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Introduction

This report documents the comments received during the summer and fall of 2019 regarding selecting a
preferred package of investments for the MovingAhead Project (Project) proposed by the Lane Transit



District (LTD) and the City of Eugene (City) in Eugene, Lane County, Oregon. Additionally, this report
provides responses to the comments received.

This report was originally drafted in March 2020. The distribution of the public comments and this
associated report was delayed because of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Alignment and mode alternatives for five corridors analyzed in the Alternatives Analysis (September
2018) (AA) resulted from extensive planning and public involvement. After the publication of the AA,
LTD and the City conducted extensive public involvement in 2018 and 2019, which resulted in a range of
investment packages for the community to consider (see MovingAhead Investment Packages Technical
Memo (December 2018) and MovingAhead Investment Packages Alternatives Supplemental Refinement
Report (May 2019). In spring 2019, LTD and the City conducted additional outreach on the refined
investment packages (see MovingAhead Outreach Summary, May 2019). In summer 2019, based on
community and agency feedback, investment packages were further refined (see MovingAhead Refined
Investment Packages Options for Fall 2019 Public Hearing, October 2019). In fall 2019, LTD and the City
conducted outreach and held a public hearing to aid decision makers in selecting a preferred investment
package for the five corridors. This report documents comments received in summer 2019 while refining
the investment packages and comments received in fall 2019 in response to the outreach and public
hearing for a preferred package of investments.

Project Background and History

MovingAhead began in 2015 as a partnership between the City of Eugene, Lane Transit District (LTD),
regional agencies, and the Eugene-Springfield community. The purpose of the project is to determine
what transportation investments are needed on some of our most important streets.

Project Overview

MovingAhead builds upon transportation and land use plans including Envision Eugene, LTD’s Long-
Range Transit Plan, the Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan (Eugene 2035 TSP), Eugene’s Vision
Zero Action Plan, Eugene’s Climate Recovery Ordinance, and the Central Lane Metropolitan Planning
Organization Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).

The MovingAhead project has focused on creating active, vibrant places that are safe and accessible,
serve the community, and accommodate future growth. Input from community members has been the
foundation of this process. Beginning with a community-driven process, the project has developed and
analyzed conceptual design alternatives along five corridors: Highway 99, River Road, 30" Ave to LCC,
Coburg Road, and Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard (Figure 1). The proposed alternatives include No-
Build (do nothing now), Enhanced Corridor, and EmX. Enhanced Corridor, a new concept to the Eugene-
Springfield area, contains a moderate level of investment for people walking, bicycling, using mobility
devices, and riding transit. EmX is a higher level of investment in the community.



Figure 1. Project Corridors Overview

M ovingAhead corridors

EmX corridors (existing)
EE tugene-Springfield Urban Growth Boundary
=ass Main-McVay Transit Study

For informatian an the Main-McWay Transit Study
go e DurMainStractSpringfiakd. ong

py Bingony

MLK Jr Bivd

Springfield

A
)
--J

Lane Community College

Range of Investment Packages

Following the publication of the MovingAhead Alternatives Analysis in September 2018, staff used
feedback from a 30-day public comment period (from September 10 — October 10, 2018) to develop
packages of investments that more comprehensively plan at the system level and simplify the processes
of soliciting feedback from the public and engaging Eugene City Council and LTD’s Board of Directors in
decision making in the future. Simply stated, investment packages are a set of alternatives for each of
the five corridors.

The initial investment packages were refined after a second 30-day comment period (from March 11 —
April 10, 2019). The refined packages were brought to a joint work session of Eugene City Council and
Lane Transit District Board of Directors on July 15, 2019. At that meeting, both City Council and the
Board of Directors voted to hold a public hearing on a range of investment packages that was slightly
modified from the refined investment packages that were discussed at the joint work session (Table 1).

The development of the investment packages and refined investment packages can be found in the
project reports MovingAhead Investment Packages Technical Memo (December 2018), MovingAhead
Investment Packages Alternatives Supplemental Refinement Report (May 2019), and MovingAhead
Refined Investment Package Options for Fall 2019 Public Hearing (October 2019).



Table 1. Investment Packages Advanced by City Council and LTD Board of Directors to October 2019 Public

Hearing

30th Avenue to MLK, Junior
Coburg Road

River Road
o LCC Boulevard

Investment Package Highway 99

Enhanced Corridor Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced
Package Corridor Corridor Corridor Corridor Corridor
Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced
Package C Corridor EmX Corridor Corridor Corridor
Package D Enhanced EmX Enhanced EmX Enhanced
Corridor Corridor Corridor
Package E EmX EmX Enhanced EmX Enhanced
Corridor Corridor
Enhanced
EmX Package EmX EmX EmX EmX .
Corridor

Packages listed in Table 2 below were presented to the public between May and October 2019 but were
eliminated from further consideration by Eugene City Council and LTD’s Board of Directors and not
forwarded to the October 2019 public hearing. Primary concerns that led to eliminating the four

alternatives from further consideration were similar:

e Overall desire by the public and decision makers to make investments in all five corridors.

e Bike/pedestrian access and safety was the leading factor for highly rating packages over other
packages, ahead of travel time, ridership increase, and both capital and operating costs, leading to
much of the strong support for packages with more EmX options which include many

bike/pedestrian improvements.

e Concern about cost and anticipated lack of ridership in corridors with lower investment.

Table 2. Investment Packages Eliminated from Further Consideration in July 2019

Investment Package Highway 99 River Road SOth Avenue to Coburg Road MLK, Junior
g g v LCC g Boulevard
Enhanced
Package A . ¢ EmX No-Build No-Build No-Build
Corridor
Package B Enhanced EmX No-Build Enhanced Enhanced
& Corridor Corridor Corridor
Enh d Enh d Enh d
Modified Package A " a?nce : a?nce No-Build " a?nce No-Build
Corridor Corridor Corridor
Enhanced Enhanced
Modified Package B EmX EmX No-Build . )
Corridor Corridor




Agency Coordination and Public Opportunity to Comment

Between May and December 2019, public and agency comments were received via letter, email,
comment forms, and in-person. A summary of project-related events that occurred during this period is
included in Table 3 below.

Table 3. Summary of Project-Related Events, May through December 2019

May 7, 2019 — Public encouraged through email, website, Written public comments
January 7, 2020 and community communications to review accepted via email and US Postal
and comment on range of investment service
package options
July 15, 2019 Joint Work Session of Eugene City Council Public testimony not taken but
and LTD Board of Directors written public comments
accepted
July 23, 2019 Tabling at Jefferson Westside Neighbors Provided information on
Annual Picnic investment packages and public
hearing to community members
September 9, Presentation to River Road Community Provided information on
2019 Organization investment packages and public
hearing to community members
October 21,2019 | Open House Written and oral public
comments accepted
October 21, 2019 | Public Hearing held jointly by Eugene City Public testimony and written
Council and LTD Board of Directors comments accepted

October 2019 Public Hearing Testimony

The public hearing took place on October 21, 2019 at 7:30 PM in Harris Hall, Lane County Public Works
building. Prior to the public hearing, staff held an open house. The open house was available to the
public from 5:00 to 7:00 PM in the lobby outside of Harris Hall. Materials provided at the open house
provided information to visitors about the project, the alternatives considered, and the investment
packages proposed at the public hearing. Staff from the City of Eugene and Lane Transit District were
dispersed to answer questions. Visitors were also provided a sheet offering tips and a sample structure
to aid them in testifying. Public notices and advertisements are included in Appendix A of this report.
Materials used at the open house and public hearing are attached in Appendix B.

Visitors to the open house were invited to provide written comment if they preferred rather than testify
orally at the public hearing. Three written comments were submitted. Additionally, materials provided
by the project team indicated that comments received by November 4, 2019 would be included in the
record. Due to the timing of releasing this report, comments were accepted after the November 4, 2019
deadline, until January 7, 2020, in an effort to include as many comments as were received.

A joint public hearing of the Eugene City Council and the Lane Transit District Board of Directors began
at 7:30 PM. Those who wished to testify were allotted up to three minutes each. A total of 31 individuals



provided testimony at the public hearing. The testimony was transcribed and all testimony is included in
Appendix E along with the written comments received.

All comments received between May 13, 2019 and January 7, 2020 are included in Appendix E.
Comments on the Investment Packages

Comments received include letters and emails submitted to LTD or the City of Eugene, comment forms
submitted at public events, and oral testimony given at the October 21, 2019 public hearing held jointly
by the LTD Board of Directors and the Eugene City Council.

Appendix E to this report includes the 120 written letters, comment forms, emails, and oral testimony
received during the summer and fall 2019. The comments did not reveal any material new information
or raise any issues that required new analysis.

Comments Summarized by Topic Area

A total of 120 comments from 92 unique individuals were received between May 2019 and January
2020. Many individuals provided comments on more than one topic. All of the comments generally fell
into 17 topic areas (Table 4). Responses to each of the 17 topic areas were prepared and are provided in
Appendix D. In Table 4 “Response #” refers to the response table in Appendix D.

Table 4. Summary of Comments Received by Topic Area

No. of Percent of
Response Comment Topic Area Comments Commenters
# . Who Raised
on Topic
Issue
1 General comment neither supporting nor opposing project 6 5%
2 Expression of support for project 48 40%
3 Expression of opposition to project 16 13%
4 Expressions of opinion about public policy issues that are not NEPA 41 34%
issues
5 Expressions of concern about project costs 26 22%
6 Assertions that analysis was inadequate 14 12%
7 Assertions that documentation was inadequate, difficult to access, 18 15%
and/or not available
8 Comments related to project impacts excluding business impacts 19 16%
9 Assertions that public process was inadequate 7 6%
10 Comments related to MovingAhead service being difficult to use by 4 3%
elderly citizens, people using mobility devices, people who access social
services, and zero vehicle households
11 Comments related to impacts to businesses 6 5%
12 Comments related to improving congestion and/or safety 36 30%
13 Assertion that project is not consistent with other adopted plans 28 23%
14 Comments related to improving regular fixed route service instead of 30 25%
building MovingAhead
15 Expressions of concern about travel time savings projections 3 3%
16 Comments regarding community needs to build for the future 24 20%
17 Expressions of concern about accuracy of ridership projections 7 6%




The greatest number of comments fell into six categories:

#2 Expression of support for the MovingAhead Project (40 percent of commenters)

#4 Expressions of opinion about public policy issues that are not NEPA issues (34 percent of
commenters)

#12 Comments related to improving congestion and / or safety (30 percent of commenters)

#14 Comments related to improving regular fixed route service instead of building

MovingAhead (25 percent of commenters)

#5 Expressions of concern about project costs (22 percent of commenters)
#13 Assertion the project is not consistent with other adopted plans (23 percent of
commenters)

Comments on Specific Investment Packages

Though commenters raised quite a few issues, few commenters brought up specific packages. The
packages most frequently commented on were No-Build, Enhanced Corridor, Package C, and EmX. There
were no comments at all for Packages B and E. Enhanced Corridor was the most frequently mentioned,
however, it should be noted that many of those comments reflected that the Enhanced Corridor
package had an appropriate level of transit investment, but that additional investment for people
walking and biking was a priority.

Table 5. Number of Comments on Each Package
No. of Comments on Percent of Commenters Who

UESRSES Package Commented on Package
No Build 6 5%
Enhanced Corridor 16 13%
A 1 1%
B 0 0%
C 6 5%
D 4 3%
E 0 0%
EmX 7 6%

Comments on Individual Corridors

Comments about individual corridors were more common. If a comment referenced an investment
package, then the comment was counted as commenting on all five corridors. River Road received the
most comments, with just over half of the commenters leaving feedback on that corridor. All other
corridors were commented on by less than half of the respondents.

Table 6. Number of Comments on Each Corridor



. No. of Comments | Percent of Commenters Who
Corridor X :
on Corridor Commented on Corridor
Highway 99 49 41%
River Road 66 55%
30™ Avenue to LCC 51 43%
Coburg Road 58 48%
Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard 51 43%

Who Commented on the Range of Investment Packages

A total of 92 unique individuals commented on the MovingAhead project. The majority of individuals
commented only once. Nine individuals provided separate comments more than once. Separate
comments mean that the individual provided comments using the same and/or different methods
and/or on different dates. For example, an individual could have submitted comment letters on
different dates prior to the October 2019 public hearing, submitted a comment form at the October
2019 open house, provided testimony at the public hearing, and then sent an email after the public
hearing; each of those actions would be considered a separate comment. The highest number of
separate comments by one person who was not representing an organization was seven.

Some individuals chose to identify themselves as members of an organization. Twenty organizations
were represented in the comments. The majority of organizations represented had only one comment
submitted by someone affiliated with the group. Several had two or three comments. Commenters
associated with Better Eugene Springfield Transportation (BEST) submitted a total of 16 comments,
though 10 of these were from one individual. Table 7 shows which groups were represented in the
comment submissions.

Table 7. Organizations Represented in Comments
Organization No. of Comments

350 Eugene 3

Arbor South Architecture 1

Batteries & Bulbs

BEST

Better Housing Together

CDC Management Corp.

Coburg Station LLC

Cowboys Savannah LLC

CSA Planning Limited

East West Tea Company (Yogi Tea)

Eugene Area Chamber of Commerce

G Group

GJ Investments, Inc.

House Everyone

Lane Community College

Lang Public Relations

League of Women Voters

Safe Routes to School

Windermere Real Estate

Friendly Neighborhood Area Transportation Team
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Consideration of Public Comments

LTD and the City have reviewed all the comments submitted during the comment period. LTD’s
obligation under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is to respond to substantive questions
related to the content of the AA and the selection of a preferred alternative. Questions and comments
related to previous or future public policy decisions are considered by decision makers, but not as part
of the AA or selection of a preferred alternative; thus, no response is provided as part of this
environmental review process.

To help ensure that policy-making officials are aware of all the issues raised and opinions expressed,
regardless of whether the comments were considered substantive NEPA comments, this report (which
includes all the comments received by January 7, 2020) will be forwarded to the Project committees, the
LTD Board and the Eugene City Council prior to the May 26, 2021 joint work session of the LTD Board
and Eugene City Council. These decision makers will consider the public comments along with technical
documents and other factors in selecting a preferred package of investments for the MovingAhead
corridors.

Using the Appendices

Appendix A includes copies of advertisements and notices published by LTD and the City to inform the
interested public and agencies about the public review period for the range of investment packages.

Appendix B contains materials and sign-in sheets from the October 21, 2019 Open House and Public
Hearing.

Appendix C organizes and provides responses to comments received. The letters are organized by date
received. “Letter” in this context also includes emails and other forms of communication, including
transcribed oral testimony from the October 21, 2019 public hearing. “Comment” in this context refers
to a main point or theme or question, so that a given letter might include a number of separate
comments. The table contains topic response numbers for each of the comments in each letter
received. The topic response numbers correspond with the table in Appendix D, which provides the full
response to each comment topic area. Letters that contained multiple comment topic areas have
multiple topic response numbers.

When letters contained information regarding an organization that the author belonged to, staff
assumed that the author was speaking as part of their affiliation with that organization. Examples of this
include commenters who identified organizational affiliation in their oral testimony or letters received
via email where the author included their position in an organization in their signature line.

Comment letters in their entirety are reproduced in Appendix E.
Referenced Reports

MovingAhead Alternatives Analysis (September 2018)

MovingAhead Investment Packages Technical Memo (December 2018)



MovingAhead Investment Packages Alternatives Supplemental Refinement Report (May 2019)
MovingAhead Outreach Summary (May 2019)

MovingAhead Refined Investment Packages Options for Fall 2019 Public Hearing (October 2019)
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Appendices
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Appendix A: Advertisements and Notices Fall 2019

The range of investment packages for consideration in selecting a preferred package of investments was
made available for public review and comment from August 19, 2019 through November 4, 2019. Copies
of advertisements and notices published by LTD and the City to inform interested public and agencies
about the public review period are included in this appendix.

MovingAhead email to Interested Parties List on August 19, 2019

Email to Eugene neighborhood organization leaders on September 23, 2019
Letter to potentially impacted property owners mailed on October 1, 2019
Article in Eugene InMotion newsletter October 06, 2019

Email to Eugene Active Transportation Committee on October 9, 2019
MovingAhead Email to Interested Parties List on October 11, 2019

Press release issued Monday, October 14, 2019

The Register-Guard legal advertisement on Monday October 14, 2019

12



MovingAhead interested parties email 08/19/2019

3202 Open housa and public hearing, Oct. 21

MovingAhead

SETREETE AND PLACES REIMAGINED

Monday, Oct. 21: Open house and public
hearing on proposed investment packages

On July 15, the Eugene City Council and LTD's Board of Directors directed
staff to schedule a joint public hearing to discuss five proposed investment
packages. At the public hearing, both the City Council and the Board of
Directors want to hear your feedback on the following packages:

Corridar
30th Awenue MILK, Junior
Investmant Package  Highway 93 Aiver Rood to LOC Coburg Road

tnhsnced Carrldsr Enhanzed Enharced Enharced Enhanzed Enhanced
mackage Coerlear Carridor Corrlcor Corrlohor Carridzs
Packume C Enhanced i znhanced Erhanced Enhanced
L Coerliar 5 Corrdor Corrdor Corddar
Crihanze Cnhanced Cnkarrced
a =

ackage O Corridar EmE CorAdor £ Corridoe
Inhanced Cnkerced

nackage E Bt Em E:r:;;r Eri C:”‘::;r
Lnk 1

£ Mackage Err EmK Emm Eri S

Keep an eye out for more information about the packages as we get closer
to the public hearing. Staff will be out in the community to share information
about the packages soon.

If you are interested in hearing about MovingAhead and having a staff
person attend your organization's meeting, contact us

at guestions@movingahead. org.

On Monday, Oct. 21, come leam about the latest developments in the
MovingAhead project and let us know what you think about them.

= Open house: 5-7 p.m. in the lobby
» Public hearing: 7:30 p.m. in Harris Hall

hifpe:/imalichl mpich 330453 0en movingahear-septamber-updaie-17 38533 Ta=UNICID]
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202 Oipen house and public hearing, Oct. 21
Both events are at the Lane County Public Services Building, 125 E. Eighth
Ave., Eugene.

At the public hearing, your input will help inform Eugene’s City Council and
Lane Transit District's Board of Directors before they decide early next year
on a 10-year preferred package of investments.

See defails about funding, implementation, long-term goals and more in
the frequently asked guestions on the project website.

Want us to attend your organization's meeting?
Contact us:
questions@movingahead.org
wew movingahead.org

Our malling address |a: questons@movingahead.ong

USSR MOM IS ISl JOgals SUDSCOoNon CISTRIEnces

Copyright © 2015, Al nights reserved.

AccessibiMy amangemants, Interprefer and transiation services can be made for al MovingAhead events with 48 howrs’
mofice. For more information, £3il 582-5100 (valce) or 7-1-1 (TTY).

Amreglos te accesbiiad, Servicls ot INEIPrEtacion ¥ reduccln S8 pueden hacer pars idos las evenins de
MovingAhead con previo awiso oe 45 horas. Para mas Infermacion lamar 3l §82-6100 (voz) o 7-1-1 (TTY)

hitps:imalichl. mpres 1320453 bedimovingahead-septamber-update- 17 38533 Ta=[UNIGID]
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Email to Eugene neighborhood association leaders on September 23, 2019

Greetings!

The MovingAhead project team has been hard at work since we last reached out earier this year. Staff
listened to your feedback in March and April about investment packages. The project team made
revised the proposed packages based on community input. At the direction of Eugene City Council and
LTC¥'s Board of Directors, staff have scheduled a public hearing on the following packages:

Enhanced Corridor Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced
Package Cormridor Corridor Cormridor Corridor Corridor
Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced
Package C B EmX B B B
Comridor Corridor Corridor Corridor
Pa D Enha_nu!d Enha_nu!d Enha_m:ed
Comridor Corridor Corridor
Enhanced Enhanced
Package E EmX EmX EmX
Corridor Corridor
Enh d
EmX Package EmX EmX EmX EmX anee
Corridor

The joint public hearing will take place on October 21, 2019 at 7:30 PM at Harmis Hall, 125 E. 8" Avenue.
5taff will hold an open house before the public hearing to answer any guestions and provide information
how you can testify effectively. The open house will be set up in the Lobby of Harris Hall from 5:00 PM
wntil 7:00 PM. Anyone unable to attend the public hearing can submit written comment to

guestions@movineahead org before November 4, 2019 at 5:00 PM.

We would enjoy the opportunity to come speak with your crganization at your next meeting if you are
interested. We have materials about how the project’s benefits and impacts in your neighborhood and
would be happy to answer any questions. Please contact Andrew Martin at Lane Transit District (541-

682-6116 or godrew martini®|id.ore) for more information.

We encourage you to indude the following short update on the project in your next newsletter or
electronic communication:

15



MovinghAhead, a joint project between the City of Eugene and Lane
Transit District, will hold a joint public hearing on October 21 at 7:30
PM in Harris Hall [125 E. 8 Ave). 5taff will hold an open house in the
lobby from 5:00 PM to 7:00 PM to answer project questions.

MovingAhead will set a 10-year vision of transportation investment MD‘UII’IQAhEHd
along five important corridors — Highway 99, River Road, 30% Avenue to 5/ 4LL1S &40 PLAULY ELINAGIN_
LCC, Coburg Road, and Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard. Multiple alternatives are being considered in
each comridor — No Build, Enhanced Corridor, or EmX. The public hearing is an important opportunity for
the community to weigh in on investment package options. City Council and LTDV's Board of Directors will
consider testimony during deliberations to select a single package this winter.

Anmyone unable to attend the public hearing can submit written comment to
guestionsi@movineahead ore before 5:00 PM on November 4, 2013. For more information visit
hitp://www.movingahead.org/public-hearing/.

16



Letter to potentially impacted property owners mailed on 10/01/2019

October 1, 2009

Property Owamner
Address

City, State ZIP MﬂVil’IgAhEﬂd

AHL 'Lk oo Ko EaSImL D

MaovingAhead will hold a public hearing on October 21, 2019 at 7-30 pm in Harris Hall {125 E. 8" Ave ). See below
for information

Greatings-

Because you own property at [Insert Property Address], we want you to know about an upcoming public hearing on
Oictober 21 that could lead to possible changes to a nearby roadway that may affect your property within the next 10
YEars.

MaovingAhead is a joint effort by the City of Evgene and Lane Transit District (LTD) and is about planning future
transportation investments on Eugene's major streets that may take place within the next 1o years. These roads include
Highway gg, River Road, 3oth Avenue to Lane Community College, and Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard. The City and
LTD, through the MovingAhead project, are working with the community to make the local transportation system safer
and more vsable for everyone, especially for people walking, biking, using mobility devices, and riding the bus.

In September 2018, the MovingAhead project team released an Alternatives Analysis that outlined the benefits and
impacts associated with different alternatives in each corridor. We solicited public comment on those alternatives. The
feedback from the community combined with the technical work informed the creation of a series of investmeant
packages. In spring zo1g, we asked for feedback on the proposed investment packages during a second public
comment period. Based on the second round of feedback plus additional technical work, the project team made
revisions to the proposed investment packages.

Euvgene City Couwncil and Lane Transit District's Board of Direcbors have directed staff to hold a public hearing on the
proposed investment packages on October 23, 2019 at 7:30 pm at Harris Hall (125 E. Bth Ave ). Staff will hold an open
howse in the lobby from 5:00-7-00 pm. The public hearing is an opportunity to tell decision makers your thoughts on the
project and what they should consider as they get ready to deliberate and make a decision. That decision is expected in
early 2zo0z20. Once approved, the preferred investment package will infarm which projects are pricritized for construction
over the next 10 years. After selecting a prefermred package of investments, the City and LTD will develop a plan for
funding and timing of corridor investments, with the goal of using local dollars to leverage state and federal funding.

{Continuwes on back)
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The vpdated investment packages are:

- — - . 30th Avenue - MLE, lunior
mvestment Package |  Highway siwer foad to LCC — Boulevard

Enhanced Corridor Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced
Package Corridor Comidor Corridor Comidor Corridor
= Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced
Package Corri EmX Corri Cori - -

Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced

Package Dv EmX EmX
Corridor Corridor Corridor
Enhanced Enhanced

Package E EmX EmX EmX
Corridor Corridor
Enhanced

EmX Package EmX EmX EmX EmX
Corridor

Your feedback is not limited to picking one of these updated investment packages. You are encouraged to comment and
sugeest any changes you think should be included in the final decision. Feel free to suggest amy package of investments

you think makes sense.

If you are vnable to attend the public hearing, we are accepting written comments through Movember 5, 2019 at
gao0opm at guestions @mevingahead.org. For more information abowt the public hearing or how you can submit written
comments, please visit httpfwww.movingahead.org/public-hearing/. You can also contact us with questions by calling
541-682-3240 or emailing us at gyestions@EMovingAhead.org. Nos gustana conocer sus opinions. LIamenos a 54a-
&8z-6100.

The City and LTD are committed to working closely with affected stakeholders — particularly with business and
property owners along each corridor — to understand and provide solutions that will address impacts associated

with design and construction.

Simcerely,
The MovingAhead Project Management Team

Andrew Martin Chris Henry Terri Harding

Development Planner Transportation Planning Engineer Principal Planner

Lane Transit District City of Eugene Public Works City of Eugene Planning and Development
Andrew_Martin@LTD.org CHenry(@evgene-or.gov THarding(@eugene-or.gov
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Article in Eugene InMotion newsletter on October 6, 2019

MovingAhead

STREETS AMD FLACES REIMAGINED
MovingAhead Public Hearing October 21

MovingAhead, a joint project between the City of Eugene and Lane Transit District, will hold a public
hearing on October 21 at 7:30 PM in Harris Hall. 5taff will hold an open house in the lobby from 5:00 PM
to 7:00 PM to answer project questions.

MovingAhead will set a 10-year vision of transportation investment along five important corridors —
Highway 93, River Road, 30™ Avenue to LCC, Coburg Road, and Martin Luther King, Ir. Boulevard.
Multiple alternatives are being considered in each corridor — No Build, Enhanced Comidor, or EmX. The
public hearing is an important opportunity for the community to weigh in on investment package
options. City Council and LTDY's Board of Directors will consider testimony during deliberations on a final
decision this winter.

Anmyone unable to attend the public hearing can submit written comment

to guestions@movingahead .org before 5:00 PM on November 4, 2013. For more information

visit hittp-ffwww movineahead orefoublic-hearine !
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Email to Eugene Active Transportation Committee on October 9, 2019

MovingAhead, a joint project between the City of Eugene and Lane Transit District,

is looking at potential imvestments along 5 corridors in Eugene. These investments

are primarily for people walking, biking, using mobility devices, and riding transit.

Options in each cormidor include No Build, Enhanced Comidor, and EmX. Enhanced

Corridor and EmX use a similar set of tools to improve safety and access for people MovingAhead
walking, biking, using a mobility device, or riding transit, howewver, Enhanced
Corridor is a moderate level of investment compared to the high level of
imvestment in the EmX Alternatives.

STREETE 4ND FoAC 2z REIMAGINED

The MovingAhead project team has been hard at work since the last public outreach period earlier this
year. 5taff listened to your feedbadk in March and April about investment packages. The project team
made revised the proposed packages based on community input. At the direction of Eugene City Council
and LTD¥'s Board of Directors, staff have scheduled a public hearing on the following packages:

Enhanced Corridor Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced
Package Cormridor Corridor Cormridor Corridor Corridor
e et o e o
G o o
Package E Em EmX :hxd EmX :h:‘:::d
EmX Package EmX EmX EmX EmX 'é:':;::d

The joint public hearing will take place on October 21, 2019 at 7:30 PM at Harris Hall, 125 E. 8% Avenue.
Staff will hold an open house before the public hearing to answer any questions and provide information
how you can testify effectively. The open house will be set up in the Lobby of Harris Hall from 5:00 PM
until 7:00 PM. Anyone unable to attend the public hearing can submit written comment to

guestionsi@movingahead.org before November 4, 2019 at 5:00 PM.
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MovingAhead Email to Interested Parties List on October 11, 2019

Hz0a

Cur Public Hearing ks October 21. Submit your comments oniing or In person wtll Mow. 4m!

MovingAhead

STREETS &n0 PLACES REIMAGINED

MovingAhead wants your feedback!

On Monday, October 21, come leam about the latest developments in the
MaovingAhead project and give us your comments in person. Your input will help
inform the Eugene City Council and the LTD Board of Directors before they
decide on a 10-year preferred package of comidor investments.

» Open house: 5-7 p.m. in the lobby of Hamis Hall
= Public hearing: 7:30 p.m. in Harris Hall

Baoth events are at the Lane County Public Services Building, 125 E. Eighth Ave.,
Eugene.

Visit our project website to leam more about the hearing and to find tips on
providing effective public testimony.

Can't make it to the public hearing?

Submit your written comments goline or iy emajl (questions@movingahead.org)
until 5 p.m. on November 4. Written comments will not be read aloud at the public
hearing, but will go to decision makers before they deliberate.

Proposed investment packages

At the public hearing, the City Council and the Board of Directors want to hear
your feedback on the following packages:

hifpe:/imalichl mpT 14524 7 850 2S/movingahead-september-update-176 1505 7e=[UNICID]
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20 Our Puislic Hearing ks October 21. Submit your commenis online or In person untll Mow. 48!

Corridors

Inwestment .
F'a-:kaqe nghw[i:lr 3uth Ayveriue
= to LCC

MLE, Jun o34
Boulevard

Loburg
Road

Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced
Corridor Corrdar Corridar Corridar Corridar
Enhanced Ermy Enhanced  Enhanced  Enhanced
Corador Corridor Comider Corridor
Enhanced Enhancec Enhanced
Carrdor s Carrider s Corrichar

Enhanced Enhanced

Frs s Corridar S Comidor
Enhanced

EmX Ernx Ermx ErmX Corridar

MovingAhead, a parinership between the City of Eugene, Lane Transit Digtrict, and other
regional partners, is exploring updated transportation invesiment packages that identify possible
changes for some of our most important streets over the next 10 years. These investments help
oUr community re-imagine our streets to make them safer and more accessible for people that

hitps:imalichl.mp7 14 324735025 movingahead-september-update-1 76 1505 Te=[LINICID]
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20 Cur Pullic Hearing is Ocober 21. Submit your comments online of I person Wit Moy, 45
walk, bike, use a mobility device, and use transit. The pricritized invesiments will become a
powerful tool for implementing local and regional land use, transportation, and community plans.

Want us to attend your organization’s meeting?
Contact us:
. - ingal

Ouwr malling address ls: questionsmovingahead ong

MOEuRECrDg om S ISl UDdais SURECNOUon ISRIences

Copyright © 2015, AR Aights resenved.

Accessility anangements, INtempreter and ranskation sendces can be made for 3l MovingAhead events wilth 48 NOUrs’ nods.
For mare Infonmation, cal 632-6100 walce) or 7-1-1 (TTY).

Armegios Je accesibiidad, servicios de nferprelacion i ieducckon se pueden hacer pars todos 105 eventos de MownpAhead con
rEsio awis0 O 48 horas. Parg mas iformacian ¥amar al 582-0100 (waz) o 7-1-1 (TTY)

Thils emall was sent o c<Emal Agdregge>

SLCL Qg JCOMLSIRL NI o o MSdais SURCILEiLn DITSIRINE
MovingAhead - 3500 E. 17th Awe. - Eugene, OR 57403 - USA

mailchimp

hifpe:/imalichl mpT 14524 7 850 2S/movingahead-september-update-176 1505 7e=[UNICID]
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Press release issued Monday, October 14, 2019

Media Contacts:

Brian Richardson

Eugene Public Works
brichardsoni@eugens-or.gov
541-682-5523

Pat Walsh
MovingAhead PatWalsh@| TD.org

341-682-6101

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
October 14, 2019

MovingAhead Public Hearing scheduled for Monday, Oct. 21

EUGENE, OR. — A project to improve fransportation options and increase safety along five key
comdors has reached a critical stage. The City of Eugene and Lane Transit District (LTD) will
hold a public heaning for the MovingAhead project on October 21. The community can weigh in
on the updated investment packages for the five comidors: Highway 99, Coburg Road, River
Road, 30" Avenue, MLK Jr. Boulevard, and River Road.

“Public input i= a main component of this project,” said Chris Henry, MovingAhead project
manager. "Now that we've namowed the list of potential investments, we need the community to
tell us what they agree or disagree with.”™

The team in charge of the project will host an open house before the public hearing to help
answer any questions.

MovingAhead Open House MovingAhead Public Hearing

October 21, 5-7 p.m. October 21, 7:30 p.m.

Lane County Public Services Building, Harris Hall Lane County Public Services Building, Harris Hall
125 E. 8" Avenue, Eugene 125 E. 8" Avenue, Eugene

Public input will be given to the Eugene City Council and LTD Board of Directors. They will then
select the preferred package of investments. That decision is expected in early 2020. Once
approved, the preferred package will inform which projects are prioritized for construction over
the next 10 years. The City and LTD will develop a plan for funding and timing investments, with
the goal of uging local dollars to leverage state and federal funding.

People can comment by email until Movember 4, 2019 at 5 p.m. Written comments will not be
read aloud at the public hearing but will go to decigion makers before they make their decigion
on the preferred investment package.

For more information about MovingAhead or to review the project materials, please visit

www. movinghead org or call 541-682-3240. Nos gustaria conocer sus opinions. Llamenos a
541-682-6100.

e
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About MovingAhead: MovingAhead began in 2015 as a parinership between the City of
Eugene, Lane Transit District (LTD), regional agencies, and the Eugene-Springfield community.
The purpose of the project is to determine what transportation investments are needed on some
of our most important streets.

Af the conclugion of the project, the Eugene City Council and LTD Board of Directors will zelect
a package of transit, walking, and biking investments across these five comidors that can be
funded and built over the next 10 years. This list of prioritized investments will become a
powerful tool for implementing local and regional land use, transportation, and community plans.
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The Register-Guard legal advertisement on Monday October 14, 2019
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Appendix B: October 21, 2019 Open House and Public
Hearing Materials

This appendix contains materials and sign-in sheets from the October 21, 2019 Open House and Public
Hearing.
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MovingAhead Public Hearing Open House
October 21, 2019
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MovingAhead Public Hearing Open House
October 21, 2019

Welcome! Please sign-in
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Tips for Successful Public Testimony
Arrive early. Be sure to sign up to testify. The earlier you sign M ovi ngAhEEd

up, the earlier you speak.

Identify yourself. You will be asked to verbally provide MovingAhead

your name and address before testifying. If you are the Joint Public Hearing
spokesperson for a group, identify the group or spansored by the Eugene City
organization, and how you represent them., for example: Council and LTD Boord of Directors
“President of the X¥Z Neighborhood Association.” Monday, October 21 - 7:30 pm.
Public testimony is limited to comments relevant to the Harris Hall, 125 East Eighth Avenue
MovingAhead project. Open House bafore the public
Public testimony is not a dialogue. Make your hearing 5-7 p.m. in the lobby.

presentation, but don't expect direct answers to your
questions, a discussion session or follow-up questions.

Know what you are talking about. Keep it simple. Present key information. Clearly state your

position. Give clear examples. Citing data is good. Speak to your own experience. Remember
the three-minute time limit

Address issues, not people. Focus your comments on the process, project and the ideas you
support or disagree with.

State your desired outcome. State what you want to happen as a result of your testimony. Offer
creative and feasible solutions.

Think about what you want to say before the meeting. What issues do you want to raise? Write
down your thoughts, using words that are “natural™ for you. if you think you will be uncomfortable
speaking at the public hearing, yvou could practice speaking in front of a mirror.

Visualize yourself speaking to the group. Imagine yourself speaking; your voice is loud, clear
and confident. When you visualize yourself as confident, you will be confident!

Realize that people want to hear what you have to say. You bring a unique perspective to the
discussion. People want to hear about your experiences.

Focus on your message. If you have anxiety speaking in front of large groups, try to focus your
attention away from your own anxieties and instead focus on your message and the people you
are talking to.

Use notes. If you have important points you want to be sure to cover, jot them down on an index
card, notepad or the other side of this handout. Your notes will help you stay focused on your
message.

Relax. Take a deep breath to ease your tension. Remember, you have important information and
insights to share.

30



Example Format for Public Testimony
Reminder: You will have 3 minutes fo provide spoken testimony.
First, Identify yourself

+ Mame:

« Address:

« Group you represent and your role:
The investment packages being considerad include: Enhonced Coriidor Pockoge; Package C;
Packoge D; Pockage E; and EmX Pockage. As applicable for each pockage, pleagse state the
following:

| de (OR) do not support Package because:

—0OR—
| support Package with the following modifications:
because:

Other points | believe are important for you to know:

Thank you.
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MovingAhead - Investment Package Comment Form ani ng Ah e ﬂd

Mame: Organization:

Email: Phone:

Comments should address which packages you do or do not support and why. If you feel that modifications are
necessary to ane of the packages, explain which changes you would make. Comments should focus on the process,

aspects of the project, or ideas that you agree or disagree with.

All comiments will be provided to Eugene City Council and LTD's Board of Directors before they begin deliberations this
winter. Please stay engaged! Staff expect to Gty Council and LTD's Board of Directors to make a decision in Winter zoz0.

Thank you. Please give this form to a staff member or place in a comment box before you leave.
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Appendix C: Comments Received During the Public
Hearing Comment Period and Responses to Comments

Comment Date Name of Commenter | Organization/Affiliation Topic Response
Number Received Numbers
1 5/13/2019 | Rob Zako BEST 4,5,7,14
2 6/5/2019 Jan Moore 10, 14
3 7/11/2019 | Rob Zako BEST 4,5,7,12,14
4 7/12/2019 | David Davini G Group 3,4,5,6,7,8,17
5 7/29/2019 | Rob Zako BEST 1,4,7,13
6 8/7/2019 CJ Norris 9,14
7 8/27/2019 Rob Zako BEST 1,12
8 8/28/2019 | Devon Gregory 2,4,12
9 9/29/2019 | Devon Gregory 2
10 9/18/2019 | Lisa Grissell 2,16
11 9/18/2019 | Deborah Bernhard 2,4,16
12 9/19/2019 | Devon Gregory 5,6
13 9/20/2019 | Devon Gregory 2,4,16
14 10/6/2019 | Kara Schnoes 12
15 10/10/201 | Devon Gregory 2,16
9
16 10/11/201 | Paul Conte 7
9
17 10/11/201 | Gay Morgan 14
9
18 10/11/201 | Meta Maxwell 7,9
9
19 10/11/201 | Phillip Farrington 8
9
20 10/11/201 | Karrie Walters- 2,4,12,16
9 Warren
21 10/11/201 | Jeb Bartin 3,4,8,11,14
9
22 10/14/201 | Rob Zako BEST 1,2,5,12,13
9
23 10/14/201 | Luke Callahan 12
9
24 10/14/201 | Ellen Webber East West Tea Company 12
9 (Yogi Tea)
25 10/14/201 | Lori Deskins 12,14
9
26 10/14/201 | Lisa Calevi 12
9
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Comment Date Name of Commenter | Organization/Affiliation Topic Response
Number Received Numbers
27 10/14/201 | Cathy Feely 12
9
28 10/15/201 | Carol Caruso 14
9
29 10/15/201 | Hillary Kittleson 2,4,16
9
30 10/15/201 | Rob Zako BEST 2,4,5,6,13, 14,
9 15, 16, 17
31 10/15/201 | Jess Roshak 4
9
32 10/15/201 | Jessica Synder- 1,4
9 Contreras
33 10/16/201 | Emma Newman 2
9
34 10/16/201 | Sue Wolling 2,4,13,14, 16
9
35 10/16/201 | Michael Jungjohann 4
9
36 10/17/201 | Keli Osborn League of Women Voters | 2,4,5,6,7,13, 16
9
37 10/17/201 | Terri Berling 4,5,6,7,13,16
9
38 10/17/201 | Alice Davenport Freindly Neighborhood 2,4,5,6,7,13,16
9 Area Transportation
team; observer/advisor to
BEST; League of Women
Voters Lane County
39 10/17/201 | Diane Haas 4,10
9
40 10/18/201 | John Lochner 7,8
9
41 10/18/201 | David Davini G Group 3,4,5,6,7,8,17
9
42 10/18/201 | B Breaden 2,4,12
9
43 10/20/201 | Robert Jorgensen 12
9
44 10/20/201 | Nicole Rund 4,7,14
9
45 10/20/201 | Ken Schmidt Windermere Real Estate 3,4,5,14
9
46 10/21/201 | Kip Anderson 2,4,15
9
47 10/21/201 | Jeff Robinson GJ Investments, Inc. 3,8, 12

9
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Comment Date Name of Commenter | Organization/Affiliation Topic Response
Number Received Numbers
48 10/21/201 | John Keana 3,4,5,8,11, 14
9
49 10/20/201 | Dennis Sandow 3,4,9,13
9
50 10/21/201 | Beverly Barr 2
9
51 10/22/201 | Nathan Emerson CSA Planning Limited 17
9
52 10/21/201 | Paul Conte 4
9
53 10/21/201 | Gary Wildish 2,4
9
54 10/21/201 | Dennis Sandow 3,4,13
9
55 10/21/201 | Maxwell Thomas 1
9 Vuylsteke
56 10/21/201 | David Wade 2,4,13
9
57 10/21/201 | Christopher Logan 2,8,14
9
58 10/21/201 | Rob Zako BEST 2,5,12,13
9
59 10/21/201 | Sarah Mazze Safe Routes to School 2,5,12,13
9
60 10/21/201 | Phillip Farrington CDC Management Corp. 8
9
61 10/21/201 | Laura Potter BEST 2,4,12
9
62 10/21/201 | Marianne Nolte BEST 2,5
9
63 10/21/201 | Phil Barnhart 4,8
9
64 10/21/201 | Jolene Siemsen 2,12,13,16
9
65 10/21/201 | Mike Eyster 2,5,16
9
66 10/21/201 | Seth Sadofsky 2,5,12
9
67 10/21/201 | Theresa Parker 2,12,16
9
68 10/21/201 | Claire Ribaud 350 Eugene 12,13, 14, 16
9
69 10/21/201 | Jack Taylor 2,12,13,14
9
70 10/21/201 | Matt McCrae 2,13,16

9
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Comment Date Name of Commenter | Organization/Affiliation Topic Response
Number Received Numbers
71 10/21/201 | Kaarin Knudsen Better Housing Together | 2,4, 12,13, 16
9
72 10/21/201 | Jim Neu 2,12,13,16
9
73 10/21/201 | Carmen Fore 2,12,13, 14, 16
9
74 10/21/201 | Barbara Perrin 350 Eugene, BEST 2,4,13,16
9
75 10/21/201 | Patty Hine 350 Eugene 12,13, 14
9
76 10/21/201 | Richard Self House Everyone 4
9
77 10/21/201 | Julie Daniel 2,12,14
9
78 10/21/201 | Nick Dikas 2,12,13,14, 16
9
79 10/21/201 | Linda Perrine 1,6,12,13,14
9
80 10/21/201 | Meta Maxwell 6,7,9
9
81 10/21/201 | Claire Roth BEST 2,12,13
9
82 10/21/201 | Bob Passaro BEST 12,13
9
83 10/21/201 | Tiffany Edwards Eugene Area Chamberof | 2,4,5,6,12,13,
9 Commerce 16
84 10/21/201 | David Davini G Group 3,5,6,7,8,17
9
85 10/21/201 | Peter Bolander 5,14
9
86 10/21/201 | George Rode 8,10, 11, 12
9
87 10/21/201 | Jay Harland CSA Planning Limited 3,4,5,6,7,8,17
9
88 10/21/201 | Steve Korin 2,4,12
9
89 10/21/201 | Dick Beers 3,4
9
90 10/21/201 | Christopher Logan 2,3,8,14
9
91 10/21/201 | Rob Zako BEST 2,4
9
92 10/22/201 | Bill Randall Arbor South Architecture | 2,5, 13, 14
9
93 10/22/201 | Devon 2

9
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Comment Date Name of Commenter | Organization/Affiliation Topic Response
Number Received Numbers
94 10/22/201 | Eric Vance Cowboys Savannah LLC 3,6,8,11
9
95 10/23/201 | George Jessie 3,5,14
9
96 10/23/201 | Meta Maxwell 4,6,7,9,10
9
97 10/23/201 | Jeffrey Robinson 3,5,8,15
9
98 10/23/201 | Peter Bolander 2,5,7, 14
9
99 10/24/201 | Therese Lang Lang Public Relations 2,9, 16
9
100 10/27/201 | Leslie Mitchell 2,5,8,12,14,17
9
101 10/28/201 | Bernadette Ross 9
9
102 10/28/201 | Virginia Heer 2,8,14
9
103 10/29/201 | Christopher Logan 3,8,14
9
104 10/29/201 | Tony Perez Batteries & Bulbs 11
9
105 11/3/2019 | Alex Bauman 2,12,13, 14, 16
106 11/4/2019 | Meta Maxwell 7,11
107 11/4/2019 | Mark Johnson 2,16
108 11/4/2019 | Becky Riley 3,8
109 11/5/2019 | Meta Maxwell 7
110 11/8/2019 | John Quilter 2,5,8,14
111 11/8/2019 | Meta Maxwell 4,5,7,9
112 11/11/201 | Brandon Vaughan 3,5,10
9
113 11/12/201 | Brad Vaughn Coburg Station LLC 5,9 11
9
114 11/12/201 Rob Zako BEST 7,9
9
115 11/12/201 | Meta Maxwell 6,7,9
9
116 11/26/201 Rob Zako BEST 4,5,7
9
117 12/13/201 | Carleen Reilly 2,12,16
9
118 12/31/201 | Michelle OLeary 2,4
9
119 1/3/2020 Paula Thonney Lane Community College | 2,12
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Comment Date Name of Commenter | Organization/Affiliation Topic Response
Number Received Numbers
120 1/7/2020 Devon Gregory 12, 16
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Appendix D: Responses to 17 Comment Topic Areas

e Find ways to fund MLK, Jr Blvd improvements

e Prioritize transit service to Highway 99 corridor and other
areas where residents have fewest transportation options

e Support Coburg Road improvements but requires a separate
process to complete

e Need EmX on specific corridor otherwise will continue to get
worse

session on May 26, 2021. The distribution of the comments
and the associated report was delayed because of the COVID-
19 pandemic.

Your comments of support for a specific corridor or
suggestions for modifications to specific corridors will be
considered in the final determination of a preferred package
of investments. In selecting a preferred package of

C$anrir::e: t Summary of Comment Topic Area Response Resp#onse

General comment neither supporting nor opposing project Thank you for taking the time to provide a comment on the
MovingAhead Project. Your participation in this project is
important to LTD and the City of Eugene. Because LTD and the
City recognize the importance of having local decision makers
aware of all the input we received, all comments received by
January 7, 2020 will be forwarded to the LTD Board of
Directors and the Eugene City Council before their joint work

1 session on May 26, 2021. The distribution of the comments 1

and the associated report was delayed because of the COVID-
19 pandemic.
Please note that LTD and the City consider all comments, even
if they were not specifically relevant under NEPA and other
pertinent environmental regulations.

Comments (not NEPA specific) support project: Thank you for taking the time to provide a comment on the

e Generally supports project MovingAhead Project. Your participation in this project is

e Supports specific investment package important to LTD and the City of Eugene. Because LTD and the

e Supports modified version of specific package City recognize the importance of having local decision makers

e Supports premium EmX service aware of all the input we received, all comments received by

¢ Need to find tactical ways to implement improvements January 7, 2020 will be forwarded to the LTD Board of

faster, make incremental improvements Directors and the Eugene City Council before their joint work
2 e EmX system is a role model for accessibility 2
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C;anr:::e: t Summary of Comment Topic Area Response Resp#onse
e Specific corridor is ready for EmX investments, decision makers may include suggested
e Specific corridor improvements support long range planning | modifications. After approval of the preferred package of
efforts investments along with any suggested modifications, the
e Good for the community investment packages will be returned to the project team to
e We need to pay our fair share of transit projects with local continue working with the community through a design
dollars refinement process.
e BRT projects spend far more dollars on roadway
improvements and community enhancements (like storm
water system, bike/ped improvements, improved bridges)
than on transit improvements which positively affect
community
e EmX projects have improved our community
Comments (Not NEPA specific) opposing project: Thank you for taking the time to provide a comment on the
e Submitted articles not specifically related to project MovingAhead Project. Your participation in this project is
e Submitted project info but no associated comments important to LTD and the City of Eugene. Because LTD and the
e Submitted own analysis City recognize the importance of having local decision makers
e EmXis inflexible aware of all the input we received, all comments received by
e EmXlocks LTD into operating costs regardless of demand January 7, 2020 will be forwarded to the LTD Board of
e Don’t want project because not a transit user Directors and the Eugene City Council before their joint work
3 o Prefers freedom of traveling via automobile session on May 26, 2021. The distribution of the comments 3
e Middle class / wealthy people don' t use the bus and the associated report was delayed because of the COVID-
e Improvements on Coburg Road won't fix its congestion and | 19 pandemic.
safety problems
e Don’t build EmX on specific corridor Your comments of opposition for the project or a specific
corridor or suggestions for eliminating specific modes on a
corridor or eliminating specific corridors will be considered in
the final determination of a preferred package of investments.
Comments expressing an opinion about public policy issues LTD’s obligation under NEPA is to respond to questions
that are not NEPA issues, including topics such as: related to the AA and the selection of a preferred package of
e Linking transit programs with affordable housing programs investments, not to questions or comments related to
4 e Linking transit programs to serving homeless population previous or future public policy decisions such as using or not 4

e Using electric vehicles instead of buses
e Prioritizing other transportation projects and social services
programs over MovingAhead

using certain funding sources for this project. However, it is
important that policy-making officials know how commenters
feel about the issues raised and, therefore, all comments
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received by January 7, 2020 will be forwarded to the LTD
Board of Directors and the Eugene City Council before their
joint work session on May 26, 2021. The distribution of the
comments and the associated report was delayed because of
the COVID-19 pandemic.

The decisions surrounding the MovingAhead Project have
followed the same decision-making process followed for other
transportation projects in the region. The Metropolitan Policy
Committee of the local metropolitan planning organization is
comprised of elected and appointed officials representing the
cities of Eugene, Springfield, and Coburg; Lane County; the
Oregon Department of Transportation; and Lane Transit
District. This decision-making body makes funding decisions
for all federally funded projects in the region. The first three
EmX corridor decisions were managed in this manner and
continuing to use this method is appropriate.

Additionally, a critical function of the regional transportation
planning process is to help balance competing demands
placed on the transportation system as the region grows.
Determining the best means for improving the transportation
system and meeting future demands with limited resources is
challenging. The framework for making decisions on the
future of the region’s transportation system has become more
complex in recent years. Public agencies play a primary role in
providing transportation system infrastructure. The Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) provides the venue to ensure that
transportation infrastructure improvements are coordinated
and within the proper scope of each agency. LTD’s and the
City’s infrastructure investments are necessarily related to the
regional transportation and transit network improvements.
Suggested roadway improvements unrelated to the
MovingAhead Project are outside the scope of this project;
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C;ant:::e: t Summary of Comment Topic Area Response Resp#onse
therefore, all comments received regarding those concerning
transportation and transit improvements beyond the scope of
the MovingAhead Project, will be forwarded to the
appropriate agencies and project managers.

Comments expressing concern about project costs: Chapter 10 of the AA describes the capital and operating costs
e Costs to implement EmX are too high when FTN can be of the various alternatives and addresses questions of
achieved for far less affordability. Chapter 10 further states that one of the primary
e Cost per rider is too high goals of the MovingAhead Project is to facilitate an
e Operational costs are too high investment decision-making process for near-term (within 10
e Can LTD/cities afford to build the MA service years) multimodal investments in multiple corridors. This
e Use other funding for capital instead of bus operations approach differs from the decision-making approach
money previously used in our community. Selecting and prioritizing
* Not spending public money wisely capital investments in multimodal transit corridors will be a
* Need to consider competing community needs powerful tool for implementing local and regional
* Federal money may not be available comprehensive land use and transportation plans, agency
e Funding EmX service could result in future service cuts strategic plans, and other community planning documents.
Chapter 10 of the AA also describes LTD’s funding sources and
5 their sensitivity to swings in the local economy, and how the 5

agency adjusts service depending on (a) funding availability,
(b) increased demand, and (c) running time issues. In early
2020, overall system performance, based on indicators such
as on-time performance and ridership, remained high. Not
long after the original version of this memo and the responses
to comments were drafted, the COVID-19 pandemic struck
the United States. Currently, in spring 2021, LTD is evaluating
the impacts of the pandemic on the transit system. Impacts of
the pandemic and implications for future transit service will
be considered by LTD and its regional partners in funding for
the investment packages.

As documented in Chapter 10 of the AA, LTD has considered
the risk of future financial challenges. The project would not
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C;ant:::e: t Summary of Comment Topic Area Response Resp#onse

be affected by the risks differently than the No-Build
Alternative.
Several commenters expressed opinions on policy or
administrative issues related to local, regional or federal
transit funding. Since these comments do not address
substantive NEPA issues or the adequacy of the AA, no
response is required. However, please note that a critical
function of the regional transportation planning process is to
help balance competing demands placed on the
transportation system as the region grows including
determining the best means for improving the transportation
system and meeting future demands with limited resources.

Comments related to inadequate analysis: LTD and the City have considered each of the comments that

e Not enough time to study all of the routes suggest (with varying degrees of detail) that the AA and

e Failed to study Franklin Boulevard subsequent analyses include specific data, analysis, or

e If adequate analysis had been performed, then would know | projections that are incorrect or questionable. LTD and the

that 30th-LCC corridor not needed at this time City find these comments either without basis or, in some

e Failed to study Hwy 126 cases, that even if the assertions are true, the accuracy of the

e Failed to study GHG emissions / climate change specific data or projection in question is not determinative of

e Failed to study economic impacts of EmX the overall soundness of the AA’s conclusions. LTD and the

e Need more study to determine if EmX is right solution City believe that the overall analysis is accurate and provides

o AA leaves too many unanswered questions the information needed to review and take action on a
package of investments, recognizing that there is always going

6 to be additional data or analysis that could be performed. 6

The evaluation process requires LTD and the City to consider a
broad array of information and data and make predictions
about future conditions. Because the environmental review
process must occur early in project design, the analytical work
often depends on judgments and estimations that will be
refined and corrected as design details emerge. LTD and the
City recognize that some estimates about the future may be
accurate and others may fall short of the reality. However,
LTD and the City believe that the technical work supporting
the AA reflects standard methodology and approaches; that
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estimates were developed using professional standards and
appropriate professional judgment; and that the AA allows a
reasonable basis for determining whether the project is likely
to cause significant adverse impacts. The AA appropriately
provides a basis for determining the nature and scale of
impacts, for developing appropriate mitigation, and for
assessing the likely effectiveness of the mitigation.

The decision to select an investment package advances that
package for further study. It does not result in the direct
implementation of corridor investments. Approval of a project
on a particular corridor would require further action, which
would be taken only after additional data gathering and
analysis and input from the public and property owners.

Comments related to inadequate documentation and/or

access to documentation: reports / data not easy to find or not

available on LTD’s web site

e Supporting information not sent with notices to property
owners

e Website is confusing

e Not sure how to find concept plans

e Naming MLK, Jr Blvd corridor alternative is misleading public
about extent of improvements on this road

This project has evolved over several years and has undergone
extensive public review and revision. The many documents
referenced in the AA and in the community outreach efforts
correlate directly with the depth of analysis to which the
project has been subjected. They have been incorporated by
reference into the AA. LTD and the City believe that the EA
appropriately attempts to satisfy NEPA’s mandates to provide
an understandable discussion of the most relevant analyses
for the general public, while still providing all the necessary
references to the many supporting, more-detailed studies that
have been produced over the project’s history and have been
made available on LTD’s website and/or at LTD or City of
Eugene offices.

Comments related to project impacts excluding businesses:

e Benefits do not outweigh project impacts

e EmX does not offer enough community benefit to justify
eminent domain

e Specific to: trees; parking; businesses; property access;
carbon footprint / global warming / climate change; rivers;
stormwater runoff; increased density; heritage trees;

The AA and subsequent analyses and documentation
adequately addresses the impacts, mitigation, cost and
tradeoffs of the corridor alternatives, the No-Build Alternative
and the investment package alternatives.

Benefits and impacts of alternatives were considered in the
AA process and in the development and refinement of the
investment package alternatives. With its supporting
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environment; ROW acquisition; street signage; street
lighting; streetscapes

e Find solutions in existing ROW

e Inherent conflicts between City setback policies and need
for additional ROW

documents, the AA adequately describes the multi-year
process of developing, evaluating, assessing and refining
alternatives, which resulted in the investment package
alternatives. See AA Chapters 1 and 2, Chapters 4 through 10,
and documents cited therein for the evaluation of corridor
alternatives. Corridor plans were developed with
consideration of minimizing right-of-way acquisitions and
other adverse impacts, while still providing the improvements
necessary to meet project goals. Subsequent analyses and
outreach were used to prepare investment package
alternatives. Each of the investment package alternatives
under consideration were assessed using 52 performance
measures to determine the effectiveness when compared to
the 17 objectives, which were developed from the project’s
Purpose and Need. The application of these performance
measures helped show how well the alternatives met the
project goals. When comparing the corridor alternatives, it
was determined that findings were very close for many of the
52 performance measures. Additional analyses focused on 24
key performance measures aided in highlighting differences
between the alternatives. The findings of the performance
measures and how they were used to develop and refine the
investment package alternatives are documented in several
technical memos published in 2018 and 2019. The public was
presented this information and involved at each step of
refining the investment package alternatives.

The consideration of tradeoffs will be made by the LTD and
City decision makers when selecting the preferred package of
investments.

Comments related to an inadequate public process:
e Project not transparent

e No one talked to the transit users

o Not notified of other public input opportunities

NEPA requires the project proponents engage in meaningful
public involvement. LTD and the City conducted extensive
public engagement throughout the project from concept
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e Insufficient notice / information given prior to public hearing
e Auto drivers ignored in process
e Not sure where to submit comments

development (at project outset design workshops were held
in each corridor where the corridor community designed the
improvements that best met their vision) through design
refinement and refinement of the investment packages
presented for consideration by decision makers. Although the
public involvement undertaken for this project exceeds what
is required under NEPA or any other applicable law, the effort
conducted by LTD and the City is commensurate with the
scale of the MovingAhead Project and community
expectations.

LTD and the City, like other agencies, have several
institutionalized public transparency guarantees. For instance,
the LTD Accessible Transportation Committee provides
guidance and oversight of the region's Coordinated Human
Services Transportation plan. The LTD Strategic Planning
Committee provides feedback on issues related to transit
investments. The LTD Budget Committee pairs seven citizen
members with LTD’s seven board members to develop the
annual operating budget. LTD posts for public review its
annual independent audits and comprehensive annual
financial reports. Finally, LTD employs an internal auditor who
evaluates policies and procedures, audits processes, and
develops controls to ensure LTD is managing its funds and
other assets effectively and efficiently.

The City, similarly, has advisory bodies that provide input to
City Council and staff, such as the Active Transportation
Committee and Planning Commission, among others. The
city’s Budget Committee pairs the eight City Councilors with
eight citizen members to make recommendations on the city’s
annual operating and capital budgets. The City posts for
public review its annual independent audits and
comprehensive annual financial reports. Finally, the City
employs an internal auditor who evaluates policies and
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procedures, audits processes, and develops controls to ensure
the City is managing its funds and other assets effectively and
efficiently.

In addition, LTD and the City employed a variety of
engagement tools and project-specific methods to encourage
public involvement. Since 2015, LTD and the City have
engaged local, state and federal agencies in the development,
review and refinement of the project. These efforts are well
documented in the AA, particularly in Chapter 2. More
detailed documentation is provided in the AA’s technical
report, Community Involvement, Agency Coordination, Tribal
Consultation, and Environmental Justice Technical Report (July
2017), as well as in subsequent technical memos summarizing
public outreach and engagement conducted during the
development and refinement of the investment packages.

Since 2015, the public involvement program for the project
solicited early and continued feedback from stakeholder
groups and incorporated that input into the decision-making
process. The project has solicited feedback from a Sounding
Board composed of members of LTD’s and the City’s
committees. An Oversight Committee, composed of elected
and appointed officials (from Lane County, LTD, and the City
of Eugene) and high-level staff (from ODOT, Lane County, LTD,
and the City of Eugene), has provided feedback on the project.
LTD’s Strategic Planning Committee has also advised LTD on
the project. Feedback from these groups has been
incorporated into the project’s Purpose, Needs, Goals, and
Objectives; project designs; Alternatives Analysis; and the
development and refinement of investment packages. LTD
and the City of Eugene have employed a wide range of other
strategies and tools to seek feedback from disability groups,
environmental advocacy groups, business groups, active
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transportation groups, and many others throughout the
process.

The AA and associated documents show that the corridor
conceptual designs and eventual investment package options
were shaped by hundreds of meetings with the community
and stakeholders.

Finally, the AA was published on September 10, 2018 with a
30-day public review period (closed October 10, 2018). LTD
and the City continued accepting comments until December
16, 2018, nine weeks after the public review period closed.
LTD and the City provided numerous in person and online
opportunities for public comment during the process to refine
and select the preferred package of investments. Prior to the
October 21, 2019 public hearing on the preferred investment
package, LTD and the City held a drop-in session to assist
citizens with their review of the preferred investment package
and provided guidance on how to effectively provide
testimony at the public hearing. Written comments were
accepted at the drop-in session. Public testimony was given at
the public hearing. Written comments from the public were
accepted through January 7, 2020.

Future work on the project, including additional design
refinements and environmental review will require additional
community engagement and feedback from the public and
property owners.

10

Comments related to MA service will be difficult to use by:

Elderly citizens

People who mobility devices

People who need access to social services
Zero vehicle households

LTD and the City disagree that the high capacity transit
services being considered for the MovingAhead Project will
cause problems for seniors and riders with disabilities.
MovingAhead considers a range of BRT service that could
resemble fixed route service to existing EmX service in
approach and technology, and would be consistent with
industry standards. MovingAhead also proposes
improvements related to traffic congestion (e.g., improved

10
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signalization, installing left turn lanes) as well as improved
safety and access for bicyclists and pedestrians (e.g., adding
roadway crossings, crossing signals, connecting gaps in
sidewalks).

LTD and the City disagree with comments specifically stating
that EmX is difficult for many seniors and riders with
disabilities. We have found that BRT is easier to use than
regular bus service. Helpful features include level boarding,
the greater capacity to carry mobility devices given the higher
frequency, and easier access to boarding platforms; these
tend to make BRT more comfortable, more convenient, easier
to use, and safer for those with accessibility issues.

In addition, EmX stops have been chosen with consideration
for their proximity to housing and key destinations for riders
with accessibility issues.

11

Comments regarding impacts to businesses:

e Businesses are hurt when losing on-street parking

e Businesses are hurt when losing off-street parking

e Construction causes businesses to lose customers / revenue

The AA carefully analyzes on-street and off-street parking
impacts of the various alternatives. Mitigation measures are
proposed to reduce the impact to parking spaces on private
property. LTD and the City are committed to continue working
with private property owners during more detailed design
phases to use existing right-of-way, sidewalk reductions
and/or station design modifications, wherever possible, to
minimize even further the project’s property and parking
impacts. LTD and the City will also provide parking lot redesign
and/or restriping where feasible, to reduce even more the
parking loss on private property.

More parking related information and analysis is provided in
AA Chapters 4 through 9 as well as in the AA’s technical
reports: Transportation Technical Report (July 2017), Memo
Addendum to MovingAhead Alternatives Analysis Technical
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Reports (July 2017), Mitigation Addendum Exhibits (July
2017).
Comments related to congestion and safety: MovingAhead Project objectives seek to improve the safety
o Make the cities safe for all roadway users including EmX for all roadway users along the corridors and crossing the
e Improve bike and pedestrian safety corridors. Performance measures used to evaluate corridor
¢ Eliminate driveways on major arterials to reduce congestion | alternatives and investment package alternatives were
and improve safety developed from the Project’s objectives. All of the Project’s
e Congestion and safety are terrible in my area build alternatives improve safety in the corridors to varying
e All 5 corridors need to resolve connectivity, access and degrees, and the higher level of safety improvements are
congestion issues often associated with a higher level of infrastructure
e Use the money to fix congestion and safety on roadways investments.
first
Measures to improve congestion in the corridors were also
12 considered, but to a lesser degree than measures to improve
safety.
More safety and congestion related information and analysis
is provided in AA Chapters 4 through 9 as well as in the AA’s
technical reports: Transportation Technical Report (July 2017),
Memo Addendum to MovingAhead Alternatives Analysis
Technical Reports (July 2017), Mitigation Addendum Exhibits
(July 2017).
Consideration of tradeoffs (benefits, costs and impacts) will be
made by LTD and City decision makers when selecting the
preferred package of investments.
Comments about the project not consistent with other The MovingAhead Project has been jointly sponsored by LTD
adopted plans: and the City of Eugene. LTD, City and other agency staff have
e Eugene’s long range plan participated in the development, review and refinement of
13 e Region’s long range plans the MovingAhead Project alternatives to assure its

e Envision Eugene

e Land use plans/ordinances
e Nodal development
Transportation plans

consistency with the City’s land use, transportation, safety,
climate change, and social equity goals and plans.

50




Comment
Topic #

Summary of Comment Topic Area

Response

Response
#

Safety plans

Social equity goals
West Eugene EmX plans
Projected population

More information and analysis related to local and regional
adopted plans is provided in AA Chapters 4 through 9 as well
as in the AA’s technical reports.

The RTP guides planning and development of the
transportation system within the Central Lane Transportation
Management Area (TMA). It seeks to meet the TMA’s
transportation demands over at least a 20-year planning
horizon, while also addressing transportation issues and
making changes that can contribute to improvements in the
region’s quality of life and economic vitality. It considers all
transportation modes: roadways, transit, bike and pedestrian
circulation, freight movement and regional aspects of air, rail
and inter-city bus service.

This federally required regional planning process ensures that
the planning activities and investments of the local
jurisdictions are coordinated in terms of intent, timing, and
effect. Projects in the RTP are initiated at the local and state
level (i.e., within the planning processes of Eugene,
Springfield, Coburg, LTD, Lane County and ODOT). Projects
that anticipate Federal funding or are regionally significant
with potential impacts on air quality must be included in the
RTP.

Federal and state laws require the RTP to include
transportation policies and expected actions, and to be
“financially constrained” (i.e., it assumes only revenues that
are reasonably expected to be available over the planning
period). The RTP must also demonstrate compliance with
federal and state air quality requirements. Thus,
MovingAhead corridor investments are based upon and
consistent with adopted policies and plans for the region.
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Comments related to improving regular fixed route service Many of these comments address policy decisions to be made
instead of MA: by the LTD Board and Eugene City Council and are outside of
e LTD needs to stop reducing routes, eliminating stops, the NEPA process. Nevertheless, the AA and the documents

reducing service area cited therein demonstrate that LTD and the City performed a
* Increase service frequency on specific route to make it more | thorough planning effort before arriving at the package of
convenient investment alternatives presented at the October 2019 public
* Need a route that uses Beltline so don't have to go through | hearing for informing the selection of a preferred package of
downtown investments in the five corridors. The AA process addressed
* Disabled People have to wait for next bus / healthy people fundamental questions: What are the problems in the
take up dlsab'led seats N corridor? What are their underlying causes? What are viable
* Increase service area on S'pECIfIC roads options for addressing these problems? What are their costs
e Add more connector service .
o . and benefits?
e Existing system needs to be more efficient
e Existing bus service is sufficient (“existing buses are empty”) | The MovingAhead Project introduced a new level of transit
e Priority should be to increase ridership, frequency, service service for consideration: Enhanced Corridor. The Enhanced
coverage of current system Corridor transit service concept can range from limited
o Need to build a system that people will use improvements to a relatively high level of investments that
14

e Don’t change the existing system
e Keep a specific bus route
e Keep service on a specific corridor

are comparable to EmX in some features, like transit signal
priority and enhanced bus stops. Both EmX and Enhanced
Corridor transit service would meet the goals of LTD’s
Frequent Transit Network (FTN) strategy. Enhanced Corridor
service is a new concept for LTD and represents the lower end
of the spectrum of transit infrastructure investments on LTD’s
FTN. The Enhanced Corridor Alternative includes safety and
access improvements for people walking and biking and may
or may not include branded buses.

The AA planning process examined regular bus routes (the No-
Build Alternative) as an alternative to Enhanced Corridor and
EmX service.

At its core, alternatives analysis is about serving local decision
making. It is a locally managed study process that relies to a
large extent on information about regional travel patterns,
problems, and needs generated as part of the metropolitan
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transportation planning process, as specified by 23 CFR Part
450 FTA/Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Joint Final
Rule on Metropolitan and Statewide Planning. Local agencies
participating in an alternatives analysis have broad latitude in
how the study is to be performed. Chapter 1 of the AA Report
describes how the alternatives were evaluated. The discussion
in the AA and supporting documents shows that LTD and the
City reasonably decided to propose various alternatives for
the investment package alternatives.

15

Comments expressing concerns about projected travel time

savings:

e Projections from prior projects have proven unreliable

e Poor travel times (walking to stop, waiting, riding) make it
faster to drive

Travel time estimates used throughout the AA and
subsequent analyses are based on industry standards,
methodologies, and technical modeling. Ridership information
and analysis is provided in AA Chapters 4 through 9. The
ridership technical details, results and methodology are
provided in the AA’s Transportation Technical Report (July
2017).

LTD and the City believe that the travel time estimates are
valid and appropriate for the concept level design of this
Project.

16

Comments regarding building for the future:

e Need to build long term solution with dedicated lanes that is
efficient and highly usable

e Good for the community

e Great investment

e Supports adopted/approved City plans

e Need coordinated planning to move forward

e Good for the environment

e Build what we can afford

e Need funding strategies to efficiently implement program

MovingAhead is a joint project of the City of Eugene and Lane
Transit District that was formed to coordinate investments
along key transportation corridors and is based upon the
planning efforts of the City of Eugene, Lane Transit District,
and regional partners. As such, MovingAhead is intended to
facilitate a partnership effort that meets the current and
future needs of the community.

The next steps in the process include a coordinated effort
between LTD and the City of Eugene to identify funding,
coordinate on the timing of transit and transportation
improvements, and begin to further refine designs with
additional community engagement and environmental review
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so that LTD and the City can more efficiently implement the
preferred package of investments.

17

Comments about accuracy of ridership projections:
e Ridership projections are wrong
e Previous ridership projections were wrong

Decision makers weigh a variety of financial and non-
economic factors (including both costs and benefits) in
deciding whether a major expenditure is justified. Ridership
projections are one of many factors considered in deciding
which investment package to advance. The AA is not intended
to make that decision for decision makers, but, for all of the
factors considered, including ridership, to reveal whether
there are any significant adverse impacts, what other impacts
might be, and how the impacts could be avoided or mitigated.
In this way, the environmental document helps the decision
makers reach informed decisions.

Ridership estimates used throughout the AA and subsequent
analyses are based on industry standards and technical
modeling. Ridership information and analysis is provided in AA
Chapters 4 through 9. The ridership technical details, results
and methodology are provided in the AA’s Transportation
Technical Report (July 2017).

Projected ridership and cost per trip are discussed in AA
Chapters 4 through 8. The anticipated cost per trip varies by
corridor alternative and by the combined corridors used to
create the investment package alternatives.

Standard ridership analyses show that riders typically will walk
farther for the type of BRT service provided by EmX than for
regular bus service. Stations are typically 1/3 mile apart, which
the average person can walk in less than 10 minutes.

LTD and the City believe that the AA addresses ridership issues
adequately.
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The consideration of tradeoffs will be made by the LTD and
City decision makers when selecting the preferred package of

investments.
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Appendix E: Original Comment Letters, Forms and Emails

Comments received include letters and emails submitted to LTD or the City of Eugene, comment forms
submitted at public events, and oral testimony given at the October 21, 2019 public hearing held jointly
by the LTD Board of Directors and the Eugene City Council. Comments are ordered chronologically.
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Comment Letter Number: 1

questions@movingahead.org

From: Rob Zako <robzako@gmail.com> on behalf of Rob Zako <rob@best-oregon.org>

Sent: Monday, November 4, 2019 3:13 PM

To: MovingAhead

Subject: Fwd: Please distribute BESTs feedback on MovingAhead to Sounding Board and Oversight
Committee

Attachments: BEST - LTD MovingAhead 2019-05-13.pdf; Untitled attachment 00013.html;

BEST_Logo_Horizontal-188x75.png; Untitled attachment 00016.html

Resending during the MovingAhead public comment period to ensure the following — in particular, BEST's 2-page
memo of questions — is part of the public record...

From: Rob Zako <rob@best-oregon.org>

Subject: Please distribute BESTs feedback on MovingAhead to Sounding Board and Oversight
Committee

Date: May 13, 2019 at 10:42:06 AM PDT

To: MovingAheadProject <MovingAheadProject@I|td.org>

Cc: Aurora Jackson <Aurora.Jackson@ltd.org>, Mark Johnson <mark.johnson@Itd.org>, Tom Schwetz
<Tom.Schwetz@Itd.org>, Andrew Martin <Andrew.Martin@Itd.org>, MEDARY Sarah J <SMedary@eugene-
or.gov>, RODRIGUES Matt J <MRodrigues@eugene-or.gov>, INERFELD Rob <RlInerfeld@eugene-or.gov>,
HENRY Chris C <CHenry@eugene-or.gov>, RICHARDSON Brian J <BRichardson@eugene-or.gov>, Jeanne
Lawson <jeanne@)jla.us.com>, Adrienne DeDona <Adrienne@jla.us.com>, Mike Eyster
<salsamike@comcast.net>, Marianne Nolte <marianne@best-oregon.org>

Dear MovingAhead team,
As there is no public comment opportunity at the MovingAhead Sounding Board meeting this evening, could you please
email the attached 2-page memo to members in advance? Regardless, this afternoon BEST will bring printed copies for

Sounding Board members to have.

In addition, could you please include the memo as part of the packet of materials for the Oversight Committee meeting
next week? During public comments then, BEST will summarize our questions and planned timeline.

As we have suggested previously and we outline in more detail in the attached memo, BEST does not yet have any
consensus recommendations on MovingAhead alternatives. Rather we have identified ten major areas where we still

have questions. We also note the review recently conducting by CSA Planning in Medford.

In the coming months, we look forward to the project team assisting us obtain answers to these questions, thereby
enabling BEST to provide informed recommendations, we hope in time for the public hearing planned for this fall.

Thank you for your assistance.

Best wishes,
Rob
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May 13, 2019

From: Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation

To: MovingAhead Oversight Committee
Cc: MovingAhead Sounding Board
Re: Feedback on MovingAhead

We appreciate the efforts of the City of Eugene and Lane Transit District to study potential
multimodal capital investments along five major corridors.

But at this time, we have not had all the information we need to inform our own careful
discussions to develop recommendations on the pros and cons of different alternatives.

Instead, here we share our open questions. We also outline our timeline that will enable us
and our partners to develop such consensus recommendations, we hope in time for the
MovingAhead public hearing planned for this fall.

Questions

BEST is looking for answers to several questions to assist us in our deliberations:

1. Why: Why might the community pursue expensive investments along each of five
corridors? What is the specific need, challenge or opportunity for each corridor of a
sufficient magnitude to justify investments of tens of millions of dollars? Are these
needs identified in existing plans? Is an important need to build out the Frequent
Transit Network? Or is one of the desired outcomes of the MovingAhead process to
determine what needs the community sees?

2. Alternatives: Are EmX and enhanced corridor distinct alternatives, in particular, using
different vehicles and/or kinds of stations/stops? If so, what kinds of vehicles and
stations/stops would enhanced corridor use? Or is enhanced corridor a kind of “EmX
Lite,” using branded EmX buses and stations, but perhaps running in mixed traffic?

3. Routing: Recently, Transit Tomorrow suggested that transit service to Bethel not
follow Highway 99 all the way out to Barger but rather turn west into residential areas
somewhat south of there. Moreover, Transit Tomorrow suggested consolidating routes
in south Eugene, in particular, to eliminate service along Oak/Pearl to Amazon Station.
Do these proposed service changes affect the MovingAhead alternatives analysis that
assumes different routing from Transit Tomorrow? If so, how?

4. Frequency: Recently, Transit Tomorrow concluded it doesn’t make sense to provide
service more frequently than every 15 minutes—except on the EmX segment past the
UO. But the MovingAhead alternatives analysis assumes that the four EmX alternatives
would provide service every 10 minutes. How realistic is that assumption, hence how
valid the comparisons between alternatives?

Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation « PO Box 773, Eugene, OR 97440 ¢ 541-343-5201
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5. Reconstruction: A significant cost of EmX has been to reconstruct right-of-way to replace asphalt with
concrete. Is such reconstruction necessary only for EmX vehicles? Or would, for example, service every
15 minutes with regular 60-foot articulated buses similarly demand right-of-way reconstruction at some
point? If so, would that mean that the some or all of the “no build” alternatives would actually require
significant right-of-way reconstruction under a Transit Tomorrow scenario with more frequent service?

6. Timeline: What major steps will need to be undertaken in order to construct one or more corridors
within MovingAhead’s 10-year timeframe?

7. Capital Funding: What are potential federal and state funding sources for capital costs? How much
funding is likely to be available? What matching requirements are there? What existing or potentially
new local funding sources could or would be needed for capital costs? Given federal matching
requirements, how feasible would it be to build some corridors incrementally using partly local funding?

8. Operating Funding: Assuming they were already paid for and completed, which of the build alternatives
could LTD afford to operate using operating revenues available today? What about in 2021 after the
Transit Tomorrow preferred scenario is put into effect? If there isn’t sufficient operating funding today,
what are potential increased or new federal, state or local sources in the future?

9. Regional Priorities: In addition to the five MovingAhead corridors, the region is also looking to make
multimodal investments in at least three others: a) Eugene’s Franklin Boulevard Transformation,
b) Springfield’s New Franklin Boulevard Phase 2, and c) Springfield’s Main Street. Realistically, of these
eight corridors how many could get funding and constructed in the next ten years? Which corridors are
the highest priorities? Who decides when and how?

10. Strategic Plan: How do the potential MovingAhead investments, and more broadly the region’s potential
multimodal investments, fit into LTD’s and/or its partners 10-year strategic plan?

11. CSA Planning: Recently, a Medford-based consulting firm conducted a review of the MovingAhead
alternatives analysis. What is the project team’s response to this review?

Timeline

BEST is a broad coalition of community leaders and interests. We believe we are better when we speak and
work together. We educate the public and ourselves. We bring together the right people to develop consensus
solutions. We partner with other groups to work towards shared goals.

This summer we are planning our own process with some key partners to educate ourselves, to seek answers
to questions, to discuss priorities and concerns, and we hope to forge consensus recommendations.

Our Transportation Options Coordinator, who is also a graduate student in the UO School of Planning, Public
Policy, and Management, will be doing an internship with us to organize these discussions. We are still
working out details. One option is to convene six community conversations, say, two engaging with
community leaders focused on each of the three parts of the triple bottom line of sustainability: economic
prosperity, social equity, and a healthy environment. We hope your staff will provide assistance in answering
the questions summarized above and others that arise.

Note that BEST has experience conducting such discussions successfully. In early 2014, BEST convened a
couple dozen community conversations around the importance of transit.! And more recently, we convened
a smaller number of Transit Tomorrow leading to our recommendations on that effort.

BEST looks forward to speaking with our partners and sharing our findings, we hope in time for a
MovingAhead public hearing in Fall 2019.

1 Full community conversations report available at best-oregon.org/ccreport.
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Comment Letter Number: 2

Andrew Martin

From: Jan Moore <bluztime@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 5, 2019 2:34 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Contact Form Message

From: Jan Moore <bluztime@yahoo.com>
Message:

| have noticed that LTD has continued to shrink the area its buses cover. Unless a person lives, works, and recreates in
specific areas, LTD's service is not helpful.

| live off S Willamette Street and would have to walk down AND BACK UP the very steep hill leading up to Spencer Butte
in order to take advantage of transportation from LTD. At my advanced age, that is not a viable option for me.

Therefore, bus service from LTD is of little or no use to me. | would like to be able to utilize this resource which
conserves energy and helps the environment, but the more you limit LTD's service area, the less likely | will be able to do
so.

Please quit cutting routes and stops! Please try to cover more area, even if less frequently!

Thank you.

Relevant Corridors:
30th Avenue/LCC, Highway 99, Coburg Road, MLK Jr. Boulevard, River Road

Contact Options:
| would like to receive email updates
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Comment Letter Number: 3

Andrew Martin

From: Rob Zako <robzako@gmail.com> on behalf of Rob Zako <rob@best-oregon.org>

Sent: Thursday, July 11, 2019 4:16 PM

To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; Steven Yett; Carl Yeh; Don Nordin;
Emily Secord; Joshua Skov; Caitlin Vargas; Kate Reid

Cc: MEDARY Sarah J; RODRIGUES Matt J; INERFELD Rob; HENRY Chris C; HARDING Terri L;

RICHARDSON Brian J; Aurora Jackson; Mark Johnson; Tom Schwetz; Andrew Martin;
Theresa Brand; Pat Walsh; Mike Eyster; Marianne Nolte
Subject: [External Sender] Start with WHY - MovingAhead joint work session on 7/15
Attachments: BEST - LTD MovingAhead 2019-05-13.pdf; ATTO0001.htm;
BEST_Logo_Horizontal-188x75.png; ATT00002.htm

Dear Eugene Mayor & City Council and LTD Board of Directors,

The agenda item summary for your MovingAhead joint work session on Monday, July 15th, begins:

The City of Eugene and Lane Transit District (LTD), with the help of other regional partners, are
collaborating on the MovingAhead project to determine HOW best to invest in the main
corridors that connect neighborhoods, shopping areas and places of employment. ...

But we suggest that the key policy question is not HOW but rather WHY.

Our community faces many pressing needs, including public safety, schools, homelessness, parks and libraries,
all competing for limited taxpayer funding,. Moreover, funding for MovingAhead projects has not yet been
1dentified, and it is unclear whether or how much would come from federal or state sources. Thus it is essential
for you to clearly understand the reasons to invest, and to explain to the public why spending taxpayer monies is
worthwhile.

Fortunately, the reasons for making such investments are close at hand and are things the community has long
discussed and included in existing plans: Envision Eugene, Central Lane RTP, Eugene TSP, Eugene Vision
Zero Action Plan, LTD Long-Range Transit Plan, etc.

Such reasons include:

o Safety: Protect the lives of especially people walking and bicycling along busy corridors ... by
providing separated bike lanes and sidewalks, signalized pedestrian crossings, etc.

o Affordability: Reduce LTD’s cost per rider to provide transit service ... and also enable more
households struggling to make ends meet to save money by reducing the need for a car costing roughly
$6,000 per year to own and operate.

o Compact Development: Support significantly more intense mixed-use, transit-oriented development ...
in line with Envision Eugene pillar to “promote compact urban development and efficient transportation
options” ... in order to make possible Eugene’s plan for growth.

o Traffic Congestion / Climate Action: Increasing transit ridership ... by making service more reliable,
frequent and fast ... in order to reduce traffic congestion and to fight climate change.

As you move towards making final decisions on which investments to pursue, BEST urges you to have an
honest discussion about what reasons are compelling enough to justify a significant investment of taxpayer
monies. Then we suggest that how, where and what to invest will become more clear.
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Best wishes,
Rob

P.S. FYI, in order to be more informed, in May BEST submitted 11 detailed questions to the MovingAhead
project management team, starting with the question of why. See attached.
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. BEST

May 13, 2019

From: Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation

To: MovingAhead Oversight Committee
Cc: MovingAhead Sounding Board
Re: Feedback on MovingAhead

We appreciate the efforts of the City of Eugene and Lane Transit District to study potential
multimodal capital investments along five major corridors.

But at this time, we have not had all the information we need to inform our own careful
discussions to develop recommendations on the pros and cons of different alternatives.

Instead, here we share our open questions. We also outline our timeline that will enable us
and our partners to develop such consensus recommendations, we hope in time for the
MovingAhead public hearing planned for this fall.

Questions

BEST is looking for answers to several questions to assist us in our deliberations:

1. Why: Why might the community pursue expensive investments along each of five
corridors? What is the specific need, challenge or opportunity for each corridor of a
sufficient magnitude to justify investments of tens of millions of dollars? Are these
needs identified in existing plans? Is an important need to build out the Frequent
Transit Network? Or is one of the desired outcomes of the MovingAhead process to
determine what needs the community sees?

2. Alternatives: Are EmX and enhanced corridor distinct alternatives, in particular, using
different vehicles and/or kinds of stations/stops? If so, what kinds of vehicles and
stations/stops would enhanced corridor use? Or is enhanced corridor a kind of “EmX
Lite,” using branded EmX buses and stations, but perhaps running in mixed traffic?

3. Routing: Recently, Transit Tomorrow suggested that transit service to Bethel not
follow Highway 99 all the way out to Barger but rather turn west into residential areas
somewhat south of there. Moreover, Transit Tomorrow suggested consolidating routes
in south Eugene, in particular, to eliminate service along Oak/Pearl to Amazon Station.
Do these proposed service changes affect the MovingAhead alternatives analysis that
assumes different routing from Transit Tomorrow? If so, how?

4. Frequency: Recently, Transit Tomorrow concluded it doesn’t make sense to provide
service more frequently than every 15 minutes—except on the EmX segment past the
UO. But the MovingAhead alternatives analysis assumes that the four EmX alternatives
would provide service every 10 minutes. How realistic is that assumption, hence how
valid the comparisons between alternatives?

Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation « PO Box 773, Eugene, OR 97440 ¢ 541-343-5201
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5. Reconstruction: A significant cost of EmX has been to reconstruct right-of-way to replace asphalt with
concrete. Is such reconstruction necessary only for EmX vehicles? Or would, for example, service every
15 minutes with regular 60-foot articulated buses similarly demand right-of-way reconstruction at some
point? If so, would that mean that the some or all of the “no build” alternatives would actually require
significant right-of-way reconstruction under a Transit Tomorrow scenario with more frequent service?

6. Timeline: What major steps will need to be undertaken in order to construct one or more corridors
within MovingAhead’s 10-year timeframe?

7. Capital Funding: What are potential federal and state funding sources for capital costs? How much
funding is likely to be available? What matching requirements are there? What existing or potentially
new local funding sources could or would be needed for capital costs? Given federal matching
requirements, how feasible would it be to build some corridors incrementally using partly local funding?

8. Operating Funding: Assuming they were already paid for and completed, which of the build alternatives
could LTD afford to operate using operating revenues available today? What about in 2021 after the
Transit Tomorrow preferred scenario is put into effect? If there isn’t sufficient operating funding today,
what are potential increased or new federal, state or local sources in the future?

9. Regional Priorities: In addition to the five MovingAhead corridors, the region is also looking to make
multimodal investments in at least three others: a) Eugene’s Franklin Boulevard Transformation,
b) Springfield’s New Franklin Boulevard Phase 2, and c) Springfield’s Main Street. Realistically, of these
eight corridors how many could get funding and constructed in the next ten years? Which corridors are
the highest priorities? Who decides when and how?

10. Strategic Plan: How do the potential MovingAhead investments, and more broadly the region’s potential
multimodal investments, fit into LTD’s and/or its partners 10-year strategic plan?

11. CSA Planning: Recently, a Medford-based consulting firm conducted a review of the MovingAhead
alternatives analysis. What is the project team’s response to this review?

Timeline

BEST is a broad coalition of community leaders and interests. We believe we are better when we speak and
work together. We educate the public and ourselves. We bring together the right people to develop consensus
solutions. We partner with other groups to work towards shared goals.

This summer we are planning our own process with some key partners to educate ourselves, to seek answers
to questions, to discuss priorities and concerns, and we hope to forge consensus recommendations.

Our Transportation Options Coordinator, who is also a graduate student in the UO School of Planning, Public
Policy, and Management, will be doing an internship with us to organize these discussions. We are still
working out details. One option is to convene six community conversations, say, two engaging with
community leaders focused on each of the three parts of the triple bottom line of sustainability: economic
prosperity, social equity, and a healthy environment. We hope your staff will provide assistance in answering
the questions summarized above and others that arise.

Note that BEST has experience conducting such discussions successfully. In early 2014, BEST convened a
couple dozen community conversations around the importance of transit.! And more recently, we convened
a smaller number of Transit Tomorrow leading to our recommendations on that effort.

BEST looks forward to speaking with our partners and sharing our findings, we hope in time for a
MovingAhead public hearing in Fall 2019.

1 Full community conversations report available at best-oregon.org/ccreport.
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Comment Letter Number: 4

Andrew Martin

From: David Davini <DavidD@giustina.com>
Sent: Friday, July 12, 2019 1:38 PM
To: lvinis@eugene-or.gov; esemple@eugene-or.gov; btaylor@eugene-or.gov;

azelenka@eugene-or.gov; jyeh@eugene-or.gov; mclark@eugene-or.gov;
gevans@eugene-or.goyv; csyrett@eugene-or.gov; cpryor@eugene-or.gov; Steven Yett;
Carl Yeh; Don Nordin; Emily Secord; Joshua Skov; Caitlin Vargas; Kate Reid; Aurora
Jackson; Jon.r.ruiz@ci.eugene.or.us; Chris.Henry@eugene-or.gov; Andrew Martin
Subject: [External Sender] Moving Aheadjulum@ulum.com
Attachments: Infographic_07_12_19.pdf

Greetings Mayor, Councilors and LTD Board:

In February you received a nine-page report from CSA Planning [note: report dated March 7, 2019 attached to this
comment was not originally included in the communication, but was added for clarity], a Medford-

based consulting firm, raising numerous concerns about the Moving Ahead Alternatives Analysis. We have boiled those
concerns down to a one-page infographic with a written narrative to accompany it (attached). Even a cursory glance at
the infographic shows that the most significant investment alternatives do not pass the cost-benefit test. The best
alternative, is one that isn’t even being presented, which is no-build.

Our intent is not to diminish LTD’s importance to our community or to undervalue the need to plan for a more
sustainable future. We need LTD and the services it provides. But we should not ignore the data which clearly indicate
new EMX lines are not necessary to meet future transit demands. We urge you not to rush a decision or commit to a
course of action that will have expensive consequences for the community for generations to come. It’s one thing to
plan responsibly for the future; it’s another to be so far out ahead that when the future finally arrives we discover our
ambitious plans no longer make sense. Our children will pay the tab for choices we make today. Please be sure all
questions are thoroughly and accurately answered to the public’s satisfaction before advancing any options and
investing any further resources.

Thank you.

David Davini

G Group, LLC

PO Box 529 | Eugene, OR 97440
541.485.1500 | Davidd@ggroup.com
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Is Moving Ahead Risking Falling Behind?

Package A Alternative: This community minded option combines Package A with two additional
investments. Instead of only enhanced corridors, Package A Prime adds an EmX line on River
Road and has enhanced service on Highway 99, Coburg Road, and to Lane Community College.
The LCC/30t Ave EC Corridor “analyzed in Moving Ahead” actually decreasesservice
frequency to Lane Community College; decreaseis the opposite of enhanced at
thesaurus.com. Package A Prime spends more money to increase service to Lane Community
College and assumes it will capture 2/3rds of the ridership of the EmX line. Package A Prime
balances significant transitinvestment without locking the district into decades of costly
service running EmXlines through 1 7%z miles of rural woodland between Eugene and LCC every
10 minutes, 7 days a week.

Risk: Moving Ahead is projecting millions of additional rides by 2035 without any of the Moving
Ahead additional investments. This baseline ridership assumptionignores the fact that for the
past decade ridership has declined almost every year. Annualridership peakedin fiscal year
2008-2009 at 11,718,189 trips. Since then, rides have declined by more than 10%, or 1,506,866
rides. If ridership grows at half the rate assumed by Moving Ahead, annual ridership in 2035
will be belowthe 2008-2009 peak. This means that the cost per ride will be significantly more
expensive and the entire system less efficient than today beforeadding millions of dollars in
additional operating costs from new EmXlines. If ridership continues to stagnate, Moving
Ahead has the potential toincrease systemwide operations costs perride of 14.4%.

Total Local Cost Over 20 Years: If all EmXlines are built, the Eugene community will pay
$331,500,000in capital and operating costs for the service (using the 50% local share assumed
inthe Moving Ahead analysis). Each new ride will cost Eugene and the people of the District
$12.49.

Flexibility: Each line built as an EmX means committing to running high frequency transit
service for decades with no changes. Enhanced corridors and normal busses withimproved
frequencies allow for greater flexibility, such as moving transit service to where it's desired or
reacting to local conditions as they change. Locking in routes as EmX means less money to
improve other routes evenif those routes had greater need. By limiting the number of miles
dedicated to costly and permanent EmXservice, other packages create greater flexibility.

Operating Cost Per Ride: On a simple dollars and sense level, the operating cost perride goes
up dramatically when EmX options are used. Although the federal government may help pay
for the construction, these operating costs are long term contractual obligations. Ifridershipis
lower than expected or a better route option is found later the people of Eugene will still be
paying for EmX routes with impaired ability to address future needs.
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Technical Memorandum
- o Shrcra CSA Planning, Ltd

4497 Brownridge, Suite 101

To: Aurora Jackson, Lane Transit District Director Medford, OR 97504
3 . Telephone 541.779.0569

Jon Ruiz, Eugene City Manager Fax 541.779.0114

Date: March 7, 2019 Jay@CSAplanning.net

Subject: Moving Ahead Alternatives Analysis Review

I. ENGAGEMENT AND UNDERSTANDING OF THE DOCUMENT

CSA Planning Ltd. was engaged to provide a professional review and comment on the Draft
Moving Ahead Alternatives Analysis document dated September 2018. Our scope of review
for this engagement was to provide a brief high-level review. While our review process did
identify some detailed technical issues, the purpose of the review is not an in-depth audit of
all the technical underpinnings of the draft Alternatives Analysis. Because the review is
intentionally high-level, it may be that some of the issues identified below are actually
captured somewhere in the voluminous material in the Alternatives Analysis and where that
is the case we think this review can be helpful to identify where citations are needed to the
technical documentation so that readers can locate key technical elements more easily.

Our understanding is that the document is intended to serve two primary purposes. One
purpose is a local community policy document. In that capacity, the document is intended
to inform local policy-makers about major fixed-route transit service choices for the District.
The second purpose appears to be a technical document intended to be the first step in the
process to satisfy the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) obligations under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

The review presented in this memo is focused on the document’s purpose to inform local
community transit policy. The review makes no attempt to evaluate the degree to which the
Alternatives Analysis is adequate to satisfy FTA's rules for NEPA compliance. While that type
of technical review may be an engagement in the future, that is beyond the scope and
purpose for the review presented in this technical memo.

Except in a few instances described below where our review identified obvious errors, the
review presented in this technical memo accepts the technical work in the Alternatives
Analysis on its face. Analyses such as the Moving Ahead Alternatives Analysis apply a
myriad of assumptions and analytic approaches. It is beyond the scope of this high-level
review to determine the correctness of all these assumptions and analytic approaches’.

Il. BACKGROUND

CSA Planning has a working understanding of Lane Transit District operations. CSA
evaluated the ridership performance of the Gateway EMX line in relation to the projected
ridership in the NEPA document for the Gateway EMX line. In the Lane Transit District
system, “EMX" stands for Emerald Express and is the branding for LTD’s Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) service. The Gateway EMX performance evaluation project required study of the entire
system to gain an understanding of how the Gateway EMX line interacted with the rest of
the fixed-route LTD system. Since the Gateway EMX line performance review was
conducted, LTD has opened and operates an additional EMX line, the West Eugene EMX.

1 A complete and thorough evaluation of all the assumptions and analytic methods utilized in the
Alternatives Analysis is beyond the scope of this high-level review engagement. This should not
be interpreted to mean these assumptions or analytic methods are both appropriate and sufficient.
A more detailed examination may reveal one or more are not.
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The Alternatives Analysis document proposes up to 4 additional EMX lines and an additional
"Enhanced Corridor”.

LTD has been working on the Moving Ahead project for many years. The planning project is
a transit-mode focused implementation plan of the broader Central Lane Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) Regional Transportation Plan.

Ill. REeEviEw APPROACH AND M ETHODOLOGY

The review in this technical memo takes two approaches to evaluating the Alternatives
Analysis document in Sections IV and V below. The approaches taken and methodologies
for each are explained in Section Ill herein.

Section IV examines the document itself and transit corridor alternatives from the perspective
of LTD’s own stated Goals and Objectives for the project. This part of the review takes LTD's
own stated Goals and Objectives as the foundational policy framework upon which transit
decisions in the analyzed corridors should be based. The review examines LTD’s stated Goals
and Objectives to understand what they are intended to mean and seeks to score each
Alternative based upon the degree to which it advances the stated Objective.

Section IV utilizes a quantitative structure for this part of the review. The quantitative analysis
applies a score that ranges from -5 to 5 for each corridor alternative for each objective when
compared to the no-build alternative, according to the following scoring system:

Scoring Description

(when compared to the No-Build Alternative) Associated Numerical Score
Very Significantly Detrimental

Significantly Detrimental

Detrimental

Somewhat Detrimental

Slightly Detrimental

Neither Advanced nor Detrimental
Slightly Advanced

Somewhat Advanced

Advanced

Significantly Advanced

Very Significantly Advanced

While no “scoring system” for this type of exercise can be perfectly objective, it is a useful
analytic approach. The very process of applying a score to something necessitates a critical
assessment of the degree to which there is sufficient information upon which a score can
reasonably be applied. Any goal or objective that lacked sufficient analysis in the Alternatives
Analysis document was scored “NSD"” for “Not-Sufficient-Data”. Any scoring process also
requires some a priori framework upon which the scoring will be done. In this case, the
scoring is in relation to the no-build scenario and the scoring is confined to the set of policy
Goals and Objectives that are set forth in the Alternatives Analysis itself.

This framework requires the scorer to consider what is intended by each element being
scored - in this instance the Goals and Objectives in the Alternatives Analysis and
determining what each one means in the context of evaluating the build alternatives to the
no-build alternative. A determination of meaning is a necessarily subjective matter, but this
subjective dimension of the scoring process can illuminate two things: 1) is the goal or
objective written in such a way that its intended meaning is well understood and 2) does the
goal or objective provide a good basis upon which to evaluate the alternatives that are the
purpose of the document. Finally, the scores themselves provide a relative comparison
between the transit alternatives and is a framework that is repeatable by others; further
evaluation may benefit from multiple stakeholders and policy makers conducting their own
scoring in the manner suggested in this memo to assess the degree to which CSA's individual
scoring agrees with their own.
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Section V expands the review considerations beyond the self-defined Goals and Objectives
in the plan. The Goals and Objectives are, to some extent, an artificial analytic constraint.
Section V takes a more qualitative approach to identify other questions not answered by the
Alternatives Analysis. This part of the review is not intended to illuminate distinctions
between alternatives or better understand the analytic details. Rather this section seeks to
identify and describe important questions that are not answered by the Moving Ahead
Alternatives Analysis document. It also identifies certain technical issues that were revealed
as part of our review and scoring process that may warrant further analysis or explanation
in any future versions of the Alternatives Analysis document.

IV. ADVANCEMENT OF LTD STATED GOALS & OBJECTIVES

The Goals and Objectives are the metrics identified in the Moving Ahead Alternatives Analysis
document itself. Thus, the Alternatives Analysis document should explain how the
alternatives being considered advance the Goals and Objectives set forth in the document.
This analytic approach is consistent with Moving Ahead projects internal methodology,
wherein certain transit alternatives were screened from further consideration based upon an
evaluation of advancement of the Goals and Objectives.

Goal 1: Scoring and Analysis

Alternative I

Highway 99 River Road 30th Ave to LCC Coburg Road MLK Jr. Blvd
Enhanced| BRT |Enhanced| BRT |Enhanced BRT [Enhanced| BRT Enhanced
'f,;‘, 1.1 Improve transit travel time and reliability 4 4 2 3 1 1 2 2 1
il . ientt
£ 1 2 l?rovlde convenient transit connections that i fisd asd sl - nsd nsd nsd nsd
5 minimize need to transfer
o v
131 itri hi d
g % -ncrease transit ridership and mode share in nsd — ssd ssd fisd nisd fisd isd nsd
S g corridor
ISP 1.4 Improve access for people walking, using
o .

1 1 1 1 1 1 1
% ?_-: mobility devices, and bicycling to transit 1 1
5 O
{E| " 1.5 Improve safety of pedestrians, mobility device
f users, & cyclists accessing transit, traveling in and 1 3 1 3 2 1 2 2 1
é along the corridor, and crossing the corridor

The first LTD goal concerns improving multi-modal transit service in the analyzed corridors.
This goal is relatively straightforward to understand but is awkwardly worded; transit service
is a single mode and is not “multimodal” itself. Transit trips are almost always multi-modal
because they often begin and end with a biking or walking section. CSA’s scoring ignores
the awkward wording and recognizes the purpose is to improve transit service in the corridor
as well as other travel modes in the corridor because the other modes are often part of transit
trips.

¢ Objective1.1 is to improve transit travel time and reliability. There was relatively little
analysis on the effects of the alternatives on reliability, but the build alternatives
appear to improve reliability based upon the information provided. Of the four
corridors, only the Highway 99 corridor significantly improved travel times, with 10
to 12-minute improvements respectively. The River Road corridor and Coburg Road
corridors had travel time improvements in the 5 to 8-minute range. The other two
corridor travel time improvements for the build alternatives were negligible.

e« Objective 1.2 is to provide convenient transit connections that minimize the need to
transfer. There is insufficient data to score the alternatives. While it appears the
ridership estimate analysis has parameters that apply “costs” to transfers, this is not
adequate to compare the alternatives. The build alternatives generally have similar
route locations when compared to the no-build and the system design is not really
changing (still hub and spoke) so it is not evidently clear how connections would be
made more convenient or transfers would be avoided. This objective would benefit
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from some sort of level-of-service outcome that is desirable for the District. In other
words, how is the objective to provide service to many origins and destinations
balanced against the trip time cost of numerous transfers necessary to serve a variety
of destinations with limited routes. This could also be expressed in a measure of
origin/destination convenience per dollar of additional transit investment.

Objective 1.3 is to increase transit ridership and mode share. The alternatives analysis
includes data on ridership changes, but the data is insufficient on mode share. It
appears the regional model contains mode share data, but the impacts to mode share
is not reported except in very generic ways in the supporting documentation. Again,
some statement of performance for mode share would benefit the analysis. Simple
improvement of mode share is not very meaningful. Is the goal a 1 percent shift or a
2 percent shift in the corridor for example? A more nuanced goal would be an increase
in the mode share percentage per dollar of additional capital expense and per dollar
of operating expense.

Objective 1.4 is to improve access to people walking, using mobility devices and
bicycling to transit. The general intent of this objective is evident, however its metrics
are not. This type of objective is challenging to score. Ultimately, we scored all the
build alternatives as slightly advancing the objective, because all the alternatives made
improvements in this area but few (if any) of them appeared to be critical new
connections in relation to the scale of the project. Nevertheless, these are the kind
of improvements that tend to be detailed and occur on a scale that is difficult to
measure at a corridor planning level. Design implementation of BRT, for example,
would include accessibility improvements that are not really captured in this planning
level analysis and while they may not make a big difference to large numbers of people
they might make travel possible for a small number of people and that is valuable.
Again, a lack of metrics of what is “desired” makes it difficult to score. A metric that
relates disabled demographics to trips “made possible” by an alternative would be
much more meaningful.

Objective 1.5 is to improve safety of pedestrians, mobility device users, & cyclists
accessing transit, traveling in and along the corridor, and crossing the corridor. The
alternatives are reasonably well analyzed for this objective. The build alternatives
advance this objective to varying degrees.
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Goal

2: Scoring and Analysis

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

The p
objectives do not exist. Assessing the advancement of a Goal to meet transit demand
requires a measure of transit demand upon which the reference can be made. Assessing the
advancement of a Goal for cost-effectiveness and sustainability requires measures of cost

effect

Highway 99 River Road 30th Ave to LCC Coburg Road MLK Jr. Blvd
Enhanced BRT Enhanced BRT Enhanced BRT Enhanced BRT Enhanced

2.1Contro!the increase in transit operating cost 1 4 2 3 1 1 0 3 4
to the corridor
22 Increas? transit capacity to meet current and nsd nsd nsd nsd nsd nsd nsd asd asd
projected ridership demand
2, i

3 Implement corridor improvements that nsd nsd nsd nsd nsd nsd nsd nsd nsd
provide an acceptable return on investment
2.4Impl corridor imp ts that
minimize impacts to the environment and, where 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
possible, enhance the environment
2.5 Leverage funding opportunities to extend the
amount of infrastructure to be constructed for -2 -3 -2 -3 -1 -2 -3 -5 =1
the least amount of dollars

urpose of Goal 2 appears straightforward, but the necessary measurements to meet

iveness and sustainability. The Alternatives Analysis does not explain how transit

demand is to be characterized in relation to capacity and no a priori measures are provided
as to what constitutes “cost-effectiveness” and “sustainable manner”.

Objective 2.1 is straightforward. Except for the 30" Avenue corridor, BRT is the
alternative that increases costs the most. BRT does not advance Objective 2.1.
Enhanced Corridor alternatives do appear to advance the objective modestly.

Objective 2.2 is to increase transit capacity to meet current and future demand. There
is insufficient data to score the alternatives. The analysis does not quantify what the
capacity of the existing corridor is in relation to the existing demand. The analysis
does not quantify future demand in relation to future capacity.

Objective 2.3 is to implement transit corridor investments that provide an acceptable
return on investment. The analysis does not explain what an acceptable return on
investment would be. This objective implies the need for a thorough cost-benefit
analysis of the various alternatives and this analysis is not provided. There is a major
methodological issue that is not explained anywhere that CSA could find. The capital
cost analysis is provided in 2016 dollars, but all the ridership appears to be at the end
of the planning horizon (2035). The cost benefit analysis should include a build year
(say 2022) that adjusts current dollars and current ridership at recent trends for
three years and a future year look in 2035 future dollars (inflation adjusted
construction dollars to the future year) and future ridership.

Objective 2.4 is to implement corridor improvements that minimize impacts to the
environment and, where possible, enhance the environment. The Alternatives
Analysis goes into great detail on potential environmental impacts. The analysis does
identify some localized impacts that may affect localized environmental
considerations or individual property owners or businesses. However, at a planning-
level corridor analysis scale, the environmental impacts are small when compared to
the no build alternatives. From a greenhouse gas and energy consumption
standpoint, the full build alternative (all EMX + MILK EC) is worse than the no-build.

Objective 2.5 is to leverage funding opportunities to extend the amount of
infrastructure to be constructed for the least amount of dollars. It is difficult to know
what, exactly, this objective is intended to mean. [t could mean to capture the
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maximum amount of Federal funds regardless of the local capital match and O&M
costs that must be borne by the community. Or it could mean a desire to leverage
outside funding (Federal funding) for improvements that are otherwise cost-effective.
CSA's scoring reflects the latter meaning. The build scores are negative due to the
high costs overall and large share of expenses that are not construction related. Most
of the projects have relatively small amounts of the total project budget devoted to
actual construction and still assume a 50% local match. The build solutions appear
to be detrimental to the goal.

Goal 3: Scoring and Analysis
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corridor

; "ARernativé
Highway 99 River Road 30th Ave to LCC Cobur,

Enhanced BRT |Enhanced BRT Enhanced BRT Enhanced
3.1 Support development and redevelopment nsd nsd nsd nsd nsd nsd nsd

3.2 Coordinate transit improvements with other
planned and programmed pedestrian, mobility
device users, and bicycle projects

3.3 Coordinate transit improvements with other
planned and programmed roadway projects

3.4 Minimize adverse impacts to existing
businesses and industry

3.5 Provide high-capacity transit that is consistent 1
with community vision for the corridor

3.6 Improve transit operations on state facilities in
a manner that is mutually beneficial to vehicular
and freight traffic flow around transit stops and
throughout the corridor

3.7 Improve transit operations in a manner that is
mutually beneficial to vehicular traffic flow for
emergency service vehicles

Goal 3's stated purpose is to support economic development, revitalization, and land use
redevelopment opportunities for the corridor. This goal is open-ended and could mean a lot
of different things to a lot of different people. The objectives under the goal provide little
guidance on the intended meaning of the Goal and in several instances appear tangential to
the Goal.

Objective 3.1 is to support development and redevelopment. The Alternatives
Analysis provides no meaningful analysis that CSA could identify that distinguished
between the alternatives. This objective was scored Not-Sufficient-Data, accordingly.

Objective 3.2 is to coordinate transit improvements with other planned and
programmed pedestrian, mobility device users, and bicycle projects. This objective
provides no meaningful way to distinguish between alternatives. Regardless of the
alternative, improvements should be coordinated. It is scored as a “0"” across the
board, accordingly.

Objective 3.3 is to coordinate transit improvements with other planned and
programmed roadway projects. Again, this objective provides no meaningful way to
distinguish between alternatives. Regardless of the alternative, improvements should
be coordinated. It is scored as a “0O” across the board, accordingly.

Objective 3.4 is to minimize adverse impacts to existing businesses and industry. The
meaning of this objective is straightforward. The build alternatives have negative
impacts on businesses in the corridor according to the Alternatives Analysis.
However, the overall scale of impact appears to be relatively localized to specific sites.

Objective 3.5 is to provide high-capacity transit that is consistent with the community
vision for the corridor. CSA scored the build alternatives with “4s” and "Bs” based
upon the significant increases in transit capacities in the corridors and consistency
with the regional transportation plan. CSA's scoring reflects the community vision as
being expressed by the regional transportation plan. Community vision is subjective.
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Moreover, the purpose of the Alternatives Analysis document is to guide community
vision for transit, so the objective is intertwined with the purpose of the document
itself. For example, if the community were to reconsider its vision for these corridors
then the scores would plummet even though nothing about the merits of the
alternatives would have changed. Moreover, “high-capacity” transit is stated in the
Objective as an end-in-itself and implies that more transit capacity is always a benefit.
This is obviously untrue. Capacity that exceeds demand in a corridor, especially that
far exceeds demand, is not positive because it is inefficient, and the wasted expenses
could have been deployed for transportation that is efficient elsewhere in the District.
Ultimately, Objective 3.5 is a poor basis upon which to choose build versus no-
build transit alternatives.

e Objective 3.6 is to improve transit operations on state facilities in a manner that is
mutually beneficial to vehicular and freight traffic flow around transit stops and
throughout the corridor. Many of the alternatives are neutral, with minimal negative
or positive impact. Several negative impacts, such as on 30" Avenue, did not occur
on state facilities and have thus been given a score of “0”. Of the alternatives, only
one, the Coburg Road option, appears to be substantially detrimental to a state
facility.

¢ Objective 3.7 is to improve transit operations in a manner that is mutually beneficial
to vehicular traffic flow for emergency service vehicles. The Alternatives Analysis
sought feedback from the relevant local and county emergency services. In general,
no significant concerns were raised for either the Enhanced or BRT options. On the
other hand, none of the stakeholders indicated that the alternatives would improve or
benefit emergency service vehicles. It is scored as a “0” across the board,
accordingly.

Goals and Objectives Scoring Analysis Results

The Moving Ahead Alternatives Analysis Goals and Objectives were utilized as the basis to
eliminate potential alternatives from further consideration. Why then, are those same Goals
and Objectives not applied in a manner that allows the reader to easily understand the trade-
offs between the alternative choices? The type of scoring performed in this section should
be straightforward. The document should identify which Goals and Objectives are
significantly advanced by the build alternatives and should quantify it in easy to understand
terms. The document should include a summary section that explains how different transit
policy choices would balance the Goals and Objectives differently; this would guide the
decision-making process. LTD and the Eugene City Council are now soliciting comments on
investment packages without the benefit of a summary analysis that explains how LTD's
own Goals and Objectives are advanced by the package alternatives.

From the standpoint of advancing LTD’'s stated Goals and Objectives, the Moving Ahead
Alternatives Analysis was challenging to review. The structure of the document does not
relate to the stated Goals and Objectives in a way that is easy for the reader to understand.
Several of the Goals and Objectives are written with ambiguous language. Many of the
Objectives beg for some sort of a priori measure of transit service success, but none are
established in the Objective itself or in the supporting documentation. There is no
comprehensive summary analysis that explains how the system would function when
different service options are combined.

Five of seventeen Objectives lacked sufficient data to be scored. Another four of the
seventeen Objectives were not meaningfully different from the no-build alternative. The
Moving Ahead Alternatives Analysis consumes 362 pages (and the supporting
documentation is many hundreds more pages) and yet fails to provide meaningful
distinctions between the alternatives for 9 out of the 17 Objectives set forth in the policy
section of the document itself.
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The lack of analysis showing how various investment packages under consideration will
perform against the stated goals is concerning. This lack of performance analysis introduces
risk that the project is being advanced merely by virtue of “the amount of work performed
and years of effort” rather than because it is advancing the goals and objectives set forth at
the outset of the project. This type of bureaucratic inertia without review against project
fundamentals is the same type of environment that caused the CoverOregon disaster, where
project managers lost sight of the fundamental purpose of the project. This does not mean
that the Moving Ahead alternatives are destined for such an epic failure, but the risk of such
an epic failure could be substantially reduced or eliminated by completing the analysis in a
way that makes it easy to determine the benefits of the alternatives in relation to each Goal
and Objective set out for the project.

V. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS.

This section expands the review beyond the objectives in the Moving Ahead Alternatives
Analysis document. Even one of the BRT projects in the analysis is a major commitment on
the type and location of future transit service. If all the BRT projects were implemented, that
would have the effect of committing large sums of capital and O&M revenues on a particular
type of transit system configuration. This commitment would extend years into the future.

The Moving Ahead alternatives represent a major set of transit policy choices for the
community and the document presenting those choices should describe and analyze the
fundamental implications of those choices. It should also be technically sound. This section
of the review points up weaknesses in the technical work and identifies major policy choices
in the form of questions that are not analyzed in the Moving Ahead document.

Major Policy Issues Not Analyzed

1. A policy decision that selects the build alternatives, especially the multiple BRT
corridor alternatives, would cause a long-term commitment to the existing “hub and
spoke” system configuration. Why is there no alternative for a “cross-town”
configuration?

Once a system has 15-minute headways on significant numbers of bus routes, a cross-town
configuration that utilizes the existing BRT as the east-west “backbone” of the system would
seem to be worth exploring - geographically. Before a major, and essentially permanent,
choice is made that binds the District to a hub and spoke system configuration, it seems like
a cross-town system option should at least be analyzed. This type of configuration should
be analyzed in a way that assumes similar levels of “build” investment in capital and
operations when compared to the Enhanced Corridor and BRT alternatives respectively to
tease out the net benefit. Moreover, it would be interesting to have some sensitivity analysis
that looks at which system configuration would be most responsive as transportation
technology changes; such as automated vehicles?

2. What are the negative impacts of the “no-build”? In other words, what transportation
problems will be created or made worse if none of the build alternatives were
selected?

Section IV above examined how the Moving Ahead Alternatives perform with respect to its
own Goals and Objectives. This is a different question. The Moving Ahead Alternatives
Analysis appears to assume that these alternatives are advancing the regional transportation
plan for transit in the planning area and the projects are, therefore, “needed”. It may be that
the transportation problems are well articulated in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). If
that is the case, then a summary at least should be provided in the document to explain the
negative consequences of doing nothing. If that analysis is not in the RTP then it should be
added to the Alternatives Analysis document. There are reasonable arguments to be made
that a basic level of transit service is “intrinsically good”, because it provides people with a
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viable means to get around who may have no other options. However, the District and the
cities of Eugene and Springfield already has such a system. The Moving Ahead alternatives
go far beyond a basic system and the reason for making such significant investments
should be based upon improvements that solve real transportation problems. Those
problems are not well articulated in the document.

3. Why is there no summary of the “rolled-up” costs and ridership for all the projects?
If BRT were done for all four corridors and EC for MLK then what would the total
O&M and capital costs required and what would the ridership be?

The analysis treats each corridor individually. This is good, but some part of the document
should really show what all the build alternatives represent from a cost standpoint and some
expression of existing revenues vs. required revenues would be helpful. The analysis should
have a hypothetical “build year” (for example 2022) and show what would happen to
revenues and ridership if these projects were all online in 2022. This is especially true now
that the Council and LTD are requesting comments on investment packages.

4. Why is there no “level of service” efficiency objectives that are normalized?

There should be some goal and objectives concerning the efficiency of the system that are
normalized: cost per mile ridden; percent of riders where the origin and destination matched
to provide a 35-minute or less trip; bus capacity objectives like number of passengers who
must stand during the peak hour; etc. Normalizing data is critical to creating any meaningful
analysis. Because the analysis is comparing “build” versus “no-build” options, at least some
of the normalization should be expressed as per “net additional trip”. Fundamentally, this is
the policy choice presented by the document.

As an example, consider the River Road Corridor EMX alternative. The capital cost is $78
million. It costs an additional $2 million per year to operate. It nets 820 additional transit
trips per weekday. Over twenty years, that is an additional $20 million in operating costs.
Over twenty years, that is 4,296,800 net additional transit trips. If one allocates the capital
expense over twenty years of net additional trips and allocates the operating cost per net
additional trip then the cost of the River Road EMX Alternative per net additional weekday
transit trip is approximately $27.46 on average over 20 years. \When normalized to
represent the actual policy choice of investment per net additional transit trip, the costs are
considerable.

Technical Issues

While the purpose of this review was not to perform a peer review of all the technical
assumptions in the Moving Ahead Alternatives Analysis, CSA's review did identify some
technical concerns worth pointing out, as follows:

¢ The labels on the “Corridor Summary Tables” do not appear to be correct. They refer
to “Annual” Corridor and Systemwide Trips. This does not appear to be correct. The
DKS report indicates these are typical “Daily” weekday trips. This must be the case.
Otherwise, for example, the River Road EMX project would cost $7,195 per net
additional transit trip. These tables are labeled incorrectly.

e Some of the corridor summary tables explain the differences in service frequencies
and others do not. These are useful tables and should be made consistent to show
service frequencies between the different alternatives in all the summary tables.
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e Some of the ridership differences between the EC and BRT alternatives are not
intuitive and are not explained. In many of the corridors, the differences in transit
travel times is negligible between the two build alternatives. The EC headways are
longer (therefore wait times are greater) and thus total travel time is greater. However,
there are instances where the amount of time savings is just not well correlated with
the estimated ridership changes. For example, the Coburg Road alternatives have the
same in-transit travel times between the EC and the BRT and they both save 5 minutes
over the No Build. Thus, the EC saves 5 minutes on every single full-length trip over
the No-Build but increases ridership by just 210 trips. The additional headways on
the BRT can only save 5 minutes as a maximum - (when you just miss the bus). On
average, the time savings will be less per trip assuming stochastic arrival distributions
at the bus stops. Yet, this smaller time savings yields an additional 550 trips per day.
From a purely transport efficiency standpoint, this is not an intuitive result. CSA is
not saying this math is incorrect, but it is a big difference that must be driven by
something other than travel convenience. This is something that should be
explained in readily understandable terms.

e As a corollary to the above issue, there is a significant reason to question ridership
increase assumptions due to travel time savings from a frequency change from 15-
minute headways to 10-minute headways in the modern age (assuming the busses
are not full and the additional headways are not necessary to meet demand). As time
goes forward, an ever-higher percentage of riders will be smartphone users. Even
with current smartphone technology, Google Maps makes transit trip planning
convenient. If someone is the type of person who wants to avoid wasting 5 minutes
by just missing the bus, Google Maps makes it easy to avoid wasting that time. 15-
minute headways are frequent enough that most users would essentially consider
the bus to “always be available” and gaps between busses are not so great that
people need to rearrange their daily routine around the bus schedule to any
meaningful degree.

e There is little discussion about the cost of federalizing the capital projects. This is
especially true for the Enhanced Corridor alternatives. Federal capital projects cost
more, sometimes much more, than they would if they are funded with local dollars.
Considering the analysis assumes a 50 percent local match and would come with
significant service commitments with the FTA that would be difficult to manage in
any lean financial times or as transportation technologies evolve, is it worth it to
Federalize all the Enhanced Corridor alternatives? As a related matter, it appears that
some aspects of the Enhanced Corridor capital construction concepts could be
phased and implemented within the existing route and service structure. This would
present even greater ability to manage cash flows and reduce downside risks. Some
technical analysis in this area would be helpful.
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e The ridership forecasts assume considerable “background growth”. CSA compared
the background ridership growth assumptions to the “full-build” project alternative
ridership forecasts in the below table:

Corridor Trip Corridor Trip|
2035 EMX] Transit Trip Compound Compound| Build Growth
Average Daily| 2035 No-Build Ridership i Average Growth| Average Growth Rate minus
Ridership on| Ridershipf Forecast (EC for| from Build Rate Existing 2016] Rate Existing 2016| No Build
Existing Route MLK)| Alternative to No Build 2035] to Full Build 2035] Growth Rate
Hwy 99 w/ W Eugene EMX 7,320 9,365 10,406 1,041 3,086 1.239% 1.774% 0.535%
Hwy 99 w/o W Eugene EMX 1,351 9,365 10,406 1,041 9,055 10.165% 10.747% 0.582%
River Rd 2,490 9,675 10,615 1,040 8,125 6.966% 7.519% 0.553%
30th Ave 1,893 10,850 11,576 725 9,682 9.122% 9.476% 0.353%
Coburg 3,735 10,060 11,200 1,140 7,465 5.079% 5.644% 0.566%
MLK 2,444 10,120 10,800 680 8,356 7.363% 7.7113% 0.350%

The accounting for the Highway 99 corridor ridership is anomalous. The Analysis
should make some attempt to describe which existing trips on the West Eugene EMX
would be captured by the build projects and which trips would be unchanged. The
above table analyzes it both ways, but the actual “existing trips” number that might
be affected by a coincident route is likely somewhere in between.

Aside from the Highway 99 data anomaly, the ridership growth forecast of the other
four routes point up a significant issue. No margin of error of the baseline trip growth
assumed to occur by 2035 is provided, that we could find. Long-term forecasts
typically have relatively large margins of error. The average annual compound growth
rate that is being forecast between the existing routes and the 2035 No-Build is
aggressive. The rates are assuming ridership growth at over 5.6% per year every
year for 20 years. The net benefit from the “full-build” projects represents only a
tiny fractional increase in growth rate. In other words, the ridership increases being
assumed to occur from “doing nothing” far exceed the net increases from any of the
build alternative policy choices. The projected net ridership increase from the build
alternatives are likely well within any reasonable margin of error of the baseline
ridership growth forecast. Put more simply, the build ridership forecast alternatives
do not appear to be statistically different from the No-Build.

The aggressive ridership growth forecasts introduce a major source of risk that is not
analyzed in the Alternatives Analysis. Consider a scenario where all five “full-build”
alternatives are selected and constructed, but the actual ridership only grows at a 3.5
percent annual rate for 20 years. The costs will not change but the ridership will be
approximately half. This scenario would dramatically increase the average cost per
trip calculated in the Alternatives Analysis while also slashing in half the return on
capital investment. Failure to fully disclose the risks that relatively small marginal
benefits have in relation to much larger-scale forecasted trends is inappropriate and
should never be done by a public entity proposing large-scale public investments.

More statistical work should be provided based upon past forecasts vs. actual
ridership changes from prior projects as well as an analysis of ridership trends over
the last 5 to 10 years to determine some statistically observed ranges of background
growth. This should be used to estimate a range of ridership forecasts that can be
used to calculate cost benefit of the capital projects as well as the cost per trip and
to fully explain forecast ridership risks according to normalized cost-per-trip metrics.
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CONCLUSIONS AND REVIEW SUMMARY

For a document weighing in at 362 pages, not counting all the technical appendices, it is
hard to imagine any major questions being left unanswered. This document manages to
accomplish this monumental task. At least these fundamental areas are lacking analysis:

The Alternatives Analysis fails to provide Goals and Objectives that distinguish
between alternatives in a manner that truly aids decision-making and then fails to
provide complete answers to its own stated objectives. The performance of the
proposed investment packages should be rated in relation to the Goals and
Objectives set forth at the outset of the project. Completing this analysis in a
robust way would reduce the type of project risk that befell CoverOregon.

The analysis does not analyze a revised cross-town system configuration. The build
alternatives would lock the District into the hub and spoke system for the foreseeable
future. This may limit system flexibility, especially to adapt to future technologies.

The analysis does not identify what transportation problems will occur if none of the
build alternatives are selected nor does it explain if the transit system is over capacity
under the “No-Build” scenario. The capacity expansions in the build scenarios seem
to make about as much sense as planning a 30,000-seat expansion for Reser
Stadium. How does that use of funds compare to alternatives like adding rural
service areas or expanding weekend and evening transit services?

There is no summary of how the system would look if all the build alternatives were
selected, especially the full-build alternatives, and how much that would all cost. The
document talks about investment packages but does not explain how different
options will function if they are packaged together and what the impacts would be
cumulatively. For example, a summary would explain that the EMX alternatives
plus the MILK EC alternative is the Greenhouse Gas emission equivalent of ~66
more Cadillac Escalades on the road on an average weekday.

The cost per net additional trip appears to be very high for some of the build
alternatives. A twenty-year amortized analysis, that includes both capital and
operating expenses, should explain each alternative’s total cost per net additional trip.

The forecast background ridership growth assumptions are large relative to the
forecast net ridership increases from the build alternatives. This introduces serious
operational and financial risks under the build alternatives- especially for the BRT. The
forecast ridership increases for the Build alternatives could easily turn out to be
zero or less than the No-Build ridership forecasts. To reduce potential
Goodwin/Kahneman-type misrepresentations, a robust analysis and disclosure of
the MovingAhead Alternatives Analysis ridership forecast risks is required.

The cost of Federalizing the Enhanced Corridor alternatives should be analyzed. The
District should explore the creation of a fund exchange with ODOT and FTA to de-
federalize some projects and create opportunities for cost savings. This may require
policy and administrative changes within those agencies, but given the time frames
and dollars involved, effort in this area appears worthwhile. This approach would
allow the phasing of improvements which leads to greater flexibility for financial
resource management and adaptations to future transportation technologies.

The Alternatives Analysis attempts to serve two masters - local policy document and NEPA
compliance document. All the NEPA details detract from communicating key policy issues.
The Executive Summary does not tackle key issues in an informative way. The document
fails to analyze risk. It lacks normalized data metrics so that the “net benefits” of the build
alternatives are related to the net additional costs of the build alternatives.

CSA Planning, Ltd.

Ja

IS

Harland

President

Moving Ahead AA Review Memo Page 12
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Comment Letter Number: 5

Andrew Martin

From: Rob Zako <robzako@gmail.com> on behalf of Rob Zako <rob@best-oregon.org>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 12:56 PM

To: HENRY Chris C; INERFELD Rob; HARDING Terri L; Andrew Martin; Tom Schwetz
Cc: Mike Eyster; Jon Belcher; Marianne Nolte

Subject: [External Sender] Re: MovingAhead Discussion with BEST ... and suggestions re

communicating with the public

Dear Chris, Rob I, Andrew & Tom ... and we missed you Terri,

Thank you for taking the time to meet with BEST to offer answers to question we have about MovingAhead
and helping us understand the project better.

BEST appreciates the challenges of trying to gather public input on highly complex and technical matters. We
wish to assist the City of Eugene and LTD in communicating effectively with the general public and especially
with policymakers. Thus here we respectfully offer some small suggestions about providing the larger
community with key information:

1) Complete Timeline Graphic: Develop a graphic, with years across the top, showing how the community moves
from original planning to service launch. Divide the timeline into key “chapters.” Mark the points in time when
key decisions were or are expected to be made. Call out specifically was or is to be decided:

o Long-Range Planning: TransPlan, Central Lane RTP, Envision Eugene, Eugene TSP, Long-Range
Transit Plan.

e Alternatives Analysis: MovingAhead

e Project Development: NEPA, Capital Funding, Design Engineering, Construction, Launch

Note that the graphic on the MovingAhead FAQ page has some of these elements, but does not show how we
got here, and is too vague about the future. We think the community wants to see light at the end of the planning

tunnel when we will have better transit, bicycling and walking at some plausible point in the near future: 2020?
20257 20307 2035?

2) Mode Spectrum Graphic: Develop a graphic showing the spectrum of mode technologies, from regular bus
service to BRT Gold. Divide the spectrum into distinct realms, in particular, “locally funded” and “eligible for
FTA Small Starts funding.” Show the range considered to be “enhanced corridor” and the range considered to
be “EmX.” Do these ranges of the spectrum overlap, i.e., are there higher-end implementations of “enhanced
corridor” that would count as EmX? Include in the graphic the elements of BRT such as having dedicated lanes,
level boarding, and loading on both sides of the vehicle.

3) Key Corridors vs. FTN vs. Enhanced Corridor / EmX Cheat Sheet: Marianne and I recently reviewed TransPlan,
the Central Lane RTP, Envision Eugene, the Eugene TSP, and the Long-Range Transit Plan. It is not clear
whether “Key Corridors,” the “Frequent Transit Network,” and Enhanced Corridor / EmX infrastructure
investments are the same or different. Here is our rough understanding:

e Key Corridor: This is land use concept of where Envision Eugene plans to see more significant mixed-
use, transit-oriented development.

o Frequent Transit Network: This is a transit service concept, akin to Transit Tomorrow, about where
service is planned to be every 15 minutes or better.
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e Enhanced Corridor / EmX: This is a transit (and other modes) capital investment concept, about where
to invest tens or hundred of millions of dollars to improve infrastructure.

Developing a cheat sheet showing the differences between these three concepts, and where the community
could conceivably have some but not all three, would be helpful.

Is McVay Highway still part of the FTN with plans to provide 15-minute service, even if it is not included in
Transit Tomorrow’s ridership network?

Is 30th Avenue to LCC a key corridor?

4) Partner with communications specialists: Work with nontechnical communications folks (Brian Richardson,
Theresa Brand, Pat Walsh) to develop key communication materials to ensure that these are communicating
effectively to less technical audiences.

Finally, as we discussed, we would like to circle back in another month or two — certainly before any public
hearing is scheduled.

Best wishes,
Rob

Rob Zako

Executive Director

Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation (BEST)
541-343-5201 (home office)

541-606-0931 (mobile)

rob@best-oregon.org

www.best-oregon.org
facebook.com/BetterEugeneSpringfieldTransportation

BEST brings people together to promote transportation options, safe streets, and walkable neighborhoods.

«* BEST
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Comment Letter Number: 6
Andrew Martin

From: CJ Norris <thebeespoke@outlook.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 7, 2019 9:44 AM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Contact Form Message

From: CJ Norris <thebeespoke@outlook.com>
Message:

To the Board of Directors at Lane County Transit District:

| attended the LTD Strategic Planning Meeting on Tuesday August 8th, 2019. This meeting was not listed in the Register-
Guard, but | had asked at the Information Desk in the morning, and the extremely helpful person there told me it was
indeed being held, so | took the Emx there. It is my belief that | was the only person in attendance at that meeting who
took the LTD Service to that meeting, and in fact, the only person who is a user of LTD services. This was somewhat
surprising to me, or perhaps “dismaying” is a better term.

| had applied for the position of Volunteer Adviser that was advertised on the LTD website in June, but never heard back,
not even a form email telling me “No thanks, we’ll call you, Don’t Call Us!”

The term | heard bandied about during that meeting to describe implementation of the new LTD Service was “Ripping
Off The Bandaid”. Because, in fact, the Plan that has been suggested leaves many areas completely without bus service,
and it was obviously understood that when this Plan is communicated to the bus riding population (Note-not the people
who designed the Plan, nor any of the people in that meeting) it will, in fact be painful.

Here is what | also heard, “Well, People don’t like change.” My thought was that if this group of people were to find
their cars missing from the parking lot, and be told to just figure it out, they would not be quite so keen on change
either.

This Ivory Tower design has apparently been made with zero input from the very people who use it and depend upon it
to get to our jobs, doctor’s appointments, child care providers, grocery shopping-every aspect of our lives.

The arrogance and entitlement of this Strategic Planning Group was utterly shameful. In my opinion, which apparently
counts for nothing, no one should have a say about this Plan unless they are a regular user of the Transit System. Why,
indeed, does the building at the Transit Center have a parking lot? It’s a short walk from the Emx.

It should be the goal of the LTD to have the best transit system we can possibly have, designed by people who actually
use it. | can’t imagine taking my vehicle to an auto mechanic who never owned a car. But here we are implementing a
multi-million dollar Transit plan designed by a bunch of people who don’t use the bus. That makes no sense to me. But
what do | know? I’'m just another rider on the bus.

Sincerely,
CJ Norris

thebeespoke@outlook.com

Relevant Corridors:
30th Avenue/LCC, Coburg Road

Contact Options:
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| would like a response
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Comment Letter Number: 7
Andrew Martin

From: Rob Zako <robzako@gmail.com> on behalf of Rob Zako <rob@best-oregon.org>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 6:54 PM

To: MEDARY Sarah J; RODRIGUES Matt J; INERFELD Rob; HENRY Chris C; HOSTICK Robin A;
HARDING Terri L; Aurora Jackson; Tom Schwetz; Andrew Martin

Cc: Mike Eyster; Marianne Nolte

Subject: [External Sender] Heads Up: BEST efforts re MovingAhead

Dear MovingAhead staff,

On August 19th, BEST received the public email notice of the MovingAhead public hearing on October 21st.
And on August 26th, as you should have received, BEST sent our latest e-newsletter to 1,000+ subscribers
calling attention to this hearing. (See below.)

To our public heads up, I want share with you what BEST is doing:

e Focus groups: Continuing our series of focus groups, with community leaders in both Eugene and
Springfield, seeking to understand transportation challenges and opportunities, and what are community
priorities for investments.

e Meetings with experts: We are continuing to check our understanding with you and other experts,
wanting to make sure we understand the questions being asked, the alternatives, and the implications of
these.

o Review of plans, alternatives analysis, etc.: We are conducting a detailed review of adopted plans and
the details MovingAhead alternatives analysis. We are also looking to work by CSA Planning in
Medford, the detailed review that Yekang Ko's UO GIS class did of Gateway EmX in Spring 2019, and
other sources of information on especially transit investments.

o Internal deliberations: The BEST Transportation Options Committee met two weeks ago to begin
fleshing out our recommendations for MovingAhead. Our Board of Directors will review these on
September 11th. And we have scheduled meetings with the River Road Community Organization, the
Eugene Area Chamber of Commerce, the League of Women Voters of Lane County and we expect
others to gain feedback on our evolving draft recommendations.

e Public Testimony: In September 2012, BEST turned out a diverse coalition of 40 people from many
different walks of life to testify to the Eugene City Council in favor of West Eugene EmX. Two days
later the City Council voted 7-1 to proceed with that project. Of course, back then a group called Our
Money Our Transit had mounted a highly visible campaign against West Eugene EmX. The questions
being asked and the players are different today. Nonetheless, we will be working to share our
recommendations with both the Eugene City Council and the LTD Board of Directors. Our
recommendations will likely takes the form of a flashy one-page executive summary / flyer, supported
by a significantly longer memo that analyzes the alternatives and explains why we are recommending
what we are.

As I testified to the LTD Board of Directors last week, we know you have been asking: “What does the
community want?”” BEST believe that the answer is clear. The community wants transportation options that are
safe, practical and affordable. (And ideally they don’t want to have to pay much or anything in taxes or right-of-
way for these things.) For transit, that translates to what Jarrett Walker terms “useful transit,” i.e., frequent
service that connects to other frequent service running where many people are or want to be, 7 days and
evenings a week. In short, people want more or less the Frequent Transit Network (FTN). And it is also critical
for people to be able to walk to and from transit stops, with pedestrian safety and connectivity. Bicyclists also
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want safe options, but perhaps not necessarily solely along the MovingAhead corridors as on the routes
identified in Eugene’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan and that keep bicyclists away from higher speed
motor vehicle traffic.

But our experience has been that when you ask the community — even members of the BEST boards who are
pretty informed — whether they want EmX or enhanced corridor, there is a tendency for community members
to turn the question back on you as staff, with people explaining that they are not transportation experts and that
they look to you to tell them how to better implement the vision outlined in the previous paragraph.

Regardless, BEST is seeking to do our best to do a more technical analysis to link the community’s vision and
goals with the specific mode alternatives under study in MovingAhead. As BEST has limited staff and
resources, we do not presume to have all the answers, or even necessarily to get all the facts straight.

Thus in September we plan to share a draft of our recommendations with you for your technical review,
asking you to check that our facts and understandings are correct.

Please let us know if you have any questions, suggestions or concerns about the work BEST is doing around
MovingAhead.

Best wishes,
Rob

Rob Zako

Executive Director

Better Eugene-Springtfield Transportation (BEST)
541-343-5201 (home office)

541-606-0931 (mobile)

rob@best-oregon.org

WWwWw.best-oregon.org
facebook.com/BetterEugeneSpringfieldTransportation

BEST brings people together to promote transportation options, safe streets, and walkable neighborhoods.

«® BEST

------ Forwarded Message ------

From: Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation (BEST) <info@best-oregon.org>
Subject: [BEST] Where Next for EmX?

Date: August 26, 2019 at 1:34:56 PM PDT
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O BEST

Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation
Transportation Options « Safe Streets « Walkable Neighborhoods

Where Next for EmX?

In 2012, BEST assembled a diverse coalition in support of EmX West.

Today, this newest bus rapid transit line in west Eugene sees an average of
72 boardings per hour per vehicle, getting over 4,000 people each weekday to and
from jobs, schools, shopping, recreation and other activities.

Looking ahead, where might it make sense to invest in additional EmX lines?

A joint public hearing on Monday, October 21, from 7:30 to 9:30 pm, will be your
primary opportunity to tell the Eugene City Council and Lane Transit District Board of
Directors which investments in better transportation you support.
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On Sunday, September 17, LTD launched the third corridor of EmX service in west Eugene along with several

route changes, making travel into and out of west Eugene more accessible, convenient and efficient.

The City of Eugene is working with Lane Transit District on an effort
called MovingAhead to look at potential investments along five transportation

corridors:

« Highway 99

« River Road

« Coburg Road

o Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd.

« 30th Avenue to Lane Community College

(In addition, the City of Springfield is working with LTD and the Oregon Department of
Transportation to look at potential investments along Main Street.)
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MovingAhead Enhanced Corridor Alternatives Overview.

For each corridor, three alternatives are being considered:

No Build, a reference point to measure the relative benefits, costs and impacts
of the build alternatives. Under the No Build option, the City and LTD would
make only changes that are already planned as part of other projects.
Enhanced Corridor, a new concept for the Eugene-Springfield region intended
to improve safety, access and transit service without requiring major capital
investments.

EmX, short for Emerald Express, LTD’s branded bus rapid transit (BRT)
service. EmX currently operates between the Gateway area and west Eugene
serving downtown Springfield, the University of Oregon, and downtown
Eugene.

88



Although others are possible, five packages of investments are suggested:

30th Avenue MLK, Junior
Investment Package | Highway 99 River Road Coburg Road

Enhanced Corridor Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced
Package Corridor Corridor Corridor Corridor Corridar
Package C Enhanced EmX Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced
B Corridor Corridor Carridar Corridor
Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced
PrckagsD Corridor Ema Corridor Ema Corridar
Enhanced Enhanced
Package E EmX Emx Coekithar Em¥X Eariidor
EmX Package EmX EmX EmX EmX Enhenced
Corridor

MovingAhead suggested packages of investments.

To learn what kinds of investments the community supports, BEST has been listening
to different perspectives in small, informal conversations. To participate in one of
these, please contact Marianne Nolte at marianne@best-oregon.org.

BEST has also been reviewing plans, including Envision Eugene, the Eugene 2035
Transportation System Plan (TSP), and LTD’s Long-Range Transit Plan.

Finally, BEST has been reviewing the detailed MovingAhead Alternatives Analysis
Report.

Based on all this work, we are developing our own recommendations. In September,
we will share these with our partners to seek their feedback. In October, we will share
refined recommendations with the public and at the public hearing on October 21.

For now, we want to hear which investments you support — and why.

Help us spread the word. Share with friends.
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@ Facebook

@ Tweet
@ Forward

®
@

Copyright © 2019 Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation (BEST), All rights reserved.
You are receiving this email because you have expressed an interest in our work. BEST is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit that brings people together to
promote transportation options, safe streets, and walkable neighborhoods. We believe we are better when we speak and act together, and that
better transportation is good for the economy, the well being of people, and the environment.

Our mailing address is:
Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation (BEST)
PO Box 773
Eugene, OR 97440

Add us to your address book
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Comment Letter Number: 8
Andrew Martin

From: devon gregory <devong923@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 4:10 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Contact Form Message

From: devon gregory <devong923@gmail.com>
Message:

Do you the city of Eugene can find out how much it will it cost for MLK Jr. boulevard route, And if there is enough to
cover the cost of the route. Is there a way for Springfield and Eugene and to those who fund the route to cover the cost
of the route. What if MovingAhead dose not to move forward without MLK Jr. boulevard being left out of the picture,
And they highly recommend MLK Jr. boulevard to be the 5th route, And not VRC corridor route will you people make a
deal with the MovingAhead team. You need to make smart choices to make the cities a safer place for everyone that
including the EMX busses. | understand how hard work you people are doing for the cities of Eugene and Springfield of
Oregon | know how hard working you people are doing so do your best | am proud of you city of Eugene. | hope you
people understand that | was wishing for MLK Jr. boulevard route to be the 5th route. For that | understand the
complexity of transportation projects. | would like to thank all of you for taking the time to listen to this comment.

Relevant Corridors:
MLK Jr. Boulevard

Contact Options:
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Comment Letter Number: 9

Andrew Martin

From: devon gregory <devong923@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 6:40 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Contact Form Message

From: devon gregory <devong923@gmail.com>

Message:

Should the resources Springfield dose not have, could it be the funding for the MLK Jr boulevard route after it's
approval. If there is, can you reconsider support for MLK Jr. boulevard route? Could you take the time to find out how

much it will cost for the route, thank you so much, | mean it.

Relevant Corridors:
MLK Jr. Boulevard

Contact Options:
| would like a response, | would like to receive email updates
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Comment Letter Number: 10

Andrew Martin

From: lisa.grissell@gmail.com

Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2019 11:35 AM
To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: Emx

Do it once and do it right from the start. We need to consider the future and not just put more money into a temporary
solution. It needs to have a dedicated lane to make it efficient and highly useable. The inconvenience now will be worth
it in the long run.

Thanks,

Dee and Lisa Grissell

Sent from my iPad
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Comment Letter Number: 11

Andrew Martin

From: Deborah Bernhard <dbernhard49@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2019 4:03 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: Package C

Im in suport of EMX on River Rd

Fast and efficient

Not obstructing traffic

A positive move toward more public transportation Do not want it on the smaller side streets or in neighborhoods
where it may not be utilized Lets do River Road first and see how that goes Thanks

Sent from my iPhone
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. Comment Letter Number: 12
Andrew Martin

From: Jaye Cromwell <jaye.cromwell@jla.us.com>

Sent: Friday, March 20, 2020 1:52 PM

To: Andrew Martin

Cc: Adrienne DeDona

Subject: [External Sender] FW: | have a question about MLK Jr. BLVD route? could it be about

money or could they just don't have time to study the MLK Jr. BLVD route.

From: Thank you <devong923@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2019 10:48 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: | have a question about MLK Jr. BLVD route? could it be about money or could they just don't have time to
study the MLK Jr. BLVD route.

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



Comment Letter Number: 13

Andrew Martin

From: devon gregory <devong923@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2019 12:43 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Contact Form Message

From: devon gregory <devong923@gmail.com>
Message:

| am going to go with package C option. because | think it's better for the community and make it a great investment for
everyone. | think it could be better for the state of OREGON. thank you very much. | hope you have a great day.

Relevant Corridors:
30th Avenue/LCC, Highway 99, Coburg Road, MLK Jr. Boulevard, River Road

Contact Options:
| would like a response, | would like to receive email updates

97



Comment Letter Number: 14

questions@movingahead.org

From: Kara Schnoes <karaschnoes@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 6, 2019 9:47 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead: Coburg Road

Hello!

| take the bus down Coburg or Drive down Coburg from Downtown to Chad drive as part of my daily commute. | also like
to cycle and run occasionally instead of driving or taking the bus.

Coburg is NOT a fun road for bikers or pedestrians, but it is far the most efficient by distance and time way to get from
downtown or South Eugene to that part of the city. It is a SHAME that pedestrians and cyclists have to take the long way,
going down the I-5 path, winding through neighborhoods, and going the long way to get over the river, under 105, etc.

Coburg is a crucial underpass under 105 and the beltline. Either make neighborhood greenway type options for doing
these things (pedestrian and bike friendly tunnels or bridges) or make Coburg way more safe and efficient.

Finally, as a driver, there are WAY too many little driveways and parking lots, businesses, all dumping in and out of
Coburg - mini strip malls. These businesses should have only one driveway each and/or be exclusively using the side
streets. Coburg is a major thoroughfare and should be organized as such.

Thanks,
Kara Schnoes

karaschnoes@gmail.com
631-415-3401
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Comment Letter Number: 15

questions@movingahead.org

From: Devon Gregory <devong923@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 10, 2019 5:41 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: Investment package options

| want to support package C option to be a smart option, because it would be good for everyone and would be a good
investment for the community, and will create great jobs ,and to be better for the environment. Please make a right
choice for the economy and for the people with disabilities,and for that i thank you very much. | hope you have a great
day.
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Comment Letter Number: 16

Andrew Martin

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 2:05 PM

To: Andrew Martin

Subject: Re: [External Sender] Re: FW: Please provide links to the actual, updated investment
packages

Got it. -- Paul

Accredited Earth Advantage
Sustainable Homes Professional

On Wed, Oct 16, 2019 at 1:57 PM Andrew Martin <Andrew.Martin@ltd.org> wrote:
Hi Paul,

One clarification that was a little unclear in my prior email. The Highway 99 Enhanced Corridor Alternative
does propose capital improvements, but not within the JWN boundaries.

- Andrew

Get Outlook for iOS<https://aka.ms/oQukef>

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 4:33 PM

To: Andrew Martin

Subject: Re: [External Sender] Re: FW: Please provide links to the actual, updated investment packages

Got it ... Thanks! -- Paul

Accredited Earth Advantage
Sustainable Homes Professional

On Wed, Oct 16, 2019 at 1:11 PM Andrew Martin
<Andrew.Martin@ltd.org<mailto: Andrew.Martin@ltd.org>> wrote:
Hi Paul,

The Highway 99 EmX Alternative is not proposed to enter the boundaries of the Jefferson Westside
Neighborhood. As proposed, the EmX Alternative would run along the Business Access and Transit (BAT)
lanes on 6th and 7th Avenues. The Enhanced Corridor Alternative would run on 11th and 13th Avenues, but
no capital improvements are proposed under that alternative. The project has published a Definition of
Alternatives<https://nam05.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3 A%2F%2Fwww.movingahead.org%
2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2018%2F09%2F28-CH2M-et-al-
2016.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CAndrew.Martin%401td.org%7C89ba6 1e4abfd470557£108d75278110f%7C0399
c6c9842c4bb98te3b527450577e8%7C0%7C1%7C637068547944258615&sdata=SJ7fpx0dVP1u%2Bp3eAZn
9rrHwbAqSAWIjjj3TVdzeB6A%3D&reserved=0> which contains the details of proposed changes. The
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Executive

Summary<https://nam05.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3 A%2F%2Fwww.movingahead.org%2F
wp-content%2Fuploads%2F2018%2F09%2FLTD-Moving-Ahead-Exec-Summary-FINAL-2018-09-
05.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CAndrew.Martin%401td.org%7C89bab 1 e4abfd470557f108d75278110f%7C0399¢6
c9842c4bb981e3b527450577e8%7C0%7C1%7C6370685479442686 13 &sdata=q35qAKacRBoyBfwWYDzGf
h2hgNIbqCbab6kdRY3rSDo%3D&reserved=0> also has good maps that show at a high level where different
investments are proposed for each alternative.

Thanks,

Andrew Martin

Lane Transit District

Development Planner

P: 541-682-6116

Contact us at

LTD.org<https://nam05.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3 A%2F%2Fwww.ltd.org%2Fcontactus.ht
ml&data=02%7C01%7CAndrew.Martin%401td.org%7C89ba6 1e4abfd470557f108d75278110f%7C0399¢6c98
42c4bb98fe3b527450577e8%7C0%7C1%7C637068547944268613&sdata=zM3UQ8952HVIRLKXwV5rR2y
NYLgmOY69pJhjJjF%2F1Vk%3D&reserved=0>

From: Paul Conte [mailto:paul.t.conte@gmail.com<mailto:paul.t.conte@gmail.com>]

Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 12:24 PM

To: Andrew Martin <Andrew.Martin@Itd.org<mailto: Andrew.Martin@Itd.org>>

Subject: [External Sender] Re: FW: Please provide links to the actual, updated investment packages

Hi Andrew,

That document covers a great deal. I'd like to see what the "Fall Hearing" has as the alignments and
improvements for the two packages ("E" and "EmX") under "Highway 99." My specific interest is to verify
what may be included for alignments that run through the JWN neighborhood.

Thanks!

-- Paul

Accredited Earth Advantage
Sustainable Homes Professional

On Wed, Oct 16, 2019 at 12:05 PM Andrew Martin
<Andrew.Martin@ltd.org<mailto: Andrew.Martin@ltd.org>> wrote:
Hi Paul,

I was forwarded your correspondence with the MovingAhead project’s general email box. I believe what you
are looking for is our Refined Investment Package Options for Fall 2019 Public Hearing report, which is linked
below. This document outlines the process leading up to the public hearing and also contains specific
information about each of the packages. Please let me know if you need additional information and I will try to
get it to you.
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http://www.movingahead.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/Refined-Investment-Package-Options-for-Public-
Hearing-Report-

October.pdf<https:/nam05.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3 A%2F%2Fwww.movingahead.org%
2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2019%2F10%2FRefined-Investment-Package-Options-for-Public-Hearing-
Report-
October.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CAndrew.Martin%401td.org%7C89ba61e4abfd470557f108d75278110f%7C0O
399¢6c9842c¢4bb98fe3b527450577¢8%7C0%7C1%7C637068547944278612&sdata=0t%2FkfGpz3ik8QyWB
KLQ9VSRjgmlAfS%2BBa2Zpylq%2FTF4%3D&reserved=0>

Thanks,

Andrew Martin

Lane Transit District

Development Planner

P: 541-682-6116

Contact us at

LTD.org<https://nam05.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3 A%2F%2Fwww.ltd.org%2Fcontactus.ht
ml&data=02%7C01%7CAndrew.Martin%401td.org%7C89ba6 1e4abfd470557f108d75278110f%7C0399¢6c98
42c4bb98fe3b527450577e8%7C0%7C1%7C637068547944278612&sdata=GxvHapgmoObU8rAauRVXo0HIf
3zgBV6DgspRoXD6KgY%3D&reserved=0>

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte(@gmail.com<mailto:paul.t.conte@gmail.com>>
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 6:50 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org<mailto:questions@movingahead.org>
Subject: Re: Please provide links to the actual, updated investment packages

Thanks. Could you please identify which document(s) correspond to the public hearing matrix. I find older,
incomplete documents.

-- Paul

Accredited Earth Advantage
Sustainable Homes Professional

On Fri, Oct 11, 2019 at 2:07 PM <questions@movingahead.org<mailto:questions@movingahead.org>> wrote:
Hi Paul,

Thanks for your email. If you visit the project website and look on the Project Library page you can find the
technical reports and the executive summary Please let me know if you still don’t find what you are looking
for.

Thanks!

Jaye Cromwell

Public Involvement Specialist
JLA Public Involvement

From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com<mailto:paul.t.conte@gmail.com>>
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Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 1:37 PM
To: questions@movingahead.org<mailto:questions@movingahead.org>
Subject: Please provide links to the actual, updated investment packages

The matrix image doesn't provide links. I'm sure the updated packages are somewhere on the website, but I
didn't find them.

Thank you

Paul Conte

Accredited Earth Advantage
Sustainable Homes Professional
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Comment Letter Number: 17
questions@movingahead.org

From: Gay Morgan <gmorgan294@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 3:12 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: Route 27

| would use the bus every day if the bus schedule was convenient for me. Please, please bring back hourly service on
Route 27 Fairmount.

Gay Morgan
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Comment Letter Number: 18

Andrew Martin

From: Andrew Martin

Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 12:10 PM

To: 'metam@comcast.net’

Cc: MovingAheadProject

Subject: RE: Moving Ahead - Streets and Places Reimagined - Transportation Investment
Packages for City of Eugene

Attachments: LTD Moving Ahead Investment Packages Update V2 FINAL.PDF

Dear Meta Maxwell,

Thank you for reaching out and contacting us. The intent of our letter was to reach out and ensure that all potentially
impacted property owners were aware of the upcoming public hearing and to provide contact information for project
staff in the event that you needed more information about the project.

Since the publication of the MovingAhead Alternatives Analysis in September 2018, staff have provided several updates
to City Council and LTD’s Board of Directors, held five in-person open houses and two online open houses during two
distinct comment periods, and given updates to many community groups. Additionally, project materials are regularly
updated on our website (http://www.movingahead.org).

At the upcoming public hearing, Eugene City Council and LTD’s Board of Directors will hear input from the public on a set
of refined investment packages (see below). The range of investment packages is intended to illustrate five possible sets
of investments. Next year, Eugene City Council and LTD’s Board of Directors will adopt a single investment package as
their preferred package. | encourage you to view some of the links below to become more familiar with the potential
benefits and impacts of the various investment packages. | have also attached a handout with information about the
packages.

Proposed Investment Packages

. . 30th Avenue MLK, Junior
Investment Package | Highway 99 River Road to LCC Coburg Road Boulevard
Enhanced Corridor Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced
Package Corridor Corridor Corridor Corridor Corridor
Package C Enhanced EmX Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced
g Corridor Corridor Corridor Corridor
Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced
Package D Corridor EmX Corridor EmX Corridor
Enhanced Enhanced
Package E EmX EmX Corridor EmX Corridor
EmX Package EmX EmX EmX EmX Enha‘nced
Corridor

| would also like to invite you to meet with project staff before the public hearing, so that we might answer any
qguestions you have. If you're unable to attend the public hearing, or would like more time to make an informed
decision, we are accepting written comments through November 4, 2019. If you are interested in setting up a meeting,
please let me know and we can arrange a time.
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Links to key project information:
http://www.movingahead.org/public-hearing/

Refined Investment Package Options for Fall 2019 Public Hearing report
MovingAhead Executive Summary

Results from Spring 2019 Outreach

Sincerely,

Andrew Martin

Lane Transit District
Development Planner
P: 541-682-6116
Contact us at LTD.org

From: Meta Maxwell <metam@comcast.net>

Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 5:12 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Cc: mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us

Subject: Moving Ahead - Streets and Places Reimagined - Transportation Investment Packages for City of Eugene

| am the owner of property at 315 Coburg Road.

Thank you for notifying me of the October 21, 2019, 7:30 pm open house and public hearing that will be held at the
direction of the Eugene City Council and Lane Transit District Board of Directors. The stated purpose is to consider the
proposed investment packages for the city transportation plans. However, no details of the transportation plans or
investment packages were included with the notice I received. | was only notified of one other opportunity to learn
about the projects and give input - a meeting in an LTD bus at the Safeway parking lot on Coburg Road - which |
attended, and at which no details of any plan were available. | suggest that the details of the proposals and investment
plans be made available to all affected property owners BEFORE a public hearing and deadline for input. It is
inappropriate to hold an open house only two hours prior to a public meeting at which input and suggestions are to be
given. No one can give appropriate thoughtful consideration to plans and proposals they are seeing for the first time
just an hour or two earlier.

Please respond and indicate how | and other affected property owners will be fully briefed, and how we will have
adequate time for consideration and response before any decisions are finalized.

Thank you!

Meta Maxwell

935 St. Andrews Drive
Eugene, OR 97401
metam@comcast.net
541-731-9161
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Comment Letter Number: 19

Andrew Martin

From: Andrew Martin

Sent: Sunday, October 20, 2019 4:52 PM

To: ‘Philip Farrington’

Cc: ‘questions@movingahead.org'

Subject: RE: FW: MovingAhead Website Contact Form Message
Dear Philip,

Acquisitions in the area you are describing differ between the Enhanced Corridor and EmX Alternatives. Under the
Enhanced Corridor Alternative, the current designs appear to require approximately 4615 square feet from 3 parcels
between Elysium and Beltline. The width of acquisitions varies by location, and can range from about 1 foot wide up to
about 15.5 feet wide. The EmX Alternative appears to require acquisition of approximately 7752 square feet from 4
parcels between Elysium and Beltline. The width of acquisitions ranges from about 8.5 feet wide to about 13.5 feet wide.
These acquisitions are necessary to accommodate changes in the roadway operations, station placement, and relocation
of the existing sidewalk to accommodate the proposed roadway changes.

These estimates are based on a GIS analysis and have some inherent margin of error based on the accuracy of the data.
Exact dimensions and area will need to be determined by surveyors after further project design. After selection of a
preferred package next year, future phases of the project will include design refinements where LTD and the City of
Eugene will work with impacted property owners to reduce or eliminate potential impacts where possible.

If you have any further questions about these potential acquisitions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,

Andrew Martin

Lane Transit District

Development Planner

P:541-682-6116
Contact us at LTD.org

From: Philip Farrington <pfarrington@cdcmgmtcorp.com>
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 5:38 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Contact Form Message
From: Philip Farrington <pfarrington@cdcmgmtcorp.com>

Message:

I'd like to know the specific dimensions and overall area of the area proposed for taking along the frontage of the east
side of Coburg Road north of Elysium, in both the enhanced transit and EmX options.

It appears that under the enhanced transit option that the additional right-of-way taking would be for a relocated
sidewalk, to accommodate a wider street profile and dedicated turn lane for east bound turning traffic from northbound
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Coburg Road. What is the width of the proposed sidewalk? Is it any wider than the existing sidewalk? Why can't there be
a through/right lane and avoid the expense and impact of right-of-way takings and improvements?

Understand that city requirements for maximum building setback and minimum building frontage and orientation
requirements result in inherent conflicts between the desire for additional right-of-way and planned in-fill and existing
development on the subject properties. We have no antipathy toward transit and in fact welcome the proposed
signalization of the Elysium/Coburg intersection and improved access to transit. However, we believe there is adequate
right-of-way existing to accommodate all travel modes under either of the proposed transit options.

Please contact me asap with that information. | can be reached at my office 541/600-8018 or via e-mail.

Relevant Corridors:
Coburg Road

Contact Options:
| would like a response
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Comment Letter Number: 20

questions@movingahead.org

From: Karrie Walters-Warren <questions@movingahead.org>
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 9:18 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Hearings Comment

Name:Karrie Walters-Warren
Organization: Resident of River Road
Email: karrie42@gmail.com

Phone: 5417293851

Comments:

| am writing to voice my strong support for the EMX and bicycle lane improvements for River Road corridor. Investment
in our community is vital if we are to continue to grow sustainably and safely. Many individuals and families would like
to either bike or take public transportation from River Road, but current obstacles make this unaccessible to many.
Currently it can take more than an hour to get downtown by bus - and much much more if we want to go to UO or LCC.
Safety on the current River Road corridor is a high concern. Cars travel quickly, using our neighborhood as a fast
commute thoroughfare instead of recognizing it as a neighborhood (we have NW Expressway for that). Installing
protected bike lanes and using visual and other traffic calming measures on river road are essential to meeting our goal
of a 20 minute walking neighborhood. The work LTD completed on Franklin blvd between Glenwood and the bridge
going to Springfield is commendable - still two lanes of traffic, shared with EMX, but more curves in the road and
beautiful greenery both in the median and on the sidewalks. | would love to see the same care given to the River Road
area. Thank you!
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Comment Letter Number: 21

questions@movingahead.org

From: Jeb Bartin <questions@movingahead.org>
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 9:32 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Hearings Comment

Name:Jeb Bartin
Organization: (none)

Email: jeb.bartin@hughes.com
Phone: 541-554-9901

Comments:

Regarding the River Road plan. No EmX ! Impacts to businesses, parking, trees would be too severe. | see nearly empty
busses along River Road constantly and having EmX will not increase ridership enough to justify ruining the nature of this
area. |, for one will never ride any LTD bus. | value my freedom of going where | want, when | want in my own
automobile. Again, my comment is NO EmX on River Road.

Thank you.
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Comment Letter Number: 22

Andrew Martin

From: Rob Zako <robzako@gmail.com> on behalf of Rob Zako <rob@best-oregon.org>

Sent: Monday, October 14, 2019 10:41 AM

To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; Steven Yett; Carl Yeh; Don Nordin;
Emily Secord; Joshua Skov; Caitlin Vargas; Kate Reid

Cc: MEDARY Sarah J; RODRIGUES Matt J; INERFELD Rob; HENRY Chris C; RICHARDSON

Brian J; HOSTICK Robin A; HARDING Terri L; NELSON Ethan A; Aurora Jackson; Mark
Johnson; Tom Schwetz; Andrew Martin; Theresa Brand; Pat Walsh
Subject: [External Sender] BEST in Register-Guard re MovingAhead

Dear Eugene Mayor & City Council and LTD Board of Directors,
In case you missed it, the Register-Guard has a story this morning about MovingAhead:
EmX service could be coming to more corridors in Eugene

https://www.registerguard.com/news/20191014/emx-service-could-be-coming-to-more-corridors-in-
eugene

The story concludes with an accurate summary of where BEST stands on MovingAhead:

Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation, or BEST, a community organization that works to
improve ways residents can get around the city, said it’s studying the five packages as it drafts its
own recommendation.

Rob Zako, BEST’s executive director, said he isn’t hearing disagreement with making public
investments that allow residents to drive, bike, take the bus and walk more conveniently and
safely.

But Zako said the organization seeks more details about how the less costly “enhanced corridor”
improvements accomplish that goal and whether the benefits from spending more to launch
future EmX lines makes financial sense

“We’re trying to determine is it worth the money,” he said.

There’s also concern about whether higher operating costs from the project will result in cuts to
fixed-route service or higher taxes, he said.

Later today, the BEST Board is holding a special meeting to approve our formal “ MovingAhead Analysis and
Recommendations.” Once they do, I will share these with you. If you have any questions or concerns, we would
be happy to discuss.

Then later this week via our monthly e-newsletter, we will urge members of the public to share their views at
the public hearing on Monday, October 21, or in writing. For the public’s benefit, we will also summarize our

own analysis, and provide a link to our more detailed analysis and recommendations.

Best wishes,
Rob
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P.S. To give you a sense of BEST’s work, here is the introduction to our “MovingAhead Analysis and
Recommendations™:

INTRODUCTION

Thank you for the opportunity to provide you with our MovingAhead analysis and
recommendations.

Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation (BEST) appreciates the extensive and careful work the
project management team has done to identify investment opportunities, cull these down to just
the five most promising corridors, and prepare an Alternatives Analysis Report to objectively
identify the costs and benefits of different options.

BEST is a privately funded local 501(c)(3) nonprofit. In 2012, BEST came together as a broad
group of community leaders to support the Eugene City Council in approving the West Eugene
EmX project. Today, BEST is building a successful community by bringing people together to
promote transportation options, safe streets and walkable neighborhoods.

To develop these recommendations, over the last five years BEST attended public meetings, met
with MovingAhead staff, and conducted our own analysis. Specifically, these recommendations
represent the consensus of the BEST Board of Directors (see masthead), with advice from our
partner organizations, informed by public input via our recent series of focus groups and our
prior community conversations. BEST offers you these recommendations as our best sense of
sound public policy in the community interest.

The remainder of this memo begins with our overall analysis, reviews each of the corridors in
detail, and then offers our recommendations. In Appendix A, we trace the evolution over the past
two decades of a shared community vision for better transportation:

ANALYSIS ... 3
1. Frequent and Useful Transit ... 3
2. Transportation Safety ... 7
3. Compact Urban Development ... 8

REVIEW OF CORRIDORS ... 9
RECOMMENDATIONS ... 11

APPENDIX A: A SHARED VISION FOR BETTER TRANSPORTATION ... 13
1. An Evolving Vision for Frequent and Useful Transit ... 14
2. A New Vision for Transportation Safety ... 17
3. A Fuzzy Vision for Compact Urban Development ... 18

Rob Zako

Executive Director

Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation (BEST)
541-343-5201 (home office)

541-606-0931 (mobile)

rob@best-oregon.org

www.best-oregon.org
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facebook.com/BetterEugeneSpringfieldTransportation

Building a successful community by bringing people together to promote transportation options, safe streets, and walkable
neighborhoods.

«® BEST
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The Register-Guard Monday, October 14, 2019

The future of EmX

EmX service could be coming to more corridors in Eugene

By Christian Hill
The Register-Guard

After about five years of planning, local officials
are close to identifying the major corridors in
Eugene that may have future EmX transit lines.

They will weigh five socalled investment packages
that include either an EmX line, which provides
transit service every 10 minutes on weekdays, or
“enhanced” lines, less costly improvements, on
five corridors. Each packages option includes all
five corridors — 30th Avenue fo Lane Community
College, Coburg Road, Highway 99, Martin Luther
King Jr. Boulevard and River Road. Each package
has different combinations of service for each of
the lines.

In addition to improving transit service, the
MovingAhead project also includes numerous
improvements to encourage walking and bicycling
on the corridors.

There also is a required nobuild option. Eugene
city councilors and Lane Transit District directors
will hold an open house and public

acknowledge it can’t rely on that money as its
availability may shrink as the competition for it
grows.

A federal grant of about $75 million paid for the
bulk of the West Eugene EmX line, which opened
two years ago. The total project, including
planning and design, was $100 million.

Officials are looking into possible local funding
options, one of which could be including
MovingAhead construction dollars in a future
street repair bond.

“We might have to tax ourselves,” said Chris
Henry, transportation planning engineer for the
city of Eugene. “We haven't had that conversation
yet, but we've shared that publicly.”

The discussion also comes as actual ridership has
fallen well short of the forecasts local officials used
to secure federal funding for the West Eugene
EmX project.

Average weekday ridership is 4,245 people, 57%
less than the 7,399 people anticipated to board
the line when the forecasts were developed in
2011.

Martin acknowledged the forecasts missed the
mark, coming at time when LTD enjoyed
historically high ridership and gas prices were
higher, which typically drives transit

hearing on the packages Oct. 21. They are slated
to settle on a preferred package sometime next
year.

"“This is the last big opportunity to help us refine
what the community’s vision will be,” said Andrew
Martin, development planner for Lane Transit
District.

Local officials developed the three existing EmX
lines— Gateway, Franklin and West 11th— one at
a time. The package approach enables officials to
save time and money on planning and an
environmental study.

Once a package is selected, and federal
regulators conclude its impacts have been fully
studied and can be adequately mitigated, local
officials will seek funding to design and construct
improvements on the first cormidor.

The packages don't come cheap. The least costly
of the five packages is an estimated $148 million,
and the most expensive is $335 million, according
to three-year-old cost estimates. The estimates
are for construction only and don't include annual
operating costs.

LTD has relied on federal grants to pay for the
bulk of construction costs for the three existing
EmX lines but

use. As well, projected jobs close to the line's
stops haven’t come to fruition.

Still, Martin said ridership on the line exceeded the
corridor’s prior fixed-route numbers and has been
growing since launch, with boardings per hour
twice as highasmostofLTD'sroutes.

The line is on pace this year to exceed the nearly
1.3 million boardings the line recorded in its first
full year of operation in 2018.

“There's always uncertainty in projecting 20 years
down the road, that's a safe thing to say,” Martin
said. “What the models are telling us is if we build
EmX there are fairly significant ridership
increases.”

Henry said there are benefits to both individual
residents and the community as a whole in
investing in transit. To house Eugene’s growing
population without expanding its urban growth
boundary, city land-use policy calls for increasing
density on major corridors served by transit.
Transit can also help the city reach its aggressive
goals fo eliminate fatalities and serious injuries on
city streets and reduce carbon emissions, officials
said.

Cities have begun contemplating a future of self-
driving cars navigating local streets, but Henry
said the technology doesn't benefit a community’s
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A Lane Transit District EmX makes its way
down East 11th Avenue in Eugene. [CHRIS
PIETSCH/THE REGISTERGUARD]

transportation system as it “perpetuates this
individual choice of a single-occupant vehicle.”

“The more we can share rides, the better for the
transportation systemaswegrowasacommunity,”
he said. Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation,
or BEST, a community organization that works to
improve ways residents can get around the city,
said it's studying the five packages as it drafts its
own recommendation.

Rob Zako, BEST's executive director, said he isn't
hearing disagreement with making public
investments that allow residents to drive, bike,
take the bus and walk more conveniently and
safely.

But Zako said the organization seeks more details
about how the less costly “enhanced corridor”
improvements accomplish that goal and whether
the benefits from spending more to launch future
EmX lines makes financial sense
“We'retryingtodetermineisit
worththemoney,"hesaid.

There's also concemn about whether higher
operating costs from the project will result in cuts
to fixed-route service or higher taxes, he said.

Follow Christian Hilf on Twitter @RGchill. Email
christian_hill@registerguard.com.



Package options

Here are the five packages officials are weighing as the MovingAhead
project moves to an open house and public hearing on Oct. 21 in the
Public Service Building, 125 E. Eighth Ave. in downtown Eugene. The
open house begins at 5 p.m. and the public hearing starts at 7:30 p.m.
Residents unable to attend the hearing can comment online at movin-
gahead.org/public-hearing. The deadline is 5 p.m. Nov. 4.

EmX improvements include weekday service every 10 minutes, bus-
only lanes, transit priority signals, specialized buses and upgraded
stations with raised platforms. Also included are improvements to
people who walk and bike on the corridor.

Enhanced corridor improvements include weekday service every 15
minutes, transit signal priority and upgraded bus stops. Also included
are improvements to people who walk and bike on the corridor but at
a lower level than the EmX improvements.

Enhanced Corridor Package

Highway 99 — Enhanced Corridor

River Road — Enhanced Corridor

30th Avenue to LCC — Enhanced Corridor

Coburg Road — Enhanced Corridor

Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard — Enhanced Corridor

Package C

Highway 99 — Enhanced Corridor

River Road — EmX

30th Avenue to LCC — Enhanced Corridor

Coburg Road — Enhanced Corridor

Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard — Enhanced Corridor

Package D

Highway 99 — Enhanced Corridor

River Road — EmX

30th Avenue to LCC — Enhanced Corridor

Coburg Road — EmX

Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard — Enhanced Corridor

Package E

Highway 99 — EmX

River Road — EmX

30th Avenue to LCC — Enhanced Corridor

Coburg Road — EmX

Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard — Enhanced Corridor

EmX Package

Highway 99 — EmX

River Road — EmX

30th Avenue to LCC — EmX

Coburg Road — EmX

Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard — Enhanced Corridor
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Comment Letter Number: 23

questions@movingahead.org

From: Luke Callahan <questions@movingahead.org>
Sent: Monday, October 14, 2019 11:20 AM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Hearings Comment

Name:Luke Callahan
Organization:

Email: lukemcal@gmail.com
Phone: 415.705.9501

Comments:
Please don't widen any streets wherever there is an option.

Currently crossing River Road on foot is a treacherous endeavor. Doing an development beyond the "enhanced package"
would make the already bad situation even worse.

Vote for package A.
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Comment Letter Number: 24

questions@movingahead.org

From: Ellen Webber <questions@movingahead.org>
Sent: Monday, October 14, 2019 11:28 AM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Hearings Comment

Name:Ellen Webber

Organization: East West Tea Company (Yogi Tea)
Email: ellen.webber@eastwesttea.com

Phone: 415-302-3205

Comments:

| support all projects that include an EMx line and bicycle lane improvements on River Road. River Road buses do not
come often enough to make them a viable option for commuters. Furthermore, a bike is required by most River Road
residents to access bus lines in a timely manner - which thus necessitates improvements to bicycle safety on River Road.
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Comment Letter Number: 25

questions@movingahead.org

From: Lori Deskins <questions@movingahead.org>
Sent: Monday, October 14, 2019 12:07 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Hearings Comment

Name:Lori Deskins
Organization:

Email: lorimagi5@gmail.com
Phone: 4582104872

Comments:

| just want to tell you that you really need an express transit that runs down Randy Pape Beltline between Gateway,
Costco on Chad & Coburg Rd, River Road, and Wal-Mart on West 11th SO PEOPLE DON'T ALWAYS HAVE TO GO
DOWNTOWN to get from one of these 4 points to the others.

Also #55 route needs better service, later in the eve, bring back the 10:15 & 11:15 departing from DT station & for
goodness sake add WEEKEND service! There are THREE SCHOOLS & a major city park on this route (Emerald). There are
no grocery stores or other services in our neighborhood. There are lots of elderly & disabled riders, kids, families, people
without vehicles. The third housing project in as many years is now going in (N. Park & Maxwell). If you provide better
service you just might increase ridership!

It is very dangerous to walk from N. Park A MILE to River Rd. in the dark and/or in inclement weather. Also it takes so
long to get to Winco off Barger but it's literally a 5 minute drive by car. Please consider these things as you plan. We
matter, too!!!
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Comment Letter Number: 26

questions@movingahead.org

From: Lisa Calevi <questions@movingahead.org>
Sent: Monday, October 14, 2019 12:56 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Hearings Comment

Name:Lisa Calevi
Organization:

Email: Lar@uoregon.edu
Phone: 5415158908

Comments:

Coburg road is in dire need of more public transportation options given the masisve amount of housing development
this area has seen in the last 5 yrs. Traffic is altready close to untenable; Coburg to downtown and campus would ease
that and make the daily commute a car free one for many.
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Comment Letter Number: 27

questions@movingahead.org

From: Cathy Feely <questions@movingahead.org>
Sent: Monday, October 14, 2019 12:59 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Hearings Comment

Name:Cathy Feely
Organization:

Email: Earthleor@yahoo.com
Phone: 5419133338

Comments:

Package D you HAVE to do full emx on Coburg road the traffic is insane and there are too many people living along that
corridor to ignore. Pkg E is silly as hwy 99 does not bisect a community the way coburg does.
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Comment Letter Number: 28

questions@movingahead.org

From: Carol Caruso <questions@movingahead.org>
Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 5:32 AM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Hearings Comment

Name:Carol Caruso

Organization:

Email: ladyvamp5489@yahoo.com
Phone: 5416069214

Comments:

The LTD needs to have some sort of bus to go down farther on Coburg rd, so people like us can go to their home church
at First Baptist and Camp Harlow on the weekends, especially Sundays... And PLEASE make a place in the back by the
bike areas on the EMX for those with strollers and small kids... | don't know how many times i have seen disabled
people having to wait for the next bus or sit somewhere else thats difficult to sit, because the healthy people with
strollers sitting in the seat marked for disabled and elderly... Thats so frustrating for those of us who NEED to sit there.
Make those with strollers fold up their strollers and sit somewhere else... Im not the only disabled person who feels this
way. Nothing more upsetting than getting on the EMX with disabilities and seeing young healthy people sitting where
you the seats are marked for elderly and disabled with their young kids..... they need to be made to move and let the
people those seats are marked for sit down....
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Comment Letter Number: 29

questions@movingahead.org

From: Hillary Kittleson <questions@movingahead.org>
Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 8:35 AM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Hearings Comment

Name:Hillary Kittleson
Organization: Ms.

Email: hillarykittleson@msn.com
Phone: 5415434853

Comments:
Members of the City Council and Lane Transit District Board,

In selecting from the five Move Ahead transit options, you have an unprecedented opportunity to jump start the
positive transformation of the River Road/Santa Clara area by authorizing the EMX option for the River Road corridor.

At present, two high profile planning processes are going on in the River Road/Santa Clara area: The River Road/Santa
Clara Neighborhood Plan initiated by the City of Eugene and the two neighborhoods, and the River Road Corridor Study,
financed by a grant from the Federal Transit Administration. Both envision changes to River Road to decrease traffic,
increase safety for pedestrians and bicyclists, revitalize commercial areas, provide needed housing, and create a well-
landscaped and functional arterial stretching from the Chambers Connector to the urban growth boundary.

These processes have garnered extensive community involvement and support and both are premised on the idea that
the resulting plans will lead to positive change for the community and not gather dust on a shelf. The City and LTD have
invested considerable resources in these potentially transformative plans.

By authorizing the EMX option for River Road, you can leverage those resources, respond to years of neighborhood
planning and advocacy, and create positive change “on the ground” as a tangible fruit of the neighborhood planning
process.

Please don’t let the moment slip by. Authorize the EMX option for the River Road corridor.

Sincerely,
Hillary Kittleson
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Comment Letter Number: 30

questions@movingahead.org

From: Rob Zako <robzako@gmail.com> on behalf of Rob Zako <rob@best-oregon.org>

Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 9:13 AM

To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; Steven Yett; Carl Yeh; Don Nordin; Emily Secord;
Joshua Skov; Caitlin Vargas; Kate Reid

Cc: MEDARY Sarah J; RODRIGUES Matt J; INERFELD Rob; HENRY Chris C; RICHARDSON Brian J; HOSTICK

Robin A; HARDING Terri L; NELSON Ethan A; Aurora Jackson; Mark Johnson; Tom Schwetz; MARTIN
Andrew (SMTP); Theresa Brand; Pat Walsh; MovingAhead

Subject: BEST's MovingAhead Analysis & Recommendations

Attachments: BEST MovingAhead 2019-10-14.pdf; Untitled attachment 00044.html;
BEST_Logo_Horizontal-188x75.png; Untitled attachment 00047.html

Importance: High

Dear Eugene Mayor & City Council and LTD Board of Directors,

Now after years of involvement, months of detailed study and discussion, and unanimous approval by our Board of
Directors at a special meeting yesterday, BEST is pleased to attach our detailed “MovingAhead Analysis &
Recommendations.”

In brief, BEST supports the community’s vision for complete streets that enabled people to get around in safety and that
offer frequent and useful transit. We also support the Envision Eugene vision for compact urban development, especially
along Envision Eugene’s six Key Corridors, providing a variety of housing types close to good transportation options. We
believe that this vision supports the triple bottom line of people, prosperity and the planet. Finally, given limited funding
and pressing needs, we support being smart and advancing these goals as cost-effectively and quickly as possible to see
a return on investment.

After reviewing the MovingAhead Alternatives Analysis Report in detail, a handful of adopted local plans, other sources
of analysis, and information about best practices, we offer three recommendations:

1. Prioritize the Franklin Boulevard Transformation project and seek funding to make needed improvements as
soon as possible to enable more frequent transit service, create a complete street, and support new development
around the UO.

2. Select Enhanced Corridor as the locally preferred alternative for each of the five MovingAhead corridors—
with the understanding that the first priority is to make needed safety improvements for people bicycling, walking
or using mobility devices; second to make targeted improvements to reduce traffic congestion or improve transit
service; third to spur transit-oriented development where detailed land use planning determines it is both desired
and economically feasible; and lastly to pursue an “open” form of BRT only if funding for both capital and
operating costs is feasible.

3. Develop a joint citywide transportation and land use strategic business plan, before pursuing capital
investments in any of the MovingAhead corridors. The plan should articulate the outcomes the community
desires, select strategies for achieving those outcomes, provide a timeline of actions to implement those
strategies, and provide a funding plan to ensure there are sufficient resources. BEST offers possible elements of
such a plan, which in the future could include pursuing EmX demonstrated to be cost-effective.

Note that we were led to recommend Enhanced Corridor by following the data available to us at this time.
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First, we note that since TransPlan was first adopted in 2001, our community vision for better transit has evolved from
that for a system of 61 miles of bus rapid transit (BRT) served by feeder buses and linking together nodal development
areas to one for a Frequent Transit Network (FTN) of service along major corridors every 15 minutes or better. We note
that Transit Tomorrow is on track to substantially provide that complete FTN as soon as Fall 2020—with existing
infrastructure. So why would we invest as much as $332 million in infrastructure if we can realize the FTN without it, at
least in the short term?

Second, we discount ridership projections, as in the past these have proven to be unreliable. But we taken reductions in
travel travel times seriously. We note that the Enhanced Corridor alternatives provide most of the travel time savings.
For example, for Highway 99 the Enhanced Corridor alternative is projected to save 10 minutes but the EmX alternatives
is projected to save 12 minutes, just 2 minutes more. We do not see that the significantly higher costs of EmX justifies
the marginal benefits.

Third, as construction costs have been paid for mostly with federal and state grants in the past, BEST is willing to trust
that this could also be the case int he future. But we do not see any mechanism for paying for transit operating costs
other than to use monies LTD is currently using to pay for service. We note that the Enhanced Corridor Package is
projected to reduce operating costs by $100,000 per year but that the EmX Package is projected to increase operating
costs by $8.2 million per year. Especially in light of cuts made last year to Gateway EmX service, BEST is concerned that
the EmX alternatives could lead to cuts in service elsewhere—or else higher taxes.

Fourth, we note the distinction, first made by Jarrett Walker in relation to the West Eugene project, that EmX is a
“closed” for of BRT: It uses specialized buses and elevated stations that cannot interoperate with regular buses and
stations / stops. As such, LTD is currently running two different bus systems, with select transfer points between the
two. Investing in more EmX risks reducing the flexibility of how LTD provides service. For example, in response to lower
demand, LTD cannot run regular buses to the EmX stations by PeaceHealth RiverBend and International Way but rather
is forced to continue running EmX buses. For example, if EmX were constructed along River Road but not 30th Avenue, a
student going to LCC wold be forced to transfer from an EmX bus to a regular bus to complete the trip. In contrast,
Transit Tomorrow is looking at running a single regular bus for the entire trip, avoiding the need for a transfer.

Fifth, in line with Vision Zero, we see it as vital to make safety improvements especially for the most vulnerable users of
our streets that walk, bicycle or use mobility devices. We urge making such improvements as quickly as possible, not
waiting years or decades in the hopes of large grants from the Federal Transit Administration.

Lastly, we are not seeing evidence that major investments in transit will necessarily lead to significant compact urban
development—at least not absent other actions related to parking polices and land use.

We have put a lot of thought and effort into our detailed analysis and hope you find this useful.

But we continue to have key questions not yet answered by the the MovingAhead Alternatives Analysis Report. In
particular, we are recommending Enhanced Corridor but seek more clarity on what this new concept actually is, whether
it is intended to be a “open” form of bus service, whether is qualifies as a kind of BRT, and whether it would be eligible
for federal grant funding. More broadly, in calling for a strategic business plan, we are suggesting a more intentional and
comprehensive effort to achieve community goals by stringing together a series of cost-effective actions likely to do so.
We hope that a strategic business plan will address many of the questions we still have.

To learn more, please see our detailed “MovingAhead Analysis & Recommendations.”

Again, if you have questions or concerns, please let us know.

For BEST,
Rob
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priority is to make needed safety improvements for people bicycling,
walking or using mobility devices; second to make targeted improvements
to reduce traffic congestion or improve transit service; third to spur transit-
oriented development where detailed land use planning determines it is
both desired and economically feasible; and lastly to pursue an “open” form
of BRT only if funding for both capital and operating costs is feasible.

Develop a joint citywide transportation and land use strategic business
plan, before pursuing capital investments in any of the MovingAhead
corridors. The plan should articulate the outcomes the community desires,
select strategies for achieving those outcomes, provide a timeline of actions
to implement those strategies, and provide a funding plan to ensure there
are sufficient resources. BEST offers possible elements of such a plan, which
in the future could include pursuing EmX demonstrated to be cost-effective.

Building a successful community by bringing people together to promote
transportation options, safe streets, and walkable neighborhoods.

Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation « PO Box 773, Eugene, OR 97440 ¢ 541-343-5201
info@best-oregon.org e www.best-oregon.org « www.facebook.com/BetterEugeneSpringfieldTransportation

BEST is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit. Contributions are tax-deductible to the extent the law allows. Tax ID #42-1661720.

125



BEST, MovingAhead Analysis and Recommendations, 10/14/2019 Page 2 of 20

INTRODUCTION

Thank you for the opportunity to provide you with our MovingAhead analysis and
recommendations.

Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation (BEST) appreciates the extensive and careful
work the project management team has done to identify investment opportunities, cull these
down to just the five most promising corridors, and prepare an Alternatives Analysis Report
to objectively identify the costs and benefits of different options.!

BEST is a privately funded local 501(c)(3) nonprofit. In 2012, BEST came together as a broad
group of community leaders to support the Eugene City Council in approving the West
Eugene EmX project. Today, BEST is building a successful community by bringing people
together to promote transportation options, safe streets and walkable neighborhoods.

To develop these recommendations, over the last five years BEST attended public meetings,
met with MovingAhead staff,? and conducted our own analysis. Specifically, these
recommendations represent the consensus of the BEST Board of Directors (see masthead),
with advice from our partner organizations, informed by public input via our recent series
of focus groups and our prior community conversations. BEST offers you these
recommendations as our best sense of sound public policy in the community interest.

The remainder of this memo begins with our overall analysis, reviews each of the corridors
in detail, and then offers our recommendations. In Appendix A, we trace the evolution over
the past two decades of a shared community vision for better transportation:

1. Frequent and Useful Transit...........ccceoveeiienieiiiieniienie e 3
2. Transportation SafeLY..........cccieriiiiiierieeierie ettt 7
3. Compact Urban Development............cccecuieiieniiiiiieniieiieeie e 8

APPENDIX A: A SHARED VISION FOR BETTER TRANSPORTATION...ccceeeeerenneecenss 13

1. An Evolving Vision for Frequent and Useful Transit..........cccccoceeveeruennenne. 14
2. A New Vision for Transportation Safety ..........cccccceevviiiieniiienieniieeieeee, 17
3. A Fuzzy Vision for Compact Urban Development..........c..ccceveeverieneennen. 18

1 Alternatives Analysis Report, MovingAhead, September 2018,
http://www.movingahead.org/alternatives-analysis-report/.

2 BEST met with staff to learn about MovingAhead. See “Feedback on MovingAhead,” BEST, May 13, 2019,
http://www.best-oregon.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/BEST-LTD-MovingAhead-2019-05-13.pdf.
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ANALYSIS

As detailed in Appendix A below, there is broad community support for complete streets that
enable people to walk, bicycle, or use a mobility device in safety; to access frequent and useful
transit; or to drive. Such complete streets support Eugene’s vision for compact urban
development. To varying degrees, members of the community see that such better
transportation is good for the triple bottom line of people, prosperity and the planet.

Moreover, taxpayers want to see a return on investment to benefit the community more with
limited public dollars.3 4

But if it is clear what the community wants, which MovingAhead investments best advance
these public interests?

To arrive at an answer, BEST looks at three key aspects of this shared vision: 1) frequent and
useful transit, 2) transportation safety, and 3) compact urban development.

1. Frequent and Useful Transit

Below we examine reasons to invest in infrastructure to provide frequent and useful transit:

e Building out the BRT system

e Increasing transit ridership

e Reducing transit travel times

e Reducing transit operating cost
e Tapping into federal funding

e Flexible implementation

Building out the BRT system

As detailed in Appendix A, in 2001 with TransPlan the community embraced a vision for 61
miles of bus rapid transit (BRT) linking nodal development areas and served by feeder buses.

A primary aim of MovingAhead is to “develop a capital investment program” in order to build
out “the region’s vision for BRT.”

But over the past two decades, the region’s vision for transit has evolved from one focused
on BRT infrastructure to one focused on useful service. LTD’s Long-Range Transit Plan
adopted in 2014 and Eugene’s 2035 Transportation System Plan adopted in 2017 do not
necessarily call for a BRT system but rather for a Frequent Transit Network (FTN).

Today the community is on the verge of substantially realizing the vision for a FTN—using
existing infrastructure. Set to be implemented as early as Fall 2020, the Transit Tomorrow

3 Before his untimely passing, Eugene Area Chamber of Commerce president Dave Hauser at an EmX
Steering Committee meeting asked about the return on investment of MovingAhead alternatives.

4See also “If You're Planning to Invest in Infrastructure, You Need to Understand These 3 Concepts,” Strong
Towns, March 25, 2013, https://www.strongtowns.org/journal /2013 /3 /25 /three-core-understandings.html.
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Draft Network Plan calls for transit service every 15 minutes on most of the FTN corridors,
including along the five MovingAhead corridors.

It is unclear why major investments in additional BRT would be needed to advance
the FTN, at least in the short term.

Increasing transit ridership

Since TransPlan, the community has begun implementing a form of BRT, branded as EmX.

Launched in 2007, the first segment from downtown Eugene to downtown Springfield has
been an unqualified success. It exceeded ridership projections within its first year of
operation.> Today, demand is so high that Transit Tomorrow recommends even more
frequent service.

Launched in 2011, the second segment from downtown Springfield to Gateway and
RiverBend has been a mixed success. In 2015, a consultant study prepared for the Eugene
Area Chamber of Commerce suggested that ridership was well below projections—at least
along International Way and by RiverBend.® In 2018, LTD confirmed this assessment when
it reduced service from every 10 minutes to every 15 minutes, citing lower ridership and a
need to cut operating cost.”

Launched in 2017, the third segment from downtown to west Eugene has also been a mixed
success. In 2019, LTD reported that average weekday ridership had been projected to be
7,399 but the recent actual figure was 4,245.8

The Alternatives Analysis Report estimates the systemwide annual ridership increase, as well
as the number of jobs and people served. But it does not estimate the increase in useful
transit, for example, the number of jobs accessible within 45 minutes.?

Insofar as past projections of future ridership have proved unreliable, it is unclear
how much weight to give to projections contained in the Alternatives Analysis Report.

Reducing transit travel times

Instead, we focus on projections for in-vehicle transit travel times.

5 “London, Paris Edge Out Guatemala City; Eugene, Oregon; & Pereira, Colombia for 2008 ST Award,” Earth
Times, January 14, 2008,
https: i

www.itdp.org/2008/01/14 /london-paris-edge-out-guatemala-city-eugene-oregon-pereira-
colombia-for-2008-st-award/.

6 “Performance Review of Lane Transit District’s Gateway EmX,” CSA Planning, November 2015,
http://csaplanning.net/wp-content/uploads/2017 /06 /GatewayEMXperformancereview webversion 2.pdf.

7 “Based on productivity differences among the different segments, the EmX line would be split into two
routes. The Springfield Station-Eugene Station-Commerce segment would maintain current 10-minute service.
The Gateway-Springfield Station segment would move to 15-minute service to align with current demand.”
Board meeting, LTD, June 20, 2018, https://www.ltd.org/file viewer.php?id=3117.

8 Board meeting, LTD, July 17, 2019, https://www.Itd.org/file viewer.php?id=3776.

9 A key measure Transit Tomorrow uses to evaluate different service scenarios is the number of jobs
accessible within 45 minutes from a given location.
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As summarized in the table below, investments in Enhanced Corridor provide time savings
of 10 minutes for Highway 99, 5 minutes for River Road and Coburg Road, 2 minutes for
Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd., and 1 minute for 30t Avenue.

Such reduced travel times do make transit more useful and can result in increased ridership.

But compared to Enhanced Corridor, investments in EmX provide additional times savings
of just 3 minutes for River Road, 2 minutes for Highway 99, 1 minute for 30t Avenue, and no
savings at all for Coburg Road.

It is not clear that there is a significant enough decrease in transit travel times to
justify the higher capital cost for EmX as compared to Enhanced Corridor.

Reducing transit operating cost

An adopted goal of MovingAhead is to “meet current and future transit demand in a cost-
effective and sustainable manner” with objectives to “control the increase in transit
operating cost to serve the corridor” and to “implement corridor improvements that provide
an acceptable return on investment.”10

The Enhanced Corridor Package is estimated to reduce system-wide operating cost by
$100,000 per year, which might not be significant but is at least headed in the right direction.

In contrast, the EmX Package is estimated increase system-wide operating cost by
$8.2 million per year.!! It is unclear where funding for the increased operating cost would
come from, nor whether LTD’s general fund nor State Transportation Improvement Fund
(STIF) monies would be tapped.

The increased operating costs for EmX alternatives could result in cuts to other transit
service, especially in light of the recent cuts to service for Gateway EmX.

Tapping into federal funding

The total estimated capital cost for the offered packages range from $145 million for the
Enhanced Corridor Package to $332 million for the EmX Package.

EmX and Enhanced Corridor could qualify for federal funding. For example, Small Starts is a
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) discretionary and competitive grant program that can
fund fixed guideway and corridor-based BRT projects.1?

Before applying for a Small Starts grant, FTA requires completing an environmental review
process including developing and reviewing alternatives, selecting a locally preferred

10 “Preliminary Purpose and Need, Goals and Objectives,” MovingAhead, October 16, 2015,
http://www.movingahead.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03 /MovingAhead-PNG0-20151016.pdf.

11 The increased operating cost for EmX are likely due to the assumption that it would provide service
every 10 minutes whereas Enhanced Corridor would provide service just every 15 minutes. In light of the more
recent Transit Tomorrow analysis, it is unclear that service every 10 minutes is justified anywhere except along
Franklin Boulevard. Nonetheless, BEST feels obligated to assess the alternatives based on provided figures.

12 “Capital Investment Grants Program,” FTA, https: //www.transit.dot.gov/CIG.
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alternative (LPA), and adopting it into fiscally-constrained long-range transportation plan;
gaining commitments of all non-5309 (match) funding; and completing sufficient
engineering and design. Then FTA evaluates and ranks grant proposals based on six factors:
mobility, environmental benefits, congestion relief, economic development, land use and
cost effectiveness (cost per trip).13 It is unclear how well the various MovingAhead
alternatives might compete for Small Starts or other federal funding.

Moreover, it is unclear how large a local match would be required to access federal funds.
For example, if there were a requirement for a 50% match, it would range from $72.5 million
for the Enhanced Corridor Package to $166 million for the EmX Package. It is also unclear
where local match funds would come from, nor whether LTD’s general fund nor State
Transportation Improvement Fund (STIF) monies would be tapped.

The need to secure local match funding for either Enhanced Corridor or EmX
alternatives could result in cuts to transit service.

Flexible implementation

Compared to light-rail, a strength of BRT is that it can be flexibly implemented, using
dedicated lanes, business access and transit (BAT) lanes, or running in mixed traffic.

To date, BRT has been implemented using a combination of specialized vehicles and stations
branded as EmX, a “closed” form of BRT: EmX vehicles can operate with EmX stations, and
regular buses can operate with regular stops and stations, but the two systems cannot
interoperate.l* 15 As such, an expansion of the current EmX system could result in
operational limitations.

For example, today LTD could not switch to using regular buses to serve EmX stations along
International Way and by RiverBend.

For example, if EmX were built along River Road but not along 30t Avenue, it would not be
possible to go from River Road to Lane Community College without switching vehicles.

As a “closed” form of BRT, EmX suffers some operational limitations and should be
limited to corridors where challenges and opportunities exist substantially along the
length of the corridor and that offer the highest level of potential for transit-oriented
development and ridership growth.

13 “About Capital Investment Grant Programs,” FTA,
https://www.transit.dot.gov/funding/grant-programs/capital-investments/about-program.

14 “Review of West Eugene EmX Project,” Jarrett Walker, April 19, 2012,
http://www.best-oregon.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/Review-of-West-Eugene-EmX-Project-
2012-04-19.pdf.

15 See also “Bus Rapid Transit Followup,” Human Transit, November 19, 2009,
https://humantransit.org/2009/11 /bus-rapid-transit-followup.html.
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“Enhanced Corridor is a new concept for the Eugene-Springfield region, and is intended to
improve safety, access and transit service without requiring major capital investments.”16
But many are still not quite sure what this new concept is.

At least some are concerned that Enhanced Corridor is being offered as “not EmX” but if
approved could turn out to be “EmX Lite.”

BEST also has questions about what Enhanced Corridor actually is but is encouraged by
Portland’s example.1”

In particular, BEST is unclear on whether Enhanced Corridor is a kind of BRT, if it is intended
to be an “open” or “closed” kind of bus service, and whether it would be eligible for FTA Small
Starts or other federal funding.

If it is an “open” kind of bus service, Enhanced Corridor offers the opportunity of
making smaller and more targeted investments in infrastructure, especially to
address particular bottlenecks or to enhance stops and stations with large and
growing ridership—without necessarily needing to rebuild an entire corridor.18.19,20

2. Transportation Safety

As detailed in Appendix A, the City of Eugene finds that the health and safety of residents are
the utmost priority.

16 Alternatives Analysis Report, MovingAhead, September 2018,
http://www.movingahead.org/alternatives-analysis-report/.

17 “TriMet designates a small set of major bus lines as the Frequent Service network. Frequent Service
transit lines run every 15 minutes or better most of the day, every day. At this level of service, a bus is coming
soon whenever you need it, and it is easy to transfer from one line to another to travel in many directions. For
this reason, high frequency is associated with high ridership. Frequent bus lines are always among TriMet's
busiest. They carry 58% of all bus ridership in the region. ...

“The City’s 2035 Comprehensive Plan and planning and zoning process is encouraging more density along
much of the Frequent Service network, so over time an even larger share of the population will live on it.
Therefore, it makes sense to focus our attention on those lines.

“Enhanced Transit is the next step in improving the Frequent Service network so that even more people
find it useful. Enhanced Transit Corridors (ETC) are portions of the Frequent Service network that are high
priorities for speed and reliability improvement, as identified by this Plan.”

See Enhanced Transit Corridors Plan, PBOT, June 20, 2018,
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/73684.

18 “Cities need to make many small investments ... all aimed at improving the quality of life. The goal is to
nudge private capital off the sidelines by responding to the struggles of people already living there. Make their
lives better and things will get better. This involves a simple, four-step approach: 1. Identify where people ...
struggle going about their daily routine. 2. Identify the next smallest thing that can be done today to address
that struggle. 3. Do that thing. Do it right away. 4. Repeat the process.” See “Iterating the Neighborhood: The
Big Returns of Small Investments,” Strong Towns, October 3, 2019,
https://www.strongtowns.org/journal /2019/9/19 /the-strong-towns-approach-to-public-investment-
satbook.

19 See also Strong Towns: A Bottom-Up Revolution to Rebuild American Prosperity, Charles Marohn,
https://www.strongtowns.org/journal /2019/9/30/strong-towns-book-release-day-satbook.

20 See also “The Spectacular Benefits of Tactical Urbanism,” Streetsblog USA, September 11, 2019,
https://usa.streetsblog.org/2019/09/11 /the-spectacular-benefits-of-tactical-urbanism/.
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There is a critical need to invest as soon as possible in safety improvements for especially
the most vulnerable people bicycling, walking and using mobility devices.

Staff have suggested the possibility of making such improvement incrementally as (local)
funding becomes available.

Staff have also suggested that part of the attraction of MovingAhead is to bundle transit
projects with safety ones. For example, federal transit funding could be used for sidewalk
improvements, as was the case with West Eugene EmX. Moreover, by bundling together
transit, bicycle and pedestrian investments using different sources of funding, it could be
more feasible to meet the match requirements for some federal funding.

But especially if there is already local funding, a downside of bundling could be to trade some
needed safety improvements today for the possibility of larger investments in a corridor
years in the future.

The interaction between local funding for safety improvements and federal funding
for transit improvements is not clear.

3. Compact Urban Development

As detailed in Appendix A, the City of Eugene envisions compact urban development along
six Key Corridors: West 11th Avenue, Highway 99, River Road, Coburg Road, Franklin
Boulevard and South Willamette Street.

But today this vision is a work in progress, still awaiting more detailed planning and the
adoption of needed land use changes.

Currently, of the six Key Corridors, the segment of Franklin Boulevard running east-west by
the University of Oregon is the closest to having changes adopted (although our
understanding is that the Franklin Boulevard Transformation project is focused on
transportation infrastructure changes and not looking at adopting land use changes.)

The River Road Corridor Study shows promise but has not yet resulted in a clear vision for
the corridor. (An earlier study for South Willamette Street was put on hold after years of
effort and controversy.) And to date, West 11t Avenue, Highway 99 and Coburg Road have
not yet experienced detailed planning.

Meanwhile, economic studies commissioned by the City of Eugene provide no compelling
evidence that “if we build it, they will come,” i.e.,, that investments in either Enhanced
Corridor or EmX—at least on their own—would spur much transit-oriented development.!

Transportation investments can be expected to increase rents that property owners
can charge—but perhaps not enough to close the gap between higher construction
costs and lower rents to spur much transit-oriented development, at least at present.

21 For example, BEST reviewed a draft Eugene River Road Economic Study that ECONorthwest prepared in
April 2019 for the City of Eugene.
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REVIEW OF CORRIDORS

The highest priority corridor in Eugene for major transportation investments is actually not
one of the five MovingAhead corridors:

e Franklin Boulevard was designed as a state highway business route but now
functions as a main street: the University of Oregon’s “front porch.” It already
experiences the highest ridership of any LTD corridor. But in order to better serve a
demand for more frequent service, Transit Tomorrow has identified a critical need to
double track the existing EmX line. Moreover, Franklin Boulevard is part of the High
Crash Network (but no portion is identified in LTD’s Pedestrian Network Analysis). It
is an Envision Eugene Key Corridor, arguably the one with the greatest potential for
transit-oriented development. The project is estimated to cost roughly $28 million.

Of the MovingAhead corridors, BEST recommends prioritizing them in the following order:

1. River Road is the corridor that shows the most immediate promise for EmX. It is part
of the High Crash Network and portions are identified in LTD’s Pedestrian Network
Analysis. It is an Envision Eugene Key Corridor. There is sufficient right-of-way to
make significant changes without unduly affecting motor vehicle traffic or
surrounding businesses. The EmX alternative provides for business access and transit
(BAT) lanes for most of the way from Northwest Expressway to Beltline. And BEST
understands there is some neighborhood support for the EmX alternative.

But the River Road Corridor Study is not yet complete and the City of Eugene has not
yet adopted land use changes to encourage transit-oriented development along the
corridor. For the EmX alternative, the estimated increase in system-wide operating
cost of $2 million per year would amount to $40 million over 20 years—with no
funding yet identified.

2. Coburg Road appears to offer the best potential for transit-oriented development.
Moreover, with no other solutions to growing traffic congestion, there is a need to do
something creative. Coburg Road is part of the High Crash Network and portions are
identified in LTD’s Pedestrian Network Analysis. It is an Envision Eugene Key Corridor.

But high motor vehicle traffic volumes and limited right-of-way along Coburg Road
could make it difficult to acquire dedicated or BAT lanes. The City of Eugene has not
yet conducted a detailed land use study engaging local residents and business owners,
calling into question whether there is yet strong support for EmX or Enhanced
Corridor. For the EmX alternative, the estimated increase in system-wide operating
cost of $1.8 million per year would amount to $36 million over 20 years—with no
funding yet identified.

3. Highway 99 runs through some of the most transportation disadvantaged parts of
Eugene.?? It is part of the High Crash Network and portions are identified in LTD’s
Pedestrian Network Analysis. Highway 99 is an Envision Eugene Key Corridor.

22 For example, see “Figure 10.6. Households without a Vehicle Map, 2007-2011,” Lane Livability
Consortium, https://wwwe.livabilitylane.org/projects/equity and opportunity.htm.
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But the surrounding pedestrian network could reduce how many people could access
transit stations. The City of Eugene has not yet conducted a detailed land use study to
identify transit-oriented development opportunities. For the EmX alternative, the
estimated increase in system-wide operating cost of $2.8 million per year would
amount to $56 million over 20 years—with no funding yet identified.

4. 30t Avenue does not appear to be a good candidate for an EmX alternative. Transit
service today with existing infrastructure is already frequent and reliable.
30t Avenue is not part of the High Crash Network and no portion is identified in LTD’s
Pedestrian Network Analysis. It is not an Envision Eugene Key Corridor. For the EmX
alternative, the estimated increase in system-wide operating cost of $0.5 million per
year would amount to $10 million over 20 years—with no funding yet identified.

5. Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. does not have an EmX alternative nor is it an Envision
Eugene Key Corridor. It is part of the High Crash Network (but no portion is identified
in LTD’s Pedestrian Network Analysis).

The following tables summarize key costs and benefits from the Alternatives Analysis Report:

Capital Costs.

Enhanced
Corridor No-Build Corridor EmX
River Road S0.0M S24.0M S78.0M
Coburg Road S0.0M $41.0M $113.0M
Highway 99 S0.0M $38.0M S67.0M
30" Avenue $0.0M $12.0M $53.0M
Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. S0.0M $21.0M —

Change in Systemwide Annual Operating Costs.
Enhanced

Corridor No-Build Corridor
River Road S0.0M -S0.6M $2.0M
Coburg Road S0.0M S0.0M $1.8M
Highway 99 $0.0M -$0.1M $2.8M
30" Avenue $0.0M -$0.5M $0.5M
Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. S0.0M S1.1M —

In-Vehicle Transit Travel Time Savings.

Enhanced
Corridor No-Build Corridor EmX
River Road 0 5 min 8 min
Coburg Road 0 5 min 5 min
Highway 99 0 10 min 12 min
30" Avenue 0 1 min 2 min
Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. 0 2 min —
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RECOMMENDATIONS

To advance the shared community vision for better transportation, based on the analysis
above BEST recommends the following infrastructure investments and other actions:

1. Prioritize the Franklin Boulevard Transformation project and seek funding to
make needed improvements as soon as possible to enable more frequent transit
service, create a complete street, and support new development around the UO.

2. Select Enhanced Corridor as the locally preferred alternative for each of the five
MovingAhead corridors—with the understanding that the first priority is to make
needed safety improvements for people bicycling, walking or using mobility devices;
second to make targeted improvements to reduce traffic congestion or improve
transit service; third to spur transit-oriented development where detailed land use
planning determines it is both desired and economically feasible; and lastly to pursue
an “open” form of BRT only if funding for both capital and operating costs is feasible.

3. Develop a joint citywide transportation and land use strategic business plan,
before pursuing capital investments in any of the MovingAhead corridors. The plan
should articulate the outcomes the community desires, select strategies for achieving
those outcomes, provide a timeline of actions to implement those strategies, and
provide a funding plan to ensure there are sufficient resources.?3

Such a strategic business plan could include elements such as the following:

a. By Fall 2020 or as soon as feasible, implement Transit Tomorrow to
substantially realize the FTN.

b. A year after Transit Tomorrow has been in operation, assess changes in
ridership and community demand for more service—both longer hours and
more places. Determine how much more operating funding, if any, would be
needed to provide the community with the transit service it needs.

c. Develop a long-term transit financial stability plan that identifies a needed
level of financial reserves to ensure LTD can guarantee the community some
minimum core service during up and down business cycles.

d. Develop a climate change policy to guide efforts to increase transit service and
ridership in line with local plans to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from
transportation.24 25 26

23 For over three years, LTD has recognized the need to develop a 10-year strategic business plan.

24 For example, see the Central Lane Scenario Plan, LCOG, June 2015,
https://www.lcog.org/367 /Central-Lane-Scenario-Planning.

25 For example, see “Climate Recovery Ordinance and Climate Action Plan 2.0,” City of Eugene,
https: //www.eugene-or.gov/3210/Climate-Recovery-Ordinance.

26 For example, see “Greenhouse Gas Inventory Results FY12-18,” LTD, available in the board packet,
September 16, 2019, https: //www.ltd.org/file viewer.php?id=3909.
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e. Develop a right-of-way protection policy to protect existing right-of-way for
desired future improvements and to limit adjacent development that could
make the cost of acquiring additional right-of-way prohibitive.2”

f. Develop a major improvements policy to guide when major capital
infrastructure investments are warranted.8

g. Develop a policy to guide when, if ever, it would make sense to divert funding
from transit service to capital infrastructure investments.

h. After the completion of the River Road Corridor Study,?® if there is
neighborhood support and if funding for both capital and operating costs is
feasible, pursue the EmX alternative in conjunction with adopting land use
changes to support transit-oriented development.

i. Convene a select task force of stakeholders, especially key business owners,
along Coburg Road to assess whether the business-as-usual scenario of no
major improvements and growing traffic congestion is acceptable, or whether
some targeted investments such as Enhanced Corridor might make sense.

j-  Convene transportation disadvantaged people especially living in the Bethel
area to learn what transportation service or infrastructure improvements—
or other changes—would do the most as soon as possible to improve their
options for getting where they need to go.

k. Prior to committing to a major transportation investment along a corridor,
first design the place the community wants the corridor to become.3? For
example, develop and adopt an integrated transportation and land use
refinement plan that focuses on the experiences of people using the corridor
and that identifies land use changes along the corridor and connectivity
improvements in the surrounding neighborhood.31. 3233

27 As part of its work, the West Eugene Collaborative called on the Eugene City Council and the Eugene
Planning Commission to change setback requirements in order to preserve potential right-of-way for future
improvements. See “Building setback standards along West 11t Avenue,” Larry Reed & Rob Zako, October 15,
2008, http://www.best-oregon.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/WEC-ECC-Setbacks-20081015.pdf.

28 “It is the policy of the State of Oregon to maintain highway performance and improve safety by improving
system efficiency and management before adding capacity. ...” See Policy 1G: Major Improvements, 1999
Oregon Highway Plan, ODOT, https: //www.oregon.gov/ODOT /Planning/Pages/Plans.aspx.

29 Note that LTD is partnering with the UO on three student projects: “River Road Corridor Transportation
Hubs,” “Re-imagining River Road for Ecological Equity,” and “River Road Station Site.” See “Sustainable City
Year Program: LTD,” https://sci.uoregon.edu/sustainable-city-year-program-lane-transit-district.

30 For example, is a given corridor intended to be a street for people to be or a road for people to travel
through? See “What’s a STROAD and why does it matter?” Strong Towns, March 2, 2018,
https://www.strongtowns.org/journal /2018/3 /1 /whats-a-stroad-and-why-does-it-matter.

31 For example, see “Streets as Places Toolkit,” Project for Public Spaces, September 15, 2015,
https://www.pps.org/article/streets-as-places.

32 “Designing Street for People,” Transportation Alternatives, October 23, 2018,
https://medium.com/vision-zero-cities-journal/designing-streets-for-people-13b8078abd07.

33In Spring 2019, UO Prof. Yizhao Yang’s GIS class conducted a detailed block-by-block analysis of Gateway
EmX, finding the transit service to be excellent. But their data suggests there have not been sufficient changes
to the pedestrian environment to connect people in surrounding neighborhoods to that service.
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APPENDIX A:
A SHARED VISION FOR BETTER TRANSPORTATION

Broadly speaking, BEST sees that the community shares BEST’s vision for transportation
options, safe streets and walkable neighborhoods.

Today, this vision is for complete streets that enable people to walk, bicycle, or use a
mobility device in safety; to access frequent and useful transit; or to drive. Such
complete streets support Eugene’s vision for compact urban development.

To varying degrees, members of the community see that such better transportation is
good for the triple bottom line of people, prosperity and the planet.

Moreover, taxpayers want to see a return on investment to benefit the community
more with limited public dollars.

Community support for this vision is confirmed by public feedback on MovingAhead3* and
Transit Tomorrow.3> It is also confirmed by BEST’s own focus groups on transportation
investment priorities,3¢ as well as our community conversations a few years back.3”

Moreover, this vision is articulated by various City of Eugene and LTD plans.

But because this vision has evolved over time and is articulated in different ways in different
plans, here we want to trace the development of this shared vision by looking at plans 1) for
frequent and useful transit, 2)for transportation safety, and 3)for compact urban
development.

34 “Key findings:

“Participants ranked safety and health as the most important investments for transportation
improvements. Livable communities and environmental stewardship/sustainability were ranked the second
and third most important values, respectively. ...

“Participants considered access to all modes of travel for all people as the most important value for livable
communities.

“Participants ranked eliminating transportation-related fatalities and injuries as the most important value
for safety and health.

“Attracting a good workforce with quality public transit and planning for future residential and business
growth were both top economic development values.

“Participants ranked efficient connections between travel methods as the most important value about
transportation systems, followed closely by reliable bus service. ..."

See Community Values Survey, LTD, April 23, 2018,
http://www.movingahead.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/LTD-Report-FINAL-4-23-18.pdf.

35 A key finding of the Transit Tomorrow public engagement is that there is overwhelming support for
more service rather than lower fares. See Transit Tomorrow Phase 2 Outreach Summary, LTD, March 18, 2019,
https://www.ltd.org/file viewer.php?id=3537.

36 See summary of focus groups, https://www.best-oregon.org/focus-groups-2019.

37 Community Conversations Report, BEST, updated November 2016,
https://www.best-oregon.org/ccreport/.
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1. An Evolving Vision for Frequent and Useful Transit

A primary aim of MovingAhead is to “develop a capital investment program” in order to build
out “the region’s vision for bus rapid transit (BRT).”38

But over the past two decades, the region’s vision for transit has evolved from one
focused on more better infrastructure (i.e., BRT) to one focused on more useful service
(i.e., Frequent Transit Network and Transit Tomorrow).

2001: TransPlan envisioned investing $100 million in a system of 61 miles of BRT, served by
feeder buses and linking together nodal development areas, “1) if the system is shown to
increase transit mode split along BRT corridors, 2)if local governments demonstrate
support, and 3) if financing for the system is feasible”:3°

L

Bus Rapid Transit System, TransPlan (2001).

2007: The first EmX bus rapid transit line from downtown Eugene to downtown Springfield
began operations.

2011: The second EmX line to Gateway and RiverBend began operations.

2012: A third EmX line to west Eugene was approved—but only after much vocal opposition
and BEST came together to support the project.#0. 41

38 “The purpose of the MovingAhead project is to: Develop a Capital Improvements Program that forecasts
and matches projected revenues and capital needs over a 10-year period. ...

“The need for the MovingAhead project is based on the following factors: LTD’s and the region’s
commitment to implementing the region’s vision for bus rapid transit in the next 20 years consistent with the
RTP that provide the best level of transit service in a cost effective and sustainable manner. ...”

See “Preliminary Purpose and Need, Goals and Objectives,” MovingAhead, October 16, 2015,
http://www.movingahead.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/MovingAhead-PNG0-20151016.pdf.

39 TSI Transit Policy #2: Bus Rapid Transit, TransPlan, LCOG, July 2002,
https://www.lcog.org/564 /Regional-Transportation-Planning.

40 “Rabid Transit: The drive toward West 11th EmX heats up,” Eugene Weekly, September 13, 2012,
http://www.eugeneweekly.com/2012/09/13/rabid-transit/.

41 “LTD Board approves west Eugene EmX by 5-1,” Register-Guard, October 9, 2019,
http://projects.registerguard.com/rg/news/local/28869579-75 /emx-eugene-board-west-ltd.html.csp.
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The line has now been operating successfully for over two years.#2 43

2014: LTD recognized the region did not necessarily need some arbitrary level of
infrastructure, e.g., Bronze, Silver or Gold Standard BRT,** but rather the most appropriate
combination of infrastructure, vehicles and technologies to provide frequent transit service
along major corridors: a Frequent Transit Network (FTN):45

PROPOSED
FREQUENT
TRANSIT
NETWORK

Proposed Frequent Transit Network, Long-Range Transit Plan, LTD (2014).

42 “LLTD delivers hustle to streets of bustle,” Register-Guard, September 17, 2017,
https://www.registerguard.com/rg/news/local/35958935-75/1td-delivers-hustle-to-streets-of-
bustle.html.csp.

43 “West Eugene EmX off to brisk start,” Register-Guard, August 3, 2018,
https://www.registerguard.com/news/20180803 /west-eugene-emx-off-to-brisk-start.

44 The Bus Rapid Transit Standard, Institute for Transportation and Development Policy, June 21, 2016,
https://www.itdp.org/library/standards-and-guides/the-bus-rapid-transit-standard/.

45 “What is the Frequent Transit Network?

“The community invests significant resources into the transit service provided by LTD. The purpose of the
Frequent Transit Network (FTN) is to leverage that investment by tying it to the density and other elements of
adjacent development.

“Characteristics of an FTN Corridor:

e Enables a well-connected network that provides regional circulation.
Compatible with and supportive of adjacent urban design goals.
Operates seven days a week in select corridors.
Service hours are appropriate for the economic and social context of the area served.
Coverage consists of at least 16-hours-a-day, and area riders trip origins or destinations are within
L4-mile-straight line distance.
Average frequency of 15 minutes or better.
Transit service is reliable and runs on schedule.
Transit stations are high quality with amenities, including bicycle and pedestrian connections to
stations and end-of-trip facilities, such as bike parking and bike share.

“What is Bus Rapid Transit?

“Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) is the highest level of service available within the FTN.

“BRT is a permanent, integrated system that uses buses or specialized vehicles on roadways or dedicated
lanes to efficiently transport passengers. BRT system elements (running ways, stations, vehicles, fare collection,
intelligent transportation systems, and branding elements) can easily be customized to community needs, and
result in more passengers and less congestion.”

See Long-Range Transit Plan, LTD, March 2014,
http://www.movingahead.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Long-Range-Transit-Plan-2014-03-Final.pdf.
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2017: The Central Lane MPO adopted the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the most
recent in a series of minor periodic updates to TransPlan. It calls for investing $400 million
(in 2016 dollars)—still subject to the same three conditions as in TransPlan—to construct
five additional EmX and five additional Enhanced Corridor lines in the FTN. “The actual
location and type of future FTN investments will be determined once detailed corridor
planning is undertaken.”#6

But an analysis conducted in 2015 concluded that four corridors—18t% Avenue, Bob Straub
Parkway, the Randy Papé Beltline Highway, and Valley River Center—would not be ready
for any level of capital investment in BRT, at least over the next 10 years.*”

Today: LTD is on the verge of substantially realizing the FTN, looking to adopt a Transit
Tomorrow network and begin operating it as early as Fall 2020—using existing
infrastructure. Consultant Jarrett Walker explains that Transit Tomorrow will provide more
“useful” transit:48 49

0 1 2 miles

Transit Tomorrow Draft Network, LTD (August 2019).

46 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), Central Lane MPO, May 2017,
https://www.lcog.org/564 /Regional-Transportation-Planning.

47 Level 1 Screening Evaluation, MovingAhead, October 2015,
http://www.movingahead.org/project-library/.

48 The Transit Tomorrow Draft Network would simplify the transit network, provide service every
15 minutes or better on most routes, provide more evening and weekend service, and for many but not all
people provide access to more places within a reasonable travel time. See Transit Tomorrow Draft Network
Plan, LTD, available in the board packet, August 21, 2019, https://www.ltd.org/file viewer.php?id=3825.

See also Transit Tomorrow, LTD, https://www.ltd.org/transit-tomorrow/.

49 See also “Abundant access: Jarrett Walker on freedom through transit,” TREC, September 9, 2014,
https://trec.pdx.edu/news/abundant access jarrett walker on freedom through transit.
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2. A New Vision for Transportation Safety
The City of Eugene finds that the health and safety of residents are the utmost priority.

2015: The City of Eugene adopted the Vision Zero goal of no deaths or life-changing injuries
on our streets, especially for the most vulnerable people walking, bicycling or using mobility
devices.>0

2019: The City Manager administratively adopted the Vision Zero Action Plan, which calls for
“build[ing] capital safety infrastructure improvements along the Vision Zero High Crash
Network each year”:51 52

While the High Crash Network
includes just 9% of Eugene streets,
more than 70% of fatal and life-
changing injury crashes occur on

the High Crash Network.

High Cl'aSh Network High crash intersection @

Source: 0DOT crash data, 2007-2015 Hg crash stieet

High Crash Network, Vision Zero Action Plan, City of Eugene (2019).

50 Resolution No. 5143, City of Eugene, November 18, 2015,
https://www.eugene-or.gov/DocumentCenter/View /27858 /VisionZeroRes5143.

51 Vision Zero Action Plan, City of Eugene, March 29, 2019, https://www.eugene-or.gov/4270/Vision-Zero.

52 See also the lists of projects in the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan, City of Eugene, March 2012,
https://www.eugene-or.gov/DocumentCenter/View /5566 /Eugene-PedestrianBicycle-Master-Plan---2012.
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Also in 2019, LTD’s Pedestrian Network Analysis identified a dozen “areas where pedestrian
infrastructure improvements are likely to most effectively address the needs of seniors,
people with disabilities, the economically disadvantaged, and school children; make existing
transit customers’ walking trips safer, more direct, and comfortable; improve pedestrian
safety and comfort through design and operations; attract new transit and walking trips; and
leverage other public and private investments”:>3
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rFocus Areas, Pedestrian Network Analysis, LTD (2019).

3. A Fuzzy Vision for Compact Urban Development

The City of Eugene envisions compact urban development along six Key Corridors:
West 11t Avenue, Highway 99, River Road, Coburg Road, Franklin Boulevard and
South Willamette Street. But today this vision is a work in progress, still awaiting more
detailed planning and the adoption of needed land use changes to realize.

2012: The City Manager recommended basing Envision Eugene on seven pillars, including
one to “promote compact urban development and efficient transportation options.”>*

53 Pedestrian Network Analysis, LTD, January 2019,
https://www.ltd.org/transit-tomorrow-document-library/.

54 “The Envision Eugene Pillars,” City of Eugene, March 2012,
https: //www.eugene-or.gov/2979/The-Pillars.
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In particular, the City Manager identified six Key Transit Corridors and recommended
integrating "new development and redevelopment in the downtown, ... in core commercial
areas, ... and on Key Transit Corridors:”>3 56

o a8 1 2
— —

R
EUGENE 5
for Homes, Jobs, Parks & Schools TS

Envision Eugene Community Vision, including Key (Transit) Corridors, City of Eugene (2019).

Key (Transit) Corridors are defined as “streets that have, or are planned to have, frequent
transit service (approximately every 15 minutes or less). This frequent transit service is
often accompanied by nearby amenities such as parks, commercial attractions or
employment centers, and higher density housing that enable shorter trips and less reliance
on the automobile.”5”

2017: The City of Eugene adopted the 2035 Transportation System Plan. The plan includes
four transit policies, including one most relevant to MovingAhead:>8

Collaborate with Lane Transit District to provide a network of high capacity,
frequent, and reliable transit services, including consideration of Bus Rapid
Transit, to the Key Corridors as identified in Envision Eugene, A Community
Vision for 2032 (2012) and to Frequent Transit Corridors as defined by Lane
Transit District’s Long-Range Transit Plan.

55 “Housing Tools & Strategies Deliberative Framing,” City of Eugene, November 9, 2018,
https://www.eugene-or.gov/DocumentCenter/View /43573 /Housing-Tools-and-Strategies-Working-Group--

-Options-for-Consideration---110918.

56 See also “Key Transit Corridors” (map), City of Eugene, March 20, 2012,
https://www.eugene-or.gov/DocumentCenter/View/5248/MAP-KeyTransitCorridors.

57 Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 2032, City of Eugene, March 14, 2012,
https://www.eugene-or.gov/1863/March-2012-Recommendation.

58 The other three transit policies are:

1. Promote the use of public transit and the continued development of an integrated, reliable,
regional public transportation system.
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To date, the City of Eugene has looked in greater detail at three of the six Key (Transit)
Corridors: Franklin Boulevard is the subject of the current Franklin Boulevard
Transformation project, which is slated to come before the Eugene City Council this fall to
approve a preferred alternative.>® South Willamette Street was the subject of the South
Willamette Area Plan effort, but the Eugene City Council withdrew the land use application
in 2017.60.61 River Road is currently the subject of the River Road Corridor Study.6? 63

But the other three Key (Transit) Corridors—West 11t Avenue, Highway 99 and Coburg
Road—have not yet been the subjects of detailed land use planning efforts.

The 2035 Transportation System Plan also includes a “Complete Streets Policy”: 64

Design, construct, maintain, and operate all streets to provide comprehensive
and integrated transportation networks that serve people of all ages and
abilities, promote commerce, and support the comprehensive land use plan’s
vision for growth and development in a responsible and efficient manner. ...

Finally, the 2035 Transportation System Plan includes this potential action for system-wide
policies:

Align the City’s land use and parking regulations to encourage walking, biking,
and use of public transit; more efficient use of land; and lower transportation
and housing costs while accommodating the growth and economic prosperity
espoused by the comprehensive land use plan.

2. Prioritize improved transit service in Key Corridors and other areas with sufficient employment,
activities, or residential density that best support transit service and transit services that connect
residents to employment centers. If operational funding is sufficient, extend transit to support
higher density housing and employment development planned for other areas.

3. Align transit services with community needs by engaging the broader community in determining
the role transit service will play in Eugene’s future; creating strategies that leverage capital
investment to deliver the desired services and facilities; and identifying and pursuing the most
effective, stable, and equitable sources of local funding for transit operations.

See 2035 Transportation System Plan, City of Eugene, February 2017,
https://www.eugene-or.gov/3941/Transportation-System-Plan.
59 “Franklin Boulevard Transformation,” City of Eugene,

https://www.eugene-or.gov/3830/Franklin-Boulevard.
60 “South Willamette Area Plan,” City of Eugene,

https://www.eugene-or.gov/2675/South-Willamette-Area-Plan.

61 See also “South Willamette Street Improvement Plan,” City of Eugene,
https://www.eugene-or.gov/2055/South-Willamette-Street-Improvement-Plan.

62 “River Road Corridor Study,” City of Eugene, https://www.eugene-or.gov/4110/Corridor-Study.

63 See also the larger “River Road-Santa Clara Neighborhood Plan,” City of Eugene,
https://www.eugene-or.gov/3558 /River-Road---Santa-Clara-Neighborhood-Pl.

64 2035 Transportation System Plan, City of Eugene, February 2017,
https://www.eugene-or.gov/3941/Transportation-System-Plan.
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Comment Letter Number: 31

questions@movingahead.org

From: Andrew Martin <Andrew.Martin@ltd.org>

Sent: Sunday, October 20, 2019 4:01 PM

To: jesstuerk@gmail.com

Cc: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: RE: FW: MovingAhead Website Contact Form Message
Dear Jess,

Thank you for taking the time to provide a comment on the MovingAhead project. Your participation in this project is
important to the City of Eugene and Lane Transit District (LTD) and we recognize the necessity of having local decision
makers aware of all the input received. All comments received by November 4, 2019 at 5:00 p.m., will be shared with
both the Eugene City Council and LTD Board of Directors. These comments will help inform which corridor options are
most desired by community members and what package of transportation investments for near-term implementation
(within 10 years) best meet the project goals and have community support. All of the comments that we receive will
inform the committees that make recommendations to our decision-makers — the Eugene City Council and LTD Board of
Directors — who will make the final decision about which corridor options are implemented.

Changes to Route 28 are not proposed as part of MovingAhead. You may, however, be interested in a separate LTD
project that may result in changes to that route. Transit Tomorrow is taking a deep look at LTD’s current bus system and
asking two important questions: (1) How can LTD help people get to where they are going?; and, (2) What shape should
LTD's services take in the future? This project will combine technical analysis and broad-based community input to
answer these questions and to develop a public transit network for the future. | encourage you to get involved in the
Transit Tomorrow project at https://www.ltd.org/Transit-Tomorrow/.

| will forward your comment to the manager of the Transit Tomorrow project.
Sincerely,

Andrew Martin

Lane Transit District

Development Planner

P: 541-682-6116
Contact us at LTD.org

From: Jess Roshak <jesstuerk@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 9:38 AM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Contact Form Message
From: Jess Roshak <jesstuerk@gmail.com>

Message:

Good morning,
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What would be the most useful way for me to express my extreme opposition to the cutting of the #28 bus line that
wraps East and West Amazon? | understand it is likely to be cut in the next year or two. Which "package" would | want
to support if | don't want service in SE Eugene cut? Please advise which persons or meetings it would be best to make a
public comment. Thank you!

Jess Roshak

Relevant Corridors:
30th Avenue/LCC, Highway 99, Coburg Road, MLK Jr. Boulevard, River Road

Contact Options:
| would like a response, | would like to receive email updates
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Comment Letter Number: 32

questions@movingahead.org

From: Jessica Snyder-Contreras <jsnyderc@uoregon.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 6:20 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Contact Form Message

From: Jessica Snyder-Contreras <jsnyderc@uoregon.edu>

Message:

Hello! | am a political science and planning/public policy major at the University of Oregon. | am taking a community
leadership class that involves interviewing a local leader about a topic that personally affects me and my peers. Eugene
is the first city I've lived in with an effective public transport system and active community engagement. I'm interested if
there is anyone who has been involved with planning the MovingAhead project who would be willing to speak with me
about the new transportation efforts and what it's like leading a movement in a city like Eugene.

I'd really appreciate an email back!

Thank you,
Jessica

Relevant Corridors:

Contact Options:
| would like a response
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Comment Letter Number: 33

questions@movingahead.org

From: Emma <questions@movingahead.org>
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 6:55 AM
To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Hearings Comment

Name:Emma

Organization:

Email: emma.newman@gmail.com
Phone: 503-724-4134

Comments:

Package C or Package D. Invest first in River Road EmX as next major capital project, including much needed safety
improvements.
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Comment Letter Number: 34

questions@movingahead.org

From: Sue Wolling <questions@movingahead.org>
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 4:09 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Hearings Comment

Name:Sue Wolling
Organization:

Email: sue.wolling@gmail.com
Phone: 5413452110

Comments:

The Investment Package that is right is simply whatever will do the most to use available funds most effectively to
increase transit ridership to the levels called for in the Transportation System Plan and support the compact urban
development called for in Envision Eugene. The question of whether it is EmX or some sort of Enhanced Corridor is less
important than whether people will use the system to get where they need to go. Empty buses, no matter whether
they’re green or white, or whether they come every 10 minutes or every 15 minutes, will not help us “Move Ahead”.

| support “Enhanced Corridors”, but the enhancements should be considered broadly as whatever it takes to move us
toward the community goals we have already adopted in the Climate Recovery Ordinance, Envision Eugene, the
Transportation System Plan and Vision Zero. If you can get the ridership up and demonstrate that transit really is a
viable option, you will have created enough community support to extend EmX if it becomes necessary. In the
meantime, the priority is ridership, not engineering.
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Comment Letter Number: 35

questions@movingahead.org

From: Andrew Martin <Andrew.Martin@ltd.org>

Sent: Sunday, October 20, 2019 3:54 PM

To: mikesshopping@yahoo.com

Cc: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: RE: FW: MovingAhead Website Contact Form Message

Dear Michael,

Thank you for taking the time to provide a comment on the MovingAhead project. Your participation in this project is
important to the City of Eugene and Lane Transit District (LTD) and we recognize the necessity of having local decision
makers aware of all the input received. All comments received by November 4, 2019 at 5:00 p.m., will be shared with
both the Eugene City Council and LTD Board of Directors. These comments will help inform which corridor options are
most desired by community members and what package of transportation investments for near-term implementation
(within 10 years) best meet the project goals and have community support. All of the comments that we receive will
inform the committees that make recommendations to our decision-makers — the Eugene City Council and LTD Board of
Directors — who will make the final decision about which corridor options are implemented.

Changes to Route 28 are not proposed as part of MovingAhead. You may, however, be interested in a separate LTD
project that may result in changes to that route. Transit Tomorrow is taking a deep look at LTD’s current bus system and
asking two important questions: (1) How can LTD help people get to where they are going?; and, (2) What shape should
LTD's services take in the future? This project will combine technical analysis and broad-based community input to
answer these questions and to develop a public transit network for the future. | encourage you to get involved in the
Transit Tomorrow project at https://www.ltd.org/Transit-Tomorrow/.

| will forward your comment to the manager of the Transit Tomorrow project.
Sincerely,

Andrew Martin

Lane Transit District

Development Planner

P: 541-682-6116
Contact us at LTD.org

From: Michael Jungjohann <mikesshopping@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 6:54 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Contact Form Message

From: Michael Jungjohann <mikesshopping@yahoo.com>

Message:
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I've heard the 28 bus route might be cut. This is an essential route used by people in south Eugene. | hope this service
will remain.

Relevant Corridors:

Contact Options:
| would like a response
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Comment Letter Number: 36

questions@movingahead.org

From: Keli Osborn <action@Iwvlc.org>

Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 8:16 AM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Cc: Jeanne L Taylor; treasurer@lwvlc.org

Subject: Testimony: Transportation options--MovingAhead
Attachments: LWVLC MovingAhead Oct 2019.doc

Mayor Lucy Vinis, Council President Betty Taylor
& Members of the Eugene City Council
Board President Carl Yeh
& Members of the Lane Transit District Board of Directors

The League of Women Voters of Lane County appreciates the extensive process that has brought the City Council and
the LTD Board to this decision point on MovingAhead transportation options. We submit the attached testimony. League
members have attended many briefings, meetings and open houses, and first commented on MovingAhead four years
ago. We've studied the options before you. Our written testimony details our position.

Thank you for your service, and for considering our comments in your decision-making.

Gary Harmon, Keli Osborn, Jeanne Taylor
Executive Committee, League of Women Voters of Lane County
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A\

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS®
OF LANE COUNTY

Oct. 17,2019

Re: MovingAhead investments

Mayor Lucy Vinis, Council President Betty Taylor
& Members of the Eugene City Council
Board President Carl Yeh
& Members of the Lane Transit District Board of Directors

The League of Women Voters of Lane County appreciates the extensive process that has
brought the City Council and the LTD Board to this decision point. League members have
attended many briefings, meetings and open houses, and first commented on MovingAhead
four years ago. We’ve studied the options before you. Having reviewed the general
descriptions and recognizing that many decisions remain, we make a qualified
recommendation for Package C, EmX on River Road, with other enhancements on other
corridors to benefit all who use our streets.

MovingAhead does not exist in isolation. Corridors studied for transit infrastructure
improvement do not align with key corridors identified by Envision Eugene for increased
development. There seems to be a slight dissonance between the packages and stated goals
of the project: that “multi-modal transit corridors are consistent with patterns of growth
and development anticipated by local comprehensive land use and transportation plans,
helping our region grow efficiently and effectively." (from the MovingAhead home page)

The most notable omission from the MovingAhead study process is Franklin Boulevard, a
key corridor and the subject of the Franklin Boulevard Transformation Project from Alder
Avenue to the I-5 bridge. Since MovingAhead began more than four years ago, rapid
development has occurred along Franklin, and we now know how creating two lanes for
EmX along the length of the corridor is necessary to capture the potential offered by the
service and to meet service demand. That investment should be prioritized along with
other MovingAhead investments.

The 30th Avenue-to-Lane Community College corridor seems the opposite of Franklin
Boulevard; it is included in MovingAhead, but is not a key development corridor in
Envision Eugene. We conclude that investing in more transit infrastructure between
Hilyard and LCC is not necessary at this time. The downtown-to-Amazon Station
improvements, however, would provide many benefits and should be implemented.

338 West 11" Avenue, Suite 101, Eugene, OR 97401-3962 541.343.7917 league@Iwvic.org www.lwvlic.org
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The Highway 99 corridor has the potential to serve those metro-area residents having
among the fewest transportation options. Finding ways to deliver more transit service and
safety improvements to the area should be a high priority.

Improvements on Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard are primarily between Coburg Road
and Centennial Loop. That short area is undoubtedly congested, but referring to these
improvements as "MLK, Jr. Boulevard” may mislead people into thinking investments are
planned along that wide, stop sign-free boulevard.

The Coburg Road corridor seems to present the most serious dilemmas. We recommend
you consider this corridor as a separate project. It already is densely developed. Transit
improvements are considered as part of the solution to congestion, but further
infrastructure development will require cooperation and assistance from property and
business owners, as well as nearby residents.

River Road offers the greatest opportunity for EmX to achieve the stated goals of
MovingAhead. There’s neighborhood interest in a connected, efficient, affordable and
equitable multi-modal transportation system that is safe and future-oriented. It’s a key
development corridor identified in Envision Eugene. The River Road Corridor Study and
neighborhood planning efforts are nearing completion in early 2020. MovingAhead
analysis indicates the potential for significant time savings and safety improvements with
EmX, compared to regular bus service. This could be the opportune time to create EmX
service before the corridor is developed further.

LTD’s community outreach for the MovingAhead and Transit Tomorrow initiatives tells us
that increased service equals increased ridership. Because new funds from the passage of
HB2017 provide transit with flexibility for spending on service or infrastructure, the
League is concerned that spending such resources to improve infrastructure could result in
inadequate funding for service. Finding the right balance is critical.

Our primary caution is that investment considerations be made in concert with other plans,
including Envision Eugene and Transit Tomorrow. This decision point represents an
opportunity to take a look at the transit system as a whole and determine how it fits the
community—and how transit investments can help support our community in the future.

Thank you for your service, and for considering the League's comments in your decision-
making.

Sincerely,

Gary Harmon, Keli Osborn, Jeanne Taylor
Executive Committee, LWVLC
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Comment Letter Number: 37

questions@movingahead.org

From: Terri Berling <berlingterri@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 11:07 AM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Contact Form Message

From: Terri Berling <berlingterri@gmail.com>

Message:

Hello. | recently heard that the bus routes on East and West Amazon in SE Eugene might be eliminated. | hope this is
not true unless there is a good plan to replace that public transportation. | live in SE Eugene, and one of the factors in
my choice to live here was the nearby bus route. Please make sure we continue to have good, affordable public
transportation in SE Eugene on E and W Amazon down to Nectar way, at least. Thank you. Respectfully, Terri Berling
Relevant Corridors:

Contact Options:
| would like to receive email updates
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Comment Letter Number: 38

questions@movingahead.org

From: Alice Davenport <questions@movingahead.org>
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 1:20 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Hearings Comment

Name:Alice Davenport

Organization: | am member 3 groups with transporation focus.See Below
Email: aadavenport@yahoo.com

Phone:

Comments:

I am member of 3 local groups that focus on transportation issues

(1) Friendly Area Neighborhood (FAN) Transportation team

(2) Observer/advisor to Better Eugene Springfield Trans. (BEST)

(3) League of Women Voters Lane County.

**| support the recommendations of the League of Women Voters[LWV] (per Oct. 17 letter to Mayor & other
officials)***

Note: LWV and BEST recommendations seem similar. | believe that both support Franklin Corridor as #1 priority.
However, LWV favors EmX on River Road while BEST seems to emphasize enhanced treatment on all corridor.
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Comment Letter Number: 39

questions@movingahead.org

From: Andrew Martin <Andrew.Martin@ltd.org>

Sent: Monday, October 21, 2019 3:32 PM

To: dhaas33@gmail.com

Cc: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: RE: Fwd: MovingAhead Website Contact Form Message
Dear Dianne,

Thank you for taking the time to provide a comment on the MovingAhead project. Your participation in this project is
important to the City of Eugene and Lane Transit District (LTD) and we recognize the necessity of having local decision
makers aware of all the input received. All comments received by November 4, 2019 at 5:00 p.m., will be shared with
both the Eugene City Council and LTD Board of Directors. These comments will help inform which corridor options are
most desired by community members and what package of transportation investments for near-term implementation
(within 10 years) best meet the project goals and have community support. All of the comments that we receive will
inform the committees that make recommendations to our decision-makers — the Eugene City Council and LTD Board of
Directors — who will make the final decision about which corridor options are implemented.

Changes to Route 28 are not proposed as part of MovingAhead. You may, however, be interested in a separate LTD
project that may result in changes to that route. Transit Tomorrow is taking a deep look at LTD’s current bus system and
asking two important questions: (1) How can LTD help people get to where they are going?; and, (2) What shape should
LTD's services take in the future? This project will combine technical analysis and broad-based community input to
answer these questions and to develop a public transit network for the future. | encourage you to get involved in the
Transit Tomorrow project at https://www.ltd.org/Transit-Tomorrow/.

| will forward your comment to the manager of the Transit Tomorrow project.

Sincerely,

Andrew Martin

Lane Transit District
Development Planner
P: 541-682-6116
Contact us at LTD.org

From: Diane Haas <dhaas33@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 2:05 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Contact Form Message

From: Diane Haas <dhaas33(@gmail.com>

Message:
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I am writing regarding LTD’s proposed 2020-2022 service changes, specifically the elimination
of Route 28 which serves the Southeast Eugene/Amazon neighborhoods. This is the only bus that
serves this area, and is heavily used by University of Oregon students, faculty, and staff; South
Eugene High School students; Roosevelt Middle School students; and other residents for school,
work, and appointments on a daily basis.

The report shared at the August 21, 2019 LTD Board Meeting discussing the “Transit
Tomorrow” program states: “57% of residents and 70% of jobs would be located within 1/2 mile
of a transit stop with frequent service.” This is completely false. The proposed system map
indicates that the closest stop to my house would be nearly two miles away. This walking
distance is possible for some of us, but it creates a major hardship for the elderly and disabled
that have no alternate means of transportation.

I ride the number 28 bus daily during the week to go to work. I do own a car but prefer to utilize
LTD for both financial and environmental reasons. LTD and the City of Eugene often state they
would like to reduce the number of cars on the streets. If these proposed changes are in fact
adopted, I, and many others in the Southeast Eugene/Amazon neighborhoods, would have no
choice but to drive our personal cars. This is entirely counterproductive to these grand designs
touted by the City and LTD.

I urge you to look carefully at the people you serve before making these kinds of decisions that
would be detrimental to the community.

Sincerely,

Diane Haas

4820 Whiteaker St.
Eugene, OR 97405

Relevant Corridors:
30th Avenue/LCC

Contact Options:
I would like a response
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Comment Letter Number: 40

questions@movingahead.org

From: John Lochner <questions@movingahead.org>
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2019 11:12 AM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Hearings Comment

Name:John Lochner
Organization:

Email: johnl@noellesley.com
Phone: 3609019329

Comments:
| have not been able to obtain information regarding changes to property access for each of the options for Coburg

Road. Where can this information be found?

Please provide detailed information on the exact property that would be acquired from property owners on Coburg
Road for each option.

Will any of these options affect signage, lighting, etc. for existing property owners on Coburg Road.

thanks
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Andrew Martin

Comment Letter Number: 41

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

David Davini <DavidD@giustina.com>

Friday, October 18, 2019 3:39 PM

lvinis@eugene-or.gov; esemple@eugene-or.gov; btaylor@eugene-or.gov;
azelenka@eugene-or.gov; jyeh@eugene-or.gov; mclark@eugene-or.gov;
gevans@eugene-or.goyv; csyrett@eugene-or.gov; cpryor@eugene-or.gov; Steven Yett;
Carl Yeh; Don Nordin; Emily Secord; Joshua Skov; Caitlin Vargas; Kate Reid; Aurora
Jackson; Chris.Henry@eugene-or.gov; Andrew Martin; sarah Medary
(Sarah.J.Medary@ci.eugene.or.us)

Jenny Ulum; Jay Harland

[External Sender] Moving Ahead

summaryMemo10_18_19.pdf

Dear Mayor, City Councilors and LTD Board members,

Please find attached CSA’S summary regarding the MovingAhead Alternatives Analysis. In March 2019 you were
provided a 12 page technical memo addressing some of CSA’s concerns with the project. After reading the 350+ page
Analysis as well as the March CSA review | was still confused about what exactly the Alternatives Analysis included. |
asked our consultant to summarize in one page or less the essentials of the study, which is attached. | thought that if |
was still confused about what was included in the Analysis that maybe others might also be confused. Please remember
all information reviewed or analyzed by CSA was provided in the Analysis. | hope you find the information useful. Thank

you.

David Davini

G Group, LLC

PO Box 529
Eugene, OR 97440

541-465-1600 |Davidd@ggroup.com
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Memorandum .
CSA Planning, Ltd

4497 Brownridge, Suite 101

To: David Davini Medford, OR 97504

. Telephone 541.779.0569
Date: October 17, 2019 oy Ba1 779.0114
Subject: MovingAhead Jay@CSAplanning.net

You asked me to provide a brief summary memo of our review of the MovingAhead
Alternatives Analysis report. Our review was previously made available to the Eugene City
Council, Lane Transit District Board of Directors and their respective staffs. Our review and
findings were based on the data provided in the MovingAhead report.

- As a planning document, the MovingAhead analysis is incomplete’. The analysis fails
to evaluate how the goals and objectives set forth in the document will actually be
achieved by the millions of dollars spent on project construction and operations. Until
this critical step is satisfactorily completed, our professional opinion is that this
analysis should not be used as a basis to select investment alternatives that
require millions of dollars and years of operational commitments.

- For the past 10 years ridership on LTD has decreased by 29% from its peak. Despite
this trend, the MovingAhead analysis projects a 1.5% increase in annual ridership for
each of the next 20 years without any new investment. No meaningful explanation
for the planned trend reversal is given.

- The most expensive All-EmX package costs ~$331 million in local funds and would
add less than 9.5% in additional systemwide rides over the No-Build alternative.

- If the 1.5% average annual ridership increase projected under the No-Build turns
out be only slightly less (~1.2% per year), then the All-EmX alternative would not
result in any more rides than could be achieved without spending $331 million of
local resources.

- The MovingAhead consultant’s analysis shows that increases in GHG emissions from
the project are not offset by GHG emission savings from efficient transit. Regionally,
every EmX investment package fails to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

- Since sharing our review in March with both public entities we have received one
request for clarification which we responded to.

Separate but related observations concerning EmX ridership:

o0 CSA’'s independent study of the Gateway line, conducted in 2015, found that the
Gateway EmX was utilizing less than 10% of its capacity and the ridership was 60%
less than projections (in some specific locations even much worse).

o The West 11" EmX line was projected to carry 7,399 people a week. It is actually
falling short by 57%, carrying 4,245 people a week according to an article in the
Eugene Register Guard.

As we have discussed, there are many technical issues that concern me about the
MovingAhead project but the above summary speaks for itself without requiring someone to
read and digest the 350-plus-page document. Please let me know if you have any additional
questions.

CSA Planning, Ltd.

oo - 11

Ja{/ Harland
President

1 The Alternatives Analysis is presented as following a standard planning process such as that explained in the
American Planning Association’s, “The Practice of State and Regional Planning”. The critical evaluation
steps (5&®6) prior to policy action being taken (step 7), has not been completed.
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Comment Letter Number: 42

questions@movingahead.org

From: B Breaden <questions@movingahead.org>
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2019 4:58 PM

To: questions@movingahead.org

Subject: MovingAhead Website Hearings Comment

Name:B Breaden
Organization:

Email: blbreaden@yahoo.com
Phone: 5416881660

Comments:

All of these corridors need improvement to facilitate access and minimize traffic obstructions. The Em-X options provide
the most comprehensive service potential. Because so many social services are