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Bridge Interchange Types Evaluated - Signalized
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A. Aesthetics - General Findings

Alignment mattered for views from the bridge
and flexibility in design type (reverse curve
has less flexibility)

Cross section mattered for views from the
bridge (four lane bridges have less of a view
from inner lanes)

Interchange type mattered for views from the
community - greater landscaping options
associlated with a roundabout






B. Bicycle/Pedestrian - Criteria
“Maximize Bike/Ped Safety”

Sub-criteria

Number of direct conflict points with vehicles in
westside interchange area

Sidewalk/shared use path width
Bicycle lane width
Number & type of vehicle travel lanes

Separation between differing users (such as
between pedestrians and bicyclists)

Physical separation from vehicle traffic
Visibility of bikes/peds from other bridge users






B. Bicycle/Pedestrian - Criteria
“Maximize Convenient/Direct Connections™

Sub-criteria

Westside interchange

e Access ramps to Willamette Greenway Trail (provided on
north and/or south side of bridge)

e Number of tight turns on Greenway Trail access ramps

e Presence of bike/ped facilities on one or both sides of
interchange area (north side, south side, both)

e Directness of route through interchange area
Bridge length

One-way vs. two-way bicycle facilities on bridge



B. Bike/Ped Connections - General Findings

Highest scoring cross-sections: those with full
2-way access and good connections (C, K, C’,
D, I.

Signalized interchange

Purple alignment (direct route across river,
fewest number of tight turns on access
ramps); other alignments close to existing
bridge
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D. Automobile, Freight, and Emergency Vehicles -
General Findings

Cross section mattered

Wider cross sections performed better for impacts
from crashes, accommodating trucks, retaining
flexibility for future needs, and ablllty to remain
open during maintenance

Congestion delay criteria was not a
differentiator












G. Natural Environment - General Findings

Alignment was most important - alignments
closest to existing alignment less of an impact
on floodplain, terrestrial species, and wildlife
habitat

Wider footprint (impervious surfaces) on land
scored lower for terrestrial species

Three criteria (riparian areas, air quality, and
recreational fishing) were not clear
differentiators









|. Mass Transit - General Findings

Cross section D performed best (dedicated
transit lanes), but did not receive maximum
points due to short length

Wider cross-sections performed well

Signalized interchange performed better than
roundabout interchange due to ability to
accommodate future streetcar and ability for
transit signal priority

Alignment was not a differentiator












Preliminary Evaluation - Scores

4. Auto, =
Crn_ss Alignment Interchange | 2,34 1. ) 2. Bike and II:onu?llunity Freight, II:on:tlructi 7. Natural | 8. Material | 9. Mns_s 10. Seismic| 6. Cost DJ;EID” Decigion
Section Type lane | Aesthetics Ped _ | Emergency Env. Use Transit Score Rank

Qual of Life Veh on Score

8 14.6 18.1 16.1 8 8.1 2.7 11.3 6 71 100.00

1 [5] Purple Signa Transit 4.59 11.67 13.76 11.16 469 5.05 0.00 11.35 6.04 5.7 74.08
2 O ‘Vellow South [Signa Transit 4.59 11.30 11.38 16 529 576 0.00 11.35 B.04 538 72.25 2
3 c Purple Signa 2 =.93 13.86 15.43 7.09 2.79 5.96 0.00 5.47 6.04 2.63 70.56 3
4 o] Blue Signa Transit 4.59 10.57 11.54 1.18 4.69 576 0.00 11.35 6.04 4.81 70.50 4
5 F Purple Signa 3 459 13.86 10.98 12.81 469 485 0.00 B.77 B.04 5.07 BE.E3 5
5 C Purple Signa 2 2.89 13.13 15.43 6.22 5.79 3.06 0.00 5.47 6.04 2.91 58.54 B
T o] Purple Roundabeut  |Transit 530 9.45 13.76 11.16 4.69 5.05 0.00 8.03 B.04 5.08 B5.57 7
] E Purple Signa 4 4.59 7.65 10.98 15.20 469 5.05 0.00 8.33 6.04 5.57 65.09 B
] C ‘Vellow South [Signa 2 2.899 13.49 5.79 376 0.00 5.47 5.21 G57.90 9
1w |C Vellow South [Signa 2 5.989 13.86 2.79 0.00 248 G767 10
1 |D Pink Signa Transit 4409 6.20 B.39 0.00 5.7 5745 11
iz |F Vellow South [Signa K] 450 12.76 529 0.00 4 657 B7.28 12
13 |C Blue Signa 2 2.899 12.76 5.79 4.64 57.10 123
14 |C Blue Signa 2 5.99 13.13 5.7 4.90 BE.85 14
15 |D Teal Signa Transit 449 5.10 " 547 65.49 15
6 |F Blue Signa 3 Fo ) 4.13 GE.38 16
T (D ‘ellow South [Signa . 1 3.02 205 £55.86 17
& |C Purple Rounda 0.00 241 6.04 214 55.83 ig
i A Purple Signa gt 0.00 5.47 6.04 6.584 B5.65 19
n K Purple Signa ) 4.09 576 0.00 6.42 B.04 5.41 £5.54 20
2 |C Purple Roundak: 415 579 556 0.00 2.41 B.04 540 B5.58 21
22 |E YWellow South [Signa ] B6.55 15.20 529 576 0.00 8.33 E.04 5.18 655.54 22
2z |D Blue Rounda 530 B8.39 1.18 4.69 576 0.00 8.03 6.04 4.07 B55.27 23
2 |D Pink Roundabout  |Tr 5.20 6.93 16 B.39 4.35 0.00 8.03 B.04 5.10 54.94 24
25 |E Blue Signg 4 458 6 o8 15.20 4 69 276 000 B8 33 £ 04 4 62 G4 53 25
2% |F Purple Roundabout |3 530 11.67 2.581 469 5.05 0.00 3.45 E.04 4.62 654.60 26
K Teal Signa 4 251 8.39 14.24 B.39 3.54 0.00 6.42 B.04 5.10 54.13 7
28 K ‘Vellow South [Signa 4 2.71 9.12 14.24 529 376 0.00 6.42 6.04 2.04 53.76 28
2 |F Pink Signa 3 4.49 8.39 2.81 B.39 4.35 0.00 6.77 B.04 5.10 £53.29 29
K Blue Signa 4 2.1 8.39 14.24 469 596 0.00 6.42 6.04 447 52.95 30
1 |D YVellow South [Roundabout |Transit 3.92 8.39 1.16 529 424 269 8.03 3.02 4 52 5290 K]l
iz |E Purple Roundabout |4 2.30 5.47 15.20 4.69 2.05 0.00 3.02 6.04 489 52.63 32
13 |D ellow South [Roundabeut |Transit 530 8.39 16 5.29 576 0.00 8.03 E.04 1.26 B2.61 33
W |F Teal Signa k] 449 7.29 12.81 B.29 283 0.00 B.77 6.04 482 62.31 kL]
3 |C Blue Roundabout |2 B.71 10.57 7.09 5.79 376 0.00 2.41 6.04 4.2 652.12 35
3w |C Pink Signa 2 5.89 8.39 7.09 B.89 4 86 0.00 5.47 B.04 571 52.08 36
RT Pink Signa 2 5.89 B.75 6.22 E.B9 486 0.00 5.47 6.04 5.99 651.85 i
®|C Blue Roundabout |2 B.71 10.94 6.22 5.79 576 0.00 2.41 6.04 443 51.85 38
A Blue Signa 2 665 B.75 318 B.39 576 0.00 5.47 E.04 5.79 £51.65 39




Top 25 Rated Alternatives
(Top Quintile)

Perform very well on three of the highest
weighted criteria:

Bicycle/Pedestrian

Community Quality of Life

Mass Transit
Not a strong correlation with Auto, Freight,
and Emergency Vehicle criterion (2" highest
weight)
Performed well on other criteria*, even if
not at the highest level

* Material Use was an exception — highest ranked alternatives
did not perform well on this criterion









All Criteria Given Equal Weight

Criteria Categories Given Equal Weight

Cost Removed

Cost Re-Added as Cost/Benefit
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Bicycles/Pedestrians

Residential
Relocations

Business Relocations

Construction

Natural Environment
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Key Findings - Cross Section

Two lane cross sections rated high for
Aesthetics, Community Quality of Life,
Construction, and Natural Environment

Compatible with regional and community plans
Fewer impacts to local businesses*

Shorter construction schedules

Less impervious surface

* Not fewer relocations. Relocations depended mainly on alignment.

(Element 2 of 7)



Key Findings - Cross Section

Wider cross sections rated high for
Automobile, Freight, and Emergency
Vehicles

Additional capacity for automobiles and freight

More space for emergency vehicles to navigate
through traffic, and for traffic to move around
disabled vehicles

Additional lanes provide flexibility to respond to
future transportation needs

Creates greatest opportunity to keep bridge open
to traffic during periods of maintenance

(Element 2 of 7)
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Key Findings - Interchange Type

Signal performs better for
Bicycle/Pedestrian and Mass Transit

Dedicated time for bicyclists/pedestrians to cross
the roadway (safety)

More easily accommodates future streetcar

Greater opportunities for bus pullouts and transit
signal priority

Roundabout performs well for Aesthetics
Potential for landscaping in center (lid)
Potential gateway feature for community
Interchange type was not a differentiator for

several evaluation criteria
(Element 3 of 7)



Rehabilitation vs. Replacement Element
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Existing Bridge Used for Bike/Ped Element
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Existing Bridge Used for Bike/Ped Element
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Key Findings - “Double Decker”

Double deck (with bicycle/pedestrian
facilities below) performs about average
overall, though overrepresented in lower
quintile

Four lane double deck performs better than
two lane

Auto, Freight, and Emergency Vehicles
Mass Transit

(Element 7 of 7)






