
SUBJECT: City of Oregon City Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 001-13

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.  This amendment was submitted without a signed ordinance.

Appeal Procedures*

DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL:  Friday, August 09, 2013 

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review prior to adoption  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: John Lewis, City of Oregon City
Gordon Howard, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist
Jennifer Donnelly, DLCD Regional Representative
Gary Fish, DLCD Transportation Planner
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NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT

07/26/2013

TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan
or Land Use Regulation Amendments

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist
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T DLCD 
E DEPTOF 

Notice of Adoption s 

This Form 2 must be mailed to DLCD within 20-Working Days after the Final 
Ordinance is signed by the public Official Designated by the jurisdiction 

and all other requirements of ORS 197.6 15 and OAR 660-0 18-000 

I ! JUL 2 2 2013 

I lVI LAND CONSE8VA~''1N 
t p AND Dlf:~!&QPe~~Jiy 

Jurisdiction: City of Oregon City 

Date of Adoption: 7/17/2013 

Local file number: L 13-01 and L 13-02 

Date Mailed: 7/18/2013 

Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to DLCD? ~ Yes D No Date: 

D Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment D Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 

D Land Use Regulation Amendment D Zoning Map Amendment 

D New Land Use Regulation ~ Other: Updated TSP and Code 
Amendment 

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

The City of Oregon City adopted an updated Transportation System Plan (TSP) as well as associated 
amendments to the Oreogn City Municipal Code to implement the TSP. 

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? Yes, Please explain below: 

There were mionr changes made to the TSP projects and code amendments during review by the Planning and 
City Commission. 

Plan Map Changed from: 

Zone Map Changed from: 

Location: City of Oregon City 

Specify Density: Previous: 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 

to: 

to: 

New: 

Acres Involved: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

~ DDDD DDDD D~~ DDDD DDD 
Was an Exception Adopted? D YES ~ NO 

Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment.. . 

35-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? 

If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? 

If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? 

~ Yes 
D Yes 

D Yes 

D No 

D No 

D No 



DLCD file No. _________ _ 
Please list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts: 

Local Contact: 

Address: 

City: Zip: 

Phone: ( 

Fax Number: 

E-mail Address: 

Extension: 

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
This Form 2 must be received by DLCD no later tha n 20 working days after the ordinance has been signed by 

the public official designated by the jurisdiction to sign the approved ordinance(s) 
per ORS 197.6 I 5 and OAR Chapter 660, Division 18 

1. This Fonn 2 must be submi tted by local jurisdictions only (not by appl icant). 

2. When submitting the adopted amendment, please print a completed copy of Form 2 on light gr·een 
paper if available. 

3. Send tills Form 2 and one complete paper copy (documents and maps) of the adopted amendment to the 
address below. 

4. Submittal of this Notice of Adoption must include the final signed ordinance(s), all supporting fi nding(s), 
exhibit(s) and any other supplementary information (ORS 197.615 ). 

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

6. In addition to sending the F01m 2 - Notice of Adoption to DLCD, please also remember to notify persons who 
participated in the loca l hearing and requested notice of the final decision. (ORS 197.615 ). 

7. Submit one complete paper copy via United States Postal Service, Common Canier or Hand 
Carried to the DLCD Salem Office and stamped with the incoming date stamp. 

8. Please mail the adopted amendment packet to: 

ATTENTION: PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

635 CAPITOL STREET NE, SUITE 150 
SALEM, OREGON 97301-2540 

9. Need More Copies? Please print f01ms on 8V2 - l /2xll green paper only if available. If you have any 
questions or would like assistance, please contact your DLCD regional representative or contact the DLCD 
Salem Office at (503) 373-0050 x238 or e-mail plan.amendments@state.or.us. 

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/forms.shtml Updated December 6, 2012 

houcka
Typewritten Text
001-13 (19707) [17549]



Amendments to the Oregon City Municipal Code 
.June 18, 201 3 

The following are proposed amendments with code sections numbered as they would be in the OCMC and are 
presented in adoption-ready format. Where new language is proposed to be added, it is underlined; where it is 
proposed t o be removed, it is strl:l cl< tl:lra~:~g l:l . 

OCMC CHAPTER 12.04 - STREETS, SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES 

12.04.003 Applicability 
A. ComQiiance with this chaQter is reguired fo r all Land Divisions, Site Plan and Design Review, Master Plan, Detailed 

DeveloQment Plan and Conditional Use aQQiications and all Qublic imQrovements. 
B. ComQiiance with this chapter is also reguired for new construction or additions which exceed 50 Qercent of t he 

existing sguare footage, of all single and two-fami ly dwellings. All aQQiicable single and two-family dwellings shall 
Qrovide any necessarv dedications, easements or agreements as identified in the TransQortation System Plan and 
this ChaQter. In addition, the frontage of the site shall comQiy with the following Qriorit ized standards identified in 
this chaQter: 

1. Improve street Qavement, construct curbs, gutters, sidewalks and Qlanter striQSi and 
2. Plant street trees 

The cost of comQiiance with the standards identified in 12.04.003.8.1 and 12.04.003.B.2 is limited to ten (10%) Qercent 
of the total const ruction costs. The value of the alterations and imQrovements as determined by the Community 
DeveloQment Directo r is based on the entire Qroject and not individual building Qermits. It is the responsibility of t he 
aQQiicant t o submit to the Community DeveloQment Director the value of t he reguired imQrovements. Additional costs 
may be reguired to comQiy with other aQplicable reguirements associated with the QroQosal such as access or 
landsca Qing reguirements. 

12.04.007 Modifications. 
The review body may consider modification of this standard resu lting from constitutional limitations restricting the 
City's ability t o reguire the dedication of QroQerty or for any other reason, based UQOn the criteria listed below and other 
criteria identified in the standard to be modified. All modifications shall be Qrocessed through a TyQe II Land Use 
aQQiication and may reguire additional evidence from a trans(2ortation engineer or others to verify compliance. 
Compliance with the following criteria is reguired: 
A. The modification meets the intent of the standard; 
B. The modification Qrovides safe and efficient movement of pedestrians, motor vehicles, bicyclists and freight; 
c. The modification is consistent with an adopted plan; and 
D. The modification is comQiementarv w ith a surrounding street design; or, in the alternative, 
E. If a modification is reguested for constitutiona l reasons, the aQplicant shall demonstrate the constitutiona l Qrovision or 

Qrovisions to be avoided by the modification and QrOQOSe a modification that complies with the state or federal 
constitution . The Citv shall be under no obligation to grant a modification in excess of that which is necessarv to meet i s 
const itutional obligations. 

12.04.025 - Street design-Driveway Curb Cuts. 

A. One driveway shall be allowed Qer frontage. In no case shall more than two driveways be allowed on any single or 
two-family residential QroQerty with multiQie frontages. 
BA. With the exceQtion of the limit ations identified in 12.04.025.C, all driveway curb cuts shall be limited to the 
following dimensions. 



Minimum Maximum 

Property Use 
Driveway Width Driveway Width at 
at sidewalk or sidewa lk or 

property line property line 

Single or Two-Family Dwelling with one 10 feet 12 feet 
Car GarageLParking Space 

Single or Two-Family Dwelling with two 12 feet 24 feet 
Car GarageLParking Space 

Single or Two-Family Dwelling w ith three 18 feet 30 feet 

or more Car GaragesLParking Space 

Non Residential or Multi-Family 15 feet 40 feet 
Residential Driveway Access 

The driveway width abutting the street pavement may be extended 3 feet on either side of the driveway to 
accommodate turn movements. Driveways may be w idened onsite in locations other t han whe re the driveway meets 
sidewalk or property line (for example between the property line and the entrance to a garage). 

Figu re 12.04.025: Example Driveway Curb Cut 

Single- Family Dwelling with a Two Car Garage 

CA. To assure public safety, reduce traffic hacards and promote the welfare of pedestrians, bicycl ists and residents of 
the subject area,_such as a cui de sac or dead end street, tThe decision maker shall be authori zed through a Type II 
process, unless another procedure applicable to the proposal applies, to minimize the number and size of curb cuts 
(including driveways) as far as practicable for any of the following purposes ·,vhere any of the following conditions are 

necessary: 
1. To provide adequate space for on-st reet parking; 
2. To fac ilitate street tree planting requirements; 
3. To assure pedestrian and veh icular safety by limiting vehicular access points; and 
4. To assure that adequate sight distance requirements are met. 
Where the decision maker determines any of these situations exist or may' occur due to approval of a proposed 
de·re lopment, driveway curb cuts shall be limited to those widths as approved by the public works street standard 
drawings. 
a. Where the decision maker determines any of these situations exist or may occur due to the approval of a 

proposed development for non-residential uses or attached or multi-family housing, a shared driveway shal l be 
required and limited to twenty-four feet in w idth adjacent to the sidewalk or property line and may extend to a 
maximum of thirty feet abutting the street pavement to facilitate turning movements. 

Shared residential driveways shall be limited to twenty four feet in width adjacent to the sidewalk and property line 
and may extend to a maximum of thirty• feet abutting the st reet pavement to facilitate turning movements. Non 
residential development dri•,•eway curb cuts in these situations shall be limited to those widths as appro't'ed by the 
public works street standard dra•Nings or as approved by the cit·; engineer upon review ofthe vehicle turning radii 



based on a professional engineer's design s1:1bmittal. 
b. Where the decision maker determines any of these situations exist or may occur due to approval of a proposed 

development for detached housing within the "R-5" Single -Family Dwelling District or "R-3.5" Dwelling District, 
driveway curb cuts shall be limited to twelve feet in width adjacent to the sidewalk or property line and may 
extend to a maximum of eighteen feet abutting the street pavement to facilitate turning movements. 

DB. For all driveways, the following standards apply. 
1. Each new or redeveloped curb cut shall have an approved concrete approach or asphalted street connection where 
there is no concrete curb and a minimum hard surface for at least ten feet and preferably twenty feet back into the lot 
as measured from the current edge of street pavement to provide for controlling gravel tracking onto the public 
street. The hard surface may be concrete, asphalt, or other surface approved by the city engineer. 
2~. It shall be a code •1iolation to dri~v·e Driving vehicles, trailers, boats, or other wheeled objects across a sidewa lk or 
roadside planter strip at a location other than an approved permanent or city-approved temporary driveway approach 
is prohibited. Damages caused by such action shall be corrected by the adjoining property owner. 
3Q. It shall be a code 'liolation to place Placing soil, gravel, wood, or other material in the gutter or space next to the 
curb of a public street with the intention of using it as a permanent or temporary driveway is prohibited. Damages 
caused by such action shall be corrected by the adjoining property owner. 
4€. Any driveway built within public street or alley right-of-way shall be built and permitted per city requirements as 
approved by the city engineer. 
Ef.. Exceptions. The public works director reserves the right to waive this policy in certain instances standard, if it is 
determined through a Type II decision including written findings1 that it is in the best interest of the public to do so. 
fxamples of allowable exceptions incl1:1de: 
1. Corner properties or properties adjacent to more than one street frontage pro•,•ided at least one on street parking 
space on each frontage remains a11ailable after the installation of a second dri11eway. 
2. ~pecial needs for disabled access. 
3. When the size of the lot or the length of the street frontage is adeEtl:late to s~:~pport more than one driveway, the 
installation of a dri11ewa·; will res1:1lt in the loss of no more than one on street parking space and there is no shortage 
of on street parl<ing a 'Ia ilable for neighboring property. 
In no case shall more than two driveways be allowed on any single family residential property. 
G. Appeals. Decisions made by the p1:1blic works director are final1:1nless appealed in writing to the transportation 
advisory committee for re11iew and recommendation to the city commission. 
lol. ~ail1:1re to Comply. ~ail1:1re to meet the intent ofthis section shall be a violation of this Code and enforceable as a 
civil infraction. 

12.04.04§ ~treet Design Csnstraine~ lseal streets an~/sr rights sf way. 
Any accessway with a pavement width of less than thirty two feet shall reEtl:lire the approval of the city engineer, 
comm~:~nity de•1elopment director and fire chief and shall meet minim1:1m life safety reEt~:~irements, which may incl1:1de 
fire s1:1ppression de•1ices as determined by the fire marshal to ass1:1re an adeEtl:late le·;el of fire and life safety. The 
standard width for constrained streets is twenty feet of pa'>'ing witi:l no on street parking and twenty eight feet witi:l 
on street parking on one side only. Constrained local streets si:lall maintain a twenty foot wide ~:~nobstr1:1cted 

access•t't'a•;. Constrained local streets and/or rigi:lt of wa•; si:lall comply witi:l necessary slope easements, sidewalk 
easements and altered c1:1rve radi1:1s, as appro11ed by ti:le city engineer and comm~:~nity development director. 
Table 12.04 .045 

~TREET DE~IG~l ~TMlDARD~ FOR lOCAl CmlSTR/\I~lED ~TREH~ 

Min im1:1m ReEtl:lired 



z:::::::ocal street 

12,Q4,QQ3 Street QesigR Cwrs Cwts. 
To ass~re p~slic safety, red~ce traffic hazards and promote the welfare of pedestrians, s icycl ists and residents of the 
s~sject area, s~ch as a c~l de sac or dead end street, the decision maker shallse a~thor ized t o minimize the n~mser 

and size of c~rs c~ts ( incl~ding driveways) as far as practicasle where any of the following conditions are necessary: 
A. To pro·1ide adeq~ate space for on street parldng; 
B. To facilitate street tree planting req~irements; 
C. To ass~re pedestrian and •1ehic~lar safety sy limiting veh ic~lar access points; and 

D. To ass~re that adeq~ate sight distance req~irements are met. 
Where the decision mal<er determines any of these sit~ation s exist or may occ~r d~e to approval of a proposed 
development, single residential driveway c~rs c~ts shall se limited to t'ovelve feet in width adjacent to the sidewalk 
and property line and may extend to a maxim~m of eighteen feet as~tting the street pa·1ement to facilitate t~rning 
mo·1ements. Shared residential driveways shall se limited to twenty fo~r feet in width adjacent to the sidewalk and 
property line and may el<tend to a maxim~m of thirty feet as~tting the street pa·1ement to facilitate t~rning 
movements. ~Jon residential de .. ·elopment driveway c~rs c~ts in these sit~ations shall se limited to the minim~m 
req~ired widths eased on vehicle t~rning radii eased on a professional engineer's design s~smittal and as approved sy 
the decision maker. 

12.04.175- Street design-Generally. 
The location, width and grade of street shall be considered in relation to: existing and planned streets, topograp hical 
conditions, public convenience and safety for all modes of travel, existing and identified future t ra nsit routes and 
pedestrian/ bicycle accessways, overlay districts, and the proposed use of land to be served by t he streets. The st reet 
system shall assure an adequate traffic ci rculation system with intersect ion angles, grades, tangents and curves 
appropriate for the traffic to be carried considering the terrain . To the extent possible, proposed st reets shall connect 
t o all existing or approved stub streets that abut the development site . 1Nhere location not shown in tf:le de·1elopment 
~Ihe arrangement of streets shall either: 
A. Provide for the continuation or appropriate projection of existing principa l streets in the surrounding area and on 
adjacent parcels or conform to a plan for the area approved or adopted by the city to meet a particular situat ion 
where topographical or other conditions make continuance or conformance to existing streets impractical; 
B. Where necessary to give access to or permit a satisfact ory future development of adjoining land, streets shall be 
extended to the boundary of the development and the resulting dead-end st reet (stub) may be approved w it h a 
tempora ry turnaround as approved by the city engineer. Notification that the st reet is planned for future extension 
shall be posted on the stub street until the street is extended and shall inform the public that the dead-end street may 
be extended in the future. Access control in accordance w ith section 12.04~ shall be requ ired to preserve the 
objectives of street extensions. 

12.04.180 -Street design MiRimwm right ef way 
All development shall J3rovide adeq~ate right of way and pa•1ement widtf:l . Adeq~ate rigf:lt of way and pavement 
width sf:lall se provided sy: 
A. Complying witf:l tf:le street design standards contained in tf:le tasle pro•t'ided in Chapter 12.04 . The street design 
standards are eased on tf:le classification of streets that occmred in tf:le Oregon City Transportation System Plan (TSP), 
in partic~lar, tf:le following TSP fig~ res provide tf:le appropriate classification for each street in Oregon City: Fig~re S 1: 

F~nctional Classification System and ~Jew Roadwa•r Connections; Fig~re S ~: Pedestrian System Plan; Fig~re S.G: 
Bicycle System Plan; and Fig~re S.7: P~slic Transit System Plan. Tf:lese TSP fig~res from t f:le Oregon City TransJ3ortat ion 
System Plan are incorporated herein sy reference in order to determine the classification of partic~lar streets . 



l='flpe et S~Fee~ MaMi~w~ RigA~ et I.&J.a'fl Wi~~R PatJe~eR~ Wi~~R 

MajeF aReFial 1~4 tee~ 9&-feet 
MiReF aReFial 114 tee~ &&-fea 
(;elleeteF s~Fee~ ~ ~ 

~leighseFheeel (;e lleeteF s~Fee~ ~ ~ 

beeal stFeet* 34 feet ~ 

Mev ~g feet ~ 

B. +he a ~~l ieaRt ~a¥ SI:IBFRi~ aR a l~eFRa~i'ole s~Feet elesigR ~laR ~ ha~ ... aFies fFeFR the s~Feet elesigR staRelaFels ieleRtifieel 
asa~.ce .• O.R alteFRati~e stFeet elesigR ~laR FAa¥ se a~~F91>'eel sv the eitv eRgiReeF if it is fe~:~Rel the alteFRati~.ce alle~·"s feF 
aeleEj ~:~ ate aRel safe ~Fa#ie, ~e el estFiaR aRel sie•;ele f lews aAel tFaAs~eRatieR alteFRa~ i ... es aRel ~Feteets aRel ~Fe~ieles 

aeleEj ~:~ ate FR~:~ I ti FR eelal ~ Fa Rs ~eRatieR seF'oliees feF the ele'v'elef'IFReRt as well as the 

All develo(lment regu lated b~ this Cha(lter shall (lrovide street im(lrovements in com(l liance with the standards in 
Figure 12.04.180 de(lending on the street classification set forth in the Trans(lortation S~stem Plan and the 
Com(lrehensive Plan designation of the ad jacent (lro(lert~, unless an alternative (llan has been ado(lted. The 
standards (lrovided be low are maximum design standards and ma~ be reduced with an alternative street design 
w hich ma~ be a(1(1roved based on the modificat ion criteria in 12.04.007. The ste(ls for reducing the maximum des ign 
below are found in the Transportation S~stem Plan. 

Table 12.04.180 Street Design 
To read the table below select the road classificat ion as identified in t he Transportation Svstem Plan and the Comorehens ve 
Plan designation of the adiacent orooerties to find the maximum design standards for the road cross section . If t he 
Com(lrehensive Plan designat ion on either side of the street differs, t he wider right-of-wa~ standard shall aQQI~. 

Road 
Com~rehensive Right-

Pavement 
Public 

Landsca~e Bike Street Travel 
Plan of-Way Access Sidewalk Me ian 

Cia ssification Widt h Stri~ Lane Parking Lanes 
Designat ion Width 

Mixed Use, 
10.5 ft. sidewalk 

Commercial or 0.5 ft. {5}12 ft . 
116ft. 94ft. including 5 ft.x5 ft. tree 6ft. 8ft. §_ 

PublicLQuasi Lanes rt 
Major Public 

wells 

~rterial 
Industrial 120ft. 88 ft . 

0.5 ft . 
5 ft. 10.5 ft. 6ft. NLA 

(5}14 ft. 
.§_ [L 

Lanes 

Resident ial 126 ft. 94 ft . 
0.5 ft . 

5 ft . 10.5 ft . 6ft. 8ft. 
{5} 12 ft. 

.§_ [L 
Lanes 

Com~rehensive 
Right- Public 

Road 
Plan 

of- Pavement Access 
Sidewalk 

Landsca~e Bike Street Travel 
Me ian 

CL!l sificat ion Way Width Stri~ Lane Parking Lanes 
Designation 

Width 
Mixed Use, 

10.5 ft. sidewalk 
Commercial or 0.5 ft. {5}12 ft . 

116ft. 94ft. including 5 ft.x5 ft. tree 6ft. 8ft. §_ [L 
P u bl icLQuas i Lanes 

Minor Public 
wells 

~rterial 
Industrial 118ft. 86ft. 

0.5 ft. 
5 ft. 10.5 ft. 6ft. 7ft. 

{5} 12 ft. 
!i .A Lanes 

Residentia l 100ft. 68ft. 
0.5 ft . 

5 ft. 10.5 ft . 6ft. 7ft. 
{3}12 ft. 

§_ [L 
Lanes 



Road 
Com~rehensive Right-

Pavement 
Public 

landsca~e Bike Street Travel 
Plan of-Wa~ Access Sidewalk Me ian 

CICI ssification Width Stri~ lane Parking lanes 
Designation Width 

Mixed Use, 
10.5 ft. sidewalk 

Commercial or 0.5 ft . .!ll..ll. 86ft. 64ft. including 5 ft.x5 ft . tree 6ft. 8ft. ri rA PublicLQuasi ft. Lanes 
Public 

wells 
Collector 

0.5 ft . .!ll..ll. Industrial 88ft. 62ft. 5 ft . 7.5 ft. 6ft. 7ft. !:! rA ft. Lanes 

Residential 85ft. 59 ft. 
0.5 ft . 

5 ft . 7.5 ft. 6ft. 7ft. ill11. !:! rA ft. Lanes 

Road 
Com~rehensive Right-

Pavement 
Public 

landsca~e Bike Street Travel 
Plan of-Wa~ Access Sidewalk Me ian 

Cl~ ssification Width Stri~ lane Parking lanes 
Designation Width 

Mixed Use, 
10.5 ft . sidewalk 

Commercial or 0.5 ft. .!1..l.ll 62ft. 40ft. including 5 ft .x5 ft. tree NLA 8ft. !:! ~ PublicLQuasi ft. Lanes 
local 

Public 
wells 

Industrial 60ft. 38ft. 0.5 ft. 5 ft. 5.5 ft. {2} 19 ft. Shared S(2ace N A 

Residential 54 ft . 32ft. 0.5 ft. 5 ft. 5.5 ft . {2}16 ft. Shared S(2ace NA 

1. Pavement width includes, bike lane, street 12arking, travel lanes and median. 
2. Public access, sidewa lks, landsca12e stri (2s, bike lanes and on-street 12arking are reguired on both sides of the st reet 
in all designations. The right-of-way width and (2avement widths identified above include the total street section. 
3. A OS foot curb is included in landscaQe striQ or sidewalk w idth. 
4. Travel lanes may be through lanes or turn lanes. 
5. The OS foot (2Ublic access (2rovides access to adjacent (2ublic im(2rovements. 
6. Alleys shal l have a minimum right-of-way width of 20 feet and a minimum (2avement width of 16 feet. If alleys are 
prov ided, garage access shall be provided from the alley. 

12.04.190 Street Design--Alignment. 
The centerline of streets shall be: 
A. Aligned w ith existing streets by continuation of the centerlines; or 
B. Offset from the centerline by no more than five -Wf.2.1 feet, provided appropriate mitigation, in the judgment of the 
City Engineer, is provided to ensure that the offset intersection will not pose a safety hazard. 

12.04.194 Traffic Sight Obstructions 
All new streets shall comply with the Traffic Sight Obstructions in €Cha(2ter 10.32. 

12.04.195 - MiRiA'IYA'I S~Fee~ IR~eFsee~ieR SpaeiAg S~aREiaFEis Spacing Standards 
II ,..,. ,0,11 Rew Ele•rela13A'1eR~ aREI FeEie'o'ela13FfleR~ sl=lall Fflee~ ~Re fallawiRg P~::~slie iR~eFseaiaR s13aEiRg s~aREiaFEis 



+aele n .Gil .G.:JQ P~::~elie ~lFeetiRleFseetiaR ~J3aEiRg ~laRaaFas 

QislaREe iR f:eel eetweeR ~lFeels sf VaFi81::15 GlassifiealiaR5 

~ :! ~ :! 

HI ~ f ,: rl llf Ul 
t:! q . I HI 

I~ . ~ ff ;: lr . l ~ ,_ p ~ !;- r ~ 0 ~ 
~ ~ r. 

11. r. ~ 

Meas~::~Fea aleAg aR .O.FleFial ~tFeet ~ 800 eoo ~ WQ ~ -1-W -1-W -1-W 

Meas~::~Fea alaRg a GelleeteF ~lFeet 800 800 eoo ~ WQ ~ -1-W -1-W -1-W 

Meas~::~Fea alaRg a Neigl:leaFI:laaa 800 WQ ~ ~ ~ -1-W -1-W -1-W -1-W 
GalleeteF ~tFeet 

Meas~::~Fea alaRg a l:eeal ~tFeet WQ WQ ~ ~ ~ -1-W -1-W -1-W -1-W 

Nate: WilR FegaFa te J31::1Biie iRteFseaiaR 5J3aEiRg slaRaaFas, sa FRe aislaAees aJ3J3I•r te ealR FRajeF afleFial aRa 

FRiRaF afleFial stFeets. IR tRi5 taele, tRe teFFR " aFleFial" aJ3J3Iies t e BStR FRajeF afleFial aRa FRiRSF afleFial 

stFeets. 

9f 

B. ,A. lesseF aistaREe eetweeA iAleF5eeli8A5 FRay Be allewea, J3F8Yiaea aJ3J3F8J3Fiate FRiligat iaR, iR tRe 

j~::~agFReRt af tl:le Gity ~AgiReeF, is J3F8Yiaea te eASI::IFe tl:lat tl:le Fea~::~etiaR iR iRteFseetiaR SJ3aEiRg w i ll Rat 

13ase a safety l:lazaFa. 

A. All new streets shall be designed as local street s unless otherwise designated as arterials and collectors in Figure 8 
in the TransQortat ion System Plan. The maximum block SQacing betw een streets is 530 feet and the minimum 

block SQacing between streets is 150 feet as measured between the right-of-way centerlines. If the maximum 

block size is exceeded, Qedestrian accessways must be Qrovided eve!Y 330 feet . The SQacing standards within t h is 

sect ion do not aQQiy to alleys. 

B. All new develoQment and redeveloQment shall meet the minimum driveway SQacing standards identified in Table 

12.04 .195.8. 

Table 12.04.195.8 Minimum Drivew ay Spacing Standards 

St reet 

Functional 

Classificat ion M inimum Drivew ay SRacing Standards Distance 

Major 
Minimum distance from a st reet corner to a 

driveway for all uses and 
Arterial 

Minimum distance between driveways for uses 
175ft. 

Street s 
other than single and two-family dwe llings 

Minor 
Minimum distance from a street corner t o a 

driveway for all uses and 
Arterial 

Minimum distance between driveways for uses 
175ft. 

Streets 
o ther than single and two-family dwellings 

Minimum distance from a street corner t o a 

Collector driveway for all uses and 
100ft. 

Streets Minimum distance between driveways for uses 

other than single and two-family dwellings 



Table 12.04.195.8 Minimum Driveway Spacing Standards 

Street 
Functional 

Classification M inimum Drivewa:r: S~acing Standards Distance 

Local Minimum distance from a street corner to a 
Streets driveway for all uses and 

25ft. 
Minimum distance between driveways for uses 
other than single and two-fam ily dwellings 

The distance from a street corner to a driveway is measured along the right-of-way 
from the edge of the intersection right-of-way to the nearest QOrtion of the driveway 

and the distance between driveways is measured at the nearest QOrtions of the 
driveway at the right-of-way. 

12.04.199 Pedestrian and Bicvcle Accesswa:r:s 
Pedestrian/bicycle accessways are intended to wovide direct, safe and convenient connections between residential 
areas, retail and office areas, institutional facilities, industriaiQarks, transit streets, neighborhood activity centers, 
rights-of-way, and Qedestrian/ bicycle accessways which minimize out-of-direction travel, and transit-orientated 
develoQments where Qublic street connections for automobiles, bicycles and Qedestrians are unavailable. 
Pedestrian/bicycle accessways are aJ2J2rDQriate in areas where QUblic street OQtions are unavailable, imQractical or 
ina(2(2rDQriate. Pedestrian and bicycle accessways are required through Qrivate QrDQerty or as right-of-way connecting 
develoQment to the right-of-way at interva ls not exceeding three-hundred-and-thirty feet of frontage; or where the 
lack of street cont inuity creates inconvenient or out of direction traveiQatterns for locaiQedestrian or bicycle triQs. 

A. Entry QOints sha ll align with Qedestrian crossing QOints along adjacent streets and with ad jacent street intersections. 
B. Accessways shall be free of horizontal obstructions and have a nine-foot, six-inch high vertical clearance to 
accommodate bicyclists. To safe ly accommodate both Qedestrians and bicycles, accessway right-of-way widths shall 
be as follows: 

1. Accessways shall have a fifteen-foot-wide right-of-way with a seven-foot wide 12aved surface between a five 
foot Qlanter striQ and a three foot Qlanter striQ. 

2. If an accessway also Qrovides secondary fire access, the right-of-way width shall be at least twenty-three feet 
wide with a fifteen-foot 12aved surface a five foot Qlanter striQ and a three foot Qlanter striQ. 

C. Accessways shall be direct with at least one end QOint of the accessway always visible from any QOint along the 
accessway. On-street Qarking shall be wohibited within fifteen feet of the intersection of the accessway with Qublic 
streets to 12reserve safe sight distance and 12romote safety. 
D. To enhance Qedestrian and bicycle safety, accessways shall be lighted with Qedestrian-sca le lighting. Accessway 
lighting shall be to a minimum level of one-half foot-cand les, a one and one-half foot-candle average, and a maximum 
to minimum ratio of seven-to-one and shall be oriented not to shine UQon adjacent QrDQerties. Street lighting shall be 
Qrovided at both entrances. 
E. Accessways shall comQIY with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) . 
F. The Qlanter striQS on either side of the accessway sha ll be landscaQed along adjacent QroQerty by installation of the 
following: 

1. With in the three foot Qlanter striQ, an evergreen hedge screen of thirty to forty-two inches high or shrubs 
SQaced no more than four feet a(2art on average; 

2. Ground cover covering one hundred Qercent of the exQosed ground. No bark mulch shall be allowed exceQt 
under the cano12y of shrubs and within two feet of the base of trees; 

3. Within the five foot Qlanter stri(2, two-inch minimum caliQer trees with a maximum of thirty-five feet of 
se12aration between the trees to increase the tree cano(2y over the accessway; 



4. In satisfying the requirements of this section, evergreen plant materials that grow over forty-two inches in 

height shall be avoided. All plant materials shall be selected from the Oregon City Native Plant List. 

G. Accessways shall be designed to proh ibit unauthorized motorized t raffic. Curbs and removable, lockable bolla rds 

are suggested mechanisms to achieve this. 

H. Accessway surfaces shall be paved with all -weather materials as approved by the city. Pervious materials are 

encouraged. Accessway surfaces shall be designed to drain stormwater runoff to the side or sides of the accessway. 

Minimum cross slope shall be two percent. 

I. In parks, greenways or other natural resource areas, accessways may be approved with a five-foot wide gravel path 

with w ooden, brick or concrete edgings . 

J. The Community Development Director may approve an alternative accessway design due to existing site constraints 

through the modification process set fo rth in Section 12.04.007. 
K. Ownership, liability and maintenance of accessw ays. 

To ensure that all pedestrian/ bicycle accessways will be adequately maintained over time, the hea rings body shall 

require one of the following: 

1 Dedicate the accessways to the public as public right-of-way prior to the final approval of the development; or 

2 The developer incorporates the accessway into a recorded easement or tract that specifically requires the 

property owner and future property owners to provide for the ownership, liabi lity and maintenance of the 

accessway. 

U.04.200 Street DesigR CeRstFaiRed beeal Streets aRd/er Rigl:lts ef Way. 

ARy accessway witt:! a J3aveFReRt wistR of less tRaR tRirty two feet st:lall reEJ~:~ire tl:te aJ3J3roval of tl:te City eRgiReer, 

CoFRFRI:IRity DeveloJ3FReRt Director aRs ~ire Cl:tief aRs sl:tall FReet FRiRiFRI:IFR life safety reEJt::~ireFReRts, 'A'I:ticl:t FRay iRclt::~se 

fire SI:IJ3J3ressioR se·w'ices as seterFRiRes ey tt:le fire FRarsl:tal to ass~:~re aR aseEJI:Iate level of fire aRslife safety. Tl:te 

staRsars wist A for coRstraiRes streets is tweRty feet of J3aViRg witl:t RO OR street J3arkiRg aRs tweRty eigRt feet witl:t 

oR street J3arl<iRg OR oRe sise oRiy. CoRstraiReslocal streets st:lall FRaiRtaiR a tweRty foot wise I:IRoestr~:~ctes 

accessway. CoRstraiReslocal streets aRs/or rigl:tt of way sl:tall COFRJ3Iy witt:! Recessary sloJ3e easeFReRts, sise·Nalk 

easeFReRts aRs alteres c~:~rve rasi~:~s, as aJ3J3rovea ey tl:te City fRgiReer aRs CoFRFRI:IRity De•1eloJ3FReRt Director. 

STREET DESIGN ST/\~lD=~:~~~:~ CmJSTR/\INED STREETS 

I I MiRiFRI:IFR ReEJ~:~ires 

I TyJ3e of Street I Rigl:tt of Way Pa·1eFReRt Wistl:t 

I CoRstraiReslocal street 130 to 40 feet 20 to less tl:taR 32 feet 

12.04.205 - IRterseGti9R level ef ServiGe Mobility Standards. 

Wl:teR reviewiRg Re'o'o' ae'leiOJ3FReRtS, tl:te City of GregoR Cit'{ reEJI:Iires all rele'laRt iRtersectiORS to ee FRaiRtaiRea at tl:te 

FRiRiFRI:IFR acceJ3taele Le·w'el OfSeF\•ice (LOS) I:IJ30R f~:~ll e~:~ils o~:~t oftl:te J3rOJ3oses se·w'eloJ3FReRt. Tl:te FRiRiFRI:IFR 

acceJ3taele LOS staRsarss are as follows: 

A. ~or sigRalizea iRtersectioR areas of tl:te city tt:lat are locates o~:~tsise tl:te RegioRal CeRter eo~:~Rsaries a LOS of 

" D" or setter for tt:le iRtersectioR as a wl:tole aRs RO aJ3J3FOacR OJ3eratiRg at 'Norse tl:taR LOS "E" aRs a ·w'/c ratio Rot 

l:tigl:ter tl:taR 1.0 for tl:te SI:IFR of critical FRoveFReRts. 

8 . ~or sigRalizes iRtersectioRs witl:tiR tl:te RegioRal CeRter eo~:~Rsaries a LOS " D" caR ee exceeses a~:~riRg tl:te 

peak l:to~:~r; l:towever, s~:~riRg tl:te secoRs J3eak l:to~:~r, LOS " D" or setter will ee reEJ~:~irea as a wl:tole a REI Ro aJ3proacl:t 

operatiRg at worse tl:taR LOS "E" a REI a v/c ratio Rot l:tigl:ter tl:taR 1.0. 



C. For l:lAsigRalizea iAtersectioR throl:lgi:wtJt the city a LOS "f"" or better for the poorest approach a REi with AO 
movemeAt serviAg more thaR tweAty peak hol:lr "'ehicles operatiAg at worse thaR LOS 'T' will be tolerates for miRor 
mo·,emeAts al:lriRg a peak hol:lr. 

Development shall demonstrate compliance with intersection mobility standards. When evaluating the performance 
of the transportation system, the City of Oregon City requires all intersections, except for the facilities identified in 
subsection D below, to be maintained at or below the following mobility standards during the two-hour peak 
operating conditions. The first hour has the highest weekday traffic volumes and the second hour is the next highest 
hour before or after the first hour. Except as provided otherwise below, this may require the installation of mobility 
improvements as set forth in the Transportation System Plan or as otherwise identified by the City Transportation 
Engineer. 

A. For intersections within the Regional Center, the following mobility standards apply: 
1. During the first hour, a maximum vic ratio of 1.10 shall be maintained. For signalized intersections, this 

standard applies to the intersection as a whole. For unsignalized intersections, this standard applies to 
movements on the major street. There is no performance standard for the minor street approaches. 

2. During the second hour, a maximum vic ratio of 0.99 shall be maintained at signalized intersections. For 
signalized intersections, this standard applies to the intersection as a whole. For unsignalized intersections, this 
standard applies to movements on the major street. There is no performance standard for the minor street 
approaches. 

3. Intersections located on the Regional Center boundary shall be considered within the Regional Center. 
B. For intersections outside of the Regional Center but designated on the Arterial and Throughway Network, as 

defined in the Regional Transportation Plan , the following mobility standards apply: 
1. During the first hour, a maximum vic ratio of 0.99 shall be maintained. For signalized intersections, this 

standard applies to the intersection as a whole. For unsignalized intersections, this standard applies to 
movements on the major street. There is no performance standard for the minor street approaches. 

2. During the second hour, a maximum vic ratio of 0.99 shall be maintained at signalized intersections. For 
signalized intersections, this standard applies to the intersection as a whole. For unsignalized intersections, t his 
standard applies to movements on the major street. There is no performance standard for the minor street 
approaches. 

C. For intersections outside the boundaries of the Regional Center and not designated on the Arterial and 
Throughway Network, as defined in the Regional Transportation Plan, the following mobility standards apply: 

1. For signalized intersections: 
a. During the first hour, LOS " D" or better will be required for the intersection as a whole and no approach 

operating at worse than LOS "E" and a vic ratio not higher than 1.0 for the sum of the critical movements . 
b. During the second hour, LOS "D" or better will be required for the intersection as a whole and no approach 

operating at worse than LOS "E" and a vic ratio not higher than 1.0 for the sum of the critical movements. 
2. For unsignalized intersections outside of the boundaries of the Regional Center: 

a. For unsignalized intersections, during the peak hour, all movements serving more than 20 vehicles shall be 
maintained at LOS "E" or better. LOS "F" will be tolerated at movements serving no more t han 20 veh icles 
during the peak hour. 

D. Until the City adopts new performance measures that identify alternative mobility targets, the City shall exempt 
proposed development that is permitted, either conditionally, outright, or through detailed development master plan 
approval, from compliance with the above-referenced mobility standards for the following state-owned facilities: 

1-205 I OR 99E Interchange 
1-205 I OR 213 Interchange 
OR 213 I Beavercreek Road 
State intersections located within or on the Regional Center Boundaries 



1. In the case of conceptual development approval for a master plan that impacts the above references 
intersections: 
a. the fo rm of mitigation wi ll be determined at the time of the detailed development plan review for 
subsequent phases utilizing the Code in place at the time the detailed development plan is submitted; and 
b. only those trips approved by a detailed development plan review are vested. 

2. Development which does not comply with the mobility standards for the intersections identified in 
12.04.205.D shall provide for the improvements identified in the Transportation System Plan (TSP) in an effort 
to improve intersection mobility as necessary to offset the impact caused by development . Where requ ired by 
other provisions of the Code, the applicant shall provide a traffic impact study that includes an assessment of 
the development's impact on the intersections identified in this exemption and shall construct the intersection 
improvements listed in the TSP or required by the Code. 

12.04.220 Street Design--Half Street. 
Half streets, while generally not acceptable, may be approved w here essential to the development, when in 
conformance with all other applicable requirements, and w here it wi ll not create a safety hazard. When approving half 
streets, the decision maker must first determine that it wi ll be practical to require the dedication of the other ha lf of 
the street w hen the adjoining property is div ided or developed. Where the decision maker approves a half st reet, the 
applicant must construct an additional ten feet of pavement width so as to make the half street safe and usable until 
such time as the other half is constructed. Whenever a half street is adjacent to property capable of being divided or 
developed, the other half of the street shall be provided and improved when that adjacent property divides or 
develops. Access Control as ElescriseEI iR 12.04 .200 may be required to preserve the objectives of half streets. 

When the remainder of an existing half-street improvement is made it shall include the following items: dedication of 
required right-of-way, construction ofthe remaining portion ofthe street including pavement. curb and gutter, 
landscape strip, sidewalk, street trees, lighting and other improvements as required for that particular street. It shall 
also include at a minimum the pavement repla cement to the centerline of the street. Any damage to the existing 
street shall be repaired in accordance with the City's "Moratorium Pavement Cut Standard" or as approved by the City 
Engineer. 

12.04.225 - Street design-Cui-de-sacs and dead-end streets. 
The city discourages the use of cui-de-sacs and permanent dead-end streets except w here construction of a through 
street is found by the decision maker to be impracticable due to topography or some significant physical constraint 
such as ~Rstasle soils geologic hazards, wetland, natural or historic resource areas, dedicated open space, existing 
development patterns, ef-arterial access restrictions or similar situation as determined by t he Community 
Development Director. When permitted, access from new cul-de-sac~ and permanent dead-end streets shall be 
limited..!Q_~a maximum of 25 dwelling units and a maximum street length of tl=lree R~REireEI fift·; two hundred feet, 
as measured from the right-of-way line of the nearest intersecting street to the back of the cul-de-sac cu rb face:....Jn 
addition, cui-de-sacs and dead end roads shall--aM include pedestrian/bicycle accessways as proviEieEI iR ~ectioR 
17.90.220 of required in this coEie aREI Chapter~. This section is not intended to preclude the use of curvilinear 
eyebrow w idening of a street where needed to previae aEieEj~ate lot coverage. 

W here approved, cu i-de-sacs shall have sufficient radius to provide adequate t urn-around for emergency vehicles in 
accordance with Fire District and City adopted street standards. Permanent dead-end streets other than cui-de-sacs 
shall provide public street right-of-way I easements sufficient to provide turn-around space with appropriate no
parking signs or markings for waste disposal, sweepers, and other long veh icles in the form of a hammerhead or other 
design to be approved by the decision maker. Driveways sha ll be encouraged off the turnaround to provide for 
additional on-street parking space. 



12.04.260 - Street design-Transit . 
Streets shall be designed and laid out in a manner that promotes pedestrian and bicycle circulation. The applicant shall 
coordinate w ith Tri Met transit agencies where the application impacts transit streets as identified in 17.04.13109A 
Figure S.7: Public Transit System Plan of the Oregon City Transportation System Plan . Pedest rian/ bicycle access ways 
shall be provided as necessary in conformance with the requirements in Section 17.90.220 of this code and Chapter 
~12.04 to minimize the travel distance to transit streets and stops and neighborhood act ivity cent ers. The 
decision maker may require provisions, including easements, for t ransit facil ities along t rans it streets where a need for 
bus stops, bus pullouts or other transit facilities w ithin or adjacent to the development has been ident ified. 

OCMC CHAPTER 12.24 PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE ACCESSWAYS 

Delete entire chapter. 

OCMC CHAPTER 16.12 - MINIMUM IMPROVEMENTS AND DESIGN STANDARDS FOR LAND DIVISIONS 

16.12.015- Street design-Generally. 
Street design standards for all new development and land di·1isions shall com pi•; with Chapter 12.04 Street Design 
Standards. Development sha ll demonstrate compliance with Chapter 12.04 - St reets, Sidewalks and Public Places. 

18.1:2,Q:2§ 8leeks beRgtl=l. 

Blocl< lengths for loca l streets and collectors shall not e>Eceed five hundred feet between through streets, as measured 
between nearside right of way lines. 

18,1a ,Q~§ 8leeks PeEiestr iaR aREI b iE't'Eie aeeess. 

A. To facilit ate t he most practicable and direct pedestrian and bicyc le connections to adj oining or nearby 
neighborhood activity centers, public rights of way, and pedestrian/bicycle accessways which minimize out of 
direction travel, subdivisions shall include pedestrian/bicycle access ways between discontinuous street right of way 
where the following applies: 
1. W here a new street is not practicable; 
2. Through D<cessive ly long blocl<s at inter>,·als not D<ceed ing five hundred feet of frontage as measured between 
nearside right of way lines; 
3. Where the lack of street continuity creates incon·1enient or out of direction travel patterns for local pedestrian or 
bicycle trips . 
B. Pedestrian/bicycle accessways shall be pro•1ided: 
1. To provide direct access to nearby neighborhood acti•1ity centers, transit streets and other transit facilities; 
2. Where practicable, to provide direct access to other adjacent de•1elopments and to adjacent undeveloped property 
likely to be subdivided or otherwise developed in the future; 
3. To pro•t'ide direct connections from cui de sacs and interna l private dri..,es to the nearest available street or 
neighborhood activity center; 
4. To provide connections from cui de sacs or local streets to arterial or collector streets. 
C. An e>Eception may be made where the community de..,elopment director determines that construction of a 
separate accessway is not feasible due to physical or jurisdictional constraints. Such e•1idence may inc lude but is not 
limited to: 
1. That other federal, state or local requirements prevent construction of an accessway; 

2. That the nature of abutting el<isting de•1elopment mal<es construction of an accessway impracticable; 
3. That the accessway V<'Ould cross an area affected by an o•1erlay district in a manner incompat ible with the 
purposes of the overlay district; 
4. That the accessway would cross topography consisting predominantly of slopes o..,er twenty fi•1e percent; 
S. That the accessway would terminate at the urban growt h boundary and e>Etens ion to another public right of way 



is not part of an adopted plan. 
D. Pedestrian/sicycle accessv.'ays shall cornply '""ith the developrnent standards set ot:Jt in Section 12.24 of this code, 
with the ownership, liasility and rnaintenance standards in Section 12.24 of this code, and with such other design 
standards as the city rnay adopt. 

16.12.095 Minimum Improvements--Public Facilities and Services. 
The following minimum improvements sha ll be required of all applicants for a land division under Title 16, unless the 
decision-maker determines that any such improvement is not proportional to the impact imposed on the City's pub lic 
systems and facilities: 
A. Transportation System. Applicants and all subsequent lot owners shall be responsible for improving the city's 
planned leve l of service on all public streets, including alleys within the land division and those portions of public 
streets adjacent to but only partially within the land division. All applicants shall execute a binding agreement to not 
remonstrate against the formation of a local improvement district for street improvements that benefit the applicant's 
property. Applicants are responsible for designing and providing adequate vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian access t o 
their deve lopments and for accommodating future access to neighboring undeveloped properties that are suitably 
zoned for future deve lopment. Storm drainage fa ci lities shall be installed and connected to off-site natural or man
made drainageways. Upon completion of the street improvement survey, the applicant shall reestablish and protect 
monuments of the t ype required by ORS 92.060 in monument boxes w ith covers at every public street intersection 
and all points or curvature and points of tangency of their center line, and at such other points as directed by the city 
engineer. 
B. Stormwater Drainage System. Applicants shall design and install drainage facilit ies with in land divisions and sha ll 
connect the development's drainage system to the appropriate downstream storm drainage system as a min imum 
requirement for providing se rvices to the applicant's development. The applica nt shall obtain county or state approval 
w hen appropriate. All applicants shall execute a binding agreement to not remonstrate against the formation of a loca l 
improvement district for stormwater drainage improvements that benefit the applicant 's property. Applicants are 
responsible for extending the appropriate storm drainage system to the development site and for providing for the 
connection of upgradient properties to that system. The applicant shall design the drainage faci lities in accordance 
with city drainage master plan requirements, Chapter 13.12 and the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design 
Standards. 
C. Sanitary Sewer System. The applicant shall design and install a san itary sewer system to serve all lots or parcels 
within a land division in accordance with the city's sanitary sewer design standards, and shall connect those lots or 
parcels to the city's sanitary sewer system, except where connection is required t o the county san ita ry sewer system 
as approved by the county. All applicants shall execute a binding agreement to not remonstrate against the formation 
of a local improvement district for sanitary sewer improvements that benefit the applicant's property. Applicants are 
responsible for extending the city's sanitary sewer system to the development site and th rough the applicant 's 
property to allow for the future connection of neighboring undeveloped properties that are suitably zoned for future 
development. The applicant shall obtain all required permits and approvals from all affected jurisdictions prior t o final 
approval and prior to commencement of construction. Design shall be approved by the city engineer before 
construction begins. 
D. Water System. The applicant shall design and install a water system to serve all lots or parcels within a land 
division in accordance w ith the city public works water system design standards, and shall connect those lots or 
parcels to the city's water system. All applicants shall execute a binding agreement to not remonstrate against the 
formation of a local improvement district for water improvements that benefit the applicant's property. Applicants are 
responsible for extending the city's water system to the development site and through the applicant's property to 
allow for the future connection of neighboring undeveloped properties that are suitably zoned for future 
development. 
E. Sidewalks. The applicant shall provide for sidewalks on both sides of all public streets, on any private street if so 
required by the decision-maker, and in any special pedestrian way within the land division. Exceptions t o this 



requirement may be allowed in order to accommodate topography, trees or some sim ilar site constraint. In the case of 
major or minor arterials, t he decision-maker may approve a land division without sidewa lks where sidewalks are found 
to be dangerous or otherwise impract ica l to construct or are not reasonably related t o the app licant's development. 
The decision-maker may require the applicant to prov ide sidewalks concurrent with the issuance of the initial building 
permit w ithin the area that is the subject of the land division application. Applicants for partitions may be allowed to 
meet this requirement by executing a binding agreement to not remonstrate against the formation of a local 
improvement district for sidewalk improvements that benefit the applicant's property. 
F. Bicycle Routes. If appropriate to the extension of a system of bicycle routes, existing or planned, t he decision
maker may require the installation of separate bicycle lanes within streets and separate bicycle paths. 
G. Street Name Signs and Traffic Control Devices. Tl:le aJ3J31icant sl:lall 13ay tl:le city and tl:le city installs street name 
signs at all street intersections. The applicant shall install street signs and traffic control devices as directed by the city 
engineer. Street name signs and traffic control devices shall be in conformance w ith all applicab le city regu lations and 
standards. 
H. Street Lights. The applicant shall install street lights w hich shall be served from an underground source of supply. 
Street lights shall be in conformance with all city regulations. 
I. Street Trees. Refer to Chapter 12.08, Street Trees. 
J. Bench Marks. At least one bench mark shall be located w ithin the subdivision boundaries using datum plane 
specified by the city engineer. 
K. Other. The applicant shall make all necessa ry arrangements with uti lity companies or other affected parties for t he 
installation of underground lines and faci lities. Electrical lines and other wires, including but not lim it ed t o 
communication, street lighting and cable television, shall be placed underground. 
L. Oversizing of Facilities. All facilities and improvements shall be designed to city standards as set out in the city's 
facility master plan, public works design standards, or other city ordinances or regulations. Compliance with facil ity 
design standards shall be addressed during final engineering. The city may require oversizing of fa cil ities to meet 
standards in the city's facility master plan or to allow for orderly and efficient development . Where oversizing is 
required, the applicant may request reimbursement from the city for oversizing based on the city's reimbu rsement 
policy and funds avai lable, or prov ide for recove ry of costs from intervening properties as they develop. 
M. Erosion Control Plan--Mitigation. The applicant shall be responsible for complying with all applicable provisions of 
Chapter 17.47 w ith regard to erosion control. 

OCMC CHAPTER 17.04 - DEFINITIONS 

17.04.030 "Accessway, pedestrian/bicycle" means any off-street path or way as described in Chapter ~12.04, 

intended primarily for pedestrians or bicycles and which provides direct routes within and from new developments to 
residential areas, retail and office areas, transit streets and neighborhood activity centers. 

17.04.712 " Major transit stop" means transit centers, high capacity transit stat ions, major bus stops, inter-city bus 
passenger terminals, inter-city rail passenger termina ls, and bike-transit facilities as shown in the Regional 
Transportation Plan. 

17.04.800 "Neighborhood activity center" refers to land uses which attract or are capable of attracting a greater tl:lan 

average le·rel of 13edestrian acti•;ity. Neigl:lborl:lood acti~·ity centers inclt:~de, bt:~t are not limited to, J3arl~s, scl:lools, retail 
store and service areas, SAOJ3J3ing centers, recreational centers, meeting rooms, tReaters, mt:~set:~ms, transit stoJ3s and 
otl:ler 13edestrian oriented t:~ses. substantial amount of pedestrian use. Neighborhood activity centers include, but are 
not limited to, parks, schools, retail sto re and service areas, shopping centers, recreat ional cent ers, meeting rooms, 
theaters, museums and other pedestrian oriented uses. 



17.04.1310 "Transit street" means any street identified as an exist ing or planned bus, rail or mass transit route by a 
transit agency or a street on w hich t ra nsit operates.any street identified as an e><isting or planned Bl:IS or ligRt rail 
transit rol:lte as sA own in tRe city's transportation A'! aster plan (1989 or as sl:lsseql:lently aA'lended). 

17.04.1312 "Transportation facilities" shall include construction , operation, and maintenance of travel lanes, bike 
lanes and facilities, curbs, gutters, dra inage facilities, sidewalks, transit stops, landscaping, and related improvements 
located within rights-of-ways controlled by a public agency, consistent with the City Transportation System Pla n. 

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES ARE TO BE IDENTIFIED AS A PERMITTED USE IN All ZONING DESIGNATIONS WITH THE 

ADDITION OF THE FOllOWING CODE SECTIONS: 

17.08.020.J. Transportation facilities 
17.10.020.J. Transportation facilities 
17 .12.020.J . Transportation facilit ies 
17 .14.020.J . Transportation facilities 
17.16.020.K. Transportation facilities 
17.18.020.1. Transportation facilities 
17.29.020.AA. Transportation facilities 
17.31.020.0 . Transportation facilities 
17.36.020.0 . Transportation facilities 
17.37.020.0 . Transportation facilities 
17 .39.020.G. Transportation facilities 

OCMC CHAPTER 17.34 "MUD"-MIXED-USE DOWNTOWN DISTRICT 

17.~4.Q7Q,Iol Parking Standards. TRe A'liniA'll:IA'l nl:IA'lser of off street veRiCl:llar parl<ing stalls reql:lired in CRapter 
17.52 A'la·,· se redl:lced sy fifty percent. 

OCMC CHAPTER 17.52 OFF-STREET PARKING AND lOADING 

17.52.15 Planning Commission Adjustment of Parking Standards. 
A. Purpose: The purpose of permitting a Planning Commission Adjustment to Parking Standards is to provide for 
flexibility in modifying parking standards in all zoning districts, without permitting an adjustment that would adversely 
impact the surrounding or planned neighborhood. The purpose of an adjustment is t o provide flexibil ity to those uses 
w hich may be extraordinary, unique or to provide greater flexibility for areas that can accommodate a denser 
development pattern based on existing infrastructure and ability to access the site by means of walking, biking or 
transit. An adjustment to a minimum or maximum parking standard may be approved based on a determination by 
the Planning Commission that the adjustment is consistent with the purpose of this Code, and the approval crite ria 
can be met. 
B. Procedure: A request for a Planning Commiss ion Parking Adjustment shall be initiated by a property ow ner or 
authorized agent by filing a land use application. The application shall be accompanied by a site plan, drawn to scale, 
showing the dimensions and arrangement of the proposed development and parking plan, the extent of the 
adjustment requested along with findings for each applicable approval criteria. A request for a parking adjustment 
shall be processed as a Type Ill application as set forth in Chapter 17.50. 
C. Approval criteria for the adjustment are as follows: 
1. Documentation: The applicant shall document that the individual project will require an amount of parking 
that is different from that required after all applicable reductions have been taken. 
2. Parking analysis for surrounding uses and on- street parking availability- The applicant must show t hat there 
is a continued 15% parking vacancy in the area adjacent to the use during peak parking periods and that the applicant 



has permission to occupy this area to serve the use pursuant to the procedures set forth by the Community 
Development Director. 

a. For the purposes of demonstrating the availability of on street parki ng as def ined in 17.52.020. 8.3 ..L 

the applicant shall undertake a parking study during time periods specified by the Community 
Development Director. The time periods shall include those during which the highest parking demand 
is anticipated by the proposed use. Multiple observations during mult iple days shall be required. 
Distances are to be calculated as traversed by a pedestrian t hat utilizes sidewalks and legal crosswalks 
or an alternative manner as accepted by the Community Development Director. 

b. The onsite parking requirements may be reduced based on the parking vacancy ident ified in the 
parking study. The amount of the reduction in onsite parking shall be calculated as follows: 
i. Vacant on-street parking spaces w ithin 300 feet of the site w ill reduce onsite pa rking requirements 
by 0.5 parking spaces; and 
ii. Vacant on-street parking spaces between 300 and 600 feet of the will reduce onsite parking 
requirements by 0.2 parking spaces. 

3. Function and Use of Site: The applicant shall demonstrate that modifying t he amount of required parking 
spa ces will not significa ntly impact the use or function of the site and/o r adjacent sites; 
4. Compatibility: The proposal is compatible with the character, scale and existing or planned uses of the 
surrounding neighborhood; 
5. Safety: The proposal does not significantly impact the safety of adjacent propert ies and Rights-of-Way. 
6. Services: The proposal will not create a significant impact to public services, including f ire and emergency 
services. 

17.52.020 Number of automobile spaces required. (replace section with the following) 
A. The number of parking spaces shall comply w ith the minimum and maximum standards listed in Table 17.52.020. 
The parking requirements are based on spaces per one thousand square feet f5ffi55 net leasable area unless otherwise 
stated. 

Table 17.52.020 
Number of automobile spaces required . 

LAND USE PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

MINIMUM M AXIMUM 

' l l .GG 13eF l:lR it I l!iiAgle ~affli ly l::lwelliAg 

Multi-Family : Studio 1.00 per unit 1.5 per unit 

Multi-Family: 1 bedroom 1.25 per unit 2.00 per unit 

Multi-Family: 2 bedroom 1.5 per unit 2.00 per unit 

Multi-Family : 3 bedroom 1.75 per unit 2.50 per unit 

Hotel,fMotel 1.0 per guest room 1.25 per guest room 

WelfaFe/Correctionallnstitution 1 per 7 beds 1 per 5 beds 

Senior housing, including congregate ca re, 1 per 7 beds 1 per 5 beds 
residential care and ass isted living facilities; 
nursing homes and other types of group 
homes; 

Hospital 2.00 4.00 

I 

I 



Religia~:~s Assefftel•; 8~:~i1EiiAg Q.~§ J3eF sea~ Q.§ J3eF sea~ 

Preschool Nursery/Kindergarten 2.00 3.00 

J Elementary/Middle School 1 per classroom 1 per classroom+ 1 per 
administrative employee+ 0.25 per 

I 
seat in auditorium/ assembly 
room/ stadium 

High SchooljCollege,£Commercial School for 0.20 per# staff and 0.30 per# staff and students 
Adults students 

AuditoriumjMeeting RoomjStadium,t .25 per seat 0.5 per seat 
Religious Assembl~ Building, imovie theater, 

Retail StorejShopping CenterjRestaurants 4.10 5.00 

Office 2.70 3.33 

I Medical or Dental Clinic 2.70 3.33 

Sports ClubjRecreation Facilities Case Specific 5.40 

Storage WarehousejFreight Terminal 0.30 J3eF gFass tRai:ISaAEI 0.40 J3eF gmss ~l:la~:~saAEI sq~:~aFe fee~ 
sq~:~are feet ft 

ManufacturingjWholesale Establishment 1.60 J3eF grass tl:la~:~sam:l 1.67 J3er grass tl:la~:~saAEI sq~:~are fee~ 
sq~:~are feet 

Light lndustrialjlndustrial Park 1.3 1.60 

l.Multiple Uses. In the event several uses occup~ a single structure or parcel of land, the total requirements for off
street parking shall be the sum of the requirements of the several uses computed separate!~. 

2.Requirements for t~pes of buildings and uses not specifica ll~ listed herein shall be determined b~ the communit~ 
development director, based upon the requirements of comparable uses listed. 

3.Where calculation in accordance with the above list results in a fractional space, an~ fraction less than one-half 
shall be disregarded and an~ fraction of one-half or more shall require one space. 

4.The minimum required parking spaces shall be available for the parking of operable passenger automobiles of 
residents, customers, patrons and emplo~ees on I~, and shall not be used for storage of vehicles or materia ls or 
for the parking of vehicles used in conducting the business or use. 

S.A Change in use within an existing building located in the MUD Design District is exempt from additional parking 
requirements. Additions to an existing building and new construction are requi red to meet the minimum 
parking requirements for the areas as specified in Table 17.52.020 for the increased square footage. 

B. Parking requirements can be met either onsite, or offsite b~ meeting the following condit ions: 
l.Mixed uses. If more than one t~pe of land use occupies a single structure or parcel of land, the total requirements 

for off-street automobile parking shall be the sum of the requirements for all uses, unless it can be shown that 
the peak parking demands are actuall~ less (e.g. the uses operate on different da~s or at different times of the 
da~). In that case, the total requirements shall be reduced accordingly, up to a maximum reduction of 50%, as 
determined b~ the community development director. 

2.Shared parking. Required parking facilities for two or more uses, structures, or parcels of land ma~ be satisfied by 
the same parking facilities used jointl~, to the extent that the owners or operators show that the need for 
parking facilities does not materia II~ overla~ (e.g., uses primaril~ of a da~time versus nighttime nature ). that the 



shared parking facility is w ithin 1,000 feet of the potential uses, and provided t hat the right of joint use is 
evidenced by a recorded deed, lease, contract, or similar written instrument authorizing the joint use. 

3. On-Street Parking. On-street parking may be counted toward the minimum standards when it is on the street 
face abutting the subject land use. An on-street parking space must not obstruct a requ ired clear vision area 
and it shall not violate any law or street standard . On-street parking for commercia l uses shall conform to the 
following standards: 

a. Dimensions. The following constitutes one on-street parking space: 
1. Parallel parking, each [22] feet of uninterrupted and availab le curb; 
2. [45/60] degree diagonal, each with [15] feet of curb; 
3. 90 degree (perpendicular) parking, each with [12] feet of curb. 

4. Public Use Required for Credit. On-street parking spaces counted toward meeting the parki ng requirements of a 
specific use may not be used exclusively by that use, but shall be avai lable for general public use at all t imes. 
Signs or other actions that limit general public use of on-street spaces are prohibited. 

C. Reduction of the Number of Automobile Spaces Required . The required number of parking stalls may be redu ced in 
the 

Downtown Parking Overlay District: 50% reduction in the minimum number of spaces required is al lowed 
prior to seeking further reductions in sections 2 and 3 below 

1. Transit Oriented Development. For projects not located within the Downtown Parking Overlay District, the 
Community Development Director may reduce the required number of parking stalls up to 25% when it is 
determined that a project in a commercial center (60,000 square feet or greater of ret ai l or office use 
measured cumulatively within a 500 foot radius) or multi-family development w ith over 80 units, is adjacent to 
or within 1,320 feet of an existing or planned public t ransit street and is w it hin 1,320 feet of the oppos ite use 
(commercial center or multi-family development with over 80 units) 

2. Reduction in Parking for Tree Preservation. The Community Development Director may grant an adjustment to 
any standard of this requirement provided that the adjustment preserves a regulat ed tree or grove so that the 
reduction in the amount of required pavement can help preserve existing healthy trees in an undistu rbed, 
natural condition. The amount of reduction must take into consideration any unique site conditions and the 
impact of the reduction on parking needs for the use, and must be approved by the Community Development 
Director. This reduction is discretionary. 

3. Transportation Demand Management. The Community Development Director may reduce the required number 
of parking stalls up to 25% when a parking-traffic study prepared by a traffic engineer demonstrates: 

a. Alternative modes of transportation, including transit, bicycles, and walki ng, and/ or special 
characteristics of the customer, client, employee or resident population wi l l reduce expected vehicle 
use and parking space demand for this development, as compared to standard Inst itute of 
Transportation Engineers vehicle trip generation rates and further that the Transportation Demand 
Management Program promotes or achieves parking utilization lower than minimum city parking 
requirements . 

b. Transportation Demand Management (TOM) Program has been developed for approva l by, and is 
approved by the City Engineer. The plan will contain strategies fo r reducing vehicle use and parking 
demand generated by the development and will be measured annually. If , at the annual assessment, 
the City determines the plan is not successful, the plan may be revised. If the City determines that no 
good-faith effort has been made to implement the plan, the City may take enforcement actions. 

17.52.030.E Carpool and Vanpool Parking. New office and ind~strial deve lopment s w ith seventy-five or more parking 
spaces, and new hospitals, government offices, group homes, nursing and retirement homes, schools and transit park
and-ride facilities with fifty or more parking spaces, shall identify the spaces avai lable for employee, student and 
commuter parking and designate at least five percent, but not fewer than two, of those spaces for exclusive carpool 
and van pool parking. Carpool and van pool parking spaces shall be located closer to the main employee, student or 



commuter entrance than all other employee, student or commuter parking spaces with the exception of haRdicapped 
ADA accessible parking spaces. The carpool/vanpool spaces shall be clearly marked "Reserved - Carpooi/Vanpool 
Only." 

17.52.040- Bicycle parking standards. 
A. Purpose-Applicability. To encourage bicycle transportation to help reduce principal reliance on the automobile, 
and to ensure bicycle safety and security, bicycle parking shall be provided in conjunction with all uses other than 
single-fami ly dwellings or duplexes. 
B. Number of Bicycle Spaces Required. For any use not specifically mentioned in Table A, the bicycle parking 
requirements shall be the same as the use which, as determined by the Community Development DirectorL is most 
similar to the use not specifically mentioned. Calculation of the number of bicycle parking spa ces required shall be 
determined in the manner established in Section 17.52.020 for determining automobile parking space requirements. 
Modifications to bicycle parking requirements may be made through the Site Plan and Design, Conditional Use, or 
Master Plan review process. 

TABLE A Required Bicycle Parking Spaces* 
Where two options for a requirement are provided, the option resulting in more bicycle parking applies. Where a 
calculation results in a fraction the result is rounded up to the nearest whole number I 

USE MINIMUM BICYCLE MINIMUM BICYCLE PARKING-
PARKING COVERED - The following 

percentage of bicycle parking is 
required to be covered 

M1:1ltiple Multi-family (th ree or more 1 per 10 units 50% 
units) (minimum of 2) {m inimum of 1} 

Institutional 

WelfaFe iRstit~:~tiaR l peF ~QlQ a1:1ta spaces 

Correctional institution 1 per M)15 auto spaces 30% {minimum of 1} 
(minimum of 2) 

Nursing home_Q[ care facility, 1 per 30 auto spaces 30% {minimum of 1} 
saRitaFil:JFR (minimum of 2) 

Hospital 1 per 20 auto spaces 30% {minimum of 1} 
(minimum of 2) 

Park-and-ride lot ~ 1 per 5 auto spaces aa:e, SO% {min imum of 1} 

at least aRe af wl:licl:l is a 
~ 

(minimum of 2) 

Transit center ~1 per 5 auto spaces SO% {minimum of 1} 
ceRteF at least aRe af 
wl:licl:l is a lackeF 
(minimum of 2) 

Parks and open space ~1 per 10 auto spaces 0% 
(minimum of 2) 

Public parking lots 1 per ~10 auto spaces SO% {minimum of 1} 
(minimum of 2) 

Automobile parking structures 1 per ~10 auto spaces 80% {minimum of 2} 
(minimum of 4) 



USE MINIMUM BICYCLE M INIMUM BICYCLE PARKING-

PARKING COVERED - The following 
Qercentage of bicy:cle Qarking is 
reguired to be covered 

Religious institutions, mov ie theater, 1 per ~10 auto spaces 30% (m inimum of 1} 
auditorium or meeting room (minimum of 2) 

Libraries, museums 1 per .W5 auto spaces 30% (minimum of 1) 
(minimum of 2) 

Preschool, nursery, kindergarten 2 Qer classroom 50% (minimum of 1} 
(minimum of 2) 

Elementary, j~:~Rior high 4 per classroom 50% (minimum of 1) 
(minimum of 2) 

Junior high and High school 2 per classroom 50% (minimum of 2) 
(minimum of 2) 

College, business/commercial schools 2 per classroom 50% (minimum of 1) 
(minimum of 2) 

Gther a~:~Eiitoril::lFA/FAeetiRg rooFA l13er ~Q a~:~to s13aees 
{FAiRiFAI:lFA of~) 

Swimming pools, gymnasiums, ball 1 per 10 auto spaces 30% (minimum of 1} 
courts (minimum of 2) 

Retail stores and shopping centers 1 per 20 auto spaces 50% (minimum of 2) 
(minimum of 2) 

Retail stores handl ing exclusively bu lky 1 per 40 auto spaces 0% 
merchandise such as automobile, boat (minimum of 2) 
or trailer sa les or rental 

Bank, office 1 pe r 20 auto spaces 50% (minimum of 1) 
(minimum of 2) 

Medical and dental clinic 1 per 20 auto spaces 50% (minimum of 1) 
(minimum of 2) 

(;;oR.,.eRieRee fooEI store l13er :J:Q a~:~to SJ:laees 

~l::lrRit~:~re aREI a1313liaRee stores l J:ler 4G a~:~to SJ:laees 
Eating and drinking establishment, 1 per 20 auto spaces 0% 

(minimum of 2) 

Gasoline service station 1~per 10 auto spaces 0% 
(minimum of 2) 

*Covered b1cy:cle Qarkmg is not reguired for develoQments with 2 or fewer stalls. 

C. Security: of Bicy:cle Parking LoeatioR of Bieyele Parl<iRg 
Bicy:cle parking facilities sha ll be secured. AcceQtable secured bicy:cle parking area shall be in the form of a lockable 
enclosure onsite, secure room in a building onsite, a covered or uncovered rack onsite, bicy:cle Qarking w ithin the 
adjacent right-of-way: or another form of secure Qarking where the bicy:cle can be stored, as aQQroved by: t he decision 
maker. All bicy:cle racks and lockers shall be securely: anchored to the ground or to a structure. Bicy:cle racks shall be 
designed so that bicy:cles may: be securely: locked to them without undue inconvenience and, when in the right-of-way: 
sha ll comQi y: with clearance and ADA reguirements. 
L Bieyele J:larkiRg shall be loeateEI OR site, iR ORe or more EOR'w'eRieRt, s ee~:~re aREI aeeessiele loeatioR. The (;;ity 



ERgiReer aRS tAe COFRFR~Rity aeveiOJ3FReRt airector FRay J3errnit tAe bicycle J3arkiRg to be J3rOviaea witAiR tAe J3~blic 
rigl=lt of way. If sites l=lave rnore tl=laR oRe b~ilaiRg, bicycle 13arkiRg sl=lall be aistrib~tea as aJ3J3roJ3riate to serve all 
b~ilaiRgs . If a b~ilaiRg l=las two or rnore rnaiR b~ilaiRg eRtraRces, tl=le revie· .... a~tl=lorit•; rnay reet~ire bicycle 13arkiRg to 
be aistrib~tea to serve all rnaiR b~ilaiRg eRtraRces, as it aeerns aJ3J3FOJ3Fiate. 
2. Bicycle J3arkiRg areas sl=lall be clearly rnarl<ea or 'lisible frorn oR site b~ilaiRgs or tl=le street. If a bicycle J3arl<iRg area 
is Rot 13laiRiy 'lisible frorn tl=le street or rnaiR b~ilaiRg eRtraRce, a sigR rn~st be J30stea iRaicatiRg tl=le locatioR of tl=le 
bicycle J3arkiRg area. IRaoor bicycle 13arkiRg areas sl=lall ROt reet~ire stairs to access tl=le s13a ce ~Riess aJ3J3rovea by tl=le 
COFRFR~Rity aeveiOJ3FReRt airector. 
~ . All bicycle 13arkiRg areas sl=lall be locates to avo is coRflicts witl=l 13e8estriaR aRe motor vel=licle rnoverneRt. 
a. Bicycle J3arkiRg areas sl=lall be se13aratea frorn motor vel=licle 13arkiRg aRe rnaRe~"·eriRg areas aRe frorn arterial 
streets by a barrier or a rniRiFR~FR of fi .. 'e feet. 
b. Bicycle 13arkiRg areas sl=lall Rot obstr~ ct 13e8estriaR walkways; J3roviaea, l=lowever, tl=lat tl=le review a~tl=lority rnay 
allow bicycle J3arkiRg iR tl=le 13~blic siae·Nalk wl=lere tl=lis aoes Rot coRflict witl=l 13e8estriaR accessibility. 
4. Accessibility. 
a. O~taoor bicycle areas sl=lall be coRRectea to rnaiR b~ilaiRg eRtraRces by 13e8estriaR accessible walks. 
b. o~taoor bic~·cle 13arkiRg areas sl=lall l=lave airect access to a 13~blic rigl=lt of way. 
D. Bicycle parking facilities shall offer security in the form of either a lockable enclosure_or a stationary rack to which 

the bicycle ca n be locked. All bicycle racks and lockers shall be securely anchored t o the ground or t o a structure. 
Bicycle racks shall be designed so that bicycles may be securely locked to them without undue inconvenience. 

Location of Bicycle Parking 
1. Bicycle parking shall be located on-s ite, in one or more convenient, secure and accessible location. The City 

Engineer and the Community Development Director may permit the bicycle parking to be provided within the 
right-of-way provided adequate clear zone and ADA requirements are met. If sites have more than one 
building, bicycle parking shall be distributed as appropriate to serve all buildings. If a building has two or more 
main building entrances, the review authority may require bicycle parking to be distributed to serve all main 
building entrances, as it deems appropriate. 

2. Bicycle parking areas shall be clearly marked or vis ible from on-site buildings or the street. If a bicycle parking 
area is not plainly visible from the street or main building entrance, a sign must be posted indicating the 
location of the bicycle parking area. Indoor bicycle parking areas shall not require stairs to access the space 
unless approved by the community development director. 

3. All bicycle parking areas shall be located to avoid conflicts with pedestrian and motor vehicle movement. 
a. Bicycle parking areas shall be separated from moto r vehicle parking and maneuvering areas and from arterial 

st reets by a barrier or a minimum of five feet. 
b. Bicycle parking areas shall not obstruct pedestrian wal kways; provided, however, that the review authority may 

allow bicycle parking in the right-of-way where this does not conflict with pedestrian access ibility. 
4. Accessibi lity. 
a. Outdoor bicycle areas shall be connected to main building entrances by pedestrian accessible walkways. 
b. Outdoor bicycle parking areas shall have direct access to a right-of-way. 
c. Outdoor bicycle parking should be no farther from the main building entrance than the distance to the closest 

vehicle space, or SO feet, whichever is less, unless otherwise determined by the community development 

di rector, city engineer, or planning commission. 

17.52.090- Loading Areas 
A. Purpose. 
1. The purpose of this section is to provide adequate loading areas for commercial, office, reta il and industrial uses 
that do not interfere with the operation of adjacent streets. 

B. Applicability. 
1. Section 17.52.090 applies to uses that are expected to have service or delivery truck visits with a 40-foot or longer 



wheelbase, at a f requency of one or more vehicles per week. The City Engineer and decision maker shall determine 
through Site Plan and Design Review the number, size, and location of required loading areas, if any. 
C. Standards. 
1. The off-street loading space shall be large enough to accommodate the largest vehicle that is expected to serve 
the use without obstructing vehicles or pedestrian traffic on adjacent streets and driveways. Applicants are advised 
to provide complete and accurate information about the potential need for loading spaces because the City Engineer 
or decision maker may restrict the use of other public right-of-way to ensure efficient loading areas and reduce 
interference with other uses. 
2. Where parking areas are prohibited between a building and the street, loading areas are also prohibited. 
3. The City Engineer and decision maker, through Site Plan and Design Review, may approve a loading area adjacent 
to or within a street right-of-way when all of the following loading and unloading operations conditions are met: 

a. Short in duration (i.e., less than one hour); 
b. Infrequent (less than three operations daily between 5:00 a.m. and 12:00 a.m. or all operations between 

12:00 a.m. and 5:00a.m. at a location that is not adjacent to a residential zone); 
c. Does not obstruct traffic during peak traffic hours; 
d. Does not interfere with emergency response serv ices; and 
e. Is acceptable to the applicable roadway authority. 

OCMC CHAPTER 17.62- SITE PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW 

17.62.050.A.2. Vehicular Access and Connectivity. 
a. Parking areas shall be located behind buildings, below buildings, or on one or both sides of buildings. 
b. Ingress and egress locations on ~thoroughfares shall be located in the interest of public safety. Access 
for emergency services (fire and police) shall be provided. 
c. Alleys or vehicular access easements shall be provided in the following Districts: R-2, MUC-1, MUC-2, MUD 
and NC zones unless other permanent provisions for access to off-street parking and loading facilities are approved by 
the decision-maker. The corners of alley intersections shall have a radius of not less than ten feet. 
d. Sites abutting an alley sha ll be required to gain vehicular access from the alley unless deemed impracticable 
by the community deve lopment director. 
e. Where no alley access is available, the development shall be configured to allow only one driveway per 
frontage. On corner lots, the driveway(s) shall be located off of the side street (unless the side street is an arteria l) and 
away from the street intersection. Shared driveways shall be required as needed to accomplish the requirements of 
this section. The locat ion and design of pedestrian access f rom the ~sidewalk sha ll be emphasized so as to be 
clearly visible and distinguishable from the vehicular access to the site. Special landscaping, paving, lighting, and 
architectural treatments may be required to accomplish this requirement. 
f. Driveways that are at least 24 feet wide shall al ign with existing or planned streets on adjacent sites. 
gf. Deve lopment shall be required to provide existing or future connections to adjacent sites through the use of 
vehicular and pedestrian access easements where applicable. Such easements shall be required in add ition to 
applicable street dedicat ions as required in Chapter 12.04. 
h. Vehicle and pedestrian access easements may serve in lieu of streets when approved by the decision maker 
only where dedication of a street is deemed impracticable by the city. 
i. Vehicular and pedestrian easements shall allow for public access and shall comply with all applicable 
pedestrian access requirements. 
j. In the case of dead-end stub streets that will connect to streets on adjacent sites in the futu re, notification 
that the st reet is planned for future extension shall be posted on the stub street until the street is extended and shall 
inform the public that the dead-end street may be extended in the future. k. Parcels larger than three acres shall 
provide streets as required in Chapter 12.04. The streets shall connect with existing or planned street s adjacent to the 
site. 



!g. Parking garage entries (both im:livia(,Jal, 13rivate ana sharea 13arking garages) shall not dominate the 
streetscape . They shall be designed and situated to be ancillary to the use and architecture of the ground floor. This 
standard applies to both public garages and any individual private garages, w hether they front on a street o r private 
interior access road. 
mA. Buildings containing above-grade structured parking shall screen such pa rking areas w ith landscaping or 
landscaped berms, or incorporate contextual architectu ral elements that complement adjacent buildings or buildings 
in the area. Upper level parking garages shall use articulation or fenestration treatments that break up the massing of 

the garage and/ or add visual interest . 

17.62.0SO.A.15. 
Adequate right-of-way and improvements to streets, pedestrian ways, bike routes and bikeways, and transit faci lities 
shall be provided and be consistent with the city's transportation master plan and design standards and this title. 
Consideration shall be given to the need for street widening and other improvements in the area of the proposed 
development impacted by traffic generated by the proposed development. This shall include, but not be limited t o, 
improvements to the right-of-way, such as installation of lighting, signalization, turn lanes, med ian and parking strips, 
traffic islands, paving, curbs and gutters, sidewalks, bikeways, street drainage facilit ies and other facil ities needed 
because of anticipated vehicular and pedestrian traffic generation. Compliance with 12.04 - St reets , Sidewalks and 

Public Places shall be sufficient to achieve right-of-way and improvement adequacy. 

When a13J3roving lana (,IS€ actions, Oregon City req(,Jires all relevant intersections to be maintainea at the minim(,Jm 
acce13table level of service (LOS) (,IJ30n f(,JII b(,Jila O(,Jt of the J3roJ3osealana (,IS€ action . The minim(,Jm acce13table LOS 

stanaaras are as follows : 
a. ~or signalizea intersection areas of the city that are locates 0(-,Jtsiae the Regional Center bo(,Jnaaries a LOS of 11 0 11 or 
better for the intersection as a whole ana no a1313roach OJ3erating at worse than LOS 'T' ana a v/c ratio not higher than 
1.0 for the S(,Jm of critical movements. 
b. For signalizea intersections within the Regional Center bo(,Jnaaries a LOS 110 11 can be C)(Ceeaea a(,~ ring the 13eal( 
ho(,Jr; however, a (,Iring the secona 13eak ho(,Jr, LOS 110 11 or better will be req(,Jirea as a whole ana no aJ313roach 013erating 

at 'Norse than LOS 'T' ana a v/c ratio not higher than 1.0. 
c. For (,Jnsignalizea intersection thro(,Jgho(,Jt the city a LOS 11 E11 or better for the J30orest a1313roach ana with no 
movement serving more than twenty 13eak ho(,Jr •;chicles OJ3Crating at worse than LOS~~~ ~~ will be toleratea for minor 
mo•rements a(,~ ring a 13eal( ho(,Jr. 

17.62.050.A.16. If a transit agencyTri Met, upon rev iew of an application fo r an indust rial, inst itut ional, retail or 
office development, recommends that a bus stop, bus turnout lane, bus shelter, accessible bus landing pad, light ing, or 
transit stop connection_be constructed, or that an easement or dedication be prov ided for one of these uses, 
consistent with an agency adopted or approved plan at the time of development, the review authority shall require 
such improvement, using designs supportive of transit use. Improvements at a major transit stop may include 
intersection or mid-block traffic management improvements to allow for crossings at major t ransit stops, as identified 

in the Transportation System Plan. 

OCMC CHAPTER 17.65- MASTER PLANS 
17.65.050.C.2 The trans13ortation system has S(,Jfficient ca13acit)' basea on the city's level of service stanaaras ana is 
ca13able of S(,IJ3J30rting the aevelo13ment prOJ30Sea in aaaition to the C)(isting ana 13lannea (,JSes in the area, or will be 
rnaae aaeq(,Jate Development shall demonstrate compliance with Chapter 12.04 - Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places. 

OCMC CHAPTER 17.56- CONDITIONAL USE 

17.56.010.A.3 The site ana wo13osea aevelo13ment are timel•r, consiaering the aaeq(,Jacy of trans13ortation systems, 



p1:::18lie faeilities aA€1 serviees elEistiAg or plaAAe€1 for the area affeete€1 ey the 1:::1se . Development shall demonstrate 
compliance with Chapter 12.04- Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places. 
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J -c>ea tcd along the shores of the 

\'Cillamettc and Clackamas Ri\'ers 
ncar the !'Cen.ic \\ 'illamcttc fall s. 

Oregon City is the oldest 

incorporated City west o f the 
Rockies. \\ 'ith a population o f 

around 34.000, the City is 
characterized b~· topography that 

rises sharply from the riYcrfront 

and downtown to reach 2.50 feet. 
abm·e the \\'illamcttc Ri\·cr. The 

two to three bloch wide 

downtown is located at the base 

of a basalt bluff \Yhcrc the 
l\1cl .oughlin Conservation 
District is found, one of two of 

the City's historic 

neighborhoods. :-\ t higher 
elevations and further south 

from downtown, newer 
neighborhoods and commercial 

development has deYeloped over 

the past 50 years. Todar, the City 

is comprised of 12 unique 
neighborhoods as Lllustrated by 
the Neighborhood Associations 

(sec figure in the TSP Volume 2, 

Section D). 

T n recent years, the City has 
made grea t strides at investing in 
the D owntown Regio nal Center 

and the 7'" Street-Molalla ,A..venue 

corridor anJ becoming a regional 

destination for employment, 

shopping and education. These 
characteristics make Oregon City 

unique, as well as define the key 
trans porta cion issues that the 
City seeks to overcome. 

The Challenge 

Oregon City. like many 

jurisdictions, faces the challenge 

of accommodating population 
and employment growth while 
maintaining acceptable service 

levels on its transportation 
network. Morem·er, the City 

must also balance its investments 
to ensure that the existing 

transportation system adequately 

serves all members of the 

community and is well 
maintained. 

the context 

The Transportation 
System Plan 

Oregon City is aware of these 
challenges and strives to keep the 

City's Transportation System 
Plan (TSP) up to date in an effort 

ro prepare for and accommodate 

the future growth within the 

Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) 
in the most efficient manner 

ro~siblc. \\'ithout the big picture 

that the T SP provides, 

maintaining acceptable 
transportation network 

performance could not be 
achie,·ed in an efficient manner. 
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What is a TSP? 

The TSP provides a long term 

guide for City transportatio n 

investments by incorporating the 

visio n of the community into an 

equitable and efficient 

transpo rtaoo n system. 

The plan evaluates the current 

transportatio n system and 

outlines po licies and pro jects that 

are important to protecting and 

enhancing the quality o f life in 

O regon City through 2035. Plan 

elements can be implemented by 

the City, private developers, and 

state o r federal agencies . 

.A TSP is required by the State of 

O regon, to help integrate our 

plans in to the statewide 

transportation system. T he plan 

balances the needs o f walking, 

bicycling, driv·ing, transit and 

freight into an equitable and 

efficient transportation system. 

T he T P can also be a tool for 

reflecting community values and 

protecting what makes Oregon 

City a great place to call home, 

do business, and visit. 

The TSP provides a long 

term guide for City 

transportation investments. 
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T he Oregon City TSP Update 

was a collaborative process 

among various public agencies, 
key sta keholders and the 
community. Throughout this 

project, the project team took 

time to understand multiple 
points o f view, obtain fresh ideas 

and resources, and encourage 
participation from the 

commumty. 

Project staff conducted over a 

dozen small group meetings, 

hosted stakeholder and technical 

group meetings, held regular 
meetings with decision makers, 

and conversed informally with 

members o f the community. At key stages, project staff also 

held four community meetings 
that gave residents an 

opportunity to learn about the 

Goals and 
Objectives 

Develop project 
goals, objectives and 
evaluation criteria 

Transportation 
Conditions 

Review the 
transportation system ro 
identify currenr 
conditions and 
problems, and 
determine future needs 
through 2035 

Alternatives 
Evaluation 

Identify and evaluate 
solutions and projects 
for the identified needs 
of the transportation 
system through 2035 

the process 

project and contribute their 

concerns on how the 

transportation system might be 

improved (as shown in Figure 1). 

Draft TSP 

The solutions and 
projects that best meet 
the project goals, 
objectives and 
evaluation criteria were 
incorporated into a 
DraftTSP 

Final TSP .. 
,. 

City adoption of 
Final TSP 

Early 2012 Mid 2012 Late 2012 Early 2013 

Figure 1: TSP Vpdale Process 
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TSP Website 

Throughout the pro ject. a 
web:;ite was maintained for the 
T SP ,,·here all project ne\vs, 

document ~ and meeting notices 
were posted. The website also 

featured a comment map, where 
residents could tell the project 

ream what they thought about 

the transportation s~·s tem in the 
city. early 200 comments were 
submitted to the project team 

with this feature. 

The Public Review 
Process 

The development o f the 

Transpo rtation System Plan 

im·olved ga thering information 
and ideas from resident~, 

business owners and 
stakeholders in Oregon City. 

The process was been broken 

into 12 manageable pieces. Each 
piece entailed a Technical 

Interim 
Memos 
• Post to Project 

\\'ebsite 
• Public, and Project 

Technical and 
Stakeholder Team 
Review 

• Post Revised Draft 
to the Project 
Website 

l\ Icmorandum discussing :;peci fie 

topic areas and key findings 

rangi ng from existing 
transportation conditions to 
funding assumptiom to 

transportation solutions. 

Each memorandum was posted 

to the project website (as shown 
in Figure 2), gi,·ing residents an 

opportunity to proYide feedback 

and keep up to date with the 

pro ject. 

:\ project technical ad\'i.sor~· 

team, comprised of agency 

technical staff, and a stakeholder 
ad,·isory team, with local 

residents and business 
representatives, was also formed. 

These groups represented the 

interests and pcrspecti,·es of their 
constiruencies by re,·iewing and 

commenting o n each of the 
memorandums and meeti11g with 

the project team at key stages 
during the project. 'I 'hese groups 

also helped the project ream find 

Fi<rure 2: Public Rc\ it'\\ Process 
h 

consensus agreement on project 

tssues. 

· l 'he project team would then 

t-cvise the Draft 1\Icmorandums 
based on the feedback receiYed 

from these groups and the public 

and the documents were 

reposred to the TSP website. 
These memorandums were 
ul timateh· utilized to create the 

Draft TSP. 

Sub~equent public hea rings \\ith 
the Planning Commission and 
City Commission on the Draft 

T SP ultimately led to adoption of 

the 2013 Oregon City 

Transporta tion System Plan. 
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( ) regon Ciry understands that 

transportation funding is limited 

and recognizes the impo rtance in 
being fi scally responsible in its 

approach to enhancing the 
tramportation system. In the 

past, a typical response ro 
congestion was to expand streets 

to add additional travel lanes, etc. 

This created significant barriers 
to walking and biking and 

detracted from the liYability. 
health, sa fety and fi scal wellbeing 

of the community. 

Oregon Ciry's approach to the 
TSP placed more ,·alue on 

inYestments in smaller cost

effective solutions for the 

transportation system rather than 
larger, more costly ones where 

practical. As required by the 
l\Ictro Regional Transportation 

Functional Plan, the approach 

emphasized a multi-modal 
network-wide approach to 
identifying transportation system 

solutions by following a five-step 

process, as shown in Figure 3, 

that considered solutions from 
top tO bottom until a Yiable 
solution was identified. 

This enabled more cost-effectiYe 

solutions to increase 

transportation system capacity 

and helped to encourage multiple 

the vision 

• Manage the performance of congested locations with ~trategies 
that reduce traffic conflicts, increase safety, and encourage more 
efficient usage of the transportacion sysrem. 

• Reduce the driving demand at congested locations b,· J 
imprm·ing walking, biking and transit options. 

• Revi sit land uses and congestion thresholds to encourage 
shorter dri,·ing trips or modified travel decisiom. 

• E xtend streets to create paraUel routes that will reduce the 
driving demand on the congested facility. 

• Expand existing streets or intersections to increase the dri,·ing 
capaciry of the facility. 

Figure 3: Transportation Solutions h.lcntification Process 
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travel options, increase street 

connectivity and promote a more 

sustainable transportation 

system. 

How do we reflect our 
Vision in the Plan? 

Eight transportation goals and 

associated objectives were 

developed for the TSP to 
provide direction for the future 
of the transportation system. The 

goals were ranked by project 
stakeholders from most valuable 

to least valuable. Using the 

weighted goals, the 
transportation solutions were 
evaluated and compared to one 

another, placing more value on 

those project stakeholders felt 

were most important to the 

community. The following goals 

(listed in order of impo rtance to 
the community), were utilized to 
assess the performance of the 

transportation solutions: 

• Enhance the health and 
sa fety of residents 

• Emphasize effective and 

efficien t management of 

the transportation system 

• Foster a sustainable 

trans porta cion system 

• Provide an equitable, 

balanced and connected 

multi-modal transportation 

system 

• Tdenti~· solutions and 

funding to meet system 
needs 

• Increase the convenience 
and availability of 

pedestrian, bicycle, and 

transit modes 

• Ensure the transportation 

system supports a 
prosperous and competitive 
economy 

• Comply with state and 

regional transportation 

plans 

Each transportation solution was 
assigned a time frame for the 

expected investment need, based 

on a project's contribution to 

achieving the transportation 

goals of Oregon City. The 
investment recommendations 

balanced implementation 
considerations with available 

funding. Complex and costly 

capital projects were disfavored 

compared with implementation 

of low cost projects that can 

have more immediate impacts 

and can spread investment 

benefits citywide. 

Figure 4: Reflecting 
our vision in the Plan 
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Objectives 

Objective A. Identify 
imprm·ements to address 

high collision locations. 

Objecti,·e B. Identify 

necessary changes to 

street design guidelines to 
support context sens1t1ve 
design solutions. 

Objective C. Reduce 

impervious street surfaces 
through "Green Streets." 

Objective D. Provide a 
network o f family

friendly walking and 

biking routes. 

Goall: Health and Safety 

Goal I. Enhance the health and safety of residents 

I ~nsurc that the transportation sys tem maintains and improYcs indi,·idual 

health. safer~· and security by maximizing the comfort and conYenience of 

walking, biking and rran~ir transportation options. public safety and 
sernce access. 

E, aluation Criteria 

The e\·aluation criteria implementing the goal and objecti,·cs include: 

• ImproYes sa fety of the transportatio n system. 

• I ~ncourages active li,·ing ami physical acti,·ity. 

• l\finimizcs transportation related pollution. 
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Goal 2: Effective and Efficient 

Goal 2. Emphasize effective and efficient management of the 
transportation system 

Optimize travel capacity and improve travel conditions by better 

managing our own travel demands, meeting more of our daily needs 

within our own community, making our existing transportation facilities 

as smart and efficient as possible, and being strategic about transportation 

investments. The City should seek to find innovations and fine tuning of 

existing systems and policies and avoid or forestall costly major roadway 

capacity improvements. 

Evaluation Criteria 

The evaluation criteria implementing the goal and objectives include: 

• Reduces need for major highway pro ject construction. 

• Implements Transportation Demand Management (TDJ\1) or o ther 
strategies to create greater mobility, reduce auto trips, make more 

efficient use o f the roadway system, and minimize air pollution. 

• Improvement makes daily traffic capacity more reliable. 

• Enhances travel for local trips o ff the state highway system. 

Objectives 

Objective r\. Identify 

opportunities to reduce 

the use o f sta te facilities 
and arterials for local 

trips. 

O bjective B. Seck to shift 

vehicle travel to off-peak 

periods. 

Objective C. Maintain the 

existing transportation 
system assets. 

Objective D. Identify 
opportunities to improve 
travel reliabili ty and safety 

with TSJ\10 solutions. 
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Objecthes 

Objective A. Support alternative 
vehicle types by iden tifying 

potential electric vehicle plug-in 

stations and developing 
implementing code proYisions. 

Objective B. Identify existing 
and future expected V MT levels 

within the City of O regon City, 

and consider opportunities and 
actions needed to meet RTP 

targets. 

Objective C. E ncourage 

alternatives to daily single

occupancy vehicle commuting. 

Objective D. Develop and 
support alternati,-e mobility 

standards on state facilities and 

City streets where necessary. 

Objective E. Identify areas 
where alternative land use types 

would significandy shorten trip 
lengths or reduce the need for 

motor vehicle traYel within the 

City. 

Objective F. Mininlize impacts 
to the natural environment. 

Goal 3: Sustainable 

Goal 3. Foster a sustainable transportation system 

Build a transportation ~ystem thar is em·ironmentally and fiscally 

sustainable and that focuf'es on decreasing vehicle emissions and 
transportation related greenhouse gas emissions. 

E, aluation Criteria 

The enluation cri teria implementing the goal and objectiYes 
include: 

• 

• 
• 

Emphasizes the moYemcnt o f people cn·er vehicles, which 
reduces the citywide vchicle-miles-trm·elled (Vl\fl). 

Minimizes impact to the natural em·ironment. 

Supports alternatiYe land use types . 

16 2013 ORI ·:CO'\. CiTYTR \'\~1'01\T\TI(}\. SY~TJ ·::\1 Pl.\'\.: I IlL VIS(()'\! 



Goal 4. Provide an equitable, balanced and connected multi
modal transportation system 

Provide a complete transportation sys tem throughout Oregon City that 
provides travel options and connects people to jobs, schools, setTices, 
recreation, social and cultural institutions within the City. 

Evaluation Criteria 

The evaluation criteria implementing the goal and objectives include: 

• Improves access to underserved or Yulnerable populations. 

• Reduces total transportation and housing costs. 

• E nhances system efficiency. 

• Satisfies multiple objectives. 

Objectives 

Objective i\. Ensure that 
the transportation sys tem 
provides eguitable access 
to underserved and 
vulnerable populations. 

Objective B. Reduce 
total housing and 
transportation costs for 
residents. 

Objective C. Identify new 
or improved system 
connections to enhance 
system efficiency. 

Objective D . Give 
priority to connections 
that help to advance 
o ther goal areas. 

Objective E. Assure the 
Oregon City Municipal 
Code supports a balanced 
and connected multi
modal transportation 
sys tem. 
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Objectives 

Objecti,·e A Identify 
stable revenue sources for 

transportation 

investments to meet d1c 

needs o f the City, as 
documented in the 
updated TSP. 

Objective B. Consider 

costs and benefits when 

identifying project 
solutions and prioritizing 
public investments. 

Objective C. Identify new 

funding sources to 
leverage high prio rity 

transportation projects. 

Goal 5: Fundable 

Goal 5. Identify solutions and funding to meet system needs 

The City will identify transportation investments that can be made with 

:1\·ailable funding to ensure that sys tem needs can be dcl iYcred fo r growth 
planned within the community. 

E' aluation Criteria 

The enlua tion cri teria implementing the goal and objectiYe~ include: 

• ,\,·ailable funding sources exist to implement projects in a timely 
fa shion. 

• . \ :;sumed project benefits exceed pro ject cost s. 
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Goal6: Convenient and Available 

Goal 6. Increase the convenience and availability of 

pedestrian, bicycle, and transit modes 

Strengthen the pedestrian and bicycle sys tems in all areas of the City. In 
addition, identify areas that have existing or future transit-supportive 
densities and amenities and work with local transit providers such as 
Tri11et, Canby Area Transit (CAT), South Clackamas Transportation 

District (SCTD), etc. to cost-effectively improve coverage and 
frequency to achieve greater ridership productivity. 

Evaluation Criteria 

The evaluation criteria implementing the goal and objectives include: 

• Adds bikeway and walk-ways that fill in system gaps, improve 
system connectivity, and arc accessible to all users. 

• 1 mprm-es access to transit facilities. Promotes transit as a viable 
alternative to the single occupant vehicle. 

• Improves the basic provision of services to encourage higher 
levels of usage for walking and biking trips. 

Objectives 

Objective A. Identify 
projects to close gaps and 
address deficiencies in the 
pedestrian and bicycle 
system. 

Objective B. Provide safe, 
comfortable and convenient 
transportation options. 

Objective C. Identify 
necessary changes to land 
development code to 
ensure connectivity 
between compatible land 
uses for pedestrian and 
bicycle trips. 

Objective D. Identify areas 
that support additional 
transit services, and 
coordinate with transit 
providers to improve the 
coverage, quality and 
frequency o f services . 

Objective E. Consider the 
potential access needs for 
candidate High Capacity 
Transit and frequent service 
bus routes. 
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Objectives 

Objective A. Freight 
access and truck traYel 

reliability. 

Objective B. Increase the 
distribution of travel 
information to maximize 

the reliability and 

effectiveness of existing 
major roadway facilities. 

Objective C. Reinforce 
growth and multi-modal 

access to 2040 Target 
r\ reas. 

Objective D. Seek to 

advance travel strategies 

that are identified in the 

Metro Regional Mobility 
Corridors. 

Goal 7: Prosperity 

Goal 7. Ensure the transportation system supports a 
prosperous and competitive economy 

Support a pro~perou~ and competitiYe economy by presen ·ing and 

enhancing business opportunities, and emuring the efficient mm-cment of 
people and goods. 

E\ .duation Criteria 

The e\·aluation criteria implementing rhe goal and ob jecti,•es include: 

• 
• 

I mpro,·es freight access/ connectiYity . 

Implements !\trategies ro prm·ide stable and reliable auto and 
truck traffic t1ows on major facilities. 

• T mprm·es access in the l\ietro 20-lO Target . .\reas. 
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Goal 8: Compliant 

Goal 8. Comply with state and regional transportation plans 

The City will meet the reguirements of the Oregon Transportation 

Planning Rule, the Oregon Highway Plan, the Metro 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Metro Regional Functional 

Transportation Plan (RF'TP). 

E\'aluation Criteria 

The evaluation criteria implementing the goal and objectives include: 

• Compatible with other jurisdictio n's plans and policies, (including 
adjacent cities, counties, 1etro or ODOT). 

• Consistent with the standards of the City, Region, and State as a 

whole. 

Objectives 

Objective A ~feet the 

mobility standards for 
state highways, or 

develop and propose 
alternative standards, 

consistent with O regon 

I Jighway Plan prm·isions. 

Objecri,·e B. Develop 

T P policy and municipal 

code language to 
implement the T P 

update. 

Objecti,•e C. Consider 

regional needs identified 

in the Metro R11J, 

including those identified 

with tbe mo bility 

corridors. 

Objective D . Consider 

and evaluate 

transporta tion solutions 

and strategies consistent 

with the guidelines and 

priorities o f the 1etro 

RFTP. 
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B efore it was determined what 

investments were needed fo r the 

City's transportation system, the 
current travel conditions were 

re,·iewed and futu re growth and 
travel trends were forecas ted 

through 2035. I t was assumed 

that only the likely to be funded 

short-term construction projects 
would be built and no further 

investments would be made. The 
following sections explain where 

growth is expected, how the 

transportation system will 

perform, and where solutions 
will be needed. 

Snapshot of Oregon 
City in 2035 

Today, Oregon City is home to 
over 13,000 households and 

accounts for over 14,500 jobs. 

Between now and 2035, 

household growth is expected to 

increase nearly 2.4 percent a year, 

slightly outpacing the rate of 

employment growth over the 

same period (2.3 percent). The 

City is expected to be home to 
over 23,000 jo bs and almost 

21 ,000 households by 2035, a 58 

and 61 percent increase 

respectively from 2010. \'\' ith 

more people and more jobs in 

O regon City, the transportation 

network will face increased 

demands. 

More People, More Jobs 

As shown in Figure 5, much of 

the population and employment 

growth is expected to occur 
around the undeveloped edges of 

Oregon City. E mployment 

growth is expected to be highest 

around the Oregon City Regional 

Center, including downtown 

Oregon City and the area 

bounded by the Clackamas River 

to the north, Abernethy Road on 

the south, OR 213 on the east 
and the \Xlillamette River to the 

west. I ligh employment growth 

is also anticipated to occur at the 

. the trends 

southeast end of the City, around 
OR 213 and Bea,·ercreek Road. 

I Iousehold growth is expected to 
be highest towards tl1e south 

west end of the City, alo ng South 
End Road, Central Point Road, 

Leland Road and l\1eyers Road. 

High household growth is also 

expected to occur on the north 

and east side of the City, along 

Maple Lane Road, I lolcomb 
Boulevard and Redland Road. 

Much of the planned growth 

along the edge of the City 

requires voter approval to bring 
these lands into the city limits. 

This represents roughly one 

quarter of the planned growth by 
2035. 
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More Walking, Biking and 
Transit Usage 

The traditional traYel demand 

methodology used for predicting 

motor ,·chicle acti,·i ty docs not 

easily apply to bicycle and 

pedestrian traYcl fo r a number of 

rea sons. Since the number of 

daih- biking and walking trips in a 

co1~munity tend~ to be much 

smaller than the number of 

,·ehicular trips, data o n walking 

and biki ng is typically too small 

to deYclop accurate models. 

. \ dditio nally, the method of 

choosing routes when walking o r 

biking re nds to be m uch m o re 

complicated than dri,·ing (i.e., 

motorists tend to take the 

shoncsr routes while bicycles 

ma\· trade directness to an>id a 

hill o r t raYcl on a less bus~· 

s treet) . T he nature of bicycle and 

pedestrian rra,·cl and decision

making is not well understood. 

and is the subject of current 

national and local research 

efforts to inco rporate bicycle and 

pedestrian tn\\·cl into fu ture 

traditional tra,·el models. 

Other sources o f information on 

bicrck and pedestrian acti,·iry, 

suc.h as the L' .S. Censu~ tend to 

undercounr the actual number of 

walking and biking trips made in 

a community. This is because 

Cemus data focuses on the mode 

of tra\'cl used for work trips. 

which typically make up less than 

:20 percent o f an indi,·idual's 

tra,·el. The Cemus also requires 

thar respondents choose the one 

traYcl mode used most o ften 

during the sun ·cy week. 1\ s a 

result. rhc Census does not 

capture the bicycle and 

pedestrian actiYity of people who 

bicycle o r walk to access transit , 

ro conduct personal business, to 

socialize, o r fo r recreation. 

Therefore, the future needs for 

walking, biking and transit in 

Oregon Cit)' were determined by 

rcYicwing majo r growth areas of 

the Citr and seeing how they 

were s~n·ed by existing facili ties. 

1 n addition, the areas of the City 

in close proxi.mit~· to key 

dcstinatiom (such as schools, 

park:'. transit stops, shopping and 

employment) with potential to 

anract significant walking and 

biking trips and areas wi th 

existing deficiencies were 

identified and reYiewed by the 

project team and the communi~· to 

determine locations for 

prioritized walking, biking o r 

transit i n\'CStment~. 

Areas of the City in close 
proximity to key 

destinations (such as 
schools, parks, transit 
stops, shopping and 

employment) that have the 
potential to attract 

significant walking and 
biking trips and areas with 
existing deficiencies were 

reviewed to determine 
locations for prioritized 

walking, biking or transit 
investments. 
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FIGURE 5 

Household and 
Employment Growth 

(2010- 2035) 

Legend 
Household Growth between 2010 and 
2035 (by Zone) 

0 Increase of l ess t han 500 

0 
households 
I ncrease between 500 and 
1,000 households 

0 I ncrease of more t han 
1,000 households 

Job Growth between 2010 and 2035 
(by Zone) 

0 Increase of less t han 500 jobs 

0 Increase bet ween 500 and 
1,000 jobs 

0 Increase of more than 
1,000 jobs 

# Zone Number 

D Zone 

River 

Planned Roadways 

Railroad 

City Limit 

0 Urban Growth Boundary 



Estimating Future 
Travel 

A determination o f 

future transporta tion 
system needs in O regon 

City required the ability 
to accurately forecast 

rra\'el demand resulting 
from estimates of future 

population and 

employment for the City 
and the rest o f the Metro 

rcg10n. 

The travel demand 

fo recasting process 
generally im-olves 

estimating travel patterns 

fo r new development 
based on the decisio ns 
and preferences 

demonstrated by existing 

residents, employers and 

institutions around the 
reg10n. 

l\Iore informa tion on the 

travel demand 

forecasting process can 

be found in the TSP 
Volume 2, Sections E 
and F. 

More Driving 

\\ 'ith mo re jobs and people. the 

street network in O regon City 
must acconu11odate an addi tional 

21 ,000 motor ,-chicle trips d uring 

the eYening peak hour (~ee Table 

. \ 1 in the TSP \' olume 2. Sectio n 
C ). T oday, the street network in 
O regon City is generalh· able to 

handle the esti mated 33,000 
e\·ening peak hour ,·chicle trips. 

[ JoweYer. these trips arc 

expected to increase by 3 percent 

a year. surpassing 5-+.000 trips by 
2035. 

Figure (J shows the estimated 

increase in motor Ychicle trips on 
the street nct\vork during the 

e\·ening peak hour. . \ s shown. 
much of the increased demand is 

expected along the regional 
roadways such as l-205, O R 99E 

- ' 
and O R 213. These roadways 

generally connect the Portland 

metropolitan area to the 
employment areas in Oregon 

City. O ther roadways that are 

expected to sec significant traffic 

increases (according to the 1\fctro 
traYcl demand model) include 
Abernetlw Road, BcaYercreck 

Road, Holly Lane, 1\faple Lane 

Road, 1\Io lalla . \ venue, Redia nd 

Road and South E nJ Road. Each 

o f these roadways connects a 
major residential anJ / o r 

employment growth area in the 
City to the regional roadway 
network . 

More Congestion 

]\ fo re travel means more 
conges tion. E ,·cning peak hour 

moto r \Thiele trips beginning or 
ending in Oregon City. is 
expecteJ to increase by 75 

percent through 2035. Through 

traYcl, or trips tha t do nor begin 
o r end in O regon City, is also 
expected to increa~e through 

2035 and is generally 

representative o f growth in Ci ti e~ 

such as I\fo lalla and Ca nby. 
Figure 7 show!' the expected 
locations tha t will experience 

average traYcl speeJs well below 

the pos teJ limits on the street 
network in O regon City if no 
additional investments are made 

to the transportation sys tem, 

including along the regio nal 

roadways, such as 1-205. O R 99E 
and O R 213. Congestion on T-
205 and OR 213 would generally 

han: lcs8 o f an impact o n 

Oregon City compared ro tha t on 
O R 99E. which impacts surface 
street circulation around 

D owntown Oregon City and 

could potentially de tract from 

shopping or other retail uses in 
the area . O ther road\\·ays that arc 

expected to experience average 
traYcl speeds well below the 

posted lim~i ts during the evening 
include Bea,·crcree k Road. Maple 

Lane Road, Rcdland Road and 
\\ 'ashington Street. 
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FIGURE 6 

Motor Vehicle 
Travel Growth 

(P.M. Peak) 

Legend 
Roadway Traffic Volume Increase 
from 2010 to 2035 

Highest Growth In Traffic Volumes 
-- (Increase of more than 500 

vehicles during the p.m. peak hour ) 

Moderate Growth In Traf fic Volumes 
( Increase between 250 and 500 
veh icles during the p.m. peak hour) 

Smallest Growt h In Traffic Volumes 
( less than 250 addit ional vehicles 
during the p.m. peak hou r) 

River 

Parks and Open Spaces 

Planned Roadways 
(Conceptual Alignment ) 

Railroad 

City Limit 

D Urban Growth Boundary 

Note: Motor vehicle volumes on the roadways 
In Oregon City generalty peak during the evening 
between 3:25p.m. and 5: 10 p.m. 
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FIGURE 7 

2035 Baseline Motor 
Vehicle Operating 

Conditions (P.M. Peak) 

Legend 
2035 Roadway Travel Speed compared 
to Posted Speed 

Congested, well below speed limit 

Slowing, well below speed lim it 

Slowing, but near speed limit 

Uncongested, near speed limit 

2035 Baseline Intersection Operat ions 

e Good 

0 Marginal 

e Substandard 

River 

Parks and Open Spaces 

Baseline Planned Roadways 

Rail road 

City Limit 

l'l Urban Growth Boundary 

Not e: The 2035 baseline motor veh1cle. ope:at ions 
assumes no t ransporta tion system Investments 

Motor vehicle volum es on the roadways 
In Oregon Cit y generally peak during the evenmg 
between 3:25p.m. and 5: 10 p.m . 





N ow that the Yision for the 

transportation system in O regon 

City has been established. 

standards and regulations must 
be de,·cloped to ensure future 
development or redevelopment 

of property is consistent with the 
YI SIO O. 

Multi-Modal Street 

System 

Traditio nal roadway designs 

focus on the sa fety and fl ow o f 
motor ,·chicle traffic. The one 

size fir~ all design approach is 
less effectiYe at integrating the 

roadway with the character of the 

surrounding area and addressing 
the needs of other users of a 
roadway. For instance, the design 

o f an arterial roadway through a 

commercial area has o ften 

traditio nally been the same as 
one through a residential 

neighborhood, bo th primarily 
focused o n the movement o f 

motor vehicles. 

O regon City recognizes that all 
roadways within the City should 

be multi-modal o r complete 
streets, with each street serving 

the needs of the Ya rious travel 

modes. The City also realizes that 
not all streets should be designed 
the same. To account for this, 

O regon City classified the street 

system into a hierarchy organizeJ 

by function and street type 
(representati,·e of their places). 

These classifications ensure that 

the streets reflect the 

neighborhood through which 

they pass, consisting o f a scale 
and design appropriate to the 
character o f the abutting 

properties and land uses. The 

classifications also provide fo r 
and balance the needs of all 
travel modes including 

pedestrians, bicyclists, transit 

riders, motor vehicles and 
freight. \\ 'ithin these street 

classifica rio ns, con rex t sensitive 
design may result in alternative 
cross-sections. T he Oregon City 

the standards 

multi-modal street sys tem can be 

seen in Figure 8. 

More detail on the multi
modal street system and 
design type of streets can 

be found in the TSP 
Volume 2, Section C. 
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Multi-Modal Street 
Function 

The functional classification of 

roadways is a common practice 
in the United States. 

Traditionally, roadways are 

classified based on the type o f 
vehicular tra,·el it is intended to 

serve (local ,·ersus through 

traffic). In Oregon City, the 
functional classification of a 

roadway (shown in Figure 8) 

determines the level of mobility 
for all tra,·cl modes, defining irs 

design characteristics (such as 
minimum amount of tra,·el 

lanes), level o f access and usage 

within the City and region. The 

street functional classification 

system recognizes that individual 
streets do no t act independently 

of one another but instead form 
a network that works together to 

sen·c tra,·cl needs on a local and 

regional b ·cl. Prom highest to 

lowest intended usage, the 

classifications are freeway, 

expressway, major arterials, 
minor arterials, collectors and 

local streets . Roadways with a 

higher intended usage generally 

pro,·ide more efficient motor 
vehicle traffic movement (or 

mobility) through the City. while 

roadways ''~th lower intended 
usage prm·ide greater access fo r 

shorter trips to local destinations. 

Multi-Modal Street Type 

Oregon City furthe r classifies the 

roadways \~thin the City based 
on the neighborhood it serves 
and the intended function for 

pedestrians, bicyclists and transit 

riders in that speci fie area. 
\\ 'ithin the context of Oregon 

City's co mplete street sys tem that 
,,-jjl serve all modes, the s treet 

type o f a roadway defines its 

cross-section characteris tics and 
detennines how users of a 

roadway interact with the 
surrounding land usc. Since the 

type and intensity of adjacent 

land uses and zoning directly 
influence the level of use by 

pedestrians, bicyclists and transit 

riders, the design of a street 
(including its intersections, 

sidewalks, and transit stops) 

sho uld reflect its surroundings. 

The street types strike a balance 
bct\,·ecn street functional 

classification, adjacent land usc, 

zoning designation and the 
competing travel needs by 

priorici7.ing various design 

clements. Pi\'e street types were 

designated in O regon City: 

• Mixed-Use Streets typically 
ha\'e a higher amount of 

pedestrian acci,-ity and are 

o ften on a transit route. These 

streets should emphasize a 

\'ariety o f tra,·el choices such 

as pedestrian, bicycle and 

transit use to complement the 

de\'clopmcnt along the street. 
Since mixed-use streets 

typically senrc pedestrian 
oriented land uses, walking 

should receive the highest 

priority of all the travel 

modes. They should be 
designed with features such as 

'~der sidewalks, traffic 
calming (see the traffic 

calming section later in this 

document), pedestrian 
amemoes, transit amcmoes, 

attracci"e landscaping, on
street parking, pedestrian 

crossing enhancements and 

bicycle lanes. 

• Residen ti al Streets are 
generally surrounded by 

residential uses, although 
Yarious small shops may be 

embedded \~thin the 

neighborhood. These streets 

o ften connect neighborhoods 

to local parks, schools and 
mixed-use areas. T hey should 

be designed to emphasize 

walking, while still 
accommodating the needs of 

bicyclists and motor vehicles. 

r\ high priority should be 

given to design elements such 

as traffic calming (see the 

traffic calming sectio n later in 

this docwncnt), landscaped 

buffers, waiJ..·ways/ pathways/ 

trails, on-street parking and 

pedestrian safety 
enhancements. 
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• Commercial Streets arc 

primarily lined with retail and 

large employm ent complexes. 

These uses sen ·e customers 

throughout th e City and 

region and may not haYe a 

direct relationship ,,·irh nearby 

residential neighborhoods. 

These streets are somewhat 

more aura-oriented. bur 

should srill accommodate 

pedestrians and bicyclists 

safely and comfortably. 

Design features should 

include lancbcaped mediam 

o r a rwo-way left turn lane. 

sidc\\·alks and bike lanes. 

pedestrian crossing 

enhancements and a buffer 

b<.:tw<.:cn the roadwa)' and the 

sidewalk. 

• Industrial Stre ets sen ·e 

industrial areas. These streets 

are designed to accommodate 

a high Yolume o f large 

' 'chicles such as trucks, trai le rs 

and other deli,·ery Yehicles. 

Pedestrians and bicyclists may 

be less frequem in these areas . 

but should srill be 

accommodated sa fely and 

comfortably. Roadway widths 

arc typically wider to 

accommodate larger vehicles. 

On-street parking should be 

discouraged. 

• Cons traine d Streets arc 

generally loca ted in steep, 

enYironmen tally sensiti ,·e, 

rural, histo ric, or de,·d o pmcnt 

limited areas o f the CitY. 

These streets may require 

different desig n clements that 

may no t be to scale with the 

adjacent land usc. Constrained 

elements may include 

narrower o r limi ted tra,·el 

lanes, and pedestrian and 

bicycle faci lities, or 

accommodations tha t 

generally match those 

prm·idcd b~· the surrounding 

dcYclo pcd land uses. To the 

extent possib le, pedestrian 

and bicycle accommodations 

should be prm·idcd o n an 

adjacent roadway, ' ' ia a 

shared-usc path or shared 

within the right-of-way using 

distincti\T design derails. 
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FIGURE 8 

Multi-Modal 
Street System 

Legend 

Functional Classification 
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Expressway 
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Collector 

Local Street 
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(Conceptual Alignment) 
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Design Types of Streets 

De~ign o f the ~meers in Oregon 

C ity reguires attention to many 

clements o f the public right-of

way and comiders how the street 

interacts with the adjoining 

properties. The four zones that 

comprise th e cros~-sec tion o f 

s treets in Oregon C ity, including 

the context zone, walking zone, 

biking/on-s treet parking zone 

and driving zone, arc shown in 

Figure 9. The design of these':' 

zones Yaries based on the 

functional classification and 

street type. 0 ' -crall. there are 16 

different design types. ranging 

fro m l\ lixed- l 1se 1\[ajo r Arterial 

ro Residential Local Street. o te 

that a design type is not available 

for limited access roadways 

classi fi ed as h·eeway or 

E xpress\vay. 'l "he maximum 

design criteria for streets can be 

seen in Section 12.0-1-. 1 SO of the 

O regon Ciry l\Iunicipal Code. 

The C ity may also reduce or 

eliminate lower- priority design 

clements of the street alo ng 

cons trained streets located in 

steep. em·iro nmentally sensiti,·e. 

rural. hi~to ric, or deYclopment 

limi ted areas of the City. 

• Context Z one : 'll1e context 

zone is the point at which the 

sidewalk interacts with the 

ad jacent buildings o r priYate 

property. The purpose of this 

zone is to prm·idc a buffer 

between land use adjacent ro 

the street and to ensure that all 
street users h a,·e safe 

interactions. 

• Walking Zone: T his is the 

zone in which pedestrians 

travel. The \va.lking zone is 

determined b~· the street type 

and should be a high prio rity 

in mixed-use and residen tial 

areas. I t includes a clear 

throughway for walking, an 

area fo r street furnishings o r 

landscaping (e.g. benches, 

transit stops and/or plantings) 

and a clearance distance 

between curbside o n-street 

parking and the street 

furnishing area o r landscape 

strip (so parking ,·chicles or 

opening doors do nor in terfere 

\\1th street furnishi ngs and / or 

landscaping) . Str<':'ets located 

along a transit route should 

incorporate furnishings to 

supp ort transit ridership. such 

as transit shcl te rs and benches. 

into the furn ishings/landscape 

strip adjacent to the 

biking/ on-street parking zone. 

• Biking/On-Street Parking 
Z one : This is the zone fo r 

biking and on-street parking, 

and is the location where users 

will access t ransit. It should 

include bike lanes o r b uffered 

bike lanes. The biking/ on

street parking zone is 

determined by the street t)1JC 

and should be a high prio rity 

in mixed-use and residential 

areas. 

• Driving Z one: '1 'his is the 

throughway zone fo r driYers, 

including cars. buses and 

Figure 9: The Components of Oregon City Streets 

WaiKtng Zone -r-
Btkmg/ On-Street 

Parl<mg Zone 
Dnvtng Zone 

.-. ...... -. 

Bt~tng/ On-Street -y 

Parktng Zone 
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trucks and should be a high 
priority in commercial/ 

employment and industrial 
areas. The functional 

classifica tion of the street 
generally determines the 

number of through lanes, lane 

widths, and median and left

turn lane requirements. 
J lowever, the route 
designations (such as transit 

street or freight route) take 

presentence when determining 

the appropriate lane width in 

spite o f the functional 
classification. \\'ider lanes 

should only be used for short 

distances as needed to help 

buses and trucks negotiate 

right-turns without 

encroaching into adjacent or 
opposing travel lanes. Streets 

that require a raised median 
should include a pedestrian 

refuge at marked crossings. 

Otherwise, the median can be 

narrowed at midblock 

locations, before widening at 
intersections for left-turn lanes 

(where required or needed). 

Determining Optimum 
Street Designs 

The following steps should be 
used to determine the optimum 

cross-section for a street: 

Step 1: Detennine the functional 

classification and street type 
based on f-igure 8. 

Step 2: Determine the maximum 
street design as shown in Section 

12.04.180 of the Oregon City 

Municipal Code. 

Step 3: Detcnnine if the street is 

located along a regional truck 

route, local truck route, or a 
transit route. If so, the through 

lane width should be a minimum 

of 12 feet along a truck route or 
11 feet along a transit route. 1 f 
not, the lane width can be 

reduced a minimum of 12 feet 

alo ng major arterials, 11 feet on 

minor arterials, and 1 0 feet along 
collectors and local streets as 

' 
determined by the City. 

Step 4: Detemune if more than 

two through lanes are needed. 

More than t\:vo through lanes 

should only be considered if the 

street and parallel routes cannot 
effectively accommodate the 
travel demand. 

Step 5: Detennine if left- turn 
lanes are needed at intersections. 

Intersection design should 

generally try to minimize 

pedestrian crossing distance. J f 
turn-lanes are warranted 

' 
consider the trade-offs bet\veen 

improved driving mobility and 

increased crossing distance. 

Step 6: Compare the o ptimum 

street design to the available 

right-of-way. If the cross-section 

is wider than the right-o f-way, 

identi~· whether right-of-way 

acqwsltlon is necessary or reduce 
the width of or eliminate lower
priority elements as determined 

by the City. 

Spacing Standards 

Access spacing along Oregon 

City streets will be managed 
through access spacing 

standards. Access management is 

a broad set o f techniques that 
balance the need to provide 

efficien t, safe, and timely travel 
with the ability to allow access to 

individual destinations. Proper 

implementation of access 

management techniques will 
promote reduced congestion and 

accident ra tes, and may lessen the 

need for additional highway 
capacity. 

Table 1 identifies the minimum 

and maximum street intersection 

and minimum driYeway spacing 
standards for streets in O regon 

City. Within developed areas of 

the City, streets not complying 
with these standards could be 
improved with stra tegies that 

include shared access points, 

access restrictions (through the 

usc o f a median or 

channelization islands) or closed 

access points as feas ible. New 

streets or redeveloping properties 

must comply with these 

standards, to the extent practical 

(as determined by the City). 
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T able 1: Spacing Standa rds 

Mixed-Use or Residential Commercial or Industrial 

Major Minor Major Minor 
Arterial Arterial Collector Local Arterial Arterial Collector Local 

:\htximum Block Size (Street 
530 fr. 530 fr. 530 ft. 530 fr. 530 ft. 530 fr. S30 ft. 530 ft. 

to Srreet) · 

.\linimum Block Size (Street 
ISO ft. 150 ft. ISO ft. 150 ft. ISO ft. 150 ft. ISO fr. 150 fr. 

ro Street) 

:\linimum Drin:way Spacing 

(Street to D ri,·ewaY and (75 fr. 1-s fr. I()() fr. 25 fr. 225 fr. 225 fr. ISO ft. 2S fr. 

Driwwa\" ro Dt·iveway) · · 

· I f the maxtmum block str.c ts exceeded. m1d-block pedestnan and btcyclc acccssways must be proYtdcd ar spactng no more 

than 330 fee t. unless the connection is impractical due to exi:;ting development. topography. or cm·ironmcnral consrrainrs. 

· · Single and t\\'O· family dwellings arc exempt from the driYe\\·ay ro drivewa~· :;pacing standard. 

Traffic Calming 

Traffic calming refers to stiTct 

design tcchnigucs used ro re

create ~a fe. ~low re~idcntial ami 

m.ixed-use streets ,,·ithout 

signiticantly changing Ychicle 

capacity and to mitigate the 

impacts of traffic on 

neighborhood~ and businc~s 

districts where a greater balance 

between safety and mobility is 

needed. Traffic calming seeks to 

influence clriYcr beha,·ior 

through physical and 

psychological means, resulting in 

lower Yehicle speeds or through 

traffic Yolumes. Physical traffic 

calming tcchnigucs include: 

• Narrowing the street by 

pro,·iding curb cx-rensions o r 

bulbouts. o r rnid-block 

pedestrian refuge islands 

• Deflecting the ,·chicle path 

Yertically by installing speed 

humps, speed tables. o r 

raised intersections 

• D eflecting the \'ehicle path 

horizontall~· with chicanes, 

roundabouts, and mini

roundabouts 

an·owing u·a,·d lanes ancl 

prm·iding ,·isual cues such as 

placing buildings, street trees, on

street parking, and landscaping 

next to the street also create a 

~eme of enclosure that prompts 

dri,·ers to reduce vehicle speeds. 

Multi-Modal 
Connectivity 

The aggregate effect of local 

street design impact~ the 

effectiveness of the regio nal 

system when local travel is 

restricted by a lack o f connecting 

routes, and local trips arc forced 

onto the regional network. 1 

Therefore, streets should be 

designed to keep through motor 

vehicle trips on arterial streets 
and prm·ide local trips with 

1 
:\Ierro 2035 Rc.:gional T ransportation 

Pbn, Local :-;tree.:! ~Ct\\'Ork Concept 

alternatiYe routes. Street system 

connecri,'ity is critical because 

roadway net\vorks p roYide the 

backbone for bicycle and 

pedestrian travel in the region. 

1\lctro's local street connectiYity 

princip al encourages 

communities to de,·dop a 

conncctccl network o f local 

stree ts to prm·ide a high le,·cl of 

access . comfort. and com·enience 

for bicvclists and walkers that 

tra,·cl to and among centers. 

,\ multi-modal connecti, ·iry plan 

for O regon City is shown in 

Figure 10. I t specifies the general 

location where new streets o r 

shared-usc paths could 

potentially be installed as nearby 

areas arc developed o r as the 

opportuni ty ari~es. The purpose 

of the plan is to ensure that new 
developments accommodate 

circulation between adjacent 

neighborhoods to imprm·e 

connecti,·it\' for all modes of 

transporta non. 
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Mobility Standards 

J ~s tabli shing nc\\· mobility 

stanua rd~ (o r streets and 

intc r~cctions in Oregon City wiU 

p rm·ide the City llcx.ibiliry in the 

fururc "·irh regards to how fund s 

arc alloca ted for intersection and 

road,,·ay improvements. By 
allowing more flex ibility in the 
mobil itY standards, the City ,,-i]] 

help cn~ourage a sustainable 

transpo rtation system (consistent 

,,·irh rhe TSP L'pdarc Goal 3) and 

will allow funds to be focused on 

higher prio rit-y multi-modal 

imprm·ements ra ther than 

dri,·ing-focused improvements at 

locatio ns rhat arc operating 

bclo\\' capacity but over the City 

srantla rd. 

1 n rhe past, streets were often 

designed to accommoda te the 

traffic tlemand during a o ne-hour 

peak period without 

consitleration gi,·en to the fact 

rha t rhcy operated weU below 

capacity for a majority of the day 

and 10 how wider streets and 

inte rsectio ns may impact walking 

and biking. !laving a mobility 

standard that encourages thjs is 

not sustainable, from a fiscal and 

em·ironmentaJ perspecti,·e. The 

nc\\' mobility standard "ill illow 

more congc~tion during the peak 

period o f tra,·cl, but " ·ill also 

allo\\' sa fer and more 

comfortable streets for mulri

motlal tra,·cl. 

38 

The follc)\\·ing mobility s tandards 

arc rccon1mcndcd for non-stare 

owned streets in Oregon City. 

State owned stree ts should 

comply " ·i th the mobility targets 

included in the Oregon I lighway 

Plan. llowever, for proposed 

dcn:lo pmcnr that is permitted, 

either conditionally, outrigh t, o r 

through detailed de,·elo pmcnt 

master plan apprm·al, the OR 

99 1 -:/ 1 -~05 SR Ramps, OR 

99E/ T -~05 rB Ramps, OR 1 13 / 

Rea,·ercreek Road , and 1-

~05 /0R ~ 1 3 1n rcrchange 

intersectio ns shall be exempt 

from meeting rhe ~ra te mobility 

targets until further ~ ol utions 

(beyond rhos<: included in the 

TSP) or alrernatiYc mobility 

targets arc explo red for the 

imersectio ns. 

For streets located outside the 

Oregon Ciry Regio nal Cen ter, 

and not designated on the 

. \rrerial and Th roughway 

erwork in the Regional 

T ranspo rtation Pl an, the 

following mobility standards 

sho uld be applied: 

Signali zed intersections: 

• During rhc highest one-hour 

period o f the day (typi cally, 

but no t always during the 

e,·cning peak period 

between -+ and 6 p.m.): LOS 

"D " or better "ill be 

rcguired for the imersecrio n 

as a whole and no approach 

operating at worse than LOS 
" I•:" and a,.; c ratio no r 

higher than 1.0 for the sum 

of rhe critical mo,·emenrs. 

• For the second ho ur (eith er 

the hour before or hour 

after the peak hour): LOS 

"D " or better will be 

required fo r rhe intersection 

as a whole and no approach 

operating ar \\'Orsc than l .OS 
"E" and a ,-; c ratio not 

higher than 1.0 for the sum 

of the critical rnm·ernents. 

L'nsignalizcd inte rsections: 

• During rhe highest one-hour 

period o f the day (typically, 

bur nor always during the 

eYening peak period 

between -+ and 6 p.m.): .-\U 

mm·ements sen ·ing more 

than ~() \-chicles shaU be 

maimained at LOS "E" or 

berrer. LOS " F" " ·ill be 

tolerated ar mm·cments 

ser\'ing no more than 10 
,-chicles duri ng the peak 

hour. 

For streets located o utside the 

O regon City Regional Cen ter, 

bur designated o n the . \nerial 

and Throughway erwork in the 

Regio nal Transportatio n Plan, 

the following mobiliry standards 

should be applied: 

• During the highest one-hour 

period o f the day (t-y·pically. 

but nor always during the 
• < 



evening peak period 

between ~ and 6 p.m.): ,-\ 

maximum vic ratio o f0.99 
shall be maintained at all 

intersections. For signalized 
intersections, this standard 

applies to the intersection as 

a whole. For unsignalized 
in tersections, this standard 

applies to the worst 
movement. 

• For the second hour (either 

the hour before or hour 

after the peak hour): i\ 
maximum vIc ratio of 0.99 
shall be maintained at all 

intersections. For signalized 

intersections, this standard 

applies to the intersection as 

a whole. For unsignalized 
intersections, this standard 

applies to the worst 
movement. 

Since streets located in the 

O regon City Regional Center 

should be designed to encourage 

walking, billing and transit usage, 

the following mobility standards 

should be applied: 

• During the highes t one-hour 

period of the day a 
maximum vIc ratio of 1.10 

shall be maintained at all 

intersections. For signalized 

intersections, this standard 

applies to the intersection as 
a whole. For unsignalized 

in tersections, this standard 

applies to the worst 

movement. 

• For the second hour (either 
the hour before or hour 

after the peak hour) a 
maximum ,·lc ratio of0.99 

shall be maintained at all 

intersections. For signalized 

intersections, this standard 
applies to the intersection as 

a whole. For unsignalized 

intersections, this standard 

applies to the worst 
movement. 

Truck Routes 

Truck routes were designated in 

Oregon City to ensure trucks can 

efficiently travel through and 

access major destinations in the 

City. Efficient truck movement 
plays a vital role in the 
economical movement of raw 

materials and finished products. 

The designation of through truck 

routes provides for this efficient 

movement, while at the same 

time maintaining neighborhood 

livability, public sa fety, and 

minimizing maintenance costs of 
the roadway system. OD OT has 

identified J-205 as a freight route 
through Oregon City. \X'hile O R 

99E is not classified by ODOT 

as a freight route, it is designated 

as a truck route by the federal 

government. 

Much of the freight activity in 

Oregon City is related to the 

employment land located ncar 

the southeast corner of the City 

along O R 213, BeaYercrcck Road 
and Molalla Avenue and within 

the Oregon City Regional Center. 
To allow for efficient movement 

between these designated areas 

and regional freight routes, 
J\Ietro has classi ficd several 

roadways in the City as freight 
connectors. The connector 

roadways link T -205 with the 

employment areas and include 
OR 213, Beavercreek Road and 

OR 99E. O regon City will 
designate these streets as local 

truck routes to ensure freight is 

adequately accommodated in the 

City. The O regon City truck 
routes can be seen in Figure 11. 
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T he Oregon City approach to 

deYcloping transportation 

solutions placed more nlue on 

inYestments in ~mailer cost

effecti,·e solutions for the 

rran::;po rratio n system rather than 

larger, more costly ones. The 

approach helped to encourage 

multiple traYcl options, increa~e 

street connectivity and promote a 

mo re sus tainable transportation 

system. 

Taking the network approach to 

transportatio n system 

improvements, the projects in 

this plan fa ll within one of 

se,·eral categories: 

• Driving projects to improYe 
connecti,·ity, safety and 

capacity througho ut the City. 

Oregon City identified 95 

driving projects that will cost 

an estimated $162.3 million 

to complete. 

• Walking projects for 

sidewalk infill, prm·iding 

seamless connections for 

pedestrians th roughout the 

City. O regon City identified 

7 5 walking projects that will 

cost an estimated S1-J..7 

million to complete. 

• Biking projects including an 

integrated network o f bicycle 

lanes and marked on-street 

the investments 

routes that facilitates 

convenient travel citywide. 

Oregon City identified 66 

biking projects that will cost 

an estimated S5.3 million to 

complete. 

• Shared-Use Path projects 
providing local and regional 

o ff-s treet travel for walkers 

and bikers. The citywide 

shared-use path vision 

includes 53 projects totaling 

an estimated S30.2 million. 

• Transit projects to enhance 

the quality and convenience 

for passengers. Oregon City 

identified four transit 

projects that will cost an 

estimated $1.3 million to 

complete. 

• Family Friendly projects ro 

fill gaps between shared-use 

paths, parks, and schools, 

o ffering a network of low

,·olume streets for more 

comfortable biking and 

walking throughout the City. 

The 33 family-friendly routes 

identified by the City will 

cost an estimated $5.2 million 

to complete. 

• Crossing project solutions, 
prm·ing ~afe traYel across 

streets along key biking and 

walking routes. r\ total of 
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Identifying 
Transportation 
System Investments 

The Oregon City 

approach placed more 
value on investments in 
smaller cost-effective 

solutions for the 

transportation system 

rather than larger, more 

costly ones where 

practical. The approach 
identified solutions to 
accommodate future 

travel demand by 

following a five-step 

process (shown 

previously in Figure 3). 

See ection 3 of this Plan 

for more information. 

36 crossing projects were 

identified, totaling an 
estimated $2.8 million. 

Overall, Orego n City identified 

362 transporratio n solutions, 

totaling an estimated $222 
million worth of investments. As 
shown in Figure 12, o nly abou t 

25 percent of the improvements 

in the Plan are d riving projects, 

yet these projects account for 
nearly 75 percent of the total 

project expenses o f the Plan. 

Figure 12: Breakdown of the Projects and Expenses in the Plan 

Projects in the TSP by m ode 

• Driving 

• Walking 

• Biking 

• Shared-Use P ath 

• Family Friendly 

• Crossing 

• Transit 

Project expenses in the TSP by 
mode 
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\Xfith an estimated $222 million 

worth o f transportation solutions 

identified, O regon City must 
make investment decisions to 

dcYclop a set of transportation 

improvements that will likely be 

funded to meet identified needs 
through 2035. Overall, Oregon 

City is expected to ha,·e the 
following fu nds available through 

2035 after accounting for the 

expenditures (sec Figure 13): 

• 1\pproximately $14.7 million 

is expected to be available 
for capital improvemen t 
needs after street operation 

and maintenance needs arc 

met through 2035. These 

funds can be spenr on non-

D C eligible project costs o r 
other street imprm·emcnts 

that are related to 
maintenance such as 

upgraded retaining walls and 

stairways, new guardrail, 

signal equipment 
replacement and upgrades, 

or curb and gutter. 

• Over Sl 09 million is 
expected to be available for 

ys tem DeYelopment 

Charge (SD C) projects after 

reducing the planned DC 

project expenditures 

through 2035. This includes 

about $2 million for 

pedestrian and bicycle SD C 

projects and oYer Sl 07 
millio n for street SD C 

projects. T he impronment 

projects eligible fo r ~DC 

fu nding may be 
continuously updated. I t was 

the fundin 

assumed that the needed 

transporrauo n system 
investments identified 

through the T~ P update 
would be used to amend the 

existing DC project list. 

Figure 13: Expected Funding for the Plan 

$107 million: Funding for 

Street , D C Eligible Expenses 

$2 million: f unding for 

;=:=~~~ \'\'alking and Billing SDC 
E ligible Expenses 

$14.7 million: Funding for 

Non-, D C Eligible Expenses 
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Funding Shortfall 

OYer $162 millio n worth of 

motor , ·ehicle. oYer SSO million 

worth of pedestrian, bicycle and 

sha red-usc path imprm ·emcms 

and $9 rnillion worth of transit, 

street crossing and family

friendly route projects \\·ere 

idcntiticd by the City. Of those 

project costs (as shown in Egure 

1-1) , approximately $100 million 

of the motor vehicle and $23 

million of the pedestrian, bicycle 

and shared-usc path pro ject costs 

are needed to accom.modate nc\v 

development, and therefore are 

eligible for SDC funding. This 

leaves about $63 millio n in 

motor ,-chicle and $27 million in 

pedestrian, bicycle and shared

usc path project costs to serYe 

existing transportation 

dcticiencies. These project costs, 

in addition to the transit, s treet 

Fi<rurc 14: Elio·ibiJit\ of Plan ,.., ,.., . 

crossing and family-friend!~· 

route project costs. arc nor 

eligible to utilize SDC funds and 

must be funded through orher 

means, such as the Street Fund 

or other State o r Federal grants. 

Ll nlcss additional funds arc 

deYclopcd, Oregon City will be 

expected to have a little over 

S1-l-. 7 million (from the Street 

Fund) to coYer the S63 milbon in 

motor ,·chicle, S27 million in 

pedestrian, bicycle and shared

usc path, and $9 million in 

transit, street crossing and 

famih'-friendlv route project - ' 

costs that arc no t eligible for 

SDC funds (based on the current 

revenue and cxpendi turc 

forecasts). In other words, about 

$8-1-.3 m.ilbon worrh of projects 

would be unfunded. 

Im estmcnts for SDC Funding 
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Funding Shortfall 
for Transportation 
System Investments 

T he to tal cost of 

transportation system 

projects needed is greater 

than the City's ability to 

raise funding. 

U nless additional funds 

are deYcloped, Oregon 

City will be expected to 

have $84.3 million worth 

of unfunded projects. 

For more detailed 

funding information, sec 

the TSP Volume 2 

Section I I. 





, \ ~ detailed in the Funding 

section, the City is expected to 

have approximately $1-U million 

lO cm·er rhc .. 99 million in 

project costs that are nor eligible 

for SOC fund s. (]carl~· . most o f 

the transportation solurions 
idcntiticd for the Cit\' are nor 

reasonably likely to be funded 

through ~03.5. ].'or rhi:; reason, 

the transportation :;olurions were 

di,·ided into t\\'O categories. 

Those reason;~bl y expected to be 

funded by 2035 were included in 

the Likely to be Funded 

Transportation System, while the 

pro jects that are nor expected ro 

be funded by 203.5 \\"ere included 

in the or Likely ro be Funded 

Transportation , ysrcm. 

Determining the 

investments that made 

the Likely to be Funded 
Plan 

Using the eight goal;; (sec ection 

2), the transportation solutions 

\\"ere cYaluated and compared to 

one another. Grea ter Yalue was 

placed on the projects 

stakeholders felt were mos t 

important to the community. 

Each transportation solution was 

assigned a time frame fo r the 

expected in\'csrmem need, based 

on a projects con tribution ro 

achie,·ing the transportation 

goals of Oregon City. The 

im·estment recommendatio ns 

48 201 3 OR I ·:( ;o~ CiTY TR ''\.~PORT \TIO" SY~TI ·:,\ 1 PL '1\.: T111 · PL\N 

attempted ro balance 

implementation considerations. 

Complex and costly capital 

p rojects \\"ere disfa,·ored 

compared ''ith implementation 
of ]o,,· cost projects that can 

han: more immed iate impacts 

and can spread inYcstme nr 

benefits ci tywide. 

Project evaluation scores 
can be found in Table At of 
the TSP Volume 2, Section 

I. 



Likely to be Funded 

Transportation System 

The Likely to be Funded Plan 

identifies the transportation 

solutions reasonably expected to 
be funded by 2035 and ha,·e the 

highest priority for 

implementation. Transportation 

solutions within the Likely to be 

Funded Transportation System 
were recommended within 

several different priority/ time 

horizons: 

• Short-term: projects 
recommended for 

implementation in within 1 

to 5 years. 

• Medium-term: projects 
recommended for 

implementation in within 5 

to 10 years. 

• Long-term: projects likely 
to be implemented beyond 

10 years from the adoption 

of this plan. These projects 
are important for the 

development of the City 

transportation network, but 

are unlikely to be funded in 

the next 10 years. 

The Likely to be Funded 

Transportation solutions are 
summarized in Table 2 and 

illustrated in Figures 16 to 21. 
The projects numbered on 

Figures 16 to 21 correspond with 

the project numbers in Table 2. 

The project numbers arc deno ted 
as follows: 

• Driving ("D") 

• Walking ("\'('") 

• Biking ("B") 

• Shared-usc path ("S") 

• Transit ("T") 

• Street crossing ("C") 

• Family-Friendly route 

("FI'") 

Planning level cost estimates for 

the projects can be found in 
Table A 1 of the TSP Volume 2, 

Section I. 

Over $73 million worth of 
investments are included in the 

Likely to be Funded 
Transportation System. As 

shown in Figure 15, about 80 

percent (or $58.6 million) of 

these investments were eligible to 

utilize SDC funding. Ali expected 

City reYenue for non-SDC 

eligible expenses (about S14.7 
million) will be needed to fund 
the remaining 20 percent of the 

Likely to be Funded 

Transportation System 
lnvestmcnts. 

The Likely to be Funded 

Transportation System 
includes over $73 million 

worth of investments. 

Figure 15: Funding for the 

Likely to be Funded 

Transportation System 
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T able 2: Likely to be Funded Transportation System 

DO 

DOO 

D l 

D7 

OR 213/ Be;\\·ercreek Road Refinement 

Plan 

1-205 Refinement Plan 

Molalla . \ ,-enue/ Bea,·ercreek Road 

:\ daptive Signal Timing 

Option l : 14'11 Street Restriping 

O R 213 from Redland Road to ~ !olalla 

, \ venue 

1-205 at the O R 99 E and OR 2 13 Ramp 

Terminals 

J\folalla • \venue from \'\/ashington Street ro 

Gaffney Lane: Beavercreek Road from ;\!olalla 

. \venue to ;\ laple Lane Road 

Option 1: O R 99E to John Adams Street 

50 20 13 O RI ·:CON CITY TR.\NSI'ORT.\TION SYS'J'Etl l PL\N: l'HE P L \ N 

Identi fy and evaluate circulatton options to reduce motor 

vehicle congestion along the corridor. Explore alternari,·e 
mobility targets. 

ldentif)· and evaluate circulation options ro reduce motor 

veh icle congestion at the 111terchanges. Explore alternative 

mobility targets. and consider impacts related to a potential 

M;\1.\ Designation fo r the Oregon City Regional Center. 

Deploy adaptive signal !lining that adjusts signal timings to 
match real-time tra ffic conditions . 

Option 1: Convert 1-t•h Street to one-way eastbound 
between ;\lcLoughltn Boulevard and John .-\dams Street: 

• Converl the ;\ lain Street/ 14 111 Street intersection to all-wa\' 
stop co ntrol (per project D 13). 

• From McLoughlin Boulevard to rvlain Street, 14•11 Street 
would he restnped ro Include two 12-foot eastbound travel 
lanes. a stx-foot eastbound hike lane. a six-foot westbound 
contra- flow bike lane, and an eight-foo t landscaping bu ffer 

on the north side 

• From J\ [ain Street to \'\/ashington Street. 14'11 Street would 
be restriped to include two 11 -foo t eastbound travel lanes. 

a fi,·e-foot eastbound bike lane, a five-foot westbound 
contra-flow bike lane, and an eight-foot on-street parking 

lane on the north side 

• From \\ 'ashingron Street to John :\dams Street, 14' 11 Street 
would be restriped to Include one 12-foot eastbound travel 
lane. a six-foot eastbound hike lane. a six- foot westbound 
contra-flow h1kc lane, and an eight-foot on-street parking 

lane on the no rth and south stele 

• _\ del a bicycle stgnal , with detection at the l\IcLoughlin 
Boulevard/ 1-t•h Street mtersection . 

. \ del b1cyclc dctcctton to the traffic signal at the Washington 

Street/ 14'11 Street intersection. 

Shorr-tcrm 

Sho rt-term 

Short-term 

Short-term 



0 8 

011 

01 2 

013 

0 14 

0 27 

I 

I 

I 

Option 2: Main Street/ J4•h Street 
Intersection Widening 

15'" Street Restriping 

Optimize existing traffic signals 

P rotected/ permitted signal phasing 

Main Street/ 14'" Street Safety 

Enhancement 

I Southbound OR 213 Advanced Warning 
System 

I OR 213/ Beavercreek Road Operational I 
Enhancement 

Option 2: Main Street/ 14'" Street 

O R 99E to John Adams Street 

Citywide 

Citywide 

!\-lain Street/ 14'" Street 

Southbound OR 213, north of the 
Beavercreek Road intersection 

O R 213/ Beavercreek Road 

O p tion 2: Convert the Main Street/ 14'" Street intersection 
to all-way stop control (per project 0 13). \Xliden 14'" Street 
to include shared through / lefHurn and through / right-turn 

lanes in both directions 

Convert 15'" Street to one-way westbound between 
Washington Street and l\ IcLoughlin Boulevard : 

• From John Adams Street to \Xlashington Street, 15•h Street 
would be striped as a shared- roadway (per project BG). 

• From \Xlashington Street to Main Street, 15'" Street would 
be restriped to include two 11-foot westbound travel lanes, 

a five-foot westbound bike lane. a five-foot eastbound 
contra-flow bike lane, and an eight-foot on-street parking 
lane on the south side. Complete the sidewalk gap~ on the 
north side o f 15'" Street between !\ lain Street and Center 
Street. and on the south side between Center Street and 

Washington Street (per project W75). 

• From Main Street to l\1cLoughlin Boulevard, 15'" Street 
would be restriped to include two 12-foot travel lanes, a 
six-foot westbound bike lane, and an eight-foot on-s treet 
parking lane on the south side. Add a 12-foot shared-use 

path with a two-foot buffer adjacent to the on-street 
parking lane. 

"-\dd bicycle detection to the traffic signal at the Washington 
Street/ 15'" Street intersection. 

Optimize the existing tra ffic signals by updating the exisr.ing 
coordinated signal riming plans, upgrading traffic signal 
controllers o r communication infrastructure o r cabinets. 

lncorpor:ue protected/ permitted phasing for left turn 
movements at traffic signals. 

Convert to all-way stop control to be consistenr with the 
traffic control at surrounding intersections on Main Street. 

Install a queue warning system for southbound drivers on 
O R 213 to automatically detect queues and 

warn motorists in advance via a \'a.riable Message Sign 

Lengthen the dual left-turn lanes along Beavercreek Road to 
provide an additional 200 feet o f storage for the eastbound 

Included with 
project 0 7 

Short-term 

Short-term 

Included with 
project 0 7 

Short-term 

Short-term 
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D28 

D30 

D 32 

033 

D 40 

D41 

D42 

D-B 

D44 

D45 

D 46 

D47 

D48 

Washtngton Street/ 12th Street Safety 
Enhancement 

/l lolalla .\ Yenue/ Division Street-Taylor 

Street Safety Enhancement 

South End Road/ Warner Parrott Road 
O peratio nal Enhancement 

South End Road / Lafayette :\\·enue

Partlow Road O perational Enhancement 

.\ lain :\treet/ Dunes D riYe Extension 

O perational Enhancement 

South End Road/ Buetel Road 

Ex tens ton ( >perattonal Enhancement 

South End Road/ Deer Lane Extens ion 

( )oerational Enhancement 

Holcomb Boulevard/ Holly Lane :-Jorrh 

Exremion ( >perational Enhancement 

Beavercreek Road/ ! .oder Road 
Extension O perational Enhancement 

.\!eyers Road Extension / Loder Road 

Extension O perational Enhancement 

l\ leyers Road \'\,-est extension 

.\!eyers Road East extension 

! lolly Lane :"Jorth extension 

\'\'ashington Street/ 12th Street 

l\ lolalla Avenue/ Division Street-T aylor Street 

South End Road/ Warner Parrott Road 

South E nd Road/ Lafayette :\venue-Partlow 

Road 

l\ lain Street/ Dunes Drive Extension 

South E nd Roaci / Buetcl Road Extension 

South End Road/ Deer Lane Extension 

Holcomb Boub-ard/ Holly Lane j\;orrh 

Extension 

Beavercreek Road/ l .oder Road Extension 

l\ [eyers Road Extension/ Loder Road 

Extension 

<)R 2 13 to Htgh School Avenue 

Bea,·ercreek Road to the Meadow Lane 

Extenston 

Redland Road to Holcomb Boulc\·ard 
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Ins tall a traffic signal with dedicated left mrn lanes for the 

12'" Street approaches to \\1ashington Street. 

Install a single-lane roundabout 

Install a traffic signal with dedicated left mrn lanes for the 

South End Road ann roaches to \Varner Parrott Road 

Install a single-lane roundabout 

Install a single-lane roundabout 

Install a stngle-lane roundabout 

Install a stngle-lane roundabout 

Install a single-lane roundabout 

Install a roundabout 

Install a single-Jane roundabout 

Extend .\!eyers Road from O R 2 13 to High School . \venue 

as an lndustnal i\ [inor .-\rterial. Create a local street 

connection to Douglas 

Extend 1\ !eyers Road from Bea,·ercreek Road to the il lead ow 

Lane Extension as an Industrial i'dinor ,-\rterial. Between the 

Holly Lane and .\leadow Lane extensions. add a sidewalk 

and btke lane to the south side of the street. with a shared

use path to be added on north stele per project S l 9 . .\ lodtfy 
the exJsting traffic signal at Bea,·crcreek Road 

Extend I lo lly Lane from Rcdland Road to Holcomb 

Boulevard as a Rcsidenriall\lino r .-\ rterial. Create local street 

.\ ledium-term 

tl lcdium-term 

.\[edium-rerm 

i\ ledium-term 

Long-term 

.\ ledium-term 

Long-term 

l.ong-term 

tl ledium-term 

1\ ledium-rerm 

Shorr-tcrm 

il ledtum-rerm 

Long-term 



D49 

Swan :\venue extension 

D SO 

D Sl 

D eer Lane extension 

D 52 

D 53 i\tladrona DriYe extension 

D 54 Clairmont Drive extension 

DSS Glen Oak Road extension 

D56 Timbersky Way extension 

D57 Holly Lane South extension 

Livesay Road to Redland Road 

Redland Road to Morton Road 

Rose Road to Buetel Road 

Buetel Road to Parrish Road 

Madrona Drive to Deer Lane 

Beavercreek Road to Holly Lane South 
Extension 

Beavercreek Road to the Meadow Lane 
Extension 

Beavercreek Road to the Meadow Lane 

Extension 

Maple Lane Road to Thayer Road 

Extend Swan , \ venue from Livesay Road to Redland Road 
as an Residential CoUector 

Extend Swan Avenue from Redland Road to i\[orton Road 

as an Residential Collector 

Extend Deer Lane from Rose Road to Buetel Road as a 
Residential Collector . • -\dd a sidewalk and bike lane to the 

east side of the street, with a shared-use path to be added on 
west side per pro ject S32. 

E xtend D eer Lane from Buetel Road to Parrish Lane as a 

Residential Collector . .-\dd a sidewalk and bike lane to the 
east/ north side o f the street, with a shared-use path to be 
added on west/south side per project S33. Create a local 

street connection to Finnegans \Xfay Install a roundabout at 
South End Road (oer oroject D42). 

Extend i\ ladrona Drive to D eer Lane as a Constrained 
Residential Collector 

Extend Clairm ont Drive from Beavercreek Road to the 

Holly Lane South extension as an Industrial Collector . .Add a 
sidewalk and bike lane to the south side of the street, with a 
shared-use path to be added on north side per project S17. 

Extend G len Oak Road from Beavercreek Road to the 
1\feadow Lane Extension as a Residentjal Collector. Install a 

roundabout at Beavercreek Road (per project D 39) 

Extend Timbersk')' Way from Beavercreek Road to the 
Meadow Lane Extension as a Residential Collector . .Add a 

sidewalk and bike lane to the south side of the street, with a 
shared-use path to be added on north side per project S20. 

Extend Holly Lane from Maple Lane Road to Thayer Road 
as a Residential Collector. Add a sidewalk and bike lane to 

the west side of the street, with a shared-use path to be 
added on east side per project S14. Install a roundabout at 

Maple Lane Road (per project D37). 
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Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Lo ng-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

1\.ledium-term 
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Table 2: Likely to be Funded T ransportation System 

D58 

D59 

D60 

D6 1 

D62 

D 63 

D64 

D65 

i\ [eadow Lane extension 

Dunes Drive Extension 

Washington Street to .-\berncthy Road 
Connecrjon 

Loder Road Extension 

Parrish Road Extension 

Thayer Road to Meyers Road 

l\ leyers Road to the i\ [eadow Lane Extension 

Mcadow Lane ro l\Ieyers Road 

!\ !eyers Road to LiG B (north o f Loder Road) 

O R 99E to "\gnes ,\ venue 

\X'ashington Street to :\bernethy Road 

Beavercreek Road to G len Oak Road 

From Parrish Road east to Kolar DriYe 
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Extend Holly Lane from Thayer Road ro the l\ leyers Road 
extension as an Industrial Collector. r\cld a sidewalk and bike 

lane ro rhe west side of the street, with a shared-use parh to 

be added on east side oer oroiect S 15. 

Extend Holly Lane from the l\ leyers Road extension ro the 

Meadow Lane Extension as a l\ lixed-Use Collector. Add a 

sidewalk and bike lane to rhe west side of rhe street. with a 

shared-use path to be added on east side per project S 16. 

Extencl l\ !eadow Lane to rhe !\ [eyers Road Extension as a 

l\ fixeci-Use Collector. Between Old ,\ cres Lane and rhe Glen 

Oak Road extension. add a sidewalk and bike lane ro the 

wesr side of the street. with a shared-use path to be added on 

east side oer nroiect S2 1. 

Extend l\Ieadow Lane from the l\leyers Road Extension ro 

rhe UGB (north o f Loder Road) ~san Industrial Collector 

Extend D unes Drive from OR 99E ro :\ gnes :\venue as a 

l\ lixed-Use Collector. Install a roundabout ar rhe Dunes 

Driw/.-\ gnes _-henue intersection (per project D40). \Xiill 

require redevelopment o f the O regon City Shopping Center. 

Connect \X.'ashington Street to Abernethy Road with a 
l\lixed-Use Collector. "-\del a sidewalk and bike lane to the 

wesr side o f the street, with a shared-use path to be added o n 
east side per project SS. T his street should be a public access 

road built to City standards bur maintained by a private 

entity. 

Extend Loder Road from Beavercreek Road to G len Oak 
Ro:~cl as an Industrial Collector. .-\del a sidewalk and bike lane 

to the west side of the street. with a shared-use path to be 
added on east side per project S 18. Create a local street 

connection to Douglas Loop. Install a roundabout at l\leyers 
Road (per project D 45). 

Complete the gap between Parrish Road as a Constrained 

Residential Collector. 

~ ledium-rerm 

Long-term 

Long-term 

;\lcdium-term 

?-Iedium-term 

Long-rerm 

Short-term 

Long-tcn11 
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073 

D SL 

D 92 

ws 

\\134 

\\147 

W48 

\\154 

McLoughlin Boulevard Improvements

Phase 2 

Beavercreek Road Upgrade 

Washington Street Upgrade 

Washington Street Sidewalk In fill 

Holcomb Boulevard (East of O R 213) 
Sidewalk In fill 

Molalla .Avenue Sidewalk Tnfill 

South End Road (south of Partlow) 
Sidewalk Infill 

Soutl1 E nd Road (north of Partlow) 

Sidewalk In fill 

Dunes Drive to Clackamas River Bridge 

Clairmont Drive (CCC Entrance) to Meyers 
Road 

11 '" Street to 7'" Street 

Washington Street-.-\bernethy Road Extension 

to Abernethy Road 

Gaffney Lane to Sebastian Way 

Partlow Road to Buetel Road 

Buetel Road to UGB 

Partlow Road to Barker Avenue 

Extend Hampton Drive to .Atlanta Drive as a Residential 

Local Street. 

Boulevard and gateway improvements, including pedestrian 

and bicycle facilities .• -\ccess management improvements just 
north o f rhe I-205 southbound ramps. 

Improve to Industrial Major .Arterial cross-section 

Improve to Minor .A rterial cross-section, as a constrained 
street. Add curb-ramps at intersections 

Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 

Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 

Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides o f the street 

Complete sidewalk gaps on bo tl1 sides of the street 

Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 

Under 
Construction 

Medium-term 

~ !edium-term 

Short-term 

Included with 

project \\174 

Included with 
project D89 

Short-term 
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W64 

W65 

\'i/70 

\'i/73 

\V7-I 

\'\'75 

B5 

B6 

Bl 2 

B29 

Brighton ,\venue-C reed Street Sidewalk 

In fill 

Brigh ton ,\ venue-Park DriYe Sidewalk 

In fill 

Division Street Sidewalk In fill 

1\ lolalla . \\·enuc Strcetscape 

Improvements Phase 3 

:\ !olalla :\\·enue Streetscape 

Improvements Phase 4 

I 5'" Street Sidewalk In fill 

I 2'" Street (west of Washington Street) 

Shared Roadway 

I 5'" Street (west of J ohn Adams) Shared 

Roadway 

Holcomb Boulevard (East of OR 213) 

Bike Lanes 

Beaverc reek Road Bike Lanes 

Charman : \ Yenue to \X 'aterboard Park Road 

Charman . \ venue to Linn ,-\ venue 

7'" Street to 18'" Street 

llnlmes Lane to \'\farner Milne Road 

Bea\·ercreek Road to OR 2 13 

OR 99E to \X'ashington Street 

OR 99E to !\ lain Street 

OR 99E to Washington Street 

\X'ashington Street to .John :\dams Street 

Long-iew \'\ 'ay to CG B 

Pebble Beach Dnve to UGB 
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Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 

Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 

Complete sickwalk gaps on both sides of the strc"C"t 

Streetscape improvements mcluding widening sidewalks. 

sidewalk infill. ,\0,\ accessibility. bike lanes. reconfigure 

travel lanes. add bus sto p amenities. 

Streetscape improvements including widening sidewalks. 

sidewalk infill . . \0.\ accessibility. bike lanes. reconfig.tre 

travel lanes, add bus stoo amenities. 

Complete stdewalk gaps on both sides of rhe street. with a 

shared-use path to be added on south side between OR 99E. 
and !\ lain Street per project S53. 

. \ d el way fi nding and shared lane markings 

. \ dd way finding and shared lane markings 

. \ dd way finding and shared lane markings 

• \del bike lanes to both sides of the street 

,\dd bike lanes to both sides of the street 

Short-term 

~hort-term 

Included with 

project 080 

:\ tedium- term 

1\ledium- term 

Included with 

prOJeCt 0 8 

Short-term 

Short-term 

Included with 

08 

,\ tedium-term 

Included with 



B42 

B60 

B65 

B66 

S14 

Sl S 

S IS 

S24 

S36 

S53 

!\!olalla r\ venue Bike Lanes 

South End Road (south of Partlow) Bike 

Lanes 

Division Street Bike Lanes 

141h Street Bike Lanes 

1 5'11 Street Bike Lanes 

?. laple Lane-Thayer Shared-Use Path 

Thayer-Lodcr Shared-Usc Path 

Loder Road Shared-Usc Path 

Gaffney Lane Elementary Shared-Use 
Path 

Tumwater-4th Shared-Use Path 

15'11 Street Shared-Use Path 

il lolal.la Avenue Transit Signal Priority 

Gales Lane to Adrian Way 

Buetel Road to UGB 

7•11 Street to 18'11 Street 

O R 99E to John .-\dams Street 

O R 99E to Washington Street 

il laple Lane Road to Thayer Road 

Thayer Road to Loder Road 

Glen O ak Road to Holly Lane Extension 

Eastborne Drive to Falcon Drive 

Tumwater D rive to 4'11 .-\venue 

OR 99E to Main Street 

Washington Street to Gaffney Lane 

Add bike lanes to both sides o f the street 

Add an eastbound bike lane and a westbound contra-flow 
bike lane 

Add a westbound bike lane and an eastbound contra-flow 

bike lane, with a shared-use path to be added on south side 
of 1 5•11 Street between OR 99E and ~·lain Street per project 

S53 . 

.-\dd a shart:d-ust: path u n tht: t:ast side o f the I lolly Lane 

extension between i\laple Lane and Thayer. 

_ \ dd a shared-use path on the east side o f the Holly Lane 
extension bet:ween TI1aycr and Loder. 

Add a shared-use path on the south / east side o f the Loder 

Road extension between G len Oak Road and the Holly Lane 
extension. 

Add a shared-use path along the northern boundary o f 
Gaffney Lane Elememary School between the Eastborne 

Drive path and Falcon Drive 

.-\dd a shared-use path through Old Canemah Park 
connecting 4'11 _-\venue to the Tumwater/ South znd 

intersection 

Add a shared-use path on the south side o f 15'" Street 
between OR 99E and Main Street. 

Provide priority at tra ffic signals for buses behind schedule. 
This includes the use and deolovment of Ooticom detectors 

Included with 

project D80 

Included -with 
project D7 

Included with 
project D8 

Long-tenn 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Included with 
project D 8 

Short-term 
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T3 

FF1 3 

FF19 

FF20 

FF23 

N /,-\ 

N / .-\ 

N /.-\ 

Bus Stop .-\memt~· Enhancement 

Leland-\'\ 'arner Parrot Family Friendly 

Route 

\\'arner Parrot-Barker Family Friendly 

Route 

Barker "\venue Family Friendly Route 

Charman .-\venue Family Friendly Route 

Family Friendly Routes 

Sidewalk lnfill Program 

Develop Bicycle and Pedestrian D esign 

Guidelines 

Citywide 

Beavercreek Road/ Loder Road mterscction 

7•" Street/ John .-\dams Street intersection 

Leland Road to \\ 'arner Parrot Road 

\'\ 'arner Parrot Road to Barker :h ·enue 

~outh End Road to T elfo rd Road 

Telford Road to Linn :\,·enue 

Citywide 

Citywide 

Citywide 
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.-\dd amenities at bus stops as needed. including bus shelters. 
landing pads, benches. tmsh/ recycling receptacles and 

lighting 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 
Beavercreek Road 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian acri,·ated flasher on 7•11 

Street 

. \dd sidewalks on both sides of the street . . -\del way finding. 

traffi c calming and shared lane markings. Route , ·ia 

Hampton Drive, .-\tlanta Dri,·e . • \uburn Drive and Boynton 
Street. Includes Hampton Drive extension to Central Poin t 

Road 

. \dd stdewalks on both stdes o f the street. .-\dd wayfindmg 

and shared lane markmgs. Route via \\'oodla\\·n .-\venue and 
\\ 'oodfield Court. 

,\dd sidewalks on both sides of the street. _-\del wayfinding, 

tra ffic calming and shared lane markings . Rome via Barker 
.\\·cmte 

, \dd sidewalks and bike lanes on both sides o f the street. 

:\dd wayfinding and traffic 

Program to systematically tmplement the ~eighborhood 
Greenway network on a vearlr basis 

Capital program to systematically design and construct 

missing sidewalks along prioritized pedestrian routes. 
Provide sidewalks on local, residential streets that lead to 

roadways with transit service. 

Develop bicycle and pedestrian design guidelines that 

establish preferred desii.'11S that 

Short-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

~/.-\ 

N / .-\ 

t\. /.-\ 
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treatments include pedestrian crossing design and bicycle 
accommodation at intersections (i.e. bike boxes, bicycle 

detection, etc.). 

N / A I ADA/ Curb Ramp Upgrade Program I Citywide I 
Upgrade curb ramps and eliminate gaps in .ADA access I !\' /.-\ 

along prioritized pedestrian routes near key destinations. 

N / A I Pedestrian Wayfinding Signage I Citywide I 
Pedestrian wayfinding tools can include signs and walking 
maps indicating walking routes to destinations and transit I !\' /.-\ 

stops, as well as digital applications for smart phones. 

Implement bicycle rack design and placement standards; 

N / A I Bicycle Parking Program I Citywide 
I review development applications for compliance; coordinate I 

with sidewaik installation by dcYelopmenrs or in city 
N /:\ 

projects. 

ane re-striping schedule. 

Implement a bicycle wayfinding signage program to assist 
N / A I Bicycle Way finding Signage I Citywide I bicyclists in choosing comfortable routes and to help visiting I N /,-\ 

bicyclists navigate through the city . 

• -\dd Stop Here For Pedestrians signage at existing and new 

N / A I Stop Here For Pedestrians signage I Citywide I crosswa.lks. State standards require installation of a stop line I N / .-\ 
in advance o f the crosswalk to usc this sign. 

Bicycle/ Pedestrian Connections to 

I I 
Coordinate infrastructure upgrades ncar transit stops and 

N / A I 
Transit 

Citywide park and rides to improve access and amenities targeted at I N / A 
increasing ridership. 

N / A I Repaving policy I Citywide I 
Ensure repaving projects extend the fu ll width of the road, I N / .-\ 

including the full shoulder or bike lane. 

Develop projects to create a pedestrian buffer zone on key 

N / A I Streetscape Enhancements I Citywide 
I pedestrian routes, including those that provide access to I 

transit. Streets that would benefit from a buffer zone include 
N /.-\ 

Molalla Ave and Warner l'vWne Rd. 

N / A I Safe Routes to Schools Curriculum I Citywide 
I Leverage O DOT Safe Routes Program with locai investment I 

to bring Safe Routes curriculum to all area K-8 schools. 
N / .-\ 
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Not Likely to be 
Funded Transportation 
System 

The project~ and actions outlined 

\\ithin the Likeh· to be Funded 

Sy~tem ,,;11 ~igniticantly impron~ 

Oregon City'~ tran~portation 

~y~rcm. I f the Ci ty i~ able to 

implement a majority of the 

J -ikcly to be Funded Sy~tem. 

nea rly two decade~ from now 

Oregon City resident~ ,,-iJ] haYc 

accc~~ to a ~afer. mo re balanced 

multimodal rran:;portation 

network. 

The o t Likcl~· w be Funded 

Transportation System iclcntifie~ 

tho~e tramportation ~olutions 

that arc nor rea~onably expected 

to be funded by 2035 . bur many 

of which arc c ri ticall y important 

to the transportation sy~tem. 

Some of the projects ''·ill rel)Uire 

funding and re~ourccs beyond 

what is a\·a ilablc in the rime 

frame o f this plan. O thers are 

contingenr upon redeYclopmem 

tha t makes it po~sible to c reate 

currently missing in frastrucrure, 

:;uch assu eet conncctions. 

The ot Likely to be l;unded 

Transportation System solution~ 

arc illustrated in Figures 16 to 21 

and summa rized in the TSP 

Vol umc 2. Section l. The project 

numbers arc denoted as foUm,·s: 

• DriYing ("D ") 

• \\ 'alking ("\\ '") 

• Biking ("B") 

• Sha red-usc path ("S") 

• Transit ("T") 

• Street crossing ("C") 

• Family-Friendly route 

("FF") 

The Not Likely to be Funded 

Transportation System includes 

about I..J.9 million \\'Orth of 

im·estment~. Planning lc\'cl cos t 

estimate~ fo r the proj ects can be 

found in T able ,\ I o f the 'J'SP 

Volume 2. Section l. 

Transportation solutio ns within 

the Not Likely to be Funded 

Transpo rtation System were 

recommended within :;e,·eral 

di ffcrent priority/ time horizons: 

• l ,ong-term Phase 2: Projects 

with the highest priority for 

implementation be~·ond the 

project~ included in the 

I -ikcly to be Funded 

'l 'ransportation System, 

sho uld addi tional funding 

become a\·ailable. 

• Long-term Phase 3: Projects 

with the next highc:; t 

priority for implementatio n 

beyond the projects included 

in the Like!\' to be Funded 

Transportation S~·stem, 

~hould additional fund ing 

become a\·ailable. 

• Long-term Phase ..J.: T he last 

phase of projects to be 

implemented. should 

additional funding become 

a,·ailable. 

The Not Likely to be 
Funded Transportation 

System includes about $149 
million worth of 

investments. 

Detailed descriptions for 
investments included in the 

Not Likely to be Funded 
Transportation System can 
be found in Section I of the 

TSP Volume 2. 
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1 FIGURE 16 

Planned Intersection 
and Street 

Management Solutions 

Legend 

Planned Intersection Management 
Solutions 

Planned Traffic Signal 

e Planned All-way Stop Control 

e Planned Roundabout 

e Planned Turn Lane 

• Planned Transportation System 
Management and Operations 
(TSMO) 

Planned Street Management Solutions 

Planned Street Restrlplng 

• Likely to be Funded System 
Project # (See Table 2) 

Not Likely to be Funded System 
(J) Project # (See Section I of the TSP 

Volume 2) 

Planned Street Extension 
(Conceptual Alignment) 

Railroad 

I , ' . ·: ~ .. . .r. •. :.lj II n ""um;, 
~ ~~. ~ ...... , " 't> ·~\ --;__i ~> ~ Urban Growth Boundary 
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FIGURE 17 

Planned Street 
Extensions 

Legend 

Existing Functional Classification 

- Freeway 

- Expressway 

Major Arterial 

Minor Arter ial 

Collector 

Local Roadway 

Planned Street Extensions 
(Conceptual A lignment) 

Planned Minor Arter ial 

Planned Collector 

Planned Local Street 

• Likely to be Funded System 
Project # (See Table 2) 

(J) Not Likely to be Funded System 
Project # (See Section I of the TSP 
Volume 2) 

Railroad 

City Limit 

II [ Urban Growth Boundary 
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FIGURE 18 

Planned Street and 
Intersection Expansions 

Legend 

Planned Street and Intersection 
Expansion Solutions 

Planned I ntersection Widening 

Planned Street Widening 

Planned Street Realignment 

Planned Street Upgrade 

e Likely to be Funded System 
Project II (See Table 2) 

(I) Not Likely to be Funded System 
Project II (See Section I of t he TSP 
Volume 2) 

Planned Street Ext ension 
(Concept ual Alignment) 

Railroad 

City Limit 

0 Urban Growth Boundary 
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FIGURE 19 

Walking Solutions 

Legend 
Existmg Streets 

EXISt ing Sidewalk 

Planned Sidewalk Infiii
One Side of Street 

Planned Sidewalk Infiii
Bot h Sides or Street 

Planned Street Extensions 
(Concept11al Alignments) 

• • • • Planned Street Extension 

Planned Street Extension wit h 
Sidewalk on one Side 

Planned Street Extension with 
Sidewalks on bot h Sides 

e Likely to be Funded System 
Project # (See Table 2) 

Not Likely t o be Fu nded Syst em 
(J) Project # (See Section I of t he TSP 

Volume 2) 

Shared Walking and B1klng 
Improvements (See F1gure 21) 

- Planned Family Friendly Route 

• St reet Crossing Improvement 

Planned Shared-Use Pat h 
(Concept ual Alignment) 

Exist ing Shared-Use Path 

City Limit 

[ Urban Growth Boundary 
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FIGURE 20 

Biking Solutions 

Legend 
Existing Streets 

Existing Bike Lanes 

Planned Bike Lane-
One Side or Street 

Planned Bike Lanes-
Both Sides or Street 
Planned Shared Roadway 

Planned Street Extensions 
(Conceptual Alignments) 

Planned Street Extension 

Planned Street Extension with 
Bike Lane on one Side 

1 tt 11 Planned Street Extension wit h 
Bike Lanes on both Sides 

• Likely to be Funded System 
Project # (See Table 2) 

(J) Not Likely to be Funded System 
Project # (See Section I or the TSP 
Volume 2) 

Shared Walking and Biking 
Improvements (See Figure 21) 

- Planned Family Friendly Route 

• Street Crossing Improvement 

Planned Shared· Use Path 
(Conceptual ) 

Existing Shared-Use Path 

City Limit 

[' Urban Growth Boundary 
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FIGURE 21 

Shared Walking 
and Biking Solutions 

Legend 

Shared Walking and Biking 
Improvements 

- Pla nned Family Friend ly Route 

• Street Crossing Improvement 

Shared-Use Paths 

Existing Shared-Use Path 

Planned Shared-Use Path 
(Conceptual) 

• Likely to be Funded System 
Project # (See Table 2) 

(J) Not Likely to be Funded System 
Project # (See Section I of the TSP 
Volum e 2) 

Planned Street Extension 
(Conceptual Alignment ) 
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, I, 
he ( rcgon Ciry TSP employed 

a perfo rmance based approach, 

focus ing on mcasurablc 

outcomes of im·es tments to the 

transportation s~·stcm. The 

approach aJio,,·s the City to 

mca~urc the degree to which it~ 

in\'estmenrs support regional and 

City-\\iuc prio rities. In this 

manner. the City is able to track 

how its in\'cstmenr decisio ns 

impact a set o f pcrformance 

objecti\'es th ro ugh :2035. \\'hile 

rhe performancc o bjcctiYes do 

not represent rhe compkte 

picture, they Jo offer a baseline 

against which to assess how the 

policies. im·cstments and 

planning decisio ns made in this 

plan may affcct the future. 

Tracking Performance 
of Transportation 
System Investments 

O regon City de\'clopcd measures 

fo r safety, congestio n, freight 

reliability. walking, biking, transit 
anJ non-single occupant ,·chicle 

(SO\') , and climate change to 

help translate im·esrment 

decisions to the communitY 

priorities of the T , P update. The 

performance measures included 

the follo\\ing: 

Safety 

• Reduce fatalities and 

serio us injuries by 50° o 

from 20 I 0 fo r dri\'ers, 

walkers and bikers. 

Congestion 

• Reduce vehicle hours of 

Jelay per person by 10% 
from 2010. 

• \\'ork towa rds meeting 

mobiJj~· targets for s treets 
anJ intersections. ~ 

~ The :-- lctro Rcg~onal Transporrarion 
Funcrional Plan Includes :\ lid-cia\· and 
P:o-1 peak mobilil)· standards 111 1hc 
Rcgmmtl :o- lobiliry Policy. Table 3.08-2 

the outcome 

Freight Reliability 

• Reduce \-chicle ho urs of 

delay for truck trips by 10° o 

from 20 10. 

Walking, Biking, Transit 
and Non-SOV 

• \\ 'ork toward achic\'ing the 

no n-SO \' mode share 

ta rgets o f -1-5 to 55 percent 

for the O regon City 

Regio nal Center and the 7th 

Strect-1\ lolalla . \ \'Cnue 

Corridor and -1-0 to -1-5 
percent for other areas of 

the Ci ~· · 

• Triple walking, biking and 

transit mode share from 

2010. 
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Climate Change 

• Reduce vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) per capita 

by 10 percent compared to 

2010. 

Putting the Plan to the 
Test 

How will investment decisions of 

the TSP, an estimated S222 

million worth, improve the 

performance of the 

transportation network in 
Oregon City? To answer this 

question, the plan's U1\"estment 
decisions were evaluated against 

the performance measures to 

identify long-term trends through 
2035. The results are presented 

in the following sections. 

Safety is expected to 
improve despite the 
Current Trend 

The future trend for total 

fatalities and severe injuries 

resulting from collisions along 

the transportation system in 

Oregon City is expected to 
decrease despite what recent 

collision data suggests.' Although 
we are unable to forecast future 

collisions along the 

transportation system, with 
investments in i.tnproved street 

3 The current trend was developed 
based on collision data between :wos 
and 2010 

crossings, walking and biking 

facilities, and to high collision 
loca tions and congested 

intersectio ns, the trend is 

expected to be more in line with 
the safety o bjective o f the TSP 

(reducing fatalities and serious 

injuries by 50% from 201 0). 

Overall , there were two fatalities 

and 15 severe injuries in 2010. 
Pedestrians were involved in 

eight collisions, with two 
pedestrians sustaining severe 

injuries. \\'bile there were nine 

collisions involving a bicyclist in 

2010, none of the cyclists 
sustained severe injuries. By 
2035, O regon City hopes to limit 
total fatalities and severe injuries 

to less than 10 in a year. 

Figure 22: Safety is expected to improve despite the 

Current Trend 
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Progress is expected to be 
made towards meeting the 
Congestion Targets 

To reduce congestion, O regon 

Cit\· identi fied ewerS 16::?. n1ill ion 

worth o f projec t~ to imprm·e 

dri,·ing, and approx.imatcly 60 

million ro enhance walking, 

biking and transit usage. 

Vehicle h o urs o f D eJa/: T he 

same dynamics that make 

Oregon City an attractive place 

ro live and open a bu~iness - irs 

access to major regio nal 

transportation routes includ ing l 
::?.05, O R ::?. 13. O R 99E. and OR 
..J.3- pose a challenge for meeting 

this per formance measure. T he 

TSP objecti\-c em·isions 

decrea~ing dclar by 

approximate!~· ten percent 

through ::?.035. to fewer than rwo 

minutes per person duri ng the 

e\·ening peak period. llmvc\·er, 

the future trend for delay along 

O regon City s treets during rhe 

evening peak perio d (after 

assuming the planned sys tem 

investments) is expected to 

increase sligh tly through 2035, 

from about t\n) minutes ro just 

under th ree minutes per person. 

T his is generaU~· associated \\ith 

increased delay alo ng the 

regional ro utes (such as OR 99E 

4 Dcla\· is deiined as ilw :unounr of rime 
spem in congesnon greater rhan 0.90 
, . c. page S-- , 203S .\Ierro RTP 

and OR 213) , a side effect o f 

local and regional population and 

employment grmnh. Since these 

routes sen ·e outlying 

communities such as l\ Iolalla and 

Canby. trips that have o rigins 

and destinations outside of 

Oregon Ciry arc expected to 

significantly contribute ro the 

increased delay in Oregon City. 

\\ 'irh delay increasing, enn after 

nearh· S::?.2::?. million worth of 
transponauon system 

im·estmenrs. the limi tations of 

relying on infrastructure 

improYcmcnts as a means of 

meeting this o b jective are e\'iclenr 

as the benefits arc di fficult to 

assess. 

II O\\-c,·cr, rhe City i~ ,,·orking 

toward:,; meeting this objecti,·e by 

decreasing delay nearly IS 
percent fro m what would be 

expected without the 

rransporrauon system 

im ·estmenrs (sec the Baseline 

System Trend). 

Figun· 2.): Tht· Expected Trend for Vd1icle Dcla~ 
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M obility Targets for Streets: 

l\fetro's regional travel demand 

model was used to estimate if 

~trccts in Oregon City could 
handle the increased travel 

demand through 2035 assuming 
the TSP investments. 5 \X 'hilc 

transportation system 
im·estments were recommended 

throughout the City, financially 
feasible solutio ns could not be 

identified for the routes 

connecting Oregon City across 
the \\ 'illamettc and Clackamas 

RiYers. These routes, includ.ing 
the Oregon Cit:y-\\'cst Linn 1\rch 
Bridge, OR 99E and l -205, are 

expected to be congested by 

2035 (operating abm·e a vIc o f 

1.00), and will likely meter traffic 

coming into the City during peak 
hours. O nce demand exceeds the 

anilable capacity along these 
routes, dri,·ers will be forced to 

adj us t their tra,·el to d.irectly 

before or after the evening peak 

hour. Therefore, the eYerung 

peak hour congestion that 
1\fetro's regional travel demand 

model is forecasting throughout 
the Oregon City Regional Center 

and along routes connecting to it, 

including OR 99E, OR 213, 

South End Road, inger Hill 
Road and Redland Road, is not 

5 
The raw model \'/c plors for the mid

day and e,·entng peak periods were 

reviewed as a qualitative assessment for 

rh1s ob jecrive bur derailed link capacity 

analysis was nor performed. 

expected to occur since the travel 
demand across the rivers will be 

spread over more than one hour. 

I ::vcn with the excess travel 
demand across the rivers, the 

remaining streets in the City 
(beyond those mentioned aboYe) 

arc fo recasted to comply with the 

1\fctro Regional Transportation 

Functional Plan mobility targets 
during the CYcning peak period. 
0Yerall, the street system 

im·cstments in the T P are 

expected to help the City work 

towards meeting mobility targets 

during the evening peak period. 

During the midday peak hour6
, 

all streets in Oregon City are 

expected to comply with the 

mobility targets o f the 1\Ietro 

Regional Transportation 
Functional Plan, with the 

exception of the routes 

connecting Oregon City across 
the \\ 'illamette Ri,·er, including 

the southbound direction of the 

Oregon Ciry-\X 'est Linn 1\rch 

Bridge and portions of T -205. 

Mobility Targets a t 

Intersections: 2035 intersection 

operations assuming the 

6 ~Ierro's regional rravel demand model 

was rev1ewed with RTP inYestmenrs 

only dunng rhe midday peak period. 

:--:or all improvements from rhe Oregon 

Ciry T SP were included, howewr. they 

will likely not impact travel panerns 

during rhe midday period due ro limited 

congestion. 

transportation system 
irwcstmcnts (Likely to be Funded 

and Nor Likely to be Funded 

Systems) arc shown in Table :\ 1 

in TSP Volume 2. Section .J. With 
over $162 nUll.ion worth of 
improvements to the street 

system, nearly all intersections 

rcYicwcd arc expected to meet 

mobility targets through 2035 
during the e,·en.ing peak period. 
D espite the irwestments in the 

transportation system, three of 
the intersections rcvie,,·ed are 

still expected to be substandard 

by 2035 during the evening peak 
period (sec , ectio n J o f the TSP 
Volume 2 fo r more detail), 

including the OR 99EI T-205 SB 

Ramps, O R 99Ei l-205 B 

Ramps and O R 2131Beavercreek 
Road intersections. 

\\'ith the recommended 

impro,·cmenrs to the O R 99EI I-

205 B Ramp and O R 99£11-

205 B Ramp intersections. 

compliance \\~ th the mainline 

mobility target ("I c of 1.1 0) is 
expected; however, the 

intersectio ns would still be 

expected to operate above the 

freeway ramp terminal mobili ty 

target (' ' I c of 0.85). The 
in\'estment decisions of the T SP 

allow these intersections to work 

towards meeting mobility targets 
and reduce the ,·chicle spillback 

onto the off-ramps from 1-205 
during the everting peak period, 
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meeting the co ngestion objective 

o f the TSP. 

In addition, scYcral projects have 

been pre,·iously· planned that 

would reduce congestio n at the 

O R 21 3/Beavcrcrcck Road 

inte rsection . ..-\ planned project 

to replace the OR 

213 / Bea\' ercreek Road 

intersectio n with an interchange 

was elimina ted due to livabi]jt\" 

multi-modal access and fundir~~ 
co nstraints within the 2035 

planning ho rizon. The project 

sho uld be reconsidered bero nd 

the planning horizo n sine~ the 

inrcrsccr.ion is expected to 

operate above the mobility target 

by 2035. The in\'cstment 

decisio ns o f the TSP allow this 

intersection to work towards 

meeting mobility targets. 

satisfying the congestio n 
obj ecti,·e o f the TSP. 

Progress is expected to be 
made towards reducing 
Freight Delay 

Oregon City's access to majo r 

regional transpo rtation routes 

including l-205, OR 21 3, OR 
99F., and OR -1-3- pose a 

challenge for meeting this 

perfo rmance measure (similar to 

the ,·ehiclc ho urs o f dclar 

measure). The TSP objecti,·e 

em·isio ns decreasing delay by 

approximately ten percent 

through 2035, to just m·er three 

minutes per truck trip during the 

evening peak pe riod. Ho we,·er, 

the future trend fo r truck dcla\· in 

Oregon City during the enn.i~g 
peak period (after asswning the 

planned system inYestmenrs) is 

expec ted to increase slightly 

through 2035, from about three 

and a half minutes to four 

nunutes per person. This is 

generally associated with 

increased delav alo ng the regio nal 

routes, where most trucks trips 

occur. Since these routes setYe 

outlying com m unities such as 

l\Io lalla and Canby, drivers that 

haYe origins and des tina tions 

outside of O regon City arc 

expected to significantly 

contribute to the increased truck 

delay in O regon City. Howc,·er, 

the City is wo rking towa rds 

meeting this objectiYe b,, 

decreasing truck delay 1 S percent 

from what would be expected 

without the transpo rta tio n 

system im·cs tmcn ts (sec the 

Baseline System Trend). 

A Reduction in Single 
Occupant Vehicle Travel is 
expected 

Non-single occupant ,·chicle 

(SO \ ') trayeJ in Oregon City is 

expected to continue to increase 

through 2035. 

Figure 24: The Expected Trend for Truck Delay 
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N on-Sing le O ccupancy 
Vehicle (SOV) Travel: Metro's 

regional traYel demand model 

was used to eYaluatc progress 

towards meeting transportation 

demand management (TDT\f) 

goals, spcci fically reducing 
reliance on the single occupancy 
Ychiclc.' Oregon City's non-, OV 

mode shares (outside of the 

Oregon City Regional Center) arc 
expected to be abo,·c the TSP 

objcctiYe of ..J.O to -1-5 percent, 
with an estimated non- OV 

mode share o f -1-7 percent in 

2005 and -1-8 percent in 2035. The 
non-SOV mode share in the 

Oregon City Regional Center is 
expected to remain steady 

through 2035, at around 42 

percent, slightly below the TSP 

objective of ..J.S to 50 percent. 

The ·r_·p makes investment 

decisions that further help the 
City work towards achie,·ing the 

non- OV mode share targets. 

The City is expected to continue 

to increase trip share via walking, 
biking, carpooling or public 

transportation with investment 

decisions including a project that 

would help implement a 

Transpo rtation Management 

7 The ~ Ierro RTP financially 
Co nstr:uned Plan was utilized for the 

non-S<)\' mode share analysis: 
therefore, not all of the projects 
included in the T SP were captured in 

the analysis. 

, \ ssociation (fl\L\) program with 
employers and residents within 
the O regon City Regional Center. 

The O regon City TSP includes 

solutio ns to decrease single 

occupancy vehicle travel by 
focusing on investments that 
encourage multi-modal traYel, 

including increased \\'alking and 

bicycling facilities and transit 

stop access/ amenity 
lmpro,·cmcnts. 

The TSP also includes maximum 

public street spacing standards to 

allow for sufficiently spaced 

pedestrian crossings. Street 

connections to increase the 
convenience of walking and 

bicycling were also 
recommended throughout the 

Ciry, including the Oregon City 

Regional Center. 

Fig-ure 25: Oregon Cit) Non-Single Occupant Vehicle 

Mode Shares 
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Walking, Biking and Transit 
Mode Share: Oregon Ciry has 

identified nearh· . GO mill ion 

worth of inYestmen ts w-ith ewer 

~(J() walking, biking, trans it or 

other shared -usc path projects in 

its TSP. T his accounts for oYer 

7 5 percent of the projects in the 

~0 1 3 TSP and represents an 

increase of more tha n 25 percent 

when compared to the projects 

in the 2001 TSP . \'\"hile no data is 

a\·ailablc to lluantify the impacr 

of these \\·alking. biking and 

transit inYestmcnts in the CitY. 

they are expectt:d to help the City 

work towards tripling the 

walking, biking and transit mode 

share between ~010 and 2035. 

The City idcnritied im·esrments 

to complete "·alking ami biking 

gaps along the major street 

system, and identi ticd a network 

of low-Yolume more comfo rrablc 

walkjng ami biking routes o ff the 

major s treet system ro furthe r 

encourage walking and biking to 

key destinations throughout the 

Ciry. 

Figure 26: Comparison of2001 and 2013 TSP Im t.•stmcnts 

Percent of TSP Projects by T ravel 
Mode (2001 TSP) 

Crossing 
lOOto 

Plmily Ptitndly 
91'/o 

Percent ofTSP Pro jects by T ravel 
Mode (2013 TSP) 
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The Plan is expected to 
outperform the Climate 
Change Target 

Despite healthy local and 
regional population and 
employment growth, vehicle 
miles traveled in Oregon City is 
expected to be reduced more 
than the TSP objective thro ugh 
2035. The TSP objective 
envisions decreasing vehicle 
miles traveled by approximately 
ten percent through 2035, to 
about 2.6 miles per person 
during the evening peak period. 

However, the future trend for 
\'erucle miles traveled in Oregon 
City during the evening peak 
period (a fter assuming $222 
million worth o f investments) is 
expected to decrease nearly 13 
percent through 2035, from 
about 3 miles to 2.5 miles per 
person. This is likely 
representative of job growth in 
Oregon City, as more residents 
have the option to work closer to 
ho me. In addition. the $60 
million worth o f investments in 
over 260 walking, biking, transit 
or other shared-use path projects 
in the 2013 TSP help reduce the 
need to drive for local trips in the 
City. 

Figure 27: The Expected Trend for Vehicle Miles Traveled 
.E 

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Year 
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To the Planning 
Horizon and Beyond 

ln addi tion ro the im·estrnent 

decisions of the 2013 Oregon 

City TSP. further issues \\"ill need 

to be explored through ~().)5 and 

be\'ond. 

Multi-Modal Mixed-Use 
Areas 

Oregon City intends ro explore a 

multi-modal mixed-usc area 

designation within the Regional 

Center. Tllis TSP was dc,-cloped 

with a frame\vork to encourage 

multi-modal travel and with the 

ultimate goal to allow for den~c 

pedestrian oriented dc,·elopment 

in and around downtown 

Oregon City. 

Conforming Land Use 
Development and 
Congested Intersections 

Despite the inve~tments to the 

transportanon system, 

intersection operating conditions 

at a few intersections (including 

the OR 99E/ l -205 Northbound, 

OR 99£/ I-205 Southbound, OR 

213 / Bca,·crcrcck Road, and T-
205 / 0R 213 intersections) will 
be m·er the operating standard 

by 2035. 

For purposes of evaluating the 

impact of proposed Je,-clopment 
that is permitted, ei ther 

conditionally, outright. o r 

through derailed dcYclopment 

master plan appro,·al, the OR 

99E / l -205 SB Ramps, OR 

99E/l -205 NB Ramps, OR 213 / 

Be~n·ercreek Road. and T-

205 / 0R 21 3 intersections shall 

be exempt from meeting the 

s rate mo bili ry targets until 

solutions (beyond those included 

in the TSP) or alternati\T 

mobility targets arc explored fo r 

the intc rscctiom. 

Freeway Ramp Queuing 

\'i 'hile the 201.) Oregon City TSP 

\\-ill not soke all the congestion 

issues at major regional 

intersections, it is important to 

note that by 2035 c1ueues from 

the OR 99E/ l-205 Northbound. 

O R 99£/T-205 Southbound 

inrerscctions will at times, 

approach the mainline of l-205 

and the area of the ramp needed 

for deceleration from freeway 

speeds. Further solutio ns will 
likely need to be explored during 

the next TSP update or within 

ano ther interim study. 

Parking Management Plan 

The City should pursue 

implementation of the parking 

management plan for the O regon 

City Regional Cemer as the 

opportunity arises. Tllis will help 
ensure that deYelopment \\~thin 

the Regiona l Center aligns \~·ith 

the objecti\-cs of this Plan and 

Region as a whole. 

Geologic Hazards 

. \11 proposed street extensions 

included in this Plan arc shown 

with conceptual alignments. 

These conceptual street 

alignments represent a planning 

Ic,-cl illustration that street 

connectiYitv enhancements a rc 

needed in these areas. Before 

construction of any of the 

projects can begin, more detailed 
suJTeys will need to be 

undertaken ro identifv 

hydrologic, topographic o r 

other geological constraints that 
could hinder the alignment of 

the planned streets. f.'inal street 

alignments will be identified 

after these SlllTC'\'S ha\'C been 

completed. 
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Memorandum #1: Plans and Policies Framework I Oregon City TSP Update I 28 Sept 2011 

This memorandum summarizes the planning documents, policies, and regulations that are 
applicable to the 2012 Oregon City Transportation System Plan (fSP) update (see ,\ ppendix . \ 
for a complete list). The City's current TSP will serve as the foundation for the update process, 

upon which new information obtained from system analysis and stakeholder input will be 

applied to address changing transportation needs through the year 2035. As new strategies for 
addressing transportation needs are proposed, compliance and coordination with the plans, 

policies, and regulations described in this document "vill be required. 

Transportation System Planning in Oregon 
Transportation System Planning in Oregon is required by state law as one of the 19 statewide 
planning goals' (Goal 12- Transportatio n). The Transportation Planning Rule (TI)R), OAR 660-

0122, defines how to implement State Planning Goa11 2. Specifically, the TPR requires: 

• The stare to prepare a TSP, referred to as the Oregon T ransportation Plan (OTI)); 

• Metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to prepare a Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) that is consistent with the OTP (the Metro RTP' applies to Oregon City); and 

• Counties and cities to prepare local TSPs that are consistent with the OTP and RTP. 

The TPR directs TSPs to integrate comprehensive plan land use with transportation needs and 

to promote systems that sen re statewide, regional and local transportation needs. These 

requirements aim to in1prove community livability by encouraging land use patterns and 

transportation systems that make it more convenient for people to walk, bicycle, use transit and 
drive less to meet their daily needs. 

As the guiding document for regional and local TSPs, the OTP4 establishes goals, policies, 
strategies and initiatives that address the core challenges and opportunities facing transportation 
in Oregon. These are further implemented with the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP)5 and the 

RTP, which is adopted to meet .rederal requirements. 

1 Statewide Planning Goals: http: //www.orcgon.gm-/LCO/voals.shtml 
2 Transportation Planning Rule: http: //arcwcb.sos.statl' .or.us / n1lcs I 0.\ RS 600/ 0.\ R 660 I (,(,() 0 I" .html 

':tl letro Regional Transportation Plan: lmp: //w,vw.oregonmerro.!!ov / indcx.cfm / go/by.web ltd=25038 
4 Oregon Transportation Plan: hrt:p: //www.orcgon.gov / ( )0( H / TOtll> /ortransplanupdatc.shtml 
5 Oregon Highway Plan: ht rp: / / ww\\ .orcgon.gov I< )0( )'J' / TO I'll~ / orhwrplan.shtml 

1 II'. !! ( 



Memorandum #1: Plans and Pol icies Framework I Oregon City TSP Update I 28 Sept 2011 

Why does Oregon City need an Updated TSP? 

The C:iry':; current TSP was adopted in 2001. Since then new requirements have been integrated 

into the O TP, O r rP and Metro RTP, many key transportation projects haYc been completed. 

the local Urban Growth Boundary and Urban Reserve areas have changed, and the C ity's 

Comprehensi,-e Plan and I\Iunicipal Code was updated. T he last 10 years of regularory. land usc 

and transportation system changes will be considered in this TSP update. 

ODOT's Transportation System Plan Guidelines6 direct TSP updates ro 

address recent poliCY and regulatory changes, and calls out recent changes to 

the OTP. 0 1-JP, TPR, and federal changes implemented into the RTP. Since 

adoption of the 200 1 Oregon City TSP. the OTP was updated (2006) to 

emphasize maintaining assets in place, optimizing existing sp tcm 

perfom1ance through technology and better system integration , creati ng 

sustainable funding, and i.nYesting in stra tegic capacity enhancements. Pol.icy 

lf" (J\lobility Standards) of the O J IP was amended ro allow fo r rhc adoption 

of alternative mobility standards where "practical difficult.ies make 

conforma nce ''ith the high,,·ay mobility standards infeasible." Appendix C 

of the o r IP (I\cccss l\Ianagemcnt Spacing Srandards) was also modified to be 

consistent \\ith amendments to the .r\ccess Management Rule. Oi\ R 73-t-051. 

Metro's Regional Transportation Functional Plan 7 (RTFP) directs how 

O regon City should implement rhe RTP through the T SP and other land use 

regulations. The RTJ7P codifies existing and new requirements w-hich local 

plans must comply with to be consistent with the RTP . If a TSP is consistent 

with the RTJ7P. l\lctro \Vill find it to be consistent with the RTP. 

The RTFP proYides guidance on ~e\'eral area~ including transportation de~ign 

Oregon 
Transportation Plan 

I 
Oregon Highway 

Plan 

I 
Metro 

Regional 
Transportation Plan 

I 
Metro 

Regional Functional 
Transportation Plan 

I 
Local 

Transportation 
System Plans 

for n rious modal facilities, system plans, regional parking management plans and amendments 

to comprehensiYe plans. The following directives speciticaUy pertain to updating local T SPs: 

• l nclude regional and stare transportation needs identified in the 2035 RllJ along with local 

needs 

• Local needs must be consistent with RTP in terms of land usc, system maps and non-SOV 

modal targets 

• \\ 'hen de\'eloping solutions, local jurisdictions shaU consider a variety of strategies, in the 

following order: 

• TSJ\10 (Transportation System l\'lanagement Operations) 

• Transit, bicycle and pedesuian projects 

• Traffic calming 

(, ( )[)( rr Transportation SYstem Plan Guidelines: hrtp:/ / WWW.OfC:j!On .goy I ()I)( n / TD /TJ> / TSP.$hlml 

!\Ierro Regional T ransportation functional Plan: Imp: / W\\'\\.orc:gonmc:lro.J!OY/ mdc:x.cfm / ):o / h r .\\Th/ld 2~-l 
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Memorandum #1: Plans and Policies Framework I Oregon City TSP Update I 28 Sept 2011 

• Land use strategies in 0.\R 660-012-0035(2t 

• Connecti,·ity, including pedestrian and bicycle facilities 

• ~1otor vehicle capacity projects 

• Local jurisclictions can propose regional projects as part of RTP process 

• Local jurisdictions can propose alternate perfot111ance and mobili ty standards, however, 
cha nges must be consistent with regional and sraw,vide planning goals 

• Local parking regulations shall be consistent \vith the RTFP 

H This section of the Transportarion Planning Rule requires ~Ierro area jurisdictions ro evaluate h1nd usc 
designations, densities, and design standards 10 meer local and regional transportation needs. 

3 1 P .1 g (' 



Memorandum #1: Plans and Policies Framework I Oregon City TSP Update I 28 Sept 2011 

How is the Transportation System Defined? 
The follm,ing sections summarize the state highwa~· classifications and land usc des ignation~ 

fo r areas o f O regon City deri ,·cd from these regulatory documents. Th is in fo rmacion ult imately 

determ.ines the adopted standa rd~ and regulations that apply to state h ighways in Oregon City. 

ODOT Classifications for State Highways in Oregon City 

OI IP Po licy 1.\ (State Il ighwa~· Classifica tio n System) categorizes s tate hig hways for planning 

and management decisions. \\'ithin Oregon City. state highways a rc class itied as I ntcrs tatc 

ll ighway, Regional llighwa~·. D istrict lligh\\·a~· . o r Expressway (sec summary at the cnu o f this 

sec t.io n) . 

Specia l D esig n ati on s : O IIP Policy I B ident.i fies special highway sq~mcn t designations for 

speci fic types of land use patterns to fos te r compact Je,·elopment o n state high\\·ays in which 

the need fo r appro priate local access o utweighs the considerations of high\\·ay mobili ty. \\ 'ithin 

Oregon City. portions of O R 991·: and OR -13 ha'-c Special Transportation .\rca (ST.\) 

designatio ns. 

State Hig hway Freight System: O II P Polic~· I C addresses the need to balance the mm Tment 

of goous and sen ·ices \Vith o r he r uses. I r states rhat the timeliness o f freighr mm·emcnts should 

be considered when de,·cloping and implementing pl ans and pro jects o n freigh t routes. \\ 'ithin 

O regon City, 1-:?.05 and 0 R 99 1 ~ arc classi lied as Federal Truck Routes, w hile 1-:?.05 is al so 

classified as an O regon freig ht Ro ute. 

L' puates to the TSP " ill sup po rt the existing high\\'ay classificatio ns and will enhance the abili ty 

of the highways in O regon City to StT\e in their de fi ned fu nctions. The follo"·ing summarizes 

the classifica tions of state highwa~·s in O regon City: 

• 1-:?.05 (l: ast Po rtland f reeway. o. 6-1) is classified as an Tn ter~tate Ilighway, pan of the 

atio nal I Iigh\\·ay System ( liS) , a Freight Route. and a Truck Roure. 

• O R 99 1 ~ (Pacific llighwa~· East. o. 8 1) is classified as a D istrict I lighway and a Truck 

Ro ute from the north City linuts (at the Clackamas R.iYcr) to l-205. From 1-:?.05 to the south 

City limi t~ ir is classi tied as a Regional ll ighway and a Truck Route. It also has a S'L\ 
clesignatjon from 1-1'" Street to Railroad .\venue. 

• O R :?. 13 (Cascade ll ighway South, No. 160) is classified as a Di stric t l ligh\\'ay. F rom I -:?.05 

to 1\ lolaUa . henuc it also has an Expressway and Bypass designation. 

• O R -+3 (Os\,·ego llighway. o. 03) is classified as a District T ligh" ·ay, and has a Special 

Transportation _\rca (ST. \ ) designa tio n fro m the O regon Ciry-\\ 'est Lin n Bridge to O R 

99E. 

.j I I'. :· l 



Memorandum #1 : Plans and Policies Framework I Oregon City TSP Update I 28 Sept 2011 

Metro Land Use Designations for Oregon City 

Metro's 2040 Growth Concept~ in the RTP applies land use designations to the Portland region. 

The 2040 Growth Concept is the region's long range plan for managing growth by integrating 

land usc and transportation. The concept concentrates mixed usc and higher density 
development in areas o f the region designated as "Centers", "Statio n Communities", and "Main 
Streets". The 2040 Growth Concept land uses arc arranged in a hierarchy, with the primary and 

secondary land uses, referred to as 20-1-0 Target 1\rcas, as the focus of RTP im·es tmcnts. The 

hierarchy also serves as a framework for prioritizing RTP investments. 

Primary land uses in Oregon City include: 

• The " O regon City Regional Center" which generally includes the area bounded by the 
Clackamas River to the north, 7'11 Street to the south, \'l?ashington Street to tl1e east and the 
\\1i.Uamette River to the west. In addition, the downtown core of O regon City, or roughly 

the area between the \\'illamcttc River and Railroad • \ ,·enue, from 7'h , treet to Tumwater 

Drive, and the area cast o f \\ 'ashington trect and north of , \berne thy Road to OR 213 is 

aJso included in the Regional Center. 

Secondary land uses in Oregon City include: 

• T he "7'11 Street and Molalla Avenue Corridor" from \Vashingto n Street to OR 2 13 

• T he "OR 99E Corrido r" from Railroad Avenue to around 3'u Avenue (including the 
Cancmah neighborhood) 

• The "Employment Land" in the southeast portion of O regon City, generally bounded by 
Beavercreek Road to the north and east, G len Oak Road to the south, and Molalla 

Avenue/OR 213 to the west 

The remaining areas o f Oregon City are designa ted as Neighborhood land uses. These areas 

have the lowest priority for RTP investments. 

9 
illcrro 20-W Growth Concept: http://www.orc~onmetro.j.!m' tndcx.cfm/~o , h) .wrh/sd 29882 
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Figure 1: Metro Land Use D esig nations in Oregon City 
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Memorandum #1: Plans and Policies Framework I Oregon City TSP Update I 28 Sept 2011 

How is the Transportation System Managed? 
State Highway Mobility Standards: O I IP Policy 1 F sets mobili ty standards for ensuring a 

reliable and acceptable level o f mobility on the highway system. The following mobility 
standards are applicable to state highways in Oregon City (pursuant to Policy 1 r , Table 7): 

• State highways in Regional Centers (including portio ns of OR 99E, OR 21 3, and OR -.J.3) 
ha,·e a mobility standard requiring that the highway operate ar or below a volw11e to 

capacity (vI c) ratio of 1.1 during the peak first hour, and 0.99 during the peak second hour. 

• All o ther state highways in Oregon City (including those through Corridor, Employment, o r 
Neighborhood land usc areas) have a mo bility standard requiring that the highway operate 
at or below a volume to capacity (vI c) ratio of 0.99 during the peak first and second hours. 

City and County Mobility Standards: The City of Oregon City Transportation System Plan 

(fSP) 111 identifies LOS D as the minimum performance standard for both signalized and 

unsignalizcd intersections under Oregon City jurisdiction. Jn additio n, the transportation 
element of the Clackamas County Comprehensive Plan 11 requires a Level-of-Service "D" as the 

minimum acceptable performance standard for signalized and unsignalized intersections on 

arterial and collector roadways under Clackamas County jurisdiction. The traditional approach 
to mobility standards will likely be adjusted in respons'e to many evoh·ing conditions such as 

transportation funding for projects, economic viability, livabili ty, and funding priorities. 

Access Management on State Highways: The Oregon Access Management Rule12 (OAR 

73-t-051) attempts to balance the safety and mobility needs of travelers along state highways 
with the access needs o f property and business owners. ODOT's rule sets guidelines for 

managing access to the state's highway facilities in order to maintain highway function, 
operations, safety, and the preserva tion of public investment consistent with the policies o f the 

1999 OHP. Access management rules allow ODOT to control the issuing of permits for access 

to state highways, state highway rights of way and other properties under the State's jurisdiction 

In addition, the ability to close existing approaches, set spacing standards and establish a fom1al 

appeals process in relation to access issues is identified. T hese rules enable the State to set 

policy and direct location and spacing of intersections and approaches on state highways, 

ensuring the relevance of the functional classification system and preserving the efficient 
o peratio n of state routes. 

111 
Oregon Ciry TSP, p.2-56, .-\dopred .-\pril 2001. 

11 
Clackamas Counry ComprehensiYc Plan, Chaprer 5- Transportarion 

12 
. \cccss l\ lanagemenr Rule: hrtp:/ /arc.,\·eb.sos .st:!tc.or.us/ n des / < ). \RS 700 / (). \R -:'34/734 OS l .h1ml 
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M emorandum Il l : Plans and Policies Framework I Oregon City TSP Upd ate I 28 Sept 2011 

0 1 !P Policy 3:\ ~et~ access spacing s tandard~ for drivcw·ays and approaches to the state 
highway ~ys rcmn The standards arc based on sta te highway classification and differ based on 

po~tcd speed. 

Access Managem e n t on Local Roadways: T he O regon City T SP identified minimum 

intersection spacing standards fo r public roadways under O regon City jurisdiction . . \cccss 
spacing guidelines from the TSP are shmn1 in Table 1. 

Table 1: Minimum O regon City Inte rsection Spacing Standards 

Function a l 
M ajor Arte ria l 

Minor 
Collecto r 

N eighborhood 
Loca l Stree t 

C lassification Arteria l Collector 

\ lajor .-\ rrerial 2 miles 1 mile 1 
' mile 1,000 feet 500 feet 

.\ linor . \ rrer ial I mile 1 z mile 1,000 feet 800 feet 400 feer 

Collector 1 , mile 1,000 feet 800 feer 600 feer 300 fecr 

='ieighborhood 
1,000 feet 800 fcer 600 fee t 500 feet 200 feer 

Coll ector 

Local Street 500 feer 400 feer 300 feer 200 feet 150 feer 

RTP Pe rforman ce targets: T he l\1ctro RTP es tablished new performance targets (sec Table 2) 

for sa fety , congestion, freight reliability, climate change, acti\T transportation, 
sidewalk/trail/ transit infrastructure, clean air, rra,·el, affordability, and access to daily needs. 

The perfo rmance targets arc regional goals that O regon City TSP should work towa rd 

achieYing. 

Table 2: 2035 RTP Performance T a rgets 

Objec tive Target by 2035 

SafetY Reduce serious injuries and fata lities in all modes of tra,·el by 50° o (\"S. 2005) 

Congestion · Reduce vehicle hours o f delay (\" liD) by 10° o per person (vs. 2005) 

Freight retia bili ry Reduce \ ' H D per truck rrip by I 0° o (vs. 2005) 

Climate change Reduce transportation greenhouse gas emissions by 40° o (vs. 1990) 

.\ctiYe transportation T riple walking. biking and transit mode share (vs. 20Ll5) 

Basic infrastructure Increase by 50° o access rimes to side,,·alks, trails and transit (vs. 2005) 

Clean air Ensure 0° o population exposure ro at-risk levels of pollution 

Tnl\'el Reduce vehicle miles rra,·eled per person by l 0° o (\"S. 20Ll5) 

. \ ffordability 
Reduce average homchold combined cost of homing and transportation b1· 25° o (vs . 
2000) 

n O D OT . \ccess ;\ lanagement Standards (. \ppendix C): 
http:/ \\"\\'\\'.OfC!!On.l!m / ( >D< )"]" "TD TP/ orhw)plan.shtml 
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Memorandum #1: Plans and Policies Framework I Oregon City TSP Update I 28 Sept 2011 

.\ccess ro da1h· needs 
Increase by 50° o rhe number of essenrial destinarions within 30 mmurcs by bike, 
transit for low-mcome, minority, d1sabled pop. (vs. 2005) 

' lntt:n m \'olumt:-ro-capacny rario (v/ c) mt:Ol~urt:> ~n l l apply 

In additio n to supporting the per formance targets, the TSP will need to incorporate 
transpo rtation system management and operations (TSJ\10) in to planning. The foUowing RTP 

policies provide the foundation forT l\10 in the region: 

• Usc ad,·anccd technologies, pricing strategies and other tools to actively ma nage the 
transpo rtauon system 

• Provide comprebensiYe real-time traveler informacio n to people and businesses 

• Improve incident detection and clearance times on the region's transit, arterial and 

throughway networks 

• Implement incentives and programs to increase awareness of tra,·el options and incent 

change 

RT P Non-Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) Target: The RTP established regional mode 
share targets that are intended to be goals for cities and counties to work toward during 

implementation o f the 2040 Growth Concep t at the local level. Increases in walking, bicycling, 

ridcsharing and transit mode shares will be used to demonstrate compliance with per capita 

travel reductions required by the state Transportatio n Planning Rule. T he following modal 
targets apply to RT P land uses in O regon City: 

• Regional Centers and Corridors: on-drive alone modal target of -1-5 to 55 percent 

• E mployment areas and eighborhoods: o n-drive alone modal target o f 40 to 45 percent 

"\ s required by the RTP and the 'll)R, jurisdictions within the l\Ietro region m ust adopt policies 

and actions rhat encourage a shift towards non-SOV modes. The Metro on- ingle Occupancy 

Vehicle ( OV) Target r\ccio ns rudy summarizes the required non-SOV strategy requirements 

for local jurisdictions to implement: 

• 1\dopt 20-1-0 modal targets in TSP policies 

• 1\dopt street connectivity plans and implementing ordinances 

• 1\dopt maximum parking ratios to implement the parking requirements o f Title 2 of the 

Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 

• , \do pt transit strategies, including planning fo r adequate transit facili ties and service; 

pedestrian facili ty planning and infrastructure that support transit use; locatio n and design 

of buildings in transit zones that encourages transit use; and adoptio n of a transit system 
map, consistent with Ietro requirements. 

The fe rro on- ingle Occupancy V chicle (~ OV) Target 1\ crions , rudy recommends the 

following measures as additional strategies to be considered in the O regon City T P: 
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• Continue to rcguire transportation-efficient de,·clopment through efforts to meet density 

and other land usc target~ in center~ and corridors as part of compliance with i\Ictro 

Functional Plan and rela ted t-ctl uirement~. 

• Construct bicycle and pedestrian projects. consistent wi th state, federal and local 

gm·ernment requi rements. l .ocal gm·ernmcnt~ and l\ Ieu·o should prioriti7.e project~ that 

enhance connecti\'ity of the bi cycle and pedestrian system and access to transit. 

• Cominue to support T rii\lcr and other transit agencies in prm·iding fn.'tlucnt. reliable and 

comprehcnsin~ tramit sen ·ice, and local implementation of pedestrian and bicycle 

infrastructure to impron· access ro tramir. Credit local jurisdictions with efforrs ro support 

transit agencies in these efforts. 

• Support and encourage efforts to implement employer-based TD1\ f strategies. Coordinate 

with employers e,·en in areas where the formatio n o f Ti\L \ s is nor re<.ju ired. 

• l·:ncourage and a~~ist in implementing parking cash-out progran1s or o ther technit1ues to 

eliminate employer subsidies for parking. Consider requiring local gm-crnments to eliminate 

free employee parking and prm·ide informatio nal materials and technical assis tance ro 

employers interested in implementing such programs. 

• Support and coordinate Safe Routes to School programs and project~. Loca l jurisdictions 

and l\1etro should support and help coordinate these efforts through projec t funding and 

technical assistance. 

M ajo r Pro jec ts: 0 1 IP Policy I C t-cc.1uires maintaining performance and imprm·ing sa fety by 

imprm·ing efficiency and management before adding capacity. The inten t of policy 1 C and 

. \ ction 1 ( ; .2 is tO ens ure that majo r imprm·emcnt project~ tO State highway faci li ties ha\'C been 

through a planning process rhar inYoln~s coordination between state, regional. and local 

stakeholders and the public, and that there is substantial support for the proposed 

tmprm·emenr. 

Off-Sys tem Pro jects : O I lP Policy 2B establishes ODOT's interest in projects on local roads 

that maintain or imprm·e safety and mobility performance on stare roadways, and suppo rts local 

jurisdictions in adopting land usc and access management policies. The TSP will include 

sections describing existing and future land usc pattern~, access management, and 

implementation mea~ures. 

T raffi c Safety: O I IP Po licy 2F identities the need fo r projects in the state to imprm•e safe ty for 

all users of the sta te highwa~· system through engineering. education, enfo rcement. and 

emergency scn ·iccs. One compo nent of the T. P is to identify existing cra~h pa!lerns and rates 

and ro deYelop stra tegies to address sa fety is~ues. Proposed projects \\'ill aim to reduce rhe 

Ychiclc crash potential and/ or imprm·e bic~·cle and pedestrian sa fcty by prm·iding upgraded 

facil ities tha t meet current standards. 

Alterna tive Passenger M od es: 0 1 IP Policr -tB, .\ ction 413.4 requires thar high\\·a~· project~ 

encourage the usc o f alternatin' passenger modes to reduce local trip~. The TSP "-ill de,·clop 

ways to ~upporr and increase the usc of alrcrnaO\'C passenger modes to reduce trips on 
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highways and other facilities. This will include imprm'emcnt to bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
and consideration of transit moYement along road\\'ays. 

Projects on Sta te Hig hways: The llighway Design l\1anual 14 (J JDJ\1) provides uniform 
standards and procedures for ODOT and is in general agreement \\~th the 2001 ,\merican 

Association of State Highway and Transportation Official s (AAS11TO ) / 1 Polio' 011 Geomettic 
De.rig11 q/ ffig!Ju,qys a11d Streets. Some key areas where guidance is prm;dcd are the location and 

design of new construction, major reconstruction, and resurfacing, restoration or rehabilitation 
(3R) projects. The J IDJ\f should be used for all projects on state highways in Oregon City to 

determine design requirements, including the maximum allowable ,-olumc to capacity ratios for 

usc in the design of highway projects. 

Other Background Information for the TSP Update 
The following sections summarize additional background information or guidance documents 

that will be used in updating the Oregon City T P. 

Projects to be considered in Future Transportation Analysis 

. evcral of the documents reviewed identified transportation improYement projects that will be 

considered in future transportation analysis in Oregon City. The projects include: 

2010-2013 Statewide Transp ortation Improvement Program 15 (STIP) pro jects: 

• Intersection projects on O R 213 at the \\ 'ashington Street and Redland Road intcrscccions 

• Bike and pedestrian projects on lain treet between S'h Street and 1 O'h treet 

• Motor vehicle access, transit stop, bike lane, pedestrian crossing, and sidewalk projects on 
1cLoughlin Boulenrd between the Clackamas River bridge and Dunes Drive 

• Construction of a jughandlc intersection on OR 213 at \\'ashington treet 

M e tro RTP: Projects were identitied along l\letro Mobili ty Corridors, including 

Tualatin/Oregon City (Mobility Corridor #7), Oregon City/Gateway (l\1obility Corridor #8), 
and Oregon Ciry/Willamette Valley (Mobility Corridor # 14). 

Ncar-term (1-4 years) 

• System and demand management along mobility corridor and parallel facilicics for all modes 

o f travel (Mobility Corridor #7, 8, and 14). 

• Practical design solutions for bike and pedestrian connections to transit (Mobility Corridor 

#7). 

14 ODOT llighway Design :-. tanua1: 
hnp:t W\\'\\ .orcgon.gov I< )L){ )'I I II \\ l 

1
; ODOT STIP: hrr.p: / bv\\'w.orcJ,Wil.j.!m/ < >D< rJ / I !\\1 / STJJ> I 
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• Practical design solutions for bikes/pedestrians fo r sa fety and to connect ro transit 

(l\ lo bility Corridor #8). 

• . \ddress arterial connecti,·iry and crossings (l\ lo bility Co rridor #8, and 1-l) . 

• I-205/ 0 R 213 Interchange (l\ lobiliry Corridor # 1-l) . 

• Project de,·elopmcnr for regio nal trails, Oregon City Loop and Ne\\Tll Canyon ( lo bi)jry 

Corridor # 1-l) . 

J\Iedium-term (5-10 yea rs) 

• Complete gaps in rhe anerial ncrwork (l\ Io bility Corrido r #7 . 8. and 1-l) . 

• Complete corrido r refinement plan (l\ lo biliry Corridor #7 and 8). 

• De,·elop congestion pricing methodologies for 1-205 (Mobility Corridor # 7 and 8). 

• De,·elop plan and implement SEP to connect Oregon Ciry Regional Center \\-ith high 

capacity transit 1 Io bility Corrido r #7 and 8). 

• Identify funding solutio ns fo r al terna ti,·e mode o ptions (l\ Io biliry Co rridor #7 and 8). 

• Proj ect de\'elopment fo r regional infras tructure to sen ·e Park Place and Bea,·ercreek Road 

concept plan L'GB expansion areas (l\ Ioblliry Corridor # 1-1) . 

1 ,ong-rerm (10-25 years) 

• Construct high capacity transit connection to Oregon City Regional Center (J\lo bility 

Corrido r #7). 

• Identify funding solutiom fo r alrernatiYe mode options, including high ca pacity transit ro 

Oregon City (J\Iobll ity Corrido r #8). 

• Construct regional trails and access in ewell Creek and Oregon Ciry Loop 1 Io bilit\' 

Corrido r # 1-l). 

Metro Reg ional Trails and Green ways Plan H·: This Plan recommended three regio nal trails 

through Oregon City. 

• The Oregon City I ,oop T rall, creating a loop around the perimeter o f O regon City. The trail 

will cut through Newell C reek Ca nyon, connecr to the Bea,·er l .ake T rail, and skirt the 

south ern edge o f the ciry o n its way back to the \\ 'illamcttc fu,·er across fro m its contluencc 

with the Tualatin Ri,·cr. 

• The Bea\'er l .ake Trail which will begin at the End o f the Oregon T rail Center in O regon 

Cit\' and head south o n the cast side o f Newell C reek Can\'on and east to BcaYcr J .akc. . . 

• The Oregon Trail-l3arlow Road Trail \\'hich \\-ill fo llmY the pio neer wagon train ro ute from 

the Cascades west to the End o f the Oregon T rail Center in O regon Ciry. 
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TriMet Transit Investment Plan, TIP (2011) 1
- : The 'llP details the investments Tril\fet will 

make in the region to expand transit service. The follO\\-ing projects are applicable to Oregon 
Ciry. 

• \\ 'alkability assessment at Molalla 1\venuc /County Red Soils Campus for pedestrian 
obstacles and recommendations for any needed projects. 

• Portland to Milwaukie Light Rail Project, which will connect downtown Portland ro 

l\fiJwaukic and connect to f-requent Service buses from the Oregon City Regional Ccmer. 

• 1\ proposed Bus Rapid Transit (BR'l) corridor following l -205 berween Clackamas Town 
Center possibly stretching as far as Beaverton, with senTice to Oregon City, Tualatin, and 
T igard. 

• Frequenr bus service line expansio n to and from Oregon City, primarily around the Oregon 

City T ransit Center. 

Oregon City Capital Improvement Plan (2008): The O regon City Capitallmprm·ement Plan 
recommended ,-arious street modernization projects to comply with City standards, projects at 
sc,·eral intersections, and several intersection or roadway capacity or operational projects. 

Oregon City Trails Maste r Plan (2004): The O regon City Trails Master Plan recommends 

seven regional trails, 25 community trails, and 3-J. local trails to be constructed over the next 

25+ years. 

Oregon City McLoughlin Boulevard Enhancement Plan (2005): The McLoughlin 

BouJe,·ard Enhancement Plan illustrates motor ,·ehiclc, pedestrian and bicycle projects on OR 

99 E (McLoughlin BouleYard) from Railroad , \venue to the Clackamas Ri,·er Bridge. 

Oregon City D owntown Commmuty Plan (1999): The Do·wnrown Community Plan 

updated the comprehensi,·e plan and zoning code and established a \·ision and implementing 

strategies for growth and improvement of the designated Metro Regional Center in the 

downtown O regon City vicinity. The plan emphasizes the creation o f pedestrian-friendly places, 

varied mixed use developments, new open space, and civic amenities. The plan had the 

following transportation recommendations: 

• \\'idcn.ing of McLoughlin Boulevard ncar 1-205 

• \\1idening the 1-205 southbound on-ramp 

• Connecting 12th treet to McLoughlin Boulevard 

• l\fodifying the l\ Iain treet/7 th Street in tersection 

• Widening 1-J.th Street 

• r mprm·ing and signalizing several intersections 

1
- Tr1.;\lcr Transit Jmpro\·emenr Plan: http: It tomet.orv / pp/Jndcx.hrm 
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• Creating nc,,·linkage~ that improYe local circulation in the landfill area ncar O R ~ 1 3 and 

\\ 'ashington Street 

• Crea ting J\lcLoughlin BouJc,·a rd and \\ 'ashington Street as bicycle corridor~ 

• Creating ~ lain Street and \\ 'ashi ngton Street as prima ry pedestrian corrido rs 

• Constructing the multi-purpose pathway from the Cm·e to downtown 

• Preserving pedestrian facilities and completing tnissing links 

• Enhancing local transit sc n·ice to rhe Hudy area and other parts of Oregon City 

• l ·:s tablishing a Tramponation i\Ianagement .\ ssociatio n \\ith assistance from Tri-;\lcr. 

Oregon City D owntown Circula tio n Plan and P arking Snarly (2010): The D owntown 

Circulation Plan recommended restoring two-way traffic ro ;\lain Street between 6th and 9th 

Streets. along 7th Street between lain and Railroad. and on Railroad .\ venue between 6th and 

7th Streets. maximizing curbside and o ff-street parking, and opportunities for pedestrian and 

bike pro jects that connect the dowmo\\'n and ad jacent neighborhoods. 

Actions or Strategies to be considered in Updating the TSP 

Se\'eral of the documents rc,·ic\\'ed idcmified transportation actions or stra tegies that "ill be 

considered in updated the O regon City TSP. The actio ns or strategies include: 

Oregon City Comprehensive Plan (2004): The Oregon City C:omprehensi,·e Plan 

("Comprehensin Plan") is intended to meet the reguirements of the Statewide Planning Coals 

and the regional Lrban Gro\\'th l\ lanagcmcnt F unctional Plan and to guide the community's 

,·ision fo r the future growth and de\'clopment o f the city. The plan is founded o n six 

principals: promote sustainabiliry and sustainable deYclo pment; contain urban deYelopment: 

promote rcdeYclopment: protect natural resources; foster economic ,·itali ty: prm·ide efficient 

and cost-effecti,·e sen·iccs, and; ensure a sense of history and place. Comprehemi,·e Plan goa ls 

and policies a rc o rganized under the same head ings as the Sta te\\ ide Planning Goals. , ection 

I ~. Tramportation, includes background infonnation and key policy point~ fo r the following 

long-range plans, considered "ancillary plans" to rhc ComprchcnsiYc Plan: O regon City 

Transportatio n Plan (2001, to be updated " ·ith this planning project); O regon City D owntown 

Communi ty Plan (1999), 7th Street Corrido r Design Plan (1996), and ~ folaUa ;\ \'Cnue 

Boulcnrd and Bikeway l mpro\'Cmenrs Plan (~001 ) . This section o f the Com prchcnsiYc Plan 

also notes that rhe city was working on plans for the OR 99E corrido r ro impro,·e access 

control, landscaping, pedestrian safety. and the connection ro the riYerfront (On:~o11 Ci(J' 
,\/d .. 01~~1J/i11 Bolflr/I(Jrd I ~llbtmrl'lmlll Pla11) and a, trect ConncctiYity Plan that would comply \\ith 

Lhe R'l V design standards. Information contained in Section 12 pertaining w roadway design 

standards. multi-modal transportatio n, rai l, marine, and air transportation has been summarized 

from the 2001 TSP. T his informarion, as well as subsections summarizing information 

technologies. in frastructure funding. and parking, ,,;u need to be updated to be consistent \\ith 

the information dcYcloped for the updated T. P . 
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In addition ro descriptions of the existing transportation system, Section 12 contains the City's 
adopted transportation goals and policies. Comprchcnsi,,e Plan policies will need to be made 

consistent with modified and new transportation policies developed as part of the TSP update. 

Oregon City Municipal Code (2010): The City of Oregon City's Zoning t-.1ap displays the 
type and location of land uses in the City. The land usc section of the Code implements the 

Comprehensive Plan by prm'iding descriptions o f zone designations, allowable uses within 

those zones, and development regulations. In addition to these underlying zones, the City 
adopted a arural Resources 0\·erlay District (Chapter 17.49), Geologic I lazards 0\·erlay 
(Chapter 17.4-t), Floodplain 0\·crlay District (Chapter 17 .-+2), \~'illamctte River G rccnway 

Overlay (Chapter 17.48) and a llistoric 0\·erlay District (Chapter 17.40). The following is an 

oven·iew o f code sections that may need to be updated, consistent with the findings and 
recommendations of the updated TSP. 

Site Plan and Design Rev-iew is required for all new non-residential de\·clopment and multi
family uses in all zones. 

Standards arc fo und in Chapter 17.62 and include requirements fo r building location, 

orientation and design as well as parking, ingress and egress, street connectivi ty and access to be 

obtained through an alley when feasible (sec Section 17.62.050- Standards). Sidewalks arc 
required in accordance with the city's transportation master plan and street design standards 

(17.62.050.8) and code requirements include a number o f standards to ensure a "well-marked, 

continuous and protected on-site pedestrian circulation system (17.62.050.9)" for safe 

pedestrian access through the parking lot, between building entrances and between the main 
entrance and the street. 

Improvements to the right-o f-way, pedestrian ways, bike routes and bikeways, and transit 

facilities must and be co nsistent with the TSP and design standards in Title 17. \\'hen 

approving land use actions, the City requires all rclcnnt intersections to be maintained at the 

minimum acceptable level o f sen-icc (LOS) upo n full build-out (17 .62.050.15). 

To further promote tramit (and pedestrian tra\·el), there are additional development 

requirements pertaining to building orientation and entrance location for development on a 

transit street (Section 17.62.080). The t-.funicipal Code provides Tri-Mer the authority to require 
transit-related improvements to be constructed at the time of development (17.62.050.16). 

Chapter 16.08 o f the l\lunicipal Code controls the process and approval standards applicable to 
subdivisions. The rec1uirements for a preliminary subdivision plat include a 

Traffic/ Transportation Plan with the following information (16.08.025.B): 

• 1\ detailed site circulation plan showing proposed vehicular, bicycle, transit and pedestrian 

access points and connections to the existing system, circulation patterns and connecti\·ity 

to existing rights-of-way o r adjacent tracts. parking and loading areas and any other 
transportation facilities in relation w the features illustrated on the site plan 
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• .\ traffic impact study prepared by a gualiticd professional transportation engineer, licensed 

in the stare of Oregon, that assesses the traffic impacts of the proposed deYelopment on the 

existing transportatio n sys tem and analyzes the adequacy of the proposed internal 

transportation nef\\·ork ro handle the anticipa ted traffic and the adequacy o f the existing 

system to accommodate the traffic from the proposed dc,·clo pment. The City Engineer may 

wai,·e any of the foregoing requiremenrs if determined that the requirement is unnecessa ry 

in the particular case. 

Chapter I 6.12 details the minimum standards for land di,·ision appro,·al. Transportatio n 

circulation and conncctiYity arc supported through block length maximums (16.12.020) and 

pedestrian and bic~·cle access to actiYity centers. "'here this access is not pro,·ided ,·ia sn-cet 

right-of-way ("disconrinuous street righr-of-\\'ay," . ccriun 16. 12.035). :\ pplicants arc 

" responsible fo r im proYing 1 he ci ~· ' s planned kTcl of scn·ice on all public sn-eers" and '·for 

designing and prm·iding ade<.[uate ,·eh..icular, bicycle and pedestrian access to their dcYclopments 

( 16. 12.()95)." Chapter 16.08 o f the :\Iunicipal Code conuols the process and approYal standards 

applicable to subdi,·isions. The requirements for a preliminary subdi,·isio n plat include a 

traffic / transportation plan prepared by a professional transportation engineer ( 16.08.025. B) 

showing onsitc and nearby ,·chicular. pedestrian and bike circulation. 

DeYclo pmcnt is also subject to com pbancc with Title 12 o f the i\ Iunicipal Code. Chapter 12.0-+ 
identifies standards fo r streets based on the classi fication in the TSP. T SP figures from the TSP 

arc incorporated into the code by reference and include Figure 5- 1: Functio nal Classificatio n 

S~·stem and lew Roadway Connections: Figure 5-3: Pedestrian System Plan; Figure 5.6: Bicycle 

.ystem Plan: and Figure 5.7: Public Transit ~ystcm Plan (Section 12.0-+.180). The City has a 

different design !'tandard for ' ·constrained" loca l stn:ets and rights-of-way. as shown in Table 

12.0-+.0-+ 5, and rel]Uires that these narrower facil ities meet minimum life safety reguircmcnts 

(Section I 2.0-+.200). i\I..inimum street intersection spacing standards arc included in Table 

12.0-+.0-+0. Street design standards in Chapter 12.0-+ also address designing for pedestrian and 

bicycle sa fety (12.0-+.2-+5) and transit (12.0-+.260). Reguircments and standards for pcdest rian 

and bicycle acccssways (defined as an off-s treet path or way) are also found in Chapter 12.2-+. 
\\·hile street uees arc discussed in Chapter 12.08. 

Parks & Recreation Master Plan (2008): Th e O regon Cit~' Parks and Recreation !\laster Plan 

L' pdatc is intended to help meet the needs of cu rrent and future residents by positioning 

Oregon City to build on the community\ unique parks and recreation asse ts and identify new 

opportunities. The follo,,·ing arc guid..ing themes expressed through the commun..i~· planning 

process: 

• Build on Oregon City's natural and recreational outdoor assets 

• Support a pedestrian - friend!~·, "walkablc" community, including bicycling 

• Enhance the ·'qualiry of life" fo r residents through parks and recreatio n 

• C reate new funding mechanisms to sustain the lcYcl o f standards the communi~· supporrs 
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• Balance passiYe, self-directed, and active recreational opportunities through goals and 
strategies 

• l\fainrain and upgrade the existing assets and expand park and recreation opportunities as 

opporturuues ansc 

• Expand citywide events 

• Further embrace the historical aspects o f Oregon City 

Oregon City Futures: A Strategy for E conomic D evelopment (2006): The Oregon Ciry 

Economic Development report is a strategy to guide development and redevclopmenr o f key 
opportunity areas in Oregon City \\"ith an emphasis on economic development. It recommends 

strategies to help Oregon City in implementing its l\Ietro 20-tO designation as one of se,·en 
Regional Centers in the Portland l\Jetropolitan , \rca. 

The report identifies the appropriate functions and land uses for the multiple districts within the 

Oregon Ciry Regional Center. including the I Jistoric Old Town, Blue Heron, Landfill. 

Clackamcttc Cove, \\"aterfront, and the Oregon City Shopping Center Districts. T n addition, the 
key characteristics of several local oriented districts were identified outside of the Regional 

Center, including the I lospital, Seventh treet Conidor, l lillrop, College, and Industrial 
Districts. 

Oregon City Urban Renewal Plan (2007): The Oregon City Urban Renewal Plan is intended 

to eliminate blighting influences and to implement goals and objectives of O regon City's 
Comprehensive Plan. The boundary of the Renewal . \rca includes the Downtown, the Park 

Place Interchange, the Lagoon/ \\ 'aterfronr, the End ofTrail, the \\'ashington/7th Corridor, 

and the f feritage Center areas. Inadequate streets and traffic congestion, the lack of pedestrian 

and bicycle facilities, parking and other transportation deficiencies have been identified as issues 
contributing to the depressed conditions in the urban renewal area, and are considered 

constraints to the future de,·clopment called for in the Oregon City Comprehensi,·e Plan. 

Transportation impro,·ements may include rhe construction, reconstruction, repair or 

replacement of streets, traffic control devices, bikeways, pedest1ian ways and amenities, and 

multi-use paths. 

Main Street Oregon City Program (2008): The Main Street Oregon City program 1
K is 

designated as a Performing Main Street by the ational Trust for I listoric P reservation. The 

program works to facilitate, coordinate, and create an environment that generates a positive 
downtown image, preserves historic and cultural landmarks, and stimulates the economic 

vitality and investment in Oregon City's downtown area. The Main Street program gathers 

downtown stakeholders together to act as a catalyst for change in Oregon City's 167 year old 
downtown. This volunteer led initiative is working to make Oregon City a better place to li,·e, 
work and visit. 

IR ,\ lain Srreer Oregon City program: hllp://s.lowntownorcj!onclfy.or!!./ 
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TriMet Bike Parking D esign Standards: ~\ccess to transit via bicycle i~ a key element of the 

Trit\ let's desire fo r a total tramir sys rem. Providing convenient, visible, and secure bicycle 

parking is a cosr-cffecti\T way to increase the catchment area o f transit. T lu s document 

supplements the TriMet D esign Criteria and describes design considerations fo r bicycle parking 

a t ligh t rail transit (Lln) sta tio ns, commuter rail statio ns, and transit centers. These guidelines 

were deY eloped using sun·ey, i1wcnrory, and count data as \Vei l as research o f beq practices and 

recommendatio ns. The foliO\Ying topics arc addressed: 

• Bike & Rides 

• Bike parking access 

• L\ ·ban & neighbo rhood stations: design & layout 

• Community s tations: design and la you t 

• Rikc & Ride secure area layout 

• Bike rack and locker layout 

• Bike rack and locker spacing 

• Bus stop consideratio ns 

TriMet Elderly and Disabled Transportation Plan (2009): T he .2009 Trit\Iet E lderly and 

Disabled Transportatio n Plan (EDTP) builds upo n the .2006 l.:DTP, which recognized the 

increased and ,·a ried tramportation needs fo r a growing populatio n of elders and people \virh 

disabilities. The goal is to o ffer a range o f sen·ices that match indi,·idual abili ties and support 

cusromer independence and co m·e1uence, bur also promote fix ed route and o ther lower-cost 

op tio ns as the best usc o f scarce transportation resources ,,·lUle emphasizing coordination and 

reducing redundancy. The recommendatio ns of the plan include: 

• ]\fake the R..ide\'rise consumer educatio n and tra,·el training program a standa rd and fully 

coordinate a new and different T rit\lct Lll T para transit eligibility process with Ride\\ 'ise. 

This program giYes people freedo m, independence and choice. 

• eighborhood shuttles and shopper shuttles to take elders and people with disabilities 

(E&D) to tixed route transi t and to acti,·ities, such as grocery sho pping, that are difficult to 

do o n the bus. 'l11esc arc hybrid fixed route/ para transit sen·ices, so trips can be grouped, 

but the sen·ice is personalized. 

• I nYo h·ing people w·ith disabilities and elders in sensiti,·ity awareness and training fo r fixed 

route and para tran sit drivers, in fixed route customer sen·ice monitoring, in fixed rou te 

travel training, and in assisting people with disabilities make transfers from one route to 

ano ther or usc the system beyond an itutial training period. 

• Gi,·e orga1uzatio ns used accessible Yans in exchange for pnwiding rides to elders and 

people with disabilities and recruiting members to be Yolunteer dri,·ers in the Ride 

Connection community-based transpo rtation prog ram. 

• Fixed route sen ·ice frequencies and CO\' erage in some suburban areas, as well as ways to get 

to the fix ed routes, "-ill need to be improved. The to tal fixed route transi t sys tem fro m the 
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waiting area, customer service by the operators, priority seating, and security will need to be 
continually monitored for accessibili ty and improvement. 

• .-\ truly multi-modal transportation system will have pedestrian-safe communities with 

sidewalks. This plan recommends beginning by developing a Pedestrian Master Plan for one 
suburban area that can be used as a model by other communities. 

• The increase in fatal crashes involving drivers over age 75 can be attributed in part to the 
driving environment - complicated intersections, hard-to-read signs, badl)' timed traffic 

Lights. This plan recommends Federal Highway .Administration (FT-JWA) guidelines be 

adopted for signage, intersection design, pa,·ement markings, lighting, merging lanes for 
entering freeways and many other roadway features that take into account the limitations of 
older drivers. 

• O lder drivers must deal with gradual changes in functioning, changes in their reflexes, their 

ability to make quick decisions, and their vision at night. This plan recommends older driYer 

safety programs be regularly scheduled throughout the tri-county area and that the 

programs introduce people to their public transit options as well. 

Goal 5 Inventory (2011) : O regon City completed Goal 5 inventory requirements by 

designating several wetland, open space, riparian corridors, and his to rically designated structures 
throughout the City and within the Canemah Na tional Register Historic District and the 

McLoughlin Conservation District. 

M a jor Developments since 2001: Major developments since the 2001 Oregon City TSP can 

be found at: http://www.orcity.org/ planningllandusc 

Transporta tion Funding M echanism s: Oregon City has the following cmrent transportation 
funding mechanisms: 

• Transportation System Development Charges (SD Cs) 

• Metro regional flexible funds 

• ODOT flexible funds 

• ODOT Pedestrian/ Bicycle grant program 

• Federal Highway Administration Transportation Enhancement grant program administered 

by OD OT 

• Federal Appropriation and Authoriza tion funds 

• Pavement Maintenance Utili ty Fund 
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Memorandum #1: Plan s and Policies Framework I Oregon City TSP Update I 28 Sept 2011 

Appendix A: Applicable Plan and Policies 
The following plans and policies were re,-ic\Yed for the Oregon Ciry TSP l'pdate: 

State of Oregon 

• Transportatio n Sptem Planning Guidelines 

• Tramponation Planning Rule (C-t\R 660-012-0010) 

• Oregon Statewide Planning Goals 

• Oregon ,\ ccess l\1anagement Rule (OAR 73-l--051) 

• Oregon Transportation Plan 

• Oregon Highway Plan 

• ODOT l lighway Design l\lanual 

• 2010-2013 Statewide Transportation Impron:ment Program 

Metro 

• l\fetro 2035 Regional T ransportation Plan 

• [\ferro 2035 Regional Transportation Gunctional Plan 

• 1\fetro 20-l-0 G rowrh Concept 

• l\lcrro Non-Single Occupancy \'chicle (SO\') Target .-\ctions Study 

• l\fetro Regional TraiJs and G reenway:; Plan 

City of Oregon City 

• 2001 Oregon City Transporta tion System Plan 

• Oregon City CapitallmproYemcnt Pl an 

• Oregon City Comprehensi\·e Plan 

• O regon City l\ Iunicipa l Code 

• Oregon City l\lcLoughlin BouJeya rd Enhancement Plan 

• O regon City Downtown Community (Regional Center) Plan 

• Oregon City C rban Renewal Plan 

• Oregon City Downtown l\Iain Street Program 

• Coal 5 l nYenrory and l\ fap 

• I m·cnrory of all major de,·elopment or transportation projects and annexations constructed 

since 2001 

• List of current funding mechanisms including any City projections from System 

Development Charges o r other existing funding mechanisms 

• Oregon City D m\·ntown Circulation Plan and Parking Study 

• Parks and Recreation l\Iaster Trails Plan 

• Parks and Recreation l\1aster Plan 
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• O regon City's Economic Opportunities Analysis Report 

Clackamas County 

• Clackamas County Transportation ystem Plan 

TriMet 

• TriMer Transit I nvestmenr Plan 

• TriMer Bike Pa rking Design tandards 

• TriMer E lderly and Disabled Transportation Plan 
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Project Goals and Objectives 

The goals and objectives o f the Transportation System Plan (TSP) should reflect the vision of the 

community and provide the policy foundation fo r the O regon City TSP. The following 

recommended goals and objectives considered the past TSP goals and documents adopted after the 

TSP was completed in 2001. The update to the TSP will include several changes to State and 
Regional transportation plans and regulations. The TSP will also address and consider evoking 

transportatio n engineering, policy, and planning approaches such as active transportation, context 
sensitive design and Intelligent Transportation System s. 

Goal I . Provide an equitable, balanced and connected multi-modal 
transportation system 

Provide a "complete" transportatio n system throughout Oregon City that provides travel options 

and connects people to jobs, schools, services, recreation, social and cultural institutions within the 
City. 

• Objective A. E nsure tha t the tran sportatio n syst em p rovides equitable access to 

underserved and vulnerable populations 

P rovide a transportation system that offers people choices, regardless o f age, ability, income 

le,·el and geographic location, and allows them to respond and adapt to changing conditions. 

• Objective B. Reduce total housing and transpo rta tion costs for residents 

Encourage transportation system investments that allow housing cliversity and mixed land 

uses to help reduce the total housing and transportation costs fo r O regon City residents. 

• Objective C. Identify new or improved system connections to enhance system 

efficiency 

Complete a city-wide connectivity analysis and identi~' improvements to comply with Metro 
Regional Transportation Functional Plan, Title 1, section 3.08.110 and provide an efficient, 

multi-modal transportation system. 

• Objective D . Give p riority to connectio ns that he lp to ad vance o ther goal areas 
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The priority of investing in new or improved connections is magnified where multiple 
objectives can be met, e.g., supporting transit, reducing reliance on state highway facili ties, 
deferring major capacity improvements, etc. 

• Objective E. Assure the Oregon City Municipal Code supports a balanced and 

connected multi-modal transportation system. 

Re,·iew the Municipal Code and make revisions as needed to support a balanced and 
connected multi-modal transportatio n system (such as removing baniers which create 
automobile congestion o r impede connectiYit~· among pedestrians or bicyclists. 

Goal 2. Increase the convenience and availability of pedestrian, bicycle, and 
transit modes 

Strengthen the pedes trian and bicycle systems in all areas of the city. ln addi tion, identify areas that 

have existing or future transit-supportive densities and amenities and work with local transit 

prm·iders such as Tri.J\Iet, Canby :\rea Transit (C.\'1) , South Clackamas Transportation D istrict 
(SClD), ere. to cost-effectively imprm-c cm·erage and frequency ro achieYe greater ridership 
productiYity. 

• Objective A. Identify projects to close gaps and address deficiencies in the 
pedestrian and bicycle system 

. \ system gap analysis should consider proxirni ty to major acti\·e transportation centers, such 
as shopping, schools, and public buililings to determine system gaps and deficiencies. 

• Objective B. Provide safe, comfo rtable and convenient transportation options 

Consider active transportation user needs that complement the basic prm·ision of ser\'-iccs to 

encourage higher lc,-c]s of usage (e.g., street lighting, arterial crossing treatmenrs, bike 

parking). 

• Objective C. Identify n ecessary c hanges to land development code to ensure 

connectivity between compatible land uses for pedestrian and bicycle trips 

! .and deYclopment code prm·isions should be reviewed to ensure that compatible land uses 
do no t erect barriers which prohibit pedestrian and bicycle connections that limit conYenienr 
access and create out-of-direction travel. .\n example includes borders between high-density 

residential uses and adjoining retail centers. 

• Objective D. Identify areas that support additional transit services, and coordinate 
with tra n sit providers to improve the coverage, quality and frequency of services 

Land uses in Oregon City should be re,·icwed to identify suitable sites for additional transit 

services .. \ mix of land uses and actiYities should be encouraged to support additional transit 
sen·ice in the City. 
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• Objective E. Consider th e potential access needs for candidate Hig h Cap acity 

T ransit and frequent service b us routes 

The alignments of the potential fu rurc lligh Capacity Transit (HCT) and existing and/ or 
furure freguent service bus routes in Oregon City should be reviewed to consider new or 
enhanced access needs for prospective statio n areas. 

Goal 3. Enhance the health and safety of residents 

Ensure that the transporratio n system maintains and improves individual heaJrh. sa fety and securi ty 

by maximizing the comfort and com·enicncc of walking, biking and transit transpo rtation options, 

public safety and service access. 

• Objective A. Identi fy improvements to address hig h collision locatio ns 

.\ ddress high priority safety needs and identify improvements in order to minimize incidents 
and improve safety for walking, biking and driving trips in the City. 

• Objective B. Identify necessary changes to s treet design guidelines to support 

context sensitive design solutions 

T he City's street design guidelines should be respo nsive to practical needs of individual cases 

to limit environmental and cost impacts, and the city staff should have authority to approve 

design exceptio ns on construction projects that meet the basic needs o f the sys tem. 

• Objective C. Reduce impervious street surfaces thro ug h "Green Streets" 

l\Iinimize negati,·e environmental impacts of impervious streets in the City by incorporating 

"Green Street" technigues to transfo rm streets into landscaped linear park like spaces that 

caprure storm water runo ff. 

• Objective D. P rovide a network of family-friendly walking and biking routes 

Encourage less experienced users to access destinations throughout O regon City via foot or 
bike by developing a linked ne twork of shared-usc streets and paths that provide more 

comforrable walking and biking routes. T he comfort of the routes should be increased by 

applying green street fea tures and traffic calming technigues and markings. 

Goal 4. Emphasize effective and efficient management of the transportation 
syste m 

Optimize travel capacity and improve travel conditions by better managing our own travel demands, 

meeting more of our daily needs within our own community, making our existing transportation 

facili ties as smart and e fficient as possible, and being stra tegic about transportation im·estments. The 

City should seck to find innovations and fine runing o f existing systems and policies and avoid or 

forestall costly major roadway capacity improvements. 

• Objective A. Identify opportunities to reduce the use o f s tate facilities and arteria ls 
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for local trips 

. \rcas of the cit~· that han~ few or no opuons to traY cling on state faciliues or arteriab ~houkl 

be reviewed to idemify possible new or imprO\·ed local connections. 

• Objective B. Seek to shift vehicle travel to off-peak pe ri ods 

l ~xplorc programs to encourage more tra,·cl in off-peak hours to bette r u:o;c rhc ex isting 

roadwa~· system. This will incluc.lc considera tion of possible financial incentiYes fo r major usc 

sires (e.g., parking pricing, fcc discounts), and other tra,·cl demand management rechnitJUCs. 

• Objective C. M aintain the exis ting transpo rtatio n syste m assets . 

. \det]Uatcly maintain transportation facilit ies to pres ern~ their intended function anc.l 

maintain their useful life. 

• Objective D. Identify opportunities to improve travel reliability and safety with 
TSMO solutions 

Seck to ad,·ance system management operations strategies that arc idcntifiec.l in the l\ktro 

Transportation Sprcm Management anc.l Operation (TSl\ fO) plan and l\lctro Regional 

Travel Options Stra tegic Plan in helping to presctTe the function and quality of operations 

on sratc highway facilities and arterials in the City. 

• Objec tive E. D em an d M an agem ent 

Encourage and support the implementation of Transportation Demand l\ lanagcn1ent 

(lDl\1) programs. 

Goal 5. Foster a sustainable transportation system 

. \key approach to building a sustainable community requires a transportatio n s~·stem that is 

em·ironmcntaUy and fiscaUy sustainable that focuses o n decreasing ,-chicle emissions anc.l 

transportation related greenhouse gas emissions. 

• Objective A. Support alternative veh icle types b y identifying potent ial e lectric vehi cle 
p lug-in s tations and developing im p lementing cod e provisions 

fdcnti~· potential supporting locations for electric vehicle plug-in stations and dc,·elop 

cha nges to building codes to include e lectric scn·ices to support future at home anc.l at work 

plug in stations. 

• Objective B. Identify existing and future expected VMT levels with in the City of 
Oregon City, and cons ider opportunities and actions needed to m eet RTP ta rgets 

• Objective C. E n courage a lternatives to d aily s ingle-occupan cy vehicle commuting. 

Encourage and support technology that encourages carpooling, cooperati,·cs, \\"alking, 

bicycling, ere. 
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• Objective D . D evelop and support alternative m obility standards on state facilities 

and City streets where necessary 

Identify where alternative mobility standards on state facilities may be necessary for potential 
future action, consistent with O regon I lighway Plan provisions and explore alternative 

mobility standards for City su·eets located in constrained areas. 

• Objective E. Identify areas where a lternative land use types would s ignificantly 

shorten trip lengths or reduce the need for motor vehicle travel within the c ity 

The proximity between existing and future land uses may be reviewed to encourage land use 

patterns and transportation systems that make it more conYenient for people to walk, 
bicycle, use transit and drive less to meet their daily needs. 

• Objective F. Minimize impac ts to the natural environment. 

I\ void adverse impacts to the scenic, natural and cultural resources in O regon City. 

Goal 6. Ensure the transportation system supports a prosperous and 
competitive economy 

Support a prosperous and competitive economy b)' preserving and enhancing business 

opportunities, and ensuring the efficient movement of people and goods. 

• Objective A. Freight access and truck travel reliability 

Improve the freigh t system efficiency, access. capacity and reliability. 

• Objective B. Increase the dis tribution of travel information to maximize the 

reliability and effectiveness of existing major roadway facilities 

Identify solutions to increase the distribution of travel infonnation through active 

management (TSMO) technigues and Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) solutions. 

• Objec tive C. Re inforce growth and multi-modal access to 2040 Target Areas 

T ransporta tion invesunents should be consistent with and support development within the 

O regon City Regional Center, the 7'" Street/ Molalla I \ venue corridor, the OR 99E corridor 

and the Employment land in the southeast portion of O regon City. 

• Objective D . Seek to advance travel strategies that are identified in the Metro 

Regional Mobility Corridors 

Goal 7. Identify solutions and funding to meet system needs 

The City will identify transportation investments that can be made with available funding to ensure 

that system needs can be delivered for growth planned within the corrununity. 

• Objective A. Identify stable revenue sources for transporta tion investm ents to meet 
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the n eeds of the City, as d ocum ented in the updated T SP. 

• O b jective B. Con s ider costs and b en efits w h en iden tifying pro ject solutions and 
prioritizing public investm ents. 

• Objective C. Identify n ew funding sources to leverage hig h p riority tra n sp ortation 
pro jects. 

Goal 8. Comply with state and regional transportation plans 

The CitY will meet the requirements of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule. the O regon 

l Iighwa y Plan. and the l\le tro 2035 Regional Tran~portation Plan (RTP) and Regional J-:'unctiona l 
Tramponation Plan (RrTP). 

• Objective A. Meet the m obility s tanda rds fo r state hig hways, o r d evelop and prop ose 
a lternative sta ndards, con sistent with Oregon Hig hway Plan p rovision s . 

• Objective B. D evelop T SP p olicy and municip al cod e la ngu age to imp le m e nt the 
T SP update. 

• Objective C. Con sider region a l need s identified in the M etro RTP, including those 
identified with the m obility corrido rs. 

• Objective D . Con sider and evaluate transp ortati on solution s and s trategies cons istent 
with the gu idelines and priorities of the M etro RFTP. 

Evaluation Criteria 

Project alternatiYcs deYcloped through this update will be e,·aluated by cri teria tha t arc an ex tension 
from the goals and objecti,·es. These project le,-cl criteria prO\·idc a point-based technical ra ting 

method that will be used to eYaluate how well proposed design alternatives meet the measure of 

effecti,·eness criteria. B~· summing ratings (and weighting if desired), alternatiYes can be compared. 
ln this way, a consistent method \\"ill be used to e\·aluatc and rank the altcrnari,-cs. 

Evaluation Criteria and Scoring Methodology 

The evaluation criteria were selected based on the City's existing and proposed transportation related 
goals and objecti,·es. The criteria focuses on compliance with state and local plans and policies, 

engineering design requiremems. and a desire to maximize positiYe (and minimize negative) 

economic, social (livability). and em·ironmental impacts. Table 1 lists the enluation criteria and the 

correspondi ng scori ng methodology. 
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Goall. Provide an equitable, balanced a nd connected multi-mod al transportation system 

Equitable Access 

Improves access to underserved or \'lllnerable 
populations 

Trans porta tion and H ou sing Cost 

Reduces total rransporration and housing costs 

Connectivity 

Connecrion enhances system efficiency 

Multiple Objectives 

Connection or improvement satisfies multiple 
objectives 

+ I 

0 

- I 

Increases access to undcrserved or 
vulnerable populations 

~o change 

Decreases access to underserYed or 

n.!lnerable popula tions 

+ I Reduces transportation and housing costs 

0 No change 

-1 Increases transporta tion and housing costs 

+ 1 Improves system efficiency 

0 No change 

- I Negative impact on system efficiency 

+ 1 Satisfies multiple objectives 

0 

-1 

Satisfies single objective 

Satisfies single objecti,·e. but has negative 
impact on another 

Goal 2. Increase the convenience and availability of pedestrian , bicycle, and trans it m odes 

P edestrian and Bi<;ycle F a<;ilities 

. \dds bikeway and walJ..·ways that fill in system gaps, 
improve system connectivity, and are accessible to 
all users. 

Trans it Facilities 

Improves access to transit facilities. Promotes 
transit as a viable alternative to the single occupant 
vehicle. 

Provision of services 

Improves rhe basic provision of sen·ices ro 
encourage higher levels of usage for walking and 
biking trips 

Goal 3. Enhance the health and safety of residents 

~ 
Improves safe ty of the transportation system. 

+ 1 

0 

- 1 

+ 1 

0 

- 1 

+1 

0 

- I 

+ I 

0 

-1 

+1 

Improves pedestrian or bicycle connectivity 
or accessibility 

No change 

Reduces connectivity or accessibility 

Improves transit facilities 

No change 

I\: ega rive impact on provision of services 

Improves prm·ision of sen~ces 

1\:o change 

Negative impact on provision of scnrices 

Increases safety o f the transportation 

system 

No change 

l-Ias potential geometric or user safety 
concerns 

Encourages active living and physical 
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Pollution Impact 

.\ linimi7cs transponation related pollution. 

· I 

\:o change 

Discourages acri,·c li\"lng and ph~·stcal 
acu,,ry 

Reduces transporra tion rt'hnt·d pollunon 

~o change 

Increases transportation relatt'd pollution 

Goal 4. E mphasize effective and efficient managem ent of the transpo rta tio n syste m 

Deferred Investment 

Reduces need for major highway project 

construction 

Improved Roadway E fficiency 

lmplemcnrs Transpow11ion D emand " lanagemen t 

( I"D,\ 1) or other srrarcgies ro create greater mobiliry. 
reduce auro rrips, m;1kc more efficient usc of the 

roadw:ty system, and minimize a.i1· pollution. 

Daily Traffic Cap acizy 

lmprm-cment makes daily traftlc capac1ry more 
reliable. 

Alternative Routes 

Enhances travel for local trips off the stare htghwar 

system 

Goal 5. Foster a susta inable transporta tion system 

Non-Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) Foc us 

l~mphasizcs the movement of people 0\·cr vehicles, 
which reduces the cirywide , ·chicle-miles travelled 
(\ ' .\ IT) 

E nvironment 

.\ hmmtzes impacr ro rhe natural ennronment 

Land Use 

:-;upports ahernatiYe land use rypes 

+ I Reduces need for m:qor mn:•stmenr 

() ="o change 

.\ccelerates need for ma1or mvestment 

Improves roadway cfficicnc1· 

0:o change 

0:egatil'e impact on road11·ay cffictency 

.\lore reliable daily traffic capactty 

() \:o change 

- I Less reliable daily traffic capactry 

+ I 

() 

- 1 

~ I 

() 

- 1 

+ I 

() 

Reduct's the use of state facwucs for local 

tnps 

:\o change 

I ncreascs the usc of srate faciltnes for local 

rnps 

Improves non-S() \ · targets 

~o change 

\:egarive impact on non-S()\' t:trgcts 

Enhances the natural cnnronmenr 

="o change 

="egari\·ely impacts the nantral em·tronment 

Grcarer potential for mixed land uses 

="o change 
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Goal 6. Ensure the transporta tio n system supports a prosperou s and competitive economy 

Freight 

l mproves freight access / connectivity 

Corridor Reliability 

Implements srraregies to provide stable and reliable 

auto and tmck traffic flows on major facilities. 

2040 T arget Areas 

Improves access in rhe i\Ietro 2040 Target /\reas 

+ I Improves freight facilities 

() 1\:o change 

- l 1\:egative impac t on freight facilities 

+ J Improves roadway reliabiliry 

() No change 

-1 Negative impact on roadway reliabiliry 

+ l Improves access in 2040 Target _\rea 

0 

- l 

:--Jo change 

Negative impact on access in 2040 Target 

.-\rea 

Goal 7. Identify solutions and funding to m eet system needs 

F undability 

. \vailable funding sources exist ro implement 

projects in a timely fashion. 

Cost Effectiveness 

.-\ssumed project benefits exceed project costs 

+ 1 Funding sources are available 

() Feasible costs, bur no identified funding 

- 1 lligh cosrs and no funding expected 

+ 1 Cost effective solution 

0 _\verage cosr solution 

-1 Nor a cost effective solution 

Goal 8. Comply w ith state and regional transportation plans 

Com pa ribility 

Compatible with other jurisdiction's plans and 

policies, (including adjacent cities, counties, :\Ierro 
or ODOT). 

Agency Standards 

Consistent with the standards of the City, Region, 

and Stare as a whole. 

+ I 

0 

Compatible with other plans and 

contributes ro their implementation 

Compatible with other plans, bur does not 

necessarily contribute to their 
implementation 

- I :--Jot compatible wirh other plans 

+ I Consistent with all standards 

0 

-1 

~ lay require some deviations ro srandards, 

bur likely to be approved 

Inconsistent with standards and nor 

expected that de,·iations would be approved 
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1.1 Compact Urban Form and Design - use transportation investments ro 
rem force growth in and multi-modal access ro 20-10 Target . \reas and ensure 

that envelopment in 2040 Target . \reas is consistent with and supports rhe 
transportation investments. 

1.2 Parking 1\ Ianagemcnt - minimize rhc amount and promote rhe efficient usc 
of land dedicated ro vehicle parking 

2.2 Regional Passenger Connectivity - ensure reliable and efficient connections 
between passenger inrermodal facilities and destinations in and beyond the 
region to improve non-auto access ro and from rhe region and promote rhe 
region's function as a gateway for tourism 

2.3 ,\ letropolitan mobility- m:untain sufficient roral person-rnp and freight 
capacity ro allow reasonable and reliable travel nmes 

3. 1 Travel Ch01ces - achieve modal targets for tncreased walkmg, bicycling, use 
o f transit and shared ride and reduced rcl.Jance on the automobile and drive 
alone trips 

Goal 1 I ( )bjecrivc C 

Goal 31 Objective 13 

Goal 21 ( )bjecnvc D & E 

Goal 21 ( )bjecrive F 

Goal 31 Objectives . \. B. C & D 

Goal 21 Objective . \, B. C. D & F 

Goal -1 I ( )bjecm·c B 

3.2 \ 'chicle ~lilcs of Travel - reduce vehicle miles traveled per capita Goal 51 ObJective .\, B, C & D 
--------------~-------- ----------~ 

3.3 1--:quitable access and barrier free transportation - provide affordable and 
equitable access ro travel choices and serve rhe needs of all people and 

businesses, including people with low income, children, elders and people with 
disabilities 

4. 1 Traffic ~ lanagement- .\pply technology solunons to activity manage the 
transportation system. 

4.4 Demand management - implement sen;ces, tncentives and supportive 

infrastructure ro increase telecommuting, walking, biking, raking rransir, and 
carpooling, and shift travel ro off-peak periods 

-1.5 \ ' alue Pricing - consider a wide range o f value priCing strategies and 
rechruques as a management tool 

5. 1 < )perational and public safety - reduce fa talines, serious injuries and crashes 

per capita for all modes o f travel 

6.5 Climate Change - Reduce transportation related greenhouse gas emissions 

7. 1 . \ctive Living - Provide safe, comfortable and convenient transportation 

options that support active li,·ing and physical activity to meet daily needs and 
access sen•ices 

9.2 l\ laximize return on public investment - make transportation investment 

Goal 11 Objectives .\ & C 

Goal 21 Objectives .\. B & D 

Goal -1/ Objective.\ 

Goal 5/ ( )bjective . \ 

Goal 31 Objective B 

Goal -1 / ( )bjecnve C 

Goal 51 ( )bjective C 

Goal 31 Objective B 

Goal -1 / ( )bjective D 

Goal 21 Objecnve B 

Goal 51 Objective , \ , B, C & D 

Goal2l .\11 

decisions that use public resource effectively and efficiently, using performance- Goal 6/ Objective 13 
based planning 

9.3 Stable and mno,·ating funding - stabilize ex.~song transportation revenue 
wh1le securing new and innovative long-term sources to build, operate and 

maintam the system for all modes 

Reference: ;>.letro It'll> :!035 Goals and Pohncs 
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L'ltimatcly, the goals and objccti,·cs o f this TSP update will be modified to allow for consistency and 

updating of the Oregon City Comprchcnsi,·e Plan, Section 12. Table r\2 identifies the existing goals 
o f the Comprehemi,·e Plan and details ho,,· the concepts of each goal arc addressed in the C oals 
and Objectin:s of this TSP Llpdate: 

T bl A2 C fE .. . C TSPG . dOb" "I c • PI 

Oregon City TSP Goal I Objective 
Comprehensive Plan Goal where Addressed 

Coal I :2 .1 Land L:se-Transporrarion Connection- Ensure rhat rhe mumally Goal I I ( )bjecti,·e . \. & B 

supporti,·e narurc of land use and transportation is recognized in planning for Goal '2 / ( )bjecri,·e _ \, 13. C & D 
rhe fumre o f ( )regon Ciry. Goal 4/ ( )bjecti,·e B 

Goal I :2.:2 Local and Regional T ran sir- Promote regional mass rransir (~outh Goal '21 ( )bjectiYe D & E 

Corridor bus. Bus Rapid Transit, and light rail) that will sen ·e ( )regon City. G oal 41 ( )bjecti\"C 13 

Goal! / .\.11 
Coal 1'2.3 .\[ulti -.\ lodal T raw·l Options- Den:lop and maintain;! transportation 

Goal '2 / . \11 
system that proYides and encourages a ,·ariery of multi-modal travel options ro 

G oal 3/ . \11 mecr rhc mobility needs of all ( )rcgon City residents. 
G oal 5/ ( lbjecti,·e C & D 

Goal I '2 .4 Light Rail- Prom ore light rail that ~>erves Oregon City and locate 
Goal '2 / ( lbjecti,·e . \, B. C. D & E 

park-and-ride faciJitjcs ;tt conn:nient netghborhood nodes ro fac ilitate :tccess ro 
Goal 4/ ObjcctiYe 11 regional rransir. 

Goal I '2.5 Safe ty- De,·elop :tnd m:tinrain a transporranon system r har is safe. 
Goal '2 / ( )bjcctiYc . \ & B 

Go:tl 4/ ObjectiYc :\ & [) 

Goal 1 I ( )bjcctiw . \ 

Goal I :2.(> Capacity- Develop andmainrain a transportation system that has Goal '2 / ( )bjccriw . \ . B & F 
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Goal I 2.7 ~usrainable _ \pproach- Promote a transpo rmtion system rhar Goal :2/ .\ II 

supports sustainable practices. Goal 4/ < )bjecri,·e 1:3 
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r.ra nsportatjon s~·stcm improYements using :wailablc funding. 

Goal 6/.\11 
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This document prm·ides an m·en·iew of the street system in Oregon City. Included is a detail of the 
multi-modal street system , an ovet"Yicw of multi-modal connectivity and an outline of recommended 

implementation measures required to update the street system as part of the TSP update. 

Multi-Modal Street System 

Traditional roadway designs focus on the sa fety and !low of moror Ychicle traffic. The one size fits 

all design approach is less effective at integrating the roadway with the character of the surrounding 
area and addressing the needs of other users of a roadway. For instance, the design of an arte rial 

roadway through a commercial area has o ften trauitionally been the same as one through a 
residential neighborhood, both primarily focused on the movement of motor vehicles. 

Oregon City recognizes that all roadways within the City should be multi-modal or "complete 
su·eets", with each street setTing the needs of the ,-arious travel modes. The City also realizes that 
no t all streets should be designed the same. To account for this, Oregon City classifies the street 

system into a hierarchy organized by function and street type (representative of their places). These 

classifications ensure that the streets reflect the neighborhood through which they pass, consisting 

of a scale and design appropriate to the character of the abutting properties and la nd uses. The 
classifications also provide for and balance the needs o f all tra,·cl modes including pedestrians, 
bicyclists, transit riders, motor ,-chicles and freight. \\ 'ithin these street classi fications, context 

sensitiYe design may result in alternative cross-sections. 

Multi-Modal Street Function 

Functiona l classification of roadways is a common practice in the United States. Traditionally, 

roadways are classified based on the type of vehicular travel it is intended to serve (local versus 
through traffic). In Oregon City, the functional classification of a roadway (shown in Figure 1) 
determines the level of mobility for all travel modes, defining its design characteristics (such as 

minimum amount of travel lanes), level of access and usage within the City and region. The street 

functional classification system recognizes that individual ~treets do not act independently of one 
another but instead form a network that works together to sen·e travel needs on a local and regional 

level. f-rom highest to lowest intended usage, the classifications arc freeway, expressway, major 
arterials, minor arterials, collector~ and local streets. Roadways with a higher intended usage 

generally pro,·ide more efficient motor ,-ehicle traffic movement (or mobility) through the City, 

while roadways with lower intended usage provide greater access for shorter trips to local 
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destinations. 

Freeways and Expressways are limited acce~s state roadways. These roadways serve the 
highest volume o f motor \'chicle traffic and are primarily utilized for longer distance regional 

trips. Both O R 213 and I-205 have posted speed limits of 55 miles per hour. 

Major Arterial Roadways are intended to move traffic through Oregon City. These roadways 

generally experience higher traffic volumes and o ften connect to locations outside of the City 

(such as Bea\'ercreek Road) or act as a corridor connecting many parts of the Cit)' (such as 
Molalla Avenue). Posted speed lirnits on these roadways are generally between 30 to 40 miles per 

hour, with the higher speeds posted in less urbanized areas and lower speeds in areas with more 

congestion such as downtown. 

Minor Arterial Roadways are intended to serve local traffic traveling to and from major arterial 
roadways. These roadways provide greater accessibilil:)' to neighbo rhoods, often connecting to 

major activit)' generators and provide effici ent through movement for local traffic. Posted 

speeds on minor arterial roadways l:)'pically range between 25 and -1-5 miles per hour. 

Collector Roadways often connect the neighborhoods to the minor arterial roadways. These 
roadways sen re as major neighborhood routes and generally provide more direct property access 

or driveways than arterial roadways. Posted speeds on collector roadways generally range 

between 25 and 35 miles per hour. 

Local Roadways provide more direct access to residences in Oregon City. These roadways are 

often lined with residences and arc designed to serve lower volumes of traffic with a statutory 

speed limit of 25 miles per hour. 

Functional Classification Changes 

The functional classifications of transportation routes in Oregon Cit)' were reviewed to determine 

the appropriateness of the classification and conncctivil:)'· The Metro Regional Transportation 

Functional Plan requires that, to the ex tent possible, arterials be spaced at one-mile intenrals and 

collectors to be spaced at half-mile intervals 1• 0Ycrall, most areas in Oregon City comply with the 

spacing standards to the extent possible . Existing development, topography, environmental areas, 

the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and OR 213 each pose a significant constraint in further 

improving the arterial and collector connectivity in O regon Cit)' · The functional classifications of 

several roadways throughout the Cit)' were modified to address the connectivity gaps identified 
below, or due to adequate connections in the immediate area. The updated functional classifications 

can be seen in Figure 1, while the classificatio n changes are shown in the Appendix . 

1 ;\ferro Regional T ransponation Functional Plan, Section 3.08. 11 0 Street System Design Requirements 
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:\rrcrial Connecti,·ir~· gaps were identified in the fo llowing areas (see Figure :2): 

l. .\n east to we~t gap between OR 99E and South End Road. Colllll'dil'i(y hindered I!)' 

!opograp!!J' tmd alzglllmnfn;olfld IJl' oul.ride q/!be l 1GB. 

2. .\n cast to wc~t gap between South End Road and OR 213 (ncar the soU[h City limjts). 

ConnnliPiD' bindered 1!)' fxi.rling rlePdojJIII£'111, !opo,_~rapi!J' (/1/d al(g111m111 JIJOifld be oHI.ride q/1/;e 11GB. 

3 . . \n east to " ·est gap between l\ Iolalla .:h cnue and TloUy Lane, soU[h o f Redland Road and 

north of Maple Lane Road. c.:onmdilri(J' bi11rlered I!J' f.\.i.rli1~g dm•lopmml, !opo._~rapi!J', 0 R 2 13 and 
porlionJ of"!/;t' a/~~n/111'111 JJJOIIId be O!!l.ridt' q/1/;e l. 1C13. 

-1-. ,\n cast to west gap between OR 213 and Bea,·ercreck Road, ncar Glen Oak Road. J\ 'm, 

mkrial da . .:r~j/tulion de.rzg11a11'd in !be arM {tl lt')'t'n Ro(/rlj. 

5. .\ norrh ro south gap between H o lcomb Bo u]eq ud and J\faplc Lane Road , east of O R 

213. J\ ' eu; arll'lial daJ.r(jim!io11 de.r~gna!erl in t/;e tll<'a (1/oi!J' l...ane). 

Collector Connccri,·iry gap~ were idcnti tied in the following areas (sec Figure 2): 

6 . . \n cast to west gap between 1\folalla _\,·enue and J lolly Lane. south of Rcdland Road and 

north of l\1aplc Lane Road. Connt•difli(y hindered I?J' t'.\.i.rli1z~ deJ,efopmm!, !opograpi!J'· () R 2 13 and 
po11ion.r q/1/;e (/1{~111111'111 1/JOJt!d be ou!Jide o/liJI' ( 1G'13. 

7. .\n cast to west gap bct\Ycen O R 99E and South End Road. Connedilli(J' bindt•red I!)' tx/rlil(g 

dt'lldopmml. !opo,_gmp~'J' and alignmml )})011/d bt ou!Jidi' q/lhl' [ 'G B. 

8. . \ north to south gap bet\veen Di,-lsio n Street and RcaYcrcreek Road. west o f OR 213. 

Crnmi•dilli(J' hinde!l'rl I!J' exiJ!il(g dn,elojJillml, !opo,_~rapi!Y and aligmmnl JJJou/d bl' ou!Jide q(!/;e CG B. 

9. North to south and cast to \\·est gaps bet\veen I lolcomb Rou]e,·ard and Redland R oad. 

1'\'fw t'o/ledor daJJ(jimlionJ de.rzgnall'rl in 1/;e area. 

10. :\north to south gap bct\\'een I Iolco mb 13ouJc,·ard and 1\laple Lane Road, cast o f I lo lly 

Lane. C.iJimedil'i(y binderl'rl ~)' !opograjJI!J' aud al~~n!llell/liiOIIId be oul.ride f!f"I!Je l 'CB. 

11 . orth to south and cast to west gaps to the west o f South End Road. ,'\Jen; mlledor 

daJJ(/imlion.r dt.rigna!ed in !be area. 

12. lorth to south and east to west gaps, sourhcast of the Bea,·ercrcek Road / Maple Lane 

Road intersection. i\'e]]l colledor da.r.rfjimlionJ de.rigna!al in !lit area. 

Multi-Modal Street Type 

Oregon City further classi fies the roadways within the C ity based on the neighborhood it ser\'es and 

the intended function fo r pedestrians, bicyclists and u·ansit ride rs in that specific area. \X 'ithin the 

context of Oregon City's complete street system that will setTc all modes. the street type o f a 

roadway dcfineo: its cross-section characte ristics and determines how users of a roadway interact \\~th 

rhe surrounding land usc. Since the type and intensity of adjacent land uses and zorung directly 

influence the Jc,-c] o f use by pedestrians, bicyclists and transit riders, the dcsit,rn of a street (including 

its intcrsecrions. sidewalks. a nd transit stops) sho uld re flect its surroundings. 
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The street types strike a balance between street functional classification, adjacent land use, zoning 

designation and the competing travel needs by prioritizing various design clements. Five street types 

were designated in Oregon City: 

• Mixed-Use Streets typically haYc a higher amount of pedestrian activity and are often on a 

transit route. These streets should emphasize a ' 'ariety of travel choices such as pedestrian, 
bicycle and transit use to complement the development along the street. Since mixed-usc streets 

typically serve pedestrian oriented land uses, walking should receiYe the highest priority of all the 

travel modes. They should be designed with features such as wider sidewalks, traffic calming (sec 
the traffic calming section later in this document), pedestrian amenities, transit amenities, 

attractive landscaping, on- street parking, pedestrian crossing enhancements and bicycle lanes. 

• Residentia l Streets are generally surrounded by residential uses, although various small shops 

may be embedded within the neighborhood. These streets often connect neighborhoods to local 

parks, schools and mixed-use areas. They should be designed to emphasize walking, willie still 

accommodating the needs of bicyclists and motor vehicles. ;\ high priority should be given to 

design elements such as traffic calming (see the traffic calming section later in this document), 
landscaped buffers, walk-ways/ pathways/ trails, o n-street parking and pedestrian safety 

enhancements. 

• Commercial Streets are primarily lined with retail and large employment complexes. These uses 

sen re customers throughout the City and region and may not have a direct relationship with 
nearby residential neighborhoods. These streets are somewhat more auto-oriented, but should 

still accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists safely and comfortably. D esign fea tures should 
include landscaped medians or a two-way left turn lane, sidewalks and bike lanes, pedestrian 

crossing enhancements and a buffer between the roadway and the sidewalk. 

• Ind us tria l Streets scn re industrial areas. These streets are designed to accommodate a high 

\'Olume o f large vehicles such as trucks, trailers and other delive17 vehicles. Pedestrians and 

bicyclists may be less frequent in these areas, but should still be accommodated sa fely and 

comfortably. Roadway widths are typically wider to accommodate larger vehicles. On-street 

parking should be discouraged. 

• Constrained Streets arc generally located in steep, environmentally sensitive, rural, historic, or 

development limited areas of the City. These streets may require different design elements that 
may not be to scale with the adjacent land use. Constrained elements may include narrower o r 

limited travel lanes, and pedestrian and bicycle facilities, or accommodations that genera lly match 

those provided by the surrounding developed land uses. To the extent possible, pedestrian and 

bicycle accommodations should be provided on an adjacent roadway, via a shared-use path or 

shared within the right-of-way using distinctive design details. 
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Design Types of Streets 

Design o f the streets in Oregon City ret]ui res attentio n to many clements of the public right-o f-way 

and considers how the street interacts \\rith the adjoining properties. The four zones that comprise 

the cross-sectio n of streets in Oregon City, including the context zo ne, walking zone, biking/ on

street parking zone and dri,·ing zone, arc shown in Egure 9. The design of these zones varies based 

on the functi o nal cla ssi fica. tio n and street type. O,·era.ll , there are 16 di fferenr design r~·pes . ra. ngi ng 

from 1\li."Xed-l 'sc l\Iajor .\nerial to Residential Local Street. Note that a design type is not aYailable 

for limited access roadways classified as Freeway o r LxpreSS\\·ay. The maximum design criteria for 

streets can be seen in Section 1 2.0~ . 1 80 o f the Oregon City l\funicipa.l Code. The City may also 

reduce or eliminate lower- prio ri f)· design elements of the sLreet along constrained streets located in 

s teep, cm·iro nmentally scnsiti,·c. rural, his toric, o r de,·clopment limited areas of the Cit]•. 

• Context Z on e : The context zone is the po int at which the sidewalk interacts \\·i th the adja.cem 

buildings or pri,·a.te propert)· (see Figure~) . The purpose o f this zone is to prm·ide a. buffer 

between land usc adjacent to the street and to ensure that all street users haYe safe interactions. 

• W alking Zone: This is the zone in which pedestrians traYcl (sec h gure ~) . The walking zone is 

determined by the streer type and should be a high prioriry in mixed-usc and residential areas. T t 

includes a. clear through\\'a~· for walking. an area for s treet furnishings or landscaping (e.g. 

benches, transit stops and / or plantings) and a clearance dista nce between curbside o n-sueet 

parking and Lhe s treet furnishing area or landscape strip (so parking Yehicl es or opening doors do 

no t interfere with street furnishings and/ or landscaping). Streets located alo ng a tramir route 

should incorporate furni shings to support transit ridership, such as transit shelters and benches, 

into the furnishings/landscape strip adjacent to the biking/ on-street parking zone. 

• Biking/ On-Street Parking Zone: This is the zone for biking and o n-su eet parking, and is the 

loca. tion where users will access transit. It should include bike lanes or buffered bike lanes. The 

biking/ o n-street parking zone is determined by the street type and shouJd be a high priori ~· in 
mixed-use and residential areas. 

• Driving Z o ne : This is rhe throughway zone for driYers, including cars, buses and trucks and 

should be a. high priori~· in commercial / employment and industrial areas. The functional 

classification o f the street generally determines the number of through la.nt~s, lane widths. and 

median and left-turn lane reyuirements. HoweYer, the route designatio ns (such as transit street or 

freight route) take presentence when determining the appropriate lane width in spite o f the 

functional classification. \\'ider lanes should only be used for short dis tances a.s needed to help 

buses and trucks negotiate right-turns without encroaching into adj acent or o pposing ml,·ellanes. 

Sn·eets that require a raised median should include a. pedestrian refuge at marked crossings. 

Otherwise, the median can be narrowed at m.idblock locations, before widening at intersections 

for left-turn lanes (where required or needed). 
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Determining Optimum Street Designs 

The followi ng ~reps should be u~ed ro determine the optimum cross-section for a street: 

Step 1: D etermine rhe functional classitication and ~tL-cer type based on Figure 8. 

Step 2: D etermine the maximum ~ tree r design as shown in Section 12Jl-t.180 o f the Oregon C iry 

I\ [unicipa l Code. 

Step 3: Determine if the :meet is located along a regional truck route, local truck route, or a transit 

route. If so, the through lane wid th should be a minimum of 12 feet along a truck route or I I feet 

along a transit route. I f not, the lane ''idth can be reduced a minimum of 12 feet along major 

arrerials, 11 feet on mino r arterials, and I 0 feet along collectors and local streets, as dete rmined by 

the CitY. 

Step 4: Determine if more than rwo through lanes a rc needed. 1\Iorc than rwo through lane~ ~hould 

only be con~idcred if the street and parallel routes ca nnot cffecti,·cly accommodate the tra,·cl 

demand. 

Step 5: D ete rmine if left-turn lanes are needed at intersectio ns. Intersection design should generally 
try to minirnizc pedestrian crossing distance. If turn-lanes arc ,,·arranted, consi der the trade-offs 

between impro,·ed driving mo bility and increased crossing dis tance. 

Step 6: Compare the optimum street design to the a\·ailable righ t-o f-way. If the cross-section is 

''idcr than the right-of-way, identi~· whether right-of-way acquisition is necessary o r reduce the 

\\idth of o r eliminate lower-prio rity clements as determined by the City. 

T.M. #3- Street Network and Connectivity: 
April 20 12 Page 9 



Multi-Modal Connectivity 

The aggregate effect of local street design impacts the effectiveness of the regional system when 
local travel is restricted by a lack of connecting routes, and local trips arc forced onto the regional 

network. 2 Therefore, streets should be designed to keep through motor vehicle trips on arterial 
streets and provide local trips with alternative routes. Street sys tem connectivity is critical because 

roadway networks prm·ide the backbone for bicycle and pedestrian travel in the region. Metro's local 

street connecti,·ity principal encourages communities to develop a connected network of local 
streets to provide a high level o f access, comfort, and convenience for bicyclists and walkers that 
travel to and among centers. 

Connectivity o f the existing transportation system was reviewed to identi~, current deficiencies. 

These locations will be further add ressed in the pedestrian, bicycle and motor vehicle plans 

Topography, environmental constraints, railroads and existing development may be limiting the 
connecti,rity in areas of O regon City. These factors may not stop the possible connections from 

being made in the noted areas lacking connectivity, but will affect what modes could be 
accommodated and the financial viability. The major areas lacking connectivity include: 

• East and west connectivity across OR 213 between Redland Road and Beavercreek Road, a 
distance of over two miles 

• East to west connectivity between OR 99E (south of the Canemah neighborhood) and the 
South End neighborhood, with greater than four miles between connections 

A multi-modal connectivity plan for Oregon City is shown in Figure 5. It specifies the general 
location where new streets or shared-use paths could potentially be installed as nearby areas are 

developed or as the opportunity arises. The purpose of the plan is to ensure that new developments 

accommodate circulation between adjacenr neighborhoods to improve connectivity for all modes of 

transportation. The criteria used for providing connections are as follows (as required in the Metro 

Regional Transportation Functional Plan 1): 

• Provide a full local street connection at least every 530 feet (or 1/ 10 o f a mile), if possible 

• Provide a pedestrian and bicycle connection every 330 feet if a full-street connection is not 

possible 

2 t\ letro 2035 Regional Transportarjon Plan, Local Street Network Concept 

1 l\Ietro Regional T ransporrarion Funcrional Plan, Section 3.08.11 0, Subsecrion E, Street System Design Requiremenrs 
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To pro tect existing neighborhoods from the potential traffic impacts caused by extending stub end 
streets, connector roadways should incorporate neighborhood tra ffic management into design and 

construction. In addition, when a development constructs stub streets, they shall install signs 
indicating the potential for future connectivity to increase the awareness of residents. 

In order to ensure that new de,·elopment complies with the objectives of the multi-modal street 

plan, applicants o f residential or mixed-use developments of five or more acres will be required tO 

prO\-idc a proposed street map as part of the development appronl process. The street map must be 

consistent with the requirements of the l\fetro Regional Transportation Functional Plan 4 and should 
be reviewed to ensure the development docs the following: 

• PrO\~idc full street connections with spacing of no more than 530 feet between connections, 

except where prevented by barriers 

• I f full street connections are prevented, provides bike and pedestrian access ways with 

spacing of no more than 330 feet, except where prevented by barriers 

• Limit use of cul-de-sacs and other closed-end street sys tems to situations where barriers 
preYent full street connections or to loca tions where pedestrian/bike accesses are to be 
provided at 330 feet intervals 

• T nclude no cul-de-sacs and other closed-end street longer than 200 feet or having no more 

than 25 dwelling units 

• Include street cross-sections demonstrating dimensions o f right-of-way improvements, and 

posted or expected speed limits 

1\pplicants of residential or mixed-use deYelopmcnts o f less than five acres should comply with the 

following standards 5
. 

• Provide full street connections with spacing of no more than 530 feet between connections, 
except where prevented by barriers 

• Include no cul-de-sacs and other closed-end street longer than 350 feet6 

• If full street connections are preYented, provides bike and pedestrian access ways with 

spacing of no more than 350 feet, except where prevented by barriers 

4 Metro Regional Transportation Functional Plan. Section 3.08. 110, Subsection E, Srreer Sysrem Design Requirements 
5 ;\ Ierro Regional Transportation Functional Plan, Section 3.08.11 0, Subsection F, Street System Design Requirements 
1• Oregon City i\ lunicipal Code, Title 12, Secrjon 12.04.225 

T.M . #3- Street Network and Connectivity: 
April 2012 Page 12 



Recommended TSP and Code Revisions 

The follO\\~ng document s the tmplcmentation measures reguired for the street network and 

connccti,·ity as part of the TSP update: 

• .\dopt the !\lulti-1\Jodal Street System: This \\iJl replace the functional clas~ification system 
for the City. 

• .'\dopt the Design T rpes fo r Streets: This will replace the typical cross-sectio ns for sn-eers in 
the City. 

• .-\dopr the Context !.one Standards for Streets: This includes new/ updated ~tandards for 
frontage, block size, access spacing and pedestrian crossings. 

• .-\dopt the l\fulti-modal ConncctiYit~· Plan: This specifies the gcncral loca rjons where ne\\· 

streets or shared-usc paths could po tentially be instaLled as nearby areas are deYelopcd or as 

the opportunity arises. 

• Dn·clop local truck routes. Create figures that identify the streets loca ted along a regional 

truck route, local truck route or a transit route. 

• . \dopr language that idcnti fie s \Yhen the Ci ry can consider constrained design optiom for 

streets. 

• The arterial and collector connectiYity ga ps must be considered when deYeloping ~olutiom 

for the transpo rtatio n sy~tem. 
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T able Al: Oregon City Functio n al Classifi cation Chan ges 

Change from Prior 
Roadway From To Classification Reason fo r Ch ange 

lkurel Ro;td South End Rmtd I :nJ of Beutel Upgrade irom Local to Collecror connecri,;ry 
Road Collector gap 

Lawton Road I South End Road End of ,\ladrona l'pgrade from Local ro Cnlltctor connecti,·itr 
.\lad rona Dri,·e Driw Collector gap 

Rose Road / Deer South End Road I ;nd oi Deer Ltnc Lpgrade from Local to Colkctor conncctiYitr 
l.:111c Collecror gap 

.\le\·crs Road Bea,-ercreek Road lltgh School L'pgrade from Local to . \rtenal connecm·in· 
\venue .\ linor \rrerml gap 

l ltgh School End of lltgh Glen < lak Road Lpgrade from Local to Collector connccnym· 
.\,·enue School . \Ycnue Collector gap 

Ch:wuclecr Place/ 
Russ \\'ikox \\ 'a,· I·:Jgemont DriYe 

L' pgradc from J .ocal ro Collector conm-cu,.It ,. 
Chanticleer Dm·e Collector gap 

Loder Road L'GB lkaYercreek Road L'pgradc from Local to Collt'ctor contwct jyj t\" 
Collector gap 

II ollr !.;we Redland Road .\ laplc Lane Road L'pgradc from I .ocal to . \rtcnal conncctiYity 
\ linor . \rrerial g;tp 

Dono,·a n Road I lolly Lane r:nd of Donovan L1pgrade from Local to Collector conncctiYin· 
Road Collccror gap 

Li,•esa\ Road \\ 'est of r rank Rnlland Road L' pgrade from Local to Collector connecm;n· 
. \n·nue Collector gap 

Swan \\-enue Holcomb l·:nd of Swan L' pgrade from l.ontl ro Collector connecri,·in· 
Bouln·ard \\'Ct1LIC Collector gap 

Pearl Street Eluria Street .\ loh1lla . \ wnuc Cpgrade from Local ro Collector connccri,;n· 
Collector gap 

Pearl St rcet ,\ !olalla \ Yenue Lmn . \ vcnut L' pgrade from Local to Collecwr connecnYirY 
Collecror gap 

- ,h Street ()R 99E T:ldor Sn-eer L' pgradc from .\linor Constsrem:y with 
.\rrerial to :'lfajor . \.rtcrial !I Ierro functional 

classification 

Ccmer Srreet 5•11 Stl'CCt Sourh :2'111 St rcet Cpgrade from I .ocal to Collector connccti,·iry 
Collector gap 

Railroad . \venue I ~ lain Srn:cr ( lR 99e L'pgrade from Local ro Collc·ctor conntcri,·in· 
-,h Street Collector gap 

1:2•11 Street ( lR 99e ,\hun Srreer Cpgrade from Local ro Collector connect inn· 
Collector gap 

1411' Srreer < lR 99t \\'ashmgron Street L'pgrade from Local ro Colltctor connect tvin· 
Collector g:tp 

15•h Street ( lR 99e ,\hun Street L'pgrade from Local to Collector connecri,;~-
Collector gap 
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Clackamette ~lain Street OR 99E Upgrade &om Local to 
Collector connecti\1ty 

Dnve/ Dunes Collector 
Dri,·e gap 

. \gnes .\venue/ ~ lain Street 1-205 Upgrade from Local to Collec10r connecti\;t}. 
\'i 'ashingron Street Collector gap 

Skellenger W.'ay/ Central Point South End Road Downgrade from Collector 
Salmonberry Road to Local Streets 

. \dequa te nearby 
Drive/ I laze! 
Gro,·e Drive/ 

connection 

Fibert Dri,·e 

Spring \'alley Boynton Street Partlow Road Downgrade from Collector .\dcquatc nearby 
Drive to Local Street connecuon 

Boynton Street \'i 'arner Parrott Central Pomt Road Downgrade from Collector . \dequate nearby 
Road to Local Street connecnon 

Shenandoah Dri,·e \'i 'arner Parrott Central Potnt Road Downgrade from Collector . \dequate nearby 
Road to Local Street connection 

\\'oodlawn Barker . \ \'enue \'i 'arner Parrott Downgrade from Collector . \de<Jmlfe nearby 
. \\·enue Road to Local Street connection 

Central Point \'i'arner Parrott UGB Downgrade from ~ linor Collector connectiv1t)· 
Road Road .\rrerial to Collector gap 

I Iaven Road/ Frontier Park-way J .eland Road Downgrade from Collector 
. \dcquarc nearby 

Prospector to Local Street 
Terrace 

connecuon 

Frontier Park·wav ~leyers Road Leland Road Downgrade from Collector \dequate nearby 
to Local Street connection 

South Fir Street Fir Street ~ !olalla .\venue Downgrade from ;'\Iinor Collector connecrivit)· 
. \rterial to Collector gap 

,\ laqorie Lane Beavercreek Road End of :\ larjorie Downgrade from :\linor . \dequate nearby 
Lane . \ere rial to Local Street connecuon 

Caufield Road OR213 End of Caufield Downgrade from Collector . \dequate nearby 
Road to Local Street connecuon 

Ethel Street Hood Street Linn . \venue Downgrade from Collector . \dequare nearby 
to Local Street connection 

Laurel Lane llolmes Lane End of Laurel Downgrade from Collector . \dcquate nearby 
Lane to Local Street connection 

;\ lay Street ~I olalla . \venue End of ,\ lay Street Downgrade from Collector , \dec1uate nearby 
to Local Street connection 

\'i 'arner Street :\!olalla .\venue End of \'\ 'arner Downgrade from Collector . \dequate nearby 
Street to Local Street connection 

l lolmes Lane ~ I olalla . \venue Lmn . \ ,·enue Downgrade from :\ linor Collector connecri,;t). 
.\rrerial to Collector gap 

Barclay llills ' ewell Ridge ~ !olalla . \\·enue Downgrade from Collector 
• \dequate nearby 

Drive/. \)den Drive to Local Street 
Strcet/ llilda Street 

connection 

Roosevelt Street Eluria Street ;\!olalla . \ \'Cnuc Downgrade from Collector . \dequate nearby 

T.M. #3- Street Network and Connectivity Appendix: 
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ro Local Srrecr connccnon 

Dl\·1~1on Srree1 I Redland Road - ,h Strcel Downgrade from .\linor Collecror connecti\"IIY 
\nchor \'i 'a1· . \ncrial ro Collecror gap 

;\ lonroc S1ree1 12•h Srreet -·11 SlrtTI Downgrade from Collec10r \deyua1c nearby 
ro Local S1ree1 connccuon 

Clcn·land Srreer Swan . \ ,·enue .\pperson Downgrade from CoUtctor . \dn1uare nearby 
Boulc\':trd ro Local Strcc1 connection 

T.M . #3- Street Network and Connectivity Appendix: 
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This document introduces the transportation conditions in the City of Oregon City. Questions to be 
answered in this document include: 

• \\'hat makes Oregon City unique? 

• \\ 'here do people want to go? 

• \\ 'here do people come from? 

• \\ 'hat parts of the City do people 
come from? 

What makes Oregon City unique? 

• \'\'hat factors determine how people 
tra,·cl ? 

• \\ 'hat transportation infrastrucrure is 
anilable? 

• \\ 'hat traYel conditio ns do people 

face? 

Located along the shores o f the \\ 'illamette and Clackamas Ri'·ers near the scenic \'\ 'illamettc Falls, 

Oregon City is the oldest incorporated City west of the Rockies. With a populatio n of around 

3-J.,OOO, the City is characterized by topography that 

rises sharply from the riYerfront and downtown to 
reach 250 feet, abO\T the \\'illamettc RiYcr. The two 
to three blocks wide downtown is located at the base 

o f a basalt bluff where the 1\fcLoughlin ConserYation 

District is found, one of two o f the City's historic 

neighborhoods. At higher elevations and further 
south from downtown, newer neighborhoods and 
commercial de,·elopment has de,·cloped over the 

past 50 years. The City is now comprised of 12 

unique neighborhoods as illustrated by the 
Neighborhood .\ ssociations (sec Figure in 

appendix). 
View from the Oregon City hillside 

In recent years, the City has made great strides at inYenting in the Downtown and the 7'" Street

I\folalla :\,·cnuc corridor and becoming a regional destinatio n for employment, shopping and 

education. These characteristics make Oregon City unique, as well as define the key transportation 
issues that the City seeks to OYercome. 
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Where do people want to go? 

One of the first steps in planning for an effecti,·e transportation system is gaining an understanding 
o f the key destinatio ns that people currently travel to throughout the City. These destination point~ 
are referred to as activity generators (or trip attractors). 

1\ s the oldest incorporated City west of the Rockies, Oregon City is home to several cultural or 

recreatio nal destinations that attract tourists and residents alike. Major destinations include the End 
o f the Oregon Trail lnterpreti,·e Center, Museum of the Oregon Territory, \'\'illamette Falls and the 

\\'illamette RiYer waterfront, Ca rnegie Center, Municipal Elevator, 1\lcLoughlin House, Ermatinger 
H ouse, and Barclay House. 

Oregon City is also home to a regional educational institution, Clackamas Community College, in 

addition to several other majo r employment and shopping areas, including the historic downtown 

core. The most common categories o f activity generators in the City include (see Figure 1 on the 
following page for the general locations of some of these activity generators): 

• Recreational/Entertainment (e.g. Boat docks, parks, Willamette ]liver Regiomtl Trail, 

Oregon City Swimming Pool, 1\IcLoughlin Promenade) 

• Schools (e.g. Clackamas Community College, Holcomb E lementary, Gaffney Lane 

Elementary, Gardiner Middle, Oregon City High) 

• Places of employment (e.g. Oregon City Regio nal Center, Clackamas County Red Soils 
Business Park, business areas, industtial areas, offices) 

• Shopping (e.g. downtown, grocery stores, shopping centers, restaurants) 

• Cultural (e.g. End o f the Trail Interpretive Center, McLoughlin H ouse, Museum of the 
Oregon Territory, Main Street evens, other community events) 

• Public Transportation (e.g. Bus stops, Oregon City Transit Center, park and ride, J\mtrak) 

Each o f these categories of activity generato rs represents important starting and ending points for 

tra,·el and provides a good basis for planning ideal routes. 
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How do people get there? 

l\Iost Oregon City residents commuted to work between the rears 2005 and 2009 ,·ia single 
occupant motor \"Chicles (about 76 percent), or ca rpooling (abo ut 10 percent)' . .t\pproximatcly four 
percent o f n.:sidents walked, four percent used public transportation, and two percent biked to work. 

T bl 1 T t" M d U d t C t t w k 

Percent of Commuters 

Table 1 compares the 

commute patterns o f 

O regon City residents to 
other Cities in the region. 
Commuting to work Yia 

public transportation was 

fairly similar in O regon City 
and \\ 'est Linn (four percent 

\'ersus three percent), but 

accounted for four percent 
fewer trips in Oregon City 

than l\1ilwaukie (four percent 

to eight percent). Fewer 
residents worked at home in 

both O regon City and 

Transportation Mode Oregon City West Linn Milwaukie 

ll"orkt1:r ol'rr 16yars 1-1.861 12.8:! I 10. -s, 

:\loror \ 'ehtcle- Single Occupanr 76° 0 76° 0 740o 

:\ lotor \ 'ehtcle- Carpool l0°o 8° 0 9° 0 

\'\ 'alkcd 4° 0 2° 0 4°o 

Biked 1" 0 I 0 o 1° o 

Publtc Transporrarion 4°o 3°o goo 

\X'orkcd ar I lome 4o;o 9° 0 4° 0 

Other 0% I 0 o 0° o 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2005-2009 .-\mencan Commu111ry Survey 

l\ lllwaukic compared to 
\\ 'est Linn (about five percent less), while more walked or biked to work (six percent in O regon 

City, fiye percent in l\ Wwaukie and three percent in \\ 'est Linn). 

\\ 'hile the U.S. Census Bureau is a \'aluable source of information for work commute patterns in 

O regon City, it does not truly represent the transportation modes utilized to other acti,-iry 
generators like schools, recreation, shopping or access to transit. on-motor vehicle transportation 

modes are likely higher in O regon City for these types of trips. 

How transportation modes are used in the City 

Pedestrian, bicycle, and motor Ychiclc activity at key intersections throughout O regon City was 

reviewed during the evening peak period (3:15 p.m. to 6:15p.m.) on a typical weekday in the late 
spring and ea rly fall o f 2011.:; It was found that during the summer months, activity levels generally 

increase due to the overall pleasant weather and longer days enticing residents o f O regon City to get 
out and about in the City. I t should be noted that although weekend pedestrian and bicycle activity 

levels were not measured, they would generally be expected to be higher than the activity leYels o f a 

typical weekday. 

1 2005-2009 • \ merican Community SurYey, L'S Census Bureau 

2 Based on counrs conducted . \pril 12•11 • • \pnl 13'" .. \ pnl 14•11, . \pril21' 1 and September ~,h 20 11 
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• P edestrian volumes arc gcncraiJy highest in D owntown Oregon Ciry and along 7'" Street 

and i\ Io lalh _\,-cnuc. T he highest hourly pedestrian acti,·ity during the e\·ening pea k 

occurred at the i\Iolalla . \ ,·enue inrerscction wirh Clai rmom \'\"ay, with oYer 50 pedestrian 

crossings in the one-hour period between 3:55 p.m. and 4:55 p.m. The highest hourly 

pedestrian acti,·ity k'-cls at the re,·iewed Intersectio ns during the eYcning peak period arc 

disphtycd in I :igure . \I in the appendix. 

• Bicycle volumes arc general! ~· low during the C\'CILing peak period, with no more than nine 

bicyclists traveling through any o f the imersectiom t-c,·iewcd during a single o ne-ho ur 

period between 3:15 and 6: 15 p.m. The highest \'Olumes occurred on \\ 'ashington Street 

b _," S d I r th S . h I I I . I . I d . crwccn :::> _ treet an :::> • trecr. \\"lt 1our y ,.o umcs rang1ng )Ct\\"Cen e1g 1t an mnc 

cyclists. The highes t hourly bicycle acti,·ity b ·cls at the rcYie,n·d intersectio ns during the 

en~ni ng peak period arc displayed in Figure . \I in the appendix. 

• M otor vehicle volumes o n the road\\'a~·s in O regon Ci ty peak during the e,·ening between 

3:25 p.m. and 5: I() p.m .. but generally ,·ary depending o n the time o f year. During the 

summer months. traffic Yolumes increase due to an influx of rec reational and leisure 

tra,·clcrs taking ath-anragc of the 11ice weather. l·or rhis reason. the traffic count data was 

adjusted upwa rd to represent peak seasonal traffic conditions. The peak seasonal traHic 

Yolumes deY elo ped for the 1-c'·iewed intcrscctions can be found in Figure:: _ \2 in the 

appendix. Peak seasonal mo to r ,·c!Licle ,·olumcs arc highest along OR 99E, generally 

ranging bct\vecn 1,000 and 2,000 , -c hicle~ in each direc tio n during the cYcning peak hou r. 

r:.,-cning peak ho ur traffic ,·olumes are also high along OR 213. i\lolalla .\ Ycnuc. 

\\ .ashingron Street and Bea,·crcrcck Road. gcncrallr ranging bc t\vccn 500 and 1.000 ,·chicles 

in each direction. 
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Where do people come from? 

T bl 2 Wh 0 . C' w k Li -
Percent of 

Oregon City 

Much of the traffic in Oregon City is 
often related to employment travel. J-\s 

shown in Table 2, half o f the workers in 

O regon City live in another City. The 

commute mode for employees that 
travel into the City is often dependent 
on the regional transportation system. If 
there is walking, biking, transit or other 

facility deficits outside the City, then a 

commuter may be discouraged from 
utilizing those travel modes. 

Oregon City workers who: Workers 

Live in Oregon City 50% 

Live outside O regon City soo;., 

lJw in Po11/rmrl 20% 

UN in w·es/ U/111 ~% 

Uue in ,\/illllallkie -t•o 

lJue in Grubr1111 .:t•o 

lJue in Other Ci(J• in Oregon 15% 

Distance from 

Oregon City 

-

-

12+ 111iles 

I+ 1111les 

-+ 111ile.r 

,-+ 111ile.r 

2+ //Iiies Oregon City Employee 
Commute Mode 

More than three 

quarters (75 
percent) o f the 

commuters In 

northeast, south

central, southeast 
and southwest 

Oregon City and 

70 percent in 
central Oregon 

City commute to 

work via single 

occupant mo to r 

vehicle (see 
Table 3). The 

greatest percent 
o f residents 

walking to their 

place of 

employment 

Source: Census T ransporratJon Plan rung Package (CTPP), 2006-
2008 _ \merican Community Survey 

occurs in the 

southeast part of 

Oregon City (6 
percent of 

residents) while 

T bl 3 W k C M d b fO . C' -
Northeast Central South- Central Southeast Southwest 

Transportation Oregon Oregon Oregon City Oregon Oregon 

Mode City (1) City (2) (3) City (4) City (5) 

~ Ioror \ 'chicle- 78% 71% 78°o 75% 86% 
Single Occupant 

l\!oror \'chicle- 60 () 12% 11 % II% 8% 

Carpool 

Walked 3% 3% 2% 6% 0% 

Biked 0° 0 5% 2% 0% OO!o 

Public 2° 0 4% 3% 4°o 2% 

Transportation 

l\ fororcycle/ Orher 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 

Worked at I lome 10% 3% 4% 4% 4°/o 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2005-2(109 :\mencan Commumty Survey 
1. Includes the Park Place and parr of the Caufield (north o f Beavercreek Road) neighborhoods 
2. Includes Downtown and the ~lcLoughlin neighborhood 

3. Includes rhe Canemah, Barclay Hills, RiYercrest and part of the South End (northeast o f the 
South End Road/ Warner Parrott Road intersection) neighborhoods 
4. Includes the T owef\•ista, Hillendale, Gaffney Lane and part of the Caufield (south of 

Beavercreek Road) neighborhoods 
5. Includes the Hazel Grove/ Westling Farn1 and part of the South End (west of South End 

Road) neighborhoods 

the highest bicycle commuting ro work occurs in central Oregon City (5 percent). The highest usage 

of public transportation to work occurs in the central and southeast part of the City (4 percent). 
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What factors determine how people travel? 

Tra,· elcr~ often weigh a nriety of factor;; when deciding how to commute to their destination. 

\\ 'hcther the trip will be ,•ia motor vehicle, walking, bicycle, or public transportation, the choice is 

often a balance between ease and convenience o f travel, tra,·el cos t, and travel time. 

Where are you going? \\ 'hcthcr you are going to work, ~chool. shopping, o r to a park, your trip 

type (or ~·our destination point) often determines you r mode of transportation. Tf you arc destined 
for a park or school you generally ha,·c a higher likelihood to walk or bicycle, as oppo~cd to work o r 
shopping in which travel ,·ia motor Yehicle is generall~· more com-cnient. 1 n addition. the distance o f 

that destination would play a role in mode choice. Trips that arc shorter generall y present a greater 

o pportunity to walk or bicycle, as opposed to longer disrance u·ips that often rec1uire transit or 
motor vehicle ro reach the destination. 

Will you have to c ross a busy road or walk a long a road without s idewalks? The a\·ailabiliry of 
sidewalks, curb ramps to prO\·ide wheelchair access. cross\\'alks. and bicycle lanes increase the 

comfort and acccs;; of walking and biking . . -\ lack of these factlities. particularly o n higher 
n>lume/speed roadwa~·s, discourages people from utilizing non-motor Ychiclc modes o f 
transportatJon. 

Where you work and h ow long it 

takes you to get there. O regon Ci r~· 

residems who work outside of the CitY 

arc likely to commute ,·ia motor Yehicle 
due to tra,·cl distance and commute 

time . . \ s seen in Table -1-, about 58 

percent of Oregon City residents 
commute outside the City to work. 

0\'er -1-0 percent of these commuters 

traYcl to employment locations at least 
10 miles outside of the City. 

Age and incom e. D emographic 
cha racteristics such as age and income 

T b l 4 WI 0 . C' R 'd w k -
Percent of 

Oregon City residents Oregon City Distance from 
who: Workers Oregon City 

Work in Oregon Ci~· 42% . 

Work outside Oregon City 58% . 

ll'od; i11 Po111a11d r o ) 0 I:!+ 111ile.r 

lf .. ork i11 J li!JIIallkiP .J"o -+ 111ile.r 

ll "ork i11 Tzwmt .JO 0 !3+ 111il~s 

ll'ork i11 Salm1 J"o }5 + 111ikr 

ll'od · i11 Other Ci(r i11 Oregon !:!"o 6+ 111ile.r 

Source: Census Transportanon Planntng Package (CTPP), 2006-
2008 .-\merican Communiry Survey 

play a key role in determining mode of transportation. Oregon City residents with lower incomes, as 

well as the youngest and oldest residents often account for more trips via \Valking. biking, and public 

transportation. 1\ s seen in Table 5. about a quarter (2.5 pcrccnr) of Oregon City residents living in 

the neighborhoods south of D ownrown (e.g. Barela~· I Iills, R.iYcrcrcst. South End, TowerYista, 
r-1 illendale, Ga ffne\' Lane, Caufield , I laze! Gro,·c and Canemah) are school-aged children, while 

about I 0 percent of Oregon City residents throughout the City arc abm·e the retirement age. The 
cemral part o f Oregon City (Downtown and l\!cLoughlin neighborhood) accounts for the lo\\'est 

median household incomes (around $-1-3.000), which is approximately S1 0.000 to 530.000 less than 
the other parts of the City. 
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T bl 5 K D hi . 0 . . - -
Northeast Central 

Oregon Oregon South- Central Southeast Southwest 
City City Oregon City Oregon City Oregon City 

Age (by percent o f reside nts) 

Scbool aged (U11der l8) 2 1°'o 17° 0 24°o 26°o 24°o 

Middlr Aged (18 to 66) 68° 0 7 1°o 68% 64°'o 63°o 

Retired Aged (6 -+) II 0 o l2°o 9° 0 1()0 0 13° 0 

Median H ousehold Income $68, 110 42.988 52,041 $58,362 • 70,000 

Source: L'S Census Bureau, 2005-2009 . \mencan Commumf!· SurYey 

Is it cold or raining? Weather could po tentially play a role in determining how trips arc made. 

O regon City experiences cooL rainy winrers, \v;th mild and generally dry summers . . \ ccording to the 

national weather sen ·ice, average temperatmes in the winter mo nths ovember to 1arch) arc 

around 45 degrees Fahrenheit, with measurable rainfall occurring about 17 days each winter month. 

The spring and fall months (J'\pril , l\1ay, and October) are slightly warmer and dryer, with a\'erage 

temperatures around 55 degrees Fahrenheit, and about 1-t days of measurable rainfall. The summer 

months (lune to September) are typically ' rery pleasant, with average temperarures around 65 degrees 

Fahrenheit, and less than 10 days of measurable rainfall each month. 1 The rainy weather could 

discourage walking and biking trips, fo rcing users to potentially make a trip via motor vehicle o r 

o ther means, when they would othenvise walk o r bike. 

Are you able to walk or bike on a s teep hill? 

Topography, one o f the things that makes 

Oregon City a unique place with the slo ping and 

hilly terrain, is generally a deterrent to walking and 

bicycling. The terrain makes these trips more 

difficult and potentially creates barriers for those 

with disabilities. 

1 Climate Summary for Portland area, . arional \'\ 'earher Ser1'ice 

December 2011 

Steep hill without p e destrian or bicycle 
faci lities 
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What transportation infrastructure is available? 

Oregon C ity has an abundance o f existing transportatio n infrastructure that residents usc o n a daily 

basis. The infrastruc ture includes sidewalks, bike lanes, multi-use trails, roadways and u·ansit. 

Walking 

\X 'alking plays a key role in O regon City' s transportation network. Planning for pedestrians no r only 

helps the City pro,·idc a complete, multi-modal transpo rtatio n sys tem, it adJ rcsses a social equity 

i~sue , emuring that the young. the elde rly. and those no t tinancially able LO afford mo to rized 

transpo rt haw access to goods. sen ·ices, employment, and educatio n .. \pproximatcly four percent of 
commuters in the C ity walk 10 wo rk. \\·ith ano ther four percent utilizing public transportatio n (which 

generally incluJc a " ·alking trip at the beginning or end) to get to ,,·ork. In addi tion ro the work 

commute trips, walking trips arc made to and from recreatio nal or sho pping a reas, schools, or other 

acti,-ity generators. Tn general, it is desi rable to provide continuous sidewalk connections bcrwcen 

all acti,·iry generators and arterial /collecto r roaJ,yays to allow fo r sa fe and am acti\T non-mo to rized 

traYel o ptio ns. Oregon City's walking net\,·ork, shown in 1-"igurc 2, is composed of side\\·alks. stain;, 

anJ multi-usc paths. 

Sidewalks are located along roadwa~·s , arc separated from the roadway with a curb and / o r planting 

strip. and haYe a hard, smooth surface, such as concrete. The Oregon D epartment o fTramponatio n 

(ODO'l) standard fo r sidewalk \\·idrh is six feet, \\'ith a minimum width of fi"e feet acceptable on 

local streets. Oregon C ity rct1uires side\\·alb to be at least fi\·e fcet " i dc. l\losr of the road"·ays in 

downtown O regon City ha,·e sidewalks o n bo th sides, whi.lc continuo us sidewalks along 7'11 Street 

and lola!Ja ,\,·enue link down to\\'n Oregon C ity \\ith Clackamas Communi ty College. Beyond thc~e 

areas, continuo us sidewalks arc generally limited throughout 

the City. 

Stairway /Elevator: The Oregon City l\ iunicipal Eb·aror, 

located at the 7'11 
, trect/ Rail road . \\-em1c intersectio n and the 

Grand , taircase prO\·ide alrcrnati,·c connectio ns fo r 

pedestrians to the top o f the bluff aboYc downto\\·n. 

Multi-use path s are uscd by a ,-arie ty o f non-motorized 

users, including pedestrians, bicyclists. skateboarders, and 

runner~ . 1\[ulti-use paths a rc typically pand (asphalt or 

concrete) bur may also consist of an unpaYed smooth ~urfacc 

as lo ng as it meets .\mcricans wi th Disabilities .\ ct (. \D.\ ) 

standards. fulti-use paths arc usually "ider than an aYc ragc 

sidewalk (i.e. I 0 - 1-t feet). 

View of the Municipal 
E levator from Main Street 

• The 1-205 multi-usc pa th crosses the Clackamas R.i,·er from G ladstone to the no rth o f 

O regon Ciry ,-ia the 82".t Dri,T / Park Place Bridge. Here the path tra,·cls into O regon Ciry 

to Clackamettc Park where it joins the \\ 'iJJameuc H.i,·er Trail. o rth o f the Clackamas 

R.iYc r, the I -205 mul ti-usc path generally runs fo r 16.5 miles parallel ing 1-205. connecting 
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downtown Oregon City to Marine Drive ncar the Portland International Airport. The path 

also interests with other regional trails such as the Springwater Corridor Trail and the 

Trolley Trail. 

• T he l\IcLoughlin Promenade runs for approximately a half-mile along the bluff abO\·e 
downtown Oregon City. The path prO\ridcs a connection from the McLoughlin I louse o n 

Center Street to Tumwater Drive ncar O R 99E. A pedestrian b ridge over OR 99E 

(McLoughlin Boub·ard) links the west side of O R 99E with the south end o f the 
McLoughlin Promenade. 

• The \\'illamette RiYcr Trail, located 
between O R 99£ and the \\ "illamcttc 

Rive r, connects Clackamette Park to 
downtown O regon City ,.ia Jon Storm 

Park and the newly enhanced pedestrian 
accessible \\'illamene Terrace located ncar 
12'h treet. 

• Several short multi-use paths connect 

adjacent roadways to Ciry parks, such as 

the path connecting I JillcndaJc City Park 

ncar Clairmont \X'ay to Red , oils Court, 
Willamette T errace 

just to the south of Beavercreek Road. These are generally used fo r recreational purposes. 

• 1\ number of natural surface trails, such as the \\'aterboard Park walking path, arc also 

located in Oregon City. These trails arc mostly used by pedestrians, primarily for 

recreational purposes. 
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Existing Pedestrian 
Facilities 

Legend 

Sidewalk Facilit ies 
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[ 
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Ped~strian facilities were not Inventoried 
on "" fOCdl streets 



Bicycling 

Oregon City's bicycling network, shown in Figure 3, is composed of bikclanes, shared roadways and 

multi-use paths. 

Shared Roadway: Shared roadways include roadways on which bicyclists and motorists share the 

same travel lane. The most suitable roadways for shared bicycle use are those with low speeds (25 
mph or less) and low traffic volumes (3,000 vehicles per day or fewer). Signed shared roadways arc 

shared roadways that are designated and signed as bicycle routes and serve to provide continuity to 

other bicycle facilities (e.g. bicycle lanes) or designate a preferred route through the community. 

Common practice is to sign the route with standard Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD) green bicycle route signs with directional arrows. bared roadways can also have signing 
that highlights a special route or prm~ides 

directional infonnation in bicycling minutes or 

distance (e.g., "Library, 3 minutes, 1
/2 mile"). 

• There arc a few signed bike routes in the 
City, such as the OR 99E/\\'ashington 

Street and Molalla Avenue bike routes. 

• Sharrows are used on Main Street in 

downtown Oregon City 

• Many local streets in O regon City are low 

speed/low volume roadways that could be 

classified as shared roadways. Although 
there are no signs or pavement markings 

to indicate that a particular local street is a 

Signed bike route in Oregon City 

shared roadway or part of a bicycle route, these low traffic roadways often connect 

residential neighborhoods to cotru11ercial areas- allowing bicyclists to bypass heavily 

trafficked thoroughfares in favor of quieter 

streets. 

Multi-use paths such as those around Clackamas 

Community College and 1-205 multi-use path 

provide off-street travel for bicyclists. 

Shoulder Bikeway: These are paved roadways 

that have striped shoulders wide enough for bicycle 

travel. ODOT recommends a six-foot paved 

shoulder to adequately provide for bicyclists, and a 
four-foot minimum width in constrained areas. 

Roadways with shoulders less than four feet are 

considered shared roadways. Sometimes shoulder 

bikeways are signed to alert motorists to expect 
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P ath adjacent to OR 213 near 
Clackamas Community College 
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bicycle rr;n·el along the roadway. 

• OR 213 ha~ a ''ide roadway shoulder 
aYailable to bicyclists from \\ 'ashington 

Street to Bean:rcrcck Road. l r does ha,·e 

bicycle markings in a few locatio ns. good 
paYemenr qualiry and sufficient width to 
accommodate bic,·cle rraYel. 

Bicycle Lanes: Bike lanes are portions of the 

roadway designated specifically for bicycle traYel 
Yia a striped lane and pa,·emenr stencils. ODOT 

standard wid th for a bicycle lane is six feet. The 
minimum width of a bicycle lane against a curb or 

adjacent to a parking lane is fiye feet. :\ bicycle lane 

Wide shoulders along OR 213 

may be as narrow as four feet, but only in ' 'ery constrained situations. Bike lanes arc most 

appropriate o n arterials and collectors. where high traffic ,-olumcs and speeds warrant greater 
separation of the tra\·el modes. Exi~ting bicycle facilities in Oregon City can be seen in Figure 3. 

• Bike lanes arc generally a\·ailable along many arterial and collector road,,·ays in the City 

including l\folalla .\,'Cnue, Bea,·ercreek Road. Linn .henue, South F.nd Road, \\ 'arner Milne 

Road, \\ 'arner Parrott' Road and \\'ashington Sn·eet. l n addition. a bike connection to the 
regional l -205 multi-usc trail is prO\·ided ,·ia OR 213 and \\ 'ashington Street. 

Bicycle Parking: End-of-trip bicycle facilities arc 

a fundamental componenr of a bicycle network. l n 

addition. a lack of sa fe and secure parking facilities 
can be an obstacle to promoring bicycle riding. 
Bicycle parking can be broadly defined as either 

sho rt-term or long-term parking. 

Short-term parking meant to accommodate 
Yisitors, customers, messengers and others 

expected to depart within two hours; requires 

apprO\·ed standard rack, appropriate location and 
placement, and weather protection. 

l ,ong-term parking meant to accommodate 

Short-term bike parking near Jon 
Storm Park 

employees, students, residents, commuters, and o thers expected to park more than rwo hours. This 
parking is to be prO\·ided in a secure, weather-protected manner and location. 

• Long-term bike parking is antilable at Oregon City Hall and the Oregon City Transit Center 
,·ia bike lockers. 
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Existing Bicycle 
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Transit 

Transit setTice is prm·ided in Oregon City by Tril\ let ,-ia seyen fixed bus routes connecting Oregon 

Ci t~· to the res t of the Portland l\lctropolitan area, and an .\ mericans \\·ith Disabilities . \ ct (.\0.\ ) 
para transit service. T he fixed transi t routes in O regon C ity can be seen in F igure -J.. l n addition, 

seasonal transi t scn ·icc is prm·ided to residents and tourists ,~ia the Oregon C ity Trolley, and regional 

seiYice is prm·ided , ·ia the Canby .\rea T ransi t system, South Clackamas Transportatio n Dis trict and 

,\mtrak. 

Tra n s it Access and Am en ities: T he Oregon City 

Transit Center, loca ted on l\lain Street bc:rwccn 

l\ loss Street and 11'" Sn·ccr, offers a t ransfer point 

between the seven Tril\ let fixed bus routes, the 

Oregon Ci ~· Tro lley and the regional bus sen·ice ro 

Canby. The transit center offers a shel ter, bench 

and rentable bike lockers for riders. 

Bus stops in O regon Ci~· arc located along l\ lain 

S l) iJ J \ ?"d S j j . J L' - rh , t rcet, '-a roa<. . ' -cn ue, _ , t rect. 1g 1 -"' ln:et, ::> 

Street, Lin n .\ Yenue, 7'" Street, l\ Jo lalla . \ yenuc, 

1) . · · s 9'" s '" , I k tYisio n , trcct, , treet, l o Street,. ac ·son 

Stree t, .\ bc rncthy Road , T lolcomb Bo ulc,·ard, 

Orego n C ity Trans it C ente r in 
D owntown 

Lon~·ie\\' \\'ay, \\ 'a m er 1\Wnc Road an<.l Bca,·erc rcck Road . Only some o f the bus stops offer 

benches and shelter and some lack sidewalk connections to the surrounding neighborhoods and 

businesses. \ \'bile transit users in the Pa rk Place, l\ fcLoughlin, Barclay l li.lls, llillcn<.lalc. Gaffney 

J .anc and RiYercrest neighborhoods arc generally in close proximi~· to a bus stop, those in the 

Caufield, Cancmah, South End. T ower \'ista and I laze! GroYe/ \Ycstling Farm neighborhoo ds could 

potentially be m·cr two miles from a bus stop (greater than the typical trip length fo r the a\·erage 

walking or biking trip) . 

Park and ride faci lities are proYided for transit u~ers at t\\·o locations in Oregon Ci~·, ncar the Linn 

. \\-enue/\\ ' illiam~ A , ·enue intersection (just north of \\ .a rncr l\Wnc Road) and at Clackamas 

Community College. 

, \ 11 'l'ril\1ct buses arc eguip ped with either a boarding ramp or a lift to allow wheelchair access, and 

include bicycle racks. Riders are o nly permitted to load their bicycle inside the bus if they can 

collap~c to the ~izc of a standard piece of luggage. 

TriMet's LIFT paratransit service provides public transporta tion to p e rson s with disabilities 

who arc unable to use regular fixed rourc buses. Curb to curb paratransit scn·icc, in wheelcha ir li ft 

equipped mini-bu~es. is anilable generally bet\vecn 4:30a.m. and 2:30a.m. se,·en days a week. 

Freque nt bus s ervice to D owntown Po rtland is proYided by Route 33 (l\ lcl .oughlin) and Route 

99 (1\IcLoughlin E xp ress) , which run from the transit mall in D owntown Portland to the O regon 

Cit~· Transit Center o r Clackamas Community College. Route 33 runs "·ith 15 minute headways 

December 2011 Page 15 



during the a.m., midday, and p.m. peak periods, and offers serYice between -U O a.m. and I :45 a.m. 
Mo nday through Friday. O n weekends, Route 33 offers service between 6:00a.m. and 1:30 a.m. The 
busiest stops alo ng this route include the O regon City Transit Center and Clackamas Community 
College, with nearly 700 and 500 daily hoardings and de-hoardings respectively. 

Route 99 departs Oregon City every 15 minutes between 5:30a.m. and 8:00 a.m. destined for 
Downtown Portland and arrives in O regon City from D owntown Portland every 15 minutes 
between 3:30 p.m. and 6:30 p.m. Mo nday through Friday. Some of the busiest stops include the 
O regon City Transit Center (131 daily o ns/o ffs), Clackamas Community College (94 daily ons/ o ffs) 
and l\folalla/ Ciairmont (58 daily ons/ o ffs). 

Bus Service to Clackamas Com m unity College is pro,·ided by Route 32 (Oatfield), which runs 
fro m the transit mall in D owntown Portland o r the l\Wwaukie City Center to Clackamas Conununi t-y 
College. Key destinatio ns alo ng this route include the \\ 'illamette Falls Hospital, O regon City Transit 
Center and the Cities o f Po rtland, Gladstone and l\1ilwaukie. T ri.l\fet Route 32 o ffe rs bus serYice 
between 5:30a.m. and 7:00 p.m. l\londay through Friday, generally with 15 to 30 minute headways. 
Bus sen·ice is also prm·ided on Saturday between the Oregon City Transit Center and Clackamas 
Community College only, between 10:00 a.m. and 5:30 p.m. with one hour headways. Some of the 
busiest stops include the Oregon City Transit Center (249 daily ons/o ffs), Clackamas Communir;• 

College (174 daily o ns/ offs) and Molalla/ Mountain View (48 daily ons/ offs). 

Bus Service to Milwaukie is pro,•ided by Route 34 (River Road), connecting the Park Place 
neighborhood (alo ng IIolcomb 1\ venue) to l\Wwaukie. Tri.l\fet Rou te 34 o ffers bus sen·ice between 
5:30a.m. and 6:45 p.m. l\Ionday through Friday, generally with one to three hour headways. The 
busiest stop along this route includes the Oregon Cir;• T ransit Center with 84 dail y hoardings and 

de-hoardings. 

Bus Se rvice to Lake O swego and the Unive rs ity of Po rtland is p rm·ided by Ro ute 35 
(l\ lacadam/ Greeley) . Route 35 offers bus sen· ice between 4:45a.m. and 1:30 a.m. l\londay th rough 
Friday, generally with 10 to 30 minute headways. On weekends, Route 35 generally offers sen·ice 
between 6:00 a.m. and 1:15 p.m., approximately e\·cry 30 to 60 minutes. 

Bus Service to the Clackam as T own Center is provided by Route 79 (Clackamas/O regon Cir;•) . 
Route 79 o ffers bus service between 6:00a.m. and 10:30 p.m. Monday through Friday, generally 
with 30 to 40 minute head ways. O n weekends, Route 79 o ffers setTice between 8:00 a.m. and 10:30 
p.m., approximately eYery 30 to 60 minutes. The Oregon Cir;• T ransit Center has nearly 700 daily 
hoardings and de-hoardings fo r this route. 

Bus Service to West Linn is prm·ided by Route 154 (\\ 'illamette). Route 154 prm·ides weekday 

senrice between West Linn 's \'(lilJamette neighborhood and Oregon City approximately eYery hour 
between 6:30a.m. and 7:30 p.m. 
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The Oregon City T rolley prm·ides free sen ·icc 

se,·en days a week during the ~ummer months for 
residems and tourists. Key destinations along the 
roUle include the l\IcLoughlin !louse, End o f the 

Oregon Trail Center. Jon Storm Park. Clackameue 

Park, l ~ rmaringer I louse. D owntown and the 
\\ 'i!Jamerte I ;ails o,·erlook. 

Bus Service to Canby i~ prm·ided b~· Canby .\rca 
Tran~it (C. \ T) . C. \T prm·iJe~ week J ay service 

connecting the Oregon City Transit Center ro 
Canby, .\urora. llubbard and \\ 'oodburn . 

Bus Service to M olalla is prm·ided ,·ia rhe . olllh 

Oregon City Trolley 

Clackamas Transportation District (SCTD). SCDT proYides weekday sen·ice connecting Clackamas 
Community College \\itb Caru~. i\ lulino, l .iberal and l\Iolalla. 

Amtrak provides passenger rail service connecting O regon City to Seattle and l·:ugene. The 
,\mtrak station in Oregon Ciry is located on \\ 'ashi ngton Street, just norrh of .\bernethy Road. 
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Driving 

Despite the hilly terrain. the roadway~ in the Downtmm area of Oregon City arc generally well 

connected and foli o\\· a gtidded pattern .. -\t the top of the hill, many of the roadways are generally 

''indicr. not continuous, and ha,·c larger blocks de~pitc the rclatiYcly flat terrain. In additio n. the 

steep slopes between the D o\\'nrown and the o ther pans of the City allow o nly limited connectio ns 

up the hill. For these reason~ . it becomes necessary ro manage the cxist.ing roadways by dctcnnining 

how rhe traffic from ,·a rious pans of Oregon City ca n be channelized \\rithin the network in a logical 

and efficient manner. 

H ow d o we m an age the roadway n etwork in O regon City? To manage the roadway net,,·ork, 

the City classified the roadways based o n a hierarchy according to the intended purpose of each road 

(as shown in Figure 5). From highest to lowest intended usage, the classiticarions arc free\\·ay, 

expressway, major artctial. n1inor arterial, collector. and local streets. Roadways with a higher 

intended usage genera lly prm·idc mo re efficient traftic moYemcnt (or mobili ry) rhrough the City. 

while road\\·ap with lower intcndcu u~age pro,·ide greater access fo r shorter trips to local 

destinations such as businesses or residences. 

Freew ays and E xpressways arc limited acce~s state roadways. These roadways sen·e the highcsr 

Yolume of motor ,·chicle traffic and arc p rimarily utilized for longer distance regional trips. Both 

O R 2 13 anu 1-205 ha,·c posteu speed limits of 55 miles per ho ur. 

M ajo r Arte ria l Roadways arc intended to moYe 

traffic through Oregon City. These roadways 

generally experience higher traffic ,·olumes and 

often connect to locations o utside o f the City (such 

as l3ca,·crcrcck Road) or act as a corridor 

connecting many parts of the City (such as l\ lolaUa 

:henuc). Pos red speed limit~ o n these roadways arc 

generally bcrwccn 30 to 45 miles per hour, \\'ith the 
higher speeds posted in less urbanized areas and 

lmYer speeds in areas \\ith more congestio n such as 

do\\·ntown . 
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OR 99E is a n example o f a m ajo r 
a rte ri a l roadway. 
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Mino r Arte ria l Roadways arc intended to sen·e 

local traffic tra,·cling to and from majo r arterial 

roadways. These roadways provide greater 
accessibility to neighborhoods, o ften connecting to 
major acti,•ity generators and prO\ridc effi cient 

thro ugh mo,·ement for local traffic. Posted speeds 

on minor arterial roadways typically range between 

25 and 45 miles per hour. 

Collector Roadways often connect the 
neighborhoods to the minor arterial roadways. 

These roadways scn ·e as major neighborhood 

routes and generally provide more direct property 
access or driveways than arterial roadways. Posted 

Linn Avenue is an example of a minor 
arterial roadway. 

speeds on collector roadways generally range between 25 and 35 miles per hour. 

Local Roadways provide more direct access to residences in Oregon City. These roadways are 

o ften lined with residences and are designed to serve lower volumes of traffic with a statutory speed 

limit o f 25 miles per hour. 

ODOT also classifies roadways in Oregon City under their jurisdic tion. Roadways under 

ODOT jurisdiction (see Figure 1\ 3 in the appendix) include the roadways that the City classified as 

Freeway (l-205), Table 6: ODOT Roadway Characteristics 
Expressway (OR 213) and 
se,·eral major arterials (i.e. 

OR 99E, and OR 213). 

The major characteristics 

o f ODOT roadways in 

Oregon City are 
summarized in Table 6. 

~lost o f the ODOT 

roadways in the City are 

classified by ODOT as 
District I Iighways. The 
exception is 1-205, which 

is classified as an 

l ntersta te Highway and 

OR 99E south o f l -205 

which is classified as a 

Regio nal Highway. 

ODOT Special 
Roadway (limits) Classification* Designations* 

I-205 (\X'illamerte Ri\'er Inrersrare Freight Route: 
to Clackamas Ri\'er ) Highway Truck Roure 

OR 2 13 (1 -205 to District Expressway: 
~ !olalla .\\'enue) llighway Bypass 

OR 2 13 (Molalla 
District 

.\ venue to sourh City 
Highway 

N / . \ 
limits) 

OR 99E (Clackamas District 
Truck Roure 

River to 1-205) Highway 

Truck Route: 
OR 99E (1-205 ro Regional Special 
sourh Ciry lmuts) ll ighway Transportation 

.\rea (ST. \) · · 

OR 43 (Oregon Ciry-
Disrricr 

\X'esr linn Bridge ro 
Highway 

ST.\ 
OR 99E) 

' Source: • ( )regon I ltghway Plan (O HP), .-\ppendn: D 

Cross 
section 

4 to 6 
lanes 

4 to 5 
lanes 

3 ro 5 
lanes 

4 ro 7 
lanes 

3 to 5 
lanes 

2 lanes 

·'ST.\ designation on OR 99E from 14'" Streer ro Railroad .\\'enue 

December 2011 

Posted 
Speed 

65 mph 

45 to 55 
mph 

45 mph 

40 mph 

30 to 40 
mph 

25 mph 
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Bridges 

• Oregon City-Wes t Linn Arch Bridge 

crosses the \X'illamette River to the 
northwest of O regon City, connecting to 
\'\'est Linn. The bridge, constructed in 

1922, is just under two tenths o f a mile 

long and is iconic for the region. The 

bridge is open to motor vehicle, pedestrian 

and bicycle traffic only. Bicyclists must 
share the roadway with motor vehicles. In 

2010, ODOT estimated 12,700 vehicles 

crossed the bridge each day. 

• Abernethy Bridge opened in 1970 and 
carries I-205 traffic across the \'\'illamette 

View of the Arch Bridge from 
Downtown 

River between O regon City and \\ 'est Linn. The bridge is open to mo tor vehicle and freight 

traffic only. ln 2010, ODOT estimated 98,100 vehicles crossed the bridge each day. 

• Clackamas River Bridge opened in 1962 and canies I -205 traffic across the Clackamas 
R..iver between O regon City and Gladstone. The bridge is open to motor vehicle and freight 

traffic only. In 2010, ODOT estimated 129,100 vehicles crossed the bridge each day. 

• J ohn McLoug hlin Bridge carries O R 99E traffic across the Clackamas River to the north 

o f Oregon City, connecting to Gladstone. The bridge is open to motor vehicle, freight, 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic. Bicyclists mus t share the roadway with motor vehicles. In 
2010, O DOT estimated 32,000 vehicles 

crossed the bridge each day. 

• 82"d Drive/P ark Place Bridge crosses the 

Clackamas River to the north of Oregon 

City, connecting to G ladstone. The bridge, 

constructed in 1921 , is open to pedestrians 

and bicyclists only and is part o f the I -205 
multi-usc path. 

Bridges are also located on O R 213, 1\nchor Way, 

llolcomb Bo ulevard, and Washington Street. l n 

addition, an ac tive railroad bridge crosses the 

Clackamas River, just to the east o f the I-205 

Clackamas River Bridge. A second railroad bridge 

crossing over the Clackamas River is located about 

View across the 82"d Drive/ Park Place 
Bridge 

midway between the John McLoughlin Bridge and the 82"'1 Drive/Park Place Bridge. The railroad 
tracks leading to this bridge have been remm-ed on bo th sides and it currently sits unused, 

abando ned since 1968. 
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Freight 

Efficient truck moYcmcnt plays a ,·ita! ro le in the.: economical movement o f raw materials and 

finished p roducts. The designation o f through truck routes prm·idc.:s fo r this efficient mm·em ent, 

willie at the same time maintaining neighborhood liYability, public safety, and minimizing 

maintenance costs of the roadway system. ODO T has identified 1-205 as a freight route through 

O regon City. \'"'hile OR 99F. is no t classified by ODO T as a freight route, it is designated as a truck 

ro ute by the federal gm·ernmenr. 

1\fuch o f the freight actiYi ty in O regon City is related to the 1\letro designated emplo~·men t land. 

D esignated emplo yment land is located near the southeas t corner of the Ciry along O R 213, 

Bea,'ercreek Road and 1\Iolalla A,·enue. h·cight acti,·iry is also genera ted \\~thin the 1\ letro designated 

Oregon Ciry Regional Center. T o allow for efficient moYem ent between these designa ted areas and 

regio nal freight routes, l\fe tro has classified se\·eral roadways in the City as freight connectors. T he 

connec tor roadways link 1-5 with the employm ent areas and include O R 21 3, l3ea,·ercreek Road and 

O R 99E . Freight accoun ts fo r approxim ately two percent of the traHic on O R 213, a Little m·er o ne 

percent on 1\Iolalla :\,·cnue and abo ut o ne percent on 1\Iaplc Lane Road. 

Rail 

Railroad tracks are aYailable in Oregon Ciry, jus t \\·est o f Clackamas Ri,·er Drive and \\'ashington 

Street at the no rth end o f the C ity and just west of OR 99 1 ~ along the \\ "illamette RiYer rowards the 

south end o f the City. The tracks are owned by L1nio n Pacific Railroad and are current!~· utilized by 

freight and . \mtrak passenger trains. O DOT estimates that abo ut six passenger trains and between 

20 and 25 freight trains pass through Oregon City each day.4 

Ga ted at-grade railroad cross ings arc located at Forsythe Road and 1 O'" Street, while grade separated 

crossings are located at O R 21 3, 15'" Street, 1-l'" Street, 13'" Street, 12'" Street and O R 99E. 

Air 

Portland Internatio nal Illrpo rt (PDX), owned and operated by the Port of Portland, prm·ides 

regional and internatio nal air scn·ice for passenger!' and freight. The airport is located approximate!~· 

18 nUles (or abo ut 25 minutes) ro the north of Oregon City and is connected ,·ia I-205. In addi tion, 

the ; \urora State Airpo rt and Mulino :\irpo rt arc located less than 15 miles (or 20 minutes) from 

Oregon City and provide local commercial scn ·ice and pri,·ate aircraft use. 

Pipeline 

A. natural gas pipeline serYiog O regon City generally crosses the southeast part of the City near 

1--lenrici Road. l t is opera ted by Northwest N arural Gas. Se,·e ral feeder lines from rhc main pipeline 

also scn·e O regon City. There arc no o ther majo r regional wa ter o r oil pipelines within the Ciry 

limits. 

4 
( )D( H lmcrciry Passenger Rail Study. ( )D< )T Rail Dl\·ision.June 2009 Draft. 
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Water 

Oregon City is bordered by the \\'illamette RiYer on the west side and Clackamas River on the north 

side of the City. These waterways generally only serve recreational needs. The \X'illamette Falls 

Locks, located just south of Downtown Oregon City on the west side of the \X'illamette River, 

proYides a canal passage for boaters wishing to travel around \\'iillamette Falls. 

Transportation System Management and Operations 

Transportation System Management and Operations (TSMO) is a set of integrated transportation 

solutions intended to improve the performance of existing transportation in frastructure thro ugh a 

combination o f transportation system management (TSJ\1) and transportation demand management 

(TDM) strategies and programs. 

Transportation System Managem ent (TSM): O regon City has seYeral regional roadway facilities 

that sen·e the City and neighboring communities (I -205, OR 213 and O R 99E). These roadways, 

along with parallel arterials including \'\'ashington Street, 7'h Street-Molalla Avenue and BeaYercreek 

Road benefit from TSJ\1 infrastructure. Current TSJ\1 infrastructure includes: 

• Communications infrastructure is aYailable along I-205 and portions of OR 99E, OR 213, 

Molalla Avenue, \\'ashington Street and Beavercreek Road. 

• Coordinated time of day traffic signal control plans at various intersections along OR 99E, 

OR 213, Molalla A'•enue, Washington Street and Beavercreek Road. 

• Ramp meters o n the OR 99E and OR 213 eastbound and westbound on ramps to I-205 

• Cameras at the I -205 interchanges with OR 99E and OR 213 for monitoring tra,·cl 

conditions. 

• Road and weather sensor along OR 99E in the Canemah neighborhood. 

• Video detection at the \'\' ashington Street/ _r\bernethy Road intersection. 

The Po rtland Regional TSl\fO Plan calls for Arterial Corridor Management (ACl\1) along O R 213, 

Beavercreek Road (south of OR 213), OR 213 (to Henrici Road), Washington Street and 7'h Street in 

Oregon City. The project would improve operations by expanding traveler information and 

upgrading traffic signal equipment and timings. 

The Regional TSMO Plan also calls for ACM with adaptive signal timing along Molalla Avenue 

between 7'h Street and OR 213 and Beavercreek Road between Molalla Avenue and O R 213. This 

project includes the ACM project with signal systems that automatically adapt to current arterial 

roadway conditions 

Transportation Demand M a n agem ent: Oregon City implements a variety ofTDM measures. 

They include: 

• Parking Management 

• Roadway Connectivity 
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• l m·cstinR in pedestrian/ bicycle facilities 

Metro's regio nal travel demand model was used to e\·aluate p rogress tO\\·a rcls meeting transportation 

ucmand management (TDJ\1) goals, specitlcally reducing reliance on the ~ingle occupanc~· \·chicle 

(SO\') . l\ letro sets non-SO \' ta rgets fo r areas througho ut the region based on 20-Hl design type. In 

Oregon City, the Oregon City Regio nal Center, the 7'" Street-l\folalla .:henue Corridor and the O R 

991·: Corridor arc rec1uircd to meet the non-dri\'C alone modal target o f -+5 to 55 percent. T he 

employmen t land and the neighbo rhood land usc,; in the City arc required to meet the non-d ri\'e 

alo ne mo ual target o f -tO to -+5 percent. "\ s shown in Figure .\ -t in the appcndi.." . the O regon City 

Regio nal Center, as \\·ell as much o f the northeast. southeas t and south\\·est portio ns of the C ity 

han experienced an increase in no n-SO\' trips since 2005. These locations arc cxpcctcu ro continue 

to increase trip share \·ia walking. biking. carpooling or public transportation. ~ \ fe \\' o f the more 

established nci)!;hborhoods outside o f DO\\·ntown \\·ill sec a slight decline in non-SO\' trips through 

2035. 

Environmental Justice 

.r\s stated by the Environmental P rotection ,\ gency, " Environmental .J ustice is the fair trea tment and 

mea ningful im·ok ement o f all people regardless of race, color, natio nal origin, or income with 

respect to the dc\·elo pment, implementatio n, and en forcement of em·ironmcntal la\Ys. rcgularions. 

and policies.;, \\'ithin the context of the T SP , I ~m-ironmental .J us tice is an effort to idenLify 

undersetTcd and Yulncrablc popul ations so the City can imprm·e transportatio n sen·iccs while 

a\·oiding future impacts. Figure . \5 in the appendix idcnritles the loca Lio n o f low-income 

po pulatiom (indicating po pulations most Jjkely to be dependent on public transportation), minorit\· 

group~ and elderly persons. Si)!;nificant population~ o f low-income re~idents arc located in rhc Park 

Place neighborhood. Significant populatio ns o f mino ri ry groups are located around l\ lolalla . \ \·enue 

bcr\\'ccn Bea\·ercreek Road anu D i\·ision Street. while significant population~ of the elderly arc 

loca ted around the IS'" Street/ OiYision Street intersectio n. There were no significan t populations of 

non-I ~ngli sh speakers and people \\i th disabilities in the City. 

Household Cost of Transportation 

The financial burden o f transportation co~ts is g rowing in the L'nited States. This is generally uue ro 

rising costs associated \\·ith fuel , \-chicle maintenance, insurance and in some cases, people seeking 

affo rdable ho mes greater distances from employment. To be considered affo rdable, housing costs 

sho uld be no more than 30 percent o f ho usehold income, transpo rta tion cos ts no more than 15 
percent o f household income, o r the combinatio n of ho using and transportatio n expenses should be 

no more than -+5 percent of ho usehold income. 1 n the O regon City area6 the bo usinR costs arc 

currently estimated at 26.1 percen t of ho usehold income (2006 data), tra nsportatio n costs (2008 

data) arc es timated at 22.3 percent of household income. fo r a total of -+8.-t percent of household 

' t '.S. I I'\. l :nnronmt~Hal_lusuce. C:omph.111n· .111J 1:nforn·mcn1. \\ ebsne. 2007 

1• llothlllg I ran~pon.111on \fforJ.tbtllll Indo •. ( cnlt'l for '-••ghborhtH>J I echnolog~. l111p. h1.undn t "'"!!' 1111 !hod php 
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income spent on housing and transportation expenses. The relatively high percentage of income for 
transportation costs could be due to Oregon City's location at the south edge of the Metro Area and 
the need for workers to commute lo nger distances to employment. In addition, many low density 

neighborhoods lack retail and other community serYices within the neighborhood or ,;cinity. 

Pro,,iding improved travel options, as well as increasing employment in or near Oregon City could 

help lower transportation costs. Creating opportunities for higher density mixed use areas, as well as 

neighborhood retail and services centers in or ncar low density residential areas could potentially 
reduce the need for driYing. 

What travel conditions do people face? 

The transportation system in Oregon City is managed with a variety of measures to ensure that the 

transportation infrastructure in the City maintains acceptable quality for residents. 

Safety Evaluation 

The sa fety of the roadways and intersections in O regon City were monitored through collision data 

as part of the TSP Update. The data was reviewed to identify potential patterns for motor vehicle, 

pedestrian, and bicyclist collisions. 

Collision data from the most recent five years of 

available data (2005 to 2009) for all roadways in 
Oregon City was obtained from ODOT and 

reviewed. Over the past five years, 2,320 

collisions (an average of over -+64 collisions a 

year) occurred in Oregon City. A majority of 

these collisions (about 70 percent) were either 

rear-end or turning type collisions (see Figure 6). 
One percent of the collisions involved pedestrians 

(about five a year), and one percent involved 

bicycles (about five a year). 

Severities of the collisions in Oregon City over 

Bike 

Sideswipe-

Fi'ted/ Other 

the past five years were generally low, with 58 percent Fig ure 6: Collis ion T ypes (2005 to 

involving property damage only (no injuries). There were four 2009) 

fatalities in the City over the past five years, although fatalities were involved in less than one percent 

o f the collisions. 

Pedestrian Safe ty: There were 22 collisions involving pedestrians over the past five years (eight in 

2005, five in 2006, three in 2007, two in 2008 and four in 2009). Of the 22 collisions, six were along 

l\1olalla Avenue and 7'" Street between Center Street and \'<'arner Milne Road through an area with 

increased retail activity and a transit corridor. Five additional collisions occurred on OR 99E through 
Oregon City's downtown: two at 6'h Street, one at 1 O'h Street and two at the I -205 ramps. Three 

additional collisions occurred around downtown Oregon City, one at the Main Street/15'" Street, 
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\\ 'ashingwn Street/ 12'" Street and Jefferson Street/ 5'" Stt·ect intersections. Bca,·ercrcek Road had 

three collisions im·oh·ing a pedestrian, ,,-ith one each at Red Soils Court, Fir ~ trcet and OR 2 13. 

Two occurred in the south\\'est part of the Ciry, one in the Canem ah neighborhood at the OR 

991 ~/ I ledges Street intersection and one just north o f Canemah at the Tumwater Drive/ 2"tl Sn·cct 

intc.: r~ection. Two collisio ns occurred along I lolcomb Roule,·ard through the Park Place 

neighborhood, one each at .\pperw n Bo ulevard and Lon~·ic\\' \\ 'ay, whil e one occurred towards 

the south end o f the Ciry along fc yers Road at Frontier Parkwa~·- ~lost of the collisions im·oh-ing 

pedestriam were caused b~· motorist~ failing to yield the right-of-way. The location o f the pedestrian 

collisio ns can be seen in rigurc 7. 

Bicycle Safety: There were 20 collisions invoh·ing bicyclists m·er the past five years (three in 2005, 

six in 2006, fi,-e in 2007, three in 2008 and three in 2009). Of the 20 collisions, se,·en were on 

!o lalla . h cnuc bct\\·ecn D ivision Street and Claim1onr \\ 'ay through an area \\'ith a high frc<.jucncy 

of dri,·eways. Three collisions occurred along both O R <)<)E and OR 213, wi th one at Dunes Dri,·e, 

1-l'" Sn·ect and 2"<~ Street along OR 99 1·: and one at \\ 'ashington Street. Reuland Road and l\ lcycrs 

Road along O R 21 3. Linn . \\·enue had t\\'O collisions invoh-ing a bicyclist, o ne each a t F.astticld 

Dri,·e and . \ \ ' DaYis Road. The other collisio ns inYoking a bicycle occurred at the \\ 'ashingron 

Strcct/ 1-.J.'" Street, South l ~nd Road / Salmonberry Drive, Bcm-crcreek Road/ Kacn Road and Barker 

.\ n·nuc/Cicarbrook Drive intersection s. l\ losr of the bicycle collisio ns \\·ere caused by a motorist 

failing to yield the right-of-,,·ay ,,·hen turning. The loca tion o f the bicycle collisions can be seen in 

l:igurc 7. 

In tersection Safety: Collision rate~ were calculated (based on the past fi,·e years of colhsio n data) 

fo r each o f the 21 intersections LT\·ic,,·cd in Orego n City (sec Table . \ I in the appendix) and 

summarized in Figure 7. The crash ra tes at t\\'O intersectio ns (i\fain Street/ l...J.'" Street and the O R 

213/ Beavercreck Road intersection) were identi fied as high colhsion locations. In add ition. the OR 

213/ Cauficld-Gien Oak Road and the \\ 'ashingron Street/ 12th Street intersections were identified as 

having above average collision rates. The collisions were furthe r eYaluated at these intersections to 

sec if any trends exist. 

• The r-.Iain Street/ 1-.J.'h Street imcrsectio n is two-way stop controlled. while SC\'Cral of the 

adjacent intersections along l\1ain Street arc all-\\·a~· stop controlled inrersccrions. l\l ost o f 

the collisions at this intersection were angle type collisions (15 o f the 23 coll is ions) meaning 

one \"chicle pulled out in front or another. Thi s may indicate that driYcrs on ~Ia in Street arc 

unaware that traffic on 1-.J.'" Street is no r required to s top and consequently often fail ro ~·icld 
the right of way. 

• The O R 213/ l3eaYcrcrcek Road signaE7.cd intersection is located \\1thin the 55 mile per ho ur 

speed zone and expressway segmen t of O R 213. This is the f1rst at-grade intersectio n south 

of Rcdland Road fo r oYer t\\ 'O miles. lost o f the colhsio ns at this intersectio n were rear

end rype (166 of the 212 collisions). This may indicate that drivers arc caught o ff guard by 

queues from the intersection after tra\·cling at uninterrupted higher speeds for an extended 

period of time. The severities or the collisions were generally IO\\', \\i.th 85 perccnr inYoh-ing 

property damage o nly (no injuries) o r minor injuries. l\Iajor injuries were inYoh-ed in about 
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seven percent of the collisions and there were no fatalities. 

• The O R 213/ Cauficld-C~ len Oak Road signalized intersection is loca ted just south o f the 55 
mile per hour speed zone and the portion of O R 21 3 that narrows to one travel lane in each 

direction. early all o f the collisions at this inrcrsccrion were rear-end type (33 o f the 37 
collisions). T his may indicate that dri,'ers are caught off guard by queues from the 

intersection or could be focused on maneuvering for posicion when the road narrows to 

one lane without noticing stopped vehicles ahead. During everting peak field reviews, 
queues were observed in the southbound direction extending nearly to I\Ieyers Road. 

• The \\ 'ashington Street/ 12th Street intersecrion is two-way stop con trolled, with 12'", treet 

yielding the right-of-way. T he intersection is characterized by s teep topography o n both 
\\'ashington Street and 12'hStreet. Between 2005 and 2008, 13 collisio ns occurred at this 
intcrsccrion which is typical fo r the volume o f traffic served. llowe,·er, in 2009 14 collisions 

occurred, more than the previous four years combined and amounring to a collision rate 

more than double the a''crage for the intersection. This may correspond with increased 
traffic flow on 12'h, trect after being extended from l\1ain . trect to O R 99E. l\fost o f the 

collisions at this intersecrion were angle type collisions (17 o f the 27 collisions), with eight 
occurring in 2009. This may indicate that dri,·crs on 12'h Street are not noticing the tra ffic 

control at the intersectio n or are unaware that tra ffi c on \'\ 'ashington , treet is not required 

to stop and consequently o ften fail to yield the right o f way. During field reviews, it was 

noted that the stop sign for the southeast direction o f 12'h Street is obstructed by tree 

branches and an electric pole, although a flashing beacon is visible at the intersectio n. ore 
that six o f the collisions which occurred in 2009 at this intersection were related to a single 

snow event (five rear-end and one sideswipe type collisio n). 

Are there any areas in Oregon City that are identified as high collision locations by ODOT? 

Yes, in Oregon City there arc ten locations that rank among the top ten percent o f state highways in 

Oregon for collision frequency.7 The identified high collisio n locations arc shown in Figure 7 and 

summarized in the appendix. 

- 2010 OD< rr Safety Priority Index System (SPIS) rop 10 percent Sites 
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Pedestrian Conditions 

The pedestrian facilities were reviewed as part of this TSP Update to identify facility deficits or 

potential connectivity or access improvement opportunities. The existing sidewalk system in 
downtown Oregon City encourages walking trips by providing a high level of connectivity to key 
destinatio ns, such as shopping, schools, parks and museums. The continuous presence o f sidewalks 

on Molalla Avenue, 7'" Street, \Varner ·Milne Road, Beavercreek Road and Meyers Road link much 

of the major shopping and employment areas of the City with D owntown. Despite the relatively 

linked walking routes, there are a number of conditions that provide challenges to pedestrians. 
These include: 

R esiden tial neighborhood s idewalk connectivity: \X'hile the City has a relatively built-out 

sidewalk network in much of the major 

employment and shopping areas, there arc limited 

connections to and within the neighborhoods. 

Over the past few years, some o f the sidewalk gaps 
throughout the City including portions of 
Beavercreek Road, Holcomb Boulevard and 

Central Point Road have been filled. cveral major 

streets connecting to and within the residential 

neighborhoods of the City including OR 99E 
(south ofMain Street), OR213 (south ofl\1olalla 

Avenue), Linn Avenue, Partlow Road, Clairmont 
\~'ay, Leland Road, Meyers Road, Beavercreek 

Road, South E nd Road, \'\'arner Parrot Road, 

Redland Road, H olcomb Boulevard and Maple 

Lane Road either lack sidewalks completely, or on 

P edestrian walking along the shoulder 
of M ain Street 

one side for extended distances. Sidewalk gaps are most notable in the southern and southwest 
neighborhoods in the City including Tower Vista, South End, I lillendale, Rivercrest and Canemah. 

r\ few of these roadways arc under the jurisdiction of ODOT (OR 99E) and Clackamas County 
(portion o f South End Road). In addition, sidewalk gaps are evident around schools such as J ohn 

McLoughlin Elementary, Holcomb Elementary, King E lementary, Gaffney Lane Elementary and 

Gardiner l\t1iddle. The City should work with developers and these jurisdictions to continue 

increasing the sidewalk coverage on all roadways in the City. 

P edestrian access to Canemah: There arc inadeguate pedestrian connections between the 

Canemah neighborhood (along OR 99E at the bottom of the bluff) and the rest of the City. The 

neighborhood lies between OR 99E and South End Road, however, both lack comfortable well 

maintained pedestrian facilities and are generally not conductive for walking trips. 

P ed estrian roadway crossings: There arc pedestrian crosswalks at a large number of intersections 

in Oregon City, particularly in downtown where pedestrian activity is the highest. I Jowever, the need 

for further crossing enhancements was evident through field observations. Most notable is the need 

for additional or improved crossings o f OR 99E, OR 213, 7'" Street, Molalla Avenue and 
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\\.ashington Strccr. Pedestrian crossing is difficult 

across many of these roadways due to high motor 
, -chicle Yolumes and speeds. 

Signalized crossing opportunities across OR 99E 
arc a,·ailablc at sc,·eral intersections in downtown 
between 10'h Sn·cct and 1-l'" Street. Pasl 10'it Street, 

a signalized crossing opportunity is noL aYailable 
for nearh· a half mile at l\ Iain Street. South of 

do\\'ntown. a pedestrian bridge c)\'er OR 99E is 
aYailablc just to the north o f Tumwater Dri'-c (at 

the end of the T\fcl.oughlin Promenade) and a 
signalized pedestrian crossing is availa ble at 2"'1 

Street. o additional marked pedestrian crossings 

(signalized or unsigna lized) of OR 99E arc a\·ailable 

Pedestrian re fuge and crosswalk along 
Molalla Avenue 

south of 2"'1 Street through the Canemah neighborhood, a distance of m·er a half mile. 

Crossing opportunities for pedesnians across OR 213 to the Park Place neighborhood (in the 

northeast portion of the City) are spaced approximately eYcry half mile and anilablc ,-ia \'\'ashington 

Street, I lolcomb Boulcnrd and Redland Road. South of Redland Road, a crossing opportunity is 
not available for over two miles, at BeaYercreck Road. Between BeaYercreek Road and Cauficld
Glen Oak Road, crossing oppo rtunities are a\·ailable at Molalla -~'·cnue and l\fcyers Road. spaced 

about a half mile between each. South of Cauficld-Glcn Oak Road no additional crossing 
opportunities of OR 213 arc available in the City. 

Additi onal crossing opportunities and enhancemenls for pedestrians across Tit Street, l\folalla 
-~venue and \\ 'ashington Street would be beneficial. Visibility issues and steady streams of traffic 

limit the a\·ailable gaps for sa fe pedestrian crossings along these roadways. Marked crossing gaps of 
greater than a half mile exist on each of these roadways. 

P edestria n connectivity between D owntown and the top of the bluff: The 1\funicipal Eb·aror 
and the Grand Staircase prm·idc a pedestrian connection between the lower lc,-cl and upper portion 

of 7th Street. Street connections to the top of the bluff from downtown arc limited to South End 

Road, Center Street, 5'" Street-Linn . \ n:nuc, Singer Hill Road-T" Street, 12'" Street, 1-l'" Street and 
15'it Street Of these roadways, only Singer f I ill Road-Tit Street and 12'" Street offer continuous 

pedestrian facilities up the hill, however these facilities arc narrow and often impractical for AD;\ 
access. ScYeral of these roadways are characterized by steep inclines and narrow winding roadways 

that are generally nor supporti,·e o f safe pedestrian travel. 

Bicycle Conditions 

The bicycle facilities \verc rtTiewed as parr of this TSP Update to identify facility deficits or potential 

connecti,·ity or access imprm·ement opportunities. There arc two p rimary no rth /south routes (S'it 
Street-Linn 1\Yenue and T" Strcct-l\folalla .\,·enue) and several primary cast/ west routes (\\ 'arner 
l\Iilnc Road, \\'arner Parrot Road, Bea,·ercreck Road and \'\'ashington Street) in the City with bicycle 
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facilities. 

Bicycle facility gaps: \X'hile the City has a few 

primary north/ south and east/west routes, there 
are several facility gaps on major corridors and 

limited connections within the residential 

neighborhoods. Bike lane gaps on OR 99£, 
\X'ashington Street, Leland Road, Meyers Road, 
Molalla Avenue, Maple Lane Road, Holcomb 

Boulevard, South End Road, Center Street, Central 

Point Road and Divisio n Street should be 

addressed to provide connecriYity for bicyclists 
throughout the City. 

Bicycle connectivity between D owntown and 
Bicyclis t riding in the roadway 

the top of the bluff: Bicycle connections to the top of the bluff from downtown are limited to 

South End Road, Center Street, 5'" Street-Linn ; \ venue, Singer Hill Road-7'" Street, 12'" Street, 14'" 

Street and 15'" Street. Of these roadways, only 5'" Street-Linn Avenue offers continuous bicycle 

facilities up the hill. Singer I Jill Road-7'" Street offers an adjacent bike route between Washington 

Street and Division Street along 9'" Street and Taylor Street. South of Division Street, Singer I lill 
Road-7'" Street becomes Molalla Avenue, which has bike lanes. Several of these roadways are 

characterized by steep inclines and narrow winding roadways that are generally not supportive of 

safe bicycle travel. 

McLoughlin Promenade: The McLoughlin 

Promenade could potentially be extended south to 

provide bicycle and pedestrian connections to the 
Canemah neighborhood and other areas at the south 

end of the City. The promenade is only five feet wide 
and would need to be widened to provide a multi-use 

trail for bicycle and pedestrian usage. However, the 

Museum of the Oregon Territory and several 

businesses lie in the potential path of an off-street 

multi-use trail in this area. Any potential widening 

would require historic review to assure it would not 

detract from the historic significance of the 
Promenade. 

Link the regional trail network with the City 

McLoughlin Promenad e is only five 
feet wide 

network: The connectivity and access to the regional trail network including the T-205 multi-use trail 

and the potencial Oregon City Loop Trail should be enhanced to encourage more biking and 

walking trips within the City. Bicycle and pedestrian users must currently access the T-205 multi-usc 
trail via OR 99E or Main Street. 
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Motor Vehicle Conditions 

The motor Yehicle conditions in Oregon City ,.a f)' based on the time o f year. During the peak 
seasonal period (typically in i\ugust), traffic volumes are higher than those during the aYerage 

weekday (typicall~' in the f;pring or fall) and therefore intersection operations arc often worse. f-or 
this reason, the intersection o perations were e\·aluated at the 21 intersections rc,·iewed during the 

peak seasonal period. The eYaluation utilized 2000 l lighway Capaci ty 1\lanual methodology fo r all 
the intersections. 

Peak seasonal intersection operations arc summarized in Figure 8 and shown in Table . \2 in the 

appendix. D uring the e, ·ening peak period, four of the intersections re,·iewcd arc substandard 

including the OR 991·:/1-205 SB Ramps and OR 99£/ I-205 B Ramps intersections. In addition, 
two unsignalized intersections are substandard (\\'ashington Street/ 12'" Street and Central Point 

Road/\\' a rncr Parrott Road) .The side streets a r these intersections ( 12'" Street and Central Poim 

Road) generally experience high delay due to steady ,·olumes on the uncontrolled roadway. These 

approaches typically require more time for an acceptable gap in traftic to make a left mrn onto the 
mainline, therefore, the delay o f the side street is high. 

E vening p eak p erio d m otor vehicle speeds \\'ere compared to posted speed limits on major 

roadways in the City. The motor \Thiele speeds during the p.m. peak hour were assessed using 

IN RIX historical traffic fl ows on major roadways. The data, obtained from O DOT, is based o n 
multiple years of collected speed ,·a lues . . \ s sho\\·n in Figure 8, there arc f;CYc ral road\\'ays during the 
C\Tning peak hour that experience tra\'el speeds much lo\\'er than the posted speed. Portions o f OR 

213. OR 99E, Bean:rcreck Road, l\folalla ;\ \'cnue, and \\ 'ashington Street experience aYerage rra,·el 

speeds well below the posted limits during the c,·cning peak hour. 
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Peak Seasonal Traffic Volumes (30HV) 

During the sununer monrhs, traffic volumes increase due to an influx of recreational and leisure 
travelers taking advantage of the nice weather. For this reason, the traffic count data was adjusted 
upward using methodology from the ODOT Analysis Procedures Manual 1 to represent peak 

seasonal traffic conditions . Using the commuter trend various seasonal factors were developed and 

applied to the count data to represent peak seasonal (referred to as the 30'h highest annual hour (30 
I IV) volume). The final p.m. peak seasonal traffic volumes de,·elopcd for the reviewed intersections 

arc displayed in Figure 1\2. 

Peak Seasonal Volumes: The collected count data was factored up to replicate the conditions 

when traffic volumes are typically highest (August). Using the commuter trend, various seasonal 
factors were established for the traffic count data collected on April 12'\ 13'h, 14'h, 21 ''and 
September 7'h. 

1 _-\nalysis Procedures ~ lanual, Oregon Departmenr of Transportation, July 2009. 
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Intersection Collisions 

The total number of cras hes experienced at an intersection is typically proportional to the number of 
,-chicles entering it. Therefore, a cra~b rate 

de. cribing the frequency o f crashes per 

million entering ,-chicle~ (l\fEV) is used to 
determine if the number of crashes should be 

considered high. l 'sing this technique, a 
collision rate of 1.0 MEV or greater i;; 

commonly used ro identify when collision 

occurrences are higher than aYeragc and 
should be further e,·aluated. 

As ;;hown in T able.\ 1. crash rates were 

calculated (based on the past tj,·e yea rs of 

collision data) for each of the 21 intersections 
re,·iewed in Oregon City. 

High Collision Locations 

The follmving loca tions \\-ere identified as a 
high collision locatio n (top ten percent of 

state highway:-; in O regon) on the ODOT 
SPIS: 

• 1-205 Northbound jus t past the on
ramp from O R 99E 

This high collision segment 

experience~ an increa~c in traffic 

from the O R 99E on-ramp and is 
impacted by traffic exiting 1-205 at 
O R 213. These factors could be 

contributing to the amount o f 
collisions. 

• OR 99E from one-tenth of a mile 
north of Dunes DriYe to I -205 

This high collision segment 

includes two congested 

intersections (I -205 \\ ' cs tbound 

Ramps and Dunes DriYe) and is 

I 

T able Al: Intersection CoUis ion Evaluatio n 

Intersection Collision Rate 

( >R 99E / Duncs Dri,-e 0.51 

OR 99E / I-205 \\13 Ramps O.·B 

( >R 99E/ 1-20S EB Ramps 0.34 

.\ lain Street I 14rh Srn:ct 1.07 

\\ 'ashingron Srreer I 12rh Srreer 0.95' 

'rh Sn·eer-Singer 11ill / l ligh Srreer 0. I I 

J ligh Srreer nnd Street 0.31 

Tarlor Srrecr/'rh Street 0.03 

.\!olalla .-hcnue/ D iYision Street 0. 16 

South I ~nd Road/ \X'arner Pan·orr Road 0.29 

Sourh End Road / Lafaycrre .-\venue-

Parrlow Road 0.18 

Cenrral Poinr Road / \\ 'amer Parrorr 

Road 0. 13 

.\!olalla .-\ , ·cnuc / Clairmont Way 0.59 

i\ lolalla _ \ vcnue/ Gafiney Lane 0.73 

\!olalla ;\venue/ Fir Street 0.28 

( )R 2 13/ Beavercreek Road 2.0S 

i\ !aple Lane Road/ Beavercreek Road 0.38 

.\Japle Lane Road/ Thayer Road 0.1 9 

Maple Lane Road/ \X'alnur Grm·c Way 0.00 

OR 213/ Caufield-Glen Oak Road 0.92 

Beavercreek Road/ Glen ( )ak Road 0.36 

· Collis10n rare at rlus mrersecuon '..VOu1d be 0.74 1f the SIX 

collisions rhar occurred during a single snow c,·cnr in 
2009 are nor considered. 

Bolded Red .111d Shaded indicarcs collision rare exceeds 
1.0 :'liE\' 

often impacted by c1ucues from the 1-205 interchange. 

• O R 99E from 1-205 to 12'" Street 

This high collisio n segmen t includes se,·eral signalized intersections and is often impacted 
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by queues from the I-205 interchange. 

• OR 99E from 11 'h Street to 9'h Street 

This high collision segmen t generally includes several accesses over a short distance, a 
narrow tunnel and two curves which could be contributing to the amount of collisions. 

• O R 99E from 6'h Street to one-tenth of a mile south of Railroad Avenue 

This high collision segment generally includes several accesses over a short distance which 

could be contribu ting to the amount of collisions. 

• O R 213 from 1-205 to one-tenth of a mile south of Clackamas River Drive 

T his high collision segment will be mitigated with a planned jug handle at the O R 

213/ \X 'ashingto n Street-Clackamas River Drive intersection. \~'ashington Street will be 

extended to undercrosss OR 213 and connect to Clackamas River Drive. 

• OR 213 surrounding the Bea,T rcrcek Road intersection 

This segment includes the high collision location at the OR 213/Bea,·ercreek Road 

intersection exceeding the statewide average collision rate. This segment is located within 

the 55 mile per hour speed zone and expressway segment of OR 213 and is the first at

grade intersection south of Redland Road for over two miles. 

• O R 213 surrounding the Molalla Avenue intersection 

This segment is located within the 55 mile per hour speed zone and expressway segment 

of OR 213. Congestion at surrounding intersections may be impacting this segment. 

• O R 213 surrounding the Meyers Road intersection 

This segment is loca ted just south o f the 55 mile per hour speed zone on OR 213. 

Queues in the southbound direction from the Caufield-Glen Oak Road intersection 

impact this intersection at times. 

• O R 213 surrounding the Caufield-Glen Oak Road intersection 

This segment includes the high collision location at the OR 213/ Caufield-Glen Oak 
Road intersection that was just under the statewide average collision ra te. This segment is 

located just south of the 55 mile per hour speed zone and the portion of OR 213 that 

narrows to one travel lane in each direction. 
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Motor Vehicle Operations 

Intersection Mobility Standards: The intersections in Oregon C:iry arc monitored through 

mo bility ~ randards (or performance measures) . Two metho d s to gauge intersection o peratiom 

include ,-olume-to-capaci ry (' '/c) ratio~ and b ·cl o f setTice (LOS). 

Volume- to-capacity (VI C) ra tio: "\ decimal reprcsenta tion (between 0.00 and 1.00) o f the 

proportion of capacity that is being used (i.e ., the saturation) at a turn moYement, approach 

leg, o r inter~ecti on. It is determined by di,-jding the peak hour traffic Yolumc by the hourly 

capacity o f a gi\'en intersection or m oYement. • \ lo \\·er ratio indicates smooth operatiom and 

minimal delays . . \ s the ra tio approaches 1.00, congestion increases and perfom1ance is 

reduced. If the ratio is greater than 1.00, the turn monment, approach leg. or intersection is 

OYersaturatcd and usually results in excessive t]Ueues and long delays. ODOT mobility 

s tandards a rc based o n ,.;c ratios. 

Level of s ervice (LOS): r\ " report card" rating (A thro ugh F) based on the a,·erage delay 

experienced by ,-chicles at the intersection. LOS , \. B. and C indicate conditiom where 

traffic moves '''ithout significant delays over periods o f pea k hour travel demand. J .OS D 

and E are progressively worse o perating conditions. LOS F represents conditions ,,·here 

a\·erage ,-chicle delay has beco me excessive and demand has exceeded capacity. This 

condi tion is typically e\·ident in long queues and delays . 

. \11 intersections in Oregon City must operate at or below the adopted perfo rmance 

measures or mitigatio n would be necessary to approYe future growth. The adop ted 

intersection mobility standa rds va ry by jurisdictio n of the roadwa~·s . ,\ ll intersections under 

Stare jurisdictio n in Oregon City must comply with the ,. I c ratios in the 1999 O regon 

Highway Plan (0 1 IP) . The O H P specifie~ vIc thresholds based on place type. The standards 

in Oregon Ci~' range from a ,-j c ratio of 0.85 to 1.1 0. l ntersections under City or County 

jurisdiction mu~t comply with a LOS D mobility s tandard for signalized and unsignalized 
. . 
111tersecnons. 

Peak seasonal intersection opera tions ca n be seen in T able ,\ 2. 
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Table A2: Intersection Operation s (2011 p.m. peak) 

Mobility Peak Seasonal 

Intersection Standard v/c Ratio LOS 

Signalized Intersections under ODOT Jurisdiction 

OR 99E/ Dunes DriYe v/ c 1.10 0.65 B 

OR 99E/ I-205 \'\'13 Ramps v/ c 0.85 0.95 c 
OR 99E/ l-205 EB Ramps v/ c 0.85 0.99 0 

OR 213 / Beavercreek Road v/ c0.99 0.83 0 

O R 213/ Caufield-Glen Oak Road v/ c0.99 0.79 c 
Signalized or All-way Stop Intersections under Oregon City or Clackamas County Jurisdiction 

High Srrecr/ 2nd Srrccr· L<)S D 0.70 

"'!olalla .. \ venue/ Di\·ision Srrcer LOS D 0.62 

South End Road/ Warner Parrott Road 1 LmD 0.85 

1\ lolalla . \ venue/ Claicmonr Way LO~ D 0.55 

.i\ lolalla .. \venue / Gaffney Lane LOSD 0.67 

!\laple Lane Road/ Beavercreek Road L<>S D 0.65 

Uosignalized Intersections under Oregon City or Clackamas County Jurisdiction** 

i\ lain Street/ 14th Srreet LOSD 0.64 

\X'ashingron Srreer/ 12th Srreer LOSD 0.88 

7rh Srrcer-Singer Hill/ High Streer LOSD 0.14 

Taylor Srreer/ 7th Srrcer LOS D 0.53 

Sourh End Road/ Lafayerrc .-\venue-Partlow Road LOSD 0.40 

Central Point Road/ Warner Parrott Road LOSD 0.33 

i\folalla . \venue/ Fir Srreer LOSD 0.24 

1laple Lane Road / Thayer Road LOS D 0. 17 

"' laple Lane Road / Walnut Grove \X1ay LOS D 0.06 

Beavercreek Road/ Glen Oak Road LOS D 0.07 

~ .. -\11-way srop conrrollcd Jntersecnon 
' 1 \ ' / C ratio, LOS and delay reported for rhe worst srop controlled approach 
Bolded Red and Shaded indicates intersection exceeds mobility standard 

December 2011 
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20 II HCM Capacity Analysis Results (30HV) 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1: Hi~hwa;t 99E & Dunes Drive 

_)' ........ .. • +- '-
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations ~ f+ 'I f+ 
Volume (vph) 35 5 90 240 20 65 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Uti !. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.89 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Said. Flow (prot) 1645 1495 1767 1612 
Fit Permitted 0.69 1.00 0.67 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 1200 1495 1253 1612 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
Adj. Flow (vph) 36 5 93 247 21 67 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 70 0 0 51 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 36 28 0 247 37 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 2 2 10 
Hea~ Vehicles (%) 9% 0% 8% 2% 12% 0% 
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA 
Protected Phases 8 4 
Permitted Phases 8 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 26.5 26.5 26.5 26.5 
Effective Green, g (s) 27.0 27.0 27.0 27.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 295 367 308 396 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 0.02 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.20 
v/c Ratio 0.12 0.08 0.80 0.09 
Uniform Delay, d1 32.3 31.9 39.0 32.1 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.1 13.6 0.1 
Delay (s) 32.4 32.0 52.5 32.1 
Level of Service c c D c 
Approach Delay (s) 32.1 47.2 
Approach LOS c D 

liitersection Summa!} 
HCM Average Control Delay 19.9 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 71 .1% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ 
NBL 

'I 
65 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
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1719 
0.97 
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0 
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0.04 
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5 
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0.98 
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10 0 
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63.8 
0.58 
5.0 
4.8 

2784 
c0.36 

0.62 
15.1 
1.00 
1.0 

16.1 
8 

18.9 
8 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: Hi9hwa:l 99E & 1-205 SB Ram~s 

~ ' t ~ '. + 
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 
Lane Configurations ~~ 7' ttt 7' ' ttt 
Volume (vph) 920 360 1170 560 500 1320 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.91 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3367 1553 4988 1568 1736 4988 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 3367 1553 4988 1568 1736 4988 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 
Adj. Flow (vph) 979 383 1245 596 532 1404 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 431 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 979 382 1245 165 532 1404 
Heavl Vehicles (%) 4% 4% 4% 3% 4% 4% 
Turn Type NA pm+ov NA Perm Prot NA 
Protected Phases 4 5 6 5 2 
Permitted Phases 4 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 34.3 67.5 30.0 30.0 33.2 67.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 34.3 67.5 30.5 30.5 33.2 67.7 
Actuated giC Ratio 0.31 0.61 0.28 0.28 0.30 0.62 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 4.7 4.7 2.3 4.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1050 1009 1383 435 524 3070 
vis Ratio Prot c0.29 0.11 c0.25 c0.31 0.28 
vis Ratio Perm 0.13 0.11 
vic Ratio 0.93 0.38 0.90 0.38 1.02 0.46 
Uniform Delay, d1 36.7 10.7 38.3 32.1 38.4 11 .3 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.43 1.42 0.83 0.35 
Incremental Delay, d2 14.2 0.1 5.2 1.3 40.0 0.4 
Delay (s) 50.9 10.8 21 .8 46.8 71 .8 4.4 
Level of Service D B c D E A 
Approach Delay (s) 39.7 29.9 23.0 
Approach LOS D c c 
Intersection Summa!}: 
HCM Average Control Delay 29.9 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.6% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

c 

12.0 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: Hi~hwa~ 99E & 1-205 NB Ramf:!S 

• -\.. t I" \. ~ 
ovement WBL WBR I\IBT tiiBR SB[ SBT 

Lane Configurations llj r' ttt r' llj ttt 
Volume (vph) 660 485 1245 790 390 1850 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.91 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 5036 1583 1736 5085 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 1770 1583 5036 1583 1736 5085 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 
Adj. Flow (vph) 688 505 1297 823 406 1927 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 450 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 688 505 1297 373 406 1927 
Heav~ Vehicles(%) 2% 2% 3% 2% 4% 2% 
Turn Type NA pm+ov NA Perm Prot NA 
Protected Phases 4 5 6 5 2 
Permitted Phases 4 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 43.3 69.3 26.7 26.7 26.0 56.7 
Effective Green, g (s) 44.3 69.3 27.7 27.7 26.0 57.7 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.40 0.63 0.25 0.25 0.24 0.52 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 4.8 4.8 2.3 4.8 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 713 1055 1268 399 410 2667 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.39 0.11 c0.26 c0.23 0.38 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.21 0.24 
v/c Ratio 0.96 0.48 1.02 0.94 0.99 0.72 
Uniform Delay, d1 32.1 10.8 41 .1 40.3 41 .9 20.0 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.11 1.80 1.15 1.26 
Incremental Delay, d2 25.0 0.2 27.7 25.6 36.2 1.3 
Delay (s) 57.1 11.0 73.5 98.0 84.6 26.5 
Level of Service E B E F F c 
Approach Delay (s) 37.6 83.0 36.6 
Approach LOS D F D 

Intersection Summa!l 
HCM Average Control Delay 54.3 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.2% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 201 1 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

D 

12.0 
F 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: Main Street & 14th Street 

~ ~ J /lr' ' ( 
Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR 
Lane Configurations 'i t. ~ 
Volume (veh/h) 30 400 60 55 370 10 
Sign Control Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 34 455 68 62 420 11 
Pedestrians 7 4 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (ftls) 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 1 0 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 179 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 434 528 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 434 528 
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 
pO queue free % 97 94 
eM capacity (veh/h) 1135 1045 

Direction. Lane# SE 1 SE2 NW1 NE 1 SW1 
Volume Total 34 523 494 222 68 
Volume Left 34 0 62 45 6 
Volume Right 0 68 11 119 28 
cSH 1135 1700 1045 348 231 
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.31 0.06 0.64 0.30 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 5 104 30 
Control Delay (s) 8.3 0.0 1.7 34.8 27.0 
Lane LOS A A 0 0 
Approach Delay (s) 0.5 1.7 34.8 27.0 
Approach LOS 0 0 

Intersection Summa!l 
Average Delay 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.6% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

' NEL 

40 

0.88 
45 

1165 

1165 
7.1 

3.5 
65 

130 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

Jf ~ 

NET NER 

4' 7' 
50 105 

Stop 
0% 

0.88 0.88 
57 119 
5 

12.0 
4.0 

0 
5 

1121 498 

1121 498 
6.5 6.2 

4.0 3.3 
69 79 

185 562 

c 

' SWL 

5 

0.88 
6 

1168 

1168 
7.1 

3.5 
94 
96 

Jl ~ 

SWT SWR 

~ 
30 25 

Stop 
0% 

0.88 0.88 
34 28 
2 

12.0 
4.0 

0 

1149 435 

1149 435 
6.5 6.2 

4.0 3.3 
81 95 

179 621 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Washin~ton Street & 12th Street 

'-3( 
~ J ,.... ' ( 

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR 
Lane Configurations ~ ~ 
Volume (veh/h) 10 40 125 5 20 40 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 42 132 5 21 42 
Pedestrians 1 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 
Percent Blockage 0 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 1578 1527 691 1672 1530 542 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 1578 1527 691 1672 1530 542 
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 4.0 
pO queue free % 83 58 71 79 
eM capacity (veh/h) 61 101 447 100 

·rection, l.a'le # SE 1 NW1 N 
Volume Total 184 68 84 542 63 695 
Volume Left 11 5 84 0 63 0 
Volume Right 132 42 0 5 0 11 
cSH 208 153 890 1700 1037 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.88 0.45 0.09 0.32 0.06 0.41 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 173 51 8 0 5 0 
Control Delay (s) 83.0 46.5 9.5 0.0 8.7 0.0 
Lane LOS F E A A 
Approach Delay (s) 83.0 46.5 1.3 0.7 
Approach LOS F E 

ntersection Summa 
Average Delay 12.1 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.0% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 201 1 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

' NEL , 
80 

0.95 
84 

696 

696 
4.1 

2.2 
91 

890 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

Jf ~ ' NET NER SWL 
f+ , 

510 5 60 
Free 
0% 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
537 5 63 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

542 

542 
4.1 

2.2 
94 

1037 

8 

¥ lt;.J 

SWT SWR 
f+ 

650 10 
Free 
0% 

0.95 0.95 
684 11 

3 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6: 7th Street/Sin~er Hill & Hi~h Street 

,I- .. ~ t + ~ 

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations "i 7' ., t t. 
Volume (veh/h) 60 35 40 385 480 40 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 65 38 43 418 522 43 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL None 
Median storage veh) 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 424 1279 
pX, platoon unblocked 0.93 
vC, conflicting volume 1049 543 565 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 543 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 505 
vCu, unblocked vol 1013 543 565 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.4 
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 86 93 96 
eM capacity (veh/h) 459 543 1017 

Direction, Lane# EB 1 NB 1 NB2 SB 1 
Volume Total 103 43 418 565 
Volume Left 65 43 0 0 
Volume Right 38 0 0 43 
cSH 727 1017 1700 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.14 0.04 0.25 0.33 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 12 3 0 0 
Control Delay (s) 13.4 8.7 0.0 0.0 
Lane LOS B A 
Approach Delay (s) 13.4 0.8 0.0 
Approach LOS B 

Intersection Summa~ 
Average Delay 1.6 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.2% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
DKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

A 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: Hi~h Street & S 2nd Street 

..1 --+ ~ ~ +- ~ 

ovement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations 4' 7' ~ 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Volume (vph) 125 210 470 5 105 5 
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 130 219 490 5 109 5 

Pliiction. Lane # EB 1 EB2 WB1 NB 1 SB 1 
Volume Total (vph) 349 490 120 193 156 
Volume Left (vph) 130 0 5 156 5 
Volume Right (vph) 0 490 5 5 99 
Hadj (s) 0.22 -0.68 0.01 0.15 -0.32 
Departure Headway (s) 6.0 5.1 6.1 6.3 6.0 
Degree Utilization, x 0.58 0.70 0.20 0.34 0.26 
Capacity (veh/h) 583 685 540 523 552 
Control Delay (s) 15.9 17.7 10.7 12.6 11.1 
Approach Delay (s) 17.0 10.7 12.6 11.1 
Approach LOS c B B B 

Intersection Summa~ 
Delay 15.0 
HCM Level of Service c 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 54.1% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

"' NBL 

150 
0.96 
156 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

t ~ '. 
NBT NBR SBL 

4t 
Stop 

30 5 5 
0.96 0.96 0.96 

31 5 5 

A 

~ ./ 
SBT SBR 
4t 

Stop 
50 95 

0.96 0.96 
52 99 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
8: 7th Street & Ta~lor Street 

~ '- t ~ '. + 
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 
Lane Configurations , 7' t. , t 
Volume (veh/h) 160 25 585 140 50 680 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 168 26 616 147 53 716 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL None 
Median storage veh) 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 97 
pX, platoon unblocked 0.82 0.82 0.82 
vC, connicting volume 1511 689 763 
vC 1, stage 1 coni vol 689 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 821 
vCu, unblocked vol 1513 508 598 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.4 
IF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 47 94 93 
eM capacity (veh/h) 31 8 465 808 

Direction, Lane# WB1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1 SB2 
Volume Total 168 26 763 53 716 
Volume Left 168 0 0 53 0 
Volume Right 0 26 147 0 0 
cSH 318 465 1700 808 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.53 0.06 0.45 0.07 0.42 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 73 4 0 5 0 
Control Delay (s) 28.5 13.2 0.0 9.8 0.0 
Lane LOS D B A 
Approach Delay (s) 26.4 0.0 0.7 
Approach LOS D 

Intersection Summa~ 
Average Delay 3.3 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.1% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
9: Molalla Avenue/7th Street & Division Street 

,1 --+ ~ {' ~ -\.. 
MOvement EBL EBT. EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow {~erm) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 5 5 
Hea~ Vehicles {%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Tum Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vehicle Extension {s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 
Approach LOS A A 

,Intersection Summa~ 
HCM Average Control Delay 3.5 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.62 
Actuated Cycle Length (s} 51 .0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.9% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ 
NBL 

0 
1900 

0.91 
0 
0 
0 

14 
0% 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

t ~ 
NBT NBR 

f. 
725 105 

1900 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.98 
1.00 
1784 
1.00 
1784 
0.91 0.91 
797 115 

3 0 
909 0 

5 
4% 7% 
NA 

6 

42.1 
42.1 
0.83 
4.0 
0.2 

1473 
c0.51 

0.62 
1.6 

1.00 
1.9 
3.5 

A 
3.5 

A 

A 

8.9 
A 

'. 
SBL 

0 
1900 

0.91 
0 
0 
0 
5 

0% 

~ 
., 

SST SBR 

t. 
830 10 

1900 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1839 
1.00 
1839 
0.91 0.91 
912 11 

0 0 
923 0 

14 
3% 12% 
NA 

2 

42.1 
42.1 
0.83 
4.0 
0.2 

1518 
0.50 

0.61 
1.6 

1.00 
1.8 
3.4 
A 

3.4 
A 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10: South End Road & Warner Parrott Road-Lawton Road 

,1 __,. "'t • +- ' Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations ~ 4' ., 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Volume (vph) 25 45 5 165 50 80 
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 27 49 5 181 55 88 

Direction, Lane# EB 1 WB 1 WB2 NB 1 SB 1 SB2 
Volume Total (vph) 82 236 88 319 456 55 
Volume Left (vph) 27 181 0 16 121 0 
Volume Right (vph) 5 0 88 143 0 55 
Hadj (s) 0.03 0.42 -0.68 -0.22 0.15 -0.67 
Departure Headway (s) 8.1 7.7 6.6 6.7 6.7 5.9 
Degree Utilization, x 0.19 0.51 0.16 0.60 0.85 0.09 
Capacity (veh/h) 393 438 512 508 520 587 
Control Delay (s) 12.9 17.2 9.7 19.2 36.1 8.3 
Approach Delay (s) 12.9 15.1 19.2 33.1 
Approach LOS B c c 0 

Intersection Summa~ 
Delay 23.5 
HCM Level of Service c 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.3% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ 
NBL 

15 
0.91 

16 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

t ~ '. 
NBT NBR SBL 

~ 
Stop 
145 130 110 

0.91 0.91 0.91 
159 143 121 

c 

+ ~ 

SBT SBR 

4' ., 
Stop 
305 50 
0.91 0.91 
335 55 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
11 : South End Road & Partlow Road-Lafa~ette Avenue 

-..J( 
~ J ~ ' ( 

ovement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR 
Lane Configurations ~ 'I t. 
Volume (veh/h) 5 10 5 80 5 35 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 11 6 89 6 39 
Pedestrians 3 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 
Percent Blockage 0 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal {ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 961 970 381 928 925 306 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 961 970 381 928 925 306 
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
pO queue free % 97 95 99 60 98 95 
eM capacity (veh/h) 204 230 669 221 244 732 

SE 1 1 NW2 
Volume Total 22 89 44 367 489 
Volume Left 6 89 0 11 106 
Volume Right 6 0 39 100 11 
cSH 265 221 586 1180 1209 
Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.40 0.08 0.01 0.09 
Queue Length 95th {ft) 7 46 6 1 7 
Control Delay (s) 19.8 31 .9 11.6 0.3 2.5 
Lane LOS c D B A A 
Approach Delay (s) 19.8 25.2 0.3 2.5 
Approach LOS c D 

ntersection SUmma 
Average Delay 5.1 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.7% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
DKS Associates 

' NEL 

10 

0.90 
11 

386 

386 
4.1 

2.2 
99 

1180 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

Jf ~ ~ 
NET NER SWL 

~ 
230 90 95 

Free 
0% 

0.90 0.90 0.90 
256 100 106 

None 

356 

356 
4.1 

2.2 
91 

1209 

B 

~ ~ 

SWT SWR 

~ 
335 10 

Free 
0% 

0.90 0.90 
372 11 

None 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
12: Central Point Road & Warner Parrott Road 

--+ ~ r +- ., 
~ 

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NEL NER 
Lane Configurations ~ ~ t 'i ., 
Volume (veh/h) 295 30 330 395 20 200 
Sign Control Free Free Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 331 34 371 444 22 225 
Pedestrians 1 5 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 0 0 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 370 1539 354 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 370 1539 354 
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3 
pO queue free % 69 74 67 
eM capacity (veh/h) 1194 86 688 

Direction, Lane# EB 1 WB1 WB2 NE 1 NE2 
Volume Total 365 371 444 22 225 
Volume Left 0 371 0 22 0 
Volume Right 34 0 0 0 225 
cSH 1700 1194 1700 86 688 
Volume to Capacity 0.21 0.31 0.26 0.26 0.33 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 33 0 24 35 
Control Delay (s) 0.0 9.4 0.0 61.1 12.7 
Lane LOS A F 8 
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 4.3 17.1 
Approach LOS c 

1
1ntersection Summa~ 
Average Delay 5.4 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.3% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
DKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
13: Clairmont Wa 'i./Fred Me'i.er & Molalla Avenue 

~ t r ~ ! J 
Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations ' f+ 'I t 7' 
Volume (vph) 60 560 10 15 675 120 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1875 1805 1863 1542 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 1805 1875 1805 1863 1542 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 63 589 11 16 711 126 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 20 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 63 600 0 16 711 106 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 13 13 7 
Hea~ Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 2% 1% 
Tum Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm 
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 8.0 80.9 2.8 75.7 75.7 
Effective Green, g (s) 8.0 81.4 2.8 76.2 76.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.74 0.03 0.69 0.69 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 3.0 2.5 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 131 1388 46 1291 1068 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.32 0.01 c0.38 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.43 0.35 0.55 0.10 
Uniform Delay, d1 49.0 5.5 52.7 8.4 5.6 
Progression Factor 1.12 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.7 0.8 3.3 1.7 0.2 
Delay (s) 56.6 5.7 56.0 10.1 5.8 
Level of Service E A E B A 
Approach Delay (s) 10.6 10.3 
Approach LOS B B 

ffitersection SUmma~ 
HCM Average Control Delay 16.3 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.55 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.8% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
DKS Associates 

) 
NEL 

75 
1900 

0.95 
79 
0 
0 

27 
0% 

Perm 

8 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

,11 ~ 
NET NER 

4' 7' 
25 60 

1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.94 
0.96 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
0.96 1.00 
1753 1475 
0.64 1.00 
1167 1475 
0.95 0.95 

26 63 
0 55 

105 8 
10 

0% 3% 
NA Perm 

8 
8 

13.3 13.3 
13.8 13.8 
0.13 0.13 
4.5 4.5 
2.5 2.5 
146 185 

c0.09 0.01 
0.72 0.04 
46.2 42.3 
1.00 1.00 
14.6 0.1 
60.8 42.4 

E D 
53.9 

D 

B 

8.0 
B 

( 
SWL 

15 
1900 

0.95 
16 
0 
0 

10 
0% 

Perm 

4 

II' t/ 
SWT SWR 

4+ 
35 35 

1900 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
0.96 
1.00 
0.94 
0.99 
1704 
0.94 
1609 
0.95 0.95 

37 37 
26 0 
64 0 

27 
0% 0% 
NA 

4 

13.3 
13.8 
0.13 
4.5 
2.5 
202 

0.04 
0.32 
43.8 
1.00 
0.7 

44.5 
D 

44.5 
D 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
14: Gaffne~ Lane & Molalla Avenue 

~ t r ~ + J 
Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations "i lt " t r 
Volume (vph) 50 415 155 165 525 60 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, pedibikes 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.95 
Flpb, pedibikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Said. Flow (prot) 1805 1784 1787 1845 1509 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Said. Flow (~erm) 1805 1784 1787 1845 1509 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 53 437 163 174 553 63 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 0 14 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 53 589 0 174 553 49 
Confl. Peds. (#ihr) 9 16 16 9 
Heav~ Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 1% 1% 3% 2% 
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm 
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 52.1 21.8 66.9 66.9 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.0 52.6 21.8 67.4 67.4 
Actuated giC Ratio 0.06 0.48 0.20 0.61 0.61 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 3.0 2.5 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 115 853 354 1130 925 
vis Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.33 0.10 c0.30 
vis Ratio Perm 0.03 
vic Ratio 0.46 0.69 0.49 0.49 0.05 
Uniform Delay, d1 49.7 22.4 39.2 11.8 8.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.80 0.50 0.32 
Incremental Delay, d2 2.1 4.6 0.7 1.3 0.1 
Delay (s) 51 .8 26.9 32.0 7.2 2.8 
Level of Service D c c A A 
Approach Delay (s) 28.9 12.3 
Approach LOS c B 

Intersection Summa!} 
HCM Average Control Delay 27.2 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.67 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.4% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
DKS Associates 

) 
NEL 

35 
1900 

0.95 
37 
0 
0 

0% 
Perm 

8 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

~ /l ( 
NET NER SWL 

.t. 
60 45 130 

1900 1900 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
0.98 
1.00 
0.96 
0.99 
1702 
0.80 
1371 
0.95 0.95 0.95 

63 47 137 
16 0 0 

131 0 0 
16 16 

6% 2% 1% 
NA Perm 

8 
4 

23.1 
23.6 
0.21 
4.5 
2.5 
294 

0.10 
0.44 
37.5 
1.00 
0.8 

38.3 
D 

38.3 
D 

c 

8.0 
c 

;I t/ 
SWT SWR 

4' 7' 
70 180 

1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.98 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
0.97 1.00 
1779 1615 
0.63 1.00 
1164 1615 
0.95 0.95 

74 189 
0 148 

211 41 

2% 0% 
NA Perm 

4 
4 

23.1 23.1 
23.6 23.6 
0.21 0.21 
4.5 4.5 
2.5 2.5 
250 346 

c0.18 0.03 
0.84 0.12 
41.4 34.8 
1.00 1.00 
21.8 0.1 
63.2 34.9 

E c 
49.8 

D 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
15: Molalla Avenue & Fir Street 

• ' t ,. \. + 
ovement WB[ WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 

Lane Configurations ¥ it .. t 
Volume (veh/h) 30 70 550 35 45 655 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 31 73 573 36 47 682 
Pedestrians 6 1 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 1 0 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL TWLTL 
Median storage veh) 2 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 481 
pX, platoon unblocked 0.83 
vC, conflicting volume 1374 597 615 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 597 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 777 
vCu, unblocked vol 1349 597 615 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.3 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.4 
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.4 
pO queue free % 91 85 95 
eM capacity (veh/h) 349 498 878 

irection, Lane# WB1 NB 1 SB 1 SB2 
Volume Total 104 609 47 682 
Volume Left 31 0 47 0 
Volume Right 73 36 0 0 
cSH 441 1700 878 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.24 0.36 0.05 0.40 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 23 0 4 0 
Control Delay (s) 15.7 0.0 9.3 0.0 
Lane LOS c A 
Approach Delay (s) 15.7 0.0 0.6 
Approach LOS c 
,Intersection Summa!1 
Average Delay 1.4 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.0% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
16: OR 213 & Beavercreek Road 

,_;. -. .. of +- '-
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations "''i tf+ 'i'i tt 7' 
Volume (vph) 540 620 70 150 375 405 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3497 3502 3610 1583 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 3433 3497 3502 3610 1583 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
Adj. Flow (vph) 581 667 75 161 403 435 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 0 290 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 581 734 0 161 403 145 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 11 11 2 
Heav~ Vehicles (%) 2% 1% 3% 0% 0% 2% 
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 8 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 19.2 28.3 6.1 15.2 15.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 20.7 29.8 7.6 16.7 16.7 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.27 0.07 0.15 0.15 
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 645 946 242 547 240 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 0.21 0.05 c0.11 0.09 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 0.90 0.78 0.67 0.74 0.60 
Uniform Delay, d1 43.7 37.1 50.1 44.7 43.7 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 15.6 3.8 5.8 4.7 3.3 
Delay (s) 59.4 40.9 55.8 49.3 47.0 
Level of Service E D E D D 
Approach Delay (s) 49.0 49.4 
Approach LOS D D 

Intersection Summa~ 
HCM Average Control Delay 40.7 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.83 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.2 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.6% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ 
NBL 

'i 
40 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1703 
0.95 
1703 
0.93 

43 
0 

43 
2 

6% 
Prot 

1 

3.1 
4.6 

0.04 
5.5 
2.3 
71 

0.03 

0.61 
51 .9 
1.00 
10.9 
62.8 

E 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

t ~ '. 
NBT NBR SBL 

tt 7' "''i 
705 145 700 

1900 1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

0.95 1.00 0.97 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 1.00 
1.00 1.00 0.95 

3505 1599 3433 
1.00 1.00 0.95 

3505 1599 3433 
0.93 0.93 0.93 
758 156 753 

0 113 0 
758 43 753 

1 
3% 1% 2% 
NA Prot Prot 

6 6 5 

27.4 27.4 24.9 
30.4 30.4 26.4 
0.28 0.28 0.24 
7.0 7.0 5.5 
4.7 4.7 2.3 
967 441 822 
0.22 0.03 c0.22 

0.78 0.10 0.92 
36.9 29.7 40.8 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
4.8 0.2 14.6 

41 .6 29.9 55.4 
D c E 

40.7 
D 

D 

12.0 
D 

+ ..; 
SBT SB~ 

tt 7' 
1240 610 
1900 1900 

4.0 4.0 
0.95 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
1.00 1.00 

3505 1583 
1.00 1.00 

3505 1583 
0.93 0.93 
1333 656 

0 345 
1333 311 

2 
3% 2% 
NA Prot 

2 2 

49.2 49.2 
52.2 52.2 
0.47 0.47 
7.0 7.0 
4.7 4.7 

1660 750 
c0.38 0.20 

0.80 0.41 
24.6 19.0 
1.00 1.00 
3.3 0.7 

27.9 19.7 
c B 

33.5 
c 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
17: Beavercreek Road & Ma~le Lane Road 

~ ~ J F" ' ( 
Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR 
Lane Configurations llj tt. ., tt. 
Volume (vph) 355 915 115 15 520 60 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3479 1805 3491 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (eerm} 1770 3479 1805 3491 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 
Adj. Flow (vph) 378 973 122 16 553 64 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 5 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 378 1089 0 16 612 0 
Confl . Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 
Hea~ Vehicles (%} 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 0% 
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA 
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 29.2 71 .7 1.8 44.3 
Effective Green, g (s) 29.2 72.2 1.8 44.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.60 0.02 0.37 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s} 2.5 4.0 2.5 4.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 431 2095 27 1304 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 c0.31 0.01 0.18 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 0.88 0.52 0.59 0.47 
Uniform Delay, d1 43.6 13.8 58.7 28.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 17.7 0.9 25.8 1.2 
Delay (s) 61.4 14.7 84.5 29.7 
Level of Service E B F c 
Approach Delay (s) 26.7 31 .1 
Approach LOS c c 
Intersection SUmma!l 
HCM Average Control Delay 32.8 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 119.9 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.4% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

' NEL ., 
215 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1805 
0.95 
1805 
0.94 
229 

0 
229 

2 
0% 

Split 
8 

19.4 
19.9 
0.17 
4.5 
2.5 
300 

c0.13 

0.76 
47.8 
1.00 
10.5 
58.2 

E 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

.1' ~ ~ 
NET NER SWL 

t. llj 
90 50 65 

1900 1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.95 1.00 
1.00 0.95 
1799 1805 
1.00 0.95 
1799 1805 
0.94 0.94 0.94 

96 53 69 
15 0 0 

134 0 69 

0% 0% 0% 
NA Split 

8 4 

19.4 9.5 
19.9 10.0 
0.17 0.08 
4.5 4.5 
2.5 2.5 
299 151 
0.07 c0.04 

0.45 0.46 
45.1 52.4 
1.00 1.00 
0.8 1.6 

45.8 54.0 
D D 

53.4 
D 

c 

12.0 
c 

Jl' lt,_, 

SWT SWR 

t ., 
65 195 

1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
1.00 1.00 
1900 1577 
1.00 1.00 
1900 1577 
0.94 0.94 

69 207 
0 95 

69 112 
2 

0% 2% 
NA pm+ov 

4 5 
4 

9.5 38.7 
10.0 38.7 
0.08 0.32 
4.5 4.0 
2.5 2.5 
158 509 

0.04 0.05 
0.02 

0.44 0.22 
52.3 29.6 
1.00 1.00 
1.4 0.2 

53.7 29.7 
D c 

39.4 
D 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
18: Ma~le Lane Road & Tha;ter Road 

r !... J( ~ '- j/ 

Movement WBL WBR NET NER SWL SWT 
Lane Configurations v f+ ll; t 
Volume (veh/h) 55 5 405 100 10 270 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 58 5 426 105 11 284 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 391 
pX, platoon unblocked 0.97 0.97 0.97 
vC, conflicting volume 784 479 532 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 759 444 498 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 84 99 99 
eM capacity (vehlh) 361 598 1040 

Direction, Lane# WB1 NE 1 sw 1 SW2 
Volume Total 63 532 11 284 
Volume Left 58 0 11 0 
Volume Right 5 105 0 0 
cSH 373 1700 1040 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.17 0.31 0.01 0.17 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 15 0 1 0 
Control Delay (s) 16.6 0.0 8.5 0.0 
Lane LOS c A 
Approach Delay (s) 16.6 0.0 0.3 
Approach LOS c 
1lntersection Summa!1 
Average Delay 1.3 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.4% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

A 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
19: Ma~le Lane Road & Grove Wa'i. 

.f ' t ,. '. + 
vement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 

Lane Configurations v t. 4' 
Volume (veh/h) 20 5 370 40 5 260 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 21 5 389 42 5 274 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 982 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 695 411 432 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 695 411 432 
tC, single (s) 6.5 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 3.6 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 95 99 100 
eM capacity (veh/h) 392 645 1139 

WB1 NB 1 SB 1 
Volume Total 26 432 279 
Volume Left 21 0 5 
Volume Right 5 42 0 
cSH 425 1700 1139 
Volume to Capacity 0.06 0.25 0.00 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0 0 
Control Delay (s) 14.0 0.0 0.2 
Lane LOS B A 
Approach Delay (s) 14.0 0.0 0.2 
Approach LOS B 

ntersection SUmma 
Average Delay 0.6 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 31 .9% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
DKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
20: OR 21 3 & Glen Oak Road-Caufield Road 

,}- __. "t ~ 
4-- '-

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations 4+ 4' 7' 
Volume (vph) 25 5 5 15 5 140 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 0.98 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.97 0.96 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1638 1830 1599 
Fit Permitted 0.77 0.84 1.00 
Satd. Flow (eerm) 1312 1593 1599 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 26 5 5 16 5 147 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 137 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 31 0 0 21 10 
Heav~ Vehicles (%) 4% 0% 50% 0% 0% 1% 
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm 
Protected Phases 8 4 
Permitted Phases 8 4 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 8.2 8.2 8.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 8.7 8.7 8.7 
Actuated giC Ratio 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 91 111 111 
vis Ratio Prot 
vis Ratio Perm c0.02 0.01 0.01 
vic Ratio 0.34 0.19 0.09 
Uniform Delay, d1 55.4 54.8 54.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.7 0.6 0.3 
Delay (s) 57.1 55.4 54.7 
Level of Service E E D 
Approach Delay (s) 57.1 54.8 
Approach LOS E D 

Intersection Summa!}: 
HCM Average Control Delay 23.7 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 125.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.9% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ 
NBL 

~ 
5 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1357 
0.95 
1357 
0.95 

5 
0 
5 

33% 
Prot 

1 

1.6 
1.6 

0.01 
4.0 
2.3 
17 

0.00 

0.29 
61.1 
1.00 
5.6 

66.7 
E 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak} 

t ~ 
NBT NBR 

ft 
620 20 

1900 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1804 
1.00 
1804 
0.95 0.95 
653 21 

1 0 
673 0 
5% 0% 
NA 

6 

83.1 
85.1 
0.68 
6.0 
4.5 

1228 
0.37 

0.55 
10.2 
1.00 
1.8 

11.9 
B 

12.3 
B 

c 

8.0 
E 

'-. 
SBL 

~ 
165 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1805 
0.95 
1805 
0.95 
174 

0 
174 
0% 

Prot 
5 

19.2 
19.2 
0.15 
4.0 
2.3 
277 

c0.10 

0.63 
49.6 
1.26 

3.1 
65.7 

E 

+ ~ 
SBT SBR 

ft 
1175 35 
1900 1900 

4.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1835 
1.00 
1835 
0.95 0.95 
1237 37 

0 0 
1274 0 

3% 6% 
NA 

2 

100.7 
102.7 
0.82 
6.0 
4.5 

1508 
c0.69 

0.84 
6.5 

2.11 
5.2 

19.0 
B 

24.6 
c 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
21 : Glen Oak Road & Beavercreek Road 

~ ) Jr' ' ' ~ Movement SET SER NWL NWT NEL NER 
Lane Configurations t. 

"' 
t 

"' 
7' 

Volume (veh/h) 685 110 25 310 so 25 
Sign Control Free Free Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 721 116 26 326 53 26 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 837 1158 779 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 837 1158 779 
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3 
pO queue free % 97 75 93 
eM capacity (veh/h) 806 210 393 

'rection ~:ani i SE 1 N 1 NE2 
Volume Total 837 26 326 53 26 
Volume Left 0 26 0 53 0 
Volume Right 116 0 0 0 26 
cSH 1700 806 1700 210 393 
Volume to Capacity 0.49 0.03 0.19 0.25 0.07 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 3 0 24 5 
Control Delay (s) 0.0 9.6 0.0 27.8 14.8 
Lane LOS A D B 
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.7 23.5 
Approach LOS c 
i ntersection Summa~ 
Average Delay 1.7 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.7% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

A 
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Future forecasting is an important step in the transportation planning process and provides 
estimates of future travel dema nd. This memorandum describes the forecasting methodology that 

will be used to project transportation growth and provide traffic volumes for study intersections in 

the 2035 TSP horizon year. This memorandum describes the assumptions used to project 

transportation growth through the 2035 horizon year. 

Introduction 

The travel demand model is based on the Metro regio nal travel demand modeL T he Oregon City 

TSP model applies trip generation and trip distribution data directly taken from the Metro model, 
but adds additio nal detail to more accurately represent local travel conditions and routing 
alternatives within the city. The Oregon City TSP model will include additional (mostly collector) 

roadways and refine how the regional model loads trips onto the travel network. 

The following sections detail the tn1vcl forecast methodology. These components include the 

roadway network, transportation analysis zones (Tr\Zs), land usc, and travel demand. 

Roadway Network 

The VISUM1 roadway network obtained from the Metro Regional Travel Demand Forecast Model 

includes regional level arterial streets, both within and outside of Oregon City.~ The Oregon City 

model will be expanded to include all arterial and collector streets within the Oregon City City 

Limits and Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) at a minimum. The model will include regional 

roadways outside of the Oregon City UGB that in fl uence study area travel, including the entire 

Portland metropolitan region, extending as south past Canby and Mulino and east past Estacada. 

An existing model roadway network will be refined using Metro's regional model as the initial base. 

Network clements will be confirmed based on an existing conditions inventory of posted speeds, 

traffic control, lane geometries, and number o f travel lanes. The existing conditions network is the 
starting point for development of the future modeL The Metro 2010 model network is shown in 

Figure 1. 

r \ r!SUl\1 is a rransporrarion travel demand modeling software developed by PT \ ' \'ision. 
2 1\!odel data provided by J\letro, 1'\ovember 2011. 
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The 2035 futu re year baseline roadway network will be developed to use for the 2035 No-Build 

analysi~. This network includes new roadways or roadway capacity improYement projects that haYe 

identified funding or arc included in the following: 

• Statewide Transportation lmprO\·emenr Program (STlP) 

• l\fetro Regional Transportation Plan (RTP- r inancially Constrained) 

• Oregon City Capital TmproYement P lan (specifically identified project~ only) 

"\dditio nal ~cena rios will be dc,·cloped to rest the ,·arious transportation altcrnatiYcs that \\·ill be 

considered for the Oregon City T SP L'pdate. Table 1 ~ummarizes roadway and intersection 

impro\"cments that will be assumed in the 2035 network and Figure 1 shows the proposed Oregon 

Cit\' model 2035 base network. 

T bl 1 0 . C" CIP F . II C dM V h. I P . 
Project Project/ Program Start End 

ID Source Name Location Location Description 

R oadway Segment Improvem ents 

I RTP Swan Extension Li1-csay Rd Holh-Ln 
Through lanes, si<.lewalks, bike lanes. 

rurn lanes ro serve L' G B expansion area 

2 RTP llolh- Lane Redland Rd l lolcomb Rd 
Through lanes. sidewalks, bike lanes, 

rum lanes ro serve L' GB expansion area 

Turn lanes, bike lanes, sidewalks, 

3 RTP Holl1· Lane Rcdland Rd .\ laplc Ln inn:rsecrion impron:menrs. bridge 

replacement 

Bea1·ercrcck Rd 
Clackamas 

\\"iden to 5 lanes wirh sidewalks an<.l 
-1 RTP :\laple Lane Communir1· 

lmproYemcnts Phase 2 
College 

bike lanes 

Hea1·ercreek Rd 
Clackamas 

\\"idcn ro -Ilanes wnh sidewalks and 
:> RTP 

lmproYements Phase 3 
Communir:· UCB 

bike lanes 
College 

High 
Bea1·ercreek 

Extension from currcm rerminus at 
(J Cir:· TSP .\!eyers Road School 

Road 
I I igh ~chool _ \venue to Bea\·ercreek 

_ \ 1·enuc Road 

~ Cit~· TSP 
\'\"ashington - .\berneth\" \\'ashingron Extension from srub south of 

.\ bernethy Connector Road Streer \\ "ashington ro _\bernethy Road 

In te rsection Improvements 

STIP/ Jughandk at ( )R Construcr Jughandlc Intersection at 
_\ - -

Cir:· TSP 213/ \\ 'ashington Street \\ 'ashingron Srrecr 

;\ !olalla .\1-emte 

B RTP Roundabout - Reconfigure inrersccrion for safery and 

U >S into roundabout 
( rm·lor/ DiYision) 
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Transportation Analysis Zones 

For transportation modeling purpo~e~. the l\lctro tra,·el demand model has di,·idcd the entire 

Pordand metropolitan region into transportation analysis zones (L\Zs). These T. \Zs represent the 

sources of ,·chicle trip generation within the region. f\Ietro wn·el demand model T . \ Z boundaries do 

not align directly with the city limits o r the L' rban c; rowrh Boundary (l 'C B). For purpo~es of 

identifying land use changes from 20 I 0 to 2035, the model study area is de lined by the f\ ktro T. \Zs 

that most closely match with the L'CJI3. There arc approximately 28 i\lctro T.\/.s included in the 

model study area are illu~rratcd in Figure 2. ] n addition to those 28 i\Ierro "L \/.s, other f\lctro T. \/.s 

in the regional model were included as well since they dirccdy o r indirectly influence traffic on 

road\\·a~·s in Oregon City. 

Transportation analysis zones are most cffcctiYc ,,·hen they represent homogeneous land usc (i.e. 

retail employment or households) and acces~ to the :·meet network. To more effecti,·cl~· distribute 

tra ific onto the Oregon City street network, a number of l\fetro's T1\Zs arc proposed to be 

disaggrcgated, or broken from larger (parent) to smaller (child) T.\Zs to more accu rately rdlccr the 

existing and planned land mes in Oregon City. The proposed disaggregation is also shown in Figure 

2. Land use data associated with Metro's model is approved at th e regional level and in order to be 

comistent with f\1 etro, land usc assumptions for each i\fctro T. \/.: must be maintained, as a control 

total. L'pdates to this land use data occur \Try infrcquenrly and changes to this data would not occur 
once the modeling work has commenced. 

Centroids represent the land use and trip generation associated \Yith each T ,\/.. Centro id connector~ 

arc the means (links) by which that trip generatio n is loaded onto the street network in the model. 

I :or regional modeling purposes, where the concern is for regionally sign.iticant transportation 

facilities, rclati,·ely fe\\· centroid connectors arc used. In addition to the T.\Z disaggregation 

proposed, additional centroid connectors wiJI be added to more accurately reflect land usc access to 

the sn·cct network in Oregon City. 

For the Oregon City TSP model, cighr i\Jctro T. \/f.s arc proposed to be subdi,·idcd into nine 

additional smaller zones. These disaggregated zones maintain the boundaries of the 'parent' Metro 

Tr\ Z s, but better represent homogeneous land use and traffic loading onto the model's more 

detailed roadway netwo rk. The disag.gregatcd 'L\/f. boundaries for the Oregon Ciry TSP are shown 

in Figu re 2. along with the original f\lctro T.-\Z system. The model network also retains T. \/.s 

external to Oregon City, but important in the relationship between Oregon Ci~· land use and that in 

the greater Po rtland metropolitan region, accounting for ,·chicle trips entering and exiting rhe TSP 

studr area. 
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Land Use 

Land usc is a key factor affecting the traffic demands placed on Orego n City's transportation system. 

The location, density. type, and mixture o f land uses ha,·c a direct impact o n traffi c lc\'cls and 

patterns. Exi~ting 2010 land use inYentorie~ and future 2035 land use pro jectio ns were prm-idcd by 

l\fetro. 

The existing 20 10 land use im·cntory approx imated the number of households and the amount of 

retail employm ent, scn·ice employmclll, and o ther employm ent that currentl ~· exis t in each l\Ictro 

T.\1'.. The !\Ierro land u~c data " -il l then be split into the smaller T.\1'. system iucntifi cd for the 

O regon City TSP m odel. Control to tals for the 'parent' Metro TJ\ Z will be maintained for the sum 

o f the 'child ' disaggrcgared 'L\1'.~. T he allocation o f land use to tab bet\n:en uisag._gregatcd T. \ /'.s will 

be based on existing aerial photography. tax lot data, and knmd edgc from pre,·ious studies in 

Oregon C ity. 

T he future 2035 land usc projection is an estimate of the amount of each land usc that the T. \ /'. 

could accommodate at expected build-our of \'acant o r undcrdeYcloped lands assuming 

Comprehensi,·c Plan dcsignatiom. The allocation o f future growth to l\letro T.\ /'.s was modified 

based o n input from City of Oregon Cit y Staff. I I owcYcr, the control total \\·as maintained for the 

sum of'L\Zs within the L'GB area (as identified in Figure 2). Existing land usc es timates and future 

projectio ns for the uc;B area arc listed in Table 2. 

T bl 2 0 . C UGB Ar L d U S -
2010 Projected Growth Projected 2035 Percent Growth 

Land Use Land Use from 2010 to 2035 Land Use (2010- 2035) 

Households 

Total 
13,022 7,963 20,985 61% 

Households 

Employees 

Rcrail 
3,0R9 2,052 5,141 66°o 

Employees 

Service 
3,~ 1 8 3,255 6,973 88" 0 

Employees 

( )rher 
-.9 14 3,300 11,214 -l2°o 

Employees 

Total 
14,721 8,607 23,328 58% 

Employees 

.\full set of detailed land me data by T . \ Z cannot be prc)\;dcd in this memo due to contidcnrialiry 

of employment information. I loweYer. projected grmnh for households and employment (retail, 

sen·icc anu o ther employm ent) is prm·idcd for each model T..--\ Z in the ..--\ppcndix. This infotmarion 

is summarized in Figures 3 through 6. 
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Travel Demand 

Future year (2035) tra,·el demand on roadways and at imersections in Oregon City will be estimated 

based on the O regon City TSP models for 2010 and 2035. Travel demand will be estimated for the 
weekday Pl\f peak hour fo r both 2010 and 2035, consistent with the ODOT . \nalysis P rocedures 

l\1anual,1 which documents the typically accepted method of developing future forecasts from model 

volumes in Oregon. The purpose of the 2010 model is to calibrate the network in preparation for 

de,·cloping the 2035 model. The calibration process may include adjustments to street network 
clements (connectivity, capacitic~, speeds, etc.) o r centroid connectors (reflecting how the land usc 
accesses the street network). Similar adjustments would be considered for the 2035 model. 1 n 

addition, the 2010 model will be used as baseline for estimating growth in the 2035 model. 

Traffic forecasts will be based on using model post-processing, as identified in the ODOT . \nalysis 

Procedures 1\fanual. This approach is derived from methodologies outlined in ational Coopcrati,·e 
llighway Research Program Report 255, 11{~/;//lq)' Traj/it Data.for L'rbani:;:_ed .-Jrea Prqjed Plannil{~ and 
De.r{~n. This process is based on adding the increment of growth identified between the base and 

future year Pl\ f peak WIYel demand models to Pl\1 peak hour intersection turn movements derived 

from traffic counts. T he method creates future year forecasts that are calibrated to actual data. 

The travel demand analysis includes the translation of Metro land use information into motor 

' ' chicl e trips. TI-lls was done for each Oregon City TAZ based on the existing and projected land 
uses described previously in the Land Usc section of this memorandum. This section of the 
memorandum describes the methodology used to determine how the trips were distributed and 

assigned to the roadway network. 

Motor Vehicle Trip Generation and Distribution 

T rip quantities fo r the Oregon City T P models were derived directly from Metro's travel demand 

models for 2010 and 2035. Metro model trip tables will be used as a basis for the Oregon City TSP 

model. The initial number of trips in the Oregon City T P model will be consistent with the Metro 

travel demand model for both external and internal zones. Trip totals identified for !\ferro T1\ Zs 

were split proportionally into the disaggregated TAZ system based on land usc data and aggregate 
Metro model trip rates. The sum of the trip totals for disaggregated 'child' zones equaled the trips 

for each Metro 'parent' zone. Further refinements to trip generation may be made to calibrate the 

base year Oregon City model to traffic coun ts. The growth in demand (difference between 2010 and 

2035) identified in Metro's travel demand models will be maintained, as identical adjustments to 
demand will also be applied to the future year model, if need be. 

By utilizing trip tables directly from the !\ferro tra,·cl demand models as a basis, the initial 

distribution of trips will be retained. RelatiYe trip distribution for disaggregated 'child' T AZs reflect 
the distribution identified for the ' parent' Metro TA Z. 

I r lt/{/!)'sis Prorrdllm ,\1(//11/{// (AP.\1), ( )rcgon Dcparrmcnr of Transporrarion (< )D( n; T ransporranon Planning . \nalysis 
l.Jnir (1lJ.\ U), Last Updated june 2010. 
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Trip Assignment 

Trip assignment invokes the determination o f the specific tra,·el routes taken for all trip~ within the 

transportation network. Both the Oregon City TSP model and the f\ letro regional model perform 
trip assignment using \'JSL:l\1. f\ fodcl inputs included the transportatio n network (i.e., road and 

intersection locations and characteristics, as Jetennined from maps and field inventories) and a trip 
distribution table (determined using m ethodology described pre,·iously in this memorandum). 

I terated eguili brium assignmenr will be performed using estimated traYel times along roadways as 

,,·ell as mid-block and approach capacities at intersections. T he path choice for each trip will be 
based o n minimal tranl times :waiJablc between loca tions in the model. 1\lodcl outputs will include 
traffi c Yolumes on road\Yay segm ents and at intersections. f\fodcl outputs will be reviewed for 

reasonableness ami post-processed (as described pre,·iously) to develop forecasts. 
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Oregon City, like many juri~dictiom, face~ the challenge o f accommodating future population and 
employmen t growth while keeping acceptable sen-icc levels on irs transportation network. Oregon 

City is aware o f tlus challenge and strives to keep the City's Transportation Sy~rcm Plan (TSP) up to 
date in an effort to prepare for and accommodate the future growth in the most efticient manner 

possible. \\'ithour the big picture that the TSP prm~des, maintaining acceptable street network 

pcrfonnance could not be achieved in an e fficient manner. For this reason, the Ciry upda ted irs 
forecast by rc,-iewing the existing transportation network with growth through 2035 ro better 
understand how the street network would be expected to operate. Using the existing zoning 

designatiom, this document explores the expected conditions of the Oregon City ~treet network in 

2035, assuming improvements are not pursued to accommodate future growth. Although this 
document focuses on the future growth and performance of the street system for dri,·ing, the 
fo recasti ng process for future travel demand assumes increased travel ,·ia walking, biking and transit, 

in addition to dri,-ing. These modes \cv·ill be further reviewed in Technical 1\lcmorandum #7. 

Estimating Future Growth 

Before we determine what investments arc needed for a transportation network for all modes, we 

must first look at the existing travel conditions, and then use the latest planning assumptions to 
forecast what future growth and traYcl trends might look like in the planning horizon of 2035. This 
helps to establish future baseline street network conditions that show what the future might look 

like if no new improvements arc made to accommodate growth in the community. 

The Traffic Forecasting Process 

1\ determination of future street network needs in Oregon City relJuircs the ability to accurately 

forecast traYel demand resulting from estimates of future population and employmem for the Ciry. 
:\ primary objective of the transportation planning process is to provide the information necessary 

for making decisions on when and where imprcwements should be made to the transportation 
system to meet travel demand as deYeloped in an urban area travel demand model as part of the 

Regional Transportation Plan update process. 1\Ictro uses VJSUJ\f, a computer based program for 

transportation planning, to process the large amounts of data for the Portland Metropolitan area. 
The traffic forecasti ng process can be summarized in six steps (sec Figure 1): 

T.M. #6- Future Traffic Perfo rmance on the Majo r Street Ne twork: 
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1. U pda te s treet network d a ta: The street network for the Metro Travel D emand Model was 

expanded to include all arterial and collector streets in O regon City. The model had 

previously included most major roadways in the regio n. The existing model street network 

was also refined based on the existing conditions im'entory o f posted speeds, traffic control, 
lane geometries, and number o f traYellanes. 
The existing model street network was 

utilized as the starring point for the 2035 

Baseline model. Projects with secured 

funding or that are reasonably Likely to be 
funded by 2035 were added to the street 
network. 

2. Identify the land use: Based on 20101 and 

2035 land use, growth for O regon City and 

the surrounding region was estimated. 

3. Group the land use d ata b ased on 
location: The land use data was split into 

geographical areas called transportation 

analrsis zones (TAZs), which represent the 

sources of vehicle trip generation. There are 

31 Metro TAZs within or adjacent to the 
O regon City. These TA7:s were further 

subdivided into 40 T AZs to better represent 
land use in Oregon City. The TAZs in 

Oregon City are shown in Figure A 1 in the 

appendix. 

-+. Co nvert the land use to m oto r vehicle 

Fig ure 1: The T raffi c Fo recasting 
Process 

trips: The existing and projected land use is converted into mo tor vehicle trips. The trip 

generation process translates existing and projected land use guantiries (number o f dwelling 
units, retail, and other employment) into vehicle trip ends (number of vehicles entering or 

leaving a TAZ) using trip generation rates established during the model verification process. 

5. Dis tribute the trips onto the s treet network: This step es timates how many trips travel 

fro m one T AZ in the model to any o ther T i \Z. Distribution is based on the number o f 
vehicles entering or leaving each T AZ pair, and o n factors that relate the likehl1ood o f tra,,cl 

between any two zones to the travel time between zones. 

6. Assign a travel route to the trips: ln this process, trips from one Tr\Z to another arc 

assigned to specific travel routes o n the street network, and resulting trip volumes are 

accumulated on links o f the network until all trips are assigned. 

1 20 10 land use is based on rhe most currenr inventory by l\Ietro 
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Once the traffic foreca~ting process is complete, we utilize the 2035 tra ffic ,·olumes to determine the 

areas of the street network that are expected to be congested and that may need future itwcstmcnts 

to accommodate growth. 

Baseline Street Network Performance 

Baseline reflects the street network per formance assuming we build the transportation projects th:H 

already haYC secured fund ing or arc reasonably likely to be funded but assumes no additional 

improYcmcnts. J\Iajor projects that arc included in the Baseline street nct\vork arc (see Table :\ 1 in 

the appendix for more detail): 

• Swan .-\ycnue extension from Lin:say Road to TTolly Lane 

• I lolly Lane extension from Rcdland Road ro I Iolcomb Boulevard 

• Holly Lane impro,·cmctlts from Red land Road to J\ laplc 1 ,anc Road 

• Beavercreek Road widening from J\ Iaplc Lane Road to l lenrici Road 

• J\Ieyers Road extension from O R 21} to Tligh School ,\ ycnuc 

• ,·\ roadway connection bet\veen \\ "ashington Street and .\bernethy Road 

• 1 ntcrscction rc-configuration at O R 213/\\"ashington Street 

• :\ roundabout at the J\fo lalla :\ ' -cnuc/D i,·ision-Taylor Street intersection 

Snapshot of Oregon City in 2035 

Highlights of the 2035 Baseline performance are discussed below. \\'bil e these summaries detail land 

usc and growth in O regon City, the tra,·cl demand forecasts that ha,-c been e\·aluated reflect the 

regional land usc growth throughout the Po rtland metropolitan area. 

More People, More Jobs 

Today, O regon City and the adjacent 

area arc home to oYer 1 :1,000 

households and accounts for m-er 

1-1-,500 jobs. Bct\vccn now and 2035, 

household growth is expected to 

increase nea rly 2.-t percent a yea r, 

sligh tly outpacing the rate o f jo b 

gro\\'th oYer the same period.~ O regon 

City and the adjacent area arc expected 

to be home to 23,328 jo bs by 2035, a 

Emplo~·ees (23,328) 58.5% 

Households (20,985) 61.2% 

P ercent Change 

Oregon City and Adjacent Area Total H ouseholds 
and Employees in 2035 and Percent Change F rom 

2010 

~ l lousehold and Employment growth was estimated by .\Ierro using 2010 and 2035 zo ning clara 
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58 percent increase from 2010, or an average of 2.3 percent growth a year. Households are expected 

to grow to 20,985 by 2035, a 61 percent increase from 201 0. With more people and more jobs in 
and around Oregon City, the street network will face increased demand through 2035. More detail 

o n the land use by Tr\Z can be found in Table A3 in the appendix. 

More Travel 

\Vith mo re jobs and people, the street network in O regon City will face an additional 21 ,000 motor 
vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (sec Table J\2 in the appendix). Today, the street network 

in Oregon City is generally able to handle the estima ted 33,000 everting peak hour trips. However, 
the everting peak hour motor vehicl e trips are expected to increase 3 percent a year, surpassing 

5-t,OOO trips by 2035. Figure 2 shows the estimated increase in motor vehicle trips o n the street 

network during the eYetung peak hour. },s shown, much of the increased demand is expected along 
the regional roadways, such as l -205, O R 99E and OR 213. These roadways generally connect the 
Portland Metropolitan area to the employment areas in O regon City. Other roadways that are 

expected to see sigtuficant traffic increases (according to the Metro travel demand model) include 

i\bernethy Road, Beavercreek Road, Ho lly Lane, l\1aple Lane Road, Molalla ~-\venue, Redland Road 

and South E nd Road. Each of these roadways connects a major residential and/ or employment 

growth area in the City to the regional roadway network. 

More Congestion 

More travel means more congestion. Travel activity as reflected by evet-llng peak hour motor velucle 

trips is expected to increase by 75 percent through 2035. Figure 3 shows the expected locations of 

congestion on the street network in O regon City. As shown, most of the congestion is expected to 
be alo ng the regional roadways that would experience the highest growth in evening peak hour 

motor vehicle volumes, such as I-205, O R 99E and OR 213. Congestion on 1-205 and O R 213 

would generally have less o f an impact o n O regon City compared to that on OR 99E. \'\!hen OR 

99E is congested it has more of an impact on surface street circulation around D owntown Oregon 
City and could potentially detract from shopping or other retail uses in the area. O ther roadways tl1a t 

are expected to experience congestion during the e,·ening include Redland Road and Washington 
Street. I t should be noted that major intersections along the congested roadways could potentially 

have operational issues based on this analysis. A detailed review of these intersections is 

fo rthconung in Techtucal Memorandum # 7. 
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T bl Al 0 . C CIP F' . ll c dM V 1 . I P -
Project Project/ Program Start End 

ID Source Name Location Location Description 

Roadway Segment Improvements 

1 RTP Swan Extension Livesay Rd Holly Ln 
Through lanes. sidewalks, bike lanes, 

mrn lanes to sen-e UGB expansion area 

2 RTP I lolly Lane Redland Rd Holcomb Rd 
Through lanes. sidewalks. bike lanes. 

mrn lanes to serve UGB expansion area 

Turn lanes, bike lanes, sidewalks, 

3 RTP Holly Lane Redland Rd ~ laple Ln intersection improvements, bridge 

replacement 

Beavercreek Rd 
Clackamas 

\'\'iden to S lanes with sidewalks and 
4 RTP 

I mprovemems Phase 2 
r-.Iaple Lane Communiry 

bike lanes 
College 

BeaYercreek Rd 
Clackamas 

Widen to 4 lanes with sidewalks and 
5 RTP 

lmprovemenrs Phase 3 
Community UG B 

bike lanes 
College 

High 
Beavercreek 

Extension from current terminus at 

6 City TSP ~!eyers Road School 
Road 

High School :\ venue ro Beavercreek 
. \Yenue Road 

City TSP 
\X'ashingron - :\bernethy \X!ashington Extension from stub south of 

7 
. \bemethy Connector Road Srrecr Washington to .\bernerhy Road 

Intersection Improvements 

STIP/ Jughandle at OR Construct J ughandle lntersectjon at 
;\ - -

City TSP 213/ \XIashington Street Washington Street 

;\!olalla .-\venue 

B RTP Roundabour -
Reconfigure intersection for safety and 

-
LOS into roundabout 

( raylor/ Division) 
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T able A2: Oregon City T rip Generation by TAZ 
2010 2035 

Trips Trips Total Trips Trips Total Change in Total 
TAZ Leaving Arriving Trips Leaving Arriving Trips Trips (2035-2010) 

719 574 387 962 857 605 l,-l62 500 

720 59 23 81 -l1 8 280 698 617 

721 265 -lOO 665 568 583 1,151 -l86 

72L-\ 137 73 209 103 315 417 208 

725 185 307 492 424 824 1,248 755 

726 30 62 92 165 330 495 403 

726"-\ 74 134 208 90 202 292 84 

727 449 289 738 3,286 2,027 5,312 4,574 

728 100 73 173 242 170 412 240 

729 150 95 245 266 175 441 197 

730 290 239 529 556 228 784 255 

730~-\ 362 94 456 280 235 515 58 

731 275 242 51 7 390 329 719 202 

732 904 1,170 2,074 1,435 786 2,221 147 

7E\ 987 3"--=> 1,312 513 804 1,318 6 

733 103 117 220 203 326 529 310 

734 29 53 82 34 63 98 16 

735 752 855 1,607 1,031 1,048 2,079 472 

736 700 751 1,451 933 922 1,856 405 

737 640 1,038 1,678 716 1,144 1,861 183 

738 289 402 691 371 492 862 172 

739 27 14 41 43 44 87 46 

740 311 513 823 761 1,421 2,183 1,360 

741 580 1,154 1,734 701 1,407 2,109 374 

742 481 942 1,423 922 1,850 2,772 1,348 

743 2,547 961 3,507 1,852 1,7 11 3,563 56 

743"-\ 468 889 1,357 1360 375 1,735 378 

744 1,504 880 2,383 2,038 1,207 3,246 862 
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Table A2: Oregon City Trip Generation by TAZ 

2010 2035 

Trips Trips Total Trips Trips Total Change in Total 
TAZ Leaving Arriving Trips Leaving Arriving Trips Trips (2035-2010) 

7-15 119 1-1-1 263 369 70 1 1,070 807 

7-16 -17 -1-1 9 1 I, I 01 C'> ) - l,T2 1,682 

7-1~ 897 300 1,19- 952 -6-1 1,717 520 

-r.-\ 683 -IS3 11 36 -:-.) 399 11~2 36 

-:-I~B 192 29-1 -186 s-o 128 697 211 

7-18 38-1 663 1,0-1- (>-12 s- 1 1.213 166 

.., -18. \ 93 26 119 99 3r -1-16 ~..,-

.1 -

--19 -.., .., :\ __ 693 1.21 5 - to IJ)-1-1 1."'5S 5-10 

-so 503 735 1,238 655 9T 1,632 39-1 

-s-1 8-1 183 267 -106 903 1.309 I ,0-13 

7(J! I 126 202 56-I 650 1.213 1.() 11 

Total 16,872 16,140 33,012 27,400 27,061 54,461 21,449 
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Table A3: TAZ Land Use Growth 2010 to 20 35 

L:2.LL 

719 ISO 306 

.... 20 193 384 
r- -

-2 1 428 136 

725 593 12 

726 397 -I -· ..... , ro 31 12 

-28 48 148 

729 43 128 

730 58 208 

731 5-1 121 

732 114 1/ 

733 •p-
_ .) 16 

735 90 275 

736 152 197 

-37 11 9 31 

738 88 69 

740 996 13 

741 194 I 

7-12 1055 I I 

7-13 79 --10 

744 78 527 

745 660 -15 

746 355 1639 
-

747 -1 -173 

748 188 347 -
7-19 -174 26 

750 238 80 

761 507 38-1 

Subtotal 7,962 8,605 
Source: l\lerro 
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This document details the 2035 transpo rtatio n conditio ns in Oregon City if no new i1wesrments arc 
made to the existing transportation system beyond currently funded projects. l ncluded is a summary 
o f how the future transportation needs are determined, a depiction o f what travel in 2035 could look 

like in O regon City, a detail o f where transportation investmenrs arc needed and an outline o f 

potential improvements to consider. 

How do we Determine Future Transportation System Needs? 

Befo re we determine what inYcstmenrs are needed for the City's transportation system. we must tlrst 

look at the existing travel conditions, and then use the latest planning assumptio ns ro forecast what 
future growth and travel trends might look like in 2035. \\ "e begin by assuming that no new 

investments will be made into the transportation system beyond what is already funded for 
construction and conside r how the system will change with planned growth. T he following sections 

explain where growth is expected, how the transportation system will perform and where solutions 

will be needed. olutions for addressing the transportation system needs will be explo red in 

Technical l\Iemo randum # 9. 

Estimating Future Travel 

r\ determination o f future transportatio n system needs in O regon City reguires the abili ty to 

accurately forecas t travel demand resul ting from estimates o f future populatio n and employment for 

the City and the rest o f the !\ferro region. The objective o f the transportation planning process is to 
provide the information necessary for making decisions about how and where improYements should 

be made to provide a safe and effi cient transportation system that prm·ides travel optio ns. 

The travel demand forecasting process generally involves estimating travel patterns for new 

development based on the decisions and preferences demonstrated by existing residents, employers 
and institutions around the region. Travel demand models are mathematical tools that help us 

understand futu re commuter, school and recreatio nal travel patterns including information about the 

length, mode and time of day a trip will be made. The latest tra,rel models are suitable for motor 

vehicle and transit planning purposes, and can produce to tal volumes for autos, trucks and buses o n 
each s treet and highway in the system. Comparing outputs with obsen red counts and behaviors on 

the local system refines model forecasts. T his refinement step is completed before any evaluation of 

sys tem performance is made. O nce the tra ffic forecasting process is complete, the 2035 volumes arc 

used to determine the areas of the street netwo rk that arc expected ro be congested and that may 
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need future itwestmen ts to accommodate growth. ,\dditio nal details on the travel forecasting can be 

found in Figure .\ 1 in the appendix and in Technical J\lemorandum # 5: J\Iodeling ..-\ ssumptions. 

Future Estimates of Walking, Biking and Transit 

\\'bile there is great interest in de,·eloping forecasting models for bic~·cle s and pedestrians, rhe 

traditional rra,·cl demand methodology used for predicting motor \-chicle acti,·ity does not easily 

apply to bicycle and pedestrian travel fo r a number o f reasons. Because the number of daily biking 

and walking trips in a community tend to be much smaller than the number of ,·ehicular trips, uata 

on walking and biking i~ typically roo small to de,-clop accurate models .. \duiuonall~·, how people 

choose routes ,,·hen they arc \\·alking or biking rends to be much more complicated than when they 

are dri,·ing (i.e .. motorists rend to take the shortest routes \dille bicycles may trade directness to 

an>id a hill or tra,·cl on a lower ,·o lume street). The nature of bicycle and peucsrrian tra,·cl and 

deci ~ion-making is not well understood. and is the subject of cu rren t national and local research 

efforts ro incorporate bic\'cle and pedestrian traYel into future traditional tnl\·cl models. 

Other sources of information on bicycle and pedestrian actiYity, such as the L' .S. Census tend to 

undercount the actual number of walking and biking trips made in a community. Tlus is because 

Census dam focuses on the mode of tra,·cl used for work trips, which typically make up less than 20 

percent of an indiYidual's travel. In addition. the Census retjuires that respondents choose only one 

mode-the o ne used most often during the sutTey week. , \ s a result. the Census does not capture 

the bic~·clc and pedestrian acti,·iry o f people: who bicycle o r \\·a lk to access transit, to conduct 

personal business. to socialize, or for recreation. 

Therefore, the future needs for walking, biking and transit in Oregon City " ·ere derernuncd by 

rcYiewing major growth areas of the Ciry and seeing he)\\· they were seJYed by exi~ ting facilities. In 

addition, rhe areas of the City in close proxinury to key destinations (such as schools, parb, transit 

stops, sho pping and employment) that haYe the potential to attract significan t walking and biking 

trips and areas wi th existjng deficiencies \\'ere I'CYicwcd to Ueterminc locations for prioritized 

\\·alking. biking or transit im-cstments (sec Figures 5, 6. and 7). 

Snapshot of Oregon City in 2035 

Today. Oregon City is home ro m-er 13.000 households and accounts fo r m·cr 14,500 jobs. Between 

now and 2035. household growth is expected to increase nearly 2.4 percent a year. slightly outpacing 

the rare of employmen t growth OYer the same period (2.3 percent). Oregon City is expected to be 

home to OYer 23,000 jobs almost 21,000 households by 2035. a 58 and 61 percent increase 

respectiYcly from 2010. \\ 'ith mo re people and more jobs in Oregon City, the transportatio n 

network \\ill face increased demand through 2035. 

More People, More jobs 

~-\s shown in Figure l, much of the population and emplo~·ment growth is expected to occur around 

the unden·loped edges of Oregon City. Employment grmnh is expected to be highest around the 
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Oregon Ciry Regional Center, including downtown Oregon City and the area bounded by the 

Clackamas River to the north, ,\bernethy Road on the south, OR 213 on the east and the \\'illamcttc 

River to the west. lligh employment growth is also anticipated to occur at the southeast end of the 
City, around OR 213 and Beavercreek Road. 

r louschold growth is expected to be highest towards the south end of the City, along South End 

Road, Central Point Road, Leland Road and l\1cycrs Road. lligh household growth is also expected 

to occur on the north and cast side of the City, along l\Iaple Lane Road, Holcomb Boulevard and 
Rcdland Road . 

More Travel 

\'\ 'ith more jobs and people, the street network in Oregon City must cope with an additional 21,000 
motor vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (see Table .\ 1 in the appendix). Today, the street 

network in Oregon City is generally able to handle the estimated 33,000 e,·ening peak hour trips 

evening peak hour trips. I Iowcvcr, the evening peak hour motor vehicle trips arc expected to 

increase 3 percent a year, su rpassing 54,000 trips by 2035. Figure 2 illustrates how the population 
and employment growth through 2035 translates into motor vehicle tra,·el by zone during the 
C\'ening peak hour. As shown, much of the increased travel is expected to begin or end in zones 

located in a major residential and/ or employment growth area, including around 1\bcrnethy Road, 

Beavercreek Road, Maple Lane Road, Molalla A,·enue, Redland Road and South E nd Road. 

2035 motor vehicle volumes on the roadways in Oregon Ci ty were utilized to determine the areas 

of the street network that will be congested and may need future investments to accommodate 
growth. The street network was assessed under Baseline conditions, which reflects the street 

network performance assuming we build the transportation projects that already have secured 

funding or arc reasonably likely to be funded but assumes no additional improvements. l\Iajor 
projects that are included in the Baseline street network can be seen in Table A2 in the appendix. 

The 2035 Baseline traffic volumes de,·clopcd for the reviewed intersections can be found in Figure 

1\3 in the appendix. Baseline 2035 motor vehicle volumes arc expected to be highest alo ng the 

regional roadways, such as I -205, OR 99E and OR 213. These roadways generally connect the 

Portland fetropolitan area to the employment areas in Oregon City and sen ·e outlying communities 

such as l\ Iolalla and Canby. Other roadways that are expected to sec significant traffic increases 

include Abernethy Road, Beavercreek Road, I lolly Lane, Maple Lane Road, Molalla i\vcnue, 
Rcdland Road and outh End Road. Each of these roadways connects a major residential and/or 

employment growth area in the City to the regional roadway network. 
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FIGURE 2 

Traffic Volume Growth 
by Zone (2010 - 2035) 
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More Congestion 

l\ lore ml\·cl means more congestion. Tra,·cl actiYity as ret1ected by eYcning peak hour motor ,·eluclc 

trips beginning or ending in Oregon City, is expected to increase by 7 5 percem through ~035. 

Through tra,·el. or trips that do not begin or end in Oregon City, is also expected ro increase 

through 2035 and is generally representati,·e of growth in Cities such as Molalla ami Canby. hgure 3 

shows the expected locations that ,,·ill experience a\·erage traYcl speeds well below the postl·d limits 

on the srrccr net\\'ork in Oregon City. where most of the congestion is expected to be along the 

regional roadways. such as T-~05, OR 99 1: and OR ~13. Congestio n on 1 -~05 and OR ~13 would 

generally haYc less of an impact on Oregon City compared ro that on O R 99 1 ·:.\\'hen OR 99E is 

congested it has more of an impact on surface stn.•et circulation around Downtown Oregon City and 

could potentially detract from shopping or other retail uses in the area. Other roadways that arc 

expected to experience aYerage tra,·cl speeds well below the posted limits during the c,·ening include 

Bea,·ercreek Road, [aple Lane Road. Redland Road and \\'ashington ~'treet. 

2035 Baseline intersection operation s arc summarized in Figure 3 and shmYn in Table . \3 in the 

appendix. \\ 'irh the increased street network congestion, se,·eral of the intersections t-c,·ic\\·cd are 

expected to be substanda rd by ~035 during the en:ning peak period (see .\ppendix for more derail). 

including four signalized i.ntersectiom (OR 99 1 ·:/ 1 -~05 \\13 Ramps, OR 99 1 ·:/ 1 -~05 EB Ramps, OR 

~ 13/ Bca,·crcreek Road and l\'lapl e Lane Road/BeaYercrcck Road) and two all-way srop intersections 

(lligh Street/2nd Street and South Encl Road/ \\ 'arner Parrott Road). In addition, since many of the 

intersections along these routes are un~ignalized, the side streets generally experience high delay due 

ro steady ,-o lumes on the uncontrolleJ roaclway. These approaches ty·pically require more time for an 

acceptable gap in traffic to make a left turn onto the mainline, therefore, the delay of the side street 
is high anJ the intersection becomes substandard. The follm,-ing se,·en unsignalized intersections arc 

expected to be substandard by ~035 clue to the delay o f the side street: 

• l\ lain ~' treet/ 1-J.th ~ treet 

• \\'ashingron , treet/ 1 ~th Street 

• South End Road/Lafayette .\\Tnue

Partlow Road 

• Central Point Road/\\ 'arncr Parrott 

Road 

• l\ laple Lane Road / Thayer Road 

• l\faplc l.anc Road / \\ 'alnut GroYc \\'ay 

• Bea\Trcreek Road/Clcn Oak Road 

2035 p eak p e riod m otor vehicle travel times per nUlc were estimated for major roadways in the 

City· and compa red to trm·el times of the existing street network. The motor ,-chicle trm·cl times 

during the p.m. peak hour1 were assessed using T TRTX historical traffic flows~ ancl increment 

1 The e\·ening peak hour \':Utes by inrcrscctlon. bur ts gencr:Jiy between 4:30 ami 5:30p.m. 111 ( )rq?,on Cll) 

1 1:\'TIX lltsroncal Traffic Flo"· Dara, 2008-:!0IO,data rcct'ln:d from ( )l)( )T 
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growth in travel times gathered from the traffic forecasting process. As shown in Figure -+, travel 

times along seYcral streets in the City arc expected to get significantly longer through 2035 (with 
traYel time increases of more than one minute per mile) including portions of 1-205, Beavercreek 

Road, Redland Road and OR -+3 (Oregon Ciry-\'\ 'est Linn Bridge). Other roadways that are expected 

to have higher travel time increases per mile during the evening peak hour include OR 99E, South 
End Road and Main Street. 
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Where are Transportation Improvements Needed? 

. \ ftcr rc,·iewing the expected growth throughout the City and considering existing gaps and 

deficiencies of the transportation sys tem, locations needing imprm·emcnts were identified to meet 
the expected rr;wcl demand. 

Walking Needs 

Key transp ortation system gaps for pe d estrians in Oregon City include: 

• Lack of sidewalk~/ crossings along key routes to schools (e.g. ncar John l\lcLoughlin 

Elementary, ll olcomb Elcmenrary. Oregon City ll igh School, Cardncr l\liddle SchooL and 
!\It Pleasanr I -:Jemcntary) 

• l .ack o f sidewalks along routes rhar proYitle access to parks and open space (e.g. Charman 
. henue near RiYcrcrest Park. and Chapin and \\"csley Linn Parks) 

• Lack of transit service within walking distance to neighborhoods west o f Linn :-h cnuc and 
Leland Road . 

• Caps in the sidewalk network along portions of transit routes (e.g. l .inn .hemic. \\ 'arne 
l\Wne Road. and Holcomb RouleYard) 

• l .ack of sidewalks connecting the Cancmah neighborhood to downtown Oregon City 

• Lack o f sidc\valk connections from the rc~idential areas in the south and southwest portions 
of the City to downtown Oregon City (e.g. along Linn "·hcm1c). 

• Lack of pedestrian crossings across major roadways (e.g. ncar the southern portion of OR 
213) 

D efic iencies in the pedestrian netwo rk include: 

• Lack of p edestrian buffer zone: There are 
usually many destinations along arterials and 

the road~ arc designed to handle large 

\'chicles. like buses. J Jowcvcr, from a 
pedestrian perspective arterials can be 
difficult to cross and uncomfortable, o r cYen 

dangerous to walk along. This is particularly 

true when there arc missing sidewalks, 

unprotected crossings. or \Try little buffer 
prm·ided between fast mm·ing traffic and 
pedestrians. 1-\ buffer can take the fon11 of 

strcetside furnishings, landscaping or on

street parking . . \long roads such as OR 99E 
through the Cancmah neighborhood and 

along l\ folalla . \ ,-cnue, the lack of buffer 
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creates an uncomfortable and po tentially unsafe walking environment. 

• Pedestrian visibility at c rossings: O pportunities exist to increase pedestrian ,·isibility at 

pedestrian crossings using treatments such as signage, pavement markings, flashing lights, 
and median re fuge islands. For example, the pedestrian crossing near Garden 1\feadow 

Drive o n Molalla A venue (below) can be difficult to see. 

The pedestrian refuge island on the left could be made more visible with additiona l 
signage and p avement markings. 

• Difficulties for Pedestrians with Mobility Impairments: While curb ramps arc present in 
much o f Downtown, many intersections in other parts o f the City lack curb ram ps, creating 

difficulties for pedestrians with mobility impairments as well as people pushing strollers. 
Some marked crosswalks lead to sidewalks with no curb ramps (e.g., o n Warner Parro t 

Road near Central Point Road). 

Lack of curb ramps at a crossing on Warner Pa rrot Road (left) and in the Canemah 
neighborhood a long OR 99E 

• Lack of pedestrian crossings on m ajor roadways: The I\folalla Avenue-7' 11 Street corridor 

is designated as a Corridor in the Metro Regional Transportation Plan. There is commercial 
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acti,,iry alo ng the length o f this co rridor, though development patterns along much o f 

l\ lolalla ,hcnuc remain auto o riented, with most buildings separated from the roadway by 

parking lo ts. \\ 'bile 7th Street has been upgraded w-ith frc~ucnt pedestrian crossing 
opponunitics, the limited number of pedes trian crossings along l\1olalla .\,' enue rCl]Uircs 

pedestrians to tra,·ellong distances out of direction to reach a designated cro~sing. 

• Lack o f wayfinding tools: Oregon City's pedestrian and bicycle system would bene fit from 
addirional signage and o ther \Yay finding tools to o rient users and direct them to and 
th rough majo r destinations like D O\m town, schools, Clackamas Community College, and 

neighborhoods. 

• Limited street connectivity in some areas: , \!though a \vell-connected street grid exists in 
D o\\·n town and the l\lcLoughlin neighborhood, discontinuous streets in other areas 
increase walking distances to reach destina tions. r\ discontinuous street network is diHicult 

for non-motorized users to na,,igate (i.e .. know which streets will reach their des tinatio n) 

deterring bicycle and pedestrian tra\-cl. 

Key D estinations for Walking Trips: Figure 5 shows the existing walking network and the 
locatiom of key destinations that lnYe the po tential ro attract walking trips .. \reas o f the City within 

comfortable walking distance (assumed to be 1
/ • mile) to the greatest number of actiYity generators 

arc indicated in red, while locatio ns with lighter shading (green) arc within \\·alking distance o f a 

single des tination. EYen though a location may only be \\ithin \\·alking di stance o f a single 
destination (such a:; school or park), it will still be prioritized as a key walking route . . \reas with no 
shading would be outside o f rhe comfortable walking trip distance to any o f the des tinations. 

Pedestrian facilil)' gaps located in areas \Yith darker shading (red and yellow) indicate potential 

locations for prioritizing walking imprO\·ements . .\s shown in Figure .5 , most of rhe areas of the CitY 
wi th the highest walking demand (such as D owntown and along \\ 'ashington Street and 7th Strecr
l\Iolalla ~·\yenue) ha,·e existing sidewalks . . \ few streets with high walking demand that lack sidewalks 

include portio ns o f 1 Sth Street, Linn A venue, Di,-isio n Street. and Pearl Stree t. Residences in the 

southern and northeastern portion o f Oregon City (including the Hazel G rove/\\ 'estling Farm, 
TmYcr Vista, Caufield, and portions o f the South J ~nd and Park Place neighborhoods) rend to be 

located o utside o f an easy "·alking distance o f destinations or transit stops. Gaps in the pedes trian 
network bmit the abili ty to walk to key destinatio ns such as D owntown as well as local destinations 

including schools and parks. 
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Biking Needs 

Key tran sp orta ti on syste m gap s fo r bicyclis ts in Oregon Ciry include: 

• Disconnected bicycle routes in D owntown and ~fcl.ough]jn, South Em.!. T ower \'ista and 

Park Place neighborhoous, where biking Jemand is highest. 

• Lack of bike lanes or wide shoulders on state highways (e.g. OR 991·:) 

• Lack of bike lanes o r wide shoulders on arterial and collector streets in Oregon Ciry (e.g. 

J ligh Street, secuom of Sourh End Road anu .\bernethy Road) 

• Lack of climbing bike lanes o r other faci]jlies to help bicyclists negotiate steep hil ls 

connecting downtm,·n Oregon City ,,;th n:siuenrial areas in the south and southwesr 

po rtion of the Ciry (e.g. Linn . \,~enue our o f J ownrown would bcnctit from an uphill bike 

lane/ downhill shared lane marking faci]jry). 

• Roauways periodically " drop" the bike lane, resulting in a discontinuous and uncomfortable 
experience, as occurs on 1\Io lalla . \ \Tnue between \\'arner l\lilne Road and BeaYercrcek 

Road, along ].eland Road and along Cen tral Point Road. 

• Lack of low-traHic bicycle-friendly streets that arc comfo rtable for children or . . 
new/inexperienced cyclists. Bicycle boulevards (also known as eighborhood Creenways) 

arc lower-,·olume and lower-speed srrects that a rc optirn.ized for bicycle travel through 

treatments such as traffic calming. bicycle \\'ayfinding signage, pa,·emcnt markings. and 

intersection crossing treatments. This treatment is particula rly well suited to residential 

neighborhoods "·ith good street connecri,;10·, such as the 1\IcLoughlin neighborhood. 

D e fici en cies in the bicycle ne twork include: 

• Limited bicycle p arking n ear destinations: Bicycle parking is generally not easy to tlnd in 

Oregon City, ye t it is an essential componen t to making the bicycle a ,·iable transportation 

option. Excellent guidance on the prO\·ision of sho rt term bicycle parking is found in the 

13ic~·cle Parking C uidclines produced by the . \ s~ociacion for Pede:; trian and Bicycle 
Profes:;ionals. 

• Lack of bicycle d etection a t traffi c s ignals : , ignalized intersections in O regon City 

generally do no r detect bicycles. l\fethods of enab]jng cyclists to trigger a green signal phase 

include U SC' of a push-button, loop deteCtOr O r \·ideo detector. ) .oop detectors neeJ tO be 

regularly maintained to detect cyc]jsts, and pavement stencils should be used to orien t 

cyclists to the appropriate position within the roadway to trig_~er the signal. 

• Missing o r improp er bicycle accommod a tion a t som e inte rsections: The majoril)· of 

intersections along bike routes in O regon Ci10· properly accommodate the bike lane through 

the intersection. ll owever, there arc a few examples o f intersections where the bike lane 

drops at the intersection o r is improperly situated on the outside of a right turn lane. 1\t 

intersections with a dedicated right turn lane, rhe bike lane should generally be placed 

bet\\·een the through lane and the right turn lane. Guidance on the lane configuration fo r 
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an intersection with a right turn lane and through bike lane can be found in the Oregon 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan' (see image below). 

Bike lane on the o uts ide o f the rig ht tum lane a t the OR 213/ Mola lla Avenue 
intersection (left). The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan recommended 

placem ent of a bike lane at an intersection with a rig ht turn lane (rig ht). 

J f there is limited space to provide a bike lane through an intersection with a right turn lane, 

the O regon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan suggests the use o f a combined right turn lane and 

through bike lane to accommodate both mot01i sts and bicyclists, illustrated in the image 
below. 

It:,.. ~~ONLY 
C!MINED LANE 

it' 

T he bike lane drops in the southbound direction of Mola lla Avenue a t Gaffn ey 
Lan e (le ft). T he Oregon Bicycle and P edestrian Plan includes the option of 

providing a combined rig ht tum lane and throug h bike lane (right). 

• Maintenance issues: ~ omc bicycle facilities are difficult to see and in need of maintenance 

to address worn paint. 

1 ( )regon Btcyclc and Pedestrian Plan, Chapter 6, Figure 6-~ 
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• Limi ted s treet connectivity in som e a reas: " \lrhough a well-connected ~ tree t grid exist~ in 

dowmown and immt:diatc ~urrounding neighborhood~, discontinuous streets in other areas 

retjuirc out of direction tra,-cl and increase bicycling tnlYel Lime to key de~tinations . . \ 

discontinuous street ner\\'ork i~ difficult fo r non-motorized users to n~l\·igate "·hen the~· arc 

unfamiliar with the area, and thus impedes bicycle and pedestrian tra\-cl. 

• Limited a m ount o f b icycle w ayfinding s ign age: O regon City has very little sign age to 

guide bicyclists to and along existing bicycle routes. The bicycle system would benefi t from 

~ignage to orient users and direct them to and through major destinations like downt0\\'11, 

schools, Clackamas Community College, and neighborhoods. 

t R1vertront Park 
, . !Ill• .. . , 

t Sellwood 
) 1 .. " .. ' 

Oak Grove/tf rolley Trail 
CJ III , .. .,.. • 

An example of wayfindin g s ig n age in Oregon C ity (left). Example ofwayfinding 
s ig n age outside of the Oregon C ity lim its (ri ght) 

Key D estin ation s fo r Biking T rips: Figure 6 shows the existing biking network and the locatiom 

o f key des tina cions that han· the potential to attract biking trips .. \reas of the City ''ithin 

comfortable biking distance (assumed to be 1/2 mile) to the greatest number o f acti,-i~· generator~ arc 

indicated in red, \\'lme locations \\ith lighter shading (green) are within biking distance of a single 

destination. Excn though a location may only be within biking distance of a single destination (such 

as school o r park), it \\~1 1 stiJI be prioritized as a key biking route. 1\ reas with no shading would be 

outside of the comfortable biking trip distance to any of the descinations. Bicycle facili~· gaps 

located in areas "·ith darker shading (red and yellow) indicate potential locations fo r prioritizing 

biking impro,·cments . . \ s shown in Figure 6, the existing bike network largely coincides \\·ith the 

road\\'ays \\'hich haYe the highest biking demand, \\ith the exception of SC\Tral roadways in 

Do\\'nto\\·n and d1e ~IcLoughlin neighborhood. The bu~ier roadways in thc~c areas \\ithout bike 

lanes include OR 99E, J\fain Strcer, IOrh Street, l ~th Street, 1-l'h Street. lSrh Srrcer. 7th Street, 

DiYision Street and portions o f \\ 'ash.ington Street. O ther roadways lacking bike lanes in the City 

\\ith high biking dcn1and include portions of I\ I olalla . \ \'Cnue, Holcomb Boub·ard, South End Road 

and Leland Road. T rip distances from most neighborhoods in O regon Ci~· arc reasonable for 
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bicycling and most neighborhoods arc located close to an existing bicycle route. I lowever, the 

existence o f gaps throughout the network effectinly limit the ability for people to comfortably 

connect to destinations by bicycle. Future projects to increase the continuity of the bicycle network 
will increase the viability of traveling by bicycle. 
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FIGURE 6: Bicycle Demand Analysis 
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Transit Ne eds 

• Lack o f pedestri an c rossings near bus s tops: The lack o f pedestrian crossings ncar bus 

stops is most e'ridcnt along l\lolalla ;\ Yenuc, but is also true along o ther streets. l\1olalla 
, \ ,·cnuc is generally well-setTed by a sidewalk network, bur generally lacks safe crossing 

opportunities for pedestrians. Figure 7 highlights those bus stops in Oregon City chat do 
nor ha,·c a marked crossing within 300 feet. Overall, 42°'o of Oregon City bus stops arc not 

located within 300 feet o f a marked crossing. The presence of a center turn lane along 
much of the l\folalla ,\,·cnue corridor presents an opportunity to prmridc additional 

pedestrian refuge island crossings. DcYdopment o f additional pedestrian crossings near bus 
stops sho uld be done in consultation with 

Tril\lct, which has specific guidelines for the 

placement of bus stops in relation to 

crosstngs. 

• Limi ted number of bus s tops with 
she lters and other am enities : l\1any bus 

stops in O regon City consist o f a simple 

pole indicating the bus route sen-ing the 

stop. eating that is sheltered from the 
weather is aYailablc at some stops. Given 

the rainy climate of the Pacific orthwcst, 
route schedules on signs and additional 

sheltered bus stops would increase the 

comfort o f existing riders and encourage 
others to rake transit. 

Additiona l transit s tops with sh elte rs 
wou ld encourage m ore people to take 

trans it. 

• Transit service gaps and frequency: The southwest and south portion of the City 

(including areas along South End Road, Central Point Road and Leland Road) is outside of 
a comfortable walking o r biking trip ro transit stops. l n addition, the frequency of transit 

scn ·icc to Clackamas Community College and to the Park Place neighborhood may need to 
be increased due ro populatio n growth. 

• T ransit service in g rowth areas: 1\reas of the City located in a major residential and/ or 

employment growth area, including around 1\bernethy Road, Beavercreek Road, Maple 

Lane Road, Meyers Road , Redland Road and South End Road, should incorporate transit 

amenities and ensure pedestrian and bicycle connectivity in preparatio n for transit setYicc. 

• Future hig h capacity transit service: Prepare the pedestrian and bicycle network ro 

integrate with potential future high capaciry transit. letro has identified seYcraJ ncar phase 

regional priority corridors4 for high capacity transit, three of which would connect to 

~ :-.:ear phase pnoriry corridors arc corridors where fumrc high capaciry transit i1wesrmenrs may be ,·iable if 
recommended planning and policy acrions are implemented. 
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Oregon City. One of the po tential ro utes would extend the J\1:\X green line along 1-205, 

from the Clackama ~ Town Center to \\ 'ashing to n Sc1uare Transit Cente r (\vith a stop in 

Oregon City) . . -\nother o ption would extend the 1\ l. \X green line from the Clackamas Town 

Cen te r to Oregon City. The last o ption "·ould ex tend the l\lilwaukic 1\1. \)\ line along O R 

99E to O regon City. 

Trans it priority location s ''-en: identified to detennine po tential im-cstmcnts in the network that 

would enhance access to bus s tops. Figure 7 shows the location o f bus sto ps in Oregon City as well 

as the relaU\'c number of dail~· boardings to indicate the most frcguend~· used stops. The figure also 

includes a 1 
4 mile buffer around each stop to indica te the areas of the City wi thin comfo rtable 

walking distance ro existing bus stops . . \ s sh0\\'11, many Oregon City residents lin~ greater than 1 
4 

tnilc walking distance from a bus stop. \\"hik biking can increase access to transit for people li,·ing in 

neighborhoods distant from bus stops. gaps in the existi ng bicycle network and a lack of bicycle 

parking ncar sto ps limits the auracti\'(:ncss of biking to transit. 

The a,·ailability o f safe roadway c rossing o ppo rrunities is another factor that could limit access to 

transit . T he existing bus stops in O regon City are not always located near a marked pedestrian 

crossing. \\ 'hilc high usage stops, shown in Figure 7, arc generally located close to a pedestrian 

crossing, o ther less freguenrly used bus stops throughout the City \\·ould btnctit from crossings and 

\YOuld increase the general pedestrian friendliness of the s treets. 
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FIGURE 7: Transit Priority Locations 
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Driving Needs 

Intersection capacity defi ciencies (see _-\ppendix for more derail) are expected at scn:ral 
intersections by 2033 (sec Figure 8), including: 

• OR 991·:/1-205 \\'U Ramps 

• OR 99E/ T-205 I ·:B Ramps 

• OR 213 / Uc;n·crcreck Road 

• I ligh Street/ 2nd Street 

• South End Road/ \\ 'arncr Parrott 
Road 

• 1\laple Lane Road/ BcaYercreek Road 

• I\ lain Street/ 1-J.th Street 

• \\ 'ashington Street/ 12th Street 

• South End Road/ Lafayette .\Yenue
Partlow Road 

• Central Point Road/ \\.arner Parrott 
Road 

• l\faplc Lane Road/ Thayer Road 

• 1\laple Lane Road/ \\ 'alnur GroYc \\ 'ay 

Street capacity deficiencies arc expected by 2035 along po rtions of the following streets (sec 
l;igure 8): 

• I-203 

• O R 99E 

• OR -l-3 (Oregon City-\\ 'cst Linn 
Bridge) 

Street Connectivity Needs 

• OR 213 

• Redland Road 

The l\fctro Regional Tramporration Functional Plan rel]uircs that. to the extent possible, arrerials be 

spaced at one-mile inren·als, collectors to be spaced at half-mile intctTals, and local streets either be 

spaced at 530 feet (or 1/ 10 of a ollie) internls, or prm·ide a pedestrian and bicycle connection e,·ery 
330 feet if a full local sueet connection is not possible.5 0Yerall, most areas in Oregon City comply 

with the spacing standards to the exten t possible, although sc\·eral gaps were identified (sec Figure 
8) . Existing de,•elopment, topography, em·ironmental areas, the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) 

and OR 213 each pose a significant constraint in further improving connecti,·ity in O regon City. 

Arterial Connectivity gaps \\·ere identified in the following areas: 

1. ~ \n cast to west gap between OR 99 1 ~ and South End Road. 

2. :\n cast to west gap between South E nd Road and OR 213 (near the south City limits) . 

' "- lctro Regional Transportation runctional Plan, Section 3.08.110 Street S1·s tc:m Design Requirements 
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3. An east to west gap between I\Iolalla Avenue and I lolly Lane, south o fRedland Road and 

north of Maple Lane Road. 

Collector Connectivity gaps were identified in the following areas: 

-1-. i\n east to west gap between Molalla ;\venue and Ilolly Lane, south of Redland Road and 

north of Maple Lane Road. 

5. An east to west gap between OR 99E and South End Road. 

6. A north to south gap between Di,-ision Street and Beavercreek Road, west of O R 213. 

7. orth to south and cast to west gaps to the west of South End Road. 

8. orth to south and east to west ga ps, southeast of the BeaYcrcrcck Road / Maple Lane 

Road intersection. 

9. North to south gap between l lolcomb BouleYard and Rcdland Road. 

Local Street Connectivity gaps were identi fied in the following areas: 

10. North to south and cast to west gaps between OR 99E and T\Iain Street, north o f J-205. 

11. North to south and east to west gaps between \X'ashington Street and Abernethy Road. 

12. North to south and east to west gaps between OR 213 and Beavercreek Road, north of 

Glen Oak Road. 

13. North to south and east to west gaps between I Iolcomb Boulevard and Redland Road. 

14. North to south and east to west gaps, southeast of the Beavercreek Road/ Maple Lane 

Road intersection. 

15. East and west connectivity across OR 213 between Redland Road and Beavercreek Road. 

16. East to west and north to south connectivity between OR 99E (south of the Canemah 

neighborhood) and the South End neighbo rhood. 
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Mobility Corridor Needs 

The l\ Ietro Regional Transportation Plan identified needs along the l\fetro l\fobiliry Corridors. 

including Tualatin/ O regon City (l\lobility Corridor #7), Oregon City/Gateway (l\fobiliry Corridor 
#8), and Orego n City j \\ 'illamctte Valley (l\Iobiliry Corridor # 14). 

car-term (1-4 years) eeds 

• System and demand management along mobility corridor and parallel fa cilities for all modes 

of traYel (Mobility Corridor #7, 8, and 1-1). 

• Practical design solutions for bike and pedestrian connections to transit fobiliry Corridor 

#7). 

• Practical design solutions for bikes/pedestrians for safety and to connect to transit (l\ fobility 

Corridor #8). 

• , \ddrcss arterial connectiv-ity and crossings (l\lobility Corridor #8, and l -1). 

• I-205/ 0R 213 Interchange (l\fobility Corrido r #14). 

• P roject development for regional tra ils, Oregon City Loop and Nc\\-cll Canyon (Mobility 

Corridor # 14). 

Medium-term (5-10 years) Needs 

• Complete gaps in the arterial network (Mobility Corridor #7, 8, and 1-1). 

• Complete corridor refinement plan (l\fobility Corridor #7 and 8). 

• D evelop congestion pricing methodologies for 1-205 (l\Iobility Corridor #7 and 8). 

• De, ·elop plan and implement system expansion policy guidelines to connect Oregon City 

Regional Center with high capacity transit (l\lobility Corridor #7 and 8). 

• Identify funding solutions for alternative mode options (Mobility Corridor # 7 and 8). 

• Project development for regional infrastructure to serve Park Place and Beavercreek Road 

concept plan CGB expansion areas (l\lobility Corridor # 1-J.). 

Long-term (1 0-25 years) eeds 

• Construct high capacity transit connection to Oregon City Regional Center (l\1obility 

Corridor #7). 

• Identify funding solutions for alternative mode o ptions, including high capacity transit to 

O regon City (l\Iobility Corridor #8). 

• Construct regional trails and access in ewell Creek and Oregon City Loop lability 

Corridor # 14). 
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Safety Needs 

The crash rates at t:\nl intersectiom (l\lain Street/ I-+'" Sn-eer and the O R 2 I 3/ BeaYercreek Road 

inrersection) were identiried as high colli~ ion locations. l n addition, the O R 2 I 3/ Cau ticld-Clen Oak 

Road and the \\ .ashingto n Street/ 12th Street it~tersecrjons were idenri fied as ha,·ing a bon: average 

collisio n ra res. 

The foll owing locatio ns were identi!ied as a high collision roadway segments (top ten percenr of 

state high"·ays in O regon) . . \11 o f the following roadways arc mvncd and mai ntained b~· ODCYl ·: 

• l-205 Norrhbound just past the o n-ramp from OR 99E 

This high collision segment expe riences an increase in traftic from the OR 99 1 ~ on-ramp 

and is impacted by traftic exjring 1-205 at OR 213. These factors could be cont ributing to 
the amounr o f coll isions. 

• OR 991:: from one-tenth of a mile nonh of Dunes Dri\-c to 1-205 

This hjgh collisio n segment includes two congested intersections (l-205 \\.estbound 

Ramps and Dunes Drin·) and is often impacted by queues from the 1-205 interchange. 

• O R 99E from l -205 to I 2'" Street 

This high collisio n segment includes scYeral signalized intersections and is ofren impacted 

by queues from the 1-205 imerchange. O R 99 1-: was recently imprm·cd along this segment 

and may no longer be a high collisio n segment. 

• O R 99E from II '" Street to 9'h Street 

This high collision segment generall y includes seYeralaccesses O\'Cr a short distance "·hich 

could be contributing to the amount of collisio ns. The section from I O'" Sn-eer to 1 I'" 
.' treet was rccendy imprm·ed and may no longer be a high collision segment. 

• O R 99E from 6'" Street to one-tenth of a mile south of Railroad . hcnue 

This high collision segment generally includes seYeral accesses o,·er a short distance, a 

narrow runnel and two cun ·es which could be contributing ro the amount o f collisions. 

• O R 2 13 from 1-205 to one- tenth o f a mile w uth of Clackamas R.i,·er Dri\T 

This high collision segment will be mitigated with the jug handle under cons tructio n at 

the OR 21 3/\\'ashington Street-Clackamas RiYer Dri,·e intersection. \\ 'ashingron Street 

will be extended to cross under OR 21 3 and connect to Clackamas Ri,·er Dri\T. 

• OR 213 surrounding the Bea,-c rcreek Road inrer~ection 

This segment includes the high collision location at the O R 213/ Heavercreek Road 

intersection exceeding the srate\\ide a,·e ragc collision rare. This segment is located \\1thin 

the 55 mile per hour speed zone and express\\·ay segment of OR 213 and is the first at

grade intersection south of Rcdland Road for oYer 1:\\·o miles. 
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• OR 213 surrounding the Molalla Avenue intersection 

This segment is located within the 55 mile per hour speed zone and expressway segment 
of O R 213. Congestion at surrounding intersections may be impacting this area. 

• O R 2 13 surrounding the l\Ieyers Road intersection 

This segment is located just south of the 55 mile per hour speed zone on OR 213. 

Queues in the southbou nd directio n fron1 the Cauficld-Glcn Oak Road intersection 
impact this intersection at rimes. 

• O R 213 surrounding the Caufield-Glen Oak Road intersection 

This segment includes the high collision location at the OR 213/ Caufield-G len Oak 

Road intersection that was just under the statewide average collision rate. This segment is 

located just south o f the 55 mile per hour speed zone and the portion of OR 21 3 that 
narrows to one traYel lane in each direction. 

Freight Needs 

:\ portion of the l-205 state freight rou te and po rtions of the O R 99E federal truck route arc 
expected to be near capacity during the e,·ening peak hour by 2035 (as dictated by the forecasted 

2035 traffic volumes). J n addition, some congestion is expected along the Metro identified freight 

connectors (or connectio ns to majo r employment areas), including OR 213 and Beavercreek Road. 

The freight acti,-ity could increase along these streets through 2035, as they connect to the Metro 
designated employment land along O R 213. Bea,Trcreek Road and l\1olalla ,\\-enue. 

Transportation System Management and Operations Needs 

Performance of the existing transportation infrastructure could in imprm·ed through a combination 

o f transportation system management ( fSl\1) and transportation demand management (TDM) 
strategies and programs. 

Transporta tion System M a nagement (ISM): O regon City has several regional roadway facilities 

that serve the City and neighbo ring communities (l-205, O R 213 and O R 99E). These roadways, 
alo ng with parallel arterials including \\ 'ashington Street, 7'h Street-Molalla Avenue and BeaYercreek 

Road could benefit from improved TSM infrastructure. O ppo rtunities include: 

• Expanding the communications infrastructure along streets or at intersections concurrent 

with capacity or o ther improvements (such as fiber optic cable). 

• Cpdating coordinated time of day traffic signal control plans at intersections along O R 99E, 
O R 2"13, l\folalla , h enue, \\'ashington treet and Beavercreek Road. 

• The Portland Regional T. l\IO Plan calls for Arterial Corridor Management (r\Cl\1) along 

O R 213, Beavercreek Road (south o f OR 213), O R 213 (to Henrici Road), \\'ashington 

Street and 711
' Street in Oregon City. The project would improve operations by expanding 

tra,•clcr information and upgrading traffic signal equipment and timings. 
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• The Regional TS~lO Pl an also calls for .\ CJ\ 1 with adapti,·e signal timing alo ng l\folalla 

.henue between 7'11 Street and OR 213 and Bea,·ercreek Road beN·een l\lolalla .henue and 

OR 2 13. Tlu~ .\Cl\1 project would include signal systems that automa tically adapt to curn.:m 

arte rial roadwa\· conditions. 

• lmprm·ing access spacing along major roadways . . \n access im·entory ,,·as conducted alo ng 

se,·eral of the major roadways in O regon City comparing the number o f existing approaches 

(drin:wa~·s and public sm·ets) to applicable ODOT and City access spacing standards. Table 

. \-I in the appendix sh(l\\'S the number o f existing approaches fo r each o f the street 

segments t-c,·iewcd. and compares it to the approximate number of dri,-cway or public street 

approaches that \nmld be allo,,·ed to fully comply with access spacing standards. Sc,-eral of 

the segments alo ng OR 991·:, O R 213.13ean :rcreek Road , Molalla .\,-cnue, . outh End Road 

and \\ 'aslungron Street have more dri,-cway and public street app roaches than allowed to 

comply with rhe access spacing standards. \\ 'hilc in some cases. no alternatiYe access exis ts 

for adjacent properties, there may be a reas where the access is modified to a "right-in / right

our" configuration to impron' safety. 

Trans portation D em and M anagement: Oppo rtunities to expand TDl\ f measures in Oregon City 

includes: 

• lmprm-cd parking management 

• lmpro,·ed street connecti\'ity 

• lm·csting in pedes trian/bic~·cle 

facilities 

• I mprm"Cd amenities and access for 

transll stops 

Air, Rail, Pipeline and W ater Needs 

• Encouraging and suppo rting 

techno logy for carpooling, 

cooperaun:s, etc. 

• i\ Iodi~-ing land uses to shorten travel 

dis tances between residences, 

employment, sho pping, schools anu 

recreauon . 

There arc no system inYcstments needed for the air anu pipeline through 2033. Th rough 2035, there 

is the potential fo r l ligh Speed Passenger RaiL extenuing from Portland to Eugene, to run through 

Oregon City. T he line woulJ gene rally follow the existing L'nio n Pacitic l"l'lilroad tracks. Re fer to the 

ODOT Rail Study for mo re information (, I f the ll igh Speed Rail line is selected by the region 

through Oregon Cir~· , a future study will likely determine needed rail inve~tments to support it. 

However, since the railroad tracks a rc currentl~· used by . \mtrak, ne\\' den:lo pmcnr near the station 

on \\ 'ashington , n-cet should be linked with walking anu biking facilities. 

T he \\ 'illamet te Falls Locks, located just south of DO\n1t0\\'n Oregon City o n the ,,·est side of the 

\\ 'illamcttc Ri,-cr, ~hould continue to p rm·ide a canal passage for boaters \\ishing to tra,·el around 

\\ 'illamctt<: Falls. l n additio n, the transient t1oating ric-up dock at Jo n Storm Park along the 

\\ 'illamcttc Ri,·cr (ju~t north o f D owntown) allows boaters to dock and explo re the City. The City 

'' < )D< rr Rat! Srudy: Imp:/ / www.orcgon.gm·/< >D< H R. \!I ./doc~ Raii_Srudy/ 20 IOR:uiSrudyBook.pdf 
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should continue to invest in the maintenance of the dock to ensure it is available to residents and 

vtsltors. 

Menu of Potential Solutions 

A variety of potentia] improvements to address the needs of the transportation system through 2035 

are displayed in Table 1. Green shading indicates potential solutions for imprm·ing walking, blue 

shading indicates potential solutions for improving biking, o range shading indicates potential 
solutio ns for improving transit and brown shading indicates po tential solutions for imprm·ing 

driving in Oregon City. 

T able 1: M enu o f P o tential Solutions for the Trans 

Crosswalks 

High-visibili ty markings, often consisting o f a"zebra" striping 

pattern, can be effective at locations with high pedestrian 
crossing volumes, near schools, and/ or areas where motorist 

awareness of pedestrian crossings may be poor. 

P edestrian Refuge Islands 

Refuge islands allow pedestrians to cross one segment o f the 
street to a relatively safe location out of the travel lanes, and 

then continue across the next segment in a separate gap in 

traffic. A median refuge island allows the pedestrian to tackle 

each direction of traffic separately. 

Sidewalks and Sidewalk ln.fill 

Good sidewalks are co ntinuous, accessible to everyone, 

provide adequate travel width and feel safe. Sidewalks can 

provide social spaces for people to interact and contribute to 

quality of place. Completing sidewalk gaps improves the 

connectivity of the pedestrian network. 
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Curb Extensions 

Curb extensions reduce the pedestrian crossing distance and 
imprm·e motorists' visibility of pedestrians waiting to cross 

the ~treet. Curb extensions can al~o seLTe as good locatio ns 

fo r bike parking, benches, public art, and other streetscape 
featu res. 

Rectangular R apid Flashing Beacon 

The RRFB is designed encourage greater motoris t 
compliance at crosswalks. The RRJ ·"B is a rectangular shaped 
lighrbar with t:wo high intensity LED lightheacls that flash in 

a wig-wag flickering pattern. The lights are installed below the 

pedestrian crosswalk sign Qocated on each side of the road 
near the crosswalk button) and are activated when a 
pedestrian pushes the crosswalk button. 

Streetscape Improvements 

Streetscape improvements are features that enhance the 

pedestrian experience. These include public art, pocket parks, 

ornamental lighting, gateway features and street furnin1re. 
l\'lany of these impro,·ements can easily integrate 
environmentally- friendly "green" elements. 
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Pedestrian Countdown Signals 

Countdown signals display the number of seconds remaining 
for a pedestrian to complete a crossing, enabling users to 
make their own judgment whether to cross or wait. The 
allo tted time can be adjusted to accommodate slower 
pedestrians, such as seniors or children. 

Curb Ramp Retrofits 

Retro fitting ADA-compliant curb ramps to existing sidewalks 
greatly improves mobility and accessibility for mobili ty
impaired users. Curb ramps also improve the walking 
enviro nment for pedestrians with strollers, deliYery carts, and 
other "wheel" devices. 

Bike Lanes 

Designated exclusively for bicycle travel, bike lanes are 
separated from vehicle tra,·ellanes with striping and also 
include pavement stencils. 

Bike Box 

A bike box is a designated area at the head o f a tra ffic lane at 
a signalized intersection that provides bicyclists with a sa fe 
and visible way to get ahead o f queuing traffic during the red 
signal phase. 
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Bike Box for Left-turns at Sig nalized Intersections 

.\ bike box for left turns (o therwise known as a Copenhagen 
Left) allows bicyclists to make left-turns at intersections 
\vithour having to veer across traffic. ,\ bicyclist turns left by 

traYeling through the intersection in the direction they arc 

heading, and then wai ting in the designated left-turn box 

before proceeding across the street on a green light. 

Share the Road Signage 

'Share the Road' signage can be used to raise awareness and 

legitimize the presence o f bicycles o n the roadways. 

Shared Lane M arking 

Shared-lane markings or "sharrows" are designed to inform 

mo torists to expect cyclists to be in the middle o f the wn·cl 
lane, and to inform cyclists that they should be in the tra\'cl 
lane and away from parked cars . • \n uphill bike lane and 

downhill shared lane markings can be used on hilly routes 

that do not have room to accommodate bike lanes in bo th 

directions. 

Bicycle Boulevard / Neig hbo rhood Greenway 

Traffic calming can be used to optimize neighborhood streets 

for bicycle and pedestrian travel. 1 ntcrsection improvements 

can be made to assist bicyclists at di fficult roadway crossings 
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Shared-use pa ths 

Shared-use paths can provide a desirable facility particularly 
for novice riders, recreational trips, and cyclists o f all skill 
levels preferring separation from traffic. Facilities may be 
constructed adjacent to roads, through parks, or along linear 
corridors such as active or abandoned railroad lines or 
waterways. 

Wayfinding Signag e and Pavement M arkings 

Directional signage indicating locations o f destinations and 
travel time/ distance to those destinations increases users' 
comfort and accessibility to the pedestrian and bicycle 
systems. PaYement markings can be used on bicycle 
bo ulevards, which are low-traffic bike routes without bike 
lanes. 

Colo red Bike L an es 

Colored bike lanes are used in areas where automobiles and 
bicycles cross paths and it is not clear who has the right-o f
way. Colored bike lanes and accompanying signs assign 
priori ty to the bicyclist. 
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Bicycle D etec tion at Sig nalized Intersections 

Bicycle-activated loop detectors arc installed within the 
roadway to allow the presence o f a bicycle to trigger a change 

in the traffic signal . Detectors that are sensiti,·e enough to 

detect bicycles should have paYemcnt markings to instruct 
cyclists how to trip them. 

Bicycle Parking 

hort-tcrm parking: parking meant to accommodate ,-isirors, 

customers and o thers expected to depart within two hours; 

requires approYed standard rack, appropriate location and 
placement, and weather pro tection. 

Lon~-term parking: parking meant to accommodate 

employees, students, residents, commuters. and o thers 
expected to park more than two hours. T his parking should 
be provided in a secure, weather-pro tected manner and 
location. 

Transit Stop E nhancements 

PrO\·ision of passenger amenities at bus stops creates a more 
pleasa nt and attractive cm·ironment for bus riders and may 

encourage people to usc the transit system. Common 

amenities include: shelters, benches, trash cans, and bus route 
information. 

Shelters should be placed at least 2 feet from the curb when 

facing away from the street and at least -l feet a\\·ay when 

facing toward it. The adjace nt sidewalk must still ha,·e a 5-

foot clear passage. O rientation of the shelter should consider 
prcniling ,,·inter winds. 

Construct Bus Pullouts 

Bus pullouts allow transit \'chicles to pick up and drop off 

passengers in an area outs ide the traveled way and are 
generally provided on high-,·olume and/ or high-speed 

roadwa\·s. l11ey arc uently constructed at buss \\'l th 
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a high number o f passenger boardings such as large shopping 
centers and o ffice buildings. 

By removing stopped buses from tnt\·ellanes, delay to traffic 

is considerably reduced and safety is enhanced by removing 

an obstruction from the traveled way. They also help better 

define bus stop locations, can be used for bus layovers, and 
create a more relaxed environment for loading and unloading. 

Move Bus Stops to Far Side of Sig nalized Intersections 

On multi-lane streets or streets with wide shoulders where 

motor vehicles may pass uncontrolled around a stopped bus, 
bus stops located on the far side of intersections arc 

preferred to prmride needed sight distance. At signalized 

intersections, bus stops may be located on either the near side 

or far side of the intersection. I Iowcver, in locations where 

bus pullouts are desired, far-side stops should be used. 

In general, far-side bus stops are desired because they reduce 
conflicts with right turning vehicles, encourage pedestrians to 

cross behind the bus, minimize the area needed for curbside 

bus zones, make it easier for buses to reenter tra ffic at 

signalized intersections, and have fewer impacts on roadway 

capacity. J lowever, far-side stops also require passengers to 
access the bus further from the crosswalks, may interfere 

with right turns from the side street, and where pullouts arc 
not used, can result in blockages o f an intersection. 

Cons truc t T um Lanes to sepa ra te Turning Vehk les 

from T hroug h T ra ffic 

The provision o f turn lanes Qcft o r right) removes slowing or 

stopped vehicles attempting to turn o ff o f a roadway from 

faster moving through traffic. This not only provides 

significant sa fety benefits, but also enhances system capacity. 
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Modernization to meet D esign Standards 

The modernization of a roadway generally refers ro 
upgrading clements to meet current design standards and 

capacity needs. Outdated roadway designs may not be 

serving present day demands due to insufficient number and 

width o f lanes, poor geometry, or failure to accommoda te a 

particular mode o f travel (e.g., no bike lanes) . 

Intersection or Roadway Capacity Enhancements 

Capacity impronments may include roadway widening, 

intersection control modification (such as installation of a 

roundabout), or other capacity enhancements. 

Modify Intersection Approach Geom etry 

\"X' hen the configuration of th rough and turn lanes ar 

intersection approaches docs not properly rct1ect the demand 

for these moYements, the righr of way at signalized 

intersections cannot be efficiently utilized .. \lso, poor 

alignment of opposing lanes or mismatched le ft turn 

treatments often require signal phasing that may not be the 

most effective op tion for maximizing through capacity. l3y 
reconfigu ring the number and type of lanes approaching a 

signalized intersection, significant imprm·emenrs in capacity 

can be achieYed. 
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Signal Timing Enhancements 

T he assignment of right o f way to competing movements at 
an intersection plays a critical role in the overall capacity of 

that intersection and the roadway itself. O ld signal timing 

plans m ay no t be appropriately sen·ing current demands or 
may not be designed to accommodate fluctuating demands 

thro ughout the day or week. Also, timing plans can be 
created based on specific priori ties, such as giving preference 

ro the mainline during peak travel periods. In some 
situations, signal timing may be adcguate, but adjacent signals 

are not eguipped to communicate with each other or are too 

close together to coordinate properly. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) 

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) come in many forms 
and haYe numerous applications. In general, they include any 

number o f ways of collecting and conveying information 

regarding roadway operations to agency staff managing the 

facility o r even to motorists. This can allow bo th operators 
and motorists to make informed decisions based on real- time 

information, leading to guicker responses to incidents, 
diversio n away from congestion, and increased efficiencies in 

roadway operation. 

Restric tion of Left Turns at Traffic Signals 

Because left turn and through movements arc often 

competing for limited right o f way, the rem0\·a1 o f left turns 
from an intersectio n, either completely or during a specific 

time o f day, can significantly improve through traffic 

capaCity. 

Restrict Turning Movements at Approaches 

The number o f conflict points on a roadway introduced by a 

particular approach can be significantly reduced by restricting 

turn movements, such as allowing only right-in and right-out 

movements, allowing only right-in movements, or prohibiting 
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Memorandum #1: Plans and Policies Framework I Oregon City TSP Update I 28 Sept 2011 

T his memo randum summarizes the planning documents, policies, and regula tions that are 
applicable to the 2012 O regon City Transportation System Plan (T SP) update (see 1\ppcnJix .\ 

fo r a complete list). The City's current T P will serve as the foundation fo r the update process, 

upon which new info rmation obtained from system analysis and stakeholder input will be 

applied to address changing transpo rta tion needs through the yea r 2035. As new s trategies for 
addressing transportation needs are proposed, compliance and coordination with the plans, 

policies, and regulations described in this document will be required. 

Transportation System Planning in Oregon 
Transportation Sys tem Planning in O regon is rcc1uirecl by state law as one o f the 19 statewide 

planning goals' (Goal 12- Transpo rtatio n). The Transportation P lanning Rule (TPR), 0 , \R 660-
012~, de fines how to implement ~ tate Planning Goal 12. pecifically, the TPR requires: 

• The sta te to prepare a T SP, referred to as the Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP); 

• Metropolitan planning organizations (1\fiJOs) to prepare a Regional Transportation Plan 

(RTP) that is consistent with the O 'n ) (the I\Ictro RTP' applies to Oregon City); and 

• Counties and cities ro prepare local T Ps that are consistent with the O TP and RTP. 

The ·n JR directs T. P s to integrate comprehensive plan land usc with transportation needs and 

to promote systems that serve statewide. regional and local transportation needs. These 
requirements aim to imprm·e community livability by encouraging land use patterns and 
transpo rtatio n systems that make it mo re convenient fo r people to walk, bicycle, use transit and 

drive less to meet their daily needs. 

As the guiding document for regional and local T SPs, the 011)4 establishes goals, policies, 

strategies and initiatiYes that address the core challenges and oppormnities facing transporration 

in O regon. T hese are further implemented with the O regon Highway Plan (O J IP/ and the 
R11), which is adopted to meet Federal requirements. 

1 
Statewide Planning Goals: http: //www.ore~on.~m 1 I.CD/~o;!ls.shtml 

~ Transportation Planning Rule: hllp://;~rpveb.sos.s t me.or.us / ntlrs /< l.\R~ 600/ ( l \R 660/ 660 01~.hrml 
1 

.\letro Regional T ransportarion Plan: hup:/1~,.,,,, .orcgonmc]ro.i!m· 1 tndcx.cfm / i!o/ br.wd>!td ~'i03l:l 
4 Oregon Transporracion Plan: hrtp: /, ~\'\\'\\ .orqron.rm· ( >D< l'J'/ TD / TP I onransplanupdarr .shtml 

; Oregon l l tghway Plan: http: !t ~\'\\'\V.orq:on.i!ov tODOT/TD, TP/orhw)plan.~html 

I I p g' 



Memorandum ttl : Plans and Policies Framework I Oregon City TSP Update I 28 Sept 2011 

Why does Oregon City need an Updated TSP? 
The City's current TSP \\"aS adopted in 200 I. Since then new requirements haYe been integrated 

into the OTP. O J IP and J\fetro RTP, many key transportation projects ha,·e been completed. 

the local Urban Growth Boundary and Urban Reserve areas have changed, and the Ci ty's 

Comprchensi,·e Plan and l\ lunicipal Code was updated . The last 10 years of regulatory, land usc 

and transportation system changes will be considered in this 'L P update. 

ODOT's Tran sp ortation System P lan Guide lines1
' direct TSP updates to 

address recent policy and regulator~· changes. and calls out recent changes to 

the OTP, O l !P, TPR. and federa l changes implemented into the RTP. Since 

adoprion of the 200 I O regon Ciry TSP. the OTP was updated (~006) ro 

emphasize maintaining assets in place, optimizing existing system 

performance through technology and better sys tem integration. creating 

sustainable funding, and inH:sting in strategic capaciry enhancements. Policy 

11: (i\Iobil iry Standards) o f the 0 1 !P was amended to allow fo r the adoptio n 

of alternative mobility standards where "practical difficulties make 

conformance with the highway mobiliry standards infeasible." . \ppendix C 

o f the O I IP (.\ ccess l\ lanagemcnt Spacing Standards) ,,·as also modified to be 

consistcm with amcnclmcnrs to the . \ cccss l\ fan agcmenr Rule. 0 .\ R 734-05 1. 

M etro's Region al T ran sp orta tion Function al P lan - (RTFP) directs how 

Oregon City should implement the Rll> through the TSP and o ther land usc 

regulations. The RTJ ·'P codifies existing and new requirements which local 

plans must comply with ro be consistent \\"ith the RTP. 1 fa TSP is consistent 

with the RTl'J>, l\Ictro will find it to be consistent with the RTP. 

The RTFP proYides guidance on se, ·eral areas including transpo rtation de:>ign 

Oregon 
Transportation Plan 

I 
Oregon Highway 

Plan 

I 
Metro 

Regional 
Transportation Plan 

I 
Metro 

Regional Functional 
Transportation Plan 

I 
Local 

Transportation 
System Plans 

fo r ,·ariou~ modal fa cili ties. system plans. regional parking management plans and amendments 

to comprehcnsi\'C plan~. The following directi,'es specifically pertain to updating local TSPs: 

• Include regional and state transportation needs identiticd in the ~035 RTP along \\·i th local 

needs 

• Local needs must be consistent \\·irh R'll) in terms of land usc, system maps and non-SO\' 

modal targets 

• \\ 'hen dcYcloping solutions, local jurisdictions shall consider a nriet~· of stra tegies, in the 

foll owing o rder: 

• TSMO (Transportation System [anagcmcnt Operations) 

• Transit. bicycle and pedestrian projects 

• Traftic calming 

1
' ( lDOT T ransportation System Plan Guidelines: http :I( \\'\\\\ .orq:on.!!"' , < >D< >T 1 l) 1 I' T:--J>.,hrml 

.\ Ierro Regronal Transportation Funcuonal Plan: http: \n\ \\ .ort·!)onrnt·rro.!!m rndt·x.dm 1=0, h> .\nh rd 2-.J 
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• Land use strategies in 0 . \R 660-0 l2-0035(2t 

• Connectivity, including pedestrian and bicycle facilities 

• Mo tor vehicle capacity projects 

• Local jurisdictions can propose regional projects as part o f RTP process 

• Local jurisdictio ns can propose al ternate perfo nnance and mobiliry standards, howe\'cr, 

changes musr be consistent with regional and statev.ridc planning goals 

• Local parking regulatio ns shaU be consistent with the RTFP 

~ Thi~ section of rhe T ransportation Planning Rule ret1uires .\ Ierro area jurisdictions to e\·aluarc land usc 
designations, densities, and design standards ro meet local and regional transportation needs. 
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Memorandum It 1: Plans and Policies Framework I Oregon City TSP Update I 28 Sept 2011 

How is the Transportation System Defined? 
The follm,-ing sections summarize rhe state highway classifications and land usc designations 

for areas of Oregon City deri,-cd from these regulatory documents. This information ulrimarcly 

determines the adopted standa rds and regulatiom that apply to state highway::- in Oregon City. 

ODOT Classifications for State Highways in Oregon City 

O I IP Policy L\ (Stare ll ighway Classification System) categorizes ~tate highways for planning 

and management decisiom. \\ "ithin Oregon City, state high,,·a~·s arc classitied as l nterstare 

lligh\\'ay. Rcgional l ligh,,·ay. District llighwa~· . or l ~xp t"CSS\\·ay (sec summa ry at the end of this 

section). 

Special D esignation s: 0 1 JP Polic~· I B identities special highway segment designations for 

specitic types of land usc patterns to foster compact de,-clopmcnt o n state highwa~·s in which 

the need for appropriate local access out\\'eighs the considerations of high,,·ay mobility. \\ 'irhin 

Oregon Ciry, portions of OR <)<)1·: and OR -1-3 ha\T Special Transportation .\rca (ST. \ ) 

designations. 

State Hig hway Fre ig ht System: O J JP Polic~· 1 C addresses the need to balance the mm·ement 

of goods and sctYice::- \\·ith other uses. It s tates that the timeliness of freight mo,·ements should 

be conside red when de,·cloping and implementing plans and pro jects on freigh t routes. \\ 'irhin 

Oregon City, l-205 and OR 99E arc classified as Federal Truck Roures, while 1-205 is also 

classified as an Oregon h·cight Route. 

L' pdates to the TSP ,,-ill support the existing highway classifications and will enhance rhc abi li ty 

o f the highways in Oregon C ity to setTe in their dctined functions. The follm,·ing summarizes 

the cla ssitications of s tate high\\·ays in O regon City: 

• 1-205 (East Portland Freeway, o. 6-t) is classiticd as an lmerstare f Jigh,,·ay, part o f the 

National lligh\\·ay Sptcm (N ilS) , a height Route, and a Truck Route. 

• OR 9<JE (Pacific ll igh\\'ay 1--:ast, o. 8 1) is classitied as a District llighway and a Truck 

Route from the norrh Ciry limits (at the Clackamas Ri,·cr) to 1-205. From 1-205 to the south 

City bmits iris classitied as a Regional ll ighwa~· and a T ruck Rourc. It also has a ST .\ 

designation from 1-t'h Street to Rail road . \\Tnue. 

• OR 213 (Cascade lligh\\"ay South, o. 160) is classified as a District ll ighway. From l -205 

to l\Iolalla _ hcnue it also has an Expressway and Bypass designation. 

• OR -+3 (Os\\"cgo flighway, 'o. 01) is classified as a District lligbway. and has a Special 

Transpo rtatio n . \rea (S"L \ ) designarion from the Oregon Ciry-\\"est Linn Bridge ro OR 

9<JE. 
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Metro Land Use Designations for Oregon City 

Metro's 2040 Growth Concept9 in the RTP applies land usc designations to the Pordand region. 

The 2040 Growth Concept is the region's long range plan for managing growth by integrating 
land use and transportation. The concept concentrates mixed use and higher density 
development in areas of the regio n designated as "Centers", "Station Communities", and "Main 

Streets". The 2040 Growth Concept land uses are arranged in a hierarchy, with the prin1ary and 

secondary land uses, referred to as 2040 Target Areas, as the focus o fRTP inves tments. The 
hierarchy also serves as a framework for prioritizing RTP investments. 

Prim ary land uses in Oregon City include: 

• The "Oregon City Regional Center" which generally includes the area bounded by the 
Clackamas River to the north, 7'11 Street to the south, \X'ashington Street to the east and the 

Willamette River to the west. In addition, the downtown core o f Oregon City, or roughly 

the area between the \'\1illamette River and Railroad r\venue, from 7'11 Street to Tumwater 
Drive, and the area east o f \X 'ashington Street and north of A. berne thy Road to O R 213 is 
also included in the Regional Center. 

Secondary land uses in Oregon City include: 

• T he "7'11 Street and Molalla A venue Corridor" from Washington Street to O R 213 

• The "OR 99E Corridor" from Railroad Avenue to around 3"1 Avenue (including the 

Ca nemah neighborhood) 

• The "Employment Land" in the southeast portion of Oregon City, generally bounded by 

Beavercreek Road to the north and east, Glen Oak Road to the south, and Molalla 
Avenue/OR 213 to the west 

The remaining areas of Oregon City are designated as Neighborhood land uses. T hese areas 
have the lowest priority for RTP investments. 

9 
l\ Ierro 2040 G rowrh Concepr: hrrp: //www.orcgonmcrro.gov / mdcx.cfm /go / by. web/ 1d- 29882 
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How is the Transportation System Managed? 
State Hig hway Mobility Standards: OHP Policy 1F sets mobility standards fo r ensuring a 

reliable and acceptable level o f mobility on the highway system. The following mobility 

standards are applicable to state highways in Oregon City (pursuant to Policy 1F, Table 7): 

• State highways in Regional Centers (including portions of OR 99£, OR 213, and OR 43) 
have a mobility standard requiring that the highway operate at o r below a ,·olum e to 

capacity (vI c) ratio of 1.1 during the peak first hour, and 0.99 during the peak second hour. 

• All other state highways in Oregon City (including those through Corridor, Employment, or 

Neighborhood land use areas) ha,·e a mobility standard requiring that the highway operate 

at or below a volume to capacity (vI c) ratio o f 0.99 during the peak first and second hours. 

City and County Mobility Standards: The City of Oregon City T ransportation System Plan 

(TSP) 10 identifies LOS D as the minimum performance standard for both signalized and 

unsignalized intersections under Oregon City jurisdiction. In addition, the transporta tion 

clement of the Clackamas County Comprehensive Plan 11 requires a Level-of-Service "D " as the 

minimum acceptable performance standard for signalized and unsignalized intersections on 

arterial and collector roadways under Clackamas County ju risdiction. The traditional approach 

to mobility standards will likely be adjusted in response to many evolving conditions such as 

transportation funding fo r projects, economic viability, livability, and funding p riorities. 

Access Management on State Highways: The O regon Access Managem ent Rule12 (OAR 

734-051) attempts to balance the safety and mobility needs of travelers along state highways 

with the access needs of property and business owners. O D OT's ru.le sets guidelines for 

managing access to the state's highway facilities in order to maintain highway function, 

operations, safety, and the preservation of public investment consistent with the policies of the 

1999 O I IP. Access management rules allow ODOT to control the issuing of permits fo r access 

to state highways, state highway rights of way and o ther properties under the State's jurisdiction 

In addition, the ability to close existing approaches, set spacing standards and establis h a formal 

appeals process in relation to access issues is iden tified. These rules enable the State to set 

policy and direct location and spacing of intersections and approaches on state highways, 

ensuring the rcleYance o f the functi onal classification sys tem and preserving the e fficient 

operation of state routes. 

11 1 
Oregon City TSP, p.2-56, .\dopted .\pril 2001. 

11 Clackamas Counry Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 5- T ransporration 

12 
.\ccess 1\lanagemenr Rule: h11p: t / arc\\'cb.sos.slatc.or.us / ntlcs / U.\RS ~oo /< ).\R 734/'34 OSI.h1ml 
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O J JP Policy 3.\ ~ets ~ccc~s spacing st~ndards for driYeways and ~ppro~chcs to the state 

highway system. '; The s tand~rds ~re based on state highway classitlcation and differ based on 

posted speed. 

Access Managem ent on Local Roadways: The Oregon City TSP iden tified minimum 

intersection spacing standards for public roadw~ys under Oregon City jurisdiction . . \ccess 

spacing guideline~ from the TSP arc shown in Table I. 

Table 1: Minimum Oregon City Inte rsection Spacing Standards 

F unctional 
Major Arterial 

Mino r 
Collector 

Neighborhood 
Local Street 

Classification Arterial Collecto r 

.\lajo r :\rtcrial 2 miles I mile '·• mile 1,000 feet 500 fcer 

.\ linor _ \rterial lnule 1
2 m.ile 1,000 feer 800 feet -Hlt) fee t 

Collec tor '·" mile 1,000 feer 800 feet 6tHJ feet 300 feet 

:-Jeighborhood 
1,000 feet 800 fee t 600 fee t SOO feet 20ll feet 

Collector 

J .ocal ~treet SOO feet -Hill feet 300 feet 200 feet 15(1 feet 

RTP P erformance targets: The J\ lctro RTP established new performance targets (~cc T~ble 2) 
for sa fety, congestion, freight reliability, climate ch~ngc, acti'-c transporta tion, 

sidewalk/ trail / tr~nsit infras tructure, clean air. tntYel, a ffordability, and access to daily need~. 

The performance targets arc regional goals that Oregon City TSP should work toward 

achie,·ing. 

Table 2: 2035 RTP Perfo rmance Targets 

Objective Target by 2035 

~afety Reduce serious inju ries and fatalities in all modes of tnn·el by 50" o (vs. 2005) 

Congestion · Reduce ,-ehicle hours of delay (\"1 I D) by 10°·o per person (,·s. 2005) 

freight reliability Reduce \ ' l-ID per truck trip b)· 10°o (vs. 2005) 

Climate change Reduce transportation greenhouse gas emissions by 40° o (,·s. 1990) 

. \ cti,·e transportation Triple walking. biking and rransir mode share ('·s. 2005) 

Basic infntsrrucrure lnC1·easc by 50° o access rimes to sidewalks, trails and transit (vs. 2005) 

Clean air Ensure 0° o population exposure ro at-risk le,·els of pollution 

Tra,·el Reduce whicle miles traveled per person by I no o (YS . 2005) 

.-\ffordability 
Reduce an: rage household combined cost of housing and transponation by 25° o (,·s . 
2000) 

1\ ()l)( )T . \ccess ~ lanagemenr Standards (. \ppendix C): 
http: //www.nn·~on.~m I ( )1)( n / TD I TP I nrhw} phtn.sht ml 
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. \ccess ro d:ulr needs 
lncrellse by 50° o rhe number of essen rial descinations within 30 minu1cs by bike, 
transit for low-income. minonry, disabled pop. (vs. 2005) 

• l ll!~nm volumc-to-capaoty ratio (,·/c) m~a~ur~~ still apply 

In addition to supporting the performance targets, the TSP will need to incorporate 
transportation system management and o perations (TSMO) into planning. The following RTP 

policies prm·ide the fo undation forT ' M O in the region: 

• Usc adYanced technologies, pricing strategies and other tools to actively manage the 

transportation system 

• Provide comprehensi,·e real-time traveler in fonn ation to people and businesses 

• Imp rove incident detection and clearance times on the regio n's rransir, art erial and 

throughway networks 

• 1 mplemcnt incenti,·es and programs to increase awareness o f tra\·el optio ns and incent 

change 

RTP Non-Single Occupancy Veh icle (SOV) Target: The RTP established regional mode 
share targets that are intended to be goals for cities and counties to work toward during 

implementation o f the 2040 Growth Concept at the local level. Increases in walking, bicycling, 

ridesharing and transit mode shares will be used to demonstrate compliance with per capita 

travel reductions reguired by the state T ransportation Planning Rule. T he following modal 

targets apply to RTP land uses in O regon City: 

• Regional Centers and Corridors: on-driYe alone modal target o f 45 to 55 percent 

• E mployment areas and eighborhoods: ·on-dri,·e alone modal target of 40 tO 45 percent 

. \ s required by the RTP and the l t>R, jurisdictions wi thin the l\1etro region must adopt policies 

and actions that encourage a shi ft towa rds non-SO\' modes . T he Metro on-, ingle Occupancy 

Vehicle (SOV) Target ,\ ctions Study summarizes the reguired non-, OV strategy reguirements 

for local jurisdictio ns to implement: 

• Adopt 2040 modal targets in T P policies 

• ,\dopt street connectivity plans and implementing ordinances 

• .\dopt maximum parking ratios to implement the parking reguirements of Title 2 o f the 

Urban Growt h l\1anagemenr Functional Plan 

• Adopt transit strategies, including planning for adeguate transit facilities and sen·ice; 

pedestrian facili ty planning and infrastructure that support transit use; location and design 
o f buildings in transit zones that encourages transit use; and adop tion o f a transit system 

map, consistent "\\rith l\fetro reguirements. 

T he l\fetro on-Single Occupancy V chicle (SO\ ') Target Actions rudy recommends the 
follO\vi ng measures as additional strategies to be considered in the O regon City T, P: 

91 P:)!t 
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• Continue to require transportation-efficient deYclopment through efforts to meet demiry 

and o ther land u~e targets in cemers and corridors as parr of compliance ,,-ith l\letro 

1.-unctional Plan and related requirements. 

• Con~rruct bicycle and pedestrian projects. consistent with state, fede ral and local 

gm·ernmcnt requirement~. Local goYernmenrs and l\ lerro should prioritize pro jects that 

enhance connectiYity of the bicycle and pedestrian system and access to tran~ir. 

• Continue to support T ril\lct and other transit agencies in prm·iding frequent, reliable and 

comprehensi,·e transit sen·ice, and local implementation o f pcde~rrian and bicycle 

infrastructure to impron? access 10 transit. Credit local jurisdictions with efforts to support 

transit agencies in these efforts. 

• Support and encourage efforts to implement employer-based TO 1 strategies. Coordinate 

\\ith emplo~·ers e\·en in area~ where the fom1ation of Tl\L \ s is not required. 

• I ~ncourage and assist in implementing parking cash-our programs or other techniques to 

eliminate emplo~·er subsidies for parking. Consider re<-JLUring local gcwcrnments w eliminate 

free employee parking and prm·ide info rmational materials and technical assistance to 

employers interested in implementing such programs. 

• Support and coordinate Safe Routes ro School programs and projects. l ,ocal jurisdictions 

and 1\ Ictro should support and help coordinate these efforts through project funding and 

technical assistance. 

M ajo r Pro jects : o r IP Policy I c re<.JUircs maintaining performance and imprm·ing safety b~

imprm·ing efficiency and management before adding capacity. The intent o f policy l (; and 

.\ction )(;.2 is to ensure that major improYemcnr projects to state highway facilitic:; ha\T been 

through a planning process that im·okes coordination between stare, regional, and local 

stakeholders and the public. and that there i~ substantial support for the proposed 

•mprm·ement. 

Off-System Pro jects: O J IP Policy 2B establishes ODOT's interest in projects on local roads 

that maintain o r improYe sa fety and mobility performance on state road\\'ays, and ~upporrs local 

jurisdictions in adopting land usc and access management policies. The TSP will include 

sections describing existing and future land usc patterns, access management, and 

implementation measures. 

T raffi c Safety: O HP Policy 2F identifies the need for projects in the stale to improH sa fety fo r 

aU users of the state high,,·ay system through engineering. education, enforcement, and 

emergency sen ·ices. One component of the TSP is to identi~· existing crash patterns and ra tes 

and to de,·elop strategies ro add ress sa fety issues. P roposed projects \\'ill aim to reduce the 

Yehicle crash potential and/ or imprcn·c bicycle and pedestrian safety by prm·iding upgraded 

facilities that meet current standards. 

Alterna tive Passenger M odes: 0 1 IP Policy -1-B, . \ctio n -1-B.-1- requires that highway projects 

encourage the use of alternati,-c passenger modes to reduce local trips. The TSP will de,-clop 

wa~·~ to support and increase the use of alternati'-c passenger modes to reduce trips on 

Ill I I) ' ' 
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highways and o ther facilities. This will include impro,·ement to bicycle and pedestrian facilities 

and consideration o f uansit movemem alo ng roadways. 

Projects on State Hig hways: The I Iighway Design l\1anual 14 (I IDM) prm·ides unifo rm 

standards and procedures for ODOT and is in general agreement with the 2001 1\merican 

Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASJJTO) .-1 Poliq 011 CMmeltic 
De.rig11 of /lig/m't!)'J and Stree!x. Some key areas where guidance is provided arc the location and 

design of new construction, majo r reconstruction, and resurfacing, resto ration o r rehabilitation 

(3R) pro jects. The I IDl\1 should be usecl for all projects on state highways in Oregon City to 

determine design reguircmcnts, including the maximum allowable volume to capacity ratios fo r 

use in the design of highway projects. 

Other Background Information for the TSP Update 
The following sections summarize additional background informatio n o r guiclance documents 

that will be used in updating the Oregon City TSP . 

Projects to be considered in Future Transportation Analysis 

Several of the documents reviewed identified transportation improvement pro jects that will be 

considered in future transpor tation analysis in O regon Cit-y. The projects include: 

2010-2013 Statewide Transp orta tion Improvement Program 15 (STIP) pro jects : 

• Intersection projects on OR 213 at the \\ 'ashington Street and Redland Road intersections 

• Bike and pedestrian projects on l\Iain treet between 5'" Sueet and 10'" treet 

• Io to r ,·chicle access, uansit stop, bike lane, pedestrian crossing, and sidewalk projects o n 

l\1cLoughlin Boulevard between the Clackamas River bridge and Dunes Dri,·e 

• Construction of a jughandle intersection on OR 213 at \\ 'ashington, ueet 

M etro RTP: P rojects were identi fied along l\lcuo l\Iobility Corridors, including 

Tualatin/ Oregon City (Mobility Corridor #7), O regon City/Gateway (Mobili ty Corridor #8), 

and O regon City / \v'illamette Valley (Mo bility Corridor # 14). 

Ncar-term (1-4 years) 

• System and demand management alo ng mobility corridor and parallel facilities for all modes 

of travel (Mobility Corridor #7, 8, and 14). 

• Practical design solutions for bike and pedestrian connections to u ansir (l\Iobility Corridor 

#7). 

14 ODOT Highway Design :-. Ianual: 
hpp: t 1 \\'\\"\\·.orqJ()tl.!;'O\ 1 ( )[)() l' / 11\\ '\ 1 I :'\.( ,:-l ·.R\ (( 1.:-. / 11\\") manuals.shrml 

15 ODOT STIP: hrrp: /1\\'\\'\\'.orcgon.goy/ ( )!)< H/11\\\ / S'IIP/ 
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• Practical design solutions for bikes/ pedestrians for safety and to connect to transit 

(i\ lobili ty Corridor #8). 

• . \ddress arterial connecti\'ity and cro~sings (i\ lobiliry Corridor #H. and I .f). 

• l -205/ 0R 213 Inrerchange (l\ lobility Corrido r # 1-1). 

• Project develo pment for regi onal n·ails, Oregon City Loop and Newell Canyon (l\ lobili ty 
Corrido r # 1-t). 

l\lcdium-term (5- I 0 yea rs) 

• Complete gaps in the arterial network (l\ lobili ty Corridor #7, H. and I .f) . 

• Complete corridor rdinement plan (i\Iobility Corridor #7 and 8). 

• De,Tlop congestion pricing methodologies for 1-205 (l\Iobiliry Corridor #7 a nJ H). 

• De\'clop plan and implement SEP to connect Oregon Ciry Regional Center with high 

capacity transit (Mobility Corrido r #7 antl 8). 

• Identify funding solutions fo r alternati\'e mode options (i\ lobility C:orriJor #7 and 8). 

• Project development for regional infrastructure ro sen ·e P ark Place and Bca\'ercreck Road 

concept plan l"G R expansion areas (i\ lobility Corridor # 1-t). 

Long-term ( I 0-25 years) 

• Construct high capacity transit connection to Oregon City Regio nal Center (i\lobility 

Corrido r #7). 

• Identify funding solutions for alrernati,·e mode optio ns. including high capacit~· transit to 

O regon City (l\ lobiliry Corridor #8). 

• Construct regional trails and access in 1ewell C reek and Orego n Cit~· Loop ( Iobiliry 

Corrido r # 1-t) . 

Metro Regional Trails and Green ways Plan 16
: This Plan recommended three regio nal tra ils 

through Oregon Ciry. 

• The Oregon City l .oop Trail, creating a loop around the perimeter of Oregon City. The trail 

\\~II cut through Newell Creek Canyon. connect to the Beave r J .ake Trai l, and skirr the 

southern edge of the cit\" on its way back to the \\ 'illamette Ri,·er acros~ from its confluence 

\\'ith the Tualatin R..iwr. 

• The Bea\'er Lake T rail which wiU begin at the l ·:nd of the Oregon Trail Center in O regon 

City and head south on the east side o f Newell Creek Canyon and ea~t to BeaYer l .akc. 

• The Oregon Trail-Barlm,- Road Trail \\·hjch will follow the pio neer wago n train route from 

the Cascades we:;t to the 1-:nd of the Orq~on Trail Center in Orego n City. 

11
' :\Ierro Rcgtonal Trails and Grct:n\\"~lys: hnp: / \1"\\"\\.orq!<>llm<.:Jro.vm mdt:x.<:fm / )•<> t h1 .\I l'h td ')<J:) 
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TriMet Transit Investment Plan, T IP (2011) 17
: The TIP details the investments Tri11et will 

make in the region to expand transit service. The following projects arc applicable to Oregon 
City. 

• \'\/alkabiliry assessment at Molalla Avenue/ County Red Soils Campus for pedestrian 

obstacles and recommendations for any needed projects. 

• Portland to Milwaukie Light Rail Project, which will connect downtown Portland to 

Milwaukie and connect to Frequent Service buses from the Oregon City Regional Center. 

• r\ proposed Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) corridor follo\v:ing I-20.3 between Clackamas Town 

Center possibly su-etching as fa r as Beaverton, with service to Oregon City, Tualatin, and 

Tigard. 

• Frequent bus service line expansion to and from Oregon City, primarily around the Oregon 

City Transit Center. 

Oregon City Capital Improvement Plan (2008): The O regon City Capital Improvement Plan 

recommended various street modernization projects to comply with City standards, projects at 
several intersections. and several imersection or roadway capacity or operational projects. 

Oregon City Trails Master Plan (2004): The Oregon City Trails Master Plan recommends 
seven regional trails, 25 community trails, and 34 local trails to be constructed over the next 

25+ years. 

Oregon City McLoughlin Boulevard Enhancement Plan (2005): The McLoughlin 

Boulevard Enhancement Plan illustrates motor vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle projects on O R 

99E (McLoughlin Boulevard) from Railroad r\ venue to the Clackamas River Bridge. 

Oregon City Downtown Community Plan (1999): The D owntown Community Plan 

updated the comprehensive plan and zoning code and established a vision and implementing 

strategies for growth and imprm·ement of the designated Metro Regional Center in the 

downtown Oregon City vicinity. The plan emphasizes the creation of pedestrian-friendly places, 
varied mixed use de,·clopments, new open space, and civic amenities. The plan had the 

following transportation recommendations: 

• Widening of McLoughlin Boulevard near 1-205 

• Widening the 1-205 southbound on-ramp 

• Connecting 12th Street to McLoughlin Boulevard 

• Modifying the Main Street/7th Street intersection 

• \\lidening 14th Street 

• Improving and signalizing several intersectio ns 

17 Trii\lcr Transit lmprovemenr Plan: hup:t/mmct.org l up/ tndex.hlm 
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• Creating ne,,·linkages that imprm·c local circulation in the landtill area ncar OR ~13 and 
\\ 'ashington :rreet 

• Creating l\IcLoughlin Boulevard and \\ 'a~d1ington Street a~ bicycle corridors 

• Creating l\ lain Street and \\ 'ashi ngton Street a~ primary pedestrian corridors 

• Constructi ng the multi-purpo~e pa thway from the Cm·e to downtown 

• PresetTing pedestrian faci li ties and completing mis~ing lin ks 

• I ·: nhancing local transit sen·icc to the ~rudy area and orher parts of O regon C iry 

• E~tab lishing a Tramportarion l\ lanagemcnt .\ ssociation ,,·ith assistance from Tri-l\kt. 

Orego n City D owntown Circula tio n P lan and Pa rking Study (2010): T he 0 0\mtown 

Circulation Plan recommendcd restoring two-\\·ay traHic to l\ lain Street bet\\-cen oth and 9th 

Strccrs, along 7th~ treet between !\ lain and Railroad. and on Railroad .hemiC bet\\·een oth and 

7th Streets, maximizing curbside and off-street parking. and opportunities for pede~trian and 

bike projects that connect the do,,·ntmvn and adjacent neighborhoods. 

Actions or Strategies to be considered in Updating the TSP 

Scn:ral o f the documents rC\·ie\\'cd idcnLilied tramportation actions or ~tra tegies that will be 

cons idered in updated the Oregon City TSP. The actions or strategies include: 

Oregon City Comprehensive P lan (2004) : The O regon City Comprehensive Plan 

("Comprehensive Plan") is intendeu to mcc r the requirements of the Statcwiuc Plan ning Coals 

and the regionall'rban Crowth l\ lanagcment Functional Plan and to guide the community's 

,· i~ ion for the future grO\nh anu uen·lopment of the city. The plan is founded on six 

principals: promote su~tainabil i ty and su~ tainablc dC\·clopment; contain urban de,·clopment: 

promote rede,·elopment: protect natural resources; foster economic ,·ita li ty; p rm·ide efficient 

and cost-cffcctiYe sen ·ices, and: ensure a ~cme of history and place. Comprehensin~ Plan goals 

anu policies are organized under the same headings as the State,,idc Planning (;oak Section 

1~, Transportation, includes background information and key policy points for the following 

long-range plans, considered "ancillary plans" to the ComprehensiYe Plan: Oregon City 

Transportation Plan (~00 I , to be upda red \\~th this planning p roject); O regon City D owntown 

Community Plan (1999), 7th Street Corridor Dc~ign Plan (1996), and l\folalla . \ \'enue 

BouJc,·ard and Bikeway l mpro\'emenrs Plan (2001 ) . This section of the Comprehensi\'e Plan 

also notes that the city was working o n plans fo r the OR 99E corridor to improve access 

con trol, landscaping, pedestrian sa fety. anu rhc connection to the ri\'erfronr (On;~oll CI(J• 

. \/c/.-()l(~hlill Bolllet'ard I ~IIIJtllll<'lllt'lll J>la11) and a Street Connccti,-lry Plan that would comply ''~th 

the RTJ> de~ign ~tanuards. lnformation containeu in Section 1 ~ pertaining ro roadway dc~ign 

standards, multi-moualtransportation, rail. marine, and air transportatio n has been sutnmarized 

from the 2001 TSP. This information, as well as subsections summarizing info rmation 

technologies. infrastructure funding, and parking. ,,.ill need robe updated to be consistent \\ith 

the information de\·eloped for thc updated TSP. 
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In addition to descriptions of the existing transportation system, Section 12 contains the City's 

ado pted transportation goals and policies. Comprehensive Plan policies will need to be made 

consis tent with modified and new transportation policies de,·elo ped as parr o f the T P update. 

Oregon City Municipal Code (2010): The City o f Oregon City's Zoning I\ Iap displays the 
type and location of land uses in the City. The land usc section o f the Code implements the 
Comprehensive Plan by providing descriptions o f zone designations, allowable uses within 

those zones, and development regulations. l n addition to these underlying zones. the City 

adopted a arura1 Resources Overlay District (Chapter 17.49), Geologic llazards Overlay 
(Chapter 17.++), Floodplain Overlay District (Chapter 17.42), \\'illamette Ri,·er Greenway 

Overlay (Chapter 17.48) and a Histo ric Overlay District (Chapter 17.+0). The following is an 
m·en·iew o f code sections that n1ay need to be updated, consistent with the findings and 

recommendations o f the updated ·r_ P . 

• ire Plan and D esign Re,;ew is required for all new non-residential development and multi

family uses in all zones. 

tandards arc found in Chapter 17.62 and include requirements for building loca tion, 

orientation and design as well as parking, ingress and egress, street connectivity and access to be 
obtained through an alley when feasibl e (see Section 17.62.050- Standards) . • idcwalks are 

required in accordance with the city's transportatio n master plan and street design standards 
(17.62.050.8) and code requirements include a number o f standards to ensure a "well-marked, 

continuous and protected on-site pedestrian circulation system (17.62.050.9)" for sa fe 
pedestrian access through the parking lot, between building entrances and between the main 
entrance and the street. 

ltnprovements to the right-of-way, pedestrian ways, bike routes and bikeways, and transit 

facilities must and be consistent with the T P and design standards in Title 17. \\ 'hen 

apprm;ng land use actions, the City requires all relevant intersectio ns to be maintained at the 

minimum acceptable level o f service (LO ) upon full build-out (17.62.050.15). 

To further promote transit (and pedestrian travel), there are additio nal de,·elopment 

requirements pertaining to building orientation and entrance location for development on a 

transit street ( ection 17.62.080). The I\IunicipaJ Code provides Tri-l\1et the authority to require 
transit-related improvements to be constructed at the time o f development (17.62.050.16). 

Chapter 16.08 o f the I\Iunicipal Code controls the process and approval standards applicable to 

subdivisions. The requirements for a preliminary subdivision plat include a 

Traffic/ Transportation Plan with the following information (16.08.025.B): 

• A derailed site circulation plan showing proposed vehicular. bicycle, transit and pedestrian 
access points and connections to the existing system, circulation patterns and connecti,·ity 

to exis ting rights-of-way o r adjacent tracts, parking and loading areas and any o ther 

transportatio n facilities in relation to the features illustrated on the site plan 
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• . \ traffic impact study prepared by a gua.li fied professional transportation engim:er, licen~ed 
in the stare of O regon, that assesses the traffic impacts of the propo~ed de,·clopment on the 

existing transportation system and analyzes the adequacy of the proposed internal 

transportation network to handle the anticipated traffic and the adequacy of the existing 

system to accommodate the traffic from the proposed dc,·clopmenr. The City Engineer may 

\Vaive any of the foregoing requirements if determined tha t the requirement is unnecessary 

in the particular case. 

Chapter 16.12 details the minimum srandan.h for land diYision approvaL Transportation 

circuJa tion and connectivity are supported through block length maximums (16.12.020) and 

pcdesrrian and bicycle access to acti,·ity centers, ,,·here this access is not p ro,·ided ,']a street 

right-of.,,·ay ("discontinuous street right-of-way," Section 16.12.035). : \pplicants arc 

"responsible for imprm·ing the city's planned Je,-el of sen ·ice on all public streets" and "for 

designing and prm·iding adelJuare \-chicular, bicycle and pedestrian access to their deYelopments 

( 16.1 2.Cl95)." Chapter 16.08 of the l\Iunicipal Code controls the process and approYal standard~ 

applicable to subdivisiom. The reguirements for a preliminary subdivision plat include a 

traffic / transportatio n plan prepared by a professional transpo rtation engineer (16.08.025.1:3) 
showing onsite and nearby vehicular, pedestrian and bike circulation. 

De,·elopment is also subject to compliance wi th Title 12 of the 1\funicipal Code. Chapter 12.0-t 

identifies standards for streets based on the classification in the TSP. TSP figures from the TSP 

arc incorporated into the code by reference and include Figure 5-1: I :unctional Classification 

System and Ne\\· Roadway Connections: Figure S-3: Pedestrian System Plan; hgurc 5.6: Bicycle 

System Plan; and Figure 5.7: Public Transit System Plan (Section 1:2.0-+. 180). The City has a 

diffcrcnr design standard for "constrained" loca l streets and rights-of-way, as shown in Table 

12.0-t.0-+5, and rcc1uircs that these narrower facilities meet minimum Jj fc safety requirements 

(Section 12.0-+.200). l\ Iinimum street intersection spacing standards arc included in Table 

12.0-t.O-tO. Street design standa rds in Chapter 12.0-t abo address designing for pedestrian and 

bicycle safety (12.04.2-+5) and transit (12.0-+.260). Requirements and standa rds for pedestrian 

and bicycle accessways (defined as an off-street path or way) are also found in Chapter 12.2-t, 

willie street trees arc discussed in Chapter 12.08. 

Parks & Recreation Master Plan (2008): The Oregon Ci ty Parks and Recreation Master Plan 

L-pdate is intended to help meet the needs o f current and future residents by positioning 

Oregon City to build on the community's unique parks and recrea tion assets and identify new 

opportunities. The following arc guiding themes expressed through the community planning 

process: 

• Build on Oregon City's natural and recreational outdoor assets 

• Support a pedestrian-friendly , "walkable" community, including bicycling 

• Enhance the ""tjuality of life" for residents through parks and recreation 

• Create new funding mechanisms to sustain the lc,·cl of standards the co mmunity supports 
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• Balance passiYe, self-directed, and active recreational opportunities through goals and 

strategies 

• Maintain and upgrade the existing assets and expand park and recreation opportunities as 

opportunities arise 

• Expand citywide events 

• Further embrace the historical aspects of Oregon City 

Oregon City Futures: A Strategy for Economic D evelopment (2006): The Oregon City 

Economic D evelopment report is a strategy to guide de,·elopment and redevelopment of key 

opportunity areas in Oregon City with an emphasis on economic development. It recommends 
strategies to help Oregon City in implementing its Metro 2040 designation as one of seven 
Regional Centers in the Portland l\fetropolitan Area. 

The report identifies the appropriate functions and land uses for the multiple districts within the 

Oregon City Regional Center, including the f Iistoric Old Town, Blue Heron, Landfill, 

Clackamettc Cove, \\'atcrfront, and the Oregon City Shopping Center Districts. In addition, the 
key characteristics of several local oriented districts were identified outside of the Regional 

Center, including the Hospital, Seventh Street Corridor, llilltop, College, and Industrial 

Districts. 

Oregon City Urban Renewal Plan (2007): The Oregon City Urban Renewal Plan is intended 

to eliminate blighting influences and to implement goals and objectives of Oregon City's 
Comprehensive Plan. The boundary of the Renewal Area includes the D owntown, the Park 

Place Interchange, the Lagoon/ \\'aterfront, the End of Trail, the Washington/7th Corridor, 

and the H critage Center areas. Inadequate streets and traffic congestion, the lack of pedestrian 

and bicycle facilities, parking and other transportation deficiencies have been identified as issues 
contributing to the depressed conditions in the urban renewal area, and arc considered 

constraints to the future development called for in the O regon City Comprehensive Plan. 

Transportation improvements may include the construction, reconstruction, repair or 

replacement of streets, traffic control devices, bikeways, pedestrian ways and amenities, and 

multi-use paths. 

Main Street Oregon City Program (2008): The Main Street Oregon City program 18 is 

designated as a Performing l\fain Street by the National Trust for Historic Preservation. The 

program works to facilitate, coordinate, and create an environment that generates a positive 
downtown image, preserves historic and cultural landmarks, and stimulates the economic 

vitality and investment in Oregon City's downtown area. The l\fain Street program gathers 

downtown stakeholders together to act as a catalyst for change in Oregon City's 167 year old 
downtown. This volunteer led initiative is working to make Oregon City a better place to live, 

work and visit. 

1 ~ !\ lain Srreer Oregon City program: hrrp://downrownorcgoncity.org / 
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TriMer Bike Parking D esign Standards: . \cccss ro transit Yia bic)·cle i:; a key clement of the 

Tri lcr's desire for a toral tramit system. Prm·iding cotwenienr, Yisiblc, and secure bicycle 

parking is a cost-effecti,-e way to increase the catchment area of transit. This document 

supplement:; the Tril\1et Desi)!;n Criteria ami describes design considerations for bicycle parking 

at light rail transit (LRl) statio ns, commuter rail stations, and transit centers. These guidelines 

were deYeloped using su tYcy. inYentory, and coun t data as well as research of best practice:; and 

recommendations. The following topics arc addres:;ed: 

• Bike & R.ides 

• Bike parking access 

• l ' rban & neighborhood stations: design & layout 

• Community sratiom: design and layout 

• Bike & Ride secure area layout 

• Bike rack and locker layout 

• Bike rack and locker spacing 

• Bus stop considerations 

TriMet E lderly and Disabled Transportation Plan (2009): The :?.009 Trii\lct I·Jdcrly and 

Disabled Transportation Plan (EDTP) builds upon the :?.006 EDTP. \\·hich recognized the 

increased and ,·aried transportation needs for a g rowing population of elders and people with 

disabili ties. The goal is to o ffer a range of sen·ices that match indiYidual abilicies and support 

cusrom er independence and com·cnicncc. but also promote fixed route and other lower-cost 

opcions as the best use of scarce transportation resources "·hile emphasizing coordination and 

reducing redundancy. The recommendations o f the plan include: 

• i\ Iake the R.ide\\ 'ise consumer education and tra,·cl training program a standard and fully 

coordinate a new and different Trii\ lct LIFl' paratransit eligibility p rocess \\'ith Ride\\ 'ise. 

This program gi,·es people freedom, independence and choice. 

• cighborhood shuttles and sho pper shuttles to take elders and people with disabilities 

( I ~&D) to fixed route transit and to acri,·ities, such as grocery shopping, that arc difficult to 

do on the bus. These are hybrid tixctl ro ute / paratransit scn·ices, so trips can be grouped, 

but the sen ·ice is personalized. 

• T m·oking people \\-ith disabilities and cltlers in scnsiciYity awareness :~nd training for fLxed 

route and paratransit driYers. in fixed route customer sen·icc monitoring, in fixed route 

tra,·cl training. anti in assiscing people with disabilities make transfers from one route to 

another or me the system beyond an iniLial training period . 

• Gi\T organizations used accessible ,·ans in exchange for prm·iding rides to elders and 

people \\-ith disabilities and recruiting members to be Yolunteer dri,·ers in the R.ide 

Connection community-based transportation program. 

• Fixed route scn·icc frequencies and CO\'crage in some suburban areas, as well as w:~ys to get 

to the fixed routes, will need to be imprm·ed. The total fixed route transit system from the 
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waiting area, customer service by the operators, priority seating, and security ·will need to be 
continually monitored for accessibility and improvement. 

• i\ truly multi-modal transportation system will have pedestrian-sa fe communities with 

sidewalks. This plan recommends beginning by developing a Pedestrian Master Plan for one 
suburban area that can be used as a model by other communities. 

• The increase in fatal crashes .involving drivers over age 75 can be attributed in part to the 

driving environment - complicated intersections, hard-to-read signs, badly timed tra ffic 

lights. This plan recommends Federal Highway Administration (Fl--:1\'{';-\ ) guidelines be 

adopted for signage, intersection design, pa,·ement markings, lighting, merging lanes for 
entering freeways and many other roadway features that take into account the limita tions o f 

older drivers. 

• Older drivers must deal with gradual changes in functioning, changes in their ret1exes, their 

abili ty to make guick decisions, and their ,·ision at night. This plan recommends older driver 

safety programs be regularly scheduled throughout the tri-county area and that the 

programs introduce people to their public transit options as well. 

Goal 5 Inventory (2011): Oregon City completed G oal 5 inventory reguirements by 
designating several wetland, open space, riparian corridors, and historically designated structures 

throughout the Ciry and within the Canemah National Register I listoric District and the 

McLoughlin Conservation District. 

Ma jor D evelopments s ince 2001: l\fajor developments since the 2001 O regon City TSP can 

be found at: http: //www.orciry.org/ planningllandusc 

Transportation Funding M echanism s: Oregon City has the following current transportation 

funding mechanisms: 

• Transpo rtation System D evelopment Charges (SDCs) 

• Metro regional flexible funds 

• ODOT flexible funds 

• ODOT Pedestrian/ Bicycle grant program 

• Federal Highway Administration Transportation Enhancement grant program administered 

by O DOT 

• Federal 1\ppropriation and Authorization funds 

• Pavement Maintenance Utility Fund 
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Appendix A: Applicable Plan and Policies 
The foll owing plans and policies were reYiewed for the Oregon City TSP Update: 

State of Oregon 

• Transportation S~·stem Planning (~uidclines 

• Transportation Planning Rule (0 .\R 660-012-0010) 

• Oregon Statewide Planning Goals 

• Oregon . \ccess t\lanagement Rule (OAR 73-t-051) 

• Oregon Transportatio n Plan 

• Oregon f lighway Plan 

• ODOT l lighway De~ ign l\1anual 

• 2010-20 13 Statewide Transportation I mpro\·emcnt Program 

Metro 

• l\Ietro :2035 Regional Tran~port::~tion Plan 

• l\1etro 2035 Regional Transporration Functional Plan 

• t\1etro 20--l-0 Grmnh Concept 

• l\Ietro Non-Single Occupancy Vehicle (SO\') T::~rget ,\ctions Study 

• l\fctro Regio nal Trail~ and c; recnways Plan 

City of Oregon City 

• 2001 Oregon City Transporr::~tion System Plan 

• Oregon Ciry Capital T mprm·ement Plan 

• Oregon Ci ry ComprehensiYe Plan 

• Oregon City l\1un.icipal Code 

• Oregon Ciry l\lcl.oughlin Boulenrd Enhancement Plan 

• Oregon City D owntown Community (Regional Center) Plan 

• Oregon City L'rban Renewal Plan 

• Oregon City D owntown l\ fain Street Program 

• Goa l 5 l twcntory and l\1ap 

• Invento ry of all majo r de,·clopment or transportation projects and annexations constructed 

since 2001 

• List of current funding mechanisms including any City pro jections from System 

Dc\·elopmcnt Charges or other ex isting funding mechanisms 

• Oregon City D owntown Circulation Plan and Parking Study 

• Parks and Recreation l\ laster Trails Plan 

• Parks and Recreation l\Iastcr Plan 
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• O regon Ciry's Economic Opportunities Analysis Report 

Clackamas County 

• Clackamas County Transportation ystcm Plan 

TriMet 

• TriMer Transit I nvcstment Plan 

• TriMer Bike Parking Design tandards 

• TriMer Elderly and Disabled Transportation Plan 
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Project Goals and Objectives 

T he goals and objectiYes o f the Transportation System Plan (T~ P) should reflect the ' 'ision of the 

community and pro,·ide the policy foundatio n for the O regon City TSP. The foUowing 

recommended goals and objecti,-cs considered the past TSP goals and documents adopted after the 
TSP was completed in 2001. The update to the ·r_ P will include several changes to~ ta te and 

Regional transportation plans and regulations. The TSP will also address and consider e,·oking 
transportation engineering, policy, and planning approaches such as acti,·e transportacion, context 

sensicive design and Intelligent Transportation Systems. 

Goal I . Provide an equitable. balanced and connected multi-modal 
transportation system 

Provide a "complete" transportation system throughout Orego n City that provides tra,·cl options 

and connects people to jobs, schools, services, recreation, social and cultural institutions within the 

City. 

• Objective A. E nsure tha t the transportation system provides equitab le access to 
underserved and vulnerab le populations 

Provide a transportation system that o ffers people choices, regardless of age, ability, income 
level and geographic location, and allows them to respond and adapt to changing conditio ns. 

• Objective B. Reduce tota l housing and transporta tion costs fo r residents 

E ncourage transportation system investments that allow housing diversity and mixed land 

uses to help reduce the to tal housing and transportation costs for Oregon City residents. 

• Objective C. Iden tify new or improved system connections to enhance system 

e fficiency 

Complete a city-wide connecti,·ity analysis and identi~· imprO\·emenrs to comply with ~letro 

Regio nal Transportation functional Plan, Title 1. section 3.08.110 and provide an efficient, 
multi-modal transportation system. 

• Objective D . Give priority to connections th at help to advance other goal areas 

T.M. #2- Project Goals, Objectives a nd Evaluation Criteria: 
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The priority of inYesting in new or improYed connections is magnified where multiple 

o bjecti\'es can be met, e.g., suppo rting transit, reducing reliance on state highway faciliLies, 

deferring major capacity impro\'emenrs, etc. 

• Objective E. Assu re the Oregon City Municipal Code supports a b alan ced and 
con nected m ulti-m od a l tran spo rta tion system. 

Review the l\Iunicipal Code and make re\'isio ns as needed to ~uppon a balanced and 

connected multi-modal transportat.io n ~ystem c~uch a~ remm·ing barriers whi ch create 

automobiJe congestion or impede connccri,·ity among pedestrians o r bicyclis ts. 

Goal 2. Increase the convenience and availability of pedestrian, bicycle, and 
transit modes 

Strengthen the pedestrian and bicycle system s in all areas o f the city. In addi tion. identify areas that 

ha,·e existing or fumre transit-support.iYc densities and amenities and work \\ith local transit 

prm·idcr~ such as Tril\let, Can b)· . \rca Transit (C.\T). South Clackamas Transportation District 

(SCTD), etc. ro cost-cffccti,·cly improYe cm·erage and fretjucncy to achie,·e g rea ter ridership 

productiYiry. 

• Objective A. Identify pro jec ts to close gaps and address defic ienc ies in the 
pedes trian and bicycle system 

. \ system gap analysis sho uld consider proximiry to major acti,·e transportation centers. such 

as shopping, schools, and public building~ to determine S)"Stem gaps and dcticicncies . 

• Objective B. Provide safe, comfortab le and convenient trans p ortation options 

Consider acti,·e transporta tion user needs that complement the basic prm·isio n of sen·ices to 

encourage higher leYels o f usage (e.g.. street lighting. arterial crossing treatments, bike 

parking). 

• Objective C. Identify necessary changes to land development cod e to ensure 
connectivity between compa tible land uses for p edestrian and bicycle trips 

1 .and deYelopment code prm·isions should be re,·iewed to ensure that compatible land uses 

do not erect barrier~ which prohibit pede~trian and bicycle connections that limit com·enient 

access and create o ut-of-direction tra\'el. ,\n example includes bo rders between high-density 

residential uses and adjoining rctaiJ ccmers. 

• Objective D. Identify areas that support additional transit services, and coordina te 
with transit providers to improve the coverage, quali ty and frequency of services 

Land uses in Oregon City should be rc,·icwed to identify suitable sites for additio nal rransit 

sen ·iccs .. \ mix o f land uses and acri,·itics should be encouraged to support additional transit 

scn ·icc in rhe CitY. 

T.M. #2- Project Goals, Objectives and Evaluation Criteria: 
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• Objective E. Consider the potentia l access needs fo r candidate High Capacity 

Transit and frequent service bus routes 

The alignments of the potential future High Capacity Transit (IICT) and existing and/ or 
future frequent se1Yice bus routes in Oregon City should be rcYiewcd to consider new o r 

enhanced access needs for prospective station areas. 

Goal 3. Enhance the health and safety of residents 

Ensure that the transportation sys tem maintains and improves individual health, safety and security 

by maximi7.ing the comfort and convenience of walking, biking and transit transportation options, 
public sa fety and serTice access. 

• Objective A. Identify improvem ents to address hig h collision locatio ns 

1\ddress high priori ty safety needs and identify improvements in order to minimize incidents 

and improve sa fety for walking, biking and driving trips in the City. 

• Objective B. Identify necessary changes to s treet d esign guidelines to support 

context sensitive design solutions 

The City's street design guidelines should be responsi,,e to practical needs of individual cases 
to limit environmental and cost impacts, and the city staff should have authority to approve 

design exceptions on construction projects that meet the basic needs of the system. 

• Objective C. Reduce impervious street su rfaces through "Green Streets" 

Minimize negative environmental impacts of impervious streets in the City by incorporating 

"G reen treet" techniques to trans form streets into landscaped linear park like spaces that 
capture storm water runoff. 

• Objective D . Provide a network of family-friendly walking and biking routes 

Encourage less experienced users to access destinations throughout Oregon City ,;a foot or 

bike by de,·eloping a linked network of shared-usc streets and paths that prO\·ide more 

comfortable walking and biking routes. The comfort of the routes should be increased by 

applying green street fean1res and traffic calming techniques and markings. 

Goal 4. Emphasize effective and efficient management of the transportation 
system 

Optimize travel capacity and improve tra,·el conditions by better managing our own travel demands, 

meeting more of our daily needs within our own community, making our existing transportation 

facilities as smart and e fficient as possible, and being strategic about transportation investments. The 

City should seek to find innovations and fine tuning of existing systems and policies and avoid or 

forestall cos tly major roadway capacity impro,·ements. 

• Objec tive A. Identify opportunities to reduce the use of state facilities and arterials 
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for loca l trips 

. \rca~ of the ci ty that han.· few o r no optiom to t ra,·cl ing o n state facili ties or arterials should 

be t-c,·ie\\'ed to identi~· po~sible new or imprO\·ed local connections. 

• Objective B. Seek to sh ift vehicle travel to o ff-peak periods 

Explore programs to encourage mo re traYcl in off-pea k ho urs to better usc the existing 

roatlway sys tem. This will include con~idera t ion of possible fina ncial inccnti,·cs for major usc 

sites (e.g.. parking pricing. fcc discounts) . and o ther traYcl demand managcmcnr techniques. 

• Objective C. Maintain the existing transportation system assets . 

. \dequatcly maintain transportation faci li ties to presenT their inrended function antl 

mainrain their useful life. 

• Objective D . Identify opportunities to improve travel re liabili ty and safety with 
T SMO solutions 

Seck to ad,·ancc system management o pera tions strategies that arc iclcmifietl in the l\lcrro 

Trampo rtario n Srstcm l\l anagement and Operatio n (T Si\fO ) plan and l\ letro Regional 

Tra,·cl Optio ns Strategic Plan in helping to prescrYC the func tion and quali ty of opera ti ons 

on sta te highwa~- facili ties and arterials in rhc C iry. 

• Objective E . Demand Management 

l ~ncourage and supporr the implementation o f Transportation Demand l\lanagemcnt 

('lD:l\1) programs. 

Goal S. Foster a sustainable transportation system 

.\key approach to building a ~ustainablc community requires a transportatio n system that is 

em·ironmcnrally and fiscally sustainable that focu~cs on decreasing Yehiclc emissions and 

transpo rtation rclaretl g reenhouse gas emissions. 

• Objective A. Support alternative vehicle typ es b y identifying potent ial electric veh icle 
p lug-in stations and developing implementing cod e provis io ns 

Identify potential ~upporting locations fo r electric ,·c hicle plug-in stations and deYelop 

cha nges to building codes to include electric sen ·iccs ro support fuLUrc at home and at work 

pl ug in s tatio ns. 

• Objective B. Ide ntify existing and future expected VMT levels with in the City of 
Oregon City, and consider opportunities and actions needed to meet RTP targets 

• Objective C. E ncourage a lternatives to d aily sing le -occupancy vehicle commuting. 

J ~ncou ragc and support technology tha t encourages carpooling, coopcrati\TS, \\'alking. 

bicycling. etc. 
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• Objective D . Develop and support alternative mobility s tandards on s tate facilities 

and City streets where necessary 

Identify where alternatiYc mobility standard~ on state facilities may be necessary for potential 
future action, consistent with Oregon llighway Plan pro,-isions and explo re alternati,·e 

mobility standards for City streets located in constrained areas. 

• Objective E. I dentify areas where alternative land use types wou ld significantly 

shorten trip lengths or reduce the need for m otor vehicle travel within the city 

The proximity between existing and future land uses may be rcTiewed to encourage land use 

parrerns and transportation sys tems that make it more convenient for people to walk, 
bicycle, use transit and drive less to meet their daily needs. 

• Objective F . M inimize impacts to the natura l environment. 

,\ ,·oid adverse impacts to the scenic, natural and cultural resources in O regon City. 

Goal 6. Ensure the transportation system supports a prosperous and 
competitive economy 

Support a prosperous and competitive economy by presctYing and enhancing business 

opportunities, and ensuring the efficient movement o f people and goods. 

• Objective A. Freight access and truck travel reliability 

l mprO\·e the freight system efficiency, access, capacity and reliability. 

• Objec tive B. Inc rease the dis tribution of travel informa tion to maximize the 

reliability and effectiveness of exis ting major roadway facilit ies 

Identify solutions to increase the distribution o f travel infom1ation through acti,·e 

management (T l\IO) techniques and Intelligent Transportation , ystems (ITS) solutio ns. 

• Objective C. Reinforce growth and multi-mo dal access to 2040 Target Areas 

Transportation investments should be consistent with and support develo pment within the 

O regon City Regional Center, the 7'h Street/ Molalla .Avenue corridor, the OR 99E corridor 

and the Employment land in the southeast portion of Oregon City. 

• Objective D . Seek to ad vance travel strategies that are identified in the Metro 

Reg ion al M obili ty Corridors 

Goal 7. Identify solutions and funding to meet system needs 

The City will identify transportation inYestments that can be made with available funding to ensure 

that system needs ca n be delivered for gro\vth planned within the community. 

• Objective A. Identify s table revenue sources for transporta tion investments to meet 
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the needs of the City, as d ocumented in th e updated TSP. 

• Objective B. Consider costs and bene fits when identifying project solutio ns and 

prioritiz ing public inves tm ents. 

• Objective C. Identify new funding sources to leverage hig h priori ty transportation 

pro jects . 

Goal 8. Comply with state and regional transportation plans 

The City will mee t the requiremenrs of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule, rhe Oregon 
lligh\\·ay Plan. and the i\lctro 2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RT P) and Regio nal runctional 
Transportation Plan (RFfP). 

• Objective A. Meet th e m obiJjty standards for s tate hig hways, or develop and propose 

a lternative standards, cons istent with Oregon Hig hway Plan provis ions. 

• Objective B. Develop TSP poli cy and munici pa l code lang uage to implement the 
TSP upda te. 

• Objective C. Consider regional need s identified in th e Metro RTP, including those 

identified with the m obility corridors. 

• Objective D . Consider and evaluate transportation solu tions and s tra tegies cons is tent 

with the guidelines and priorities of the Me tro RFTP. 

Evaluation Criteria 

Project alternati\·es deYcloped through thi~ update will be eYaluated b~· criteria that are an extension 

from the goal ~ and objectiYes. These project le\·el criteria prm·ide a point-ba~ed technical rating 

method that will be u~ed ro en1luate how well proposed design alternati\"CS meet the mea~ure of 

effecti\·eness cri teria. By summing ratings (and weighting if desired), alternaciYes can be compa red. 
ln this \\·ay. a consistent method \\-ill be used to e\·aluate and rank the alternatiws. 

Evaluation Criteria and Scoring Methodology 

The evaluation criteria were selected based on the City's cxisring and proposed transportation related 

goals and objecti,·es. The criteria focuses on compliance with ~tate and local plans and policies, 

engineering design requirements, and a desire to maximize posicin: (and minimize negaciYe) 
economic, social (li,·ability), and cm·ironmental impacts. Table 1 lists the C\·aluacion criteria and the 

corresponding scoring methodology. 
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Goall. Provide an equitable, balanced and cotutected multi-modal transportation system 

Equitable Access 

Improves access to underserved or vulnerable 
populations 

Transportation and Housing Cost 

Reduces total transportation and housing costs 

Connectivity 

Connection enhances system efficiency 

Multiple Objec tives 

Connection or improvement satis fies multjple 
objectjves 

+ I 

0 

- I 

Increases access to underserved or 
vulnerable popularjons 

No change 

Decreases access to underserved or 

vulnerable populations 

+ 1 Reduces transportation and housing costs 

0 No change 

-1 Increases transportation and housing costs 

+ I Improves system efficiency 

0 No change 

- I !':egative impact on system efficiency 

+ I Satisfies multiple objectives 

0 

- I 

Satisfies single objective 

Satisfies single objective, bur has negative 
impact on another 

Goal 2. Increase the convenience and availability of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit modes 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

.~dds bikeway and walh-ways that fLil in system gaps, 
improve sys tem connectivity, and are accessible to 

all users. 

Transit Facilities 

Improves access to transit facilities. Promotes 
transit as a viable alternative to the single occupant 
vehicle. 

Provision of services 

Improves the basic provision of services to 

encourage higher levels of usage for walking and 
biking trips 

Goal 3. Enhance the health and safety of residents 

Improves safety of the transportation system. 

+ I 

0 

-1 

+1 

0 

- I 

+1 

0 

- I 

+ I 

0 

- I 

+1 

Improves pedestrian o r bicycle connectjviry 
or accessibility 

l':o change 

Reduces connectivity or accessibility 

Improves transit facilities 

No change 

Negative impact on provision of services 

Improves pro,~sion of services 

No change 

Negatjve impact on provision of services 

Increases safety of the trans porta cion 
system 

No change 

I Jas potential geometric o r user safety 
concerns 

Encourages active living and physical 
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Measure of Effectiveness Evaluation Score 

Encourages active u\·ing and physical acm·ity. 

() 

Pollution Impact 

.\ bntm1zcs transponarion related pollution. 

activitY 

~o change 

D1scourages acrivt lj,·ing and physical 

actl\'ltr 

Rnluces 1 ransportation rclattd poilu non 

:\o change 

Increases transportation related pollunon 

Goal 4. E mphasize effec tive and efficient m anagement o f the transportation syste m 

Deferred I nvesrment 

Reduces need ior major highway project 
construcnon 

Improved Roadway Efficiency 

lmplt:ments Tramportation Dem.and .\ I anagcmen t 

( 1"0.\ l) or other strategies to crea te greuer mohilit~·, 

reduce auto trips, make more efficient usc of the 
roadwa1· system, and minimize air pollunon. 

Daily Traffic Capacio• 

lrn prO\"Cmc.:nt makes daily traffic capacrtr more 
rclrable. 

Alternative Routes 

Enhances t!"'~\·el for local trips off the sr;ttc h1gh\\'ay 

srstcm 

Goal 5. Fos ter a sustainable transportation system 

Non-Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) Focus 

Emphasizes 1 he movement of people over \"Chicks, 

\\'hich reduces the cirywide Yehicle-miles- tra\·cllcd 
(\.:-- IT) 

E nvironment 

.\llmmiZC~ rmpact 10 the narural enYtronment 

Land Use 

Supports a Ire rna !lYe land usc types 

- I 

+ I 

0 

- I 

+ I 

+ I 

() 

+ I 

Reduces need for ma1or 1m-estmtnt 

:\o change 

\ccelerares netd ior m~qor 1m·estmen1 

I mpro\·es roadw:n· effic1cncr 

!'o change 

!\cgative impact on roadway efticitncy 

.\ lore reliable daily traific capacity 

:\o change 

Less reliable daily tra ific capamy 

Reduces the usc of sra te facilmcs fo r local 

tnps 

).o ch;mge 

trips 

Improves non-SO \ . targets 

'\o change 

'\egati,·e impact on non-S( )\. target~ 

Enhances the narural en,·rronmcnt 

).o change 

).cgariwly impacts the natural ennronmem 

Greater porenrial for mixed land u~es 

'\o change 
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Goal 6. Ensure the transportation system supports a prosperous and competitive economy 

Freight 

Improves freight access/ connccriviry 

Corridor Reliability 

I mplemems strategies to proYide stable and reliable 

auto and rmck traffic flows on major facilitjes. 

2040 Target Areas 

Improves access in the .\ferro 2040 Target ~ \reas 

+ I Improves freigh r facilities 

0 :"\Jo change 

- 1 :"'Jcgarive impact on freight facilities 

+ 1 Improves roadway reliabiliry 

0 :"\Jo change 

- I \legativc impact on roadway reliabiliry 

+ I 1 mprovcs access in 2040 Target _\rea 

0 

- 1 

\lo change 

:"'lcgative impact on access in 2040 Target 

~\rea 

Goal 7. Identify solutions and funding to meet sys tem needs 

FundabiliO' 

. \vailable funding sources exist to implemem 

projects in a timely fashion. 

Cost Effectiveness 

.-\ssumed project benefits exceed project costs 

+ 1 Funding sources are available 

0 Feasible costs, bur no identified fu nding 

-1 H igh costs and no funding expected 

+ 1 Cosr effective solution 

0 ~-\verage cost solution 

-1 ?\!or a cost effective solution 

Goal 8. Comply with s tate and regional transportation plans 

Compa tibiliO' 

Compatible with orher jurisdiction's plans and 
policies, (including adjacent cities, counties, 1\Jerro 

or O DO'I). 

Agency Standards 

Consisten t with the standards of rhe City, Region, 

and Srare as a whole. 

+ 1 

0 

Compatjble wirh other plans and 

contributes to their implemenration 

Compatible wirh other plans, bur does nor 

necessarily comribure ro rheir 
implementation 

- I :"\lor compatjble wirh other plans 

+ 1 Consistent with all standards 

0 

- I 

?\lay require some deviations to standards, 

bur likely ro be approved 

Inconsistent with standards and not 

expected rhar deviations would be appro\'ed 
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Appendix 
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1.1 Compact Crhan ronn and Design - usc transportation investments to 

rc1nforcc g rowth in and multi-modal access ro :W-10 Target .\rcas and ensure 

that c1wclopmcnt in 20-10 Target. \rcas 1s consistent with and supports the 

transportation investments. 

1.2 Parkmg l\ lanagement - minimize the amount and promote rhe efficient use 

of land dedicated to vehicle parking 

2.2 Regional Passenger Connectivity - ensure reliable and efficient connections 

between passenger intcrmodal facilities and destinations in and beyond the 

rcg10n ro 1mprove non-auto access to and from the region and promote the 

reg10n's function as a gateway for tourism 

2.3 ~Jerropohtan mobility - maintain sufficient roral person-wp and freight 
capacity ro allow reasonable and reliable travel rimes 

Goal I I ( )bjecrivc C 

Goal 31 Objective B 

Goal 21 ( )bjective D & E 

Goal 21 ( )bjecn,·e F 

Goal 31 Objectives \, 13, C & D 

Goal 21 ( )bjccnvc . \, B. C, D & F 

Goal -11 Objccti,·e 13 

3. 1 Travel Choices - achie,·e modal targets for increased walkmg, bicycling, use 

of rmnsu and shared ride and reduced reliance on rhe automobile and dri,·e 

alone tnps 
--------------------------------------~--------------------~ 

3.2 \ 'chicle l\ liles ofT ravel - reduce \'chicle miles traveled per capita Goal 51 Objective . \, B, C & D 
---------4-------

3.3 Equitable access and barrier free transportation - provide affordable and 

equitable access to travel choices and serve the needs of all people and 
businesses, including people wirh low income. children, elders and people with 

di sabilities 

-1. 1 Traffic l\ lanagement · .\pply technology solutions to activity manage the 
transportation system. 

-1.-1 Demand management - implement serv1ces, incentives and supportive 

infrastructure to increase telecommuting, walking, biking, taking transit, and 

carpooling, and shift tm,·cl to off-peak periods 

-1.5 \ 'alue Pricing - consider a wide range of ,-alue pncing strategies and 

techniques as a management tool 

5. 1 ( )pcrarional and public safety - reduce faralines, serious injunes and crashes 

per capita for all modes of travel 

6.5 Climate Change- Reduce transportation related greenhouse gas emissions 

7 . I . \ctive Living - Provide safe, comfortable and convenient transportation 

options that support active li,~ng and physical activit")· to meet daily needs and 

access services 

9.2 ,\ laxirnize return on public investment - make tmnsportation investment 

Goal I I ( )bjccrives . \ & C 

Goal 21 ( )bjcctivcs . \, B & D 

Goal -II Objective . \ 

Goal 51 Objecri,·e .\ 

Goal 31 Objective B 

Goal -1 I ( )bjectJ\'C C 

Goal 51 ( )bjecti,·c C 

Goal 31 ( )b,ecm·e 13 

Goal -11 Objective D 

Goal 21 Objective 13 

Goal 51 ( )bjcctive • \ , B, C & D 

Goal 21 .\11 

decisions that use public resource effectively and efficiently. using performance- Goal 61 Objective B 

based planning 

9.3 Stable and innovating funding- stabilize eXJsung transportation re,·enue 

while securing new and innovative long-term sources ro blllld, operate and 

mamtrun the system for all modes 

Reference: \Ierro JrJll 21135 Goals and Pol!Ctcs 
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Cltimatcly. rhe goals and objectives of this TSP update will be modi tied to allow for consistency and 

updating o f the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan, Section 12. Table .·\2 identifies the existing goals 

of the Comprehensi\T Plan and detail~ how the concepts of each goal are addre:;scd in the Goals 
and Objccti,-cs of this TSP L1pdatc: 

T bl A2 C fE .. . C TSPG - dOb. ·1 C ' PI 

Oregon City TSP Goal / Objective 
Comprehensive Plan Goal where Addressed 

Goal 12.1 Land Usc-Transportation Connection- Emurc that the muruallr Goal 1/ ( )bjccri1-c .\ & B 

suppo rrive nature of land use and transportation is recognized in planning for Goal 2/ ( >bjccrin: .\. B. C & D 
the furure of ()reg on CitY. Goal 4 / ( >bjcet:ivc B 

Goal 12.2 Local and Regional Transit- Promote region:tl mass transit (Sourh Goal 2/ ( >bjectiw D & I ~ 

Corridor bus. Bus Rapid Transit, and light rail) that will serYe ( >regon Ciry. Goal 4 / Objccti1·e l3 

Goal 1/ .\11 
Coal 12.3 .\ !ulri-:\ lodal Tran·l Options- DcYelop and maintain a transporrarion 

Goal 2/ .\11 
srsrcm that proYidcs and encourages a variety of multi-modal tnt1·cl o ptions ro 

Goal 3/ :\II meet the mobility needs of all ( >regon Cirr residents. 
Goal 5/ Objective C & D 

Goal 12.4 Light Rail- Promote light rail that sen·es Oregon City and locate 
Goal 2/ < >bjecri1·e .\, B. C. D & E 

park-and-ride facilities ar convenient neighborhood nodes ro facilitate access to 
Goal 4 / ( >bject:ive B regional transi r. 

Goal 12.5 Safen·- Develop and maintain a transportation s1·stem that is sa fe. 
Goal 2/ ( >bjecti1·e . \ & B 

Coal 4/ ( )bjecrive .\ & D 

Goal 1/ Objecri1·e _ \ 

Go:tl 12.6 Capacity- DcYclop and ma.intain a transporration s1·srcm that has Goal 2/ < >bjecrive _ \, B & r 
enough capacity to m eet users' needs. Goal 3 / . \ll 

Goal 4/ ( )bject.i,·c .\ & C 

Goal 1/ ( >bjecti1·e ."\ & [) 

Goal 12., ~ustainable Approach- Promote a transportation system thar Goal 2/ _\ll 

supports sustainable practices. Goal 4/ ( )bjectin B 

Goal 5/. \ll 

Goal4/ .\11 
Goal 12.8 lmplemenrarion / Funding- Identify and implement needed 

Goal 5/ ( >bjecrive .\ 
transportation system impro1·emcnts using ;l\·ailablc funding. 

Goal 6/ _\II 
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This document prm·ides an m·en·iew of the street system in Oregon City. T ncluded is a detail of the 

multi-modal street system, an oYerYiew of multi-modal connectivity and an outline of recommended 

implementation measures required to update the street system as part o f the T SP update. 

Multi-Modal Street System 

Traditional road\vay designs focus on the safety and flow of motor vehicle traffic. The one size fits 
all design approach is less effective at integrating the roadway with the character of the surrounding 

area and addressing the needs of other users of a roadway. I ;or instance, the design of an arterial 

roadwar through a commercial area has often traditionally been the same as one through a 
residential neighborhood, both primarily focused on the mo\·emenr of motor Yehicles. 

Oregon City recognizes that all roadways within the City should be multi-modal or "complete 

streets", with each street setTing the needs of the n1.riou~ travel modes. The City also realizes that 

not all streets should be designed the same. To account for this, Oregon City classifies the street 
system into a hierarchy o rganized by function and street type (representative of their places). These 

classifications ensure that the streets reflect the neighborhood through which they pass, consisting 
of a scale and design appropriate to the character of the abutting properties and land uses. The 

classifications also prm·ide for and balance the needs of aU travel modes including pedestrians, 
bicyclists, transit riders, motor Yehicles and freight. \Vithin these street classifications, context 

sensitive design may result in alternative cross-sections. 

Multi-Modal Street Function 

Functional classification of roadways is a common practice in the United States. Traditionally, 
roadways are classified based on the type of ,·ehicular travel it is intended to sen·e (local versus 

through traffic). l n Oregon City, the functional classification of a roadway (shown in Figure 1) 
determines the ]eye] of mobility for all travel modes, defining its design characteristics (such as 

minimum amount of traYellancs), level of access and usage within the City and region. The street 
functional classification system recognizes that indi,·idual streets do not act independently of one 

ano ther but instead form a network that works together to sen -e travel needs on a local and regional 

icYel. From highest to lowest intended usage, the classifications arc freeway, expressway, major 

arterials, minor arterials, collectors and local streets. Roadways with a higher intended usage 
generally JJro,·ide more efficient motor Yehiclc traffic moYement (or mobility) through the City, 
while roadways with lower intended usage provide greater access for shorter trips to local 
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destinatio ns. 

Freeways and Expressways are limited access state roadways. These roadways sctTc the 

highest ,-olume of motor vehicle traffic and arc primarily utilized for longer distance regio nal 

trips. Bo th O R 213 and l -205 haYe posted speed limits of 55 miles per hour. 

M a jor Arte rial Roadways arc intended to move traffic through Oregon City. These roadways 

generally expe rience higher traffic volw11es and o ften connect to locations outside o f the City 

(such as Beavercreek Road) or act as a corridor connecting many parts of the City (such as 
Molalla .\ venue). Posted speed Limits on these roadways are generally between 30 to-W miles per 

hour, \\~th the higher speeds posted in less urbanized areas and lower speeds in areas with more 

conges tion such as downtown. 

Minor Arteri al Roadways arc intended to sen•e local traffic traveling to and from major arterial 

roadways. These roadways provide greater accessibility to neighborhoods, o ften connecting to 

major activity generators and prO\·ide efficient through movement for local traffic. Posted 

speeds on minor arterial roadways typically ra nge between 25 and -l5 miles per hour. 

Collecto r Roadways often connect the neighborhoods to the mino r arterial roadways. These 
roadways serve as major neighborhood routes and generally provide more direct property access 
or driveways than arterial roadways. Posted speeds on collector roadways generally range 

between 25 and 35 miles per hour. 

Local Roadways prm·ide mo re direct access to residences in Oregon Ci ty. These roadways arc 

o ften lined with residences and arc designed to scn ·e lower \'olumes of traffic with a statuto ry 

speed limit o f 25 miles per hour. 

Functional Classification Changes 

The functional classifications of transportatio n routes in O regon City were re,-icwed to determine 

the appropriateness o f the classification and connectiviry. The fetro Regional Transportatio n 

Functional Plan requires that, to the extent possible, arterials be spaced at o ne-mile inten ·als and 

collectors to be spaced at half-mile intcn·als 1• Overall, most areas in Oregon City comply \\~th the 

spacing standards to the extent possible. Existing development, topography, environmental areas, 

the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and OR 213 each pose a significant constraint in further 
imprm•ing the arterial and coiJcctor connecti,-ity in Oregon City. The functional classifications of 

several roadways throughout the City were modified to address the connectivity gaps identified 

below, o r due to adequate connections in the immediate area. The updated functional classifications 

can be seen in Figure 1, while the classification ch~111gcs are shown in the r\ppendi.-x. 

' :\Ierro Reg10nal T ransporracion runcttonal Plan. Section 3.08. 110 Streer Sysrem Destgn Requirements 
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.\rrcrial Connecti,·ity gap~ were identitied in the following areas (see Figure~) : 

I. .\n cast to west gap between OR 99E and South End Road . Cotlllf'ditti(J' !Jindm•d I!J' 

lopr~~mf>l!) ' and ai~WIIIII'nl Jllould be ottl.ride q/IIJI' l ' (,'B . 

. \n ca~ t to west ga p between South End Road and O R ~ 13 (ncar the ~ourh City hrnits). 

Connedil'i(y !Ji/1{/em/ br 1'.\.'iJ/ing dl't'dOf>lllml, lopr~~mf>I!J' and alz~nllll'n/ 1/IOtt!d be ou/Jid1• q/IIH• l '(,'H. 

3. ,\ n east to west gap between l\IolaUa .\ ,·cnuc and I lolly Lane. south of Rcdland Road and 

north o f i\ Iaplc I .anc Road. Connl'dit•i(J' binrft.m/1!)' t•xi.rlit~~ dft'l'lof>JJJI'Itl. lopo_~mf>l!l'· OR 2/3 and 
po11ion.r q/tbe al~~nlllflll JIIOII!d be oul.ridt• q/ lbl' L 'C H . 

..J. . . \n cast to ,,·est gap between O R 2 13 and BeaYcrcreek Road . ncar C lcn Oak Road. Xew 

al1m'r~/ daJ.r(fimlion dr.r<~nakd in llw tlll'rt (.' I ~)'e1:r l<oad). 

:>. . \ north to south gap between l lolcomb Boulc,·arcl and i\ laplc Lane Road, cast o f OR 

~ 13. ,\ 'eJ/1 al1e1inl dn.~".r(/icalion de.r<~nnled in the amt (/ lol!r Lane). 

Collector Connccti,·iry gaps were iden tified in the following areas (sec hgure ~) : 

6 .. \ n cast to \\·est gap be tween i\ Jolalla .\,·enue and I lolly Lane. south of Redland Road and 

north of ~ faple Lane Road. Conn1•dit•i(J' bindrm/ 1!)' exi.rlit{~ dt•t•eloplllmt. topo_~mf>I!J', OR 213 and 

po11ion.r q/'lbe ai<WJJlll'nl Jllou/d b1• rHtl.ride q/tbe l 'C H. 

7. .\ n cas t to west gap bet\\-cen O R 99£ and South End R oad . Connedit1i(J• hindmd I?)' I'Xt:rtit~~ 

dt•l'l'lof>lllenl. lopo,~mf>~J' rmd al~~lltlll'nl J//OIIId be OII!Jidr q/lbt• L 'G /3. 

8. . \ norrh to south gap bct\\·een Di,·ision Street and Beavercreek Road, \\'es t of O R ~ 13. 

Connt•dilli(y bindnu/ 1!)' fxt:rtit~~ dr!'dop111ml, lopo,~mpl!)' and nl<~lllmnl JIIOuld be Olll.l'id1' q(lbe [ '(;B. 

9. onh to ~oLI[h and ca~ t to we~ t gap~ bct\veen llolcomb Boule,·ard and Rcdland Road . 

,'\'rw tol!t•dor da.u(fit~tlion.r de.r~~twlt•d in /be art'a. 

10 . . '\north to south gap bct\\·een I lolcomb Bo ulevard and 1\ laplc Lane Road, east o f I loll y 

Lane. Connedit•i(J' hinde1ulqy lopr~~mpi!J' and aligniiJI'nl JPould be oul.ride q/ !lit• ( 'C H. 

11. lorth to south and cast to \\ 'C~t gaps to tbe \\'e~ t of South End Road. ,'\'e111 t'OIIedor 

drt.r.r!fimliom de.rz~nrtlt'd in lbl' arl'tl. 

12. North to south and cast to west gaps, southeast of the Beavercreek Road / l\ faplc I .ane 

!l oad intersectio n. j\ ' t'lll mllnlor da.r.r(jimlion.r de.rz~nall'd in !be arm. 

Multi-Modal Street Type 

O regon City fu rther cla~ s i fies the roadways within the City based on the neighborhood it setTes and 

the intended functi on for pedestrians, bicyclists and transit riders in tha t ~peci fic area. \\ 'ith.in the 

context o f Oregon City's complete srreet system that will sen ·e all modes, the street type of a 

roadwa\' defines its cros~H;ccrion characteri~ tics and determines ho\\· u~ers of a roadwa\· interact \\'ith . . 
the surrounding land use. Since the type and intensity of adjacent land uses and zoning directly 

influence the lc,·cf of use by pedes trian~. bicyclists and transit riders. the design of a stree t (including 

irs intersectio ns, sidc,,·alks, and transit stops) should rctl ect irs surroundings. 

T.M. #3- Street Network and Connectivity: 
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T he su·ee t types strike a balance between street functional classification, adjacent land use, zoning 

designation and the com peting travel needs by prioritizing n rious design clements. Five street types 

were designated in O regon City: 

• Mixed-Use Streets typically have a higher amount of pedestrian acti,·ity and are o ften on a 

transit route. These streets should emphasize a variety of travel choices such as pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit use to complement the development along the street. Since mixed-usc streets 
typically scn ·c pedestrian oriented land uses, walking should receiYc the h.ighest priority of all the 

travel modes. They should be designed with features such as wider sidewalks, traffic calming (sec 
the traffic calming section later in this document), pedestrian amenities, transit amenities, 

attractiYe landscaping, on- street parking, pedestrian crossing enhancements and bicycle lanes. 

• Residentia l Streets arc generally surrounded by residential uses, although various small shops 
may be embedded with.in the neighborhood. T hese streets often connect neighborhoods to local 

parks, schools and mixed-use areas. T hey should be designed to emphasize walking, while still 
accommodating the needs of bicyclists and motor ,-eh.icles. A h.igh priority should be given to 

design clements such as traffic calming (sec the traffic calming section later in th.is document), 

landscaped buffers, walkways/ pathways/ trails. on-street parking and pedestrian sa fety 

enhancements. 

• Co mmercial Streets are primarily Li ned with reta il and large employment complexes. These uses 

serve customers througho ut the City and region and may not have a direct relationship with 
nearby residential neighborhoods. These streets are somewhat more auto-oriented, but should 

still accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists safely and comfortably. Design features should 

include landscaped medians or a two-way left turn lane, sidewalks and bike lanes, pedestrian 

crossing enhancements and a buffer between the roadway and the sidewalk. 

• Indus tria l Streets sen ·e industrial areas. T hese streets are designed to accommodate a h.igh 

Yolume of large veh.icles such as trucks, trailers and o ther delivery vehicles. Pedestrians and 

bicyclists may be less frequent in these a reas, but should still be accommodated safely and 

comfortably. Roadway widths are typically wider to accommodate larger ,-ch.icles. O n-street 

pa rking should be discouraged. 

• Co nstrained Streets are generally located in steep, cnvironmen r.-1. lly sensitive, rural, historic or 

development limited areas o f the City. These streets may require different design clements that 

may no t be to scale with the adjacent land usc. Constrained elements may include narrower or 

limited travel lanes, and pedestrian and bicycle facilities, or accommodations that generally match 

those prm·idcd by the surrounding de,·cloped land uses. To the extent possible, pedestrian and 

bicycle accommodations sho uld be prO\"idcd on an adjacent roadway, via a shared-use path or 

shared with.in the right-of-way using distinctiYe design details. 
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Design Types of Streets 

D esign o f the streets in Oregon City requires attention to many clements of the public right-of-way 
and considers how the street interacts with the adjoining properties. The four zones that comprise 
rhe cross-sectio n o f streets in Oregon City, including the context zone, walking zone, biking/ on

street parking zone and driYing zone, arc shown in h gure 9. The design of these zones ,·aries based 

on the functional classification and street type. 0 Yerall, there arc 1 o different design types, ranging 
from 1\lixed-l 'se 1\Iajor ,\rrcrial to Residential Local Street. Note that a design rype is not a\'ailablc 

fo r limited access roadways classified as Freeway or l: xpressway. The maximum design crite ria for 
streets can be seen in Section 12.0-+.1 80 of the Oregon City 1\lunicipal Code. T he City may ab o 

reduce or eliminate lower- prio rity design clements o f the street along constrained streets loca ted in 
steep, enY1ronmentally sensitiYe, rural, histo ric, o r deYelopment limited areas o f the City. 

• Context Z one: The context zone is the point at which the sidewalk interacts with the adjacent 

buildings o r printe property (see Figure -1) . The purpose of this zone is to pro"idc a buffer 
between land usc adjacent to the street and ro ensure that all street users ha,·e sa fe interactions. 

• Walking Zone: This is th e zone in \Yhich pedestriam tra\·cl (sec Figure -l} The "·alking zone is 
determined by the street type and should be a high prio ri ty in mixed-use and residemial areas. I t 

includes a clear throughway for walking, an area for street furnishings o r landscaping (e.g. 
benches, transit stops and/ o r plantings) and a clearance di~tance between curb~ide on-~treet 

parking and the street furnishing area or landscape strip (so parking \' chicles o r opening doors do 
not interfere with street furnishings and / o r landscaping). Streets loca ted along a transit roure 

sho uld incorporate h1rnishings to suppo rt transit ridership, such as transit shelte rs and benches, 
into the furnishjngs/landscape strip adjacem to the biking/ on-su-cct parking zone. 

• Biking/ On-Street Parking Zone: This is the zone fo r biking and on-street parking, and is the 
location where users will access transit. It sho uld include bike lanes o r bu ffered bike lanes. The 

biking/ on-s treet parking zone is determined by the street type and should be a high prio rity in 
mixed-usc and residential areas . 

• Driving Zone: This is the throughway zone for driYcrs, including cars, buses and trucks and 

sho uld be a high priority in commercial / emplo~·ment and industrial areas. The functional 
classifica tion of the street generally determines the number o f through lanes, lane widths, and 

median and left- tu rn lane requirements. llm\·eycr, the route designations (such as tra nsit street o r 
freight route) take presentence when determining the appropriate lane width in spite o f the 

functional classification. \'\'ider lanes should only be used fo r short distances as needed to help 

buses and trucks negotiate right-turns without encroaching into adjacent or opposing traYel lanes. 

Streets that rC<.Juire a raised median should include a pedes trian refuge at marked crossings. 
O then vise, th e median can be narrowed at midblock loca tions, before widening at intersections 

for left-turn lanes (\Yherc required or needed). 
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Determining Optimum Street Designs 

The following steps should be used to determine the optimum cross-section for a street: 

Step 1: Determine the functional classitl.cation and sn-eet rype based on Figure 8. 

Step 2: D etermine the maximum street design as shown in Section I :2 .0-L 180 of the Oregon City 

1\Iunicipal Code. 

Step 3: D etermine if the street is located along a regiona l truck route. local truck route. or a transit 
route. I f so, the through lane width should be a minimum of I :2 feet along a truck route or I I feet 

along a transit route. If not, the lane width can be reduced a minimum of 12 feet along major 

arterials. It feet on mino r a rrc rials, and 10 feet along collectors and local streets, as determined by 

the City. 

Step 4: Determine if more than rwo through lane.; arc needed. l\Iore than [\\'0 through lanes should 

only be considered if the street and parallel routes cannot effecti,·ely accommodate the tran~l 

demand. 

Step 5: D etennine iflefr- turn lanes arc needed at intersections. Intersection design sho uld genera ll ~· 

try to minimize pedestrian crossi ng distance. T f turn- lanes arc warranted, comidcr the trade-offs 

be[\veen improYed dri,·ing mobil ity and increased crossing distance. 

Step 6: Compare the op timum st reet design to the a,·ailablc right-of-way. If the c ross-section is 

\\i.der than the right-of-\\·ay. identify whether right-of-,,·ay acquisition is necessary or reduce rhe 

width of or eliminate lower-priority clements as determined by the City. 

T.M. #3- Street Network and Connectivity: 
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Multi-Modal Connectivity 

The ~ggreg,ne effect of loc~l street design imp~cts the effectiveness o f the regional system when 
local travel is restricted by a lack o f connecting routes, and local u·ips are forced onto the regional 
network . ~ Therefore, streets sho uld be designed to keep through motor ,·chicle trips on arterial 

streets and prm·ide local trips with alternative routes. Street sys tem connecti,·ity is critic~! bec~use 

ro~dw~y networks provide the b~ckbonc for bicycle and peclestri~n travel in the region. Metro's local 

street connectivity princip~J encourages communities to develop a connected network of local 
streets to provide a high leYcl of access, comfort, and convenience for bicyclists ~nd w~lkers that 

tr~vcl to and among centers. 

Connecti,·ity of the existing transport~ tion system was reviewed to identify current deficiencies. 

These locations ,,.-iiJ be further addressed in the pedestrian, bicycle and motor vehicle pl~ns 

Topogr~phy, em·ironmental constraints, railroads and existing de,·clopment m~y be limiting the 
connecti,-ity in areas of Oregon City. These factors m~y not sto p the possible connections from 
being made in the noted areas l~cking connccti,·ity. but will affect what modes could be 

~ccommodated and the financi~l ,.i~biliry. The major ~re~s lacking connectivity include: 

• East and west connectivity across OR 213 between Redland Road ~nd Bc~vercrcek Ro~d, ~ 

distance o f over two miles 

• East to west connccti,-iry between OR 99E (south of the Canemah neighborhood) ~nd the 

, outh End neighborhood, with greater than four miles between connections 

, \ multi-modal connectivity plan for Oregon City is shown in Figure 5. It specifics the general 
location where new streets or shared-usc p~ths could potentially be installed as nearby areas are 

develo ped or as the opportunity arises. The purpmc of the plan is to ensure th~t new developments 

accommodate circulation between ~djaccnt neighborhoods to improve connectivity for ~u modes of 

tr~nsport~tion. The criteria used for prm•iding connections are as follows (as required in the Metro 

Regio nal Transportation Functional Plan ) : 

• Provide a full local street connection ~t least every 530 feet (or 1/ 10 o f a mile), if possible 

• Pro,·ide a pedestrian and bicycle connection e,·cry 330 feet if a full-street connectio n is not 

possible 

~ .\ Ierro 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, Local Street :-.!etwork Concept 
1 \ letro Regional T ransportation Functional Plan, Section 3.08. 110, Subsection E, Street Srsrcm Dcsrgn Requirements 
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To protect existing neighbo rhoods from the potential traffic im pacts caused by extending stub end 
streets, connector roadways should incorporate neighborhood traffic management into design and 

construction. l n addition, when a de,·clopment constructs stub streets, they shall install signs 
indicating the potential for future connecti,·ity to increase the awareness of residents. 

Tn order to ensure that new development complies with the objectives of the multi-modal street 

plan, applicants of residential or mixed-use de,·clopmcnts of five or more acres will be required to 

provide a proposed street map as part of the development approval process. The street map must be 

consistent with the requirements of the l\Ietro Regional Transportation 1:unctional Plan4 and should 
be reYiewed to ensure the development docs the following: 

• Provide full street connections with spacing of no more than 530 feet between connections, 
except where prevented by barriers 

• If full street connections arc prevented, provides bike and pedestrian access ways with 

spacing of no more than 330 feet, except where prevented by barriers 

• Limit use of cul-de-sacs and o ther closed-end street systems to situations where barriers 
prevent full street connections or to locations where pedestrian/bike accesses are to be 
provided at 330 feet inten·als 

• 1 nclude no cui-de-sacs and other closed-end street longer than 200 feet or having no more 

than 25 dwelling units 

• Include street cross-sections demonstrating dimensions of right-of-way improvements. and 

posted o r expected speed limits 

Applicants of residential or mixed-usc de,·elopments of less than fi,·c acres should comply with the 
following standards". 

• Provide full street connections with spacing of no more than 530 feet between connections, 
except where prevented by barriers 

• 1 nclude no cui-de-sacs and other closed-end street longer than 350 feet(' 

• 1 f full street connections are pre,·ented, provides bike and pedestrian accessways with 

spacing of no more than 350 feet, except where pre,·ented by barriers 

1 ;\Ierro Regional T rnnsporration Funcnonal Plan, Section 3.08.110, Subsection E, Street System Design Requirements 

' :\Ierro Regional Trnnsporrarion Funcrional Plan, Section 3.08. 110, Subsection F. Street System Design Requirements 
1' Oregon Ciry ~ lunicipal Code. Title 12. Secnon 12.04.225 
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Recommended TSP and Code Revisions 

The follo\\ing documents the implementation mca ~ures required for the street nct\,·ork and 

conncct.i,·ity as part of the TSP update: 

• . \dop t the ]\ fulti -l\ lo dal Street System: This will replace the functional classification sys tem 

for the City. 

• , \do pt the Desig n Types for Streets: This will replace the typical crms-sectiom for streets in 

the CitY. 

• .\do pt the Context 7..one Standards for Streets: This includes new/ upda ted standanb for 

frontage. block size. access spacing and pedestrian crossings. 

• .\do p t the J\ lulti-modal ConncctiYity Plan: This specifics the ge neral locatio ns where new 

streets or shared-usc paths could potentially be ins tall ed as nearby areas arc dcYclopcd o r as 

the opportunity arises. 

• De,-clo p local truck routes. Create figures that identify the streets located along a regio nal 

truck route. local truck route or a transit route. 

• .\dopt language that idcnrities when the City ca n consider constrained design options fo r 

s treets. 

• T he arterial and collector connectiYity gaps must be considered when deYclo ping solutio ns 

for the transportatio n s~·s tcm. 
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Table Al: Oregon City Functional Classification Changes 

Change from Prior 
Roadway From To Classification Reason for Change 

Beutel Road ~ourh End Road End of Bcurel L' pgrade from l .ocal to Collcnor connecnntY 
Road Collector gap 

l .awron Road / ~ourh I :nd Road J·:nd o f :\lad rona L'pgrade from Local ro Collector cunnecttnn 
.\ladrona Dm-e Dnvc Collector gap 

Rose Road Deer ~ourh End Road End of Deer L:me L' pgradc from Local ro Collector connecm·m· 
Lane Collecror gap 

;\ lc1-cr~ Road Bean :rcrcek Road I l igh School L'pgrade from l.ocal ro . \rrcnal connccrinn· 
_ \1-enuc ;\linor .\rrcnal gap 

lltgh ~chool End of l ligh Glen Oak Ro:td Llpgrade from J .ocal to Collector con necri1·i ry 
.\venue School \ l"t'nue Collector g:tp 

Chanriclecr Place 
Russ \\"ilcox \\ "ay J·:dgemont Dm·c 

L'pgrade from Local ro Collecror conncctll"ll l" 
Chanticleer Dm·e Collector gap 

Loder Road L'GB BeaYercreek Road L'pgr:tde from Local to Collecror connccttl'll~ 
Collector gap 

Holh· Lane Rcdland Road .\ Ia pie Lam· Road L'pgradc from Local to .\nerial connccm·in· 
.\lin or. \rtnial gap 

Don01·an Road Holly Lane End o f Donm·;t n L' pgradc from l.ocal to Collector connccnnn 
Road Collector gap 

Li1T~a1· Ro:td \\'csr of !·rank Redland Road L'pgrade from Local to Collector connectll'tr\ 
.\ n:nuc Collector gap 

Swan . \venue Holcomb J: nd o f ~wan Upgrade from Local to Collector connccm·in· 
Boulevard .\ venue Collec10r gap 

Pearl St rcct Eluria Street ;\ !olalla . \ ITI1lte L' pgradc from Local to Collector connccm·in· 
Collector gap 

Pearl Street .\!olalla _ \1-enuc Lmn .\1Tnue L" pgrade from l .ocal to Collector connecnnt\" 
Collector gap 

-,~o Street OR <Jl)J ·: Tarlor Street L' pgmdc from ;\hnor Consistener \I'll h 
. \rtcrwl to 1\ lajor .\ncrial \Ierro funcnonal 

classi fica 11011 

Center ~ 1ree1 5111 ~lrccr Sourh 2nd Strccr L' pgrade from Local to Collector connccrtl'lfl' 
Collector gap 

Railroad . \ venue .\lain ~treet OR 99e L' pgrade irom Loc:tl to Collector connecrtYtn· 
-~~~Street Collecror gap 

12'11 ~treet ( lR 9<Je .\ lain Street L'pgraJe from I .ocal to Collector connect 1\' 11\ 

Collecror gap 

14'11 Street ( lR 99e \\'ashington :-;trcct L'pgrade from Local to Collector connect i1·i ty 
Collector gap 

I S'h Street OR 99e .\ !aUl ~treet L'pgrade from Local ro Collector connecm·m· 
CollectOr gap 
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Clackamette ;\ lain Street OR 991:: Upgrade from J .ocal to 
Collector connecti,~ty 

Drive/ Dunes Collector 
Drive gap 

. \gnes .~\\-enue/ :\lain Street I-105 lJpgrade from Local to Collector connectivtry 
\\'ashingron Street Collecror gap 

Skellenger \\'ay / Central Poinr South End Road Downgrade from Collecror 
Salmonberry Road to Loc:1l Streets 

.-\dequate nearby 
D rive/ I laze! 
Grove Dri,·e/ 

connection 

Fiberr Dm·e 

Spring \ ':1lley Boynton Street Pardo,,· Road Downgr:1de from Collector .\dequate nearby 
Dnve to Local Street connection 

Boynron Street \\'arner Parrott Central Point Road Do\\'ngrade from Colll:cror . \dequate nearby 
Road to Local Street connection 

Shenandoah Drive \\'arner Parrott Central Point Road Downgrade from Collector .\dequate nearby 
Road to Local Street connection 

\\ 'oodla\\'n Barker . \venue \\'arner Parron Downgrade from Collector .\dequate nearby 
.\venue Road to Local Street connecnon 

Central Point \\'arner Parrorr UGB Downgrade from ,\ !inor Collector connecti\ity 
Road Road . \rrerial to Collector gap 

!Iaven Road/ Frontier Parkway ].eland Road Downgrade from Collector 
. \dequate nearby 

Prospector to Local Streer 
Terrace 

connection 

Frontier Park\\'ay il leyers Road Leland Road Do\\'ngrade from Collector . \dequate nearby 
to Local Street connecnon 

South Fir Street Fir Street :\!olalla .\\·enuc Downgrade from :\linor Collector connectivity 
.~rterial to Collector g:lp 

il larjorie Lane Beavercreek Road End of i\ larjoric Downgrade from i\ linor . \ dequate nearby 
Lane . \rterial ro Local Street connection 

Caufield Road OR 113 End of Caufield Downgrade from Collector .-\dequate nearby 
Road to Loc:1l Street connection 

Ethel Street l lood Street Jjnn .\\·enue Downgrade from Collector .-\dequate nearby 
to Local Street connecuon 

Laurel l.ane Holmes Lane End of Laurel Downgrade from Collector .-\dequate nearby 
Lane to Local Street connection 

il lay Street i\ lolall:1 . \\·enue End of :\laY Street Downgrade from Collector . \dequ:Jte nearby 
to Local Street connecnon 

\'\':1rner Street il l olalla . \venue End of \'\ 'arner Do\\'ngrade from CollectOr .-\dequate nearby 
Street to Local Street connecuon 

I !oltnes Lane il !olalla .~venue Linn .-\venue Downgrade from i\linor Collector connecti,·ity 
• \rrerial to Collector gap 

Barclay I !ills !'ewell Ridge i\lolalla .~venue Downgrade from Collector 
.\dequatc ne:trby 

Drive/. \!den Drive to Local Street 
Street/ Hilda Street 

connccnon 

Roosevelt Street Eluria Street .\!olalla .\\-enuc Do\\'ngrade from Collector .-\dcquate nearby 
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ro I ,oc:~l Street connccnon 

DJ\·ision Srreer/ Rcdland Ro:~d - ," Srreer Downgrade from \ linor CoUccror connccriYtiY 
. \nchor \'\ ·ay .\rrcrial ro Collector gap 

\ lonroe Street 12•11 Street -,h Srrect Dmn1gntde from CollectOr .\dequatc ncarb~ 
ro Local Strect conncction 

Clcn:land Sn·ecr Swan . \ycnuc . \ppcrson Downgrade from Collccwr . \cl<:quatc nc<trh~· 

Boule\'ard to Local Street connecuon 
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This document introduces the transportation conditiom in the City o f Oregon Ciry. Questions to be 
answered in this document include: 

• \\ 'hat makes O regon City unil1ue~ 

• \\ 'he re do people wanr to go? 

• \\ 'he re do people come from? 

• \\ 'ha t pans o f the City do people 

come from? 

What makes Oregon City unique? 

• \\ 'ha t factor~ determine bo\\' people 

rra,·el ~ 

• \\'hat transponation infrastructure i~ 
a\·a ilablc? 

• \\ 'bat tnt\Tl conditio ns do people 

face? 

Located alo ng the shores of the \\ 'illamcttc and Clackamas Ri,·ers near the ~ccnic \\ 'illamette Falls, 

Oregon City i:; the oldest incorporated City \\·est o f the Rockies. \\ 'ith a populatio n of around 

3-LOOO. the Ci ry is characterized by topography that 

rises sharply from the riYerfronr and downto wn to 

reach 250 feet. aboYc the \\ 'illamette Ri,·er. The two 

ro three blocks wide downtown is loca ted at the base 

of a basalt bluff where the f\JcLoughlin Conservation 

District is found, o ne of two o f the City's historic 

neighbo rhoods . . \t higher elentions and further 

:;outh from downto\\·n, newer neighbo rhoods and 

commercial de,·clopment bas de,·elo ped over the 

past 50 years. The City is now comprised of 12 

unique neighbo rhoods a:; illustra ted by the 

Neighborhood .Associatio ns (sec Figure in 

appendix). 
View from the Oregon City hills ide 

In recent years, the City has made grea t strides at inventing in the D owntown and the Th Street

l\Iolalla . \ venue corrido r and becoming a regio nal des tina cio n for employment, sho pping and 

education. These characteristics make O regon City unique, as well as de fin e the key transpona t.io n 

issues that the City seeks to overcome. 
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Where do people want to go? 

One of the first steps in planning for an effectiYe transportation system is gaining an understanding 
of the key destinations that people currently tra\·el to throughout the City. These destination points 
are referred to as acti,·ity generators (or trip attractors). 

As the oldest incorporated City west of the Rockies, Oregon City is home to se,·eral cultural or 

recreational destinations that attract tourists and residents alike. l\fajor destinations include the End 
of the Oregon Trail Interpretive Center, l\ Iuseum of the O regon Territory, \\ 'illamette Falls and the 

\\ 'illamctte Ri,·er waterfront, Carnegie Center, l\ Iunicipal Elcntor, McLoughlin I louse, Ermatingcr 
House, and Barclay House. 

Oregon City is also home to a regional educational institution, Clackamas Community College, in 

addition to several other major employment and shopping areas, including the historic downtown 

core. The most common categories o f activity generators in the City include (see Figure 1 on the 
following page for the general locations of some o f these acti,·iry generators): 

• Recreational/Entertainment (e.g. Boat docks, parks, \\ 'illamette River RegionaJ Trail, 

Oregon City Swimming Pool, l\IcLoughlin Promenade) 

• Schools (e.g. Clackamas Community College, I Jolcomb Elementary, Gaffney Lane 

l<.lcmentary, Gardiner Middle, O regon City I Iigh) 

• Places of employment (e.g. Oregon City Regional Center, Clackamas County Red Soils 
Business Park, business areas, industrial areas, offices) 

• Shopping (e.g. downtown, grocery stores, shopping centers, restaurants) 

• Cultural (e.g. End of the Trail Interpretive Center, McLoughlin !louse, l\fuseum of the 
Oregon Territory, Main Street evens, other community events) 

• Public Transportation (e.g. Bus stops, Oregon City Transit Center, park and ride, 1\mtrak) 

Each o f these categories of activity generators represents important starting and ending points for 

tra\·el and provides a good basis for planning ideal routes. 
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How do people get there? 

l\lost Oregon City residents commuted to work between the years 2005 and 2009 via single 
occupant motor vehicles (about 76 percent), or carpooling (about 10 percent) 1

. Approximately four 
percent o f residents walked, four percent used public transportation, and two percent biked to work. 

T bl 1 T I tt' Md U dt C t t w k 

Percent of Commuters 

Table 1 compares the 

commute patterns of 

O regon City residents to 

other Cities in the region. 
Commuting to work via 
public transportation was 

fairly similar in Oregon City 

and \X 'est Linn (four percent 

versus three percent), but 
accounted for four percent 

fewer trips in O regon City 
than Milwaukie (four percent 

to eight percent). Fewer 

residents worked at home in 

bo th Oregon City and 

Transportation Mode Oregon City West Linn Milwaukie 

ll"orkrrs Oliff' 16 ) MI'S 14,861 12.821 10.-51 

l\!otor \'chicle- Single Occupant 76% 76°'o 74°o 

l\ lotor \ ' chicle- Carpool 10° 0 8° 0 9°o 

\\lalked 4% 2° 0 4% 

Biked 2% 1° 0 I 0 o 

Public Tramportarion 4% 3% 8"" 

Worked at Home 4% 9°1o 4° 0 

Other 0°/o l 0 o 0° 0 

' -Source: US Census Bureau, 20lb-2009 :\mencan Commurury Survey 

J\IWwaukie compared to 
\\lest Linn (about five percent less), while more walked or biked to work (six percent in O regon 

City, five percent in Milwaukie and three percent in West Linn). 

\Xlhile the U.S. Census Bureau is a valuable source of information for work commute patterns in 

Oregon City, it does not truly represent the transporration modes utilized to o ther acti,-ity 
generators like schools, recreation, shopping or access to transit. Non-motor vehicle transportation 

modes are likely higher in Oregon City for these types of trips. 

How transportation modes are used in the City 

Pedestrian, bicycle, and motor vehicle activity at key intersections throughout O regon City was 

reviewed during the evening peak period (3:15 p.m. to 6:15p.m.) o n a typical weekday in the late 
spring and early fail of 2011.~ It was found that during the summer months, activity levels generally 

increase due to the m·erall pleasant weather and longer days enticing residents of O regon City to get 
out and about in the City. It should be noted that although weekend pedestrian and bicycle activity 

levels were not measured, they would generally be expected to be higher than the activity levels of a 

typical weekday. 

1 2005-2009 _ \merican Community Survey, CS Census Bureau 

2 Based on counrs conducted .\prill2•11, _\prill3'11 , . \pril 14'11 , .\pril21 '' and September 7•11 20 11 
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• Pedestri an volumes are generally highest in Downtown Oregon City and along Th Street 

and l\ Iolalla .\ Yenue. The highe~t ho urly pedestrian acti,·ity during the en~ning peak 

occurred at the l\1olalla .\Yenue intersection with Clairmonr \'\'ay, \\ith over SO pedestrian 

cro~~ings in the o ne-ho ur period bet\\·een 3:SS p.m. and ~:55 p.m. The highest hourly 

pedes trian actiYity lc,·cls at the rcYiewed intersections during the e,·ening peak period are 

di~playcd in hgure .-\1 in the appendix. 

• Bicycle volumes are generally low during: the e,·ening peak period, with no more than nine 

bicycl.ists tra\·eling thro ugh any of the intersections reYiewed during a single o ne-hour 

period bct\vcen 3:15 and 6: I S p.m. The highest volumes occurred on \\'ashington Street 

bet\\'een s•h Street and 'I S'h Street, with hourly \'Olumes ranging between eight and nine 

cyclists. The highest ho urly bicycle acrj,·in· lcH.Js at rhc reviewed intersections during rhc 

evening peak period are displayed in Figure .\ 1 in the appendix. 

• Motor vehicle volumes on the roadways in Oregon City peak during the e\·ening between 

3:25 p.m. and 5:10p.m., bur gene rally ,·ary depending on the cime o f year. Duting the 

summer mo nths, traffic ,·olumcs increase due to an influx of recreational and leisure 

traYelers raking ac-h-antage of rhe nice weather. For this reason, the traffic count data was 

adjusted upward to represent peak seasonal traffic conditions. The peak seasonal traffic 

\'olumes dc\-clopcd for the reYiewed intersections can be found in Figure .\2 in the 

appendix. Peak seasonal motor \T hiele YOiumes are rughes t along OR 99E. generally 

ranging bet\vcen 1,000 and 2,000 \'ehicles in each directio n during rhc cYcning peak hour. 

li Yening peak hour traffic ,-olumcs arc also h igh along O R 213, l\1olalla ,"\ venue, 

\\.ashington Street and BeaYercreek Road, generally ranging bct\vccn 500 and I ,000 \-chicles 

in each direction . 
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Where do people come from? 

T bl 2 Wh 0 . C' w k Li -
Percent of 

Oregon City 

l\ luch of the traffic in Oregon City is 

often related to employment tnn·el. • \ s 

shown in Table 2, half of the workers in 

O regon City li'·e in another City. The 
commute mode for employees that 

travel in to the City is often dependent 
on the regional transportation system. If 
there is walking, biking, transit or other 

facility deficits outside the City, then a 
comm uter may be discouraged from 
utilizing those travel modes. 

Oregon City workers who: \X1orkers 

Live in Oregon City 50% 

Live outs ide Oreg on City 50% 

J..j,., 111 Po11/and :!0°o 

u,., i11 Jl' iosl J.Jn11 -oo 

I ~l'f in ,\/ifu,mtkir .f.O o 

/..jpp in G'rl'.rbmll .f. ~o 

Lilli' itl Otbrr Ci()· in Orl'gon /5°o 

Distance from 
Oregon City 

-

-
I:!+ 111ilu 

I + 111ilu 

-+ 111ilrs 

, -+ lllilr.r 

:!+ 111ilrs Oregon C ity Employee 
Commute Mode 

tore than three 
quarters (7 5 

percent) o f the 

comm uters in 

northeast, south
central, southeast 

and southwest 

O regon City and 
70 percent in 

central O regon 

City commute to 
work ,-ia single 

occupant motor 
,-chicle (see 

Table 3). The 

greatest percent 
o f residents 
walking to their 

place o f 

employment 

occurs in the 

Source: Census Transportation Planmng Package (CTPP). :!006-
:wos . \mencan Communiry Survey 

southeast part of 

O regon City (6 

percent of 

residents) while 

T bl 3 W kC M d b fO . -
Northeast Central South- Central Southeast Southwest 

Transportation Oregon Oregon Oregon City Oregon Oregon 
Mode City (1) City (2) (3) City (4) City (5) 

~Ioror \ ' chicle- 78°o 7 1° 0 78°o -so·· 86°o 
Single < kcupanr 

~ loror \'chicle- 6° 0 1:!0 
0 11 ° 0 11° 0 8° o 

Carpool 

\X'alked 3% 3% 2% 6% 0% 

Biked 0°o 5° 0 2°o 0° 0 0° 0 

Public 2° 0 4°o 3° 0 4°o 2° 0 

T ransportatton 

l\lororcycle/ < )rher , . 0 1° 0 ()0 0 1° 0 o•. 
\ '\

1orked at I lome 10% 3° 0 4°o 4°/o 4°o 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2005-2009 . \mencan Commumry Survey 
I. Jncludes rhc Park Place and parr of rhc Caufield (norrh of Beavercreek Road) neighborhoods 
2. Includes Downrown and the l\lcLoughlin neighborhood 
3. Includes rhe Canemah, Barclay Hills, Rivercresr and parr of rhe Sourh End (norrheasr of the 
South End Road/ \'\ 'arner Parrott Road u1tersection) neighborhoods 
4. Includes rhe Towervisra, I Jillendale, Gaffney Lane and part of rhc Caufield (south of 
Beavercreek Road) neighborhoods 
5. Includes the llazel Grove/ \X'esrling Farm and parr of rhc South End (wesr of South End 
Road) neighborhoods 

the highest bicycle commuting to work occurs in central O regon City (5 percent). T he highest usage 

o f public transportation to work occurs in the central and southeas t parr of the City U percen t). 
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What factors determine how people travel? 

Traveler~ o ften weigh a Yaricry o f facmrs when deciding how ro commute to thei r destination. 

\\"hether the trip " ·ill be ,-ia motor ' -chicle, walking. bicycle, or public trampo rration, the cho ice is 

o ften a balance be tween case and conYenience o f trm·cl, tra,·el cost, and tra,·cl rime. 

Where are you going? \\l1e thcr you arc going to wo rk, schooL shopping, or to a park, your trip 

type (o r your dc~ tina tion point) o ften determines your mode of transpo rta tion. If you are destined 

fo r a park o r schoo l you gene rally ha,·c a higher Likelihood to walk o r bicycle, a~ o pposed to \\·ork or 

shopping in \\·hich travel Yia mo tor \T hiele is generally mo re com·cnicnt. In addition. the distance o f 

that des tinatio n would play a role in mode choice. Trips that arc shorte r generally present a greater 

opportuni ty to \\'alk o r bicycle, as opposed ro lo nger distance trips that often require trans it o r 

motor ,-chicl e to reach the destina tio n. 

Will yo u h ave to cross a busy road o r walk a long a road without sidewalks? The a\·ailabiliry o f 

sidc\\·alks, curb ramps to prm·ide wheelchair acccs~ . crosswalks. and bicycle lanes increase the 

comfort and access of \\·a I king and biking . . \ lack of these facili ties. particula rly o n higher 

n>lumc/ speed road\\·ays. discourages people from utilizing non-motor ,-chicle modes o f 

transpo n ano n. 

Where you work and h ow lo ng it 

takes you to get there. O regon City 

residents who work outside o f the Cit\' 

arc likch· to commute ,-ia motor ,-chicle 

due to tra,·cl distance and commute 

time . . \ s seen in Table -+, about 58 

percent o f Oregon City residents 

commute outsicJe the CitY to work. 

Q,·e r -+0 percent of these commuter~ 

traYd to em ployment locations a t least 

10 miles outsicJc of the City. 

Age and incom e. D emographic 

characteristics such as age and income 

T hi 4 Wh 0 . C R 'd w k -
Percent of 

Oregon City residents Oregon City Distance from 
who: Workers Oregon City 

Work in Oregon City 42% -

Work outs ide Oregon City 58% -

W"ork 111 f>011/and J) Oo I.:'+ 111iif.o 

ll"od in . I lilwrutkif -1" (I -+ 111ikr 

Work i11 "f (~rml -1" (I I 3 + 111ilt.• 

Work "' Sale111 J"o Jj+ 111iles 

Wi)li; 111 Other Ci(J in On;~r111 I .:'0 o 6+ 111ile.r 

- -Source: Census l ransporrauon Plannmg Package (C TPP). :!006-
21108 . \ mcrican CommunitY SurYcY 

play a key role in dete rmining mode o f transportatio n. O regon City residen ts \\'i th lower incomes. as 

well as the younges t and oldest residents often account fo r more trips ,-ia walking, biking, and public 

transportation .. \ s seen in Table 5, about a g uarter (25 percent) of Oregon City residents liYing in 

the neighborhoods south o f D ownto\\'n (e.g. Barclay II ills, RiYercrest, South I ~nd, TowctTista, 

Hillendalc, Caffney Lane, Caufield, ll azel Cron ancJ Cancmah) are school-aged children, while 

abo ut 10 percent of O regon City residents througho ut the City a rc abO\·e the retirement age. The 

ce ntral part o f Oregon City (D owntown and i\ lcl .oughlin neighborhood) accounts for the lowest 

median household incomes (around . -+3.0(l(J) , which is approximately . 10,000 to 530.000 less than 

the o ther parts of the City. 
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T bl 5 K D . I h ' . 0 . - -
Northeast Central 

Oregon Oregon South- Central Southeast Southwest 
City City Oregon City Oregon City Oregon City 

Age (by percent of residents) 

Jrbool rzged (Under 18) 21° 0 17° 0 24°1o 26° 0 24°o 

Middle r lged ( 18 to 66) 68°'o 7 1° 0 68% 64° 0 63°o 

Relil'l'd r lged (6 -+) II 0 o l2°,o 9° 0 (()0 0 13° 0 

Median H ousehold Income 68, 11 0 42,988 52,041 58,362 70,000 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2005-2009 ,.\mencan Commumry Survey 

Is it cold o r raining? Weather could potentially play a role in determining how trips are made. 

Oregon City experiences cool, rainy winters, with mild and generally dry summers . • \ccording to the 

national weather sen -ice, average temperamres in the winter months ovember to March) are 

around 45 degrees Fahrenheit, \\'lth measurable rainfall occurring about 17 days each winter month. 
The spring and fall months (. \pril , I\lay, and October) arc slightly warmer and dryer, with average 
temperatures around 55 degrees Fahrenheit, and about 1-l days of measurable rainfall. The summer 

months (June to September) arc typically very pleasant, with average temperatures around 65 degrees 

Fahrenheit, and less than 10 days of measurable rainfall each month.1 The rainy weather could 

discourage walking and biking trips, fo rcing users to potentially make a trip via motor vehicle or 

other means, when they would o therwise walk or bike. 

Are you able to walk or bike on a s teep hill? 

Topography, one of the things that makes 

Oregon City a unique place with the sloping and 
hilly terrain, is generally a deterrent to walking and 

bicycling. The terrain makes these trips more 

difficult and potentially creates barriers for those 

with disabilities. 

1 Climate Summary for Portland area, Narjonal \'\'ea1her Service 

December 2011 

Steep hill without pedestri an or bicycle 
facilities 
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What transportation infrastructure is available? 

O regon City has an abundance o f existing transportation infrastructure that res idents use o n a daily 

basis. The infrastructure includes sidewalks, bike lanes, multi-use trails, roadways and transit. 

Walking 

\X"alking plays a key role in Oregon City's transpo rtation net\:vo rk. Planning fo r pedestrians nor o nly 

helps the Ciry prO\·idc a complete, multi-modal transportation system, it addresses a social equity 

i~sue, ensuring that the young, the elderly, and those nor fin ancially able to afford mo torized 

transpo rt have access to goods, se1Yices, employment, and educa cion .. \ pproximatcly four percent of 

commuters in the Ciry walk to work, wi th another four percent util izing public transpo rtation (which 

generally include a walking trip a t the beginning o r end) to get to work. 1 n addi tion to the \Vork 

commu te trips, walking trips arc made to and from recreational or sho pping areas, schools, or o ther 

activity generato rs. In general, it is desirable to prm ·ide continuous sidewalk connections benveen 

all ac ti,·ity generators and arterial/ collector roadways to allow fo r safe and attractive no n-motorized 

travel o ptions. Orego n City's walking nct\vork, shown in f"igurc 2, is composed o f sidewalks, stairs, 
and multi-use paths. 

Sidewalks arc located alo ng roadways, arc separated from the roadway \vi th a curb and/ or plan ting 

strip, and ha\T a hard, smooth surface, such as concre te. The O regon D epartmen t o f Tra nsportatio n 

(OD01) standard for sidewalk wid th is six fee t_ with a minimum width of fi, ·e feet acceptable on 

local streets. Oregon Ci ty requires sidewalks to be at leas t five feet wide. 1\Ios t of the roadways in 

downtown O regon City ha\-e sidewalks o n bo th sides, while continuous sidewalks along 7'" Street 

and .1\folalla :\,·enue link dmvntown Oregon C ity \\·ith Clackama~ Community College. Beyond these 

areas, continuo us sidewalks are generally limited throughout 

the C ity. 

Stairway /Elevator: The Oregon City l\funicipal Eleva to r, 

located at the 7'" Street/ Railroad _.-\,·enue intersectio n and the 

Grand Staircase prm·idc altc rnati,·e connectio ns for 

pedestrians to the top of the bluff abm·c downtown. 

Multi-use paths arc used b~· a ,·a1icty o f no n-mo to rized 

users, including pedestrians, bicyclis ts, skateboarders, and 

runners. 1\1ulti-usc paths are typically paYcd (asphalt or 

concrete) but may also consist of an unpaved ~mooth surface 

as long as it mee rs Americans with Disabilities :\ ct (:\D.\ ) 

standards. l\ fulti -use paths a re usually wider than an a\·erage 
sidewalk (i.e. 10- 1-t feet). 

View of the Municipal 
Elevator from Main Street 

• T he 1-20.5 multi-use path crosses the Clackamas Rj,·er from Glads tone to the north of 

Oregon Ciry Yia the R2"J DriYc/ Park Place Bridge. r I ere the pa lh tra\·els into O regon City 

to Clackamctte Park where it jo ins the \\ "illamette River Trail. lo rth of the Clackamas 

RiTer, the 1-20.5 multi-usc path generally runs fo r 16.5 miles paralleling I-205, connecting 
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downtown O regon City to Marine Dri,·e near the Portland 1 nternational Airport. The path 

also interests with other regional trails such as the Springwater Corridor Trail and the 
Trolley Trail. 

• The McLouglilin Promenade runs for approximately a half-mile along the bluff above 

downtown Oregon City. T he path provides a connection from the McLoughlin Jiouse on 
Center Street to Tumwater Drive ncar OR 99E. A pedestrian bridge over OR 99E 

(l\IcLouglilin Boulevard) links the west side of O R 99E with the south end of the 
.l\fcLouglilin Promenade. 

• The \\'illamette River Trail , located 
between OR 99E and the \\'illamette 
]liver, connects Clackamette Park to 

downtown Oregon City ,-ia J on Storm 

Park and the newly enhanced pedestrian 

accessible \\fillamette Terrace loca ted ncar 
12'h Street. 

• Several short multi-use paths connect 
adjacent roadways to City parks, such as 

the path connecting Hillendale City Park 

near Clairmont \Y'ay to Red Soils Court, 

I 
Willamette Terrace 

just to the south of Beavercreek Road. These are generally used for recreational purposes. 

• r\ number of natural surface trails, such as the \V'aterboard Park walking path, are also 

located in Oregon City. T hese trails are mostly used by pedestrians, primarily for 
recreational purposes. 
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FIGURE 2 

Existing Pedestrian 
Facilities 

Legend 

Sidewalk Facilities 

L 

[ 
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Pedestrian facfflnes were not Inventoried 
on all local streets. 



Bicycling 

Oregon City's bicycling network, shown in Figure 3, is composed of bikclanes, shared roadways and 
multi-use paths. 

Sha red Roadway: hared roadways include roadways on which bicyclists and motorists share the 

same travel lane. The most suitable roadways for shared bicycle use are those with low speeds (25 

mph or less) and low traffic volumes (3,000 vehicles per day o r fewer). ~ igned shared roadways arc 

shared roadways that are designated and signed as bicycle routes and serve to prov1de continuity to 
other bicycle facilities (e.g. bicycle lanes) or designate a preferred route through the community. 
Common practice is to sign the route with standard Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 

(MUTCD) green bicycle route signs with directional arrows. Shared roadways can also have signing 

that highlights a special route or provides 

directional information in bicycling minutes o r 
distance (e.g., "Library, 3 minutes, 1/z mile") . 

• There arc a few signed bike routes in rhc 
City, such as the OR 99E/ \'\'ashington 

Street and l\folaila ;h cnuc bike routes. 

• Sharrows are used on Main Street in 

downtown Oregon City 

• fany local streets in O regon City are low 
speed/ low ,-olume roadways that could be 

classified as shared roadways. Although Signed bike ro ute in Oregon City 
there are no signs or pavement markings 

to indicate that a particular local street is a 

shared roadway or part of a bicycle route, these low traffic roadways often connect 

residential neighborhoods to commercial areas-allowing bicyclists to brpass heaYily 

trafficked thoroughfares in favor o f quieter 
streets. 

Multi-use p a ths such as those around Clackamas 

Community College and I-205 multi-usc path 

provide off-street tra,·el for bicyclists. 

Sho ulder Bikeway: These arc paved roadways 

that have striped shoulders w·ide enough for bicycle 

travel. ODOT recommends a six-foot paved 

sho ulder to adequately pro,·ide for bicyclists, and a 

fo ur-foot minimum "~dth in constrained areas. 

Roadways with shoulders less than fo ur feet arc 

considered shared roadways. ~ ometimcs shoulder 

bikeways arc signed to alert motorists to expect 
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bicycle rran::l along the roadway. 

• OR ~1 3 ha~ a wide roadway shoulder 

a\·ailable to bicyclists from \\'ashington 

Street to BcaYercrcck Road. It docs ha,·c 

bicycle markings in a few locations, good 

pa,·cmcnr quality and su fficicnr width to 

accommodate bicrcle trm·cl. 

Bicycle Lan es: Bike lanes arc portions of the 

road\\'ay designated specifi cally for bicycle tra,·cl 

\'ia a striped lane and paYCment stcncik ODOT 

standard width for a bicycle lane is six fecr. The 

minimum \\'td th o f a bicycle lane against a curb or 

adjacent to a parking lane is fi,T feet . . \ bicycle lane 

Wide s hou lders alon g OR 213 

may be as narrow as four feet, but o nly in \Try constrained situations. Bike lanes arc most 

appropriate on arterials and collectors, \\'here high traffi c ,·olumes and speeds ,,·arrant grea ter 

separation o f the tra,·el modes. Existing bicycle facilities in Oregon Cit~· can be seen in Figure 3. 

• Bike lanes are generally aYailable along many arterial and collector road,,·ays in the Cit\' 

including l\fo lalla .henue, Bea,·ercrcck Road, Li nn ,\,·enue, South l·:nd Road, \\ 'a rner f\Wnc 

Road, \\ 'a rner Parrott Road and \\ 'ashington Street. l n additio n. a bike connection to the 

regional I-205 multi-usc trail is prO\·itled ,-ia OR 213 and \\ 'ashington Street. 

Bicycle Parking : End-of-trip bicycle facilities are 

a fundamental component o f a bicycle network. In 

addition, a lack of sa fe and secure parking facilities 

can be an obstacle to promoting bicycle riding. 

Bicycle parking can be broadly defined as either 

sho rt-term or lo ng-term parking. 

Short-term parking meant to accommodate 

,-isitors, customers, messengers and others 

expected to depart \\ithin two hours; relluircs 

appro\'ed standard rack, appropriate locatio n and 

placement, and weather protection. 

Long-term parking meant to accommodate 

Sh ort-term bike parking n ear J on 
Storm P ark 

employees, students, residents, commuters, and others expected to park more than two hours. This 

parking is to be provided in a secure, weather-protected manner and locatio n. 

• Long-term bike parking is a\'aiJable at O regon City I I all and the Oregon City Transit Center 

Yia bike lockers. 
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Transit 

Transit ~en·ice is pro,·ided in Oregon City by TriMer ,-ia scYen fixed bus routes connecting Oregon 
City to the rest of the Portland l\Ierropolitan area, and an .>\mericans with Disabilities .>\cr (">\Dr\ ) 

para transit scn·icc. The fixed transit roures in Oregon City can be seen in hgure --1-. l n addition, 

seasonal transit sen ·ice is prm·ided to residents and tourists \"ia the Oregon City TroLley, and regional 
sen·ice is prO\·ided , ·ia the Canb~· .'\rca Transit system, South Clackamas Transportation District and 
.>\mtrak. 

Transit Access and Amenities: The Oregon City 

Tramit Center, located on ]\fain Street between 
J\foss Street and 11 '" Street, offers a tram fer point 
between the se,·en Tril\Iet fixed bus routes, the 

Oregon City Trolley and the regional bus sen·icc to 
Canby. The transit center offers a shelter, bench 

and rentable bike lockers for riders. 

Bm stops in Oregon City arc located along !\fain 
..: I~ ·: 1.. I \ """ ..: I I. I S - •h Jtreet, '"auroac H \·enue, - c1lreel, tg 1 . trect, :) 

Street, Linn .·\venue, 7'" Street, !\!olalla _\,·cnue, 

Di,·ision Street, 9'" Street, 16'" Street, Jackson 
Street, ,\bernethy Road, llolcomb Boule,·ard, 

Oregon City Tran sit Center in 
D owntown 

Lo ngvie"· \'\'ay, \'Carner 'l\lilnc Road and Bea,·ercreek Road. Only some of the bus stop s offer 
benches and shelter and some lack sidewalk connections to the surrounding neighborhoods and 

businesses. \\ 'hilc transi t users in the Park Place, l\fcLoughlin, Barclay Hills, Hillendale, Gaffney 

l .ane and RiYcrcrcsr neighborhoods are generaLly in close proximity to a bus stop, those in the 
Caufield, Cancmah, South End, To\\·er Visra and Hazel GrO\·e/\\ 'estling Farm neighborhoods could 

potentially be over two miles from a bus stop (greater than the typical trip length for the aYcragc 
wa lking or biking trip). 

Park and ride facilities are prm·idcd for transit users ar two locations in Oregon City, near the Linn 
;\,·cnuc/\\'illiams 1\ vcnuc intersection (just north of \\ 'arner l\lilne Road) and at Clackamas 

Community College. 

"\ll Tri'l\1et buses are equipped with either a boarding ramp or a lift to allow wheelchair access, and 
include bicycle rach. Riders arc only permitted to load their bicycle inside the bus if they can 

coLlapse ro the size of a standard piece of luggage. 

TriMet's LIFT paratransit service provides public tran sp o rta tion to persons with disabiliti es 

who arc unable to usc regular fixed route buses. Curb to curb paratransi t scn·icc, in wheelchair lifL 
equipped mini-buses, is available generally between --1-:30 a.m. and 2:30a.m. seven days a week. 

F requ ent bus service to Downtown Portla nd is prm"ided by Route 33 (l\1cl ,oughlin) and Roll[e 

99 (McLoughlin Express), \\·hich run from the transit mall in D owntown Portland to the Oregon 

City Transit Cen ter or Clackamas Community College. Route 33 runs with 15 minute headways 
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during the a.m., midday, and p.m. peak periods, and offers sen·ice between 4:30 a.m. and 1:45 a.m. 
Monday through Friday. On weekends, Route 33 o ffers service between 6:00a.m. and 1:30 a.m. The 

busiest stops along this route include the Oregon City Transit Center and Clackamas Community 

College, with nearly 700 and 500 daily boardings and de-boardings respecri,·cly. 

Route 99 departs Oregon City every 15 minutes between 5:30 a.m. and 8:00 a.m. destined for 
D owntown Portland and arrives in Oregon City from Downtown Portland e,·ery IS minutes 

between 3:30p.m. and 6:30p.m. l\fonday through f-riday. Some of the busiest stops include the 

O regon City Transit Center (131 daily ons/ offs), Clackamas Community College (94 daily ons/ offs) 

and Molalla/ Clairmont (58 daily ons/ offs) . 

Bus Service to Clacka m as Community Co llege is proYided by Route 32 (Oatfield), which runs 
from the transit mall in Downtown Portland or the l\filwaukie City Center to Clackamas Community 

College. Key destinations along this route include the \'\1illamette Falls Hospital, Oregon City Tra nsit 

Center and the Cities of Portland, G ladstone and Milwaukie. Tril\fet Route 32 offers bus service 

between 5:30a.m. and 7:00p.m. Monday through Friday, generally with 15 to 30 minute headways. 
Bus sen·ice is also prO\·ided on Saturday between the Oregon City Transit Center and Clackamas 
Community College only, between 10:00 a.m. and 5:30p.m. with one hour headways. Some of the 

busiest stops include the Oregon City Transit Center (249 daily ons/offs), Clackamas Community 

College (174 daily ons/ offs) and l\1olalla/ .l\1ountain View (-+8 daily ons/ offs). 

Bus Service to Milwaukie is prO\·ided by Route 34 (River Road), connecting the Park Place 

neighborhood (along Holcomb ,\ ' 'enue) to l\Wwaukie. TriMer Route 34 offers bus sen ·ice between 
5:30a.m. and 6:45 p.m. l\ Ionday through Friday. generally with one to three hour headways. The 

busiest stop along this route includes the Oregon City Transit Center with 84 daily boardings and 

de-boardings. 

Bus Service to Lake O swego and the University of Portland is provided by Route 35 

(Macadam/ G reeley). Route 35 offers bus service between 4:45a.m. and 1:30 a.m. Monday through 

Friday, generally with 10 to 30 minute headways. On weekends, Rome 35 generally o ffers sen ·ice 

between 6:00a.m. and 1:15 p.m., approximately every 30 to 60 minutes. 

Bus Service to the Clack am as Town Center is prO\·ided by Rome 79 (Clackamas/ O regon City). 

Route 79 offers bus sen ·ice between 6:00a.m. and 10:30 p.m. Monday through Friday, generally 

with 30 to 40 minute headways . On weekends, Route 79 offers senrice between 8:00a.m. and 10:30 

p.m. , approximately every 30 to 60 minutes. The Oregon City Transit Center has nearly 700 daily 
hoardings and de-boardings for this route. 

Bus Service to West Linn is provided by Route 154 (\\ 'illamcttc). Route 154 prO\·ides weekday 

service between \X'est Linn's Willamette neighborhood and O regon City approximately every hour 
between 6:30a.m. and 7:30p.m. 
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T he Oreg on City Trolley prm·ides free sen·icc 

scYen days a week during the summer months fo r 
residents and tourists. Key destinations along the 
route include the l\lcLoughlin I louse, End of the 

Oregon Trail Cenrcr,J on Stonn Park, Clacbmct tc 

Park, I ·: rmatinger I louse, D owmown and the 
\\ 'illametre 1:a1ls m·erlook. 

Bus Servi ce to Canby is prm·idcd by Canby . \rca 
Transit (C. \T) . C. \T prm·idcs wcekda~· sen·ice 

connec ung the O regon City T ransit Center to 
Canby, . \uro ra, l lubbard and \\ 'oodburn. 

Bus Service to M ola lla is pro,·ided ,·ia the South 

Oregon City Trolley 

Clackamas Transportation District (SCl D ). SCDT prm·idcs ,,·eekday sen·ice co nnecting Clackamas 
Community Co11ege ,,·ith Carus. ~lulino, I .ibcral and [\fo lalla. 

Am tra k provides passenger rail service connecting Oregon City to Seattle and I ~ ugcne. The 

.\mt rak station in Oregon City is located on Washington Street, just north of "\bernuhy Road. 
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Driving 

Despite the hilly terrain. the roadways in the D owntown area o f Oregon City arc generally \\·ell 

connected and follm\· a g ridded pattern .. -\t the 1op o f the hill. many of the roadways arc generally 

\\indicr. no t continuous. and ha\'e larger blocks despite the rclatiYcly flat terrain. T n addition. the 

steep slopes between the D owntown and the other parts o f the City allow only limited connections 

up the hill . I :or these reasom, i1· becomes necessary to manage the exis ting roadways by determining 

how the tra ftic from nrious parts o f Oregon City can be channelized within the nct\\·ork in a logical 

and efficient manner. 

How d o we m an age the roadway ne twork in Oregon City? T o manage the roadway network. 

the City classified the road\\'ays based on a hierarchy according to the intended purpose of each road 

(as shown in Figure 5). h·om highest w lowest in tended us::~.ge. the classifications are free\\·a~'. 

exprcsswa~· . ma jor arterial, minor arterial , collector, and local streets. Roadwa~·s with a higher 

intended usage generally prm·ide more efficient traffi c mm·ement (o r mobili ty) through the City, 

\\·hilc roadways \\ith lo\\·er intended usage prO\·idc grea ter access for shorter trips to local 

destinatiom such as businesses o r residences. 

Freew ays and E xpressw ays arc limited access stare road\\·ays. These road\\'ays sen ·e the highest 

,·olume of motor 'T hiele traffic and arc primarily utilized fo r longer distance regional trips. Bo th 

OR 2 13 and 1-205 ha,·e pos ted speed lin'lits of 55 miles per hour. 

Major Arte ri al Roadways arc intended to mO\·e 

traffic through Oregon City. These roadways 

generally experience higher traffic ,·olumes and 

often connect to locations outside o f the Ciry (such 

as Bea,·crcrcck Road) or act as a corridor 

connecting many parts of the City (~ uch as l\folalla 

.\Yenuc). Posted speed limits on these roadways arc 

gencraUy between 30 to -+5 miles per hour. ,,·ith the 

higher speeds pos ted in less urbanized areas and 

lower speeds in areas \\·ith more congestion such as 

down town. 
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M ino r Arte ria l Roadways arc intended to serve 

local traffic tra,·eling to and from major arterial 

roadways. These roadways prm·ide greater 
accessibility to neighborhoods. o ften connecting to 
major acti,·it:y generators and proYide efficient 

through mo,·ement for local traffic. Posted speeds 

on minor arterial roadways typically range between 

25 and -15 miles per hour. 

Collector Road ways often connect the 

neighborhoods to the minor arterial roadways. 
These roadways serve as major neighborhood 

routes and generally pro,·ide more direct property 

access or driveways than arterial roadways. Posted 

Linn Avenue is an example of a mino r 
arteri al roadway. 

speeds on collector roadways generally range between 25 and 35 miles per hour. 

Local Roadways provide more direct access to residences in Oregon City. These roadways arc 
often lined with residences and are designed to serve lower ,-olumes of traffic with a statutory speed 

limit of 25 miles per hour. 

ODOT also classifies roadw ays in Oregon City under their jurisdiction. Roadways under 

ODOT jurisdiction (see Figure .\ 3 in the appendix) include the roadways that the City classified as 

Freeway (1-205), T able 6: ODOT Roadway Characteristics 
Expressway (OR 213) and 
se,·eral major arterials (i.e. 

O R 99E, and OR 213). 
T he major characteristics 

of ODOT roadways in 

Oregon City are 

summarized in Table 6. 
Most: of the ODOT 

roadways in the City are 

classified by ODOT as 
District l lighways. The 

exception is 1-205, which 
is classified as an 

Interstate f lighway and 

OR 99E south o fi-205 
which is classified as a 

Regional llighway. 

ODOT Special 
Roadway (limits) Classification* Designations* 

1-205 (\X'illamette River I nrerstate Freight Route; 
to Clackamas River ) Highway Truck Route 

OR 213 (1 -205 to District Expressway: 
:\I olalla .'\venue) l lighway Bypass 

OR 213 ~!olalla 
District 

,\venue to south City 
llighway 

N/.'\ 
limits) 

OR 99E (Clackamas District 
Truck Route 

River to 1-205) I Iighway 

Truck Route; 
OR 99E (1-205 to Regional Special 
south City limits) I Iighway T ransporration 

, \rca (ST,-\)' · 

OR 43 (Oregon City-
District 

\'\ 'est Linn Bridge to 
II ighway 

ST.'\ 
O R 99E) 

Source: · ( )regon I hghway Plan (OIIP), .'\ppendLx D 

Cross 
section 

4to6 
lanes 

4to 5 
lanes 

3to5 
lanes 

4 to 7 
lanes 

3ro5 
lanes 

2 lanes 

'·ST.\ designation on OR 99E from 14'11 Street to Railroad ,'\venue 
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Bridges 

• Oregon City-West Linn Arch Bridge 
crosses the \'\'illamette Ri\Tr to the 

northwest of Oregon City, connecting to 
\\'est Linn. The bridge, constructed in 

1922, is just under two tenths of a mile 

long and is iconic for the region. The 

bridge is open to motor vehicle, pedestrian 
and bicycle traffic only. Bicyclists must 
share the roadway with motor vehicles. Tn 

2010, ODOT estimated 12,700 vehicles 

crossed the bridge each day. 

• Abernethy Bridge opened in 1970 and 
carries I-205 traffic across the \X!illamette 

View of the Arch Bridge from 
D owntown 

River between Oregon City and \\'est Linn. The bridge is open to motor vehicle and freigh t 

traffic only. J n 2010, ODOT estimated 98,100 vehicles crossed the bridge each day. 

• Clackamas River Bridge opened in 1962 and carries I-205 traffic across the Clackamas 
River between Oregon City and Gladstone. The bridge is open to motor vehicle and freight 

traffic only. Jn 2010, ODOT estimated 129,100 vehicles crossed the bridge each day. 

• John McLoughlin Bridge carries O R 99E traffic across the Clackamas River to the north 
o f O regon City, connecting to Gladstone. The bridge is open to motor vehicle, freight, 

pedestrian and bicycle traffic. Bicyclists must share the roadway with motor vehicles. In 

2010, OD OT estimated 32,000 vehicles 

crossed the bridge each day. 

• 82"d Drive/Park Place Bridge crosses the 
Clackamas River to the north of Oregon 

City, connecting to G ladstone. The bridge, 
constructed in 1921 , is open to pedestrians 

and bicyclists only and is part of the T-205 
multi-use path. 

Bridges arc also located on OR 213, 1\nchor \X'ay, 
I Jolcomb Boulenrd, and \'\'ashington Street. In 

addition, an active railroad bridge crosses the 

Clackamas River, just to the east o f the T-205 

Clackamas River Bridge. A second railroad bridge 

crossing over the Clackamas River is located about 

View across the 82"d Drive/Park Place 
Bridge 

midway between the J ohn IvlcLoughlin Bridge and the 82'"1 Drive/Park Place Bridge. T he railroad 

tracks leading to this bridge have bee n removed on both sides and it currently sits unused, 

abandoned since 1968. 
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Freight 

I ~ffi cicn t truck mm·emenr plays a ,-ira! role in the economical mo,·emcnt of raw materials and 

finished products. The designation of through truck routes pro,·ides for this eft'icient mo,-em ent, 

while at the same time maintaining neighborhood h ability, public safety, and minimizing 
m aintenance costs of the road\\'ay system. ODOT has identified I-205 as a freight route through 

Oregon City . \\ 'bile OR 99E is not classified by ODOT as a freight route, it is designated as a truck 
route by the federal government. 

l\1uch of the freight acti,·iry in Oregon City is related to th e 1\len·o designated employment land. 

Designated employment land is located near the southeast corner o f the City along O R 213, 
Beavercreek Road and l\folalla ,\venue. h :eight activity is also generated within the 1\fctro designated 
Oregon City Regio nal Center. To allow for efficient mm·ement between these designated areas and 

regional freight routes, l\ lctro has classified se,·eral roadways in the City as freight connectors. The 

connector roadways link T-5 w-ith the employment areas and include O R 2 13, Bea,·ercreek Road and 

O R 99 1·: . Freight accounts fo r approximately t\\ '0 percent of the traffic on O R 213 , a li ttle ewer one 
percent o n 1\lolalla .\venue and about one perccnr on l\ fa ple I .anc Road. 

Rail 

Rail road tracks arc anilable in Oregon City, jus t \\'est o f Clackamas River Dri,·c and \\'ashington 

Street at the no rth end of the Ciry and just ,,·est of OR 99 1 ~ along the \\"illamette Ri\'er towards the 

south end of the City. The tracks are O\\·ned b~· Cnion Pacific Railroad and arc currcnrly utilized by 
freight and .\mtrak passenger trai ns. ODOT estimates that about six passenger trains and between 
20 and 2S freigh t trains pass through Oregon City each day.4 

Gated at-grade railroad crossings are loca ted at Forsythe Road and 10'11 Street, willie grade separated 
crossings arc located ar OR 213, 15'11 Street, 1 ~' 11 Street, 13'11 Street, 12'11 Street and OR 99E. 

Air 

Portland International ;\irpon (PDX), owned and operated by the Port o f Portland , prO\·idcs 
regional and international air sen ·ice for passengers and freight. The airport is located approximately 
18 miles (or about 25 minutes) to the north of Oregon Ci~' and is connected ,·ia J-205. Tn addition, 

the ;\urora State ;\irport and 1\fulino ,\irport arc located less than IS miles (or 20 minutes) from 
Oregon City and pro,·ide local commercial sen ·icc and pri,·are ai rcraft me. 

Pipeline 

A natural gas pipeline serving Oregon City generally crosses the sou theast part of the City ncar 
I Icnrici Road. J tis operated b~· Northwest Natural Gas. Se\'Cral feeder lines from the main pipeline 

also sen ·e Oregon Ciry. There are no other major regional water or oil pipelines within the Ci~· 

limits. 

4 
( )!)( )T lnrerciry Passenger Rail Smdy, ( )D< )TRail DiYision,June :2009 Drafr. 
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Water 

Oregon City is bordered by the \\ 'illamett:e River on the west side and Clackamas River on the north 
side o f the City. These waterways generally only setYe recreational needs. The \\'illamett:e Falls 

Locks, located just south of D owntown Oregon City on the west side of the \\'illamette River, 

provides a canal passage for boaters wishing to travel around \\'illamett:e Falls. 

Transportation System Management and Operations 

Tramportation ystem Management and Operations (TSJ\10) is a set of integrated transportation 
solutions intended to improve the performance o f existing transportation infrastructure through a 
combination of transportation system management ( f Sl\1) and transportation demand management 

( rDl\1) strategies and programs. 

T ranspo rtation System Management (TSM): Oregon City has several regional roadway facilities 

that setYe the C ity and neighboring communities (l-205, OR 213 and O R 99E). These roadways, 
along \Vith parallel arterials including \\'ashington Street, 7'h Street-Molalla Avenue and Beavercreek 
Road benefit from T l\1 infrastructure. Current TSJ\1 infrastructure includes: 

• Communications infrastrucn1re is available along T-205 and portions o f OR 99E, O R 213, 

Molalla 1\ venue, \\'ashington Street and Beavercreek Road. 

• Coordinated time of day traffic signal control plans at various intersections along OR 99E, 

O R 213, Molalla Avenue, \\'ashington Street and Beavercreek Road. 

• Ramp meters o n the OR 99E and O R 213 eastbound and westbound on ramps to 1-205 

• Ca meras at the J-205 interchanges with OR 99E and OR 213 for monitoring travel 

conditions. 

• Road and weather sensor along OR 99E in the Canemah neighborhood. 

• Video detection at the \\'ashington Street/. \bernethy Road intersection. 

The Pordand Regional TSl\fO Plan calls fo r t\rterial Corridor Management (~\ Cl\1) along O R 213, 

Beavercreek Road (south o f O R 213), O R 213 (to I lenrici Road), Washington Street and 7'" Street in 

Oregon City. The project would improve operations by expanding traveler information and 

upgrading traffic signal equipment and ti.tnings. 

The Regional TSJ\10 Plan also calls for r\Cl\1 with adaptiYe signal ti.tning along Molalla 1\venue 

between 7'" Street and O R 213 and Beavercreek Road between l\ folalla Avenue and OR 213. This 

project includes the ACM project with signal systems that automatically adapt to current arterial 

roadway conditions 

Transportation D em and Management: Oregon City implements a variety ofTDi\f measures. 

They include: 

• Parking l\ fanagement 

• Roadway Connectivity 
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• I me~ting in pedestrian/bicycle faci li ties 

Metro's regional travel demand model was used w e,·aluatc progress to\\'an.ls meeting transportation 

demand management (TDl\1) goa ls, specificaUy reducing reliance on the single occupanc~- Yehiclc 

(SO\') . f\krro sets non-SO\' rargcrs for areas throughout rhe region based on 20-1-0 design type. In 

Oregon C: iry, the Oregon Ciry Regional Center, the 7'" Streer-1\lolalla .\,·cnue Corridor am.! the OR 

99 E Corridor arc rec.1uircd to meet the non-driYc alone modal target of -+5 to 55 percent. The 

emplo~·ment land and the m·ighborhood land usc~ in the Ciry are rec.1uired ro meet the non-drin· 

alo ne modal target of .f() to -+5 percent. . \ s shown in I ;igurc . \.f in the appendix, the Oregon City 

Regional Center, as weU as much of the northeast. southeast and smnhwest portions of the City 

ha,·e experienced an increase in non-SO\' trips since 2005. These locations are expected to continue 

to increase trip share Yia walking, biking, carpooling o r public transportation . . \ fe\\· of the more 

cstabli ~hed neighborhoods mnside of Downtm\·n \\'i ll see a slight decline in non-SO\' trips through 

2035. 

Environmental Justice 

As stated by the Etwironmental P rotection Agency, "Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and 

meaningful in\'oh·ement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with 

respect to the dcYclopment, impltmentarion, and enforcement of ctwironmentalla,,·s, regulations, 

and policies.;" \'\ 'ithin the contex t of the TSP, I·:m·ironmcntal J usticc is an effort to identify 

undcrseLTed and ,·ulnerablc populations so the City can impro,·e transportation sen·iccs while 

a\·oiding futurc impacts. Figure .\5 in the appendix identifies the location of low-income 

populations (indicating populations mostlikcl~· to be dependent on public transportation). minority 

group~ and elder!~- persons. Significant populations of low-income residents are located in the Park 

Plact: neighborhood. Significant populatio ns of mmoriry groups are located around J\ lo lalla .\n·nue 

between Bcanrcrcck Road and D i,·ision Street, \\'hilc significant populations of the elderly arc 

located around the IS'" Strcct/Di,·ision Street intersection. There \\'ere no significant populations o f 

non-I·:ngli sh speaker~ and people with disabilitie~ in the City. 

Household Cost of Transportation 

The financial burden of transponation co~ts is g ro\\ing in the Lnitcd State~. This is generally due to 

ri ~ing costs associated with fueL ,·chicle maimenance, insurance and in some cases, people seeking 

affordable homes greater dis tances from empl oymen t. To be considered affordable, housing costs 

should be no more than 30 percent of household income, rranspon ation costs no more than 15 

percent of household income, or the combina tion of housing and tra nsportation expenses should be 

no more than -+5 percent of household income. In the Oregon City area6 the housing costs arc 

currently estimated at 26. 1 percent of household income (~006 data) , tramporration costs (2008 

data) arc estimated at 22.3 percent of household income, for a total of -+8.-+ percent o f household 

> l '.S. 1·: 1' \. I-'11\'IWilmL·nulJusncc:. c :, unph.1nn· and l·:nforn·mt'tll. \\ d>>lll'. 21 107 

1• llou'lll)(- 1 f<lllspon.mon \ fford.tbtlll~ lndl'\, ( xnrn for '\.l'lghborh<w•d 'l'l'chnolog~. Imp: ht.undt \ .t 111.< •rv Ill< dt< •lphp 
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income spent on housing and transportation expenses. The relatively high percentage of income for 
transportation costs could be due to Oregon City's location at the south edge of the Metro Area and 
the need for workers to commute longer distances to employment. 1 n addition, many low density 

neighborhoods lack retail and other community services within the neighborhood or Yicinity. 

Providing impro,·ed travel options, as well as increasing employment in or near Oregon City could 
help lower transportation costs. Creating opportunities for higher density mixed use areas, as well as 

neighborhood retail and services centers in or near low density residential areas could potentially 
reduce the need for dri,·ing. 

What travel conditions do people face? 

The transportation system in O regon City is managed with a ,·ariety o f measures m ensure that the 

transportation infrastmcturc in the City maintains accep table quality for residents. 

Safety Evaluation 

The sa fcty of the roadways and intersections in Oregon City were monitored through collision data 

as part of the T P Update. The data was reYiewcd to identify potential patterns for moto r vehicle, 
pedestrian, and bicyclist collisions. 

Collisio n data from the most recent tive years o f 

a,·ailablc data (2005 to 2009) for all roadways in 

Oregon City was obtained from ODOT and 

re,·iewed. Over the past tive yea rs, 2,320 
collisions (an a,·erage of m·cr 464 collisions a 

year) occurred in Oregon City. 1\ majority o f 

these collisions (about 70 percent) were either 
rear-end or turning type collisions (sec Figure 6). 
O ne percent o f the collisions involved pedestrians 

(about fi,·e a year), and one percent im·oh·cd 

bicycles (about fi,·e a year). 

Severities of the collisions in Oregon City over 

Fi."ed/ Other 
Object, 

!!" 0 

1° 0 

Sides\\'ipe-~Ieeting 

l 0 o 

Sideswipe-

the past fi,·c years were generally low, with 58 percent Fig ure 6: Collision Types (2005 to 

im·olving property damage only (no injuries). There were four 2009) 

fatalities in the City m·er the past five years, although fatalities were invoh·ecl in less than one percent 

of the collisions. 

P edestrian Safety: There were 22 collisio ns im·olving pedestrians over the past five years (eight in 

2005, five in 2006, three in 2007, two in 2008 and four in 2009). Of the 22 collisions, six were along 
.1\folalla 1\vcnue and 7'h Street between Center Street and \'\ 'arner l\filnc Road through an area with 

increased retail activity and a transi t corridor . Five additional collisions occurred on OR 99E th rough 
Oregon City's downtown: two at 6'h ~ treet, one at 1 O'h ~ treet and two at the J -205 ramps. Three 

additional collisions occurred around downtown O regon City, one at the l\1ain treet/ 15'h Street, 

December 2011 Page 26 



\\ 'ashington Street/ 12'" Street and J cffcrson Street/ 5'" Street intersections. BeaYercreek Road had 

three collisions im·oh-ing a pedestrian. with o ne each at Red Soils Court, Fir Street and OR 213. 

T\\'o occurred in the southwest part of the City. one in the Canemah neighborhood at the O R 

99E/ I ledges Sn·eer inrersecrion and o ne just north o f Canemah at the Tumwater DriYe/ 2"'1 Street 

intersectio n. 'h n> collisio ns occurred along llolcomb Boulc\'ard through the Park Place 

neighborhood, one each at .\ppcrson Boule,·ard and LongYiew \\'ay, while one occurred towards 

the south end o f the City along 1\lcyers Road at Frontier Parkway. ~los t o f the collisio m im·olving 

pedestrians \\'Crc caused by mo to rists failing to ~·icld the right-of-way. T he location of the pedestrian 

collisions can be seen in Figure 7. 

Bicycle Safety: There \\'Cre 20 collisiom inYo h-ing bicyclists m-er the past fiy e years (th ree in 2005. 

six in 20(}(,, ft,-c in 2007, three in 2008 and three in 2009). Of the 20 collisions, sc\'Cn ,,·ere o n 

i\ Iolalla ,\,·enue between Di,·isio n Street and C lairmont \\ 'ay through an a rea with a high fre<.1ucncy 

of driYeways. Three collisions occurred alo ng both OR 99 1 ~ and OR 2 13. with one at Dunes Dri,·e. 

1-1'" Street and 2"'1 Street alo ng OR 991·: and o ne at \\ 'ashingto n Street. Reuland Road and 1\lcyers 

Road along OR 2 13. Linn . \ \ 'Cnuc had two collisio ns im·o h-ing a bicyclist. o ne each at East field 

DriYc and . \ \ ' DaY is Road. T he other collisions im·oh-ing a bicycle occu rred at the \\ 'ashingron 

Street/ 1-t'" Street. So uth End Road/ Salmonberry Dri,·c, BcaYercreek Road / Kacn Road and Barker 

. hcnuc/ C:learbrook DriYe in tersecrions. i\ lost o f the bicycle collisions were caused by a motorist 

fa iling to yield the right-of-way when turning. The loca tio n of the b icycle collisio ns can be seen in 

Figure 7. 

Intersectio n Safety: Collisio n ra tes were calcula ted (based o n the pa~t ti'-c years of collision data) 

fo r each o f the 21 intersectio ns re,·iewcd in Oregon Ciry (sec Table .-\ I in the appendix) and 

summarized in Figure 7. The crash rates ar two intersectio ns (l\ lain Street/ 1-l'" Street and the O R 

213/ 13ea,·ercreek Road intersection) were identified as high collisio n locations . In addition, the O R 

213/Caufield-G ien Oak Road and the \'\'ashingto n Street/ 12th Street inte rsections were idcmifted as 

ha,-ing aboYc a\·erage collisio n rates. The collisions \\'C IT fu nher eYaluated at these intersec tions to 

see if any trends exisr. 

• The I\ lain Street/ 1-t'" Street intersection is t\\·o-\\·ay stop controlled, while se,·eral of the 

adjacent intersections along 1\ Iain Street arc all -way stop controlled intersections. 1\ lost o f 

the collisions at this intersectio n were angle type collisio ns ( l 5 of the 23 collisions) meaning 

one ,·chicle pulled out in fro nt o f anorher. This may indica te that drivers o n ~lain Street arc 

unaware that traftic o n 1-t'" Street is not required to stop and consec1uently o ften fa il to yield 

the right of way. 

• The O R 2 13/ Bea,·erc reek Road signalized intersection is located within the 55 mile per hour 

speed zone and expresswa~· segment o f OR 2 13. This is the fi rst at-grade intersectio n south 

of Red land Road fo r m·er two miles. i\ Iosr o f the collisions at this intersectio n were rear

end type (166 of the 212 collisions). Thi s may indicate that dri,·ers arc caught off gua rd by 

ljUeues from the intersection after tra,-cling at unimerrupted higher speeds for an extended 

period of time. The se,·eri ties o f the collisions were generally low. with 85 percent im·oh-ing 

pro perty damage only (no injuries) or minor in ju ries. 1\ Iajor injuries were im·oh-ed in abour 
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seven percent of the collisions and there were no fatalities. 

• The OR 213/Cauticld-Glen Oak Road signali7.cd intersection is loca ted just south o f the 55 
mile per hour speed zone and the portion of OR 213 that narrows to one traYellane in each 

direction. early all of the collisions at this intersection were rear-end type (33 of the 37 
collisions). This may indicate that drivers arc caught o ff guard by queues from the 

intersection or could be focused on maneuvering for positio n when the road narrows to 
one lane without noticing ~ topped vehicles ahead. During e\'et-llng peak field re,·iews, 

queues were obscn ·ed in the southbound direction extending nearly to l\feyers Road. 

• The \\'ashington Street/ 12th, treet intersection is two-way stop controlled, with 12'" , trcct 

yielding the right-o f-way. The intersection is characterized by steep topography on both 
\\ 'ashington Street and 12'" Street. Between 2005 and 2008, 13 collisions occurred at this 
intersection which i~ typical for the volume o f traffic served. I Jowever, in 2009 14 collisions 

occurred, more than the preYious four years combined and amounting to a collisio n rate 

mo re than double the a,·eragc for the intersection. This may correspond with increased 
tra ffic flo\\' on 12'" Street after being extended from I\ lain trect to OR 99E. lost of the 

collisions at this intersection were angle type collisions (17 of the 27 collisions), with eight 
occurring in 2009. This may indicate that dri,·crs on 12'h Street arc not no ticing the traffic 

control at the intersection or are unaware that traffic o n \\'aslLington :rreet is not required 

to stop and consequently o ften fail to yield the right o f way. During field reviews, it was 

noted that the stop sign for the southeast direction of 12'h Street is obstructed by tree 

branches and an electric pole, although a fla shing beacon is visible at the intersection. ore 
that six of the collisions which occurred in 2009 at this inter cction were related to a single 

snow e,·ent (five rear-end and o ne sideswipe type collision) . 

Are there any areas in Oregon City that are identified as high colUsion locations b y ODOT? 
Yes, in Oregon City there arc ten loca tions that rank amo ng the top ten percent of state highways in 

O regon for collision frequency .7 The identified 1-llgh collision locations are shown in Figure 7 and 

summarized in the appendi.-x. 

- 2010 ODOT Safcry Prioriry Index Sysrcm (SPIS) rop 10 perccnr sires 
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Pedestrian Conditions 

The pedestrian facilities were reviewed as part of this TSP Cpdate to identify facility deficits or 

potential connectivity or access improvemenr opportunities. The existing sidewalk system in 

downtown O regon City encourages walking trips by providing a high level of connectivity to key 
destinatio ns, such as shopping, schools, parks and museums. The continuous presence of sidewalks 
on lvlolalla Avenue, 7'" Street, \'Varner J\1ilne Road, Beavercreek Road and Meyers Road link much 

o f the major shopping and employmen t areas of the City with D owntown. Despite the relatively 

linked walking routes, there are a number of conditions that provide challenges to pedesuians. 
T hese include: 

Residential neighbo rhood s idewalk connectivity: \X'hile the City has a rela tively built-out 
sidewalk network in much o f the major 

employment and shopping areas, there are limited 

connectio ns to and within the neighborhoods. 

Over the past few years, some of the sidewalk gaps 
throughout the City including portions of 
Beavercreek Road, I lolcomb Boulevard and 

Central Point Road have been fill ed. Several major 

streets connecting to and within the residential 

neighborhoods of the City including OR 99E 

(south of Main Street), OR 213 (south of l\folalla 
Avenue), Linn £\ venue, Partlow Road, Clairmont 

\\'ay, Leland Road, Meyers Road, Beavercreek 
Road, South E nd Road, \\'arncr Parrot Road, 

Redland Road, Holcomb Boulevard and Maple 

Lane Road either lack sidewalks completely, or o n 

P edestrian walking a long the shoulde r 
of M ain Street 

one side fo r extended distances. Sidewalk gaps are mos t notable in the southern and southwest 

neighborhoods in the City including Tower Vista, South End, Hillendale, RiYercrest and Canemah. 
A few of these roadways are under the jurisdiction of ODOT (OR 99E) and Clackamas County 

(portion of South End Road). In addition, sidewalk gaps are evident around schools such as John 

McLoughlin E lementary, Holcomb Elementary, King Elementary, Gaffney Lane Elementary and 
Gardiner Middle. The City should work with developers and these jurisdictions to continue 

increasing the sidewalk coverage on all roadways in the City. 

P edestrian access to Canemah: There are inadequate pedestrian connections between the 

Canemah neighborhood (along OR 99E at the bo ttom of the bluff) and the rest of the City. The 

neighborhood lies between OR 99E and South E nd Road, however, both lack comfortable well 

maintained pedestrian facilities and arc generally not conductive for walking trips. 

P ed estrian roadway crossings: There are pedestrian crosswalks at a large number of intersections 

in Oregon City, particularly in downtuwn where pedestrian activity is the highest. However, the need 

for further crossing enhancements was evident through field observations. Most notable is the need 

for additional or improved crossings of O R 99E, OR 213, 7'h Street, Molalla Avenue and 
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\\ 'ashingron Street. Pedestrian crossing is difficult 

across many of these roadways due to high moror 

\' chicle Yolumes and speeds. 

Signalized crossing opportunities across OR 991<. 

arc aYailable at se,·eral intersections in downtown 

between lO'h Street and 1-l-'h Street. Past 10'h Street, 

a signalized cro%ing opportunity is not aYailablc 

for nca r!\' a half mile at !\lain Street. South o f 

downtown, a pedestrian bridge onr OR 99E is 

a\·ailable just to the north o fTumwater Drive (at 

the end of the l\lcJ .oughlin Promenade) and a 

signalized pedestrian crossing is aYailable at 2"" 

Street. No additional marked pedestrian crossings 

(sign alized o r unsignalized) o f OR 99E arc available 

P ede strian re fuge and crosswalk along 
Molalla Avenue 

south of 2"d Street through the Canen1ah neighborhood, a distance of over a half m il e. 

Crossing o pportunities for pedestrians across OR 213 to the Park Place neighborhood (in the 

northeast portion of the City) arc spaced approximately cYery half mile and a,·ailable ,·ia \\'ashington 

Street, f lolcomb BouJc,·ard and Red land Road. South of l?.cdland Road, a crossing opportunity is 

no t a\'ailable for m·er two miles, at Bea,·ercreek Road. Between Bea,·ercreek Road and Caufield

Gicn Oak Road, crossing opportunities arc anila blc at 1\lolalla . \ ,·cnue and l\ feyers Road. spaced 

about a half mile between each. South o f Caufield-Glen Oak Road no additional crossing 

opportunities of O R 213 arc available in the City . 

. \dditio nal crossing opportunities and enhancements for pedestrians across 7'" Street, l\Iolalla 

. \venue and \\'ashington Street would be beneficial. Visibility issues and steady streams of traffic 

limit the a\'ailablc gaps for safe pedestrian crossings along these roadways. l\farked cro~sing gaps of 

grea ter than a half mile exist on each of these roadways. 

Pedestrian c onnectivity between Downtown and the to p of the bluff: The 1\lun.icipal Elevator 

and the Grand Staircase provide a pedestrian connection between the lower lcYcl and upper portion 

of 7th Street. Street connections to the rop of the bluff from downtown arc limi ted to South End 
Road, Center Street, 5'h Street-Linn . \venue, Singer I fill Road-7'h Street, 12'h Street, 1-l-'h Street and 

15'" Street. Of these roadways, o nly Singer Hill Road-7'" Street and 12'h Street offer continuous 

pedestrian facilicie~ up the hill, howeYer these facilities are narrow and often impractical for ".-\DA 

access. Sc,Tral of these roadways are characterized by steep inclines and narrow winding roadways 

that are generally not supportive of ~afc pedestrian travel. 

Bicycle Conditions 

The bicycle facilities were re\'icwed a~ part of this TSP L' pdate to identify facility deticits or potencial 

connectivity or access imprm·ement o pportunities. There arc two primary north/ south routes (5'" 

Street-Linn :\Yenue and 7'" Street-l\folalla .\Ycnue) and scYcral primary east/ west routes (\\ 'arner 

J\Wnc Road , \\ 'arner Parro t Road. Bca,·ercrcek Road and \\ 'ashington Street) in the Ciry \\·ith bicycle 
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facilities. 

Bicycle facility g aps : \'\1hile the City has a few 
primary north/ south and east/west routes, there 

arc several facility gaps on major corridors and 
limited connections within the residential 

neighborhoods. Bike lane gaps on OR 99E, 

\'\ 'ashington Street, Leland Road, l\Ieyers Road, 
Molalla ;\venue, Maple Lane Road, r Jolcomb 

Boulevard, South End Road, Center Street, Central 

Point Road and Division Street should be 
addressed to provide connectivity for bicyclists 

throughout the City. 

Bicycle connectivity be tween Down town and 
Bicyclist riding in the roadway 

the top of the bluff: Bicycle connections to the top o f the bluff from downtown are lirnited to 
South End Road, Center Street, 5'" Street-Linn Avenue, Singer Hill Road-7'" Street, 12'" Street, 1-l'" 

Street and 15'" Street. Of these roadways, only 5'h Street-Linn Avenue o ffers continuous bicycle 

facilities up the hill. Singer Hill Road-7'" Street offers an adjacent bike route between \'\1ashington 

Street and Division Street along 9'" Street and Taylor Street. South of Division Street, Singer 1--lill 

Road-7'h Street becomes Molalla 1\vcnuc, which has bike lanes. Several o f these roadways are 
characterized by steep inclines and narrow winding roadways that are generally not supportive of 

sa fe bicycle travel. 

McLoug hlin Promenade: The McLoughlin 

Promenade could potentially be extended sou th to 
provide bicycle and pedestrian connections to the 
Canemah neighborhood and other areas at the south 

end o f the City. The promenade is only five feet wide 

and would need to be widened to provide a multi-use 

trail for bicycle and pedestrian usage. I-lowevcr, the 

Museum of the Oregon Territory and several 

businesses lie in the potential path of an o ff-street 

multi-usc trail in this area. Any potential widening 
would require historic review to assure it would not 

detract from the historic significance o f the 

Promenade. 

Link the regional trail netwo rk with the City 

M cLoug hlin Prom enad e is only five 
feet wide 

network: The connectivity and access to the regional trail network including the T-205 multi-use trail 

and the potential Oregon City Loop Trail should be enhanced to encourage more biking and 

walking trips within the City. Bicycle and pedestrian users must currently access the l-205 multi-use 

trail via OR 99E or l\fain Street. 
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Motor Vehicle Conditions 

The motor vehicle condjtions in Oregon City ,·a r~· based on the Lime of yea r. During the peak 

seasonal period (rypicaU~· in .\ugust) , traffic Yolumcs arc higher than those during the aycragc 

weekday (typically in the spring or fall) and therefore intersection operations arc o ften worse. For 

tills reason, the intersectio n o peratio ns were c,·alua ted at the 2 1 intersections rcYicwcd during the 

peak seasonal period. T he cvalua rio n utilized 2000 II ighwa~· Capacity 1\ lanual methodology fo r all 

the intcrscctjons. 

Peak seaso nal inte rsec tion op era tion s arc summarized in F igure Rand shown in Table . \ 2 in the 

appendix. During the eYening peak period, four of the intersections reYicwcd arc substandard 

including the OR 99E/ l-205 SB Ramps and OR 99 1·:/ 1-205 N B Ramps intersections. Tn addi tion, 

two unsignalizcd interscctiom are substandard (\\"as hingron Street/ 12'h Street and Central Po int 

Road/\\ 'arncr Parrotr Road).The side streets at these intersections (12'" Street and Central Point 

Road) generally experience high delay due to steady Yolumcs o n the uncontrolled roadway. These 

approaches typically rec1ui.rc more time fo r an acceptable gap in traffic to make a left rurn o n to the 
mainline, therefo re. the delay of the side street is hjgh. 

Evening peak p eriod m o tor ve hicle s p eed s \\'ere compared to posted speed limits on major 

roadwa~·s in the City. The moto r \'chicle speeds during the p.m. peak hour were assessed using 

I N JUX historical traffic flows o n major roadways. The data, obtained from ODOT. is based o n 

multiple years of collected speed ,-alues . .:-\ s sho\\'n in l:igure 8, there arc sc,-cral roadways during the 

c,·cning pea k ho ur rhar experience tra,-cl speeds much lower than the posted speed. Po rtions o f OR 

213, OR 991 ·:, Bea,·e rcrcck Road, l\ folaUa .hemiC, and \\ .ashjngton Street experience a\·erage tra,·cl 

speeds wcU below the posted limits during the c,·cning peak hour. 
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Peak Seasonal Traffic Volumes (30HV) 

During the summer months, traffic ,·olumes increase due to an influx of recreational and leisure 

traYclers taking adYantage of the nice weather. For this reason, the traffic count data was adjusted 
upward using methodology from the ODOT _ \nalysis Procedures l\fanua1 1 to represent peak 
seasonal traffic conditions. Using the commuter trend ,·arious seasonal factors were deYeloped and 

applied to the count data to represent peak seasonal (referred to as the 30'h highest annual hour (30 

f IV) volume). The final p.m. peak seasonal traffic volumes developed fo r the reviewed intersections 

are displayed in Figure :\2. 

Peak Seasonal Volumes: The collected count data was factored up to replicate the conditions 

when traffic ,·olumes are typically highest (August). Csing the commuter trend, various seasonal 
factors were established fo r the traffic count data collected on ,\pril12'h, 13'11

, 14'h, 21'' and 
September 7'h. 

1 _\nalysis Procedures :.lanual, Oregon Department ofTransportaDon, J uly 2009. 
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Non-SOV Mode 
Share Change 
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Intersection Collisions 

The total number of crashes experienced at an intersection i~ typically proportional to the number of 
,-chicles entering iL Therefore, a cra~h rate 

dc~cribing the freguency of cra~hes per 

million entering , -chicles (1\fl ·:V) is used to 

determine if the number of crashes should be 

considered high. L' sing this rcchnigue, a 

collision rate of 1.0 ~IE\' or greater is 

commonh· used to identify when collision . . 

occurrences arc higher than a,·eragc and 

should be further entlua ted. 

_ \ s shown in T able . \I, crash rates \Vere 

calculated (based on the past fiye years of 

collision data) for each of the 21 intersections 

re,·iewed in Oregon City. 

High Collision Locations 

The following locations were identified as a 

high collision location (top ten percent of 

state highways in O regon) on the ODOT 

SPIS: 

• I-205 Northbound just past the on

ramp from OR 99E 

This high collision segmenr 

experiences an increase in tra ftic 

from the OR 99E on-ramp and is 

impacted by traffic exiting 1-205 at 
O R 213. These factors could be 

contributing to the amount of 

collisions. 

• OR 99E from one-tenth of a mile 

north of Dunes DriYe to 1-205 

This high collision segment 

includes two congested 

intersections (T -20.5 \\'cstbound 

Ramps and Dunes DriYe) and is 

Table Al: Intersectio n Collision Evaluatio n 

Intersection Collision Rate 

( )R 99E/ Dunes D1ivc 0.51 

( )R 99E/ l -205 \\13 Ramps 0.43 

OR 991-:/ l -205 EB Ramps 0.34 

\fain Street/ 14th Street I 07 

\'i .ashington Street I 12th Street 11.9') • 

-th Street-Singer llill/ l ligh Streer ll. l l 

ll igh Street/ 2nd Srrcer 0.31 

Taylo r Street/7 th Street ().()3 

\ ]olalla .\venuc/ Di,·isJOn Street 0.16 

South End Road / \X 'arner Parrorr Road 0.29 

Sourh End Road / Lafaycrre .·hcnuc-

Parrlo\\' Road 0.1 8 

Central Point Road/ \X'arner Parrorr 

Road 0.13 

,\I olalla .\ ,·enue/ Ciairmonr \\'ay 0.59 

\ !olalla .hcnuc/ Gaffney Lane o.-3 

.\!olalla .\venue/ Fir Street 0.28 

O R 213/ Beavcrcrcck Road 2.05 

\ !aple Lane Road / Bea\·ercreek Road 0.38 

.\Japle Lane Rmld/ T haYcr Road 0.19 

.\!aplc Lane Road/ \\ 'alnut Grove \\1ay 0.00 

OR 21 3/ Caufield-Glen Oak Road o.n 

Beavercreek Road/ Glen ( )ak Road 0.36 

· Collis1on rare ar tlus 1ntcrsecuon would be 0.74 1f rhe Sl); 

collisions that occurred during a single snow evenr in 
2009 are not considered. 

Bulded Red .ltld Shaded indicates collision rare exceeds 
1.0 ~IE\' 

often impacted by queues from the 1-205 in terchange. 

• OR 99£ from I-20.5 to 12'11 Street 

This high collision segment includes seYeral signalized intersections and is often impacted 
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by queues from the ] -205 interchange. 

• OR 99E from 11 '" Street to 9'" Street 

This high collision segment generally includes several accesses over a short clistance, a 
narrow tunnel and two curves which could be contributing to the amount of collisions. 

• OR 99E from 6'" Street to one-tenth of a mile south of Railroad 1henue 

This high collision segment generally includes several accesses over a short distance which 

could be contributing to the amount o f collisions. 

• OR 213 from I-205 to one-tenth of a mile south of Clackamas River Drive 

This high collision segment will be mitigated with a planned jug handle at the OR 

213/\X'ashington Street-Clackamas RiYer Drive intersection. \X'ashington Street will be 

extended to undercrosss OR 213 and connect to Clackamas RiYer Drive. 

• OR 21 3 surrounding the BeaYercreek Road intersection 

This segment includes the high collision location at the OR 213/ Beavercreek Road 
intersection exceeding the statewide average collision rate. This segment is located within 

the 55 mile per hour speed zone and expressway segment of O R 213 and is the fi rst at

grade intersection south of Redland Road for over rwo miles. 

• OR 213 surrounding the Molalla Avenue intersection 

This segment is located within the 55 mile per hour speed zone and expressway segment 

of OR 213. Congestion at surrouncling intersections may be impacting this segment. 

• OR 213 surrounding the Meyers Road intersection 

This segment is located just south o f the 55 mile per hour speed zone on OR 213. 

Q ueues in the southbound direction from the Cauficld -Glen Oak Road intersection 

impact this intersection at times. 

• OR 213 surrounding the Caufield-Glen Oak Road intersection 

This segment includes the high collision location at the OR 213/ Caufield-Glen Oak 

Road intersection that was just under the statewide aYerage collision rate. This segment is 

located just south o f the 55 mile per hour speed zone and the portion of OR 213 that 

narrows to one travel lane in each direction. 
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Motor Vehicle Operations 

Inte rsectio n M obility St an d a rds: The inrersecrions in Oregon City are monitored through 

m o bility standards (o r performance mea sures) . T\\'o metho ds to gauge intersection operations 

include ,-olume-to-capaciry (" I c) ratio~ and b ·cl o f scn ·ice (LOS). 

Vo lume-to-c apacity (VI C) ra tio : , \ decimal representation (bet\\'een 0.00 and J .00) of the 

proportion of capacity that is being used (i.e., the saturation) at a turn movement. approach 

leg, or inte rsection. l tis determined by di,·iding the peak hour traffic n>lume b~· the houri ~· 

capacity of a gi,·en intersection o r mm·ement .. \ lower ratio indicates smooth operations and 

minimal delays .. \ s the ratio approaches 1.00, congestion increases and performance is 

reduced. I f the ratio is greater than 1.00, the turn mm'Cment, app roach leg. o r intersection is 

m·crsatura ted and usually results in cxcc:ssi\'C c1ueues and long delays. O DOT mobility 

standards are based o n vi c ratios. 

Level o f service (LOS): .r\ " repo rt card" rating (A through r) based on the a\Trage delay 

experienced by ,·chicles at the intersectio n. LOS . \, B. and C indicate conditiom where 

traffic mm-c:s \\ithom significant delays m·er periods o f peak hour tra,·cl demand. I. OS D 
and 1·: are progressi,·dy worse operating conditio ns. LOS 1: represents conditions \\'here 

a,·erage ,·chicle delay has become excessi,·e and demand has exceeded capacif)·· T his 

condition is typically c\·ident in long queues and delays. 

;\U intersections in Orego n City musr operate at o r below the ado pted performance 

measures or mitigation would be necessa ry to apprm·e future gro\\'th. The ad o p ted 

intersection mobility standa rds ,·a ry by jLJLisdiction of the roadways . . \II intersections under 

State jurisdiction in Oregon City must comply \\·ith the ,·lc ra tios in the 1999 Oregon 

ll ighway Plan (OIIP). The O IIJ> speci fics ,-jc thresholds based on place type. The standards 

in Oregon C ity range from a ,-; c ratio of 0.85 to 1.10. Intersections under City or County 

ju risdiction must comply \\ith a LOS D mobilif)· standard for signalized and umignalized 
. . 
Jntcrsccoo ns. 

P eak season a l inte rsection op e ratio ns can be ~ecn in Table :\2. 
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Table A2: Intersection Operations (2011 p.m. peak) 

Mobility Peak Seasonal 

Intersection Standard v/c Ratio LOS 

Signalized Intersections under ODOT Jurisdiction 

( )R 99E/ Dunes Onvc v/ c 1.1 0 0.65 B 

< )R 99E/ I-205 \X'B Ramps v/ c (1.85 0.95 c 

OR 99E/ I-205 EB Ramps v/ c(l.85 0.99 0 

OR 2 13/ Beavercreek Road v/ c 0.99 0.83 D 

OR 2 13/ Caufieki-Gicn Oak Road v/ c 0.99 0.79 c 
Signalized or All-way Stop Intersections under Oregon City or Clackamas County Jurisdiction 

l ligh Street / 2nd Street· U)SD 0.7 0 

,\!olalla . \vcnue/ Oi,·is!On Street L<)S D 0.62 

South End Road/ Y\'arner Parrorr Road· LOS 0 0.85 

.\!olalla .\\·enue/ Ciairmont \\'ay U)S 0 0.55 

~ !olalla .\ venue / Gaffney Lane L()S O 0.6-

\ laple Lane Road/ Beavercreek Road LOS 0 0.65 

Unsignalized Intersections under Oregon City o r Clackamas County Jurisdiction** 

:-lain Street/ 14th Street LOS D 0.64 

\\'ashington Street/ 12th Street L< )S D 0.88 

7rh Street-Singer Hill/ High Street U)S 0 0. 14 

Taylor Street/7 th Street U)S 0 0.53 

South End Road/ Lafayette .\,·enue-Parrlow Road L()S O OAO 

Central Point Road/ \\'arner Parrott Road U)S 0 0.33 

\ I olalla . \venue/ Fir Street LOS 0 0.24 

\ !aple Lane Road/ Thayer Road L()S D 0. 17 

\ laple Lane Road / \\'alnut Gro\'e Way U)S D 0.06 

Beavercreek Road/ Glen Oak Road LOS D 0.07 

' .\ II-way stop controlled tnrersectton 
· · \ '/C ratio, LOS and delay reported for the worst stop controlled approach 
Boldcd Red .111d Sluded indicates intersection exceeds mobiliry standard 

December 2011 

c 

.\ 

c 

B 

c 

c 

.\ / 0 

A/ F 

.\ / B 

.\ / D 

.\ / 0 

A/ f-

. \ / C 

. \ / C 

.\ / B 

.\/0 

Delay 

19.9 

29.9 

54.3 

40.7 

23.7 

I 5.0 

3.5 

23.5 

16.3 

2'""T.2 

32.8 

34.8 

83.0 

13.4 

26.4 

")' ") -=>·-

6 1.1 

I , 7 ::>. 

16.6 

14.0 

23.5 

Page A12 



20 I I HCM Capacity Analysis Results (30HV) 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1: Hi~hwa~ 99E & Dunes Drive 

,J-
~ ~ • ~ ' Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 

Lane Configurations "i lt 'I lt 
Volume (vph) 35 5 90 240 20 65 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, pedlbikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.89 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1645 1495 1767 1612 
Fit Permitted 0.69 1.00 0.67 1.00 
Satd. Flow {~erm) 1200 1495 1253 1612 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
Adj. Flow (vph) 36 5 93 247 21 67 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 70 0 0 51 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 36 28 0 247 37 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 2 2 10 
Hea~ Vehicles {%) 9% 0% 8% 2% 12% 0% 
Tum Type Perm NA Perm NA 
Protected Phases 8 4 
Permitted Phases 8 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 26.5 26.5 26.5 26.5 
Effective Green, g (s) 27.0 27.0 27.0 27.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension {s) 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 295 367 308 396 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 0.02 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.20 
v/c Ratio 0.12 0.08 0.80 0.09 
Uniform Delay, d1 32.3 31.9 39.0 32.1 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.1 13.6 0.1 
Delay (s) 32.4 32.0 52.5 32.1 
Level of Service c c D c 
Approach Delay (s) 32.1 47.2 
Approach LOS c D 

ffitersection Summa~ 
HCM Average Control Delay 19.9 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.1% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Gr.oup 

Oregon City TSP Update 201 1 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ 
NBL 

'I 
65 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1719 
0.95 
1719 
0.97 

67 
0 

67 
3 

5% 
Prot 

1 

7.2 
7.2 

0.07 
4.0 
2.3 
113 
0.04 

0.59 
50.0 
0.71 

3.8 
39.3 

D 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

t ~ '. 
NBT NBR SBL 

ttlt "i 
1265 150 140 
1900 1900 1900 

4.0 4.0 
0.91 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.98 1.00 
1.00 0.95 

4913 1770 
1.00 0.95 

4913 1770 
0.97 0.97 0.97 
1304 155 144 

10 0 0 
1449 0 144 

4% 3% 2% 
NA Prot 

6 5 

56.5 13.5 
57.5 13.5 
0.52 0.12 
5.0 4.0 
4.8 2.3 

2568 217 
c0.30 0.08 

0.56 0.66 
17.8 46.1 
0.69 1.00 
0.5 6.3 

12.8 52.4 
B D 

14.0 
B 

B 

8.0 
c 

+ 
.., 

SBT SB~ 

ttlt 
1490 180 
1900 1900 

4.0 
0.91 
1.00 
1.00 
0.98 
1.00 

4800 
1.00 

4800 
0.97 0.97 
1536 186 

10 0 
1712 0 

3 
6% 6% 
NA 

2 

62.8 
63.8 
0.58 
5.0 
4.8 

2784 
c0.36 

0.62 
15.1 
1.00 
1.0 

16.1 
B 

18.9 
B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: H i9hwa~ 99E & 1-205 SB Ram~s 

.f '- t ~ '-. + 
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 
Lane Configurations llj'tj 7' ttt 7' 'tj ttt 
Volume (vph) 920 360 1170 560 500 1320 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.91 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3367 1553 4988 1568 1736 4988 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 3367 1553 4988 1568 1736 4988 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 
Adj. Flow (vph) 979 383 1245 596 532 1404 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 431 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 979 382 1245 165 532 1404 
Heavt Vehicles(%) 4% 4% 4% 3% 4% 4% 
Turn Type NA pm+ov NA Perm Prot NA 
Protected Phases 4 5 6 5 2 
Permitted Phases 4 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 34.3 67.5 30.0 30.0 33.2 67.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 34.3 67.5 30.5 30.5 33.2 67.7 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.31 0.61 0.28 0.28 0.30 0.62 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 4.7 4.7 2.3 4.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1050 1009 1383 435 524 3070 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 0.11 c0.25 c0.31 0.28 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.13 0.11 
v/c Ratio 0.93 0.38 0.90 0.38 1.02 0.46 
Uniform Delay, d1 36.7 10.7 38.3 32.1 38.4 11.3 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.43 1.42 0.83 0.35 
Incremental Delay, d2 14.2 0.1 5.2 1.3 40.0 0.4 
Delay (s) 50.9 10.8 21.8 46.8 71 .8 4.4 
Level of Service 0 B c 0 E A 
Approach Delay (s) 39.7 29.9 23.0 
Approach LOS 0 c c 
1
1ntersection Summa~ 
HCM Average Control Delay 29.9 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.6% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

c 

12.0 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: Hi9hwa:i 99E & 1-205 NB Ram~s 

~ ' t I" '. ~ 
vement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 

Lane Configurations ' 
., ttt ., 

' ttt 
Volume (vph) 660 485 1245 790 390 1850 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.91 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 5036 1583 1736 5085 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 1770 1583 5036 1583 1736 5085 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 
Adj. Flow (vph) 688 505 1297 823 406 1927 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 450 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 688 505 1297 373 406 1927 
Heav~ Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 3% 2% 4% 2% 
Turn Type NA pm+ov NA Perm Prot NA 
Protected Phases 4 5 6 5 2 
Permitted Phases 4 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 43.3 69.3 26.7 26.7 26.0 56.7 
Effective Green, g (s) 44.3 69.3 27.7 27.7 26.0 57.7 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.40 0.63 0.25 0.25 0.24 0.52 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 4.8 4.8 2.3 4.8 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 713 1055 1268 399 410 2667 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.39 0.11 c0.26 c0.23 0.38 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.21 0.24 
vic Ratio 0.96 0.48 1.02 0.94 0.99 0.72 
Uniform Delay, d1 32.1 10.8 41 .1 40.3 41 .9 20.0 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.11 1.80 1.15 1.26 
Incremental Delay, d2 25.0 0.2 27.7 25.6 36.2 1.3 
Delay (s) 57.1 11.0 73.5 98.0 84.6 26.5 
Level of Service E 8 E F F c 
Approach Delay (s) 37.6 83.0 36.6 
Approach LOS D F D 

Intersection Summa!} 
HCM Average Control Delay 54.3 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.2% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
201 1 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

D 

12.0 
F 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: Main Street & 14th Street 

~ 

"' J Jr' ' ( 
Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR 
Lane Configurations ~ f+ 4+ 
Volume (veh/h) 30 400 60 55 370 10 
Sign Control Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 34 455 68 62 420 11 
Pedestrians 7 4 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 1 0 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 179 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 434 528 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 434 528 
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 
pO queue free % 97 94 
eM capacity (veh/h) 1135 1045 

Direction, Lane # SE 1 SE 2 NW1 NE 1 SW1 
Volume Total 34 523 494 222 68 
Volume Left 34 0 62 45 6 
Volume Right 0 68 11 119 28 
cSH 1135 1700 1045 348 231 
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.31 0.06 0.64 0.30 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 5 104 30 
Control Delay (s) 8.3 0.0 1.7 34.8 27.0 
Lane LOS A A D D 
Approach Delay (s) 0.5 1.7 34.8 27.0 
Approach LOS D D 

Intersection Summa!Y 
Average Delay 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.6% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

' NEL 

40 

0.88 
45 

1165 

1165 
7.1 

3.5 
65 

130 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

~ ,.--. 
NET NER 

4' 7' 
50 105 

Stop 
0% 

0.88 0.88 
57 119 
5 

12.0 
4.0 

0 
5 

1121 498 

1121 498 
6.5 6.2 

4.0 3.3 
69 79 

185 562 

c 

~ 
SWL 

5 

0.88 
6 

1168 

1168 
7.1 

3.5 
94 
96 

Jl' ~ 

SWT SWR 

4+ 
30 25 

Stop 
0% 

0.88 0.88 
34 28 
2 

12.0 
4.0 

0 

1149 435 

1149 435 
6.5 6.2 

4.0 3.3 
81 95 

179 621 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Washin9ton Street & 12th Street 

-....3( 

"' J }!!~:"" ' ( 
ovement SET SER NWL NWT NWR 

Lane Configurations .;. .t. 
Volume (veh/h) 10 40 125 5 20 40 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 42 132 5 21 42 
Pedestrians 1 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 
Percent Blockage 0 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 1578 1527 691 1672 1530 542 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu , unblocked vol 1578 1527 691 1672 1530 542 
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
pO queue free % 83 58 71 84 79 92 
eM capacity (veh/h) 61 101 447 33 100 543 

'rection, Lane# SE 1 NW1 NE 1 NE2 SW1 SW2 
Volume Total 184 68 84 542 63 695 
Volume Left 11 5 84 0 63 0 
Volume Right 132 42 0 5 0 11 
cSH 208 153 890 1700 1037 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.88 0.45 0.09 0.32 0.06 0.41 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 173 51 8 0 5 0 
Control Delay (s) 83.0 46.5 9.5 0.0 8.7 0.0 
Lane LOS F E A A 
Approach Delay (s) 83.0 46.5 1.3 0.7 
Approach LOS F E 

Intersection Summa!1 
Average Delay 12.1 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.0% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 201 1 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

' NEL 

" 80 

0.95 
84 

696 

696 
4.1 

2.2 
91 

890 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

Jf ~ 
NET NER 

t. 
510 5 

Free 
0% 

0.95 0.95 
537 5 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

B 

' SWL ., 
60 

0.95 
63 

542 

542 
4.1 

2.2 
94 

1037 

J/ ltJ 

SWT SWR 
t. 

650 10 
Free 

0% 
0.95 0.95 
684 11 

3 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

Synchro 8 Report 
Page 5 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6: 7th Street/Sin~er Hill & Hi~h Street 

,1 .,. ~ t ~ ..,' 

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations ~ 7' ~ t f. 
Volume (veh/h) 60 35 40 385 480 40 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 65 38 43 418 522 43 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL None 
Median storage veh) 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 424 1279 
pX, platoon unblocked 0.93 
vC, conflicting volume 1049 543 565 
vC1, stage 1 conf vel 543 
vC2, stage 2 conf vel 505 
vCu, unblocked vel 1013 543 565 
IC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.4 
IF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 86 93 96 
eM capacity (veh/h) 459 543 1017 

Direction, Lane# EB 1 NB 1 NB2 SB 1 
Volume Total 103 43 418 565 
Volume Left 65 43 0 0 
Volume Right 38 0 0 43 
cSH 727 1017 1700 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.14 0.04 0.25 0.33 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 12 3 0 0 
Control Delay (s) 13.4 8.7 0.0 0.0 
Lane LOS B A 
Approach Delay (s) 13.4 0.8 0.0 
Approach LOS B 

,Intersection Summa!}: 
Average Delay 1.6 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.2% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 201 1 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

A 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: Hi~h Street & S 2nd Street 

..1 --+ ..... • ~ '-
ovement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 

lane Configurations 4' 7' 4+ 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Volume (vph) 125 210 470 5 105 5 
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 130 219 490 5 109 5 

irection, Lane# EB 2 WB1 NB 1 SB 1 
Volume Total (vph) 349 490 120 193 156 
Volume left (vph) 130 0 5 156 5 
Volume Right (vph) 0 490 5 5 99 
Hadj (s) 0.22 -0.68 0.01 0.15 -0.32 
Departure Headway (s) 6.0 5.1 6.1 6.3 6.0 
Degree Utilization, x 0.58 0.70 0.20 0.34 0.26 
Capacity (veh/h) 583 685 540 523 552 
Control Delay (s) 15.9 17.7 10.7 12.6 11.1 
Approach Delay (s) 17.0 10.7 12.6 11.1 
Approach LOS c B B B 

Intersection Summa~ 
Delay 15.0 
HCM Level of Service c 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 54.1% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ 
NBL 

150 
0.96 
156 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

t ~ 
NBT NBR 
.;. 

Stop 
30 5 

0.96 0.96 
31 5 

A 

~ 

SBL 

5 
0.96 

5 

~ .I 
SBT SBR 

4+ 
Stop 

50 95 
0.96 0.96 

52 99 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
8: 7th Street & Ta~lor Street .. '- t I" '. + 
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 
Lane Configurations ' 7' f+ ' t 
Volume (veh/h) 160 25 585 140 50 680 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 168 26 616 147 53 716 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL None 
Median storage veh) 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 97 
pX, platoon unblocked 0.82 0.82 0.82 
vC, conflicting volume 1511 689 763 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 689 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 821 
vCu, unblocked vol 1513 508 598 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.4 
IF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 47 94 93 
eM capacity (veh/h) 318 465 808 

Direction, Lane# WB1 WB2 NB 1 SB 1 SB2 
Volume Total 168 26 763 53 716 
Volume Left 168 0 0 53 0 
Volume Right 0 26 147 0 0 
cSH 318 465 1700 808 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.53 0.06 0.45 0.07 0.42 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 73 4 0 5 0 
Control Delay (s) 28.5 13.2 0.0 9.8 0.0 
Lane LOS D B A 
Approach Delay (s) 26.4 0.0 0.7 
Approach LOS D 

)ntersection Summa!}: 
Average Delay 3.3 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.1% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 201 1 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
9: Molalla Avenue/7th Street & Division Street 

,;. 
~ ~ ~ +- ' EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 5 5 
Heav~ Vehicles(%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vehicle Extension (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 
Approach LOS A A 

ntersection Summa~ 
HCM Average Control Delay 3.5 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.62 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 51 .0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.9% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ 
NBL 

0 
1900 

0.91 
0 
0 
0 

14 
0% 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

t I" 
NBT NBR 

ft 
725 105 

1900 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.98 
1.00 

1784 
1.00 

1784 
0.91 0.91 
797 115 

3 0 
909 0 

5 
4% 7% 
NA 

6 

42.1 
42.1 
0.83 
4.0 
0.2 

1473 
c0.51 

0.62 
1.6 

1.00 
1.9 
3.5 

A 
3.5 

A 

A 

8.9 
A 

'-. 
SBL 

0 
1900 

0.91 
0 
0 
0 
5 

0% 

~ .I 
SBT SBR 

f+ 
830 10 

1900 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

1839 
1.00 
1839 
0.91 0.91 
912 11 

0 0 
923 0 

14 
3% 12% 
NA 

2 

42.1 
42.1 
0.83 
4.0 
0.2 

1518 
0.50 

0.61 
1.6 

1.00 
1.8 
3.4 

A 
3.4 

A 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10: South End Road & Warner Parrott Road-Lawton Road ,. 

-+ ~ • .,._ 

' Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations .;. 4' , 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Volume (vph) 25 45 5 165 50 80 
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 27 49 5 181 55 88 

Direction, Lane# EB 1 WB 1 WB2 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2 
Volume Total (vph) 82 236 88 319 456 55 
Volume Left (vph) 27 181 0 16 121 0 
Volume Right (vph) 5 0 88 143 0 55 
Hadj (s) 0.03 0.42 -0.68 -0.22 0.15 -0.67 
Departure Headway (s) 8.1 7.7 6.6 6.7 6.7 5.9 
Degree Utilization, x 0.19 0.51 0.16 0.60 0.85 0.09 
Capacity (veh/h) 393 438 512 508 520 587 
Control Delay (s) 12.9 17.2 9.7 19.2 36.1 8.3 
Approach Delay (s) 12.9 15.1 19.2 33.1 
Approach LOS B c c D 

ntersection Summa~ 
Delay 23.5 
HCM Level of Service c 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.3% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ 
NBL 

15 
0.91 

16 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

t I" '. 
NBT NBR SBL 
.;. 

Stop 
145 130 110 

0.91 0.91 0.91 
159 143 121 

c 

~ .I 
SBT SBR 

4' ., 
Stop 
305 50 
0.91 0.91 
335 55 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
11: South End Road & Partlow Road-Lafa:lette Avenue 

...J( 
~ J }/~:'"" ' ( 

Movement SEl SET SER NWL NWT NWR 
Lane Configurations 4t 'I t. 
Volume (veh/h) 5 10 5 80 5 35 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 11 6 89 6 39 
Pedestrians 3 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 
Percent Blockage 0 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 961 970 381 928 925 306 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 961 970 381 928 925 306 
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
pO queue free % 97 95 99 60 98 95 
eM capacity (veh/h) 204 230 669 221 244 732 

'rection, Uiile # SE1 ~W1 NW2 NE 1 SW1 
Volume Total 22 89 44 367 489 
Volume Left 6 89 0 11 106 
Volume Right 6 0 39 100 11 
cSH 265 221 586 1180 1209 
Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.40 0.08 0.01 0.09 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 46 6 1 7 
Control Delay (s) 19.8 31.9 11.6 0.3 2.5 
Lane LOS c D 8 A A 
Approach Delay (s) 19.8 25.2 0.3 2.5 
Approach LOS c D 

Intersection Summa!:X 
Average Delay 5.1 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.7% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

' El 

10 

0.90 
11 

386 

386 
4.1 

2.2 
99 

1180 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

,If ~ ' NET NER SWL 

4t 
230 90 95 

Free 
0% 

0.90 0.90 0.90 
256 100 106 

None 

356 

356 
4.1 

2.2 
91 

1209 

B 

¥ ltJ 

SWT SWB 
4t 
335 10 

Free 
0% 

0.90 0.90 
372 11 

None 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
12: Central Point Road & Warner Parrott Road 

-+ ") r ,._ ., 
~ 

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NEL NER 
Lane Configurations t. ., t ., ., 
Volume (veh/h) 295 30 330 395 20 200 
Sign Control Free Free Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 331 34 371 444 22 225 
Pedestrians 1 5 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 0 0 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 370 1539 354 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 370 1539 354 
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3 
pO queue free % 69 74 67 
eM capacity (veh/h) 1194 86 688 

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB1 WB2 NE 1 NE2 
Volume Total 365 371 444 22 225 
Volume Left 0 371 0 22 0 
Volume Right 34 0 0 0 225 
cSH 1700 1194 1700 86 688 
Volume to Capacity 0.21 0.31 0.26 0.26 0.33 
Queue Length 95th {ft) 0 33 0 24 35 
Control Delay (s) 0.0 9.4 0.0 61.1 12.7 
Lane LOS A F B 
Approach Delay {s) 0.0 4.3 17.1 
Approach LOS c 
Intersection Summa!}: 
Average Delay 5.4 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.3% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
DKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
13: Clairmont Wa'fJFred Me:t:er & Molalla Avenue 

~ t r ~ ~ J 
vement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 

Lane Configurations ~ t+ llj t 7' 
Volume (vph) 60 560 10 15 675 120 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1875 1805 1863 1542 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Said. Flow {~erm) 1805 1875 1805 1863 1542 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 63 589 11 16 711 126 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 20 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 63 600 0 16 711 106 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 13 13 7 
Hea~ Vehicles {%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 2% 1% 
Tum Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm 
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 8.0 80.9 2.8 75.7 75.7 
Effective Green, g (s) 8.0 81 .4 2.8 76.2 76.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.74 0.03 0.69 0.69 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 3.0 2.5 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 131 1388 46 1291 1068 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.32 0.01 c0.38 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.43 0.35 0.55 0.10 
Uniform Delay, d1 49.0 5.5 52.7 8.4 5.6 
Progression Factor 1.12 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.7 0.8 3.3 1.7 0.2 
Delay (s) 56.6 5.7 56.0 10.1 5.8 
Level of Service E A E B A 
Approach Delay (s) 10.6 10.3 
Approach LOS B B 

1
1ntersection Summa!} 
HCM Average Control Delay 16.3 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.55 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.8% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

) 
NEL 

75 
1900 

0.95 
79 
0 
0 

27 
0% 

Perm 

8 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

;t /l 
NET NER 

4' 7' 
25 60 

1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.94 
0.96 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
0.96 1.00 
1753 1475 
0.64 1.00 

1167 1475 
0.95 0.95 

26 63 
0 55 

105 8 
10 

0% 3% 
NA Perm 

8 
8 

13.3 13.3 
13.8 13.8 
0.13 0.13 
4.5 4.5 
2.5 2.5 

146 185 

c0.09 0.01 
0.72 0.04 
46.2 42.3 
1.00 1.00 
14.6 0.1 
60.8 42.4 

E D 
53.9 

D 

B 

8.0 
B 

( 
SWL 

15 
1900 

0.95 
16 
0 
0 

10 
0% 

Perm 

4 

II' t/ 
SWT SWR 

~ 
35 35 

1900 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
0.96 
1.00 
0.94 
0.99 
1704 
0.94 
1609 
0.95 0.95 

37 37 
26 0 
64 0 

27 
0% 0% 
NA 

4 

13.3 
13.8 
0.13 
4.5 
2.5 
202 

0.04 
0.32 
43.8 
1.00 
0.7 

44.5 
D 

44.5 
D 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
14: Gaffnel Lane & Molalla Avenue 

~ t r ~ + J 
Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations ~ f+ ~ t 7' 
Volume (vph) 50 415 155 165 525 60 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.95 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1784 1787 1845 1509 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 1805 1784 1787 1845 1509 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 53 437 163 174 553 63 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 0 14 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 53 589 0 174 553 49 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 9 16 16 9 
Hea~ Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 1% 1% 3% 2% 
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm 
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 52.1 21 .8 66.9 66.9 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.0 52.6 21 .8 67.4 67.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.48 0.20 0.61 0.61 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 3.0 2.5 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 115 853 354 1130 925 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.33 0.10 c0.30 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 
v/c Ratio 0.46 0.69 0.49 0.49 0.05 
Uniform Delay, d1 49.7 22.4 39.2 11.8 8.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.80 0.50 0.32 
Incremental Delay, d2 2.1 4.6 0.7 1.3 0.1 
Delay (s) 51 .8 26.9 32.0 7.2 2.8 
Level of Service D c c A A 
Approach Delay (s) 28.9 12.3 
Approach LOS c 8 

Intersection Summa!} 
HCM Average Control Delay 27.2 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.67 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.4% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

) 
NEL 

35 
1900 

0.95 
37 
0 
0 

0% 
Perm 

8 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

J( /l ( 
NET NER SWL 

4+ 
60 45 130 

1900 1900 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
0.98 
1.00 
0.96 
0.99 
1702 
0.80 
1371 
0.95 0.95 0.95 

63 47 137 
16 0 0 

131 0 0 
16 16 

6% 2% 1% 
NA Perm 

8 
4 

23.1 
23.6 
0.21 
4.5 
2.5 
294 

0.10 
0.44 
37.5 
1.00 
0.8 

38.3 
D 

38.3 
D 

c 

8.0 
c 

Jl t/ 
SWT SWR 

4' 7' 
70 180 

1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.98 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
0.97 1.00 
1779 1615 
0.63 1.00 
1164 1615 
0.95 0.95 

74 189 
0 148 

211 41 

2% 0% 
NA Perm 

4 
4 

23.1 23.1 
23.6 23.6 
0.21 0.21 
4.5 4.5 
2.5 2.5 
250 346 

c0.18 0.03 
0.84 0.12 
41 .4 34.8 
1.00 1.00 
21.8 0.1 
63.2 34.9 

E c 
49.8 

D 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
15: Molalla Avenue & Fir Street 

• '. t ~ '. ~ 
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 
Lane Configurations v t. 'i t 
Volume (veh/h) 30 70 550 35 45 655 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 31 73 573 36 47 682 
Pedestrians 6 1 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 1 0 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL TWLTL 
Median storage veh) 2 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 481 
pX, platoon unblocked 0.83 
vC, conflicting volume 1374 597 615 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 597 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 777 
vCu, unblocked vol 1349 597 615 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.3 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.4 
IF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.4 
pO queue free % 91 85 95 
eM capacity (veh/h) 349 498 878 

Direction, Lane # WB1 f\18 f SB 1 SB2 
Volume Total 104 609 47 682 
Volume Left 31 0 47 0 
Volume Right 73 36 0 0 
cSH 441 1700 878 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.24 0.36 0.05 0.40 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 23 0 4 0 
Control Delay (s) 15.7 0.0 9.3 0.0 
Lane LOS c A 
Approach Delay (s) 15.7 0.0 0.6 
Approach LOS c 

1 
ntersection Summa~ 
Average Delay 1.4 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.0% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
16: OR 213 & Beavercreek Road 

~ -+ ..... ~ 
~ ' Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 

Lane Configurations "' tt. ," tt ., 
Volume (vph) 540 620 70 150 375 405 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1.00 
Frpb, pedibikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, pedibikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3497 3502 3610 1583 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 3433 3497 3502 3610 1583 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
Adj. Flow (vph) 581 667 75 161 403 435 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 0 290 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 581 734 0 161 403 145 
Conft. Peds. (#ihr) 2 11 11 2 
Hea~ Vehicles(%) 2% 1% 3% 0% 0% 2% 
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 8 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green , G (s) 19.2 28.3 6.1 15.2 15.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 20.7 29.8 7.6 16.7 16.7 
Actuated giC Ratio 0.19 0.27 0.07 0.15 0.15 
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 645 946 242 547 240 
vis Ratio Prot c0.17 0.21 0.05 c0.11 0.09 
vis Ratio Perm 
vic Ratio 0.90 0.78 0.67 0.74 0.60 
Uniform Delay, d1 43.7 37.1 50.1 44.7 43.7 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 15.6 3.8 5.8 4.7 3.3 
Delay (s) 59.4 40.9 55.8 49.3 47.0 
Level of Service E 0 E 0 0 
Approach Delay (s) 49.0 49.4 
Approach LOS 0 0 

Intersection Summa~ 
HCM Average Control Delay 40.7 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.83 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.2 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.6% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ 
NBL 

'tlj 
40 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1703 
0.95 
1703 
0.93 

43 
0 

43 
2 

6% 
Prot 

1 

3.1 
4.6 

0.04 
5.5 
2.3 
71 

0.03 

0.61 
51.9 
1.00 
10.9 
62.8 

E 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

t !" '. 
NBT NBR SBL 

tt ., 
"' 705 145 700 

1900 1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

0.95 1.00 0.97 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 1.00 
1.00 1.00 0.95 

3505 1599 3433 
1.00 1.00 0.95 
3505 1599 3433 
0.93 0.93 0.93 
758 156 753 

0 113 0 
758 43 753 

1 1 
3% 1% 2% 
NA Prot Prot 

6 6 5 

27.4 27.4 24.9 
30.4 30.4 26.4 
0.28 0.28 0.24 
7.0 7.0 5.5 
4.7 4.7 2.3 
967 441 822 
0.22 0.03 c0.22 

0.78 0.10 0.92 
36.9 29.7 40.8 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
4.8 0.2 14.6 

41 .6 29.9 55.4 
0 c E 

40.7 
0 

0 

12.0 
0 

+ .; 
SBT SBR 

tt ., 
1240 610 
1900 1900 

4.0 4.0 
0.95 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
1.00 1.00 

3505 1583 
1.00 1.00 

3505 1583 
0.93 0.93 
1333 656 

0 345 
1333 311 

2 
3% 2% 
NA Prot 

2 2 

49.2 49.2 
52.2 52.2 
0.47 0.47 

7.0 7.0 
4.7 4.7 

1660 750 
c0.38 0.20 

0.80 0.41 
24.6 19.0 
1.00 1.00 
3.3 0.7 

27.9 19.7 
c B 

33.5 
c 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
17: Beavercreek Road & Ma~le Lane Road 

~ ~ ) Jr' ' ( 
Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR 
Lane Configurations "i tt. ., tt. 
Volume (vph) 355 915 115 15 520 60 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Said. Flow (prot) 1770 3479 1805 3491 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Said. Flow (~erm) 1770 3479 1805 3491 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 
Adj. Flow (vph) 378 973 122 16 553 64 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 5 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 378 1089 0 16 612 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 
Hea~ Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 0% 
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA 
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 29.2 71.7 1.8 44.3 
Effective Green, g (s) 29.2 72.2 1.8 44.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.60 0.02 0.37 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 4.0 2.5 4.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 431 2095 27 1304 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 c0.31 0.01 0.18 
v/s Ratio Perm 
vic Ratio 0.88 0.52 0.59 0.47 
Uniform Delay, d1 43.6 13.8 58.7 28.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 17.7 0.9 25.8 1.2 
Delay (s) 61 .4 14.7 84.5 29.7 
Level of Service E B F c 
Approach Delay (s) 26.7 31 .1 
Approach LOS c c 
Intersection Summa!} 
HCM Average Control Delay 32.8 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 119.9 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.4% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

' NEL 
"i 

215 
1900 

4.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1805 
0.95 

1805 
0.94 
229 

0 
229 

2 
0% 

Split 
8 

19.4 
19.9 
0.17 
4.5 
2.5 
300 

c0.13 

0.76 
47.8 
1.00 
10.5 
58.2 

E 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

.If nt ~ 
NET NER SWL 

t. "i 
90 50 65 

1900 1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.95 1.00 
1.00 0.95 
1799 1805 
1.00 0.95 
1799 1805 
0.94 0.94 0.94 

96 53 69 
15 0 0 

134 0 69 

0% 0% 0% 
NA Split 

8 4 

19.4 9.5 
19.9 10.0 
0.17 0.08 
4.5 4.5 
2.5 2.5 
299 151 
0.07 c0.04 

0.45 0.46 
45.1 52.4 
1.00 1.00 
0.8 1.6 

45.8 54.0 
0 0 

53.4 
0 

c 

12.0 
c 

II' lt;..; 

SWT SWR 

t 7' 
65 195 

1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
1.00 1.00 
1900 1577 
1.00 1.00 
1900 1577 
0.94 0.94 

69 207 
0 95 

69 112 
2 

0% 2% 
NA pm+ov 

4 5 
4 

9.5 38.7 
10.0 38.7 
0.08 0.32 
4.5 4.0 
2.5 2.5 
158 509 

0.04 0.05 
0.02 

0.44 0.22 
52.3 29.6 
1.00 1.00 
1.4 0.2 

53.7 29.7 
0 c 

39.4 
0 

Synchro 8 Report 
Page 17 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
18: Ma~le Lane Road & Tha~er Road 

r t... Jl ~ 

'" 
¥ 

Movement WBL WBR NET NER SWL SWT 
Lane Configurations v f+ 'i t 
Volume (veh/h) 55 5 405 100 10 270 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 58 5 426 105 11 284 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 391 
pX, platoon unblocked 0.97 0.97 0.97 
vC, conflicting volume 784 479 532 
vC 1, stage 1 coni vol 
vC2, stage 2 coni vol 
vCu , unblocked vol 759 444 498 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 84 99 99 
eM capacity (veh/h) 361 598 1040 

Direction, Lane # WB1 NE 1 SW1 SW2 
Volume Total 63 532 11 284 
Volume Left 58 0 11 0 
Volume Right 5 105 0 0 
cSH 373 1700 1040 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.17 0.31 0.01 0.17 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 15 0 1 0 
Control Delay (s) 16.6 0.0 8.5 0.0 
Lane LOS c A 
Approach Delay (s) 16.6 0.0 0.3 
Approach LOS c 
!ntersection Summa~ 
Average Delay 1.3 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.4% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 201 1 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

A 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
19: Ma~le Lane Road & Grove Wa~ 

• '- t ~ '. + 
ovement Bl WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 

Lane Configurations v ~ 4' 
Volume (veh/h) 20 5 370 40 5 260 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 21 5 389 42 5 274 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 982 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 695 411 432 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 695 411 432 
tC, single (s) 6.5 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.6 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 95 99 100 
eM capacity (veh/h) 392 645 1139 

Direction, Lane# WB1 NB 1 SB1 
Volume Total 26 432 279 
Volume Left 21 0 5 
Volume Right 5 42 0 
cSH 425 1700 1139 
Volume to Capacity 0.06 0.25 0.00 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0 0 
Control Delay (s) 14.0 0.0 0.2 
Lane LOS 8 A 
Approach Delay (s) 14.0 0.0 0.2 
Approach LOS 8 

ntersection Summa 
Average Delay 0.6 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 31 .9% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
20: OR 213 & Glen Oak Road-Caufield Road 

..1 --+ "'). .f ~ '-
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations .;. 4' , 
Volume (vph) 25 5 5 15 5 140 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 0.98 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.97 0.96 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1638 1830 1599 
Fit Permitted 0.77 0.84 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 1312 1593 1599 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph} 26 5 5 16 5 147 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 137 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 31 0 0 21 10 
Heav~ Vehicles (%) 4% 0% 50% 0% 0% 1% 
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm 
Protected Phases 8 4 
Permitted Phases 8 4 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 8.2 8.2 8.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 8.7 8.7 8.7 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 91 111 111 
vis Ratio Prot 
vis Ratio Perm c0.02 0.01 0.01 
vic Ratio 0.34 0.19 0.09 
Uniform Delay, d1 55.4 54.8 54.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.7 0.6 0.3 
Delay (s) 57.1 55.4 54.7 
Level of Service E E D 
Approach Delay (s) 57.1 54.8 
Approach LOS E D 

Intersection Summa!}: 
HCM Average Control Delay 23.7 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 125.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.9% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ 
NBL 

~ 
5 

1900 
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1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
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0.95 
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0.95 

5 
0 
5 
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0.01 
4.0 
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17 

0.00 
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E 

Oregon City TSP Update 
201 1 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
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f+ 
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1.00 
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1 0 
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85.1 
0.68 

6.0 
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0.55 
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1.00 
1.8 
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B 
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B 

c 
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0.95 
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4.0 
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c0.10 

0.63 
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E 
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1835 
1.00 
1835 
0.95 0.95 
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0 0 
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NA 

2 
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6.0 
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c 

Synchro 8 Report 
Page 20 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
21 : Glen Oak Road & Beavercreek Road 

~ J Jr' ' ' "' SET SER NWL NWT NEL NER 
Lane Configurations ~ 'i t 'i 7' 
Volume (veh/h) 685 110 25 310 50 25 
Sign Control Free Free Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 721 116 26 326 53 26 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 837 1158 779 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 837 1158 779 
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3 
pO queue free % 97 75 93 
eM capacity (veh/h) 806 210 393 

. 'rection, Lane# SE1 NW1 NW2 NE 1 NE2 
Volume Total 837 26 326 53 26 
Volume Left 0 26 0 53 0 
Volume Right 116 0 0 0 26 
cSH 1700 806 1700 210 393 
Volume to Capacity 0.49 0.03 0.19 0.25 0.07 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 3 0 24 5 
Control Delay (s) 0.0 9.6 0.0 27.8 14.8 
Lane LOS A D B 
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.7 23.5 
Approach LOS c 
ntersection Summa 
Average Delay 1.7 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.7% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2011 Existing Conditions- 30 HV (PM Peak) 

A 

I 
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Future forecasting is an importanr step in the transportation planning process and prm'ides 

estimates of future tra,·el demand. This memorandum describes the forecasring methodology that 
will be used to project tramporcation growth and provide traffic ,-olumes fo r study intersections in 

the 2035 TSP horizon year. This memorandum describes the assumptions used to project 
transportation growth through the 2035 horizon year. 

Introduction 

The travel demand model is based on the t-.fctro regional tra,·el demand model. The Oregon City 

TSP model applies trip generation and trip distribution data directly taken from the Metro model, 

but adds additional detail to more accurately represent local travel conditions and routing 

al ternatives within the city. The Oregon City TSP model will include additional (mostly collector) 
roadways and refine how the regional model loads trips onto the travel network. 

The following sections detail the tra,-cl forecast methodology. These components include the 

roadwa y network, transportation analysis zones ( f. \Zs), land use, and travel demand. 

Roadway Network 

The VJSUJ\1 1 roadway network obtained from the 1etro Regional Tra,·el Demand Forecast l\Iodel 
includes regional b ·el arrerial streets, both within and outside of Oregon City.~ The Oregon City 

model will be expanded to include all arterial and collector streets within the Oregon City City 

Limits and Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) at a minimum. The model will include regional 

roadways outside of the Oregon City UGB that influence study area travel, including the entire 
Portland metropolitan region, extending as south past Ca nby and Mulino and east past Estacada. 

1\n existing model roadway network will be refined using Metro's regional model as the initial base. 

etwork elements will be confirmed based on an existing conditions im·ento ry of posted speeds, 

traffic control, lane geometries. and number of tra,·ellanes. The existing conditions network is the 

starting point for development of the future model. The Metro 2010 model network is shown in 

Figure 1. 

1 \ISU:\1 is a rransporracion tra\'e] demand modeling sofrware de\'eloped by PT\' \ 'ision. 
2 ,'dodel data pro\'ided by :\Ierro, :--:o,·cmbcr 20 II. 
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The 2035 future year baseline roadway network will be ucvcloped to use for the 2035 No-Builu 

analysis. This netw ork includes new roadways o r roadway capacity imprm·ement projects that haYe 

identified funding or arc incl uded in the following: 

• ~ ta tcwidc Transpo rtation I mprO\·emcnt Program ('TIP) 

• l\fctro RegionaJ Transportation Plan (RTP- Financially Constrained) 

• Oregon City Capital lmprm·cmcnt Plan (specifically idcnti tied projects only) 

. \ dditio nal scenarios will be deY d o ped to test the Ya rious transportation alternari,-cs that will be 

considered for the Oregon City T SP l'pdate. T able I sun1marizcs roadway and intersection 

improYcments that \\ill be assumed in the 2<B5 network and Figure I shows the proposed O regon 

City model 2<).)5 base network. 

T bl 1 0 C CIP F . II C tr dMt V l ' l P -
Project Project/ Program Start End 

ID Source Name Location Location Description 

Roadway Segm ent Improvem en ts 

I RT P Swan I ~xtcnston Li1·esay Rd !lolly Ln 
Through lanes. sidl:walks, IJike lanes. 

rurn lanes to Sl:r\'e UGB expansion area 

2 RT P I lolly l .am: Reclland Rd ll olcomb Rei 
Through lanes. sidewalks, hike: lanes. 

rurn lanes to scr\'e L' GB expansion area 

Turn lanes. hike lanes. stdewalks. 

3 RT P l loll1 Lam: Redlancl Rd .\ laplc: l.n mrnsecuo n tmpron:menn .. hndge 
replacement 

Bea,·en:rcck Rd 
Clackamas 

\\ 'iden 10 5 lanes with stdewalks ;md 
4 RT P 

lmpro\'cml:nts Phase 2 
.\laplc: l .ane Communiry 

bike lanes 
College 

Bea1-crcn.:ck Rd 
Clackam:1~ 

\\ 'iden ro 4 lanes with stdewalks and 
5 R' l1) 

lmpro1·emcnt s Phase 3 
Communuy L'GH 

bike lanes 
College 

lligh 
l1ea1·ercreek 

Exrension from current termlllUS ar 

6 CHI ')'::;p .\ !eyers Road School 
Road 

l ligh ::;chool .\wnue 10 Bcan:rcrcck 

.\ venue Road 

- CiryT::;P 
\\';tshington- . \ bcrncrh1· \\ 'ashingron Exrension from stub south of 

.\bernerhy Connecror Road Srreer \\ 'ashtngron ro \ be rneth1 Rmtd 

Inte rsection Improvem en ts 

STIP / Jughandle ar ( >R Consrruct Jughandlc lnrersecnon at 
. \ - . 

CmTSP 213/ \\ 'ashingwn Srreer \'\ 'ashingron Srrcer 

.\ !olalla \venue 

11 RTP Roundabout - . 
Reconfif.,>u re 1111ersccnon for safety and 

1.< )S mro roundabout 
( raylor I 01\'lsam) 
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Transportation Analysis Zones 

For transpo rtatio n modeling purposes. the Metro tran:l demand model ha~ di,·ided the entire 

Portland metropolitan region into transportation anaJysis zones (f. \Zs). These T. \Zs represent the 

source~ o f \Thiele trip generation ,,·ithin the region. l\lctro rrayeJ demand model T.-\.Z boundarie~ do 

nor align directly \\·ith the ciry limits o r the L'rban G rowth Boundary (L'G B). For purposes of 

identifying land usc changes from 2010 to 2035. the model study area is defined by the l\1ctro T.\l.s 

that mos t closely match \\~th the L'CB. There arc approximately 281\fctro T.\l.s included in the 

model study area arc illustrated in Figure 2. In addition to those 21:\ l\ lctro 'J'. \ 1.~, other l\ Ierro T . \ l.s 

in the regional model were included as weiJ since they directly or indirectly intluencc traffic o n 

roa<h·ays in Oregon City. 

Transportation analysis zones arc most cffecti\'c when they represent homogeneous land usc (i.e. 

retail employment or households) and access to the street ncrwork. To more cffccti,·ely distribute 

traffic onto the Oregon City street network, a number of Metro's TAZs arc proposed to be 

disaggregated. o r broken from larger (parent) to smaller (child) T.\Zs to more accurately reflect the 

existing and planned land uses in Oregon City. The proposed disagg;rcgarion is also shmm in 1-"igurc 

2. Land u ·e dara associated with Metro's model is approved ar the regional level and in order to be 

consistent \\"ith l\letro, land usc assumptions for each l\lctro 'L\Z must be maintained, as a contro l 

to tal. L' pdatcs to this land usc data occur Yery inft-ellucntly and changes to this data \Yould not occur 

once the modeling work has commenced. 

Centroids represent the land usc and trip generation as~ociated with each T. \ /' .. Centroid connccrors 
are the means (links) by \\·hich that trip generation is loaded onto the stree t ncl"\\·ork in the model. 

For regional modeling purposes. where the concern is for regionally signitlcan t transportatio n 

faciJjties, relati,·cly few centroid connectors are used. In addition to the T.\ 1. disaggrega tion 

proposed, addicional centroid connectors \\~I be added to more accurately rc£lcctland usc access ro 

the street network in O regon City. 

For the Oregon City TSP modeL eight l\Ietro T. \/.s arc proposed to be subdi,·ided into nine 

additional smaller zones. These disaggrcgarcd zones maintain the boundaries of the 'parent' Metro 

TAZs, but better represent homogeneous land usc and traffic loading onto the model's more 

detailed roadway ncrwork. The disag.e;rcgated T.·\ Z boundaries for the Oregon City TSP arc shown 

in h gurc 2, along \\~th the o riginall\1etro T.\ 1. system. The model network also re tains T ,\ /.s 

external to O regon City, but impo rtant in the relatio nship bel"\\·een O regon City land use and that in 

the greater Portland metropolitan region, accounting for ,-chicle trips entering and exiting the TSP 

study area. 
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Land Use 

Land use is a key factor affecting the traffic demands placed on Oregon City's transporta tion system. 

The location, density, rype. and mixture of land uses h:wc a direct impact on traffic leYels and 

patterns. Existing ~() I () land usc itwentories and future ~035 land u~c projections were provided by 

1\Ictro. 

The existing 2010 land usc im·entory approximated the number o f households and the amount o f 

rcraiJ employment. scn ·ice employment, and othe r employment tha t currently exi~t in each 1\fetro 

T.\ Z. The l\Ictro land usc data will then be spli t into the ~mallcr T. \Z sys tem identified for the 

Oregon City TSP model. Conrrol to tals fo r the 'parent' Metro T AZ will be maintained for the sum 

of the 'child' disaggregated T:\ Zs. The allocation of land usc totals between disaggregated T. \Zs will 

be based on existing aerial photography, tax lo r data. and knowledge from pre,·ious studies in 

Oregon Ciry. 

The future 2035 land usc projection is an estimate of the amount of each land usc that the T.\Z 

could accommodate at expected build-our o f Yacanr or underdeveloped lands assuming 

ComprchcnsiYc Plan designations. The allocat.ion of future growth to l\fctro T. \Zs \\·as modified 

based on input from City of O regon City Staff. However. the control total was maintained for the 

sum o fT.\/.s within the CGB area (as identified in Figure 2). Existing land u~e estimates and fum re 
projections for the L1Gl3 area arc li~ red in Table ~ . 

T bl 2 0 . C UGB Ar L d U S -
2010 Projected Growth Projected 2035 Percent Growth 

Land Use Land Use from 2010 to 2035 Land Use (2010 - 2035) 

Household s 

Total 
H o useholds 

13,022 7,963 20,985 61% 

E mployees 

Rcr:til 
3,089 1,052 5. 14 1 66° n 

Employees 

Sen-icc 
3.- 18 3.25:) 6.973 88% 

Employees 

( )rher 
7,914 3,300 11.2 14 42°o 

Employees 

Total 
14,721 8,607 23,328 58% 

E mployees 

;\full set of detailed land usc data by T.\/, cannot be prO\'ided in this memo due to confidentiali ty 

o f employment info rmation. However, pro jected growth for households and employmen t (retail, 

sen -icc and other employment) is prO\'ided fo r each model TAZ in the Appendix. This informacion 

is summarized in Figures 3 through 6. 
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Travel Demand 

Future yea r (2035) travel demand on roadways and at intersections in Oregon City will be estimated 
based o n the O regon City TSP models for 2010 and 2035. Travel demand will be estimated fo r the 

weekday PI\ I peak hour for bo th 2010 and 2035, consistent with the ODOT . \nalysis Procedures 
l\lanual,1 which documents the rypicaily accepted method of developing future forecasts from model 

,·olumes in Oregon. The purpose o f the 2010 model is to calibrate the network in preparation for 

de,·cloping the 2035 model. The calibratio n process may include adjustments to street network 
elements (connectivity, capacities, speeds etc.) or centroid connectors (reflecting how the land usc 

accesses the street network). Similar adjustments would be considered fo r the 2035 model. 1 n 
adclition, the 2010 model will be used as baseline for estimating growth in the 2035 model. 

Traffic fo recasts will be based o n using model pos t-processing, as identified in the ODOT .\nalysis 

Procedures Manual. This approach is derived from methodologies outlined in National Cooperative 
f Jighwa~r Research Prograrn Report 255, 1/igbwqy Trt({/it /Ja!afor (. 'rbcmi::;_erl .·1rea Prqjed Pla1111i1(~ t111d 

Desig11. This process is based on adding the increment o f growth identified between the base and 

future year Pl\1 peak travel demand models to Pl\J peak hour intersection turn mm·ements deri,·ed 
from traffic counts. The method creates future year forecasts that arc calibrated to acrual data. 

The tra\'cl demand analysis includes the translation o f Metro land usc information into motor 
vehicle trips. This was done for each Oregon Ciry T1\ l. based on the existing and projected land 

uses described pre,·iously in the Land Cse section of this memorandum. This section of the 

memorandum describes the methodology used to determine how the trips were distributed and 
assigned to the roadway net\\·ork. 

Motor Vehicle Trip Generation and Distribution 

Trip quantities for the Oregon Ciry TSP models were derived directly from Metro's travel demand 

models for 2010 and 2035. Metro model trip tables will be used as a basis for the Oregon City TSP 

model . The initial number o f trips in the Oregon City T P model will be consistent with the l\fctro 
travel demand model for both external and internal zones. Trip to tals identified for 1\fetro T. \ Zs 

\\'ere split propo rtionally into the disaggregated T" \ Z system based on land use data and aggregate 
Metro model trip rates. The sum o f the trip totals for disaggregated 'child' 7.0nes equaled the trips 

for each Metro 'parent' zone. Further refinements to trip generation may be made to calibra te the 
base year Oregon City model to traffic counts. The growth in demand (difference bet\veen 2010 and 

2035) identified in Metro's travel demand models will be maintained, as identical adjustments to 

demand will also be applied to the future year model, if need be. 

By utilizing trip tables directly from the 1\fetro traYcl demand models as a basis, the initial 

distributio n o f trips will be retained. Relati,-e trip distribution for disaggrcgated 'child' TAZs reflect 

the distribution identified for the 'parent' Metro TAZ. 

1 fl.JJtlb·sis Pn1mlum ,\/muwl (fl.P,\ I), < )regon Department of Transportauon (OD( )1) Transpo rtation Planrung. \nalySIS 
Cnit (TP.\ U), Last Updated June 2010. 
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Trip Assignment 

Trip a~~ignmcm im·oh-e~ the determination of the ~pecific traYcl route~ taken for all trip~ within the 

transportation network. Both the Oregon City TSP model and the l\lctro regional model perfo rm 

trip a~s ignn1e1ll using \ ' ISL' l\I. 1\ lodcl inputs incl uded the transportation network (i.e., road and 

intersection locations and cha rac t e ristic~, as de termined from maps and field im·enro rics) and a trip 

distribution table (determined using methodolog~· described pre,·io usly in this memorandum) . 

I teratcd equilibrium assignment ,,.ill be performed using estimated tran:-1 times along roadway~ as 

weU as mid-block and approach capacities at intersections. The path cho ice fo r each trip ''-ill be 

based on minimal tra,-cl rimes a,·ailablc between locatiom in the model. l\1odcl outputs will include 

rraftic ,·olumes o n roadway segments and at intersectio ns. 1\lodcl outputs \\-ill be reYiewed for 

reasonablenes~ and post-p rocessed (as described pre,·iously) ro de,·elop fo recasts. 
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Oregon City, Like many jurisdic tions. faces the challenge of accommodating future population and 

employment grmnh while keeping acceptable scn·ice Je,·cls on irs transportation nerwork. ( )regon 

City is aware of rlus challenge and strives to keep the City's Transportation System Plan (TSP) up to 

date in an effort to prepare for and accommodate the furure gro\\1:h in the most efficient manner 

possible. \\ 'ithout the big picrurc that the TSP prm·ides, maintaining acceptable:: ~meet nerwork 

pcrfOtmance could nor be achie,·ed in an cftlciem manner. For this reason. the Ciry updated irs 

fo recast by re,·iewing the existing transportatio n nef\\·ork with growth through :2035 to bener 

understand how the street network would be expected to operate. Using the existing zoning 

designations. tlus document explores the expected condi tions of the Oregon City street nerwork in 

2035, assuming improYements arc nor pursued to acconunodatc future growth. ,\!though this 

document focuses on the future growth and perfo rmance of the street system for dri,· ing, rhe 

forecasting process for future tra,·cl demand assumes increased rra,·cl via walking, biking and transit, 

in addition to driving. These modes will be further reviewed in Technical l\Iemorandum #7. 

Estimating Future Growth 

Before we determine what im·estments arc needed for a transportation net\\'o rk for all modes, we 

must first look ar the exiscing traYcl conditions, and then usc the latest plantung assumptions to 

fo recast what future gro'.vth and tra\·el trends might look like in the planning horizon of :2035. This 

helps to establish future baseline street network conditions that show what the fu ture might look 

Like if no new improvements are made to accommodate growth in the community. 

The Traffic Forecasting Process 

.\determination of fururc street network needs in O regon City requires rhe ability to accurately 

forecast tra,·el demand resulcing from e~tima tes o f fu ture population and employment for the C ity . 

. \ primary objectiYc of the transportation planning process is to proYide the information necessary 

fo r making decisions on when and where imprO\·emcnrs should be made to the transportation 

system ro meet traYel demand as dC\-clopcd in an urban area traYel demand model as part o f the 

Regional Transporracio n Plan update process. Icrro uses \ ' lSU\1, a computer based program for 

transportation planning, to process the large amounts o f data for the Portland 1\lcrropolitan area. 

The traffic forecasting process can be summarized in six steps (see Figure 1): 
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1. Update s treet network data: The street network for the Metro Travel D emand Model was 

expanded to include all arterial and collector streets in Oregon City. The model had 

previously included most major roadways in the region. The existing model street network 
was also refined based o n the existing conditions inventory of posted speeds, traffic control, 
lane geometries, and number of travel lanes. 

The existing model street network was 

utilized as the starting point fo r the 2035 

Baseline model. Projects with secured 
funding or tha t are reasonably likely to be 
funded by 2035 were added to the street 

network. 

2. Identify the land use: Based on 2010 1 and 

2035 land use, growth for Oregon City and 
the surrounding region was estimated. 

3. Group the land use da ta based on 

location: The land usc data was split into 

geographical areas called transportation 

analysis zones (rAZs), which represent the 

sources of vehicle trip generation. There are 
31 Metro TAZs within or adjacent to the 
Oregon City. These TAZs were further 

subdivided into -tO T 1\ Zs to better represent 

land use in Oregon City. The TAZs in 

Oregon City are shown in Figure A 1 in the 

appendix. 

4. Con vert the land use to m otor vehicle 

Fig ure 1: T he Traffic Forecasting 
Process 

trips: The existing and projected land usc is converted into mo tor vehicle trips. The trip 

generation process translates existing and projected land use quantities (number of dwelling 
units, retail, and other employment) into vehicle trip ends (number of vehicles entering or 

leaving a TAZ) using trip generation rates established during the model verification process. 

5. Distribute the trips onto the s treet network: This step es timates how many trips travel 

from one T r\ Z in the model to any other T1\Z.. Distribution is based o n the number of 

vehicles entering or leaving each T r\Z pair, and on factors that relate the likelihood o f travel 

between any two zones to the travel time between zones. 

6. Assig n a travel route to the trips: In this process, trips from one TAZ to another are 

assigned to specific travel routes on the street network, and resulting trip volumes are 

accumulated on links o f the network until all trips are assigned. 

1 :2010 land use is based on rhe mosr currenr invenrory by l\ lerro 
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Once the traffic forecasting process is complete, we utilize the 2035 traffic volumes to determine the 

areas of the street network that arc expected to be congested and that may need futu re inYesrmcnts 

to accommodate grmnh. 

Baseline Street Network Performance 

Baseline retlccts the street network performance assuming \Ve build the transportation pro jects that 

already ha,·e secured funding o r arc reasonably likely to be funded but assumes no additional 

impro,·ements. ~ Iaj or projects that are included in the Baseline street network are (see Table .-\1 in 

the appendix for more detail): 

• Swan ,\ ,·enue extension from Li,·esa\' Road to I loll\' Lane . . 

• Holly Lane extension from Rcdland Road to ll olcomb BoulC\'ard 

• 1 lolly Lane impro,·emcnts from Red land Road to 1\faplc Lane Road 

• Bca,·ercreek Road widening from 1\ faple Lane Road to I Jenrici Road 

• l\1e~·ers Road extension from O R 213 to r figh School :\ ,·enue 

• , \ roadw·ay connection between \\'ashington Street and . \berne thy Road 

• Intersection rc-configuration at OR 213/ \\ 'ashington Street 

• A roundabout at the 1\ [olalla .-henue/ DiYision-Taylor Street intersection 

Snapshot of Oregon City in 2035 

Highlights of the 2035 Baseline performance are discussed below. \\'hile these summaries detai l land 

usc and growth in Oregon City, the trayc] demand forecasts that ha,·e been e\'aluatcd reflect the 

regional land use growth throughout the Porrland metropolitan area. 

More People, More Jobs 

Today, O regon City and the adjacent 

area are home to over 13,000 

households and accounts for m·er 

1-1-,500 jobs. Between now and 2035, 

household growth is expected to 

increase nearly 2.-1- percent a year, 

slightly outpacing the rate o f job 

growth over the same period.~ Oregon 

City and the adjacent area are expected 

to be home to 23,328 jobs by 2035, a 

E mployees (23,328) 58.5% 

H ousehol& (20,985) 61.2% 

57°o 58°o 59°o 60°o 61° o 62°o 

Percent Change 

Oregon City and Adjacent Area T ota l H ouseholds 
and Employees in 2035 and Percent Change Fro m 

2010 

~ Household and Employmcnr growrh ,,·as esrimared bY :\Ierro using 2010 and 2035 zoning clara 
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58 percent increase from 2010, or an average o f 2.3 percent growth a year. I Iouseholds are expected 
to grow to 20,985 by 2035, a 61 percent increase from 2010. \'X 'ith more people and more jobs in 

and around Oregon City, the street network will face increased demand through 2035. More detail 
on the land use by TAZ can be found in Table r\3 in the appendix. 

More Travel 

\'X 'ith more jobs and people, the street network in Oregon City will face an additional 21,000 motor 

vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (see Table "-\2 in the appendix) . T oday, the street network 
in Oregon City is generally able to handle the estimated 33,000 c,·ening peak hour trips. I lowe,·er, 
the evening peak hour motor vehicle trips are expected to increase 3 percent a year, surpassing 

5-1-,000 trips by 2035. Figure 2 shows the estimated increase in motor vehicle trips on the street 

network during the evening peak hour. 1\ s shown, much of the increased demand is expected along 

the regional roadways, such as T-205, OR 99E and O R 21 3. These roadways generally connect the 
Pordand Metropolitan area to the employment areas in O regon City. Other roadways that are 

expected to see significant traffic increases (according to the Metro travel demand model) include 
1\bernethy Road, Beavercreek Road, Holly Lane, Maple Lane Road, Molalla Avenue, Redland Road 

and South End Road. Each o f these roadways connects a major residential and/ or emplorment 

growth area in the City to the regional roadway network. 

More Congestion 

More travel means more congestion. Tra,•el activity as reflected by evening peak hour motor vehicle 

trips is expected to increase by 75 percent through 2035. Figure 3 shows the expected locations of 

congestion on the street network in Oregon City. As shown, most of the congestion is expected to 
be along the regional roadways that wo uld experience the highest growth in evening peak hour 
motor vehicle volumes, such as J-205, OR 99E and OR 213. Congestion on I-205 and OR 213 

would generally have less of an impact on Oregon City compared to that on OR 99E. \\!hen O R 

99E is congested it has more of an impact on surface street circulation around D owntown Oregon 

City and could potentially detract from shopping or other retail uses in the area. Other roadways that 

are expected to experience congestion during the evening include Redland Road and \\'ashington 

Street. I t should be noted that major intersections along the congested roadways could potentially 
have operational issues based on this analysis. A detailed review of these intersections is 

forthcoming in Technical .Memorandum # 7. 
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T bl Al 0 . C CIP F' • IJ c dM VI. I P -
Project Project/ Program Start End 

ID Source Name Location Location Description 

Roadway Segment Improvements 

I RTP Swan Extension Livesay Rd llolh· Ln 
Through lanes, sidewalks, bike lanes, 

mrn lanes to serve UGB expansion area 

2 R'D) I lolly Lane Redland Rd Holcomb Rd 
Through lanes, sidewalks, bike lanes, 

mm lanes tO serve UGB expansion area 

Turn lanes, bike lanes, sidewalks, 
3 RTP Holly Lane Redland Rd t- laple I.n inrersecrion improvements. bridge 

replacemenr 

Beavercreek Rd 
Clackamas 

\XIiden ro 5 lanes with sidewalks and 
4 RTP 

Improvements Phase 2 
l\ !aple Lane Community 

bike lanes 
College 

Beavercreek Rd 
Clackamas 

Widen to 4 lanes with sidewalks and 
5 RTP 

Improvements Phase 3 
Community UGB 

bike lanes 
College 

lligh 
Beavercreek 

Extension from current terminus at 
6 Ciry TSP l\ !eyers Road School 

Road 
High School A venue ro Beavercreek 

.\venue Road 

7 CityTSP 
Washington - .-\bernethy Washington Extension from srub south of 

• \bemethy Connector Road Street \X'ashington ro .-\bemethy Road 

Intersection Improvements 

STIP/ Jughandle at O R Construct Jughandle Intersection at 
.\ - -

City TSP 213/ \Xlashington Street Washington Street 

l\ lolalla .-\venue 

B RTP Roundabom -
Reconfigure inrersection for safety and 

-
LOS into roundabout 

(faylor/Division) 
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Table A2: Oregon City Trip Generation by T AZ 
2010 2035 

Trips Trips Total Trips Trips Total Change in Total 
TAZ Leaving Arriving Trips Leaving Arriving Trips Trips (2035-2010) 

719 574 387 962 857 605 1,462 500 

720 59 23 81 418 280 698 617 

72 1 265 400 665 568 583 1,151 486 

72L\ 1r 73 209 103 315 41 7 208 

725 185 307 492 424 824 1,248 ~55 

726 30 62 92 165 330 495 403 

-26.\ - 4 134 208 90 202 292 84 

--,- 449 289 -38 3,286 2,0T 5,3 12 4,5-4 

-28 100 73 173 242 170 41 2 240 

729 150 95 245 266 175 441 197 

730 290 239 529 556 228 784 255 

730.\ 362 94 456 280 235 515 58 

731 275 242 517 390 329 719 202 

7''7 _,_ 904 I, 170 2,074 1,435 786 2,22 1 147 

732.\ 98- 3"" -=> 1,3 12 513 804 1.3 18 6 

-33 103 117 220 203 326 529 310 

-34 29 53 82 34 63 98 16 

-35 7- ') =>- 855 1,607 1,031 1,048 2,()79 4-2 

-36 700 -s 1 1,45 1 933 922 1,856 405 

737 640 1,(l38 1,678 716 1,144 1,86 1 183 

738 289 402 69 1 371 492 862 172 

739 27 14 41 43 44 87 46 

740 311 513 823 761 1,421 2, 183 1,360 

741 580 1,154 1,-34 701 1,407 2, 109 374 

742 481 942 1,423 922 1,850 2,7"'2 1,348 

743 2.5r 96 1 3,507 1.852 1,711 3,563 56 

7 43.\ 468 889 1,357 1360 rs 1,735 r8 

744 1,504 880 2,383 2,038 1,20- 3,246 862 
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Table A2: Oregon City T rip Generation byTAZ 

2010 2035 

Trips Trips Total Trips Trips Total Change in Total 
TAZ Leaving Arriving Trips Leaving Arriving Trips Trips (2035-2010) 

"'45 11 9 144 263 369 -01 1 .o- n so-
146 47 44 91 1,1 0 1 6"'2 1,772 1,682 

-4 -, 89- 3il0 1,19"' 952 -(>4 1,- 1- 520 

-4- \ 683 453 11 36 --3 399 11 -2 .% 

- r B 192 294 486 s-o 128 69- 211 

- 48 384 663 1,or 642 s-1 1,2 13 166 

-48. \ 93 26 11 9 99 3r 446 
,,.,_ 
_)_ 

149 522 693 1,2 15 -w I ,044 1,'55 540 

-so 503 -y) 1.238 655 91- 1,632 394 

-s4 84 183 26- 406 903 1,.")09 1,043 

-6 1 -- 126 202 564 650 1.213 1,0 I I 

Total 16,872 16,140 33,012 27,400 27,061 54,461 21,449 
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This J ocumcm derails rhe 2035 transportation conditions in O regon Ciry if no new im·cstments arc 

n1ac.le to the existing transportation sptcm beyond currently funded projects. 1 ncluded is a summary 

of hm\· the future transporration needs are determined, a depiction of what travel in 2035 could look 

like in O regon City. a derail of where transportation im·estmcnts are needed and an outline of 

potential impro,Tmcnrs to consider. 

How do we Determine Future Transportation System Needs? 

Before we determine what im·estmenrs are needed fo r the City's transportation system. ,,.c must first 

look at the existing rraYcl conditions, and then use the latest planning assumptions to forecast what 

future growth and tra,-cl trends might look like in 2035. \\ 'c begin by assuming that no new 

inYestments will be made into the transportation system beyond what is al ready funded for 

construction and consic.lcr how the sys tem will change \\~th planned g rowth. The following sections 

explain \\'here growth is expected, how the transporrarion system ,,-i.IJ perfo rm and where solurions 

"ill be needed. olurions for addressing the transponacion system needs ,,.i.IJ be explo red in 

Technical Icmorandum #9. 

Estimating Future Travel 

.\determination of future transportation system needs in Oregon Cit~· requires the ability to 

accurately fo recast tra,·cl demand resulti.ng from estimates of future population and employment for 

the City and the rest of the l\Ierro region. The objecti,·c o f the transportation planning process is to 
prm·ide the informacion necessary for making decisions abo ut how and ,,·here improYcmcnts should 

be made to prm·idc a safe and efficient transponarion system that pro,·idcs traYel options. 

The tra,·cl demand forecasting process generally im·oh-es cstimaring tra,·cl patterns for new 

deYelopment based on the decisions and preferences demonstrated by existing residents, employer~ 

and insti tutions around the region. TraYcl demand models arc mathematical tools that help us 

understand future commuter, school and recreational travel patterns including information about the 

length, mode and time of day a trip will be made. The latest tra,·el models arc suitable fo r moto r 

' ' erucic and transit planning purposes, and can proc.lucc total ,·olumes for autos, trucks and buses o n 

each street and highway in the system. Comparing outputs \~th observed counts and behaviors on 

the local system refines model fo recasts . This refinement step is completed before anr e\·aluarion of 

system perfo rmance is made. Once the traffic forecasting process is complete. the ~035 ,-o lumcs arc 

used to determine the areas of the street network that arc expected to be congested ancJ that may 
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need futu re im·csunents to accommodate growth . • \dditional details on the tra,·el forecasting can be 

found in Figure A 1 in the appendix and in Tcchrucal Memorandum #5: l\Iodeling . \ ssumptions. 

Future Estimates of Walking, Biking and Transit 

\\ 'hiJc there is great interest in de,·eloping fo rccascing models for bicycles and pedestrians, the 

traditional traYcl demand methodology used for predicting motor vcruclc activity docs not easily 
apply to bicycle and pedestrian travel for a number of reasons. Because the number o f daily biking 
and walking trips in a community tend to be much smaller than the number o f vehicular trips, data 

on walking and biking is typically too small to denlop accurate models . . \ddi tionally, how people 

choose routes when they arc walking or biking tends to be much more complica ted than when they 

arc dri,·ing (i.e., motorists tend to take the sho rtest routes while bicycles may trade directness to 
a\·oid a hill or traYel on a lower ,·olume street). The nature of bicycle and pedestrian mn·el and 

decision-making is not well understood, and is the subject o f current national and local research 
efforts to incorporate bicycle and pedestrian tra,·cl into future traditional tra,·cl models. 

O ther sources of information on bicycle and pedestrian activity, such as the C.S. Census tend to 

undercount the actual number of walking and biking trips made in a community. This is because 
Census data focuses o n the mode of travel used for work trips, which typically make up less than 20 

percent of an indi,,idual's travel. In addition, the Census requires that respondents choose onJy one 

mode- the one used most o ften during the sutYcy week. t\ s a result, the Census docs not capture 
the bicycle and pedestrian accivit:y o f people who bicycle or walk to access transit, to conduct 

personal business, to socialize, or for rccreacion. 

Therefore, the future need. for walking, biking and transit in Oregon City were determined by 

rc,·icwing major growth areas of the City and seeing how they were sen ·ed by existing facilities. In 

additio n, the areas of the City in close proximity to key destinations (such as schools, parks, transit 
stops, shopping and employment) that ha,·e the potential to attract significant walking and biking 

trips and areas \\ith existing deficiencies were rc,·icwcd to determine locations for prioritized 

walking, biking or transit inYestmcnts (sec Figures 5, 6, and 7). 

Snapshot of Oregon City in 2035 

Today, O regon City is home to over 13,000 households and accounts fo r ove r 14,500 jobs. Between 

now and 2035, ho usehold growth is expected to increase nearly 2.4 percent a year, slightly outpacing 

the rate of employment growth over the same period (2.3 percent). O regon City is expected to be 
home to m·er 23,000 jobs almost 21,000 households by 2035, a 58 and 61 percent increase 

respectively from 2010. \\'ith mo re people and more jobs in O regon City, the transportation 

network will face increased demand through 2035. 

More People, More Jobs 

• \ s shown in Figure 1, much o f the population and employment growth is expected to occur around 

the undeveloped edges o f Oregon City. Employment grmnh is expected to be highest around the 
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Oregon C ity Regional Center. including downtO\m Oregon City and the area bounJed by the 

Clackamas Ri,·cr to the north, .\berncthy Road on the south. OR 213 on the cas t and the \\ 'illamette 

Rj,·er to the \\'est. ll igh employment grmnh is abo anticipated to occur at the southeas t enJ of the 

CitY. a ro und OR 213 and Bcan~rcreek Road. 

I l ou~eholJ gro\\'th is expecteJ to be highest tO\\·a rd ~ rhc south end of the City. along South I ·:nd 

Road, Central Point Road, LclanJ Road and J\lc~·c rs Road. J ligh househo ld growth is also expected 

ro occur on the north and cast ~ ide o f the City. along J\ Japlc Lane Road. ll olcomb Bo u.le\'arJ and 

RedlanJ Road. 

More Travel 

\\ 'ith m ore jobs and people, the ~t reet nct\\·ork in Oregon City mu~t cope \\ith an additional 2 1,000 

motor \Thiele trip~ during the C\'Cning peak hour (sec Table . \ J in the appendix). Today, the stree t 

net\\·ork in Oregon City i~ generally able to handle the e~timated 33,000 C\'Cning peak ho ur trips 

eYening pea k ho ur trip~. Ho\\'c,·e r, the C\Tiling peak hour motor ,·chicle tri p~ arc expected to 

increase 3 percen t a year. surpassing 5-t.OOO trips by 2035. 1-'igurc 2 illus trates hm,· the population 

anJ employment grmnh through 2035 translates into motor ,·chicle tra\'cl by zone during the 

e\·ening peak ho ur. . \ s shown, much o f the incrcasecltran:l i~ cxpectcJ to begin or end in zones 

locateJ in a major resiJential and/or en1ploymenr growth area, including around .\bcrnethy Road. 

BeaYercreck RoaJ, l\Iaplc I .anc Road, !\I olalla :\ \'Cnue, Red land Road and South E nd Road . 

2035 m otor veh icle volumes o n the road\\'ays in O regon City were utilized to dcternline the areas 

of the street nct\\'ork that \\·ill be congested and may need future im·cstments Lo accommodate 

grmnh. The street net\vo rk \\'as assessed under Baseline conditio ns, \\'hich rctlccts the street 

net\\·ork perfo rmance assumi ng we build the transportation projects that already haYe secured 

funding or arc reasonabl y like!~· to be fu nded but assumes no additional imprmTments. 1\lajor 

projects that arc included in the Baseline street net\vork ca n be seen in Table ,\2 in the appendix. 

The 2035 Baseline traffic ,·olumes dc,·cloped for the r<.:\'icwed intersectio ns can be fo und in Figure 

. \3 in the appendix. Baseline ~035 motor vehicle ,·olumes are expected to be highest alo ng the 

regio nal roaJways. such as l -205, OR 99E and O R 213. These roadways generally connect the 

Po rtland l\ letropolitan area to the employment areas in Oregon City and ser\'e outlying communjt.ics 

such as 1\ lo lalla and Canby. Other roadways that ~re expected to sec significant traffic increases 

include 1\ berncthy Road, 13ea,·crcreck Road, Ho lly Lane, l\ laplc Lane Road, J\folalla .·\,·cnue, 

Reu land Road and South End Road . l ·:ach of the~e roadways connects a major residential and/ o r 

emplo~·mcnt g rowth area in the C: iry ro the regional roadway net\n>rk. 
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Traffic Volume Growth 
by Zone (2010- 2035) 
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More Congestion 

l\ lorc w n·el means more congestion. TraYel acti,·ity as rctl ccted by e,·ening peak hour motor Ychicle 
trips beginning or ending in Oregon City, is expected to increase by 75 percent through 2035. 

Through travel, or trips that do nor begin or end in O regon City, is also expected to increase 

through 2035 and is generally representative o f growth in Cities such as Molalla and Ca nby. Figure 3 
shows the expected locatio ns that will experience a,·crage travel speeds well below the posted limits 

on the street network in O regon City, where most o f the co ngestion is expected to be alo ng the 
regio nal roadways, such as 1-205, OR 99E and OR 21 3. Congestion on T-205 and O R 213 would 

generally ha,·c less o f an impact on O regon City compared to that on OR 99E. \\ 'hen OR 99E is 

conges ted ir has more o f an impact on surface street circulation around D owntown Oregon City and 
could potentially detract from shopping o r other retail uses in the area. Other roadways that are 
expected to experience aYerage rraYel speeds well below the posted limits during the C\'Cning include 

Bca\'ercreck Road, l\ laple Lane Road, Rcdland Road and \X'ashington ~ trcct. 

2035 Baseline intersection ope ra tio ns arc summarized in figure 3 and shown in Table , \ 3 in the 
appendix. \'Cith the increased street network conges tion, se\·eral o f the intcrsectiom re,·iewed are 

expected to be substandard by 2035 during the e,·ening peak period (sec , \ppcndix for mo re detail), 

including four signalized intersectio ns (O R 991 ~/ T-205 \X'B Ramps, OR 99E/ l -205 I ~B Ramps, OR 
213/Beavcrcrcek Road and l\laplc Lane Road/ Beavercreek Road) and two all-way stop intersections 

(f ligh Street/2nd Street and South End Roau/ \'\' arner Parrott Road). In addition, since many o f the 

intersections along these routes arc unsignalized , the side streets generally experience high delay due 

lO steady Yolumcs on the uncontrolled roadway. These approaches typically require more time for an 

acceptable gap in traffic to make a left turn onto the mainline, therefore, the delay o f the side street 
is high and the intersection becomes substandard. The following se\·en unsignalized intersections are 

expected to be substandard by 2035 due to the delay o f the side street: 

• lain ~ trcct/ 1-lth Street 

• \\"ashington Street/ 12th Street 

• South End Road/ La fayette , \ yenue

Partlow Road 

• Central Point Road/ \\'arner Parrott 

Road 

• l\1aple Lane Road/ Thayer Road 

• l\1aplc Lane Road/ \\"alnut G roYe \\ 'ay 

• BeaYercreek Road/ Glen Oak Road 

2035 peak period m oto r vehicle travel times per mile were estimated for major roadways in the 

City and compared to traYel times of the existing street network. The motor vehicle traYel times 

during the p.m. peak hour1 were assessed using I lUX historical traffic flows1 and increment 

1 The evening peak hour varies by inrcrsccnon, bUI is generally berwecn -1:30 and 5:30 p.m. 10 ( )rcgon Ciry 

2 1t-\TIX Historical Traffic Flow Data, 2008-2010.dara rccei,·ed from ODOT 
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growth in tra,-cl time~ gathered from the traffic forecasLing proce~~ - ,\ s shown in hgure -l, rraYel 

times along se,·eral streets in the City arc expected to get significantly longer through 2035 (with 
travel time increases of more than one minute per mile) including portions of l-205, Beavercreek 

Road, Redland Road and OR -l3 (Oregon City-\\"cst l .inn Bridge). Other road\\"ays that arc expected 
to have higher travel time increases per mile during the e\·en.ing peak hour include OR 99E, South 
End Road and l\1ain Street. 
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Where are Transportation Improvements Needed? 

.\fter rc,,icwing the expected growth throughout the City and considering existing gaps and 

deficiencies of the transportation system, locations needing improvements were identified to meet 
the expected travel demand. 

Walking Needs 

Key transportation system gaps for pedestrians in Oregon City include: 

• Lack of sidewalks/ crossings along key routes to schools (e.g. near Jo hn 1cLoughlin 

E lementary, I lolcomb I ~lcmentary, O regon City I ligh School, Gardner Middle chool, and 

l\ft Pleasant Elementary) 

• Lack o f sidewalks along ro utes that provide access to parks and open space (e.g. Charman 
1\ vcnue near Rivercrest Park, and Chapin and Wesley Linn Parks) 

• Lack of transit service within walking distance to neighborhoods west of Lion .[\venue and 

Leland Road. 

• Gaps in the sidewalk network along portions o f transit routes (e.g. Linn , \ venue, \\ 'arne 
l\filne Road, and I Iolcomb BouJe,·ard) 

• Lack of sidewalks connecting the Canemah neighborhood to downtown Oregon City 

• Lack of sidewalk connections from the residential areas in the south and southwest portions 
o f the City to downtown Oregon City (e.g. along Linn .-henue). 

• Lack o f pedestrian crossings across major roadways (e.g. near the southern portion o f OR 

213) 

Deficiencies in the pedestrian network include: 

• Lack of pedestrian buffer zone: There arc 
u ually many destinations along arterials and 

the roads are designed to handle large 

vehicles, like buses. I lowever, from a 

pedestrian perspective arterials can be 
difficult to cross and unco mfortable, or eYen 

dangerous to walk along. This is particularly 

true when there are missing sidewalks, 

unprotected crossings, or very little buffer 

provided between fast moving u affic and 

pedestrians. A buffer can take the form of 

streetside furnishings, landsca ping or on

street parking. Along roads such as OR 99E 

through the Canemah neighborhood and 

along !olalla Ih enue, the lack o f buffer 

T.M. #7- Gaps and Deficiencies: 
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creates an uncomfortable and potentially unsafe wa lking en\'ironment. 

• P ed estria n vis ibili ty a t crossings: Opportunit.ie~ exi~t to increase pedestrian ,·isibiliry at 
pede~trian crossing~ using treatment~ such as signage. pavement markings, flashing lights. 

and median refuge islands. For example. the pedestrian crossing ncar Carden l\lcadow 
Drive on l\l olalla .·henue (below) can be difficult to see. 

T he pedestrian refuge is land on the left could be m ad e m o re visib le with ad d ition a l 
signage and pavem ent m arkings. 

• Diffic ulties fo r P ed estria ns with M obili ty Impairments: \\ 'hiJe curb ramps arc presem in 

much of Downtown, many intersections in other parts of the Ciry lack curb ramp~. creating 
di Hiculcies for pedestrian~ with mobili ty impairments as well as people pushing st rollers. 
Some marked crosswalks lead ro sidewalb \\·ith no curb ramps (e.g.. on \\ 'arner Parrot 

Road ncar Central Point Road). 

Lack of cu rb ramps a t a crossing on Warner P a rro t Road (left) an d in the Canem ah 
neighborhood along OR 99E 

• Lack of ped estrian c rossings on m ajor roadways: The l\ lolalla . \ ,·cnue-7'h Street corridor 
is designated as a Corridor in the l\ lctro Regional Transportation Plan. T here is commercial 
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actiYity along the length of this corrido r, though de,·elopmenr patterns along much o f 

J\1olalla , \venue remain auto oriented, with most buildings separated from the roadway by 

parking lo ts. \\1Ule 7th treet has been upgraded with frequent pedestrian crossing 
opportunities, the limited number of pedestrian crossings along J\ lolalla , \ venue requires 
pedestrians to travel lo ng distances out o f direction to reach a designated crossing. 

• Lack ofwayfinding tools: Oregon City's pedestrian and bicycle system would benefit from 

additional signage and other wayfinding tools to orient users and direct them to and 
through major destinations like D owntown, schools, Clackamas Community College, and 

neighborhoods. 

• Limited s treet connectivity in som e areas: Although a well-connected street grid exists in 

Downtown and the J\IcLoughlin neighborhood, disco ntinuous streets in other areas 
increase walking distances to reach destinations. A discontinuous street network is difficult 

for non-motorized users to navigate (i.e., know which streets will reach their destination) 
deterring bicycle and pedestrian tnl,·el. 

Key D es tina tions for Walking T rips: Figure 5 shows the existing walking netwo rk and the 
loca tions of key destinations that have the potential to attract walking trips. Areas o f the City within 

comfo rtable walking distance (assumed to be 1/4 mile) to the greatest number of activity generators 

arc indicated in red, while locatio ns with lighter shading (green) are within walking distance o f a 

single destinatio n. Even though a location may only be within walking distance o f a single 
destination (such as school or park), it will still be prioritized as a key walking route. J\reas with no 
shading would be outside o f the comfortable walking trip distance to any of the destinations. 

Pedes trian facility gaps located in areas with darker shading (red and yellow) indicate potential 

loca tions for prioritizing walking improvements. As shown in Figure 5, most of the areas o f the City 

with the highest walking demand (such as D owntown and along \\'ashington trect and 7th treet-
1olalla ;\ venue) ha,·e existing sidewalks. ,\ few streets with high walking demand that lack sidewalks 

include portions o f 15th treet, Linn , \ venue, Division treet, and Pearl treet. Residences in the 

southern and northeastern portion of O regon City (including the Hazel Grove/ \'\'estling f-a rm, 
Tower Vista, Caufield, and portio ns o f the South End and Park Place neighbo rhoods) tend to be 

located o utside of an easy walking distance o f destinations or transit stops. Gaps in the pedestrian 

network limit the ability to walk to key destinations such as D owntown as well as local destinatio ns 

including schools and parks. 
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FIGURE 5: Pedestrian Demand Analysis 
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Biking Needs 

Key t ransport ation system gaps fo r b icyclis ts in Oregon City include: 

• Disconnected bicycle routes in Downtown and McLoughlin, South End, Tower Vista and 

Park Place neighborhoods, where biking demand is highest. 

• Lack o f bike lanes or wide shoulders on state highways (e.g. OR 99E) 

• Lack o f bike lanes o r wide shoulders on arterial and collector streets in Oregon City (e.g. 
I ligh Street, sections of South End Road and Abernethy Road) 

• Lack of climbing bike lanes or other facilities to help bicyclists negotiate steep hills 

connecting downtown O regon City with residential areas in the south and southwest 

portion of the City (e.g. Linn • \ venue out of downtown would benefit from an uphill bike 

lane / downhill shared lane marking facility). 

• Roadways periodically " drop" the bike lane, resul ting in a discontinuous and uncomfortable 
experience, as occurs o n J\lolalla • \ ,·cnue between \\ 'arner 1\ Wne Road and BcaYcrcreek 

Road. along Leland Road and along Central Point Road. 

• Lack of low-traffic bicycle- friendly streets that arc comfortable for children o r 

new/ inexperienced cyclists. Bicycle boulevards (also known as cighbo rhood G recnways) 

arc lower-volume and lower-speed streets that are optimized for bicycle travel through 
treatments such as traffic calming, b icycle wayfinding signage, pavement markings, and 
intersection crossing treatments. This treatment is particularly well suited to residential 

neighborhoods with good street connectivity, such as the McLoughlin neighborhood. 

D efic iencies in the bicycle network include: 

• Limited bicycle pa rking near des tina tions: Bicycle parking is generally not easy to fi nd in 

O regon City, yet it is an essential component to making the bicycle a viable transportation 

option. E xcellent guidance on the provision of short term bicycle parking is found in the 
Bicycle Parking G uidelines p roduced by the ,\ ssociation for Pedestrian and Bicycle 

Professionals. 

• Lack of bicycle d e tection at traffi c signals: Signalized intersections in O regon City 

generally do not detect bicycles. Methods of enabling cyclists to u·iggcr a green signal phase 
include usc o f a push-button, loop detector or video detector. Loop detectors need to be 

regularly maintained to detect cyclists, and pavement stencils should be used to o rient 

cyclists to the appropriate position within the roadway to trigger the signal. 

• Missing or improper bicycle accom modation at som e intersections: The majority of 

intersections along bike routes in O regon City properly accommodate the bike lane through 

the intersection. Howe,·er, there arc a few examples of intersections where the bike lane 

drops at the intersection or is improperly situated on the outside o f a right tll rn lane. ,-\t 

intersections with a dedicated right turn lane, the bike lane should generally be placed 

between the through lane and the right turn lane. G uidance on the lane con figuration for 
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an intersection \\"ith a right rurn lane and through bike lane can be found in the Oregon 

Bicycle and Pede~trian Plan' (~ee image below). 

Bike lane on the o utside of the right turn lane at the OR 213/ M olall a Avenue 
intersection (le ft) . The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan recomme nded 

placem ent o f a bike lane at an intersection with a rig ht turn lane (rig ht) . 

If there i~ linuted ~pace to pro,·ide a bike lane through an inter~ection \\·ith a right turn lane. 

the Oregon Ricvcle and Pedestrian Plan ~uggcsts the u:-:e o f a combined right turn la ne and 

through bike lane to accommodate bo th motorists and bicyclists, illustra ted in the image 
below. 

The bike lane drops in the southbound direction of Molalla Avenue a t Gaffney 
Lane (left). The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestria n Plan includes the opti on of 

p roviding a combined rig ht turn lane and throug h bike lane (rig ht). 

• M aintenance issues: Some bicYcle facilitie s are difficul t to :;ee and in need of maintenance 
to addre~s worn paint. 

' ( )regon Btcyclc and Pcdesrrian Plan, Chaprcr 6. figure 6 2 
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• Limited s treet connec tivi ty in som e areas: Although a well-connected street grid exists in 
downtown and immediate surrounding neighborhoods, discontinuous streets in other areas 
reguire out o f direction travel and increase bicycling u aveJ time to key destinations. 1\ 

discontinuous street network is difficult for non-motorized users to navigate when they are 
un familiar with the area, and thus impedes bicycle and pedestrian travel. 

• Limited amount of bicycle wayfinding sig nage: O regon City has very little signagc to 

guide bicyclists to and along existing bicycle routes. T he bicycle system would benefit from 
signage to orient users and di rect them to and through major destinations like downtown, 
schools, Clackamas Community College, and neighborhoods. 

t Rtverfront Park . . " '" 

t Sellw ood 
) 1 .. " .. , 

Oak Grovt/.I rolt@y lra•l 
(,) Ill , ., , • 

An example of wayfinding s ig nage in Oregon City (le ft) . E xample of wayfinding 
s ignage outside of the Oregon City limits (right) 

Key D estina tions for Biking T rips: Figure 6 shows the existing biking network and the locations 
o f key destinations that ha,·c the po tencial to attract biking trips. ,-\reas o f the City within 
comfortable biking distance (assumed to be 1

/2 mile) to the greatest number of activity generators arc 
indica ted in red, while locations with lighter shading (gree n) arc within biking distance o f a single 
des tination. E ven though a location may only be within biking distance of a single destination (such 
as school or park), it will still be prioritized as a key biking route. Areas with no shading would be 
outside o f the comfortable biking trip distance ro any o f the destinatio ns. Bicycle facility gaps 
located in areas with darker shading (red and yellow) indicate potential locations for prioritizing 
biking improvements . • \ s shown in figure 6, the existing bike network largely coincides with the 
roadways which ha,·e the highest biki ng demand, with the exception of several roadways in 
Downtown and the l\IcLoughlin neighborhood. The busier roadways in these areas without bike 
lanes include O R 99£, 1ain Street, 10th ' rreet, 12th treet, 1--l'h Street, 15th Street. 7th ' treet, 
Di,·ision , treet and portions o f \\ 'ashington , treet. O ther roadways lacking bike lanes in the City 
with high biking demand include portions of l\Iolalla Avenue, Holcomb BouJe,·ard, South E nd Road 
and Leland Road. T rip distances from most neighborhoods in Oregon Ciry are reasonable for 
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bicycling and most neighborhoods are located close to an existing bicycle route. I Iowever, the 

existence of gap~ throughout the network effecti\'ely limits the ability fo r people to comfortably 

connect to destinations by bicycle. Future p rojects to increase the continuity of the bicycle netwo rk 
will increase the vi.ab i.lity of traveling by bicycle. 
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Transit Needs 

• Lack of p ed estrian crossings n ear b us stop s: The lack of pedestrian crossings ncar bus 

stops is most c,·idenr along l\ lolalla .\ Ycnuc, bur is also true along other streets. l\folalla 

. henue is generally \\'CIJ-setYed by a side\\'alk network, but generally lacks safe crossing 

opporruruties for pedestrians. Figure 7 highlights those bus stops in Oregon City that do 

not haYc a marked crossing within 300 feet. 0YcraU, .f~0 o of Oregon City bus stops arc not 

located within 300 feet of a marked crossing. T he presence of a center turn lane along 

much of the l\folalla . \ Yenue corrido r presents an opportun.i r~· to prm·ide additional 

pedestrian refuge island crossings. De,·clopment of additional pedestrian crossings ncar bus 

stops should be done in consul tation with 

Tril\ let, which has specitic guidcl.ines for the 

placement of bus stops in relation to 

crosstngs. 

• Li m ited number of b u s s top s wi th 

s helte rs and other am enities: l\ lany bu:; 

stops in Oregon City consist of a simple 

pole indicating the bus route setTing the 

stop. Seating that is shclrered from the 

weather is aYai.lable at wme stops. Cin:n 

the rainy climate of the Paci fie Northwest, 

route schedules on signs and additional 

sheltered bus stops would increase the 

comfort of existing riders and encourage 

others to take transit. 

Addition al tran sit stops with sh e lters 
would encourage m o re people to ta ke 

tran sit. 

• Tran s it service gap s and frequency: The southwest and south portion of the City 

(including areas along South End Road, Central Point Road and Leland Road) is outside of 
a comfortable \\·alking or biking trip to transit stops. In addition, the fre<.juency of transit 

sen-lee ro Clackamas Commu ni ty College and to the Park Place neighborhood may need to 

be increased due to popula tio n growth. 

• Transit service in g rowth areas: , \rcas of the City located in a major residential and/ o r 

employment growth area, including around 1\bcrncrhy Road, Reavercreek Road, l\Iaplc 

Lane Road, l\Ie~·er~ Road, Rcdland Road and South End Road, should incorporate transit 

amenities and ensure pedestrian and bicycle connccti,,ity in preparation for tran~it scn·icc. 

• Future hig h cap acity tra n sit service: Prepare the pedestrian and bicycle network to 

integrate \\ith potential future high capacity transit. l\1ctro has identified se,·eral ncar phase 

regional priori ty corridors4 for high capacity transit, three of which would connect to 

1 ~car phase pnoriry corridors arc corndors where fun1rc h1gh capaciry rransir 1m·csrmcnls may be \"l:lblc 1f 
recommended planning and policy acrions arc 1mplemenred. 
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Oregon City. O ne of the potential routes would extend the l\L\ X green line along l-205, 
from the Chtckamas Town Center to \\ 'ashington Square Transit Center (with a stop in 

O regon City). Another option would extend the l\L-\X green line from the Clackamas Town 
Center to Oregon City. The last optio n would extend the Milwaukie l\L \ X line alo ng OR 

99E to Oregon City. 

Transit priority locations were identified to detennine potential investments in the network that 

would enhance access to bus stops. Figure 7 shows the location of bus stops in O regon City as well 
as the relative number of daily hoardings to indicate the most frequently used stops. The figure also 
includes a 1/4 mile buffer around each stop to indicate the areas of the City within comfortable 

walking distance to existing bus stops. 1\ s shown, many Oregon City residents liYc greater than 1/4 
mile walking distance from a bus stop. \'\'hilc biking can increase access to transit for people living in 
neighborhoods distant from bus stops, gaps in the existing bicycle network and a lack o f bicycle 

parking near stops limits the attractiveness o f biking to transit. 

The a\·ailabilit:y o f safe roadway crossing opportunities is another factor that could limit access to 

transit. The existing bus stops in O regon City are not always located near a marked pedestrian 

crossing. \'\ 'hile high usage stops, shown in f-igure 7, are generally located dose to a pedestrian 
crossing, other less frequently used bus stops throughout the City would benefit from crossings and 

would increase the general pedestrian friendliness o f the streets. 
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FIGURE 7: Transit Priority Locations 
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Driving Needs 

Intersection capacity de fi cienci es (see / '!.ppenclix for more detail) arc expected at several 

intersections by 2035 (see Figure 8), including: 

• OR 99E/I-205 \X!B Ramps 

• OR 99E/l-205 EB Ramps 

• OR 213/ Beavercreek Road 

• I Jigh Street/2nd Street 

• South End Road/ \\'arner Parrott 

Road 

• Maple Lane Road/ Beavercreek Road 

• Main Street/1-1-th Street 

• \\lashington Su eet/12th Street 

• South End Road/La fayette Avenue
Partlow Road 

• Central Point Road/ \\ 'arner Parrott 
Road 

• Maple Lane Road/Thayer Road 

• l\faple Lane Road/ \\ 'alnut Grove \\'ay 

Street capacity deficiencies are expected by 2035 along portio ns of the following streets (sec 

Figure 8): 

• T-205 

• OR 99E 

• OR 43 (Oregon City-\Vest Linn 

Bridge) 

Street Connectivity Needs 

• OR 213 

• Redland Road 

The Metro Regional Transportation Functional Plan requires that, to the extent possible, arterials be 

spaced at one-mile intervals, collectors to be spaced at half-mile intelTals, and local streets either be 

spaced at 530 feet (or 1/ 10 o f a mile) inten rals, or provide a pedestrian and bicycle connection every 
330 feet if a full local street connection is not possible.5 Overall, most areas in O regon City comply 

with the spacing standards to the extent possible, altho ugh several gaps were identified (see Figure 

8). Existing development, topography, emrironmental areas, the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) 

and O R 213 each pose a significa nt constraint in further improving connectivity in Oregon City. 

Arterial Connectivity gaps were identified in the following areas: 

1. An east to west gap between OR 99E and South End Road. 

2. An east to west gap between South End Road and OR 213 (near the south City limi ts) . 

' 1\lerro Regional Transporrarion Functional Plan, Section 3.08. 11 0 Srreet System Design Requirements 
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3. :\n cast to west gap between l\l olalla .\Yenue and !lolly Lane, south ofRedland Road and 

no rth of l\Iaplc Lane Road. 

Collector Connectivity gaps were identified in the following areas: 

-L . \n cast to west gap between l\ lolalla :henue and I lo lly Lane, south of Reuland Road and 

north of Maple Lane Road. 

5. .\n east to west gap between O R 99 1 ~ and South End Road. 

6. . \ no rth to south gap between Di,·ision Street and BcaYercreek Road, west of OR :213. 

7. North to south and east to west gaps to the \Ycst of South l ~ nd Road. 

H. North to south and cast to \\"CSt gaps, southeast of the BcaYercreek Road/ l\laplc Lane 

Road intersection. 

9. Norrh to south gap between I lolcomb BouleYard and Redland Road. 

Local Street Connectivity gap s \\Trc idcntiticd in the followi ng areas: 

I 0. o rth to south and cast to west gaps bet\wen OR 99E and l\fain Street, north of 1-205. 

I I. North to south and east to \\·est gaps bct\Ycen \\ 'ashington Street and :\bernethy Road. 

12. North to south and east ro \YCSt gaps bet\\Ten OR :213 and I3caYcrcrcck Road, north of 

Glen Oak Road. 

13. North to south and east to west gaps bet\\'Ccn I Iolcomb Boulcnu·d and Redland Road. 

I .f. North to south and cast to west ga ps, murheast of the Bea,·ercreck Road/ l\laplc Lane 

Road intersection. 

15. East and west connecti,·ity across O R 213 bct\vccn Redland Road and Bea,·ercreek Road. 

16. Easr to west and north to south connccti,·ity bct\vccn O R 991 ·: (south of the Canemah 

neighborhood) and the South End neighborhood. 
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Mobility Corridor Needs 

The i\ letro Regional Transportation Plan identified needs along the i\letro l\1obili ty Corrido rs, 

including Tualarin/ Oregon City (i\ lobility Corridor #7). Oregon City/ Catcway 1 fobiJity Corridor 

#8), and Oregon City/ \\ 'illamette \ 'alley (l\ lobiliry Corrido r # 1-l). 

ear-term ( 1 -~ years) Need~ 

• System and demand managcmcm along mobility corridor and parallel fac ilities for all modes 

o f tm·cl (1\fobility Corridor #7. 8. and I ~) . 

• Practical design solutions fo r bike and pedestrian connections to transit ( lobili ty Corridor 

#7). 

• Practica l design solutions for bikes/ pedestrians for safery and to connect to transit (.l\lobility 

Corrido r #8). 

• , \ddrc~s arterial connecti \' ity and crmsings (i\ lobiliry Corridor #8, and 1 ~) . 

• 1-205/ 0R 213 Interchange ( i\ Iobilit~· Corridor #1 ~) . 

• Project de,-clopmcnt for regional trail~. Oregon City Loop and ewell Camon lobilirv 

Corridor# I ~) . 

l\lcdium-term (5- 10 yea rs) Needs 

• Complete gaps in the an erial network (l\ lobiliry Corridor #7, 8, and I~) . 

• Complete corridor refinement plan (l\lobiliry Corridor #7 and 8). 

• Develop congestion pricing methodologies fo r 1-205 Iobi.]jty Corridor # 7 and 8). 

• De,·elop p lan and implement system expansion policy guide]jnes to connect Oregon C ity 

Regional Center with high ca pacity transit (l\ lobility Corridor #7 and 8). 

• Identify funding solutions for alternative mode options (l\ Iobility Corridor #7 and 8). 

• P roject de,·clopment for regional infrastructure to scn·c Park Place and Beavercreek Road 

concept plan CGB expansion areas 1 fobility Corridor #1~) . 

Long-term (10-25 yea rs) eeds 

• Construct high capacity transit connection w Oregon City Regional Center (l\ Iobili ty 

Corridor #7). 

• ldentify funding solutiom for alternati,-e mode op tions, including high capacity transit to 

O regon City l obilit~· Corrido r #8). 

• Construct regional trails and access in Newell Creek and O regon City 1 ,oop (l\Iobility 

Corrido r # 1 ~) . 
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Safety Needs 

The crash rates at two intersections (l\Jain Street/ 1-1'" Street and the OR 213/ Beavercreek Road 

intersection) were identified as high collision locations. 1 n addition, the OR 213/ Caufield-Glen Oak 
Road and the \\ 'ashington : treet/ 12th treet intersections were identified as having abm-e average 
collision rates. 

The following locations were identified as a high collision roadway segments (top ten percent of 

state highways in Oregon) . • \ll of the following roadways arc owned and maintained by ODOT: 

• 1-205 orthbound just past the on-ramp from OR 99E 

This high collision segment experiences an increase in traffic from the OR 99E on-ramp 

and is impacted by traffic exiting l-205 at OR 213. These factors could be contributing to 
the amount of collisions. 

• OR 99E. from one-tenth of a mile north of Dunes Dri,·e to T-205 

This high collision segment includes two congested intersectio ns (1-205 \\'cstbound 

Ramps and Dunes Drive) and is often impacted by queues from the 1-205 interchange. 

• O R 99E from l -205 to 12'" Street 

This high collision segment includes several signalized intersections and is often impacted 

by queues from the 1-205 interchange. OR 99E was recently impro,·ed along this segment 

and may no longer be a high collision segment. 

• OR 99E from 11 '" Street to 9'" treet 

This high collision segment generally includes several accesses over a short distance which 
could be contributing to the amount o f collisions. The section from 1 O'" ~ treet to 11 '" 

Street was recently i.mpro,·ed and may no longer be a high collision segment. 

• OR 99E from 6'" , treet to one-tenth of a mile south of Railroad . \ venue 

This high collision segment generally includes se,·eral accesses over a short distance, a 
narrow tunnel and two curves which could be contributing to the amount of collisions. 

• OR 213 from I -205 to one-tenth of a mile south of Clackamas River Drive 

This high collision segment will be mitigated with the jug handle under construction at 

the OR 213/ \'\'ashington Street-Clackamas River Drive intersection. Washington treet 

will be extended to cross under OR 213 and connect to Clackamas Rj,·er Drive. 

• O R 2 13 surrounding the Beavercreek Road intersection 

This segment includes the high collision location at the O R 213/ Beavercreek Road 

intersection exceeding the statewide average collision rate. This segment is located within 

the 55 mile per hour speed zone and expressway segment of OR 213 and is the first at

grade intersection south of Red land Road for over two miles. 
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• OR 213 ~urrounc.ling the !\!olalla ,\n:nuc intcr~ection 

This ~egment is located within the 55 mile per hour speed zone anc.l expressway segment 

of OR 2 13. Congestion at surrounc.ling intersections may be impacting this area. 

• OR 213 surrounding the i\feyers Road intersection 

This segment is located just wuth of the 55 mile per hour speed zone on OR 213. 

Queues in the ~outhbound direction from rhc Caufield-Clcn Oak Road inter~ection 

impact this intersection at rimes. 

• OR 2 13 surrounding the Caufield-C;Icn Oak Road intersection 

This segment includes the high collision location at the OR 213/ C:auticld-Glcn Oak 

Road intersection that ,,·as just under the statewide a\·crage collision rate. This segmenr i~ 

located just south of the 55 mile per hou r speed zone and the portion of OR 213 that 

narrows to one Wl\Tl lane in each directio n. 

Freight Needs 

.-\portion of the 1-205 state freight route and portions of the OR 99E fec.lera l truck route arc 

expcctcc.l to be ncar capacity during the e,·ening peak hour by 2035 (as c.lictatcd b~· the forcca~ted 

2035 traffic ,·olumes). In addition. some conge~tion is expected along the l\Ierro ic.lentified fre ight 

connectors (o r connectiom to major crnployment areas), including OR 2 13 and Bean~rcreck Road. 

The freight act i,·it~· could increase along these streets through 2035. as they connect to the l\1ctro 

c.lesignated employment land along OR 213. Rca,·ercreck Roac.l and !\!olalla .henuc. 

Transportation System Management and Operations Needs 

Performance of the existing transportation infrastructure could in impron:d through a combination 

of transportation sys tem management (TSJ\f) and transporration demand management (TDl\ l) 

strategies and programs. 

Transportation System M a nagem ent (TSM): Oregon City has senral regional roadway facilities 

that setYe the City and neighbo ring communities rJ-205, OR 213 and O R 991:::) . These roadways, 

along \\ith parallel arterial~ including \\ 'ashington Street, 7'" Street-l\Iolalla .\Yenue and l3ea,·erc reek 

Roac.l could benefit from impro\'cd TSJ\ I infrastructure. Opportunities include: 

• Expanding the communicatio ns infrastructure along stree t~ or at intersections concurrent 

\\ith capacity or other improYemcnts (such as fiber optic cable). 

• L'pdating coordinated time of day traffic signal control plam at intersections along OR 991::, 

OR 2 13, i\lolalla .-\,·cnue, \\ 'ashingron Street and Bea,·ercreek Road. 

• The Ponlanc.l Regio nal TSJ\IO Plan call s fo r .\rterial Corric.lor l\l anagcmcnr (.-\Cl\1) along 

OR 213, BcaYcrcreck Road (so uth o f OR 2 13), OR 213 (to llenrici Road), \\ 'a~hingron 

Street and 7'" :trcct in Oregon City. The project would impro\'e operations by expanding 
tra\'elcr information and upgrading traffic signal equipment anc.l timings. 
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• The Regional TSMO Plan also calls for .r\ Cl\1 with adaptive signal timing along Molalla 
,\,·enue between 7'h Street and OR 213 and Beavercreek Road between Molalla ;\ venue and 

OR 213. This 1\ Cl\ f project would include signal systems that automatically adapt to current 
arterial roadway conditions. 

• Imprm·ing access spacing along major roadways . ,\n access itwento ry was conducted alo ng 

several of the major roadways in O regon City comparing the number of existing approaches 

(driveways and public streets) to applicable OD OT and City access spacing standards. Table 
:\4 in the appendix shows the number of existing approaches fo r each of the street 
segments reviewed, and compares it to the approximate number of dri,·eway or public street 

approaches that would be allo\\'cd to fully comply \\i th access spacing standards. SeYeral of 

the segments along O R 99E, OR 213, Beavercreek Road, Molalla ,\ venue, outh End Road 
and \\'ashington Street have more driveway and public street approaches than allowed to 

comply with the access spacing standards. \\ 'hilc in some cases, no alternative access exists 

for adjacent properties, there may be areas where the access is modified to a "right-in/ right
out" configuration to improve safety. 

Transportation D em and M anagement: O pporruniries to expand TO f measures in O regon City 
includes: 

• 1 mproved parking management 

• Improved street connectivity 

• 1 m·esting in pedestrian/ bicycle 
facili ties 

• Improved amenities and access for 

transit stops 

Air, Rail, Pipeline and Water Needs 

• E ncouraging and suppo rting 

technology for carpooling, 
cooperatives, etc. 

• 1\Iodifying land uses to shorten tra,·el 

distances between residences, 

employment, shopping, schools and 
recreation. 

There are no system investments needed for the air and pipeline through 2035. Through 2035, there 

is the potential for High Speed Passenger Rail, extending from Portland to E ugene, to run through 

O regon City. T he line would generally follow the existing Union Pacific Railroad tracks. Refer to the 
ODOT Rail tudy for more information.6 If the I Ligh peed Rail line is selected by the regio n 

through O regon City, a fururc study will likely determine needed rail investments to support it. 

However, since the railroad tracks are currently used by 1\mtrak, new development near the sta tion 
on Washington treet should be linked with walking and biking facilities. 

T he \'\'illamette Falls Locks, located just south o f Downtown Oregon City on the west side o f the 

\'\' illamette River, should continue to pro,·ide a canal passage for boaters wishing to travel around 

Willamette Falls. In addition, the transient floating tic-up dock at Jon Srorm Park along the 
Willamcttc River Gust north o f D owntown) allows boaters to dock and explore the City. The City 

1' ODOT Rail Study: hrrp:/ / www.oregon.go,·/ODOT / R. \ IL/ docs/ Rail_Study/ 2010RaiiStudyBook.pdf 
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should continue to invest in the maintenance of the dock to ensure iris m·ailablc to residen ts and 

nsttors. 

Menu of Potential Solutions 

. \ ,·a riery o f potential impro,·emetHS to address the needs of rhe transpo rtation s~·srem through 2035 

are displayed in T able 1. Green shading indicates potential solutions fo r imprO\·ing walking, blue 

shading indicates po ten tial solutions for imprO\·ing biking, o range shading ind icates potential 

solutions for imprm·ing tramit and brown shading indica tes potential solutions for im pro,·ing 

driYing in O regon City. 

Table 1: M enu of P otential Solutions for the T 

Crosswalks 

High-visibility markings, often comisting of a"zebra" striping 

pattern, can be effecti,·e at locations with high pedes trian 
crossing volumes, near schools, and/ or areas where motorist 

awareness of pedestrian crossings may be poor. 

Pedes tri an Refuge Is lands 

Refuge islands allow pedestrians to cross one segment o f the 

street to a relatively safe location out of the tra,·ellancs, and 

then continue across the next segment in a separate gap in 

traffic. :\ median refuge island allows the pedestrian to tackle 

each direction of traffic sepa rately. 

Sidewalks and Sidewalk Infill 

Good sidewalks arc continuous, accessible to everyone, 

prO\ -ide adequate traYcl width and feel safe. _ idewalks can 

provide social spaces for people to interact and contribute to 

quality of place. Completing sidewalk gaps improves the 

connectiviry o f the pedestrian network. 
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Curb Extensions 

Curb extensions reduce the pedesui.an crossing distance and 
improve motorists' visibility o f pedestrians waiting to cross 

the street. Curb extensions can also serve as good locations 

for bike parking, benches, public art, and o ther streetscape 

features. 

R ectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon 

The RRFB is designed encourage greater motorist 

compliance at crosswalks. T he RRFB is a rectangular shaped 
lightbar with two high intensity LED lightheads that flash in 

a wig-wag flickering pattern. The lights are installed below the 
pedestrian crosswalk sign Qocated on each side of the road 

near the crosswalk button) and are activated when a 

pedestrian pushes the crosswalk button. 

Streetscape Improvem ents 

Streetscape improvements are features that enhance the 

pedestrian experience. These include public art, pocket parks, 
ornamental lighting, gateway features and street furniture. 

Many of these improvements can easily integrate 

environmentally- friendly "green" elements. 
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Pedestrian Countdown Signa ls 

Countdown signals display the number of seconds remaining 
for a pedestrian to complete a crossing, enabling users to 
make their own judgment whether to cross or wait. The 

allotted time can be adjusted to accommodate slower 

pedestrians, such as senio rs or children. 

Curb Ramp Retrofits 

Retro fitting r\DA-compliant curb ramps to existing sidewalks 

greatly improves mobility and accessibility for mobility
impaired users. Curb ramps also improYe the walking 
environment for pedestrians with stroller~, deliYery carts, and 
other "wheel" devices. 

Bike Lanes 

Designated exclusively for bicycle travel, bike lanes are 

separated from vehicle travel lanes with striping and al~o 

include pavement stencils. 

Bike Box 

r\ bike box is a designated area at the head o f a traffic lane at 
a signalized intersection that provides bicyclists with a safe 

and ' 'isible ·way to get ahead o f gueuing traHi.c during the red 
signal phase. 
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Bike Box for Left-turns at Signalized Intersections 

A bike box for left turns (otherwise known as a Copenhagen 
Left) allows bicyclists to make left-turns at intersections 
without having to veer across traffic . . A bicyclist turns left by 
traveling through the intersection in the direction they are 
heading, and then waiting in the designated left-turn box 
before proceeding across the street on a green light. 

Share the Road Signage 

'Share the Road' signage can be used to raise awareness and 
legitimize the presence of bicycles on the roadways. 

Shared Lane Marking 

Shared-lane markings or "sharrows" are designed to inform 
motorists to expect cyclists to be in the middle of the travel 
lane, and to inform cyclists that they should be in the travel 
lane and away from parked cars. 1\ n uphill bike lane and 
downhill shared lane markings can be used on hilly routes 
that do not have room to accommodate bike lanes in both 
directions. 

Bicycle Boulevard / Neighborhood Greenway 

Traffic calming can be used to optimize neighborhood streets 
for bicycle and pedestrian travel. Intersection improvements 
can be made to assist bicyclists at difficult roadway crossings 
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Shared-use paths 

hared-use paths can provide a desirable facility particularly 

for nO\·ice riders, recreational trips, and cyclists o f all skill 

levels preferring separation from traffic. Facilities may be 

constructed adjacent to roads, through parks, or along linear 

corrido rs such as active or abandoned rai.lroad lines o r 
warcrways. 

Wayfinding Signage and Pavem ent Markings 

D irectio nal signage indicating loca tions of destinations and 

travel time/ distance to those destinations increases users' 

comfort and acccssibilit)· to the pedestrian and bicycle 

systems. Pavement markings can be used on bicycle 

boulevards, which arc low-traffic bike rourcs wi thout bike 

lanes. 

Colored Bike Lanes 

Colo red bike lanes are used in areas where automobiles and 

bicycles cross paths and it is not clear who has the right-of

way. Colo red bike lanes and accompanying signs assign 

prio ri!)· to the bicyclist. 
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Bicycle Detection at Sig n alized Intersections 

Bicycle-activated loop detectors are installed widun the 

roadway to allow the presence o f a bicycle to trigger a change 

in the traffic signal. Detectors that are sensitive enough to 

detect bicycles should have pavement markings to instruct 

cyclists how to trip them. 

Bicycle P arking 

Short-term parking: parking meant to accommodate visitors, 

customers and others expected to depart within two hours; 

requires approved standard rack, appropriate location and 

placement, and weather protection. 

Long-term parking: parking meant to accommodate 

employees, students, residents, commuters, and others 

expected to park more than two hours. This parking should 

be provided in a secure, weather-pro tected manner and 

location. 

Transit Stop Enhancements 

Provision of passenger amenities at bus stops creates a more 
pleasant and attractive environment for bus riders and may 

encourage people to use the transit system. Common 

amenities include: shelters, benches, trash cans, and bus route 

infonnation. 

Shelters should be placed at least 2 feet from the curb when 

facing away from the street and at least 4 feet away when 
facing toward it. The adjacent sidewalk must still have a 5-

foot clear passage. Orientation of the shelter should consider 

prevailing winter winds. 

Construct Bus Pullouts 

Bus pullouts allow transit vehicles to pick up and drop o ff 
passengers in an area outside the traveled way and are 

generally provided on high-volume and/ or high-speed 

roadways. They are frequent! constructed at buss with 
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a high number of passenger boardings such as large shopping 

centers and office buildings. 

By removing stopped buses from tra,·cllancs, delay to traffic 
is considerably reduced and safety is enhanced by rcmo,;ng 

an obstruction from the traveled way. They also help better 

define bus stop locations, can be used for bus layo,·ers, and 
create a more relaxed environment fo r loading and unloading. 

Move Bus Stops to Far Side of Signalized Intersections 

On multi-lane streets o r streets with "ide shoulders where 

motor vehicles may pass uncontrolled around a stopped bus, 
bus stops located on the far side o f intersections arc 
preferred to pro,·idc needed sight dista nce. At signali7.cd 

intersections, bus sto ps may be located on either the ncar side 

or far side o f the intersection. l loweYer, in locations where 

bus pullouts arc desired, far-side stops should be used. 

ln general, far-side bus stops arc desired because they reduce 

con fliers with right turning vehicles, encourage pedestrians to 

cross behind the bus. minimi7.e the area needed for curbside 
bus zones, make it easier fo r buses to reenter traffic at 

signalized intersections, and ha,·c fewer impacts on roadway 
capacity. r lowever, far-side stops also require passengers to 

access the bus further from the crosswalks, may interfere 

\vith right m rns from the side street, and where pullouts are 
not used, can result in blockages of an intersection. 

Construct Tum Lanes to separate Turning Vehicles 

from Throug h Traffic 

The pro,·ision o f turn lanes Qeft or right) removes slowing or 
stopped ,·chicles attempting to turn off o f a roadway from 

faster mO\·ing through traffic. This not o nly prO\·ides 

significant safety benefits, but also enhances system capacity. 
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M odernization to meet D esign Standards 

The modernization o f a roadway generally refers to 
upgrading clements to meet current design standards and 
capacity needs. Outdated roadway designs may not be 
serving present day demands due to insufficient number and 
"vidth oflanes, poor geometry, or failure to accommodate a 
particular mode o f travel (e.g., no bike lanes). 

Intersection or Roadway Capacity E nhancem ents 

Capacity improvements may include roadway widening, 
intersection control modification (such as installation of a 
roundabout), or other capacity enhancemenrs. 

M odify Inte rsection Approach Geometry 

\V'hen the configuration of through and turn lanes at 
intersection approaches does not properly reflect the demand 
for these movements, the right of way at signalized 
intersections cannot be efficiently utilized. Also, poor 
alignment o f opposing lanes or mismatched left turn 
treatments o ften require signal phasing that may nor be the 
most effective option for maximizing through capacity. By 
reconfiguring the number and type of Janes approaching a 
sign~alized intersection, significant impro,·ements in capacity 
can be achieved. 

T.M. #7- Gaps and Deficiencies: 
March 2012 Page 36 



Signal Timing E nhancements 

The assignment of right o f way to competing movements at 

an intersection plays a critical role in the m·erall capacity o f 

that intersection and the roadway itself. Old signal riming 

plans may not be appropriately setTing current demands or 

may not be designed to accommodate llucruating demands 

throughout the day or week. r\lso, riming plans can be 

created based on specific priorities, such a::; gi\·ing preference 

to the mainline during peak traYcl periods. 1 n some 

situations, signal riming may be ade<.Juare, but adjacent signals 
arc no t equipped to communicate \\;th each other o r arc too 

close together to coordinate properly. 

lntemgent Transportation Systems (ITS) 

1 n telligent Transportation Systems (ITS) come in man~· forms 

and haYc numerous applications. In general, they include any 

number o f ways of collecting and conveying information 

rega rding roadway operations to agency sta ff managing the 

facility o r cYen to motorists. This can allow both operators 

and moto rists to make informed decisions based on real-rime 

information, leading to quicker respomes to incidents. 

di\·c rsion away from congestion, and increased efficiencies in 

roadway operation. 

Restriction o f Left Turns at Traffic Signals 

Because left turn and through movements arc often 

competing for limited right of way, the remm·al o f left turns 

from an intersection, either completely or during a specific 

time of day, can significantly imprm ·e through traffic 

capacity. 

Restrict Turning M ovem ents at Approaches 

The number o f conflict po ints on a roadway introduced by a 

particular approach can be significantly reduced by restricting 

turn moYements, such as allowing only righr-in and right-out 

moYements, allowing o nly right-in mm·cmenrs, or prohibiting 
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only left-out movements (as shown in graphic). 

Construct Non-traversable Medians 

The consttuction of non-traversable medians is a means of 

reducing the number o f conflict points introduced on a 

roadway by approaches. Non-traversable medians can be 

simple concrete islands or barriers or can be constructed to 
include landscaping or other decorated treatments. Stamping 
colored concrete with a brick or rock pattern is a simple 

median treatment that may be more aes thetically pleasing that 

plain concrete. They can also be used to accommodate 

pedestrian refuges or can have breaks allowing for limited or 
full turning movements. 

Provide Alternate Access through Improved Local Street 
Connectivity 

Reasonable alternate access can be provided where it does 

not currently exist by constructing new roadways adjacent to 

properties that abut a high volume roadway. Such roadways 

can take the form of frontage roads, backage roads, or can 
simply be new collector or local streets. 

Move Approaches to Lower Volume Facilities 

This treatment is often a good option for properties fronting 
high volume streets (such as OR 99E and Molalla Avenue) 

and that have frontage along an alternate roadway of a lower 

volume. H owever, where existing site circulation or building 

locations create a dependency for the pre-existing access, the 

ability to change site access may require total or partial site 
redevelopment. Also, before access is reestablished to a side 

street, it should be confirmed that there would be adequate 
separation between the new driveway and the intersectio n 

with the high volume roadway to avoid turning conflicts or 

frequent obstruction by vehicle queues. 
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Consolidate Multiple Approaches to Single Properties 

i\ common method o f reducing approach densiry i~ to 
eliminate multiple approaches to a single property where 

fea sible. This can be done where it has been determined that 

the property can adequately be served with fewer approaches 
than it currently maintains. Howe,·er. where existing site 

circulation or building locations create a dependency for the 
pre-existing roadway access, the ability to change site access 

may require total or partial site redeYclopmenr. 

Create Shared Approaches to Properties using 
E asements or under Co mmo n Ownership 

Sharing an approach to a roadway is a means o f consolidating 

approaches wi-llie providing direct access to properties that 

might not otherwise have it. This tool is most adYantagcous 
when applied between two " landlocked" properties that have 

no other means of reasonable access than to a high volume 
roadway. Such properties would typically be prm·ided their 

own approach. H owever, when a shared approach can be 
arranged, the end result is only one approach to tbe roadway 
rather than two. 
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This document details the transportatio n funding that is expected to be a\'ailable through 2035. T he 

funding assumptions will help prioritize the inYes tments the City ca n make in the transportation 
system, and will be utilized to de,·clop a ser o f transpo rta tio n imprO\·ements that will likely be 

funded to meet identified needs through 2035. 

Current Funding Sources 

Three general funding sources arc utilized by the City for transportation, including the Street, System 

Development Change (SDC) and Transpo rtatio n Utili ty Fee Funds. The following sections deta il the 

re,Tnue and expendi ture forecasts for each. 

Street Fund 

The Oregon City Street Fund primarily includes revenues from the State Highway Tru~t. I t also 
includes transfers from the G eneral Fund to assist in the costs of operating the Tvfunicipal Elc\'a tor, 

in addition to o ther miscellaneous small re,·enues (sometin1es one-time deposits). State funds 

through the State Highway Trust Fund come from state motor vehicle fuel tax, vehicle regis tration 

fees, and truck weight-mile fees, and · are distributed on a per capita basis to cities and counties. By 
statute, the money may be used for any road-related purpose, including walking, biking, bridge, 
street, signal, and safety improvements. i \ funding breakdown for the Street Fund can be seen in 

Table 1. 

The state gas tax funds have preY1ously failed to keep up with cost increases and infla tion. \\ ' ith 
increased fuel efficiency of vehicles and the State's emphasis on reducing vehicle miles traveled, the 
real revenue collected has gradually eroded over time. In an effort to o ffset the relative decline in 

contribution o f state funds, the O regon J obs and Transportation r\ct (O regon House Bill 2001) 
recently passed. ! louse Bill 2001 (adopted by the 2009 legislature) increases transportation-related 

fees including the state gas tax and Yehicle registration fees. Oregon vehicle registration fees are 
collected as a fixed amo unt at the time a ,·chicle is registered with tl1c D eparm1ent o f J\1o tor 

Vehicles. Vehicle registratio n fees in O regon recently increased from S27 to S43 per ,-chicle per year 

for passenger cars, with similar increases for other vehicle type~. The gas tax in O regon increased on 
January 1, 2011 by six cents, to 30 cents per gallon. This was the first increase in the state gas tax 

since 1993. 
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Revenues: Current revenue sources for the Street Fund are expected to provide over S47 million 

through 2035. According to the 2012 State Shared Revenue estimates', O regon City is expected to 
receive $1,185,000 in State gas tax and vehicle registration fee revenue this year. The increased 
transportation related fees from House Bill 2001 are expected to bring an additional $585,000 
annually to Oregon City.~ 

Because there is no index for cost inflation, the revenue level will increase proportionally with the 

City's population growth. As a conservative estimate' for TSP planning purposes, the same levels 
(51,185,000 and $585,000 per year) are assumed in the future. Through 2035, Oregon City is 
expected to receive over $-l2 million in State gas tax and license fee revenue. 

State law requires that a minimum of o ne percent of the State gas tax and vehicle regis tration funds 

received must be set aside for construction and maintenance of walking and bicycling facilities. In 

Oregon City, tllis represents approximately $20,000 per year and nearly $480,000 through 2035. 

In addition, the City received approximately $190,000 in other revenues within the Street Fund over 
the past si.."X years. Keeping this revenue leYel consistent, this represents about $-l.S nlillion through 

2035. 

E>.:penditures: Current expenditures for the Street Fund are expected to top $32 nlillion through 

2035 (based expenditures over the past six years). The majori ty of Street O perations Funds are spent 

on local street operations and maintenance needs (over $30 million through 2035) . In addition, over 

S2 nlillion \vill be needed to fund non- SDC eligible project costs (see Table .A 1 in the Appendix). 

Funds for Capital Expenditures: Over S1-l.7 million (including the existing balance of the fund) is 

expected to be available for capital needs after street operation and maintenance needs are met 

through 2035. These funds can potentially be spent on non-SO C eligible project costs or other street 

improvements that are related to maintenance such as upgraded retaining walls and stairways, new 

guardrail, signal equipment replacement and upgrades, or curb and gutter. The net revenue of over 

$14 nlillion for the Street Fund is directly related to the House Bill2001, which is expected to 

provide an additional $585,000 annually or about S14 million through 2035. T he City had no t seen 

most o f these additional funds yet in tl1e revenue and expenditure data over the past six years, since 
the gas tax increase went into effect on J anuary 1, 2011 and with the recent increase to vellicle 

registration fees. \\'ithout HB 2001, the City would have little to no surplus in the Street Fund. 

1 2012 ~rare ~hared Revenue Estimates, League of Oregon Cities 

~ IBID 

1 T he population growth rare in O regon City was assumed robe roughly rhe same as the cosr inflation rare, therefore, 
existing revenues were maintained through 2035. 
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T bl 1 0 . c s 0 F d . . B kd - -
Annual Estimated Amount 

Street Operations Fund Amount Through 2035 

Estimated Revenue Sources $1,980,000 $47,520,000 

Stale 1 l{gh}/1{!)' Tmxt F1111d S /.185.000* S:!8 . .f...IO.OOO 

On:.~o11 job.r and 'J iwt.rpot1alion r id (I lome Hill 200 I)** S585.000* s 1-1.0-10.000 

Bik.eu'r!rl lf"itlku•t!i ( 1°'o ~(Jfd!c 1/igbwqJ Tm.rr Fuud rlllrl /Itt IIi<' Bill :!00 1) S:lO.OOO* S-180.000 

Ot/m· S /90.000*** S-1.560.000 

Estimated Expenditures - $32,995,000 

S'!n•e/ Opmtlion SadJ and .\ltlintman<'e S I.::-5.000*** SJ0.600.000 

0.'on-SDC fil(~iM Prqjl'd F..vpm.re.r**** - s::.J:Js.ooo 

Net Revenues (Stree t Ope rations Revenues-Expenditures) $14,525,000 

Exis ting F und Balance (2010-11 F isc al Year) $255,000 

Total Funds for Street Improvem ent Needs (Net Revenue + Existing 
$14,780,000 

Balance) 

Source: ( )regon Cny Fmam:e D eparrmenr. 

· Based on rhe 2012 Srare Shared Rc,-cnuc Esrimarcs by the League oi ()reg on Ciries. 

· · ~ew re,·enue irom rhe increased gas rax and vehicle regiswuion fees rclared to House Bill 200 I. 

· ·; Based on average rcYenues and expenditures O\'Cf 1he six-year petiod berween 2005 and 2010 . 

.. '' See T able . \ I in the . \ ppendix. 

Street System Development Charge (SOC) Fund 

System de,·clopment charges (SD C) arc fcc~ collected from new de,·clopment and used as a funding 

~ource for all capacity adding projects for the transportation ~y:-;tem. The funds collected can be used 
ro construct or impro\'e portions of roadways impacted by applicable development. , \ funding 
breakdown for the SD C Fund can be seen in T able 2. 

The SD C is collected from new dc,·clopmcnt and is a one-time fcc. The fcc is based on the 

proposed land usc and size, and is proportional to each land usc's potencial Pl\ I peak hour vehicle 

trip generation. The vehicle SD C rare ,,·as recent!~· increa:-;ed ro S7,257 per peak hour trip, and a new 
pedestrian and bicycle SOC was introduced at $201.88 per peak hour trip. The~e rates are adju~ted 
annually based on the Seattle Engineering ews Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (CCl). 

Howe,-cr, as a conscJTati,-c cstimate4 for TSP planning purposes, the rates \Yere assumed at the same 

levels th rough 2035. 

1 The popularion growth rare in Oregon CitY was assumed to be roughly rhe s;tme as the cosr inflation ra1c, therefore, 
existing revenues were maintmnecl rhrough 2035. 
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Revenues: Revenue sources for the SDC Fund are expected to provide over $141 million through 

2035 (based on forecasted yearly population 
and employment growth through 2035, as 
shown in Figure 1 ). The to tal SD C fees 

collected is expected to be over S129 million 
fo r vehicles and nearly S1.7 million fo r 

pedestrian and bicycle. 1 t should be no ted that 
the Oregon Revised Statutes sections 223.205 

through 223.295 (Bancroft Bonding 1\ct) and 

Oregon City Municipal Code Chapter 

13.20.080 (Deferred SO C Payment Allowed) 
provides property owners with a deferred 

financing option for SD C's. Since residents 

H ouseholds 

Retail E mploy-ees 

OtheL Employees 

0 100 200 300 400 

Anticipated YeMly Gro"'-rh 

Figure 1: E:li.')Jected Yearly H ousehold and 
Employee Growth through 2035 

can defer SDC payments up to a period of 10 years in accordance with the state law, the City may 

not realize the full SDC revenue estimated until several years beyond 2035. I lowever, the City will 
continue to receive deferred payments from residents who chose this payment method from 

previous years, so the SDC reYenue estimate was maintained through 2035. 

Expenditures: Expenditures for the SD C Fund are expected to be over $34 million through 2035 

for planned projects. This includes over $24 million that is expected to be spent on planned SDC 
eligible project expenses (see Table t\ 1 in the appendix). In addition, over $10 million is expected to 

be spent o n planned SDC project expenses with revenue from grants and other sources. 

Funds for SDC Pro jects: Over $109 millio n (including the existing balance of the fund) is expected 

to be available for additional projects after reducing the planned SD C project expenditures through 
2035. These funds can be spent on the SDC eligible projects shown in Table A2 in the appendix. 
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T hi 2 0 c s D Ch F d . B kd . . . - - -
Estimated Amount 

System Development Charge (SDC) Fund Through 2035 

Estimated Revenue Sources* $141,245,000 

Stmt SDC S I :!9.360.000 

PeriP.rtlirlll I Biode S DC Sl .680.000 

Otber** SI0.205.000 

Estimated Expenditures** $34,700,000 

StnW SOC /Yi,giblr PrqjMI~:,:pm.rP.r S:!-1.-195.000 

Pede.rl1ian/ Bi!Jde SDC Eli,~ib!F Prryed Expmm so 

,\li.rt'l'llnmon.• E:,pmre.r S I 0.:!05 .000 

Net Revenues (SDC Fund Revenues-Expenditures) $106,545,000 

Pnnrl.rfor Elt~~ible Stmt SOC Prqjed J:..,pmre..- S I 0-1.865.000 

Fnnd.rfor Hli,~ible Perles!nllll/ Bi!Jde SDC Projed E.'\pen.reJ· Sl.680.000 

Existing Fund Balance (2010-11 Fiscal Year) $2,835,000 

Total Funds for SDC Projects (Net Revenue + 
$109,380,000 

Exis ting Balance) 

Source: Oregon C1ry r111ancc Dcparnncnr. 

· Based on forecasted population and employment growth through 2035. 
·· See Table . \ I in the appendix. 

Transportation Utility Fee Fund 

The transportation utility fee is a recurring mo nthly charge that is paid by all res idences and 

bu!'incsscs \\ithin th e City. T he fcc is based on the number of trips a particula r land usc generates 

and is collected through the City's regular utility bill. The transportation utility fee is designated for 

usc in the mainrenancc and repair o f streets under the jurisdiction o f Oregon City. ReYenues cannot 

be used to construct new infrastructure o r on enhancements not djrcctly related to imp rm-ing o r 

maintaining the condition o f existing City streets. :\ funding brea kdown fo r the Transportatio n 

L' tility F ee Fund can be seen in T able 3. 

Current Tramportation Utility Fees arc S9.00 per month per single family residential uni t, and about 

S6.30 per month for multi- farnily units. Non-residential fees ,·ary by type and size o f the land use, 

ranging between S0.33 and S16.33 per square foot o f gross fl oor area. T he fees arc expected to 

increase in the 2012-2013 fiscal year to S11.00 per single family residential unit, $7.70 per multi

family wut, and between $CJ.38 and S19.20 per sguare foot of gross floor area for no n-residential 

uses. 
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Revenues: The transportation utility fees are expected to raise over $51 million through 2035 (based 
on forecasted population and employment growth through 2035). J\ s a conservative estimate5 for 

T P planning purposes, the transportation utility fees for the 2012-2013 fiscal year were assumed to 
remain consistent through 2035. 

Expenditures: I t is assumed that the City would spend 100% of the fund revenue (over $51 
million), in addition to the existing balance o f the fund ($71 0,000) on street maintenance through 

2035. 

Funds for Street Maintenance: The Transportation Utility Fee revenues and the existing fund 

balance (a total of over SS2 million) arc expected to be spent on maintenance and repair o f streets 

under the jurisdiction of O regon City through 2035. 

T bl 3 0 C' T U 'li F d ' B kd . • . - -
Annual Estimated Amount 

Transportation Utility Fcc Fund Amount Through 2035 

Estimated Revenue Sources' $2,150,000 $51 ,600,000 

Estimated Expenditures · t - $52,310,000 

Net Revenue (Transportation Utility Fee Revenues-Expenditures) $-710,000 

Existing Fund Balance (:Wl0-11 Fiscal Year) $710,000 

Total Funds for Street Maintenance (Net Revenue + Existing Balance) $0 

Source: Oregon Cay Ftnance Department. 
1Based on forecasted population and employment growth through 2035. 
''~' .\ ssumed w be 100% of the Transporration Utility Fee revenue ($51.6 million), plus the existing fund 
balance for the 201 0-2011 fiscal year ($710,000). 

Funding Summary 

To put the expected available funding in context, the existing capital improvement plan (CJP) for 
the City (as of 2009) had over $312 million worth of motor vehicle and over $13 million worth o f 

pedestrian and bicycle improvements . Of those project costs, approximately $158 million of the 

motor vehicle and S6 million of the pedestrian and bicycle project costs are needed to accommodate 

new development, and therefore arc eligible for SDC funding. This leaves about $154 million in 

motor vehicle and $7 millio n in pedestrian and bicycle project costs to serve existing transportation 

deficiencies. These project costs are not eligible to utilize SDC funds and must be funded through 

other means, such as the Street Fund or other State or Federal grants. Unless additional funds are 

explo red, O regon City will be expected to have a little over $14.7 million (from the Street Fund) to 

cover the $154 million in motor vehicle and $7 million in pedestrian and bicycle project costs that 

are not eligible for SD C funds (based on the current revenue and expenditure forecasts) . 

; . \n increase to the transportation uti lit)· fee in Oregon City was assumed to be roughly the same as the cost inflation 
rate, therefore, existing revenues were maintained through 2035. 
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0\Trall, Oregon City i:; expected ro have the following fund s a,·ailable after accounting fo r the 

expenditures detaiJed in the previous :,;ectiom: 

• Srreet Fund: Sl-l-.780,000 

These funds can po tentialJy be spent on non-SOC eligible project costs or other street 
imprm·ement needs 

• SD C Fund: $109,380,000 

The imprm-cmenr projects eligible for SDC funding can be updated on-going. The needed 

transportation system im"Cstments identified through the TSP update could po tentially be 

used to amend the existing SDC: project list. 

• Transpo rtation l'tility f'ec 1:und: SO 

0\·er S52 million was assumed to be spent on street maintenance through 2035. 

Potential Additional Funding Sources 

O regon City is expected ro have fu nding shonfalJ of approximately $ 150 million for the non-SDC 

eligible pro ject costs in the CIP. The City may wish to consider expanding its funding o p tio ns in 

o rder to ensure that funding is a\'ailable for more of the proposed impro,·emenrs. 

Transportation funding options include local taxes. assessments and charges, and state and fede ral 

appropriations, grants, and loans. r\IJ o f these resources can be constrained based on a ,·ariety o f 

factors. including the willingness of loca l leadership and the electora te to burden citizens and 

businesses; rhe anilability of local funds to be dedicated or diverted to transportatio n issues from 

o ther competing City programs; and the ;n·ailability o f state and federal funds. onethcless, it is 

important for the Ciry to consider aU opporrunities for prm·iding, or enhancing, funds needed fo r 

the transportatio n imprm·cments included in the CTP. 

The following sources hm·e been used by cities ro fund the capital and maintenance aspects o f their 

transportation programs. There may be means to begin to or further utilize these sources. as 

described below, to address existing o r new needs identified in the T ransportation System Plan. 

General Fund Revenues 

.\t the discretio n of the City Commission, the City can allocate General F und reYenucs to pay for irs 

transportation program. General Fund re,·enues are primarily comprised o f property taxe~ and also 

includes franchise fees, ~tate shared re,·cnucs, and other fees imposed by the City. T his allocation is 

completed as a part o f the City's annual budget process, but the funding potential of this approach is 

constrained by competing community prio rities se t by the City Council. General f'und resources can 

fund any aspect o f the program, fro m capital improvements to o pera tio ns, mainrenance, and 

administration. :\ddirio nal t'C\T nues aYailable from this source arc o nly available to the extent that 

either G eneral Fund revenues arc increased o r City Council directs and diYcrts funding from o ther 

City programs. 
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Local Fuel Tax 

Twenty-two cities and two counties in O regon have adopted local gas taxes by public vote ranging 
from one to five cents per gallon. The taxes arc paid to the city monthly by distributors of fuel. The 

process for presenting such a tax to voters \\rill need to be consistent with Oregon State law as well 

as the laws of the City. Nearby locations with a gas tax includes Milwaukie (two cents per gallon), 
Canby (three cents per gallon), Tigard (three cents per gallon), Multnomah County (three cents per 

gallon) and \X'ashington County (one cent per gallon). 

Urban Renewal District 

r\n Urban Renewal District (URD) would be a tax-funded district within the City. The URD would 

be funded with the incremental increases in property taxes that result from construction of 

applicable improvements. This type of tax increment financing has been used in Oregon since 1960 

and has been used in Oregon City to partially fund transportation projects such as 7th Street, f ir 
Street extension, \\'ashington Street Bridge, Red Soils Court, and OR 213/Beavercreek Road 

intersection. Projects to be funded within an Urban Renewal District must be included in the 
applicable Urban Renewal Plan. 

Local Improvement Districts 

Local Improvement Districts (LIDs) can be fonned to fund capital transportation projects. LIDs 

provide a means for funding specific imprm·ements that benefit a specific group of property owners. 

LIDs require City Commission approval, must not have opposition from mo re than 2/ 3 of affected 

property owners, and must have a specific project definition and qualified property assessment. 
Benefiting properties are assessed their share to pay for improvements. LIDs can be matched against 
other funds where a project has system wide benefit beyond the adjacent properties. LIDs are often 

used for sidewalks and pedestrian amenities that provide clear benefit to residents along the subject 

street. 

Debt Financing 

\X'hile not a direct funding source, debt financing can be used to mitigate the immediate impacts o f 

significant capital improvement projects and spread costs over the useful life o f a project. Though 

interest costs are incurred, the use of debt financing can sen re not only as a practical means o f 

funding major improvements, but is also viewed as an equitable funding stra tegy, spreading the 

burden o f repayment over existing and future customers who will benefit from the projects. The 

obvio us caution in relying on debt service is that a funding source must stili be identified to fulfill 

annual repayment obligations. In Oregon City, any debt financing over $25,000 must be approved 

by the voters in accordance with the current City Charter. 
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. . . 

Project Name 

Livesav Road ro Redland 

Road 

Swan .\ve Extension: 
Redland Road to I lolly 

Lane 

Holly Lane Extension: 

Redland Road to Holcomb 
Boulevard 

Beavercreek Road 

Improvements: Claymont 
Drive (CCC Entrance) to 

UGB 

?\!eyers Road Extension: 
OR 213 to High School 

Lane 

New street connection 
between • \bernet by Road 
and \\ 'ashington Street 

i\ lo lalla 

. \venue/ Taylor / Division 
Intersection Roundabout 

Total 

I I . I I . ' I 

Total 
Project City Funding 

Cost Responsibility 1 

100% 

55,180,000 l00°o 

s 11 ,800,000 100"1o 

$3,095,000 100°o 

$3,595,000 100% 

s 10,395,000 30°o 

$545,000 100° 0 

$37,095,000 

I . 

Oregon City 

SDC Non-SDC 
SDC Eligible Eligible 

Eligible Project Project ODOT 
%~ Cost Cost* Funding** 

100.0° 0 $2,485,000 so 

100.0°o $5,180,000 0 

100.0% s 11 ,800,000 so 

5-LO" o $1,670,000 $1,425.000 

54.2% $1,950,000 $1.645,000 

39.2% $1,225.000 $1,895,000 $7,275,000 

34.2% $185.000 $360,000 

$24,495,000 $5,325,000 $7,275,000 

' Funding for the non-SDC eligible projects costs include $2,930,000 from the "Other" revenue source under the SDC 
Fund and $2,395,000 from the Street Operations Fund. 
•· O DOT funding of $7,275,000 was assumed under the "Other" revenue source in the SDC Fund. 

1 2009 Transportation SDC Study, FCS Group 

~ IBID 
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Table A2: Oregon City SDC Project Lis t 
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Oregon City 
Transportation SOC Study 
TSDC Project List -- Road Improvements 

Table 4 

Project Yr of Cost 
# Source (1) Estimate Project Title (1) 

.s tate£aclllty Projec_!s (All Sources) 

PP-1 2008 List 2008 HWY 213 Corridor Improvements ( 1·205 to Oregon City UGB) 

R-37 2008 List 2008 HWY 213: 1-205 to Redland Rd 
--=- ' '"' - - -
R-38 2008 List 2008 HWY 213' Molalla Ave to He.nnci Rd 

-
R-48 2008 List 

R-49 2oo8 List 
~~--

2008 HWY 991:0/1-205 SB Ramps 

2oOa M--- . -
!:_}WY 99EII-205 NB Ramps 

R-50 2008 List 2008 HWY 99E/Maln Street 

R-52 2008 List 2008 HWY 213/Washington Street 

R-53 2008 List Hwy- 213/Redland Road ____ 

R-54 2008 List HWY 213/Molalla Avenue 

R-55 2008 List 2008 HWY 213/Gien Oak Road/Caufield Road 

R-56 2008 List 2008 HWY 213/Hennci Road 

R-77 2008 List 
R-88 2008 LISt 

2008 Redland Rd/Abernethy Rd 
2008 RedlandRd extens1on between Abernethy~d & Washm~ton St 

R-1 05 2008 L1st 
~----

2008 Hwy 21 ~~a~r~e~k Roa _ ... 
- -

---BR-1 2008 L1st 

Beavercreek Concept Plan-BR 
- !""'' -

2008 Beavercreek Rd : MarJorie Ln to Clafrmorii Dr (CCC Ent~ance) --.., .. -

-

BR-2 2008 List 2008 Beavercreek Rd: Clairmont Dr (CCC Entrance) to UGB (not Henrici) 

BR·3 2008 List 

BR-4 2008 List 

BR-8 2008 List 

~ 2008List 
BR-10 2008llst 

BR-11 2008 LIS\ 

PP-3 ..---
PP-4 

PP-5 -PP-6 
PP-8 

2008 L1st 

2008 List 
2008 List 
2008 LIS! 

2008 List 

2008 
2008 

2008 

2oo8 
2008 ...... 
2008 
2008 

2008 

2008 

2008 
2008 

2008 

2008 
2008 

2008 

- ~-

-- . 
Loder Road· Center Parkway to East Stte Boundary 

-- -~ -

Meyers Road: Beavercreek Ro_ad to Rtdge Parkway 
Glen Oal< Road: Beavercreek Road to Rtdge Parkw.!!' 

~enter Parkway: Old Acres Ln to Thayer Road 
Rtdgeway Parkway: Old Acres Ln to North Stle Boundary 
Beavercreek Road/~pielane Road - ... 

Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road 

Livesay Road· Swan Ext to Holly Ext 

f2on~va':l Road: Holly Lane to Ogden Mtddle School 
Swan Ave Extension; Existing Swan Ave S to Holcomb Blvd 

Swan Ave Extenston: Redland Rd to Holi'Y Ln 

1 
l 
I 
l 

Eligible 
Capacity 

Increasing % (2) 

0.0% 

17.3% 
--

23.8% 

93.0% 

0.0% 

38.8% 

83,0% --
99.0% 

54.0% 
-

I· 84.0% 
39.2% 

r 100.0% 

100.0% 

10o.o•,. 

100.0% 

53.4% 
53.1% 

FCS GROUP 
(425) 867-1802 Trans SOC Model 040309 FINAL 

Serving 
Existing 

Deficiency 

100.0% 

82.7% 

76.2% 

7.0% 

100.0% 

61 .2% 

17.0% 
1.0% 

46.0% 

21 .0% 
37.2% 

16.0% 
60.8% 
100.0% 

48.4% 

46.0% 

0.0% 
45.2% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

46.6% 

46.9% 

60.4% 
45.6% 

23.7% 

+-- 37.2% 
0.0% 

0.0% 

City Funding 
Responsibility (3) 

30.0% 

30.0% 

300% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 

100.0% 

FINAL 

Project 
Cost {1) 

soc 
Eligible Cost 

49,159 

4.980.000 
4.197.600 

235.026 

80,580 
135.574 

113.400 
1.540.959 

4/3/2009 



Project Yr of Cost 
# Source (1) Estimate Project Title (1) 

Eligible 
Capacity 

Increasing % (2) 

PP-9 200S List 200S Kolly Lane Extension: Redland ~Holco!Tib Blvd • • I II.J 100.0% .I 
PP-10 200S L1st 200S Anchor Way/Redland 70.0% -
PP-11 200S List 200S Holly Ln/Redland Rd - 65.0% 

~P-12 :zoos [,rt' 200S Holly Ln/Maplelane Rd 65.0~/o 
PP-13 2008 L1st 200S Swan Ave/Holcomb Bllid 69.2% 

- -- -

Roadway System Plan-R (City Streets)_ _J y • I :J. 

Serving 
Existing 

Deficiency 

0.0% 

30.0% 

35.0% 
35.0% 

30.S% 

City Funding 
Responsibility (3) 

1- 100,0_!. __ 
100.0% 

Project 
Cost (1) 

_ _ _ .17.400',000 

2,900.000 
100,0% I 

-l l 
0
100.0% ,,_ 

100.0% 

2.000.000 
1,600,000 

300.000 

II·. 

soc 
Eligible Cost 

17.400,000 

2.030.000 

1.300.000 
1.040.000 

207.46S 

R-10 zoos List' 200S Washington StreeV12th Street ~ , r> 1 ~ ..., 29.9% I 70.1% 100.0% 510.000 152.696 
R-11 zoos List • _200S Anchor Way: 1Sth-St to Redland Rd u u I 40.0% 1 60.0% 100.0% · 445,000 17S.OOO 

R-12 200S List' 200S Beavercreek Road: CCC to Glen Oak Rd - - • 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% See cost for BR-2. -
R-13 200S List 200S Boynton Street: Warner Parrot Rd to Buol St , • 40,0% 60.0% 100.0% 445,000 178.QOO. 
R-14 200S List' 200S ·central Point Road: Roundtree l?r.to UGB. 1 40.0% I 60.0% - 100 .0~-. -~1 940.000 376.000 

R-15 200e List 200S ForsYthe Rd: ciacka'mas River Dr to Swan Ave I 40.0% : 60.0% 100.0% j 1,200,000 4SO,OOO 
R-1 6 200S List 200S Gaffney Lane: Molalla Ave to Meyers Rd 40.0% 60.0% 100~0% 1,635,000 654,000 

R-17 200S List 200S Glen Oak Road: HWY 213 to Beavercreek Rd 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% S25.000 S25.000 

R-1S 200S List 200S Holcomb Road ~ _Redland J~d to UGB _40.0% 1 60.0% 100.0% 2.7_10.000 1.0S4.000 

R-19 2006 List 200S Holmes Lami-Hilda St~ Linn Ave to Alden St ~o:o~~ : 60.0% 100:0% 1,090.000 436,000 
R-20 200S List 200S Leland Rd: McCord Rd to UGB 100.0% • i 0.0% 100.0% 1 1.616.000 1.616.000 I 
R-2'1 200S List 200S l\,1aplelane _Road;' Bea_vercreek Rd to UGB 40.0% I 60.0% 1 oo.o~. 1,360,000 544.000 
R-22 200S List 200S MCCo'rd Road:7Central Point Rd to Leland Rd -· ·- 40.0% 1 60.0% 100.0% 740.000 296,000 

R-23 . 2008 L1st 2008 Partlow Road:·South End Rd to CentraiP 01J1l Rd = 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% ~ 1.700.000 680.000 1 
R-24 20os' List 200S Pease Road:· Leland Rd to McCord Rd 2' ~ 40.0:l'o ' 60.0% 100.0:Yo I 1 1.070.000 42S.OOO. I 

I I --

R-25 200S List 200S Redland Rd: Holly Ln to UGB · ~ ' 100.0% u 0.0% 100.0% I J 2.212.000 2.212.000 I 
R-26 zoos List 200S .South End Road, Partlow Rd to UGB L, L_j L 100.0% · ~ 0.0% 100.0%. J • 1.445.000 1.445.000 

R-27 200S Lis\ 200S . Swan Avenue: Holcomb Rd to Forsythe Rd l f l I 40.0% J 60.0% 100.0% 1 S51 .000 340.400 
R-28 200S List _ 2006 Thayer Road· Maple)ane Rd to UGB I ~"" ~ _.40.0% L 60.0% 100.0% '1 r' 902.000 , 360.SOO I 
R-29 . 200S List 200S · Wash1ngton St·Ciackamas River Driv~A~~methy Rd toUGB · 100.0% 0.0% 100,0 :;'<> I :;o I 1,750.000 1.750,000 I 
R-30 200Slist 200S HolcombRoad/FrontSVBeemerJacobsWay · 52.5°/~ -, 47.5% 100.0% I I 1,130.000 593.690 ---- - - -;---R-31 · zoos List zoos (eland Rd/Pease Rd _ ,

1 
.c , c.J ~ ~ L," 72.6% r-; 27.4% J 100.0% ~ I U 250,000 

1 
1S1 .513

1 
R-34 200Slist 200S WarnerMilneRd/MolallaAve _ 30.7% __ 69.3% _ 100,0% .... L~ 1.614,000 496.228 
R-3:;> _ 200SJ;ist 200S Warner Milne/Warner Parrott Rd/Leland/Lul[!.Ave/Centralfolnt Rd _ _ 42.S% 57.2% T [ 100.0% .c....J 2.000.000 . S56,924 

R:40 1 200S L-ist ·zoos Washington Street; ,12th St to 7th St . , · r-:::o 35.4% ~ [ _ 64.6% 'i'"r-1 100.0'Yo I 1 .340.00~ H.._. L • _474.7q,S I 

R-42 200S List 200S Molalla Avenue: Holmes Lane to HWY 213 · 31 .9% = 6S.1% Tl- 100.0% r-4 Seectrelatetd -_ . " L.., "" =-t proJe cos s 

R-44 200S List = 200S ~ Warner Milne Road: Beavercreek Rd to Lelarid/linn,Ave _ D 2S.6% 71.4% ,., ' 100.0% Jl 7.500.000 2.14S.05S 
R-61 2'ii'OS USt - 200S Ma1n StreeV14th Street ..., ~ -' , 001 - 65,0o/i 

3 
_ 35.0% ,_, 100.0o/; =:1 . 515.000 

1
' i · 3J4.750 

1 
R-62 200~ List 200S Main Stre~V10t~ Street t' T ~ = ~ _ L.O _ ~ _ 65.0o/; _j 35.0% 100.0'ro Lj ----r-' 515.~0~ 334.750 
R-63 200S List 200S Molalla Avenue/Barclay Hills OJ 1 111 ~ ..J.. 32.3% 67.7% 100.0% 1 - - 60.000 19.394 
R-64 200s Ust 200s Molalla Avenu_e/Cia~rmont Way 1.-----, __ -~ Jl '~ ,23.5% l I - 76.5% - -' 10o.or. I = 40o':O'Oii',' 9<!.06S 

R-65 200S L1st 200S Molalla Avenue/Gaffney Lane ~.!=! _ 23.6% 76.4% 100 0°/o n f 450r000 1 1 06;354 I 
R-66 200S L1st 200S Beavercreek Rd/Wamer Milne Rd 27.4% 72.6% 100.0% 440.000 120.402 
R-69 2006 List 200S Beavercreek Rd/Gien Oak Rd ::- ~ n'::::' • - · -54:0% ~ 46.0% 100.0%. S~e cost for BR-7. -

- - ----..IJ- ~ ...... ~ 

R;70, 200S Li.st 200S Warner Parrott Rd/S.outhEn_ ~_ Rd _ n _ .~ 65.0% I 35.0% 100 0%' - 1 .553.5f,O _ :::::_ 01 .009.S27 .. I 
R-71 

1
200S List 200S Warner Parrott Rd/Central Point Rd_ .J ~II 1 42.5% ~I 57.5% 100.0% I See R-35 __.. H- .., I -

R-72 200S llst 200S Warner MilneRd/Linn-Leland Avei - ,J 42.9% ~I 57.1% 100.0% I SeeR-35 ILJ - - i 

FCS GROUP 
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Project Yr of Cost 
# Source (1 ) Estimate Project Title (1) 

R-73 2008 List 2008 South End Rd/High Street/S 2nd Sl - -
R-75 2008 List 2008 Linn Ave/Davis Rd/Et.hel St 

R-76 2008 List 2008 Leland Rd/Cia1rmont Way/Meyers Rd 

R-79 2008 list 2008 Spring Valley Dr; Partlow Rd to Salmonberry Dr 

R-80 2008 list 2008 Shenandoah Dr: Central Point to Pease Rd & Pease to leland Rd 

R-83 2008 list 2008 South Douglas l oop (CCC) to Glen Oak Road 

R-84 2008list 2008 Coquille Drive Extension -
R-86 2008list 2008 Meyers Road to Caufield Road 

R-91 -·- ·- 2008list 2008 SE 62nd Drive crossing of Clackamas River 

R-92 2008list 2008 Fir Street Extension: Highway 213 to Beavercreek Road 

R-93 2008list 2008 Ethel St to MaySt (south of Holmes l ane) 

R-94 2008List 2008 laurel Lane Extension: May St to Warner Milne Rd 
' R-95 I 

1'!--
2008list 2008 Roosevelt ~tExtensio~ Molalla Ave to linn Ave 

R-96 2008 list 2008 121h Street Extension: Taylor St to Grant St 

I R-97 2008List 2008 Skellenger Way to Meyers Road/Cia1rmont Way 

I R-98 2008list 2008 Meyers Road Extension: Highway 213 to High Schooll3J~e 

R·102 2008list 2008 Parnsh Road Extension 

2008 L1st R·104 2008 Molalla Avenue!Taylor/Division ---R-106 2008 list 2008 Agnes Street: Main Street to Highway 213 

Total 
less: Beginning FY2007 Transportation SOC Fund Balance (4) 

Total Future Capital Projects for SOC Calculation 

NOTES 

-

Eligible Serving 
Capacity Existing 

Increasing % (2) Deficiency 

65.0% 35.0% 

86.0% 14.0% 

67.9% 32.1% 

0.0% 100.0% 

28.6% 71.4% 

23.7% 76.3% 

49.7% 50.3% 

'65.8% 34.2% 

24.9% 75.1% 

51 .5% 48.5% 

44.5% 55.5% 

42 7% 57.3% 

45.6% 54.4% 

40.3% 59.7% 

40.4% 59.6% 

54.2% 45.8% 
-

1oo.o•;; 0.0% 

34.2% 65.8% 

61.4% 38.6% 

58.1% 41 .9% 

(1) 2008 List = Primary sources were the 2001 Transportation System Plan and the Beavercreek Road and Park Place Concept Plans. 

Original cost estimates in 2001 TSP were updated to 2008 dollars. 

(2) Projects were allocated based on grow1h's share of total future peak-hour trips. When such data was unavailable. baseline projections 

of vehicle/capacity (ViC) ratios were utilized to determine existing system deficiencies. 

(3) Minimum 10% City match for State project costs. The City anticipates potential City contribution of at least 30% and up to 40%. 

(4) Source: FY2007 City budget. 

FCS GROUP 
(425) 867-1802 Trans SOC Model 040309 FINAL 

City Funding Project soc 
Responsibility (3) Cost (1 ) Eligible Cost 

100.0% 1.367,604 888.943 

100.0% 510.300 438.858 

100.0% 510,300 346.493 

100.0% N/A - -
100.0% NfA -
100.0% 3.120.000 739,518 

100.0% 5,200,000 2.586.347 
"' 100.0% NIA -

100.0% NIA - --
100.0% 18.750.000 9.660,883 

100.0% N/A -
100.0% NIA - ---:::u. .....,_ _ ... ~ 8 ~ 1QO.O% NIA ":("" 

: 
100.0% NIA I ':' - ....... 
100.0% NIA -- -
100.0% 10,000,000 5,415,282 

~ -
100.0% 4.000.000 4.000.000 -
100.0% 1,000.000 341 ,998 

~ 

100.0% 13,575,000 8,332,559 

78.3% $ 312,91 8,784 $ 158,455,615 

I$ H14.627 l 

$ 156,840,988 
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Oregon City 
Transportation SOC Study 
TSDC Project List -- Bike/Ped Improvements 

Table 5 

FINAL 

Eligible Serving 
Project Yr of Cost Capacity Existing Project SDC 

# Source (1) Estimate Project Title (1) Increasing % (2) Deficiency Cost (1) Eligible Cost 

Bicycle_ System lmpro~ements:B 

B-2 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Beavercreek Road (M.aplelane to UG.B) 48.5% 51.5% S 5§.080 $ 26.717 

B-3 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Molalla Avenue (Beavercreek to Hwy213) 48.5% 51.5% -- 29:160 14,144 
------------------------------------~----------~--~----------------+---------------l------------4~------~~ 

B-4 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Singer Hill (Hwy 99E to 7th St) 48.5% 51.5% N/A -

B-5 2008Bike/Ped 200.8 _So_uthE_nd .Rq_ad.(Barker Avenue to U_G!3} . 48.5% 51 .5% 2.360,897 1,145.187 

B-6 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Warner Milne R~ad_ (Linn Ave to Molalla Ave) 48.5% 51.5% 23.328 11 ,316 
B-7 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Washington Streef(11 th Streetto 5th Street) 48.5% 51 .5% 12,960 6.286 

8-8 2008 8ike/Ped 2008 Highway 99E (S 2nd Street to South UGB) 48.5% 51 .5% 133,650 64.829 

B-9 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Highway 213 (1-205 to Molalla Ave) 48.5% 51 .5% 12.960 6.286 

B-1 0 2008 8ike/Ped 2008 5th Street (High streetto Jackson street) 48.5% 51.5% 7,128 3.458 

8-1 1 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Anchor Way (R~dland Road to Division Street) 48.5% 51.5% See cost for R-11 . -
B-12 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Central Point Road (Warner Parrott to u'G8) 48.5% 51.5% 125.388 60.821 
B-13 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Division ·s treet (A-nchor Way· to Molalla Ave) 48.5% 51 .5% 33;048 16,030 

B-14 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Gaffney L ane (Molalla Avenue to Meyers Road) '1 48.5% 51 .5% See cost for R-16. -

8-15 2008 8ike/Ped 2008 Holmes Lane (Telford Road toMolalla Avenue) • 11 48.5% 51.5% 9.!l2, 4.715 

B-16 2008 8ike/Ped 2008 Leland Road (Warner Milne Road to UGB) 1 I 48.5% 51.5% 2.'195;988 1.065.195 

s :17 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Main Street ~xtension .......__. ~11 II 48.5% 51 .5% 3')6,8_74 168,256 
8:18 2008 8ike/Ped 2008 Monroe Street (12th Street to 5th Street) · 11 48.5% 51.5% 7,290 3.536 

B-19 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Partlow Road (South End Road to Central Point Road) 1 r L,_JI 48.5% 51.5% See-cost for' R-23. -

8-20 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 12th Street (99E to Taylor St) ,-1 L, 'I 48.5% 51.5% 45,360 22,003 
8:21 2008 B ike/Ped 2008 '15th Street (Washington siio'"o~0 J!,rr r' ' -. I - 48.5% 51.5% 11.~ 5.501 

B-22 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Barker Ave (South End Rd to Telford Ave) L.---1 LJ u ~~ 48.5% 51.5% , 8.100 3.929 
B-24 2008Bike/Ped 2008 CenterStreet(7th Stto TelfordAve) -- ·H . ..; -,. o II 48.5% 51.5% ..,_..., 31 ,104 15,087 

B-25 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Clackamette o'7i~e'"(M~st Extensi;n to Highway 99E) 1 11 ~ 48.5% 51.5% L 1 L , 19.440 ___ 9.430 
----~~------_.----------~--------~--------------~~~--~~--~~--------------~~-------------·~-~-~~ ~ B-26 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Front Avenue (Forsythe Rd to Holcomb Rd) ~I 48.5% 51.5% r-- 21 ,384 10.373 
------------------~--... ,.._....,............. . .. ....... ..... - . -- ----,--

B-28 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 High Street (7th St to S 2nd St) 48.5% 51.5% 8,586 4.165 
---------------------__,~-~ ~~!""" -..-......::=;:: - ~ 1------

B-29 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Hilda S~Aiden SUBarclay Hills or-Mola lla Ave to Newell Ridge Dr 48.5% 51.5% I 6.480 3.143 
-------------------------~~~-~~~~~~ ~ -- ~ 

B-30 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Holcomb Boulevard (Abernethy Rd to UGB) _ • • _. H 48.5% 51.5% ~ 65.448 31 ,746 

8-31 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Jackson Street (1~th St to 12th St) L 48.5% 51.5% 1 :1 6.480 3. 143 
~· ·~;,-; ~ ~.. ~ _....... ' ' ' ' ' =a ~ 1-----------'-::-1 
B-32 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Main Street (Main Extension to Singer Hill) . !-I 0 - ~ 48.5% 51.5% 11 ,340 5,501 

B-33 - 2008 Bike/Peel" ---zoot" ..... ~ R~acttn9h:;y21-iiose~(creek_Rdl _ ~~~- ~~ _ 48.5% 51 .5% See cost fo; R-98. -

B-34 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Railroad Avenue (Main St to Hwy 99E) r--lJ 48.5% 51.5% 4,860 2,357 

B-35 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Swan.Avenue (Forsythe Rd to Holcomb Blvd) I U 'I 48.5% 51 .5% .8_:?,2~ 4,322 

B:36 2008 Bike/Ped 2008 Telford Road (Center St to Holmes Lane) _ !I 48.5% 51 .5% 8.f oo 3.929 

FCS GROUP 
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# 

B-37 

B-38 

B-39 

B-40 
B-41 

B-42 

B-43 

B-44 

P-1 
lf P-2 

P-4 

P-5 

P-6 

P-10 
+- -

P-11 

P-12 
P-13 

P-14 

P-15 

P-16 

P-17 

P-18 

P-19 

P-20 

P-21 

P-22 

P-23 

P-24 

P-25 

P-26 

P-27 

P-28 
P-2g 

P-30 

P-31 

P-32 

P-33 
~ -

P-34 

Project 
Source (1) 

2008 Bike/Ped 

2008 Bike/Ped 
<:'! 

2008 Bike/Ped 

2008 Bike/Ped 

2008 Bike/Ped 

2008 Bike/Ped 

2008 Bike/Ped 

2008 Bike/Ped 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 
--

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 
2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 
2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

2008 Ped List 

FCS GROUP 
(425) 867-1802 

Yr of Cost 
Estimate 

2008 

2008 
~ 

2008 

2008 

2008 

2008 

2008 

2008 

-

-

--
-
-

-

--

--

- -

Eligible 
Capacity 

Project Title {1) Increasing % (2) 

Taylor Street (12th St to 7th St) - 48.5% 

Canemah Road (Telford Road to Warne·r Parro(t Road) 48.5% 
l'jl ~~ ;:'! " .. 

Davis Road (Telford Road to Linn Avenue) 48.5% -Cleveland Street (Front Street to Swan Avenue) 48.5% 

Clackamas River Drive (Hwy 213 to UGB) 48.5% 

Abernethy Road (Washington Street to Redland Road) 48.5% 

Fir Street (Molalla Avenue to Beavercreek Road) - 48.5% 

Melinda Street (Clackamas River Drive to Front StreetL ---- _ 48.5% 

Recommended Pedestrian Improvements -- ·-
- -

Highway 213 (Molalla Avenue to UGB) if 48.5% 
~ ...... s= · 

Highway 99E (Clackamas River Br to Dunes Drive) 48.5% 

HiQhw~Tum.Za!e"r Drive to Hedges Street) 48.5% 

Abernathy-Holcomb Blvd (Washington Street to Winston Drive) - 48.5% 

Abernathy-Holcomb Blvd (Redland Road to Winston Drive) 48.5% 

Beavercreek Road (Maplelane Road to UGB) 48.5% 

Berta Drive (Clairmont Way to Gaffney Lane) 48.5% 

Berta Drive (Gaffney Lane to End) 48.5% 
Boynton Street (warner Parrott Road to Buol street) 48.5% 

- - !"":! -
~enter Str~et (S 2nd Street to Telford Road) 48.5% 

Central Point Road (Roundtree Drive to Partlow Road) 48.5% 

Central Point Road (Skellenger WaJ_ to UGB) 48.5% 
Central Point Road (Roundtree Drive to UGB) 48.5% 

Clackamas River Drive (Hwy 213 to UGB) 48.5% 

Clairmont Way (Southwood Drive to 'z_,eland Road) 48.5% -
Clairmont Way (Molalla Avenue to Leland Road) 48.5% 
Division Street (Selma Street to 12th Street) 48.5% 

Division Street (Gilman Park Drive to Anchor Way) 48.5% 

Division Street (15th Street to Anchor Way) 48.5% 
Forsythe Road (Clackamas River Dr to UGB) 48.5% 
Front Avenue (Forsythe Road to Holcomb Blvd) 48.5% 
Gaffney Lane (Meyers Road to Lazy Creek Lane) 48.5% 
Glen Oak Road (Hwy 213 to Beavercreek Road) 48.5% 
Holmes Lane (Molalla Avenue to Linn Avenue) 48.5% 

-
Holmes Lane (Laurel Lane to Reliance Lane) 48.5% 
Leland Road (Warner M1lne Road to Whitcomb Drive) 48.5% 

Leland Road (Haven Road to UGB) 48.5% 

Leland Road (Hiefield Court to UGB) 48.5% 
Linn Ave (Jackson Street to Oak Street) 48.5% 
Linn Ave (Charman Street to Holmes Lane) 48.5% --· 

Trans SOC Model 040309 FINAL 

Serving 
Existing Project soc 

Deficiency Cost (1) Eligible Cost 
--

51 .5% IL- 10,368 5,029 

51 .5% ,. 3,564 1,729 
~ 51.5% 5.994 2,907 

51.5% 10,692 5,186 

51 .5% 
u 

27,540 13,359 

51 .5% - 17,172 8,330 

51 .5% n 29,160 14,144 

51 .5% .. 4,212 2,043 
-

I 

51.5% - : - -
51 .5% . . 

51 .5% - -----
51.5% See cost for R-18. . 
51.5% See cost for R-1 8. -

·-· see-costs (or 
51 .5% 

BR-1 & BR-2. 
-

51.5% 116,640 56,578 
~ ;;;;;; -- 1"11 

51.5% 77,760 37,719 
51.5% See cost for R-13, -
51 .5% 388,800 188,593 
51.5% See cost for R-14. -
51.5% See cost for R-14. -
51 .5% See cost for R-14. -

...........____~ 

51 .5% See cost for R-29. -

51 .5% 2g1 ,600 141,445 

51.5% 388,800 188,593 -
51.5% 58.320 28,289 

51 .5% 194,400 94.296 

51 .5% 71 ,604 34.733 

51 .5% See cost for R-15. -- ----51.5% 264,141 128,125 

51 .5% See cost for R-16. -

51 .5% 486.648 236,056 

51.5% 213.840 103,726 

51.5% See cost for R-19. -

51 .5% See cost for R-20. --
51 .5% See cost for R-20. ------51.5% See cost for R-20. -
51.5% 97.200 47,148 

51.5% •-- 155,520 75,437 
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Eligible 
Project Yr of Cost Capacity 

# Source (1) Estimate Project Title (1) Increasing % (2) 

P-35 2008 Ped List Linn Ave (Jackson street to Holmes Lane) 48.5% 
·-

P-36 2008 Ped List Maplelane Road (Beavercreek Road to Country Village Drive) 

I~ 48.5% 
-

P-37 2008 Ped List McCord Road (Daybreak Court to Leland Road) 48.5% 
-~- - II P-38 .. 20_08 Ped List McCord Road (Central Point Road to Leland Road) • 48.5% --

P-39 2008. Ped List Meyers Road (Leland Road _to Highway 213) =; I I 48.5% 

P-40 2008 Ped List - Meyers Road (Leland Road to Gaffney Lane) ~ II 48.5% 

P-4J 2008 Ped List - Partlow Road (South End Road to Central Point Roa'!)_ 'h I t1 48.5% 

P-42 2_008 Ped List F{edland Road (Highway 213 to Abernethy Road) = tJ 48.5% 
1• "".15 :f~:Y I • I 

P-43 2008 Ped List Redland Road (Abernethy Road to UGB) I u _!J 48.5% , 

P-44 2008 Ped List South End Road (Warner Parrott Road to UGB) j_J II 48.5% 

P-45 2008 Ped List South End Road (Barker Road to Warner Parrott Rd) I ,...,LJ II 48.5% 

P-46 2008 Ped List South End Road (Barker Road to 2nd Street) -' 48.5% 

P-47 2008 Ped List Swan Avenue (Forsythe Road to Holcomb Blvd) I 48.5% 

P-48 2008 Ped List Telford Road(Center Street to Davis Road) • ...J 48.5% 

P-49 2008 Ped List Thayer Road (Maplefane Road to UGB) I 48.5% 
-· Warn~a~a~ ~~Aye to ~o!!_tl~-~nd ~oa9)_ , =·I~ ~ P-50 2.008 Ped List 48.5% 

~ - - ~ 
P-51 2008 Ped List Washington Str~el (Abernethy Road to H;u' "213L_ ·=----'""'"' ~ 48.5% 

P-52 2008 Ped List ~ - S 2nd Street (Tumwater Drive to Center Street) • ;;;,- - 48.5% 

P-53 2008 Ped List J 15th Street (Highway 99E to Taylor Street) ·-' 48.5% 

P-55 2008 Ped List 
~ Hood Street (Linn Ave to Gardiner Middle School) ~ 48.5% .............._ - ~ 

P-56 2008 Ped List L...o Ethel Street (Linn Ave to Gardiner Middle School) .. 48.5% 

P-57 2008 Ped List c Jackson Street (16th Street to Atkinson Park) D 48.5% 

P-58 2008 Ped List u Pari< Drive (l inn Avenue to Rivercrest PC!rk) 48.5% 
-~-- t;,. ~- ---------------- --'"i - - -

P-59 2008 Ped List Hilda Street (Molalla Avenue to Mountain View Cern.) 48.5% 
-~· . - _ .....,. _ _____.... .. -=- IA1 

P-60 2008 Ped List = Warner Street (Molalla Avenue to St. John's Cern.) ~ ~Jl 48.5% 
~-

Total 48.5% 

NOTES 

(1 ) 2008 Bike/Ped = Project list provided as an appendix to 2008 Oregon City Transportation SOC Rate memo. OKS Associates. 

2008 Ped List = Pedestrian System Plan Sidewalk Projects. 

(2) Based on growth's share of total future peak-hour trips (2005-2030). 

FCS GROUP 
(425) 867-1802 Trans SOC Model 040309 FINAL 

Serving 
Existing Project soc 

Deficiency Cost (1) Eligible Cost 

51.5% 349.920 169,734 

51 .5% See cost for R-21. -

51 .5% See cost for R-22. -
51.5% See _cost for R-22. -

51.5% 514.026 249,336 

51.5% 291.600 141,445 
~- · -

51.5% See cost for R-23 ---
51.5% See cost for R-25. -
51.5% See cost for R-25. -
51 .5% See cost for R~26. -
51 .5% 116,640 56,578 

51 .5% 855,360 414,905 

51 .5% See cost for R-27. -

51 .5% 445;176 215,939 

51 .5% ~.-se~ co_:_t fo~ R-28. --- -- -
51 .5% 316,467 153.507 -- -
51 .5% See cost for R-29. -- .. 

51.5% -
.,......, 

77.760 37,719 

51.5% 816:480 396.045 

51 .5% 116,640 56,578 

51 .5% 

~~ 174.960 84,867 

51.5% 77.760 37,719 

51.5% ( l'n 194.400 94.296 

51 .5% lh ~- 194.400 94,296 
-

51.5% - 194.400 94.296 

51 .5% $ 13,260,367 $ 6,432,131 
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This document reduces the 362 solutions for the Oregon City transportation system into a 
Financially Consu·aincd Plan. I ncludcd is a summary of the process utilized to dc,·clop and analyze 
the solutio ns for the tramportation system and a detail of the financially Consu·aincd and Planned 

Transportation Systems identified for Oregon City. 

Project Categories 

The Oregon City approach to developing transportation solutions for this update placed more value 

on investments in smaller cost-effecti,·e solutions for the transportation system rather than larger, 
more costly o nes (sec Technical l\1cmorandum #9 for more information). The approach enabled 
more cost-effecti,·e solutions to increase transportation system capacity and helped to encourage 

multiple u·avel options, increase street connectiYit:y and promote a more sus tainable transportation 

system. Taking the network approach to transporration system improvements, the projects in this 
plan fall within one of seYeral categories: 

• Driving pro jects to improve connectivity, safety and capacity throughout the City . Oregon 
City identified 9.5 driving projects that will cost an estimated $162.3 million to complete. 

• Walking projects for sidewalk infill, pro,·iding seamless connections for pedestrians 

throughout the City. Oregon City identified 75 walking projects that will cost an estimated 
SH .7 million to complete. 

• Biking projects including an integrated network of bicycle lanes and marked on-street 

routes that facilitates convenient travel citywide. Oregon City identified 66 biking projects 

that will cost an estimated $5.3 million to complete. 

• Shared-Use Path projects prm·iding local and regional off-street tra,·el for walkers and 
bikers. The citywide shared-use path ,·ision includes 53 projects totaling an estimated $30.2 

millio n. 

• Transit projects to enhance the quality and convenience for passengers. O regon City 

identified four transit projects that will cost an estimated j)1.3 million to complete. 

• Family Friendly projects to fLll gaps between shared-usc paths, parks, and schools, offering 
a net\,·ork of low-, ·olume streets for more comfortable biking and walking throughout the 

City. The 33 famil~·- fricndly routes identified by the City will co st an estimated SS.2 million 

to complete. 

T.M . #11- Pla nned and Financially Constrained Transportation Systems: 
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• Crossing project solutions, proving safe travel across streets along key biking and walking 
routes. A total of 36 crossing projects were identified, totaling an estimated $2.8 million. 

Assessing the Performance of Transportation Solutions 

The projects and/ or policies in the categories listed above aim to satisfy the goals and policies for 

the Oregon City TSP Update. Each solution was evaluated to see hm.v the community priorities 

match the perceived project benefits and shortfalls. A variety of transportation e'Taluation criteria 

and measures were derived from the community priorities (based on the project goals and 
objectives) and used to evaluate and compare the solutions to one another. The goals, objectives and 
evaluation criteria established for Oregon City can be found in Technical Memorandum #2. 

Project stakeholders were given the opportunity to rank the eight project goals, from most valuable 

to least valuable. Using the weighted goals, the transportation solutions were evaluated and 

compared to one another, placing more value on those project stakeholders felt were most 
important to the community. The following goals (listed in order of importance to the community), 

were utilized to assess the performance of the transportation solutions: 

• Enhance the health and safety of residents 

• Emphasize effective and efficient management of the transportation sys tem 

• Foster a sustainable transportation system 

• Provide an equi table, balanced and connected multi-modal transportation system 

• Identify solutions and funding to meet system needs 

• Increase the convenience and availability of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit modes 

• E nsure the transportation system supports a prosperous and competitive economy 

• Comply with sta te and regional transportation plans 

Each transportation solution was assigned a time frame for the expected investment need, based on 

a project's contribution to achieving the communi ty priorities of O regon City. The investment 

recommendations attempted to balance implementation considerations with available funding. 

Complex and costly capital projects were disfavored compared with implementation of low cost 

projects that can have more immediate impacts and can spread investment benefits citywide. 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constra ined Transportation Systems: 
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Funding the Transportation Solutions 

\\ .i th an estimated $222 million ,,·orrh of transportation solutions identitled , Oregon City must make 

im-cstmcnt decisions to dc,·elo p a set of transpo rtatio n improYcmcnts that ,,·i ll likely be funded to 

meet identified needs through 2035. 0\-crall, O regon City is expected to ha \'C rhc follo\\'i ng funds 

a\·ailablc through 203.5 after accou nting for the expenditures: 

• .\pproximately Sl-1-.7 millio n is ex pected to be a,·aihblc for capital needs after street 

o peration and maimcnancc needs arc mer thro ugh 203.5. These funds ca n be spent o n non

SO C eligible project costs o r o ther stree t improYcmcnts that a rc related to maintenance 

such as upgraded retaining ,,·ails and sra irwap, new guardrail, signal equipment replacement 

and upgrades. o r curb and gutter. 

• 0\-cr . 109 million is expected to be a,·ailablc fo r System D eYelopment C harge (SDC) 

projects after reducing the planned SO C project expenditures through 203.5. This includes 

about S2 million for pedestrian and bicycle SOC projects and over 107 million for sn·cct 

SOC projects. The improYement projects eligible for SDC fund ing can be upda ted on

going. It was assumed that the needed transportation system inYestmenrs identified through 

the TSP update wo uld be used to amend the existing SOC project lis t. 

T o put the expected a\·ailable funding in context, over S l62 millio n worth o f motor \"Chicle. over 

$.50 mil lio n worth of pedestrian, bicycle and shared-usc path improYcmcnts and S9 m ill ion worth of 

transit, stree t crossing and family-friendly route pro jects were identi tied by the City. Of those pro ject 

costs. appro ximately 100 millio n of the motor ,·chicle and S23 million o f the pedestrian, bicycle and 

shared-usc path pro ject cmts arc needed to accommodate new deYelopmcnt, and the refore arc 

eligibl e for ,'D C funding . This leaYes about 63 millio n in m otor ,-d ude and 27 million in 

pedestrian. bicycle and shared-usc pa th pro ject cos ts to sen-e existing tramportatio n ddiciencics. 

These project costs, in additio n to the transit, street crossing and family-frie ndly route p roject costs. 

arc not eligible to utilize SDC funds and must be funded thro ugh other means, such as the Street 

Fund or other~ tate or Federal grants. 

L' nless additio nal funds arc developed, Oregon City " ·ill be expected ro haYe a little O \' Cr 1-l-.7 

million (fro m the Street Fund) to coYer the . 63 million in motor ,-chicle, S27 mill io n in pedestrian, 

bi c~·cle and shared-usc path, and $9 nullion in transit, street crossi ng and family -frie ndly ro ute 

project costs tha t are no t eligible for , D C fund s (based o n the current reYenue and expenditure 

forecasts) . Tn other words, abo ut S84.3 million worth o f projects would be unfunded. Clea rly, most 

of the transpo rtation solutio ns identified for the City arc not rcasonabl~· likely to be funded throug h 

2035. !-"o r this reason, the transportation solutio m were di,·ided into two categories. Those 

reasonably expected to be funded by 2035 ,,·e re included in the Likely to be h111decl Tra nsportation 

System, \\'hilc the projects tha t arc not expected to be funded by 203.5 \\'ere included in the o t 

Likely to be Funded Transporta tion System. 
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Likely to be Funded Transportation System 

The Likely to be Funded Plan identifies the transportation solutions reasonably expected to be 

funded by 2035 and have the highest priority for implementation. Transportation solutions within 
the Likely to be Funded Transportation System were recommended within several different 

priori ry /time horizons: 

• Short-term: projects recommended for implementation in within 1 to 5 years. 

• Medium-term: projects recommended for implementation in within 5 to 10 years. 

• Long-term: projects likely to be implemented beyond 10 years from the adoption of this 
plan. These projects arc important for the development of the City transportation network, 

but arc unlikely to be funded in the next 10 years. 

The Likely to be Funded Transportation solutions arc summarized in Table 1 and illustrated in 

Pigurcs 1 to 6. The projects numbered on Figures I to 6 correspond with the project numbers in 

Table 1. Over $73 million worth of investments are included in the Likely to be runded 
Transportation System. The project numbers arc denoted as a driving ("D") , walking (''\'\'"), biking 

("B"), shared-use path ("S"), transit ("T"), street crossing ("C") or a family-friendly route ("FF") . 

Planning leYcl cost estimates for the projects can be found in the appendix. 
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DO 

DOO 

01 

0 7 

O R 213/ Beavercreek Road Re finement 
Plan 

1-205 Refinement Plan 

J\ lolalla .·\ venue/ Beavercreek Road 

. \ claptive Signal T iming 

Option 1: 14th Street Resrriping 

O R 213 from Redland Road to !\ !olalla 
.-\ venue 

1-205 at the OR 991:: and OR 213 Ramp 

Terminals 

Molalla :\venue from \X'ashingron Street to 
Gaffney Lane; Beavercreek Road from ~ !olalla 

,\ venue to Maple Lane Road 

Option 1: O R 99E to John .-\dams Street 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constrained Transportation Systems: 
November 2012 

Identify and evaluate circulation options ro reduce motor 
vehicle congestion along the corridor. Explore alternative 

mobility targets. 

Identi fy and evaluate circulation options to reduce motor 

vehicle congestion at the interchanges. E xplore alternative 

mobility targets, and consider impacts related to a potential 

,\ 1 ~-L\ Designation for the Oregon CitY Regional Center. 

Deploy adaptive signal timing that adjusts signal timings to 

march real-time traffic conditions. 

Option 1: Convert 14th Street to one-way eastbound 
between l\lcLoughlin Boulevard and John Adams Street: 

• Convert the ,\lain Street/ 14th Street intersection to all-way 
stop control (per project D 13). 

• From McLoughlin Boulevard to !\ lain Street, 14th Street 
would be restriped to include two 12-foot eastbound travel 
lanes, a six-foot eastbound bike lane, a six-foot westbound 
contra- flow bike lane. and an eight-foot landscaping buffer 

on the north side 

• From !\ lain Street to ~'ashington Street, 14th Street would 
be restriped to include two 11 -foo t eastbound travel lanes, 

a five-foot eastbound bike lane, a five-foo t westbound 
contra-flow bike lane. and an eight-foot on-s treet parking 

lane on the north side 

• From \Vashington Street to John ,-\dams Street, 14th Street 
would be restriped to include one 12-foot eastbound travel 
lane. a six-foot eastbound bike lane. a six-foot westbound 
contra-flow bike lane, and an eight-foot on-street parking 

lane on the north and south side 

• ,-\del a bicycle signal, with detection at the ,\IcLoughlin 
Boulevard/ 1-l'h Street intersection . 

. -\del bicycle detection to the traffic 

Short-term 

Short -term 

Short-term 

Short-term 
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T able 1: Likely to be Funded Transportation System 

D8 

Dll 

D1 2 

D 13 

D14 

Option 2: Main Street/ 14'" Street 
1 ntersecrjon Widerung 

1 S•h Str eet Restriping 

Optimize existing traffic signals 

Protected/ permitted signal phasing 

!\lain Street/ 14111 Street Safety 
Enhancement 

Southbound O R 213 Advanced Warning 

O ption 2: Main Street/ 1411• Street 

OR 99E to J ohn .-\dams Street 

Citywide 

Citywide 

l\ lain Street/ 14111 Street 

Southbound O R 2 13, north o f the 
Beavercreek Road intersection 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constra ined Transportation Systems: 
November 2012 

O ption 2: Convert the Main Street/ 14'" Street intersection 
to aJJ-way stop control (per project D13). Widen 14'" Street 
to include shared through/ left-turn and th rough/ right-turn 

lanes in both directions 

Convert 15•11 Street to one-way westbound between 
Washington Street and McLoughlin Boulevard: 

• From j ohn Adams Street to Washington Street, 15•11 Street 
would be striped as a shared-roadway (per project B6). 

• From Washington Street to !I lain Street, 15'" Street would 
be restriped to tnclude two 11-foot westbound travel lanes, 

a five- foot westbound bike lane, a five-foot eastbound 
contra-flow bike lane, and an eight- foot on-street parking 
lane on the south side. Complete the sidewalk gaps on the 
north side of 1 5'" Street between !\lain Street and Center 
Street, and on the south side between Center Street and 

Washingron Street (per project \'i/75). 

• From Main Street to McLoughlin Boulevard. 15'" Street 
would be restriped to include two 12-foot travel lanes, a 
six-foot wes tbound bike lane, and an eight-foot on-street 
parking lane on the south side. Add a 12-foot sha red-use 

path with a two-foot buffer adjacent to the on-street 
parking lane. 

Add bicycle detection to the traffic signal at the Washington 
Street/ 15•11 Street intersection. 

Optimize the existing traffic signals by updating the existing 
coordinated signal tirrung plans, upgrading tra ffic signal 
controllers or communication infrastructu.re or cabinets. 

Incorporate protected/ permitted phasing for left turn 
movements at traffic signals. 

Convert to all-way stop control to be consistent with the 
traffic control at surrounding intersections on Main Street. 

Install a queue warning system for southbound drivers on 
OR 2 13 to automatically detect queues and 

Included with 
project D7 

Shorr-term 

Shorr-term 

Included with 
project D7 

Short-term 
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027 

028 

D30 

D32 

033 

0 -W 

D41 

D-n 

D43 

D-l4 

D45 

D 46 

D47 

OR 2 13/ Beavercreek Road Operational 

Enhancement 

\\'ashington Street / 12th Street Safety 

Enhancement 

:\!olalla , \ venue/ Division Street-Taylor 

Street Safety Enhancement 

South End Road/ \Varner Parrott Road 
( )peranonal Enhancement 

South End Road/ Lafayette .-henue

Partlow Road Operational Enhancement 

.\lain Street/ Dunes Drive Extension 
( >perational Enhancement 

South End Road / tluetel Road 
( )perattona.l Enhancement 

South End Road/ Deer Lane Extension 

Operauonal Enhancement 

l lolcomb Boulevard / Holly Lane r--.;orth 
Extension Operational Enhancement 

Beavercreek Road / Loder Road 
Extension ( · onal Enhancement 

1\lcyers Road Extension/ Loder Road 

Extension ( >perationa.l Enhancement 

i\ leyers Road West extension 

i\ lcyers Road East extension 

O R 2 13/ Beavercreek Road 

\X'ashington Street / 12th Street 

il folalla _\ venue/ Division Street-Ta~·lor Street 

South End Road/ \X 'arner Parrott Road 

South End Road/ Lafayette .\ venue-Partlow 

Road 

t-. lain Street/ Dunes Drive Extension 

South End Road/ Buetel Road 

South End Road/ Deer l .ane Extension 

Holcomb Boulevard/ Holly Lane North 
Extension 

Bea,·ercreck Roacl / Loclcr Road Extension 

:\!eyers Road Extension/ Loder Road 

Extension 

OR 2 13 to lligh School .'wenue 

Beavercreek Road to the i\ leadow Lane 

Extension 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constrained Transportation Systems: 
November 2012 

Lengthen the dual left-turn lanes along Beavercreek Road to 

provide an additional 200 feet of storage for the eastbound 

roach 

Install a traffic signa l with dedicated left turn lanes for the 

12'" Street approaches to \'\lashington Street. 

Install a smgle-lane roundabout 

Install a traffic signal with dedicated left turn lanes for the 

South End Road approaches to \X'arner Parrott Road 

Install a single-lane roundabout 

Install a smgle-lane roundabout 

Install a stngle-lane roundabout 

Install a single-lane roundabout 

lnsrall a single-lane roundabout 

Install a roundabout 

Install a single-lane roundabout 

Extend .\!eyers Road from OR 213 to High School ,-henue 

as an Industrial Minor .\rteriaL Create a local street 

connection to Loop. 

Extend ,\ (eyers Road from Beavercreek Road to the i\ leadow 

Lane Extension as an Industrial i\ linor .-\rteriaL Between the 

I Jolly Lane and i\ leadow Lane extensions, add a sidewalk 

and bike lane to the south side of the street, with a shared-

Sho rt- term 

,\ ledium-term 

tlledium-term 

:\ ledium-term 

illcdium-rerm 

Long-term 

.\ledium-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

J\ lcdium-term 

1\ ledium-term 

Sho rt-term 

i\ledium-term 
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D-+8 

D49 

D50 

D51 

D 52 

D53 

D 54 

D55 

D56 

Holly Lane North extension 

Swan A venue extension 

Deer Lane extension 

Madrona D rive extension 

Clairmont Drive extension 

G len Oak Road extension 

TimbcrsJ...l' Way extension 

Redland Road to Holcomb Boulevard 

Livesay Road to Redland Road 

Redland Road to i\ lorton Road 

Rose Road to Buetcl Road 

Buctel Road to Parrish Road 

i\!ad rona D rive to Deer Lane 

Beavercreek Road to Holly Lane South 
Extension 

Beavercreek Road to the ;\lcadow Lane 
Extension 

Beavercreek Road to the Meadow Lane 
Extension 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constra ined Transportation Systems: 
November 2012 

usc path to be added on north side per project S19. ~ lodi fy 

the existing traffic sign al at Beavercreek Road 

Extend Holly Lane from Redland Road to Holcomb 
Boulevard as a Residential lvlinor ,-\ rtcrial. Create local street 

connections to Carrie Drive and Journey Drive. 

Extend Swan r\ venue from Livesay Road to Redland Road 
as an Residential Collector 

Extend Swan ..-\ venue from Rcdland Road ro .l\!orton Road 
as an Residential Collector 

Extend Deer Lane from Rose Road to Buetel Road as a 
Residential Collecror. .-\dd a sidewalk and bike lane to the 

east side of the street, with a shared-use path to be added on 
west side per project S32. 

Extend Deer Lane from Buetel Road to Parrish Lane as a 
Residential Collector. Add a sidewalk and bike lane ro the 
east/ north side of the street, with a shared-use path to be 
added on west/ south side per project S33. Create a local 

street connection to Finnegans Way Install a roundabout at 
South End Road (per project D42). 

Extend Madrona Drive to Deer Lane as a Constrained 
Residential Collector 

Extend Clairmont Drive from Beavercreek Road to the 
Holly Lane South extension as an Industrial Collector .• \ dd a 
sidewalk and bike lane to the south side of the street, with a 
shared-use path to be added on north side per project S 17. 

Extend Glen Oak Road from Beavercreek Road to the 
.l\ !eadow Lane Extension as a Residential Collector. Install a 

roundabout at Beavercreek Road (per project D39) 

Extend TimbcrsJ...·y Way from Beavercreek Road to the 
i\ lcadow Lane Extension as a Residential Collector. Add a 

sidewalk and bike lane to the south side of the street, with a 
shared-use path to be added on north side per project S20. 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 
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Table 1: Likely to be Funde d Transportation System 

D S7 

D58 

DS9 

D 60 

D6 1 

D62 

D63 

D 64 

Holly Lane South extension 

i\lcadow Lane extension 

Dunes Drive Extension 

\'( 'ashington Street to ,\bernethy Road 

Connection 

Loder Road Extension 

1\ laple Lane Road to Thayer Road 

Thayer Road to ;\!eyers Road 

:'\!eyers Road ro the :'\ [eadow Lane Extension 

i\leadow I .ane to Meyers Road 

i'd eyers Road to UGB (north of Loder Road) 

O R 99E to _\gnes :\\'cnuc 

\'\lashington Street to _ \ bernethy Road 

Beavercreek Road to Glen Oak Road 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constrained Transportation Sys tems: 
November 2012 

Extend Holly Lane from ~ laple Lane Road to T hayer Road 

as a Residential Collector .. \dd a sidewalk and bike lane to 

the west side of the street, with a shared-usc path to be 
added on east side per project S 14. l nstall a roundabout at 

Lane Road (ncr oroicct D 37). 

Extend I lolly Lane from Thayer Road to the i\ lcyers Road 
extension as an Industrial Collector. , \ dd a sidewalk and bike 

lane to the west side of the street. with a shared-use path to 

be added on east side per project S 1 S. 

Extend I lo lly Lane from the ~!eyers Road extenston to the 

;\[eadow Lane Extcnston as a ~lixed-Use Collector. ,\dd a 

sidewalk and bike lane to the west side of the street. with a 

shared-usc path to be added on east side per project S 16. 

Extend i\ [cadow Lane to the !\ [eyer$ Road Extension as a 

i\ lixcd-Usc Collector. Between Old Acres Lane and the Gle-n 
Oak Road extension. add a sidewalk and bike lane to the 

west side of the street, with a sharc·d-usc path to be added on 

cast side per project S21. 

Extend Mcadow Lane from the 1\leyers Road Extension to 

the UGB (north o f Loder Road) as an Industrial Collector 

Extend Dunes Drive from O R 99E to _\gnes Avenue as a 

ML-..ed-Use Collector. Install a roundabout at the Dunes 

Drive/--\gnes :\venue intersection (per project D40). Will 
require redeYelopment o f the ()reg on City Shopping Center. 

Connect \\'ashington Street to ,\bcrnethy Road with a 

~ lixed-Use Collector. ,\dd a sidewalk and bike lane to the 
west side of the street. with a shared-use path to be added on 

east side per project SS. This street should be a public access 
road built to City standards but maintained by a private 

entitY. 

Extend Loder Road from Beavercreek Road to Glen Oak 

Road as an Industrial Collector. Add a sidewalk and bike lane 

to the west side of the street, with a shared-usc to be 

,\lcdtum-tcrm 

;\ [cdium-tcrm 

Long-term 

Long-term 

:\tedium-term 

~ledium-term 

Long-term 

Short-term 
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D65 

D66 

D72 

073 

D 81 

D92 

ws 

W34 

to b e Funded Transportation System 

Parrish Road Extension 

Washington Street Realignment 

Hampton Drive Extension 

l\lcLoughlin Boulevard lmproYements -
Phase 2 

Beavercreek Road Upgrade 

Washington Street Upgrade 

Washington Street Sidewalk lnfill 

Holcomb Boulevard (East of OR 213) 
Sidewalk Infill 

l\lolalla Avenue Sidewalk lnfill 

From Parrish Road east to Kolar Drive 

Home Depot Driveway to Clackamas River 
Drive 

Hampton Drive to .\tlanta Drive 

Dunes Drive to Clackamas River Bridge 

Clairmont Drive (CCC Entrance) to Meyers 

Road 

l l'h Street to 7'11 St.reet 

Washington Street-.\ bernethy Road Extension 
to Abernethy Road 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constra ined Transportation Systems : 
November 201 2 

added on east side per projectS 18. Create a local street 

connection to Douglas Loop. Install a roundabout at ;\ [eyers 
Road (per project D4S). 

Complete the gap between Parrish Road as a Constrained 
Residential Collector. 

\'\fashington Street Realignment associated with the OR 
213/ Washington Street Jug-handle Project. 

Extend Hampton Drive to .\tlanta Drive as a Residential 
Local Street. 

Boulevard and gateway improvements, including pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities . . \ ccess management improvements just 

north o f the I-205 southbound ramps. 

Improve to Industrial l\ lajor Arterial cross-section 

Improve to Minor Arterial cross-section. as a const.rained 
street. Add curb-ramps at intersections 

Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides o f the street 

Long-term 

Under 
Construction 

Long-term 

Under 
Construction 

;\ledium-term 

;\ledium-tenn 

Short-term 
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Table 1: Likely to be Funded Transportation System 

\'\ '47 

W-18 

\'\154 

\'\164 

\'\'65 

\'\70 

\'\73 

\XT74 

\'\75 

B1 

B5 

South End Road (south of Partlow) 

Sidewalk In fill 

South P:nd Road (north of Partlow) 

Sidewalk lnfill 

Brighton . \venue-Creed Street Sidewalk 

lnfiJJ 

Brighron .henue-Park Drive Sidewalk 
In fill 

Division Street Sidewalk In fi ll 

l\ lo lalla. \\•enue Streetscape 

Improvements Phase 3 

f\ lo lalla .-\venue Streetscape 

Improvements Phase -1 

I 5•h Street Sidewalk I nfill 

Railroad • \ vcnue-9•h Street Shared 

Roadway 

12•h Street (west of Washington Street) 

Shared Roadway 

Partlow Road to Buetcl Road 

Buetel Road to UGB 

Partlow Road to Barker .-\venue 

Charman , \venue to \'\,"aterboard Park Road 

Charman . \ venue to Linn .·\\·em1e 

7•h Street to I 8•h Street 

Holmes Lane ro Warner l\ lilne Road 

Beavercreek Road to O R 213 

O R 99E to Washington Street 

OR 99E to !\ lain Street 

O R 99E to \'\ 'ashington Street 

T.M. #11- Planned a nd Financially Constra ined Transportation Systems: 
November 2012 

Complete sidewalk gaps on hoth sides of the street 

Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 

Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 

Complete sidewalk gaps on both s1des of the street 

Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 

Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 

Streerscape improvements including widening sidewalks. 
sidewalk infill, ,-\DA accessibility, bike lanes, reconfigure 

travel lanes. add bus stop amenities . 

Strcctscape improvements including widening sidewalks, 

sidewalk infill. r\D,\ accessibility. bike Janes. recon figu re 
travel lanes, add bus stop amenities. 

Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street. with a 

shared-usc path to be added on south side between OR 99E 

and !\lain Street per project S53. 

. \dd wayfinding and shared lane markings 

.-\cld wayfinding and shared lane markings 

Included with 

prOJeet D89 

Included with 

prOJeCt D89 

Short-term 

Short-term 

Shorr-rerm 

Included with 

D80 

:'lledium-term 

:'lledium-term 

Included with 

project D8 

Short-term 

Short-term 
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T able 1: Likely to be Funded Transportation •.v"'"'"" 

B12 

B29 

B37 

842 

860 

B65 

B66 

SL4 

SIS 

S IS 

Holcomb Boulevard (East of OR 213) 
Bike Lanes 

Beavercreek Road Bike Lanes 

Molalla ,\ venue Bike Lanes 

South End Road (south of Partlow) Bike 
Lanes 

Division Street Bike Lanes 

14•h Street Bike Lanes 

I S•h Street Bike Lanes 

1\ laple Lane-Thayer Shared-Use Path 

Thayer-Loder Shared-Use Path 

Loder Road Shared-Use Path 

Lon~·iew Way to UGB 

Pebble Beach Drive to UGB 

Gales Lane to ,\drian \'\1ay 

Buetcl Road to UGB 

7•h Street to 18•h Street 

OR 99E to John ,\dams Street 

O R 99E to Washjngton Street 

1\ laple Lane Road to Thayer Road 

Thayer Road to Loder Road 

Glen Oak Road to H olly Lane Extension 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constrained Transportation Systems: 
November 201 2 

Add bike lanes to both sides of the street 

,-\dd bike lanes ro both sides of the street 

Add bike lanes to both sides o f the street 

.r\dd an eastbound bike lane and a westbound contra-flow 

bike lane 

.-\dd a westbound bike lane and an eastbound contra-flow 
bike lane, with a shared-usc path to be added on south side 
of 1 S•h Street between OR 99E and Main Street per project 

SS3. 

Add a shared-use path on the east side o f the Holly Lane 
extensio n between Maple Lane and Thayer. 

Add a shared-use path on the east side of the Holly Lane 

extenston between Thayer and Loder. 

,\dd a shared-use path on the south/east side o f the Loder 
Road extension between Glen Oak Road and the Holly Lane 

extension. 

~ledium-term 

Included with 

Included with 
project D80 

r ncludcd with 
D7 

r ncluded with 

project D8 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 
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S36 

S53 

Tl 

T 3 

FF 13 

FF 19 

FF20 

Path 

Tumwater-4th Shared-Use Path 

1S•h Street Shared-Use Path 

Molalla _-\Yenue T ransit Signal Prio rity 

Bus Stop "-\menity Enhancement 

Leland-Warner Parrot Family Friendly 

Route 

\Varner Parrot-Barker Family Friendly 

Roure 

Barker Avenue Family Friendly Route 

Tun1water Drive to 411• "-\\Tnue 

OR 99E to !\ lain Street 

\X"ashington Street to Gaffney Lane 

Citywide 

Beavercreek Road / Loder Road intersection 

7•h Street/J ohn Adams Street intersection 

Leland Road to \X"arner Parrot Road 

\X"arner Parrot Road to Barker Avenue 

South End Road to T clford Road 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constrained Transportation Systems: 
November 2012 

Gaffney Lane Elementary School between the Eastborne 

Drive path and Falcon Drive 

"\dd a shared-use path through O ld Canemah Park 
connecting 4'h "\ venue to the Tumwater/ South 2"rl 

intersection 

Long-term 

Add a shared-use path on the south side o f 15th Street II ncluded with 
between OR 99 E and ]\lain Street. p roject D S 

ProYide priority at traffic signals for buses behind schedule. 

This includes the use and deployment o f O pticom detectors I Short- term 

at traffic signals and emitters on buses . 

. -\dd amenities at bus stops as needed, including bus shelters. 

landing pads. benches, trash/ recycling receptacles and 
lighting 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian acrjvated flasher o n 

Beavercreek Road 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 7th 

Street 

"\ del sidewalks on both sides o f the street. : \ dd wayfinding. 
traffic calming and shared lane markings. Route via 

Hampton Drive, Atlanta Drive, Auburn Drive and Boynton 

Street. Includes Hampton Drive extension to Central Point 

Road 

_\del sidewalks on both sides of the street. Add way finding 
and shared lane markjngs. Route ,·ia \'\'oodlawn Avenue and 

Woodfield Court. 

Add sidewalks on both sides o f the street . .-\dd way finding, 

traffic calming and shared lane markjngs. Route via Barker 
_-\ venue 

Short-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 

Long-term 
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N /.-\ 

N / :\ 

N / .-\ 

N / .-\ 

N /.-\ 

N /.-\ 

N /.-\ 

N / A 

N / A 

Family Friendly Routes 

Sidewalk lnfill Program 

Develop Bicycle and Pedestrian D esign 
Guidelines 

.-\DA/ Curb Ramp Upgrade Program 

Pedestr ian Wayfinding Signage 

Bicycle Parking Program 

Bicycle Wayfinding Signage 

Stop Here For Pedestrians signage 

Bicycle/ Pedestrian Connections to 
Transit 

Telford Road to Linn Avenue 

Citywide 

Citywide 

Citywide 

Citywide 

Citywide 

Citywide 

City\vide 

Citywide 

City\vide 

T.M. # 11- Planned and Financially Constrained Transportation Sys tems: 
November 201 2 

~-\dd way finding and traffic calming 

Program to sys tematically implement the Neighborhood 
Greenway network on a yearly basis 

Capital program to systematically design and construct 
missing sidewalks along prioritized pedestrian routes. 

Provide sidewalks on local, residential streets that lead to 
roadways with transit service. 

Develop bicycle and pedestrian design guidelines that 
establish preferred designs that represent best practices. Key 

treatments include pedestrian crossing design and bicycle 
accommodation at intersections (i.e. bike boxes. bicycle 

detection, etc.). 

Upgrade curb ramps and eliminate gaps in A DA access 
along prio ritized pedestrian routes near key destinations. 

Pedestrian wayfinding tools can include signs and walking 
maps indicating walking routes to destinations and transit 

stops, as well as digi tal applications for smart phones. 

Implement bicycle rack design and placement standards; 
review development applications for compliance; coo rdinate 

with sidewalk installation by developments or in city 

Implement a bicycle way finding signage program to assist 
bicyclists in choosing comfortable routes and to help visiting 

bicyclists navigate through the city . 

• -\dd Stop Here For Pedestrians signage at existing and new 
crosswalks. State standards require installation of a stop line 

in advance of the crosswalk to use this sign. 

Coordinate infrastructure upgrades near transit stops and 
park and rides to improve access and amenities targeted at 

N/ A 

N/ A 

N/ A 

N / A 

N/ A 

N / A 

N / A 

N / A 

N / A 
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I Citywide I 
Ensure repaving projects extend the full wid rh of the road, 

I N / .l.. N / .-\ I Repaving policy 
including the fu ll shoulder or bike lane. 

Develop projects to create a pedestrian buffer zone on key 

N /:\ I Streetscape Enhancements I Citywide 
pedestrian routes, including those that provide access to 

I transit. Streets that would benefit from a buffer zone include I ~/.-\ 

i\'[olalla . \ ve and Warner l\ lilne Rd. 

N /:\ I Safe Routes to Schools Curriculum I Citywide 
Leverage ODOT Safe Routes Program with local in vestment I 

I to bring Safe Routes curriculum to all area K-8 schools. 
N/.-\ 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constrained Transportation Systems: 
November 2012 Page 15 



Not Likely to be Funded Transportation System 

The projects and actions outlined within the Likely to be Funded System will significantly improve 
Oregon City's transportation system. lf the City is able to implement a majority o f the Likely to be 

Funded System, nearly two decades from now Oregon City residents will have access to a sa fer, 
more balanced multimodal transportation network. 

The Not Likely to be Funded Transportation System identifies those transportation solutions that 

are not reasonably expected to be funded by 2035, but many of which are critically important to the 

transportation system. Some of the projects will require funding and resources beyond what is 
available in the time frame o f this plan. Others are contingent upon redevelopment that makes it 

possible to create currently missing infrastructure, such as street connections. 

The Not Likely to be Funded T ransportation System solutions are summarized in Table 2 and 

illustrated in Figures 1 to 6. The projects numbered on Figures 1 to 6 correspond with the project 

nwnbers in Table 2. The project numbers arc denoted as a driving ("D "), walking ("\X' "), biking 
("B"), shared-use path ("S"), transit ("T"), street crossing ("C") or a family-friendly route ("FF"). 
Planning le,·cl cost estimates for the projects can be found in the appendix. 

The Not Likely to be Funded Transportation System includes about $149 millio n worth of 

investments. Transportation solutions within the Not Likely to be Funded Transportation System 

were recommended within se,·era1 di fferent priority/ time horizons: 

• Long-term Phase 2: Projects with the highest priority for implementation beyond the projects 

included in the Likely to be Funded Transportation System, should additio nal funding become 

available. 

• Long-term Phase 3: Projects with the next highest priority for implementation beyond the 
projects included in the Likely to be Funded Transportation System, should additional funding 

become available. 

• Long-term Phase 4: The last phase of projects to be implemented, should additional funding 

become available. 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constrained Tra nsportation Systems: 
November 2012 Page 16 



0 2 

0 3 

04 

OS 

0 6 

0 9 

01 0 

DI S 

016 

01 7 

0 18 

Dl 9 

0 20 

0 21 

0 22 

Beavercreek Road Traffic Surveillance 

Washington Street Traffic Surveillance 

7th Street/ l\lolalla .-\venue Traffic 
SurYeillance 

OR 2 13/ 7'" Street-Molalla .Aven 
\'V'ashington Street I ntegratcd Corridor 

ent 

O R 99E Integrated Corridor 
1~ -~-~·-ent 

O R 213/ Beavercreek Road Weather 

Information Station 

Warner ~ lilnc Road / Linn .-\venue Road 
\'V'eathcr Information Station 

Holcomb Boulevard Cun·e Warning 
System 

Holcomb Boulevard Speed \X'arning 
System 

\'\/ashingto n Street Speed \'\/arning 
rem 

7'" Street Speed \XIarning System 

Linn AYenue Speed Warning System 

OR 99E Northbound Speed Warning 
System 

OR 99E Southbound Speed Warning 
System 

Central Point Road Speed \'\laming 
System 

:\[olalla "-\ venue to l\ [aple Lane Road 

7'" Street to OR 213 

Washington Street to O R 213 

1-205 to Hcnrici Road 

OR 2:?.4 (in l\ lilwaukie) to I 0•" Street 

O R 213/ Beavercreek Road 

\Varner Milne Road/ Linn "-\venue 

Holcomb Boule,·ard just to the west 
of the OR 213 overcrossing 

Holcomb BouleYard east of Jada Way 

\'V'ashington Street near 9'" Street 

7'" Street near Harrison Street 

Linn Avenue near G lenwood Court 

O R 99E near Paquet Street 

O R 99E near Iledges Street 

Central Point Road ncar \'V'hite Lane 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constrained Transportation Systems: 
November 2012 

Install video monitoring cameras and vehicle 
detection equipment to provide mrn movement 
counts, hourly volumes. travel times. and speed 

Integrate traffic surveillance and traffic control 
equipment with O OOT 

Install road weather information stations that 

provide temperature, road conditions, and a video 
tmagc. 

InstaLl a curve warning system on Holcomb 
Boulevard tha t activates when a motorist 

the curve at a h · 

Install a speed warning system that activates when a 
motorist approaches ar a high speed. 

Long-term 

Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 3 

Long-ter m 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long- term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 4 
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T able 2: N ot Likely to be Funded Transportation System 

024 

0 25 

D 26 

029 

031 

034 

035 

036 

037 

038 

067 

Gaffney Lane School Zone Flashers 

Meyers Road School Zone Flashers 

Beavercreek Road School Zone Flashers 

John Adams Street/7th Street Safety 
Enhancement 

High Street/2nd Street Operational 
Enhancement 

Central Point Road/ \Xlarner Parrott 
Road Operational Enhancement 

Red land Anchor \Xlay Operational 
Enhancement 

Redland Road/ HoB>• Lane Operational 
Enhancement 

l\bplc Lane Road/ Holly Lane 
Operational E nhancement 

Maple Lane Road/ Walnut Grove Way 

Beavercreek Road/ G len Oak Road 

OR 99E to Beutel Road Extension 
Feasibility Srudy 

Gaffney Lane ncar Glenview Court 
and Falcon Drive 

;\{eyers Road ncar High School Lane 

Beavercreek Road south of Loder 
Road and north of Glen Oak Road 

J ohn . \dams Street/ 7th Street 

I ligh Street/ 2nd Street 

Central Point Road/ Warner Parrott 
Road 

Red land Road/ Anchor Way 

Redland Road / Holly Lane 

Maple Lane Road/ Holly Lane 

Maple Lane G rove 

Beavercreek Road / G len Oak Road 

OR 99E to Beutel Road 

T.M. # 11- Planned and Financially Constra ined Transportation Sys tems : 
November 2012 

Restripe 7th Street to include a northbound left
rum pocket from 7th Street to John Adams Street. 

Install a traffic signal 

Restrict left turns from Cemral Poim Road to 
Warner Parrott Road. Install a roundabout at the 

Linn ,\venue-Leland Road/ Warner Parrott Road
Warner i\Lilne Road intersection 

Install a traffic signal 

Install a single-lane roundabout 

Install a single-lane roundabout 

Install a single-lane roundabout or realign i\laple 
Lane Road in correlation with development 

Install a roundabout 

Further study a potential connection between OR 
99E and Beutel Road as a Constrained Minor 

Arterial :\dd shared-use path on the east side of 
the street per project S34. Install a roundabout at 

South End Road (per project 041 ). 1l1e 
connection will likely be hindered by topography. 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 3 

Long-term 
Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 4 
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ll"~ 

D 69 

070 

D7 1 

D74 

D 75 

D 76 

0 77 

D 78 

0 79 

n n~ (leCJ [)0 

Project Description 

Chanricleer D rive Extension 

Coquille D rive E xtension 

McLoughlin Boulevard Improvem ents -

Phase 3 

I-205 Southbound Interchange 
Improvements 

1-205 Northbound Interchange 

Imp rovements 

O R 2 13 Safety Improvement 

.A nchor \Vay Safety Improvement 

O R 2 13 / Rcdland Road Capacity 

Improvements 

Pro 'ect Extent Pro'ect Elements 

Wilcox Way I I Russ Wilcox Way as a Residenrial Collector. 

South ofTalawa Drive to Chanticleer 

Drive 

South of Edgem ont Drive to H enrici 

Road 

(.2uinalr D rive to H enrici D rive 

10'" ~trect to Main Street 

O R 99E/ I-205 Southbound Ramps 

O R 99E/ 1-205 Northbound Ramps 

/\.[olalla ,\ venue to Conway Ori\'C 

18'" Street to Division Street 

Redland Road to Redland Road 

undercrossing 

Extend C hanticleer Place from Talawa D rive to 

Chanticleer D rive as a Residen tial Collector. 

Extend Chanticleer D rive from Edgemont Drive to 

Henrici Road as a Residenrial Collector. 

Ex tend Coquille Drive from (.2u inalt Drive ro 

Hcnrici Drive as a Residential Collector. 

\'V'idcn O R 99E to a fi,·c-lanc cross-section that 

includes rwo travel Janes in each direction and a 
center two-way left-tum lane and / o r a m edian to 

improve access management. T he project will also 

and bicvcle facilities. 

99E approach to the southbound 1-20S ramp. 
\\'idcn the on-ramp to the ramp m eters to 

accommodate the dual left-turn aooroach . 

.Add dual left-turn lanes on the wes tbound 1-205 

Off-ramp approach to O R 99E. Widen the off

ramp approaching OR 99E to main tain the 

rated westbound t- rurn lane. 

\XIiden to five lanes (two travel lanes in each 

direction, with a ccm er tu rn lane/ median) with bike 

lanes and sidewalks 

Realign Anchor \'\'ay to connect with Division 

~treet 

.-\ dd a third no rthbound travel lane on O R 213 

north of the Redland Road undcrcrossing. 

Extend the third som hbound travel on O R 213 

south of the Redland Road inrersection and merge 

the third lane before the Redland Road 

undercrossing . 

.Add a right-turn lane (southbound O R 213 to 

westbound 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constra ined Transportation Systems: 
November 2012 

~ 

Long-term 

P hase 3 

Long- term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 2 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-rcrm 

Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 4 
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Table 2: Not Likely to be Funded Transportation System 

Convert the Redland Road approach to O R 213 to 
I receiving lane, 2 left-turn approach lanes, and I 

t-turn lane. 

D 83 I Holly Lane Upgrade I Redland Road to Maple Lane Road I Improve to Residential r.linor An erial cross-section 
Long-term 

Phase 2 

D84 I Maple Lane Road Upgrade I Beavercreek Road to UGB I Improve to Residential Minor r\ rterial cross-section 
Long-term 

Phase 2 

Improve to Industrial Collector cross-section. 
Long-term 

D85 I Loder Road Upgrade I Beavercreek Road to UGB I Install a roundabout at the Beavercreek 
Roaci/ Loder Road intersection. 

Phase 2 

D86 I Redland Road to Swan Avenue Improve to Residential Collector cross-section. 
Long-term 

Phase 3 
Livesay Road Upgrade 

Swan Avenue to Holly Lane Long-term 
D87 I 

extension 
improve to l\ lixed-Use Collector cross-section. 

Phase 3 

D88 I Donovan Road Upgrade I I lolly Lane to UGB Improve to l\ lixed-Use Collector cross-section. 
Long-term 

Phase 3 

Improve to Mixed-Use Collector cross-section 
between 17'" Street and Agnes Avenue. 

Between LS•h Street and 17'" Street, restripe Main 
Long-term 

D90 I Main Street Upgrade I I 5•11 Street to Agnes Avenue I Street to include two 12-foot travel lanes, a six-foot I 
Phase 2 

northbound bike lane, a six-foot southbound bike 
lane, and an eight-foot on-street parking lane on 

the east side. 

D9 1 I Redland Road Upgrade I Holcomb Boulevard to Holly Lane 
Improve to l\'linor ;\rterial cross-section, as a Long-term 

constrained street Phase 2 

D93 I Beutel Road Upgrade I 
South End Road to northern Improve to Collector cross-section, as a Long-term 

terminus constrained street Phase 2 

W I I Dunes Drive Sidewalk In fill I O R 99E to Clackamene Drive Complete stdewalk gaps the south side of the street 
Long-term 

Phase 4 

Complete sidewalk gaps on west/south side of the Included 
W2 I Main Street Sidewalk In fill I OR 99£ to 17'" Street I street. A shared-use path ,vi]] be added on with project 

east/ north side per project S1 D90 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constra ined Transportation Systems: 
November 2012 Page 20 



W3 I I 17• 11 ~ trect to 15'" Street I Complete sidewalk gaps the west side of the street I with prOJeCt 

0 90 ---
W4 I . \ gnes .:\ venue Sidewalk I nfill l\ lain Street to \\hshington DriYe Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 

Long-term 

Pha~c 4 

W6 I 
I lolcomb Boulevard (West of OR 2 13) ,\bernethy Road to O R 213 

Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Sidewalk lnfill ovcrcrossinl'" Phase 3 

Rcdland Road (\Vest of OR 2 13) 

I 1 

Complete sidewalk gaps on west/ south side of the 
Long-term 

\V7 I . \ bernethy Road to ;\nchor \v'a)· street. . \ shared-usc path will be added on west side 
Stdewalk In fill 

per projec t S6 
Phase 2 

Clackamas Riwr Orin• to Harle\· 

1 

Complete sidewalk gaps on south side of the street. 

1 

Long-term ws I f-orsythe Road Sidewalk lnfill I . \ shared-usc path will be added on north side per 
,\\"Cnue 

prOJeCt ~7 
Phase 3 

Complete stdewalk gaps on east side of the st.reet. 
Long-term 

\"\'9 I Clackamas River Drive Sidewalk Inftll I OR 2 13 to Forsythe Road I .\ shared-usc path will be added on west side per 
S8 

Phase 2 

\'\ '10 I I Forsythe Road to UGB I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 
l .ong-term 

Phase 3 

\X/14 I .\pperson Boulevard Sidewalk lnfill I La Rae Street to Gain Street I 
Complete sidewalk gaps on the west side o f the Long-term 

street Phase 3 

W15 I Sw:m .-\ venue Sidewalk I nftll I Forsythe Road to .\nn Drive I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Phase 2 

\X"l6 I Livesay Road Sidewalk lnfiU I Rcdland Road to Frank ,\ venue I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 

Included 

with project 

086/ 087 

Complete <idewalk gaps on north side of the street. Included 
\'\'1 ~ I :\nchor \'\ 'ar to Lt,·esay Road .·\ shared-use path wtll be added on south side per \dth project 

Redland Road (East of OR 2 13) 
project S6 0 9 1 

Sidewalk lnfill 

\'\'18 I I .tvesay Road to UG B Complete stdewalk gaps nn both sides o f the street 
Long-term 

Phase 3 

Complete sidewalk gaps on north side of the street. 
Long-term 

\X-' 19 I Donovan Road Sidewalk Infill I I lolly Lane to western terminus I . \ shared-use path will be added on south side per 
ecr S l2 

Phase 4 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constra ined Transportation Systems: 
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W20 I i\Iorton Road Sidewalk In fill I Holly Lane to Swan Extension I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street I Long-term 
Phase 4 

Included 
W21 I I Redland Road to Donovan Road I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street with project 

Holly Lane Sidewalk Jn fill 
D83 

Complete sidewalk gaps on west side of the street. Included 
W22 I D onovan Road to Maple Lane Road .A shared-use path will be added on east side per with project 

S l3 D83 

Included 
W23 I l\faple Lane Road Sidewalk Infill I Beavercreek Road to UGB I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street with project 

D84 ---
W24 I Thayer Road Sidewalk Infill I Maple Lane Road to UGB I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 

Long-term 
Phase 3 

Beavercreek Road to the Holly Lane 
Complete sidewalk gaps on north side of the street. Included 

W25 I I 
Extension 

.A shared-use path will be added on south side per with project 

Loder Road Sidewalk lnfill 
project S18. D85 

I 
Included 

W26 I Holly Lane Extension to the UGB Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street with project 
D85 

W27 I High School .Avenue Sidewalk Infill I ;\!eyers Road to Glen Oak Road I 
Complete sidewalk gaps on the west side of the Long-term 

street Phase 3 

W28 I Glen Oak Road Sidewalk Infill I OR 213 to High School .-\venue I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street I Long-term 
Phase 2 

W29 I I Coguille Drive to .Augusta Drive I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street I Long-term 
Phase 3 

W30 I Chanticleer Drive Sidewalk Infill I North terminus to south terminus I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street I Long-term 
Phase 4 

Included 
W3 1 I O R 213 Sidewalk In fill I Molalla .Avenue to Conway Drive I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street with project 

077 

W32 I Bertha Drive Sidewalk Infill I Clairmont Way to Gaffney Lane I 
Complete sidewalk gaps on the east side of the Long-term 

street Phase 3 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financia lly Constrained Transportation Systems: 
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Table 2: Not Likely to be F unded T ransportation System 

\X/36 I ~!eyers Road to l\lcCord Road Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Leland Road Sidewalk In fill 
Phase .3 

\\137 I ;\IcCord Road to UGB Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Phase 4 

\X/38 I Meyers Road Sidewalk lnfill I Leland Road to Frontier Parkway I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides o f the street I Long-term 

Phase 3 

\\139 I Jessie Avenue Sidewalk lnfill I Leland Road to Frontier Parkway I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides o f the street I Long-term 

Phase 4 

\\'40 Clairmont Way Sidewalk In fill I Leland Road to Bertha Drive I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides o f the street I Long-term 
Phase 3 

W43 I McCord Road Sidewalk Tnfill I Sunset Springs Drive to Leland Road I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street I Long-term 
Phase 4 

\v'44 I Pease Road Sidewalk lnfill I Leland Road to Tidewater Street I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street I Long-term 
Phase 4 

\\145 I McCord Road to Trade \'\'ind Street Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Phase 3 
Central Point Road Sidewalk lnftll 

Long-term 
\'\'46 I Parrish Road to Hazeldell ".-\venue Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 

Phase 3 

\V49 I South End Road to eastern terminus Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Phase 4 
Parrish Road Sidewalk Infill 

Complete sidewalk gaps on the south side of the Long-term wso I Kolar Drive to Central Point Road 
street Phase 4 

Included 

\XiS! I Buetel Road Sidewalk lnfill I South End Road to western terminus I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides o f the street with project 
D93 ---

\X/52 I Partlow Road Sidewalk In fi ll I 
South End Road to Central Point 

Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Road Phase 3 

\\153 I Rose Road Sidewalk Infill I South End Road to Deer Lane Complete side,valk gaps on both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Phase 4 

wss I Lawton Road Sidewalk lnftll I South End Road to Netzel Street I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street I Long-term 
Phase 4 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constra ined Transportation Systems: 
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WS8 I Hood Srreet Sidewalk Infill I Linn .-\venue to eastern terminus I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the srrcet I Long-term 
Phase -1 

\\159 I Telford Road Sidewalk Infill I Ogden Drive to Holmes Lane I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the srreet I Long-term 
Phase 3 

W60 I A V Davis-Ethel Srreet Sidewalk Infill Holmes Lane to Leonard Srreet Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the srreet 
Long-term 

Phase 3 

\\/6 1 I 
I lolmes Lane (west of Bell Court) 

Telford Road to Bell Court Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the srreet 
Long-term 

Sidewalk In fill Phase 3 

\\/63 I Charman Avenue Sidewalk Infill Linn I \ venue to Electric A venue Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the srreet 
Long-term 

Phase 3 

\X'66 I Warner Srreet Sidewalk In fill I Prospect Street to !\I olalla .-\ \·enue 
Complete sidewalk gaps on the south side of the Long-term 

street Phase 4 

W/67 I 
Holmes Lane (east of Bell Court) 

Bell Court to Prospect Street 
Complete sidewalk gaps on the north side of the Long-term 

Sidewalk In fill srreer Phase 3 

W68 I Pearl Srreet Sidewalk In fill Linn .:\ venue to Eluria Srreet Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the srreet 
Long-term 

Phase 3 

W69 I Center Street Sidewalk Infill I Clinton Srreet to I" Srreet I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the srreet I Long-term 
Phase 3 

W7 1 I I S•h Srreet Sidewalk In fill I Harrison Street to J efferson Srreet I Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the srreet 
Long-term 

Phase 4 

Complete sidewalk gaps on east side of the srreet. 
Long-term 

\V/2 I Anchor Way Sidewalk In fill I 18•h Street to Redland Road I r\ shared-use path will be added on west side per 
S-19. 

Phase -1 

.-\gnes .-\venue to 1-205 

I 
Add a bike lane to the west side of the srreet. .-\ 

Long-term 
B4 I l\ lain Street Bike Lanes I shared-usc path will be added on cast/ north side 

undercrossing - - - ·---·ect S1 Phase 3 

B7 I .-\gnes Avenue Bike Lanes I l\lain Strecr to Washington Drive I , \dd bike lanes ro borh sides of rhe street 
Long-term 

Phase 4 

Add a bike lane to the south side of the srreet. .-\ 
Long-term 

B8 I .-\bernethy Road Bike Lanes I Washington Srreer to Redland Road I shared-use path will be added on the north side per 
S2. 

Phase 2 
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Table 2: Not Likely to be Funded Transportation System 

B9 I 
Holcomb Boulevard (\X1est o f O R 2 13) 

I 
Abernethy Road to OR 213 

I , \dd bike lanes to both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Bike Lanes overcrossine_ Phase 2 

Clackamas River Drive to Harley 

I 
Add a bike lane ro the south side of the street. A 

Long-term 
B'I O I Forsythe Road Bike Lanes I shared-use path will be added on norrh side per 

Avenue 
ecr S7 

Phase 4 

Bit I Clackamas River Drive Bike Lanes I Forsythe Road to UGB i\dd bike lanes to both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Phase 3 

Bl 3 I .-\ppcrson Boulevard Shared Roadway I 
Forsythe Road to Holcomb 

:\dd wayfinding and shared lane markings 
Long-term 

Boulevard Phase 3 

Bl4 I Swan 1\venue Bike Lanes I 
Forsythe Road ro Holcomb 

,\del bike lanes ro both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Boulevard Phase 2 

B1 5 I Swan , \ venue Shared Roadway I 
Holcomb Boulevard to southern 

Add way finding and shared lane mar kings 
Long-term 

terminus Phase 4 

BIG I Livesay Road Bike Lanes I Red land Road to Frank .\venue ,\dd bike lanes to both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Phase 4 

r\dd a bike lane ro the north stde of the street. r\ 
Long-term 

B l 7 I Donovan Road Bike Lanes I Holly Lane ro western terminus I shared-use path will be added on south side per 

Sl2 
Phase 4 

B1 8 I illorton Road Bike Lanes I Holly Lane to Swan Extension I :\dd bike lanes to both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Phase 4 

Included 

B l9 I I Redland Road ro Donovan Road I .<\ dd bike lanes to both sides of the street I with pro ject 

D83 
Holly Lane Bike Lanes 

.-\dd a bike lane to the west side of the street. ,-\ Included 

B20 I Donovan Road to il laple Lane Road shared-use path will be added on east side per with pro ject 

rojecr S13 D83 

lncluclecl 

B21 I l\ laplc Lane Bike Lanes I Walnut Grove Way to UGB I Add bike lanes to both sides of the street I with pro ject 
D84 ---

B22 I T hayer Road Bike Lanes I Elder Road to UGB ,-\del bike lanes to both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Phase 3 

I I 
Beavercreek Road and the Holly Add a bike lane to the north side of the street . . \ Included 

B23 Loder Road Bike Lanes 
Lane Extension shared-usc path will be added on south side 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constrained Transportation Systems: 
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Table 2: Not Likely to be Funded Transportation System 

B24 I I Holly Lane Extension to the UGB I .\dd bike lanes to both sides of the street I with project 
D85 ---

B25 I High School Avenue Shared Roadway I Meyers Road to Glen Oak Road I Add way finding and shared lane markings I 
Long-term 

Phase 4 

B26 I Glen Oak Road Bike Lanes I Coquille Drive to Augusta Drive I i\dd bike lanes to both sides of the street I 
Long-term 

Phase 3 

B27 I Coquille Drive Shared Roadway I Glen Oak Road to Turtle Bay Drive I Add wayfinding and shared lane markings I 
Long-term 

Phase 4 

B28 I Chanticleer Drive Shared Roadway I North terminus to south terminus I Add wayfinding and shared lane markings I 
Long-term 

Phase 4 

B30 I Bertha Drive Bike Lanes I Clairmont Way to Gaffney Lane I Add bike lanes to both sides of the street I 
Long-term 

Phase -l 

B3l I Gaffney Lane Bike Lanes I Cokecon Drive to Glenview Court I Add bike lanes to both sides of the street I 
Long-term 

Phase 3 

B34 I Leland Road Bike Lanes I K,,Jal Court to UGB I .\dd bike lanes to both sides of the street I 
Long-term 

Phase 3 

B36 I Jessie Avenue Bike Lanes I Leland Road to Jessie Court I Add bike lanes to both sides of the street I 
Long-term 

Phase 4 

838 I McCord Road Bike Lanes I Central Point Road to Leland Road I r\dd bike lanes to both sides of the street I 
Long-term 

Phase 2 

839 I Pease Road Shared Roadway I Leland Road to Tidewater Street I .\dd wayfinding and shared lane markings I 
Long-term 

Phase 4 

B40 I Partlow Road to Swallowtail Place Complete bike lane gaps on both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Central Point Road Bike Lanes 
Phase 2 

841 I Parrish Road to Skellenger Way .\ dd bike lanes to both sides of the street 
Long-term 

Phase 2 

B43 I Parrish Road Shared Roadway I South End Road to eastern terminus I Add way finding and shared lane markings I 
Long-term 

Phase -l 

844 I Parrish Road Bike Lanes I Kolar Drive to Central Point Road I Add bike lanes to both sides of the street I 
Long-term 

Phase 4 
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B46 

B-17 

848 

B-19 

850 

BSl 

8 52 

854 

B56 

857 

B58 

859 

861 

862 

863 

ParrJow Road Bike Lanes 

Rose Road Bike Lanes 

Lawton Road Shared Roadway 

Canemah Road Shared Roadway 

Telford Road Shared Roadway 

.\ \' Davis-Ethel Street Shared Roadway 

I Iohnes Lane Shared Roadway 

Brighton :\venue-Creed Street Shared 

Roadway 

Pearl Street Shared Roadway 

Center ~trecr Shared Roadway 

South 2"" Street Shared Roadway 

5•11 Street Shared Roadway 

Taylor Street Shared Roadway 

12'" Street Shared Roadwa1· 

15•11 Street Shared Roadway 

South End Road to Central Point 
Road 

South End Road to Deer Lane 

South l ~nd Road to Netzel Street 

\Varner Parrott Road to Telford 

Road 

Charman .\ venue to Holmes Lane 

l lolmes Lane to Leonard Street 

Telford Road to Linn .\venue 

Charman :\venue to \'\'aterboard 

Park Road 

1\ !olalla ,\ venue to r.luria Street 

Clin ton Street to 5•11 Street 

High Street to T umwater Drive 

\\"as h111gton Street to Center Street 

7•11 Street to 12'11 Street 

Taylor Street to \\'ashingron Street 

Division Street to John .\ dams Street 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constrained Tra nsportation Systems: 
November 2012 

Complete bike lane gaps on both sides of the street 

1\dd bike lanes to both sides o f the street 

. \del way finding and shared lane markings 

:\del way finding and shared lane markings 

.\del wayfinding and shared lane markings 

. \dd \l·ayfinding and shared lane markings 

. \dd way finding and shared lane markings 

:\del wayfinding and shared lane markings 

;\del wayfinding and shared lane markings 

..-\ del wayfinding and shared lane markings 

:\ dd way findi ng and shared lane markings 

. \dd way finding and shared lane markings 

:\dd wayfinding and sha red lane markings 

.\dd wayfinding and shared lane markings 

.\del wayfinding and shared lane markings 

with prO)eCt 

0 93 

Long-term 

Phase 2 

Long-term 

Phase -1 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

r.ong-term 
Phase -1 

Long-term 
Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 
Phase -1 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 
Phase 3 

Long-term 
Phase 3 

Long-term 
Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 4 
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S l Main Street Shared-Use Path Clackamerte Park to 17'" Street 

S2 Abernethy Road Shared-Use Path r..Jain Street to Redland Road 

S3 O R 99E Shared-Use Path I O•h Street to Railroad A venue 

S4 Abernethy Creek Park Shared-Use Path John Adam s Street to 15'" Street 

ss I Abernethy Road-Clackamas River Drive Abernethy Road to Clackamas River 
Shared-Use Path Drive 

S6 I Rcdland Road Shared-Use Path Abernethy Road to Livesay Road 

S7 Forsythe Road Shared-Use Path Clackamas River Drive to UGB 

S8 Clackamas River Drive Shared-Use Path OR 213 to Fo rsythe Road 

S9 I Swan-Livesay Shared-Use Path Bonn Street to Livesay Road 

S IO I Rcdland-1-lolcomb Shared-Use Path 
Rcdland Road to Holcomb 

Boulevard 

Sl l I 
Holcomb- Forsythe Road Shared-Use Holcomb Boulevard to Forsythe 

Path Road 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Cons trained Transporta tion Systems: 
November 2012 

shared-use path will be added on west side per 
S49 . 

• \dd a shared-usc path on the north/ cast side of 
the street 

r\dd a shared-use path on the north side of the 
sr.reet from r.. !ain Street to Redland Road. Add a 
railroad gate at the 17'" Street rail crossing. Will 

require permission for an at-grade pedestrian and 
rail 

.r\dd a shared-use path on the west side of the 
street 

Add a shared-usc path between J ohn Adams and 
15'", with a bridsrc over the 

Add a shared-use path on the east side of the 
.\bernethy-Washmgton extension and on the east 

side o f the Washington Street realignment to 
Clackamas River D rive 

Add a shared-use path on the west/ south side of 
the street 

Add a shared-use path on the north side of the 
street 

Add a shared-use path on the west side o f the 
street 

.\dd a shared-use path between Swan and Livesay. 
with a 

Add a shared-use path along the north side of the 
gully from the Redland/ Livesay to Holcomb/ Oak 

Tree intersection 

Add a shared-use path connecting the Redland-
1-lolcomb Shared-Use Path to the Forsythe Road 

Shared-Usc Path 

Long-term 
Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 3 

Included 
with project 

D/ 4 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 3 

Long-term 
Phase 4 
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Sl 2 

S13 

S l6 

S17 

S l9 

S20 

S2 1 

S22 

S23 

Redland-Holly Shared-Usc Path 

Holly Lane Shared-Use Path 

Loder-Timbersky Shared-Use Path 

Clairmont Dri,·e Shared-Use Path 

l\ feyers Road Extension Shared-Lise 

Path 

Timbcrsky Extension Shared-Usc Path 

i\ leadow Lane Extension Shared-use 
Path 

!\ !eyers-Beavercreek Shared-Use Path 

Meyers Road Shared-Use Path 

Rcdland Road to H olly Lane 

Dononn Road to i\ laple Lane Road 

Loder Road to Timbersk)r Way 

Beavercreek Road to UGB 

I lo lly Lane Extension to UGB 

Pebble Beach Drive t.o i\ lcadow Lane 

Extension 

O ld .-\cres Lane to UGB (north of 

Loder Road) 

Morrie Drive to Beavercreek Road 

c\dd a shared-use path along the east side of the 

gully between the Rcdland / Livesay and 

Holly/ Donovan intersection. Will reguire a bridge 

over the I!UliY south of Redland Road 

.-\dd a shared-usc path on the cast side o f the street 

,-\dd a shared-usc path on the cast side of the Holly 

Lane extension between Loder and Ti 

.-\dd a shared-use path on the norrh side of the 

Clairmont Drive extension between Beavercreek 
Road and the UGB . 

. -\del a shared-use path on the north side of the 
i\lcycrs Road extension between the H o ily Lane 

extension and the UGB. 

, \ dd a shared-use path on the east side of 
Bea,·ercreek Road and the norrh side of the 

T imbersky \X!ay extension between Pebble Beach 
Drh·c and the l\ leaclow Lane Extension Shared-use 

Path 

.-\dd a shared-use path on the east side of the 

1\feaclow Lane extension from :'l leadow Lane to the 
G len Oak Road extension. Between the Glen Oak 

Road extension and the UG B (north of Loder 

Road) the shared-usc path will run along the west 

side o f the 

.-\del a shared-use path under the power lines 
between Morrie Drive and BeaYercreek Road. \Xlill 

reguire a portion of the parking lo t between "- !olalla 

and Beavercreek 

r\dd a sha red-usc path on the south side of i\lcyers 

lvlcyers-Beavercrcck Shared-Use P ath I Road between the i\feyers-Beavercrcck Shared-Use 
to OR 213 Path and the Clackamas Community College 

Shared-use Path 

T.M. # 11- Planned and Financia lly Constrained Transportation Systems: 
November 2012 

Long-term 

Phase 2 

Long-term 

Phase 2 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 
Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 2 

] ,ong-term 

Phase 3 
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S26 
I Leland Road-Wesley Lynn Park Shared-

Leland Road to Wesley Lynn Park 
Add a shared-use path berween Leland Road and Long-term 

Use Path the Wesley Lynn Park Shared-Use Path Phase 3 

S27 I 
Hillendalc Park-Leonard Street Shared- 1-lillendale Park Shared-Use Path to ~Add a shared-use path along the western boundary Long-term 

Use Path Leonard Street of the Clackamas Coun ty Red Soils Campus Phase 2 

, \dd a shared-use path along the ridge connecting 

1 

Long-term 
S28 I Beavercreek-Hilltop Shared-Use Path I Beavercreek Road to Fox Lane I the Meyers-Beavercreek Shared-Use Path to Hilltop 

. \ venue 
Phase 3 

Add a shared-usc path between Fremont Street and 
Long-term 

S29 I Fremom-1-licfield Shared-Use Path I Fremont Street to Hiefield Court I the Hillcndalc Park-Leonard Street Shared-Use I 
Phase 4 

Path 

S30 I 
Orchard Grove-Hazelnut Shared-Usc O rchard Grove Drive to Hazelnut Add a shared-usc path between Orchard Grove Long-term 

Path Court Drive and Hazelnut Court Phase 3 

S31 I South End-Deer Lane Shared-Usc Path Deer Lane to Filbert Drive 
Add a shared-use path between the Deer Lane Long-term 

extension and Filbert D rive Phase 3 

S32 I Deer Lane Extension Shared-Use Path I Buetcl Road to Deer Lane 
I Add a shared use path on the west side of the Deer Long term 

Lane extension Phase 3 

Add a shared-usc path on the west/ south side of 
Long-term 

S33 I Buetel-1-.::olar Shared-Use Path I Buetel Road to Kolar Drive I the D eer Lane extension between Buctcl Road and 
Kohtr Drive 

Phase 4 

S34 I O R 99E-Buctel Shared-Use Path I O R 99E to Buetcl Road 
Add a shared-usc path between OR 99E and Buetel Long-term 

Road Phase 3 

S35 I Cancmah-Buctcl Road Shared-Usc Path I 
S•h Avenue to O R 99E-Buetel Road Add a shared-use path connecting Cancmah to the Long-term 

Shared-Use Path O R 99E-Buetel Road shared-use path Phase 3 

O R 99E (south of Railroad ,-\venue) 

I 
Add a shared-use path along the no rth side of the 

Long-term 
S37 I Railroad Avenue to UGB street. Rehabilitate existing boardwalk berween 

Shared-Use Path 
South 2"" Street and Hedges Street 

Phase 2 

S38 I Singer Creek Park Shared-Use Path I Singer Creek Park to Electric .-\venue I .\ dd a shared-use path from Singer Creek Park to Long-term 
Electric Avenue Phase 3 

S39 I Electric-East Shared-Use Path I Electric A venue to East Street I 
Add a shared-use path from Electric ,-\venue to Long-term 

East Street Phase 3 

S40 I Hood-Warner Shared-Use Path I Hood Street to Warner Street 
I Add a shared-usc path from Hood Street to Warner Long-term 

Street Phase 2 

T.M. # 11- Planned and Financially Cons tra ined Transportation Systems: 
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T able 2: N ot Likely to be Funded T ranspo rta tion Sys tem 

S41 I Beavercreek-Laurel Shared-Use Path I Beavercreek Road to Laurel Lane I 
:\dd a shared-use path on the western edge of the Long-term 
cemetery, from Beavercreek Road ro Laurel Lane Phase 2 

S42 I Fox-Hillcrest Shared-u se Path I Fox Lane to Hillcrest Street I :\ dd a shared-use path from Fox Lane to the Long-term 
i\lountaim;ew Cemetery Phase 3 

S43 I ;\ lagnolia-Eluria Shared-Use Path I Magnolia Street to Eluria Street 
, \dd a shared-use path berween i\ Iagnolia Street Long-term 

and Eluria Street Phase 3 

End o f the Oregon Trail Shared-Use 

I 
.\ bernethy Road to east o f the 

Long-term 
S44 I 

Path 
Abernethy-\XIashingron Street ,-\dd a shared-use path 

Phase 3 
extensiOn 

S4S I 4'" Street Shared-Use Path I 
\X1est of Jackson Street to east of 

I , \dd a shared-use path I 
Long-term 

i\ [o nroe Street Phase 3 

S46 I J ohn r\ dams Shared-Use Path I I 0'" Street to west o f 11 '" Street I ,-\dd a shared-usc path I 
l .ong-term 

Phase 3 

S47 I Barclay Park Shared-Use Path I Jefferson Street to John . \dams Street I . \ dd a shared-use path th rough Barclay Park I 
Long-term 

Phase 3 

S48 I Atkinson Park Shared-Use Path I 17'" Street to 1811• Street I ..-\dd a shared-use path 
Long-term 

Phase 4 

S49 I _-\nchor Way Shared-Use Path I 18'" Street to Redland Road I 
.-\dd a shared-use path on the west side o f the Long-term 

street Phase 4 

King Elementary School Shared-Use I South E nd Road to Woodfield Court I 
"-\dd a shared-usc path along the northern 

Long-term sso I 
Path 

boundar\' o f King E lementary School bet\veen 
Phase 3 

.\manda Court and Woodfield Court 

SS1 I Chanticleer-Coquille Shared-Usc Path I Chanticleer Drive ro Coquille Drive I 
Add a shared-use path bet\veen Chanticleer Drive Long-term 

and Coquille Drive Phase 3 

S52 I Linn Avenue Shared-Use Path I Electric .\ venue to Pearl Street I 
.-\dd a shared-use path between E lectric Avenue l.ong-term 

and Pearl Street Phase 2 

O regon City Regional Center I 
Implements a transportation management 

I 
Long-term 

association progmm with employers. Phase 2 

Cl I Clackamette Drive Crossing 
I Clackam ette Park overflow lot to the I Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on I Long-term 

Clackamette Par k entrance Clackamette Drive Phase 3 

T.M. # 11- Planned and Fina ncia lly Constra ined Tra nsportatio n Sys tems: 
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C3 

C4 

cs 

C6 

C7 

cs 

C9 

C10 

C l2 

C 13 

C l4 

C IS 

C16 

C 17 

C l 8 

f lolcomb/ Fronr Family Friendly Route 

Crossi 

I Iolcomb/ Swan Crossing 

I Iolcomb Boulevard Shared-Use Path 

c 
Holcomb/ Winston Crossing 

Redland Road Shared-Use Path 

Holly Lane Shared-Usc Path Crossing 

1\.laple Lane Road Shared-Use Path 

Thayer Road Shared-Use Path Crossing 

Beavercreek Road / Pebble Beach Drive 

Meyers Road Extension / 
Extension Shared-Use Path 

G len Oak Road Shared-Use Path 

Crossing 

Meyers Road Shared-Use Path Crossing 

Clairmont Way Family Friendly Route 

Leland Road Family Friend.ly Route 

Crossing 

i\leyers Road Family Friendly Route 

Holcomb Boulevard/ Front _·\.venue 

intersection 

Holcomb Boulevard/ Swan Avenue 

intersection 

Holcomb Boulevard 
Terrace inte 

Tree 

approximately 175 feet southeast ro align with the 

1-205 Shared Use Path. Install a pedestrian 

activated flasher. 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 

I Iolcomb Boulevard 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 

f lolcomb Boulevard 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 
Holcomb Boulevard 

Holcomb Boulevard / \\/inston Drive I Install crosswalk and pedes trian activated flasher on 

intersection Holcomb Boulevard 

Redland Road/ Livesay Road I Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 

intersection Rcdland Road 

Holly La 

i\ laple Lane Road/ Holly Lane 

intersection 

Thayer Road/ Holly-1l1ayer Shared
Usc Path intersection 

Beavercreek Road/ Pebble Beach 
Drive intersecrjon 

Meyers Road Extension/ Loder Road 

Extension intersection 

Glen Oak Road/ Loder Road 

Extension intersection 

l\ !eyers lHuccasm \'\1ay 

intersection 

Clairmont Way/ Eastborne Drive 

intersection 

Leland Road/ Reddaway Avenue 

intersection 

Leland Road/ Hieficld Court 
intersection 

Instal.! crosswalk and pedestnat activated flasher o n 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 

Maole Lane Road 

Install crosswalk and curb extensions on Thayer 

Road 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 
Beavercreek Road 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 

i\!evers Road 

Install crosswalk and curb extensions on Glen Oak 

Road 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 

l\!eyers Road 

acuvatea flasher at the existing 

near Eastborne Drive 

Install pedestrian activated flasher at the existing 

crosswalk on Leland Road at Reddawav A venue 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 
Leland Road 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constrained Transportation Systems: 
November 2012 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 4 
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T able 2: N o t Likely to be Funded Transportation System 

C l 9 

C20 

C2 1 

C22 

C23 

C24 

C25 

C26 

C27 

C28 

C29 

C30 

C3 1 

C32 

C33 

C34 

\X;arner ~Wne Road Shared-Use Path 

Crossing 

! Iampton Dri,·e Family Friendly Route 

Crossing 

Hazelnut Friendly Route 

Deer Lane Extension Shared-Use Path 

Crossing 

Buetel Road/ D eer Lane Extension 
Shared-Use Path Crossing 

Filbert Drive Family Friendly Route 

\'\ 'a.rner Parrot/ Boynton Family Friendly 

Route Crossing 

South Fnendly 

OR 99E-Buetcl Shared-Use Path 

.\ V Davis Road Crossing 

ll olmes / Leonard Family Friendly Route 

Barclay Hills Drive Crossing 

Park Drive Crossing 

Electric .\ venue Family Friendly Route 

JQ .-\dams/ 5•11 Family Friendly Route 
Cross! 

Jackson/ 7h Family Friendly Route 

Crossing 

Leonard Street Shared-Use Path 

intersection 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 

\'\ 'arner 1\lilne Road 

Central Point Road/ 1-lamp ton Dri,·e I Install crosswalk and 
intersection Cen 

activated flasher on 

Central Point Road / llazelnut Court 
intersection 

South End Road/ D eer Lane 
Extension intersection 

Buetel Road/ Deer Lane Extension 

intersection 

South End Filbert Drive 

intersection 

\\'arner Parro t Road/ Boynton Street 

intersection 

South L::nd Road /. \manda Court 

inte rsection 

( >R 99E-Buetel Road Shared-Use 

Path intersection 

Linn . \ venue /.-\ V Davts Road 

intersection 

l lolmcs Lane/ Leonard Street 
intersection 

Molalla. \ \'enue/ Barclay I Tills Drive 

intersection 

Linn .\venue / Park Dri\'e intersection 

Linn :\ \'enue/ Electric :\venue 

S•h Street/ JQ .-\dams Street 

intersection 

7•11 Street/Jackson Street intersection 

Install crosswalk and curb extensions on Central 

Point Road 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 

South End Road 

Install crosswalk and curb extensions on Buetel 

Road 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 

South End Road 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 

\Varner Parrot Road 

Install pedestnan activated flasher at the existing 

crosswalk on South End Road at .-\manda Court 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 

O R 99E 

Install a pedestrian activated flasher at the existing 
crosswalk on Linn "\ venue at .\ \ ' D avis Road 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 
llolmes Lane 

Install a pedestrian activated flasher at the existing 

crosswalk on 1\ !o lalla . \ \'enue at Barela\' I I ills Drive 

Install a pedestrian acttvated flasher at the existing 

crosswalk on Linn . \\·enue at Park Dri\'e 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 

Linn :\venue 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 
S•h Street 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 

7•11 Street 

T.M. #11- Pla nned a nd Fina ncially Constrained Tra nsporta tion Syste ms: 
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Long-term 
Phase 2 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 
Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

J .ong-term 
Phase 2 

Long-term 

Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 2 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 2 

Long- term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 2 
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Table 2: N ot Likely to be Funded Transportation 

FF l 

FF2 

FF3 

FF4 

FFS 

FF6 

F F7 

FF8 

FF9 

FFIO 

FFll 

J ohn Adams Family Friendly Route 

Front Avenue Family Friendly Route 

Cleveland Street Family Friendly Route 

Jacobs-Beemer Family Friendly Route 

G len Oak-Chanticleer D rive Family 

Friendly Route 

Coquille-Beavercreek Road Family 

Friendly Route 

Falcon Drive Family Friendly Route 

P ompei Drive-N aples Street Family 

Friendly Route 

1-Iillendale P ark to Gaffney Lane 

Elementary Family Friendly Route 

Frontier Part..·way Family Friendly Route 

Hiefield Court Family Friendly Route 

OR 99E/Jerome Street 

Abernethy Road to r\bernerhy Creek 

Park 

1'orsythc Road to Holcomb 

Boulevard 

.-\pperson Boulevard to Swan Avenue 

Holcomb Boulevard to Redland-

1-Iolcom b Shared-Use P ath 

G len Oak Road to C hanticleer Drive 

Coquille Drive to Beavercreek Road 

Gaffney Lane ro Falcon-Pompei 

Shared-Use Path 

OR 2'13 to f'alcon-P ompei Shared

Use Path 

1-Wlendale Park to Gaffney Lane 

Elemenmry Shared-Use Path 

Wesley Lynn Park to !\!eyers

Beavercreek Shared-Use Path 

Leland Road to Hillendale Park

Leonard Street Shared-Use Path 

T.M. #11- Planned and Financially Constra ined Transportation Sys tems: 
November 2012 

Install crosswalk and pedestrian activated flasher on 

OR 99E in Canemah 

A dd sJut:waJKS A dd 

and shared lane 

Add sidewalks on the cast side of the street. Add 

wayfinding. traffic calming and shared lane 

Add sidewalks on both sides of the street. Add 

and shared lane 

Add sidewalks on both sides o f the street. :\dd 

and shared lane markin.,; 

Add wayfinding and shared lane markings. Includes 

street extensions between G len Oak Road and 

Chanticleer Place, and Chanticleer Place and 

Chanticleer Drive. 

Add wayfinding and shared lane markings. Route 

via Turtle Bay Drive, T orrey Pines Drive and 

Pebble Beach Drive. 

Add on both sides of the street. Add 

and shared lane markings 

Add wayfinding and shared lane markings. Roure 

via Sebastian Way. Pompei Drive, Sandra Loop and 

Naples Street 

: \dd sidewalks on both sides of the street. Add 

wayfinding and shared lane markings. Route via 

Eastborne \X'ay, Clairmont Way, Wassail Lane, and 
n<PhPrrv .-\venue 

Add sidewalks o n both sides of the srreet . • -\dd 

way finding and shared lane markings. Route via 

Frontier Parkwa\' and !\Iorrie Drive 

A dd sidewalks on both sides of the street. :\dd 

"'"'·finclino and shared lane 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long- term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 3 

Long-term 

Phase 2 
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Table 2: N ot Likely to be Funded Transportation System 

Fox Lane to Beavercreek-Hilltop 
I 

Add sidewalks on both sides o f the street. Add 

I 
Long-term 

FF12 I Hilltop Avenue Family Friendly Route I wayfinding and shared Jane markings. Route via 
Shared-Use Path 

Hilltop Avenue and Fox Lane 
Phase 4 

.-\ dd sidewalks on both sides of the street. :\dd 

FF14 I t- !cCord-Leland Family Friendly Route I 
O rchard Grove D rive to Fremont 

I 
wayfinding, traffic calming and shared lane 

I 
Long-term 

Street markings. Route via Pease Road, Tidewater Street Phase 2 
and Fremont Street 

FF IS I Orchard G rove Family Friendly Route 
I Orchard Grove-Hazelnut Shared-Use ,\dd way finding and shared lane markings. Route Long-term 

Path to t-fcCord Road includes Orchard Grove Drive Phase 2 

Central Point-South End Family 

I 
Central Point Road to South End 

Add wayfrnding and shared lane markings. Route 
Long-term 

FF16 I includes Filbert Drive, Hazel Grove Drive. 
Friendly Route Road 

Hazelnu t .\ venue, Geranium Place and r..::olar Drive 
Phase 3 

Rose Road to South End-Deer Lane 

I 
Add sidewalks on both sides of the street. Add 

I 
Long-term 

FF I7 I Deer Lane Family Friendly Route I way finding. traffic calming and shared lane 
Shared-Use Path 

markings. Route via Deer Lane . 
Phase 2 

. -\dd sidewalks on both sides of the street. .-\del 
wayfinding. traffic calming and shared lane 

FF18 I Rose-Amanda Family Friendly Route I Rose Road to :\manda Court I 
markings. Route via tl ladrona Drive, Lafavette 

I 
Long-term 

Avenue, Lawton Road, N etzel Street and .-\manda Phase 2 
Court. Route includes i\ ladrona Drive extension to 

Rose Road 

This site is loca ted within the Canemah :\lational 
Register District. :\del wayfinding and shared lane 

FF21 I Cancmah Family Friendly Route I 
O ld Cancmah Park to Cemetery 

I 
markings . Add a walking path on one side of the 

I 
Long-term 

Road street, if approved by the Historic Rc\'iew Board. Phase 4 
Route via S•h Avenue. Blanchard Street, 4'h A Ycnue, 

Ganong Street and 3£d .-\venue 

\Vaterboard Park to Tumwater-41h 
:\ dd sidewalks on both sides o f the street. c\dd 

FF22 I 
Tumwatcr-Sourh 2'"1 Family Friendly 

I Shared-Usc Path to i\lcLoughlin 
wayfinding and shared lane markings. Roure via 

I 
Long-term 

Route Tumwater Drive, South z nd Street and \Vaterboard Phase 4 
Promenade 

Park Road 

I \'Xfilliams Street to northern terminus 
I 

Add sidewalks on both sides o f the street. Add 

I 
Long-term 

FF24 I Leonard-Bell Family Friendly Route wayfinding and shared lane markings. Route via 
of Bell Court 

Leonard Street and Bell Court 
Phase 3 

T.M. #11- Planned a nd Financially Constrained Transportation Sys tems: 
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FF25 

FF26 

FF27 

FF28 

FF29 

FF30 

FF31 

FF32 

FF33 

Hillcrest-Magnolia Family Friendly 
Route 

Warner-Holmes Family Friendly Route 

Electric-5th Family Friendly Route 

Eluria Street Family Friendly Route 

Jackson Street Family Friendly Route 

9th -Lincoln Street Family Friendly Route 

4•h Street Family Friendly Route 

J ohn Street Family 

18'" Street Family Friendly Route 

Fox-Hillcrest Shared-Use Path to 
Magnolia-Elw:ia Shared-Use Path 

Kamm Street to Holmes Lane 

Electric-East Shared-Use Path to 

4t"/ 5th Street 

DiYision Street to Pearl Street 

5th Street to !7th Street 

Division Street to John Adams Street 

Jackson Street to McLoughlin 
Promenade 

Waterboard Park Road to lS•h Street 

Use Path to 

T.M. # 1 1- Planned and Financially Constrained Trans portation Sys tems: 
November 20 12 

Add sidewalks on both sides o f the street. Add 

wayfmding and shared lane markings. Route via 
Mountainview Cemetery, Hilda Street, Duane 

Street, Barclav Hills Drive and 1\ la~molia Street. 

Add sidewalks on both sides of the street. ,-\ dd 
wayfinding and shared lane markings. Route via 

Warner Street and Prospect Street 

Add sidewalks on both sides o f the street. Add 
wayfinding and shared lane markings. Route via 

East Street, 4th Street and Jackson Street 

Add sidewalks on both sides of the street. Add 
and shared lane 

Complete sidewalk gaps. Add wayfinding, traffic 
calming and shared lane markings. Route via JQ 

r\dams Street. 6th Street and Jackson Street 

Complete sidewalk gaps. ,-\dd wayfinding, traffic 
calming and shared lane markings 

Add way finding and shared lane markings 

Complete sidewalk gaps. r\ dd wayfinding and 
shared lane 

Complete sidewalk gaps. Add wayfinding and 
shared lane 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 4 

Long-term 
Phase 4 

Long-term 

Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 2 

Long-term 
Phase 4 
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FIGURE 1 

Planned Intersection 
and Street 

Management Solutions 

Legend 

Planned Intersection Management 
Solutions 

Planned Tra ffic Signal 

e Planned All-way Stop Cont ro l 

e Planned Roundabout 

• Planned Turn Lane 

e Planned Transportation System 
Management and Operations 
(TSMO) 

Planned Street Management Solutions 

Planned Street Restr iping 

e Likely to be Funded Syst em 
Proj ect # (See Table 1) 

(J) Not Likely t o be Funded Syst em 
Project # (See Table 2) 

Planned St reet Extension 
(Conceptual Alignment) 

Railroad 

City Limit 

[""l Urban Growth Boundary 
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FIGURE 2 

Planned Street 
Extensions 

Legend 

Existing Functional Classification 

Freeway 

Expressway 

Major Arterial 

Minor Arter ial 

Collector 

Local Roadway 

Planned Street Extensions 
(Conceptual Alignment) 

Planned Minor Arterial 

Planned Collector 

Planned Local Street 

• Likely to be Fu nded System 
Project # (See Table 1) 

(J) Not Likely to be Funded System 
Project # (See Table 2) 

Railroad 

City Limit 

D Urban Growth Boundary 
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FIGURE 3 

Planned Street and 
Intersection Expansions 

Legend 

Planned Street and Intersection 
Expansion Solutions 

Planned I ntersection Widen ing 

- - Planned Street Widening 

Planned Street Realignment 

Planned Street Upgrade 

• Likely to be Funded System 
Project # (See Table 1) 

(I) Not Likel y to be Funded System 
Project # (See Table 2) 

Plann ed St reet Extension 
(Conceptual A lignm ent ) 

Railr oad 

City Lim it 

[ Urban Growth Boundary 
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FIGURE 4 

Walking Solutions 

Legend 
Existing Streets 

Exist ing Sidewalk 

Planned Sidewalk Infiii
One Side of Street 

= Planned Sidewalk Infiii
Bot h Sides of St reet 

Planned Street Extensions 
(Conceptual Alignments) 

Planned St reet Extension 

Planned Street Extension with 
Sidewalk on one Side 

Planned Street Extension wit h 
Sidewalks on both Sides 

• Likely to be Funded System 
Project # (See Table 1) 

(J) Not Likely to be Funded System 
Project # (See Table 2) 

Shared Walking and Biking 
I mprovements (See Figure 6) 

- Planned Family Friendly Route 

• St reet Crossing Improvement 

Planned Shared -Use Path 
(Concept ual Alignment) 

Existing Shared-Use Path 

City Limit 

[l Urban Growth Boundary 
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FIGURE 5 

Biking Solutions 

Legend 
Existing Streets 

Exist ing Bike Lanes 

Planned Bike Lane-
One Side of St reet 

Planned Bike Lanes-
Bot h Sides of Street 
Planned Shared Roadway 

Planned Street Extensions 
(Conceptual Alignments) 

Planned St reet Extension 

Planned Street Extension wi th 
Bike Lane on one Side 

1111 1 Planned Street Extension with 
Bike Lanes on bot h Sides 

e Likely to be Funded System 
Proj ect # (See Table 1) 

(J) Not Likely to be Funded System 
Proj ect # (See Table 2) 

Shared Walking and Biking 
Improvements (See Figure 6) 

- Planned Family Friendly Rou te 

• St reet Crossing Improvement 

Planned Shared-Use Path 
(Conceptual) 

Existing Shared-Use Pat h 

City Limit 

["l Urban Growth Boundary 
--- -------~ 
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FIGURE 6 

Shared Walking 
and Biking Solutions 

Legend 

Shared Walking and Biking 
Improvements 

- Planned Family Friendly Route 

• Street Crossing Improvement 

Shared-Use Paths 

Exist ing Shared-Use Path 

Planned Shared-Use Path 
(Conceptual) 

e Likely to be Fu nded System 
Project # (See Table 1) 

(]) Not Likel y to be Funded System 
Project # (See Table 2) 

Planned St reet Extension 
(Conceptual Alignment) 

City Limit 

D Urban Growth Boundary 
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T able A1: 2013 Likely to be Funded and N ot Likely to be Funded Transportation System s 

Project Dcscri tion Pro 'cct Extent Ill ljlftitmli -I Further Study ------- I 

DO 

000 

O R 213/ Beavercreek Road Refinement I 
Plan 

OR 213 from Redland Road to 
I Molalla A venue 

I-205 Refinement Plan I 
1-205 at the O R 99E and OR 213 

I Ramp Terminals 

I Driving Solutions 

:Molalla .henue from Washington 

01 I 
Molalla Avenue/ Beavercreek Road I Street to Gaffney Lane; Beavercreek I 

Adaptive Signal Timing Road from Molalla A venue to Maple 
Lane Road 

04 I 
' ....... , ...... __ ._, .._ . .._ ...... . _ ....... .. .. . _ ...... _ ...... ..... .......... 

I Washington Street to O R 213 I Surveillance 

0 5 I 
OR 213/7•h Street-Molalla Avenue/ 

Washington Street Integrated Corridor 1-205 to Henrici Road 
Management 

06 I 
OR 99E Integrated Corridor 

OR 224 (in Milwaukie) to !O•h Street 
1agement 

Option 1: 14'" Street Restriping O R 99E to John .-\dams Street 
0 7 

Option 2: Main Street/ 14'" Street 
Main Street/ 14•" Street 

Intersection Widening 

08 I 15th Street Restriping OR 99E to John Adams Street 

0 9 I O R 213/ Beavercreek Road Weather 
O R 213/ Beavercreek Road 

Information Station 

010 
I Warner i\1ilne Road/ Linn Avenue Road 

Weather Information Station 
Warner Milne Road/ Linn Avenue 

011 I Optimize existing traffic signals Citywide 

N/.-\ I Likely to be Funded 

N / A I Likely to be Funded 

63 I 
Likely to be Funded 
(Evaluation Score) 

50 I Long-term Phase 3 

48 Long-term Phase 3 

49 Long-term Phase 3 

65 
Likely w •>~ • ~ .. ~~--
~ . .. 

56 ~·---·] -~ ~~ . ~·-----

(Evaluation Score) 

65 
Included with another 

project 

35 Long-term Phase 4 

35 Long-term Phase 4 

71 
Likely to be Funded 
(Evaluation Score) 

T.M. # 12- Perfor mance Analysis of Financially Constrained and Planned Transportation Systems Appendix: 
Novembe r 2012 

I $100,000 

I $100.000 

I $1,430.000 

I $775.000 

I $1,690,000 

I $690,000 

I $670,000 

I $75,000 

I $0 

I $100,000 

I $ 100.000 

I $30,000 
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Dl 3 

D14 

DI S 

Dl6 

D20 

D2 1 

D22 

D23 

D24 

D26 

D27 

D28 

I 
Main Street/ 14th Street Safety 

Enhancement 

I Southbound OR 2 13 Advanced \X'arning 
System 

I 

I 

Holcomb Boulevard Curve \X'arning 

System 

Holcomb BouJevard Speed \'V'arning 

System 

Washington Street Speed Warning 

System 

OR 99E Southbound Speed Warning 

Central Point Road Speed Warning 

South F.nd Road School Zone Flashers 

Gaffney Lane School Zone Flashers 

Beavercreek Road School Zone Flashers 

OR 213/Beavercreek Road Operational 
E nhancement 

Washington Street/ 12th Street Safety 
Enhancement 

ll lain Street/ 14th Street 

Southbound O R 2 13. north of the 
Beavercreek Road intersec tion 

Holcomb Boulevard just to the west 
o f the O R 2 13 ovcrcrossi·· -

Holcomb Boulevard east o f Jada Way 

O R 99E near Paquet Street 

OR 99E near Hedges Street 

Central Point Road near \Vhite Lane 

South End Road near Salmonberry 
Drive and Filbert Drive 

Gaffney Lane near Glenview Court 
and Falco n Drive 

Beavercreek Road south of Loder 
Road and north of Glen Oak Road 

O R 213/ Beavercreek Road 

Washington Street/ 12th Street 

58 
Included with another 

project 

59 
Likely to be Funded 
(Evaluation Score) 

49 Long-term Phase 3 

34 Long-term Phase -1 

36 Long-term Phase 4 

36 Long-term Phase 4 

32 Long-term Phase 4 

20 Long-term Phase -1 

20 Long-term Phase 4 

1g-term Phase 4 

22 I ,ong-term Phase 4 

59 
Likelv ro be Funded 

60 

T.M. #12- Performance Analysis of Financially Constrained and Planned Transportation Sys tems Appe ndix: 
November 2012 

I $0 

I $100,000 

I $25,000 

I 525.000 

$25,000 

$25,000 

$25,000 

$9,000 

S9,000 

M,SOC 

$9.000 

$45,000 

--
$3 15,000 
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to be Funded and Not Likely to be Funded Transportation Systems 

D29 I J ~ - ~ · .. ~-~·· ·~ -- ---~, . - ·· ~- --- ~ - - - - - -; John .-\dams Street/ 7th Street I 55 I Long-term Phase 2 I $20,000 
Enhancement 

D30 I 
Molalla Avenue/Division Street-Taylor Molalla Avenue/ Division Street-

I N / A I ~"'~'] -~ ~~ . ~·.-·~~· I $545,000 
Street Sa fety Enhancement ~ 

, •'· ~ .. 
D31 I 

High Street/2nd Street O perational 
High Street/ 2nd Street 42 Long-term Phase 4 I $3 15,000 

Enhancement 

D32 I 
South End Road/ \Varner Parrott Road South End Road/ Warner Parrott 

58 
Likely to be runded 

I $345,000 
Operational Enhancement Road (Evaluation Score) 

D33 
I South End Road/ Lafayette Avenue- South End Road/ Lafayette .Avenue-

58 
Likely to be Fundea 

I $475,000 
Partlow Road Operational Enhancement Partlow Road -- ~ 

D34 I 
Central Point Road/Warner Parrott Central Point Road/ Warner Parrott 

I 43 I Long-term Phase 4 I $510,000 
Road Operational Enhancement Road 

D 35 
I Redland Road/ .Anchor Way Operational 

E nhancement 
Red land Road/ Anchor Way I 43 I Long-term Phase 4 I $310,000 

D36 I 
Redland Road/ Holly Lane Operational 

I Redland Road/ Holly Lane I 43 I Long-term Phase 4 I $5 15,000 
Enhancement 

D 37 I 
~vlaple Lane Road / Holly Lane 

Maple Lane Road/ Holly Lane I 43 I Long- term Phase 4 I $515,000 
· Enhancement 

D38 I -·--r-- --·--- ------· .. -··- -'t Grove Way l\ifaple Lane Road/ Walnut Grove 
46 Long-term Phase 3 I $460,000 ·- . -. ·--lay 

D39 I 
__ ...,. • ..,.._...,.,.. _._ . .. .. ......... ~-- ~ - ·-• • '' ~u .,. .. ... ...,, .• ..._. 

Beavercreek Road/Glen Oak Road 54 Long-term Phase 2 I $505,000 - tional Enhancement 

D40 I 
Main Street/ Dunes Drive Extension 

Main Street/ Dunes Drive Extension 45 
Likely to be Funded 

I $460,000 - · E nhancement ~ ~ 

D41 I --~--· ~--- .--ad/ Buetel Road Soutl1 End Road/ Buetel Road 
I 56 I -----, ·- -- . ------ I $500,000 

Extension Operational Enhancement Extension ~ 
, 

" 

D42 I 
South E nd Road/ Deer Lane E xtension South End Road / Deer Lane 

48 
~~---, w -- . _ .. ____ 

I $505,000 
Operational Enhancement Extension (Evaluation Score) 

D43 
I Holcomb Boulevard/ Holly Lane Norm Holcomb Boulevard/ H olly Lane 

40 
Likely to be Funded 

I $505,000 
Extension Ooerational E nhancement North Extension ~ ~ 

D44 
I 

----· ...... ... .... ... ............ ................ , ..._ .......... _.. .......... ........ 

I 
Beavercreek Road/ Loder Road 

I 46 I 
-~---, ·- --. _._ ____ 

I $500,000 
Extension Operational Enhancement Extension 

,... . •' 

T.M. #12- Performance Analysis of Financially Constrained and Planned Transportation Systems Appendix: 
November 2012 Page A4 



045 I 
l\leyers Road Extension/ Loder Road i\Ie)·ers Road Extension / Loder Road 

46 
Likely to be Funded 

I $540,000 
Extension Operational Enhancement Extension (Evaluation Score) 

046 I Meyers Road \'Vest extension O R 213 to High School ,\ venue N /.\ 
Likely to be Funded 

I S3.595,000 m ,. 

047 I l\Ieyers Road East extension 
Beavercreek Road to the i\ leadow 

-~ ~··-·) ~~ ~- . - ··---· I S2,2 10,000 
Lane Extension 

64 
(100% SOC Eligible; 

048 I Holly Lane North extension I 
Redland Road to Holcomb 

N /.\ 
Likely to be Funded 

I $ 1 I ,800,000 
Boulevard (Baseline) 

049 I Livesay Road to Redland Road N /:\ 
Likely to be Funded 

I $2,485.000 
Swan .·\ venue extension 

(Baseline) 

0 50 Redland Road to i\ lorton Road N /.\ 
Likely to be Funded 

$5,180.000 
(Baseline) 

0 5 1 Rose Road to Buetel Road 52 
Likely to be Funded 

$3,500,000 

Deer Lane extension 
(1 oo•. soc Eligible; 

052 I Buetel Road to Parrish Road 43 
Likely to be Funded 

I $7 335.000 
(100°o SOC Eligil: ' ' 

053 I Madrona D rive extension I ivladrona Drive to Deer Lane 45 
Likely ro be Funded 

I S385,000 
( I 00° o SOC Eligible) 

0 54 I Clairmont Drive extension I 
Beavercreek Road to Ho lly Lane 

54 
Likely ro be Funded 

I $ 1.235.000 
South Extension ~ .. ............ ... ,., ...... ,... ....-..... ~ 

0 55 I Glen Oak Road extension I 
Beavercreek Road to the l\ Icadow 

I 52 I 
._.L~~- - , .._ ..., '-"''- & ....... o '-" '-' .... 

I S2,705,000 
Lane Extension 1' 1 nnn , t~ 1-...r- r- 1 · ' I 1 '\ 

0 56 I Timbersky Way extension I 
Beavercreek Road to the Mcadow 

52 ~ .. ·~ · , · ~ ~- . """' " Sl,620.000 
Lane Extension ( I 00° o SOC E ligible) 

057 I I l\ laple Lane Road to Tharer Road 60 
Likclr to be Funded 

S3,025.000 
(100% SOC E ligible) 

058 I Holly Lane South extension Thayer Road to 1\ leyers Road 67 
Likely ro be Funded 

$4,390,000 
( I oo• o soc E ligible; 

059 I 
Meyers Road to the i\ leadow Lane 

54 
Likely to be Funded 

$4,785.000 
Extension (100% SOC Eligible) 

060 I Meadow Lane extension I J\ leadow Lane to Meyers Road I 50 I 
Likely to be Funded 

$4,930,000 
1'-t r..n n <' l "'"" r"" 1 ' 1 ' ' I I '\ 

T.M. #12- Perfor ma nce Analysis of Fina ncia lly Constra ined and Planned Tra nsportation Systems Appendix: 
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Table Al: 2013 Likely to be Funded and Not 

061 I 

062 I 

063 I 

064 I 

0 65 I 

066 I 

0 67 I 

068 I 

0 69 I 

070 I 

0 74 

0 75 

0 76 

Dunes Drive Extension 

Washington Street to .-\bernethy Road 
Connection 

Loder Road Extension 

Parrish Road Extension 

\X1ashington Street Realignment 

OR 99E to Beutel Road Extension 

Chanticleer Place Extension 

Chanticleer Drive Extension 

McLoughlin Boulevard Improvements 
Phase 2 

McLoughlin Boulevard Improvements -
Phase 3 

1-205 Southbound Interchange 
lmnrovemenrs 

1-205 Northbound Interchange 
J mnrnv PmPntco. 

I 
~ !eyers Road to UGB (north of 

54 
_ .. ,_., ·~ -- . ~.-~--

Loder Road) (100% SOC Eligible) 

I O R 99E to "\gnes :\venue 73 
Likely to be Funded 
(100° I' T""- ,.... "F- 1 ' ' I I ' 

Washington Street to "\bcrnethy 
N /.:\ 

Likely to be Funded 
Road (Baseline) 

Beavercreek Road ro Glen Oak Road 67 
Likely to be Funded 
( I 00% SOC Eligible) 

I 
From Parrish Road east ro Kolar 

45 
Likely ro be Funded 

Drive ~ · - -- ..., _ _..._ .... . . 

Home Depot Driveway ro Clackamas I 
River Drive 

N/ .-\ I Under Construction 

OR 99E to Beutel Road 2 1 Long-term Phase -t 

Glen Oak Road ro north of Russ 
45 Long-term Phase 3 

Wilcox Way 

South ofTalawa Drive to Chanticleer I 
Drive 

45 I Long-term Phase 3 

I South of Edgemont Drive to Henrici I 
Road 

45 I Long-term Phase 3 

I O•h Street ro Main Street 60 Long-term Phase 3 

O R 99E/ 1-205 Southbound Ramps 52 Long-term Phase 3 

T.M. #12- Performance Analysis of Financially Cons trained and Planned Transportation Sys tems Appendix: 
November 2012 

$2,220,000 

$2,445,000 

$10,395,000 

$4,980,000 

$1.870.000 

I N / A 

I $50,000 

I $855,000 

I $730,000 

I $ 1,715.000 

$14.300,000 

$3.000.000 
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n· ..... , 

rmmn:, 
D78 

079 I 

D 80 I 

0 81 I 

087 

D89 

D92 

D93 

ws 

on~ 0,{1 on~ 0,{1 0(] 

Pro 'cct Dcscri tion Pro 'cct Extent 

"\ nchor Way Safe ry_lmprovement J 18th Street to Division Street 

O R 2 13/ Redland Road Capacity Redland Road ro Redland Road 
Improvements undercrossing 

Division !:'treet Upgrade 7th Street to 18th Street 

Beavercreek Road Upgrade 

l Clairmont Orh·e (CCC Entrance) to 
f- leyers Road 

I 

Livesay Road Upgrade 

South End Road Upgrade 

Washington Street Upgrade 

Beutel Road Upgrade 

Washington Street Sidewalk lnfill 

extension 

Partlow Road-Lafayette Road to 

UGB 

I I th Street to 7th Street 

South End Road to Northern 
Terminus 

Washington Streer-.-\bcrnerhy Road 
Extension to ,\bcrnetlw Road 

Total 

Evaluation 
Score 

32 

59 

N /.-\ 

48 

56 

65 

52 

77 

li11i%mlii 
Long-term Phase 4 

Long-term Pha se 4 

Likely to be Funded 
(Evaluation •' 

Likely to be Funded 
(Baseline) 

Likclv to be Funded 

Long-term Phase 3 

Likely to be Funded 

Long-term Phase 2 

(Evaluation 

T.M. # 12- Performa nce Analysis of Financia lly Constrained and Pla nned Tra nsportation Syste ms Appendix: 
November 201 2 

I $ 10,060,000 

I Sl,530.000 

I $1,350,000 

$1,545,000 

$3.630,000 

$75,000 

$955,000 

$280,000 
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to be Funded and Not Likely to b e Funded Tran sp ortation 

W6 I 
Holcomb Boulevard (West of OR 213) I Abernethy Road to OR 213 

I 66 I Long-term Phase 3 I $73,500 
Sidewalk lnfill - ----- -- --·--

\Vl I 
Redland Road (\Vest of OR 2 13) 

Abernethy Road to Anchor Way I 69 I J .ong-term Phase 2 I $50,500 
Sidewalk Jnfill 

WS I Forsythe Road Sidewalk Infill 
Clackamas River Drive to Harley 

60 I Long-term Phase 3 I $32,000 
Avenue 

W9 I OR 2 13 to Forsythe Road 70 I Likely to be Funded 
Clackamas River Drive Sidewalk In fill 

Forsythe Road to UGB 60 Long-term 

Wl l I 
O R 213 overcrossing to Swan 

81 
Likely to be Funded 

I $350,000 
Avenue ~ . ~ ' 

W12 I 
Holcomb Boulevard (East of OR 2 13) 

Longview Way to \Vinswn Drive I 70 I 
_,,_,, ·~ -- . _, ____ 

I $27 1,500 
Sidewalk In fill ~ . ,. ' 

T.M. #12- Performance Analys is of Fina ncially Cons tra ined a nd Planned Tra nsportation Systems Appendix: 
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Table At: 2013 Likely to be Funded and Not Likely to be Funded Transportation 

\'\"52 

W54 

"\venue 

Warner .\lilne Road to east of Kaen 
Road 

Partlow Road to Barker :\venue 

66 Long-term Phase 3 

77 

T.M. #12- Pe rforma nce Analysis of Fina ncially Cons tra ined a nd Planned Tra ns portation Systems Appendix: 
November 2012 

$262,000 

$330.500 
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T able Al: 2013 Lik ely to be Funded and N ot Likely to be Funded Transportation System s 

Project# 

WS6 

WS7 

W6 1 

W65 

W67 

\V74 

Project Descri tion 

I Lawton Road Sidewalk Infill 

\V'amer Parrott Road Sidewalk In fill 

Canemah Road Sidewalk Infill 

Molalla A venue Streetscape 

morovements P hase 3 

MolaLla Avenue Streetscape 

Improvements Phase 4 

Project Extent 

I South E nd Road to Netzel Street 

King Road to Marshall Street 

Warner Par rott Road to Telford 

Road 

Beavercreek Road to O R 213 

Total 

Evaluation 
Score 

77 

66 

77 

IQihiJlCii 
I Long-term P hase 4 

o--

Long-term Phase 3 

Long-term Phase 3 

Likely to be Funded 

T.M. #12- Performance Analysis of Financially Constra ined and Planned Transportation Sys tems Appendix: 
November 201 2 

~ 
$184,000 

$1 13,000 

S179,000 
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B l I 7•h Street Shared Roadway O R 43 Bridge to Railroad :\venue I 69 I 
Likely to be Funded 

I $4,500 
~ ' 

,, 

B2 I 
Railroad A venue-911• Street Shared 

OR 99£ to Main Street I 59 I 
............. ~-· .J ~ ..... ......... - ·· • .._ . ........... 

$ 10,000 
(Enluation Score) 

B3 I i\Iain Street Shared Roadway I O R 99£ to 15th Street 66 
Likely to be Funded 

$21.500 
(Evaluation Score) 

B4 I Main Street Bike Lanes 
,-\gnes .\venue to 1-205 

66 Long-term Phase 3 I $46,500 
undercrossing 

B5 I 
12•h Street (west of Washington Street) 

O R 99E to \Vashington Street 74 
Likely to be Funded 

I $4,500 
Shared Roadway ~ " 

B6 I 
15th Street (west of John :\dams) Washington Street to John .\dams 

I 74 I \'(lith .\ not her Pro ject 
Shared Roadway Street 

B9 I • ·~ ·-~•• •~ -- ~-•- •n•-. \ " - o • ~• " " -· -/ 

I 
' " '-•"-c" J "~"" •~ ~-.- - · - I 71 I Long-term Phase 2 I $169,000 

Bike Lanes overcrosstng 

B IO Forsythe Road Bike Lanes 
Clackamas River Drive to Harley 

I 59 I Long-term Phase 4 I $59,000 
.Avenue 

B11 Clackamas River Drive Bike Lanes Forsythe Road to UGB 

B l2 
Holcomb Boulevard (East o f OR 2 13) 

Longview Way to UGB 
Bike Lanes 

B13 I .-\pperson Boulevard Shared Roadway 
Forsythe Road to Holcomb 

I 64 I Long-term Phase 3 I $28,000 
Boulevard 

Bl4 I Swan A venue Bike Lanes I 
Forsythe Road to Holcomb 

I 69 I Long-term Phase 2 I $255,500 
Boulevard 

BlS I Swan , \ venue Shared Roadway I 
Holcomb Boulevard ro southern 

I 59 I Long-term Phase 4 I ss.soo 
terminus 
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Table Al: 2013 Likely to be Funded and N ot Likely to be Funded Transportation System s 

D32 I Fir Street Dike Lanes I Molalla Avenue to I ,500 feet east I 77 I 
Likely to be Funded 

I $139,000 
(Evaluation Score) 

8 33 Leland Road Bike Lanes ~Iarysville Lane to ~ !eyers Road I 77 I 
Likely to be Funded 

I $224,500 
~ ' "' ' 

B34 Leland Road Bike Lanes Kalal Court to U< 

B35 Meyers Road Bike Lanes Leland Road to Autumn Lane I 77 I ~·~·, w ~~ • - .. -~- I $122,000 
~ ~ 

B42 
Lanes 

Buetel Road to UGB 71 With Another Project N /:\ 
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B46 

B49 

B53 

B54 

Partlow Road Bike Lanes 

Holmes Lane Bike Lanes 

Brighton _·\ venue-Creed Str eet Shared 

Roadway 

~outh End Road to Central Point 
Road 

Linn ;. ,·enue to Rilance Lane 

Charman ..-\venue to \Xlaterboard 

Park Road 

69 

77 

66 

Long-term Phase 2 

Likely to be Funded 

Long-term Phase 3 
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Sll 8,000 

$100,000 

$12,000 
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S10 

s 11 

S14 

S IS 

S18 

S 19 

S20 

S23 

S24 

to be Funded and Not Likely to be Funded Transportation Systems 

Redland-Holcomb Shared-Use Path 

Holcomb- Forsythe Road Shared-Use 
Path 

Maple Lane-Thayer Shared-Use Path 

Thayer-Loder Shared-Use Path 

Loder Road Shared-Use Path 

Meyers Road Extension Shared-Use 
Path 

Timbersky Extension Shared-Use Path 

Meadow Lane Extension Shared-use 
Path 

Meyers Road Shared-Use Path 

Gaffney Lane Elementary Shared-Use 
Path 

Boulevard 

Holcomb Boulevard to Forsythe 
Road 

;...[aple Lane Road to Thayer Road 

Thayer Road to Loder Road 

Exrension 

Holly Lane Extension to UGB 

Pebble Beach Drive to Meadow Lane 

Extension 

O ld ;\cres Lane to UGB (north of 

Meyers-Beavercreek Shared-Use Path 
to OR 213 

Eastborne Drive to Falcon Drive 

66 

58 

81 

66 

66 

64 

77 

Long-term Phase 3 

Long-rerm Phase 4 

Long-term Phase 3 

Long-term Phase 3 

Long-term Phase 3 

Likely to be Funded 
(Evaluation Score) 
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$1,514,000 

$433,000 

$1,005.000 

$430,500 

$442,500 

$1,158,500 

$216,000 
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S26 I 

S27 I 

S30 

S35 I 

S36 I 

S37 I 

S45 

Leland Road-Wesley Lynn Park Shared-
Use Path 

Hillendale Park-Leonard Street Shared-
Usc Path 

Orchard Grove-Hazelnut Shared-Use 
Path 

·~ · · ·- · . ... ... . '"~" ~ - . . . _ ... , . - ~~ · ~- · ·· ~· · ·~·. 

Shared-Use Path 

Tumwater-411' Shared-Use Path 

OR 99E (south of Railroad .-\venue) 
Shared-Use Path 

4•h Street Shared-Use Path 

Leland Road to \Vesley Lynn Park 

Hillendale Park Shared-Use Path to 
Leonard Street 

Orchard Grove Drive to Hazelnut 
Court 

S•h Avenue ro OR 99E-Buercl Road 

Extension 

Tumwater Drive to 4•h .-\venue 

Railroad ,-\,·enue to UGB 

\X1est of J ackson Street to east of 

i\ Ionroe Street 

I 

I 

66 I Long-term Phase 3 

69 I Long-term Phase 2 

66 Long-term Phase 3 

65 Long-term Phase 3 

81 
Likely to be Funded 
(EyaJuacion Score) 

71 Long-term Phase 2 

66 Long-term Phase 3 
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I $129,000 

I $477.000 

$375,500 

I $876,500 

I $396,000 

I $2,540,000 

$23.500 

Page A15 



T able At: 2013 Likely to be Funded and N ot 

Tl I Molalla Avenue Transit Signal Priority Washington Street to Gaffney Lane 6 1 
-~·-·, ·- -- . _ .. _. __ 

I $200,000 
(Evaluation Score) 

T2 I OR 99E Transit Signal Priority D unes Drive to "IO•h Street 59 
Likely to be Funded 

I $200,000 
(Evaluation Score) 

T3 I Bus Stop Amenity Enhancement I Citywide 80 
Likely to be Funded 

I $200,000 
(Evaluation Score) 

Oregon City Regional Center 54 Long-term Phase 2 

C1 I Clackamen e Drive Crossing 
I Clackamette Park overflow lor to the 

Clackamette Park entrance 
66 Long-term Phase 3 I $80,000 

C2 I Main Street Crossing 
I-205 Shared Use Path to south of 

I 59 I Long-term Phase 4 I $80,000 
Main Street 

C3 I 
Holcomb/ Front Family Friendly Route Holcomb Boulevard/ Front .\venue 

I 61 I Long-term Phase 4 I $80,000 
Crossing intersection 

C4 I Holcomb/ Swan Crossing 
Holcomb Boulevard/ Swan Avenue 

I intersecrjon 
61 I Long-term Phase 4 I $80,000 

cs I 
H olcomb Boulevard Shared-Use Path Holcomb Boulevard/ Oak T ree 

I 6 1 I Long-term Phase 4 I $80,000 - Terrace intersection 

C6 I Holcomb/ Winston Crossing 
Holcomb Bo.ulevard~ Winston Drive I 

59 I Long-term Phase 4 I $80,000 
Intersection 

C7 I 
Redland Road Shared-Use Path Redland Road / Livesay Road 

I 69 I Long-term Phase 2 I $80,000 
Crossing intersection 

C8 I Holly Lane Shared-Use Path Crossing 
Holly Lane/ Donovan Road 

I intersection 
61 I Long-term Phase 4 I $80,000 
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Table Al: 2013 Likely to be Funded and Not Likely to be Funded Transportation System s 

intersection I 69 I I .ong-term Phase 2 I $80,000 

C IO I Thayer Road Shared-Use Path Crossing 
Thayer Road/ Holly-Thayer Shared-

59 f .ong-term Phase 4 I $80,000 
Use Path intersection 

C ll I 
Beavercreek Road / Loder Road Shared- Beavercreek Road/ Loder Road 

77 
Likelv to be Funded 

I $80,000 
Use Path Crossing intersection ~ " 

C l2 
Bea\·ercrcek Road/ Pebble Beach Drive Beavercreek Road / Pebble Beach 

I 6 1 I Long-term Phase 4 I $80,000 
Shared-Use Path Crossing Drive intersection 

C l3 I 
Meyers Road Extension / Loder Road ;-. [eyers Road Extension/ Loder Road I 

66 I Long-term Phase 3 I $80.000 
Extension Shared-Use Path Crossing Extension intersection 

C14 
G len Oak Road Shared-Usc Path Glen Oak Road/ Lodcr Road 

I 59 I Long-term Phase 4 I $80,000 - Extension intersecuon 

C15 I Meyers Road Shared-Use Path Crossing 
Meyers Road / l\!occasin \\'ay 

I 66 I Long-term Phase 3 I $80,000 
intersection 

C l6 I 
Clairmont Way Family Friendly Route Clairmont Way/ Eastborne Drive 

I 66 I Long-term Phase 3 I $80,000 
Crossing intersection 

Cl7 I 
Leland Road Family Friendly Route Leland Road / Rcddaway :\ venue 

I 69 I Long-term Phase 2 I $80,000 
intersection 

C IS I ···-; - "" --~-- . _ .. _,, . .. -··-·; --~ --·- I 
Leland Road/ Hiefield Court 

I 59 I Long-term Phase 4 I $80.000 
intersection 

Warner f- lilne Road Shared-Use Path 
\'\ 'arner Milne Road/ Hillendale Park-

C19 I 
Crossing 

Leonard Street Shared-Use Path I 69 I Long-term Phase 2 I $80,000 
intersection 

C20 I 
Hampton Drive Family Friendly Route Central Point Road / Hampton Drive I 

66 I Long- term Phase 3 I $80.000 - mtcrsccuon 

C2 1 I 
Hazelnut Court Family Friendly Route Central Point Road/ H azelnut Court I 

66 I Long-term Phase 3 I $80,000 
Crossing mtersectJon 

C22 I 
Deer Lane Extensio n Shared-Usc Path South End Road/ Deer Lane 

I 61 I Long-term Phase 4 I $80,000 
Crossing Extension intersection 

Buctcl Road/ D eer Lane E xtension Buetel Road / Deer Lane Extension 
Shared-Use Path 
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C25 

C26 

C27 

C28 

C29 

C30 

C3 1 

C32 

C33 

C34 

FF4 

to be Funded and Not Likely to be Funded Transportation Systems 

I ··~ .. -·. ···· -:_·' - -;::_·-·· . -··- ; . ··-··-·; I 

I 
.. . ...... ..... ~ • .-J . .... , ... ................. ..,. . . ...... . , • ... _ . . .... J } 

I - -

I 
.. , ...... ,,~, ------· _ ... ....... ................ ..... ...... __ - .... -

I - -

I A V Davis Road Crossing 

I . · -····-"' ---···-::: • ····-·; Friendly Route 

Barclay Hills Drive Crossing 

Park Drive Crossing 
Electric . ..-\vPniiP H'ln"\ihr n...t~nr-Jh· R ru lf·p 

Jackson/5'" Family Friendly Route 
Crossing 

I Jackson/7" Family Friendly Route 
Crossing 

John Adams/7" Family Friendly Route 

Jacobs-Beemer Family Friendly Route 

•• n ..... .. ....... ... ,..._... ._ ..., .. ,..._ ..., ._~....- / _...,}" "._ ..., • • -.... ~ ..... _. ,._ 

:ction 

South End Road/1\manda Court 
intersection 

OR 99E/ Buetel Road Extension 
intersection 

Linn "\venue//\ V Davis Road 
. . 
intersection 

Holmes Lane/ Leonard Street 
intersection 

Molalla Avenue/ Barclay Hills Drive 
intersection 

Linn A venue/ Park Dri• 

5'" Street/Jackson Street intersection 

7'" Street/Jackson Street intersection 

7th Street/ John Adams Street 
intersection 

OR 99E/ Jerome St.reet 

Abernethy Road to Abernethy Creek 
Park 

Holcomb Boulevard to Redland
Holcomb Shared-Use Path 

69 

69 

I 61 

I 69 

I 69 

I 6 1 

59 

69 

77 

77 

56 

56 

Long-term Phase 2 

Long-term Phase 2 

I Long-term Phase 4 

I Long-term Phase 2 

I Long-term Phase 2 

I Long-term Phase 4 

Long-term Phase 4 

Long-term Phase 2 

Likely to be Funded 
(Evaluation Score) 

Long term ph2 

Long-term Phase 4 

Long-term Phase 4 
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I $80,000 

I $80,000 

I $80,000 

I $80,000 

I $80,000 

I $80,000 

I $80.000 

I $80,000 

I $80,000 

I $52,000 

$2'13,000 
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FF5 I 
Glen Oak-Chanticleer Drive Family I Glen Oak Road to Chanticleer Drive I 56 I Long-term Phase 4 I $3,500 

Friendly Route 

FF6 I 
Coguille-Beavercreek Road Family 

Coguille Drive to Beavercreek Road I 56 I Long-term Phase 4 I $ 17,500 
Friendly Route 

FF7 I Falcon Drive Family Friendly Route 
Gaffney Lane to Falcon-Pompei 

I 63 I Long-term Phase 3 I $7,000 
Shared-Use Path 

FF8 I 
Pompei Drive-Naples Street Family OR 213 to Falcon-Pompei Shared-

I 63 I Long-term Phase 3 I $8.500 
Friendlv Route Use Path 

FF9 I . .... -.. -... -...... ·~ _,, ... _, ~-·-- I . , ~ ·-.. -~·- Park to Gaffney Lane 
I 63 I Long-term Phase 3 I $120.000 

Elementary Shared-Use Path 

FFlO I Frontier Park"Way Fami ly Friendly Route I Wesley Lynn Park to ;-, {eyers-
I 66 I Long-term Phase 3 I $70.500 

Beavercreek Shared-Use Path 

FF11 I Hiefield Court Family Friendly Route I 
Leland Road to Hillendale Park-
Leonard Street Shared-Use Path I 69 I l ,ong-term Phase 2 I $74,500 

FF L2 I Hilltop Avenue Family Friendly Route 
Fox Lane to Beavercreek-Hilltop 

56 Long-term Phase 4 I $97.000 
Shared-Use Path 

FF I3 I 
Leland-Warner Parrot Family Friendly 

Leland Road to \'{lamer Parrot Road 77 
Likely to be Funded 

I $323,000 
Route (Evaluation Score) 

FF J4 I !\ lcCord-Leland Family Friendly Route I 
Orchard G rove Drive to Fremont 

69 Long-term Phase 2 I $386,000 
Street 

FF15 I Orchard Grove Family Friendly Route 
Orchard Grove-Hazelnut Shared-Use I 

Path to !\1cCord Road 
69 I Long-term Phase 2 I $14,000 

FFI6 I 
Central Point-South End Family Central Point Road to South E nd 

I 66 I Long-term Phase 3 I $30,500 
Friendly Route Road 

FF17 Deer Lane Family Friendly Route 
Rose Road to South End-Deer Lane 

I 69 I Long-term Phase 2 I $55,500 
Shared-Use Path 

FF I8 Rose-Amanda Family Fr iendly Route Rose Road to Ar 

FF19 
Warner Parrot-Barker Family Friendly \X'arner Parrot R( 

Route .r\venue 

FF20 I Barker "\venue Family f riendly Route South End Road to T elford Road I 77 I Likely to be Funded 
I $268,500 rr. -_, -'on Score) 
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Table Al: 2013 Likely to be Funded and N ot Likely to be Funded Transportation System s 

FF21 I Canemah Family Friendly Route I 
Old Canemah Park to Cemetery 

I 56 I Long-term Phase 4 
Road 

T umwater-South 2"" Family Friendly 
I 

Waterboard Park to Tumwater-4'" 
FF22 I Shared-Use Path to McLoughlin I 56 I Long-term Phase 4 

Route 
Promenade 

FF23 I Charman Avenue Family Friendly Route I Telford Road to Linn Avenue 77 
Likely to be Funded 
(Evaluation Score) 

FF24 I Leonard-Bell Family Friendly Route 
Williams Street to northern terminus 

63 Long-term Phase 3 
o f Bell Court 

FF25 I 
Hillcrest-Magnolia Family Friendly Fox-Hillcrest Shared-Use Path to 

I 56 I Long-term Phase 4 - · -Eluria Shared-Use Path 

FF31 I 4'" Street Family Friendly Route 
Jackson Street to McLoughlin 

I 69 I Long-term Phase 2 
Promenade 

FF32 I 
John Adams-Jefferson Street Family 

Waterboard Park Road to J5d> Street 69 Long-term Phase 2 -. -- -

FF33 I 18'" Street Family Friendly Route I 
Anchor Way Shared-Use Path to 

56 Long-term Phase 4 "- .r ~ T ~ ~ '-1" Avenue 

"Notes: 
Likely to be Funded (Baseline): Projects assumed on the baseline street network, and included in Likely to be Funded Transportation System 
Likely to be Funded (Evaluation Score): Projects with evaluation scores high enough for the Likely to be Funded T ransportation System 
Likely to be Funded (100% SD C Eligible): Projects with costs that are 100 percent SDC fundable, and by default made the Likely to be Funded 

Transportation System regardless of the evaluation score 
Long-term Phase 2, 3, and 4: Projects included in Planned Transportation System 
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I $289,000 

I $11 7,000 

I $357,500 

I $270,500 

I $27 1,000 

I $12,000 

I $ 141,500 

I $50,000 
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This document details the 2035 transportation conditio ns in Oregon City after investments are made 
to the existing transportation sys tem. Included is a summary o f the evolving travel patterns after the 

transportation system is improved, a detail o f how the performance of the transportation system 

investments will be tracked, and a depiction of how the plan's investment decisions would be 

expected to impact the long-term objectives of the City and region. 

Investing in the Oregon City Transportation System 

Now that the City has identified an estimated $222 million worth of transporta tion system solutions, 
we must look at the forecasted baseline travel conditio ns in 2035 (as documented in Technical 

Memorandum #7), and determine if the identified solutions can adeguately accommodate the 

forecasted travel demand. 

Evolving Travel Patterns 

The Metro Regional T ravel Demand Model was utilized to forecast traffic volumes for the 2035 

Financially Constrained and Planned Transportation Systems. After incorporating the transportation 

system investments into the 2035 baseline street network, shifting driver patterns and travel 

demands along various routes emerge. For example, a driver may have previously traveled out o f 

direction to avoid a congested route. The route may no longer be congested after the City inves ts in 
the transporta tion system and therefore the driver could potentially shift back to the more direct 

route, saving on travel rime and distance. The travel demand model p roduces total volumes for 
autos, trucks and buses on each street and highway in the sys tem. Comparing outputs with observed 
counts and behaviors on the local system refines model forecasts. This refinement step is completed 

before any evaluatio n of system performance is made. Once the traffic forecasting process is 

complete, the 2035 volumes were used to evaluate the performance of the transportation system 

assuming an estimated $222 million worth o f invesm1ents. Additional details on the travel 

forecasting can be found in Technical Memorandum #5: Modeling Assumptions. 

2035 mo tor vehicle volumes on the roadways in Oregon City were developed and used to evaluate 

the performance of the transportation system investments. The street network was assessed with the 

Financially Constrained Transportation System, which includes the transportation solutions 

reasonably expected to be funded by 2035 and have the highest priority for implementation and 

Planned Transportation System, which includes all projects regardless of expected funding through 
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2035 (see T echnical Memorandum #11 for more details) . The 2035 Financially Constrained and 

Planned Transportation System traffic ,·olumes developed for the re,·iewed intersections can be 

found in f-igure A 1 and A2 in the appendix . 

Various trends that em erged from the Financially Constrained Transportation System included: 

• Drivers that may haYe previously utilized OR 213 between the Park Place neighborhood and 
the Metro employment area southeast of the O R 213 / Beavcrcreek Road intersection are 

expected ro diYcrt to Holl r l .anc (and the ]-Jo lly Lane extension) between I Iolcomb 
l3oule,·ard and rhc l\1eycrs Road cast exremion (cast ofBcaYercreek Road). This would be 

expected to result in reduced rra,·cl alo ng nrious routes, including portions o f OR 21 3. 
I lolcomb Boule,·ard, Maple Lane Road and l3eaYercreek Road. 

• Reduced traYel ,,·ould be expected along OR 99E between Dunes Drive and 1-t'h Street as 
drivers re-route to the Dunes Drive extension to r\ gnes :\ Yenue. 

• Dri,·ers tra,·eling between the South End neighborhood and the \\'arner Parrott 

Road/Central Point Road intersection arc expected to divert from \X 'arner Parrott Road and 
South End Road to Centra l Point Road and the street extension between Parrish Road and 
South 1-;:nd Road. 

\ ' arious trends that emerged from the Planned Transportation System included: 

• Dri,·ers that may have pre,·iously utilized Beavercreek Road or J .eland Road rraYcling 

between areas south o f the C ity reroute to O R 213 after being widened between J\fo lalla 
. \venue and Conwav DriYe. 

• .\ Jter improYemenrs to the OR 213/ Redland Road intersection and modernization of 
Rcdland Road between . \bernethy Road and Holly Lane. more d rivers are attracted to the 
route. 

Tracking Performance of Transportation System Investments 

The Oregon Ciry T SP update employs a performance based approach, focusing on measurable 

outcomes of the inYcstmenrs the City chooses to make to the transportation system 1• The approach 

allows the City to measure the degree to which its investments ~upport regional and C ity-wide 
priorities. l n this manner, the City is able to track how irs im·cstment decisions impact a set of 
performance objectiYcs through 2035. While the performance objectives do not represent the 

complete picture. they do offer a baseline against which to assess how the policies, im·estments and 

planning decisions made in this plan may affect the future. Oregon City de,·eloped measures for 

~afety, conges tion, freight reliability, wal king, biking, transit and non-single occupant Yehiclc (SOV), 
and cljmate change to help translate investment decisions to the community priorities of the TSP 

1 \ lctro Regional Transportation Functional Plan. ~ection 3.08.230 requires local jurisdicrions ro develop performance 
measures for TSP updates 
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update. The per formance measures included the following: 

• Safe ty: Reduce fatalities and serious injuries by 50% from 2010 for drivers, walkers and 
bikers 

• Congestion : 

o Reduce vehicle hours o f delay per person by 10% from 20 10. 

o \'\lork towards meeting mobility targets fo r streets and intersections~ 

• Freig ht Reli abili ty: Reduce vehicle hours o f delay for truck trips by 10% from 2010. 

• Walking , Biking , Tran sit and N on-SOV: 

o \\'ork toward achieving the non-SOV mode share targets of -1-5 to 55 percent fo r the 

O regon City Regional Center and the 7th Street-Molalla Avenue Corridor and -1-0 to 

45 percent for other areas of the City. 

o T tiple walking, biking and transit mode share from 2010. 

• Clima te Ch a nge: Reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita by 10 p ercent compared 

to 2010 

Putting the Plan to the Test 

I low will investment decisions o f the TSP, an estimated $222 million worth, improve the 

performance o f the transp ortation network in O regon City? To answer this c1uestio n, the plan's 

investment decisions were evaluated against the performance measures to identify long- term trends 

through 2035. The resul ts are presented in the fo llowing sections. 

30 ---- - -en 
II) Safety is expected to .... 

4-o ____. ... 
improve despite the :.:l ~ 

25 II) ~ 

C\l~ Current Trend 
... ;;..., 
~ 4-o 
~ II) 

e P-.. 20 

~ T he future trend for to tal en 
II) II) 

fatalities and severe injuties 
... ..... 
en 4-o 15 . -;;..., :s - . TSpOb· resulting from collisions 

00 "E' - . - . c - - • _ Jective 
0 10 . -

along the transportation II) ·::: 4-o - .. 
~ II) 

system in O regon City is ... > 4-o II) 

expected to decrease 
0 00 5 
~'0 

despite w hat recent c c 
~ ~ 0 4-o 

collision data suggests.' f-4 2010 20 15 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Year 

2 The :\Ierro Regional Transportation Functional Plan includes :'d id-da)· and Pl\1 peak mobility standards in rhe Regional 
l\ lo biliry Policy, Table 3.08-2 
3 T he current trend was developed based on collision data between 2005 and 20 10 
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:-\lthough we arc unable to forecast futu re collisions along the transportation system, with 
inYestments in imprm·cd street crossings, walking and biking facilities. and to high collision locations 

and congested intersections, the trend is expected to be more in line with the sa fety ob jecti,·e of the 
TSP (reducing fatalities and serious injuries by 50<"o from 2010). 

o,·erall. there were two fatalities and 15 seYere injuries in 2010. Pedestrians were im·olYed in eight 
collisions, \vith two pedestrians sustaining se,·ere injuries. \\ 'hile there were nine collisions inn>king 

a bicyclist in 20 I 0, none of the cycli sts sustajned severe injuries. By 2035, Oregon Ciry hopes to limit 
rota! fata lities and seYere injuries to less than 10 in a year. 

Progress is expected to be made towards meeting the Congestion Targets 

To reduce congestion . Oregon City identified O\'er S162 million worth of projects to improYe 

dri,·ing, and approximately $60 million to enhance walking, biking and transit usage. 

Vehicle hou rs of Delay4
: The same dynamics tha t make O regon City an attractive place to ]j,·e and 

open a business - its access 

to major regional 
transportation routes 
including 1-205, OR 213, 

OR 99r-: . and OR -B - pose 

a challenge for meeting 
this performance measure. 

The T SP objective 
em·isions decreasing delay 

by approximately ten 

percent through 2035, to 

fewer than two minutes 
per person during the 

e\·ening peak period. 
l lowe,·er. the future trend 

for delay along Oregon 
City streets during the 

c ·-
3.50 

3 .00 

2.50 

2 .00 

1.50 

1.00 

0 .50 

0 .00 

l--

f 

. - .- ·• 

--- - -----------------

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Year 

evening peak period (after assumjng the planned system im·estments) is expected to increase slightly 
through 2035, from about two minutes to just under three minutes per person. Thjs is generally 

associated with increased delay along the regional routes (such as OR 99E and O R 213), a side effect 

of local and regional popuJa tion and employment growth. Since these routes sen·c outlying 

communities such as I\folalla and Canby. trips that haYe origins and destinations outside o f Oregon 
City are expected to significantly contribute to the increased delay in Oregon City. 

4 
Delay is ddined as the amount ofrjmc spent in congestion greater than 0.90 v/ c, page 5-7.2035 ~Ictro RTP 
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\X'ith delay increasing, even after nearly $222 million worth of transporta tion system investments, 
the limitations of relying on infrastructure improvements as a means of meeting this objective are 

evident as the benefits are difficult to assess. 

However, the City is working towards meeting this objective by decreasing delay nearly 15 percent 

from what would be expected without the transportation system investments (see the Baseline 

System Trend). 

Mobility Targets for Streets: Metro's regional travel demand model was used to estimate if streets 
in Oregon City could handle the increased travel demand through 2035 assuming the TSP 

investments. 5 \'('hile transportation system inYestments were recommended throughout the City, 

financially feasible solutions could not be identified for the routes connecting Oregon City across 
the \XIillamette and Clackamas Rivers. These routes, including the Oregon City-West Linn Arch 

Bridge, OR 99E and I-205, are expected to be congested by 2035 (operating above a v / c of 1.00), 
and will likely meter traffic coming into the City during peak hours. Once demand exceeds the 

available capacity along these routes, drivers will be forced to adjust their travel to directly before or 

after the evening peak hour. Therefore, the evening peak hour congestion that lVIerro's regional 

tra\"el demand model is forecasting throughout the Oregon City Regional Center and along routes 
connecting to it, including OR 99E, O R 213, South End Road, Singer Hill Road and Redland Road, 
is not expected to occur since the travel demand across the rivers will be spread over more than one 

hour. Even with the excess travel demand across the rivers, the remaining streets in the City (beyond 

those mentioned above) are forecasted to comply with the Metro Regional Transportation 

Functional Plan mobility targets during the evening peak period. Overall, the street system 

investments in the TSP are expected to help the City work towards meeting mobili ty targets during 

the everting peak period. 

During the midday peak hour6
, all streets in Oregon City are expected to comply with the mobility 

targets of the Metro Regional Transportation Functional Plan, with the exception of the routes 

connecting Oregon City across the \X 'illamette River, including the southbound direction o f the 

Oregon City-West Linn Arch Bridge and portions o fJ-205. 

Mobility Targets at Intersections: 2035 intersection operations assuming the transportation 

system investments (Likely to be Funded and ot Likely to be Funded Systems) are shown in Table 

A 1 in TSP Volume 2, Section]. With over $162 million worth of improvements to the street system, 

nearly all intersections reviewed are expected to meet mobili ty targets through 2035 during the 

evening peak period. D espite the investments in the transportation system, three o f the intersections 

5 The raw model v/c plots for the mid-day and evening peak periods were re,~ewed as a qualitative assessment for this 
objective but detailed link capacity analysis was not performed. 
6 r-.Ietro's regional travel demand model was reviewed \~th RTP investments only during the midday peak period. Not all 
improvements from the Oregon City TSP were included, however, they will likely not impact travel parrerns during the 
midday period due to limited congestion. 
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reYiewed are :-;till expected to be substandard by 2035 during the evening peak period (sec Section J 
o f the TSP Volume 2 for more detail), including the OR 99E/T-205 SB Ramps, OR 99E/ T-205 Nl3 
Ramps and OR 213/ Bca,·ercreek Road intersections. 

\\ 'ith the recommended improvements to the OR 99E/ l -205 SB Ramp and O R 99E / T-205 N l3 

Ramp intersections, compliance with the mainline mobility target (' · / c o f 1.10) is expected; howe,·cr, 

the intersections would still be expected ro operate abo\'C the freeway ramp terminal mobility ta rget 

(" / c o f 0.85). The im·csrment decisions of the TSP allow these intersectio ns to work towards 
meeting mobility targets and reduce the ,·chicle spiJiback onto the off-ramps from J-205 during the 

tTening peak period, meeting the congestion objectiYe of the TSP. 

1 n addition, seYeral projects ha,·e been pre,·iously planned that would reduce congestion at the OR 

213 / Bea\'ercreek Road intersection .. \ planned projecr ro replace the O R 213 / Bca,·crcrcek Road 
intersection \vith an interchange was clirn.inatcd due to li\·abili t:y, multi-modal access and funding 
constraints within the 2035 planning horizon. The project should be reconsidered beyond the 

planning horizon since the intersection is expected to operate abm·e the mobility target by 2035. The 

inYcstment decisions of the TSP allow this intersection to work towards meeting mobili ty targets, 
satisfying the congestio n objecti,·e o f the TSP. 

Progress is expected to be made towards reducing Freight Delay 

O regon City's access to 
major regional 

transportaoon routes 

including l -205, O R 
2'13, O R 99 1 ~, and OR 
-+3- pose a challenge for 

meeting this 

performance measure 
(similar to the Ychiclc 

hours o f delay 
measure). The TSP 

objccriYe cm·isions 

decreasing delay by 
approximately ten 
percent through 2035, 

to just O\Tr three 

minutes per truck trip 

0.. 
' t: 
~ 
.!I: 
u 
;::l ... 
~ 

6.00 ,-.., 
"0 
0 

' t: 
<1.1 5.00 
~ 

4 .00 

3.00 

2.00 

1.00 

0.00 

. d Sv!'.tCJl\ Trend 
. ·\\ , Co ostrat e . 

r-------------J"'t<·'\n<U\Cl .\ '\ 

Tren<~- \ 
·tine s,rstefl'\ - - • . 

... ~ =---: <)}\anncd System rrcnd 
~ · ~ · - · ~ · . 

- · -- · - · - · - · ~ - · +-------------------------~T~~~~nnvt~./~-------

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Year 

during the e,·ening peak period. I Iowe,·cr, the future trend for truck delay in O regon City during the 

c\·ening peak period (after assuming the planned system im·cstments) is expected to increase slightly 
through 2035, from abo ut three and a half minutes to four minutes per person. This is generally 
associated with increased delay along the regional routes, where most trucks trips occur. Since these 
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routes sen ·e outl~·ing communities such as 1\lolalla and Canby, drivers that haYc o rigins and 

destinations outside o f Oregon City arc expected to significantly contribute to the increased truck 
delay in Oregon City. I Iowever, the City is working towards meeting this objective by decreasing 
truck delay 15 percent from wha t would be expected without the transportation system investments 

(sec the Baseline System T rend). 

A Reduction in Single Occupant Vehicle Travel is expected 

on-single occupant ' ·chicle (SO\~ travel in Oregon City is expected to continue to increase 
through 2035. 

N on-Single O ccupancy Vehicle (SOV) Travel: 1\fctro's regional travel demand model was used 
to c,·aluate progress towards meeting transportation demand management (IDI\1) goals, specifically 

reducing reliance on the single occupancy ,·chicle.- O regon City's non- 0\' mode shares (outside o f 

the O regon City 

Regional Center) are 
expected to be above the 
TSP objective of -lO to 

-l5 percent, with an 

estimated non-SO\' 

mode share o f 47 
percent in 2005 and -l8 

percent in 2035. The 

non- OV mode share in 

the O regon City 
Regional Center is 

50% 

45% 
llJ 

~ 40% 
.c 
en 35% 

llJ 

] 30"/o 
~ 

5 
en 

25% 

20% 

' c 
0 

15% 

z 10% 

5% 

0% 

47% 48% 

T 

expected to remain Oregon City Regional Center Oregon City (non-Regional Center) 
steady through 2035, at around 

-l2 percent, slightly below the TSP objective of 45 to 50 
• 2005 • 2035 

percent. 

The T ' P makes investment decisions that further help the City work towards achieving the non-

OV mode share targets. The City is expec ted to continue to increase trip share ' 'ia walking, biking, 

carpooling or public transportation with investment decisions including a project that would help 
implement a Transportation 1\fanagcmcnt 1\ ssociatio n (TI\fJ\ ) program with employers and residents 

within the Oregon City Regional Center. 

The O regon City TSP includes solutions to decrease single occupancy vehicle travel by focusing on 

im·cstmcnts that encourage multi-modal tra,·el, including increased walking and bicycling facilities 

7 The :-. Ierro RTP Financially Constrained Plan was utilized for the non-SO\" mode share analysis: therefore, not all of 
the projects mcluded in the T SP were captured 111 rhc analysis. 
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and transit stop acce~s/ ameni ty imprm·emems. 

The T SP also includes maximum public street spacing sra ndarcls to allow fo r su fficiently spaced 

pedestrian crossings. Street connections to increase the conYenience of walking and b icycli ng were 

also recommended throughout the City, including the Oregon City Regional Center. 

Wa lking, Biking and Transit Mode Share: O regon City has identified nearly $60 million worth of 

in\'es tment~ with oYer 2.60 walking, biking, transit or other shared-usc path projects in i rs T SP. This 

accounts fo r m·cr 7 5 percent of the projects in the 2.013 TSP and represents an increase of more 

than 2.5 percent ,,·hen compared to the projects in the 200 I TSP. \\.hile no data is a\·ailablc to 

guantify the impact of these walking, biking and transit im·estments in the Ci ry, they arc expected to 

help the City \\·ark towards tripli ng the walking, biking and transi t mode share between 2.010 and 
2.035. 

T he City identi fi ed im ·es rment:-; to complete walking and biking gaps along the major street system, 

and iden ti fied a network of low-\·olume more comfortable walking and biking routes off the major 

street system ro further encourage walking and biking to key destinations throughout the City. 

Percent of TSP Projects by Travel 

Mode (2001 TSP) 

Percent o f TSP Pro jec ts by Travel 

Mode (2013 TSP) 
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The Plan is expected to outperform the Climate Change Target 

D espite healthy local and regional population and employment growth, vehicle miles traveled in 

Oregon City is expected to be reduced more than rhe TSP objective through 2035. The TSP 
objective envisions decrea~ing vehicle miles traveled by approximately ten percent through 2035, to 

about 2.6 mile~ per person during the evening peak period. 

I lowever, the future trend for vehicle miles traveled in Oregon City during the evening peak period 

(after assuming S222 millio n worth o f investments) is expected to decrease nearly 13 percent 

through 2035, from about 3 miles to 2.5 miles per person. This is likely representative of job growth 

in O regon City, as 
more residents have .5 
the option to work ('$ ,.-... 2.90 

.:: "'0 
closer to home. In Cl. 0 

('$ ·c 
addition , the $60 u Q.l 2.80 

... ~ 
million worth of Q.l ..!ld 

0. ('$ 

investments in O\'Cr "'0 Q.l 2.70 
Q.l ~ 

260 walking, biking, ~ ~ > 2.60 ('$ ~ 
transit or other ... '-' 

f-4 c shared-use path "' ~ u 2.50 
projects in the 2013 :i = 0 
TSP help reduce the Q.l eo 2.40 u Q.l 

need ro drive for 
... ..... 0 .c: 

local trips in the 
Q.l 

> 2.30 

City. 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Year 

Revisiting the Plan at Congested Locations 

After assuming $222 million worth o f transportation system solutions, one location failed to meet 

the performance objectives of the TSP (Main Street/ 14'h Street intersection). The system 

investments are expected to ca use tlus intersection to move further away from meeting the 
intersection mobili ty target. T his sectio n details further improvements that are needed at this 

intersection to comply with the performance o bjectives o f the TSP. 

Main Stree t/ 14'h Street intersection : After the investments were assumed to the transportation 

system, travel patterns evolved leading to increased congestio n at the Main Strect/14'h Street 

intersectio n. Converting the intersection to all-way stop control, operations are still expected to be 

substandard. Further improvements arc recommended at the intersection and the surrounding street 

network (shown in Figure 1), to include one of the following options: 
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Option 1: 

• Convert 14'" Street to one-way eastbound between Mc Loughlin Bo uleva rd and J ohn 

Adams Street (project D7): 

o From J\fcLoughlin Boulc,·ard to ]\fain Street, 1-J.'" Street would be restriped to 

include two 12-foot ea~ rbound travel lanes, a si..-.;-foot eastbound bike lane, a six- foot 

westbound contra- flow bike lane, and an eight-foot landscaping buffer on the north 
side 

o From J\fain Street to \\ 'ashington Street, 1-J.'" Street would be re~triped to include two 

11 -foot eastbound traYcl lanes, a five-foot eastbound bike lane, a fi\T-foot 
westbound contra-How bike lane, and an eight-foot on-street parking lane on the 
north side 

o h om \\ "ashington Street to Jo hn ;\dams Street, I..J.'" Street would be restriped to 
inclucle one 12-foo t eastbound tra,·ellane, a :>ix-foot eastbound bike lane, a six-foot 

westbound con tra-How bike lane. and an eight-foot on-street parking lane o n the 
north and south side 

o ,·\dd a bicycle signal with clerection at th<:> J\lcLoughlin BouJe,·ard/ 1-J.'" Street 
intersectio n. 

o A. del bic~· cle d<:>tectio n to the traffic signal at the \\ 'ashington Street/ 1-J.'" Strt:et 
. . 
tntersecoo n. 

• Co nvert 15'" Street to on e-way westbound between Washington Street and 

McLoughlin Boulevard (project D8): 

o From Jo hn ,\dams Street to \\ 'ashington Street, 1.5'" Strt:et would be striped as a 
shared-roadway (per project 136). 

o From \\'ashington Street ro J\1ain Street, 1.5 'h Street would be restriped to inclucle rwo 

11 -foot westbound traYellanes, a fin:- foo r westbound bike lane, a five-foot 

eastbound contra-flow bike lane, and an eight-foot on-street parking la ne o n the 
sou th side. Complete the side\valk gaps on the north side of 15'" Street between ]\fain 
Street and Center Street. and on the south side between Center Street and 

\\'ashingron Street (per project \\ 7 5). 

o I 'rom ]\fain Street to McLoughlin Boulcnrd, 15'h Street would be res triped to 
include two 12-foot tra,·cllanes. a six-foot westbound bike lane, and an eigh t-foot 

o n-street parking lane on the south side . . \dd a 12-foo t shared-usc path with a t\vo
foot buffer adjacent to the on-street parking lane. 

o /\.dd bicycle detectio n to the traffic signal at the \\ 'ash.ington Street/ 15'h Street 
. . 
tntersccno n. 

Benefits: \\ 'ith these improYcments. the intersection would be expected to operate within 
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the mobility target through 2035. These improvements would also be expected to enhance 
circulation and improve safety for walking, biking and driving at the intersection and the 

surrounding street network. \"X-'ith the addition of bike lanes, sidewalk in fill , addi tional 
pa rking stalls, and enhanced motor vehicle circulation, multiple TSP objectives would be 

satis fied. 

ShortfaUs: The clearance under the railroad crossing o n 15'" Street is not enough to 

accommodate large trucks. This would require reconstruction of the road bed along 15'" 

Street to increase the clearance. 

Option 2: 

• Widen 14'" Street to include 

shared through/ left-turn 
and through / right-turn 
lanes in both directions at 

the M ain Street 

intersection (see image on 

the right) . 

Benefits: With these 

improvements, the intersection 
would be expected to operate 
within the mobility target through 

2035. 

Shortfalls: Only approximately 

50 feet of storage will be available 

for the north-westbound 
through/ right-turn lane on 14'" 

Street (without impacting the on
street parking along the north side of 14'" Street). In addition, south-eastbound drivers along 

14'" treet (away from the Main Street intersection) would only have approximately 70 feet to 

merge into a single travel lane (without impacting the on-street parking along the south side of 

14'h Street). The intersection widening would also work against the TSP objective to enhance 

multi-modal travel. 
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FIGURE 1 

Option 1: Planned 
Improvements 
along 14th and 

15th Streets 
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o·- ll One. ~ 

I h tlU'&tiffifu - ' 

2035 Baseline 
Conditions 

v/c Delay 
Ratio LOS sees 

2035 Finaucially 
Constrained System 

Conditions 

v/c Delay 

Ratio LOS sees 

2035 Planned System 
Conditions 

v/c Delay 
Ratio LOS sees 

Signalized Intersections under ODOT Jurisdic tion (prior to implementing planned int ersection solutions) 

O R 99E/ Dunes 
v/ c 1.10 0.94 c 32. 1 0.97 c 34.7 0.99 D 44.7 

D rive 

O R 99E/ I-205 SB 
v/ c 0.85 

Ramps 
1.14 E 54.7 1.12 D 49.3 0.97 c 27.3 

O R 99E/ I-205 NB 
v/c 0.85 

Ramps 
1.11 D 5 1.1 1.06 D 48.5 0.97 D 35.8 

O R 213/ 

I v/c 0.99 I 1.07 I F I 84.3 I 1.05 I E I 73.4 I 1.05 I E I 73.9 
Beavercreek Road 

O R 2 13/Cauficld-

Glen Oak Road 
v/c 0.99 0.95 D 47.7 1.01 E 63.5 0.64 B 16.3 

I 

Planned Intersection Solution 
(Financially Constrained or Planned 

Trans ortation Svstem 

N/.A 

.-\ del dual left-turn lanes on the south bound O R 
99E approach to the southbound 1-205 ramp 

(Planned System) 

,-\dd dual left-turn lanes on the westbound l -205 
( )ff-ramp approach to ( >R 99E (Planned System) 

,-\daptive Signal T iming. Lengthen the dual left-
tum lanes alo ng Beavercreek Road to provide an 
additional 200 feet of storage for the eastbound 

approach (Financially Constrained System) 

\'\Iiden to five lanes, with two travel lanes in each 

direction. and a center tu rn lane/ median (Planned 
System) 

Signalized o r All-way Stop In tersection s under O regon City or C lackamas County J urisdiction (prior to implementing p lanned intersection solutions) 

High Street/ 2nd 
0.55 I ,-\ I 9. 1 I Install a traffic signal (Planned System) 

Street 

:\ lolaUa Avenue/ 
v/c0.99 

Division Street 

I I I I I I I I I 
Install a single-lane roundabout (FinanciaUy 

1.00 B 18.2 0.97 B 13.8 0.99 B 15.6 
Constrained System) Taylor Street/ 7th 

v/c 0.99 
Street 

South E nd Road/ Install a traffic signal with dedicated left turn lanes 

\'Varner Parrott v/c 0.99 > 1.20• F > 100 0.60 .·\ 9.3 0.61 ,-\ 9.5 for the South E nd Road approaches to Warner 
Road Parrott Road (Financially Constrained System) 

Molalla 1\ venue/ v/c 0.99 0.73 c 24.2 0.74 c 24.2 0.74 c 24.0 .Adaptive Signal Tin-ling (Financially Constrained 
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Clairmont Way System) 

!\!olalla Avenue/ 
v/ c0.99 0.76 c 29.9 0.76 c 29.3 0.73 c 29.5 

:\daptive Signal Timing (Financially Constrained 
Gaffney Lane System) 

l\1aple Lane Road/ 
v/ c 0.99 1.10 E 78.6 0.81 D 36.3 0.79 D 35.3 

Adaptive Signal Timing (Financially Constrained 
Beavercreek Road System) 

Unsignalized Intersections under Oregon City or Clackamas County Jurisdiction (prior to implementing planned intersection solutions)** 

1.26* F 82.7 1.28~ F 88.4 
Cotwerr to an all-way stop (Fin:~ncially Constrained 

System) 

Option 1: Convert to an all-way stop. Converr 14'" 
Street to one-way eastbound between McLoughlin 

0.841' c 36.9 0.91 t D 47.4 
Boulevard and John 1\dams Street and res tripe the 

l\ lain Street/ 14th 
v/ c 1.10 1.28 :\ / F > 100 

14'" Street approaches to l\iain Street to include 
Street shared through/ left-tum and through/ right-turn 

lanes (Financially Constrained System) 

Option 2: Convert to an all-way stop. Widen 14'" 

0.74" c 18.6 0.76*' c 19.3 
Street to include shared through/ left-ntrn and 

through/ right-turn lanes in both directions 
(Financially Constrained System) 

Washington Street/ 
Install a traffic signal with dedicated left ntrn lanes 

12th Street 
v/ c 1.10 > 1.20 A/F > 100 0.90 c 22.2 0.89 c 21.5 for the 12'" Street approaches to Washington Street 

(Financially Constrained System) 

7th Street-Singer 
v/ c 1.10 0.46 A/C 17.1 0.38 .vc 15.2 0.38 A/C 15.2 N / A 

Hill / High Street 

South End Road/ 
Install a single-lane roundabout (Financially 

Lafayette :\venue- v/ c 0.99 >1.20 _·\ I F > 100 0.65 .-\ 8.9 0.66 A 9.0 
Partlow Road 

Constrained System) 

Central Point 
Restrict left turns from Central Point Road to 

Road/ Warner v/ c 0.99 >1.20 B/ F >100 >1.20 B/ F 86. 1 0.68 B/ C 22.0 
Warner Parrott Road. Install a roundabout at the 

Linn Avenue-Leland Road / Warner Parrott Road-
Parrott Road 

Warner tl lilne Road intersection (Planned System) 

Molalla Avenue/ v/ c 0.99 0.47 A/ C 19.3 0.48 A/C 19. 1 0.49 A/ C 19.4 N / A 
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Fir Street 

i\ Iaple Lane Road/ 
v/ c0.99 >1.20 B/ F > 100 0.40 .vc 24.7 0.40 .vc 21.9 N /.~ 

Thayer Road 

i\ [aple Lane Road/ 
v/c 0.99 0.81 A/ F > 100 0.56 .\ / F 59.4 0.49 .-\ 7.8 Install a single-lane roundabout (Planned System) 

Walnut Grove Way 

Bt·avercreek Road/ 
v/ c 0.99 0.73 .\/r 58.2 0.83 A/ E 46.6 0.76 A 4.3 Install a roundabout (Planned System) 

Glen Oak Road 

' Intersection with all-way stop control; V / C reported for the worst movement, LOS and delay reported fo r the entlre tntersecuon 
·~ \ ' / C rati o, LOS and delay reported for the worst movement at unsignalizcd intersections 

Bolded Rl·d and Shaded indicates intersection exceeds mobility standard 

'!/ 
;;: 
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2035 Financially Constrained Transportation System SIDRA and HCM Capacity Analysis Results 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
1: Hi~hwa~ 99E & Dunes Drive 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

.,1-
~ 

.,. • ~ '-
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations ~ f+ ~ f+ 
Volume (vph) 150 15 110 225 20 280 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.87 1.00 0.86 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd . Flow (prot) 1649 1521 1767 1592 
Fit Permitted 0.31 1.00 0.62 1.00 
Satd. Flow {~erm) 530 1521 1154 1592 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
Adj. Flow (vph) 155 15 113 232 21 289 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 54 0 0 215 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 155 74 0 232 95 0 
Confl . Peds. (#/hr) 10 2 2 10 
Heav~ Vehicles(%) 9% 0% 8% 2% 12% 0% 
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA 
Protected Phases 8 4 
Permitted Phases 8 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.5 27.5 27.5 27.5 
Effective Green, g (s) 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 135 387 294 405 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.05 0.06 
v/s Ratio Perm c0.29 0.20 
vic Ratio 1.15 0.19 0.79 0.23 
Uniform Delay, d1 41 .0 32.1 38.2 32.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 122.8 0.2 12.7 0.2 
Delay (s) 163.8 32.3 50.9 32.7 
Level of Service F c D c 
Approach Delay (s) 104.3 40.5 
Approach LOS F D 

)"iitersection Summa!}: 
HCM Average Control Delay 34.7 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.4% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ t ~ 
NBL NBT NBR 

~ ttf+ 
70 1365 200 

1900 1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 0.91 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.98 
0.95 1.00 
1719 4898 
0.95 1.00 
1719 4898 
0.97 0.97 0.97 

72 1407 206 
0 16 0 

72 1597 0 
3 

5% 4% 3% 
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1 6 
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4.0 38.0 
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63 1692 

0.04 c0.33 

1.14 0.94 
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D 

c 
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0.95 
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1881 412 

22 0 
2271 0 

3 
6% 6% 
NA 

2 

65.0 
66.0 
0.60 
5.0 
4.8 

2843 
c0.48 

0.80 
16.9 
1.00 

2.4 
19.3 

B 
22.0 

c 

Synchro 8 Report 
Page 1 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
2: Hi~hwa~ 99E & 1-205 SB Ram(;!S 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

~ '- t ~ '-. ~ 
ovement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 

Lane Configurations "li 7' ttt 7' " ttt 
Volume (vph) 1255 435 1250 535 560 1600 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.5 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.91 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Said. Flow (prot) 3367 1553 4988 1568 1736 4988 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 3367 1553 4988 1568 1736 4988 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 1321 458 1316 563 589 1684 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1321 458 1316 563 589 1684 
Hea~ Vehicles (%) 4% 4% 4% 3% 4% 4% 
Tum Type NA pm+ov NA Free Prot NA 
Protected Phases 4 5 6 5 2 
Permitted Phases 4 Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 37.0 69.0 28.5 110.0 32.0 64.5 
Effective Green, g (s) 37.0 69.0 29.0 110.0 32.0 65.0 
Actuated giC Ratio 0.34 0.63 0.26 1.00 0.29 0.59 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 4.7 2.3 4.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1133 1031 1315 1568 505 2947 
vis Ratio Prot c0.39 0.13 c0.26 c0.34 0.34 
vis Ratio Perm 0.17 0.36 
vic Ratio 1.17 0.44 1.00 0.36 1.17 0.57 
Uniform Delay, d1 36.5 10.6 40.5 0.0 39.0 13.9 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.37 1.00 0.91 0.39 
Incremental Delay, d2 84.5 0.2 18.5 0.3 89.1 0.5 
Delay (s) 121 .0 10.8 33.3 0.3 124.7 6.0 
Level of Service F B c A F A 
Approach Delay (s) 92.6 23.4 36.7 
Approach LOS F c D 

ntersection Summa~ 
HCM Average Control Delay 49.3 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.12 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.0% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

D 

12.0 
G 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
3: Hi~hwa~ 99E & 1-205 NB RamEs 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

.f '- t ~ '.. + 
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 
Lane Configurations "i 7' ttt 7' "i ttt 
Volume (vph) 615 520 1265 930 530 2325 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.91 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 5036 1583 1736 5085 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 1770 1583 5036 1583 1736 5085 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 
Adj. Flow (vph) 641 542 1318 969 552 2422 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 39 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 641 542 1318 930 552 2422 
Heav~ Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 3% 2% 4% 2% 
Turn Type NA Free NA pm+ov Prot NA 
Protected Phases 4 6 4 5 2 
Permitted Phases Free 6 
Actuated Green , G (s) 36.0 110.0 27.0 63.0 33.0 64.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 37.0 110.0 28.0 65.0 33.0 65.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 1.00 0.25 0.59 0.30 0.59 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 4.8 2.3 2.3 4.8 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 595 1583 1282 993 521 3005 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.36 c0.26 0.32 c0.32 0.48 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.34 0.27 
v/c Ratio 1.08 0.34 1.03 0.94 1.06 0.81 
Uniform Delay, d1 36.5 0.0 41 .0 20.6 38.5 17.6 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.13 1.20 1.40 
Incremental Delay, d2 59.5 0.6 31 .5 14.4 45.7 1.3 
Delay (s) 96.0 0.6 68.6 37.7 92.1 25.8 
Level of Service F A E D F c 
Approach Delay (s) 52.3 55.5 38.1 
Approach LOS D E D 

!ntersection Summa!} 
HCM Average Control Delay 46.9 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.06 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.9% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
DKS Associates 
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F 

Synchro 8 Report 
Page 3 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: Main Street & 14th Street 

~ ~ J }/r' ' ~ ' ;If 

,Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET 
Lane Configurations llj t. ~ 4' 
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop 
Volume (vph) 75 480 145 65 395 10 60 85 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 79 505 153 68 41 6 11 63 89 

Direction. Lane # s , SE'2- NW1 NE 1 NE2 SW1 
Volume Total (vph) 79 658 495 153 200 68 
Volume Left (vph) 79 0 68 63 0 5 
Volume Right (vph) 0 153 11 0 200 37 
Hadj (s) 0.50 -0.14 0.04 0.25 -0.61 -0.29 
Departure Headway (s) 7.5 6.9 7.1 8.1 7.3 8.7 
Degree Utilization, x 0.17 1.26 0.97 0.34 0.40 0.17 
Capacity (vehlh) 465 529 495 434 485 395 
Control Delay (s) 10.8 152.3 60.2 14.2 13.9 13.4 
Approach Delay (s) 137.1 60.2 14.0 13.4 
Approach LOS F F 8 8 

ntersection Summa!:l 
Delay 82.7 
HCM Level of Service F 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.7% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 5:00 pm 8/23/2011 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ ' NER SWL 

7' 

190 5 
0.95 0.95 
200 5 

E 

9/10/2012 

¥ "tt:.J 

SWT SWR 
~ 

Stop 
25 35 

0.95 0.95 
26 37 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
5: Washin~ton Street & 12th Street 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

~ ~ J Jr' ' ( ' ~ovement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL 
Lane Configurations ~ t. 'I t. 'I 
Volume (vph) 25 145 210 5 55 65 160 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, pedibikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 
Flpb, pedibikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.92 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1795 1709 1803 1721 1736 
Fit Permitted 0.67 1.00 0.25 1.00 0.10 
Said. Flow (~erm) 1270 1709 475 1721 189 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 26 153 221 5 58 68 168 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 72 0 0 53 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 26 302 0 5 73 0 168 
Confl. Peds. (#ihr) 3 1 1 3 1 
Confl. Bikes (#ihr) 
Heav~ Vehicles(%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt 
Protected Phases 6 2 7 
Permitted Phases 6 2 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 44.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 44.8 
Actuated giC Ratio 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.64 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 288 388 108 391 254 
vis Ratio Prot c0.18 0.04 c0.06 
vis Ratio Perm 0.02 0.01 0.36 
vic Ratio 0.09 0.78 0.05 0.19 0.66 
Uniform Delay, d1 21 .5 25.6 21 .3 22.0 13.2 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 9.5 0.2 0.2 6.3 
Delay (s) 21 .6 35.1 21 .5 22.2 19.5 
Level of Service c D c c B 
Approach Delay (s) 34.2 22.2 
Approach LOS c c 
Jntersection Summa!1 
HCM Average Control Delay 22.2 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.5 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 82.9% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

J( ~ ' NET NER SWL 

t. ~ 
555 5 90 
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4.0 4.0 
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4 3 
8 

38.7 40.2 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
6: 7th Street/Sin~er Hill & H i~h Street 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV {PM Peak) 

~ .,. ~ t + ~ 

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations "i 7' "i t ft. 
Volume {veh/h) 60 120 115 385 535 80 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate {vph) 63 126 121 405 563 84 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width {ft) 
Walking Speed {ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare {veh) 
Median type TWLTL None 
Median storage veh) 2 
Upstream signal {ft) 424 1279 
pX, platoon unblocked 0.95 
vC, conflicting volume 1253 605 647 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 605 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 647 
vCu, unblocked vol 1239 605 647 
tC, single {s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.4 
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 83 75 87 
eM capacity (veh/h) 374 501 948 

irection, Lane# EB 1 NB 1 NB2 SB 1 
Volume Total 189 121 405 647 
Volume Left 63 121 0 0 
Volume Right 126 0 0 84 
cSH 752 948 1700 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.25 0.13 0.24 0.38 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 25 11 0 0 
Control Delay (s) 15.2 9.4 0.0 0.0 
Lane LOS c A 
Approach Delay (s) 15.2 2.2 0.0 
Approach LOS c 
fnti"rsection Summa~ 
Average Delay 2.9 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.7% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
7: Hi9h Street & S 2nd Street 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

~ --+ ..... ~ 
~ ~ ~ t ~ '. ! .I 

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations 4' ., ~ ~ ~ 
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop 
Volume (vph) 130 210 575 20 185 5 190 70 5 15 105 90 
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 135 219 599 21 193 5 198 73 5 16 109 94 

Direction, Lane# EB 1 EB 2 WB1 NB 1 SB 1 
Volume Total (vph) 354 599 219 276 219 
Volume Left (vph) 135 0 21 198 16 
Volume Right (vph) 0 599 5 5 94 
Hadj (s) 0.23 -0.68 0.03 0.13 -0.20 
Departure Headway (s) 7.1 6.2 7.2 7.2 7.1 
Degree Utilization, x 0.70 1.03 0.44 0.55 0.43 
Capacity (veh/h) 501 599 468 477 480 
Control Delay (s) 23.7 67.3 15.7 18.8 15.4 
Approach Delay (s) 51 .1 15.7 18.8 15.4 
Approach LOS F c c c 
Intersection Summa!}: 
Delay 36.4 
HCM Level of Service E 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.1% ICU Level of Service c 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
DKS Associates 
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY 

7th/Molalla/Taylor/Division 
2035 Financially Constrained System - PM Peak 
Roundabout 

Movement Performance - Vehicles 

Site: 7th/Molalla/Taylor/Division -
Financially Constrained System 

Demand Deg. Average Level of 95% Back of Queue Prop. Effective Average, 
Mov ID Turn Flow HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Speed ~ 

veh/h % vic sec veh fl er veh m · hl 
South: RoadName 

3L L 617 4.0 0.786 9.3 LOSA 13.5 347.7 0.80 0.61 24.3 

8R R 284 3. 1 0.785 4.8 LOSA 13.5 347.7 0.80 0.54 24.8 

Approach 901 3.7 0.785 7.9 LOSA 13.5 347.7 0.80 0.59 24.5 

South East: RoadName 

11 L L 85 4.0 0.266 17.6 LOS B 2.1 53.5 0.88 0.96 21.9 

16T T 21 1.0 0.266 10.3 LOS B 2.1 53.5 0.88 0.89 23.2 

16R R 1.0 0.263 11.6 LOS B 2.1 53.5 0.88 0.90 23.1 

Approach 107 3.4 0.266 16.1 LOS B 2.1 53.5 0.88 0.95 22.1 

North East: RoadName 

17L L 59 3.9 0.145 13.7 LOS B 1.1 27.4 0.79 0.85 23.0 

14T T 1.0 0.150 8.4 LOSA 1.1 27.4 0.79 0.75 24.1 

14R R 11 1.0 0.144 9.7 LOSA 1.1 27.4 0.79 0.78 23.9 

Approach 71 3.5 0.145 13.1 LOS B 1.1 27.4 0.79 0.84 23.1 

North West: RoadName 

15L L 37 1.0 0.970 24.5 LOSC 38.6 987.3 1.00 1.00 20.2 

12T T 74 1.0 0.982 18.2 LOS B 38.6 987.3 1.00 1.00 20.9 

12R R 979 3.1 0.977 18.2 LOS B 38.6 987.3 1.00 1.01 20.9 

Approach 1089 2.9 0.977 18.5 LOSC 38.6 987.3 1.00 1.01 20.8 

All Vehicles 2168 3.3 0.977 13.8 LOS B 38.6 987.3 0.91 0.82 22.4 

Level of Service (Aver. Int. Delay): LOS B. Based on average delay for all vehicle movements. LOS Method: Delay (HCM). 
Level of Service (Worst Movement): LOS C. LOS Method for individual vehicle movements: Delay (HCM). 
Approach LOS values are based on the worst delay for any vehicle movement. 
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections. 
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard. 

Processed: Tuesday, August 28, 2012 3:41:23 PM Copyright © 2000-2010 Akcelik & Associates Pty Ltd SIDRA - -SIDRA INTERSECTION 5.0.5.1510 www.sit!raSQI!.!!iQnHQ!ll INTERSECTION Project: X:\Projects\2010\P10068-008 (Oregon City TSP Update)\Analysis\2035 Financially Constrained System 
\OC TSP Update.sip 
8000281 , OKS ASSOCIATES, FLOATING 





HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
10: South End Road & Warner Parrott Road-Lawton Roaci035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) ,. 

--+ .,. • +- '-
ovement EBL EST EBR WBL WBT WBR 

Lane Configurations 4t 4' ., 
Volume (vph) 25 45 5 185 50 120 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 
Frt 0.99 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.98 0.96 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1844 1778 1548 
Fit Permitted 0.87 0.72 1.00 
Satd. Flow {Eerm) 1628 1331 1548 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 26 47 5 195 53 126 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 0 87 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 75 0 0 248 39 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 9 8 8 9 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Heav~ Vehicles {%) 0% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm 
Protected Phases 4 8 
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 13.6 13.6 13.6 
Effective Green, g (s) 13.6 13.6 13.6 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.31 0.31 0.31 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension {s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 508 415 483 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 c0.19 0.03 
v/c Ratio 0.15 0.60 0.08 
Uniform Delay, d1 10.8 12.7 10.6 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 2.3 0.1 
Delay (s) 11 .0 15.0 10.7 
Level of Service B 8 B 
Approach Delay (s) 11.0 13.5 
Approach LOS 8 8 

ntersection Summa 
HCM Average Control Delay 9.3 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.60 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 43.6 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.6% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ t ,.. 
NBL NBT NBR 

" f+ 
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4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
316 855 

0.18 
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c0.30 

0.60 
7.7 

1.00 
1.0 
8.7 

A 
8.3 
A 

Synchro 8 Report 
Page 10 



MOVEMENT SUMMARY 

Southend Rd/Partlow Rd 
2035 Financially Constrained System- PM Peak 
Roundabout 

South East: Partlow Road 

11L L 158 1.0 0.231 

16T T 5 0.0 0.229 

16R R 26 3.0 0.231 

Approach 189 1.3 0.231 

North East: South End Road 

17L L 89 1.0 0.658 

14T T 579 1.0 0.656 

14R R 11 0.0 0.658 

Approach 679 1.0 0.656 

North West: Lafayette Avenue 

15L L 5 0.0 0.075 

12T T 11 0.0 0.075 

12R R 21 0.0 0.075 

Approach 37 0.0 0.075 

South West: South End Road 

13L L 42 0.0 0.405 

18T T 321 0.0 0.403 

18R R 111 1.0 0.403 

Approach 474 0.2 0.403 

All Vehicles 1379 0.7 0.656 

14.9 LOS B 1.6 

7.7 LOSA 1.6 

9.1 LOSA 1.6 

13.9 LOS B 1.6 

14.9 LOS B 7.8 

7.8 LOSA 7.8 

9.0 LOSA 7.8 

8.7 LOS B 7.8 

18.7 LOS B 0.6 

11.5 LOS B 0.6 

12.8 LOS B 0.6 

13.3 LOS B 0.6 

13.0 LOS B 3.7 

5.8 LOSA 3.7 

7.1 LOSA 3.7 

6.8 LOS B 3.7 

8.9 LOSA 7.8 

Level of Service (Aver. Int. Delay): LOS A. Based on average delay for all vehicle movements. 

Site: Southend Road/Partlow Road 
- Financially Constrained Syst 

41.1 0.58 0.78 28.5 

41 .1 0.58 0.61 30.8 

41 .1 0.58 0.66 30.7 

41 .1 0.58 0.75 28.9 

196.8 0.71 0.81 29.3 

196.8 0 .71 0 .65 31.0 

196.8 0.71 0.69 31.0 

196.8 0 .71 0 .67 30.7 

13.8 0.79 0 .86 27.1 

13.8 0.79 0 .76 29.4 

13.8 0 .79 0 .78 29.2 

13.8 0 .79 0 .79 28.9 

92.4 0.40 0.80 29.9 

92.4 0.40 0.46 32.5 

92.4 0.40 0 .55 32. 1 

92.4 0.40 0.51 32.2 

196.8 0.58 0.63 30.9 

LOS Method: Delay (HCM). 
Level of Service (Worst Movement): LOS B. LOS Method for individual vehicle movements: Delay (HCM). 

Approach LOS values are based on the worst delay for any vehicle movement. 
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections. 
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard. 

Processed: Tuesday, August 28, 2012 3:42:20 PM Copyright © 2000-2010 Akcelik & Associates Pty Ltd SIDRA - -
SIDRA INTERSECTION 5.0.5.1510 www li•Qril:iQI~l•Qnl'j .!;Qm INTERSECTION Project: X:\Projects\2010\P10068-008 (Oregon City TSP Update)\Analysis\2035 Financially Constrained System 
\OC TSP Update.sip 
8000281, OKS ASSOCIATES, FLOATING 





HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
12: Central Point Road & Warner Parrott Road 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

....... ~ r +- , /*" 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NEL NER 
Lane Configurations f. ~ t ' 7' 
Volume (veh/h) 340 125 500 410 55 350 
Sign Control Free Free Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph} 358 132 526 432 58 368 
Pedestrians 1 5 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 0 0 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 494 1913 430 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 494 1913 430 
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3 
pO queue free % 51 0 41 
eM capacity (veh/h) 1075 37 624 

Direction. Lane # EB 1 WB1 WB2 
Volume Total 489 526 432 58 368 
Volume Left 0 526 0 58 0 
Volume Right 132 0 0 0 368 
cSH 1700 1075 1700 37 624 
Volume to Capacity 0.29 0.49 0.25 1.55 0.59 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 69 0 153 96 
Control Delay (s) 0.0 11.5 0.0 514.9 18.7 
Lane LOS B F c 
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 6.3 86.1 
Approach LOS F 

,Intersection Summa!!: 
Average Delay 22.8 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.0% ICU Level of Service c 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Synchro 8 Report 
Page 12 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
13: Clairmont Wa•t_!Fred Me~er & Mola lla Avenue 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

~ f r ~ ~ J 
ovement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 

Lane Configurations 'i ft ~ t 7' 
Volume (vph) 60 650 10 30 830 100 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1876 1805 1863 1542 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 1805 1876 1805 1863 1542 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 63 684 11 32 874 105 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 17 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 63 695 0 32 874 88 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 13 13 7 
Hea~ Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 2% 1% 
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm 
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.4 71 .6 3.7 68.9 68.9 
Effective Green, g (s) 6.4 72.1 3.7 69.4 69.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.66 0.03 0.63 0.63 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 3.0 2.5 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 105 1230 61 1175 973 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.37 0.02 c0.47 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 
v/c Ratio 0.60 0.56 0.52 0.74 0.09 
Uniform Delay, d1 50.6 10.4 52.3 14.1 7.9 
Progression Factor 1.09 1.11 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 6.1 1.5 6.1 4.3 0.2 
Delay (s) 61.1 13.1 58.4 18.4 8.1 
Level of Service E B E B A 
Approach Delay (s) 17.0 18.6 
Approach LOS B B 

ntersection SUmma 
HCM Average Control Delay 24.2 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.4% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
DKS Associates 

) Jf /l 
NEL NET NER 

4' 7' 
160 25 60 

1900 1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.96 
0.95 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
0.96 1.00 
1736 1499 
0.61 1.00 
1108 1499 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
168 26 63 

0 0 50 
0 194 13 

27 10 
0% 0% 3% 

Perm NA Perm 
8 

8 8 
21.7 21.7 
22.2 22.2 
0.20 0.20 
4.5 4.5 
2.5 2.5 

224 303 

c0.18 0.01 
0.87 0.04 
42.5 35.3 
1.00 1.00 
27.4 0.0 
69.9 35.4 

E D 
61.4 

E 

c 

8.0 
D 

( 
SWL 

15 
1900 

0.95 
16 
0 
0 

10 
0% 

Perm 

4 

¥ t/ 
SWT SWR 

• 35 55 
1900 1900 

4.0 
1.00 
0.95 
1.00 
0.93 
0.99 
1664 
0.94 
1583 
0.95 0.95 

37 58 
37 0 
74 0 

27 
0% 0% 
NA 

4 

21.7 
22.2 
0.20 
4.5 
2.5 
319 

0.05 
0.23 
36.8 
1.00 
0.3 

37.0 
D 

37.0 
D 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
14: Gaffne~ Lane & Molalla Avenue 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

Jl) t r ~ + ~ 
Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations ' f. ~ t 7' 
Volume (vph) 50 435 155 195 625 85 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.95 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1788 1787 1845 1509 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow {~erm) 1805 1788 1787 1845 1509 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 53 458 163 205 658 89 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 0 18 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 53 610 0 205 658 71 
Confl . Peds. (#/hr) 9 16 16 9 
Heav~ Vehicles(%) 0% 0% 1% 1% 3% 2% 
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm 
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.2 53.0 17.8 64.6 64.6 
Effective Green, g (s) 6.2 53.5 17.8 65.1 65.1 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.49 0.16 0.59 0.59 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension {s) 2.5 3.0 2.5 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 102 870 289 1092 893 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.34 c0.11 0.36 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 
v/c Ratio 0.52 0.70 0.71 0.60 0.08 
Uniform Delay, d1 50.5 22.0 43.7 14.2 9.6 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.73 0.52 0.56 
Incremental Delay, d2 3.3 4.7 5.3 1.8 0.1 
Delay (s) 53.8 26.7 37.2 9.2 5.5 
Level of Service 0 c 0 A A 
Approach Delay (s) 28.8 14.9 
Approach LOS c B 

Intersection Summa!} 
HCM Average Control Delay 29.3 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.7% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

) Jf /l ( 
NEL NET NER SWL 

4+ 
60 80 70 140 

1900 1900 1900 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
0.98 
1.00 
0.95 
0.99 
1698 
0.69 
1182 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
63 84 74 147 
0 17 0 0 
0 204 0 0 

16 16 
0% 6% 2% 1% 

Perm NA Perm 
8 

8 4 
26.2 
26.7 
0.24 
4.5 
2.5 
287 

0.17 
0.71 
38.1 
1.00 
7.3 

45.4 
0 

45.4 
0 

c 

12.0 
0 

J/ t/ 
SWT SWR 

4' ., 
80 225 

1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.98 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
0.97 1.00 

1789 1615 
0.57 1.00 
1059 1615 
0.95 0.95 

84 237 
0 177 

231 60 

2% 0% 
NA Perm 

4 
4 

26.2 26.2 
26.7 26.7 
0.24 0.24 
4.5 4.5 
2.5 2.5 
257 392 

c0.22 0.04 
0.90 0.15 
40.3 32.8 
1.00 1.00 
30.6 0.1 
70.9 32.9 

E c 
51.7 

0 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
15: Molalla Avenue & Fir Street 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

• '- t I" \. + 
~ovement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 
Lane Configurations v t. 'i + 
Volume (veh/h) 50 70 570 55 45 790 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 52 73 594 57 47 823 
Pedestrians 6 1 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 1 0 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL TWLTL 
Median storage veh) 2 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 481 
pX, platoon unblocked 0.77 
vC, conflicting volume 1546 628 657 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 628 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 918 
vCu, unblocked vol 1560 628 657 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.3 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.4 
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.4 
pO queue free % 82 85 94 
eM capacity (vehlh) 293 478 847 

Direction, Lane# WB1 NB 1 SB SB2 
Volume Total 125 651 47 823 
Volume Left 52 0 47 0 
Volume Right 73 57 0 0 
cSH 379 1700 847 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.33 0.38 0.06 0.48 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 35 0 4 0 
Control Delay (s) 19.1 0.0 9.5 0.0 
Lane LOS c A 
Approach Delay (s) 19.1 0.0 0.5 
Approach LOS c 
ntersection Si.imma!l 

Average Delay 1.7 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.3% ICU Level of Service B 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Synchro 8 Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
16: OR 21 3 & Beavercreek Road 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

,!- __,. .. • ~ '-
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations ~' tt. ~~ tt ., 
Volume (vph) 490 945 70 90 700 560 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1.00 
Frpb, pedlbikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, pedlbikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3521 3502 3610 1583 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 3433 3521 3502 3610 1583 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 516 995 74 95 737 589 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 386 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 516 1064 0 95 737 203 
Confi. Peds. (#lhr) 2 11 11 2 
Heav~ Vehicles (%) 2% 1% 3% 0% 0% 2% 
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 8 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.7 31.1 4.1 20.5 20.5 
Effective Green, g (s) 15.2 31 .6 4.6 21 .0 21.0 
Actuated giC Ratio 0.14 0.28 0.04 0.19 0.19 
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 466 993 144 677 297 
vis Ratio Prot 0.15 c0.30 0.03 c0.20 0.13 
vis Ratio Perm 
vic Ratio 1.11 1.07 0.66 1.09 0.68 
Uniform Delay, d1 48.4 40.2 52.9 45.5 42.4 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 74.2 49.7 8.8 61 .2 5.5 
Delay (s) 122.6 89.9 61 .8 106.7 48.0 
Level of Service F F E F D 
Approach Delay (s) 100.6 79.3 
Approach LOS F E 

1
lntersection Summa~ 
HCM Average Control Delay 73.4 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.05 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 112.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.4% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

"" 
t ~ 

NBL NBT NBR 

~ tt ., 
55 710 130 

1900 1900 1900 
5.0 5.0 5.0 

1.00 0.95 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 0.85 
0.95 1.00 1.00 
1703 3505 1599 
0.95 1.00 1.00 
1703 3505 1599 
0.95 0.95 0.95 

58 747 137 
0 0 68 

58 747 69 
2 1 

6% 3% 1% 
Prot NA Prot 

1 6 6 

4.0 20.8 20.8 
4.5 22.8 22.8 

0.04 0.20 0.20 
5.5 7.0 7.0 
2.3 4.7 4.7 
68 714 326 

0.03 c0.21 0.04 

0.85 1.05 0.21 
53.4 44.6 37.1 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
59.8 46.4 0.6 

113.2 91.0 37.7 
F F D 

84.6 
F 

E 

15.0 
F 

'. 
SBL 

~' 1045 
1900 

5.0 
0.97 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
3433 
0.95 
3433 
0.95 
1100 

0 
1100 

1 
2% 

Prot 
5 

32.5 
33.0 
0.29 
5.5 
2.3 

1012 
c0.32 

1.09 
39.5 
1.00 
55.0 
94.5 

F 

+ ..,' 

SBT SBR 

tt ., 
1425 660 
1900 1900 

5.0 5.0 
0.95 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
1.00 1.00 

3505 1583 
1.00 1.00 

3505 1583 
0.95 0.95 
1500 695 

0 269 
1500 426 

2 
3% 2% 
NA Prot 

2 2 

49.3 49.3 
51 .3 51.3 
0.46 0.46 
7.0 7.0 
4.7 4.7 

1605 725 
0.43 0.27 

0.93 0.59 
28.8 22.5 
1.00 1.00 
10.8 1.8 
39.6 24.3 

D c 
54.7 

D 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
17: Beavercreek Road & MaEie Lane Road 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

~ ~ ) Jl:"' ' ( ' vement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL 
Lane Configurations 'i tf+ 'i tf+ 'i 
Volume (vph) 485 1490 115 20 855 55 165 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Said. Flow (prot) 1770 3500 1805 3511 1803 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.44 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 1770 3500 1805 3511 843 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 511 1568 121 21 900 58 174 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 511 1686 0 21 955 0 174 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 2 
Hea!1 Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA pm+pt 
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 
Permitted Phases 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 40.1 82.0 2.9 44.8 30.6 
Effective Green, g (s) 40.1 82.5 2.9 45.3 31.1 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.31 0.64 0.02 0.35 0.24 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 4.0 2.5 4.0 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 552 2247 41 1238 327 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 c0.48 0.01 0.27 c0.07 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 
v/c Ratio 0.93 0.75 0.51 0.77 0.53 
Uniform Delay, d1 42.8 15.9 62.1 37.0 41.0 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 21.5 2.4 7.8 4.7 1.3 
Delay (s) 64.3 18.2 69.9 41 .7 42.3 
Level of Service E B E D D 
Approach Delay (s) 28.9 42.3 
Approach LOS c 0 

ntersection Summary 
HCM Average Control Delay 36.3 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 128.5 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 82.6% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

/f r'lt ' NET NER SWL 
f+ 'i 

110 125 65 
1900 1900 1900 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.92 1.00 
1.00 0.95 
1748 1805 
1.00 0.38 
1748 717 
0.95 0.95 0.95 
116 132 68 

29 0 0 
219 0 68 

0% 0% 0% 
NA pm+pt 

8 7 
4 

18.8 17.4 
19.3 18.4 
0.15 0.14 
4.5 4.5 
2.5 2.5 
263 169 

c0.13 0.02 
0.03 

0.83 0.40 
53.0 49.1 
1.00 1.00 
19.4 1.1 
72.4 50.2 

E 0 
60.0 

E 

0 

12.0 
E 

II' ~ 

SWT SWR 
t 7' 

75 330 
1900 1900 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
1.00 1.00 
1900 1578 
1.00 1.00 
1900 1578 
0.95 0.95 

79 347 
0 77 

79 270 
2 

0% 2% 
NA pm+ov 

4 5 
4 

10.1 50.2 
10.6 50.2 
0.08 0.39 
4.5 4.0 
2.5 2.5 
157 616 

0.04 0.14 
0.03 

0.50 0.44 
56.4 28.8 
1.00 1.00 
1.8 0.4 

58.3 29.2 
E c 

36.7 
0 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
18: Maele Lane Road & Tha:ier Road 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

r ~ ~ ~ ~ Jl 
Movement WBL WBR NET NER SWL SWT 
Lane Configurations v ~ ' t 
Volume (veh/h) 50 10 620 30 10 420 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 53 11 653 32 11 442 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 391 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 1132 668 684 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 1132 668 684 
IC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 77 98 99 
eM capacity (veh/h) 224 461 919 

Direction, Lane# WB1 NE 1 SW1 SW2 
Volume Total 63 684 11 442 
Volume Left 53 0 11 0 
Volume Right 11 32 0 0 
cSH 245 1700 919 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.26 0.40 0.01 0.26 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 25 0 1 0 
Control Delay (s) 24.7 0.0 9.0 0.0 
Lane LOS c A 
Approach Delay (s) 24.7 0.0 0.2 
Approach LOS c 
Intersection Summa!J: 
Average Delay 1.4 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.5% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
19: Ma~le Lane Road & Grove Wa'L 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

~ _.. .. • +- '- ~ t ,.. '.. + .t/ 
ovement 8[ EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 

Lane Configurations ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Volume (veh/h) 45 5 50 65 5 5 100 460 70 5 315 110 
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 47 5 53 68 5 5 105 484 74 5 332 116 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 982 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 1139 1168 389 1187 1189 521 447 558 
vC1 , stage 1 conf val 
vC2, stage 2 conf val 
vCu, unblocked val 1139 1168 389 1187 1189 521 447 558 
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.2 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.6 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2 
pO queue free % 70 97 92 48 97 99 91 99 
eM capacity (veh/h) 159 174 659 131 169 559 1113 1023 

irection, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 
Volume Total 105 79 663 453 
Volume Left 47 68 105 5 
Volume Right 53 5 74 116 
cSH 258 140 1113 1023 
Volume to Capacity 0.41 0.56 0.09 0.01 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 47 70 8 0 
Control Delay (s) 28.2 59.4 2.4 0.2 
Lane LOS 0 F A A 
Approach Delay (s) 28.2 59.4 2.4 0.2 
Approach LOS 0 F 

ntersection Summa 
Average Delay 7.2 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.9% ICU Level of Service 0 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
20: OR 21 3 & Glen Oak Road-Caufield Road 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

~ __,.. ...... • ~ '-
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations 4t 4' 7' 
Volume (vph) 30 35 5 195 10 70 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 0.99 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1753 1814 1599 
Fit Permitted 0.63 0.67 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 1134 1280 1599 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 32 37 5 205 11 74 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 0 61 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 72 0 0 216 13 
Heav~ Vehicles (%) 4% 0% 50% 0% 0% 1% 
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm 
Protected Phases 8 4 
Permitted Phases 8 4 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 21.9 21 .9 21 .9 
Effective Green, g (s) 22.4 22.4 22.4 
Actuated giC Ratio 0.18 0.18 0. 18 
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 203 229 287 
vis Ratio Prot 
vis Ratio Perm 0.06 c0.17 0.01 
vic Ratio 0.35 0.94 0.05 
Uniform Delay, d1 44.9 50.7 42.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 43.6 0.0 
Delay (s) 45.7 94.3 42.5 
Level of Service D F D 
Approach Delay (s) 45.7 81 .1 
Approach LOS D F 

Intersection Summa!l 
HCM Average Control Delay 63.5 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.01 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 125.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.7% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ t ~ 
NBL NBT NBR ., f+ 

5 630 85 
1900 1900 1900 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.98 
0.95 1.00 
1357 1787 
0.95 1.00 
1357 1787 
0.95 0.95 0.95 

5 663 89 
0 4 0 
5 748 0 

33% 5% 0% 
Prot NA 

1 6 

0.8 80.8 
0.8 82.8 

0.01 0.66 
4.0 6.0 
2.3 4.5 

9 1184 
0.00 0.42 

0.56 0.63 
61.9 12.2 
1.00 1.00 
43.5 2.6 

105.4 14.8 
F B 

15.4 
B 

E 

8.0 
F 

'. 
SBL ., 

40 
1900 

4.0 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1805 
0.95 
1805 
0.95 

42 
0 

42 
0% 

Prot 
5 

7.8 
7.8 

0.06 
4.0 
2.3 
113 

c0.02 

0.37 
56.2 
1.31 
1.0 

74.6 
E 

+ ~ 

SBT SBR 

t. 
1235 100 
1900 1900 

4.0 
1.00 
0.99 
1.00 

1820 
1.00 
1820 
0.95 0.95 
1300 105 

2 0 
1403 0 

3% 6% 
NA 

2 

87.8 
89.8 
0.72 
6.0 
4.5 

1307 
c0.77 

1.07 
17.6 
2.31 
45.6 
86.3 

F 
86.0 

F 

Synchro 8 Report 
Page 20 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
21: Glen Oak Road & Beavercreek Road 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

~ ~ J Jr' ' ( ' J( ~ ' ¥ ~ 

~ovement SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT sw~ 

Lane Configurations f. " ~ " f. ~ f+ 
Volume (veh/h) 1215 125 25 530 35 50 20 35 10 10 60 
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 21 1279 132 26 558 37 53 21 37 11 11 63 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL TWLTL 
Median storage veh) 2 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 595 1411 2066 2034 1345 1997 2082 576 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 1387 1387 629 629 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 679 647 1368 1453 
vCu, unblocked vol 595 1411 2066 2034 1345 1997 2082 576 
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5 
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
pO queue free % 98 95 65 89 80 89 93 88 
eM capacity (veh/h) 981 490 151 185 184 97 155 517 

Direction, Lane# SE 1 SE2 NW 1 NW2 NE 1 NE2 SW1 SW2 
Volume Total 21 1411 26 595 53 58 11 74 
Volume Left 21 0 26 0 53 0 11 0 
Volume Right 0 132 0 37 0 37 0 63 
cSH 981 1700 490 1700 151 184 97 387 
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.83 0.05 0.35 0.35 0.31 0.11 0.19 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 4 0 36 32 9 17 
Control Delay (s) 8.7 0.0 12.8 0.0 41.0 33.3 46.6 16.5 
Lane LOS A B E D E c 
Approach Delay (s) 0.1 0.5 36.9 20.2 
Approach LOS E c 
Intersection Summa!i: 
Average Delay 2.8 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.6% ICU Level of Service E 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Synchro 8 Report 
Page 21 



2035 Planned Transportation System SIDRA and HCM Capacity Analysis Results 

T.M . #12- Performance Analysis of Financially Constrained and Planned Transportation Systems Appendix: 
November 2012 Page A8 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1: Hi~hwa;t 99E & Dunes Drive 

,J 
~ ""t • +- '-

ovement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations 'i ft ., t. 
Volume (vph) 145 15 115 225 20 270 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.87 1.00 0.86 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1649 1519 1768 1592 
Fit Permitted 0.32 1.00 0.61 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 549 1519 1129 1592 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
Adj. Flow (vph) 149 15 119 232 21 278 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 55 0 0 209 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 149 79 0 232 91 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 2 2 10 
Heav~ Vehicles(%) 9% 0% 8% 2% 12% 0% 
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA 
Protected Phases 8 4 
Permitted Phases 8 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.0 27.0 27.0 27.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 27.5 27.5 27.5 27.5 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 137 380 282 398 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.05 0.06 
v/s Ratio Perm c0.27 0.21 
v/c Ratio 1.09 0.21 0.82 0.23 
Uniform Delay, d1 41 .2 32.6 38.9 32.8 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 102.3 0.2 17.0 0.2 
Delay (s) 143.5 32.8 55.9 33.0 
Level of Service F c E c 
Approach Delay (s) 91 .1 43.0 
Approach LOS F 0 

ntersection SUmma 
HCM Average Control Delay 44.7 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.2% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- OHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ 
NBL ., 

70 
1900 

4.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1719 
0.95 
1719 
0.97 

72 
0 

72 
3 

5% 
Prot 

1 

4.0 
4.0 

0.04 
4.0 
2.3 
63 

0.04 

1.14 
53.0 
0.87 

125.3 
171 .2 

F 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- OHV (PM Peak) 

t I"' 
NBT NBR 

ttft 
1395 225 
1900 1900 

4.0 
0.91 
1.00 
1.00 
0.98 
1.00 

4890 
1.00 

4890 
0.97 0.97 
1438 232 

20 0 
1650 0 

4% 3% 
NA 

6 

33.6 
34.6 
0.31 
5.0 
4.8 

1538 
c0.34 

1.07 
37.7 
0.78 
40.1 
69.6 

E 
73.8 

E 

0 

12.0 
F 

\. 
SBL 

'i 
380 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1770 
0.95 
1770 
0.97 
392 

0 
392 

2% 
Prot 

5 

35.9 
35.9 
0.33 
4.0 
2.3 

578 
0.22 

0.68 
32.1 
1.00 
2.7 

34.8 
c 

~ .I 
SBT SB~ 

ttft 
1815 410 
1900 1900 

4.0 
0.91 
1.00 
1.00 
0.97 
1.00 

4735 
1.00 

4735 
0.97 0.97 
1871 423 

23 0 
2271 0 

3 
6% 6% 
NA 

2 

65.5 
66.5 
0.60 
5.0 
4.8 

2863 
c0.48 

0.79 
16.5 
1.00 

2.4 
18.9 

B 
21.2 

c 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: Hi9hwa~ 99E & 1-205 SB Ram~s 

.f 4.... t I" '. ! 
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 
Lane Configurations ,,.. 7' ttt 7' ,,.. ttt 
Volume (vph) 1255 455 1285 540 640 1515 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.5 4.0 4.0 
Lane Uti!. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.97 0.91 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3367 1553 4988 1568 3367 4988 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow {~erm) 3367 1553 4988 1568 3367 4988 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 1321 479 1353 568 674 1595 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1321 479 1353 568 674 1595 
Heav~ Vehicles(%) 4% 4% 4% 3% 4% 4% 
Turn Type NA pm+ov NA Free Prot NA 
Protected Phases 4 5 6 5 2 
Permitted Phases 4 Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 44.0 67.0 30.5 110.0 23.0 57.5 
Effective Green, g (s) 44.0 67.0 31 .0 110.0 23.0 58.0 
Actuated giC Ratio 0.40 0.61 0.28 1.00 0.21 0.53 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 4.7 2.3 4.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1347 1002 1406 1568 704 2630 
vis Ratio Prot c0.39 0.10 c0.27 c0.20 0.32 
vis Ratio Perm 0.21 0.36 
vic Ratio 0.98 0.48 0.96 0.36 0.96 0.61 
Uniform Delay, d1 32.6 11 .9 38.9 0.0 43.0 18.1 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.35 1.00 0.93 0.47 
Incremental Delay, d2 19.9 0.2 11.7 0.4 18.3 0.7 
Delay (s) 52.5 12.1 25.5 0.4 58.3 9.2 
Level of Service D B c A E A 
Approach Delay (s) 41.7 18.1 23.8 
Approach LOS D B c 
!ntersection Summa!J: 
HCM Average Control Delay 27.3 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.9% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

c 

12.0 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: H i9hwa~ 99E & 1-205 NB Ram~s 

~ '- t ~ '. + 
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 
Lane Configurations '' 

., ttt ., 
' ttt 

Volume (vph) 625 550 1275 935 530 2240 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.91 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 1583 5036 1583 1736 5085 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Said. Flow (~erm) 3433 1583 5036 1583 1736 5085 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 
Adj. Flow (vph) 651 573 1328 974 552 2333 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 47 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 651 573 1328 927 552 2333 
Hea~ Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 3% 2% 4% 2% 
Tum Type NA Free NA pm+ov Prot NA 
Protected Phases 4 6 4 5 2 
Permitted Phases Free 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 32.0 110.0 29.0 61.0 35.0 68.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 33.0 110.0 30.0 63.0 35.0 69.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 1.00 0.27 0.57 0.32 0.63 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 4.8 2.3 2.3 4.8 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1030 1583 1373 964 552 3190 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.19 0.26 c0.29 c0.32 0.46 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.36 0.30 
v/c Ratio 0.63 0.36 0.97 0.96 1.00 0.73 
Uniform Delay, d1 33.3 0.0 39.5 22.4 37.5 14.1 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.87 1.03 1.16 1.33 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 0.6 16.7 19.1 29.8 0.9 
Delay (s) 34.3 0.6 51 .2 42.1 73.4 19.7 
Level of Service c A 0 0 E 8 
Approach Delay (s) 18.5 47.4 29.9 
Approach LOS 8 0 c 
ntersection Summa!:X 
HCM Average Control Delay 34.0 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.9% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

c 

8.0 
F 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: Main Street & 14th Street 

'-1( 
~ ~ Jr-. ' ( 

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR 
Lane Configurations llj t. +f. 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Volume (vph) 65 475 145 65 395 10 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 68 500 153 68 416 11 

Direction, Lane# SE 2 NW 1 NE 1 NE 2 SW1 
Volume Total (vph) 653 495 153 195 105 
Volume Left (vph) 0 68 53 0 42 
Volume Right (vph) 153 11 0 195 26 
Hadj (s) -0.14 0.04 0.22 -0.61 -0.05 
Departure Headway (s) 7.1 7.4 8.3 7.5 9.0 
Degree Utilization, x 1.28 1.01 0.35 0.41 0.26 
Capacity (veh/h) 519 495 425 471 386 
Control Delay (s) 161 .2 70.6 14.6 14.4 15.2 
Approach Delay (s) 70.6 14.5 15.2 
Approach LOS F B c 
!ntersection Summa~ 
Delay 88.4 
HCM Level of Service F 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81 .6% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

' NEL 

50 
0.95 

53 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

J( ~ 

NET NER 

4' ., 
Stop 

95 185 
0.95 0.95 
100 195 

0 

~ 
SWL 

40 
0.95 

42 

II' lt..; 

SWT SWR 
+f. 

Stop 
35 25 

0.95 0.95 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Washin9ton Street & 12th Street 

~ ~ J lr' ' ( ' Movement SEL SE SER NW[ WT NE[ 
Lane Configurations ' ft. lt ft. lt 
Volume (vph) 55 130 205 5 55 80 185 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1795 1702 1803 1704 1736 
Fit Permitted 0.63 1.00 0.27 1.00 0.10 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 1199 1702 510 1704 186 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 58 137 216 5 58 84 195 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 79 0 0 66 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 58 274 0 5 76 0 195 
Confl . Peds. (#/hr) 3 1 1 3 1 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Heav~ Vehicles(%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt 
Protected Phases 6 2 7 
Permitted Phases 6 2 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.9 14.9 14.9 14.9 46.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 14.9 14.9 14.9 14.9 46.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.66 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 255 362 109 363 281 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.04 c0.07 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 0.01 0.39 
v/c Ratio 0.23 0.76 0.05 0.21 0.69 
Uniform Delay, d1 22.8 25.9 21.9 22.7 13.8 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 8.8 0.2 0.3 7.2 
Delay (s) 23.2 34.6 22.1 23.0 21.0 
Level of Service c c c c c 
Approach Delay (s) 33.0 23.0 
Approach LOS c c 
ntersection Summa 
HCM Average Control Delay 21.5 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.89 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.4% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

Jf " ' NET NER SWL 

ft. ' 520 5 115 
1900 1900 1900 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.95 

1860 1805 
1.00 0.38 

1860 718 
0.95 0.95 0.95 
547 5 121 

0 0 0 
552 0 121 

2 
2% 0% 0% 
NA pm+pt 

4 3 
8 

39.3 39.8 
39.3 39.8 
0.56 0.57 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 

1044 467 
0.30 0.01 

0.13 
0.53 0.26 
9.6 7.3 

1.00 1.00 
0.5 0.3 

10.1 7.6 
B A 

12.9 
B 

c 

16.0 
E 

Jl lt:J 

SWT SWR 

ft. 
805 10 

1900 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1877 
1.00 
1877 
0.95 0.95 
847 11 

0 0 
858 0 

1 
1 

1% 0% 
NA 

8 

36.0 
36.0 
0.51 
4.0 
3.0 

965 
c0.46 

0.89 
15.2 
1.00 
10.0 
25.2 

c 
23.0 

c 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Ana lysis 
6: 7th Street/Sin~er Hill & Hi~h Street 

,_;. 
~ ~ t + ~ 

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations 'i , 'i t t. 
Volume (veh/h) 60 120 115 385 525 90 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 63 126 121 405 553 95 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL None 
Median storage veh) 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 424 1279 
pX, platoon unblocked 0.95 
vC, conflicting volume 1247 600 647 
vC1, stage 1 conf vel 600 
vC2, stage 2 conf vel 647 
vCu, unblocked vel 1234 600 647 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.4 
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 83 75 87 
eM capacity (veh/h) 375 505 948 

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB2 SB 1 
Volume Total 189 121 405 647 
Volume Left 63 121 0 0 
Volume Right 126 0 0 95 
cSH 757 948 1700 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.25 0.13 0.24 0.38 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 25 11 0 0 
Control Delay (s) 15.2 9.4 0.0 0.0 
Lane LOS c A 
Approach Delay (s) 15.2 2.2 0.0 
Approach LOS c 
Intersection Summa!l 
Average Delay 2.9 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.8% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: Hiah Street & S 2nd Street 

,1 --+ ..... • ~ ' ovement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations 4' 7' ~ 
Volume (vph) 125 205 575 25 180 5 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.98 1.00 0.99 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1828 1599 1851 
Fit Permitted 0.81 1.00 0.94 
Satd. Flow (eerm) 1504 1599 1756 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 
Adj. Flow (vph) 130 214 599 26 188 5 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 336 0 2 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 344 263 0 217 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 
Heav~ Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 1% 0% 2% 0% 
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA 
Protected Phases 4 8 
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.9 17.9 17.9 
Effective Green, g (s) 17.9 17.9 17.9 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.44 0.44 0.44 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 660 702 770 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm c0.23 0.16 0.12 
v/c Ratio 0.52 0.37 0.28 
Uniform Delay, d1 8.3 7.7 7.3 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.3 0.2 
Delay (s) 9.1 8.0 7.5 
Level of Service A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 8.4 7.5 
Approach LOS A A 

liitersection Summa!l 
HCM Average Control Delay 9.1 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.55 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 40.8 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.4% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

"" NBL 

180 
1900 

0.96 
188 

0 
0 

0% 
Perm 

2 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

t ~ 
NBT NBR 

4+ 
90 5 

1900 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.97 

1835 
0.71 
1350 
0.96 0.96 

94 5 
1 0 

286 0 
5 

0% 0% 
NA 

2 

14.9 
14.9 
0.37 
4.0 
3.0 
493 

c0.21 
0.58 
10.4 
1.00 
1.7 

12.1 
B 

12.1 
B 

A 

8.0 
c 

~ 

SBL 

20 
1900 

0.96 
21 
0 
0 
5 

0% 
Perm 

6 

! ..' 
SBT SB~ 

4+ 
100 95 

1900 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.94 
1.00 

1731 
0.96 
1666 
0.96 0.96 
104 99 
51 0 

173 0 

2% 4% 
NA 

6 

14.9 
14.9 
0.37 
4.0 
3.0 

608 

0.10 
0.28 
9.2 

1.00 
0.3 
9.4 

A 
9.4 

A 
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY Site: 7th/Molalla/Taylor/Division -
Planned System 

7th/Molalla/Taylor/Division 
2035 Planned System - PM Peak 
Roundabout 

617 

8R R 284 

Approach 901 

South East: RoadName 

11L L 91 

16T T 32 

16R R 1 

Approach 123 

North East: RoadName 

17L L 59 

14T T 1 

14R R 11 

Approach 71 

North West: RoadName 

15L L 42 

12T T 79 

12R R 974 

Approach 1095 

All Vehicles 2189 

4.0 0.800 

3.0 0.801 

3.7 0.801 

4.0 0.314 

1.0 0.316 

1.0 0.351 

3.2 0.315 

3.9 0.149 

1.0 0.150 

1.0 0.150 

3.5 0.149 

1.0 0.979 

1.0 0.987 

3.1 0.991 

2.8 0.990 

3.2 0.990 

9.6 LOSA 13.9 356.6 0.85 0.63 24.3 

4.9 LOSA 13.9 356.6 0.85 0.57 24.6 

8.1 LOSA 13.9 356.6 0.85 0.61 24.4 

17.9 LOS B 2.5 64.5 0.90 0.98 21 .8 

10.6 LOS B 2.5 64.5 0.90 0.92 23.1 

11 .9 LOS B 2.5 64 .5 0.90 0.93 23.0 

16.0 LOS B 2.5 64.5 0.90 0.96 22.1 

14.0 LOS B 1.1 28.4 0.80 0.86 22.9 

8.6 LOSA 1.1 28.4 0.80 0.76 24.0 

9.9 LOSA 1.1 28.4 0.80 0.79 23.8 

13.3 LOS B 1.1 28.4 0.80 0.85 23.0 

27.9 LOS C 42.2 1080.0 1.00 1.09 19.2 

21 .7 LOS C 42.2 1080.0 1.00 1.09 19.7 

21.7 LOSC 42.2 1080.0 1.00 1.10 19.7 

21.9 LOSC 42.2 1080.0 1.00 1.09 19.7 

15.6 LOS B 42.2 1080.0 0.93 0.88 21.7 

Level of Service (Aver. Int. Delay): LOS B. Based on average delay for all vehicle movements. LOS Method: Delay (HCM). 
Level of Service (Worst Movement): LOS C. LOS Method for individual vehicle movements: Delay (HCM). 
Approach LOS values are based on the worst delay for any vehicle movement. 

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections. 
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard. 

Processed: Tuesday. August 28, 2012 3:41:45 PM Copyright © 2000-2010 Akcelik & Associates Ply Ltd SIDRA - -
SIDRA INTERSECTION 5.0.5.151 0 www.:;Jgrj!:;QIUI'Qn:;.r;;Qm INTERSECTION Project: X:\Projectsi20 10\P1 0068-008 (Oregon City TSP Update)\Analysis\2035 Financially Constrained System 
\OC TSP Update.sip 
8000281 . OKS ASSOCIATES. FLOATING 





HCM Signal ized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10: South End Road & Warner Parrott Road-Lawton Road 

,J --+- "'). • 4-- -\.. 
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations 4t 4' 7' 
Volume (vph) 25 45 5 190 50 120 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 
Frt 0.99 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.98 0.96 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1844 1778 1548 
Fit Permitted 0.87 0.72 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 1627 1329 1548 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 26 47 5 200 53 126 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 0 86 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 75 0 0 253 40 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 9 8 8 9 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Heav~ Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm 
Protected Phases 4 8 
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 13.8 13.8 13.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 13.8 13.8 13.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.31 0.31 0.31 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 510 417 486 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 c0.19 0.03 
v/c Ratio 0.15 0.61 0.08 
Uniform Delay, d1 10.9 12.8 10.6 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 2.5 0.1 
Delay (s) 11 .0 15.3 10.7 
Level of Service B B B 
Approach Delay (s) 11.0 13.8 
Approach LOS B B 

HCM Average Control Delay 9.5 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.61 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 44.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.6% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

"" NBL 

lt 
15 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
0.99 
1.00 
0.95 
1793 
0.32 
602 
0.95 

16 
0 

16 
13 

0% 
Perm 

2 
22.2 
22.2 
0.50 
4.0 
3.0 
304 

0.03 
0.05 
5.5 

1.00 
0.1 
5.6 
A 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

t ~ '. 
NBT NBR SBL 

f+ 'tlj 
175 170 125 

1900 1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
0.99 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.93 1.00 
1.00 0.95 
1692 1796 
1.00 0.51 
1692 960 
0.95 0.95 0.95 
184 179 132 
60 0 0 

303 0 132 
6 6 

3% 2% 0% 
NA Perm 

2 
6 

22.2 22.2 
22.2 22.2 
0.50 0.50 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
854 484 
0.18 

0.14 
0.35 0.27 
6.6 6.3 

1.00 1.00 
0.3 0.3 
6.8 6.6 

A A 
6.8 

A 

A 

8.0 
B 

+ .; 
SBT SBR 

f. 
500 50 

1900 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.99 
1.00 
1847 
1.00 
1847 
0.95 0.95 
526 53 

6 0 
573 0 

13 

1% 2% 
NA 

6 

22.2 
22.2 
0.50 
4.0 
3.0 
932 

c0.31 

0.61 
7.8 

1.00 
1.2 
9.0 

A 
8.6 

A 
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY Site: Southend Road/Partlow Road 
- Planned System 

Southend Rd/Partlow Rd 
2035 Planned System - PM Peak 
Roundabout 

Movement Performance • Vehicles 
Demand Deg. Average Level of 95% Back of Queue Prop. Effective Average 

Mov ID Turn Flow HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Speed 
veh/h % v/c sec veh ft er veh m h 

South East: Partlow Road 

11L L 142 1.0 0.213 14.9 LOS B 1.5 37.7 0.58 0.77 28.6 

16T T 5 0.0 0.211 7.7 LOSA 1.5 37.7 0.58 0.61 30.9 

16R R 26 3.0 0.214 9.1 LOSA 1.5 37.7 0.58 0.66 30.7 

Approach 174 1.3 0.213 13.8 LOS B 1.5 37.7 0.58 0.75 28.9 

North East: South End Road 

17L L 100 1.0 0.667 15.0 LOS B 8.2 205.6 0.71 0.81 29.3 

14T T 589 1.0 0.669 7.8 LOSA 8.2 205.6 0.71 0.65 30.9 

14R R 11 0.0 0.658 9.0 LOSA 8.2 205.6 0.71 0.68 31.0 

Approach 700 1.0 0.669 8.8 LOS B 8.2 205.6 0.71 0.67 30.7 

North West: Lafayette Avenue 

15L L 5 0.0 0.076 18.8 LOS B 0.6 14.1 0.80 0.86 27.0 

12T T 11 0.0 0.076 11 .6 LOS B 0.6 14.1 0.80 0.76 29.4 

12R R 21 0.0 0.076 12.8 LOS B 0.6 14.1 0.80 0.79 29.1 

Approach 37 0.0 0.076 13.3 LOS B 0.6 14.1 0.80 0.79 28.8 

South West: South End Road 

13L L 53 0.0 0.414 13.1 LOS B 3.8 95.8 0.42 0.79 29.9 

18T T 316 0.0 0.415 5.9 LOSA 3.8 95.8 0.42 0.48 32.4 

18R R 111 1.0 0.416 7.2 LOSA 3.8 95.8 0.42 0.55 32.0 

Approach 479 0.2 0.415 7.0 LOS B 3.8 95.8 0.42 0.53 32.0 

All Vehicles 1389 0.7 0.669 9.0 LOSA 8.2 205.6 0.60 0.63 30.8 

Level of Service (Aver. Int. Delay): LOS A. Based on average delay for all vehicle movements. LOS Method: Delay (HCM). 

Level of Service (Worst Movement): LOS B. LOS Method for individual vehicle movements: Delay (HCM). 
Approach LOS values are based on the worst delay for any vehicle movement. 

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections. 

Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard. 

Processed: Tuesday. August 28. 2012 3:45:20 PM Copyright © 2000-2010 Akcelik &Associates Ply Ltd SIDRA - -
SIDRA INTERSECTION 5.0.5.1510 'ta:iY:t. ~igra~QiuliQQ:; ~QOO INTERSECTION Project: X:\Projects\2010\P10068-008 (Oregon City TSP Update)\Analysis\2035 Financially Constrained System 
\OC TSP Update.sip 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
12: Central Point Road & Warner Parrott Road 

--+ ~ r +- ., 
~ 

ovement EBT EBR WBL WBT NEL NER 
Lane Configurations t. " t ., 
Volume (veh/h) 345 120 475 410 0 400 
Sign Control Free Free Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 363 126 500 432 0 421 
Pedestrians 1 5 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 0 0 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 494 1863 432 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 494 1863 432 
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3 
pO queue free % 53 100 32 
eM capacity (veh/h) 1075 42 622 

Direction, Lane# EB 1 WB1 WB2 NE 1 
Volume Total 489 500 432 421 
Volume Left 0 500 0 0 
Volume Right 126 0 0 421 
cSH 1700 1075 1700 622 
Volume to Capacity 0.29 0.47 0.25 0.68 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 63 0 130 
Control Delay (s) 0.0 11.2 0.0 22.0 
Lane LOS B c 
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 6.0 22.0 
Approach LOS c 
ntersection SUmma~ 
Average Delay 8.1 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.6% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

c 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
13: Clairmont Way_!Fred Me;ter & Molalla Avenue 

~ t r ~ + ~ 
Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations "i ft "i + 7' 
Volume (vph) 60 645 10 35 830 100 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1876 1805 1863 1542 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 1805 1876 1805 1863 1542 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 63 679 11 37 874 105 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 16 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 63 690 0 37 874 89 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 13 13 7 
Heav~ Vehicles(%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 2% 1% 
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm 
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.4 71.7 4.0 69.3 69.3 
Effective Green, g (s) 6.4 72.2 4.0 69.8 69.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.66 0.04 0.63 0.63 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 3.0 2.5 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 105 1231 66 1182 978 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.37 0.02 c0.47 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 
v/c Ratio 0.60 0.56 0.56 0.74 0.09 
Uniform Delay, d1 50.6 10.3 52.1 13.8 7.8 
Progression Factor 1.09 1.09 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 6.1 1.5 8.5 4.2 0.2 
Delay (s) 61 .0 12.7 60.7 18.0 8.0 
Level of Service E B E B A 
Approach Delay (s) 16.8 18.5 
Approach LOS B B 

,Intersection Summa~ 
HCM Average Control Delay 24.0 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.1% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

) 
NEL 

155 
1900 

0.95 
163 

0 
0 

27 
0% 

Perm 

8 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

~ /l-
NET NER 

4' 7' 
25 60 

1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.96 
0.95 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
0.96 1.00 
1736 1498 
0.61 1.00 

1106 1498 
0.95 0.95 

26 63 
0 51 

189 12 
10 

0% 3% 
NA Perm 

8 
8 

21.3 21 .3 
21.8 21.8 
0.20 0.20 
4.5 4.5 
2.5 2.5 
219 297 

c0.17 0.01 
0.86 0.04 
42.7 35.7 
1.00 1.00 
27.5 0.0 
70.2 35.7 

E D 
61.5 

E 

c 

8.0 
D 

( 
SWL 

15 
1900 

0.95 
16 
0 
0 

10 
0% 

Perm 

4 

¥ t/ 
SWT SWR 

4+ 
35 55 

1900 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
0.95 
1.00 
0.93 
0.99 
1664 
0.94 
1584 
0.95 0.95 

37 58 
37 0 
74 0 

27 
0% 0% 
NA 

4 

21 .3 
21.8 
0.20 
4.5 
2.5 
314 

0.05 
0.24 
37.1 
1.00 
0. 3 

37.4 
D 

37.4 
D 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
14: Gaffnez: Lane & Molalla Avenue 

~ t r ~ l J 
Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations lit f. " t 7' 
Volume (vph) 50 435 160 190 635 80 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.95 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1785 1787 1845 1509 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow {Eerm) 1805 1785 1787 1845 1509 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 53 458 168 200 668 84 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 0 17 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 53 615 0 200 668 67 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 9 16 16 9 
Hea~ Vehicles{%) 0% 0% 1% 1% 3% 2% 
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm 
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.2 52.7 17.9 64.4 64.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 6.2 53.2 17.9 64.9 64.9 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.48 0.16 0.59 0.59 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension {s) 2.5 3.0 2.5 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 102 863 291 1089 890 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.34 0.11 c0.36 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 
v/c Ratio 0.52 0.71 0.69 0.61 0.08 
Uniform Delay, d1 50.5 22.4 43.4 14.5 9.7 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.73 0.52 0.57 
Incremental Delay, d2 3.3 5.0 4.4 1.9 0.1 
Delay (s) 53.8 27.3 36.3 9.4 5.6 
Level of Service D c D A A 
Approach Delay (s) 29.4 14.7 
Approach LOS c B 

,Intersection Summa~ 
HCM Average Control Delay 29.5 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.2% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

) 
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60 
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63 
0 
0 

0% 
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8 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

J( /l ( 
NET NER SWL 
~ 
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4.0 

1.00 
0.98 
1.00 
0.95 
0.99 
1693 
0.69 
1189 
0.95 0.95 0.95 
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18 0 0 

208 0 0 
16 16 

6% 2% 1% 
NA Perm 

8 
4 

26.4 
26.9 
0.24 
4.5 
2.5 
291 

0.17 
0.71 
38.0 
1.00 
7.5 

45.6 
D 

45.6 
D 

c 

8.0 
D 

¥ t/ 
SWT s~ 

4' 7' 
80 220 

1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.98 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
0.97 1.00 

1789 1615 
0.57 1.00 
1048 1615 
0.95 0.95 

84 232 
0 173 

231 59 

2% 0% 
NA Perm 

4 
4 

26.4 26.4 
26.9 26.9 
0.24 0.24 
4.5 4.5 
2.5 2.5 
256 395 

c0.22 0.04 
0.90 0.15 
40.3 32.6 
1.00 1.00 
31.7 0.1 
72.0 32.7 

E c 
52.3 

D 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Ana lysis 
15: Molalla Avenue & Fir Street 

• '- t I" '. ~ 
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 
Lane Configurations v f+ 'i t 
Volume (veh/h) 50 70 575 50 45 805 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 52 73 599 52 47 839 
Pedestrians 6 1 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 1 0 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL TWLTL 
Median storage veh) 2 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 481 
pX, platoon unblocked 0.76 
vC, conflicting volume 1564 631 657 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 631 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 933 
vCu, unblocked vol 1584 631 657 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.3 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.4 
IF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.4 
pO queue free % 82 85 94 
eM capacity (veh/h) 287 477 847 

Direction, Lane # WB1 NB 1 SB 1 SB2 
Volume Total 125 651 47 839 
Volume Left 52 0 47 0 
Volume Right 73 52 0 0 
cSH 374 1700 847 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.33 0.38 0.06 0.49 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 36 0 4 0 
Control Delay (s) 19.4 0.0 9.5 0.0 
Lane LOS c A 
Approach Delay (s) 19.4 0.0 0.5 
Approach LOS c 
Intersection Summa~ 
Average Delay 1.7 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.1% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
16: OR 21 3 & Beavercreek Road 

,J _. .. .f ~ ' vement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations 'i"i tt. 'I 'I tt ., 
Volume (vph) 490 950 70 110 665 535 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3522 3502 3610 1583 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 3433 3522 3502 3610 1583 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 516 1000 74 116 700 563 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 364 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 516 1069 0 116 700 199 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 11 11 2 
Hea~ Vehicles (%) 2% 1% 3% 0% 0% 2% 
Tum Type Prot NA Prot NA Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 8 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 15.2 31.1 4.1 20.0 20.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 15.7 31.6 4.6 20.5 20.5 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.28 0.04 0.18 0.18 
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 481 994 144 661 290 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.15 c0.30 0.03 c0.19 0.13 

1.07 1.08 0.81 1.06 0.69 
48.1 40.2 53.3 45.8 42.8 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
61.9 51 .1 26.0 51.7 5.8 

110.1 91 .3 79.3 97.4 48.5 
F F E F D 

97.4 75.9 
F E 

HCM Average Control Delay 73.9 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.05 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 112.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.1% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ 
NBL 

'I 
65 

1900 
5.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1703 
0.95 
1703 
0.95 

68 
0 

68 
2 

6% 
Prot 

1 

4.0 
4.5 

0.04 
5.5 
2.3 
68 

0.04 

1.00 
53.8 
1.00 

109.1 
162.9 

F 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

t ,. 
NBT NBR 
tt 7' 
765 130 

1900 1900 
5.0 5.0 

0.95 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
1.00 1.00 

3505 1599 
1.00 1.00 

3505 1599 
0.95 0.95 
805 137 

0 69 
805 68 

1 
3% 1% 
NA Prot 

6 6 

22.3 22.3 
24.3 24.3 
0.22 0.22 
7.0 7.0 
4.7 4.7 
760 347 

0.23 0.04 

1.06 0.20 
43.9 35.9 
1.00 1.00 
49.5 0.5 
93.3 36.4 

F D 
90.3 

F 

E 

15.0 
F 

'. 
SBL 
'i"i 
980 

1900 
5.0 

0.97 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
3433 
0.95 
3433 
0.95 
1032 

0 
1032 

1 
2% 

Prot 
5 

31.0 
31.5 
0.28 
5.5 
2.3 

966 
c0.30 

1.07 
40.2 
1.00 
49.0 
89.3 

F 

+ ~ 

SBT SBR 
tt 7' 

1510 665 
1900 1900 

5.0 5.0 
0.95 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
1.00 1.00 

3505 1583 
1.00 1.00 

3505 1583 
0.95 0.95 
1589 700 

0 275 
1589 425 

2 
3% 2% 
NA Prot 

2 2 

49.3 49.3 
51 .3 51.3 
0.46 0.46 

7.0 7.0 
4.7 4.7 

1605 725 
c0.45 0.27 

0.99 0.59 
30.1 22.5 
1.00 1.00 
20.1 1.7 
50.2 24.2 

D c 
56.9 

E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
17: Beavercreek Road & MaEie Lane Road 

~ ~ ) lr' ' ( ' Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL 
Lane Configurations ~ tt. ~ tt. ~ 
Volume (vph) 475 1440 115 30 815 55 180 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Frpb, pedibikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, pedibikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3499 1805 3510 1803 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.45 
Satd. Flow (~erm! 1770 3499 1805 3510 860 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 500 1516 121 32 858 58 189 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 500 1633 0 32 913 0 189 
Confl. Peds. (#ihr) 1 1 2 
Heav~ Vehicles (%! 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA pm+pt 
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 
Permitted Phases 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 38.7 80.9 3.1 45.3 29.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 38.7 81.4 3.1 45.8 30.3 
Actuated giC Ratio 0.31 0.64 0.02 0.36 0.24 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s! 2.5 4.0 2.5 4.0 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 540 2246 44 1268 327 
vis Ratio Prot c0.28 c0.47 0.02 0.26 c0.07 
vis Ratio Perm 0.06 
vic Ratio 0.93 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.58 
Uniform Delay, d1 42.7 15.2 61.4 35.0 41 .1 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 21 .9 2.1 43.0 3.5 2.0 
Delay (s) 64.6 17.3 104.4 38.5 43.2 
Level of Service E B F 0 0 
Approach Delay (s) 28.4 40.7 
Approach LOS c 0 

Jntersection Summa!): 
HCM Average Control Delay 35.3 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 126.8 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.8% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- OHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- OHV (PM Peak) 

Jf ~ ' NET NER SWL 

t. ~ 
110 110 60 

1900 1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.93 1.00 
1.00 0.95 
1758 1805 
1.00 0.42 
1758 790 
0.95 0.95 0.95 
116 116 63 
26 0 0 

206 0 63 

0% 0% 0% 
NA pm+pt 

8 7 
4 

18.2 16.5 
18.7 17.5 
0.15 0.14 
4.5 4.5 
2.5 2.5 
259 170 

c0.12 0.02 
0.03 

0.80 0.37 
52.2 48.9 
1.00 1.00 
15.1 1.0 
67.3 49.8 

E 0 
56.5 

E 

0 

12.0 
0 

il' ~ 

SWT SWR 

t ., 
70 315 

1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
1.00 1.00 
1900 1578 
1.00 1.00 
1900 1578 
0.95 0.95 

74 332 
0 75 

74 257 
2 

0% 2% 
NA pm+ov 

4 5 
4 

9.4 48.1 
9.9 48.1 

0.08 0.38 
4.5 4.0 
2.5 2.5 
148 599 

0.04 0.13 
0.03 

0.50 0.43 
56.1 29.2 
1.00 1.00 
1.9 0.4 

58.0 29.5 
E c 

36.8 
0 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
18: Ma~le Lane Road & Tha~er Road 

r !... Jf ~ 

'" 
II' 

ovement WBL WBR NET NER SWL SWT 
Lane Configurations v f. .... t 
Volume (veh/h) 35 10 610 30 10 410 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 37 11 642 32 11 432 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 391 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 1111 658 674 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 111 1 658 674 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 84 98 99 
eM capacity (veh/h) 231 468 927 

'rection, Lane# SW1 SW2 
Volume Total 47 674 11 432 
Volume Left 37 0 11 0 
Volume Right 11 32 0 0 
cSH 260 1700 927 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.18 0.40 0.01 0.25 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 16 0 1 0 
Control Delay (s) 21 .9 0.0 8.9 0.0 
Lane LOS c A 
Approach Delay (s) 21.9 0.0 0.2 
Approach LOS c 
,Intersection Summa~ 
Average Delay 1.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.9% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

A 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
19: Ma~le Lane Road & Grove Wa~ 

..1 --+ "" .f +- '-
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Right Turn Channelized 
Volume (veh/h) 45 5 50 60 5 5 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 47 5 53 63 5 5 
Approach Volume (veh/h) 105 74 
Crossing Volume (veh/h) 395 563 
High Capacity (veh/h) 1015 887 
High v/c (veh/h) 0.10 0.08 
Low Capacity (veh/h) 827 714 
Low v/c (veh/h) 0.13 0.10 

ntersection Summa!}: 
Maximum v/c High 0.49 
Maximum v/c Low 0.59 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.1% ICU Level of Service 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ 
NBL 

100 
0.95 
105 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

t I" 
NBT NBR 

390 130 
0.95 0.95 
411 137 
653 
58 

1324 
0.49 
1106 
0.59 

D 

'. 
SBL 

5 
0.95 

5 

~ .I 
SBT SBR 

310 110 
0.95 0.95 
326 116 
447 
174 

1209 
0.37 
1001 
0.45 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
20: OR 213 & Glen Oak Road-Caufield Road 

/ --+ ~ • ~ ' Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations ~ 4' ., 
Volume (vph) 30 35 10 115 15 115 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 0.98 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.98 0.96 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1685 1820 1599 
Fit Permitted 0.77 0.66 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~erm} 1323 1260 1599 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 32 37 11 121 16 121 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 103 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 75 0 0 137 18 
Hea~ Vehicles (%) 4% 0% 50% 0% 0% 1% 
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm 
Protected Phases 8 4 
Permitted Phases 8 4 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.9 17.9 17.9 
Effective Green, g (s) 18.4 18.4 18.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 0.15 0.15 
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 195 185 235 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 c0.11 0.01 
v/c Ratio 0.38 0.74 0.08 
Uniform Delay, d1 48.2 51.0 46.0 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 14.0 0.1 
Delay (s) 49.1 65.0 46.1 
Level of Service D E D 
Approach Delay (s) 49.1 56.1 
Approach LOS D E 

Intersection Summa!:X 
HCM Average Control Delay 16.3 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 125.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.5% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

~ 
NBL 

~ 
5 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1357 
0.95 
1357 
0.95 

5 
0 
5 

33% 
Prot 

1 

0.8 
0.8 

0.01 
4.0 
2.3 

9 
0.00 

0.56 
61.9 
1.00 
43.5 

105.4 
F 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

t ~ '-. 
NBT NBR SBL 

tt. 'i 
730 75 35 

1900 1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

0.95 1.00 
0.99 1.00 
1.00 0.95 

3405 1805 
1.00 0.95 

3405 1805 
0.95 0.95 0.95 
768 79 37 

5 0 0 
842 0 37 
5% 0% 0% 
NA Prot 

6 5 

87.4 5.2 
89.4 5.2 
0.72 0.04 
6.0 4.0 
4.5 2.3 

2435 75 
0.25 c0.02 

0.35 0.49 
6.7 58.6 

1.00 1.19 
0.4 2.7 
7.1 72.3 
A E 

7.7 
A 

B 

8.0 
c 

~ ~ 

SBT SBR 

tt. 
1495 85 
1900 1900 

4.0 
0.95 
0.99 
1.00 
3471 
1.00 

3471 
0.95 0.95 
1574 89 

2 0 
1661 0 

3% 6% 
NA 

2 

91 .8 
93.8 
0.75 
6.0 
4.5 

2605 
c0.48 

0.64 
7.5 

1.43 
1.1 

11 .8 
B 

13.1 
B 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Ana lysis 
21 : Glen Oak Road & Beavercreek Road 

'-J( 
~ J Jr' ' ( 

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR 
Right Turn Channelized 
Volume (veh/h) 15 1145 125 10 485 45 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 16 1205 132 11 511 47 
Approach Volume (veh/h) 1353 568 
Crossing Volume (veh/h) 32 100 
High Capacity (veh/h) 1351 1281 
High v/c (veh/h) 1.00 0.44 
Low Capacity (veh/h) 1131 1067 
Low v/c (veh/h) 1.20 0.53 

fntersection Summa!l 
Maximum v/c High 1.00 
Maximum v/c Low 1.20 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.3% ICU Level of Service 
# Crossing flow exceeds 1200, method is not applicable 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

' NEL 

60 
0.95 

63 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

Jf ~ ~ 
NET NER SWL 

20 10 10 
0.95 0.95 0.95 

21 11 11 
95 

1232# 
514 
0.18 
391 
0.24 

E 

Jl lt;.J 

SWT SWR 

10 60 
0.95 0.95 

11 63 
84 

584 
873 
0.10 
701 
0.12 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
4: Main Street & 14th Street 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

~ ~ ) I&"' ' ( ' Jf ~ ' ~ 
~ 

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR 
Lane Configurations 4'~ t "(' 4' 
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop 
Volume (vph) 75 480 145 0 0 0 0 145 190 340 60 0 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 79 505 153 0 0 0 0 153 200 358 63 0 

Direction, Lane# SE 1 SE 2 NE 1 NE 2 SW1 
Volume Total (vph) 332 405 153 200 421 
Volume Left (vph) 79 0 0 0 358 
Volume Right (vph) 0 153 0 200 0 
Hadj (s) 0.14 -0.24 0.07 -0.61 0.18 
Departure Headway (s) 7.1 6.7 7.5 6.8 7.1 
Degree Utilization, x 0.65 0.75 0.32 0.38 0.84 
Capacity (veh/h) 493 528 464 509 490 
Control Delay (s) 21 .0 25.7 12.7 12.7 36.9 
Approach Delay (s) 23.6 12.7 36.9 
Approach LOS c B E 

Intersection Summa!1 
Delay 24.8 
HCM Level of Service c 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.5% ICU Level of Service c 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: Main Street & 14th Street 

~ ~ ). ,.... ' ( 
~ovement SE[ SET SER NWL NWT NWR 
Lane Configurations +ft. 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Volume (vph) 65 475 145 0 0 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 68 500 153 0 0 

irection, [ane SE 1 SE2 SW1 
Volume Total (vph) 318 403 153 195 458 
Volume Left (vph) 68 0 0 0 395 
Volume Right (vph) 0 153 0 195 0 
Hadj (s) 0.13 -0.24 0.07 -0.61 0.18 
Departure Headway (s) 7.1 6.8 7.6 6.9 7.1 
Degree Utilization, x 0.63 0.76 0.32 0.37 0.91 
Capacity (veh/h) 494 520 459 504 458 
Control Delay (s) 20.4 26.5 12.9 12.6 47.4 
Approach Delay (s) 23.8 12.7 47.4 
Approach LOS c B E 

ntersection Summa~ 
Delay 28.4 
HCM Level of Service D 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.8% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

' NEL 

0 
0.95 

0 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

~ ~ ~ 
NET NER SWL 

t 7' 
Stop 
145 185 375 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
153 195 395 

c 

Jl ~ 

SWT SWR 

4' 
Stop 

60 0 
0.95 0.95 

63 0 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: Main Street & 14th Street 

~ ~ J I&"' ' ( 
Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR 
Lane Configurations .fft .fft 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Volume (vph) 65 475 145 65 395 10 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 68 500 153 68 416 11 

Direction, Lane # SE 1 SE 2 NW1 NW2 NE 1 NE2 
Volume Total (vph) 318 403 276 218 153 195 
Volume Left (vph) 68 0 68 0 53 0 
Volume Right (vph) 0 153 0 11 0 195 
Hadj (s) 0.13 -0.24 0.15 0.00 0.22 -0.61 
Departure Headway (s) 7.2 6.8 7.5 7.3 8.1 7.3 
Degree Utilization, x 0.64 0.76 0.58 0.45 0.34 0.39 
Capacity (veh/h) 488 517 459 475 414 471 
Control Delay (s) 20.7 27.0 18.9 14.9 14.1 13.7 
Approach Delay (s) 24.2 17.2 13.8 
Approach LOS c c B 

ntersection Summa~ 
Delay 19.3 
HCM Level of Service c 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.5% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

' NEL 

50 
0.95 

53 

SW1 
105 
42 
26 

-0.05 
8.2 

0.24 
409 
13.7 
13.7 

B 

Oregon City TSP Update 
2035 Planned System- DHV (PM Peak) 

;t ~ 
NET NER 

.f 7' 
Stop 

95 185 
0.95 0.95 
100 195 

B 

' SWL 

40 
0.95 

42 

¥ ~ 

SWT SWR 

~ 
Stop 

35 25 
0.95 0.95 

37 26 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Oregon City TSP Update 
4: Main Street & 14th Street 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 

'U( 
~ ) lr' ' ( ' ~ ~ ' J/ ~ 

SEL SET SER NWL WT NWR NET IllER SW[ SWT SWR 
Lane Configurations +fft +ft. +f ., 4+ 
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop 
Volume (vph) 75 480 145 65 395 10 60 85 190 5 25 35 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 79 505 153 68 416 11 63 89 200 5 26 37 

Direction. Lane# IIJW1 NW2 NE 1 NE2 SW1 
Volume Total (vph) 332 405 276 218 153 200 68 
Volume Left (vph) 79 0 68 0 63 0 5 
Volume Right (vph) 0 153 0 11 0 200 37 
Hadj (s) 0.14 -0.24 0.15 0.00 0.25 -0.61 -0.29 
Departure Headway (s) 7.0 6.6 7.3 7.2 8.0 7.1 7.9 
Degree Utilization, x 0.64 0.74 0.56 0.43 0.34 0.39 0.15 
Capacity (veh/h) 501 532 470 487 422 482 418 
Control Delay (s) 20.6 25.1 18.0 14.3 13.8 13.4 12.3 
Approach Delay (s) 23.1 16.4 13.6 12.3 
Approach LOS c c B B 

Intersection Summa 
Delay 18.6 
HCM Level of Service c 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.8% ICU Level of Service B 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Oregon City TSP Update 2035 Financially Constrained System- DHV (PM Peak) 
OKS Associates 

Synchro 8 Report 
Page 1 



2035 Planned Transportation System Supplemental Intersection SIDRA Analysis Results 

T.M. #12- Performance Analysis of Financia lly Constrained a nd Planned Transportation Systems Appendi x: 
Nove mber 2012 
A10 
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY 

Warner Milne Road/linn Avenue 
2035 Planned System - PM Peak 
Roundabout 

Movement Performance -Vehicles 

Site: Warner Milne/linn - Planned 
System 

Demand • Deg. Average Level of 95% Back of Queue Prop. Effective Average 
Mov ID Turn Flow HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Speed · 

veh/h ·% ; -_.-_, :v/c - ~ sec veh ft - . erveh m h 
South: Leland Road 

3L L 158 2.0 0.863 38.8 LOS D 15.6 393.8 1.00 1.38 20.3 

8T T 189 1.0 0.865 29.9 LOSC 15.6 393.8 1.00 1.38 20.9 
8R R 121 0.0 0.865 31.6 LOS C 15.6 393.8 1.00 1.38 20.8 

Approach 468 1.1 0.863 33.3 LOS D 15.6 393.8 1.00 1.38 20.7 

East: Warner Milne Road 

1L L 168 0.0 0.525 16.2 LOS B 5.4 136.0 0.80 0.90 28.9 
6T T 647 2.0 0.524 7.2 LOSA 5.5 139.1 0.79 0.67 30.9 

6R R 189 0.0 0.523 8.5 LOSA 5.5 139.1 0.79 0.73 31 .2 

Approach 1005 1.3 0.524 8.9 LOS B 5.5 139.1 0.79 0.72 30.6 

North: Linn Avenue 

7L L 179 0.0 0.673 19.5 LOS B 6.4 159.8 0.87 1.10 27.3 
4T T 284 1.0 0.672 10.9 LOS B 6.4 159.8 0.87 1.02 29.7 
4R R 126 2.0 0.325 12.3 LOSB 1.8 46.0 0.74 0.87 29.5 

Approach 589 0.9 0.673 13.8 LOS B 6.4 159.8 0.84 1.01 28.8 

West: Warner Parrott Road 

5L L 95 2.0 0.658 19.7 LOS B 9.2 233.4 0.95 1.03 27.6 
2T T 511 2.0 0.659 11 .0 LOS B 9.2 233.4 0.95 0.99 30.0 
2R R 121 2.0 0.208 10.4 LOS B 1.5 38.9 0.75 0.79 30.7 

Approach 726 2.0 0.659 12.1 LOS B 9.2 233.4 0.91 0.96 29.7 

All Vehicles 2789 1.4 0.863 14.9 LOS B 15.6 393.8 0.87 0.96 27.7 

Level of Service (Aver. Int. Delay): LOS B. Based on average delay for all vehicle movements. LOS Method: Delay (HCM). 
Level of Service (Worst Movement): LOS D. LOS Method for individual vehicle movements: Delay (HCM). 
Approach LOS values are based on the worst delay for any vehicle movement. 
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections. 
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard. 
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY 

Maple Lane Rd/Holly Lane 
2035 Planned System - PM Peak 
Roundabout 

Movement Performance -Vehicles 

Site: Maple Lane/Holly Lane -
Planned System 

1 · ·Demand . . · _ :·.:Deg,~;,-;-· Average Leve~ of 95% Back of Queue , Prop_. · ' Effecti~e '.:""-Averag~ , 
•_M?v ID T~rn , , Flow · i- HV ~,.~-5'!.-.!S~tn · _,.;';,.;~ Delay _. ,·~ .• Serv1c~ Vehicles Distance . q~~ue~·L'St<!P Rate_; ~§p~ed r~ 
•J:li ....... ~., · ·. · -~ veh/h · ,~,.,;;.% -~~&~v/~~;"i'(;U) seC '.i-7ili" ,.<c.:· .-·._.._ ._:-: veh ft ~ ';::-~.;-··',~:!;~ er veh!&i.~Jm h1 
South East: Holly Lane Extension 

11L L 11 1.0 0.702 25.1 LOSC 9.2 234.2 0.97 1.17 24.6 

16T T 347 2.0 0.709 18.0 LOS B 9.2 234.2 0.97 1.15 26.1 

16R R 63 3.0 0.710 19.2 LOS B 9.2 234.2 0.97 1.15 26.0 

Approach 421 2.1 0.709 18.3 LOSC 9.2 234.2 0.97 1.15 26.1 

North East: Maple Lane Road 

17L L 63 1.0 0.619 19.8 LOS B 7.0 178.2 0.87 1.03 26.7 

14T T 232 2.0 0.618 12.7 LOS B 7.0 178.2 0.87 0.97 28.8 

14R R 132 1.0 0.618 13.9 LOS B 7.0 178.2 0.87 0.98 28.6 

Approach 426 1.5 0.617 14.1 LOS B 7.0 178.2 0.87 0.98 28.4 

North West: Holly Lane 

15L L 195 1.0 0.732 18.7 LOS B 11 .0 278.4 0.90 0.94 27.1 

12T T 300 2.0 0.732 11.6 LOS B 11 .0 278.4 0.90 0.89 29.3 

12R R 142 2.0 0.733 12.9 LOS B 11 .0 278.4 0.90 0.90 29.1 

Approach 637 1.7 0.732 14.1 LOS B 11 .0 278.4 0.90 0.91 28.5 

South West: Maple Lane Road 

13L L 132 2.0 0.700 23.1 LOSC 9.1 229.3 0.96 1.13 25.2 

18T T 300 1.0 0.699 15.9 LOS B 9.1 229.3 0.96 1.11 26.9 

18R R 11 1.0 0.702 17.2 LOS B 9.1 229.3 0.96 1.11 26.8 

Approach 442 1.3 0.699 18.1 LOSC 9.1 229.3 0.96 1.1 1 26.4 

All Vehicles 1926 1.7 0.732 15.9 LOS B 11.0 278.4 0.92 1.02 27.4 

Level of Service (Aver. Int. Delay): LOS B. Based on average delay for all vehicle movements. LOS Method: Delay (HCM). 
Level of Service (Worst Movement): LOS C. LOS Method for individual vehicle movements: Delay (HCM). 
Approach LOS values are based on the worst delay for any vehicle movement. 
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections. 
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard. 
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY 

Meyer Road/Loder Road Ext 
2035 Planned System - PM Peak 
Roundabout 

Movement Performance -Vehicles 

Site: Meyers Ext/Loder Ext 
Planned System 

Demand Deg. Average Level of 95% Back of Queue Prop. Effective Average 
Mov ID Tum Flow HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Speed 

veh/h % · .. v/c , - . sec veh ft er veh m h 
South East: Meyers Road Extension 

11L L 16 5.0 0.116 13.9 LOS B 0.7 19.0 0.42 0.82 29.6 
16T T 74 5.0 0.116 6.7 LOSA 0.7 19.0 0.42 0.51 32.4 
16R R 16 5.0 0.1 16 8.0 LOSA 0.7 19.0 0.42 0.59 32.0 

Approach 105 5.0 0.116 8.0 LOS B 0.7 19.0 0.42 0.57 31.9 

North East: Loder Road Extension 

17L L 16 5.0 0.190 13.1 LOSB 1.3 34.6 0.32 0.81 29.9 
14T T 111 5.0 0.191 5.9 LOSA 1.3 34.6 0.32 0.45 32.9 
14R R 74 5.0 0.191 7.2 LOSA 1.3 34.6 0.32 0.54 32.4 

Approach 200 5.0 0.191 7.0 LOS B 1.3 34.6 0.32 0.51 32.4 

North West: Meyers Road Extension 

15L L 121 5.0 0.252 13.5 LOS B 1.8 47.1 0.39 0.75 29.5 
12T T 79 5.0 0.252 6.3 LOSA 1.8 47.1 0.39 0.47 32.3 
12R R 53 5.0 0.252 7.6 LOSA 1.8 47.1 0.39 0.54 31.9 

Approach 253 5.0 0.252 10.0 LOS B 1.8 47.1 0.39 0.62 30.8 

South West: Loder Road Extension 

13L L 16 5.0 0.117 13.9 LOS B 0.8 19.7 0.44 0.82 29.6 
18T T 74 5.0 0.117 6.7 LOSA 0.8 19.7 0.44 0.52 32.3 
18R R 16 5.0 0.117 8.0 LOSA 0.8 19.7 0.44 0.59 32.0 

Approach 105 5.0 0.117 8.0 LOS B 0.8 19.7 0.44 0.57 31.8 

All Vehicles 663 5.0 0.252 8.5 LOSA 1.8 47.1 0.38 0.57 31.6 

Level of Service (Aver. Int. Delay): LOS A. Based on average delay for all vehicle movements. LOS Method: Delay (HCM). 
Level of Service (Worst Movement): LOS B. LOS Method for individual vehicle movements: Delay (HCM). 
Approach LOS values are based on the worst delay for any vehicle movement. 
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections. 
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard. 
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This memorandum prm·idt:s an t:\·aluation of the adopted City of Oregon City Transportatio n 

System Plan (TSP). J\Iunicipal C:mk (O Cl\ lC), and Comprehensi,·e Plan giYen regional requiremen t~ 

~c t out in the J\fctro Regional Transpo rtation functional Plan (IUTP) for compliance with the 
Regional Transportatio n Plan (R'll1 ) . I\Ietro has prm·idcd public agencie~ and consultants ,,·ith a 
checklist for re,·iewing local TSPs, codes, and comprehensiYe plan~ for compliance ,,·ith the RTFP. 

This memorandum uses the checklist for prt:senting findings o f City TSP, l\ lunicipal Code, and 

Comprehensive Plan compliance with RTf-P requirements. 

The evaluation table is di,·ided according to the document being eYalua ted (the TSP is included in 
Table 1, Municipal Code in Table 2, and ComprehensiYe Plan in T able 3). l n some cases, as is 

indicated in the beginning of the reyuirement language, there are requirements tha t aJJress more 

than one document. ln such cases, the requirement is addressed in separate sections of the 
enluation table according!~· · 

This memorandum identifies potential local regulatory amendments that are recommenued in orucr 
to comply with regional regulations. This lays the groundwork for Task 8.2, in which draft and 

revised amendments will be prepareu in adoption-rea<,]y language and format. 

Draft T.M. # 10- Regulatory Solutions: 
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Include. to the extent practicable. a network of major arterial streets at one mile spacing and minor 
arterials or collectors at half-mile spacing. considering: 

• Existing topography; 

• Rail lines; freeways; pre-existing development, leases, easements or covenants; 

• Requirements o f Metro's Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Ti tle 3 (Water Quality and 
Flood plains) and Title 13 (Nature in Neighborhoods), such as streams, rivers, flood plains, 
wetlands, riparian and upland fish and wildli fe habitat areas. 

• .\rterial design concepts in chapter 2 of RTP 

• Best practices and designs as set forth in regional state or local plans and best practices for 
pro tecting natural resources and natural areas 

(Title 1, Street System D esign Sec 3.08.110C) 

Include a conceptual map of new streets fo r all contiguous areas of vacant and re developable lots and 
parcels of five or more acres that are zoned to allow residential or rruxed-use development. The map 
shall identify street connections to adjacent areas and should demonstrate opportunities to extend and 
connect new streets to existing streets. provide direct public right-of-way routes and limit closed-end 
street designs consistent with Title I. Sec 3.08. 11 OE 

(Title 1, Street System D esig n Sec 3.08.110D) 

Applicable to both Development Code and TSP 

To the extent feasible, restrict driveway and street access in the vicinity of interchange ramp terminals, 
consistent with Oregon Highway Plan _-\ccess ~vlanagement Standards, and accommodate local 
circulation on the local system. Public street connections, consistent with regional street design and 
spacing standards, shall be encouraged and shall supersede this access restriction. 1\lultimodal street 
design features including pedestrian crossings and on-street parking shall be allowed where 
appropriate. 

(Title 1, Street System D esign Sec 3.08.110G) 

Include investmen ts, standards and criteria to 

T.M. #10- Regula tory Solutions: 
july 201 2 

connections to 

The TSP update. specifically Technicall\ lemorandum #3: 
Street Network and Connectivity, identified arterial and 
collector gaps throughout the City. The existing street 
functional classi fica tion system was updated to meet the 
spacing standards to the extent practical. 

Recommendation: The l\ lulti -modal Street System 
recommended in the TSP update will need to be adopted by 
the City. 

The TSP update. specifica lly Technicall\ lemorandum #3: 
Street Network and Connectivity, includes a multi-modal 
street connectivity plan. 

Recommenda tion: The TSP update will include 
recommended street spacing standards to guide street 
connectivity in the City. 

The adopted TSP has existing street spacmg standards but 
docs not identify spacing standards for driveways and multi
modal street design features. 

Recommendation: The TSP update will include 
recommended street and driveway spacing standards and a 
multi-modal street system (see Technical l\ lemorandum #9: 
Solutions). 

l11e ted TSP identifies 
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all existing transit stops and major transit stops designated in Figure 2. 15 of the RTP. 

(Title 1, Transit System Design Sec 3.08.120A) 

Include a transit plan consistent with transit functional classifications shown in Figure 2.1 5 of the RTP 

that shows the locations of major transit stops, transit centers, high capacity transit stations, regional 

bike-transit facilities, inter-city bus and rail passenger terminals designated in the RTP, transit-priority 

treatmen ts such as signals, park-and-ride facilities, and bicycle and pedestrian routes, consistent with 

sections 3.08.130 and 3.08. 140. between essential destinations and transit stops. 

(Title 1, Transit System Design Sec 3.08.120B(1)) 

Include a pedestrian plan, for an interconnected network o f pedestrian routes with in and through the 

city or county. The plan shall include: 

• :\ n inventory o f existing facilities that identifies gaps and deficiencies in the pedestrian system; 

• }, n evaluation of needs fo r pedestrian access to transit and essential destinations for all mobility 
levels, including direct. comfortable and safe pedestrian routes: 

• :\ list of improvements to the pedestrian system that will help the city or county achieve the 

regional Non-SOV modal targets in Table 3.08-1 of the RTFP, and other targets established 

pursuant to section 3.08.230; 

• Provisions for sidewalks along arterials. collectors and most local streets. except that sidewalks arc 

not required along controlled roadwavs, such as freeways: 

• Provision for safe crossings of streets and controlled pedestrian crossings on major arterials 

(Title 1, Pedestrian System Design Sec 3.08.130A) 

Include a bicycle plan for an interconnected network of bicycle routes within and through the city or 

county. T he plan shall include: 

• :\n invento ry of existi ng facilities that identifies gaps and deficiencies in the bicycle system; 

• • \n evaluation of needs for bicycle access to transit and essential destinations, including direct. 

comfortable and safe bicvcle routes and secure bicvcle oarkin!!". considerin!!" TriMer Bicycle 

T.M. #10- Regulatory Solutions: 
July 201 2 

connections to transit stops. 

Recommendation: The walking and biking plans in the TSP 

update will ensure connections to transit stops. 

The adopted TSP includes a transit plan for the City. 

Recommendation: T he TSP update will update the figures 

and discussion o f the transit sys tem in Oregon City. 

The adopted TSP includes a pedestrian plan for the City. 

Recommendation: T he TSP update will update the figures 

and discussion of the pedestrian system in Oregon City. 

The adopted TSP includes a bicycle plan for the City. 

Recommendation: The TSP update will update the figures 
and discussion of the biking system in Oregon City. 
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Parking Guidelines; 

• A list of im provements to the bicycle system that will help the city or county achieve th e regional 
Non-SOV modal targets in T able 3.08-1 of the RTFP and other targets established pursuan t to 
section 3.08.230; 

• P rovision for bikeways alo ng arterials, collectors and local streets, and bicycling parking in centers, 
at major transit stops shown in Figure 2.15 in the RT P, park-and-ride lots and associated with 
institutional uses: 

• Provision for safe crossing of streets and controlled bicycle crossings on major arterials 

(Title 1, B icycle System D esign Sec 3.08.140) 

Include a freight plan for an interconnected system of freight networks within and through the city or 
county. The plan shall include: 

• ,-\n inventory o f existing facilities th at identi fies gaps and deficiencies in the freight system; 

• An evaluation of freight access to freight intermodal facilities, employment and industrial areas 
and commercial districts; 

• :\ list of improvements to the freight system that will help the city or county increase reliability of 
freight movement, reduce freight delay and achieve targets established pursuant to section 
3.08.230. 

(Title 1, Freight System D esign Sec 3.08.150) 

Include a transportation system management and operations (fSMO) plan to improve the 
performance of existing transportation infrastructure \vith.in or through the city or county. A TSMO 
plan shall include: 

• "-\n inventory and evaluation of existing local and regional TSMO infrastructure, strategies and 
programs that identifies gaps and opportunities to expand infrastructure, strategies and programs 

• ""' list of pro jects and strategies, consistent \.vith the Regional TSMO Plan. based upon 
consideration of the following functional areas: 

• Multimodal traffic management investments 

• Traveler Informacion investments 

T.M. #10- Regula tory Solutions: 
July 201 2 

T he adopted TSP does not include a freight plan for the City. 

Recommendation : The TSP update will create a freight plan 
and update discussion of the freight sys tem in O regon City. 

The adopted TSP does not include a TSMO plan for the City. 

Recommendation : T he TSP update will create a TSMO plan 
for Oregon City that addresses how these areas have been 
addressed. 
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• Traffic incident management investments 

• Transportation demand management inves tments 

(Title 1, Transportation System Management and Operations Sec 3.08.160) 

Incorporate regional and state transportation needs identified in the 2035 RTP as well as local 

transportation needs. T he determination of local transportation needs based upon: 

• System gaps and deficiencies identified in the inventories and analysis of transportation system 

pursuant to Tirle 1; 

• Identification of facilities that exceed the Deficiency Thresholds and O perating Standards in Table 

3.08-2 or the alternative thresholds and standards established pursuant to section 3.08.230; 

• Consideration and documentation of the needs of youth. seniors, people with disabilities and 

environmental justice populations within the city of county, including minorities and low-income 

families. 

,\ local determination of transportation needs must be consistent with the fo llowing elements of the 
RTP: 

• The population and employment forecast and planning period of the RTP. except that a city or 
county may use an alternati\·e forecast for the city or coun ty, coordinated with Metro. to account 

for changes to comprehensive plan or land use regulations adopted after adoption of the RTP; 

• System maps and functional classi fications for street design, motor vehicles. transit, bicycles. 

pedestrians and freight in Chapter 2 of the RTP; 

• Regional non-SOV modal targets in Table 3.08- l and the Deficiency Thresholds and Operating 
Standards in T able 3.08-2. 

\XIhen determining its transportation needs, a city o r county shall consider the regional needs idemified 

in the mobili ty corridor strategies in Chapter 4 of the RTP. 

(Title 2, Transporta tion N eeds Sec 3.08.210) 

Consider the fo llowing strategies in the order listed, to meet the transportation needs determined 
pursuant to section 3.08.2 10 and performance targets and standards pursuant to section 3.08.230. The 

shaU exolain its choice of one or more o f the strateQ"jes and whv o ther strateQ'ics were 

T.M. #10- Regulatory Solu tio ns: 
july 2012 

Recommendation : The T SP update will consider regional 

and state transportation needs when deterrnining and 

developing solutions for the transportation system in Oregon 
City. The strategies identified for the mobility corridors in 

Oregon City will also be considered. 

Recomm endation: The TSP upda te will consider these 

strategies when evaluating solutions for Oregon City. 
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not chosen: 

• TSJ'v[O , including localized TDM, safety, operational and access management improvements; 

• Transit, bicycle and pedestrian system improvements; 

• T raffic-calming designs and devices; 

• Land use strategies in OAR 660-01 2-0035(2) 

• Connectivity improvements to provide parallel arterials, collectors or local streets that include 

pedestrian and bicycle facilities, consistent with the connectivity standards in section 3.01 .11 0 and 
design classifications in Table 2.6 o f the RTP, 

• l\·[otor vehicle capacity improvements, consistent with the RTP Arterial and Throughway Design 

and Network Concepts in Table 2.6 and Section 2.5.2 of the RTP. only upon a demonstration that 
other strategies in this subsection are not appropriate or cannot adeguately address identified 
transportation needs 

A city or county shall coordinate irs consideration o f the above strategies \vith the owner of the 
transportation facility affected by the strategy. Facility design is subject to the approval o f rhe facility 
owner. 

Tf analysis under subsection 3.08.210A (Local Needs determination) indicates a new regional or state 
need that has not been identified in the RTP, the city or county may propose one o f the following 
actions: 

• Propose a project at the time of Metro review of the TSP to be incorporated into the RTP during 
the next RTP update: or 

• Propose an amendment to the RTP for needs and projects if the amendment is necessary prior to 
the next RTP update. 

(Title 2, Transportation Solutions Sec 3.08.220) 

Demonstrate that solutions adopted pursuant to section 3.08.220 (fransportation Solutions) wi!J 
achieve progress toward the targets and standards in Tables 3.08- 1, and 3.08-2 and measures in 
subsection D Qocal performance measures), or toward alternative targets and standards adopted by the 
city or county. The city or county shall include the regional targets and standards or its alternatives in 
its TSP. 

T.M. #10- Regulatory Solutions: 
july 2012 

Minimum and maximum parking standards and street designs 
are included in the Municipal Code. 

Recommendation: The TSP update will include a discussion 
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A city or county may adopt alternative targets or standards in place of the regional targets and 

standards upon a demonstration that the alternati1·e targets or standards: 

• .-\re no lower than the modal targets in Table 3.08- 1 and no lower than the ratios in Table 3.08-2; 

• \X' iJI not result in a need for motor vehicle capacity improvements that go be1·ond the planned 

arterial and throughway network defined in Figure 2. 12 of the RTP and that are not recommended 
in, or are inconsistent with, the RTP; and 

• Will not increase SOV travel to a degree inconsistent with the non-SO\' modal targets in Table 
3.08- 1. 

If the city or county adopts mobility standards for state highways different from those in Table 3.08-2. 

it shall demonstrate that the standards have been approved by the Oregon Transportation 
Commission. 

Each city and county shall also include performance measures for safety, vehicle miles traveled per 

capita, freight reliability. congestion, and walking, bicycling and transit mode shares to evaluate and 
monitor performance of the TSP. 

To demonstrate progress toward achieYement o f performance targets in Tables 3.08-1 and 3.08-2 and 

to improve performance of state highways within its jurisdiction as much as feasible and avoid their 
further degradation, the city or county shall adopt the following: 

• Parking minimum and maximum ratios in Centers and Station Communities consistent with 
subsection 3.08.4 1 OA; 

• Designs for street. transit, bicycle. freight and pedestrian sys tems consistent with Ti tle 1: and 

• TSi\10 projects and strategies consistent with section 3.08.160; and 

• Land usc actions pursuant to 0 .-\. R 660-0 12-0035(2). 

(Title 2, Performance Targets and Standards Sec 3.08.230) 

Specify the general locations and facility parameters, such as minimum and maximum RO\X' 

dimensions and the number and width of traffic lanes. of planned regional transportation facilities and 
improvements identified o n general location depicted in the appropriate RTP map. Except as 

otherwise pr01·ided in the TSP. the general location is as follows: 

T.M. #10- Regulatory Solutions: 
July 2012 

on how the transportation solutions achieve the performance 
measures fo r the categories indicated to monitor the 

performance of the TSP. The TSP update will also develop 
local performance measures pursuant to subsection D and 

wiJI recommend updated standards as appropriate. 

General faci lity parameters are included in the adopted TSP 

and the i\ lunicipal Code. 

Recommendation: T he TSP the location 
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• For new facilities, a corridor within 200 feet o f the location depicted on the appropriate RTP map; 

• For interchanges, the general location of the crossing roadways, without specifying the general 
location of connecting ramps; 

• For existing facilities planned for improYements, a corridor within SO feet of the existing right-of
way and 

• For realignments of existing facilities, a con:idor within 200 feet of the segment to be realigned as 
measured from the existing right-of-way depicted on the appropriate RTP map. 

A City or county may refine or revise the general location of a planned regional facility as it prepares or 
revises impacts of the facility or to comply with comprehensive plan o r statewide planning goals. If, in 
developing or amending its TSP, a city or county determtnes the general location of a planned regional 
fac ility or improvement is inconsistent with its comprehensive plan or a statewide goal requirement. it 
shall: 

• Propose a revision to the general location of the planned facility or improvement to achieve 
consistency and. if the re-.;sed location lies outside the general location depicted in the appropriate 
RTP map, seek an amendment to the RTP; or 

• Propose a revision to its comprehensive plan to authorize the planned facility or improvement at 
the revised location. 

(Title 3, Deftning Projects in Transportation System Plan Sec 3.08.310) 

(Could be adopted in TSP or other adopted policy document) 

Adopt parking policies, management plans and regulations for Centers and Station Communities. Plans 
may be adopted in TSPs o r other adopted policy documents and may focus on sub-areas of Centers. 
Plans shall include an inventory of parking supply and usage, an evaluation of bicycle parking needs 
-w;th consideration of Tri~let Bicycle Parking Guidelines. Policies shall be adopted in the TSP. 
Policies. plans and regulations must consider and may include the fo llowing range of stra tegies: 

• By-right exemptions from mmimum parking requirements; 

• Parking districts; 

• Shared parking; 

T.M. #10- Regulatory Solutions: 
July 201 2 

of and include facility parameters for any new or revised 
regional faci lities. 

The Oregon City Regional Center has an existing Parking 
Plan. 

Recommendation: The TSP update will recommend 
additional policies or strategies for the O regon City Reg10nal 
Center Parking Plan as appropnate. 
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• Stntctured parking: 

• Bicycle parking: 

• Timed parking; 

• Differentiation between employee parking and parking for customers, visitors and patienrs; 

• Real- time parking info rmation; 

• Priced parking: 

• Parking enforcement 

(Title 4, Parking Management Sec 3.08.4101) 

If a city or county proposes a transportation project that ts not included in the RTP and will result in a 
significant increase 111 S( )\' capacity or exceeds the planned function or capacity of a facility designated 

in the RTP, it shall demonstrate consistency with the foiiO\ving in irs project analysis: 

• The stratcgtes set forth 111 subsccoon 3.Ult220. \ ( 1-5) ( l"S!'vlO , Transtt/ btkc/ pcd system 
improvements. traffic calming, land use strategies, connectivity impro vements) 

• Complete street designs consistent with regtonal street destgn policies 

• Green street designs consistent with federal regulations for stream protection. 

If the city o r coumy decides not to build a project identified in the RTP. it shall identify alrernarjve 

projects or strategies to address the identified transportation need and infonn Metro so that ;\ ferro can 

amend the RTP. 

This sccnon docs not apply to city or county transportation projects that are financed locally and 

would be undertaken on local facilities. 

(Title 5, Amendments of City and County Comprehen sive and Transportation System Plans 
Sec 3.08.510C) 

T.M. #10- Regulatory Solutions: 
july 2012 

Recommendation : The TSP update will include the 

discussion if any new transportation improvements are 
idemified that will require amendment to the RTP. 
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of the 

Allow complete street designs consistent with regional street design policies 

(Title 1, Street System D esign Sec 3.08.110A(1)) 

Allow green street designs consistent with federal regulations for stream protection 

(Tide 1, Street System Desig n Sec 3.08.110A(2)) 

Allow transit-supportive street designs that facilitate existing and planned transit service pursuant 
3.08. l 20B 

(Title 1, Street System D esign Sec 3.08.110A(3)) 

Allow implementation o f: 

• Narrow streets (<28 ft curb to curb); 

T.M. # 10- Regulatory Solutions: 
July 2012 

OCMC Section 12.04.180 (Street design) addresses street 
design in terms of minimum right-of-way and pavement 

widths. The section refers to the TSP for the functional 
classifications of roadways that correspond to the minimum 
widths. I t allows for exceptions to the minimum standards if 

the City Engineer finds that an alternative design provides 
for "adequate and safe traffic, pedestrian and bicycle flows 

and transportation alternatives and protects and provides 
adequate multi-modal transportation services for the 

development as well as the surrounding community." 

Complete street designs, green street designs, and transit
supportive street designs should be permitted -and even 
supported - by this code language. In particular, Section 
12.04.260 (Street design-T ran sir) facilitates transit
supportive design in requiring the applicant to coordinate 
with TriMet when the applicant's site potentially impacts 
transit streets as identified in the City TSP. 

Street cross-sections themselves are provided in the existing 
TSP (Figures 5-2A and 5-2B). The figures present "typical" 
cross-sections, with flexibility in design allowed according to 
the functional classification of the roadway. 

Recommendation: Existing code language complies with 

these requirements and no substantive amendments are 
recommended. The street system designs will be updated in 
the TSP, and code sections on design will be revised to refer 
to or reflect these updated designs. 

• Narrow streets: The existing cross-section standard fo r 
local streets in the 2001 TSP show from 20 to 32 feet of 

pavement nrovicl ~ecl on 
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• Wide sidewalks (at least five feet of through zone); 

• Landscaped pedestrian buffer strips or paved furnishing zones of at least five fee t. that include 

street trees; 

• T ra ffic calming to discourage traffic in filtration and excessive speeds; 

• Short and direct right-of-way routes and shared-use paths to connect residences with commercial 

services. parks. schools. hospitals. institutions, transit corridors, regional trails and other 
neighborhood activity centers; 

• Opportunities to extend streets in an incremental fashion, including posted notification on streets 
to be extended. 

(Title 1, Street System Design Sec 3.08.1108) 

one or both sides o f the street. However, existing code 

(OCMC Section 12.04. 180.:-\ / Table 12.04.020) specifies 

m inimum pavement width as 32 feet fo r local streets. 

• \'\' ide sidewalks: OC~IC Section 12.04.0 10 

• 

(Construction specificarions-ImproYcd streets) 
requires all sidewalks to be constructed ro City standards 

and widths specified in rhe TSP. The TSP requires 

sidewalks for all roads functionally classified as arterials, 
collectors. and local streets, with widths no less than five 

feet (Table 5-2 and Figures S-2.-\ and 5-2B). However. 

neither the TSP nor code address the clear or through 
zone. 

Landscaped pedestrian buffer strips or paved furnishing 

zones: OCMC Section 12.04. 180 (Street design) only 
specifies righ t-of-way and pavement widths and does 

nor call our dimensions for design features inside the 
right-of-way and outside of the pavement. However. 
minimum right-of-way widths fo r each functional 

classification are at least 20 feet wider than pavement 

width, allowing fo r ar least five feet o f sidewalk and 
either buffer strip or furnishing zone on each side of the 

roadway. T he code and TSP both refer to planting 
strips- and OCl\IC 12.04.265 (Street design-Planter 

strips) specifically addresses these, but neither the code 
nor the TSP address fu rnishing zones. OCi\IC Section 

12.08.0 IS (Street tree planting and maintenance 
requirements) requires street trees for every 35 feet of 

frontage, to be evenly distributed along the frontage. for 
all new development and major redevelopment. 

(However, major redevelopment is not defined in this 

code section or in code definitions.) 

• T raffic caL11ing: T raffic calming is acknowledged in the 

____L__ 2001 TSP, but examples or a "tool box" of techni 
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T.M. # 10- Regulatory Solutions: 
July 2012 

and treatments are not provided in the TSP. Traffic 
calming is not addressed in the code. 

• Short and direct right-of-way routes and shared-use 
paths: OC~!C Chapter 16.12 (Minimum Improvements 
and Design Standards for Land Divisions) and in 
particular Section 16.12.035 (Blocks-Pedestrian and 
bicycle access) establishes standards "ro provide direct 
access to nearby neighborhood acriviry centers, transit 
streets and other transit facilities." 

Multimodal circulation within a sire or land division is 
supported by the provisions in OCMC Section 
16.08.025.B (Traffic / Transportation Plan), 17.52 (Off
Street Parking and Loading), and 17.62 (Site Plan and 
D esign Review). :\ detailed site circulation plan is 
required that shows proposed vehicular, bicycle, transit 
and pedestrian circulation within a site and connections 
to the existing transportation system, to existing rights
of-way or adjacent tracts, and to parking and loading 
areas. 

T he code also establishes pedestrian and bicycle 
accessways, which are defined in OCMC Section 
17.04.030 as "any off-street path or way as described in 
Chapter 12.24 (Pedestrian and Bicycle Accessways). 
intended primarily for pedestrians or bicycles and which 
provides direct routes within and from new 
developments to residential areas, retail and office areas, 
transit streets and neighborhood activity centers." 
.Accessways, pursuant to Section 12.24.030, are required 
between discontinuous street rights-of-war, at least 
every 500 feet through long blocks. where there are 
inconvenient or out of direction pedestrian and bicycle 
travel patterns, in new subdivisions and planned 
developments (Chapters 16.08, 16.12, and 17 .64), and in 
multi residential districts and nonresidential 
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Regional Transponation Functiom1l Phm Requirement Findings of Compliance- Municipal Code 

T.M. #10- Regulato ry Solutions: 
july 2012 

districts. 

In these ways, existing code provisions ensure that 
bicycle and pedestrian paths and connections can be 
required through the development and land division 
permitting process. I lowever, the 2001 TSP docs not 
identify multi-usc paths and trails on the Pedestrian Plan 
and Ricl'cle Plan. 

• O pporrunines ro extend streets: The code generally 
discourages dead-end and sntb streets but Subsection B 
o f OCI\ lC Sewon 1 2 .0~ . 1 75 (~rreet design-Generally) 
allows for sntbbing streets when necessary to create 
connections to future adjacenr development. Likewise. 
Section 17 .62.050 .. \ .2. f. in Site Design Review stares 
that " Developmenr shall be reqwred to prm·ide extsting 
or funtre connections to adjacent sires through the use 
of a ,·ehicular and pedesrnan access easements where 
applicable." For land divtsions, Section 16.08.025.8 
(rraffic/Transportation Plan) requires that a detailed 

site circulation plan show "proposed vehicular. bicycle, 
transit and pedestrian access points and connections to 
the existing system, circulation patterns and connectivity 
to existing rights-of-way or adjacent tracts." The code 
does not specify that notification be posted on streets to 
be extended. as called out in the RTFP requirements. 

Recommendations: 

• Table 12.04.020 should be amended to allow for a 
narrower cross-section, as allowed by the TSP and 
conststent with RTl'P Title I. 

• Code language in O CJ\IC Section 1 2.0~.010 (1 2.0~.0 I 0 -
Construcrion specifications-Improved streets) should 1 

be modified to clari fy a clear or through zone as an _j 
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Require new residential or mixed-usc development (of five or more acres) that proposes or is required 
to construct or extend strect(s) to provide a site plan (consistent with the conceptual new streets map 
required by Title I, Sec 3.08. 11 00 ) that: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Provides full street connections with spacing of no more than 530 feet between connections 
except where prevented by barriers 

Provides a crossing every 800 to 1,200 feet if streets must cross water features protected pursuant 
to T itle 3 UGMFP (unless habitat quality or the length of the crossing prevents a full street 
connection) 

Provides bike and pedestrian accessways in lieu of streets 'vith spacing of no more than 330 feet 
except where prevented by ba.rriers 

Limits use of cul-dc-sacs and other closed-end street systems to situations where barriers prevent 

T.M. #10- Regulatory Solutions: 
July 2012 

unobstructed space at least five feet wide for aU 
sidewalks. (Language also can be drafted co allow for 
exceptions to the clear zone.) This language should also 
be incorporated into Section 17.04 (Definitions) and the 
TSP. Similarly these sections should address and define 
furnishing :~:ones. 

• Provide examples or a " tool box" of traffic calming 
techniques and treatments in the TSP. Corresponding 
code language may be recommended for Chapter 12, 
specifying what traffic calming treatments are acceptable 
and under what conditions. 

• The TSP should identify multi-use paths and/ o r trails 
on the Pedestrian Plan and Bicycle Plan. Accessways 
are defined in the code, but definitions for shared-use 
paths and/ or trails should be added. 

• l11e code should specify that notification be posted on 
streets to be extended; modifications to Section 
12.04.175, Section 17.62.050._\.2.f, and, Section 
16.08.025.B arc recommended. 

l\ Iultimodal circulation within a site or land division is 
supported by ( )Cl\ lC Section 16.08.025.B 
(Traffic/Transportation Plan). 

• 

• 

Full street connections with spacing of no more than 
530 feet: OCl\ lC Sections 16.12.020 (Blocks
Generally) and 16.12.025 (Blocks - Length) specify 
block lengths of 500 feet, with exceptions for 
environmenral condiaons and other barriers. 

Bike and pedestrian accessways in lieu of streets. with 
spacing of no more than 330 feet: OC.l\ IC Section 
16.12.035 (Blocks-Pedestrian and bicycle access) 

ires that subdi,~sions 
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Regional Transportation Functional Plan Requirement Findings of Compliance- Municipal Code 

full street connections 

• Includes no closed-end street longer than 220 fee t or having no more than 25 dwelling units 

(Title 1, Street System Design Sec 3.08.110E) 

Establish city/ county standards for local street connecnv1ty. consistent with Title 1, Sec 3.08. 1101::, 
that applies to new residential or mixed-use development (o f less than fi,-c acres) that proposes or is 
required to constn1ct or extend street(s). 

(Title 1, Street System Design Sec 3.08.110F) 

accessways between discontinuous street right-of-way 
and long blocks at distances less than .500 feet. 

• Cui-de-sacs and closed-end streets: OC~fC Secnon 
12.04.225 (Street design-Cui-de-sacs and dead-end 
streets) limits the usc o f cui-de-sacs and dead-end streets 

in Oregon City. \X'hen they are proposed. they arc 
required to be less than 350 feet long. O CJ'vlC Section 
16. 12.03.5 (Blocks-Pedestrian and bicycle access) 
requires pedestrian and bicycle accessways from cui-de
sacs to the nearest street or neighborhood activity 
center. 

Recommendations: 

• OC\ lC Section 12.24.030 and Section 16.12.03.5 should 

be amended to reqUire bicycle and pedestrian access at 
distances less .DO feet (instead of 500 feet), except in the 
case of signi ficant constraints. 

• In order to fully comply with the RTFP, OC~!C Section 
12.04.225 (Street design-Cui-de-sacs and dead-end 
streets) needs to be amended so that street length is 
reduced to 220 feet and housing on the stree t segment is 
limited to 25 dwelling units. 

Preliminary plat standards for subdivisions in OGv!C Section 

16.08.025.B requtre a transportation plan shows a circulation 
system that is connected to the surrounding transportation 
system and demonstrates compliance with other code 
transportation ~tandards. Th1s includes compliance with 
block length standards in Section 16.12.025 so that blocks on 

1 
local streets and collectors do not exceed five hundred feet 

and requirements fo r Pedestrian/ bicycle accessways in J 
Section 16. 12.035. as well as required connections with 

L-------------------------------------------------------------------~---
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Applicable to both Development Code and TSP 

To the extent feasible, restrict driveway and street access in the vicini ty o f interchange ramp terminals, 
consistent with Oregon Highway Plan .. ·\ccess Management Standards, and accommodate local 

circulaaon on the local system. Public street connections. consistent with regional street design and 
spacing standards, shall be encouraged and shall supersede this access restriction. ;\ [ultimodal street 

design features including pedestrian crossings and on-street parking shall be allowed where 
appropriate. 

(fide 1, Street System D esig n Sec 3.08.110G) 

T.M. # 10- Regulatory Solutions: 
July 201 2 

future adjacent de\'elopmem (OCMC Section 12.0-U ?S.B, 

Section 16.08.025.8 , and Section 17.62.050 . .A.2.f). 

Recommend ation: Existing code language complies with 
this requirement and no amendmems are recommended. 

OCMC Subsection 12.04.005 . .-\ Qurisdiction and 

management of the public rights-of-way) acknowledges that 
ODOT and Clackamas County also have rights-of-way in the 

city and, for faci lities not under City jurisdiction, defers to 

the applicable jurisdiction and their permitting standards. 

Existing public s treet spacing standards (fable 12.04.040) 
depend on the functional classification of the streets in 
Oregon City. The existing standards actually allow for more 
connectivity than the requiremems in RTFP Section 
3.08.1 I OG and C (major arterial spacing of one mile and 
minor arterial and collector spacing of a half mile) 

Pedestrian crossings are addressed in the City's existing street 

design standards. which include crosswalk design and 
allowances for alternatives to this typical design (O CMC 
Section 12.04.245). Goal 2 and the "Other Pedestrian 
Amenities" section in the TSP addresses safe crossing. and 
Figure 5-5 illustrates median crossings. However. there a.re 
no location criteria in the existing code or TSP for that 
indicate under what circumstances crosswalks \viii be 

required. 

Cross-sections in Figures 5-4a and 5-4b show on-street 

parking for all func tional classifications of roadway except 
for major arterials. 

Recommendation: T he City's adopted development 
standards are consistent \vith the reouirements of this 
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Include Site design standards for new retail, office, multi- family and institutional buildings located ncar 

or at major transit stops shown in Figure 2.15 1n the R"ll': 

• Provide reasonably direct pedestrian connections between transit stops and building entrances and 
between building entrances and streets adjoining transit stops; 

• Provide safe. direct and logical pedestrian crossings at all transit stops where practicable 

:\t major transit stops, require the fo llowing: 

• Locate buildings withm 20 feet of the transit stop, a tranm street o r an inrersection street, or a 
pedestrian plaza at the stop or a street intersections; 

• T ransit passenger landing pads accessible to disabled persons to transit agency standards: 

• : \n easement o r dedication for a passenger shelter and an underground utiLity connection to a 
major transit stop if requested by the public transit provider: 

• Lighting to transit agency standards at the major transit stop; 

• Intersectio n and mid-block traffic management improvements as needed and practicable to enable 
marked crossings at major transit stops. 

(Title 1, Transit System D esign Sec 3.08.1208(2)) 

Section. :\lul timodal street design and appropriate locatio n 

o f pedestrian cross ings and o n-street parking is being 
explo red as parr of the TSP update. To the extent that the 

TSP includes cnrena fo r locating protected crossings, 
amendments O C!\!C Section 12.04.245 for consis tency with 

rhe T SP may be appropriate. 

Subsection :\.9 of OCi\IC Section 17.62.050. Sire Plan and 

Design Review. establishes extensive criteria for pedestrian 

circulauon on-me. OCMC 17.62.080 specifically addresses 

development along rransir streets, including requirements for 

ma.ximum setbacks and fo r all buildings ro face the street and 

to ha,·e a direct pedestrian connection with the transit s treet. 

OC!\ IC Section 12.04.260 (Street design-Transit) requires 

the applicant to coo rdinate with Tril\ler when the apphcanr's 

site po tenually impacts transit streets as identified in the City 
TSP. Coordination of crossings is not called our in rhis 
sectJOn. 

Standards in both OC\IC Chapter 12.04 (Streets, Sidewalks 

and Public Places) and Chapter 17.62 (Site Plan and D esign 

Review) address street and site plan design to accommodate 

transit amenities and facilities. Section 12.04.260 (Street 
des1gn-Transi t). Section 17.62.080 (Special dewlopmenr 

standards along transit streets). and Subsection 
17.62.050.:\ . 15 o f Site Plan and Design Re,-iew allow 

decision makers to require transit-supporttve elements such 
as direct pedestrian and bicycle connections to transit streets 

and stops. as well as casements. stops. shelters, pullouts. and 
pads. when the Site IS adjacen t to a designated transit street. 

I Recommendatio n : . \ddress mid-block crossings in 
_ _ _ OC!\ IC 17.62.080 (Spec1al development standards along 
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july 2012 Page 17 



(Could be in Comprehensive plan or TSP as well) As an alternative to implementing site design 

standards at major transit stops (section 3.08.1208 (2), a city or county may establish pedestrian districts 
with the following elements: 

• .·\ connected street and pedestrian network for the district; 

• ,-\n inventory of existing facilities. gaps and deficiencies in the network of pedestrian routes; 

• Interconnection of pedestrian, transit and bicycle systems; 

• Parking management strategies; 

• .-\ccess managemen t strategies; 

• Sidewalk and accessway location and width; 

• Landscaped or paved pedestrian bu ffer strip location and width; 

• Street tree location and spacing; 

• Pedestrian street crossing and intersection design; 

• Street lighting and furniture for pedestrians; 

• A mi.x of types and densities o f land uses that will support a high level of pedestrian activity. 

(fide 1, Pedestrian System D esign Sec 3.08.130B) 

Require new development to provide on-sire streets and accessways that offer reasonably direct routes 
for pedestrian travel. 

(Title 1, Pedestrian System D esign Sec 3.08.130C) 

T.M. # 10- Regulatory Solutions : 
July 2012 

transit streets). 

Site design standards related to transit are established in 

OCMC Chapter 12.04 (Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places) 
and Chapter 17.62 (Sire Plan and Design Review). Street 

trees are addressed in OCMC 12.08. 

The 2001 TSP, 1999 Downtown Community Plan, and 2007 

Urban Renewal Plan all include improvements for the 
pedestrian environment in the city, but stop short o f creating 
pedestrian districts. There ace no additional standards related 
to pedestrian environment included in the mi.xed use or 
historic commercial zoning code sections. 

Recommendation: The "alternative approach" of 
establishing pedestrian districts is not necessary, as the City's 

existing development requirements are transit supportive, 
consistent with RTFP requirements. However, many o f the 
elements identified with pedestrian districts are being 
considered as parr of the TSP update. At a system level, 
recommendations resulting from this planning process will 
include proposed policy and implementing code language 
that will strengthen and improve the City's transportation 
system for pedestrians. 

OCMC Subsection 17.62.050.A.9 for Site Plan and Design 
Review establishes extensive criteria fo r on-site pedestrian 
circulation, and pedestrian circulation is also addressed by 

Chapter 12.24 (Pedestrian and Bicycle Accessways) and 
Section 16.08.025.8 (Traffic/ Transportation Plan). 

Recommendation : Existing code language complies with 
this requirement and no amendments are recommended. 
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Establish parking ratios, consistent with the fo llowi11g: 

• No minimum ratios higher than those shown on Table 3.08-3. 

• J\.!o maximum ratios higher than those shown on Table 3.08-3 and illustrated in the Par king 

1\lax.imum i\lap. If 20-minute peak hour transit service has become available to an area within a 
one-quarter mile walking distance from bus trru1sit one-half mile walking distance from a high 

capacity transit stat.ion. that area shall be remo\'ed from Zone "-\. Cities and counties should 
designate Zone A parking ratios in areas with good pedestrian access to conunercial or 
employment areas (with.in one-th.ird mile walk) from adjacent residential areas. 

• Establish a process fo r variances from minimum and maximum parking ratios that include criteria 
for a variance. 

• Require that free surface parking be consistenr with the regional parking maximums for Zones .-\ 
and B in Table 3.08-3. Following an adopted exemption process and criteria. ci ties and counties 

may exempt parking structures: fleer pa.rking; Yehicle parking for sale, lease. or rent; employee car 
pool parking; dedicated valet parking: user-paid parking; marker rare parking; and other high
efficiency parking management alternatives from maximum parking standards. Reductions 
associated with redevelopment may be done in phases. \X!here mixed-use development is 
proposed, cities and counties shall provide for blended parking rates. Cities and counties may 
count adjaccnr on-street parking spaces, nearby public parking and shared parking toward required 
parking m.inimum standards. 

Use categories or standards other than those in Table 3.08-3 upon demonstration that the effect will be 
substantially the same as the application of the ratios in the table. 

• Provide for the designation of residential parking districts in local comprehensive plans or 
implementing ordinances. 

• Require that parking lots more than three acres in size pro,·ide street-like features along major 
d riveways, including curbs, sidewalks and street trees or planr.ing strips. !\lajor driveways 111 nc\V 

residential and mixed-usc areas shall meet the connecrivirv standards fo r full street connections in 
scct.ion 3.08.110, and should line up with surrounding streets except where prevented by 

topography, rail lines, freeways. pre-exis ting development or leases. easements or covenants that 
existed prior to !\ lay I. 1995. or the requirements of Titles 3 and 13 of the UGl\li'P. 

T.M. # 10- Regulatory Solutions: 
july 20 12 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Parking ratios and maximums: City parking ratios and 
maximums are presented in Table 17.52.020 of OCMC 
Chapter 17.52 (Off-Street Parking and Loading) and are 
consistent with those in RTfiP Table 3.08-3. 

Variances and exemptions: Chap ter 17.52 (Off-Street 
Parking and Loading) allows for reductions in required 
parking spaces in the case of transit-oriented 
development. transportation demand management 
(TDl\I), shared parking, and on-street parking (Section 
17.52.020.8 ). Subsection A.S of OCi\!C 17.52.020 
exempts changes in use within an existing building 

located in the MUD Design District from additional 
parking requirements. OCi\ IC 17.60 (\'ariances) 

provides a general process for varying from 
requirements, including parking requirements. 

Residential parking districts: T he City code and 
Comprehensive Plan do not address residential parking 
districts, bu t the 2009 Downtown Oregon City Parking 
Study docs. 

Parking lot landscaping and pedestrian circulation: 
OCl\IC Section 17.52.060 (Parking lot landscaping) 
includes requirements for pedestrian accessways, trees, 
and landscaping along the perimeter and in the interior 

of parking lots. 

On-street loading: Chapter 17.52 (O ff-Street Parking 

and Loading) does nor address the location of on-street 
freight loading and unloading. 

• Long-term bicycle parking: OCi\ IC Section 17.52.040 
(Bicycle parking standards) addresses the amount of 

bicycle parking, and parking location and design. The 
section addresses parking for the uses specified in the 
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• Require on-street freight loading and unloading areas at appropriate locations in centers. 

Establish short-term and long-term bicycle parking minimums for: 

• New multi-family residential developments o f four units or more; 

• New retail, office and institutional developments; 

• Transit centers, high capacity transit stations, inter-city bus and rail passenger terminals; and 

• Bicycle facilities at transit stops and park-and-ride lots. 

(Title 4, Parking Management Sec 3.08.410) 

T.M. #10- Regulatory Solutions: 
july 2012 

RTFP requirement, but it does not specifically address 

long-term bicycle parking. 

Recommendations: 

• The TSP update will coordinate with the 
recommendations of the 2009 Downtown Oregon City 
Parking Study in order to use parking resources more 
efficiently, particularly in the Historic Downtown and 

on the Bluff. Code language for implementing new 
parking strategies may be prepared as needed to 

coordinate with City staff effor ts to implement the 
recommendations from the parking study. 

• Amend OCMC 12.04 (Streets, sidewalks and public 
places) to address the location of o n-street freight 
loading and unloading. 

• Amend Section 17.52.040 (Bicycle parking standards) to 
include requirements for long-term bicycle parking. 

Page 20 



Table 3: F indings of Compliance o f the Comprehensive Plan with the RT FP 

ional Transportation Functional Plan Requireme 

\'\!hen proposing an amendment to the comprehensive plan or to a zonmg des1gnanon. consider 

the stratewes in subsecnon 3.08.220.A as part of rhe analysis required by 0 . \R 660-0 12-0060. 

If a city or counry adopts the actions set forth in 3.08.230E Qnrking ranos, des1gns for street, 

transit, b1cycle, pedestrian, freight systems, TS;\!0 projects and strategies. and land use actions) and 
section 3.07.630.8 of Title 6 of the UG!I IFP. it shall be ehgible for an automaric reduction of 30 

percent below the vehicular trip generation rates recommended by the Institute o f Transportation 
E ngineers when analyzing the traffic impacts. pursuant to 0 .-\R 660-0 12-0060. of a plan 

amendment in a Center. I\ lain ~treer. Corridor or Station Community. 

(Title 5, Amendments o f City and County Compre h ens ive and T rans porta tion Syste m 

Plans Sec 3.08.510A,B) 

(Could br /om led jn TSP or other gdo/J/ed poli~)' dom111ml J 

.-\dopt parking po licies, management plans and regulations fo r Centers and Station Communities. 

Plans may be adopted in TSPs or o ther adopted policy documents and may focus o n sub-areas of 
Centers. Plans shall include an inventory o f parking supply and usage. an evalu:uion o f bicycle 

parking needs with consideration of TriMel Biode Parking Guidrlinrs. Policies shall be adopted in the 

TSP . P olicies, plans and regulations must consider and may include the following range of 

strategies: 

• By-right exemptions from minimum parking requirements: 

• Parking districts: 

• Shared parking; 

• Structured parking: 

• Bicycle parking; 

• Timed parking: 

• Differentiation between employee parking and parking for customers, visitors and patients; 

• Real-tllne informatjon: 

T.M. #10- Regulato ry Solutions: 
July 2012 

O ther than a general reference to compliance with Statewide 

Plannmg Goals. there IS nor speci fic language related to the 
Transportation Plannmg Rule and Section -0060 1n the criteria fo r 

zoning changes and amendments 111 OCi\!C Section 17.68.020. no r 
is there in Section 17 .50. 170 (Legislative hearing process) o r the 

Comprehensive Phn. 

Recommendation : Given the findings about mobility 

performance· presented in the existing and future transportation 

conditions reports. the City should consider the requirements 1n the 

cited RTPP and Urban Growth i\ lanagemenr Functional Plan 

sections and dctcmunc if additjonal acuons are necessary related to 

reduced trip generation rates for proposed amendments in the 

Regional Center o r the City's designated Comdors. 

Parking principles arc included in language about functional 

classifications of roadways (fable 5-2) and the Street Destgn 
Standards section and figures (Figures 5-V. and B) of Section 5 of 

the 200 1 TSP . The existjng TSP policies do not address the parking 
strategies in this RTFP requirement. Chapter 17.52 (Off-Street 

Parking and Loading) of the City code does address shared parking, 
bicycle parking, and carpool/vanpool employee parking. I Iowever, 

the 2009 Downtown O regon City Parking Study recommends 

several parking strategies that can he worked into hoth TSP policy 

and implementation projects. 

Recommendation: Consider amending TSP policies to add ress the 

parking swn cgtcs in this RTFP requirement th at are no t currently 

coYered by eXlsting policies or code language. Refer to the 2009 
D owntown Park Study recommendations 111 preparing proposed 

po licy language a.nd management strategies. 
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• Priced parking; 

• Parking enforcement. 

(Title 4, Pa rking Managem ent Sec 3.08.4101) 

T.M. #10- Regulatory Solutions: 
July 2012 Page 22 



Draft Amendments to the Oregon City Municipal Code 
}11m l:l. :o/3 

The following are proposed amendments with code sections numbered as they would be in t he OCMC and are 
presented in adoption-ready format. Where new language is proposed to be added, it is underlined; where it is 
proposed to be removed, it is str~;~cl< tl'lro~;~g l'l . 

OCMC CHAPTER 12.04 - STREETS, SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES 

12.04.003 A~~licabilit~ 

A. Com (21 iance w ith this cha(2ter is reguired for all land Divisions, Site Plan and Design Review, Master Plan, Detailed 
Develo12ment Plan and Condi tiona l Use a(2(21ications and all(2ublic im(2rovements. 

B. Com (21iance w ith this cha(2ter is also reguired for new constructi on or additions which exceed 50 (2ercent of the 
existing sguare footage, of all single and two-family dwellings. All a(2(21icable single and two-family dwellings sha ll 
(2rovide any necessary dedications, easements or agreements as identified in t he Trans(2ortation System Plan and 
this Cha(2ter. In addition, the front age of the sit e sha ll com(21y w ith the following (2riorit ized standards identified in 
this cha(2ter: 

1. lm(2rove street 12avement, construct curbs, gutters, sidewalks and (21anter stri(2s; and 
2. Plant street t rees 

The cost of com (21iance with the standards ident ified in 12.04.003.8.1 and 12.04.003.8.2 is lim ited to ten (10%)(2ercent 
of the total construction costs. The va lue of the alterations and im(2rovements as determined by the Community 
Develo(2ment Director is based on the entire (2roject and not individual building 12ermits. It is the res12onsibility of the 
a(2(21icant to submit to the Community Develo(2ment Director the va lue of the reguired im12rovements. Additional costs 
may be reguired t o com(21y wit h other a(2(21icable reguirements associated with the (2ro(2osal such as access or 
landsca(2ing reguirements. 

12.04.007 Modificat ions. 

The review body may cons ider modification of this standard resulting from constitutional limitations rest rict ing the 
City's ability to reguire the dedication of (2ro(2erty or for any other reason, based u(2on the crit eria listed below and other 
criteria identified in the st andard to be modified. All modificat ions shall be (2rocessed through a Ty(2e II land Use 
a(2(21ication and may regu ire additional evidence from a trans(2ortation engineer or others to verify com(21iance. 
Com(21iance with the following criteria is reguired : 
A. The modification meet s the intent of the standard; 
B. The modification (2rovides safe and efficient movement of (2edestrians, motor vehicles, bicyclists and freight; 
c. The modificati on is consistent with an ado(2ted (21an; and 
D. The modification is com(21ementary with a surrounding street design; OR, in the alternative, 
E. If a modification is reguested for constitutiona l reasons, the a(2(21icant shall demonstrate the constitutional(2rovision or 

12rovisions t o be avoided by the modification and (2ro(2ose a modification that com (21ies w ith the state or federa l 
constitution. The Citv sha ll be under no obligation to grant a modification in excess of that which is necessary to meet i s 
constitutiona l obligations. 

12.04.025 - Street design- Drivew ay Curb cuts. 

A. With the exce(2tion of the limitations identified in 12.04.025.8, all driveway curb cuts shall be limited t o the 
following dimensions. 

Pro(2erty Use I 
Minimum I Maximum Driveway I 
Driveway Width Width at sidewalk or 

I 



at sidewalk or QroQert~ line 
QrOQert~ line 

Residential Dwelling· with one Car 10 feet 12 feet 
GarageLParking SQace 

Residential Dwelling· with two Car 18 feet 24 feet 
GarageLParking SQace 

Residential Dwelling· with three or 18 feet 30 feet 
more Car GaragesLParking SQace 

Non Residential or Multi-Famil~ 15 feet 40 feet 
Residential Drivewa~ Access 

* Residential dwelling limited to single-famil~ and two-famil~ dwellings. 
The drivewa~ width abutting the street Qavement ma~ be extended 3 feet on either side of the drivewa~ to 
accommodate turn movements. Drivewa~s ma~ be widened onsite in locations other t han where the drivewa~ meets 
sidewalk or propert~ line (for example between the propert~ line and the entrance to a garage). 

Single- Family Dwelling with a Two Car Garage 

BA. To ass~:~re p1:1blic safety, red~:~ ce traffic hazards and promote the 'Nelfare of pedestrians, bicyclists and residents of 
the s~:~bject area,_s~:~ch as a c~:~l de sac or dead end street, tThe decision maker shall be authorized through a T~Qe II 
process, unless another Qrocedure aQQiicable to the QrOQosal aQQiies, to minimize the number and size of curb cuts 
(including driveways) as far as practicable for an~ of the following purposes where any of the following conditions are 
necessary: 
1. To provide adequate space for on-street parking; 
2. To faci litate st reet tree planting requirements; 
3. To assure pedest rian and vehicular safety by limiting veh icular access points; and 
4. To assure that adequate sight distance requ irements are met. 
Where the decision maker determines any of these sit~:~ations exist or may occ~:~r d~:~e to approval of a proposed 
development, driveway c~:~rb c~:~ts shall be limited to those widths as approved by the p~:~blic works street standard 
drawings. 
a. Where the decision maker determines an~ of these situations exist or ma~ occur due t o the aQQroval of a 

proposed development for non-residential uses or attached or multi-family housing, a shared drivewa~ sha ll be 
required and l imited to twent~-four feet in width adjacent t o the sidewalk or QrOQert~ line and ma~ extend to a 
maximum of thirt~ feet abutting the street pavement to facilitate turning movements. 

Shared residential dri¥eways shall be limited to twenty fo~:~r feet in width adjacent to the sidewalk and property line 
and may extend to a maxim~:~m of thirty feet ab~:~tting the street pavement to facilitate t~:~rning movements. Non 
residential development driveway c~:~ rb c~:~ts in these sitl:lations shall be limited to those widths as approved by the 
p~:~blic works street standard drawings or as appro·1ed by the city engineer 1:1pon review of the \'Chicle t~:~rning radi i 
based on a professional engineer's design s~:~bmittal. 
b. Where the decision maker determines an~ of these situations exist or ma~ occur due to approval of a Qroposed 



development for detached housing within the " R-5" Single -Family Dwelling District or "R-3.5" Dwelling District, 
driveway curb cuts shall be limited to twelve feet in width adjacent to the sidewalk or property line and may 
extend to a maximum of eighteen feet abutting the street pavement to facilitate turning movements. 

CB. For all driveways, the following standards apply. 
1. Each new or redeveloped curb cut shall have an approved concrete approach or asphalted street connection where 
there is no concrete curb and a minimum hard surface for at least ten feet and preferably twenty feet back into the lot 
as measured from the current edge of street pavement to provide for controlling gravel tracking onto the public 
street. The hard surface may be concrete, asphalt, or other surface approved by the city engineer. 
2f. It sAall Be a coEle 'liolation to Elri'v·e Driving vehicles, trailers, boats, or other wheeled objects across a sidewalk or 
roadside planter strip at a location other than an approved permanent or city-approved temporary driveway approach 
is prohibited . Damages caused by such action sha ll be corrected by the adjoin ing property owner. 
3G. It sAall Be a coEle violation to place Placing soil, gravel, wood, or other material in the gutter or space next to the 
curb of a public street with the intention of using it as a permanent or temporary driveway is prohibited . Damages 
caused by such action shall be corrected by the adjoining property owner. 
~- Any driveway built within public street or alley right-of-way shall be built and permitted per city requ ireme nt s as 
approved by the city engineer. 

D~. Exceptions. The public works di rector reserves the right to waive this policy in certain instances standard, if it is 
determined through a Type II decision, including written findings, that it is in the best interest of the public to do so. 
Examples of allowable exceptions include: 
1. Corner properties or properties adjacent to more than one street frontage provided at least one on-street parking 
space on each frontage remains available after the installation of a second driveway. 
2. Special needs for disabled access. 
3. When the size of the lot or the length of the street frontage is adequate to support more than one driveway, the 
installation of a driveway will result in the loss of no more than one on-street pa rking space and the re is no shortage 
of on-street parking available for neighboring property. 
In no case shal l more than two driveways be allowed on any single family residentia l property. 
G. Appeals. Decisions maEle BY tAe pl:lBiic 'Narks Eli rector are finall:lnless appealeEl in writing to tAe transportation 
aElvisory committee for review anEl recommenElation to tAe city commission. 
H. J:aill:lre to Com pi·;. J:aill:lre to meet tAe intent of tAis section sAall Be a violation of tAis CoEle anEl enforceaBle as a 
ci'lil infraction. 

12.04 .04§ Street QesigA CeAstraiAed lecal streets ar~d/er rigl:tts ef ·.vay. 

Any access· • ..,ay witA a pavement wiEltA of less tAan tl:tirt•; two feet sAall reEll:lire tAe approval of tAe city engineer, 
comml:lnity Elevelopment Eli rector anEl fire CAief and shall meet miniml:lm life safety reEll:lirements, ·.vhich may incll:lde 
fire sl:lppression de·1ices as determined By the fire marshal to assl:lre an adeEll:late level of fire and life safet'f'· The 
standard width for constrained streets is twenty feet of paving with no on street parking and twenty eight feet with 
on street parking on one side only. Constrained local streets shall maintain a twenty foot wide l:lnobstrl:lcted 
accessway. Constrained local streets and/or right of way sAall comply with necessary slope easements, sidewall< 
easements and altered wrve radil:ls, as approved by the city engineer and comml:lnity development director. 
TaBle 12.04.045 

STREET DESIGN STANDARDS FOR LOCAL CmlSTRAINED STREETS 



12.04 .09§ itreet ()esign Cwrb Cwts. 
Te assl-Jre ~l-Jelic safety, redl-Jce traffic hazards and ~rem ate the 'Nelfare ef ~edestrians, eicyclists and residents ef the 
sl-Jeject area, Sl-Jch as a Cl-.11 de sac er dead end street, the decisien maker shall ee al-.ltherized te minimize the nl-Jmeer 
and size ef Cl-.lre Cl-Jts (incll-lding dri•reways) as far as ~raeticaele where any ef the fell ewing cenditiens are necessary: 
A. Te we·ride adeEjl-Jate s~ace fer en street ~arl<ing; 
B. Te facilitate street tree ~Ianting reEjl-Jirements; 
C. Te assl-Jre ~edestrian and vehicl-Jiar safety ey limiting vehicl-Jiar access ~eints; and 
D. Te assl-.lre that adeEjl-late sight distance reEjl-lirements are met. 
Where the decisien maker determines any ef these sitl-latiens exist er may eccl-.lr dl-.le te a~~re·ral ef a ~re~esed 
de·1ele~ment, single residential driveway cl-.lre cl-Jts shall ee limited te twel't'e feet in width adjacent te the sidewalk 
and ~re~erty line and may extend tea maximl-Jm ef eighteen feet ael-Jtting the street ~avement te facilitate tl-Jrning 
mevements. Shared residential driveways shall ee limited te twent•t fel-Jr feet in width adjacent te the sidewall< and 
~re~erty line and may extend tea maximl-Jm ef thirty feet ael-ltting the street ~avement te facilitate tl-lrning 
me•rements. Nan residential de·a~ele~ment drivevvay cl-Jre Cl-lts in these sitl-Jatiens shall ee limited te the miniml-Jm 
reEjl-Jired widths eased en vehicle tl-lrning radii eased en a ~refessienal engineer's design sl-lemittal and as a~weved ey 
the decisien mal<er. 

12.04.175- Street design-Generally. 
The location, width and grade of street shall be considered in relation to: existing and planned streets, topographical 
conditions, public convenience and safety for all modes of travel, existing and identified future transit routes and 
pedestrian/ bicycle accessways, overlay districts, and the proposed use of land to be served by the streets. The street 
system shall assure an adequate traffic circulation system with intersection angles, grades, tangents and curves 
appropriate for the traffi c to be carried considering the terrain . To the extent possible, proposed streets shall connect 
to all existing or approved stub streets that abut the development site. Where lecatien net shewn in the devele~ment 
~Ihe arrangement of streets shall either: 
A. Provide for the continuation or appropriate projection of existing principal streets in the surrounding area and on 
adjacent parcels or conform to a plan for the area approved or adopted by the city to meet a particular situation 
where topographical or other conditions make continuance or conformance to existing streets impractical; 
B. Where necessary to give access to or permit a satisfactory future development of adjoining land, streets shall be 
extended to the boundary of the development and the resulting dead-end street (stub) may be approved with a 
temporary turnaround as approved by the city engineer. Notification that the street is planned for future extension 
shall be posted on the stub street until the street is extended and shal l inform the public that the dead-end street may 
be extended in the future. Access control in accordance with section 12 .0~ shall be required to preserve the 
objectives of st reet extensions. 

12.04.180 - Street design M inirnwrn right ef wa·; 
/\II devele~ment shall ~revide adeEjl-Jate right ef way and Jla'>'ement width. /\deEjl-Jate right ef way and 13a·rement 
width shall ee J3revided ey: 
A. CemJ3Iying with the street design standards centained in the taele J3re•rided in Cha13ter 12.04 . The street design 
standards are eased en the classificatien ef streets that eccl-Jrred in the Oregan City TransJ3ertatien System Plan (TSP), 
in J3articl-Jiar, the fellewing TSP figl-lres J3revide the aJ3J3re13riate classificatien fer each street in Oregan City: Figl-lre S 1: 
Fl-.lnetienal Classificatien System and New Readway Cenneetiens; Figl-.lre S 3: Pedestrian System Plan; Figl-.lre S.G: 
Bicycle System Plan; and Figl-.lre 5.7: Pl-lelic Transit System Plan. These TSP figl-lres frem the Oregan City Trans~ertatien 
S•tstem Plan are incerJ3erated herein ey reference in erder te determine the classificatien ef J3articl-llar streets. 

I ur;:m Right ef Way Wi~th 



+!fpe ef S'Fee' MaKiR'IYR'I Rigl:l' ef IJJa'f IJJi~'l:l Pa>,•eR'IeR' Wi~'l:l 

MiReF a~eFial H.:1 fee~ ~ 

Ge lleaeF s~Fee~ ~ ~ 

Neigl:leeFReea Ge ll ee~eF stFeet &±4eet ~ 

l:eeal stFeet* ~ ~ 

AAey ~ ~ 

8. +l:le aflflliEaRt ma'l" s .. amit aR a lteFRati•t~e StFeet aesigR 13laR tRa~ >,<aFies fFem tl:le StFeet aesigR S~aRaaFSS iaeRtifiea 
aee•,<e. /l,R alteFRati ... e S~Feet aesigR fl laR mav ee afl f3F9 ... e8 B'l' ~Re eit•; eRgiReeF if it is fe .. Ra t Re alteFRa~i>w<e alle'NS feF 
a8eE! .. at e aRa safe tFaffie, 13e8estFiaR aAa eie;•ele f le>Ns aRa tFaRSfle~atieR alteFRati.,.es aRa flFetee~s aRa flFe.,. iaes 
a8eE! .. ate m .. lti mesal tFaRsfle~atieR seF.,.iees feF tl:le ae>w<elefJmeRt as well as ~ l:l e 

All develoQment regu lated by this ChaQter shaiiQrovide street imQrovements in comQiiance with the standards in~ 
Figure +R-12.04 .180 deQending on t he street classification set forth in the TransQortation System Plan and the 
ComQrehensive Plan designat ion of the ad jacent Qr0Qerty, unless an alternative Qlan has been adoQted. The 
standards Qrovided below are maximum design st andards and may be reduced with an alternative street design 

which may be aQQroved based on the modification criteria in 12.04.007. 

Figure 12.04.180 Example Residential Local Street 

Table 12.04.180 Street Design 
To read the table below select the road classificat ion as identified in t he Transportation Svstem Plan and the Comorehens ve 

Plan designation of t he adiacent propert ies to find t he maximum design standa rds fo r the road cross section. If t he 
Comprehensive Plan designation on either side of the street differs the wider right-of-way standard shall apply. The ste_Q_s or 

determin ing the aQQrOQriat e cross-section of a street are found in the TransQortat ion System Plan. 

Road 
Com(!rehensive Right-

Pavement 
Public 

landsca(!e Bike Street Travel ~ ~ Plan of-Way Access Sidewalk 
Clii ssification Width Strip lane Parking lanes !! Designation Width 

M ixed Use, 0.5 ft. 
10.5 ft . sidewalk 

Commercial or {5}12 ft . 
116ft. 94ft. including 5 ft. x5 ft . tree 6ft. 8ft. QJ 

PublicLQuasi Lanes ~ 

Major Public 
wells 

~rterial 
Indust ria l 120ft. 88ft. 

0.5 ft. 
5 ft. 10-S!ft. 6ft. NLA 

{5}14 ft. 
2...: lanes ~ 

Resident ial 126ft. 94ft. 
0.5 ft. 

5 ft. 10-S!ft. 6ft. 8ft. 
{5}12 ft. 

~ Lanes ;..:. 

Com(!rehensive 
Right- Public 

Road 
Plan 

of- Pavement Access 
Sidewalk 

landsca(!e Bike Street Travel ~ ~ 
Cia sification Way Width Stri(! lane Parking lanes !! Designation 

Width 

Mixed Use, 0.5 ft . 
10.5 ft . sidewalk 

Commercial or {5} 12 ft . 
116ft. 94ft. incl uding 5 ft.x5 ft. t ree 6ft. 8ft. ~ Minor PublicLQuasi Lanes ;..:. 

~rterial Public 
wells 

Industrial 118ft. 86ft. 
0.5 ft. 

5 ft . 10-S!ft. 6ft. 7ft. 
{5}12 ft . 

lli ~ Lanes 
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Resident ial 100ft. 68ft. 
0.5 ft. 

5 ft. 10Sft. 6ft. 7 ft. 
(3}12 ft. 

.2J ~ Lanes 

Road 
Com(!rehensive Right-

Pavement 
Public 

Landsca(!e Bike Street Travel 
Plan of-Wa~ Access Sidewalk Mec ian 

Clc: ssification Width Str i(! Lane Parking Lanes 
Designation W idth 

Mixed Use, 0.5 ft. 
10.5 ft. sidewalk 

Commercial or (3}12 
86ft. 64ft. including 5 ft .x5 ft . tree 6ft. 8ft. !1t ~ PublicLQuasi ft . Lanes 

Public 
wells 

Collector 
0.5 ft. ill.ll Indust rial 88ft. 62ft. 5 ft. 7.5 ft . 6ft. 7ft. tit 8. ft. Lanes 

Residential 85ft. 59 ft . 
0.5 ft. 

5 ft. 7.5 ft . 6ft. 7ft. ill11 !1t 8. ft . Lanes 

Road 
Com(!rehensive Right-

Pavement 
Public 

Landsca(!e Bike Street Travel 
Plan of-Wa~ Access Sidewalk Mec ian 

CICl ssification Width Stri(! Lane Parking Lanes 
Designation Width 

Mixed Use, 0.5 ft . 
10.5 ft. sidewalk 

Commercial or illil 62ft. 40ft. includ ing 5 ft.x5 ft. tree NLA 8ft. !il 8. Publ icLQuasi ft. Lanes 
Local 

Public 
wells 

Industria l 60ft. 38ft. 0.5 ft . 5 ft. 5.5 ft. (2} 19 ft . Shared S12ace N.L 8. 
Residential 54 ft . 32ft. 0.5 ft . 5 ft. 5.5 ft. (2}16 ft. Shared S12ace N.L 8. 

1. Pavement width includes, bike lane, street 12arking, travel lanes and median. 
2. Public access, sidewalks, landsca12e stri12s, bike lanes and on-street 12arking are reguired on both sides of the street 
in all designations. The right-of -way width and 12avement widths identified above include the total street section. 
3. A OS foot curb is included in landsca12e stri12 or sidewalk width. 
4. Travel lanes may be through lanes or turn lanes. 
5. The OS foot 12ubl ic access 12rovides access to adjacent 12ublic im12rovements. 
6. Alleys sha ll have a minimum right-of-way width of 20 feet and a minimum 12avement width of 16 feet. If alleys are 
wovided, garage access shall be 12rovided from the alley. 

12.04.190 Street Design--Al ignment. 
The centerline of streets shall be : 
A. Aligned with existing streets by continuation of the centerlines; or 
B. Offset from the centerl ine by no more than five -Wf.2l feet, provided appropriate mitigation, in the judgment of the 
City Engineer, is provided to ensure that the offset intersection will not pose a safety hazard. 

12.04.194 Traffic Sight Obstructions 
All new streets and driveways shall com(21y with the Traffic Sight Obstructions in eCha(2ter 10.32. 

1~.Q4,1Q!i MiRiRUIFR S"ree" IR.,erseE.,ieR SpaEiRg S"aRdards 
A , .. All Aew EleveiOJ3FReAt aAEI reele·,.eloJ3FReAt sl:lall FReet tl:le followi Ag P~:~91ic iAtersectioA SJ3aciAg staAEiarels 

ADD DIAGRAM EXAMPLE 
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+aale l~.G4 .G4G P~alie ~~ree~ IA~erseaiaA ~f3aEiAg ~~aRe ares 

9is~aAEe iA ~ee~ ae~weeA ~bee~s af IJaria~s GlassifiEa~iaAS 

!=> 

0 i ~ ~ ) 

HI t ,( f!l HI ~,~I ill 
E= l .:1'-: 

~ ~i I ~ ~ . 
~ 0 ~ ~ ,_ ~ ~ 11" 0 11" 

k ~ ~ ~ ll. ~ .... 

Meas~rea alaAg aA AA:erial ~~ree~ ~ goo ~ ~ WG ~ -1-W -1-W -1-W 

Meas~rea alaAg a Galleaar ~~reet goo goo ~ ~ WG ~ -1-W -1-W -1-W 

Meas~Fea alaAg a Neighaarhaaa goo ~ ~ ~ ~ -1-W -1-W -1-W -1-W 
Galleaar ~treet 

Meas~rea alaAg a l:aeal ~~reet ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -1-W -1-W -1-W -1-W 

~~a~e: With regara ~9 f3~BiiE iAterseaiaA Sf3aEiAg staAaaras, saFAe ais~aAEes af3f31¥ ta aath FAajar aA:erial aRe 
FAiRer aA:erial s~reets. lA this taBle, ~he ~erFA "arterial" af3f3lies t9 Bath FAajar aA:erial aAS FAiRer aA:eria l 
streets. 

9f 

8. A lesser aistaAEe aetweeA iAterseetiaAS FAa>,. ae allawea, f3r9>w'iaea af3f3r9f3ria~e FAitigatiaA, iA the 

j~agFAeAt af the Gity EAgiAeer, is f3F9't'iaea ~9 eAs~re ~hat the rea~aiaA iA iA~erseE~iaA Sf3aEiAg will Rat 

13ase a safe~y hazara. 

12.04.195- Spacing Standards 

All new develoQment and redeve loQment shall meet the SQacing standards identified in Table 12.04.195, as measured 
between the right-of-way centerli nes. The spacing standards within this section do not apQiy to al leys. 

ADD DIAGRAM 

Table 12.04.195 Spacing Standards 

Mixed-Use, 

Residential or Commercial or 

Street PublicLQuasi Public Industrial 

Functional Com(!rehensive Com(!rehensive 

Classification S(!acing Standards Plan Designation Plan Designation 

Major Location identified in Figure 6 of the Tran sQortation System Plan. 

Arterial 

Streets 
Minimum Driveway SQacing (Street to Driveway) 175ft. 225ft. 

Minor Location identified in Figure 6 of the TransQortation System Plan. 

Arterial 

Streets 
Minimum Driveway SQacing (Street to Driveway) 175ft. 225ft. 

Location identified in Figure 6 of the TransQortation System Plan. 
Collector 

Minimum Driveway SQacing (Street to Driveway) 100ft. 150ft. 
Streets 

Minimum Block Size (Street to Street) 150ft. 150ft. 

7 



Table 12.04.195 Spacing Standards 

Mixed-Use, 

Residential or Commercial or 

Street PublicLQuasi Public Industrial 

Funct ional Com~rehensive Com~rehensive 

Classification S~acing Standards Plan Designation Plan Designation 

Minimum Drivewal£ SQacing {St reet to Drivewalll 25ft. 25ft. 

The maximum block SQacing between streets is 530 feet. If the maximum block size is exceeded, Qedestrian 

accesswal£S must be 12rovided everl£ 330 feet. 

1~.Q4,1Q7 Street QesigRatieR 

All new streets sha ll be designed as local streets unless otherwise designated in the TransQortation Sl{stem Plan. 

12.04.199 Pedestrian and Bicycle Accessways 

PedestrianLbicl{cle accesswal£S are intended to 12rov ide direct, safe and convenient connections between residential 
areas, retail and office areas, institutional facilities, industriaiQarks, transit streets, neighborhood activit)£ centers, 
rights-of-wal£, and QedestrianLbicl£cle accesswal£S which minimize out-of-direction t ravel, and transit-orientated 
develoQments where Qublic street connections for automobi les, bicl£cles and Qedestrians are unavailable. 
PedestrianLbicl{cle accesswal£S are aQQrOQriate in areas where Qublic street OQtions are unavailable, imQractical or 
inapQroQriate. Pedestrian and bicl{cle accesswal£S are required through Qrivate wopertl£ or as right-of-wall connecting 
develoQment to the right-of-way at intervals not exceeding three-hundred-and-thirtll feet of frontage; or where the 
lack of street cont inuity creates inconvenient or out of direction traveiQatterns for locai Qedestrian or bicycle triQs. 

A. Entry QOints shall align with Qedestrian crossing 12oints along adjacent streets and with adjacent street intersections. 
B. Accesswal{s sha ll be free of horizontal obstructions and have a nine-foot, six-inch high vertical clearance to 
accommodate bicyclists. To safell£ accommodate both 12edestrians and bicl£cles, accesswal£ right-of-way widths shall 
be as follows: 

1. Accesswal{s shall have a fifteen-foot-wide right-of-way with a seven-foot wide 12aved su rface between a five 
foot Qlanter striQ and a three foot Qlanter striQ. 

2. If an accesswal£ also wovides secondarl£ fire access, the right-of-wall width shall be at least t wenty-three feet 
wide with a fifteen-foot 12aved surface a f ive foot Qlanter stri12 and a three foot Qlanter striQ. 

C. Accessways shall be direct with at least one end QOint of the accesswal£ alwal£S visible from anl£QOint along the 
accesswal£. On-street 12arking shal l be 12rohibited within fifteen feet of t he intersection of the accessway with Qublic 
streets to 12reserve safe sight distance and 12romote safety. 
D. To enhance Qedestrian and bicl{cle safeW, accesswal£S shall be lighted with Qedestrian-scale lighting. Accessway 
lighting shall be to a minimum level of one-half foot-candles, a one and one-half foot-candle average, and a maximum 
to minimum ratio of seven-to-one and shall be oriented not to shine UQOn adjacent QrOQerties. Street lighting shall be 
provided at both entrances. 
E. W l:lerever aractieal31e, aAccessways shall comQil£ with Americans with Disabilities Act {ADA)as possil31e. 
F. The Qlanter striQS on either side of the accesswal£ shall be landscaped along adjacent QrOQertl£ by installation of the 

following: 
1. Within the three foot Qlanter striQ, an evergreen hedge screen of thirty to forty-two inches high or shrubs 

s12aced no more than four feet a12art on average; 
2. Ground cover covering one hundred 12ercent of the exposed ground. No bark mulch shall be allowed exce12t 

under the canOQl£ of shrubs and within two feet of the base of trees; 



3. Within the fi ve foot planter strip, two-inch minimum caliper trees with a maximum of thirty-f ive feet of 

separation between the trees to increase the tree canopy over the accessway; 

4. In sat isfying the requirements of this section, evergreen plant materials that grow over forty-two inches in 
height shall be avoided. All plant materials shall be se lected f rom the Oregon City Native Plant List. 

G. Accessways shall be designed to prohibit unauthorized motorized traffic. Curbs and removable, lockable bollards 

are suggested mechanisms to achieve this. 

H. Accessway surfaces shall be paved with all -weather material s as approved by the city. Pervious materials are 

encou raged. Accessway surfaces shall be designed to drain storm water runoff to the side or sides of the accessway. 

Minimum cross slope shall be two percent. 
I. In parks, greenways or other natural resource areas, accessways may be approved wit h a f ive-foot wide gravel path 

wi th wooden, brick or co ncrete edgings . 

J. The Community Deve lopment Director may approve an alternative accessway design due to existing site constraints 

through the modificat ion process set forth in Section 12.04.007. 
K. Ownership, liability and maintenance of accessways. 

To ensure that all pedest rian/ bicycle accessways wi ll be adequately maintained over t ime, the hearings body shall 

require one of the following: 

1 Dedicate the accessways to the public as public right-of -way prior to the fina l approval of the development; or 

2 The developer incorporates the accessway into a recorded easement or tract that specifically requires the 
property owner and future property owners to provide for the ownership, liability and maintenance of the 

accessway. 

l:l,Q4,:lQQ ~treet QesigA CeAstraiAed beEal ~treets aAd/er Rig~ts ef Way. 
fooR'( aeeesswav wit A a J3aVeA'IeRt widtl:l of less tRaR t~irt·; twa feet sl:la ll reEl !:l ire tl:le aJ3J3rO¥al of tl:le Cit'( ERgiReer, 

CoA'IA'II:lRitv DeveloJ3A'IeRt Direetor aRd ~ire Cl:lief aRd sl:lall A'leet A'liRiA'II:lA'I life safetv reEll:lireA'IeRts, wl:liel:l A'la'( iRell:lde 

fire Sl:lJ3J3ressioR de¥iees as deterA'IiRed by tl:le fire A'lars~al to assl:lre aR ad eEl !:late le•,'el of fire aRd life safetv. Tl:le 

staRdard widtl:l for eoRstraiRed streets is tweRt'( feet of J3a't'iRg witl:l RO oR street J3arl<iRg aRd tweRt.,· eigl:lt feet witl:l 
oR street J3arkiRg OR oRe side oRiy. CoRstraiRed loeal streets sl:lall A'laiRtaiR a tweRty foot ·.vide l:lRObstrl:leted 

aeeessway. CoRstraiRed loeal streets aRd/or rig~t of way s~all EOA'IJ3Iy witi:l Reeessarv sloJ3e easeA'IeRts, sidewall< 

easeA'IeRts aRd altered El:lrve radil:ls, as aJ3J3ro·t'ed by tl:le City ERgiReer aRd CoA'IA'II:lRity DeveiOJ3A'IeRt Direetor. 

Table 12.04 .Q4S 
ST~EET DESIGN ST/\~JDfoo~DS ~0~ LOCfooL CONST~AINED ST~EETS 

T;•J3e of Street 

CoRstraiRed loeal street 

MiRiA'II:lA'I 

Right of Way 

30 to 40 feet 

12.04.205 - IAterseEtieA level ef ~erviEe Mobility Standards. 
Delete existing sect ion and replace with the following : 

~eEll:l i red 

PaveA'IeRt Widtl:l 

20 to less ti:laR 32 feet 

Development shall demonstrate compliance with intersection mobil ity standards. When evaluating the performance 

of t he transportation system, the City of Oregon City requires all intersections, except for the facilities identified in 

subsection D below, to be maintained at or below the following mobility standards during the two-hour peak 

operating conditions. The f irst hour has the highest weekday traffi c volumes and the second hour is the next highest 

hour before or after the first hour. Except as provided otherwise below, this may requ ire the installation of mobility 

improvements as set forth in the Transportation System Plan or as otherwise identified by the City Transportation 

Engineer. 



A. For intersections within the Regional Center, the following mobility standards apply: 
1. During the fi rst hour, a maximum vic ratio of 1.10 shall be maintained. For signalized intersections, this 

standard applies to the intersection as a whole. For unsignalized intersections, th is standard applies t o 
movements on the major street. There is no performance standard for the minor street approaches. 

2. During the second hour, a maximum vic ratio of 0.99 shall be maintained at signalized intersections. For 
signalized intersections, this standard applies to the intersection as a whole. For unsignalized intersections, this 
standard applies to movements on the major street. There is no performance standard for the minor street 
approaches. 

3. Intersections located on the Regional Center boundary shall be considered within t he Regional Center. 
B. For intersections outside of the Regional Center but designated on the Arterial and Throughway Network, as 
defined in the Regional Transportation Plan, the following mobility standards apply: 

1. During the first hour, a maximum vic ratio of 0.99 shall be maintained. For signalized intersections, t his 
standard applies to the intersection as a whole. For unsignalized intersections, t his standard applies to 
movements on the major street. There is no performance standard for the minor street approaches. 

2. During the second hour, a maximum vic ratio of 0.99 shall be maintained at signalized intersections. For 
signalized intersections, this standard applies t o the intersection as a whole. For unsignalized intersections, this 
standard applies to movements on the major street. There is no performance standard for the minor street 
approaches. 

C. For intersections outside the boundaries of the Regional Center and not designated on the Arterial and 
Throughway Network, as defined in the Regional Transportation Plan, the following mobility standards apply : 

1. For signalized intersections: 
a. During the first hour, LOS " D" or better will be required for the intersection as a whole and no approach 

operating at worse than LOS "E" and a vic ratio not higher than 1.0 for the sum of the critical movements. 
b. During the second hour, LOS "D" or better will be required for the intersection as a whole and no approach 

operating at worse than LOS "E" and a vic ratio not higher than 1.0 for the sum of the critical movements. 
2. For unsignalized intersections outside ofthe boundaries of the Regional Center: 

a. For unsignalized intersections, during the peak hour, all movements serving more than 20 vehicles shall be 
maintained at LOS "E" or better. LOS 'T ' will be t olerated at movements serving no more than 20 vehicles 
during the peak hour. 

D. Until the City adopts new performance measures that identify alternative mobility targets, t he City shall exempt 
proposed development that is permitted, either conditionally, outright, or through detailed development master plan 
approval, from compliance with the above-referenced mobility standards for the following state-owned faci lit ies: 

1-205 I OR 99E Interchange 
1-205 I OR 213 Interchange 
OR 213 1 Beavercreek Road 
Interchanges located within or on the Regional Center Boundaries. 

1. In the case of conceptual development approval for a master plan that impacts the above refere nces 
intersections: 
a. the form of mitigation wi ll be determined at the time of the detailed development plan review for 
subsequent phases utilizing the Code in place at the time the detailed development plan is submitted; and 
b. only those trips approved by a detailed development plan review are vested . 

2. Development which does not comply with the mobility standards for the intersections identified in 
12.04.205.D shall provide for the improvements identified in the Transportation System Plan (TSP) in an effort 
to improve intersection mobility as necessary to offset the impact caused by development. Where required by 
other provisions of the Code, the applicant shall provide a traffic impact study that includes an assessment of 
the development 's impact on the intersections identified in this exemption and shall construct the intersection 
improvements listed in the TSP or required by the Code. 
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12.04.220 Street Design--Half Street. 

Half streets, while generally not acceptable, may be approved where essential to the development, when in 
conformance with all other applicable requirements, and where it will not create a safety hazard. When approving half 
streets, the decision maker must first determine that it will be practical to requi re the dedication of the other half of 
the street when the adjoining property is divided or developed. Where the decision maker approves a half street, the 
applicant must construct an additional ten feet of pavement width so as to make the half street safe and usable unti l 
such time as the other half is constructed. Whenever a half street is adjacent to property capable of being divided or 
developed, the other half of the street shall be prov ided and improved when that adjacent property divides or 
develops. Access Control as described in 12.04.200 may be required to preserve the obj ectives of half streets. 

When the remainder of an existing half-street improvement is made it shall include the following item s: dedication of 
required right-of-way, construction of the remaining portion of the street including pavement, curb and gutte r, 
landscape strip, sidewalk, street trees, lighting and other improvements as requi red for that particula r street. It shall 
also include at a minimum the pavement replacement to the centerline of the street. Any damage to the existing 
street shall be repaired in accordance with the City's "Moratorium Pavement Cut Standard" or as approved by the City 
Engineer. 

12.04.225 - Street design-Cui-de-sacs and dead-end streets. 

The city discourages the use of cui-de-sacs and permanent dead-end streets except where constru ction of a through 
street is found by the decision maker to be impracticable due to topography or some significant physical constraint 
such as 1:1nstable soils geologic hazards, wetland , natural or historic resource areas, ded icated open space, existing 
development patterns, Sf-arterial access restrictions or similar situation as determined by the Community 
Development Director. When permitted, access from new cul -de-sac~ and permanent dead-end streets shal l be 
limited_!Q_~a maximum of 25 dwelling units and a maximum street length of three h1:1ndred fifty t wo hundred feet, 
as measured from the right-of-way line of the nearest intersecting street to the back of the cul-de-sac curb face,__!rr 
addition, cui-de-sacs and dead end roads shall-aM include pedestrian/bicycle accessways as provided in ~ection 
17.90.220 of required in this code and Chapter-R-:-24. This section is not intended to preclude the use of curvilinear 
eyebrow widening of a street where needed to provide adeEjl:late lot coverage. 

Where approved, cui-de-sacs shall have sufficient radius to provide adequate turn-around for emergency vehicles in 
accordance with Fire District and City adopted street standards. Permanent dead-end st reets other than cui-de-sacs 
shall provide public street right-of-way I easements sufficient to provide turn-around space with appropriate no
parking signs or markings for waste disposal, sweepers, and other long vehicles in the form of a hammerhead or other 
design to be approved by the decision maker. Driveways shall be encouraged off t he t urnaround to provide for 
additional on-street parking space. 

12.04.260 - Street design- Transit. 

Streets shall be designed and laid out in a manner that promotes pedestrian and bicycle circulation. The app licant shall 
coordinate with Tri -Met where the application impacts transit streets as identified on Figure 5.7: Public Transit System 
Plan of the Oregon City Transportation System Plan. Pedestrian/ bicycle access ways shal l be provided as necessary in 
conformance with the requirements in Section 17.90.220 of this code and Chapter~12.04 to minimize the travel 
distance to transit streets and stops and neighborhood activity centers. The decision maker may requi re provisions, 
including easements, for transit faci lities along transit streets where a need for bus st ops, bus pullouts or other t ransit 
fa cilities within or adjacent to the development has been identified. 

OCMC CloiJ\PU R 12,24 P~Q~HRIJ\N/I!IICVCb~ J\CC~~~WJ\V~ 

Delete entire chapter. Standards integrated into Chapter 12.04. 
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OCMC CHAPTER 16.12 - MINIMUM IMPROVEMENTS AND DESIGN STANDARDS FOR LAND DIVISIONS 

16.12.015- Street design-Generally. 
Street design standards for all new developFRent and land divisions shall coFRply with Chapter 12.04 Street Design 
Standards. Development sha ll demonstrate compliance with Chapter 12.04- Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places. 

u;.12.02S 8leeks bengtt:t. 
Blocl< lengths for local streets and collectors shall not exceed five h~ndred feet eetween thro~gh streets, as FReas~red 
eetween nearside right of wa·; lines. 

li,12.0~§ 8leeks Pe~estrian an~ aiE'/Eie aeeess. 
A. To facilitate the FRost practicaele and direct pedestrian and eicycle connections to adjoining or nearey 
neigheorhood activity centers, p~elic rights of way, and pedestrian/eicycle accessways which FRiniFRize o~t of 
direction travel, s~::~edivisions shall incl~::~de pedestrian/eicycle access ways eetween discontin~o~s street right of way 
where the following applies: 
1. Where a new street is not practicaele; 
2. Thro~gh excessi'1ely long alecks at intervals not exceeding fi·,ce h~ndred feet of frontage as FReas~red eetween 

nearside right of way lines; 
3. Where the lack of street contin~ity creates inconvenient or o~t of direction travel patterns for local pedestrian or 

Bicycle trips. 
8. Pedestrian/eicycle accesswa>y'S shall ee provided: 
1. To provide direct access to nearey neigheorhood acti'rity centers, transit streets and other transit facilities; 
2. Where practicaele, to prO'Iide direct access to other adjacent developFRents and to adjacent ~ndeveloped property 
lil<el'f to ee s~edivided or otherwise developed in the f~t~re; 
3. To provide direct connections froFR c~::~l de sacs and internal private dri'o'es to the nearest availaele street or 

neigheorhood activity center; 
4. To provide connections froFR c~l de sacs or local streets to arterial or collector streets. 
C. /\n exception FRay ee FRade where the COFRFRI::Inity developFRent director deterFRines that constr~ction of a 
separate accessway is not feasiele d~e to physical or j~::~risdictional constraints. S~::~ch evidence FRay inc!~::~ de e~t is not 

liFRited to: 
1. That other federal , state or local req~::~ireFRents prevent constr~::~ction of an accessway; 
2. That the nat~re of ae~tting existing de·,•elopFRent FRal<es constr~::~ction of an accessway iFRpracticaele; 
3. That the accessway wo~ld cross an area affected ey an overla'r' district in a FRanner incoFRpatiele with the 

p~rposes of the overlay district; 
4. That the accessway wo~ld cross topograph~· consisting predoFRinantly of slopes over twenty five percent; 
.S. That the accessway wo~ld terFRinate at the ~::~rean growth eo~::~ndary and eJ<tension to another p~::~elic right of way 

is not part of an adopted plan. 
D. Pedestrian/Bicycle accessways shall coFRply with the developFRent standards set o~::~t in Section 12.24 of this code, 

with the ownership, liaeility and FRaintenance standards in Section 12.24 of this code, and with s~ch other design 

standards as the city FRay adopt. 

16.12.095 Minimum Improvements--Public Facilities and Services. 
The following minimum improvements shall be required of all applicants for a land division under Title 16, unless the 
decision-maker determines that any such improvement is not proportional to the impact imposed on the City's public 

systems and facilities: 
A. Transportation System. Applicants and all subsequent lot owners shall be responsible for improving the city's 
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planned level of service on all public streets, including alleys within the land division and those portions of public 
streets adjacent to but only partially within the land division. All applicants shall execute a binding agreement to not 
remonstrate against the formation of a local improvement district for street improvements that benefit the applicant's 
property. Applicants are responsible for design ing and providing adequate vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian access to 
their developments and for accommodating future access to neighboring undeveloped properties that are suitably 
zoned for future development. Storm drainage facilities shall be installed and connected to off-site natural or man
made drainageways. Upon completion of the street improvement survey, the applicant shall reestablish and protect 
monuments of the type required by ORS 92.060 in monument boxes with covers at every public street intersection 
and all points or curvature and points of tangency of their center line, and at such other points as directed by the city 
engineer. 
B. Stormwater Drainage System. Applicants shall design and install drainage facilities within land divisions and shall 
connect the development's drainage system to the appropriate downstream storm drainage system as a minimum 
requirement for providing services to the applicant 's development. The applicant sha ll obtain county or state approval 
when appropriate. All applicants shall execute a binding agreement to not remonstrate against the formation of a local 
improvement district for stormwater drainage improvements that benefit the applicant's property. Applicants are 
responsible for extending the appropriate storm drainage system to the development site and for providing for the 
connection of upgradient properties t o that system. The applicant shall design the drainage facilities in accordance 
with city drainage master plan requirements, Chapter 13.12 and the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design 
Standards. 
C. Sanitary Sewer System. The applicant shall design and install a sanitary sewer system to serve all lots or parcels 
within a land division in accordance with the city's sanitary sewer design standards, and shall connect t hose lots or 
parcels to the city's sanitary sewer system, except where connection is requi red to the county sanitary sewer system 
as approved by the county. All applicants shall execute a binding agreement to not remonstrate against the formation 
of a loca l improvement district for sanitary sewer improvements that benefit the applicant's property. Applicants are 
responsible for extending the city's sanitary sewer system to the development site and through the applicant 's 
property to allow for the future connection of neighboring undeveloped properties that are suitably zoned for future 
development. The applicant shall obtain all required permits and approvals from all affected jurisdictions prior to final 
approval and prior to commencement of construction. Design sha ll be approved by the city engineer before 
construction begins. 
D. Water System. The applicant shall design and install a water system to serve all lots or parcels within a land 
division in accordance with the city public works water system design standards, and shall connect those lots or 
parcels to the city's water system. All applicants shall execute a binding agreement to not remonstrate against the 
formation of a local improvement district for water improvements that benefit the applicant 's property. Applicants are 
responsible for extending the city's water system to the development site and through the applicant's property to 
allow for the future connection of neighboring undeveloped properties that are suitably zoned for future 
development. 
E. Sidewalks. The applicant shall provide for sidewalks on both sides of all public streets, on any private street if so 
required by the decision-maker, and in any specia l pedestrian way within the land division. Exceptions to this 
requirement may be allowed in order to accommodate topography, trees or some sim ilar site constraint. In the case of 
major or minor arterials, the decision-maker may approve a land division without sidewalks where sidewalks are found 
to be dangerous or otherwise impractical to construct or are not reasonably related to the applicant's development. 
The decision-maker may require the applicant t o provide sidewa lks concu rre nt with the issuance of the initial building 
permit within the area that is the subject of the land division application. Applicants for partitions may be allowed to 

meet this requirement by executing a binding agreement to not remonstrate against the formation of a local 
improvement district for sidewalk improvements that benefit the applicant 's property. 
F. Bicycle Routes. If appropriate to the extension of a system of bicycle routes, existing or planned, the decision
maker may require the installation of separate bicycle lanes within streets and separate bicycle paths. 
G. Street Name Signs and Traffic Control Devices. Tl:le applicant sl:lall pay tl:le city and tl:le city installs street name 



signs at all street intersections. The applicant shall install street signs and traffic control devices as directed by the city 
engineer. Street name signs and traffic control devices shall be in conformance with all applicable city regulations and 
standards. 
H. Street Lights. The applicant shall install street lights which shall be served from an underground source of supply. 
Street lights shall be in conformance with all city regulations. 
I. Street Trees. Refer to Chapter 12.08, Street Trees . 
J. Bench Marks. At least one bench mark shall be located within the subdivision boundaries using datum plane 
speci fied by the city engineer. 
K. Other. The applicant shall make all necessary arrangements with utility companies or other affected parties for the 
installation of underground lines and facilities. Electrical lines and other wires, including but not limited to 
communication, street lighting and cable television, shall be placed underground. 
L. Oversizing of Facilities. All facilities and improvements shall be designed to city standards as set out in the city 's 
facility master plan, public works design standards, or other city ordinances or regulations. Compliance with facility 
design standards shall be addressed during final engineering. The city may requ ire oversizing of facil ities to meet 
standards in the city's facility master plan or to allow for orderly and efficient development. Where oversizing is 
required, the applicant may request reimbursement from the city for oversizing based on the city's reimbursement 
policy and funds available, or provide for recovery of costs from intervening properties as they develop. 
M. Erosion Control Plan--M itigation. The applicant shall be responsible for complying with all applicable provisions of 
Chapter 17.47 with regard to erosion control. 

OCMC CHAPTER 17.04- DEFINITIONS 

17.04.030 "Accessway, pedestrian/bicycle" means any off-street path or way as described in Chapter~12.04, 

intended primarily for pedestrians or bicycles and which provides direct routes within and from new developments to 
residential areas, retail and office areas, transit streets and neighborhood activity centers. 

17 .04. 712 "Major transit stop" means transit centers, high capacity transit stations, major bus stops, inter-city bus 
passenger terminals, inter-city rail passenger terminals, and bike-transit facilities as shown in the Regional 
Transportation Plan. 

17.04.800 "Neighborhood activity center" refers to land uses which attract or are capable of attracting a greater tl:lan 
a•1erage level of 13eelestrian activit·r. Neigl:lborl:looet activity centers incl~ete, b1:1t are not lin:~iteet to, 13arks, scl:lools, retail 
store anet service areas, SA0!3!3ing centers, recreational centers, n:~eeting roon:~s, tReaters, n:~~se~:~n:~s, transit stoj3s anet 
otl:ler 13eelestrian orienteet 1:1ses. substantial amount of pedestrian use. Neighborhood activity centers include, but are 
not limited to, parks, schools, retail store and service areas, shopping centers, recreational centers, meeting rooms, 
theaters, museums and other pedestrian oriented uses. 

17.04.1310 "Transit street " means any street identified as an existing or planned bus or ligl:lt rail mass transit route as 
shown in the city's transportation mastef plan (-1-9&9-2001 or as subsequently amended) or a street on which transit 
operates. 

17.04.1312 "Transportation facilities" sha ll include construction, operation, and maintenance of travel lanes, bike 
lanes and facilities, curbs, gutters, drainage facilities, sidewalks, transit stops, landscaping, and related improvements 
located within rights-of-ways controlled by a public agency, consistent with the City Transportation System Plan. 

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES ARE TO BE IDENTIFIED AS A PERMITTED USE IN All ZONING DESIGNATIONS WITH THE 

ADDITION OF THE FOLLOWING CODE SECTIONS: 

17.08.020.J. Transportation facilities 
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17 .10.020.J. Transportat ion faci lities 
17.12.020.J. Transportation facili t ies 
17.14.020.J. Trans port ation faci lities 
17 .16.020.K. Transportation faci lities 
17 .18.020.1. Transportation faci lit ies 
17.29.020.AA. Transportation facilities 
17 .31.020.0. Transportation facilities 
17 .36.020.0. Transportation facilities 
17.3 7 .020.0. Transportation facil ities 
17 .39.020.G. Transportation facilities 

OCMC CHAPTER 17.34 "MUD"-MIXED-USE DOWNTOWN DISTRICT 

17.~4.070 MiMe~ wse ~ewAte·.vA ~iFAeAsieAal staA~ar~s j;er ~re~erties leeate~ witl:l iA tl:le ~9'A'At9'A'A ~esigA 

~istri et. 

~ . Parl<ing Standards. Tl=le rninirn~::~rn n~::~rnber of off st reet '.lel=lic~::~ lar parking stal ls req~::~ired in Cl=lapter 17.52 may be 
red~::~ced by fifty percent. 

OCMC CHAPTER 17.52 OFF-STREET PARKING AND LOADING 

17.52.15 Planning Commission Adjustment of Parking Standards. 

A. Purpose: The purpose of permitting a Planning Commission Adjustment to Parking Standards is to provide for 
flexibility in modifying parking standards in all zoning districts, without permitting an adjustment t hat would adversely 
impact the surrounding or planned neighborhood. The purpose of an adjustment is to provide flexibility to those uses 
which may be extraordinary, unique or to provide greater flexibility for areas that can accommodate a denser 
development pattern based on existing infrastructure and ability to access the site by means of walking, biking or 
transit. An adjustment to a minimum or maximum parking standard may be approved based on a determination by 
the Planning Commission that the adjustment is consistent with the purpose of this Code, and the approval criteria 
can be met. 
B. Procedure: A request for a Planning Commission Parking Ad justment shall be initiated by a property owner or 
authorized agent by filing a land use application. The app lication shall be accompan ied by a site plan, drawn to scale, 
showing the dimensions and arrangement of the proposed deve lopment and parking plan, the extent of the 
adjustment requested along with findings for each applicable approval criteria. A request for a parki ng adjustment 
shall be processed as a Type Ill application as set forth in Chapter 17.50. 
C. Approval criteria for the adjustment are as follows: 
1. Documentation: The applicant shall document that the individual project wi ll require an amount of parking 
that is different from that required after all applicable reductions have been taken. 
2. Parking analysis for surrounding uses and on- street parking avai lability- The applicant must show that there 
is a continued 15% parking vacancy in the area ad jacent to the use during peak parking periods and that the applicant 
has permission to occupy this area to serve the use pursuant to the procedures set forth by the Community 
Development Director. 

a. For the purposes of demonstrating the availability of on street parking as defined in I 7.S2.020.B.3 -" 
the applicant shall undertake a parking study during time periods specif ied by the Community 
Development Director. The time periods shall include those during which the highest parking demand 
is anticipated by the proposed use. Multiple observations during multiple days shall be requi red. 

b. Base on the parking avai lability identified in the parking study, parking requirements for the 
development may be adjusted The calcu lation of t he avai lable on-street parking shall be adjusted 
based on the proximity of that parking to the site and be adjusted according to distance as follows: 

i Vacant spaces within 300 feet of the site are to be counted at SO percent; 
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ii. Vacant spaces between 300 and 600 feet of the site are to be counted at 20 percent. 
Distances are to be calculated as traversed by a pedestrian that utilizes sidewalks and legal 
crosswalks or an alternative manner as accepted by the Community Development Director. 

3. Function and Use of Site: The applicant shall demonstrate that modifying the amount of required parking 
spaces will not significantly impact the use or function of the site and/or adjacent sites; 
4. Compatibility: The proposal is compatible with the character, sca le and existing or planned uses of t he 
surrounding neighborhood; 
5. Safety: The proposal does not significantly impact the safety of adjacent properties and Rights-of-Way. 
6. Services: The proposal will not create a significant impact to public services, includ ing fire and emergency 
services. 

17.52 .020 Number of automobile spaces required. (replace section with the f ollowing) 
A. The number of parking spaces shall comply with the minimum and maximum standards listed in Table 17.52.020. 
The parking requirements are based on spaces per one thousand square feet gffi55 net leasable area unless otherwise 
stated. 

J Table 17.52.020 
Number of automobile spaces required . 

LAND USE PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

I MINIMUM MAXIMUM 

' I l .QQ ~eF ~A it I ~iAgle FaFAily !;}welliAg 

Multi-Family: Studio 1.00 per unit 1.5 per unit 

Multi-Family: 1 bedroom 1.25 per unit 2.00 per unit 

Multi-Family: 2 bedroom 1.5 per unit 2.00 per unit 

Multi-Family: 3 bedroom 1.75 per unit 2.50 per unit 

Hotel,tMotel 1.0 per guest room 1.25 per guest room 

WelfaFeiCorrectionallnstitution 1 per 7 beds 1 per 5 beds 

I senior housing, including congregate care, 1 per 7 beds 1 per 5 beds 
residential care and assisted livi ng facilities; 
nursing homes and other types of group homes; 

Hospital 2.00 4.00 

I Religie~s ,A,sseFA sly 8~iiEiiAg I Q .~~ ~eF seat I Q.~ ~eF seat 

Preschool Nursery/Kindergarten 2.00 3.00 

Elementary/ Middle School 1 per classroom 1 per classroom + 1 per 
administrative employee+ 0.25 per 
seat in auditorium/ assembly 
room/stad ium 

High SchooiJCollege,,£Commercial School for 0 .20 per# staff and 0.30 per# staff and students 
Adults students 

1AuditoriumJMeeting RoomjStad ium,£ .25 per seat 0 .5 per seat 
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Religious Assembly Building, ! movie theater, J 
RetaiiStoreJS hopping Cen_t_e_rJ_R_e_s_t_au_r_a_nt_s~~~4_._10~~~~~~~s_.o_o~~~~~~~~~~~ J 
Office 12.70 13.33 J 

' Medical or Dental Clinic 12.70 13.33 j 
I I Sports Clubj Recreation Facilities Case Specific 5.40 I 

St orage WarehouseJ Freight Terminal 0.30 ~er grass 0.40 ~er grass tha1:1sanet sq1:1are feet 
tha~:~sanet sq~:~are 

fee.t-.ft., 

ManufacturingJ Wholesale Establishment 1.60 ~er gFass 1.67 ~·' g>ess tRe"~'""'~"a>e feet I 
tha1:1sanet sq~:~are 
fee-t. 

-- 11.6o Light lndustrialjlndustrial Park 

1.Multiple Uses. In the event several uses occupy a single stru cture or parcel of land, the t ota l requ irements for off
street parking shall be the sum of the requirements of the several uses computed separately. 

2.Requirements for types of buildings and uses not specifically listed herein shall be determined by the community 
development director, based upon the requirements of comparable uses listed . 

3.Where calculation in accordance w ith the above list results in a fractional space, any fraction less than one-half 
shall be disregarded and any fraction of one-half or more shall require one space. 

4.The minimum required parking spaces shall be available for the parking of operable passenger aut omobiles of 
residents, cust omers, patrons and employees only, and shall not be used for storage of vehicles or materials or 
for the parking of vehicles used in conducting the business or use. 

S.A Change in use w ithin an existing building located in the MUD Design District is exempt from additional parking 
requirements. Additions to an existing building and new construction are required t o meet the minimum 
parking requirements for the areas as specified in Table 17.52.020 for the increased square footage. 

B. Parking requirements can be met either onsite, or offsite by meeting the following cond itions: 
l.Mixed uses. If more than one type of land use occupies a single structure or pa rcel of land, the tot al requirements 

for off-street automobile parking shall be the sum of the requirements for all uses, unless it can be shown that 
the peak parking demands are actually less (e.g., the uses operate on different days or at different tim es of t he 
day). In that case, the total requirements shall be redu ced accordingly, up to a maximum reduction of 50%, as 
determined by the community development director. 

2.Shared parking. Required parking facilities for two or more uses, structures, or parcels of land may be satisfied by 
the same parking facilities used jointly, to the extent that the owners or operators show that the need for 
parking facilities does not materially overlay (e.g., uses primarily of a daytime versus nighttime nature), t hat th e 
shared parking facility is w ithin 1,000 feet of the pot ential uses, and provided that the right of joint use is 
evidenced by a recorded deed, lease, contract, or similar written instrument authorizing the joint use. 

3. On-Street Parking. On-street parking may be counted toward the minimum standards w hen it is on the st reet 
face abutting the subject land use. An on-street parking space must not obstruct a requi red clea r vision area 
and it shall not violate any law or street standard. On-street parking for commercial uses shal l conform to the 
following standards : 

a. Dimensions. The follow ing constitutes one on-st reet parking space: 
1. Parallel parking, each [22] feet of uninterrupted and available curb; 
2. [45/60] degree diagonal, each w ith [15] feet of curb; 
3. 90 degree (perpendicular) parking, each w ith [12] feet of curb. 
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4. Public Use Required for Credit. On-street parking spaces counted toward meeting the 
parking requirements of a specific use may not be used exclusively by that use, but shall be 
available for general public use at all times. Signs or other actions that l imit general public use of 
on-street spaces are prohibited. 

C. Reduction of the Number of Automobile Spaces Required. The required number of parking stalls may be reduced in 
the 

Downtown Parking Overlay District: 50% reduction in the minimum number of spaces required is allowed 
prior to seeking further reduct ions in sections 2 and 3 below 

1. Transit Oriented Development. For projects not located wit hin the Downtown Parking Overlay District, the 
Community Deve lopment Director may reduce the required number of parking stalls up to 25% when it is 
determined that a project in a commercial center (60,000 square feet or greater of reta il or office use 
measured cumulatively within a 500 foot radius) or multi-family development with over 80 units, is adjacent to 
or within 1,320 feet of an existing or planned public transit street and is within 1,320 feet of the opposite use 
(commercial center or multi-family development with over 80 units) 

2. Reduction in Parking for Tree Preservation. The Community Development Director may grant an adjustment to 
any standard of this requirement provided that the adjustment preserves a regulated tree or grove so that the 
reduction in the amount of required pavement can help preserve existing healthy trees in an undisturbed, 
natural condition. The amount of reduction must take into consideration any un ique site conditions and the 
impact of the reduction on parking needs for the use, and must be approved by the Community Development 
Director. This reduction is discretionary. 

3. Transportation Demand Management. The Community Deve lopment Director may reduce the required number 
of parking stalls up to 25% when a parking-traffic study prepared by a traffic engineer demonstrates : 

a. Alternative modes of transportation, including transit, bicycles, and walking, and/or special 
characteristics of the customer, client, employee or resident population will reduce expected vehicle 
use and parking space demand for this development, as compared to standard Institute of 
Transportation Engineers vehicle trip generation rates and further that the Transportation Demand 
Management Program promotes or achieves parking utilization lower than minimum city parking 
requirements. 

b. Transportation Demand Management (TOM) Program has been developed for approval by, and is 
approved by the City Engineer. The plan will contain strategies for reducing vehicle use and parking 
demand generated by the development and will be measured annually. If, at the annua l assessment, 
the City determines the plan is not successful, the plan may be revised. If the City determines that no 
good-faith effort has been made to implement the plan, the City may take enforcement act ions. 

17.52.030.E - Standards for automobile parking. 
Carpool and Van pool Parking. New affiee aAEl iAElt:Jstrial developments with seventy-five or more parking spaces, and 
new hospitals, government offices, group homes, nursing and retirement homes, schools and t ransit pa rk-and-ride 
facilities with fifty or more parking spaces, shall identify the spaces available for employee, student and commuter 
parking and designate at least five percent, but not fewer than two, of those spaces for exclusive carpool and van pool 
parking. Carpool and van pool parking spaces shall be located closer to the main employee, student or commuter 
entrance than all other employee, student or commuter parking spaces with the exception of l:taR€lieaJ3J3e€l ADA 
accessible parking spaces. The carpool/vanpool spaces shall be clearly marked " Reserved - Carpooi/Vanpool Only." 

17.52.040 - Bicycle parking standards. 
A. Purpose-Applicability. To encourage bicycle transportation to help reduce principal rel iance on the automobile, 
and to ensure bicycle safety and security, bicycle parking shall be provided in conjunct ion with all uses other than 
single-family dwellings or duplexes. 
B. Number of Bicycle Spaces Required. For any use not specifically mentioned in Table A, the bicycle parking 
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requirements shall be the same as the use which, as determined by the Community Development DirectorL is most 
similar to the use not specifically mentioned. Calculation of the number of bicycle parking spaces required shall be 
determined in the manner established in Section 17.52.020 for determining automobile parking space requirements. 
Modifications to bicycle parking requirements may be made through the Site Plan and Design, Conditional Use, or 
Master Plan review process. 

TABLE A Required Bicycle Parking Spaces* 
Where two options for a requirement are provided, the option resulting in more bicycle parking applies. Where a 
calcu lation result s in a fraction the result is rounded uo to the nearest whole number I 

USE MINIMUM BICYCLE MINIMUM BICYCLE PARKING -

PARKING COVERED - The following 
percentage of bicycle parking is 
required to be covered 

M~:~lti~le Multi-family (three or more 1 per 10 units 50% 
units) (minimum of 2) {minimum of 1} 

Institutional 

WelfaFe iRstit~:~tieR ± ~eF ~G±G a~:~te s~aees 

Correctional institution 1 per ~15 auto spaces 30% {minimum of 1) 
(minimum of 2) 

Nursing home.Q!: care faci lity, 1 per 30 auto spaces 30% {minimum of 1} 

saRitaFi~:~m (minimum of 2) 

Hospital 1 per 20 auto spaces 30% {minimum of 1) 
(minimum of 2) 

Park-and-ride lot ~ 1 per 5 auto spaces a€fe7 50% {minimum of 1} 
at least eRe ef wl:!iel:! is a 
~ 

(minimum of 2) 

Transit center ~1 per 5 auto spaces 50% {minimum of 1} 

eeRteF at least eRe ef 
wl:!iel:! is a leekeF 
(minimum of 2) 

Parks and open space ~1 per 10 auto spaces 0% 
(minimum of 2) 

Public parking lots 1 per ~10 auto spaces 50% {minimum of 1) 
(minimum of 2) 

Automobile parking structures 1 per ~10 auto spaces 80% {minimum of 2) 

(minimum of 4) 

Religious institutions, movie theater, 1 per ~10 auto spaces 30% {minimum of 1} 

auditorium or meeting room (minimum of 2) 

Libraries, museums 1 per .W5 auto spaces 30% {minimum of 1} 
(minimum of 2) 

Preschool, nursery, kindergarten 2 per class room 50% {minimum of 1} 
(minimum of 2) 

Elementary, j~:~RieF l:!igl:! 4 per class room 50% {minimum of 1} 
(minimum of 2) 

I 'J 



USE MINIMUM BICYCLE M INIMUM BICYCLE PARKING -
PARKING COVERED - The following 

Qercentage of bicycle Qarking is 
reguired to be covered 

Junior high and High school 2 per classroom 50% (minimum of 2) 
(minimum of 2) 

College, business/commercial schools 2 per classroom 50% (minimum of 1) 
(minimum of 2) 

Gttler a~:~eliteril:lfFilfFieetiAg reefFI ± ~er ~g a1:1te s~aees 
{fFiiAifFtl:lfFI ef ~) 

Swimming pools, gymnasiums, ball 1 per 10 auto spaces 30% (minimum of 1) 
courts (minimum of 2) 

Retail stores and shopping centers 1 per 20 auto spaces 50% (minimum of 2) 
(minimum of 2) 

Retail stores handling exclusively bulky 1 per 40 auto spaces 0% 
merchandise such as automobile, boat (minimum of 2) 
or trailer sa les or rental 

Bank, office 1 per 20 auto spaces 50% (minimum of 1) 
(m inimum of 2) 

Medical and dental clinic 1 per 20 auto spaces 50% (minimum of 1) 
(minimum of 2) 

(;eA>o~eRieAee feeel stare ± ~er ±Q a1:1te s~aees 

~1:1rRit1:1re aRel a~~liaRee stares ± ~er 4Q a1:1te s~aees 
Eating and drinking establishment, 1 per 20 auto spaces 0% 

(minimum of 2) 

Gasoline service station 1~per 10 auto spaces 0% 
(minimum of 2) 

*Covered bicycle Qarking is not reguired for develoQments with 2 or fewer stalls. 

C. Security of Bicycle Parking LeeatieR ef Bieyde ParkiRg 

Bicycle Qarking facilities shall be secu red. AcceQtable secured bicycle Qarking area shall be in the form of a lockable 
enclosure onsite, secure room in a building onsite, a covered or uncovered rack onsite, bicycle parking within the 

adjacent right-of-way or another form of secure parking where the bicycle can be stored, as apQroved by the decision 
maker. All bicycle racks and lockers shall be securely anchored to the ground or to a structure. Bicycle racks shal l be 
designed so that bicycles may be securely locked to them w ithout undue inconvenience and, when in the right-of -way 
shall comply with clearance and ADA reguirements. 
±. Bieyele ~arkiRg stlall se leeateel eA site, iR eRe er fFtere eeAveAieRt, see~:~re aRel aeeessisle leeatieA. Ttle (;ity 

fRgiAeer aRel tRe EefFtfFti:I Aity ele.,•ele~fFteRt elireeter fFtay ~erfFiit tRe sieyde ~arkiAg te se ~revieleel witRiR tRe ~I:IBiiE 
rigtlt ef wa>;. If sit es tlave fFtere tRaA eRe s~:~ileliAg, sieyde ~arkiRg stlall 8e elistri81:1teel as a~prepriate te serve all 
81:1ileliRgs . If a s~:~i leliRg tlas twe er fFtere fFtaiA 81:1i leliRg eRtraAees, ttle review a~:~ttlerity fFtay re€J~:~ire sieyde ~arkiRg te 
se elistris~:~teel te serve all fFiaiR s~:~ileliRg eRtraRees, as it eleefFts a~~re~riate . 

~ . Bieyde ~arkiRg areas stlall se dearly fFtarkeel er >o~isisle frefFI eA site 81:1ilel iAgs er ttle street. If a 8iEyde ~arkiRg area 
is Ret ~laiAiy visis le frefFt ttle street er fFtaiR 81:1i leliRg eRtraAee, a sigR fFtl:lst se ~esteel iRelieatiAg ttle leeatieR ef ttle 
sieyde ~arkiRg area. IReleer sieyele ~arkiAg areas SRall Ret re€jl:lire stairs te aeeess tRe s~aee I:IRiess a~~reveel sy tRe 
eefFtfFti:IRity elevele~fFteAt elireeter. 
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3. All biq•cle parkiAg areas shall be located to a"'•oid coAflicts with pedestriaA a Ad motor vehicle mo·remeAt. 
a. Bicycle parl<iAg areas shall be separated from motor vehicle parkiAg aAd maAe~:~veriAg areas aAd from arterial 

streets by a barrier or a miAim~:~m offive feet. 
b. BiC';cle parkiAg areas shall Aot obstr~:~ct pedestriaA walkwa'f'S; provided, however, that the re•1iew a~:~thority may 
allow bicycle parkiAg iA the p~:~blic side·Nalk where this does Rot coAflict with pedestriaA accessibility. 
4. t\ccessibility. 
a. O~:~tdoor bicycle areas shall be coAAected to maiA b~:~ildiAg eAtraAces by pedestriaA accessible walks. 
b. O~:~tdoor bicycle parkiAg areas shall ha·1e direct access to a p~:~blic right of way. 
D. Locat ion of Bicycle Parking 

1. Bicycle parking shall be located on-site, in one or more convenient, secure and accessible location. The City 
Engineer and the Community Development Director may permit the bicycle parking to be provided within the 
right-of-way provided adequate clear zone and ADA requirements are met . If sites have more than one 
building, bicycle parking shall be distributed as appropriate to serve all buildings. If a building has two or more 
main building entrances, the review authority may require bicycle parking to be distributed to serve all main 
building entrances, as it deems appropriate. 

2. Bicycle parking areas shall be clearly marked or visible from on-site buildings or the street . If a bicycle parking 
area is not plainly visible from the street or main building entrance, a sign must be posted indicating the 
location of the bicycle parking area. Indoor bicycle parking areas shall not require stairs to access the space 
unless approved by the community development director. 

3. All bicycle parking areas shall be located to avoid conflicts with pedest rian and motor vehicle movement. 
a. Bicycle parking areas shall be separated from motor vehicle parking and maneuvering areas and from arterial 

streets by a barrier or a minimum of five feet. 
b. Bicycle parking areas shall not obstruct pedestrian walkways; provided, however, that the review authority may 

allow bicycle parking in the right-of -way where this does not conflict with pedestrian accessibility. 
4. Accessibility. 
a. Outdoor bicycle areas shall be connected to main building entrances by pedestrian accessible walkways. 
b. Outdoor bicycle parking areas shall have direct access to a right-of-way. 
c. Outdoor bicycle parking should be no farther from the main building entrance than the distance to the closest 

vehicle space, or 50 feet, whichever is less, unless otherwise determined by the community development 
director, city engineer, or planning commission. 

Bicycle parl<iAg facilities shall offer sec~:~rit'( iA the form of either a locl<able eAclos~:~re_or a statioAary racl< to which 
the bicycle caR be locl<ed. All bicycle racks aAd lockers shall be sec~:~rely aAchored to the gro1:1Rd or to a 
str~:~ct1:1re . Bicycle racks shall be desigAed so that bicycles may be sec~:~rely locl<ed to thern witho1:1t I:IAdl:le 
iACOAVeAieACe. 

D. Bicycle parking facilities shall offer security in the form of either a lockable enclosure in which the bicycle can be 
stored or a stationary rack to which the bicycle can be locked. All bicycle racks and lockers shall be securely 
anchored to the ground or t o a structure. Bicycle racks shall be designed so that bicycles may be securely locked to 
them without undue inconvenience. 

17.52.090- Loading Areas 
A. Purpose. 
1. The purpose of this section is to provide adequate loading areas for commercial, office, retail and industrial uses 
that do not interfere with the operation of adjacent streets. 
B. Applicability. 
1. Section 17.52.090 applies to uses that are expected to have service or de livery truck visits with a 40-foot or longer 
wheelbase, at a frequency of one or more vehicles per week. The City Engineer and decision maker shall determine 
through Site Plan and Design Rev iew the number, size, and location of requ ired loading areas, if any. 
C. Standards. 

2 1 



1. The off-street loading space shall be large enough to accommodate the largest vehicle that is expected to serve 
the use without obstructing vehicles or pedestrian traffic on ad jacent streets and driveways. Applicants are advised 
to provide complete and accurate information about the potential need for loading spaces because the City Engineer 
or decision maker may restrict the use of other public right-of -way to ensure efficient loading areas and reduce 
interference with other uses. 
2. Wh ere parking areas are prohibited between a building and the street, loading areas are also prohibited. 
3. The City Engineer and decision maker, through Site Plan and Design Review, may approve a loading area adjacent 
to or within a st reet right-of-way when all of the following loading and unloading operations conditions are met: 

a. Short in duration (i.e., less than one hour); 
b. Infrequent (less t han three operations daily between 5:00 a.m. and 12:00 a.m. or all operations between 

12:00 a.m. and 5:00a.m. at a location that is not adjacent to a residential zone); 
c. Does not obstruct traffic during peak traffic hours; 
d. Does not interfere with emergency response se rv ices; and 
e. Is acceptable to the applica ble roadway authority. 

OCMC CHAPTER 17.62- SITE PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW 

17.62.0SO.A.2. Vehicular Access and Connectivity. 
a. Parking areas shall be located behind buildings, below buildings, or on one or both sides of bu ild ings. 
b. Ingress and egress locations on ~thoroughfares shall be located in the interest of public safety. Access 
for emergency services (fire and police) shall be provided. 
c. Alleys or vehicular access easements shall be provided in the following District s: R-2, MUC-1, MUC-2, MUD 
and NC zones unless other permanent provisions for access to off-street parking and loading facilities are approved by 
the decision-maker. The corners of alley intersections shall have a radius of not less than ten feet . 
d. Sites abutting an alley shall be required to gain vehicular access from the alley unless deemed impracticable 
by the community development director. 
e. Where no alley access is available, the development shall be configured to allow only one driveway per 
frontage. On corner lots, the driveway(s) shall be located off of the side street (unless the side street is an arte rial) and 
away from the street intersection . Shared driveways shall be required as needed to accomplish the requirements of 
this section. The location and design of pedestrian access from the ~sidewalk shall be emphasized so as to be 
clearly visible and distinguishable from the vehicular access to the site. Specia l landscaping, paving, lighting, and 
architectural treatments may be required to accomplish this requirement. 
f . Driveways that are at least 24 feet wide shall align with existing or planned streets on adjacent sites. 
gf. Deve lopment shall be required to provide existing or future connections to adjacent sites through the use of 
vehicular and pedestrian access easements where applicable. Such easements shall be requi red in addition to 
applicable street dedications as required in Chapter 12.04. 
h. Vehicle and pedestrian access easements may serve in lieu of streets when approved by t he decision maker 
only where ded ication of a street is deemed impractica ble by the city. 
i. Vehicular and pedestrian easements shall allow for public access and shall comply with all applicable 
pedestrian access requirements. 
j. In the case of dead-end stub streets that wi ll connect to streets on adjacent sites in the future, notification 
that the street is planned for future extension shall be posted on the stub street until the st reet is extended and shall 
inform the public that the dead-end street may be extended in the future. k. Parcels larger than three acres shall 

provide streets as required in Chapter 12.04. The streets shall connect with existing or planned streets adjacent to the 
site. 
!g. Parking garage entries (9oth iAai ·,ia~::~al , private aAa sharea parkiAg garages) shall not dominat e the 

streetscape. They shall be designed and situated to be ancillary to the use and architecture of t he ground floor. This 
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standard applies to both public garages and any individual private garages, whether they front on a street or private 
interior access road. 

mR. Buildings containing above-grade structured parking shall screen such parking areas with landscaping or 
landscaped berms, or incorporate contextual architectural elements that complement adjacent buildings or buildings 
in the area. Upper level parking garages shall use articulation or fenestration treatments that break up the massing of 
the garage and/ or add visual interest. 

17 .62.050.A.15. 

Adequate right -of-way and improvements to streets, pedestrian ways, bike routes and bikeways, and transit facil ities 
shall be provided and be consistent with the city's transportation master plan and design standards and this title . 
Consideration shall be given to the need for street widening and other improvements in the area of the proposed 
development impacted by traffic generated by the proposed development. This shall include, but not be limited to, 
improvements to the right-of-way, such as installation of lighting, signalization, turn lanes, median and parking strips, 
traffic islands, paving, curbs and gutters, sidewalks, bikeways, street drainage faci lities and other facilities needed 
because of anticipated vehicular and pedestrian traffic generation. Compliance with 12.04- Streets, Sidewalks and 
Public Places shall be sufficient to achieve right-of-way and improvement adequacy. 

\Alhen appro¥ing land t:Jse actions, Oregon City reqt:Jires all relevant intersections to be maintained at the minimt:Jm 
acceptable level of ser\'ice (LO~) t:Jpon ft:JII bt:Jild ot:Jt of the proposed land t:Jse action. The minimt:Jm acceptable LO~ 
standards are as follows: 

a. ~or signalized intersection areas of the city that are located ot:Jtside the Regional Center bot:Jndaries a LO~ of "D" or 
better for the intersection as a whole and no approach operating at 'NOrse than LO~ 'T' and a \'/c ratio not higher than 
1.0 for the st:J m of critical movements. 

b. For signalized intersections within the Regional Center bot:Jndaries a LO~ " D" can be exceeded dt:Jring the peal( 
hot:Jr; however, dt:Jring the second peak hot:Jr, LO~ "D" or better will be reqt:Jired as a whole and no approach operating 
at worse than LO~ 'T' and a ¥/c ratio not higher than 1.0. 

c. For t:Jnsignalized intersection throt:Jghot:Jt the city a LO~ "E" or better for the poorest approach and with no 
mo\<ement ser¥ing more than twenty peak hot:Jr vehicles operating at worse than LO~ "F" will be tolerated for minor 
movements dt:Jring a peak hot:Jr. 

17.62.050.A.16. If a transit agencyTri Met, upon review of an application for an industrial, institutional, retail or 
office development, recommends that a bus stop, bus turnout lane, bus shelter, accessible bus landing pad, lighting, or 
transit stop connection_be constructed, or that an easement or dedicat ion be provided for one of these uses, 
consistent with an agency adopted or approved plan at the time of development, the review authority shall require 
such improvement, using designs supportive of transit use. Improvements at a major t ra nsit stop may include 
intersection or mid-block traffic management improvements to allow for crossings at major transit stops, as identified 
in the Transportation System Plan. 

OCMC CHAPTER 17.65- MASTER PLANS 

17.65.050.C.2 The transportation system has st:Jfficient capacit'( based on the cit•r 's le¥el of service standards and is 
capable of sl::lpporting the development proposed in addition to the existing and planned t:Jses in the area, or will be 
made adeqt:Jate Development shall demonstrate compliance with Chapter 12.04- Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places. 

OCMC CHAPTER 17.56- CONDITIONAL USE 

2.> 



17.56.010.A.3 Tl=le site aneJ J3rOJ30SeeJ eJe'relownent are timely, consieJering tl=le aeJeqi:Jacy of trans13ortation systems, 
f31:JBiic facilities aneJ services eJEisting or 13lanneeJ for tl=le area affecteeJ sy tl=le I:JSe . Development shall demonstrate 
compliance with Chapter 12.04- Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places. 
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