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Level 1 Screening Results and Recommendations 

Overview 
The Cities of Lehi, American Fork, Pleasant Grove, Lindon, Orem, Vineyard, Provo, and Utah County in 

collaboration with Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG), Utah Transit Authority (UTA), and 

Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) have initiated the Central Corridor Transit Study to evaluate 

options for providing expanded high-capacity transit service in Utah County, from Lehi to Provo. The 

intent of the study is to determine a Preferred Alternative (PA) that can be advanced into the next phase 

of project development – environmental study and preliminary engineering. The PA will identify the 

transit alignment (corridor and locations to be served) and the transit mode/type of transit technology 

(e.g., bus rapid transit, light trail transit). 

The Central Corridor Transit Study is utilizing a multi-step screening process to determine a PA. An initial 

Pre-screening step is used to ensure alternatives meet the project’s Purpose and Need and to eliminate 

alternatives that clearly do not address it, or that are addressing other problems.  The next screening 

step – Level 1 alternative evaluation – is a high-level evaluation to further refine project alternatives 

and identify those that are “best performing.” This step is followed by a Level 2 alternative evaluation 

which will examine the remaining alternatives in greater detail to inform the recommendation of a PA.  

Purpose 
The purpose of this memo is to summarize: 

• Recommendations and desired feedback from the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC1) 

• Development of Level 1 transit alternatives 

• Level 1 alternative evaluation (screening) and transit modal screening findings 

• Next steps 

Recommendation  
Based on the Level 1 screening results, the following recommendations are proposed: 

• Carry all three alternatives into Level 2 evaluation – Based on the relative similarities in 

alternative alignments, all alternatives performed comparably in Level 1 evaluation. No 

alternatives performed poorly enough to warrant eliminating from further consideration.  

• Explore alignment modifications/design options in Level 2 evaluation, including: 

o Connection between rail corridor alignment and State Street/Geneva Road alignment in 

Lehi to provide service between Lehi FrontRunner and the east side of I-15 

o Option to provide continuous service down State Street instead of deviating onto North 

County Boulevard 

o Refine alignment between downtown Provo and Provo FrontRunner to minimize 

duplication of service with UVX  

 
1 The TAC is comprised of technical planning and engineering staff from UDOT, UTA, MAG, and all participating 
cities (Lehi, American Fork, Pleasant Grove, Lindon, Orem, Vineyard, and Provo). 
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• Consider screening out LRT as a modal choice – BRT may be the most promising and cost-

effective modal alternative to meet existing and future demand. This is primarily due to LRT 

costs being up to four times more expensive than BRT and the varied land uses and densities 

along the corridor that may not be as supportive or generate the ridership necessary to justify a 

higher capital transit investment, such as LRT. In addition, given the wide range of “readiness” 

for a large capital investment along the length of the corridor, a modal solution such as BRT may 

offer greater flexibility for implementing sooner and scaling up transit service as transportation 

demands warrant the investment. This recommendation is not meant to preclude future LRT, 

however; it will remain in the discussion as a viable option for future investment as ridership 

demand warrants.  

Initial Range of Alternatives  
A series of meetings were held with project stakeholders to generate the broad range of corridor 

alternatives to be assessed during this study, including the TAC, Executive Committee, and individual 

cities. In addition, the study team referenced previous plans and recommendations to understand what 

has been proposed in the past based on existing and future land uses and the planned transportation 

network. 

Figure 1 illustrates the five corridor alternatives developed, all beginning in Lehi, and ending at the 

Provo FrontRunner station: 

• Rail Corridor: beginning east of I-15 in Lehi, generally following a UTA rail corridor through Lehi, 

American Fork, Pleasant Grove, Lindon, Vineyard, Orem, and Provo. Note that while this alternative 

follows an actual railroad track, right-of-way exists to consider all modal options, including both LRT 

and BRT. 

• State Street: beginning west of I-15 at Lehi FrontRunner station, generally following State Street 

throughout the study area, with a diversion on North County Boulevard in Pleasant Grove. 

• Geneva Road: same as State Street alternative through Pleasant Grove, uses Geneva Road to 

connect to 800 North in Orem and connect back to State Street. 

• Vineyard Connector: similar to the Geneva Road alternative, but uses the proposed Vineyard 

Connector route south of Lehi to connect into Vineyard.  

• I-15: co-located on I-15 throughout study area. 

Additionally, and independent of corridor alignments, the Purpose and Need identified three high-

capacity transit modes as possible options to implement within this corridor: 

• Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 

• Light Rail Transit (LRT) 

• Commuter Rail  

Pre-Screening Results 
Pre-screening is used to ensure alternatives meet the project’s Purpose and Need, and to eliminate 

alternatives that clearly do not address it, or that are addressing other problems. Input was solicited 

from stakeholders to refine corridor alignments, assign station locations correctly, and confirm if the 

alternative (corridor and modal options) satisfies the project’s purpose: 
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• Provide a north-south corridor through the study area (corridor)  

• Provide a locally-serving, high-capacity transit option (mode) 

• Connects with the existing and planned multimodal transportation network (including FrontRunner, 

local bus, UVX, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities) (corridor/mode) 

• Serves agency and jurisdiction land use and economic development goals and policies 

• Commuter rail was eliminated from further modal consideration because it does not meet the 

Purpose and Need elements of providing local connectivity and fostering community goals related to 

land use and economic development. Additionally, commuter rail service exists through the study 

area and this would be duplicating services and ridership capture. 

• The I-15 corridor alternative was eliminated from further consideration, as it would not easily 

serve local trips (similar to FrontRunner service), does not serve local land use/economic 

development planning, is not conducive to connecting to the local multimodal network 

(pedestrian/bicyclists), and could actually take away capacity from I-15. An I-15 alternative would 

require a transfer to access destinations within the local communities, adding actual/perceived time 

and effort, which can be a detriment to ridership. 

• The Vineyard Connector corridor alternative was also screened out because there is not enough 

assurance that the new roadway corridor would be constructed in the future and that there would 

be adequate right-of-way. Without this transportation connection, this corridor is not a viable 

option. In addition, the alignment on the west side of I-15 did not satisfy the local land use and 

economic development interests of the communities along this alignment.  

Feedback received screened out one modal option and two corridor options. 
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Figure 1. Initial Range of Alternatives 
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Level 1 Screening 
The Level 1 screening includes multiple quantitative and qualitative measures that correspond with the 

Purpose and Need, as well as additional planning-related factors, such as potential impacts to sensitive 

environmental resources. Three corridor alternatives and two modal options (BRT and LRT) were 

advanced from the pre-screening into the Level 1 screening for more thorough analysis against the 

project goal areas (Figure 2). 

Table 1 provides a summary overview of the Level 1 screening results. A more detailed description of 

the results can be found in Table 2. Relative performance of each corridor alternative is assessed using a 

three-scale rating to assess how well each alternative meets the criteria (high/moderate/low – ranging 

from best meets to least meets criteria). A conclusion on relative performance of both modal options 

(LRT, BRT) are made for each criterion. 

This screening process constitutes a high-level evaluation of the corridor options, with the intent that 

alternatives advanced into a Level 2 screening meet the Purpose and Need and avoid major 

environmental and engineering constraints to the extent possible at this stage. More detailed impacts 

analysis will occur in both Level 2 screening as well as subsequent project development phases, 

including detailed resource area topics such as property impacts, biological resources, water resources, 

Section 4(f) properties, etc. 

The evaluation results from this Level 1 screening will not be carried forward into Level 2. All corridors 

recommended for advancement will be on equal footing with a new set of evaluation criteria that 

provides a deeper dive into the performance and potential impacts of each alternative. 

 

 

 

Summary Findings 

Based on the relative similarities in alternative alignments, all alternatives performed comparably in Level 

1 evaluation. No alternatives performed poorly enough to warrant eliminating from further consideration. 

Additional alignment modifications/design options should be explored in Level 2 evaluation, including: 

connection between rail corridor alignment and State Street/Geneva Road alignment in Lehi to provide 

service between Lehi FrontRunner and the east side of I-15; option to provide continuous service down 

State Street instead of deviating onto North County Boulevard; and, alignment between downtown Provo 

and Provo FrontRunner to minimize overlap with UVX. 
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Figure 2. Level 1 Alternatives 
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Table 1. Level 1 Screening Results Summary 

Evaluation Criteria Rail Corridor State Street Geneva Road/800N 

Transportation/Growth Factors 

Transit Ridership Potential      

Transit Network Integrity and Reliability     

Transit Connections    

Active Transportation Accessibility    

Land Use/Economic Development Factors 

Community compatibility    

Station area/TOD development potential    

Access to centers/development areas    

Supporting Considerations 

Cost Considerations    

Constructability considerations    

Environmental Effects    

Potential for air quality improvements    

Rating Key:  

Low Performance Medium 
Performance  

High Performance 
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Table 2. Level 1 Detailed Screening Results 

Evaluation 

Criteria 

Performance Measure Rail Corridor State Street Geneva Road/800N 

 Route Description Starts east of I-15 and north of SR-

92, following UTA right-of-way 

from Lehi to Vineyard, 

transitioning to 800N and State 

Street to connect to Provo 

FrontRunner station. 

Starts at Lehi FrontRunner 

station, generally following State 

Street throughout, and includes 

a deviation to North County 

Boulevard in Pleasant Grove, 

connecting back to State Street 

in Lindon, and connecting with 

Provo FrontRunner station. 

Starts at Lehi FrontRunner 

station, follows State Street and 

North County Boulevard to 

Geneva Road, connects to 800N 

and State Street, ends at Provo 

FrontRunner station. 

 Length 23.6 miles 21.8 miles 22.5 miles 

 Stations 24 24 24 

Transportation/Growth 

Transit 

Ridership 

Potential 

Current and future 

population and 

employment in proximity 

to transit (within 1/2 mile 

of transit stop) 

Mode consideration: LRT 

may lend itself towards 

higher ridership than BRT 

High Performance 

Largest population and 

employment in proximity to transit 

stops for both 2030 and 2050.  

Medium Performance 

Population and employment in 

proximity to transit stops is 

reduced (<10%) for both 2030 

and 2050 compared to Rail 

Corridor.  

Medium Performance 

Population and employment in 

proximity to transit stops is 

reduced (<10%) for both 2030 

and 2050 compared to Rail 

Corridor. 

Transit 

Network 

Integrity and 

Reliability 

Ability to accommodate 

transit operations within 

the street  

Mode considerations: By 

alternative, as described 

Low Performance 

The existing rail corridor generally 

provides sufficient right-of-way 

through Lehi. South of 300 E 

(Lehi), the rail corridor would be 

shared with an existing freight line 

that is in operation and is assumed 

to continue in the future.  

Operating transit alongside the 

single freight line results in right-

Medium Performance 

Along State Street, the cross 

section typically could be 

repurposed to fit either LRT or 

BRT without significant right-of-

way impacts along the corridor.  

For LRT or BRT, a center-running 

system could impact left turn 

business access and potentially 

Low Performance 

Along State Street, the cross 

section could be repurposed to 

fit either LRT or BRT without 

significant right-of-way impacts 

along the corridor. The cross 

section is more constrained on 

Geneva Road, and therefore 

additional right-of-way 
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Evaluation 

Criteria 

Performance Measure Rail Corridor State Street Geneva Road/800N 

of-way constraints that would 

require either single track 

operations or substantive property 

acquisition for both BRT and LRT.  

As the alignment goes west to 

Vineyard, it is assumed that right-

of-way will be acquired to support 

sufficient space for BRT/LRT with 

the ongoing freight improvements 

by UDOT.  

Both BRT and LRT will be able to 

maintain higher speeds along this 

corridor due to the existing rail 

corridor configuration. Large 

radius curves and long tangents 

result in high speeds, particularly 

for LRT.   

Utilizing the rail corridor and side 

running operations as opposed to 

the roadway network may result in 

less traffic signal conflict and delay 

for transit operations.  

displace some parking along the 

corridor. 

LRT is required to operate with 

the highest signal priority and 

level of exclusivity, which 

reduces the delay and increases 

speeds for passengers, but may 

cause delay at signals for 

vehicles due to the vehicle 

preemption. BRT (where level of 

signal priority and exclusivity is a 

choice) may experience more 

delays throughout the system 

due to the number of signals, 

and the volume of traffic along 

State Street than other 

corridors.  

In general, BRT and LRT speeds 

may be similar along this 

corridor due existing roadway 

network. Small radius curves 

and numerous jogs and turns 

result in lower speeds, 

particularly for LRT.   

 

acquisition may be required for 

both BRT/LRT.  

For LRT or BRT, a center-running 

system would could impact left 

turn business access and 

potentially displace some 

parking along the corridor. 

LRT is required to operate with 

the highest signal priority and 

level of exclusivity, which 

reduces the delay and increases 

speeds for passengers, but may 

cause delay at signals for 

vehicles due to the vehicle 

preemption. BRT (where level of 

signal priority and exclusivity is a 

choice) may experience more 

delays throughout the system 

due to the number of signals, 

and the volume of traffic along 

State Street than other 

corridors.  

In general, BRT and LRT speeds 

may be similar along this 

corridor due existing roadway 

network. Small radius curves and 

numerous jogs and turns result 

in lower speeds, particularly for 

LRT.   

Transit 

Connections 

Potential to complement 

and integrate with existing 

Medium Performance High Performance Medium Performance 
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Evaluation 

Criteria 

Performance Measure Rail Corridor State Street Geneva Road/800N 

and planned transit 

service 

Mode consideration: 

Neutral  

Moderate number of shared stop 

locations (connections) with other 

local transit service within the 

study area. Provides two 

connections to regional transit 

network (Vineyard and Provo 

FrontRunner). 

Greatest number of shared stop 

locations (connections) with 

other local transit service within 

the study area. Provides two 

connections to regional transit 

network (Lehi and Provo 

FrontRunner). 

Moderate number of shared 

stop locations (connections) 

with other local transit service 

within the study area. Provides 

two connections to regional 

transit network (Lehi and Provo 

FrontRunner). 

Active 

Transportation 

Accessibility 

Accessibility of station 

area to major existing/ 

planned bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities 

Mode consideration: 

Neutral 

High Performance 

High-level analysis shows this 

alternative provides high number 

of connections to existing and 

planned MAG active 

transportation network, including 

the parallel Rail Trail. 

High Performance 

High-level analysis shows this 

alternative provides high 

number of connections to 

existing and planned MAG active 

transportation network. 

High Performance 

High-level analysis shows this 

alternative provides high 

number of connections to 

existing and planned MAG active 

transportation network. 

Land Use/ Economic Development 

Community 

compatibility 

Presence of transit 

supportive land uses 

adjacent to proposed 

station areas 

Mode consideration: 

Existing land uses lend 

more toward BRT than LRT 

Medium Performance 

Station areas are generally 

surrounded by offices with large 

parking lots, single-family homes, 

and vacant/open lands in the 

northern segment; more dense 

and mixed use development is 

present in the southern portion. 

Medium Performance 

Station areas are generally 

surrounded by commercial or 

office uses with large parking 

lots, single-family homes, and 

vacant/open lands in the 

northern segment; more dense 

and mixed use development is 

present in the southern portion. 

Medium Performance 

Station areas are generally 

surrounded by commercial uses 

with large parking lots, single-

family homes, industrial land 

and vacant/open lands in the 

northern segment; more dense 

and mixed use development is 

present in the southern portion. 

Station 

area/TOD 

development 

potential 

Presence of factors that 

drive TOD development  

Mode consideration: 

Average planned 

residential densities 

throughout the corridor 

High Performance 

Many station areas have planned 

land uses that include mixed use 

or commercial cores, surrounded 

by medium/higher density 

Medium Performance 

Planned land use at station 

areas have a mix of 

office/business park 

development, with mixed use, 

Medium Performance 

Planned land uses at stations 

areas have a mix of 

office/business park 

development, with mixed use, 

commercial, and varying 
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Evaluation 

Criteria 

Performance Measure Rail Corridor State Street Geneva Road/800N 

lend more toward BRT 

than LRT 

residential that would be most 

supportive of TOD development 

Connects the highest number of 

defined TOD zones 

Includes station areas with vacant 

or underutilized lands that may 

have greater potential for 

redevelopment 

commercial, and varying 

residential densities 

Connects a large number of 

defined TOD zones 

 

Station areas represent a mix of 

built out uses with those with 

vacant or underutilized lands 

that may have potential for 

redevelopment 

residential densities; higher 

presence of industrial uses 

Connects a large number of 

defined TOD zones 

Includes station areas with 

vacant or underutilized lands 

that may have potential for 

redevelopment 

Access to 

centers and key 

identified 

development 

areas 

Number of designated 

urban/city centers and 

development areas served  

Mode consideration: 

Neutral 

High Performance 

Traverses 10 growth areas 

identified by Wasatch Choice 2050 

High Performance 

Traverses 10 growth areas 

identified by Wasatch Choice 

2050 

High Performance 

Traverses 10 growth areas 

identified by Wasatch Choice 

2050 

Supporting Considerations 

Cost 

Considerations 

Order of magnitude capital 

costs 

Mode consideration: 

Approximate base 

construction costs are 

$25M-50M/mile for LRT 

and $10M-25M/mile for 

BRT. This does not include 

soft costs such as 

contingencies, right-of-

way acquisition, vehicle 

cost, and other factors. 

Performance by 

alternative is noted. 

High Performance (BRT) 

Low Performance (LRT) 

The Rail Corridor is the longest 

alignment (approximately 8% 

longer than State Street), and 

therefore will have the highest 

infrastructure cost compared to 

other alternatives.  

High Performance (BRT) 

Low Performance (LRT) 

State Street is the shortest 

alignment, and therefore will 

have the lowest infrastructure 

costs compared to other 

alternatives.  

 

High Performance (BRT) 

Low Performance (LRT) 

The Geneva Road/800 N 

alternative is in between the 

two longest and shortest 

alignments (approximately 3% 

longer than State Street), and 

therefore will have moderate 

infrastructure costs compared to 

other alternatives. 
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Evaluation 

Criteria 

Performance Measure Rail Corridor State Street Geneva Road/800N 

Constructability 

considerations 

Consideration of potential 

constructability risks 

(major utilities, 

transportation 

infrastructure) and 

flexibility to accommodate 

phased construction 

Mode consideration: LRT 

construction is more 

complex than BRT. BRT 

can be constructed in 

phases as transportation 

demands increase. 

 

Medium Performance (BRT) 

Low Performance (LRT) 

For both LRT and BRT, a bridge will 

be required to cross SR 92 to 

connect to the POM transit 

extension. South of this crossing, 

light rail and bus rapid transit will 

require a similar footprint of 

infrastructure, but light rail 

includes more complex 

construction related to systems 

and the stations. As the alignment 

transitions on 800N, light rail has a 

high constructability complexity 

through the I-15 interchange 

(potentially requiring rebuild), 

versus BRT which could share the 

existing roadway lanes.  

High Performance (BRT) 

Medium Performance (LRT) 

LRT infrastructure includes 

system work and additional 

utility/infrastructure work as 

compared to a potential BRT 

system. In addition, State Street 

is an existing roadway that 

already provides infrastructure 

to move a bus, whereas light rail 

would require significant 

construction.    

High Performance (BRT) 

Medium Performance (LRT) 

LRT infrastructure includes 

system work and additional 

utility/infrastructure work as 

compared to a potential BRT 

system. In addition, State Street, 

North County Blvd and Geneva 

Road are existing roadways that 

already provide infrastructure to 

move a bus, whereas the light 

rail would require significant 

construction. As the alignment 

transitions on 800N, light rail has 

a high constructability 

complexity through the I-15 

interchange, versus BRT which 

could share the existing roadway 

lanes. 

Environmental 

Effects 

Potential impacts on 

environmental resources  

Mode consideration: 

Neutral 

 

Medium Performance 

Alternative would have moderate 

potential to impact elements of 

the natural and built environment 

including water resources, parks, 

and historic properties. 

Medium Performance 

Alternative would have 

moderate potential to impact 

elements of the natural and built 

environment including water 

resources, parks, and historic 

properties. 

Medium Performance 

Alternative would have 

moderate potential to impact 

elements of the natural and built 

environment including water 

resources, parks, and historic 

properties. 

Potential for air 

quality 

improvements 

Potential for reduction in 

SOV trips, increase in 

transit trips  

Mode consideration: 

Neutral 

Medium Performance 

Alternative would have potential 

to reduce SOV trips and increase 

transit trips. 

Medium Performance 

Alternative would have potential 

to reduce SOV trips and increase 

transit trips. 

Medium Performance 

Alternative would have potential 

to reduce SOV trips and increase 

transit trips. 
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Screening of Technology (Mode) Alternatives 
The findings described above in Table 2 show high level tradeoffs between LRT for BRT in the study area. Both LRT and BRT provide alternative 

mode technology options to meet the project Purpose. However, an additional screening step was performed after Level 1 screening to evaluate 

the performance of LRT and BRT in the study area.  

Table 3 presents the comparison and implications of implementing LRT or BRT in the Central Corridor study area. For this screening, it was 

assumed that both LRT and BRT would operate in exclusive right-of-way (unless otherwise noted), with enhancements such as signal priority at 

intersections. Because the three corridor alignments are spaced very closely with similar lengths and the same numbers of stations, the results 

of this evaluation can generally be applied to each alternative. The purpose of this interim screening is to assess whether it is prudent and 

reasonable to carry forward both or one mode into the more detailed Level 2 screening process. For each of the screening criteria, a statement 

on the general performance of that criteria to each mode is presented, along with any specific implications to the study area. A determination of 

which mode performs better per each criterion is made. 

 

Summary Findings 

The Central Corridor study area is characterized by a wide range of existing and future land use densities and a variety of both transit-

supportive and less-transit supportive development patterns. Although both LRT and BRT generally meet Purpose elements; LRT is not 

recommended for further evaluation based on the following findings: 

• A primary goal of project partners is to allow for flexibility of service and implementation. Implementation of BRT may allow for 

greater flexibility for phased implementation to match the varied local conditions in the study area. In addition, given the wide 

range of “readiness” for a large capital investment along the length of the corridor, a modal solution such as BRT may offer greater 

flexibility for implementing sooner and scaling up transit service as transportation demands warrant the investment. 

• The varied land uses and population and employment densities along the corridor that may not be as supportive or generate the 

ridership necessary to justify a higher capital transit investment, such as LRT. 

• Implementation of BRT is not reliant on actions occurring outside of study area and can operate independently of other regional 

transit investments. 

• Funding for LRT could be secured with significant effort; however, funding may not be available in the short-term to support an LRT 

investment.  

• Support for high-capacity bus-based technologies has been expressed by partner agencies and jurisdictions. 
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Table 3. Transit Technology Comparison Screening  

Criteria LRT BRT Performance/ 
Preference 

Transit Ridership 
Potential 

Modal 
Consideration 

Because of its high capacity, its proven ability 
to attract riders from modes other than 
transit, and operation in exclusive ROW 
allowing it to travel at higher speeds with 
greater reliability, LRT has the highest 
potential to attract ridership. 

LRT tends to have stations spaced further 
apart to serve more defined and higher 
density centers.  

BRT in exclusive lanes has the potential to 
attract substantial ridership, but not as much 
as LRT. 

BRT allows the opportunity to have more 
stations and therefore more access along a 
corridor that may have more dispersed or 
transitioning land uses.  

LRT 

Study Area Existing transit stop boardings in proximity to the alternatives station locations is ~2,000 and 
population and employment in proximity to the alternatives is ~150,000 for each. 
Implementation of either LRT or BRT would increase transit ridership along the corridor, and 
the increase would be larger with LRT. However, based on the existing boardings and 
population and employment density along the corridor, overall corridor ridership is unlikely to 
reach levels to support an LRT as a cost-effective investment in the near-term.  

Right-of-Way 
Considerations 

Modal 
Consideration 

Would generally require more space for 
exclusive ROW and requires trackway along 
the full length of the alignment, with added 
space for station areas. LRT has more complex 
geometry requirements that can make it 
harder to avoid certain right-of-way impacts.   

Could be implemented in exclusive travel 
lanes, with added space for station areas, but 
has more flexibility for operating in mixed 
traffic if right-of-way is constrained or other 
treatments create adverse impacts.  

BRT 

Study Area Most of the study area has wide enough corridors that could accommodate exclusive transit 
lanes without losing roadway capacity (would likely require removal of shoulders and/or 
parking in coordination with UDOT and local governments). Some right-of-way acquisition 
would be likely in areas of constraint and at stations. 

Traffic Operations Modal 
Consideration 

With the exclusive lanes needed for LRT, 
there is increased potential for impacts to 
traffic on the surrounding roadway network. 
Delays for other traffic at intersections are 
also more likely to increase, particularly for 
turning movements. 

Since BRT is able to operate in mixed traffic, 
potential impacts to the roadway network 
from exclusive operations may be avoided to 
minimize impacts.  

Running in exclusive or exclusive right-of-way 
could restrict turn movements or business 

BRT 
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Criteria LRT BRT Performance/ 
Preference 

Running in exclusive right-of-way would 
restrict left turn business access and would 
likely displace parking along the corridors.   

access and would likely displace parking along 
the corridors.  

Study Area Portions of all alternatives in the study area would require operation within the roadway 
network. BRT would offer greater flexibility in transit operations to minimize impacts to the 
surrounding roadway network.  

 

Flexibility of 
Implementation  

 

Modal 
Consideration 

LRT would require interlining with an existing 
LRT route or require development of new 
ancillary facilities to support a new LRT 
alignment. 

Implementation of LRT can occur in phases by 
geographical segment but has less flexibility in 
terms of being scalable to transportation 
demands. 

BRT is easier to implement as an independent 
transit service. While it can interline with 
other modes at park-and-rides/shared station 
areas, it is not dependent upon other high-
capacity transit corridors for immediate 
operations.  

Implementation of BRT can occur in phases by 
geographical segment and is scalable to 
transportation demands (i.e. service could 
start in mixed traffic operations and can be 
transitioned to exclusive operations as 
conditions warrant)  

BRT 

Study Area A modal selection has not yet been made for 
the Point of the Mountain (PoM) corridor. 
Interlining with LRT, if decided as the 
preferred route, is feasible, but would depend 
on the PoM implementation schedule. 
Interlining LRT in this corridor with a northern 
BRT connection would not be preferred. 

BRT could be implemented and operated in 
the near-term in the study area – 
independent of other transit corridors. The 
existing bus O&M center in Vineyard has 
already been retrofitted to accommodate 
lengthier BRT vehicles (UVX) but may require 
expansion to serve an additional BRT corridor.  

Adjacent 
Development 
Densities to Serve 
Demand 

Modal 
Consideration 

LRT typically requires a minimum of 40 
dwelling units/acre around transit station 
areas to be supportive of ridership/modal 
productivity. Land uses supportive of LRT tend 
to include a combination of mixed use, high-
density residential, and employment/office, 
with a high share of transit-supportive jobs. 

BRT can thrive on lesser land use densities 
(12-30 dwelling units/acre). Land use mixes 
tend to be similar as LRT, but can 
accommodate more neighborhood 
commercial uses, medium-density residential, 
and less dense employment. BRT can also 
have connecting stretches with minimal 
treatments running in low density areas 
where congestion is less of concern. 

BRT 
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Criteria LRT BRT Performance/ 
Preference 

Study Area Planned land use densities (from current approved municipal general plans) show the following 
maximum ranges within one-half mile of proposed stop locations: 6-12 du/acre in Lehi, 
American Fork, and Pleasant Grove; less than 6 in Lindon; 16-40 in Orem and Vineyard; and up 
to 80 in Provo. Because of the lower land use densities along a substantive portion of the 
corridor, BRT may be a more appropriate mode choice. 

Capital Cost  Modal 
Consideration 

Cost to construct LRT can be several times 
higher than BRT depending on the 
sophistication of the BRT line. These costs can 
fluctuate based on corridor-specific needs, 
such as utility relocations or the number of 
structures required, and right-of-way 
acquisition required.  

Cost to construct BRT can be substantially 
lower than LRT. In addition, BRT costs can be 
phased/scaled up or down dependent on the 
amenities implemented, such as station 
location design/features, operations in mixed 
traffic vs exclusive right-of-way, and vehicle 
type/size. 

BRT 

Study Area Approximate base construction costs are 
$25M-50M/mile for LRT. This does not include 
soft costs such as contingencies, right-of-way 
acquisition, vehicle cost, and other factors. 
Right-of-way costs and roadway 
reconstruction costs are likely to be higher for 
LRT than BRT.  

Approximate base construction costs are 
$10M-25M/mile for BRT. This does not 
include soft costs such as contingencies, right-
of-way acquisition, vehicle cost, and other 
factors. 

Next Steps 
After reviewing feedback from the TAC on Level 1 screening results and proposed Level 2 screening measures, the project team will make a 

recommendation to the Executive Committee for agreement on alternatives and mode(s) to carry into Level 2. This recommendation may also 

include suggestions on alternative alignment refinements, design options, station location modifications/additions/deletions, as desired.  

After the recommendation is made, the project team will evaluate the alternatives in greater detail. Level 2 alternative screening will include the 

following: 

• Analysis of smaller study area segments (i.e. Lehi to American Fork; Pleasant Grove to Lindon, etc.) to determine an optimal alignment 

that allows for blending of several alternatives to create the best performing alignment.   

• More detailed evaluation criteria will be used to allow for greater differentiation between alternatives. See proposed Level 2 screening 

criteria in Table 4.  
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Table 4. Proposed Level 2 Screening Criteria  

Transportation 
Challenge/Need 

Purpose Statement(s) 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Level 1 Measures Level 2 Measures 

Goal: Improve Transportation Mobility and Access with Anticipated Growth 

• Northern and 
central Utah County 
is growing rapidly, 
and the street/ 
highway network 
will not be able 
serve increased 
traffic; robust transit 
options will be 
required to meet the 
forecasted 
transportation 
demand  

• Roadways are 
becoming more 
congested and travel 
times are unreliable  

 

• Appropriately support 
the long-range 
transportation demands 
of planned growth in 
population and 
employment in northern 
and central Utah County 

• Provide high-quality, 
reliable, efficient, and 
frequent high-capacity 
transit service to 
communities in northern 
and central Utah County 
that improve mobility 
and provide an 
alternative to driving for 
both local and regional 
trips 

• Create a transit spine in 
northern and central 
Utah County that 
connects to the existing 
and planned multimodal 
transportation network  

Transit Ridership 
Potential 

• Current and future population 
and employment in proximity 
to transit (0.5 mile buffer) 

• Daily and annual projected ridership 
current, 2050) and station boardings 

Transit Network 
Integrity and 
Reliability  

• Ability to accommodate 
transit operations within the 
street   

• Potential effects on existing and 
planned traffic operations, including 
freight  

• Transit reliability 

• Travel time 

Transit 
Connections 

• Potential to complement and 
integrate with existing and 
planned transit service  

• Total corridor transit trips 

Active 
Transportation 
Accessibility 

• Accessibility of station area to 
major existing/ planned 
bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities 

• Station area access by walking or biking 
 

Goal: Support Land Use and Economic Development Planning 

• Local plans call for 
transit investments 
to catalyze 

• Support adopted land 
use and economic 
development plans and 

Community 
compatibility 

• Compatibility of alignments 
with adjacent existing land 
uses 

• Zoning policies that allow for mixed-use 
development, transit overlay zones, 
development oriented toward the 
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Transportation 
Challenge/Need 

Purpose Statement(s) 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Level 1 Measures Level 2 Measures 

economic 
development 
opportunities and 
desire for planned 
growth to occur in 
areas served by 
high-capacity transit 

policies of the Central 
Corridor communities 
and region 

• Improve access and 
mobility between 
existing and planned 
centers and 
development areas 

street, and/or incentives for 
development supportive of transit 

Station area/TOD 
development 
potential 

• Presence of factors that drive 
TOD development  

• Development potential/redevelopment 
susceptibility (vacant or underutilized 
areas) 

Supporting Objectives 

 • Is a fiscally-responsible 
capital and operations 
investment  

Cost 
Considerations 

• Order of magnitude costs • Capital cost estimate 

• Operating cost estimate  

• State of good repair considerations 

 • Has flexibility to be 
phased to accommodate 
existing and future 
transportation needs 

Constructability 
considerations 

• Consideration of potential 
constructability risks (major 
utilities, transportation 
infrastructure) and flexibility 
to accommodate phased 
construction 

• Potential conflicts with major utilities, 
structures, or other transportation 
infrastructure; unique construction 
challenges  

 • Minimizes adverse 
impacts to the natural 
and built environment 
and community 
character 

Environmental 
Effects 

• Potential impacts on 
environmental resources  

 

• Assessment of environmental risk to 
key resources (water, ESA, Section 4(f), 
historic resources, hazardous 
resources) 

• Estimated levels of property impacts 

 • Supports local and 
regional efforts to 
improve air quality 

Potential for air 
quality 
improvements 

• Potential for reduction in SOV 
trips, increase in transit trips  

• Reduction in vehicle miles traveled, 
SOV trips, transit mode share 

 


