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December 1, 2014

9.0
9.1

9.2

EVALUATION RESULTS FOR MAE 2

FINANCIAL CAPACITY

Impact to Existing City Assets

NC LRT Project Objective: “An affordable and cost-effective
service”

OPINION OF PROBABLE CAPITAL COST

OPCCs were calculated for the options of Segment 2 in a similar
fashion to those of Segment 1, with grade separation included at
McKnight Boulevard for the LRT only and a possible below grade
station. The infrastructure at McKnight Boulevard is anticipated to
be simpler than a cut and cover section as the LRT only needs to
be separated from the intersection. The OPCCs for segment 2
includes grade separation at McKnight Boulevard via a bridge for
the existing intersection and retaining walls along the sides of the
LRT at the northern and southern approaches to McKnight
Boulevard along Centre Street.
The costs for LRT track construction were assumed to be the same
for the narrow and wide options. Both options include grade
separation at McKnight Boulevard for the LRT and have assumed
cut and cover tunneling to be conservative. The wide option
includes additional roadworks costs as it was assumed to require
full reconstruction of the road and construction of two to three new
lanes of the road structure.
For both the narrow and wide options, the land acquisition
calculations account for a factor of 8 times the 2013 assessed
market value for a partial acquisition. Due to the additional width
of two 3.3 metre lanes in the wide option, higher costs are
expected for land acquisition within Option 2. Additional details for
the OPC are provided in Appendix G.

Phasing Possibilities
It is assumed that Segment 2 would be built in a single construction
phase, regardless of whether Option 1 or 2 is selected, because
neither the 28 Street N station nor the 40 Street N station are
considered to be natural temporary terminals for the line. This is
based on the assumption that neither location has space for a bus
exchange, as well as the belief that ridership and operational
benefits will be able to justify costs when the line extends north to
at least Beddington Boulevard.

Table 9.2: MAE 2 – Financial Capacity: Phasing Possibilities
Option
1 – Narrow crosssection

2 – Wide crosssection

Impact

Assessment
Score

Limited phasing opportunity
based on the unlikely character
of 28 Street N station or 40
Street N station to act as a
temporary terminus for the line.

3

Limited phasing opportunity
based on the unlikely character
of 28 Street N station or 40
Street N station to act as a
temporary terminus for the line.

3

The same City assets are implicated in both options 1 and 2 of
Segment 2 because the areas covered by each option are the
same. The asses affected include:
x

Tuxedo Park

x

Green space south of Laycock Drive

x

36 Avenue Park and Ride

x

Buchanan School

Since both options run along the same alignment, it is conceivable
that they could receive a similar ranking. However, the
appropriation of park space to accommodate the wider cross
section of Option 2 could be seen as a potential negative impact
unique to Option 2. Therefore, Option 2 was given a slightly lower
score in the assessment.

Table 9.3: MAE 2 – Financial Capacity: Impacts to Existing
City Assets
Option

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow cross-section

3

2 – Wide cross-section

2

Table 9.1: MAE 2 – Opinion of Probable Capital Costs
Opinion of Probable Construction
& Land Acquisition Costs

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow
cross-section

$200 million

3

2 – Wide crosssection

$300 million

2

Option
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9.3

COMMUNITY WELL BEING

NC LRT Project Objective: “A safe, secure and socially inclusive
service that improves access to key community destinations and
encourages active travel”
Impact on Community Cohesion: Visual Intrusion
In Segment 2, both options run at-grade which was seen to be
similar to the BAU scenario in terms of visual intrusion.

Table 9.4: MAE 2 – Community Well-Being: Impact on
Community Cohesion: Visual Intrusion
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

May be visually intrusive to
some but highly subjective, as
some people may prefer to see
the LRT in operation while
others may not.

3

2 – Wide crosssection

May be visually intrusive to
some but highly subjective, as
some people may prefer to see
the LRT in operation while
others may not.

3

Impact on Community Cohesion: Severance

Safety

In Segment 2, which features an at-grade running LRT, all
pedestrian crossings would require signalization. This could be seen
as a barrier to accessibility as compared to the BAU scenario
where east-west movements would remain unrestricted. For Option
2, with the widened ROW to accommodate two driving lanes on
each side plus the LRT, the additional distance required to cross the
road as a pedestrian would likely give the impression of a less
accessible/more divided community.

Since both options in Segment 2 feature an at-grade running LRT in
the same location, both options would result in similar conflicts
between road users and the LRT. Where Option 1 is concerned,
however, an additional conflict for motor vehicles would be
presented for right turning movements where motor vehicles in the
narrow 3.3 metre wide lanes would be required to encroach on the
LRT guideway by 0.3 to 1.5 metres.

Table 9.6: MAE 2 – Community Well-Being: Safety
Table 9.5: MAE 2 – Community Well-Being: Impact on
Community Cohesion - Severance
Option

Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

The LRT would act as a barrier
to crossing from one side of the
street to the other, every five
minutes, depending on LRT
headways.

3

2 – Wide crosssection

The LRT would act as a barrier
to crossing from one side of the
street to the other, every five
minutes, depending on LRT
headways.

2

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

More safety concerns with the
narrow ROW, as vehicles
making right turns will need to
encroach on the LRT guideway,
thereby increasing the risk of
collisions.

2

2 – Wide crosssection

Fewer operational safety
concerns with the wider ROW,
as vehicles making right turns
do not need to encroach on
LRT guideway.

3

The wider ROW will extend the
crossing distance, which will be
perceived as a barrier.
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Security

Emergency Access

User Centered Design / Accessibility

The presence of the at-grade running LRT featured in both options
of Segment 2 is considered to contribute to an increased sense of
personal security in the corridor, as a boost in street level activity is
expected as compared to the BAU scenario.

In Segment 2, both the narrow and wide options would allow
unrestricted emergency access and relative to the BAU scenario,
were considered to be similar.

In Segment 2, both at-grade options would offer the same levels of
accessibility to the BAU scenario.

Table 9.7: MAE 2 – Community Well-Being: Security
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

Perceived increase in sense of
personal security due to highly
visible stations and greater
number of “eyes on the
street”.

4

2 – Wide crosssection

Perceived increase in sense of
personal security due to highly
visible stations and greater
number of “eyes on the
street”.

4
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Table 9.9: MAE 2 – Community Well-Being: User Centered
Design / Accessibility

Table 9.8: MAE 2 – Community Well-Being: Emergency
Access
Option

Impact

Option

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

Emergency vehicles will be
able to drive along the LRT
tracks, as the rail will be
embedded in-street and
separated by a mountablerolled curb.

3

2 – Wide crosssection

Emergency vehicles will be
able to drive along the LRT
tracks, as the rail will be
embedded in-street and
separated by a mountablerolled curb.

3

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow cross-section

3

2 – Wide cross-section

3
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9.4

PROSPEROUS ECONOMY

NC LRT Project Objective: “A service that promotes economic
development by improving access to employment, without
adversely impacting goods movement”

Table 9.10: MAE 2 – Prosperous Economy: Value Capture
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow
cross-section

Some parcels are available for
redevelopment, but market
demand may limit density that can
be achieved.

3

2 – Wide
cross-section

Some parcels are available for
redevelopment, but market
demand may limit density that can
be achieved.

3

Value Capture
In the area of the 28 Street N Stations, demand for concrete
construction is non-existent under typical market conditions, but
the market analysis noted that there are two large vacant parcels
(or contiguous groupings of parcels) and one large, actively used
parcel within 200 metres of the station. One of the vacant parcels is
adjacent to a park, an attribute which may enable a potential
developer to achieve higher prices. It is assumed that the purchase
of both large vacant parcels would be incorporated into the
Green Line budget (2802-2808 Centre Street NE and 101 29 Avenue
NE) and that The City would be able to yield modest benefits by
selling the portions not needed for the ROW and stations to a
developer.
At the 40 Street N Station site, there is a similar situation – there is a
low demand for high-rise concrete construction under normal
market conditions but a vacancy of large land parcels within 200
metres of the station. It is assumed that the purchase of two large
vacant parcels will be incorporated into the Green Line budget
(4204 Centre Street NE & 116-124 41 Avenue NE and 4055-4111 1
Street NE) and that The City would be able to yield modest benefits
by selling the portions not needed for the ROW and stations to a
developer.
At the McKnight Station site, there is a large, actively used parcel
within 200 metres of the station that could possibly be converted to
another use in the future under more favorable market conditions.
However, given that it is in active use, unlike the parcels
surrounding 28 Street N station and 40 Street N station, it is assumed
that the acquisition of this land would not be included in the Green
Line budget.
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Impact on Goods Movement
The movement of goods requires trucks to be able to travel freely
through an area as well as well as either park along the street to
load/unload or to pull in and out of business driveways. Goods
movement potential for Segment 2 is assessed in Table 42.

Table 9.11: MAE 2 – Prosperous Economy: Impact on Goods
Movement
Option
1 – Narrow
cross-section

Impact
There will be insufficient space for
trucks to park along the street to
load/unload.

Assessment
Score
2

There will be insufficient space for
trucks to safely turn in and out of
business driveways.
2 – Wide
cross-section

There will be insufficient space for
trucks to park along the street to
load/unload, however, there will
likely be adequate space for trucks
to safely turn in and out of business
driveways.

4

It is assumed that the value capture potential for both options in
Segment 2 is identical.
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9.5

TRANSPORTATION

Changes in Journey Time – LRT

NC LRT Project Objective: “A high priority transit service that attracts
transit use, walking and cycling as preferred mobility choices for
Calgarians and that integrates with, improves customer experience
of, and strengthens the regional transit network”
Improvements for Walking and Cycling
In Option 1 which features a narrow ROW, minimal land
acquisitions have been considered solely at left turn and station
locations. The sidewalk space within the boulevard space would
be limited to 1.5 metres in width, which yields no improvement to
the existing pedestrian infrastructure. This option is too narrow to
accommodate cyclists in the corridor, however, cyclists will have
the option of using the existing shared bicycle lane on 2 Street NW
or future cycling infrastructure planned for Edmonton Trail as
outlined in the Calgary Transportation Plan.
Option 2, which features a wider ROW, has space to
accommodate slightly wider sidewalks than exist at present. With
more land acquisition being considered for this option, sidewalks
could be widened to between 2.0 and 2.5 metres from the existing
1.5 metres, which would better align with The City’s pedestrian
policy for sidewalk space in transit zones which calls for a width of
3.0 metres.

Table 9.12: MAE 2 – Transportation: Improvements for Walking
and Cycling
Option
1 – Narrow crosssection

Impact
The narrow ROW results in a no
improvement in the space for
pedestrians.

Assessment
Score
3

Providing a wider ROW gives
more space for wider sidewalks
of 2 to 2.5 metres in width.

Page 61 of 104

t c:\users\toshiba\downloads\rpt_northcentrallrtstudy_draft_20141201_dgg.docx

In Option 2, the LRT travel time is expected to be comparable to
the bus/BRT travel time in the BAU scenario, is it is running in a
dedicated lane. The ROW in this scenario would be wide enough
to accommodate traffic such that LRT should not be impacted by
motor vehicles.

4

Usual case (two lanes in each direction in this option, one lane in
each direction in the BAU).
The impact on auto travel time will be moderate due to the turning
restrictions, but flow on the corridor should actually be improved
with the addition of an extra running lane. Operation will be
partially dependent on how many other existing surface transit
services (bus and BRT) are removed that operate in the Business as
Usual scenario, following the introduction of the LRT.

Table 9.14: Segment 2 – Transportation: Changes in Journey
Time - Auto
Option

Table 9.13: MAE 2 – Transportation: Changes in Journey Time
- LRT
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

Comparable to BAU

3

2 – Wide crosssection

Comparable to BAU

3

Changes in Journey Time – Auto
In Option 1, running the LRT at-grade in a narrow cross section is
likely to have significant impacts for auto vehicles and other
surface transit routes. Due to the limited width, there will be turning
restrictions at a significant number of intersections, as without them,
the LRT journey time would be significantly impacted. It should be
noted that with this option, there are the same number of general
traffic lanes along the corridor as in the Business as Usual case (one
lane in each direction).
The impact on auto travel time will be moderate to severe due to
the turning restrictions, and will be partially dependent on how
many other existing surface transit services (bus and BRT) are
removed that operate in the Business as Usual scenario, following
the introduction of the LRT.

With the speed of Centre Street
reduced the pedestrian space
would not feel as constrained.
2 – Wide crosssection

In Option 1, the LRT travel time is expected to be comparable to
the bus/BRT travel time in the BAU scenario as it is running in a
dedicated lane. Within the narrow right of way, however, motor
vehicles may impede the LRT operation slightly by encroaching on
the LRT running way, and this could negatively affect travel times.

In Option 2, there will also be turning restrictions at a significant
number of intersections, as without them the LRT journey time
would be significantly impacted. It should be noted that with this
option, there is an additional through traffic lane compared to the
number of general traffic lanes along the corridor in the Business as

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

Slightly worse than Business as
Usual

2

2 – Wide crosssection

Comparable to Business as
Usual

3

Reliability
Option 1 is on par with the BAU scenario.
In Option 2, even with the wider intersection width, there will be
turning restrictions for auto vehicles at a significant number of
intersections, as without them the LRT journey time would be
significantly impacted. The fact that there are two continuous
lanes along the corridor, will improve the storage space available
for those making turning movements at the intersections where
these are still permitted. This should mean that turning traffic should
have limited interaction with the LRT, and so is unlikely to impact on
the reliability of the service.

Table 9.15: Segment 2 – Transportation: Reliability
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

Comparable to BAU scenario

3

2 – Wide crosssection

Turning vehicles will have less
impact on LRT operations than
they did on buses in the BAU
scenario

4
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Impact of Displaced Traffic and Demand on Parallel Routes

Impact on Parking

In Option 1, with the large number of the left turns that are banned
on this section of the corridor, it is likely that a significant amount of
traffic will be forced to re-route locally in order to reach
destinations just off the corridor. Demand may also be forced onto
parallel routes if the diversions become onerous.

In option 1, there would be no change to the BAU scenario in
regards to the amount of on-street parking that is impacted.

In Option 2, with the large number of the left turns that are banned
on this section of the corridor, it is likely that a significant amount of
traffic will be forced to re-route locally in order to reach
destinations just off the corridor. Demand may also be forced onto
parallel routes if the diversions become onerous. The increase of
one running lane in this section of the corridor over what was in the
BAU (2 lanes vs 1 lane) should, however, help with traffic flow along
the corridor.

Table 9.16: MAE 2 – Transportation: Impact of Displaced
Traffic and Demand on Parallel Streets
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

With the continued provision of
only one travel lane in each
direction, diversions to parallel
streets are likely

2

2 – Wide crosssection

Addition of a travel lane may
keep vehicles from diverting to
parallel streets

3
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In option 2, with the wider ROW there could be the potential for offpeak parking along Centre Street similar to the existing on-street
parking restrictions. Parking would be restricted where there are left
turn bays and stations, but this would be an improvement to the
BAU scenario with all on-street parking removed.

Table 9.17: Segment 2 – Transportation: Impact on Parking
Option

Impact
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Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

Currently on street parking is
only provided on one side of
Centre Street in the off-peak
direction

3

2 – Wide crosssection

Only parking will be lost at
stations and intersections with
left turn lanes

4

9.7
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9.6

URBAN DEVELOPMENT

NC LRT Project Objective: “A service that support current and future
land use and intensification of development along the corridor”
Land Acquisition Impacts
In option 1, land acquisitions are required at station locations and
at left turn locations. The narrowest sections in this segment are
between 34 Avenue to 32 Avenue and from 40 Avenue to 38
Avenue. In these areas more than 2 metres is required for land
acquisition on each side which are predominantly single family
homes fronting Centre Street. The remainder of this section south of
42 Avenue will typically require less than 2 metres of land
acquisition on either or both sides of Centre Street. This would
impact some commercial properties south of 32 Avenue. Closer to
McKnight Boulevard the ROW widens to an average of 26 metres
which would not impact the adjacent properties.

Table 9.18: Segment 2 – Urban Development: Land
Acquisition Impacts
Option
1 – Narrow crosssection

2 – Wide crosssection

Impact

Contribution to Improved Streetscape and Public Realm
Assessment
Score

With the narrow ROW land
acquisition will be required
along the entire segment of
approximately less than 2
metres except at 32 Avenue
and at 38 Avenue

3

With the narrow ROW widening
the road to 2 vehicle lanes plus
the LRT would result in more
significant impacts for
commercial and residential
properties along this segments

2

Both options 1 and 2 would be ranked the same with the LRT atgrade. The LRT is assumed to promote more activity than the BAU
scenario.

Table 9.19: Segment 2 – Urban Development: Contribution to
Improved Streetscape and Public Realm
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow
cross-section

Additional activity encouraged
at street level

4

2 – Wide crosssection

Additional activity encouraged
at street level

4
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In option 2, land acquisitions required are more extensive with an
additional lane for motor vehicles. Since the ROW varies from 20.12
metres to 27.43 metres more land acquisition would be required.
Typically more than 2 metres would be required on each side of
Centre Street impacting the adjacent single family homes and
commercial properties south of 32 Avenue.
The comparison of land acquisition impacts is shown in Figure 9.1:
Land Acquisition Impacts with the narrow cross-section option (top)
and the wide cross-section option (bottom).
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9.7

9.8

SUSTAINABLE ENVIRONMENT

NC LRT Project Objective: “A service that facilitates a reduction in
GHG emissions while not impacting the City’s current biodiversity”

DELIVERABILITY

NC LRT Project Objective: “A service that is constructible and
operable”

Impact on Existing Natural Environment

Constructability – Technical Constraints

With the LRT at-grade for both Option 1 and Option 2 there would
be no difference between the options.

Since both the options would be constructed in the same
alignment, in general there are no significant technical constraints
that would be “show stoppers” in the construction of these options.

Table 9.20: MAE 2 - Sustainable Environment: Impact on
Existing Natural Environment
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

Comparable to BAU scenario

3

2 – Wide crosssection

Comparable to BAU scenario

3

Table 9.22: MAE 2 - Deliverability: Constructability (technical
constraints)
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

No significant technical
constraints

3

2 – Wide crosssection

No significant technical
constraints

3

Noise Impacts
With the LRT at-grade for both Option 1 and Option 2 there would
be no difference between the options based on the noise impacts.

Table 9.21: MAE 2 - Sustainable Environment: Noise Impacts
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

Comparable to BAU scenario

3

2 – Wide crosssection

Comparable to BAU scenario

3

Construction Impacts
In Option 1, the narrow ROW for the at-grade construction of the
LRT will need to be staged in blocks. During construction the road
would need to be reduced to one lane in peak hour direction only.
This will result in higher traffic impacts during construction. This
option would have more noise impacts during construction with
the alignment at-grade.

Conformance to CTP & MDP
As previously outlined, options that reduce auto capacity and
support an increased mode shift to transit, cycling, and walking
would have higher conformance to the CTP and MDP.
Additionally, avoiding land acquisition was also considered to
conform to the CTP and MDP goals to promote “good urban
design”. Based on these concepts the options were assessed as
shown in the below table.

Table 9.24: MAE 2 - Deliverability: Conformance to CTP & MDP
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

Higher conformance as
higher mode split is
encouraged and would
minimize costs by mitigating
land acquisitions.

4

2 – Wide crosssection

Lower conformance as the
status quo is maintained for
vehicular flow and would
incur higher costs with more
extensive land acquisitions.

2

In Option 2, with the wider option (if land acquisitions are
considered) the staged construction would maintain one lane in
each direction on Centre Street which would be the same as the
BAU.

Table 9.23: MAE 2- Deliverability: Construction Impacts
Option
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Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

Narrower ROW will result in
more significant construction
impacts including limited
access along Centre Street.

2

2 – Wide crosssection

Wider ROW will allow for some
access along Centre Street to
be maintained.

3
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Acceptability
In this segment the workshop in April identified stronger preference
for two driving lanes with a proposed 30 metre ROW and no onstreet parking. However, both the CAG and the City preferred the
narrow option.
Positive opinions for Option 1included:
•

Lower impact on the community

•

Lower acquisition costs

•

Will help contribute to complete streets with a narrower
road

•

Question arose about the incremental cost of tunneling
to McKnight if tunneling is an option for the downtown
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For option 2, 79% of open house participants in April preferred this
option. Positive opinions for this option included a wider street
being more positive to creating complete streets.

Table 9.25: MAE 2 - Deliverability: Acceptability
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – Narrow crosssection

Higher conformance as higher
mode split is encouraged and
would minimize costs by
mitigating land acquisitions.

4

2 – Wide crosssection

Lower conformance as the
status quo is maintained for
vehicular flow and would incur
higher costs with more extensive
land acquisitions.

2
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10.0 EVALUATION RESULTS FOR MAE 3

Impact to Existing City Assets
3Similar to segment 2, in segment3 options 1 and 2 both have the
same location. City assets in this segment included:

10.1 OPINION OF PROBABLE CAPITAL COST
Similar to segment 2, the cost difference between Option 1 and
Option 2 is due to the added roadworks construction for widening
the road to provide a parking and the partial land acquisition costs
for Option 2. Since the costs were close in order of magnitude,
these options were ranked the same.

Table 10.1: MAE 3 – Opinion of Probable Capital Costs
Opinion of Probable
Construction & Land Acquisition
Costs (Appendix G)

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

$40 million

3

2 – Parking within
ROW

$50 million

3

Option

x

Park space south of Bergen Drive

x

Park space south of the bus trap

x

Potential archaeological region throughout the section in
MAE 3 (refer to Figure 8.1 shown in section 8.2)

NC LRT Project Objective: “An affordable and cost-effective
service”

NC LRT Project Objective: “A safe, secure and socially inclusive
service that improves access to key community destinations and
encourages active travel”
Impact on Community Cohesion: Visual Intrusion

Since both options have the same alignment they could be ranked
similarly. However, with option 2 there could be some perceived
negatives when park space is used to widen the existing Centre
Street ROW which could be seen as a potential negative for
option2.

Table 10.3: MAE 3 – Financial Capacity: Impacts to Existing
City Assets
Option

10.2 FINANCIAL CAPACITY

10.3 COMMUNITY WELL BEING

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking within ROW

3

2 – Parking within ROW

2

In segment 3, the options are both at-grade and were seen as
similar to the BAU.

Table 10.4: MAE 3 – Community Well-Being: Impact on
Community Cohesion - Visual Intrusion
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

May be visually intrusive to some
but highly subjective as some
people may prefer to see the LRT
while others may not.

3

2 – Parking within
ROW

May be visually intrusive to some
but highly subjective as some
people may prefer to see the LRT
while others may not.

3

Impact on Community Cohesion: Severance
Phasing Possibilities
It is assumed that Segment 3 would be built within a single
construction phase, regardless of whether Option 1 or 2 was
selected.

Table 10.2: MAE 3 – Financial Capacity: Phasing Possibilities
Option
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Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

Entire segment would be built in
one phase because there is no
advantage without a
connection to a station north of
Beddington Trail

3

2 – Parking within
ROW

Entire segment would be built in
one phase because there is no
advantage without a
connection to a station north of
Beddington Trail

3
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In segment 3, the same ranking was used as segment 2. With the
LRT at-grade, all pedestrian crossings would require signalization.
This could be seen as a negative compared to the BAU where
east-west movements are not restricted. When the ROW is
widened to include two driving lanes on each side plus the LRT, the
time it takes to cross the road as a pedestrian will introduce added
perceptions of severance to the community.
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Table 10.7: MAE 3 – Community Well-Being: Security

Table 10.5: MAE 3 – Community Well-Being: Impact on
Community Cohesion - Severance
Option

Impact

Option

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

LRT will be a barrier to crossing
the street once every 5 minutes
depending on the headways

3

1 – No Parking
within ROW

2 – Parking within
ROW

LRT will be a barrier to crossing
the street once every 5 min
depending on the headways
The wide ROW will also make
the street more of a barrier to
cross

2

2 – Parking within
ROW

Impact

Assessment
Score

Personal perceptions of security
are good due to highly visible
stations

4

Personal perceptions of security
are good due to highly visible
stations

4

In segment 3, both the narrow and wide options would not restrict
emergency access. These options would be considered the same
as the BAU.

Safety

Table 10.8: MAE 3 – Community Well-Being: Emergency
Access
Option
1 – No Parking
within ROW

Table 10.6: MAE 3 – Community Well-Being: Safety
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

More safety concerns with the
narrow ROW as vehicles making
right turns will need to turn into
the LRT guideway increasing the
risk of collisions

2

2 – Parking within
ROW

Less operational safety concerns
with wider ROW as vehicles
making right turns do not need
to turn into the LRT guideway as
with the narrow option

3

Security
For the at-grade options in segment 2, the LRT is considered to
increase the sense of personal security along the alignment as
there is expected to be more activity on the street compared to
the BAU.
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2 – Parking within
ROW

NC LRT Project Objective: “A service that promotes economic
development by improving access to employment, without
adversely impacting goods movement”
Value Capture

Emergency Access

In segment 3, with both options at-grade they would represent the
same number of conflicts between road users and the LRT. The only
added conflict for motor vehicles would be for right turns in the
narrow option as the narrow lanes widths of 3.3 metres would
require motor vehicles to turn onto the LRT guideway by 0.3 to 1.5
metres.

10.4 PROSPEROUS ECONOMY

Impact

Assessment
Score

Emergency vehicles will be able
to drive along the LRT tracks as
the rail will be embedded instreet and separated by a
mountable-rolled curb

3

Emergency vehicles will be able
to drive along the LRT tracks as
the rail will be embedded instreet and separated by a
mountable-rolled curb

3

User Centered Design / Accessibility

In Segment 3, the station at Beddington Boulevard likely has low
demand under normal market conditions for high-rise
development, and while the available parcels are large, they are
currently being used. The market analysis suggested that demand
for development at this site might be enhanced by an
underground option that provides shorter travel times and higher
reliability for trips to the Centre City. It is assumed that the scoring
would not change for the two options in this segment.

Table 10.10: MAE 3 – Prosperous Economy: Value Capture
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

Some land may be available for
development at the station in
this segment, but the market
demand for high density
development is low

3

2 – Parking within
ROW

Some land may be available for
development at the station in
this segment, but the market
demand for high density
development is low

3

In segment 3, all the options are at-grade and would not have any
differences in accessibility compared to the BAU scenario.

Table 10.9: MAE 3 – Community Well-Being: User Centered
Design / Accessibility
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

Comparable to the BAU
scenario

3

2 – Parking within
ROW

Comparable to the BAU
scenario

3
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Impact on Goods Movement

Changes in Journey Time – LRT

Segment 3 is not an important link for goods movement. Any trucks
traveling to the shopping centre would be able to access it from a
point other than along Centre Street. Therefore, it is assumed that
there is no difference between the options in terms of goods
movement.

In Options 1 and 2, the LRT transit travel time should be faster than
existing bus / BRT surface transit and as it is running in its own
dedicated lane.

Table 10.11: MAE 3 – Prosperous Economy: Impact on Goods
Movement
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

Alternative means available for
truck access

3

2 – Parking within
ROW

No change from Business as
Usual.

3

NC LRT Project Objective: “A high priority transit service that attracts
transit use, walking and cycling as preferred mobility choices for
Calgarians and that integrates with, improves customer experience
of, and strengthens the regional transit network”
Improvements for Walking and Cycling
Options 1 and 2 would be the same as previously outlined in MAE 2
in section 0.

2 – Parking within
ROW

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

A dedicated lane will allow for
high speeds

4

2 – Parking within
ROW

A dedicated lane will allow for
high speeds

4

In Option 1, running the LRT at-grade over this section does not
impact private vehicle journey times as there are no plans to
remove traffic lanes over this section of the route. The fact that
there is also no parking along this section means it is less likely there
will be any delays to journey time caused by people undertaking
parking manoeuvers and blocking the roadway.
The impact on auto travel time will be negligible to minor, and will
be partially dependent on how many other existing surface transit
services (bus and BRT) are removed that operate in the Business as
Usual scenario, following the introduction of the LRT.

The narrow ROW results in a
tighter space for pedestrians.
With the speed of Centre Street
reduced the pedestrian space
would not feel as constrained.

3

In Option 2, running the LRT at-grade over this section does not
impact private vehicle journey times as there are no plans to
remove traffic lanes over this section of the route. The fact that the
wider cross section allows for parking along this section, means
there is a small possibility there may be delays to journey time
caused by people undertaking parking manoeuvers and blocking
the roadway.

Providing a wider ROW gives
more space for wider sidewalks
at 2 to 2.5 metres.

4

The impact on auto travel time will be negligible to minor, and will
be partially dependent on how many other existing surface transit
services (bus and BRT) are removed that operate in the Business as
Usual scenario, following the introduction of the LRT.

Table 10.12: MAE 3 – Transportation: Improvements for
Walking and Cycling

1 – No Parking
within ROW

Option

Changes in Journey Time – Auto

10.5 TRANSPORTATION

Option

Table 10.13: MAE 3 – Transportation: Changes in Journey Time
- LRT

Impact

Assessment
Score

Table 10.14: MAE 3 – Transportation: Changes in Journey Time
- Auto
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

Journey times for automobiles
not expected to change
compared to BAU

3

2 – Parking within
ROW

Journey times for automobiles
not expected to change
compared to BAU

3

Reliability
In Option 1, this section of the route would have the same
challenges as the narrow cross-section previously discussed in MAE
2. It would be on par with the BAU.
In Option 2, this section of the route appears to have limited issues
that would cause unreliability. There is a slight possibility that with
parking manoeuvers along this section of the alignment there
could be minor interference with the LRT depending on the final
cross section. Compared to the BAU, it is considered that reliability
will be improved.

Table 10.15: MAE 3 – Prosperous Economy: Reliability
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

The removal of curb-side
parking is expected to improve
reliability

3

2 – Parking within
ROW

The widening of the road is
expected to lead to reliability
improvements

4

Impact on Displaced Traffic and Demand on Parallel Routes
In Option 1, drivers are expected to continue to use Centre Street if
they did in the past, even though parking will not be available.
Because the LRT will block most left turns, provisions for U-Turns may
be needed or drivers will be expected to use alternative local
roads to get back onto Centre Street.
In Option 2, drivers are expected to continue to use Centre Street if
they did in the past. Because the LRT will block most left turns,
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provisions for U-Turns may be needed or drivers will be expected to
use alternative local roads to get back onto Centre Street.

Table 10.16: MAE 3 – Transportation: Impact on Displaced
Traffic and Demand on Parallel Routes
Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

Centre Street will continue to
provide local access

3

2 – Parking within
ROW

Centre Street will continue to
provide local access

3

Impact on Parking
In option 1, parking in front of the adjacent residences would be
removed. The ROW width at 22metres would not provide enough
space for a parking lane in addition to a lane for motor vehicles
along with the LRT. This would be a reduction in the amount of
parking that would be available in the BAU.
In option 2, with the wider ROW additional land would be acquired
to provide for a parking lane for the adjacent residences. This
option would restore on-street parking to the same conditions as
the BAU.

Impact

Contribution to Improved Streetscape and Public Realm

NC LRT Project Objective: “A service that support current and future
land use and intensification of development along the corridor”

Both options 1 and 2 would be ranked the same with the LRT atgrade. The LRT is assumed to promote more activity than the BAU
scenario.

Land Acquisition Impacts

Table 10.19: MAE 3 – Urban Development: Contribution to
Improved Streetscape and Public Realm

For option 1, the existing ROW of 21.95metres would provide
sufficient space for the LRT and one vehicle lane in each direction.
As a result there would not be any anticipated land acquisition
required in this segment.
For option 2, since the existing parking in front of adjacent
residences would be removed , the parking was added back in to
accommodate on-street parking for the adjacent residences. This
would result in less than 2 metres of land acquisition required along
this section on both sides of Centre Street. This would be
considered as an improvement to the BAU with the parking
restored on street but with the added impact of acquisition to
provide for the on-street parking space.

Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

Additional activity
encouraged at street level

4

2 – Parking within
ROW

Additional activity
encouraged at street level

4

A comparison of the land acquisition impacts are shown in Figure
10.1.

Table 10.18: MAE 3 – Urban Development: Land Acquisition
Impacts

Table 10.17: MAE 3 – Transportation: Impact on Parking
Option

10.6 URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

Parking in front of adjacent
residences removed

2

2 – Parking within
ROW

Space for parking lane
provided

3

Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

No acquisition impacts
anticipated

3

2 – Parking within
ROW

Some acquisition would be
required on each side

2
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10.7 SUSTAINABLE ENVIRONMENT

10.8 DELIVERABILITY

NC LRT Project Objective: “A service that facilitates a reduction in
GHG emissions while not impacting the City’s current biodiversity”

Conformance to CTP & MDP

NC LRT Project Objective: “A service that is constructible and
operable”

Impact on Existing Natural Environment

Constructability – Technical Constraints

With the LRT at-grade for both Option 1 and Option 2 there would
be no difference between the options.

Since both the options would be constructed in the same
alignment, in general there are no significant technical constraints
that would be “show stoppers” in the construction of these options.

Table 10.20: MAE 3 - Sustainable Environment: Impact on
Existing Natural Environment

Table 10.22: MAE 3 - Deliverability: Constructability (technical
constraints)

Option

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

Comparable to BAU scenario

3

2 – Parking
within ROW

Comparable to BAU scenario

3

Noise Impacts

Table 10.21: MAE 3 - Sustainable Environment: Noise Impacts
Option

1 – No
Parking
within ROW

No significant technical constraints

3

Since Option 1 would restrict on-street parking it could be seen as
an encouragement for fewer vehicles on the road. In general the
City of Calgary has been looking to reduce parking outside of
private properties. As a result, considering land acquisition in order
to provide for parking space could be viewed as lower
conformance to CTP and MDP goals.

2 – Parking
within ROW

No significant technical constraints

3

Table 10.24: MAE 3 - Deliverability: Conformance to CTP and
MDP

Option

Impact

Assessment

Option

Construction Impacts

With the LRT at-grade for both Option 1 and Option 2 there would
be no difference between the options based on the noise impacts.

Impact

Assessment
Score

1 – No Parking
within ROW

Comparable to BAU scenario

3

2 – Parking
within ROW

Comparable to BAU scenario

3

As previously outlined, options that reduce auto capacity and
support an increased mode shift to transit, cycling, and walking
would have higher conformance to the CTP and MDP.
Additionally, avoiding land acquisition was also considered to
conform to the CTP and MDP goals to promote “good urban
design”. Based on these concepts the options were assessed as
shown in the below table.

In Option 1, the narrow ROW for the at-grade construction of the
LRT will need to be staged in blocks. During construction the road
would need to be reduced to one lane in peak hour direction only.
This will result in higher traffic impacts during construction. This
option would have more noise impacts during construction with
the alignment at-grade.
In Option 2, with the wider option (if land acquisitions are
considered) the staged construction would maintain one lane in
each direction on Centre Street the same as the BAU.

Impact

Assessment

1 – No
Parking
within ROW

Higher conformance to the CTP
and MDP but would be
comparable to the BAU scenario.

3

2 – Parking
within ROW

Lower conformance as the status
quo is maintained for vehicular flow
and would incur higher costs with
more extensive land acquisitions.

2

Acceptability
In this segment 41 % of workshop participants and 67 % of open
house participants preferred Option 2; having one vehicle lane in
each direction and have a parking lane in each direction. Option
1 was considered less preferable as parking would need to be
relocated to back lanes which are already in use.

Table 10.23: MAE 3 - Deliverability: Construction Impacts
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Option

Impact

Assessment

1 – No
Parking within
ROW

Narrower ROW will result in more
significant construction impacts
including limited access along Centre
Street.

2

2 – Parking
within ROW

Wider ROW will allow for some access
along Centre Street to be maintained.

3

Table 10.25: MAE 3 - Deliverability: Acceptability
Option

Impact

Assessment

1 – No
Parking
within ROW

Lower acceptance with no on-street
parking provided.

0

2 – Parking
within ROW

Would be comparable to the BAU
scenario for the public.

3
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11.0 EVALUATION SUMMARY
The MAE sets out the criteria to compare and evaluate options for
configuring the LRT alignment from the Center City north across the
Bow River and along Centre Street to Beddington Trail. The criteria
used to compare the options were selected by the project team in
consultation with the public and the City’s project Steering
Committee. The results of the evaluation show how the options for
the LRT alignment in any one segment compare to one another,
and identify the key differences that can be used to distinguish one
option over another in any one segment.
The following discussion summarizes the key trade-offs or factors
that differentiate the options in each segment of the NC LRT
alignment.

The Centre Street Bridge option may cost less, but it has greater
transportation impacts. LRT on the Bridge will compete with other
street traffic, potentially resulting in congestion, travel time delays
and impact to goods movement. This option also has the potential
to create a physical barrier along Centre Street severing
communities. The Tunnel option avoids these potential impacts but
at a higher cost.

The narrow option, however, removes all on-street parking. For
some residents, the loss of parking was a major factor leading to
higher public acceptance of the Wide option.

The option of building a New Bridge across the Bow River is less
costly than the tunnel, but more so than the Centre Street Bridge
option. However, the New Bridge option impacts Princess Island
Park, the pedestrian/cycling pathway and the Bow River natural
environment. These impacts could result in public opposition
making it less desirable than other options within this segment.
Placing the LRT at grade from 2 Avenue into the downtown will also
result in traffic impacts and additional travel time compared to the
tunnel.

The initially preferred alternative will move forward with at-grade
over the Centre Street Bridge from downtown to 24 Avenue (MAE 1
Option 2) with further consideration for the TBM tunnel (MAE 1
Option 3). The alignment will continue with the narrow cross section
between 24 Avenue N to McKnight Boulevard (MAE 2 Option 1) to
minimize land impacts. With the existing wide ROW between
McKnight Boulevard and Beddington Boulevard, the LRT will
continue with a wide cross section with minimal land impacts.
Lastly, between Beddington Boulevard to Beddington Trail the wide
cross section (MAE 3 Option 2) will be proposed to provide parking
for the adjacent residences. The full recommended alignment is
shown in Figure 11.1. A summary of the full end-to-end costs and
travel time of the recommended options is shown in Table 11.1.

MAE 1 – Downtown to 9 Avenue N
In MAE 1, the key trade-off is financial cost. If cost is a major
deciding factor in selecting a preferred option, then placing LRT on
the Centre Street Bridge is the best option from a cost perspective.
However, the analysis also shows that the higher cost for the Full
Tunnel option provides important benefits including:
•

Less impact on City assets (land, Centre Street Bridge,
infrastructure)

•

Less impact on communities and therefore more public
support

•

Greater reliability and less prone to conflicts with traffic
and potential delays

•

Less impact on the natural environment and the Bow
River

•

More travel time savings into the Center City

MAE 2 – 24 Avenue N to McKnight Boulevard
LRT options in this segment compare a Wide option (2 lanes of
traffic each way plus LRT) with a narrow option (1 lane of traffic
each way plus LRT). The major difference between these two
options is cost and reliability. The wide option has higher costs to
acquire land to accommodate 2 lanes of traffic in each direction
plus LRT, which contributes to transportation reliability due to
reduced potential for traffic conflicts.
However, the wide option does not address the priority to reduce
the use of single occupant vehicles into the Centre City and the
priority for transit identified in the CTP.
The narrow option had the support of the Community Advisory
Group (CAG) while the Wide option was more supported by the
general public.
MAE 3 – Beddington Boulevard to Beddington Trail
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The narrow option is slightly preferred over the wide option due to
lower property acquisition costs and less overall impact to the
community. The Narrow option maintains the existing width of the
street making it easier and safer for pedestrians and cyclists to cross
the street compared to the Wide option.

The wide option is less desirable because of the impact to
individual properties, higher costs and the creation of a much
wider street corridor for people to cross.

Table 11.1: Preferred Option Summary
Option

BAU

Estimated Range of
OPCC from
Downtown to North
Pointe Station

Estimated Average
Travel Times from
Downtown to North
Pointe Station

N/A

35 minutes

Initially Preferred
Alternative:
At-grade over the
Centre Street
Bridge
(MAE 1 Option 2)

$0.9 to 1.1 Billion

33 to 35 minutes

Further
consideration:
TBM tunnel from
downtown to 24
Avenue
(MAE 1 Option 3)

$1.6 to 2.0 Billion

28 to 30 minutes
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Deliverability

Sustainable
Environment

Urban Development /
Urban Realm

Transportation

Prosperous Economy

Community WellBeing

Financial Capacity /
Sustainable
Corporation
Consideration if the potential staging / phasing
options make the project more cost-effective /
affordable

Consideration of physical access to the system

Consideration of the potential for each of the
different alignments to generate additional
(alignment specific) income through mechanisms
such as development of City owned property,
special taxation districts or development charges
This includes impacts on road space and traffic
lanes, restricted movements at intersections and
the removal or restriction on loading and servicing
along the different routes

Review of planned impact on pedestrian and bike
movements and infrastructure

Depending on the route alignment and level of
segregation, the time savings over existing

Depending on the route alignment and level of
segregation, the time savings over existing

User Centered design /
Accessibility

Value Capture

Impact on Goods movement

Improvements for walking &
cycling

Changes in journey time LRT

Changes in journey time AUTO

Consideration of the planned improvements for
each of the alignments

Contributes to improved
streetscape & public realm

Ranking Legend:

TOTAL with Capital Cost
TOTAL without Capital Cost

Description of the likely public response to the
option (often gauged through outreach process)
Acceptability

TOTAL with Capital Cost

Review of how the options fit with existing public
policies and how they may help in achieving the
goals and targets set
Confromance to CTP & MDP

TOTAL without Capital Cost

Impacts to the surrounding environment during
construction including noise impacts from
construcion and traffic impacts

Generally a review of ‘show-stoppers’ including
geotechnical, archaeological, environmental
remediation measures and physical challenges
(gradients, physical constraints, system
expandability, etc. ) that would make building /
operating an option overly difficult. This also
includes non-environmental construction impacts

Construction Impacts

Constructability - technical
constraints

Noise Impacts

Options may impact differently on biodiversity
and environment and during operation &
construction
Different options may have different noise and
vibration impacts during operation and
construction and may impact on different
numbers of people

Quantity and types of land use impacted by
alignments e.g. brownfield vs existing residential
Land acquisition impacts

Route impact on existing
natural environment

Depending on the alignment and segregation of
the options, there may be an impact on the
availability and location of parking on the routes
Impact on parking

Vehicle operating cost and accident reduction
Impact of displaced traffic
savings, offset against potential increases in
and demand on parallel routes
journey time

Depending on levels of route segregation, and the
existing and forecast levels of traffic on the
routes, the journey times may vary significantly
over the day, creating uncertainty for users

Consideration of number of restricted locations
for emergency access and implemented mitigation

Emergency access

Reliability

Safety of the system includes both operational
safety (ie collisions) as well as personal security
of using the system (real and perceived)

Security

Impact on community
cohesion: Sevrance

Safety of the system includes both operational
safety (ie collisions) as well as personal security
of using the system (real and perceived)

Options can impose different levels of severance
and visual intrusion – consideration of number of
restricted locations for pedestrians, vehicles and
bikes & visual impact on neighbouring properties

Impact on community
cohesion: Visual Intrusion

Safety

Options can impose different levels of severance
and visual intrusion – consideration of number of
restricted locations for pedestrians, vehicles and
bikes & visual impact on neighbouring properties

4

20.1
5

2.8
24.1

1.3
17.6

2.5

4.0

2.3

3.5

3.0

20.6

1.5

2.5

3.7

4.0

2.7

2.0

4

2.0

$660 M
(to 24 Ave)

3

Like for like comparison of full costs to construct
the options based on the latest cost estimates
$760 M

Expanded Description

(to 24 Ave)

Downtown to 9 Ave
New bridge over Bow
River and partial
tunnel

Impact on existing City assets Depending on alignments, route may impact on
e.g. land
existing City assets or facilities with implications

Phasing Possibilities

Capital cost

Criteria

3

22.2

23.2

2.5

4.0

2.0

3.5

4.5

3.2

2.5

1

(to 24 Ave)

$1,300 M

Downtown to 9
Avenue
Full tunnel

North Central LRT Corridor Study

MAE Accounts

Downtown to 9 Ave
At-grade over
existing Centre
Street bridge

MAE 2

1

2

2.3

3.0

3.0

3.0

21.7

3

3.5

23.7

3.5

2.5

3.0

3.5

2.5

20.5

3.2

3.0

23.5

3.0

2.5

3.0

20.8

23.8

3.5

3.0

3.0

3.0

3.0

3

2

$40 M

$300 M

3

24 Ave to McKnight
Blvd
Narrow
$200 M

24 Ave to McKnight
Blvd
Wide

MAE 1

MAE 3

20.9

23.9

2.8

3.0

3

3.5

3.0

3.2

2.5

3

$50 M

Beddington Blvd to
Beddington Tr
Wide

Table 11.2 Detailed MAE Evaluation Summary
Beddington Blvd to
Beddington Tr
Narrow
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12.0 CONCLUSION
12.1 RECOMMENDATIONS
The North Central LRT Concept Study resulted in a confirmation
that LRT along Centre Street is best aligned with the vision and
objectives of The City of Calgary. This new LRT line that will
ultimately connect to the SELRT will implement low-floor vehicles
that will allow for better integration into the adjacent communities.
The City’s desire is to build LRT along Centre Street in such a way
that land acquisitions are minimized. Given the current roadway
widths, this allows for only one lane of general traffic in each
direction if LRT is constructed in the median of Centre Street.
However, land use analysis carried out in this study suggests that a
large number of parcels will still need to be acquired in locations
where there are stations and/or left turn lanes. It should also be
noted that while the recommended cross section for at-grade
portions of the LRT results in a significant decrease in roadway
capacity as compared to today for vehicular traffic, The City is
planning to build exclusive bus lanes in the near future (North
Central Transitway). It will be the North Central Tansitway project
that the vehicular traffic capacity is significantly reduced within the
corridor, and therefore the introduction of the LRT into the roadway
at a future date would not result in a significant change in
capacity.
The study team arrived at the recommendation for at-grade LRT in
a narrow Centre Street alignment through a multi-step process
known as a Multiple Account Evaluation (MAE). Firstly, a high-level
MAE identified at-grade LRT along Centre Street and Edmonton
Trail as having the most benefits compared to eight other options
that included options along 4th Street SW, Centre Street, Edmonton
Trail, and Nose Creek. Secondly, Centre Street was compared
directly to Edmonton Trail, and based on information available,
Centre Street was shown to be the more attractive location for LRT.
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12.2 NEXT STEPS
The recommended alignment north of 16 Avenue NE was generally
established through the completion of this study, however the final
resolution the alignment connecting the Centre City to points north
of the Bow River is recommended for further study. Three
alternatives were considered for the crossing of the Bow River: an
at-grade crossing of the LRT over the existing Centre Street Bridge,
a tunneled alternative below the Bow River and a new bridge over
the Bow River that would allow for a shallower tunnel on the north
side of the Bow River. The three options developed indicated that
there are trade-offs between cost, visual impacts, and reliability.
However, based on the findings of this study we are
recommending that the at-grade and tunnel alternatives be
brought forward for further analysis to establish a better
understanding of the geological conditions and costs of the two
preferred alternatives.
The NCLRT line will likely not be built until at least the northern half
of the SELRT is built, due to the need for vehicle storage and
maintenance facility located along the SE portion of this alignment
for the new style of LRT vehicles proposed for this LRT corridor.
Regardless of the option selected for the Centre City connection,
the recommended alignment will be vastly different from one in
the original Nose Creek alignment. An at-grade LRT in a narrow
cross section along Centre Street will keep the built form of
communities intact, support walking access to transit, improve
connections to existing bus routes, and increase the person
carrying capacity on an already popular transit corridor.

With a more developed understanding of what LRT will look like in
North Central Calgary in the future, a next step is to start designing
a transitway along Centre Street that can further build ridership
and make a future conversion to LRT more acceptable, while
providing a near-term benefit for transit riders. This design work is
scheduled to start in early 2015. Key decisions in the design may
include station locations, land acquisitions, transit signal priority,
pedestrian improvements, turning restrictions, and other
considerations that should be linked to the long-term plans for the
corridor.
Land acquisitions will be a major component, and potentially a
politically contentious part of building LRT in a relatively narrow
corridor like Centre Street south of McKnight Boulevard. A land
acquisition strategy is needed to identify a process for notifying
owners and tenants of the NC Transitway/NCLRT projects and the
possible implications on their properties, assessing the market value
of properties, and carrying out any purchase or relocations. Plans
for consolidating parcels and either developing them or selling
them to developers will also have to be developed. In addition, if
the TBM alternative is chosen, then financial consideration could
be given to extending the tunneling alternative further to the north
within the area of constrained ROW.
To build the LRT in Centre Street corridor, in exclusive ROW,
restrictions to vehicular turning movements will be required to limit
interference with LRT operation (and minimize land acquisition). The
limitations to automobile mobility will have to be further explored
and consideration will need to be given to enhancements that
can be made within the corridor as well as enhancements to
vehicular capacity on alternative corridors. This may involve the
design of signage tailored to the corridor, public education, and
roadway improvements. Pedestrian and bicycle movement within
the corridor will also need to be reviewed and enhanced as the
design is progressed.
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