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This memorandum summarizes facility design options for three alternatives advanced for the South Willamette
Street Improvement Plan. The alternative configurations are illustrated through cross‐section diagrams and
overhead plan views that show configurations for travel lanes, bike lanes, sidewalks, and other roadway
elements. The memorandum also presents the (Tier 2) screening evaluation results of three alternatives, as well
as cost estimates and discussion of streetscape elements, bicycle and pedestrian connections to the corridor,
and other design considerations.

Overview
The South Willamette Street Improvement Plan will explore options for people to easily and safely walk, bike,
take transit, or drive in an eight‐block study area from 24th Avenue to 32nd Avenue. The goal of the study is to
help South Willamette Street become a vibrant urban corridor accessible by bicycle, foot, car, and bus. Seven
conceptual alternatives have been refined to three based on direction from the City of Eugene staff after
receiving community input and reviewing the results of the Tier 1 Screening.
The Tier 1 screening evaluated community priorities and identified broad level tradeoffs that exist within a
constrained right‐of‐way. The screening provided a qualitative assessment for each alternative based on
criteria and scoring methodology identified in Technical Memorandum #1 (South Willamette Street
Improvement Plan – Evaluation Criteria).
A broad level of public involvement was vital to the screening process. Public input was received through
letters, phone calls, emails, and in‐person at stakeholder outreach meetings, focus groups, meetings with
Planning Commission and City Council, and two community forums. Community Forum #2 (February 27th, 2013)
was attended by more than 300 people, who provided input on the seven initial alternative concepts and facility
design elements.
The three alternative configurations advanced to the next screening phase are a 4‐lane (Alternative 1), 3‐lane
with bike lanes (Alternative 3) and 3‐lane with wide sidewalks (Alternative 5.) This memorandum, together with
Technical Memorandum #8 (Traffic Analysis for Roadway Alternatives), provides the more detailed description
and rigorous analysis of the facility design needed to perform the next level (Tier 2) screening.
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With the information presented in these memorandums and the Tier 2 screening results, this process will
progress toward a selected design for the corridor.

Alternative Cross-Sections
The three alternatives are illustrated via cross‐sections and overhead views (Figures 1 through 3). Plan views for
the entire corridor (from 24th Avenue to 32nd Avenue) are included in the appendix. Most significant differences
among the alternatives occur in the corridor segment between 29th Avenue and 24th Avenue.

Summary of Potential Changes by Segment
Some planned improvements are desired throughout the corridor and will be assumed for each alternative.
These improvements include new pavement, improved drainage, wider sidewalks, and enhancements to
pedestrian and bicycle access around Willamette Streets. Other improvements may vary depending on the
location and alternative configuration. The following section describes an overview of potential differences by
roadway segment.
24th Avenue to 28th Avenue Roadway Configuration: The cross‐sections and overhead views in Figures 1 to 3
represent the roadway configuration between 24th Avenue and near 28th Avenue. Alternative 1 maintains the
existing 4‐lane roadway. Alternative 3 illustrates a 3‐lane roadway (two travel lanes and a continuous center
turn lane) and continuous bike lanes. Alternative 5 is also a 3‐lane alternative, but with widened sidewalks
rather than continuous bike lanes.
24th Avenue to 28th Avenue Sidewalk Configuration: All three alternatives attempt to maximize the sidewalk
width within the existing right‐of‐way. For Alternative 1 and Alternative 3, the sidewalks would be
reconstructed to approximately 9‐feet wide. For Alternative 5, the sidewalk widths would expand to
approximately 13‐feet wide by replacing the bike lanes illustrated for Alternative 3 with additional sidewalk
space.
28th Avenue to 30th Avenue Roadway Configuration: This section is a “transition area” from the proposed
cross‐sections identified for each conceptual alternative, through the 29th Avenue intersection to near 30th
Avenue. Alternative 1 would maintain the existing roadway configuration, which widens from one northbound
motor vehicle lane to two (and a left‐turn pocket at 29th Avenue) and widens between the Woodfield Station
Driveway and 29th Avenue to add a southbound left‐turn pocket to the two existing southbound motor vehicle
through lanes. The northbound bike lane would end at 29th Place and the southbound bike lane would begin
south of 29th Avenue, as currently configured.
In Alternative 3, the existing bike lanes would be extended northward through the 29th Avenue intersection in
order to provide continuous bike lanes between 32nd Avenue and 24th Avenue. Adding bike lanes would require
either expanding the curb‐to‐curb width of the roadway or removing a motor vehicle lane. Widening the curb‐
to‐curb width would likely require narrower sidewalks or additional right‐of‐way near the 29th Avenue
intersection. A proposed design modification presented for Alternative 3 (and Alternative 5) would add a
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second southbound travel lane just north of the Woodfield Station Driveway, but not include a second
northbound through travel lane (included in Alternative 1).
The configuration of travel lanes for Alternative 5 would be similar to Alternative 1 for bike lanes and Alternative
5 for motor vehicle lanes. Bike lanes would begin (southbound) and end (northbound) south of the 29th Avenue
intersection. A single northbound motor vehicle through lane would be included, instead of the two existing
lanes. The additional space made available by potentially not including a second northbound travel lane in this
section would accommodate wider sidewalk space rather than the bike lanes provided in Alternative 3.
28th Avenue to 30th Avenue Sidewalk Configuration: Sidewalk widths in this “transition area” could vary
depending on the specific design of motor vehicle lanes, turn pocket lengths, bike lanes, etc. In general,
Alternative 5 provides the narrowest curb‐to‐curb width and therefore the most space for sidewalks and
pedestrian amenities within the existing right‐of‐way.
29th Place to 32nd Avenue Roadway Configuration: No changes to the existing travel and bike lane
configurations are proposed in any alternative between 32nd Avenue and near 29th Place (where the existing
northbound bike lane ends).
29th Place to 32nd Avenue Sidewalk Configuration: All three alternatives would expand sidewalk widths to
approximately 8.5 feet, or the maximum available within the existing right‐of‐way.
The following sections provide illustrations and a descriptive overview of each alternative configuration.
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Alternative 1: 4-Lane (No-Build)
Alternative 1 maintains the existing (curb‐to‐curb) roadway configuration. Sidewalks would be expanded to their
maximum width (approximately nine feet) within the existing right‐of‐way. The cross‐section illustration shown
for Alternative 1 is not being considered for the south corridor segment because it does not include any
dedicated bicycle facilities and no parallel facilities are available near Willamette Street, south of 30th Avenue.
Plan views for the entire corridor (from 24th Avenue to 32nd Avenue) are included in the appendix.
Motor Vehicle Mobility
Walkability

Bicycle Facilities

Transit Service
Cost

1












Alternative 1 Considerations
Maintains existing four travel lanes
Left‐turning vehicles block travel lanes
Consistent nine‐foot sidewalks
Sidewalks narrower than ten‐foot standard width1
Sidewalk width is not sufficient to support active commercial streetscape2
No on‐street bike lanes
Improved bike access would occur via parallel route improvements and
crossing enhancements (see Figure 5)
Bike sharrows possible on curbside lanes
Maintains eleven‐foot outside travel lane for buses
Relatively low cost to maintain current cross‐section

Minimum width defined for curbside sidewalks in pedestrian‐oriented commercial areas.
Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, Bikeways and Accessways, City of Eugene, November 1999.
2
A concept for the “Heart of the Walkable Business District” characterized by a “Safe, Attractive Pedestrian Experience for Business,
Shopping and Entertainment” was identified in the South Willamette Area Draft Concept Plan, City of Eugene, October 2012.
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Figure 1 – Alternative 1 Concept
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Alternative 3: 3-Lane with Bike Lanes
Alternative 3 would provide one northbound through lane, one southbound through lane, a two‐way center left‐
turn lane, and a bike lane in each direction (Figure 2). This configuration would convert most of the segment
north of 29th Avenue from four motor vehicle lanes to three, while adding two bike lanes. Plan views for the
entire corridor (from 24th Avenue to 32nd Avenue) are included in the appendix.
Sidewalks would be expanded to the maximum available width within the remaining right‐of‐way. Sidewalk and
lane widths may vary across the corridor depending on the existing curb‐to‐curb width.
Motor Vehicle Mobility





Walkability














Bicycle Facilities
Transit Service
Business Accessibility
Cost
Other

3

Alternative 3 Considerations
Reduces number of travel lanes from four to three, north of 28th Avenue
Capacity reduced and travel time increased for through‐traveling vehicles
Ten‐foot travel lanes are narrow for trucks and less than the eleven‐foot
standard width3
Consistent nine‐foot sidewalks
Sidewalks narrower than ten‐foot standard width4
Bike lanes provide separation from motor vehicle lanes
Sidewalk width is not sufficient to support active commercial streetscape5
Includes six‐foot bike lanes
Ten‐foot travel lanes are narrow for buses
Potential conflicts with bike lanes
Center turn lane improves access for turning vehicles
Improved bicycle access
Moderate cost to provide center left turn lane and bike lanes
Intersections and traffic signals would need to be reconfigured
Center turn lane offers opportunities for design elements including
median treatments (e.g., landscaping, pedestrian refuge, access
management)

Minimum travel lane width on Minor Arterials is 11 feet
Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, Bikeways and Accessways, City of Eugene, November 1999
4
Minimum width defined for curbside sidewalks in pedestrian‐oriented commercial areas.
Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, Bikeways and Accessways, City of Eugene, November 1999.
5
A concept for the “Heart of the Walkable Business District” characterized by a “Safe, Attractive Pedestrian Experience for Business,
Shopping and Entertainment” was identified in the South Willamette Area Draft Concept Plan, City of Eugene, October 2012.
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Figure 2 – Alternative 3 Concept
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Alternative 5: 3-Lane with Wide Sidewalks
Alternative 5 would convert most of the roadway segment north of 29th Avenue from four motor vehicle lanes to
three (Figure 3). The roadway would be reconstructed to expand sidewalks, resulting in a narrower curb‐to‐curb
width (34 feet instead of the current 41 to 42 foot width.) No new bike lanes would be included on Willamette
Street. Plan views for the entire corridor (from 24th Avenue to 32nd Avenue) are included in the appendix.
Sidewalks would be expanded to the maximum available width within the remaining right‐of‐way. With the 34‐
foot curb‐to‐curb width, sidewalks could be extended up to 13‐feet. Alternative 5 would not result in any
changes to roadway configuration south of 30th Avenue because it does not include any dedicated bicycle
facilities and no parallel facilities are available near Willamette Street, south of 30th Avenue.
Motor Vehicle Mobility

Walkability

Bicycle Facilities











Transit Service
Business Accessibility





Cost





Other



Alternative 5 Considerations
Reduces number of travel lanes from four to three, north of 28th Avenue
Capacity reduced and travel time increased for through‐traveling vehicles
Maintains eleven‐foot outside travel lanes
Provides wide (13‐foot) sidewalks to facilitate a transformative pedestrian
environment including design treatments (e.g., storefront displays, café
seating, landscaping)
No on‐street bike lanes
Improved bike access would occur via parallel route improvements and
crossing enhancements (see Figure 5)
Bike sharrows possible on curbside lanes
Potential to provide raised bike facility if additional right‐of‐way acquired
for sidewalk widening and reconstruction
Maintains eleven‐foot travel lanes for buses
Center turn lane improves access for turning vehicles
Wide sidewalks provide opportunities for design treatments to support
commercial development, aesthetic treatments, and walkability
Higher cost to reconstruct curbs to expand/reconstruct sidewalks
Intersections and traffic signals would need to be reconfigured
Center turn lane offers opportunities for design elements including
median treatments (e.g., landscaping, pedestrian refuge, access
management)
Wide sidewalks support “Green Street” design treatments
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Figure 3 – Alternative 5 Concept
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Street Intersection Impacts
The following section describes how each alternative would be accommodated at the study intersections. Plan
views displaying intersection configurations for each alternative are included in the appendix. Traffic analysis
showing intersection operations for each alternative is included in Technical Memorandum #8 (Traffic Analysis
for Roadway Alternatives).
24th Avenue Intersection: No changes to right‐of‐way or curb‐to‐curb width are proposed at the intersection in
Alternatives 1 or 3. In Alternative 5, the south leg of Willamette Street would be reconstructed with curb‐to‐
curb width narrowed to accommodate wider sidewalks. In Alternative 3 and Alternative 5, the south leg of
Willamette Street would be reconfigured from four travel lanes to three lanes (one lane in each direction with a
center left turn lane in the middle). The space gained from removing one of the four travel lanes would be used
for either bicycle lanes (Alternative 3) or wider sidewalks (Alternative 5). The north leg of Willamette Street
would convert from two through lanes to one through lane and a dedicated left turn lane. The traffic signal
would also need to be modified in Alternatives 3 and 5. No changes to right‐of‐way are proposed at the
intersection in any alternative.
25th Avenue Intersection & 27th Avenue Intersection: The configuration of these intersections would appear as
depicted in the overhead views shown in Figures 1‐3. No changes to right‐of‐way or curb‐to‐curb width are
proposed in Alternatives 1 or 3, while sidewalks are expanded in Alternative 5. Traffic signals would need to be
reconfigured to accommodate the 3‐lane configuration identified in Alternative 3 and Alternative 5. No changes
are identified for 25th Avenue or 27th Avenue approaches at Willamette Street.
Woodfield Station Driveway Intersection: It is recommended that a traffic signal at this intersection be
considered as a design option in all alternatives. A traffic signal would provide better access for turning vehicles
and an additional pedestrian crossing opportunity. No changes to the existing lane configuration would be
needed in Alternative 1. In Alternative 3 and Alternative 5, there would be a left turn lane on the northbound
approach, and a single northbound through travel lane. Southbound, one travel lane would widen to two
approximately 100 feet north of the intersection. Driveway modifications would likely be necessary on the east
side of Willamette Street, across from the Woodfield Station Driveway. No right‐of‐way changes are anticipated
in any of the alternatives. Sidewalks will be extended within the existing right‐of‐way.
29th Avenue Intersection: Compared to other study intersections, 29th Avenue has significantly higher traffic
volumes (see Table 1). To adequately serve the traffic demand at the intersection and meet City of Eugene
traffic operations performance standards, the Willamette Street approaches require more than a single through
lane on each approach. The plan view figure for Alternative 1 illustrates a 5‐lane cross‐section at 29th Street, as
exists currently. For Alternative 3 and 5, the proposed design option would include a 4‐lane cross‐section at 29th
Avenue including a single northbound travel lane. Removing one of the two existing northbound travel lanes
may be considered to accommodate bike lanes or wider sidewalks, respectively. Without reducing the number
of vehicle lanes, additional right‐of‐way would be required to provide bike lanes or wider sidewalks. Further
discussion of the alternative configurations at 29th Avenue is included in Technical Memorandum #8 (Traffic
Analysis for Roadway Alternatives).
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32nd Avenue Intersection: No changes are proposed in any alternative to this intersection.
Table 1: Intersection Traffic Volume (2012 p.m. peak hour)
Intersection

Traffic Entering Volume

Willamette Street/24th Avenue

1,834

Willamette Street/25th Avenue

1,668

Willamette Street/27th Avenue

1,914

Willamette Street/Woodfield Station Driveway

1,706

Willamette Street/29th Avenue

2,732

Willamette Street/32nd Avenue

1,613

Roundabout Compatibility
Roundabouts can improve traffic flow and reduce overall delay at many roadway intersections. Roundabouts
generally reduce the number of overall collisions and fatalities when they are installed and are less expensive to
operate and maintain compared to traffic signals. However, emergency vehicle and freight users may be
opposed to roundabouts in sensitive areas.
Roundabouts would need to be constructed with multiple lanes to serve the four travel lines included in
Alternative 1. The three‐lane configurations (Alternatives 3 and 5) could be constructed with single lane
roundabouts; however, the traffic analysis results (shown in Technical Memorandum #8) indicate that single
lane roundabouts may not comfortably accommodate peak hour traffic demand at several intersections. Multi‐
lane roundabouts could be considered but would require a larger intersection configuration.
These larger configurations would require property acquisition to provide the right‐of‐way needed to construct
the appropriately‐sized roundabouts. Right‐of‐way acquisition can have significant costs and impacts to
adjacent properties, particularly in a developed commercial area. Figure 4 illustrates an example, showing a
potential layout for the intersection of 29th Avenue and Willamette Street with a multi‐lane roundabout. While
other intersections on Willamette Street could be configured with smaller layouts, the impacts and costs for the
corridor may be significant even if the 29th Avenue intersection remained as currently configured. Roundabouts
are not explicitly included in the facility design of any alternative but may be considered further as potential
design refinements.
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Figure 4 – Potential Roundabout Configuration at 29th Avenue and Willamette Street

Facility Design Alternatives
June 12, 2013
Page 13 of 24

Public and Private Approaches/Access Management Strategies
There are currently over 70 driveways on Willamette Street from 24th Avenue to 32nd Avenue. This creates
numerous conflict points for motor vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists. Reducing conflict points is likely to
result in fewer accidents and increased capacity along the corridor. Managing access points along the corridor
requires finding an appropriate balance between safety, mobility, and access. Consolidating driveway access
points will be considered as part of each alternative, particularly where specific safety benefits would result.
The following strategies should be considered for the Willamette Street corridor:


Consider removing and consolidating access points to existing businesses



Consider shared accesses between adjacent property owners



Implement turn lanes at driveways

Enhanced Bicycle Connections
Figure 5 illustrates potential bicycle facility improvements nearby, connecting to, and crossing Willamette Street.
These improvements may be combined with any of the Willamette Street alternatives or considered
independently. The improvements could improve bicycle access on local streets with a variety of bike boulevard
treatments applied. Crossing improvements could be provided such as intersection priority areas (i.e., “Green
Boxes”) or rider‐activated push‐button signals for crossing at intersections with traffic signals.
To support development of the surrounding bicycle network as well as improving bicycle access to the corridor,
two crossing improvements are proposed for the alternatives:


Combined bike/turn lane on 24th Avenue: a bike lane would be striped with a dashed line within the
inside portion of the existing right turn lane. Signage would be used to identify the combined lane and
guide users toward the proper positioning. This would extend the existing bike lane on 24th Avenue
(which currently drops away) and improve comfort for some riders who wish to travel through to the
proposed Bike Boulevard on Portland Street. A local example of this configuration is located on 13th
Avenue at Patterson Street. For Alternative 3 (which includes bike lanes on Willamette Street) a green
bike box may be added to improve access for bicycle riders making a left turn from 24th Avenue to
Willamette Street.



Crosswalk with Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon at 29th Place: a Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon is a traffic control
device that stops roadway traffic to allow pedestrians or bicycles to cross safely. The beacon is activated
only when a pedestrian or bicyclist pushes the button to cross. By locating a safe crossing where the
current northbound bike lane ends north of 30th Avenue (at the driveway/path connecting to 29th Place),
safe access will be provided for southbound bicycle riders wishing to connect to Willamette Street from
Oak Street, via 29th Place. The beacon would be most beneficial in Alternatives 1 and 5, where there are
no continuous bike lanes on Willamette Street, but may also be considered as part of Alternative 3.
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These improvements are illustrated in the plan view drawings included in the appendix.

Figure 5 – Bicycle Facility Improvements

Enhanced Pedestrian Connections
The pedestrian environment on Willamette Street will be improved with wider sidewalks that are included in
each alternative. To further enhance the pedestrian experience, crossing opportunities should be improved
along Willamette Street. Currently the two largest distances between signalized crossings on the corridor are
over 1400 feet (between 32nd Avenue to 29th Avenue) and over 900 feet (between 29th Avenue and 27th Avenue.)
Two crossing improvements are proposed for the corridor:


Traffic signal with crosswalks at Woodfield Station Driveway: a traffic signal at this location would
provide a safe crossing for pedestrians between commercial areas and transit stops on both sides of the
street. The intersection could be designed with a median pedestrian crossing refuges (i.e., island) on the
north crosswalk in Alternatives 3 and 5, which include a center turn lane. The median refuge allows
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pedestrians to cross a roadway in stages, which is especially beneficial for users who require more time
for crossings.


Crosswalk with Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon at 29th Place: a Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon could be located
south of 29th Avenue to provide a safe crossing for both pedestrians and bicycle riders. The signal would
be most beneficial in Alternatives 1 and 5, where there are no continuous bike lanes on Willamette
Street, but may also be considered as part of Alternative 3.

These improvements are illustrated in the plan view drawings included in the appendix.

Streetscape Elements
Travel lanes, sidewalks, bike lanes, intersection design and transit stops are fundamental facility design
elements. Each has a function and must provide safety and comfort for the intended users. The configuration of
these elements will play a part in the streetscape design of Willamette Street, as the perceptions of ease of
travel and the sense of safety and comfort may change for different users with each alternative. The
experiences of all users of the street as a place to be are affected by the facility design and streetscape. It is
important that the facility design alternatives (1‐3) and the potential elements of a unified streetscape design be
considered together and not as separate evaluations.
Most of the right‐of‐way design elements that will be experienced and appreciated as a streetscape occur within
the sidewalk corridor. The sidewalk corridor is defined by the roadway curbs and the back of sidewalks. When
that corridor has been well‐designed, it accommodates three primary functions, with design treatments to
support those functions. Figure 6 illustrates conceptual sidewalk corridors and how the streetscape elements
and the pedestrian experience may be affected.
Through Pedestrian Zone: Comfortable and unobstructed walking is the primary function of the sidewalk
corridor. Draft federal guidelines developed by the Public Rights‐of‐Way Access and Advisory Committee
(PROWAAC), require a minimum width of 4‐feet and a preferred width of 5‐feet. A useful urban design standard
is the ability of two people to walk comfortably side‐by‐side, which typically requires at least 6‐feet.
Furnishings Zone: Accommodates streetscape elements such as utility poles, street lights, planters, trees,
benches, bike racks and bus shelters. It may also accommodate Low‐Impact Development (LID) features such as
flow‐through stormwater planters. Pedestrian activities include transit boarding at designated stops, access to
bike racks and access to on‐street parking. The minimum desired width is 4‐feet, with preferred widths of 5‐feet
to 7‐feet.
Building Front Zone: For streets that support a significant amount of pedestrian‐oriented retail, with buildings
set close to sidewalks, an additional 1‐foot to 2‐feet is desirable to support storefront displays and window
shopping.
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Figure 6 – Sidewalk Corridor Design

Developing a Design Theme for Willamette Street
Potential elements of a streetscape design theme for Willamette Street are described in the following section.
Graphic representations of the potential elements are included in the appendix.
Unifying Streetscape Elements
Typical unifying elements of a streetscape are texture, color and form, along with other distinctive elements that
create a unique functional or art‐based character. Each of these elements can play an important role in the
eventual transformation of Willamette into a signature street for the district.
Texture: Texture can be a unifying element by using a consistent palette of materials such as paving, walls,
columns and railings. Opportunities for Willamette Street include sidewalk reconstruction and textured
crosswalks at intersections, formalized mid‐block pedestrian crossings or distinctive pavements for bike lanes.
Color: Color is a unifying element visually linked to texture. Colors can tie together places separated by distance
and by function. Opportunities include any of the above elements that have special textures, as well as street
furnishings such as bike racks, benches and bus shelters, and landscape materials with distinctive flowers or
foliage colors.
Form: Form can provide both visual unity and visual distinction. Both unity and distinction have a place in a well‐
designed streetscape. Form also provides a sensed of orientation within the public realm and can provide visual
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landmarks for the district. Opportunities include site furnishings, pedestrian‐scale lighting, signage and bus
shelters.
Additional Distinctive Elements ─ Green Street
Green Streets are primarily thought of as innovative facilities to treat and manage stormwater within the right‐
of‐way. Those facilities create an ecological function for our streets, in addition to the traditional mobility and
access functions. There are a number of Green Street facilities for stormwater. The selection of one or more
facilities for Willamette Street will require detailed engineering analysis and consistency with existing City of
Eugene stormwater standards. The choice of techniques will also be affected by the width of the sidewalk
corridor in a preferred alternative. Typical
facilities include the following:
Flow‐Through Planters: Flow‐through stormwater
planters are a common bioretention facility in
urban areas. They provide a distinctive
architectural feature for the sidewalks of an
urban Green Street where sidewalk widths are 12
feet or greater, with a minimum 5‐foot furnishing
zone available. The design and location of
planters should consider other sidewalk uses,
such as outdoor seating storefront displays, as
well as maintenance of adequate passenger
loading/unloading space for on‐street parking.
Figure 7 – Flow‐Through Planters
Basins: Because of their larger size, basins are usually
located behind the sidewalk. They are an alternative
to planters in the furnishing zone if the sidewalk
width is too constrained to accommodate both the
planter and a comfortable walking space for
pedestrians. In those instances, the overall street
right‐of‐way need may be greater, or a stormwater
management easement required since the width of a
basin is greater than a planter due to side slopes.

Figure 8 – Basins
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Filterras: Proprietary devices that treat
stormwater through a physical process using
amended soil and bioretention media
combined with small street tree or a shrub.
These devices can fit within the furnishing zone
of a sidewalk corridor of 12‐feet or greater in
width.

Figure 9 – Filterras

Sidewalk Silva Cells: This technique
creates a sidewalk rain garden along
the roadway and partially under the
sidewalk. Rain falls directly on
permeable pavers and planters. The
silva cells extend the rain garden
underneath the sidewalk and into a
soil media that treats stormwater and
nurtures the landscaping.
Figure 10 – Sidewalk Silva Cells
Permeable Paving: Many of the impermeable
surfaces within the sidewalk corridor could be
constructed using permeable paving material such
as landscape planting, permeable concrete or
porous paving blocks. This requires well‐draining
native soil. The disadvantages of permeable paving
include difficulties with maintenance and repair,
higher cost, and limited infiltration effectiveness of
streets with a gradient over five percent. Permeable
pavement can be used in conjunction with other
Green Street features and will help reduce the
required size of these facilities by lessening the
amount of runoff coming off the paved surface.
Figure 11 – Permeable Paving
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It should be noted that Green Street principles are not limited to stormwater management. Other key elements
of a Green Street are:


Safe and appealing pedestrian environment



Multimodal travel choices



Maximizing opportunities for trees and landscaping



Visual and physical connections to public spaces and open spaces



Renewable energy for public signs and lighting

Additional Distinctive Elements ─ Public Art
Public art becomes another means for people to interact with each other and with the urban context. Creating a
lively public realm with intrigues, challenges and inspires us as it becomes part of our larger goal of improving
the quality if civic life. Within the unifying elements of streetscape, it is also another opportunity to explore
texture, color and form. Implementing a public art program should include assessing the potential for city and
regional funding support and coordination with local businesses. Examples of public art within or along a street
right‐of‐way have been included in the appendix.

Streetscape Design Matrix
Figure 12 provides a summary matrix of how easily some of the typical amenities of a streetscape can be
accommodated within the sidewalk corridors depicted in the alternatives. It is based on design principles
described in the Streetscape Design Basics for Willamette Street Figure (included in the appendix) and the
accompanying narrative.
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1

Figure 12 – Amenities Matrix

3

5
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Utility Relocation
Relocating the utilities underground would improve the sidewalk environment by removing some barriers to
pedestrian access and making the corridor more aesthetically pleasing. Utilities (poles, hydrants, pedestals, etc.)
currently located along the sidewalks result in an inconsistent and obstructed pedestrian environment.
Alternative 1 and Alternative 3 have the most constrained sidewalk conditions (approximately 9‐feet width with
reconstruction). Even minor adjustments of utility poles locations to be fully within the Furnishings Zone
represents a significant cost, but would increase the Through Pedestrian Zone to minimum widths.
Reconstruction of the sidewalk corridor to 13‐feet in Alternative 5 would require relocation of all above‐ground
utilities to the new Furnishings Zone location created by moving the curb lines into the current roadway area. In
this scenario, ample pedestrian circulation space would be available.
The planning‐level cost estimate for utility relocation on Willamette Street between 24th Avenue and 32nd
Avenue is $2.6 Million6.

On-Street Parking
On‐street parallel parking provides convenient access for adjacent businesses and a buffer between pedestrians
and motor vehicles. On‐street parking would likely have a very favorable benefit to the pedestrian environment,
however, given the constrained right‐of‐way and community priorities, on‐street parking is not considered in
any of the three design alternatives. On‐street parking may be reconsidered as part of long‐term enhancements
to the corridor.

Bus Stops
Two Lane Transit District (LTD) bus routes currently provide service along Willamette Street. Buses currently
stop on the street and block the curbside travel lane during passenger boardings. Constructing bus pullouts
would remove stopped vehicles from travel lanes, but would likely require right‐of‐way acquisition and would
also require buses in the pullouts to merge back into the traffic stream. Figure 13 illustrates the dimensions of a
potential bus pullout along Willamette Street. The traffic impacts of bus pullouts are further discussed in
Technical Memorandum 8.
No bus pullouts are recommended for the corridor given the frequency of bus uses (five per hour south of 29th
Avenue and two per hour north of 29th Avenue), right‐of‐way impacts, and increased delay for merging transit
vehicles.

6

The cost estimate is based on 2013 dollars. The cost shown is a preliminary high‐level estimate, subject to change. Estimate was
received by email on June 11, 2013 from Mark Oberle, Eugene Water & Electric Board.
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50’
70’

Figure 13 – Bus Pullout Illustration
Source: LTD Standards and Design
Improving bicycle and pedestrian access to transit stops would support transit usage along the corridor. If
sidewalks are expanded there may be space available for improved bus stop amenities such as covered benches
(shelters), real‐time arrival information, or other transit stop amenities. No additional transit stop amenities are
suggested for the corridor. Ridership should be monitored to identify potential future improvements as the
Willamette Street corridor is redesigned and the surrounding land uses change over time.

Cost Estimates
Planning‐level cost estimates were developed for each alternative, with the facility designs specified in this
memorandum. The cost estimates are shown in Table 2. All costs shown are planning‐level estimates in 2013
dollars and are subject to change. Details and assumptions for the cost estimates are shown in the appendix.
The costs listed previously for utility relocation are not included in the estimates shown in Table 2.
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Table 2: Planning‐Level Cost Estimates (Million Dollars, in 2013 $)
Alternative

Pavement
Project

24th to 29th
Ave

29th to 32nd
Ave

Total

1

$2.1

$1.7

$0.3

$4.1

2

$2.1

$1.8

$0.3

$4.2

3

$2.1

$2.4

$0.3

$4.8

Pavement Project – City of Eugene project is planned to include paving, ADA
accessibility, and stormwater improvements from 24th to 29th Avenue
th
th
24 to 29 Avenue – Additional costs vary by alternative
th
29 to 32nd Avenue – Additional costs same for all alternatives
*All costs are planning-level estimates subject to change

Evaluation of Alternatives
The following section provides Tier 2 screening evaluation of the three proposed alternatives. The alternatives
were scored using the evaluation criteria and methodology previously detailed in Technical Memorandum #1
(South Willamette Street Improvement Plan – Evaluation Criteria). Evaluation criteria were established to assess
the potential of alternatives to best meet the transportation needs of the users of Willamette Street. The criteria
are based on the goals and objectives in the Draft Eugene Transportation System Plan.
Individual criteria were scored as 1, 0, or ‐1 representing improvement, no change, or degradation, respectively.
The scoring weighs all criteria equally, with the total evaluation score representing the sum of the individual
criteria scores. Figure 14 documents the results of the scoring evaluation which rate Alternative 3 as the highest
scoring and Alternative 1 the lowest. An explanation for the criteria and scoring for each alternative are further
detailed in the appendix.

Reliability (For All Modes)
Neighborhood Connectivity
Motor Vehicle Travel Time
Active Mode Travel Time
Safety
Security
Emergency Response
Equity
Economic Access
Freight Mobility
Walkable/Bikeable Business District
Business Vitality
Fundability

Asset Management

Project Benefits

Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled
Pedestrian Facilities
Bicycle Facilities
Transit Facilities
Storm water Design
Landscape Design
Community Vision and Land Use
Transportation Planning Compatibility
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Access & Mobility

Alternative
Safety & Health
Social
Equity
Economic Benefit
Cost Effectiveness

FIGURE 14 – Evaluation Criteria Scoring

Climate & Energy
Ecological
Function
Community
Context

Alternative 1 - 4-Lane
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3

Alternative 3 - 3-Lane with Bike Lanes
0
1
-1
1
1
1
-1
1
1
-1
1
0
0
1
1
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
7

Alternative 5 - 3-Lane with Wide Sidewalks
0
0
-1
0
1
1
-1
1
1
-1
1
0
-1
1
1
0
1
0
1
0
0
1
0
6

TOTAL

