal preemption have applicability in Eugene­
Springfield in the foreseeable future.



downtown Eugene to stations in each of the corridors, while local
buses would provide the collection/distribution phase. During peak
hours most buses would operate as express routes on the line haul
between stations, then provide collection/distribution service to
local neighborhoods. Frequency of service would be comparable to
the conventional bus system (30 minutes during off-peak periods) and
many aspects of the conventional sytem would be retained to provide
local service in each major corridor as well as the collector/dis­
tribution function for the express routes. In addition, the pro­
vision for new circumferential service between many of the transit
stations would be retained from the conventional bus system.

Higher capacity buses (80 seats, as opposed to 50 for standard
coaches) would be used on bus rapid transit lines to provide seating
for peak hour passenger volumes rather than placing more buses in
operation at peak times. Forty high capacity vehicles would be
needed, out of a total active fleet of 165 buses.

Appropriate bus priority techniques include peak hour bus priority
lanes and contra-flow lanes that would require parking removal,
signing and striping of existing streets, intersection treatments
involving devices that give buses priority at traffic signals, and
widening of intersections to allow buses to bypass some congested
intersections (see appendix for specific locations of improvements).

The major advantages of bus rapid transit include good travel speed
between transfer stations, a low transfer rate, compatibility with
the existing land use, the ability to be implemented in response to
demand, relatively low irreversible capital investment and the
second lowest operating cost in the year 2000 of any system examined.

Disadvantages include the relatively small influence the system has
on land development and possible loss in street capacity in some
locations due to bus priori·ty treatment.

Trolley Coach Supported Ql Local Buses

The trolley coach is a rubber-tired vehicle propelled by an electric
motor drawing power from a central source through an overhead trolley­
wire system. With the exception of the drive train, the vehicles
are similar to current diesel buses and are best suited to local bus
operation on existing streets.

Ma~or American trolley coach systems are located in Boston, Dayton,
Phlladelphia, San Francisco and Seattle. Several of the systems are
currently adding new vehicles while others are adding new lines.
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Technological advances in recent years have made the trolley coach a
more viable mode of urban transport by reducing the amount of over­
head wiring required, allowing "wireless" operation over short
distances, permitting smoother and slightly less expensive operation
than previously experienced, and developing higher capacity artic­
ulated vehicles.

System Description

-The proposed trolley coach network is a system of routes in heavily
travelled corridors with a high number of stops and low-travel
speed. The system would be comprised of six radial routes con­
verging on the central transfer site (see Figure 4). Service would
be local with frequency of service and travel speeds comparable to
that provided by the conventional local bus system in these cor­
ridors. The six trolley routes utilizing 53 venic1es would be
supplemented by 169 local buses providing collector/distributor
service from neighborhoods to the base system transit stations.
Local bus support service would be provided by conventional petro­
leum powered vehicles, scheduled to make transfer connections to the
trolley coach service.

Major advantages of the trolley coach system are the positive en­
vironmental impacts resulting from its dependence on electrical
power, rather than fossil fuels, for propulsion.

Major disadvantages are significant, including slow travel speed,
high transfer rate, system inflexibility, lack of independence from
the effects of street congestion and loss of street capacity caused
by the coaches.

Light Rail Transit (LRT) Supported Ql Local Buses

Light rail transit is a modern version of the electric streetcar,
not to be confused with the commuter railroads of large eastern
cities. Electrically powered, steel-wheeled cars operate on. rails
on existing streets, exclusive rights-of-way, or a combination of
the two. Power is supplied either by overhead wires, as with.the
trolley coach system, or by a third rail. In mixed city traffic,
power would be from the overhead wires. Individual light rail
vehicles can be coupled to others and operated as a train to supply
additional capacity on heavily travelled lines.

The first new light rail vehicles in North America since the 1940's
have recently become available and technological advances have
improved the operation and passenger conveniences of the vehicles.
Several cities are purchasing new equipment and expanding lines, and
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two are building new systems. U.S. cities with light rail systems
. operation include Boston, Fort Worth, Newark, New Orleans,
~~iladelphia and San Francisco.

system Description

. ht rail service would be provided in the six major travel cor­
L~aors radiating from the central transfer station, operating in
r~xed traffic on existing streets and in exclusive rights-of-ways
mhere possible (see Figure 5). Where operation must be on existing
~treets, some form of int:rsection pri?rity tre~tment such as signal
preemption would be prov1ded on occaS10n. Veh1cles would stop only
at station~, spaced from 1/4 to 1/2 miles apart. Most stations
would be simple covered waiting platforms, but transfer stations,
identified in the base system, would have more complete facilities.
Frequency of service w?uld be similar ~o that of the base system,
except that increases 1n frequency dur1ng peak hours would be un­
necessary due to higher vehicle capacity.

Of the total fleet of 197 vehicles, 26 would be rail vehicles, the
rest conventional buses. The conventional buses would provide the
collection/ distribution support service and would operate at fre­
quencies similar to those of the base system (30 minutes off peak).
Schedules would be oriented toward making transfers to and from
light rail vehicles at stations on the rail routes.

Both the light rail transit and shuttle loop transit systems are
systems of extremes - those attributes that are good, are very
good - those attributes that are poor, are very poor - due primarily
to the fixed facilities.

Major advantages of light rail include high travel speed, ability to
direct land development in a manner that reinforces transit usage,
independence from street congestion, and the environmental benefits
resulting from the electric propulsion systems.

Major disadvantages include a low frequency of service, a high
transfer rate, inability of existing land use to support the system,
inflexibility of the system and very high cap1tal investments.

Shuttle Loop Transit (SLT) Supported Qy Local Buses

Shuttle loop transit consists of unmanned, electronically controlled
rubber-tired vehicles that operate on guideways, either at ground
level or elevated above the street. In either case, the system is
completely separated from the street network. The vehicle has few
moving parts, but utilizes complex electronic circuitry. Two
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vehicles may be coupled for train type operation. The central
control unit is also technologically complex and requires a spe­
cialized service staff.

Shuttle loop transit is sometimes called automated guideway transit,
and is similar in many ways to personal rapid transit, people movers
and monorails. Shuttle loop systems are currently in operation in
airports such as Dallas-Fort Worth and Sea-Taco The U.S. Department
of Transportation has funded several downtown people mover projects
on a demonstration basis in Cleveland, St. Paul, Houston, Detroit,
Baltimore, Miami and Los Angeles. None of these systems are as
extensive as the one proposed here, and none would serve the same
function. The U.S. Department of Transportation also funded a
demonstration personal rapid transit system in Morgantown, West
Virginia which, because of its prototype nature, was quite costly to
implement.

Advances in shuttle loop transit are being made continually, and it
is likely that as more systems come on line that the vehicles and
control units will become less costly.

System Description

The shuttle loop system would consist of 43 vehicles operating in
the major transit corridors, primarily on elevated guideways above
existing streets to minimize right-of-way purchase and to avoid
intersection conflicts with surface traffic (see Figure 6). Sta­
tions would be two-story structures, with enclosed waiting facil­
ities, escalators, elevators and other amenities. Stations would be
comparatively sparse -about two to three per mile.

Frequency of service would be comparable to those of the base system
and other alternatives in the off-peak period. Peak hour frequency
of service, unlike the base system, would remain at off-peak levels
(every 30 minutes), with extra capacity provided by coupling ve­
hicles in pairs. Collector/distribution service would be provided
by 176 conventional buses.

Major advantages of the shuttle loop system include high travel
speed, ability to direct land development in a manner that' rein­
forces transit usage and the removal of transit vehicles from the
street system, thereby freeing the system from the impact of street
congestion and eliminating the conflict between automobiles and
transit vehicles.

Major disadvantages include high transfer rate, inability of the ex­
isting land use to support the syste~, inflexibility, huge capital
investment and lack of ability to be implemented in operable stages.
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FIGURE 2
TRANSIT NODES
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FIGURE 3
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FIGURE 4
TROLLEY COACH SYSTEM
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FIGURE 5
LIGHT RAil SYSTEM
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FIGURE 6
SHUTTLE LOOP TRANSIT SYSTEM
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Evaluation Criteria- ssist the reader in choosing between the transit systems avail-
T~l: to handle the transit ridership goal in Eugene-Springfield,
a .teria were selected and applied to each system alternative.
~r~al1Y the process of identifying which mode of transit is most
°propri~te for an urban area and best fits the pattern of deve10p­

~~nt would include an evaluation of at least three criteria:

1. Ridership response to transit improvements

2. The effect of density on transit ridership

3. The cost of different transit services

Since the total ridership has been set as a goal, the first two
criteria have been superseded. Others were needed that are more
qualitative in nature than traditional analysis, due in part to the
fixed ridership goal, which eliminated the supply/demand analysis
that would have resulted in estimates of future ridership response
to different systems.

Those criteria that were chosen were done so because of their abil­
ity to be applied to the entire transit system rather than transit·
alternatives for a specific corridor. In this way, the advantages
of superimposing different transit technologies over the conven­
tional local bus system can best be evaluated.

The criteria are aggregated to three categories:

Performance Criteria

Performance criteria are measures of the degree to which each
transit system fulfills t~e goals and objectives of the ur­
banized area and individual jurisdictions. For each of the
performance criteria, alternative systems are rated either very
poor, poor, fair, good, or very good.

Impact Criteria

Impact criteria deal with the benefits, disturbances or changes
to the metropolitan environment resulting from implementation
of alternative transit systems. Evaluation is regional in
scope. Given that the alternatives are considered on a system­
wide basis, it is difficult to reflect the impact on specific
neighborhoods, but it is safe to assume that any impact would
be intensified in the vicinity of the six major transit cor­
ridors. For each of the impact criteria, the alternative
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systems are determined to have either a major negative, minqr
negative, negligible, minor positive, or major positive effect.

Implementation Criteria

Implementation criteria are those considerations that help de­
termine the feasibility of each alternative. Cost figures (in
1977 dollars) have been calculated for each alternative, and
the systems have been rated for the remaining criteria with the
same descript~ons as the performance criteria.

A full discussion of each of the evaluation criteria is found in the
appendix to this section.

The purpose in developing the criteria is to stimulate discussion on
the transit alternatives. Planners have identified critiera they
feel are important when comparing alternatives, but the list is not
meant to be all inclusive. Each reader may have criteria that
he/she wishes to add to the discussion.

No attempt was made to develop a point system or to assign values to
each criterion and arrive at a point total for each alternative.
Too often, the result of the evaluation process is dependent upon
weights assigned to criteria by planners. Indeed, the value placed
on a single criterion can change from one alternative to another.
By presenting only an evaluation matrix itself, without attempting
to determine the relative weight of each criterion, this report
allows the reader to determine which criteria are of importance when
eval~ating alternatives. The accompanying matrix (Table 1) summa­
rizes the evaluation made by the Transportation Planning Committee.
It was then used by the committee to arrive at its recommended
future transit system. The appendix contains the detailed evalu­
ation of each system alternative.

Recommendations

The Transportatian Planning Committee recommerds that the bus rapid
transit system, supported by local buses, should be implemented
during the study period. The bus rapid transit system brings out
the best ~ualities of a rubber-tired system but stops short of the
drawbacks of a fixed rail or fixed guideway system. No one can
guarantee that the areawide transit goal will be met and there are
unknown, external factors that may have a larger impact on transit
ridership than any actions taken locally. A decision on a future
transit system based on speculation on these external developments
is risky. Steps can be taken locally to encourage transit rider­
ship. The best course of action is one that allows aggressive,
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actions to be taken locally with a future system that will
flexibility to be improved or changed in response to both
and internal factors.

positive
have the
external

rapid transit is the best blend of agressive service and op­
BUStiona1 improvements with little commitment to inflexible fixed
~ra'lities. It is also the most realistic with respect to the size,

aC 1
ity and character of the area. Bus rapid transit requries 10w­

de~~ta1 improvements to give the transit system priority treatmert
~a congested areas between stations, but achievement of this seem­
~ng1Y simple task will not be easy. In many cases improvements may
~~quire parking remova~ or signal adjustments that may decrease
service to the automobl1e.

By agressive1y implementing bus rapid transit service and local
policies to encourage transit, premature commitments to large
capital-intensive projects can be avoided. The bus rapid transit
system does not commit the area for all time to one mode of transit
service and the uncertainty of long-range planning will be reduced
through greater confidence in the merits of staged development.

Through periodic plan updates and monitoring, new goals or new
directions may be chosen as new evidence is acquired. To reach
either a light rail or shuttle loop option, the area still must move
through the steps of improving bus service to build a system capable
of supporting the other technologies. A schematic representation of
the evolution of different transit systems is i11u~trated in Fi~ure

7. Many of the same improvements, such as major transfer stations
are common to all systems. Regardless of the transit goal, these
improvements will provide a better service to the transit user.

By monitoring actual patronage, as well as traffic congestion, fuel
availability, new d~velopment and other factors that affect transit
usage, conclusions may be drawn for revising goals, adopting and im­
plementing more aggressive tactics to help attain the adopted goal.
or advancing toward implementation of the original long-range plan.
This course of action allows the transit plan to evolve in response
to both local and national conditions.

The specific bus rapid transit projects recommended for implementa­
t~on are listed in Table 2. A detailed description of the projects.
wlthout regard to priorities can be found in the appendix.

All these projects - transit stations, priority and contra-flow
lanes, intersection priority treatments and fleet requirements ­
w~re based on the original transit goals adopted by Eugene, Spring­
fleld ~nd Lane County in 1975. Any revision of those 90a1s will of
~~cesslty change system requirements. Implications of the Spring-
le1d Council's decision to lower the Springfield goal follow.
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TABLE 2: BUS RAPID TRANSIT CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

Phase I: 1978-1990

$8,800

$268,000
121,000

$389,000

$880,000

$11 0,000

$1,110,000

$90,000

$2,893,000

Cost
Improvement Ca tegory (1977DOT1 ars)

Central Transit Station
Eugene Mall $800,00

Major Transit Stations (at $185,000 each)
River Road and Be1t1ine (Park &Ride)
LCC (Park &Ride)
5th and North "B"
Coburg and Oakway
11th and Kincaid
30th and Hi lyard

Bus Priority Lanes
11th Avenue: -wTTTamette-Linco1n
Lincoln: 11th-8th
Ma in: 6th-lli 11
11th Avenue: Franklin-High

Minor Transit Stations (at $10,000 each)
18th and Chambers
18th and Bailey Hill
Coburg and Cal Young
42nd and "1ain
21st and Olympic
29th and Wil1amette
18th and Willamette
Pheasant and Lindale
8th and Garfield

.' - - j

Intersection Priority Treatment (at $2,000 per
intersection, $1;000 per vehicle)

134 Intersections
Equip 121 Vehicles

Lane Transit Oistrict Maintenance Facility

Bus Turnouts and Queue Jumpers (at $40,000 each)
River Road: 22 bus stops

Street Modification and Paving
Turning radius improvement at 8th and Lincoln
Alley: 7th-8th between High-Ferry, plus

signal ization
Acce1erati.on lane and turning radius improvements

on Coburg Road between 8th-E. Broadway

Priority Lane Treatn~nls



Phase I: 1978-1990 (Continued)

Cost
Improvement Category (1977 Dollars)

Contra-Flow Priority Lanes
8th Avenue: Jefferson-High
Willamette: 20th-11th, east side
18th Avenue: Willamette-Pearl

Peak Hour Parking Removal
Willamette: 11th-20th, west side
11th Avenue: Pearl-Willamette

Vehicles
Standard Coaches (59)
High Capacity Coaches (10)
Replacement Coaches (31)

Engineering

1978-1990 TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY:

Phase II: 1990-2000

Major Transit Stations (at $185,000 each)
Fairfield and Jacobs
58th and Main (Park &Ride)
Goodpasture Island
7th-8th and Chambers

Minnr Transit Stations (at $10,000 each)
River Road and Railroad Boulevard

$65,00.0

$1,200

$4,130,000
1,710,000
2,170,000

$8,010,000

$944,300

$15,301,300

$740,000

$10,000

;ntersection Priority Treatment (at $1,000 per vehicle)
Equip 44 Vehicles

iuS Turnouts and Queue Jumpers (at $40,000 each)
Franklin Boulevard: 10 bus stops
Willamette: 10 bus stops

Priority Lane Treatments

Contra-Flow Priority Lanes
7th Avenue-Chambers-Jefferson

$44,000

$400,000
400,000

$800,000

$4,'100

Vehicles
Standard Coaches (14)
High Capacity Coaches (30)
Replacement Coaches (72)

Engineering

1990-2000 TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY:

TOTAL BUS RAPID TRANSIT CAPITAL OUTLAY, 1978-2000:

B-30

S 980,000
5,130,000
6,020,000

$12,130,000

$239,500

$13,967,500

$29,268,800
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AREAWIDE TRANSIT GOAL ANALYSIS

The original transit goals in Eugene, Springfield and Lane County
were compatible with an areawide transit goal of 14 percent of
internal trips carried by transit by 2000 .. All the remaining ac­
tions that will constitute the transit element of the Transportatio
Plan are dependent to one degree or another on a compatible, area­
wide transit goal. It governs the future transit system estimates,
the service improvements and local policy recommerdations. PoJicies
needed to help reach the goal are more sensitive to the general
magnitude of the goal, however, rather than a specific figure. Any
action setting a transit ridership goal substantially higher in 2000
than currently exists will likely require policy actions similar to
those required for the 14 percent goal. Minor reductions in the
goal will not alleviate the need for policy actions or service
improvements.

Similarly, any goal envlsloning a doubling of the percent of trips
carried by transit in 2000 would still require the same types of op­
erational and service improve~ents as the 14 percent system. How
those service improvewents are implemented and the geographic scope
of the service improvements, as well as the future transit system
fleet and capacity requirements, are determined by the specific
transit goals of each community and the aggregate areawide goal.

Because of inherent community differences, it is natural to expect
some difference in transit ridership between Eugene, Springfield and
the urbanized area of Lane County. Such differences were reflected
in the original goal choices of 15 percent transit ridership in
Eugene, 10 percent in Springfield and 10-15 percent in ,Lane County.
These goals, on a weighted average, produced the areawide 14 percent
goal used for much of this report. The recent reduction by Spring­
field of its goal to 5 percent of internal trips by transit in 2000
creates a situation that is technically (if not philosophically)
incompatible with the Eugene and Lane County transit goals for the
following reasons:

1. The metropolitan area (from a transportation perspective)
functions as a system, irrespective of jurisdictional
boundaries. The likelihood of Eugene achieving a transit
ridership level three times that of Springfield is ex­
tremely low. Community differences are not that great.

2. Steps taken to achieve an areawide transit goal have the
potential to be more effective if they are applied on a
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e iona1 basis with unanimous backing of local governments.
~f*orts by one community to promote increased transit ridership
through land use policies, for example, will be less effective
in achieving the desired results without comparable actions in
the rest of the metropolitan area.

3.

4.

In a regionally financed transit system such as Lane
Transit District, the provision of different levels of
service subregional1y (in response to different goals) can
become a sensitive political issue that works counter to
promoting increased ridership. In a sense, revenues from
one jurisdiction would be used to "subsidize" transit
improvements in another jurisdiction in an effort to reach
a more difficult transit goal.

If a lower level of service is provided in one community,
it becomes a strong disincentive for transit trips between
the two communities because access to the system is poor
at one end of the trip. This lack of uniform system
performance increases the need for a second automobile in
households with the lesser level of transit service. Once
a capital investment is made in an automobile, potential
transit trips are lost.

The technical implications of the Springfield goal change are dif­
ficult to detail without additional testing, and additional testing
of incompatible transit goals would be purely an academic exercise
anyway. Table 4 shows the internal person-trips by jurisdiction to
be carried by transit with the 14 percent goal. For the purpose of
comparison, it was assumed that a reduction of approximately 5,300
transit trips in Springfield would constitute the change in transit
goal from 10 to 5 percent. This approach is overly simplistic,
since the lower level of transit service in Springfield would re­
duce, to an unknown degree, the number of transit trips between it
and Eugene and Lane County. This approach assumes basically the
same route structure and transit station locations as for the 10%
transit goal. In reality, it will be more likely that lower rider­
ship in Springfield will result in termination of some Eugene­
Springfield routes at Springfield transfer points such as 5th and
~orth "B", and Pheasant and Lindale, with a corresponding increase
1n the number of transfers required.

Given these assumptions, a brief analysis (see appendix for calcula­
tions) indicates that if 5 percent, rather than 10 percent of the
trips in Springfield were carried by the bus rapid transit system in
the year 2000:
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TABLE 4
2000 Internal Person-Trips by Jurisdiction

418,846
113,029
98,227

106,103
28,783
10,765

775,753

3. 1978-2000 capital costs would be reduced by $560,000.

4. 2000 annual operating costs would be reduced by $234,000.

5. Springfield traffic and traffic volumes on major facil­
ities between Eugene and Springfield would be slightly
higher than forecast in this plan. This may result in
need for additional street and highway improvements.

1. Transit service in Springfield would be less extensive an
less convenient than elsewhere in the metropolitan area.
Buses would generally run on the same lines as the recom­
mended system, but at a reduced frequency inside Springfie

2. A net reduction of eight vehicles would be possible.

2000 Total Internal Person-Trips

Eugene-Eugene
Eugene-Springfield
Eugene-Lane County
Springfield-Springfield
Springfield-Lane County
Lane County-Lane County

TOTAL:

~ooo Transit Person-Trips

Eugene-Eugene
Eugene-Springfield
Eugene-Lane County
Springfield-Springfield
Springfield-Lane County
Lane County-Lane County

TOTAL:

64,176
15,866
12,796
10,511

647
2,984

106,980

Percentage of
Tota·l Tri ps

(15% )
(14% )
(13% )
(10% )
( 6%)
(10%)

(14% )

A compatible transit goal seems to be a necessary basis for local
support and harmonious expansion of transit service. In this man­
ner, Eugene, Springfield, and Lane County can give clear direction
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Lane Transit District on the future role t~an~it should play in
to metropolitan area. In the end, however, 1t 1S really the ac­
t~~ns to achieve the goal that are more important than the goal
~~self. Adopted goals, though inco~si~tent, still di~tate.a s~g-
ificantly increased role for trans1t 1n 2000. At th1S p01nt 1n

~ime the actions to reach those goals are nearly identically those
e uired to implement the 14 percent system. If unanimity can be
~e~ched on those actions, the lack of consistency of transit goals
will remain a technical anomaly of the plan that will need to be
resolved at the next major plan update.

Recommendation

The goals of 15 percent transit usage in Eugene, 10 to 15 percent
transit usage in Lane County, and 10 percent transit usage in
Springfield that were adopted by those bodies should be reaffirmed
by Eugene and Lane County and readopted by Springfield to once again
form a compatible areawide transit goal.

OPERATIONAL AND SERVICE IMPROVEMENTS

Adoption of a compatible areawide transit goal is recommended as the
solution to the dilemma of the system design and facility require­
ments resulting from divergent transit goals. However, operational
and service improvemerts are dependent more on the magnitude of the
transit goal than the specific target value. Any goal of a sub­
stantially higher percentage of transit ridership than exists today
would require essentially the same improvements recommended in Table
3. Consequently, normal improvements to the existing transit system
should not be considered an option under the current transit goals.
Local commitment to a better level of transit service than now
exists is the minimum requirement and first step toward achieving
higher transit ridership. Although Lane Transit District is the
lead agency for implementing these improvements, improved transit
service as a whole may require financial commitment and cooperation
(on items such as parking removal for bus stops) from local general
purpose governments.

Since Eugene, Springfield and Lane County have little power to
implement directly service improvements to the transit system, the
option available, if these basic improvements are unacceptable, is
the lowering the the areawide transit goal.

Recommendation

The operational and service improvements in Table 3 should be ac­
knOWledged as necessary and' their implementation by Lane Transit
District supported.
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POLICIES

k of the Transportation Planning Committee in preparing the
The taSrtation Plan was to take the direction set by policy makers
TransPoidentify actions necessary to help achieve adopted trans­
andtt~ion goals that would not be met merely by a continuation of
~~~s~ing trends. The areawide transit goal was one such goal.

1'cies and actions were assembled for consideration from many
Po ~ces including the Lane Transit District Board and the L-COG
~~~izen~' Advisory Committee for Transportation Planning. Eval-
ltion by TPC was from one perspective only - identify measures,

u~ai1able to local governments, that would maximize the opportunity
~o achieve the adopted tr~ns~t go~l. Not all policies ,could be
'mp1emented without confllctlng wlth other transportatlon goals,
~owever, and some were dropped from further consideration. Others
were found to be essential to the achievement of the transit goal
and have been recommended in the Transportation Plan.

Perhaps the realm with the greatest potential for increasing transit
ridership over the long run (other than external factors) is the
local government land use policies. Findings from other studies
have shown that the land use policies which will maximize the po­
tential for increased transit ridership are those that will help
cluster nonresidential f100rspace in downtown and other compact
development patterns.

The studies also concluded that increasing overall residential
density is less important for transit use than increasing density 1n

proximity to a downtown of substantial size or transit line. In
selecting a future transit system, however, density requirements
should be considered. In addition to the long-term impact the
system can have on the community, there are more immediate con­
siderations of system efficiency and the amount of subsidy necessary
to support the system. Both labor and other resource costs of
public transportation depend on the level of its use; to keep costs
within reason there must be substantial passenger demand, which in
turn depends partially upon density of settlement. High quality
transit service in areas of low density can easily exceed the costs0: the automobile not only in dollars but also in energy and mate­
rla1s consumption.

Some potential actions often cited as encouragement to transit have
bee~ dismissed here because their effectiveness in achieving the
deslred long-term results of higher transit ridership is question­
able. At least several of those actions warrant discussion.
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A. Low Fare or Free Fare Transit

The rationale for free fare transit sometimes lies in the
philosophy that transit should be considered a public utility
and, therefore, provided on a nonfare basis. Users of other
public services, however, are charged for such services. More
importantly, studies have shown that transit ridership is
relatively insensitive to fare decreases and is more sensitive
to service changes than fare changes.*

Lowering of off-peak fares may cause some nonwork trips to
shift from peak to off-peak periods, thereby reducing peak
demand and permitting more efficient operation of the transit
system. The shift of trips represents trips already on tran­
sit, however. Across-the-board fare reduction will not be
sufficient incentive, by itself, to cause large shifts from the
automobile to transit. In Rome, for example, no-fare transit
coupled with the banning of automobiles from sections of the
downtown resulted in only an 11 percent increase in transit
riders, while automobile use was not measurably affected.**
There" is no reason to bel i eve the experi ence in Eugene-Spri ng­
field would be different and the conclusion that large fare
reductions will require correspondingly higher levels of public
subsidy still applies. It seems likely that in this area, for
a given level of subsidy, improved service would generate more
passengers than would reductions in fare. Consequently, the
recommendation that fares be adjusted to remain competitive to
a comparable automobile is the best course of action.

B. Increase Automobile Costs

While the costs of owning and operating an automobile will un­
doubtedly increase dramatically during the next 25 years, local
or state actions to raise auto cost, as a disincentive to auto
travel, is not recommended. Research indicates that increasing
the cost of auto operation relative to transit fares will have
little or no impact in causing people to shift from their
automobile to transit, or in reducing peak hour auto use (com­
muter parking policies in congested areas may have some impact,
however).***

*
**

***

"Free Transit", Charles River Associates, Incorporated, Cambridg
Massachusetts, 1970.
"Alternatives for Improving Urban Transportation - A Management
Overview", Federal Highway Administration, 1976.
Ibid.
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A dramatic increase in the price of gasoline would, over the
long term, provide relatively little incentive to shift to
transit. During the gasoline shortage of 1974, motorists
adjusted by reducing nonessential trips, or shifting to smaller
cars. The number of essential trips, such as work trips, was
not significantly reduced, and although there was some tendency
to shift to transit, carpooling and vanpooling also became more
popular. The net result is that in terms of energy costs or
limited fuel availability, individuals tend not to make trips
rather than shift to transit.* While this in itself may be a
desirable goal, increasing auto costs to encourage transit
ridership would result in a net reduction in mobility and
should be considered of limited effectiveness.

c. Increase Street Congestion

An efficient street system is necessary for the delivery of es­
sential goods and services in the metropolitan area. Adopted
policy has indicated that a greater level of congestion than
exists today will be tolerated in the future, but condoning
congestion as an incentive to increase tran5it ridership is not
recommended.

Any transit system which shares the street system (and all the
alternatives examined do to one degree or another) is affected
in an adverse way by congestion. Transit operational problems
caused by severe street congestion may make transit less at­
tractive for some trips because of schedule and transfer un­
certainties. Slower speeds on the street system also have an
adverse economic impact on the transit operator, resulting in
less service per dollar expended.

Experience has shown that as congestion increases, the indi­
vidual makes fewer trips or travels to less congested areas
rather than shift to transit. The result is decreased mobility
of the urban resident and the potential for reduced or impaired
delivery of goods and emerging services.

The greatest potential for a shift to transit would occur for
work trips where transit provided greater accessibility than
the automobile to heavily congested areas.

Those transit related policies that were deemed to be effective at
lncrea~ing transit ridership and still compatible with other trans­
portatlon goals were assembled with policies dealing with other

* "Alternatives for Improving Urban Transportation - A Manage­
ment Overview", Federal Highway Administration, 1976.
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modes to form the comprehensive set of transportation policies in
the Policy Element of the Transportation Plan: Although the polici
are compatible from a transportation perspective, they still were
developed with one overriding consideration - to identify policies
necessary to maximize the chances that the adopted transportation
goals will be met. Some of the recommended policies may be in
conflict with other community goals. It is now up to the public to
weigh those actions in relation to the community as a whole. It is
conceivable that considerations other than transportation will
preclude adoption of some policies - that is a choice to be made.
However, to eliminate key policies or to make wholesale revisions
sections of the policies lessens the chances that transportation
goals will be met, diminishes the local role in achieving those
goals, and increases the need to revise the goals themselves.

SUMMARY

The changes that will constantly take place over the 23-year plan­
ning period make the decision process an extremely complex and
speculative one at best.

Since the transit ridership of this plan was set by goal, the tran­
sit analysis that was performed was not of a supply and demand
nature.

Ridership levels were independent of the dlternative transit system
studied, and implementation of a transit system alone is no guar­
antee that the transit goal will be reached. By conventional stan­
dards, the area is not large enough and does not yet have the den­
sity required to "support" some of the technologies examined in this
report (Figure 8 in the appendix illustrates the findings of one
study on this subject). The area can "support" any technology,
however, if it is willing to supply the subsidy necessary to augment
fare box revenue to make the system operable.

The fact is that the Eugene-Springfield area is nearly completely
dependent on the automobile for transportation. The idea that there
can be a decisive change in travel patterns merely by a move to a
rail or other advanced transportation system is an illusion. Achieve
ment of the area's transit goal is more likely to come about by
shifts in urban activities and changes in life styles.

Agreement on an areawide transit goal should be ultimately reached,
as recommended in the Transportation Plan. Even so, current goals
still dictate a much more important role for transit in the future.
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2.

· ns to help establish a stronger role for transit in the
The oPtl1~tan transportation picture fall into three categories:
metropo 1

Service and operational improvements to the existing
1. transit system by the local transit operator

Selection and implementation of the long-range transit
system through joint decision-making and cooperation of
all three local governments and the local transit operator

3. Implementation of policies or actions by local governments
to strengthen and reinforce the urban characteristics that
are conducive to transit travel.

Anyone of these, individually, will not gu~rantee a stronger role
for transit, but together, they should provlde the basis for an
improved role for transit in the urban area during the next two
decades. Realistically, any transit goal substantially higher than
the current ridership level, establishes operational and service
improvements to the existing system not as an option, but as a
requirement representing t~e m~nimum level of policy commitment. .
cooperation of Eugene, Sprlngfle1d, Lane County and the Lane Translt
District is essential. The transit system must be expanded and
improved incrementally throughout the study period to provide the
capacity of handling the 2000 ridership.

As required during the public review process, or following offica1
decision on the Transportation Plan, the Transportation Planning
Committee will:

1. Perform any additional study needed as a result of changes
in the areawide transit goal

2. Perform the additional study required for specific project
recommendations if a system other than bus rapid transit
is recommended for implementation

3. In the coming fiscal year, develop a monitoring program
that will produce the data required to evaluate achieve­
ments of the adopted transit goal. The monitoring program
will be the basis for future goal revision, refinement of
the long-range plan and short-range programming.
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FIGURE 8
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This figure represents the findings of one study that related down­
town size to the existing transit system in several American cities.
It reflects existing conditions and does not necessarily imply that
2000 conditions will be similar. It does, however, stress the
importance of a strong downtown area in supporting a stronger role
for transit.

The 1976 Eugene downtown floorspace includes the University of
O~egon and Sacred Heart Hospital as well as the central. bus i ness
dlstrict.
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EVALUATION CRITERIA

Performance Criteria

Performance criteria are measures of the degree to which each tran­
sit system fulfills the goal and objectives of the urban area and
individual jurisdictions.

1. Service to the User

The objective is to evaluate the overall effectiveness of each
alternative transit system in providing a high level of service
to the public transit rider. To make an overall determination,
each system will be evaluated with respect to its:

a. Travel Speed Between Transfer Stations

Transit travel speed relative to travel speed by other
modes is one of the single most important factors in
determining transit ridership. It is difficult to achieve
transit travel time equal to or less than auto travel
times on any system that shares the roadway with automobiles

b. Directness of Travel

Indirect routing and outJof-direction travel are a deter­
rent to increased ridership. When access to a line haul
mode is restricted to only a few points, some out-of­
direction travel can be expected.

c. Network Density

The area covered by transit service has a direct bearing
on ridership. A dense transit network means that walking
time to and from the transit vehicle will be short, thus
helping to minimize the collection/distribution phase'of
the trip. In Eugene-Springfield, ridership drops off
sharply when the rider must walk more than 1/4 mile to
gain access to the system.

d. Transfer Rate

The transfer has long been realized as a major stumbling
block in the development of an attractive and efficient
transit system. The requirement for a transfer is often
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2.

3.

the deciding factor in the individual modal choice and,
the lower the transfer rate, the more attractive the
transit system becomes. Technologically advanced systems,
if a high number of transfers are required, may not
achieve the success of a conventional one with a low
transfer rate.

Ability to Direct Development

The objective is to assess the ability of each system to shape
land developmen~ pat~erns and plans fo~ other urban utilities
or services. Hlstorlcally, systems WhlCh have not had a sig­
nificant effect on accessibility patterns and have not had
fixed facilities have not had an ability to foster significant
changes in development pattern.

compatibility with Existing and Forecasted Land Use

The objective is to assess the consistency of each system with
the land use goals of the 1990 General Plan and the degree to
which existing and forecasted land use supports the implementa­
tion and operations of each system. Traditional modal split
analysis has related density to the transit demand generated.
Transit improvements that were recommended for a community were
often done so on the basis of the density needed to produce the
demand to support those improvements.

4. System Flexibility

The objective is to assess each system with respect to its
ability to respond to new advances in technology, to respond tc
changes in ridership to land use patterns or to avoid precom­
mitting the area to a significant expenditure of funds on major
fixed facilities.

Any transit system with significant investment in fixed facil­
ities involves the risk of wasting community funds on a system
that may not be fully utilized. A flexible system, with few
fixed facilities, would not direct development in a manner that
would increase ridership, but it would provide the maximum
opportunity to keep open options for future transit system
development.

5. Independence from Street Congestion

The objective is to assess the degree to which the transit
s~stem, in major travel corridors, is free from street conges­
tlon. Any system that shares the street and highway network
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will suffer from congestion along with all other traffic, and
will provide little incentive for increased ridership. The
conventional bus system required to support each of the transit
system alternatives is identical for all cases, so that the
criterion will only reflect differences in the line haul
technologies.

Impact Cri teri a

Impact criteria deal with the benefits, disturbances or changes to
the metropolitan environment resulting from implementation 'of al­
ternative transit systems. Since the alternative~. are considered on
a system basis it is difficult to reflect the impact on specific
subsegments of the area. Evaluation will be regional in scope, but
it is safe to assume that any impact would be intensified in the
vicinity of the six major transit corridors.

1. Impact on the Street System

The objective is to evaluate the overall ability of each tran­
sit system to be integrated into the existing street system.
For planning purposes, because of the transit ridership goal,
all transit alternatives were assumed to remove the same number
of person trips from the street network (see Street and Highway
Element for discussion). Beyond that, however, each alterna­
tive will have a different impact on the street system based
upon the operating characteristics of the line haul modes and
their interface with other vehicular traffic. The degree to
which each alternative impeded traffic flow, removes capacity
from the street system and adds to street volumes will be
considered.

2. Community Disruption

The objective is to assess the physical disruption resulting
from system implementation.

a. Impact of Fixed Facilities

Loss of land, housing, etc., through construction of
structures, guideways and transfer'stations or right-of­
way requirements will be considered.

b. Impact of Operation

The overall impact that system operation has on the com­
munity environment will be considered.

B-48



c.

1.

Visual Impact

The impact of the permanent visual changes each system
brings to the urban landscape will be assessed.

1, t:e~me:::.n:.=t=-at;...i,-,-o_n Cr iteria
~
I 1ementation criteria are those considerations that help determine
t~~ feasibility of each alternative.

capital Cost

The cost of capital investment required for total system imple­
mentation of each alternative will be provided.

2. operating Cost

The annual operating cost in the year 2000 of each alternative
will be provided.

3. Ability to be Developed in Stages

The objective is to determine the ease with which each system
can be expanded and the ability of each system to be imple­
mented over time and still help achieve the transit goal. In a
system that can be implemented in stages, each segment as
completed, functions effectively as a piece of the existing
systems. Phasing of large projects in smaller workable units
allows additional time to acquire funds for implementation.

4. Flexibil ity in Energy Supply

The ability of the propulsion system of each alternative, under
current technology, to use alternative energy sources will be
examined.
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APPLICATION OF CRITERIA TO
ALTERNATIVE SYSTEMS

Conventional Local Bus

Performance Criteria

1. Service to User

With the exception of travel speed, service to the user by con
ventional bus would be good to very good. Because the buses
under this system share existing roadway space, with little
provision for priority treatment, the user is subject to the
same delays and inconvenience stemming from congestion as the
automobile user. Consequently, travel speed between transfer
stations is very poor. This adds to the problems of operation
of the system, since it becomes difficult to maintain schedule
and the uncertainty of service and transfers becomes a strong
factor in mode choice - a strong incentive for auto riders not
to switch to transit.

Otherwise, service to the user is good. The flexible nature 0
the system allows it to respond incrementally to needs and
changes in land use or ridership patterns as they arise.
Direct service can be provided as warranted between origins
destinations, coverage of much of the urban area with bus
routes within 1/4 mile is possible, and transfers would be
minimized.

2. Ability to Direct Land Development

Paradoxically, the best attribute of the conventional bus
system is in the long run, its worst attribute. Because the
system is reactive in nature (responsive to land use changes
and rider habits, rather than directing those changes), it has
srown little ability to stimulate the higher densities neces­
sary to support transit on a long-term basis.

3. Compatibility with Existing Land Use

The Eugene-Springfield area is low density in character, by
conventional standards ideally suited for standard bus transit
systems with the minimum subsidy required.
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4.

5.

system Flexibility

The conventional bus system offers the most flexibility of any
transit system capable of handling the ridership goal.

Independence from Street Congestion

The conventional bus system suffers from the same congestion
problems facing all users of the street system. Because of the
dependence of the existing street system, all other things
equal, the conventional bus system will be unable to decrease
travel times enough to reach the ridership goal. In fact,
other than decreasing headways, there is no way that the system
could decrease travel time relative to the automobile.

Impact Criteria

1. Impact on the Street System

The conventional bus system would have a minor negative impact
on the street system. The number of buses on the streets would
be greater than today and the number of stops would be more
frequent and perhaps longer, particularly in the downtown and
heavily congested areas. Each of these factors would have a
tendency to decrease street capacity, particularly where stops
are required to be in the travel lanes of a street or the bus
reenters the traffic flow from a curbside stop.

2. Community Disruption

Community disruption by the conventional bus system should be
negligible. Fixed facilities are minimal, and the major tran­
sit stations are located in established activity centers. The
impact of operations and visual impact would be transient in
nature, limited to sights, sounds and smells of urban transit
vehicles passing a given point. Concentrations will be higher
than today, but primarily in the Eugene downtown and major
travel corridors, which will experience an increase in all
vehicular traffic by 2000.
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Performance Criteria

1. Service to the User

Cost (1976 dollars)

$ 800,000
1,850,000

100,000
2,902,000

$ 5,652,000
847,800

$19,895,000

Engineering

Central Transit Station
Major Transit Station
Minor Transit Station
Maintenance Facilities

Project Description

Construction

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Supported by Local Buses

In some respects, the BRT system provides better service to the
user than the base system, while in others, net quite as good.
Travel speed between major transfer stations would be good.

Flexibility is poor, since currently the only feasible power
source, the internal combustion engine, relies on fossil fuels.

Vehicles (156 additional, 147 replacement)
TOTAL CAPITAL COST (1976 dollars)

Implementation Criteria

2. Annual 2000 Operating Cost

3. Ability to be Implemented in Stages

The flexibility of the system will allow it to be adjusted, ex­
panded or contracted on a short-range basis with little risk of
wasting a significant amount of funds. In fact, if this alter­
native is selected by elected officials, it essentially elimi­
nates the need to consider transit on a long-range basis (other
than the impact on highway needs) since all improvements are
operational in nature and can be dealt with in the context of
the Transportation Systems Management Element and Transporta­
tion Improvement Program.

1. Capital Cost

4. Flexibility in Energy Supply



Even though the express routes still must share the street
system, the priority treatment and limitations on the number of
stopS would have the effect of increasing travel speed over
that of the base system. Some out-of-direction travel could be
expected because of the limited access points on the express
routes. The higher occupancy vehicles mean that total fleet
size required is smaller than that of the base system. Conse­
quently, the ability to provide short headways and a dense
system network would not be as great as that of the base system.

More transfers could be expected during off-peak hours because
of the express service, but transferring should be at a minimum
during peak hours.

All factors considered, the bus rapid transit system will
prOVide better service to the peak hour user, particularly if
the trip is oriented to the central Eugene area, than does the
base system.

2. Ability to Direct Land Development

Because the bus rapid transit system has identifiable corridors
of express service and provides a greater degree of accessi­
bility between stations than the base system, it has somewhat
greater ability to direct land development. The best oppor­
tunities should' come in the vicinity of major transit stations
and downtown Eugene. In an absolute sense, however, the abil­
ity is still not great.

3. Compatibility with Existing Land Use

As with the base system, the low-density of Eugene-Springfield
is compatible with bus rapid transit, although some standards
call for a higher density to support it. Eugene's goal for a
strong downtown is compatible with ridership increases neces­
sary to support a bus rapid transit system.

4. System Flexibility

Since a bus rapid transit system is still an all-bus system,
fleXibility is still good, although the larger capacity buses
will be limited in their use to high ridership corridors.
Still, capital outlay is comparatively low for the fixed
facilities and it would be possible to shift priority treatment
to other corridors or move to another line haul technology
without great loss of investment.
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Implementation Criteria

The impact of operations, and the visual impact of the buses,
as with the base system would be negligible and transient in
nature. Although some may be offended by the larger buses, the
total fleet size would be smaller than the base system.

5. Independence from Street Congestion

Although a bus rapid transit system still shares the street
system with other vehicles, bus priority treatment at some
congested areas may help mitigate the impact of congestion.
other areas, however, even priority treatment will not com­
pletely eliminate the conflicts.

$ 800,000
1,850,000

100,000
2,893,000

$ 5,643,000
847,800

Cost (1976 dollars)

B-54

Engineering

Project Description

Construction
Central Transit Station
Major Transit Stations
Minor Transit Stations
Maintenance Facilities

The bus rapid transit system will have a minor negative impact
on the street system. Although the express service will create
fewer conflicts with traffic in those corridors than local bus
service, the priority treatment, in particular creation of bus
priority lanes and signal preemption devices, will have the
tendency to decrease the total vehicular capacity of the af­
fected intersections.

Impact Criteria

1. Impact on the Street System

2. Community Disruption

Fixed facilities will have a minor negative impact. The
station configuration is the same as the base system, but the
priority treatments, such as the intersection widening and
parking removal for bus priority lanes may require additional
right-of-way.

1. Capital Cost



High Capacity Vehicles (40)
Conventional Vehicles (73 additional,

117 replacement)
TOTAL CAPITAL COST

Priority Treatment
Peak Hour Parking Removal
Bus Priority Lanes
Intersection Priority Treatments
Bus Turnouts and Queue Jumpers
Street Modification and Paving

Engineering

1,200
77,800

433,000
1,680,000

110,000
$2,302,000

336,000
$ 2,638,000

6,840,000

13,300,000
$29,268,800

2. Annual 2000 Operating Cost $18,018,000

Because of the reduction in fleet size, higher capacity express
buses, and higher average operating speeds, annual operating
cost is less than that of the base system.

3. Ability to be Implemented in Stages

The bus rapid transit service can effectively be developed in
stages. Establishment of express service in major corridors
can be coordinated with transit ridership and service increases.
Establishment of priority treatment systems can be coordinated
with street and highway improvement projects. Each reduction
in travel time contributes to overall system improvement ..

4. Flexibility in Energy Supply

Bus rapid transit must still rely on fossil fuels for a power
source, making it inflexible from an energy supply standpoint.

Trolley Coach Supported by Local Buses

Performance Criteria

1. Service to the User

The trolley coach service generally takes the worst features
from the conventional local bus system and combines them with
the bad points of fixed facility systems as far as convenience
is concerned. Travel speed between transfer stations is very
poor since the trolley coaches provide local service in mixed
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traffic. The overhead wires make maneuverability less than
that of conventional buses, and the fixed lines would neces­
sitate some out-of-direction travel to gain access to the
trolley route at transfer stations. The transfers required
would be considerably higher in proportion than the base system
because of the fixed lines. It is acknowledged, however, that
fixed facilities allow potential system users to purchase
houses and make locational decisions that minimize the need for
transfers. It is also acknowledged that, at a cost higher than
that of either the bus rapid transit or the trolley coach
system described here, a hybrid of the two systems could be
designed.

2. Ability to Direct Land Development

Accessibility would not be improved by the trolley coach sys­
tem, but the fixed facilities would give some assurance that
service would be relatively permanent - at least not easily
changed. Consequently, the ability to influence land develop­
ment is slightly greater than the base system, but still poor.

3. Compatibility with Existing Land Use

By conventional standards, urban densities somewhat higher
are expected in Eugene-Springfield are required to support
trolley coach service.

4. System Flexibility

Flexibility of the trolley coach system is poor since the
vehicles must be used in conjunction with the overhead wire
power source. Still, capital cost that would be lost in a
shift to a higher technology is relatively low. Power con­
version systems and transmission lines could be used for any
electrified transit system operating in the same corridor.

5. Independence from Street Congestion

The trolley coaches would share the street system with other
vehicular traffic. The maneuverability of the trolleys is less
than that of conventional buses, and would be adversely af­
fected by street congestion.

Impact Criteria

1. Impact on Street System
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2.

poor maneuverability, and local service with many stops in the
major corridors would have a major negative impact on street
vehicular capacity.

community Disruption

The overhead wires might result in loss of some trees while the
supports for the wires would result in some intrusion outside
the paved width of the street. The impact of operations would
be negligible and the clean, near-silent operation of the
trolley coaches would be an improvement over conventional
petroleum powered buses. The overhead wires would add to
street clutter most noticeably at major intersections, and
would have a minor negative visual impact.

Implementation Criteria

1. Capital Cost

Project Description

Construction
Central Transit Station
Major Transit Stations
Minor Transit Stations
Maintenance Facilities

Engineering

Priority Treatment
Overhead Wiring and Power Supply
Street Modification
Station Modification
Maintenance Facilities

Engineering

Cost (1976 dollars)

Trolley Coaches (53)
Conventional Buses (117 additional,

120 replacement)
TOTAL CAPITAL COST

2. Operati ng Cost

Annual 2000 Trolley Coach Operating
Cost

Annual 2000 Conventional Bus
Operating Cost

TOTAL ANNUAL OPERAT1NG COST:

B-57

$5,253,000

14,386,000
$19,639,000



3. Ability to be Developed in Stages

Because the trolley coach operates only as the line haul ve­
hicle between major stations and does not possess the ability
to integrate with the collection/distribution network, any
implementation of a segment ·of a line would require an exces­
sive number of transfers. Such a fragment of a system would be
underutilized until a more complete network was implemented.

4. Flexibility in Energy Supply

Electric propulsion allows some flexibility for future energy
supply, since electric power may be generated by a number of
methods.

Light Rail Transit (LRT) Supported by Local Buses

Performance Criteria

1. Service to the User

Travel speed between major transfer stations would be very
good. Exclusive right-of-way operation would be free from
street congestion and operation in mixed traffic would be
augmented in many cases by intersection priority treatment.
Some out-of-direction travel would be required to gain access
to the rail lines, and frequency of service, particularly in
the peak hours, would be poor, because additional capacity is
provided by adding cars, rather than more frequent trips. The
fixed nature of the light rail operation makes integration with
the collection/distribution mode very poor, resulting in a very
high transfer rate.

2. Ability to Direct Land Development

Fixed facilities, together with an increase in accessibility
between major nodes give light rail (along with the shuttle
loop system) the best ability to shape urban development in a
manner that reinforces transit operation.

3. Compatibility with Existing and Future Land Use

Urban densities higher than currently exist in Eugene-Springfiel
or are planned for under the current 1990 Plan are normally re­
quired to support light rail transit.
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4.

5.

system Flexibility

Flexibility of the system is very poor. The rails, right-of­
way and-overhead wires represent a very large fixed investment
and the vehicles can operate only on the rails. The ability to
respond to new development patterns or travel desires would be
possible only with additional large capital outlays.

Independence from Street Congestion

Vehicles operating on exclusive rights-of-way and in areas of
intersection priority treatment may be able to provide the
station-to-station line haul movement at a speed greater than
that possible with the automobile. Interference with street
congestion would still be expected in some areas.

Impact Criteria

1. Impact on the Street System

Light rail transit would be expected to have a minor positive
impact on the street system. Exclusive rights-of-way remove
transit vehicles from the streets in some corridors, but in
others where travel is in mixed traffic the rails and signal
preemption would decrease vehicular capacity. Rails in the
street present a hazard to bicyclists, although they can be
crossed safely at right angles.

2. Community Disruption

The rails, overhead wires, right-of-way requirements and ad­
ditional stations represent greater community disruption than
any system discussed so far. Overall impact would be minor
negative. However, the existence of costly fixed facilities
would tend to reduce future community disruption. Operation of
the system would have a minor positive impact because the
electric power and quiet operation would be an improvement over
the petroleum buses of the base or bus rapid transit system.
Overhead wires would provide the major visual impact. Stations
would generally be small and of modern design and the impact of
the vehicles would again be transient.

Implementation Criteria

Under current U. S. Department of Transportation policies, federal
assistance for a rail project will come only after an exhaustive
examination of alternatives that indicates the rail alternative is
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Although certain phases of the light rail system, such as advanc
right-of-way acquisition, can be accomplished over time, the sys

the most cost-effective solution for the community. Obviously, the
light rail alternative is not the most cost effective for Eugene­
Springfield either in terms of capital or operating cost. Imple­
mentation of this alternative would require additional study and
would require financing, at least in the initial stages, to come
primarily from local sources.

Cost (1976 dollars)

$ 800,000
1,850,000

100,000

2,806,000
5,556,000

847,800

$37,002,000
2,850,000
1,980,000
2,480,000

39,000
1,560,000
4,395,000

$50,306,000
7,546,000

$ 3,822,000

15,998,000
$19,820,000

Engineering

Rail Vehicles (26)
Conventional Buses (119

additional, 121 replacement)
TOTAL CAPITAL COST

Engineering

Priority Treatment
Guideways and Trackage
Additional Stations
Signals
Overpasses
Priority Lanes
Maintenance Facilities
Right-of-Way Purchase

Project Description

Construction
Central Transit Station
Major Transit Stations
Minor Transit Stations
Maintenance Facilities

(conventional bus)

1. Capital Cost

2. Operating Cost (1976 dollars)

Annual 2000 Operating Cost (LRT)
Annual 2000 Operating Cost

(conventional)
TOTAL ANNUAL 2000 OPERATING COST

3. Ability to be Implemented in Stages



as a whole does not lend itself well to implementation in
stages. Once the construction phase starts, a line should be

'completed as a whole to achieve its full potential. Any system
must serve the demand. A fragment of a line which joins only
major retail or industrial areas will not receive great usage.
The majority of travel demand is from home to a nonhome loca­
tion and return. Major corridors serve a variety of trip
purposes and any viable system needs to accommodate these
movements. The more directly it can serve the home, the more
attractive it is likely to be. A short individual line, be­
cause of the transfers required to utilize the light rail
vehicle, would not provide a good level of service to the user.
consequently, ridership on a short line, constructed as a
fragment of the planned system, would not reach ridership
levels as high as if it were integrated into the completed
system. It is acknowledged, however, that a whole line may be
built with minimal station facilities or grade separation, and
that these features may be improved at a later date.

Because of the facilities and expertise required to maintain
the light rail vehicles, certain economies of scale would be
reached only after the system is more completed than a single
line.

4. Flexibility in Energy Supply

The electric propulsion system allows flexibility for future
energy supply, since electric power may be generated by a
number of methods.

Shuttle Loop Transit (SLT) Supported by Local Buses

Performance Criteria

1. Service to the User

Travel speed between stations is very good. Since all travel
is on exclusive guideways and independent of the street system,
travel speed between stations, in some cases, would be better
than by auto. Access to the system would be limited to the
stations, 'only two to three per mile, and out-of-direction
travel would be expected in order to utilize the guideway
vehicles. Conceivably, it could be quicker to make the trip by
the supporting local bus system if the out-of-direction travel
required to access the guideway system is too great. Frequency
of service would only be fair, since added capacity during peak
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hours would be provided by coupling vehicles rather than de­
creasing headways. The transfer rate would be very poor, since
many trips would require a change of mode (to local bus) to
perform the collection/distribution function.

2. Ability to Direct Land Development

Because the accessibility between stations is improved, and
because the investment in fixed_facilities is so great, the
shuttle loop system would be very good at encouraging land
development compatible with the system. Increased employment
and residential densities would be expected in the vicinity of
the transit stations and downtown Eugene.

3. Compatibility with Existing/Proposed Land Use

By conventional standards, residential densities and employment
concentrations much greater than currently exist or are proj­
ected for Eugene-Springfield would be required to support
shuttle loop transit.

4. System Flexibility

The guideways and specialized vehicles make the system very in­
flexible. Response to changing travel patterns or advances in
technology could be accomplished only at great expense.

5. Independence from Street Congestion

Since the shuttle loop transit system is completely separated
from the surface arterial streets, operation insofar as the
shuttle loop transit part of the trip is concerned would be
unaffected by street congestion; the local bus part of the trip
would be subject to all the delays of congestion.

Impact Criteria

1. Impact on Street System

Shuttle loop transit would have a major positive effect on the
street system. All transit operations in the six major transit
corridors would be accomplished with few transit vehicles in
mixed traffic and the loss in vehicular capacity because of
high volumes of transit vehicles would be avoided.

2. Community Disruption
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The impact of operations would have a major positive impact
b cause of the shift from petroleum powered vehicles to elec­
t~iC ones. The visual impact, and impact of fixed facilities,
however, would be major negative ones because of the elevated
guideways.

1 mentation Criteria
~

ent U.S. Department of Transportation policy has resulted in
cur~ing of guideway transit systems only on a demonstration basis,
funonlY after extensive analysis of alternatives showing that such a
or tern is the most cost-effective approach for the community.sys
he shuttle loop transit system is far and away the most costly in

~erms of capital ~xpense of !he alterna!ives exami~e~ ~ere, and as
with the light rall system, lmplementatlon of the lnltlal stage of
this system would most likely have to be funded entirely from local
revenues.

1. Capital Cost

SLT Vehicles (43)
Conventional Buses (124 additional,

125 replacement)
TOTAL CAPITAL COST

$ 6,403,800

$221 ,872,000
7,525,000

17,430,000
$253,230,800

$ 800,000
1,850,000

100,000

2,806,000
$ 5,556,000

847,800

Cost (1976 dollars)

$167,682,000
18,550,000

600,000
1,700,000
2,800,000

vehicles) 1,600,000
$192,932,000

28,940,000Engineering

Engineering

Project Description

Cons true t ion
Central Transit Station
Major Transit Stations
Minor Transit Stations
Maintenance Facilities

(conventional buses)

Priority Treatment
Guideway, Power and Trackage
Stations
Special Work (bridges, etc.)
Transit Station Modifications
Central Control Facility
Maintenance Facility (SLT
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The shuttle loop system has worse problems with implementation
than the light rail system. One or two short segments of
lines, constructed prior to complete line implementation could
not be expected to reach full potential because of the transfe
required to utilize the shuttle loop part of the system.
Unlike light rail, the system must be built entirely as an
elevated structure or otherwise separated from all other traf­
fic due to its automatic operation.

1,695,000

15,998,000
$ 17,693,000

Annual 2000 Operating Cost (SLT vehicles)
Annual 2000 Operating Cost (conventional

buses)
TOTAL ANNUAL 2000 COVENTIONAL COST

2. Operating Cost (1976 dollars)

3. Ability to be Developed in Stages

4. Flexibility in Energy Supply

The electric propulsion system allows flexibility for future
energy supply, since electric power may be generated by a
number of methods.
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SPRINGFIELD TRANSIT GOAL REDUCTION ­
Effect on Transit Systems Requirements

I.
Base Data

Year 2000 Total Internal Person TripsA.
1. Eugene-Springfield
2. Springfield-Springfield
3. Springfield-Lane County

113,029
106,103
10,765

B. Year 2000 Transit Person Trips, All Purposes (assuming 15%
Eugene, 10% Springfield, 10-15% Lane County modal split)

1. Eugene-Springfield 15,866 (14%)
2. Springfield-Springfield 10,511 (10%)
3. Springfield-Lane County 647 ( 6%)

II. Transit System Reduction

A. Ridership Reduction

1. Springfield-Springfield 5,256 ( 5%)
2. Peak hour Springfield-Springfield 526 (10% of 24 hr. total)

B. Fleet Size and Cost Reduction

1. Peak hour vehicle in service reduction

526 pk. hr. pass. + 75 pk. hr. pass./bus 7 buses

2. Total fleet reduction = 8 (includes 10% spares)

3. Capital Cost reduction = $560,000 (8 @$70,000)

C. Operating Cost Reduction

1. Daily vehicle hour reduction = 49 (7 buses @7 hrs./bus)

2. Annual vehicle hour reduction = 15,043 (7 hrs./day X 307 days)

3. Annual operating cost reduction = $275,000 (15,043 hrs. X $18.cH/"

8-69
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STREETS AND HIGHWAYS

INTRODUCTI ON

Traditionally, the street and highway element has formed the founda­
tion of long-range transportation plans, simply because the auto­
mobile is the dominant transportation mode and highways form the
backbone of most urban transportation systems. Eugene-Springfield
;s no exception. Even if the future goals for transit and other
modes are met, the automobile will continue to be the primary mover
of people in the area throughout the study period. In addition,
trucks will continue to be the prime movers of goods and the bus
rapid transit system will require use of the street system as well.
In fact, unless a transit system operating on its own right-of-way
;s selected for implementation, virtually all travel in 2000 will
still be dependent on an efficient, functioning street and highway
system.

Because of the large capital investments in major fixed facilities,
long-range transportation planning has been extremely valuable in
optimizing the use of highway construction dollars. The sophisti­
cated computer modeling used to forecast automobile trips has worked
well in identifying future needs because of the large data base
available in most urban areas and the extensive research on auto­
mobile trip-making habits. Forecasting of future transit ridership
;s in the embryonic stages by comparison, especially in small urban
areas.

The assumptions and uncertainties involved with long-range travel
forecasting, however, make it a useful planning tool only if one
understands its limitations. The models assume that travel habits
remain constant over time and that no catastrophic events will occur
to force major changes in lifestyles. Most importantly, however,
the location of travel corridors is dependent upon the spacial
distribution of urban activities. The identification of major
traffic overloads will only be as accurate as the forecasts of
future population, employment, and location of jobs and residences
Within the urban area.

The Eugene-Springfield Area Transportation Study took these basic
assumptions and produced the 1985 Interim Plan in 1967. The plan
was a recommendation to elected officials from engineers and plan­
ners on the street and highway system they felt most appropriate for
t~e urban area after examining various alternatives. The only
dlrection received from public officials prior to preparing the plan
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was that system cost should not be a major constraint. Because of
the criticism of the 1985 Interim Plan, a different approach was
used for the new transportation plan. It allowed greater partici­
pation of elected officials at the outset of the planning process.

Planning Approach

The preparation of this plan is different from the 1985 Interim Pla
in several ways. First, through the "Eugene-Springfield Transpor­
tation Alternatives" report, it enabled elected officials to make
choices on what traditionally are regarded as technical assumptions
in many transportation studies. Future population and employment
distributions, the future role of transit, per capita trip-making
levels, and the level of service to be planned for on the highway
system were all reviewed by policy makers, and direction on each
was provided to planners and engineers before a final facility plan
was developed. Secondly, the Transportation Planning Committee,
often using systems analysis modeling tools to identify future
street and highway deficiencies and test possible solutions, has
presented the results of that analysis in this report, thus allowing
the reader to review, evaluate and comment on alternative highway
configurations that in the past were normally only reviewed by
technicians. Essentially, this Plan takes an evaluation process
that was once performed by planners and places it in the public
arena for review by policy-makers. Thirdly, the great majority of
the projects that were tested by the Transportation Planning Com­
mittee were based on forecasted street deficiencies, existing street
deficiencies or citizen complaints, not on a predetermined concept
of urban form utilizing a system of circumferential and radial
arterials located at a specified distance from each other. In other
words, the street and highway projects studied in this report are,
for the most part, reactions to the anticipated demands of the
desired local land use configuration and life style, not attempts
direct new development through new highways and new accessibility
patterns.

By the nature of the systems planning approach, it cannot be ex­
pected to provide all the answers for every street and highway
problem. Lesser ones are best treated on an operational basis
through local traffic engineering departments. Urban travel fore­
casting techniques are best applied on a macro, rather than micro
scale, and identification of future major corridor deficiencies can
be done with a much greater degree of certainty than identification
of a minor traffic engineering problem. This best use of systems
analysis, then, allows elected officials to develop a blueprint for
public investment in highways, and set the general direction for
overall transporta·tion development.
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Systems analysis, as it was applied for this metropolitan area, was
used to:

1. Identify travel corridors that will suffer major traffic
overloads and severe capacity deficiencies by 2000.

2. Present, for each major corridor, identified alternative
project combinations that will solve anticipated capacity
problems and provide the level of service dictated as a
planning goal. The projects studied indicate a need for
additional capacity in the corridors served by those
projects. Although the projects are shown on maps, the
location and features of the projects should be considered
as representative only. Final location and design details
will be determined during the project planning stage.

3. Permit the reader to review the alternatives examined by
the Transportation Planning Committee when it prepared the
Plan. Different combinations of alternatives or projects
may be chosen as the final system. Because the street
network operates as a system, and projects of one corridor
can impact traffic volumes in another, though, additional
technical testing may be necessary to develop a final
listing of required projects if the adopted network is
significantly different from that recommended by the
Transportation Planning Committee. The scope of the major
projects should not change, however, and the testing will,
in all likelihood, result only in design revisions for
projects in the travel corridor under study.

4. Identify other smaller, non-corridor related projects
needed by 2000. These projects are necessary to relieve
either existing or forecasted non-corridor overloads, or
are justified by several other criteria. Extensive
technical data exist from this study that can be used on a
case-by-case basis to support or help design some of these
non-corridor projects.

The Transportation Plan cannot provide answers for every question
that may arise through technical testing or publ ic hearings. Ex­
amination of some issues are beyond the capabilities of systems
planning. For example:

1. It cannot identify every intersection, signa1.ization or
minor widening project needed in the next 25 years. Such
detailed forecasting is beyond the capabilities of the
modeling techniques employed in this study. The nature of
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the broad assumptions used for travel forecasting, not to
mention population and employment forecasting, make close
examination of an isolated link in the network suspect
from a technical basis.

2. It cannot examine alternatives to the recommended non­
corridor projects. The magnitude of many of the non­
corridor problems are insignificant when compared to the
anticipated deficiencies in the major corridors. The
alternatives that do exist for the small, spot projects
are in the engineering design features. Examination at
this level of detail for every project is more appro­
priately done on a project-by-project basis at the time of
implementation than it is in this study.

3. It cannot serve a treatise on either estimates of world
oil reserves or possible technological breakthroughs in
automotive propulsion systems. Opinions on both subjects
are as numerous as there are individuals in the metro­
politan area, and each reader must weigh the importance of
fuel availability as he/she sees fit.

When making travel forecasts for the master plan, however,
it was assumed that individual trip-making would remain at
1970 levels throughout the study period. This stabiliza­
tion of the per capita trip-making rate is not supported
by the past trend of increasing personal mobil ity. It was
also assumed that some source of energy would be available
for travel, albeit at a cost higher than experienced
today. Some studies have concluded that very substantial
increases in the price of gasoline (i .e., 100% or more)
would be necessary to have a measurable impact on auto­
mobile usage.* Over the long term, consumers can be
expected to adjust to the price increases by various means
such as purchasing smaller, more fuel efficient cars, for
example. Nevertheless, increased fuel costs may be one
factor that will help move toward the alternative mode
goals that have been set.

In addition, the TPC did not examine "no build" alter­
natives, that is, leaving the arterial system just as it
is now, since the direction of elected officials was to
plan for facilities or strategies that would eliminate

* "Alternatives for Improving Urban Transportation - A Management
Overview", Federal Highway Administration, Washington, D.C. 1976
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forecasted overloads. Each alternative combination of
projects, for the major corridors (with one exception) do
this. The magnitude of the anticipated overloads in the
major corridors are so great that proven, low cost traffic
engineering improvements will not provide the needed
capacity in the year 2000.

Background-The "Twelve Principles", adopted following hearings on the "Alterna­
tives" report, contained several points that had a significant
effect on the future highway needs of the metropolitan area. They
are:

1. The future population of the metropolitan area

2. The future land use configuration

3. The per capita trip-making rate

4. The transit ridership goal (and other modal goals)

5. The level of service goal for streets and highways.

The first three are important ingredients in estimating total travel
demand and the second two are important for estimating the size of
facilities required to carry the demand. Travel demand estimation
for the Transportation Plan used the same procedure (with new vari­
ables) as that used for the "Al ternatives" report. Further dis­
cussion here would be redundant, and the reader should refer to
Chapter 11, "Travel Demand Projection", of that report for a de­
scription of the travel forecasting methodology.

The highway testing procedure consisted of determining where capac­
ity deficiencies would develop on the existing street network with
2000 traffic, and then systematically adding new facilities or
capacity increases until the future traffic could be handled.

Projected traffic volumes for 2000 were assigned to each street in
the 1975 major street network. The projected volume on each street
was then compared to the capacity of that facility to determine
which streets were expected to be overloaded, or capacity deficient,
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- River Road Corridor

- Franklin Boulevard Corridor

- Ferry Street Bridge/Coburg Road Corridor

C-6

- McVay Highway Corridor

The Eugene downtown Westside Corridor did not show serious
overloads, but at the direction of the Eugene Council, it was
subsequently added as the sixth major corridor to be studied.

To make traffic volume-to-capacity comparisons, it is necessary
to express the daily traffic projections in terms of peak hour
demand. Currently, the traffic using major streets of the area
has its maximum flow during the late afternoon. Approximately
10 percent of the daily traffic using a given street will use
it during the peak hour (although this figure may vary somewhat
depending on location). Therefore, 10 percent of the daily
traffic projection was compared with the hourly capacity of
that street. Streets whose volume projection exceeded the
capacity were considered to be deficient. Figure 3 shows over­
loads on the major street network under 1976 conditions.

- Eugene East-West Corridor

- Eugene Downtown Westside Corridor**

From the test results shown in Figure 2, major travel corridors were
identified that can be expected to suffer capacity deficiencies by
2000. All six corridors are illustrated in Figure 4. They are:

*

by 2000.* For purposes of comparison, two tests were made, one
assumed all person-trips in the metropolitan area would be made
automobile in 2000, and one that assumed the adopted goals for
transit, paratransit, bicycle and walking would be met. The re­
sulting overloads are shown in Figures 1 and 2 respectively.

By examining the overloads for both tests, one finds that the shift
of trips from the automobile to transit or other modes does not
significantly reduce the number of major capacity deficiencies that
are likely to occur. Only in the downtown Eugene area (where the
computer modeling procedure is least reliable) is there some evi­
dence that overloads may be reduced to a degree significant enough
to reduce the number of traffic lanes that may have otherwise been
needed. The examination of all future street and highway needs was
based on the deficiencies from Figure 2.

**



LEVEL OF SERVICE 'C' OR BffiER
_ 5-201 OVER 'C' _ APPROXIMATELY LEVEL OF SERVICE '0'
- 20-40% OVER 'C' - APPROXIMATEl~ LEVEL OF SERVICE 'E'

t«)RE THAN 40% OVER 'C' - APPRO lHAT£lY LEVEL OF SERVICE 'F'

FIGURE 1
FUTURE STREET OVERLOADS WITH 0% TRANSIT



LEVEL OF SERVICE 'C' DR amER
- 5-20% OYER 'C' - APPROXIMATELY LEVEL Of SERVICE '0'
- 20-401 OVER 'C' - APPROXIHATELY LEVEL OF SERVICE I EI

- ItlRE THAN 401 OVER 'C' - APPROXIMATELY LEVEL Of SERVICE 'F'

FIGURE 2
FUTURE STREET OVERLOADS WITH 14% TRANSIT
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FIGURE 3
1976 STREET OVERLOADS

- LEVEl OF SERVICE 'c' OR BETTER
5-201 OVER 'c' - APPROX. LEVEL OF SERVICE 'D'
20-401 OVER 'C' - APPROX. LEVEL OF SERVICE 'E'
J<lRE THAN 401 OVER 'c' - APPROX. LEVEL OF SERVICE 'F'
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FIGURE 4
MAJOR OVERLOADED TRAFFIC CORRIDORS

1 EUGENE EAST/WEST CORRlOOR
2 RIVER ROAD CORRIDOR
3 EOOENE DOWNTOWN WESTSIDE CORRIDOR
4 FERRY STREET BRIDGE/COBURG ROM CORRIDOR
5 FRJ\NKLIN BOULEVARD CORRIDOR
6 MCVAY HIGHWAY CORRIDOR



major corridors were identified. the Transportation Planning
~ittee proceeded to test alternative project combinations to find

s that will prevent the occurrence of Level of Service "E" as
~ected by elected officials.* It should be noted that streets and
. hWays are often improved or built for reasons other than in­

h~:asing capacity. In addition, it is typical for users to demand
~treet improvements well before the capacity of a given facility is
....ched.

The results of all tests made by the TPC are not included in this
report. Some projects were ineffective at relieving overloads and
others were deemed unfeasible for one reason or another. Technical
doCumentation from all street and highway tests is available in un-

blished form at each of the agencies participating in this study.
~iP generation data and all other support documentation is on file
in the Lane Council of Governments offices.

• Six different conditions have been identified by the Highway
Capacity Manual that define the quality of service offered by a
given street segment under different demand to capacity ratios:
Level of Service A exists when traffic volumes are low and
there is virtually no restriction in maneuverability due to the
presence of other cars; Level of Service B occurs with some
restriction in lane operation from the presence of other ve­
hicles. Level of Service C represents stable flow with most
vehicles experiencing operating restrictions; Level of Service
o approaches unstable flow at a volume approximately 105%-120%
of Service Volume C; Level of Service E is experienced at
approximately 120%-140% of Service Volume C with all cars being
seriously impeded by other traffic and momentary stoppages are
normal. Level of Service F occurs at a point where demand
exceeds capacity.

Hourly demand in excess of capacity causes breakdown conditions
so that fewer vehicles may pass than the quantity that repre­
sents capacity. The Transportation Planning Committee and the
Citizens' Advisory Committee studied video tapes of traffic at
several intersections within the Eugene-Springfield area and
COllectively established 1900 vehicles per lane per hour of
green signal time (under ideal conditions) as a rule-of-thumb
capacity to use for evaluation purposes. For the Transpor­
tation Plan preparation. any street falling into Level of
Service "E" (1600 to 1900 vehicles per lane per hour of green
signal time) or "F" was identified as overloaded.
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STREET AND HIGHWAY CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES

Evaluation Criteria

To assist the reader in choosing between the alternatives examined
for the major travel corridors, criteria were selected and applied
to project groupings in each corridor. Although each alternative
was presented as a solution to specific forecasted traffic over­
loads, final selection of projects for implementation must include
consideration of social, environmental and economic factors, land
use goals and policies, and resource availability, as well as traf­
fic considerations. The evaluation criteria attempt to draw out the
relative merit of each alternative with respect to these consideratio

Because of the regional nature of the transportation plan, the level
of detail of evaluation should not exceed the level of detail of
traffic forecasting analysis. Consequently, the criteria are pre­
dominately qualitative in nature. Assessment and evaluation with
these criteria are not intended to serve as an environmental impact
statement for the projects under consideration. The detailed anal­
ysis required for the EIS/Negative Declaration will be performed at
the project development stage. The criteria are aggregated to three
categories:

Performance Criteria

Performance criteria are measures of the degree to which each
alternative fulfills the goals and objectives of the urban area
and individual jurisdictions. This includes fulfillment of the
twelve principles as well as the compatibility with other modes
of transportation. For each of the performance criteria,
corridor alternatives are rated either very poor, poor, fair,
good, or very good.

Impact Criteria

Impact criteria deal with the benefits, disturbances or changes
to the immediate environment resulting from implementation of
each of the alternatives. Both the natural and social environ­
ment are considered. Those criteria that are supported by
quantitative analysis are assigned numeric indicators, while
those criteria supported by qualitative analysis will be de­
termined to have either a major negative, minor negative,
negligible, minor positive or major positive effect.
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Implementation Critiera

Implementation criteria are those considerations that help de­
termine the feasibility ,of a given alternative. Cost figures
(in 1977 dollars) will be calculated for each alternative and
the remaining implementation criteria will be rated with the
same descriptions as the performance criteria.

Afull discussion of each evaluation criteria is found in the ap-
nd;x to this section. A matrix following each set of corridor

~ternatives summarizes the evaluation of that corridor made by the
Transportation Planning Committee. The purpose for developing the
criteria is to stimulate discussion on the corridor alternatives.
Planners have identified criteria they feel are important when
C()Illparing alternatives, but the 1ist is not meant to be all in­
clusive. Each reader may have criteria that he/she wishes to add to
the discussion.

As with the transit evaluation criteria, no attempt was made to
develop a point system or to assign values to each criterion and
arrive at a point total for each alternative. By presenting only an
evaluation matrix for each set of corridor alternatives. without
attempting to determine the relative weight of each, the report
allows the reader to determine which criteria are of greatest importance.

Introduction

The traffic assigned to the major street network for 2000 is based
on the population, employment and trip-making assumptions discussed
elsewhere in this report. Trips made by transit, bicycle, para­
transit and walking were removed from consideration when estimating
the size and extent of future street needs. In some corridors,
under the assumption that 14% of internal person-trips will be
carried by transit in 2000. as much as one-quarter to one-third of
internal demand has been assigned to transit. If the transit and
other modal goals are not met, and if per capita trip-making does
not stabilize at 1970 rates, future highway capacity needs in some
corridors will be underestimated.

By identifying the anticipated problem in each corridor. and iden­
tifYing alternative project combinations to solve the problem, this
report will enable elected officials to evaluate workable alter­
natives for each corridor and alter (using the alternatives or a
hybrid of alternatives) the street and highway network recommended
b~ TPC. As stated earlier, however, traffic volumes assigned to any
91ven facility may be influenced by changes made elsewhere in the
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major street network, and additional testing may be necessary to
. develop a complete project list. The non-corridor deficiencies are,

in many instances, dependent on the project groupings chosen for
major corridors.

For each of the six corridors examined in the street and highway
analysis, a description of the corridor and the problems forecasted
for the corridor will be presented. The alternatives investigated
by the Transportation Planning Committee will be discussed, in­
cluding consideration of the advantages and disadvantages of each.

Eugene East-West Corridor

The Eugene East-West Corridor covers a broad area through western
Eugene, stretching from the Eugene Central Business District on the
east to the study area boundary on West 11th Avenue on the west.
Major arterial streets serving east-west traffic in the corridor
include 6th, 7th, 11th, 13th, and 18th Avenues. In a sense, the
corridor could be subdivided into two corridors - one along 6th and
7th Avenues and one along 18th Avenue - but the major new facilities
proposed near 6th and 7th influence traffic volumes on 18th to such
an extent that the entire area was treated as one corridor for this
study.

The major arterials in the corridor are all low-speed surface
streets, with no limited access facility available to carry east­
west traffic. As a result, substantial community disruption has
already occurred, since streets which were once residential in
nature have become heavily travelled arterials. This situation can
only be expected to worsen without major highway improvements.

Overloads are expected to occur on sections of 6th and 7th Avenues,
most of 11th and 18th Avenues, and sections of Highway 99. Transit
trips in 2000 will account for approximately 20 to 25 percent of
total internal trip demand in the corridor. A significant per­
centage of the traffic in this corridor is through traffic or in­
dustrial/commercial traffic (particularly on 6th and 7th Avenues),
which are not candidates for transit or alternative modes. Future
vehicular volumes are compared to existing volumes for represen­
tative locations in the Corridor in Table 1.
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.. 11ternative chosen for the East-West Corridor will have a direct_t on the Eugene Downtown Westside Corridor and the success of

.project~ implemented there. Major new facilities could also
IffICt loadlngs on the Ferry Street Bridge and traffic patterns in
• lower River Road Corridor .

TABLE 1
EUGENE EAST-WEST CORRIDOR

Traffic Volume Versus Demand

Avenue-Garfield to Chambers
Avenue-Garfield to Chambers

• Avenue-Garfield to Chambers
Avenue-Garfi e1d to Chambers
Avenue-Ga rfi e1d to Chambers

1976
Average
Daily
Traffic
(000)

16.9
17.3
9.5
5.7

12.7

1976 Level
of Service
liE" Volume
(000)

19.4
21.0
10.8
13.2
20.4

2DOO
Average
Daily
Traffic
(000)

25.4
25.9
13.4
5.7

30.2

• ..".,tive One

_tfic projects are shown in Figure 5 and Table 2.

• ~tive One attemps to relieve forecasted overloads solely by
_ing improvements of streets at their existing locations. No new
f1cl1it1es were tested as part of th1s al ternat1ve, and the projects
... would only 1ncrease capacHy of the existing streets, not
l'IIIuce travel t1mes or increase accessibility. Consequently. all
a,jor streets 1n the corridor would carry increased traffic in 2000"r the same or lowered speed. and basically the same operat1ng
Cllldttians as today.

a..jar advantages of Alternative One include:

- Lowest cap1tal cost of the four alternatives studied
- No community disruption because of new highway construction

lII.jor disadvantages of Alternative One include:

Poor service provided to automobile and truck traffic
Significant and increased neighborhood disruption along
major arter1als
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Severe impact on 18th Avenue neighborhoods, as 18th Avenue
will serve as a major arterial, requiring widening to five
lanes*
No improvements in accessibility to the west Eugene in­
dustrial area
Diversion of traffic from West 11th (east of Garfield) to
avoid capacity improvements. Utilization of surface
streets by through traffic

Alternative Two

Specific projects are shown in Figure 6 and Table 3.

Alternative Two relies on a widened 6th and 7th Avenues, but adds a
controlled access, arterial extension of 6th and 7th through the
west Eugene industrial area to West 11th at Belt Line. The facility
will be at-grade for most of its length, but will include an over­
crossing at 7th Avenue and at the Southern Pacific Railroad tracks
near Seneca. The travel time savings of this facility will likely
draw some traffic from West 11th and West 18th, but will not elim­
inate the need for widening of 18th from Wil1amette to City View. A
new surface arterial, the extension of Roosevelt Boulevard, on the
old Roosevelt Freeway right-of-way, will provide a truck route for
industrial traffic now using residential streets in the Bethel area.

The major advantages of Alternative Two include:

Improved access to the west Eugene industrial area
Removal of truck traffic from Bethel area residential
streets
6th-7th Extension can be upgraded to freeway standards
a later date, if warranted
No new major highway construction in developed residential
areas

The major disadvantages of Alternative Two include:

Major widening along much of West 18th
6th and 7th Avenues remain a low speed, congested link
between 1-105 and the 6th-7th Extension

* TPC examined the provision of a one-way couplet using 18th and
19th Avenues as an alternative to widening 18th from Polk to
Wi11amette. This project was rejected by TPC, however, because
of the resulting disruption along 19th.
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~ltern.tive Three (Recommended by TPC)

SpecifiC projects are shown in Figure 7 and Table 4.

Alternative Three proposes major new construction with the 6th-7th
freeway. an elevated 6-1ane facility. mid-block between 6th and 7th
from 1-105 to Garfield, and a four lane facility with grade separa­
tion at major cross streets west of Garfield. Sixth and 7th Avenues
.ould remain open as frontage streets serving local traffic and bus
rapid transit vehicles. The improved travel time provided by the
freeway through west Eugene would divert traffic from 6th, 7th,
11th. 13th. and 18th - enough to eliminate the need for major capac­
ity improvements everywhere on these facilities except intersection
iMProvements and restriping on 18th.

The major advantages of Alternative Three include:

Improved access tb the west Eugene industrial area
Excellent service provided to automobile and truck traffic

- Diversion of traffic from 6th. 7th. 11th. 13th Avenues.
and sections of 18th Avenue
Removal of some through traffic from Washington and
Jefferson Streets between 7th and 13th Avenues
Removal of truck traffic from Bethel area residential
streets
Minimization of negative automobile-related impacts along
11th, 13th and sections of 18th Avenue
Phased implementation through advance right-of·way purchase

The major disadvantages of Alternative Three include:

Construction and right-of-way costs for the 6th-7th
Freeway
Displacement of businesses and residences between 6th and
7th Avenues
Remaining traffic and the need for some improvements on
18th Avenue

Alternative Four

Specific projects are shown on Figure 8 and Table 5.

Construction of the Roosevelt Freeway and West Amazon Parkway con­
stitute Alternative Four. The Roosevelt Freeway is a four-lane
faCility utiliZing the state-owned right-of-way between Highway 126
at Dak Hill and River Road. a six lane freeway parallel to the
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Southern Pacific tracks between River Road and 1-105 and a four lane
arterial between 1-105 and Willamette, Oak and Pearl. A four lane
overpass, constructed as part of the Roosevelt Freeway, connecting
River Road to the freeway and Garfield Street eliminates the need
for the Chambers Connector proposed in the River Road Corridor
Alternatives Two and Three.

The West Amazon Parkway is a two to four lane arterial following the
Amazon Channel from West 11th to High Street. It provides the
capacity and improved accessibility required to eliminate the need
for major improvements on West 18th and preserves the residential
nature of areas adjacent to West 18th.

The major advantages of Alternative Four include:

Provision of excellent service to automobile and truck
traffic
Improved access to west Eugene and Veneta area
Diversion of traffic from 6th, 7th, 11th, 13th and 18th
Avenues
Removal of truck traffic from Bethel area residential
streets

The major disadvantages of Alternative Four include:

Highest capital cost of the four alternatives studied
Penetration of the Whiteaker neighborhood by a new major
arterial
Negative impacts on the Amazon drainageway in terms of
potential recreational and wildlife values
Urban development pressure created by increased acces­
sibility of land west of the Urban Services Boundary
Conversion of 14th and 15th Avenues, between Jefferson and
High Streets, to a one-way couplet.

River Road Corridor

The River Road Corridor is a wedge-shaped area bounded by the
Willamette River on the east, Southern Pacific tracks on the west
and south, and the study area boundary at Beacon Drive on the north.
The physical barriers formed by the river and railroad funnel most
traffic onto River Road and, in turn, Railroad, Van Buren, and Blair
Boulevards. River Road is a substandard, two lane arterial with
access problems caused by adjacent land uses. Traffic conditions
are compounded by the heavy left turn movements from the northbound
lane and lack of left turn refuges along much of the facility.
Northwest Expressway will serve as an alternative route for traffic
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1y when River Road congestion becomes intolerable, and even then
on ffic still must use Railroad/Van Buren/Blair. The at-grade rail
:~ssin9 on Van Buren adds further delays and presents a potential
hazard as well.

Although some traffic may be diverted to Belt line and Delta High-
ilia River Road will continue to function as the backbone of the
co~;idor. Major overloads are forecast on River Road. Railroad
Boulevard and Van Buren/Blair Boulevards by 2000. In fact. Railroad
Boulevard is one of the few streets in the metropolitan area already
experienc1ng"leve15 of Service "E" and "F" durin9 the peak. traffic
hOurs. In 2000. during the peak. hours. approximately 20 percent of
the internal person-trips will be carried by transit for the cor­
ridor under the area-wide transit goal. Nevertheless. overloads
will still be severe, as illustrated in Table 7.

TABLE 7
RIVER ROAD CORRIDOR

Traffic Volume Versus Demand

Street

Railroad Boulevard
River Road - Maxwell to Park.
River Road - Belt Line to Division
Northwest Expressway-Maxwell to Park.

Alternative One

1976
Average
Da i ly
Traffic
(000)

19.5
14.2
19. B
1.9

1976 Level
of ServicE'
"E" Volume
(000)

16.4
15.6
28.4
14.4

2000
Average
Daily
Traffic
(000)

31.5
23.0
35.9
2.0

·Specific projects are shown in Figure 9 and Table 8.

Alternative One attempts to relieve forecasted overloads by im­
proving only existing street.s. River Road, Railroad Boulevard. Van
Buren/Blair Boulevards are all widened to four lanes with turn lanes
at major intersections. Northwest Expressway is completed to Prairie
Road on the north and River Road on the south. Even with these
i~provements, severe congestion will still occur at the Belt line/
Rwer Road interchange without additional capacity increases. It
!ppears the overloads here can be eliminated by additional widening,
channelization and signalization of River Road from south of River
Avenue to north of Division Avenue. and widening the northeast and
Southwest Belt Line off-ramps to four lanes.
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The major advantages of Alternative One include:

- Lowest capital cost of the four alternatives studied

The major disadvantages of Alternative One include:

Poor service provided to automobile and truck traffic
- Division of the Whiteaker neighborhood with a four lane

arterial
- At-grade rail crossing remains at Van Buren
- Congestion at Belt Line/River Road interchange

Alternative Two (Recommended by TPC)

Specific projects are shown in Figure 10 and Table 9.

Alternative Two, like all alternatives studied in this
cludes the River Road four lane widening from Railroad to Wilkes
Drive, but adds a new four lane overpass to the Chambers'Connector
joining River Road with Chambers Street. Provided some disincentiv
to through traffic is implemented on Railroad Boulevard, this over­
pass should alleviate the traffic problems in the Whiteaker neighbo
hood. This connector functions best in conjunction with the 6th-7t
Freeway in the Eugene East-West Corridor. Delta Highway is extend
north to Santa Clara to provide some relief for an overloaded Belt
Line/River Road interchange, and a new railroad overpass connects
Northwest Expressway with Garfield Street.

The major advantages of Alternative Two include:

Elimination of at-grade crossings of the
tracks
Elimination of arterial traffic from the Whiteaker
neighborhood
Improved access to northern Santa Clara

The major disadvantages of Alternative Two include:

- High capital cost
- Disruption of industrial land by the Chambers Connector
- Willamette River Greenway crossing by the North Delta

Extension
- Urban development pressure created by increased acces­

sibility of land north of the Urban Services Boundary
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Alternative Three

sPecifiC projects are shown in Figure 11 and Table 10.

lternative Three is identical to Alternative Two with the addition
Af a new bridge joining River Road at Park Avenue with Delta Highway
:Orth of Valley River Center. This facility provides a direct
connection between lower River Road and Goodpasture Island. elim­
inating out-of-direction travel for that movement. Even so, it does
not substantially relieve traffic congestion in the corridor or
eliminate the need for the Chambers Overpass.

The major advantages of Alternative Three include:

Elimination of at-grade arterial crossings of the Southern
Pacific tracks
Elimination of arterial traffic from the Whiteaker
neighborhood
Improved access to northern Santa Clara
Improved access to Goodpasture Island area from lower
River Road
Improved transit service through use of the Park Avenue
Bridge

The major disadvantages of Alternative Three include:

Highest capital cost of the four alternatives studied
Disruption of industrial land by the Chambers Connector
Wi1lamette River Greenway crossings by both North Delta
Extension and Park Avenue Bridge
Urban development pressure created by increased acces­
sibility of land north of the Urban Services Boundary

Alternative Four

Specific projects are shown in Figure 12 and Table 11.

Alternative Four uses the majority of projects from Alternative Two.
~t substitutes an overpass connector - the Garfield Connector.
joining River Road with the Roosevelt Freeway and Garfield Street at
West 2nd Avenue - for the Chambers Connector and Roosevelt Connector.
This alternative was only considered in conjunction with construc­
tion of the Roosevelt Freeway.

The major advantages of Alternative Four include:
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Elimination of at-grade arterial crossings of the
Pacific tracks
Improved access to northern Santa Clara
Provision of very good service for automobile and truck
traffic

The major disadvantages of Alternative Four include:

High capital cost associated with construction of the
Roosevelt Freeway
Major impacts of the Roosevelt Freeway on the Whiteaker
neighborhood

- Disruption of industrial land by the Garfield Connector
Wi11amette River Greenway crossing by the North Delta
Extension
Urban development pressures created by increased acces­
sibility of land nQrth of the Urban Services Boundary

Eugene Downtown Westside Corridor

The Downtown Westside Corridor is a small area in relation to other
corridors in the Transportation Plan, lying between 7th and 13th
Avenues and roughly Charnel ton and Monroe. The north-south movement
through the corridor was of concern in this study, and the majority
of this traffic is carried by Washington and Jefferson Streets.
Both were local streets at one time, but for many years, have func­
tioned as arterials.

Even so, the Downtown Westside Corridor does not suffer from the
magnitude of traffic overloads or the complexity of problems of the
other corridors. Table 13 contains a comparison of representative
volumes and future demand of the corridor. Were it not for the
undesirable impact of arterial traffic bisecting the westside neigh­
borhood, the overloads could be handled by improving existing streets

Increased congestion on the Ferry Street Bridge and diversion of
traffic from that facility to the Washington-Jefferson Bridge will
undoubtedly create more pressure on the westside streets. Con­
versely, the 6th-7th Freeway will probably do more than any other
new facility to divert traffic from the westside by decreasing
travel time to west Eugene. It appears that improvements to the
Eugene East-West Corridor and Ferry Street Bridge Corridor will
do more to voluntarily divert demand than any improvement within
the corridor itself. In fact, all Downtown Westside alternatives
that examined a closure of Washington-Jefferson Streets assumed the
existence of an improved east-west facility in the East-West Corridor
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.
Alternative One

TABLE 13
EUGENE DOWNTOWN WESTSIDE CORRIDOR

Traffic Volume Versus Demand

The major advantages of Alternative One include:

- low cost of implementation

C-27

One alternative examined in the early stages of testing con­
sisted of re-instal1ing the 1st Avenue ramps on 1-105 and
closing Washington-Jefferson to arterial traffic without pro­
Viding an alternative north-south facility. However, this
alternative was deemed to be unworkable, based on forecasted
volumes and design considerations, and was not studied further.

1976 2000
Average 1976 Level Average
Daily of Service Daily
Traff1c IOE" Volume Traffic

Street (000) (000) (000)

Charnel ton - 1Oth to 11 th 5.7 16.6 3.2
washington 10th to 11th 7.5 7.2 13.8
Jefferson - 10th to 11th 9.5 7.2 17.2
IIonroe - 10th to 11th 3.8 11.6 12. B
Polk - 10th to 11th 5.0 12.0 4.6

•

(as well as an alternative north-south facility). Merely closing
washington and Jefferson without provision of these other facilities
w11 1 result in much of the Washington-Jefferson traffic shifting to
f1kmroe or Polk."

Specific projects are shown in Figure 13 and Table 14.

Alternative One attempts to relieve forecasted overloads with a
.inimum of construction. Improvements to Washington, Jefferson and
11th Avenue require no construction at all, as the needed capacity
is achieved by parking removal and restriping to form an additional
travel or turn lane. At 13th Avenue, intersection reconstruction
will remove the 90 degree turns between Washington/Jefferson and
Jefferson south of 13th.



The major disadvantages of Alternative One include:

- Continued disruption of the Downtown Westside
by arterial traffic

- Removal of several existing houses near the 13th and
Jefferson intersection project

Alternative Two (Recommended by TPC)

Specific projects are shown in Figure 14 and Table 15.

Alternative Two uses new ramps from 1-105 to join that facility wit
the Linc10n-Charne1ton couplet at 8th Avenue. Traffic flow is
reversed on Lincoln and Charnel ton so that the directional movement
is southbound and northbound respectively. Traffic diverters will
close Washington and Jefferson to through traffic between 7th and
13th Avenues. To prevent traffic destined for west Eugene from
shifting to Madison, Monroe, Tyler, Van Buren or Polk Streets,- an
improved east-west facility is required along 6th and 7th.

The major advantages of Alternative Two include:

Improved access to downtown Eugene
- Removal of arterial traffic from Washington-Jefferson

Improved north-south and east-west bicycle movements

The major disadvantages of Alternative Two include:

- High capital cost
- Shift of traffic westwa:c to Monroe/Polk (without ad-

ditional improvements ill the 6th-7th Corridor)
- Displacement of businesses and residences by the new

ramps.

Alternative Three

Specific projects are shown in Figure 15 and Table 16.

Alternative Three consists of two suba1ternatives that are basically
design variations of the Lincoln Boulevard concept. For the level
of detail of this study, the impacts of these facilities are nearly
identical. Both suba1ternatives require closure of Washington and
Jefferson Streets, an improved east-west facility along 6th and 7th
Avenues to discourage traffic shifts to Monroe/Polk and new ramps
connecting to 1-105. The first suba1ternative extends the 1-105
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taPS as a four lane structure located mid-block between lincoln and
rharne1ton from 7th Avenue to 11th Avenue. The second suba1ter­
~tiVe joins ~he 1-105 ramps at 8th Avenue with a four lane, two way
f,c i1itY on l1ncoln Street.

The major advantages of Alternative Three include:

Improved access to downtown Eugene
Removal of arterial traffic from Washington-Jefferson
Improved north-south and east-west bicycle movements

The major disadvantages of Alternative Three include:

Highest capital cost of any alternatives studied in the
corridor
Shift from traffic westward to Monroe/Polk (Without addi­
tional improvements in the 6th-7th Corridor)
Displacement of businesses and residences by lincoln
Boulevard

Ferry Street Bridge/Coburg Road Corridor

The Ferry Street Bridge, already experiencing level of Service liE"
during short segments of the evening traffic period, will experience
even greater pressure and congestion in the future. Traffic from
throughout the Willakenzie area, North Springfield, and even Santa
Clara/River Road is funneled along parts of Coburg Road and across
the Ferry Street Bridge. Compounding the problem is the fact that
traffic between the Central Eugene/University of Oregon area and
destinations north of the metropolitan area must use the Ferry
Street Bridge to reach 1-5.

Without improvement, demand will seriously exceed capacity on Coburg
Road and Ferry Street Bridge from 1-105 to 6th and 7th Avenues, as
illustrated in Table 18. Even though the downtown and U of a are
Major attractors south of the bridge, the difficulty in serving such
diverse traffic demand as that using the corridor is reflected in
the transit usage expected in 2000 - about 15% of internal trips.

Excess capacity is expected on the Washington-Jefferson Bridge in
2000, and as congestion increases on. Ferry Street Bridge, some
diversion of trips to the other crossing can be expected. While
leading to a more efficient utilization of existing river crossings,
this by itself will not relieve the overloads on Ferry Street Bridge,
though it w~ 1 almost certainly increase pressure on the Eugene
Downtown Westside Corridor.
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The major disadvantages of Alternative One include:

Specific projects are shown in Figure 16 and Table 20.

The major advantages of Alternative One include:

43.2
43.2
43.2

1976 Level
of Service
"E" Volume
(000)

1976
Average
Da i ly
Traffic
(000)

36.0
50.0
43.8

- Traffic disruption during bridge replacement
- High capital cost
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- Utilization of existing locations for improvements, there­
by minimizing impacts of increased traffic

TABLE 18
FERRY STREET BRIDGE/COBURG ROAD CORRIDOR

Traffic Volume Versus Demand

Coburg Road - 1-105 to Bridge
Ferry Street Bridge
Coburg Road - Bridge to 6th-7th

Street

Alternative One - (Recommended by TPC)

During the development of alternatives, new river crossings between
the 1-5 and 1-105 bridges were discussed, but all were discarded
from further consideration because of environ~ental and travel
demand considerations. Other strategies were tried, such as the
Park Avenue Bridge discussed in the River Road Corridor Alternative
3, but none were successful in diverting sufficient traffic from the
Ferry Street Bridge to eliminate the need for increased capacity at
the existing location. Capacity can be added at the current location
either by construction of a new companion bridge or phased construc­
tion to replace the old bridge with two new three lane spans.

Alternative One provides additional capacity at the existing Ferry
Street Bridge site, as described above, widens Coburg Road to six
lanes from 1-105 to the Willamette River and widens the Coburg Road
Viaduct to six lanes from the river to 7th and 8th Avenues. Restric­
tion of some movements and additional turn lanes are required at the
Coburg Road/Oakway Road intersection.



Alternative Two

Specific projects are shown in Figure 17 and Table 20.

Alternative Two is identical to Alternative One, with the addition
of a new northbound on-ramp and a new southbound off-ramp between 1-5
and Franklin Boulevard. The new ramps enable University and East
Eugene traffic using 1-5 to the north to avoid Ferry Street Bridge.
unfortunately, the traffic diverted from Ferry Street Bridge is not
sufficient to eliminate the expected overloads.

The major advantages of Alternative Two include:

Utilization of existing locations for improvements
Improved access to University and east Eugene area

The major disadvantages of Alternative Two include:

Traffic disruption during bridge replacement
High capital cost
Inability of new 1-5 ramps to reduce significantly Ferry
Street Bridge overloads

Franklin Boulevard Corridor

The Franklin Boulevard Corridor in the Plan considers only that
section of Broadway/Franklin between Coburg Road on the west and 1-5
on the east. The corridor 1S narrow and confined by the Willamette
River on the north and the University of Oregon campus on the south.
Alternative locations are limited due to the physical constraints.
land uses adjacent to Franklin Boulevard are highway oriented and
result in frequent access points along much of the facility.

Twenty to 25 percent of the internal person-trips in the corridor
will be carried by transit. Nevertheless, serious overloads are
expected on Franklin Boulevard by 2000 as shown in Table 22. The
most critical area is on Broadway between Coburg Road and Hilyard
Street. The University is a major attractor of traffic using
Franklin Boulevard, and university related traffic is a major
contributor to the overloads expected.
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Specific projects are shown in Figure 18 and Table 23.

The major advantages of Alternative One include:

- Low capital cost
- Ease of staging improvements

The major disadvantages of Alternative One include:

Failure to meet adopted street and highway goal (i.e.,
fa il ure to prevent occurrence of Level of Serv ice "E"
during peak traffic hours)

40.8
41.3
41.3

1976 Level
of Service
"E" Volume
(000)

1976
Average
Da ily
Traffic
(000)

32.9
30.2
28.3

TABLE 22
FRANKLIN BOULEVARD CORRIDOR

Traffic Volume Versus Demand
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TPC examined the concept of an expressway on the existing
Franklin Boulevard alignment or an alternative means to re­
lieve overloads. That is, by providing grade separation and
interchanges where major intersections now exist, capacity
increases can be achieved. Because of the disruption to the
adjacent land uses, and because of the difficulty in meeting
standards when providing interchanges at the current Franklin
Boulevard location, this alternative was dropped from
consideration.

Broadway - Coburg Road to Patterson
Franklin Boulevard - 11th to Agate
Franklin Boulevard - Walnut to 1-5

Alternative One (Recommended by TPC)

Street

*

Alternative One is an attempt to prevent major construction to
eliminate overloads by adding capacity to Franklin Boulevard on the
present alignment. Low-capital improvements at most major inter­
sections, coupled with traffic management techniques suggested in
the Transportation Plan represent the maximim capacity increases
that can be expected without major widening of Franklin or new
construction. Unfortunately, these improvements are not sufficient
to eliminate the overloads and congestion expected by 2000.*



Poor service to transit in corridor due to congestion
Negative impacts of congestion on adjacent businesses

Alternative Two

specific projects are shown in Figure 19 and Table 24.

Alternative Two consists of one highway project - a four lane free­
~ay bypass of Franklin from Walnut Street to a direct connection
~ith 6th and 7th Avenues. The alignment parallels the Southern
Pacific tracks between the Mill Race and the Wil1amette River.
Right-of-way cost is significant since purchase of the Agripac
Cannery is required.

The major advantages of Alternative Two include:

Provision of a high level of service for automobile and
truck traffic
Removal of through truck and automobile traffic from
Franklin Boulevard

The major disadvantages of Alternative Two include:

High capital cost
Negative environmental impacts
Dislocation of industrial activity including Agripac

McVay Highway Corridor

Problems of the McVay Highway Corridor can only be loosely con­
sidered in a corridor context. A more appropriate characterization
might be that it is a s~ries of problem areas bound together by a
conmon solution.

Main Street and South "A" in downtown Springfield. the McVay Highway
and Franklin Boulevard intersection at the Springfield Bridge,
sections of McVay Highway, and the intersection of McVay and 30th
Avenue are all expected to be overloaded. The intersection defi­
ciencies are the result of heavy turning movements. Additionally,
truck traffic destined for the Springfield mills is relatively heavy
along McVay Highway and through downtow~ Springfield. The type of
trips creating overloads in this corridor do not lend themselves
well to substitution by travel on alternative modes.

Existing traffic volumes are compared to future demand for repre­
sentative locations in the corridor are illustrated in Table 26.

The three alternatives studied are evaluated in Table 30.
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Alternative Two

16.2
20.4
14.3

1976 Level
of Service
"E" Volume
(000)

1976
Average
Da ily
Traffic
(000)

12.1
12.8
9.0

TABLE 26
McVAY HIGHWAY CORRIDOR

Traffic Volume Versus Demand

Street

Alternative One

Failure to eliminate negative impacts of truck
downtown Springfield
Poor access for Springfield residents
Park

- Low capital cost

Main Street - Mill to 2nd
South "A" - Mi 11 to 2nd
McVay at 30th Avenue

Specific projects are shown in Figure 20 and Table 27.

The major advantages of Alternative One include:

The major disadvantages of Alternative One include:

Alternative One consists of signal improvements in downtown Spring
field to increase capacity, an overpass to allow unrestricted west
bound to southbound turns at the McVay/Franklin intersection, inte
section redesign at McVay and 30th, and 1-5 ramp changes south of
30th at L.C.C. .

Specific projects are shown in Figure 21 and Table 28.

Alternative Two consists of one highway project - a two lane, lim­
ited access arterial connecting Main Street near 28th in Springfie
with 30th Avenue at 1-5.

The major advantages of Alternative Two include:



Improved access to Springfield industrial area
Removal of truck traffic from downtown Springfield
Improved access to Mt. Pisgah/Buford Park
Improved bicycle travel between Springfield and L.C.C.
Improved highway access from Springfield to L.C.C.

The major disadvantages to Alternative Two include:

Increased pressure on the urban service boundary may be
created by improved access to the L.C.C. basin from
Springfield
New river crossing of the Middle Fork of the Willamette
River within the Willamette River Greenway
Negative noise impact on Buford Recreation Area

Alternative Three (Recommended by TPCj

Specific projects are shown in Figure 22 and Table 29.

Alternative Three adds the Bloomberg Connector to the 30th-30th
Connector of Alternative Two. The Bloomberg Connector provides a
direct connection from McVay Highway to the L.C.C. interchange on
30th Avenue.

The major advantages of Alternative Three include:

Improved access to Springfield industrial area
Removal of truck traffic from downtown Springfield
Improved access to Mt. Pisgah/Buford Park
Improved bicycle travel between Springfield and L.C.C.
Improved access to L.C.C. via Bloomberg Connector
Improved highway access from Springfield to L.C.C.

The major disadvantages of Alternative Three include:

- Highest capital cost of the three alternatives studied
Increased pressure on the urban services boundary may be
created by improved access to the L.C.C. basin from
Springfield
New river crossing of the Middle Fork of the Willamette
River within the Willamette River Greenway
Negative noise impact on Buford Recreation Area
Disruption of the Bloomberg Road residences
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ALTERNATIVE 2
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FIGURE 15
EUGENE DOWNTOWN WESTSI
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ALTERNATIVE 3
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Miles of street potentially exceeding FHWA residential noise standard
during peak hours.

2 Miles of street potentially exceeding the 8 hour CO standard under
worst case meteorological conditions.

3 1977 dollars.
* Not applicable to the alternatives within this corridor.

C-62

AL TERNATI VES
2 3

Poor

$14,367
$10,739

Poor

$8,266

Good Go'od Good

Poor Good Good

* * *

* * *
Fa i r Good Good

1 mile 1 mi 1e 1 mil e

0 0.7 0.7

Mi nor Negative Minor Positive Minor Positive

* * *
Minor Negative Minor Negative Minor Negative

Negligible Mi nor Pos it i ve Minor Positive

Very Good

$B42

Natural Resource Impact

Compatibility with Land
Use Goals

Neighborhood Impact

Service to Transit

Performance Criteria

Service to Other Modes

Efficient Goods Movement

TABLE 17

EUGENE DOWNTOWN WESTSIDE CORRIDOR
EVALUATION ~~TRIX

Service to the Automobile
User

Impact Criteria

Noise Impact1

Air'Qua1ity Impact2

Economic/Industrial Base
Impact

Social Impact

Stages Development

.!EJQ1ementation Criteria

Capital Cost3 ($000)
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FIGURE 16
FERRY STREET BRIDGE/
COBURG ROAD CORRIDOR
ALTERNATIVE 1

( Recom mended by TPC)

.....11 STREET OR HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENT
EXISTING LOCATION

nunnm STREET OR HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENT
NEW LOCATIONc:> INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT
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FIGURE 17
FERRY STREET BRIDGE­

COBURG ROAD
ALTERNATIVE 2
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C-68

TABLE 21

FERRY STREET BRIDGE/COBURG ROAD CORRIDOR
EVALUATION MATRIX

Miles of street potentially exceeding FHWA residential noise standard
during peak hours.

2 Miles of street potentially exceeding the 8 hour CO standard under
worst case meteorological conditions.

3 1977 dollars.

2
ALTERNATIVES

Performance Criteria

Service to the Automobile User Good Very Good

Compatibility with Land Use Goals Very Good Good

Service to Transit Fai r Fair

Efficient Goods Movement Good Good

Service to Other Modes Fa i r Fai r

Impact Criteria

Noise Impactl 3 mil es 3 mil es

Air Quality Impact2 1.4 miles 1.4 miles

Neighborhood Impact Negligible Negligible

Na tura1 Resource Impact Negligible

Social Impact Negligible Negligible

Economic/Industrial Base Impact Negligible Negligible

Implementation Criteria

Capital Cost3 ($000) $6,201 $8,439

Staged Development Fair Fair



b



f"'·

FIGURE 18
FRANKLIN BOULEVARD

CORRIDOR
ALTERNATIVE 1

(Recommended by TPC)

<:) INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT
o '1000
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ALTERNATIVES
2

TABLE 25

FRANKLIN BOULEVARO CORRIDOR
EVALUATION MATRIX

Very Good

Very Good

Very Good

Negligible

Major Negative

Negligible

Fair

Very Poor

Poor

2.1 miles

Minor Negative

5 mil es

$14,969

Very Poor

Very Poor

5 mi 1es

Fa ir

Fa i r

Negl igible

Negl igible

Negligible

Negligible

Poor

Very Good

1.5 miles

$214

Miles of street potentially exceeding FHWA residential noise standard
during peak hour.

2 Miles of street potentially exceeding the 8 hour CO standard under
worst meteorological conditions.

3 1977 dollars.

Efficient Goods Movement

Neighborhood Impact

Performance Criteria

Compatibility with Land Use Goals

Natural Resource Impact

Service to Other Modes

Impact Criteria

Noise Impactl

Air Quality Impact2

Service to Transit

Service to the Automobile User

Soc ia1 Impac t

Economic/Industrial Base Impact

Implementation Criteria

Capital Cost3 ($000)

Staged Development



...



F
IG

U
R

E
2

0
M

cV
A

Y
H

IG
H

W
A

Y
C

O
R

R
ID

O
R

A
L

T
E

R
N

A
T

IV
E

1

()
IN

TE
RS

EC
TI

ON
IM

PR
OV

EM
EN

T

~ N
a

ll
'T

H

b
,a

b
a

J



TA
BL

E
27

M
cV

AV
HI

GH
W

AV
CO

RR
ID

O
R

"'L
TE

RN
A

TI
V

E
'1

CO
ST

(S
O

O
O

l

~
r
a
~
i
n
g
,

T
o

u
l

T
ot

al

~
'

~r
oj

ec
t

J'ii
bT

',
P

ro
je

ct
P

ro
je

ct
D

e$
tr

ip
ti

o
n

R
ig

ht
-o

f-
w

ay
S

tr
v

tt
u

re
s

nd
S

ig
n

a
h

A
$s

e5
S1

11
l!'

nt
--

-'1
to

i"
t-

A.
SO

,""
..

..
.

&
S

th
S

tr
e
e
t

S
ig

n
al

i
~
r
o
w
e
M
e
n
U

SS
O

'S
O

'S
O

B
.

S
ou

th
..

..
.

&
3r

d
S

tr
e
e
t

S
ig

n
al

il
lJ

lr
o

w
_

n
t$

SO
SO

SO

c.
",

V
ay

&
F

ra
n

k
li

n
"
'j

o
r

in
te

r$
ec

ti
o

n
(a

t
S

p
ri

n
g

fi
el

d
B

ri
d

g
e)

im
pr

ov
en

en
t$

/o
w

er
pa

$s
56

00
60

0
60

0
~ ~

O
.

M
cV

ay
&

3
0

th
"'

ve
nu

e
ln

te
r$

ec
ti

o
n

li
n

te
r-

,
ch

an
ge

hl
pr

oV
eM

en
ts

10
0

'0
0

10
0

u

A
lT

ER
N

A
TI

V
E

'1
TO

TA
lS

:
,.

S6
00

m
o

-,
S8

00
sa

oo

C
W

.../
Cl

ON
BU

S
RA

PI
D

TR
A

N
SI

T
PR

O
JE

CT
S

1.
P

ea
k

ho
ur

p
ri

o
ri

ty
C

llr
b

la
n

e
-

!'M
in

S
tr

e
e
t

fr
e
-

6
th

to
M

il
l

2.
T

ra
n

si
t

S
ta

ti
o

n
s
·

S
th

&
N

or
th

·B
·,

L
ce

(P
ar

k
&

R
id

e
L

o
t)

3.
In

te
rs

ec
ti

o
n

p
ri

o
ri

ty
tr

ea
U

ie
n

t
fr

e
-

st
a
ti

o
n

s.



F
IG

U
R

E
21

M
cV

A
Y

H
IG

H
W

A
Y

C
O

R
R

ID
O

R
A

L
T

E
R

N
A

T
IV

E
2

11
11

11
11

1
ST

RE
ET

OR
HI

G
HW

AY
IM

PR
O

VE
M

EN
T

NE
W

LO
C

AT
IO

N

1'--
-



FIGURE 22
McVAY HIGHWAY CORRIDOR
ALTERNATIVE 3

(Recommended by TPC)

11111111 STREET OR HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENT
NEW LOCATION
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Recommendations - Major Travel Corridors

After extensive testing and evaluation of the corridor alternatives.
the Transportation Planning Committee chose the alternatives listed
below as the best solutions for anticipated problems in the major
travel corridors.

These project combinations will. in most cases. meet the level of
service goal. and facilities from those combinations should form the
backbone of future capital improvement programs.

Eugene East-West Corridor - Alternative 3

The additional capacity required in the Eugene East-West Corridor
should be provided ultimately by the facilities of Alternative 3.
represented in Figure 7/Table 4. As an interim solution on 6th and
7th Avenues. both streets should be widened to 4 lanes between 1-105
and Garfield (as in Alternative 2) before the 6th-7th Freeway is
built in that section.

River Road Corridor - Alternative 2

The additional capacity required in the River Road Corridor should
be provided by the facilities of Alternative 2. represented in
Figure lO/Table 9.

Eugene Downtown Westside Corridor - Alternative 2

The facilities represented in Figure 14/Table 15. should be imple­
mented to address the problems identified in the Downtown Westside
Corridor. Until the lincoln-Charnel ton Couplet is implemented.
additional capacity should not be provided on the Washington­
Jefferson Couplet. other than improvements of signalization/chan­
nelization from 7th to 13th Avenues.

Ferry Street Bridge/Coburg Road Corridor - Alternative 1

The additional capacity required in the Ferry Street Bridge/Coburg
Road Corridor should be provided by the facilities of Alternative 1.
represented in Figure l6/Table 19. Project stagin~. such as early
construction of a third northbound traffic lane from Franklin Bou­
levard to the bridge, will help carry the expected traffic increases.
but increasing congestion is to be expected until additional river
crossing capacity is prOVided. As an interim measure. traffic
management techniques and automobile disincentives should be used to
control demand or divert traffic to the Washington-Jefferson Bridge.
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Franklin Boulevard Corridor - Alternative 1

Additional capacity in the Franklin Boulevard Corridor should be
provided by the intersection improvements of Alternative 1, repre­
sented in Figure l8/Table 23. These intersection improvements will
not provide the capacity required to achieve the desired level of
service, however. Several locations will likely suffer severe
congestion and overloading by 2000, in spite of the improvements.

McVay Highway Corridor - Alternative 3

The additional capacity required in the McVay Highway Corridor
should be provided by the facilities of Alternative 3, represented
in Figure 22/Table 29.

Recommendations - Non-Corridor Projects

In addition to the significant overloads identified in the major
travel corridors, other locations not directly tied to any of the
major corridors are expected to experience overloads and operational
problems during the study period. Additional capacity requirements
must be met at these locations or they will act as bottlenecks for
the rest of the street and highway system.

Provision of the required level of service is only one con~idera­

tion, however, and streets are often improved or built for reasons
other than increasing capacity. The need to re-route traffic, to
provide truck access routes for efficient goods movement, to make
pedestrian, bicycle and other safety improvements, and to bring
streets up to city standards are logical justifications for street
projects. The sidewalks, curbs and gutters provided in bringing
streets to city standards improve drainage, define access points to
the street, and increase pedestrian safety.

Recommendations for non-corridor street and highway projects needed
to complete the future highway network are listed in Table 9 of the
2000 Transportation Plan document. No alternatives were studied for
those projects in this plan. The alternatives available are design
or operational alternatives more appropriately studied on a project­
by-project basis at the time of implementation.

Figure 23 contains all of the projects in the recommended future
street and highway network. The numbers refer to the complete
project listing shown in Table 10 of the 2000 Transportation Plan
document. These capital improvements, when combined with the system
management techniques suggested in the Plan, should enable the
street and highway system to meet most community goals for level of
service, safety and other considerations.
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Local Government Policies

If the funds available for highway construction were unlimited,
level of Service "E" could ul timately be prevented from occurring by
providing additional street capacity through major construction
projects. Because of rising construction costs and limited reve­
nues, however, this capital intensive solution to traffic problems
is not always possible. Even if it were, other factors. such as
social and environmental considerations. make the approach unreal­
istic in many cases.

In the preparation of the Plan, policies and actions were identified
as measures that would maximize the opportunity to achieve the level
of service goal for street and highway operation without decreasing
mobility or relying exclusively on major capital improvements.
Unlike the transit policies, which were designed to stimulate in­
creased demand for services provided, street and highway policies
had to be designed either to decrease demand or better manage the
demand that is expected to occur.

Automobile disincentives to decrease demand are often effective in
achieving the desired primary result - decreased automobile traffic
on a particular facility or area - but in many cases, result in
secondary impacts that are less desirable. An overall loss in
personal mobility for the general public, decreased accessibility
for the affected areas, or less efficient traffic management are
common by-products of automobile disincentives applied independently
of a comprehensive traffic management plan. Consequently, parking
regulation and congestion pricing were the only included disincen­
tives in the recommended policies. Other strategies were dismissed
because the disbenefits outweighed potential benefits.

The policies in many instances represent low cost, traffic manage­
ment approaches to traffic problems. While effective application
can achieve significant results in relieving some smaller capacity
deficiencies, they should not be considered panaceas for all problem
locations. Short of major land use changes, there are no real
alternatives to capital intensive construction projects (other than
tolerance for extreme levels of congestion, which in turn would lead
to decreased accessibility, mobility, and so on) in some of the
major corridors. low cost policies may help maintain traffic flow
during interim conditions, however.

Highway policies that were deemed to be effective at regulating
demand or improving traffic management and still be compatible with
other transportation goals were assembled with policies dealing with
other modes to form the comprehensive set of transportation policies
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in the Policy Element of the Transportation Plan. Although the
policies are compatible from a transportation perspective. they
still were developed with one overriding consideration - to identify
policies necessary to maximize the chances that the adopted trans­
portation goals will be met. Some of the recommended policies may
be in conflict with other community goals. It is now up to the
public to weigh those actions in relation to the community as a
whole. It is conceivable that considerations other than trans­
portation will preclude adoption of some policies - that is a
choice to be made. However, to eliminate key policies or to make
wholesale revisions to sections of the policies lessens the chances
that transportation goals will be met, diminishes the local role in
achieving those goals, and increases the need to revise the goals
themselves.

C-86



FIGURE 23
RECOMMENDED STREET & HIGHWAY NETWORK
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SUMMARY

The street and highway nptwork currently forms the backbone of the
surface transportation system in Eugene-Springfield and will con­
tinue to do so throughout the study period. The proportion of trips
using modes other than the automobile may increase. but an adequate
street system will still be essential for the effecient operation of
buses. bicycles and paratransit vehicles.

Even if the transit goals and alternative mode goals are achieved by
2000. the overloads likely to occur in the major travel corridors
will not be significantly reduced. Only the downtown Eugene area
shows some evidence that overloads may be significantly reduced if
alternative mode goals are met.

The question often arises as to the impact of not treating the
capacity overloads either through construction or other means of
c~pacity increase. In some minor cases, the excess demand during
peak hours might be neglected and the facility could saturate until
drivers seek alternative routes. In other cases. attempts to
reduce peak hour demand, through staggered work hours. for example.
may have some impact on traffic volumes. In the major corridors,
though. demand is expected to exceed capacity to such a degree and
on such an extensive portion of the system. that alternative routes
would also be filled for several hours per day. On the worst over­
loaded streets. alternative routes may be few or nonexistent, and
rather than serving as a transit incentive. congested streets ac­
tually have a severe adverse effect on the quality of transit se,"·
vice due to increases in travel time and operating cost.

In reality. many trips would not be made because occupants and
drivers would consider the delays intolerable. Without construction
to eliminate peak hour deficiencies (or most of them) in the major
corridors. the plan diagram of the Metropolitan Area General Plan
will not be attainable because the street and highway network could
not support the planned land activity. Otherwise, life styles would
have to change dramatically to be able to accommodate drastic changes
in travel habits.

The construction projects and policies recoll~ended in the Trans­
portation Plan for implementation. in most instances. will meet the
highway level of service goal and allow the community to maintain
mobility (although some lifestyle changes will occur to meet the
transit and alternative mode goals). Even so, congestion and delays
on the street system will still be greater than generally experi­
enced today.
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Phasing recommendations for street and highway projects are included
in the Transportation Plan.

Proper implementation programming of the projects requires setting
priorities annually through preparation of the Transportation Im­
provement Program and consideration of available funding. public
attitudes. and so on. The general direction to programming and
priority setting can be set through the Transportation Plan. how-
ever. Projects recommended for implementation between 1978 and 1990
are. in most cases. improvements to the existing system. Right-of-
way acquisition for new facilities should occur during this period
to prevent new development or redevelopment from encroaching on the
proposed alignment. thereby minimizing future costs and disruption.
Most major new facilities should be programmed between 1990 and
2000. partly because of the lead time required to initiate a major
new project. but more importantly because current state policy
places a higher priority on improvements to the existing system. and
because the short-term funding outlook does not include sufficient
revenues to embark on a major construction program in Eugene-Springfield
between 1978 and 1990.

Other street and highway issues are addressed in the Transportation
Plan. This report reviewed only those issues for which alternatives
were examined. Not all projects tested were included in the alter­
natives. however, because they were ineffective at relieving over­
loads or were unfeasible for other reasons. Results and technical
documentation for all street and highway tests that were performed
are available for review (in unpublished form) at the Lane Council
of Governments offices and each of the agencies participating in
this study. Cost estimates were performed by Eugene. Springfield.
Lane County. and the Oregon Department of Transportation. Assump­
tions and calculations for facilities within the respective juris­
dictions are on file with each.

Time and funding did not permit the evaluation of the myriad of
project combinations that were possible in major corridors. One
alternative (or hybrid) project combination must be selected for
each corridor.

As required during the public review process. or following official
action. the Transportation Planning Committee will:

1. Respond. where possible. at meetings or hearings to the
implications of modifying or changing alternatives

2. Perform any additional testing required if alternatives
other than the ones recommended are adopted for major
corridors
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3. Following Plan adoption, prepare a comprehensive Trans­
portation Systems Management (TSM) Program that develops
low and non-capital strategies, consistent with the Plan
policies. to better manage future traffic.

4. Following Plan adoption. annually prepare a Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) listing all major federal1y­
assisted transportation projects for a three to five year
period.
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APPENDIX

EVALUATION CRITERIA

To assist the reader in choosin~ between the alternatives examined
for the major travel corridors, criteria were selected and applied
to project groupings in each corridor. Although each alternative
was presented as a solution to specific forecasted traffic over­
loads. final selection of projects for implementation must include
consideration of social. environmental and economic factors, land
use goals and policies. and resource availability. as well as traffic
considerations. The evaluation criteria selected attempt to draw
out the relative merit of each alternative with respect to these
considerations.

Because of the regional nature of the transportation plan, the level
of detail of evaluation should not exceed the level of detail of
traffic forecasting analysis. Consequently. the criteria are pre­
dominately qualitative in nature. Assessment and evaluation with
these criteria are not intended to serve as an environmental impact
statement for the projects under consideration. The detailed anal­
ysis required for the EIS/Negative Declaration will be performed at
the project development stage.

Perfonmance Criteria

Performance criteria are measures of the degree to which each alter­
native fulfills the goals and objectives of the urban area and
individual jurisdictions. This includes fulfillment of the twelve
principles as well as the compatibility with other modes of trans­
portation. For each of the performance criteria. corridor alter­
natives will be rated either very poor, poor, fair, good, or very
good. Specific criteria and the objective of each are as follows:

1. Service to the Automobile

The objective is to assess the overall effectiveness of each
alternative in providing a high level of service to the mo­
toring public. Directness of travel. high travel speed.
uninterrupted flow. and safety are some of the considerations
that contribute to a high level facility. Alternatives con­
taining freeways or limited access facilities would tend to
rank highest in this category.
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2. Compatibility With Land Use Goals

The objective ;s to assess the degree to which each alternative
supports the goals of the ,g90 General Plan (and Refinement
Plan) and/or encourages land development in accordance with
those goals. Increasing the accessibility of underdeveloped
opportunity areas, or inducing development pressure beyond the
urban service boundary are types of factors to be considered.

3. Service to Transit

The objective ;s to evaluate the ability of each alternative to
effectuate the adopted transit goals. The alternatives will be
reviewed for compatibility with the planned transit operation
and service improvements as well as for the ability to remove
street congestion or delays from key links in the transit
network.

4. Efficient Goods Movement

The objective is to determine the effectiveness of each alter­
native in providing for the efficient movement of goods. The
network modeling process deals with the movement of people.
However, alternatives will be evaluated at a minimum for their
ability to eliminate forecasted overloads on major truck routes,
remove through industrial traffic from residential streets and
provide effective truck routes where none are available.

5. Service to Other Modes

The objective is to assess the degree to which each alternative
is compatible with other transportation n~des and consistent
with other modal plans. Bicycles, paratransit, walking and
intercity bus, rail and air travel will be considered where
appropriate.

Impact Criteria

Impact criteria deal with the benefits, disturbances or changes to
the immediate environment resulting from implementation of each of
the alternatives. Both the natural and social environment are
considered. Those criteria that are supported by quantitative
analysis will be assigned numeric indicators, while those criteria
supported by qualitative analysis will be determined to have either
a major negative, minor negative, negligible, minor positive or
major positive effect.
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1. Noise Quality

The objective is to measure the degree to which each alter­
native alters the noise environment in terms of the number of
miles of streets and highways potentially exceeding FHWA noise
guidelines for residential and nonresidential land development.
A qualitative value will be assigned to the results.

2. Air Qual ity

The objective is to measure the degree to which each alter­
native impacts the air quality of the immediate area. The
number of miles of streets and highways with forecasted traffic
volumes high enough to have the potential for the eight hOUf CO
standard to be exceeded will be recorded.

3. Neighborhood Impact

The objective is to assess each alternative with respect to its
infringement upon existing. identifiable neighborhoods. Removal
of through traffic from neighborhoods and preservation or en­
hancement of neighborhood integrity are two positive considerations.

4. Nature Resource Impact

The objective is to assess the impact of each alternative on
the natural environment in terms of open space, park land,
agricultural land, wildlife habitat, flood plain or the Willamette
Greenway boundary. Only a broad review will be given to
identify major areas of disruption.

5. Social Impact

The objective is to evaluate the effect of each alternative on
the elderly, minorities, low income areas, or other significant
demographic categories. The level of analysis will be broad
and qualitative, similar to that performed for Natural Resources.

6. Economic/Industrial Base Impact

The objective is to assess the degree to which each alternative
disturbs, enhances, or changes industrial development. Loss of
industrially zoned land, change in accessibility, enhancement
of undeveloped land or displacement of existing industry are
among the points to be considered.
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Implementation Criteria

Implementation criteria are those considerations that help determine
the feasibility of a given alternative Cost figures (in 1977
dollars) will be calculated for each alternative and the remaining
implementation criteria will be rated with the same descriptions as
the performance criteria (The costs of proposed highway projects
were estimated for the jurisdiction most likely to implement the
projects. Calculations are on file at L-COG or the responsible
jurisdiction).

1. Capital Cost

The objective is to arrive at a total cost estimate for each
alternative in 1977 dollars.

2. Potential for Staged Development

The objective is to determine the degree to which each alter­
native has the capability of being implemented in stages. In a
project or alternative with this capability, each segment. as
completed, functions effectively as a piece of the existing
system. Phasing of large projects allows additional time to
acquire construction capital as well as allowing implementing
agencies to build segments that relieve hot spots in the existing
network. Advance acquisition of right-of-way or the ability of
one alternative to be upgraded to a higher level facility can
also be considered. Staged Development can also be character­
ized as a "flexibility" factor.
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SECTION D. PARKING

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of the parking element of the Transportation Plan is to
develop forecasts of future parking demand based upon the trip in­
formation developed during the transportation systems modeling
process. Policy recommendations were developed for those major
activity centers for which parking problems were forecasted to
occur by 2000 or currently exist. Those recommendations are
included in the Plan.

The assumptions used during the transportation systems modeling
process are inherent in this parking element. Population increase
and allocation assumptions, employment increase and allocation
assumptions, trip-making characteristic assumptions and the respec­
tive community goals regarding transit ridership, and the use of
alternative modes were reflected in the infonmation used for this
parking analysis. This systems analysis approach applied to parking
is different than traditional parking studies. The factors which
detennine the demand within a given area are the trip "attractions"
expressed in tenns of employment which is broken down into major
employment classification groupings. Unlike traditional parking
studies, the parking analysis will not make site specific recommendations
for new parking facilities.

METHODOLOGY

Information was obtained regarding the current supply of parking
available. The supply figures combine both privately controlled
and publicly controlled parking spaces.

During the transportation systems modeling process, future employ­
ment was allocated to the various transportation zones, within the
metropolitan area. In the modeling process, the allocation of
employment by type of employment to a particular zone becomes an
important factor in detenn;ning the number of trips which will be
attracted to that zone for various trip purposes.

Infonmation was developed during the transportation systems modeling
process which translated the various goals for mode choice into
trip-making information for each zone. Thus; the number of auto­
mobile trips into each zone by trip purpose was developed. Like­
wise, the person trips to all zones via transit by trip purpose
were developed.
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For this study, work trips by automobile served as the basis for
determining the demand for long-term parking needs, and retail
shopping trips, convenience shopping trips, miscellaneous trips,
and school trips constituted the demand for short-term parking.
The short-term parking demand is created by the clients, customers,
and users of governmental, educational, and commerical services.
Trips by commercial vehicles were not considered in this analysis.

Once the number of automobiles entering a zone or group of zones
was obtained, a generalized estimate of future parking space demand
was derived by utilizing the formula shown in Table One.

where:

TABLE 1: A FORMULA FOR CALCULATING A GENERALIZED ESTIMATE DF
FUTURE DEMAND FOR PARKING SPACE.

D = N R S C
E

D=
N =

R =

S =
C =
E =

The demand for parking space.
Number of automobiles. For calculation of long-term demand,
work purpose automobile trips are used; for short-term demand
calculations, other trip purposes by automobile are used.
Ratio of peak accumulation of total daytime parkers to total
number of parkers.
Seasonal parking factor.
Locational adjustment factor for city center areas.
Efficiency of space usel

By varying the Sand C factors, three various levels of demand can
be determined.

A desirable level occurs when there is adequate supply to meet all
customer and employee parking needs, even during the seasonal peak.
Access to a given destination is usually easy to attain. Both the
Sand C factors equal 1.1.

A tolerable level occurs when there is adequate supply to meet all
customer and most employee parking needs except during the seasonal
peak. In this instance, S equals 1.0 and C equals 1.1.

lparking ~ the ~~ty Center, Wilbur Smith and Associates, New Haven,
Connect;cut~9 .
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A mlnlmum level occurs when there is adequate supply to meet most
customer and employee parking needs. Some difficulty may occur in
finding a parking space, but space is available within a desirable
distance of the destination. Employee parking must be carefully
managed to insure that accessibility is maintained for customers.
Parking is deficient during the seasonal peak demand period. Both
the Sand C factors equal 1.0.

When the minimum level is not maintained, an adequate parking supply
is not available. During the peak demand periods on an average
weekday, customers will be inconvenienced. The user will have
difficulty in finding a space near the destination. Psychological
barriers may force consumers to other shopping areas.

EUGENE OOWNTOWN

For purposes of this parking anaysis, downtown Eugene was defined as
census tract number 39. The current (1976) parking supply within
the downtown area was approximately 8,300 spaces. This figure
includes public on-street and both public and private off-street
parking supplies. This total does not include 310 on-street parking
spaces within the downtown parking district. As traffic increases
and additional capacity must be provided upon existing rights-of­
way, on-street parking will be removed. It is 1ikely that addi­
tional on-street parking in other areas will also be removed for the
above reason. The provision of bicycle lanes, bus lanes and turn­
outs will also add to demands upon existing rights-of-way.

The total employment for the metropolitan area was projected to
increase from 59,680 in 1970 to 134,440 by 2000. The allocation of
employment in downtown Eugene for 2000 was 22,820. This is an
increase of 13,160 employees over the 9,660 employed in 1970.
Implicit in this allocation is an assumption that the necessary
public and private commitment to the Eugene Downtown will continue
during the next 23 years to provide the viable central business
districts referred to in the "1990 General Plan". Most of the
allocated increase in employment in downtown Eugene was in the
retail shopping, commerical service. and public service employment
categories.

The trip end data indicate that 10,980 work trips will be made to
downtown Eugene by automobile drivers in 2000. Additional work
trips will be made on transit (7.640 person trips). by alternative
modes (2,250 person trips) and as automobile passengers (1.930
person tri ps) .
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By utilizing the formula in Table One and the following factors,
the generalized estimates of the three levels of future long-term
parking space demands were calculated for downtown Eugene as shown
in Table Two:

N ; 10,980 automobiles
R = 0.70
E = 0.95

Sand C factors vary in the calculations of the three levels as de­
scribed previously.

TABLE 2: LONG-TERM PARKING SPACE DEMANDS FOR DOWNTOWN
EUGENE - 2000

Demand
Oemand
Demand

(desirable level) ; 9,800
(tolerable level) ; 8,900
(minimum level) = 8,100

spaces
spaces
spaces

The trip end information indicates that 19,950 automobile driver
trip ends will be made for trip purposes which will constitute the
demand for short-term parking space. By utilizing the formula in
Table One and the following factors, the generalized estimates of
the three levels of future short-term parking space demands were
calculated for downtown EUgene as shown in Table Three.

N ; 19,950 automobiles
R = 0.26
E = 0.75

Sand C factors vary in the calculations of the three levels as de­
scribed previously.

TABLE 3: SHORT-TERM PARKING SPACE DEMAND FOR DOWNTOWN
EUGENE - 2000

Demand
Demand
Demand

(desirable level) = 8,400
(tolerable level) = 7,600
(minimum level) ; 6,900

spaces
spaces
spaces

Discussion

At the minimum level, 8,100 long-term and 6,900 short-term parking
spaces will be required in downtown EUgene if all the assumptions
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and factors utilized in the forecast are correct. This total of
15,000 parking spaces exceeds by 6.700 spaces the existing supply
of 8,300 spaces. (The construction of the proposed six parking
structures in the downtown Eugene area will add a net increase of
1,250 spaces to the existing supply, still leaving a shortfall of
5,450 spaces.)

Additional pressures for adding bicycle lanes, transit priority
lanes, and automobile travel lanes will result in the continued
loss of on-street parking supply.

It is important to remember that the demands for future parking
will be met through the provision of both private off-street
parking and through the provision of public off-street parking.
While new businesses will supply some of the additional parking,
close cooperation between the business community, other govern­
mental agencies and the City of Eugene will be necessary in order
to monitor the parking problems and to address parking needs within
the planning period. In order to provide accessibil ity to downtown
Eugene, adequate parking must be provided. The supply of adequate
parking is necessary to ensure the continued viability of the
downtown as a commercial center competing with suburban-type
shopping centers within the metropolitan area.

As discussed in the transit section, the viability of the downtown
and the concentration of employment and activities within the
downtown are essential to the success of the transit system. Thus,
the transit system depends to a large extent on the concentration
of activities in the downtown; the concentration of activities
creates demands for additional parking, and an interrelated cycle
occurs. •
The demand figures for the downtown area already account for trips
via alternative modes, including transit. For instance, thirty­
three percent (33%) of the person work trips to downtown Eugene are
forecasted to be made via transit under an areawide 14% transit
ridership goal. If the transit person trips and trips made via
other modes such as bicycle, paratransit, and pedestrian were all
made by automobile, an additional 8,900 to 10,700 parking spaces
would be required to meet both the long-term and short-term demands
combined.

The provision of 5,450 additional parking spaces to meet the
minimum level of parking demand has serious implications both
socially and economically for the downtown area. The policies
which were developed in conjunction with the parking element
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SPRINGFIELD DOWNTOWN

TABLE 4: LONG-TERM PARKING SPACE DEMAND FOR DOWNTOWN SPRINGFIELD ­
2DDD

Sand C factors vary in the calculations of the three levels, as
described previously.

spaces
spaces
spaces

(desirable) = 3,330
(tolerable) = 3,05D
(minimum) = 2,750

N = 3,740 automobiles
R: 0.70
E = 0.95

outline steps which can be taken to begin to mlnl~lze such negative
impacts. Preferential parking treatment for high occupancy vehicles
is an example of such a policy. Increased automobile occupancy has
some limited capabilites which would help ease parking space
demand.

The trip end information indicates that an additional 4,765 auto­
mobile trips will be made to the downtown area for other than work
purposes. These automobile trips create the demand for short-term
parking spaces. The factors below were used to calculate the three
levels of demand for short-term space as shown in Table Five:

For purposes of this parking analysis, downtown Springfield was
defined as transportation zones 3205, 3307, and 3308. In 1976,
approximately 2,250 total parking spaces were available in this
area. This total included public on-street and both private and
public off-street parking spaces.

The total employment allocated to downtown Springfield for 2000 was
4,150 persons; an increase of 1,800 over the 1970 level of employ­
ment which was 2,350 employees.

The trip end data indicate that 3,750 work trips will be made to
the downtown area by automobile drivers in 2000. Additional work
trips will be made by transit passengers and automobile passengers.

By utilizing the formula in Table One and the following factors,
the generalized estimates of the three levels of future long-term
parking space demands were calculated for downtown Springfield as
shown in Table Four:

Demand
Demand
Demand
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N = 4,765 automobiles
R = 0.26
E = 0.75

Sand C factors vary in the calculations of the three levels, as
described previously.

TABLE 5: SHORT-TERM PARKING SPACE DEMAND FOR DOWNTOWN SPRINGFIELD ­
2000

Demand
Demand
Demand

(desirable) = 2,000
(tolerable) = 1,800
(minimum) = 1,650

spaces
spaces
spaces

Discussion

At the minimum level, a total of 4,400 parking spaces will be
required in downtown Springfield. This total exceeds the existing
supply of 2,250 spaces by 2,150 spaces. Thus, the amount of parking
space in downtown Springfield will have to approximately double to
meet the demands in 2000. While not all of those spaces will be
provided through the expenditure of public funds. a commitment to
providing public off-street parking in downtown Springfield appears
necessary.

== =-'-'- "'== ='-'-"""- -'-'="- AREA
Transportation zones 3704, 3802, and 3805 were used to define the
area of influence for purposes of this parking analysis. While
additional areas surrounding the UO are impacted negatively by
users of on-street parking space who are destined for the UO, these
three zones were used because they attract the higher numbers of
trips.

University of Oregon

Approximately 2,000 off-street parking spaces are currently available
on the UO campus. Approximately 3,000 on-street parking spaces are
available within four blocks of the edge of campus and south of
Franklin Boulevard.

The 2000 employment allocation was 8,800 to the University.
end information indicated that 4.900 automobile driver work

D-7

Trip
trips



had a destination at the UO. Based upon the following assumptions
and the formula shown in Table One, the demand by 2000 for parkin9
by employees was calculated to be 3.455 spaces.

N = 4,900 automobiles
R = 0.67
E = 0.95

5 and C are not applicable to the UO situation.

In addition to the 4,900 automobile driver work trips destined for
the UO. 22,090 automobile driver trips for other purposes were
destined for the UO. By usin9 the formula in Table One and the
following factors, the total demand by 2000 for parking created by
other than work trips was calculated to be 6.500 spaces.

N = 22,090 automobiles
R = 0.25
E = 0.85

Sand C are not applicable to the UO situation.

Discussion

The number of parking spaces needed at the UO to satisfy the fore­
casted demands is approximately 10,000. It is obvious that this
total far exceeds the 5.000 spaces currently available. The 5.000
figure is inflated since the 3,000 or so on-street spaces are not
all available to those whose destination is the University. In
addition, the negative impacts caused to the neighborhoods sur­
rounding the University by the demand for on-street parking space
are such that the practice should be phased out during the time
frame covered in this plan.

The trip generation factors and assumptions which were used to
develop this element of the transportation plan are not the impor­
tant issues which emerge from the parking analysis. Whether the
demand for automobile parking is for 5,000 spaces or 10.000 spaces.
one fact remains evident: only 2.000 off-street spaces are provided
by the University of Oregon for the current 3.500 employees and
17.000 students. The gap between demand and supply can only be
expected to increase by 2000. While the University of Oregon does
offer ample opportunities for the use of alternative modes. not all
automobile trips can be expected to be substituted to transit.
bicycle. pedestrian. or paratransit modes through the use of parking
controls. However. the following trip assumptions were used when
making the parking forecast:
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Up to one mile from campus 100% of school trips by bicycle
or walking

One to two miles from campus 50% of school trips by bicycle
Two to three miles from campus 40% of school trips by bicycle
Three to four miles from campus 20% of school trips by bicycle
58% of all school trips not by bicycle or walking will be carried
by transit.

The University of Oregon should take positive action to enact in
the near future existing policies contained in the Long Range
Campus Transportation Plan which would allow for UO provision of
off-street parking. at cost. for both students and employees of the
University. In conjunction with the provision of such off-street
facilities , the phasing out of on-street storage of vehicles in
neighborhoods surrounding the campus should occur.

The policies developed in conjunction with this plan address, to a
certain extent, the problem created by on-street parking of non­
residents in residential areas. Local governments adopting this
plan should encourage 'the University of Oregon and the State Board
of Higher Education to address the parking deficiencies on the UO
campus.

Sacred Heart General Hospital

The existing and planned off-street parking supply controlled by
SHGH totals 1,070 spaces. The Hospital currently employs 1,100
persons (full-time equivalency) and the allocation for 2000 was
1,500 employees.

Trip end information indicates that 1,000 automobile driver work
trips were assigned to SHGH in the year 2000. By applying the
following factors and by using the formula in Table One, the demand
for long-term parking at SHGH was calculated to be 525 spaces.

N = 1,000 automobiles
R = 0.50
E = 0.95

Sand C are not applicable to the SHGH situation.

An additional 2,150 automobile driver trips for other than work
purposes were destined for the Hospital. These automobiles constitute
the demand for short-term parking space needed by the year 2000.
By using the following factors and the formula shown in Table One,
the demand by 2000 for short-term parking was calculated to be
1,770 spaces.
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N = 2,150 automobiles
R = 0.70
E = 0.85

Sand C are not applicable to the SHGH situation.

Discussion

The total demand for approximately 2,300 spaces of parking at
Sacred Heart Hospital exceeds the existing and planned supply by
1,230 spaces. This deficit does not appear to be so severe that
the demand cannot be accommodated in parking structures as improve­
ments occur at and near the hospital during the planning period.
While high land costs will, in all likelihood, necessitate the
accommodation of future parking structures, such a treatment should
be encouraged by the City of Eugene in order to reduce the negative
impact upon surrounding residential neighborhoods by causing
reductions in the available housing supply.

LANE COMMUNITY COLLEGE (LCC)

A long-term demand for 700 parking spaces and a short-term demand
for 2.400 parking spaces by the year 2000 were calculated for lee.
While this total future demand for 3,100 spaces exceeds the existing
3.000 spaces, it is not an increase which warrants concern. Since
lee ;s moving to decentralize its activities. some of the fore­
casted demand is likely to be transferred to locations other than
the current main campus. In addition, the isolation of the campus
and the control of the administration over existing facilities
provide opportunities to exercise policies which would result in
more efficient use of the existing space. Such policies could
include pricing of space, preferential treatment for high occupancy
automobiles, and active programs for promoting carpooling and
preferential treatment for compact automobiles. The forecasted
need for parking assumes that nearly 60% of all school trips to
lee will be by transit in the year 2000.

VALLEY RIVER CENTER

Valley River Center, as a major regional shopping center, warrants
investigation in terms of future parking demand. Unfortunately,
from a transportation systems modeling process point of view, two
transportation lones, 2905 and 2906, constitute the area which
includes the Valley River Center complex. Valley River Drive and
Goodpasture Island loop create a portion of the boundary which
separates those two lanes. This same boundary divides the Valley
River Center proper from the Ernst Hardware, Valley River Twin
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Cinema, Far West Federal complex. The same zone which includes the
Ernst complex also contains the existing K-Mart shopping center and
contains much of the land proposed for "medium density residential"
designation in the "1990 Plan" as amended in December, 1975.

Current parking supply in transportation zones 2905 and 2906 equals
approximately 6,050 spaces. Based upon the trip information
generated in the transportation systems modeling process, some
9,930 total spaces would be required by 2000. However. not all of
those spaces would be needed at the Valley River Center.

The parkin9 situation should be monitored as development in the
Goodpasture Island area occurs.

MOHAWK SHOPPING CENTER

The Mohawk Shopping Center is rapidly becoming a major area of
commercial activity in Sprin9fie1d. Most of the activity is
located north of Centennial along Mohawk Boulevard. along Olympic
Street between North 18th Street and North 28th Street. and along
North 18th Street between Centennial and Mohawk. Unfortunately,
for parking analysis purposes. this area is split into three
separate transportation zones, 3301. 3401, and 3402.

The current number of parking spaces in the commercial center is
approximately 2.350. In 1976, commercial employment was about 725
in the commercial area with an additional 350 workers employed at
the Willamette-McKenzie General Hospital and the nearby associated
medical service offices. Based upon the trip information generated
in the transportation systems modeling process. some 5,890 total
parking spaces would be required in the three transportation zone
area by 2000. Much of the increased demand for parking is predicated
on an increase in 2000 employment in the three transportation zone
areas to a total of about 3,600 employees. Not all of the 5,890
spaces would be associated with increases in the commercial center.

The parking situation at the Mohawk ShoPpin9 Center should be
monitored as commercial development occurs.

PARKING POLICIES

Parking is an important component of a transportation system. The
provision of parking is essential to downtown areas in terms of
providing accessibility to retail stores and commercial services.
While parking plays a vital role in maintaining viable activity
centers, it causes some negative impacts. The objectives of the
policy suggestions are to address the needs to provide parking, and
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to attempt to reduce the negative impacts caused by parking.

In the two downtown areas, the provision of short-term parking for
customers will have to be given priority over long-term employee
parking. Various policies were developed which address this problem.
Other policies are being proposed which would encourage increased
occupancy in automobiles and the use of smaller vehicles. Such
policies help reduce the demand for total parking space. A third
major parking related problem occurs when parking spills over into
neighborhoods adjacent to major activity centers such as the down­
town areas and the University of Oregon and Sacred Heart General
Hospital area. A policy was prepared to address this problem.

Other policies which were developed have either direct or indirect
impacts upon parking. Policies directed toward achievement of
transit ridership goals and achievement of alternative mode goals
will ultimately have an effect upon parking demand. Achievement of
the goals has been assumed by 2000 in developing the parking fore­
casts. Policies directed toward limiting on·street parking to
achieve higher capacities or to accommodate alternative modes will
impact parking supply. The policy addressing staggered work hours
in order to lessen the impact of peak hour travel would have posi­
tive impacts by reducing peak hour parking demands. These and other
recommended policies are included in Element II - Policies, of the
Transportation Plan.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Level of Service*
The minimum acceptable level of service should be provided for
the auto user when parking in or near major activity centers.
The minimum acceptable level of service is characterized by an
adequate supply to meet most customer and employee parking
needs. Some difficulty may occur in finding a parking place,
but space is available within a reasonable distance of the
destination. Since parking space will be at a premium, em­
ployee parking must be carefully managed to insure that ac­
cessibility is maintained for shoppers, customers, and clientele.

* Three levels of service are generally identified for providing
parking supply. From the highest level of service to the
lowest, they are: desirable, tolerable, and minimum.
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Parking Supply
The parking fOrecasts are based on the transit, paratransit,
bicycle and pedestrian goals as well as the population and
employment assumptions for the major activity centers. The
minimum level forecasts and needs are:

2000 Forecasted Existing 2000
Space Requ;re- Off-Street Remaining
ments (minimum) Supply Needs

Eugene
Downtown 15,000 8,300* 6,700 spaces

Springfield
Downtown 4,400 2,250' 2,150 spaces

U of 0 10,000 2.000** 8,000 spaces

Sacred Heart 2,300 1,070 1,230 spaces

Eugene. Springfield. the University of Oregon, and Sacred Heart
should develop a long range implementation and financing
schedule to provide the minimum level of parking required by
the year 2000.

As one of the most critical areas of parking need, the Univer­
sity of Oregon should take positive action to enact the parking
policies of the Campus Transportation Plan which call for the
provision by the U of 0 of off-street parking, at cost, for
both students and employees.

Policies
Policies that will help achieve greater efficiency in the use
of available parking space, and address existing parking
problems, such as on-street parking near downtown Eugene and
the U of 0, are contained in Element II (Policies) of the
Transportation Plan.

•
••

Includes on-street parking .

Includes some on-street parkinr within the UO campus area .

0-13



Section E

INTERCITY TRANSIT



INTERCITY TRANSIT

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction

Location Objectives

Existing Facilities

Description and Discussion of Alternatives

RecOrTmendations

iii

Page

E-l

E-l

E-2

E-2

E-6



INTERCITY TRANSIT

LIST OF TABLES

Table Page

1. Two Way Intercity Traffic Projections E-7

2. Two Way Non-Urban and Intercity Traffic Projections E-8

v



INTERCITY TRANSIT

INTRODUCTION

Many of the issues in intercity transportation planning cannot be
resolved by the metropolitan planning process. but must be ad­
dressed by the statewide plan which has yet to be completed. For
example. future intercity bus and rail alternatives in the Wil1amette
Valley corridor are discussed in the Rail Study, published by the
Oregon Department of Transportation. Included 1n the report is an
evaluation of several levels of rail service. ranging from two to
ten or more round trip trains per day. While choices in modal
emphasis are extremely dependent upon state planning. intercity
terminal location. and access is largely a local planning process.

In the absence of long range goals for intercity public transporta­
tion ridership. it would be reasonable to assume that current
ridership would increase at least in proportion to forecast popu­
lation growth. This would indicate at least a 63% increase by the
year 2000. The number of bu~es and trains assumed to be operating
through the Eugene/Sprfngfield area in the year 2000 is 1isted in
Table,l. Such traffic forecasts need to be updated by the eventual
completion of a statewide plan. taking into account national as
well as state policies and programs.

LOCATION OBJECTIVES

The intercity planning guidelines provided in the Overall Planning
Direction Element of the Transportation Plan are general and do not
provide direction for the discussion of specific facilities. To
assist in comparison and evaluation of alternative interci~y ter­
minal concepts. the following set of location objectives are proposed.

1. Maximize inter-modal passenger convenience.

2. Minimize intercity vehicle travel time.

3. Minimize travel time for local access modes.

4. Recognize the requirements of the various carriers. both
publicly and privately owned. including the economics of
intercity package express.

5. Consider the existing and planned neighboring land use
for both compatibility and enhancement.
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6. Consider availability of access right of way with respect
to demand forecasts for all modes.

7. Minimize adverse air and noise impact on adjacent properties.

EXISTING FACILITIES

Intercity Bus - Currently Greyhound and Trailways both offer ser­
vice to the Eugene/Springfield area. There are 41 P.U.C. Station
Stops per day at the present bus terminals at the northeast corner
of 10th &Pearl. Greyhound owns their facility, while Trailways
leases space. Both carriers store and maintain their coaches at
sites away from the 10th &Pearl passenger terminals. This prac­
tice of separate maintenance and parking facilities is common due
to the expense of downtown property.

The present intercity bus terminals at 10th & Pearl are central to
the downtown Eugene business district. Convenient access is avail­
able for taxi service and for the airport limousine, which is
currently based at the adjacent Eugene Hotel. The central transit
station for Lane Transit District is two blocks away.

Given projected increases in the level of intercity bus service,
the terminals will need to be expanded to accommodate the volume of
passengers and vehicles. Opportunities for expansion at the present
site are limited. Depending on the future location of the LTD
station, the current site could share most of the advantages of
Alternative C.

Rail - Passenger service is provided by Amtrak with two trains per
day, one northbound departure at 10:20 a.m. and one southbound
departure at 6:35 p.m. The passenger terminal is located at 4th &
Willamette, six blocks from 10th &Willamette, the central transit
station for LTD.

DESCRIPTION AND DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternative A - Description: The rail terminal would remain at 4th
& Willamette and future growth in rail facilities would be accom­
modated by developing this site more fully. The intercity bus
terminals would be relocated to a site adjacent to Interstate 5.
Two general areas to investigate are 1-5 and Belt Line and the 1-5
interchange in Glenwood.

Analysis: The following considerations apply to an intercity
terminal at either of the sites adjacent to 1-5.
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1. Separate rail and intercity bus terminals create a con­
tinual lack of intermoda1 cooperation and detract from
passenger convenience.

2. Both of the proposed sites for the intercity bus terminal
would reduce mileage and time costs for the intercity
carriers.

3. The table below compares forecasts of average travel time
by mode from both sites. An intercity terminal adjacent
to 1-5 favors the auto mode for local access.

E-SATS

location

1-5 &Belt Line

1 5 in Glenwood

E-SATS Transpor­
tation Zone

49

125

Average Auto Average Transit*
Travel Times Travel Time

14.2 min. 53.2 min.

15.6 min. 50.3 min.

*

4. The package express business is an important source of
revenue for intercity carriers. To maintain the attrac­
tiveness of this service, the carriers would need to
develop a local trucking system to transport express
shipments to a more central pickup point. This is an
expense that they may not be willing to consider.

5. At the 1-5 and Belt line site, the southeast quadrant of
the interchange is within the city limits of Springfield.
Between 1-5 and Gateway, south of Belt line. the Spring­
field zoning principally commercial (C4), and a series of
large motels. restaurants. and recreation facilities have
been developed. Construction of a terminal at the Belt
line Interchange would benefit this existing development.

The remaining land around the interchange is under the
jurisdiction of lane County and is zoned either for
agriculture (AGT) or for low density rural residential
(~).

The land around the Glenwood interchange is currently in
lane County but portions of it will be taken into the
City of Eugene when the new landfill site is annexed.

Assumes a conventional fixed route bus transit system.



Alternative B - Description: The current 4th &Wil1amette rail
terminal would be expanded to accommodate intercity bus and a new
multi-modal facility would be developed at this site that would
result in the elimination of the 10th &Pearl bus terminals. It is
likely that this project would require the acquisition of adjacent
property.

~na1ysis: The following considerations apply to a combined rai1­
intercity bus terminal in the vicinity of 4th &Wi1lamette.

1. This type of multi-modal facility would improve coordina­
tion and facilitate passenger transfers between rail and
intercity bus.

2. The mileage and travel time costs for intercity bus
operators would not change significantly. Operating
costs to and from 4th &Wil1amette terminal would be
comparable to operating costs to and from the existing
intercity bus terminal at 10th &Pearl.

3. This type of multi-modal facility would attract taxi
operators. Permanent taxi stands could be designed and
incorporated into the design. Another factor to consider
;s the possibility of development of a major hotel facil­
ity in the north end of downtown. If this hotel is
built, it will have excellent access to both rail and
intercity bus. It would also attract the Airport Limou­
sine OperajQr~ adding another access mode to the terminal.

For auto and transit. the folloWing comparison of fore­
cast travel time for the year 2000 can be made:

Location

4th &Wi11amette

E-SATS Transpor­
tation Zone

141

Average Average
Auto Access Transit Access*

17.0 min. 45 min.

4. The 4th &Willamette terminal is centrally located and
would enhance intercity package express.

5. The property on the north side of 4th Avenue between 4th
and the railroad tracks is owned by the Southern Pacific
and is zoned 1;ght industrial (M2). Directly south of
4th Avenue. at Willamette Street. the property is zoned

* Assumes a conventional fixed route bus transit system.
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either downtown commercial (C3) or light industrial (M2). The
development of a multi-modal terminal in this vicinity would
be compatible with both historical usage and current zoning
practices.

Alternative C - Description: An intercity bus terminal would be
developed within an area bounded by 5th, 7th, Olive, and Pearl
Streets. This combined facility would replace the existing inter­
city terminals at 10th &Pearl. The rail terminal would remain at
4th &Wil1amette and future growth in rail facilities would be
accommcdated by developing this site more fully. This facility
would be close to the Lane Transit Districtls Central Transit
Station if it is located on the north side of the Eugene Mall.

Analysis:

1. Oue to its proximity to the rail terminal at 4th &Wil­
lamette, a combined bus facility at the location would
improve coordination among intercity bus and rail modes.

2. For the intercity carriers, mileage costs would not
change significantly. However, travel time costs would
need further study and would be dependent on traffic
congestion in and around the terminal as well as terminal
design.

3. Local access to the terminal by public transportation
would be favored. Auto access would depend on facility
design with a probable emphasis on taxi stands, short
term parking and kiss Inl ride. The possible construc­
tion of a major hotel on the block to the west or the 8th
&Willamette site implies that Airport Limousine Service
would be readily available.

E-SATS Transpor-
Location tation Zone

Area bounded by
5th, 7th, Olive,
and Pearl Streets 144

Average Auto Average Transit
Travel Time Travel Time*

17.3 34.3**

4. The site is centrally located and would enhance intereity pack­
age express.

* Assumes a conventonal fixed route bus transit system.
** Assumes average travel time associated with central transit

station itself.

£-5



5. The area under consideration is zoned downtown commercial
(C3) and community commercial (C2).

RECOMMENOATIONS

1. The Oregon Department of Transportation should coordinate
its intercity transit planning with urban area transporta­
tion studies, so that future statewide plans and policies
are developed with due consideration to local adopted
goals and policies.

2. The main Eugene-Springfield rail station should remain at,
or in proximity to, its current location. The location of
minor stations should be planned in cooperation with Oregon
Department of Transportation and state implementation of a
Willamette Valley Rail Rapid Transit Service.

3. Intercity bus terminals should be located in proximity to
downtown Eugene.

To facilitate this action, private intercity operators
should be encouraged either to remain at their current
location or to relocate, if need is shown. to another
area of the downtown in a shared facility. If relocation
is to occur, the Eugene Renewal Agency should investigate
the availability of sites near the mall.

4. The feasibility of a combined intercity and intracity
bus terminal near the downtown mall should be investigated
by Lane Transit District and the Eugene Renewal Agency in
consultation with Greyhound and Trailways.
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TABLE 1

TWO WAY INTERCITY TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS'

1976 2000
24 Hr. Ave. Peak Hr. 24 hr. Ave. Peak. Hr.

Tra; lways

1-5 north 8 2 14 2
Bend via 26, 126 6 0 10 2
1-5 south 8 2 14 2

Greyhound

1-5 north 16 2 26 4
Hwy. 99 north J
River Rd. north 14 2 22 4

I-5 south ']
Hwy. 99 south 30 4 48 6
Hwy. 58 south· .

Green Bus. Inc.

Hwy. 126 west 0.3 0 I 1

Amtrak

north 2 0 4 2
south 2 0 2 0

Total Bus Station Stops 41.1 6 68 11

Tota1 Train Station Stops 2 0 3 1

*Assumes increase proportional to forecast population growth.
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Section F

LAND CONSERVATION AND
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT AND
TRANSPORTATION GOALS



EVALUATION OF THE TRANSPORTATION PLAN
WITH RESPECT TO LCDC GOAL '1. CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT.

AND LCDC GOAL 112. TRANSPORTATION

The Eugene-Springfield Area 2000 Transportation Plao ll
, once adopted,

will serve as the comprehensive surface transportation plan for the
Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area. The cities of Eugene and
Springfield. the Oregon Department of Transportation. the Lane
Transit District, and Lane County, all working within the metro­
politan area. will rely on the Plan to guide future expenditures
and policy implementation. Those agencies will. at times. work
within their own jurisdictions and. at other times. will work in
cooperation with each other. to implement the adopted policies and
facilities.

Since those agencies are affected by the state-wide goals adopted
by the land Conservation and Development Commission as per Oregon
Revised Statutes. Chapter 197. it is appropriate to evaluate the
Transportation Plan with respect to Goal 61, Citizen Involvement,
and to Goal #12, Transportation.

LCOC Goal !l, Citizen Involvement

The planning process leading to the release of the EUgene-s~rin9fie1d
Area 2000 Transportation Plan can be tenned a "goal-oriente process".
~r.-crescribing that prOCeSs. it should be noted that the Lane
Council of Governments has two citizen committees which work with the
staff concerning transportation planning; the Citizens' Advisory
Committee for Transportation Planning (CAC). and a subcommittee of
the technical Transportation Planning Committee, the Metropolitan
Bicycle Committee. This latter committee contains a mix of citizens
and technical staff.

The Metro olitan Area General Plan (commonly referred to as the "1990
Plan" was adopted in 1972, calling for a review of the Transportation
Plan.

The first major step in the transportation planning process occurred
during May of 1974 when the CAC held four public meetings in the metro­
politan area to listen to suggestions from the public about the kinds of
broad concept alternatives which should be investigated.

The CAe further participated in developing the six concept alternatives
which were investigated to insure that the range of alternatives sug­
gested by the public were treated. The CAC was involved in the
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preparation of the IIEugene-Springfield Transportation Al ternatives"
report, which was released for public review in September, 1975.
This report was the subject of numerous public meetings during late
1975 and early 1976. Neighborhood groups. University of Oregon
classes, and special interest groups such as the Board of Realtors
and Chambers of Commerce were presented with a slide show, and copies
of the report. Staff was available to provide information and answer
questions regarding the report. During early 1976, the respective
planning commissions and elected bodies of the City of Eugene, City
of Springfield. and Lane County held public hearings regarding the
report. The CAC, along with other groups and individual citizens,
presented their recommendations regarding the concept alternatives.
Those hearings received broad media coverage during the hearing and
adoption process.

As a result of those hearings and the decisions made by the three
elected bodies. the "Twelve Principles for Master Plan Development"
were adopted by the three elected bodies and the L-COG Board. These
principles provided direction for further planning on the Transporta­
tion Plan.

The CAC was involved not only in reviewing drafts of plan elements as
they were prepared, but was also involved, for example, in making
suggestions for street and highway alternatives and proposing poli­
cies for consideration. The Metropolitan Bicycle Committee also made
numerous policy suggestions which were drawn primarily from the goals
and recommendations of the already adopted Metropolitan Bikeway
Master Plan.

All meetings of the CAC. the Transportation Planning Committee (TPC.
the technical committee), and the Metropolitan Area Transportation
Committee (MATC, the policy committee) are announced to the news
media and are open to the public.

The hearing and adoption process which will follow release of the
Eugene-Springfield Area 2000 Transportation Plan will involve ex­
tensive public review and discussion from November 1977 through March
1978. To assist the public in formulating their views on the Trans­
porta t ion PI an, a s1ide show and an "Overv iew" brochure have been
prepared.

It is also important to note that the CAC at its September 27. 1977
meeting took the following action:

1. The CAC endorsed the basic outline and concept of the
Transportation Plan in that it meets the goals and objec­
tives of the Metropolitan Area General Plan;

r
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2. The CAC endorsed the process by which the Transportation
Plan was developed; and

3. The CAC endorsed the proposed process for hearings and
adoption by which the Transportation Plan will be further
refined.

The CAC provides continuity of citizen participation in the trans­
portation planning process. The CAC has assisted the staff in
ensuring that the plan documents are understandable and address the
issues which are important to the community.

The transportation planning process involves, at differing levels,
representatives of the City of Eugene, the City of Springfield, Lane
County, the Lane Transit District, the Federal Highway Administra­
tion. the Oregon Department of Transportation. and the Lane Regional
Air Pollution Authority. The transportation planning process has
been closely coordinated to ensure that the existing citizen involve­
ment programs of the participating agencies will be involved in the
coming hearing and adoption process.

Conclusion:

The extensive transportation citizen involvement program in the
Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area during the preparation of. and
adoption process for. the Eugene-Springfield Area 2000 Transporta­
tion Plan addresses LCDC1s Goal 81, Citizen Involvement.

LCDC Goal 112 (Transportation) states:

Goal: To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic
transportation system. A transportation plan shall (1) consider
all modes of transportation including mass transit, air, water,
pipeline, rail, highway, bicycle and pedestrian; (2) be based
upon an inventory of local, regional and state transportation
needs; (3) consider the differences in social consequences that
would result from utilizing differing combinations of transpor~

tation modes; (4) avoid principal reliance upon anyone mode of
transportation; (5) minimize adverse social. economic and en­
vironmental impacts and costs; (6) conserve energy; (7) meet the
needs of the transportation disadvantaged by improving trans­
portation services. (8) facilitate the flow of goods and ser­
vices so as to strenghten the local and regional economy; and
(9) conform with local and regional comprehensive land use
plans. Each plan shall include a provision for transportation
as a key facility.
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Evaluation

Each of the points covered in the goal will be addressed and
evaluated from the perspective of the Eugene-Springfield Area 2000
Transportation Plan.

"( 1)
air.

consider all modes of
water, pipeline, rail,

transportation including mass transit,
highway, bicycle, and pedestrian;"

The Transportation Plan is a comprehensive multi-modal plan which
addresses the surface transportation needs of the metropolitan area
during a 23 year planning period. Water and pipeline transporta­
tion are not significant in the metropolitan area and it was deemed
inappropriate to devote detailed planning efforts to those modes.
The airport needs of the metropolitan region are addressed in the
Mahlon Sweet Field Haster Plan. adopted in 1973. and the "General
Aviation Airport Needs, Site Selection, and Feasibility Study" now
being prepared for public review.

The relationship between air travel and surface travel to the
metropolitan area is implicit in the trip generation information
developed for the computer modeling utilized during preparation of
the Transportation Plan. The Eugene-Springfield Area 2000 Trans­
portation Plan considers alternative modes includ~automobile,
transit. bicycle, pedestrian, and para transit modes. The inter­
relationship between intercity transit and local transportation is
addressed in the Plan.

Conclusion:

The Eugene-Springfield Area 2000 Transportation Plan addresses
point number (1).

"(2) be based upon an inventory of local. regional and state
transportation needs".

The Transportation Plan responds in detail to local and regional
transportation needs. Those needs are expressed in terms of
locally adopted community goals and objectives as expressed in the

. Metropolitan Area General Plan and in the EUgene-S~rin~field
Transportatioii"'""Raster Plan-=-! Progress Report. T isatter pamphlet
elaborates upon decisions made by local elected officials after the
extensive local meetings and public hearings held in response to
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the alternatives presented in the "Eugene-Springfield Transportation
Al ternatives Report. II The direction expressed in the "Progress
Report" was presented as the tlTwelve Principles for Transportation
Master Plan Development".

[n addition to adopted local goals and objectives, the entire trans­
portation systems modeling process is geared toward anticipating
future demand for personal and goods movement. This modeling process
utilizes not only inventories of existing needs, but needs for the
future based on projected population growth, projected employment
growth. future land use, and other variables.

The Oregon Department of Transportation has been involved in the
continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning
process in the metropolitan area since the early 1960's. In the
absence of an adopted sta te-wi de transporta tion pl a"n, the 1oca1
transportation planning process attempted to address state-wide
transportation needs by: 1) including the local state highway seg­
ments during all phases of planning, 2) including a section addres­
sing the relationship between local transportation and intercity
transit, and 3) including the state in the consideration of possible
future financing of the transportation systems considered.

Conclusion:

The Eugene-Springfield Area 2000 Transportation Plan addresses point
number (2),

"( 3) Cons ider the differences in soc; a1 consequences tha t would
result from utilizing differing combinations of transportation
modes".

The UEugene-Spr1ngf1eld Transportation Alternatives Report ll presented
six broad concept alternatives and an evaluation of the physical,
social, and economic impacts of those alternatives for extensive
public review in 1975 and 1976, The 90al-oriented methodology used
in this metropolitan area represents a pioneering approach to trans­
portation planning in the United States.

The modal choices examined in the "Alternatives Report" ranged from
zero percent (0%) transit to a level of future transit ridership
which would have relieved the area from having to construct any new
highways or having to add additional capacity to existing streets and
highways. Modal choice was a controversial issue in the consideration
of a future transportation system for this metropolitan area.
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Conclusion:

The Eugene-Springfield Area 2000 Transportation Plan addresses point
number (3). ----

11(4) avoid principal reliance upon anyone mode of transportation;"

The transporta ti on goa1 of the Metropo1i tan Area General Pl an (" 1990
P1an") states, "We must provide for a balanced transportation system
to give mobility to all citizens." The Transportation Plan provides
direction which would lead to an areawide 14% transit ridership (the
transit modal split is currently 2 1/2%) and greater reliance on
alternative modes such as bicycles, paratransit, and pedestrian.

The 14% transit goal would result in a rider~hip increase of 95,000
daily weekday passengers over the current 12,000 level (a total of
107,000 daily passengers by 2000). This represents approximately a
900% increase over current levels.

The transportation system recommended in the Transportation Plan will
provide more choice between modes by 2000.

Conclusion:

The Eugene-Springfield Area 2000 Transportation Plan addresses point
number (4).

"(5) minimize adverse social, economic, and environmental impacts and
costs;"

The "Eugene-Spri ngfi e1d Transportati on A1terna ti ves Report ", the
Eugene-Springfield Area 2000 Transportation Plan, and this Technic~

Report attempt to measure the pros and cons of 1) broad system al­
ternatives, 2) facility alternatives within corridors, and 3) transit
system alternatives.

In cOl1l1lenting upon the alternatives outlined in the "Alternatives
Report", the public had detailed information available upon which
to base judgments concerning the physical, social, and economic
impacts associated with those broad concept system alternatives. In
making decisions which resulted in adoption of the "Twelve Principles
for Transportation Master Plan Development", local elected officials
had available the same evaluations of the alternatives.
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During preparation of the Eugene-Springfield Area 2000 Transportation
Plan, five transit system alternatives were evalua~ Social,
economic and physical environmental criteria were used in the com­
parison, evaluation, and selection of the recommended bus rapid
transit system. Likewise, various street and highway alternatives
were examined within the six problem corridors identified during the
planning process. Social, economic, and phYsical environmental
factors were considered during preparation, evaluation, and selection
of the street and highway alternatives being recommended.

The Technical Report addresses some of the major costs and benefits
resulting from the systems, alternatives, and policies recommended in
the Transportation Plan.

Conclusion:

The Eugene~Springfield Area 2000 Transportation Plan addresses point
number (5).

"(6) Conserve Energy;"

The "Eugene-Springfield Transportation Alternatives Report" compared
the energy consumption of the system alternatives presented. The
recommendations regarding transit, bicycles, paratransit, and pedes­
trians in the Transportation Plan all move toward a future transpor­
tation system which is more energy efficient than the current trans­
portation system. Elimination of severe levels of congestion also
increase automobile energy efficiency. The compact urban growth form
of the Metropolitan Area General Plan contributed to reduced trans­
portation energy requirements.

Conclusion:

The Eugene-Springfield Area 2000 Transportation Plan addresses point
number (6).

"(7) Meet the needs of the transportation disadvantaged by improving
transporta t i on serv ices; "

The transportation system operating within the urban services bound­
ary will result in a more dense development pattern which will be
better served with public transportation systems. The result will be
higher levels of service to the transportation disadvantaged and more
choice between modes for those individuals.
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In addition, local "special efforts" planning for the elderly and
handicapped have resulted in the following actions by the Lane
Transit District:

1. Reduced fare for senior citizens.
2. Provision of a special dial-a-bus system which connects any

point within its service area to selected destinations
within the metropolitan area.

3. Provision of limited late hour and weekend service.
4. Careful planning of routes to service low income, minority,

and concentrations of elderly citizens.

Through expansion of the transit system as recommended in the Trans­
portation Plan. and through improvements to the sidewalk system
(including curb cuts or ramps) and to the bicycle/pedestrian network.
the transportation disadvantaged will be afforded better transporta­
tion service.

Conclusion:

The Eugene-Springfield Area 2000 Transportation Plan addresses point
number (7).

11(8) Facilitate the flow of goods and services so as to strengthen
the local and regional economy;"

The transportation planning process considered relieving extreme
levels of congestion as one of its major goals. The street and
highway alternative evaluation considered goods movement and service
to industrial land. Implementation of the street and highway im­
provements of the Transportation Plan will facilitate general goods
and services movement, and will increase the accessibility of lands
suited to goods storage and transfer.

Conclusion:

The Eugene-Springfield Area 2000 Transportation Plan addresses point
number (8).

"(9) confonn with local and regional comprehensive land use plans."

Preparation of the Transportation Plan was prompted by the adoption
of the Metropo1; tan Area Genera1 Pl an (" 199D Pl an") . The goals.
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objectives, recommendations. urban service boundary. and plan diagram
were used as controlling factors during all phases of plan preparation.

The relationship between the Transportation Plan and the Metropol itan
Area General Plan was addressed in the "Eugene-Springfield Transpor­
tation Alternatives Report". the "Eugene-Springfield Transportation
Master Plan: A Progress Report", the Eugene-Springfield Area 2000
Transportation Plant and in the Technical Report.

Conclusion:

The Eugene-Springfield Area 2000 Transportation Plan addresses point
number (9).

CONCLUSION

The Eugene-Springfield Area 2000 Trans ortation flan addresses all
nine points of LCOC Goal #12-rTransportation and, therefore, ad­
dresses LCDC Goal #12, Transportation.
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