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The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of 
adopted amendment to a comprehensive plan or land use regulation on 07/21/2015. A copy of the 
adopted amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local government 
office. 

Notice of the proposed amendment was submitted to DLCD 37 days prior to the first evidentiary 
hearing.  

Appeal Procedures

Eligibility to appeal this amendment is governed by ORS 197.612, ORS 197.620, and 
ORS 197.830. Under ORS 197.830(9), a notice of intent to appeal a land use decision to LUBA 
must be filed no later than 21 days after the date the decision sought to be reviewed became final. 
If you have questions about the date the decision became final, please contact the jurisdiction that 
adopted the amendment. 

A 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).  

If the amendment is not appealed, it will be deemed acknowledged as set forth in 
ORS 197.625(1)(a).  Please call LUBA at 503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal 
procedures.

If you have questions about this notice, please contact DLCD’s Plan Amendment Specialist at 503-
934-0017 or plan.amendments@state.or.us
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DLCD FORM 2 NOTICE OF ADOPTED CHANGE FOR DLCD USE 
 TO A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OR File No.:        
 LAND USE REGULATION Received: 7/21/2015 

 
 
Local governments are required to send notice of an adopted change to a comprehensive plan or land use regulation 
no more than 20 days after the adoption. (See OAR 660-018-0040). The rules require that the notice include a 
completed copy of this form. This notice form is not for submittal of a completed periodic review task or a plan 
amendment reviewed in the manner of periodic review. Use Form 4 for an adopted urban growth boundary 
including over 50 acres by a city with a population greater than 2,500 within the UGB or an urban growth boundary 
amendment over 100 acres adopted by a metropolitan service district. Use Form 5 for an adopted urban reserve 
designation, or amendment to add over 50 acres, by a city with a population greater than 2,500 within the UGB. Use 
Form 6 with submittal of an adopted periodic review task. 
 
Jurisdiction: City of Coburg 
Local file no.: Ordinance A–199E 
Date of adoption:  7/14/15  Date sent:  7/21/2015 

Was Notice of a Proposed Change (Form 1) submitted to DLCD? 
         Yes: Date (use the date of last revision if a revised Form 1was submitted): 6/8/15  
         No 

Is the adopted change different from what was described in the Notice of Proposed Change?      Yes       No 
If yes, describe how the adoption differs from the proposal: 

No. 

 
Local contact (name and title):  Petra Schuetz, City Administrator 
Phone: 541–682–7871  E-mail: petra.schuetz@ci.coburg.or.us 
Street address: P.O. Box 8316  City: Coburg    Zip: 97408- 
 
PLEASE COMPLETE ALL OF THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS THAT APPLY 

For a change to comprehensive plan text: 
Identify the sections of the plan that were added or amended and which statewide planning goals those sections 
implement, if any: 

Implementation of the Coburg Urbanization Study by amending the Coburg UGB to include an additional 153 acres 
of residential land and 106 acres of regional employment land to meet the city's houisng needs for the next 20 
years and to meet ten percent of the regional economic development needs.  

For a change to a comprehensive plan map: 
Identify the former and new map designations and the area affected: 

Change from         to              acres.      A goal exception was required for this 
change. 
Change from         to               acres.      A goal exception was required for this 
change. 
Change from         to                acres.     A goal exception was required for this 
change. 
Change from         to               acres.     A goal exception was required for this change. 

Location of affected property (T, R, Sec., TL and address):       

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/forms.aspx
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_600/oar_660/660_018.html
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      The subject property is entirely within an urban growth boundary 

     The subject property is partially within an urban growth boundary 

If the comprehensive plan map change is a UGB amendment including less than 50 acres and/or by a city with a 
population less than 2,500 in the urban area, indicate the number of acres of the former rural plan designation, by 
type, included in the boundary. 

Exclusive Farm Use – Acres: 168.5 Non-resource – Acres:       
Forest – Acres:        Marginal Lands – Acres:       
Rural Residential – Acres: 88.9 Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space – Acres:       
Rural Commercial or Industrial – Acres:        Other:       – Acres:       

If the comprehensive plan map change is an urban reserve amendment including less than 50 acres, or 
establishment or amendment of an urban reserve by a city with a population less than 2,500 in the urban area, 
indicate the number of acres, by plan designation, included in the boundary. 

Exclusive Farm Use – Acres:       Non-resource – Acres:       
Forest – Acres:        Marginal Lands – Acres:       
Rural Residential – Acres:       Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space – Acres:       
Rural Commercial or Industrial – Acres:        Other:       – Acres:       

For a change to the text of an ordinance or code: 
Identify the sections of the ordinance or code that were added or amended by title and number: 

The Coburg Comprehensive Plan is amended to add a Policy #28 to Goal 9 that reads: 
"In order to meet a regional industrial need, properties with a Light Industrial designation located on the east side 
of Interstate 5 shall not be partitioned into parcels smaller than 20 acres." 
 
For a change to a zoning map: 
Identify the former and new base zone designations and the area affected: 

Change from          to           Acres:        
Change from          to            Acres:       
Change from          to           Acres:       
Change from          to           Acres:       
 
Identify additions to or removal from an overlay zone designation and the area affected: 

Overlay zone designation:         Acres added:           Acres removed:       

Location of affected property (T, R, Sec., TL and address):       
 
List affected state or federal agencies, local governments and special districts:  Lane County 
 
 
 
Identify supplemental information that is included because it may be useful to inform DLCD or members of the 
public of the effect of the actual change that has been submitted with this Notice of Adopted Change, if any. If the 
submittal, including supplementary materials, exceeds 100 pages, include a summary of the amendment briefly 
describing its purpose and requirements. 

The 2010 Coburg Urbanization Study Update and 2014 Addendum are in the DLCD files for this Plan Amendment. 
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ORDINANCE A-199-E 

AN ORDINANCE EXPANDING THE COBURG URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY, 

CREATING MEDIUM AND HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL AND MIXED USE PLAN 
DESIGNATIONS, AND REQUIRING THE DEVELOPMENT OF TAX LOT lOS, LANE 
COUNTY ASSESSOR'S MAP 16-03-33-00 TO BE SUBJECT TO CHAPTER XV Of 

THE COBURG ZONING CODE 

WHEREAS, the City of Coburg wishes to update its Comprehensive Plan to reflect 

current and future needs for land, housing and economic opportunities and to justify the 
expansion of the urban growth boundary to accommodate these needs; and 

WHEREAS, an Urbanization Study Update was created In April of 2010 that reflected a 
planning period from 2010 to 2030 but the update had not yet been adopted by the Coburg 

City 
Council; and 

WHEREAS, the urbanization study update was modified in 2014 to reflect a planning 
period from 2014 to 2034 to satisfy requirements of Statewide Planning Goals #2 and #14; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to implement recommendations made by the Coburg 
Urbanization Study regarding expansion of the Coburg Urban Growth Boundary and for land 

uses on tax lot 105, Lane County Assessor's Map 16--03-33-00. 

WHEREAS, additional fi ndings to substantiate the importance of selecting appropriate 
properties to Include lo'.rithin the boundaries of the Coburg Urban Growth Boundary are 
necessary to respond to questions, and to demonstrate the viability of compact urban growth. 

THE CITY OF COBURG ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section I. The City Council wishes to encourage the development of tax lot lOS, Lane County 
Assessor's Map 16.{)3-33-00 by designating this property for mixed use. At least eight acres of 

this parcel may be developed for medium density residential at an average density of ten units 
per acre. Development must be implemented through a Master Planning process that allows 

for a gradual transition of Medium Density Residential east to Traditional Residential densities 
west and. the creation of a new access road for the property along Pearl Street at the west . 

Until a Mixed-Use Zoning District Is adopted development within the Mixed Use Oeslgnation 
shall be subject to the Master Planned Developments requirements of Chapter XV of the 
Coburg ZOning Ordinance. 

Section 2. In addition to the properties identified herein, the properties listed In Exhibit A to 

this Ordinance are hereby added to the Coburg Urban Growth Boundary. 



Section 3. The Coburg Comprehensive Plan is hereby amended by adding t he follow ing 
t hree policies to its Goal 2: l and Use Planning section: 

"Policy 18: Medium Density Residential- The Medium Density Residential designation is 
intended to guide the development of new, livable neighborhoods located 
outside the historic and t raditional core of the Coburg at an average residential 
density of 10 units per acre. 

Policy 19: High Density Residential- The High Density Residential designation is intended to 
guide the development of new, livable neighborhoods located outside the 
historic and traditional core of the Coburg at an average residential densit y of 14 
units per acre. 

Policy 20: Mixed Use- The Mixed Use designation allows commercial and residential 
development with density ranges of the latter being abcove 12 dwelling units per 
acre with an average overall density of 15 dwelfing units per acre." 

Section 4. The Coburg Comprehensive Plan Diagram is hereby amended to add two acres of 
property designated as High Density Resident ial near the southwest comer of Tax Lot 500, Lane 
County Assessor's Map 16-03-28-00, adjacent to North Coburg Road on the East and adjacent 
to the City Limits on the South. 

Section 5. The Coburg Comprehensive Plan Diagram is hereby amended to add up to 15 
acres of property designated as Medium Density Residential near the southwest comer of Tax 
Lot 500, l ane County Assessor's Map 16-03-28-00, adjacent to the north and west of the High 
Denstty Residential land described in Section 4, above. 

Section 6. Properties added to the Coburg Urban Growth Boundary by this Ordinance but 
not otherwise specifically assigned a plan designation by this Ordinance shall be designated as 
Traditional Residential. 

Section 7. Tax Lot 202, Assessor's Map 16-03-34-00 shall be added to the Coburg Urban 
Growth Boundary and shall be designated light Industrial on the Comprehensive Plan Diagram. 
The Coburg Comprehensive Plan Is hereby amended to add a Policy 28 to Goal 9; Economy of 
the City that reads: 

"Policy 28: In order to meet a regional industrial need, properties with a light Industrial 
designation located on the east side of Interstate 5 shall not be partitioned into 
parcels smaller than 20 acres." 

Section 8. A revised Comprehensive Plan Diagram, attached to by reference as Exhibit B, is 
hereby adopted. 



Section 9. The Coburg Urbanization Study Update {April2010) and Addendum (2014), 
attached to this Ordinance as Exhibits C and D, are hereby adopted and made a part ofthis 
Ordinance. 

Section 10. Findings of fact in support of the expansion ofthe Coburg Urban Growth 
Boundary, attached to this Ordinance as Exhibit E, are hereby adopted and made a part ofthis 
Ordinance. 

Section 11. Severability. The sections and subsections ofthis ordinance are severable. The 
invalidity of any section or subsection shall not affect the validity of the remaining sections and 
subsections. 

Section 12. Conflicts. In the event that sections or provisions of this ordinance conflicts with 
other ordinances, then the standards established by this ordinance shall take priority. 

After public notice and reading pursuant to the Coburg City Charter and after Council 
deliberations followed by councilor motion and second, this ordinance was put to a vote, the 
results of which were: 

ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coburg this 14th day of July, 2015, by a vote of 5 for 
and 0 against. 

APPROVED by the Mayor of the City of Coburg this 14'~ day of July, 2015. 

ATTEST: 
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EXHIBITE 

Findings in Support of Ordinance A-199-E 

The 2010 Urbanization Study Update, as modified in 2014, recommends that 149.36 
acres be addtld to the Coburg Urban Growth .Boundary to meet a 20-year forecasted need 
for residentialliUld. These acres are proposed to be obtained from Study Areas J, 2, 5 and 
6. The Urbanization Study Update also supports the concl!Jllion of the 2004 Urbanization 
Study that one or twn 20--acre, or larger parcels are necessary for economic opportunity 
needs. The Update proposes that this land be provided by the inclusion of Study Area 8 in 
the Coburg Urban Growth Boundary. Study Area 8 is a single parcel, larger lhan the 
minimum necessary. To avoid parcelization and, in a manner consistent with state Jaw, 
the entirely of the parcel has been included. 

LOCAL E~'PA:'IISION CR1TERIA 

Coburg has undertaken a number of expansion-related planning processes in the last 
decade. These include the Coburg Crossroads visioning process of 2003, the 2004 
Urbanization study and periodic review effort, lhe 2005 update of the Comprehensive 
Plan and the 2010 Update of the Urbanization Study. The policies that were incorporated 
into the 2005 comprehensive plan update are a reflection of extensive efforts to 
summarize the City's ideals, including those related to the City's growlh. Below arc 
listed a few of these guiding policies of the Coburg Comprehensive Plan that are 
specifically related to outward expansion: 

Economy Policies 

Policy 2: Lamls for the expansitJn witldn the City of business (commercial and 
industrial activities), will be provided to tile extefll necessary to meet loCll/ employment 
~teeds, to accommodate tlte identified regional needs, to provide a1~ adequate tax base, 
and to .~upport future population growtlt. 

The Economic Opportunities Analysis provided in the 2010 Urbanization Study Update, 
and the Regional Econ01nie Analysis recogJJi7..ed by the 2014 Addendum identified the 
lands needed for expansion to accommodate local and identified regional employment 
needs. The economic growth these hinds will facilitate will support future population 
growth. 

Policy 6: An adequate amount of level, buildable land which bas good access to 
artca·ial st1·eets shall be provided within existing city limits to meet local and 
regional industrial needs. 

This policy was considered in the selection of properties identified as potential industrial 
sites suitable for meeting economic growth needs. 
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Policy 7: Industrial uses shaU be grouped together within well-designated Industrial 
parks or subdivision so as ro promote: 

• A poUution fr~ tnvil·onment; 
• The highest aesthetic standards possible; 
• Mmimum impact on adjacent lands; 
• Development within the constraints of the natural environment; and 
• Compliance witb LCDC Goals and Guidelines 

The maintenance of a compact urban growth form has been one of the more significant 
factors in detel1Jlining those pmperties identified as potential sites and =ommended for 
inclusion into the urban growth boundary. 

Urbanization Goal Policies 

Policv 1: The City shall preserve urbaJJizable land and provide ji1r orderly, efficietlt 
development by controlling densitie.< tfmmgh prov/sioJt of the Zoning fmd Subdivision 
Ordinances, thereby prevmting tlte 1wed for overly extensive public services and 
restricting 11rbanizatinn to that ctJmmens~~rate with tile carrying capacity of tlw la1ul. 

Policv 17: The City sltaJl promote tile efficient use ofltmd witlli11tfte urba11 growth 
boutzdary and sequential development that expar~J.< in an orderly W4)' outward from 
the existing city center. 

Wi1hin the context ofORS 197.298 and Statewide Planning Goall4, the City bas 
attempted to maintain a compact urban growth form by including adjacent exception 
areas and resource lands that are contiguous to the existing urban growth boundary. 
Growth in the extreme distant areas of exception lands in Study Area 5 will be directly 
contradictory to this policy and to the goal~ that support it. Inclusion of portions of Study 
Area 6 thal are already surrounded by the City on three sides will promote compact 
urban growth. 

Policv 18: The City shalt provide a sufficient supply nf develnpable land IVithin the 
urban growth hnu~tdory to meet the needs of the existing and projected populatio~t for 
re.videntiaJ, commercial, i11dustrial, and recreational u.,·e.~ over the nexJ 20- 50 years, 
wltile preservi~tg the smull tOIV1t character of the community. 

The 2010 Urbanization Study Update, as modified in 20 14, includes a housing needs 
analysis and a buildable land~ inventory that identifies the City's land use needs for the 
next 20 years. · 

Pr1licv 19: 111e City shall accommodate projected gro1vth, expand tile urbun growtlt 
boundary ill a mamter that halam:e.~ the ~teed to protecllligll quality farm and forest 
re8ource lands with the needs of the existilzg and future pop11futiun a1td with efficiem 
public facility a~td savice delivery. 
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This policy has been address through the 2010 Urbanization Study Update by addressing 
the priorities of ORS 197.298 and the factors of Statewide Planning Goall4. Extending 
services for a considerable distance to the furthest exceptioJJ area of Study Area S will 
cost the City more in opemti•mal costs, and will have a significant cost impact on any 
potential for development in that area. Extensive growth distant from the City center will 
have an adverse impact on some intersections that are already threatened with failure. 
The efficient usc of facilities limits the area~ within the existing urban growth boundary 
that new industrial uses can be placed. 

Policv 40: Tlte City .~hall promote kmd use and development patterns that .~u.~tahr ami 
improve quality of life, are compatible with ma.•.~ transit, maintain tJte community's 
identity, pmtect signijicallt natural and historic resources, and meet tfte needs of 
existi11g attd future resid~mts for lwu.~;,,g, employment, and parks and open spaces. 

The issues contained in this policy have been addressed in the 2010 Urbanization Study 
Update. 

Transportation Goal Policies 

Policv 1: Develop a street Jtetwork .~y.•tem that evenly distriblltes traffu: tltroug/l(mt the 
community, le.~.•·ming traffic impacts Olt residential streets, artd idemifyir~g a ~rystem of 
arterials for moving people, goods, and services safely and ejJicimtly. 
Poli<.y 46: Provide a transportatum system that is safe, convenient, accessible, 
eltvironme~rtal/y re.'Pon.~ible, efficielrt, responsive to cotnfmtnity needs, and con.•Ulerate 
nf Jteigltborllood impfiCfs, particularly in the National Hi ... ttJric DilftricL 
Policv 47: Develop and mah1tair~ a street tletwork tltat is inter-cotmected. 

These policies have been implemented through the recent adoption of the City's 
Transportation System Plan, which utili~ed the land usc needs of the city identified in the 
2010 Urbani2ation Study Update. Further, the proposed bypass, which is a part of the 
adopted TSJ> will significantly lessen the traffic impacts on residential streets. 
Projections show that, without the bypass, the major intersections of Coburg will likely 
fail within the planning period, which will drive vehicles onto the residential streeu; to 
avoid the failing intersections. The bypass forms a basic part of the City's transportation 
plan and will play an important part in meeting these policies. 
To promote efficiency and safety in the use of City streets and the I-S interchange, the 
City and the Oregon Department of Transportation have entered into an Interchange Area 
Management Plan (lAMP). One oftbe relevant provisions concerns the level of use of 
the interset:tinn ofindustrial Way and Pearl. The plan limits uses of undeveloped 
properties within the designated area of the TAMP and limits any expanded access of 
properties within the IAMP area. 

Public Facility and Services Goal Policies 

01dinunL'C A-199-E 1'1tulinga PugeJ 



Policv 15: The city shall expand th~ urban growth boundary anti clly llmits and provide 
sanitary .nMer servi~ when awzilllble, to exi.•ting exception auiiS and otlter 
appropriJlk areas when such expansion is appropriate to meet city needs. 

The preferred recommendations of the 2010 Urbanization Study Update haN i!lcmlified 
existing exception areas and other areas that should be added 10 the existing urban growth 
boundary. The availability of public services was considered during the analysis of the 
second locational factor of Statewide Planning Goal 14 in the 2010 Urbanization Study 
Update. 

Some exception areas are not proposed for inclusion within the expanded urban growth 
boundary. Among the reasons for not including these areas is the evidence of the very 
high costs of extending sanitary sewer service the great distance that would be necessary 
if all of the exception area~ were included. At approximately S34 a fuol for lhe collection 
system, extending wastewater connections to the most distant exception areas would cost 
each of the six most distant properties in these most distant portions of the exception area 
more than S25,000 per property. The small number of additional residential proptmies 
that can be developed from the exception area properties, combined with the cost of 
infrastructure development would make any additional residential development on lhese 
properties very expensive. Such extensive costs fhr a single element of the public 
improvements necessary to develop these properties demorutrate that it is impractical to 
plan on inclusion of these exception areas. EsfX'Cially when compared with aneas 
available much closer to the existing wastewater infrastructure, the distant exception 
areas were ruled inappropriate. 
Water service is also not available to the majority of the exception area of Study Area 5, 
and cannot be extended from existing services because that would involve con<lemnalion 
of private lands. Water service extensions are rougbJy equivalenlto lhc cost of 
wastewater extensions. Together these costs would be a tremendous burden on a small 
number of potential new residences. 
There an: several other reasons that ar!:lue against the inclusion of the~.., distant exception 
lands. It wil I detract rather than enhance the compact nature of Coburg urban growth 
area. The properties are not likely 10 develop any additional residential homes within the 
planning period, so inclusion would detract rather than improve the City's potential for 
accommodation of its future housing needs. The nature of the properties and the distance 
from the city center makes the development of housing densities such as are required for 
Coburg to develop appropriately unlikely. 

Housing C'10al Policies 

Policy 28: The City .•·hail etu:ourage new housing to radiate l i UI from the city centc.r 
and discoul'age leupfrog development in order l() protiWte connectivity tmd oomm11nity 
interactian. 

The maintenance of a compact urban growth form bas been one of the more significant 
factors in detennining those properties recommended for inclusion into the urban growth 
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boundary. To comply with this Policy the expanded urban growth boundary must include 
some agricultural land. To exclude that portion of the agricultural propct1ics that is 
surrounded on three ~ides by lhe city would create a distorted city, with unworkable 
lengthy extensions of exceptions land completely contrary to the goals of connectivity 
aJJd community interaction. 

Natural Resources Goal Policies 

Policy ZO: The City sllflll protect, restore, lfUPUtge, and enhance importam natural 
resources; mailltaiJJ high quality air, water, land aJI(//listoric resources; and provide 
green ·'Paces itl and around tlte community. 
Policv 11: The City .<hall protect or mitigate, whenever possible, fish and wildlife 
habitats including riven, wetl4mls, mul fure.~t.v, and significant natural areas and 
habitats of rare or etulangered species. 
Policy 17: Areas containing any odter unique ecologiC4J, scenic, aestlzetic, sckntifte or 
educational values shall be considered ilt the pla1t11ing prace.v.~. 

These policies have been implemented through the application third locntional factor of 
Statewide Planning Goal 14 in the 20 I 0 Urbanization Study Update. 

Agricultural Lands Goal Policies 

Po/icv 1: Tn tlte extellt to which it has injl11ence, tlte City shall promote the retention of 
lands outside its Urha11 Growth B11ut1dary for flgriculture 11se by encoaraging Lttne 
County tv maintflin wrrent agricultural Wiling withht tile City's area ofinjlueuce as 
defmed in the lntcrgovenunental Agreement with La1te Couftly. 
PolicyS: The City :.uppons, and may require, mea.<ure.v to promote compatibility flnd 
trtmsitio11 bellt~CC~t urban dew:lt1pment at tile edge oftlte Urban Growth Bmmdary a11d 
adjat:etlt agricultuNJ t1ret1S. 
Policv 7: The City .vuppot1.<1 and shall p11rsue, establisltment of a .(outltem greenbelt 
that en.w~res a permtme~tt open charact<rr for tile area betwee11 Cob11rg and tile 
McKemJe River. 
Policy 8: The City sllal/ protect higlt quality farnrlmtd :.urrotmding the community 
from premature development. 

These policies have been implemented through the application of ORS 197.298 and the 
fourth locational factor of Statewide Planning Goall4 in the 2010 Urbanization Study 
Update. 

The 2010 Urb!UIIzation Study Update includ~ a list oflocal expansion criteria or 
"local criteria" from the above listed guiding policies. They are as follows: 

Local Criteria 1: Expansion should he limited to areas and fax lots which promote the 
greatest order and efficiency. 
Local Criteria 2: E:A.pansion should be limited fo areas and tax lot< that are appmpriate 
to meet city needs. 
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Local C1·iterla 3: Expansion should be limited to areas and tax lot.< that would pmmote 
sequential development that expandv in an ord1~rly way outward from the existing city 
center, and promote a streer network that i• interconnected in o1·der to promote 
connecrivity and community interaction. 
Local Criteria 4: Expansion shnuld be limited to areas and tax lots that promote 
livability 
LlX:aJ Criteria S: .Expansion should be limited to areas and tax tors that discourage 
prematm·e dwelopment qf agricultural lands and compatibility and transition between 
urban development and agricultural m·eas. 

Expansion oflhe proposed mban growth boUDdary into the more distant portions of the 
adjacent exception aTeas will not promote order and efficiency. Providing public 
facilities in the form of water and wastewater services to these distant areas will cost 
significantly more than would lhe cost of expansion into areas closer to the city center, 
will create greater and more adverse transportation impacts, because they would require 
longer trips to obtain city services, and will undermine rather than promote the 
development of an interconnected street network and the development ofwalkable 
11eighhorhood&. Inclusion of the distant exception areas would weaken rather than 
promote the livability of the City. 

STATEWIDE PLANNING GOAL 14 

Statewide Planning Gonl14 provides that the establishment and change of urban 
growth boundaries shaU be based on the following: 

(I) Denumstrated 11eed to accommotlate long ra~tge urhanpopufatjon, ctm.,i.•·teftt 
with a 20-year population fnrecast coorJinuted with tiflected focal 
gnventments; and 

• The Coburg Urbanization Study (2010) used Lane County'~ Coordinated 
Population Forecast to e$timate a twenty-year planning period. 

• The Lane County Coordinatod Population Forecast provided a population 
forecast for Coburg in five--year increments. 

• The population forecast anticipated growth due to the construction of 
Coburg's first wastewater system. Due to the 2008 recession and a de 
fa1.-to growth moratorium because of a lack of a commwlity wastewater 
system tbe City's at-1oal population (based upon the 2010 Census and 
PSU's estimate for 2013) fell well below the Lane County Coordinated 
Population forecast for the period between 2010 and 2015. (Table A.3, 
Urbanization Study- Revised) 

The City's wastewater system has been completed. In the final months 
prior to completion., and since that time, Cohurg has begun to experience 
significant commercial development and residential development 
consistent with the growth rate forecast to occor. 
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• After adjusting for the lower than average growth rate that begins around 
the time the wastewater system i~ <.:ompleted (now 2015 instead of2010), 
the anticipated growth rate appears to be consistent with that of the 
coordinated population forecast except that it begins five years later. Thus, 
the expected growth rate of7.88 percent that was supposed to occur 
between 2015 and 2020 will now occur between 2020 and 2025, and so 
forth. 

(2) Dcmon.vtrated need for hou.viflJJ.t employment opporttmiti<'!s, livability or uses 
such as public fQcilili<is, streets and rmuls, .•chnolv, pQr/cs ot open spaa, or aJIY 
combination of the ~teed categories ifl tlzis subsection {1). 

Prior to expanding (IJt urban growth bowtdary, local guvernment& shall 
demon.vtrate that needs cannot reasonably be accommqdQted on illnd alreQdy 
imide the urban growth hnumlary. 

Residential La11d Needs 

• The 2010 Urbanization Study's buildable lands inventory is still valid as 
very little development has occurred in Coburg during the period of2010 
-2014. For instance, only three additional residential unilli, consuming 0.5 
acres ofland, have occurred during this period. The inventory has been 
adjusted, however, to address the reduced growth rate caused by the 2008 
recession and lhe !at£ development of the wastewater system. 

• For the reason explained above, the baHic assumptions of Coburg's 
housing needs analysis have not changed. The average household si:ze and 
housing mix have not changed and the extension of the planning period 
has only slightly changed the number of new housing units needed. (See 
Table A.8, 2010 Urbanization Study- Revised) 

• The assumptions regarding public infrastructure needs have not changed 
and neither has the amount of total residential buildable lands. 

• The use of lhe new 2D--ycar planning period has only increased the amount 
of total new needed acres for residential use by 2.3 acres. The total amount 
of land needed for residential development, including supporting streets 
and parkland, is 148.8 acres. 

• The 2010 Urbanization Smdy Update, as modified slightly in 2014, has 
identified the amount of land needed for medium and high density 
residential development. The preferred residential recommendation 
identifies Study Area 6 as the location for this type of housing. 

Emplovm.enl Opoortunitics 

• The EeoJlomic Opportunities Analysis of the 2010 Urbanization Study 
slates that Coburg's local employment land need i~ fur one or two parcels 
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of at least 20 acres and the Regional Economic Analysis states a regional 
need for 20 acre or larger sites. AU of !he exception land~ within the 11 
sludy areas are already divided into parcels significantly smaller than 20 
acres in size. Therefore, they arc all inappropriate, and would not 
accommodate employment land need pursuant to ORS 197.298(3)(a), 
because the specific types of identified employment land needs cannol be 
reasonably accommodated on the exception land parcels. 

The soil classifications on Snrdy Area 9 and Study Art>a 8 arc similar, lh~: 
next step in !he required analysis under Goal 14 is to weigh the four 
locational factors within the Goal language, and dctcnninc which Study 
Area is more suitable for inclusion in the UGB. Tabl~:7.6 summari7.es the 
analysis of these four factors. Ba<ed upon the analysis, Study Area 8 
scores 12 points, while Subarea 9 scores only seven points. 

• The analysis leading to !he selection of Study Area g ha~ since been 
validated by the e.'<pression of interest in the development of a portion of 
the property. This expanded employment opportunity is exactly !he kind 
of regional need that the analysis is designed to capture. 

Goall4 also requh·es that the location of the urban gr·owth boundary and changes 
to the boundary shall be determined by evaluating alternative boundary locations 
consistent with ORS 197.298 and with consideration offour fadurs. 

ORS 197.298 

Priority of land to he included wit/tin urban growth boundary. 

(1) In addition to atry requirements establisl1ed hy rule addre.ulng urbani?;ztio1t, 
land may 110t be included witltin an urba11 growD1 boundary except tmder tlte 
jollowiug priorities: 

(a) First ptiorily is land tltat is designated urban re.~erve lam/ under ORS 
195.145, rule qr metrqpq/itan service district ftctiofl plan. 

The Coburg Comprehensive Plan does not d~:signate any lands as urban 
reserve. 

(b) lf land under pafftgmph (a) of this subsection is inadequate to 
accommodate lite tmwutll of land needed, second prioril)l is land 
adjacent to an urbflft gtowth boundary that is identified in an 
adm()w/edged comprehem·ive plt:m as an exception area or non resource 
land. Second priority may itzclude resoti!Ce lan.d tftat is completely 
sa"ounded by exception area.~ Utlle.~.• .•ucll resource land is high-value 
farmlalld as described in ORS 215.710. 

Residential Land Needs 
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Map II of the 2010 Urbanization Study shows "built upon and developed" 
exception areas (designated as Rural Residential) and natural resource 
areas ((zoned either exclusive limn usc or impacted forest) located 
adjacent to the Coburg Urban Growth Boundary. For purposes of 
analyzing lhe potential for expanding the Coburg Urban Growth 
Bo1mdary, all of the exception areas are located within one oflhc II study 
areas. The majority of the exception lands aTe located adjacent ami 
northwest of the Coburg Urban Growlh Boundary, in the Stallings Lane 
area. 

The 2010 Urbani7.ation Study recommends !hat 169 acres ofland be added 
to lhe Coburg Urban Growth Boundary to meet the city's 20-year need for 
residential land. The city has decided at lhis time to add only 14!1 acres to 
address its need for residential land; and option that is available to L-ities 
smaller than 25,000. Land to meet this need is proposed to be provided by 
portions of Study Areas I, 2, 5 and 6. 

Study Area 1: Study Area I includes lands south of !he existing UGB, cast 
of Coburg Road and West of Roberts Road. The eastern edge of the study 
area is bounded hy the Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way. The area is 
contiguous with the existing UGB on three sides. The area consists of 
approximately 95 acres in five parcels. 

More than.90 a(.-re:< ofthe site is :~:oned il>r agricultural uses (E-40), with 
4.4. acres designated RR-2 (an exception area). Three dwelling units exist 
on the site as well as a few farm-related structures. The Lmd is largely in 
active furm uses. Topographically, the site is largely flat. While no 
identi lied wetlands exist on the site, about 16 acres of the site are in flood 
zone A (the 100-year floodplain). 

The preferred residential alternative includes the 4.4 acres of exception 
lands. This alternative also includes 13.6 acres of resource land that is out 
of tbe flood plain. The re~ource land is separated from actively managed 
agricultural land to the south by a creek. [n addition, it is occupied hy 
several out buildings. 

Study Area 2: This study area is 65 acres in size and contains 21 acres of 
exception lands. Nine of lhese exception acres, located immediately 
adjacent to lhe city limits are proposed to be added to the urban growth 
boundary. The remaining exception acres 12 acre.• are not proposed for 
addition to the boundary becacJSe they arc inadequate to accommodate the 
residential land need. Eight of these acres are located wilhin lhe I 00-year 
floodplain, which is a11 environmental consequence pursuant to Factor 3 of 
Goal14.ln addition this land is bounded (m three sides by agricoltural 
land with Clas~ II soils, and development with urban uses would pose 
compatibility issues with these agriculture activities pursuant to Factor 4 
ofGoal14. Por these reasons, inclusion of this exception land into the 
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urban growth boundary is inappropriate and would not accommodate the 
residential need. 

Twelve acres of exception area lands in this study area, located 
immediately adjacent to the Coburg Urban Growth Bowtdary on the north 
and Coburg Road on the east, are included in the preferred residential 
alternative. 

The recommended expansion of the urban growth boundary includes all of 
the exception areas located within Study Area I and most of the exception 
areas located within Study Area 2 plus an additional 18.3 acres of resource 
land located in Sn1dy Area I. This ~uates to a total of27.3 developable 
land to be added to the urban growth boundary. 

Study Area 3: Study Area 3 includes lands south and west of the existing 
UGB, west of Coburg Road. The area is contiguous with the existing UGB 
on tbe northeast side. The study area includes approximately 74 acres in 8 
parcels. The majority of the study area (73.3 acres) is zoned for 
agricultural uses (E-30), with only one lot for rural residential W~es. The 
rurdl residential lot is separated from the Coburg UGB by the agricultural 
lands within this study area. Agricultural lands in frle study area are in 
orchards and other crops. Only twu dwelling units exist in the study area, 
one of which is located in the exceptions area. Topographically, the site is 
largely flat. However, the site is several feet lower than the remainder of 
Coburg and is separated from the UGB by a vegetative buffer. The 
majority of the site (81 %) is iu flood :~:one A (the 100-year floodplain). 
Between the elevation difference and areas in the floodplain, this study 
area presents significant development constraints. All of the 73.3 acres 
zoned for agricultural uses in this study area are identified as Class II soil 
types. For these reasons, Study Area 3 was not included in lhe residential 
land expansion recommendation . 

Study Area 4: The 17 acres of exception land within this subarea are not 
proposed to be added to the urban growth boundary because they are 
located at the southern end of the study area; separated rrom the existing 
Coburg Urban Growth Boundary by agricultural land with Class ll soils, 
which would also have to be brought into the boundary as part of 
including this exception area. This exception area is surrounded by 
agricultural land with Class D soils. Inclusion of this exception laud into 
the urban growth boundary is inappropriate and would not accommodate 
the residential land need pursuant to Factor 3, the ecunmnic and social 
consequences of removing tbe inteJYening agricultural land from 
agricultural use, and Factor 4, the impact of potential urban uses on this 
exception land upon agricultural land surrounding the exception area. 
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Sn1dy Area 5. Study Area 5 includes lands north and west of the existing 
UGB. The nrea is contiguous with the existing UGB on part of the east 
side. The study area includes approximately 200 acres in 56 parcels. The 
majority of the study area (172.3 acres) is in exception areas (RR-5 
zoning). Only one tax lot of about 28 acres is in agricultural zoning (E-
40), but many of the properties are in agricultural production, with only 
one residence and intensive agricultural use. A total of 43 dwelling units 
exist in the study area; 39 of which are located in exceptions areas. 
Topographically, the site is largely flat. Of the 28.1 acres in this study area 
zoned for agricultural uses, 18.1 acres arc in Class I soil types and 9.4 
acres arc identified as Class n soil types. The re.~idential preferred 
alternative includes 75 acres of these lands, and excludes 97 acres; 20 
acres at the southern end of the exception area on the south side of Van 
Duyn Road, and 77 acres at the northern end of the exception area. 

The southem 20-acre area, located south of Van Duyn Road, is bounded 
on three sides by agricultural lands with Class D soils- exclusion of this 
area would place the urban growth boundary along Van Duyn Road, 
which would provide an appropriate transition between urban and 
agricultural uses. Inclusion oflhis exception land into the urban growth 
boundary is inappropriate and would not accommodate the residential land 
need pursuant to Factor 4, tltc impact of potential urban uses nn this 
exception land upon agriculturallnnd surrounding the exception area. 

The northern 77-acre area is furthest from the existing urban growth 
boundary among exception lands in Study Area 5. As such, il would be 
more expensive to serve with public facilities such as water, sewer, and 
trdnsportation facilities. The extraordinary cost of providing water and 
sewer services to this distanl area would preclude development, even if the 
residents were interested in development. The existing division into 
moderate sized parcels would prevent the development of housing 
densities such as has been detennined to be needed to accommodate the 
population growth. The extreme distances between these exception areas 
and the central portions of Coburg are contrary to the policy provisions 
supporting compact growth. The extreme distance between these 
exception areas and the central portions of Coburg would increase the usc 
of vehicle travel in Coburg, perhaps hastening the need for construction of 
a new northern connector roadway (see Map 17). J.t is also adjacent to 
agricultural lands with Class 1 and II soils to the north, east, and west and 
is itself in agricultural use de,pite being in an exception area. Existing 
residents of this area were split in tcnns of wishing incorporation into the 
Coburg Urban Growth Boundary. Therefore, inclusion of this exception 
land into the urban growth boundary is inappropriate and would not 
accommodate the residential land need pursuant to Factor 3, the economic 
(facilities costs) and social (resident opposition) impacts, and Factor 4, the 
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impact of potential urban uses on this exception land upon agricultural 
land surrounding the exception area 

The preferred residential alternative includes 75 acres of exception acres 
located north of Van Duyn Road; which provide 64 acres of developable 
rcsidentialland. 

While the discussion and findings appended herein demonstrate 
compliance with Goal 14, the strictest intelpTetation of the provisions of 
the Goal suggest that an exception to portions of Goal 14 might be 
appropriate as well. The Cily has done an exceptions analysis , a• ~et forth 
in the attached Exceptions Appendix and which is incorporated in full into 
these findings. For the reasons set forth there, it is the City's findings that 
with regard tn Study Area 5, and other study area there are valid reasons to 
take an exception to the requirements of Goall4 to show overall 
compliance with statutes and with the statewide goals. 

Study Area 6: Study Area 6 includes lands direclly nonh of the existing 
UGB. The area is contiguous with the existing UGB on the north side and 
part of the cast and west sides. The study area includes appro.'timately 209 
acres in 4 parcels (one parcel contains over l 00 acres) and the majority of 
the area is in a common ownership. Most of the study area (208 acres) is 
zoned for agricultural uses (E- Ml). Less than I acre is 7.0JJed for rural 
residential uses (RR-5) and this parcel is separated from the Coburg UGB 
by lhe agricullurally zoned land. A total uf6 dwelling units exist in the 
study area. Topographically, the site is largely flat. 

Forty-nine acres ( 48.9) of this study area, all of it developable resource 
land, are included in the preferred residential alternative. Expansion in this 
area is preferred because it is immediately adjacent to the Urban Growth 
Boundary and its northern boundary is slated by the adopted 
Transportation System Plan to be the location of a new east-west 
connector. This project is necessary to provide redundant east-west 
connectivity as Pearl Street is the only through east-west route in the city. 
The proposed collector is also necessary to mitigate the significant 
deterioration of traffic conditions on Willamette and Pearl Streets and to 
serve the proposed build-out of the Stallings Lane area. (Pg. 22 of the TSP 
and supplemental traffic study). 

lbis property also represents the greatest potential for higher deJJsity 
residential development as it not adjacent to property located within the 
Coburg Historic Disuict or any developed neighborhoods. This property 
is already partially inside the UGB. While currently undeveloped, when 
these already included porlions ofthe properties are developed, they will 
increase the committed character of these parcels, and may well have the 
effect of limiting or cortailing agricultural use of I he parcels, whether or 
not they are included in the UGB. 
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Study Area 7: Study Area 7 includes lands east oflhe existing UGB and 
across I-5 and contains no built upon or committed exception lands. Tbe 
area is not contiguous with the existing UGB. Inclusion of this area would 
require additional expansion of the UGB across I-5. The study area 
includes approximately 240 acres in 3 very large parcels. The entire study 
area (239.9 acres) is zoned for agricultural uses (E-40). Agricultural lands 
in 1he st.udy area are used primarily for grazing. No development exists in 
this study area. Topographically, the site is largely tlat. The study area has 
(23 acres) is in llood zone A (the 100-year floodplain) or in identified 
wetland area. The major development constraint in this study area is 
extending nrunicipal services across J-5. 

Study Area 8: Study Area 8 includes lands cast of the existing UGB and 
across I-5 and contains no built upon or committed exception areas. 
Unlike Study Area 7, Study Area 8 shares a significant border with the 
existing UGB. A portion of the original St.udy Area 8, identified in the 
2004 Urbanization Study, was brought into the UGR in 2006. Study Area 
8 now consists of the remaining acreage that was not included in that 
expansion. 

Study Area 9: Study Area 9 includes lands east of the existing UGB and 
across Interstate 5 and contains no built upon or committed exception 
areas. The northwest comer of the area i< contiguous with the existing 
UGB. 

Inclusion of this area would require additional expansion of the UGB 
across I-5. The study area includes one parcel of approximately 26 acres. 
This parcel is designated by Lane County as resource (Forest) land. Half 
of the site is signilicantly wooded and the eastern mo~t portion is nestled 
against the foothills of the Coburg Hills. As a result Study Area 9 contains 
the most significant slopes of any of the II study areas, although it is 
noted, the slopes are relatively insignificant. 

Study Area 10: Study Area J 0 includes lands south of the existing UGB, 
both east and west of Coburg Road and south of Study Areas 1 and 2. The 
eastern edge nf the study area is bounded by Jnterstate S and includes a 
parcel betweenl-5 and the Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way. The 
eastern portion of the ~tudy area is contiguous with the southernmost arm 
of the existing UGB. The study area is long and narrow running east and 
west and consisting of four parcel~ and two residences. The area straddles 
the southern gateway to the City of Coburg from Eugene along Coburg 
Road. 

The entire area is zoned for agricultural use, much of it largely in active 
farm uses, and contains no built upon or committed exception areas. 
Topographically, the ~ire is largely flat. 
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Study Area 11. The exception land within this subarea. is not proposed to 
be added to the urban growth boundary. The 18 acres of rural residential 
land is located at the northern end of the study area, ami i~ separated from 
the existing Coburg Urban Cmmtth Boundary by agricultural land with 
Class I and Class il soils, which would also have to be brought intu the 
boundary as part of including this exception area. This exception area is 
surrowtded by agricu1turalland with Class I, il, and m soils. Inclusion of 
this exception land into the urban growth boundary is inappropriate and 
would not accommodate the residential land need pursuant to Factor 3, the 
economic and social consequences of removing the intervening 
agricultural land from agricultural use, and Factor 4, the impact of 
potential urban uses on this exception land upon agricultural land 
surrow1ding the exception area. 

Economic Oppornwitv Needs 

The Economic Opporluniti~ Analysis of the Urbanization Study has 
found that Coburg's local employment land need is for one or two parcels 
of at least 20 acres in s~e and the Regional Employment Analysis f01md a 
n~ed for 51.4 net acres in 20+ acre parcel sizes to capture ten percent 
(10%) of the regional large site industrial need. Therefore, none of the 
exception Jan~ within the study areas are suitable for industrial 
development as they arc already divided into parcels significantly smaller 
than 20 acres. 

FW'thcr, no properties currently within the Coburg UGB are suitable. The 
only parcels that come ear to approaching the need arc the properties nonh 
of Pearl that arc zoned highway commen.:ial. The.•e properties barely 
come up to the millimum needed size. The lack of flexibility in size may 
well eliminate some of the potential uses. Further access to these parcels 
is limited and development as industrial uses is currently contrary to the 
Coburg- ODOT Interchange Area Management Plan. Development as 
industrial parcels would have an adverse effect on adjacent properties, 
specifically including the newly developed Serenity Lane facility across 
Industrial Way 

Study Areas I, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 are located immediately adjacent to 
existing lands designated and zoned for highway commercial and 
industrial use. Of these study areas only Study Area I contains an 
exception area. and this small area is projected to be brought ~ID the urban 
growth boundary ID help satisfy the need for residential land. Study Area 8 
is the only other study area within this group that is contiguous to an 
exception area. The City has received inquiries about developing a 
portion of Study Area 8 if it is included in the UGB. 

(c) Tfkmd under paragraphs (a} and (b) oftlzis sttbsectioll is inadequate to 
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(I,CCOmmodate the amount of land neelk4, third priority is land 
designated as marginal land pursuant to ORS 197.Z47 (1991 Edition). 

There is no land adjacent to the Coburg Urban Gro1'Vth Boundary that has 
been designated as marginal land. 

(d) If land u11der paragraphs (a) to (c) oft/lis St<bsection is inadequate tb 

acconutzodate the amount of land needed, fourth priority is land 
designated iJ1 an acknowledged comprehensive pf(m for agricultt<re or 
fore.~tfy, or both. 

(2) Higher prion'ty .~llu/1 he givot to lund of lower capability as mea.~ured by the 
capability classification system or by cubic foot site class, wlliche11er is 
appropriate for the current use. 

(J) Land of lower priorily u1tder subsection (1) of this sectimt may be included in 
an urban growth boundary if land of higher priority is jowtd to he inadequate 
to acw11m1odate the onwutlt of land e.•·timated in .mhsecmm (1) of litis section 
for one or more of the following reasons: 
(a) Speciftc types ofide7ltift.edlarzd need.~ cannflt he reasonably 

accommodated on higher priority lands; 
(b) Fumre urhur~ service.< co11ld 1wt rea~onuhly be provided to the higher 

priority lands due to topographical or other physical constraints; or 
(c) MIIXimum effidency of lund ,,,·e.~ within a pmpo.\·ed urha~t growth 

botmdary requires inclusion of lower priority lands in order to itzclude 
or to provide 8er~~i.ce.~ to iligller priority land.•·· 

Residential Land Needs 

For Coburg to adopt the preferred residential land nltemative, it must 
make appropriate lindings pursuant to ORS 197.298 that justify this 
alternative in contrast to ExpanKinn Alternative #I. ExpansiOJl Alternative 
# l proposed UGB additions for residential development (178 acres, 151 
developable) that consisted entirely of exceptions JandK, while the city's 
prCferred residential land alternative adds 169 acres (143 developable), 88 
acres of exceptions land and 81 acres of resource land. Discussions with 
the property owners and other interested parties resulted in a modification. 
so the ftnal acreage of residential land to be included is 149.36 acres. 

Existing residential development in Coburg is located on the west side of 
J-5 and the City wishes to continue this urban form. With the exception of 
the property located west of I-5, the Coburg Urban Growth Boundary is 
totally surrounded by Class J-ill agricultural soils. ORS 197.298(2) 
provides that a higher priority shall be given to land of lower capability as 
measured by the capnbility classificntion system or by cubic foot site class, 
whichever is appropriate for the current usc. 

With a few exceptions, most of the Class 1 agricultural soils adjacent to the 
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Coburg Urban Growth Boundary on the west side of 1-5 arc built upon or 
committed to urban development. The remainder of the immediately 
adjacent soils arc Class II. Thus, be<:aW<e the immediately adjacent 
exception areas cannot totally meet the forecasted need for residential 
land, some land with Class D soils musl be included in the expansion of 
the urban growth boundary. The resource land that is added has been taken 
from Study Area's I and 6 as these areas arc contiguous to the existing 
urban growth boundary and, a:~ proposed, wi II preserve a compact urban 
fonn for putposes of the efficient provision of urban services and 
transportation access. 

The residential preferred alternative docs not include higher priority 
exception lands in Study Areas 2, 4, 5, and II. Note that it also docs not 
include exception lands in subareas 3 and 6- however the amount of 
exception lands in these subareas is negligible and the negligible exception 
lands in these ~ubareas are sepaTated from the existing Coburg urban 
growth boWldary by agricultural land. It also does not include higher 
priority agricultural and forest lands with lower soils classifications (Class 
m, Class [V, and Class VI) that arc within Study Areas 7, 8, and 9. The 
city makes the following findings jW<tifying lowering the priority for 
inclusion of these lands in the urban growth boundary, and adding lower 
priority lands in their place: 

EXCEPTION LANDS 

Study Area 2: 12 acres of exception land, located south of nine acres of 
exception land that is pmpused for addition to the uroan growth boundary, 
is nut proposed for addition to the boundary because it is inadequate to 
accommodate the residential land need. Right of the 12 acres is located 
within the I 00-year floodplain, which is an environmental consequem;e 
pursuant to Factor 3 ofGoal14. In addition this land is boUllded on three 
sides by agricultural land with Class U soils, and development with urban 
uses would pose compatibility issues with these agriculture activities 
pursuant to Fat-1or 4 ofGoall4. For these reasons, inclusion of this 
exception land into the urban growth boundary is inappropriate and would 
not accommodate the residential need. 

Study Area 4: Seventeen acres of exception land within this subarea is not 
proposed to be added to the urban growth boundary. Tht: 17 acres is 
located at the southern end of the study area, and is separated from the 
existing Coburg Urban Growth Boundary by agricultural land with Class 
II soils, which would also have to he hmught into the boundary as part of 
including this exception area. This exception area is surrounded hy 
agricultural land with Class ][ soils. JnclW<ion of this exception land into 
the urban growth boundary is inappropriate and would not accommodate 
the residential land need pursuant to Factor 3, the economic and social 
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consequencel; of removing the intervening agticulturalland from 
agricultural usc, and Factor 4, lhe impact of potential urban uses on this 
exception land upon agricultural land sutTounding the exception area. 

Study Area 5: This study area contains 172 a= of exception lands. The 
residential preferred alternative includes 75 acres ofthcsc lands, and 
excludes 97 acres; 20 acres at the southern end of lhe exception area on 
the ~outh side of Van Duyn Road, and 77 acres at the northern end of the 
exception area. 

The southern 20--ocre area is bounded on three sides by agricultural lands 
with Class ll soils -exclusion of lhis area would place the urban growth 
boundary along VanDuyn Road, which would provide an appropriate 
transition between urban and agricultural uses. Inclusion of this exception 
land into the wban growth boundary is inappropriate and would not 
accommodate the residential land need pursuant to Factor 4, the impact of 
potential urban uses on this exception land upon agricultural laJJd 
surrounding the exception area. 

The northern 77 acre area is farthest from the existing urban growth 
boundary among exception lands in Study Area 5. This northern area is 
distant from the central area of the City and is a distance between 2400 
and 5500 feet from the nearest available connection point for water and 
sewer connections. Using the compamhle costs of con~truction of a water 
line to another distant exception area 5,000 feet from the Coburg water 
system, providing water service would require an initial capital investment 
of at least $250,000. (Supplemental infonnation; Sratement of Damicn 
Gilbert) This docs not include the cost of the local delivery sy~1em, which 
would be included as a cost of any development. Jn addition to the costs 
of construction, such long distance services areas arc most expensive to 
serve, requiring an increase in water service costs to such areas. 
(Supplemental in1brmation; Statement of Robert Butler) 

Jn addition, the cost of construction of a new wastewater line would 
impose a high burden on the development of properties. Based on the 
experience ·of the just completed City wastewater system, the cost of 
constructing an new wastewater line to the full extent of this exception 
area would cost $168,300 ($33.66 a foot for 5,000 feet) (Supplemental 
information: email from Benjamin Bosse). 

Because of the distance to the amenities of Coburg, such as city 
government, schools and commercial activities, any development in the 
distant areas of the exception area would necessarily lead to more 
vehicular tmvel, all ufwhich would increase use of Coburg streets and 
hasten the failure of the critical intersections in Coburg. (Supplemental 
Information: memo form Susan Payne) 
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For all of the above included reasons this portion of the study area would 
be more expensive to serve with public f.tcilities such as water, sewer, and 
transportation futilities. The extraordinary cost of providing water and 
sewer services to this distant area would preclude development, even if the 
residents were intere>ted in development. The existing division into 
moderate sized parcels would prevent the development of housing 
densities such as has been determined to be needed to accommodate the 
population growth. The extreme distances between these exception areas 
and the central portions of Coburg are contrary to the policy provisions 
supporting compact growth. The extreme distance between these 
exception areas and the central portions of Coburg would increase the use 
of vehicle travel in Coburg, perhaps hastening the need for construction of 
a new northern coJmector roadway (see Map 17). 11 is also adjacent to 
agricultural lands with Class I and II soils to the north, ea~t, and west IIJld 
is itselfin agricultural use despite being in an exception area. E.:<isting 
residents of this area were split in terms of wishing incorporation into the 
Coburg Urban Growth Boundary. Therefore, inclusion of this exception 
land into the urban growth boundary is inappropriate and would not 
accommodate the residential land need pursuant to Factor 3, the economic 
(facilities costs) and social (resident opposition) impacts, and Factor 4, the 
impact of potential urban uses on this exception land upon agricultural 
land surrounding the exception area. 

The proposed incltL•ion of agricultural areas immediately adjacent to the 
existing developed portions of the City docs not suffer from the same 
significantly increased cost of infra~tructure service. The areas proposed 
to be included are adjacent to several available water and wastewater 
services, and would therefore not f.tce any significant infrastructure 
development costs. 

Study Area II: The exceptionliiJld within this subarea is not proposed to 
be added to the urban growth boundary. The 18 acres of rurdl residential 
land i~ located at the northern end of the study are11, and is separated from 
the existing Coburg Urban Growth Boundary by agricultural land with 
Class I and Class IT soils, which would also have to be brought into the 
boundary as part of including this exception area. This exception area i~ 
surrounded by agricultural land with Class r, IT, and m soils. Inclusion of 
tbis exception land into the milan growth boundary is inappropriate and 
would not accommodate the residential land need pur.;unnt to Factor 3, the 
economic and social consequences of removing the intervening 
agricultural land from agricultural use, and Factur 4, the impact of 
potential uroan uses on this exception land upon agricultural land 
surrounding the exception area. 

Economic Opoorrunity Needs 
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for Coburg to adopt the preferred cmplo)llii.ent land alternative, it must 
also make appropriate findings pursuant to ORS 197.298 that justify the 
alternative in contrast to inclusion of higher priority exception lands to 
meet the employment land need. The preferred employment land 
alternative would add l 06 acres of agricultural land, and no exception 
lands. 

As stated above, Study Areas l, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 arc located immediately 
adjacent to existing lands designated and zoned for highway commercial 
and industrial use and these are the most logicalloeations for expansion of 
these uses in order to be consistent with the current urban form. However, 
Study Areas 1, 6 and 10, located on the west side of 1-5, are largely 
occupied by Class I and Ill agricultural soils. ORS 197.298(2) states, 
"Higher priority shall be given to land of lower capability as measured by 
the capability classification system or by cubic foot site class, whichever is 
appropriate for the current usc." For this reason, they are not considered as 
prime candidates to expand the urban growth boundary to address 
forecasted economic opportunity needs. 

The soils on the east side of 1-5 are lower class agricultural soils than 
those on the west side. Study Area 7 is composed largely of Class IV and 
Study Areas 8 and 9 are composed of Class lV and Vl soils. 

EMPLOYMENT LAND ALTERNATIVES 

For Coburg to adopl the preferred employment land alternative, it must 
make appropriate findings pursuant to ORS 197.298 thaljustify thi~ 
alternative instead of incorporating alternative exception lands into the 
urban growth boundary to satisfy the need for employment land. Among 
resource lands, Study Area 8 has worse soil~ (Class TV and Class VI) than 
all other agricultural and forest lands except for Study Area 9, which has a 
predominance of class N soils and approximately equal areas of Class 111 
and VI soils. 

Regarding employment lands, Coburg finds that all exception lands within 
the Study Areas arc unsuitable for industrial development for the 
following reasons: 

• The Economic Opportunities Analysis states that Coburg's 
emp!oymenlland need is for one or two parcels of alleast 20 acres 
and the Regional Econmnic Analysis indicate that regional-scale 
industrial opportunities exist for parcels of 20 acres or greater in 
size. All of the exception lands within the II study areas are 
already divided into parcels significantly smaller than 20 acres in 
size. Therefore, they are all inappropriate, and would not 
accommodate employment land need pursuant to ORS 
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197.298(3)(a), because the .•pecific types of identified employment 
land needs cannot be reasonably accommodated on the exception 
land parcels. 

• Regarding Study Area 9, since the soil classifications on this Sn1dy 
Area and Study Area S are largely similar, the next step in the 
required analysis under Goall4 is to weigh the four locational 
factors within the Goal language, and determine which Study Area 
is more suitable for inclusion in the UGB. Table 7.6 from the 2010 
Urbani7.ation Study Update summaffi:es the analysis of the four 
factors discussed earlier in this chapter. Based upon the analysis, 
Study Area 8 scores 12 points, while Subarea 9 scores only seven 
points. Funhcr discussion of lhe Goal 14 locational factors is 
included below. 

HIGHER PRIORJTY RESOURCE LANDS 

Study Areas 7, 8 and 9: These lhree study areas contain a total of 373 
acres. Most of these three subareas have Class IV soil types, with smaller 
areas of Class VI and Class ill. They are located to the east of the 
Interstate 5 freeway. Study Area 8 is proposed to be added to the urban 
growth boundary for employment land pwposes (see discussion below), so 
it is not available to satisfy residential land need. Study Areas 7 and 9 
would be most difficult and expensive to serv-e with public facilities, due 
to the need for interchange impmvements to provide tranl!portation and 
extension of water, sewer, storm drainage, and electricity lines under 
Interstate 5. 1n addition, extension of the urban growth boundary to lhe 
cast side oflnter~tate 5 has been a source of significant opposition rrom 
rural property owners to the easl. Additionally, Study Areas 7 and 9 both 
contain mapped wetlands, and Study Area 7 also contains land within the 
I 00 year floodplain. Inclusion of this higher priority agricultural and forest 
land into the urban growth boundary is inappropriate and would not 
accommodate the residential !and need pursuant to Factor 3, the economic 
consequences of providing expensive and difficult public facilities 1.0 these 
parcels, the enviromnental consequences of development within the I 00 
year floodplain and impacts to mapped wetlonds, and the social 
consequences of residential and community opposition to expanding the 
uroan growth boundary east of the Jntem;tate s freeway. 

FOUR LOCATIONAL FACTORS OF GOAL 14 

Once higher priority exception lands and agricultural lands with lower soil classifications 
arc excluded, the next step in the required analysis under Goal 14 is to weigh the four 
locational factors within the Goall4 text, and then determine which Study Area is more 
suitable for inclusion in the UGB. 
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The analy~is ahove has resulted in a deficit of76 developable residential acres that must 
come from the remaining Study Areas and agricultural land with Class r or n soils. Table 
7.6 summarizes the analysis oft he four fat.ior~ discussed earlier i.u this chapter. Study 
Area 6, with 17 points, and Study Area 2, with 13 points, score higher than any ofthe 
other Study Areas other than Study Area 5, which consi~ts of exception lands except for 
one parcel in the northern portion of the study area owned by the Eugene School Dislrict, 
and suffering from issues similar to those that resulted in !he exclusion of the northem 
portion of Subarea 5 from the Coburg urban growth bow1dary. 

The analysis above has resulted in a deficit of91.7 net developable industrial acres that 
must come from the Study Areas. Table 7.6 summarizes the analysis of the four Ilictors 
discussed earlier in this chapter. Study Area 8 scored 12 points and Study Area 9 scored 
7 points. 

Further discussion of the Goal 14 Jocational factors is included below. 

The following are the four &lal14 factors that must be considered to modify an 
existing urban growth boundary: 

(1) Efftcient accommodfllion of identified land needs; 

This factor is generally interpreted to equate "efficiency" witb being "contiguous 
or adjacent" to existing development." Following the priorities analysis required 
by statute and Goall4, and mirroring the process followed in the 2004 
Urbanization Study, the Coburg urbanization study team developed 11 study 
areas. The actual expansion alternatives may include portions of one or more 
study area ~ deemed appropriate. 

Coburg's Urban Growth BoWldary has a perimeter of approximately 7.5 miles. 
The study areas constitute almost all lands adjacent to the current UGB (sec Map 
1 0). The study areas are generally numbered in a clockwise direction, beginning 
with Study Area I, located along the south em portion of the current Coburg 
Urban Growth Boundary and continuing around its perimeter. The study areas 
utilized for this expansion anal)'Kis are identical, for the most part, to the study 
areas utilized in the 2004 Urbanization Study. The only difference is the addition 
of Study Areas 9, to and II, and the reconfiguration of Study Area 8 to account 
for lands which have been added to Coburg's UGB since 2004. 

The following consideratio11s were considered in developing logical study area 
boundaries: 

• Property lines/ownership patterns, based upon Lane County Assessor Map 
records ofthe tax lot bow1daries. 

• Natural Features, such as wetland~, streams, and 1 00-year floodplains 
• Streets and roads 
• Tax lut~ reported by the County Assessor records as "Unimproved." 
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• Fundamental understanding of water and sanitary sewer service 
infrastructure. 

Not all of the area adjacent to the existing UGB is included in the study areas. An 
initial review of the land surrounding the UGB identified areas adjacent to the 
UGB that could be excluded from consideration for expansion. State OAR (660-
024-0060(5) provides local govenuncnts the authority to guide the ~election of 
expansion alternatives through City poli<:ies specizying certain land characteristics 
as necessary for land to be suitable for expansion. 

The identification of study areas included considerations of both ORS Priorities as 
well as locally specified characteristics or "local criteria" (aN they are referred to 
throughout the 2010 Urbao~ation Study). Lands to the northeast of Coburg are 
the only lands excluded entirely from consideration within a study area. These 
areas were not included based on a local priority for expansion that "provides the 
best opportunity for developing an efficienr urbanfonn. "The isolated nature of 
the lands adjacent to the northeast corner of Coburg was viewed as sufficient 
justification lor disregarding their inclusion within a study area. 

Residential Land Needs 

Study Areas I and 6 have the greatest ability to meet the intent of this factor due 
to their proximity to the existing urban growth boundary and existing 
development therein. LandN within Study Areas 2 and 5 arc included because they 
are the exception areas with the greatest contiguity to the existing urban growth 
boundary. 

Economic ODOOrtunity Needs 

Coburg's existing highway commercial and industrial land is located a4ja,;ent to 
I-5 and this location remains the most efficient and logi,;al area to meet future 
economic opportunity needs. Study Areas I, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 arc located 
immediately adjacent to existing lands designated and zoned fur highway 
commercial and industrial use. Study Areas I, 6, and 7 are excluded from 
considerdtion because of their high value agricultural soils and, except for Study 
Area 7, arc being considered necessary to meet residential land needs. Study Area 
8 represents the most "efficient" acconunodation of identified land ntltlds because 
of its sharing of a major property boundary with the existing urban growth 
boundary. 

(2) Orderly amJ economic provision of public facilities a11d servius; 

Residential Land Needs 

While a detailed cost study bas not heen conducted, a generalized estimate of 
general servi,;e extension costs was provided by the Coburg Public Works 
Department and city engineers familiar with the cost of extending water and 
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sewer services in Coburg. This estimate indicated that in tenus of property 
immediately adjacent to the current compact urban form, sewer and water service 
can most inexpensively be extended to Study Areas 5 and 6, followed by Study 
Areas I and 2. Study Area's I 0 and II also have the lnwest cost for service 
extension bul they are located farthest away fTom the urban core of the city and 
generally contain the best agricultural soils. 

Economic Qpportunity N~s 

The major development constraint regarding properties located cast of I-S (Study 
Areas 7-9) is extending municipal services across 1-5. Water, sewer, electricity, 
and st.onn drainage would all probably require boring under the Interstate. A 
pump station might be required to move sewage from the area to the treatment 
plant on the norili end of Coburg. Transportation access to the site would come 
from Van Duyn Road-a County Road. Development in these areas may be 
constrained until the I-5 interchange improvements are completed. ft is noted that 
Study Area 8 is adjacent to lands already within the UGB (cast ofl-5), and for 
which the City has an obligation to provide service to, and is adjacent to Van 
Duyn Road and a proposed wastewater sewer connection. 

(3) Comparative cmtironmental, energy, economic tmd social consequences; a11d 

Residential Laud Clleeds: Study Area 1 

Economic consequences. Study Area I has limited opportunities in the area for 
commercial or even industrial uses, however, public sentiment favors residential 
use for lhe area. fmpa1.-ts to existing economic conditions would include the 
removal of lannland acreage that is cummtJy producing a commercial crop. 

Social consequences. This area abuts industrial uses ofT of Roberts Court, and 
conllicting uses could create limited impacts or limitations (obvious or subtle) to 
their operation.is adjacent to sections of Coburg's city limits thai are developed 
with a residential neighborhood (to the north) and industrial uses (to the east). The 
area also includes existing residences, which occur on both County designated 
exceptions land (two homes) and non-e."tceptions land (one home). To the west 
and across from Coburg Road is a significant area of exceptions land as well. This 
dynamic has potential for both positive and negative social consequences. The 
lifestyle of current residents in this area will be altered; however the livability of 
the area will be relatively high for new residents moving in. Expansion in this 
area will also have significant potential to redefme the southern gateway to the 
City along Coburg Road. There has been some interest expressed fmm property 
owners in this area about future IIJlnexation into the City as part oflong-tcrm 
plnns for the property. 

Environmental consequences. The environmental consequences of adding this 
study area to the wban growth boundary are prirnwily determined by·the 
existence oftbe floodplain as the area contains significant acreage within 100-
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year floodplain. Although floodplain does not prohibit development, it does 
present an environmental conflict that docs not exist in all study areas. 
Development 1:vilhin these floodplain areas would introduce an increased risk of 
hazard to housing stock within Cobw-g. In addition, Muddy Creek flows through 
the western poi1ions of Study Area I. 

Energy conseauences. The energy consequences of expanding the urban growth 
boWldary inkl Study Area I are generally positive. Water and sewer lines already 
extend up to several areas adjacent to Study Area I and would provide a relatively 
eflicient conversion to urban usc. Access to Study Area l would be very good as 
the area could be served by Coburg Road, other local streets and perhaps Roberts 
Road to the cast. 

Residential Lan!l Needs: Study Area 2 

Economic consequences. Like Study Area l, Study Area 2 would be neither the 
least expensive area to service nor the most. The area contains at-Teage that would 
be removed .from active fanning if developed. 

Social conscaucnces. Study Area 2 contains a significant amount of exceptions 
land (35%}. There are about eight residences in Study Area 2, most of which are 
within the exceptions land. Although there may be resistance to expansion in this 
area amongst CWTent property owners, livability in the area, excepting floodplain 
dynamics, would be very high given its proximity to downtown and Coburg Road. 
Also because many Coburg residents work in the Eugene-Springfield Area, 
expansion on this end of town will ease traffic through Downtown Coburg on 
Willamcttc Street. There has been some interest expressed from property owners 
in this area ahout future annexation into the City. 

Environment-<~.! consequences. This study area. contains significant acreage within 
the l 00-year floodplain (21 %). Most of the floodplain areas are locoted on the 
exceptions land. The remaining resource acreage is Class II soils, most of which 
is being actively fnrmed. There is also a small wetland identified in the National 
Wetlands Inventory located in the northwest comer of Study area. 

Energy consequences. The area would be relatively easy to service due to its flat 
topography. Water service would be relatively easy to extend to the site, as would 
electrical. Coburg Road provides access into the area. The overall energy 
consequences are generally positive. 

Residential Land Needs: Study Area 5 

Economic conscaucnces. Study Area 5 is one of the least expensive areas to 
extend City water and stormwater service into. This is due to the fact thal much of 
the area is currently served by water along North Coburg Road North. An 
important consideration in expansion into Study Area 5 is the sewer service 
obligation to existing residents that will be immediately effective if all or any 
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portion of area 5 is included. This obligation is more significant in Study Area 5 
than other areas, and is an important cost related issue for the City to co~~&ider. 
The more northern portions of Study Area 5 would be progressively more 
expensive to provide services to because of the increased distance from existing 
city facilities to the south, and would accelerate the need to construct an 
expensive northern connector road. 

Study Area 5 is not identified a~ an area for employment expansion and expansion 
would provide no henefit in that regard. The area contains a number of small 
fa111ls and mid-sized farms. Economic impacts will be more substantial for the 
relatively few operating--mid-sized farms. The only resource land in Study Area 
5 iN the 28 acre piece owned by Eugene 4J School Disnict. The overall economic 
consequences of expansion into Study Area 5 are not seen as leaning significantly 
either way. 

Social consequences. Study Area 5 contains many existing residents (43 dwelling 
units). Expansion impacts will affect many more people in Study Area 5 than in 
most other areas. It can, however, be argued that the individual impactK will be 
relatively less to residents in Study Area 5 than in some other areas since the area 
is currently residentially zoned, of a certain residential character, and already has 
a relatively significant population. The area contains many rural residences, 
which, if included in the UGB will receive significant development pressure. 
Previous efforts have suggested the residents in Study Area 5 are split in their 
support of expansion in their direction. The area is in very close proximity to 
Coburg Elementary School, a potential future school site, and lhe southern 
portions of this study area arc relatively near Coburg's downtown, all of which 
promote high livability. 

Environmental consequences. The environmental consequences of expanKion into 
Study Area 5 are seen as minimal for about half oflhe exceptions lauds. Although 
the area consists of Class I and If soils, the area contains significant existing 
development. The limited resource land within Study Area 5 is predominantly 
Class I soils. By directing grovlth to this area, areas of greater environmental 
significance and with greater potential can be avoided. However, the portion of 
this study area south of VanDuyn Road i6 bounded on three sides by agricultural 
land with Class II soils. Urban development of this area would have significant 
consequences to adjacent agricultural lan1k The northern half of this study area is 
a "peninsula" of rural residential development surrounded on three sides by 
agricultural land, and urban development on these lands would have significant 
consequences to adjacent agricultural lands. for this reason, the northern and 
southern portion of this Study Area are 1101 proposed to be induded within the 
expanded urban growth boundary. 

Energy consequences. Study Area 5 appears relatively easy to service due to its 
proximity to the proposed sewage treatment plant. As noted, much of Study Area 
5 is already served with both water and stormwat.er. Expansions on the north end 
of town will place greater traffic pressure on arterials that carry traffic through 
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Coburg to reach Eugene-Springfield (Wi llamette Street and Pearl), and might 
require the construction of an expensive new northern connector road. With 
existing facilities in place, and high livability potential, the overall energy 
consequences are generally positive. 

Residential Land Needs: Study Area 6 

Economic consequences. Study Area 6 is the least expen~ive area to provide 
water and storm water service to. The area is adjacent to the proposed sewer 
treatment plant and therefore provides greater efficiency in lhal reg-Md as well. 
Study Area 6 is currently made up oftwo residential lots and two large active 
fanns. 

Study Area 6 is not identified as an area for employment expansion; however 
industrial opportunities seem possible in the northeastern portions of the area, due 
to its proximity to existing Industrial uses, and its proximity to the water treatment 
plant. 

Because inclusion oft he northern pnrtion of this subarea into the UGB would 
likely require construction of the expensive northern connector road, this portion 
of the study area is not proposed kl be included within the expanded urban growth 
boundary. 

Social consequences. Study Area 6 has potential fi1r creating a high livability 
stlndard for expansion. The area presents many options for connectivity to 
existing neighborhoods and street networks. Expansion into the area supports 
local policy encouraging "xequentinl development that expands in an orderly way 
outward rrom the existing city center." Study Area 6 provides opportunities for 
excellent access kl facilities such as schools and downtown. Expansion in this 
area involves a limited nwnber of property owners, which minimizes the 
complexity of realizing expansion/planning objectives. It is also noted that the 
owners of the property adjacent to the current UGB have expressed interest in 
urbanizatiOIL 

Environmental consequences. Only 7 of the 209 acres in Study Area 6 arc in flood 
zone A (lhe 100-year floodplain). Areas in flood zone A arc mostly in a canal that 
transects the study area. Of the 208 acres in this study area zoned for agricultural 
uses, 63.6 acres are in Class r soil types and 138.5 acres arc identified as Class H 
soil types, and 5.9 acres arc in Class N soillypes. The area is prime farmland. 
Although Area 6 consists of Class J and H soils, the area contains significant 
development. By directing growth to Area 6, areas of greater enviroliJilental 
significance can be avoided. 

Energy consequences. Study Area 6 appears relatively easy to service due to its 
proximity to the proposed sewage treatment plant. Although Area 6 is not already 
served with both \Yater and stormwatcr, an abundance of connet.1ion points make 
it a very serviceable option. As noted earlier, expansions on the north end of town 
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will place greater traffic pressure on arterials that carry traffic through Coburg to 
reach Eugene-Springfield (Willamette Street and Pearl). 

Economic Opportunity Needs: Study Area 8 

Economic conscaucnces. Like Study Area 7, Study Area 8 is among the most 
difficult tu service due to its location east ofl- 5. It is also among the most 
expensive alternatives because water, sewer, electricity, and storm drainage would 
all probably require boring under the Interstate. In addition, improvements to the 
interchange may be necessary to address development not included in the lAMP 
review. 

lt should be noted that Study Area 8 is directly adjacent to the only portions of 
Coburg's existing UGB east ofl-5. The entire site consists of one parcel with one 
use (a cattle ranch). The acreage belongs to the same ranch operation occupying 
Study Area 7. Study Area 8 is viewed by the City as having prime employment 
potential. The economic consequences of the reduction of the ranching activities 
would likely be outweighed by potential economic gains of utilizing the land for 
industrial purposes. Additionally, the economic opportunities for areas east ofl-5 
have the potential to outweigh the negative economic consequence of expansion 
into the area (cost of extending service, etc.). 

Social consequences. Because Study Area 8 is separated from the other ranch 
properties to the north by Van Duyn, and is surrounded by other uses, the owners 
may be more amenable to its inclusion than Study Area 7. However, as noted, 
there has been publi<.: resistan<.:e in the pa~l to expansion of Coburg's UGB east of 
1-5. Study Area 8 is directly adjacent to a number of properties under various 
ownership and uses, including a few residents in the ruml areas east of the 
interstate. Again, correspondence with property owners has suggested a 
willingness on their parl to entertain ideas about expansion on !heir propmy. 
Expansion east into Study Area 8 will allow for both the growth of the 
community, and the preservation of appropriate separation and buiThrs between 
the City's iodustrial and residential uses. 

Environmental consequences. Of all of the acreage in Study Area 8, 98% is Class 
V or VI soils. These soils arc of the lowest values that arc typically mapped. The 
study area has the lowest value soils overall of any other study area. Area 8 also 
contains no mapped wetlands, or floodplain areas while Study Areas 7 and 9 both 
have mapped wetlands. 

Energy consequences. Transportation access to the site would come from Van 
Duyn Road-a County m'ffled extension of Pearl Street. Economic activity is 
undertaken more efficiently in areas nearest to transportation corridors such as I-
5. In this manner expansion into this ~tudy area has positive energy consequences. 
This study area was favored over lands north of VanDuyn (Study Area 7) largely 
due to the fact that a .frontage road is already planned to be constructed to serve 
.•ite& 8outh and east of the interchange and because it is already separated from 

Ordinanre A-19Y-E Fimoog> Ptzt:e 27 



other like uses (Area 7) to the north by VanDuyn. Areas north of VanDuyn do 
have the benefit of greater separation from existing residential uses east of the 
interstate, and freeway frontage (exposure), but in the end Study Area 8 seemed 
better suited to the need overall. lt is also noted that the 2004 Urbanization Sl.udy 
recommended that the City consider St.udy Areas 7 and 8 for employment growth 
and to take steps to preserve these areas for future employment growth. 

Economic Opportunity Needs: Study Area 9 

Economic Consequences. Study Area 9 joins Areas 7 and 8 in being the most 
expensive areas to extend services due to its location east of I-5. Most significant 
to Study Area 9's profile is that the ares abuts a rare crossing and connection to 
areas of Coburg cast ofl-5.lt is also noted, however, that the condition of the 
bridge is not immediately known. Expensive repairs may be necessary if the 
bJidge is not in proper condition, oi: docs not meet required specifications. 

Although Study Area 9 does not share the access advantages of Study Areas 7 and 
8, it is in very close proximity to 1-S and is connected to sections uf existing 
industrial land within Coburg via Reed Road/Selby Way. Reduction of or 
discontinuance of activities currently on the site is not viewed as having negative 
economic consequences when balanced with the potential positive economic 
consequences of employment growth on the site. 

Social Consequences. There is one owner of Study Area 9 and one existing 
residence. As noted with previous areas, this can reduce the complexity of the 
expansion process and the potential for reaching planning objectives. It also may 
result in significant impacts {positive and/or negative) lo the individual property 
owner. 

The area would be most appropriately used for employment putposes. It is noted 
that one advantage for consideration of Study Area 9, is the existing access to the 
site over I- 5 via Selby Way. Access via Selby Way would necessitate a relatively 
lengthy and circuitous route for conuncrcial and industrial traffic, contributing ID 
noise, pollution and tmffic in the area. As compared to Study Areas 7 and 8, 
Study Area 9 appears to present greater negative social consequences. 

Environmental consequences. Study Area 9 includes the only forest designated 
land within all sludy areas. It is not prime forest land. Study Area 9's soil profile 
is largely Class IV and VI, with smaller portions of Class DL The site includes 
several small water feal.ures; however none are lm;ared on either the National or 
Local WetlWlds Inventory. Study Area 9 presents the only expansion alternative 
that encroaches onto the Urban-Wildland interface (foothills of the Coburg Hills). 
It is not immediately understood what impacts such expansion might have. 

Energy conscaucnccs. Smdy Area 9 will require the extension of all xeJVices. If 
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residential uses are directed to the area, it is noted that the area does not have a 
school sire or an existing school within several miles of its boundaries. 
Transporlation access to the site would come from Selby Way---a County Road. 
The condition ofthc existing bridge across 1-5 is not completely understood. 
Development on the site may be constrained if the bridge is not in proper 
condition, or does not meet required specifications. 

Expansion into Study Area 9 docs not as clearly meet the efliciency related policy 
of expansion that is "sequential development that expands in an orderly way 
outward from the existing city center. 

(4) Compatibility of the proposed 11rbQI! uses •viti! nearby agricultural attd jiJrest 
activities occ11rring 011 farm atld forest lam/ o11tside the UGB. 

Residential Land Needs 

Areas with more lnnd contiguous to existing development, such as study areas 1 
and 6 arc probably most compatible with nearby agriculn1ral activities. However, 
any land that is adjacent to agricultural activities will have an impact with respect 
to this factor. The 2004 llroanization Study's evaluation of this factor suggested 
that the compatibility impacts do not appear kl be much different between the 
UGB study areas. 

Economic Opoortunity Needs 

Because of the higher class agricultural soils located on the west side of 1-5, and 
the attendnnt active agricultural uses, expansion to meet economic opportunity 
needs has been focused on the west side of the freeway. The worst agricultural 
soils are located in Study Area 8 and the agricultural uses on this and adjacent 
properties is not intensive; essentially consisting of the grazing of cattle. The 
types of industries identified as targets for ewnomic growth by the 20 I 0 
Urbanization Study Update and the Regional Economic Analysis are inherently 
compatible with existing and agricultura.l and forest activities in the area. 

EXCEPTIONS ANALYSIS 

The provisions of Goal 14 allow for the inclusion of agricultural lands when the specified 
criteria are met. The findings pm;ented here demonstrate compliance with the 
requirements of ORS 197.298. These requirements are incorporated into Goal 14, but the 
additional discussion of tbese requirements, as they are stated in Goal 14, and as they are 
applied kllhe conditions in the City of Coburg suggest that an exception to the Goal 14 
requirements, as they relate to the inclusion of lower priority land instead of inclusion of 
some of the potentially available higher priority land is appropriate. 

Reasons justify why the state policy embodied in the npplicable goals should not 
apply 
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The relevant policy in Goal 14 is the requirement that all of the exception lands available 
for potential expansion of the UGB be included prior to the inclusion of any lower 
priority lands. In Coburg's case there are ample reasons why the policy of inclusion of 
all exception lands prior to the consideration of any farm land should not apply. 

The residential land need is clear for Coburg over the next twenty years. Coburg needs 
148.8 acres of additional residential land. There are exception lands, higher priority 
lands, adjacent to Coburg that, under different circumstances might be able to 
accorrnnodate the needed growth over the next twenty years. There arc exceptional 
circumstances, however, that together demonstrate that the choice to include sufficient 
exception lands to accommodate the need will not actually result in the land being 
available for residential development over the next twenty years. Furfuer, inclusion of 
portions of the potentially available exception lands would create conditions that would 
violate nwnerous policies of the adopted Coburg Comprehensive Pan and would be 
contrary to the intent of Goal 14. For the reasons set forth here and more 
comprehensively in the attached Exceptions Appendix, the City finds that an exception is 
justified and adopts the Exceptions Appendix as sufficient justification for that exception. 

The potentially available exception lands for the city of Coburg extend for such a 
distance north of Coburg that the north-south length of the City would be more than 
doubled, creating a long extension that would change Coburg from a reasonably compact 
city into an ungainly and unworkable structure. New residents of this area of Coburg 
would be an unacceptably great distance from Coburg and the rest of the residents of 
Coburg. Coburg's goal ofwalkable neighborhoods would be lust, as these di~tant 
residents would inevitably be forced to drive to Coburg, or most probably, to more distant 
urban areas for urban services. Since the original Cuhurg urban growth boundary, !here 
has been a large, agriculturally zoned property that has intruded into the city. As a part of 
the original Coburg Urba11 Grovlth Boundary a portion of this agricultural land was 
included within the Coburg Urban growth boundary. This agricultural land is surrounded 
on three sides by the City. Jnclu.<ion of an additional portion of this large property will 
allow ll>r compact and contiguous growth of the City. 

Expansion to the most distant portions of the exception areas near Coburg, which would 
he necessary to meet Coburg's needs will not actually accomplish the object of providing 
additional land for residential development of the type Coburg needs: 

• Coburg needs residential land that will accommodate housillg growth of increased 
density. The exception lands adjacent to Coburg arc composed of multiple small 
lots that would not be able to accommodate the higher density housing identified 
as a need. Thus, inclusion of a portion of area 6- agricultural zoned land- is 
more practical than including all of Study Area 5 exception land. 

• Many of the residents of the exception lands that would need to be included to 
meet Coburg's twenty year residential needs are opposed tu the idea of dividing 
their lots to accommodate additional residential growth. No residents of the 
exceptions areas testified in favor of the expansion, several appeared specifically 
to oppose the concept., and expressed their refusal to help meet Coburg's funue 
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residential needs. On the other hand, the owner of the agricultural land adjacent 
to Coburg, which would be included in the proposed UGB expansion- Study area 
6- is anxious to develop additional portions of the lot that is already partially 
within the urban growth boundary. 

• Infrastructure development for the exten~ive area of the exception lands of Study 
Area 5 would be burdensome for the propel1ies and would further discourage 
development, even if the owners were interested in such residential development. 
Water and sewer lines extended to include all of the exception lands within Study 
Area 5 would significantly increase the per lot price of any residential 
development in thai area, defeating lhe policies of the Coburg Comprehensive 
Plan designed to make Coburg an affordable place to live, and undermining the 
intent of Goal 14 and Goal I 0 to encourage affordable and adequate residential 
housing. 

• The intersection of VanDuyn Street and Coburg Road is a threatened 
intersection, that analy~is shows may become a failing intersection if traffic 
through the intersection increases without some palliative measures, such as the 
planned Coburg cut off. The planned cutoff would bisect lhe agricultural land of 
Study Area 6. Jnclusion of larger areas of Study Area 5,. the exception lands no!1h 
west of Coburg would exacerbate vehicle traflic through the VanDuyn I Coburg 
Rond intersection and would hasten the failure of the inteTSection. On the other 
hand, inclusion of a pol1ion of Study Area 6 would have no adverse effect on the 
VanDuyn I Coburg Road intersection. 

• The exception lands of Study A1ea 5 are now mostly used for agricultural 
putposes, with the same type of re.<idences that are common in agriculturdl areas. 
The agricultural land of Study Area 6 is currently surrounded on three sides by 
urban areas and, iflhe exception lands of Study area 5 are included, the area of 
Study Area 6 would be nearly completely surrounded by urbanizable land. While 
lhe land of Study Area 6 is currently in agricultural production. the encroachment 
of urban areas has already impacted agricultural uses. Over time, especially 
because portions of the property that make up Study Area 6 is already in rhe city 
and the owner is planning development of this portion of the property, actual use 
of this property for agricultural purposes is likely to decline. 

Similar reasons also support the inclusion of agricultural lands to meet regional economic 
opportunity need~. 

• The regional need is clear, and Coburg is required by the statewide rules to 
consider whether Coburg can contribute to meeting the regional need. Coburg 
has limited its share of the regional need to a small amount, to allow other areas 
of the region to consider meeting the regional need. 

• There are no properties in the.preseJJt UGB that would meet even the small 
portion of the regional need that Coburg is taking up. While Coburg has 
properties- zoned highway commercial- that are nearly the minimum sized 
parcel needed to accommodate the regional need, this property is constrained and 
could not possibly be rezoned to accommodate the kind of use that makes up the 
regional need. The vacant highway commercial prope11ies have limited access, 
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especially confined by the Interchange Area 1.\>lanagement Plan that Coburg and 
the state Department ofTransportntion have signed. The vacant highway 
commercial properties arc also across a street from a new development in Coburg, 
the regional facilities of Serenity Lane a substance abuse treatmeJlt facility. 
Inclusion of industrial development on these properties, even if possible under an 
amended lAMP, would have an adverse effect of existing development in Coburg. 
Coburg has experienced the difficulties of industrial uses in close proximity to 
residential uses. The policy of separating residential uses from industrial uses by 
placing new industrial uses on the opposite side of the freeway will help make 
Coburg as a whole a more viable place to live and work. 

• The Coburg I ODOT lAMP requires the development of an access lane to the 
cast ofi-5. This new facility is designed to give existing properties in Coburg 
east ofthe freeway a safe means of access to VanDuyn and the freeway. This 
new facility will necessarily include a portion of Study Area 8, the property to be 
included to meet the regional employment need. Bringing this property inside the 
UGB will facilitate this development 

• The property of Study Area 8 is the lowest quality agricultural land capable of 
only being used as grazing, and not used for that for most of the year. 
Transitioning a portion of this low quality agricultural land to employment land 
will not adversely affect Lane County's supply of resource lands, This change is 
the only way that Coburg will be able to meet its obligation to provide an 
economic opportunity for the Lane county region. 

There are no areas outside the current Urban Growth Boundary that are not already 
included within the proposed UGB expansion that could reasonably accommodate the 
needed uses. 

• The potential exception areas not included are either within the flood plain, or arc 
so distant from the present city that, as shown above, it is impractical to assume 
that these properties will ever develop in time to meet Coburg's residential growth 
needs. 

• There are no properties within the current UGB that could acccrnmodate the types 
of uses that are included within the regional economic development need. 

The long term environmental, economic, social and energy consequences resulting from 
the usc of the proposed sites are less adverse than the inclusion of any other areas, 
including other resource land and the excluded exception lands. 

• The EESE analysis has already been done on the proposed inclusion of properties 
into the UGB. The same analysis can be used to suppon an exception to Goal 14. 

• The proposed UGB will create a compact city, wi1h residential development 
located in rough proximity to other residential properties. ResideJJts of Coburg 
will not be required to drive to attend Coburg cvcnrs, as they would if more 
distant exception areas were included in the UGB. When compared with any 
alternative, this will enhance the social connections of the commlmity, save 
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energy, and improve the character of the City. Economically the proposed UGB 
will do more for Coburg than any other alternative. fncluding more of the 
exception areas would freeze Coburg where it is, bcc3Usc the exception areas will 
not develop at any speed that will actually meet Cobtrrg'~ need~. [f Coburg fails 
10 include the needed employment lands, Coburg's economy will not improve, 
and all of Lane County will be deprived of the economic opportunity. 

The proposed uses of the agricultural land are compatible with other adjacent uses. A 
pol1ion of the agricultural land to be included in the residential inventory of Cohmg is 
already in the City and scheduled for residential development . This property abuts on 
two sides with already developed urban uses of the City. On the third side of the 
property, the City of Coburg extends nearly half way up the west side of the agricultural 
property. The exception area of Study Area 5 extends fi1rtbcr north and cast, so that only 
a pol1ion of the northern side of the property is not already surrounded by non-resource 
zoned properties. Many of the exception lands are also in active farm usc, especially the 
areas in the north of Study Area 5 - the area proposed to nol be included in !be expanded 
UGB. These agricultural areas in the exception lands are less impacted by surrounding 
urban uses than is the agricultural land of Study Area 6 to be included in the expanded 
UGB. 

The agricultural land of Study Area 8 is of the lowest quality agricultural land (of the 
highest priority among agricultural lands to be included within the UGB, and it is only 
occasionally used for agricultural purposes. It abuts developed land wiiliin the City and 
is likely l.o be impacted by the development of an access road oo the property. 

For the reasons set forth here, and suppmied by the analysis of all the findings and 
evidence supporting the tlndi.ngs, it is appropriate to take an exception to that portion of 
Goall4 which requires all higher priority land be included in a UGB hefore lower 
priority land is included. ln this case including pol1ions of the higher priority land will be 
contrary to other goals and 10 the other provisions ofGoal14. 

These findings, including the attached appendix, are based on all the evidence in the 
record accumulated during the urbani7.ation study. Without reducing the importance of 
any element, ce11ain attachments arc specifically included to facilitate the process of 
understanding the~ findings. 

Attachment I Maps showing the study areas and the areas selected for inclusion in the 
UGB 

Attachment 2 Engineering statements regarding the costs of infrastructure installation, 
and lhe traffic impacts of the proposed hypass 

Attachment 3 Email from DLCD representatives supporting the analysis in the 
Urbani7.ation Study. 
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Exceptions Appendix 

City of Coburg UGB Expansion 
Reasons Exception to Goal14 

I. DITRODUCTION 

This memorandum provides the analysis required for the City of Coburg to take a 
Goal2 exception to the boundary location requirements of Statewide Planning Goall4 as 
part of the city's urban growth bm.mdary (UGB) expansion. The purpose for taking the 
exception is 1.0 include land designated in the Lane County Comprehensive Plan as 
resource land instead of land identified as exception area to meet a portiou of the city's 
demonstrated housing needs. 

The evidence in the record leads the city to conclude that, among other reasons, 
the degree ofparcelization on adjacent rural residential areas, lhe historic slow rate of 
infill development on underdeveloped residential parcels, and the cost of extending 
public services to exception land• will preclude the city meeting its residential land needs 
within the planning period should the city attempt to meet that need solely by including 
exception areas with the city's UGB expansion. Consequently, the city is taking this 
exception to allow it to address a portion of its residential land needs within the planning 
period by including land designated for agriculture uses, which can be developed in a 
more timely and efficient manner. Unlike the industrial land need, the residential need 
cannot meet the starutory exception to the priorities requirements provided for Ulldcr ORS 
197 .298(3). 

This exception draws extensively from the existing record for this proceeding to 
include, but not limited to, the Coburg Urbanization Study and it>; amendments, technical 
memoranda regarding public facilities and services, and written and oral testimony 
provided throughout the city's UGB expansion proceedings. The analysis below reflects 
the policy choices developed during the Coburg Crossroads commw1ity visioning project, 
as incorporated into the City of Coburg Comprehensive Plan. The exception also 
includes an area maps and an economic, social, environmental and energy (ESEE) 
analysis prepared specifically for this exception. 

OAR 660-004-0020, ORS J97.732(2Xc) and Goal D, Part 2 use identical reasons 
exception language. Because the rule provides additional inquiries addressed here, the 
reasons exception analysis is organi7.ed below under the rule, with corresponding Goal 
and statutory provisions identified within brackets. 

H. REASONS EXCEPTION JUSTIFfCATrON 

OAR 660 Division 24 govems urban growth boundaries. OAR 660-024-0020 provides, 
in relevant part: 
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"( 1) All statewide goals and related administmtive rules are applicable 
when estahlishing OT amending a UGB, except as follows: 

"(a) The exceptions process in Goal 2 and OAR chapter 660, division 4, is 
not applicable unless a local government chooses to take an exception to a 
particular gual requirement, .for example, a.9 provided in OAR 660-004-
0010(1); 

''(b) Goals 3 and 4 are not applicable[.]" (Emphasis Supplied). 

OAR 660-004-00 I 0( I)( c) provides: 

"When a local government changes an established urban growth bowulary 
applying Goall4 as amende<! April 28, 2005, a goal exception is not 
required unless rhe local government seeks an exceptjon to any of the 
requirements ofGoal/4 or other applicable goals." (Emphasis Supplied). 

OAR 660-004-0022(1) provides, in relevant part: 

(I) for uses not specifically provided for in this division, or in OAR 660-
011-0060, 660-012-0070, 660-014-0030 oT 660-014-0040, the reasons 
shall justifY why the state policy embodied in the applicable goals should 
not apply. 

Analvsis: Consistent with OAR 660-024-00lO(l)(c) and OAR 660-004-0020(1)(a) the 
City of Coburg is taking an exception to the boutJdary location requirements of Statewide 
Planning Goall4 to include land designated in the Lane County Comprehensive Plan for 
agriculture instead of land identified as exception nrea to meet part of the city's 
demonstrated housing needs. Pursuant to OAR 660-0024-0020( I )(b), the city does not 
need to take an exception 1.0 Goal 3 to expand its urban growth boundary. 

OAR chapter 660 division 004 docs not spe1:ifically provide requirements for 
UTban growth boundary expansions and the provisions noted under OAR 660-004-
0022(1) arc not applicable, consequently the standard reasons exception provisions apply 
to this exception. 

OAR 660-004-0020(2) orovides: 

(2) The four standards in Goal2 Parlll(c) required 10 be addressed when 
laking 011 exception to a goal are described in subsections (a) thmugh (d) 
of this section, including general requirements applicable 10 each qf the 
factors: 

Annlysis: Each of tbe four standards of Goal2 part U( c) is addressed separately below in 
the responses to OAR 660-004-0020(2)(a) through (d). 
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OAR 660-004-ti020C2)(a) !Goal2, Part 11 (c)(l); ORS 197.73l(2)(c)(A)I provides: 

(a) "Rea.wnsjustifY why the state policy embodied in the applicable goal' 
should not apply." The exception shall set forth the facts and assumptions 
used as the basis for detennining that a state policy embodied in a goal 
should not apply to .•peciflc properties or situations, including the amount 
of land for the use being planned and why the use requires a location on 
resource land; 

Analvsis; The primary reason lor this exception is that the city has concluded that if lhe 
entire of the city's demonstmted residential land need is "met" with surrounding existing 
rural residential exception land, then the need will not in fact, be met within the 20-ycar 
planning hori>:on. [n plain tenus, for the reasons provided here the city does not believe 
that l'UJ'Ul residential areas will develop to the densities and at lhe pace necessary for the 
cily to meet it housing needs. Strict adherence to lhe statutory priority scheme referenced 
in Goal 14 will be insufficient to meet the demonstrated need that Goal 14 requires the 
city to meet. While the city should and docs plan to meet much of the residential land 
need through im:lW~ion of exception areas, fortbereas(m~provided below, the city 
concludes that at least a pol1ion of the demonstrated need must be met through lower 
priority resource lands, which can be developed in larger blocks and therefore more 
densely, efficiently and timely than can already developed rural residential parcels. The 
cily does not believe the statewide planning goals require strict adherence to a framework 
the city knows will not solve tile problems it requires be fixed. Thus the city is taking 
this exception, which is intended to afford an avenue to successful implementation of the 
intent of the statewide planning goals. 

The rationale fur the <:ity's conclusion comes from the 2010 Coburg Urbanization 
Smdy and update, as well from several technical memoranda that address a range of 
public services and facilities. It involves two reasons for laking lhe exception
achieving the residential density necessary to meet the demoJJstrated need within the 
mandated plarming period, and the provision of public facilities and services to 
residential lands brougbt into the UGB. 

Anecdotal evidence about the difficulty of efficiently transforming rural 
residential land to more dense, urban residential uses in a timely manner led the city to 
examine whether evidence supports that position. The buildable lands analy~is provided 
in the Urbanization Study provides information that suppOI1s the conclusion that Coburg 
area residents are reluctant to develop oversized parcels to higher density residential use. 
That analysis looked at oversized and undeveloped parcels and evaluated the infill 
potential ofresid~ntial uses within the existing UGB. See, e.g., 2010 Coburg 
Urbanization Study Map 4: R.csidentiallnflll Potential; Map 7: Parcel Classification. 
E-xcluding lo1ally vacant land, particularly the large parcels that could not practically be 
developed until the relatively recent completion of the new city sewer plant, that analysis 
identified 83 residential parcels outside of the central business district as underdeveloped. 
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The Coburg Crossroads visioning process and the UGB expansion proceedings 
revealed a range of reasons for this high number of underdeveloped residential parcels. 
Those reasons ranged from it is too cost prohibitive to develop 10 "We love it lhe way it 
is!" Whatever the reasons, the buildable lands analysis concluded that the city could only 
expect that approximately ten percent (10%) of the underdeveloped parcels within the 
existing UGB would further develop to more appropriate residential densities within the 
plalJlJing period. Given the high cost of extending public facilities and services discussed 
in more detail below, and the public statements made by residents from rural residential 
areas under consideration that they would not develop or sell their properties if brought 
uuo the UGB, it is reasonable to assume that a fair number of oversized/underdeveloped 
parcels would exisl in these e.-tception areas once they are brought into the UGB and that 
they would not develop to the densities or at the rate necessary for the city to meet its 
residential need. 

The other reason involves the practicality of providing public facilities and 
services to exception area~. As the technical memoranda document, extending public 
facilities and sCIViccs to land outside the UGB is an expensive proposition, more so for 
property owners and developers who must., as the comprehensive plan provides, cover 
their share of the costs of expansion that results from their development. This includes 
the cost of extending these services, which reinforces the importance of growth that 
results in a compact urban fonn. For properties in the north of Coburg, necessary 
infrastrucmrc improvements include development of the East- West Connector. The 
transportation system analysis prepared for the city indicates that residential growth in the 
north of the city wiU cause fuilurc of the city's transportation system. Those adverse 
impacts will he mitigated if the connector i~ built. 

Large infrastructure costs are best absorbed by larger development projects that 
can better spread the costs of development among a large nwnber of residential units. 
The existing development patt.ems on rural residential properties make it difficult tu 
aggregate sufficielJtly large blocks of land to accommodate and fund urban levels of 
development. Smaller uniu of land present fur1her design restraints that will likely result 
in lower densities that will further increase the per-dwelling cost of infrastructure 
improvements and that will be insufficient for the city to meet its residential needs during 
the planning horizon. The higher inftastructure costs to provide public facilities to 
smaller parcels can become so constraining that it makes residential development of an 
area cost-prohibitive and prevent development altugether. 

The city's solution to these is~ues is to ensure that there are propertie~ that can be 
developed in large blocks at the necessary densities and able to off-set much of the major 
public facilities extension costs in areas that are also in close proximity to exception areas 
included in the proposal. That way the exception areas will benefit from the shared 
facilities e..xtension costs, which will mitigate against one major constraint on 
development for the exceptions area. This requires a location on lower priority resource 
land at the locations included in the UGB expansion proposal. The city has already 
reduced the amoWJt ofland to be taken as an exception throughout the review process, 
reducing the amount ofland requested by 23.1 acres as part of the city's most reocnt 
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review of how best to meet the city's residential land needs. The current total acreage of 
land requested in the exception is 62.5 acre.<. Of that, 48.9 acres is located in Study Area 
6 to the north of the city nnd 13.6 acres are located to the south in Study area I. By 
comparison, 88.9 acres of exception land is proposed for meeting the city'N residential 
land needs. 

The proposed solution, particularly in the north, is consistent with several guiding 
comprehensive plao policies. lt will allow the city to grow with a compact urban form 
radiating from the city center, within walking distance ofbo1h the public school and 
downtown. It will also expand necessary public facilities and services at the developers' 
expense and will facilitate establishment of the East- West Connector, which will 
improve downtown traffic conditions, promote the .<epamtion between local and through 
traffic, and enable complinnce with Goal 12. The exception area in the south will 
promote a more compact urban fotm, help offset the cost of extending public services and 
help minimize conflicts with rurul uses. 

The proposal complies with OAR 660-004-0020(2)(a). 

OAR 660-{)04-{)020(2)(b) [C"rllal 2, Part If (c)(2); ORS 197.732(2l(c)(8)! provides: 

(b) '~>·eas that do not require a new exception cannot reasonably 
accommodate the use". The exception musr meet the following 
requirements: 

(A) The exception shall indicate on a map or othenvise describe the 
location of possible altemative areo,q considered for the use rhat do not 
require a new exception. The area.for which the exception is taken shall 
be identified; 

(B) To show wiry the particular site i.~Justified, it is necessary to di.9cu.vs 
why other areas that do no/ require a new exception cannot reasonably 
accommodate the propo.sed use. Economic.factors may be comidered 
along with other relevant factors in determining that the use cannot 
reasonably be accommodated in other areas. Under thi8 te.~t the following 
questiom shall be addressed: 

(i) Ca11 the propo.9ed u.ve be reasonably accommodated on 11onresource 
land that would not require an exception, including in~7·easi11g the density 
ofuses m111onresource land? lfnot, why not? 

(ii) Can the proposed u.qe he reasonably accommodated on resource land 
that is already irrevocably committed lo nonresource uses not allowed by 
the applicable Guo/, including resource land in existing unincorporated 
communities. or by increasing the density of uses on commiued lands i' ff 
not, why not? 
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(iii) Ca11 the proposed use be reasonably accommodated inside WI urban 
growth boundary? Jj11ot, why nor? 

(iv) Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated wirhout the 
provision of a proposed public facility or service i' If not, why not? 

(C) The "alternative areas" standard in paragraph B may be met by a 
broad review of similar types of areas mther than a review of specific 
alternative site.9. Initially, a local government adopting an exception need 
assess only wherher those similar type$ olareas in the vicinity cauld not 
reasonably accommodate the proposed u<e. Site .9pecific comparisons are 
not required of a local government taking an exception unless another 
party 10 the local proceeding desc•·ibes specific sites that can mm·e 
reasonably accommodate the proposed use. A detailed eva/uatio11 of 
specifiC alterna/ive sites is thus not required unless such sites m·e 
specifically dest.ribed, with fact< to .9upport the assertion that the sires are 
more reasonable, by attolher parry during the local exceptions 
proceeding. 

Analysis: The Uroanization Study, as updated, contains several maps lhat show the UGB 
expansion areas considered foT the city's proposal as well as the UGB expansion 
reoommendation and a constraints map, especially showing the areas subject to flood 
lirnil.ations. Tho~e maps include possible alternative areas considered for residential 
lands expansion that do not require a new exception. The proposal includes all the 
exception land from Study Area 1 and portions of the exception lands from Study Areas 2 
and 5. The excluded exception lands are discussed by study area. 

Study Area 2 includes approximately 21 acres of exception land, only a portion of 
which is proposed tor inclusion into the UGB. The majority of the remaining exception 
land lies within the floodplain, which is an environmental constraint to development. 
Additionally, the excluded Study Area 2 exception areas extend into resource land in 
active resource use ami would result in a small area of uroan residential development that 
is surrounded on three sides by active agricultural uses, thus increasing the potential fur 
conflicts between uses. This situation also existli for the extreme southern portion of 
Study Area 5, which is similarly avoided. It is not reasonable to accommodate uroan 
levels of residential uses in small peninsuiM areas surrounded hy agricultural uses given 
the inevitable use conflicts that would ensue and is contrary to comprehensive plan 
policies to minimize land use conflicts through effective planning. Exclusion of a 
portion of the exception land will also promote comprchcDSivc plan policies that promote 
a compact urban form and to establish a soulhem buffer between the city and the 
Mcr<em:ie River that promotes separation between lhe cities of Coburg and Eugene (Goal 
14, Policy 44). 

Study Area 4 includes approximately 17 acres of exception land not proposed for 
inclusim1 into the UGB. That exception area is not located adjacent to the existing UGB, 
and is separated from the UGB by extensive areas of agricultural lands wilh Class n soil~. 
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Inclusion of the exception area would likely require removing those lands from 
agricultural use. Without inclusion of the adjacent agriculturdl lands, the costs of 
extending and paying for public facilities and services would be cost prohibitive given 
tbe existing development pattern would make it difficult to aggregate sufficiently large 
blocks ofland to finance the extension of services, which comprehensive plan polices 
require. Additionally, this area, like much of lhe land to lhe west of the current UGB, is 
within the floodplain, which inhibits development of the type necessary to meet the city's 
residential land needs. Given the costs associated with extending services to the area and 
its general location within the tloodplnin area, Study Area 4 cannot reasonably 
accommodate the demonslnl.ted residential land need. 

The residential land proposal includes a portion of the exception lands in Study 
Area 5 but 11ot others. The southernmost portion of Study Area 5, south of VanDuyn 
Road is surrounded on three sides by agricultural lands with Class D soils. Similar to 
Study Area 2, this creates a high potential for conflicts for this relatively small area and 
makes it unable to reasonably accommodate the cily's residential need. The far northern 
portions of Study Area 5 cannot reasonably accommodate the needed residential uses 
because of the extraordinary cost of providing public tacilitics and services to those areas 
given the existing development pattcm of multiple parcels under different ownerships 
and the increased infrastructure costs resulting from the distances involved. Furthermore, 
unlike several other rural residential areas, most of these properties remain in active tarm 
use by the residents. Testimony from several residents in this study area made clear lhey 
had no intention of ceasing tarm production within the planning horizon or to subdivide 
their property to urban densities; others sought inclusion into the UGB. Inclusion of the 
farlhcst portions of the study area would int,Tease lransporllltion and energy impacts and 
is inconsistent wilh the city's policies to develop a compact urban fonn that promotes 
pedestrian access to the city center. Given lhe cos!S of providing services to the 
northernmost properties, the current configuration of parcels and unwillingness to 
develop expressed by some property owners it is unlikely that this area would reasonably 
accommodate the proposed use at the densities neca<sary to meet the city's residential 
land needs \vithin the planning horizon. 

Study Area II contains 18 acres ofmral residential exception land located on the 
northernmost portion of the study area. That exception area is surrounded by agricultural 
lands in class 1 and IT soils and is the remotest area from the existing public services and 
facilities. It is therefore the most difficult and costliest to serve. It is also mostly 
developed with very few oversized lots that could be further developed. Inclusion of this 
exception area, without the remainder of the study area's agricultural land would do little 
to off-set the demonstrated residential land need while doing so at the greatest facilities 
cost. Inclusion of this area would also run contrary to plan policies that promote a 
compact urban fonn and the establishment of neighborhoods that allow for pedestrian 
access to the city center. This exception area cannot reasonably accommodate the 
proposed use. 
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None of the exception areas around the City of Coburg that arc not already 
included in the city's UGB expansion proposal can reasonably accommodate the 
demonstrated residential land need. 

Responding directly to the questions presented in OAR 61i0-004-0020(b)(B), there 
are no nonresourcc lands that would not require an exception and could accommodate the 
demonstrated residential land needs that are within the vicinity of the City of Coburg. 
OAR 660-004-0020(b)(B)(i). The areas already committed to nonresource use are 
discussed immediately above. OAR 660-004-0020(b)(B)(ii). The buildable lands 
inventory section of the Urbanization Study demonstrates that there is insufficient land 
inside the existing urban growth boundary to accommodate the demonstrated residential 
land need. OAR 660-004-0020(b)(B)(iii). Development of residential land at urban 
dclll!itics cannot be accommodated without the provisions of key public services and 
facilities. Urban residential uses require public services and the comprehensive plan 
requires the city to provide public services. OAR 660-004-0020(b)(B)(iv). 

None of the exception areas not already included in the UGB expansion proposal 
can reasonably accommodate the proposed usc. Most are remote from the city center and 
existing UGB, which greatly increases the cost of public facilities and services, and 
inclusion of these areas is not consistent with comprehensive plan policies that promote a 
compaL1 urban fnrm and neighborhoods with pedestrian connections to downtown. 
Given the existing parcelized development patterns of those areas, it is not reasonable to 
asswne thai the large blocks of land that could allow tor a subdivision to pay for 
expensive public infrastructure extension costs, as comprehensive plan policy requires. 
Thus the cost of providing public services to these areas would become a major inhibitor 
to development and to the city meeting its residential land demand within the planning 
period. Most of these areas arc surrounded on multiple sides by agricultural lands, which 
would inL-rease the potential fur urban-rural conflicls if developed with intense residential 
usc as needed for the city to meet its residential land needs. As noted above, inclusion of 
these remote lands is inconsistent with plan policies that govern residential uses, public 
facilities and services and urbanization. Consequently, these areas cannot reasonably 
accommodate the proposed use. 

The proposal complies with OAR 660-004-0020(2)(b ). 

OAR 660·004-fl020(2)(c) [Goal2, Part II (c)(3); ORS l97.732(2)(c)(QJ provides: 

(c) 'The long-tem1 environmental, economic, social and energy 
consequences resulting from the use at the propo.ved site with mea.vures 
desigm:d to reduce adverse impacts are not significantly moro adverse 
than would typically result from the .<ame proposal being located i11 areas 
requiring a goal exception other 1han the proposed site. " The exception 
.vhall de.vcribe: the characteristic.< of each alternative area considered by 
the jurisdiction in which an exception might be taken, the typical 
advantage.< and divadvantages of using the areafor a use TUJl allowed by 
the Goal, and the typical positive and negative consequence.• resulting 
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from the use at the pmposed site with measures designed to reduce 
adverse impacts. A detailed evaluation ofspeciftc alternative .vite.v is 1Wl 

required unless &uch :>ites are specifically described with facts ro support 
rhe a!lsertion that the sites have .<igniftcantly.fewer adverse impacts duri•1g 
the local exceptions proceeding. The exception shall include the reasons 
why the consequences of the use at the chosen site are not significantly 
more adverse than would typically result from the .vame proposal being 
located in areas requiring a goal exception other than the proposed site. 
Such reasons shall include hut are not limited to a description of: the fact.s 
u.sed to determi'le which resource land is least productive, the ability to 
su.vtain resource u"es near the proposed use, a'!d the long-term economic 
impact on the general area caused by irreversible removal of the land 
from the resource ba:>e. Other possible impacts to be addressed include 
the effects of the proposed use on the water table, on the co:>ts of" 
improving road.s and on the costs to special service disrricts; 

This ESEE analysis draws from and builds upon the ESEE analysis conducted for 
tbe 2010 Cohurg Urbanization Study. Unlilre that ESEE, this analysis will examine the 
resource lands more generally by geographic location. fn addition to the resource lands 
proposed for inclusion into the UGB, the analysis will address impacts to resource land in 
the north that includes land &om Study Areas 6 and II, the west from Study Areas 3 and 
4, the south from Study areas I, 2 and 10, and the east, from Study Areas 7 and 9. 
Detailed descriptions of each of the stwly areas are provided in the 20 l 0 Coburg 
Urbanization Study. Srudy Area 8, although consisting of rao;ource land, is not 
considered in this analysis because it bas been designated to meet the city's employment 
land needs and meets the starutory exception criteria provided under ORS 197.298(3). 

The resource land in all of these areas is genemlly in active agricultural usc. Each 
is zoned for farm use with the exception of Srudy Area 9, which is zoned for forestry use, 
but has agricultural activity taking place on it. That is where the similarities end. Lands 
to the norlh are generally flat and interrupted only by the occasional road or inigation 
channel. Land to the west is at lower elevations, with much of it within the 100-ycar 
flood plain. A sizeable portion of Srudy Area 4 is part of a hazelnut orchard. To the 
south are large agricultural fields, a portion of which is also within the floodplain. To the 
east, across 1-5, arc areas used as a cattle ranch (Study Area 1) and, in part, for 
agricultural u~e (Study Area 9). 

Economic Con~eguences 

The economic consequences for the subject site are perhaps the most favorable 
overall of the potential expansion areas. Lilce each of the geographic areas, there will be 
an economic loss of agricultural lands generally in active commercial use. Tbat is the 
case for the portion of Study Area 6, but not so fur the small acreage of Study Area I. 
Each of the two areas are considered among the least expensive to serve with puhlic 
services and facilities given their location adjacent to residential developments and 
existing public facilities, which minimizes the cost of extending these services. The area 
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is generally flat with no constrnints that would increase the cost of development. Each of 
the areas is adjacent to developed industrial or commercial uses to the east, and has 
potential residentinl- economic u:<e conflicts that could a1Tect those economic uses if not 
considered duriDg development. However, fur each, the residential -employment 
boundary jg along the narrow side of the expansion area. 

To the north, with the remaining large portion of Study Area 6 and Study Area 11, 
there would be a Joss of agricultural activity identical to that of the subject site. The costs 
of providing public facilities and services will increase the fUrther away rrom the city 
center and existing infrdglructure an area for consideration is located. Otherwise the area 
is similar to the southern po11ion of Study Area 6 with nothing that would seriously add 
to development costs. These areas also would face the sarue potential residential
industrial conflict issues that are present with Study Area 6. This area is also was 
examined as a potential employment lands area given its proximity to existing industrial 
development for both Study Areag. Given the public interest in locating more impact:ful 
employment uses to the east of 1-5, this potential economic loss should be congidered 
minor. 

The agricultural activities to the west arc the most diverse and represent the 
greatest potential loss of commercial agricultural activity of all of the geographic areas. 
The loss of1he hazelnut orchard in Study Area 4 would represent the removal of a 
significant player in the areas agricultural economy. Except for the northernmost 
pOI1ions of Study Area 4, the areas to the west of the city are among the most expensive 
to service given the distances involved from key facilities and the geography of the area. 
In addition, the fuct that much of the area lies within the 100-year floodplain would have 
potential severe economic and social impacts resulting from a significant flood event. 
There arc no potential residential -existing economic use conflicts, other than the 
residential- agricultural interactions that arc common among all of the study areas. 

To the south, outside of the exception area portion of Study Area 2, development 
of residential uses will result in the loss of moderate sized fanns in active use. The 
northern and eastern portions of this geographic area should be relatively inexpensive to 
serve, the areas farther west and southwest would see increased costs for cxtcndiDg public 
facilities and services. Also, portions of the area are within the floodplain, which could 
increase development costs and potential adverse economic impacts if a stonn event 
occurs. In addition to potential residential - light industrial conflicts on the eastern 
portion of the geographic area, there are potential residential- rural industrial conflicts 
with the mining activity to the immediate so1lth. This geogtaphic area poses the greatest 
potential of conflicts with existing uses of all the geographic areas. 

Across I-5 to 1he east, the loss of agricultural uses would primarily be in cattle 
ranching to the north, or in farming in the far south, but poses no significant differences 
compared to the majority of the other areas. However, this would be the most expensive 
geographic area to serve given the necessity of extending public facilities and services 
Wlder 1-5, a cost that would be difficult for residential development to finance on its own. 
Sigoificant residential development on the east of I-5 would also create densities and 
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traffic loads that are inconsistent with the Interstate 5 Interchange Area Management Plan 
(lAMP) and would require modilication of the I-S interchange at potentially significant 
additional cost. Furthennore, access to the southern area, Subject Area 9, is across a 
bridge that has not been evaluated for adequacy, raising the potential for further 
transportation-related costs. This geographic area does not present any significant 
potential conflicts with existing uses that would flow from residential development. 
However, this area would represent a divergence from the public's stated interest in 
keeping residential development to the west of 1-5. 

Social Consequences 

The preferred option for residential growth opti~es the adopted city policy to 
promote "sequential development that expands in an orderly way outward from the 
existing city center." It best implements policies that promote interconnected 
neighborhood!; th!il will have pedestrian access to downtown and, in the northern 
preferred option area, to schools. This option also involves a relatively low number of 
property owners and would therefore minimize the social disruption caused by the 
transition &om rural to urban deJJSities. The southern preferred option area would present 
an altered lifestyle for the existing rural residential parcels in the western areas, but 
overall ~hould maintain a very livable environment. This area of the preferred option 
also holds the potential to redefine the gateway to the City of Coburg. 

The geographic area to the north would also generally minimize the social 
disruption caused by urbaniLation because of the low number of properly owners, at least 
within Study Area 6. The farthest north area also has a well-developed residential area 
that could integrate with a new residential community. But while a portion of this 
geographic area is in close proximity to the school, it would not represent orderly, 
sequential development from the city center if development of the north leap-frogs the 
preferred site. Such development would isolate the new neighborhoods from the 
downtown area and run contrary to adopted comprehensive plan policies for residential 
development. 

The weHiem geographic area faces geographic obstacles in the fonn of watenvays, 
a vegetative buffer and elevation changes that separate it from existing development in 
the city. Connectivity is likely to be poor given that the existing road patterns connect 
with the city by going n011h or south, and it will be difficult for any residential 
neighborhoods to become part of an integrated whole. Also the loss of the hazelnut 
orchard would likely have a greater adverse social consequence that the loss of other 
agricultural lands in the area and the fact that much of this area lies 1:vithin the floodplain 
presents the pote11tial for social disruption resulting from flood events. Residents have 
generally been resistant lO talk. of annexation and have expressed concerns about 
urbani7.ation of the area. However, the relatively fewer land owners impacted by an 
expansion would be a positive and the area presents opportunities to develop 
neighborhoods that have a high degree of livability. 
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The southern geographic area presents a mixed bag regarding social 
consequences. On the one hand, livability is likely to be very high for much of the 
southern area and development could be used to establish a clear gateway to the city. 
Additionally, many residents from the south have expressed an interest in annexing into 
the city and development in this area could lesseu traffic impacts on downtown that result 
from residents commuting to Eugene for employment. On the other hand, much of the 
area is subject to floodplain dynamics, the furthest south areas are adjacent to existing 
sand and gravel activity, which raises livability concerns, and expansion of the city 
southward runs contrary to the city policy that promotes the "establishment of a southern 
greenbelt that ensures a permanent open character for the area between Coburg and the 
McKenzie River." Additionally, residential development in the southern area would 
quickly become quite remote from the city center and lose the sense of neighborhood 
connectivity the city desires and the comprehensive plan mandates. 

While the property owners to the east of 1-5 have expressed an interest in being 
annexed into the city, the general public has expressed resistance to locating ret<;idential 
uses in that geogmphic area. Residential growth eastward does not follow the sequential 
development pattern that results in pedestrian-oriented neighborhoods connected with 
downtown that envisioned by the .:omprehensive plan. Residential neighborhoods east of 
f-$ will be remote from the city center. Such growth runs contrary to the development 
pattern expressed by the city's residents during the Coburg Crossroads visioning project 
tn locate residential development to tbe west of J-5, and larger scale, more intense 
employment-related development to the east ofl-5. 

Environmental Conscaucnccs 

The adverse environmental consequences resulting from the preferred option flow 
largely from the removal ofbigb value soils from pmductive agricultural use. Again, this 
is an aspect of each of the potential sites on the west side ofl-5. There are no significant 
natural cnvirowncntal features within either of the two preferred option areas, witiJ nn 
irrigation canal that is technically within the floodplain that lies to the north, and a mix of 
disturbed vegetation in the area to the south. As lhe Urbani:t.ation Study notes for Subject 
Area 6, the environmental advantage to looking at that area is that development there will 
help to avoid impacting other areas of greater environmental significance. 

The resource land areas to the north arc similarly lacking in significant natural 
areas. Here too, the primary adverse environmental consequence would be that 
residential development would take place on land that consists of predominantly Class J 
and II soils. The canal from the preferred option also runs through this farmland area, but 
is not an environmentally significant water feature. 

The impncts to the environment from residential development in the western 
geographic region paint a very different picture than those discussed above. As noted 
previously, extensive areas within this region lie within the 100-ycar floodplain. 
Furthermore, this area includes lhe most significant wetland>; located on the local wetland 
inventory of all of the potential sites. Additionally, the extension of public services and 
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facilities to the western area would likely adversely impact these wetland sites. The 
western geographic area represents the greatest potential negative environmental impacts 
of all of lhe areas examined. 

The soulhem geographic area is similarly includes land within the 100-year 
floodplain, although not to the same degree as to the west. Still, the presence of the 
floodplain. while not prohibiting development, raises an increa~ed potential for adverse 
environmental affects resulting from a flood event. A stark difference between the two 
areas is that the southern area does not have any areas on the national wetland inventory 
despite the floodplain areas. However the land in the majority of this area consists of 
Clas~ I and IT soils that would be adversely impacted by residential development. 

The eastern geographic area contains the lowest soils classifications of any of the 
surrounding areas, with Study Area 7 having 98% Class IV and VI soils and only 2% 
Class L However, tbat area also contains significant aTeiiS of inventoried wellands along 
the west and north, as well as a small percentllge of the area within the floodplain. 
However, given their location, development of that area could likely avoid th~ 
environmental resources, which cannot be said for development in the westt:m or 
southern geographic areas. Study Area 9 contains the only forested area under 
consideration, although it is not considered prime forestland. There arc water features in 
that area, but they are not inventoried as wetlands. However, Study Area 9 is the only 
area thal encroaches onto the urban-wildlands interface of the Coburg foothills and 
development will likely impact the environmental bene tits oflhe wooded portions of the 
property. 

Energy Consequences 

The energy consequences for developing the preferred option are generally 
positive. The energy costs of providing puhlic seTVices and fucilitics to tbe two preferred 
option areas arc minimal given they are adjacent to existing infra>"tructure. The southern 
area. has multiple transportation access poinm, which allow for efficient access to 1-5 or 
south directly to Eugene wilhout going tlrrough the city center. The north em area 
provides for development of the East-West County Connector, which will facilitate 
access to I-S that bypasses downtown and will ensure compliance with Goal J2 as the 
city grows. The close proximity to downtown will also encourage walking and biking to 
downtown, thereby lessening transportation energy ex.pcndirurcs. 

Areas further to the north present a mixed bag of energy consequences. While the 
energy costs of providing some services and facilities will be minimal because they 
a.lready exist, other services will require extensive energy expenditures and from a 
practical matter are only reasonable once Study Areas 5 and 6 are developed. 
Addilionally, there will be greater longer-term transportation costs than the preferred 
option because tbe greater distances to get to downtown and the school make travel on 
fool or bicycle unlikely. Furthermore, deve.lopment of these areas will require 
construction ofthe Bast-West Connector in order to comply with Goal 12. 
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The western geographic area has poor transporlation access 10 the city's 
downtown area, requiring tr.IVel along Coburg Loop Road north or south, then to the city. 
There is no direct trnnsportation access to the city and none is likely to be built given the 
intervening waterway. Thus longer-t.erm transportation energy expenditures are higher 
than for most other areas. The northern portion of Study Area 4 is in close proximity to 
most public facilities and services, so the energy costs of ex rending those resources are 
relatively low, so long as they would be extended im:rementally. Agnin, development 
within this area wiU require construction of the East-West Connector to provide access to 
1-5 that bypasses central downtown in order to comply with Goal12. 

The southern geographic area has generally positive energy consequences. Much 
of that area has multiple transportation access routes, which facilitates access to 1-5 
without going through downtown or directly south to Eugene. The energy costs of 
developing this area would also be lower given the generdlly flat topography of the area 
and the fact that services are developed in close proximity to the north and cast of the 
area. However, for the southernmost portions of this geographic area to see minimal 
energy expenditures fur public infrastructure extension, Study Areas I and 2 would first 
need to be developed fully. 

Another geographic area that presents a mixed bag on the energy front is the 
eastern area. On the northern portion, Study Area 7, its proximity to I-5 makes it the 
most energy efficient from a ttallsportation perspective. It provides the most immediate 
access to 1-5 for conunuters heading 10 other cities, particularly Springfield or F.ugene. 
However, as noted above, residential development at higher densities may involve 
revisiting the lAMP. The same transportation efficiencies cannot be said for the southern 
area, Study Area 9, which has one of the most circuitous routes to eithet the highway or 
the city's downtown, and thus the greatest transportation expenditures. Neilher area is 
within close proximity to schools, so would pose increased transportation energy costs 
for educational purposes. And while Study Area 7 is relatively flat and wouldn't require 
excessive costs to develop infrastructure for that site, the extension uf public facilities and 
services to the east of J-5 would incur greater energy costs than the other geographic 
areas, although this would likely be off-set somewhat by shared funding for such 
extensions by employment lands planned to be brought into the city. 

Conclusion 

The ESEE anal)'llis above demonstrates that the economic, social, environmental 
and energy consequences of developing residential uses at the prclcrred alternative are 
not significantly more adverse than would occur fTom similar development at any of the 
other possible locations around the City of Coburg that would require a goal exception, 
and in most instances would result in less adverse impacts than the other locations. 
Under no circumstances does the preferred alternative represent the location that results 
in the greatest adverse consequences. From an overall perspective the preferred 
altemative plainly represents the best sections of the study areas that results in the fewest 
adverse ESEE consequences. This analysis con.:ludes that the long-term environmental, 
ee~momic, social and energy consequences resulting from residential uses at the proposed 
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site arc not significantly more adverse than would typically result from the ~arne proposal 
being located in areas requiring a goal exception other than the proposed site. 

The proposed UGB expansion complies with OAR 660-004-0020(2)(c). 

OAR 660-004-0020(2)(d) !Goal 2, Part IJ (c)(4); ORS 197.732(2)(c)(D)I provides: 

(d) "The pmposed uses are compatible with othe>· adjacent uses or will be 
so •·ende•·ed through measures de.9igned to reduce adver.•e impacts. " The 
excepriott shall describe how the proposed use will be rendered 
compatible with adjacent land uses. The exception .<hall demonstrate that 
the proposed use is siTUated in such a manner as to be compatible with 
surrounding natural resources and resource management or production 
practice9. "Compatible" is not intended as an absolute tenn meaning 110 

imerference or adverse impacts of any type with adjacent uses. 

Analvsis: The configuration of the areas proposed for inclusion for residential uses, to 
include the exception areas, as well as the development code will help reduce potential 
adverse impacts between the residential uses and adjacent agricultural and urban uses, 
and render them compatible. 

The proposal for Study Area 6 simply moves a common urban residential 
agricultural designation boundary northward. The northward movement is limited to the 
northernmost portion of an existing school, to the west of the area and will share the 
eastern boundary with lighl industrial uses. Comprehensive plan policie~ (.9ee, e.g., Goal 
3 Policy 5) and the local development code will ensure that the design for residential uses 
within Study Area 6 include mitigating measures lhat will render the residential us~ 
compatible with the adjacent agricultuml, industrial and public uses. The southern 
boundary will be shared with other residential uses that are, by defmition, compatible. 

The proposed portion of Study Area I lies north of the I 00-ycar floodplain and, 
when combined with the portion of Study Area 2 included in the pmposal, forms as linear 
a boundary as possible for this southern part of the City's core. hnplemcntation of the 
plan and code will establish buffers between the proposed residential use and Highway 
Commercial uses that will lie to the east, as well as mitigate potential adverse impacts to 
the continued agricullutal ilse to the south. Given that., lik.e Sludy Area 6 to the north of 
the city, there is already an existing residential- agdcultural use boundary and that 
boundary is only on one side of the area, the uses should be corupatible. The inclusion of 
this portion of Study Area I wilt also minimize potential conflicts that could have arisen 
for the Study Area 2 exception land by reducing adjacent agricultural uses from three 
sides ofthot area to two sides, thus making the overall UGB expansion to the south more 
corupatiblc with adjacent land uses. 

The proposal satisfies the requirements of OAR 660-004-0020(2)(d). 
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m. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons provided ahnve, the proposed UGB expansion complies with the 
requirements for a reasons exception to Goall4. 
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Attachment 1 

~ Urban Growth Boundary 

Map 10: 
Stuay Areas 
Coburg Urbanization Study 



9.9 acres of the most 
spatially logical 
exception 
lands added 

23.1 acres of ag-land removed from 
recommendation to more closely align 
with the most likely "connector" 
extension to the east. 

4. 7 acres offarm 
land removed from 
expansion 
reoommendation 

Proposed plan designation 
fot employment expansion 
changed from Highway 
Commercial to Light 
Industrial 
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Attachment 2 

1. My name is Darnien Gilbert. l am m Oregon Li=od Profussiolllll Roginee< and am 
espede.lly ql18lified in Civil Eogiooering. I am a Principal Engineer Bl B:ranchEugjnccdng, 
which serves as 1bt City of Cobtq' a Ellg!oeer. My dillies 81 Branch B.ogin-mg include 
smvlng as tbe fu:st point of contact fur the City on gene.rnl engineering questions, asmtlng the 
City with engineering worlc when requested by tho City, and overseeing the worlt of otber 
on&fneert at Bnnch Engiruleri.og who may be req_uested to do worlc for tb.e City of Coburg. 

2. I am ilmtiliar with PVE as a part oftM Coburg water system. Bill!lcl:l Engineering 
des\SJIIld tbe 3800 mot line that I'IDlS from the City of Coburg to PVE. ln additio.n to the original 
design of the pipe to PVB. Bml.clJ. Jmgi.necring is iavolved in mginecring discussio.oa rdi!Ud to 
PVB: These i!i.salssiOllS include planai.og with the City for oontinuffll11811.1lgement of the PVE 
system. I I!Stimate th~ over the past two yeam, roughly forty peroent of the engineering time in 
peeling& wi1h the City that were related to tb.e City's watec system involvedPVE. This woo!d 
be a cost of$400 whifob when divided amo.og the 35 service connections in PVB eomee to $0.48 
per month. Additionally, capital project futecastin,g eugineoring wook bas been perfuJ'll.')ed by 
Braru:h &gio.el:ring duriog thiJ same period of time. This engineering planning wotk ill 
estinlllb!d lit a cost of $4,000.00 whillh wbc:n divided llll)Oilg 1he 3S service connections in PVB 
oomea to $4.76 per month. 

3. There are additional COliCems that will lead to future costs to tho City for the J>VE ,qystem, 

a.. The meters in PVE have exceeded their useful life and need to be replaced. ReplJ!oing 
meters in PVE may be difficult 'becmlse, it is necessary to tum off wm:r service to cvccyone in 
PVE to replace a single meier i.n som£ cases. It is myuodemandi.ng !hlli lmlirilcnance lw been 
defimM in PVE because the sys1e1n is difficnlt to maintain a.nd rnetmservices have been 
replacod Jess freqnentlytban the rest of the dty. My estimateoftbecost ofrq>l&lmgmetetB and 
the IIS80ciated water service fur PVE wiD cost approximatdy $120,000 at 2013 prioes. This 
re61lll!l in roughly $57 a month from each ofPVE's 35 senrice connections should fhey pay the 
cost of theBe repllils over the next five yean, (Cost divided by 2100 112 lllODths times 35 users 
times 5 years]) 

b. The water S)IEtern in PVE is 88SIDlled to be the original system that was coostructxld in the 
1960s. The pipe is believed. to b~ gl:ue joint PVC pipe which is gene;rally cowdd=d 1D be :IJlDJ'ft 

breabge prone tha.n other CQD!mnn pipe :r.n.Ktmiab of !hat era. We are aWIII'e of at least two 
major ht'ealcages to the piping in the Jut decade. Uutil rqlla.cement, the City willlilrely mce the 
It>gollll' costs ofrepmrs in the PVE system. I estimato that, at 2013 dollm the cost to replace the 
syste.rn is appioximstely $200,000. This resnlts i.n apprrurimately $95 a month from each of 
PVE's35 service CO.DDeclions to pay the cost offheso repairs over the next five yeara. (Cost 
divided by2100 [11 months times 35 uset'S tlm.ea S yeMS]) 

c. Tb.e line ftom fhe City to PVE is estimatal to h~ BppiOXimal;cly a 50 year life 
cq~ocWicy. Ala 2013 estimated dollar cost of$50 per mot. the cost to repl.aDo the line would be 
roughly $225,000. Witlwut including in.crease in cost& fur infultion or changed installation 
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Statement of Damien Gilbert 
Pa~2 

.s1lmdards, this $225,000 ·~nits in lbe need tD raise $5,60Q a Year for~ next 40 ~ 1'his 
cqllllk! to an appl'Oximate 8lllllllll cost of$160 for each of the 35 service oonoectioll9 in PVE. ar 
11. cost of apprmcimalely $13 per IXlOil1h per serv:ice connection to provi~ .fur the eve:ntusl 
replacement cost of the ooooecting li:ne. 

Signed: ~ tJ/-// Sli-
~F-vv-

STATB OF OREGON 

COUNTY OF I..ANE 
) ss. 
) 

) 

0o this~ day of 'Sa~ a\Der. 2013, I hereby certifytluttl know or have satisfactory 
evideoce 1hat Damien Gi appeared before me, and said person aclmowledgcd thai be made 
the stalx:ment voluntarily ami that it represmted a complete and accurate statemeat af facts M he 
.kn.ew them at the 1ime of signing lhis iDatrutnent. 

Notary Public in and for the State of OR 
My commission expires: J;;let :::B ~\\.\ 

I 
I . 
t 
k 
~ 
I 

i 
!;; 



Statement ofRobezt Butler 

1. My name is Robert Butler .. t em tlle director of the" cObw:g Public Works D~ a 
positi.an. which I have held .for more th:m om year. 

2. Since my start at Coburg Public Works I have observed the following factcrs related to the 
City's opemlion of the Willer sysrem in Pioneer Valley &tares: 

a · · ·The CitY m reqtllti.id to Ilillb d!iily resrunW' oftllC residiliil clllJ.'id!ie level at PVB. ThiS 
involw:s a utility worker, who bills at $45 an Jwur traveling to PVE ro tBk:e a chlorine sample. 
Slate law requires that a chlorine reading be til en at the most distant service point from the 
location of the chlorine illlrodoctio.n. This requirement would be more efficiently done bet-for 
the distance involved in travel to PVE. I estimate lhat at least sixty percent ofthD anm:ud coot of 
chlorine monitoring of $9.675 or $5,805 is attributable to the extra distance ofPVE. Whe.n 1flis 
cost is dividedamODg the 35 usm inPVB, it reprcscnrs acostperuserof$13.82all1Dillh. 

b. There ar:e more water IIllUn breaks in PVB than in the City. This is due to the initW 
lower quality of pipe installed in PVE and the d_eferred maintenance 1hat has been practiced. 
During the piiBt year tbere have been no main breaks in the City, but tht:re has been one in PVE. 
A m.ain break mquircs three operatolll.for 12 hours ro J'tt14ir. At a cost of$ 52, $45 and $38 an 
hour, a single main break costa the City $1,620 in labor. The tllllterial and equipment tJBe is an 
additional $60() or more for each line break. When divided among the 35 users in PVR, this 
representli a $5.28 a .month cost. This does not include the cost of the \'/liter lost during the line 
break. Given the age of the pipes in PVE, it is quite possible 1hat there wiU be line breaks every 
year until1he sysrem is upgxaded. · · 

c. Collecting water bills in PVE is more expensive. Like 1he chlorinll.tllllllitoring, there is a 
cobt to ttavel t1w extra distance outside 1hD City to read 1he meters every month. It is my 
estimate 1hat, illcluding the travel time to and from PVE, it takes at least an edditi.owd halfhour 
1o read the PVE mete!ll over reading 351llct.erS in Cobutg. Since the cost of tho 1IlM reader is 
billed at $38 an hour, 1flis .means an adde1l. $0.54 a month for PVE customers. 

3. It is my cone ion that PVB costs the City at least $19.64 more a montb. in operstianal C()sfs. 
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MECHAM Milo R 

From: 
Sent: 

Benjamin Bosse <BenjaminBosse@KennedyJenks.com> 
Tuesday, January 06,2015 12:37 PM 
MECHAM Milo R; Ron Wall · To:·· 

SubJect: 
Attacl1menls: 

RE: cost per foot of colle;;tion·system 
Coburg sewer extension costs.xlsx 

Hi Milo, attached are some basic oosts for mainline construction, escalated from Phase 2. at 3% per year. In the first 
column are costs associated with trenching In open areas, abead of construction, streets etc. If there needs to be a 
connection underlying an existing street, then I've included a seoond column that Includes oosts for Imported fill, 
pavement saw cutting and trencfl patch. 

To fogure the cost for service laterals, the 2" line size rost Is approximately correct. Flgure the average lateral is 30', the 
average cost per each In open ground would be $30 x $15 = $450. The service connection boK is $350 EA, so the tntal 
lateral cost would be $800/EA.· 

The tank figure of $5,000 looks OK. Hard to gauge from Phase 4 as the developer wouldn't be paying prevailing wage. 
The un-marked up material costs though were about ~s1,200 fur the tank and N$1,200 fur the pump and conti"Ois. 
Material and installation for the private side lateral was $2,200, again that's with prevailing wage, tanks in back yards, 
and includes Issues associated with existing sites/utilities, etc. Figure $500 for an open site. 

No contingency is Included with these figures. The typical stated range of accuracy for conceptual revel cost estimating is 
-%30 to +%50 of each figure. 

Hope this helps, and that you had a nice holiday season. 

Ben 

-Original Message--
From: MECHAM Milo R [mailto:MMECHAM@Icog.orgJ 
Sent Tuesday, January 06, 2015 8:59AM 

To: Ron Walz; Benjamin Bnsse 
SubJect: cost per fuot of collectio~ system 

We are trying to figure out the cost of extending the wastewater system to new areas that might oome into Coburg. Do 
you know the average cost per foot of the collection system? 1 am figuring that the average oost of a new or refurbished 
tank· was around $5000. 
If you don't have an average cost, just let me know what you"have on the total footage of the phase I and phase II parts 
of the project, I can do the math from there. 

Thanks for what you can get me. 

Milo Mecham 
LCOG 
859 Wlllamette St, Suite 500 
Eugene, OR 97401-2910 
541-682-4023 
mmecham@lccg.org 
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Slle 
. 2. 

4" 
6" 
8" 
10" 
Average 

Mainline Cost per LF (Phase 2 bid fonn) 
Open area, native fill Paved area, imported fill 

$1S.!IZ $29.22 . 
$18.32 $:!1.59 
$25.86 $33.66 
$25.92 $34.66 
$30.61 $48.37 
$23.21 $35.50 , . ..... 
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· From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

susan i>ii:Ynil; r..Cod 
Petra Schuetz, City of Coburg 
22Jan 2015 

Memo 

Evaluation of Coburg 2035 Scenarios 

Anlillysis Aporoa!)h 

The Regional Travel Demand Model is maintained hy r .COG and is used fur long range 
estimation of fulure traffic volumes witbin the Ce.otral Lane MPO area. These furecasts are then 
used to evaluate future system conditions and to ascertain whether the results are in accord with 
the desil-ed ontcomes of the planners. 

The model has been updated over the pa:;tlhree ye/.II'S in coordination with the various TSP 
update projects of &gene, Springfield and Coburg. The base year (that is, the scenario ihat uses 
all known data ro create a representation within the model structure of cUJTen1 conditions) is 
2010. The future horizon year is 2035. Different future scenarios have been constructed as 
needed by each City but in all cases the 2035 ccordiDali:d populations and employment totals tor 
each UGB are beld constant. That is, regional coutrol totals are maintained. 

The travel model requires a land use pattern tbst describes tbe population, households, residences 
by structure type (eg single family, apartment}, and employees in each area of the region. The 
model also requires ftJe definition of the !ravel networks- road..q, transit, bike and pedestrian. 
Various combinations of these attributes create scenarios which the model can then analy~e. 
Because the model is 'regional', the impacts of growth of employment in Springfield on the 
roads within Coburg, fur example, can be evaluared. The impact ofUGB expansion area 
location on travel volumes can also be evaluated. 

Trliffic flowing furough and into the region .from outside the MPO area are included in the 
estimated vehicle volumes on the roads. 

The tr.avel model thus integrates land use and transportation, and provides infon:nation an travel 
flows from one area of the region to the otheJ:. It is not a simulation enginooring model- results 
from the model are typically used by engineers to forecast growth rates which can be used in 
simulation models or in processes thal forecast intersection performance. Single point results 
from the model should not be relied upon. However, change or d.iifurenoes between scenarios is 
an appropriate use. If intersection performance is required, an engineer needs to be called upon 
fx> do fue evaluation, using the travel model re~ult.«. 

For the City of Ccburg, four future scenarios were investigated to understand how the location of 
the north residential UG.B expansion area would affect future traffic volumt:s in:>i<k the UGB, 
and to inve!ltigaie the effects of ftJe proposed east-west collector. The four scenarios are 
described below. 

i·· 
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Sc:enarios 

Four 2035 scenarios were described. In all cases, only residential UGB expansioll' areas were 
included in the future land use patterns. 

Scenario 9.5 120- Preferred Scenario: 
• fu:sidential UGB expansion area north of Coburg includes land directly north of central 

Coburg as well as the area northwest of Coburg in the Stallings Rd/N. Coburg Rd area. 
• The piojlrlli~t includes an east-west collector road located to the north of Coburg inside 

the UGR expansion area and running from Coburg Rd west of Stallings Rd to lndustrial 
Way 

• Local roads connect the B-W Collector into central Coburg 

Scenario 96120-Preferred land use, Excludes E-W Collector 
• Same as 95120 but excludes E-W Collecw project and the local connecting roads from 

tbe collector to central Coburg. 

Scenario 97120-Alternate land use expansion area; Excludes B-W Collector 
• Residential UGB expansion area northwest of Coburg includes land in Stallings Rd/N. 

Coburg Rd area only. There is no expansion area directly north of Coburg. 
• The project list excludes F, W Collectm Project and all local connecting roads to the 

Collector 
• About 50% of the 1rips originaiing in the UGR expansion area aTe allocated to Stallings 

Rd and 50% toN. Coburg Rd. 

Scenario 98120- Alternate land use ex-pansion area; Includes E-W Collector 
• Same as 97120 but includes F..-W Collector. However, no local connecting roads from the 

collector to central Coburg are included. 

Conclusions 

This section of the memo summarizes the findings of the analysis. See the Appendix for more 
details. 

Pour 'themes' are revealed in the aDalysis. 

These are 
a) Impact of traffic growth on Willamette St, through tbe heart of the Coburg 

downtown ar~a - incn:a~ing auto and truCk traffic along Willamette is shown to occur in 
"11 scen,rios dJJP. lo pop•1lati oni.IIJ.(l employment growth. The Prefr.rred Scenario shows 
less congestion on WiUameUe St than any uf the oilier scenario~. Scenario 98120 has 
slightly larger vollllXWS, but is likely as acceptable as the Preferred Scenario in this 
respect 

b) Impad of traffic growth at the Willamette!Pea:rl St intersection-The same 
conclusion can be drav.'tl as in (a) above. 



c) Impaet of trafik gy:owth witlain the residen«al neighborhoods Wi1h the &-W 
Coll.ector in plare, le.'IS traffic div~ _tbrQ.ugll the ~i~ n#gf;tJ?grb.QO.ds . . )lle 

. Preferred s"ceoario pcrfOXIDS the best in this respect Scenario 98120 is nex.t best 

d)" Impact of traffic growilr at the North Coburglf'..oburg Rd .iJJ.tersedion - this location 
is particularly sensitive oo trnffic due oo the location of the Coburg Conunuaity School 
and the Fire department/Emergency services. Again, fue Prefeucd Sceruuio results in the 
least amount of growth in traffic around this area, with Scenario 9SI20 as the next best 
In both scenarios 97120 an.d 96120 without the E-W Collector, traffic volumes in this 
area are expected to increase signjficontly. 

The modeling reslllts indicate that the transportaliou ~ystem within Coburg will functions better 
with the building of theE-W Collector. DO martu whether the UOB expansion area is located in 
the NW area around Stallings Rd or 1he area directly north of Coburg. This roadway 1w the 
added advantage of being able oo act as the freight route through Coburg so as lo :reduce the 
presence of heavy vehicles in the heart of the city and particularly aroUDd the scbool on Coburg 
Rd. With the recent relocation of the Rexius Fore.c:t Products landscape supply yard!~ to N1 
Coburg Rd., north of the City of Cobmg, 1IUOk traffic heading toward Eugene from this location 
could reasonably be expected to use the E-W Collector if it was in place, and thereby bYJll1Ss the 
Cobw-g school area and the Coburg downoown. 

If the UOB expansion area is located entirely to the NW of Coburg rather lhan across the 
northern edge of C'..oburg. the analysis shows that tl;ere would be additional traffic volume in the 
yicinity of the school even with the building of theE-W Collector. This is caused by the lack of 
connections from the F.~ W Collector south into Coburg and the necessity to use N. Coburg Rd 
and Stallings Rd fur acoess. Rt:gardless of whether ~afety is a consideration, this dependence on 
a ~>ingle link (Coburg Rd) can result in poor systan perf=e due to non-recurrent congestion 
such as incidoms, work zones, wea1hc:r-induced road conditions, as wc11 as recuxrei,.t congestion 
due oo grov;th in demand. This situation introduces unreliability which in tum inClei!Ses traveler 
time and dissatisfaction. 
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APl'ENDlX 

More detail is provided in tbis appendix to justify the conclusions made in the memo. 

Traffic conditions for the PM Peak 1 hour period were ex.amined for each scenario. Note that the 
diRcuss:ion below includes all vehicles and d~ not discriminate between autos and trucks. 
Classification counts taken in 2010 indicate that on Willamerte St north of Pearl St. 
app.roxlrnmely 200/0 of the vehicles are lrul:k.s. 

In the 20 II base year scenario, little to no congestion exists in the PM Peale I hour pt:riod All 
roads are well within the level of service standard designated by a 0.85 vnlU11)e to capacity (v/c) 
ratio (Fig. 1). Traffic through tlu: residential central Coburg neighborhoods is quite low (Fig. 2). 
Highest volumes are found on Will.amet1e St, C:oburg Rd, Pearl St, and on Industrial Way. 

ln2035, all four scenarios show 1hat Willamette St i.s expected to suffer oongested conditions in 
the northbound diiection in the PM. · fhe modeled re~ults s~~&,aest that the WilJamette St/Pearl St 
intersection will need improvements. The physical extent of the increased congestion and the 
de~e to which it occurs is affected by the loelrtion of the UGB expansion area and tbe 
presence/absence of the E-W oollector. 

I. TI1e Preferred Scenario (95120) &bows l.be bet:« transportation system performance: 
a. It is the least congested of the four scenarios. The WillametteJPearl inler;;ection is 

theareaofhighestconcem. (Pig. 3) 
b. TheE-W collector provides an alternate route for travel from east to north-west 

Coburg in the PM peak period. Traffic on Pearl St heading west from the I-S 
inlerchange splits at Industrial Way in response to the congested conwtions at the 
Willam.eU.e/Pearl intcrsoction - about half the vehicles take the !lew collector 
route while the :re.ort ~rtay on Pearl. The collector thus peno.llJls to allow divM~ion 
of fiaffic from the Willamette St area, reducing the degree of oongeation on that 
facility, and in particular lessening the impact at the Willamette/Pearl St 
intersection. Little diversion through the northwe~1 Coburg residential 
neighborhood is shown.(Fig. 4). 

c. The east-west section of Coburg Rd within the existing UOD between N. Cobl.ll""g 
Rd/Stallings Rd and Willaxnette remains within standards.(Fig. 3) · 

d. VMT/day/capita for travel by Coburg households is reduced by 21% when 
compared wilh the base year of2010. 

2. Scenario 97120 has the most impacted transportation system. 
a. This scenario has the highest congestion oftlu: four scenarios. Model results 

suggest that a gOO<I portion of the length of northbound Wil)ametre St/Coburg Rd. 
within the existing Coburg l.IOB will hove a level of service below the County 
standard, and will approach a level of service ofF (Fig. 5). In comparison to the 
preferred soenario, the Willarnette/Pearl St intersection will experience about e. 
15% increase in traffic cntcrin.g the intersection, resulting in more lengthy dela)'ll 
and thereby encouraging trafflc to divert through the neighborhoods of nocth-



cenb:al Colnu:g. In oomparison with Scenario 95120, it is estimated that an 
additio11al 200v~:hicl~s.\vi1J.us.e t1J~ l.O.~al.~~~eJ:l!il!l:~ea road.s. during the PM 
peak hour period. approximately a four-fold iru:rease (Fig. 4 and 7}. 

b. Congestion will increase on portions of westbound Pearl St to approach the 
standard v/c of0.85. (Fig. 5). 

c. The east-west section of Coburg Rd between Stalling~ Rd und N. Coburg Rd is 
particularly affected. Without the E· W collector and without other roums to 
access the new UGB expansion area, this road section wiil bewme more of a 
choke poinl: in the system, and difficult tr<~vel oonditions will ensue with slow 
speeds and lengthy delays.(Fig. 5) 

d. The intersection at N. Coburg Rd/Coburg Rd is expected to see an approximately 
800.1. increase in volume compared with tbe preferred scenario 95120. (Figs 4 and 
7). 

e. Key Coburg institutions- the Coburg Community School and the !'ire/Emergency 
Units, are located at N. Coburg Rd/Coburg Rd interse<:tion. Adverse traffic 
conditions at this intersection will likely impact response times and safety. 

3. Scenario 98120 
a. Shows similar pe.rfunnance 8$ the Preferred Scenario (95120) along Willamette 

St. (Fig. 8). While the UGB expansion areas differ, both of these scenarios 
include the Jl.. w eonector. The re~ul~ show that the building of the B-w 
Collector has a positive impact on the system performance in Coblil'g. 

b. At the~. Coburg Rd and Coburg Rd intersection, traffic volumes into the 
int=tion increase by about 22% above that of the Preferred Scermrio (Fig. 9 
and Fig. 4), but inreisection p~fwmance is likely ro remain adequate. 

c. Total two way traffic along N. Coburg Rd increases by about 190 vehicles/hour in 
the PM peak hour period, compared with the Preferred Scenario (Pig. 1 0). This, 
along with. the two-way increase of about 165 vchlclcslhour along Coburg Rd east 
ofN. Coburg Rd emphasizes the challenges that potentially exist in this area to 
safe passage of children at the Coburg Community School. 

4. Bcenarios96120 
a. This scenario lacks the E-W Collector with access to the UGfl expansion areas 

being provided only by local roads from north central Coburg and :from Coburg 
Rd. The result is increased traftlc along Willamette lllld Coburg Rds, with 
oongestion reducing pcr.formance to near WS F (Fig. n ). Traffic also increases 
through the residential neighborhoods due to 1he diversion caused by increased 
congestion on Willamette and due to the need m ac(;ess the north central UGB 
expansion area from the south. .Fig. 12 shows the volume di..ffimmces between 
Scenario 96120 and the Pref=OO SceJWio. 

b. Ttaffic volomes hl the Willameue!Pearl intersection are about 13% higher than in 
scenario 95120. Traffic volumes into the N.Cohtug/Coburg Rd intersection ar¢ 

about 35% above tbat of the Preferred Sea~ arlo. 



TECHNICAl MEMORANDUM 

DATE: March 16, 201 S 

PROJECT: Coburg TSP Update Support 
Branch Project No. 15- 004A 

TO: Susan Payne 
Lane Council of Governments (LCOG) 

CC: Perta Schuetz, City Administrator 
City of Coburg 

FROM: Dam len Gilbert, P.E., City Engineer 
Dan Haga, P.E. 

!I.E: Transportation System Plan Alternatives Analysis 

fru.anch 
'~INEERING~ 

Sf!Ot<lm 

(•~II · !t,ln•.porl:i.l•on 
:.lructur.H gcot~d·nu::.:: l 

\IJ~\,I\ING 

EXPII8 ..b1E .50, lOIS 

Jn an efforr ro ass.t.st the Qty of Coburg and the Lane Coundl of Governments (LCOG} In the 
evaluarton oi the transportation system at key ln~ons for potential future land use and 
street CODllerttvlty scenmos to be lndnded in the update of the City oi Cobur(s 
'})ansporratlon System Plan, I am supplying this memor.mdnm 

llaC:kgl'Ouml 

lbe Oty of Coburg is currently in the process o! updating its tr.msportat1on system plan, and i' 
evaluattng several land use and transportatton network scenarios for improvl:ng 1ts syatem 
capacity to lddn!ss projected growth In planning horizon year 203 S design hour conditl.ons. 
Wl1h thf continUation of historic growth !rends 1n the Coburg area, the deslgn hour traffu: 
volumes associated with thf year 2035 planning hortzon are forecast to degrade operational 
conditions through town from E. Pearl Street at Indllllll1.al. Way through w. VanDuyn Street at N. 
Coburg Road. and tnterseclions between throughout the Oty of Coburg. 

CUrrently the Pearl-Wtllamette-West Van Duyn Street cmrfdor 1S tht main through fare from the 
tnterstate through town. either to Willamette Street (Coburg Road) that 'ttetches to the City of 
Eugene to the south. or through w. Vao Duyn (also Coburg Road) that ends 1n Harrisburg to the 
v.orthwest. The corrtdor users Include local and non-local commuters and Coburg area tesfdents 
as weD as commetdal and lndu.strjal vehicles t.har Include llo:ge dellvery tru.cb utilized to 
transport freiaht and construction materials and eqnipmenr to/from desttnal1ollS along the 1-5 
conidor and throughout the state. Local and commuter traffic includes all 1n0des of 
transportation, including pedestr1m and motorized and non-motorized vebl.cles. 

1be potential land use development and street connection scenar1os lllllllyzed in this 
memorandum include a new east -west collector street OOIIllection to be constructed between 

EllCEN£·SI'IUNCFIELD SALIN-KilZER 
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Citv of Coburg Transportation System Plan AJtern.atlves Analysis. Memr> (1 S·004A) 

Man:h 16. ZOIS 

Industrial Way and Coburg Road northwest of the intcrsection at N. Coburg Road and W. Van 
Duyn Street that may serve to divert trucks from the downtown area through a more suitable 
route better equipped for truck traffic, with L.mproved separatton of large vehicles from 
pedestrians and lessening the congestion and other impacts associated with trucks in the 
growing downtown Coburg area. The analysis of the transportation system conditions include 
land usc and transportation system scenarios pmvided by the Lane Council of Governments 
(LCOG), including: 

• F.xisting Conditions: The existing year 201 5 30" highest hour design hour traffic 
conditions were analyzed as a reference to compare future year scenarios to. 

• Land Use and Transportation Scenario 95120: The design hour traffic conditions during 
the 30" highest hour of the year 20::15 plannill_q horizon year were analyzed based on 
land use and ttansponation conditions associated \\'ith LCOG's model scenario 95120. 
LCOG supplied EMME/2 model data for scenario 95120 included forecast turning 
movement traffic volumes during the transportation system's PM peak !·hour period 
(design hour) for the year 2035 planning horizon. Scenario 95120 Is referred to as the 
"preferred land use" scenario and Includes a furure east·west collector street connection 
betwe~n N. Coburg lndustrial Way and Coburg Road to the northwest of the intersection 
of Stallings Road. TI1e LCOG models simulate traffic growth by analyzing land uses, 
development patterns and transportation infrastructure in Transponatioo Analysis 
Zones (TAZs). 

• Land Use and Transportation Scenarto 9tH20: The design hour traffic condlttons during 
the 30" highest hour of the year 2035 planning horizon year were analyzed based on 
land use and transponation conditions associated ~vith LCOG's land use artd 
transportation scenario 96120. Scenario 96120 is referred to as the "pref~rred land use", 
and dues not include a future street connection bet\veen N. Coburg Industrial Way and 
Coburg Road. 

• Land Use and 'rransporration ScenaJio 97120: The design ho1U' traffic conditions during 
the 30" highest hour of the year 2035 plaMing horizon year were an<llynd based on 
land use and transponation conditions associated with LCOG's land use and 
transportation scenario 97120. Scenario 97120 is referred to as "altemate land use•, and 
docs nut include a future street connection bet\vcen N. Coburg Industrial Way and 
Coburg Road. 

• Land Use and Transponation Scenario 98120: The design hour traffic conditions during 
the 30" highest hour of the year 203 5 planning horizon were analyzed based on lartd 
usc and transportation conditions associated l'.'ith LCOG's land use and transponation 
scenario 98120. Scenario 98120 is referred to as "alternate land use", aod includes a 
future street connection between N. Coburg lndustrial Way and Coburg Road. 

Analysis Area 

To provide a representativ~ analysis of the transportation system, the follo~viug key 
intersections were selected to be analy:ted under the five previously described land usc and 
transportation scenarios: 

Page I 2 



City of Coburg Transponation System Plan AJternativei Analysii Memo (1 5-004A) 
March 16, 201 S 

• W. Van Duyn Street/Coburg Road at Coburg Bottom l.oop/N. Coburg Road: LCOG 
modeling scenarios refer to this intersection a« node 1826. This intersection 
features two·way stop controls on the north und southbound approaclles, with N. 
Coburg Road on the North leg, Coburg Eottom Loop at the south leg, Coburg Road 
on the 1~st leg and w. Van Duyn Road at the east leg. A construction project 
occurring aro1md the year 2000 realigned this intersection to include Coburg Eottom 
Loop Road at the south leg, which previously intersected Coburg Road to th<1 west of 
the current intersection at N. Coburg Road. 

W. Van Duyn Street is coru;.idered an urban minor arterial street bctw~'Cn Willamettc 
Street and N. Coburg Road. Coburg Road (west leg) and N. Coburg Road are 
considered rural maJor collector streets, wblle Coburg Bottom Loop Road Is 
considered a rural local street. All intersecting streets at this intersection a:re owned 
and maintained by Lane County. 

• Wlllamette Street at Van Duyn Street: LCOG modeling scenarios referred to this 
intersection as node 1802. Tbis intersection features stop controls on the eastbo1md 
through and left movements (W. Van Duyn Street), westbound (E. Van Uuyn Street) 
and southbound (N. Willamette Street), while the <1astbound right and northbound 
(Willamette Street) approach movements are free. W. Van Duyn Street and Willamette 
Street arc urban minor urterial streets (also known as Coburg Road) under Lane 
County jurisdiction on the west and south legs, while E. Van Duyn Street at the cast 
leg and N. Wlllamette Street north of tile intersection are City of Coburg local 
streets. 

• E. Pearl Street at Willamctte St·reet: LCOG scenarios referred to this intcrsection as 
nude I R04. [. Pearl Street at Willamette Street is a signali:l:cd intcrscc.:tion "ith [. 
Pearl Street at the cast leg, a private drivelvuy at the west leg, and Wtllam~ttc on the 
north and south approaches. Wlllamette Street and E. Pearl Streets currently create 
the main through fare through town and are Lane County owned minor arterlal 
streets. E. Pearl Street is a direct link to Interstate 5 to the east. Willamette Street 
(Coburg Road) provides connectivity between the City of Eugene and the City of 
Han·isburg through Coburg. 

• E. Pearl Street at Coburg Industrial Way. LCOG scenarios referred to this Intersection 
as node 1806. This lntersectton Is a signalized intersection !hat features E. Pearl 
Street on the east and west approaches and Coburg t:ndustrial Way on the north and 
south approaches. The intersection was realigned with the implementation and of an 
ODOT Interchange Area Management Plan (lAMP) construction project berween yea:rs 
2012 and 2013 to consolidate the previous intersection of Roberts Road to the east 
with the new south leg of Coburg Industrial Way. [. 

Pearl Street is a l.ane County owned minor arterial street. Coburg Industrial Way is 
an urban colkctor sh'ect owned by Lane County north of the intersection and owned 
by City of Coburg to the south. The south leg of this intersection wus re-aligned in 
year 2013, when Roberts Roud to the cast was dosed and access was consolidated at 
the south leg of the Intersection. Coburg rndustrlal Way nortll and soutll current 
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serves significant indusnial and commercial uses and has been sub.iect to slgnlftcant 
grm•th over the past 5 years. 

Traffic Volumes 

Three hour Intersection turning movement traffic count data wcrc collected in February, 201.~ 
for the previously listed intersections in CobUI'll. The traffic counts were collected on typical 
Tuesdays, Wednesdays and/or Thursdays between 3:00 PM and fi:OO PM on weeks Without 
holidays or weather condition• that could produce unusual traffic trends. Collected traffic 
count data and adjustments arc induded in Attaclunent A. 

As described previously, four Intersections were studied for this analysis. A comprehensive 
CH2M Hill transportation system analysis that Included 11 Intersection traffic t:ounts indicated 
that the transportation system peak hour occurred between 3:15 PM and 4:1S PM, therefore, 
traffic data collected in febmary 2015 for tills analysis was based on the Intersection turning 
movement volumes occuning during this one-hour pertod. Existing Year 2015 Raw traffic 
Count Volumes arc dL,playcd on Figure I on the following page. 
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Seasonal Adjustment 
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M•rt:h 16, ZOlS 

The collected intersection turning movement traffic co\Ult volwne data were sea~onally 
adjusted to be consistent with the CH2llf Hill methodology that assumed a commuter traffic 
trend on Coburg area. transportation system roadways. The calculated averag~ seasonal 
ad,justm~nt factor for a count date 1n early February was J .I 25. This factor was applied to the 
collected traffic count volwnes to produce peal{ hour turning movcrnent volumes, since data 
collection did not occtU' di.U'ing what is considered the peak season for the commuter traffic 
trend. The seasonally adjusted traffic volwnes were ro\Ulded up to the nearest 5 entering 
vehicle trips/movement to produce design hoW' traffic conditions to be input to SYNCHRO 
modeling software, as will be described later. OOOT's currem (year 2014) Seasonal Trend Table 
and seasonal ad,Justment factor calculations arc included in Attachment R. The seasonally 
adjusted Existing Year 2015 Traff1c Volumes are included on Figure 2 on the page 8. 

Traffic Growth 

As described previously, LCOG supplied forecast EMME/2 model scenario traffic v1llumes fur 
base year 2010 and future year 2035 plaiilling horizon condJttons based on growth and 
transportation trends that include "preferred" and "alternate" land use scenarios both With and 
without the addition of a future east·west collector street connection consm1cted between N. 
Coburg Industrial Way and Cob'Ul'g Road northwest of the Stallings Street intersection. 'I be new 
collector street connection would allow through fare traffic to by·pass the downtown area and 
provide traffic relief With a more direct route to Jntcrstate .~. The provided !.COG base year 
conditions did not account for a previous realignment of Coburg Bottom Loop Road to the 
south leg of W. Van J)uyn Street at N. ColnU'g Road that occurred around the year 2000. The 
LCOG models also did not include the realignment of Roberts Road, where direct access to E. 
Pearl Street was relocated to the south leg of tb.e signalized intersection of ColnU'g Industrial 
way in 2012. Because base year E!lo!ME/2 mudding did not include these realignment scenarios, 
rurnlng movement traffic volwues that were colleLtcd and included in the year 2010/2011 
traffic analysts by CH2M Hill for the Update to the Transportation System Plan were used in 
combination \~ith the forecast year 2035 EMME/2 model rwts provided by LCOG to calculate a 
linear average annual growth rate that was applied seasonally adjusted year 2015 turning 
movement traffic volumes collected by Branch Engineering in February 20 I!; at each 
intersection for each future year 2035 analysis scenario. Calculated growth rates at each 
approach turning movement differed by each land use and transportallon alternallve. SinL-e the 
intersection of Roberts Road was relocated to the south leg of Industrial Way at E. Pearl Street 
after the 2010 traffic counts collected \vith the CH2M Hill analysis, the Roberts Road and 
existing year 2010 south leg approach turning movement traffic volwnes were consolidated In 
base year scenarios to cakulatc growth. 

Due to the nwnber of street intersections and the distance between intersections analyzed 
along the sub.tect through fare corrid01·, balancing was only p~lformed between the 
int~rsections of W. Van Duyn Street at Wtllamettc Street and W. Van Duyn Street at N. Coburg 
Road. 'lbere is a street connection on W. Van Duyn Street between these intersection.~ (WatC!r 
Street) that could proVide an addJtJonal by-pass connection to Willamette Street south of W. Van 
Pu)'JJ Street at Bruce Way. At least two of the .El\i.ME/2 model scenar1os showed traffic incrca.,es 
on these ho\"o links for funu·e volume forecasts that app~ared to be a result of surpassing a 
pcedctcrmined model threshold traffic volume at the intersection of W. Van Duyn Street and 
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Willamette Sueet. Utilization of this route would increase uavel time and distance on th~ 
through fare uf the street network and would introduce at least one additional stop on the 
route, therefore, traffic volumes were balanced between the intersections of W. Van VUyn Street 
at Wlliamette Street and W. Van Duyn Street/Coburg Road at N. Coburg Road/Coburg Bottom 
Loop Road to provlde a conservative analysis. 

The LCOG provlded liMM.Ii/2 model run scenarlo screen shots, a summary of the CH2M Hill 
seasonally adjusted turning movement traffic volumes and the calculated and applied AAGRs 
that wcTe applied to year 2015 traffic rounts collected by Branch Hngin.eering are provided as 
Attachment C. Figure 3a ·Jd un pages 9·12 show the projected future design hour uaffic 
conditions associated with euch of the land usc and transportation alternatives. 
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Srudied analysis conidor intersections werl! evaluated to detennine average calculated delay, 
Level of Service (LOS) based on average delay, and volume-to-capacity ratio. Calculations for the 
signalized and unsignali:t.cd tntersecrtons were performed based on the Highway Capacity 
Analysis (HCM) methodology with !he computer program SYNC.HRO 7"' by Traffkware. 

Level of service, based on vehicle delay, is classified by a letter scale from 'A' to 'F'. LOS 'A' 
represents optimum operating conditions and minimal delay. WS 'F' indicates over capacity 
conditions <"ausing unacceptable dday. The Oty of Coburg refers to Lane County Toadway 
performance standards on roadways ovmed by Lane Cowtty, such as those on the analysis 
conidor herein. Based on the current (2004) Lane County Transportation System Plan and the 
Lane County Code (LC), Chapter 15.!>96, LOS 'D' is considered the minimum acceptable level of 
service standard for stop conn·olled approaches at unsignalized jntcrsectlous and for overall 
level of service at signa]jzed intersections (m Lane County owned facilities located inside the 
UGE and within !he MPO area. 

---- __ t_ .. :~~- ~#,!;~----- -,.IM .. ~~~fo,._u;. __ --~~: -"-~-,.((l~.~-»--.- _., .. ~s~,J'~J,.""a:: ~ 
·--" ·--. . . . ................... " ·-- .· •.. ' -· ................... ____ ' -- ...... ~- . ... . .... 

A < 10 sec < 10 sec 
., -· >10 and~ 15 sec >10 and 5, 20 sec 

r---
' -- >15 and 5, 25 sec > 20 and ,; .~ S sec 

n >25 and ,; 35 sec >35 and 5, 55 sec 

In addition to the LOS standard previously described, the 2004 Lane COWlty Transportation 
System Plan and LC 1 5.696, also spedfy that the m1nirmun standard V /C ratio of 0.85 shall be 
maintained at approaches that are not stopped at unsigna]jzed intersections and road 
approaches with two·way stop controls (TIVSC) for county facilities located inside the uc.n and 
"ithin the MPO area. For two-way stop controlled intersections. approaches that arc rcqWI'cd to 
stop have a standard V/C ratio of o_gs_ Volume-to-capacity ratio (V/C) is a measure of 
congestion calculated by diViding the number of vehicles utilizing a transportation facility by 
the calculated capacity of the facility- A copy of Lane County's roadway performance standards 
ls Included as Attaclunent D. 

To pro>1de an analysis compatible with the HCM methodology to evaluate the Intersection of w_ 
Van Du~n Street at Willamette Street, the intersection had to be reconfigured in SYNCHRO and 
SimTraffic Analysis sol"tv,.are, "ith the existing eastbound w_ Van Duvn Street approach 
modeled as the southbound approach and with the eldst:ilig southbomul N. Willamette Street 
approach modeled as the eastbound approach, since the existing intersection controls feature a 
right-mrn pcrJititted without stopping condition from eastbound to .•oulhbound in the fidd. 
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The eastbo1.md right-turn movement provides the p:rtmary arterlal-arterial through fare traffic 
volume traveling through to~m from the W. Van Duyn Street intersection at N. Coburg Road to 
the E. Pearl Street intersection oo Willamette Street. 

Table 2 below show!; the results of the performance analysis, including calculated delays. 
SYNCHRO output files with inputs and calmlations arc pro•ided as Attachment [. The W. Van 
Duyn Street at Wtllamette Street Intersection operatlonal performance shown below has been 
corrected to represent actual Intersection geometry. 

1802"/ 
w. Van Duyn at 

N. Willamette 
(westbound) 

1804/ 
Pearl at 

Willamette 

1806/ 
Pearl at 

lndusnial 

0.48 0.57 

0.47 0.65 

0.37 0.29 

movement :reported at a\'erage 

0.58 

0.50 

0.48 

"'lruer~et:tion of W. VM Dll}'"D and N. Willamette Street ¥-'i:lS modld.ed witb tbe we:st 
ani! ••1th th< north 1~g of N. \l~llammc s~~tas the west leg bc(ousc th~. HCM mcthodolO!iY 

0.08 

LOSA 

0.57 0.57 

0.49 0.66 

>1.00 0.53 

1nters:cct1on~. 

Du}'D as the oorrb leg 
analysts docs not allol< 

As shown above, the preferred land usc and transportation scena:rto associated with LCOG's 
scenario 95120 with the new collector street connection between Coburg Industrial Way and 
Coburg Road northwest of the intersection at Stallings Strtet (west of N. Coburg Road/Bottom 
Loop at Coburg Roadf\V. VanDuyn Street) for the planning horizon year 2035 conditions t.s the 
only scenario With all calculated levels of service above LOS D. Generally all of the scenarios are 
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considel'C1d acceptable with LOS and V/C witbln the County's performance standard except 
scclllirio 97120, whkhdoes not Include the new street connection described preViously. 

Vehicle QJteulng 

Although there is not a tangible performance standard for vehicle queuing 1m approach lanes, 
excessiVe vehide queue lengths on intersection appmacb lanes can be an indication of 
congested conditions. There arc typically two vehicle queu" lengths analyzed for Intersections. 
The 50'" percentile (average} queue length is the maximum back of queue length calculated with 
an average number of arrivals du:rlng the analyst.s period. The average queue is the queue 
length that would be expected at a given approach lane at any time during the analysis period. 
The 95"' percentile queue is the queue lellJlth that has only a five percent probability of being 
exceeded during the analysis period and is not necessarily rcprest!ntativc of complete design 
hour traffic conditions. 

To analy:r.e vehicle queuing, SimTraffic 7~ by TraffiL'\Yarc was util12.ed to calculate vehicle queue 
lengths. SimTraffk utilizes random number seedlng to generate approaching traffic volume and 
peak hour factor application scenarios and simulate resulting traffic conditions. t'ive runs were 
simulated at each lntersection for each scenario \~ith the queue lengths calculated from the 
average of the five runs, as directed by the analysis procedures manual. It should be noted that 
the random munber seeding may not produce identical results each time five runs arc averaged. 
Calculated queue lengths vary on .•eparate five run averages and depend on the seeding. The 
following tables summati7.e the projected intersection queuing rounded up to the nearest 2 5 
foot increment where appmpriatc from SimTraff1c Reports. SllUTraffic Output files 
dommenting vehicle queue length calculattons are Included as Attachment F. The follO\\ing 
Table shows the cakul.ated vehicle queue lengths for each of the analysis scenarios. 
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X. Wlllnmmc f--==-+---.,::--+---,=--+-=--+--::-::---lf--=,-+---=::-+-----::-:--+-=--+-

1804/l'•arl 
at 

Willam<tt• 

1806/ 
P.arl 
at 

Industrial 

•mLt-rsec.:Uon van Uu)n v,;a.s w~~H W. Van Du}'D as 
north l•g uf N. Willametl• S~r<•t •• the w•st l•g b•c•u•• th• HOI m•thodology fur analysis does not sllow the right·turD witbout 
stopping condition that i~ cW"'"endy utilized frotn W. Van Duyn onto N. Willamene Street. For the queuing ~tmul3t1on re~uJrs 
reported above, the w~~t leg is W. Van Du}'D Road and the north leg is N. Willamette Street. 

New Collector Street Connection 

As described above, the potential new street c01mection would shift some through fare traffic 
between the interstate and origins/destinations north of Coburg to an alternate route currently 
north of town, preferable truck traffic that currentlr utilizes W. Van Duyn, Willamene, and E. 
Pearl Streets. The new collector street connection wollld provide relief from truck traffic in the 
downtown area and would provide a more direct route to/from the interstate "ith a straight 
aligwnent and hlghcr potl!Iltial speed zone that could work to reduce travel time, system \vide 
delays, and time spent stopped. The new street doonncctlon could also provide a grid sptcm 
with potential street conn~tions made to existing City of Coburg residential streets located 
north of E. Pearl Street between Wffiamette Street to the west and Coburg Industrial Way tu the 
east. A grid system would benefit the Coburg residents by pro\1d1ng congestion rclicf and 
additional secondary benefits, such as emergency response time improvements. 
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Intersection and segment crash data was requested and rcrcived from the Ore~on Department 
of fiansportation for the most recent three years of available complete data, which was the 
period from January 1, 2009 through December 31, £013. The available crash data did not 
identify any discemable crash pattern~ within the analysis corrtdor. All of the studied 
intersections had three or fewer crashes, whic:h was not considered abnormal. Intersection and 
segment crash data is inducted as Attacbroent G. 

The forecast future conditions show increases ln approach traffk volumes and a Sleady flow of 
vehicular traffic from the northwest through downtown to the Interstate and from the 
Interstate through Coburg to the northwest. Steady vehicular traffic flows do not support 
pedestl'ian activities ln downtown areas, sinre the number and duration of gaps in the traffic 
stream that are necessary for safe pedestrian crossings of E. Pearl and WJllamette Streets are 
reduced with increased traffic volumes. An cast-wc1.1 collector ~et connection that by-passes 
downtown would improve pedestrian safety by reducing through town traffic volumes and 
creattng more frequent and longer jl'aps 1n the traffic stream to facilitate pedesrrJan crossings. 
The new east-west collector street connectlon would also impmve pedestrJan safety by 
reloca~ ll'Uck trafflc out of tbe downtown business area. 

Although there were zero crashes reported at the Intersection of W. Van Duyn Srreet at 
Willamene Street, during traffic volwnc data collection at the intersection, large delivery 
whicles turning from Willamette Street northbound onto W. Van Duyn Street westbound and 
fn1m W. Van Du}n Street eastboUild onto Willamette Srreet southbound were observed to 
overlap oncoming traffic lanes to execute left und right turning maneuvers to avoid off-tracking 
rear trailer axles fmm overlapping into unpaved shoulder area,, To evaluate the trucl< turning 
condlttons, Auto Turn 8 .. and AutoCad were utilized to Simulate turnmg ma1Jeuvers. figure 4 on 
the following page shows the results of the rurning SlJnulations at W. Van Duyn Street at 
Wlllamette Street and at E. Pearl Stn:ct and Willarnen e Street. 
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City of Coburg Transportation System Plan Alternatives Analysis Memo (!5-004A) 

March 16. 201 S 

As shown in l'igure 4, the larger delivery vehicles struggle to execute certain v~hicle mam=uvers 
witbln the pavtn_~ and lane strtping at the intersections discussed previously. The count data 
revealed that truck percentages were between 2 and 5 pcn:ent at these approach movements. 
Although there was no history of crashes reported during the ava!lable 5 years of crash data, 
the increase in traffic with growth could create wtfavorable funue conditions. Unfavorable 
future conditions associated with the large vehicle ttU'Iling maneuvers at these intersections 
would indude excessive delays resulting in lengthened vehicle queues and degraded levels of 
sen1ce resulting from drivers a·waiting a needed gap in oncoming traffic to over steer right or 
left-rurn maneuvers, or dlivers taking unnecessary risks by taking a shortened gap to e."ecute a 
tum waiting for a gap in trafl'ic to over steer right or left-turn maneuvers. 

Conclusion 

In summary, a new collector street coJJllectlon would provide relief to forecasted conditions ou 
the roadway network In the downtown area of Coburg by providing a secondary through fare 
fur trucks and other commute vehicle rraffic traveling through the City of Coburg to 
o:rlg!n/destlnatlon pairs that includes accessibility to the interstate highway system and areas 
surr01mding the City of Coburg. The new colleetur street would allow separation of trucks from 
the do"ntown area, resulting in improved safety for all modes of transportation. With 
forecasted growth, the new collector street connectlon would proVide a system wide 
improvement by providing the framework for a grid system to be developed on existing streets 
north uf E. Pearl Street, specifically between Willamette Street and Coburg Industrial Way, 
resulting in improved nonh and south street connectivity and an additional level of redundancy 
tu emergency vehicle access, as well as improving secondary access for residences on existing 
~treets. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
RAW TRAFFIC COUNTS 



~ .. ch 
'miiillr•s. --

02:45PM 35 
Total 44 

03:00PM 36 
03:15PM 15 
03:30PM 23 
03:45PM 12 

Total 86 

04:00PM 20 
04:15PM 13 
04:30PM 12 
04:45 PM 1-..1§. 

Total 61 

05:00PM I 11 
05:15PM 15 
05:30PM· 18 

0 0 0 
0 1 0 
0 4 0 
0 1 1 
0 6 1 

1 1 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
1 1 Q 
2 2 0 

1 0 D 
0 0 0 
0 1 0 

9 
37 
46 

36 10 29 35 2 701 161 6 40 17 0 63 
27 7 54 24 0 

2~g I 14h4 40 ··-~-Q .. 
93. .27 -· i63 98 2 

221 3 46 20 0 69 
13 9 34 23 1 61 
12 7 39 24 0 70 
18 9 56 14 0 79 
65. 28 175 81 1 285 

12: 3 50 21 0 eo · 
1s 1 13 49 28 0 so I 
19 8 44 25 0 75 

0 0 
2 0 
0 0 
0 1 
2 1 

0 0 
1 1 
0 0 
0 0 
1 1 

0 1 
0 0 
1 0 

File Name : Coburg Rd at Bottom Loop 
Site Code : 1826 
Start Date : 2/312015 

No : 1 

4 0 "' 3 54 1 0 sa· 174 
5 0 7 1 29 0 0 30 116 
e 0 0 1 22 0 0 23 141 
4 0 5 2 22 Q 1 25 110 

19 0 22 7 127 1 1 136 i 541 

4 0 4 2 27 1 0 ~I 125 
5 0 7 0 31 0 0 118 
4 0 4 1 25 1 0 27 113 
6 0 6 0 25 0 0 25 128 

19 0 211 3 108 2 0 113. 484 

3 0 4 0 27 2 0 29 125 
1 2 3 0 29 1 0 30 138 
2 0 3 1 22 0 0 120 

05:45PM 11 0 1 0 121 5 33 22 0 60 .. . _Q __ ..!!_ __ _2_ . .l 5 0 2J! ... Q 0 ~I .. 97 
Total 55 1 2 0 58 27 182 96 0 305 

G•endT~ 246 3 12 262 90 578 366 4 1038 
Apprch% 93.9 1.1 4.6 0.4 8.7 55.7 35.3 0.4 

Total% 13.7 0.2 0.7 0.1 14.6. 5 32.3 20.4 0.2 57.9 

2-43 3 12 1 2591 90 
574 360 4 1028 

...... -. .... 98.8 100 100 100 98.9 100 99.3 98.4 100 99 
\1ti:U~ 

TRUCKS 3 0 0 0 3' 0 4 6 0 10 I 
0 0 0 0 o· 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 o. 

N COBURG ROAD W VAN DUYN 
---- ... SOUTHBOUND, 1 WESTBOUND 

SmrtTit'l'l&. ~~tr..J Thru' ~qhtl P9de j .ypllrall l.&ft Thru; Righi I P«<al ""'''"' 
Peal< Hoor Analysis From 02:30PM to 05:45PM- Peak 1 of 1 
P$0k HO<Jr Enttm lntarsaC11on f!Qglns at 02:45 PM 

02:45PM 35 0 2 0 37 4 30 
OS:OO PM 38 0 0 0 36 10 29 
03:15PM 15 0 1 0 16 6 40 

1 1 9 4 15. 1 98 3 0 

4 3 53 4 64 14 406 7 1 
6.2 4.7 82.8 6.2 3.3 94.9 1.6 0.2 
o.z 0.2 3 o.z 

:::1 
0.8 22.7 0.4 0.1 

4 3 53 4 14 396 7 

100 100 100 100 100 j 100 97.5 100 100 ··-···-·· ·-· ___ .. 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

COBURG BOnOM LOOP 
NORTHBOUND 

0 

0 
0 

10 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

COBURG ROAD 
EASlBOUNO 

1021 480 

428 1792 

23.9 

418 1769 

ff1.1 99.7 
. .. -··---···-

10 23 

0 0 
0 0 

Left I ThhJ I R!ll'!t Pad& I .... n• lett I Thi\J Rghl I Pede ....,. tw j n n~ I 
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"'ffiiiiEfliiiG.< -

2 
03:15PM 0 0 1 0 1 
03:30PM 0 0 0 0 0 
03:45.FM 0 ··+····~---~ --i+· Total 0 

04:00PM 0 0 0 0 ~I 0 1 
04:15PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 
04:30PM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
04:45PM 0 0 ..... .lL 0 0 0 0 

Total 0 0 1 0 1 3 1 

05:00PM I 0 0 0 0 Ol 0 1 
05:15PM 0 1 0 

0--iU- 1 05:30PM 0 1 0 ·l- g i ~-05:45PM 0 ·-~· 0 
Total I 0 2 0 

G,..>d T0\31 l 0 3 2 2 7 7 5 
Awrch% 0 42.9 28.6 28.6 38.9 27 .II 

T<!!!>!.'!'!. !!. __ 0.2 0.1 0.1 Ok 0.4 0.3 
.--c,, 0 3 2 2 7 7 5 
·~;s 

.,IUSSOO'AII 0 100 100 100 100 100 100 
V•CIN 

0 

TRUCKS 0 0 0 0 01 0 0 
%TRUCKS 
BICYCLES 0 0 0 0 0· 0 0 

%BICYCLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 
0 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1 

0 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1 
0 2 

0 6 
0 33.3 
0 0.4 

0 6 

() 100 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

I __ . WILLAMETTE WVANDIJYN 

S~~TH~?UN~I WESTBOUND 
start Time Left Thtu R10ht Peds ·- Lotti Thru I """' T,..~ I 

Pea~ Hour Ar>ai)'S1& From 03.00 PM to 05.00 PM· Peak 1 of 1 
Peak Hour for Entilll lnteOWICtion BegillS at 03•00 PM 

PMI 
PM 
PM 
PM 

03:00 
03:15 
03:30 
03:4§ 
Tal=' Vi 
%~t~P. """"' T"'l 

PHF 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

.000 

0 0 2 
0 1 0 
0 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 1 2 

.£L_?!! 50 
.2SO .250 .250 

2 1 0 0 2 
1 1 1 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 0 0 1 
4 3 1 0 3 

42.9 14.3 0 42..9 
.500 .750 .250 .QOO .875 

3 
2 
0 
2 88 
7, 309 

1 80 
1 85 
3 BO 
0 68 
5 328 

2 73 
1 . 65 
2 71 
1 60 
6 289 

181906 
97.4 

1.1 56.8 

18 892 

100 i 9B.S 

0 13 

0 1 
0 0.1 

File Name : Willamette at W. Van Duyn 
Site Code : 1802 
Start Date : 2/5/2015 

No : 1 

77 
12 
76i 
92' 

1 ml 
1 0 0 81 ' 1 
0 1 1 871 0 
0 1 0 81 0 
0 0 1 84 0 
1 2 2 333 1 

0 1 1 751 0 
3 1 0 691 0 
0 2 0 73 () 

1 1 1 63 0 
4 5 2 280 0 

1l 8 5 930 1 
1.2 0.8 0.5 0.1 
0.7 0.5 0.3 57.8 0.1 

11 8 5 916. 1 
I 

100 100 100 98.5: 100 

0 0 0 13 0 

0 0 () ~:n 0 
0 0 0 0 

WlLLAMETTE 
NORTHBOUND 

0 51 0 51 
0 55 0 55 
0 §6 ....Q_, .. GG 
1 281 0 

1 60 0 
0 54 0 
0 68 0 
0 52 0 
1 234 0 

0 31 0 
0 51 0 
1 31 0 
0 35 1 
1 148 1 

3 ~ 1 
0.4 99.3 0.1 
0.2 40.9 0.1. 

3 646 

100 97.4 100 

0 14 0 

0 3 0 
0 0.5 0 

WVA NDUYN 
TBOUND EAS 

282 

62 
54 
68 

~I 
31 1 

511 
32 
36 

150 

006 i 

41.2 

651 

97.5 

14 

3 
0.4 , 

126 
131 
161 
610 

144 
14S 
152 
136 
575 

108 
122 
108 

.. 100 
438 

1623 

1592 

96.1 

27 

4 
0.2 

,_ L~ft I Thru.l.~;fl.l!J~~: ,,;.;of- left I Thru I RS 

~· 75 2 0 0 77; 0 1 109 0 11D 192 
2 70 2 0 0 72 0 0 51 0 51 126 
0 7G 0 0 0 76 0 0 ~~ g 55 131 
2 118 2 1 1 92 0 0 6G 161 
7 309 e 1 I $171 0 1 261 0 282 610 

97.5 1.9 0.3 0.3 0 0.4 99.6 0 
.5&3 .676 .760 .250 .250 .861 .000 .250 .644 .000 .841 .794 
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'rftri!EUIMG.; -· File Name : wiflamette at pearl 

Site Code : 1804 
Start Date : 2/5/2015 
Page No : 1 

GtoUb$ Printed PASSENGER VEHICLES TRUCKS BICYCLES - - -
I WlLLAMETTE I PEARL WILLA METTE PEARL 

y.,..,llh\. TOUI 
I_ .. -- SOUTHBOUND WESTBOUND NORTHBOUND EASTBOUND 
: St>lt Tl"l!!. LQft · Thru ,..,;T Ped;l ... - j Left nuuT RI«4TI'od~ I . .. Left Thru IR•M Podo-l - Loft I Thn• """' Po., I 

Factor 1.0 _ 1.0 I 1.0 1.0 I I 1,0 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.0 I 1.0 1.0. 1.0! 1.0 I 1.0 1.0 I 1.0 I . 
03:00PM 29 73 1 0 103. 21 3 29 0 53. 1 54 12 0 671 0 0 0 0 0 223 
03:15PM 24 36 0 0 60 14 1 29 1 45 0 44 15 1 60. 0 () 0 0 0 1115 
03:30PM 21 45 1 0 D7 18 0 24 0 42 0 61 23 0 84 0 0 0 0 0 19Cl 

_M;.45PM 19 35 2 0 561 31 0 43 0 74 1 61 29 0 91 0 0 0 0 0 221 
' Total 93 189 4 0 Z$; 84 4 125 214; 2 220 79 3020000 ol soz 

04:00PM 31 33 0 0 
641 

23 0 30 0 53 0 53 30 0 :~I 0 0 0 0 

gl 
200 

04:15PM 23 36 0 0 59 18 1 33 1 53 0 64 17 0 0 0 0 0 193 
04:30PM 35 44 1 0 60 29 0 30 2 61 0 54 18 0 72 0 0 0 0 213 
04:45PM 21 39 2 0 szl 28 .J1. .. _Q__ !L .. ?~ ·-·· .9 -~0 ~9. Q so• 0 I! 0 0 0• 217 

Total, 110 152 3 0 265 98 1 140 3 242 0 231 85 0 . 3161 0 0 0 0 0 823 

05:00PM 1 21 24 0 0 45 21 1 40 0 68 0 51 17 1 69 0 0 0 1 1 183 
05:15PM 36 39 0 0 75 1 21 () 35 0 5(1· 0 55 14 0 69 0 0 1 () 1 ! 201 
05:30PM 12 27 1 0 401 20 0 26 0 461 1 56 13 0 70 0 0 0 1 1 157 
05:45PM. 8 27 0 0 35 9 1 28 0 38 0 55 13 0 681 0 0 0 0 0 141 

Total I 71 117 1 0 195. 77 2 129 0 208 1 217 57 1 276 0 0 1 2 3 682 

GtsndTotBI uo 458 8 0 746! 259 7 S9ol 4 6541 3 668 221 2 8941 0 0 1 2 31 2307 
Apprcll% 37.5 61.4 1.1 0 39 1.1 59.3 0.6 0.3 74.7 24.7 0.2 

38.8 i 0 0 33.3 66.7 ! 
'!pta:l% 12.1 .. 19.9 0.3 0 32.3 11.2 0.3 17.1 0.2 28.8 0.1 29 9.6 0.1 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 --· 259 450 8 0 717 250 7 381 4 642 3 654 208 2 8671 0 0 2 3 .222Q 

•'01~~ 

i -~~ 92.5 98.3 100 0 98.1 I 96.5 100 96.7 100 96.7' 100 97.9 94.1 100 97 0 0 100 100 100 96.6 

TRUCKS. 21 8 0 0 29 9 0 13 0 22 0 14 13 0 27 0 0 0 0 0 78 
% lRIJCKS I 
BICYCLES 0 0 0 0 gl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 gl 0 0 0 0 0 0 

•;, BICYO..ES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () 0 

WlLLAMETIE I PEARL WltLAMETTE PEARl. 
. SOUTHBOUND I WESTBOUND I NORTHBOUND 

. Start Time I Left Thru I PSs~~t ~ Pe(la I 11n.~d ll.$ft Thru I RiEtot Ped91 1111 Tt., Left TTh.:U I Right I Pede I ,,.., r~• 
EASTBOUND 

L~~ Thru I Righi I P~Wa ' '"''· tw j rr-1. T(Oil 
Peak Hour Analysis From 03:00PM to 04:45PM. Peak 1 at 1 
P""k Hoor for En~"' lnlar$ac:6on ~in$ $1 03:45 PM 

911 

~I 
03:45PM I 19 35 2 0 56 ! 31 0 4,) 0 741 

, 61 29 0 0 0 0 0 221 
04:00PM 31 33 0 0 64 23 0 30 0 53 () 53 30 0 83 0 0 0 0 200 
04:15PM · 23 36 0 0 59 18 1 33 1 53 0 64 17 0 81 0 0 0 0 193 
o4:3Q.P..l\L _ 35 44 1 0 80 2 () 30 2 61 0 54 18 0 72 0 0 0 0 0 213 
TcMIVOIIInl8 108 148 3 0 259. 101 1 136 3 241 1 232 94 0 327 0 0 0 0 0 827 

" . Tal:!! 41.7 57.1 1.2 0 41.9 0.4 58.4 1.2 0.3 70.9 28.7 0 0 0 0 0 
PHF .nt .841 .375 .000 .809 ..!115 .250 .791 .375 .814 .250 .906 .783 .000 .896 I .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .938 
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. INDUSTRIAL." 
SOUTHBOUND 

Start lime . L~~ . lhcd RSg~ ~ 
_ Factor 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
03:00PM S3 5 9 0 
03:15PM 23 1 5 0 
03:30PM 30 6 11 0 

__ 03:45 ~M I 80 8 25 0 
Total, 172 20 50 0 

04:00PM 47 
04:15PM 23 
04:30PM 30 

. 04~~5 PM 19 
Total 119 

05:00PM I 28 
05:15PM 20 
OS: SO PM 12 

_o?.;§PM 16 
Total 76 

6 23 
0 4 
6 12 
0 6 

12 45 

0 
0 
I 
3 
4 

13 
7 
6 
1 

27 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
a 
0 
1 

--~--INDUSTRIAL 
. . ... SOUTHBOUND 

Start lime Left ·lhru R tn Pod< 

File Name : industrial at pearl street 
Site Code : 1806 
Start Date : 213/2015 
Page No : 1 

Groups Printed· PASSENGER VEHICLES· TRUCKS ·BICYCLES 
-~ PEARL INDUSTRIAL PEARL 

WESTBOUND NORTHBOUND . EASTBOUND 
.r.w. lw• Lefll Thru · RiQhl Peds /if\ r;., j left lhru Righi Peda "'"-. r"' k T .. N i 

1.0 I 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0. 1.D 1.0 I 
47 29 S1 5 65 0 44 3 42 T 0 52 208 
29 -

1 
23 39 5 67 o 3o 1 33 9 o 43 1ss 

833846 4 90 0 52 457 9 0 70265 
1131 33 37 5 75 i 0 42 1 48 12 0 61 291. 
242 123 153 19 297 i 0 168 9 180 37 0 226 933 

761 25 41 
zrl 33 sa 
48 32 32 
25 36 40 

176 131 151 

~~I ~~ 
19 21 
201 s2 

108' 115 

31 
53 
45 
30 

159 

PEARL 

7 
1 
2 
4 

14 

2 
3 
3 
3 

11 

2 
0 
0 
0 
2 

1 
0 
0 
0 
1 

WESTBOUND 
.nw Left Tnru Rll Po"' 

~~I ~ 
661 11 
80 13 

298 40 

61 
91 
89 
65 

286 

11 
16 
a 

11 
46 

0 32 
1 30 
4 42 
1 38 
8 142 

2 55 
0 33 
0 33 
1 20 
3 141 

1 
0 
0 
0 
1 

40 
40 
57. 
521 

189 

1 39 
2 47 
2 41 
1 36 
8 183 

0 68 3 34 
0 49 2 38 
0 41 0 48 
a --~--o- j7 
0 190 5 137 

547 

10 
12 
5 
7 

34 

0 
2 
2 
0 
4 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

INDUSTRIAL 
NORTHBOUND -- left Thill !!Et!!..:_~CI~ 

so I 241 
63 207 
50 221 
44 201 

207 870 

44 215 
47 214 
55 184 
28 ____1ft. 

174 758 

607 2561 

0 0 
0 0 

....... : ... 1 Ill 'ftQI I 
P~k Ho•r Analy&l$ From 03:00PM to OS:ol!i PM· Peak 1 of 1 
Peak Hoor lor Entire Intersection Begins st 03:30PM 

62! 0~30 PM 311 8 11 0 53 ' 3a 48 4 2 90 10 2 40 0 4 &7 9 0 70 I 265 
03:45PM 80 e ~5 0 11~ 33 37 5 0 75 7 I 34 0 42 1 48 12 () 61 291 
04:00PM 47 6 23 0 76 25 41 7 2 75 7 0 32 1 40 1 39 10 0 50 241 
04:15PM .. 23 0 4 0 27 38 38 1 0 17 I) 1 30 0 4P .. _£ __ ~7. .. 1~ .. 2 .~3 ... .W. 

1' Nl Vol~~n~~ 186 20 63 0 2691134 162 17 4 317 33 4 136 1 174' 8 191 43 2 244 1004 
%AA:~. Towl 69.1 7.4 23A 0 42.3 51.1 S.4 1.3 ······'-~ 2.3 78.2 0.6 3.3 78.3 17.6 0.8 

PHF .581 .625 .630 .ooo -~.95. -~~;L!l§!l 7 .5 .881 .825 .500 .850 .250 .837 .500 .838 .898 .250 .871 .863 
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ATTACHMENT C 
EMME/2 MODEL SCREEN SHOTS 

AND GROWTH RATE CALCULATIONS 



Preferred LU Bu!fd' Colleclor 1 
Scanario 

CHlM 2010 
Count 2015 
95120 lOlS_ 

2S YR Gr<>wth 
AAGR 

20 yr Growth F~C'blr 

2035 Volumes 

PreferrQd LU Build Collerctor 
Scanario 

CH2M 
Count 

95120 
IS Y11 Growth 

AAGR 

2 

lOll 
201.5 
2IJlS 

20 \'f Growth F~ctor 
2035 Volumes 

PreferrQd LU Build Collector 3 
SC:an.arlo 

CH2M 2011 
coont :WL5 

95120 203S 
lS VRGrowth 

AAGR 
20 yr Growth Factor 

2035 VolumeJ 

PrtfemKI LU t!lutld Collector 
Son.ario 

CH2M 
Count 
95UO 

25 YRGrowth 
AAGR 

7 

2011 
:W15 

2035 

20 yr Growth Focror 
203S VohJmes 

MCNement Cobura ;:,t Bottom Loop -
SBL SBT SBR WBl WBT 
60 1 4 36 22! 
)9 1 8 23 103 
~ 1 0 4 3~_ 

-17.0416 ·3.76'!io · lOO.DO% -8~ ~.1'1% 

~" .O.IS" -<.00!' -3.56!( 2.61" 
0.!6 0.97 0.20 0.29 1.52 
68 1 2 ) 309 

Movement W. VanDuyn~ Wlllamo1te 
SBL SBT SBR WBL 

0 2 I 1 

0 1 I 2 
7 55 0 0 

O.ll0!6 2546.5216 ·1011.0014 -100.0011 
O.O!l% 101.86'1< -4.00!6 -4.00'16 
1.00 21.37 0 .20 0.20 

0 21 0 0 

WBT 
0 

2 

" --0.0010 
0.0016 
1.00 

2 

Movement Purl at Willarnene 
SBL 
118 

107 
92 

-22.33% 

.0.89% 
0 .82 

88 

SBl 

348 
209 
458 

31.57% 

1.26% 
1.25 
252 

SST SBR WBL WBT 
156 2 136 I 
168 3 9) 1 
333 0 124 Q 

l16.85'l' ·100.00% -8.91'16 -100.00!< 
4.67% -'1.00'16 .0.36% ·4.0016 
1.93 0 .20 0.93 0.20 
325 1 90 0 

Movem .. nt Pearl at I n.d U$trf.al 
SST 
18 
24 
33 

86.81% 
3.47% 

1.69 
41 

S8R 
1.49 
7l 

101 
-32.03% 
·1.28% 
0 .74 
54 

WBL 

83 
134 

101 
21.5016 
0.86% 
1.17 
157 

WB'f 
195 
183 
202 

3.77% 
0.15% 

1.03 
189 

INT# 1826 
WBR NBL NBT NBR EBL 

89 l 1 18 8 
93 2 1 11 7 

_ 7S 0 0 _L_ 0 
·-

· l f>.OJ% -100.00!' ·100.00'01 -88.68% -100.DO% 
-Q.64!6 ~ -4.000' -3.5516 .... OC!tl 
0.87 0 .20 0.20 0.29 0.20 
81 0 0 5 1 

lNU 1802 

WBR 1'181 NBT NBR EBL 
0 345 4 8 0 

0 353 6 1 1 
9 401 97 0 0 -ll.llCm 

0.00% 
1.00 

0 

1£.2A% 2233.75% ·lOO.llOOO --0.00!1 
0.00" 
1.00 

0 .65% 89.35% •4.0016 
1.13 18.87 0.20 
399 113 0 1 

WBR 1'181 
11!8 l 

142 1 
86 0 

-54.27% •100.00" 
·2.179(, -4.00% 
O.S7 0.20 
80 D 

WBR NBl 

32 31 
24 36 

364 0 
1030.01% -100.00% 
41.20% -4.00?6 

9.24 0.20 
2l2 ) 

INT# 
NBT 

218 
246 

525 
130.71% 
~.23% 

z.os 
509 

INT Jt 
NBT 

D 
6 

69 
0.00% 

0.00% 
1.00 

6 

1304 
N8R EBL 
62 0 
109 0 
70 0 

12.28" 0.00'16 

OA9" MD% 
1.10 1.00 

120 0 

1306 

NBR EBl 

75 10 
142 a 
236 73 

215.44% 602 .. 5!" 
8.52% 24.10% 
2.12 5.82 
38' 47 

EBT 
1At 
113 

157 -
81.8616 

3.21!6 
1.65 
187 

EST 
0 

1 
1£ - ' O.!Jil!! 

0 .00% 
1.00 

1 

EBT 

1 
0 

0 

EBR 
0 
1 

L_ D 
0.00!' 
Oro% 
1.00 

1 

EBR 
213 
258 
270 __ .... 

26.7516 
1.0716 
1.21 
313 

EBR I 

2 

0 I 

D 

-tOO.IJO% ·100.00" 
-4.00'16 -4.00% 

0.20 0.20 
0 0 

E&T EBR 
229 29 
199 45 

216 D 
-S.Sl% -100.00% 

-0.22" -4.00% 
0.96 D.lO 
190 9 



AAGR 
20 yr Growth F"ctor 

2035VolumM 

IPre!errtd w W/OOJk<t, or 2 
xanatio 

CM2M 2011 

Count 2015 

96UO 2035 
- ··- - .. 

MGR 

20yrGrowth r.ctot 
2035 Votumes 

IPref~rred LU W/0 Collector 
Sunario 

CHl M 
Count 
56120 

25 VR Gr"""" 
AAGR 

3 

2011 
2015 

2035 

10 yrGrow1h Factor 
2035 Volumt:J 

jPrel<rred LU W/0 Col lect<>r 1 
Scanarlo 

CMZM 2011 
Cou.nt 2015 
96120 2035 

25 YR Gr0\'111:11 
AAGR 

20 yr GtOYIIth Factor 
2D3SV-

~.15% -4.0~ 3.7U% -3.45% ~.fi9% 

0 .9 7 0.20 1.74 0.31 2 .14 

77 0 14 7 434 

... ........,. W.Vilftl)wn.tWIIametto 

SSL SBT SSR Wit WBT 
0 2 1 I 0 
0 1 1 2 2 

7 91 0 4 166 
- --~· ·--- --·· --- --·· ~-. ---· ---·· 
O.IXJ'K 171.15% ·4,00!\ 11.40% 0.00% 

1.00 35.23 0.20 3.2B 1.00 

0 3.5 0 7 2 

Movement Pearl at Wlllamette 
SSL SBT SSR WSL WBT 

118 156 2 136 1 
107 168 3 91 1 

186 343 0 1110 0 

0.~% -4.00% -4.0~ ·3.55% 0.81% 

1.13 0.20 0.20 0 .29 1.16 
lOS 0 0 6 3 

W!R 
0 

0 
IL 

- ---· 
000% 

UlO 
0 

W6R 
188 

142 
144 

INTJ 180Z 
NSL NBT NSR EBL 
34S 4 8 0 

3.53 6 1 1 

366 LOS 0 g 
----· -·-- ---· ·-- ---· - ---· 
O..Z4l4 99.94% -4.otn' 000'1<. 

1.0S 2M9 0.20 1.00 

370 126 0 I 

INU 1804 
NSL NBT NBR EBL 

2 223 62 0 
1 246 109 0 
0 sso n 0 

4.43% 

1.89 

213 

EST 

0 
1 

16 
- ---· 
0.00':( 

1.00 

1 

EBT 

I 
0 
0 

0.01)% 

1.00 
1 

E!R 
213 I 

2ss I 
328 -- ___ , 

2.1614 
1.43 
369 

eeR 
2 

0 
0 

57.02%- 120.1)6% -100.00':( ·26.54% -100.00% ·23.44% -100.~ 141.69'>! 15.4811' 0.00% -10D.OO!f, ·100.0()% 
2.2Bl4 4.8~ ·4.00% -1.06% ·4.00?6 -0.94% ·4.00% 5.67% 0.62% OJJO% -4.00, -4.00% 

1.46 1.96 0.20 0.79 0.20 0.81 0 .20 2.13 1.11 1.00 0 .20 0.20 
156 329 l 76 0 IL5 0 525 12.3 0 0 0 

Movemertt Pt:att at Industrial INT# 

581 SBT S8R 
348 1& 149 

209 24 72 
409 15 183 

17.50% · 15.08% Zl.l~ 
o.ro% .o.9J% o.93~< 

1.14 0.8& 1.19 

238 u 85 

wet 
83 

134 

104 
25.11% 

1.00% 
1.20 

161 

W&T W6R HBI. NBT 
195 32 31 0 
183 24 36 6 

381 175 0 1fi 

95.73" 443.27% ·100.00!<\ 0.~ 

3.83" 17.73% -4.00% 0.00% 
1.77 4-.55 0.20 1.00 
m l09 1 6 

18011 
NBII E8l EBT E8R 
75 10 U9 29 
142 8 199 45 

240 89 262 0 
220.79% 7S6..SI% 14.61" ·IOO.ocr..; 

8.83"' l0.26% 0.589f. -4.00% 
2.77 7.0S 1.12 0.20 
393 56 222 g 



Altern"te LU W/0 CCIIIector I Movement Coburg it Bottom Loop INTil 1826 
Stanario SBL SBT SBR WBL WBT WBR NBl NBT NBR EBL EBT EBR 
CH2M lOll 60 1 4 36 223 B9 1 I 18 8 141 0 

Count lOIS 79 I 8 23 203 93 z I 21 7 113 l 
97L2Q 2035 156 0 8 5 541 331 0 0 2 10 298 0 

25 YRGtowth 158.84<6 -lJlOJlOJ' 92.41% -86~ 1421~ 210.<0% -I.OCI.OO% ·100.DOI& ~ 20.3&'.4 110.87$1 0.()1)% 

loJG! 6.35% ·4~00" 3.71m ·3.45% S.Jml 1022% -4-<mi -4.G()j(, ~ 0.81" 4.43% 0~ 

2.0 yr Grov.tth Factor 2.17 0.20 1.74 0.3l 2.14 3.1.6 0.20 0.20 0.29 1.16 1.89 1.00 
2035 Volumes 179 0 14 7 <134 294 0 0 6 s 213 I 

Alternat~ LV W/0 Collector 2 Movement W. Van Ouyn at Wlllarncttt INT ft L80l 
Scanario SBL SBT 58~ WSL WBT WBR NBL N8T NBR esL EST EBR 
CH2M 2011 0 2 1 1 0 0 345 • s 0 0 2l3 
Count 2015 0 1 1 2 2 0 353 6 1 1 1 258 

97120 20» 0 0 0 s 241 0 406 0 0 0 23 419 
25 YR G <owtl> 0.00!£ -100-<mi ·100.00% 381191' 0.00!1 o.oos 11.691' ·IOO.D0'-4 -100.()1)% O.()l)% 0.00!£ 96.7011 

AAGR 0.00" o-4.0096 -4.1)()% 15.25!£ 0.()096 0.00% 0.71.96 -4.00, -4.00'!1 o.OOK 0.00% 3.87" 
20 yr Growth Factor 1.00 0.20 0.20 4.05 ).00 1.00 1.14 0.20 0.20 1.00 1.00 1.77 

203S Volumes 0 0 0 8 2 0 403 I 0 1 1 458 

lternate LU W/0 Collector 3 Movement Paatl at Willamette INTI 1804 

Scanarto 581 ser 5BR WBL WST WBR NBL NBT NU eeL eBT EBR 
CH2M 2011 1l8 156 2 136 1 l88 1 228 62 0 1 2 

CotJnt 2015 107 1ti8 3 97 1 142 1 2A6 1.09 0 0 0 

91120 1035 183 346 0 98 0 tn 0 550 n 0 0 0 
25YRGrowth 54.49% 121.99, ·100.00" -28.01" -100.00% ·5.89% -100.00% 141.69" B.8&% 0.00% ·100.00% ·100.00% 

AAG'R 2.18% 4.88% -4.00% •1.129£ -4.00% -o.24% -4.0001 5.67% O.S&'lO 0.001' · 4.00% -4.00% 

20yr GUIWth Factor 1.44 1.98 0.20 0.78 0.20 095 0.20 2.13 1.11 1.00 0.20 0.20 

203S Volume$ 154 ~2 1 75 0 L35 0 525 l21 0 0 0 

Alternata LU W/0 Collector 7 Movement Pearl at Industrial INH 1806 
Seanario S&L SST 58R Wet W8T WBR N8l NBT NBR eeL eST EI!R 

CH2M 201.1 348 18 149 83 ~~ 32 31 0 7S 10 229 29 
CO!Int 2015 209 24 n 134 w 24 36 6 14.'! 8 199 45 
97120 203.5 411 15 181 103 38l 176 0 16 242 87 259 0 

25 YR Growth 18.07, -1s.os,; 21.81% 23.91% 96.2~% 446.38% -100.00% o.oos 223.46% 737.26'1! 13.30% -100.000<0 

AAGR 0 .7l% -0.60% 0.87% 0.96% 3.85" 17.86% -4.00% 0.00% 8.94% 29.49% 0.53" ~.oow. 

20 yr Growth Fador 1.14 0.88 1 .17 1.19 1.77 4.57 0.20 1.00 2.79 6.90 1.11 o.zo 
2035 Volume:; 239 21 85 160 324 110 7 6 396 55 220 9 



f'J'e'nat• LU With tel lector 1 Moolement Coburg_ at Boltom 1.000 INT I 1826 
Scanario SBL SBT SBR WBL WBT i WBR NBL N8T r.IBR EBl EST EBR 
CH2M 2011 60 1 4 36 223 ! 89 L 1 18 8 141 0 
Count 2015 79 1 8 23 20~ i 93 2 1 21 7 113 1 
9&120 2035 112 I 0 4 365 I 183 0 0 2 0 257 0 

25 YR Growtll 85.84% ..!.76% ·100.00% -89.01»1 63.381< 104.78% ·100.00% ·100.00% ·88.68% ·100.00% 81.86% O.OO'l6 
AAGR 3.43% .(1.15% ·4.00% ·3.~% 2.54!1 4.19% -4.00% -4.00% ·3.55'14 -4.00% 3.27% o.OOJ6 

20 yr-Growth Factor 1.69 0.97 0.20 0.29 1.51 1.84 0.20 0.20 0.29 0.20 1.65 1.00 
l03S Volumes 133 1 2 7 306 171 0 0 6 1 187 1 

Allvnot<lUwtthGoledxw 2 - W. VanOUynatWibmdtlt INTI 1802 
scanarto ~&L ~T S3ll Wlll W8T WBR Nlll NBT NBA l 8l EBT EBR 
CHlM 2011 0 2 I 1 0 0 345 4 8 0 0 213 
Count 2015 0 1 1 2 2 0 353 6 1 I 1 258 
98120 2035 0 0 0 0 28 0 468 0 0 0 23 326 

25 VR Grovtth o.ocm ·100.00% -100.00"'.4 -100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 35.66% -100,00% ·100.00% 0.00% o.OO% ~3.04% 

AAGR O.OOJ6 .. 4,000. -4.00% -4.00% 0.00% 0.1)0% 1.43% ·4.0~ ·4.00% 0.00'" o.ocm 2.12% 
20 vr GrOW1'fl Factor 1.00 0.20 0.20 0.20 1.00 1.00 1.19 0.20 0.20 1.00 1.00 1.42 

2035Volum~ 0 0 0 0 2 0 454 1 0 1 1 367 

Ah@otnate LU Wllh CoPe<tor 3 Movement P~arl at Wihmeue INT# 1804 
.5anario S8l SST SI!R Wlll W8T WBR N8l HBT WBA llll EST £8R 

011110 lOU U8 IS6 2 l36 I 1.88 2 22& 62 0 1 2 

Count 20!5 107 168 3 97 1 142 1 246 109 0 0 0 
98120 2035 92 339 0 117 0 83 0 S25 70 0 0 0 

2SYR Growth -22.33% 117.50% ·100.00% ~1.4.0596 -100.00% -SS.87% ·100.00!6 130.71% 12.28% 0.00% -100.00" ·100.00% 
AAGR -0-89% 4.70% -4.00!< -{I.SG% •4.009£ ·1.23% -4.00% $.23"- 0 .4996 0.00% -4.00l6 -4,01:m 

20 yr Growth Factor O.ij2 1.94 0 .20 0.69 0.20 0.55 0.20 2.~ 1.10 1.00 0.20 0.20 
2035 Volumes 88 326 1 86 0 79 0 503 120 0 0 0 

Alternate LU Wit!\ Collector 7 M011ement Pe-arl~ lndumfal INU 1&06 
Scanari-o SBl SBT SSR WBL WBT WBR NSL NeT NBR EBL EBT EBR 

CIUM 2011 348 l8 149 83 195 32 31 0 75 10 229 29 
eo., 2015 209 2A 72 lJ4 l.8l l4 36 6 141 8 1!19 4S 

98l 20 2035 1.59 33 U1 101 199 367 0 69 236 79 216 0 
25 YR Growth 31.86% 116.81!6 ·25.30% 2LSO% 2-l!l% 1039.31% ·LOO.OO% 0.00'>< l1S.44% 660.27% ·S.$1.% ·100.00~ 

MGR 1.27" 3.47% ·1.01% 0.86!6 O.D9'l< 41.S7% ·4.00% 0.00% 11-62% 26.4196 -0.22% -4.00% 

20 yr Growth Factor 1.25 1.69 0.80 1.17 1.02 9.31 0.20 1.00 2.72 6.28 0.96 0.20 
2035 Volumes 262 41 S7 157 186 224 7 6 387 s-o 190 9 

---- ----··-- ---·- --·-



The volumes dlspraved betow represent seasonany adjusted peak hour volumes for 1010 tounts In Coburg, OR. The sys~m peak hour shO\Iln is for 3:15-4:15 PW 

CH2M HILL COUNT DATA SUMMARY 

& lltboun<l Approach Soulhtx>und Approad1 Northbound Aps:troach W._.1bound Approach 
lnter.s41dion D L E8T .... SBL SST ••• OBL NOT N9R WOL .....,. .... 

1 Coburg Bottom loop Rood & W Van Duyo st. 8 lAl 0 Q) 1 4 1 1 18 36 223 89 

Z N Wl!lamme St & W Van Duyn St 0 0 213 0 2 l 345 4 8 1 0 0 
I Wllt•matte St 1: Peerl st 0 1 2 118 156 2 2 22& 62 136 l 188 
4 Pfllrl 51 & Skinner St l 192 3 I 2 1 1 1 3 2 331 0 
5 Purl St & Coleman St l 194 2 4 0 1 2 s 3 s 331 4 
G PHrl St & Stuart Woy 0 197 10 0 0 0 4 0 38 18 3)7 0 - 7 '"" 5I & Coburc lnd.,.trtol WlfV --- 10 208 23 348 18 1A9 16 0 30 45 186 32 

f- I Poort S.&RDbon! Rd 0 607 6 0 0 0 15 0 45 38 172 ..!----
' , .... St &1-5 sa Ramps 0 116 ~37 3 0 68 0 0 0 112 241 0 

10 PN~ $1 & I·S N B Romp• 85 34 0 0 0 0 309 I 49 0 42 16 
u Wlllamette St & Dixon St 1 2 2 7 297 1 1 291 9 ' 1 4 



ScenaJ:io 95120 - 2035, Preferred Scenario, Pl\'1 Pk 1 br 
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Coburg TSP, Scenario 95120.:... 2035 Preferred 
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Intersection 1804- Willamcttc and Pearl 
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Coburg TSP, Scenario 95120-2035 Preferred 2 
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Coburg TSP, Scenario 95120-2035 Prefen-ed 3 



lntcrsoction 1826 ·- N. Coburg Rd and Coburg Rd. r--·---·--·--- ---·------·------···-· 
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Coburg TSP, Scenario 95120-2035 Preferred 4 



Scenario 96120- 2035, Preferred Land Use, No E-W Collector, PM Pk llu 

Jnterscction 1802 - Willamette and VanDuyn 
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Coburg TSP, Scenario 96120- 2035 Preferred Land Use, no EW Collector 5 



Intersection 1804 - Willamette and Pearl 

+ 
L.u .. e 

Tun &or. fiin10womorD !!!!!!~l'!!*U!~·a·=: ...... , ......... -.. ... , ........... ~-... .... -- ...... ________ 
[!J(E -.., """'fl:tr. !~ iOa • ~· .. ·.~~~~~'!".':::@ Nod<:: L'!!'4._ --·-··-

-
It m.. To ltv/it .... li:l l}>e . AtJ:eVo- /Of.Vcl T"Vol )\.{otts - lotH::! 

:J 
..... 

~:I 
.. 

~r 
.. 

1804 11114 -u 550 ., 0.110 0.00 OOOJ 
liiiM 18M 95 n 0 0.00 0.00 a.~· 

1104 2!SIIt 18141 1) 0.00 343 0 0.00 000 0.00 

1804 .- :1 -)I) 0.00 186 D 

:~ 
0.00 0.00 0.0: 

1804 - -95 0.00 100 a 0.00 0.00 o.o:; ·- - 7!! r!.DO 144 ~ 0.00 OJlll noo 

Coburg TSP, Scenario 96 I 20- 2035 Preferred Land U.<e, no EW Collector 6 
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Intersection 1806 Industrial Way and Pearl 
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Coburg TSP, Scenario 96120- 2035 Preferred Land Use, no EW Collector 7 



Jntc:rscction l !!26 -· N. Coburg Rd and Coburg Rd. 
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Coburg TSP, Scenario 96120- 2035 Preferred Larul Use, no EW Collector 8 



Scenario 97120 - 2035, Alternate Land Use, No EW Collector, PM Pk 1 hr 

Intersection 1802 - WiUamettc and VanDuyn 
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1802 2501 .10 ~t~ 0 Q 0 0.;)0 0.00 .J.oo 
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Intersection 1804- Willamette and Pearl 

~· e 
• 

Tunlbr. [~~..!'"""" u..,..l.iotla~ll'>} 

rnrn ~:~.-._, llkt: I ~on .. -..-.}~-· '·'-' [!~-~-----·---·--- ___ .... ··--------·--------
It n.. .. To lr{/Jo p..,ra l1mo luoVIIl """""* Totl'oi """"" Adctiin T«H>l ... ·-·-······-·······-·-··-·· ...... 
1804 1814 - -13 11.011 !iiS1) 0 S'!iQ D. Oil !l.OO 0.-:xl 
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1804 25DS 1n4 13 11.00 346 0 34li 0.00 0.00 0-<)l 

11104 2511!1 -'ID MO 183 0 133 0.00 0.00 0.011 

181M Qllil5 18U -!16 0.00 " D sa 0.00 0.00 O.DD 
11101 Ql65 2!5091 7U 0.00 177 ~ 1T1 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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lntersectionl806 Industrial Way and Pearl 
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180& 2~11 1807 ·f.: ~.Y.' 411 ~ 411 ;;,;» ;)00 ow 
11166 2511 - ;; M :l :ill 0 161 0.00 il.llO Mll 

11166 2511 E081 --~ oao ~$ Ji 15 o.C·> ~00 "-~~ 
1806 - 2 )00 ;;<» 0 259 i!W ~)) ~ Co> 

1806 - .~; -'.00 ~' 0 -?-1 0.00 MC 0.00 

lllllli - .. i ~(\!) ~ I) 0 0.00 0.00 ow 
1806 61181 ~~ ~ 0.) 2<2 fl 242 e:.oa ~.t& {•.~ 

180& 60&1 2$11 'i:. ~-~' 
,. • D l:i t•.t.P lOO &00 

1806 60111 -1 ,.~; 0 (J ~I ~.V> ~"" O.llO 

Coburg TSP, Scenario 97120-2035 Alternate Land Usc, no EW Collector ll 



Intersection 1826 -- N. Coburg Rd and Coburg Rd. 

T~fter. [~~.~i~ii~~!~:~~i~~z.~~:~·~,~~~(=~.~~·:~~·--~~~=·· =~--::: .. 0 -

.. 
[!l[Il >-<-~,.M<eoil!or. j Joll-""""l•- [;.] Nodo: 1e3 

"' ~~: To ~~ ?~it:; r: e .U:i~·:l ; .... ~f.f:.' T:tVd ..... HI> !\:ldlb Tam 

~ 
... .... . .... i~r ·--182& 1800 1ro ~.!){I ~ 0 ~ Q.M (1\\{1 

1826 1800 ;I ~{)Ct 29& 0 .::~i 0.00 ~"'' ~.Woi 

1112£ 1800 ·H~ 0.!>: 10 0 10 0.00 iJ.!){I ~.ct·l 
1826 1801 1 

82'1 

. ~~ Mi 0 !! ~ ~.00 t.~J. ~ ro 

1826 1&111 1 , ~ ... ~ 2 0 2 0.00 o,:l\J ~i>ii 

182& 1&111 lill61j -Ja v.tl 0 0 0 r-.ili! ~.)~ ;)00 

IS:ZS 111:17 1800 ·3 o;~ ;;41 0 541 0.00 0.~9 ~ 

1826 1827 1801 ·79 O.i>O 5 0 5 0 01) 0 0<) l:r" 
18:lli 1821 ~7 ?-! o.w :.:r 0 331 0.00 ) .!li) " !)!; 
1826 6057 11~ !W 8 0 8 0.00 OI.•i ~-~~ 

1820 6057 :·::: ~-"· ~ 0 t• !),Coo, 000 m·~· 

182& 6057 .s:! C.E ,~ 0 156 ~.00 t.'Xl M!l 
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Scenario 98120- 2035, Alternate Land Use, E-W CoiJector, PM Pk 1 hr 
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.......... ..... 

1802 :15118 ~t "* I~ 4Zi t .!it n.oo ~ 

1102 :l!iCII 111 t•.ilt• ~ Q p ~t .. , MD HO 
18(1;1 li5CII ~ :o {l~ ,. (o ~ D~ D~ ..00 
1802 611511 ~ : z·: ::·:. D 32S 0.110 il~ 0.00 
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11102 liOl'O 60!.9 ~ !•.~ !ii 0 2& ~).!{\ ( I !;{I 

1 18D2 &Ol'O 607!1 * 000 J 0 ~ o.:t C•.M lt~ 

liiQ2 6079 :1!08 ·20 O.V-t o· 0 D 0.00 MD !'> :l"l 

1110:1 6079 G059 ~~ ~.0: " " ~ ~.~) ~.0':• ~z 

1110:1 11079 11070 -~: ~ ~\j 0 0 0 0.00 0.£10 !>.Oil 
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Intersection 1804- Willamette and Pearl 

Twnl!lor.!ISJmo.........,_u~l~UT~). 

H)[!] -.....;,noc~o~~~or. JH~_-.~_-:.~-:~_--... li!..~::::GI Node: ~1~801==~::;:=:::==::::::=::::;::==== 
I< flm> f'<t1Ta 1ne !UoVcl "'**Vd .Tot~ ..... : .JI<Aotn ldltn T«lto 
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25011 
Ql6li 
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0.00 
~.00 

J.:IO, 
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Intersection 1806 Industrial Way and Pearl 
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Intersection 1826 -- N. CobtJrg Rd and Coburg Rd. 

8 
.. ~ l .. 

' .. - ······-================================ __ ........ . 
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1826 1800 11101 1~> ~ t·l v 0 0 0.00 OX• ~re 

J82S 1800 1827 3 1)('(: ~~; 0 :157 0.00 (\00 coo 
182& l800 fD'M. ·115 ~00 !· 0 t• 0.00 :..00 t'.OO 
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1826 1801 18 '19 &.;(< 2 u 2 ~ t') 0.0!1 M O 
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1826 1827 18001 ..3 M~ >!!! 0 1~ 0.00 0.00 ) .€>!: 

~ ~ § ·~ g ~ ~ ,:1 1~ ~ §11 
1826 6051 18 ·o2: [I !1!1 112 0 112 0.01) 0 W 0.00 
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ATTACHMENT D 
LANE COUNTY PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 



15.696 Lane Code 15.696 
ROAD SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT 

15.695 Sperifit Road Improvements. 
Pursuant to LC 15.696 through 15.697 below, the owner of la.nd being developed may be 
required, as a condition of development approval, to make road improvements 
necessitated by the development The Director shall specif'y any required improvements 
and these shall be in addition to olh« requirements offtlis chapter. (Revised by OYdlllu••ce No 
7~1. E.ff'ecttve 7.9.82: J()..04, 6.4.114) 

15.696 Roadway Performance Standards. 
Lane County uses the volume to capacity ratio ( v/c) as the basic peak hour performance 
standard for evaluation of project need, plan amendments, and land development 
proposals. Table 4 below contains maximum vic for County Roads. Achieving or 
main1aining the v/c standard means the v/c is, or is projected to be, nunJeiically equal to, 
or less than, the applicable v/c in Table 4 below. 

(I) ln addition to the v/c standards in Table 4, other analysis methods 
producing a predic!ed level of service may be reqWred as specified in the Traffic bnpact 
Analysis GuidcliDcs of the Public Works Engineering Division. The Highway Capacity 
Manual publication cited in LM JS.4SO provides nali.onally I'CC()gnized methods and 
procedures for eJ~timating level of service and capacity for various types of transportation 
facilities. Where level of service analys~ is required, the peak hour performance 
stllDdard is to achieve or maintain, and not exceed, LOS D. Not exceeding LOS D means 
''A,u ••a:• "c:• or 110." Failure to meet the standard, or "exceedencetl of the standard 
m.eaw; that the predicted level of service is "E" or "F. • Where level of service analysis i.9 

required, both the v/c standard and the level of service standard must be achieved or 
maintained. 

(2) When analyzing County roods within cities, lane County standard~ shall 
apply, except that wifuin urban growth boundaries, the applicable design standards of the 
m.Jlective city shall apply IX> County .!Wads ftmctionally classified ns Loca.l Roads. ln the 
absence of city standards for such roads, the County's road design staudards shall apply. 
Traffic study requiremenll> ~hould be coordinated with cities and ODOT when 
development proposals affect facilities under the jtaisdiclion of these agencies. 

(3) When analyzing signalized intersections, locations where signal wammts 
may be met, or intersections with all-way stop control (AWSC), the primary objective is 
to maintain the performance of the overall intersection. The overall intersection v/c must 
meet the applicable standard. If level of service analysis is required, lhe level of service 
standand must also be met. 

(4) At WJB.ign.alized intersections and road approaches with two-way stop 
control {lWSC}, the objective is to achieve or maintain the volume tD capacity ratios 
specified in Table 4 lor the approaches that are not stopped. 

(5) Approaches at which trnffic must stop, or otherwise yield the right of way, 
shall be oper~ted to maintain safe operation of the intersectioa and all i~s approaches a.nd 
shall not exceed a v/c of0.95 within urban growth boundaries and a v/c of0.80 outside of 
urban growth boundaries. 

(6) If nearby public or private roads, streets, or drivewllyS are predic!ed ro 
exceed the standards as a result of the proposal requiring a traffic impact analysi~<, 
mitigation tnea~ures shall be recommended. If neatby road, street or driveway 
performance i~ predicted to exceed standards in order to maintain flow on the road or 
street where access is proposed, adequate space for vehicle queuing (based on 95% 
probability) must be maintained on the nearby road, street or driveway. 

(7) At the intersection of a County road and a state highway, state highway 
standards must be achieved or m.ointained for the state highway. 



15.697 Lane Code 15.697 

Table 4: Maximum Volume to Capacity Ratio,; (v/c) fur 
Peak Hour ODeratine Conditions on Lane County_ Roads 

Roadway Location! 
Cate110IV Speed Limits 

Inside Urban Outside Urban 
GrowthBo Growth Boundary 

Outside O!rtside 
Eugene- Eugene- Within Outbide 

Eugene- Springfield Springfield Unincor- Unincor-
Sptingfield Metro area Metto area porated poratcd 
Metro Area where where Commu- Commu-

speed limit spe1:d~45 nities nities 
<4SillJlh lllllh 

Freeways 
and 0.80 nla nla nla n/a 
Bxpress-
wavs 
Other 
County 
Roads 0.85 0.85 0.15 o.so 0.70 



ATTACHMENT E 
PERFORMANCE CALCULATIONS 

(SYNCHRO OUTPUT FILES) 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1802: W. Van Du~n St & N. Willamette Street 

.-!' -. • .. - ' ..... 
Mbvememr ~lr ~~,, ~~A81! • lane Configuratioos 4> 4t 
Volume (vehlh) 5 0 5 5 0 5 5 
Sign Cootrol Stop Stop 
Grede 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.88 
Hourly flow rate (vpll) 10 0 10 10 0 10 6 
Pedestrians 
lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Peroent Blockage 
Right turn ~are (veil) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstreem signal (ft) 
pX. platoon unblocked 
vC, coofli~ng volume 709 702 281 709 702 395 284 
vC1. stage 1 oonfvol 
vC2. stage 2 coof vol 
vCu, unblocked val 709 702 281 709 702 395 284 
tC. $i~Qie (s) 7.1 65 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 
tC. 2 stage (s) 
tF ($) 35 4.0 3.3 35 40 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 97 tOO 99 97 100 98 100 
eM (aj)Sc/ty {Veil/h) 341 359 756 345 359 659 1278 

Dlrei:llon, ne# EB1 WB1 NB 1 SB I': 
\(olume.TQtal ~ -,~ :iii~~- 20 p 20 I'· 403 

. :i90. ~-J/-~"" ..... 5" .,., 

Volume left 10 
Volume Right 10 
cSH 471 
Volume to Capacity 0.04 
Queue Length 95111 (ftl 3 
Control Delay (s) 13.0 
Lane lOS B 
APProacll Delay (s) 13.0 
APProacllLOS B 

lineD"li•i"flisinma~1 

Average Delay 
lntereection Capacity Uijlization 
Analysis Period (min) 

Coburg T ~ansportation System Plan 
Existing 2015 PM30 DHV 

10 6 6 
10 6 6 

452 1278 1172 
0.04 0.00 0.00 

s 0 0 
1~.3 0.2 0.2 

B A A 
13.3 0.2 0.2 

B 

0.9 
32.8% ICU Level of Service 

15 

t 
~JI 
4> 

345 
Free 
0% 

.0.88 
392 

N<it1e 

Branch Engineering 

~ 
NM 

5 

0.88 
6 

A 

31512015 

'. + ~ 
ili[ ''56:'f iii!Jil 

• 5 245 5 
Free 

0% 
088 0.88 0.88 

6 278 6 

Nooe 

398 

398 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1172 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total lost time (s) 
Lane Uti!. Fsctor 
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Said. Flow (prot) 
Fit Petmitted 
Sato Flow !eem11 
Peak·hoor factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
lane Group Flow (vph} 
Hea!!X Vehicles(%! 
Tm1 Type 
Protected Phases 
PGrmlttad Pnases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Gr&e~~, 9 (s) 
Actual9d g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vehicfe ExteASion (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
VIS Ratio Prot 
v/$ Ratio Perm 
vic Raffo 
Uniform Delay. d1 
Progression Factor 
lnCfemental Delay, d2 
Delay (s} 
levsl of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Volume to Capad1y ratio 
Actuated Cycle length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Uliization 
Allai)<Sis Period (min) 
c Critical lane Group 

"" 
0 

1750 

0.92 
0 
0 
0 

0% 
Penn 

4 

Coburg Transportation System Plan 
E>isting 2015 PM30 DHV 

..... 

5 
1750 

4.0 
1.00 
0.93 
1.00 
1632 
1.00 

1632 
0.92 

5 
4 
6 

0% 

4 

13.9 
13.9 
0.29 
4.0 
3.0 
472 
0.00 

0.01 
12.2 
1.00 
0.0 

12.2 
B 

12.2 
B 

"' 
5 

1750 

0.92 
5 
0 

.o 
0% 

0.48 
48.1 

57.3% 
15 

.(" +- "-. 

145 5 100 
1750 1750 1750 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
0.95 1.00 

1621 1444 
0.72 1.00 

1232 1444 
0.72 0.92 0.72 
201 5 139 

0 0 99 
0 206 40 

3% 0% 3% 
Penn Perm 

8 
8 8 

13.9 13.9 
13.9 13.9 
0.29 0.29 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
356 417 

c0.17 0.03 
0.58 0.10 
14.6 12.5 
1.00 1.00 
2.3 0.1 

16.9 12.6 
B B 

15.2 
8 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU level of Service 

~ t 

5 245 
1750 1750 

4.0 
1.00 
0.96 
1.00 

1625 
1.00 
1622 

092 087 
5 232 
0 30 
0 383 

0% 2% 
Penn 

2 
2 

26.2 
26.2 
0.54 
.4.0 
3.0 
884 

c0.24 
0.43 
6.5 

1.00 
1.5 
8.1 

A 
8.1 

A 

Branch Engineering 

I' 

110 
1750 

087 
126 

0 
0 

6% 

8.0 
B 

31512015 

.... ~ ./ 

110 170 5 
1750 1750 1750 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.95 1.00 
1539 1710 
0.52 1.00 
842 1710 
0.92 0.92 0.92 
120 185 5 

0 2 0 
120 188 0 
8% 2% 0% 

Perm 
6 

6 
26.2 26.2 
26.2 26.2 
0.54 0.54 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
459 931 

0.11 
0.14 
0.26 0.20 
5.8 5.6 

100 100 
1.4 0.5 
7.2 6.1 

A A 
~.5 
A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1806: Pearl & Industrial 

..)- -
Laroe Configurntioos 
Voloma (vph) 10 . 200 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 
Total Lost l&ne (s) 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 
Frt 1.00 0.97 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1247 2414 
Fit Permitted 0.60 1.00 
Said. Flow (perm! 788 2414 
PeaJ(..oour factor, PHF 0.60 0.80 
Adj. Row (vph) 12 250 
RTOR Reduction {vph) 0 13 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 12 293 
Hea~ Vehicles !%! 20% 20% 
Turn Type pm+pt 
Protected Phases 5 2 
Pem1ihed Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 19.7 18.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 19.7 18.2 
Aauated giC Ratio 0.27 025 
Cle.~rance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s! 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 225 609 
vis Ratio Prot 0.00 0.12 
vis Ratio Perm 0.01 
vic Ratio 0.05 0.48 
Uniform Delay, d1 19.2 22.9 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.6 
Delay (s) 19.3 23.5 
Level ol Service 8 c 
Approach Oel8y (s) 23.4 
Approactl LOS c 
lnlel'section Summa!): 
HCM Ave1119e Control Delay ·,",~!!' · 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Perio~ (~r~in) 
Description: Pea~ Slreet an~ hl~U$tri81 Way 
c Crilk:al t.ane Group 

Coburg Transportation System Plan 
Exlsllng 2015 PM30 OHV 

"\- .,. +- '-

45 135 185 25 
1750 1750 1750 1750 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 0.95 
1.00 0.93 
0.95 1.00 
1032 2692 
0.43 1.00 
468 2692 

o.eo 0.86 086 0.66 
56 157 215 29 
0 0 6 0 
0 157 238 0 

23% 45% 8% 18% 
pm•pt 

1 6 
6 

35.1 29.6 
35.1 29.6 
049 0.41 
40 40 
30 3.0 
329 1105 

c0.09 0.09 
c0.15 
0.48 0.21 
11.5 13.7 
1.00 1.00 

1.1 0.1 
12.6 13.8 

B B 
13.3 

B 

23.0 HCM Lew! of Service 
0.47 
n.1 Sum of lost time (s) 

50.2% JCU Level of Service 
15 

"' t 

40 5 
1750 1750 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
0.95 1.00 
1385 1220 
0.95 1.00 
1385 1220 
0.78 078 

51 6 
0 158 

51 34 
8% 21% 

Split 
8 8 

10.9 10.9 
10.9 10.9 
0.15 0.15 
40 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
209 184 

c0.04 0.03 

024 0.19 
27.0 26.7 
1.00 1.00 
0.6 0.5 

27.6 272 
c c 

27.3 
c 

Branch Engineering 

~ 

145 
1750 

0.78 
186 

0 
0 

10% 

c 

12.0 
A 

31512015 

\. ~ ,.1 

210 25 75 
1750 1750 1750 

4.0 4.0 
0.97 1.00 
1.00 0.89 
0.95 1.00 

27&1 1322 
0.95 1.00 
27&1 1322 
0.60 060 060 
350 42 125 

0 84 0 
350 83 0 
5% 8% 5% 
Spl~ 

4 4 

14.1 14.1 
14.1 14.1 
0.20 0.20 
4.0 40 
3.0 3.0 
541 259 

c0.13 0.06 

0.65 0.32 
26.7 24.9 
1.00 1.00 
2.7 0.7 

29.4 25.6 
c c 

28.1 
c 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1826: Cobura Road & N. Cobura Road 

..!' 

Lane Configurations 
Volume {llell/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 0.83 
Houny flow rate (vph) 12 
Pe~eslrisns 

I.Jme Width (It) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Peroent Blook&Qe 
Right tum ftare (veh) 
Meaian type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream s~nal (ft) 
pX. platoon unblocked 
vc. conflicting vorume 371 
VC1, stage 1 cont vol 
'IC2. stage 2 oont vol 
'ICu, unblocked vol 371 
tc. single (s) 4.1 
te. 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 22 
pO queue free % 99 
eM capadly {vehlh) 1199 

:iii: 

Volun'e 12 
Volume Right 6 
cSH 1199 
VoJum& to Ca~X~clly 0.01 
Queue L&ngt/195th (ft) 1 
ConlrOI Delay (s) 0.6 
Lane LOS A 
Approach Delay (s) 0.6 
Approach LOS 

lnbiiiiii:ticn Swmmarli!! 
Average Delay 
lnters&CIIon Capacity UU!Izatlon 
Analysis Period (min) 

Coburg T ranspo11ation System Plan 
Existing 2015 PM30 DHV 

...... ~ 

Free 
0% 

0.63 0.63 
1(>3 6 

None 

32 
659 
O.o? 

5 
10.9 

B 
10.9 

B 

4.8 
47.9% 

15 

.(" .... ' 
Free 
0% 

0.89 0.39 0.39 
26 253 118 

Non& 

169 

169 
4.1 

2.2 
98 

1421 

=~ 

14 
410 
0.37 

42 
18.9 

c 
18.9 

c 

ICU Level of Service 

'\ t 

Stop 
0% 

0.79 0.79 
6 6 

575 617 

575 617 
7.1 6.5 

3.5 4.0 
98 98 

409 396 

Branch Engineering 

~ 

0.79 
32 

166 

166 
62 

3.3 
96 

884 

A 

3/5.12015 

~ + 
., 

Stop 
0% 

0.72 0.72 0.72 
132 7 14 

593 561 312 

593 561 312 
7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.5 4.0 3.3 
66 98 98 

392 426 733 

......., 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Branch Engineering 
1802: W. Van Dul:n St & N. Willamette Street 31612015 

"" 
_. .. • 4- ' ~ t ~ '.. ~ ./ 

IUliMHllent1 ~1;_1(~1 Wl2. WilL ,WIJ ~~~ ·N~l" M!R' l!flL .S8f SBf.! 
Lane Confi911raHons ~ 4o 
Volume (vehlll) 5 0 25 5 0 5 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Hourty flow rate (vph) 6 0 29 6 0 6 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Medlm type 
Median stOil!ge veh) 
UpstTeam signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vc, conflicting volume 1134 1131 374 1158 1131 453 
vC1, st!ge1 cool val 
vC2, sfage 2 coni '101 
vCu, unblocked vol 1134 1131 374 1153 1131 453 
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 % 96 100 96 96 100 99 
eM capacity (veh/h} 161 178 673 151 178 611 

·~ 

Volume left 6 6 133 18 
Volume Right 29 6 6 6 
cSH 439 242 1182 1116 
Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.05 0.11 0.02 
Queue length 951h (It} 7 4 10 1 
Control Delay (s) 13.9 20.6 2.9 0.5 
lane lOS 8 c A A 
Approach Delay (s) 13.9 20.6 2.9 0.5 
Approach lOS 8 c 
liitersectiom 51.111~1-~ 
Average Delay 2.6 
Intersection Capacity UIJlization 63.2% ICU Level of SeNice 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

COOurg Transportation System Plan Preferred Land Use 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 95120 Cond~ions 1\ith New CoUector 

4> 
120 405 5 

Fr~e 

0% 
0.90 0.90 0.90 
133 450 6 

None 

376 

376 
4.1 

2.2 
89 

1182 

B 

• 15 315 5 
Free 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 
18 371 6 

None 

456 

456 
4.1 

2.2 
98 

1116 

I 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street .,. ... • .(" +- ' ~ 
Mdi'&IMnl EB EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR l:[il 
Lane Configurations .. 4t .. . lffli11/ " !]f. Volume (vph) :!.ta O .!f<i.-. 5 ''ft;•· 5 ~' 90 '· 5 '~ 80 .> i 5 . . .. . . ~ 

l~eal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
T otar Lost tin>e ( s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Uijl. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 0.93 1.00 0.85 
FH Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1600 1623 1444 
Fit Permitted 1.00 0.73 1.00 
Satd. Flow ~~rm) 1600 1240 1444 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.90 0.85 0.90 0.85 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 6 6 100 6 89 6 
RTOR Reduction (vpll) 0 5 0 0 0 75 0 
lane Group Flow (vph) 0 7 0 0 106 14 0 
Heav~ Vehicles(%) 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 3% 2% 
Tum Type Penn Penn Penn Pe1111 
Protected Phases 4 B 
Permined Phases 4 8 8 2 
Actuated Green. G (s) 11.0 11.0 11.0 
Effective Green. g (s) 11.0 11.0 11.0 
Actuated IJIC Ratio 0.16 0.16 0.16 
Clear.mos Time (s) 4.0 4.0 40 
Vehicle Extension (sl 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lene Grp Cap (vph) 249 193 225 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 
v/s Ratio Pe1111 c0.09 0.01 
vic Ratio 0.03 0.55 0.06 
UnlfGIIII Delay, d1 25.3 27.6 25.4 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Deray, d2 0.0 3.2 0.1 
Delay (S) 25.4 30.7 25.6 
Level of SSI'.ios c c c 
Approach Delay (s) 25.4 284 
Approach LOS c c 
MCJilii:sj romaiY 
HCM Average Control Delay 8.8 HCM Level of SE!Mce 
HCM Volume to Capacltf r<ltlo 0.57 
Actuated Cycle lellgth (s) 70.7 Sum oflost time (s) 
lntersedlon Capacity UtiliZation 76.3% ICU Level of Service 
AnalySis P&tfod (min) · 15 
c Critical lane Group 

Coburg T ~ansportation System Plan Preferred Land Use 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 95120 Condi6ons Y.ith New Collector 

t 
~ 
4t 

505 
1750 

4.0 
1.00 
0.97 
1.00 
1659 
1.00 

1655 
0.90 
561 

9 
691 
2% 

2 

51.1 
51.7 
0.73 
4.0 
3.0 

1210 

cll-42 
057 
44 

1.00 
2.0 
6.3 

A 
6.3 

A 

Branch Engineering 

I" 
~$( 

120 
1750 

0.90 
133 

0 
0 

6% 

A 

8.0 
D 

316/2015 

\.. ~ ./ 
~ ~ D 

"' 
lt 

90 325 5 
1750 1750 1750 

4.0 4.0 
100 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.95 1.00 
1539 1711 
0.40 1.00 
647 1711 
0.90 0.90 0.85 
100 361 6 

0 1 0 
100 366 0 
6% 2% 2% 

Perm 
6 

6 
51.7 51.7 
51.7 51.7 
0.73 0.73 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
473 1251 

0.21 
0.15 
0.21 0.29 
3.0 3.2 

1.00 1.00 
1.0 0.6 
4.0 3.& 

A A 
3.9 
A 

1 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1806: Pearl & Industrial .,. _. ". .(" 

._. 
' 

Lane Conflgura!lons 
VoNma {\'Pill 50 190 10 160 190 225 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Total Lost fjme (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Utll. Fact<Jr 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.92 
Fit Prolede<l 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Said. Flow (prot) 1247 2472 1032 2424 
FH Pennitted 0.49 1.00 0.44 1.00 
Satd. Flow !1>0011l 639 2472 475 2424 
Peak·hoor factor, PHF 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.90 0.90 0.90 
Adj. Flow (vph) 59 224 12 178 211 250 
RTOR Reduclion (vph) 0 3 0 0 159 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 59 233 0 178 302 0 
Heavy Vehicles(%! 20% 20% 23% 45% 8% 18% 
Tum Type pm•pt pmtpl 
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (8) 23.6 15.6 36.3 24.3 
Effective Green, g (s) 23.6 15.6 36.3 24.3 
Ac1uated g/C Ra1io 0.27 0.18 0.41 0.27 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension js) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
LaM Gl)) Cap (vph) 225 434 299 663 
vis RaUo Pro! 0.02 0.09 c0.11 0.12 
VIS Rallo Penn 0.05 c0.13 
vic Ra~o 0.26 0.54 0.60 0.46 
Uniform Delay, df 25.1 33.3 19.0 26.& 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 1.3 3.2 0.5 
Oelay(s) 25.7 34.6 22.2 27.3 
level of Sel\lice c c c c 
Approach Delay (s) 32.8 25.8 
Approach LOS c c 
nlersectioo Summ 
HCM AverageColltlol Delay , . ..,..,. 32.0 HCM Level of SeMoll 
HCM Volume lu Capacity ratio 0.65 
Actuated Cycle length (s) 88.8 Sum of lost 6me (s) 
l~n Capacity Utilization 67.7% ICU level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
Description: Pea~ Srreet and Industrial Way 
c Cri6callane Group 

Coburg Transportation System Plan Preferred Land Use 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 95120 Cond~ions willl New Collector 

~ t 

10 70 
1750 1750 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.86 
0.95 1.00 
1385 1238 
0.95 1.00 
1385 1238 
0.85 0.85 

12 82 
0 84 

12 274 
B% 21% 

Sprtt 
8 8 

25.9 25.9 
25.9 25.9 
0.29 0.29 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 

404 361 
0.01 c0.22 

0.03 0.76 
22.5 28.6 
1.00 1.00 
0.0 8.8 

22.5 37.4 
c D 

36.9 
D 

Branch Engineering 

~ 

235 
1750 

0.85 
276 

0 
0 

10% 

c 

12.0 
c 

3/612015 

... ~ 
., 

265 45 55 
1754) 1750 1750 

4.0 4.0 
0.97 1.00 
1.00 0.92 
0.95 1.00 
2784 1359 
0.95 1.00 

2764 1359 
0.00 0.90 0.90 
294 50 61 

0 36 0 
294 75 0 
5% B% 5% 

Splij 
4 4 

14.6 14.6 
14.6 14.6 
0.16 0.16 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 

454 223 
c0.11 0.06 

0.65 0.34 
34.7 32.8 
1.00 1.00 
3.2 0.9 

37.9 33.7 
0 c 

36.7 
0 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Branch Engineering 
1826: Coburlil Road & N. Cobu!:li! Road 3/S/2015 

..)- _. ~ <(" +- ' ~ t r .... ~ .' 
l>!oveme!ll llil[ E~ EB.I.I W.B~ we_ wag NBl N8T NBR SBl SST SB 
Lane C<lnfigur3tions 4+ • .t. 4o 
Volume (vehlh) 5 240 5 5 325 85 ~ s ~:~ ~- ~ ?5 rt4 to if.¥-'<,) y;:;•: s 
Sign Control Free Frse Stop Stop 
Graae O"A. 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Fador 0.85 0.65 0.85 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 085 0.85 
liouliy flow rate (vpli) 6 2»2 6 6 361 94 6 6 29 82 G 6 
Peaestnans 
lane I'VKith (1\) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Pero1nt 1310ct;age 
Right tum flare (veil) 
Median type None None 
Me<iian storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX. platoon unblocl<ed 
VC. conHicting voklme 456 725 764 285 749 719 408 
vet. stage 1 contvol 
vC2, stage 2 coni vol 
vcu. unblocked vol 456 288 725 764 285 749 719 408 
tc. single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 8.2 
tc. 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 J.J 
pO queue free % 99 100 98 98 96 74 96 99 
eM capacity (veh/11) 1116 1265 333 333 758 311 353 647 

294 461 41 94 
Volume left 6 6 6 82 
Volultle Right 6 94 29 6 
cSH 1116 1285 556 324 
VolUme to Capacity 0.01 0.00 0.07 0.29 
Ouau& Length 95th (ft) 0 0 6 29 
Control Delay (s) 0.2 0.1 12.0 20.6 
lane LOS A A B c 
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 0.1 12.0 20.6 
Approach lOS B c 
lot~t.sJii1ii@!S~mm!!!l' 
Averag& Delay 2.9 
Intersection Capacity uanzatJon 45.1% ICU level of Sel'lice A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Coburg Transportation System Plan Preferred tan~ Use 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 95120 Condruons willl New Collector 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1802: W. Van Du:t:n St & N. Willamette Street ... - "') (' - '-
Lane 
vorume (vehlt!) 5 5 90 5 10 165 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peal< Hour Factor 0.&5 0.85 0.65 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 6 106 6 12 194 
Pedest~ans 

Lane Wldth (ft) · 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Paroent Blockage 
Right IIJm ftare (veh) 
Medran typ& 
Median storage veil) 
Upmam s~ {II) 
pX. pli!loon unbloduld 
vC, oonfllcting volume 1382 1185 438 1291 1185 431 
vC1, stage 1 coni val 
VC2, slagll 2 conr val 
vCu, unblocked val 1382 1185 438 1291 1185 431 
tc, single (s) 7.1 6.5 62 7.1 6.5 6.2 
IC, 2 slage (s) 
IF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
pO queue &ee % 92 96 83 94 93 69 
eM capecfty (veh1~) 71 163 619 102 163 629 

l5ireptjo];:t~ne 11 m •i!1 ~St Ill 
Volume T otaJ 118 212 572 459 
Vol.illlll Left 6 6 139 18 
Voll.me Right 106 194 6 6 
cSH 405 483 1119 1137 
Volume !D Capacity 0.29 0.44 0.12 0,02 
Queue l englh 95th (ft) 30 55 11 1 
Control Delay (s) 17.5 18.1 3.2 0.5 
lane LOS c c A A 
Approach Delay (s) 17.5 18.1 3.2 0.5 
Approach LOS c c 
lntooJelJtioQ~$UJT! ~ 
Average Delay 5.8 
lntsrsection Capacity Utilization 75.9% ICU level of Senrice 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Coburg Transportation System Plan Prefelll!d Land Use 
2035 PM30 OHV Scenario 96120 Condiijons wilh New CoUector 

~ t 

125 365 
Free 
0% 

0.90 0.90 
139 428 

None 

441 

441 
4.1 

22 
88 

1119 

Branch Engineering 

~ 

s 

0.90 
6 

0 

3/612015 

~ l ~ 

15 370 5 
Free 
0% 

0.85 0.65 0&5 
18 435 6 

None 

433 
4.1 

2.2 
98 

1137 

l 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1804: Peart Street & N. Willamette Street 

~ - • {' - "' 
.r 

Volume (vph) 0 5 5 BO s · 115 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Total Lost Ume (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane UUI. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 0.93 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 1.00 0.96 1.00 
Setd. Aow (prot) 1600 1624 1444 
FK Pennttlsd 1.00 0.73 1.00 
Satr:l. Flow (l!!nnl 1600 1243 1444 
Peek~r facl!lr, PHF 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.90 0.85 0.90 
~ Flow (vph) 0 6 6 89 6 128 
RTOR Reduction (vpll) 0 5 0 0 0 109 
Lene Group Flow (VIIh) 0 7 0 0 95 19 
Heavy Vehicles {%) 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 3% 
Tum Type Perm Perm Penn 
Prolecled Phases 4 8 
Pelmitted Pha006 4 8 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 10.4 10.4 10.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 10.4 10.4 10.4 
Actuated g/C RaUo 0.15 0.15 0.15 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (sl 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 241 187 217 
VIS Ratio Prot 0.00 
v/s Ratio Perm c0.08 0,01 
v/c Ratio 0.03 0.51 0.09 
Urilofm Delay, d1 25.0 27.0 25.3 
Plogmsion Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
lncremeotal Delay, d2 0.0 2.2 0.2 
Delay (s) 25.1 29.2 25.4 
level of Service . c c c 
Approach Delay (s) 25.1 27.0 
Approach LOS c c 
~88llllon Siiiii!IIIV ---
HCM A~rage Control Delay ~ 8.9 HCM Level of Servloe 
HCM Volume Ia Capacity ratio 0.58 
AchJated C)'llle Lengtll (s) 69.1 Sum of lost tlme (s) 
lnwrsecllon Capacity Utiliza~on 79.5% I CU l.8vel of Service 
Allalysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical lane Group 

Coburg nansportstioo System Plan Preferred Land Use 
2035 PM30 OHV Scenario 96120 Condftlons wl1h New Collector 

~ t 

5 S25 
1750 1750 

4.0 
1.00 
0.97 
1.00 
1658 
1.00 

1655 
0.85 0.90 

6 583 
0 9 
0 719 

2% 2% 
Penn 

2 
2 

50.7 
50.7 
0.73 
4.0 
3.0 

1214 

c0.43 
0.59 
4.3 

1.00 
2.1 
6,5 

A 
6.5 
A 

Branch Engineering 

~ 

125 
1750 

0.90 
189 

0 
0 

6% 

II 

A 

8.0 
0 

3.M015 

~ ~ ~ 

To 
160 330 5 

1750 1750 1750 
4.0 40 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.95 1.00 
1539 1712 
0.39 1.00 
631 1712 
0.90 0.90 0.85 
178 387 6 

0 I 0 
178 372 0 
8% 2% 2% 

Perm 
6 

6 
50.7 50.7 
50.7 50.7 
0.73 0.73 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
463 1256 

0.22 
0.28 
0.38 0.30 

3.4 3.1 
1.00 1.00 
2.4 0.6 
5.8 3.7 

A A 
4.4 

A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1806: Pearl & Industrial 

.,J- -. .... .. - ' ~ 
Mov.e~f EI!L EST EBR ws~ WilT WBR ~ ~![ 
Lane Configuralions .., +~ .., +~ .., 
Volume (~~ph) ; w~ ?Z5 :v.;• 10 -~ _1aS' ~- :1zs pi 11p .-~ 65 
Ideal Flow (I!Jlhpj) 175{) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 100 
Frt f.OO 0.99 1.00 OQ6 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1247 2475 1032 2605 1385 
F~Permitled 0.48 1.00 0.45 1.00 0.95 
Satd. Flow (permJ 625 2415 487 .2605 1385 
Peak-tlour fader, PHF 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.85 
AdJ. Flow (vph) 71 265 12 183 361 122 76 
RTOR Reducllon (vpll) 0 2 0 0 23 0 0 
lane Group Flow (VPh) 71 275 0 183 460 0 76 
Haa~ Vehicles !%l 20% 20% 23% 45% 8% 18% 8% 
Tum Type pm+pt pm+pt Split 
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 24.9 16.7 34.5 22.8 11.5 
EffectiVe Green, g (s) 24.9 167 34.5 22.8 11.5 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.35 0.24 0.49 0.32 0.16 
Claaranca Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
VehiCle Extension jsl 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 294 587 345 825 226 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 0.11 c0.10 c0.18 cO. OS 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.16 
vlcRa~o 0.24 0.47 0.53 0.56 0.34 
Uniform Delay.~~ 15.6 23.0 11.4 20.0 26.1 
Progression Fector 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Oelay. d2 0.4 0.6 1.6 0.8 0.9 
Delay (s) 16.0 23.6 12.9 20.8 27.0 
Level of S&rvlce 8 c B c c 
Approacli Delay (s) 22.1 18.6 
Approach LOS c B 

HCM Average Control Delay 22.8 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50 
Actuated Cyde Lengtl1 (s) 70.4 Sum ottostUme (s) 
Intersection Cspacily Utilization 63.6% ICU Level of Service 
AnalysiS Period (min) 15 
DascrlpUon: Pearl Slte&t and Industrial Way 
c Critical lane Group 

Cobur9 TranspOf!atlon System Plan Preferred Land Use 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 96120 Conditions With New Collectur 

t 
~T 
t. 
15 

1750 
4.0 

1.00 
0.86 
100 

1223 
1.00 
1223 
0.1!5 

18 
231 
63 

21% 

8 

11.5 
11.5 
0.16 
4.0 
3.0 

200 
0.05 

0.32 
26.0 
1.00 
0.9 

26.9 
c 

26.9 
c 

Branch Engineering 

I" 
NDQ 

235 
1750 

0.85 
276 

0 
0 

10% 

c 

12.0 
B 

31612015 

~ ~ 
., 

~ ~ SliF. 

"' t> 
240 2S 65 

1750 1750 1750 
4.0 40 

0.97 100 
1.00 o.aa 
0.95 1.00 

2764 1318 
0.95 1.00 
2764 1318 
0.90 0.90 0.90 
267 23 94 

0 77 0 
267 45 0 
5% 8% 5% 

Spl~ 

4 4 

12.4 12.4 
12.4 12.4 
0.18 0.1& 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
~7 232 

cO 10 0.03 

0.55 0.19 
26.4 24.7 
1.00 1.00 
1.3 0.4 

27.7 25.1 
c c 

26.9 
c 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Branch Engineering 
1826: Coburg Road & N. CobU!lj Road 31612015 

~ ..... • <(" .... ' ~ t I" ~ ~ '*' 
Mhveme11l EB~ Eat liB~ mlL .~BT"'-~C:JN!i:=:Jilas: ~ a~ ~all: 
lane Configurations • 4t 
Volume (vehlh) 10 235 5 5 445 105 
Si91'1 Control Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 085 0.90 0.90 0.90 
Hoorly ftow rate (vph) 12 335 6 6 494 117 
Pedesllians 
lane Widlll (ft) 
Walking Speed (Ills) 
Perce11t Blockage 
Right b.Jm ftare (veh) 
Medion type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platooo unblocf(ed 
1/C, ooflflicting voklme 611 341 
vC1, stage 1 coni val 
vC2, stage 2 oonf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 611 341 
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 22 
pO queue free % 99 100 
eM capacity (vehlll) 978 1229 

Oirectionj[.ane tl ~-· \l)lS:j NB!1 U l 
Volume T a,!al· .;,_;... ··' ·~,~- 363 617 41 118 
Volume left 12 6 6 94 
Voklme Right 6 117 29 18 
cSH 978 1229 452 246 
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.00 0.09 0.48 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 T 60 
Control Delay (s) 0.4 0.1 13.8 32.4 
lane LOS A A B D 
Approach Delay (s) 0.4 0.1 13.8 32.4 
Approaell LOS B D 

I ntersactlon Sum11111j) 
Average Oetay 4.1 
fnte••secli(m Capacity UtiliZation 54.0% ICU l.eYal of Sarilca 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Coburg Transportation System Pran Prere~rsd Land Use 
2035 PM30 OHV Scenario 96120 Condi5ons with New Collector 

4> 
5 5 25 

Stop 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 
6 6 29 

946 984 338 

946 984 338 
7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.5 4.0 3.3 
97 98 96 

229 246 709 

A 

~ 
80 5 15 

Stop 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.65 
94 6 18 

958 929 553 

958 929 553 
7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.5 4.0 3.3 
58 98 97 

222 265 537 

I 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1802: W. Van Du)!n St & N. Willamette Street 

"" 
_. ~ .(" 

._. 
' EST ·--saB ~~~l iilll3f wars 

4t 4> 
5 5 5 5 0 240 

Stop Stop 
0% 0% 

PeaK HOUI Factor 0.85 0.85 085 0.65 085 085 
Hourly now rare (\/ph) 6 6 6 6 0 282 
Pedestrians 
lane Wi~th {ft) 
Walking Speea (ft/s) 
Peltellt 81ookage . 
Right tum ftare (vel!) 
Moolan type 
Median storage ~h) 
Upstream sigl\al (ft) 
pX. platoon unblocke~ 
VC. conflicting volume 1432 1152 544 1158 1152 547 
vc 1, stage 1 oonf vot 
VC2. stage 2 confvol 
vcu, unblocl<oo vo1 1432 1152 544 1158 1152 547 
te, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 32 
te. 2 stage (s) 
If (S) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
pOqu-free% 89 97 99 96 100 48 
eM capacny (vehlll) 52 192 539 165 192 541 

Oilid1m ... ~ 

:1.8 288 571 
Volume Left 6 6 24 
Volume Right 6 282 6 
cSH 115 517 1030 
Volume ro Capacity 0.15 0.58 0.02 
Queue Length 95th (tt) 13 85 2 
Control Delay (s) 42.0 20.4 0.6 
Lane LOS E c A 
Approach Delay (s) 42.0 20.4 0.6 
Approach LOS E c 
ntarsadion Summary : 

Average 0&/ay 4.9 
lnlersectlon Capacity utnlza~on 63.6% ICU Level of Service 
Al\alysls Period (min) 15 

Coburg Transportation System Plan Alternate Land Use 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 97120 Conditions wilh New Collector 

'\ t 
' fJ!r ~T 

4> 
5 490 

Free 
0% 

0.90 0.90 
6 544 

None 

547 

547 
4. I 

2.2 
99 

1022 

~ 

Branch Engineering 
31612015 

~ " ' .' 
toili!R ____ SB£-ii'r-·-s~ 

5 

0.90 
6 

.8 

4> 
20 460 5 

Free 
0% 

065 0.85 0.65 
24 541 6 

None 

550 

550 
4.1 

2.2 
98 

1030 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street 

~ - "). • - "' 
Lane ConGgut11tlons 4 
Volume (vph) 0 5 5 75 5 135 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane UUI. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt · 0.93 1.00 0.85 
Fh Protected 1.00 096 1.00 
Said. Flow (prot) 1600 1624 1444 
Fit Permitted 1.00 0.73 1.00 
SalrJ. Flow (l!!""l 1600 1244 . 1444 
Peak-/lour faclor, PHF 0.85 0.65 0.85 0.90 0.85 0.90 
Adj. Flow (Vph) · 0 6 6 83 6 150 
RTOR Reduc6cn (Vph) 0 5 0 0 0 126 
Lane Gloop Flow (vph) 0 7 0 0 811 24 
Hea:!l Vellides (%} 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 3% 
Tum 'JYpe Pellll Perm Perm 
Protec:led Phases 4 8 
Permitted Phases 4 a 8 
Actua1ed Green. G (s) 10.7 10.7 10.7 
Effootive Green, g (s) 10.7 10.7 10.7 
Actuated g/C Ra6o 0.16 0.16 0.16 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle ExiiHlslon (s} 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 252 196 228 
vis Ra~o Prot 0.00 
vis Ratio Perm cO.D7 0.02 
v/c Ratio 0.03 0.45 0.10 
U'niform Oetlt;'. d 1 242 25.9 24.5 
f'logm$ion F aclor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
lncremenlal Delay, d2 0.0 1.7 0.2 
Oetay (s) 24.2 27.6 24.7 
Level ot Service c c c 
Approach Delay (s) 24.2 25.8 
ApproaCh LOS c c 
lnteraectliilLSWI!l!lilry 
HCM AveMg& Control~ 9.1 HCM Level of Sel\lk:e 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 67.9 Sum of 1061 time (s) 
lntersecllon Capacity Utilization 79.5% ICU level of Service 
Analysis Perfod (min) 15 
c C~Uoal Lane Group 

Coburv T ransportalion System Plan Alternale Land Use 
2035 PM30 OHV Scenario 97120 Conditions with New Collector 

~ t 

5 525 
1750 1750 

4.0 
1.00 
0.97 
1.00 

1658 
1.00 
1655 

0.85 0.90 
6 583 
0 10 
0 716 

2% 2% 
Perm 

2 
2 

49.2 
49.2 
0.72 
4.0 
3.0 

1199 

cOA3 
0.60 
4.6 

1.00 
2.2 
6.8 

A 
6.8 
A 

Branch Engineering 

~ 

125 
1750 

0.90 
139 

0 
0 

6% 

A 

8.0 
0 

31S/2015 

~ • ~ 
To 

155 335 5 
1750 1750 1750 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 100 
0.95 100 

1639 1712 
0.39 1.00 
629 1712 
0.90 0.90 0.85 
172 372 6 

0 1 0 
172 377 0 
8% 2:% 2% 

Penn 
6 

6 
49.2 49.2 
49.2 49.2 
0.72 0.72 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
466 1241 

0.22 
0.27 
0.38 0.30 
as 3.3 

1.00 1.00 
2.4 0.6 
5.9 3.9 
A A 

4.6 
A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1806: Pearl & Industrial 

~ - • • - "' 
Volume (vph) 55 225 10 160 325 110 
Ideal Row (vphpl) 1750 1750 f750 1750 1750 1750 
Total Lost ~me (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 
Lane Utll. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.96 
Fit Protedad 0.95 1.00 0.95 100 
Salll. Flow (prot) 1247 2475 1032 2605 
Fft~ltted 0.48 1.00 0.45 1.00 
Setd. Flow !~etml 625 2475 489 26mi 
Peak-hour !actor, PHF 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.90 0.90 0.90 
Adj. Flow (vph) 65 Z65 12 178 361 122 
RTOR Rsduclion (vph) 0 2 0 0 23 0 
lane Group Flow (vph) 65 275 0 178 460 0 
Heavy Vehi!::les (%) 20% 20% 23% ~ 8% 18% 
Turn Type pm+pt pm+pt 
ProlectBd Phasss 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Aeruated Green, G (s) 250 16.9 34.4 22.3 
Eflllcti\18 Green, g (s) 25.0 16.9 34.4 22.3 
AA::tuated g/C Ratio 0.36 024 0.49 0.32 
Clear.m~ Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension !sJ 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (~ph) 294 595 344 826 
VI$ Ratio Prot 0.03 0.11 o0.10 C().18 
VI$ RaUo Penn 0.05 0.15 
vic Rallo 0.22 0.46 0.52 0.56 
Unfi:Mm Delay, d1 15.4 22.8 11.3 19.9 
l'roglession fader 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
111a8111811lal Delay, d2 0.4 0.6 1.3 0.8 
Delay (a) 15.8 2'3.4 12.6 20.7 
Level or Service 8 c B c 
Approach Delay (s) 21 .9 18.5 
Approach LOS c B 

lhtlmsecJ1Pniauom'a~ 
HCM AV8fl!ge Cootrol Delay 22.6 HCM Le\181 of Sen.ie& 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.49 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.3 Sum of lost Hme (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilizatioo 63.9% tCU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
Desa1ption: Pea~ Street and lndusVial Way 
c Criti<Jal Lane Group 

Coburg Transportation System Plan Alternate Land U&e 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 97120 Colldltlons with New Collector 

~ t 

5 . 15 
1750 1750 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.86 
0.95 1.00 
1385 1223 
0.95 1.00 
1385 1223 
0.85 0.85 

6 18 
0 235 

. 6 · 65 
8% 21% 

Split 
8 8 

11.6 11.6 
11.6 11.6 
0.17 0.17 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
229 202 
0.00 o0.05 

0.03 0.32 
24.6 25.9 
1.00 1.00 
0.0 0.9 

24.7 26.8 
c c 

26.7 
c 

Branch Engineering 

,. 
240 

1750 

0.85 
282 

0 
0 

10% 

c 
12.0 

B 

3M015 

~ ~ ~ 

T+ 
240 25 85 

1750 1750 1750 
4.0 4.0 

0.97 100 
1.00 083 
0.95 1.00 
2764 1318 
0.95 1.00 
2764 . 1318 
0.90 0.90 0.90 
267 28 94 

0 78 0 
267 44 0 
5'1. 8% 5% 

Split 
4 4 

12.3 12.3 
12.3 12.3 
0.17 0.17 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
484 231 

o0.10 0.03 

0.55 0.19 
26.5 24.8 
1.00 1.00 
1.4 0.4 

27.8 25.2 
c c 

27.0 
c 

] 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1826: Cobu~ Road & N. Cobu!lj Road 

..J' -. • .. ... ' ~ 
~IO'Wnie'~t ffi ::l!1f !E!$ '&Bli ~wr.· ]fJB 
Lane ConfiguJation.s ~ 4> 
Volume (whlh) 10 280 5 5 435 295 5 
Sign Cootrol Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.90 0.90 090 0.85 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 12 329 6 6 433 323 6 
Pedestrtans 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (fils) 
Peroent Blockage . 
Right tum flare (veil) 
Median type None None 
Median stornge veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
\IC, confticting volume 811 335 1035 
vC1, stage 1 coof vul 
\IC2, stage 2 coni vol 
vCu;unblocked vof 811 335 1035 
tc, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 
tc, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 
pO queue free % 99 100 97 
eM capacity (veh/h) 824 1235 197 

in!dkln~~ane II EB~~ g a ill~ 1 ·S6)~ 

Volume Total ;.:"'~;·::···~Mt·~·· 347 817 41 235 
VOlume l.eft 12 6 6 212 
Volume Rfght 6 328 29 18 
cSH 824 1235 403 202 
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.00 0 10 1.17 
Queue length 95th (ft) 1 0 8 293 
Control Delay (s) 05 0.1 14.9 163.6 
Lane LOS A A B f 
Approach Delay (s) 0.5 0.1 14.9 163.6 
Approach LOS B F 

Intersection Sumili8i\! 
Average Delay 27.3 
lntersecoon Capacity UlilizatiOil 72.1% ICU Level of Ser.ice 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Coburg Transportation System Plan Alternate Land Use 
2035 Pl\130 DHV Soenarlo 97120 Conditions with New Collector 

t 
Nar 
.;. 

5 
Stop 

Oo/o 
0.85 

6 

1178 

1178 
6.5 

4.0 
97 

189 

Branch Engineering 

~ 
!® 

25 

0.85 
29 

332 

332 
6.2 

3.3 
96 

714 

c 

31612015 

'. ~ ..; 
BilL §U ue 

4> 
180 5 15 

Stop 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 
212 6 18 

1047 1017 647 

1047 1017 647 
7.1 6.5 62 

3.5 4.0 3.3 
0 97 96 

192 .235 474 

• 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1802: N. Willamette & W. Van Dul:n St 

..)- -+ • .f +- ' Mavemem EB1 EBr' EBR WJru: W.ii{,.-WiJR 
Lane Configurauons tft tft 
Vofume (vehlh) 5 5 5 5 0 25 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 085 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 6 6 6 0 29 
Peoestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking $peed (ftls) 
Pe~ent Blockage . 
Right tuM flare (veh) 
Median type 
Meaian storage veh) 
Upstream signet (ft) 
pX, platoon unbtockeo 
'IC, oonflicting volume 986 960 415 966 960 519 
'IC1, stage 1 coni vol 
vC2, ~ge 2 oonf vot 
vcu, unblocke~ vol 986 960 415 966 960 519 
tC, slngte (s) 7.1 65 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
tc. 2 slSge (s) 
1f ($) 3.5 4.0 3.3 35 4.0 33 
pO queue free % 97 98 99 97 100 95 
eM capadty (vehlh) 213 254 638 228 254 560 

iinctton, Lane i , 
.. 

$:1 W5' illtt1 SWA 
Voluri,~)9taJ iff'"· ·alit~" 18 35 528 424 
Volume left 6 6 6 6 
Volume Right 6 29 6 6 
cSH 294 451 1141 1054 
Volume to C8pacity 0.06 0.08 0.00 om 
Queue length 95th (ft) 5 6 0 0 
Control Delay (s) 18.0 13.7 0.1 0.2 
lan&LOS c B A A 
~ad\ Delay(s) 18.0 13.7 0.1 0.2 
Approadl LOS c 8 

lm'erldcliSil'slimllWY. 
Average Delay 0.9 
Intersection capaaty Utilization 40.0% tCU level of Selvtoe 
Analysts Period (min) 15 

Coburg T ~ansportation System Plan Altemate Land Use 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 98120 ConditiollS with New Collecl01 

~ t 
lliB.L Nlil 

4> 
5 465 

Free 
. 0% 

0.90 0.90 
6 517 

None 

418 

416 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1141 

Branch Engineering 

I" 
Nril 

5 

0.90 
6 

A 

31612015 

..... + ~ 
Stl'_ '!ii(!P !ij~ 

4> 
5 350 5 

Free 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 
6 412 6 

None 

522 

522 
4.1 

2.2 
99 

1054 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street 

.,}- - .._. 
~ - ' MDVI!ITienl E8~E83" ~<er~ll' ~BI ~fl! 

Lafl8 Configurations ~ 4 , 
Volume (vph) 0 5 5 90 5 00 
Ideal Flow (~I) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Total lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane UUI. Faelor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
frt 0.93 1.00 0.85 
Fit Proteeled 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1600 1623 1444 
Fit PeiTI!Itted 1.00 0.73 1.00 
Said. flow (~rmJ 1600 1240 1444 
Peak-tlour factor, PHF 0.65 0.85 0.85 0.90 0.85 0.90 
Adj. flow (vpll) 0 6 6 100 6 89 
RTOR Reduction (vpll) 0 5 0 0 0 75 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 7 0 0 106 14 
Hea~ Vehicles {%l 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 3% 
Tum Type Perm Perm Perm 
Proteeled Pllases 4 8 
PeiTI!iHed Phases 4 a 8 
Actuated Greet!, G (s) 11.0 11.0 11.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 11.0 11 0 11.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.16 0.16 0.16 
Clearance Tme (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehide Extensioo jsJ 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp C3p (vpll) 249 193 225 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 
v/s Ratio Perm c0.09 0.01 
v/c Ratio 0.03 0.55 0.06 
Uniform Delay, d1 25.3 27.6 25.4 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
lnaernental Delay, d2 0.0 3.2 0.1 
Delay (s) 25.4 30.7 25.6 
level o1 Service c c c 
Approecll Delay (s) 254 28.4 
J\pproecllLOS c c 
ll!lersection Sliiriiriiiiil 
HCMAveiageCantrol Qelay ... , .. .,; 8.8 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57 
Aeluated Cyde Length (s) 70.7 Sum of lost fime (s) 
lntersectioo Capacity Utilizatioo 76.6% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (n1in) 15 
c Critical lane Group 

Coburg Transportation System Plan Alternate Land Use 
2035 PM30 OHV Sceflalio 98120 Conditions With New Collector 

.... t 
' i!i~ '&iff!' 

~ 
5 505 

1750 1750 
4.0 

1.00 
0.97 
1.00 

1659 
1.00 
1655 

0.85 0.90 
6 581 
0 9 
0 691 

2% 2% 
Penn 

2 
2 

M7 
617 
0.73 
4.0 
3.0 

1210 

c0.42 
057 
4.4 

1.00 
2.0 
6.3 
A 

6.3 
A 

Branch Engineering 

~ 
i'«!ti1 

120 
1750 

0.90 
133 

0 
0 

6% 

A 

8.0 
D 

31612015 

\. ' .' 
~ 5.~, ~bJil 
'I T+ 

90 330 5 
1750 1750 1750 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 100 
1.00 1.00 
0.95 1.00 
1539 1712 
040 1.00 
647 1712 
0.90 0.90 0.85 
100 367 6 

0 1 0 
100 372 0 
8% 2% 2% 

Perm 
6 

6 
51.7 51.7 
51.7 51.7 
0.73 0.73 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 

473 1252 
0.22 

015 
0.21 0.30 
3.0 3.3 

1.00 1.00 
1.0 0.6 
4.0 3.9 

A A 
3.9 
A 

] 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1806: Pearl & Industrial 

./- - .._. 
" - ' ~Yit!leiit[ ~a.t ~jJI ~~~~ ~ ~g 

Lane Confil}UraUoos ' +to ., +~ 
Volume (vph} 50 . 190 10 160 190 236 
ldool Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Total lost tme (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane U~l. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Frl 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.92 
FH Protecled 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1247 2472 1032 2417 
Fl1 Pe1111fttsd 0.48 1.00 0.44 1.00 
Said. Flow (2!!1111! 632 2472 473 2417 
Peak-tiour faCio!', PHF 0.85 0.85 0.65 0.90 0.90 0.90 
Adj. FJ<Y.v (vph) 59 224 12 178 211 261 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 166 0 
Lane GrouP. Flow (vph) 59 233 0 178 306 0 
Hea~ Vehicles (%l 20% 20% 23% 45% 8% 18% 
Turn Type pm+pt pm+pt 
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 23.6 15.6 36.3 243 
Effective Green, g (s) 23.6 15.6 36.3 243 
Aduated g/C Ratio 026 0.17 0.41 0.27 
Clearanoe Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vellicle Extension jsJ 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
lane Gtp Cap (vph) 221 430 296 656 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 0.09 c0.11 0.13 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 c0.13 
vic Ralio 027 0.54 0.60 0.47 
Unifo1111 Delay, d1 25,5 33.7 19.4 272 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 
lnaemental Delay, d2 07 1.4 3.4 0.5 
Delay (s) 26.2 35.1 22.8 27.8 
Level of Service c D c c 
Approach Delay (s) 33.3 26.4 
Approach LOS c c 
~llii!i Sllimna!ii: 
HCM Average Control Delay 324 HCM Level of Servioe 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66 
Actuated Cycle lengtll (s) 89.6 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilize6on 68.5% ICU level of Service 
Analysis Period (nlin) 15 
Description: Pea~ Street 81l<!lndustnal Way 
c Critical lane Group 

Coburg Transportation System Plan Alternate Land Use 
2085 PM30 DHV Scenario 98120 Coodftlons With New Collector 

" t 
Nil£ •NiP' 

"' 
~ 

5 70 
1750 1750 

4.0 4.0 
100 1.00 
1.00 0.88 
0.95 1.00 
1385 1238 
0.95 1.00 
1385 1238 
0.85 0.85 

6 82 
0 85 
6 279 

8% 21% 
Split 

a 8 

26.7 26.7 
26.7 26.7 
0.30 0.30 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 

413 369 
0.00 c0.23 

001 0.76 
222 28.5 
1.00 1.00 
0.0 8.6 

22.2 37.1 
c D 

36.8 
D 

Branch Engineering 

~ 
1iiil 

240 
1750 

0.85 
282 

0 
0 

10% 

c 
12.0 

c 

31612015 

... ~ .; 
El'iiJ: still~ ~t.ll!i 
..,.., ft 
265 45 60 

1750 1750 1750 
40 4.0 

0.97 1.00 
1.00 0.91 
0.95 1.00 
2764 1355 
0.95 1.00 
27&t 1355 
0.90 0.90 0.90 
294 50 67 

0 39 0 
294 78 0 
5% 6% 5% 

SpiH 
4 4 

14.6 14.6 
14.6 14.6 
0.16 0.16 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
450 221 

c0.11 006 

0.65 0.35 
35.1 33.3 
1.00 1.00 
3A 1.0 

38.5 34.3 
D c 

37.3 
D 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1826: Coburg Road & N. Coburg Road 

Volume (vehlh) 5 5 
Sign Control Free 
Grade 0% 
Peal< Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.90 0.90 
Hourly !low rate (vph) 6 6 6 344 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Peroent Blockage 
Right tun1 ftare (veh) 
Median type None Nooe 
Median storage veil) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX. platooo unblocked 
\'C, conflicting VQiume 544 241 
\'C 1 , stage 1 oonf vo1 
vC2, stage 2 coofvol 
vCu, unblocked vol 544 241 
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 
tC, 2 stege (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 
pO queue free % 99 100 
eM capacity (Vetl/1!) 1035 1337 

Direction, lane# ifi;,,, W8 1 ilJB-1 ;Sit~.· 
Volume ,T.oial ~ :'·: .:. ,,.;:.-247 550 41 171 
Volume Leh 6 6 6 159 
Volume Right 6 200 29 6 
cSH 1035 1337 567 324 
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.00 0.07 0.53 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 6 73 
Control Delay (s) 0.3 0.1 11.8 27.9 
lane LOS A A B 0 
Approacll Delay (s) 0.3 0.1 11.6 27.9 
Approach LOS 8 D 

l~n S~mms!\l 
Average Delay 5.3 

160 

0.90 
200 

Intersection Cspscity U!Jizatton 54.4% ICU Level of Servioe 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Cobutg Transportation System Plan Alternate Land Use 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 98120 Conditions with New Colle<:tor 

5 s 
Stop 

0% 
0.85 0.85 

6 6 

714 806 

714 806 
7.1 6.5 

3.5 40 
98 98 

339 315 

Branch Engineering 
316/2015 

25 

0.85 
29 

238 

238 
6.2 

3.3 
96 

806 

A 

135 5 
StOf) 
0% 

0.65 0.85 0.85 
159 6 6 

738 708 444 

738 708 444 
7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.5 4.0 3.3 
50 98 99 

317 358 618 
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ATTACHMENT F 
VEHICLE QUEUING CALCULATIONS 

(SfMTRAFFIC OUTPUT FILES) 



Queuing and Blocking Report 
Existing 2015 PM30 DHV 

Intersection: 1802: W. VanDuyn St & N. Willamette Street, Interval #1 

~a..wnn . Eg WB fiB SB 
Directions SeM1d LR LR LTR LTR 
Maximum Oue111 (ft) 37 ZJ 23 6 
Avemge Queue (ft) 14 11 6 1 
95th Queue (n) 42 32 38 9 
Link Dlstanoe (ft) 462 500 759 1274 
Upstream Blk nne(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Swrage Bay !list (ft) 
Stonsge Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 

Intersection: 1802: W. VanDuyn St & N. Willamette Street. Interval #2 

~ent EB 'MI N8 S!J 
Direcllons Served LR LR LTR LTR 
Muimum OLII!Ue {ft) 34 27 13 59 
Average Queue (ft) 3 6 1 4 
95111 Queue (ft) 20 24 8 27 
Link Distance (ft) 462 500 759 1ZJ4 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Oist (ft) 
Srorage Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 

Intersection: 1802: W. Van Duyn St & N. Willamette Street, All Intervals 

-..ll 1tl 
Dhcllons Semd lR 
Maxinun Queue (It) 38 
Average Queue (It) 6 
95111 Queue (ft) 27 
Link OiSianoe (II) 462 
Upslreem Blk Time(%) 
Oueulfl!l Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Olsl (ft) 
Storage Blk lime ("A.) 
Queuing Penalty (veh} 

Coburg Tlansportalion Syslem Plan 
Branch Engineering 

'!di. NB l!ll 
lR LTR LTR 
ZJ 29 59 
7 2 3 

26 19 24 
500 759 1274 

31!i12015 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
Exisline 2015 PM30 DHV 

Intersection: 1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street, Interval #1 

ovement EB WB WB NB SB __...... 
Oirettion$ Sef\led LTR LT R LTR l TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 15 132 62 100 122 94 
Average Queue (ft) 2 61 38 97 62 50 
95th Queue (ft) 14 144 31 171 133 66 
Link Distance (It) 229 232 232 1565 571 
Upstream Blk Tilne (%) 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 105 
Storage Blk Time(%) 3 0 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 6 0 

Intersection: 1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street, Interval #2 

M&iifJtml "B WB WJlL ~B SJ3 l!!t 
Directions S81Ved lTR LT R LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 26 121 63 155 136 107 
Average Queue (It) 5 47 22 79 54 43 
95th Queue (ft) 22 95 50 148 107 84 
Unk Distance (ft) 229 232 232 1565 571 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penahy (veil) 
Stomge Bay Dis! (ft.) 105 
Storage Blk Time(%) 1 0 
Queling Penalty (veh) 2 0 

Intersection: 1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street, All Intervals 

~Gl!e!)l~nt 
Directioos Served LTR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 26 
Average Queue (ft) 4 
95th Queue (ft) 20 
Unk Distance (ft) 229 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 
Sto!age 8ay Dist (It) 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Quelllng Penalty (veh) 

Coburg Transportation System Plan 
Branch Engineering 

W8 
LT 

138 
56 

112 
232 

ws f:iaj ml •· R lTR L 1R 
86 182 146 112 
26 83 56 45 
60 154 114 85 

232 1565 571 

105 
2 0 
3 0 

3/5/2015 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
Existina 2015 PM30 DHV 

Intersection: 1806: Pearl & Industrial, Interval #1 

~errt! fob ~ ~I!: we l'l'fll w: 
Direclions Served l T TR l T 
Maximum Qlleue (ft) 43 127 172 174 130 
Average Qlleue (ft) 9 72 91 103 72 
95111 Queue (It) 36 128 174 174 148 
Link Distance (ft) 685 685 731 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 225 125 
Storage Blk Time(%) 3 1 
Quel~ng Penalty (veh) 3 2 

Intersection: 1806: Pearl & Industrial, Interval #2 

MDYi!mE!Ill E# ~ 'l"j$, ~ .. 
Directions Served L T TR L T 
Maximum Queue (ft) 60 162 149 163 102 
Average Queue (11) 9 51 63 79 46 
95th OIJ&U$ (11) 39 117 126 143 88 
Link Distance (It) 665 665 731 
Upstre<am Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
S!Oilige Bay Dis! (It) 225 125 
St01age Blk lime(%) 2 0 
OIJeuing Penalty (veil) 2 0 

Intersection: 1806: Pearl & Industrial, All Intervals 

M!Miment r _l:jij 

Dlrec!lons Served L 
Maximum Queue (It) 64 
Average Queue (It) 9 
95th Queue (It) 38 
Unk Distance (ft) 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 
Storage Bay Dis! (ft) 225 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Queui~ Penalty (veh) 

C®urg TrensJ)O(latlon System Plan 
6Mnch Engineering 

u.Ja: 'wet w:a 
T TR L T 

166 175 182 130 
56 70 85 52 

122 141 153 108 
665 665 731 

125 
2 0 
2 0 

TR 
73 
36 
77 

731 

"W 
TR 
77 
17 
57 

731 

u = 
TR 
84 
22 
64 

731 

,, N8 "311 
l TR L 

69 155 143 
37 83 83 
76 154 140 

813 

200 350 
0 
0 

N!ll f.4g ~ 
L TR L 

86 126 91 
30 53 40 
71 99 80 

813 

200 350 

,NS til -=-· L TR L 
86 159 143 
32 60 50 
72 117 104 

813 

200 350 
0 
0 

31512015 

$11- fS! il 
l TR 

140 143 
95 78 

146 157 
1762 

350 

s~ SB' ::I 
L TR 

98 109 
54 42 
91 83 

1762 

350 

ss S&: 
L TR 

140 143 
64 51 

114 109 
1762 

350 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
Existing 2015 PM30 DHV 

Intersection: 1826: Coburg Road & N. Coburg Road, Interval #1 

MO>:em!llll EB WB B s 
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR lTR 
Maximum Que~~e (ft) 5 50 35 81 
Average Queue 1ft) 1 10 26 55 
95111 Ouelle (ft) 7 45 46 84 
Link Distance IHl 795 1274 770 570 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Queling Penalty (veil) 

Intersection: 1826: Coburg Road & N. Coburg Road, Interval #2 

Movement 
Direclions SsiVad 
Maximum Queue (ft) 
Average Queue (ft) 
95th Queue (ft) 
Link Distance (ft) 
Upstream Bl< Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
StCHage Bay Oist (ft) 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Per~afty (veh) 

LTR 
74 
39 
84 

570 

Intersection: 1826: Coburg Road & N. Coburg Road, All Intervals 

Direcfions Served l TR l TR L TR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 33 82 42 87 
Average Queue (ft) 2 7 25 43 
95111 Queue (ft) 16 39 46 71 
Link OistaJlce (ft) 795 127 4 770 !570 
Upstream Blk lime(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 
Storage Bay Di$t (ft) 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
QueUing Penalty (veh) 

Zone Summary 
Zone Wide Queuing PMalty,lnt81Val #1: 11 
Zone wide Queuing Penahy, tntervalll2: 4 
Zona Wide Queuing PenaHy, Alllnte~Wis: 6 

Coburg Transportation System Plan 
Brancll Engineering 

315/2015 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 95120 Conditions with New Collector 

Intersection: 1802: W. VanDuyn St & N. Willamette Street, Interval #1 

Directions SeiVed LR LR L TR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 42 35 119 31 
Average Queue (ft) 25 8 51 5 
95111 Queue (It) 52 33 124 25 
Link Distance (ft) 462 500 759 1274 
Upstream Blk lime(%) 
Queuing PeRalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Dlst (ft) 
Stotage Blk Time(%) 
Queuing PenaHy (veil) 

Intersection: 1802: W. VanDuyn St & N. Willamette Street, Interval #2 

Directions 
Maximum Queue (ft) 
Average Queue (ftJ 
95th Queue (ft) 
Link Dlstanoo (ft) 
Upstream Blk Time(%} 
Queuing Pe~~alty (veh) 
Stolage Bay Dlst (ft) 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Queuing PenaHy (Veil) 

LR LR LTR LTR 
43 37 144 54 
22 9 41 6 
48 31 109 33 

462 500 759 1274 

Intersection: 1802: W. VanDuyn St & N. Willamette Street, All Intervals 

MOOISIIlMI \!AI ~ 
Directions Served LR LR LTR 
Maximum Oue<~e (ft) 52 47 175 
Averllge Queue (ftJ 23 9 43 
95th Queue (ft) 49 31 113 
Link Dlstanoe (ft) 462 500 759 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 
Queuing Peoalty (veh) 
Stornge Bay Oist (ft) 
Stornge Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 

Coburg Tran$l)Ortation System Plan Preferred Land Use 
Branch Engineering 

LTR 
58 
6 

32 
1274 

3/612015 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 95120 Conditions with New Collector 

Intersection: 1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street, Interval #1 

Mlilve!Jieffill 'llB WB WB SIB ~t 
" 

;sa 
Directions Served LTR LT R LTR L 1R 
MaJdmum Queue (ft) 24 112 69 272 84 134 
Average Queue (ft) 8 55 33 156 49 65 
95th Queue (It) 28 117 68 276 99 132 
link Distance (II) 349 238 238 1496 570 
Upstream Blk Tune(%) 
01J8Uing Penalty (veh) 
St01age Bay Dlst (fl) 105 
Storage Blk Time(%) 1 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 4 

DireaiOils LTR LT R LlR L 1R 
Maximum Queue (It) 31 115 69 310 141 161 
Average Queue (ft) 6 47 26 123 50 66 
95tli Queue (ft) 25 96 58 255 105 136 
Link Distance (ft) 349 238 238 1496 570 
Upstream Bill Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 
Storag& Bay Dlst (It) 105 
StoMge Blk Time(%) 1 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 

Intersection: 1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamelte Street, All Intervals 

ovemen ~ lj'-Wif 
Oilections Served LlR LT R 
Maximum Queue (ftl 31 124 74 
Averllge Queue (IQ 7 49 28 
95th 01/eue (ft) 25 102 61 
Link OJstanca (II) 349 238 238 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Stcrage Bay Oist (ft) 
Stcrage Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penahy (veil) 

Coburg Transportation System Plan Preferted Land Use 
6ranch Engineering 

fM 'liB Sit 
LlR L TR 
349 148 176 
131 49 66 
263 104 135 

1496 570 

105 
1 
3 

3161"2015 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 95120 Conditions with New Collector 

Intersection: 1806: Pearl & Industrial, Interval #1 

MqVIIIIeln =-111 EB ~& W6 W6 
Directions Served L T TR l T 
Maximum Queue (ft) 111 115 116, 204 226 
Average Queue (ft) 45 62 72 129 105 
95th Qleue (ft) 113 123 124 214 218 
link DlsiBllce (ft) 685 685 731 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Oist (ft) 225 125 
Storage Blk Time(%) 6 2 
Queuirc~ Penalty (veh) 7 4 

Intersection: 1806: Pear1 & Industrial, Interval #2 

r.lcM!meAI ElJ §II Er:'Wit @ 
DlreGtlons Served l T m l T 
Maldmum Queue (ft) 115 129 118 205 198 
Average Queue (ft) 37 60 54 92 73 
95th Ouell8 (ft) 95 117 103 179 152 
Link Dlslancs (ft) 685 685 731 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 225 125 
Storage Blk Time(%) • 1 
Queulf(l Penalty (veh) 4 1 

Intersection: 1806: Pearl & Industrial, All Intervals 

Dtl!dlons l T 
Maxmum au- (IQ 131 145 
Average Queue (H) 39 61 
95th QueiJII (ft) 100 118 
Link Dia1ance (ft) 685 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Dist (h) 2<'5 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Queuif(l Penalty (>reh) 

Coburg T tans porta lion System Plan Preferred Land Use 
BraJICh Englneeling 

L T 
210 267 
101 81 
191 172 

731 

125 
5 1 
5 2 

NS 
TR L 

168 .w 
85 5 

172 24 
731 

200 

WB Nl 
m l 

165 60 
65 7 

127 33 
731 

200 

L 
187 60 
70 6 

140 31 
731 

200 

NB 513 
TR l 

256 137 
167 81 
274 135 
813 

350 
5 
1 

N8 sa 
m L 

278 158 
132 76 
240 135 
813 

350 
2 
0 

L 
158 
77 

135 

350 
3 
0 
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S8 - !!fl" 
L TR 

148 93 
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350 

S8 S8 
L TR 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 95120 Conditions with New Collector 

Intersection: 1826: Coburg Road & N. Coburg Road. Interval #1 

MCJ~~Bment ElB W.B ~B SB 
Oitectloos Served LTR LTR LTR LTR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 21 18 35 64 
Avel<l(Je Queue (ft) 4 3 26 38 
951h 0110lU8 (ft) 22 23 48 72 
Link Distance (ft) 795 1274 770 570 
Upstream Bl< Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 
Storage Bay Olst (ft) 
St01age Blk nme (%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 

Intersection: 1826: Coburg Road & N. Coburg Road, Interval #2 

ovement 
Directions Served 
Maximum Queue (ft) 
Average Queue (rt) 
95th O!Jeue (ft) 
Link Distance (fl) 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 
St01age Bay Oist {ft) 
S!Mlge Blk nme (%) 
Oue!ing Peoolty (vah) 

Directions 
Maximum Queue (R) 
Average Queue (rt) 
95th Queue (ft) 
LinK Distance (ft) 
Upstroom Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 
S!Mlge Bay Olst (ft) 
Storngs Blk Time(%) 
Quet.lng Penalty (veh) 

Zone Summary 

1!3. WB .Bi SB 
LTR LTR LTR LTR 

11 10 50 88 
1 0 25 38 
7 G 52 67 

795 1274 770 570 

LTR LTR LTR LTR 
22 28 50 95 
1 1 25 38 

12 12 51 68 
795 1274 770 570 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #1: 16 
Zone wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #2: 9 
Zone wide Queuing Penally, All Intervals: 11 

Cobu~ Transportation System Plan Preferred land Use 
Brancn Engineering 

3!612015 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 96120 Conditions with New Collector 

Intersection: 1802: W. VanDuyn St & N. Willamette Street, Interval #1 

MMmiHl 
Directions Served 
Maximum Queue (ft) 
Averege Queue (ftl 
95U> Queue (It) 
Unk Distance (ft( 
Upstre<~m Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Say Dist (ft) 
Storage Blk lime(%) 
Queuing Peilalty (veil) 

Oirectioos Served 
Maximum Queue (ft) 
Average Queue (ft) 
95th Queue (ft) 
Link DislallGe (ft) 
Upstre<~m Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Say Dist (ft) 
Storage Blk lime(%) 
Queuing Penally (veil) 

!:5 ::wa N8 @ 
LTR LlR llR LlR 

87 92 107 37 
52 54 54 24 
39 94 110 102 

462 500 759 1274 

LTR LTR LTR LTR 
100 92 144 82 
42 45 50 9 
75 77 112 46 

462 500 759 1274 

Intersection: 1802: W. VanDuyn Sl & N. Willamelte Street, All Intervals 

Oirectioos Served L TR L TR l TR l TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 109 97 145 108 
Average Queue (ft) 45 47 51 13 
95th Queue (ft) 79 62 t 11 64 
link Distance (ft) 462 500 759 1274 
Upstre;~m Bll< Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storsge Say Dist (ft) 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
QueUing PeBalty (veil) 

Coburg Transportation System Plan Preferred Land Use 
Branch Engineering 

3/612015 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 96120 Conditions with New Collector 

Intersection: 1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street, Interval #1 

avement 
' 

~ ~w~ w~ N! ~~ sa 
Directioos Served LTR LT R LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 2S 95 98 323 179 340 
Average Queue (ft) 6 59 51 165 t22 187 
95th Queue (ft) 25 99 93 300 208 393 
Link Distance (ft) 349 238 238 1496 570 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 3 
Queuing Penally (veh) 14 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 105 
Storage Blk Time(%) 25 2 
Queuing Penalty (vall) 94 3 

Intersection: 1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street. Interval #2 

Dlrecllons Served LTR LT R LTR l TR 
Mal001um Queue (II) 26 118 89 275 204 343 
Ave~age Queue (ft) 5 46 36 129 37 73 
95th Queue (ft) 21 93 70 246 170 200 
Link Distance (It) 349 23S 238 1496 570 
Up6!r&am BA<; Time(%) 0 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 0 
Storage Bay Oist (ft) 105 
Storage Blk Time(%) 9 
Queuing Pemlty (vah) 30 

Intersection: 1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street, AU Intervals 

MWern'fri! e)! \W ''WiJ 
OlrectlollS Served LTR LT R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 30 119 111 
Average Queue (ft) 5 49 40 
95th Queu& (ft) 22 96 Tf 
Link Distance (ft) 349 238 238 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 
St01age Bay Oisl (ft) 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penally (veh) 

Coburg Transportation System Plan Prefsrred Land Use 
6ranch Englnee!lng 

Nil SB S!l 
LTR L TR 
349 204 423 
137 95 33 
262 133 264 

1496 570 
1 
4 

105 
18 1 
46 2 

Jffl/2015 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 96120 Conditions with New Collector 

Intersection: 1806: Pearl & Industrial, Interval #1 

~ltfiJ :ES ~ I>S: W.ll WB WB 
Diredloos Served L T TR L T 
Maximum au- (ft) 91 124 115 212 266 
Average CM!ue (ft) 50 77 74 131 143 
95tb Queue (It) 95 128 123 213 270 
Link Distance (ft) 685 685 731 
Upstream BJK 1lme (%) 
Queuing Penalty (vah) 
Storaq& Bay Dlst (ft) 225 125 
Storage Blk Time(%) 9 9 
Queuing Penalty (V&h) 15 16 

Intersection: 1806: Pearl & Industrial, Interval #2 

filOveiilallll ga ~ ''Mf ~~ 
Direclions Served L T TR L T 
M8l<imum Queue (ft) 120 127 133 210 257 
Average Queue (ft) 44 62 64 112 104 
95lh Queue (ft) 100 116 120 201 208 
Link Distanoe (ft) 685 685 731 
Upstream BIK lime(%) 
Queuing Peoolty (veh) 
Storage Bay DIS! (ft) 225 125 
Storage Blk Time(%) 6 4 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 9 6 

Intersection: 1806: Pearl & Industrial, AU Intervals 

lllb.I'MJJ!jjt EB EB cB 
Directions Served l T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 120 133 136 
Average Queue (n) 45 66 66 
95th Queue (It) 99 120 121 
Link Distanoe (ft) 685 G85 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Dlst (ft) 225 
Storage Blk lime(%) 
QuelJing Penalty (veh) 

Coburg Transporta1ion System Plan Preferred land Use 
6ranell Engineering 

WB WB 
l T 

220 284 
117 114 
205 223 

731 

125 
8 5 

10 8 

lR 
170 
86 

178 
731 

~~ 
TR 
156 
59 

122 
731 

TR 
181 
66 

139 
731 

:liS: 
L 

128 
53 

110 

200 

a 
L 

127 
50 

104 

200 

l 
140 
51 

106 

200 

~e: 
TR 
238 
114 
244 
813 

~ 
TR 

212 
83 

161 
B13 

0 
0 

1 
0 

316/2015 

Si S(l u • L 
114 
70 

119 

350 

~ 
L 

128 
66 

113 

350 

l 
133 
67 

115 

350 

L TR 
122 95 
78 50 

128 93 
1762 

350 

:]1 !I I 
L TR 

129 146 
68 50 

112 101 
1762 

350 

l TR 
130 148 
71 50 

115 99 
1762 

350 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 OHV Scenario 96120 Conditions with New Collector 

Intersection: 1826: Coburg Road & N. Coburg Road, Interval #1 

li)J)Veme1JIC::: BB WB NBI sB 
Oirectloos Served LTR LTR LTR l1R 
Maximum Ooeue (ft} 37 28 43 107 
Average OU81Je (ft) & 6 26 62 
95th Queue (ft) 3S 45 52 111 
Unk Ols!ane& (ft) 795 1274 770 570 
Upstream Blk Tlme (%) 
aueul~ Penalty (veh) 
St001ge Bay Dlst (ft) 
Stolage Blkllme (%) 
Queulng f>(!Ralty (veh) 

Intersection: 1826: Coburg Road & N. Coburg Road, Interval #2 

Movement 
Directior>s Served 
Maximum Queue (ft) 
Average Queue (ft) 
95th Queue (ft) 
LinK Distance (ft) 
Upstream Bl< Time ('Yo) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
storage Bay DIS! (ft) 
Storage Blk llme (%) 
Queuing Penalty (Yell) 

Direction$ Served 
Ma>.imum Queue (ft) 
Average Queue (ft) 
95111 Queue (fl) 
Link Distance (ft) 
Upstream Blk llme (%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Olst (ft) 
Storage Blk Time{%) 
Queuing Pe11ahy (vall) 

Zone Summary 

EB WB 
LTR LTR 

42 41 
4 2 

24 23 
795 1274 

LTR LTR 
62 52 
5 3 

28 29 
795 1274 

Zooe wide Queuing Penalty, lnlefVal #1: 143 
Zooe wide Queuing Penalty, lnte.vallt2: 46 
Zone 1>oide Queuing Penalty, Alllntefll!lls: 70 

NB s 
LTR LTR 

49 86 
23 42 
so 72. 

770 570 

LTR LTR 
52 113 
24 47 
so 85 

770 570 

Coburg Tran$portation System Plan Preferred L.snd Use 
Branch Engineering 

3/S/2015 

Slm T raffle Report 
Page4 



Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 DHV Soenario 97120 Conditions with New Collector 

Intersection: 1802: W. Van Duyn St & N. Willamette Street, Interval #1 

..,oveml!lll tli @ !a> &F y 
Dlractloos Served LTR LR lTR LTR 
Maximum OU$ue (ft) 34 214 22 76 
Average Queue (ft) 18 112 6 23 
95th Ouau& (It) 42 277 34 91 
Unk Distance (ft) 462 500 759 1274 
Upstr6am BIK Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storag& Bay Olst (ft) 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Ouaulng Penattv (veh) 

Directioos Served LTR LR LTR LTR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 44 148 12 94 
Average Queue (ft) 15 60 1 16 
95th Queue (ft) 44 111 7 66 
link Distance (ft) 462 500 759 1274 
UJ)Siream BIK Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Oist (ft) 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penatty (veh) 

Intersection: 1802: W. Van Duyn St & N. Willamette Street, All Intervals 

Movemem, 66' WI! M~ 1M 
Directioos Served L TR lR l TR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 44 225 28 112 
Average Queue (ft) 16 73 2 18 
95th Queue (It) 44 172 t 7 73 
Link Distance (ft) 462 500 759 1274 
UJ)Siream Blk Time (%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay orst (ft} 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 

Coburg Transportation System Plan Alternate Land Use 
Branch E"gineering 

31612015 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 97120 Conditions with New Collector 

Intersection: 1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street, Interval #1 

lll~n:im EB' WB WjJJ 1[!8 sa F. ;sal 
Directions Served LTR LT R LlR L lR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 21 86 103 372 176 187 
Average Queue (It) 5 54 54 189 111 76 
95th Queue (ft) 22 86 105 400 181 171 
Link Distana! (ft) 349 238 238 1496 570 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penahy (veh) 
Stornge Bay Dis! (ft) 105 
S!ornge Blk Time (%) 15 1 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 57 2 

Intersection: 1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street, Interval #2 
-·--..... _. .... 

, cvemen( _ .... -... -].~\~;· \.1£ :SC:~!t 
Directions Served LTR lT R LlR L TR 
Maximum Queue (It) 36 93 98 287 168 208 
Average Queue (II) 7 40 40 132 76 66 
95th Que~~e (ft) 26 &3 82 262 148 166 
Link Distance (II) 349 238 238 1496 570 
Upstream Bli< Time(%) 
Queuing Penahy (veh) 
Slorngs Bay Dis! (It) 105 
Slotage Blk Time (%) 5 1 
Queuing Penally (veil) 16 2 

Intersection: 1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street, All Intervals 

J;lovemenl ;: as.. ~lj;j ~a 
Directions Served LTR LT R 
Maximum Queue (It) 36 98 120 
Average Queue (II) 6 43 43 
95th Queue (ft) 25 85 89 
Link Distance (ft) 349 238 238 
Upstream B~ Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 
Storage Blk Time (%) 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 

Cobuf9 TranspO!tallon System Plan Ahemate Land Use 
Branch Engineering 

FiB' ~ sa' 
LTR L TR 
392 182 230 
146 85 68 
304 160 167 

1496 570 

105 
7 1 

26 2 

31612015 

R 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 97120 Conditions with New Collector 

Intersection: 1806: Pearl & Industrial, Interval #1 

Moveml!l11, es oc :§~ II'@ ® 
Dirsctloos Served l T TR l T 
Maximum Queue (It) 116 133 141 199 253 
Ave~e Queue (fl) 56 75 75 122 141 
95th Queue (It) 116 141 142 219 279 
Unk Dls1anoo (ft) 685 685 731 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Oueul~ P&nralty {veh) 
Storage Bay Dlst (It) 225 125 
Storag& Blk Time(%) 6 6 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 11 11 

Intersection: 1806: Pearl & Industrial, Interval #2 

Directioos SeNed l T TR l T 
Maximum Queue (fl) 115 220 131 215 249 
Averll(le Queue (ft) 40 64 55 96 99 
95th Queue (ft) 92 151 105 187 192 
Link Distance (ft) 685 685 731 
Upsb'eam Blk lime(%) 
Queui~ Penalty (veh) 
Store,ge Bay Dist (fl) 225 125 
Storage Bfk lime{%) 4 3 
Queuing Penstty (vel!) 6 4 

Intersection: 1806: Pearl & Industrial, All Intervals 

MoVilnient ~ s~ ~ liS 
Direcnons Served L T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 137 220 148 
Average Queue (ft) 44 67 60 
95th Queue lfl) 99 149 116 
Link Distance (ft) 685 685 
Upstr&am Blk Time(%) 
QuSlling Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay 0181 (ft) 225 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (lleh} 

Coburg Transportation System Plan Alternate land Use 
Brancl1 Engineering 

WS: wr 
L T 

215 294 
102 109 
19& 219 

731 

125 
5 4 
8 6 

Wfl t!B 
1R l 
159 20 
83 4 

173 20 
731 

200 

TR L 
144 34 
52 4 

117 20 
731 

200 

liM!- N& 
TR l 

169 34 
60 4 

135 20 
731 

200 

1R 
202 
112 
189 
813 

1 
0 

TR 
186 
87 

155 
813 

0 
0 

1')8 

TR 
213 
93 

165 
813 

0 
0 

31612015 

s::*S:§ ~~ 
l 

128 
73 

126 

350 

L 
136 
68 

120 

350 

'W 
l 

148 
69 

122 

350 

l TR 
126 62 
78 42 

134 74 
1762 

350 

L TR 
126 128 
75 47 

118 94 
1762 

350 

5.t! sr-
l TR 

137 133 
75 46 

122 90 
1762 

350 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 97120 Conditions with New Collector 

Intersection: 1826: Coburg Road & N. Coburg Road, Interval #1 

MotemJmt" EB1 « ~IL s'B 
D~ions Served lTR LlR LTR lTR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 62 60 43 313 
Average Queue (ft) 19 9 30 206 
95th Queue (ft) 92 59 59 421 
Link Distance (ft) 795 1274 770 570 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Pe1111lty (veh) 
Storage Bay Oist (ft) 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 

Intersection: 1826: Coburg Road & N. Coburg Road, Interval #2 

MovemenH lill Mi. blS ~Iii> 
Directions Ser;ed LTR LTR LTR LTR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 50 42 60 237 
Average Queue (ft) 5 2 24 95 
95th Queue (II} 26 21 53 t86 
Link Distance (It) 795 1274 no 570 
Upstream Blk THne (%) 
Queuing Penafty (veh) 
Storage Say Dist (ft) 
Storage Blk lime(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 

Intersection: 1826: Coburg Road & N. Coburg Road. All Intervals 

. dAA\1 tiJ 'I'Ji 
Directions Served LlR lTR 
Maximum Queue (It) 90 71 
Avernge Queue (ft) 8 4 
95111 Queue (ft) 50 34 
Link Distance (ft) 795 1274 
Upslream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (vel\) 
Storage Bay Ois1 (ft) 
Storage Blk lime(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 

Zone Summary 
Zone wide Ou61Jing Penalty, lnteMI #1: 82 
Zone wide Queuing P&ll!llty,lntarval #2: 29 
Zone wide Queuing PenaKy, All Intervals: 42 

!)!If 
LTR 

66 
25 
55 

no 

Coburg T ransportatioo System Plan Altemate Land Use 
Branch Engineering 

'll.J 
LTR 
329 
122 
276 
570 

31612015 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 96120 Conditions with New Collector 

Intersection: 1802: W. VanDuyn St & N. Willamette Street, Interval #1 

oveml!lli ' 
Directions Se1116d 
Maximum OIJeue (ft) 
Average Queue (ft) 
95th Queue (It) 
link Distance (ft) 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing P&nalty (veh) 
Storag& Bay Dlst (ft) 
Storage Blk Tim& (%) 
Queuing PenaHy (veh) 

LTR LlR LTR LTR 
&1 92 107 87 
52 54 54 24 
89 94 110 102 

462 500 759 1274 

Intersection: 1802: W. VanDuyn St & N. Willamette Street, Interval #2 

Miivemenl EB WB NJi sit' 
Directions SeNed LTR LlR LTR LTR 
Maximum Queve (ft) 100 92 144 82 
Average Queue (ft) 42 45 50 9 
95th OtJeue (ft) 75 17 112 46 
Link Distanoe (ftJ 462 500 759 1274 
Upstream BIK Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Dlst (ft) 
Storage Blk Tim&(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 

Intersection: 1802: W. Van Duyn St & N. Willamette Street, All Intervals 

Directions Se!Ved L TR L TR LTR L TR 
Maximum Queve (ft) 109 97 145 108 
Average Queue (ft) 45 47 51 13 
95th OtJeue (II) 79 82 111 64 
LinK Dlstanoe (ft) 462 500 759 127 4 
Upstream BIK Time (%) 
Queuing Penally (vah) 
Stolage Bay Dlst (ft) 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 

C<>burg Transportation System Plan Preferred Lsnd Use 
Brancll Engineering 

• 

31612015 

11 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 96120 Conditions with New Collector 

Intersection: 1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street, Interval #1 

1Ulowm8111 It ~~ \Y! wa R ~S&! ;mJ 
Oireetlons SeiVed LTR lT R LTR L TR 
Maximum Quooe (ft) 25 95 98 323 179 340 
Average Queue (fl) 6 59 51 165 122 137 
951h Queue (It) . 25 99 93 300 208 398 
Link Distanoe (fl) 349 238 238 1496 570 
Upstream Blk lime(%) 3 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 14 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 105 
Storage Blk Time(%) 25 2 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 94 3 

Intersection: 1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street, Interval #2 

1111111 !!~ !11.~ ~1!1 !ilS m S!!' 
Directions Se!Ved LTR LT R LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft} 26 113 89 275 204 343 
Average Queue (ft) 5 46 36 129 87 73 
95tn Queue (ft) 21 93 70 246 170 200 
Link Distanoe (ft) 349 238 238 1496 570 
Upstream Blk lime(%) 0 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 0 
Storege Bay Dist (1\) t05 
Storage Blk Time(%) g 
Queuing Per1alty (veh) 30 

Intersection: 1804: Pearl Street & N. Willamette Street, All Intervals 

Movement ~ aa. \4/B YIIB' 
Directions Se!Ved LTR LT R 
Maximum Queue (fl.) 30 119 111 
Average Queue (ft) 5 49 40 
95~1 Queue (ft) 22 96 77 
Link Distanoe (ft) 349 238 238 
Upstream BIK lime(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veil) 
S10fa9& Bay Olst (It) 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Queuing PenaKy (veh) 

Coll\Jrg Tmnsportation System Plan Preferred land Use 
Branch Engineering 

NJ SB SB 
LlR l -m 
349 204 423 
137 95 38 
262 133 264 

1496 570 
1 
4 

105 
13 1 
46 2 

31\l/2015 

-----1 
I 

•J 

::J 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 96120 Conditions with New Collector 

Intersection: 1806; Pearl & Industrial, Interval #1 

)llovernent ~ es ~a J7/fi1 [IV,[ 
Direclions Served l T TR L T 
Mal<imum Qtl8ue (ft) 91 124 115 212 266 
Avstage Queue (ft) 50 77 74 131 143 
951h Queue (fl) 95 128 123 213 270 
Link Distance (ft) 685 685 731 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (vah) 
Storage Bay Dlst (ft) 225 125 
Storage Blk Time(%) 9 9 
Queuing Penally (veh) 15 16 

Intersection: 1806: Pearl & Industrial, Interval #2 

Direction$ l L 
Maximum Queue (ft) 120 127 133 210 2FI 
Average Queue (II) 44 62 64 112 104 
95th Queue (ft) 100 116 120 201 203 
UnK Distance (ft) 685 685 731 
Upstream Bl< Time (%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 225 125 
Stolage Blk Time(%) 6 4 
Quelling Penalty (veh) 9 6 

Intersection: 1806: Pearl & Industrial, All Intervals 

Mc;v&mlllll' Erl ~ ~~ 
Directions SeN~ L T lR 
Maximum Queue (n) 120 133 136 
Avel'a!Je Queue (ft) 45 66 66 
95th Queue (ft} 99 120 121 
link Distance (ft) 685 685 
Ups!Jeam BIK Time(%) 
Queuing P1111atty (veh) 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 225 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (vall) 

Coburg Transportation System Pla11 Preferred Land Use 
Branch Engineering 

!r ~ 
L T 

220 284 
117 114 
205 223 

731 

125 
6 5 

10 8 

WI! ~li 
TR l 

170 128 
66 53 

178 110 
731 

L 
156 127 
59 50 

122 104 
731 

200 

WIJ jlj!J 
TR l 

181 140 
66 51 

139 106 
731 

~i! ~~ 
TR l 
238 114 
114 70 
244 119 
813 

350 

L 
212 126 
63 66 

161 113 
813 

350 
0 
0 

~ !IB 
TR l 

280 133 
90 67 

186 115 
813 

350 
1 
0 

31612015 

~~ ~ 
L lR 

122 95 
78 50 

123 93 
1762 

350 

129 146 
68 50 

112 101 
1762 

350 

~~ SiJi: II 
L lR 

130 148 
71 50 

115 99 
1762 

350 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 
2035 PM30 DHV Scenario 96120 Conditions with New Collector 

Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 37 28 43 107 
Average Queue (ft) 8 6 26 62 
95th Queue (ft) 39 45 52 111 
link Distance (It) 795 1274 770 570 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penaity (veh) 
Stotage Say Dlst (fl) 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 

Intersection: 1826: Coburg Road & N. Coburg Road, Interval #2 

Mo!!!l!llent 
Directions Se~Ved 
MaXImum Queue (ft) 
Average Queue (ft) 
95th Queue (ft) 
Link Dlstanoe (ft) 
Upstream Blk llme (%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Stornge Bay Dlst (ft) 
St001ge Blk Time(%) 
Quedng Penatty (veh) 

LTR 
42 
4 

24 
795 

LTR LTR 
49 86 
23 42 
50 72 

770 570 

Intersection: 1826: Coburg Road & N. Coburg Road, All Intervals 

'®Yemen 
Directions Served 
Maximum Queue (ft) 
Average Queue (fl) 
95th Qooue (It) 
Link Dislanoe (ft) 
Upstream Blk Time(%) 
Queui~ Penally (vall) 
Storage Bay Oist (ft) 
Storage Blk Time(%) 
Queuing Penatty (veh) 

Zone Summary 

LTR LTR LTR LTR 
62 52 52 113 
5 3 24 47 

26 29 50 85 
795 1274 770 570 

Zone ~'ide Queuing Penalty,lnteml #1: 143 
Zone wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #2: 46 
Zone wide Queuing Penalty, Alllntemls: 70 

Cobutg Transportation System Plan Preferred Land Use 
Branch Englnee~ng 

3/6/2015 
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ATTACHMENT G 
ODOT CRASH DATA 



COS150 03/1012015 OR£0011 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA110N • TRANSPORTATIOII DEIIaOPt.IENT DIVISION 
TRANSPORTATION OATA SECTIOII • CRASH ANALYSIS fiNO REPORTING UNIT 

CRASH SUMMARIES BY YEAR BY COLLISION TYPE 

Van Ouyn &1 from WlnomoiiO 1o 200 fHI Wl!s1 a/ CobutW Bottom loop Rei 
January 1. 2009 througll Oeoem'oor 31, 2013 

NON- PROPERTY 
FATAL FATAl DAMAGE TOTAL PEOI'I.E PEOPlE DAY WET INTER· 

COlliSION T'iP£ CRASHES CllASHES ONlY CRASHES KILLED INJURED TRUCKS SURF SURF DAY OARK SECTION 
YEAR: 2011 

F1XEO /OT11ER 08JECT 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 I 0 
2011 TOTAL 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 t 0 

FINAL TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

DisciBimer. A hlgMr number of.,...,., m!IY btt 1Wf'Oil3lt as ot 2011 co~md ta """' .,_.,.. This doH not reffoct an 111....- in annual cmoh<>o. Tho higher IIUIIJber3 r&>ult 
from e Ghon~ to an lntemlll ~ p,..., lhaiiiii<J"" fflo Croll AnalyJio IJIJd ~ U»!t to lldd previouofy Ufll~ 110/Hslsl <nsiii'III'Orl• 11> 1M tNifiU8l dota m.. 
Plee.e bo ,...,. oftttt. c1tiJnge WI!M ~ ,..2011 rxMh llto~rlicl. 

PAGE: 1 

INTER· 
SECTION OFF· 
RELATED ROAD 

0 1 
0 1 

0 1 



COS150 001101201$ 

FAT~ 

OREGON DEl"ARTMENT Of TftAN&I'ORTAT10N • TRANSPORTATION DEVElOPMENT DMSION 
TRANSI'OFITATION DATA SECTION - CRASH ANALYSIS AND REI'ORTING UNIT 

CRASH SUMMARIES !Y YEAR BY COLLISION TYI"E 

Wll amaB.o St200 ft SOuth of 1" .. ~ SilO 11un CUyn St 
Jenool'f 1, 2009 ''""ugn De....,._ 31, 2013 

NON- l'f\OF'ERTY 
FATAL ON.\AG~ TOTAL PEOPLE PEOPlE IJR'( WET 

PAGE: 1 

INTER· 
NTER· SECTION OFF-

COUJSION TYPE CRASHES CRASH!$ ONLY CRASHES KIUB) INJURED TRUCl<S SURF SURF DAY DARK SECTION RELATED ROAO 
YEAR: 2010 

TURNING Mova.IENTS 0 1 0 I 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
21110 TOTAL 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 

YEAR: 2009 
REAR-END 0 0 1 I 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 
SUSWIPE ·OVERTAKING 0 0 1 I 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 

2009 TOTAL 0 0 z 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 

FINAL TOT~ 0 1 2 3 0 1 0 2 1 2 1 1 

Dii-ar: A hlr/IJOf'IIUII!berofcruhas~~· repMe<J tto ef 2011 ~ lopliorYf'M"'. Tlllo doeonvlre- on /nl:rHoolnalmUOI CffJShO"- Tll<thlgmrnum/JfH818SU1t 
n- a c/7-lo attlnteme/ dep<Jf!mMIBI pt!XH$1hoi-.11H> O.sh AM/yllo IH1d Reporlinfj Unit II> - ,_;.,u~~y ~. non.-t cresh lfii"JM to tile •nnw / dBil! fh. 
Pleau be........, etltli• chang!o wll"" COI!Ijl81ing ~II ~oil ,Ill_ 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 



COS150 0311M016 OREGON DEI'ARTMEti'T OF TRAHSI'DRTATION - TRANSPORTATION OEVELOf'MENT DIVlSION PAGE: 1 
TRANSPORTATION DATA SECllON - CftASI1 AtW. YSIS AND IIEF'OIUING UNIT 

CRASH SUMMARIES BY YEAII 8Y COLLISION TYPE 

l"eo~ SCree! from Wllaono11e SII'GGI to Robar1l! Road (elOCUd~ endl• g "'*-lone) 
January 1, 20091hrollgh DecorTtlor3t, 2013 

NO~ PKDPEJ't'TY IIIITER· 
FATAL FATAL DAMAGE TOTAL PEOPLE PEOPLE DRY WET INTEl!· SECTION OFF-

COLLI81Q!:j I'!PE CRA§!:JE$ CRASHES ONLY CRASHeS KILLED INJU~ TRUCKS SURF SURF DAY DARK SECTION RELATED ROAD 
YEAR: 2013 

TURNING ~NT'S 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 
2013 TOTAL 0 I 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 

YEAR: 2012 
ANGLE 0 1 0 ' 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 I 0 0 
TURNING MOVEMENT'S 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 

2012 TOTAL 0 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 2 0 2 0 0 

YEAR: 2010 
TURNING MOVEMENT'S 0 1 0 1 0 4 0 1 0 0 I I 0 0 

2010 TOTAL 0 1 0 I 0 4 0 1 0 0 1 I 0 0 

FINAL TOTAL 0 3 1 ' 0 7 1 3 1 3 1 4 0 0 

-. A h/gllernumb«ofcrao/IHIMy be '"1JOfli8da'"" 2011ootrlf'IJNdloprloryo.,., Tlr/s dee6not twlleel"" lr>on>&ae inttMUafCI'Is/tN, 11NI higt>erlll1ml>et3 !Waul! 
IIPm a~ to an inl.omal dej)Bitn-al proceos that &HG,.. tM Crn/1 Analyoi• and Reporl/llg /ftllf ro odd previouoly unovell-. rron-frJf&l <nih- to tile snnuiJI d8ts life. 
FltteH be • ....,. otrltiB c~~enge-. - rlnfJ pre-2011 mMit -.nc.. 



COS191l 0311012015 

FATAL 

~ON DE~ENT OF TRANSPORTATION· TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 
TRANSPOFITATION DATA SECTION • CRASH ANAlYSIS AND REf'OIUING LINIT 

CRASH SUMMARIES BY YE:IIR BY COUJSION 'M"~ 

Coburg Bottom Loop Road & Coburg ROll~ 
Jenuary 1. 2009 through o.cember 31 , 2013 

NON· P~R:TY 
FATAL DAMAGE TOTAl PEOf'lE PE<lf'I.E DRY WET 

PA~ I 

INTER· 
INTER- SECTION ()ff. 

COLUS!Ql!! TYPE QI\ASHES CRASHES ONLY CRASHES KILLED INJURI:O TRUCKS SURF SURF OA.Y DARK SECTION FIELATEO ROAD 

YEAR: 2012 
FIXED I O'THER O!IJ~ 0 , 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 I 0 , 
TURNINO MOVEMENTS 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 I 0 1 

2012 TOTAL 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 2 

FINAL TOTAL 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 2 

Dltdeilri<N: A hi§her I!INilW d croll/IN may blo ,_r.d •• of 2011 rompered ra prior )'Ssrw. TIIIJ doe8 not RJ!loct"" btcrwoN bt atmrm/.....,... 71!0 ~ nr.<lft!l""' IQod/ 
hom a cllon110 ,., an ltrliemal depltlf-pror;ess 11101 ollo...,lh• er.m ~ ond Flopo.ting Unit "' -.Jd prevlotmly lm!l'lllhbl8, ~'""""' reporls to rite /W1U8I datrr 1118. 
I'N>eao 6o """"' oftiH!s chango """'n COfl'1p8rir>g - 2011 OI'Uh •ra~otiGB. 

0 1 
0 0 
0 1 

0 1 



COS150 0311012015 OOEGON OEflt.RTMENT OF TRANSPORTA110N -TRANSPORTATION OEIIELOI't.4eNT DIVISION 
TRANSPORTA110N DATA SECT10H - CRASH ANALYSIS AND REPORTING UMT 

CRASH SUMMAIIIES BY YEAR BY ea..usKlN TYPI! 
Wlla0l011e Stroal & \/an Duyn Shol 

JaoiJBry 1, 200; II'II'OIIQII Do<;eml>er 31 , 2013 

PAGE: 1 

NON· PRQI>ERTY INTER.. 
FATAL FATAL DAMAGE TOTAL PEOPLE PEO!>LE DRY WET INTER· SECTION OFF· 

COWSION TYfE Cl'tASHES CAASHES ONLY CRASHES KILLED INJURED TRUCKS SUI'!f SURF DAY DARK SECTION RElATED BOA!) 
YEAR: 

TOTAL 

FINAL TOTAL 

DlaclaAnr. A higher I!UI7IlW of cr.Wles IIIII!' ~. ~.,. ol 20N ""''""' ed to prior J'N'S. Thlo clooo nol1811oc:t an -.. In"""""' ..-eo. n.. hfl1l>er nume.,.IWUII 
from~ ~ 10 ., inremal dopertmen!al ~ ltHJI -· 11M C..rh AM/YIIIo tllld ~ 1Jnl! "'add~ UfNMJila!W, nan.f-1 Clfash "'~ !r> Ilia ""'"'"'dotlll me. 
P/o..., ,. -. of rnra oh~ wflon oomparf/!g p,.._2011 aa&h .,_ 



COSI50 03/1M015 

FA TilL 

OREGON Del'NUMEHT OF TRANSPORTATION · TRANSPORTATION OEVELDPMEHT DMSION 
TRAH5J'OftTATION DATA SECTION • CRIISII ANALYSIS AND REI'ORTIN3 UNIT 

CRASH SUMMARIES 8Y YEAR I!Y COLLISION TYPE 

WlllamotiO Streel & -~ s-
Jonwsry I, 2009ltllou;h December 31, 2013 

NO,.. ~OI"ER'TY 
FATAL OAMAUt TOTAL PEOPLE PEOPLE DRY WET 

PAGE: I 

INTER· 
INTER· SECTION OFF· 

COLLI$1Qtl lYE!E C!WitJ!iiS CRASHES Qt!L Y CRASHES ~!1..1&0 INJURED rnu~tss SURF SURF DAY DARK SECTION RELATED ROAD 
YEAR: 2010 

I'IXED I O'THER 08JECT 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 0 1 I 0 I 
TURNING MOVEMENTS 0 I 0 I 0 1 0 I 0 I 0 1 

2010 TOTAL 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 1 1 2 D 2 

FINAL TOTAL 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 I 1 2 0 2 

~: A ~er """"'"'of Ct'Nhes mey b& r_,tJid N or 2011 -red to prior year& 111/a does not-on - in IMI!U8l cr.oo/teo. Th!t lrigt>er ~ roou/t 
from o c1MH!fe ID .., intei'NI ~onNI PI'JG<Jn ltHit -•IN Cnlh AMiyli• and Reponl/!(1 Unl1 re add ~revlolnly UMVe#ab!e, non-f8tol crash ~ k> the M!nllal deQI/IIIJ. 
1'/oaM be ew""' or lhi• chM>ge - comparing pr.-2011 ornh e1e1-., 

0 1 
0 0 
D 1 

0 



CDS150 00/0QI2015 OREOON DEAAFUMEN'T OF TAANSPORTATION - TRANSF'OR'TATION DENELOP'MENT DIVISION 
TRANSI'OI(J'ATION DATA SECTION - CRASH ANALYSIS AND REPORTING UNIT 

CFIAill1 SUMMARIES I!Y YEAR iiY COLliSION TYPE 

COburg •-•• way & Pearl Slnot 
Jerwory 1, 2009 lht>ugh De-31 , 201 ~ 

PAGE: 1 

NON- PROP'EFITY trm:R· 
FATAl. FAT.O.l DAMAGE TOTAL PEOPlE PEOPLE DRY WET INTER· SECTION OFF-

COI..l!S!ONTYPE CRASHES CAASHES ONlY Cf!ASHES Kill fP INJURED mUCKS SURF SURF DAY DARK SECTION RELATED ROAD 
YEAR: 2013 

TURNING MOVEMENTS 0 1 0 I 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 
2013 TOTAL 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 

YEAI't: 2012 
REAR-END 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 

2012 TOTAl 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 

YEAR: 2010 
TURNING MOVEMENTS 0 1 Q 1 Q 4 0 1 0 0 1 1 

2010 TOTAL 0 I 0 1 0 4 0 I 0 0 I 1 

FINAL TOTAL 0 2 1 3 0 6 0 3 0 2 1 3 

Oi.a.lm<lt: A hlgner • ..,.., of-. m•w,. "'fJJMd • • ol 2011 compoll>d lD prier yoo11. Till• -1101 tef/ect"" kl<>NH rn emual Cf8shU. The hJsher ~ ~Null 
from e r;Mngw lD at1 itMmo/ ~~~~ """' ... lflet .SOW. till CrNil Aroo/}>lil and~ 11M to - provlollllfY 16lol'»>-. _,.,.tal aao/1 ~ to lite - <llltlfila. 

,.,.,.. ,. - ot""" olroN!ge - COtllpt>filjj -2011 cnooll -

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 



Attachment 3 

MECHAM Milo R. 

To: MECHAM Mflo R 
Subjsct: FW: Coburg UGB Expansion Analysis WORD DOCUMENT 
Attachments: Coburg UGB Expansion analysis with t!Oits.doc: coburg ugb map. pdf 

From: Howard, Gordon lm~Jrto:gorcson.hQW~r~ 
Sent: WedneSday, May 21, 20149:12 AM 
To: CALUSTER Jacob (LCOG) 
CC: MOORE ED (LCOG list); HOGUE Thomas (OR) 
Subject:: RE: Coburg UGB Expansion Analysis WORD ooaJMENT 

Hello Jacob, I have attached my revisions to the UGB tocational analysis. The main changes I have made are 11 revising 
the Go ell 14 foetor analysis to reflect the 4 locatlonal goals In the current Goal14 rather than the seven s11ch goals In the 
prt--2005 Goal14; and 2.) Additional justification of the preferred alternatives based upon the methods set forth in the 
"McMinnville" Court of Appeals decision In 2.011. 

Some comments: 

The residentlallocatlonal analysis presents an Interesting ntest case" of how to apply the "McMinnyille" lot.ational 
analysis. Coburg's preferred alternative is emiroently defendable from a practical city-building perspective, but more 
difficult to justify when put Into thP. rnor~ rigid framework of the state urban growth boundary laws. I believe that what I 
have presented here makes the best possible case for justifying Coburg's decision- but I think additional •on-the
ground" evldenr.P. in the form of findings W<)Uid be desirable to back up the more broad asse1tions I have included in the 
edits. 

The employmerotlot.ational.analysis is more straight-forward- the choice fits in well with the required locational 
analysis. However, there remains one paradox- the cost of extending services across the freeway Is a primary reason 
why additional east of freeway study areas weren't included for residential land need, but the employment land need 
discounts thl~ issue and selects this parcel. 

Additionally, r would note, as we discussed last Wednesday, that the EOA's determination of any kind of industrial land 
need ln Coburg, which is not based upon past trends but instead upon future economic "asplrational" projections, may 
be subject to legal attack as has occurred in other cities In oregon. 

Finally, 1 would note that the amount of land to be added-over 100 acres -Is far in excess of the amount of land need 
identified (maximum 40 acres). I understand the concern about •cutting off' part of this agricultural property from 
unified ownership to the north, so I would suggest an altemati\le inclusion, as shown on the attached map. The revised 
area, while long and rectangular, would be divided Into two parcels that are less so, and the remaining property woold 
stilt be connected with the ownership to the north. Without S\lch action, 1 think the employment land proposal would 
easily succumb to a lesal challenge. And any thought of designating this properly as "highway commercial" would be 
opposed by the department and most likely other parties, and would also easily succumb to a legal challenge. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Gordon Howard I Urban Planning Specrallst 
CommWlity Servkes Dil'ision 
Oregon Dept. of land Conserv-dtfon and Development 
635 capitol Street NE, Suite 150 I Salem, OR 97301-2540 
Direct: 503-934-0034 [ Main: {503) 373-ooSO ext 259 
gordon.howard@s@te.or.us 1 www.oreqon,goy!LCP 
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	Jurisdiction: City of Coburg
	Local contact (name and title):  Petra Schuetz, City Administrator
	PLEASE COMPLETE ALL OF THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS THAT APPLY
	For a change to comprehensive plan text:
	For a change to a comprehensive plan map:
	The subject property is entirely within an urban growth boundary
	For a change to the text of an ordinance or code:
	For a change to a zoning map:
	List affected state or federal agencies, local governments and special districts:  Lane County



