
A Public notice was given to fhe
Regi ster-GuaN for publ i cati on
on February 12, 1987.

LAIIE TRATISIT DISTRICT

REGULAR BOARD ]IEETIIIG

February 18, 1987 7:30 p.m. l.lcNutt Room
Eugene City Hall

AGEl{DA

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

Eberly_ Parks_ Pusateri_ Runyan

Smi th Erandt Cal vert

III. INTRODUCT0RY REI'IARKS BY B0ARD PRESIDENT

IV. BUS RIDER OF THE I4ONTH

V. EI.IPLOYEE OF THE I'IONTH

VI. AUDIENCEPARTICIPATION

VII. ITEI'IS FOR ACTION AT THIS IIEETING

A. Approval of lli nutes

B. Facil ity Project - New Resolution for Land purchase

- Executive Session Pursuant to ORS 192.660(1)(e);
ORS 192.660(l)(f); and,/or ORS 192.6G0(l)(ti)

C. Downtown Station Committee Recommendati on on Site for per-
manent Downtown Eugene Transit Station

D. Budget Conmittee Appoi ntments



Aqenda*1 Pige 2

VIII. ITE}IS FOR INFOR}IATIOT{ AT THIS IIEETII{G

A. Current Activities

l. New Operations Facillty--Neighborhood Input

2. Junction Clty Servlce

3. Annual Employee Banquet

4. Special Servlces Report

B. ltlonthly Financial Reporting

IX. ITE'1S FOR ACTION/II{FOR}IATION AT A FUTURE I,IEETING

A. Public Hearing on proposed Fare Increase

B. Iorkers' Compensa on Sel f- Insurance

C. 0regon Transit Finance Study Reconmendations

D. Compensation Study Findings and Reconmendation from Board
Salary Comni ttee

E. Flrst Budget Conmittee lleeilng

X. ADJOURI{IIEI{T

bdagenda. jhs

llq qoAxo I,|E€T!HCilZ/IBlt, page 0A

l.
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IV. BUS RIDER 0F THE llOl{TH: In 0ctober. the District instituted a
Bus Rider of the l.lonth program, in which bus riders are nomj-
nated by employees and other patrons. Bob and Minerva Veness
were chosen as February's Bus Riders of the l.lonth. They are
long-time users of LTD and were nominated by drivers, wh-o al Icited their kindness and I ively friendl iness. l'linerva has
ridden the bus to various jobs in the Eugene area since 1941,
and Bob has been commuting to Veneta every day for ten years in
his role as an owner-partner in Lane County Cablevision,'a cable
system he built in the early 1970's and sold just two months
ago. They will attend the meeting to be introduced to the Board
and receive their awards.

EIIPLOYEE 0F THE il0l{TH: The February Employee of the Month,
Customer Service Representative Virg.inia Harrelson, will attend
the meeting to receive her award and be introduced to the Board.

ITEI'IS FOR ACTIO}I AT THIS ilEETIilG

A. Apprgval of Llinutes: The minutes of the January Zl, 1987
regular meeting are included in the agenda packef for Board
review and approval .

B. Facilltv Project - l{ew Resolution for Land purchase

v.

VI I.

18

Issue Presented:
for I and purchase

Should the Board approve a new resolution
for the new operations facility?

LTD BOARD I4EETING02/n/87 page 03

Backqround: At the January 2l Board meetinq. the Board
adopted a res-olution regarding the acquisitioi'of property
from ltloyer Theaters and Jamei and patiicia Spicer'foi tn-e
new operations facility, dependent upon UMTA approval .
Since that time, Ul'lTA staff have finished their r6view of
the land appraisals, and have directed that LTD alter theoffer price to Moyer Theaters. A revised resolution for
land purchase will be distributed at the January 2l Board
meeti ng ,

Executi ve Session: Staff recommend that the Board moveinto Executive Session pursuant to ORS l92.660(l)(e), to
conduct deliberations with persons designated ' by' the
governing body to negotiate real property transactions;
pursuant to ORS 192.660(l)(f), to consider records that are
glgmp!- by l.aw from public inspection; andlor pursuant to
ORS 192.650(l)(h), to consult with counsel conterning the
legal rig-hts. and duties of a publ ic body with regaid to
current l itigation or l itigation l ike1y to be 

- filed.
District counsel will be presant at the meiting.
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Prior to voting on any issue, the Board will need to returnto regul ar ses s i on.

Staff Recommendat i on: That
resol uti on which authorizes
acquisition.

Results of Recomrnended Actionl

the Board adopt the revised
staff to proceed with property

site purchase negotiations with
Staff will commence with

the I and owners .

19
?

Issue Presented: Should the Board authorize staff to
continue to investigate the feasibl ity of five sites for a
permanent downtown transit st at i on?

9lckqround: 0n several occasions in the last few months,the Board has discussed the need to locate a site for ipermanent transit station in downtown Euqene. At the
January Board meeting, Dean Runyan, Keith pirks, and peter
urandt were appointed to a new Downtown Station Committee.lhe committee has met twice during the last month todiscuss information gathered by staif and to formulate a
recommendation to the full Board. Included in the agendapacket are materials reviewed by the Committee, as weil as
a memo discussing the Comittee,s recommendation.

A Community Forurn on ploposed changes to the downtown na1 l,including possible relocation of LTD/s downtown transjistation, will be held on. Fe_bruary 26. At that me"fing,staff and two menbers of the Board-will discuss the BoardTi
recommendation and criteria for a permanent downtowntransit station.

gommittee Recommendation: That the Board authorize staff
to. continue to investigate the feasibility of five sites:(l) 8th and r'tillamett;__Lot; (z) lolh .,ia 

-dtive 
on/}ff_Street; (3).!f'e Butterfty Lot;-(4) 10th and 0tive'off_Street; and (5) 8th and Pdarl Lot lduth of City Hall. Thesites are not, at this tirne, recommended in any- rank order.

Resul ts of Recommended Action:r-{gsu I ts gt Recommended Act i on : The
di scussed
recei ved
Board at

at the Community Forum
from the community will

the lilarch 18 meet i ng.

recommendat i on will be
on February 26. Input
be di scussed with the

LTD BOARD I4EETING
02/8/87 Page 04
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Budoet Comi ttee Aoooi ntrnents : 49

Backqround: Budget Commi ttee members Denni s Strand,
appointed by Rich Smith; John liatkinson, appointed by Judy
Nelson; and Roger Smith, appointed by Larry'parducci, havi
terms which expired on January l, 1982. Included in the
agenda packet are nomination forms for their reappointment
to__the LTD Budget Committee, At the meeting, Keith parks
will nominate Roger Smith, Dean Runyan will nominte John
liatkinson, and Rich Smith will nominate Dennjs Strand. All
three Budget Committee members have expressed an interest
in serving on the Budget Comrnittee for another term.

Board l'lember Reeommendat i ons: (l) That the Board approve

Budget Committee will then consist of it!'ful1 complementof seven Board members and seven appointed coilmunity
nemDers.

VIII. ITEI'IS FOR INFOR}IATION AT THIS I.IEETING

the nominations of Dennis Strand, John Uatkinson, and'iloger
Smith to new three-year terms on the LTD Budget Comrnitte6.

Results of. 
=Becommended 

Actjon: The three Budget Committee
members will be informed of their reappoiritment. The

A. Current Acti vi ti es

l. 52

53I.

leighlolho,od lnout on the ilew Ooerations Facilitv:
Included in the agenda packet is a nrerno fronr staff
which details input recently received from the
Glenwood Communty Organization regarding the proposedsrte tor the new operations facility, as well as
action taken by staff in response to the 0rganiza-
tion's recommendat i on s .

.lunction 
9=i tv Servjcs: Included in the agenda packetis a staff memo which discusses new fixdd-rouie and

demand/respon s i ve service being p1 anned for Junction
City.

Annual ,Emplgvee Barlauet: The 1987 LTD Employee Awards
Banquet will be held on Saturday, Februaiy 21. Board
members and their guests are invited to attend. The
Annual Awards Banquet is an important occasion for
contract employees, who receive awards for safety,
attendance, and parti ci patj on j n the Uni ted t,liy
campaign. Any Board members who wish to attend should
contact Jo Sullivan as soon as possible.

?

LTD BOARD I4EETING
0?/18/87 Pase 05



Agenda Notes
February 18, 1987
Page 4

Paqe No.

4. Special Services Report: As a result of Board
discussion about special services requested by persons
and ,agencies in the community, a list of 

- 
rbquests

received .(approved and denied) is being includbd in
the agenda packet each month. Howevei, no specjal
service requests were received thjs month.

B. l'lonthly Financial Reporting: Financjal statements for
January, 1987 are included in the agenda packet:

1. Compari son of Budgeted and Actual Revenues and
Expend i tures

a. General Fund
b. Capital Projects Fund
c. Ri sk l.lanagement Fund

2, Comparison of year-to-date Actual Revenues and
Expenditures to Budgeted (General Fund)

ITEitS FoR ACTIoN/INF0RI{ATIoN AT A FUTURE iiEETING

A, Public Hearing gn Prqposed Fare 
=I.ncrease: A public hearing

on a proposed fare increase will be held at the l4arch 15
Board meeti ng.

B. lfgr(ers' Compensation Self-Insurance: Results of a staff
study on the feasibil.ity of seTfinsuring workers' comp-n_
sation wjlI be included on the agenda folr the May or June
Board meet i ng .

C. 0feqon Tfansit Finance Studv Reconmendation: An evaluation
9I tl" three major .finan-ing-Teionrrmaations proposed in
the.Oregon.-Transit Finance Study r{ill be provided for Aoard
review in March.

D. eoDpens{tion,. gtud-v Fi,ndinos ald Reconrmendati on from Board
la]_arr =comnjltee:. 

The cffii
Salary Committee has conducted a compensat.ion iarfet iiuayof District administrative positions. The results weiipresented to the Board Salary Committee on January 2g. TheSalary Committee will make-a recommendatjon to- the full
Board on FY 87-88 administrative salary adjustments at ihe
March Board meet i ng.

E. filst= ludget= Coqnlt inq: The first meeting of the
LTD_Budget Committee wiil be held on Wednesday, [pri1 22,
t987 .

ADJOURN}IEt{T
LTD BOARD }IESTINGt A2/B/87 page 06

55
56
57

58

IX.

X.



HINUTTS OF DIRECTORS I'IEETING

LANT TRANSIT DISTRICT

REGULAR IIEETiNG

Wednesday, January Zl, l9B7

Pursuant to notice g_iven to The Register-Guard for publjcation
January 15, 1987, the regular monthly meeting of the Board df nireitorithe Lane Transit District was heli on lleinesday,.:anuary rl,-1;8i
7:30 p.m. at the Eugene City Hali.

Present: Janet Calvert, President, presiding
Peter Brandt, Treasurer
Janice Eberly, Vice presi dent
Keith Parks
Dean Runyan
Rich Smith
lnylfjl Loobey, General lrtanager
tlo Sul l i van, Recording Secretary

Absent: Gus Pusateri, Secretary

AT'OIENCE PARTICIPATIOI{: l'ls.

CALL T0 ORDER: Ms. Calvert called the meeting to order at 7:30 p,m.

. BqS RIDER 9F THE,lt0l,tTH: Ms. Calvert stated that the District had
P:9!! 19l?l"lng bus riders three months ago, in order to recognize andnonor taltntul bus riders. patrons can be noninated for the 

-award 
bveTployees and o_ther patrons. Ms. calvert introduced ttre January s;injoe'rof the.Month,.Joyce Smith, who works for Lane-county and his 6.Jn-rl'oingto work from veneta since her second day of work'in 19s!-. 

--lri. 
imiilrstated.that she a.ppreciates the bus servicd; she doesn,t care to drive androves the convenience of taking the bus. she added that the driveri arewonderful. and out-g.oing,_ and joked that she's afraid shJ;s g.inind-niignt

because she is walking less and taking the bus more.

._^'^EI$9F#*!.|'|QIIH: lls. Calvert then introduced the January
Lmproyee or the l.tonth, Lavern Henshen, who has been a full-tinre bu!operator since March, 1978. Mr. Henshen has earned his eight-yeii safedriving_award, -and has an excellent attendance record. He ias "nomlniteo
for Employee of the Month by.patrons. Ms. calvert stated thai stre iiwuy.
gnio{:.prese.nting these awards because the bus system would not oe-whii itrs wrrhout its excellent. employees. After receiving his certificate andcheck, l'lr. Henshen stated ttiat-he enjoyed working at- LTD and that-receiv-ing the Employee of the Month award wii a high ho-nor foinim.

on

AI

regarding specific agenda items to
discussion of those items. There

Calvert asked those with comments
hold their comments until the Board

v',ere no comments of a general nature

LTD BOARD METTING
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MOTION

VOTE

HINUTES 0F LTD REGULAR BOARD MEETING, Januarv 21, 1987

APPROVAL 0F IiIINUTES: Mr. Brandt moved, seconded by

the minutEs-oT-Th6 Oecember 10, 1986 adiourned meeting
ber 17, 1986 regular meeting be approved as djstributed'
unanimously appioved with no corrections or' additions'

Page 2

Ms. Eberly, that
and the Decem-

The minutes were

staff Introduction: Mar-k. Pangborn, . Director of Administrative
ServiGs, stated-That-the District wai applying for federal .operating,. and

iiiitii iunds through the Urban Mass Transpbrtltion Admjnjstration (UMTA)

;hi;i-'t;; -;pporll"onea in the last seslion of congress ^just before
diiiiitril .- tiri ca'lled the Board's attention to page 2-2. of the agenda

i.i,i.i. H" said that capital funding is provided on an_80/20 match' which

fi"iiii-in.f tf,.-Oili"i.i'must providl 20'percent with local dollars, and

lfiil-operational support is prdvided on a'50/50 rnatch, wh.i.ch means.that in
;il;"-i; .o..iu. SfiSS,OOO fiom the federal government, the District .must
ii.ortO.-.i-iOAifionaf $893,000. LTD's grant funding_this. year is made of
;;;;;;i iomponents: (l) Section 9 funds,allocated for this vear' in the
i*iuni of 5i,5sz,e4+;'(2) a transfer of $4.,099 which Rainier,Oregon did
.iii-'irr. r.-J-v"ir; is) 'section 5 reapportio-ned funds in the amount of
;;i,?5t i"n "t*" fi6m Iast vear anh'reallocated nationallv; and (4)

s;;it;;'18-f;dera1 fundi which are managed by the state for use in rural
ii"ii, i.-ti"-imount of $Sag,eOO. The.total. amount in the appl.ication is
iils66,gdr.' 

- rai. ianguorn eiplained that the Distrjcr . applied_ for Sec-

ii;; i6 funding in th6 betief'that part of the new facility shouid be paid
io" Uy-funat ailocated for rural uie since .a portion of the LTD's service
ii'iri ouifying rural areas. The State did not want to administer these
funds, so the -District is applying for them with the regular federal grant
appl i cat i on .

Mr. Panqborn then discussed the anticipated expens-es from the grant
funds'. n iilal of $693,870 is being dedicated to the new operations
i.liiitv,- Sg55,oo+ from Section 9, qld J338,206 from sectior 18' . The

Di;i;i;i' wii-iequireo by UMTA to 
'dedi.cate. two ful'l . years of .Section e

.ioii.i funds for the nlw facility; thjs has been done in a three-year
;;iil: ina-init is the final yeaf. gther capital n.eeds,. as approved.in
the Cabital Improvements Program (CIP) by the Board each year' requlre
ilSg,Srii, lna- iTZ,OOO is budglted for irlanning_purposes' such. as pianning
;;;-il; stop- facitities. Finallv, o-perational 

-sttpport ,in,i-lt- il9Yit "f
$Adl,aag ls'afso included in the-ippl'ication. During the preparation of
i[l-'urig"f iait spring, staff ani'icip9!9d ^a 20 ner-c91,t I9-dl*j9.1 in
federal -assistance,' and budgeted $714,800 -for operating expendltures-
i;;;;;i, iuiiweie made onlv in Section 9 -capital funding, and the gperat-
ino assistance leve1 s remain the same as lait year. _ The additional .money
rli.iu"a-iior-operating assistance will help offset lower than anticipated
payrol 1 tax revenues this fiscal year.

Public Hearinq: Ms. Calvert opened. the publi9. heari-nS on, the
Distri;it:;ffi1;;tion for section 9 federal operating and capital

LTD BOARD MEETING
02/18/87 Page 0B
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MOTION

VOTE

assistance. There was_no participation from the aud.ience, and Ms. calvertclosed the publ ic hearing.

^ Bgalj Discussio!: Mr. Brandt moved that the Board authorize theueneral fl_anger t0 submit a grant application for Section 9 operatinq andcapital funds to the .urban l'lass Transportation Administrai'ion,- iri tne
amount of $l'968'901. Mr. parks seconderi the motion, wnicn ihen iarllo ov
unanimous vote.

" . FISCAL;yE4R::198J-8g.90ALS AND OBJECTIVES: Joe Janda, AdministrativeAnalysr' ca ed the Board's attention to page 26 0f the agenda packet. Heexplained that the Goals and Objectives'a-re general stitemenii-bi-wnat
::ill^j?1"...to-accomplish each year, and inciude soari ioi itd-ership,productrvity' efficiency, and revenue. If approved, the goals wili drivethe.de-velopment of action prans and ttre intdinit 6uageling ir;i.ir,- ro.capital as wel l as operating expenses.

lls. calvert called the Board's attention to some new items found in
i!:-9:.1].,14 0bjectives, inctuding th.e site setection ino iuniins-io" .oowntown transit station, research and development of funding foi a new
vRC. station, and the possible nove of the LCC'station; and th6 estaulisn-
men! or a year-end balance of $200,000 to transfer to the Risk ManaqementFund. The latter has been done evlry year, but ttris ri irre iirfi iire ithas been stated as a goal.

. ..Hr. Brandt_ ques-tioned the purchase of rand for a downtown transit
.::lll91,IoryelinS if that.woutd actually be done in Fy 87_88. Ms. Loobeyreptred that the answer depends on the City, and is not entirely undeiLTD's control . However, it is a poss.ibiii'ty that the Di;trici ;outd
secure the land option next year.

- ..Mr. , Brandt suggested that the objective regarding the downrownstatron be. .chan_ged to read, "If feasible, identify and secure landpurcnase option for new downtown station." It was agreed that this change
should be i ncl uded.

Mr. Brandt also wondered what the objective to support tort reform,listed under the goal 
, to_inprove int-ernar operating iiiiciencv, 'rr.nt.

l'ls. Loobey.said thit the Disirict would rook'tor an"o iuppori iilt.'-".y,
which would ultimately put some reasonable boundaries on'the District.s
costs- having to do with tort reform. This could r"an .uppoit-ln'the
1egis1 ature, not necessarily monetary support.

Itlr' Runyan stated that objectives for increasing farebox and other
revenue sources seem to relate to the objectives in other areas. He saidthat if there were any way the District -could 

see increasing the fareboxrevenue'. it might be worth including in the Goals and- Objectives.
{11. ;3naq stated that, indirecily, rideiship and service goals aii-iffectthe farebox revenues. He added that these are general guidel ines and
become more specific jn division actjon olans.
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VOTE

Mr. Brandt asked about the goal to establ ish a year-end balance of

$200,'0b0 ior transfer to-iri" cipilal .Reserve Fund, and lvh-etlgl- th-a-t goal

iii-'r.ying- ttrit tne oistiiit wints to have an excess of $200,000 from

;;;."J'oi""iiloni next year. Ms. Loobey replied that the District had

been doing that in p"..*i", thit over..tie year staff look for ways to

;;;; ;;;;J io-i".nti.t-it-ih" tno or the vear' Mr' Brandt wondered if
iiiif,uJi! si'ing it'at tte Oistri.t would have to increase taxes to come

,i-'riiti,- ini[" io",iilion.i mon.v. . tvts. Loobey said that it wou]d be a

possibility but not n...ttiiity.ttre. case, since staff work hard to save

Si.riiii'iii ir.Or. tlr.--s-ranaf"tnought thl soal should be to strive for a

v[ii,:ira"6iri.lii.. ml. c;i;;ii 'iid-th" 
transfer of funds is a legitimate

thing to do, in order ii tit" rnoney to buy buses' and Ms'. Loobey added

that it has been . .on.-..G f.ilo'i on thd District's. part.to-transfer
,iliriv'it'lhir-.rd o1 th;t.r in order.to,rep'lenish the capital .Reserve
iuni"on un annua1 basiil "Ni. nuny.n thought'it was appropr.iat-e.to leave

it in because it is an obiective. l'lr' Pirks thought it should be -bud-
qeted, but l4r. Brandt'Old" not want the extra mon-ey to become .a fixed
i.i"rlitv." 'llr. tJ".it-i!."..a t1i!t'. Mr.. Brandt. It was .agreed.that the

;i'8t:8B"doatj a Objeciivei should be changed to read, "Strive to-estab-
iiri'iv.i":!nU Uitinc! or SZoO,ooO for tiansfer to the Capital Reserve

Fund. "

Mr, Brandt moved that the Board approve the proposed .Goals and

OU:eclivei ior fi AZ-Se-a! changed during the discussion that evening.

Aiier seconding, the motion carried by unanimous vote'

fnCti ni strator and faci l i ty project
;l*fi.r, .ult.o tt. slaio'i attention. to the illoJ1ati^on1l...'Ttli:itJ.:'#i;;i;. ;;';;;. zg oi-it'" igenda packet, and said that he would also be

;;;;;;;;;s-i.'i;;t;; raiseo ui Mr. tiovt. in a letter addressed to the Board

,;;[i; iiC Oatea .lanuari-g, i997, which was included in the agenda-packet

;';;;;;i. ---H; ilrii'ctliified the site names' . (l). The East Glenwood

iit,i-"ir the s.ite originaily called the Glerrwood Drive-in site, owned

i"iirv'Uy-Novei, trith""ii"ti through the Spicer p-ropertv' (2), The !'lest

Glenwood-site is the orlginal site -plan for East Glenwood, moved 250 feet
io-in. tu.tt, using more "of the Spicer prope^rty and less of Moyer's' (3)
i[.-iouit,-eienwooi site is soutli of l,lest'Glenraood.. (4) Th.e Burlington
lliitfi.* site is directly north of the cupent faci'l ity, and is located at

Second and Garfi el d.

Mr. Viggiano explained that the site selection nloces;.b-e.931-il.::tfy
l9A5 

';iih"i,i 
iisessment oi the District's 'l and needs. Determination of

i[.-U.ii slie in the community began with 328 sites, found through-the
Lane Council of eovernments' 1L-COei computer 

-mapp 
i ng. system, as wel].as

ihrouqh orivate proDosals. Through a series of screenings' tne propertles
;;;;-';;ir.rd 

-fo'ao, 
then to foui. For those four, specific tests.were

,,iii.. inliuutnq ,oils iests, d.iving time to the beg_innings or. ands of
;;;i;, i;;tt"i i.uat.iatns), etc. Coit analyses were a'l so made, including
ip.riit,\i- .ritr- *a iif"e_tycle costs, which hecame a key factor in
lfirbiiro". iit.. The final iour sites were found to have the lowest life-
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cycle costs of all the possible sites in the community, and the East
Glenwood site was found tb be the most coit-effective. itre east dienwooasite-was ap-p^ro-ved by the Board Fac_i1ity conmittee as ttre pierer".a-iii. onApril- 30' 1985. An environmentar asiessment was then 'done, and 

-design
work began.

.. Mr. Viggiano-s,tated that there have been some changes in the costestimates since -1985, so staff wanted to be sure tnaf int rant<inqi werest I correct. Most of the increases are not site-spectfic; rathe-r, iheyare. due to inflation, increased construction costs,' etc. 'site-sp6cific
cost increases for the East Glenwood site include $ci,ooo ror sewer'pumps,
and ll20'000 for additiona'l pavement, which may oi may not be leeoedinitially at another site, but-would be needed evdntuatt'y1t iny sitli.

If a different site were to be selected at this time, some costswould be added. The pr-oject would be delayed a year, and wotild i.luit inthe addition of 9250,000 in inflationary-coits,-as'wer'r ;;-lhe-io-ss or$300,000 in state totlerv runai, wnicn m,itiu. ourlg.tJi ui-.lrn" gb,-rgezif the District is to receive ihem. Those iunds cin ue risea"as-i'locatmatch for federal funds. .t'lr.,viggiano stated thaf ihans* 6 .lti.r il,"south Glenwood site of !r!e Buriington t'torthern siil "wouro iL.uIt inadditional costs of $700,000 to $l miilion, respectiveiy

. .l'lr. vigg-iano stated. that, in retrospect, serection of the Grenwoodlocation still seems to.be a good decisibn, ind that changrng-now-l,outasignificantlv increase the cdst of the facirity. tn iesioniJ lo aquestion from fir. Runyan regarding the Burling[on N;;the;;'-;i;,'ilr.Viggiano _replied .that 
-the Distric[ would onty"!u".'h;;; ;;' e-qui-Jatentamount of 1and, but the purchase price is trigliei, iiiord'ing-'io'-tanoapprai sa1 s.

., f4r.. viggiano then explained the difference in the purchase price forthe East Gl enwood and liest Glenwood sites- Land iost ror itre 
-rast

Glenwood site is estimated t_o rc glz,osri-iowe" than the llest Glenwoodsite, and operat_ing costs.woutd-incieaie irs,rgz over zii'veirs, diilo onextra bus travel reouired. Site development costs *ouio- t*r-eis-. uy$214'618,.due to the rieed to erect-a noiieiiirrier, exteniion #ut-iliti.,through. the panhandle, and.additionaj plvenrent. The totar increase forthe east Glenwood site would be $280,76d.

- , Soil..testing. had -beer .done that week, and seems to indicate consis-tent conditions through.out the East and tfeit sites, so ioii-iiiiiei-iiort,ror s l.t_e preparation should be about the same. The soil conditioni arefavorable for development on both sites.

.llr. Viggiano stated .that property owner acceptance is harder toquantify' and is a po1 icy issue rbr itre iaciliiies corirmifiee ina'lrrJloaroto cons i der.

.llr..Runyan asked if the g7g,000.in operating costs was primariry foron-site travel. nr. vigsiano reiried that rt ia-aii-;;-aiie-iriveii"oir-
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site travel would not change, since half the buses would turn north and

traii wouta turn south wtten" t't't.V leave the site. The additional on-site
tiiu.j i, caused by.n-"it.i ZISO feet of lot access, projected for. all
Uuiei 

"ntering 
inO ieaving fhe site, assuming q 1o mp.h operating speed and

"--Z-Olu.ur 
'liie for the f"acility. The $78,000 is the discounted present

value-of the annual inc eased operating cost'

Audience Participation: L.arry Moyer, President of Moyer Theaters'

statef:that M;t;;-Tfr'efers had oflerated.out of this community for 25

vears. and .it had been i pteasant aisociation until now. He expressed his
'.rpi,iitiii, ii'ir,. -nrri"tJt,.. t.king part_of. the theater land rather than

;ii-;i-i;l 
-il.. 

Mov.. has property in'Tua-latin that is similar in shape to

"tit-rouiO 
be left ou."lri Cf**dod if the D-istrict does not.purchase all

ih.-tii.itJ" property; because of the.shape.of that.property, they have not

51,.n-iUiL td d|vet6p ii,-ne saiO. He iid not think it was fair to take
Iu[ "-Uuiin..i 

and ieav6 a problem for the owner. As far as sound bar-

"i..i, 
-f'" 

said, his experidnce with similar probl.ems- t?Yt-td -9{-!-1tinslots was that his sounil engineer was successful in talKlng planners or
i"irit -lt.if into letting'them build an earth berm and planting it
[.l"iiV.-- Hi riiA tn"t a ia]l increases sound on the other side' but an

earth berm absorbs sound.

Mr.MoyerstatedthatMoyerTheatershadcooperal,ed.frorn.the.first
aav. wtrln tirey were informed lhe District was looking at_their site, but

ii'in."i.ri ii.n*ooO iit. .i s chosen, that cooperation vrill cease, and he

wilt try to seek equity for damages in the courts'

James Spicer, 880 E. 43rd, Eugene, s.tated that he owns the west

portion of the pr6perty under di'scusi.ion. He said that the main problem

litn lf'. Glenwo6d;ite's i; that LTD is proposing to build an $ll million
iiiifitv on a residenii.i iii..- -He siid'thaf the District had- first
pttp.i."O iueling in p1 ace, but was now proposing, 

-tt1t-ij-0.13f-.fuelin9;;i[il;; in wniin 80 6uses would be movins'around the pt?p,el!{ at.,nigh!'
il;-;;ia'that moving thJ property 250 feet -to--the west would not solve the

noii. proUf.m, sinie the'Di'strict would _still be in a residential neigh-
t;;h;.[: --ff. if'orgnt thit starting diesel engines would be audible on the

iii^ -iiO" of Henierson, elp.ciit-tV with wes_terly. winds, and^ that the

"ioin"t 
-*ouiA 

sound like- they were in people's bedrooms. Before the
oilii:i.t'r*nOr-ili-rillion, hi suggested'th-at the whole Board go to the

;ii;'1;- tfi'. riOai. of tne ntgtrt a-ni drive a ltus around and 1isten' and

itr"n ift. 
-Board 

members would b-elieve the noise prob'lem'

Mr. Soicer stated that the 50 decibel limit would be a problem; the

"noin"r't;Ti;; ..quiiitV would be a problem;.and that the residents were

ilifii iUi,li'tf'.'tr.atfrent they received with the recycling.proiect' and

will be more unnappy niit ttii ploje-ct.. He thought the.District would

i;;;; i; be p.ep..ed-to contain ait ot ttre noise, and said that the only

iequii"tent 'of' a retaining wal l is that it. has to work' It was his
opinion tttut the acousticii -eng.ineer. 

should be bonded for $15 million in
case the District 

"xce.a.O 
50 iecibels and would have to relocate. or buy

in.-.ij.iri.g prope"ty.--ie-asied that the Board give some consideration
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to owner acceptance, which would be greater if the District chose the East
Glenwood site; in this case, he said, access across his property could be
negot i ated .

Tom Hoyt, attorney for Mr. Spicer, called the Board,s attention tohis letter to the Board found on page 45 of the agenda packet. He said
that he believed the Burlington Northern site to be prefdrable because itis not located in a residential neighborhood. He said it became a serious
problem wten the District made the decision to go from fueling in place toin-site fuel ing. He asked staff how many bus starts there will'be eachnight between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and said there would be a lot of
engines running, accelerating, stopping and startjng, etc,

. M", Hoyt stated that the noise ordinance for the City of Eugene was
broken into two ordinances. First, he said he wanted to i:lear u[ the SOdecibel limit, on which he was unclear at the pervious meeting. 'He saidthat each..parcel of property is allowed to make' 50 decibels of sound, andif less than 50 are made between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., the proierty
owner is not in violation of the code,

. ..Mr, Hoyt th.ought that Mr. Spicer,s suggestion to go to the site atnlght was a good one, He suggested that the Board stand at the trailercourt or a residence or on the south side of 17th, and added that theresidential character of three sides of the proposed operations facil iiyis not going to change.

He said that the City would require a site review and annexation, aswell as compliance wjth City of Eugene ord.inances.

Section 4 of the Eugene City Code, which Mr. Hoyt handed out to theBoard, deals with noise disturbance, defined as a disturbance to normalsensitivities. He wondered if diesel engines starting and stopping wouldbother someone with normal sensitivitiesl He said tFat if ttrb'reiiJentsare bothered after LTD builds in the area, the District couid face theprospect.of. shu-tting down because of noncompliance with the city code. Hesaid he had talked with Ken Johnson of thb city_, i.n charge oi eniorcing
the code, who said there_ is no way to "get around'i this req-u i rement uniessthe.city is wil.ling to change. the-ordinince. He added that the ourtingron
Northern site does not have this problem.

..Mr. Hoyt agreed_that the operating costs should be minimized, as we.l I
as the costs to local citizens. He said that Mr. viggiano,s cost'estimatein the packet did not distinguish between local and-federal fundinq, but
he thought the District should be sensitive to local monies. H. ii.t"othat operating costs at. th.e Buriington Northern site would be'isi6,goo
less than at the Glenwood site, and that to move the site 250 feet fariner
west would save 978,000, or $312 per for.rt on a 20-.year basjs. Mr. !picerhad driven from the Burl ington Northern site to the downtown trinsitstation' and found it to be .7 mile closer than the Glenwood site.Mr. Hoyt stated that .7 mile at $3lz per foot means that costs wouid be
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$824,464 more at Glenwood than at Bur'l ington Northern' Addition of this
cost would make the.o*p"uiiioi"oi'tfie'two-sites almost equal , he said'

In discussing the difference in, costs' lf ilgv-t also stated that the

$410,000 acquisition pti;;'i;; t-il Gien*"{ si.te djd not take into account

takinq asbestos from tne'ilovie iti"tn it the drive-in' nor the Lane. county

;;;;;ir;i-;-i-szis,ezo i.r '1'.i-p"r[.it_y.. . sp'littins two propertie.s.' he

l".il,'-rri,"ri' .ir..i- il,.' uaru"-inl the Iiis-triit would have to pav higher

compensation for two p"t[iii iois-ttran for .one complete ]ot'..0n the

i;i'!;;-;;;;;"iv, il'.t."j't 'i'hous-e-moving business' with a buildins that
woutd have to be moved Li'iri:It'ii.J,-.i"*.it. as 5b tons of the-Spicer's
personal property to moie.'- f,fr.--fio:it a.l so thouqht it was highiy likely
that the District "ouii-'n""a 

to 'purchase an easement for- lardlocked

;;;;.tty uy *e-slte,.'ino 
-mentioned the need for additional storm and

sanitary sewers' as wetl as the increased paving costs'

Mr. Hoyt sajd that the Board was originallv told there were three

things wrong with the a;r"iiig;;'Nttit'"tn.tittt i fill problem; railroad

spur track i nterterencJ;- .no io access to-the freeway. He said his letter
Dbints out that the .iitt*i'-tpu"'anO--fr."ur.u acc-ess are not problems'

because of the Chamber;'i;;;;.i;;-wt'i.r' w.itt 6e constructe4r . H..thought

that the fi.l1 problemii itf-sriti'ngton Northern site would be the onlv

ii:"6f .i.iiri"... 'fe atso--tnought-tt'at the.time factor should not penalize

Lhe Burlington Northern,i'i";"'.nO-wonteieA..anout trading lottery funds in

;;";-;; ndi iorreit ti'.t "ntii6tv' According to the December l0 minutes'

the Board g.u" .on."ptrii iui'ftJ"tfttn site-sfecific approval ' .and nothing

is set in concrete at inis poini- However, staff were saying that evening

that higher .orts .sso.i.teb with the passage of time would be involved in

chang i ng sites'

l,lr. Hoyt commented on the November 18 Board meeting'. at which a

number''of iactors for 
-site selection were considered- -T-hose 

factors

T;;fi;..p.tiiiitir, iunJ, lno iiit deve'lopment costs' as-we1 1.as propertv

;;;;;;.;6;i;".".- H. itui.J ir,.t the propbrtv owners would not accept the

llest Glenwood site. ii-i-h; iii;i"ict'is.'goino to select a site in Glen-

wood, he said, Mr. .na n...-s;i;;Lwouia 6ncoi""qe the District to select

the Mover Theater prop!"i, uiitrJ East Glenwood sjte. He bel jeved. that if
iii" 'b"i'Jriif-;;;r'ft.; il6si-eienwooa sire,. it will still have to-€rect
sound barrjers. n. iroiJi uv-iiiiins th;t the $120'000 to- $140'000 in

additional costs ro ;;;;-1;" i,lest Gl"enwood was a reasonable amount to

al locate toward owner acceptance'

BoardDiscussion:Ms.Calvertsa.id.that.theFacilitiesCommitteedid
make a recommendation, 

'.rt." .oniloeraute- deliberation, that _the-Board'rtirro pri.n"l. tn. wJst-'eiinwooJ site. It is zoned for industrial use'

."a-li."torri*"" r"rl"vei'ihai staff's conclusions regarding the issues

bei ng discussed were convinc'in9'

The Board recessed for a ten-minute break at this point in the

meeting, and reconvened at 8:58 P'm'
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EXECUTM SESSION: Dr. Srnith moved that the Board move into Execu-
tive Session pursuant to ORS 192.660(l)(e), to conduct deliberations with
persons designated by the governing body to negotiate reai property
transactions; pursuant to ORS 192.660(1)(f), to consider records that are
exempt by law.from public inspection; and pursuant to ORS 192.660(l)(h),
to consult with counsel concerning the legal rights and duties of a pirblic
body with regard to current litigation or litigation 1ike1y to be filed.
Mr. Brandt seconded the motion, which then carried by unanimous vote. At
the beginning of the Executive Session, Ms. Calvert informed members of
the press that they were allowed to be present but that the Board re-
quested that they not record or report the proceedings of the Executive
Sessi on.

RETURII T0 REGULAR SESSI0N: The Board returned to regular session at
l0:32 p.m.

S!a{f. Presenta=tion on Land Acquisjtion Process: Mr. Viggiano
responded to severa'l statements made by l''lr. Spicer and Mr. Hoyt. First,
the Glenwood property is zoned for industrial use, and is not intended to
be residential property in the future. Second, two consultants have
looked at the noise analysis and feel comfortab'le wjth the work that has
been done, If noise is a problem in the future, then the West Glenwood
site. 'vlould^ be preferable, because the problem could be mitigated by
erection of a noise barrier at that time. The acoustical eng.iheer ha!
stated that an earth berm on the llest Glenwood site would- meet the
standards, and additional barriers should exceed the standards. Third,
Mr. Viggiano stated that the Distrjct has been concerned about beinq i
good neighbor, so staff have been meeting with the Glenwood Community
Organization, staff presented the results of the environmental assessmenl
to -tha.t group, and the community residents had provided a ietter for
inclusion with the environmental assessment. ihe letter, which Mr.
Viggiano read a1oud, includes a statement of support for the developmenr
of the bus facility, and says that LTD will be i'valuable addition tb the
community and. has shown thoughtful consideration for its potential
neighbors in that area. llr. Viggiano stated that this letter shows that
the community in_genera'l , as reflected by the community organization, is
happy to have LTD move into the area. The residents did- express iome
concerns about promi ses made but not ful fi I 1 ed when the sol i d waste
disposal site was bui1t, but l'lr. Viggiano emphasized that it is LTD,s
intention to consider the residents and be a good neighbor.

- _In response to Mr. Hoyt's comments about making a distinction betweenlocal and federal funding, Mr. Viggiano stated- that the Urban Mass
Transpo-rtation Administration (UMTA) says that cannot be done. However,
even if those funds are viewed separately, the l,|est Glenwood site would
!"equire fewer 'local dollars. The Burlington Northern site would involve
higher capital _costs, which involves a-20 percent to 25 percent local
match, and the loss of lottery funds, which would mean the tiistrict would
have. to replace those lost funds with more 'local dollars. About 9100,000of the anticipated $400,000 in lottery funds is obligated in the archiiect

LTD EOARO MEITING
02/18/87 page Ib
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VOTE

MOTION

VOTE

contract, but approximately $300,000 would be lost if the site were to be

changed at this point.

lrlr. viggiano further stated that the initjal analysis of the Bur-
lington Norih"ern site assumed no delay for trains. The Chambers connector
niiii if'. Burlinqton Northern site wilh access to the River Road area, but
J.uif'"iaing to 6utlying parts of the communi-ty.would not^ be improved'
since to get to the freeway system_, buses would travel on sevenf,n Avenue

ii i-fOS. " ROAitionally, thi n6ise barrjer on the East Glenwood (drive-in)
site was included in the original cost projections'

Mr. Brandt moved that the Board approve the selection of the west

Glenwood site for the development of a-'new operations facil ity. After
seconding by Ms. Eber'ly, the motion passed unanimously'

lrlr. Brandt then moved that the Board adopt the resol*ion found.on
oaqe 3l of the agenda pacKet, which Mr. Brandt then read rn tull. (Loples
6i'ifr.-r"totutio-n and 

'the description of the two parc.el.s.under.considera-
tion are attached to these minutes.) Dr. Smjth seconded the motion' which
then carried by unanimous vote.

ITEI'IS FOR INFORI'IATION AT THIS I,IEETING:

DowntownTransitstation:Ms.Calvertappointed,llr'Brandt,
mr'pffinewBoardCommittee,theDowniownStation'Cormiit"e. 

ihe Commitiee members decided to meet at 7:30 a.m. on lllednes -

d.y, J.nu."y 28 in the D.i strjct conference room, to formul a_te a recommen-

Jiiion r.gi.ding the location of a permanent downtown Eugene transit
stati on .

An,lual_Elrpl ovee Awards Banouet: Board members were invited to attend
the t-IO Annual-Awards Banquet-Eefig held on Saturday, February 21. Staff
promised to send invitations and detaj led information to the tsoaro'

Actino General Manaqer: Ms. Loobey.informed the Board that she would
be affinAli[- ai'- Rnnrican Pub] ic Transit Association (.APTA) 

-management
ieminar in Sin Diego on February 7-ll, and that-Mark Pangborn, Djrector of
RUministrative Seriices, would Le Acting General Manager in her absence.

APTA Western Gonference/APTA 4nnual' tle9tj nq: APTA, s. annua] .l,Jestern
Confeffil be he'ld in Phoenix, Arizi:na in early
no"ii -tttir v".r. Tie APTA Annual Meeting, which involves training
iErtionr, veidors, and consultants, as we'll as information-sharing among

iransit iistricts, will also include a world-wide exhibit this year. It
will be held in .!an Francisco in 0ctober. Any Board members who are
interested in attending either one of these meetings were asked to contact
staff as soon as possible.

llonthlv ReDortinq: Mr. Runyan commented that the year-to-date
performance averages look very good.
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.. _+DJgU8tr[EltI:. tlr. Brandt noved that the meeting be adjourned.lls.-Eberly seconded the notion, and the neeting was unani-mouslv-iljoiri;neaat ll:15 p.m.



Box 2710 Eugene, Oregon 97402 Telephone: (503) 6g7-5581

February 18, 1987

MEI..IORANDUiI

T0: Board of Di rectors

FROM: Stefano Viggiano

RE: Land Acquisition for New 0perations Facility

At the^last meeting, the Board adopted a resolution regarding the acquisi-tion of property_from. lloyer Theateis and James and patiicia Spicer for tne
new_ operations facility. At that time, staff indicated that the offer
could not be tendered until the urban l'lass Transportation Administratron
(Ul.lTA) had reviewed and approved the appraisals ani appraisal reviews.

As a result of the Ul'lTA review, the District nust alter the offer price to
Moyer Theatres. This will require the adopt'ion of a new resolutioh by theBoard. The new resolution that is recommdnded by staff will be avaiiableat the meeti ng.

Staff recommend that the Board move into Executive session to discuss the
apprai sal s and UMTA's comments.

t,t .f/ 'Sd ln,n r'r l/tnornnry-,,vlr"v I utrrr.,'Ytlll,\ v \l\
Stefano Vigg iino
P1 anni ng Admi n i strator

SV:ms:js

LTO BOARI} METTiNG
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RESOLUTION

BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that it is necessary for Lane Transit Districtto acquire the property of l,loyer Theatres, Inc., described as parcel I onthe attached sheet, and to acquire the property of James I. Spicer andPatricia E. Spicer, described as parcel 2 on ttr6 attached sheet, for thepurpose of. .constructi ng a nel{ administration and operating facil ity for
Lane Transit District on said land; that the sum of $ - - 

is
determined to constitute just compensation for said paliel-Tf,nd- tle-sum
of .$ ,, , ,, is determined to be just compensation for said pariel'2,
and that there will be no damages ior the' taking of either of said
parcel s .

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Generar lranager is directed to makewritten offers to purchase each of said parcels- from their retpeciiu.
owners at the values set forth hereinabove, less the amount of all'taxes,
assessmerts, and 1iens, and to nego.ti ate and attempt to reach agreementwith said owners with respect to the compensation to be paid fdr theirrespective parcels and the damages, if any, for the taking ihereof.

.This Reso-l-uti,on supersedes the Resolution approved by the Board and
dated January 21, 1987.

Februarv 18. 1987
Date Board Secretary

LTD B0ARD IIIEETING--handout
02/le/87 Page 18-A



PARCEL 1

Beginning at a found 3/4 inch iron pipe in concrete at the Northwest
corner of that certain parcel described as parcel I of Tract III of
Parcel I, Recorder's Reception No. 7884788, Lane County 0regon Records;
said pipe is described as being 137.S feet South of O0 2S, fist from rne
Northwest corner of Lot 10, GLENI.IOOD pARK, as platted and recorded jn
Book. T,- Pa_ge 481, Lane County 0regon P^l at Records; thence along the
Northerly line of said Parcel I North 890 35,00,'East 412.21 feefto ap0int 667.00 feet Easterly, when measured at right angles, of the Easter'ly
1!ne of Glenwood Boulevard; thence parallel w.lth said Eaiterly line South
0o 27' z|u East 873.26 feet to the'Northerly line of lTth Ave-nue as shown
on.Lane- County^Right--qf lqy map number 38-8 l'l-1829; thence along said
Northerly line South 89o 32' 14" llest 413.60 feet to the llesterlv line of
said Parcel I; thence along said llesterly line North Oo Zl, -52" 

t,lest
873.60 feet to the point of beginning, in Llne County, Oregon.

PARCEL 2

Beginning at a found 3/4 inch iron pipe in concrete at the Northwesr
corner of that certain parcel described as parcel I of Tract III of
Parcel I, Recorder's Reception No. 7884788, Lane County Oregon Records,
said. pipe is described as being 137.5 feet South of Oo 2S, fist from thi
Northwest corner of Lot 10, GLENWOOD pARK, as platted and recorded in
Book T, Page 481, Lane County Oregon plat Recordsj thence South Oo Zl, 52"
East 873.6_0.fe-et along the llesterly Iine of said parcel I to the Northerly'| ine of 17th Avenue as shown on lane County Right of liay map number 3g-b
I:J8?S-i. thence along said Norther'ly line the foliowing co-urses: South 89032' 14" llest 4.47 feet; thence 129.53 feet on the aic of an 848.51 foot
radius curve, concave Southerly, (long chord South g5o West 129.41feet); thence 95.76 feet on the arc oF a 788.51 foot radius curve, coniave
lgft!.-tty_,-..t19nS clgr-d- South 84o 16, il" West 95.70 feet); thence North
45v 26' 50" l,lest 34.80 -feet to the Eas^te11y I ine of Gl eni,rood Boulevard;
thence.along said Easterly line North go 27i 2gn West 867.g4 feet; thence
1]gng -the prolongation of the Northerly line of said parcel I Hdrttr e9d35'00" East 254.79 feet to the point of beginning in Lane County,Oregon.

LTD BOARD I'IEETING- -handout
(attachment to Resol uti on)02/18/87 Page t8-B



Box 2710

February 18, 1987

MEMOMNDUI'II

T0: Board of Di rectors

FR0M: Downtown Station Commi ttee

RE: Downtown Station Site Selection Recommendations

The Downtown station committee met twice during the past month to considersites for a perman-ent downtown Eugene transit stdtion. The commitreereviewed material from staff, including some new material that tris notbeen.presented to the full Board of Dir6ctoii, and discusted frie "ilifiv.merits of each site.

Attached to this memorandum is the material compiled by staff on thisquestion. This material includes the siting ciiteria -adooted -u, -i,n"

P91.91,1 summafy of background in_formation, 
".r'utis oi i,iru"vi'oido?ntown

Dus rr0ers an0 0ther cities' a list of site options consitiered, and tnesite evaluations. At the Board meeting, stafi wiil ievi.w-tne'miii"iar
and the Committee discussron.

Downtown Station Commi ttee Recommendation

That the Eoard of Directors authorize staff to continue to investigate thefeasibil ity of five site-s: t)- 8th and Wittir.it" t-ot; Z) lOth aiJ-61 ive
ln/Qff street; 3) The qqttelf-rI tgli +l ioilr ano orive-6ri-iire"l;-'ino5) 8th and Pearr Lot south.of city Hair. 'rtre iites are not, at this time,recommended in any rank order.

Comi ttee Chai r

LTO BOARD I'lt[TlNG
02/18/87 Page 19

fia, bw"a,t7 ,
Peter Brandt
Downtown Stati on

PB: sv

attachments



III. DECISION INFORMATION

The Board of Directors has been presented wjth a large quantity of
information re1 ating to the optirnum location and design for a permanent
downtown station. This section of the oacket is intended to orovide a
brief summary review of the material that has been presented, and to
introduce two neb, surveys that staff have completed within the last tv'ro
months. Hore detailed information is attached.

Item

BACKGROUND PAPER

LTD OPERATIONS

14ILES REPORT

l.

2.

l'la.ior F i nd i nq s/0bs ervat i on s

1. Attached is a copy of the background paper on
the downtown bus station that was developed for
the Community Forum. It indicates that,
although the current station is an improvement
over the previous statjon, its selection was a
cornpromise because the best locations were not
avai I abl e to the District.

The station must funct'ion as both a transfer
point and as a major downtown destination point.

The station accommodates approximately 8,000
trips per weekday. Th'i s includes over 4,000
trips for people who start and end their trips
downtown, and nearly 4,000 trips for people who
transfer at the station every day.

There have been several accidents between buses
and cars at the intersection of l0th and 0live.

The cunent station is perceived as unsafe by a
significant percentage of riders and potential
ri ders .

5. Ridership increased significantly after improve-
ments were made at the cument site.

l. The current station is inadequate as a permanent
facil jty because of its size and configuration.

As a I ow-cost opti on, the study recommends
consol idating the statjon by moving the two bus
parking section east of l.ljllamette nearer the
l0th and 0l i ve i ntersect ion .

As a moderate-cost al ternatj ve, the study
recommends an off-street station on the Butter-
fly Lot or an off-street statjon at lOth and
0l ive.

LTD BOARD MEETING
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EMPLOYMENT

PROJECTIONS

DEVELOP SCENARIOS I.

1. Employment is expected to qrow most sionifi_
cantly in the areas on the northeasi side of
downtown and in the Riverfront park area, closeto the Butterfly Lot.

2. These same areas appear to have, and wjll
continue to have, the highest concentratjons of
workers,

The Urban Renewal lots at 8th and Willamette,
lOth and 0ljve, 11th and Viillamette, and near
Broadway and Charnelton are programmed to be
devel ooed .

Addjtional parking structures wjll l ikely be
constructed, .Although no sites have been firmly
identified, the IOth and 0live site has been
identified as a possibil ity.
It appears possi b1e that }J.il I amette Street
between 8th and 10th will be opened to vehicletraffic in the next ttvo years.

The area around the current station is the most
popular trip destination for riders.

The area near Pearl and 8th is the most common
work desti nati on for rioers.

It appears that the Dj stri ct carri es a muclr
higher percentage of trips near the station than
farther away. This implies that proximity to
the station is an important factor jn a person,s
propensity to use the bus.

0f the_ l6 bus systems contacted, eight have
recently constructed new downtown stations.

All the new stations are off-street.

0f the eight systems that have not recen y con-
structed new downtown stat'ions, two are in the
design phase for an off street station, and four
others are in other various preliminary stages
of site selection. Only two systems do not havea downtown stati on and have no pl ans to con-
struct one.

2.

RIDER SURVEY
(More deta i Ied
i nformati on on
thi s survey is
attached. )

OTHER SYSTEMS
(More detai 1ed
information on
this survey is
attached. )

z.

l.

z-

1.

LTD BOARD MEETING
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January 1987
Background Paper
Urban Renewa l Plan Update
Prepared By Lane Transit District Staff

The question of the location and operation of the Downtown Transit stationls again being considered. The conditjons and needs of bus patrons have
grown a n-d changed since approval of the improvements along 10th Avenue
between charnelton and 0ak in 1983. The current station doei not meet the
present or future needs of the bus patron. Since the City is re-examiningits dolrntown deveiopment strategy, it is appropriate to also discuss thi
needs of the Oo\,vntown Transit Station.

28. Why does LTD need to be downtown and how many people that
ride the bus have downtown as thoir destination?

The downtown location has been and continues to be crucial to theefficient ope!"ation of LTD. Downtown is the primary destination of LTDpatrons. Approximately 2,000 patrons a day, or 33 percent of all riders.
have downtown as their final destination. Another 30 percent of ailriders transfer buses downtown in order to reach their final destination.
Therefore, lhe station needs to be as centrally located as possibre within
lhe downtown area and aiso be convenient for transfering patrons. The
downtowi: station is the singie most jmiiortant component of the entire LTD
system. Its location and design affects the ef f .ic jency, cost, and
usefulness of the total system.

29. Why is the relocation of the downtown statiorr being discussed so
recently after improvements were made to the current location?
Were not the lOth Avenue improvements supposed to be a
permanent solution?

To understand the pu!"pose of the improvements to the current station it js
important to understand its hi story. The c.it.y l>us station has aiways been'located Cowntor+n. Locating a rrpermarienl" downt.owr! s.i.l.e for Ll-D became a
community question a dozen years ago, with the growth in ridership,
routes, and fleet size. An examination of potential sites for this
activity resulted in the identification of 8th and vlillamette as the best
site for a bus station. It was to be developed in conjunction with the
Parcade.

Horr,ever, the Bth and tJi I lamette site was prr:ferred F.,y ihe City to be
reserved for other development and alternative s.ites were examined. It was

LANq TRANSTT D|STR|CT DOWNTOWN STATTON
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clear that the conditions along lOth Avenue were unacceptab'le but otherlocations including an exper"imental location around ti.re parrs uloct<screated mone problems than they solved.

The City a.nd LTD jointly sponsored a re-examinatjon of the questjon whjch
I::u]ted.ln a proposed compromise p)an which would place ti;-;;;;; i;';"contra-r row" pattern, buses moving against the one-way traffic flow.around the Mall. This plan was to aclommodate a propoi"d,i;o" 

""luiiexpansion project. The retai.l expansion and a Federal'Grant t6 neip-iunathe Itcontra f low!' concept did not material ize.

The city and LTD then determined that the current 10th Avenue iocation wasthe best alternative for a compromise rocation. It was not th. i;rt'
]?!ll]"n, but with improvemenrs of wider sidewatks, snefte"rl O"-tteirrgnrrng' and othe! amenities, lt would be an acceptable faciiity. Theseimprovements were intended to relieve the overcrowded and conqested'sidewalks and improve the general appearance of the ";;.. 

- i;;;;-
improvements were for the benefit or ubtn the c.ity and LTo riders. 

- 
Thevalue_of the improvements was soon demonstrated w.iih an immediale in"r".r"in LTD ridership, an overal I improvement in appearence, and itcomplemented the eventual rehabi'ltation of the surrounding' historiial

?li t d_t^rl9-.^ 
-.T-1" 

inpiovements increjrsed passenger and pedestr"ian ..iiuJiy.Ine re tocateo uustomer Service center also gave a greater sense ofsecurity to both patrons and pedestr.ians.

The current site was never the first choice of the district for apermanent downtown bus stat,ion, but it was the best compromise at thetime. Therefore, the district has continued to rook to"'" iii" u"ti..suJted for LTD!s downtown operations,

Ironically, the success of the current station highlighted some of itsoperational inadequacies. consequently, the city a,ia lrb jolntlv fundea-astudy by Don Miles to identify the problems with the current siation anopropose solutjons to those problems. Don Miles is a specialist inpedestrian movement in a downtown setting and he has worked for the cityof Eugen_e analyzing the Downtown Mall. 'That 
docunent.,. Oowntorn irg.i.Transit center site Evaruation, concluded that the rength of the station,three city bl,ocks 1ong,.was too great for transferning -passengers 

ana thitarLernattve design configunations needed to be considered.

30. Where are the potential sites and what are the advantages and
clisadvantages o{ each s ite?

The Public Spaces Study recommended three alternative si.res be consideredor specific improvements be made to the current stat.ion. Tne alternaiives
included both on- and off-sLreet design optjons.

0ne off-street option identified the count.y-owned parr,ing lot betlreen 7tnand 8th at Oak, also called the butterf 'ly iot-, as the pr-efer"red moderaie-

Paoe 15
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cost Iocation. The- principar feature of this site is that the downtownrransterrlng tunction would not be at curbside, as done presenLly, butoff-street. The Site Evaluation 'indicated that the primary attr"ibuies-iorthis site is that it is ,'located_ in proximity of retail ";-;rp-it;;icenters, would have high vis'ibirity, consoiidate the identity' of thetransit statio.n and improve bus operations and rider conven;ence io"transrers. tt is estimated to cost about 91,600,000.

The oth.er off-street option identified the harf brock area east of 0rivestreet betv/een 10th and llth Avenues. This site would have similar designatt.ibutes to the butterfly lot except that it would not u. ", .ioi.-il
downtown 

- -emp 
I oymen t centers. This option is estimated to cost abouf$1,500,000 but woulci also remove a quarter block of propertyf;;; a;;;"roles and ejiminate the use of a deveiopment site.

For the cur! ent station, the study suggested an on-street aiternative at10th .and 0 l i ve . Speci fi ca l ly the stuJy suggested the rel ocati on or'tne
DUs she t'"ers east of v,/illamette street on 10th Avenue to a site at 10thand 0live. This lower-cosr option would have high visibiiitt-;;'consoiidate.the id,entity o-f_ the_ transit station, woulJ act ., " gui"r;; tothe pedes+-rian mall at 0live street and wourd be located in ""iuriii""p)ace. This alternative is estimated cost about S500,000.

tdhile .al l. these- options are an improvement, the off-street options offerthe added benefit of consolidating all buses in a smait arla thereLv-
making transfers easitsr for patrons and arso reducing conflicis u"tr"'".
buses, 

. 
patrons, and cars. This would jncrease sysi.em efficiency andpatron/ pedestrj an safety,

Other sites were stuciied but were discarded because of operational flaws
cost- considerations, or because they were be.i ng reserved for future
deve I oDment.

3l What is the status of the deed restriction on the
Doesn't it state that the block can only be used

LTD BOARD MEETING
02/18/87 Page 24

buttarfly lot?
for a park?

There is a restriction on part of the block where the butterfiy lot islocated.. The attorneys for -LTD and the county are researchiig those-restrictions but have not publjshed a fjnal reoort.

32. where will the money come froni for a new or redesigned station?

Financ_ing for either of these options could come primarily (g0 percenti
fronr Federal funds earmarked for transit whilc 'the rocil 'u."i 

trour'j'provide the local 20 percent match. If a decision is made to make anv
change, the LTD Board has i*dicated that they will ask the city councir io
pa rt'i c i pa te fi nancial ly.

Page 17



33. When will a now station be selected and built?

That depends on. the cost and complexity of the final decislon. If thedeclslon is made to go rvlth a rilatively slnple I ow-cost change to thecurrent station, that cha-nge mlght happen .in the next two to three years.
A m91e. 9-ompl ex, and costry move to a new sta on wourd aepend upon theavallability of- Feder_al fundlng and local match dollars ai well'as ttreavallability of an alternatlve slte, That project could tike four toeight years. In any case, any solutlon rrlil takJtime to impiement,.

Page 18



Survey Purpose and ltlethodol oqv

An on-board survey of bus patrons traveling toward the Eugene Ma1 1 was
conducted on selected routes during the mornings of November l0-14, 1986,
The information contained in this survey is to be used, in conjunction
with other information, in the decision on the selection of the best site
for a permanent downtown station.

The major intent of the survey was to determine, in some detail, the final
destinations of bus riders v,rithin the downtown area. Patrons surveved
were also asked questions re1 ating to trip purpose, downtown employ;r,
occupation, opinions about the cuffent transit station, and various
demographic characteristics. A copy of the questionnaire and the frequen-
cies of responses to each of the questions is attached.

The surveys were distrjbuted and collected by a surveyor riding on thebus. A11 patrons were asked to complete a survey. It is estirnaled thar
about 60 percent of the riders on the trips surveyed turned in a completed
questionnaire. A total 1584 surveys were completed, of which 515 were
completed by respondents who indicated a final destination in downtown
EUgene.

Ma.i or Findinqs

l. There are two primary nodes for trip destinations with.in the downtownarea. The most common destinatjon for all trips is in the heart of
the retai l mall around Broadway and ttillametti. The largest v{ork
node. js the .Oak/Pear1/8th Street area housing the publ .ic employees,
A table of destinations for work trips and fotal [rips by bloak is
attached.

2. Lane County- _and the City of Eugene are the two largest single
employers of bus patrons downtown, each employing about 9- percent-of
att bus riders who work downtown. Small retail establishments.
restaurants, and professional offjces are also among the top employ-
ers of bus patrons.

3. Bus riders who work downtown are employed primarily in the clerical(ll nercent), retail/service (23 percent), ind technical/professional
(20.percent) occupations. Apiroximately'i2 percent of bui riders who
work downtown are employed as managers or buiiness owners.

4. Nearly 36.p_ercent of bus rjders responding to the survey cited saferyas a problem with the cument station. Another 20 oercent oi
respondents bel ieve the station should have more sheltered waitinq
area.

DOIINTOI,IN BUS RIDER SURVEY

LM BOARD i,IEETING
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5. About 63 percent of survey respondents walk less than three blocks
from their downtown bus stop to thejr final destination. while
37 percent currently walk three blocks or more.

D i scu s s i onlAn al vs i s

It --appears that the cument location of the station has a very strong
influence on trip destinatjons. Destinations located near the stitjon are
more likely to be served by bus than those located farther from tnestatjon. This is no surprise, and, in fact, is a major justification
behind the staff's recommendation to move the station io a more central
location.

The area surrounding and immedjately north of the current station is the
most popular destination among survey respondents. However, jt is not tne
single most common destjnation for work trips. Despite the bjas towarotrips near the current station locatjon, the 8th and pearl area shows up
as a major destination for work trips in the survey. In addition, tne
City of Eugene and Lane County are the two employers most frequently cited
by downtown bus ri ders .

This_ survey tends to support the hypothesis that trips which have a final
destination that is near the station are more likeiy to be made by bus
than those which wou'ld require wa1 king greater distanies. When comelateoto data showing employment locations within downtown, the data in thjs
survey indicates that the proportion of ernployees using the bus is mucnhighelin areas near the statjon.

If this hypothesis is correct, then the most relevant informatjon for tneDistrict to use in selecting the optimum site for a transit stat.ion is tne
location of future ernpl oyment and other trip generators within downtown.
The station would be most effective if ioCated in proximity to the
greatest number of those trip generators.

LTD BOARD NEITING
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EIIDVTV OF DOI,ilNTOWN ORIENTED PATRONS

TRIP PURPOSE

lJork
School
0ther
Shoppi ng
Doctor/Dent i st
Persona'l Business
Soci al/Recreati on
Mi ssi ng
Total

ARE YOU EMPLOYED I^IITHIN

No
Yes
Missing
Total

Percent Val id Percent
35.2% 36.5%
26.4% 27.5%
0.4% 0.5%
5.0% 5.2%
3.4% 3.5%

t5.0% t5.5%
3.7% 3.9%

10.9%
100.0% 100.0%

NOVEMBER I986

Count

419

79
54

237
59

172
I584

PAGE 1

DOhINTOI,'N

Count Percent Val id Percent
1087 68.6% 78.5%
266 16.8% 19.2%
23t t4.6%

l5B4 100.0% 100.0%

DOl^lNTO||lN EI4PLOYERS

City of Eugene
Lane County
Federal
State of Oregon
L i brary
BLM
LTD
LCC

Sears
Bon
}lool worths
5th St Market
lst Interstate Bank
US Nat i onal
0ther Banks
Smal l RetaiI (Ma1 l)
Small Retail (0ther than Ma11)
Lawyer/Doctor/Dent i stlCPA
Restaurants
Other (Vol unteer, etc. )
Eugene C1 inic
Mi ssing
Tota l

Count
l9
l9

11
0

4
2

2
a
I
2
0

1lll
t7
16
20
63

5
1369
1s84

Percent Val id Percent
l.?% 8.8%
1.?% 8.8%
0.4% 3.3%
0.7% 5.1%
0.0% 0.0%
0.2% 1.9%
0.2% 1.4%
0.2% t.9%
0.t% 0.9%
0.t% 0.9%
0.1% 0.9%
0.1% 0.5%
0.t% 0.9%
0.0% 0.0%
0.t% 0.5%
0.7% 5.t%
1.5% 10.7%
1.0% 7.4%
t.3% 9.3%
4.0% 29.3%
0.3% 2.3%

86.4%
i00.0% 100.0%

LTD BOARD },IEETING
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AIIDVTV OF DOWNTOWN ORIENTED PATRONS

DOI^INTOI,IN OCCUPATION

Manegerial/Business 0wner
Techn i ca1/Profes s i on al
Serv i celRetai 1/Food
Cl eri cal
Craft/Laborer
0ther
Mi ssi ng
Total

Percent Val id Percent
t.9% 12.0%
3.2% 20.3%
3.6% ?2.7%
4.4% 27.5%
1.7% t0.B%
1.t% 6.8%

84.1%
t00.0% 100.0%

NOVEMBIR 1986

Count
30
5l
El
69
27
l7

1333
1584

PAGE 2

SHOULD BE

Yes
Mi ssi ng
Tota'l

SHOULD BE

Yes
Missing
Total

SHOULD BE

Yes
Missing
Total

SHOULD HAVE

Yes
Mi ssi ng
Total

OK AS IS

Yes
Missing
Total

SHOULD HAVE

Yes
Mi ssi ng
Total

CLOSER

SIIALLER

SAFER

I'IORF SHELTER

Count Percent
58 3.7%

1526 96.3%
t5B4 r00.0%

Count Percent
168 10.6%

1416 89.4%
ls84 100.0%

Count Percent
568 35.9%

0 0.0%
1584 100.0%

Count Percent
320 20.2%

0 0.0%
1584 100.0%

Count Percent
75 4.7%
0 0.0%

1584 100.0%

Count Percent
I 0.5%
0 0.0%

1584 r00.0%

LTD BOARO I'IEETII{G
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trou tt OF OOI^INTO|,IN ORiENTED PATRONS

OTHER IMPROVEMENT

Yes
lvlissing
Total

AGE

12 and Under
13 to 18
19 to 25
26 to 35
36 to 45
46 to 55
56 to 62
63 to B0
81 and over
Missing
Total

SEX

Femal e
Male
Mi ssi ng
Total

ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Less than $5K
$5K-$ l0K
$10K-$ 1sK
$ l5K-$20K
$20K- $2sK
$25K- $30K
$30K- $35K
0ver $35K
Mi ssi ng
Tota l

NOVEMBER 1986

Count Percent
169 10.7%

0 0.0%
1584 100.0%

PAGE 3

Count
14

249
387
318
l84

74
44
94
u

209
1584

Percent Val id Percent
0.9% t.0%

t5.7% 18.t%
24.4% 28.t%
20.1% 23.1%
ll.6% 13.4%
4.7% 5.4%
2.8% 3.?%
5.9% 6.8%
0.7% 0.8%

13.2%
t00.0% 100.0%

Count Percent Valid Percent820 5t.8% 59.2%564 35.6% 40.7%
200 12.6%

l5B4 100.0% t00.0%

Count
422
273
178
116
86
OU

45
68

J5()
1584

Percent Val id Percent
26.6% 33.8%
17 .?% ?1 .9%
tt.2% 14.3%

7 .3% 9.3%
5.4% 6.9%
3.8% 4.8%
2.8% 3.6%
4.3% 5.4%

21.2%
100.0% 100.0%

DOI,INTOI,IN DESTINATION

No
Yes
Mi ssing
Total

Count
aaa
st5
201

1562

Percent
54.8%
32.5%
12.7%
98.6%

Val id Percent
62.8%
37 .2%

100 . 0%

LTD BOARD }IEETING
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SURVEY OF DOI^INTOWN ORIENTED PATRONS NOVEI,IBER 1986

ROUTE TRANSFERED TO
Transfer Route Count

0
I
L
3

10
ll
T2
l2

15
17
18
20
21
22
?'l
24
25
26
27
30
31
5L
5J
34
35
40
4l
44
50
51
JZ
53
54
qc

60
61
63
65
66
67

Mi ssi ng
Total

PAGE 4

I
I
I

98
19
20

5
I
2

It

43
o

l3
2l

7
3l
28
71

5
9
3
I

23
20
t0

6
40

6
I
.1

4
??
19

2
32
4l

6
938

1584

Percent Val id Percent
0.2% 0.5%
0.2% 0.5%
0.2% a.5%
0.t% 0.2%
0.t% 0.2%
0.t% 0.2%
6.2% 15.?%
1.2% ?.9%
1.3% 3.t%
0.3% 0.8%
0.t% 0.2%
0.t% 0.3%
0.t% 0.2%
0.9% ?.2%
2.7% 6.7%
0.6% 1.4%
0.8% 2.0%
t.3% 3.2%
0.4% 1.1%
2.0% 4.8%
t.8% 4.3%
4.5% 11.0%
0.3% 0.8%
0.6% 1.4%
0.2% 0.s%
0.1% 0.2%
t.5% 3.6%
t.3% 3.t%
0.6% 1.5%
0.4% 0.9%
2.5% 6.2%
0.4% 0.9%
0.t% 0.2%
0.t% 0.?%
0.2/, 0.6%
1.4% 3.4%
1.2% 2.9%
0.1% 0.3%
2.0% 4.9%
2.6% 6.3%
0.4% 0.9%

59.2%
r00.0% 100.0%
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SURVEY OF DOWNTOWN ORIENTED PATRONS NOVEI4BER 1986

ORIGINAL ROUTE
ROUTE Count Percent Val id Percent11 283 17.9% t7.9%12 t6? t0.2% t0.2%13 114 7.2% 7 .2/,21 89 s.6% 5.6%24 ll7 7.4% 7.4%

25 90 5.7% 5.77,
27 54 3.4% 3.4%30 195 1?,3% tZ.3%31 72 4.5% 4.5%
40 l3l 8.37. 8.3%41 190 t2.0% 12.0%55 34 2,1% 2.1%
61 52 3,3% 3.3%

| 0.1%
1584 100.0% 100.0%

68 4,3% ?1 ,4%69 4.4% 21 .B%
63 4.0% t9.9%
44 ?.8% t3.9%
?5 t.6% 7.9%25 t.6% 7.9%
9 0.6% 2.8%
9 0.6% 2.8%
| 0.1% 0.3%
| 0.t% 0.3%
3 0.2% 0.9%

1267 80.0%
1584 100.0% 100.0%
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Mi ssi ng
Total

BLOCKS WALKID TO DOI,INTO|^IN DESTINATION
Count Percent Val id Percent

0
I
2
J
4
5
6
7
B
9

l0 or more
Missing

Total

i

,I
t
fi: .

I



Trip Purpose For Domtown Orlented patrons

lfork
School
0ther
Shopp i ng
0octor/Denti st
Personal Busi ness
Soci al/Recreatl on
lli ssl ng
Total

238
6l

2
33
26

r25
25

5
515

46.4
11.8ff
0.4%
6.4%
s.off

24.3%
4.%
1.0*

100.0r

46.7r
12.w
0.4%
6.51
5.lr

24.5%
4.%

100.0*
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SURVEY OF DOWNTOWN STATIONS IN OTHER CITIES
Summary

Introduct i on

A survey. of a sample of transit systems siniiar in size to LTD wasconducted to determine their use of ind experience with downtown transitstations. Specifically, the survey was intended to sol lCli 
-iomm.nii 

onsite- selectibn, on-stieet vs. ofi-street aesigns, security, ro.iteringproblems, and cost. The'information is to ne usel tb aid intri. i.i.iiionof a site for a permanent LTD downtown stition.
sixteen other transit systens were contacted by telephone. Four of thesystems were identified in the Miles report. The othei l2 transll ,vrt.r,were setected at random from a 

-r 
ist of'comparauiy iiiea-iriniii'iii't.i.t,across the nation. A summary of the informition ;btaln;d rio, e..h-oi'tn.16 transit systems' as werr is a copy or the-iuru"y form, is attached.

The information obtained from this survey is intended to provide a generalperspective on recent developments in t lie desr:gn and locition or-adrnio"nstations around the country. Decisions on ihe"best siie-ina oeii;;";;;.downtor,,n station shouid noi, of course, re uii.a-al"eliii ,li"u,ir'iiirliil.tion- These decisions must be made 
'uiieJ-on' ro.at iirr.r, .na"not'onpopular trends around the counrrv,

Ma.i or Findinqs

1' 0f the sixteen systems contacted, eight had recently constructed newstations' Alr of the new stations w6re ionstructed off-street or on"bus only" streets. lrany of 
'. n.n iiations repraced on-streetsites.

2. Seven oth-er systems were at various stages in the site selection anodesign of stations. Two of ttrese syiiems are pt a'n i ng' 
-on 

- ii"".tstatjons, while five are planning oi: or woutd'p"ei.." oii_;;;;.,facilities. .0nly one. system, in iiesno, Catifornia",';;;, ;;i ;;;; .d.wntown station and has no p1 ans to construct one.' ireino-;p;;;;..a "grid" type bus system.

3. The cost of station improvements ranged from $1.6 million to $7 mjl_I ion.

4. 9:9ll f.ltj9:l Iowa,_constructed its station as part of a $34 mi11jonorrlce/retai I complex. . . This venture has .ieportedly been verysuccessful . Grand Rapids, Michigan .is pianning' a .ir"i t ar-lb.r -or
devel oDment.
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There have been few reported lo.iterino.at any of the new stations. Securiiv
added security to the use of securitv-
tel ev'i sion mon itori ng.

Di scuss ion

It_appears that there is a very definite trend toward the construction ofoff-street central transit stitions. The reasons cited by the transitsystems contacted for their move off-street are very similar to theadvantages LTD staff have mentioned. These include 'consolidatinq 
tne

:!lt]gl-lg r,1n-1ove transfers, reducing con.fljct between Uuies ina'i1tor,ano estabtishing a sense of permanency to the station.

The survey indicates that, ttrere is a great dear of variation in the typeof,working re1 ationships between the tiansit districts and local aqen.ies
3i:"P1.:]1.::,SIg!p.-. In some cases, the site setection process wis veryorr|rcurr and the transit systems had to set e for what they considereian inferior site. In other situations, the transit systems ,ere iui. ,owork.eas-ily with local agencies and downtown business lroups in i.i.iirng
and developing an optirnum site.
The cost of constructing-,new stations varies considerab)y. The stationswhich cost in the $4 nii.l ion to lz mltilon- 

".ng. 
... more extensive than

p1 anned by LTD.._ perhaps.the best comparison- ii 0rlando, fio"iua. - ili,station is similar in size_ to tlat 'p1 
anned ny ttre Oistrl.t,--i, off-street, and cost appt oximately $1.7 mil'lion. This total jncludes i.ou"r^

9y9r trhe st,ation, but does noi incrude rand costs (rand is ieaieJ-r"oi-in"
!itv ro.q $1 per year)' The cost estimater of i.nu transit--staii#s"inthese other cities suggest that the LTD estimate may be a 1itfle row.

safety, or security probl ems
measures used range from no

personne l and closed circuit
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l. Be11 i ngham, Uash i ngton

Be1 Iingham completed a new off-street stat'ion in November of r9g0 ata cost of about $1.6 million. The station was considereJ i ,ii.,factor in revital izing the downtown area. The station was funled
EU percent- by UMTA and 20 percent by the City (the transjt districtis controlled by the City). The previous staijon was on-street.

Transit staff believe that their station has worked very wel1. Theylike the fact that it is off-street, which minimizes cirnflicts witiautos.. They report no. loitering or safety problems, witfr onfy oneminor bus/bus accident in sjx years.

Cedar Rapids, Iowa

cedar R.apids constructed a new downtown station in 19g2. The stationis.on the ground floor of an office complex. There are two-iermi_nars,^wltn-a.diagonal street between them. The cost of the project
was 934 mi11ion, most of which was for the office complex. A a;i;i
?1 ,.P?IotiryJely. $.7. mi I I ion- wa.s .spent on the transit i:ortion oi-itreracr rrry. the station was funded by an Urban Initiativ'es grant.

Chattanooga, Tennessee

Chattanooga does not have a downtown transit station, but .i s re_portedly starting to consider one.

Dayton, 0hio

Dayton does not have a downtown transit station and does not operate
l-l'-tjI=.d,J..lsfer',. system. The rransit distiict is iooking it ihepossrDr ItiI .0t.setting up a timed meet system, but staff ire djs_couraged rhat the only s.ite availab'le to them would be on_street.

Des lloi nes. I owa

Des li'loines constructed a new station this year, The station islocated on five brocks of city street ttrai ls"iimited to buses. Th;street was redone with l9-foot brick sidewarks and two ranes forbuses to travel in both directions. The total cost of ttre pro.yeit
was $6 million and was paid for by UMTA and ihe city of oes'lrolnei(the transit district is-_separat6 from itre City)." ffre prevjousstation was in a mixed-traffii street.

Eri e, Pennsyl vani a

Erie .has..a. ore-b1ock, on-street statjon in downtown, Sjnce thetransit district does not operate a tjmed meet system, only two or

SURVEY OF DOWNTOWN STATIONS IN OTHER CITIES
Information on Each City Contacted
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8. Fresno, Cal ifornia

Fresno does not have a downtown transit stat.ion. The transitdistrict oper.ate a grid system which does not require a centialtransfer stat i on .

three buses are there at any one time. The system has some money to
make improvements to the station, but staff aie waiting for the lityto make a decision on some traffic issues.

Fort Wayne, Indi ana

Fort Wayne constructed a new transjt station downtown jn l9g3 to
repiace the previous on-street facility. The new station involves a
two-block transit ma11 (bus-only streets) with off-street transieisites at ejther end. The total cost of the new facil ity was
$2.4 milljon, which was paid.for 80 percent by UMTA and 2O perc6nt by
general obligation bonds. These bonds were financed througir the Cjty
and are to be repaid by the transit district.

Grand Rapids, l'1i ch i gan

Grand. Rapids does not now have a central downtown station. However,the transjt district is planning to build a station jn the neaifuture. The planned station will be located near the centril
0usiness distnict and will be on the ground floor of an office
comp1ex.. The air rights will then be s-old to private developers.
the. station is-expect-ed to cost $5-6 million and be paid for by UMTA
Section 3 and 9, and State DOT ,'Terminal Funds." No iocal goveinment
dol I ars will be used.

0ceanside, California

The north S-an Diego county Transit District serves seven different
oowntowns, However, a new transit station was built in the largestdowntown - 0ceanside - in I9g3. The station is a multi_m6dalfacil ity, serving Trailways, Greyhound, and Amtrak in addition to the
Dus systen. The cost of the station was 97 m.ill.ion and was paid forwith state and transit district funds. They have not 'had 

anyloitering or safety problems-, although they do.mpjoV i i.*.itiperson to patrol the site. Some commercial tenants'of-the facilityhelp defray the cost for security.

0r'lando, Fl orida

0rlando constructed a new off-street stat.ion in 0ctober, l9B5 toreplace a_ previous on-street facility. The facjl ity is .in a orime
downtown location on land leased from the City for gi per v..i.' fh.station is c_ov_ered, _ has capacity for 20 buses on a hilf_bloif, anJcost about $1.7 million. ihe slation was paid for by a .orfi,iltionof UMTA..Section 9, State, and local funds. 'Transit stifi rep;"|-;;it
"normal" loitering problerns and no safety problems.

10.

11
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12 . Santa Cruz, Cal i forn i a

Santa Cruz constructed a new station in l9g4 that is part.ially off_street and partially on bus-only streets. The stat j'on is locatedright in downtown Santa Cruz, 
-and 

was constructed at a cost of
$2 nillion, of which the state and the transit djstrict split the
cost.

The station includes some commercial establishments. Securiry
personnel are on duty during the hours that the buses operate to hel!
control loitering and improve perceived safety.

1? Shreveport, Louisiana

Shreveport completed a new off-street downtown station in 19g5 to
!"epla99 the previous on-street facil ity. The station js on a one_half b1o_ck, has capacity for 18 buses, is covered, and cost iS.6,ii_Iion. The cost of the station. was paid for by Ulr,lTA (g0 percent) andthe transit-system (20 percent). The transit- system' ts'part of iheyll{: staft are. hap-py.r,,ith the ope-ration of the station, and reportlittle problem with loitering or safety.

The site of the station was controversial , which was partially
respons.ible. for.the l0 years the station was in the plannin! stageslIne ultimate site is very desirable from the transit distriit,sperspective and was selected by the Mayor.

Spokane, tlash i ngton

spokane has an on-street downtown station that houses 2g buses spreadout over four blocks. staff hope to make improvements to the stitionin the. ne-ar future, but are untertain as td what those improvemenii
may entail. They expect to remain on-street.

Stockton, Cal j forni a

stockton does_ not. presenfly have a downtown station. The transitorstrrc[ rs p-ranning to construct a one-block off-street station in
!l: tlturg. Cumenily, staff are in the process of having to condemn
some land and businesses in order to construct the station. Thev
have. had .some very .significant problems in identifyins i slte. ih'.station is expected to be funded completely with- trinJit aiit"ili
lUnOS.

Tucson, Ari zona

Tucson has an on-street station. Because the transit district doesnot have a timed transfer.system, the station n"eU oniy ;.;;;il.;;"ig!:"t.. Staff. are planning a new downtown stationi Uut trivJ-noi
oef,ermrned. design or site, although they would prefer somethinq off-street. t.hey have had s.ignificant loitering problems, especially bykids, at their current sitl.

14.

15.

16.
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Transi t System

(Ask to speak with someone
the design and operati on
transi t station)

Contact Pers on

SURVEY 0F D0|^INT0WN TMNSIT
Survey

STATIONS IN OTHER CITIES
Form

Tel . Number

-- probably in Planning -- who is
of the system and particularly

fami I i ar wi th
the downtown

Title
Introduction: I'm with Lane Transit Distrjct in Eugene,0regon. I would like to ask you a few queitions about the operatidn ofyour system and specifical 1y your central transit station. Line TransitDistrict is currently evaluating potential s.ites and designs for a newcentral transit station and feels that the experiences of'other transitdistricts such. as.yours will assist us in that irocess. The survey should
only take about fjve minures.

1. Do you have a central downtown transit statjon or center?

-- If Not, thank person and terminate call --
2. How many buses are operated during peak hours? Mi dday?

3. Hhat is your Annual R.idership? (use tri ps or "1i nked" ri des )

4. Do you operate service on Saturday? Su nd ay?

5. Do you
If Yes:

4a.
4b.
4c.

average weekday?

operate a timed transfer or pu1 se system at the station?

At most, how many buses meet for a pulse?
tlhat is the maximum walking distancb between
Approxinrately how may transfers occur at

buses? _the stati on on an

6. Is
(pl ease

your transit statjon off-street, on-street, or a combination?
descri be)

7. How many buses can the station accommodate?

8. Do the buses that use the station have assigned parking areas?

9. Do the buses have independent pull-out (by section or by bus)?

10, Are security personnel used at the statjon?If yes:
Ioa. How manv?

]0p. What nolrs do they workl
lqb. Are they transit iistr.ict employeesflOc. What is the cost for this sei^viieZ

LTD BOARD MTETING
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Il. 1!g .ny other security systems used, such as closed circuit cameras?(If yes, note system)_
12. Do you have a Customer Center located near the station?If Yes: l2a. How close is it to the station?

13. Have you constructed or improved the station recently? _ l.lhen?tl ves:
l3a. }ihat did the improvements cons.ist of? (record comments)

13b.
lJc.
l3d.
l3e.

How
|.lho
Was
tlh at

much did the improvements cost ?
improvements?
stat i on off-street or on-street?

used to select the site? (record conrnrents ) _

paid for the
the previ ous
cri teri a was

13f. Were any
station? (record conments )

di fficul ti es encountered in ecting the site for t

14. Have you had any
l4a. Lo iteri ng?

probl ems with:
(record comments )

l4b .

l4c . 0perat i ons?

l4d .

15. Any other comments/suggestions for us as we proceed with this process?

Thank you very much for your time.

LTD BOARD MITTINO
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Staff bel ieve that every feasible site for a permanent downtown statlonv',ithin the downtown area has been considered. 'The 
fo1 lowing is a l.iit ofall the sites considered and a brief discussion from a stiif pe"rpeiiiu.

as to their advantages and disadvantages.

J. CURRENT STATI0N: One of four final sites in the Miles study. Low_
cost alternative, but has operational problems, not optimum location,

2. .lglh & .0L.lVE, 0N/0FF-STREET: Recommended low-cost option in the
t'tj tes study. Problems .include not optjmum location and C.ity of
Eugene opposition. 0n urban renewal land.

3. 1Oth & 0LIVE' OFF-STREET: A final site in the rrliles study. problems
include- not optimum rocation and rerativery high devel opment 

' 
coits .citv of Eugene staff have indicated a pref-erende ror ilrii-iite-ivereither of the on-street r0th and 0rive'optioni. rartiitiy-on-u"u.n

renewal I and.

4. BUTTERFLY LOT: Recommended moderate-cost option in the Miles stuoy.
l]1. ir- optimally located, is _off-street, ahd t., tf,. iuppori oi-tn.city of .Euge-ne. . probrems incrude questfons on availauiffty-oi t.noand relatively high development cost.

5. CITIZENS L0T, 10th & pEARL: site not a finalist in the Miles study.Staff have since re-evaruated site. probrems inctuae not'enough-iino
avai I ab le, not optimum location.

6' GREYHOUND LOT, r0th & HIGH: Another site that was re-eva1 uated oy
:..llf,3f!gl failins to make the finat tisL in the Mitei itrav.--ii,t.stre ls considered too far frorn the center of downtown.

7. 8th & IIILLAI4ETTE LOT: An urban renewal lot whichprefers to develop for commercial use.

8. NORTH. cOuNTy LOT, 7th & OAK: Site is rocated between 6th and 7th,and thus has some access problems for pedeitrians.

9' CHARNELT0N & BR0ADWAy LOTS: Lots are owned by urban renewal , Sireis too far from employment centers.

I0. 5th & OAK LOT: Site is too far from the center of downtown.

11' 8th & OAK' 0N-STREET: 
--The on-street design wourd leave buses too farapart to function welr for transfers. -The station wouro atso uebisected by some very busy streets.

V. POSSIBLE SITE OPTIONS

LTD BOARD MTFTING
AUlVeT Paqe 44

the City of Eugene



capacity' and there are probrems with rncompiii6iJ sulrounoing land
uses.

13' 8th & PEARL .10T, sOurH 0F cITy IIALL: This srte is the proposed
location of the future citv Hall and is owned by ttre iity oi Eiaffi:-

14. l0th & CHARI{ELT0I{, sOurH 0F sEARS: An urban renewal lot. l{o real
advantages conpared to the l0th and 0rive off-street, noi as goiJ-i
location.
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LANE TMNSIT DISTRICT BOARD OF DIRECTORS
POLICY STATEiIENT AND CRITERIA FOR

CENTRAL TRAIISIT STATIOil SITE

POLICY STATEI4ENT:

The following po1 icy statement vras adopted by the Lane Transit Djstrict
Board of Directors at its September 17, 1986 meeting:

A permanent Lane Transit District station which includes the
fo1 lowing characteristics or design elements shall be developed.
It is to be located near the empl oynent and retail centers in
downtown Eugene; must function conveniently for transfeming
patrons; must be efficient and safe to operate; must be capableof b-eing constructed at a cost appropriate to its long-term
benefits to the community; and it must be consistent wi{h the
long-term growth and developnent of the downtown area. The
station is to be jointly financed by the City of Eugene and the
Lane Transit Di stri ct.

OBJECTIVES:

F91 e.agh major siting consideration in the pol icy statement, a general
objective is stated below, followed by one or more specific criteria that
are to be met. It is intended that these criteria would be included in
the updated Urban Renewal Plan.

l. The statjon is to be located near the employment and retail centersin downtown Eugene.

The station is to be located as close to the corner of gth and Oak aspossible. In any event, the station is to be located wjthin the area
bounded by Charnelton, llth, High, and 7th.

2. The statjon must function conveniently for transferring patrons.

The station is to be a single, unifjed facility.
The station is to be as compact as possible, with a maximum distanceof two blocks between buses.'

Patrons should not have to cross more than one street in order to
compl ete a transfer.

3. The station must be efficient and safe to operate.

Excessive out of direction bus travel in the downtown area in orderto access or leave the station is to be avo.ided. The station .is ro
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4.

LTD Board of Directors Po1 icy Statement
and Criteria for Downtown Station Site Page 2

access to a majori ty
of the center of the

have direct access from the west, south, and from the Ferry Street
Bri dge.

The station is to be located and designed to minimize bus/car and
pedestri anlvehicle confl ict.
The station is to be located and designed in such a way that busriders perceive it to be a safe area in ihich to wait for dr transfer
between buses. The design of the station must be such that theDistrict can minimize loitering.

The station is to have sufficient capacity for buses and passenger
waiting and boarding areas.

The station is to have capacity to park a mininum of 22 buses. For a
complete1y. -off-street station, thji would require at least one-halfof a city block.

There is to be at least as much passenger boarding area and wait.ing
space as exists at the current station. A minimum five-foot cleaiaisle along .bus parking and an additional ten-foot pedestrian trave.l
lane are to be provided.

The Customer Service Center is to be conveniently located near the
stat i on .

The Customer Service Center should have visualof the buses and be located within one block
stati on .

6. The station is to be consistent and cornpatible with currentfuture devel opment.

The station is to be compatible with existjng adjacent land uses.

The station is to be buffered from possible negative impactsfuture devel opment,

The station is to be located to provide convenient patron access rofuture major devel opments.

7. The station is to be cost-effective.

The construction cost of the station is not to exceed $100,000 for
each-year of programmed Iife. Thus, for example, a t500,000'statjon
should be programmed to last at least five years.

5.

ano

of
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, NOI4INATION FOR BUDGET COMI'IITTEE

LANI TRANSiT DISTRICI

BUDGET C0i'INITTEE APP0IIITI4ENT QUAIIFICATI0ilS: oRS 294.336
Budget Cornriittee: (2) Tne budget comrrrittee sha.ll consj st of the
menrbels of the governing body and a number, equal to the numben of
members of the governing body, of qualified eiectors of the munici pa1
corporation appointed by the governing body . . . (5) the appbintive
rneflbers of the budget committee shall be appointed for terms of thr-ee
years, The terms shajl be so staggered that one-third or approxirnately
one-third of the appointive members end each year.

N0iilNEL' 1i liAl4E : 
-___&SSef_g'11Lb

H0itli ADD:ii55: 4430 llvac i nth , Euqene,

Tel ephc,ne Number: 689-0310

BUSI NESS ADDRESS: __-Q[e11.-B_e1{_c*o_tp-._,_-t7_5_Jl.__2_9ljL__sl:-.'''gdje]!,_0R e74ZZ-____-

Tel ephone llumber: 746-6501

PREFFRRE{J MAILING ADDRTSS:

B0ARD llil'iBER : __Keitj.-gark1
DATE 0F l{CM I }lAT I 0N : __-Eehcuacy_Lg*_Lqgz________

TERII 0F BUDGE T C0Mr4 i T T E E Ap p0 I NTHE NT : gq_ p4ualufg*.lgA7 =Jarua_ry=Ugg0--._tTlectlve uare term Lxprratlon Da-Le
APPROVII] BY EOARD:

Date

OCCUPAT ] ON : Chemical Enq i neer
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. NOI4INATION F()R tsUDGII COMI,IITTEE

LANE TRANSIT DISTRICT

BUDGET C0HHITTEE APPOIIIIi4ENT QUALIFICAU0T{S: 0RS 294.336
Budset Colnmittee: (Z) The budget committee shall consist of the
mernoers ot the governing body and a number, equal to the number of
members of the governing body, of qualified electors of the munjciDal
corporation appointed by the governing body . . . (5) the appojntile
members of the budget committee snall be appointed for tems of threeyears. Tne terms shall be so staggered that one-thi rd or approxjnaLely
one-third of the appointive members end each year.

I'iir'i3ER: Dr

0F N0l'1I NATIOli: F eorua 98

OF tsUDGET COI'IMITTEE APPOINTMENT: February 18, 1987 January 1. 1990
-trif-eZ:fi-vETtte - r?rm riIjETi on-latE
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PREFERRED I"IA]LING ADDRES'.) J . _1,-u_s_r_!..e_sl8!-sJ.gss___-_

naarro/\_rrnrr.uuuurh I r \rN; InVeStment trlanaqer

Brief stJtement of nominee's background which is relevant to budget committee

appol ntnrent: _SB_E__Ur[v_e_Ls_r_tJ__ql__01egon j3ljIg!gS_eN_8eg]._ES!C!9_UUgg9:____
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H0i4[ ADD'i!55:

Tel ephlrre l{umber:

BUSINTSS ADDRESS:



N()MINATION FOR BUDGTT COIII4ITTEE

LANE TRANSIT DISTRICT

BUDGET C0lll{ITTEE APP0INTI.IINT QUALIFICATIONS: ORS 294.336
Budget Conrnittee: (2) Tne budget committee shall consi st of the
mernbers of the governing body and a number, equal to the number of
menbers of the governing body, of qualified electons of the municjpal
corpcration appointed by the governing body . . . (5) the appointive
mernbers of the budget committee shall be appointed for terms of three
years. The terms shall be so staggered that one--Lhird or approxirnately
one-thifd of the appointive members end each year.

LTD BOARD I4IETING
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B0ARD l4li,iBER: __*_[gan Runya n

nATE nE il,1l.lf r\tATInnr.uA t L ur r rr,,r' r'tA t r ul\ : ___EehEUa ry _t&'-_l9BZ____

TERM 0F BUDGET C0MMIITEE APPOINTI4ENT: pp6pl;3py 1R. tsRT ,ianrrarv 1 lq90J.+++Ju:|.{-r5.t--:4. 
=v4tl:li!-J!43__-__LTIectrve Uate term Lxprratton Date

APPROVED BY BOARD:
Date

N0il I iit E' 5 ilAr'lt : -___--*John_ldatkinsarr__

H 0 li1 E A D i,, r i s 5 : 
_ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ 89 5 _La r ial _DLiLe, _Lrrqere__q& _97_4_0_1_

Te lel;frcr-'e l',lumbe r : ___484=1932__
rlarrang Svranson Long & tlatkinson, P.C.

BUSINESS ADDRESS: -_-_lALE,-_B_LqadrraJ._!uLLe_.{Q0*-_P_._-Q--_B_ol__[.6_2!,*fug_e19r_!R

Telephone Number: --485:QZZQ-- -* :]---1---
PR E F E R R I D MA I L I N G AD D R E S S : __&uqhe.s_s__a{drqs_s_

OCCUPAT I OII : Attornev

Brief staternent of nominee's background which is nelevant to budget conmittee

appointnlent: __19-65_Sledqe!e_gf_QfeSe!._!h!e__UJiv_e_[s_i_ty.:_B_.L._yj_t]3ggher.sis

__rl1-jlc_c9!!_tj!jj J!-. hdt q!q_Unry.efs*i!y-._L9i&L_{Lel1 _s3r_.!tv_i_c_e__iflll_e_lfgry-,_!gggn
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February 18, 1987

Box 2710 Eugene, Oregon 97402 Telephone: ') 687-5581
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14EI,IORANDUM

T0: Board of Di rectors

FRoll: Stefano Viggiano

RE: Neighborhood Input on the New 0perations Facility

Staff met with the Gl enuood- community Organization on Monday, February 2,
1987 to^ pr.ovide.an update of the New-Operitions Facility pro:irct.- n-qieatoear ot drscussron occurred regarding the site plan for the facil iti andthe mitigation of adverse environmentll impacts bn the neighbo"trood." rneneighborhood.group passed two motions. The firit mot"ion iir.ei il,eursrrrct to increase the berm height from six feet to ten feet and toel iminate the eastern entrance intd the employee parking 1ot. The leiondmotion asked the District to consider movlng the ralitiii uacl-to-tneoriginal "east" site.

The two motions are somewhat contradictory. The first motion addressesdesign changes that would tend to furth-er mitigate noise ana 
-iiiific

impacts. The second motion, however, wourd make aoaitionai-miligaiion orthe noise and traffic impacis very di'fficult. -

As a result of the neighborhood input, staff have consulted with theproject architect and have determindd i,hat 
-th" 

uerm treight-i.n"o. tn-
:I:.r_._d-ll eight feet without. increasing the width of ttre 

-Ueimi,'.,id-tt.t
Lne. easlern dri v_eway into the employee lot can be eliminated. Thesedesign changes will be made.

Staff do not recommend reconsideration of the site. This issue wasdiscussed in considerabre detair at the rist reeting, and there does notappear to be any new inforrnation that would affect thl decision.
.-f .i .t/ /
>,(. A/t{, U tqa,tqan/,,

Stefano ViggialB
Pl anni ng Admini strator

SV: ms
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3698 Franklin Boulevard
Eugene, Ore9on

97 403 February 161 1987

wants Eo cooPerate in anytay possible to helP tn
so that development of the proJecc w{11 be mutual

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

LANE TRANSIT DISTR]CT
P O box 2710
Eugene OR 97 4Oz

R!:3 GLENT/oui SiTU-llA;ii ;UA fACiLITY

At the February 2nd meeting of the Glenwood Comnunity Organization
Board of Dlrectors, plans ior the Glenwood facilily were Presented
and di s cus sed.

IE was Poinced ouE that our letter of suPporE of the ProJecl sent
in rebrlary 1986, vtas relacive to the Drive In Property' As a result
a motion was made an passed lhat LTD review lhe original proPerty
slte wlth the possibility of utilizlng the entlre Drlve In sicet
not jus! a Porgion of it.

A reconnrendation was also made that no parklng lo! entrances be

made on 14th or on 17lh as these are resldential areas' Also
that the berm along 17th Avenue be lncreased from 6 feetto 10 feet'

The Board is v€ry grateful for the cooPeration of LTD and the time
and plannlng your itaff has taken to keeP the Glenwood area people
i nformed.

The GCO Board
conmunicacion
beneficial.

cc: Cal ve rt.
viggiano

LTD B0ARD MEETING--handour
02/18/87 Page 52-A

I ' ..i

Li ii

Cordj,ql Iy y-ou

"^r#^l'^"kSecretary



1987

Oregon 97402 Tetepnone: (503 687 -5581

February 18,

]..IEMORANDUM

T0: Board of Di rectors

FROM: Micki Kaplan, Transit planner

RE: Junction City Serv i ce

Backoround Informat i on

In Ju1-y of. 1984, the Board approved a section lg grant appr'ication forcapital . and ope.rating .assistance to fund local fiied-rouid ano aemanaTresponsive service within Junction city. section 18 funds are ieoJraifunds allocated by the state for capitai and operating assistance to ruralcommunities. It has been the District's intenl to coitract wittr a private
!1l11q91tation. provider for the added service to Juncijon citv.'' ii.'i,
ll?qgr.d service .arrangement was challenged by the Amaigamated- Transit,!Joll .ano rhe. right. of the Djstrjct to contract for th-is service wasupher0 in an arbitration iearing during the summer of 19g6. The Districris. now proceeding with. plans t6 desigi the new service. The purpose ofrnrs.memo. ts t0 provide. a general description of the new servicd and aschedul e for j mpl ementat r on,

Service Descri ot i on

A new type of service wil1. operate within Junction City: a local fixed_route system, and a demand/respon s i ve system. The servile *lri-.onn..i'.tscheduled times with the existing trunti-route between rrg.n"'ini-i;n.ir"n
!1tv, whlgtr mav.change srighily to accommoJatl the new service. Totartrunl( route service hours wi.ll primarily remain the same.-- r'ne eug.n.'aoJunction city trunk route wilr 'continud to be'provided by the oiiiricr.The demand/respon s i ve and rocar rixed-ioute t.rvice wi be contracted toa private provi der.

At this time. the o.oig!! i.s ;tfil. i.n. the pre.lim_inary service designphase... The precise service characteristics for the rocar fixed-route anodemand/respon s i ve service are awaiting further pubr ic input and pranningbefore they are finalized. rhe l6cation-or. irre_ pii*rg.; 6;;;;.9facilities and the serec.tion or i privatl p"oiid.. rofi-erv'i"ce p"iuirionare still to be determined. ouring lhe 'nexi severar monttii, "pi;;;i."

I-TD BOARD MEETING
02/18/87 Pase 53



Board of
Junct i on
February
Page 2

Di rectors
City Servi ce
18, 1987

staff will be formulating .t_he service design. As part of the service
design process, Planning -w r- col]ect inpuf from a 'variety oi sources,
such as patrons, drivers,-ridership suley, conmunity woikshops, locaicitizens, City_ _and school officia]s,'and loial nursing honres. n?Aitionat
information wili be presented at future Board meetings-.

Fundi no

Total pro-ject cost will_ be- $70,050 and will be funded primarily withSection.lS grants. and a local match. A $35,000 section ieirini trit 6..n
approved to. pu_rcha_se-a small 20- to Z2-paisenger lift-equipped bus-forgperltjng the .local fixed.-route.and demand/resp6nsive servicd'components.
The District has also obtained a sectioir lti grant for six minilrJ oroperating.assistance, instal ling bus stops and paisenger boarding inrprove-
ments, and administrative costs.

Time Li ne

The. service. is projected for implementation in conjunction with theurst,rict's ti{inter bid in February, l9gg.

Action Requested: None,

kk" (d"a,-
l.li cki Kapl an
Transit Pl anner

ilK:ns:js

LTD B0ARll MEETIT'IG
02/18/8T Page 54



LANE TRANSIT DISTRICT

COI{PAR I SO}I OF BUDGETED AND ACTUAL REVENUES ANO EXPENDIIURES
GENERAL FUIID

FOR THE SEVEN I.IONTHS EI;OING JANUARY 31, 1987 (58.337, OF YEAR

REVENUES

operat ing Revenueg:
Passenger Fares
Charteas
Advert ising
ll i sce[ [aneous

TOTAL OPERATIIIG RTVENUES

Non-operating Revenues:
Interest
Payrol I Taxes
Federat Operating Assistance
State In-Lieu-Of Payrol I Taxes
state Speciat Transportation
UMTA Pl.anning Crants
other 0pef6tihg Assistance

TOTAL IIOTI. OPERAT I TIG REVENUES

TOTAL REVENUES

EXPENDITURES

Adninistrat ion:
PersonaI Sefvices
Hateria t s and Suppties
Contfactua t Serviccs

Total Adoini st.ati on

lilarket in9 and P Ianni n9:
PersonaI services
Materi ats and Suppl. ies
Contaactuat Services

Total l4arketing 6od pLanning

Transpoatation:
PersonaI Services
Uateriats and Suppt i es
Contr8ctuat Services

Totat Transportation

14a i ntenance:
Persohat Serviceg
Materiats and S'Jppl ies
ContractuaI Services

TotaI llaintenance

Cont ingency
T ranster to Capitat Projects
Transfer to R isk Management

TOTAL EXPENOITURES

EXCESS (DEFICIT) OF REVENUES

OVER EXPENDITURES

CURREIIT

17

136,691

198

4,'t36

141,309

11,510
121 ,8A

0

0
0

2,102
0

435, t80

576.4a9

15,201
9,168
4,515

58,8S4

36,240
9,320
6,124

51 ,944

303,080
5,196

412
308,718

81.538
6t,035
6,953

153,526

0

0

0

573,112

3,377

ltof,lTH

1986

1s4,219

0

3,616
236

't38,101

12,424
362, t

0

0
0

0

0
375.691

513,792

10,645
6,157

11,355
58,t 57

36,739
10,217
37,211
41,230

303,084

413
104

303,93'|

93,973
94,692
4,872

19t,537

0

0

0

640,155

a126,363>

ACIIVITY

56.52/
83.80U
55.702
91.43?
56.912

54.452
57.427.
0,002

50 -3?tl
27.AOl
20.27X
5,47X

49.'t2X,

50.582

64.537,
61.951"

39.32?A

58.127"

5t1.94I
70.19%
$.4m
55 .71?

57,952,

75.312
26.66X,

55.55X

57.302
$.25%
55.88X
53.317

0.002
0.00x

51 .O1Z

N/A

COMPLETED)

YEARLY

EUDGET

1 ,473,2OO
20,000
46,7OO

3,000
1 ,512,900

150.000
5,064,500

714,A00
154,900
300,000
40,000
15,400

6,739,600

8,282,500

BALANCE

(610,589>
(3 ,210 )

(20,688)
(257,

(664,774)

(68,322>
(2,156,629)

(714,800,

<225,997)
<216,590,
(31.894)
(11,55a>

G,428,790)

al,093,561)

YEAR.TO.DATE

1987 1986

8s2,61't 805,351
15,760 13,53'l
26,012 21,331
2,713 1,755

87A,126 A4,971

41,678 too,219
2,907,471 2,781.2n

00
22a,9O3 17A,469
83,410 0
8,106 0

u20
3,3't0,810 3,059,96t

4,188,936 3,904,936

3't3.619 279,052
73,260 61,2'12
37,705 45,50A
121,584 385,772

256,391 25',920
100.795 105,235
139,356 15A,42
196,5tt3 570,647

2,146.520 2,086,307
17,177 10,781
45,967 2,t 63

2,2t9,664 ?,099,55t

569,201 582,568
411,009 526,59A
76,391 n,t66

1,056,601 1,1A6,732

00
00
tr0

1,227,392 4,192,705

(38,456) <2a7,769)

518,100
112.800
95,900

726,800

466,7O0

143,000
?8t,600
891 ,300

3,704,300
22,a00

322,100
4,049,500

993,400
851,800
136,700

1,981,900

161,500
200,000
271,500

4,242,500

204,t 81

39 ,r10
58, 195

302,216

210,309
12,201

112,211
39t+,757

1 t557 t7a0
5,6?3

236,133
1 ,799 ,836

421,199
410 t791
60,309

92',299

161,'C)O

200 t 0a0

271 ,500

4,055,108

(38,456)

LTD BOARD I'IEETING
02i18/87 Page 55



LAiIE IRAIISIT DISTRICT

CO.IPAR I SO}I OF BUDGETED AND AC]UAT REVE}IUES AND EXPEI.IDITURES

CAPITAL PROJECIS 
'UNDFOR THE SEVEil llOllTHS ENoING JAIIUARY tlr 1987 (58.3r or YEAR CO}IPtETED)

,6 YEARLY

YEAR.IO.DATE ACIIVITY BI.DGET

RESCURCES

Beginning fund Eat6nce

Revenues l
UMIA Section 3
UITA section 5

UMTA Section 9

uliTA Section lE
Federat tlighl|ay Adnin
State Assistance
Hiscel Ianeous Grants
Asset sate Proceeds

trsnsfer fron Ge6' i turd
Capital Lease Fi nancihg

Tot6[ Rcvenucs

TOTAL RESOURCES

EXPEIIDI TURES

Locat ly Fwded.
office EquiFEnt
g,Js Stop ltprgve Ents
lli sceI laoeous

Totat Local tY turded

Ul'lTA Funded:

PersonaI services
Coiputer Softxare
0ffice FquiFoerlt
llai ntenance EquiPfi|ent

8us Stop I nprove$ents
l-ard & Bui ldings
guses

Bus Retated EquitrI|cnt
service Vehicles
lliscet Ianeous

fotat ulllA Furded

'HHA 
Funded:

Bus Stop lrprgver€nts
Totat FHU Furded

Contingency

capi taI Lease PrinciPat

TOTAL EXPENDIIURES

ENDING FUNO BALANCE

39.79, 49.000
21-947, t4,100
42,147. 66,000
1.152 26,100

25.15A lt5.ooo
2.7e 2.988,600
0.00r 1,170,500
2.?4 30,000

65.10t 19,400

1,52L 57,700
3,881 4,536,400

5.63v 199,400

5.63X 199,400

0,00'| 167,000

0.00% 12.300

3.762 1,947,1Oo

117,07r 1,870,748

LTD BOARD MFETING

O2/lB/87 Page so

2,226,661

0

0

125,044
15,82',|

9,890
0
0

22

0
0

15O,741

2,377,14?

95.0{1 2,342,744

0.001 83'1,300

NTA O

5.781 2,1&.300
2.24 711,700
5,63% l75,8oo
lt/A 300,000
N/A 60,000
ItlA 0

0.001 200,000

o.0or 72,300
3.3t* 1'5'15 

'ttOO

34.6n 6,858,148

tlA
tlA
N/
N/A

0

0

72,300
72,300

EALANCE

( | 16,087)

(831.300'
0

(2,039 ,252t
<695.879'
( 165.910)
(300,000)
(60,000)

22
(200,000)
(72,300)

<1.,3& 
'619>

(,4a0,706,

0

0

0
0

19,499
1,516

28,012
299

29,269
81,352

0

&5
'12,629

a77

176,114

11,219
11 ,219

o

0

1a7 ,337

2, r90.10t

0

0

72,300
72,300

29,501
10,584
37 t988
25,801
a5,751

2,9O7,Z4a
1,170,500

8,335
6,7:71

56,42t
4,360,282

188,181
188.',!81

167,000

'12,300

4,800.063

319,357



t^ltE TR ISIT DtsTttcr
COIIPARISfl O,8IJDG€IED ITD ACTuAL NEVE}IU€S AIID EXPEMTTruRES_ .. \ Rts( [/utAGE EltT FUI|D

tm IIE SEVET ltot ts ErDrro J tntr 31, t987 (5E.nB oF vEAt cd.lpLErED)

I IEATLY
YEAR-TO.DATE ACIIYTTY BIDGET I]ALATICE

RESqNcES

Ecginning Fund Bal{|c. 4gl.lm i.0O 481.lOO O

R€yrnuea:

lratlf.r f roa Genr I Fud O V^ 2t1 ,5g (A1,500,tnt.rust a,t7' 0.88 to,txto (l,e!o,total Rrvenu* B.Tm 0.0! 28.t.500 . aZn2,73O,

' loT^L tEsdncEs 4&,8A' o.& 752.&0 <272,74,

D(FEIIDI TURES

Adintstruttd! O O.m rE,90O 18,900l,rorflfrs Cqrnsrtiqr 7t,M O.A 
'f,rr.6afr! 

18',.,616ttrbiuty prosr{ 20,|,3:f7 . O.1Z 4sB.90O il8;,.i53
Lt i s€el tan€orj3 tnaur..lcc Z,3O:- 0.44 5.200 Zi|',l
TOr ! EXPEXDIIURES 275.64 0.36 75?,.ffi 4&.972

/1 
ErfD[tc ru]tD gAL ]tcE 214.242 xl^ O 214,242

btri.Eiti, r:5J'gg



LANE TRANSII DI STRICI

COITPARISOfl Of YEAR-TO.DATE ACTUAL REVEIIUES AIID EXPE}IDIIURES

GENERAL TUID

toR TflE SEVEII ltollrHs E|lDtllG JAIUARY 51, 1987

VANIANCE

YEAR-TO.DATE YEAR.TO.DATE fAVORABTE (UNFAVORABLE)

ACTIVTTY SI'DGET A}IdJIIT 7

TO SUDGETED

REVENUES

operating Revenues:

Passenger Faaes

Charters
Adverti sing
l'liscet taneous

TOTAL OPERAIIXG REVENUES

Non_OPeaat:ng Revedress

lnterest
Payrott Texes

f ederat operatit€ Assistance
state ln-Lieu-Of Paylol I taxes
State Specisl, transportation
Ul,tTA Plsnning Gi-air:s

Other op€ratirg Assistance
IOTAL O}I.OPEMTITG REVENUES

TOTAL REVEIIUES

SXPEIIOI TURES

A.lini n i s t.at i on:
Peasonal seavices
iiaterials and SUPPI ies
Contractuat Services

TotaI Adninistfation

iqafketing a.d PIanning:
Personal services
llsteri ats and suPPt ies
contaactuaI services

Toral ltarketing ard Planning

Transportation:
PersonaI services
tlatefials 6nd SuP,Pties

ContractuaI sefvices
fotal lransportatiotl

ilai ntenancel
Personat services
llaterials ard Suptrties

contractuaI Se.vi ces

lotaI Haintenance

contingency
T ra,rsfer to caPitat Projects
Transfer to Risk l'ianagement

TOTAL EXPENDIIURES

EXCESS (DEF ICI T ) O' REVENUES

OVER EXPENOITURES

832.611 829.513

16.7& 15,000

26.012 26,012

2,743 l,EO
a7a,126 872,?75

3,098 0.37t
1,760 11.73L

0 0.00x
993 56.742

5,851 0.674

<5.822' -6.651

19,627 1,747.

0 il/A
41,511 tUA
(56,590) [/A
(11,894) ltlA

. 
(5,858) ttll

a26) '0'00,(

5,A25 0.14r

(3,672> -1.181
(2,129) -3.131
21,38 39.24$
18,287 1.13'A

20,164 7.3m
12,147 10.994
54,138 27.94u

87,049 14.922

37,718 1.73r
(228' 't.352

7J.808 15.1

111,298 t .71X

18,942 3-22t
80.936 16.152
8,020 9.502

107,898 9-272

(| ll./A

0 lllA
O N/A

321,532 7.13%

(318,707) 86.411"

a1 ,674
2,907,A71

0

224.903
83,410
8, t06

&2
3,310,810

1,144,%6

87,500
2,A54,U4

0

187,392
t50,000
20,0oo

7,7OO

3,310,856

4,143,111

313,619
8,260
37,705

421,544

256,391
100,795
139,556

495,513

2,116,520
17 ,1Tl
85,967

2,219,61

569,201
411 ,009

76,391
1,056,601

0

0

4,227 ,392

(18,1'56)

3O9,947
70.831
62,093

1.42,471

276,455
1'13,243
193,194

583,592

2,18/.,234
16,9t 9

l59,Tl5
2,360,962

588.143
191,915
84,411

1,16l.,49

0

1,551 ,924

(368, 813 )
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