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Spokane Regional Transportation
Council (SRTC) was requested by the
City of Spokane in December 1999 to
revisit the purpose and need for con-
tinuing the Monroe-Lincoln Coupl et
project that was identified in the 1987
Federal Environmental Impact State-
ment. The request to revisit the pur-
pose and need for the couplet was
based on several factors: the Spokane
City Council decision to cancel the
Lincoln Street Bridge; changes pro-
posed in both City and County com-
prehensive land use plans, as they af -
fect travel demand; changesin public
involvement to encourage neighbor-
hood participation in the identification
of potentia solutions that meet the
unique needs of the community; and
findly, the need to identify solutions
that meet State and Federd air quality
standards.

During the course of the study, SRTC
conducted a series of three meetings
held at the Corbin Senior Center to in-
volve people living and working in the
Monroe-Lincoln Corridor. SRTC used
the City of Spokane Neighborhood
Services Department to identify key
stakehol ders and established Neighbor-
hood Councilsto ensure adequate noti-
fication of meetings. In addition,
SRTC mailed out over 400 letters, no-
tifying people of meetings. Attendance
at these meetings ranged from 85 peo-
ple during the early stagesto 35 at the
last meeting. Thiswas expected

as citizen concerns expressed

early in the process were evaluated and
incorporated into the study’ s analysis.
Clearly, the most pressing issues for
people living, working and traveling in
the Monroe-Lincoln Corridor centered
on the volume and speed of traffic.
Most residents having access to the
Lincoln-Post-Wall Corridor, expressed
concern over the speed and volume of
traffic, aswell astypical arteria
streets’ harsh appearance in deep-
rooted, established neighborhoods and
neighborhood commercial areas.

Businesses |ocated on lower Monroe
Street, in the vicinity of the Monroe
Street Bridge, expressed concern over
the speed of traffic. Their opinion was
that high-speed traffic creates an un-
friendly atmosphere for pedestrians
walking to and from downtown to des-
tinations like the Spokane County
Courthouse Complex, Regional Health
Didtrict building and retail businesses.
Most meeting participants acknowl-
edged ssimply shifting traffic into
someone else’ s back yard was not an
appropriate or well-considered solu-
tion for Spokane as the city moves to-
ward a higher quality of living envi-
ronment. With these concernsin
mind, SRTC developed a series of al-
ternatives for public review and com-
ment.

Initially the alternatives focused on
two operational issuesin the corridor
identified through the use of travel de-
mand modeling: first the need to en-
sure movement of people and goods in
the corridor, and second the need to
provide adequate capacity between the



Monroe Street Bridge and Indianato
address the significant number of turn-
ing movementsin the area. The size-
able number of turning movementsis
duein part to traffic traveling to the
County Courthouse campus, and the
Veterans Memorial Arena. The distri-
bution of traffic in the Northwest
Boulevard, Indiana, Monroe and Post
streets areais also afactor. Attempt-
ing to address these issues, SRTC de-
veloped aternatives originating from
public comment at The Monroe-
Lincoln Corridor, Public Meeting
Number 1. These alternatives consid-
ered a significantly shorter couplet in
the corridor than selected in the 1987
approved Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS). Inthe FEIS, the se-
lected alternative extended the existing
couplet south of the Spokane River
and northward to Francis Avenue (S.R.
291).

SRTC’ s analysis determined a coupl et
using Monroe and Lincoln/Post north-
ward as far as Indiana could meet the
travel demand needs beyond the 20-
year planning horizon. Travel demand
based on the centers and corridors land
use plans being considered did not
justify extending the coupl et further
north to Francis. This particular find-
ing weighed heavily when re-defining
potential improvements on Post and
Wall streets north of Indianawhere a
neighborhood sensitive arterial design

could be incorporated into the corridor.

The remainder of the analysis consid-
ered what road and operational
changes could be implemented

south of Indianato meet the 20-year

travel demand forecasts.

SRTC introduced alternatives one
through four at the workshop Monroe-
Lincoln Corridor Public Meeting
Number 2 on January 24, 2001. The
four alternatives addressed the travel
demand on the south end of the corri-
dor, while at the same time alowing
for revised arterial design standards
being considered for Post and Wall
Streets north of Indiana. The alterna-
tivesincluded:

Alternative 1 — The No-Build alterna-
tive, which would keep the arterials as
they aretoday. Thiswould still in-
clude updating traffic signal timing
plans as needed and would take into
account closure of the Post Street
Bridge once the Monroe Street Bridge
is rehabilitated.

Alternative 2 — A three-lane couplet
on Monroe and Lincoln/Post as far as
Indiana. Thiswould terminate the
couplet at Indiana and reduce Post
Street to one lane in each direction
from Indiana northward. Monroe
would be one-way south from Indiana,
while Lincoln/Post would be
northbound. A crossover from Mon-
roe to Lincoln would be constructed at
the north end of the Monroe Street
Bridge to move northbound traffic to
Lincoln Street.

Alternative 3 — A four-lane coupl et
using Monroe and Lincoln/Pogt, as far
as Shannon, where a roundabout
would be created using Monroe, Post,
Indiana and Shannon. Monroe would
be southbound, while Lincoln/Post



would be northbound. A crossover
from Monroe to Lincoln would be
constructed at the north end of the
Monroe Street Bridge to move
northbound traffic to Lincoln Street.
From Shannon northward, Post would
be reduced to one lane in each direc-
tion with the remaining right of way
used to create a neighborhood
friendly street design, with transit and
bikeway accommodations.

Alternative 4 — A short three-lane
couplet on Monroe and Lincoln/Post
would provide one-way traffic as far
asthe vicinity of Maxwell, where
northbound traffic would transition
back to Monroe Street before Indiana.
Post and Wall streets north of Sinto/
Maxwell would be one lanein each
direction, with the remaining right of
way used to create a neighborhood
friendly street design, with transit and
bikeway accommodations.

A presentation including each alterna-
tive addressed its impact on travel de-
mand, intersection congestion, travel
time in the corridor, and air quality.
They were then graphically compared
with each other to demonstrate their
relative strengths and weaknesses.
After presenting the four alternatives,
those attending the meeting were
asked to give their preference of the
four aternatives and encouraged to
provide written comments for SRTC
to consider as part of the continuous
report development. While thiswas
not a scientific sampling, it allowed
SRTC staff to assess the

strengths and weaknesses of

each alternative from the public’s per-
spective.

While the public preference sur-
rounded Alternative 2 and Alternative
1 (in that order), a significant number
requested an evaluation of afifth al-
ternative. This new aternative would
consider maintaining two-way traffic
on both Monroe and Lincoln Streets.
SRTC agreed to conduct the addi-
tional analysis, taking into account
previously developed and agreed to
design features north of Indiana. The
aternative is described as follows:

Alternative 5 - A crossover from
Monroe Street to Lincoln Street with
two-way traffic and accommodation
for the development of relocated
Bridge Avenue. Lincoln Street would
be developed with one lane of traffic
in each direction and a center left turn
lane to accommodate business access.
Pedestrian, bicycle, and street land-
scape accommodations would be de-
veloped northward to Indiana. After
Indiana Street, the center |eft turn lane
would be optional, asfar as Buckeye.
Further north on Post and Wall
Streets, the road would be recon-
structed to restore the road and side-
walks. Provisions would be made to
designate and sign the Lincoln/Post/
Wall corridor as a bicycle route.

Monroe Street from the bridge north-
ward would remain atwo-way street.
Reconstruction of Monroe would con-
tinue northward to Francis, including
both roadway and sidewalk improve-
ments. From the Bridge to Indiana



additional efforts would be necessary
to develop a Context Sensitive Design
as advocated by FHWA. Issues
unique to this segment of Monroe
Street include: a narrow right-of-way
backed up to historic buildings, high
volumes of turning movements to ma-
jor activity centers, (Health District,
Courthouse, Arena) and the antici-
pated development of the Summit
Properties located on the north bank
west of Monroe Street.

At the request of the citizens, SRTC
examined the potential for enhance-
ment proj ects within the corridor.
SRTC performed traffic volume
analysis, travel time analysis, level of
service analysis and air quality analy-
sis. Theresultsfollow:

No-Build: This alternative presents
the least opportunity for enhancement
projects. Since no additional lane
width is vacated for this alternative,
an enhancement project would be
limited to existing space on the side
walks. Traffic volumesfor this
scenario are highest compared with
other alternatives. This aternative
has the second slowest travel times,
on average. Thirteen intersections
would have a projected level of ser-
vice D, E, or F. Seven intersections
appear to be above the national ambi-
ent air quality standard (NAAQS).
The estimated cost for this aternative
is$2.3 millionin 2001 dollars.

Alternative 2: This alternative
presents a favorable opportunity
for enhancements by utilizing

three of four lanes. In the North Hill
and Emerson / Garfield Neighbor-
hoods, Post and Wall is reduced to
one-lane in each direction. Bike lanes,
streetscapes or other improvements
are options for the remaining right of
way. This alternative generates the
second lowest traffic volumes, in gen-
eral, on Lincoln and Monroe and
travel times rank the fastest, on aver-
age. Levd of service analysis shows
six intersections could improve in av-
erage delay, and none would worsen.
Four intersections appear to fall be-
low the air quality conformity deter-
mination and would require mitiga-
tion evaluations. The estimated cost
for this dternativeis $5.86 million in
2001 dollars.

Alternative 3: This aternative pre-
sents little opportunity for enhance-
ments because the couplet utilizes
four lanes. However, by reducing the
travel lanesto three, enhancements
could be added. Traffic volumesfor
this scenario are intermediate com-
pared to other alternatives. This alter-
native generates the slowest travel
time, on average. Level of service
analysis shows eight intersections
would have less average delay, and
one would have more. Five intersec-
tions appear to have air quality prob-
lems and would require mitigation
evaluations. The estimated cost for
this alternative is $3.98 million in
2001 dollars.

Alternative 4. Thisaternative pre-
sents moderate opportunity for en-
hancements because the couplet uses
three of four lanes. This alternative
involves the second highest traffic



volumesin general on Lincoln and Monroe
and the third fastest average travel time.
Level of service analysis showsfive inter-
sections would have slight improvements in
average delay, and three would worsen.
One intersection appears to have an air
quality problem and would need further
evaluation. The estimated cost for this alter-
native is $5.2 million in 2001 dollars.

Alternative 5: This aternative presents the
most opportunity for enhancements since
the corridor uses a minimum of two lanes
and a maximum of three lanes. The remain-

Low Traffic Volume.............
High Traffic Volume............
Travel Time....ccocevveeveeeenee.
Leve of Service...................
Air Quality .....ccceveveeieenne.
Opportunity for Enhancements
Low Estimated Costs...........

ing right-of-way could be used for bike
lanes, streetscapes or other enhancement
projects. This aternative includes the low-
est traffic volumes, in general, on Lincoln
and Monroe. Travel times are the second
fastest, on average. Southbound travel
times are slightly higher than the No-Build
on Monroe, but improve on Lincoln. Level
of service analysis suggests six intersections
could improve in average delay, and two
would worsen. All of the intersections meet
the air quality conformity determination.
The estimated cost for this aternative is
$5.86 million in 2001 dollars.

......................................... Alternative 5
.............................................. No-Build
......................................... Alternative 2
......................................... Alternative 2
......................................... Alternative 5
..................................... Alternative 5
.............................................. No-Build



In April 1994 Spokane Regional Transpor-
tation Council (SRTC) completed the Mon-
roe-Lincoln Couplet Phase 1 Intersection
Evaluation Report. At the request of the
City of Spokane, SRTC evaluated current
operating characteristics (i.e., level of ser-
vice, travel times and air quality) along the
corridor for existing and future conditions
aswell asfor revised conditions resulting
from the implementation of a couplet with a
Lincoln Street Bridge. The findingsin 1994
report showed that intersections in the Mon-
roe-Lincoln Corridor from Main to Indiana
operated at a poor level of service. The
findings showed modifications of traffic
patterns from a pair of two-way streetsto a
pair of one-way streets led to better traffic
flow.

Since then the Lincoln Street Bridge has
been cancelled, and both the City of Spo-
kane and Spokane County have progressed
significantly in the development of compre-
hensive land use plans that are consistent
with the Growth Management Act. Thisre-
port describes possible transportation im-
provements for the Monroe-Lincoln Corri-
dor without the Lincoln Street Bridge, with
updated comprehensive land use plans and
with feedback from interested citizens and
neighborhoods in the corridor.

In December 1999 SRTC was requested by
the City of Spokane City Council, through
the Public Works Department, to conduct an
analysis using citizen-input concerning sig-
nal coordination, air quality, and travel de-
mand on the Monroe-Lincoln corridor. The
impetus for this was the City Council’s de-
sire to improve future traffic flow through
the Monroe/ Lincoln corridor in

light of canceling the Lincoln Street Bridge,

while respecting the needs of the neighbor-
hoods. To provide an objective review of
possible improvement proposals, SRTC
conducted citizen input meetings and devel -
oped traffic improvement analysis. The
citizen meeting was held on January 25,
2000, at the Corbin Senior Activity Center
with approximately 60 people in attendance.

The meeting attendees were informed of the
Monroe-Lincoln corridor history and were
provided with future year traffic estimates
that predicted heavy usage of the corridor.
The attendees were asked to break into
small groups to brainstorm proposals that
would address traffic congestion, neighbor-
hood safety and aesthetic concerns. The
specific areas addressed were:

1) Transportation characteristics
2) Transportation alternatives
3) Nelghborhood enhancements.

Many residents voiced the need to keep
their neighborhoods attractive and safe.
Traffic calming strategies were proposed
along with trees and greenbelts and offset
sidewalks (Appendix D). SRTC evaluated
proposals by using models (e.g. TModel,
Synchro and CAL3QHC). Computer mod-
eling was conducted on the proposals to
identify those, which merited further con-
sideration. The composite alternatives were
made available for public review on the
SRTC website: www.srtc.org.

For the purposes of this report the Monroe-
Lincoln corridor study areais defined as the
area bounded by Division Street on the east,
Maple/Ash Corridor on the west, Francis on
the north, and the north bank of the Spo-
kane River. Theintersection of Main and
Monroe was evaluated because of air qual-



ity concerns. The term “Monroe-Lincoln”
includes Wall and Post streets as part of the
scope of analysis.

Computer models are used to understand
changes in traffic due to growth or improve-
ments to roads and intersections. Models are
arepresentation of actual conditions used to
guantify impacts and benefits. Results from
the model are best used to indicate trends not
exact circumstances. SRTC used three mod-
elsto study the Monroe-Lincoln Corridor;
one to assess the overall growth and distribu-
tion of traffic (TMODEL), another to evalu-
ate traffic signals and coordination of traffic
flow (SYNCHRO), and the last to determine
air quality for the different alternatives
(CAL3QHC). These models are the same
tools used by transportation professionals na-
tionwide to conduct other transportation
analysis.

Results were developed for forecast year
2020 to maintain consistency with other plan-
ning that meets Growth Management Act re-
quirements. This study also used planning
datafrom local jurisdictions and the Metro-
politan Transportation Plan.

SRTC distributed a feedback questionnaire to
all of the participants at the Monroe-Lincoln
Corridor Public Meeting No. 2 on January
24, 2001. The public involved in the meeting
preferred Alternative 2 but disliked the one-
way streets (the couplet). These comments
lead to the development and analysis of Al-
ternative 5. Five composite alternatives were
then evaluated with respect to travel demand,
intersection levels of service and air quality.

The Comprehensive Plan for Spokane has not
been adopted at the time, therefore, each al-
ternative was eval uated using two compre-
hensive growth management land use alterna-
tives, Centers & Corridors and Current Pat-
terns. The Centers & Corridors aternative
focuses future growth in mixed-use
(neighborhood and business) district centers,
neighborhood centers, employment centers,
and along mixed-use transportation corridors.
The Current Patterns aternative is based
upon past growth and development practices
which were used in the city for the past 40
years. Similarities occurred between the two
land use alternatives with the traffic volumes
and level of service. SRTC focused on the
Centers & Corridors land use alternative
since it isunder further consideration.

The alternatives for the Monroe-Lincoln Cor-
ridor are described on the following pages.

. IL.II. e ﬁ
Participants at Public Meeting No. 2
learn about the alter natives.



Understanding the Alternatives




NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE
No physical changes to the current arterial system in the study area. Operational
changes would continue to occur as traffic volumes and travel
patterns change with growth and devel opment.




Figurel: Monroe/Lincoln

Corridor No —Build Alternative




ALTERNATIVE 2

A three-lane Lincoln / Monroe couplet, northbound / southbound respectively, from
Bridge Avenue to Indiana; a two-way street with one lane in each direction from Indiana
to Francis using Post and Wall.
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ALTERNATIVE 3

A four-lane Lincoln & Post/Monroe couplet from Bridge Avenue to Shannon;
aone-way on Indiana eastbound from Monroe to Post, and a one-way westbound on
Shannon from Post to Monroe.

photo illustration
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ALTERNATIVE 4

A three-lane Monroe-Lincoln couplet from Bridge Avenue to Maxwell; atwo-way
roadway starting at the intersection of Lincoln and Boone and crossing to
Monroe in vicinity of Maxwell.

photo illustration
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ALTERNATIVE 5
Monroe-Lincoln both maintain two-way traffic. On Lincoln Street there
would be one-lane in each direction with a center turn lane in between from
Bridge Avenue to Indiana. Monroe would remain asin its current configura-
tion pending athorough design study taking into account existing pedestrian
and business concerns and what possibilities exist for the Summit Properties
located immediately west of the Monroe Street Bridge.

Post Street LookingNerth at Knox
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During the neighborhood brainstorming ses-
sion, residents asked to enhance the
neighborhood for other activities. Sugges-
tionsincluded: adding street trees, broaden-
ing and offsetting sidewalks, creating a
boulevard, adding a dedicated bicycle path/
lane, providing additional on-street parking,
and implementing traffic-calming strategies
with trees and greenbelts (Appendix D).

The potential for enhancement projectsin
this corridor isrelated to finding additional
space. Space can be added by removing
travel lanes or roadway width. Alternatives
that remove excess travel lanes and provide
unused width of the roadway will have a
higher potentia to accommodate enhance-
ments.

No-Build Alternative: This alternative
would support the least amount of enhance-
ments because travel ed roadway width re-
mains unchanged. Street trees, bus pullouts
and shelters are examples of possible en-
hancements.

Alternative 2: This alternative provides afa-
vorable opportunity for enhancements be-
cause the couplet, on Monroe and Lincoln,
uses three of four lanes from Bridge Avenue
to thevicinity of Indiana. In the North Hill
and Emerson / Garfield Neighborhoods Post
and Wall are reduced to one-lane in each di-
rection from Indianato the Post Street hill.

Alternative 3: Thisadternative presentslittle
opportunity for enhancements since the cou-
plet on Monroe and Lincoln uses all four ex-
isting travel lanes. By reducing the travel
lanes to three, enhancement projects could be
added.

19

Alternative 4: This aternative presents mod-
erate opportunity for enhancements because
the couplet on Monroe and Lincoln uses three
of four lanes from Bridge Avenue to the vi-
cinity of Maxwell.

Alternative 5: This aternative provides the
most opportunity for enhancements because
the corridor would have reduced number of
travel lanes, providing opportunities for park-
ing, bike lanes, street trees, improved side-
walks, and transit improvements from Bridge
Avenue to the bottom of Post Street Hill.

Public and neighborhood input on the design
of possible enhancementsin this corridor
should be a priority for the City of Spokane
throughout this project.

Projected Traffic Volume I mpacts

TMODEL was used to predict traffic vol-
umes (i.e. number of vehicles using roads
during the PM peak hour of travel) in the
study corridor for each alternative (Appendix
A). Resultsindicate how many trips (in gen-
eral) may occur on aroad and the number di-
verted from other roads.

Table 1 and Table 2 on the following page
show traffic volumes from TMODEL for the
Monroe-Lincoln Corridor. Table 1 showsthe
northbound and southbound volumes on
Monroe and Lincoln. Table 2 shows the east-
bound and westbound volumes from Francis
to Boone.



TABLE 1

On Monroe:
South of Francis
South of Wellesley
South of Garland
South of Indiana
South of Boone
On the Bridge

On Lincoln:
South of Francis
South of Wellesley
South of Garland
South of Indiana
South of Boone

2000 Base

1802

2325

2339
1067 SB
636 SB
1681 SB

1337

1447

1660
821 NB
970 NB

No Build

2287

2893

2902
1208 SB
783 SB
2404 SB

1596

1734

2199
1632 NB
1560 NB

Alternative2 | Alternative 3

2269

2541

2781
1828 SB
2102 SB
3056 SB

1612

1655

2082
1601 NB
1396 NB

* Note: SB = southbound only; NB = northbound only

Shaded area = links used for traffic analysis

TABLE 2

W of Monroe & Francis
W of Monroe &
Wellesley

W of Monroe & Garland
W of Monroe & Indiana
W of Monroe & Boone
W of Monroe &
Broadway

E of Lincoln & Francis

E of Lincoln & Wellesley
E of Lincoln & Garland
E of Lincoln & Indiana
E of Lincoln & Boone

E of Lincoln &
Broadway

2000 Base
2582
1897

793
567
1140
1417

363
1996
775
1751
1336
704

No Build
3146
2174

926
731
1617
2000

2717
2563
1146
2249
1873
1024

Alternative 2
3094
1951

1103
820
1571
1971

2793
2855
1158
2169
1949
1113

2222

2702

2796
1460 SB
1695 SB
2242 SB

1639
963
2280
2090 NB
2435 NB

Alternative 3
3139
2217

1138
837
1443
2065

2733
2604
1210
2148
1864
1020

Alternative4 | Alternative5b

2464

2951

2950
919 SB
1081 SB
2314 SB

1730

1850

2102
532 NB
1755 NB

Alternative 4
3056
2189

855
754
1563
2090

2749
2512
979
2251
2003
1121

2334

2527

2794
1051 SB
595 SB
2068 SB

1703

1557

1968
1149 NB
1755 NB

Alternative 5

3049
1984

1134
747
1507
1850

2796
2867
1064
2111
1761
1179



In order to rank traffic volumes for
each alternative, link volumes were se-
lected in the Garland District (Table 3)
for the forecast year 2020 . For the
year 2000, the total traffic volumes

(northbound and southbound)

between Wellesley and Garland on
both Monroe and Lincoln are 3999 ve-
hicles, and between Indiana and Boone
IS 1888 vehicles.

On Monroe & Lincoln No-Build Alternative| Alternative | Alternative | Alternative
Between: 2 3 4 S
Wellesley & Garland 5101 4863 5076 5052 4762
Indiana & Boone 2840 3429 3550 1451 2200

For the No-Build Alternative total traffic
volumes (northbound and southbound)
are 5101 vehicles between Wellesley and
Garland on Monroe and Lincoln, and be-
tween Indiana and Boone there are 2840
vehicles.

For Alternative 2 total traffic volumes
(northbound and southbound) decrease
from 5101 vehicles (No-Build) to 4863
vehicles (Alternative 2) on Monroe and
Lincoln, between Wellesley and Garland.
Also, volumes increase between Indiana
and Boone on Monroe and Lincoln from
2840 vehicles (No-Build) to 3429
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vehicles (Alternative 2).

For Alternative 3 total traffic volumes
(northbound and southbound) decrease
from 5101 vehicles (No-Build) to 5076
vehicles (Alternative 3) on Monroe and
Lincoln, between Wellesley and Garland.
Volumes increase between Indiana and
Boone on Monroe and Lincoln from 2840
vehicles (No-Build) to 3550 vehicles
(Alternative 3). The volumes decrease on
Boone from 1617 vehicles (No-Build) to
1443 vehicles (Alternative 3), which may
be caused by traffic utilizing Shannon.



For Alternative 4 tota traffic volumes
(northbound and southbound) decrease from
5101 vehicles (No-Build) to 5052 vehicles
(Alternative 4) on Monroe and Lincoln, be-
tween Wellesley and Garland. Also, vol-
umes decrease between Indiana and Boone
on Monroe and Lincoln from 2840 vehicles
(No-Build) to 1451 vehicles (Alternative 4).
The traffic volumes increase on Indiana and
Boone from 2249 vehicles (No-Build) to
2251 vehicles (Alternative 4).

For Alternative 5 total traffic volumes
(northbound and southbound) seem to de-
crease from 5101 vehicles (No-Build) to
4762 vehicles (Alternative 5) on Monroe
and Lincoln, between Wellesley and Gar-
land. Also, volumes decrease between Indi-
ana and Boone on Monroe and Lincoln from
2840 vehicles (No-Build) to 2200 vehicles
(Alternative 5). The volumes decrease on
Boone from 1617 vehicles (No-Build) to
1507 vehicles (Alternative 5).

For Alternatives 2, 3 and 5 the average vol-
umes on Monroe and Lincoln decrease be-
tween Francis and Boone and increase south
of Boone. For Alternative 4 the average
volumes increase on Monroe and Lincoln
between Francis and Boone and decrease
south of Boone.

Travel times throughout the corridor meas-
ured using TModel are reported in Table 4.
Travel time, a prime factor in trip decision-
making, is the amount of time necessary to
travel from one intersection to another along
acorridor. Faster travel time aternatives
attract trips. Travel times for the Monroe-
Lincoln Corridor reported in Table 4 are
from Bridge Avenue to Francis Ave. and on
Lincoln and Monroe, northbound and
southbound. The travel-times for the year
2000 are significantly faster than any of the
aternatives travel-times in the year 2020.
(See Table 4)
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Northbound on Lincoln from:

Bridge Avenueto Francis
No-Build

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

Southbound on Lincoln from:

Francisto Bridge Avenue
No-Build
Alternatives 2, 3 & 4

Alternative 5

Northbound on M onroe from:

Bridge Avenueto Francis
No-Build
Alternatives 2, 3 & 4

Alternative 5

Southbound on M onr oe from:

Francisto Bridge Avenue
No-Build

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

Travel Time
minutes:
seconds

32:10
2754
40:05
29:10
25:56

26:19
Due to con-
figurations of
the alterna-
tivesthere are
no compara-
ble times.

25:32

25.27
Due to con-
figurations of
the alterna-
tivesthere are
no compara-
ble times.

26:47

23:18
21:46
22:21
23.44
24:28

23

Differ ence between:

Alternatives & No-Build

- 4:56
+8:35
- 3:00
- 6:54

-1:27

- 1:15

-2:12
- 1:.06
+ 0:26
+1:10



The No-Build Alternative predicts in 2020
northbound travel (i.e., from Bridge Ave-
nue to Francis) on Lincoln will take 32:10
and on Monroe 25:27. Southbound travel (i.
e., from Francis to Bridge Avenue) on Lin-
coln will take 26:10 and on Monroe 23:18.

In comparison to the No-Build Alternative,
Alternative 2 would reduce travel time
about 5 minutes northbound and about 2
minutes southbound.

Alternative 3 indicates the slowest travel
times northbound, an additional eight min-
utes from the No- Build Alternative. Con-
versely, southbound travel timesimprove
by one minute. It appears the addition of
northbound lanes in this alternative attracts
more vehicles to the corridor that will cause
more congestion and increase travel times.

Alternative 4 improves northbound travel
time by three minutes and southbound by
only 26 seconds.

Alternative 5 has the most reduction in time
northbound, almost seven minutes on Lin-
coln and one minute faster on Monroe.
Southbound travel timeis faster by a min-
ute on Lincoln but slower by a minute on
Monroe.

Alternative 2, 3 and 4 are only considered
from northbound on Lincoln and
southbound on Monroe, but the No-Build
Alternative and Alternative 5 are consid-
ered from both northbound and southbound
on Lincoln and northbound and southbound
on Monroe.
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Turning Movements

Turning movements represent the direction
and number of trips as they move (i.e. left
turn, right turn, and through) within an in-
tersection. TMODEL was used to project
turning movements to eval uate intersection
performance (SYNCHRO) and air quality
impacts (CAL3QHC). All turning move-
ments for the Monroe-Lincoln Corridor are
for the weekday evening peak period,
which istypicaly the highest volume of
traffic during the day.

Level of Service

Level of service (LOS), an indicator of how
well traffic is moving through an intersec-
tion, is classified in terms of average delay
per vehiclein seconds. Level of service
ranges from A to F with A considered the
most desirable for drivers. A description of
each LOS in terms of average delay per ve-
hicle follows.

Level of Service Average Delay/Vehicle (sec)
<10
10t0 20
20t0 35
35t0 55
5510 80

>80

TmoOO®@>

LOS operation a A, B, C or D ismost de-
sirableto drivers. Neighborhoods may pre-
fer less desirable LOS operations because
delays at intersections often cause drivers
to choose faster options.



SYNCHRO 4.0 was used to determine Corridor LOS results. Twenty-four in-

the LOS at signalized intersections for tersections were evaluated. Air quality
the evening peak period to identify regulations required the evaluation of
changes resulting from the aternatives. thirteen intersections’ conformity be-
Intersection timing was optimized, cause LOSwasD, Eor F. See Table6
meaning that the best red and green (below). SRTC compared Alternatives
light computer generated light times 2, 3, 4 and 5 with the No-Build Alterna-
were used for the entire project so city tive to see if the aternative would make
traffic signals would remain synchro- the intersection operate with less delay.
nized. SYNCHRO files are found in the Alternative 2 appears to be the most im-
Appendix B. proved, but there was not a significant

amount of change in any of the alterna-
Table 5 presents the Monroe-Lincoln tives.

No- | Alternative Alternative| Alternative | Alter native

Build 2 3 4 5
Monroe & Francis* F F F F F
Monroe & Wellesley E E E E F
Monroe & Garland F E E F F
Monroe & Montgomery A A A A A
Monroe & Shannon A
Monroe & Indiana F F B F F
Monroe & Maxwell F F E F F
Monroe & Boone C B B A D
Monroe & Mallon A B
Monroe & Broadway F F F F E
Monroe & Main F F E F F
Wal & Francis F F F F F
Wall & Wellesley E E D F E
Wall & Garland B B B B B
Post & Garland B B B A B
Post & Buckeye C B C A B
Post & Shannon A
Post & Indiana F C C E D
Post & Maxwell E B E F D
Post & Boone F C E E E
Post & Mallon B C
Post & Broadway F C F F E
Spokane Falls & Main WB A A B B A
Main WB & Main EB A A A A A

* Note: All of the alternatives are optimized
Shaded = air quality analysis required



State and federal air quality conformity
regulations require carbon monoxide (CO)
non-attainment areas to eval uate proposed
projects for conformity with national am-
bient air quality standards (NAAQS). This
requires evaluating CO concentrations at
affected signalized intersections within the
aternatives (Appendix C). The NAAQS
isdefined in terms of parts per million
(ppm) for CO.

The current NAAQS for CO is nine ppm
for an eight-hour average. The conformity
analysis must indicate a project does not
cause anew hot spot (i.e., CO concentra-
tions of 9 ppm or higher), worsen an exist-
ing hot spot, or delay timely attainment of
the standard. Using the CAL3QHC
model, Table 6 shows the results of the air
quality analyses.

No Build |Alternative 2 Alter native 3 /Alter native 4| Alter native 5

Monroe & Francis 1.7 8.0
Monroe & Wellesley 9.6* 7.8
Monroe & Garland 6.8 7.2
Monroe & Indiana 9.2* 13.2*
Monroe & Maxwell 10.0* 11.0*
Monroe & Broadway 9.6* 10.8*
Monroe & Main 14.0* 13.5*
Wall & Francis 7.5 1.7
Wall & Wellesley 75 6.9
Post & Indiana 6.8 6.8
Post & Maxwell 9.2* 10.5*
Post & Boone 9.8* 9.2*
Lincoln & Broadway 8.7 8.6
Number of Exceedances 7 6
Creates or Worsens a - 4

Modeled Hot-Spot

7.8 7.8 7.9
1.7 7.5 9.3*
6.7 6.6 7.9
8.9 9.2* 8.4
10.9* 9.9* 8.6
11.9* 10.0* 8.4
14.0* 14.0* 13.3*
7.5 1.7 7.7
7.2 7.4 7.4
10.0* 7.1 7.1
11.0* 9.1* 8.4
8.8 9.0* 7.9
10.4* 8.4 7.9
6 6 2
5 1 0

* = Modeled Exceedance Bold = Creates or Worsens a Hot Spot



Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 were compared
with the No-Build Alternative. Table 6
shows seven modeled exceedancesin the
No-Build Alternative when compared to
six modeled exceedances in Alternative 2,
3, and 4, and 2 modeled exceedances in
Alternative 5. Alternative 2 worsens four
hot spots. Alternative 3 creates two hot
spots and worsens three hot spots. Alter-
native 4 worsens only one hot spot. Fi-
nally, Alternative 5 does not create or
worsen any hot-spots. It appears that Al-
ternative 5 is the most favorable for air
quality CO levels at thistime.

It isimportant to note that there are miti-
gation strategies that can be evaluated to
dleviate air quality problems. Some of
these mitigation strategies include chang-
ing signal timing or modifying lane con-
figurations (i.e. adding turn pockets,
through lanes, or free right turn pockets).
For the purposes of this planning study,
specific mitigation strategies were not
evaluated for each intersection. Once the
aternatives are narrowed, further mitiga-
tion strategies should be eval uated.

The City of Spokane developed the fol-
lowing estimated costs for the first four
alternativesin preparation for the Monroe-
Lincoln Corridor Public Meeting #2. Al-
ternative
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5 was derived as aresult of this meeting
and project costs were not derived directly
for this alternative by city staff. However,
because Alternative 5 right-of-way re-
guirements are identical to right-of-way
requirements for Alternative 2, project
costs are assumed comparable. Table 7
outlines estimated project costs by alterna-
tive.

The No-Build Alter native does not in-
clude physical changes, however it in-
cludes costs to rehabilitate portions of the
corridor, which fail in the outer years.

Alternative 2 is athree-lane couplet to
Indiana. This aternative uses three of four
lanes.

Alternative 3 is afour-lane couplet to
Shannon with one-way heading westbound
on Shannon and one-way heading east-
bound on Indiana. This alternative uses all
four lanes.

Alternative 4 is athree-lane couplet to the
vicinity of Maxwell. This alternative uses
three of four lanes.

Alternative 5 is aone-lane corridor
(northbound and southbound) with a possi-
ble middle turn lane). With similar con-
figurations of Alternative 2 (athree-lane
couplet), Alternative 5 (two lanes with a
potential middle turn lane) has comparable
estimated costs.



No-Build (status quo)

$23

Alternative 2 (3-laneto Indiana) $5.86
Alternative 3 (4-lane to Shannon) $3.98
Alternative 4 (3-laneto Maxwell) $5.2
Alternative 5 (1-lane each direction) $5.86

Federal funding could be available through
the Transportation Equity Act for the 21%
Century. Also, the city could apply for Con-
gestion Mitigation for Air Quality (CMAQ)
funds, Surface Transportation Program
(STP) funds, and Transportation Enhance-
ments funds for segments of the alternatives.
In addition, State funding through the Trans-
portation Improvement Board (T1B) would
be possible on a competitive basis.

All of the alternatives indicate that potential
level of service conditions will continue to
be aproblem. The Monroe-Lincoln corridor
will continue to carry a significant amount
of vehicles regardless of which aternativeis
chosen. Also, with any of these alternatives
there will be potential air quality problems
requiring further evaluation.

No-Build Alternative: This aternative pre-
sents the least opportunity for enhancement
projects. Since no additional lane widthis
vacated for this alternative, an enhancement
project would be limited to existing space on
the sidewalks. Traffic volumesfor this
scenario are highest compared with other al-
ternatives. This alternative has the second
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slowest travel times, on average. Thirteen
intersections would have a projected level of
service D, E, or F. Seven intersections ap-
pear to be above the national ambient air
quality standard (NAAQS). The estimated
cost for this dternative is $2.3 Millionin
2001 dollars.

Alternative 2: Thisalternative presents a
favorable opportunity for enhancements by
utilizing three of four lanes. Inthe North
Hill and Emerson / Garfield Neighborhoods,
Post and Wall is reduced to one-lane in each
direction. Bike lanes, streetscapes or other
improvements are options for the remaining
right-of-way. This alternative generates the
second lowest traffic volumes, in general, on
Lincoln and Monroe and travel times rank
the fastest, on average. Level of service
analysis shows six intersections could im-
prove in average delay, and none would
worsen. Four intersections appear to fall be-
low the air quality conformity determination
and would require mitigation evaluations.
The estimated cost for this aternative is
$5.86 Million.

Alternative 3: This aternative presentslit-
tle opportunity for enhancements because



the couplet utilizes four lanes. However, by
reducing the travel lanes to three, enhance-
ments could be added. Traffic volumes for
this scenario are intermediate compared to
other dternatives. This alternative generates
the slowest travel time, on average. Leve of
service analysis shows eight intersections
would have less average delay, and one
would have more. Five intersections appear
to have air quality problems and would re-
quire mitigation evaluations. The estimated
cost for this dternative is $3.98 Million in
2001 dollars.

Alternative 4: This alternative presents
moderate opportunity for enhancements be-
cause the coupl et uses three of four lanes.
This alternative involves the second highest
traffic volumes in general on Lincoln and
Monroe and the third fastest average travel
time. Level of service analysis showsfive
intersections would have slight improve-
ments in average delay, and three would
worsen. One intersection appears to have an
air quality problem and would need further
evaluation. The estimated cost for this alter-
native is $5.2 Million in 2001 dollars.

Alternative 5: This alternative presents the
most opportunity for enhancements since the
corridor uses a minimum of two lanesand a
maximum of three lanes. The remaining
right-of-way could be used for bike lanes,
streetscapes or other enhancement proj ects.
This alternative includes the lowest traffic
volumes, in general, on Lincoln and Monroe.
Travel times are the second fastest, on aver-
age. Southbound travel times are slightly
higher than the No-Build on Monroe, but im-
prove on Lincoln. Level of service analysis
suggests six intersections could improvein
average delay, and two would worsen. All of
the intersections meet the air quality

29

conformity determination. The estimated cost
for this alternative is $5.86 Million in 2001
dollars.

A second public workshop for the Monroe-
Lincoln Corridor was held in the Henderson
Room at the Corbin Sr. Center on January 24,
2001. Thisworkshop was designed to en-
courage public discussion of the four alterna-
tives stemming from ideas generated by citi-
zens attending the January 2000 workshop,
and to determine the public's preferred alter-
native.

Announcements of the public workshop were
sent to over 500 interested citizens and public
notices faxed to al forms of local media.

The Spokesman-Review ran a brief the day
of the meeting and sent a reporter to cover
the meeting. A larger article was published
the day following the meeting.

Sign in sheetsindicate atotal of 60 workshop
attendees. Fifty-four people stayed for the
small group discussion and cast their votes
for apreferred alternative. Two individuals
came late missing both the presentation and
small group discussions. Their votes are
listed separately.

Workshop Outline

The two-hour workshop began with a brief
presentation, led by SRTC transportation
manager Glenn Miles, of the past year's
analysis of four feasible alternatives (as ex-
plained earlier in the report). After aques-
tion and answer session, workshop attendees
split into six random groups for a closer look
at the dternatives.



Small Groups

Individuals found aletter from A to F at-
tached to their chair that determined the
group they would participate in. When the
presentation ended, the audience was asked
to notice the letters posted around the room
indicating their group’ s discussion area. Six
facilitators, five from SRTC and one from
City of Spokane’s Planning Department, con-
ducted group discussions about each alterna-
tive.

Meeting Materials

A brochure was distributed which included
line drawings of the four alternatives, infor-
mation from the presentation and the Mon-
roe-Lincoln draft report. Maps, with Mylar
overlaysindicating the routes of the four al-
ternatives were posted at each group’s desig-
nated meeting place. A chart representing
where each alternative stood in studied areas
(potential for enhancements, travel times, air
quality and intersection/traffic volumes) was
also posted for each group. Green voting
sheets and blue comment forms were distrib-
uted.

Regrouping after Small Group Discussions
Individual results were entered on a spread-
sheet and displayed on a screen for the group.
The screen, exactly as it was shown on Janu-
ary 24, 2001, follows this meeting documen-
tation in Appendix D.

Votes turned in after both the presentation
and small group discussions were completed
and will be mentioned in the report as late
votes. Workshop participation is required for
final votetally.

The public was invited to submit the blue
comment sheets by mail or fax at alater
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date for inclusion in the final Monroe-
Lincoln report if individuals desired more
time to consider their responses.

Table 8 (following page) shows that Alterna-
tive 2 was the public’s preferred aternative.
However, based on public input the night of
the meeting, another alternative was investi-
gated. Once the suggestion was deemed fea-
sible, it was named Alternative 5.

Alternative 5 isidentified as Monroe-Lincoln
both maintaining one lane northbound and
one lane southbound with a center turn lane
in between from Bridge Avenue to Indiana.

Alternative 5 presents the most opportunity
for enhancements because the corridor uses
two lanes with a potential turn lane. There-
maining right-of-way could be used for bike
lanes, streetscapes or other enhancement pro-
jects. This aternative includes the lowest
traffic volumes, in general, on Lincoln and
Monroe. Northbound on Lincoln from
Bridge Avenue to Francis are the lowest
travel times for this alternative and travel
times are dightly higher than the No-Build
southbound on Monroe. Level of service
analysis suggests six intersections could im-
prove in average delay, and two would
worsen. All of the intersections meet the air
quality conformity determination.



Alternative 1
No-Build

Group A
Group B
Group C
Group D
Group E
Group F
Total 17

o Jg1 = O O

Latevotes; 2, for No-Build

Alternative2 | Alternative3 | Alternative4
3-Lane Couplet | 4-Lane Couplet |3-Lane Couplet

(to Indiana)

3

A third public workshop for the
Monroe-Lincoln Corridor was held
in the Henderson Room at the Cor-
bin Sr. Center on March 28, 2001.
This workshop was designed to en-
courage public discussion of the
No-Build Alternative, Alternative 2,
and the alternative that was gener-
ated from the second public work-
shop (Alternative 5) and to deter-
mine the public’s preferred alterna

tive.

Announcements of the public work-
shop were sent to over 500 inter-
ested citizens and public notices
faxed to all forms of local media.
The Spokesman-Review ran abrief
the day of the meeting and sent re-
porter to cover the meeting. A lar-

ger article was published
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(to Maxwell)
1 3
1 1
0 1
0 0
0 1
1 0
3 6

the day following the meeting that
included an image, a rendering enti-
tled Crossover.

Sign in sheets indicate atotal of
twenty-six workshop attendants.

Workshop Outline

The two-hour workshop began with
abrief presentation of the analysis
conducted on the three most pub-
licly preferred (and feasible) alter-
natives. No-Build, Alternative 2
and Alternative 5. After aquestion
and answer session, workshop at-
tendees were provided a matrix list-
ing the three choices. They were
asked to rank their preferred alter-
native with a green, ayellow, and a
red dot/sticker that was attached to
the matrix. Green indicated most
preferred, yellow second most pre-
ferred and red least preferred.



Results were entered on a spread-
sheet and displayed on a screen for
the group. All matrixes were re-
quired to have three dots placed on
the matrix in order for it to count.
Sheets with only one dot sticker
were not counted in the final tally.
SRTC received only one such shest.

The public wasinvited to submit the
comment sheets for inclusion in the
final Monroe-Lincoln report if indi-
viduals desired.

Table 9 illustrates that Alternative 5
was the public’s preferred aterna-
tive, Alternative 1 the second pref-
erence and Alternative 2 the third.

Alternative 5 presents the most op-
portunity for enhancements because
the corridor uses fewer travel lanes
and the potential center left turn
lane to accommodate access to busi-
nesses. The remaining right-of-way
could be used for bike lanes, street-
scapes or other enhancement pro-
jects. This alternative includes the
lowest traffic volumes, in generdl,
on Lincoln and Monroe.
Northbound on Lincoln from Bridge
Avenueto Francis are the lowest
travel times for this alternative and
travel times are slightly higher than
the No-Build southbound on Mon-
roe. Level of service analysis sug-
gests six intersections could im-
prove in average delay, and two
would dlightly worsen. All of the
intersections meet the Federal air
quality conformity determination.

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 5

No-Build 3lane one-way |one-lane each direction
Preference 1 1 1 24
Preference 2 17 8 1
Preference 3 8 17 1

One vote for the No-Build with only one dot on the matrix was not counted in the
matrix. The requirement was each workshop participant must rank each alternative.
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Clearly the public interest and objective
transportation modeling analysis as a part
of this study identifies Alternative 5 as the
most preferred solution to address the com-
plex issue of balancing neighborhood con-
cerns with the need to provide for the mo-
bility of people and goods around the Spo-
kane Metropolitan area. SRTC recom-
mends the Spokane City Council accept Al-
ternative 5 for implementation in the Mon-
roe-Lincoln Corridor and to ensure the ele-
ments of Alternative 5 are designed and im-
plemented while a Post Street or Monroe
Street Bridge closure is underway.

Creation of a crossover from Monroe Street
to Lincoln immediately north of the Mon-
roe Street Bridge ensures Lincoln Street
will continue to be a part of the regional
transportation system, and provides the
necessary relief to Monroe Street, espe-
cially between the bridge and Indiana. Al-
ternative 5 fully addresses one of the origi-
nal justifications for the couplet, to improve
air quality, and isthe only aternative that
appears to meet Federal Air Quality Con-
formity requirements without further miti-
gation measures. Alternative 5 considers
neighborhood concerns related to excessive
and high speed traffic in residential
neighborhoods while at the same time cre-
ates aneighborhood friendly street design
that calms traffic and makes the Lincoln/
Post/Wall corridor aesthetically pleasing
for the community. SRTC recommends the
consideration of a new approach to street
designed on the south end of Monroe Street
from Indianato the Monroe Street

Bridge.

33

This new approach called Context Sensitive
Design should be considered due to the fol-
lowing facts:

A) Historic buildings abut the already nar-
row right of way.

B) A relatively high number of pedestrians
travel between the Central Business District
and the County Campus area.

C) Magjor traffic generators (Veterans Me-
moria Arena, Spokane County Courthouse,
Spokane Regional Health District, etc.) cre-
ate large numbers of turning movementsin
the area. There is uncertainty about the fu-
ture use of the vacant land west of Monroe
Street Bridge on the north bank.

These factors collectively present adesign
challengeif the City of Spokane wantsto
Think Beyond the Pavement® as the FHWA
has advocated®. This thought encourages
greater investment opportunities and capi-
talizes on this area’ s close proximity to
Spokane Falls. Context Sensitive Design
brings afull range of stakeholders together
to create a project that isin harmony with
the community, while it preserves the envi-
ronmental, scenic, aesthetic, historic, and
natural resource value of the area.

It is further recommended that a decision
on future implementation should be ad-
vanced in atimely manner.

! Principles of Context Sensitive Design, Thinking Beyond
the Pavement “ Qualities and Characteristics,” www.
fhwa.dot.gov/csd/qualities.htm. Attached.

2 Building Roads in Sync with Communities, by Harold E.
Peaks and Sandra Hayes. Attached.



