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NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT g
12/23/2010
TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan

or Land Use Regulation Amendments

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist

SUBJECT: City of Pendleton Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 007-10

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of adoption.
Due to the size of amended material submitted, a complete copy has not been attached. A Copy of the
adopted plan amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local government
office.

Appeal Procedures*
DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL: Tuesday, January 04, 2011

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review prior to adoption with less than the required 45-day
notice. Pursuant to ORS 197.830(2)(b) only persons who participated in the local government proceedings
leading to adoption of the amendment are eligible to appeal this decision to the Land Use Board of
Appeals (LUBA).

If you wish to appeal, you must file a notice of intent to appeal with the Land Use Board of Appeals
(LUBA) no later than 21 days from the date the decision was mailed to you by the local government. If
you have questions, check with the local government to determine the appeal deadline. Copies of the
notice of intent to appeal must be served upon the local government and others who received written notice
of the final decision from the local government. The notice of intent to appeal must be served and filed in
the form and manner prescribed by LUBA, (OAR Chapter 661, Division 10). Please call LUBA at
503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal procedures.

*NOTE: The Acknowledgment or Appeal Deadline is based upon the date the decision was mailed by local
government. A decision may have been mailed to you on a different date than it was mailed to
DLCD. As a result, your appeal deadline may be earlier than the above date specified. NO LUBA
Notification to the jurisdiction of an appeal by the deadline, this Plan Amendment is acknowledged.

Cc: Evan MacKenzie, City of Pendleton
Gloria Gardiner, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist
Grant Young, DLCD Regional Representative
Bill Holmstrom, DLCD Transportation Planner
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Jurisdiction: City of Pendleton Local file number: AMD10-03 / Ord. 3806
Date of Adoption: 12/07/2010 Date Mailed: 12/14/2010
Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to DLCD? Yes [ |No Date: 08/20/2010
Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment [ ] Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment
[] Land Use Regulation Amendment [ ] Zoning Map Amendment
New Land Use Regulation Other: TSP Amendment

Summarize the adopted amendment. Do not use technical terms. Do not write “See Attached”.

Adoption of an Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP) for Interstate 84 Exit 209 (at US395). Plan will
result in reconfiguration of intersections immediately north and south of the interchange, with associated direct
and indirect impacts on abutting properties, including new access management. Impacts will require eventual
condemnation of entire parcels or portions thereof as identified in Plan documents. No impacts will occur until
financing is available for improvements.

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? No, no explaination is necessary Minor refinements only.

Plan Map Changed from: n/a to: n/a

Zone Map Changed from: n/a to: n/a

Location: In vicinity of Interstate 84 exit 209 Acres Involved: n/a
Specify Density: Previous: n/a New: n/a

Applicable statewide planning goals:
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If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? [ ]Yes [ ]No
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Please list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts:

Umatilla County, ODOT

Local Contact: Evan MacKenzie Phone: (541) 966-0261
Address: 500 SW Dorion Avenue Fax Number: 541-966-0251
City: Pendleton Zip: 97801 E-mail Address: evan.mackenzie@ci.pendleton.or.us

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

This Form 2 must be received by DL.CD no later than 5 days after the ordinance has been signed by the public

10.

official designated by the jurisdiction to sign the approved ordinance(s)
per ORS 197.615 and OAR Chapter 660, Division 18

This Form 2 must be submitted by local jurisdictions only (not by applicant).

When submitting, please print this Form 2 on light green paper if available.

Send this Form 2 and One (1) Complete Paper Copy and One (1) Electronic Digital CD (documents and

maps) of the Adopted Amendment to the address in number 6:

Electronic Submittals: Form 2 — Notice of Adoption will not be accepted via email or any
electronic or digital format at this time.

The Adopted Materials must include the final decision signed by the official designated by the jurisdiction.
The Final Decision must include approved signed ordinance(s), finding(s), exhibit(s), and any map(s).

DLCD Notice of Adoption must be submitted in One (1) Complete Paper Copy and One (1)

Electronic Digital CD via United States Postal Service, Common Carrier or Hand Carried to

the DL.CD Salem Office and stamped with the incoming date stamp. (for submittal instructions,
also see # 5)] MAIL the PAPER COPY and CD of the Adopted Amendment to:

ATTENTION: PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT
635 CAPITOL STREET NE, SUITE 150
SALEM, OREGON 97301-2540

Submittal of this Notice of Adoption must include the signed ordinance(s), finding(s), exhibit(s) and any other
supplementary information (see ORS 197.615 ).

Deadline to appeals to LUBA is calculated twenty-one (21) days from the receipt (postmark date) of adoption
(see ORS 197.830 to 197.845 ).

In addition to sending the Form 2 - Notice of Adoption to DLCD, please notify persons who participated in
the local hearing and requested notice of the final decision at the same time the adoption packet is mailed to
DLCD (see ORS 197.615 ).

Need More Copies? You can now access these forms online at http://www.lcd.state.or.us/. You may also
call the DLCD Office at (503) 373-0050; or Fax your request to: (503) 378-5518.




ORDINANCE NO. 3806

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE No. 3442 (THE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN), ORDINANCE NO. 3743 (THE TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEM PLAN), AND ORDINANCE NO. 3250 (THE ZONING ORDINANCE)
THROUGH ADOPTION OF THE “I-84/US395 INTERCHANGE AREA
MANAGEMENT PLAN” (IAMP).

‘Whereas, The City of Pendleton Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 1983 and updated in 1990, and;

Whereas, The Transportation System Plan (TSP) was adopted in 1996 and updated in 2007 and constitutes the
Goal 12 (Transportation) element of the Comprehensive Plan, and,;

Whereas, Adoption of the Exit 209 IAMP does not have the potential to result in trip generation that will
exceed existing growth assumptions, and;

WhereaS, Adoption of the IAMP will result in (potential) trip generation that is either unchanged or reduced
relative to what might be contemplated under the base zones, and;

Whereas, No significant impact to any existing or proposed transportation facility is anticipated; no new
residential/commercial/industrial development could be permitted as a result of approval that would necessitate
upgrades to existing facilities or new unplanned facilities, and,;

Whereas, The proposal has the potential to reduce principle reliance on the automobile by improving facilities
and connections for people who may use other modes such as walking and bicycling, and;

Whereas, No specific conditions of approval are necessary in order to insure compliance with the TPR or the
City of Pendleton TSP, and;

‘Whereas, The Plan itself is an amendment to the City of Pendleton Comprehensive Plan Goal 12 element; no
further amendments are proposed or warranted, and;

Whereas, The request complies with Goal 12 (the Transportation Planning Rule), and;

Whereas, The proposal is consistent with the standards and criteria for an amendment to the Comprehensive
Plan, because it implements the Goals and Policies outlined in the Transportation System Plan. As a legislative
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, any ordinance adopted by the City Council and not appealed shall by
its very nature be consistent with the Plan, and;

Whereas, The proposal is consistent with the standards and criteria for an amendment to the Zoning
Ordinance, because it complies with the provisions of the City of Pendleton Transportation System Plan.
Adoption of the IAMP will not permit niew land uses or levels that are inconsistent with the functional
classification of an existing or planned tljansportation facility, and;

Whereas, Specific conditions are not necessary to ensure that approval of this request will protect the best
interests of the property owner(s), surrounding property or neighborhood, and/or the City as a whole.
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NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF PENDLETON ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

1. The 1-84/US395 Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP), attached as “Exhibit A”
hereto is adopted as Appendix E to the City of Pendleton Transportation System Plan.

2. The City of Pendleton Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance #3250, as amended) is hereby amended
as recommended in the September 16, 2010 letter from Angelo Planning Group, attached as
“Exhibit B.” v

ARTICLE XXIIl. I-84 EXIT 209 INTERCHANGE OVERLAY DISTRICT (IOD)

SECTION 175. PURPOSE

The purpose of the Exit 209 Interchange Overlay District (Exit 209 10D) is the long-range
preservation of operational efficiency and safety of the 1-84/US 395 Interchange. “The transportation
function of the I-84/US 395 Interchange is principally to provide safe and efficient access to
downtown Pendleton and the commercial and residential areas south of 1-84, including local traffic
traveling between these two areas. In addition to this primary function, the 1-84/US 395 Interchange
remains an important facility for accessing the Eastern Oregon Correctional Facility, Blue Mountain
Community College, the residential areas north of downtown, and the planned relocation of St.
Anthony Hospital. The interchange also serves regional traffic coming from/going to US 395 south of
Pendleton, and both OR 11 and OR 37 north of downtown.”

SECTION 176. APPLICABILITY

The provisions of this Article shall apply to any administrative, quasi-judicial, or legislative land use

application for a parcel wholly or partially within the Exit 209 10D, as defined in this section. These

provisions shall apply to all new development and redevelopment appllcatlons that meet one or
more of the following conditions:

a) New residential, commercial, public/institutional or industrial development.

b) Expansion of single-family or duplex residential development valued in excess of thirty (30%)
percent of the most recent assessed value of the improvements on the property.

c) Reconstruction of a single-family or duplex residential casualty loss valued in excess of one
hundred thirty (130%) percent of the most recent assessed value of the structure.

d) Expansion of multiple family, commercial, public/institutional or industrial development valued in
excess of fifteen (15%) percent of the most recent assessed value of the improvements on the
property.

e) Reconstruction of multiple family, commercial, pubiic/institutionai or industriai casualty ioss in
excess of one hundred fifteen (115%) percent of the most recent assessed value of the
structure.

f) Change in use (occupancy class) of a building as defined by the Uniform Building Code.

Development values within this section shall be determined by the City Manager based on the

Building Valuation Data published and updated periodically by the State of Oregon Building Codes

Agency for use in determining building permit valuations and the records of the Umatilla County

Assessor’s Office. Any conflict between the standards of the 10D and those contained within other

chapters of the Zoning or Subdivision Ordinance shall be resolved in favor of the I0D. The boundary

of the Exit 209 10D is shown on the Pendleton Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map and Zoning

Map.

SECTION 177. PERMITTED LAND USES
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Uses permitted outright or conditionally in the underlying zoning district are permitted subject to
other applicable provisions in the Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance.

SECTION 178. ACCESS MANAGEMENT

In addition to the requirements of OAR 734-051, parcels wholly or partially within the Exit 209 IOD

are governed-by the Access Management Plan in the I-84/US 395 Interchange Area Management

Plan (IAMP). The following applies to all land use and development applications for parcels within

the IAMP Overlay District as defined in Section 98 A Access Approval

1. Access to local streets within the Exit 209 10D shall be subject to joint review by the City and the
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT). Coordination of this review will occur pursuant to
Section 102.

2. Approval of an access permit is an administrative action and is based on the standards

contained in this Article and the Access Management Plan in the 1-84/US 395 IAMP

SECTION 179. SUPPLEMENTAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE
Development or redevelopment of parcels within the IOD will be assessed a Supplemental
Transportation System Development Charge (STSDC) that will be dedicated to transportation
improvements in the vicinity of the 1-84/US 395 Interchange, as identified in the adopted |-84/US 395
IAMP. The STSDC will be based on weekday p.m. peak hour trips generated by a proposed
development and calculated pursuant to TIS requirements in Ordinance 3481 (Building Standards),
Section 5 of the City’s code, and referred to in Section 102.

SECTION 180. ADMINISTRATION

This section establishes the responsibilities of the City and ODOT to monitor and evaluate vehicle

trip generation and impacts on the 1-84/US 395 Interchange from development approval under this

section.

A. Transportation Assessment Report. For all development applications subject to Section 98 of
this Article and located within the Exit 209 IOD, the applicant shall prepare and submit to the.City

a Transportation Assessment Report that documents the following:

1. Expected weekday p.m. peak hour trip generation.

2. Identifies how the development complies with the IAMP and what off-site improvements will
be constructed as part of the development.

3. Reviews proposed site-access driveways and streets to ensure compliance with the IAMP
Access Management Plan/Strategy and that adequate intersection sight distance and traffic
control will be provided. :

4. Reviews on-site parking and circulation plan to ensure safe and efficient travel for all modes
of travel and includes AutoTurn analyses for anticipated trucks and emergency service
vehicles.

B. Transportation Impact Study R

1. A Transportation Impact Study (TIS) shall be required for all zone change and
comprehensive plan amendments that result in an increase in trips as compared to uses
permitted under the existing designation and for all development applications for parcels
partially or wholly within the Exit 209 10D.

2. The TIS shall be developed according to the requirements of Section 5 (Development
Requirements) of Ordinance 3481 (Construction and Building), shall document all elements
required as part of the Transportation Assessment Report, Section 102(A) of this Article, and
shall demonstrate the level of impact of the proposed development on the surrounding street
system and the |-84/US 395 Interchange:

3. The scope of the TIS and determination of impact or effect shall be coordinated with the City

of Pendleton and ODOT.

C. Agency Coordination
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1. The City shall not deem the land use application complete unless the application includes a
Traffic Assessment Report or, if required, a TIS prepared in accordance with the
requirements of Section 5 (Development Requirements) of Ordlnance 3481 (Building
Standards).

2. The City shall provide written notification to ODOT once the application is deemed complete
This notice shall include an invitation to ODOT to participate in the City's site review
meeting(s), pursuant to City pre-application requirements. :

3. ODOT shall have at least 10 days, measured from the date the notice to agencies was

mailed, to provide written comments to the City. If ODOT does not provide written comments

during this 10-day period, the City staff report will be issued without consideration of ODOT

comments.

. Monitoring Responsibilities. The details of City monitoring responsibilities will be established in
the 1-84/US 395 Interchange Area Supplemental Transportation SDC (STSDC) Ordinance and
the approved I-84/US 395 IAMP City of Pendleton/Oregon Department of Transportation
Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA).

1. The City will develop an Annual IAMP Report that details program management issues and
recommends index adjustments to the STSDC rates for the coming year. The City will
provide the Annual IAMP Report to ODOT to allow for coordination of management issues,
such as updating the monitoring process and the timing for the next IAMP update.

2. The agencies will review the IAMP pursuant to the review triggers. This review shall be
conducted through a meeting initiated by the City of Pendleton or ODOT and shall include all
affected agencies.

3. IAMP review triggers may be based on criteria such as set time periods, queuing thresholds,
and alternative mobility standards. They shall be specified in the implementation section of
the IAMP and in the City/ODOT IGA. BN

IAMP Review Triggers

a. Periodically, the implementation program shall be evaluated to ensure it is accomplishing
the goals and objectives of the IAMP.

b. Events that will trigger an IAMP review include: .

1) Every fifth year from the date of IAMP adoption or latest update.

2) Plan map and zone changes that have a “significant effect” per the Transportation
Planning Rule and impact the 1-84/US 395 Interchange, or that are located within the
I0D.

3) The 95th-percentile northbound left-turn queue at the existing SW Emigrant
Avenue/SW 20th Street intersection backs past the 1-84/US 395 Westbound ramp
terminal.

4) The 95th-percentile southbound left-turn queue at the US 395/SW Hailey Avenue-
SW Tutuilla Creek Road intersection spills into the US 395 through lanes and backs
up into the 1-84/US 395 Eastbound ramp terminal.

5) Mobility measures at the 1-84 ramp terminals exceed the adopted alternative mobility
standard of a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.86 along US 395 from the -84 Westbound ramp
terminal to the realigned SW Hailey Avenue intersection.

4. Inaddition to the established triggers for IAMP review, the agencies can request a review of
the IAMP at any time if, in their determination, specific land use or transportation changes
warrant a review of the underlying assumptions and/or recommendations within the IAMP.

5. If the participants in the IAMP review meeting agree that an IAMP amendment is not
warranted after examining the impacts of the conditions that triggered the review, a
recommendation of “no action” may be documented and submitted in the form of a letter to
the City of Pendleton City Council and the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC).
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6. If the need for an update to the plan is found during IAMP review, review participants will
initiate an IAMP update process. Initial steps in updating the IAMP will include scoping the
planning process, identifying funding, and outlining a schedule for plan completion. Once
completed, IAMP updates shall be required to be legislatively adopted as amendments to
the City of Pendleton TSP and Comprehensive Plan and as an update to the OHP, requmng
a City Council public hearing and an OTC hearing.

SECTION 181. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND ZONING MAP AND TEXT AMENDMENTS
This section applies to all Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map amendments for parcels
wholly or partially within the IOD and code amendments that affect development within the IOD.

A. Transportation Planning Rule Requirements. Applications for Comprehensive Plan amendments,
Zoning Map amendments, or development regulation amendments shall determine whether the
proposed change will significantly affect a collector or arterial transportation facility and must meet
the requirements of Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-012-0060.

PASSED by the City Council and approved by the Mayor December 7, 2010.

Ph1111p W Houk
Mayor

ATTEST: C\LQ Q ,

Andrea Denton, City Recorder

Approved as to Form:

Peter H. Wells, City Attorney
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Exhibit B

planninlgggoup LAND USE PLANNING + TRANSPORTATION PLANNING « PROJECT MANAGEMENT

Memorandum

Date: September 16, 2010
To:  1-84/US 395 IAMP Project Team

From: Shayna Rehberg, AICP
Darci Rudzinski, AICP

Re: |-84/US 395 Interchange Area Management Plan
Proposed IAMP Policies and Code Amendments

Overview :

This memorandum presents proposed regulatory language that, once adopted, will be used to
implement the I-84/US 395 Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP). Proposed language is being
provided in conformance with Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 734-051-0155(2), which states
“prior to adoption by the Oregon Transportation Commission, the Department will work with local
governments on any amendments to local comprehensive plans and transportation system plans
and local land use and subdivision codes to ensure the proposed... Interchange Area Management
Plan is consistent with the local plan and codes.”

The IAMP and its implementing measures must also comply with the Transportation Planning Rule
(TPR). The TPR requires that local governments adopt land use regulations consistent with state and
federal requirements "to protect transportation facilities, corridors, and sites for their identified
functions (OAR 660-012-0045(2))." To comply with OAR 734-051 and OAR 660-012 and ensure that
local land use actions are consistent with the transportation facility planning within the IAMP, it is
recommended that the City adopt policy language in the IAMP and a new section in its Zoning
Ordinance for an interchange zoning overlay district.

Overlay Districts

A zoning overlay district defines an area in which special regulations apply. The use and
development standards of the underlying zoning district typically continue to apply, with the provision
that if there is a conflict between the two districts, the overlay district shall prevail. In the case of
interchange-related overlay districts, the special regulations tend fo address additional access
management and impact study requirements for the interchange area, in accordance with the TPR
requirements that transportation facilities be protected for their identified function.

An additional transportation system development charge (SDC) may also apply in an interchange
area but these requirements are established in a separate ordinance and not in the code language
for the interchange overlay district. The applicable area for a supplemental transportation SDC may
also have different boundaries than the overlay district.

Adoption Process

As described in Section 8 of the IAMP, a legislative process for Comprehensive Plan text
amendments will be required for the City of Pendleton to amend its Transportation System Plan
(TSP) and Comprehensive Plan to incorporate the 1-84/US 395 IAMP. As part of this legislative
process, the City will also need to amend its Development Code (Zoning Ordinance) and it's

921 SW Washington Street, Suite 468, Portland, OR 97205 » tel 503.224.6974 » fax 503.227.3679 » www.angeloplanning.com




Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map and Zoning Map to include the new overlay district. The
maps will be amended to reflect the interchange management study area (IMSA) as shown in
Figure 1.

For Discussion: The IMSA to the south of the interchange currently extends to SW 30" Street. The

IMSA is sufficient for purposes of determining access management, but does not capture the extent of
the area where future development will likely occur. Given the development potential south of the

current study area that would use the interchange, particularly the relocation of St. Anthony Hospital,

the City may wish to extend the overlay district boundary to include land along the US 395 corridor
and Tutuilla Road south to the city limits. Consideration should be given any new development on the

south side of the interstate — generally addressed in 3481.

This memorandum presents proposed and recommended policy and code language to be adopted
as part of the IAMP process. As done above, where there are elements of the policy and code
recommendations that need to be discussed or otherwise reviewed, those issues are identified by a
change in font and in the subsections beginning “For Discussion” or “For Review.”

Proposed Policy Language

The IAMP should include policy language that clearly states the function and purpose of the
interchange. A statement of the function of the |-84/US 395 Interchange has been developed during
the IAMP process in collaboration with the Technical and Public Advisory Committees. It is included
in Section 8 of the IAMP, and once an adopted part of the City's TSP and Comprehensive Plan, all
subsequent land use actions will need to be consistent with this function and policy statement.

The transportation function of the [-84/US 395 Interchange is principally to
provide safe and efficient access to downtown Pendleton and the residential
and commmercial areas south of i-84, including locai traffic traveiing between
these two areas. In addition to this primary function, the 1-84/US 395
Interchange remains an important facility for accessing the Eastern Oregon
Correctional Facility, Blue Mountain Community College, the residential areas
north of downtown, and the planned relocation of St. Anthony Hospital. The
interchange also serves regional traffic coming from/going to US 395 south of
Pendleton, and both OR 11 and OR 37 north of downtown.

Proposed policies may also identify strategies such as alternative mobility standards and trip
allocations or budgets that serve to protect the identified function of the interchange. Trip allocations
and budgets present more of an administrative burden, and in the case of the |-84/US 395
Interchange, it is recommended that only alternative mobility standards be adopted to assist in
protecting interchange function.

While standard volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios are established in the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP),
there are cases in which more permissive or restrictive standards are needed to accomplish adopted
transportation and land use goals. It is recommended that the following alternative mobility standards
be incorporated into the IAMP implementation section and be adopted as part of the IAMP and, as a
facility plan, as an amendment to the OHP.

e A volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.86 along US 395 from the |-84 Westbound ramp
terminal to the realigned SW Hailey Avenue intersection.

Proposed Code Language for the City of Pendleton Development Ordinance
Pursuant to the City’s existing Zoning Ordinance, site plan review is required primarily for multi-family
housing development and development within some of the City’s special use zoning subdistricts such
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as the Airport Industrial (Al) and Business Park (BP) subdistricts. The proposed Interchange Overlay
District (IOD) would require site plan review for all development and redevelopment in the overlay
district, so as to ensure the application of special access management and impact study
requirements in the district.

For Review: Currently, there is not a discrete and global section in the City’s code regarding Site
Plan Review or pre-application requirements. If these sections are developed in the future, references
in the proposed 10D shall be updated.

The City has existing adopted standards for traffic impact studies (TISs) in Ordinance 3481 (Building
Standards), Section 5 (Development Requirements). A TIS is required for all development that is
projected to have an impact on transportation corridors or intersections identified to be of local or
regional significance. Intersections of significance include all intersections with arterial or collector
roadway functional classifications as established in the City’s TSP. These existing standards provide
for extensive application of TIS requirements, and the overlay district should ensure universal
application of these requirements for all development and redevelopment in the district.
Redevelopment shall be defined in the code language in terms of the extent of redevelopment and its
potential for generating traffic. Similarly, zone changes and/or Comprehensive Plan amendments
would also be required to prepare and submit a TIS pursuant to the requirements and references in
the new overlay district.

The recommended language also addresses TPR Section -0060, which requires that amendments to
functional plans, acknowledged Comprehensive Plans, and land use regulations that significantly
affect an existing or planned transportation facility ensure that the allowed land uses are consistent
with the identified function, capacity, and performance standards of the facility.

Finally, to reflect the collaboration required in planning for and managing the interchange area,
adopting the following recommended code language will codify how the City will coordinate with
ODOT in reviewing land use and development applications in the Pendleton Interchange Overlay
District. Monitoring and updates to the IAMP will occur according to specific terms established in the
implementation section (Section 8) of the IAMP and an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) between
the City of Pendleton and ODOT. General terms for monitoring and updates are provided in the
following proposed code language.

Please note: the specific Article and Section numbers may be revised prior to adoption in order to
account for recent changes to the Subdivision Ordinance.
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ARTICLE XXIil. INTERCHANGE OVERLAY DISTRICT (I0D)

Note: Code numbering and lettering will be modified as needed to be incorporated into the City’s
existing Zoning Ordinance. City staff anticipates a new Article will be inserted at the end of the
Ordinance, beginning at Section 175.

SECTION 175. PURPOSE

The purpose of the Exit 209 Interchange Overlay District (Exit 209 10D) is the long-range
preservation of operational efficiency and safety of the 1-84/US 395 Interchange. “The transportation
function of the I-84/US 395 Interchange is principally to provide gg and efficient access to
downtown Pendleton and the commercial and residential areas soylf@8r 1-84, including local traffic
traveling between these two areas. In addition to this primary furg@@ the 1-84/US 395 Interchange
remains an important facility for accessing the Eastern Oregop@@sfegtianal Facility, Blue Mountain

Anthony Hospital. The interchange also serves regional trafis i N ::, Biog to US 395 south of
Pendleton, and both OR 11 and OR 37 north of downtqus

SECTION 176. APPLICABILITY 3 : -
The provisions of this Article shall apply to any 3@@ini ivefitis gaislative land

use application for a parcel wholly or partially withir™ g, E xii OD, as deflned in this section.
These provisions shall apply to all new,development SER#8HE olopment applications that meet
one or more of the following conditiongg L

a)

b) i i i evelop *5'%1 t valued in excess of thirty

essed improvements on the property
c) ily or d4BIExX residential casualty loss valued in excess of
ost recent assessed value of the structure
d) k. blic/institutional or industrial development

of the most recent assessed value of the

Development valu ) Pihis section shall be determined by the City Manager based on the
Building Valuation Data@#ublished and updated periodically by the State of Oregon Building Codes
Agency for use in determining building permit valuations and the records of the Umatilla County
Assessor’s Office.

Any conflict between the standards of the IOD and those contained within other chapters of the
Zoning or Subdivision Ordinance shall be resolved in favor of the 10D.

The boundary of the Exit 209 10D is shown on the Pendleton Comprehensive Land Use Plan
Map and Zoning Map.
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For Discussion: The IAMP study area (Figure 1), which is also the proposed IOD, extends south to
SW 30" Street. Given the development potential south of the current study area that would use the
interchange, determine whether to extend the 10D boundary to include land along the US 395
corridor south to the city limits. Also, confirm that the definitions of redevelopment in a-f, which are
taken from existing City requirements (Ordinance 3481, Construction and Building, Section 4), are
appropriate here.

SECTION 177. PERMITTED LAND USES
Uses permitted outright or conditionally in the underlying zoning district are permitted subject to
other applicable provisions in the Zoning and Subdivision Ordinanee.- -

SECTION 178. ACCESS MANAGEMENT

In addition to the requirements of OAR 734-051, parcels
IOD are governed by the Access Management Plan in“the I- 84/US:395 Interchange Area
Management Plan (IAMP). The foIIowmg applies to all'-l_,_r d use and evelopment applications
for parcels within the IAMP Overlay District as defined in Section 98.

A. Access Approval

‘of partially within the Exit 209

1. Access to local streets within the Exit 209 10
the Oregon Department of Transportation (
pursuant to Section 102.

\ ON SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE
the 10D will be assessed a Supplemental
nt Charge (STSDC) that wiII be dedicated to transportation

wnprgvements in the vic
IAMP: The STSDC wil

, |tys code, and referred toin Ser‘ﬂon 102

Section 5 5 of

For Dtscusston A supplemental transportation SDC for the IAMP area needs to be discussed. A
Separate ordinance or set of ordinance amendments would need to be developed, including definition
of the area to which the supplemental SDC would apply, the methodology for calculating the SDC,
and the list of projects in the interchange area for which the SDC would be eligible. Peak hour trips in
this area are often the result of parents driving kids to Sunridge Middle School, which may result in a
peak longer than an hour in both the a.m. and p.m.
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SECTION 180. ADMINISTRATION )

This section establishes the responsibilities of the City and ODOT to monitor and evaluate
vehicle trip generation and impacts on the 1-84/US 395 Interchange from development approval
under this section.

A. Transportation Assessment Report

For all development applications s'ubject to Section 98 of this Article and located within the Exit
209 0D, the applicant shall prepare and submit to the City a Transportation Assessment Report
that documents the following:

1. Expected weekday p.m. peak hour trip generation.

2. Identifies how the development complies with the IAMP an what off-site improvements will
be constructed as part of the development. .

3. Reviews proposed site-access driveways and stréets to ensure ¢ ance with the IAMP
Access Management Plan/Strategy and that adequate intersection sight distance and traffic
control will be provided.

safe and efficient travel for all modes
ed trucks and emergency service

4. Reviews on-site parking and circulation plah
of travel and includes AutoTurn analyses for
vehicles.

B. Transportation Impact Study

be required for all zone change and
an increase in trips as compared to uses

1. A Tranenortatign
comprehensive pla

Pend!g;gn and ODOT.

For Discussion: For simplicity, existing TIS requirements are referred to in the proposed language
above rather than being written out in full. The only additional specification being proposed here is
requiring a TIS for zone changes and plan amendments, a level of analysis that is already necessary
to comply with the TPR. The City may want to reconsider whether TIS requirements can be waived by
the Public Works Director in the Exit 209 IOD, as is currently permitted in Ordinance 3481, Section
5, Subsection B(1).

C. Agency Coordination

1. The City shall not deem the land use application complete unless the application includes a
Traffic Assessment Report or, if required, a TIS prepared in accordance with the
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requirements of Section 5 (Development Requirements) of Ordinance 3481 (Building
Standards).

The City shall provide written notification to ODOT once the application is deemed complete.
This notice shall include an invitation to ODOT to participate in the City's site review
meeting(s), pursuant to City pre-application requirements.

ODOT shall have at least 10 days, measured from the date the notice to agencies was
mailed, to provide written comments to the City. If ODOT does not provide written comments
during this 10-day period, the City staff report will be issued W|thout consideration of ODOT
comments. o

For Discussion: For consistency and ease of administration, the tzme perzod suggested in C.3 above
is consistent with the City’s current notification and review process.

D. Monitoring Responsibilities

The details of City monitoring responsibilities will be eétablished in the 1-84/US 395 Interchange Area
Supplemental Transportation SDC (STSDC) Ordinance and the approved 1-84/US 395 IAMP City of
Pendleton/Oregon Department of Transportatlon Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA).

1.

»:‘-,’fIAMP Review Trlgg‘ rs

The City will develop an Annual IAMP Report that detalls program management issues and
recommends index adjustments to the STSDC rates for the coming year. The City will
provide the Annual IAMP Report to ODOT to allow for coordination of management issues,
such as updating the monitoring process and the tlmlng for the next IAMP update.

The agencies will review the IAMP pursuant to the review triggers. This review shall be
conducted through a meeting initiated by the City of Pendleton or ODOT and shall
include all affected agencies.

IAMP review trlggers may-: be based on cntena such as set time periods, queuing
thresholds, and alternative mobility standards They shall be specified in the

|mplementatlon section fthe IAMP and in the City/ODOT IGA.

a ',_i_j-'e'_nodlcally, the mplemeni:atlon program snall be evaluated to ensure it is
a _:compllsnlng the goals and objectives of the IAMP.

b. Eventsﬁ-;";ihat will trigger an IAMP review include:
1) Every fifth year from the date of IAMP adoption or latest update.

2) Plan map and zone changes that have a “significant effect” per the
Transportation Planning Rule and impact the I-84/US 395 Interchange, or that
are located within the |OD.

3) The 95th-percentile northbound left-turn queue at the existing SW Emigrant
Avenue/SW 20th Street intersection backs past the 1-84/US 395 Westbound
ramp terminal.

I-84/US 395 IAMP: Proposed Policies and Code Amendments
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4) The 95th-percentile southbound left-turn queue at the US 395/SW Hailey Avenue-
SW Tutuilla Creek Road intersection spills into the US 395 through lanes and
backs up into the I-84/US 395 Eastbound ramp terminal.

5) Mobility measures at the 1-84 ramp terminals exceed the adopted alternative
mobility standard of a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.86 along US 395 from the I-
84 Westbound ramp terminal to the realigned SW Hailey Avenue intersection.

For Discussion: Review triggers may be codified (as proposed above), could be adopted at the
policy level through the IAMP document itself, and/or could be enacted through the provisions of
an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) between the City and ODOT

4. In addition to the established triggers for IAMP review, the, agencies can request a
review of the IAMP at any time if, in their determination;. specific land use or
transportation changes warrant a review ofiithe underlying assumptions and/or
recommendations within the IAMP. ' :

5. If the participants in the IAMP review migéting agree that an IAMP
warranted after examining the impacts of
recommendation of “no.action” may be docu
to the City of Pendleton City CounC|I and the Ore

dment is not
condi |ons that triggered-the review, a
d*submitted in the form of a letter
ransportation Commission (OTC).

6. If the need for an update to the nd during tAMP review, review participants will
initiate an IAMP update process: Initial“steps. in updating:the IAMP will include scoping
the planning process, identifying funding, and outlining a sehedule for plan completlon

Once compieted, JAMP. updates - shalii be required to be iegisiatively adopted as

Sity endleton TSP :and Comprehensive Plan and as an update
ouncil pubilc hearlng and an OTC hearing.

£ plicit that local Comprehensive Plan and code amendments will be
required to comply with:s land use and transportation planning regulations, it is recommended to
make this explicit in the City’s code, particularly in the interchange overlay district. The City’s
existing code regarding amendments (Article XII) does not currently make explicit reference to the
TPR.
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Figure 1. »
Interchange Management Study Area (IMSA) - Proposed Interchange Overlay District
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CITY OF PENDLETON PLANNING COMMISSION
Staff report and recommendation

FILE NO.: AMD10-03 (Legislative Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan)
PREPARED: October 14, 2010
HEARING DATE:  October 21, 2010
APPLICANT(S): Evan MacKenzie, Planner Matt Hughart
Representing the City of Pendleton Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
500 SW Dorion Avenue : 610 SW Alder Street, Suite 700
Pendleton, OR 97801 Portland, OR 97205
OWNER(S): City of Pendleton

SITE LOCATION: Interstate 84/US395 Interchange, and lands within roughly %2 mile.
PROPOSAL: Adoption of an Interchange Area Master Plan (IAMP) for the 1-84/US395 Interchange.
REVIEWED BY: Evan MacKenzie, City Planner
ATTACHMENTS:  Application and supplemental materials
Public Notice and map of noticed area
1-84/US395 Interchange Area Master Plan
TESTIMONY: No written testimony received at the time this report was prepared.
SUMMARY: Adoption of an Interchange Area Master Plan (IAMP) for the I-84/US395 Interchange,

which also includes an amendment to the City of Pendleton Comprehensive Plan Goal 12
(Transportation) element.

APPLICABLE CRITERIA AND STANDARDS:

The criteria for approval of a text or map amendment to the Zoning Ordinance or Comprehensive Plan are
contained in Article XXI (Sections 147-150) of the Zoning Ordinance. State of Oregon Goal 12 (The
Transportation Planning Rule, or TPR) is found in Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-015-0000(12).

The proposed development must comply with applicable provisions contained in Chapter 10 of the General
Ordinances of the City of Pendleton, and the City of Pendleton Comprehensive Plan. Generally, unless otherwise
noted, if a request is found to be consistent with the General Ordinances, it is considered consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan. Amendments to the Plan, unless appealed, become consistent upon adoption.

The action contemplated is a legislative matter. Action on this request requires a hearing by both the Planning
Commission (in the form of a recommendation to Council) and City Council (adoption by ordinance). The action is
not subject to the “120 Day Rule” established in ORS 227.178.

(ZONING ORDINANCE) SECTION 2. PURPOSE: The text of this Ordinance and zoning map constitute the zoning
ordinance and regulations for the area within the Urban Growth Boundary of the City of Pendleton and are adopted
to protect and promote the public health, safety and welfare, and to provide the economic and social advantages
which result from the orderly and planned use of land resources.

Planning Commission Staff Report (AMD10-03) —1-84/US395 IAMP
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1. STATE OF OREGON GOAL 12: TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE
OAR 660-015-0000(12)
To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation system.

Transportation planning in Oregon is guided by Statewide Planning Goal 12 and the Transportation Planning
Rule (TPR, OAR 660-012). The Pendleton Transportation System Plan (TSP) was adopted in 2007 to meet the
requirements of the TPR. Any proposed rezone may change the underlying assumptions of the TSP, and
requires analysis, findings and conclusions to determine consistency with the function, capacity and
performance standards of the TSP.

This process is specifically addressed in Section 0060, and requires a two-part analysis. Findings shall address
whether or not the proposed amendment would “significantly affect” the transportation system as defined in
subsections (1) and (4). If the amendment would result in a significant effect, then approval shall be
conditioned upon mitigation measures as described in subsections (2) and (3).

Requirements of the TPR generally dictate the applicant submit a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) from a
Registered Traffic Engineer documenting differential in potential trip generation between the existing and
proposed zones. If the proposed zone has the potential for increased trip generation over the existing zone, the
analysis shall calculate any projected change in the Level of Service (LOS) for affected intersections. Any
analysis shall be coordinated with ODOT to ensure the methods used meet accepted standards. Analysis shall
also account for additional public facilities such as sidewalks, bicycle lanes or other non-motorized facilities
not accounted for in the TSP.

Alternately, the applicant or the City may rely on trip generation figures from the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE). If the City is to allow consideration based on generalities, a “worst case scenario” should be
assumed, much as it would be under a TIA.

OAR 660-012-0060 - Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments

(1) Where an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land use regulation
would significantly affect an existing or planned transportation facility, the local government shall put in
place measures as provided in section (2) of this rule to assure that allowed land uses are consistent with the
identified function, capacity, and performance standards (e.g. level of service, volume to capacity ratio,
etc.) of the facility. A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation facility if
it would:

(a) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility (exclusive of
correction of map errors in an adopted plan);
(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or
(c) As measured at the end of the planning period identified in the adopted transportation system plan:
(A) Allow land uses or levels of development that would result in types or levels of travel or access that
are inconsistent with the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility;
(B) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility below the minimum
acceptable performance standard identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan; or
(C) Worsen the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that is otherwise projected
to perform below the minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the TSP or
comprehensive plan.

Findings: The City of Pendleton Transportation System Plan (TSP) was adopted in 2007. The TSP constitutes
the Goal 12 element of the Comprehensive Plan. Interstate 84 and US395/Southgate are both ODOT facilities,
Southgate is classified as an Arterial in the TSP. SW Emigrant and Frazer are also ODOT facilities, and are
classified as Arterials in the TSP. All remaining streets within the vicinity of the interchange are under the
jurisdiction of the City of Pendleton.

Adoption of the TIAMP will not change the type and intensity of uses permitted outright, permitted
conditionally, or prohibited within the respective zones. Adoption of the IJAMP will result in no change to
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(potential) trip generation. Because no new or additional uses are contemplated, a detailed analysis of trip
generation under the existing zones and the proposed IAMP overlay is not warranted.

No development is proposed, or would be permitted through adoption of the IAMP, that would result in types
or levels of travel or access that are inconsistent with the functional classification of an existing or planned
transportation facility. Adoption of the IAMP would not worsen the performance of an existing or planned
transportation facility that is otherwise projected to perform below the minimum acceptable performance
standard identified in the TSP or Comprehensive Plan.

The proposed IAMP will serve to assist both the City and ODOT in accommodating traffic growth in the entire
Pendleton area, so that future amendments to the TSP may not be necessary, or may be delayed.

Conclusion: Approval of the request would have no immediate or long-term (trip generation) impact on
existing transportation facilities. Approval of the request would not significantly affect an existing or planned
transportation facility due to increased trip generation. No requirement exists to comply with the standards
contained in Section (2) below.

(2) Where a local government determines that there would be a significant effect, compliance with section (1)
shall be accomplished through one or a combination of the following:

(a) Adopting measures that demonstrate allowed land uses are consistent with the planned function,
capacity, and performance standards of the transportation facility.

(b) Amending the TSP or comprehensive plan to provide transportation facilities, improvements or
services adequate to support the proposed land uses consistent with the requirements of this division;
such amendments shall include a funding plan or mechanism consistent with section (4) or include an
amendment to the transportation finance plan so that the facility, improvement, or service will be
provided by the end of the planning period. '

(c) Altering land use designations, densities, or design requirements to reduce demand for automobile
travel and meet travel needs through other modes.

(d) Amending the TSP to modify the planned function, capacity or performance standards of the
transportation facility.

(e) Providing other measures as a condition of development or through a development agreement or
similar funding method, including transportation system management measures, demand management
or minor transportation improvements. Local governments shall as part of the amendment specify when
measures or improvements provided pursuant to this subsection will be provided.

Findings: Findings and conclusions from previous sections are included herein by reference. Approval of the
request would not significantly affect an existing or planned transportation facility; no action pursuant to
Section 2 is required.

The purpose of the IAMP is to anticipate traffic growth, and plan for it before it happens. If the IAMP is not
adopted, it is possible that the City would have to consider a development moratonum along Tutuilla Road, and
perhaps on the entire south side of the City in the not-too-distant future.

Conclusion: Criterion is not applicable.

(3) Notwithstanding sections (1) and (2) of this rule, a local government may approve an amendment that
would significantly affect an existing transportation facility without assuring that the allowed land uses are
consistent with the function, capacity and performance standards of the facility where:

(a) The facility is already performing below the minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the
TSP or comprehensive plan on the date the amendment application is submitted;

(b) In the absence of the amendment, planned transportation facilities, improvements and services as set
forth in section (4) of this rule would not be adequate to achieve consistency with the identified
function, capacity or performance standard for that facility by the end of the planning period identified
in the adopted TSP;
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(c) Development resulting from the amendment will, at a minimum, mitigate the impacts of the amendment
in a manner that avoids further degradation to the performance of the facility by the time of the
development through one or a combination of transportation improvements or measures;

(d) The amendment does not involve property located in an interchange area as defined in paragraph
@)(d)(C); and

(e) For affected state highways, ODOT provides a written statement that the proposed funding and timing
for the identified mitigation improvements or measures are, at a minimum, sufficient to avoid further
degradation to the performance of the affected state highway. However, if a local government provides
the appropriate ODOT regional office with written notice of a proposed amendment in a manner that
provides ODOT reasonable opportunity to submit a written statement into the record of the local
government proceeding, and ODOT does not provide a written statement, then the local government
~may proceed with applying subsections (a) through (d) of this section.

Findings: Findings and conclusions from previous sections are included herein by reference. Approval of the
request would not significantly affect an existing or planned transportation facility; no action pursuant to
Section 3 is required.

Conclusion: Criterion is not applicable.

(4) Determinations under sections (1)-(3) of this rule shall be coordinated with affected transportation facility
and service providers and other affected local governments.

(a) In determining whether an amendment has a significant effect on an existing or planned transportation
facility under subsection (1)(c) of this rule, local governments shall rely on existing transportation
facilities and services and on the planned transportation facilities, improvements and services set forth
in subsections (b) and (c¢) below.

(b) Outside of interstate interchange areas, the following are considered planned facilities, improvements
and services:

(A) Transportation facilities, improvements or services that are funded for construction or
implementation in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program or a locally or regionally
adopted transportation improvement program or capital improvement plan or program of
transportation service provider.

(B) Transportation facilities, improvements or services that are authorized in a local transportation
system plan and for which a funding plan or mechanism is in place or approved. These include, but
are not limited to, transportation facilities, improvements or services for which: transportation
systems development charge revenues are being collected; a local improvement district or
reimbursement district has been established or will be established prior to development; a
development agreement has been adopted; or conditions of approval to fund the improvement have
been adopted.

(C) Transportation facilities, improvements or services in a metropolitan planning organization (MPO)
area that are part of the area's federally approved, financially constrained regional transportation
system plan.

(D) Improvements to state highways that are included as planned improvements in a regional or local
transportation system plan or comprehensive plan when ODOT provides a written statement that
the improvements are reasonably likely to be provided by the end of the planning period.

(E) Improvements to regional and local roads, streets or other transportation facilities or services that
are included as planned improvements in a regional or local transportation system plan or
comprehensive plan when the local government(s) or transportation service provider(s) responsible
for the facility, improvement or service provides a written statement that the facility, improvement
or service is reasonably likely to be provided by the end of the planning period.

(c) Within interstate interchange areas, the improvements included in (b)(A)-(C) are considered planned
facilities, improvements and services, except where:

{A) ODOT provides a written statement that the proposed funding and timing of mitigation measures
are sufficient to avoid a significant adverse impact on the Interstate Highway system, then local
governments may also rely on the improvements identified in paragraphs (b)(D) and (E) of this
section; or
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(B) There is an adopted interchange area management plan, then local governments may also rely on
the improvements identified in that plan and which are also identified in paragraphs (b)(D) and (E)
of this section.

(d) As used in this section and section (3):

(A) Planned interchange means new interchanges and relocation of existing interchanges that are
authorized in an adopted transportation system plan or comprehensive plan;
(B) Interstate highway means Interstates 5, 82, 84, 105, 205 and 405; and
(C) Interstate interchange area means:
(i) Property within one-half mile of an existing or planned interchange on an Interstate Highway
as measured from the center point of the interchange; or
(ii) The interchange area as defined in the Interchange Area Management Plan adopted as an
amendment to the Oregon Highway Plan.

(e) For purposes of this section, a written statement provided pursuant to paragraphs (b)(D), (b)(E) or
(c)(A) provided by ODOT, a local government or transportation facility provider, as appropriate, shall
be conclusive in determining whether a transportation facility, improvement or service is a planned
transportation facility, improvement or service. In the absence of a written statement, a local
government can only rely upon planned transportation facilities, improvements and services identified
in paragraphs (b)(A)-(C) to determine whether there is a significant effect that requires application of
the remedies in section (2).

Findings: Findings and conclusions from previous sections are included herein by reference. All streets within
the vicinity of the Exit 209 interchange are either City of Pendleton or ODOT facilities; no Umatilla County
facilities are impacted by the proposal. All existing facilities are shown on the City of Pendleton Transportation
System Plan map, and are also recognized on the ODOT Oregon Transportation Map (Pendleton). There is one
planned facility within the immediate vicinity (SW 19" Street extending south from Tutuilla Road). Outside of
the recommendations contained in the IAMP, there have been no discussions regarding changes to existing
facilities. No new facilities outside those in existing plans are necessary or under consideration, but the
redesign, widening, or realignment of several existing facilities is contemplated.

There is currently no IJAMP in place for Exit 209. Adoption of this IAMP will establish a new set of priorities
and projects within the vicinity, for both the City of Pendleton and ODOT. The redesign, widening, or
realignment of several facilities is contemplated on ODOT facilities (US395 and SW Emigrant/Frazer) as well
as several City facilities (SW Hailey/Tutuilla Road, SW 20" Street, and SW Court Avenue). Some of the
changes will require purchase/condemnation of private property. None of these changes are anticipated under
the existing TSP.

Conclusion: All facilities impacted by the proposal are pre-existing facilities documented in the City of
Pendleton TSP and/or ODOT plans. Some changes are proposed to existing facilities, including widening
and/or realignment, but no new facilities are proposed where none exist today. Criterion is met.

(5) The presence of a transportation facility or improvement shall not be a basis for an exception to allow
residential, commercial, institutional or industrial development on rural lands under this division or OAR
660-004-0022 and 660-004-0028.

Findings: The subject property is within the City of Pendleton Urban Growth Boundary. No residential,
commercial, institutional or industrial development is proposed. No exception to a State Goal is proposed, and
none is required in order to consider approval of the request. This criterion is not applicable.

Conclusion: Criterion is not applicable.

(6) In determining whether proposed land uses would affect or be consistent with planned transportation
facilities as provided in 0060(1) and (2), local governments shall give full credit for potential reduction in
vehicle trips for uses located in mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly centers, and neighborhoods as provided in
(a)-(d) below;

(a) Absent adopted local standards or detailed information about the vehicle trip reduction benefits of
mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development, local governments shall assume that uses located within a
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mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly center, or neighborhood, will generate 10% fewer daily and peak hour
trips than are specified in available published estimates, such as those provided by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual that do not specifically account for the effects
of mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development. The 10% reduction allowed for by this section shall be
available only if uses which rely solely on auto trips, such as gas stations, car washes, storage facilities,
and motels are prohibited;

(b) Local governments shall use detailed or local information about the trip reduction benefits of mixed-
use, pedestrian-friendly development where such information is available and presented to the local
government. Local governments may, based on such information, allow reductions greater than the
10% reduction required in (a);

(c) Where a local government assumes or estimates lower vehicle trip generation as provided in (a) or (b)
above, it shall assure through conditions of approval, site plans, or approval standards that subsequent
development approvals support the development of a mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly center or
neighborhood and provide for on-site bike and pedestrian connectivity and access to transit as provided
for in 0045(3) and (4). The provision of on-site bike and pedestrian connectivity and access to transit
may be accomplished through application of acknowledged ordinance provisions which comply with
0045(3) and (4) or through conditions of approval or findings adopted with the plan amendment that
assure compliance with these rule requirements at the time of development approval; and

(d) The purpose of this section is to provide an incentive for the designation and implementation of
pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use centers and neighborhoods by lowering the regulatory barriers to plan
amendments, which accomplish this type of development. The actual trip reduction benefits of mixed-
use, pedestrian-friendly development will vary from case to case and may be somewhat higher or lower
than presumed pursuant to (a) above. The Commission concludes that this assumption is warranted
given general information about the expected effects of mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development
and its intent to encourage changes to plans and development patterns. Nothing in this section is
intended to affect the application of provisions in local plans or ordinances, which provide for the
calculation or assessment of systems development charges or in preparing conformity determinations
required under the federal Clean Air Act.

Findings: Findings and conclusions from previous sections are included herein by reference. No changes are
proposed that would increase the number or type of allowable uses, which could increase trip generation over
full build-out under the existing zoning. No development is proposed as part of this request, and no additional
would be permitted upon approval of this request.

Conclusion: Criterion is not applicable.

(7) Amendments to acknowledged comprehensive plans and land use regulations which meet all of the criteria
listed in (a)-(c) below shall include an amendment to the comprehensive plan, transportation system plan
the adoption of a local street plan, access management plan, future street plan or other binding local
transportation plan to provide for on-site alignment of streets or accessways with existing and planned
arterial, collector, and local streets surrounding the site as necessary to implement the requirements in
Section 0020(2)(b) and Section 0045(3) of this division:

(a) The plan or land use regulation amendment results in designation of two or more acres of land for
commercial use;

(b) The local government has not adopted a TSP or local street plan which complies with Section
0020(2)(b) or, in the Portland Metropolitan Area, has not complied with Metro's requirement for street
connectivity as contained in Title 6, Section 3 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan; and

(c) The proposed amendment would significantly affect a transportation facility as provided in 0060(1).

Findings: The proposal itself is an amendment to the Transportation System Plan, which is a component of the
City of Pendleton Comprehensive Plan. The proposal will not result in a change in designation (zoning) on any
a tn

propeity, nor will it result in a change in trip generation. As noted previously, the proposed TAMP will serve to
assist both the City and ODOT in accommodating traffic growth in the entire Pendleton area.

Conclusion: No additional amendment is necessary pursuant to this section. Criterion is not applicable.
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(8) A "mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly center or nelghborhood" for the purposes of this rule, means:
(a) Any one of the following:

(A) An existing central business district or downtown;

(B) An area designated as a central city, regional center, town center or main street in the Portland
Metro 2040 Regional Growth Concept;

(C) An area designated in an acknowledged comprehensive plan as a transit oriented development or a
pedestrian district; or

(D) An area designated as a special transportation area as provided for in the Oregon Highway Plan.

(b) An area other than those listed in (a) which includes or is planned to include the following
characteristics:

(A) A concentration of a variety of land uses in a well-defined area, including the following:

(i) Medium to high-density residential development (12 or more units per acre);

(ii) Offices or office buildings;

(ii1) Retail stores and services;

(iv) Restaurants; and

(v) Public open space or private open space which is available for public use, such as a park or
plaza.

(B) Generally include civic or cultural uses;

(C) A core commercial area where multi-story buildings are permitted;

(D) Buildings and building entrances oriented to streets;

(E) Street connections and crossings that make the center safe and conveniently accessible from
adjacent areas;

(F) A network of streets and, where appropriate, accessways and major driveways that make it
attractive and highly convenient for people to walk between uses within the center or
neighborhood, including streets and major driveways within the center with wide sidewalks and
other features, including pedestrian-oriented street crossings, street trees, pedestrian-scale lighting
and on-street parking;

(G) One or more transit stops (in urban areas with fixed route transit service); and

(H) Limit or do not allow low-intensity or land extensive uses, such as most industrial uses, automobile
sales and services, and drive-through services.

Findings: No new mixed-use areas are proposed. This criterion is not applicable.
Conclusion: Criterion is not applicable.

Summary conclusions, Goal 12: Approval of the request does not have the potential to result in trip generation
that will exceed existing growth assumptions; rather, the intent of the IAMP is to accommodate projected
growth. One of the intents of the IAMP is to plan for upgrades to existing facilities or new (unplanned)
facilities which are necessary in order to accommodate anticipated growth. No conditions of approval are
necessary in order to insure compliance with the TPR or the City of Pendleton TSP. The IAMP itself
constitutes an amendment to the City of Pendleton Comprehensive Plan Goal 12 element.

7. ZONING ORDINANCE ARTICLE XXI. AMENDMENTS

SECTION 147. AUTHORIZATION TO INITIATE AMENDMENTS. An amendment to the text of this
Ordinance or to a zoning map may be initiated by the City Council, the Planning Commission or by application
of the property owner for an amendment by filing an application with the City Manager using forms prescribed
pursuant to Section 157 of this Ordinance.

SECTION 148. COMPLIANCE WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN. An amendment to the text of this
Ordinance or to a zoning map shall comply with the provisions of the City of Pendleton Comprehensive Plan
text and Comprehensive Land Use Map. Any deviation from this section shall be preceded by an amendment to
the Comprehensive Plan Text or to the Comprehensive Land Use Map.
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SECTION 149. PUBLIC HEARING ON AMENDMENTS. The Planning Commission shall conduct a
public hearing on the proposed amendment according to the procedures of Section 161 of this Ordinance at its
earliest practicable meeting after it is proposed and shall, within forty (40) days after the hearing, recommend
to the City Council approval, disapproval or modification of the proposed amendment. After receiving the
recommendation of the Planning Commission, the City Council shall hold a public hearing on the proposed
amendment and render a final decision within one hundred twenty (120) days after application submittal unless
longer review is agreed upon by the City and applicant. Public hearings on amendments encompassing lands of
a mobile home park shall be conducted after notification of park tenants at least twenty (20) but no more than
forty (40) days prior to the hearing. (Section 149, as amended by Ordinance No. 3428, passed May 2, 1989.)

SECTION 150A. ZONING MAP. An amendment to the text of this Ordinance or to a zoning map shall
comply with the provisions of the City of Pendleton Transportation System Plan. More intense development
may be permitted where amendments to this Ordinance include amendments to the performance standards for
the facility to allow such intense development. No amendments may allow land uses or levels that are
inconsistent with the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility. (Section 150A, as
added by Ordinance No. 3745, passed June 19, 2007.)

SECTION 150. RECORD OF AMENDMENTS. The City Recorder shall maintain records of amendments to
the text and zoning map of this Ordinance in a form convenient for use by the public.

Findings: The application was submitted by City staff on behalf of the City and the consultant team hired by
ODOT. The City of Pendleton Comprehensive Plan includes a Goal 12 (Transportation) element, known as the
Transportation System Plan. The proposal constitutes an amendment to the TSP, which in turn constitutes an
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. The Transportation Vision, contained on pages 6 and 7 of the TSP,
identifies the following priorities:

¢ Better bike and pedestrian access

¢ Establish a fixed-route bus service

¢ Improve the aesthetic appearance of the street

¢ Enhance the street environment, particularly for pedestrians

¢ Provide other routes for local traffic

® Encourage drivers to drive at safe speeds

® Increase the economic vitality of the community

¢ Minimize conflicts between highway users: pedestrians, bicyclists, transit, freight carriers and motorists

Although a lot of time during advisory committee meetings and open houses was dedicated to the very
legitimate concerns expressed by local merchants regarding impacts to their properties, very little time was
spent on the potential results of inaction. The City and ODOT are aware that the intersections at and near both
sides of the interchange are approaching failure, especially during “school peak™ hours. Certain movements
tend to queue back into other intersections, which in turn causes those intersections to fail or approach failure.
All projections assume an increase in traffic over time; if the City and GDOT do not work to either reduce
traffic volume or mitigate the results of increased traffic, not only will existing development become less
attractive but the City may have to consider a moratorium on new development on the entire south side of the
City. Neither of these options serves to increase the economic vitality of Pendleton. The whole reason the
Comprehensive Plan and its implementing ordinances exist is in order to avoid such a situation through either
deliberate action or inaction.

The proposed action was noticed to property owners within 250 feet of the directly impacted area on Septernber
28, 2010, and noticed in the East Oregonian on or before Saturday, October 16 as an agenda item for the
October 21, 2010 Planning Commission meeting. As a legislative matter, the Planning Commission shall make
a recommendation to the City Council, who must adopt the IAMP by ordinance.

CONCLUSION: Staff considers the criterion met but defers to the Planning Commission for their judgment on
the matter. The Commission must make a finding that this criterion has been satisfied (or not) in order to
forward a recommendation to the City Council.
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7. SUMMARY FINDINGS:

A,

B
C.
D

t

o

ooQ

—

The City of Pendleton Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 1983 and updated in 1990.

. The Transportation System Plan (TSP) was adopted in 2007 and constitutes the Goal 12 (Transportation)

element of the Comprehensive Plan.
Adoption of the Exit 209 JAMP does not have the potential to result in trip generation that will exceed
existing growth assumptions.

. Adoption of the IAMP will result in (potential) trip generation that is either unchanged or reduced relative

to what might be contemplated under the base zones.

No significant impact to any existing or proposed transportation facility is anticipated; no new
residential/commercial/industrial development could occur as a result of approval that would necessitate
upgrades to existing facilities or new unplanned facilities.

The proposal has the potential to reduce principle reliance on the automobile by improving facilities and
connections for people who may use other modes such as walking and bicycling.

No specific conditions of approval are necessary in order to insure compliance with the TPR or the City of
Pendleton TSP.

The Plan is an amendment to the City of Pendleton Comprehensive Plan Goal 12 element; no further
amendments are proposed or warranted.

The proposal is consistent with the standards and criteria for an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan,
because it implements the Goals and Policies outlined in the Transportation System Plan. As a legislative
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, any ordinance adopted by the City Council and not appealed shall
by its very nature be consistent with the Plan.

The proposal is consistent with the standards and criteria for an amendment to the Zoning Ordinance,
because it complies with the provisions of the City of Pendleton Transportation System Plan. Adoption of
the TAMP will not permit new land uses or levels that are inconsistent with the functional classification of
an existing or planned transportation facility.

8. SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS:

A,
B.

C
D.

The request complies with Goal 12 (Transportation Planning Rule)
The request generally complies with criteria for a legislative amendment to the Comprehensive Plan map
and/or text.

. The request generally complies with criteria for a legislative amendment to the Zoning Ordinance Map

and/or text.
Specific conditions are not necessary to ensure that approval of this request will protect the best interests of
the property owner(s), surrounding property or neighborhood, and/or the City as a whole.

A request for a map or text amendment may not be approved unless all applicable decision criteria and
standards are found met. In this case, staff was able to make findings and conclusions that all criteria are met.
Pursuant to testimony presented and/or deliberations conducted at the hearing the Commission may make its
own findings and conclusions regarding the approval criteria or conditions of approval.

9. SUGGESTED MOTIONS

For approval (staff recommends approval of both motions):

1.

I move that the Commission adopt the findings and conclusions prepared by staff, as set forth in action
AMD10-03 above (or as amended by the Commission, if applicable).

I move that the request for an amendment to Ordinances No. 3442 and 3250 (the Comprehensive Plan,
Comprehensive Plan Map, the Zoning Ordinance, and Zoning Map) through adoption of the “I84/US 395
Exit 209 Interchange Area Master Plan,” a mixed-use, form-based code overlay covering approximately
9.97 acres in the C-1 Central Commercial zone, as set forth in action AMD10-03 be recommended for
APPROVAL to the City Council, based on the information, findings and conclusions set forth above.
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For denial:

[. I move that the Commission adopt the findings and conclusions made by the Commission at this hearing,
specifically showing that the proposal set forth in action AMD10-03 DOES NOT meet the applicable
approval criteria (must note criteria cited).

2. I move that the request for an amendment to Ordinances No. 3442 and 3250 (the Comprehensive Plan,
Comprehensive Plan Map, the Zoning Ordinance, and Zoning Map) through adoption of the “I84/US 395
Exit 209 Interchange Area Master Plan,” a mixed-use, form-based code overlay covering approximately
9.97 acres in the C-1 Central Commercial zone, as set forth in action AMD10-03 be recommended for
DENIAL to the City Council, based on the information, findings and conclusions set forth above.

10. RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Staff has not recommended any specific conditions be attached to an approval, if granted.

The applicant has the burden of proof regarding all requests affecting this subject property, and they recognize
that it is the sole obligation of the applicant to substantiate this request. If any administrative review, suit or
action is instituted in connection with any appeal of this decision, the applicant shall be required to: (1)
reimburse the city of all costs incurred in defending this action, including, but not limited to, attorneys fees,
staff costs, and materials and other related cost; (2) notify the city that the applicant does not desire to
undertake such costs and will drop the request; or (3) defend the city’s actions on behalf of the city.

The applicant shall notify the City Manager within five days from the city’s receipt of any notice of appeal by
delivering a written statement to the City Manager advising the City Manager whether the applicant will
reimburse the City for all costs as described above; desires to drop the request; or intends to defend the City’s
actions on behalf of the City.

In the absence of written communication from the applicant within the allotted five days, the City may, at its
option, presume the applicant desires to drop the request and the City shall have no obligation to defend the
appeal.

In appeals involving questions of City wide significance, the City may participate in the proceedings described
herein at its own expense. Nothing in this condition affects the applicant’s right to retain independent counsel in
making its own legal appearance on appeal.

If any proceeding, including recession, is instituted by the applicant, in which the City is a party, in connection
with any controversy arising out of this request, the applicant will indemnify and hold the City harmless from
any costs of the action, including a reasonable amount to be fixed by the court as attorney fees in such suit or
action, both at trial and on appeal.
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Exhibit B

City of Pendleton Zoning Map

With the exception of properties on SW Marshall Avenue, Exit 209 and
US395/Southgate serve all development south of Interstate 84.
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CITY OF PENDLETON PLANNING COMMISSION
Staff report, supplemental

FILE NO.: AMD10-03 (Legislative Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan)

PREPARED: October 28, 2010

HEARING DATE:  November 4, 2010

APPLICANT(S): Evan MacKenzie, Planner Matt Hughart
Representing the City of Pendleton Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
500 SW Dorion Avenue 610 SW Alder Street, Suite 700
Pendleton, OR 97801 Portland, OR 97205

OWNER(S): City of Pendleton

SITE LOCATION: [Interstate 84/US395 Interchange, and lands within roughly %2 mile.

PROPOSAL: Adoption of an Interchange Area Master Plan (IAMP) for the 1-84/US395 Interchange.

REVIEWED BY: Evan MacKenzie, City Planner
ATTACHMENTS:  Exhibit A — Hand-delivered invitation to participate in PAC
TESTIMONY: No written testimony received at the time this report was prepared.

SUMMARY: Adoption of an Interchange Area Master Plan (IAMP) for the I-84/US395 Interchange,
which also includes an amendment to the City of Pendleton Comprehensive Plan Goal 12
(Transportation) element.

The Planning Commission considered this matter at its October 21, 2010 meeting. The Commission heard an oral
staff report, presentation from the applicant, testimony from those in favor, and testimony from those in opposition.
There being no further public testimony, the hearing was closed and the Commission began deliberations. A motion
was made to continue the hearing to the November 4, 2010 meeting, in order to allow the Commission adequate
time to discuss the matter at hand.

This report is a supplement to the October 14, 2010 staff report. The report addresses testimony that was received
after the deadline to provide written testimony (for inclusion in the packets with the staff report). Neither staff nor
the applicant had time to properly respond to the testimony presented, which in turn prevented the Commission
from making adequate findings and conclusions to justify a recommendation to the City Council.

This report is not intended to rebut any testimony presented by Doug Hattenhauer at the October 21 meeting, but
rather to afford the Commission the opportunity to respond to the issues raised.

Key: This report has been arranged by font to assist the Commission in identifying issues.
Issues raised by Mr. Hattenhauer based on fax read into record at the hearing are in Calibri and are justified left
Any language by staff is in Times New Roman and is justified
All code language (bath local and State) is in Agency FB and is justified

1. What are the impact fees and how will the fees be assessed and against which property owners, etc?

Fees are discussed on pages 5 and 6 of the September 16, 2010 memorandum from Angelo Planning Group,
which addresses implementation strategies. The memorandum is available on the City web site.

SECTION 179. SUPPLEMENTAL TRANSPRTATION SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE

For Discussion: A supplemental transportation SOC for the IAMP area needs to be discussed. A separate ordinance or set of ordinance
amendments would need to be developed, including definition of the area to which the supplemental SDC would apply, the methodalogy for
calculating the SDC, and the list of prajects in the interchange area for which the SOC would be eligible. Peak haur trips in this area are often
the result of parents driving kids to Sunridge Middle Schaal, which may result in a peak langer than an hour in both the a.m. and p.m.

A supplemental SDC within the IAMP area has been considered as one possible method of funding assistance.
Establishing a supplemental SDC, and determining what that SDC should be, is not within the scope of an
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2. 0ODOT did not include in its plan to extend the East off-Ramp to help minimize any queuing issues that ODOT
has indicated might occur within the existing plan. Why did ODOT not consider extending the off-ramp?

The Commission may wish to reopen the hearing to new testimony from the applicant and/or ODOT staff in
order to respond to this question. Additional queuing capacity (distance) does not improve through-put
efficiency of the intersection; it merely allows the ramp to store more vehicles. Efficiency is not improved
because it does not permit any additional vehicles to pass through an intersection during a given cycle.

3. Phase 3 of the plan has greatest impact on existing properties on the Southside. Our company would
encourage before Phase 3 could be implemented that the Pian requires ODOT and the City to allow another
public hearing before the planning commission and Council to ensure the plan makes sense 10-12 years later.
We are asking that the Planning Commission include in the plan to be presented to the council that a hearing
would be required before Phase 3 could be implemented.

Given the amount of time between identifying a problem, coming up with a plan to mitigate the problem,
adopting said plan, securing funds to design improvements to implement the plan, and perhaps waiting again to
secure funds for construction, delaying action until future public hearings occur has the potential to delay
construction an additional 5-15 years.

The purpose of the Plan is to establish specific standards to evaluate when future improvements should occur.
Those triggers are specifically outlined in Section 180 IMPLEMENTATION (Subsection D. Monitoring
Responsibilities) on page 7 of the September 16, 2010 memorandum from Angelo Planning Group, reproduced
below:

D. Monitoring Responsibilities ,

The details of City monitoring responsibilities will be established in the [-84/US 395 Interchange Area Supplemental Transportation SOC

(STSOC) Ordinance and the approved |-84/US 393 IAMP City of Pendleton/Oregon Department of Transportation Intergovernmental

Agreement (IGA).

I, The ity will develap an Annual IAMP Report that details program management issues and recommends index adjustments to the STSDC
rates for the coming year. The City will provide the Annual IAMP Report to 00T to allow for coordination of management issues, such as
updating the manitoring process and the timing for the next IAMP update.

2. The agencies will review the IAMP pursuant to the review triggers. This review shall be conducted through a meeting initiated by the City
of Pendletan or O00T and shall include all affected agencies.

3. |AMP review triggers may he based on criteria such as set time periods, queuing thresholds, and alternative mobility standards. They
shall be specified in the implementation section of the IAMP and in the City/000T IGA.

IAMP Review Triggers
a.  Periodically, the implementation program shall be evaluated to ensure it is accomplishing the goals and objectives of the IAMP.
b.  Events that will trigger an IAMP review include:
[} Every fifth year from the date of IAMP adoption or latest update. -84/11S 3395 IAMP: Proposed Policies and Code
2)  Plan map and zone changes that have a “significant effect” per the Transportation Planning Rule and impact the 1-84/S 333
Interchange, or that are located within the 10D
3)  The 35th-percentile northbound left-turn queue at the existing SW Emigrant Avenue/SW 200th Street intersection backs past
the I-84/US 395 Westbound ramp terminal.
4)  The 9ath-percentile southbound left-turn queue at the US 335/8W Hailey Avenue-SW Tutuilla Creek Road intersection spills
into the US 393 through lanes and backs up inta the |-84/1)S 333 Eastbound ramp terminal.
) Mobility measures at the |-84 ramp terminals exceed the adopted alternative mobility standard of a volume-to-capacity ratio
of 0.86 along US 393 from the |-B4 Westbound ramp terminal to the realigned SW Hailey Avenue intersection.

Far Discussian: feview triggers may be codified (as proposed above), could be adopted at the palicy level through the IAMP docurment
itself and/or could be enacted through the provisions of an intergovermmental agreement (164) between the Lity and 0007
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4. In addition to the established triggers for IAMP review, the agencies can request a review of the IAMP at any time if. in their
determination, specific land use or transportation changes warrant a review of the underlying assumptions and/or recommendations
within the [AMP.

9. If the participants in the IAMP review meeting agree that an IAMP amendment is not warranted after examining the impacts of the
conditions that triggered the review, a recommendation of “no action” may be documented and submitted in the form of a letter to the
City of Pendleton City Council and the Oregan Transportation Commission (OTC).

B.  If the need for an update to the plan is found during IAMP review, review participants will initiate an IAMP update process. Initial steps in
updating the IAMP will include scoping the planning process, identifying funding, and outlining a schedule for plan completion. Once
completed, IAMP updates shall be required to be legislatively adopted as amendments to the City of Pendleton TSP and Comprehensive
Plan and as an update to the OHP, requiring a City Cauncil public hearing and an OTC hearing.

4. We are concerned with the costs of the plan. Plan only has best guesses but not necessarily realistic. ODOT is
required under Access Management Plan 734-051-0155 (5)(g) CONSIDER WHETHER IMPROVEMENTS TO
LOCAL STREET NETWORKS ARE FEASIBLE. There has not been any feasibility studies made only guesses as to
the costs of the projects. Cost of the projects does not meet the feasibility standards as required by ODOT
rules and guidelines.

The Commission may wish to reopen the hearing to new testimony from the applicant and/or ODOT staff in
order to respond to this question. The language referenced above is reproduced below:

[Oregon Administrative Rules, Division 51

Highway Approaches, Access Contral, Spacing Standards and Medians

734-051-0155

Access Management Plans and Interchange Area Management Plans

() The Department encourages the development of Access Management Plans and Interchange Area Management Plans to maintain
and imprave highway performance and safety by improving system efficiency and management before adding capacity. Access
Management Plans and Interchange Area Management Plans:

(a) Must be cansistent with Oregon Highway Plan:
(b) Must be used to evaluate development proposals; and
(c) May be used to determine mitigation for development proposals.

(2) Access Management Plans and Interchange Area Management Plans must be adupted by the (regon Transpartation Commission as
a transportation facility plan consistent with the provisions of DAR 731-015-0065. Prior to adoption by the Oregon Transportation
Commission, the Department will wark with local governments on any amendments to local comprehensive plans and transportation
system plans and local land use and subdivision codes to ensure the proposed Access Management Plan and Interchange Area
Management Plan is consistent with the local plan and codes.

(3) The priority for developing Access Management Plans should be placed on facilities with high traffic volumes or facilities that
provide important statewide or regional connectivity where:

(a) Existing developments do not meet spacing standards;

(b) Existing development patterns, land ownership patterns, and land use plans are likely to result in a need for deviations; or

(c) AnAccess Management Plan would preserve or enhance the safe and efficient operation of a state highway or interchange.
(4) An Access Management Plan may be developed:

(a) By the Department;

(b) By local jurisdictions; or

(c) By consultants.

(3) An Access Management Plan must comply with all of the following criteria, unless the Plan documents why a criterion is not
applicable:

(a) Include sufficient area to address highway operation and safety issues and development of adjoining properties including lucal
access and circulation.

(b) Describe the roadway network, right-of-way, access contral, and land parcels in the analysis area.

(c) Be developed in coordination with local governments and property owners in the affected area.

(d) Be consistent with any applicable Interchange Area Management Plan, corridor plan, or other facility plan adopted by the
Oreqgon Transportation Commission.

(e) Include polices, provisions and standards from local comprehensive plans, transportation system plans, and land use and
subdivision codes that are relied upon for consistency and that are relied upon to implement the Access Management Plan.
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() Contain short, medium, and long-range actions to improve operations and safety and preserve the functional integrity of the
highway system.

(g) Consider whether improvements ta local street netwarks are feasible.

(h) Promote safe and efficient operation of the state highway consistent with the highway classification and the highway seqment
designation.

(i)  Consider the use of the adjnining property consistent with the comprehensive plan designation and zoning of the area.

() Provide a comprehensive, area-wide solution for local access and circulation that minimizes use of the state highway for local
access and circulation.

(B) The Department encourages the development of an Interchange Area Management Plan to plan for and manage grade-separated
interchange areas to ensure safe and efficient operation between connecting roadways:

(a) Interchange Area Management Plans are developed by the Department and local governmental agencies to protect the
function of interchanges by maximizing the capacity of the interchanges for safe movement from the mainline facility, to
provide safe and efficient operations between connecting roadways, and to minimize the need for major improvements of
existing interchanges;

(b) The Department will work with |ocal governments to prioritize the development of Interchange Area Management Plans to
maximize the operational life and preserve and improve safety of existing interchanges not scheduled for significant
improvements; and

(c) Priority should be placed on those facilities on the Interstate system with cross roads carrying high volumes or providing
important statewide or regional connectivity.

(1) An Interchange Area Management Plan is required for new interchanges and should be developed for significant modifications to
existing interchanges. An Interchange Area Management Plan must comply with the following criteria, unless the Plan documents
why compliance with a criterion is not applicable:

(a) Be developed no later than the time an interchange is designed or is being redesigned.

(b) Identify opportunities to improve operations and safety in conjunction with roadway projects and property development or
redevelopment and adopt palicies, provisions, and development standards to capture those opportunities.

(c) Include short, medium, and long-range actions to improve operations and safety within the designated study area.

(d) Consider current and future traffic volumes and flows, roadway geometry, traffic control devices, current and planned land
uses and zaning, and the location of all current and planned approaches.

(e) Provide adequate assurance of the safe operation of the facility through the design traffic forecast period, typically 20 years.

(f) Consider existing and proposed uses of all the property within the designated study area consistent with its comprehensive
plan designations and zoning,

(g) Be consistent with any applicable Access Management Plan, corridor plan or other facility plan adopted by the Oregon
Transportation Commission.

(h) Include polices, provisions and standards from local comprehensive plans, transportation system plans, and land use and
subdivision codes that are relied upon for consistency and that are relied upon to implement the Interchange Area
Management Plan.

Staff, as a participant in the Technical Advisory Committee and an attendee at the Public Advisory Committee
meetings, notes that a variety of options were considered prior to recommendation of the final plan submitted
for approval. The feasibility of each plan was evaluated, as shown in Section 6 of the draft IJAMP. The
evaluation criteria included:

e Operations ¢ Environmental Impacts
e Non-Vehicular Travel e Compatibility
e ROW Impacts e Access Spacing

e Cost and Feasibility
Both advisory committees recommended the same preferred alternatives for the north and south sides of the
Exit 209 interchange based on the evaluation criteria.

5. ODOT has failed to take into account the impact to existing businesses by the changes proposed. We would
ask the planning commission to make part of the plan a requirement by ODOT to assess the impact the
changes will have on existing business from any loss of access as proposed in the plan. How is ODOT
mitigating any losses to property owners for loss of business because of access changes?
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Staff refers to the notes from the previous question, above. Cost and feasibility studies within Section 6
included an evaluation of business impacts. What was not included in this analysis was an estimate of lost value
to properties south of the interchange that would not be permitted to develop if an IAMP is not implemented.

6. ODOT has failed in the plan to address who or whom will be paying for the changes to be made in the plan.
What costs will be paid by the property owners? Who is going to pay for the new driveways?

Neither the City nor ODOT may pursue funding until a plan is adopted both locally and at the State level,
adoption of a Plan allows all parties to consider and pursue all funding options. The City and ODOT would be
“putting the cart before the horse” if they were to require public improvements or seek funds for same from
local businesses or property owners to construct said improvements before a plan to do so was adopted. This
level of detail is not part of the scope of an IAMP.

Pursuant to City of Pendleton Ordinance No. 3481, the City may require direct mitigation from any new
development. Traffic Impact Studies are used to determine impacts, and propose mitigations. Under existing
requirements, the types of development Pendleton is most likely to see may proceed without a TIS. This leaves
the City without a procedure to identify and assess traffic impacts resulting from new development, and
consequently leaves the City without a method of pursuing mitigation. Upon adoption of the IAMP, it will be
easier for the City and ODOT to monitor impacts, pursue a plan for mitigation, assess the cost of mitigation
measures, and assign the appropriate costs to the appropriate parties.

Ordinance No. 348
SECTION 5. Development Requirements. The following requirements shall pertain to all development falling under the categories identified in
B. Transportation Impact Study
() Atransportation impact study shall be required for all development applications in which the proposed development is projected to
have an impact upon any affected transportation corridor or intersection of Incal significance, unless the development application
is exempt from the provisions of (A) 7 this section or the requirement for a study has been waived by the Public Works Director.

A transportation impact study shall include, at a minimum, an analysis of the following elements:
Trip generation, modal split, distribution, and assignment far the proposed development; and

cual s Speabl LD

An analysis of the projected impact of the proposed development upon the current operating level of any affected transportation
corridor or intersection of regional significance.

—~
N

—
O o
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A transportation impact study shall be prepared by and/or under the supervision of a registered professional traffic engineer in the
state of Oregon.

A transportation impact study shall be based on traffic counts obtained within twenty (12) months of the date of the development
application. The traffic counts shall reflect representative traffic conditions within transportation corridors and at intersections of
significance. The Public Works Director may request new counts be taken or estimated when recent development renders counts from
within the previous 12 month period to no longer be accurate.

A transportation impact study shall analyze impacts on affected transportation corridors or intersections of significance between the
subject development and the state highway system. The City staff will provide the list of these intersections for different areas of the
City, based on analysis from the State Transportation Planning and Analysis Unit (TPAL). Intersections of significance shall include all
those with an arterial or collector |evel roadway as defined in the TSP

The Public Works director reserves the right to require an applicant to provide additional data and/or analysis as part of a particular
transportation impact study, where the Public Works director determines that additional information or analysis is required to
implement the standards and requirements contained in this section.

No traffic impact study shall be required, pursuant to the provisions of this section, where the proposed development will includes fewer
than 50 single family residential units, 83 multi family units, or 50,000 square feet of non-residential space.

Upon the written request of an applicant, the Public Works Director may waive the requirement for a transportation impact study, or
limit the scope of analysis and required elements of a traffic impact study where the Public Works Director determines that the potential
transportation impacts upan the affected transportation corridor.
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The Traffic Impact Study will be used to determine impacts, and propose mitigations. The City will negotiate with the applicant to
determine the most appropriate mitigations. These mitigations shall then be provided by the applicant or an equivalent payment must be
made so that the City can initiate the required transpartation system improvement project. These improvements must be proportionate
and directly related to the impacts of the proposed development.

7. ODOT in this plan is attempting to enforce its 1320 foot rule when ODOT is already granting separation in
traffic will before this distance. ODOT says where possible it should provide this access distance but it is not
mandatory as the plan tries to call for. We ask as far as our driveways (access) the 1320 separation be
eliminated.

Staff recommends the Commission reopen the hearing to testimony from either the consultant or ODOT staff to
address the % mile standard and what justification may exist for exceptions.

8. The plan calls for a raised median in the long term on pg. 134. It would also restrict traffic to right-in/right-
out. We would ask that before this could be implemented in the plan that it would require a hearing in front
of the planning commission and City Council before this phase could be accomplished There has been no
feasibility plan as to the cost to businesses if this plan would be implemented. This should be required prior to
adoption of this provision. Fig. 7-6. shows plan in blue and states to be implemented in phase 3 which is in
error. This provision should be in Phase four (4). Also the advisory committee (businesses) had made a
recommendation to avoid any medians that has apparently been ignored.

As noted above, under the specific IAMP triggers outlined in the Plan, improvements will not be contemplated
until such time as certain thresholds are met. The center median would not occur until Phase 3 of the Plan,
when traffic reaches a point that uncontrolled left turn movements into or out of the identified properties
reduces the efficiency and safety of the entire system. It is the City’s understanding that ODOT is fully within
its powers to install a center median whether or not the IAMP is adopted, if certain warrants are met. The
applicant and/or ODOT staff may provide the Commission with additional 1nformat10n on this matter, should.
the Commission elect to reopen the hearing.

9. Before phase 3 could be enforced on the South side we would ask that it would be required in the plan that
the proposed SW 30™ Ave. would have to be developed. This should extend the life of the intersection will
beyond the 20 year study plan (IAMP). Phase three (3) possible could be delayed or not required at all
because of the 95% or trigger point.

The City is well aware of the efficiency gains that would occur through construction of any new connection
between Southgate and Tutuilla Road, SW 30" or otherwise. The IAMP recommends construction of a 30™
Street extension as a City project complementary to the IAMP improvements, recognizing that any such project
will not be eligible for IAMP funding. Direct connection between a SW 30" extension and IAMP
improvements is therefore not feasible.

10. A trigger point is the 95" — percentile as to the phasing plans. We would ask that if these trigger points are
reached that a public hearing would be required at the planning commission and City Council before any of
the phases could be implemented. This should help make sure that all parties are on the same page at that
point instead of guessing 12 to 15 years prior to what is current reality.

The TAMP lays out clear triggers to require improvements, which are well above the standard triggers. The
Commission may request testimony from either the applicant or ODOT staff to address the “standard” triggers
for improvements/mitigation to occur.

11. ODOT has failed to inform the property owner in writing and/or verbally the potential of closing one or more
access points to individuals properties other than the hearing process we are going through today. ODOT is
required under and Access plan that the plan is to be developed with local governments and property owners
in the affected area. ODOT has failed to do so or insured that other have done so. We had asked previously
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how are business will be impacted, the traffic flow that ODOT is proposing for our location, turning radius for
ingress and egress, etc. We have heard nothing. These issues should all be addressed prior to any approval
by the commission. We ask that before this plan is approved that ODOT and City address each property
owners concerns and how the plan impacts the business, and if the business is viable once the plan is
implemented. Forinstance the IAMP proposes to close one of our access points but have not address any of
the above issues. For instance if a customer comes into our property from the freeway how is that customer
going to get back to the freeway under Phase 3. These issue should be resolved before the Council approves
any plan.

City staff, the consultant team, and ODOT worked together to involve the public from the earliest phase of this
project. City staff personally delivered a notice to all properties along Southgate as well as every property that
was identified as potentially affected north of Exit 209 the week of June 5, 2009. The notice invited all persons
to participate in the Public Advisory Committee (PAC). Those who expressed interest were all included in the
PAC and provided the critical public input that resulted in the Plan currently under consideration. Other
members of the public were always welcome to attend the PAC meetings, and those who chose to do so were
given the opportunity to provide input. The alteration or closure of individual driveways was discussed during
this process, with the understanding that detailed examination of such specifics was not the intent of the Plan.

Our access points our grandfathered in under Division 51 rules. We asked ODOT to address this issue but

ODOT has failed to do so. Please consider the following:

A. ODOT has failed to recognize our access points are grandfathered in.

B. Our site was one of the first businesses built on Southgate at present location when freeway access was
available. ODOT has granted us access and made improvements to our access prior to April 1, 2000

C. ODOT’s OAR 734-051-0035(2) provides that “Division 51 rules do not affect existing rights of owners of
grandfathered approaches, except where these rules specifically state their application to grandfathered
approaches, as in OAR 734-051-0045, Change of use of an approach.”

D. Under OAR 734-051-0135 et seq., outline the provisions for granting deviations from Access Management
spacing Standards This rule, including OAR 734-051-0135 (3) does not specifically provide that it applies
to grandfathered approaches. Hence, access management spacing standards, and deviations there from,
only apply to our property if there is a change in use or there exists a legitimate and expressly identified
safety concern. OAR 734-051-0125(1)(c). None has been identified..

E. Under OAR 734-051-0045 applies to grandfathered approaches if there is a change of use as defined by
ODOT standards and if we do not change use then unless there is a safety concern our access is not
subject to modification per the OAR’S.

Staff requests the Commission reopen the hearing to testimony and direct question on this matter to either the
applicant or ODOT staff, in order to address this concern to their satisfaction.

In summary we need to maintain our existing access points ingress and egress. Right-in and Right-out is not
acceptable to our current and future business clientele, installing a median would be unacceptable to our
customer base now and in the future, ODOT needs to show cause as to safety issues that have not been
addressed if they are going to take away our grandfathered rights, allow for public hearing in the future on any
trigger points before implementation, ODOT pay for loss of business to property owners when losing access,
feasibility of the project has not been confirmed, etc.
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Letter faxed to City on Tuesday, October 19, 2010 (original was provided at October 21 meeting)

1. On page 120 of the Plan (August 2010 version) calls for impact fees and
these impact fees need to be defined as how they will be assessed,
amounts, and against which property owners before this plan is sent to the
Council.
Please see the first question from the original letter, addressed on page 1 of this report.

2. We are concerned with the cost of the plan. Plan only has best guess
approach but not necessarily realistic. ODOT is required under Access
Management Plan 734-051-0155 {5}{g) CONSIDER WHETHER
IMPROVEMENTS TO LOCAL STREET NETWORKS ARE FEASIBLE. Potential
costs do not meet feasibility standards as required by ODOT rules and
guidelines. On page 120 the Plan states: “The AMP/S contains an access
management plan”... Plan therefore needs to address if local networks are
feasible. We ask that before any plan is adopted that the plan determines if
indeed it is feasible to move forward. (Plan states on pg 124 cost estimates
based on 2010 dollars.

Please see response to question 4 of original letter on page 3 of this report.

3. The plan fails to address who will be paying for the changes to be made in
the plan. What costs will be paid by the property owners, tax payers, etc
for the changes to be made in the IAMP? The commission should make
sure prior to sending to the Council these issues and or obligations have
been met.

Please see responses to questions 1, 4 and 6 from previous letter.

4, We ask that the planning commission before adoption of the IAMP that the
following be required in the plan:

A. Require as part of the plan the extension of the EAST OFF Ramp to
help minimize and queuing issues that ODOT has addressed as
concerns in the plan. Extending the off ramp would minimize any
queuing issues at the first stop light to prevent any interference with
the freeway traffic. The cost would be very minimal to ODOT to
extend the off ramp.

B. Require as part of the plan before phase 3 could be implemented that
SW 30" Ave. be developed. This should extend the life of the existing
intersections. This alone should help alleviate the need for the new
SW Hailey Avenue Intersection at least within the 20 year horizon or
triggering the 95™-percentile southbound left-turn queue at the US
395/SW Hailey Avenue-SE Tutuilla Creek Road intersection. The
development of SW 30™ if developed properly would help alleviate
this trigger point that ODOT is concerned with.

A) Please see response to Question 2 of the original letter on page 2 of this report. The cost to extend the
eastbound off ramp would be very high relative to the minimal benefits.

B) Please see response to Question 9 on page 6 of this report. The IAMP recommends that the City consider
amending its TSP to include the SW 30™ extension from Southgate to Tutuilla instead of the Ladow connection
that is currently proposed. The 30™ Street extension (recommendation) is not part of the IAMP and would not
be eligible for funding for design or construction from the same sources.

5. ODOT planin an ideal world would ask that there is not access within 1320
feet of any interchange. On the South side this is impractical. ODOT rules
state is should require access but it is not mandatory as to the 1320 foot
requirement as ODOT plan calls for or implies. ODQOT is already granting
separation with the stop light at Tutuilla/Hailey/395 intersection. The plan
calls for elimination of one of our driveways in Phase 3 based on above
criteria of 1320 feet.

Please see response to question 7 of original letter on page 6 of this report.
Planning Commission Staff Report, supplemental (AMD10-03) —1-84/US395 IAMP 8



6. ODOT has failed to inform the property owner in writing and/or verbally
the potential of closing one or more access points to individual property
owners other than the hearing process we are going through today. ODOT
is required under 734-051-0155 Access Management Plans (5)(c)”be
developed in coordination with local governments and property owners in
affected areas”, ODOT has failed to meet this provision. We would ask
that the planning commission make this a required recommendation before
this plan is sent on the Council. ODOT is propbsing to take one of our
driveways and provide a different access:

A. Pg.133-U S 395 plan states: “One driveway into the 76 gas station
will remain” has not been discussed with me or my company. ODOT
has failed to explain which driveway, turning radius of Trucks fueling
the site, access to and from site, etc.

B. “A new access roadway into the gas station from SW Hailey Avenue
will be constructed in order to allow for minimal out-of-direction travel
and safe and efficient access has never been discussed with our
company or the property owner.

Again we ask that these issues be reviewed with the property owner prior
to any approval by the Commission as to this plan before being sent to the
Council.

734-051-0155 was reproduced in its entirety in response to question 4 of the original letter. The Plan was developed
“in coordination with local governments and property owners in affected areas” as mandated by Division 51. Mr.
Hattenhauer was contacted in June of 2009 when the City sought volunteers to participate in the PAC. Although he
did not indicate an interest in participating, he was in attendance at later meetings of the PAC and was afforded the
opportunity to provide input. '

As noted previously, an IAMP is a general plan; specifics regarding actual alignment of roads and
closure/relocation of driveways are not within the scope or budget of the project. Final design details will not be
resolved untii a budget is secured to examine each property “on the ground.”

7. Our access points are grandfathered in under Division 51 rules; we asked
ODOT to address this issue but ODOT has failed to do so. Please consider
the following:

A. ODOT has failed to recognize our access points are grandfathered in.

B. Our site was one of the first businesses built on Southgate at present
location when freeway access was first available. ODOT has granted us
access and made improvements to our access prior to April 1, 2000.

C. ODOT’s OAR 734-051-0035(2) provides that “Division 51 rules do not
affect existing rights of owners of grandfathered approaches, except
where these rules specifically state their application to grandfathered
approached, as in OAR 734-051-0045. Change of use of an approach.”

D. Under OAR 734-051-0135 et seq., outline the provisions for granting
deviations from Access Management spacing Standards. This rule,
including OAR 734-051-0135 (3) does not specifically provide that it
applies to grandfathered approaches. Hence, access management
spacing standards, and deviations there from only apply to our
property if there is a change in use or there exists a legitimate and
expressly identified safety concern, OAR 734-051-0125 {1)(c). None has
been identified.

E. Under OAR 734-051-0045 applies to grandfathered approaches if there
is a change of use as defined by ODOT standards and if we do not
change use then unless there is a safety concern our access is not
subject to modification per the OAR’s.

Based on A-E above the commission needs to address grandfather
issues before sending to the Council

This same question was posed in question 12 of the previous letter. ODOT controls all access to ODOT facilities,
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and may, at its discretion, require changes to access if certain warrants are met. Warrants generally pertain to
capacity and safety issues, which are interrelated. As traffic increases, safety generally decreases. These changes to
either improve safety or maintain/improve mobility standards, may be required by ODOT at any time, with or
without an adopted IAMP.

The City is not in a position to interpret ODOT standards, especially those regarding to grandfathered approaches.
The remaining sections of 734-051 referenced above should be addressed by new testimony from either the
applicant or ODOT staff should the Commission elect to reopen the hearing.

8. The plan calls for a raised median in the long term plan on pg. 134 as well

as potentially restricting traffic to right-in/right-out from SW Tutuilla Creek

Road to the new SW Hailey Avenue intersection. In Fig. 7-6 shows plan in

blue and states to be implemented in Phase 3 which must be an error. A

long term plan should be considered Phase 4 if at all. The advisory

committee for businesses had made a recommendation to avoid any

medians on US 395 (Southgate). We would ask that this is beyond the 20

year horizon and be taken out of the plan or if at the very least would

require a future hearing in front of the planning commission and the

Council before the Long Term Phase could be built or enforced by ODOT.
City staff reminds all parties that Southgate/US 395 is an ODOT facility. As in question 7 above, ODOT may
require changes to an ODOT facility, including installation of a center median, at any time certain warrants are met.
Installation of such traffic safety measures would not require a hearing before either the Planning Commission or
the City Council.

9. ODOT has failed to take into account the impact to existing businesses by

the changes proposed. We ask that the commission as part of the plan that

ODOT assess the impact to any business that will lose existing access.

Require ODOT to address any mitigation as to property owner’s loss of

business because of the plan.

The purpose of an IAMP is to ensure the long-term functionality of one of the largest single investments in
Pendleton, public or private. ODOT and the City both recognize that long term trends indicate the intersections
north and south of Interstate 84 Exit 209 will fail within the 20 year planning period; some movements at these
intersections are already at failure during peak periods. The potential impacts of doing nothing include:

A) Traffic will increase to the point that driver and pedestrian safety will both plummet;

B) Traffic congestion will increase to the point that travel times will no longer be predictable;

C) The likelihood of delays will encourage interstate travelers to stop at other exits for food and fuel, skipping
Exit 209 entirely;

D) When the US395/Hailey/Tutuilla intersection is at failure, the City may have no choice but to implement a
building moratorium on the entire south side of town. Such a moratorium could make hundreds of acres of
land inside the City limits zoned both residential and commercial unbuildable. Such a moratorium could
even prevent St Anthony Hospital from relocating to it property on Southgate. Staff is unable to calculate
an estimate of the lost value to these property owners.

10.The plan is a fong range plan and plan calls for no reviews once plan is
adopted by the planning commission or the Council. The third phase may
not ever take place or if required it is 12-15 years away. We ask the
Commission that once ODOT wants to enforce the trigger points that a
requirement in the plan is that it would require a review by the commission
and council so that all parties have an opportunity to determine that
everyone is on the same page and this plan is the best going forward.

Please see question 3 on page 2 of this report.
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Exhibit A

City of Pendleton Announces Work to Begin on a Management Plan
for 1-84 Exit 209 (Southgate, Emigrant/Frazer), Seeks Citizen Input

June 5, 2009

The City of Pendleton Planning Department is working
with ODOT to create an Interchange Area Management
Plan (IAMP) for Interstate 84 Exit 209. The Plan will
serve to maintain the functionality of the interchange
area for the next 20 years. Property owners within 1/3
mile of the interchange may be impacted directly
through changes in the traffic network, or access to it
(driveways). Any person who uses the interchange area
may expect to see changes as a result of the new Plan.

The City is seeking five property owners/merchants
from each side of the interchange to participate in a :
Citizens Advisory Committee. Members of this committee w111 work w1th C1ty staff ODOT and a
consultant team to identify preferred alternatives for access ramps and the transportation network in the
vicinity of the ramps, with a specific emphasis on minimizing harmful traffic impacts on the interchange.
Participants will explore options to improve transportation in and around the interchange area for
vehicles, bicyclists and pedestrians. Members will be expected to attend several meetings, typically held
on Thursdays during business hours. The first meeting is tentatively scheduled for Thursday, June 25.

- The City and ODOT are working together to make sure travel to and within the City of Pendleton is

quick, easy and trouble-free for the foreseeable future. The Advisory Committee will help us accomplish
this task.

There will be public hearings prior to adoption to ensure the public has access to all materials and
recommendations. All materials are public documents and will be available in the Planning Department
offices or online; copies of all materials will be available for a reasonable cost.

For additional information on any aspect of the project, or to participate in the Advisory Committee,
contact Evan MacKenzie or visit the Planning Department page at www.pendleton.or.us.

The City of Pendleton Planning Department administers the City’s Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances, and is
also responsible for long-range planning responsibilities within Pendleton and its Urban Growth Boundary.

CONTACT:

Evan MacKenzie

Planner, City of Pendleton
541-966-0261 / FAX 966-0251
evan.mackenzie@ci.pendleton.or.us
www.pendleton.or.us
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The development of this plan was guided by the Project Management Team (PMT), Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC), and Public Advisory Committee (PAC). The PMT, TAC, and PAC
members are identified below, along with members of the consultant team. The PMT members were
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related to project schedule and meeting logistics. The PMT included representation from ODOT, the
City of Pendleton, and the consultant team. The TAC and PAC members were responsible for
reviewing all work products and guiding the planning work. They devoted a substantial amount of
time and effort to the development of the I-84/US 395 Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP),
and their participation was instrumental in the development of the recommendations that are
presented in this plan.
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Glossary of Frequently Used Acronyms
AMP — Access Management Plan

HDM - Oregon Department of Transportation Highway Design Manual
IAMP - Interchange Area Management Plan

IMSA - Interchange Management Study Area

LOS - Level of Service

OHP - Oregon Department of Transportation Oregon Highway Plan
PAC - Public Advisory Committee

PMT - Project Management Team

TAC - Technical Advisory Committee

TSP - Transportation System Plan

V/C - Volume to Capacity Ratio
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Introduction

An Interchange Area Management Plan
(IAMP) has been prepared for the
Interstate-84 (I-84) / US 395 Interchange in
Pendleton, Oregon. The following section
provides an overview of the purpose and
intent of the IAMP and defines: the
interchange function, the project goals and
objectives, and the study area. These
elements have been defined through a
collaborative effort between the project
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and
Public Advisory Committee (PAC).

PURPOSE AND INTENT

The JAMP is a strategic and dynamic transportation plan that is designed to protect the long-term
function of the I-84/US 395 interchange by preserving the capacity of the interchange while
providing safe and efficient operations between connecting roadways. The IAMP identifies land use
management strategies, short-, medium-, and long-term transportation improvements, access
management plans, and strategies to fund identified improvements.

The IAMP planning efforts have resulted in policies, ordinances, and other provisions that will be
adopted into the City of Pendleton’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Comprehensive Plan.
The IAMP will be adopted by the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) as an amendment to
the Oregon Highway Plan.

PROBLEM STATEMENT

Because of topographic constraints and the construction of I-84, there are only two existing
opportunities for access between the areas of Pendleton to the north and south of 1-84: US 395 and
OR 11. The resulting level of cross-town traffic, especially in the vicinity of the I-84 interchange with
US-395, makes it very difficult for motorists exiting the freeway to access downtown, and
subsequently, both of the ramp termini operate over capacity. Queues on the eastbound off-ramp
are forecast to back onto the mainline of I-84 by the year 2025. Traffic operations within the vicinity
of the interchange are also poor. In particular, the operations of the Tutuilla Creek-Hailey Road/US
395 and the 20t Street/Court Place intersections will all need to be improved. There are several
direct accesses from commercial properties onto US 395 south of the interchange. The Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT) initiated the IAMP process to ensure that growth and
development will occur in the interchange study area without compromising the operation of the
interchange. The IAMP identifies transportation improvements, land-use strategies, and
implementation policies. It also satisfies the requirements of Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR)
734-051 and has been developed according to the ODOT IAMP guidelines.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2
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INTERCHANGE DESCRIPTION

The [-84/US 395 interchange is an urban interchange that connects US 395, a statewide highway and
freight route, with I-84. It is one of five interchanges serving Pendleton. US 395 serves as a major
connection between the north and south sides of the Pendleton community. It is a five-lane facility
through the I-84 interchange area and then transitions into a couplet facility north of the freeway
comprised of SW Frazer and SW Emigrant Avenues. This couplet provides access to downtown
Pendleton. Much of the traffic flow in this area is focused on the SW Emigrant Ave/SW 20" St
intersection, with traffic coming to and from the US 30 couplet of SW Court Avenue and SW Dorion
Avenue and US 30 (Westgate Avenue). These roads also provide access to downtown, as well as to
the Eastern Oregon Correctional Facility, Eastern Oregon Regional Airport at Pendleton, Pendleton
Round-up grounds, and other industrial and residential areas. The couplet also connects to OR 11,
which travels north into Milton-Freewater, Oregon and Walla Walla, WA. To the south, US 395
serves commercial uses and connections to residential areas before continuing south through the
communities of John Day and Burns.

The land uses within the immediate vicinity of the interchange are primarily commercial.
Residential areas are located off local streets connecting to US 395 and along the Frazer-Emigrant
couplet.

Interchange Function Statement

Following is the function and policy definition for the I-84/US 395 Interchange:

“The transportation function of the 1-84/US 395 Interchange is principally to provide safe and
efficient access to downtown Pendleton and the residential areas south of 1-84, including local traffic
traveling between these two areas. In addition to this primary function, the I-84/US 395 Interchange
remains an important facility for accessing the Eastern Oregon Correctional Facility, Blue Mountain
Community College, and the residential areas north of downtown. The interchange also serves
regional traffic coming from/going to US 395 south of Pendleton and OR 11 northeast of downtown.”

INTERCHANGE MANAGEMENT STUDY AREA

To provide a comprehensive study and to achieve effective results, the Interchange Management
Study Area (IMSA) includes developable and re-developable properties and major roadways that
would significantly affect the interchange function over the next 20 years. The IMSA includes
properties within %2-mile, and in some cases beyond, from the existing I-84 interchange as defined
by the IAMP Guidelines. The IMSA also takes into account facilities and properties that will impact
the operations of the interchange and any natural or cultural resources in the vicinity of the
interchange.

The IMSA map is shown in Figure 1-1. Figure 1-1 identifies key features and boundaries of the area
included in the IAMP. As shown on the IMSA map, two study boundaries are identified: the IAMP
Operations and Access Study area and the Land Use Study Area. The following describes the
criteria used to create the IMSA map.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 3
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Operations and Access Study Area
The Operations and Access Study Area includes all access points and intersections within %-mile
from the existing I-84 interchange and encompass key intersections that have potential to affect
traffic operations in the interchange area over the planning period. This study boundary identifies
the area for which operational analysis was completed and specifically requires an Access
Management Plan (AMP). The study intersections included:

e [-84/US 395 Eastbound Ramp Terminal

e 1-84/US 395 Westbound Ramp Terminal

e SW Dorian Avenue / SW 20th Street

e SW Court Avenue / SW 20t Street

e SW Emigrant Avenue / SW 17t Street

e SW Frazer Avenue / SW 17t Street

e SW Emigrant Avenue / SW 18 Street

e SW Emigrant Avenue / SW 19t Street

e SW Frazer Avenue / SW 19t Street

e SW Emigrant Avenue / SW 20t Street

e US395/SW Hailey Avenue

e US395/SW 30 Street

Land Use Study Area

The Land Use Study Area includes all properties located roughly within a Y2-mile of the
interchange. The Land Use Study Area extends beyond a Y2-mile in places to incorporate
developable and re-developable properties that are expected to significantly affect the interchange
function over the next 20 years. Properties identified with potential to affect the interchange include
those that are expected to utilize the interchange as their primary connection to I-84 or those that
may be necessary to examine to improve local circulation.

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The IAMP process is intended to protect the function of the interchange for the next 20 years while
accounting for changes in land use and traffic patterns. Potential capacity for additional residential
development south of the interchange will impact the traffic patterns over this period. As stated in
Policy 3C of the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan, “it is the policy of the State of Oregon to plan for and
manage grade-separated interchange areas to ensure safe and efficient operation between
connecting roadways.” From this definition, the goals and objectives of the I-84/US 395 IAMP are to:

e Protect the function and operation of the existing local street network within the IMSA.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 5
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e Ensure changes to the planned land use are consistent with protecting the long-term
function of the interchange and the local street system.

e Ensure that the interchange will function to support future local economic development.

e Identify the existing and potential land use designations, intensities, conditions, and actions
that could have a favorable effect on the facility, or an adverse effect on the facility.

e Manage the allowed land uses within the vicinity of the interchange to provide for future
economic growth over the next 20 years.

e Identify and prioritize transportation improvements needed to maintain acceptable traffic
operations at the proposed interchange while providing safe access to adjacent land uses.

e Apply access management techniques and develop a planned local-roadway infrastructure.

e Collaborate throughout the planning process with design professionals, jurisdictional
representatives, developers, and local property owners and citizens.

e Comply with the intent of Statewide Planning Goal 1: Public Involvement, 2: Land Use
Planning, 5: Natural Resources, 6: Air, Water and Land Resources Quality, 7: Areas Subject
to Natural hazards, 8: Recreation Needs, 9: Economic Development, 12: Transportation, and
14: Urban Growth Boundaries.

e Develop implementation policies to be adopted into the City comprehensive plans,
transportation system plans, interchange access standards, and zoning ordinances, as
appropriate.

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Based on the above objectives, the following evaluation criteria were assembled to ensure that each
identified concept would be evaluated for consistency with the overall intent of the community and
the project. The six evaluation criteria are as outlined below:

e Transportation Operations: This category consists of those criteria that assess the ability for
vehicles to travel through and within the IMSA. Special considerations within this category
include safety, local connectivity and mobility, including freight mobility.

e Land Use: This category consists of those criteria that assess right-of-way impacts,
consistency with adopted land use and economic development plans, transportation
capacity impacts of changes in land use intensity, impacts to utilities, and impacts to existing
and proposed developments.

¢ Economic Development: This category consists of those criteria that assess the potential for
near-term growth (1-5 years), mid-term growth (5-15 years), and long-term growth (15-25
years)

e Cost: This category consists of those criteria that assess the practicality of a design concept
from a construction cost and feasibility perspective.

e Environmental, Social, and Equity factors: This category consists of those criteria that assess
the degree to which a concept is compatible with the natural and built environment
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including environmental impacts (i.e., storm water drainage and hazardous waste) and
socio-economic impacts (i.e., stakeholders’ needs).

e Accessibility: This category consists of those criteria that assess the ability to access
properties and businesses within the IMSA to/from the regional transportation network
including the balance between local access and roadway function, future access for
undeveloped properties, and adherence to the access spacing standards.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE IAMP

The I-84/US 395 IAMP has been guided by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Public
Advisory Committee (PAC), as well as area residents and business owners. TAC and PAC roster
lists are provided in the Preface of this document and in Section 2. Regular TAC and PAC meetings
held throughout the course of the project have provided opportunities for the two committees to
review and guide the technical analysis prepared by the consultant team and the overall project
direction. A summary of the individual TAC and PAC meetings is provided in the Technical Appendix.

Public Involvement

In addition to the regular TAC and PAC meetings, local citizens, property owners, and business
owners provided their input by participating in three public workshops. The first workshop
provided participants with background information on the project and then gave them the
opportunity to develop and present their ideas for design concepts. At the second workshop,
participants provided their input on the design concepts that had previously been developed. The
third workshop focused on a review of the draft IAMP. Members of the public also submitted
comments directly to the project management team either through correspondence or by attending
a TAC or PAC meeting. In fact, a number of area business and property owners attended the final
PAC meetings and provided feedback that was instrumental to the development of the preferred
transportation improvement plan. In addition, adoption of the plan will have included public
hearings before the City of Pendleton Planning Commission and Council and the Oregon
Transportation Commission.

IAMP ORGANIZATION AND METHODOLOGY

The development of the I-84/US 395 IAMP began in May 2009 with the first meeting of the Project
Management Team (PMT) and City and ODOT staff. Work with the TAC and PAC began shortly
thereafter in June 2009. Since June 2009, these groups participated in an extensive process that
involved reviewing existing and future transportation conditions, future land use analyses,
interchange design and local access and circulation concepts, and financing options.

Sections 1 through 9 comprise Volume 1 of the IAMP and provide the main substance of the plan.
These are supplemented by Technical Appendices in Volume 2 which contains the technical
memoranda documenting each step in the process. The organization and description of each
element of the IAMP are outlined below:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 7
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Section 1 describes the IAMP process, purpose, and goals and outlines the remainder of the
document;

Section 2 details the interagency and public involvement program;
Section 3 provides the plan and policy review;
Section 4 outlines the existing land use patterns and transportation facilities within the IMSA;

Section 5 documents the future land use and transportation conditions and how they were
addressed by the planning effort;

Section 6 provides a description of the concepts analysis and transportation planning efforts
involving the selection of a preferred interchange form, supporting local access and circulation
network, access management plan, and land use management plan;

Section 7 is the I-84/US 395 IAMP, including the local circulation and access elements and the
transportation improvement projects that are necessary to ensure the continued long-term safety
and function of the interchange;

Section 8 provides guidance on IAMP adoption, monitoring, and updates; and,

Section 9 documents how the 1-84/US 395 IAMP complies with the Oregon Administrative Rules
for the development of an interchange area management plan as well as the Oregon Highway Plan.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 8
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Interagency and Public Involvement Program

As part of the 1-84/US 395 Interchange Area Management
Plan (IAMP), interagency and public involvement * -
occurred through: a kick-off meeting with agency staff; a W E L. (f D [\l] E
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and a Public

Advisory Committee (PAC) that had regular meetings;
three public workshops involving local citizens, property

1-84 US 395 Interchange Area
Management Plan

Open House

owners, and business owners; a joint work session of the
City of Pendleton Planning Commission and City Council
that was open to the public; and public adoption hearings 5 \r‘ G
in front of the City of Pendleton Planning Commission and i

Council and the Oregon Transportation Commission. An

overview of the TAC and PAC meetings and public

workshops is summarized below.

TECHNICAL ADVISORY AND PUBLIC ADVISORY COMMITTEES

The TAC and PAC guided the planning work and were responsible for reviewing all work
products, providing input on all planning recommendations, such as the IMSA, goals and
objectives, technical analysis, and the proposed concepts. Ultimately the TAC and PAC helped
select the preferred interchange form, local circulation/access, land use management, and
coordination elements of the IJAMP. In addition, a Project Management Team (PMT) performed a
coordination function, planning and executing project management tasks related to project
schedule and meeting logistics. The PMT included representation from ODOT, the City of
Pendleton, and the consultant team and were all members of the TAC.

Membership on the TAC and PAC was established through input from City and ODOT
representatives. A proposed TAC and PAC membership roster was presented and finalized at a
project kick-off meeting held May 13, 2009. A list of TAC and PAC members is included in Table 2-
1 and 2-2.
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TABLE 2-1 TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Agency Name Position/Title Role

Evan MacKenzie

City of Pendleton Senior Planner

City Project Manager

PMT and TAC
Bob Patterson City of Pendlm_eton Public Works TAC
Director
City of Pendleton Tim Simmons City of Pendleton City Engineer TAC
Pete Wells City of Pendleton City Attorney TAC
City of Pendleton Eastern Oregon
Larry Dalrymple Regional Airport Manager TAC
Larry Lehman City of Pendleton City manager TAC
DLCD Grant Young DLCD Field Representative TAC
Economic Scott Fairley Eastern Oregon Coordinator TAC

Revitalization Team

Patrick Knight

ODOT Region 5 Planner

ODOT Project Manager

PMT and TAC
ODOT Region 5 Donald Fine ODOT Region 5 Traffhlc Operations & TAC
Analysis
Tom Kuhlman ODOT Region 5 Traffic Section TAC
Manager
ODOT District 12 Ken Patterson ODOT District 12 Area Manager TAC
(Interim)
8282- Statewide Dave Warrick ODOT Interchange Engineer TAC
) Oliver Pahl / )
Umatilla County Tamra Mabbott Umatilla County TAC
Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 11
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TABLE 2-2 PUBLIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Name Representing
Bill Arrington - D&B Supply
Chuck Wood City of Pendleton Planning Commission
Craig Smith St. Anthony’s Hospital
Dan Ball Pendleton Bicycle Club
Dan Ceniga City of Pendleton City Council

Dan Mitzimberg

City of Pendleton Transportation Commission

Dave Byrd

City of Pendleton Parks & Recreation

Don Russell

Time-to-Wash

Eric Fanciullo

Denny’s Restaurant

Harry Snyder

Dean’s Market

Jef Farley

Real Estate and Housing

John Brenne

City of Pendleton City Council

Justin Pearce

City of Pendleton City Council

Loren Schmucker

Keystone RV

Phil Houk City of Pendleton City Council
Rich Britton Bank of the West
Rick Oliver First Church of God

Stacey Bowen

Safeway

Vern Wilcox

Wilcox Furniture

Vince Crawford City of Pendleton Planning Commission

The TAC members were selected in order to provide representation from key components of
interested government agencies. PAC members were selected in order to provide a good
representation of City officials, area property and business owners, and other interested citizen
groups. In addition to the PAC members, a number of area property and business owners regularly
attended PAC meetings and actively participated in the process. An outline of all of the TAC and
PAC meetings is included below.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN

To ensure that adequate project coordination and public participation occurred throughout the
development of the I-84/US 395 IAMP, a series of TAC and PAC meetings, public workshops, and
public joint work sessions were held over the course of the project. The City of Pendleton also
conducted public hearings to adopt the plan. A summary of all of the meetings associated with the
project, as well as the meeting objectives, are summarized in Table 2-3.
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TABLE 2-3

MEETING SUMMARY

Meeting Event

Date/Location

Meeting Purpose/Objectives

Kick-off Meeting

May 13" 2009/
Pendleton - City Hall

- Review Project Goals
- Review TAC and PAC Membership
- Review Project Schedule

TAC/PAC Meeting #1

June 25", 2009/
Pendieton - Vert Club
Room

- Review Project Schedule and Approach

- Presentation: IAMP 101

- Review Tech Memorandums #1 and #2 (IAMP Definition and
Background and Plans and Policy Review)

The purpose of Meeting #1 was to introduce the I-84/US 395
IAMP project and the consultant team; review the project
schedule; review the project goals, objectives, and evaluation
criteria; familiarize TAC/PAC members with the IAMP process
and their roles; confirm the IMSA; confirm the project schedule;
and review the project’s policy framework.

TAC/PAC Meeting #2

August 26, 2009/
Pendleton - Vert Club
Room

- Review Tech Memorandums #3/4 and #5/6 (Existing and
Future Conditions) )

- Presentation: Interchange Design 101/Local Circulation 101

- Brainstorm Design Concepts

The purpose of Meeting #2 was to review the existing and
future land use and traffic operations and involve the TAC and
PAC in a brainstorming exercise to develop interchange design,
local circulation, and access management concepts for the
existing roadway system.

Public Workshop #1

August 26, 2009/
Pendleton - Vert Club
Room

- Project Overview

- Summary of Existing and Future Conditions

- Presentation: Interchange Design 101/Local Circulation 101
- Brainstorm Design Concepts

The purpose of the first public workshop was to present the
project goals and objectives and findings to date; educate the
public and stakeholders on the IAMP process and interchange
design and access management practices; and engage the
participants to help develop potential interchange design, local
circulation, and access management concepts.

TAC/PAC Meeting #3

January 7, 2010/
Pendleton -
Convention Center

- Review Concepts Analysis
- Screen Concepts

The purpose of Meeting #3 was to review the Concepts Analysis
and determine the concepts that would move forward for
refined analysis.

Public Workshop #2

January 7, 2010/
Pendleton -
Convention Center

- Review Concepts Analysis

The purpose of the second public workshop was to present the
concepts being considered, the results of the concepts analysis,
and provide the public with the opportunity to give their
feedback on the concepts being considered.

TAC/PAC Meeting #4

February 18, 2010/
Pendleton -
Convention Center

- Review Evaluation of Refined Concepts
- Determine Preferred Concepts

The purpose of Meeting #4 was to review the evaluation of the
refined concepts developed at the last set of PAC, TAC, and
public workshops and determine preferred concepts. Feedback
from this meeting resulted in further refined concepts for
detailed analysis.

City Council/Planning
Commission Joint
Presentation

March 30, 2010/
Pendleton - City Hall

- Review Project Purpose and Process
- Review Refined Concepts

The purpose of the joint presentation was to update the City
Council and Planning Commission on the project’s purpose,
process, and progress to date and to present the concepts that
had been moved forward for further analysis.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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Meeting Event

Date/Location

Meeting Purpose/Objectives

TAC/PAC Meeting #5

March 31, 2010/
Pendleton -
Convention Center

- Review Detailed Analyses and Cost Estimates
- Determine Preferred Concepts

The purpose of Meeting #5 was to review the evaluation of the
refined concepts and determine preferred concepts. Feedback
from this meeting resulted in new and refined concepts to be
further evaluated.

TAC/PAC Meeting #6

April 15, 2010/
Pendleton - Vert Club
Room

- Review Detailed Analyses and Cost Estimates
- Gather Feedback

The purpose of Meeting #6 was to review the evaluation of the
refined and new concepts and gather feedback on them. These
meetings provided direction for additional refinement and
information gathering on the potential concepts.

TAC/PAC Meeting #7

May 6, 2010/
Pendleton - Vert Club
Room

- Review Refined Analyses and Cost Estimates
- Gather feedback

The purpose of Meeting #7 was to review the evaluation of the
refined and new concepts and gather feedback on them.
Feedback from the meetings indicated that preferred concepts
that can be supported by both committees and area business
and property owners may exist.

TAC/PAC Meeting #8

July 22, 2010/
Pendleton - City
Council Chambers

- Summary of Draft IAMP
The purpose of Meeting #8 was to review the draft IAMP.

Public Workshop #3

July 22, 2010/
Pendleton - City
Council Chambers

- Summary of Draft IAMP

The purpose of the third Public Workshop was to review the
draft IAMP.

Planning Commission
Hearing

October 21, 2010/
Pendleton - City
Council Chambers

The Draft IAMP was presented to the Planning Commission for
adoption. The public hearing was continued until all members of
the Commission had reviewed the document thoroughly.

Planning Commission

November 4, 2010/
Pendleton - City

The Draft IAMP was approved and forwarded to the City Council

Hearing Council Chambers with a recommendation for approval.
City Council Hearing TBD
OTC Hearing TBD

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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Plan and Policy Review

One of the project objectives of the IAMP is to ensure
that the plan is consistent with local and state
transportation policies and standards. To meet this
objective, a review and evaluation of existing plans,
policies, standards, and laws that are relevant to the
IMSA was conducted. A summary of the documents
reviewed is provided below. Detailed information from
this review can be found in the Technical Appendix.

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

The following transportation and land use plans were reviewed for policies and regulations
applicable to the 1-84/US 395 Interchange.

Federal

e CFR 23 Subchapter G — Section 625 (Interstate System Access)

State/ODOT

e Statewide Planning Goal 1 (Public Involvement), Goal 2 (Land Use Planning), Goal 5
(Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces), Goal 6 (Air, Water and
Land Resources Quality), Goal 7 (Areas Subject to Natural Hazards), Goal 8 (Recreational
Needs), Goal 9 (Economic Development), Goal 10 (Housing), Goal 12 (Transportation), and
Goal 14 (Urbanization)

e Oregon Transportation Plan (1992)

e Oregon Highway Plan (1999)

e Oregon Administrative Rule 660, Division 12 (Transportation Planning Rule)
e Oregon Administrative Rule 734, Division 51 (Access Management Rule)

e Highway Design Manual

e City of Pendleton Comprehensive Plan (1983)
e City of Pendleton Development Code (Last amended 2009)
e City of Pendleton Transportation System Plan (Updated 2007)
e City of Pendleton System Development Charges
- City of Pendleton Capital Improvement Program (CIP)

¢ Pendleton Downtown Resource Team Report (2006)

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 16
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CONSISTENCY WITH EXISTING PLANS

The IAMP has been developed to be consistent with local and state transportation policies. The
review of local policies and regulations did not reveal conflicts with the primary goal of the IAMP
to protect the function of the interchange but, at the same time, the existing regulatory tools also do
not adequately address the future transportation needs in the area. Additional requirements
regarding access management, local street connectivity, and transportation financing must be
adopted if the transportation system in this area of Pendleton is going to support future planned
growth. See Sections 7 and 8 for proposed amendments to existing plans required to make existing
plans consistent with the JAMP.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 17
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Existing Transportation/Land Use Conditions

This section provides a review of existing land uses
and transportation facilities as well as natural and
cultural resources within the vicinity of the 1-84/US
395 interchange. As shown in Figure 4-1, this
interchange is the one of the five interchanges
serving Pendleton that is central to the urban core of
the city. The information identified in this section
provides a basis for identifying opportunities and
constraints for meeting the goals and objectives of the
TIAMP.

INTERCHANGE MANAGEMENT STUDY
AREA

The Interchange Management Study Area (IMSA), depicted in Figure 4-2, defines the extent of the
land use and traffic operations review. As the figure shows, the study includes an Operations and
Access Study Area and a Land Use Study Area. The Land Use Study Area includes the areas with
trip generation potential that are expected to have a direct affect on the design and function of the
interchange. Generally speaking, land uses outside of the Land Use Study area are not anticipated
to directly impact the function of the interchange because they are already developed, have limited
redevelopment potential, are already accounted for in forecasted citywide growth, or are outside of
Pendleton’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Figure 4-2 also outlines the Interchange Operations/Access Review Area. The operations and access
management of intersections and driveways within this area is the subject of analysis described
later in this section.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 19
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EXISTING LAND USE

Pursuant to the requirements stated in the Oregon Administrative Rule 734-051-0155 for the
preparation of an IAMP, a land use inventory was prepared for the IMSA. This section provides a
description of the existing land-use patterns and zoning regulations that currently exist within the
IMSA.

Existing Zoning

As shown in Figure 4-3, zoning in the IMSA primarily consists of commercial zones and secondarily
of residential and industrial zones. Articles IV through IX of the City of Pendleton Zoning
Ordinance establish permitted uses and development standards for residential, commercial, and
industrial zones. Below is an overview of these provisions for the zoning districts within the IMSA.

e (-1 (Central Commercial)

o Uses: vehicle services, business and personal services, housing (subject to
conditions), eating and drinking establishments, general retail, public and health
services, parking areas, garages, and transit facilities permitted outright; city parks,
housing in the Central Parking District (subject to conditions), hospitals, cultural
facilities, and transportation services permitted conditionally.

o Development standards: no minimum lot size, maximum lot coverage, or maximum
height.

e (-2 (Tourist Commercial)

o Uses: eating and drinking establishments, lodging, vehicle services, and information
centers permitted outright; transit facilities and transportation services permitted
conditionally.

o Development standards: no minimum lot size or maximum lot coverage; maximum
building height is 50 feet or five stories.

e (-3 (Service Commercial)

o Uses: vehicle services, business and personal services, housing (subject to
conditions), eating establishments, food stores, general retail, health services, and
transit facilities permitted outright; drinking establishments, housing (subject to
conditions), public services, hospitals, lodging, cultural facilities, warehousing,
railroad facilities, and transportation services permitted conditionally.

o Development standards: no minimum lot size or maximum lot covérage; maximum
building height is 50 feet or five stories.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 22
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¢ R-2 (Medium Density Residential)

o Uses: detached and attached single-family housing, duplexes, townhouses,
manufactured homes, residential homes and facilities, and city parks permitted
outright; multi-family housing, neighborhood commercial uses, schools, churches,
cemeteries, and transportation facilities permitted conditionally.

o Development standards: minimum lot sizes range from 5,000 to 8,000 square feet
depending on slope; 5 to 18 units per acre permitted; maximum lot coverage is 40%;
maximum building height is 40 feet or three stories.

e M-1 (Light Industrial)

o Uses: vehicle services, contractors and construction retail, light industrial, business
services, repair services, wholesaling, solid waste transfer stations (subject to
conditions), and transportation services and facilities permitted outright; eating and
drinking establishments, public services, lodging, junk and wrecking yards, light
industrial, landfills and waste treatment or disposal facilities, animal clinics and
hospitals, mining, utilities, and transportation equipment permitted conditionally.

o Development standards: minimum lot size established site-by-site in Zoning
Ordinance but minimum lot sizes not identified in IMSA; no maximum lot coverage;
landscaping required for screening.

LAND USE INVENTORY

The following is a summary of existing land uses within the IMSA, including commercial,
residential, and other uses north and south of the interchange.

Commercial Uses (North of the Interchange)

Zoning north of the interchange in the IMSA is mostly C-1 (Central Commercial). Existing uses in
the zone include large to small retail as well as residential. As mentioned in the zoning section
above, housing is allowed in the C-1 (Central Commercial) zone given adequate public facilities and
services and conformance with other city requirements. Immediately north/northeast of the
interchange between SW 20th Street and SW 23rd Street are a mini-mart, bank, furniture store, a
shopping plaza, and housing, primarily single-family. Directly north of the interchange loop ramp,
south/southwest of SW 20th Street is housing and a Safeway store. West/southwest of Safeway is a
glass business with a storage yard and a hotel. Across SW Court Avenue from Safeway is a Wal-
Mart store, with access onto SW Court Avenue and SW 20th Street. Beyond SW 23rd Street to the
northern border of the IMSA is a combination of downtown businesses, services, and housing. The
railroad forms the northern border, and the Round-Up Grounds and Convention Center lay just on
the other side of the border.

Commercial Uses (South of the Interchange)

Unlike the commercial development north of the interchange, which reflects the city’s transition to
downtown, the development in the C-2 (Tourist Commercial) zone south of the interchange reflects
this area’s orientation to the freeway and is comprised of fast, convenient, and motor vehicle-
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oriented businesses. Immediately south of the interchange along US 395, SW Hailey Avenue, and
SW Tutuilla Creek Road are a Burger King , Denny’s, and motel.

Commercial zoning lines US 395 as it travels south from the interchange. Between the SW Hailey
Ave/SW Tutuilla Creek Rd intersection and SW 30th Street are a series of retail businesses and
professional services including a gas station, oil change shop, car wash, Wendy’s, McDonald’s,
Subway, Starbucks, Abby’s Pizza, a mini-mart, and two realtors. There is also a retailer on a large lot
- D&B - a farm store that took over the building and property from K-Mart.

Residential Uses (North of the Interchange)

There are areas of residential zoning and housing in the IMSA. The IAMP process and the preferred
transportation improvement plan for the IAMP and interchange-related transportation
improvements need to be sensitive to existing residential areas. The homes in the IMSA tend to be
“stick-built” and “site-built” and not mobile or manufactured homes, according to City staff, even
though mobile homes are allowed in the C-1 and R-2 zones.

As noted earlier, housing is allowed in the C-1 (Central Commercial) zone and existing housing is
found interspersed with commercial uses north of the interchange. In particular, there is a large
block of housing between the northern interchange loop ramp and SW 20th Street, across from the
Safeway. There is also housing in the R-2 (Medium Density Residential) zone in the northeast
quadrant of the interchange. This area’s direct impact on future interchange operations is assumed
to be minimal because of the lack of developable land, the grade differences, and lack of direct
access to US 395. While traffic from this area will be included in the transportation analysis, this
area is not included in the IMSA for purposes of land use analysis or access management.

Residential Uses (South of the Interchange)

Housing south of the interchange is located in the only residential zoning district within the IMSA,
the R-2 (Medium Density Residential) zone. There is an area of housing adjacent to the freeway and
east of the Denny’s and motel on SW Tutuilla Creek Road. There is also a large area of residentially
zoned land (R-2) in this southeast quadrant of the interchange and IMSA that is vacant. This area is
included in the IMSA because planned roads shown in the City’s Transportation System Plan (TSP)
will connect SW Ladow Avenue and SW Tutuilla Creek Road. This will create another connection
between SW Tutuilla Creek Road and US 395. There are large developed neighborhoods southwest
of the interchange, but as with the areas north of the interchange, these neighborhoods have not
been included in the IMSA because of grade differences and only indirect access to US 395 and the
interchange. Traffic from these and other areas of the city, however, will be captured in
transportation analyses conducted over the course of this project through regional growth
projections.

Other Uses

Other uses and features in the IMSA include industrial uses, institutional uses, open space, the
Umatilla River and Tutuilla Creek. Light industrial uses are found in the IMSA in areas of light
industrial (M-1) zoning. For example, the M-1 zone directly to the northwest of the westbound I-84
loop ramp is the site for a glass business, which also uses the site for storage. A larger area of M-1
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zoning is found in the IMSA west of the Umatilla River, adjacent to and north of the freeway. This
area was included in the IMSA because of planned roadways across the river shown in the City’s
TSP. This industrially zoned land is currently vacant and owned by the City. North of it is the
Eastern Oregon Correctional Institution, a 1,600-bed facility and the city’s fourth largest employer,
according to the Oregon Department of Corrections.

Institutional uses in the IMSA include a church, cemetery, and a US Forest Service (USFS) building,
all to the south of the interchange. The USFS building that is directly south of the eastbound 1-84
off-ramp and the Burger King is the headquarters for the Umatilla National Forest. This land is not
owned by the USFES or federal government. Olney Cemetery occupies a large area southeast of the
interchange. The 55-acre site and associated facilities are owned and managed by the City and its
Parks Department. According to the City’s website, of the 70,000 available graves, 17,000 people
have thus far been interred there, including transfers from a former pioneer cemetery.

On the west side of US 395, there are two churches across SW Hailey Avenue from each other. Only
the church on the south side of SW Hailey Avenue (behind the realtor office, gas station, and
Starbucks) has access to US 395 and is included in the IMSA. At the south tip of the IMSA and
directly south of SW 30th Street is a medical center. City staff report that it functions as a regional
facility, drawing visitors and patients from outside the city and not just inside the city.

Vacant Land

The most significant areas of vacant land in the IMSA are found north of the interchange west of the
Wal-Mart and then across the Umatilla River on the City-owned property south of the Eastern
Oregon Correctional Institution. These areas are zoned C-1 (Central Commercial) and M-1 (Light
Industrial) respectively. The land west of Wal-Mart in particular has the potential to generate traffic
given its commercial zoning and existing roads and infrastructure in the area. The City-owned land
across the river is planned to be accessible via a new bridge and roads shown in the City’s TSP, but
these are long-term projects, so this land can be considered developable but later in a 20-year
planning horizon.

South of the interchange, there is land in the southeast section of the IMSA that is vacant
residentially zoned land. The land was included in the IMSA because of planned roads and
connections to SW Ladow Avenue and SW Tutuilla Creek Road, which connect to US 395.
Development here would likely occur later in the planning period, given the need to first, or
concurrently, build these connecting roads. Residential development is assumed for future land use
scenarios.

There is also vacant land included in the IMSA that is residentially zoned and is adjacent to the
freeway and interchange in its southwest quadrant. This land is steeply sloped and less likely to be
developed any time soon, if at all. If developed, this area would likely be homes rather than
employment (commercial or industrial) uses. The area is not well suited to employment uses, which
tend to seek flatter land and might conflict with adjacent residential neighborhoods.

City staff identified the potential for infill development amongst existing commercial development
along US 395 south of the interchange. However, there has been no recent indication of private
interest.
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Despite the vacant land and development opportunities documented here, City planning staff
report that there were no submitted or pending development applications in the IMSA at the time
that the IAMP was developed, nor had there been informal inquiries or conversations with staff
about development in the vicinity of the interchange.

EXISTING TRANSPORTATION INVENTORY

The second major component of the 1-84/US 395 IAMP existing conditions evaluation process is the
transportation system. The existing transportation inventory provides a detailed description of all
transportation facilities and travel modes within the IMSA. In addition, the inventory identifies the
current operational, traffic control, and geometric characteristics of roadways and other
transportation facilities.

ROADWAY FACILITIES

The roadways within the IMSA include state and city roadways. A description of each of the
functionally classified roadway facilities is summarized in Table 4-1. The remaining roadways (e.g.
SW 19th Street, SW 18t Street, etc...) are classified as local roads and typically are 25 mph, two-lane
sections with sidewalks and on-street parking but no bike lanes. Figure 4-4 illustrates the existing
lane configurations and traffic control devices at the respective study intersections.
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TABLE 4-1 EXISTING TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES AND ROADWAY DESIGNATIONS
Existing Roadway
Ownership/ Posted
Functional Cross- Speed Side- Bicycle On-Street
Roadway Classification® section (mph) walks? Lanes? Parking?
OoDOT/
_ Interstate Highway- B
Interstate-84 Freight Route- 4-lane 65 No No No
Truck Route
oDOT/
US 395 (Southgate) Statewide Highway- 5-lane 30 Yes Yes No
Freight Route
SW Emigrant ODOT/District B
Avenue (OR 37) Highway 2-lane 30 Yes Yes No
SW Frazer Avenue ODOT/District B
(OR 37) Highway 2-lane 30 Yes Yes No
SW 17" Street City/Minor Azrterlal 2-lane 25 Yes No Yes
- Local
SW 20" Street City/Minor Arterial 3-lane 25 Yes No No
- Local
SW Tutuilla Creek | v /minor Arterial 2-lane 25 Yes Yes No
Road
SW Hailey Avenue City/Urban Collector 2-lane 25 Yes No No
th City/Urban ~
SW 30" Street Collector® 2-lane 25 Yes No Yes
Local Streets® City/Local Streets 2-lane 25 Partial No Partial

!Functional classifications of ODOT roadways are from the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan and classifications of City
roadways are from the Oregon Transportation Map for Pendleton, drawn by ODOT
2SW 17" Street is classified as a minor arterial northwest of SW Frazer Avenue and a local road to the southeast

3SW 20" Street is classified as a minor arterial northwest of SW Emigrant Avenue and a local road to the southeast
4SW 30" Street is classified as an urban collector west of US 395 and a local road to the east
SLocal Streets include SW 19" Street, SW 18" Street, SW Dorion Avenue, SW Court Place, SW Ladow Avenue, SW
Nye Avenue, SW Olson Avenue, and SW Perkins Avenue

Interstate-84

1-84 is a four-lane interstate highway that runs east-west through Pendleton. It is the main east-west
travel route within the state of Oregon providing a connection between Portland, Oregon and Boise,
Idaho. I-84 is part of the National Highway System and is designated in the 1999 Oregon Highway

Plan (Reference 1) as an Interstate Highway, Freight Route, and Truck Route.

Interstate-84 Ramps

The eastbound ramps are a diamond configuration. They include a single-lane on and a single-lane
off the interstate in the eastbound direction between the right travel lane of I-84 and US 395. The
eastbound off-ramp provides approximately 900 feet for deceleration and queue storage from the
ramp gore to the ramp terminal intersection. Its intersection with US 395 is signalized and there is

approximately 100 feet of storage for the added eastbound right-turn lane.
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The westbound ramps consist of an exiting loop ramp and a conventional on-ramp located in the
northwest quadrant of the interchange. They include a single-lane on and a single-lane off the
interstate in the westbound direction between the right travel lane of 1-84 and US 395. The
westbound off-ramp provides approximately 1,300 feet for deceleration and queue storage from the
ramp gore to the ramp terminal intersection. There is approximately 400 feet of storage for the
added eastbound right-turn lane from the off-ramp onto US 395.

Due to the area’s topography, 1-84 is elevated over US 395, which slopes downward from south to
north. Consequently vehicles entering I-84 must travel up a grade while accelerating to merge onto
I-84. Exhibit 4-1 shows the eastbound on-ramp.

Exhibit 4-1 Eastbound I-84 On-Ramp from US 395

The partial cloverleaf configuration of the westbound ramps allows for their intersection with US
395 to be spaced further away from I-84 than the eastbound ramps. There is approximately 650 feet
between the ramp terminal intersections on US 395. This allows for nearly 300 feet of storage for
left-turning vehicles between the ramp terminals. There is approximately 250 feet between the
westbound ramp terminal and the SW Emigrant Avenue/SW 20t Street intersection. This spacing
can be used exclusively for northbound left-turn storage at the SW 20t Street intersection because
there is no southbound left-turn at the ramp terminal.

US 395 (Southgate)

US 395, the Pendleton-John Day Highway, is classified by the Oregon Highway Plan as a Statewide
Highway. It travels north-south across the state of Oregon from Washington to California through
cities such as Lakeview, John Day, Pendleton, and Hermiston. Locally, it is known as Southgate
from 1-84 to the south city limits. US 395 proceeds to become the SW Emigrant Avenue-SW Frazer
Avenue couplet, northeast of I-84. Within the IMSA, it has signalized intersections at the eastbound
I-84 ramp terminals, SW Hailey Ave-SW Tutuilla Creek Road, SW 30" Street, and SW Perkins
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Avenue. The Southgate corridor is primarily occupied by commercial uses, with highway-oriented
uses near the interchange. It is also a major commuter route providing one of the few north-south
connections across the interstate between downtown Pendleton and the southern residential areas.

SW Emigrant Avenue-SW Frazer Avenue (OR 37) Couplet

The SW Emigrant Avenue-SW Frazer Avenue couplet is also OR 37 from its junction with US 395 to
SW 17t Street. OR 37 is classified as a District Highway by the Oregon Highway Plan and is not a
National Highway System (NHS) route. The couplet provides access to downtown Pendleton
business and residences. SW Emigrant Avenue (one-way southwestbound) is primarily fronted by
commercial uses and SW Frazer Avenue (one-way northeastbound) is primarily accessed by
residential uses within the IMSA. Both roadways have two-lane sections with sidewalks and bicycle
lanes.

SW 17'™" Street (OR 37)

SW 17t Street is also OR 37 from the SW Emigrant Avenue-SW Frazer Avenue couplet to SW Court
Avenue. This section of OR 37 is classified as a district highway by the Oregon Highway Plan and is
not a National Highway System (NHS) route. SW 17th Street is a minor arterial and provides a
connection from the SW Emigrant Avenue-SW Frazer Avenue couplet to the SW Dorion Avenue-SW
Court Avenue couplet, as well as West Gate Avenue (US 30), which travels west across the Umatilla
River and provides access to the Eastern Oregon Correctional Institution , Blue Mountain
Community College, and Eastern Oregon Regional Airport.

SW 20" Street

SW 20t Street is a three-lane City roadway. It connects the SW Emigrant Avenue-SW Frazer Avenue
couplet to SW Court Place, a relatively newer roadway that has more recently experienced new
large-scale retail and hotel development.

SW Tutuilla Creek Road

SW Tutuilla Creek Road is a two-lane minor arterial with sidewalks and bike lanes along most of
the roadway within the IMSA. It provides access to the City’s cemetery and residential and
industrial areas in the southeast portion of Pendleton. The road extends much further out into rural
county land. It also provides connections to other roadways (SW Marshall Ave-SW Nye Ave) that
access the easternmost 1-84 interchange in Pendleton.

SW Hailey Avenue

SW Hailey Avenue is a two-lane urban collector with sidewalks. It provides access into residential
areas in southwest Pendleton. It also connects to SW 37th Street, which provides access to
Pendleton Community Park. »

SW 30th Street

SW 30th Street is a two-lane urban collector to the west of US 395. It provides access to residential
areas and connects to SW Hailey Avenue. SW 30th Street terminates just to the east of US 395,
where it functions as a local road.
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Local Streets

SW 19th Street, SW 18th Street, SW Dorion Avenue, SW Court Place, SW Ladow Avenue, SW Nye
Avenue, SW Olson Avenue, and SW Perkins Avenue all function as local streets providing access to
local properties. Most of theses streets have sidewalks and allow on-street parking.

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES

There are no public transportation facilities that operate within the IMSA. Through a grant from
ODOT, the City of Pendleton operates a demand-responsive bus service from 1:00 p.m. to 5:30 p.m.
Monday through Friday. The City also contracts with local taxi service to provide transportation
options for senior and disabled citizens.

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES

Sidewalks and bicycle lanes make up the exclusive pedestrian and bicycle facilities inventory in the
IMSA. Sidewalks are present on nearly every functionally classified roadway within the IMSA, with
the exception of 1-84. Generally, pedestrian activity in the IMSA is the highest on SW Emigrant
Avenue (it should be noted that pedestrian and bicycle counts were only conducted north of SW
30th Street). The SW 17th Street/SW Emigrant Avenue intersection had the highest amount of
pedestrian activity, with 163 pedestrians walking through the intersection from 6 a.m. to 10 p.m.,,
with the highest hour occurring from 3:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. when 31 pedestrians walked through.
The 1-84 eastbound ramp terminals had the second highest level of pedestrian activity, with 133
pedestrians from 6:00 a.m. to 10 p.m. Pedestrian activity was the lowest along SW Frazer Avenue,
most notably at the SW 18th and 19th Street intersections.

Bicycle lanes are present on many of the classified roadways. US 395 and the SW Emigrant Avenue-
SW Frazer Avenue couplet have bicycle lanes, thereby providing a route from the southwestern
portion of Pendleton into the downtown core. The highest bicycle volumes were observed at the SW
17th Street intersections of the SW Emigrant Avenue-SW Frazer Avenue couplet 15 and 13 bicycles
during the 16-hour period described above, respectively), followed by the SW 20th Street
intersections of the couplet, as well as SW Dorion Avenue (16-hour volumes ranged from 11 to 13
bicycles). On this note, bicycle lanes are noticeably absent from SW 20th Street, which provides a
connection to SW Court Place and West Gate Avenue (US 30).

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND PEAK HOUR OPERATIONS

Manual intersection turning movement counts were obtained from ODOT at each of the study
intersections to assess the operational performance and characteristics within the IMSA. These
counts were conducted on mid-week days in April 2007 and May 2009. A description of the analysis
conducted with this data is summarized in the following sections.

Peak Hour Intersection Volumes

Turning movement counts at each intersection were recorded from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Because
of the close proximity of the intersections, a system-wide peak hour is identified based on the
volumes at all study intersections. The weekday p.m. peak hour in the IMSA is from 4:30-5:30 p.m.
The turning movement volumes at each study intersection are balanced during this hour to account
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for the differences in data collection dates and locations where some data is missing. Exhibit 4-2
through Exhibit 4-4 illustrate the daily volume peaking characteristics of the I-84 ramp and through
traffic. Exhibit 4-5 5 illustrates the daily volume peaking characteristics of US 395 south of I-84.

Exhibit 4-2 Daily Traffic Volume Profile for I-84 Westbound Ramps at US 395
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bit 4-3 Daily Traffic Volume Profile for I-84 Eastbound Ramps at US 395
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Exhibit 4-5 Daily Traffic Volume Profile on US 395 South of I-84
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Seasonal Adjustments

Following the methodology outlined by ODOT’s Analysis Procedures Manual (Reference 2), a
seasonal adjustment factor was applied to the traffic counts collected for the existing conditions
analysis in order to estimate 30th highest hour volumes. The counts were collected in April and
May, so seasonal adjustment factors were calculated for both months. I-84 and US 395 exhibit
different characteristics so separate factors were calculated for each roadway. The seasonal
adjustment factor for I-84 volumes is calculated from ODOT automatic traffic recorder (ATR) #30-
004, which is located on I-84, approximately 6.20 miles west of US 395. Meanwhile, the seasonal
adjustment factor for US 395 and other roads in Pendleton is based on data from ATR #30-008,
which is located on US 395, approximately 0.09 miles south of 1-84. The factors for I-84 for April and
May are 1.17 and 1.13, respectively and they are 1.01 for both months on US 395. The factor is much
smaller on US 395 since its traffic is mostly local commuter traffic. This traffic pattern minimizes the
seasonal fluctuations when compared to 1-84, which sees a substantial amount of summertime
recreational travel. The weekday 30" highest hour intersection turning movement counts used for
the existing conditions analysis are shown in Figure 4-5.

Existing Intersection Operations

All level of service analyses described in this analysis was performed in accordance with the
procedures stated in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (Reference 3). The OHP sets operational
standards based on volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios for the interchange ramp terminals (v/c of 0.80),
intersections of US 395 (v/c of 0.85), and OR 37 (v/c of 0.90). These standards apply to the overall v/c
ratio at the signalized intersections and to the state highway approaches at unsignalized
intersections. The minor street approaches that are stop-controlled at signalized intersections have a
standard of a v/c ratio of 0.90. The operational standard for all other study intersections is the City

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 35



SN

)
;

Layout Tab: Fl'g;é‘-b‘/

(

Nov 05, 2010 - 4:18pm - nfoster

N

H:\projfile\9u..- - -84 US 395 IAMP\Dwgs\Figs\9627 fig-01.dwg

1-84/US 395 Interchange Area Management Plan August 2009
7 N

)

(NO SCALE)

LOS=E
Del=43.8
V/C=0.42

\
‘\%\3‘

OM=NW
19— , Dae180

V/C=0.06

CM=NW
LOS=C
Del=15.5
V/C=0.06

\

N A
6”‘3@"

h

G

[S\3

CM=SE
LOS=B
Del=11.2
j V/IC=0.04

oA
&

N TUT
UILLA .

CM=SE
LOS=B
Del=11.5
V/C=0.07

LEGEND

CM = CRITICAL MOVEMENT (UNSIGNALIZED)
LOS = INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
(SIGNALIZED)/CRITICAL MOVEMENT LEVEL
OF SERVICE (UNSIGNALIZED)
Del = INTERSECTION AVERAGE CONTROL DELAY

CELAY (NSIARALIZED) e CONTROL EXISTING 30TH HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS (i

. VOLUME-TO- - PENDLETON, OREGON [if:®
\V/C CRITICAL VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIO 4 5

# KITTELSON & ASSOCIATES, INC.
B TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING / PLANNING




1-84/US 395 Interchange Area Management Plan November 2010
Existing Transportation/Land Use Conditions

standard of LOS “D.” As shown in Figure 4-5, currently meet applicable operation standards. The
existing conditions operations worksheets are provided in the Technical Appendix. While overall
intersection standards are met, there are certain movements that operate without sufficient capacity
and with excessive delay. These intersections are described below.

SW 20th Street/SW Emigrant Avenue (I-84 WB Ramp Terminal)

This intersection has a v/c ratio of 0.83, which meets the ODOT standard of 0.90 for this intersection.
However, the northbound left-turn and the southbound through movement on SW Emigrant
Avenue operate with v/c ratios greater than 1.0 and LOS “F.” The lack of capacity for the
northbound left-turn movement is particularly problematic as it induces long queues (95%-
percentile queue of greater than 475 feet) that spillback in front of the westbound 1-84 off-ramp and
block the left-turn/through lane from the ramp. This means that the westbound 1-84 ramp terminal
intersection likely operates with greater delay and less capacity than is reported in this analysis.

SW 20th Street/SW Court Place-Avenue

The southbound left-turn from SW 20th Street onto SW Court Avenue currently operates with a v/c
ratio greater than 1.0 and at LOS “E.” Currently there are 150 vehicles making this movement
during the 30""-highest hour, while 390 vehicles in one lane oppose it on the opposite approach. The
Signalized Intersections: Informational Guide published by the Federal Highway Administration
(Reference 4) provides guidance that left-turn phasing (e.g. protected-permissive) should be
considered when the product of the left-turning and opposing volumes exceeds 45,000 vehicles. For
this approach, the product is over 58,000. Providing some sort of left-turn phasing would provide
sufficient capacity at this intersection.

US 395/SW Hailey Avenue-SW Tutuilla Creek Road

While it does not show up as a problem when the intersection is examined in isolation, field
observations of existing conditions reveal that the close spacing between the US 395/SW Hailey
Avenue-SW Tutuilla Creek Road intersection and the I-84 Eastbound ramp terminal does create
operational and potential safety issues. The southbound left-turn from US 395 onto SW Tutuilla
Creek Road occasionally stacks back through the I-84 Eastbound ramp terminal. As this occurs
more frequently, this could lead to vehicles stacking back on the I-84 Eastbound off-ramp itself.

TRAFFIC SAFETY

The crash histories at key intersections were reviewed in an effort to identify potential intersection
safety issues. Crash records were obtained from ODOT for the five-year period from January 1,
2003 through December 31, 2007. Table 4-2 contains the summary of reported crashes at these
intersections.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 37



I-84/US 395 Interchange Area Management Plan November 2010
Existing Transportation/Land Use Conditions

TABLE 4-2
INTERSECTION CRASH HISTORIES (JANUARY 1, 2005 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2007)
Crash Type Severit
# of Crash e 4
Intersection Crashes Rate’ Angle Rear-End | Turning | Other | PDO | Injury | Fatality

1-84 WB Ramps/
US 395 8 0-2 ! 2 > ’ ) ) °
1-84 EB Ramps/
US 395 16 0.3 3 6 7 0 8 8 0

th
SW.20 Street/SW 11 0.3 2 3 5 1 8 3 0
Emigrant Avenue

th
SW 20" Street/SW 5 0.1 0 0 1 1 2 0 0
Frazer Avenue

th
SW 197 Street/SW 1 0.1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
Emigrant Avenue

th
SW 19" Street/SW 1 0.1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
Frazer Avenue

th
SW. 18™ Street/SW None Reported
Emigrant Avenue

th
SW 18" Street/SW None Reported
Frazer Avenue

th
SW‘ 17" Street/SW 9 0.4 5 0 3 1 7 2 0
Emigrant Avenue

th
SW 17" Street/SW 4 0.2 0 0 4 0 3 1 0
Frazer Avenue
SW Hailey Ave-SW
Tutuilla Creek Rd/ 17 0.3 3 9 5 0 9 8 0
Us 395

th
gg{o_ 30" Street/ US 5 0.2 0 2 2 12 3 2 0

!Crash rate is expressed in terms of crashes per million entering vehicles
?Two pedestrians were struck by a vehicle and injured

The SW 17t Street/SW Emigrant Avenue intersection exhibits the highest crash rate in Table 4-2. Six
of the nine reported crashes involve northwest bound vehicles leaving the stop-controlled SW 17t
Avenue approach and failing to yield the right-of-way to southwest bound vehicles on uncontrolled
SW Emigrant Avenue. This type of pattern is consistent with an intersection where there is a heavy
uncontrolled through movement and the side street experiences moderate to high delay.

The SW Hailey Ave-SW Tutuilla Creek Rd/US 395 intersection has the highest number of crashes.
Over half of these are rear-end crashes and nearly all of these occurred on US 395. This pattern is
fairly typical at a signalized intersection.

The 1-84 EB Ramps/US 395 intersection has the second highest number of reported crashes, but the
data was collected before the signal was installed. Prior to the installation of the signal, there was a
high proportion of rear-end crashes on the off-ramp. There were also two crashes at this
intersection involving a bicycle traveling northeast. The addition of protected phasing for the
southbound left-turn would have likely prevented one of these crashes. The installation of the right-
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turn island on the northbound approach will help prevent certain types of right-turning crashes
with bicyclists. '

A review of the crash data at the I-84 WB Ramps/US 395 intersection reveals that the reported

crashes are fairly evenly split amongst different types and movements, with none being particularly
high.

EXISTING ROADWAY ACCESS CONDITIONS

There are currently 98 public and private access points located within the US 395/SW Emigrant
Avenue/SW Frazer Avenue Operations and Access Study Area (roughly %2 mile to the north and
south of the interchange). Of these access points, 73 are located north of the interchange while the
remaining 25 access points (excluding the interchange ramp terminals) are located south of the
interchange. As the summary illustrates, there is a proportionally larger number of access points on
the north side of the interchange. This is due to the presence the city street grid that begins
immediately north of the interchange, the compounding effect of the SW Emigrant Avenue and SW
Frazer Avenue couplet (which provides access opportunities on both sides of the roadways), and
geography constraints which limit access on the south side of the interchange. Figures 4-6 and 4-7
illustrate the location and type (public or private) of each of the access locations within the
Operations and Access Study Area. Table 4-3 summarizes the tax lots and existing businesses
served by each of the access points as well as other miscellaneous descriptive information such as
driveway width, mile point location, and permit number (if applicable).

Oregon Administrative Rule 734, Division 51 and the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) identify
ODOT’s access management standards within the vicinity of interchanges. Based on an outright
application of the standards, no full public or private access is allowed within 1,320 feet (% mile)
from the ramp terminals. Figures 4-6 and 4-7 show the 1,320 foot access control area as measured
from the Interstate-84 ramp terminal intersections. As shown, 28 private and 19 public accesses are
located within the 1,320-foot control area north of the interchange. As previously noted, this
proliferation of access points is related to the presence of the existing city street grid and multiple
property access afforded by the roadway couplet.

On the south side of the interchange, 8 private and 5 public accesses are located within the 1,320-
foot control area. Due to geography constraints, some level of access consolidation has naturally
occurred which has reduced the number of private driveways. However, the presence of the
signalized SW Hailey Avenue/Tutuilla Creek Road intersection located only several hundred feet
south of the eastbound ramp terminal along with the existing private driveways will be an
important access planning element to be explored as part of future concepts analyses.
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TABLE 4-3 EXISTING PUBLIC/PRIVATE ACCESS APPROACH INVENTORY
Approach
Figure Approach Side of Serves Tax Lot Property Owner/ Mile Width/ Permitted?/ Date of
ID Roadway Type Roadway Number Business Name Point Type Permit # Permit
1 SW Emigrant Ave Public West - SW 13th St. 1.17 32" Type C Not Permitted -
2 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32el0ca, 200 Vacant Business 1.18 24" Type C Not Permitted -
3 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32e10ca, 200 Vacant Business 1.186 30" Type C Not Permitted -
4 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32el0ca, 200 Residential 1.196 27' Type C Not Permitted -
5 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32e10ca, 600 Residential
6 SW Emigrant Ave Public West - SW 14th St. 1.22 30’ Type C Not Permitted -
7 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32e10ca, 1700 Residential 1.244 16’ Type C Not Permitted -
8 SW Emigrant Ave Private West gggfemca, 1900, | Vacant Business 1.252 30’ Type C #19097 7/27/1971
9 SW Emigrant Ave Public West - SW 15th St. 1.27 30" Type C Not Permitted -
10 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32e10ca, 3800 Residential 1.294 16" Type C Not Permitted -
11 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32e10ca, 3900 Residential 1.304 16" Type C Not Permitted -
12 SW Emigrant Ave Public West - SW 16th St. 1.32 30"’ Type C Not Permitted -
13 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32el10ca, 5700, Business ~ KFC 1.348 26" Type C Not Permitted -
5800
14 SW Emigrant Ave Public West - SW 17th St. 1.37 40' Type C Not Permitted -
15 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32e10cb, 5800 Business 1.38 14' Type C Not Permitted -
Cadillac Jack's
16 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32e10cb, 5800 Business 1.39 32' Type C Not Permitted -
Cadillac Jack's
17 SW Emigrant Ave Public West - SW 18th St. 1.42 50' Type C Not Permitted -
18 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32e10cb, 4400 Business 1.429 22' Type C Not Permitted -
Jump Start Espresso
19 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32e10cb, 4400 Business 1.441 32' Type C Not Permitted -
Jump Start Espresso
20 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32e10cb, 4300 Business - Vision Source 1.447 16' Type C Not Permitted -
21 SW Emigrant Ave Public West - SW 19th St. 1.47 50' Type C Not Permitted -
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Figure Approach Side of Serves Tax Lot Property Owner/ Mile A&:::z;h Permitted?/ Date of

ID Roadway Type Roadway Number Business Name Point Type Permit # Permit

22 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32e10cb, 3600 Business - | 1.493 25' Type C Not Permitted -
Wilcox Furniture

23 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32e10cb, 3600 Business - 1.506 25' Type C Not Permitted -
Wilcox Furniture

24 SW Emigrant Ave Private West 2n32e10cb, 3600 Business - 1.519 25' Type C Not Permitted -
Wilcox Furniture

25 SW Emigrant Ave Public West - SW 20th St. 1.438 50' Type C Not Permitted -

26 SW Emigrant Ave Public East - SW 13th St. 1.17 32" Type C Not Permitted -

27 SW Emigrant Ave Public East - SW 15th St, 1.27 30" Type C Not Permitted -

28 SW Emigrant Ave Private East 2n32e10ca, 9100 Business 1.304 16" Type C Not Permitted -

29 SW Emigrant Ave Public East - SW 16th St. 1.32 30’ Type C Not Permitted -

30 SW Emigrant Ave Private East 2n32e10ca, 8800 Residential 1.337 12" Type C Not Permitted -

31 SW Emigrant Ave Private East 2n32e10ca, 8900 Residential 1.345 12' Type C Not Permitted -

31 SW Emigrant Ave Public East - SW 17th st. 1.37 40" Type C Not Permitted -

32 SW Emigrant Ave Private East 2n32e10ca, 7500 Business - ARCO 1.38 35' Type C Not Permitted -

33 SW Emigrant Ave Private East 2n32e10ca, 7500 Business - ARCO 1.399 40' Type C Not Permitted -

34 SW Emigrant Ave Public East - SW 18th St. 1.42 50" Type C Not Permitted -

35 SW Emigrant Ave Private East 2n32e10cb, 5900 Business - 1.438 18' Type C Not Permitted -
Pendleton Plumbing

37 SW Emigrant Ave Private East 2n32e10cb, 6800 Business - Laundromat 1.452 20' Type C Not Permitted -

38 SW Emigrant Ave Public East - SW 19th St. 1.47 50' Type C Not Permitted -

39 SW Emigrant Ave Private East 2n32e10cb, 6900 Business — West Ranch | 1.492 20' Type C Not Permitted -
Hometown Cleaners

40 SW Emigrant Ave Private East 2n32e10cb, 7003 Business - 1.516 35' Type C Not Permitted -
Dean’s Market

41 SW Emigrant Ave Public East - SW 20th St. 1.52 50' Type C Not Permitted -

42 SW Emigrant Ave | Public East - SW Frazer Ave

43 US 395 Public West - 1-84 Offramp/ Onramp
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Approach
Figure Approach Side of Serves Tax Lot Property Owner/ Mile Width/ Permitted?/ Date of
ID Roadway Type Roadway Number Business Name Point Type Permit # Permit
44 UsS 395 Public West - 1-84 Offramp
45 UsS 395 Public West - Hailey Ave, 1.77 60" Type C Not Permitted -
46 US 395 Public West - Leg to Hailey Ave. 1.86 32' Type C Not Permitted -
47 US 395 Private West 2n32e09dd, 600, | Business - 76 Station 1.874 35' Type C #19097 7/28/1971
701
48 US 395 Private West 2n32e09dd, 600, | Business - 76 Station 1.895 35' Type C #19097 7/28/1971
701
49 UsS 395 Private West 2n32el6aa, 202 Business - Pendleton 1,913 18' Type C #19497 3/10/1972
Southgate Realty
50 US 395 Private West 2n32el6aa, 202 Business - Pendleton 1.919 18' Type C | #19497 3/10/1972
Southgate Realty
51 US 395 Private West 2n32el6aa, 203 Business - Starbucks 1.931 38 Type C Not Permitted -
52 Us 395 Private West 2n32el6aa, 800 Business - Subway 1.945 30’ Type C Not Permitted -
53 Us 395 Private West 2n32el6aa, 801, Business - MiniMart 1.967 41’ Type C Not Permitted -
802
54 us 395 Public West - SW 30th St. 2.26 44" Type C Not Permitted -
55 Us 395 Private West 2n32el6ad, 101, Business - Tim's Toys 2.268 34’ Type C Not Permitted -
200
56 US 395 Private West 2n32el6ad, 101, Business - Tim's Toys 2.276 34" Type C Not Permitted -
200
57 US 395 Public West - SW Ladow Ave. 2.32 34’ Type C Not Permitted -
58 UsS 395 Public West 2n32el6ad, 300 Business - Thompson 2.33 34" Type C Not Permitted -
RV
59 UsS 395 Public West 2n32el6ad, 301 Business - Thompson | 2.341 36" Type C Not Permitted -
RV
60 Us 395 Public East - SW Marshall Ave. 2.38 36" Type C Not Permitted -
61 US 395 Private East 2n32el6ad, 500 Medical and Inerpath | 2.306 34’ Type C Not Permitted -
Lab
62 US 395 Public East - SW 30th St. 2.26 44’ Type C Not Permitted -
63 Us 395 Private East 2n32el6aa, 1102 Business - D & B Supply 2.00 50" Type C Not Permitted -
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Approach
Figure Approach Side of Serves Tax Lot Property Owner/ Mile Width/ Permitted?/ Date of
ID Roadway Type Roadway Number Business Name Point Type Permit # Permit
/ Abby's Legendary
Pizza
64 US 395 Private East 2n32el6aa, 101 Business - 1.927 30' Type C #17572 4/30/1969
Luis S Wells Reality
65 Us 395 Private East 2n32el6aa, 101 Business -
Quis and Wells Reality
66 UsS 395 Private East 2n32el6aa, 100, | Business - Wendys / Car | 1.892 50' Type C #25979 12/14/197
103, 2n3209dd, | Wash / Kube Lube 9
500, 502
67 Us 395 Public East - Tutuilla Rd. 1.77 60' Type C Not Permitted -
68 us 395 Public East - 1-84 Onramp
69 SW Frazer Ave Private East 2n32e10cb, 13302 | Business 1.56 32' Type C Not Permitted -
70 SW Frazer Ave Private East 2n32e10cb, 13302 Business 1.543 16' Type C Not Permitted -
71 SW Frazer Ave Private East 2n32e10ca, Business - 1.466 20' Type C Not Permitted -
14302, 14301, State Farm Insurance
14200
72 SW Frazer Ave Private East 2n32e10ca, Business - | 1.461 20" Type C Not Permitted -
14302, 14301, State Farm Insurance
14200
73 SW Frazer Ave Public East - SW 17th St. 1.44 40' Type C Not Permitted -
74 SW Frazer Ave Private East 2n32e10ca, 13700 Residential 1.347 12" Type C Not Permitted -
75 SW Frazer Ave Private East 2n32e10ca, 13300 Business 1.336 30" Type C Not Permitted -
76 SW Frazer Ave Public East - SW 16th St. 1.32 16’ Type C Not Permitted -
77 SW Frazer Ave Private East 2n32el10ca, 13100 | Residential 1.298 12" Type C Not Permitted -
78 SW Frazer Ave Public East - SW 15th St. 1.27 30" Type C Not Permitted -
79 SW Frazer Ave Private East 2n32e10ca, 12500 | Residential 1.253 16" Type C Not Permitted -
80 SW Frazer Ave Private East 2n32e10ca, 11900 Residential 1.238 12" Type C Not Permitted -
81 SW Frazer Ave Public East - SW 14th St. 1.22 35" Type C Not Permitted -
82 SW Frazer Ave Private East 2n32e10ca, Residential 1.198 27" Type C Not Permitted -
10500, 11700
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Figure Approach Side of Serves Tax Lot Property Owner/ Mile A\lI)vI?:l‘t):‘/:h Permitted?/ Date of
ID Roadway Type Roadway Number Business Name Point Type Permit # Permit
83 SW Frazer Ave Public East - SW 13th St. 1.17 32" Type C Not Permitted -

84 SW Frazer Ave Public West - SW 20th St. 1.59 40' Type C Not Permitted -
85 SW Frazer Ave Private West 2n32e10cb, 7000 Business 1.571 22' Type C Not Permitted -
Bank of the West
86 SW Frazer Ave Public West - SW 19th St. 1.53 40' Type C Not Permitted -
87 SW Frazer Ave Private West 2n32e10cb, 6300 Residential 1.502 16' Type C Not Permitted -
84 SW Frazer Ave Public West - SW 18th St. 1.474 40' Type C Not Permitted -
89 SW Frazer Ave Private West 2n32e10ca, 6900 Residential 1.462 16' Type C Not Permitted -
90 SW Frazer Ave Private West 2n32e10ca, 7000 Residential 1.448 32' Type C Not Permitted -
91 SW Frazer Ave Public West - SW 17th St. 1.44 40' Type C Not Permitted -
92 SW Frazer Ave Private West 2n32el0ca, 8100 Residential 1.347 16" Type C Not Permitted -
93 SW Frazer Ave Private West 2n32e10ca, 8200 Residential 1.338 16" Type C Not Permitted -
94 SW Frazer Ave Public West - SW 16th St. 1.32 30" Type C Not Permitted -
95 SW Frazer Ave Private West 2n32210ca, 9600 1.303 18" Type C Not Permitted -
96 SW Frazer Ave Private West 2n32e10ca, 9600 Residential 1.303 18’ Type C Not Permitted -
97 SW Frazer Ave Public West - SW 15th St. 1.27 30" Type C Not Permitted -
98 SW Frazer Ave Public West - SW 13th St. 1.17 32" Type C Not Permitted -
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EXISTING ROADWAY DEFICIENCIES

No significant existing roadway deficiencies were identified within the IMSA along the paved
sections of roadway.

NATURAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

Tutuilla Creek is a prominent natural feature in the IMSA, running east-west and located between
the eastbound 1-84 ramps, and development on the south side of I-84. It is a tributary of the
Umatilla River, which is also included in the IMSA and intersects with Tutuilla Creek west of the
interchange. The City has also identified that there is “good” wildlife habitat in the Tutuilla Creek
corridor around US 395. Among other reasons, these natural resources are important for habitat,
management of water quantity and quality, and recreation in the city. Long-term transportation
plans show the River Parkway path being built along and connecting both water bodies. Most of the
River Parkway has been built along the Umatilla River already. City staff has identified Tutuilla
Creek as potentially salmon-bearing and Umatilla River as salmon-bearing, so one or both of the
water bodies will also be subject to federal endangered species protection. The City’s
Comprehensive Plan’s resource inventory does not identify any archaeological, historic, or other
cultural sites in the IMSA, but it should be noted that this document was adopted in the 1980s and
may not reflect current conditions or present-day community values or policies. This element of the
City’s Comprehensive Plan will likely be revised as part of the City’s 2009-2013 plan update.

Exhibit 4-6 Tutuilla Creek (east of US 395 and South of I-84)

)

SUMMARY

e The primary roadways within the Interchange Management Study Area (IMSA) include
Interstate-84, US 395, and the SW Emigrant Avenue-SW Frazer Avenue couplet.

e All of the study intersections meet their respective ODOT mobility standard; however,
specific movements at the SW 20t Street/SW Emigrant Avenue and SW 20t Street/SW Court
Place intersections are over capacity. This issue is especially problematic at the SW Emigrant
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Avenue intersection, where queue spillback blocks movements from the 1-84 Westbound off-
ramp. Queue spillback from the US 395/SW Tutuilla Creek Road-SW Hailey Avenue
intersection also blocks movements from the 1-84 Eastbound off-ramp.

e There are no identified safety issues within the IMSA based on a review of the most recent
tive years of available crash data.

e Pedestrian facilities are provided along all functionally classified roads. Bicycle lanes are
also provided on the major facilities, however they are missing along SW 20t Street.

e There are currently 98 access points located within the Operations and Access Study Area
(roughly ¥2-mile to the north and south of the interchange) along SW Emigrant Avenue, SW
Frazer Avenue, and US 395. The existing access points are a combination of public and
private approaches. '

e ODOT’s access spacing standard within the vicinity of the interchange is 1,320 feet (Y2-mile)
from the ramp terminals to any type of access (partial or full). Within this Y4-mile control
area, 28 private access points and 19 public accesses reside on the north side of the
interchange. On the south side of the interchange, 8 private access points and 5 public access
points reside within the ¥4 mile control area.

e Natural resources in the IMSA include Tutuilla Creek, Umatilla River, and “good” wildlife
habitat in the Tutuilla Creek corridor around US 395. City staff has identified Tutuilla Creek
as potentially salmon-bearing and Umatilla River as salmon-bearing, so one or both of the
water bodies will also be subject to federal endangered species protection.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 48



Section 5
2030 Future Conditions



I1-84/US 395 Interchange Area Management Plan November 2010
2030 Future Conditions

2030 Future Conditions

This section documents the future land use as well
as the forecast traffic operations in the vicinity of
the 1-84/US 395 interchange. The future traffic
projections are based on a travel demand model for
Pendleton that is maintained by ODOT. Future land
uses planned for by the City were updated in this
model as a part of this project.

YEAR 2030 NO-BUILD TRAFFIC
VOLUMES FORECAST METHODOLOGY

Year 2030 “No-Build” traffic volume forecasts for intersection turning movements and street
segments are based on projected growth in traffic volumes from the Pendleton travel demand
model maintained by ODOT’s Transportation Planning Analysis Unit (TPAU). ODOT maintains
both a base year and a future year model. The volume outputs from these models are post-
processed according to the methods described in the Analysis Procedures Manual to arrive at the
turning movement volumes shown in Figure 5-1.

As a part of this project, the future year model has been updated to reflect the most current land-
use and transportation system plans for Pendleton. These changes are described below. More
detailed information about these modifications may be found in the Technical Appendix.

Future Land Uses

ODOT'’s travel demand model for Pendleton assumes future land uses as they are planned for in the
City’s Comprehensive Plan. Since this plan was last completed, the City has approved new zone
changes and other development plans that require the model to be updated for this project. These
changes include increasing the amount of expected future industrial employment near the airport
due the rezoning of land from EFU to Light Industrial; increasing the amount of future housing
assumed in the SW Tutuilla Road area due to recently approved development plans; and relocating
St. Anthony’s Hospital to south of I-84, as the hospital has indicated it plans to do.

Future Roadway Network

The future roadway network in ODOT'’s travel demand model represents the network planned for
in the City’s Transportation System Plan (TSP). This plan has been updated since the future model
was originally created, and therefore had to be updated for this project. The City also identified
roadway connections that it anticipates to be constructed by 2025 by new development. These
modifications to the future roadway network include the addition of Airport Road, which has
recently been constructed, and the addition of several new local street connections in the SW
Tutuilla Road area, where new residential development is anticipated.
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YEAR 2030 NO-BUILD TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

The volumes shown in Figure 5-1 are used to determine the year 2030 “No Build” traffic conditions.
All level of service analyses are performed in accordance with the procedures stated in the 2000
Highway Capacity Manual. The operational standards are the same as those described in the Existing
Condition section. Figure 5-1 shows the results of this analysis.

I-84 Westbound Ramp Terminal and SW 20" Street/SW Emigrant Avenue

As shown in Figure 5-1, the 1-84 Westbound ramp terminal is forecast to have a v/c ratio greater
than the standard of 0.80. The eastbound left-turn/through movement from the 1-84 Westbound off-
ramp is forecast to operate with significant delays, which will lead to vehicles stacking up on the
off-ramp. This condition will be worsened at times when the northbound left-turn at the SW 20t
Street/SW Emigrant Avenue intersection backs up and blocks these movements from the 1-84
Westbound off-ramp. The SW 20t Street/SW Emigrant Avenue intersection is forecast to operate
with a v/c ratio right at the standard of 0.90, meaning queues will back up more frequently in front
of the Westbound ramp terminal than they do today.

I-84 Eastbound Ramp Terminal and US 395/SW Hailey Avenue-SW Tutuilla
Creek Road

The 1-84 Eastbound ramp terminal is forecast to have a v/c ratio greater than the standard of 0.80. In
addition, the US 395/SW Hailey Avenue-SW Tutuilla Creek Road intersection is forecast to have a
v/c ratio greater than 1.0. Currently the southbound left-turn from US 395 onto SW Tutuilla Creek
Road occasionally backs up in front of the Eastbound ramp terminal. Given that congestion will
increase at this intersection, this occurrence will happen more frequently and could lead to vehicles
stacking back on the 1-84 Eastbound off-ramp.
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Concept Development and
Analysis

This section documents the development and
evaluation of the local circulation and access
concepts for the JAMP. Thirty unique concepts,
plus seven options on certain concepts, were
developed and taken through a thorough
screening process that included input from
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), Public
Advisory Committee (PAC), local property and
business owners, and the public at-large. Based
on results of the initial screening, a refined .
analysis was conducted that resulted in the identification of the preferred transportation
improvement plan. The following subsections document the concepts that were evaluated and the
results of the screening process.

CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The development of the initial concepts for the I-84/US 395 Interchange began with three separate
design workshops. The first two workshops were held for members of the TAC and PAC
committees, while the third workshop was held for interested citizens, business owners, and
landowners in a public open house setting. All three workshops were held on August 26, 2009.

Within each workshop, participants were presented with an overview of the existing and future
traffic demand within the Interchange Management Study Area (IMSA), the identified operational
and safety deficiencies, and the applicable interchange design forms and basic design parameters.
Following these presentation overviews, participants were asked to sketch their ideas for
improving circulation at the interchange and within the IMSA.

After the completion of the TAC, PAC, and public workshops, the project team took all of the
individual design ideas and grouped them into various interchange forms. Each group was further
sorted into common and unique interchange form and local circulation concepts. Based on this
process, the project team made some technical refinements to the interchange form and local
circulation concepts to ensure basic design parameters and principles were being met.

Following the initial design workshops, additional concepts were developed beyond the original
designs (Concepts N1-N12, S1-59, and W1-W2). These concepts were based on feedback from
members of the TAC and PAC, as well as local property and business owners and the general
public. The additions included:

e Concept N11 was refined to include three options (N11a, N11b, and N11c) for the relocation
of the I-84 westbound ramp terminals in order to determine which area would be the least
impactful to existing and future businesses;
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e Concept N13 was developed as a combination of N1 and N11a;

e Concepts S10-513 were added with the goal of avoiding significant impacts to the Olney
Cemetery; and

e Concepts S14-15 were developed to avoid the Olney cemetery and minimize impacts to
existing businesses along US 395 south of 1-84.

The concepts listed above were developed by members of the TAC and PAC, the general public,
and the project team.

CONCEPT SUMMARIES

The concepts developed for the 1-84/US 395 Interchange can be grouped into three different
geographic groups based on which side of the interchange they are located on. Thirteen concepts
are located on the north side of the interchange, fifteen are on the south side, and two are to the
west of the interchange. Each of the concepts and key design components are described below.

North Side Concepts

The following is a description of the concepts that affect the north side of the interchange, including
the 1-84 Westbound ramp terminal.

N1

This concept, shown in Figure 6-1, aligns the SW 20t Street and US 395 travel corridors. A new 1-84
WB ramp terminal/SW Emigrant Avenue intersection will be developed at the junction of these two
alignments. It includes options for two different underpasses to relieve congestion at the
consolidated intersection. Option A, shown in Figure 6-2, provides an underpass connecting SW
Court Place directly to SW Frazer Avenue and Option B, shown in Figure 6-3, allows traffic on SW
Emigrant Avenue bound for US 395 to bypass the intersection and continue southbound on US 395.

N2

In this concept, shown in Figure 6-4, SW Emigrant Avenue is rerouted between the -84 WB ramp
terminals and SW 20t Street. Traffic traveling from either I-84 WB or US 395 bound for SW 20t
Street would enter the SW Emigrant Ave/SW 20* Street intersection at the existing southeastern SW
20™ Street approach in front of Dean’s Market. This converts what is a left-turning movement today
into a through movement. The I-84 WB ramp terminals would also be signalized.

N3

Concept N3, shown in Figure 6-5, is similar to Concept N1, but includes a roundabout instead of a
signal at the consolidated I-84 WB ramp terminals/SW Emigrant Ave-SW Frazer Ave/SW 20" St
intersection. The consolidated intersection would also be located further south at the existing 1-84
WB ramp terminals intersection under this concept.
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N4

This concept, shown in Figure 6-6, is similar to Concept N3, but with the roundabout in the same
location as the signalized intersection in Concept N1.

N5

Concept N5, shown in Figure 6-7, features a large “pinched” roundabout that would connect the I-
84 WB ramp terminals/US 395 and SW Emigrant Ave/SW 20% Street intersections.

N6

This concept, shown in Figure 6-8, is similar to Concept N4, but also includes a grade-separated
bypass connecting SW Court Place to SW Frazer Avenue as in N1 Option A.

N7

In this concept, shown in Figure 6-9, SW Emigrant Avenue and SW Frazer Avenue are de-coupled
between SW 20t Street and SW 17t Street. The connections from US 395 and the 1-84 WB ramp
terminals to SW Frazer Avenue are severed, thereby making SW Frazer Avenue serve as a local
access road southwest of SW 17" Street. This also makes the 1-84 WB ramp terminals/US 395
intersection a 3-legged intersection. Side-street access onto SW Emigrant Avenue southwest of SW
17th Street is limited to a right-in/right-out connection from the northwest SW 20" Street approach
only.

N8

Concept N8, shown in Figure 6-10, is similar to Concept N1. The difference between the two is that
this concept includes a loop ramp onto 1-84 WB from northbound US 395 south of the existing ramp
terminals intersection. This loop ramp would climb a steep grade to connect with I-84 WB at the
bridge over US 395.

NS

This concept, shown in Figure 6-11, eliminates the existing I-84 WB ramps and replaces them with a
diamond configuration that intersects US 395 just north of the 1-84 bridge. This creates a new
signalized intersection on US 395 where the ramps come in. Similar to Concept N2, US 395 is
rerouted to connect with SW Emigrant Avenue via the existing southeast SW 20t Street approach.

N10

Concept N10, shown in Figure 6-12, does not make any substantial changes to the built
environment. This concept seeks to maximize the efficiency of the existing infrastructure by
converting SW 20t Street and SW 17t Street into a couplet between SW Court Avenue and SW
Frazer Avenue. SW 20 Street would be one-way southeast-bound, while SW 17t Street would be
one-way northwest-bound.
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N11 (A, B, and C)

In this concept, the I-84 WB ramp terminals are relocated to one of three locations northwest of their
existing intersection with US 395. Under Option A, shown in Figure 6-13, the ramp terminals would
be located property currently occupied by Cummins Northwest. SW Court Place is realigned to
form the northern and eastern approaches to the realigned ramp terminals intersection.

The western approach to this intersection is a new roadway (called SW 234 Street for the purpose of
this analysis) connecting the ramp terminal to the US 395/SW Emigrant Avenue intersection. The
ramp terminals intersection could also be configured with offsetting “T” intersection where the 1-84
Westbound ramp terminals would intersect the SW 23 Street extension in approximately the same
location as described above, while SW Court Place would connect to SW 234 Street to the northwest
of the ramp terminals. This would avoid locating a local roadway directly across from a freeway
ramp terminal.

The ramp terminals would be located at the existing SW 234 Street/SW Dorion Avenue intersection
under Option B, shown in Figure 6-14, though SW Dorion Avenue would not connect with the new
intersection. SW 234 Street would connect the ramp terminals to SW Court Place.

Option C, shown in Figure 6-15, would have the ramp terminals connect with SW Court Place to the
northwest of the Oxford Suites hotel. SW 234 Street would be extended east to the existing 1-84 WB
ramp terminals intersection to provide a connection between US 395 and the new 1-84 WB ramp
terminals.

N12

Concept N12, shown in Figure 6-16 is a single-point urban interchange (SPUI). Under this concept,
both the EB and WB ramp terminals intersections with US 395 would come into a single intersection
underneath the I-84 bridge over US 395.

N13

Concept N13, shown Figure 6-17, is a combination of Concepts N1 and N11a. In this concept, the I-
84 Westbound ramp terminal is relocated to the west to the property currently occupied by
Cummins Northwest. SW Court Place is realigned to form the northern and eastern approaches to
the realigned ramp terminals intersection. The western approach to this intersection is a new
roadway (called SW 234 Street for the purpose of this analysis) connecting the ramp terminal to the
new realigned intersection of US 395, SW 20t Street, and the SW Emigrant Avenue-SW Frazer
Avenue couplet. The free right-turn movement from US 395 onto SW Frazer Avenue would be
maintained.

South Side Concepts

The following is a description of the concepts that affect the south side of the interchange, including
the I-84 Eastbound ramp terminal.
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S1

Concept 51, shown in Figure 6-18, would realign SW Tutuilla Creek Road and SW Hailey Avenue
such that they would intersect with US 395 approximately 1,000 feet south of the I-84 EB ramp
terminals. The existing SW Hailey Avenue roadway would remain and its existing access to US 395
would be restricted to right-in/right-out movements. SW Tututilla Creek Road would dead-end
west of the Denny’s access.

S2

This concept, shown in Figure 6-19, would realign SW Tutuilla Creek Road and SW Hailey Avenue
to approximately 800 feet south of the [-84 EB ramp terminals. This location would allow the SW
Hailey Avenue approach to be aligned over an existing right-out only public access onto US 395.
SW Hailey Avenue would maintain a right-in/right-out access onto US 395 at the existing
intersection location; however, the roadway would dead-end just south of the Burger King access.
Likewise, SW Tutuilla Creek Road would also have a right-in/right-out access onto US 395 at the
existing intersection. Unlike Concept S1, SW Tutuilla Creek Road would retain its existing
alignment as well under this concept.

S3

Under this concept, shown in Figure 6-20, SW Tutuilla Creek Road and SW Hailey Avenue would
be realigned to approximately 1,100 feet south of the existing EB ramp terminals. Unique to this
concept is that the EB ramp terminals would also be realigned approximately 300 feet south of their
existing location in a Parclo B configuration. Due to relocation of the EB ramp terminals, the
existing SW Hailey Avenue and SW Tutuilla Creek Road roadways would no longer have access to
US 395 at their existing location.

sa

Concept S4, shown in Figure 6-21, would relocate SW Tutuilla Creek Road and SW Hailey Avenue
to nearly the same location as in Concept S1. This relocated intersection would have a roundabout
instead of a traffic signal. Likewise, the EB ramp terminals would also have a roundabout at their
intersection with US 395. the existing SW Tutuilla Creek Road and SW Hailey Avenue alignments
would remain with right-in/right-out access onto US 395.

S5

This concept, shown in Figure 6-22, would realign SW Tutuilla Creek Road and SW Hailey Avenue
to the same location as in Concept S1, with a roundabout at the intersection. Unlike in Concept 54,
the existing SW Tutuilla Creek Road and SW Hailey Avenue roadways would dead-end prior to
their existing intersection with US 395. The EB ramp terminals would remain a signalized
intersection.

S6

Concept S6, shown in Figure 6-23, would relocate SW Hailey Avenue to the same spot as Concept
51; however, it would be a three-legged roundabout intersection as SW Tutuilla Creek Road would
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Concept Development and Analysis

retain its existing alignment with a right-in/right-out access onto US 395. The existing SW Hailey
Avenue roadway would maintain a right-in/right-out access onto US 395, but it would dead-end
beyond the Burger King access. The EB ramp terminals would have a roundabout.

S7

SW Tutuilla Creek Road and SW Hailey Avenue are realigned to the same location as in Concept S3
under this concept, shown in Figure 6-24. The unique component of this concept is a new on-ramp
onto WB I-84 for northbound traffic on US 395. This on-ramp would depart US 395 approximately
100 feet south of the realigned SW Tutuilla Creek Road-SW Hailey Avenue intersection, pass over I-
84 and US 395 at the 1-84 bridge, and connect in with the existing on-ramp. This would require the
existing SW Tutuilla Creek Road to dead-end west of the Denny’s access. The existing SW Hailey
Avenue access would be restricted to right-in/right-out movements.

S8

In Concept S8, shown in Figure 6-25, SW Tutuilla Creek Road and SW Hailey Avenue would be
realigned the same as in Concept S3. The I-84 EB ramp terminals would retain their diamond
configuration, but would move approximately 300 feet south, which would necessitate the existing
SW Tutuilla Creek Road and SW Hailey Avenue accesses to be removed. A new loop ramp onto I-84
EB for southbound US 395 traffic that departs from US 395 just south of the I-84 bridge and
connects to I-84 at the bridge would be constructed.

SO

In this concept, shown in Figure 6-26, SW Tutuilla Creek Road and SW Hailey Avenue would be
relocated to approximately “-mile south of the I-84 EB ramp terminals. The existing SW Hailey
Avenue roadway would dead-end just east of Burger King, with its access to US 395 removed. SW
Tutuilla Creek Road would retain its existing access as a right-in/right-out access. The realigned SW
Tutuilla Creek Road would use the alignment of the existing internal roadway within the cemetery.

S10

This concept, shown in Figure 6-27, seeks to avoid rerouting SW Tutuilla Creek Road through the
Olney Cemetery while still addressing the forecast demand for southbound left-turns from US 395
onto SW Tutuilla Creek Road by creating an under- or overpass of US 395. In this concept,
southbound left-turns from US 395 would instead make a free right-turn onto a loop ramp that
would cross US 395 at a separate grade and then merge back onto SW Tutuilla Creek Road. The
creation of this ramp would require that SW Hailey Avenue be closed just west of Burger King,
though it would retain signalized access onto US 395 at the existing location. Consequently a new
signalized access for through traffic on SW Hailey Avenue would be provided at the location of the
existing right-out access onto US 395 that was discussed under Concept S2. Traffic from SW Tutuilla
Creek Road traveling to US 395 would retain full signalized access at its current location.
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Concept Development and Analysis

S11 (A and B)

Concept S11 creates a new frontage roadway paralleling US 395 to the east from a relocated SW
Tutuilla Creek Road-SW Hailey Avenue intersection (approximately the same location as in
Concept S1) to the existing SW Tutuilla Creek Road. This roadway would primarily use the existing
space between US 395 and the Olney Cemetery. There are two options for this new roadway. Under
Option A, shown in Figure 6-28, it would serve one-way traffic from US 395 onto SW Tutuilla Creek
Road, with traffic from SW Tutuilla Creek Road bound for US 395 using the existing signalized
intersection. Option B, shown in Figure 6-29, would have the new roadway serve two-way traffic
traveling to and from SW Tutuilla Creek Road. The existing SW Tutuilla Creek Road approach to
US 395 would be replaced by a right-turn only from SW Tutuilla Creek Road onto US 395.

Under both options, SW Hailey Avenue would retain some form of access at the existing signalized
intersection, though under Option B it is likely that it would be a right-in/right-out access.

S12

This concept, shown in Figure 6-30, would create a tunnel under I-84 and the neighborhoods in the
northeast quadrant of the interchange to connect SW Tutuilla Creek Road to SW Frazer Avenue at
some point between SW 20t Street and SW 17t Street. This would allow traffic traveling between
SW Tutuilla Creek Road and the north side of the interchange to bypass US 395 altogether. The
existing SW Tutuilla Creek Road-SW Hailey Avenue signalized intersection would be restricted to
right-in/right-out access.

513

Concept S13, shown in Figure 6-31, would feature a realigned SW Hailey Avenue across from a jug
handle allowing SB US 395 traffic to make a u-turn to access SW Tutuilla Creek Road in the near-
term. This realignment would be relocated in approximately the same location as S3. In the long-
term, it would include the construction of a new road connecting SW 30t Street to SW Tutuilla
Creek Road.

S14 (A and B)

Under Option A, shown in Figure 6-32, Concept S14A realigns the 1-84 EB off-ramp south of its
existing alignment to connect with US 395 at the location of the existing SW Hailey Avenue. SW
Hailey Avenue would be realigned to the south on US 395 as it is in Concept S11B, approximately
1,320 feet south of the existing I-84 Eastbound ramp terminals. There would be no modifications to
the alignment of SW Tutuilla Creek Road under this concept. Likewise the 1-84 EB on-ramp would
remain in its current location.

Under Option B, shown in Figure 6-33, of this concept, the existing 1-84 Eastbound ramp terminals
are both moved to the location of the existing SW Hailey Avenue approach to US 395. In order to
accomplish this, the on-ramp to [-84 Eastbound would be constructed as an entering Parclo-A loop
ramp in the southwest quadrant of the interchange. The existing alignment of SW Hailey Avenue
would become a cul-de-sac to the northeast of the existing US Forest Service building where the
current right-out access onto US 395 is provided. A new connection from SW Hailey Avenue to US
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395 would be constructed approximately 800 feet south of the I-84 Eastbound ramp terminals. The
alignment of Tutuilla Creek Road would remain unchanged and would form a four-legged
signalized intersection of US 395 with the 1-84 Eastbound ramp terminals.

S15 (A and B)

Concept S15 has two options that could be constructed in phases. Option A, shown in Figure 6-34,
does not realign any roadways. This concept seeks to maximize the existing roadway system on the
south side of I-84 through enhancing the existing US 395/SW Hailey Ave-Tutuilla Creek Road
intersection. Under this concept, there would be dual left-turns from SW Hailey Avenue onto US
395 and from southbound US 395 onto Tutuilla Creek Road. The Tutuilla Creek Road approach
would be widened to provide for one lane for each turning movement (left, through, and right).

Under Concept S15B, shown in Figure 6-35, nearly the same improvements would be made to the
US 395/SW Hailey Ave-SW Tutuilla Creek Road intersection as in Concept S15A. The difference
between the two is that the existing SW Hailey Avenue approach would be restricted to right-in
only access from US 395 under Concept S15B. A new connection from SW Hailey Avenue to US 395
would be constructed approximately 1,100 feet south of the [-84 Eastbound ramp terminals The
existing alignment of SW Hailey Avenue would allow two way traffic from the new roadway north
to the existing Burger King access approach, where it would transition to one-way only traffic from
southbound US 395.

West Side Concepts

W1

This concept, shown in Figure 6-36, would create a new roadway between the neighborhoods on
the southwest side of the interchange to the north side of the interchange. The roadway would
connect SW Court Place to SW 28t Street, with a side-street connection to SW Goodwin Avenue. A
new overpass of -84 would be constructed for the new roadway.

W2

Concept W2, shown in Figure 6-37, would create a split-diamond interchange configuration. The
western section of the new interchange would include a north-south roadway similar to the one
included in Concept W2. SW Tutuilla Creek Road and SW Hailey Avenue would also be realigned
in manner similar to Concept S52.

CONCEPT SCREENING

In order to arrive at the preferred transportation improvement plan, the concepts went through
three levels of screening. The first level was a high-level screening to determine if any of the
concepts did not meet the basic purpose of the project. After these concepts were screened out, a
second level was applied to the remaining concept involving a qualitative assessment of each
concept based on the project’s adopted evaluation criteria. Following this screening, the remaining
concepts were examined quantitatively to determine the final preferred concepts.
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The following section provides detailed explanation of this screening process and identifies which
concepts were selected by the TAC and PAC as the preferred transportation improvement plan. The
Technical Appendix contains more details about the screening process.

Preliminary Purpose and Problem Statement Screening

Once the initial set of interchange concepts were developed, a preliminary assessment was
performed to determine if any of the concepts were not meeting the basic intent of the project
purpose and problem statement. The official Purpose and Problem Statement, as approved by the
TAC and PAC is outlined below:

Purpose of the Project:

The IAMP is a strategic transportation plan that is designed to protect the long-term function of the
Interstate 84 (I-84) / US 395 interchange by preserving the capacity of the interchange while
providing safe and efficient operations between connecting roadways. The IAMP will identify land
use management strategies, short-term and long-term transportation improvements, access
management goals, and strategies to fund identified improvements.

Problem Statement:

Because of topographic constraints and the construction of 1-84, there are only two existing
opportunities for access between the areas of Pendleton to the north and south of 1-84: US 395 and
OR 11. The resulting level of cross-town traffic, especially in the vicinity of the I-84 interchange with
US-395, makes it very difficult for motorists exiting the freeway to access downtown, and
subsequently, both of the ramp termini operate over capacity. Queues on the eastbound off-ramp are
forecast to back onto the mainline of 1-84 by the year 2025. Traffic operations within the vicinity of the
interchange are also poor. In particular the operations of the Tutuilla Creek/Hailey and 20th Street
intersections of US 395 and the 20th Street/Court Place intersection will all need to be improved.
There are several direct accesses from commercial properties onto US 395 south of the interchange.
The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) initiated the IAMP process to ensure that
growth and development will occur in the IMSA without compromising the operation of the
interchange. The IAMP will identify long-term transportation improvements, land-use strategies,
and implementation policies. The IAMP will satisfy the requirements of Oregon Administrative Rule
(OAR) 734-051 and will be developed according to the ODOT IAMP guidelines.

Based on this initial screening it was determined that concepts that did not provide sufficient
capacity for the long-term operations of the interchange did not meet the project’s purpose. These
concepts include those with a roundabout at the -84 WB ramp terminals (N3, N4, N5, and N6), the
single-point interchange (N12), and concepts with a roundabout at the US 395/SW Hailey Ave-SW
Tutuilla Creek Road intersection (54, S5, and S6). Detailed operational assessments are available in the
Technical Appendix.
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Basic Qualitative Concept Screening

After the initial Purpose and Problem Statement screening, a basic qualitative screening of the
remaining concepts was conducted. To assist in the evaluation process, the adopted evaluation
criteria was reviewed and a screening level evaluation process by which each of the interchange
form and local circulation concepts could be evaluated at a high level qualitative perspective was
developed. As a part of this process, it was recognized that at this particular level of evaluation,
certain evaluation criteria could not be applied to each concept because the criterion was
determined to be too specific, required a higher level of detailed information, or was a non-
differentiating factor. In these instances, a screening level evaluation was not applied to the
concepts. The following outline lists the five screening level categories and the selected evaluation
criteria within each category that were investigated as part of this process.

Category #1 — Transportation

Evaluation Criteria #1 — Improves the operations of the interchange and the adjacent local system
Evaluation Criteria #2 — Improves non-vehicular travel

Category #2 — Land Use

Evaluation Criteria #1 — Level of right-of-way (ROW) impacts
Category #3 — Cost
Evaluation Criteria #1 — Level of construction costs and feasibility

Category #4 — Environmental, Social, and Equity Factors

Evaluation Criteria #1 — Environmental impacts
Evaluation Criteria #2 — Compatibility

Category #5 — Accessibility

Evaluation Criteria #1 — Spacing standards

Based on the criteria outlined above, an evaluation matrix for each concept was created. These
matrices are contained within the Technical Appendix. A summary of the qualitative screening
process is provided in Tables 6-1 through 6-3 below. (Note: In general, a + indicates the interchange
concept is positively meeting the basic parameters of the evaluation criterion, a - indicates the
interchange concept is not meeting the basic parameters of the evaluation criteria, and a 0 indicates
the interchange concept is neither positively nor negatively meeting the basic intent of the
evaluation criterion. See the Technical Appendix for more detailed information about the scoring
criteria).
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TABLE 6-1 SUMMARY OF QUALITIATIVE SCREENING PROCESS (NORTH OF I-84
CONCEPTS)
Concept
Evaluation
Criteria N1 | N2 | N7 | N8 | N9 | N10 | N11a | N11ib | N1ic | Ni3
Operations + + + + + + + + + +
Non-Vehicular 0 0 + . 0 0 . . } 0
Travel
ROW Impacts = + = 2 0 + 0 + + =
Cost and
Feasibility * o -
Environmental & * ” . + " > + 5 B
Impacts
Compatibility + + = = = + - - +
Access o| - | ofl ol o 0 0 - 0
Spacing
TABLE 6-2 SUMMARY OF QUALITATIVE SCREENING PROCESS (SOUTH OF I-84
CONCEPTS)
Evaluation Concept
Criteria
S1 |S2 | S3 | S7 | S8 | S9 | S10 | S11a | S11b | S12 | S13 | S14a | S14b | S15a | S15b
Operations + + + + + + + + + + + + + - +
Non-Vehicular 0 0 0 B B 0 B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Travel
ROW Impacts 5 0 < & = 0 0 : 0 = 0 0 + 0
Cost and - ) B B . B B
Feasibility ) + 0
Environmental _ _ ) 0 " + s ) ) N 4
Impacts
Compatibility - - - - = - - < - + +
Access ol ol ol o o] +]| - 0 0 o| o 0 0 ; 0
Spacing
101
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TABLE 6-3 SUMMARY OF QUALITATIVE SCREENING PROCESS (WEST OF I-84 CONCEPTS)

Concept

Evaluation Criteria Wi | W2

Operations + +
Non-Vehicular Travel + +
ROW Impacts 0 -

Cost and Feasibility =

Environmental Impacts -

Compatibility -

Access Spacing = 0

Based on this qualitative screening process, a number of concepts were eliminated from
consideration. Generally the eliminated concepts present substantial costs and impacts relative to
the remaining concepts recommended for further evaluation. These concepts required:

1) the I-84 WB ramps to be realigned through a severe grade in the northeast quadrant of the
interchange (N8, N9, and W2),

2) SW Emigrant Avenue and SW 17" Avenue to be widened, causing multiple property
impacts and acquisitions (N7),

3) new ramp connections to be introduced that provided minimal operational benefit (S3, S7,
S8, and N1 Option A bypass),

4) SW Tutuilla Creek Road to be rerouted through the Olney Cemetery (S1, S2, and S9),

5) features which posed significant engineering challenges that may make them economically
infeasible to construct (510), or

6) cost-prohibitive improvements (N1 Option B bypass and S12).

In addition, Concepts N2 and W1 did not effectively address the existing and future capacity and
access issues. Concept N10 was eliminated from consideration later on in the process due to the
out-of-direction travel that the couplet would create for northbound US 395 traffic trying to reach
the SW Court Place area. Fatal flaws related to the potential design of Concept N11B were
identified and the TAC and PAC members preferred Concept N11A over Concept N11C based on
its lower level of impacts, so only Concept N11A was moved forward. Concept S11A was also
eliminated since it had similar impacts to Concept S11B, but less benefits. Finally, Concept S13 was
eliminated due to the out-of-direction travel it created; however, the SW 30t Street extension
element was carried forward as an add-on to other south-side concepts.
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Detailed Quantitative Evaluation

A more detailed evaluation was performed of the concepts remaining after the basic qualitative
screening process was completed. Similar to the qualitative screening process, this detailed
evaluation centered on the formally adopted set of evaluation criteria developed during the initial
stages of the I-84/US 395 IAMP study process. These evaluation criteria were assembled to ensure
that each concept would be evaluated for consistency with the overall adopted evaluation criteria.
Five broad evaluation criteria were formally adopted as outlined below:

¢ Transportation Operations — This category consists of those criteria that assess the ability for
motorized and non-motorized vehicles to travel through and within the IMSA.

e Land Use - This category consists of those criteria that assess right-of-way impacts, the
consistency with adopted land use plans, and economic development impacts.

¢ Cost — This category consists of those criteria that assess the practicality of a concept from a
construction cost and feasibility perspective.

e Environmental, Social, and Equity — This category consists of those criteria that assess the
degree to which a concept is compatible with the natural and built environment.

e Accessibility — This category consists of those criteria that assess the degree to which a
concept meets or moves toward ODOT’s access spacing standards within the vicinity of an
interchange.

Detailed descriptions of the five broad evaluation criteria along with the accompanying sub-criteria
are provided in the Technical Appendix

To help determine how to rank each of the Concepts according to the evaluation criteria, a scoring
system was developed. In essence, each evaluation criterion was assigned a range of numerical
values (+2, +1, 0, -1, -2 for example). A definition specific to the evaluation criterion was then
assigned to each value, (i.e. “+2” for a “Significant Increase...” and a “-2” for a “Significant
Decrease...”). The specific scoring definitions for each criterion are also provided in the Technical
Appendix. Using the unique scoring system for each evaluation criterion, Concepts N1, N11a, N13,
S11b, S14a, S14b, S15a, and S15b were carefully evaluated and scored by the consultant team. The
following paragraphs summarize the results of this evaluation. A more detailed description of the
evaluation process may be found in the Technical Appendix.

Transportation Operations

From a transportation operations perspective, the detailed assessment of each concept revealed the
following;:

e On the north side, all three concepts would improve the operations and safety of the
existing interchange. Concept N1 would provide sufficient capacity, but the resulting
interchange ramp would not meet ODOT’s Highway Design Manual (HDM) capacity
standard of 0.70. Concepts N1la and N13 would provide similar operations at the 1-84
Westbound ramp terminals; however, Concept N1la would provide additional capacity at
the US 395/SW Emigrant Avenue intersection.
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¢ On the south side, Concepts S11b and S14b would completely address the existing queue
spillback issue on US 395 southbound from SW Hailey Avenue back through the 1-84
Eastbound ramp terminal beyond the planning horizon. Both options would provide similar
levels of capacity. Concept S11b is not subject to the HDM capacity standard mentioned
above since it does not alter the configuration of the interchange. Concept Sl4a would
address some of the safety concerns associated with existing queue spillback issue by
relocating the I-84 Eastbound off-ramp terminal. However, southbound left-turn queues on
US 395 are still forecast to occasionally back up into the southbound through lanes at the US
395/SW Tutuilla Creek Road intersection.

e Concept S15b was forecasted to provide enough capacity at the US 395/SW Hailey Avenue-
SW Tutuilla Creek Road intersection that queues of southbound left-turning vehicles should
not back up in front of the Eastbound ramp terminal within the planning horizon. The
extension of SW 30" Street may help prolong the lifespan of this concept. Additional
improvements may be needed beyond year 2030 with this concept in place.

e While Concept S15a would provide similar levels of long-term capacity at the US 395/SW
Hailey Avenue-SW Tutuilla Creek Road intersection, vehicle queue spillback would still be a
safety and operational problem given the close spacing to the Eastbound ramp terminal. In
addition, the lack of spacing would lead to the potential for vehicle queue spillback on the
Eastbound ramp terminal. For these reasons, Concept S15a is only a short-term solution to
immediate issues.

e The north-side concepts should all improve bicycle and pedestrian comfort around the
existing 1-84 WB ramp terminals by providing signalized crossings. On the south side,
Concept S11b eliminates the signalized crossing of US 395 at the existing SW Tutuilla Creek
Road intersection, so a multi-use path along the east side of US 395 between SW Tutuilla
Creek Road and the I-84 EB ramp terminals may be needed so bicyclists can avoid out-of-
direction travel up a steep grade.

e While each of the concepts have impacts to the local circulation network, the goal of
maintaining access to/from local streets can be achieved at varying levels. On the north-side,
all three concepts would require some restrictions and modifications. On the south-side,
realignments of SW Hailey Avenue and SW Tutuilla Creek Road in Concept S11b requires
re-routing of traffic, but all local street access and connectivity can be achieved with
relatively minimal impacts.

Land Use

e Table 6-4 provides a summary of the preliminary right-of-way impacts associated with each
concept.
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TABLE 6-4 PRELIMINARY RIGHT-OF-WAY IMPACTS
Preliminary
Number of Properties Directly Right-of-Way
Concept Impacted Acquisition Estimate

N1 17 $4M
Nila 10 $3M
N13 27 $7M
S11b 12 $9M
Si4a 5 $3M
S14b 5 $3M

S15a 1 $0.5M
S15b 4 $3M

From a land use perspective, the detailed assessment of each concept revealed the following;:

e On the north side, Concept N1 and N1la have fairly substantial right-of-way impacts that
are compounded under the N13 concept.

On the south side, Concept S11b has the greatest amount of right-of-way needs as improvements
would impact both sides of US 395.

Cost

Table 6-5 provides a summary of the total cost estimate for each concept.

TABLE 6-5 CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES
North Side Concepts South Side Concepts

N1 N1iia N13 Si1ib Si4da S14b Si5a S15b
Preliminary
Construction Cost $4M $9M $12M $4M $8M $16M $3M $3M
Preliminary
Right-of Way Cost $4M $3M $7M $9M $3M $3M $0.5M $3M
Total $8M $12M $19M $13M $11M $19M $3.5M $6M

From a cost and constructability perspective, the detailed assessment of each concept revealed the
following;:
e Concept N1 and S15a represent the lowest overall cost between the north and south sides.

¢ Compared to Concept N1, the construction costs of Concept N11a are estimated to be twice
as expensive.

e Concept N13, which is essentially a combination of N1 and N11a, is the most expensive
north side concept.

¢ On the south side, Concept S14b is the most expensive due to the construction of new EB
ramps.
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e Concepts S14a and S14b would have some construction challenges associated with the EB
ramps through, along, and over Tutuilla Creek.

Environmental/S

ocial

From an environmental/social impacts perspective, the detailed assessment of each concept

revealed the follo

wing:

e There are no significant environmental issues associated with any of the north side concepts.

e All three north side concepts would have varying degrees of social impacts associated with
the residential properties located along SW 20t Street and SW Dorion Avenue.

¢ On the south side, Concepts S14a and S14b are likely to have substantial environmental
impacts to Tutuilla Creek.

Accessibility

From an accessibility perspective, the detailed assessment of each concept revealed the following:

¢ On the north side, Concept N1 does the best job at balancing local property access with the
overall function of US 395.

e On the south side, Concept S11b works toward the OHP access spacing standards and

ensures the best long-term function of US 395.

After applying the specific evaluation criteria to each concept and applying equal weighting to each
sub-category evaluation, an average score for each of the five primary evaluation criteria was
calculated. Table 6-6 summarizes the primary evaluation criteria scoring for each concept and also
provides an overall total score based on the total of the averages of the five primary evaluation

criteria. This process was followed to provide a basis for comparison between each concept for the
TAC and PAC.

TABLE 6-6 EVALUATION CRITERIA SCORING SUMMARY
North Side Concepts South Side Concepts
Concept | Concept | Concept Concept | Concept | Concept | Concept | Concept

Evaluation Criteria N1 Niila N13 S1i1b Si4a S14b S15a S15b
Transportation 1.0 1.0 1.25 0.75 0.25 0.5 -2.0 0.0
Operations

Land Use 0.0 0.0 0.0 -1.0 0.5 0.5 1.5 0.5
Cost/Implementation 0.0 -0.5 -0.5 0.0 -1.0 -1.0 1.0 0.5
Environmental/Social 0.5 0.0 0.0 -1.0 -1.5 -1.5 0.5 0.0
Accessibility 1.0 -0.5 -0.5 1.5 1.0 1.0 -0.5 -0.5
Total Score 2.5 0.0 0.25 0.25 -0.75 -0.5 0.5 0.5
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In reviewing the summary evaluation information presented above, the following conclusions can
be made:

North Side Concepts

Concepts N1, N1la, and N13 can all adequately serve the long-term traffic demands on the
interchange and surrounding land uses. As a result, the north side concepts can essentially be
broken down to which concept has the fewest land use impacts, is the least costly, and best meets
the accessibility and access needs of the interchange and surrounding local street network. When
reviewed from a cost/implementation and accessibility perspective, Concept N1 starts to stand out
more than the others. This is particularly true when you consider the construction costs of Concepts
N1la and N13 are more than double that of Concept N1 and have no substantial benefits in any of
the other evaluation categories.

South Side Concepts

Although it scores well in the cost and land use categories, Concept S15a has significant operational
and safety concerns that are considered to be fatally flawed in the long-term. As a result, only
Concepts S11b, S14a, S14b, and S15b have long-term potential. Amongst these four remaining
concepts, Concept S15b has the least amount of impacts while still providing adequate capacity for
the year 2030 planning horizon. Concept S15a could be constructed in the near-term and then
Concept S15b could be constructed to provide longer-term benefits with little construction effort
lost. Looking beyond the planning horizon, one of the other three concepts may need to be
constructed. Amongst these three concepts, Concept S1lb has a lower overall cost but a
considerably higher land use impact. Concepts S14a and S14b have comparably lower land use
impacts with considerably higher costs and environmental impacts.

CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING SUMMARY

Exhibit 6-1 summarizes the timeframe of when concepts were developed and removed from
consideration and Table 6-7 summarizes the reasoning for concepts being dismissed from
consideration.
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Exhibit 6-1 Concept Development and Screening Summary

North Side
TACFAC#3| N3 N2 | N3 N4 N5 N6 N7 N8 NG N10 N11 N12
.Nia,
T N1N?ba N2 N7 N8 N9 N10  |Nita.b.c
TAC/PAC #5 N1 N10 |Ntia, b, ¢
TAC/PAC &6 N1 Nila N13
TAC/PAC &7 N1 Nita N13
DRAFT
IAMP N1
B Sauth Side
TACPACE| 8 s2 | s3 sS4 55 S6 87 S8 59 510 s11 12
1 |
moraces]l St | sz | sa s7 s8 59 510 §12
TAC/PAC #5 St1a, b $13 S14
TAC/PAC 86 S1ib S14
TAC/PAC 87 S14a,b | S15a, b
nlmg $15a, b
- N# | = Concept Name - = Concept Dropped
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TABLE 6-7 CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING SUMMARY
Recommended for
Inclusion in the IAMP Final Selection/
Concept by the TAC/PAC Primary Disadvantages to Concept
North Side
N1 Yes Yes
Nia No No — Does not address capacity issues,

Constructability

N1ib No No - Constructability, Cost

N2 No No - Capacity, Safety

N3 No No - Capacity

N4 No No - Capacity

N5 No No - Capacity

N6 No No - Capacity, Does not address issues

N7 No No - Land use impacts

N8 No No - Constructability, Land use impacts

N9 No No - Constructability, Land use impacts

N10 No No - Circuitous routing

N1l1la No No - Constructability, Cost

N11lb No No - Policy, Constructability

N1llc No No - Constructability, Cost

N12 No No - Capacity, Constructability

N13 No No - Constructability, Cost
South Side

S1 No No - Impacts to Olney Cemetery

S2 No No - Impacts to Olney Cemetery

S3 No No - Impacts to Olney Cemetery

S4 No No - Capacity, Constructability, Impacts to

Olney Cemetery

S5 No No - Capacity, Constructability, Impacts to
Olney Cemetery

S6 No No - Capacity, Constructability, Impacts to
Olney Cemetery

S7 No No - Does not address issues,
Constructability

S8 No No - Constructability, Impacts to Olney
Cemetery

S9 No No - Impacts to Olney Cemetery

S10 No No - Constructability

Slila No No - Land use impacts

S11b No No - Land use impacts
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Recommended for

Inclusion in the IAMP Final Selection/
Concept by the TAC/PAC Primary Disadvantages to Concept
S12 No No - Constructability
S13 No No - Circuitous routing
S14a No No - Constructability, Cost
S14b No No - Constructability, Cost
S15a Yes Yes
S15b Yes Yes
wi No No - Does not address interchange issues
w2 No No - Constructability, Land use impacts

Figures 6-38 through 6-40 provide detailed double-line illustrations of the concepts recommend by
the PAC and TAC to be considered as the transportation improvement plan of the IAMP.

OTHER IMPROVEMENTS

In addition to the concepts described above, the PAC and TAC supported the inclusion of two
additional improvements not directly related to the interchange to be included in the IAMP. These
improvements are the SW 30t Street extension and the north-south connection proposed in Concept
WI1.

SW 30" Street Extension

Concept 513 introduced the idea of extending SW 30 Street from its current terminus east of US
395 all the way to SW Tutuilla Creek Road near SW Marshall Avenue. While Concept S13 was
screened out, the SW 30t Street extension is supported by members of both committees since it
provides a valuable east-west connection. Since it is not directly related to the interchange, it will
need to be adopted into the City’s transportation system plan (TSP). Therefore, the preferred south
side concepts are all analyzed with and without the extension of SW 30% Street. In order to be
conservative, the analysis results scored in the section above were done without the extension.

The PAC and TAC raised questions regarding the location of the eastern end of the extension. Two
different alignments were discussed. The first alignment would involve the SW 30t Street extension
aligning directly across from SW Marshall Avenue. This alighment would directly impact the
existing Herr Lumber business. The second alignment would involve the SW 30* Street extension
skirting the southern Herr Lumber property line. This would create an offset intersection with SW
Marshall Avenue, so the second alignment would also involve a more southerly realignment of SW
Marshall Avenue so that it would connect to Tutuilla Creek Road across from the 30t Street
alignment. Based on a preliminary assessment of right-of-way costs, it was found that the second
scenario would be less than half the cost of the first scenario.
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Concept W1 North-South Connection

Concept W1, previously described in this section, included a new north-south connection from the
residential neighborhoods west of US 395 to the SW Court Place area. US 395 is the primary north-
south connection for the majority of residents of southern Pendleton. This additional connection
would reduce traffic demand along US 395 and is therefore supported by the PAC and TAC.

PREFERRED CONCEPT DETAILED CAPACITY ANALYSIS

The concept screening process described above resulted in the selection of preferred concepts for
the north and south sides of the interchange. TAC and PAC members selected Concept N1 as the
preferred concept for the north side and Concepts S15a and S15b, along with the SW 30t Street
extension, for the south side. Concepts S15a and S15b are to be implemented in a phased approach
with Concept 15a being constructed first, followed by Concept S15b being implemented when
warranted. The SW 30t Street extension will need to be integrated in the City of Pendleton
Transportation System Plan (TSP).

A detailed capacity analysis of these concepts is presented in Figures 6-41 through 6-43. The south
side concepts are analyzed with and without the SW 30t Street extension in place. Since the S15a
concept is not anticipated to have sufficient capacity over the entire 20-year planning horizon, it is
analyzed under interim year 2020 conditions.

North Side Capacity Analysis

As Figure 6-41 shows, the study intersections on the north side are forecast to operate with
adequate capacity. The new I-84 Westbound ramp terminal is forecast to operate with a volume-to-
capacity (v/c) ratio of 0.83 in the year 2030. This is higher than the ODOT Highway Design Manual
(HDM) standard of a v/c ratio of 0.70 for new ramp terminals. It should also be noted that in order
to achieve the operations shown in Figure 6-41, a second southwest-bound left-turn lane from SW
Court Avenue onto SW 20t Street will need to be constructed and SW 20* Street will need to be a
five-lane section with a raised median from SW Court Avenue to the Westbound ramp terminal. A
left-turn into SW Dorion Avenue may be allowed in the near- and mid-term timeframes. However,
as traffic volumes increase, it will likely be restricted if queues on SW 20% Street begin to spill back
from the US 395 intersection.

South Side Capacity Analysis

Concept S15a was analyzed under interim year 2020 conditions in order to determine the expected
lifespan of the improvement. Year 2020 volumes assume linear growth between existing volumes
and forecast year 2030 volumes, which are based on the Pendleton travel demand model. Figure 6-
42 shows the results of this analysis. As the figure shows, the US 395/SW Hailey Avenue-SW
Tutuilla Creek Road intersection is forecast to have adequate capacity when examined in isolation.
The analysis also reveals that the 95"-percentile queue for the southbound left-turn on US 395 at the
US 395/SW Hailey Avenue-SW Tutuilla Creek Road intersection is projected to be at its capacity,
assuming the SW 30t Street extension is not constructed at this time. Thus, Concept S15a is
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anticipated to have a lifespan of approximately 8-10 years before additional improvements, such as
- the SW 30 Street extension or Concept S15b, will be needed.

Figure 6-42 also shows the anticipated operational conditions assuming that the SW 30" Street
extension is constructed in this timeframe. The analysis shows that this additional east-west
connectivity in the SW Tutuilla Creek Road area will likely provide enough relief at this intersection
that southbound left-turn queues will not back-up through the I-84 Eastbound ramp terminals. As
the analysis of Concept S15b shows below, this enhanced connectivity is projected to be sufficient
through 2030 only if Concept S15b improvements are in place. Therefore it is likely that when
combined with Concept S15a, the enhanced connectivity provided by the extension of SW 30%
Street will increase the lifespan of the improvements by five years or less.

Figure 6-43 illustrates the projected year 2030 conditions for Concept S15b with and without the SW
30" Street extension. As the figure shows, either with or without the SW 30t Street extension it is
anticipated that the storage for southbound left-turns from US 395 onto SW Tutuilla Creek Road
will be at capacity. Therefore, it can be assumed that additional improvements may be needed
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