
Salem-Albany Corridor Feasibility Study

Final Recommendation
JULY 2021



Table of Contents

Executive Summary . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 3

Salem-Albany Corridor .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 4

Regional Transit Design and Key Choices . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 4

Phase 1: Public Input . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 4

Corridor Service Alternatives .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 5

Phase 2: Public Input  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 5

Recommended Route . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 6

1. Corridor Recommendations .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 7

Recommended Route . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 8

Proximity to Transit .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 8

Salem Stops .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 10

Jefferson Stop  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 11

Millersburg Stops .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 12

Albany Stops . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

Potential Schedules  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 14

Estimating Costs . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 16

Potential Funding .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 17

2. Service Alternatives and Public Input .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 18

Alternatives Development  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 19

Express service . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 20

Intercity Route  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 22

Comparing the Alternatives .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 24

Public Input on Alternatives .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 25

Public Input on Key Choices .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 26



| 3Recommendation Report
Salem-Albany Corridor Feasibility Study

Executive Summary



| 4Recommendation Report
Salem-Albany Corridor Feasibility Study

E
X

E
C

U
TI

V
E

 S
U

M
M

A
R

Y

This report contains the recommendations 
for a transit service along the Salem-Albany 
Corridor. This report and recommenda-
tions support a larger conversation about 
transit between Oregon cities - and within 
the Willamette Valley - that has been taking 
place for years.

Salem-Albany Corridor
The cities of Salem and Albany are not 
linked by low-cost public transit. Currently, 
the only options are Amtrak or the 
Cascades POINT bus, which are four to six 
times as expensive as the current Cherriots 
Regional fare. There is currently no public 
transit at all connecting to the cities of 
Jefferson and Millersburg.

More details on existing conditions, the 
state of current transit options, and higher 
level corridor transit design trade-offs can 
be found in the [Phase 1] Choices Memo for 
this project. 

Regional Transit Design 
and Key Choices
Cherriots Regional provides express 
bus service from Salem to com-
munities in Marion, Polk, and Linn 
Counties. This system to the north 
gives us some good examples of 
service types that could be used 
between Salem and Albany. 

The three regional service design 
types shown at right are all currently 
in use by Cherriots and all meet 
regional transit standards required by 
law.

More details on regional transit 
service types can be found on page 
19 and in the [Phase 1]Choices 
Memo for this project. Phase 1: Public Input

The existing conditions and key route 
design choices were presented to the 
public in a midday Online Community 
Meeting. A recording of the meeting was 
posted on the project web page and a 
follow-up survey was made available to 
anyone who wished to provide feedback on 
the design trade-offs, key choices, and the 
project.

Figure 1: Two phases 
of public outreach 
helped to direct the 
project both before 
and after Alternatives 
were developed.

Figure 2: Three regional transit service design 
types currently being operated by Cherriots.
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Corridor Service Alternatives
Using feedback on service trade-offs from 
phase 1 outreach, two Corridor Transit 
Alternatives were developed. These two 
designs are meant to illustrate trade-offs of 
how service could be provided along the 
corridor. 

Express Service
The Express Service Alternative uses the 
Point-to-Point design type to provide the 
fastest travel times and shortest waits at 
rush hour between the major cities, where 
the most people and jobs are located.

Intercity Route 
The Intercity Route uses the Intercity 
design type to provide service between all 
four cities across the whole day. Providing 
slower end to end travel times, but being 
available during midday and early evening 
periods.

More details on the Alternatives can be 
found starting on page 20.

Phase 2: Public Input
The Alternatives and Key Choices were 
presented to the public via a second Online 
Community Meeting and an interactive 
website and survey.

Online Open House survey respon-
dents saw both Alternatives as being 
beneficial. 

	 When asked to choose between the 

Alternatives. The Intercity Route 

was the preferred option by 63% 

of respondents.

More details on the survey response 
to the two Alternatives and key transit 
questions can be found starting on 
page 25 [and in the public input 
summary memo].

Figure 3: Map and Graphic showing two Corridor Transit Alternatives. Both Alternatives 
have benefits and the public was asked which they felt would best service the corridor.
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Recommended Route
The cities of Salem and Albany are not 
currently linked by low-cost public transit. 
This route would fill this gap, as well as 
introduce transit service to the cities of 
Jefferson and Millersburg.

Connecting All Four Cities
New connections along the I-5 corridor will 
allow transit riders to use transit to access 
jobs, medical treatment, shopping and 
other opportunities.

All-day and Saturday Service
By providing service all day and on 
Saturdays this route will allow people to 
use transit for more than just rush-hour 
commutes.

Optional Express Rush Hour Trips
If riders strongly desire a direct point-to-
point rush hour service between Salem 
and Albany it is possible to run select trips 
within the recommended service pattern.

More details on stop locations, schedul-
ing options, cost estimates and potential 
funding opportunities can be found on the 
following pages.

Figure 4: The 
Recommended 
Route was based 
off of the Intercity 
Alternative. It would 
provide service six 
days per week and 
connect all four cities 
along the corridor.
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Recommended Route
This route would provide an affordable connection between Salem and 
Albany, a transit trip that currently requires a premium fare on Amtrak or 
POINT bus. It would also open up new connections and trips, currently 
impossible via transit today, helping the communities of Jefferson and 
Millersburg to gain access to the larger Statewide Transit Network.

The Recommended Route shown at right, would provide a 
bus stop within 1 mile of 65,800 residents and 68,400 jobs 
along the corridor. This includes residents and employers in 
Jefferson and Millersburg who currently have no access.

Proximity to Transit
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Salem
This route would be anchored in the 
north at the Salem Downtown Transit 
Center, helping potential riders make 
connections to other regional and local 
routes. Three additional stops in Salem 
would include one near the Salem 
Hospital and another at the future 
South Salem Transit Center. 

Jefferson
A new stop in Jefferson at the cen-
trally located Public Library and City 
Hall would provide Jefferson with fixed 
route transit service.

Millersburg
Millersburg would gain a fixed route 
bus service helping residents and 
employers make both north and south-
bound connections. Any potential stops 
in Millersburg would require additional 
pedestrian infrastructure to provide 
safe access to a new service. 

Albany
Albany’s Amtrak Station would serve as 
the southern anchor for the route, helping 
riders connect to local Albany Transit 
System routes and regional connections to 
Linn-Benton Community College, Corvallis 
and the Coast. 

An additional stop north of Albany Station 
would provide access to shopping, grocer-
ies and services within Albany.

Long Distances Between Stops
Why does the Recommended Route have 
long distances between stops, even within 
cities?

Federal regulations require that any 
“local” transit route be complemented by 
ADA paratransit. Paratransit is a taxi-like 
service for people with certain disabilities. 
Paratransit is quite costly to provide, espe-
cially over long distances. A “local” transit 
route between Salem and Albany, including 
paratransit, would be so costly that it would 
be unaffordable in the foreseeable future.  
A transit route between cities isn’t consid-
ered “local” and therefore doesn’t require 
paratransit if its bus stops are spaced far 
apart. This is why the Alternatives consid-
ered in this process and the Recommended 
Route all include very few bus stops - 
perhaps just one - in each city.

More details on proposed stop 

locations within each city and any 

potential issues or barriers can be 

found on the following pages.
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Salem Stops
Salem is currently served locally by 
Cherriots, and regionally by Cherriots 
Regional. By working to connect this new 
route to existing services, riders will be able 
to make a single transfer into the larger 
transit system.

Downtown Transit Center
The Salem Downtown Transit Center allows 
riders to make safe, easy transfers between 
routes and would allow this new route easy 
access into the larger Cherriots Local and 
Regional networks.

Salem Hospital
A stop a the Salem Hospital will allow riders 
to quickly access healthcare and jobs, a 
desire expressed multiple times during 
public outreach. In addition crosswalks and 
sidewalks between this stop and the Salem 
Railroad Station allows for connections with 
Amtrak and Oregon POINT bus.

12th/13th @ McGilchrist
Stops at 12th/13th and McGilchrist allows 
riders to access nearby health and social 
service facilities, including the State Social 
Security Offices.

South Salem Transit Center 
A stop at the future South Salem Transit 
Center (location TBD), would allow this 
route to make seamless connections with 
Cherriots routes operating in South Salem, 
as well as provide access to the nearby 
stores on South Commercial Blvd., includ-
ing a Walmart with groceries and medical 
services.

SALEM | 
Jefferson | 

Millersburg |
Albany
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Jefferson Stop
Jefferson currently does not have fixed 
route transit service. This route would 
create a new transit connection with Salem 
to the north, and Millersburg and Albany to 
the south. These new connections would 
give Jefferson residents access to new 
opportunities along the corridor and give 
the corridor access to Jefferson businesses 
and attractions.

Jefferson City Hall / Public Library
By having a centrally located stop next to 
Jefferson City Hall and Public Library transit 
access is provided to the heart of Jefferson. 
This location also allows for opportuni-
ties to work with the City of Jefferson to 
provide riders access to public restrooms 
and city facilities.

Salem | 
JEFFERSON | 
Millersburg |

Albany
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Millersburg Stops
For transit to safely provide service to a 
stop, infrastructure must provide both a 
safe location to board and alight the bus, 
and a safe crossing for riders to reach their 
destination. 

Pedestrian safety is an issue that will need 

to be resolved in order for new stops to 

be introduced in Millersburg.

Morningstar or Conser            
@ Old Salem
Currently the intersections of both 
Morningstar and Conser with Old Salem Rd 
have sidewalks on only the west side of Old 
Salem Rd. A safe location along the east 
side of Old Salem Rd would need to be 
identified and a safe crossing would need 
to be installed before a bus could begin 
providing service to either stop location. 
With traffic speeds at 50 mph along this 
section of Old Salem Rd, infrastructure 
changes would be required before a new 
bus service could begin to provide safe 
transit access. This road is owned and oper-
ated by Linn County.

Old Salem & ATI Metals
Like the potential stops to the north, a new 
stop at ATI Metals would require additional 
infrastructure to be installed before new 
bus service could be provided. While there 
are currently sidewalks on both sides of Old 
Salem Rd, there isn’t a nearby crosswalk 
to allow riders to safely access the reverse 
direction of their trip.

Salem | 
Jefferson | 

MILLERSBURG |
Albany
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Albany Stops
Similar to Salem, Albany already has local 
transit service. These new Albany stops 
would provide important connections to 
the now unconnected cities of Millersburg 
and Jefferson. New stops would also 
provide useful connections to existing 
transit service in the city of Albany, which 
includes Linn-Benton Community College, 
health clinics, and other destinations of 
regional importance.

Pacific Blvd @ Killdeer
A Stop at Pacific Blvd and Killdeer would 
provide access to nearby shopping in north 
Albany. Today stores in this location include 
a Winco, Costco, and Kohls. In public 
comments about this service, the ability 
to reach grocery stores via a new route 
between Salem, Jefferson, Millersburg, and 
Albany was described as valuable by some 
commenters.

Albany Station
An anchor stop at the Albany Amtrak 
Station would allow the route to make con-
nections with the Albany Transit System 
(ATS), as well as the Linn Benton Loop, the 
Coast to Valley Express, Oregon Point Bus, 
the Linn Shuttle and Amtrak trains. Having 
a central location to time bus connections 
will allow riders of this new route to expand 
their reach via a single transfer.

Salem | 
Jefferson | 

Millersburg |
ALBANY
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Potential Schedules
This schedule, and the one on the following 
page, are meant to be illustrative examples. 
The arrival and departure times shown 
are based on current assumptions and 
approximations. 

If this route is funded and implemented in 
the future, then new schedules will be pro-
posed, tested and finalized at that time.

All-Day, All-Cities Pattern
The route would make six trips per 
day during the week and four trips on 
Saturdays. With the first southbound trip 
departing the Salem Downtown Transit 
Center at 6:00 am and the first northbound 
trip departing the Albany Amtrak Station at 
7:15 am. Service would be provided every 
2.5 hours and the last trip during weekdays 
would pull in at 8:50 pm.

Connecting at the Salem Downtown Transit 
Center helps riders make transfers to local 
as well as regional routes, helping to fill in 
the public transit gap between Albany and 
Portland. 

All-day connections between Salem, 
Jefferson, Millersburg, and Albany will allow 

Figure 5: This 
is an example 
of how the 
route could 
be scheduled 
to operate 
six days per 
week.
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the route to be helpful for job and non-job 
related trips. It would connect riders to all 
four cities, medical facilities, pharmacies 
and grocery stores, and would support 
non-work-related trips between multiple 
communities.

Saturday would see less overall trips than 
weekdays, but service six days per week 
is more useful and reliable service for 
weekend work trips, shopping, visiting, 
and errands.

Select Express Trips at Rush Hour
During public outreach the Express 
Alternative also received support, 
although less than the Intercity. The 
schedule to the right is an example of how 
the two Alternatives could be combined.

By skipping four stops the route would 
offer faster end-to-end trips for poten-
tial riders looking for a direct connection 
between Salem and Albany during rush 
hours, bypassing Jefferson, Millersburg, 
and North Albany. Figure 6: This 

is an example 
of how the 
route could 
be scheduled 
with rush hour 
express trips.
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Estimating Costs
A transit route’s costs consist of two types 
of costs: annual operating costs and one-
time capital costs. Annual operating cost 
consists of the money needed to pay the 
driver and other staff, fuel the bus, and do 
other things to operate the route. Initial 
capital cost is the money needed to pur-
chase new vehicles and/or pay for any 
infrastructure the new route requires.

Operating Costs
Annual operating cost estimates for the 
proposed route will vary dependent on 
how the final schedule is designed. The 
table to the right shows the 2022 estimated 
costs to operate 5 or 6 daily weekday trips 
and 4 Saturday trips. Using these assump-
tions we can estimate the annual cost range 
to serve this corridor.

Capital Costs
The primary capital cost for this route 
would lie in the purchase of a new vehicle. 
The estimated 2022 cost to purchase a new 
bus similar to the type used on Cherriots 
regional routes would be $273,000 dollars. 
If a spare vehicle is required to meet 
minimum spare vehicle ratio standards this 
cost would double.

What is a Spare Vehicle Ratio:
Depending on the funding and operations outcomes of this proposed route, 
Cherriots regional may be in a position where an additional vehicle purchase is 
required to meet their Spare Vehicle Ratio (SVR). The SVR is an internal standard 
for spare transit vehicles meant to buffer against unexpected maintenance issues 
and vehicle breakdowns with the goal of reducing disruption to scheduled service.
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Potential Funding
Funding for a new transit service can come 
from a combination of sources, but the 
most important factor is having all the 
impacted agencies, governments and com-
munities in agreement that a new route will 
benefit the region. 

If all parties are in agreement, then a pilot 
program can test the service. There are 
various potential sources for pilot projects, 
as there are for stable long-term funding. 

Oregon State Transit Funding
In Oregon, most transit funding comes 
from the Special Transportation Fund (STF) 
and Statewide Transportation Improvement 
Fund (STIF). Oregon uses biennial bud-
geting, meaning funds are planned out in 
two-year periods. Future funding oppor-
tunities would become available in the 
upcoming 2024 - 2025 biennium.

In the past, STF funds were flexible with the 
goal of improving transit for Oregon seniors 
and disabled populations. STIF funds were 
divided and distributed in a few ways. 90% 
of STIF funds were allocated by formula to 
localities based on the amount of payroll 
tax generated per area. Remaining funds 
were discretionary, dispersed to local 
transit providers through a competitive 

state-wide grant program. These discre-
tionary funds are allocated through two 
programs, the STIF Discretionary and the 
Statewide Transportation Network, often 
targeted pilot transit services, technol-
ogy projects, and improving coordination 
and connectivity between cities and towns 
across Oregon.

In 2020, the Governor signed into law 
Oregon Senate Bill 1601 (SB 1601) which 
calls for the STF and STIF funding streams 
to be combined. While this process is still 
underway, details on how these changes 
will impact transit funding remain unknown, 
but it is likely that future transit funding will 
remain supportive of outcomes similar to 
the two individual programs that are being 
combined.

Federal Transit Funding
When looking towards Federal sources 
for transit funding a larger number of 
options emerge. However, many grants 
are structured for large urban areas, bus 
replacements or planning and technologi-
cal innovation. 

This corridor would likely be a reasonable 
candidate for the FTA 5310 grant which 
focuses on improving mobility for seniors 
and disabled individuals; FTA 5311 grant 
which focuses on rural area transit; and FTA 

5311(f) grant which focuses improving inter-
city transit. Many of these federal grants 
can be applied for and combined with local 
state level funding. 

Other Potential Funding Sources
In addition to the State and Federal oppor-
tunities, there are additional sources for 
potential funding. Most grants have match-
ing fund aspects which can help with the 
overall funding, but also show local support 
for a project. Commonly Federal Grant 
matching funds will come from State level 
grants, but local jurisdictions, MPOs, or 
other local partners sometimes contribute. 

Collaboration is Key
Again, the key to getting funding for multi-
jurisdictional transit is to create good 
coordination and communication between 
all agencies and communities involved. This 
intercity route would touch 2 MPOs (SKATS 
in the Salem region, and AAMPO in the 
Albany region), 4 cities (Salem, Jefferson, 
Millersburg, Albany), 2 transit agencies 
(Cherriots, ATS), and various unincorpo-
rated communities. 

Achieving a high level of support and coor-
dination would provide this project both 
more potential funding sources and more 
momentum for long term success.
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Alternatives Development
To help explain how transit could serve 
the corridor, two Service Alternatives 
were developed. The Alternatives were 
used to illustrate potential service 
types, schedules and stops for public 
feedback.

Regional Service Types 
Cherriots Regional provides express bus 
service from Salem to 17 communities 
in Marion, Polk, and Linn Counties. This 
system to the north gives us some good 
examples of service types that could be 
used between Salem and Albany. 

The three types of routes described 
here do not require “complementary 
paratransit,” which is a door-to-door 
service for people with disabilities com-
monly offered in major cities (federal 
funding for fixed-route bus service 
mandates complementary paratransit 
service). Such door-to-door service is 
valuable for the people who use it, but 
becomes a costly barrier to providing 
long-distance routes between cities.	

Point-to-Point Service, like Cherriots 
Route 1X, is often used for express rush 
hour service design. It is able to provide 
higher speeds and more reliable 

Figure 7: Regional 
transit can take many 
forms to best suit 
the communities it 
serves, each with its 
own strengths and 
weaknesses.

Cherriots Regional Transit Service Types

service, but only serves limited stops. The 
Express Service Alternative is based on this 
service type.

Intercity Service, like Cherriots Route 10X, 
creates connections between multiple 
points along a route creating a route which 
is more useful for shorter trips, and is the 
type of service which reaches smaller 
towns. The Intercity Route Alternative is 
based on this service type.

Flex or deviated-fixed-route service, like 
Cherriots Route 45 - Central Polk County, 
can provide a higher level of coverage 
by deviating from standard stops when 
requested. Successful flex routes require 
a short overall route length. When route 
distances increase, reliability decreases and 
costs increase quickly. For those reasons it 
was not considered during the Alternatives 
phase of this study.
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Express service
The Express Service Alternative would 
provide a fast and direct connection 
between downtown Salem and downtown 
Albany.

Local Stops
The Express Service would have just a few 
stops in Salem and downtown Albany with 
no intermediate stops in South Salem, 
Jefferson, Millersburg or north of downtown 
Albany. Having few stops would make end-
to-end travel faster and more frequent.

Schedule
The Express Service would offer departures 
every thirty-minutes, but only during rush-
hours on weekdays. 

Figure 8: Map 
and Trip Graphic 
for the Express 
Service Alternative 
presented to the 
public.
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No Stops No Stops

Proximity to a Bus Stop:
The Express Service would provide coverage to residents and jobs in 
Salem and Albany, but none to Jefferson or Millersburg. Both Salem 
and Albany downtowns have large concentrations of jobs which can be 
seen reflected in the high number of jobs within 1/2 mile and 1 mile.

Express Service Stops:
The Express Service would offer a direct connection between Salem 
and Albany. It would provide two stops in Salem and a single stop 
in Albany, no stops would be made in Jefferson or Millersburg. The 
reduced number of stops allows for faster end-to-end trip times, more 
comparable to personal automobile commutes.

Salem, OR Jefferson, OR Millersburg, OR Albany, OR



| 22Recommendation Report
Salem-Albany Corridor Feasibility Study

2.
 S

ER
V

IC
E

 A
LT

ER
N

A
TI

V
ES

 A
N

D
 P

U
B

LI
C

 IN
PU

T

Intercity Route
The Intercity Route Alternative would 
connect four cities: Salem, Jefferson, 
Millersburg and Albany. The route would 
provide trips between cities currently 
unconnected by transit.

Local Stops
The Intercity Route would have stops in 
Salem and downtown Albany with inter-
mediate stops in South Salem, Jefferson, 
Millersburg and north of downtown Albany.  

Schedule
The Intercity Route would offer departures 
every two and a half hours, between 7 am 
and 9 pm on weekdays.

Figure 9: Map 
and Trip Graphic 
for the Intercity 
Route Alternative 
presented to the 
public.
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Salem, OR Jefferson, OR Millersburg, OR Albany, OR

Proximity to a Bus Stop:
The Intercity Route would provide coverage to all four cities of Salem, 
Jefferson, Millersburg, and Albany. This can be seen in the higher total 
numbers of jobs and residents within 1/2 mile and 1 mile of a Intercity 
Route stop.Intercity Route Stops:

The Intercity Route would provide stops in Salem, Jefferson, 
Millersburg and Albany. Salem and Albany would gain additional stops 
within the city when compared to the Express Service. Jefferson and 
Millersburg would gain new access to transit connecting their commu-
nities with other residents and jobs along the corridor.
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Comparing the Alternatives
The Express Service Alternative would 
provide the shortest waits at rush hours 
and the fastest travel times between the 
busiest places.

The Intercity Route Alternative would 
provide transit during midday and evenings 
and would provide additional stops in 
Salem, Jefferson, Millersburg and Albany. 
Jefferson and Millersburg would gain 
access to a new transit service, currently 
unavailable to local residents and jobs.
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Public Input on Alternatives
When asked individually about the Express 
Service and the Intercity Route, the public 
identified both as being beneficial to 
their communities, but the Intercity Route 
received more support among survey 
respondents.

When asked to choose between the two 
Alternatives, the Intercity Route was 
preferred by 63% of all respondents, with 
26% selecting the Express Service and 12% 
seeing neither route as a benefit.

The survey was hosted on an interactive 
project web page and was completed by 
45 members of the public.

Express Service

Intercity Route
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Times of Day for Service
When should the new transit service 
operate? There are several factors to con-
sider when thinking about how to schedule 
service in this corridor. 

•	Rush Hours: Offering the most service 
at rush hours is sometimes a way to get 
high ridership. Its success at getting 
higher ridership depends on how well 
it competes with driving for people 
who work during daytime hours (such 
as 8-to-5), and that generally depends 
on expensive parking, high gas prices 
and other factors that push people with 
professional jobs to leave their cars at 
home.

•	Service Industry Commutes: People who 
work in retail, restaurant or service jobs 
most often commute very early in the 
morning, at midday, at night, and espe-
cially on weekends. And people with 
these jobs tend to have lower incomes 
and a greater incentive to use transit.

•	All-Day and All-Week: In the past 
decade, the U.S. transit agencies that 
grew their ridership invested more in all-
day, night and weekend service.

•	Non-Work Trips: Only one in five trips 
in the U.S. is a commute to work. 
People also travel to run errands, go 
to appointments, shop, visit people 
and do the other things that make life 
complete. Those trips happen at all 
times of day and week.

What Connections are most 
Important
Salem and Albany are both places where 
people can make connections with regional 
services among the Portland Metro area, 
the Oregon Coast, the Willamette Valley 
and beyond. Regional services are used 
by people traveling for work, for study, to 
visit friends or family, to access medical 
services, for shopping, and more. They can 
also be used to travel long distances across 
and around the state, whether people are 
traveling for fun, to visit family or for essen-
tial needs. 

Pubic Input on Connections: 
1st - Salem, OR

2nd - Corvallis, OR

3rd - Albany, OR 

4th - Portland, OR

When asked which places would be most 
important to connect to from a Salem-
Albany route, these four places were 
ranked highest by survey respondents. 
They are also the biggest job and activity 
centers in the north Willamette Valley.

Public Input on Times of Day: 
Given the opportunity to rank what times 
of day transit service would best serve the 
corridor, the people who took the survey 
said:

Rank 1 - Weekday rush hours

Rank 2 (tied) - Weekday middays

Rank 2 (tied) - Weekday evenings

Rank 4 - Saturdays

Rank 5 - Sundays

Public Input on Key Choices
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