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1| Executive Summary

Introduction
Located in northeast Oklahoma, thei t y of Tul sa is the stateds demsayond |
popul ated county, Tul sa County. A major hub for t|
economic base to include finance, aviation, education, healthcare and technology markets as well as local
entrepreneurs. Through activengagement with citizens and community stakeholders throughout the region, the

Indian Nations Council of Governments (INCOG) has acknowledged the importance of efficient transportation
systems as a fundamental component of the Tulsa Transportation Manageme Ar eads ( T MA)

Adopted by INCOG in October 201the Fast ForwardRegional Transit System Plan (RTSP) laid tpr@undwork

for establishing effective transit service withithe TMAover the next 25 years.One of the results of the RTSP was
the identification of the Peoria/Riverside corridor as a priority for implementation of enhanced, hiagpacity
transit improvements.  Through engagement of local citizens, stakeholders darpolicy makers, the
Peoria/Riverside Corridor (PRC) was selected as the banner corridor for implementation of an innovative; high

eco

capacit ublic transportation _. .
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directly to the central business district (CBD)The only other highway alternative parallel to the PRC is US Highway
75, which is located on the west side of the Arkansas River south of Dowmto As a resultthe PRCserves as a
primary regionalthoroughfareproviding access to residential, employment, educational, commercial and activity
centers across the area.

Serving a large portion of the community in terms of employment, housing arahportation; the PRC contains

1 of every 7 residents as well as 1 of every 5 jobs and transit dependent households present within the entire City

It is also home to significant portions of the TMA employment and transit dependent population. Comparison
betweenthe TMAci t y of Tul sa and PRC study Tabled.aPRG majoeantvityr a p h
centers are shown irFigure8.

Tablel: Comparison of PRCjtg of Tulsa and Transportation Management Area (TMA) Demographics

City of Tuda TMA
PRC Total PRC % Total PRC %
Population* 56,450 391,906 14.40% 778,051 7.26%
Jobs** 52,627 259,914 20.25% 376,954 13.96%
Zero Car Households** | 1,188 5,548 21.41% 7,749 15.33%

* Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census

**U.S. Census Bureau,OnTheMap Application and LEHD Origivestination Employment Statistics (Beginning of Quarter Employmer
2nd Quarter of 2010). All jobs all workers.

** J.S. American Community Survey and INCOG

Alternatives AnalysisVlission Statement and Goals

ThelLocally Preferred Peoria/Riverside Corridor (PRC) Alternative iwvilbrove mobility, increase travel choices
and support economic development through the use of legost highimpact transit technology investments.

Goal 1: Improve Transit Access and RegadMobility
Goal 2: Support Economic Development
Goal 3: Invest in LowCost, Higdmpact Transit Infrastructure

Goal 4: Build Community Support for the Value of Transit

Through the AA process, INCOG, together with the Metropolitan Tulsa Transit Atttfdulsa Transit) will identify
corridor problems, develop alternatives, analyze costs and benefits, and select a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA)
for implementation. This PRC Initiation Package was prepared at an early stage in the AA procesgatianin

interested parties about key el ements including the
and proposed evaluation methodology.
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Purpose & Need
The purpose of the Alternatives Analysis Figure2: PRC Challenges to Transit Improvements
(AA) study is to evaluate and determine a
costeffective transit mode and alignment
that significantly improves transit services
and access within thePRC. The need for
improved transit service within the
corridor is documented within theRTSP
needs assessment analysis categorized
into four goals:

}  Mobility & Accessibility
} Efficiency & Safety

}  Environmental Benefits
}  Economic Development
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The challenges posed to the community
for the AA studywere found tocluster into
three basic categories:

}  Lack of Community Exposure to CERERATIONS

Economic and Social Value of
Mobility
}  Existing Transit Service Limitations
} Inadequate Transit Supportive Conditions

Each of these issues is intedependent and have compounded upon one another to furtheegrade the transit
service and service potential within the corridor. The (historically) negative community perception, paired with
recent economic challenges creates an environment that discourages community support for capital and
operational investnent. The constraints of the built environment and urban development patterns also limit the
opportunities for improved facilities and efficient services. The deficiency in funding support has led to inadequate
infrastructure, amenities and transit serviceavailability to support the existing and (potential) future patronage.
Further description of public transportation and corridor mobility challenges is provided in Purpose and Need
Chapter of this document.

Alternative Development and Preliminary Screening

To evaluate all viable funding and modal options, local policy makers and stakeholders elected to develop
alternatives which could be implemermd (both) independently by theity of Tulsa as well as those that could
qualify for alternative funding sources thereby givinlCOG and the Tuls@ransit the option toseek funding for
improved transit services within the PRC vgrant programs authorizd through agencies such asthe Federal
Transit Administration ETA or the State of Oklahoma Department of Transportation (ODOT)

To comply with Federal requirements for potential grant application, this Alternative Analysis considered Federal
Transit Adninistration (FTA and National Environmental Protection Agency (NEPA) project justification criteria and
AA development guidelines in the formation of alternatives. FTA and NEPA compliance guidelines require
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development of a locally accepted process faelection of a preferred transit alternative to the greatest extent
practical, and within the constraints defined by INCOG and the Metropolitan Tulsa Transit Agency (Tulsa Transit).

Transit Alternative Components

Transit opportunities within the PRC may leproved through various means and combinations of improvements
to the existing transit serviceoperating parameters infrastructure, and/or technologiesdeployed within the
corridor. These Build Alternative elements requideadditional refinementthrough the AA processia inputfrom
INCOG, Tulsa Transit, elected officials, citizens and stakeholdersciBion pointswereagreed uponfor evaluation

of alternativesand a recommendation by local policy maker&as made atthe conclusion of this AA sy. The
alternative components thatwere evaluated within this AA and a brief description of the parameters of each
component are as follows:

}  Geography:identification of distinct corridor segments and the beginning and end points (potential project
limits) of implementation at initial and subsequent phase(s) of development

}  Mode:the type of transit vehicles and supporting guideway infrastructure required for operations

}  Alignment & Station Locationsthe roadways and station locations within the seleetl scenario geography
on which the LPA will be implemented

} Technology & Infrastructure Improvementsthe scope and scale of LPA infrastructure and technology
improvements deployed on vehicles as well as station areas

}  Operating Conditions & Span of Servicthe revenue service operating parameters after construction

}  Funding Strategy:qualification criteria for potential funding sources

Several stages of consecutive evaluatiorand
assessment were established to aid in the
alignment selection and decision making process
including:

Figure3: PRC Evaluation Process and LPA Selection

Geography (Scenario) Screening
Transit Mode Screening

Detailed Alternative Development
Potential Impact Assessment

}  Financial Feasibility

(S R W I D S

Each stage 6 the successive evaluation process
contained different alternatives, evaluation
approaches and results. Summaries of those
elements and findings are found below and within the subsequent chapters. Potential Impact Assessment,
Financial Feasibility and Kernative Evaluation were conducted following refinement of proposed PRC transit
solutions. A flowchart illustrating the Alternatives Analysis process is providedmigure4. As of the summer of
2013, a Recommended Alternative has been selected and approved by the Tulsa City Council and Transit Advisory
Board. Additional coordination between regional partners is ongoing to determine appropriateegoance and
finance policies to support construction and continued operation of the Recommended Alternative. This AA study
includes a recommendation of local and regional policies for implementation; as well as an assessment of
financing tools available ® support the deployment of higltapacity transit services within the PRC @hapter 10
Implementation
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Figure4: Alternative Analysis and SelectiorMethodology
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Preliminary Screening of Alternatives

This AAapplied specific evaluation techniques to these propose®RC transitalternatives. INCOG and Tulsa
Transit developed and defined local screening tools to be utilized, in a qualitative capacity, to assess the potential
of Build Alternative elements to meet the AA study goalkhe gral of the Preliminary screening process was to
develop aconstrained set ofBuild Alternatives to evaluate potential impacts and benefitsagainst the baseline
future conditions of the PRC.

In order to establishconsensus ofalternatives for further refinement, a comprehensive view of AA needs, goals
and constraints was taken.Each screening tool was applied to thieansit alternative componentddentified above

in order toestablishan overview of the dynamics influencing development of a Build Alternative that can meet all
of the documentedgoals ofthe PRC AA.

} Public Engagement:Are transportation needs and concerns voiced by stakeholders and citizens met by
recommended improvements?

}  Compatibility with Existing TransBystem Does the alternative element support integration with existing
activity centers, transportation modes and facilities present within the study area?

}  Constructability:What are the potential construction impacts of the proposed alternative elements and
are improvements of an appropriate magnitude to meet future needs?

}  Funding Opportunities:What potential (local, state, federal) funding opportunities exist and can the
proposed alternative element meet required funding qualification criteria?

Specific metics related to each of the above screening tools are discussed in tRRCPreliminary Screening of
Alternativesmemorandum (February 2012). A summary of determining factors used in the qualitative screening
of preliminary alternatives and development gkfined alternatives for detailed evaluation is illustrated ifable7.

The Preliminary Screening process was utilized as a tool to understand thenomunity goals and needs of the
project. The locally preferred scenario geography was determined based on input received from citizens and
stakeholders as well as physical, capital and operational funding constraints reflective of the local market and
Tulsa Transit budget.

Geography (Scenario) Screening

The PRC traverses multiple communities with varying demographics, neighborhood characteristics, land uses and
transportation needs as it spans the nortisouth length of the City of Tulsa. To better evakleathe transit service
needs and readiness to support highapacity transit service. Preliminary screening conducted determined the
most appropriate corridor segments to implement improved transit service as well as the most suitable locations
for termini and ordine station development.

Alternatives Considered

For simplification of evaluating alternatives, the PRC has been divided into segments for combination into a
preferred corridor of the appropriate length and terminal anchors to make for affective initial implementation
phase. As identified irFigure5, study corridor segments are as follows:

} Far North (FN)

}  North (N)
}  Midtown (MT)
}  Souh (S)

} Far South (FS)
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Five operating scenarios, assembled from the corridor segments identified above, have been developed for
preliminary consideration:

1)  Scenario A FN, N, MT, S and FS Figure5: PRC Corridor Segments
segments (all segments)
2)  Scenario Bo FN, N, MTand S

segments

3) Scenario @ N, MT, S and FS
segments

4)  Scenario Do the N, MT and S
segments

5)  Scenario B8 the MT and S segments

Recommendations

The preferred scenario, based on technica
findings and correspondingpublic feedback,

was Scenario B, 66 Street North to 8%t and

Lewis Avenue. PRCrecommended dternative

will accessthe DASvia E 6th Street Consistent

responses from the public and the PRC Steerin
Committee strongly advocating improving

service to the communities in Northern
segments resulted in a preferred scenario
which excluded only the Far South segment
connecting to Jenks

Alignment and Station Development

PRC transit users are largely accustomed &m

existing Tulsalransit systenthat includes many routing deviations from the mainline of major arterial corridors in
order to directly serve large residential pockets of transit useos activity centers The practice largely contributes
toTul sa Tr anmdintaifirey tha dysteimiriderpip, bubhas a cumulative impact on thé-way travel times
of fixed routes and degrades the irehicle travel time experience afanyriders.

Service to existing destinations and trip generators is also a key factor in project justification during posnti
application for supplemental funding. The Midtown and South segments of the PRC are home to the largest
concentration of employment and activity centers in the corridor and considerations were requested for
destinations both along Peoria Avenue and dé Avenue Through engagement with PRC residents and
stakeholders, particular concern was expressed regarding service impacts to North Tulsa residents.

The FTAMAR 1 provi sion requiring O0Substanti al siBtangaemadet St
the identification of ideal areas for investment in stations a core component in the development of detailed
alternatives. The current lack of adequate shelters and accommodations to protect transit users atina stops

was also acknowledgd during public engagement activities.
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