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1 INTRODUCTION, PROJECT SUMMARY,
AND BACKGROUND
The purpose of the Redmond Fixed-Route Transit Planning study was to evaluate the feasibility of fixedroute transit services in Redmond, Oregon, and develop a practical, sustainable, and communitysupported plan for how and when to transition from the current demand-response system to full fixedroute bus service (or a hybrid system) in the future. The goals of the project were to provide more
convenient transit options for existing riders and attract new transit riders.

SUMMARY OF REDMOND TRANSIT NEEDS
The study was intended to help CET and the City of Redmond establish a direction for local service in
Redmond that will help address the following current and future transit needs that were documented in
CET’s 2040 Transit Master Plan.

Service
Community Connector


Improve connections to Central Oregon Community College



Provide connections to Redmond Airport from both Redmond and Bend



Provide more frequent service, particularly during peak morning and afternoon periods



Provide service on Saturdays



Provide additional later evening service

Local Service




Add fixed-route and/or flex-route service throughout Redmond
−

Medium term: Serve Ridgeview High School, new growth areas in south and west of city,
Canal/Odem Medo, and Walmart and other retail services

−

Long-term: Serve southern industrial land and areas to NE as urban growth boundary
expands

Expand dial-a-ride coverage to County boundary; people are increasingly moving outside of city
limits and there is increased demand for coverage

Programs


Provide student transportation for regional schools



System Development Charges for congested streets



Fare-free dial-a-ride for seniors

Capital


Develop new stops for Route 24 at the airport and west of US 97



Develop new stops for Route 22 at the Hospital, Walmart, Downtown, Senior Center, and Swim
Center
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REPORT CONTENTS AND SUMMARY OF TECHNICAL MEMOS
The remainder of this report is organized into three chapters, along with appendices, that integrate the
contents of several technical memos that were developed over the course of this study:


Chapter 2: Evaluation Framework, Planning Scenarios, and Methodology/Assumptions



Chapter 3: Scenario Evaluation



Chapter 4: Implementation and Funding

The topics covered in each deliverable, along with the relevant chapters in this report, are summarized
below.

Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment
An Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment was developed as a Powerpoint slide deck (included as
Appendix A). It summarized information from recent plans, including:


Demographics including existing and projected population, housing, and jobs



Activity centers, active transportation connections, planned roadway projects, and land use
information from the Redmond TSP



Regional travel patterns (2010 and 2040)



Existing transit service (i.e., Dial-a-Ride) trip purpose and destinations



Needs assessment from the CET TMP, including the Redmond Airport



Planned transit from the CET 2040 TMP including proposed service changes, capital needs, and
cost assumptions



Existing transit funding

Technical Memo #1: Summary of Transit Needs; Preliminary Flex-Route Concept
Assessment; Proposed Planning Scenarios and Evaluation Framework
The following topics covered in Memo #1 are included in Chapters 1, 2, or Appendix B.


Summarized existing and future transit needs for Redmond based on CET’s 2040 Transit Master
Plan (TMP) outreach and analysis (see above).



Provided a preliminary assessment of the flex-route concepts that were developed by CET in
2019. These concepts were included in the 2040 Transit Master Plan, and identified for near-term
implementation in Deschutes County’s 2019-2021 Statewide Transportation Improvement Fund
(STIF) Plan, specifically Project #36. The Deschutes County STIF Committee prioritized this
project as a needed stepping-stone for implementing full fixed-route transit services in the City of
Redmond. This study will guide implementation of the pilot project. This assessment is provided
in Appendix B.



Proposed a set of phased transit scenarios including a full flex-route and full fixed-route system,
and developed a set of conceptual routes for use in evaluating the scenarios (Chapter 2).



Proposed an evaluation framework for use in assessing the scenarios. Metrics included in the
framework related to goals and objectives in the City of Redmond TSP, the CET Transit Master
Plan, and the Deschutes County STIF program (Chapter 2).



Identified assumptions for use in the scenario evaluation (Chapter 2).
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Technical Memo #2: Service Scenario Evaluation and Summary of Survey Results
The topics covered in Memo #2 are included in Chapter 3.


Summarized the transit scenario evaluation results.



Summarized results from the public survey that solicited input on the transit scenarios.

Technical Memo #3: Phasing/Implementation Considerations addresses the following
topics:
The topics covered in Memo #3 are included in Chapter 4 unless otherwise noted.


Summarized the service types and route concepts considered and identifies the preferred scenario
for transitioning from Dial-A-Ride to flex- and/or fixed-route service (Chapter 3).



Addressed service planning and operations considerations including:
−

Opportunities for regional integration/collaboration (Community Connector and/or broader
regional services such as the Central Oregon Breeze, Eastern Point, Pacific Crest to Eugene,
and other future services)

−

Operating plan (service headways and hours of operation)

−
−

Vehicle requirements and fleet storage needs
CET staffing structure (i.e., roles and responsibilities) to successfully operate fixed-route
transit service in Redmond

−
−

Expansion needs for the call center, technology, and customer service and dispatch staff
High-level strategy for transitioning from general public Dial-A-Ride to fixed routes and
complementary ADA paratransit service, with flex routes as an intermediate step



Recommended bus stop locations for flex and fixed routes, starting with major activity centers
and expanding stops incrementally as CET develops an understanding of ridership demand
patterns. This section includes a high-level assessment of access to transit gaps (e.g., sidewalk
connectivity, ADA infrastructure).



Provided a map that includes general stop locations along with the ½-mile deviation area (for a
full flex route system) and the ¾-mile ADA Paratransit service area (for a full fixed route system);
as service transitions there will be a hybrid of deviation and ADA Paratransit service areas, and
flex routes with deviation areas may be a long-term solution for parts of Redmond.



Summarized initial code change recommendations adapted from previous Angelo Planning work
for the TMP and/or the TSP.



Provided benchmarks for a successful fixed-route service model and transitioning between service
types



Described funding requirements and considerations including:



−

Existing funding scenarios and leveraging of local funds

−
−

Local funding benchmarks for other cities of similar size
Funding scenarios for transitioning the flex routes funded through STIF (Scenario 1) to a full
flex route system (Scenario 3), full fixed-route system including complementary paratransit
(Scenario 4), or hybrid system with selected parts of the city served by flex-route or fixedroute service.

Summarized high-level implementation actions.
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SUMMARY OF STAKEHOLDER AND COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT:
The following stakeholder and public engagement activities were conducted as part of this study:


Conducted two initial focus group meetings:
−

Focus group #1 (October 20, 2020) included City of Redmond staff and officials. It reviewed
information on existing conditions, key activity centers to be served by transit, proposed
scenarios, and funding requirements.

−

Focus group #2 (November 13, 2020) included a variety of transit stakeholders and facilitated
a discussion of the transit scenarios.



Conducted a public survey (closed December 28, 2020) that solicited input from community
partners and the public regarding proposed transit scenarios. There were 66 responses to the
survey.



Conducted a third focus group meeting (January 5, 2021) including City of Redmond staff and
officials. It provided results from the survey and solicited input on the preferred scenario and
implementation approach.



Presented preliminary project results to Redmond City Council on April 20, 2021.



Conducted a meeting with CET operations staff (April 23, 2021) to obtain input on operational
and implementation considerations.

Overall Public and Stakeholder Support for Redmond Service
Scenarios

Over 75% of survey respondents supported transitioning from a Dial-A-Ride system to flex-route or
fixed-route service.
Opinions were mixed as to whether a fixed-route or flex-route system would be more effective at
meeting transportation needs (although 80% preferred either option), or whether a flex-route or fixedroute would be more effective within each individual geography in Redmond (it is possible to mix-andmatch). Accordingly, CET will need to conduct additional outreach to assess public support and refine the
long-term vision and implementation plan based on usage patterns as flex route services are implemented.
Focus group participants were generally receptive to the proposed flex-route or fixed-route services.
Stakeholders saw potential benefits including increased spontaneity, preserving Dial-A-Ride capacity
for people who use mobility devices, including the growing senior population in Redmond which tends to
have greater mobility challenges, and providing students with opportunities to get around after school.
Participants encouraged CET and the City of Redmond to minimize the burden that any future eligibility
process would place on the disability community, ensure new services are accessible to affordable
family housing, and ensure bus stop accessibility generally. Key actions for CET and the City of
Redmond were to work with businesses and the airport to better understand their needs.
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2 EVALUATION FRAMEWORK, PLANNING
SCENARIOS, AND METHODOLOGY
EVALUATION FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY
Existing Goals and Objectives
Existing plans have identified the following goals and objectives related to public transportation in
Redmond and for CET overall.

Redmond TSP (2020)
Applicable Goals


1 - Provide a safe and efficient transportation network to complement key economic development
priority areas, the comprehensive plan, recreational needs, and adopted state, regional and local
plans and policies.



3 - Provide transportation choices and address the needs and safety of all travelers, including
people of all ages, abilities, ethnicities, and incomes.



5 - Provide reliable and convenient transit service to Redmond residents, its businesses, and its
connection to surrounding cities, as well as special transit options for the City’s elderly and
disabled residents.

Applicable Policies


Policy 1.1: Manage the City’s street, bike, pedestrian, and transit system to facilitate economic
growth of existing and future businesses in Redmond.



Policy 1.3: Provide a multi-modal transportation system to help reduce reliance on singleoccupancy vehicle travel and supports mixed-use areas, employment centers, recreation,
commercial, residential, and public developments.



Policy 2.1: Prioritize transit and roadway improvements that help ensure access to local schools
and other public buildings that could be used during emergencies.



Policy 3.1: Address the mobility and safety needs of motorists, transit users, bicyclists,
pedestrians, freight, and the needs of emergency vehicles when planning and constructing
roadway system improvements.



Policy 3.3: Foster neighborhoods where all residents can meet many of their basic daily needs
without an automobile by providing streets, sidewalks, bike facilities and access to transit in an
environment where people feel safe and secure.



Policy 5.1: Coordinate with Cascades East Transit to increase the transit system’s accessibility
and convenience for all users, including the transportation-disadvantaged population.



Policy 5.2: Prioritize improved transit service in areas with access to key employment and
recreational areas.
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CET TMP (2020)
The following vision statement and goals was developed for the CET 2040 Transit Master based on
information included in existing planning documents, the intention of Cascades East Transit, and with
input from the TAC and PSC. This vision statement guides this plan and CET moving forward.
VISION STATEMENT

Provide public transportation choices for all users that are safe, accessible, and efficient to support communities with
a balanced transportation network needed for mobility, equity, and economic growth.
GOAL I: INTEGRATION
Develop and maintain a public transportation system that is well integrated with community partners,
planning documents, and partner agencies.
GOAL II: CONVENIENT AND ATTRACTIVE SERVICES
Provide convenient and attractive public transportation choices for users throughout Central Oregon both
within and between communities.
GOAL III: EASY, COMFORTABLE, AND SAFE RIDING
Make riding easy, comfortable, and safe with improved stop amenities and information about how to ride
readily available to residents, employees, and visitors.
GOAL IV: TIME AND COST COMPETITIVE TRANSIT OPTIONS
Enhance transit options to provide a time and cost competitive alternative to traveling by automobile and
increase transit ridership while reducing automobile dependency.
GOAL V: EMERGING TECHNOLOGIES
Evaluate emerging technologies and transit service models and how they might be used to support
transportation options in Central Oregon.

STIF
The Oregon Statewide Transportation Improvement Fund (STIF) program identifies the following criteria
for STIF plans by local qualified entities (QEs). These represent eligible project types rather than criteria
individual projects need to meet.
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Figure 2-1

STIF Project Criteria

Criteria

Description

Criterion 1

Increased frequency of bus service to areas with a high percentage of Low-Income Households.

Criterion 2

Expansion of bus routes and bus services to serve areas with a high percentage of Low-Income Households.

Criterion 3

Fund the implementation of programs to reduce fares for public transportation in communities with a high
percentage of Low-Income Households.

Criterion 4

Procurement of low or no emission buses for use in areas with 200,000 or more. [This may be a goal, but based on
the population threshold, is not required for CET]

Criterion 5

The improvement in the frequency and reliability of service between communities inside and outside of the Qualified
Entity’s service area.

Criterion 6

Coordination between Public Transportation Service Providers to reduce fragmentation in the provision of
transportation services.

Criterion 7

Implementation of programs to provide student transit service for students in grades 9-12.

The following STIF program metrics were among those considered in this study to evaluate how well
different service options serve the STIF goals:


Number of people served



Number or percent of low-income (200% of federal poverty level) households or population
served (Note: high-percentage of low-income households can be defined at the community level
or for the purposes of this study, based om Census tracts with a share of low-income households
that exceeds the statewide average of 34%)



Number of jobs served within ½ mile of bus stops



Number of connections with Community Connector other intercity services



Number of high schools and/or students (grades 9-12) served within ½ mile of bus stops
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PLANNING SCENARIOS AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK
Planning Scenarios
This study considered a range of transit scenarios for Redmond that were intended to illustrate alternative
service concepts. The following general scenarios were evaluated and compared to the existing local
transit service; additional detail on each one is provided below. For Scenarios 1, 2, and 3, a limited
amount of general public Dial-A-Ride service was retained (and assumed as part of the scenario costs).


Baseline: Existing Dial-A-Ride: Existing general public Dial-A-Ride (DAR) within Redmond
city limits



Scenario 1: DAR with Flex-Route Pilot Project. Existing general public DAR plus the FlexRoute Pilot project as identified in the 2040 TMP. This scenario represents the concept in the
previous section. The deviation area may be ¼, ½, or ¾ mile and can vary, but will be assumed
for this study to be a ½-mile (available to the general public).



Scenario 2: Incremental Expansion of Flex-Route System. Expansion of the flex-route
pilot project with additional frequency and/or coverage (routes), with an assumed ½-mile
deviation area and/or microtransit zones (available to the general public).



Scenario 3: Full Flex-Route System with Microtransit. Continued expansion of the flexroute system to serve the entire city with flex-routes with an assumed ½-mile deviation area
and/or microtransit zones (available to the general public).



Scenario 4: Full Fixed-Route System w/ADA Paratransit. Additional expansion and
conversion to a full fixed-route system. ADA Paratransit would be required within a ¾-mile
distance of the fixed-routes, eligible for people with a disability that prevents them from using the
fixed-route service.

The preferred service concept and phasing plan recommended through this study is intended to draw
from ((i.e., mix-and-match options) multiple scenarios based on the evaluation results and
stakeholder/public input.
Figure 2-2 summarizes the scenarios; the maps provided below illustrate the scenarios and the service
concepts used to evaluate them in relation to selected major activity centers.
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Figure 2-2
Scenario
Baseline

Proposed Planning Scenarios
Scenario Name

Potential Time
Frame

Dial-A-Ride

Flex or Fixed Routes

Microtransit

Existing Dial-A-Ride

Existing

Existing

1

Existing DAR with Flex
Route Pilot Project

2021

Existing

2 new flex routes
(pilot)

2

Incremental Expansion of
Flex Route System with
Microtransit

Near-Term
(e.g., 1-2
years)

Reallocate DAR
service hours to
flex route based
on shifts in
demand

Expand on pilot routes

Add microtransit
service zones for
areas that are lowerdensity, or challenging
to serve with flex
routes (2 zones are
assumed)

3

Expanded Flex Route
System with Microtransit

Short- to MidTerm (e.g., 3-5
years)

Reallocate DAR
service based
on shifts in
demand
Not assumed in
analysis, but
ADA Paratransit
could be
introduced if
select flex
routes are
converted to
fixed routes

Continued expansion
of pilot routes
Not assumed in
analysis, but highly
productive flex routes
could be converted to
full fixed-route with
ADA Paratransit as a
stepping-stone to
Scenario 4

Microtransit zones can
be maintained for
selected service areas
based on land use
density and demand (1
zone assumed)

4

Full Fixed-Route System
w/ADA Paratransit and
Microtransit

Longer-Term
(e.g., beyond 5
years)

ADA Paratransit
with limited
general public
Dial-A-Ride
eligibility

Conversion to fixedroute is assumed

Microtransit zones can
be maintained for
selected service areas
based on land use
density and demand (1
zone assumed)
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Scenario 1: Flex Route Pilot with Existing Dial-A-Ride


Two flex routes with the existing general public DAR; routes are a revised version of the concepts
developed with public input in 2019.



Routes shown are illustrative with a half-mile deviation area. (Note: The deviation area does not
need to be uniform and deviations are not required in all areas.)



No reduction in Dial-A-Ride service hours is assumed; there are up to five DAR vehicles currently
in peak service, although annual hours have been declining over the past 1-2 years.
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Scenario 2: Incremental Flex Route Expansion


Additional flex routes and microtransit system covering most of the city (e.g., 2 routes from
Scenario 1 pilot project, plus 2-3 additional flex routes or microtransit zones).



Routes shown are illustrative with a half-mile deviation area. (Note: The deviation area does not
need to be uniform and deviations are not required in all areas.)



ADA Paratransit is not required for flex-routes.



A modest reduction in the amount of general public Dial-A-Ride service is assumed as demand
shifts to flex-route and microtransit.
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Scenario 3: Full Flex-Route System


A system of flex routes, e.g., 3 flex routes from Scenario 2 plus 2 additional flex routes to provide
coverage throughout the city, with a microtransit zone maintained to serve the western part of
Redmond.



A limited amount of general public Dial-A-Ride service can be retained (and is assumed as part of
the scenario costs).
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Scenario 4: Full Fixed-Route System with ADA Paratransit


The flex routes evaluated in Scenario 4 are assumed to operate as fixed-route service.



ADA Paratransit would be required around all fixed-routes.



A microtransit zone is maintained to serve the western part of Redmond.



A limited amount of general public Dial-A-Ride service can be retained (and is assumed as part of
the scenario costs).
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Evaluation Framework
The following metrics were calculated for each scenario and are intended to compare how well different
potential market segments are served and identify tradeoffs, such as between coverage and travel time.
Measures were calculated within a ¼-mile of fixed routes and within a ½-mile distance of flex routes.

Figure 2-3

Proposed Scenario Evaluation Framework
Metric

Market Segment

Data Source

# and % of residents served

General Population

ACS

# and % of jobs (destinations) served

Workers

LEHD

# and % of worker home locations served – total and low to
Workers
moderate wage jobs, for people who work in Redmond and cities
accessible by Community Connector service.

LEHD

% of population at or below 200% of poverty

Low-Income Population

ACS

% of population 65 and older

Seniors

ACS

% of existing DAR trips (origins and destinations) served with
estimated breakdown (if possible) of likely ADA-eligible and non
ADA-eligible trips

Existing Riders

CET, DAR Trips

Activity Centers served

General Population

GIS

# of high schools and students served

Students (Grade 9-12)

GIS

Travel times for sample origin-destination pairs (see table
below), including assumed walking time + average transit speed
+ average transfer time + assumed walking time (provides
understanding of convenience and directness)

Various

Excel/GIS analysis

Operating and Capital Cost

All

Excel

Figure 2-4

Potential Sample Travel Times [
Destination

Local Trip within Redmond

Community Connector

Include?

Origin

Include?

Origin

Redmond Proficiency Academy

No

-

Yes

Transit Hub

Ridgeview High School

Yes

TBD

COCC – Redmond

Yes

TBD

No

-

Walmart or Hospital

Yes

TBD

Yes

Transit Hub

Senior Center

Yes

Yes

Transit Hub

Sports Complex

Yes

No

-

Redmond Airport

Yes

Yes

Transit Hub

-
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OPERATING COST ASSUMPTIONS AND EXISTING FUNDING
Operating Cost Assumptions
The following unit cost assumptions were used in estimating service operating costs for the recent CET
TMP, based on projections coordinated with CET’s fiscal department. The “Existing” time frame reflects
CET’s current costs for FY 2020 (2019-2021) for each service type that CET operates, based on the
November 2019 Management Report, which pre-dates new service launched based on the STIF Plans
completed by each qualified entity for FY 2019- FY 2021. Subsequent average cost increases of 5%
annually were assumed. Memo #1 of the TMP (Existing Conditions) identified a set of peer transit
agencies. The bottom row of the table provides the median operating cost per hour for these agencies,
escalated for inflation using the same assumptions as for CET costs.
Operating cost estimates for the Redmond service scenarios will use either the Rural Dial-a-Ride or the
Microtransit Near-Term cost assumptions for the near-term time frame.

Figure 2-5

Unit Cost Assumptions for Operating Costs (TMP)
Sub-System

Existing 1

Near-Term2

Short-Term2

Mid-Term2

Long-Term 2

2019-2020

2020-2021

2024-2025

2029-2030

2039-2040

Bend Dial-A-Ride

$74.15

$81

$101

$132

$220

Bend Fixed-Route

$75.18

$82

$102

$133

$223

Rural Dial-A-Ride

$87.14

$94

$116

$151

$251

Rural Community Connector

$95.34

$103

$128

$166

$277

Rural Route 20

$79.26

$86

$107

$139

$231

Microtransit3

$74.00

$77

$93

$116

$177

Peer Median4

$91

$101

$123

$156

$256

Notes:
1. Existing costs for 2019. An additional approximately $2 per revenue hour was added to the 2019 Existing cost to account for vacant
positions. 2. Costs for subsequent time frames reflect assumed 3% annual cost increases. 3. Microtransit cost estimated based on an average
of the following two potential approaches: (a) CET provides service in-house. (b) CET contracts service on a revenue hour basis. (c) A third
potential model is to contract service on a fee per ride provided, but is not directly reflected in the cost assumptions. 4. A peer median cost of
$85.40 for peer agencies in FY 2017 was identified as part of CET 2040 TMP analysis.
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Existing Service Costs and Funding
CET currently provides service in Redmond in the form of general public dial-a-ride and four different
Community Connector routes that connect Redmond with Bend, Madras, Prineville, and Sisters. CET
receives funding from various sources to cover the costs of Redmond service, as shown in Figure 2-6
(not including STIF). Redmond is the direct recipient of FTA 5310 funds, which it passes thru to CET, and
also contributes approximately $40,000 from its general fund per biennium. CET pays the City of
Redmond for fleet maintenance, mostly for DAR vehicles.

Figure 2-6

Existing Funding for Redmond Transit Services
Source

Description

Amount

Specifically for service in Redmond
Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) 5310

Federal formula funding that supports mobility for
seniors and people with disabilities

$486,855 / biennium

City of Redmond

City general fund payment to CET

$40,000 / biennium

Other CET funding sources that support service in Redmond
FTA 5311 and 5311 (f)

Formula funding for rural areas

Deschutes County Special
Transportation Fund (STF)

State of Oregon program that supports transportation
funding for seniors and people with disabilities

No specific amount
earmarked for Redmond

Source: COIC

Existing DAR Service Hours/Costs and Assumed Baseline Cost
Service hours and costs for Redmond DAR service between 2016-2018 are shown in Figure 2-7. Costs
are shown in 2019-20 dollars based on the Rural Dial-a-Ride hourly cost shown in Figure 2-5 (above).
Service is provided using up to five vehicles. For calculating future funding requirements, this study
assumes the annual Redmond Dial-A-Ride cost is $700,000 in 2020 dollars (average cost of $94 per
revenue hour). This is also intended to account for extended service hours (5:30 am to 7:00 pm);
however, due to the COVID-19 pandemic’s impact on ridership in 2020, the impact of the extended hours
on demand cannot be known.

Figure 2-7

Redmond DAR Service Hours, 2016-2018

Year

Type of Hours

Redmond DAR
Hours (Service
or Revenue)

2016

Service

10,863

$946,630

1

2017

Service

10,090

$879,210

1

2018

Service

8,089

$704,900

1

2019

Revenue

6,918

$677,964

2

Cost
(2019-20 $)

Source

Note: Revenue hours exclude “deadhead” hours where vehicles are not in revenue service, i.e., carrying passengers, such as when returning
to the maintenance yard after dropping off the last passenger and going out-of-service.
Source: 1. 2016-2018 costs from COIC, 2040 TMP (Final Plan or Existing Conditions Memo). 2. CET, 10/22/2020 E-Mail Communication.
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Anticipated State Funding
The City of Redmond was allocated funding from STIF in the FY 2019-2021 period to support
implementation of flex-route service in Redmond. Two separate projects have a total awarded value of
$783,075 (total, for the biennium, covering operating and capital expenses as described above).

Estimated Service Cost of Proposed Flex-Route Concepts
The estimated cost to operate the two proposed flex routes is shown in Figure 2-8, assuming 13.5 daily
weekday service hours. This service is funded in Deschutes County’s FY 2019-2021 STIF plan, including
capital costs and service starting in FY 2021.

Figure 2-8

Estimated Flex Route Pilot Annual Service Cost
Service Span

Service
hours /
weekday

Weekdays
/ year

Route

Frequency

N-S

60 min

5:30 AM – 7:00 PM

13.5

260

E-W

60 min

5:30 AM – 7:00 PM

13.5

260

Cost / service
hour
(2020 $)

Estimated Annual
Service Cost
(Weekday)
$330,000

$94

$330,000

TOTAL Estimated Annual Service Cost

$660,000

Summary of Baseline and Near-Term Redmond Transit Operating Costs and Funding
Figure 2-9 summarizes costs and funding for existing transit in Redmond and with the addition of the
pilot flex-route projects funded by the STIF.

Figure 2-9

Summary of Redmond Transit Operating Costs Funding (Baseline/Existing and Near-Term)
Weekday Costs
(Annual)

Scenario

Scenario Description

Existing Funding Sources
(Annual)

Annual
Vehicle
Service
Hours

Annual
Operating
Cost
(2020 $)

Local:
5310 +
City of
Redmond

Additional
CET Funding:
STF + 5311 +
5311(f)

Baseline

Existing Dial-A-Ride

7,200

$0.7 M

$264,000

$415,000

Introduce Flex
Routes

Existing Dial-A-Ride + 2
Deviated/Flex Routes

13,600

$1.3 M

$264,000

$415,000
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3 SCENARIO EVALUATION
SERVICE TYPES
Different types of solutions can help meet mobility needs in Redmond. In addition to fixed-route service,
this study includes consideration of flex routes—where the bus operates along a route with a regular
schedule, but can also leave the route to accommodate deviation requests for “off-route” drop-offs or pickups, which must be scheduled ahead of time.
Figure 3-1 shows the types of transit services considered and provides a high-level summary of key
characteristics. The current Dial-A-Ride system serves 100% of the population in the city of Redmond,
but Dial-A-Ride service has limited ability to scale as the city’s population grows without adding
significantly more vehicles and drivers—each vehicle can typically only carry up to four passengers per
hour it is in service; also, an advance reservation (previous day) is required to use the system, which limits
flexibility and spontaneous use. Shifting people who are able to walk a short distance to a bus stop to
access a flex route or fixed route helps preserve Dial-A-Ride capacity for people who have limited mobility
and do not have other options. Flex routes operate along an established route with a regular schedule,
but can also leave the route to accommodate a limited number of deviation requests for “off-route” dropoffs or pick-ups, which must be scheduled ahead of time. Reserving time for deviations means flex routes
are generally slower than fixed routes. However, accessing a fixed-route may require a longer walk/roll
to or from stops.
Some general considerations and tradeoffs between these transit modes include:


The current Dial-A-Ride system serves 100% of the population in the city of Redmond, but DialA-Ride typically only carries up to four passengers per vehicle hour and capacity is increasingly
limited as the city grows. An advance reservation (previous day) is required to use the system.



Shifting people who are able to walk a short distance to a bus stop to access flex-route or fixedroute service helps preserve capacity on Dial-A-Ride for people who have limited mobility and do
not have other options.



Flex routes offer the option of pickup/drop-off at the curb at locations that are not directly on the
route (typically limited to a half-mile distance of the route and a limited number of deviations can
be accommodate on each trip). Travel times are generally slower than fixed routes due to time
allotted for deviations.



Fixed routes generally offer faster travel times than flex routes, but may require a longer walk/roll
to or from stops.

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. and Kittelson & Associates | 3-1

City of Redmond Fixed-Route Transit Feasibility Study | Final Report
COIC

Figure 3-1

Range of Service Types
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CET 2040 TMP Service Type Definitions
The definitions below are expanded from the CET 2040 TMP (p. 6-6).
 Local Fixed Route. Service that provides circulation within cities, along a fixed-route and stops and a
set schedule. Stops are generally spaced relatively close together, about 1/8 to ¼ mile apart. Stops
and buses must meet ADA requirements for accessibility, along with other local or State standards.
Local fixed routes require complementary ADA Paratransit, as described in more detail below. Flag
stops may be allowed for stops along the fixed route. Riders may stand on the curb or roadside and
flag down the bus, or request that the driver let them off at a point along the route. Drivers may stop
where it is safe to do so and complies with local traffic regulations.
 Deviated or Flex Route. Service that provides local circulation using fixed, scheduled stops that is
also able to go off its normal route to pick up or drop off passengers at requested locations (with
reservations). Flex routes provide curb-to-curb service. A ¾ mile deviation distance is typical, but this
distance could vary along the route and could be shorter than ¾ mile if “reasonable,” e.g., a ¼ or
½-mile; the deviation area must be applied consistently to all riders. Because a flex-route is open to
all passengers there is also no guarantee that the route will be able to accommodate all requests for
deviations, i.e., if all available time in the schedule has been utilized. Complementary ADA Paratransit
is not required for a route deviation service like a flex route if deviations are provided to all riders
(not just those with disabilities). New dispatch technology is making it increasingly possible to expand
the application and responsiveness of services in this category.
 Redmond Dial-A-Ride. This is a curb-to-curb service that is open to the general public, as CET
currently operates in Redmond and other small cities outside of Bend. The service area is Redmond
city limits. This service does not have a set route or schedule, and does not have eligibility
requirements. Riders must call at least a day ahead to schedule a ride, and ride times are scheduled
based on availability.
 ADA Paratransit (Bend Ride Assist). This is a required service that CET operates subject to the
federal Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1991, currently only in Bend. The ADA recognizes
that some people with disabilities will not be able to utilize fixed route services, even ones that have
wheelchair lifts, and requires that equivalent transit options be available to these individuals as to the
general public. It is generally defined as a door-to-door service. ADA paratransit requires an
advance reservation, provides door-to-door wheelchair-accessible service, and is only intended for
eligible passengers—people with physical or cognitive disabilities who are unable to access or use
local fixed-route service. This type of service is sometimes referred to as complementary ADA
Paratransit. At a minimum, ADA Paratransit is required to meet the following requirements:
− Provide equivalent service during the same hours of operation between origins and
destinations located within a ¾-mile radius of local fixed route transit
− Charge no more than twice the fixed-route fare
− Pickup can be negotiated but must be within +/- 1 hour of requested time
− Provide next-day service
− Have no capacity constraints
 Microtransit/On-Demand Service. This is a relatively new service delivery model that is a middle
ground between taxis and public transit. Passengers generally request rides through a smartphone
app, or sometimes via a phone call, the provider’s scheduling software optimizes vehicle routing in
real-time to serve passengers most efficiently, and passengers are notified when the vehicle will pick
up. The design of microtransit services varies and may include point-to-point service within a defined
area, flex routes with dynamic scheduling for deviations, or service that feeds into existing fixed route
transit at scheduled connections.
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PLANNING SCENARIOS AND CONCEPTUAL ROUTES
Four scenarios were considered to scale the transit system in Redmond from the current Dial-A-Ride
system over the next several years (or more), as demand increases and more funding becomes available.
The scenarios are summarized in Figure 3-2, and shown graphically in Figure 3-4 through Figure 3-7.

Figure 3-2

Transit Scenarios
Potential
Time Frame

Dial-A-Ride

Flex-Route or FixedRoute

Scenario

Scenario Name

Microtransit

Baseline

Existing Dial-ARide (DAR)

Existing

Existing (average of ~3.5
vehicles per day)

n/a

n/a

1

Existing DAR
with Flex-Route
Pilot

Summer 2022

Existing

2 new flex routes (pilot)

n/a

2

Incremental
Expansion of
Flex-Route
System

Near-Term
(e.g., 1-2
years)

Reallocate DAR service
hours to deviated flex
route based on shifts in
demand

Expand on pilot flex routes Add microtransit service
zones for areas that are
lower-density, or
challenging to serve with
flex routes

3

Expanded
Fixed/FlexRoute System
with Microtransit

Short- to MidTerm (e.g., 3-5
years)

 Reallocate DAR
service hours based
on shifts in demand
 Introduce limited ADA
Paratransit along any
fixed-routes

 Continued expansion of
pilot routes
 Potential conversion of
highly productive flex
routes to full fixed route
with ADA Paratransit

Add one microtransit zone
in outer west/southwest
Redmond

4

Full Fixed-Route
System w/ADA
Paratransit

Longer-Term
(e.g., beyond 5
years)

ADA Paratransit with
limited general public
Dial-A-Ride

Conversion to fixed-route
is assumed

n/a

The scenarios include conceptual routes that were developed to serve each part of Redmond (see Figure
3-3), as illustrated on the scenario maps. Each route could operate as either a flex route or a fixed route.
Bidirectional service is recommended for loop routes, particularly longer loops, with alternating trips in
each direction. For the Northwest route, this would be beneficial in the shorter-term. Bidirectional service
would also be beneficial on the northeast route, particularly longer-term as more development occurs.
This would require additional stop infrastructure but would provide shorter travel times for some trips.

Figure 3-3

Conceptual Routes and City Geographies

Route Geography Geography
ID
Code Description Loop

Recommended Route Patterns

Scenario and Potential
Time Frame

A

NW

Northwest Yes Initial: Clockwise (NW-CW); Future: Counter-Clockwise (NWCCW)

Scenario 1 (2021-2022)

B

SE

Southeast

Scenario 1 (2021-2022)

C

SW

Southwest Yes Clockwise

D

NE

Northeast

Yes Initial: Clockwise (NE-CW); Future: Counter-Clockwise (NE-CCW) Scenario 3 (2023-2024)

E

S

South

No None (out and back with possible one-way loop in the Ridgeview Scenario 3 (2024-2025)
High School area; depends on future street network and land use.

Yes Counter-Clockwise
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Scenario 1 (Figure 3-4) maintains the existing Dial-A-Ride system and adds 2 new flex routes with a
half-mile deviation area.

Figure 3-4

Scenario 1: Existing Dial-a-Ride & Two Deviated/Flex Routes
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Scenario 2 (Figure 3-5) expands to include 3 flex routes with half-mile deviation areas, and 2
microtransit zones in SW and NE Redmond. Dial-A-Ride would likely be more limited as demand
shifts to new flex-route service.

Figure 3-5

Scenario 2: Incremental Deviated/Flex Route Expansion
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Scenario 3 (Figure 3-6) adds 2 more flex routes for a total of 5 routes with half-mile deviation areas,
and 1 microtransit zone remaining to serve lower-density areas in SW Redmond. Dial-A-Ride would
likely be more limited as demand shifts to new flex-route service.

Figure 3-6

Scenario 3: Full Deviated/Flex Route System
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Scenario 4 (Figure 3-7) converts all flex routes from Scenario 3 into fixed routes. A quarter-mile
distance from the routes is shown to represent a 10-minute walk to a bus stop. Dial-A-Ride service would
be replaced by ADA Paratransit service, available within a ¾ mile distance of fixed-routes, limited to
persons with a disability or mobility challenges. A limited amount of Dial-A-Ride service could be
maintained for the general public.

Figure 3-7

Scenario 4: Full Fixed-Route System
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SCENARIO EVALUATION
The four scenarios were evaluated using buffers of a specified distance drawn around each route. Buffers
were adjusted based on major street network barriers such as US 97 in northeast Redmond. For flex
routes, a ½-mile distance was used to estimate the pickups and dropoffs possible within an assumed
deviation area. For fixed routes, a ¼-mile buffer distance was used to approximate a 5- to 10-minute walk
or roll that most people are willing to make to access fixed-route bus service.

Summary of Evaluation Results
Figure 3-8 summarizes the evaluation results. The results do not include Dial-A-Ride service, which
provides coverage throughout the city.
For the two incremental flex-route scenarios:


Two flex routes (Scenario 1) would cover 47% of Redmond residents, 84% of existing jobs, and
81% of existing Dial-A-Ride trips within a half-mile deviation area.



An incremental flex-route expansion (Scenario 2) would serve 88% of the city’s residents,
and 95% of jobs, and 96% of existing Dial-A-Ride trips in Redmond within a half-mile deviation
area, plus the NE and SW microtransit zones.

For the two full build-out scenarios:


The full flex-route system (Scenario 3) would cover approximately 87% of Redmond’s
population, 94% of jobs in the city, and 97% of existing Dial-A-Ride trips in Redmond within a
half-mile deviation area, plus the outer SW microtransit zone.



The full fixed-route system (Scenario 4) would cover approximately 73% of the population,
87% of jobs, and 89% of existing Dial-A-Ride trips in Redmond within a quarter-mile
distance (10-minute walk), plus the outer SW microtransit zone. Since Scenario 3 assumes a halfmile deviation area, access to transit is lower in Scenario 4 than in Scenario 3.
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Evaluation Results by Route
Evaluation results by route are shown in Figure 3-9. As mentioned above, metrics for flex routes were
calculated within an assumed ½-mile deviation area from the proposed routes, while metrics for fixed
routes were calculated within an assumed ¼-mile walking distance. Therefore, the metric values for each
flex route are higher than for the same fixed route, because the buffer area for flex routes is larger (the
route geometry does not change from flex to fixed, only the distance of the evaluation buffer used).
As flex-route or fixed-route service is implemented in Redmond, it is likely that routes would be
introduced incrementally. Routes A and B (northwest and southeast Redmond, respectively) are assumed
to be implemented first, as they are part of the flex-route pilot service that will begin in 2021. These routes
serve large employers and major destinations—including the library, Redmond Proficiency Academy High
School, St. Charles Hospital, Walmart, Central Oregon Community College-Redmond, and the airport—
that would be essential destinations to serve with any flex- or fixed-route transit system the city might
consider.
The evaluation results suggest that Route C, serving central and southwest Redmond (and shown in gold
in the maps above) should be the next priority. Route C scores highly across most metrics in both the flexroute and fixed-route concepts. It serves the most activity centers; the most top Dial-A-Ride destinations;
and the greatest percentage of youth, older adults, low-income residents, and low-moderate wage worker
home locations. Following Route C, Route D (northeast Redmond) should likely be prioritized over Route
E. Further analysis could help to determine the best service model for the Ridgeview High School area,
such as a “tripper” flex or fixed route with limited trips timed to correspond with school arrival and
dismissal.
Comparing results for each route between flex and fixed scenarios shows that Route C also has the
greatest marginal change for most metrics. This is most pronounced for current and future population
served, as well as low-income residents served. This indicates that the area served by Route C (central and
southwest Redmond) may be best served by running a flex route rather than a fixed route. It may be most
beneficial in eventual implementation scenarios to consider a mix of flex routes and fixed routes.
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Figure 3-9

Evaluation Results by Route

Existing

2040

Existing

2040

LowModerate
Wage
Worker
Home
Locations

Population

Route

Quadrant

Jobs

LowModerate
Wage
Jobs
Served

LowIncome
Residents

% of
Older
Adults
(Age
65+)

% of
Youth
(Age
13-17)

Existing
Dial-ARide
Trips

# of
Activity
# of Top 25 Centers
Dial-A-Ride
(47
Destinations total)

Flex Routes
A

N/NW

35.7%

29.4%

47.5%

37.4%

41.6%

48.2%

36.3%

35.2%

34.8%

53.6%

16

24

B

SE

15.6%

11.4%

50.6%

40.8%

19.6%

53.7%

11.0%

12.4%

15.6%

44.2%

13

23

C

SW

53.9%

40.9%

51.3%

38.1%

64.2%

54.1%

50.2%

41.1%

60.7%

57.4%

19

30

D

NE

21.8%

16.3%

49.9%

54.4%

25.6%

50.1%

20.3%

20.9%

23.5%

45.5%

11

23

E

S

22.9%

19.6%

35.1%

31.9%

25.9%

39.6%

17.9%

25.6%

19.1%

46.5%

14

19

Fixed Routes
A

N/NW

20.7%

16.4%

40.1%

30.6%

23.3%

40.9%

20.7%

20.4%

20.8%

42.5%

14

20

B

SE

6.2%

4.7%

39.8%

29.8%

7.4%

42.9%

4.3%

5.0%

6.5%

36.7%

11

14

C

SW

33.0%

24.4%

30.0%

20.3%

40.7%

31.7%

29.7%

23.7%

40.0%

38.9%

14

20

D

NE

12.8%

9.6%

39.4%

39.5%

14.7%

40.6%

11.6%

12.1%

14.9%

34.7%

9

17

E

S

11.7%

10.5%

18.3%

14.6%

13.2%

22.2%

8.8%

13.1%

10.9%

24.8%

11

9

Marginal Difference, Flex to Fixed
A

N/NW

(4,846)

(6,271)

(940)

(1,388)

(1,443)

(591)

(3,571)

(867)

(135)

(9,067)

(2)

(4)

B

SE

(3,036)

(3,242)

(1,370)

(2,266)

(972)

(874)

(1,512)

(427)

(87)

(6,149)

(2)

(9)

C

SW

(6,727)

(7,954)

(2,691)

(3,641)

(1,858)

(1,813)

(4,693)

(1,011)

(198)

(15,117)

(5)

(10)

D

NE

(2,911)

(3,232)

(1,330)

(3,078)

(855)

(773)

(1,978)

(515)

(83)

(8,861)

(2)

(6)

E

S

(3,613)

(4,399)

(2,129)

(3,552)

(998)

(1,413)

(2,095)

(728)

(78)

(17,662)

(3)

(10)

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. and Kittelson & Associates | 3-12

City of Redmond Fixed-Route Transit Feasibility Study | Final Report
COIC

Sample Travel Times
Key destinations were selected from among the key transit activity centers identified through this study
and conceptual transit travel times were estimated. Figure 3-10 illustrates the sample travel times and
Figure 3-11 provides a table. The lower end of the range represents a fixed-route (no deviations) and the
higher end represents a flex-route (1-2 deviations). The estimates were based on the following
assumptions:
•

An average driving speed of 15 mph was assumed. Driving times for each combination were
estimated from Google Maps in the midweek PM peak; in most cases the average speed is slightly
higher than 15 mph. CET will need to field test the routes to determine actual running times and
schedules.

•

Additional time was added to account for stops and dwell time, based on an average stop spacing
of 1000 feet, stopping at 25% of the total stops on any given trip, and dwell time of 20 seconds per
stop.

•

One deviation was assumed for every two route-miles and each deviation (up to a half-mile from
the route) was assumed to take three minutes. Deviations are included only in the higher end of
the ranges.

•

Trips requiring two routes (or interlining between two routes) assume 5 minutes of transfer or
waiting time at the hub.
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Figure 3-10 Sample Travel Times (Map)
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Figure 3-11 Sample Travel Times (Table)

Distance

Number of
Deviations
Assumed1

Transfer or
Interline
Required2

Estimated
Transit
Travel Time

Estimated
Drive Time3

Most Direct
Drive Time4

Transit Hub Umatilla
Sports
Complex

2.2 miles

1

No

10-13 min

7-10 min

6-9 min

Umatilla
Sports
Complex

Redmond
Library

3.4 miles

1

No

15-18 min

10-14 min

7-12 min

St. Charles
Hospital

Transit Hub

1.9 miles

1

No

8-12 min

5-8 min

5-8 min

COCC

Walmart

3.8 miles

2

Yes

22-28 min

12-22 min

9-16 min

City Hall

Airport

5.0 miles

2

Yes

27-33 min

14-20 min

7-12 min

Airport

Transit Hub

2.0 miles

1

No

9-12 min

7-10 min

6-10 min

Origin

Destination

Notes:
1. Used in flex-route scenario travel time estimates only (high end of travel time estimate range).
2. Assumes 5 minutes for transfer or interlining, if required.
3. Driving time estimated during weekday PM peak along conceptual transit routing, which in most cases is less direct than the shortest driving
route.
4. Most direct drive time estimated during weekday PM peak (range is the estimate from Google Maps).
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Operating Costs
Figure 3-12 summarizes annual operating costs and funding requirements for each scenario.


The cost to operate two flex-routes as part of Scenario 1 is funded through the 2019-2021
Deschutes County STIF Plan; funding would need to be allocated from STIF to maintain these
routes. STIF also funded the vehicles required to operate the service.



Funding to operate additional transit improvements would need to be obtained from STIF and/or
other funding sources. Additional capital funding would be required to acquire buses and develop
additional bus stop infrastructure and ensure safe and accessible walking routes to bus stops.
Memo #3 will identify capital costs in more detail.
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Figure 3-12 Summary of Redmond Transit Operating Costs and Funding
Weekday Costs (Annual)

Scenario

Scenario

Scenario Description

Annual
Vehicle
Service
Hours

Annual
Operating Cost
(2020 dollars)

Existing Funding Sources (Annual)
Local:
Additional
5310 +
CET Funding:
City of
STF + 5311 +
Redmond
5311(f)

Approved
STIF (FY
20192021)

Required Funding Sources (Annual)
Continued
STIF
(Assumed,
but not
Committed)5

Total
Local +
CET +
STIF

Additional
Funding
Needed 5

$679,000

$0

$1,279,000

$0

0

Baseline

Existing Dial-A-Ride

7,200

$0.7 M

$265,500

$415,000

1

Introduce
Flex Routes

Existing Dial-A-Ride + 2
Deviated/Flex Routes

13,600

$1.3 M

$265,500

$415,000

2

Incremental
Flex Route
Expansion

Incremental Expansion of
Deviated/Flex Route System (3 Flex
Routes and 2 Microtransit Zones)

23,300

$2.1 M

$265,500

$415,000

$600,000

$1,279,000

$800,000

3

Full Flex
Route
System

Expanded Fixed/Deviated FixedRoute System (5 Flex Routes and 1
Microtransit Zone)

26,900

$2.5 M

$265,500

$415,000

$600,000

$1,279,000

$1,200,000

4

Full FixedRoute
System

Full Fixed-Route System w/ADA
Paratransit (5 Fixed-Routes and 1
Microtransit Zone)

32,300

$3.0 M

$265,500

$415,000

$600,000

$1,279,000

$1,700,000

$600,000

Notes:/Sources:
All costs rounded up to nearest 1,000; Additional funding rounded up to nearest $100,000
1. Costs for existing service are based on 2019 Dial-A-Ride hours and projected FY 20-21 costs. There was more service in prior years, and in early 2020 service was extended to 5:30 am to 7:00 pm
on weekdays.
2. Existing local funding is $486,000 per biennium from 5310 and $45,000 from the City of Redmond. (This equates to $264,000 per year.)
3. STIF service contribution is assumed to be $600,000 annually (same as projected pilot project operating cost, funded for one year in the FY 2019-2021 Deschutes County STIF Plan). STIF funds
are only committed for FY 2021.
4. Service scenarios are being refined and costs may change. Each route is assumed to require 1 bus, most operating every 30 minutes; costs could be reduced by operating some routes every 60
minutes).
5. Deschutes County’s 2022-2023 STIF Plan has projects to continue $600,000 in funding for the pilot flex routes and provide $950,000 in additional funding which would fully fund Scenario 2. The
STIF Committee will prioritize projects and the Deschutes County Board of Commissioners will consider the plan for approval in January 2021; the plan is due to ODOT on February 1, 2021.
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OUTREACH RESULTS
Survey Results
A survey was conducted in December 2020 to obtain input from the public. Sixty-six people responded to
the survey between December 10 - 28. Among survey respondents:


55% are Redmond residents while 25% work in Redmond and 45% visit Redmond.



80% are between ages 25-64; a relatively small share (5%) are between 18-24.



Most respondents (74%) have never used Redmond Dial-A-Ride and nearly half (48%) have never
used Community Connector. Nearly 25% ride Community Connector at least monthly and
another 25% are more infrequent Community Connector riders.

Input on Near-Term and Long-Term Scenarios
Responses indicate that a strong majority (75%) favor a transition from the current Dial-A-Ride system to
a system similar to Scenario 1 or 2 (Figure 3-13). However, 15% indicated that they are unsure and
would need more information to make their decision.

Figure 3-13 Survey Results, Near-Term Scenarios
Near-Term: Support transitioning from Dial-A-Ride system
to a system similar to either Scenario 1 or Scenario 2?
100%
80%

75%

60%
40%
20%
0%

Yes

11%

15%

No

Not sure / I need more
information

In the longer term, more than 80% of respondents support either Scenario 3 or 4, but 16% either need
more information to make a choice, or don’t support either long-term option (Figure 3-14).

Figure 3-14 Survey Results, Long-Term Scenarios
Longer-Term: Is Scenario 3 or Scenario 4 more effective at
meeting transportation needs within Redmond?
100%
80%
60%

49%

40%

35%

20%
0%

9%
Scenario 3

Scenario 4

7%

Not sure / I need I don’t support
more information either Scenario 3
or Scenario 4
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Input on Individual Routes / Geographies

Survey results show that respondents have a preference for fixed-route options in all areas of the city
(Figure 3-15). The preference was strongest for southeast Redmond, while in southwest Redmond,
where a flex-route option might serve the most people and destinations, a flex-route ranked just five
percentage points behind a fixed-route option.

Figure 3-15 Service Type Preference by Area

Where do you think each service type would be most effective?
70%

65%

60%
50%
40%

46%
41%

20%

0%

43%
38%

28%

30%

10%

50%

7%
Northwest
Quadrant

43%
24%

13%

Flex Route

30%

Fixed Route
15%

13%
6%

Northeast
Quadrant

Southwest
Quadrant

Southeast
Quadrant

Microtransit
No Opinion

Ridgeview High
School Area
(South)

Overall Summary of Survey Findings
Input from stakeholders at Focus Group #2 and the public survey results support implementing flex
routes and microtransit (i.e., Scenarios 1 and 2) as near-term steps to transition from the existing Dial-ARide system in Redmond to a flex-route or fixed-route system similar to Scenarios 3 and 4.


Over 80% of survey respondents favored either Scenarios 3 and 4, with nearly half favoring
Scenario 3 (flex route) and over a third favoring Scenario 4 (fixed route).



At the route level, most respondents favored either fixed-route or flex-route options in each
quadrant of the city, with a slightly higher share favoring the fixed-route option. In the southeast
quadrant, over 60% preferred a fixed-route, where land use would likely make fixed-route service
easiest to implement. There was also a greater margin of support (50%) for fixed-route service in
the northeast quadrant than in the western part of the city.
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Summary of Focus Group #2

Stakeholders who participated in Focus Group #2, held on November 13, 2020, represented the following
organizations, in addition to City of Redmond staff and officials:
















Better Together



Thrive Central Oregon

COCO
Commute Options
Council on Aging
Oregon Department of Transportation (multiple representatives)
Good to Go Oregon
Neighbor Impact
Opportunity Foundation
Central Oregon Community College (COCC), Redmond
Redmond Food Program
Redmond Proficiency Academy (RPA)
Redmond School District
Redmond Urban Renewal
Redmond Airport

The following outcomes/key themes were discussed:


Participants were generally receptive to the proposed flex-route or fixed-route
services included in the scenarios.



Participants asked inquiring questions about how the system would work including
limiting Dial-A-Ride service giving an aging population, maximizing capacity for mobility devices,
how an eligibility process would work, why service design uses loops vs. linear routes, etc. The
group discussion on the topic provided general clarity for how service could operate and serve all
users in the future.



Key considerations for flex-route or fixed-route services are:
−

Service design – why do the options have loops? Loops are driven by the geography
and density of Redmond. Relativity short loops try to cover more people while providing
convenient service (e.g., short travel times, frequency, reasonable balance of transfers, etc.) to
key destinations in Redmond. The design of the service tries to avoid long loops (goal is for a
route to take no more than 30 minutes start to finish). Some routes (or different routes) can
run in both directions on key corridors so they work just like a linear route – i.e., people don’t
have to ride all the way around, but can take a bus in the opposite direction. Flex routes and
microtransit in the near-term will help build an understanding of where people are trying to
go.

−

Eligibility process and flexibility for people who are permanently disabled:
Participants expressed a desire to avoid creating a burden for the disability community (e.g.,
having to get a doctor’s certificate). CET has made provisions for this.

−

Spontaneity: Dial-A-Ride has limitations; enabling more spontaneous use of transit will be
helpful and is likely to drive a transition from Dial-A-Ride to new routes. CET is
implementing a new dispatch (CAD/AVL) system that will help with flexibility and ability to
reserve trips without going through the call center; this has implications for both Dial-A-Ride
and other services considered in this study (flex-route and microtransit).

−

The senior population is growing in Redmond and has greater mobility challenges.
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Capacity for people who use mobility devices is important. Having only 1-2 spaces for
mobility devices limits capacity. A key objective is to serve people who are limited in the
distance they are able to walk to transit – flex-route or fixed-route services could help
preserve Dial-A-Ride capacity for people who depend on the service due to limited mobility
and/or who use mobility devices. (Even flex routes can typically handle no more than 2
deviations per trip, depending on distance from the route, without building in a lot of “slack”
time into the schedule.)

−

Access to affordable, family housing locations should be considered (e.g., Reindeer
Ave).

−

Bus stop accessibility and meeting ADA requirements is a key issue that should be
addressed.
◊

CET is involved in the development and review process within the City of
Redmond, allowing opportunities to provide ADA-compliant bus stops as part of
future developments. The Redmond TSP also identifies transit corridors and
makes them priority locations for ADA compliance.

◊

It is important to consider and coordinate the transit project routing, design, and
infrastructure with the S. Hwy 97 project (S Veterans to U Ave), which will begin
in a few years and impact the routes; ODOT is a key stakeholder. The City of
Redmond accessibility plan (e.g., sidewalks) is also worth considering.

◊

Both the S. Hwy 97 project and Urban Renewal Area could be potential
infrastructure funding sources.

Specific opportunities:
−

Related to education:
◊ For RPA, transit opens up opportunities for students to get to other places in
Redmond, and for travel following after-school activities.
◊

For COCC, the Redmond campus is a hub for key programs, including students
from Bend. Students will want the service to be quick and easy to use. (COCC is
able to help survey students.)

−

Helping families access childcare.

−

Work with businesses and the airport to understand their needs.
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PREFERRED SCENARIO AND PHASING APPROACH

Stakeholder input at Focus Group #2, the public survey results, and discussion with the City of Redmond
as part of Focus Group #3 supported using the transit scenarios to guide CET and the City of Redmond in
taking a phased approach to scale the transit system in Redmond from the current Dial-A-Ride system to
a flex- or fixed-route system. The transition could occur over the next several years (or more), as demand
increases and more funding becomes available.


Scenario 3 (see Figure 3-6) represents the full buildout of a flex-route system, with a generally
½-mile deviation area around each route (shown with gray shading).



Scenario 4 (see Figure 3-7) represents converting all flex routes to fixed routes with a walk
access area of at least ¼ mile (shown with gray shading). General public Dial-A-Ride service
would be replaced by ADA Paratransit service, available within a ¾ mile distance of fixed-routes
(shown with a dashed line), limited to persons with a disability or mobility challenges.

In practice some routes could remain flex routes long term and a limited amount of Dial-A-Ride service
could be maintained for the general public. CET will need to conduct additional outreach to assess public
support and refine the long-term vision and implementation plan based on usage patterns as flex route
services are implemented.
The recommended phasing approach is described below:
Near-term (funded)


Implement routes A (NW) +B (SE) with existing STIF funding; CET plans to implement service in
approximately Summer 2022.



Implement route C (SW) with future STIF funding in 2022/2023 or 2024/2025, or when feasible
based on operational capacity and funding (demand that shifts from general Dial-A-Ride to flexroute service could free up resources to implement additional flex routes).



Pilot microtransit service when technology is available (CET is currently in the process of
procuring a new dispatch system).

Longer-term (additional funding required):


Phase in Route D (NE)



Phase in Route E (S); timing would be dependent on land use density in the Ridgeview High
School area



Transition selected routes to fixed route based on ridership/productivity standards, deviation
demand/capacity, and on-time performance; Route B (or Routes A+B) would be a logical first
candidate(s)

Chapter 4 provides guidelines to help CET and the City of Redmond identify when to consider
transitioning between service types, which can occur on individual routes.

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. and Kittelson & Associates | 3-22

City of Redmond Fixed-Route Transit Feasibility Study | Final Report
COIC

4 IMPLEMENTATION AND FUNDING
IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS
Service Planning and Operations
This section provides considerations for CET to use in detailed service planning for introducing flex-route
service in Redmond.

Deviation Thresholds and ADA Requirements
There are a variety of approaches and considerations related to transit scheduling for flex-route (deviated)
service and compliance with requirements of the ADA. CET will need to refine and adapt the general
guidance provided below as it is applied to specific service concepts for Redmond.
Flex-route service does not require that complementary ADA Paratransit be provided for persons with a
disability who do not have the functional ability to use fixed-route transit service. Key requirements
established by the FTA for a flex-route service that does not require complementary ADA Paratransit are
subjective but should meet a “reasonable” standard. They include:1


Must deviate for all riders, including those without disabilities



Must be publicly advertised as route deviation service (including schedules and other public
information)



Must apply only reasonable surcharges for deviations (e.g., 50 cents or $1.00, but no more than
twice the base fare)



Cannot limit deviations to specific trip purposes



Must establish a reasonable service area within which deviations are permitted (e.g., ½-mile or
¾-mile, but may be less and does not need to be uniform along a route); services may also be
designed as point deviation (deviation area in a fixed-radius around a particular point)



Must ensure that policies capping the number of allowable deviations per vehicle run do not
significantly limit the service; the requirements recognize that limits may be necessary to prevent
the fixed-route portion of the service from becoming unreliable and unattractive to other riders.

Generally, rules-of-thumb for scheduling flex-route service include:


Limit the number of deviations that are permitted along a route (e.g., 2-3 per hour)



Provide 10 to 30% of the scheduled time for deviations (varies based on service design, direction,
and route/segment to minimize potential inconvenience to other passengers)



Verify that each time point segment or groups of segments have sufficient slack time to
accommodate a representative off-route trip within the deviation area



A larger number of deviations can be accommodated with less slack time in a more constrained
deviation area

The table below summarizes service design practices that can be used to establish reasonable constraints
on a flex-route service, to ensure it is reliable and provides convenient service to passengers, along with
examples of their application.

1

ADA Circular FTA C 4710.1, Chapter 7, Route Deviation Service
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Figure 4-1

Flex Route Design Parameters

Parameter

Guidance

Examples

Deviation area size

May be up to ¾ mile (similar to ADA
Paratransit), but this is not required (can
be ¼ or ½ mile), does not need to be
uniform (including no deviations in some
areas), but must be consistently applied
for all passengers.

¼ mile (Warrick Area Transit System; San
Diego MTS)
½ mile (Pierce Transit, WA)
¾ mile (CET Warm Springs and Madras
service on Route 20)

Number of deviations
and/or deviation times
available

Limit the number of deviations and/or
total amount of deviation time

Fares

Charge a higher fare for a deviation to
encourage use of fixed stops

 2.5 min per hour at San Diego MTS
(deviations are a minor service element) 1
 20 min out of every hour at St. Joseph
Transit and Ride Solution (deviations are
primary service element) 1
 Approximately 20% slack time on
OmniLink to accommodate off-route trip
requests.1
 15 min (approximately 30%) slack time
per round trip on MVTA
 $0.50 on top of a $1.00 base fare (St.
Joseph, Missouri)
 $1.00 on top of a $1.00 base fare (Warrick
Area Transit)
 $1.55 (100%) surcharge for nonelderly or
nondisabled riders requesting a deviation
(OmniRide)

Boarding/alighting times,
dwell times

Use low-floor vehicles to minimize dwell
and boarding/alighting time

1-2 minutes1

Sources: 1. TCRP Synthesis 53, 2004.

Unlike flex-route service, it is possible to prioritize capacity on Dial-A-Ride service for certain riders. For
example, CET Bend Dial-a-Ride service provides rides to older adults and people with disabilities. The
service is exclusively for disabled people, low-income disabled people, and for low-income seniors. Service
is provided on a space available basis, with priority given to ADA paratransit eligible riders (whose eligible
trips must be served). Eligibility for subsidized rides requires completing a low-income eligibility
application. The primary criteria for eligibility is defined through qualification and participation in the
Oregon Health Plan/ Medicaid, Supplemental Security Income, supplemental nutrition assistance
program (SNAP), Federal Public Housing Assistance through Housing Works or other federal
organizations, or the federal Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program.
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Regional, Intercity, and Other Transit Coordination
Regional: CET Community Connector
Developing schedules for local transit service in Redmond should take into account the scheduled arrival
and departure times for CET’s Community Connector routes that serve the Central Oregon region. Figure
4-2 below provides a summary of all Community Connector routes that serve Redmond where
connections could be made to local services.
CET plans to increase frequency of Community Connector service, particularly between Redmond and
Bend (Route 24), using STIF funding. In the near-term, CET plans to prioritize the following specific
additional Community Connector trips, with additional expansion dependent on how demand recovers
from COVID-19, e.g., re-opening of RPA.



Route 22 - Additional run from Redmond Hub to Madras between 2:30pm - 3pm



Route 24 - Additional run from Redmond Hub to Bend between 5:00pm - 5:30pm



Route 26 - Additional run from Redmond Hub to Prineville between 5:00pm - 5:30pm
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Figure 4-2
Route
Weekday
22

CET Community Connector Routes, Existing Schedules, and Planned Expansion
Current Service
Span
5:38 am-8:50 am
2:30 pm-7:26 pm

24

5:55 am-8:27 pm

26

6:03 am-8:30 am
2:23 pm-6:58 pm

28

Weekend
22
24

6:12 am-8:26 am
2:40 pm-3:43 pm

Current Arrivals
(Redmond Hub)
7:10 am
7:46 am
8:50 am
4:02 pm
5:44 pm
7:26 pm
7:12 am
8:39 am
10:11 am
11:38 am
1:40 pm
3:40 pm
5:40 pm
7:07 pm
8:27 pm
7:11 am
8:30 am
3:30 pm
4:58 pm
6:58 pm
7:13 am
8:26 am
3:43 pm

9:08 am-10:56 am
12:42 pm-2:32 pm
3:59 pm-5:49 pm
6:45 am-5:55 pm

10:02 am
1:36 pm
4:53 pm
7:57 am
10:42 am
1:57 pm

26

8:15 am-9:18 am
11:30 am-12:32 pm
2:00 pm-3:03 pm

4:30 pm
5:55 pm
9:18 am
12:32 pm
3:03 pm

Current Departures
(Redmond Hub)
5:38 am
7:18 am
2:30 pm
4:12 pm
5:54 pm

Planned Short-Term
Service Level (# Trips)
 Add 1 (7 total) plus
midday shopper/
medical shuttle

5:55 am
7:22 am
8:54 am
10:21 am
12:23 pm
2:23 pm
3:50 pm
5:50 pm
7:10 pm

 Add 1 midday, 1
evening (12 total)

6:03 am
7:22 am
2:23 pm
3:50 pm
5:50 pm

 Add 1 peak trip (7
total) plus midday
shopper/ medical
shuttle

6:12 am
7:23 am

 No change (3 total
trips)

2:40 pm
10:12 am
1:46 pm
5:03 pm
6:45 am

 3 Saturday trips
 5 Saturday trips

9:28 am
12:37 pm
3:13 pm
4:45 pm
8:15 am

 3 Saturday trips)

11:30 am
2:00 pm

Note: Expansion plans from CET 2040 TMP, Table 29

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. and Kittelson & Associates | 4-4

City of Redmond Fixed-Route Transit Feasibility Study | Final Report
COIC
An important feature of the new Redmond flex- or fixed-route local service is to provide as many timed
connections to regional Community Connector routes as possible. Because travel times are not
anticipated to vary dramatically throughout the day on Redmond local routes, it is assumed that local
service will have regular “clock-face” headways – that is the bus would arrive and depart each stop at
regular times throughout the day. Specific timing needs to be established for conceptual local routes (CET
operations staff will need to drive routes), but running times with stops are estimated to be every 40-45
minutes; in the future, it may be possible to reduce times as flex routes transition to fixed routes and it is
not necessary to reserve times for deviations; through interlining shorter and longer routes; and/or if
multiple vehicles are added to selected routes in the future.
To enhance regional connectivity, schedules for local service should be developed that provide as many
timed connections as possible to Community Connector routes at the Redmond Hub. However, schedules
on Community Connector routes serving the Redmond Hub are not consistent throughout the day. This
is because they are typically long routes that are providing connections outside of Redmond. Also, most of
the Community Connector routes provide more service during peak periods rather than consistent
schedules throughout the day, although this will change over time as Community Connector frequencies
increase, particularly on Route 24 (Redmond-Bend).
Based on this, there are several times on weekdays and on Saturdays when there are better timed transfer
opportunities with the Community Connector routes at the Redmond Hub:




Weekday
−
−

Between 7:10-7:20 am (Routes 22, 24, 26 and 28 – arrivals and departures)
Between 8:30-8:50 am (Routes 22, 26 and 28 – arrivals only; and Route 26 arrivals and
departures)

−

Between 10:10-10:20 am (Route 26 – arrivals and departures)

−

Between 2:20-2:40 pm (Routes 22, 24, 26 and 28 – departures only)

−

Between 3:40-3:50 pm (Routes 24, 26 and 28 – arrivals and departures)

−
−

Between 4:00-4:10 pm (Route 22 – arrivals and departures)
Between 5:45-5:55 pm (Routes 22 and 24 – arrivals and departures; Route 26 – departures
only)

− Between 7:00-7:10 pm (Route 24 – arrivals and departures)
Saturday
−

Between 10:00-10:10 am (Route 22 – arrivals and departures)

−

Between 1:35-1:45 pm (Route 22 – arrivals and departures)

−

Between 4:30-4:45 pm (Route 24 – arrivals and departures)

Based on these times with best opportunities for transfers to Community Connector routes at the
Redmond Hub, 30-minute service on the local Redmond flex- or fixed route service would be preferred on
both weekdays and Saturdays. Less frequent service (every 40-45 minutes) also offers some timed
transfer opportunities, but not as many as the more frequent 30-minute service. As noted above, 40- to
45-minute service is likely what is achievable with flex-route service, but as previously mentioned, there
are several strategies that may be used to increase frequency in the future.
A spreadsheet will be provided to assist CET in visualizing the connection opportunities as it develops
schedules. CET may want to adjust the headway and departure/arrival times to maximize connections
with the Community Connector routes at key times.
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Intercity Transit
Flex-route service should integrate with existing and planned intercity transit services that connect the
CET service area to other parts of Oregon, at shared stop locations including the Redmond Hub (or
Redmond Airport). Depending on the provider, integration can also include coordinating schedules,
cross-marketing of services in transit information, and coordinating fare payment through common
platforms (such as mobile payment) for customer convenience.
Figure 4-3 shows current schedule times or planned frequency for services that stop or pass through
Redmond today:


High Desert Point is a daily Amtrak Thruway shuttle service operated by Pacific Crest Bus
lines that connects riders between the Redmond Airport and the Chemult Amtrak Station where
they can board the Coast Starlight train. The route includes three other stops—in Bend, Sunriver,
and La Pine—with two trips per day in each direction. The schedule is impacted by possible delays
in train arrivals and departures in Chemult. CET recently conducted a feasibility study of service
between Redmond and Klamath Falls, which do not have a direct transit connection; an outcome
of this study is that more frequent service will be provided between Redmond and Chemult, and
schedule times will change.



Central Oregon Breeze (The Breeze) connects Bend, Redmond, and the Portland Metro Area.
The Breeze has a scheduled stop at the Redmond Airport and a flag stop at the Redmond Hub,
and require that reservations are made 24 hours in advance or are considered “flag stops.”



The Grant County People Mover is a shuttle service that provides connections between
Prairie City and Prineville, Redmond, and Bend on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays (with a
connection to Monument on Wednesdays and Fridays, with an advance reservation). In
Redmond, the route stops by request at the Redmond Airport and has a scheduled stop at the
Redmond Hub before continuing to Hawthorne Station in Bend.



Shuttle Oregon operates service between Central Oregon, Portland, and Salem.

The following services are also available in Bend, with a transfer using the CET Redmond-Bend
Community Connector (Route 24); the CET 2040 Transit Master Plan (Section 1.4) provides additional
details:


Eastern Point (Bend-Ontario)



Bend-Eugene, operated by Pacific Crest Bus Lines

The spreadsheet referenced in the previous section also includes schedule times for intercity buses.
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Figure 4-3

Existing or Planned Intercity Transit Connections in Redmond

Service

Connections

High Desert Point (Amtrak Redmond-Chemult
Thruway, operated by
Pacific Crest Buslines)

Days of Week

Stops and Scheduled Times in Redmond
(as of June 2021)

Daily

Redmond Airport:
 Southbound: 6:30 am | 5:00 pm
 Northbound (Arrival): 11:45 am | 10:30 pm

Central Oregon Breeze

Bend-Portland via
US 26

Daily (Except Sat) 1

Redmond Hub:
 Northbound: 7:30 am daily 1
 Southbound: 7:00 pm 1

Shuttle Oregon Mt. Hood
Teleporter

Redmond-Portland
via OR 22 (Bend,
Sisters, and Salem)

5 Days per Week
(Mon, Tue, Thu,
Fri, Sun)

Redmond Hub:
 Outbound: 8:30 am (reservation only)
 Inbound (arrival): 5:00 pm

Grant County People
Mover

Bend Route

3 Days per Week
(Mon, Wed, Fri)

Redmond Hub:
 Westbound: 10:05 am (arrival)
 Eastbound: 4:30 pm (arrival)
Redmond Airport (by request)

Notes: 1. As of August 2021, Saturday service and a second peak season trip that were cancelled due to the COVID-19 pandemic have not yet
been restored. Service restoration depends in part on recruiting additional drivers.

Other: Redmond Airport
Coordination of local and regional service with Redmond Municipal Airport (RDM) airport arrivals and
departures as well as employee needs was identified as a priority through stakeholder discussions.
Information from the CET TMP (collected in 2019) is summarized here.


Combined passenger entries and exits peaked at 6:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m., and 3:00 p.m.



In terms of seasonality, arrivals and departures both peaked in July and August and reached their
lowest count in January and February.



A majority of passengers travel between the airport and the Bend/Sunriver area.



The Bend MPO travel demand model illustrates that a majority of vehicle trips to/from RDM
move between Redmond and RDM, of which many are likely RDM employees who reside in
Redmond.



Redmond Municipal Airport hosts 16 employers that employ 370 staff that work around the clock.
This does not include airfield staff (e.g., FBO and flight school staff).

Additional coordination with Redmond Airport related to visitor and employee schedule needs is
identified as an action for CET and the City of Redmond.
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Operating Plan
This section provides local transit operating assumptions, which were developed to analyze transit
scenarios and develop cost estimates.


Operating Assumptions:
−







Figure 4-4 provides preliminary assumptions and cycle time estimates for conceptual
purposes:
o

Average running speed of 15 mph, not including dwell time at stops; CET will need to
verify by driving conceptual routes

o

Average stop spacing of 1000 feet

o

Routes stop at 25% of stops on any particular trip

o

Dwell time of 20 seconds per stop

o

Two deviations assumed per trip, 3 minutes each

Cycle Time, Vehicle Requirements, and Frequency/Headway:
−

Clock-face schedules, a 30-minute cycle time and service every 30 minutes is preferable for
customer legibility and convenience, though frequency could be varied by route, adjusted to
maximize Community Connector transfers, and/or reduced at lower-demand times such as
evenings and weekends. Based on the conceptual assumptions, a 40-minute cycle time is
likely more achievable, particularly with flex routes that need to allow time for deviations.
Although the amount of layover/recovery time available is less than optimal, it may be
possible by interlining shorter and longer routes. Service frequency and cycle time can be
refined when route timings are completed by CET staff.

−

One bus is assumed per route, but it may be desirable to interline routes both for operational
reasons (e.g., combine slightly longer and slightly shorter routes to optimize layover time)
and convenience (e.g., provide a trip between common origins and destinations without a
transfer).

Service Span:
−

Service span for the flex/fixed-route system is expected to align with current Dial-A-Ride, but
initially could start with more limited hours and ramp up based on initial experience.

−

Existing Dial-A-Ride service hours are 5:30 am – 7:00 pm; these hours were expanded in
early 2020, just before the COVID-19 pandemic.

−

Short-Term: For the initial addition of two flex routes (Scenario 1), weekday service is
assumed between 6:00 am – 6:30 pm.

−

Mid-Term: In all other scenarios, weekday service is assumed between 5:30 am – 7:00 pm,
consistent with current Dial-A-Ride service hours.

Operating Cost:
−

Figure 4-5 provides estimated operating costs by route and scenario.

−
−

One bus per route is assumed.
An operating cost per hour of $94 for rural Dial-A-Ride service was used, and $77 for
Microtransit (Memo 1).

−

For existing Dial-A-Ride, an average of 2.1 vehicles are assumed across the service day. This
equates to 7,200 annual service hours. In 2019, CET provided 6,918 hours of Dial-A-Ride
service in Redmond, with a shorter service span, prior to expanding operating hours in early
2020. Historically, CET had provided more Dial-A-Ride service hours in Redmond in some
years (e.g., 10,000 hours in 2017). Fewer average vehicles (1.5) are assumed in Scenarios 2
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and 3 as flex-route service is expanded, ramping back up to 2 vehicles providing ADA
Paratransit service in Scenario 4.
−


Inflation is not assumed in the costs, since the evaluation was for comparative purposes, but
escalated cost assumptions are provided in Memo 1.

Figure 4-6 provides estimated costs for weekend service by route and scenario. Costs for
expanded Evening and Saturday service were not included in service scenarios, but are provided
as separate items. Saturday service is assumed between 8:30 am – 5:30 pm, at reduced frequency
(e.g., every 60-minutes, which would allow time for deviations if Dial-A-Ride service is not
provided as well.) Microtransit or demand-response may be appropriate at lower-demand times.
Evening and weekend service should be consistent with overall CET service expansion, i.e.,
schedules aligned with later evening and weekend trips as they are added.
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Figure 4-4

Conceptual Route Operating Assumptions
40 min cycle time
(with deviations):

Route Geog. Pattern

Route
Name

30-min cycle time
(without deviations):

Round
Deviation Travel
Travel
Running Num. Stops Total
Deviation % of
Layover /
Trip
Time
Time Layover /
Length Speed Time Total
per Dwell Number of Time
Running
with
Recovery without Recovery
(miles) (mph) (min) Stops 1 Trip 2 (min) 3 Deviations (min)
Time Deviations
%
Deviations
%

A

NW

CW

NW-CW

6.2

15

24.8

33

8

2.8

2

6.0

24%

33.6

16%

27.6

8%

A

NW

CCW

NW-CCW

7.1

15

28.4

37

9

3.1

2

6.0

21%

37.5

6%

31.5

-5%

B

SE

CCW

SE-CCW

6.4

15

25.6

34

9

2.8

2

6.0

23%

34.4

14%

28.4

5%

C

SW

CW

SW-CW

6.3

15

25.2

33

8

2.8

2

6.0

24%

34.0

15%

28.0

7%

D

NE 4

CW

NE-CW

6.6

15

26.4

35

9

2.9

2

6.0

23%

35.3

12%

29.3

2%

E

S

NS

S-NS

7.0

15

28

37

9

3.1

2

6.0

21%

37.1

7%

31.1

-4%

Notes: 1. Based on 1000-foot average stop spacing. 2. Assumes 25% of stops are served on a particular trip. 3. Assumes 20 seconds dwell time. 4. Route length and running time for NE route does
not include portions on NE 5th or east of NE 9th , which were incorporate in the refinement stage. However, the deviation time assumed in the table was intended to cover likely deviations in those
areas.
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Figure 4-5

Scenario
0
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

Conceptual Route, Cycle Time, Frequency, and Cost by Scenario - Weekdays

Route/Service
Dial-A-Ride
Dial-A-Ride
Flex/Deviated
Flex/Deviated
Dial-A-Ride
Flex/Deviated
Flex/Deviated
Flex/Deviated
Microtransit
Microtransit
Dial-A-Ride
Flex/Deviated
Flex/Deviated
Flex/Deviated
Flex/Deviated
Flex/Deviated
Microtransit
Dial-A-Ride
ADA Paratransit
Fixed-Route
Fixed-Route
Fixed-Route
Fixed-Route
Fixed-Route
Microtransit

Assumptions
2 vehicles (avg daily)
2 vehicles
NW-CCW + SE
SE + NW-CW
1.5 vehicles
NW - CCW+CW
SE
SW
NE
Outer West
1.5 vehicles
NW - CCW+CW
SE
SW
NE
South
Outer West
Assume 1 vehicle
Assume 2 vehicles
NW - CCW+CW
SE
SW
NE
South
Outer West

Weekday
start
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
6:00 AM
6:00 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM
5:30 AM

Weekday
end
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
6:00 PM
6:30 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM
7:00 PM

Service
hours /
day
13.50
13.50
12.00
12.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50
13.50

Cycle
Time
30
30

Frequency
30
30

30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30

30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
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Number of
Vehicles
2.1
2.0
1.0
1.0
1.5
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.5
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
2.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0

Annual
Svc Hrs
7,220
7,100
3,200
3,300
5,300
3,600
3,600
3,600
3,600
3,600
5,300
3,600
3,600
3,600
3,600
3,600
3,600
3,600
7,100
3,600
3,600
3,600
3,600
3,600
3,600

Annual
Service Cost

$678,700
$667,400
$300,800
$310,200
$498,200
$338,400
$338,400
$338,400
$277,200
$277,200
$498,200
$338,400
$338,400
$338,400
$338,400
$338,400
$277,200
$338,400
$667,400
$338,400
$338,400
$338,400
$338,400
$338,400
$277,200
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Figure 4-6

Scenario
1
1
2
2
2
2
3
3
3
3
3
4
4
4
4
4
4

Conceptual Route, Cycle Time, Frequency, and Cost by Scenario - Weekend

Route/Service
Flex-Route
Flex-Route
Flex-Route
Flex-Route
Flex-Route
Microtransit
Flex-Route
Flex-Route
Flex-Route
Flex-Route
Microtransit
ADA Paratransit
Fixed-Route
Fixed-Route
Fixed-Route
Fixed-Route
Microtransit

Assumptions
NW-CCW + SE
SE + NW-CW
NW - CCW+CW
SE
SW
NW - CCW+CW
SE
SW
NE
Assume 1 vehicles
NW - CCW+CW
SE
SW
NE

Weekend
start

Weekend
end

Service
hours /
day

8:30 AM
8:30 AM
8:30 AM
8:30 AM
8:30 AM
8:30 AM
8:30 AM
8:30 AM
8:30 AM
8:30 AM
8:30 AM
8:30 AM
8:30 AM
8:30 AM
8:30 AM
8:30 AM
8:30 AM

5:30 PM
5:30 PM
5:30 PM
5:30 PM
5:30 PM
5:30 PM
5:30 PM
5:30 PM
5:30 PM
5:30 PM
5:30 PM
5:30 PM
5:30 PM
5:30 PM
5:30 PM
5:30 PM
5:30 PM

9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00

Cycle
Time

Frequency

60
60
60
60
60
60
60
60
60
60
60

60
60
60
60
60
60
60
60
60
60
60

30
30
30
30
60

30
30
30
30
60
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Number of
Vehicles
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.5
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0

Annual
Svc Hrs
500
500
500
500
500
500
500
500
500
500
500
800
500
500
500
500
500

Annual
Service Cost
$47,000
$47,000
$47,000
$47,000
$47,000
$38,500
$47,000
$47,000
$47,000
$47,000
$38,500
$75,200
$47,000
$47,000
$47,000
$47,000
$38,500
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Vehicle Requirements
Vehicle requirements determine both capital costs to implement a scenario and the fleet storage
requirement. Figure 4-7 summarizes estimated vehicle requirements by scenario and vehicle type. It is
assumed that cutaways are used for Dial-A-Ride or ADA Paratransit, small buses are used for flex or fixed
routes, and vans are used for microtransit. In practice there is flexibility in the vehicles that can be used
across service types, e.g., cutaways could be used for flex routes or microtransit until the vehicles are
ready to be retired, if they cannot be redeployed to other CET routes.


Baseline: There are up to five Dial-A-Ride vehicles in service in Redmond (sometimes as many
as six).



Scenario 1: With two additional buses already purchased to operate the pilot flex routes, there
will be up to seven vehicles in service.



Scenario 2: To implement this scenario, CET would need to acquire an additional small bus and
up to two microtransit vehicles (vans), which would be offset by reduced Dial-A-Ride vehicles.
There would be up to eight vehicles in service.



Scenario 3: To implement this scenario, CET would need to acquire two additional small buses,
while one fewer microtransit van may be needed. There would be up to nine vehicles in service.



Scenario 4: To implement this scenario, CET may need to acquire additional cutaways for DialA-Ride and/or ADA Paratransit service, as transitioning flex-routes to fixed-routes and
introducing ADA Paratransit service is likely to increase the maximum demand for cutaway
vehicles. There would be up to eleven vehicles in service.

Fleet Storage and Maintenance
CET’s Redmond facility, located at 343 E Antler Avenue, includes the CET dispatch office, CET
administration office, Cascades East Ride Center (not managed by COIC), CET maintenance garage, and
storage for 18 vehicles. At this facility, Redmond Public Works maintains the vehicles used in Community
Connector and Rural Dial-A-Ride operations.
Storage capacity is limited at CET’s current Redmond facility; CET’s 2040 TMP identified a need for
expanded maintenance facilities and expanding storage by nine additional vehicles by 2025 and by five
additional vehicles by 2030. CET is looking at opportunities to accommodate additional vehicles needed
to serve Redmond.
As shown in Figure 4-7, CET will require:


An additional two vehicles (7 total) to implement the initial two flex-routes.



An additional one vehicle each for incremental expansion (8 total) and the full flex route system
(9 total), which both assume reduced Dial-A-Ride demand will reduce vehicle requirements with
both flex routes and microtransit service available.



With a fixed-route system, additional need for ADA Paratransit and Dial-A-Ride vehicles is
expected, resulting in additional net storage for two vehicles (11 total).

Long-term, relative to current requirements an additional six vehicles would be required, not including
spares. It is assumed that spare vehicles (e.g., 20% of each vehicle type) would be accounted for at a
system-level.
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Figure 4-7

Vehicle Requirements, by Service Type and Scenario
Scenario

Scenario

Scenario
Description

Average Vehicles per Hour
DAR ADA Flex Fixed

Max. Req’d Vehicles in Service

MT

DAR or
ADA
(Cutaway)

Flex or
Fixed
(Small
Bus)

Existing Vehicles Available

Estimated
MT
Maximum
TOTAL
(Van)
DAR or ADA
(Cutaway)

Flex or
Fixed
(Small
Bus)

Net New Vehicles Required

Estimated
MT
Peak DAR
TOTAL
(Van)
or ADA
(Cutaway)

Flex or
Fixed
(Small
Bus)

MT
TOTAL
(Van)

0

Baseline

Existing Dial-ARide

2.1

0

0

0

0

5

0

0

5

5

0

0

5

0

0

0

0

1

Introduce
Flex
Routes

Existing Dial-ARide + 2 Flex
Routes

2.0

0

2

0

0

5

2

0

7

5

0

0

5

0

2

0

2

Incremental
Flex Route
Expansion

Incremental
Expansion of
Flex Route
System (3 Flex
Routes and 2
Microtransit
Zones)

1.5

0

3

0

2

3

3

2

8

5

2

0

10

-2

1

2

1

Full Flex
Route
System

Expanded Fixed
Fixed-Route
System (5 Flex
Routes and 1
Microtransit
Zone)

1.5

0

5

0

1

3

5

1

9

3

3

2

8

0

2

-1

1

Full FixedRoute
System

Full Fixed-Route
System w/ADA
Paratransit (5
Fixed-Routes
and 1
Microtransit
Zone)

1.0

2

0

5

1

5

5

1

11

3

5

1

9

2

0

0

2

2

3

4

Notes: DAR = Dial-A-Ride. ADA = ADA Paratransit. MT = Microtransit.
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Transit Center
The Redmond Transit Hub (see concept drawing in Figure 4-8) is located at SW Kalama Avenue and SW
6th Street, adjacent to Fred Meyer, and is a regional hub for the Madras-Redmond, Prineville-Redmond,
Sisters-Redmond, and Bend-Redmond Community Connector routes. This facility provides approximately
38 parking stalls, a public restroom facility, secured bicycle parking, wayfinding signs, security cameras,
and lighting. It also includes shelters that can accommodate numerous passengers, access for nine buses
at one time, and a bike lane routed between parking stalls and the bus loading area.
Traffic into the Hub flows one-way via two separate entrances at the northwest end of the property. One
entrance is for buses to reach the inner pullouts and the other is for all other traffic. The driveway on the
southeastern side is exit only. Currently, up to four Community Connector buses serve the facility –
Routes 22, 24, 26, and 28. Community Connector buses stop on the street side of the hub, using the four
pullouts that are along SW Kalama Ave. 2 Dial-A-Ride Vehicles pull into the interior of the hub along with
intercity buses (see Regional Transit Integration) section below.
The transit hub should have adequate capacity for the four Community Connector routes and the local
routes, at least through a four-route local system. However, intercity and Dial-A-Ride buses that currently
are able to use the hub may have to shift to other locations. It may be desirable to reserve one bay for DialA-Ride buses that are transferring passengers to Community Connector routes, particularly for
passengers with a disability and/or who use a mobility device. Since Route 28 operates less frequently, its
bay may also be available at most times of the day.

Figure 4-8

Redmond Hub

Source: https://cascadeseasttransit.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Redmond-hub-overview.pdf

2

CET, Email Communication, 1/22/2021 and Operations Staff Meeting, 4/23/2021
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Non-Vehicle Maintenance
Currently, CET has one staff person who washes buses and maintains the Redmond Hub. Additional staff
would need to be added over time as additional stops are developed throughout Redmond, particularly for
amenities such as trash cans that require frequent maintenance. It may also be possible to partner with
the City of Redmond.

Call Center Technology and Staffing
CET currently uses RouteMatch computer-assisted scheduling and dispatching software to coordinate and
manage demand-responsive transit services. The current scheduling process is staff-intensive. There are
six customer service representatives (CSRs) and six dispatchers, supporting CET systemwide including
Bend Dial-A-Ride. CET Operations staff anticipate that two to three new staff would be needed over the
next five years to provide capacity for the flex-route service in Redmond along with other system
expansion needs.
CET is in the process of procuring new dispatch software with real-time and mobile capabilities that will
be required to make microtransit and flex-route service in Redmond more practical to implement
operationally, given the time-intensive nature of scheduling with the current scheduling and dispatch
system. This software includes self-service capability for customers to schedule their own trip.
Operational procedures and policies may need to be updated for Redmond flex-route service. For
example, it was noted in discussion with CET Operations staff that flexing for drop-offs may be more
challenging than scheduling pick-ups. Depending on the ability for drivers to accommodate flex requests
in real-time, this could be limited based on capacity or customers could be required to contact the CET
call center.

ADA Paratransit Transition
CET will be able to transition routes from flex route to fixed route over time. Guidance for when this
should be considered is provided in the Monitoring section below, including thresholds for criteria such as
productivity and on-time performance. When a flex route (or routes) is converted to a fixed route, CET
will no longer provide route deviations but will need to provide complementary ADA Paratransit service
for qualified individuals between origins and destinations that are within a ¾-mile distance of the
route(s), at the same days/times that fixed-route service is available. 3 The transition can be done on an
individual route basis, and the ADA Paratransit ¾-mile service boundary determined based on the set of
fixed route(s).
CET operates ADA Paratransit service in Bend, and should be able to apply or adapt those service policies
for local service in Redmond. Given that the Redmond call center currently provides dispatch, travel
training, and eligibility testing functions for Bend Dial-A-Ride, a potential future transition to ADA
Paratransit service should not entail new capacities not already performed by CET call center staff.
However, staffing will need to be scaled, depending on the ability of the new dispatch system to more
efficiently schedule deviations, including by integrating self-service capabilities and moving closer to realtime scheduling. In particular, this change would entail:

3

ADA Paratransit is a door-to-door service that is typically provided within cities, as required under the federal Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1991. CET currently only operates ADA Paratransit service in Bend. ADA Paratransit is required between
origins and destinations located within ¾ of a mile of local fixed route transit service. Service is limited to ADA-eligible
customers—people with physical or cognitive disabilities who are unable to access or use local fixed-route service. located within
¾ of a mile of local fixed route transit service. Service is limited to ADA-eligible customers—people with physical or cognitive
disabilities who are unable to access or use local fixed-route service. This type of service is sometimes referred to as
complementary ADA Paratransit.
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CET would need to develop a process to certify riders with a disability as eligible to use ADA
Paratransit based on their functional ability to use fixed route transit services, which can be
adapted from policies and procedures used for Bend Dial-A-Ride. CET has existing staff who can
support eligibility certification.



CET would be required to process scheduling requests outside of its normal administrative hours
to ensure riders can access next-day rides. CET already must support these requirements for
Bend, but they could increase administrative costs relative to Redmond Dial-A-Ride.



CET would be required to provide a higher level of capacity and priority on ADA Paratransit
service within the Redmond ADA service area for trips by ADA-eligible riders, e.g., trip denials are
not permitted on ADA Paratransit. Depending on the number of eligible customers and demand,
this could decrease Dial-A-Ride capacity to serve other customers and/or increase costs if
additional drivers and vehicles need to be deployed. (Additional Dial-A-Ride resources have been
assumed in the fixed-route scenario costs.)

The ADA Paratransit service area in Redmond will likely not be city limits, as it is in Bend, and CET will
have both Dial-A-Ride and flex route service available. The applicable ADA regulation (Section 37.131)
states:
(i) The entity shall provide complementary paratransit service to origins and destinations within
corridors with a width of three-fourths of a mile on each side of each fixed route. The corridor
shall include an area with a three-fourths of a mile radius at the ends of each fixed route.
(ii) Within the core service area, the entity shall also provide service to small areas not inside any of
the corridors but which are surrounded by corridors.
(iii) Outside the core service area, the entity may designate corridors with widths from three-fourths
of a mile up to one and one half miles on each side of a fixed route, based on local circumstances.
(iv) For purposes of this paragraph, the core service area is that area in which corridors with a width
of three-fourths of a mile on each side of each fixed route merge together such that, with few and
small exceptions, all origins and destinations within the area would be served.
Subpart F, Section 37.131 Service Criteria for Complementary Paratransit Service Area, provides an
explanation of the “core service area” concept, and clarifies that a political boundary (like city limits)
would only limit the requirement to provide ADA Paratransit service “when there is a legal bar to the
entity providing service on the other side of the boundary.” This does not apply in Redmond.
Some areas of flexibility or discretion could be addressed in developing the ADA Paratransit service
policy, including:


If there are small gaps (e.g., doughnut hole) within the ¾-mile boundary for a particular route or
overall, CET should include those areas in the ADA service area; this is required based on a
simplicity rationale.



CET can also maintain some level of general public Dial-A-Ride service within the ADA
Paratransit service area, but is not required to meet the service provisions of the ADA for noneligible individuals (for example, CET can have capacity limitations for general public Dial-ARide, but not for ADA Paratransit).



For trips that are only partially within the boundary, CET is not required to fulfill the full trip on
Paratransit, but it may be more practical (and easier for the rider) if it does so.



CET could elect to maintain selected on-demand stops or service areas where it makes sense
operationally, as long as the same rules are applied for everyone.
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ADA Paratransit service can be seamlessly integrated with existing Redmond DAR service, though
with clear priority levels and eligibility process. ADA trips may also be provided through
deviations on flex-routes in some cases, if it provides required and equivalent access for the rider.

Customer Technology
The following existing CET customer information technology platform could be programmed to include
new local flex/fixed-route service in Redmond:


Trip planning. The CET web site provides a trip planning interface that is integrated with
Google Transit.



Real-time information. Transit is a web interface and smart phone app that is available via the
CET web site. Transit indicates the real-time location and anticipated arrival time of CET fixedroute buses. It can also be used to provide alerts to riders.
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Bus Stops and Access to Transit
This section identifies general stop locations for flex-route service with the expectation that a fixed route
would utilize that same infrastructure. Stop recommendations are general, e.g., X & Y
intersection, rather than specific at the level of stop siting or feasibility assessment. Bus
stops will need to be sited so they are safe and accessible; CET would need to conduct a
more detailed assessment of feasibility, safety, etc. The following principles identify key
characteristics of good bus stop design and locations. Bus stops should:


Be placed in convenient, comfortable, and safe locations.



Be visible and easily identifiable.



Provide information on available services.



Be easily accessible by people walking, bicycling, and rolling.



Be well-integrated with their surroundings.

CET’s Transit Infrastructure Guide (CET 2040 TMP Technical Appendix) provides guidance for transit
stop design. Additional resources are provided in the sidebar below.
Since every transit trip involves waiting at the stop for a certain amount of time, passenger amenities
make waiting feel as safe and comfortable as possible. Given limited resources for both initial
development and maintenance, CET can initially prioritize stops and amenities at major activity centers
that are likely to have high ridership, and further expand stops and infrastructure based on ridership
patterns and levels. Amenities identified in the CET TMP include:


Basic seating



Shelters



Real-time arrival displays at stops and shelters



Maps and signage

Low stress active transportation networks provide essential access to public transportation services.
Improving pedestrian and bicycle connections within a ¼ to ½ mile walking distance of transit routes
and stops makes it easier for people to access flex routes, and is particularly important when transitioning
to a fixed route. Providing safe crossings of arterial roadways around bus stops makes it safer and more
comfortable to access transit. A high-level assessment of pedestrian and bicycle conditions and access is
provided at the street segment level. CET, the City of Redmond, and/or ODOT should coordinate to
prioritize and improve pedestrian and bicycle access and crossings along the planned transit routes.

Resources for Bus Stop Design and Accessibility
US Access Board, ADA Standards for Transportation Facilities. https://www.access-board.gov/ada/.
E.g., Section 810 Transportation Facilities.
FTA, ADA Circular 4710.1. https://tinyurl.com/z9gqo86
National Aging and Disability Transportation Center (NADTC), Toolkit for the Assessment of Bus Stops
Accessibility and Safety, https://tinyurl.com/yc8q3so6
ODOT Highway Design Manual and Bicycle Pedestrian Design Guide, e.g., Ch. 12 Public Transportation,
Ch. 13 Pedestrian and Bicycle, and Appendix L Bicycle and Pedestrian Design Guide.
Oregon Transportation and Growth Management Program, Transit in Small Cities: Primer for Planning,
Siting, and Designing Transit Facilities in Oregon. https://tinyurl.com/ybwlgxbg
Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP), Report 19, Guidelines for the Location and Design of Bus
Stops. https://tinyurl.com/ycn9uwna

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. and Kittelson & Associates | 4-19

City of Redmond Fixed-Route Transit Feasibility Study | Final Report
COIC

Stops for Pilot Flex Route Implementation
CET has secured grant funds to implement bus stops for the two flex routes introduced in Scenario 1.
Figure 4-9 (table), Figure 4-10 (Map – NW), and Figure 4-11 (Map – SE) identify recommended
locations. Since the pilot routes will provide operational experience and information about passenger
demand, the initial locations are identified at major activity centers that are likely to be served even if
there are changes to the route designs. CET has secured bids to construct five stops in Spring 2022,
funded by STIF; several additional stops already exist (Redmond Hub and Walmart) or will be funded
through other sources.

Figure 4-9
Route(s)

Early Phase Stops for Implementation in 2021, NW and SE Routes
General Cross Streets and Location

Stop Location or Major Activity
Center

Construction/Funding

All

Redmond Hub (Kalama btwn Veterans &
Canal)

Lowes, Fred Meyer

Existing

NW-CW

Canal & Walmart Driveway (west side)

Walmart

Existing

NW

Kingwood & Canal (north side)

Hospital

STIF, Spring 2022

NW-CW

Dogwood btwn Canal & 6th (north side)

Senior Center

Funded outside of
STIF, Spring 2022

NW

7th & Evergreen

Downtown

STIF, Spring 2022

SE

Canal & Odem Memo

BiMart

STIF, Spring 2022

SE

Airport Way & 19th

East of US 97

STIF, Spring 2022

SE

Airport Way

Redmond Airport

Existing

SE

6th & Airport Way

Employment Areas

STIF, Spring 2022

SE

Salmon & College

COCC/Worksource

Outside of STIF
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Figure 4-10 NW Route, Initial Stop Development

Note: Walmart and Senior Center are existing stops or funded outside of STIF.
Source: CET, 8/16/2021.
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Figure 4-11 SE Route, Initial Stop Development

Note: Airport and COCC/Worksource stops are existing or funded outside of STIF.
Source: CET, 8/16/2021
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Additional Bus Stops
Recommendations for Potential Stops
Subsequent to implementation of the two pilot routes (SE and NW – CW), CET can incrementally
implement additional stops along these routes based on usage patterns, and develop stops along other
routes as they are implemented. CET and the City of Redmond will need to evaluate access and safety
conditions, and coordinate on required improvements.
Potential stops were identified along each of the routes (including the initial stops recommended for the
pilot routes):


Figure 4-12 provides a map of potential stop locations.



Figure 4-13 to Figure 4-18 provide tables of stops for each route.

These tables include:


An identifier cross-referencing the access to transit assessment, which includes a row for each
street segment a route serves, whether or not a stop is identified.



Major activity centers or land use context for the segment



An Initial Route that would develop a particular stop, which could then be utilized by
other/subsequent routes traveling in the same direction.



A Category for each recommended stop:



−

Existing: An existing stop is present (COCC and Walmart). Costs for basic signage will be
included at these stops. Redmond Hub is not included in these counts.

−

Pilot: A potential stop is identified as a candidate for a pilot stop to be developed when a
route launched. As discussed above, a general recommendation is to develop initial stops at
major activity centers that will be served even if routing changes are identified after initial
implementation and initial ridership data can be used to inform where additional stops
should be prioritized. Rows where a pilot stop would be developed as part of the route are
highlighted in green.

− Potential: Additional candidate stop locations.
Constrained: Locations where a stop would be desirable, but it is unlikely to be practical given
current roadway constraints (e.g., Opportunity Foundation Thrift Store along US 97), without
significant changes (such as a traffic signal and crossing, in this case along a state highway). A
high-level initial assessment is included for any operational issues that were identified.

Bidirectional Service Patterns
Bidirectional service provides more convenient, shorter travel to/from destinations. For routes that are
designed as loops, one-way service can be provided initially but transitioning to bidirectional service is
recommended particularly for longer routes (e.g., on alternating trips). This includes the Northwest route
which serves key destinations St. Charles Hospital, Walmart, and downtown; stops are identified for both
a clockwise pattern (CW), which is assumed for initial implementation) and a counter-clockwise (CCW)
pattern. A bidirectional pattern would also be recommended for the Northeast route; since this is a
longer-term route, stops are not identified for the CCW pattern. Generally, stops for each direction should
be located in close proximity.
Land Use Coordination
CET is involved in reviewing development activity. Some stops would be provided through future
development and land use plans. For example:
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For the Northeast route, a future extension to Skyline Village is identified; concept plans included
a transit plaza.



For the South route, several stops are identified for costing purposes, without any general
location; stops would need to be identified based on future development plans.

See the Land Use section for more details on the Skyline Village development and other development
standards related to transit and bus stops).
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Figure 4-12 Bus Stop Map with ½-mile Deviation Area and ¾-mile ADA Service Area

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. and Kittelson & Associates | 4-25

City of Redmond Fixed-Route Transit Feasibility Study | Final Report
COIC

Figure 4-13 Potential Bus Stops, Southeast (Counter-Clockwise)
ID

Street

Segment

Major Activity Centers/Land
Use

Recommended
Stops

Initial
Route Category

Operational
Assessment

1

SW Kalama Ave

Redmond Hub-Veterans

Fred Meyer/Lowes

Redmond Hub

Existing

3

SW Canal Blvd

Veterans-Quartz

Safeway

SW Canal &
Pumice SB

SE

Potential

4

SW Canal Blvd

Quartz-Odem Medo

BiMart

SW Canal & Odem
Memo

SE

Pilot

Could be shared with future
south route

7

SW Airport Way

Hwy 97-6th

DMV/Applebee's; Fairgrounds;
Clinic

Airport Way & 19th

SE

Pilot

Planned roundabout should
improve pedestrian access.

8

SE 6th St/SW Umatilla
Ave/SW 4th St

Airport-Airport

Consumer Cellular/Employment

6th & Airport Way

Pilot

9

SE Jesse Butler Cir

Airport-Airport

Airport

Airport

Pilot

10

SE Salmon Ave/College
Loop/1st

Airport-Veterans

COCC, Worksource, Neighbor
Impact, Redmond Schools Admin

COCC /
Worksource

SE

Existing

11

SE Veterans Way

1st-Canal

Vincent De Paul, Walgreens

Veterans & US 97

SE

Potential

12

SW Veterans Way

Canal-Kalama

Lowes

-

13

SW Kalama Ave

Veterans-Redmond Hub

Fred Meyer/Lowes

Redmond Hub

Existing

Note: Stops are general locations. CET would need to conduct a more detailed assessment of feasibility, safety, etc. ID can be cross-referenced in the stop assessment tables below
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Figure 4-14 Potential Bus Stops, Northwest (Clockwise)
ID

Street

Segment

Major Activity Centers/Land
Use

Recommended
Stops

Initial
Route

Operational
Assessment

Category

1

SW Kalama Ave

Redmond Hub-Veterans

Fred Meyer/Lowes

Redmond Hub

Existing

3

SW 9th St

Highland-Glacier

Downtown

Vicinity of
9th/Glacier/Highland

NW CW Potential

SW 9th St

5

SW Highland Ave

15th-Rimrock

Redmond HS; Nolan Town
Center; American Legion Park;
other commercial

Highland & Vicinity
of 15th

NW CW Potential

SW Highland Ave

6

SW Rimrock Dr

Highland-Antler

Redmond HS, Apts east side;
Hugh Hartman ES

Vicinity of Glacier &
Rimrock; Rimrock &
Vicinity of Antler

NW CW Potential

SW Rimrock Dr

7

NW 19th St

Antler-Hemlock

Residential

19th & Vicinity of
Hemlock

NW CW Potential

NW 19th St

8

NW 19th St

Hemlock-Maple

Residential

19th & Vicinity of
Maple

NW CW Potential

NW 19th St

9

NW Maple Ave

19th-6th

Residential; NW Maple Ave
Nbhood Revitalization Center

Maple & Vicinity of
9th to 6th

NW CW Potential

NW Maple Ave

12

NW Canal Blvd

Oak Tree-Maple

Walmart

Walmart

NW CW Existing

NW Canal Blvd

14

NW Kingwood Ave

Canal-4th

St. Charles Hospital (south side)

St. Charles Hospital

NW CW Pilot

NW Kingwood Ave

19

NW Dogwood Ave

Canal-6th

Senior Center

Senior Center (WB)

NW CW Pilot

NW Dogwood Ave

20

NW 6th Ave-Black Butte-7th

Dogwood-Evergreen

Black Butte &
Vicinity of 5th/6th

NW CW Potential

NW 6th Ave-Black Butte-7th

21

SW 7th St

Evergreen-Glacier

Downtown

7th & Evergreen
(SB)

NW CW Pilot

SW 7th St

22

SW Glacier Ave

7th-11th

Downtown

11th & Vicinity of
Glacier

SW

Potential

SW Glacier Ave

25

SW Kalama Ave

Veterans-Redmond Hub

Fred Meyer/Lowes

Redmond Hub

Existing

SW Kalama Ave

Note: Stops are general locations. CET would need to conduct a more detailed assessment of feasibility, safety, etc. ID can be cross-referenced in the stop assessment tables below
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Figure 4-15 Potential Bus Stops, Northwest (Counter-Clockwise)
ID

Street

Segment

Major Activity Centers/Land
Use

Recommended
Stops

Initial
Route

Operational
Assessment

Category

1

SW Kalama Ave

Redmond Hub-Veterans

Fred Meyer/Lowes

Redmond Hub

Existing

3

SW 9th St

Highland-Glacier

Downtown

Vicinity of
9th/Glacier/Highland

NW CW

Potential

5

SW Evergreen

9th-7th

Downtown

6

SW 7th St

Evergreen-Black Butte

Downtown

7th & Evergreen
(NB)

NW CCW

Pilot

7

SW Black Butte

7th-5th

Vicinity of Black
Butte/5th/6th

NW CCW

Potential

9

NW Dogwood Ave

6th-Canal

Senior Center

Senior Center (EB)

NW CCW

Pilot

11

NW Kingwood Ave

Canal-4th

St. Charles Hospital (south side)

St. Charles Hospital

NW CW

Pilot

16

NW Canal Blvd

Oak Tree-Maple

Walmart

Walmart

NW CW

Existing

21

NW Maple Ave

6th-19th

Residential; NW Maple Ave
Neighborhood Center (Planned)

Maple & Vicinity of
6th to 9th

NW CCW

Potential

22

NW 19th St

Maple-Hemlock

Residential

Maple & Vicinity of
19th

NW CCW

Potential

23

NW 19th St

Hemlock-Antler

Residential

19th & Vicinity of
Hemlock

NW CCW

Potential

24

SW Rimrock Dr

Antler-Highland

Redmond HS, Apts east side;
Hugh Hartman ES

19th & Vicinity of
Antler
Highland & Vicinity
of Rimrock

NW CCW

Potential

25

SW Highland Ave

15th-Rimrock

Redmond HS; Nolan Town
Center; American Legion Park;
other commercial

Highland & Vicinity
of 15th

NW CCW

Potential

26

SW Highland Ave

15th-11th

Commercial

Vicinity of
Highland/11th

NW CCW

Potential

28

SW Kalama Ave

Veterans-Redmond Hub

Fred Meyer/Lowes

Redmond Hub

NW CW route needs to
make left onto Glacier

Mid-block crossing between
route directions

Evaluate high school
congestion; consider
avoiding stops on Rimrock

Existing

Note: Stops are general locations. CET would need to conduct a more detailed assessment of feasibility, safety, etc. ID can be cross-referenced in the stop assessment tables below
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Figure 4-16 Potential Bus Stops, Southwest (Clockwise)
ID

Street

Segment

Major Activity Centers/Land Use

Recommended
Stops

1

SW Kalama Ave

Redmond Hub-Veterans

Fred Meyer/Lowes

Redmond Hub

3

SW Canal Blvd

Veterans-Quartz

Safeway

SW Canal & Pumice SB

4

SW Quartz Ave

Canal-Canyon

5

SW Canyon Dr

Quartz-Salmon

6

SW Salmon Ave

Canyon-27th

8

SW Umatilla Ave

11

Initial
Route

Operational
Assessment

Category
Existing

SW Kalama Ave

SE

Potential

SW Canal Blvd

Vicinity of Quartz &
Canyon

SW

Potential

SW Quartz Ave

Brookdale senior home; MF housing
on W side of Canyon; Ridgemont apts

Vicinity of Salmon &
Canyon

SW

Potential

SW Canyon Dr

Regency Park Townhomes

Vicinity of Salmon & 27th

SW

Potential

SW Salmon Ave

27th-31st

Umatilla Sports Complex

SW

Pilot

SW Umatilla Ave

SW 27th Ave

Timber-Obsidian

27th & Vicinity of
Obsidian

SW

Potential

SW 27th Ave

12

SW 27th Ave

Obsidian-Highland

Vern Patrick ES; Planned
neighborhood revitalization center,
planned recreation center

27th & Vicinity of
Highland

SW

Pilot

SW 27th Ave

15

W Antler Ave

27th (or 25th)-Rimrock

Redmond HS Hartman Campus and
athletic fields

Vicinity of
27th/Highland/23rd
Antler & Vicinity of
Rimrock/19th (EB)

SW

Potential

W Antler Ave

16

W Antler Ave/Black
Butte Blvd

Rimrock-Canyon

Skate Park

Black Butte & Vicinity of
SW Canyon (Skate Park)

SW

Potential

W Antler Ave/Black Butte
Blvd

17

Black Butte Blvd

Canyon-7th

Black Butte & Vicinity of
SW 9th

SW

Potential

Black Butte Blvd

20

SW 7th St

Evergreen-Glacier

7th & Evergreen (SB)

NW CW

Pilot

SW 7th St

21

SW Glacier Ave

7th-11th

Downtown

11th & Vicinity of Glacier

SW

Potential

SW Glacier Ave

24

SW Kalama Ave

Veterans-Redmond Hub

Fred Meyer/Lowes

Redmond Hub

Existing

SW Kalama Ave

Note: Stops are general locations. CET would need to conduct a more detailed assessment of feasibility, safety, etc.: ID can be cross-referenced in the stop assessment tables below
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Figure 4-17 Potential Bus Stops, Northeast (Clockwise)
ID

Street

Segment

Major Activity Centers/Land Use

Recommended
Stops

Initial
Route

Category

1

SW Kalama Ave

Redmond Hub-Veterans

Fred Meyer/Lowes

Redmond Hub

3

SW 9th St

Highland-Glacier

Downtown

Vicinity of
9th/Glacier/Highland

NW CW

Potential

5

SW Evergreen

9th-7th

Downtown

6

SW 7th St

Evergreen-Black Butte

Downtown

7th & Evergreen (NB)

NW CCW

Pilot

7

SW Black Butte

7th-5th

Vicinity of Black
Butte/5th/6th

NW CCW

Potential

9

NW 5th Ave

Dogwood-6th

5th & Vicinity of
Dogwood

NE

Potential

14

NW Canal Blvd

Oak Tree-Maple

Walmart

Walmart

NW CW

Existing

17

NW Kingwood Ave

Canal-4th

St. Charles Hospital (south side)

St. Charles Hospital

NW CW

Pilot

21

NE Maple/Negus

Canal-9th

Maple & Vicinity of 5th

NE

Pilot

22

NE 5th

Maple-Redwood

Vicinity of 5th & Quince,
5th & Shoshone

NE

Potential

24

NE Kingwood-17thHemlock

Kingwood-Hemlock

Skyline Village Transit
Plaza (Future)

NE

Potential

25

NE 9th Ave

Hemlock-Antler

Vicinity of NE 9th &
Hemlock

NE

Pilot

28

SE Evergreen Ave

Jackson-7th

Vicinity of Evergreen
(OR 126) & Franklin

NE

Potential

32

SW Kalama Ave

Veterans-Redmond Hub

Residential

Fred Meyer/Lowes

Operational
Assessment

Existing

Redmond Hub

NW CW route needs to
make left onto Glacier

Depends on development

Coordinated with ODOT
roadway project; safe
crossing would be required
at the stop.

Existing

Note: Stops are general locations. CET would need to conduct a more detailed assessment of feasibility, safety, etc. ID can be cross-referenced in the stop assessment tables below

Figure 4-18 Potential Bus Stops, South (Southbound)
ID

Street

Segment

Major Activity
Centers/Land Use

Recommended
Stops

#
Stops

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. and Kittelson & Associates | 4-30

Initial
Route

Category Operational Assessment

City of Redmond Fixed-Route Transit Feasibility Study | Final Report
COIC
1

SW Kalama Ave

Redmond Hub-Veterans

Fred Meyer/Lowes

Redmond Hub

3

SW Canal Blvd

Veterans-Quartz

Safeway

SW Canal & Pumice SB

1

SE

Potential

3.1

SW Canal Blvd

Quartz-Veterans (NB)

Safeway

SW Canal & Pumice NB

1

S

Potential

4

SW Canal Blvd

Quartz-Odem Medo

BiMart

SW Canal & Odem
Memo

1

SE

Pilot

4.1

SW Canal Blvd

Odem Medo-Quartz (NB) BiMart

SW Canal & Odem
Memo

1

S

Pilot

6

SW Canal Blvd

Yew-SW Badger/36th

Brookside senior home

SW Canal & Yew SB;
SW Canal & Yew NB

2

S

Potential

8

To be determined

Ridgeview HS Vicinity

To be determined

3

S

Potential

10

SW Kalama Ave

Fred Meyer/Lowes

Redmond Hub

-

Veterans-Redmond Hub

Existing

Existing

Note: Stops are general locations. CET would need to conduct a more detailed assessment of feasibility, safety, etc. ID can be cross-referenced in the stop assessment tables below. A general
allowance of three stops was assumed in the southern portion of the route.
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Summary of Bus Stops
Figure 4-19 summarizes the number of bus stops that would need to be developed by route and category.
Stops are only counted once, for the first route that would use/develop them. Columns for each route are
in the anticipated phasing order, from left to right.

Figure 4-19 Bus Stop Summary Table
Category

Route

Total

SE

NW CW

NW CCW

SW

NE

S

1

1

2

2

3

3

2021

2021

2022-2023

2022-2023

2023-2024

2024-2025

Existing

1

1

0

0

0

0

2

Pilot

2

3

1

2

2

2

12

Potential

2

8

9

8

6

6

39

Constrained

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

Total

6

12

10

10

8

8

54

Scenario
Initial Impl. Year

Access to Transit Assessment
Figure 4-20 to Figure 4-25 provide an assessment of access to transit (crossings, sidewalk presence,
and bicycle facility presence). The tables include rows for each street segment and also identify where the
potential stops are recommended (i.e., shown on the map and listed in the tables above).
All locations are intended to be general (e.g., intersections) and will require more detailed assessment and
community outreach. General stop spacing of ¼-mile was considered based on CET standards, along with
presence of major activity centers and major arterial street connections.
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Figure 4-20 Southeast Route Stop Recommendations and Access to Transit Assessment
#

Street

Segment

1

SW Kalama Ave

Redmond HubVeterans

2

SW Canal Blvd

Kalama-Veterans

3

SW Canal Blvd

Veterans-Quartz

4

SW Canal Blvd

5

Major Activity Centers/Land Use
Fred Meyer/Lowes

Recommended Stops

Initial
Route

Redmond Hub

Category Operational Assessment

Access to Transit Assessment
Crossings

Sidewalks

Bicycle/Trail

Existing

No marked crossings of Kalama

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

-

-

-

Marked crossings at Veterans

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

Safeway

Pumice

SE

Potential

Marked crossings at Veterans and Obsidian;
newly installed roundabout at Pumice with
ped crossings

Present West Side
Present East Side - Veterans-Obsidian

Bike Lanes Both Sides

Quartz-Odem Medo

BiMart

Canal & Odem Memo

SE

Pilot

Could be shared with
future south route

Marked crossings at Salmon and Odem
Medo

Present West Side
Asphalt Path East Side

Bike Lanes Both Sides
Asphalt Path East Side

SW Odem Medo
Way

Canal-Hwy 97

BiMart, Redmond Cinema

-

-

-

Alternative stop location

Marked crossings at Canal and US 97

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

6

Hwy 97

Odem Medo-Yew

W: Big 5/Carls Jr; E: Opportunity
Foundation Thrift Store

-

-

Constrain
ed

No signal at Opp.
Foundation; challenging
to serve

Marked crossings at Odem Medo and Yew

Present (Discontinuous) Both Sides - Odem Medo-north of
ramps
Not Present - north of ramps-Yew

Bike Lanes Both Sides

7

SW Airport Way

Hwy 97-6th

DMV/Applebee's; Fairgrounds; Clinic

Airport Way & 19th

SE

Pilot

Planned roundabout at
19th should improve
pedestrian conditions

No marked crossings east of US-97, and
limited sightlines around curve, but planned
roundabout should improve conditions.

Present (Discontinuous) Both Sides - gaps on both sides,
railroad-west of Mt. Hood Dr. Gap on north side, 13th - west
of 6th. Not present on south side, east of Mt. Hood Dr.

Buffered Bike Lanes Both Sides - US 97 SB
ramp-NB ramp
Bike Lanes Both sides - US 97 NB ramp-6th

8

SE 6th St/SW
Umatilla Ave/SW 4th
St

Airport-Airport

Consumer Cellular/Employment

6th & Airport Way

Pilot

No marked crossings

Present (Discontinuous) Both Sides - 4th

No Facilities

9

SE Jesse Butler Cir

Airport-Airport

Airport

Airport

Pilot

Marked crossings within Airport property

Present within Airport on-site circulation

No Facilities

10

SE Salmon
Ave/College Loop/1st

Airport-Veterans

COCC, Worksource, Neighbor Impact,
Redmond Schools Admin

COCC / Worksource

SE

Existing

No marked crossings

Present Both Sides - Salmon/1st
Not Present - College Loop (short section near 1st)

No Facilities

11

SE Veterans Way

1st-Canal

Vincent De Paul, Walgreens

Veterans & US 97

SE

Potential

Marked crossings at US 97 and Canal

No Present - 1st-railroad
Present Both Sides - railroad-Canal

Bike Lanes Both Sides

12

SW Veterans Way

Canal-Kalama

Lowes

-

Marked crossings at Canal and Lava

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

Veterans-Redmond
Fred Meyer/Lowes
Redmond Hub
Existing
No marked crossings of Kalama
Hub
Note: Stops are general locations. A high-level assessment of pedestrian conditions and access is provided at the street segment level. CET would need to conduct a more detailed assessment of feasibility, safety, etc.
13

SW Kalama Ave
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Figure 4-21 Northwest – Clockwise (CW) Route Stop Recommendations and Access to Transit Assessment
#

Street

Segment

Major Activity Centers/Land Use

Initial
Route

Recommended Stops

Category Operational Assessment

Access to Transit Assessment
Crossings

1

SW Kalama Ave

Redmond Hub-Veterans

Fred Meyer/Lowes

Redmond Hub

2

SW Veterans Way

Kalama-Highland

Retail

-

-

3

SW 9th St

Highland-Glacier

Downtown

Vicinity of
9th/Glacier/Highland

NW CW Potential

4

SW Glacier Ave

9th-15th

Downtown (Library, City Hall)

-

-

5

SW Highland Ave

15th-Rimrock

Redmond HS; Nolan Town Center;
American Legion Park; other commercial

Highland & Vicinity of 15th

NW CW Potential

6

SW Rimrock Dr

Highland-Antler

Redmond HS, Apts east side; Hugh
Hartman ES

Vicinity of Glacier & Rimrock NW CW Potential
Rimrock & Vicinity of Antler

7

NW 19th St

Antler-Hemlock

Residential

19th & Vicinity of Hemlock

NW CW Potential

Marked crossings at Hemlock, Cedar, and
Antler

8

NW 19th St

Hemlock-Maple

Residential

19th & Vicinity of Maple

NW CW Potential

9

NW Maple Ave

19th-6th

Residential; NW Maple Ave Nbhood
Revitalization Center

10

NW 6th Ave

Maple-Oak Tree

11

NW Oak Tree Ln

6th-Canal

12

NW Canal Blvd

Oak Tree-Maple

13

NW Canal Blvd

Maple-Kingwood

14

NW Kingwood Ave

Canal-4th

15

NW 4th Ave

Kingwood-Larch

16

NW Larch Ave

Canal-4th

17

NW Canal Blvd

18

NW Canal Blvd

Sidewalks

Bicycle/Trail

Existing

No marked crossings of Kalama

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

-

Marked crossings at Indian and Highland

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides (Two-Way) and One Side
(One-Way)

Marked crossings at Highland and Glacier

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane East Side (One-Way)

Marked crossings at 9th, 11th, and 15th

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane North Sides (One-Way)

Marked crossings at Rimrock and 15th

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

Present East Side
Asphalt Path West Side

Bike Lane East Side
Asphalt Path West Side

Present Both Sides

Buffered Bike Lanes Both Sides

Marked crossings at Hemlock, Ivy, Kingwood, Present Both Sides
Larch, and Maple

Buffered Bike Lanes Both Sides

Maple & Vicinity of 9th to 6th NW CW Potential

Marked crossings at 19th, 10th, 9th, and 6th

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

-

-

-

Marked crossings at Maple and Oak Tree

Present (Discontinuous) West Side
Present East Side

Bike Lanes Both Sides

Electric Co-Op, Panda Express, Home
Depot (to north)

-

-

-

Marked crossings at 6th

Present (Discontinuous) North Side
Present South Side

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

Walmart

Walmart

Existing

No marked crossings of Canal; No access to
Maple

Present West Side

Bike Lanes Both Sides
Asphalt Path East Side

-

No marked crossings of Canal

Present West Side

Asphalt Path East Side

St. Charles Hospital (south side)

-

NW CW route needs to
make left onto Glacier

-

Evaluate high school
Marked crossings at Highland, High School
congestion; consider
entrance, and Antler
avoiding stops on Rimrock

St. Charles Hospital

NW CW Pilot

No marked crossings of Kingwood

Present (Discontinuous) South Side

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

-

-

-

No marked crossings of 4th

Present (Discontinuous) West Side

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

-

-

-

Two mid-block crossings at hospital

Present North Side
Present (Discontinuous) South Side

Shared Facility (No Lanes)
Bike Lanes Both Sides East of Hospital

Larch-Kingwood

-

-

-

No marked crossings of Canal

Not Present

Bike Lanes Both Sides
Asphalt Path East Side

Kingwood-Dogwood

-

-

-

Marked crossings at Hemlock and Dogwood

Not Present East Side
Not Present West Side - Kingwood-Hemlock
Present (Discontinuous) West Side - Hemlock-Dogwood

Bike Lanes Both Sides

St. Charles Hospital (north side), Family
Care Clinic, Rehabilitation Services

Senior Center

This would opposite the
existing, unused shelter

19

NW Dogwood Ave

Canal-6th

Senior Center (WB)

NW CW Pilot

Marked crossings at Canal, 5th, and 6th

Present Both Sides

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

20

NW 6th Ave-Black
Butte-7th

Dogwood-Evergreen

Black Butte & Vicinity of
5th/6th

NW CW Potential

Marked crossings at 6th & Dogwood, Cedar,
Antler; 7th & Black Butte, Cascade,
Deschutes, and Evergreen

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane West Side (One-Way) - Dogwood-Antler
Shared Facility (No Lanes) - Antler-Evergreen

21

SW 7th St

Evergreen-Glacier

7th & Evergreen (SB)

NW CW Pilot

Marked crossings at Evergreen, Forest; no N-S Present Both Sides
crossing at Glacier

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

22

SW Glacier Ave

7th-11th

Downtown

11th & Vicinity of Glacier

SW

Potential

Marked crossings at 9th, 11th

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane North Sides (One-Way)

23

SW 11th St

Glacier-Highland

Downtown

-

-

-

Marked crossings at 9th, 11th

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane North Sides (One-Way)

24

SW 11th St/Veterans
Way

Highland-Kalama

-

-

-

Present Both Sides

Bikes Lanes One Side

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

One-way southbound

Marked crossings at Highland and Kalama

25
SW Kalama Ave
Veterans-Redmond Hub Fred Meyer/Lowes
Redmond Hub
Existing
No marked crossings of Kalama
Note: Stops are general locations. A high-level assessment of pedestrian conditions and access is provided at the street segment level. CET would need to conduct a more detailed assessment of feasibility, safety, etc.
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Figure 4-22 Northwest – Counter-Clockwise (CCW) Route Stop Recommendations and Access to Transit Assessment
#

Street

Segment

Major Activity Centers/Land Use

Initial
Route

Recommended Stops

1

SW Kalama Ave

Redmond Hub-Veterans

Fred Meyer/Lowes

Redmond Hub

2

SW Veterans Way

Kalama-Highland

Retail

-

3

SW 9th St

Highland-Glacier

Downtown

4

SW 9th Ave

Glacier-Evergreen

City Hall

5

SW Evergreen

9th-7th

Downtown

6

SW 7th St

Evergreen-Black Butte

Downtown

7

SW Black Butte

7th-5th

8

SW 5th Ave

Antler-Dogwood

9

NW Dogwood Ave

6th-Canal

10

NW Canal Blvd

Kingwood-Dogwood

11

NW Kingwood Ave

Canal-4th

12

NW Kingwood Ave

13
14

Category Operational Assessment

Access to Transit Assessment
Crossings

Sidewalks

Bicycle/Trail

Existing

No marked crossings of Kalama

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

-

-

Marked crossings at Indian and Highland

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides (Two-Way) and One Side
(One-Way)

Vicinity of
9th/Glacier/Highland

NW CW

Potential NW CW route needs to
make left onto Glacier

Marked crossings at Highland and Glacier

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane East Side (One-Way)

-

-

-

Marked crossings at Glacier, Evergreen

Present Both Sides

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

Marked crossings at Evergreen, Glacier, and
Highland

Present Both Sides

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

Marked crossings at Evergreen, Deschutes,
Cascade; no N-S crossing at Black Butte

Present Both Sides

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

Vicinity of Black Butte/5th/6th NW CCW Potential

Marked crossings at Dogwood

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane East Side (One-Way)

-

-

Marked crossings at Dogwood

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane East Side (One-Way)

Senior Center (EB)

NW CCW Potential Mid-block crossing
between route directions

Marked crossings at Canal, 5th, and 6th

Present Both Sides

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

-

-

-

Marked crossings at Hemlock and Dogwood

Not Present East Side
Not Present West Side - Kingwood-Hemlock
Present (Discontinuous) West Side - Hemlock-Dogwood

Bike Lanes Both Sides

St. Charles Hospital

NW CW

Pilot

No marked crossings of Kingwood

Present (Discontinuous) South Side

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

4th-6th

-

-

-

No marked crossings of Kingwood

Not Present

No Facilities

NW 6th Ave

Kingwood-Maple

-

-

-

Marked crossings at Maple

Present (Discontinuous) West Side

Bike Lanes Both Sides

NW 6th Ave

Maple-Oak Tree

-

-

-

Marked crossings at Maple and Oak Tree

Present (Discontinuous) West Side
Present East Side

Bike Lanes Both Sides

15

NW Oak Tree Ln

6th-Canal

Electric Co-Op, Panda Express, Home
Depot (to north)

-

-

-

Marked crossings at 6th

Present (Discontinuous) North Side
Present South Side

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

16

NW Canal Blvd

Oak Tree-Maple

Walmart

Walmart

Existing

No marked crossings of Canal; No access to
Maple

Present West Side

Bike Lanes Both Sides
Asphalt Path East Side

17

NW Canal Blvd

Maple-Kingwood

No marked crossings of Canal

Present West Side

Asphalt Path East Side

18

NW Larch Ave

Canal-4th

Two mid-block crossings at hospital

Present North Side
Present (Discontinuous) South Side

Shared Facility (No Lanes)
Bike Lanes Both Sides East of Hospital

19

NW 4th Ave

20

Senior Center

St. Charles Hospital (south side)

7th & Evergreen (NB)

NW CCW Pilot

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Larch-Maple

-

-

-

No marked crossings of 4th

Present West Side
Present (Discontinuous) East Side

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

NW Maple Ave

4th-6th

-

-

-

Marked crossings at 6th

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

21

NW Maple Ave

6th-19th

Residential; NW Maple Ave Neighborhood Maple & Vicinity of 6th to 9th NW CCW Potential
Center (Planned)

Marked crossings at 19th, 10th, 9th, and 6th

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

22

NW 19th St

Maple-Hemlock

Residential

Maple & Vicinity of 19th

NW CCW Potential

Marked crossings at Hemlock, Ivy, Kingwood,
Larch, and Maple

Present Both Sides

Buffered Bike Lanes Both Sides

23

NW 19th St

Hemlock-Antler

Residential

19th & Vicinity of Hemlock

NW CCW Potential

Marked crossings at Hemlock, Cedar, and
Antler

Present Both Sides

Buffered Bike Lanes Both Sides

24

SW Rimrock Dr

Antler-Highland

Redmond HS, Apts east side; Hugh
Hartman ES

19th & Vicinity of Antler
Marked crossings at Highland, High School
NW CCW Potential Evaluate high school
Highland & Vicinity of Rimrock
congestion; consider
entrance, and Antler
avoiding stops on Rimrock

Present East Side
Asphalt Path West Side

Bike Lane East Side
Asphalt Path West Side

25

SW Highland Ave

15th-Rimrock

Redmond HS; Nolan Town Center;
American Legion Park; other commercial

Highland & Vicinity of 15th

NW CCW Potential

Marked crossings at Rimrock and 15th

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

26

SW Highland Ave

15th-11th

Commercial

Vicinity of Highland/11th

NW CCW Potential

Marked crossings at 15th and 11th

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane South Side (One-Way)

27

SW 11th St

Highland-Veterans

-

-

Marked crossings at Highland

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane West Side (One-Way)

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

St. Charles Hospital (north side), Family
Care Clinic, Rehabilitation Services

-

This would opposite the
existing, unused shelter

28
SW Kalama Ave
Veterans-Redmond Hub Fred Meyer/Lowes
Redmond Hub
Existing
No marked crossings of Kalama
Note: Stops are general locations. A high-level assessment of pedestrian conditions and access is provided at the street segment level. CET would need to conduct a more detailed assessment of feasibility, safety, etc.

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. and Kittelson & Associates | 4-35

City of Redmond Fixed-Route Transit Feasibility Study | Final Report
COIC

Figure 4-23 Southwest (Clockwise) Route Stop Recommendations and Access to Transit Assessment
#

Street

1

Segment
Redmond Hub-Veterans

2

SW Canal Blvd

Kalama-Veterans

3

SW Canal Blvd

Veterans-Quartz

4

SW Quartz Ave

Canal-Canyon

5

SW Canyon Dr

6

Major Activity Centers/Land Use
Fred Meyer/Lowes

Initial
Route

Recommended Stops
Redmond Hub

Category Operational Assessment

Access to Transit Assessment
Crossings

Sidewalks

Bicycle/Trail

Existing

No marked crossings of Kalama

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

-

-

-

Marked crossings at Veterans

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

SW Canal & Pumice SB

SE

Potential

Marked crossings at Veterans and Obsidian;
newly installed roundabout at Pumice with ped
crossings

Present West Side
Present East Side - Veterans-Obsidian

Bike Lanes Both Sides

Vicinity of Quartz & Canyon

SW

Potential

Marked crossings at Canal and Canyon

Present Both Sides

No Facilities

Quartz-Salmon

Brookdale senior home; MF housing on W Vicinity of Salmon & Canyon SW
side of Canyon; Ridgemont apts

Potential

No marked crossings

Present Both Sides

No Facilities

SW Salmon Ave

Canyon-27th

Regency Park Townhomes

7

SW 27th Ave

8

SW Umatilla Ave

9

SW 31st Ave

Safeway

Vicinity of Salmon & 27th

SW

Potential

Marked crossings at Canal, 23rd, and 27th

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

Salmon-Umatilla

-

-

-

Marked crossings at Salmon

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

27th-31st

Umatilla Sports Complex

SW

Pilot

Marked crossings at 27th and 31st

Present Both Sides

No Facilities

-

-

-

No marked crossings

Present West Side
Present (Discontinuous) East Side

No Facilities

Umatilla-Timber

Redmond Heights Pentecostal church

10

SW Timber Ave

31st-27th

-

-

-

Marked crossing at 27th

Present North Side

No Facilities

11

SW 27th Ave

Timber-Obsidian

27th & Vicinity of Obsidian

SW

Potential

Marked crossings at Salmon, Quartz, Pumice,
and Obsidian

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

12

SW 27th Ave

Obsidian-Highland

27th & Vicinity of Highland

SW

Pilot

Marked crossings at Obsidian and Highland

Present Both Sides

Buffered Bike Lanes Both Sides

SW 27th Ave

Highland-Antler

-

-

-

Marked crossings at Highland

Present Both Sides (minus short section, west side CascadeCascade Mtn
Bike Lanes Both Sides

-

-

-

Marked crossing at Antler

Present Both Sides

No Facilities

13
14

Cascade Mtn Ln/SW
25th St

Vern Patrick ES; Planned neighborhood
revitalization center, planned recreation
center

Routing option to use
27th-Antler vs. Cascade
Mountain Ln-25th

27th-Antler

RPA MS
Vicinity of 27th/Highland/23rd SW
Antler & Vicinity of
Rimrock/19th (EB)

Potential

Marked crossings at 25th, RPA, and Rimrock

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

Black Butte & Vicinity of SW
Canyon (Skate Park)

SW

Potential

Marked crossings at Rimrock and DCT

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides
Connection to DCT

Black Butte & Vicinity of SW
9th

SW

Potential

Marked crossings at 12th and 9th

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

-

-

-

Marked crossings at Black Butte, Deschutes,
and Evergreen

Present Both Sides

No Facilities

Present Both Sides

No Facilities

15

W Antler Ave

27th (or 25th)-Rimrock

Redmond HS Hartman Campus and
athletic fields

16

W Antler Ave/Black
Butte Blvd

Rimrock-Canyon

Skate Park

17

Black Butte Blvd

Canyon-7th

SW 7th St

Black Butte-Evergreen

City Hall
Centennial Park

18

Coordinate with future
recreation center site

19

SW Evergreen Ave

9th-6th

20

SW 7th St

Evergreen-Glacier

21

SW Glacier Ave

7th-11th

22

SW 11th St

Glacier-Highland

23

SW 11th St/Veterans
Way

Highland-Kalama

-

-

-

Marked crossings at 9th, 8th, 7th, and 6th

7th & Evergreen (SB)

NW CW

Pilot

Marked crossings at Evergreen, Forest; no N-S Present Both Sides
crossing at Glacier

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

Downtown

11th & Vicinity of Glacier

SW

Potential

Marked crossings at 9th, 11th

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane North Sides (One-Way)

Downtown

-

-

-

Marked crossings at 9th, 11th

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane North Sides (One-Way)

-

-

-

Present Both Sides

Bikes Lanes One Side

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

One-way southbound

Marked crossings at Highland and Kalama

24
SW Kalama Ave
Veterans-Redmond Hub Fred Meyer/Lowes
Redmond Hub
Existing
No marked crossings of Kalama
Note: Stops are general locations. A high-level assessment of pedestrian conditions and access is provided at the street segment level. CET would need to conduct a more detailed assessment of feasibility, safety, etc.
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Figure 4-24 Northeast (Clockwise) Route Stop Recommendations and Access to Transit Assessment
#

Street

Segment

Major Activity Centers/Land Use

Initial
Route

Recommended Stops

Access to Transit Assessment

Category Operational Assessment

Crossings

Sidewalks

Bicycle/Trail

1

SW Kalama Ave

Redmond Hub-Veterans Fred Meyer/Lowes

Redmond Hub

2

SW Veterans Way

Kalama-Highland

Retail

-

3

SW 9th St

Highland-Glacier

Downtown

4

SW 9th Ave

Glacier-Evergreen

City Hall

5

SW Evergreen

9th-7th

Downtown

6

SW 7th St

Evergreen-Black Butte

Downtown

7

SW Black Butte

7th-5th

Vicinity of Black Butte/5th/6th NW CCW Potential

Marked crossings at Dogwood

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane East Side (One-Way)

8

SW 5th Ave

Antler-Dogwood

-

-

-

Marked crossings at Dogwood

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane East Side (One-Way)

9

NW 5th Ave

Dogwood-6th

5th & Vicinity of Dogwood

NE

Potential

Marked crossings at Dogwood

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane East Side (One-Way)

No marked crossings of 6th

Present Both Sides - 5th-Jackpine
Present (Discontinuous) West Side - Jackpine-Kingwood
Not Present East Side

Bike Lanes Both Sides

10

NW 6th Ave

5th-Kingwood

Existing

No marked crossings of Kalama

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

-

-

Marked crossings at Indian and Highland

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides (Two-Way) and One Side
(One-Way)

Vicinity of
9th/Glacier/Highland

NW CW

Potential NW CW route needs to
make left onto Glacier

Marked crossings at Highland and Glacier

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane East Side (One-Way)

-

-

-

Marked crossings at Glacier, Evergreen

Present Both Sides

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

Marked crossings at Evergreen, Glacier, and
Highland

Present Both Sides

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

Marked crossings at Evergreen, Deschutes,
Cascade; no N-S crossing at Black Butte

Present Both Sides

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

7th & Evergreen (NB)

-

NW CW

-

Pilot

-

11

NW 6th Ave

Kingwood-Maple

-

-

-

Marked crossings at Maple

Present (Discontinuous) West Side

Bike Lanes Both Sides

12

NW 6th Ave

Maple-Oak Tree

-

-

-

Marked crossings at Maple and Oak Tree

Present (Discontinuous) West Side
Present East Side

Bike Lanes Both Sides

13

NW Oak Tree Ln

6th-Canal

Electric Co-Op, Panda Express, Home
Depot (to north)

-

-

-

Marked crossings at 6th

Present (Discontinuous) North Side
Present South Side

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

14

NW Canal Blvd

Oak Tree-Maple

Walmart

Walmart

Existing

No marked crossings of Canal; No access to Present West Side
Maple

Bike Lanes Both Sides
Asphalt Path East Side

15

NW Canal Blvd

Maple-Kingwood

-

-

-

No marked crossings of Canal

Present West Side

Asphalt Path East Side

16

NW Canal Blvd

Larch-Kingwood

-

-

-

No marked crossings of Canal

Not Present

Bike Lanes Both Sides
Asphalt Path East Side

17

NW Kingwood Ave

Canal-4th

St. Charles Hospital

NW CW

Pilot

No marked crossings of Kingwood

Present (Discontinuous) South Side

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

18

NW 4th Ave

Kingwood-Larch

-

-

-

No marked crossings of 4th

Present (Discontinuous) West Side

Shared Facility (No Lanes)
Shared Facility (No Lanes)
Bike Lanes Both Sides

St. Charles Hospital (south side)

19

NW 4th Ave

Larch-Maple

-

-

-

No marked crossings of 4th

Present West Side
Present (Discontinuous) East Side

20

NW Maple Ave

4th-Canal

-

-

-

No marked crossings of Canal

Present Both Sides

21

NE Maple/Negus

Canal-9th

Maple & Vicinity of 5th

NE

Potential

Marked crossings at 7th and Oak Pl

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

22

NE 5th

Maple-Redwood

Pilot

Various

Present Both Sides north of Oak; no sidewalk west side
between Maple and Oak (per aerial)

None

23

NE 9th Ave

Negus-Kingwood

-

-

No marked crossings of 9th

Present West Side

Bike Lanes Both Sides

24

NE Kingwood-17thHemlock

Kingwood-Hemlock

Skyline Village Transit Plaza NE
(Future)

Potential Depends on development No marked crossings of 9th

Present West Side

Bike Lanes Both Sides

25

NE 9th Ave

Hemlock-Antler

Vicinity of NE 9th & Hemlock NE

Pilot

No marked crossings of 9th

Not Present

No Facilities

26

E Antler Ave

9th-Jackson

-

-

-

No marked crossings of Antler

Not Present

No Facilities

27

SE Jackson St

Antler-Evergreen

-

-

-

No marked crossings of Jackson

Present (Discontinuous) Both Sides

Shared Facility (No Lanes)

NE

Potential Coordinated with ODOT
roadway project; safe
crossing would be
required at the stop.

Marked crossings at Evergreen, 5th, and 6th

Present Both Sides (starting at Franklin)

Bike Lanes Both Sides - Franklin-Evergreen
Shared Facility (No Lanes) - Evergreen-6th

NW CW

Pilot

Marked crossings at Evergreen, Forest; no N- Present Both Sides
S crossing at Glacier

Residential

Vicinity of 5th & Quince, 5th & NE
Shoshone

28

SE Evergreen Ave

Jackson-7th

Vicinity of Evergreen (OR
126) & Franklin

29

SW 7th St

Evergreen-Glacier

7th & Evergreen (SB)

-
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#

Street

Segment

30

SW 11th St

Glacier-Highland

31

SW 11th St/Veterans
Way

Highland-Kalama

Major Activity Centers/Land Use
Downtown

Initial
Route

Recommended Stops

Category Operational Assessment

-

-

-

-

-

-

One-way southbound

Access to Transit Assessment
Crossings

Sidewalks

Bicycle/Trail

Marked crossings at 9th, 11th

Present Both Sides

Bike Lane North Sides (One-Way)

Marked crossings at Highland and Kalama

Present Both Sides

Bikes Lanes One Side

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

32
SW Kalama Ave
Veterans-Redmond Hub Fred Meyer/Lowes
Redmond Hub
Existing
No marked crossings of Kalama
Note: Stops are general locations. A high-level assessment of pedestrian conditions and access is provided at the street segment level. CET would need to conduct a more detailed assessment of feasibility, safety, etc.

Figure 4-25 South Route Stop Recommendations and Access to Transit Assessment
#

Street

Segment

Major Activity Centers/Land Use

1

SW Kalama Ave

Redmond Hub-Veterans Fred Meyer/Lowes

Redmond Hub

2

SW Canal Blvd

Kalama-Veterans

-

3

SW Canal Blvd

Veterans-Quartz

Safeway

4

SW Canal Blvd

Quartz-Veterans (NB)

5

SW Canal Blvd

Quartz-Odem Medo

6
7
8

Initial
Route

Recommended Stops

Category Operational Assessment

Access to Transit Assessment
Crossings

Sidewalks

Bicycle/Trail

Existing

No marked crossings of Kalama

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

-

-

Marked crossings at Veterans

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides

SW Canal & Pumice SB

SE

Potential

Marked crossings at Veterans and Obsidian; Present West Side
newly installed roundabout at Pumice with ped Present East Side - Veterans-Obsidian
crossings

Bike Lanes Both Sides

Safeway

SW Canal & Pumice NB

S

Potential

Marked crossings at Veterans and Obsidian; Present West Side
newly installed roundabout at Pumice with ped Present East Side - Veterans-Obsidian
crossings

Bike Lanes Both Sides

BiMart

SW Canal & Odem Memo

SE

Pilot

Marked crossings at Salmon and Odem Medo Present West Side
Asphalt Path East Side

Bike Lanes Both Sides
Asphalt Path East Side

SW Canal Blvd

Odem Medo-Quartz (NB) BiMart

SW Canal & Odem Memo

S

Pilot

Marked crossings at Salmon and Odem Medo Present West Side
Asphalt Path East Side

Bike Lanes Both Sides
Asphalt Path East Side

SW Canal Blvd

Odem Medo-Yew

-

-

Marked crossings at Odem Medo, Wickiup,
and Yew

Present Both Sides

Bike Lanes Both Sides - Odem Medo-Timber
Buffered Bike Lanes Both Sides - Timber-Yew

SW Canal Blvd

Yew-SW Badger/36th

SW Canal & Yew SB; SW
Canal & Yew NB

S

Potential

Marked crossings at Yew

Present Both Sides - Yew-Zenith
Present North Side - Zenith-Badger

Bike Lanes Both Sides

Vicinity of Ridgeview HS

S

Pilot

Brookside senior home

9
SW Canal Blvd

Badger/36th-SW
Elkhorn/Ridgeview HS

Ridgeview HS

Present North/West Side (section on South/East side near
High School) - Canal
Present North Side - Elkhorn
Marked crossings at High School and Elkhorn Not Present - Phillips or Canal (Phillips-Elkhorn)

10
To be determined
To be determined
S
Potential
Note: Stops are general locations. A high-level assessment of pedestrian conditions and access is provided at the street segment level. CET would need to conduct a more detailed assessment of feasibility, safety, etc.
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Land Use
This section summarizes land use strategies, primarily identified in CET’s recent TMP that can be
implemented to make land use development in the city and public transportation mutually supportive.

CET 2040 TMP Recommendations:
The CET 2040 TMP identified land use strategies to help jurisdictions in the CET service area, including
Redmond, develop in a more transit-supportive manner. 4 The plan identified targeted modifications of
existing development code sections and provided model policy and development code language that
communities could consider for future comprehensive plan and code updates.
Figure 4-26 summarizes the recommended development code amendments.

Figure 4-26 Development Code Amendments Recommended for Redmond in CET TMP
Category

Recommendation

Coordination

Require coordination between Redmond and CET related to the provision of transit stop improvements at
existing and planned transit stops.

Use Standards

Limit auto-oriented and -dependent uses (including drive-thrus) adjacent to existing and planned transit
routes and stops.

Development
Standards

Enhance development standards to include pedestrian-oriented building features such as windows and
weather protection along existing and planned transit routes; and possible pedestrian amenities in front
setbacks adjacent to existing and planned transit stops.

Parking-Related
Standards

Add parking-related requirements such as enhanced parking lot walkway standards; restricting parking
and circulation between building and street and establishing preferential parking spaces for ridesharing
(with exceptions for ADA-accessible spaces) along transit routes; bike parking space design and amount
requirements (particularly in conjunction with transit stations); parking space reductions related to transit
access; and allowing transit-related uses (e.g., park-and-rides or small transit centers) in parking lots.

Source: CET TMP, Table 58, p., 133

The Redmond-specific Local Agency Overview and Implementation Plan includes more specific
recommendations and adoption-ready development code language or model language and other guidance
(Attachment A of that study is included as Appendix C of this report). This guidance can be integrated into
regular code reviews and/or considered during future comprehensive plan and development code
updates. The current Fixed Route Planning Study may also provide an opportunity to consider the
recommendations. A recommendation of particular relevance to the routes and conceptual stop locations
identified through this study is “2 Transit Stop Improvements,” which also addresses access to transit
through relatively direct pedestrian connections between bus stops and build entrances, orienting primary
entrances to the street where the transit stop is located, and stop infrastructure and amenities. The
recommended code language stipulates that land uses proposed on the same site as, or adjacent to, a stop
will provide access and supportive improvements in coordination with the provider (i.e., CET).

Skyline Village and Affordable Housing MOU
Skyline Village is a 40-acre, 485-unit (12+unit per acre) mixed-income development planned in northeast
Redmond that will include 50% affordable housing (to 80% of the area median income). Figure 4-27

4

CET 2040 TMP, 9/2020, p. 131-133; Transit-Supportive Development Strategies Memo; and Redmond Overview and
Implementation Plan
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provides a concept plan and shows the site in the context of the City of Redmond’s Eastside Framework
Plan. It is located north of NE Kingwood Avenue, between approximately NE 11th and NE 17 th Streets.
The City of Redmond applied to redevelop the site under Oregon House Bill (HB) 4079 Affordable
Housing Pilot Program. A requirement of the program is fixed-route transit service of at least eight
weekday trips per direction within three-quarter miles of the site, which the City does not currently meet.
On May 3, 2018 the Redmond City Council adopted a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between
the City of Redmond and CET, whereby the CET and the City agreed to work towards meeting the transit
service requirements, including providing the required levels of service when a fixed-route system is
created in Redmond.
The northeast concept route could be adapted to provide service to the site.
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Figure 4-27 Skyline Village Concept Plan and Site Context

Source: City of Redmond Affordable Housing Pilot Project Application, 10/31/2017. https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Commission/Documents/2018-11_Item_10_Attachment_C_Redmond_Final_Application_p.pdf
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Monitoring
The following benchmarks are recommended to guide CET in determining when it is appropriate to
consider transitioning between service types for each of the conceptual routes identified for different parts
of Redmond, such as upgrading demand-response (DAR) service or microtransit service to flex-route
service or flex-route service to fixed-route service. When a service or route exceeds defined/typical
thresholds, it indicates passenger demand that may require, and be able to support, a more structured
transit route. Similarly, when multiple vehicles are required to serve demand in a microtransit zone,
consideration of flex-route or fixed-route service may be warranted.
The benchmarks include some already identified by CET for other similar transit services in the region
and are grouped by four goals CET has identified for post-pandemic recovery. 5 In addition to indicating
when it may be appropriate to transition between service types, the benchmarks can also be used to assess
service types to make corrections when current performance falls below the benchmarks. At a minimum,
the monitoring process would happen annually and present previous year results.




Efficient
−

Cost per Revenue Hour is a measure of how efficiently an hour of revenue service is being
delivered. This measure includes all operating costs associated with providing transit
services, such as labor, fuel, maintenance, administration, etc.

−

Farebox Recovery is another measure of efficiency, comparing total operating costs
“recovered” from fares collected on that service.

Effective
−





Productivity refers to the number of riders each type of service can typically carry per
vehicle service hour.

Customer Friendly
−

On-Time Performance is a measure of how reliably the transit service is arriving or
departing each scheduled stop, where 5 minutes is considered “late.” Reliability is important
not only for travel on individual routes, but to ensure timed connections to other local and
regional services.

−

Complaints per 100,000 rides measures overall customer satisfaction with the transit
service and is an important indicator for when corrective measures for safety, customer
service or operations may be necessary.

−

Capacity is a measure of rider comfort as well as customer satisfaction, schedule reliability
and operational safety. This measure tracks what percent of trips have standees for part or all
of the trip, especially during peak periods.

Equitable
−

Service to Equity Focus Communities, which at a minimum may be defined as the
percent of service to neighborhoods with high concentrations of low-income households as
compared to the community as a whole. Additional definitions may include percent of service
to people who work in low-to-moderate wage jobs. 6

5

2021 Cascade East Transit - Operational Service Standards, Short-Term Goals, Objectives & Targets
CET’s 2021 Service Standards did not define metrics for the “Equitable” area; the definitions and metrics provided are
suggestions from the consultant team. CET could calculate these metrics using Remix.

6
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Figure 4-28 Service Performance Monitoring Benchmarks
Category
Efficient

Metric
Cost per
Revenue
Hour

Farebox
Recovery

Effective

Customer
Friendly

Productivity

On-Time
Performance
or Travel
Time

Complaints
per 100,000
Rides

Capacity

Service Type

Benchmark

Notes / Recommended Action(s)

Dial-A-Ride

$80-95 (2021 $) 1

Same as CET Short-Term Goals, Objectives & Targets

Microtransit

$70-80 (2021 $) 1

Based on TMP, Table 22. Assumes several different
scenarios for operating microtransit (in-house, contracted,
etc.)

Flex-Route

$80-95 (2021 $) 1

Same as CET Short-Term Goals, Objectives & Targets

Fixed-Route

$80-95 (2021 $)

Same as CET Short-Term Goals, Objectives & Targets

Dial-A-Ride

5-10%

Minimum of 5%. (Overall Rural DAR benchmark is 3.5%.)

Microtransit

5-10%

Minimum of 5%. .

Flex-Route

10-15%

Minimum of 10%.

Fixed-Route

10-15%

Minimum of 10%.

Dial-A-Ride

2 to 4

Minimum of 2.0; transition to flex-route when over 4.0, a
typical ceiling for this type of service. Existing DAR in
Redmond was 4.5 in the 2014-2018 period, and the Rural
DAR benchmark is 3.4.

Microtransit

Similar to Dial-ARide or Flex-Route

Variable, but consider transitioning to flex-route when riders
exceed 4 passengers/hour, when more than one vehicle is
required to provide a reasonable service level (e.g., travel
time) or meet demand.

Flex-Route

4 to 8

Consider transitioning to fixed-route when riders exceed 6
to 8 per hour, particularly if on-time performance standards
are not being met.

Fixed-Route

8 to 10

Flex-route be may appropriate below 8 riders per hour.

Dial-A-Ride

80-95% within a 30minute window

Microtransit

Similar to Dial-ARide

Consider transiting to flex- or fixed-route when this
benchmark is no longer possible to meet within a 30-minute
scheduled trip window

Flex-Route

85%

Fixed-Route

85%

Dial-A-Ride

100

Microtransit

100

Flex-Route

80

Fixed-Route

50

Dial-A-Ride

All ADA trip
requests; most
general public trip
requests

Microtransit

1

Flex- and fixed-route services operate on a schedule, and
thus it is important to maintain at least 85% of all trips
arriving no later than 5 minutes late. This measure
assumes no trips should leave a stop early.
Benchmarks are to be maintained or reduced over time.
Safety/security complaints benchmark should be addressed
immediately, and possible corrective measures
implemented.
ADA prohibits capacity constraints and requires paratransit
services to meet all expected demands for ADA eligible trip
requests. Services for the general public do not have this
requirement, but consider transiting to flex- or fixed-route if
general public trip requests are being denied due to
capacity. No standees allowed on Dial-A-Ride or
microtransit.
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Category

Metric

Service Type

Notes / Recommended Action(s)

125% of maximum
seated capacity
during peak periods

Consider increased service frequency (or supplementing
vehicles at specific, isolated high-load trip times) if
passenger loads are consistently over benchmark.

Service to
Dial-A-Ride
Equity Focus
Communities2
Microtransit

90%

Coverage to 90% of low-income population (200% of
federal poverty level) within UGB.

90%

Coverage to 90% of low-income population (200% of
federal poverty level) within UGB

Flex-Route

75%

Service coverage to 75% of low-income population (200%
of federal poverty level) within UGB within ½ mile of flex
route

Fixed-Route

65%

Service coverage to 65% of low-income population (200%
of federal poverty level) within ¼ mile of fixed route
(assumes ADA paratransit service available within ¾ mile of
all fixed routes)

Flex-Route
Fixed-Route
Equitable

Benchmark

Notes: 1. Costs assume 2020 dollars, and should be increased to reflect annual inflation. 2. Could be expanded to additional equity focus
communities.
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FUNDING
Existing Operating Funding Sources
CET receives operating funding from various sources to cover the costs of existing transit service in
Redmond, as shown in Figure 4-29:


The City of Redmond is the direct recipient of FTA 5310 funds, which it passes thru to CET.



The City of Redmond also contributes general funds. (CET pays the City of Redmond for fleet
maintenance, mostly for DAR vehicles.)



CET contributes funding from several sources to cover both Redmond Dial-A-Ride and four
different Community Connector routes that connect Redmond with Bend, Madras, Prineville, and
Sisters.



Deschutes County allocated funding from the Statewide Transportation Improvement Fund
(STIF) in the FY 2019-2021 period to support implementation of flex-route service in Redmond.
Two separate projects have a total awarded value of $783,075 (total, for the biennium, covering
both operating and capital costs of starting the service), of which $600,000 covered first-year
operations for the two pilot routes. Deschutes County also allocated funding in the FY 2022-2023
STIF plan to continue the $600,000 in funding, plus an additional $800,000 (annually) for
service expansion.



Additional existing funding sources include fare revenues. Additional fare revenues for local
flex/fixed-route service are not explicitly assumed in the funding projections, although fares for
existing Dial-A-Ride are among the sources CET uses to provide Dial-A-Ride service. As noted in
the Monitoring section above, fares could be expected to provide between 5 to 10% of costs,
depending on the service type (e.g., an additional $45,000 to $90,000 for the incremental
operating costs of Scenario 4). Alternatively, one option would be to make local service fare free
(see Corvallis case study below). Incentivizing additional ridership could also increase eligibility
for grant funding sources based on ridership metrics.
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Figure 4-29 Existing Funding Sources for Redmond Transit Services
Source

Description

Amount

Specifically for service in Redmond
Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) 5310

Federal formula funding that supports mobility for seniors
and people with disabilities

$486,855 / biennium

City of Redmond

City general fund payment to CET

$90,000 / biennium

Other CET funding sources that support service in Redmond
FTA 5311 and 5311 (f)

Formula funding for rural areas

Deschutes County Special
Transportation Fund (STF)

State of Oregon program that supports transportation funding
for seniors and people with disabilities

No specific amount earmarked for
Redmond

Statewide Transportation Improvement Fund
Deschutes County STIF

Deschutes County allocates funding through a STIF Plan
developed every two years, based on recommendations from
the STIF Advisory Committee and approved by the County
Board of Commissioners. The last two plans have allocated
funding for local service in Redmond. Future STIF plans
would be expected to continue this funding.

$783,075 (total) in FY 2019-2021
STIF Plan, including $600,000 for
operations
$600,000 (annual, continued
funding) + $800,000 (annual, for
service enhancement) in FY 20222023 STIF Plan

Source: COIC

Existing and Future Funding Scenarios
Figure 4-30 summarizes operating costs and funding requirements/sources to operate local transit
service in Redmond, relative to baseline (existing) costs and funding)


Baseline/Existing. The existing Dial-A-Ride service costs approximately $700,000 annually
to operate. The cost varies from year-to-year based on the service demand, number of vehicles
deployed, and total number of service hours that CET operates.
−

The City of Redmond contributes $45,000 annually from City of Redmond general funds,
paid quarterly, which equates to $90,000 per biennium. (CET is able to leverage these funds
as local match to fund the Community Connector system.) The City also allocates $486,000
per biennium from the federal 5310 program to CET for pay for Dial-A-Ride service. and This
equates to $288,000 per year.

−

CET provides the balance of local Dial-A-Ride costs—approximately $400,000—from
various state/federal sources.



Scenario 1: Introduce Flex Routes (Pilot). Deschutes County allocated $600,000 in its FY
2019-2021 STIF Plan to fund the first year of flex route operation for the pilot routes. This
funding has been continued in the FY 2022-2023 STIF Plan and would need to be allocated every
two years, which is assumed in the operating cost projection.



Scenario 2: Incremental Flex-Route Expansion. Deschutes County allocated an additional
$800,000 in its FY 2022-2023 STIF Plan to fund expansion of the pilot flex routes.



Scenarios 3 and 4: Full Flex Route and/or Fixed-Route System. Further expansion of
the flex route system would require additional funding. Reduced use of the Dial-A-Ride system
may reduce the amount of additional funding required.
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Figure 4-30 Operating Cost Estimate and Funding Source by Scenario, 2020$
Scenario

Weekday Costs

Annual Existing or Committed Funding Sources

Annual
Operating
Cost
(2020
dollars)

Local:
Additional
5310 +
CET
City of
Funding:
Redmond
STF +
General
5311 +
Fund
5311(f)

Annual Required Funding

STIF:
Initiated in
FY 20192021 Plan
[3]

STIF:
Initiated in
FY 20222023 Plan
[4]

Total
Funding
Available:
Local + CET
+ STIF

Additional
Funding
Needed

#

Name

Annual
Vehicle
Service
Hours

0

Baseline (Existing
Dial-A-Ride) [1, 2]

7,200

$679,000

$288,000

$391,000

-

-

$679,000

$0

1

Introduce Flex
Routes

13,600

$1.3 M

$288,000

$391,000

$600,000

-

$1,279,000

$0

2

Incremental Flex
Route Expansion

23,300

$2.1 M

$288,000

$391,000

$600,000

$800,000

$2,079,000

$0

3

Full Flex Route
System

26,900

$2.5 M

$288,000

$391,000

$600,000

$800,000

$2,079,000

$400,000

4

Full Fixed-Route
System

32,300

$3.0 M

$288,000

$391,000

$600,000

$800,000

$2,079,000

$900,000

Notes: All costs rounded up to nearest 1,000; Additional funding rounded up to nearest $100,000. Each route is assumed to require 1 bus.
1. Costs for existing service are based on 2019 Dial-A-Ride hours and estimated FY 20-21 costs. There was more service in prior years, and in
early 2020 service was extended to 5:30 am to 7:00 pm on weekdays.
2. Existing local funding is $486,000 per biennium from 5310 and $90,000 per biennium from the City of Redmond. (This equates to $288,000
per year.)
3. The Deschutes County STIF Plan funded $600,000 for the pilot project operating cost in the FY 2019-2021. Continuing funds were
recommended in the FY 2022-2023 Plan, subject to OTC approval, and will need to be allocated in future Deschutes County STIF plans.
4. Deschutes County STIF Plan allocated $800,000 in additional annual funds, covering FY 2022-2023 (Scenario 2), pending OTC approval.
Continuing funds would need to be allocated in future Deschutes County STIF plans.

Escalation Assumptions and Inflation-Adjusted Operating Costs and Funding
The following assumptions were used to estimate funding available in future years, e.g., adjusted for
inflation.


The City of Redmond will increase its general fund contribution by 2% annually.



Federal 5310 funds are expected to increase by approximately ½ to 1% annually.



CET’s funding contribution comes from funding sources, such as the Oregon Special
Transportation Fund (STF), which are not expected to increase, and is held constant.



Overall STIF funds available to Deschutes County are expected to increase over time based on
cost-of-living increases and overall growth in employment. An annual increase of 2% is assumed.

Figure 4-31 summarizes inflation-adjusted operating costs, based on the assumptions from the CET
TMP (see operating cost section above, and Memo 1), and inflation-adjusted funding based on the above
assumptions.
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Figure 4-31 Operating Cost Estimate and Funding Source by Scenario, Inflation-Adjusted
Scenario

Weekday Costs

Annual Existing or Committed Funding Sources

Annual
Operating
Cost
(2020
dollars)

Local:
5310 +
City of
Redmond
General
Fund

Additional
CET
Funding:
STF +
5311 +
5311(f)

STIF:
Initiated in
FY 20192021 Plan
[3]

STIF:
Initiated in
FY 20222023 Plan
[4]

Annual Required Funding
Total
Funding
Available:
Local + CET
+ STIF

Additional
Funding
Needed

$679,000

$0

$1,282,000

$38,000

#

Name

Annual
Vehicle
Service
Hours

0

Baseline (Existing
Dial-A-Ride) [1, 2]

7,200

$679,000

$288,000

$391,000

1

Introduce Flex
Routes

13,600

$1.3 M

$291,000

$391,000

$600,000

2

Incremental Flex
Route Expansion

23,300

$2.3 M

$293,000

$391,000

$618,000

$800,000

$2,102,000

$200,000

3

Full Flex Route
System

26,900

$2.9 M

$299,000

$391,000

$676,000

$874,000

$2,240,000

$700,000

4

Full Fixed-Route
System

32,300

$3.6 M

$303,000

$391,000

$717,000

$927,000

$2,338,000

$1,400,000

Peer Funding Levels
This section compares the local funding contribution per capita in Redmond compared to other Central
Oregon cities and other comparable cities in Oregon.
Redmond and several other communities served by CET pass their federal 5310 program allocations to
CET to pay for Dial-A-Ride service (through a purchased services agreement that enables a low local
match rate to access the federal funds) and also provide a local contribution from their general fund to
provide the local match for that funding. Redmond’s local contribution of $90,000 per biennium
($45,000 per year) equates to $1.40 per person (based on 2020 population). Figure 4-32 shows
Redmond’s contribution relative to what Madras, Prineville, and Sisters contribute.

Figure 4-32 Local Funding Comparison between Redmond and Other CET Cities
5310
(biennium)

Annual General Fund
Contribution (2020)

5310 with 10.27%
Match (biennium

Population
(2020)

Annual General Fund
Contribution per Person

Redmond

$486,855

$45,000

$576,855

32,215

$1.40

Madras

$192,943

$19,815

$212,758

6,470

$3.06

Prineville

$192,943

$19,815

$212,758

10,355

$1.91

Sisters

$58,280

$5,985

$64,265

3,220

$1.86

City

Comparisons between Redmond and other Oregon cities need to consider the city’s population, whether
the city is part of an urban area, and whether the city is part of transit district, which help determine the
types of funding sources that are available.


Cities over 50,000 population (e.g., Corvallis, Albany) or cities in urban areas over 50,000
population (e.g., Grants Pass) can access federal urban area formula funds (5307 program). Bend
is eligible for the funds as is Corvallis (see case study below). Based on projections from the
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Portland State University Population Research Center, Redmond is not projected to pass the
50,000 population threshold for an urban area designation until after 2040. 7


Numerous other small cities less than 50,000 population that are within transit districts typically
accrue payroll or property tax revenues, based on the source approved with the district. CET is
not currently a transit district.

Figure 4-33 compares Redmond to other similarly sized cities in Oregon that are not eligible for urban
area funds or part of transit districts:


The Cities of Woodburn and Lebanon, which operate their own systems, contribute nearly $6 and
over $4 per person, respectively.



The Cities of McMinnville and Newberg, which are part of Yamhill County Transit (County
Service District), each contribute less than $1 per person. However, Yamhill County contributes
$500,000 annually in general funds.

Figure 4-33 Local Funding Comparison with Other Oregon Cities not in an Urban Area or Transit District
Population
(2020)

Annual General
Fund Contribution
per Person

$45,000

32,215

$1.40

Woodburn

$150,000

25,185

$5.96

Increased from $116,000 prior to 2021

Lebanon

$71,750

17,335

$4.14

Consistent over past 5+ years

McMinnville
Newberg

$22,000
$18,000

34,615
24,120

$0.64
$0.75

Yamhill County contributes $500,000 annually;
which has increased in recent years

City

Annual General
Fund Contribution
(2020)

Notes

CET Cities
Redmond
Non-CET Cities

Additional Potential Operating Funding Sources
CET and/or the City of Redmond could explore other potential revenue sources to further expand local
service in Redmond using dedicated revenue sources (i.e., non-general fund) that provide greater
certainty for ongoing funding. Figure 4-34 identifies various funding sources that are currently used by
cities or transit districts in Oregon to fund public transportation.


Transit Districts in Oregon that have dedicated revenue sources for transit primarily use either
payroll or property taxes. While CET has explored forming a transit district in the past, these
funding sources are currently not available.



A transit utility fee is a local revenue option that has been successful in Corvallis (see case study
below). With introduction of the fee, fares were eliminated.

7

Coordinated Population Forecast for Deschutes County, its Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB), and Area Outside UGBs, 20182068. Portland State University, Population Research Center. https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/opfp/39. See Figure 16.
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Figure 4-34 Examples of Local Transit Funding Sources in Oregon
Funding
Source

Description

Limitations on
Eligible
Agencies

Oregon Examples

Employer
Payroll Tax

Progressive tax imposed directly on the
employer, based on payroll for services
performed within a transit district, including
traveling sales representatives and employees
working from home. This tax applies to covered
employees and self-employed workers.

Mass Transit
District (ORS
267)

TriMet, the City of Wilsonville, the
City of Sandy, the South Clackamas
Transportation District, the City of
Canby, Lane Transit District.

Property Tax
(dedicated to
transit)

A property tax dedicated to funding public
transportation is usually assessed at a rate per
$1,000 of property value, and may be
permanent, or temporary and need to be reapproved by voters.
However, property taxes in Oregon are subject
to “compression,” which limits the amount of
property taxes that can be collected (based on
state Measures 5, 47, and 50) and can reduce
the amount of revenue collected.

Local government
authorities
Transit District

Examples of dedicated transit
property taxes in Oregon (per $1,000
in property value):
 RVTD: $0.30
 Tillamook County: $0.20
 Basin Transit (Klamath Falls):
$0.38

Specific Local
Option Taxes

Local option gas taxes: Tax on the sale of
Local government
gasoline for use in motor vehicles, in addition to authorities
existing federal, state, and local taxes on motor
fuel (federal tax of 18.4 cents and a state tax of
36 cents per gallon). However, gas tax revenues
are on a declining trend, due to factors such as
increasing vehicle fuel efficiency and adoption of
alternative vehicle fuel sources.

Various municipalities [1] have local
gas taxes, ranging from $0.01 to
$0.05 per gallon. However, none
dedicate it for public transportation.

Specific local option sales tax: A tax assessed
on the purchase of specific goods or services
within the jurisdiction of a taxing authority. An
example of a specific local option sales tax is a
transient occupancy tax (hotel/motel) collecting
revenue from outside visitors. There is an
existing state lodging and hotel tax of 1%,
providing an existing collection mechanism.

Local government
authorities

Similar taxes are widely used to fund
transit in other states, but are not
currently being used in Oregon.
Ashland collects a 9% transient
occupancy tax (hotel/motel),
dedicated to various non-transit uses.

Charge assessed to city utility customers on a
monthly basis, included in the utility bill. All utility
customers pay the fee, including tax-exempt
entities. The monthly charge can be fixed or
indexed (e.g., to the cost of gasoline), and is
typically adjusted each year. Residential
customers pay on a per unit basis (different for
single-family and multi-family residential
customers), and other utility customers pay
based on ITE’s trip generation estimate for that
particular business or industry.

Local government
authorities

The City of Corvallis has a utility fee
called the Transit Operations Fee
(TOF) that provides about $1M per
year in dedicated funding (see case
study below).

Utility Fee

Notes: 1. https://www.oregon.gov/odot/FTG/Pages/Current%20Fuel%20Tax%20Rates.aspx
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Corvallis Funding Case Study
Fixed-Route System
Funding for the Corvallis Transit System (CTS) in Corvallis, OR
comes from a variety of sources, including grants, a local transit
fee, advertising, and contributions from Oregon State University
(OSU). Total CTS funding in 2018-2019 was $3.2 million per year
($57 per resident).
The City’s Transit Operations Fee (TOF) represents the second
largest source of transit funding. Prior to February 1, 2011,
property tax revenue through the City’s general fund was the
primary source of local funds. The establishment of an alternative
source of dedicated transit funding through the TOF freed up the
property tax funding allocated to transit for other City services
such as police, fire, library, parks and recreation, and community
planning. The TOF provided a stable source of local funding to be
used as match for state and federal funds and allowed Corvallis to
eliminate fares on all CTS routes.
Source: Corvallis Transit Development Plan, Fig ES1
The Transit Operations Fee is charged monthly to utility customers
and is used exclusively for CTS operations. In 2016, single family residences paid $2.75 per month and
multi-family residences paid $1.90 per unit per month. Commercial and industrial customers also pay the
TOF, as do tax exempt entities such as Samaritan Health Services and OSU, and the monthly charge is based
on the trip generation estimate for the customer. Each January, the monthly rate for residential customers is
adjusted based on the average price of a gallon of regular gasoline in Oregon over the previous 12 months.
If there are any changes, they are effective February 1. Regardless of the average cost of a gallon of
gasoline, the base rate will not fall below $2.75 per month for a single-family residence. The fee generated
relatively consistent revenue levels with $1,200,000 in Fiscal Year (FY) 2013–14 and slightly less than
$1,200,000 in FY 2014–15. These levels are significantly higher than the previous non-dedicated property
tax revenue, which used to provide about $400,000 annually, and CTS fare revenue, which averaged about
$400,000 for the three years prior to going fareless, covering approximately 10 to 20% of operating
expenses
Other CTS funding sources include:
 Federal FTA Section 5307 Urban Formula program funding is the largest revenue source, including
supplementary 5307 funding based on Small Transit Intensive Cities (STIC) criteria; CTS meets three of the
FTA’s six criteria such as level of service provided and ridership realized per capita.
 Partnerships fund less than 10% of the CTS fixed-route system. In FY 2015-16, these included: an
agreement with Oregon State University; revenue from the Associated Students of OSU to cover about
two-thirds of the Night Owl costs; and an agreement with the Corvallis School District to fully fund the
Crescent Valley Area (CVA) service.
 Bus advertising revenue funds less than 1% of the fixed-route system.
ADA Paratransit System
The CTS ADA paratransit service is funded by a combination of Section 5310 (Enhanced Mobility of Seniors
& Individuals with Disabilities grant and the Oregon Special Transportation Fund – awarded to Benton
County for the City/County special transportation coordinated system), and local funds. The
Intergovernmental Agreement between the City and Benton County stipulates that the City will not compete
for the Section 5310 funds and the County will provide CTS’s required complementary paratransit service
using the County’s demand-response public transportation contractor. This a longstanding agreement that
coordinates the provision of service to persons with disabilities. It also calls for the City to contribute a fairly
nominal amount toward the general operation of the coordinated system. Based on the 7,900 rides provided
in FY 2014-15, the estimated cost for ADA service in FY 2015-16 was $63,600.
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Capital Funding Requirements
Capital costs for developing Redmond local transit service that are estimated through this study include
buses and bus stops. This study does not include:


Costs for highly developed stops, i.e., mobility hubs, such as at neighborhood nodes



Additional access to transit improvements outside of the local stop area, such as providing street
crossings or making sidewalk improvements

Funding for initial pilot stops for the SE and NW (Clockwise) routes has already been secured through
STIF funds, along with two buses to operate service for the SE and NW routes. STIF formula and grant
funding sources may be used to procure additional vehicles. CET could also seek STIF discretionary funds
for one-time improvements such as bus stops, and other funds may be available through the City of
Redmond or developers, particularly when stops are integrated into the development process.

Bus Stops
The following costs are assumed for bus stops, originally identified in Memo #1 and consistent with the
CET TMP:


New Stops: $15,000 – accounts for design and construction costs for stops including sidewalk,
ADA improvements, signage, and shelters. This can be seen as an average, with some major stops
costing more and some relatively low ridership neighborhood stops costing less.



Existing Stops: $1,000 – allowance to account for signage only.

In addition, although not applied in this study, the following cost was identified in Memo #1 based on the
CET 2040 TMP:
Mobility Hubs: $500,000 to $1,000,000 for major activity centersFigure 4-35 provides costs for bus
stops and indicates the assumed time frame for implementing each route.

Figure 4-35 Bus Stop Implementation Costs, by Route and Category (2020 $)
Category

Unit Cost

Scenario
Initial Impl. Year
Time Frame
Existing

Routes

Total Cost

SE

NW CW

NW CCW

SW

NE

S

1

1

2

2

3

3

2021

2021

2022-2023

2022-2023

2023-2024

2024-2025

Immediate Immediate Short-Term

Short-Term

Short-Term

Mid-Term

$1,000

$1,000

$1,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$2,000

Pilot

$15,000

$30,000

$45,000

$15,000

$30,000

$30,000

$30,000

$180,000

Potential

$15,000

$30,000 $120,000

$135,000

$120,000

$90,000

$90,000

$585,000

Constrained

$15,000

$15,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$15,000

$76,000 $166,000

$150,000

$150,000

$120,000

$120,000

$782,000

Total

-
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Figure 4-36 shows assumptions used to allocate costs to planning time frames and Figure 4-37 shows
the resulting costs for each planning time frame.


Existing stops and pilot bus stops were assumed to be constructed in the implementation year
(and time frame)



Potential stops were assumed to be constructed incrementally based on the percentages shown in
the table.



Constrained stops were assumed to be feasible only long-term.

Figure 4-36 Assumptions for Allocating Bus Stop Implementation Costs to Time Frames
Category

Routes
SE

NW CW

NW CCW

SW

NE

S

Existing
Pilot

100%

Potential

50%

50%

50%

25%

50%

50%

25%

25%

25%

25%

50%

75%

Constrained

Figure 4-37 Bus Stop Implementation Costs by Time Frame
Time Frame

Routes

Total Cost

SE

NW CW

NW CCW

SW

NE

S

Immediate

$31,000

$46,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$77,000

Short-Term

$30,000

$60,000

$82,500

$90,000

$52,500

$0

$315,000

Mid-Term

$0

$60,000

$67,500

$30,000

$22,500

$52,500

$232,500

Long-Term

$15,000

$0

$0

$30,000

$45,000

$67,500

$157,500

Total

$76,000

$166,000

$150,000

$150,000

$120,000

$120,000

$782,000

Vehicles
The following costs are assumed for vehicles, consistent with Chapter 2 and the CET TMP:


Microtransit: $125,000/vehicle. This is within a range for medium-size, light-duty bus and
van chassis cutaway bus ($73-$172k).



Dial-A-Ride: $190,000/vehicle. This is the cost established for the TMP to reflect price
ranges for ODOT Category C/D vehicles including both light and medium-duty vehicles ($104$294k and $139-$342k respectively).



Flex/fixed-route: $290,000/vehicle. This cost is set at 85% of the ODOT Category B
medium-size, heavy duty transit bus range ($139-$342k). It is lower than the TMP fixed-route
bus cost of $375,000, for both Bend and Community Connector fixed-route buses, which was
established on the higher end of the ODOT Category B range. The higher cost was intended to
account for added amenities (e.g., energy efficient buses, enhanced communication equipment,
Wi-Fi, real-time arrival displays). For Redmond flex-route buses, it is assumed that smaller
vehicles would be preferred for local Redmond service, but they might include features such as
low floors for efficient passenger boarding.
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Figure 4-38 provides estimated costs for vehicles. Bus types that are no longer needed are assumed to be
redeployed elsewhere in the system, or phased out at the end of their useful life.

Figure 4-38 Vehicle Costs
Scenario
Scenario

Net New Vehicles Required
Time
Frame

Service Changes

Flex or
Dial-AFixed
Ride
(Small
(Cutaway)
Bus)

Vehicle Capital Costs

MT
TOTAL Dial-A-Ride
(Van) NEEDED (Cutaway)

Flex or
Total Capital
Fixed
MT (Van)
Cost
(Small Bus)

0 Baseline

Existing Dial-A-Ride

Existing

0

0

0

0

-

-

-

-

1 Introduce
Flex
Routes

Add 2 Flex Routes
(Vehicles funded
through STIF)

Immediate

0

2

0

2

$0

$580,000

$0

$580,000

2 Increment
al Flex
Route
Expansion

Add 1 Flex Routes
Short-Term

-2

1

2

3

$0

$290,000

$250,000

$540,000

3 Full Flex
Route
System

Add 2 Flex Routes
Possible reduction in
microtransit demand
Reduced Dial-A-Ride
requirements

Mid-Term

0

2

-1

2

$0

$580,000

$0

$580,000

4 Full FixedRoute
System

Increased Dial-ARide/ADA Paratransit
demand

Long-Term

2

0

0

2

$380,000

$0

$0

$380,000

Introduce microtransit
Reduced Dial-A-Ride
requirements

Notes: DAR = Dial-A-Ride. ADA = ADA Paratransit. MT = Microtransit.

Maintenance Facilities
As noted above, CET is looking to identify additional vehicle maintenance and storage facility capacity in
Redmond. A cost is not attributed the scenarios for this study, but the following cost was established in
the 2040 TMP: 500,000/facility. This cost reflects increased storage and maintenance facilities for 12
additional vehicles.

Summary of Capital Costs by Time Frame
Figure 4-39 summarizes bus stop and vehicle capital costs by time frame. Costs for the immediate time
frame are included but have already been covered through past year STIF funds.

Figure 4-39 Summary of Capital Costs by Plan Time Frame
Time Frame

Description

Assumed Year(s)

Bus Stops

Buses

Total

Immediate

1st Year

2021

$77,000

$580,000

$657,000

Short-Term

1-3 Years

2022-2024

$315,000

$540,000

$855,000

Mid-Term

3-5 Years

2024-2026

$232,500

$580,000

$812,500

Long-Term

Beyond 5 Years

2027+

$157,500

$380,000

$537,500

$782,000

$2,080,000

$2,862,000

Total
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SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS
Figure 4-40 summarizes key implementation actions for implementing local transit service in Redmond.
The assumed planning time frames are:


Immediate: Fall 2021 to Summer 2022



Short-Term: 1-3 years (2022-2024)



Mid-Term: 3-5 years (2024-2026)



Long-Term: Beyond 5 years (2027+)

Figure 4-40 Key Implementation Actions
Time Frame

Action

Who’s Responsible

Immediate

Drive routes to confirm running times and develop schedules

CET Operations, Planning

Immediate

Review and update (as required) demand-responsive and
other service policies to accommodate flex-route service in
Redmond.

CET Planning, Operations

Immediate

Integrate flex-route service into existing customer technology
(trip planning, real-time information, etc.)

CET Planning, Operations

Immediate

Implement NW (Clockwise Pattern) and SE flex routes,
consider interlining for customer convenience and/or
operational reasons (schedules).

CET Planning, Operations

Immediate to early shortterm

Coordinate with Redmond Airport related to visitor and
employee schedule needs, airport stop development, and
marketing

CET Planning, City of
Redmond

Immediate to early shortterm

Acquire and implement call center technology to support
flexible, user-driven scheduling

CET Planning, Operations

Short-term to mid-term

Expand non-vehicle maintenance and call center staffing
incrementally to support ramp up of local flex/fixed-route
service in Redmond

CET Operations

Short- to mid-term

Expand fleet storage to accommodate additional vehicles

CET Planning, Operations

Short- to mid-term

Monitor and coordinate with capital planning efforts such as
the South Hwy 97 Corridor Study to identify opportunities to
enhance access to transit, develop safe crossings to bus
stops, and enable buses to efficiently and safety access stop
locations (e.g., through signalization).

CET Planning, City of
Redmond, ODOT

Short- to mid-term

Coordinate with Skyline Village and East Redmond
development plans around bus routing and stops, and Hwy
126 roadway work and future re-alignment

CET Planning, City of
Redmond, ODOT

Short- to mid-term

Coordinate with City of Redmond (and other partners as
needed/relevant) on additional bus stop planning for the initial
and subsequent routes, including the location of the new Swim
Center planned for the vicinity of Hwy 126, between 27th and
35th, to see if it can be served by the SW route.

CET Planning, City of
Redmond
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Time Frame

Action

Who’s Responsible

Short-term

Implement SW flex route: conduct outreach, develop pilot bus
stop infrastructure, acquire buses if needed, incrementally
expand bus stops based on operational experience

Short-term

Consider implementing a counter-clockwise pattern for the NW CET Planning, Operations
route, which could be interlined with other routes for customer
convenience and/or operational reasons (schedules). This
would require additional stop development.

Short-term

Introduce a microtransit service pilot based on implementation
of user-driven scheduling technology, which could be initiated
as part of Dial-A-Ride service or a separately branded and
delivered service; expand the service and scheduling
capabilities incrementally.

CET Planning, Operations

Short- to long-term

Identify additional potential operating resources for further
local flex route service expansion in Redmond; evaluate
potential to shift Dial-A-Ride resources to flex routes based on
initial operational experience

CET Planning, City of
Redmond

Short- to mid-term

Implement NE flex route, including consideration of land use
and existing service demand when implementation is being
considered: conduct outreach, develop pilot bus stop
infrastructure, acquire buses if needed, incrementally expand
bus stops based on operational experience

CET Planning, Operations

Mid-term

Implement S flex route, including consideration of land use and CET Planning, Operations
existing service demand when implementation is being
considered: conduct outreach, develop pilot bus stop
infrastructure, acquire buses if needed, incrementally expand
bus stops based on operational experience

Short-term and Ongoing

In the months following initial route implementation, monitor
usage patterns to determine where to add fixed stops and
adjust route schedules, deviation areas/policies, and routing
based on performance.

CET Planning, City of
Redmond

Ongoing

Conduct engagement to refine flex route planning, understand
public reaction to implemented flex routes, and refine bus stop
locations.

CET Planning

Ongoing

Monitor performance metrics regularly, and evaluate at least
annually whether/where there is a need to transition service
types; adjust schedules as needed to provide convenient
transfers to/from Community Connector routes.

CET Planning, Operations

Long-term (or sooner for
selected routes)

Convert flex routes to fixed route where appropriate based on
performance metrics and rider/public input. Introduce ADA
Paratransit service around fixed routes.

CET Planning, Operations

CET Planning, Operations
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APPENDIX A

Existing Conditions and Transit Needs
Assessment

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. and Kittelson & Associates

Existing Conditions and
Needs Assessment
Redmond Fixed-Route Feasibility Study
Tasks 1.2 and 1.3

October 2020

1

Overview
• This slide deck was used to gather and summarize existing information
from recent plans (primarily CET TDP and Redmond TSP) for use in the
Redmond Fixed-Route Feasibility Study. It covers topics including:

• Corridor demographics and presence of vulnerable populations, including lowincome individuals or households, veterans, tribal communities, age 65 and
older, individuals with disabilities, as well as individuals with limited English
proficiency.
• City of Redmond’s new growth areas, sidewalk connectivity, and the City’s
Neighborhood Connectivity Plan
• Current and possible future travel patterns and trip purpose data
• Current transportation services in the study area, along with relevant information
(i.e., hours and days of operation, service area, type of service, fare and
ridership patterns)
• Spatial, temporal or other service gaps in current public transportation services
• Planned transit service
2

Table of Contents

• Population, Housing, Jobs, Demographics (4)
• Existing Patterns, Projected Growth

• Redmond TSP Summary and Land Use (21)

• Activity Centers, Active Transportation Connections, Planned Roadway Projects,
and Land Use

• Regional Travel Patterns – 2010 and 2040 Model Trip Patterns (32)
• Existing Transit Service (42)
• Dial-a-ride Trip Purpose and Destinations

• Needs Assessment (58)

• Redmond Airport and CET 2040 TMP

• CET 2040 TMP: Planned Transit (64)

• Proposed Service Changes and Capital Needs, Cost Assumptions

• Existing Transit Funding (71)

3

Population, Housing, Jobs,
and Demographics: Existing
Patterns and/or Projected
Growth
4

Employment Growth
2010 to 2028

• Employment growth total by
Transportation Area Zone (TAZ)
• Areas of largest growth
• East of US 97, north of OR 126
• Along NE 9th Street between OR
126 and NE Negus Way
• Along US 97 south of OR 126
• Near the fairgrounds
• Along Helmholtz Way between S
Canal Boulevard and W Antler
Avenue
• Along NW 6th Street and US 97,
north of NW Maple Avenue

5

Employment Density
2028

• Employment total by TAZ
• Areas of greatest density

• East of US 97 between SE Airport
Way and NE Negus Way
• Region bound by SW Black Butte
Blvd, SW Rimrock Way, SW Canyon
Dr, and OR 126
• Along US 97 from south of SW Yew
Ave to OR 126
• Near the fairgrounds
• East of Helmholtz Way between
SW Obsidian Ave and W Antler
Ave
• Region of NW 6th Street from NW
Kingwood Ave to NW Spruce Ave
6

Employment Growth
2028 to 2040

• Employment growth total by
TAZ
• Areas of largest growth

• Near the airport
• Along NE 17th Street north of
OR 126
• Near the fairgrounds
• Along Helmholtz Way between
S Canal Boulevard and SW
Wickiup Avenue and between
SW Quart Avenue and W Antler
Avenue
7

Employment Density
2040

• Employment total by TAZ
• Areas of greatest density

• East of US 97 from south of the
fairgrounds to NE Negus Way
• East of Helmholtz Way between
SW Obsidian Ave and W Antler
Ave and between S Canal Blvd
and SW Wickiup Ave
• Region bound by SW Black
Butte Blvd, SW Rimrock Way, SW
Canyon Dr, and OR 126
• Region of NW 6th Street from
NW Kingwood Ave to NW Upas
Ave
8

Housing Growth
2010 to 2028

• Housing growth total by TAZ
• Areas of largest growth

• Southwest and northwest
Redmond (along and east of
Helmholtz Way and along
SW/NW 35th St; between NW
Northwestern Way and US 97)
• East of US 97, north of NE Negus
Way

9

Housing Density
2028

• Housing total by TAZ
• Areas of greatest density

• Along SW/NW 27th Ave between
SW Salmon Ave and W Antler Ave
• Along SW Quartz Ave between
Helmholtz Way and SW Canal Blvd
• South of SW Yew Ave between SW
Canal Blvd and US 97
• South of OR 126 between SW
Canyon Dr and SW 15th St
• East of US 97, north of NE Negus
Way
• North of W Antler Ave between
NW 35th St and the canyon
• North of NW Maple Ave along NW
19th St and NW Canyon Dr
10

Housing Growth
2028 to 2040

• Housing growth total by TAZ
• Areas of largest growth

• Southwest and northwest
Redmond (along and east of
Helmholtz Way and along
SW/NW 35th St; between NW
Northwestern Way and US 97)
• South of SW Yew Ave between
SW Canal Blvd and US 97

11

Housing Density
2040

• Housing total by TAZ
• Areas of greatest density

• Along SW/NW 27th Ave between
SW Salmon Ave and W Antler Ave
• Along SW Quartz Ave between
Helmholtz Way and SW Canal Blvd
• South of SW Yew Ave between SW
Canal Blvd and US 97
• South of OR 126 between SW
Canyon Dr and SW 15th St
• East of US 97, north of NE Negus
Way
• North of W Antler Ave between
NW 35th St and the canyon
• North of NW Maple Ave along NW
19th St and NW Canyon Dr
12

Households in Poverty
2016

13

Older Adults
2017

14

Youth
2017

15

Minority Population
2017

16

Disability Population
2017

17

Households without a Vehicle
2017

18

Population Density
2040 (TMP)

• Population
Density
and
Change
by TAZ

19

Employment Density
2040 (TMP)
• Employment
Density and
Change by
TAZ

20

Redmond TSP: Projects and
Land Use

21

Pedestrian Facilities
Redmond 2040 TSP

• Priority (ADA) pedestrian routes and
projects
• Major sidewalk gaps
• SE Veterans Way: US 97 to SE Airport
Way
• SE Airport Way: SE Salmon Dr to SE
Veterans Way
• SW Obsidian Ave: SW 35th St to SW
Canal Blvd (sections)
• SW 15th St: SW Obsidian Ave to SW
Highland Ave
• SW Highland Ave: SW 31st St to SW 23rd
St
• W Antler Ave: NW 35th St to NW 27th St
• NW 9th St: W Antler Ave to NW Quince
Ave
• SW 6th St: NW Jackpine Ave to NW
Maple Ave

22

Facility Connectivity

Neighborhood Revitalization Plan
• This plan helps implement
transit in Redmond by
improving active mode
connections and design
elements that encourage and
support non-vehicular travel
• Projects planned within 5
neighborhoods
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Facility Connectivity

Neighborhood Revitalization Plan
Neighborhood #1 Projects
• US 97 pedestrian crossing study
(1.1)
• NE 9th shared use path: NE
Negus Way to OR 126 (1.2)
• Mountain biking trails signage
across US 97 and east (1.3)
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Facility Connectivity

Neighborhood Revitalization Plan
Neighborhood #2 Projects
• Dry Canyon access from NW
Maple Ave (2.1)
• Sidewalks along 9th/10th/12th
streets and NW Quince Ave,
and around John Tuck
Elementary School (2.2-2.5)
• 12th St bike lanes (2.5)
• NW 9th St traffic calming (2.6)
• Spruce Ave bike boulevard
(2.7)
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Facility Connectivity

Neighborhood Revitalization Plan
Neighborhood #3 Projects

• NW 19th St traffic calming/lowstress bike loop (3.1)
• NW Maple Ave trailhead to Dry
Canyon(3.2)
• Study Dry Canyon accesses at
Spruce Ave and NW 19th St (3.3)
• Crossing improvements along NW
Maple Ave and NW 19th St (3.4 &
3.5)
• Sidewalks along NW Maple Ave:
NW 19th St to 22nd Ave (3.4)
• Dry Canyon access from Poplar
Ave (3.8)
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Facility Connectivity

Neighborhood Revitalization Plan
Neighborhood #4 Projects
• Curb extensions and crosswalks
and complete streets along W
Antler Ave (4.4 & 4.5)
• Complete streets along SW
Highland Ave (4.7)
• Crosswalks at SW
12thAve/Glacier/Highland Ave
couplet (4.8)
• Sidewalks near Obsidian Middle
and Ma Lynch Elementary
schools
27

Facility Connectivity

Neighborhood Revitalization Plan
Neighborhood #5 Projects
• BPA transmission line as a Greenway
arterial/bike-ped connection (5.2
• Sidewalks along SW Helmholtz Way,
SW Reservoir Dr, SW Wickiup Ave, SW
29th and 30th Streets, and SW Quartz
Ave(5.3, 5.5, 5.11, & 5.13)
• Shared use path along SW Wickiup
Ave and SW Reservoir Dr (5.6)
• Bike connection between US
97/Odem Medo Way to Dry Canyon
(5.8)
• SW Quartz Ave buffered bike lane
(5.12)
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Bicycle Facilities
Redmond 2040 TSP

• Existing and planned bicycle facilities
• Major bike facility gaps (arterials/collectors)
• NW Maple Ave: NW Helmholtz Way to NW 19th St
• NW Northwest Way: NW Maple Ave to NW Upas
Ave
• SE/NE 9th St: OR 126 to NE Hemlock Ave
• SW/NW Helmholtz Way: SW Canal Blvd to NW
Maple Ave
• SW 35th St: SW Salmon Ave to NW Maple Ave
• SW Quartz Ave: SW Helmholtz Way to SW Canal
Blvd
• SW Obsidian Ave: SW Helmholtz Way to SW
Canal Blvd
• E Antler Ave: US 97 to NE 17th St
• NE Hemlock Ave: US 97 to NE 17th St
• NE 15th St: NE Negus Way to NE King Way

29

Roadway Facilities
Redmond 2040 TSP

• Planned roadway projects
• Arterial/collector improvements (include
bike lanes and sidewalks)
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

SW/NW Helmholtz Way: SW Canal Blvd to US 97
SW Elkhorn Ave: SW Helmholtz Way to SW 19th St
SE 9th St: SE 1st St/Lake Rd to OR 126
SE 1st St/Lake Rd: SE Airport Way to SE Veterans
Way
SE Quarts Ave: US 97 to SE 9th St
SE Veterans Way: SE 9th St to OR 126
SE 17th St: OR 126 to NE Kingwood Ave
SW Obsidian Ave, W Antler Ave, NW Hemlock
Ave: SW Helmholtz Way to SW 35th St
NW Maple Ave: NW Helmholtz Way to NW 19th
St
NW 22nd: NW Hemlock Ave to NW Upas Ave
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Multifamily Housing
Redmond Zoning/Comp Plan

• High Density Residential (R5) = Dark Orange
Areas

• Northeast and southeast corners of NW Area
Plan
• Southwest corner of Highway Area Plan
• Center/eastern section of SW Area Plan
• East of US 97, south of NE Negus Way
• West of NW 7th St between Greenwood Ave
and Kingwood Ave
• East of NW 4th St between Antler Ave and
Jackpine Ave
• East of Rimrock Way, between Antler Ave and
Canyon
• South of OR 126 between 31st St and 23rd St
• North of Glacier Ave between 14th St and 9th St
• West of Canal Blvd between Juniper/Indian
avenues and 23rd/19th/18th/17th streets
• West of 35th St between Lava and Quartz
avenues
31

Regional Travel Patterns:
2010 and 2040
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Trip Purpose

Redmond Regional O-D
• Trips to/from the direction of Sisters
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Trip Purpose

Redmond Regional O-D
• Trips to/from the direction of Madras
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Trip Purpose

Redmond Regional O-D
• Trips to/from the direction of Prineville
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Trip Purpose

Redmond Regional O-D
• Trips to/from the direction of La Pine
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Trip Purpose

Redmond Origin-Destination to Bend
• Total trips between Bend and Redmond
• Strong demand to SE
current and future
• Growing, but likely low
density, demand
to/from outer SW

2010

2040
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Trip Purpose

Redmond Origin-Destination to Bend
• Trips per square mile between Bend and Redmond
• Strong demand to SE
current and future
• Growing, but likely low
density, demand
to/from outer SW

2010

2040
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Worker Home and Job Locations
2014

• Workers live
west of US 97
and in the
NE
• Jobs are
primarily
along the
5th/6th
couplet and
along/east
of US 97
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Worker Home and Job Locations
2014 Commute Patterns
• Commute
patterns
between
Redmond
and other
communities
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Worker Home and Job Locations
2014 Commute Patterns
• Commute
patterns
between
Redmond
and other
communities
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Existing Transit Service
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Trip Purpose

• Community Connector: 42% of riders
CET TMP Transit Rider Surveys said their primary trip purpose was to
get to school/college; 23% used the
• Primary Purpose of Trip
bus to get to work
• 32% of riders are employed; 34% are
students
• 52% of riders using the bus for school
were on Route 24 (Bend-Redmond)

• Other primary trip purposes
included shopping, library,
and errands; recreation
and social visits; medical
appointments; and social
services
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CET 2040 TMP Summary

Community Connector Route 22 & 24 - Existing
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CET 2040 TMP Summary

Community Connector Route 26 & 28 - Existing
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CET 2040 TMP Summary
Redmond Dial-A-Ride - Existing
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Existing Transit
Redmond Dial-A-Ride

2018 Percentage of Total DAR Destinations by Purpose

*Total One-way DAR
Trips for 2018: 26,309

45
40

39.4

35

% of DAR trips

30

27.4

25
20

17.6

15
8.8

10

3.7

5
0

3.1
Work

Medical

Other

Shopping

Senior/Meal Center

School

Source: COIC Outreach Presentation (FIRST_PRESENTATION_7_17_19RZ.pptx)
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Existing Transit
Redmond Dial-A-Ride

50%
45%
40%
35%
% of all DAR trips

• Share of trips for Work
is on a downward
trend
• Medical and Other
trip shares are
increasing slightly
• School, Shopping,
and Senior/Meal
Center remain
relatively consistent

Trip purpose by month, January 2018 – February 2020

30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

Work
Other
Shopping

Source: CET

Note: January 2020 not shown due to data anomaly – all values were between 16.4% and 17.1%

Medical
School
Senior/Meal Center
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Existing Transit
Redmond Dial-A-Ride

50%
45%
40%
35%
% of all DAR trips

• Unusual data point in
January 2020 – all trip
types show
approximately 17%

Trip purpose by month, January 2018 – February 2020

30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

Work
Other
Shopping

Source: CET

Medical
School
Senior/Meal Center
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Existing Transit
Redmond Dial-A-Ride

• Predominantly northsouth trip patterns, with
many trips ending at
the Opportunity
Foundation Thrift Store.
• Other key locations
served by rural local bus
service:
•
•
•
•
•

Library
Cascade Swim Center
Senior Center
Walmart
Housing Opportunities
Apartments.
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Common DAR Destinations
Dining
• Bottoms Up Bar & Grill
• La Frontera
• McDonalds Redmond Hwy 97
• Subway Redmond South
Employment
• Central Oregon Heating and
Cooling
• Consumer Cellular Call Center
• M Press Packaging
• Rock That Ink
• Senneca Holdings

Education
• Brown High School
• John Tuck Elementary
• Lynch Elementary School
• Redmond High School
• Redmond Proficiency
Academy Middle and High
Schools
• Ridgeview High School
• Tom McCall Elementary
School

Source: COIC Outreach Presentation (FIRST_PRESENTATION_7_17_19RZ.pptx)
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Common DAR Destinations Continued
Lodging
• Comfort Suites Redmond
• Hub Motel
• Sleep Inn Redmond
• Super 8 Redmond
Religious
• Highland Baptist Church
• Seventh Day Adventist
• St. Thomas Catholic
Church
• Zion Lutheran Church

Recreation
• Cascade Swim Center Redmond
• Garage Fitness
• Redmond Library
Shopping
• Bi Mart
• Fred Meyer
• Grocery Outlet
• Lowes Home Improvement
• Possibilities & St. Vincent De Paul
Thrift Stores
• Safeway
• WalMart

Source: COIC Outreach Presentation (FIRST_PRESENTATION_7_17_19RZ.pptx)
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Common DAR Destinations Continued
Medical

• Best Care Redmond
• BMC – Redmond Clinic
• Coppertop Dental
• DCBH – Redmond
Behavioral Health
• Mosaic Medical
• St. Charles Medical
Center
• Regency Redmond
Rehab and Nursing

Residential Complexes
• Cook Crossing
• Eagle Rock Apartments
• El Rancho Apartments
• Glacier Vista Apartments
• Greenwood Commons
• Ridgemont Apartments
• The Bluffs Apartments

Source: COIC Outreach Presentation (FIRST_PRESENTATION_7_17_19RZ.pptx)
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Common DAR Destinations Continued
Social Services
• Amanda’s Adult Foster Care
• Chris’ Foster Home
• House of Hope
• Neighbor Impact - Redmond
• New Priorities Family Services
• Pam Noland Foster Care
• Remuda House
• Worksource Connection Redmond

Senior Services
• Brookdale Senior Living
• Brookside Place Assisted Living
• Senior Center Redmond
• Ashley Manor Assisted Living
Transportation
• Redmond Hub

Source: COIC Outreach Presentation (FIRST_PRESENTATION_7_17_19RZ.pptx)
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Common DAR
Destination
Locations
Common DAR Destinations
Dining, Education,
Employment, Lodging,
Medical, Multi-family
Residential, Recreation,
Religious, Shopping,
Social Services, Senior
Services, Transportation
Individual Residence

Common Destinations
Interactive Map
Source: COIC Outreach Presentation (FIRST_PRESENTATION_7_17_19RZ.pptx)
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Activity Centers
Redmond 2040 TSP

• Majority of activity centers
located west of US 97

• Clusters of activity centers in
downtown
• Several trail heads and parks to
Dry Canyon Trail crossing SW
Quartz, Highland, Antler, and
Maple avenues
• Schools located further west of
Canal Blvd and NW 10th, NW 19th,
and SW 27th streets

• Major activity centers east of US
97 include the airport and
fairgrounds in southeast
Redmond
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Activity Centers

With Deviated FR Pilot Routes
• Majority of activity centers
located west of US 97

• Clusters of activity centers in
downtown
• Several trail heads and parks to
Dry Canyon Trail crossing SW
Quartz, Highland, Antler, and
Maple avenues
• Schools located further west of
Canal Blvd and NW 10th, NW 19th,
and SW 27th streets

• Major activity centers east of US
97 include the airport and
fairgrounds in southeast
Redmond
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Transit Needs Assessment
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Redmond Needs Summary
Service
• Community Connector

• Connection to COCC
• New Community Connector
connection to Redmond Airport via
Redmond Transit Hub and Bend
Hawthorne Station
• Additional frequency, Saturday
service, later evening service
• New Prineville-Redmond-Bend route

• Local service

• Add fixed-route and/or deviated FR
• Expand DAR coverage to County
boundary

• Recreational service to Smith
Rock

Programs
• Student transportation for
regional schools
• SDCs for congested streets
• Fare-free DAR for seniors
Capital
• New stops for CC Route 24 at
airport and west of US 97
• New stop for CC Route 22 at
Hospital, Walmart, Downtown,
Senior Center, and Swim Center
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Travel Demand

Redmond Municipal Airport
• Departure and arrival frequencies and origin/destination of
passengers
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Travel Demand

Redmond Municipal Airport
Airport Employees
Airport Transit Needs
• SP Plus (three shifts): 12-8am, 8am-4pm, 4pm- • New fixed-route connection between
12am
Hawthorne Station in Bend, the
Redmond Transit Hub in Redmond, and
• TSA: 3am-last departure flight (~11:15pm)
RDM
• Ground crews: 3am-one hour after last flight
• Could serve 6 and 11am flight departures
arrival (~1:30am)
and 11am and 3pm arrivals
• Air mechanics: 7pm-7am
• Could circulate Community Connector
throughout Redmond between flight
• Pub employees: 4:30am-8:30pm
departures/arrivals
• Five rental car companies: 7:30-1:00am
• Annual service cost is approximately $460k
at $106/hour for 12 hours/day, 635
• Security (five shifts): 5am-1pm, 10am-5pm, 2days/year
10pm, 5pm-12am, 10pm-6am
• New stop added to Community
• Airport admin: 7am-4:30pm
Connector Route 24 (Redmond-Bend)
• Airport custodians: 4-2am
• Depart Redmond Transit Hub at 5am and
final arrival at 9:02pm
• Airport operations: 4am-11pm (summer), 4• Additional annual service cost is
1am (winter)
approximately $58k for operating an extra
• Others: 5am-7pm
90 minutes a day, 365 days a year
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Redmond Transit Needs
CET 2040 TMP

Community Connector Routes
Recreational Services
• More frequent routes
• Smith Rock
• Saturday service
Pilot Programs
• Later evening trips
• Student transportation for regional schools
• Increased frequency of weekday trips
• System Development Charges (SDC’s) for
congested streets
• Interlining Routes 24 and 26
• Fare-free dial-a-ride for seniors
• Service to COCC and RDM (early morning
Transit Capital
and afternoon)
• New Route 24 stops at the airport and west of
• New Prineville-Redmond-Bend route
US 97
Local Service
• New Route 22 stops at the Hospital, Walmart,
• Fixed-route/deviated route service
Downtown, Senior Center, and Swim Center
• Expanded DAR coverage to County
boundary (as service operates more like
microtransit, demand will increase, and more
productive areas can convert to flex-routes)
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Redmond Transit Needs
CET 2040 TMP

Residential densities that support reasonably
frequent fixed-route transit service

Employment densities that support reasonably
frequent fixed-route transit service

• East of Ridgeview High School, north of SW Elkhorn
Ave and east of SW Canal Blvd

• US 97, north of SW Yew Ave to just north of SW Odem
Medo Way

• OR 126, SW Salmon Ave, SW 35th St, and SW 27th St

• East side of US 97 from SW Odem Medo Way to just
north of SW Veterans Way

• SW Quartz Ave, SW Salmon Ave, SW 23rd St, and SW
Canal Blvd
• South of W Antler Ave and east of NW 23rd St
• NW Elm Ave, W Antler Ave, NW 27th St, and NW 23rd
St
• NW Hemlock Ave, NW Elm Ave, NW 19th St, and the
canal

• SE Airport Way, US 97, SW 13th St, and SW 6th St
• West side of US 97 from SE Pumice Ave to SW
Veterans Way
• SW Veterans Way, SW Evergreen Ave, SW 9th St, and
US 97
• Southern half of Downtown Redmond

• NW Maple Ave, NW Hemlock Ave, NW 27th st, and
NW 19th St/NW Rimrock Dr

• NW Dogwood Ave, NW Jackpine Ave, NW Canyon
Dr, and NW 5th St

• NE Negus Way, NE Kingwood Ave, US 97, and NE 9th
St

• NW Jackpine Ave, NE King Way, NW 6th St, and US
97

• Northern city limits, NW Maple Ave, NW 35th
St/Northwest Way, and NW 22nd St

• NE Hemlock Ave, NE Kilnwood Pl, US 97, and SE 9th St
63

Planned Transit
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CET 2040 TMP Summary
Community Connector Routes
Plan Phase

Funding Level
Route 22
(Madras Redmond)
Route 24
(Redmond-Bend)
Route “25”
(Crooked River
Ranch –
Terrebonne/
Redmond)
Route 26
(PrinevilleRedmond)

Existing/Near-Term

Short-Term

Existing + STIF FY19-21

Mid-Term

STIF FY22-23, FY23-24

Long-Term

STIF + Additional Sources

STIF + Additional Sources

8 weekday, 3 Saturday trips
Midday shopper/ medical
shuttle (5 days)
Add Sunday service (3
trips)
13 weekday, 5 Saturday
trips
Add Sunday service (5
trips)

•
•

Add 1 peak trip (6 total)
•
Add midday shopper/
medical shuttle trip (5 days) •
Add 3 Saturday trips
Add 1 evening trip

•
•
•

Add 1 midday trip (10 total) •
Add 1 evening trip
Add 5 Saturday trips

Add 1 midday, 1 evening
trip (12 weekday, 5
Saturday trips)

•

New midday shopper/
medical shuttle (1 day)

Midday shopper/ medical •
shuttle (1 day)

Expand shopper/ medical •
shuttle to 2 days per week

Midday shopper/ medical
shuttle (2 days)

•

Add 1 peak weekday trips,
interline service with Route •
24, serving Redmond
Airport and COCC (6 total)
Add midday shopper/
•
medical shuttle trip (5 days)
Add 3 Saturday trips
Maintain existing service (3
•
trips)
Add flex route in Sisters

Add 1 peak weekday trip
•
(7 weekday, 3 Saturday
trips)
•
Midday shopper/ medical
shuttle (5 days)

•
Add 1 evening trip (8
•
weekday, 3 Saturday trips)
Midday shopper/ medical
•
shuttle (5 days)

8 weekday, 3 Saturday trips
Midday shopper/ medical
shuttle (5 days)
Add Sunday service (3
trips)

3 weekday trips with local
flex route

3 weekday trips with local
flex route

3 weekday trips with local
flex route

•
•

•
•
•

Route 28
(Sisters – Redmond) •

•

•

7 weekday, 3 Saturday trips
Midday shopper/ medical
•
shuttle (5 days)
•

•

•
8 weekday, 3 Saturday
•
trips)
Midday shopper/ medical
•
shuttle (5 days)
Add 1 midday trip (13
weekday, 5 Saturday trips

•
•

•
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CET 2040 TMP Summary
Local Services

Plan Phase Existing/Near-Term
Funding
Level

Redmond1

Existing+ STIF FY19-21

Dial-A-Ride
• 6:30 am – 6:00 pm
Add deviated circulator
route
Add limited Saturday
service (e.g., circulator
route)

Short-Term

Mid-Term

Long-Term

STIF FY22-23, FY23-24

STIF + Additional
Sources

STIF + Additional
Sources

Add deviated FixedRoute Service, 2 routes
• Weekday 6:30 am –
6:00 pm
• Saturday circulator
route

Fixed-Route, ADA,
Fixed-Route, ADA,
Limited Dial-A-Ride (or
Limited Dial-A-Ride (or
hybrid of fixed-route and
hybrid of fixed-route and deviated-routes)
• Weekday 6:30 am –
deviated-routes)
6:00 pm
• Weekday 6:30 am –
6:00 pm
• Saturday 7:00 am –
• Saturday 7:00 am –
6:00 pm
6:00 pm
• Sunday 8:00 am –
• Evening Microtransit
6:00 pm
• Evening Microtransit
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CET 2040 TMP Summary

Transit Service – Hourly Unit Cost Assumptions

Sub-System
Bend Dial-A-Ride
Bend Fixed-Route
Rural Dial-A-Ride
Rural Community Connector
Rural Route 20
Microtransit3
Peer Median4

Existing1

Near-Term2

Short-Term2

Mid-Term2

Long-Term2

2019-2020

2020-2021

2024-2025

2029-2030

2039-2040

$74.15
$75.18
$87.14
$95.34
$79.26
$74.00
$91

$81
$82
$94
$103
$86
$77
$101

$101
$102
$116
$128
$107
$93
$123

$132
$133
$151
$166
$139
$116
$156

$220
$223
$251
$277
$231
$177
$256

Notes: 1. Existing costs for 2019. 2. An additional approximately $2 per rev enue hour w as added to the 2019 Existing cost to account for v acant positions. This
cost w as subsequently increased by 5% annually. 3. Microtransit cost estimated based on an av erage of the follow ing tw o potential approaches: (a) CET
prov ides service in-house. (b) CET contracts serv ice on a rev enue hour basis. (c) A third potential model is to contract serv ice on a fee per ride prov ided but is
not directly reflected in the cost assumptions. A 4% annual cost escalation is assumed. 4. A peer median cost of $85.40 for peer agencies in FY 2017 w as
identified in Memo #1 and escalated by the 4% annually. 2. Costs for subsequent time frames reflect assumed 3% annual cost increases.
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CET 2040 TMP Summary
Local Transit Capital
• Fixed-Route Fleet

• Shor-term (2025): 3 new vehicles
• Mid-term (2030): 2 new vehicles
• Long-term (2040): 6 new vehicles

• Fixed-Route Transit Stops
• Short-term (2025): 50 new
• Mid-term (2030): 50 new

• Mobility Hubs

• Short-term (2025): Redmond Airport as
Major Activity Center (see map at right)

• Maintenance Facilities

• Short-term (2025): storage for 9 additional
vehicles
• Mid-term (2030): storage for 5 additional
vehicles
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CET 2040 TMP Summary
Transit Capital – Cost Assumptions
•
•
•
•

Fixed-Route Fleet: $380,000/vehicle
Fixed-Route Transit Stops: $15,000/new stop
Mobility Hubs: $500,000 to $1,000,000/Major Activity Center
Maintenance Facilities: $500,000/facility
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CET 2040 TMP Summary

Recommended Development Code Amendments
Coordination

Require coordination between Redmond and CET related to the provision of transit stop
improvements at existing and planned transit stops.

Use Standards

Limit auto-oriented and -dependent uses (including drive-throughs) adjacent to existing
and planned transit routes and stops.

Development
Standards

Enhance development standards to include pedestrian-oriented building features such as
windows and weather protection along existing and planned transit routes; and possible
pedestrian amenities in front setbacks adjacent to existing and planned transit stops.

Parking-Related
Standards

Add parking-related requirements such as enhanced parking lot walkway standards;
restricting parking and circulation between building and street and establishing
preferential parking spaces for ridesharing (with exceptions for ADA-accessible spaces)
along transit routes; bike parking space design and amount requirements (particularly in
conjunction with transit stations); parking space reductions related to transit access; and
allowing transit-related uses (e.g., park-and-rides or small transit centers) in parking lots.
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Existing Transit Funding
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Redmond Service Funding Sources
Redmond-Specific Existing Revenues
• Total of $526,855

Overall Rural System Revenues, 2018

• FTA 5310 Redmond funds: $486,855
• City of Redmond: $40,000

• Covers portions of Redmond DAR
and Community Connector service
into Redmond
• Sources for remaining revenue to
provide Redmond-related service:
• FTA 5311 and 5311(f)
• Deschutes County STF

FY 2019-2021 STIF allocates funds to
future Redmond service

Source: CET 2040 TMP, p. 5
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Preliminary Evaluation of Flex-Route Pilot
Concepts
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Appendix B. PRELIMINARY EVALUATION
OF FLEX-ROUTE CONCEPTS
This appendix provides a preliminary evaluation of the flex-route concepts that CET developed in 2019
with public input. The routes were included as a near-term concept in 2040 CET TMP. The two routes are
identified as a funded project through the Deschutes County STIF Plan for FY 2019-2021 and could be
implemented in 2021 following completion of this study. The funds include the purchase of 2 buses as
well as infrastructure and operations costs: $170,000 is slated for the bus purchases, $275,000 is slated
for operating costs, and $120,000 is slated for constructing 8 new bus stops with pads and shelters.

Figure B-1

Flex-Route Concepts from 2019 Planning

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. and Kittelson & Associates | B-1
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Outreach Summary
CET developed the concept shown above in 2019, including public input and input from the Regional
Public Transportation Advisory Committee and CET Transit Master Plan Project Steering Committee. The
concept was developed with following timeline/milestones.


May 1, 2019 – Staff initiated conversation with relevant City personnel as well as a representative
from the Redmond Airport. Basic service ideas were discussed and provided the basis for
designing route scenarios.



July 18, 2019 – Staff met with officials from the City of Redmond to review route scenarios. There
were 5 scenarios presented and then revised based on feedback from the officials.



July 31, 2019 – Staff met with the Resident Services Coordinator from Housing Works to discuss
low-income populations in the city. At this meeting, staff also arranged to do outreach on the
route scenarios at a low-income housing development’s upcoming event.



August 6, 2019 – Staff attended the National Night Out event held at Aspen Villas. Here residents
provided feedback on which route scenarios they thought would best address their needs as well
as destinations in town that would be most important for them to reach by transit.



August 15, 2019 – Staff attended a Connexiones event at Centennial Park. At this event, staff
presented 5 route scenarios to members of the Latino community from the Redmond area as well
as representatives of organizations who work with the community. Participants provided
feedback on LEP communities in Redmond, and how transit could best serve them.



August 22, 2019 – Staff attended a City of Redmond and Chamber of Commerce Open House. At
this event members of the public as well as government officials provided their feedback on the 5
proposed route scenarios as well as destinations in Redmond that would be important for them to
reach.



November 1, 2019 – Staff met with the City of Redmond and provided 2 possible route scenarios
which were adjusted to reflect suggestions from government and community members. At this
meeting, City staff provided input on a few adjustments to each of the scenarios.



December 4, 2019 – Staff held a Regional Public Transit Action Committee meeting in Redmond,
presenting revised service concepts and requesting input on the route designs and possible stop
locations. Input/discussion included:
−

Whether or not service can start early enough to accommodate 6 AM flights

−
−

The airport is an important pick-up site for the Central Oregon Breeze bus to Portland.
Possibility of extending the North-South route to continue to Ridgeview High School. It was
noted that serving Ridgeview High School is important for fulfilling the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Fund (STIF) student transit requirement, and that the high
school hosts many community events and would be an ideal transit stop.

−

CET staff mentioned that the proposed route currently serves the Redmond Senior Center,
but the stop itself is 1.5 blocks away from the front entrance, due to being located at the rear
of the facility. Staff asked if the committee members thought this would pose an accessibility
issue for older adults. A committee member strongly recommended direct service at the
entrance of the Senior Center.

−

It was noted that the Redmond Fairgrounds was not included as a stop in the proposed
scenarios. Theresa Conley from ODOT note that it is possible to add in service to the
fairgrounds through a public shuttle if the City of Redmond would like to explore this as a
future STIF project.
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A committee member asked how long it would take to complete one run of the proposed
service. Staff responded that the routes are based on a speed of 12 miles per hour, which
would make the estimated time of each route 45 or 50 minutes. CET is still determining how
many deviations will be allowed in each run.

Preliminary Evaluation
This section provides a preliminary evaluation of the pilot flex-route concepts using a subset of the
evaluation framework that will be used for this study (described/proposed in the next section).
Figure B-2 shows the routes serve nearly all of the highest ridership DAR locations within a ¾ mile
distance, and two-thirds within a ¼ mile distance. Similarly, the routes serve over 90% of all DAR
locations within a ¾ mile distance, and over three-quarters within a ¼ mile distance. Figure B-4
illustrates the pilot routes relative to 2019 Dial-A-Ride trips in Redmond. The existing DAR
origins/destinations furthest from these routes are in the northeast, northwest, and southwest. Since
there will be a limited amount of time available for deviations, some of these locations could utilize a
substantial portion of the time available.
Figure B-2 also shows that the routes serve most major activity centers within a ¾-mile distance and a
majority within a ¼-mile distance. Figure B-5 illustrates the pilot routes relative to key activity centers.

Figure B-2

Flex-Route Concept Preliminary Existing DAR Destination and Activity Center Access
N-S Concept

E-W Concept

2019 DAR Destinations (Number of top 25 highest ridership locations
Within ¾ mile, deviated rides

24 / 25

22 / 25

28,454
(99%)

26,061
(90%)

17 / 25

18 / 25

24,119
(84%)

22,620
(78%)

¾ mile

34 / 38

33 / 38

¼ mile

20 / 38

25 / 38

Total 2019 ridership of these stops
(% of 2019 system total)
Within ¼ mile, walk trips
Total 2019 ridership of these stops
(% of 2019 total)
Activity Centers within:

Figure B-3 provides additional evaluation measure for the concepts both individually and combined. The
routes:


Serve over 60% of residents within a ¾ mile distance



Serve over 84% of jobs within a ¾ mile distance



Within the ¾-mile deviation area, 42% are below 200% of the federal poverty level, which is
higher than the citywide share of 38.5%.



Within the ¾-mile deviation area, the share of the population age 65 and older is 15% which is
similar to the citywide share.



Have an estimated cycle (round trip) time of 60 minutes for the north-south route and 46
minutes for the east-west route, based on an average speed of 15 mph. The time for the north-
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south route is higher than was estimated during outreach in 2019 (based on an average speed of
12 mph), which may reflect subsequent modifications to the route.
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Figure B-3

Flex-Route Concept Preliminary Evaluation Measures
N-S Concept

E-W Concept

Combined

# of residents within ¾ mile (% of Redmond pop.)

12,700 (43%)

14,500 (50%)

17,700 (61%)

# of jobs within ¾ mile (% of Redmond total) 1

6,600 (61%)

7,900 (73%)

9,000 (84%)

% of population at or below 200% of poverty within ¾ mile
service area (compared to overall share of 38.5% in 2019)

43%

45%

42%

% of population 65 and older within ¾ mile service area
(compared to overall share of 15.9% in 2019)

16%

13%

15%

60 min based on an average speed of 15
mph (capacity for deviations TBD)

46 min (based on an average speed of 15 mph
(capacity for deviations TBD)

-

Round-trip travel time (no deviations)
Map

Notes: 1. Total jobs of 10,700 as reported by Remix used in calculating percentage of jobs served. However, LEHD/Onthemap reports 12,600 jobs in 2018.
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Figure B-4

Flex-Route Concepts with 2019 DAR Trips
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Figure B-5

Flex-Route Concepts with Activity Centers
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Initial Conclusions


The routes serve a high concentration of activity centers and existing Dial-A-Ride users, and serve
logical circulation patterns within Redmond.



A 60-minute cycle time would likely not allow time for deviations or adequate layover with an
hourly headway (time between buses) with a single bus. This may suggest the need to explore
shorter routes (or provide additional frequency on this route).



A uniform ¾-mile deviation distance could require a significant time penalty and utilize
substantial deviation capacity in the schedule. As long as general public Dial-A-Ride is
maintained, it would be able to serve trips that aren’t efficiently served by the flex routes.

Refined Flex Route Concepts


Similar to the above, but evaluated using shorter routes (30 minutes or less cycle time). These
may be flex or fixed-route routes. The northwest routes could be combined into a bidirectional
loop. Service to the far southwest, including Ridgeview High School, could consist of “trippers” at
specific key times. The online map shown in Figure B-6 illustrates key barriers.



ADA Paratransit would be required around fixed routes.



Some level of general public Dial-A-Ride service can be retained (the assumed amount of service
would affect the scenario costs).



Purple-shaded areas represent potential microtransit service zones.
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Figure B-6

Flex Route Concept Refinement

Source: https://www.google.com/maps/d/edit?mid=1rpF8rajNuPEZrz_xHa80NVOANnztBgbC&usp=sharing
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APPENDIX C

Redmond Policy and Code Recommendations

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. and Kittelson & Associates

Local Agency Overview and Implementation Plan – Attachment A

2040 CET Transit Master Plan

ATTACHMENT A – REDMOND POLICY AND
CODE RECOMMENDATIONS
RECOMMENDATIONS OVERVIEW
The following summarizes recommendations for the City of Redmond to assist the City in
implementing the Cascades East Transit (CET) Master Plan, including incorporating
transit-supportive policy and development provisions in its Comprehensive Plan and
Development Code.
To implement the CET Master Plan, it is recommended that the City consider the
following adoption actions:
1. Comprehensive Plan – The City should have policies in its adopted plans that
support Master Plan recommendations. Recommended transit-supportive policy
statements are addressed in the Comprehensive Plan Integration section. It is
recommended that the City adopt new or updated transit policies as part of the
transportation element of the Comprehensive Plan. This can be accomplished as
an amendment to the adopted Comprehensive Plan document or through an
update of its Transportation System Plan, the transportation element of the
Comprehensive Plan.
2. Development Code – Transit-supportive development requirements help further
regional and local transit policy objectives and implement Master Plan
recommendations. To assist Redmond in implementing the CET Master Plan, the
Development Code Implementation section summarizes code amendment
recommendations for the City. Based on these recommendations and input from
the City, specific development code language has been produced and is
included in this memorandum.
The following sections provide more detail – including jurisdiction-specific guidance –
related to transit-supportive policy and development code recommendations.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN INTEGRATION
Recommended transit-supportive policy statements should be reflected in the
Redmond Comprehensive Plan or Transportation System Plan, serving as part of an
updated transit plan. Policy statements recommended for Redmond echo the vision,
goals, and objectives developed for CET early in this planning process. The Master Plan
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vision and proposed local policy language for the city is presented below. It is
recommended that Redmond review its existing plan policies to assess if the vision and
transit policies below are reflected or if policy enhancements could be made, using the
language below as a guide.
VISION: Provide transit for all users that is safe, accessible, and efficient and that
supports a balanced transportation network in our community, which is needed for
mobility, equity, and economic growth.
1. The City will facilitate provision of transit service to its community members, with
particular attention to members who may be “transit-dependent” due to factors
such as age, income, or disabilities.
2. The Cascades East Transit (CET) Master Plan provides policy and implementation
direction for transit planning in jurisdictions within the district’s service area,
including route development, financing, and physical improvements necessary
to maintain and improve public transit service for jurisdiction residents,
businesses, institutions, and visitors.
3. The City will continue to engage in long-range planning and implementation
efforts led by CET.
4. The City will invite transit service providers to participate in the development of
long-range plans and review of land use applications that may have
implications for transit service.
5. The City will require development or will facilitate coordination between
development and the transit service provider to provide transit-related
improvements such as shelters and lighting to complement transit service and
encourage higher levels of transit use. Transit stop improvements will be
coordinated with the transit service provider and must be consistent with
adopted transportation and transit plans.
6. The City will support higher-density and mixed land use around transit stops and
in transit corridors to make transit service more feasible and effective.
7. The City will provide or will acquire through future development adopted
transportation system-related improvements such as pedestrian and bicycle
connections to transit stops, including ADA-accessible improvements, given
nexus and proportionality can be demonstrated for private development.
8. The City will support connections between transit and other transportation
services and options.
9. The City will support improved transit access to benefit public health, including
providing access to active transportation options and health-supporting
destinations such as health care, groceries, and recreation.
10. The City will support strategies to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips,
greenhouse gas emissions, and other pollution.
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DEVELOPMENT CODE IMPLEMENTATION
The implementing development code recommendations reflect recommendations
made in the Transit-Supportive Development Strategies Memorandum, found in the
Transit Master Plan Technical Appendix. Transit-supportive development, or transitoriented development (“TOD”), strategies focus on code language that institutionalizes
coordination between transit agencies and developers and supports transit- and
pedestrian-oriented density and design. The TOD Memorandum code strategy
recommendations were tailored to each jurisdiction based on jurisdiction size and
preliminary transit service plan and transit capital plan recommendations.
Table 1 includes the list of code strategies and indicates whether they were considered
recommended or optional for Redmond and if the strategy is reflected in existing code
requirements (“yes,” “no,” or “partial”). Implementing code recommendations initially
made for Redmond in the TOD Memorandum were refined after receiving input from
the City and performing an evaluation of the City’s Development Code.
Code language is provided following Table 1.








1

For some strategies noted as recommended in the table and not reflected or
only partially reflected in adopted code, proposed language is shown as
“adoption-ready;” text that is recommended to be added is underlined and text
that is recommended to be deleted is struck through.
For “optional” strategies, model code language is provided in italics as an
example of how the transit-supportive strategy could be implemented.
Suggestions about where in the Redmond Development Code this model
language could be integrated are also provided.
In some cases, consultation with City staff indicated that a recommended
strategy has not had sufficient community discussion to be ready for
implementation. For these cases, specific code amendments are not suggested,
but model code language1 or other guidance is provided to assist the
community in further policy conversations.
For each of the code strategies there are “notes” to provide further explanation
and implementation guidance.

Model code language has been derived from a combination of State of Oregon Transportation & Growth

Management Model Development Code for Small Cities, 3rd Edition; Oregon Transportation Planning Rule
(OAR 660-012-0045(4)); local code examples; and code language developed for other transit plans in the
state.
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Table 1. Transit-Supportive Code Implementation Recommendations: Redmond

Transit-Supportive Code Strategies

Recommendation

Existing
Code

AdoptionReady Code
Language
Provided

Model
Code
Language or
Guidance *
Provided

1

Coordination with Transit Provider

Recommended

No



2

Transit Stop Improvements

Recommended

Partial



3

Accessory Dwelling Units

Optional

Yes

4

Mixed Use

Optional

Yes

5

Major Trip Generator Uses

Optional

Yes

6

Limit Auto-Oriented and Auto-Dependent Uses

Recommended

Partial



7

Limit Drive-Throughs

Recommended

Partial



8

Residential Density

Optional

Yes

9

Min. FAR or Lot Coverage

Optional

Partial



10

Max. Front Yard Setbacks

Recommended

Partial



11

Pedestrian Space in Front Setback

Recommended

Partial



12

Pedestrian Orientation (Basic)

Recommended

Partial



13

Pedestrian Orientation (Enhanced)

Recommended

Partial



14

Additional Height for Housing

Optional

Partial



15

Block Length

Recommended

Yes

16

Accessways Through Long Blocks

Recommended

Yes

17

No Vehicle Parking/Circulation in Front Setback

Recommended

Partial



18

Parking Maximums

Optional

No



19

Parking Reductions for Transit

Recommended

No



20

Landscaping and Walkways in Parking Lots

Recommended

Partial



21

Preferential Parking for Ridesharing

Recommended

No

22

Bicycle Parking

Recommended

Partial

23

Transit-Related Uses in Parking Lots

Recommended

No

24

Definitions of Transit-Related Terms

Recommended

Partial






Guidance, at a minimum, consists of narrative direction and suggestions. In some cases, it also
includes model language and direction about how model language could be implemented.
*

1. COORDINATION WITH TRANSIT PROVIDER
Notes: Existing code language does not reflect the recommendation. Sections
8.1310(1), 8.0300(3), and 8.1335(1) address application notices, Master Master Plan
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review procedures, and hearing notices respectively but do not include transit
agencies and services. Therefore, it is recommended that they be amended to include
references to transit agencies and services.
Recommended code amendment:
8.0300 Master Master Plans. A Master Master Plan is required as a condition of
annexation, or after annexation but prior to or concurrent with rezoning from Urban
Holding-10 to other City zoning districts. The specific requirements for a Master Master
Plan are as follows…
[…]
3. Procedures for Review
C. Master Master Plan (MDP) or Partial Master Master Plan (PMDP) Submittal
Requirements and Approval Process. An application for approval shall include the
submittal requirements set forth in the City’s Land Use Review application form as well
as the elements described below.
[…]
10. Transportation Analysis and Diagram. Prepare a transportation impact analysis
including a grid street plan that is consistent with street spacing and connectivity
guidelines in the Redmond Transportation System Plan (TSP) and adopted Area Plans.
Show the proposed classification for all streets down to collector roadways. Show the
location of approved TSP improvement projects and any capital improvements that
may need to be added to the TSP in order to serve the plan area. Show existing and
planned transit routes and stops. Show proposed bicycle pedestrian, and trail routes.
Show how planned transportation facilities will connect to transportation facilities in
adjacent urban areas.

8.1310 Administrative Land Use Decisions with Prior Notice.
1. Notice of the application shall be sent within ten (10) days of acceptance of the
application to persons, agencies, and neighborhood associations entitled to notice
under Section 8.1335 herein.
Such notice shall include all the information specified under Section 8.1340 except for
those items specified in Subsections (g) and (j) unless the decision is referred to a
hearing.
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8.1335 Notice of Hearing
1. Individual Mailed Notice. Except for a legislative action, notice of a hearing shall be
provided twenty (20) days prior to the hearing and shall be sent by mail to the following
persons:
A. The applicant.
B. Owners of record of property as shown on the most recent property assessment roll of
property located within at least one hundred feet (100') of the property which is the
subject of the application. For the purpose of determining property notification,
intervening public and private ways and water courses shall not be considered.
C. All owners of property located within two hundred fifty feet (250') of the property
which is the subject of a Plan Amendment application or zone change application.
D. Transportation and transit agencies whose facilities and services serve or are
adjacent to the subject property or who the Community Development Director
otherwise determines will potentially be affected by the proposed land use action.
[Note: The subsequent items in the existing code (D, E, and F) will need to be relettered.]

2. TRANSIT STOP IMPROVEMENTS
Notes: Adopted code partially reflects the recommendation. Master Master Plan
requirements and Great Neighborhood Principles in Section 8.0300(3)(c) acknowledge
connections to “possible future transit stops.” In order to comprehensively address
transit stop access and improvements for sites adjacent to existing and planned transit
service, it is recommended that a new subsection be added to the supplementary
provisions in Article I (Zoning Standards). Existing and planned transit service is shown in
Chapter 8 of the CET Transit Master Plan, to be adopted by jurisdictions within the CET
service area.
Recommended code amendment:
Section 8.0380 Transit Access and Transit Stop Improvements
Retail, office, industrial, and institutional developments that are proposed on the same
site as, or adjacent to, an existing or planned transit stop (as designated in an adopted
transportation or transit plan) shall provide the following transit access and supportive
improvements in coordination with the transit service provider:
1. Reasonably direct pedestrian connections between the transit stop and primary
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entrances of the buildings on site. For the purpose of this Section, "reasonably direct"
means a route that does not deviate unnecessarily from a straight line or a route that
does not involve a significant amount of out-of-direction travel for users.
2. The primary entrance of the building that is closest to the street where the transit stop
is located is oriented to that street.
3. A transit passenger landing pad that is ADA-accessible.
4. An easement or dedication for a passenger shelter or bench if such an improvement
is identified in an adopted plan.
5. Lighting at the transit stop.
6. Other improvements identified in an adopted plan.

3. ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS
Notes: This strategy has been identified as optional. The City reported that accessory
dwelling units are being permitted (more than one) as a result of code updates related
to HB 2001. Therefore, no additional code language is recommended or provided.

4. MIXED USES
Notes: This strategy has been identified as optional. The City reported that mixed uses
are permitted and promoted through mixed use zoning and are called for in Urban
Framework Plans in Redmond. Therefore, no additional code language is
recommended or provided.

5. MAJOR TRIP GENERATOR USES
Notes: The strategy has been identified as optional. Adopted code and zoning reflects
this recommended strategy. A high-level review of the uses permitted in commercial,
mixed-use, and public facility zones – through and adjacent to which CET service is
recommended – found that major trip generating uses (e.g., large institutions, large
employers, convenience commercial and other retail, food and drink services) are
permitted in these zones. Therefore, code amendments are not deemed to be needed
and are not recommended.
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6. LIMIT AUTO-ORIENTED AND AUTO-DEPENDENT USES
Notes: The strategy has been identified as optional. Adopted code partially reflects this
strategy and does not allow some auto-oriented businesses in the C-3 (Special
Commercial) and C-5 (Tourist Commercial) zones (Section 8.0190, Table C).
Guidance:
The following additional guidance is provided in place of extensive adoption-ready or
model code language that is not necessarily desired or warranted at this time.






Consider prohibiting or limiting these uses along transit routes or in commercial
nodes where there are existing or planned transit stops. These regulations could
be codified as an overlay or, more simply, with code language specifying that
the requirement applies to development adjacent to transit routes, as shown in
an adopted in a transit plan.
Code modifications would be made to the permitted use tables for commercial
and mixed-use zones in Section 8.0190 (Table C), Section 8.0260 (Table G), and
Section 8.0261. Examples of auto-dependent and -oriented uses include: fast
food restaurants; convenience stores; gas stations; auto repair shops; auto sales
and rentals; other auto services; stand-alone parking lots; and large-format
retailers.
In addition, consider expanding the development code’s definitions section to
include definitions of these auto-oriented land uses.

7. LIMIT DRIVE-THROUGHS
Notes: This strategy has been identified as optional. Existing code partially reflects this
strategy and encourages orienting drive-up and drive-through windows away from the
“principle street” (Section 8.3035(4)(D)(3)).
Guidance:
Consider prohibiting or limiting drive-throughs along transit routes or in commercial
nodes where there are existing or planned transit stops. These regulations could be
codified as an overlay or with code language specifying that the requirement applies
to development adjacent to transit routes, as shown in an adopted in a transit plan.
Where drive-throughs are allowed, the model code text below helps ensure that the
drive-through is better integrated with other modes of transportation.
Model code language:
Drive-through Design
A. Applicability. Proposed development that includes a drive-up and/or drive-through
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facility (i.e. driveway queuing areas, customer service windows, teller machines, kiosks,
drop-boxes, or similar facilities) is subject to all of the following standards:
(1) The drive-up or drive-through facility must be located at least 50 feet from any
existing residential zoned property.
(2) The drive-up or drive-through facility shall orient to and receive access from a
driveway that is internal to the development and not a street, as generally
illustrated in Figure X.
(3) The drive-up or drive-through facility shall not be oriented to a street corner.
(4) The drive-up or drive-through facility shall not be located within 20 feet of a street
right-of-way.
(5) Drive-up and drive-through queuing areas shall be designed so that vehicles will
not obstruct any street, fire lane, walkway, bike lane, or sidewalk.
(6) If ATMs are provided, at least one ATM shall be located adjacent to and
accessible from a planned or existing sidewalk.
(7) Bicycle and pedestrian access to the drive-up or drive-through facility shall be
allowed and indicated with signage and pavement markings.
Figure X. Drive-up and Drive-through Facilities Example - Acceptable
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Figure X. Drive-up and Drive-through Facilities Example – Not Acceptable

8. MINIMUM RESIDENTIAL DENSITY
Notes: This strategy has been identified as optional. Existing code reflects this strategy in
multiple ways.








Minimum lot size requirements are not established in commercial zones where
housing other than detached single-family housing is permitted (Section 8.0195,
Table D).
There are no maximum residential density requirements in the C-2 (Central
Commercial) zone, Downtown Overlay District, and R-5 (High-Density Residential)
zone.
There are significant amounts of higher density-zoned land, ranging from R-3
(Limited Residential) to R-5 zoning, in Redmond where densities of approximately
10 units/acre to 21 units/acre are permitted. Assuming 2.5 persons/household
(2010 Census), those densities roughly translate into 25-52 people/acre, which
exceeds the 20+ residents/acres guidance for robust transit in the Local Transit
Service Design Policy Guidelines Summary (Figure 1) in the Existing Conditions
Supplement Memorandum, produced earlier in this planning process and found
in the Transit Master Plan Technical Appendix.
The City is currently considering legislative code amendment proposals
regarding increased residential density.

Given the City’s zoning and development framework that allows transit-supportive
density, additional code language is not needed or recommended.
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9. MINIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR) OR LOT COVERAGE
Notes: This strategy has been identified as optional. Adopted code partially reflects this
strategy:






There are no minimum lot size requirements in commercial zones (Section 8.0195,
Table D).
FAR requirements are established for the Downtown Overlay District (Section
8.0175(5)(C)(2)).
A minimum lot coverage requirement of 50% is required for development in the
C-2 zone (Section 8.0195, Table D).

However, the MUN (Mixed Use Neighborhood) and MUE (Mixed Use Employment) zones
are subject to maximum lot coverage and minimum lot size regulations (Section 8.0265,
Table H), thereby reducing development potential in these areas.
Guidance:
Consider lifting maximum lot coverage and minimum lot size restrictions in MUN and
MUE zones adjacent to existing and planned transit routes. These regulations could be
codified as an overlay or, more simply, with code language specifying that the
requirement applies to development adjacent to transit routes, as shown in an
adopted in a transit plan.

10. MAXIMUM FRONT YARD SETBACKS
Notes: Existing code partially reflects this recommended code strategy. Maximum
setbacks of 10 feet and 15 feet are current requirements in the Downtown Overlay
District and C-2 zone respectively (Section 8.0195, Table D).
Guidance:
It is recommended that a 10-foot to 15-foot maximum setback be considered for the
following: mixed-use zones and the R-5 zone adjacent to existing and planned transit
routes; and commercial zones (in addition to the C-2 zone) adjacent to existing and
planned transit stops. These setbacks could be codified as an overlay or with code
language specifying that the requirement applies to development adjacent to transit
routes, as shown in an adopted in a transit plan.

11. PEDESTRIAN SPACE IN FRONT SETBACK
Notes: Adopted code language partially reflects this recommendation in that a larger
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front setback is permitted in the MUN zone through Site and Design Review if the area
incorporates pedestrian amenities (Section 8.0265, Table H).
Guidance:
Consider extending the MUN provision to all commercial and mixed-use zones that are
adjacent to existing or planned transit routes. These provisions could be codified as an
overlay or with code language specifying that the requirement applies to development
adjacent to transit routes, as shown in an adopted in a transit plan.

12. PEDESTRIAN ORIENTATION (BASIC)
Notes: Existing code language partially addresses this recommended strategy. The
Downtown Overlay District requires the main building entrance to be oriented to the
primary street and a direct pedestrian connection from the entrance to the primary
street sidewalk (Section 8.1075(4)). MUN and MUE zones have the same requirements,
with an added provision that at least one pedestrian pathway connect to transit stops
(Section 8.3035(4)(I)). These requirements fully reflect the recommended strategy but
only apply to limited parts of the city.
Pursuant to regulations in Section 8.3035(4)(D), commercial buildings may be required
to be oriented toward the “primary focal point on the site” but it is not guaranteed that
the transit street would be the primary focal point. The same section requires that
buildings connect to public sidewalks.
Guidance:
Adopting code language recommended for Strategy #2 (Transit Stop Improvements)
will apply entrance orientation and pedestrian connection requirements to sites
adjacent to transit stops and will address this strategy.

13. PEDESTRIAN ORIENTATION (ENHANCED)
Notes: Adopted code language largely reflects this strategy. Window coverage,
building articulation, and weather protection standards are included in the Downtown
Overlay District, MUN and MUE zones, and C-2 zones. The exceptions are window
coverage requirements, which are not included in the C-2 zone, and weather
protection requirements, which are not included in the MUE zone. Pedestrian-oriented
code requirements are found in Sections 8.1075(4), 8.3035(4) and (7), 3.3040(7), and
3.3045(1) and (6)).
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Guidance:
Consider adding ground floor window coverage requirements, as currently applied in
the Downtown Overlay District, to the C-2 zone where proposed development is
adjacent to existing and planned transit routes. Likewise, it is recommended that code
language from the Downtown Overlay District regarding weather protection be
extended to the MUE zone adjacent to existing and planned transit routes.
These regulations could be codified as an overlay or with code language specifying
that the requirement applies to development adjacent to transit routes, as shown in an
adopted in a transit plan.

14. ADDITIONAL HEIGHT FOR HOUSING
Notes: This code strategy was identified as optional. Existing code language partially
reflects this strategy. A height bonus is allowed in the Downtown Overlay District for
workforce housing (Section 8.0175(5)(C)(1)).
Guidance:
Consider extending this Downtown Overlay District provision to all commercial, mixeduse, and R-5 zones that are adjacent to existing and planned transit routes.

15. BLOCK LENGTH
Notes: Adopted code reflects this recommended code strategy. Block standards in
Section 8.2705(1) are consistent with guidance in the State’s Model Development Code
for Small Cities. Therefore, no additional code language is needed or recommended.

16. ACCESSWAYS THROUGH LONG BLOCKS
Notes: Adopted code reflects this recommended code strategy. Section 8.2705(1)(B)
and (D) require pedestrian and bicycle access through long blocks as well as from culde-sacs and dead-end streets where appropriate. Therefore, no additional code
language is needed or recommended.

June 2020

Page A-13

Transit-Supportive Policy and Development Code Implementation Plan

2040 CET Master Plan

17. NO VEHICLE PARKING/CIRCULATION IN FRONT SETBACK
Notes: Existing code partially reflects this recommended code strategy. In the MUN and
MUE zones, parking is expressly prohibited from being in front of the building (Section
8.3035(6)(B)). Otherwise, maximum setbacks established for the Downtown Overlay
District and C-2 zone (Section 8.0195, Table D) effectively serve to prohibit parking in
front of the building.
Guidance and model code language:
Adopting maximum setback code language recommended under Strategy #9 could
assist the City in more fully addressing this code strategy. In addition, to reinforce
maximum setback language, express language about prohibiting parking in the front of
buildings under specified conditions could be added as a new subsection at the end of
Section 8.0510 (Design and Improvement Standards for Parking Lots), following the
subsection regarding parking restrictions in the front yards of industrial zones. This
language could be modeled after requirements found in the Madras Development
Code, which allow an exception for accessible parking at the Community
Development Director’s discretion.
Vehicle parking, with the exception of accessible parking, is not permitted between the
front of the building and the street in mixed-use zones, the [central commercial] zone,
and the [high-density residential] zone adjacent to existing and planned transit routes
and other commercial zones adjacent to existing and planned transit stops unless the
Community Development Director determines there is no feasible alternative to provide
the required parking. If a building setback is provided, the setback area must be paved
with a hard surface (concrete or unit pavers, not asphalt) and must incorporate seating
and landscaping. A public entrance must be provided within [xx] feet of the right-ofway of an arterial or collector street.

18. PARKING MAXIMUMS
Notes: This code strategy was identified as optional. Existing code does not reflect this
strategy.
Guidance and model code language:
Maximum parking requirements could be focused on mixed-use zones, the C-2 zone,
and the Downtown Overlay District and added as a new subsection following the
parking table in Section 8.0500 (Off-Street Parking). Language could be modeled after
existing Bend Development Code language, customized to reflect Redmond’s needs
and setting.
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Maximum Number of Parking Spaces. The number of parking spaces provided by any
particular use in ground surface parking lots shall not exceed the required minimum
number of spaces provided by this section by more than 50 percent. Parking spaces
provided on-street or through “shared parking” agreements do not apply toward the
maximum number.

19. PARKING REDUCTIONS FOR TRANSIT
Notes: Adopted code does not reflect this recommended code strategy.
Model code language:
The City should review the efficacy of the following language to meet the community’s
interests and consider how it could be modified and added as a new subsection
following the parking table in Section 8.0500 (Off-Street Parking).
Modification of Off-Street Parking Requirements
The applicant may propose a parking space standard that is different than the
standard in Section 8.0500, for review and action by the Community Development
Director through a variance procedure, pursuant to Section 8.2830. The applicant’s
proposal shall consist of a written request, and a parking analysis prepared by a
qualified professional. The parking analysis, at a minimum, shall assess the average
parking demand and available supply for existing and proposed uses on the subject
site; opportunities for shared parking with other uses in the vicinity; existing public
parking in the vicinity; transportation options existing or planned near the site, such as
frequent transit service, carpools, or private shuttles; and other relevant factors. The
Community Development Director may reduce the off-street parking standards for sites
with one or more of the following features:
A. Site has an existing or planned transit stop with existing or planned transit service
located adjacent to it, and the site’s frontage is improved with a transit stop shelter,
consistent with the standards of the applicable transit service provider. Allow up to a
[10-20] percent reduction to the standard number of automobile parking spaces;
B. Site has dedicated parking spaces for carpool/vanpool vehicles: Allow up to a 10
percent reduction to the standard number of automobile parking spaces;
C. Site has dedicated parking spaces for motorcycle and/or scooter or electric carts:
Allow reductions to the standard dimensions for parking spaces and the ratio of
standard to compact parking spaces;
D. Available on-street parking spaces adjacent to the subject site in amounts equal to
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the proposed reductions to the standard number of parking spaces.
E. Site has more than the minimum number of required bicycle parking spaces: Allow
up to a [10-20] percent reduction to the number of automobile parking spaces.

20. LANDSCAPING AND WALKWAYS IN PARKING LOTS
Notes: Existing code reflects the landscape element of this recommended code
strategy and partially reflects the walkway element of this recommended code
strategy.
Section 8.3035(5) establishes minimum standards for perimeter and interior parking lot
landscaping, including a minimum 10% of the site’s required landscaping that must be
planted in or adjacent to the parking lot and minimum tree planting of one tree per 10
parking spaces, which are consistent with standards in the State’s Model Development
Code for Small Cities.
Standards for commercial and industrial buildings set a general requirement for safe
and adequate pedestrian connections through parking areas (Section 8.3035(4)(D)(2)).
Guidance and model code language:
Landscaping
City questions about amounts of landscaping that other Oregon jurisdictions require is
not readily available information. However, online forums such as Oregon Planners
Network (OPN)2 can provide that type of information in that it connects planners in
jurisdictions across the state. There is also a growing body of research about the
benefits of landscaping in residential and non-residential settings that the City could
explore, depending on the level of interest in pursuing modifications to currently
adopted landscaping standards.3
Walkways
To strengthen existing provisions about pedestrian connections through parking lots, the
City could modify the following model language to reflect community needs and

2

Instructions for subscribing to OPN are provided on the following web page hosted by the Oregon

Chapter of the American Planning Association: http://www.oregonapa.org/community-information/#.
3

The following document presents links to research on the benefits of landscaping; the research addresses
landscaping for residential and non-residential development: https://greenplantsforgreenbuildings.org/wpcontent/uploads/2014/01/BenefitofPlants.pdf.
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interests and add it as a new subsection in Section 8.0510 (Design and Improvement
Standards for Parking Lots).
Pedestrian Access. A walkway shall be provided through a parking area, connecting
building entrances to adjacent sidewalks and streets, in parking lots that have more
than 20 parking spaces.
Where a walkway crosses a parking area or driveway, it shall be clearly marked with
contrasting paving materials (e.g., pavers, light-color concrete inlay between asphalt,
or similar contrast). The crossing may be part of a speed table to improve driver visibility
of pedestrians. If crossings involve grade changes, the crossing shall include ADAaccessible ramps. Painted striping, thermo-plastic striping, and similar types of nonpermanent applications are discouraged, but may be approved for lower-volume
crossings of 24 feet or less.

21. PREFERENTIAL PARKING FOR RIDESHARING
Notes: Adopted code does not reflect this recommended code strategy.
Model code language:
The City can modify the following model language and add it as a new subsection in
the general provisions of Section 8.0505 (Off-Street Parking and Loading).
Parking areas that have designated employee parking and more than 20 vehicle
parking spaces shall provide at least 10% of the employee parking spaces (minimum
two spaces) as preferential carpool, vanpool, or other rideshare parking spaces. These
preferential parking spaces shall be closer to the employee entrance of the building
than other parking spaces, with the exception of ADA-accessible parking spaces.

22. BICYCLE PARKING
Notes: Existing code partially reflects this recommended code strategy. A securable
bicycle parking space is currently required for new commercial uses (Section
8.0510(1)(D)). The same code subsection also offers vehicle parking space requirement
credits (reductions) for bicycle parking.
Guidance:
It is recommended that bicycle parking requirements be enhanced, including requiring
bicycle parking for more than commercial uses (including transit uses) and providing
bicycle parking design guidance. The City should consider modifying the model
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language below and adding it to the code as a new Section 8.0503 dedicated to
bicycle parking.
Section 8.0510(1)(D) could be removed if a new bicycle parking code section is
created and if new vehicle parking reductions related to bicycle parking, which are
proposed earlier in this memo under Strategy #18, are adopted.
The City also requested images of covered bicycle parking, particularly in conjunction
with transit stops. The following articles include images of covered bicylebicycle parking
around Oregon, including parking developed by TriMet, the transit service provider in
the Portland region.









https://bikeportland.org/2014/02/27/trimet-is-building-fewer-bike-lockers-andmore-covered-bike-racks-at-new-transit-stops-102146
https://bikeportland.org/2019/01/30/first-look-at-trimets-new-bike-ride-parking-atgoose-hollow-294786
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/article/339600
https://fa.oregonstate.edu/transportation-services/biking/bike-theft-prevention
https://www.corvallisoregon.gov/publicworks/page/bike-parking
https://horsegulchblog.com/2013/01/photo-essay-scenes-from-ashlandoregon/img_0872/

Model code language:
Bicycle Parking
A. Standards. Bicycle parking spaces shall be provided with new development and
where a change of use occurs, at a minimum, based on the standards in Table ___.
Where an application is subject to Conditional Use Permit approval or the applicant has
requested a reduction to a vehicle parking standard, consistent with Subsection ___,
the [City decision body] may require bicycle parking spaces in addition to those in
Table ___.
Table ___
Minimum Required Bicycle Parking Spaces

Long and Short Term
Bicycle Parking
(As % of Minimum
Required Bicycle
Parking Spaces)

Use

Minimum Number of Spaces

Multifamily Residential
(required for 4 or more
dwelling units)

2 spaces per 4 dwelling units

75% long term
25% short term

Commercial

2 spaces per primary use or 1
per 5 vehicle spaces,

25% long term
75% short term
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Long and Short Term
Bicycle Parking
(As % of Minimum
Required Bicycle
Parking Spaces)

whichever is greater
Industrial

2 spaces per primary use or 1
per 10 vehicle spaces,
whichever is greater

25% long term
75% short term

Schools
(all types)

2 spaces per classroom

50% long term
50% short term

Institutional Uses and
Places of Worship

2 spaces per primary use or 1
per 10 vehicle spaces,
whichever is greater

50% long term
50% short term

Parks
(active recreation areas
only)

4 spaces

100% short term

Transit Stops

2 spaces

100% short term

Transit Centers and Parkand-Rides

4 spaces or 1 per 10 vehicle
spaces, whichever is greater

50% long term
50% short term

Other Uses

2 bicycle spaces per primary
use or 1 per 10 vehicle spaces,
whichever is greater

50% long term
50% short term

B. Design and Location.
1. All bicycle parking shall be securely anchored to the ground or to a structure.
2. All bicycle parking shall be well-lighted [to specified lighting level].
3. All bicycle parking shall be designed so that bicycles may be secured to them
without undue inconvenience, including being accessible without removing
another bicycle. [Bicycle parking spaces shall be at least six (6) feet long and
two-and-one-half (2 ½) feet wide, and overhead clearance in covered spaces
should be a minimum of seven (7) feet. A five (5) foot aisle for bicycle
maneuvering should be provided and maintained beside or between each row/
rack of bicycle parking.]
4. Bicycle parking racks shall accommodate locking the frame and both wheels
using either a cable or U-shaped lock.

June 2020

Page A-19

Transit-Supportive Policy and Development Code Implementation Plan

2040 CET Master Plan

5. Direct access from the bicycle parking area to the public right-of-way shall be
provided at-grade or by ramp access, and pedestrian access shall be provided
from the bicycle parking area to the building entrance.
6. Bicycle parking shall not impede or create a hazard to pedestrians or vehicles,
and shall not conflict with the vision clearance standards of Section [___].
7. All bicycle parking should be integrated with other elements in the planter strip
when in the public right-of-way.
8. Short-term bicycle parking.
a. Short-term bicycle parking shall consist of a stationary rack or other
approved structure to which the bicycle can be locked securely.
b. If more than 10 short-term bicycle parking spaces are required, at least 50%
of the spaces must be sheltered. Sheltered short-term parking consists of a
minimum 7-foot overhead clearance and sufficient area to completely
cover all bicycle parking and bicycles that are parked correctly.
c. Short-term bicycle parking shall be located within 50 feet of the main
building entrance or one of several main entrances, and no further from an
entrance than the closest automobile parking space.
9. Long-term bicycle parking. Long-term bicycle parking shall consist of a lockable
enclosure, a secure room in a building on-site, monitored parking, or another
form of sheltered and secure parking.
C. Exemptions. This Section does not apply to single-family and duplex housing, home
occupations, and agricultural uses. The [City decision-making body] may exempt other
uses upon finding that, due to the nature of the use or its location, it is unlikely to have
any patrons or employees arriving by bicycle.
D. Hazards. Bicycle parking shall not impede or create a hazard to pedestrians or
vehicles, and shall be located so as to not conflict with the vision clearance standards
of Section [___].

23. TRANSIT-RELATED USES IN PARKING LOTS
Notes: Adopted code does not reflect this recommended code strategy.
Model code language:
The City can modify the following model language and add it to the code as a new
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subsection under general provisions in Section 8.0505 (Off-Street Parking and Loading).
Parking spaces and parking areas may be used for transit-related uses such as transit
stops, park-and-ride areas, and rideshare areas, provided minimum parking space
requirements can still be met.

24. DEFINITIONS
Notes: Adopted code does not define key transit-related terms included in
recommended code amendment language or model code language other than
“transit center,” which is represented in adopted code as “public transportation
station.”4 The City can modify the model language below and integrate it into its code
definitions (Section 8.0020) to the extent language recommended in this memo is
considered for adoption and new terms need to be defined. The City can reconcile the
proposed definition of transit center and its existing definition of public transportation
stations as appropriate.
Model code language:
Definitions
Access way. A walkway or multi-use path connecting two rights-of-way to one another
where no vehicle connection is made. OR Access way. Pedestrian and/or bicycle
connections between streets, rights-of-way, or a street or right-of-way and a building,
school, park, transit stop, or other destination.
Park-and-ride. A parking area at, adjacent, or near (within 500 feet of) a transit stop
where automobiles, bicycles, and other vehicles and mobility devices can be parked
by transit and rideshare users. Location and design are guided by the currently
adopted transit master plan.
Rideshare. A formal or informal arrangement in which a passenger travels in a private
vehicle driven by its owner. The arrangement may be made by means of a website or
online app.

4

Existing code definition:

Public Transportation Station. A place which includes a covered structure or a covered facility that is
specifically designed to permit users to access public transit (such as buses). Such stations permit users to
access one or more modes of public transit and incorporate public accommodations such as vehicle and
bicycle parking, rest rooms, vending machines, benches and tables for the convenience of travelers.
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Transit center. A type of transit stop where multiple transit lines meet in order to facilitate
transfers. A transit center may be developed with amenities including information
boards, food and drink vending, water fountains, and/or restrooms.
Transit stop improvements . Transit stop-related improvements including, but not limited
to, bus pullouts, shelters, waiting areas, information and directional signs, benches, and
lighting. Improvements at transit stops shall be consistent with an adopted transit plan.
Transit-related uses or transit uses. Uses and development including, but not limited to,
transit stop improvements and other uses that support transit, such as transit park-andrides.
Transit stops. An area posted where transit vehicles stop and where transit passengers
board or exit. The stop location and improvements at the transit stop shall be consistent
with an adopted transit plan.
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