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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The Union County Transportation System Plan (TSP) identifies existing transportation facilities and
provides guidelines for future planned and constructed transportation facilities until the year 2018. This
TSP updates the transportation element of the Union County Land Use Plan and replaces the 1979
Union County Transportation Plan. It is intended to satisfy the requirements of the Oregon
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) and implement Statewide Planning Goal 12: Transportation, which
is Oregon’s transportation planning law. The TPR requires local jurisdictions to coordinate land use and
transportation planning, and to consider all modes of travel.

It is important to recognize the relationship between land use and transportation because vehicle trip
generation is a direct result of land use. Intense land uses produce large amounts of traffic. If the
transportation system around these land uses cannot accommodate the traffic, then congestion, delays,
and pollution can degrade quality of life and harm business opportunities. Planning for future
development in conjunction with planning the future transportation system results in the most efficient
possible transportation system. Identifying transportation needs for the next 20 years also provides the
opportunity to plan the most equitable and economically beneficial transportation system for Union
County. The TSP takes into account surrounding land uses as it identifies potential transportation
projects.

PLANNING AREA

The TSP planning area includes all areas inside Union County but outside established Urban Growth
Boundaries (UGB). Located along the Interstate 84 corridor in the northeast corner of Oregon, Union
County is approximately 250 miles east of Portland, Oregon and 160 miles northwest of Boise, ldaho.
The county area is 2,038 square miles and contains an estimated population of 24,500 people. The
Grande Ronde Valley floor supports extensive agricultural activities. Principal industries include
agriculture, timber, and public employment. The natural beauty of Union County provides a stunning
backdrop for many outdoor activities, including skiing, hunting, fishing, and hiking. National Forest
land comprises the majority of the 49% publicly owned lands in Union County.

A large foldout map showing the Union County planning area is located in Figures 1-1A and 1-1B. The
maps show state highways, county roads, and key United States Forest Service (USFS) roads.

The major transportation corridors are primarily comprised of state facilities. Six highways (including
Interstate 84) link 7 of the 8 county incorporated jurisdictions. Interstate 84 is part of the federal
interstate system, providing Union County with a significant link to the surrounding region and other
parts of the country. Though five of the six facilities originate in Union County, none of them terminate
within the county’s boundaries. At the local level, these transportation corridors are principal arterials,
and support a large volume of freight and passengers.

In addition to state facilities, a web of county roads connects the state system and outlying jurisdictions.
The county road system serves many purposes but the primary function is individual property access.
County roads also provide connectivity between urban street grids, agricultural activities, recreational
areas, and national forests.

USFS roads are important roads in Union County because they provide access to the surrounding
Umatilla and Wallowa-Whitman National Forests.
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PLANNING PROCESS

The Union County Transportation System Plan is part of a larger project funded by the Transportation
and Growth Management Program to also develop individual TSPs for the incorporated jurisdictions of
Imbler and Elgin. The Imbler and Elgin City Councils served as the Technical Advisory Committees
(TACs). In Union County, the County Transportation Advisory Committee served as the Technical
Advisory Committee. Important components of the process include:

Involving the Union County community (Chapter 1)

Developing goals and objectives (Chapter 2)

Reviewing existing plans, policies, and transportation conditions (Chapters 3 & 4)
Developing travel volume forecasts (Chapter 5)

Developing and evaluating potential transportation system improvements (Chapter 6)
Developing the modal plans (Chapter 7)

Identifying funding options (Chapter 8)

Developing implementing policy and ordinance amendments (Chapter 9)

Community Involvement

Community involvement is an important aspect of any planning process. Part of the transportation
planning process includes providing opportunity for the public to participate in the development of the
Union County Transportation System Plan. The opportunity for the public to become involved depends
on distribution of notice to affected citizens. Letters mailed to stakeholders, local officials, and
interested citizens are the most direct method of notification, and proved most useful to Union County.
Posters, flyers, and public service announcements in local newspapers also serve to notify citizens of
upcoming opportunities for public participation. At each public meeting, comment cards were available
to those who wished to write down their comments and recommendations. A public involvement record
is included in Appendix A.

Goals and Objectives
The goals and objectives of the Union County TSP were developed using input from the TAC. These
goals and objectives were used to make decisions about potential improvement projects. They are
described in Chapter 2.

Review and Inventory of Existing Plans, Policies, and Public Facilities

In order to understand the present conditions of the current transportation system, and to identify system
deficiencies, an analysis of existing plans and policies took place, as well as an inventory of the current
system and facilities. The purpose of this inventory and analysis is to assess Union County’s growth and
development based on existing policies and ordinances, and to catalog the current transportation system
and facilities.

The inventory of existing conditions is included in Appendix B and is explained in detail in Chapter 3,
while Chapter 4 describes how the system functions.

Future Transportation System Demands

The Transportation Planning Rule requires a 20-year forecast be incorporated into each TSP. Future
traffic volumes for the existing, plus committed, transportation system were projected using ODOT’s
Level 1 - Trending Analysis methodology. The travel forecasts are discussed in detail in Chapter 5.
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Potential Transportation System Improvements

Once future traffic volumes were developed, then an evaluation of several potential improvement
projects took place. These potential projects were also weighed against the goals and objectives
identified in Chapter 2. The evaluation of potential improvements was based on many factors, including
the estimated cost of each project, land use impacts, safety, and equity to all transportation users. The
potential improvement projects were identified with the help of the TAC, community members, and
Union County staff. After an assessment of the potential improvement projects was complete,
recommended transportation system improvements were selected. These recommended system
improvements are detailed in Chapter 6.

Transportation System Plan

The Transportation System Plan addresses all modes of travel for Union County. This section of the
TSP provides a framework for implementation by including street design standards, access management
standards, and a capital improvement program. The roadway system plan was developed from the traffic
forecasting analysis and evaluation of potential transportation improvement projects. The Union County
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is a separate document adopted by the Union County Commissioners on
October 2, 1996. The public transportation, rail, air, pipeline, and waterborne transportation plans were
developed based on discussions with the owners and operators of the facilities and services. Chapter 7
details each of the modal plans and discusses street standards and access management techniques.

Funding Options

Union County will have to work with ODOT and each of the other eight county incorporated
jurisdictions to pay for new transportation projects over the next 20 years. A survey of potential
financing and funding opportunities is described in Chapter 8.

Recommended Policies and Ordinances

Recommended policy and ordinance amendments for the Union County Land Use Plan and the Union
County Zoning, Partition, and Subdivision Ordinance are included in Chapter 9. These policy and
ordinance changes are necessary in order to implement the TSP and meet the requirements of the TPR.

RELATED DOCUMENTS

The Union County TSP addresses regional and local transportation needs in the rural portions of the
county. There are several other documents related to specific local and regional transportation needs,
which are listed below.

City Transportation System Plans
Three city TSPs were developed and adopted during the summer of 1998 for communities in the
southern portion of Union County. These are:

e City of Cove Transportation System Plan
e City of Union Transportation System Plan
o City of North Powder Transportation System Plan

Additionally, La Grande and Island City are in the process of preparing a joint TSP to address
transportation needs within both cities. This TSP is slated for adoption during fall 1999.

In conjunction with the Union County TSP, two more city TSPs were developed. These are:

e City of Elgin Transportation System Plan
e City of Imbler Transportation System Plan
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All small city TSPs address local needs within each community’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).
Each plan describes street development standards, access management standards, a Street System Plan
showing the layout of future streets, modal plans, and policy and ordinance changes necessary for the
implementation of each TSP. There are instances where projects that are identified in the individual city
TSPs also need to be addressed in the County’s TSP. These projects include:

e A multi-use path along the abandoned Idaho Northern Pacific railroad right-of-way between Elgin
and Joseph. (Elgin TSP)
e Improvements to, and possible reconstruction of, Godley Lane. (Union TSP)

Corridor Strategies

Oregon Highway 82 is a highway of statewide significance and constitutes a major transportation
corridor in Union County. A final Oregon Highway 82 Corridor Plan was completed in May, 1998 and
details several corridor strategy objectives in order to protect the function of the state highway system.

Other Plans
The Union County TSP will coordinate with the Oregon Highway 82 corridor strategies as well as the
following plans:

Oregon Transportation Plan (1992)

Oregon Highway Plan (1991)

Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (1996)

Oregon Aviation System Plan (1974 — currently being updated)
La Grande/Union County Airport Master Plan Update (1998)
Oregon Rail Freight Plan (1994)

Oregon Public Transportation Plan (1997)
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CHAPTER 2: GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The following goals and objectives provide a framework against which to compare each element of the
TSP; specifically, the potential transportation system improvement projects. These goals and objectives
were developed with input from the Technical Advisory Committee.

OVERALL TRANSPORTATION GOAL

Develop a transportation system that enhances the livability of Union County and accommodates
growth and development through careful planning and management of existing and future transportation
facilities.

GOAL 1:
Improve and enhance safety and traffic circulation on the county road system.

Obijectives:

A) Develop an efficient road network for the county.

B) Improve and maintain existing roadways.

C) Ensure planning coordination between the county and the state.

D) Identify truck routes to reduce truck traffic in urban areas where needed.

E) Ensure that roads created in land division and development be designed to tie into existing and
anticipated road circulation patterns.

F) Review and revise, if necessary, street cross section standards for local, collector, and arterial streets
to enhance safety and mobility.

G) Evaluate the need for traffic control devices.

H) Analyze the safety of traveling speeds and consider proposals to modify posted speeds.

I) Identify local problem spots and recommended solutions.

GOAL 2:
Preserve the function, capacity, level of service, and safety of the state highway system.

Obijectives:

A) Develop access management standards.

B) Develop alternative, parallel routes.

C) Promote alternative modes of transportation.

D) Promote demand management (rideshare, park & ride).

E) Promote transportation system management (signal synchronization, median barriers, etc.)

F) Develop procedures to minimize impacts to and protect transportation facilities, corridors, or sites
during the development review process.

G) Promote railroad freight service.

GOAL 3:
Identify the 20-year roadway system needs to accommodate developing or undeveloped areas without
undermining the rural nature of Union County.

Obijectives:

A) Adopt policies and standards that address street connectivity, spacing, and access management.

B) Integrate new arterial and collector routes into improved grid systems with an emphasis on
removing the pressure from traditionally heavy traffic collectors.

C) Examine improved access into and out of the county for goods and services.

D) Explore improved access on and off arterials to encourage growth.
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E) Determine whether there are opportunities to promote railroad freight service to reduce truck-related
traffic.

GOAL 4:
Increase the use of alternative modes of transportation (walking, bicycling, rideshare/carpooling, and
transit) through improved access, safety, and service.

Objectives:

A) Identify where shoulder bikeways are appropriate on rural collector and arterial roads.

B) Promote alternative modes and rideshare/carpool programs through community awareness and
education.

C) Promote future expanded transit service by recommending funding to local transit efforts and
seeking consistent state support.

D) Promote air freight and air passenger service to and from the La Grande/Union County Airport.
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CHAPTER 3: TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM INVENTORY

Part of the planning process includes an inventory of Union County’s existing transportation system.
The inventory records the roadway system and roadway classifications, pedestrian and bicycle facilities,
public transportation, rail service, and whether air service, pipeline systems, and waterborne
transportation are present.

ROADWAY SYSTEM

The most obvious element of the transportation system is the roadway system. Historically, reliance on
the automobile and rapid urbanization have led to the majority of transportation dollars being spent on
building and maintaining roads. Recently, consideration of other modes, in addition to vehicular travel,
has emerged as an alternative focus for transportation dollars.

This TSP inventories and discusses all modes of travel, but in rural Union County, the automobile
remains the prevalent mode. As a result, over the 20-year planning period, the roadway system will
remain the emphasis of the transportation system; therefore, maintaining a safe, equitable transportation
system is the primary focus of this TSP.

The existing roadway system in Union County was inventoried through several different methods and
includes facilities under different jurisdictions. All state highways and county arterials, collectors, and
local roads included in the planning area were cataloged. Components of the inventory include:

Road name, classification, and jurisdiction

Road length, pavement width and total right-of-way width
Road surface and surface condition

Number of travel lanes

Presence of parking, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities
Posted speed limits

The complete inventory of Union County’s roadway system is included in Appendix B.

Roadway Classification

Roads inventoried for the TSP include those under federal, state, and county jurisdiction. Each
jurisdiction has a separate process for identifying road classifications based on the road function. The
TSP recognizes state and federal road classifications as being separate from the county classification
system. Union County roadways are classified into three categories, which are rural arterials, rural
collectors, and rural local roads.

State Highways

In Union County, state highways serve as principal arterials and form the basis of the primary road
network. This network facilitates the movement of large volumes of people and freight within and
throughout Union County and the outlying area. State highways also link outlying jurisdictions and
provide connections with the greater region and surrounding states. Though the purpose of an arterial is
to expeditiously move cars and trucks from one destination to the next, state highways also serve to
access property. This is evident in Union County where the state highways accommodate local,
regional, and statewide transportation needs.

In Union County, there are six state highways: Interstate 84, Oregon Highway 82, Oregon Highway
237, Oregon Highway 203, Oregon Highway 204, and Oregon Highway 244. These principal
transportation routes carry most of the county’s traffic, and as a result, these routes link most of the

9
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commercial and industrial development. This TSP, however, is primarily concerned with the sections of
state highways that lie in the rural portions of Union County because incorporated jurisdictions” TSPs
address the urban sections of state highways.

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has a highway classification system to prioritize
improvement needs and define operational objectives. The 1991 Oregon Highway Plan identifies four
levels of importance, which are: interstate, statewide, regional, and district. A primary and secondary
function is designated for each level of importance, as well as management objectives to guide highway
operation. Union County has one highway of interstate significance, Interstate 84; one highway of
statewide significance, Oregon Highway 82; one highway of regional significance, Oregon Highway
204; and the remaining three highways are of district significance, Oregon Highways 244, 203, and 237.

Interstate 84

Interstate 84 (1-84) traverses about 44 miles of Union County in a southeasterly direction. It enters
Union County from Umatilla County near Kamela and exits into Baker County near North Powder.
Interstate 84 is part of the federal interstate system and has two eastbound travel lanes and two
westbound travel lanes. It is a fully controlled facility, therefore, there are no connecting roadways
except for interchanges. 1-84 has a posted speed of 55 for trucks and 65 for passenger vehicles. The
pavement condition is generally “good.” There are no pedestrian or bicycle facilities, though cyclists do
utilize the shoulder on extended bicycle trips.

Interstate 84 is a highway of interstate significance, and according to the 1991 Oregon Highway Plan,
the primary function of interstate highways is to provide connections and links to major cities, regions
of the state, and other states. The management objective is to provide for safe and efficient high-speed,
continuous-flow operation of vehicles in both urban and rural areas.

Oregon Highway 82

Oregon Highway 82 extends approximately 33 miles in a northeasterly direction to the Wallowa County
line, connecting Interstate 84 and La Grande to Imbler and Elgin, and eventually terminating at
Wallowa Lake in Wallowa County. Oregon Highway 82 is a two-lane, paved highway with a posted
speed of 55 miles per hour, except within cities, and potentially hazardous areas due to topography or
weather. Pavement condition is generally “good.” There are passing lanes in the corridor that facilitates
the movement of slow-moving vehicles, so traffic can move in an efficient manner and safety is not
compromised. Turn refuge lanes are provided at different high volume locations to facilitate turning
movements without jeopardizing safety or through travel. In rural areas, the highway does not have
dedicated pedestrian or bicycle facilities but bicyclists commonly travel along the paved shoulders,
which are typically 4 feet wide. Land uses along the highway in rural areas are generally zoned for
exclusive farm use. County roads connect with the state highway to provide access to public and private
lands.

Oregon Highway 82 is a highway of statewide significance whose purpose is to provide connections and
links to larger urban areas, ports and major recreation areas that are not directly served by interstate
highways. Statewide highways also provide connection to the interstate system. The management
objective of statewide highways is to provide for safe and efficient high-speed, through travel in rural
areas and high-to-moderate speed traffic flow with limited interruptions in urban and urbanizing areas.

According to the 1991 Oregon Highway Plan, Oregon Highway 82 is part of the Access Oregon
Highway classification system which was developed in order to identify a network of primary statewide
highways that link major economic and geographic activity centers to each other, to other high level
highways, to ports, and to other states. Designation as an Access Oregon Highway means that the
Oregon Highway 82 corridor is a top priority for improvement project funding. Oregon Highway 82 is

10
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also part of the Hells Canyon Oregon Scenic Byway system and portions of the corridor in Wallowa
County are part of the Oregon Scenic Waterway and National Wild and Scenic Study Corridor, which is
tied to the Wallowa and Minam River systems.

According to the Oregon Highway 82 Corridor Plan, “the overall strategy for the Highway 82 Corridor
is to maintain the condition and increase the functionality of existing transportation facilities.”* Corridor
strategy objectives were identified in order to achieve the overall strategy and are grouped into either
“transportation performance measures” or “transportation impacts.” These are terms developed by
ODOT to provide common language for statewide corridor analysis and are based on Oregon
Transportation Plan goals and policies. Each corridor strategy objective is also associated with specific
“decisions.” Decisions can be either “management decisions,” “capital improvement decisions,” or
“service improvement decisions.” These decisions, then, become the recommended improvement
projects from the plan for the next 20 years. ODOT chose to use the term “decision” in order to
demonstrate that some action was proposed to address an identified need within the corridor. These
decisions, or improvement projects, will be implemented through the Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) and the ODOT Region 5 work program. The STIP balances
recommended improvement projects from the Oregon Highway 82 Corridor Plan with other
recommended improvement projects throughout the state in order to achieve a safe, efficient, and
equitable transportation system. Each decision, or recommended improvement project, is prioritized as a
“near” (0-5 years), “mid” (5-10 years), or “long” (10-20 years) term project. A more detailed discussion
of improvement projects follows in Chapter 6.

Oregon Highway 204

Oregon Highway 204, also known as the Weston-Elgin Highway, is a highway of regional significance.
It originates in Weston (Umatilla County) and extends roughly 20 miles in a southeasterly direction to
its terminus at the junction with Oregon Highway 82 in Elgin. It is a two lane, paved highway with turn-
outs provided for slow-moving vehicles, and snow storage during periods of heavy snow. There are no
pedestrian facilities but there are two-foot wide paved shoulders. Posted speeds are 55 miles per hour,
except where topography or weather necessitates lower speeds, or within cities. Generally, pavement
conditions are “fair” to “poor.” Land uses along the highway in rural areas are generally zoned for
timber and grazing uses. County and Forest Service roads connect with the state highway to provide
access to resource lands.

The primary function of regional highways is to provide connections and links to areas within regions of
the state, between small, urbanized areas and larger population centers, and to higher level facilities. A
secondary function is to serve land uses in the vicinity of these highways. The management objective of
regional highways is to provide for safe and efficient high-speed, through travel in rural areas, except
where there are significant environmental constraints, and moderate-to-low speed traffic operation in
urban and urbanizing areas with moderate interruptions of traffic flow.

! Otak, “Oregon Highway 82 Corridor Plan,” May 1998, 7-1.
11
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Oregon Highways 203, 237, and 244

Oregon Highway 203 originates in La Grande and extends in a southeasterly direction to Union and
continues on to Medical Springs at the southern boundary of Union County. This section of highway is
approximately 30 miles in length. Oregon Highway 203 terminates at its junction with Interstate 84 in
Baker County.

Oregon Highway 237 extends about 46 miles from Island City east to Cove and continues in a southerly
direction to Union, terminating in North Powder. Both Oregon Highway 203 and Oregon Highway 237
are important connectors for the southeast portion of Union County and at one time provided the only
links with Baker County and the eastern region of the state.

Oregon Highway 244 originates in the City of Ukiah (Umatilla County). In Union County, the highway
extends about 25 miles in a northeasterly direction to its terminus at Interstate 84 near Hilgard Junction
State Park. This state facility provides access to Ukiah from Interstate 84 and provides an important link
to the north-central region of Oregon.

Oregon Highways 203, 237, and 244 are district level highways, which are two lane, paved highways
with generally “fair” to “good” pavement conditions. Posted speed is 55 miles per hour, except where
topography or weather necessitates lower speeds, or within cities where highways are subject to lower
speeds. Highway 237 provides a two-foot gravel shoulder that is utilized by bicyclists but Oregon
Highways 203 and 244 provide very little shoulder. In urban areas, pedestrian facilities are present.
Land uses along the highways in rural areas are generally zoned for exclusive farm use, or timber and
grazing uses. County and Forest Service roads connect with the state highways to provide access to
resource lands.

The primary function of district highways is to serve local traffic and land access. These highways are
often routes that held a higher function during the early development of Oregon’s highway system. The
management objective of district highways is to provide for safe and efficient moderate-to-high speed,
through travel in rural areas, and moderate-to-low speed traffic operation in urban and urbanizing areas
with a moderate-to-high level of interruption in traffic flow.

U.S. Forest Service Roads

The U.S. Forest Service has jurisdiction over a significant number of roads in Union County. Most of
these Forest Service roads are located in the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest. The primary function
of these roads is to provide access for commercial and recreational vehicles. Figures 3-1A and 3-1B
show major U.S. Forest Service roads and their connections to the Union County road system.

The U.S. Forest Service is not a public road agency; therefore, responsibilities and liabilities are not the
same as those for the county and state. Roads may be closed, opened, and maintained as use,
environmental constraints, and budgetary constraints dictate. U.S. Forest Service road maintenance level
descriptions can be obtained from any U.S. Forest Service office, and are located in the Forest Service
Handbook (FSH), Section 7709.58, Chapters 10 and 12.3.

County Roads

Union County has 188 public and public use roads totaling approximately 650 miles in its jurisdiction.
These roads connect with the state highway system to form a network that provides circulation between
towns, cities, and rural areas, and provides individual land access. County roads are generally two-lane
facilities, though some of the less traveled, primitive roads become one-lane facilities with turnouts.
There is no on-street parking or identified pedestrian facilities provided on county roads in the rural
areas. The adopted Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan identifies bicycle facilities on selected
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county roads and is included in Appendix C. Recommended roadway functional classifications for
Union County are shown in Figures 3-1A and 3-1B.

For the purposes of the TSP, county roads are divided into three functional classifications. Functional
classifications for state highways are determined at the state level. Their function is mobility (movement
through Union County) versus access (movement to a specific destination within Union County), and they
carry the highest traffic volumes. County roads are designated either as rural arterials, rural collectors, or
rural local roads based on their function. Rural arterials carry higher traffic volumes than rural collectors or
rural local roads, and their function is to facilitate efficient traffic and freight movement. Rural collectors
balance mobility and access. Most collectors are paved, but some are gravel. Local roads carry the lowest
traffic volumes and their purpose is primarily to provide access to individual properties. Rural local roads are
largely gravel.

Table 3-1 lists existing rural arterials and collectors. County roads not identified as rural arterials or
collectors are classified as local roads. Table 3-2 lists the recommended rural functional classifications.
Figures 3-1A and 3-1B depict the roadway system and recommended functional classifications for Union
County.
Table 3-1
Existing Union County Functional Classifications

Union County Rural Arterials

Summerville Road
Hunter Road

Dry Creek Lane

Mt. Glen Road

Market Lane

Lower Cove Road

Booth Lane

Pierce Road

Buchanan Lane

North Powder River Lane
Grande Ronde River Road

Union County Rural Collectors

Palmer Junction Road
Valley View Road
McKenzie Lane
Courtney Lane
Brooks Road
Woodell Lane
Gekeler Lane
Foothill Road
Airport Lane

Hot Lake Lane
High Valley Road
Mill Creek Lane
Lantz Lane
Haefer Lane
Stackland Road

13
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Table 3-2
Recommended Union County Functional Classifications

Union County Rural Arterials

Summerville Road

Hunter Road

Market Lane

Lower Cove Road

Pierce Road — Foothill Exit to Oregon Highway 82

North Powder River Lane

Palmer Junction Road

Mt. Glen Road — La Grande City Limit to Booth Lane
McAlister Road — Buchanan Lane to Oregon Highway 203

Union County Rural Collectors

Valley View Road

McKenzie Lane

Courtney Lane

Brooks Road

Woodell Lane

Gekeler Lane — McAlister Road to Pierce Road
Airport Lane — Pierce Road to east airport property
Hot Lake Lane

Mill Creek Lane

Lantz Lane

Haefer Lane — to Stackland Road

Stackland Road

Dry Creek Lane

Booth Lane — Mt. Glen Road to Oregon Highway 82
Buchanan Lane — La Grande east City Limit to McAlister Road
Grande Ronde River Road

Walton Road

Mt. Glen Road — Booth Lane to Standley Lane
Standley Lane — Mt. Glen Road to Hunter Road

Bridges

There are 203 bridges in Union County on both county and state facilities. Union County has 70 bridges
in its jurisdiction, 22 of which are less than 20 feet in length, making them ineligible for federal
rehabilitation funding. ODOT has 133 bridges on its system. Union County bridges are relatively new,
or have recently undergone maintenance and improvement.

The process for determining the priority of bridge rehabilitation projects is dependent upon several
factors. ODOT has a program where a consultant bridge inspector is retained to inspect bridge facilities.
Specific elements, such as structural conditions and functional obsolescence, are evaluated. A complex
formula based on several factors is used to rate each bridge. The rating system ranges from 0 to 100
with numbers over 80 indicating bridge sufficiency. Bridges can, however, be considered functionally
obsolete yet still be structurally sound. This means that the bridge no longer meets minimum horizontal
or vertical size requirements because the amounts and types of vehicles have changed over time, yet the
integrity of the structure is not compromised. Bridge ratings then serve to prioritize maintenance and
rehabilitation projects. This information is forwarded to the appropriate
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governmental unit. Union County’s Public Works Department analyzes the information and determines
local rehabilitation and maintenance projects based on the inspector recommendations, bridge ratings,
and available funding. See Chapter 4 for a list of deficient and obsolete bridges.

PEDESTRIAN SYSTEM

Walking is a popular form of exercise, as well as the most basic form of transportation for people of all
ages and income levels. Everyone is a pedestrian, yet in rural Oregon, pedestrian facilities are seldom
designed as an integral component of the road system. According to the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan, a person in reasonable physical condition can walk up to one kilometer (about .6 miles) in less
than twenty minutes with minimal physical exertion. This makes walking a viable alternative to many
short commuter trips, and actually may take less time than driving a car.

Most pedestrian traffic in Union County is concentrated within Urban Growth Boundaries where dense
commercial and residential activity, including school activity, is centered. Since several miles separate
each of the incorporated towns and cities in Union County, pedestrian traffic between each of these
cities does not exist and is unlikely. County roads and state highways outside of UGBs do not have
designated pedestrian facilities. One exception is along Oregon Highway 82 between La Grande and
Island City. A continuous sidewalk exists along the south side of Oregon Highway 82, linking La
Grande and Island City. This is a well-used route for the disabled and pedestrians of all ages.

In the rural portions of Union County, pedestrian activity is typically for exercise. Pedestrians utilize the
shoulder of the road, and can generally do so safely because traffic volumes are relatively low. There
are also many hiking trails present in the Umatilla and Wallowa-Whitman National Forests.

BIKEWAY SYSTEM

Bicycle facilities, like pedestrian facilities, are seldom designed as an integral component of the road
system. Often, bikeways are added as an afterthought, and as a result, conflicts between cyclists and
vehicles can occur, compromising safety.

Cycling is an efficient mode of travel, with the average bicycle trip being two miles in length, and
cycling mitigates some of the negative impacts of growth, such as air and water pollution, traffic
congestion, and noise.

The Union County Board of Commissioners adopted the Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan on
October 2, 1996. This plan identifies appropriate roads, based on traffic volumes and posted speeds, that
could safely accommodate bicycle traffic. Few of these roadways contain facilities designated only for
bicycle travel; the majority of bicycle travel is conducted in shared travel lanes with vehicles or on
roadway shoulder bikeways.

Incorporated jurisdictions and the rural portions of Union County see a moderate level of bicycle use,
both for recreational and transit purposes. Bicycle travel between cities commonly occurs on arterials
and collectors. The recommendations from the Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan will expand
and enhance bicycle travel along these roads and is included in Appendix C.

The Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan was funded by the Transportation and Growth
Management Program and prepared in accordance with the TPR. The plan identifies a set of goals and
objectives to guide the development of safe and efficient bikeway systems for the rural portions of
Union County. The plan was developed involving citizen participation and was guided by the Union
County Bicycle Advisory Committee.
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PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

Public transportation in Union County is provided by Community Connection, who provides transit
services to the general public. Client transport services are provided by New Day Enterprises and the
Center for Human Development for the elderly and disabled. Shelter from the Storm provides
transportation to those escaping crisis situations, such as an abusive relationship, on a strictly volunteer
basis. Wallowa Valley Stage Line, Blue Mountain Cab Company, Greyhound Bus Lines, and Mid-
Columbia Bus Company offer a variety of specific transportation services, all affecting Union County.

Community Connection is a Dial-A-Ride transit service begun originally for the transportation
disadvantaged, but has expanded to serve the general public. Requests for rides should be made a day in
advance. The service area includes La Grande, Island City, Elgin, Cove, and Union. The bus fare is 50
cents per one way trip and $1.00 per round trip. A monthly transportation pass may be purchased for
$20.00 for La Grande service only. Community Connection has six vans; four utilized in La Grande,
one utilized in Elgin, and one utilized in Cove/Union. La Grande has one 15-passenger bus, one 14-
passenger bus, one ADA mini-bus, and one 12-passenger bus. All vehicles except the 12-passenger bus
are ADA accessible. Elgin has one 10-passenger bus, and Union has one 8-passenger bus; both of which
are ADA accessible. Community Connection provides transit service within the La Grande/Island City
area on a Dial-A-Ride basis between 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M., Monday through Friday. Transit service in
Cove, Union, and Elgin operates two days per week. All drivers are volunteers. On Tuesdays, the Union
bus travels between Cove and Union, with a focus on the Union Senior Meal Site. On Wednesdays, the
Union bus travels between Cove and Union, and then travels to La Grande. The Elgin bus also operates
on Wednesdays, traveling to Elgin and Imbler, then continuing to La Grande. On Thursdays, the Elgin
bus provides transit exclusively in Elgin, with a focus on the Elgin Senior Meal Site. Community
Connection is projecting a substantial ridership increase. In the mid-1990s, countywide, Community
Connection served about 13,650 rides per year, and this is anticipated to grow to 27,000 rides per year.

New Day Enterprises and the Center for Human Development both provide client transportation only.
New Day Enterprises operates three lift-equipped vans, one lift-equipped mini-van, two standard vans,
one standard mini-van, one lift-equipped station wagon, and one lift-equipped bus. The Center for
Human Development operates one lift-equipped van, one lift-equipped bus, and three standard vans.
These vehicles are used to transport group home clients on a 24-hour basis. Additionally, Union-
Wallowa County Veteran’s Services has one 8-passenger van stationed in La Grande for the
transportation of veterans to the Veteran’s Administration Hospital in Walla Walla, Washington two
times per month. The van also travels periodically to Portland, Oregon. This van is used for medical
transportation only and transported 700 people in 1997. There is no cost to passengers. The Veteran’s
Administration Hospital pays for vehicle maintenance and fuel and drivers are volunteers.

Together Community Connection, New Day Enterprises and the Center for Human Development
provide necessary transit services for the transportation disadvantaged of Union County. In 1990, these
three non-profit groups formed the Union County Transportation Coalition to pool resources in an effort
to lower the cost per trip, and to efficiently increase service in Union County without duplicating
services.

Shelter from the Storm is a non-profit organization that focuses on helping people through crisis
situations. Their transportation program is voluntarily staffed and is comprised of rural outreach to those
who are isolated from a range of services, including legal and medical services, trips to the grocery
store, and trips to/from school. The largest obstacle to consolidating with the Union County
Transportation Coalition is the varied needs of their clients. Because they are a crisis response
organization, their transit needs do not often overlap with Community Connection or even local taxi
service.
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The Wallowa Valley Stage Line is owned by Moffit Brothers Transportation and is based out of the City
of Lostine (Wallowa County). An 8-person van operates daily, except Sundays and holidays, between
Joseph in Wallowa County and La Grande in Union County with stops in Enterprise, Lostine, Wallowa,
Minam, Elgin, Imbler, and Island City. This transit service is a fixed route service but during the
summer months, Wallowa Lake is added to the route on an on-call basis only. Scheduled departure from
Joseph is 6:30 A.M. with arrival in La Grande at 8:45 A.M. and the return trip is scheduled to depart
from La Grande at 11:55 A.M. with arrival in Joseph at 2:45 P.M. The cost for a one-way trip from
Joseph to La Grande is $8.80 while a round trip costs $15.85. Fare prices vary depending upon trip
length. Wallowa Valley Stage Line does not currently have a van with wheelchair transport capabilities
but is taking steps to remedy this situation. Until they have a van that complies with the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA), Wallowa Valley Stage Line rents a van with these capabilities when a patron
specifically requests the service. In addition to transporting passengers, Wallowa Valley Stage Line also
transports individual packages. Moffit Brothers Transportation also offers charter service.

Blue Mountain Cab Company provides 24-hour taxi service to the general public, though they do not
comply with the ADA. Trips within La Grande’s City Limits cost $5.00 one way and trips outside the
city limits cost an additional $1.25 per mile. The cost for senior citizens is $2.50 one way, to any
destination.

Greyhound Bus Lines does not provide transit service within Union County, but does provide
connections with destinations outside of Union County. During the summer months there are eight
buses per day traveling through Union County while during the rest of the year there are five buses per
day traveling through the county. Wallowa Valley Stage Line coordinates its arrival in La Grande to
connect with Greyhound Bus service. Greyhound Bus Lines has an agreement with AMTRAK whereby
AMTRAK tickets can be used to ride Greyhound buses in order to facilitate the movement of
passengers through areas no longer served by passenger rail.

Mid-Columbia Bus Company, based in Condon (Gilliam County), does not provide public transit
services but does hold the contract in Union County for bussing school children. Additionally, Mid-
Columbia Bus Company offers charter service.

RAIL SERVICE

Union County no longer has passenger rail service. AMTRAK'’s “Pioneer” route originated in Chicago,
Illinois and ended in Seattle, Washington, utilizing the corridor that parallels Interstate 84 and stopping
in La Grande. AMTRAK terminated its passenger rail service in May 1997 due to federal budget cuts.
There is local interest in restoring AMTRAK service to La Grande. As passenger rail is developed in
other parts of Oregon, an extension of this service to the east may be considered within the 20-year
planning period. According to the ODOT Rail Section, there is a tentative proposal to implement a fleet
of small, efficient trains for express service in the Willamette Valley within the 20-year planning period.
This would serve as a test case to gauge support and ridership, and if successful, may impact eastern
Oregon because express rail service may be extended to the eastern region of the state.

AMTRAK designated Greyhound Bus Lines a carrier of AMTRAK ticket holders in order to move

passengers through areas no longer served by the passenger rail company. This means that through trips
can be booked using the same ticket.
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Union Pacific and Idaho Northern and Pacific railroads both operate freight lines in Union County.

The Union Pacific mainline enters Union County from Baker County near North Powder, traverses the
county in a northwesterly direction, and exits into Umatilla County near Kamela. There are
approximately 13 miles of double track used to accommodate two-way train travel. Peak freight
movement typically includes between 35 and 40 trains per day running through Union County while the
slower times include 25 to 30 trains per day. This line moves over 40 million gross tons of freight per
year.

The Idaho Northern and Pacific (INP) railroad utilizes a branch line that diverges from the Union
Pacific mainline in La Grande and heads due north along Oregon Highway 82 through Imbler to Elgin.
This line moves less than one million gross tons of freight per year, mostly timber and agricultural
products. In 1994, the Idaho Northern and Pacific petitioned the Surface Transportation Board to
abandon roughly 61 miles of track between Elgin and Joseph, which lies mostly in Wallowa County.
This petition for abandonment was approved March 12, 1997 by the Surface Transportation Board. The
Oregon Highway 82 Corridor Plan identifies the acquisition of the INP railroad right-of-way to utilize
as a multi-use path between Elgin and Joseph as a potential improvement project.

There is an intermodal freight transfer facility tentatively in use in the City of North Powder. The
transfer facility is located at the southeast end of C Street on a half-mile of side track. The facility is
within .5 miles of the Interstate 84 interchange and is primarily used to transfer agricultural goods from
truck to train.

AIR SERVICE

Union County owns and operates the La Grande/Union County Airport, which is located roughly four
miles to the southeast of the U.S. Highway 30 and Oregon Highway 82 junction in La Grande. Vehicle
access is provided from Pierce Road, which intersects with Oregon Highway 82 north of Island City and
intersects with Oregon Highway 203 south of La Grande. A light industrial park is situated south of the
airport containing land uses that are fully compatible with airport uses. The airport and the airport light
industrial park are on approximately 680 acres of land zoned for Public Airport and Light Industrial
uses. Approximately half of the acreage is vacant and one scenario for future land use is to expand the
light industrial park. Surrounding zoning is for exclusive agricultural use. According to the Union
County Zoning, Partition & Subdivision Ordinance, an Airport Overlay Zone was “created in 1983 to
provide safe and suitable airport operations without dangerous obstructions to air space and to provide
an environment around airports which will not be adversely affected by noise and safety problems and
which is compatible with an airport and its operations.” Figure 3-2 shows the airport overlay zone.

The La Grande/Union County Airport is currently a Transport Class Airport and is served by two
runways, two parallel taxiways, and two stubtaxiways. Runway 12/30 is 5,600 feet long by 100 feet
wide. Runway 16/34 is 3,400 feet long by 60 feet wide. The 1998 La Grande/Union County Airport
Master Plan Update delineates two instrument approach procedures: a Non-Precision Instrument Global
Positioning System (GPS) approach to Runway 16 or a circling type Non-Precision Non-Directional
Beacon (NDB/GPS-A) approach to the airport; though this type is not aligned with a specific runway. In
1997, there were 40 based aircraft and an estimated 15,500 operations (take-offs and landings). As the
number of based aircraft increases, so will the number of operations. Table 3-3 shows the forecast of
based aircraft and operations until the year 2017.
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Table 3-3
Based Aircraft and Operations Forecast

2000 2005 2010 2017
Based Aircraft 40 42 49 54
Operations 16,436 17,661 18,971 20,983

Source: La Grande/Union County Airport Master Plan Update, 1998

The La Grande/Union County Airport does not have scheduled passenger air service, but charter
services are available. Federal Express and United Parcel Service (UPS) both land at the La
Grande/Union County Airport on a daily basis (except Sundays) to deliver and pick up individual
packages, as well as business inventory. There is also a plane landing twice daily to pick up and deliver
bank notes and other important banking documents. This airport also serves as a base of operations for
the U.S. Forest Service during fire suppression season facilitating air tanker operations, transporting fire
crews and smoke jumpers to fire sites, operating fire spotter planes, and storing and delivering food and
materials. The U.S. Forest Service estimates that the La Grande/Union County Airport is the most
economically efficient and most strategically located airport for fire suppression in this region.

The La Grande/Union County Airport is currently equipped to accommodate commuter passenger
service, except for the necessary metal detectors and related safety equipment for the terminal facilities.
Union County supports commuter passenger service and has studied this issue to determine ridership in
order to draw an air carrier to Union County. According to the Union County Director of General
Services, an informal study of local travel agencies determined that approximately 36 airline tickets per
day are purchased in Union and Wallowa Counties. So, theoretically, an airline with a six to ten
passenger plane performing four operations per day would have the ridership necessary to support it. It
is hard to gauge potential ridership, though, until a carrier actually tries to provide the service. The
Union County Director of General Services speculates that La Grande would have to be a stop in
between two points and that fares would probably be high to cover start-up costs. So while the La
Grande/Union County Airport would like to see commercial passenger service, it is not likely within the
20-year planning period.

PIPELINE SYSTEM
There are two major pipelines that traverse Union County.

The Chevron Pipeline carries refined products such as gasoline, diesel, and jet fuel. Chevron owns two
lines but only one is utilized; the other is abandoned.

The Northwest Pipeline includes two large lines carrying natural gas, which is administered locally in
Union County by WP Natural. This pipeline serves seven of the eight incorporated jurisdictions in
Union County; only Cove does not have access to natural gas service.

Both the Chevron and Northwest Pipelines occupy the same corridor and enter Union County from
Baker County at North Powder. They generally parallel Interstate 84 and exit into Umatilla County near
Kamela.

WATER TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

Union County has no navigable waterways, therefore Union County has no waterborne transportation
services.
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CHAPTER 4: CURRENT TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS

As part of the planning process, the current operating conditions for the transportation system were
evaluated. This evaluation focused primarily on street system operating conditions since the automobile is
by far the dominant mode of transportation in Union County.

TRAFFIC VOLUMES
A.M. and P.M. peak hour turning movement traffic volumes were collected by Union County and ODOT
staff in August and September 1998 at the following study area intersections:

Highway 82/Market Lane

Highway 82/Pierce Road

Highway 203/Pierce Road

Highway 82/Particle Board Plant Access
Booth Lane/Hunter Road

Gordon Creek Road/Palmer Junction Road
Highway 204/Summerville Road

The study intersections generally represent major intersections and access points for land uses generating
significant amounts of traffic. These traffic volumes were adjusted by applying seasonal factors from
ODOT’s 1997 Traffic Volume Tables. The seasonal adjustment factors were derived from a permanent count
station located on Highway 82 east of the Elgin City Limits. These seasonal factors are summarized in Table
4-1. The resulting A.M. and P.M. peak hour traffic volumes are shown in Figure 4-1.

The A.M. peak hour traffic counts indicate that the beginning of the A.M. peak hour varies between 6:30
and 7:30 A.M. The beginning of the P.M. peak hour varies between 3:30 and 4:30 P.M.

Truck traffic peak hour turning movements were counted during the A.M. and P.M. by intersection
approach. Table 4-2 summarizes the truck volumes and percentages. As shown in Table 4-2, the truck
percentage in the A.M. peak hour at the Union County study intersection approaches range from 0% to
40%. These percentages translate to 3 to 50 trucks per intersection in the A.M. peak hour. The truck
percentages in the P.M. peak hour by intersection approaches range from 0% to 29%. These
percentages translate to 4 to 74 trucks per intersection in the P.M. peak hour.

The relatively high truck percentages are primarily a function of the relatively low traffic volumes, which
skew the importance of each truck. The truck percentages were used as one of the input parameters in the
levels of service analysis.

Existing average daily traffic volumes for Highways 82, 203, 204, 237, and 244 were obtained from
ODOT's 1997 Traffic Volume Tables. To factor the 1997 daily traffic volumes to 1998 daily traffic volumes,
an annual growth factor was derived from historical daily traffic volumes obtained from

ODOT’s Traffic Volume Tables between 1980 and 1997.

Based on the ODOT Traffic Volume Tables historical counts, Oregon Highway 82 traffic volumes have
generally decreased from 1993 to 1997. Therefore, no growth factor was applied to the 1997 daily traffic
volumes to derive the 1998 daily traffic volumes. The 1998 average daily traffic volumes on Oregon
Highway 82 range from 1,600 to 5,500 vehicles per day in unincorporated Union County.
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Table 4-1
Summary of Seasonal Adjustment Factors

Month Seasonal Adjustment Factors
January 1.27
February 1.22
March 1.25
April 1.22
May 1.02
June 0.93
July 0.79
August 0.80
September 0.87
October 0.97
November 1.05
December 1.27

Oregon Highway 203 traffic volumes between 1980 and 1997 have increased an average of 6.9% per year.
This relatively high growth factor is a function of the low traffic volumes on Highway 203. The 1998 daily
traffic volumes on Highway 203 range from 300 to 1,000 vehicles per day in unincorporated Union County.

Oregon Highway 204 has experienced an average annual traffic growth of 0.7% from 1980 to 1997. The
1997 daily traffic volumes on Highway 204 were factored by this 0.7% annual historical growth rate to
obtain 1998 daily traffic volumes. The daily traffic volumes on Highway 204 range from 600 to 1,200
vehicles per day in unincorporated Union County.

Highway 237 has experienced an average annual traffic growth of 1.7% from 1980 to 1997. The 1997 daily
traffic volumes on Highway 237 were factored by this 1.7% annual historical growth rate to obtain 1998
daily traffic volumes. The 1998 daily traffic volumes on Highway 237 range from 600 to 1,900 vehicles per
day in unincorporated Union County.

Highway 244 has experienced an average annual traffic growth of 3.6% from 1980 to 1997. The 1997 daily
traffic volumes on Highway 244 were factored by this 3.6% annual historical growth rate to obtain 1998
daily traffic volumes. The daily traffic volumes on Highway 244 range from 300 to 1,000 vehicles per day in
unincorporated Union County.
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Table 4-2
Truck Volume and Percentage Summary

IA.M. Peak Hour Truck Volume and Percentage Summary

Intersection Approach

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Truck |Total| Truck| | Truck| Total | Truck| | Truck|Total| Truck | |Truck| Total |Truck
Intersection Vol | Vol % Vol | Vol % Vol | Vol % Vol | Vol %
Hwy 82/Market Lane | 24 102 | 24% 19 190 | 10% - - - 1 13 8%
Hwy 82/Pierce Road 3 22 | 14% 0 1 0% 31 | 128 | 24% 15 192 | 8%
Hwy 203/Pierce Road 1 9 11% 5 22 | 23% 4 112 | 4% 2 136 1%
Hwy 82/Particle 16 171 | 9% 12 191 | 6% - - - 2 37 5%
Board Plant
Booth Lane/Hunter 1 25 4% 0 89 0% 2 17 12% 0 7 0%
Road
Gordon Ck/Palmer 1 6 17% 2 11 | 18% 0 4 0% - - -
Junction
Hwy 0 7 0% - - - 6 15 | 40% 8 25 | 32%
204/Summerville
Road
P.M. Peak Hour Truck Volume and Percentage Summary
Hwy 82/Market Lane | 17 243 | 7% 30 | 182 | 16% - - - 0 7 0%
Hwy 82/Pierce Road 8 49 | 16% 0 0 0% 27 | 235 | 11% 39 185 | 21%
Hwy 203/Pierce Road| 2 7 29% 13 | 119 | 11% 10 | 165 | 6% 6 99 6%
Hwy 82/Particle 22 235 | 9% 36 | 199 | 18% - - - 5 32 16%
Board Plant
Booth Lane/Hunter 1 106 | 1% 7 61 | 11% 0 17 0% 3 19 16%
Road
Gordon Ck/Palmer 3 12 | 25% 1 14 7% 0 7 0% - - -
Junction
Hwy 3 20 | 15% - - - 3 38 8% 5 38 13%
204/Summerville
Road

LEVEL OF SERVICE
The following section provides a summary of the level of service (LOS) analysis conducted for the Union
County intersections and roadways. The level of service definition, methodologies used in calculating level
of service, and the results of the analysis are summarized below. The purpose of this information is to
provide an overview of LOS and to identify its relationship to the transportation goals and policies of Union

County.
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Level of Service Definition

Level of service (LOS) is an estimate of the quality and performance of transportation facility operations in a
community. The degree of traffic congestion and delay is rated using the letter "A" for the least amount of
congestion to the letter "F" for the highest amount of congestion. The following level of service categories
provide individual descriptions for local roadways. Communities decide what level of traffic congestion is
tolerable (i.e. decides whether "C," "D," or some other level). The choice of a particular LOS threshold can
vary by planning sub-area, roadway classification, or specific corridor or street.

The level of service methodology for unsignalized intersections was based on reserve or unused capacity
available for critical turning movements. Level of service values range from LOS A, indicating free-flowing
traffic, to LOS F, indicating extreme congestion and long vehicle delays. Table 4-3 summarizes the
relationship between level of service and reserve capacity at unsignalized intersections.

Level of service at the roadway mid-blocks was calculated based on correlating the volume to capacity
ratio (V/C) to LOS values. Table 4-4 summarizes the Volume/Capacity ratio ranges that have been
developed for determining planning level roadway mid-block LOS on urban and rural roadways.

Table 4-3
Level of Service Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections

Level of Service Reserve Capacity Expected Delay
A 400 or more Little or no delay
B 300 to 399 Short delays
C 200 to 299 Average delays
D 100 to 199 Long delays
E 0to 99 Very long delays
F less than 0 Failure - extreme congestion
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Table 4-4
Level of Service Criteria for Roadway Mid-Blocks

LOS Description Volume/Capacity (V/C) Ratio
A less than 0.60
B less than or equal to 0.70
C less than or equal to 0.80
D less than or equal to 0.90
E less than or equal to 1.00
F Greater than 1.00

Existing Level of Service

Based on current A.M. peak hour, P.M. peak hour, and daily traffic volumes, levels of service were
calculated for the study area intersections and roadway mid-blocks. The results of the unsignalized
intersection level of service analysis are summarized in Table 4-5. The results of the roadway mid-block
level of service are summarized in Table 4-6.

As shown in Table 4-5, all of the study area intersections in both the A.M. and P.M. peak hours operate at
LOS A. All of the roadway mid-block sections are also operating at LOS A as shown in Table 4-6.
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Table 4-5

Existing Intersection Level of Service

AM Peak PM Peak

Unsignalized Intersection LOS  Reserve Capacity LOS  Reserve Capacity
Highway 82/Market Lane

Southbound Left A 1548 A 1358

Westbound Approach A 886 A 730
Highway 82/Pierce Road

Northbound Approach A 743 A 791

Southbound Approach A 740 - -

Eastbound Left A 1409 A 1413

Westbound Left A 1492 A 1336
Highway 203/Pierce Road

Northbound Approach A 694 A 682

Southbound Approach A 1035 A 776

Eastbound Left A 1397 A 1511

Westbound Left A 1591 A 1486
Highway 82/Particle Board Plant

Southbound Left A 1377 A 1307

Westhound Approach A 637 A 595
Booth Lane/Hunter Road

Northbound Left A 1550 A 1614

Southbound Left A 1661 A 1532

Eastbound Approach A 1031 A 933

Westbound Approach A 916 A 944
Gordon Creek Road/Palmer Junction Road

Southbound Left A 1680 A 1681

Westhound Approach A 1113 A 1117
Highway 204/Summerville Road

Northbound Approach A 1279 A 1244

Westbound Left A 1663 A 1614
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Table 4-6

Existing Arterial Roadway Level of Service Summary

Roadway Section AADT Capacity V/C Ratio LOS
Highway 82  0.01 mi east of Hunter Ln 5,600 14,000 0.40 A
mi south of Stanley Ln 3,900 14,000 0.28 A
On Grande Ronde River Bridge — MP 17.88 3,500 14,000 0.25 A
mi west of Parson-Hug Rd 2,000 14,000 0.14 A
Union-Wallowa County Line 1,600 14,000 0.11 A
Highway 203 mi west of Kofford Road 700 14,000 0.05 A
0.05 mi west of Catherine Creek Park 400 14,000 0.03 A
mi northwest of Mill Creek Road 300 14,000 0.02 A
0.01 mi south of Collins Road 200 14,000 0.01 A
Highway 204 Umatilla-Union County Line 600 14,000 0.04 A
mi east of Summerville Rd 800 14,000 0.06 A
mi east of Foothill Rd 1,200 14,000 0.09 A
Highway 237 mi west of Pierce Ln 1,900 14,000 0.14 A
mi west of Peach Ln 1,600 14,000 0.11 A
At Grande Ronde River — MP 9.44 1,400 14,000 0.10 A
mi west of Lower Cove Road 1,000 14,000 0.07 A
0.01 mi west of Phys Point Rd 600 14,000 0.04 A
Highway 244 Umatilla-Union County Line 300 14,000 0.02 A
0.10 mi west of Starkey Rd 400 14,000 0.03 A
0.60 mi east of Jordon Creek Rd 600 14,000 0.04 A
0.40 mi south of Old Oregon Trail (1-84) 1,000 14,000 0.07 A

TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS
Accident data at the study area intersections and roadway mid-block sections were obtained from ODOT.
Data was provided for a five year period between January 1, 1993 and December 31, 1997. Table 4-7
summarizes the roadway mid-block accident data and Table 4-8 summarizes the intersection accident data.

The accident data was summarized by accidents per year rather than a rate because traffic volumes were
not readily available at most of the accident locations. As shown in Tables 4-7 and 4-8, all of the county
roadway mid-blocks and intersections have 1.0 accidents per year or less. Locations with 1.0 accidents
per year or less are not considered high accident locations.

All of the state highway roadway mid-blocks had less than 5.0 accidents per year with the exception of
the following three mid-block sections:

1-84 between Summit Road and Spring Creek Road — 7.7 accidents/year

I-84 between Ladd Creek Interchange and Ladd Canyon Interchange — 5.3

accidents/year

Oregon 204 between Spout Springs Road and Valley View Road — 7.7 accidents/year

30



Union County Transportation System Plan

Table 4-7
Roadway Segment Accident Summary (January 1993 to December 1997)

Average Accidents per Year by Severity Total
County Road Roadway Segment PDO? Injury Fatal (acclyr)?
Glass Hill Rd (CR 6) 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.7
Robb’s Hill Rd (CR 7) 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Monroe Lane (CR 10)

Webster Rd to Hunter Rd 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7

Igo Ln to Lizabeth Ln 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3

Lizabeth Ln to Gaertner Ln 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3

May St to Russell Ave 0.3 0.0 0.0
Foothill Rd (CR 12)

20th St to McAlister Rd 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7

McAlister Rd to 1-84 Interchange 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7

ORE203 to Miller Ln 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Hunter Rd (CR 14)

McKenzie Ln to End Rd 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7

Woodell Ln to Monroe Ln 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7

Fruitdale Ln to ORE82 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Behrens Ln (CR 18)

Hunter Road to Slack Ln 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
End Rd (CR17) 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Hawkins Rd (CR 30) 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Summerville Rd (CR 39)

Crescent Rd to Howell Rd 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3

Behrens Ln to Dry Creek Ln 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Valley View Rd (CR 40) 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Middle Rd (CR42)

Hartford Ln to Gordon Creek Rd 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3

Gordon Creek Rd to Palmer Jnct. Rd 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7

Kingsbury Ln to Cabin Creek Rd 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7

Palmer Jnct. to Bowman Lp 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7
Lookout Mt. Rd (CR 43) 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
Palmer Junction Rd (CR 44)

C Stto N 9 th Ave 0.7 0.3 0.0 1.0
Golding Rd (CR 47) 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Clark Creek Rd (CR 56) 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7
Hindman Rd (CR 59) 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Mill Creek Ln (CR 65) 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Telocaset Ln (CR 70) 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Miller Lane (CR 109) 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Woodruff Ln (CR113) 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Rock Creek Rd (CR 118) 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Haefer Ln (CR 121) 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Fruitdale Ln (CR 125) 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3

Table 4-7A Continued
Roadway Segment Accident Summary (January 1993 to December 1997)

2 PDO=property damage only
% acc/yr=total accidents per year
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Average Accidents per Year by Severity Total
County Road Roadway Segment PDO* Injury Fatal (acclyr)®
Booth Ln (CR 126)

Glenn Rd to Hunter Rd 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Roulet Lp (CR 137) 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Russell Ave (CR 204) 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
State Highway Roadway Segment
I-84 (Old Oregon Trail)

Summit Rd to Spring Creek Rd 4.0 2.7 1.0 7.7
Spring Creek Rd to ORE244 1.0 2.0 0.3 3.3
ORE244 to Hamilton Canyon Rd 2.0 2.3 0.0 4.3
Hamilton Canyon Rd to Robbs Hill Rd 0.7 0.3 0.3 13
Robbs Hill Rd to ORE203 0.7 0.7 0.0 13
ORE203 to Hwy. No. 10 0.3 1.0 0.0 1.3
ORES82 to ORE203 1.0 1.0 0.0 2.0
ORE203 to Foothill Rd 2.3 1.0 0.0 3.3
Foothill Road to Rest Area 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Rest Area to Ladd Creek Interchange 2.0 0.3 0.0 2.3
Ladd Crk Intrchg to Ladd Canyon Intrchg 2.7 2.0 0.0 4.7
Ladd Canyon Intrchg to Clover Crk 3.0 2.3 0.0 5.3
Intrchg
Clover Crk Intrchg to Wolf Creek Intrchg 1.0 1.7 0.0 2.7
Wolf Creek Intrchg to ORE203 Intrchg 1.3 0.7 0.0 2.0
ORE203 Intrchg to County Line 1.0 0.3 0.3 1.7
OREB82 (Wallowa Lake)
26 th St (LaGrande) to “D” St (Island 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7
City)
Halley Lane to Pierce Lane 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Pierce Lane to Booth Lane 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Sandridge Road to Lower Cove Road 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Lower Cove Road to Depot Street 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Standley Lane to Hayes Road 0.3 0.7 0.0 1.0
Woodell Lane to Hull Lane 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Dry Creek Road to Parks-Rinehart Road 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7
Parks-Rinehart Road to Hallgarth Road 0.7 0.3 0.0 1.0
Hallgarth Road to Philberg Lane 1.0 0.3 0.0 1.3
Philberg Lane to Frontage Road 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7
ORE204 to Parson-Hug Road 0.7 0.3 0.0 1.0
Parson-Hug Road to Golding Road 0.3 1.0 0.0 1.3
Golding Road to Witherspoon Road 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.7
Hindman Road to Merritt Road 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Merritt Road to Minam River Road 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7
Minam River Road to County Line 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.7
ORE203 (LaGrande—Baker)
1-84 to City Limits 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.7
Table 4-7B Continued
Roadway Segment Accident Summary (January 1993 to December 1997)
| Average Accidents per Year by Severity | Total |

* PDO=property damage only
® acc/yr=total accidents per year
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State Highway Roadway Segment PDQO° Injury Fatal (acclyr)’
ORE203 (LaGrande—Baker)
McAlister Lane to 1-84 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
I-84 to Pierce Lane 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.7
Pierce Lane to Foothill Road 0.0 1.7 0.0 1.7
Foothill Road to Hot Lake Road 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.7
Hot Lake Road to Hawkins Road 0.3 0.7 0.0 1.0
Hawkins Road to Godley Road 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Godley Road to Ramo Creek Road 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Hog Valley Road to Ramo Flat Road 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Ramo Flat Road to Telocaset Lane 0.7 0.3 0.0 1.0
Telocaset Lane to Gov’t Gulch Road 0.7 0.3 0.0 1.0
Gov’t Gulch Rd to Jimmy Creek Road 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
ORE204 (Weston-Elgin)
County Line to Spout Springs Road 0.7 0.7 0.0 1.3
Spout Springs Road to Foothill Road 5.0 2.7 0.0 7.7
ORE203 (Medical Springs) 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7
ORE244 (Ukiah-Hilgard)
County Line to Tin Trough Road 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7
Tin Trough Road to Marley Creek Road 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7
Ronde River Road to Red Bridge State 0.7 0.7 0.0 1.3
Park
Red Bridge State Park to Rock Creek Road 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7
Rock Creek Road to 1-84 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
ORE237 (Cove)
ORES82 to Pierce Road 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Pierce Road to Peach Road 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.7
Peach Road to Phys Point Road 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.3
Phys Point Road to Conley Road 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Antles Road to Conley Road 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Phys Point Road to ORE203 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3

¢ PDO=property damage only
" acclyr=total accidents per year
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Table 4-8
Intersection Accident Summary (January 1993 to December 1997)

Average Accidents per Year by Severity
Total

County Road Intersections PDO® Injury Fatal (acclyr)®
Robb’s Hill Rd/City Sanitary Landfill 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.3
Black Hawk Trail (8)/Mt. Glenn Rd (10) 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.7
Monroe Ln (10)/Standly Ln (103) 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Mt. Glenn Rd (10)/Fruitdale Ln (125) 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Mt. Glenn Rd (10)/May Ln (LaGrande) 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Hunter Rd (14)/Booth Ln (126) 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0
McAlister Rd (14)/Country Club Ln (Island City) 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
McAlister Rd (14)/Buchanan Ln (117) 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
McAlister Rd (14)/1-84 Overpass 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7
Pierce Rd (23)/ORE82 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Pierce Rd (23)/Airport Ln (29) 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Summerville Rd (39)/ORE82 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Summerville Rd (39)/Courtney Ln (135) 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Mill Creek Ln (65)/McNeill Rd (142) 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Case Rd (79)/Market Ln (128) 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
North Powder River Rd (101)/Rock Creek Rd (101A) 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Buchanan Ln (117)/26 th St (LaGrande) 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Catherine Creek Ln (141)/Thompson Rd 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
State Highway Intersections

1-84 /Summit Rd Interchange 0.7 0.7 0.0 1.3
1-84/Spring Creek Rd 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
I-84/ORE244 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
1-84/Foothill Rd 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
I-84/Rest Area 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7
ORE82/Hunter Lane 0.3 0.7 0.0 1.0
ORE82/Halley Lane 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
OREB82/Pierce Lane 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
ORE82/Booth Lane 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
ORE82/Standley Lane 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
OREB82/Janson Lane 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
ORE82/Woodell Lane 0.7 0.3 0.0 1.0
OREB82/Parks-Rinehart Rd 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
ORE82/Hallgarth Rd 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
OREB82/Philberg Lane 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
ORE82/Golding Road 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.7
ORE82/Merritt Rd 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7
ORE203/Gekeler Lane 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
ORE203/McAlister Road 1.0 0.3 0.0 13
ORE203/1-84 Interchange 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0
ORE203/Pierce Lane 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
ORE203/Hawkins Road 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
ORE203/Godley Road 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
ORE?204/Spout Springs Road 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7

Table 4-8A Continued

® PDO=property damage only
® acc/yr=total accidents per year
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Intersection Accident Summary (January 1993 to December 1997)

Average Accidents per Year by Severity Total
State Highway Intersections PDOY Injury Fatal (acclyr)™
ORE244/Grande Ronde River Road 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
ORE237/Pierce Road 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7
ORE237/Peach Road 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
ORE237/Phys Point Road 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
ORE237/Conley Road 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
ORE237/Conley Road 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
ORE237/Phys Point Road 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7

All of the state highway intersections had 1.3 accidents per year or less. Locations with 1.3 accidents or
less are not considered to be high accident locations.

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures consist of efforts taken to reduce the demand on an
area’s transportation system. TDM measures include such things as alternative work schedules, carpooling,
and telecommuting.

Alternative Work Schedules

One way to maximize the use of the existing transportation system is to spread peak traffic demand over
several hours instead of a single hour. Statistics from the 1990 Census show the spread of departure to work
times over a 24-hour period (see Table 4-9). Approximately 32% of total employees depart for work
between 7:00 and 8:00 A.M. Another 32% depart either the hour before or the hour after the peak.

Assuming an average nine-hour workday, the corresponding afternoon peak can be determined for work
trips. Using this methodology, the peak work travel hour would occur between 4:00 and 5:00 P.M., which
corresponds with the peak hour of activity measured for traffic volumes. The actual P.M. peak hour begins
between 3:30 and 4:30 P.M. and is slightly earlier than the P.M. peak indicated by the departure to work
distribution.

TRAVEL MODE DISTRIBUTION

Although the automobile is the primary mode of travel for most residents in Union County, some other
modes are used as well. Modal split data is not available for all types of trips, however, the 1990 census
data does include statistics for journey-to-work trips as shown in Table 4-10. The census data reflects
the predominant use of the automobile.

Most Union County residents travel to work via private vehicle. In 1990, 73.4% of all trips to work were
in an auto, van, motorcycle, or truck. Carpooling accounted for 11.4% of work trips. Only one tenth of a
percent used public transportation to commute. The remaining 15.1% of work trips were accounted by
either bicycling, walking or telecommuting.

9 pDO=property damage only
1 acclyr=total accidents per year
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Table 4-9
Departure to Work Distribution

1990 Census
Departure Time Trips Percent
12:00 a.m. to 4:59 a.m. 303 3.3
5:00 a.m. to 5:59 a.m. 711 7.8
6:00 a.m. to 6:59 a.m. 1,373 15.0
7:00 a.m. to 7:59 a.m. 2,911 31.8
8:00 a.m. to 8:59 a.m. 1,508 16.5
9:00 a.m. to 9:59 a.m. 466 51
10:00 a.m. to 10:59 a.m. 227 2.5
11:00 a.m. to 11:59 a.m. 150 1.6
12:00 p.m. to 3:59 p.m. 867 9.5
4:00 p.m. to 11:59 p.m. 632 6.9
Total 9,148 100
Table 4-10
Journey to Work Trips
1990 Census
Trips Percent

Car, Truck, or Van:

Drove alone 7,076 73.1

Carpooled 1,103 114
Public Transportation 6 0.1
Motorcycle 34 0.3
Bicycle 143 15
Walked 728 7.5
Other Means 58 0.6
Worked at Home 529 5.5
Total 9,677 100
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EXISTING DEFICIENCIES

The existing deficiencies are described in the following sections: roadway system deficiencies, bridge
deficiencies, and bicycle and pedestrian system facilities. There are no capacity deficiencies in
unincorporated Union County based on the level of service analysis. All of the deficiencies are related
to existing geometric problems and safety related issues.

Roadway System Deficiencies

Many Union County roads were constructed prior to the adoption of land use regulations stipulating
road development standards; therefore many Union County roads can be identified as deficient. As
development allows, and traffic volumes warrant, Union County is modifying its road system to
conform to its land development regulations.

The following existing deficiencies exist within the local roadway system of Union County:

e Buchanan Lane, which is classified as a collector, has a surface width of only 22 feet. Based
on Union County roadway standards, collectors should have a minimum surface width of 24
feet, with 4-foot paved shoulders where bicycle and pedestrian facilities are designated.

e Dry Creek Lane, which is classified as a collector, has a surface width of only 21 feet.
Based on Union County roadway standards, collectors should have a minimum surface
width of 24 feet, with 4-foot paved shoulders where bicycle and pedestrian facilities are
designated.

e Mt. Glen Road, which is classified as a collector, has a surface width of only 21 feet. Based
on Union County roadway standards, collectors should have a minimum surface width of 24
feet, with 4-foot paved shoulders where bicycle and pedestrian facilities are designated.

e Stackland Road, which is classified as a collector, has a surface width of only 18 feet. Based
on Union County roadway standards, collectors should have a minimum surface width of 24
feet.

e Valley View Road, which is classified as a collector, has a surface width of only 20 feet.
Based on Union County roadway standards, collectors should have a minimum surface
width of 24 feet.

o Woodell Lane, which is classified as a collector, has a surface width of only 20 feet. Based
on Union County roadway standards, collectors should have a minimum surface width of 24
feet.

e A significant number of county roads are either gravel or narrow, with surface widths less
than 20 feet.

Bridge Deficiencies

Forty-three bridges in Union County’s jurisdiction are included in the National Bridge Inventory and are
eligible for federal funding for reconstruction and maintenance projects. According to data from
ODOT’s Bridge Section, 35 bridges are sufficient, 5 are structurally deficient, and 3 are functionally
obsolete.
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Structurally Deficient

Bridge # 01495 on Market Lane over the State Ditch (MP 2.83) 2.8 miles east of Oregon Highway
82 (scheduled for improvement in 2000).

Bridge # 61C15 on Striker Lane over the Grande Ronde River (MP 1.25) 1.3 miles east of Oregon
Highway 82 (scheduled for improvement in 2000).

Bridge # 61C16 on Yarrington Road over the Grande Ronde River (MP 10.00) at the intersection of
Palmer Junction and Yarrington Roads.

Bridge # 61C30 on High Valley Road over Little Creek (MP 3.34) 3.3 miles east of Oregon
Highway 203 (scheduled for improvement in 2001).

Bridge # 61C42 on Jones Road over Phillips Creek (MP .10) .1 miles south of Oregon Highway
204.

Functionally Obsolete

Bridge # 10749A on Summerville Road over Willow Creek (MP 1.90) 1.9 miles northwest of
Oregon Highway 82.

Bridge # 61C05 on Palmer Junction Road over Gordon Creek (MP 2.00) 2 miles north of Oregon
Highway 204 (scheduled for improvement in 1999).

Bridge # 61C19 on McKennon Lane over the Grande Ronde River (MP 1.30) 1.3 miles east of
Imbler Road (scheduled for improvement in 2001).

Bicycle and Pedestrian System Deficiencies
There are no sidewalk facilities along county roads. Pedestrian travel is limited to county roads with
adequate shoulders. Most county roads do not have adequate shoulders for safe pedestrian travel.

There are no dedicated bicycle lanes within the unincorporated areas of Union County. Cyclists either
have to share the roadway with motorists, or travel on shoulders where available. Existing county
roadways currently have limited shoulders available for safe bicycle travel.
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CHAPTER 5: 2018 TRAFFIC VOLUME FORECAST

This chapter identifies historical and projected population and employment trends, and how future
traffic volumes could impact the current and planned transportation system in Union County.

2018 TRAFFIC FORECAST METHODOLOGY

The 2018 traffic projections developed as a part of this study are used as the basis for assessing future
roadway conditions and likely improvement requirements. These projections were developed through a two
step process. First, the historical relationship between traffic growth and population growth was developed.
Second, this traffic-to-population relationship was applied to the 20-year projected population to obtain the
20-year traffic forecast.

The population growth in unincorporated Union County between 1980 and 1997 has been very modest.
Based on historical population information, Union County’s population has increased from 23,921 to 24,500
from 1980 to 1997. This equates to an annual population growth rate of 0.1%. Table 5-1 summarizes this
information.

Table 5-1
Union County Historic Population Growth Trend
1980-1997 Annual Growth
1980 1997 Percent Change Rate
23,921 24,500 2.4% 0.1%

Table 5-2 shows the traffic growth rate for Highways 82, 203, 204, 244, 237 and US 30 (currently
Oregon Highway 203) in Union County between 1980 and 1997. As shown in Table 5-2, the historic
annual traffic growth rates range from 0.7% to 6.9% on the state highways in Union County.

The historic traffic-to-population growth rate ratios from 1980 to 1997 range from 7.00 to 69.00. These
ratios are extremely high and indicate that there is not a direct correlation between the historic traffic
and population growth. Since there is not a direct correlation between traffic growth and population
growth, the traffic to population relationship was not applied to the expected future population growth
to obtain the future traffic volumes. Instead, the historical traffic growth rates listed in Table 5-2 were
used to forecast the 2018 traffic volumes.

Table 5-2
Union County Historic Traffic Growth Trend on State Highways
State Highway Annual Growth Rate
Highway 82 2.0%
UsS 30 1.6%
Highway 203 6.9%
Highway 204 0.7%
Highway 237 1.7%
Highway 244 3.6%

The 2018 A.M. and P.M. peak hour and daily traffic volume forecasts based on the annual traffic growth
rates are shown in Figure 5-1.
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2018 LEVELS OF SERVICE

Level of service analyses were conducted based on the 2018 traffic volumes shown in Figure 5-1. The
results of the analysis are summarized in Tables 5-3 and 5-4, which show that all of the study area
intersections and roadways are projected to continue to operate at LOS A, except the Highway 203/Pierce
Road intersection. In the 2018 A.M. peak hour, the northbound and southbound approaches are projected to
operate at LOS D and C, respectively. These level of service changes are primarily due to the high 6.9% per
year traffic growth factor used to project the 2018 traffic volumes. Although, the traffic volumes have
increased 6.9% per year since 1980, it is not likely that this growth trend will continue. Also, the growth is
biased due to the extremely low traffic volumes. Even with the high growth assumption and worsening level
of service, the Highway 203/Pierce Road intersection would still operate at LOS D or better, which is
considered acceptable.

2018 DEFICIENCIES

No additional deficiencies to those previously defined in the Existing Deficiencies section have been
identified since the 2018 levels of service analysis yielded the same results as the existing levels of
service analysis.

Table 5-3
2018 Intersection Level of Service
AM Peak PM Peak

Unsignalized Intersection LOS Reserve Capacity LOS Reserve Capacity
Highway 204/Market Lane

Southbound Left A 1471 A 1213

Westhound Approach A 750 A 595
Highway 82/Pierce Road

Northbound Approach A 599 A 614

Southbound Approach A 613 A -

Eastbound Left A 1282 A 1285

Westbound Left A 1393 A 1182
Highway 203/Pierce Road

Northbound Approach D 105 A 503

Southbound Approach C 298 A 550

Eastbound Left A 646 A 1420

Westbound Left A 1293 A 1390
Highway 82/Particle Board Plant

Southbound Left A 1237 A 1148

Westhound Approach A 462 A 412
Booth Lane/Hunter Road

Northbound Left A 1477 A 1569

Southbound Left A 1640 A 1449

Eastbound Approach A 940 A 825

Westbound Approach A 846 A 845
Gordon Creek Road/Palmer Junction Road

Southbound Left A 1663 A 1666

Westhound Approach A 1072 A 1108
Highway 204/Summerville Road

Northbound Approach A 1284 A 1206

Westbound Left A 1658 A 1569
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Table 5-4

2018 Arterial Roadway Level of Service Summary

Roadway Section AADT Capacity V/C Ratio LOS
Highway 82  0.01 mi east of Hunter Ln 8,300 14,000 0.59 A
mi south of Stanley Ln 5,700 14,000 0.41 A
On Grande Ronde River Bridge — MP 17.88 5,100 14,000 0.36 A
mi west of Parson-Hug Rd 3,000 14,000 0.21 A
Union-Wallowa County Line 2,400 14,000 0.17 A
Highway 203 mi west of Kofford Road 2,500 14,000 0.18 A
0.05 mi west of Catherine Creek Park 1,600 14,000 0.11 A
mi northwest of Mill Creek Road 1,300 14,000 0.09 A
0.01 mi south of Collins Road 800 14,000 0.06 A
Highway 204 Umatilla-Union County Line 700 14,000 0.05 A
mi east of Summerville Rd 1,000 14,000 0.07 A
mi east of Foothill Rd 1,400 14,000 0.10 A
Highway 237 mi west of Pierce Ln 2,700 14,000 0.19 A
mi west of Peach Ln 2,300 14,000 0.16 A
At Grande Ronde River — MP 9.44 2,000 14,000 0.14 A
mi west of Lower Cove Road 1,400 14,000 0.10 A
0.01 mi west of Phys Point Rd 900 14,000 0.06 A
Highway 244 Umatilla-Union County Line 600 14,000 0.04 A
0.10 mi west of Starkey Rd 800 14,000 0.06 A
0.60 mi east of Jordon Creek Rd 1,300 14,000 0.09 A
0.40 mi south of Old Oregon Trail (1-84) 2,100 14,000 0.15 A
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CHAPTER 6: TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT OPTIONS

The Transportation Planning Rule requires that Transportation System Plans evaluate alternatives to
resolve system deficiencies. Various improvement alternatives were developed and analyzed with input
from the TAC, Union County staff, ODOT, and the public. The transportation system alternatives
attempt to satisfy TSP goals and objectives, and meet identified needs.

The proposed improvement projects include state and county road projects; bicycle and pedestrian
improvements; bridge projects; rail, air, and public transportation plans; and transportation demand
management strategies. The proposed improvement projects address identified needs for all modes of
travel in Union County.

EVALUATION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Analysis of current and forecasted traffic volumes identified no capacity issues within unincorporated
Union County over the next 20 years. Capacity issues aside, safety and connectivity emerged as the
Union County TAC’s primary considerations. Each county road improvement alternative was evaluated
based on project cost; safety; connectivity between high impact land uses; preservation of state highway
capacity; and environmental, socioeconomic, and land use impacts. Listing project alternatives,
however, does not imply final approval of the projects. Environmental issues may result in changes,
delays or cancellation of projects.

The previously listed factors were the basis for determining project priority. Aside from county road
projects, many projects were also identified and prioritized in previous plans, such as the Oregon
Highway 82 Corridor Plan, the Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, and the La Grande/Union
County Airport Master Plan Update.

Safety, connectivity between high impact land uses, and preservation of state highway capacity are
interrelated issues in Union County. The Union County TAC prioritized these issues into two roadway
improvement project types during a series of monthly public meetings. Union County staff drafted the
initial list with refinement from the Union County TAC.

The first project type is intersections with safety problems. Many of the intersections listed do not have
an accident history, yet were identified as a safety concern based on local knowledge, whether they were
design or enforcement issues. Improvements may include signage, the construction of turn refuges or re-
alignment of the intersection, and are dependent on staff and financial resource availability.

The second project type is based on goals and objectives that would reserve state system capacity.
ODOT has indicated that certain types of off-system improvements may qualify for state funding if the
project creates alternative routes to the state system, thereby reserving state highway capacity. High
traffic volumes and heavily loaded trucks traveling to and from the Baum Industrial Park and the La
Grande/Union County Airport Industrial Park necessitate the construction of alternatives to the state
highway system to reduce congestion and potential conflicts between automobiles and large trucks. The
improvement projects involve improving state system connections and providing alternate routes to the
state system. These recommendations may involve improving or reconstructing the roadways and
intersections to accommodate high traffic volumes and/or heavily loaded trucks.

These projects are summarized in the County Roadway System Improvements Section at the end of this
chapter. The TAC recommends all projects eventually be constructed.
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STATEWIDE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PROJECTS

The Oregon Department of Transportation has a comprehensive improvement and maintenance program
for Oregon’s highway system. The Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is updated
every two years and identifies projects that could improve the overall transportation system.

The 1999-2003 STIP summary list for Union County includes interstate maintenance, preservation projects,
bridge projects (on both state and county roads), safety investment projects, hazard elimination program
projects, and operations needs for state highways in Union County. The following summary list identifies
current STIP projects for 1999, which are committed projects, and draft STIP projects for 2000 through
2003, which specify transportation needs. Draft STIP projects may shift in priority and/or funding level
before final publication in the fall of 1999. Additionally, this list identifies highway needs to be
prioritized/funded in future Statewide Transportation Improvement Programs.

Projects identified in the 1999 STIP for Union County are:

Gordon Creek (Palmer Junction Road) Bridge No. 61C05
This is a local bridge replacement project located on Palmer Junction Road near milepoint 2.00.
Currently there is $254,000 programmed for this work (1999; Union County).

Bear Creek Bridge No. 04846
This is a state bridge replacement project located on the Ukiah-Hilgard Highway (OR-244) near
milepoint 42.50. Currently there is $154,000 programmed for this work (1999; Union County).

Projects identified in the draft 2000-2003 STIP for Union County are:

Island City Strip Section

This is a preservation project located on the Wallowa Lake Highway (OR-82) between milepoint 0.00
and 1.20. Improvements to this section include pavement preservation; grind and inlay/overlay.
Currently there is $641,000 programmed for this work (2000; Union County).

Grande Ronde River (Striker) Bridge No. 61C15
This is a local bridge replacement project located on Striker Lane near milepoint 1.25. Currently there is
$659,000 programmed for this work (2000; Union County).

State Ditch (Market Lane) Bridge No. 01495
This is a local bridge replacement project located on Market Lane near milepoint 2.81. Currently there is
$502,000 programmed for this work (2000; Union County).

La Grande Variable Message Sign (Westbound)

This is an operations project located on the Old Oregon Trail Highway (1-84) near milepoint 266.00.
Improvements to this section include installation of variable message sign. Currently there is $200,000
programmed for this work (2000; Union County).

Hilgard - La Grande Section

This is an interstate maintenance project located on Old Oregon Trail Highway (1-84) between milepoint
252.83 and 259.19. Improvements to this section include pavement preservation; grind & inlay/overlay.
Currently there is $9,900,000 programmed for this work (2001; Union County).
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Old Oregon Trail Highway Bridges No.’s 8504 & 9630B
This is a state bridge project located on the Old Oregon Trail Highway (1-84) between milepoint 253.42
and 260.30. Improvements to this section include placement of scour protection. Currently there is
$228,000 programmed for this work (2001; Union County).

Catherine Creek (5th Street) Bridge No. 61072

This is a local bridge replacement project located on 5th Street inside the City of Union’s Urban Growth
Boundary near milepoint 0.36. Currently there is $258,000 programmed for this work (2001; Union
County).

Little Creek (High Valley No. 5) Bridge No. 61C30
This is a local bridge replacement project located in unincorporated Union County. Currently there is
$188,000 programmed for this work (2001; Union County).

Old Oregon Trail Highway Signing

This is a safety investment project located on the Old Oregon Trail Highway (1-84) between milepoint
245.00 and 250.00. Improvements to this section include sign installation. Currently there is $60,000
programmed for this work (2001; Union County).

Whopper 2 Slide Correction

This is an operations project located on the Wallowa Lake Highway (OR-82) between milepoint 16.19
and 16.41. Improvements to this section include slide correction. Currently there is $500,000
programmed for this work (2001; Union County).

Island City - Imbler

This is a preservation project located on the Wallowa Lake Highway (OR-82) between milepoint 2.64
and 12.80. Improvements to this section include pavement preservation (chip seal). Currently there is
$375,000 programmed for this work (2002; Union County).

McAlister Lane Bridge No. 9634

This is a state bridge project located on Old Oregon Trail Highway (I1-84) near milepoint 264.21.
Improvements to this section include placement of overpass screening. Currently there is $25,000
programmed for this work (2002; Union County).

Wolf Creek Road Bridge No. 9755
This is a state bridge project located on the Old Oregon Trail Highway (1-84) near milepoint 283.64.
Currently there is $25,000 programmed for this work (2002; Union County).

Grande Ronde River (McKennon Lane) Bridge No. 61C19
This is a local bridge replacement project located on McKennon Lane near milepoint 1.30. Currently
there is $771,000 programmed for this work (2002; Union County).

Island Avenue (La Grande) Traffic Signal Section

This is an operations project located on Island Avenue (OR-82) near milepoint 0.90. Improvements to
this section include traffic signal installation. Currently there is $400,000 programmed for this work
(2002; Union County).
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Wolf Creek Bridges No.’s 7291C & 7291D

This is a state bridge project located on the Old Oregon Trail Highway (1-84) near milepoint 284.38.
Improvements to this section include bridge rehabilitation; overlay and bridge rail improvements.
Currently there is $330,000 programmed for this work (2003; Union County).

North Powder Interchange (EB & WB) Bridge No.’s 9499 & 9499A

This is a state bridge project located on the Old Oregon Trail Highway (1-84) near milepoint 285.68.
Improvements to this section include bridge rehabilitation; overlay and bridge rail improvements.
Currently there is $543,000 programmed for this work (2003; Union County).

Union County highway needs, including Region 5 priority and project costs, for future STIPs include:

La Grande Corridor Transportation Improvements

This project implements the Access Management/Circulation Plan for the Island City Strip (OR-82)
between milepoints 1.60 and 2.00. Improvements to this section include signals, interchange
reconstruction, median barrier, and frontage road connections. Project cost is estimated at $2,600,000
(High Priority; Union County).

Elgin Section

Project improvements include rebasing and paving Division Street (OR-204), and installing sidewalks,
curbs, storm sewers, and utilities between milepoints 40.25 and 40.84. Project cost is estimated at
$1,200,000 (High Priority; Union County).

Umatilla County Line — NW City Limits (Elgin)
Improvements to this section of Highway 204 include resurfacing and alignment improvements between
milepoints 21.30 and 40.25. Project cost is estimated at $12,300,000 (High Priority; Union County).

Pyles Canyon Section

Improvements to this section of Highway 203 include resurfacing with shoulder and alignment
improvements between milepoints 17.79 and 19.16. Project cost is estimated at $2,100,000 (High
Priority; Union County).

Island City Section
This project includes resurfacing Highway 82 and improving road alignment between milepoints 2.00
and 2.80. Project cost is estimated at $2,000,000 (Medium Priority; Union County).

Truck Route & Rail Enhancements (1-84 to Baum Industrial Park)

This project will take place on Highway 84 between milepoints 3.26 and 4.43 and includes development
of a frontage road to serve the Baum Industrial Park. Project cost is estimated at $2,400,000 (Medium
Priority; Union County).

North Powder Section

Improvements to this section of Oregon Highway 237 and US Highway 30 between milepoints 31.19
and 32.37 include rebasing and paving the roadway, installing sidewalks, curbs, storm sewers, and
utilities, and realigning the Oregon Highway 237/US Highway 30/Coughanour Lane intersection.
Project cost is estimated at $1,400,000 (Medium Priority; Union County).
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Pierce Lane Improvements

Project improvements include reconstructing Pierce Lane from the Foothill Interchange to Highway 82
(milepoint 4.43) to a Union County rural arterial standard. Specific improvements include widening,
rebasing, and paving the roadway. Project cost is estimated at $3,000,000 (Low Priority; Union
County).

Highway 82 Scenic Turnouts

Improvements to this section include scenic turnouts added to Highway 82 to highlight scenic cultural,
historical, environmental, and recreational resources between milepoints 20.74 and 71.42. Project cost is
estimated at $300,000 (Low Priority; Union and Wallowa Counties).

Minam Grade (Phase 2)
Project improvements include realigning curves and widening Highway 82 near milepoint 30.00. Project
cost is estimated at $5,000,000 (Low Priority; Union and Wallowa Counties).

Imbler Section

Project improvements to Highway 82 include rebasing and paving the roadway, installing sidewalks,
bulb-outs, curbs, gutters, and relocating utilities. Project cost is estimated at $1,500,000 ( Union
County).

OREGON HIGHWAY 82 CORRIDOR PLAN

Improvement projects identified in the Oregon Highway 82 Corridor Plan will be implemented through
the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and the ODOT Region 5 work program.
Each recommended improvement project is prioritized as a “near” (0-5 years), “mid” (5-10 years), or
“long” (10-20 years) term project. Projects are associated with three categories of management
decisions, which are “Management Decisions,” “Capital Improvement Decisions,” and “Service
Improvement Decisions.” Improvements projected to be implemented within the next 20 years include:

Management Decisions

1. Public Transportation Plan (near: 0-5 years) — In coordination with ODOT, AMTRACK,
Greyhound, Wallowa Valley Stage and other appropriate transit organizations, the Union County
Transportation Coalition will lead in the preparation of a refinement plan that integrates all
appropriate public transit to make the most efficient use of scare public transit resources. The result
will be a comprehensive pubic/private transit plan for the corridor.

Capital Improvement Decisions

1. Right-of-Way Acquisition, Elgin to Joseph (near: 0-5 years) — This project includes the acquisition
and preservation of the Idaho and Northern Pacific (INP) railroad right-of-way between Elgin and
Joseph for future rail or other transportation purposes.

2. Shoulder Widening Program (mid: 5-10 years) — This project is designed to increase the safety and
access of Oregon Highway 82 to cyclists, motorists, and road maintenance crews while supporting
related state and federal mandates. One area in Union County is determined to have substandard
shoulders: MP 4.43 to MP 7, between Island City and Imbler.

3. Island City/Imbler Passing Lane (mid: 5-10 years) — This project would widen Highway 82 between
approximately MP 8.4 and MP 9.6 to include an eastbound passing lane. The highway would be
widened from 28 feet to 48 feet with three travel lanes.

4. High Accident Location Signing/Marking Program (mid: 5-10 years) — High accident locations
could be enhanced by warning signs and/or striping. The Oregon Highway 82 Corridor Plan
identifies “Hamburger Hill” (approximately MP 14.94) as a candidate for a refinement plan.
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5. Grade Crossing Protection Program (long: 10-20 years) — The program is intended to improve the
safety of highway and side road crossings of the Idaho Northern and Pacific (INP) by consolidating
private and public crossings where practical between Island City and Elgin. The following are
specific crossings that could be considered for future modification: Combine two crossings near
both MP 8.2 and MP14.2; consolidate three crossings to two near Baum Industrial Park; close one
of three public crossings near the center of Imbler; close Hayes and Janson Roads near the track;
gate the six remaining public crossings between Island City and Elgin’s east end.

6. Railroad Track Improvement Program, La Grande to Elgin (long: 10-20 years) — The program is
designed to improve the average speed of the INP to 25 mph between the Union Pacific Railroad
interchange in Island City and Elgin by implementing track and maintenance enhancements such as
partial tie replacement, addition of ballast, and surface and track alignment.

7. La Grande Intermodal Reload Facility Feasibility (long: 10-20 years) — This project would study
the development of an Intermodal Reload Facility near La Grande. The proposed facility would
enhance the movement of goods into and out of the region by creating an efficient central site
designed to optimize the service and connections between truck and rail freight lines.

8. Truck Route and Rail Enhancements, 1-84 to Baum Industrial Park (long: 10-20 years) — This
program is designed to enhance grade crossing safety at Baum Industrial Park. An additional goal is
to support a proposed inland port district or interstate truck/railroad reload facility at the west end of
the corridor. The program includes the consolidation of three railroad crossings at the Baum
Industrial Park into two and providing a frontage road to serve the Industrial Park (a potential site
for the reload facility).

Service Improvement Decisions

1. Commuter Air/Freight Enhancements to La Grande/Union County Airport (near: 0-5 years) — Work
with airport officials, the Northeast Oregon Air Service Task Force and the aviation branch of
ODOQT to produce a plan that identifies and addresses the needs related to commuter air and freight
enhancements to the La Grande/Union County Airport.

2. Elgin to Joseph Freight Rail Preservation Plan (near: 0-5 years) — Work with Oregon Parks and
Recreation Department, Union and Wallowa Counties, local jurisdictions, interested groups and the
INP, to develop a plan that addresses the ongoing preservation of the Elgin-Joseph rail line for
freight transportation.

OREGON SCENIC BYWAY PROGRAM

The Oregon Scenic Byway Program designates portions of state and local roads as scenic byways or
tour routes to promote tourism and appreciation for diverse cultural, historical, and environmental sites
around Oregon. The La Grande/Union County Visitors and Conventions Bureau proposed 95 miles of
Oregon State Highways 203 and 237, and Union County roads for state designation as a tour route. The
Oregon Transportation Commission approved this request in the summer of 1999.

The Grande Tour starts in La Grande at 4™ and Adams Avenue (Oregon Highway 30), extends to Union,
and up Catherine Creek to Medical Springs, continues to Telocaset, loops back through Union to Cove,
continues to Alicel and ends at Riverside Park in La Grande. According to the application, the Grande
Tour showcases the broad diversity of landscape, history, and culture in Union County. Visitors drive
through fertile farmlands, rugged sage-covered rangelands, and lush green forests. Rivers, creeks, and
Thief Valley Reservoir add beauty to the route and reflect the importance of life-giving water to the
livelihood of all area residents, both wild and domestic. It is proposed that this section of roadway will
enhance local economies, facilitate an appreciation for rural living, preserve and maintain local history,
and provide educational opportunities.
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Most of the Grande Tour has a paved road surface, though some road segments are gravel. The entire
byway is appropriate for recreational vehicles. Although there are no bike lanes along the route, all
paved segments are appropriate for bicycle use. Because of narrow shoulders, caution is required on
segments of Highway 237 through Pyles Canyon and Highway 203 along Catherine Creek. Brochures
are in the process of being printed and will be available at the La Grande/Union County Visitors and
Conventions Bureau. A draft version of the brochure, including a map, is located in Appendix E.

The scope of the project includes ten interpretive signs delineating the tour route and providing history
and specific information about the landscape. The Visitors and Conventions Bureau received money
through the Oregon State Tourism Commission and Union County for the tour route signs. State
designation as a tour route makes the project eligible for T-21 funds and allows the Oregon Tourism
Commission to market the tour route statewide.

The 1996 Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan identifies a bikeway improvement project on
Foothill Road that may become eligible for T-21 funds through state designation as the Grande Tour.
The improvement project is detailed in Table 6-1 and includes roadway widening and the addition of
shoulder bikeways.

COUNTY ROADWAY SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

If safety problems develop, or when significant traffic volume increases occur, the following road
improvements are proposed to mitigate identified deficiencies:

e Widening to current collector standards: Buchanan Lane, Dry Creek Lane, Mt. Glen Road,
Stackland Road, Valley View Road, and Woodell Lane. Union County’s current collector standard
is 24 feet with 4-foot paved shoulders where bicycle and pedestrian facilities are designated.

e A significant number of county roads are either gravel and/or narrow with surface widths of less
than 20 feet. These roadways should be considered for paving and/or widening and are easily
identified in Appendix B, the Existing Conditions Inventory.

The following is a summary of roadway system improvements drafted by the Union County TAC:

A) Pierce Road — Reconstruct Pierce Road between Foothill Exit and Oregon Highway 237 to a rural
arterial standard (reconstruction is complete between Oregon Highways 237 and 82), including (2)
4-foot paved plus 2-foot gravel shoulder bikeways. After safety evaluation, remove stop signs on
Pierce Road at the Pierce/Gekeler Road intersection to facilitate through traffic. Construct one left
turn refuge (south bound) on Oregon Highway 82 for Pierce Road and construct two left turn
refuges on Oregon Highway 237 for Pierce Road. This project is vital to Union County because it
links the Baum Industrial Park and the Airport Industrial Park with the state highway and interstate
systems. These high impact land uses produce large volumes of commuter and freight traffic.
Reconstructing Pierce Road will provide alternative connections for the industrial parks to the
interstate system and can increase safety by reducing conflicts between large trucks and
automobiles.

B) McAlister Road — Reconstruct McAlister Road between White Birch Lane and Oregon Highway
203 to a rural arterial standard, including (2) four-foot plus 2-foot gravel shoulder bikeways for
shared bicycle and pedestrian use. This is a heavily used connection between Oregon Highways
237, 203 and Interstate 84.

C) Buchanan Lane — Reconstruct Buchanan Lane between the east La Grande City Limit and
McAlister Road to a rural collector standard, including (2) six-foot paved bike lanes for shared
bicycle and pedestrian use. This is an important connection between the cities of La Grande and
Island City, and is heavily used by cyclists.
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D) Walton Road — Add (2) six-foot bike lanes and (2) five-foot sidewalks to Walton Road. This
project provides pedestrian and cycling facilities that connect with Oregon Highway 82 and can
provide alternate modes of travel for heavy commercial uses located along Highway 82.

E) Lower Cove Road — Reconstruct Lower Cove Road between Oregon Highway 237 and Market
Lane to a rural arterial standard, including (2) four-foot paved plus two-foot gravel shoulder
bikeways on the segment of Lower Cove Road between Oregon Highway 237 to Conley Road.
Construct one left turn refuge (south bound) on Oregon Highway 82 for Market Lane. This project
provides overall safety for traffic at the intersection of Market Lane and Oregon Highway 82. The
project also improves the connection between Oregon Highways 82 and 237.

F) Hunter Road — Construct (2) four-foot paved plus two-foot gravel shoulder bikeways between the
north Island City City Limit and Woodell Lane. Improve the segment of Hunter Road between
Woodell Lane and Dry Creek Lane to a rural arterial standard. Increase the enforcement of traffic
laws at the intersection of Booth Lane and Hunter Road (see Appendix D), and extend the 35 mph
speed zone to the north approximately one mile (200 feet north of the Booth/Hunter intersection).
Hunter Road is a heavily used rural arterial for local access in Union County. This project can
improve connectivity between communities in north Union County and the La Grande/lsland City
area. It should be noted that speed zone modifications must be reviewed and approved by the
Oregon Department of Transportation Speed Control Board.

G) Summerville Road — Reconstruct Summerville Road between Oregon Highways 82 and 204 to a
rural arterial standard, including (2) four-foot paved plus two-foot gravel shoulder bikeways. This
project would improve the connection between Oregon Highways 82 and 204, and improve local
access and circulation in north Union County.

H) Godley Lane — Improve Godley Lane from Miller Lane to Becker’s road improvements to a rural
local standard. This project was a consideration in the City of Union Transportation System Plan.

I) Mt. Glen Road/Booth Lane Intersection — Realign Booth Lane to intersect perpendicularly with Mt.
Glen Road to eliminate an unsafe intersection. Realigning this intersection would improve safety
by providing a clear view for all legs of the intersection and removing Yield signs which people
tend to ignore.

Additionally, the following project was identified during the compilation of the TSP to improve
intersection safety and promote economic development — Remove the airport beacon (NDB) at the
northeast portion of the intersection and realign Sandridge Road to intersect perpendicularly with
Highway 82 at the crest of the hill (northeast of the intersection) to improve sight distance and increase
intersection safety. Project priority is determined by the timing of construction of a straw storage facility
at the northeast corner of the intersection. When the straw storage facility is constructed, then the road
improvement project becomes a high priority.

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

The Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan was adopted on October 2, 1996. This plan identifies
improvements necessary to mitigate previously identified deficiencies, and improves pedestrian and bicycle
facilities along county roads. Recommended bicycle and pedestrian improvements for Union County are
shown in Table 6-1. Project costs are in 1996 dollars. Additional projects were considered during the bicycle
and pedestrian planning process but not selected. These projects are listed in the Union County Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan (Appendix C).

Bicycle and pedestrian projects from the Island City Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan are also included where
they coincide with a recommended Union County road project and where they are located on a Union
County facility. These projects are shown in Table 7-2.

Table 6-1
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Union County Recommended Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects

Road Segment Project Description Length Priority Cost
(in miles)

OR Highway 203

Union to Kofford Rd (2) 14’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 1.8 High $152,064
shoulder bikeways

Kofford Rd to Baker Co. | (2) 14’ travel lanes + fog line 20 Low $844,800

Line

OR Highway 204

Elgin to Umatilla Co. Line | (2) 14’ travel lanes 19 Low $802,560

OR Highway 237

Island City to Cove (2) 14’ travel lanes + (2) 4’ paved 4 Medium $1,774,080
shoulder bikeways

Cove to Union (2) 14’ travel lanes + (2) 4’ paved Low
shoulder bikeways

Union to Baker Co. Line | (2) 14’ travel lanes + fog line 17 Low $718,080

Mt. Glen Road

Black Hawk Trail Ln to (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 1.56 High $197,000

Booth Ln + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

McKenzie Lane

East Summerville to (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 2.16 High $131,789

Hunter Ln + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Hunter Road

McKenzie Ln to Woodell | (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 3 High $348,480

Ln + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Woodell Ln to Fruitdale (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 6.59 High $556,723

Ln + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

McKenzie Ln to Dry (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 1.49 Medium $173,078

Creek Ln + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Dry Creek Lane

Summerville Rd to (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 3.44 Medium $400,000

Behrens Ln + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Pierce Road

Hwy 82 to Hwy 237 (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 2.06 High $696,115
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Hwy 237 to Hwy 203 (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 3.75 High $315,110
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Hwy 203 to Foothill Rd (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 2.24 High $756,940
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Phys Road

Hwy 237 to Hwy 237 (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 1.16 Low $146,995

(Cove Bypass) + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways
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Summerville Road

Imbler to Summerville (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 2.71 High $228,941
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Summerville to Hwy 204 | (2) 12 travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 6.67 Medium $845,222
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Lower Cove Road

Hwy 237 to Conley Rd (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 3.32 Low $385,651
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Mill Creek Lane

Cove E.C.L. to Comstock | (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 1.25 Medium $52,800

Rd + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Buchanan Lane

LaGrande E.C.L.to (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 6” paved 77 High $130,000

Island City W.C.L. bike lanes

Fruitdale Lane

Mt. Glen Rd to Hunter Rd | (2) 14’ travel lanes + fog line 2.24 High $189,235

Booth Lane

Mt. Glen Rd to Hunter Rd | (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 11 High $46,464
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Market Lane

Hwy 82 to Lower Cove (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 10.4 Low $1,209,225

Rd + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Foothill Road

Gekeler Ln to Hwy 203 (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 8.88 High $562,637
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways
(after Pierce Rd reconstruction)

High Valley Road

Union E.C.L. to Kofford | (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 2.03 High $257,241

Rd + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Kofford Road

High Valley Rd to Hwy (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4” paved .39 High $158,400

203 + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

Transportation demand management strategies shift the reliance on one specific mode of travel to other
modes, including walking and cycling. Demand management strategies also include ride-sharing,
telecommuting, or staggering workdays per week or work hours per day in order to spread traffic demand
over many hours instead of focusing it into a specific peak time period.

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

Public transportation is coordinated by the Union County Transportation Coalition. The Coalition includes
Community Connection, New Day Enterprises, and the Center for Human Development (CHD). Clients of
these various organizations make up the majority of transit trips, but the public is also served by Community
Connection. Shelter from the Storm and Union/Wallowa Veteran’s Services are not considered part of the
Union County Transportation Coalition, yet if a centralized transit program were developed, with a fixed
point system and full-time coordinator to manage the overall program, they would benefit tremendously.

The diverse needs of the transportation disadvantaged make it difficult for each organization to reach their
financial goals. As a result, the Coalition strives to consolidate resources in order to accommodate the
specific needs of the elderly, disabled, and general public. The Union County Transportation Coalition
desires to form one corporate umbrella over all of the non-profit transit services in Union County with a full-
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time coordinator to manage the entire program. Forming the Union County Transportation Coalition has
allowed the three groups to combine their efforts to obtain grant money to purchase vehicles.

Demand for Dial-A-Ride service has increased steadily and is reaching capacity. The Coalition estimates
that transit will have to shift from a Dial-A-Ride system to a fixed point system in order to be efficient. A
fixed point system has all bus stops “fixed,” but the route used by the driver varies depending upon the
discretion of the dispatcher and driver. Though this is the Union County Transportation Coalition’s primary
goal, they estimate they are $13,000 short of instituting a fixed point system. This type of service requires a
centralized scheduling system, and specific locations and travel times. A full-time coordinator would be
necessary to manage scheduling and coordinate vehicle maintenance. The coordinator would also be
responsible for grant writing and identifying other funding opportunities for project support. Currently, the
major funding source for these services is ODOT’s Special Transportation Fund, which comes from a 2-cent
cigarette tax.

Another goal of the Union County Transportation Coalition is intercity bus service between all jurisdictions
in Union County, which would provide total connectivity within Union County. This would expand the
service area to include North Powder and Summerville, which do not currently have access to transit service.
The Coalition would also like to expand service to include weekends. In order to reduce traffic congestion
and reserve capacity on the state highway system, the Union County Transportation Coalition is considering
utilizing park and ride lots in conjunction with a fixed point system that would primarily benefit commuters
to the Baum Industrial Park.

AIRPORT PROJECTS

The La Grande/Union County Airport Master Plan Update was adopted by Union County in 1998 and
identifies a 20-year capital improvement plan for airport expansion. Following is a description, priority
ranking, and estimated cost for airport improvements*?. Figure 6-1 shows the Airport Layout Plan and
proposed improvement projects over the next 20 years.

Phase | Projects For 1998-2002
1. Runway Shift/Runway Safety Area Improvements
Description: Shift Runway 30 and Taxiway C 660 feet to the south to meet ARC C-VI runway
safety area (RSA) standards on the north end of the airport. This project will require acquisition of
property off the south end of the runway to accommodate an adequate RPZ and the relocation of
Airport Lane. In order to have a full and unimpaired RPZ, Airport Lane should be relocated
approximately 600 feet to the south. This project would also include the reconstruction of the exit
from Runway 12/30 to Runway 16/34. Included in this project are:
Environmental Assessment - $65,000
RPZ Property Acquisition — south end - $126,250
Airport Lane Property Acquisition - $19,283
North End RSA Grooming - $5,000
660’ Runway Taxiway Extension - $535,855
Airport Lane Relocation - $420,000
Reconstruct Runway 16/34 Exit, which is failing - $56,000

12 |_a Grande/Union County Airport Master Plan Update, pages 91-95, W&H Pacific, Inc., July 1998.
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Tanker Ramp Infill
As of January 1998, there is a grassy infield between the existing tanker ramp and Taxiway D and C
which restricts access to this ramp to two entrances, one on the north side and one on the east side.
This limited access creates congestion during heavy traffic. By filling and paving this area, access
and maneuvering room at this ramp area will be greatly improved.
Estimated cost - $245,031

Tanker Ramp Expansion
During the fire season when there is significant activity on the existing ramp area, the tanker
operators do not have adequate space to pull a tanker off the line for maintenance or extended
parking. Expansion of the tanker ramp on the northwest side of the intersection of Taxiway C and
Taxiway D would allow for maintenance and parking of tanker aircraft without interfering with
ongoing operations.
Estimated cost - $830,800

Lead Plane Ramp
During fire fighting operations, the “lead” aircraft is a small plane, which leads the tankers to their
targets and otherwise directs the fire fighting efforts. Currently, these small planes must use the
same parking area as the large tanker aircraft. This situation creates both safety and operational
efficiency issues. Construction of a Lead Plane Ramp to the south of the tanker ramp and
connecting to Taxiway C will provide a separate area for these small planes to park.
Estimated cost - $148,874

Taxiway C Extension
Taxiway C is a partial parallel taxiway for Runway 12/30, extending from the end of Runway 30
and ending at Taxiway B. In order to return to the tanker base, the tanker planes must use Taxiway
A or B. Use of these taxiways by the large planes is not desirable because of lack of space and
conflicting operations between large and small aircraft. Extending Taxiway C to connect with a new
runway exit on Runway 12/30 will provide better separation between large and small aircraft
operations and expedite fire fighting efforts.
Estimated cost - $350,000

Connect Taxiway C to Taxiway A
This project will construct a stub taxiway connecting the north end of Taxiway C with the north end
of Taxiway A. This will provide improved access to the terminal area for aircraft arriving on
Runway 30.
Estimated cost - $55,833

Reconstruct Taxiway B between Runway 16/34 and Taxiway C
Repair and resurface Taxiway B to accommodate the heavier aircraft.
Estimated cost - $56,000

Fire Attack Helipads Expansion
This project results in an expansion of the existing helipad area to accommodate six additional
helicopters, including two of the larger, twin rotor helicopters. This expansion will provide adequate
parking for helicopters used during fire fighting operations, consolidate their parking in one area
and provide them an operations area that is away from the fixed wing aircraft.
Estimated cost - $96,916

Expand Auto Parking Lot
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Expand the paved parking lot adjacent to the terminal building to add an additional 15 to 20 parking
spaces.
Estimated cost - $65,000

Phase Il Projects For 2003-2007
1. Acquire Land for North End RPZs
Currently the RPZs at the end of Runways 30 and 34 are not owned by the airport. The FAA
encourages airports to have control of this area. This project will result in acquisition of those
RPZs. It will be possible for the land to continue in agricultural use. Long term lease back to the
current owner is an option.
Estimated cost - $200,000

2. Extend Taxiway A 575 Feet to the South
Taxiway A is a partial parallel taxiway ending at Taxiway D. Extend the taxiway the full length
of Runway 16/34 in two phases to provide for a connection to the end of Runway 16/34 as well
as to open opportunities to develop airside uses along Pierce Road. Phase | will extend the
taxiway 575 feet to connect with the end of the runway.
Estimated cost - $93,000

3. Reconstruct Taxiway D
Repair and resurface Taxiway D.
Estimated cost - $110,000

4. Overlay Runway 16/34
Harsh weather conditions in eastern Oregon contribute to the deterioration of the runway
pavement. In order to preserve the runway, an overlay is required on a periodic basis.
Estimated cost - $454,000

5. Slurry Seal and Restripe Runways and Taxiways
Applying a slurry seal to the runways and taxiways will make it possible to achieve the longest
usable life from these surfaces. The application of a slurry seal obliterates all markings, so
restriping of all areas is included as part of this project.
Estimated cost - $294,000

6. Slurry Seal and Restripe all County Owned/Operated Ramps
Applying a slurry seal to the county owned ramps will make it possible to achieve the longest
usable life from these surfaces. The application of a slurry seal obliterates all markings, so
restriping of all areas is included as part of this project.
Estimated cost - $77,000

7. Runway Lighting for Runway 16/34
Install runway lighting on Runway 16/34.
Estimated cost - $235,000

8. Replace Rotating Beacon
The useful life of a rotating beacon is approximately 20 to 30 years. Replacement of the beacon
is recommended at the end of its useful life to maintain operating reliability.
Estimated cost - $48,000

Phase 111 Projects For 2008-2017
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Extend Taxiway A 500 Feet to the South
Extending Taxiway A will allow hangar access for aircraft at the southwestern edge of the
airport. This area is designated for development of GA flightline.
Estimated cost - $42,000

Overlay Runway 12/30
Harsh weather conditions in eastern Oregon contribute to the deterioration of the runway
pavement. In order to preserve the runway, an overlay is required on a periodic basis.
Estimated cost - $612,000

Overlay Taxiway A and Ramps
Harsh weather conditions in eastern Oregon contribute to the deterioration of the taxiway and
ramp pavement. In order to preserve the taxiway and ramp, an overlay is required on a periodic
basis.
Estimated cost - $548,000

Overlay Taxiway C
Harsh weather conditions in eastern Oregon contribute to the deterioration of the taxiway
pavement. In order to preserve the taxiway, an overlay is required on a periodic basis.
Estimated cost - $641,000

Slurry Seal and Restripe Runway 16/34
Applying a slurry seal to the paved areas of the airport will make it possible to achieve the
longest usable life from these surfaces. The application of a slurry seal obliterates all markings,
so restriping of all areas is included as a part of this project.
Estimated cost - $122,000

Replace Lighting System on Runway 12/30
Runway lighting has a useful life of approximately 20 to 30 years. Replacement of the lighting
is recommended at the end of its useful life to maintain operating reliability.
Estimated cost - $229,000

Construct Taxiway on the East Side of Runway 12/30
Aviation development of the east side of the airport will necessitate the construction of an east
side taxiway to provide access for aircraft to hangars and other businesses. This project will
construct a full length taxiway east of the runway. It could be constructed in phases.
Estimated cost for full taxiway is $758,000

Upgrade and Extend Access and Utilities to East Side of Airport
In order to allow for development of the east side of the airport for aviation and related
development, the basic infrastructure for this area must be developed. This includes upgrading
Airport Lane to allow for access to this area and extending sewer, water, and power to this area.
Cost estimates for the extension of utilities are being prepared outside the master plan.
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Total Estimated Cost for Airport Improvements
The total estimated cost for all three phases is $6,069,842 with $4,214,899 contributed by the FAA and
$1,854,943 provided through local or other non-FAA funding sources.
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CHAPTER 7: TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Elements of the transportation plan include road development standards, access management standards,
transportation demand management measures, and modal plans.

RURAL ROADWAY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Road development standards are an important component of the TSP because they direct future road
construction or re-construction design. Therefore, road standards must reflect the kind of road
development Union County wants to see in the future. Table 7-1 shows the current road development
standards. During the TSP process, the Union County TAC revisited these road standards and the
recommended road development standards are shown in Table 7-2.

Table 7-1
Current Road Development Standards for Union County

ARTERIAL COLLECTOR LOCAL PRIVATE
R-O-W 60 60 60 30
Surface
width 30 24 24 20
Base depth 9” deep 8” deep 8” deep 1.5-3” 8” deep 2.5-3”
& material 1.5-3” aggregate 1.5-3” aggregate aggregate aggregate
Leveling 4” deep 4” deep 4” deep 1.5- %4 3” deep 1.5- %
course 1.5- % aggregate 1.5- % aggregate aggregate aggregate
Overlay material 3” asphalt or asphalt 2” crushed gravel ¥ 2” crushed gravel  2” crushed gravel

concrete minus

Shoulder
width 8’ 6’ None None
Shoulder depth &  Same as base + leveling ~ Same as base + leveling
material None None
Sidewalk &
bicycle shared 6°-2" asphalt or asphalt
shoulder concrete None None None

Rural Arterial Roadways
Arterial roadways form the backbone of the transportation system in Union County. Rural arterials
distribute traffic between communities and state highways, and carry the highest traffic volumes.

Figure 7-1 shows the recommended cross section for rural arterial roads in Union County. Right-of-way
width is 60 feet, with a 24-foot paved surface width. The right-of-way includes four-foot shoulders on
each side, with the inside two feet of the shoulder paved and the outside two feet graveled. There is no
parking allowed on rural arterials.

Outside of Urban Growth Boundaries, rural arterials do not include sidewalks. Where shared bicycle
and pedestrian facilities are designated in the Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan the shoulder
will be six feet in width for each side. The shoulder will include four feet of pavement adjacent to the
vehicle travel lane, plus another two feet of gravel for a total shoulder width of 6 feet.
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60' ROW
4'* 24' 21* 1 2'»
e |
77,1 \ /
OVERLAY - 3" asphalt concrete{/ | SHOULDER OVERLAY - povementA/
LEVELING COURSE — 4” deep, 3/4-15" ~ gravel
BASE — 9" deep, 4" minus Arterial * 4" paved + 2' gravel sidewalk &
bicycle shared shoulder as designated.
60" ROW
f— 4’ 24' 4% ——t
il
yi
[ 4|
I

OVERLAY/LEVELING COURSE —/

~ 6 deep, 3/4’ minus * 4" gravel sidewalk & bicycle
BASE - 8 deep, 4* minus Collector shared shoulder as designated.

OVERLAY/LEVELING COURSE ——/ |
— 6" deep, 3/4" minus
BASE — 8" deep, 4" minus Local

30" ROW
12 W/ TURNOUTS

7/ 1
A
OVERLAY/LEVELING COURSE —/ |

- 5" deep, 3/4" minus
BASE — 8" deep, 4" minus

Private Easement

Figure 7-1
 Recommended Typical Cross Sections



Union County Transportation System Plan

Rural Collector Roadways
Rural collectors distribute traffic between arterial roads and local roads, and can serve to access abutting

property.

Figure 7-1 shows the recommended cross section for rural collector roads in Union County. The total
right-of-way width is 60 feet, with a 24-foot gravel surface. Outside of Urban Growth Boundaries,
sidewalks and parking are not designated along rural collectors.

Generally, shoulders are only required along rural collectors where the Union County Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan designated shared bicycle and pedestrian facilities. In these cases, a four-foot paved
shoulder is required.

Rural Local Roadways
The primary purpose of rural local roads is to access property. Local roads do not require sidewalks or
parking.

The recommended rural local road cross section in Figure 7-1 shows a 60-foot right-of-way, with a 24-foot
gravel surface. Shoulders are not required on local roads. Foothill Road is the only local road, however, that
has a designated bicycle facility by the Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. In this instance, a four-
foot paved shoulder has been recommended.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

The Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan designates shared shoulders for bicycle and pedestrian
use along selected rural arterials, collectors, and one local road. Average daily traffic, and in some cases,
travel speed determined what type of facility would be added. Separate bicycle facilities and sidewalks
are not required along rural arterial, collector, or local roads.

Table 7-2

Recommended Road Development Standards for Union County

ARTERIAL* COLLECTOR* LOCAL PRIVATE
EASEMENT

R-O-W 60 60 60 30
Surface 12
width 24 24 24 with turnouts**
Base depth 9” deep 8" deep 8” deep 8" deep
& material [shall be 4” minus 4” minus 4” minus 4”’minus
gridrolled] aggregate aggregate aggregate aggregate
Leveling 4” deep 1.5- % minus
course aggregate 6” deep 6” deep 5” deep
Overlay ¥, minus aggregate*** ¥, minus ¥ minus
material 3” asphalt concrete aggregate*** aggregate***
Shoulder 2’ pavement +
width 2’ gravel None None None
Shoulder depth & Same as base + leveling
material course None None None
Where designated:
sidewalk & bicycle
shared shoulder 4’paved + 2’ gravel 4’ paved None None

*Geotech fabric shall be required between base and subgrade where paved for arterials and collectors.
**Private driveways in excess of 200 feet shall require 20 x 40 turnouts at a maximum spacing of %2 the
driveway length or 400 feet, whichever is less.
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***Crushed gravel for the combined leveling course and overlay material shall be non-alluvial in origin.

ACCESS MANAGEMENT

Access management is an important means of transportation system protection. By managing the
location, design, and number of access points to a transportation system, the overall service level can be
maintained. Too many connections to state highways in the form of new driveways and public roads can
degrade the function of the road by increasing congestion and causing traffic delays. Too many access
points can also create safety problems by increasing the potential for traffic conflicts at intersections or
driveways.

The Oregon Department of Transportation has a state highway access management policy which directs
protection of Oregon highway functional classification. State highways are divided into levels of
importance to prioritize improvement needs and define operational objectives. The four levels of
importance are: interstate, statewide, regional, and district. The degree of access management coincides
with each level of importance. A primary and secondary function is designated for each level of
importance, as well as management objectives to guide highway operations. Union County has one
highway of interstate significance, Interstate 84; one highway of statewide significance, Oregon
Highway 82; one highway of regional significance, Oregon Highway 204; and the remaining three
highways are of district significance, Oregon Highways 244, 203, and 237.

Access Management Techniques
The frequency of access points to the state highway system can be managed in the following ways:

Restrict the spacing between access points

Share access points among adjacent properties

Utilize access points on side streets, not the state system

Construct frontage roads for the connection of new access points, instead of connecting to the state

highway system

o Offset driveways to produce T-intersections so conflicts between driveway traffic and through
traffic can be minimized

o Install raised median islands

e Add turn lane refuges

Recommended Access Management Standards

In order to preserve the function of state highways in Union County, the recommended access
management standards for rural Union County were taken directly from the 1991 Oregon Highway
Plan. Proposed access to the state highway system is permitted upon review by ODOT, and is
authorized by ORS 374.305.

Table 7-3 shows the access management category and level of importance associated with each
highway, and sets forth the spacing requirements between new public roads and new private driveways
connecting to the state highway. Table 7-3 displays spacing standards for connections to the state
highways both inside Urban Growth Boundaries (UGBs) and outside Urban Growth Boundaries,
however the Union County TSP is only concerned with connections to the state highway outside of
UGBs.

Legal access points in place as of TSP adoption are designated as conforming features. Applicants
proposing new development of property adjoining a state highway must meet the spacing standards
identified in Table 7-3 for new driveway or public road connections to the state highway system.
Applicants shall coordinate with the Oregon Department of Transportation, Region 5 Office prior to
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submitting any land use application. The purpose for this contact is to involve ODOT, Region 5 at the
beginning of the application process so that the property owner/developer has the benefit of ODOT
comments prior to submitting a site plan, conditional use, or tentative plat map.

Safety issues, changes in land use generating an additional 100 vehicle trips per day or more, or land use
actions such as zone changes or plan amendments accessing the state highway system are triggers for
ODOT review. There are several alternatives for access point consideration. Either the access onto the
state highway is closed and moved to a side road, the access is combined with other access points, the
access is moved according to the spacing standards identified in Table 7-3, the access conforms to
previously listed “Access Management Techniques,” or nothing is done and the access is left alone.

Table 7-3
Oregon State Highway Access Management Standards
Highway | Category Level of Urban/ Intersection
Importance | Rural Public Road Private Drive
Type Spacing Type Spacing
84 1 Interstate Inside interchange 2-3 None N/A
UGB miles
Outside interchange 3-8 None N/A
UGB miles
82 4 Statewide Inside at-grade or 1320’ L/R turns 500’
UGB interchange
Outside at-grade or 5280’ L/R turns 1200°
UGB interchange
204 5 Regional Inside at-grade 1320’ L/R turns 300°
UGB
Outside at-grade 2640’ L/R turns 500’
UGB
203 6 District Inside at-grade 500’ L/R turns 150’
UGB
Outside at-grade 1320’ L/R turns 300°
UGB
237 6 District Inside at-grade 500’ L/R turns 150’
UGB
Outside at-grade 1320’ L/R turns 300°
UGB
244 6 District Inside at-grade 500’ L/R turns 150’
UGB
Outside at-grade 1320° L/R turns 300°
UGB

Source: Table 1 — Access Management Classification System, Appendix B, 1991 Oregon Highway Plan.

MODAL PLANS

Union County modal plans were drafted using data collected from a physical inventory of existing
conditions, previous plans, Technical Advisory Committee, ODOT, and public input, forecasts, and
community goals. The modal plans address transportation needs over the next 20 years, taking into
account projected population and traffic volume growth. The specifics of recommended transportation
improvement projects may change slightly depending on the timing and location of projected growth in
Union County.

Roadway System Plan
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Recommended improvements to the transportation system, including project priority and estimated cost,
are listed in Tables 7-4 and 7-5. Table 7-4 lists state identified transportation system recommendations.
Highway project needs for the future STIP do not yet have project cost estimates. Roadway system
improvement projects identified by Union County were refined by the Union County TAC and are listed
in Table 7-5. Figure 7-2 shows locally identified project locations and is numbered based on Table 7-5.

Table 7-4
State Identified Transportation System Recommendations

Priority  Estimated

Project or Year  Cost

1999 STIP Project Recommendations (committed)

Palmer Junction Road — Bridge Number 61C05 over Gordon Creek High $254,000
Oregon Highway 244 — Bridge Number 04846 over Bear Creek High $154,000
2000-2003 STIP Project Recommendations (preliminary)

Island City Strip Section 2000 $641,000
Striker Lane — Bridge Number 61C15 over Grande Ronde River 2000 $659,000
Market Lane — Bridge Number 01495 over State Ditch 2000 $502,000
La Grande Variable Message Sign (westbound) 2000 $200,000
Hilgard — La Grande Section 2001 $9,900,000
Interstate 84 — Old Oregon Trail Highway Bridge Numbers 8504 & 9630B 2001 $228,000
5" Street (Union) — Bridge Number 61072 over Catherine Creek 2001 $258,000
High Valley #5 — Bridge Number 61C30 over Little Creek 2001 $188,000
Old Oregon Trail Highway Signing 2001 $60,000
Whopper 2 Slide Correction 2001 $500,000
Island City — Imbler Preservation Project 2002 $375,000
Interstate 84 — Bridge Number 9634 over McAlister Lane 2002 $25,000
Interstate 84 — Bridge Number 9755 over Wolf Creek 2002 $25,000
McKennon Lane — Bridge Number C1619 over Grande Ronde River 2002 $771,000
Island Avenue (La Grande) Traffic Signal Section 2002 $400,000
Interstate 84 — Bridge Numbers 7291C & 7291D over Wolf Creek 2003 $330,000
North Powder Interchange (EB & WB) — Bridge Numbers 9499 & 9499A 2003 $543,000
Future STIP Needs List

La Grande Corridor Transportation Improvements High $2,600,000
Elgin Section High $1,200,000
Umatilla County Line — NW City Limits (Elgin) High $12,300,000
Pyles Canyon Section High $2,100,000
Island City Section Medium  $2,000,000
Truck Route & Rail Enhancements (1-84 to Baum Industrial Park) Medium  $2,400,000
North Powder Section Medium  $1,400,000
Pierce Lane Improvements Low $3,000,000
Highway 82 Scenic Turnouts Low $300,000
Minam Grade (Phase 2) Low $5,000,000
Imbler Section $1,500,000
Oregon Highway 82 Corridor Plan Project Recommendations

Public Transportation Plan High $20,000
Right-of-way Acquisition, Elgin to Joseph High $2,500,000
Shoulder Widening Program High $8,800,000
Island City/Imbler Passing Lane Medium  $1,400,000
High Accident Location Signing/Marking Program Medium  $20,000
Grade Crossing Protection Program Low no estimate
Railroad Track Improvement Program, La Grande to Elgin Low $1,200,000
La Grande Intermodal Reload Facility Feasibility Low $2,400,000
Truck Route and Rail Enhancements Low $2,400,000
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Commuter Air/Freight Enhancements to La Grande/Union County Airport High $25,000
Elgin to Joseph Freight Rail Preservation Plan High $50,000
Oregon Scenic Byway Program

Not
“The Grande Tour” State Tour Route Designation prioritized no estimate
Recommended Bridge Improvements on County Roads
Yarrington Road — Bridge Number 61C16 over Grande Ronde River High no estimate
Indian Creek Road — Bridge Number 61C22 over Indian Creek High no estimate
Jones Road — Bridge Number 61C42 over Phillips Creek High no estimate
Summerville Road — Bridge Number 10749A over Willow Creek High no estimate
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Locally Identified Recommended Transportation Projects

Table 7-5

B

intersection

endicularly with OR-82

*Some road preiects include bicycle and pedestrian treatments, which are listed to the right. A complete list of * -cle and pedestrian projects is included in Table 6-2.

**If a previous

identifies a different priority level than the TSP, then project priority is determined by the ji

ction in which the road facility is located.

Pierce Road : el N B IR S o
(1) Foothill Exit to Hwy 237 Reconstruct to rural arterial standard 6 High $2,100,000 @ (2) 4’ paved + 2’ gravel 6 High $1,072,050 : $3,172,050 $3,968,165 |
‘ shoulders for bikeways ] ]
(2) Hwy 237 to Hwy 82 Reconstruction complete for this See Bike & High See Bike & # (2) 4’ paved + 2’ gravel 2.06 High $696,115 $696,115
section. See Bike & Ped project Ped project Ped project # shoulders for bikeways
description description description
(3) Pierce/Gekeler Remove stop signs on Pierce to N/A High No cost 0
intersection facilitate through traffic
(4) Pierce/Hwy 82 Construct (1) left turn refuge on Hwy Medium $50,000 $50,000
: intersection 82 for Pierce Road
(5) Pierce/Hwy 237 Construct (2) left turn refuges on Hwy Low $50,000 $50,000
intersection 237 for Pierce Road
‘McA  -Road A ‘ :
£(6) Wuue Birch Ln to Reconstruct to a rural arterial standard .73 High $175,000 (2) 4’ paved + 2 gravel 73 High $81,480 $256,480 $956,480
Buchanan Ln shoulders for bikeways
(7) Buchanan Ln to Hwy 203 | Reconstruct to a rural arterial standard 2 High $700,000 $700,000
" Buchanan Lane : . EaEE R SR B ;
(8) La Grande E.C.L. Reconstruct to a rural collector standard 77 High $262,500 (2) 4’ paved + 2’ gravel 77 High $130,000 $392,500 $392,500
McAlister Rd shoulders for bikways
. Walton Road , R e T G i et ;
' (9) Buchanan Ln to Hwy 82 See Bike & Ped project description See Bike & | Medium | See Bike & @ (2) 6’ bike lanes + (2) 5° 79 High $330,383 $330,383 $330,383
) Ped project Ped project @ sidewalks
description description
. Lower Cove Road R . S tanrt LI NERIRne AR i
{ (10) Market Ln to Hwy 237 Improve to a rural arterial standard 7 Low $2,450,000 @ (2) 4’ paved + 2’ gravel 332 Low $385,651 $2,835,651 $2,885,651 |
shoulders for bikeways
(Hwy 237 to Conley Rd)
(11) Market Ln/Hwy 82 Construct (1) left turn refuge on Hwy N/A Medium $50,000 $50,000
intersection 82 for Market Lane
Hunter Road L . ; TN i : _ ]
i (12) Island City N.C.L. to See Bike & Ped project description See Bike & Low See Bike & | (2) 4’ paved + 2’ gravel 7 High- $1,078,281 { $1,078,281 $3,353,281
Woodell Ln Ped project Ped project @ shoulders for bikeways Medium E
- description description
(13 idell Ln to Dry Improve to a rural arterial standard 6.5 Low $2,275,000 8 (2) 4> paved + 2 gravel 6.5 High- $2,275,000
Creen n shoulders for bikeways Medium
(14) Hunter/Booth Increase enforcement & extend 35 mph 1 High no estimate
intersection speed zone north 1 mile
Summnierville Road ; ] . o i B , ‘ : ]
(15) Hwy 82 to Hwy 204 Reconstruct to a rural arterial standard 9.38 Low $3,283,000 @ (2) 4’ paved + 2’ gravel 9.38 High- $1,074,163 $4,357,163 $4,357,163 |
i shoulders for bikeways Medium ;
. Godley Lane . ] R o ——
(16) Miller Ln to Becker’s Improve to a rural local standard .5 Low $50,000 $50,000 $50,000
: Improvements
Mt. Glen Road/Booth Lane : L r sl vmalee e ﬁ
(17) Mt. Glen/Booth Realign Booth Lane to intersect N/A Low $100,000 $100,000 $100,000
intersection perpendicularly with Mt. Glen Road
Sandridge Road/OR-82 . B b e ey R ,
(18) Sandridge/OR-82 Realign Sandridge Road to intersect N/A High $50,000 | $50,000 $50,000
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Figure 7-2

Roadway Improvement Projects
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Bicycle and Pedestrian System Plan
Table 7-6 shows the recommended bicycle and pedestrian projects taken from the Union County
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, which was adopted in 1996. Figures 7-3A and 7-3B show bicycle and
pedestrian improvement locations.

Table 7-6
Union County Recommended Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects

Road Segment Project Description Length Priority Cost
(in miles)

OR Highway 203

Union to Kofford Rd (2) 14’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 1.8 High $152,064
shoulder bikeways

Kofford Rd to Baker Co. | (2) 14’ travel lanes + fog line 20 Low $844,800

Line

OR Highway 204

Elgin to Umatilla Co. Line | (2) 14’ travel lanes 19 Low $802,560

OR Highway 237

Island City to Cove (2) 14’ travel lanes + (2) 4’ paved 4 Medium $1,774,080
shoulder bikeways

Cove to Union (2) 14’ travel lanes + (2) 4’ paved Low
shoulder bikeways

Union to Baker Co. Line | (2) 14’ travel lanes + fog line 17 Low $718,080

Mt. Glen Road

Black Hawk Trail Ln to (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 1.56 High $197,000

Booth Ln + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

McKenzie Lane

East Summerville to (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 2.16 High $131,789

Hunter Ln + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Hunter Road

McKenzie Ln to Woodell | (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 3 High $348,480

Ln + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Woodell Ln to Fruitdale (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 6.59 High $556,723

Ln + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

McKenzie Ln to Dry (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 1.49 Medium $173,078

Creek Ln + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Dry Creek Lane

Summerville Rd to (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 3.44 Medium $400,000

Behrens Ln + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Pierce Road

Hwy 82 to Hwy 237 (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 2.06 High $696,115
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Hwy 237 to Hwy 203 (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 3.75 High $315,110
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Hwy 203 to Foothill Rd (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 2.24 High $756,940
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Phys Road

Hwy 237 to Hwy 237 (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 1.16 Low $146,995

(Cove Bypass) + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways
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Summerville Road

Imbler to Summerville (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 2.71 High $228,941
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Summerville to Hwy 204 | (2) 12 travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 6.67 Medium $845,222
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Lower Cove Road

Hwy 237 to Conley Rd (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 3.32 Low $385,651
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Mill Creek Lane

Cove E.C.L. to Comstock | (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 1.25 Medium $52,800

Rd + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Buchanan Lane

LaGrande E.C.L.to (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 6” paved 77 High $130,000

Island City W.C.L. bike lanes

Fruitdale Lane

Mt. Glen Rd to Hunter Rd | (2) 14’ travel lanes + fog line 2.24 High $189,235

Booth Lane

Mt. Glen Rd to Hunter Rd | (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 11 High $46,464
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Market Lane

Hwy 82 to Lower Cove (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 10.4 Low $1,209,225

Rd + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Foothill Road

Gekeler Ln to Hwy 203 (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 8.88 High $562,637
+ 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways
(after Pierce Rd reconstruction)

High Valley Road

Union E.C.L. to Kofford | (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4’ paved 2.03 High $257,241

Rd + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Kofford Road

High Valley Rd to Hwy (2) 12’ travel lanes & (2) 4” paved .39 High $158,400

203 + 2’ gravel shoulder bikeways

Transportation Demand Management Plan

Transportation demand management promotes efficient utilization of the existing transportation system
rather than widening or constructing new roadways. Some successful techniques include ridesharing,
telecommuting, encouraging the use of other modes, and staggering work schedules. Many of these
strategies work best when focused on high density employment areas. The La Grande/lIsland City area
accounts for the majority of Union County employment.

Union County’s population is relatively low and dispersed so that most transportation demand
management measures are not practical. In addition, many local residents travel across the county to
work so automobile transportation remains necessary.

There are, however, potential opportunities for transportation demand management measures in Union
County. Some of the larger Union County employers could initiate carpools/vanpools to reduce on-site
parking demand and peak hour traffic. Encouraging other modes, such as bicycle and pedestrian
facilities, could reduce some traffic congestion and such facilities are being recommended in all local
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Figure 7-3A

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
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Figure 7-3B

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
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bicycle and pedestrian plans. Telecommuting and staggered work schedules provide for employee work
schedule flexibility, less onsite parking demand, and reduced peak hour traffic flows. Union County
could consider a rideshare program designed to encourage carpooling ridership.

Community Connection is pursuing intercity bus service, and is currently developing a 5-year plan for
the identification of transit needs and funding sources. Intercity bus service would incorporate the area
industrial parks and may reduce congestion.

No costs have been estimated for the transportation demand management plan.

Public Transportation Plan

Wallowa Valley Stage Line, Blue Mountain Cab Company, Greyhound Bus Lines, and Mid-Columbia
Bus Company offer a variety of privately owned public transportation services for Union County.
Public transportation is also provided through the Union County Transportation Coalition. The
Coalition includes Community Connection, New Day Enterprises, and the Center for Human
Development (CHD). Clients of these various organizations make up the majority of transit trips, but the
general public is also served by Community Connection. Shelter from the Storm and Union/Wallowa
Veteran’s Services provide client transport as well.

Wallowa Valley Stage Line, Blue Mountain Cab Company, Greyhound Bus Lines, and Mid-Columbia
Bus Company have no plans for service expansion.

The Union County Transportation Coalition is working toward the implementation of a fixed point
system in the La Grande area, and eventually instituting intercity bus service connecting Union County
communities and linking with Baker and Wallowa Counties. The Coalition is currently formulating a 5-
year plan that identifies countywide transit needs and funding opportunities to meet those needs.
Vehicle replacement and operating funds are also top priorities. Table 7-7 shows grant requests made on
behalf of the Union County Transportation Coalition, and its constituents, for the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).

Shelter from the Storm and Union/Wallowa Veteran’s Services are not members of the Union County
Transportation Coalition, however, instituting fixed point bus service and intercity bus service would
tremendously benefit the clients of these organizations. Ideally, if a centralized public transportation
program were implemented, Shelter from the Storm and Union/Wallowa Veteran’s Services would be
added to the program in order to pool resources and utilize public transit most efficiently. Fixed point
bus service would include connecting the court system, Eastern Oregon University, and mental and
public health services with Max Square, the downtown intermodal transportation hub, and with the
senior center and businesses along Island Avenue (Oregon Highway 82) in La Grande. Ultimately,
providing transit service within the La Grande area and intercity transit service would reserve capacity
on the state highway system by providing alternatives to auto travel, as well as furnishing the
transportation disadvantaged with increased mobility within the Union County community.
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Table 7-7
Committed & Preliminary STIP Transit Grant Applications

Applicant Year
Applicant Project Description (Committed) Request (priority)
Union County Transportation Coalition
(CHD, New Day Enterprises) Replace vehicle fleet $54,400 1999
Union County Transportation Coalition
(Community Connection) Replace vehicle fleet $44,000 2000
Union County Transportation Coalition
(Community Connection) Replace vehicle fleet $59,600 2001
Applicant Year
Applicant Project Description (Preliminary) Request (priority)
Community Connection Preservation Operating Assistance $42,581 2000
Community Connection Preservation Operation Assistance $38,978 2001
Community Connection Preservation Operation Assistance $35,595 2002
Community Connection Preservation Operation Assistance $28,702 2003

Rail Transportation Plan

There is local interest in restoring AMTRAK service to La Grande, and ODOT’s Rail Section is
currently pursuing restoration at this time. As passenger rail develops in other parts of Oregon, an
extension of this service to the east may be considered within the 20-year planning period. According to
the ODOT Rail Section, there is a tentative proposal to implement a fleet of small, efficient trains for
express service in the Willamette Valley within the 20-year planning period. This would serve as a test
case to gauge support and ridership, and if successful, may be extended to the eastern region of the state.

In 1994, the Idaho Northern and Pacific petitioned the Surface Transportation Board to abandon roughly
61 miles of track between Elgin and Joseph, which lies mostly in Wallowa County. This abandonment
petition was approved March 12, 1997 by the Surface Transportation Board. The Oregon Highway 82
Corridor Plan identifies the acquisition of the INP railroad right-of-way to be used as a multi-use path
between Elgin and Joseph as a potential improvement project.

Discussion between Union County and Wallowa County is ongoing. Additionally, the Oregon Parks and
Recreation Department is pursuing a grant application for Statewide Transportation Enhancement
(TEA-21) funds through the Oregon Department of Transportation for the purchase of the abandoned
rail corridor between Elgin and Joseph. The Union County Board of Commissioners is in support of
preserving the abandoned Idaho Northern and Pacific railroad right-of-way for a multi-use path between
Elgin and Joseph.

Air Transportation Plan

Table 7-8 shows the La Grande/Union County Airport 20-year capital improvement plan for
recommended airport improvements.
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Insert Table 7-8 20 yr CIP
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LaGrande/Union County Airport
Twenty Year Capital Inprovement Program

FAA

Table 7-8

Total Local/Non-FAA FAA Phase | Phase Il Phase lll
Phase |- 1998 - 2002 - First Five Years Eligible Cost Share Share 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007] 2008 - 2017
RSA Improvements $1,232,388 Y
Rwy Exl. Environmental Assessment Y $65,000 $6,500 $58,500 $65.000
Prop. Acquisition - RWY Ex. & RPZ Y $126,250 $12,625 $113,625 | $100,000 $26,250
Prop. Acquisition - Airport Ln Relocalio Y $19.283 $1,928 $17,355 $10,000 $9,283
North End RSA Grooming Y $10,000 $1.,000 $9.000 $10,000
660" Rwy and Txy Ext., Rwy 12/30 Y $535,855 $53,586 $482,270 $200,000 $335,855
Airport Lane Relocation Y $420,000 $42,000 $378,000 $200,000 $220,000
Reconstruct Rwy 16/34 Exit Y $56,000 $5,600 $50,400 $56,000
Taxiway C Extension/Rwy 12/30 Exit Y $350,000 $35,000 $315,000 $350,000
Reconstruct Txy B Between 16/34 & Txy Y $45.000 $4,500 $40,500 $45,000
Tanker Ramp Infill N $245,031 $245,031 $245,031
Tanker Ramp Expansion N $630.800 $830,800 $830,800
Lead Plane Ramp N $148,874 $148,874 $148,874
Taxiway C Conneclion to Taxiway A Y $55,833 $5,583 $50,250 $55,833
Fire Attack Helipads Expansion N $96.916 $96,916 ' $96,916
Auto Parking Lot Expansion N $65,000 $65,000 $65,000
Phase | Totals $3,069,842 $1,5654,943 $1.514,899 | $175000 $2,162,154 $667,688 $0 $65,000
Phase Il - 2003 - 2007 - Second Five Years
Aquire Land for North End RPZ's Y $200,000 $20,000 $180,000 $200,000
Extend Taxiway A 575' South Y $93,000 $9.300 $83,700 $93,000
Reconstruct Taxiway D Y $110,000 $11,000 $99,000 $110,000
Overlay Runway 16/34 Y $454,000 $45,400 $408,600 $454,000
" Slurry Seal and Reslripe Rwys & Taxiway Y $294,000 $29,400 $264,600 $294,000
Slurry Seal and Resltiipe Ramps Y $77.000 $7.700 $69,300 $77,000
Light Runway 16/34 Y $235,000 $23,500 $211,500 $235,000
Replace Rotaling Beacon Y $48,000 $4,800 $43,200 $48,000
Phase Il Totals $48,000 $4.800 $43,200 $200,000 $203,000 $454,000 $371,000 $283,000
Phase |il - 2008 - 2017 - Last Ten Years
Extend Taxiway A 500' South Y $42,000 $4.200 $37.800 $42,000
Overay Runway 12/30 Y $612,000 $61,200 $550,800 $612,000
Overlay Taxiway A and Ramps Y $548,000 $54,800 $493,200 $548,000
Overlay Taxiway C Y $641,000 $64,100 $576,900 $641,000
Slurry Seal Rwy 16/34 Y $122,000 $12,200 $109,800 $122,000
Replace Lighting System Rwy 12/30 Y $229,000 $22,900 $206,100 $229,000
Constiuct Easlt Side Taxiway Y $758,000 $75,800 $662,200 $758,000
Upgrade Airport Lane for E. Side Access N $0 $0 $0 | Estimates for these projects will be $o
Extend Water o E. Side N $0 $0 $0 | developed under a separate planning $0
Exlend Sewer lo E. Side N $0 $0 $0 | project outside 9( the airport master planning $0
Extend Power to E. Side N $0 $0 $0 | process.
Phase lll Totals $2,952,000 $295,200  $2,656,800 $2,952,000
ALL Phase Totals $6,069,842 $1,854,943  $4,214,899 | $175,000 $2,162,154 $667,688 $0 $65.000 | $200,000 $203,000 $454,000 $371,000 $283,000 $2,952,000
] ]
Fiied: C.\checkout\workVagrande\cip biwb2 02:00 PM 07/02/98 !
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Pipeline Transportation Plan
The two major pipelines that traverse Union County are the Chevron and Northwest Natural Gas
Pipelines. The pipelines are projected to provide adequate capacity over the next 20 years.

Water Transportation Plan
Union County has no navigable waterways, therefore Union County has no waterborne transportation
services.

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM

The implementation program includes a 20-year TSP Capital Improvement Program, which identifies
project priorities for the next 20 years. High priority projects are those scheduled to be undertaken in the
next 5 years, medium priority projects are those scheduled to be undertaken in the next 5 to 10 years,
and low priority projects are those scheduled to be undertaken between the next 10 to 20 years. This
Capital Improvement Program shall be updated yearly by resolution, if determined necessary by the
Union County Transportation Advisory Committee (the standing committee designated by the Union
County Board of Commissioners as the Technical Advisory Committee for the TSP process). Table 7-9
includes the Capital Improvement Program, project priority, and estimated project cost. These projects
originate from several sources including, the 1999 STIP, the Oregon Highway 82 Corridor Plan, the
Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, the La Grande/Union County Airport Master Plan Update,
and locally identified TSP projects. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are listed in 1996 dollars. The
timing of these projects may change based on staff and financial resources.

Table 7-9
TSP Capital Improvement Program

Project Total Cost
High Priority

Palmer Junction Road — Bridge Number 61C05 over Gordon Creek $254,000
Oregon Highway 244 — Bridge Number 04846 over Bear Creek $154,000
Public Transportation Plan $20,000
Right-of-way Acquisition, Elgin to Joseph $2,500,000
Shoulder Widening Program $8,800,000
Commuter Air/Freight Enhancements to La Grande/Union County Airport $25,000
Elgin to Joseph Freight Rail Preservation Plan $50,000
Island City Strip Section $641,000
Striker Lane — Bridge Number 61C15 over Grande Ronde River $659,000
Market Lane — Bridge Number 01495 over State Ditch $502,000
La Grande Variable Message Sign (westbound) $200,000
Hilgard — La Grande Section $9,900,000
Interstate 84 — Old Oregon Trail Highway Bridge Numbers 8504 & 9630B $228,000
5" Street (Union) — Bridge Number 61072 over Catherine Creek $258,000
High Valley #5 — Bridge Number 61C30 over Little Creek $188,000
Old Oregon Trail Highway Signing $60,000
Whopper 2 Slide Correction $500,000
Island City — Imbler Preservation Project $375,000
Interstate 84 — Bridge Number 9634 over McAlister Lane $25,000
Interstate 84 — Bridge Number 9755 over Wolf Creek $25,000
McKennon Lane — Bridge Number C1619 over Grande Ronde River $771,000
Island Avenue (La Grande) Traffic Signal Section $400,000
Interstate 84 — Bridge Numbers 7291C & 7291D over Wolf Creek $330,000
North Powder Interchange (EB & WB) — Bridge Numbers 9499 & 9499A $543,000
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Yarrington Road — Bridge Number 61C16 over Grande Ronde River no estimate
Indian Creek Road — Bridge Number 61C22 over Indian Creek no estimate
Jones Road — Bridge Number 61C42 over Phillips Creek no estimate
Summerville Road — Bridge Number 10749A over Willow Creek no estimate
Pierce Road — Reconstruct 6 miles $2,100,000
Pierce/Gekeler Intersection Safety no estimate
McAlister Road — Reconstruct 1 mile $875,000
Buchanan Lane — Reconstruct .77 miles $262,500
Hunter/Booth Intersection Safety — Enforcement and speed zone extension no estimate
Runway Extension — Environmental assessment $65,000
Property Acquisition — Runway expansion & RPZ $126,250
Property Acquisition — Airport Lane Relocation $19,283
North End RSA Grooming $10,000
660’ Runway/Taxiway Expansion, 12/30 $535,855
Airport Lane Relocation $420,000
Reconstruct Runway 16/34 Exit $56,000
Taxiway C Extension/Runway 12/30 Exit $350,000
Reconstruct Taxiway B $45,000
Tanker Ramp Infill $245,031
Tanker Ramp Expansion $830,800
Lead Plane Ramp $148,874
Taxiway C Connection to Taxiway A $55,833
Fire Attack Helipads Expansion $96,916
Auto Parking Lot Expansion $65,000
OR Highway 203 — Union to Kofford Road* $152,064
Mt. Glen Road — Black Hawk Trail Lane to Booth Lane* $197,000
McKenzie Lane — east Summerville to Hunter Lane* $131,789
Hunter Road — McKenzie Lane to Woodell Lane* $348,480
Hunter Road — Woodell Lane to Fruitdale Lane* $556,723
Pierce Road — Highway 82 to Highway 237* $696,115
Pierce Road — Highway 237- Highway 203* $315,110
Pierce Road — Highway 203 to Foothill Road* $756,940
Summerville Road — Imbler to Summerville* $228,941
Buchanan Lane — La Grande East City Limit to Island City West City Limit* $130,000
Fruitdale Lane — Mt. Glen Road to Hunter Road* $189,235
Booth Lane — Mt. Glen Road to Hunter Road* $46,464
Foothill Road — Gekeler Lane to Highway 203* $562,637
High Valley Road — Union East City Limit to Kofford Road* $257,241
Kofford Road — High Valley Road to Highway 203* $158,400
La Grande Corridor Transportation Improvements $2,600,000
Elgin Section $1,200,000
Umatilla County Line — NW City Limits (Elgin) $12,300,000
Pyles Canyon Section $2,100,000
Sandridge Road — Realign Sandridge Road/Highway 82 Intersection $50,000
Medium Priority

Island City/Imbler Passing Lane $1,400,000
High Accident Location Signing/Marking Program $20,000
Market Lane/Highway 82 — Construct (1) turn refuge for intersection safety $50,000
Pierce/Highway 82 — Construct (1) turn refuge for intersection safety $50,000
Acquire Land for North End RPZs $200,000
Extend Taxiway A 575 South $93,000
Reconstruct Taxiway D $110,000
Overlay Runway 16/34 $454,000
Slurry Seal and Restripe Runways & Taxiway $294,000
Slurry Seal and Restripe Ramps $77,000
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Light Runway 16/34 $235,000
Replace Rotating Beacon $48,000
Highway 237 — Island City to Cove* $1,774,080
Hunter Road — McKenzie Lane to Dry Creek Lane* $173,078
Dry Creek Lane — Summerville Road to Behrens Lane* $400,000
Summerville Road — Summerville to Highway 204* $845,222
Mill Creek Lane — Cove East City Limit to Comstock Road* $52,800
Island City Section $2,000,000
Truck Route & Rail Enhancements (1-84 to Baum Industrial Park) $2,400,000
North Powder Section $1,400,000
Low Priority

Grade Crossing Protection Program no estimate
Railroad Track Improvement Program, La Grande to Elgin $1,200,000
La Grande Intermodal Reload Facility Feasibility $2,400,000
Truck Route and Rail Enhancements $2,400,000
Lower Cove Road — Improve 7 miles $2,450,000
Pierce/Highway 237 — Construct (2) turn refuges for intersection safety $50,000
Hunter Road — Improve 6.5 miles $2,275,000
Summerville Road — Reconstruct 9.38 miles $3,283,000
Godley Lane — Improve .5 miles $50,000
Mt. Glen/Booth Intersection — Realign for intersection safety $100,000
Extend Taxiway A 500° South $42,000
Overlay Runway 12/30 $612,000
Overlay Taxiway A and Ramps $548,000
Overlay Taxiway C $641,000
Slurry Seal Runway 16/34 $122,000
Replace Lighting System Runway 12/30 $229,000
Construct Eastside Taxiway $758,000
Upgrade Airport Lane for East Side Access no estimate
Extend Water to East Side no estimate
Extend Sewer to East Side no estimate
Extend Power to East Side no estimate
Highway 203 — Kofford Road to Baker County Line* $844,800
Highway 204 — Elgin to Umatilla County Line* $802,560
Highway 237 — Cove to Union* no estimate
Highway 237 — Union to Baker County Line* $718,080
Phys Road — Highway 237 to Highway 237 (Cove bypass)* $146,995
Lower Cove Road — Highway 237 to Conley Road* $385,651
Market Lane — Highway 82 to Lower Cove Road* $1,209,225
Pierce Lane Improvements $3,000,000
Highway 82 Scenic Turnouts $300,000
Minam Grade (Phase 2) $5,000,000
Imbler Section $1,500,000
“The Grande Tour” State Tour Route Designation (not prioritized) no estimate

*Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
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CHAPTER 8: FUNDING OPTIONS

The Transportation Planning Rule, OAR 660-012-0040 states under “Transportation Financing
Program” that TSPs for jurisdictions within an Urban Growth Boundary containing a population greater
than 2,500 people shall include a transportation financing program. Union County’s TSP addresses
transportation issues outside of Urban Growth Boundaries, therefore, will not provide a detailed
transportation financing program. This TSP will, however, evaluate potential funding and financing
sources available for identified transportation improvement projects.

HISTORICAL STREET IMPROVEMENT FUNDING SOURCES

In the State of Oregon, transportation improvements are coordinated among state, county, and city
jurisdictions in order to benefit the overall transportation system. Because of this relationship, project
costs are frequently shared.

Table 8-1 shows the distribution of road revenues by jurisdiction level in Oregon. This analysis was
performed in 1991, and continues to reflect the current funding allocation revenue structure.

Table 8-1
Road Revenue Allocation by Jurisdiction Level

Jurisdiction Level

Revenue Source State County City Statewide Total
State Highway Fund 57% 38% 41% 49%
Local 0% 22% 55% 17%
Federal Road 34% 40% 4% 30%
Other 9% 0% 0% 4%

Source: ODOT 1993 Oregon Road Finance Study

Across Oregon, the State Highway Fund comprises 49% of road revenues and becomes a significant
source of funding at all levels of government. Sources of revenue for the fund include gas taxes, vehicle
registration fees, and weight/mile taxes. Federal road sources generate another 30% of road revenues,
and are comprised of federal highway funds and federal timber revenues. The remainder of road
revenues are generated at the local level and are comprised of property taxes, Local Improvement
Districts (LIDs), bonds, impact fees, system user taxes, general funds, and other sources.

In Oregon, the state produces 94% of its highway revenues from user fees, which is a much higher
percentage than the average 78% for all other states. These highway revenues are generated from
vehicle registration fees, weight/mile taxes, and fuel taxes. Theoretically, this is an equitable fee system
because it generates the highest revenues from those creating the highest system maintenance needs.
Oregon has not tied this fee system to inflation, therefore, the fuel tax is a fixed 24 cents per gallon.

Transportation Revenue Outlook

In a Financial Assumptions document prepared by ODOT in March 1995, some assumptions are
recommended for consideration in the preparation of Transportation System Plans. The document
projects revenues from the State Highway Fund through the year 2018. These estimates assume (1) the
fuel and weight/mile tax will increase one cent per gallon per year, with an additional one cent per
gallon every fourth year; (2) TPR goals are met; and (3) that inflation occurs at an average annual rate
of 3.7%. Figure 8-1 shows projected State Highway Fund revenues to the year 2018. Both current and
adjusted dollar amounts are shown. Revenues are projected to increase faster than inflation in the first
10 years, but slow to a rate less than inflation, and decline slightly, in the last 10 years.
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adjusted dollar amounts are shown. Revenues are projected to increase faster than inflation in the first
10 years, but slow to a rate less than inflation, and decline slightly, in the last 10 years.

Figure 8-1
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The State Highway Fund will remain a significant source of funding for Union County over the next 20
years, however due to a projected reduction in State Highway Fund revenues, it is recommended that
Union County reduce reliance on this funding source.

REVENUE SOURCES

County road revenues have decreased, along with USFS timber receipts. Additionally, property tax
limitations (Measures 5 and 50) have further reduced revenues for road maintenance and
improvements. Over the next 20 years, Union County will need to pursue other transportation funding
sources. The following overview provides several Union County funding options.

Property Taxes
Property taxes can be a local revenue source controlled by local decision makers because they can be
relatively more stable than income or sales taxes.

Ballot Measure 5, passed in the early 1990s, limits the property tax rate for purposes other than
payment of certain voter-approved general obligation debt. The tax rate for all local taxing authorities
is limited to $15 per $1,000 of assessed valuation. Non-school taxing authorities are limited to $10 per
$1,000 of assessed valuation. All tax base, serial, and special levies are subject to the tax rate
limitation.

Measures 47 and 50 were passed in November 1996, and 1997, respectively. They reduce and limit
property taxes while also limiting local revenues. The measures limited 1997-98 property taxes to the
lesser of either 1995-96 taxes minus 10%, or 1994-95 taxes. It also limits future annual property tax
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System Development Charges

System development charges, or SDCs, are a method of generating revenue only if a community has
specific infrastructure plans in place according to state guidelines. SDCs allocate infrastructure system
development costs to the portion of property development that creates the increased system need.

Cities and counties have the legal authority to assess property owners/developers SDCs based on the
projected demand from their development. SDCs usually target improvements to infrastructure systems,
such as transportation, sewer, and water systems.

Union County could utilize SDCs to generate money for transportation system maintenance and
improvement. The fee is collected upon building permit issuance. In the case of transportation, SDCs
would be calculated based on new development trip generation. This may not prove to be a significant
revenue source, because the development rate in Union County is slow, and not projected to increase to
a level that make SDCs a pragmatic funding source.

State Gas Taxes

Fuel taxes are allocated by the state to all cities and counties for road system maintenance and
construction. The fuel tax, along with vehicle registration fees and weight/mile taxes, are allocated back
to cities and counties based on population and other factors determined at the state level. This is a
significant source of revenue for Union County.

Local Gas Taxes

The Oregon Constitution permits incorporated jurisdictions and counties to levy an additional fuel tax
beyond the state fuel tax. The locally levied fuel tax must be used only for road system construction or
improvements within the jurisdiction. Currently, only a handful of cities and counties use this method,
including Woodburn, The Dalles, Washington County, and Multnomah County.

Vehicle Registration Fees

Oregon vehicle registration fees are distributed for city and county road funding based on a state level
formula. Oregon counties do have state authority to impose local vehicle registration fees. This fee
would be assessed to passenger cars on a biannual basis. This method is not currently being used in
Oregon and would require coordination among the incorporated jurisdictions and Union County.

Local Improvement Districts

Oregon Revised Statutes do allow local governments to form Local Improvement Districts (LIDs) to
construct public improvements. LIDs are commonly used to construct projects in specific areas, such as
a new bikeway, or a neighborhood street improvement project. State statutes allow for district formation
by either the local government or property owners. Union County has an ordinance in place stipulating
the procedure for district formation and participant payback. Costs can be allocated based on property
frontage or other methods, such as trip generation. Participants’ costs are considered an assessment
against the property, which is similar to a tax lien. Participants can generally choose to pay the
assessment in cash or apply for financing through their local jurisdiction. Since Ballot Measure 5,
counties often fund LIDs by selling special assessment bonds.
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Grants and Loans

Most grants and loans are aimed at furthering economic development. They are typically used in
developing areas that lack specific infrastructure, such as sewer, water, and adequate transportation.
Many grant and loan programs require a local match and should not be counted on as a stable revenue
source because there is no guarantee of project selection. These programs include Immediate
Opportunity Grants, Oregon Special Public Works Funds, Public Transportation Funds, and Bicycle and
Pedestrian Programs, which are described below.

Immediate Opportunity Grant Program

The Oregon Economic Development Department (OEDD) and the Oregon Department of
Transportation jointly administer the Immediate Opportunity Grant Program. The program purpose is to
provide financial opportunity for local and regional economic development efforts. The program
receives $5,000,000 from Oregon fuel tax revenues and individual maximum grants are $500,000. The
most significant components in determining whether a grant request will be funded are the potential
improvement of public roads, the inclusion of a regionally significant economic development project,
the creation of primary employment, and the presence of a local match.

Oregon Special Public Works Fund

This fund is derived from the Oregon Lottery and was created in 1995 as a means of distributing lottery
money for economic development projects. Grants and loans are available to fund infrastructure
construction necessary to support developments creating permanent jobs or retaining jobs. Infrastructure
in support of developments wishing to locate, expand, or remain in Oregon are eligible for this program.
These funds can be used for new construction or the expansion and rehabilitation of public
improvements, such as sewage treatment plants, water works, and public transportation facilities.

Even though both loans and grants are available, the program emphasizes loans in order to ensure that
money returns to the program for local project reinvestment. The maximum loan amount per project is
$11,000,000. The loan term cannot exceed the life of the project, or 25 years, whichever is less. The
maximum grant per project is $500,000 and may not exceed 85% of total project cost.

Public Transportation Funds

There are many grants and loans available for public transportation funding, some include Special
Transportation Funds (STF), Section 5311 funds, Community Transportation Program funds, and
Special Transportation District funds. All of these programs require local matches from the participating
agencies.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Funds

Oregon’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Program have grants for bicycle and pedestrian system improvements.
These funds cannot be used for the construction or improvement of purely recreational facilities, but
must be spent on projects that provide alternatives to the automobile. Local matches are required.

ODOT Funding Options

The Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is administered by ODOT and prioritizes
transportation projects throughout the state that would enhance the statewide transportation system.
Projects are identified over a 3-year period and updated yearly. ODOT coordinates projects with local
jurisdictions and verifies that the STIP is consistent with other plans including, corridor plans, TSPs,
ODOT modal plans, and ISTEA planning requirements. Likewise, the Union County TSP provides
ODOT with a 20-year local transportation improvement projects estimation.
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ODOT has stipulated that improvement projects not on the state highway system may be eligible
for state funding if the project would reserve capacity on the state system by reducing congestion
and preserving safety. ISTEA made this possible by allowing for the use of federal and state dollars
outside of highway corridors. This is a viable option for Union County since many identified
improvement projects in the TSP can improve the overall level of service on state highways in
Union County.

FINANCING TOOLS

Financing tools are an opportunity for local governments to pay for projects over time. These are
different than the previously mentioned funding opportunities because here financing means accruing
money through debt obligation. The previously mentioned funding opportunities are the actual
generation of dollars for projects.

There are many types of financing options available to the county. These should not be viewed as a
source of income, however, only as a method of shifting funding over time. Using debt to finance
improvements depends upon the local government’s ability to pay for debt service, the impact of the
debt load, and the local government’s credit rating. Debt financing is a way to shift the improvement
cost burden to the people using the transportation system, and spreading it over the life of the
transportation system.

General Obligation Bonds

General obligation bonds (GO bonds) are voter-approved and are the least expensive borrowing
mechanism on the part of the local government. These bonds are typically supported by property tax
levies that are specifically approved to retire debt, and do not expire until the debt is paid. The property
tax levy is spread throughout the taxing district based on assessed valuation. These types of bonds are
appropriate for public improvements, such as the transportation system, that benefit the entire
community.

GO bonds are not subject to the limitations set by Ballot Measures 5 and 50 since they are issued
subsequent to voter approval.

Limited Tax Bonds

Limited tax bonds are similar to general obligation bonds because they are an obligation on the part of
the local government. This obligation is limited by current revenue sources and does not require voter
approval. Since these are not issued pursuant to the taxing power of a local government, there is a higher
borrowing cost than general obligation bonds. Because these bonds are not voter approved, Ballot
Measure 5 and 50 limitations apply.

Bancroft Bonds

State law allows for local governments to issue Bancroft bonds. These bonds would pledge Union
County’s faith and credit. They are essentially general obligation bonds that are paid with assessments.
Historically, these bonds did not require voter approval, yet provided the county with the ability to
pledge its faith and credit to obtain a lower borrowing cost. Since they are not voter approved, the Ballot
Measure 5 and 50 limitations apply to the taxes levied to pay debt service. Bancroft bonds have
generally not been used since 1991 and the passage of Ballot Measure 5.
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CHAPTER 9: RECOMMENDED POLICY AND ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Transportation System Plan implementation includes updating road development standards, utilizing
access management guidelines, and amending the Union County Land Use Plan and Zoning, Partition and
Subdivision Ordinance. This ensures implementation at the local level through coordinated and consistent
development review, allows Union County to address emerging transportation issues, and satisfies the
requirements of the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR).

Table 9-1 shows TPR requirements for land use regulations and whether they are currently addressed in
Union County’s Land Use Plan and Zoning, Partition & Subdivision Ordinance. Some elements are
partially addressed and some are not addressed at all. Upon adoption of the Transportation System Plan,
all the required elements will be addressed in Union County’s code language.

Table 9-1
Required Code Elements of the Transportation Planning Rule

: TPR Requlrements

Amend land use regulations to reﬂect and 1mplement the TSP -
including road development standards

Identify which transportation services and facilities will be allowed
outright and which will be conditionally allowed

Adopt land use or subdivision ordinance measures, consistent with
applicable federal and state requirements to protect transportation
facilities, corridors, and sites for their identified functions, to include
the following topics:

Access management and control

Protection of public use airport

A process for coordinated review of land use actions with ODOT

A process to apply conditions to development approvals

Regulations to provide notice to public agencies

Land use applications that require public hearings

Subdivision and partition applications

Other applications that affect private access to roads

o liaitel

Regulations ensuring that amendments to land use designations and
densities are consistent with the function, capacity, and facility levels
of service identified in the TSP.

X

The Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan was adopted on October 2, 1996 and was found to be in
compliance with the TPR for bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Therefore, the proposed amendments in this
chapter address other requirements of the TPR. Policy and ordinance amendments are recommended for
the Union County Land Use Plan and the Union County Zoning, Partition and Subdivision Ordinance.
Upon adoption of the Union County TSP, the 1979 County Transportation Plan will be repealed and
replaced by the Union County Transportation System Plan.
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To comply with ORS 197.015 Statewide Planning Goal 12: Transportation, and OAR Chapter 660,
Division 12, The Transportation Planning Rule (as amended), adoption of the final Union County
Transportation System Plan must take place following public review and comment on the draft TSP.

Proposed language is written in bold format while language proposed for deletion is stricken through.

Union County Land Use Plan

I1. Planning Process

A.

= ®w

State Planning Goal
To establish a land use policy framework and planning process as a basis for all decisions and actions
related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for such decisions and actions.

Plan Policies

That land use decisions will consider impacts on existing or planned transportation facilities.
Development proposals, plan amendments, or ordinance language amendments shall conform
with the adopted Transportation System Plan.

VI. Air, Water, and Land Resource Quality

A.

State Planning Goal
To maintain or improve the quality of air, water and land resources of the County.

Plan Policies

That planning decisions, including transportation projects, will recognize immediate and long range
effects on the quality of natural resources, and those uses which may likely have an adverse effect on
resource quality will be prohibited.

XII. Transportation

A.

State Planning Goal
To encourage safe, convenient and economic transportation systems.

Plan Policies

The Union County Transportation System Plan is an element of the Union County Land Use
Plan and identifies and guides the general location of transportation improvements.

+= That physical, social, and economic, and environmental considerations will become an integral
part of all transportation planning.

2= That roads created by partitioning and subdividing will be designed to tie into existing or
anticipated road systems, and that roads (and adjacent curbs and walks), proposed within an urban
growth boundary will be constructed to the standards required by that city within the urban growth
area.

3- That subdivision and major partitioning activity will be approved only in those areas where roads
meet minimum recommended standards and road maintenance can be provided for all weather
vehicular access.

4- That all existing railroad crossings will be maintained or improved to provide needed traffic
connections, unless local planning determines that such crossings are not needed.

5- That transportation improvements will avoid dividing existing economic farm units, unless no
feasible alternative exists.

6- That the transportation facilities will be centralized to the extent practical.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

That airport and air transport facilities will be protected from encroaching, incompatible uses per the
Airport Overlay Zone.

That the County-TranspertationPlan Union County Transportation System Plan, the City-ofLa
Grande’s—AirportPlan La Grande/Union County Airport Master Plan Update, and various
respective city’s street—plans Transportation System Plans will be utilized as guidelines for
transportation planning.

That Union County will protect the function of existing and planned roadways or roadway
corridors as identified in the Transportation System Plan through the application of
appropriate access control measures and land use regulations.

That all development proposals, plan and ordinance amendments, and transportation facilities
will conform with the adopted Transportation System Plan road development standards.

That Union County will coordinate with the Oregon Department of Transportation to
implement the highway improvements listed in the Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) that are consistent with the Union County Transportation System Plan and
Land Use Pian.

That Union County will cooperate and notify all appropriate local, state, and federal agencies
and transportation interest groups when an application potentially impacts a transportation
facility. Transportation interest groups must request notice in writing and may be subject to a
fee. Notification will help to identify agency standards and provide an efficient and economical
transportation system.

That the cities and Union County support programs to improve conditions for the
transportation disadvantaged as set forth in the Transportation System Plan.

A priority list (Table 7-9 — TSP Capital Improvement Program), as a part of the TSP, will guide
road maintenance and construction. This list may be updated yearly through resolution by the
Transportation Advisory Committee and the Board of Commissioners.

XIII. Energy Conservation

A,

State Planning Goal
To conserve energy.

Plan Policies

3. That to conserve energy, high density residential, industrial, and commercial development will be
located along major utility and transportation corridors utilizing access management
standards identified in the Transportation System Plan. and-utility-routes.

XII. Transportation It is recommended:

A, C— That the c1tles and County provide mere 1nput 1nt0 dec1510ns regarding railroad
improvements.

B. E~ That efﬁy arter1a1 oF collector and local roads as prov1ded in the Geuaty—%ead—?laﬂ
Transportation System Plan be accepted into the County Road System.
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ot

C. hat-th esS-and L Hpportconditio or-th portation acvantaged:

C. That the County work mere closely with the USFS, and other associated agencies and
affected parties in determining road locations and level of improvements for roads within the
USFS boundary.

Union County Zoning, Partition and Subdivision Ordinance

Article 1 Introductory Provisions and Definitions

1.04 Compliance with Ordinance Provisions

All persons shall locate, construct, repair, alter, replace, or use a building or other structure or
transportation facility, or transfer land or establish a use only as this ordinance and the Union County
Land Use Plan and Transportation System Plan permit.

1.05 Elassifieation nes—and-Boundaries-Thereof Zone Classifications and Uses Permitted in all
Zones

ZONE CLASSIFICATION ABBREVIATED DESIGNATION
Exclusive Farm use A-1
Agriculture-Grazing A-2
Agriculture Forest Use A-3
Timber-Grazing Use A-4
Rural Center R-1
Rural Residential R-2
Farm Residential R-3
Forest Residential R-4
Commercial C-1
Commercial Interchange C-2
Light Industrial I-1
Heavy Industrial I-2
La Grande/Union County Public Airport PA
Surface Mining SM
Airport Light Industrial Park Al-1
Airport Overlay AP
Flood Plain Overlay FP
La Grande & Island City Urban Growth

Area Overlay UG-1
Elgin & North Powder Urban Growth

Area Overlay UG-2

Standards for Transportation Projects

All transportation facilities will conform with the Transportation System Plan road development
standards. Changes in the specific alignment of proposed public roads and highways shall be
permitted without plan amendment if the new alignment falls within a transportation corridor
identified in the Transportation System Plan. Transportation projects involving the operation,
maintenance, repair, and preservation of existing facilities that are consistent with the
Transportation System Plan, the classification of that roadway and approved road standards shall
be allowed, except where specifically regulated (i.e. within a floodplain). Dedication of right-of-way,
authorization of construction and the construction of facilities and improvements shall be allowed,
where the improvements are consistent with the Transportation System Plan, the classification of
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the roadway and approved road standards. For state projects that require an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) or Environmental Assessment (EA), the draft EIS or EA shall serve as the
documentation for local land use review, if local review is required. More specifically, uses will be
permitted as follows:

A.

Uses Permitted Outright

Normal operation, maintenance, repair, and preservation activities associated with
transportation facilities.

Installation of culverts, pathways, fencing, guardrails, lighting, and similar types of
improvements that take place within the existing right-of-way.

Projects specifically identified in the Transportation System Plan as not requiring further land
use regulation.

Landscaping as part of a transportation facility.

Emergency measures as necessary for the safety and protection of property.

Acquisition of right-of-way for public roads, highways, and other transportation projects
identified in the Transportation System Plan are permitted outright, except for those that are
located in exclusive farm or forest zones.

Conditional Uses Permitted
1. Construction, reconstruction, or widening of highways, roads, bridges, or other
transportation projects that are: (1) not specifically identified in the Transportation System
Plan or (2) not designed and constructed as part of a subdivision or planned development
subject to site plan and /or conditional use review, shall comply with the Transportation
System Plan and applicable standards, and shall address the following criteria. For state
projects that require an EIS or EA, the draft EIS or EA shall be reviewed and used as the
basis for findings to comply with the following criteria:
e The project is designed to be compatible with existing land use and social patterns,
including noise generation, safety, and zoning.
e The project is designed to minimize avoidable environmental impacts, to identified
wetlands, wildlife habit, air and water quality, and cultural resources.
e The project preserves or improves the safety and function of the facility through access
management, traffic calming, or other design features.
e The project includes provision for bicycle and pedestrian circulation as consistent with
the Land Use Plan and the Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.

2. Construction of rest areas, weigh stations, and temporary storage and processing sites. If

review under this section indicates that the use or activity is inconsistent with the
Transportation System Plan, the procedure for a plan amendment, including any necessary
goal exceptions, shall be undertake prior to or in conjunction with the conditional use
permit review.

1.07 Land Use Compliance

Zoning decisions shall be in compliance with applicable local, state and federal laws, and the Union
County Land Use Plan and various sections and elements thereof, including, but not limited to the
following:

1. Land Use Plan Classifications

2. Land Use Plan Policies

3. Transportation System Plan and Updates

4. Urban Growth Area Joint Management Agreements
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Article 14: Public Airport Zone
Location of all development at the La Grande/Union County Munieipal Airport will be directed by the

“La-Grande-Municipal-Airport-Master Plan—February1979” La Grande/ Union County Airport
Master Plan Update — 1998 Airport Layout Plan.

Baum Industrial Park Development, Performance, and Maintenance Standards

Land Use & Design Review Requirements, Policies, and Procedures

1. Land use requirements, policies, and procedures are governed by the following documents:
b. Union County Transportation System Plan
Road construction standards and access management policies for transportation facilities are
provided in this document.

3. Parking and Drives
c. Parking Space Requirements
1. Parking space requirements shall be according to Section 20.11 Off-Street Parking and
Loading in the Union County Zoning, Partition & Subdivision Ordinance
2. The above requirements may be reduced, if modes of transportation other than automobiles
are used or carpooling or public transit is effectively implemented.

6. Access
d. Access connections to the state highway system shall observe the access management
standards identified in the Transportation System Plan.

Article 16: Airport Overlay Zone
16.02 Procedure

2. The AlI'pOI't Overlay Zone is 1dent1ﬁed by—theﬂpreaehand—@lear—%eae%la;ﬁtgmes—é—#and—é—é

&&Appendi*B Flgurts 1/7 through 7/7 from the La Grandermon County Alrport Master Plan
Update and performs three functions:

A. Sets the boundary for the Airport Overlay Zone.

B. Defines the Federal Aviation Regulations for height restriction.

C. Limits structures within approach — clear zones.

Article 20 Supplementary Provisions
20.07 Clear Vision Areas

20.10 Site Plan Requirements
1. Before a new building may be constructed or an existing building may be enlarged or substantially
altered, a site development plan shall be submitted to the Planning Commission for approval.
(A) The applicant shall submit site plans to the Planning Department for Planning-Commission
consideration. These shall be drawn to scale and of sufficient detail to insure their review in
compliance with this section. A site plan shall include the following:
(4) Existing and proposed points of ingress and egress beth including vehicular, bicycle, and
pedestrian ways.
(7) Adjacent road rights-of-way and the location of existing and proposed road facilities,
including the provision for the connection of proposed roads with existing roads.
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2. Plan review considerations:
(C)The location, width, and improvements of vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian access based on
requirements of the Transportation System Plan.

Article 21 Conditional Uses
21.07 Specific Standards Governing Conditional Uses
3. Mineral, Aggregate, or Geothermal Resource Extraction and/or Processing
A. (3) Location of vehicular access points. Access management standards for access points
onto a state highway set forth in the Transportation System Plan shall be observed.
4. Mobile Home Parks
B. Access, Park Streets, & Walkways
(1) Access — A mobile home park shall not be established on any site that does not have

frontage on and access to a county or public use road which has a minimum right-of-
way width of 60 feet. Access management standards for access points onto a state
highway set forth in the Transportation System Plan shall be observed.

5. Planned Unit Development

C. Planned Unit Development Procedure...

(3) The Planning Commission shall consider the Preliminary Development Plan at a meeting at
which time the comments of person reviewing the Plan for study shall be reviewed. In
considering he Plan, the Planning Commission shall seek to determine that:

f.  The streets are adequate to support the anticipated traffic and the development will not
overload the streets outside the planned area. Access management standards for access
points onto a state highway set forth in the Transportation System Plan shall be
observed.

Article 23 Land Use Regulation and Land Use Plan Amendments

23.01 Authorization to Initiate an Amendment

An amendment to the text or map of the Union County Land Use Plan or the text or map of this or other
land use regulations, including the Transportation System Plan, or adoption of a new land use
regulation may be initiated by the Planning Commission, by the County Ceurt Board of Commissioners,
or by the application from a property owner(s) or his authorized agent.

23.03 Procedures
(8) Notice of the County Ceurt’s- Board of Commissioners final action shall be given in the following:
A. The signed copy of each amendment to the Land Use Plan or a land use regulation shall be
maintained on file in the office of the County Clerk. Additional copies and a record of such
amendments shall be maintained by the Planning Department and made available to the public.
B. Eeur Three copies of the ordinance amending the Land Use Plan or land use regulation, or
new land use regulations and findings to support the adoption shall be mailed or otherwise
submitted to the Director of the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
and the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), Region 5 within five working
days after the final decision by the County Geurt-Board of Commissioners.
C. In addition, the final court-order ordinance on the action shall be sent within five working
days to persons who participated in the proceedings leading to the adoption and who requested
notice in writing.
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23.04 Notice of Planning Commission and County Eeurt Board of Commissioners Hearings

All notices shall contain the time, place and a brief description of the application and shall be circulated in

the following manner:

3. A proposal to amend the Land Use Plan or land use regulation or to adopt a new land use regulation
shall be submitted to the Director of the Oregon DLCD and to ODOT, Region 5 at least 45 days
before the final County Ceurt— Board of Commissioners hearing on adoption. The proposal
submitted shall contain feur three copies of the text and any supplemental information that County
believes is necessary to inform the Director of DLCD and ODOT, Region 5 as to the effect of the
proposal and shall indicate the date of the final hearing on adoption by the County Ceurt Board of
Commissioners.

23.05 Planning Commission and County Ceurt- Board of Commissioners Hearings
3. A decision on a Land Use Plan text or map amendment, or an amendment to a land use regulation by
the Planning Commission and County Ceurt Board of Commissioners shall be based on the
applicant’s ability to meet all of the following:
D. Determine whether the amendment significantly affects a transportation facility. The
amendment shall assure that land uses are consistent with the function, capacity, and

Ievel of service of the facility identified in the Transportation System Plan. This shall be

accomplished by one of the following:

e Limiting allowed land uses to be consistent with the planned function of the
transportation facility; '

o Amending the Transportation System Plan to ensure that existing, improved, or new
transportation facilities are adequate to support the proposed land uses consistent
with the requirement of the Transportation Planning Rule; or,

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

A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation facility if it:

e Changes the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation
facility;

¢ Changes standards implementing a functional classification system;

¢ Allows types or levels of land use that would result in levels of travel or access that
are inconsistent with the functional classification of a transportation facility; or

¢ Would reduce the level of service of the facility below the minimum acceptable level
identified in the Transportation System Plan.

Article 24 Application Review Procedures
24.05 Pre-application Conference
A pre-application conference between the applicant(s) and Planning Department staff shall be conducted
to insure that:
(1) The application is consistent with the substantive and procedural provisions of the Land Use
Plan, the Transportation System Plan and this Ordinance;
(2) Applicant is aware of all procedural matters relevant to the processing of the respective
application; and
(3) Applicant is aware of his responsibilities, and type and level of information which will be
required to enable the reviewing body to act upon his request; and
(4) If any parcel of land proposed for a land use action abuts a state highway then the
applicant shall notify ODOT, Region 5 prior to submitting any land use application. The
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purpose for this contact is to invoive ODOT, Region 5 at the beginning of the application
process so that the property owner/developer has the benefit of ODOT comments prior
to submitting a site plan, conditional use application, or tentative plat map.

Article 25 Land Division Regulations

25.02 Application Regulations

(1) No person shall partition or subdivide land in the unincorporated portion of Union County except as
provided in this Ordinance and the Transportation System Plan. All partition and subdivision plats,
all changes in property boundary lines and all streets and ways utilized for the purpose of creating
lots or parcels are required to be approved in accordance with these regulations prior to the sale of
any such lot or parcel.

25.03 Enforcement

(1) Recording a lot or parcel. No parcel or lot created by partition or subdivision shall be submitted for
recording unless it has been approved as required by this ordinance and the Transportation System
Plan.

25.05 Tentative Plan Requirements
(3) A tentative plan map shall be prepared at a scale acceptable to the County Surveyor Map of Survey
Checklist and drawn on material 18 inches by 24 inches in size, unless otherwise approved by the
Planning Department Staff. The tentative plan map shall include the following information:
(r) Explanatory Information
The following information shall be included as part of the tentative plan, but may be submitted
in the form of statements in lieu of being drawn or included as part of the detailed map:

(J) Traffic analysis procedures. If it is determined that a proposed project may impose an
undue burden on the public transportation system, then traffic analysis and mitigation
must be undertaken. Proposals generating up to 100 vehicle trips per day will be
reviewed locally by ODOT, Region 5. Proposals generating between 100 and 400 vehicle
trips per day will be reviewed by an ODOT Traffic Engineer. Proposals generating over
400 vehicle trips per day will be required to submit a traffic impact study.

e For developments that are likely to generate more than 400 average daily motor
vehicle trips (ADTs), the applicant shall provide adequate information, such as a
traffic impact study or traffic counts, to demonstrate the level of impact to the
surrounding street system.

e Standards by which to gauge average daily vehicle trips include: 10 trips per day
per single family household; 5 trips per day per apartment; and 30 trips per day
per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area which would equal a new supermarket or
other retail development. The developer shall be required to mitigate adverse
impacts attributable to the project. The determination of impact or effect, and the
scope of the impact study, should be coordinated with the provider of the affected
transportation facility.

e Undue burden on the public transportation system includes any one of the
following: 1) changes to the functional classification of an existing or planned
transportation facility; 2) changes to standards implementing a functional
classification system; 3) allowance of land uses that would result in levels of travel
or access that are inconsistent with the functional classification of a transportation
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facility; or 4) reduction in facility level of service below the minimum acceptable
level identified in the Transportation System Plan.

25.09 General Design and Improvement Standards

(1) Road Design Conformity. The arrangement, character, extent, width, grade and location of all roads
shall be censidered-in-theirrelation—to designed to coordinate with existing and planned roads,
topographical conditions, construction and maintenance costs, public convenience and safety, and in
their appropriate relation to the proposed uses of the land to be served by such roads. Where not
shown on an area plan, the arrangement and other design standards of roads shall conform to the
provisions found in the Transpeortation System Plan and herein.

(2) Relation to Adjoining Road System. The arrangement of roads in partitions and subdivisions shall

make-provision-for-the-continuation-of-the be designed to coordinate with existing or desired roads

in adjoining areas.

(6) Frontage Roads. Where a partition or subdivision abuts or contains an existing arterial road, the

Commission may require frontage roads or other such treatment as may be necessary for adequate
protection of abutting properties and to afford separation of through and local traffic in order to
preserve mobility on the arterial.

(8) Road Widths and Improvements

(a) Road standards shall not be less than those set forth hereunder in Table 7-2 in the

Transportation System Plan, except where it can be shown that probable future traffic
development or physical characteristics is are such as to unquestionably justify modification of
the standards.
(¢) Road and related improvements shall be completed or bonded for completion prior to final plat
consideration and shall be constructed under the direction of the County Planning Department,
according to the follewing-minimum-standards Road Standard Table 7-2:

Table 7-2

Road Development Standards for Union County

ARTERIAL* -~ = | - 'LOCAL PRIVATE
R-O-W 60 60 30
Surface 12
width 24 24 24 with turnouts**
Base depth 9” deep 8” deep 8” deep 8” deep
& material [shall be 4” minus 4” minus 4” minus 4’minus
gridrolled] aggregate aggregate aggregate aggregate
Leveling 4” deep 1.5- % minus
course aggregate 6” deep 6” deep 5” deep
Overlay % minus aggregate*** % minus % minus
material 3” asphalt concrete aggregate*** aggregate***
Shoulder 2’ pavement +
width 2’ gravel None None None
Shoulder depth & Same as base + leveling
material course None None None
Where designated:
sidewalk & bicycle
shared shoulder 4’paved + 2° gravel 4’ paved None None

*Geotech fabric shail be required between base and subgrade where paved for arterials and coilectors.

**Private driveways in excess of 200 feet shall require 20 x 40 turnouts at a maximum spacing of % the
driveway length or 400 feet, whichever is less.
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***Crushed gravel for the combined leveling course and overlay material shall be non-alluvial in origin.

®)

Intersections — Ingress and/or egress to property near the intersection of two or more streets or
roads shall be set back from the corner intersection of the street lot lines for a distance of 100
feet. Access for ingress and/or egress to property at an intersection with a state highway shall
observe the minimum spacing requirements for state highways identified in Table 7-3. The
intersections of more than two roads at one point shall be avoided except where it is impractical to
secure a proper road system otherwise. Roads shall intersect one another at an angle as near to a
right angle as possible, and no road shall intersect at an angle of less than 75 degrees. Road
intersections shall be rounded at the outside lane edge and engineered to meet the intersection
angle.

Table 7-3
Oregon State Highway Access Management Standards

Urband. {0 oo Imtersection oo oo
e| Rural |  PublicRoad | PrivateDrive
Type Spacing Type Spacing
84 1 Interstate Inside interchange 2-3 None N/A
UGB miles
Outside interchange 3-8 None N/A
UGB miles
82 4 Statewide Inside at-grade or 1320’ L/R turns 500°
UGB interchange
Outside at-grade or 5280° L/R turns 1200°
UGB interchange 7
204 5 Regional Inside at-grade 1320° L/R turns 300’
UGB
Outside at-grade 2640° L/R turns 500°
UGB 7
203 6 District Inside at-grade 500° L/R turns 150°
UGB
Outside at-grade 1320° L/R turns 300°
UGB
237 6 District Inside at-grade 500° L/R turns 150°
UGB
Outside at-grade 1320° L/R turns 300°
UGB
244 6 District Inside at-grade 500° L/R turns 150°
UGB
Outside at-grade 1320° L/R turns 300°
UGB

Source: Table I — Access Management Classification System, Appendix B, 1991 Oregon Highway Plan.

(18)

(19)

Dedication - Streets and roads for public use are dedicated without any reservation or restriction

other than reversionary rights upon vacation of any street or road and easements for public utilities.
Union County shall preserve right-of-way for planned transportation facilities through
exactions, voluntary dedications, or setbacks.

Private Roads Easements — Proposed private road easements shall be designated on the tentative

plan and may be approved by the Planning Commission if they meet the following conditions:
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(a) Private roads easements shall provide access to no more than two proposed or potential parcels.
No road easement providing access between public roads or other private roads easements
shall be approved as a private road easement.

(b) No private street road easement shall be approved unless the Planning Commission is satisfied
that such read right-of-way is not presently needed, nor will ever be needed to be extended
through to adjacent property, or to be utilized for public road purposes in the normal growth of
the area.

(¢) No private road right-ef-way easement shall be less than 30-feet wide, except that a
modification may be approved to allow a driveway easement of 20-feet to one parcel or lot.

(d) Surface improvements on private roads easements shall be as prescribed in Subsection{8)-(e)-
Table 7-2, Road Development Standards.

(e) Maintenance responsibility for private roads easements shall be predetermined before final plat
approval according to ORS Chapter 660 through one of the following options...

(33)  Access. For joint and cross access, adjacent commercial and industrial developments
classified as major traffic generators shall provide a cross access drive and pedestrian access to
allow circulation between sites. Shared parking areas shall be permitted a reduction in required
parking spaces if peak demands do not occur at the same time periods.

(34)  Access Connection and Driveway Design. Driveway width shall meet the following
guidelines: a) if the driveway is a one way in or one way out, then the driveway shall be a
minimum width of 10 feet and shall have appropriate signage designating the driveway as a one
way connection; b) for two-way access, each lane shall have a minimum width of 10 feet and a
maximum of four lanes shall be allowed. Whenever more than two lanes are proposed, a median
should be considered to divide the entrance and exit lanes. Driveway approaches must be
designed and located to provide an exiting vehicle with an unobstructed view. Construction of
driveways along acceleration or deceleration lanes and tapers shall be avoided due to the
potential for vehicular weaving conflicts. The length of driveways shall be designed in
accordance with the anticipated storage length for entering and exiting vehicles to prevent
vehicles from backing into the flow of traffic on the public street or causing unsafe conflicts with
onsite circulation.

(35)  Existing Access Features. Legal driveway connections on the state highway system in place
as of adoption of the TSP shall be designated as conforming features and will be reconsidered
only if safety concerns develop, if changes in use occur producing an additional 100 vehicle trips
per day or more, or if zone changes/plan amendments are proposed accessing the state highway
system. There are several alternatives for access point consideration - the access onto the state
highway is closed and moved to a side road, the access is combined with other access points, the
access is moved according to the spacing standards set forth in Table 7-3 of the Transportation
System Plan in order not to conflict with intersection traffic, the access conforms to “Access
Management Techniques” listed in the TSP, or nothing is done and the access is left alone.

(36) New Access Features. For proposed development of properties abutting the state highway
system, new public roads shall be based on the existing spacing standards set forth in Table 7-3
of the Transportation System Plan. For proposed new development of properties adjacent to the
state highway system, the developer/owner shall, prior to making application, notify and
coordinate with Union County and the ODOT District Manager (ODOT, Region 5) to ensure
access safety and pursue access alternatives if safety is compromised. The highest priority shall
be placed on providing access to property abutting the state highway system from local roads or
combining driveways. Land development affecting the state highway system will address safety,
capacity, functional classification, and level of service. Access management policies for Union
County set forth in the Transportation System Plan will be observed.
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(37)  Shared Access. Proposed subdivisions with frontage on the state highway system shall be
designed to share access points from the highway. If access from a local road is possible, then
access shall not be allowed onto the state highway. If access from a local road becomes
available, then conversion to that access is encouraged, along with closing the state highway
access. A maximum of 2 accesses may be allowed regardless of the number of lots or businesses
served.
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THE OBSerVER, LA GRANDE, OREGON, SATURDAY, DECEMBER 5, 1998

Unrow Gounry: Transportation plan meets on tap
A public. hearing on a proposed transportation system plan will take
place during;the regular ‘meetingof the Imbler City Council at 7 p.m.

Mon&ay‘ at Clty Hall: Union County Planner; ‘Hanley Jenkins will preseniw
& repért. Additional pubhc hearings on the transportation system plan will
tdkerplace at 1:30 p.m: Tuesday at the Joseph Annex and at8 p.m. -
‘Tuesday at Elgin City Hall. Transportation plans are being developed for
Unior County and the cities of Elgin and Imbler. The’plans, will identify -
Mgfacmt1es and services and pI'OJeCt future.- transportanon needsh
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UNION COUNTY TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN

Tuesday, December 8, 1998
1:30 p.m.
Joseph Building Annex Main Conference Room
1108 K Avenue, La Grande

AGENDA

L Introduction
¢ RBrief background of TSP

.  Workto Date

e Existing Conditions
¢ Transportation system inventory
e Accident history
e Traffic volumes

e Travel Forecasts
e Future traffic volumes
e Transportation system deficiencies

[II. Proposed Alternatives
e Explanation of alternatives
e How alternatives shape the future transportation system

IV, Next Steps
¢ Where we’re going from here

V. Discussion
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Transportation panel
to meet Wednesday

The Union County Transpor-
tation Advisory Committee will
meet from 2 to 4 p.m. Wednesday
in the Joseph Annex.

The committee will discuss
the transportatlon plan for the
. county.

The mee,tmg is open to the pub-
lic.
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UNION COUNTY TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN

Wednesday, January 13, 1999
2:00 to 4:00 P.M.

Joseph Building Annex Main Conference Room
1108 K Avenue, La Grande

IVv.

AGENDA

Work to Date

¢ Identification of intersections with obvious safety problems

¢ Identification of road segments based on goals and capital improvements that
would reserve capacity on the state system

e Discussion of functional classifications

Road Project Prioritization (see Discussion items for list)
e Add/drop from list

e Determine overall benefit

e Prioritize

Road Classification System (“Draft Functional Classifications” and map)
e Discuss and finalize classification list
¢ Discussion of the associated road development standards

Road Jurisdiction
¢ Memorandums of Understanding (MQUs) to work together to find funding
for specific projects

Discussion
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Uwion Go.: Transportation Plan is focus of meet

The Union County Technical Advisory Committee will meet from 2 to 4
p.m. Thursday in the annex main conference room in the Joseph Building,
1106 K Ave..

The Union Cmmty Transpomtlon System Plan will be dlscussed at the

meeting.
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Tre OsserVeR, La GRANDE, ORECON, WEDNESDAY, MARCH 3, 1999
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UNION COUNTY TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN

Thursday, March 4, 1999
2:00 to 4:00 P.M.

Joseph Building Annex Main Conference Room
1106 K Avenue, La Grande

AGENDA

1. Access Management
e Techniques and purpose
e Recommended standards
e How do these standards relate to development?

2. Local Street Plan
e Future street system — how does this relate to development?

e Future bicycle and pedestrian system
e Other future modal plans

3. Other Discussion/Questions
e Next TAC meeting is April 8, 1999 from 2 to 4 p.m.
Topics include implementing language for the TSP
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THe OBSeRVER, LA GRANDE, OREGON ‘TUESDAY, APRIL 6, 1999

LG: Transportation tops agenda

The Union County Technical Advisory Committee
will meet Thursday.

" The meeting will run for 2.to 4 p.m. in the main
conference room of the Joseph Building annex, 1106
K Ave. Policy and ordinance amendments needed to
create Union County’s Transportation System Plan
will be discussed: :

- The:meeting is open to the public.



UNION COUNTY TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN

Thursday, April 8, 1999
2:00 to 4:00 P.M.
Joseph Building Annex Main Conference Room
1106 K Avenue, La Grande

AGENDA

1. Recommended Implementing Language
e Union County Land Use Plan
e Union County Zoning, Partition & Subdivision Ordinance
e Union County Transportation Plan will be replaced by the Union County
TSP

2. Other Discussion/Questions
¢ Draft final will be provided for your review before the first public hearing —
tentatively scheduled for May 24, 1999 before the Union County Planning
Commission
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Appendix B

sh=shouider
bikeway
Able to
# Travel | On-pave Bike Surface Street Widen Surface
RD # |Road Name Miles | Lanes | parking? | Sidewalks? | Facilities? | Surface? | Condition? | Classification | Jurisdiction | Shoulder? | ROW | Width
p=24;
29 AIRPORT LANE 2.48 2 N N N P-G P=P-G; G=G Collector County Y 60 G=26
P=26;
130A |ALICEL LANE 3.831 2 N N N P-G P=G, G=P Local County Y 60 G=16
27A |/ANSON ROAD 1.54 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 14
123 |ANTLES LANE 0.94 2 N N N P-G P=F, G=P Local County N 40 14-24
BADGER FLAT LANE 0.21 1 N N N G P Local County Y 60 12
BAGWELL ROAD 0.25 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 24
BAGWELL ROAD 1.00 1 N N N G P Local County Y 60 12
BASELINE LANE 3.18 1 N N N G P Local County Y 60 12
BATES LANE 1.95 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 14
BEAN COFFIN LANE 1.49 1-2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 12-24
BEHRENS LANE 2.44 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 30
P=26;
BIG CREEK ROAD 1.96 2 N N N P-G P=P; G=F Local County Y 60 |G=14-28]:"
BLACKHAWK TRAIL LN 1.55 2 N N N P F Local County Y 60 24 :
P=28;
BOND LANE 2.74 2 N N N P-G P=F; G=P Local County Y 60 G=20
BOND LN-TRUCK STOP 0.19 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 34
BOOTH LANE 12.18 2 N N N P-G =F, G=F | Collector/Local County Y 80 28
pP=26,;
83 BOWMAN LOOP 3.65 2 N N N P-G P=F; G=F Local County Y 60 G=20
35 BROOKS ROAD 2.09 2 N N N P G Collector County Y 60 24
117B |BUCHANAN LANE 1.77 2 N N SH P F Collector/Local County Y 60 22
BUSHNELL ROAD (12TH ST), 5.78 2 N N N G P Local County Y 60 14
CARTER ROAD 2.25 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 24
CASE ROAD 1.50 2 N N N P F Local County N 40 16
CATHERINE CREEK LANE 1.54 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 14
CHANDLER LOOP 042 2 N N N G G Local County N 30-60 16
CHUMOS ROAD 2.21 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
=26,
CLARK CREEK ROAD 6.52 2 N N N P-G P=F; G=P Local County Y 60 G=24
COMMERCE ROAD 0.19 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 28
COMSTOCK ROAD 0.71 1 N N N G G Local County N 40 12
CONLEY ROAD 3.82 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 16
COTTONWOOD ROAD 0.23 2 N N N G G Local County N 40 24
COUGHANOUR LANE 6.40 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60- 24

Y N DA AT T

b g S g GDBR: pp



{COUGHANOUR-FRONTAGE

103A [RD 0.75 2 N N N P F Locai County Y 60 20
135 |COURTNEY LANE 3.64 2 N N N P G Collector/Local County Y 60 24
21 CRAIG LOOP 3.28 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
150 |CRESCENT ROAD 0.30 2 N N N P F Local County Y 60 24
12B |CURTIS ROAD 2.65 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 26
78 DARR ROAD 2.85 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
119 |DEAL CANYON LANE 2 1 N N N G P Local County N 60 10
19 DIAL LANE 1.08 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
1564 |DOWNS ROAD 0.24 2 N N N P G Local County Y 80 28
68 DRAPER ROAD 1.65 1 N N N G F Local County Y 60 12
20 DRY CREEK LANE 1.73 2 N N N P F Collector County Y 60 21
55 DUTTON ROAD 1.24 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
77 ELGIN CEMETERY ROAD 1.25 2 N N N G F Local County Y 80 22
103 |ELLIS ROAD 0.59 2 N N N P G Local County Y 60 20-24
17 END ROAD 1.85 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
3A FIVE POINT CR ROAD 1.60 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 14
122 |[FLETCHER LANE 0.18 1 N N N G G Locat County N 40 12
61A |[FOLLETT ROAD 2.22 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 20
P=22;
12 FOQOTHILL ROAD 8.473 2 N N N P F Local County Y 60 G=26
FOX HILL ROAD 3.35 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 20
125 |FRUITDALE LANE 2.24 2 N N SH P F Collector County N 40-50 20
PU  |GAERTNER LANE 1 N N N G G Local ? N 36 12
116 |GEKELER LANE 6.48 2 N N N G F Collector/Local County Y 60 28
74 GILKISON ROAD 0.80 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 20
6 GLASS HILL ROAD 11.00 2 N N N G P Local County Y 60 14
P=286;
131 GODLEY ROAD 6.62 2 N N N P-G P=P; G=F Local County Y 60 G=20
47 GOLDING ROAD 1.25 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 28
P=24;G=
‘148 GOOD ROAD 6.89 2 N N N P-G P=P; G=F Local County Y 60 30
41 GORDON CREEK ROAD 5.247 1-2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 10-20
42C |GORDON CREEK ROAD 0.701 2 N N N P F Local County Y 60 24
GOVERNMENT GULCH
106 [LANE 2.47 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 28
149 |GRANDE RONDE RIVER RD| 4.08 2 N N N P G Collector County Y 60 28
GRAVEL FRONTAGE-W.-i
23D |84 2.39 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 20
52 GRAYS CORNER ROAD 8.60 2 N N N G G=F Local County Y 60 16-30
16A  |GREINER LANE 0.51 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 14
144 |HACKER LANE 2.00 1 N N N G G Local County N 40 12




- [PU

121 |HAEFER LANE | 275 2 N N N P-G P=G, G=F | Collector/local| County | ¥ 60 28
111A |HAGGERTY LANE 1.32 2 N N N G F Locatl |  County | Y 60 14
15 HALLEY ROAD 4.26 2 N N N G G Local ! County Y 60 30
81 HALLGARTH ROAD 1.66 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 14
34 HAMILTON ROAD 2.09 2 N N N G F Local County | Y 60 14
46 HARDY ROAD 3.88 2 N N N G G Local County | Y 60 20
42A  |HARTFORD LANE 0.681 2 N N N P P Local County | Y 60 20
30 HAWKINS ROAD 2.60 2 N N N G F Local County | Y 60 28
26 HAYS ROAD 2.52 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 28
23F |HEBER ROAD 0.87 2 N N N G G Local i County Y 60 16
57 HENDERSON ROAD 1.79 1 N N N G F Local i County Y 60 12
58A |HENDERSON ROAD 2.05 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
151 |HIBBERD ROAD 0.34 1 N N N G G Local County N 30 12
156 |HIDDEN VALLEY LANE 0.473 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 20
66 HIGH VALLEY ROAD 12.53 2 N N N P-G P=F, G=F Local County Y 60 20
Principle
HIGHWAY 203 2 N N N P G Arterial State Y 80 28
Principle
HIGHWAY 204 2 N N SH P G Arterial State Y 80 24
Principle
HIGHWAY 237 2 N N SH P G Arterial State Y 80 28
Principle
HIGHWAY 244 2 N N N P G Arterial State Y 80
Principle
HIGHWAY 82 2 N N N P G Arterial State Y
HILGARD LANE 0.80 1 N N N G G Local County Y 60 24
107 (HILL LAY LANE 0.91 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 16
59 HINDMAN ROAD 8.69 1-2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 12-24
12A  |HOT LAKE LANE 2.97 2 N N N G F Collector County Y 60 26
133A° [ HOWELL ROAD 0.66 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 14-20
36 HUG ROAD 3.29 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 30
HULICK LANE 1 N N N G P Local ? N 40 12
133 |HULL LANE 3.63 2 N N N P-G P=F-G; G=F Local County Y 60 30
14 HUNTER ROAD 9.69 2 N N N P F-G Arterial County Y 80 21-28
McKenzie-
18A  |HUNTER ROAD 1.49 2 N N Fruitdale = SH P P Arterial County Y 60 21-28
McKenzie-
20A |HUNTER ROAD 1.71 2 N N Frutdale = SH P P Arterial County Y 80 22
112 |HUTCHINSON LANE 1.52 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 14
88 IGO LANE 0.98 2 N N N G G Local- County Y 60 10-30
35A |IMBLER ROAD 4.01 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 24




INDIAN CR RD-

54 (KLINGHAMMER) 2.96 1-2 N N N G F Local County Y i 60 12-24
53 INDIAN CREEK ROAD 4.31 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 12-30
152 |INDUSTRIAL LANE 0.19 2 N N N G G Local County Y 680 28
! Principle
INTERSTATE 84 4 N N N P G i Arterial State Y
26A | JANSON LANE 0.485 2 N N N G G Local County N 40 14
72 JIMMEY CREEK ROAD 9.50 1-2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 14-20
81A |[JONES ROAD 0.30 1 N N N G F Local County Y 60 12
82 KEEN CABIN CREEK ROAD | 5.47 1 N N N G F Locai County Y 60 12
114 |KERNS LOOP 117 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 20
78A |KINGSBURY LANE 2.86 1 N N N G F Local County Y 60 12
{138 |KNIGHT LANE 0.75 1 N N N G F Local County Y 60 12
66A |KOFFORD ROAD 0.39 2 N N N P F Local County Y 60 20
73B  |LAMPKIN LANE 0.378 1 N N N G F Local County Y 80 12
pP=24;
120 LANTZ LANE 1.19 2 N N N P-G P=G; G=P Collector County N 40 G=18
13 LEFFEL ROAD 1.35 2 N N N P G Local County Y 60 28
PU LISABETH LANE 2 N N N G F Local ? Y 60 14
43 LOOKQUT MT ROAD 4.40 2 N N N G P Local County Y 60 20
|64 LOVE ROAD 1.27 2 N N N P G Local County N 30-40 24
63 LOWER COVE ROAD 3.32 2 N N SH P F Arterial County Y 60 21
128A |LOWER COVE ROAD 4.46 2 N N N P F Arterial County Y 60 21
5 LOWER PERRY LOOP 0.36 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 14
82-Lower Cove
{128  |MARKET LANE 5.95 2 N N Rd = SH P F Arterial County Y 60 21
1298 |MARKS ROAD 0.51 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 30
204 |MAY LANE 1.23 2 N N N P F-P Local County N 40 20-28
14A  {Mc ALISTER ROAD 4.48 2 N N N P F Arterial/Local County Y 60 22-40
1 Mc INTYRE ROAD 11.86 1-2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 12-18
14B  |Mc KENZIE LANE 2.27 2 N N SH P G Collector County Y 60 26
p=24;
105A |McCANSE LANE 1.07 2 N N N P-G P=P; G=F Local County Y 60 G=20
16B  |McDONALD LANE 1.01 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
129  |McDONALD LANE 1.27 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
132 |McKENNON LANE 2.02 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 30
142 |McNEILL ROAD 3.91 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 12-18
139  |MERRITT LANE 5.72 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 24
42AB |MIDDLE ROAD 2.022 2 N N N P F Local County Y 60 26
g=1- 2, P=28; |-
65 MILL CREEK LANE 3.76 p=2 N N N P-G P=F;, G=F Coliector County Y 60 G=12-24|.
109 |MILLER LANE 3.18 2 N N N P F Local County Y 60 26-30




10B  JMONROE LANE | 2.28 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
118A TMORGAN LAKE ROAD L 282 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 20

42FG |[MOSES CREEK LANE 3.38 2 N N N P-G | P=F-P, G=F Local County Y 60 24-25
9A |MT EMILY ROAD 1374 1 N N N G P Local County Y 80 12

Arterial/Collector/ |

10 |MT GLEN ROAD | 5.40 2 N N N P F Local County Y 60 21

62  |MT HARRIS LOOP [ 285 1.2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 10-20
38 |MYERS ROAD 3.02 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
75 NICE ROAD 0.90 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 22

NORTH POWDER RIVER P=20-26;

101 |LANE 9.54 2 N N N P-G |P=F-G; G=G Arterial County Y 60 G=18

P=24;

105 |OLSEN LANE 1.98 2 N N N P-G P=F; G=F Local County Y 60 G=20

101A” |ONE-O ONE-A ROAD 0.15 2 N N N G F Local County Y 80 P=16
10A |ORCHARD ROAD | 0.99 2 N N N G F Local County Y 80 30

23B |OREGON TRAIL ROAD 1.58 2 N N N P G Local County Y 60 22-32

P=24;

23E |OREGON TRAIL ROAD 2.27 2 N N N P-G P=F; G=F Local County Y 60 G=20

73A |OREGON TRAIL ROAD 347 2 N N N P P Local County Y 60 pP=20

P=20;

9 OWSLEY CANYON ROAD | 2.51 2 N N N P-G P=P; G=P Local County Y 60 G=30
. |[42DE [PALMER JCT RD 8.14 2 N N N P F Arterial County Y 60 24

NCUEIgin-
Gordon Creek =

44 |PALMER JCT ROAD 2.36 2 N N SH p F Arterial County Y 60 23
140 |PALMER JCT ROAD 2.09 2 N N N P F Arterial County Y 60 26
45 [PARSONS LANE 3.78 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 28
28 |PEACHROAD 5.54 2 N N N G P Local County Y 60 26
20A |PEACHROAD 343 2 N N N G P Local County Y 60 26
148 |PHILBERG ROAD 1.05 2 N N N P G Local County Y 60 20
32 |PHYS ROAD 1.16 2 N N N P P Local County Y 60 24

P=24;

23 |PIERCE ROAD 8.01 2 N N N P-G P=P; G=G | Arterial/Local County Y 60 G=30

P=24;

23A  |PIERCE ROAD 1.00 2 N N N P G Local County Y 60 G=30
61 PINE GROVE LOOP 0.91 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 20
37 |PUMPKIN RIDGE ROAD | 7.09 2 N N N G G Local County % 60 30

69 |RAMO FLAT ROAD 427 | 1-2 N N N G p Local County Y 60 12-22
2 RANKIN ROAD 1.68 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 16
51 RAWHIDE LANE 0.62 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
33B |RED PEPPER ROAD 152 2 N N N G G Local - County Y 60 28
210 |RIDDLE ROAD 0.39 2 N N N P P Local County N 40 20
528 |RINEHART LANE 2.99 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 30




135A |RINEHART LANE 0.57 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 30
PU RIVERSIDE ROAD 2 N N N G Local ? N 40 12
7A ROBBS HILL ROAD L 522 1 N N N G F Local County Y 60 12
42H |ROBINSON ROAD | 1.30 2 N N N G G Locat County Y 60 24
118 |ROCK CREEK ROAD \ 4.28 1 N N N G F Local County Y 60 10-12
137 |ROULET LOOP I 450 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
22 RUCKLE ROAD 4.28 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 24
35B |RUCKMAN ROAD 3.98 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 14
80 SANDERSON ROAD 1.50 1-2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 12-30
25 SANDRIDGE ROAD 7.88 2 N N N G F Local County Partially 40-80 18
53A |SHAW CREEK ROAD 0.71 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
76 SLLACK ROAD 1.02 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
155 [SMITH LOOP 0.24 2 N N N P G Local County Y 80 28
131 |SPECKHART LANE 0.75 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 16-28
120A |STACKLAND ROAD 1.07 2 N N N G F Collector County N 40 18
P=20-26;
130 |STANDLEY LANE 4,72 2 N N N P-G P=P-G; G=P| Collector/Local County Y 60 G=16
129A  |STARR LANE 2.57 2 N N N G G Locat County Y 60 30
38A |STRIKER LANE 2.17 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 30
39 SUMMERVILLE ROAD 9.97 2 N N SH P F-G Arterial County Y 60 21-24
147 |TAMARACK SPRINGS LANE| 0.93 2 N N N G G Local County N 50 24
70 TELOCASET LANE 14,01 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 28
50 THOMPSON ROAD 3.76 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 30
102 {TUCKER FLAT ROAD 4.40 1-2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 12-16
111 |TURNBULL LANE 1.03 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 14
12C  |UNION JCT LANE 1.52 2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 26
40 VALLEY VIEW ROAD 2.94 2 N N N P F Collector County Y 60 20
17A  IWAGONER HILL LANE 1.08 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 14
79A |WALLSINGER ROAD 1.52 2 N N N G G Local County N 40 28
232 |WALTON ROAD 0.625 2 N N N P G Collector County Y 60 30
212 |WATSON STREET 0.35 1-2 N N N G G Local County N 30-45 12-16
67 WEAVER ROAD 1.63 2 N N N G G Local County N 40 14
16 WEBSTER ROAD 3.53 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 30
210A |WEST ROAD 0.37 2 N N N P P Local County N 40 16
86 WHEELER LANE 1.38 1-2 N N N G F Local County Y 60 12-30
143 |WICKENS LANE 2.24 1-2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 14
115 |WILKINSON LANE 1.52 1-2 N N N G G Local County Y 80 12-28
58 WITHERSPOON LANE 1.95 2 N N N G G Local County Y 60 30
P=22-24;
104 |WOLF CREEK LANE 8.68 2 N N N P-G P=G; G=F Local County Y 60 G=20
P=20;
134 |WOODELL LANE 4.24 2 N N N P-G P=G; G=F Collector/Loaa.| County Y 60 G=14




| | \ g ; P=26;
113 |WOODRUFF LANE \ 3.08 \ 2 | N N N P-G P=pP; G=F | Local | County Y [ 60 G=22
27 WRIGHT ROAD 224 1 2 1 N N N G G Local | County Y 60 18
49 YARRINGTON ROAD 9086 | 12 | N | N N G GP | Local County | Y 60 12-30
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Bicycle and Pecdestr-an Plan

to walk and bicycle mcre and drive less Ior snor: trips arcund
cown.

POLICY FRAMEWORK AND RELATED DOCUMENTS

=t

211l levels of government recognize bicycling anc walking as
viaple moaes cf transportation and encourage planning
Transportation systemS to include safe and convenient bicycle and
pedestrian facilities

1. FEDERAL POLICY

The federal government signed the Intermcdal Suriace
Transportation Zfficiency Acct (ISTEA) into law in December 1991
The ISTEA requires states to staii a bilcycle and pedestrian
cocordinator and to plan for bicycles and pedestrians It also
makes funds avallable to states for a variety of bicycls and
pecgestrian projecss

2 STATE POLICY

Oregon i1s recognized as a leader In bicvcle anc pedescrian
vlanning The state provides speciiic policias ana sctandards Ior
ceveloping picycle and pedestrian Zacilities to help local
governments reacn goals and puild the multi-modal transportation
syscem.

a. Bicyele Bill

Cragon'’s statawide bicvcle vrogram began in 1871 when the '"Oregr
Bicycle Bill" passed iInto law (#Z3 1700, now ORS 356.514). The
Iirst of its kind in cthe country, i1t mandated a minimum one
Dercent gas-tax pe desdicated o construct, maintain and operate
Dicycle and pedesctrian Izcilicies

b, Oregon Transportation Plan

The Orsgon Transportation 2lan (OTP) sets the general dirscticn
for transportation development statewice for the next 20 yesars
The OTP cutlines a visicn of a multi-mecdal transportation svstem,
and ssts project and program driorities for the allccaticn of
rescurces. Specific plans for esach tr nspor:at*on mode -
aviation, highways, mass transit, bicycle and pedestrians,
railroads, and transportation corridors - rafine and extand the
general provisions in the OTP. These specific plans also include
WO programs to reduce trafific deaths, and to promote
connections.

c. The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, 1985 Drait

The Oregon Bﬁcvc7=/D°des:r;an ?lan escabl*shcs statawide policies
ard stanaa*as for planning and developing sah,, atcractive
transportacion facilicies that empnasize bicycling and walking

d. tatewide Plamnning Goals

Statewicde Planning Goals support bicycling and walking as
sensible transporzaticon choices, because they help reduce air
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Sidewalks and Bikeways
Sidewalks shall be provided along arterials and collectors

in urban areas. (045) (3) (b) (A).

Bike Parking Facilities

Bicycle parking facilities shall be provided as part of new
multifamily residentlal developments of four units or more,
new retail, office institutional developments ana all
transit transisr stations and park and ride lots.
(0435 (3) (a)) .
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IT. EXISTING FACILITIES INVENTORY, NEEDS ANALYSIS, AND
RECOMMENDED BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITY PROJECTS

A, COUNTY PROFILE

Union County is a small rural jurisdiction, population 23,598.
The County, located in eastern Oregon, 1s composed 70.4% of
timber land, 12.6% grazing land, and 14.78% farmland. The most
productive forest lands are located at the north end of the
County within the Lookingglass Creek drainage, north of Palmer
Junction. Other prime forest land includes areas of the Minam
¢iver drainage and the headwaters of the CGrande Ronde R*ver.
i.ess productive forest land occupwes the surrounding foothil
znd mountain slopes, except in the dry southern portion of the
County.

Rancelands, often associated with forest lands, ars ve
important to the County. They are the upland areas upon which
“ivestock operations depend for summer grazing, and w ;
summer and winter wildlife habitat.

'1

rmland occupies the wvalley lowlands of Grande Ronde River and
der River Valley. However, some the gently sloping foothills
Thea lowe* e1=vations of the Blue and Wallowa Mountains have
o ‘

m

F
Low
ac

0

o

m residential land uses which account for 1.5% of County land
a, arz Zfor small agricultural uses and rural living
orounicies Most farm residentizl develcpment has occurred
"aTent To the incorporated uxrban areas. However, there is
szantial rural residential develcpment occupies Mt. Zmily
thills north of La Grande, also land north of Elgin and eas:
Cove
Urbanized land comprises less 1% of the County land area. It is
concentrated in the La Grande-Island City urban areas, the hub of
znhe County road network, located at the base of the Blue
Mounctains on the Grands Ronds River alluvizl fan. There arse
2ignt incorporated cities in Union County, seven with less than
2,000 population, all within 25 miles of La Grande.

B. UNION COUNTY LAND USE PLAN AND TRANSPORTATION PLAN

The Transportation Plan (1973), a supflement To the Union County
Zand TUse 2Plan, is intended t¢o be used in conJuan;on wizth other
Jnicn County planning documents to develop a safe, convenient,
eificisnt system Zor o_ansoort*ng pecople and goods. The
sunty identifies and priorictizes road improvement projects on an
b 1 basis. County roads are classifiad according to their

S and road ravenues are allocated for maintenance and
ments based on roadway Iunctional classificaticns.

‘
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Tre Union County transportation plan supports the development and
uz2 2 all modes of transportation intended to avoid over

Union County,
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

reliance upon any one mode of tvansoortatﬁon, and to meet the
needs of the transportation dlsad"“n_aged Transportation
improvements should be designed to utilize ex;stlng rights-of-

way, emphasize energy conservation, and bicycle and pedestrian
safety
c. BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLANNING IN UNION COUNTY

Almost 20 years ago, Union County recognized that bicycles were
becoming an increasingly important mode of transportation for
Union County residents. To accommodate this increase, the County
Parks and Recreation Department (no longer in existence)
initiated a Bikeway Planning effort. At the time it was expected
that most proposed bikeways would be roads shared with
automobiles and designated for bicycles by signing, striping, or
other visual markings. Pedestrian would also share the
designated roads. The Bikeway Planning effort was never
completed. In the years following, a few bicycle and pedestrian
facilities (now of obsclete design) were developed in the

ted Union County, around the La Grande-Island City

W out coordinated planning.

D. EXISTING COUNTY ROAD SYSTEM
The existing County road system, in combination with State
Highways, and U.S. Forest Se*v;cm roads, provides access to all

regicons of Union County.

The Union County Zoning Ordinance, Article 29.00, Subdivision
Desicgn and Improvement Standards, establishes the following
standards ZIor County maJov collector roads: a 80 foot right-of-
wav, a 24 foot road surface, and 6 foot shoulders. Minor
collector or local roads are ©o have a 50 foot right-of-way
width, a 24 foot surface width, and & foot shoulders. County

roads are to meet the set standards except where the Planning
Commission determines an increase or decrease is warranted.

The inventcry of existing County roads included all major
collector and mincr collector roads, as well as selected local
rcads. The minor collector roads which are predominantly
graveled were not found to be important to the bike and
pedestrian network. Approximately 82 miles of County major
ollector roads were inventoried The inventory included 5 miles
of major collector road with a paved surface greater than 24 feet
wide, typically 26 feet or 28 feet wide. 1In addition, there are
27 wmiles (33%) of County major collector roads with a 2¢ £foot
paved surface width, and over 50 miles (61%) with a substandard
20 or 22 foot road surface width, of which 46 miles are paved.
The inventory included 14 miles of local County roads which have
a 20 foot rcad surface. About one-half of these are paved. No
County roads have 6 foot shoulders. A few have 2 foot graveled
snoulders, but most have no shoulders. Many county rocad rights-
of-way have borrow ditches for drainage and snow removal.

O

h

15

J
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E. NEEDS ANALYSTS

During the preparation of this plan, July 1, 1994 to June 30,
1995, the Union County Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
served as the Citizen Involvement Committee for Union County.
The guidelines the committee used in recommending bicycle and
pedestrian improvements are based on the requirements of the
Transportation Planning Rule as discussed in the POLICY section
of this Plan, and guidelines provided in the Oregon Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan and discussed in the STANDARDS section of this
Plan.

The Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) requires that cities and
cocunties provide safe, direct, continuous, well connected
networks for bicycles and pedestrian travel. It also directs
local governments to adhere to the standards and guidelines
established in ODOT’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.

On rural county roads paved shoulders provide a suitable area for
bicycles, safe from conflicts with faster moving traffic. Rural
bike travel in unincorporated Union County will be accommodated
primarily on paved shoulder bike lanes. The standard width for
shoulder bikeways is 6 feet; the minimum shoulder bike lane is 4
feet wide. With few exceptions, the following proposals
recommend providing two 4 foot paved shoulders on approximately
60 miles of County major collector roads, and about 14 miles of
County local roads. Where shoulder bike lanes are warranted but
physical constraints preclude them, two 14 foot shared travel
lanes with fog lines are recommended.

F. INVENTORY AND PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

1. State Highway 203
La Grande-Baker Highway
From La Grande to Union
Highway 203 i1s a minor arterial between the City of La
Grande and the City of Union, the two largest cities in the
County. It has an 80 foot right-of-way and a 28 foot paved
surface including two 14 foot travel lanes.

Recommendation: No change.

From City of Union to Kofford Road

Highway 203 is a major collector in Union County between the
City of Union and the RBaker County line. The road has an 80
foot right-of-way and a 24 foot paved surface including two
12 foot travel lanes. The portion from the City of Union
east to Kofford Road is used extensively by Union residents
for bicycling and walking.

Recommendation: Widen pavement to 36 feet to include two 14
foot travel lanes and two paved shoulder bikeways.

Union County, August 21, 1885, p.7
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Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Widen pavement
+8 feet Union-Kofford R4 1.8 $152, 064 high

From Kofford Road to Baker County line

Highway 203 functions as a major collector from the City of
Union to the Baker County line. It has an 80 foot right-of-
way and a 24 foot paved surface. Experienced bicyclists use
the road for touring.

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 28 feet to provide
two 14 foot shared lanes, with a fog line.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority
Widen pavement

+4 feet Kofford-Baker Co. 2C $844,800 low

2, State Highway 204

Elgin-Tolgate Hwy

From City of Elgin to Umatilla County line

State Highway 204 functions as a minor arterial in Union
County linking the northern portion of Union County with
Umatilla County. It has an 80 foot right-of-way width, and
a 24 foot paved surface including two 12 foot travel lanes.
Experienced bicyclists share this road with interstate truck
traffic.

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 28 feet to provide
two 14 foot travel lanes.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority
Widen pavement
+4 feet Elgin-Umatilla Co. 18 $802,560 low
3. State Highway 237
Cove Hwy

From Island City to Cove

Highway 237 functions as a major collector connecting the
City of Island City and City of Cove. It has an 80 foot
right-of-way and a 28 foot paved surface. It is used by
experience bicyclists for touring and by an occasional
bicycle commuter.

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.8
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Recommendation: Improving bicycle safety on this stretch of
road is important to bicyclists who ride it. Widen the
pavement to 36 feet to provide two 14 foot travel lanes and
two 4 foot paved shoulder bikeways.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Widen pavement
+12 feet Island C.-Cove 14 $1,774,080 medium

Cove to Union

Highway 237 functions as a major collector connecting the
City of Cove and the City of Union. It has an 80 foot
right-of-way and a 28 foot paved surface. It is used by
experience bicyclists for touring and by an occasional
bicycle commuter.

Recommendation: Improving bicycle safety on this strech of
road is important to bicyclists who ride it. Widen the
pavement to 36 feet to provide two 14 foot travel lanes and
two 4 foot paved shoulder bikeways.

///State Highway 237
\/  La Grande-Baker Hwy

From City of Union to Baker County line

Highway 237 functions as a major collector in the southern
portion of Union County connecting the City of Union and the
City of North Powder. It has an 80 foot right-of-way, and a
24 foot paved surface including two 12 foot travel lanes.
This road is used by experienced bicyclists every summer.

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 28 feet to provide
two 14 foot travel lanes with a fog line.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority
Widen pavement

+4 feet Union-Baker Co. 17 $718,080 low

5. County Road #10

Mt. Glen Road »

From Black Hawk Trail to Booth Lane

Mt. Glen Road is a major collector with a 60 foot right-of-
way width and a 20 foot paved surface. It serves a rural
residential area in the unincorporated Union County north of
La Grande and Island City. It is frequently used by
bicyclists from both cities.

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder
bikeways. Also see recommendation # 24.

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.9
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Project From-To Miles Cost Priority
Widen pavement

+12 feet B.H.Trail-Booth 1.56 $197,000 high

6. County Road #14

McKenzie Lane

From east Summerville City Limits to Hunter Lane

McKenzie Lane (called 4th Street in Summerville) is a major
collector with a 60 foot right-of-way width a 24 foot paved
road surface, and 2 foot graveled shoulders. It is an
important link in the Union County bike network because it
connects Hunter Lane with Summerville Road.

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder

bikeways. Alsc see recommendation #8, #9, and #13.
Project . From-To Miles Cost Priority
Widen pavement
+8 feet Sum. ECL-Hunter 2.16 $131,789 high
7. County Road #14

Hunter Road

Hunter Road from McKenzie Lane to Fruitdale Lane is an
north-south major collector with a 60 foot right-of-way
“including borrow ditches on both sides. The road links
commercial resource land and a rural residential area at the
base of Mt. Emily to urban employment and market centers.
This section of road is frequently used by bicyclists.

From McKenzie Lane to Woodell Lane
Hunter Road from McKenzie Lane south to Woodell Lane has a
21 foot paved surface.

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to
provide two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved
shoulder bikeways.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Widen pavement
+11 feet McKenzie-Woodell 3.0 $348,480 high

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.1l0
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From Woodell Lane to Fruitdale Lane

Hunter Road from Woodell Lane south to Fruitdale Lane has a
24 foot paved surface with a fog line painted 10 feet from
the center line.

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder

bikeways.
Project From-To Miles Cost Priority
Widen pavement
+8 feet Woodell-Fruitdale 6.59 $556,723 high
8. County Road #18

Hunter Road

From McKenzie Lane to Dry Creek Lane.

Hunter Road from McKenzie Lane north to Dry Creek Lane is a
major collector with a 60 foot right-of-way width and a 21
foot paved surface. It serves commercial resource and uses
and rural residential development at the base of Mt Emily.
It is frequently used by bicyclists from the region.

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder

bikeways.
Project From-To Miles Cost Priority
Widen pavement
+11 feet McKenzie-Dry Creek 1.49 $173,078 medium
9. County Road #20

Dry Creek Lane

From Summerville Road to Berhens Lane

Dry Creek Lane from Summerville Road west and south to
Berhens Lane is a major collector with a 60 foot right-of-
way width and a 21 foot paved road surface. It is commonly
used by bicyclists. from the region.

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder
bikeways.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority .

Widen pavement
+11 feet Summervil-Berhens 3.44 $400,000 medium

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.1l1
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10. County Road #23
Pierce Road
From Hwy 82 to Foothill Road
Pierce Road from Hwy 82 to Foothill Road is a major
collector with a 60 foot right-of-way width. It intersects
State Hwy 82, Hwy 237, and Hwy 203 providing direct access
to the Airport Industrial Park located on Pierce Road.
From Hwy 82 to Hwy 237
From Hwy 82 to Hwy 237, Pierce Road has 30 foot graveled
road surface.
Recommendation: Widen and provide a 32 foot wide paved road
surface including two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot
paved shoulder bikeways.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Pave

+32 feet Hwy 82-hwy 237 2.06 $696,115 high
From Hwy 237-Hwy 203
From Hwy 237 to Hwy 203, Pierce Road has a 24 foot paved
road surface.
Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder
bikeways.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Widen pavement
+8 feet Hwy 237-Hwy 203 3.75 $315,110 high

From Hwy 203 to Foothill Road
From Hwy 237 to Hwy Foothill Road, Pierce Road has 24 foot
graveled road surface.

Recommendation: Widen and provide a 32 foot wide paved road
surface including two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot
paved shoulder bikeways.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority
Pave
+32 feet Hwy 203-Foothill 2.24 $756,940 high

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.12
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11l. County Road #23B
Oregon Trail Road
Wolf Creek Lane to North Powder north City Limits
The Oregon Trail Road is a major collector in south Union
County, serving the Powder River valley. It has a 60 foot
right-of-way. From Wolf Creek Lane to Bagwell Road the
pavement 1is 24 feet wide, and from Bagwell Road to the North
Powder north City Limits the pavement is 22 feet wide. The
road is not recommended for inclusion in the Union County
bicycle network because it’s infrequently used by
bicyclists.
Recommendation: No change.

12. County Road #32
Phys Point Road
From Hwy 237-Hwy 237 (Cove bypass) :
This bypass is part of the major collector network. It has
a 60 foot right-of-way and a 20 foot paved road surface.
The short cut is important to the County bicycle network
because it allows cyclists to bypass the City of Cove,
shortening travel distances.
Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder
bikeways.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Widen pavement

+12 feet Hwy 237-Hwy 237 1.16 $146,995 low

13. County Road #39

Summerville Road

From Hwy 82 to Hwy 204

Summerville Road is an important north-south major collector
in Union County. It is used by commercial truck traffic to

cut travel distances between Hwy 204 and Hwy 82. It is also
important to the County bike network because it is commonly

used by bicyclists.

From City of Imbler to City of Summerville

Between Imbler and Summerville the pavement is 24 feet wide
with two 2 foot graveled shoulders. This section is used by
people walking, jogging, and bike riding between Imbler and
Summerville.

~Union County, August 21, 1995, p.13
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Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder
bikeways.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Widen pavement
+8 feet Imbler-Summerv. 2.71 $228,941 high

From City of Summerville to Hwy 204
Between Summerville and Hwy 204 the pavement is 20 feet wide
with two 2 foot shoulders.

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder
bikeways.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Widen pavement
+12 feet Summerv-Hwy 204 6.67 $845,222 medium

14. County Road #42
North Palmer JCT Road
From Palmer JCT Road to Robinson Road
North Palmer JCT Road is a majoxr collector with a 60 foot
right-of-way and 24 foot paved road surface. Fog lines are
painted 10 feet from the center line. Deep borrow ditches
parallel the road on both sides. This road provides access
to the northern most portions of Union County and the
Umatilla National Forest, used primarily as a logging access
road.

Recommendation: No change.

15. County Road #44
Palmer JCT Road
From Elgin City Limits to Gordon Creek Road
Palmer JCT Road is a major collector with a 60 foot right-
of-way and a 24 foot paved road surface. It takes log truck
traffic from North Palmer JCT Road to Hwy 204 and the Boise
Cascade Mill in Elgin.

Recommendation: No change.

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.1l4
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16. County Road #63
Lower Cove Road
From Hwy 237 to Conley Road
Lower Cove Road is a major collector extending north from
the City of Cove along the Wallowa Mountain foothills. It
has a 60 foot right-of-way and a 21 foot paved road surface.
The road is used by commercial farm and forest trucks and is
also a popular place to bicycle.
Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder
bikeways. Also see recommendation 25.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Widen pavement

+11 feet Hwy 237-Conley 3.32 $385,651 low

17. County Road #65

Mill Creek Lane

From east City Limits of Cove to Comstock

Mill Creek Lane is a farm-to-market major collector
extending east from the City of Cove to Comstock Road where
it becomes a U.S. Forest Service road. It has a 60 foot
right-of-way and a 28 foot paved road surface. The road
provides access to the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest and
the Eagle Cap Wilderness Area. Pedestrian and trail bike
riders share the road with commercial farm and forest.
trucks. ‘

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder
bikeways.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority
Widen pavement

+4 feet Cove ECL-Comstock 1.25 $52,800 medium
18. County Road #75

Nice Road

From Wolf Creek Lane to Coughanour Lane

Nice Road is a major collector in the sparsely populated
southern portion of Union County, seldom used by bicyclists.
It has a 60 foot right-of-way and a 22 paved road surface.

Recommendation: No change.

Union County, August 21, 1885, p.15
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County Road #101

North Powder River Lane

From I84 interchange to Ellis Road

North Powder River Lane is a major collector which parallels
the Powder River in the southern portion of Union County.
The road has a 60 foot right-of-way and a 20 foot paved road
surface.

Recommendation: No change.

County Road #103

Ellis Road

From North Powder River Road to Coughanour Lane

Ellis Road is a major collector which connects Wolf Creek
Lane to North Powder River Lane. The road has a 60 foot
right-of-way and a 20 foot paved road surface.

Recommendation: No change.

County Road #104

Wolf Creek Lane

From Oregon Trail Road to Nice Road

Wolf Creek Lane is a major collector which extends west from
I84 just north of the City of North Powder. The road has a
60 foot right-of-way and a 22 foot paved road surface.

Recommendation: No change.

County Road #117 e

Buchanan Lane

From La Grande ECL to Island City WCL

Buchanan Lane is an important major collector in the most
populated region of Union County. It extends east from La
Grande about three-quarter of one mile to Island City. The
road has a 60 foot right-of-way and a 29 foot paved surface.
In the past, a 9 foot wide, two-way, shoulder bike lane was
constructed on the north side of Buchanan Lane. This wide
shoulder is used frequently by pedestrians and bicyclists.
However, by today’s standards, it is an obsolete facility
that will need to be replaced with shoulder bike lanes that
meet current standards. Bicycles are considered vehicles
which must obey traffic laws including traveling on the
right-hand side of the road with the traffic flow. The 9
foot shoulder bike lane was not built to rocad standards.
Thus, additional overlay material will be required prior to
restriping the pavement for standard shoulder bike lanes.

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.1l6
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Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 36 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 6 foot paved shoulder bike
lanes for bicycle and pedestrian use.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Widen pavement
+16 feet, paint
bike lanes La Gran-Isl City 0.77 $130,000 high

23. County Road #125
Fruitdale Lane
From Mt. Glen Road to Hunter Lane
Fruitdale Lane is a major collector linking Mt. Glen Road
and Hunter Lane, serving a large rural residential area
immediately north of La Grande and Island City. The road is
a very popular place for residents of both cities for
walking, jogging, and bike riding. It has a 40 foot, rather
than a 60 foot, right-of-way width, and a 20 foot paved road
surface with two 2 foot graveled shoulders.

Recommendation: Given the relatively high bicycle and
pedestrian traffic volume, two 6 foot shoulder bike lanes
are warranted. However, the narrow 40 foot right-of-way
width presents a physical constraint which may preclude 6
foot (or 4 foot) shoulder bike lanes. As a second best
alternative, the pavement should be widened to 28 feet to
include two 14 foot shared travel lanes. Wider travel lanes
tend to encourage unsafe higher traffic speeds. A fog line
painted 12 feet from the center line will make the travel
lane appear narrower and may slow traffic.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Widen pavement
+8 feet Mt. Glen-Hunter 2.24 $189,235 high

24. County Road #126
Booth Lane
From Mt. Glen Road to Hunter Road
Booth Lane is a major collector which extends east from Mt.
Glen Road across the valley floor to Lower Cove Road. It
intersect Hunter Road. The road section between Mt. Glen
Road and Hunter Road is an important link to complete the
County bikeway network. Booth Lane has a 60 foot right-of-
way and a 28 foot paved road surface.

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder
bikeways.

Union County, August 21, 1985, p.1l7
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Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Widen pavement
+4 feet Mt. Glen-Hunter 1.1 $S46,464 high

25. County Road #128
Market Lane
From Hwy 82 to Lower Cove Road
Market Lane is an east-west major collector with a 60 foot
right-of-way, a 21 foot paved road surface, and 2 foot
graveled shoulders. As its name implies, the road is used
for transporting farm and forest products to market. It is
located between Alicel and the City of Cove, and along the
Wallowa Mountain foothills. This region of the County is
not as frequently traveled by bicyclists as the region
between La Grande and Elgin. However, Market Lane is
included in the County bike facility plan because it
connects existing shoulder bike lanes on Hwy 82 with
proposed shoulder bike lanes on Lower Cove Road. Lower Cove
Road terminates at Lantz Lane at a point where Hwy 237
extends south to connect with existing bike lanes on Jasper
Street and Main Street in the City of Cove.

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder
bikeways. Also see recommendation # 16.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Widen pavement e e
+11 feet Hwy 82-L. Cove 10.4 $1,209,225 low

26. County Road #140
North Palmer JCT Road
From Robinson Road to Moses Creek Road
This section of road extends into the northern most region
of Union County to provide access to the Umatilla National
Forest for commercial logging operations. It has a 60 foot
right-of-way and 26 foot paved road surface.

Recommendation: No change.

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.18



Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

27. County Road #12
Foothill Road
From Gekeler Lane to Hwy 203
Foothill Road is County local road which runs south from La
Grande along the foothills of the Blue Mountains, adjacent
to Ladd Marsh Game Management Area. It has a 60 foot right-
of-way and a 26 foot paved road surface. Foothill Road is
very lmportant to the County bike facility network for
several reasons. It 1s located in the most populated area
of the County and is used extensively for walking, jogging,
and bicycling. It intersects Gekeler Lane in south La
Grande. There are bike lanes on Gekeler Lane from 6th
Street to 1l6th Street which will be extended to connect with
shoulder bike lanes on Hwy 203. Foothill Road intersects
Pierce Road near its intersection with US Hwy 30.

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder
bikeways. Also see recommendation # 10 (construct above
project only after #10).

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Widen pavement
+6 feet Gekeler-Hwy 30 8.88 $562,637 high

28.. County Road #66
High Valley Road :
From Union east City Limits to Kofford Roa
High Valley Road is a County minor collector road which
crosses the foothills between the City of Cove and the City
of Union. The road has a 60 foot right-of-way and a 20 foot
paved road surface. A portion of High Valley Road east of
Union City Limits combined with Kofford Road and a part of
Hwy 203 forms a loop used extensively by Union residents for
walking, jogging, and bicycling.

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder
bikeways. Also see recommendation #1 and #29.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Widen pavement
+12 feet Union ECL-Kofford 2.03 $257,241 high

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.19



Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

29. County Road #66A
RKofford Road
From High Valley Road to Hwy 203
Kofford Road is a short section of road included in the
County minor collector network. It connects High Valley
Road with Hwy 203 east of the City of Union. It has a 60
foot right-of-way and a 20 foot paved road surface.
Together with a portion of High Valley Road and Hwy 203 it
is part of loop used extensively by Union residents for
walking, jogging, and bicycling.

Recommendation: Widen the pavement to 32 feet to provide
two 12 foot travel lanes and two 4 foot paved shoulder
bikeways.

Project From-To Miles Cost Priority

Widen pavement
+12 feet High val.-Hwy 203 .39 $158,400 high

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.20
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Table 1: Summary of Existing Facilities and Recommendations

Road Name/Segment Existing Geometry Recommendations

State Hwy 203
La Grande-Baker Hwy Minor Arterial

Right-of-way: 80
La Grande-Union Pave: 28 No change.
2(14¢)

Medical Springs Hwy Major Collector
Right-of-way: 80
Union ECL-Kofford R4 | Length:

Pave: 28 Pave: 36
2(14t) 2(14t)

2 (4sh) paved

Kofford Rd-Baker Co. | Length:

Pave: 24 Pave: 28
2(12t) 2(14t) fog lines
State Hwy 204 Minor Arterial
Elgin-Tolgate Hwy Right-of-way: 80
ECL Elgin-Umatilla Co Length:
Pave: 24 Pave: 28
2(24t) (214t) fog lines
2 (2sh)
State Hwy 237 Major Collector
Cove Hwy Right-of-way: 80
Island City-Union Length:
and Pave: 28 Pave: 36
Cove - Union 2(14t) fog line 2(14¢t)
2(2sh) gravel 2 (4sh) paved

2 (2sh) gravel
‘LaGrande-Baker Hwy

SCL Union-Baker Co. Length:
Pave: 24 Pave: 28
2(12t) 2(14t) fog line
County Road #10 Major Collector
Mt Glen Road Right-of-way: 60
3ooth-Black Hawk Tr Length: 1.56 mi.
Popular bike route Pave: 20 Pave: 32
in Union County. 2(10t) 2(12t)

2 (4sh) paved

Key: t travel lane, sh shoulder bikeway, bl bike lane.

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.25



Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Table 1: Summary of Existing Facilities and Recommendations
Road Name/Segment Existing Geometry Recommendations
County Road #14 Major Collector
McKenzie Lane Right-of-way: 60
ECL Summervil-Hunter | Length: 2.16 mi.
Popular bike route Pave: 24 Pave: 32
in Union County. 2(12t) 2(12t)
2(2sh) gravel 2 (4sh) paved
County Road #14 Major Collector
Hunter Road Right-of-way: 60
McKenzie-Woodell Length: 3 mi. Pave: 32
Popular bike route Pave: 21 2(12¢)
In Union County. 2(10.5t) 2 (4sh) paved
2 (2sh) gravel
Woodell-Fruitdale Length: 6.59 mi. Pave: 32
Popular bike route Pave: 24 2(12¢t)
in Union County. 2(12t) 2 (4sh) paved
2 (2sh) gravel
County Road #18 Major Collector
Hunter Rd -Right-of-way: 60
McKenzie-Dry Creek Length:
Pave: 21 Pave: 32
Popular bike route 2(10.5¢t) 2(12¢t)
in Union County. 2 (4sh) paved
County Road #20 Major Collector
Dry Creek Lane Right-of-way: 60
Summervil Rd-Behrens | Length: 3.44 mi.
Pave: 21 Pave: 32
Popular bike route 2(10.5t) 2(12¢t)
in Union County. 2 (4sh) paved

RKey:

Union County,

t travel lane,

August 21,

sh shoulder bikeway,

1995,

p.26

bl bike lane.



Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Table 1: Summary of Existing Facilities and Recommendations
Road Name/Segment Existing Geometry Recommendations
County Road #23 Major Collector
Pierce Road Right-of-way: 60
Hwy 82-Hwy 237 Length: 2.06 mi.
Pave: NA Pave: 32
2(1ls5t) gravel 2(12t)
2 (4sh) paved
Hwy 237-Hwy 203 Length: 3.73 mi.
JPave: 24 Same as above.
2(12t)
Hwy 203-Foothill Length: 2.24 mi.
Pave: NA Same as above.
2(12t) gravel

County Road #23B
Oregon Trail Road

Major Collector
Right-of-way: 60

I84-Bagwell Pave: 24 No change.
2(12t)

Bagwell-NCL North P. | Pave: 22 No change.
2(11t)

County Road #32
Phys Point Road

Hwy 237-Hwy 237

Major Collector
Right-of-way: 60

Length: 1.16 mi.

Pave: 20 Pave: 32
Popular bike route 2(10t) 2(12t)
in Union County. 2 (4sh) paved
County Road #39 Major Collector
Summerville Road Right-of-way: 60
Imbler-Summerville Length: 2.71 mi.

Pave: 24 Pave: 32

2(12t) 2(12t)

2 (sh) gravel 2 (4sh) paved
Summerville-Hwy 204 Length: 6.67 mi.

rave: 20 Pave: 32
Popular bike route 2(10t) 2(12t)
in Union County. 2 (2sh) paved

Key: t travel lane,

sh shoulder bikeway,

bl bike lane.

Union County,

August 21, 1995,

.27




Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Table 1: Summary of Existing Facilities and Recommendations

Road Name/Segment Existing Geometxry Recommendations
County Road #42 Major Collector
N Palmer JCT Road Right-of-way: 60
Palmer JCT-Robinson Pave: 28 No change.

2(14t) fog lines

County Road #44 Major Collector

Palmer JCT Road Right-of-way; 60

NCL Elgin-Gordon Cr Pave: 24 No change.
2(12t)
2 (2sh) gravel

County Road #63 Major Collector

Lower Cove Rcad Right-of-way: 60

Hwy 237-Conley Road Length: 3.32 mi.

. Pave: 21 Pave: 32

Popular bike route 2(10.5t) 2(12¢t)

in Union County. 2(2sh) gravel 2 (4sh) paved

County Road #65 Major Collector

Mill Creek Lane Right-of-way: 60

ECL Cove-Comstock Length: 1.25 mi. ,
Pave: 28 Pave: 32

Popular bike route 2(14t) 2(12¢t) o

in Union County. 2 (4sh) paved

County Road #75 Major Collector

Nice Road Right-of-way: 60

Wolf Cr-Coughanour Pave: 22 No change.
2(11¢)

County Road #101 Major Collector

N Powder River Lane Right-of-way: 60

I84-Ellis Road Pave: 20 No change.
2 (10t)

County Road #103 Major Collector

Ellis Road Right-of-way: 60

NPowderRv-Coughanour | Pave: 20 No change.
2(10t)

Key: t travel lane, sh shoulder bikeway, bl bike lane.

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.28



Table 1:

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Summary of Existing Facilities and Recommendations

Road Name/Segment

Existing Geometry

Recommendations

County Road #104
Wolf Creek Lane

Oregon Tr Rd-Nice Rd

Major Collector
Right-of-way: €0
Pave: 22
2(11t)

No change.

County Road #117

Major Collector

Buchanan Lane Right-of-way: 60
ECLLaGrande-McAlister] Length: 0.77 mi.
Pave: 29 Pave: 36
Popular bike route 2(10¢t) 2(12t)
between cities. 1(9bl) north side | 2 (6sh) paved
1(4sh) south/grvl
Bike lane pavement
is not built to
road standards.
County Road #125 Major Collector
Fruitdale Lane Right-of-way: 60
Mt Glen-Hunter Length: 2.24 mi.
Pave: 20 Pave: 28 .
Popular bike route 2(10t) 2(14t) fog lines
for urban residents. | 2(2sh) gravel
County Road #126 Major Collector
Booth Lane Right-of-way: 60
Mt Glen-Hunter Length: 1.10 mi.
Pave: 28 Pave: 32
2(14t) 2(12t)
Popular bike route. 2(4sh) paved
County Road #128 Major Collector
Market Lane Right-of-way: 60
Hwy 82-Lower Cove Rd | Length: 10.41 mi.
Pave: 21 Pave: 32
Popular bike route 2(10.5¢t) 2(12t)
in Union County. 2(2-3sh) gravel 2 (4sh) paved

County Road #140
N.Palmer JCT Road
Robinson Rd-Moses Cr

Major Collector
Right-of-way: 60
Pave: 26

2(13¢t)

No change.

Rey: t travel lane,

sh shoulder bikeway,

bl bike lane.

Union County,

August 21,

1985,

p.29




Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Table 1: Summary of Existing Facilities and Recommendations
Road Name/Segment Existing Geometry Recommendations
County Road #12 Local Road
Foothill Road Right-of-way: 60
Gekeler Ln-Hwy 30 Length: 8.88 mi.
Pave: 26 Pave: 32
Popular bike/ped 2(13t) 2(12t)
route for La Grande. 2 (4sh) paved
County Road #66 Minor Collector
High Valley Road Right-of-way: 60
ECL Union-Kofford Rd | Length: 2.03 mi.
Pave: 20 Pave: 32
Popular bike loop 2(10t) 2(12¢t)
for Union. 2 (4sh) paved
County Road #66A Minor Collector
Kofford Road Right-of-way: 60
High Valley-Hwy 203 Length: 0.39 mi.
Pave: 20 Pave: 32
Popular bike loop 2(10t) 2(12t)
for Union. 2 (4sh) paved

Key: ¢t travel lane,

sh shoulder bikeway,

bl bike 1 ane.

Union County,

August 21,

1995, p.30




Bicyecle and Pedestrian ~lan

IITI. BIKEWAY AND WALKWAY PLANNING PRINCIPLES,OBJECTIVES,PLAN
POLICIES AND DESIGN STANDARDS

The bikeway and walkway planning principles and design standards
discussed below were derived 1in whole or part Zrom the Orsgon

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, 1985 drait, which has been an
invaluable aid in preparation of this plan.

PLANNING PRINCIPLES
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n oe ly used. Many arterial and cocllactor
3 ic VOLumes and speeds that discourage

walk or bike. Local screets ara

n not as direct or convenient.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian 2lan

3. RURAL AND URBAN BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES

Union County’s road network contains urban and rural areas with
both paved and gravel semi-rural roads as well as city strests

with and without curbs and sidewalks. The principles used to
esign bike and pedestrian facilities for urban and rural areas
are summarized below
a. Rural Areas
Rural areas include the unincorporated portion of the county.
For small incorporated rural cities with low population densitie
rural standards may suffice for existing levels of urban
development. However, as urban development Iincreases, urban
stancdards should be used.
Bikeways
On mest rural county roads shoulder bikeways are
appropriate. In general the standard shOLLQQI widths
recommended by ODOT for rural hlghways are adeguate for
bicycle travel. These standards take lh:o account traffic
volumes, traffic speeds, and other traffic operation
considerations

Walkways

In small rural cities with low population density & foot
wide roadway shoulders may be used as interim pedestrian

facilities. On rural county roads or state highways where

residential and commercial uses abut the road, sidewalks may
be needed. In a rural community, sidewalks or stresets
without curbs and gutters, on one or both sides oI the
street, lll provide adeguate pedestrian facilities and
preserve the rural residential character ci the street
better than paving 6 foot--shoulders.

b Urban Areas

In urban areas the type of bicycle and pedestrian facilities
determined by the functional classification of the roadway.

Bikeways
Arterials and Maior Collectors

i

S

o

>

On artarial and collector streets the appropriate facilities

for bicycles are bike lanes. Bike lanes help define the
road space, provide bicyclists a path free of obstructions,

increase the comfort and confidence level of bicyclists

riding in traffic, and signal to motorists that bicyclists

nave a right to the road.

Where it is not physically possible to provide bike lanes

due to physical constraints such as existing buildings or

environmentally sensitive areas, a 14 foot wide outside lane

may be substituted. A 14 foot wide lane allows a motor

vehicle to pass a bicycle without leaving the travel lane.

The bike lane should resume where the constraint ends.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian lan

Where bike lanes cannot be provided, a safer bike and
pedestrian environment can be achieved by reducing traffic
speeds to 25 MPH or less using traffic calming technigues.

Minor Collectors and Lecal Streets

The aponropriate facilities for bikes on minor collectors and
local streets are shared roadw ays, hbecause the low traffic
speeds and volumes allow bicycles and automobiles to safsly
share the road

Bike lanes are appropriate on minor collectors 1f traffic
speed is above 23 MPH or traffic ADT is over 3000. Bike
lanes on minor collectors are also appropriate to connect
existing bike lanes or to extend bike lanes to destination
points that generate high bicyvcle use, such as schools,

parks and mulci-Zamily residential uses.

Walkways

Sidewalks are the apprcvriate pedestrian facilities in urban
areas and should be provided cn all urban streets. They
provide a hard all-weather surface, physically separa ted
from motor vahicle traffic as reguired by ADA regulations
Planting strips separate pedestrians IZrom traffic and
increase user comfort and safety.

Arterials and Matior Collectors

Sidewalks should be provided on both sides of artexrial and
major collectcr streets in urban areas. In developing areas
a= the urban fringe or in small rural c;tles a paved & Ifoot
shouldexr Zor shared pedestrian and bicycle use may be used
as an interim pedestrian facility. ,Th;s nocion is bassd on
rural standards. As urpan development proces=ds sidewalks
should be provided.

Minor Collactors and Leocal Streets

Sidewalks should be provided continuous on one or both sides
5f 21) new minor collector and local streets. Often it
isn’'t possible to install sidewalks iIn neighborhoods which
wers developed without them. On miner collector and local
str=ets which do ncot have sidewalks, and nhave very low
traffic volumes and speeds, it nay be zppropriate fcox
pedestrizans -o share the road with venhicles. When
vedestrians masT share the Voad a safer pedestrian
anvironment can be acnisved by resducing traffic speeds to 25
MZH or less using trafiic calming technigues.
AASHTO GUIDELINES

zstablish design practices and standards Zor bicycle

ilizies the Crecon Department of Transcortation acopted the

rizzn Association of State HYichway and Transportation

izizl’s (RASHTO) manual "Guice for the Development cI Zicycle

ilizies 19¢1," with minor changss and supplements. The gulde

Unicn County, August 21, 182z, »D.23



Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

is available from the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials, 444 N. Capitol Street, N.W., Suite 225,
Washingten, D.C. 20001.

Local blkowa projects funded by ODOT grants must conform to the
ASSHTO gui delines as supplemented in the Oregon Bicycle and

Pedestrian Plan. The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is
available from ODOT’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Program, 210
Transportation Building, Salem, OR 97310.

A1l traffic control devices must conform to the national "Manual

on Uniform Traific Control Devices" (MUTCD) as supplemented by
the Oregon Traffic Control Devices Committee.

5. TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE, AND THE OREGON BICYCLE AND
PEDESTRIAN PLAN
The Transpor:ation Planning Rule (OAR 660 Chapter 12} reguires
local yc“c and pedestrian plans to comply with the Oregon
Transpo cation Plan (OTP). The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan is a refinement of the OTP that sets statewide standards for
the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of safe and
attractive bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The City of La
Grande Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is guided by the Oregon
Ricycle and Pedestrian Plan and adheres to the statewide
standards
B. OBJECTIVES AND LOCAL PLAN POLICIES
The goal of this Plan is to integrate a county- wide netwo*k ot
safe, convenient and attractive bicycle and pedestrian facilities
that will link state, county and city systems and enable people
in urban and rural residential areas to access any destination
within 5 miles of their homes by bike or foot.
The plan policies identify general guidance for future bicycle
and pedestrian facilities. They are developed to implement
specific Oregon Transportation Planning Rule regquirements.

Land use plan policies and planning standards are implemented by
land use _vghlauwon code provisions, i.e. zoning, partition and

subdivision ordinances; which are specific, usually establishing
specific standards for future development.

The plan policies, planning standards and code provisions are an
assimilation of local experience and cother loczl reFe*enﬂes --
I.e. Transportation Rule Implementation Project - City of Eugene,
October 1952 and Recommendations for Pedestrian, Blcycle and
Transit Friendly Development Ordinances - APA, February 1993
DraZc.

The following Objectives and Plan Policies will be
incorporated into the land use plan during implementation. These

>
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provisions are also intended to be used as a mcdel for cthex
Jjurisdiccions when they are addressing federal and state bicvcle
ol

and pedestrian transportation planning requirem

0]
e

Objective 1

Integrate bicycle and pedestrian planning into all transportation
planning, design, construction and maintenance activities of
ODOT, Union County and the eight incorporated cities.

Plan Policies

Zicycle and pedsstrian routes along rcad and street networks
are preferred over separate pathways or accessways Lo provide
safe, direct and convenient facilities.
. Separzte bicvcle and pedestrian pathways and accessways are
reserved Ior situations where blcyCWe and pedestrian access would
b2 snhanced and where street connections do not exist or are
lnagprepriate

New residential streets will connect with ex’s_-“g street
networks in ordsr to provide more direct and convenient routes

Izr automobiles, pedestrian and bicycle travel. Cul-de-sacs will
be :i:_s:ou*ageh except where necessitated by environmental or
existing develcpment limitations

?lzn policies are adopted to satisfy the bicycle and pedestrian
elzments oI the TPR 12.

Implementing ordinances, codes and standards are adeopted To carxy
cut the Plan Policies.

A 2icycla Cooxrdinator and perpetual Bicycle Advisory Committee
will coordinate the efforts of planning, pubklic works,
anficrcement, and promotional activities as described in this
Tlan, and will be responsible Zor monitoring the continuing
zzhisvaments oif the Plan.

Tevelco dependable funding sources and actively seek additional
sources

Chjective 2

rovide and maintain a network of safe and convenient pedestrian
and bicycle access within and f£rom new subdivisions, planned
devezlopments, shopping centers and industrial parks to nearby
resgidential areas, and neighborhood activity centers, such as
schocls, parks and shcpping.

Dlan Policie

Trovics s;cyc e ~ac lities along all arterial and major
ccllzczors and sidewalks zaleng all arterials and collector
gTr==2Ts 1n urban areas.

\O
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Improve access and mobility for commuter and recreational
bicyclists and foot travelers of all ages by removing hazards or
barriers and minimizing travel distances.

Designate and develop bikeways and sidewalks connecting
neighborhoods, schools, commercial, industrial and recreation
centers.

Prcvide internal pedestrian circulation in new office parks, and
commercial developments by clustering buildings, and constructing
sidewalks.

Provide bicycle parking facilities as part of new multifamily
residential developments of four units or more, new retail,
office, and institutional developments.

convenient and secure parking and commuter facilities at

Establish expenditure priorities for the minimum 1 percent
ighway Funds set aside by ORS 366.514 to construct, maintain and

opergte bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

Adopt design standards and policies that promote safe, convenient
n pleasurable bicycle and pedestrian facilities to encourage

ycling and walking.

e uniform signing and marking of all bike and pedestrian

ities

and adopt management practices such as regular sweepin
1

Ly i
ing and maintenance to preserve bikeways and sidewalks in
ally smooth, clean and saie condition.

g,
a

Objective 3

Promote bicycling and walking as safe and convenient forms of
transportation for all ages and all trip types by promoting
bicycle and pedestrian safety education and enforcement programs.

Plan Policies

Build bicycle safety education programs tc improve bicycle
skills, observance of traffic laws, and promote overall safety
fox bicyclists and pedestrians of all ages.

—

Monitor and analyze bicycle accident data to formulate ways to

improve bicycle safety.

—

Moderate hazards due to high trafific speeds and volumes to

encourage bike and foot travel for short trips.

w
€1

Union Countyv, August 21, 1995, p.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian I .n

ADT or less. In rural areas, the suitability of a shared
roadway decreases as traffic speeds increase, especially on
roads with poor sight distance.

Oregon state law establishes 25 MPH as the speed limit for

residential streets and 20 MPH in business districts.

However, typical residential and commercial streets a

35-45 MPH speeds and volumes which are higher than th
tional classification would normally allow. Traf:

ds and volumes may be reduced using relatively low cost

spee
"craffic calming” technigues such as curb extensions and
diagonal diverters.

b. Wide Outside Lanes

A wide outside lane may be used where shoulder bikeways or bike

lanes are warranted but cannot be provided due to physical

constraints
Design Criter:iza
A wide outside lane should be 14 feet wide but no more than
15 feet wide. A 14 foot wide outside lane allows an average
size automobile to pass a bicycle without cr0551ng over into
the adjacent travel lane. Lane widths greater than 14 feet
encourage the undesirable operatlon o two automoblLes in
one lane. In this situation, it is best to stripe a bike
iane or shoulder bikeway. The pavement width is normally
measured from curb face to lane stripve with adjustments made

for drainage grates, parking, and longitudinal ridges
bpetween pavement and gutter sections.

c. Shoulder Bikeway

Smooth paved rocadway shoulders on rural roadways provide a
suizable area for bicycles, safs from conflicts with faster
moving trafific. The majority of rural bicycle travel in
unincorporated Union County will be accommodated on shared
roadways or roadway shoulders.

0n

-
arsas the suitability of a shared roadway decreases
ic speeds incresase, especially on roads with poocr
stance. Where bicycle use or demand 1s expected to
high, roads should be widened to include shoulder

ikeways or bike lanes. If traffic speeds are greater than
45 MPH and the ADT above 2000, bike lanes are recommended.

n M o
H-n 30
e

3

U o
(]

paved shoulders are provided on rural roadways -or a variety
of safety, operablonal, and maintenance reasons, including
emergency stopping, improved sight distance, structural
support of the paved surface, and other maintenance and
ocperation considerations. In general, the shoulder widths
rzcommended for rural roadways and h;chways in the ODOT
Highway Design Manual will sexve bicycles well.

Union Councty, August 21, 1925, 0.38



Bicycle and Pedestri: Plan

The standard width Zor shoulder bikeways is 6 fset. This
provides ample width for bicycles, allows bicyclists to ride
far enough from the edge of the pavement to avoid debris,
and far enough from passing vehicles to avoid conflicts.
Where thers are vhysical width limitactions, a minimum 4 foct

shoulder may be adeguate. Shoulders against a curb face
must have a 5 foot minimum width, measured from lane stripe
to curb face, the face of a gu=Vd rail, or other roadside
barrier. On climpbing lanes, a § foot shoulder (5 foot
minimum) is needed to give uphill bicyclists the additional

)
space neseded to maneuver.

Wnenever a highway or roadway is constructed, widened or
overlain, all gravel driveways should be paved back a
minimum 15 feet to prevent loose gravel from tracking onto

the roadway shoulders.

ODOT’s Standard Shoulder Widths for Rural Highways

Traffic Volume Shoulder Widths
Rural Rural
Arterial Collector Local

ADT under 250 4 ft 2 It 2 It

ADT 250~400 4 Iz 2 It 2 fc

ADT 4£30-DHV 00 & Iz 4 It 4 fz

DHEV 100-200 6 Iz 5 £t € Iz

DHV 200-200 8 = 8 It 6 Zc

DHV over 400 8 It 8 It 8 It
*DEV (Design Volume) is the expected tralfifiic volums in tie
peak design hour {(usually ccocmmuter times) DHV can varv
from 13% Zo 25% of ADT. Source Oregon Bicycia and
Pedestrian Plan, 19895 drait
Many paved countv roads are 24 feet wide or less without a
fog line. If present, fog lines are striped 10 or 11 feset
from thea center line. The remaining 2 fast of pavement
snould not be considered a shoulder bikesway (mﬂnlmum width
i3 4 feet IZor a shoulder bikeway). These are considerad
shared rcadwayvs because most bicyclists will ride on or near
the fog line
Where existing gravel shoulders have sufficient width and
zase to surport shoulder zikeways, mﬂqor excavaticn and the
adéiticn of 3 to 4 inch asphalt mat is often all that Iis
raguirsd to provide shoulder biksaways. -t is better to
conscrucs snculder widening projects in conjunction with
vavamentc ovarlays fcr the IZollowing reasons:




d.
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The overall cost will generally be less per ton of
material because labor and eguipment can be used more
efficiently.

Traffic will be disrupted only once for both operations
(widen the shoulder and overlay the pavement) .

Pavement Design

When shoulder bikeways are constructed as part of a
reconstruction project the pavement structural design should
be the same as for the roadway. On shoulder widening
projects that primarily benefit bicycles, consider building
to a lesser thickness to reduce costs. Two to three inches
of aggregate and two to four inches of asphalt over the
existing roadway shoulders may be adeguate if the following
conditions are met:

There are no planned widening projects for the road
section in the foreseeable future.

The existing shoulder area and roadbed are stable and
there is adeqguate drainage or adequate drainage can be
provided without major excavation and grading work.

The existing travel lanes have adequate width and are
in stable condition.

The horizontal curvature is not excessive, so that the
wheels of large vehicles do not track on the shoulder
rea. On roads that have generally good horizontal
alignment, it may be feasible to build only the inside
curves to full depth. o :

The existing and projected ADT and heavy truck traffic
is not considered excessive (e.g., undexr 10%).

The thickness of base material and pavement will depend upon
local conditions. Engineering judgment should be used. On
short sections where travel lanes must be reconstructed or
widened, the road pavement should be constructed to normal
full-depth base design standards.

When paved shoulder bikeways are added to an existing
roadway to accommodate bicycles where no overlay project is
scheduled, a saw-cut omne foot inside the existing edge of
the pavement allows a good tight joint, eliminates a ragged
joint at the edge of the existing pavement.

Bike Lanes

A bike lane is a well marked travel lane on the roadway
designated for preferential use by bicycles. Bike lanes are
appropriate on urban arterials and major collectors. They may

Union County, August 21, 13895, p.4d
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rural roads where significant bicycle use

Desicgn Criteria

Rike lanes arse one-way facilities that carry bicycle trafific

in the same direction as adjacent motor vehicle trafific

The standard bike lane width is 6 feet, wide enough for a

bicyc‘ist to ride Zar enough from the curb to avoid debris

and drainage grates and far Qnougb from adjacent traffic to

avold conflicts. Bicyclists riding three cr ZIour Zeet Irom

the curb are more visible to passing traffiic than bicyvcliscs

who hug the curb.

The minimum width for a bike lane is 4 feet on open

shoulders, cr 5 feet from the face of a curb, guard rail or

parked cars. Bike lanes wider than ¢ feet may be mistaken

for a motor vehicle travel or parking lane.

A bike lane must be marked with an 8-inch wide lane stripe

and pavement stencils to mark it for preferential use by

bicyclies.

If parking is permitted the bike lane should always be

placed between the parked cars and the travel lans and be a

minimum 5 feet wide.

Sike lanes on one-way streets should be on the right side oI

The roadway except where a bike lane on the left will

Zecrease the number of conflicts (e.g., conflicts with

right~turn lanes, driveway en:rances) 3ike lanes should

only be located on the left side of one-way street iI it 1is

possible to safely resenter the traffic Zlow at the ends of

the section.

A contra-flow bike lane on a cne-way street 1s permitted in

the December 195%4, draft Oregon Bike and Pedestrian Plan,

page 112, in some situations including the Zollowing:

1. Ths ccntra-flow bike lane is sho‘t and provides direct
access to a high use destcination.

2. Bicvclists can safely and conveniently reenter the
traffic stream at either end of the section.

3. Bicyclists already use the street.

4 There is sufficient street width o accommoda Zull-
cimension bike lanes

5. The contra-flow bike lane would be placed on the right
hand side of the street {to drivers’ lefz) and must 2e
separatad from the oncoming traiiic oy a double yellow

Unicn Councwy, Augusz 21, 1885, o.<l



Bicycle and Pedestriar “lan

line. This indicates that the bicyclists are riding on
the street legally, in a dedicated travel lane.

3. ADDITIONAL BIKEWAY DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS

a. Signalized Intersections

At controlled intersections along roadways designated for
bicycles, the traffic signal timing and detection devices should
be responsive to bicycles. Bicyclists can usually cross an
intersection in the same time allowed for automobiles. On multi-
lane streets it is important to use longer signal intervals.

b. Drainage Grates

Drainage grate inlets and utility covers pose potential problems
for bicycles. When new roadways are designed and constructed all
grates and covers should be kept out of the bikeway. It is
important that grates and utility covers be installed flush with
the roadway surface, even after the road is resurfaced.

Existing parallel bar drainage grates with bar spacing wide
enough to catch bicycle wheels can cause serious damage to a
bicycle wheel or frame and/or injure .the rider. .The grates
should be replaced with bicycle-safe and hydraulically efficient
ones. As a short-term safety measure steel cross bars should be
welded perpendicular to the parallel bars. Simply flagging
parallel grates with pavement markings doesn’t make them safe for
bikes.

c. Railroad Crossings

Railroad highway grade crossings should be at right angles to the
rails. The greater the crossing deviates from 90 degrees, the
greater the chances of a bicycle front wheel being caught in the
flangeway causing the rider to fall. It is-also important for
the roadway approach to be the same elevation as the rails. The
angles, elevations, materials, and signs used for railroad
crossings should conform to AASHTO standards.

d. Community Path System

A system of community trails and paths can contribute to the
bikeway and walkway network if carefully designed and developed.
Refer to the The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for standards
and guidelines.

e. Touring Routes

Bicycle touring may be an important regional recreation activity.
The cities, county and chambers of commerce are encouraged to
work together to develop guides, maps, and brochures to promote
recreational bicycling opportunities.

Union County, August 21, 19985, p.42
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WALKWAY DESIGN STANDARDS

TYPES OF WALKWAY VACILITIES
ways, usua‘"y sidewalks, are designed and constructed to
ide safe, convenient, and attractive places for people to
separated Ifrom traffic. Walkways include sidewalks, paths,
roadway shoulders
Sidewalks
rban arsas sidewalks are recommend for pedestrians. Curbs
gutters help drain the road and separates pedestrians Irom
fic Howevear, curb and gutter can add substantially to the
of providing sidewalks in areas without storm drain systems
e are many situations in Eastern Oregon where sidewalks are
ed but the cost oif curb, gutter, and drainage cannot be
ified, or where curbs don’‘t f£it the rural character oi the
unity.
Design Criteria
Ideally a sidewalk should be 6 Zset wide, put in most
situations a 5 foot sidewalk is adegquate This width allows
wo people to walk side bv side, or to pass a third person
wizhout leaving the sidewalk surface. Sicdewalk width does
not include the curb.

The useable 5 foot sidewalk space must be unobstructed IZIrom
street furniture, trees, planters, mail koxes, licht poles,
signs, or other obstructions.
A sidewalk directly adjacent a travel lane should be 5 Zzset
wide. 1In commercial areas and cther areas with high Zoo:z
“rzffic an 8 Zoot sidewalk is recommended. It is best to
puffer pedestrians from trafiic by placing a planting sctrip,
bike lane, or parking lane adjacent the sidewalk.
Vertical clearance under signs, trees, and other vertical
obstructions should be 8 Zfe=ac, mlnlmum 7 feet.
Sidewalks on bridges should match the width of the apprcach
sidewalk, but should not bes lass than 5 feet. Raised
sidewalks on bridges with design speeds greater than 40 MPH
reguire a fence or other vertical barrier at cuxrb line.
In small cities with open dralinage systems, sicawalks
witnout curb and gutisr may se instailed separatsd IZrom
traffic benind drainage swales or drainage ditchss These
sidewalks snould be built to the same gtandard as curzed
sidewalks

Cnicn County, August 21, 19283, .43



tny ‘11

T IV NERS

C.

o Q
A -

O

for bg

!

|
travel lane fshone? 0 sidewalk

|

e 1: Sidewalk placed behind drainage ditch
/ le and Pedestrian Plan, 1995 draft.

0 R
0
O
N
0
Q
O
]
(uy]
f
0
o}

vl
O

is the best sidewalk

rable gll weather surface
ir. Asphaltic Concrete (AC)
ible to plant root damage,
, and 1is less durable than PCC.

=
b
0
o
@
0
<
or
0
Q
K

A
D
Q
[
'—J -
Al
D
n
=
O
N
D
=
[\Y]
’.J
SR

Paths

developing urban areas within an Urban Growth Boundary a path
g rural roads may be adequate. For example, a path to &

;

e

schocl may serve pedestrians where sidewalks, curbs, and
rs are not warranted.

Desicn Criteria :

Paths can be either paved or unpaved. In general the
standard width of an unpaved path is the same as Iox
sidewalks. As a rule, an unpaved path should not be
constructed where a sidewalk is more appropriate. The
unpaved surface must be packed hard enough for wheelchair
use. Recycled pavement grindings, if available, are usually
inexpensive and easy to grade and pack. Paved paths are
surfaced with the same materials used for sidewalks.

Roadway Shoulders

Along sections of rural roads where few residences or businesses
abut the roadway, the roadway shoulder widths recommended by ODOT
may be adequate to accommodate pedestrians.

Unicn County, August, 1

Design Critexria

Saved shoulders are recommended as pedestrian facilities
orimarily on quiet sections of rural roads, not as urban
pedestrian facilities. However, in low density rural
communities a 6 foct paved shoulder may serve pedestrian
needs in the interim. Note that roadway shoulders do not
satisfy ADA reguirement for pedestrian facilities which are
physically separatad from motor vehicle trafiic. On rural
county rcads or state highways where residential and
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Bicycle and Pedestria:r 'lan

commercial uses abut the road, sidewalks may be needed.
Sidewalks without curb and gutter, provided on one or both
sides of the road will provide adegquate pedestrian
facilities and preserve the rural residential character of

p

the community bezter than paving ¢ foot shoulders.

ADDTIONAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

=

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (ADA)

American witn Disabilities Act (ADA) reguires that
nsportation facilities accommodate alsaDWed persons.

mest practical purposes wheelchair users and vision-impaired
e are the pedestrian facilility user groups whcse needs
special attention. ADA reguires that pedestrxian
ies be physically separated from motor vehicle traffic.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian lan

and separated crossings, width and clearance, typical pavemenc
structural sections, grades, structures, railings, fences and
barriers.

d

Multi-use paths, known as "bike paths" in the past, are separate
from automokile traffic. It 1s imporcant to recogn*za these
paths will be used by bicycles, pedestrians, joggers, and
skaters, and sometimes even by equestrians, and to desiagn them
for a variety of uses

In certain situations multi-use paths can help complete the
bicycle and pedestrian network by providing a shorter, more
direct path to destination points than the street network allows.
This includes shortcuts through parks, connecting cul-de-sacs,
and grade separated freeway, rallrcad, stream bridgs crossings.
They may alsc be componencs oI a community trall system.
Mulzi-uge paths have some disadvantages that are important to
ncta., Thev create securitv problems 1f thev are located in
isclated placss; personal security can become a problem is users
cannot be seen In case of emergency, it could take longer for
medical or police help to arrive.

Multi-use paths are difficult and expensive to install and
mainzain. Thev must be built to higher standards and reguirs
gTscial maintenance

Mulzli-use paths should not be placed dwvec*ly adjacent to
rcadways because some of the bicycliists will have to ride against
traiiic, a dangerous and illegal situation. Although notc
gen=2rally encouraged, multi-use paths can be constructed parallel
20 roadways under specific conditions. Refer to the Oregon
3icyvcle and Pedestrian Plan '

5. INTERSECTION DESIGN

2t intersections the various roadway users must cross paths,
giving rise to conflicts and accidents. Intsrsections sheuld ke
Zesigned SO MOLoriscts, bﬂcvcl-sts and pedestrians clearly
uncderstand their best trajectory across the intersection and who
nas xight-of-way

a. Right Angle Intersections

At right angls intersections, bike lanes should ke striped to the
marxad crosswalks or a point where turning vehicles would
normally cross them The bike lanes snoul* resume at the othexr
sic2 ¢I the iLnterseccion

Crcesswalks, marked or unmarked, are consicdersd an extension of
sicdawalks. . They should be as short as possible. Wheelchailr curb
cuts should be placed in line witcth the crosswalk.

T Temy 4 ~ 2 1 Tacc “
Unicn Councty, Augusc 21, 188z, p.4



Bicycle and Pedestriz Plan

b. Skewed Intersections

Skewed intersections pose problems for all road users and
introduce the following complications for bicycles and
pedestrians:

Bicycles and pedestrians are not as visible to motorists;
The crossing distance for pedestrians is increased; and
The best way across the intersection may not be evident.

To address these concerns, sight distances should be improved by
removing obstacles. Curb extensions and pedestrian refuge
islands should be provided. Bike lanes may be striped with
dashes to guide bicyclists across.

c. Multiple Intersections

Multiple intersections pose problems for all road users and
introduce the following complications for bicyclists and
vedestrians:

Multiple conflict points are created as motorists arrive
from several directions;

The visibility of bicycles and pedestrians is poor as they
cross several lanes of traftfic;

Increased distance across the 1ntersection; and
At least cne leg of the intersection will be skewed.

Agaln, to address these concerns, sight distances should be
improved by removing obstacles. Curb extensions and pedestrian
refuge island should be provided. Bike lanes may be striped with
dashes to guide bicyclists across.

d. - Right Turn-Lanes
Right-turn lanes present special problems for bicyclists and
pedestrians for several reasons:

Right turning cars and through bicycles must cross paths;

The Additional lane width adds crossing distances for
pedestrians; and

Drivers gqueued to turn right, may not notice pedestrians on
the right, even if pedestrians have the right-of-way.

To address these concerns for bicyclists, the paths of through
bicyclists and right turning drivers should merge and cross prior
to the intersection for the following reasons:

Their paths cross and potential conflicts occur prior to the
intersection;

]
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Bicycle and Pedestrian lan

. The different travel speeds allow a vehicle driver to pass a
bicyclist rather than ride side-by-side; and
1]l users are encouraged to follow the rules of the road
requiring through vehicles to procsed to the left of right-
turning vehicles
Fcr pedestrian safety and convenience, the pedestrian crossing
must be clearly visible to the approaching rignt-turning
venicles Where needed, curb extensions and pedestrian refuges
should be provided to increase visibility and decrease the total
crossing distance
F. BIKEWAY SIGNING, MARKING, AND RESTRIPING
1. INTRODUCTION
As previously mentionsed, all traZiic ccntrol devises must coniorm
Zo the national "Manual on Unifcxm Trafiic Control Devices"
(MUTCD) as supplemented by the Orsgon TraiIiic Control Device
Committee. It is very important that signing and marking of
cixaways and walkways is uniform and consistent 1I the facilities
ara o command z—he resvect of the vublic and be safe LOr users
To provide uniformity and continuity, all jurisdictions 1n Union
Counzyv will adopt the statewide traffic control standards
2. BIXKEWAY SIGNING AND MARKING
Standaxds for bikeway signing and marking are provided in the
Crszon 3icycle and Pedestrian Plan, and the MUTCD, and are
summarized bDalow
Thers ars three grouvps of 51gns “edulatorv warning and
zuidance. Regulatory signs inform chyc ists, motorists and
cther users of traffic laws or regulations. Warning signs iInform
cizveclists and other users of potential hazardcus conditlons suc
a2z zurns and curves, intersections, stops, hills, slippery
surfacss, and railroad tracks. Guidance signs direct bicyclists
an< otner users along an established bikeway.
a. Shared Roadways and Shoulder Bikeways
Signing and Marking
Signs aren’t usually reguired on shared roadways and
shoulder bikeways. Bicyclists should be expectad on all
“rban .ccal streets which ars mestly sharsd roadways.
Roadwav shoulders that meet ODOT standards have adsguate
width and surface to sexve bicyclists.
Cn narrow rural roads heavily used by bicyclists 1t may be
helpful o install biks warning signs (Wil-1) with the rider
"ON RCOADWAY" or "ON 2RIDGE RCADWAY." These signs shculd be
ssed where —here is insuflicient shoulder width for a

Union County, August 2L, 1285, p .49



Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

significant distance. This signing should be placed in
advance of the roadway condition. If the roadway condition
is continuous, an Add:i tlonal rider "NEXT XX MILES" may be
used.

SHOULDER

I Sign W1l-I with riders
o : Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, 1995 drafrt.
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b. Bike Lanes
Signing and Marking
OCfficial marking of bike lanes on urban arterials and
collectors, and on appropriate suburban and rural roadways,
creates an exclusive or preferential travel lane for
bicycles.

Bike lanes are differentiated from the automobile travel
lane by an 8 inch white bike lane stripe, and by stenciling
a bicycle symbol and directional arrows on the bike lane
pavement.

f parking is allowed next to the bike lane, the parking
rea should be defined by parking space markings oxr a solid
inch wide stripe.

Normally, bike lanes are not striped adjacent to diagonal
varking. Where there is ample roadway width and parking
spaces are long enough for large vehicles a bike lane may be
located behind angled parking. A 4 inch stripe is used to
separate the bike lane from the parking.

A

most intsrsections
g the roadway that

s ]

to alert drivers and bicyclists ent g

bike lanes are designated fox bicyclie use. Stancils should

oe placed after every intersection where a parking lane is
ed between the bike lane and the curxb. Avoid placing

Bicycle stencils should be placed afte
eri
e
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Figure 2: Typical bike
Source: Oregon Bicycle
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For right turn lanes at intersections, the short through
bike lane segment should be striped with two 8 inch stripes
to the left of the right-turn lane and connect to the
proceeding bike lane with a dashed line, using 8x24 inch
segments on 15 foot centers. This allows turning motorists
to cross the bike lanes. A stencil must be placed at the
beginning of the through bike lane. Sign R4-4, "BEGIN RIGHT
TURN LANE, YIELD TO BIKES," must be placed at the beginning
of the taper (see ODOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for
standard taper rates).

BEGIN
RUTIRULLR¥E 1

MELD 10 RiCLS

Figure 4: Right turn bike lane
Source: Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, 1995 draft.

c. Multi-Use Paths
Signing and Striping
Multi-use paths should be signed with appropriate
regulatory, warning and directional signs. Refer to the
Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.

d. Review of Existing Bikeway Signing and Marking
Many older bikeway signs are now obsclete. It is necessary
to periodically inventory and review existing bikeway signs
and markings to upgrade and standardized them. In most

cases this results in a net decrease in the number of signs.

3. BIKE LANE RESTRIPING GUIDELINES

As noted, many roadways in the urban areas of Union County were
constructed without accommodations for bicycles. Few roads
include bike lanes. However, bike lanes can be provided to

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.52
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remove barriers and encourage bicycle travel by retrofitting
exlisting roadways using the following methods:

Mark and sign existing shoulders as bike lanes. ike lane
standards are listed above and outlined in the Oregon
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.

Phy51ca11v widen the road to add bike lanes. Standards are
outlined in the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.
Restripe the existing road to add bike lanes. On many

roadways it 1s necessaryv to use the existing road suriface
accommodate bike lanes.

Three options for modifying existing roads to accommodate bike
laznes or wide outside lanes are discussed below: 1. reduce
“ravel lane widths; 2. reduce numpber of travel lanes; and 3.
reconsider the need for parking.

a. Reduce Travel Lane Widths
Currsnt urban rcadway width standards ars 12 foot travel lanes,
12 fooct center turns lanes, 6 foot bike lanes, and 8 foot parki
lanes. The reduced lanes widths presentsed below are within
ASSETO guidelines. However, review by a traffic engineer is
acdvised. The need Zor Zull-width Zravel lanes decresases with
traific speed
In 25 MPH speed zones, travel lanes may be raduced to 10 or
0.5 fes=st;
In 30 to 40 MPH speed zones, 11 foot travel lanes and 12
foct centar turn lanss may be adequate; and
In 45 MPY or ¢resatsr speed zones, maintain & 12 oot oucsi
Travel Wane, and if traffic volumes ars nigh, maintain a 1
foot center turn lane.
b. Reduce Number of Travel Lanes
Many one-way couplets were originally two-way streets. In scome
cazses traffic can be handlad with one less lane.
c. Reconsider the Need for Parking
2 roadways primary function is to meve people and gceds not o
z=2r2 stationary vehicles. When parking is removed safety and
rcz2d capacity are generally improved. Restricting par‘ing will
racuire :eGOCLaCLOns with city councils and affectead businesses
ancd residents. To stave off potential conilicts, carelul
rzsearch is needed before making a preposal. This includes:

Counting the numper of businesses and residences and tnhs

availabilicy of botnh on-stresz and offi-street parkinc.

Selacting which side would be l2ss aifected Dy rsmoval. It
will usually e the side with Zewexrx businesses and

Union Councy, August 21, 1385, .33
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residences or the side with residences rather than
businesses in a mixed-use neighborhood.
Proposing alternatives such as;

Allow parking for church or school activities on
adjacent lots during serxvices or special events;

. Businesses share varking; or

. Construct special parking spaces for residents or
businesses with nc other options.

BEFORE: AFTER:

Figure 5: Providing parking when there are no reasonable
alternatives. Source: Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, 1995
draft.

Remove Parking on One Side Onlv
It may be necessary to remove parking from one side of the
street to provide bike lanes.

Changing from Diagonal to Parallel Parxking

Diagonal parking takes up an inordinate amcount of roadway
width relative to the number of parking spvaces provided. It
can ce hazardous as drivers backing out often can’t see
oncoming traffic. Changing to parallel parking reduces
parking spaces by less than one-half.

Prohibit Emplovee Parking

Most businesses cite cthe fear of losing potential customers
as the main reason to retain on-street parking. Many citles
have had successes with ordinances prohibiting employees
parking on the stcreet. This could nelp increase the number
of parking spaces available for customers, even if che
qumcer of parking spaces is raduced. Note that one parking

i ~

Znion County, August, 1985, ».54



Bicycle and Pedestriar Plan

space occuplied by an eleoyee for el
eguivalent of 16 customers parking £
32 customers for 13 minutes.

d. Other Cons*derations

Obvicusly nct all existing roadway conditions and ortions for
retrofitting roads for bicycles are discussed here. The examples
listed provide options to combine and use in unigque and creative
ways to modify existing roads for bike lanes. It is important to

have a traffic engineer review proposals which reduce roadway
widths below the current urban standards.

Adding bike lanes can increase safety because automobile travel
lanes are farther from curbs, traffic lanes are better defined,
and vparking is reduced. Adding bike lanes often improve sight
distances and increase radii at intersections and driveways.

Restriping travel lanes relocates automobile traffic lanes which
can nelp extend the pavement lifs as traffic is no longer driving
inm The same well worn ruts

G. BICYCLE PARKING STANDARDS o o

1. INTRODUCTION

The Transportation Planning Rule regquires jurisdictions to adopt
bicvcle parking standards. OAR 660-12-045(3) (a) reguires local
covarnments tc adcpt land use or subdivision regulations fcr
Urzan areas and rural communitiss to Tecu*ve {a) bicvcle parking
fzacilities as part of new mulzi-family wesidential developmentcs
of Zour unics or more, new ratail, ofiice and institutional
devalcoments "

Saf2 and convernient parking facilities arse sssential to all modes
of zransportzation, including bicycles. Any bicycle trip includes
varking. The lack of secure and convenient places To park
Dicycles disco"*aces theilr use as transportaticn. The same
consideration should be given to bicyc*-sts as is given to
zutomobile drivers who expect to Zind parking at their
cescinations

2. TYPES OF BIKE PARKING

There are two types of bike parking, Class L and Class 2:

a. Class 1, lcng-term parking sheuld provide complete security
and protection Irom weathex It is intenced for situations
whera a bpicvcle is left unattended Zor extended periods of
zime. For example, apartment complexes, places o:f
smploymsant, scncols, libraries, entertainment cencters, and
shcpplng centexs

-
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Bicycle and Pedestriaz.. Plan

b. Class 2, short-term parking, provides racks that allow the
bicycle frame and both wheels to be locked to the rack, but :
1s not necessarily protected from the weather.

3. BICYCLE RACKS
Bicycle racks Zor reguired bicycle parking must be designed so
that they:

Do not bend wheels or damage other bicycle parts;

Accommodate the high security U-shaped locks; and

Accommodate locks securing the frame and both wheels.

, e 6: Preferred bike racks
Source: Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, 1995 draft.

4, BICYCLE PARKING SPACE DIMENSIONS
The following dimensions assure that bicycle racks will be
convenient to use and bicycles may be securely locked,

afaguarcded from theft or accidental damage:

SakL
Bicycle parking spaces should be at least 6 feet long and 2
feer wide and overhead clearance in covered spaces snculd be
at least 7 feet;
A 5 foot aisle should be provided beside and between rows of
bike racks; and

Bicycle racks should be securely anchored to the surface or
a structure.

un
(62
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5. COVERED BICYCLE PARKING REQUIREMENTS

Covered long term bicycle parking 1s critical in inclement
weather for multifamily residential uses, for employees, and
othexr commutexrs. Covered parking 1s not so important for shor:t
utilitarian or casual trips.

¥

The requirement for cover@d bike parking can be met in a number
ngs

of ways including building or xoof overhangs, awnings, lockers,
cr bicycle storage spaces within buildings. Covered parking
should pbe visible for security purposes. The following

requirements apply to covered bicycle parking:

All of the reguired bicycle parking for residential, school
and places of employment should be covered.

50% of reguired bicycle parking for commercial uses should
be coverad.

If motor vehicle varking is coversd, recuired bicvcle
varking snould also e coverad.

ng spaces are reguired, then at

=

i
parking spaces should be covere

NG LOCATION

arking should be located in well lighted,
within 50 feet of a main entrance to a building,
rom the entrance than the clcsest automobile

l h’dhLV visible location with significant
Zic reduces the risk of thefz. Care must be taken
icts with pedestrian ctrafii
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7. NUMBER OF PARKING SPACES

The required number of bicycle parking spaces should be based on
easily measured criteria such as, square feet of buildings,
number of residential units, number of classrooms, etc.
Employment and retail centers are encouraged to voluntarily
provide additicnal parking to satisfy the needs of their
customers and employees.

8. SIGNAGE ,

Bicycle parking facilities may be under used if they are not
identified with appropriate signs, particularly when parking
locations are not visible from the main building entrance. Signs
indicating the bicycle parking locaticn should be installed.

9. PARKING FEES

Bicycle parking should be provided free c¢f cost to bicyclists
with only a nominal fee for key deposit for locker use.

H. TRAFFIC CALMING TECHNIQUES

1. INTRODUCTION

Well-degsigned local streets are intended to provide only low
volume, low speed traffic access to neighborhoods. However,
citizens often complain about excessive traffic speeds and
volumes on neighborhood streets.

Traffic calming involves reducing traffic speeds and volumes on
neighborhood streets. Reduced traffic speeds and flows allow
bicycles and pedestrians to share the rcad. Streets are safer,
quieter and easier for peovle of all ages to cross. In general,
traffic calming involves designing and redesigning streets so
local traffic moves at slower speeds, and through traffic is
discouraged.

Several traffic calming techniques useful for reducing traffic
speeds and discouraging through traffic on neighborhocd streets
re summarized below. There are many other tachniques; design

details are discussed in other publications such as, FHWA-PD-03-
028, Case Study No. 19, Traffic Calming, Auto Restricted Zones
and Other Traffic Management Technigues - Their Effects on
3icycling and Walking, and in the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan, 1995 dratt.

2. REDUCE TRAFFIC SPEEDS

Many traffic calming techniques used to control traffic on local
straets physically constrict the rcadway, while others create an
illusion of less space.

a. Physical Congtraints and Illusion of Less Space

Narrow local streets tend to reduce traffic speeds and cost
less to construct and maintain.

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.58
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Narrower travel lanes make many drivers slow down to adjust
to the available lane width.

Speed humps (not speed bumps) cause drivers to slow to the
intended speed as they proceed over the hump with minimal
disceomfortc.

Curb extensions restrict the street width and provide
pedestrians a shorter crossing distance.

Creating vertical lines by bringing buildings closer to the
roadway edge, or by adding trees, make the street appear
narrower than it is.

3. DISCOURAGING THROUGH TRAFFIC ON LOCAL STREETS

Technigques that limit access to local streets for through
vehicles have advantages but may regulire some out-of-direction
travel for some residents.

One-way curb extensions allow motor vehicles in or out of a
street, but not both. However, bicycles and pedestrians are
allowed through travel in both directicns. T

Diverters and cul-de-sacs prohibit all movements into
certain segment of the roadway. Cul-de-sacs restrict access
and may conflict with other transportation goals, such as an
open grid system, and should be used judiciously. Cul-de-
sacs must provide bicycle and pedestrian access.

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.59
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IV. IMPLEMENTATION

a. COORDINATION & MAINTENANCE

Tha success of any plan depends on proper coordination between
affected parties. To properly implement the policies and
standards identified in this document coordination among affected
parties will need to be on going.

Facility projects identified in this plan have been developed
according to the Oregon Devartment of Transportation (ODOT)

guidelines. ODOT should actively communicate with all local
jurisdictions to inform them about State improvement projects in
their arsas. Opportunities may exist for local projects to be
cdeveloped in conjuncticn with State projects. It may also be

possible for jurisdictions within the La Grande-Wallowa Laks
ransportation Corridor to have certaln projects pericrmed by
ODOT as part of their Corridor Management Plan.

The Union County Planning Department which has suppliied staii and
resourxces for the creation cf this plan shall continue to
encourage the adopticn of this material and to ocffer technical
supvort. This Department has acted as a nucleus for this
plannlng effort and will continue to work with local communities
and State Agencies on an as needed basis.

Loczl incoxpecrated jurisdictions are now responsible for
impl=mantind their own nicycle and pedestrian facility plans.
Most jurisdictions are nct adesquately stafifed, chersfore County
and State agencies if reguested must be avallapble to aid in this
orocess.

Internal coordination between lccal Public Works and Road
Deparctments and other offices will e essential during
implementacion. All departments must have a firm understandlpg
of the location and magnitude of sach improvement project. Thei
role must be ldentified prior to starting any projects.

Many identified bikeway projects can be accomplished by
restriping and/or minor w1denlhg cf the existing xoadway surface.
Integrating cthese projeccts into the jurisdictions rasgular
Imprcvement scheduls can be an oxderly and cost efZective way to
cocmplete these projects. For sxample, roads 1‘den::?_:‘ied to
include bicycle lanes can be reconiigqured during annual strizDing
rather zthan receiving ths traditional striping. Roadways wilich
zre scheduled to be Davcd or resurfaced may be widened to
croperly accommodats chv;v and pecestrizan crafiiz.
Communicaticn between agencies will ensure that the projects have
z2en identiified and ovroperly ZIZunded.

acilitcies have been constructad or improvemenis have Deen
ted che Zinal step is coordinating cperation and

nance Union County’s seasonal conditions reguirs many

22 sanded or gravelled in the late fall and winter and many
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areas are subject to high water or run off in the spring and
early summer months. These conditions dictate that debris will
accumulate along roadways and will inevitably end up on the
bikeways or shoulders, directly in the path of the bicyclist and
pedestrians. This unwanted material often includes other items
such as larger rocks, broken glass and woody debris. All of
these items represent a hazard to bicyclists and pedestrians.

The presence of vegetation on, in or near the bicycle or
pedestrian facility will also disccocurage the use of these
alternate forms of transportation. Tree branches which are
allowed to extend into the bikeway or walkway will provide a
constant nuisance. Such branches can also create conflicts as
bicyclists are encouraged to swerve out into the travel lane to
avoid them. Vegetation near intersections can reduce vision and
create hazardous conditions for automobile users, bicyclists and
pedestrians alike. The roots of trees and other types cf large
vegetation can also run under the facilities which will cause
cracking and splitting.

The occurrence of relatively cecld winters and warm summers
presents a wide temperature range which is hard on road surfaces
and sidewalks. Given time, these surfaces will begin to crack
and/ocr' fray which will seriously compromise the integrity of the
facility. -

If nothing is done to remedy these conditions bicycle and

ve destrlan traffic will be reduced or will be moved back intc the
travel lanes. Either of these situations is in direct conflict
with the purpose of establishing facilities for bicycle and
cedestrian mobility.

3|

Fortunately the development of a comprehensive maintenance
program in coordination with the applicable Public Works
Department can ensure that the above described scenarios do not
occur: Probably the simplest and most necessary compconent of a
maintenance program would be a regular cleaning schedule. Most
jurisdictions currently have some type of sweeping program.
Sweeping the high use bike lanes and shoulders should be
'dcorporated into the existing street programs. A program which
identifies bike lanes and shoulders to be swept at least as
requently as streets will be essential. It may also be
eneficial to plan to sweep bicycle routes after large storms
which may depcosit mud and other debris on the bicycle routes.

Ly

O rh -

Vegetation removal and reduction can focus on a component of the
maiqt nance program. Targeting identified problem areas for

regular prunlng is necessary to provide safe and efficient
opportunltlas for bicycle and pedestrian mobility. Incorporating
leaf and woody debris removal into this program would help to
eliminate other potential hazards. Removing problem trees will
alsc help to maintain the condition of the facility. Utilizing a
root barrier (12 inch recommended) when constructing new
facilities will help to supplement this effort.

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.¢el
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The edges of paved areas are typically very susceptible to
deterioration. Since this is the portion of the roadway which is
utilized for bicycle and pedestrlan activity it is

important they are maintained in an acceptable condition. Chip

seaang and oilling needs to be extended across the entire roadway
so the ability to utilize shoulders for alternate sourcses of i
transportation is not jeopardized. This action will also ensure
that che surface of the roadway is smooth and accommodating and
that noticeable inconsistencies between travel lanes and other
vortions are rare. Items such as manhole covers and drainage
rztas should be improved so that they match the surface of the
coadway with a minimum margin of error (no more than 3/4" is
racommended) . Where this can not be accomplished, edges should
be tapered to provide a transition area in the roadway surface.

Mazintanance work which ig limited to cne area or spot on the
roadway surface may also prove to be detrimental unless

Drecauticnary measures are taken. If possible, the improvement
crecjsect should extend across the entire roadway to maintain a
consistent suxrface. If this is not possible, £ill oxr patch
material should be properly compacced and excess or loose
matarials should be swept away before they are able to stray onto
a bikeway or shoulder and cause conflicts. Rolling is p*e-erred
zo utilizing a grader blade although a grader having smooth Cire
Wwill work accep:anly. Maintenance projects wnich occur direccly
=n zhe shoulder or in the bike lane should leave a smooth
surface. Eliminating sharp edges is also important.

Idzally each jurisdiction would be capable of creating a position
fer = 3LCjcl=/Pedestr;an Coordinator. This position would
ovarsee the development and maintenance of the program. Acting
25 a liaison betwean inveolved agenciss the coordinator would have
Trimary responsibility to ensure that facilities are planned,
“unded, ceonstructed, maintained and used. This positicn would
z2lso work with the public on awareness and educational icems..
Lacking such an individual to work exclusively and axtensively
wizh picycle and pedestrian elsments, a 3icycle/Pedestrian
Acvisory Committee can play a key role in the implementation of
zne picyle/pedestrian program.

The committee can identify current or potential conflicts betwan:
ransportation system users due o a lack of signing, maintsnaico
and/or nigh levels of traffic. Hclding meetings in an open Zcrum
can golicic public input The committes can rrovide support TO
ocal law enforcement officers who are recuired o issue cickects
Zor violations related to bicwvcle use and provide the public with
=Zucational informaction about bicvcling standards and cChe
location of bicycle and pedestrian routas. In addicion, the
3icvcle/Padestrian Advisory Commizt2e can work CO enccurage
rzcrsational uses.

Sremoting riding and/or walki as recreaticnal activities can be
acniaved tfhrough a number ot ways Identiiying routes thaI arsa

Union County, August 21, 1883, .52
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conducive to this type of activity and being able to provide
information on their location and condition will enccurage these
activities. Working with the public to increase awareness of
such opportunities will also increase recreational uses. People
who ride or walk recreationally are that much more likely to
utilize these same sources for transportation.

B. PRIORITIZATION

Specific bikeway and walkway projects identified in this plan
have been designated a high, medium or low priority status. This
determination has been made based on public input and other
factors relating to levels of current use, safety and funding
availability.

C. COST ESTIMATES

The project cost estimates have been calculated using a variety
of information. Shoulder additions have been estimated assumin
they will be built to County or City road standards and have been
calculated based on the following figures:

4 foot sheoulders
. Estimate: $2.80 - $4.00/Linear Foot x 5280 Feet
$14,784 - $21,120/mile one side
$§27,568 - $42,240/mile both sides

6 foot shoulders

Estimate: $4.00 - $6.00/Linear Foot x 5280 Feet
$22,176 - $31,680/mile one side
$44,352 - $63,360/mile both sides

These cost figures were based on a road right-of-way being able
to accommodate surface widening with minimal £i11.

County roads needing widening have been designated a "chaos
factor" of 2 while City streets were given a "chacs factcr" of
1.5. This factor is meant to take into account the reality that
the majority of County roads will need substantial barrow pit
£illing sc that they can be improved. ~City streets where given a
lower chaos factor because less £illing and compacting will be
necessary to complete the widening. These factors also account
for all labor, material and hopefully, all unforeseen
circumstances which will be part of constructicn. Examples are
as follows:

County Road:

Widen roadway 6 feet for a distance of 1000 feet (£ill needed)
$6.00 multiplied by 1000 feet = $6,000.00 (one side)

$6,000.00 multiplied by a chaos factor of 2 = $12,000.00
$12,000.00 is the estimated expense of the improvement fcor one
side

Union County, August 21, 1995, p.63



City Street:

Widen roadway & feet
$5.00 multiplied by 1
£,000.00 mulciplied
$9,000.00 is the esti

-~

-
side
These figures are est
represent the true co
of calculating costs
Union County Road Dep
although the Ifigures
T2 under stated.
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1000 feet
.00
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for distance of
000 Zeet $6,000
bv a chaos factor
mated expense of

a (£f1ill needed)
(one side)
$9,000.00

rovement for ons

1.5
imp

imates and can not pe ceonsider=ad to

st of the improvement projects. This metho
has been reviewed by representatives of the
artment. The analiysis concluded that

may not be correct, they should by no means

d

The expense of st**ning the road surface to delineate bicycle
lanes and shoulder olneways has o en dsterminad with mors
rvrecision. Information gathered from the Oragon Deparctment of
Transportation LdentlLies the ~ollow1ng costs for palinting lines:

4" Seolid Line - $180.00/mile approximatsly $.034/foot

8" Solid Linme - $384.00/mile approximately $.073/foot

4" Skip Lins - $70.00/mile
CCOT estimates striping projects at cost olus 10%. This method
was used to calculate projec: expenses. The cost for an eight-
inch solid line was utilized
S:idawzlk construczion costs have also been ﬁsc1maued with
r2lative precigsicn. Information provided the Citcy of La CGrande
Public Works Department identifies the City’'s low bid Icr
zidewzalks at $4.50 per square Icot. This figure nas been used to
calculate project expenses. Curb lnstallacion cost the City of
Za Grande $21.00 per foot. Storm drains have been estimated at
32400.00 per catch basin, $2500.00 per man hole into wnich ths
catch kasin drains and $30.00 per foot for pipe (8")
D. FUNDING
Tinding funding scurces will be critical to the implementation of
Zhis plan. Programs such as the federazl Intermcdal Surface
Transportation Zfficiency Act (ISTEA) and the State Hignway Fund
zrs pocantial sources
ISTZA was passed in 1991 o facilitate and enccurace the
czve2lopment of transportaticnal facilities which are noc
Zzrandant on the automobile. Alcng with the cassage of this act
23T sums oL money wars dadicatad to suppcorting cransportaticsn
ansancemencs These enhancements have pesn deiined as Zollows:
" wizh raspect o any proljects or the area ¢ o2 sexved by the
Troiect, provision of facilities for pedestrians and picycles,
aczuisicion of scenic eassments and scenic Cr RisToric sSights,
scenic or nistoric highway Drograms, landscaping and other scenic
zzzutificacticn, nistcoric preservaclicn, rshabilitation and

Union CZountvy, August 21, 1985, 0.34
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operaticn of historic transportation buildings, structures or
facilities (including historic railrocad facilities and canals),
preservation of abandoned railway corridors (including the
conservation and use thereof for pedestrian and bicycle trails),
control and removal of outdoor advertising, archaeological
vlanning and research, and mitigation of water pollution due to
highway runoff."

-[23 USC 101]

To be eligible for ISTEA funding a project must meet one of three
tests. A project must:

1. Have a functional relationship to an existing or
planned transportation facility ( a bicycle facility is
a good example of this). OR

2. Be related in proximity (ex. removing illegal

billbocards in the viewshed of a scenic highway) OR

3. Have an ilmpact on an existing transportation facility
(ex. 1if constructing a system of pedestrian ways
reduces auto use in an area, that i1s an impact related
enhancement) . 7
The State Highway Fund may also be a source of financing. ORS
3656.514 states that out of the funds received by any County or
City from this source reasonable amounts shall be expended as
necessary to provide foot paths and bicycle paths. One percent
of the State Highway Funds received in one fiscal year is the
minimum amount a jurisdiction can spend on these types of
facilities. However, Cities or Counties in which one percent of
received highway funding is less than $250.00 (cities) or
$1500.00 (counties) are exempt from this requirement.

Ricvcle and pedestrian projects which are completed with this
funding source are divided into four categories.

Category 1 describes the construction of bikeways associated with
new, reconstructed or ralccated highways. The cost of these
tvpes of improvements 1is usually gquite small when compared to the
cost of the overall projecct.

Category 2 describes projects which maintain and improve existing
Facilities. Examples of a category 2 project would be the
replacement of old signs and the establishment of a regular
maintenance and sweeping schedule.

Category 3 describes bikeway projects which occur within the
State Highway right-of-way. Widening the road surface to provide
bike lanes or shoulder bikeways are examples of category 3
vrojects. The establishment of a separated multi-use path within
the right-of-way would also fall into this category.

Union County, August 21, 1995, .65
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Catagory 4 is the name given to local assistance grants which

jurisdictions are eligible to apply for. In this catesgory
arplications can be made for construction projects with 80% state
grants up to $50,000. Bvcyc_v plan development with S0% state

grants up to $20,000 and Bicycle map qevelopment wich 50% state
grants up to $10,000.

Oregon Commun“y Development 3lock Grant Pro

siple source of state Lund_hg for bicycle pro

gon Special Works Fund is another. Education and safety

ograms may be partially funded by the Oregon Traffic Safety
'1

=L
]

Some DrOJects for jurisdictions such as Union County, La CGrande,
Imzcler and ~7g*“ may be eligible to be included in the Oregon
Devzartment of Transportation’s Corridor Management Plan for the
La Grande-Wallowa Lake Transportatiocnal Corridor. The intent of
£nis management plan is to analyzs all types of transportation
wizain the corridor and to encourage alternate sources of
transportation which are not dependent con the automebile. The
nclusion of scme of these projscts into ODOT’s improvement
orocram may shift the responsibly from the affected jurisdiction.

In addition, private citizens, busine ses and deveTOoers may all
be persuaded to sncourages the use of alternats sources of
cransportation and perhaps even fund the construction of
facilities or donate materials and/or equipment. Abandoned
railroad lines, utility easements and many other types of
ccrridors present opportunities o establisn bicycle and
csdastrian Zacilities. Jurisdictions need toc be constantly on
zn2 look out Zcr gpotential facilicies.
=. EDUCATION & ENFORCEMENT
Along with providing facilities for bicycle and pedestrian
mIzilicy the public needs to be sducated about their use. First
cZ all, the public needs to understand where such facilities ars
_zcated, so they can choose safs routes and reducs cconilicts with
Zn2 other system users.

ucating the cublic how to use these facilities 1s also

Tramely necessary. Tals aspect is ﬁommou;v overlookead.
3icyclists wno ars turnad cnto the rocadway with little or no
ragulations and zn equally deficient understanding cf how o
zZZscrively uctilize the Zacilities are a potential threat to
Tnhzmselves and othery system users
Tziling to educatz the oublic about locaticn and proper use can
mava several adverse =ffzacis. TFacultiles which are constructed
zut noc used are of no oenefit o anyone. Misuse of Ihe
Zzcllicies can create an animosiiy Zetween metorists and
oLz cliscs wnizch disccurage bicycle use and encourage conflic
zaTw2an the Cwo users.
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Several tools are available to educate the public about bicycling
opportunities and pedestrian mobility. One item which may be
easily prepared and cost effective to distribute are INFORMATION
PACKAGES. These packages should include a map of the particular
jurisdiction showing the locations and types of facilities which
are offered. The map may also identify recreational or scenic
routes and supply language which suggests which route or type of
route would be most appropriate. Other beneficial information
would be the location of local services and the names of local
contacts. This information will prove useful to both local users
and those from out of the area. The final item is an
informational listing of safety tips and bicycle/pedestrian
etiquette. This material will act to inform and remind the users
how they should act to reduce the potential for injury to
themselves and others and to reduce the potential for conflict.

In addition to the information packets, jurisdictions should
strive to establish TRAINING CLASSES. Bicyclists need to be
taught to interact with motorists. The use of the facilities in
a safe and efficient manner can be demonstrated through these
types of classes. This can help to encourage individuals who had
previously been reluctant to use the system because cf a lack of
experience or confidence. While schools are the ideal place to
begin these classes, the education dees nct have to bé, and
should not be, limited to children. Churches, community centers,
health and recreaticnal centers, community events and skills
fairs are only a few of a long list of locaticns and activities
which can present opportunities for bicycle/pedestrian education.
Several types of programs have been developed with a variety of
age groups and skill levels in mind. There are also videos on
bicycle rules and safety precautions available from the State of
Oregon.

The creation of COMMUTER PROGRAMS can also be beneficial in
encouraging people to utilize the bicycle and pedestrian
facilities. Sponscring ‘'"bike-to-work" events has had large
amounts of success through out the nation. These types of
activities are very beneficial because most pecple have never
ridden a bike to work and may not have gotten on a bicycle for
utility reasons since childhood. They need advice and
encouragement. They also need to feel secure that they will not
be the only ones doing it.

Just as education is necessary, enforcement of bicycle rules is
equally important. Bicycles are considered vehicles and must act
accordingly on the roadway. A brochure detailing the rules of
riding on Oregon’s Highways may be obtained from the Department
of Motor Vehicles. The Oregon Bicycle Plan identifies 32
statutes relating to bicycle use and ORS 814.400 specifically
states that "everyone riding a bicycle or an animal on a public
way 1s subject to the same provisions applicable to and has the
same rights and duties as the driver of another vehicle..."

Union County, August 21, 1995, p0.67
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Requiring bicyclists to obey the rules designed for them has a
farther reaching effect than simply issuing citations.
Statistics show that many bicycle/automobile accidents are the
result of a bicyclist failing to yield at a stop sign or weaving
in and out of traffic with reckless abandon. These activities
and similar traffic infractions place both the cyclist and the
motorist in danger. These are also the type of activities which
enrage motorists and discourages their support for construction
of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Police officers must be
willing and able tc enforce bicycle laws. They must receive the
support of the community in doing so.

Union County, August 21, 1895, ».68
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APPENDIX A: GLOSSARY OF TERMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AASHTO American Associlation of State Highway and Transportation
Officials. ”helr publication, Guide ZLor Development of New
Bicvcle Facilities, provides the basic facilitcy construction
guidelines and soecifl ations for this plan.

Poy o

wa An interconnecting vnaved pathway that provides
Y e S J

ian and or bicvcle passage between blocks runiing from
S T to street. '

civil rights

ADA The Americans with Disab ;
e 1y 1992.

leg slation passed in 1990,

Arterial A through road that connects major traZfic gensrators.
Lrzerials are designatzd by the Transportation Plan/Comprehensive
2lan and the various City Comprehensive Plan.

1
'

Juns tar ouch September.

Ricycle In the strictasst sense a bicycle is a human-powered

land venicle with two tandem wheels, a stesering nandle, a saddle
s=at, and pedals by which it is propelled. 1In.legal terms, the
Zzfinition is expanded to include other velocipedes: (1) designed
T0 operats on the ground cn wneels, (2) propelled solely bv human
Towax, upon which anv person or persons may ride, and (3) with
zvery whesl mcrs than 14 inches in diametexr. This zakes in the
brcader range cf Zicycle-tvpe venicle (rescumbents, tricycle,

2=z.) while excluding such vehicles as pushcarcts. Bilcycles are
izcgally classified as venicles that may be ridden on public
rcadways in Oregon.

Bicvcle Facilities Generzal term denoting improvements and

rovisgions ﬁaa: bv ouklic agencies tc acccmmodate or encourage
b;cycling, including parking Zacilitiss, all bikeways, and sharsd
wcadways not specifically designated Zor bicycle use.
Zicycle Parking Facilities Space and improvements dedicated £ox
securing bicycles including but not limited to marked spacss,
structures including lockers, racks and enclosurss and areas
croviding maneuvering space £or access Co parxking spaces and
lTmorovaments.
3ike Lane A porticn of the roadwav wnich has been designated Dy
szrizing, signing, and pavement marking Zor preiferencial or
exclusive use py bicyclists.
3ike Lane Stripe An 8-inch wide line separating a bike lane Irom
a travel lane.
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Bicycle and Pedestric: ©Plan

Bike Route A segment of bikeway system designated with
appropriate directional and information markers by the
jurisdiction having authority.

Bikeway Any road, path, or way which in some manner is
specificall v designated as being open to bicycle travel,
regardless of whether such facilities are designated fo* the
exclusive use by bicycles or are shared with other transportation
modes.

CBD__ Central Business District - A traditional downtown area
usually characterized by established businesses fronting the
street, sidewalks, slow traffic speeds, on-street parking and a
compact grid system.

Clearance, Lateral Width reqguired for safe passage of a bicycle
as measured in a horizontal plane.

Clearance, Vertical Height necessary for the safe passage of a
bicycle as measured in a vertical plane.

Collector_ A branch road that feeds into an arterial from the
local roads. Collectors are designated by Union County
Comprehensive Plan and Transportation Plan and the respective
City Comprehensive Plans.

Commuter Parking Long-term parking, such as at work or school,
where the bicycle must be left unattended for the greater part of
the day.

Commutexr/Utility Bicyclist Riders who regularly travel to and
from a specific destination, usually as quickly and directly as
possible, for very practical purposes, such as to purchase or
transport goods and services or to travel to and from work or
school.

Convenience Parking Short-term par&*ng such as at a store or
park, where the bicycle is left for a brief time.

Crosswalk The portion of a roadway designated for pedestrian
crossing. They may be marked or unmarked. Unmarked crosswalks
are a natural extension of the shoulder, curb line or sidewalk.

Direct Route The shortest reasonable route between two points.

A route is direct if it does not involve significant out of
direction travel which could be avoided. Out of direction travel
is significant if it is more than 50% longer that the straight
line distance between two points.

Fog Line A 4-inch white stripe delineating the edge of the
roadway and separating it from the shoulder.

Grade (percent) The rise (+) or fall (-) of a roadway measured
in feet per 100 feet of length, expressed as a percentage.

Unicn County, August 21, 1985 - APPENDICES



Bicycle and Pedestriar 1 lan

Grade Separation Vertical separation of travel Ways tnrougn the
use of a structure so the traffic crosses without interference.

ighway A general term denoting a public way for purposes of
ravel, including the entire area within the right-of-way.

()

[t3]

ISTEA The Intermodal Surface Transportation

fficiency Act.

Local Street A street designated to provide access to and Ifrom
residences or businesses.

Main Entrance The principle bu*lding entrance or entrances. A
main entrance door is not a door that is locked during normal
business hours.

Motor Vehicles A venicle that is self propelled or designed Zor
self-propulsion.

Multi-Use Path A bikeway physically separated Irom motorized
vehicular traffic by an open space or parrier and either within
=he highway rightc-of-way or within an independsnt right-of-way.
MUTCD__ Abbreviation for Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
zcorovad by the Federal Highway Adminiscration as a national
szandard for placement and selection of all traZfic control
fz=vices on or adjacent to all roadways open to public traval.

Mo Motor Vehicle Code which concalins the xrules ¢ the road that
mo-orists and cyclists must Zollow.

Mcuntain Bike A bicvcle generally charactarized by rugged
senstruction, wide tirass, extra bottcm bracket clearance, low
g=ars, and stable handling - attriputass that snhance 1its
rideability on rough anc steep terraln

age cyclisc using a normal road :i<° would have difficulcy.

OAR _OJregon Admini stvatwve Rule, A ruls written by an afifscted
soverament agency, incended t£o clariiy the inteant O an ORS

QRE gon Revised Statuta CRS 365.514, the "Orsgen 31cvcls
3i2.," is rhe law describin ¥ n ; m=nt of bikeways

Pavement Marking Painted cr applied Line(s) or legend placsd on
any bikeway surface for regulating, guiding cr warning craZiic.
Padestrian A person whose mode of Zranspertation is on foot. A
cerscn walsiing a bicycle bscomes a pecdestrian

Tnion Touncv, Augusc 21, 1993 - APPENDICES



. Bicycle and Pedestri Plan

Pedestrian Facilities_ Any facility provided for the benefit of

pedestrian travel, including walkways, crosswalks, signs,
signals, illumination and benches.

Pedestrian Scale Lighting Light standards or placements no
greater than 14 feet in height located along walkways

Public Building Entrance An entrance to a building intended for
use by members of the general public, such as customers, clients
and visitors. Also, employee or resident entrances used by more
than 50 employees or residents per day.

Racing Bicycle racing is a specialized sport. Race courses may
use public roadways with the approval of appropriate government
agencies. For more information on bicycle racing in Oregon,
please contact the Bikeway/Pedstrian Program Manager, €O obtain
the "Guidelines for Administration of Bicycle Racing on Oregon
Roads."

Recreational Cyclist An individual who enjoys local bike rides
for pleasure or fitness. The destination is of secondary
importance.

Right-of-Way_ A general term denoting land, property or interest
therein, usually in a strip, acquired for or devoted to
ransportation purposes.

Roadway The portion of the highway for vehicle use.

Shared Roadway A type of bikeway where bicyclists and motor
vehicles share the same roadway.

Shoulder A portion of a highway contiguous to the roadway that
is primarily used by pedestrians, bicyclists and stopped vehicles
for emergency use.

Shy Distance The distance between the edge of a travelway and a
fixed object.

Sidewalk The portion of the roadway or street designated for
preferential or exclusive use by pedestrians.

Sight Distance A measurement of a vehicle operator’s visibility,
unobstructed, along the normal path to the farthest visible point
of the roadway surface.

Skew Angle The angle formed between a roadway, bikeway, or
walkway and an intersecting roadway, bikeway, walkway or railroad
line, measured away from the perpendicular.

Touring An extended bicycle trip requiring some advance planning
to identify destination, accommodations, services and routes.

TPR__The Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-12) .

Tnion County, August 21, 1995 - APPENDICES
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Traffic Control Devices Signs, signals or other fixtures,
whether permanent or temporary, placed cn cor adjacent to the
travelway by authority of oublic body having jurisdiction to
regulate or guide traffic.

Traffic Volume The number of vehicles that pass a give point for
a given amcunt of time, usually expressed as Average Dally Trips
(ADT) .

Travelway Any way, path, road or other travel facility used by
any and all modes of transportation.

UGB __Urban Growth Boundary defines the area near an incorporated
city, that is deemed suitable and necessary for urban uses.

Vehicle Any device in, upon or by which any person or property
is or may be driven or drawn upon a public highway. A bicycle is
a vehicle.

Walkway A transportation facility built for use by pedestrians,
including persons in wheel chairs. Walkways include sidewalks,
paths and paved shoulders.

Wide Outside Lane A wider than normal curbside travel lane that

is provided for ease of bicycle operation where there is
insufficient room for a bike lane or shoulder bikeway.

Union County, August 21, 1995 - APPENDICES



Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

APPENDIX B: LAND USE REGULATION CODE PROVISIONS

TPR Requirements for Urban Areas and Rural Communities [OAR 660-
12-045 (3) (a)l

(3) (a) Bicycle parking facilities as a part of new multi-
family residential developments (9+ units), new retail, office
and institutional developments.

A. Discussion

Two types of bicycle parking are needea long-term parking
employees and residents and short-term parking for visitors
customers. Long-term parking needs to be especially secure
protaected because it may be unattended for hours at a time ox
overnight and possibly sven leonger. However, 1t does nct need to
be locacad any cleoser to a building entrance than auto parking.
Shorz-term parklng does not need to be as secure, bicycles will
not be lef:z unattended for long periods of time. To be
convenient, short-term bicycle parking does need to be locatad
near a building entrance.

N h
0

o
(OTNOTE)]

n

4

regquirements need to address two distinct needs.

Bicycle parking
Ganerally, long-tarm bicycle parking -should be provided for one
cut of ten employees.
The nead for the second type of bicycle parking, short-term, will
vary from use £o use. For example, an industrial use will not
racsive many visitors or customers, and therefore would not ne=d
a Large amount cof short-term parking of any kind. Retail uses,
cn the othar hand, can expect to rsceilve a large amount of short-
term traific and should provide for greater amouncs cf shorc-term
Tarking The racommended bicycle parking regquirements are bassd
cn thass concepts.
2 CODE PROVISICNS
Standzxds for Commexcial, Professional and Public Zones, and
Ccmmercial Uses in Residential Zones
Z Numbex of Parkinca Spacss Regquired
- Integrate bicycle parking space rsguirements with auto
carking space reguirements - i.e, one space per multi- Zamily
rasidential unit, one space per 5,000 sguare fset cf retall
show room flcoor, cne space per Iive employees and one space
c2r five persons for places of assembly - churches, granges,
szcC
- Shared bicycls parking areas snall be enccuraged where all
of the bicvcle standards can be satisfied for the collisctive
uses.
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Bicycle and Pedestris Plan

- The only exempt uses from meeting bicycle parking
standards would be seasonal or part-time uses, i.e. fruit
stands, fireworks stands and others.

2. Bicvcle Parking Facilities

(Short-term sheltering from precipitation is not a necessary
requirement in Union County with an average annual
precipitation of 16 inches in the Grande Ronde Valley)

- Covered long-term bicycle parking will be provided for
multi-family, residential, schools and places of employment

- Appropriate security methods will be adopted as a part of
new construction or redevelopment for both long-term and
short-term bicycle parking.

- Bicycle parking areas will be well-lighted, secure
locations within 50 feet of the primary building entrance
for new buildings and 100 feet for redevelopment. Require
pedestrian access from bicycle parking arsa to building
entrance. Bicycle parking area shall be as close as the
closest auto parking area.

- Each bicycle parking space shall be a minimum six feet
length, two feet width, seven feet clearance and at least
five feet between rows.

- For buildings with multiple entrances, required short-
term bicycle parking shall be distributed proportionally at
the various public entrances. Required long-term public
parking shall also be located at the employee entrance, it
applicable.

- Bicycle parking may be provided within a building, but the
location must be easily accessible for bicycles.

- In areas of demonstrated, anticipated or desired high
bicycle use, additional bicycle parking, in exchange
for required motor vehicle parking, may be authorized
by the decisionmaker.

- Employee and residential bicycle parking shall offer
a high level of security, 1.e., bicycle lockers cor a
locked cage or room with locking facilities inside, to
provide safe, long-term parking.

- Bicycle parking may ke provided within the public
right-of-way in areas without building setbacks,
subject to approval of the appropriate local cfficial
and provided it meets the other bicycle parking
requirements.

Unicn County, August 21, 1995 - APPENDICES
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i g facilities shall be separatsed frc
parking and maneuvering areas bv a
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- Each resquired bicycle parking space musz ke
accessible without mov1ng another bicycle.

- Bicycle parking facilities shall offer security in
che form cf either a lockable enclosure in which the
pDicvecls can be stored or a stationary cobject (i.2., a

"rack") upon which the bicycle can be locked.
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- Outdoor bicycle parking facilities s
in the same manner as the mocor vehic
or with a minimum of cne inch thickne
surfacing (i.e., asphalc, concrece, 2
material). This surfacn will be mainczai
smooth, durabls, and well-drained conditi

PR Requirements for Urban Areas and Rural Communities [OAR
12-045 (3) (b)), (c) & (4}]

-
4
-

(3) (b) Safe and convenient pedestrian and bkbicycle access

within and f£roem new subdivisions, planned developments, shop

- —

areas and industrial parks to nearby residential areas,
neighborhood activity centers including:
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Bicycle and Pedestr’ 1 Plan

(&) Sidewalks along arterial and collectors in urban areas:
(B) Bikeways along arterials and major collectors;

(C) Where appropriate, separate bicycle and pedestrian ways to
minimize travel distances within and between areas; and

(3) (<) "Safe, convenilient and adequate" mean facilities that -

(A) Are reasonably free from hazards, particularly automobile
traffic that would discourage short trips;

(B) Provide direct routes of travel between uses; and

(C) Meet cyclists and pedestrian travel needs considering
length of trip destination.

A, DISCUSSION

While the TPR does not explicitly reguire sidewalks on local
urban streets, they should be regquired by local crdinances.
Sidewalks are critical to home-based pedestrian trips and
transit. Without sidewalks, pedestrians must walk either in the
road: or on the rocadway shoulder. These conditions make walking
unsafe and inconvenient and discourage walking trips.

B. CODE PROVISIONS

Future Street Extensions

- All streets, alleys, bicycle and pedestrian pathways shall
cennect to other streets within the development and to existing
and planned streets outside the development. Streets shall
terminate at other streets or at parks, schools or other public
land within a neighborhood.

- Tiocal roads shall align and connect with other roads when
crossing collectors and arterials.

- Cul-de-sacs, dead end streets or alleys, and flag lots shall
only be permitted when the following conditions ars met:

(a) One or more of following conditions prevent a required
strset connection: excess slope (20% or more); presence Of
a wetland or other body of water which cannot be bridged or
crossed; existing development on adjacent property prevents
a street connection, presence of a freeway or railroad;

(b)" A strest pattern which either meets standards for connection
and spacing or requires less deviaticn from standards than
possible;

(c) An accessway is provided consistent with the standards for
Accessways;

Union County, August 21, 1995 - APPENDICES
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(d) Cul-de-sacs shall be as short as possible and shall not
exceed 400 feet in length.

- Where a subdivision or partition includes or is adjacent to
land likely to be divided and developed in the futurs; streets,
bizycle paths and Deaestrlan ways shall continue thr@ugh the full
lengzh of the subkdivision cr partition and be planned for :the

adjacent land where necessary Lo provide for convenient

pedestrian and bicycle access to other transportation routes,
businesses and residential services areas.

- Where subdivision lots or partition parcels can ke redivided
the location of lot and parcel lines and other layout details
snall be such that future division may be readily made without
interfering with the orderly extension of adjacent stresets,
bicvcle paths or pedestrian ways. Any bui *ﬂ*pg restricticons
wizhin futurs transportation locations shall be made a mattexr of
record for the purpose oI IZuture land divisions.

- Wherse determinad necessary by the decisicnmaking body Zoxr
public safety and convenience, the land developer may be required
to publicly dedicatse accessways (1) to connect o cul-de-sacs,

(2) to pass through oddly shaped or unusually long“blocksw*(S) to
vrovide for networks of public pedestrian and kicycle paths, or
{4) to provide access to other transportation routes, DLSlnESSES,
residencial or s=xvices areas

- Naw cconstructicn or reconstruction of major collector and
arzarial streets will include bicycle facilities as prescribed by
Zhe 3P Plan

- 3ikeways and sidswalks shzall be installed along the Zfrontage of
all new streets during the construction of arterial and collactor
rcads, whers so designated in the comprehensive land use plan
during raconscruction of arterizl and collector rcads and
streecs, and conscruction of loczl streets in othexr than single-
famlily residential developments

- Zn local strsets in arsas vlanned for single fam;ly rasidentcial
devalopment, sidewalks shall be constructed during home
conmsTruction The land divider may f£ile an agreement as
assurance of completion ci all sidewalks within two yvears of
Zinal tlat. The agreement mayv be in the form of a bank’'s latter
oI cracdic, surscy pond or ocher zcceptabls surecy and MUST COVEr
120% 2% the cost of the sidewalks. Sureties covering stagas or
corzicas of iLmprovements may ce released as sucn portlon 1is
completed o the satisfaction of the City Council or auchorized
27270

- Wherz lack of public right-of-wayv width prevencs inclusicn of
sidewalks within the puplic right-cf-way, an easament may be
rzguliraed to provide for all or part cf one or bctn sidewalks
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- When a sidewalk in good repair is reguired and does not exist
an applicant for a building permit shall, prior to obtaining the
building permit, or in conjunction with the issuance of a
building permit, obtain a permit to construction a sidewalk for
the full frontage of the lot or parcel. No final inspection or
certificate of occupancy shall be issued for said building permit
until there exists such a sidewalk in accordance with the
requirements of the permit to construct the sidewalk.

- Sidewalks are not required along freeways and other fully
access controlled highways.

- The provisions of sidewalks may be waived in residential zones
where the street serves fewer than five potential dwelling units
and cannot be continued or extended to other properties.

- To ensure access between a development site and an existing
developed facility such as a commercial center, school, park or
trail system, the decisionmaking body may require off-site
pedestrian improvements concurrent with development where need
for the access and its costs can be shown to be roughly
proportional to the traffic created by the development.

- Structures are not allowed in any dedicated sidewalk areas
which will obstruct movements of the sidewalk. The minimum areas
of obstructions must meet ADA standards. All structures placed
in the sidewalk are allowed only with permission of the City or
County.

- Sidewalks shall be designed to parallel streets in line and
grade and shall avoid unnecessary meandering and elevation
changes except as necessary to avoid significant trees or
traverse topographic barriers.

- Sidewalks shall be constructed to meet the following minimum
widths:

Land Use Designation/Sidewalk Type

Residential/Industrial Commercial/Institutional
Street Type Curb Setback Curb Setback
Local 6 ft 5 ft 7 £t 6 £t
Collector 7 £t & ft 8 ft 7 It
Arterial 7 £t 5 ft 10 ft 8 ft

* Curb sidewalks shall maintain a minimum unobstructed width
two feet less than the required sidewalk width. (Example -
A mailbox may be located within two feet of the curb)

Union County, August 21, 1995 - APPENDICES
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* A sgetback sidewalk shall be separated from the curb by a
planting strip of at least four feet in width. The planting
strip may be paved in neighborhood commercial areas.

* Bike lanes and shoulder bikeways along collectors and
arcarials shall be six feet wide and shall be provided for
each dirzaction of travel allowed on the street.

* Sidewalk and bicycle path lighting shall be provided in
conjunction with new road construction and new development.

* Wheelchair ramps and other facilities shall be provided as
equired by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). The
lower lip of the wheelchair ramp shall be flush with the

* Zikewavs shall be designed and constructed consistent with
the design standards in the Oregon Bicycle Plan, 1392 and
AASHTO’s "Cuide for the Development of Bicycle Facilitiss,
1s9L

- Adeguate overhead clearance on sidewalks, pedestrian paths and
vicvcle paths shall be =ight feet for all signs DVOJec:; 1§ over
SuCh routes except whers a margues o*ogec*s more than-two-thirds-
cf tha distance Zfrcm the property line to the curb or street side
ci tha bicycle way, the minimum cl=avancv snall be 12 f=et

- Vegeration shall not overhang or encroach upecn a sidewalk,
z2descrian path cr bicycle path lower than nine feet. The city
mav ragulrs tns person(s) responsible ZIor encrcachment 1nto
clezrznce arezs O trim, pruns or ramove all trees, shrubs,
olants and vegetation

- Sidewalks along collector and arterial streets shall be ssat
sack from the curb where possible. On low-volume, residentisal
collector streets, a five foot wide, curb-side sidewalk may be
acceptable. On nigh-volume collector streets if the sidewalk is
suilc adjacent o the curp, it shall be a minimum of seven feet
wide. Greater width, up cto 10 feet, may be reguired whexe qlgnav
cedes=rizn volumes, shared use with bicycles, or other pertinent
factors raguirz a safer and move convenlent :acil;t

Vacazing Public Right-of-Wav

When vacating improved or unimproved public right-cIi-way,
cedescrian and bicycle easements shall be estaplished for public
sai=zv and convenlancse where dstermined necessary.

)

Accesswavys [045 (3) (b) (C)]
A, DISCUSSION

xplain how an accessway is different from
t.,..__a'l cuce
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B. CODE PROVISIONS
Accessways shall be provided in the following situations:

a. In residential areas and industrial parks where addition of
a walkway/bikeway would reduce walking or cycling distance
to a school, shopping center, or neighborhood park by 400
feet and by at least 50% over other available pedestrian
routes and a street connection is not feasible.

b. For schools, commercial uses where addition of a
walkway/bikeway would reduce walking or cycling distance to
an existing or planned transit stop, school, shopping
center, or neighborhood park by 200 feet and by at least 50%
over other availlable pedestrian routes.

For purposes of (a) and (b) other available pedestrian
routes include sidewalks and walkways including walkways
within shopping centers, planned developments and industrial
parks. (Routes may be across parking lots on adjoining
properties if the route is open to public pedestrian use,
hard surface, unobstructed, e.g. not through landscaped
“areas unless step stones are provided.)

c. For cul-de-sacs or dead end streets except when the review
authority determines based on evidence in the record that
construction of a separate accessway 1s infeasible or

inappropriate. Such evidence may include but is not limited
to:
1. When other federal, state or local resquirements prevent

construction of an accessway;

2. When the nature of abutting existing development makes
construction of an accessway lmpractical;

3. When the walkway/bikeway would cross a natural area
with significant natural habitat and construction would
be incompatible with protection ¢f natural values;

4. When the accessway would cross land designated for
water quality, flood control or flood hazard and the
accessway 1s incompatible with the designated use;

5, When the accessway would cross topography where slopes
exceed 30% or where path grade would exceed 12% slope
except when construction or a crossing structure is
found to be feasible; or,

5. When a cul-de-sac orxr dead end street abuts rural
resource land in farm or forest use at an urban growth
boundary except where the adjoining land is designated.
as an urban reserve area.

J
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Accessways shall be provided to adjacent developments when
faasible. Development patterns must not preclude eventual site-
to-site connections even 1f infeasible at the time of
development.

(3) (d) Provide internal pedestrian circulation in new office

parks and new commercial developments by clustering buildings;
constructing pedestrian ways, skywalks, where appropriate; and
similar technigues.

A DISCUSSION

- 1

Walkways should be provided for the

Hy

ollowing:
New office varks and commercial cevelopments.

. Recommended for instizutional development and public buildings.
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Bicycle and Pedestri: Plan

- Accessways shall be located to provide a reasonably direct
connection between likely pedestrian destinations. A
reasonably direct connection is a route which minimizes out
of direction travel for most of the people likely to use the
walkway/bikeway considering terrain, safety and likely
destinations.

- The length of an accessway shall not exceed 400 feet.

- Accessways shall be as short as possible and, where
possible, straight enough to allow one end of the accessway
toc be seen from the other.

- Stairways shall be at least five feet wide with a handrail
on both sides.

- Accessways shall be lighted either by street lights on
adjacent streets or pedestrian scale lighting along the
accessway. Lighting shall not shine into adjacent
residences.

Fencing along accessways shall meet one of the following
standards:

- Accessways shall be fenced from adjoining residential
properties with at least a five foot high chain link or
similarly constructed fence without a top rail; or,

- Residences along accessways which are 200 feet or longer
shall have the building fronts oriented to the accessway and
shall treat the yard along the accessway as the front yard.
Tences along such accessways shall not exceed three and one-
nalf feet in height; or,

- For purposes of fencing only, accessways will be treated
as a front yard.

Pedestrian walkways shall be directly linked to entrances
and the internal circulation of the building. The onsite
vedestrian circulation system shall directly connect the
street to the main entrance of the primary structure on the
site.

- Walkways shall be at least five feet in paved unobstructed
width. Walkways bordering parking spaces shall be at least
seven feet wide unless concrete bumpers, bollarxds, or
curbing and landscaping or other similar improvements are
provided which prevent parked vehicles from obstructing the
walkway.

- Pedestrian scale lighting fixtures shall be provided along
all walkways. Onsite pedestrian walkways must be lighted to
a level where the system can be used at night by employees,
residents and customers.

Unicn County, August 21, 1985 - APPENDICES



Bicycle and Pedestrisa= Plan

- Stairs or ramps shall be provided where necessary to

provide a direct route. Walkways wilithout stairs shall have
a maximum slope of eight percent and a maximum cross slope
of two percent. Where walkways provide principal access to

building entrances maximum slope is limited to five percent
to meet ADA standards.

- Where the pedestrian system crosses driveways, parking
areas and loading areas, the system must be clearly
identifiable through the use of elevation changes, speed
bumps, a different paving material or other similar method.

- Walkways on private property that provide direct links

between publicly owned pedestrian routes shall be placed in
public easemerts or be dedicated to the public.

Jnion County, August 21, 1995 - APPENDICES



APPENDIX C:
DIVISION 12

663-12-0C00 Purpose

The pupose of ths divisson is 1o implement
Statewrda Plconing Goat 12 (Transportation). It s also
the purpose of thus division to explain how local
governments aond siale agencies responsible  fof
trenspotagtion planning demonstrate compiance wilh
othet statewide pianning gock and to identity how
trensponation faciliies are provided on rurcd kands
consistent with the goals. The division sels requitements
tor cootdination among affected levels of government
fot prepatation, adoption, refinement, implementation
and cmendmaeant of frarsportation system  plars.
Transpodation system plans acopted putsuant 1o s
division fulfil the requirements for public faciilies
plenning required under ORS 197.712(2Xe), Goal 11 and
OAR Chapter &0, Division 11, as they telate to
trenspontation faciities. Througn measwres designed o
reduce telicnce on the cutomobtile, the rue s clso
infencedto asure At the planned transportation system
suppors a pattern of travel and land use in urban arecs
which will avoid the cir paiution. trafic and livability
problems faced by other-areas of the countfry. The rules
in his Divisicn cre not intended !o make lacal
govemnment determinations Iand use decsiors” under
ORS 197.01K10). The rdes recognze. however, that,
uncer exsting siatutory and  case .
determinalions  reiching !'o  the adoption and
implemeniction of ransportgtion plans will be tand use
cecsions.

6468-12-305 Definitions

Sar the purposes of ihis division, e defirthens in
CRS 197.015, The Sictewice Planning Gocals and OAR
Chacoter &0 shall coply. In caattion the gefinthons tisted
Lelow sNoi appiy.

(1) Access Manggement. means meaqsures
raguioting cccess to sireets. roads cnd highways from
DULSHC reCcs and privare criveways. Measures may
ncluda bur cre not limited to restactons on the siting of
niarchengas. restnchicns on- the- fypce end ameount of
CCCess 10 roaaways. and use of physicat controls, such
Cs $5Nas gnd chennefization inciuaing rased medians,
0 i2Cuceimpacts of approacnroad tigfic on the main

;
‘ccoary

(2) Atiecled iocal governmen!. means Q cify,
zounly ot mefropolitcn samvice dstnc! that s arecily
mEecsied Ty Q@ pepcsed ransgoraton faciity of
mprovement

3) Commaied Tramsgonglicn Facdihes. means

coosec  iranscorightion fgciiies  and
WwRICh Cre  conssient swatn ne
comoterersive  Sign gnd  have
'of consituchon N G cudlic ‘gciilies
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULL, OAR CHAPTER 550,

imorove performance of transponction fociities cng o
reduce need for acciional r0aa copacity. Memogs
may include but are not imited 1o Ine wse of alternative
modaes. nde-sharng cnd vanpoot programs, and trip-
reduchon orainances.

(8) Major: mears., n general, those facilities or
develcpments which. censicdering the sze of he urban
ot rurat area cnd the range of sze, capacity or senvice
level of similar factities o developments in the area., ore
either larger ™Man avergge, serve morfe  Mhan
neighborhood neeads of have significant lang use or
traffic mpacts on more than the Iimmediate
neighborhood.

*Major® as it modifies fransit coridors. stops, transfer
stations and new frarspoadation faciities means
those faciiies which cre most mpoaant to the
funcrioning of the systerm o which provide a high
levei, volume or frequency of sewvice,

“‘Major® as it modifies industrial, nstitutional cnd retai
develcoment means such develicpmentis which cre
lcrger then avercge. serve mare han neighbohood
needs or which have traffic impacts on more than
the mmediafe neighborhooda.

Applicotion of the term “major” will vary from area
to areq depenaing upon the sccle of franscoration
imorovements, trarsit {aciities and develcpment
which occlr in the areq. A facility considered to be
mcjot in @ smallet or less gensely cevelopec area
mcy. because of the relgtive significance and
impact of the (cciity or development, not te
corsidered ¢ magjor faciity in @ larger of more
cersely deveicped crea wilh icrger or more intense
development or fccilities.

(6) Mernopolitan Aanning Crganization (MPO). an
orgengation located within the State of Oregon and
designated by the Govewior 1o coordincle
transpontation planning in an wbanzed area of the state
including such designations macde subsaquent fo the
adoption of thus rule. The Longview-Keso-Roniet MPO s
not considered an MPQO for the purposes of this rule.

(7) CCOT: means the Cregen Department of
Transconanon.

(3) Parang soaces. means on cnd off sireet
50QcCes designclec /ot guicmopie PekiNgG in Giacs
slanned for Inausinal. commerciai, nstitutional of Duohc
<523, The folflowing are not consicerea parking soaces
et Me purposes of 640-12-045(5)(c) park anc nage larfs.
nongicagoed parking. and parking socces Carpool
ofslei¥elalolelel

(7 Pichning Penod megsnsine wenly yecr 92M10c
segnning with me acte ol ccopihion of ¢ ISP 10 medt
tatslEteinty i felosteiatiaio IR aNANUITE]

10y Preshmuncry Secgn megns an engmne2ing
UGN which woechies N gelc. ine jocchon and



[RANSPORTIATION FLANNING RULE
OAR CHAPTER &4Q, DIVISION 12

ahornen ¢! g plaonmeg ngeeponahen 1oty of

umprovemaent

(11) Retnemen! Pan an cmendment 10 the
Honspornalon sysiem plan, whnich rescives. al g sysiems
level, determinctions on funchian. mode ot generdal
localion wrich were delerred cqunng ransporiahcn
system planning because detgiled information needed
10 make those determinctions could Not reasonadly be
obtained during that process.

(12) Roads: mears sireels, ro0Qds ang highways.

(13) Tronsit-criented development TCO). means @
mix of residential, retait and office uses and g suppating
network of roads, bicycte and pedestrian ways focused
0N @ magjor ranst stop aesigned to support a hgh levei
ot hransit use. The key fegiures of tarsit oriented
development include:

(@) cmixeduse cenler at the ransit stop, oriented
rincipatly ta transtt riders and pedestrian and bicycle
travet from e surrounding ared:

(©) high density of residential development
proximate fo e transit stop sutficient 1o support fransi
opergtion and neighborhaod commercial uses within the
T1G0.

(c) a nerwork of roads. and bicycle and
pedestian pchs 1o support high levels of pedestrian
access within the TO0 and high levels of transit use.

(1&) Trernsportation facilities: mears ony physccal
facility that moves or assists in the movement of pecple
and goods incluging facilities identified in &60-12-020 but
excluding electricity, sewage and water systems.

(18) Tronsooration system management Measwes:
means fechniques (o increasing Me efficiency. satety,
capactty of level of sefvice of a transportation facility
wilhout iInCreasing.its size. Examplesinclude, but are not
imited to, tratic signal improvements, fraffic cantrol
dewvices including instaling medians and parking
removal, channelization, access manogement, ramp
metering, ond resmiping for high occupancy vehicle
(HQV) lanes.

(14) Transportation Needs: meons estimates of the
movement! of people and @Qoods conssten! with
acknowiedged comprenensive oplen and the
reqQuitements of tis ruie. Needs are typically based on
projections of future travel gemand resuthing trom @
continugtion of current trends as modified by policy
oojeclives. including those expressed in Gool 12 and ths
rule, especiclly thase for avoiding prncmoat refiance on
any one mode of transpoctation.

(17 Transporighion Needs. Local. means neecs lor
movement of pegple and goods wihin communihies
ana pormons of counties ond he need o prowde
occess 1o locai gashinations

(18) Transoortation Needs. Regional: mecns needs
‘ot movement of people and goOOAGs between aNa
TNCUEN LSTTTuNMEs O CCTemDIlY (0 1egionat

\

anshinghors wilhin o metrone . 2n

SsOCIgleC Groun Cf counhes

Crod, County o

(19) Transporiahon Needs, Sicte. means neads for
movemen! of people and goods detween and Intougn
regions of the state and between the stale and other
states, ’

(20) Transporration Project Development: mecrs
implementing the transportation system plan (TSP) by
getermining the precise locghon. glignment, cnd
preliminary design of improvements included in e 18P
based on site-specific engineenng and environmen!c!
shudies.

(21) Transpoctation Service: means ¢ senvice tor
moving people anc goods. such as intercity bus seice
and passenger rail service.

(22) Transportation System Ran (TSP): means g plon
for one of more fransportation facihestnat are plonnead.
developed, operated and mamnioned ing coordingied
manner to supply continuity of movemen! behween
modes. ond within cnd between geographic and
jurisdictionat areas.

(23) Urban_Areq: means londs within gn urban
growth boundary of two ar more conliguous urdcn
growth boundaries.

’

6&60-12-010  Transporation Planning
(1) As described in s Gvision, ransponialon
planning  snail  be divided into  Two phases:

tronsporiation  system  planning and  transportation
project development. Transponation system planning

- estabiishes land use contiols cnd ¢ netwark of factiltes

ond services 1o meet overall ircnspornation needcs.
Transportation project development implements the TSP
by determining the precise locanon. cignment, and

"'\Drfﬁmmcry design of improvements included in e TSP

(2) It is not the purpose of this division o couse
duplication of of o supplant existing cpplicable
trensportation plans and programs. Wherte alt or part of
an acknowledged comprehensive plan. TSP either of e
local government or appropriate speciat district, capiral
improvement program, regongt functional plan, or
similar plan or combingtion of ptans meets all or some of
the requirements of thus division, those plans of programs
may beincorporated by reference into e ISP required
by this division. Only those referenced portions of such
documen's shall be considered 'o De a par of the TSP
and shalt be subject 1o the gdminstrGlive procedures of
this division and ORS Chapter 197

Prepatation and Coordinalion of
Transportation System Plans

&60-12-015

(1Y ODCTsnallorepare. cacal and cmend g state
18P in accoraance with ORS 184 618, s progrom tof
sicle agency cooranahon cemtea uncer ORS 197,180,
cnd OAR 68012030, 035, €80, G5 anc 070. The sicre
ISP shait icentity a system of rarsoQrianon lacthhes onc



INANSPURTATION FLANNINNG nut

OAR CHAPTER 660, DIVISICN 12

serviCes adeqQuale 1o mee! tdentfied state transportation
needs

(@) The siate ISP shalt include the state
tronsporigtion policy pian, modal systems plans ana
transporighion faciity plans as set forth in QAR 731,
Dvision 15

(D) State hansporation project plans shatl be
compatibte with acknowledged comprehensive plans as
provided for in OAR 731, Civsion 1S, Disogreements
berween ODOT and affected local governments shall
be resolved N the manner established in that divisian.

(20 MPCs and counties shali prepare and amend
regional TSPs In campliance with this division. MPCs shall
prepare regionat TSPs for faciiities of regional significance
within thelr jurisdiction. Counties shall prepate regional
1SPs tor all other areas and facilities.

(@) Regional TSPs shall estabiisn g system of
trensportation faciities and services cdequate to meet
igentified regionat transportation needs and shall be
consistent with adopted etements of e state ISP

(B) Where elements of the state TSP have not
been adopted. tive MPO or county shalt coordinate the
oreparation of the regionat TSP with O0CT to assure that
state transportation needs Qre accommeodated.

(€) Regicnal TSPs prepared by MPCs other than
meftrcpolitan service districts shalf be adopted by the
counties anc cities within the jurnsdiction of the MPO.
Metcpoliten service districts shalt adopt a regionat TSP
for crecs warhin ther jursdiction -

(d) Regonal 1S prepcred by counties shail be
cCopled by the county.

(3} Cities and counties shall prepare, adopt and
amend leocar TSPs for lands within ‘hew pianning
asgichon i comphtance with this division.

(a) Locat TSPs shall estaplish g system  of
rransperaticn fcciiies and serces adequate to meet
cennfied lccal transpenghon needs and shalt te
consistent wim regional 1SPs cnd cacpted elements of
‘ha staie TSP

D) Wnhere the regionat T3P or elements of the
3te 'SP have not been gdogied, the City of county
noit cocraincte me preparation of he local ISP wath me
grona: rgnsoortation planning bedy and O0OT to
cssure gt rezional ana@ state fransponanon needs are
cccommodaiaa

[Py

14 Cries ond counties shall gdop! regioral and

5% recuwed Dy ths division c3 pen of e
Iomorenensye  plans Transponction
rezsied oy QAR 680- 12-040 may be aaooted

5SSO0 NG cocument 1o the comprenensive Sicn

fnancing

Uy It crapaiahon of 18P snall be coorcinaleq
2CleT sigle andg ‘eder@ cgencies, locdl
32V ante soeCial aisingis, and povale piovigers ot

‘proposed

(6) Mass transit. transportation, croort and port
aistncts shall participate n the development of TSP for
those ransportahion facithes and services they provide
These distncts shall prepare and adop! plans for
transportation faciities and services they provide  Such
plans shall be consstent wil and adequate 1o carry oyt
relevant portions of apphcable regional and locat 1SPs
Cooperative  Qgreements  executed under ORS
197.185(2) shaltinclude the requirement that mass transit,
transpontction, airport and port districts adopt a plan
consistent with the requirements of this section.

(7) Wnhete conflicts are identified between
regional TSPs and acknowledged
comprehensive plans, tepresentatives of affected local
governments snall meet to discuss means 1o resolve the
conflicts. These may nclude:

(a) Changing
confiicts; of

the draft TSP to eliminale the

(D) Amending acknowledged comprenensive Dian
provisions 1o elimingate e conficts:

For MPQOs which are not mettopalitan service
districts, if conflicts persisi between ragional TSPs anag
acknowledged comprehensive glans after efforts to
ochieve cempatibility, an aftected local government
may pention-the Commission to resolve the dispute.

6460-12-020 Elements of Transportation System Plans

(1) ATSP shail estcbish a coordinated nerwork of
rransportation facilities adequate 1o serve state, regionail
cna jocal fransportanon neeas.

() The TSP shall include the following efements:

(@) A determinghon of transportghion needs as
proviged in 660-12-030.

(D) A road pign for a network of arenals and
collectors. Functional classifications of roaas in regionct
and local TSPs shall be consistent with funchenct
ciassifications of roqas in state and regional 1SPs ana
shall  provide for continuty befween adjiccent
punsQreiions.

(cy A public trrarsportahon plan which
(A) Describes pubic iransportation senvicas (o7 inz
frgnsponanon  aisadvantcged cna idenfifies service

inadacuccles.

(8) Describes ntercity Hus and pcessenger (i
service ang identifies the 'ocahon of terminals

(C) Ffor areas within an uroan growth boundary
wMCH NCVE DUDHC l1ansi service . :gennfies exising and

oichned NGNSt runk rogles. exciusive ICnsit wGys.
LS NG MG HIQNYID! SICHONS, Ui DUt LI Se
§ranons

(D) For creas within cn urbgn grea confaining 9
prnLoten greatne tran T8 000 persors not Tuirently



TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE
OAR CHAPTER &40, DIVISION 12

served Oy ransid, evalugles the (egsisiily of ceveloping
A pubhc transt system gt buidout  Where a fransit
system s determined 1o be fegsiDie, the plan shall meet
the requirements of subsechon 2(c)(C) of this sectien

(d) A bicycle and. pedestrian plan for g nehwork
of bicycle and pedesticn routes fMroughout fhe
picnning  area. The nerwork ana st of taciry
improvements shatt be consistent with the requirements
of ORS 3&.514.

(e) An air, rail, water and pipeline transportation
plan which identifies where public use airports. maintine
and branchiine rairoads and railroad facilities, port
facilities, and majorf regionat pipelines and terminals are
located or planned within the planning creq.  For
aitpocts. the planning area shall include all ateas within
airport imaginary sutfaces and other arecs covered by
state or federal requlations.

(N For areas within an urban area contaning a
copulation greater than 25.000 persons ¢ plon for
fransportation  system management and demand
management

@ A porkuhg plan in MPO grecs as provided in -

660-12-045(5)(¢).

‘
(h) Policies cnd land use reguidtcns  for

impilementng the TSP as provided in &0-12-048.

)  For areas within an urban growth boundary
containing a populdtion greater than 2500 persons. a
transportation financing program as provided in 660-12-
42, :

(3) Ecch etement identified in subsection (2)(b)-
(d) of s section shail contain:

(@) An inventory and general assessment of
existing and commutted hransoongtion faciiies and
servicas by function, type. copacity and condihon.

(A) The transportation capacity analysis shall
include information on:

() The capacihes of existing and committed
facilities;

() The degree to which those ccpaciies have
Deen reached or surpassed on existing faciities, and,

(i) The assumpehons upon which these capacities
are based

(B Forr stgte and regional facilihes, the
transportction-copacity anglysis snait be consstent with
standaras ot {ociity performance  considered
accepiable by Ine ctlecled siate of regional
transportation agency

(CY Tne nonsportahion 1aciity conaihon analysis
s Cescnnd fne generai pnysical end cperalional
ConaiioN of #acn ransportchon taciity (e g very good.
JOCA. ‘Gu. DOOr, vely poor)

(b) A system ¢f ptannec transperaton faciities.
ervices and MGt morcvamentis Thae system shall
inClude a descrption of me hvpe o functional
classification of planned fociities and senices and therr
planned capacities and levels of service

(c) A descnphon of tne locahon of planned
tacuities, serviCes and majof Improvements, estadlisning
the generat corrtdor within which the facilities, services ot
imptovements may be sited. This shall include a map
showing the generat location ¢f proposed transportatian

_ improvements, a description of !acility parameters such

as minimum and maximum road nght of way width and
the number and size of lanes. and any other additionai
description that s appropriate.

(d) Identiication of the provider of each
transporiation facility or service.

840-12-025 Complying with the Goals in Preparing
Transportation Systern Plans. Refinerment
Plans

(1) Except gs provided in sutisection (3) of rhis
section, gdoption of a ISP shall constitute the land use
decision regarding the need for transportation faciities,
senvices and mMajor iMprovements- and-thei--function,
mode, and generat location. :

(2) Ffindings of compiance with goplicable
statewide planning goals and acknowieaged
comprehensive plan policies and land use regulations
shall be deveioped in conjunchon with ihe ‘adoption of
the TSP.

(3) A locat government or MPO may defer
decisions regarding function, general locafion and
mode of a refinement plan if findings are cdopted
which:

(@) !dentity the transportafion need for which
decisions regerding function, general location or mode
are being deferred: '

(o) Demonstiate why information required to make
final determinations regarding function: generatiocation .-
of mode cannot reasonably be made available within
the time allowed for preparation of the TSP;

(¢) Explcin how deferral does not invalidate the
assumptions upon which the TSP s based or preclude
implementation of the remainder of the T1SP;

(dy Describe the nature of the findings wiich will
be needed to resolve issues gefered 10 a refinement
plan; and

(e) Demonsticte that the refinement effort will be
completed wirnin three yeaQrs or Oror 1o mtttation of the
pernodic review following agooption of the TSP

(&) Wnhere a Comgor fnveonmentadl impagc!
Statement (£1S) 1s prepared pu’sucn! 10 the requrements
of the Natonal Environmental 2cicy ACt of 1969 the
deveopmen!  of  Ime Qoo QIcn snott e
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TRANSPORIATON PLANNING Ruiy

CAR CHAPTER 640, DIVISION 12

coorainated wath the prepaichon of the Comacor EIS.
The refinement plan shall be caopted prict 1o the
issuance of e Final EIS

660-12-030 Determinaton of {ransportation Needs
(Y The TSP shalt identity transporigtion needs

relevant to the planning area and the scale of the

transportation nefwork being planned inclucing:

(a) State, regional, ana locatl
needs.

transportation

(b) Needs of the ransportation gdisadvantaged.

(c) Needs formovement of goods and senvices to
suppcrt  industrial  and commerciat  development
planned for pursuont o QAR &&009 and Gocl @
(Ececnomic Development)

(2 Counties or MPOs preparing regional 15Ps shall
rely on the anagtysis of state fransportation needs in
cdopted elements of the state TSP. Local governments
preparing local TSPs shall rely on the analyses of state
and regional transpornration needs in adopted elements
of the state TSP and adoptea regional TSPs.

4

(3)y Within  urban growih boundaries. the
cdetermingtion oflocal and regional fransportation needs
shall be based upon:

(@) Population and employment forecasts and
asmdutions which are consstent with the acknowledged
cocmotenensive plan, including Maose policies wnich
imoement Goal 14, including Goat 14's requirement {0
encourage urban development on urban icnds paor 1o
conversion of wbongcdie icnds. Forecasts ang
distnoutions snatt ce for 20 years and. if desired, for
ionga: Zeanods.

‘D) Measures adopted pursuant to 660-12-045 to
encourage reduced reiiance on the automobile.

{4) In MPO arecs. calculation of locct and
regienct fransportation neads aiso shall be based upon
accompisnment of the requirement in 660-12-035(4) to 5

RQUCe resdnce on the guiomaobtiie.

&40-12-035 Evaiuation and Selection of

Ttansporntaton System Alternatives

(1} The 757 shait De bcsed upen evcaiugtion of
oot nncl mopacts of system  giternagnves gt ccn

‘ecsoncdly Do expected ‘o mee! ne dennfied
rcnsoonanon needs N G osale mgoner and Gt a
recs nc*\le cost wirn availanie technology. The follcwing
5Tt D2 avcluoied  Gs  componenis  of  system
2IRNaTves

2D MpDIoveinenIs 1o 2using TGRS Of SOrviC s,

1L MNew Igcmhies Nc servicas. inciucing ditlarent
TeO0s T aCmDINGLoNs O moges INAl Could redsonacoly

RO L ae ey 5000 A S Aoeas

() Transportahicn system management mecsures.
(d) Demaond menagement measures. ond

(e) A no-build system alternatve requited by the
National Envieonmental Policy Act of 1969 or oMmer laws

(2) lLocalgovernmentsin MPO areas of larger than
1.000.000 poputation shall and omher governments may
also avaluate alternative land use designations, densities
and design standards to meet local and regional
transportation needs.  Local governments preparing
such a strategy shail consider:

(@) Increasing residentiat densities ana establishing
minmum resigential densities wathin one gquartter mite of
transit lines, MQjof regional employment areas and major
regional retail shopoing areqs;

() Increasing densities (i.e. minimum fioot areq
rqhios)  in new commerciol  office and  retai
developments;

(¢) Designahng lands for neighborhocod shopmxng
centers within convenient walking ang cycling distance
of resdentiat arecs:

(@) Designating land uses o provide a befter
balance between jobs-and-howsing consdering:

(A) The total number of jobs and total of number
of housing unifs expected in the CGreq of subareq:

(8) The avaiabiity of oﬁ‘omc le housing in e
area of subcrea: and.

(Cy Provision of housing opporunties in ciose
proxsimity 1o employment crecs.

() Establishing maximum parking fimas for otfice
ond  institutional  developmerts  consistent  with
660-12-045)(c) which reduce the amount of parking
available at such developments.

(3) The following standards shal be wed 10
avaluate and setect alternchives:

(@) The trarspodation system shail support urban
and rural development by providing types and leveis of
sensportation facilities and services cppropnate 1o serve
the lond uses identified in he ccknowledged
comprenensive plan

(D) The transportaton system shall be consstent
WM state and federat standaras for protechion of Gir,
land  cnd water aquaity including 'ne  Sicle
implemeantation San under the Federal Clean Air ~ct
anc the Stote Water Quaity Management Pan:

(c) Tthe wncnsporiction system  shall minimue
caverse aconomic, seCial, envion~mental cnd anergy
corsecuences

(Q) The hrcrsoorchon sysiem  sncil minimize
ng focilitate connegnons cetween modes 2f
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(e) Inetransportction system shall avoid prncipal
fehanCe ON CnNy ONe Mmoae of Irenspartation and shctl
recguce puncipcl rellance on the cutcmobite. in MPO
Qredas Ms  shall be accompished Dy seleching
rrcnsportation alternatives which meet the reGuirements
1N 6&0-12-035(4) ‘

(4) InMPO areas. regional cnd focal TSPs shall be
designed !o achieve the following objectives for
recducing automobie vehicle mies ravelled (VMT) per
ccpita fof the MPQC area:

(@) No increase within 10 yecrs of adoption of @
plen as required by CAR &6C-12-055(1);

(B) A 10%reduction within 20 years of adoption of
a plan cs raguired by OAR &60-12-085(1); and.

(¢) Through subseauent planning efforts, a 20%
recuchon wrthin 30 yvears of acdeption of a plan s
recuired by CAR &60-12-055(1).

(5) Regionct T1SPs snall specify mecsurabie
objecrives for each of e following and demorstrate
how the caombination selected will accompish the
objectives it subsecticn 4:

3

© (@) An increcse in the modal share of
non-cutomodbile trips (i.e. transit, bicycle, pedestian); fot
example. a doubling of the modal shate of
non-automobile trips;

(b) An incregse in gvergge automobile
occupancy (i.e. persons per vehicle) duing; for
examgle, an increase fo an average of 1.5 persons per
venicle: end.

() Where appropuate, a decreagse in the number
of length of automobiie vehicle trips per capitd cdue to
demand mgnagement programs, rearranging of land
uses or other means.

(6) Regional and focal TSPs shall include interim
benchmarks to qassure sahsiactory progress towards
meeting Me requirements of this section at five year
Ntervals over the planning period. MPOs and local
governments shall evaluate progress in meeting infenm
bencnmarks at five year intervals from adoption of the
regionct and focat TSPs. Where interim benchmarks are
not met, Me relevant 1SP shail be amended to inciude
new or additional efforts adequate to meet e
requirements of his section

(7Y The Commssion shall, at five year intervats
‘rtom the ccoption of this ruie. evaluate the results of
eftors to cchieve the reduction in VMT and the
effectiveness of the stangard in achieving the objective
of reducing relance on the automoote.

(8) Where existing ana commirted fransoortahcn
fcciibes ond services have adequate capacty 1o
SLLROT 2 ona@ wses Y ine acknowieagea
comptenensive DN, e Iocct government snall not be
GCuWea Io evaiugie alternanves as provided N this
SCChan

&40-12-040  Transportahon financing Program

(1) For areas wihin an wban grewtnh boundary
containing @ pepulation greater than 2,500 persons. tne
TSP snalt include @ transportahon fincNcing program

() A ftrgnspenghnon fingncing  program shcl
inciude;

(@) A list of planned hrarsportation faciihes and

magjor imprevements:

(b) A general estimate of the timing for planned
transportation facilities and major improvements.

(¢) Determination of rough ccst estimates for the
transportation  faciiies and magjorr improvements
identified in the TSP.

(3) The determinaticn of rough cost estmates is
intended fto provide an esimate of the fsccl
requirements to suppo the lond uwses N Me
acknowledged comprehensive plan ond allow
jutisdictions to assess the adequacy of exsting and

pessible alternative funding mechanisms. In"addition 1o .

including rough cost estimates for each trarsportation
tacility and major improvement, the. transportation
financing plan shall include a discussion of the facility
provider’s existing funding mechansms and the ability of
these and possible new mechanisms to fund the
development of each transportation faciity and major
improvement, These funding mechanisms may also te
described in terms of general guidelines orfocal policies:

(4) Anticipgted timing and financing provisians in
the transportation financing program are not congdered
land use decisions as specified in ORS 197.712(2)(e) and.
therefore, cannot be the bass of appeadi undet ORS
197.61(1) and (2) or ORS i97.835(4).

(&) The transportation financing program shail
implement comprehersive plan policies which provide
for phasing of magjor improvements to encourage infil
and redevelopment of urban ianas prior to facilities
which would couse premature development of
urbanizable areas or conversion of rurat lands to urban
uses.

660-12-045 Implementation of the Transpodation
System Plan

(1) Ecch local government shall amendad s lang
use regulations to implement e TSP.

(@) The foilowing transportanion facilities. services
and improvements need not be subject to land use
reguiations except as necessary to implement the TSP
ana. under ordinary crcumstances do not have a
sgnificant impact on lang use

(A) Operation. manienynce. CNGrepa of exishing
ransporation facilitesidentitiec n the ISP such asread.
Dicycle, pegesinan, pon. cupor and rail faculies. and
MQIOt (@CIONAL DInENPS N ferrminals, '
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(B) Decicohon ot ngnt-of-way, authornzation of
comstruction and fhe construction of fagciliies andg
morovements, where the improvements Qre consistent
with clecr and objective dimensional standards,

(C) Uses petmitted outrnght under ORS
218.213(H(m) hrough (p) and ORS 215.283(1)(k) througn
(n). comsistent wath the provisions of 6&0- 12065, and.

(D) Changes in the frequency of transt. rad and
anport services.

(o) To the extent, if any, hat q transportation
facilty. sernvice of improvement concerns the application
of a comprehensive plan piovision or land use
regulation, it may be aliowed without further land use
review if it s permilted outright or it it is subject to
stangards that do not require interpretation or the
exercise of factual, policy ot legal judgment.

(¢) In the event ot ¢ fransportation facity,
serace of improvernent s determined (o have a
sgnificont impect on lond uwse or 10 concern the
gpglication of a comprehensive plan of iand use
regulction and to be subject to standards that require
interpretation or the exercise of factual, policy or legat
juggment, the locat government shall provide a review
ang approval process that is consstent with 660-12-050.
To facilitgte implementaticn of e TSP, each locd!
government shail amend s iand use reguldtions to
provide for consolidgted review of land use decsions
required to permit g transportation project.

(2) Llocal governments shatt adopt iand use or
seoavision  ordinance  reguiahons,  conssfen!  win
Cooicedle fegeral ond siate reguirements. 10 protect
honscorchon facilinies, comndors and stes for ther
genniac functions. Such reguiahicns shall include:

{C) Access confrol meacsures, for example.
CrivawQy ang puShc road soccing. median control ana
signct spacing standards, which are consistent with me
tuncrongt classificslion of roads and consstent wath
minng develocment on rural fands to rural wses and
aensines;

(2) Stancaras to protect future opercnion of roQds.
frensiiweys GNG Major transit cormdors;

{c) ‘*Jecsures o prerec! puthc use CuHpRcrTs Dy
Jomnouing iICna uses within arporm Nose Cormacs and
Moginaty suriaces, onc by himiting pnysiccl Razaras 1o
(o314 .“C\Agchon

A precess o coply condilions 1o development
DMCTTIC N et 1o minimiZe 1imoacis andg ororec!
TQNSOIrTTor ISCes. Cothcors Of Siies

0 Tagughons 1o povi@e nohce ‘o pudic
JCe~let Liswiding ransootlahon facikities ana services.

N at
PR P e ]|

(A) Land wse apphcchons Mgl requie pudic
neanngs.
(8) Subdivision and parkiion oophconons.

(C) COtherapplicahons which gttect pnvate access
to roads; and

(D) Other gpplications wifun arporn Nose corndors
and imaginary surfaces which aftect arpaort operations.

(@) Regquiations assunng that amendments to tang
use designations. densities. ang design standards are
consistent with the functions, cgpacities and levels of
senvice of facilities identified in the TSP,

(3) Llocal governments shalt adopt dand use or
subdivision teguidations for urban areas and rnurat
communities to require:

(q) SBicycle porking facilites as part of new
multi-famity residential developments of faur units of
more, new retail, office and instirunonal developments,
and alf transt transfer stations and park and ride iots

(o) Focilities prowviding safe and  convenient
pedestrian and bicycle access within and from new
subdivisions, planned developments, shopping centers
and industiial parks.1o.nearby. tesidential areqs, transit
stops. Qnd neighborhood actwity centers, such Qs
schools. parks and shopping. This shalt inClude:

(A) Sidewalks clong arrenals and collectors in
urban areas;

(B) Bikeways along artenals and major collectors;
(C) Where aqppropriate., separate bike of

pedestrian ways 1o munimee travel dstances within and
pehween the agreas and develcpments isied aoove

() For purposes of sutsechion (D) ‘safe.
convenient and adeauate’ means bicycle and
pedestrian routes, facilities and imgrovements which:

(A} Are reasonably free from hazards, particuiarly
tyoes or leves of aquromodde naffic whicn wowd
ntertere with or discouraga pedesingn or cycle travet for
short trios.

(B) Provice a direct route of trgvel berween
cestnaticns such as Defween Q rronst step ana ¢ store:
and.

(C)y Meet fravel needs of ¢ycists and pedesinens
consicenng aestinahon cna leng:'n ot np:;

(c) Prowision Qf inferngl pegestngn crcuahion N
New Ofce PArks anNd CoOMmMerc:ai cevelopmenrs mrougn
ciustenng of puldings. constructon of ceaestngn ways.
Skywalks, where cooropnale. anc smial 1eChmiGies

(&) 7O SUDRTT rangil i wDCT 31eCs conicining G
poousticon greater tan 25C0C wnere the crec
aiecdy senven Dy a DUBic frensi sysiem of wnere a4

nenn mane T3l o Lubic nonat

Adormunslion tac
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SySiem s feqQabie 1oCal governmeants shali acon! iona
U ANa suDCwvsIcn reguichcns 1o require

(@) Design of lranst routes and transi faciibes 1o
SUDE O lransit use through PIovISon of bus sToPs, puliou!s
and sheilers, optimum road geomerncs, on-road parking
restnchons and sumidar faciities. Cs appropnate.

(b) New retall. office and institutional builcings at
of near existing of planned transt stops !0 provige
oreferenhal access to ransit through the following
meaQsures:

(A) Crienting building entrances fo e transit stop
ct stction;

) lustering buildings around transit stops: and.

(C) Locanng buddings s close ¢s possicle 1o
tronstt sTops

(€) Newindusingland commercial developments
to provide oreferential parking for carpoos and
vanpools.

(@) Armtopporunity for existing develooment 10
redeveléﬁ’&%bnicn of existing parking areas for rarsit
onented uses. including bus stops and pullouts. bus
snelters, park and ride statiors, transit  oriented
deveiopments. and smilcr facilities, whete appropriate

(e) Roadsystems for new development which can
De adequalely sefved by tranai, inctuding provision of
Dedestinan access 10 exsting and identifiea future ttarsit
routes This snall inCluge, wnere approprate. separate
Dicycte and pedesiicn ways 1o minmueze  travet
distances.

(N Along exsting or planned transit routes.
designohon#o! types and densihes of-iand uses
adequate f&suppon ransit.

() In MPQO areqs. local governments snall adopt
lcnd use and supavsion reguiations to reduce reliance
on the automobile which

(@) Allow transit criented developments (TODs) on
lands clong fransit routes.

(b) Imglements g demand management program
‘o meet he measurcdle standards set in the TSP in
response 1o 6&0-12-035(4)

(c) Impiements g parking plan which

(A) Acnieves @ 0% reduction in the number of
carking spaces per ¢capita in the MPO arec over Me
ptanning pernod  This may be accomplished hrough @
ccmbinahion of resinchons on development of new
ocrking spaces and requrements mat exsting parking
SCCCHs De redeve'coed o 1o olher uses.

‘3)  fegs 0 achieving ne megasurable sTandaras
et ne 157 0 response 1o 6e0-12-035(4).

(C) nCluCes 'end use ans SuBCveIon regulahons
semnNg minmum CNd MAaximum DCIKiNG teguitements,
and.

(D) Is consistent with demand management
programs, transit-onented deveiopment requirements
and pianned fransit service

(@) Require all major industrial, institutionat, retal
and office gevelopments (o provide either = transit stop

on site of connection to ¢ transtt stop along o transit

trunk route when the hansit opergtor requires such an
improvement,

() In developing a bicycle and pedesticn
circuiation plan ¢s required by 660-12-020(2)(d). locat
governments shall identity improvements to faciitare
bicycle and pedestrian trips to meet local fravel needs
indeveloped areas. Appropngte improvements snould
provide for more direct. converrent and sater bigycie ot
pedestrian fravel wathin and betwéen resdental areas
and neighborhood activity centers  (i.e.  schocls.
shopping. transit stops). Specific measures include. for
example, constructing walkways between cul-gde-sacs
and adjacent roads, providing walkways behween
buildings. and providing drect access Defween
adjacent uses.

680-12-050 Transportation Project Development

(1) For projects identified by ODOT pursuant to
QAR 731, Division 15, project development snall occur in
the manner set fodh in hat Cwvision. '

(2) wegional TSPs snalf provide for coordinated
project development among affecrea lcocal
governments, The process shal mnciude:

(a) Designgtion of g leca agency to prepare and
coordinate project development,

(D) A process for citizen involvement, including
public notice and hearing, if project development
involves tand use decsion-making. The process snail
include notice to atfected transportation faciity and
service providers. MPQs. and COQOT.

(c) A process for developing and cdopnng
findings of compliance with applicable statewide
planning goals, if any. This shaill inciude 0 process 1o
allow amendmenis 10 acknowiedgec comorenensive
plans where such amendments are necessery 1o
accommodate the project:

(dy A process for deveicping cnd adootng
findings of comphance with apphcable acknowliedged
comorehensive plan policies and iand use regulations of
individuat focal governmenls, il any  This snalt incluce a
process 1o allow amendments to acknowieaged
comprenensive DIaNs of {ana Lse "eguiCionNs wNere sycn
amenaments dre nNecessary 'S accommodaie the
project

(3) Froject deveicpmaenT avolves ieng s
CGQCISION Sl 1O HYe ot MUY s5UnS ol CoMmossHg

D
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with gpelicabie reguirements remain outstanding at ine-
project development pncse. Issues May inciuge, but are
not imited 1o, comphance with reguiations proteching of
reguiahng gevelopmen! within 1oodways and other
nazard areas. identified Goal S resource areos, estuarnne
and coastal shoreland areqas, and the Wilamette River
GieenwQy. Where project gevelopment involves land
use decsionmaking. all unresolved issues of compliance
with apglicable acknowledged comprehensive plan
pcucies and land use reguiations shall be oddressed and
findings of compliance adopted paof ta project
operoval. To the extent compliance has aiteady been
gstermined during ftransportation system  planning,
including adaption of a refinement plan. affected kocal
governments may rely on and reference the eaqdier
findings of compliance with gpplicable standards.

@) Where an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) is prepared pursuant to the National Environmental
Poiucy Act of 1969, proect development shall be
coxdinated wiim e prepacation of the EIS. Al
urresolved ssues of compliance with  appiicable
ccinowledged comprehensive plan polictes and land
use regulations shall be addressed and findings of
compliance adopted priot 1o ssuance of the Finat £IS.

(5 If g local government decides not to build a
crpject autherized by the T3P, it must evaluate whether
—theneeds that the project would serve could otherwise
pe sghsfied in @ manner cansistent with the TSP, if
identified needs cannot be met consistent with the TSP,
the loccl government shall initiate a plan amendment {0
change the TSP or the comprehensive plan 1o assure
n@t there s an acdeguate transcortation system to meet
irensoorraton needs

(&) Transporation project development may be
Jore concurrently with prencrgfion of tre TSP o a
refinement plan

686G-12-055 Timing of Adoption and Update of

Transportation System Plans; Exempticns

(1) MPQOs snall comolete regional TSPs for e
DwennInG areas wirnin four years following ™Me effeciive
dare of s givision  For hose dreas wiinin an MPQ,
cites ‘and counties shcall adoot local TSPs  and
imoiementing  measures within one  year following
compigtion of the regionci TSP Uroan creds designarad
cs MPCs subsequent 1o me agopfien of this rule shall
CCCol ISPs N compliance wim appiiccoie requirements
of ths ruie withun tnree years ot aesignaion

A

For creqas outsigde on MPQO., cities ana counties
mall Zimolete cnc adept regronal and tocal TSPs and
moleTenhng Mmegsures within five years of ine efteciive
2Qate of s Givision '

vecrs of ogophcn of imus Ui
counnhes nal, for wsan Qrecs of
200N G ush SN s gnT

cTmencmenls Tooynuocg Dy

(4) Cilies ana counhes sholl upaate her 152 and
mplementng megsures s NeC essary 10 COMOly wilh this
avision gt eoch penodic review subsequent 10 intial
comphtance wth 1his division Ths shall include o
reevoluation ¢f the land use designations. densities angd
design standards in the following circumstonces

(@) I the ntenm benchmarks established pursuant
10 &80-12-03K6) have not been achewved. o,

(b) it a refinement plan has not been adopted
consistent with the requirements of &60-12-02%3).

(8) The diractor may grant a whole o partial
exemption from the requireaments of this division to cities
under 2,500 population outsde MPQO areds and counties
under 25,000 popuiation. Eligible jutisdictions may. within
five yvears following the adoption of this nide or at
subsequent periodic reviews, request that the director
cppraove an exemption from alt or parnt of the
requrements 1N Ms aivision yntil the junsdichon’s next
DengaiC review,

(@) The director’'s decision 1o approve an
exemphon snall be based upon Me following factors:

(A) Whether the existing and committed
trensportation system is generclly adequate 1o meet
ikely rransportation needs.

(8) Wnhether he new develooment or population
growih is anficipated in the planning area cver the next
five years:

(C) Whether mgjor new transportation focilities are.
oroocsed which would affect the planning areas:

(D) Whether deferral of planning requirements
would conflict wath accommodanng sfafe or regional
rrensportchion neecs: and,

(5) Consuitation with the CQregon Deparment ot
Transportation on the need for transoortation planning in
tne arec. including mecsures needed 1o protect exsthing
transportation factiities

(D) The direcrot’s decision 1o grant an exempion
under ths section is copecicole 1o the Commission as
proviced in OAR 66002020 (Ceteganon of Authority
waie).

(6) Pomons ¢! TSPs and molementing megsures
ccceoied ¢s oot of comoranensive DICNS pror To the
recponsicle  junsdiChion’'s  penocic review  shall Ce
reviewed pusuant o CAR 660, Dwsion 18, Post
ACKknowiecgemen! Procegures

&60-12-060 Plan and lLand Use Regulation
Amenaments

@D Amancmante [ taAmtine s [ 15l

QnEnCWIedgeda Comprenensive DICNs. CFo Iena ugR

SAUShoNs wWNICT Lomhconly SMect 2 Inisononon

Cacan, SNGH CISUre NG Silow e H3na USEs CfE ICNGSIEN

«'m Mo mentfien funchon  codealy. onc tever of
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service Qf Ine taciily  tus shall be accomphshed by
aither

(@) umiing cllowed iand wses 1o be conesient
win the planned funchion. cagacity and level of service
of the transportaticn fcciity:

(B) Amencing me ISP to provice ransportation
facilities cdequate to suppon the proposed land uses
consistent with the reguitements of this division; of,

(c) Altenng iond wse designctions. densiies, of
design requrements to reduce demend for automaobile
travel and meet travel needs thraugh other modes.

(2} A plan or land use regulation cmendment
significantly affects a rcrspartation faciity if it:

(@) Cnenges the functional clessificchon of an
existing or pianned trarsportation faciity:

() Chenges standards impltementng ¢ funchional
classiication system,

(c) Allows rypes or levels of icnd uses which would
result in levels of trovet or access which are inconsistent
with the functionct classification of a transportation
facitiity: ar ’ v T

(d) Would recuce the level of service of the

faciity pelow me minmum acceptable levet identified
in the TSP

3) Determinations under subsections (1Y and (2)
of this section shall be coordingted wm affected
transponation fociity and service provicers and other
cifected locai governments.

(4) The presence of a transpertction fccility or
improvement shail not be g besis for gn excedtion to
Qllcw residephal, commercial, institutionat or inaustrial
developmen! on rural lands under this division of OAR
660-04022 and 0728.

660-12-065 Transportation Improvements on Rural
Llands '

(1}  Ths section identifies ransportation facilities,
services and improvements which may be permited on
rural lonads consistent with Goals 3. 4, 1 and 14 wathout
a goai exception

(2) Fcr the purpcses of this section, the following
definthons aopty:

(@) Access roads means low volume putlic of
DrivCle 10GCs hat provide access 10 properny and travel
wiltin @ Dut ond commmied oreq

(D) locg! service rogos means collectors and
enals DUt coes notinclude state nighwceys of regionat
o siatewic e sigmificcnce

T0GVer Meens Hav et withim ¢ Suilt ¢nd

ST T U O Diehwee G tosoviCe ey o 1 ou!

cnd commified Qrea ana a nearby wWidAN crea of rurat
community

(€) Siate nighways of regional or statewide
ssgnificcnce  means highwcys identied in ODOT's
Highway Plan as inferstate highways. Access Cregon
highways, ond highways of regional of statewice
agnificance.

(e) Mgjor road imptovement. means ¢ mMgjor
reghignment: addition of fravel fanes: and new
interchanges and intersectians. Major road
improvements do not include replacement of an existing
intersection with an interchange, the replacement of
one of more intersections with another intersection to
corract g scfety deficiency. or the creatien of cn
intefsection for a log haul road.

(h  Mgjorrectignment: mecrs arealignment where
the center line of the roadway shifts outside of the
exsting nght of way {or g dstcnce of one half mie or
mote.

(g) Realignment means replacement of an existing
road segment wnere the repicced road segment s
either cbcndoned or is modified to function as an
access road. New road segments wnich do not meet
this definition are considered new roads (or purposes of
this section.

(3) The following transpodation facilties and
improvements are consistent with Goadls 3 and 4 and
may be sited on rural agricuitural and forest land:

(@) On tland zoned for agricultutal  use,
transportction  faciities ang improvements permitted
outright or conditionalty under CRS 215.213 (1) or (2) ot
QRS 215.283 (1) or (2); and.

(©) On land zoned for forest use. transportaticn
facilihes and Mprovements permifted outnght o
conditionally under CAR 660. Division 6.

(4) Tne ftollowing fransportation faciities and
imprevements are consistent with Goals 11 and 14 and
may be located on rural Iands:

(@) Maintenance or repair of an existing
transportation facility.

(D) Reconstruction, surfacing. Minot widening of
reglignment of an exising road, but not including the
addadition of travet lanes:

(¢) Replacement of briages:

(@) Replacement of docks. and other facilities
without significantly increasing the ccoacity of those
faciines,

(e) Cimbing and passing lanes:

(N New access roaas ¥ bult ana committeg
excephon areas,

AN
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(g) Temporary knprovemenis in assoC:olon wilh
consiruction projects, such Qs temporary (0ods and
detours.

(n) Bkeways, footpatns, ond iecreation trais:;
iy  Turn refuges at existing street intersactions.

) Transportation system management measures,
inclucding medians which Imit or prevent murning
movements, but not including the creation of additional
trgve! icnes or median turn lanes:

(k) Streets and ridges on farm or forest iands for
the purpose of managing land for farm or forest uses:

(M  Railroad mainlines and branchlines:;
(m) Pipelines;
(n)  Nagvigohon channels,

(0) Personal use airports and expansons of
alterations of public wse aiports that do not permit
senvice to a larger class of aieplanes:

(p)  Accessory uses to franspoctation faciities, such
asweigh-sigtions. maintenance stations, stockpiie stes,
ana safety rest creas.

(@) New locat service roads and extensiors of
exising loca service roads on farm and fotest lands cs
prowvidad in subsection (5) of this section;

{ry Majorroad improvements to state highways of
regicnat and statewide significance as provided in
subsaction (&) of this secrion;

sy Other franspoitanon iaciines, semacas and
imptovemenis serving local needs as poviced N
supsection (7) of frus saction.

(5) New local service 10ads including extensions
ol exsing local service roads shall comply wimn e
follovang standards:

{(g) Oniy—two -icnes of traffic snall e
sccemmodated. .

(z)  Intersections ard prvate acceasses sncil de
imMiie2 10 De consistent wih rucal uses and gensiiies

(C) Mgjor regiignments shall not e permined.

New local service roqds shatl be parmitted
conact tult anc commiltea areas of fo reqQuce
283 10 ana local Ghiic on ¢ siate highway,
2 lotm end (orest tanas shall De imited

RISy, P AR
AToesses snall Do reguced 10 INe mimimum
o NGl wWICH wOuIT DO

DICCTT T NG SNGk NOt 2xce
! el

oo cotTOIWE NS on 2NG ORGHIhon 3

hignway  considernng tratic at buldout of nearby rural
iands

(b) Local ravel moy be accommodated to the
extent that itis not feasidle 1o meet such needs on other
existing roads of through Improvements o ofher existing
roads, including construciion of local access toads in
bulit and committed areqs.

(c) New interchanges ot intersections may be
allowed only in the following crcumstencas:

(A) Toconnect to other state highways of regionat
or statewide significance:

(B) To replace existing interchanges or
intersections: or

(Cy To reduce and consolidate direct road
accesses consistent with (@) and (b) above.

(d) ODirect private access to new facilities snalt not
be permitted.

(e) Median turn lanes shall comply with the
following standards:

(A) The median turn lane is needed to correct @
safely problem which cannot prachccebly be corrected
through other measures such as:

(i) Limited left tuin refuges:

(i) Construction or extension offocal service roaas
as otherwise permifted by this sechon:

(i) Medicn bamers; and

(v) Reconstrucnon of exsting road cccesses of
purchase of access nghs.

() The median tun lane s consistent wim Mme
function and opergation of the facility corsideting raffic
on affecred roads and accesses at buildout of necroy
ruict lands: and

(H  Reglignments shall not crecte new patcets of
land mat are proviged ditect access to the hignway.

g) A bypass of all or pan of an urban growt
oounaary shall be permifted conly if planned, C/IGNTE
arg opercrted to imii use tor Migcs Sehween I0CTlions
WwinIN e uroan growih boundary (o oe tess than g M
of he average daily frcfic on the Dypcss.

(7y Other marsoctianon fociities, services ¢
improvemen s serve tocal needs if:

(a) The focdity. service of improvement seves ™n
IS fand Gse8s  igentified N ihe  CoKnowielgE

Tompranansyye Dlen ot

[ab]

(D) The facity, serace of improvement DIoviCes
1ove cooacy ONG alevel of sefvice which s C3edul™
DUl wICh G005 NO! 2xcend Mal (eaund 1o serve ava

(REITIN NG LG ATEC DVl TN puinning penos Ve
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neads in the rural ared includes travel Ihat would result
from davalopmeaent othenase aniicpaiec to geceurin the
rur@i rea consstent with plan policies including thoese
whicn encourage new development (o locate wihin
ulban growth boundaries.

&60-12-07C Exceptions f{or Transportation
improverments on Rural Lland

(1y Tlransportation faciities and improvements
whicn do not meet me requwements of 6&0-12-065
require an exception 1o be sited on nural iands.

(2) Where an exceptionto Goals 3.4, 11, o6 14 s
requrred, the excepgtion shall be taken pursuant to ORS
197.732(13(c). Goal 2. OAR 660, Civision 4 and this
SiviSion.

(3) An exception adopted as part of a ISP or
reinement plan shall, at @ minmum, decide need.
mede, funchion and general location for the proposed
ooty of imorovement.

(@) The general location shall be specified as a
comdor  within - which  the proposed facility or
improvement is {0 be iocated. including the outer limits
of 'ne preposad location. Specific sites or areas within
the cormdor may be excluded from the exception to
cvoid of lessen likely adverse impacts.

(b) Thesize,design and capacity of the proposed
facility or improvement snall be described generally, but
in suticient detail to allow a general understanding of
the iikely impacts of the proposed facility ot
imptovement.  Measures imiting the size. design of
ccoccay may De spectiied in the description of the
oropcsed use in order o simplify the analysis of the
eh‘ects of e preposed Lse.

(<) The ccopted exception shallinclude a process
cnd standgrds to guide selection of the precise design
cnd locanon within the coaidor and consisient with the
general description of the proposed facility or
imgrovement. For example, where a generallocation of
corndor crosses a nver, the exception wouid specify that
a bridge crossing wouid be buill but would defer to
project deveiopment decsions about precise location
cna design of the bridge within the selecred corndor
sugiect to reguirernents o minimeze impacts on ripanan
vegetatien. haoitat velues, etc.

(@) ltond uwse reguigticns implementing the
@xcephon may iNciude standards for specific mitigation
mecsures ‘o otiset  unavodable environmental,
@CcoNomic, social or energy impac:s of the pioposed
fociity o 'morovement of e assure compatibiity wirh
Sgijccent usas

{4y 7o cccress Goal 2. Part I(e)( 1) the exception

O Temonsiiate ingr thare s ¢ rensportation need

OGS IONGIIR0T vt IO roGuUremoents of &0 12.020

~EICn Cennot regsoncoly be accommodated hrougn

ARG CoMDInghion of ine following measdres not
;LIL{:{\(‘,‘ [ L,"\.’:@[)ho[\

(@) Alternative modes of transportat:on.
(o) Tratfic menagement measures, and

(¢) Imptovements to  exsting  fransporation
facdines.

(5) To address Geal 2. Part #(c)(2). me excephon
shalt demonstrate Mat non-exception locations cannct
reasonably cccommodate the proposed transponation
improvement or faciity.

(6) To determine the reasonableness of
alternatives to an exception under subsections (4) and
(5) of this section. cost, operationat feasibiity, economic
dislocation and other reievant factors sall be
addressed. The thresholds chosen to judge whether an
clternative method of locgtion ccnnot recsoncbly
accommodate the propcsed transportation need o
facility must be justified in the exception

(7) To aadress Goal 2. Part i(c)(3). e excephon
shatl:

(@) Compare the economic, social, environmentat
and energy conseguences of the proposed locafion
and other alternative locations requiring exceptions.

(b) Determine whether the net adverse impacts
associated with the proposed exception site are
significantly mote adverse than the net impacts frem
other locations which would also require an excephion.
A proposed exception location would fail to meet his
requirement only if the affecied local govermment
concludes fhat the impccts associated with it cre
significanfly more adverse han e other identified
exception sites.

(c) The evaiuation of he consequences of generai
locations or corridors need not be site-specific, but may
be generalized consstent with the requirements of &40
12-07C(3). CT

(8) To address Goat 2. Part li(c)(4), the exception
shatlt:

(a) Describe the adverse effects that the proposed
transportation improvement is iikely to bhave on the
surounding  rural lands and land  uses. including
increased traffic and pressure for nonfarm or highway
oriented ceveiopment on areads made more accessiole
Dy the fransportation improvement.

(b) Acdopt cs oart of the exception, tactity design
cnd lend use measures which minmeze accessiodity of
rural tands from the proposed hransporranon facility or
improvement and support continued rural use  Of
surrounaing fands |



Appendix D

}.6 Qﬂ : Department of Transportation
48 Project Manager

1508 East Idaho Avenue

5 S e, Ontario, OR 97914
U\jj € {; IE J LV/E (541) 889-8558

FAX (541) 889-8568

John A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor

March 12, 1999 MAR 17
’ 1999
FILE CODE:
Richard Comstock , N Co
Director of Public Works PLJ e Cw UNKT Y
Union County S
PO Box 1103

LaGrande, Oregon 97850

Subject: Intersection Review
Hunter Road @ Booth Lane

Dear Mr. Comstock:

As you are aware the intersection of Hunter Road and Booth Lane has been
identified as a dangerous intersection under the draft Union County Transportation
System Plan. It was recommended that this intersection be reviewed and possible
solutions be identified to include in the Union County TSP. Based upon your request [
have completed a review of this intersection and provide the following comments.

e The accident history that Union County supplied identified 7 accidents since 1983. Of
these 7 accidents 2 resulted in fatalities. The accident history is small, however the
accident severity is very high. ODOT’s standard for intersection review is normally
based upon these same 2 items. For frequency values we look for 5 accidents
occurring within a 12-month period. If this type of frequency is occurring it is a
strong indicator that there may be capacity issues, physical limitations and or a poor
design that is contributing to these accidents. If a single fatality occurs, this triggers a
review. Again we look for physical features of the intersection that may have been a
contributing factor. Per the review of the accident data the accident history is small.
However, it was identified that the major cause was vehicles running the stop sign.
This appeared to be occurring equally from both directions. Per my conversation with
you, it was indicated that the majority of this traffic is local traffic going and coming
to work and that the majority of these drivers do not stop, as they should at these stop
signs. Information on the fatal accidents indicates that one was the result of an
intoxicated driver failing to stop and the second one was a lost driver that was not
paying attention and or distracted.

e Traffic Volumes: I don’t have any traffic counts. However, from observations it
appears that the traffic volumes at this intersection are not at any critical level.

s Alignment and grade issues — Both roadways are tangent and fairly level and connect
at standard 90-degree intersection. This is good.

e Intersection site distance — Site distances along both roadways are fairly good.
However, there are some limiting factors. When driving along Hunter Road either
from the north or the south approaches, the intersection is difficult to recognize. An
overhead flasher has been installed and this helps tremendously. When coming from

Form 734-2274 (11-98)



the west approach on Booth Lane there is a slight vertical curve, which does hide the
intersection. If the drivers are driving reasonable, there is still adequate distance to get
stopped. Advance stop ahead signs are in place to help with this. Also when
approaching from the west, an existing power pole does hide the stop sign for a ways.
However, it is visible within a couple of hundred feet of the intersection. When sitting
at the west approach and heading east, there are two items that do limit the visibility.
The fenceline to the left (north) and the flasher pole and mail box to the right (south).
If one takes there time they can see around or pass these items, but it does take more
concentration. When approaching from the east or west bound there is minimal
limitations. However, if a driver is not paying attention, the power poles to the north
could block ones view.

e Speed: Hunter Road a main north — south route and is expected to act as a through
route. The posted speed is 55 MPH however; much of the traffic drives it faster.
Booth Lane is a main east — west route, but it is secondary to Hunter Road. It’s posted
speed is 45 MPH. These both seem appropriate for the intended roadway function.

e Other factors: Per our conversation it was stated that the majority of the drivers on
Booth Lane are local drivers. Many of them ignore the stop signs and pass through
the intersection with only a casual glance onto Hunter Road. The only method to help
with this is enforcement.

Conclusions:

e This intersection does have fairly good alignment and grade.

e Traffic volumes and accident rates are such, that a traffic signal is not warranted.
e Established speeds do seem appropriate for both of these roadways.

¢ The overhead flasher does provide for intersection recognition.

e There are some minor limitations to the site distance on the west approach.

¢ Many of the local drivers choose to ignore the stop signs on Booth Larne.

Recommendations by Priority:

e Increase the local patrol and enforcement at this intersection.

e Relocate the flasher pole on the SW quadrant.

e Relocate the power pole on the south side of Booth Lane on the west approach.

e Relocate the fence line on the NW quadrant.

e Install advance rumble strips to warn traffic of the upcoming stop signs on Booth
Lane.

Continue to monitor this intersection. If additional questions come up please fill free to
call me. My phone number 15 541-889-85358.

Sincerely; /%/
Thomas Kuhlman PE; PLS
Region 5 Traffic Operations Manager

Cc: Tom Schuft — Region 5 Manager
Tom Carman — Region 5 Federal Aide Specialist
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AppendixE
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The Grande Tour is an Oregon
state tour route that showcases the
diverse landscape, history, and
culture of Union County. <




TOUR ROUTE HIGHLIGHTS:

Used by Native Americans as summer
pasture for their horses and a place for
gathering winter stores of berries and
camas root, the Grande Ronde Valley was
first seen by people of European descent
when the Wilson Price Hunt Expedition
passed through in the winter of 1811-12.
Emigrants passed this way during the great
migration on the Oregon Trail. Following
are some of the places where you might

. want to stop along the route.

Birnie Park, is in the oldest section of La
Grande. The site of this park was a camp-
ing place for wagons traveling on the

- Oregon Trail. Ceramic pillars commemo-
‘rate the pioneers who gathered and rested
here before attempting the steep climb
‘across the Blue Mountains, often called the
most difficult of the two thousand mile
journey west to the Willamette Valley.
Foothill Drive is where some of the
earliest Grande Ronde Valley settlers estab-
lished farms in the shadow of the Blues,
beginning in the early 1860s. Historic
barns and farm homes hug the sides of the
winding paved road.

Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area provides
excellent opportunity for people to enjoy
wildlife viewing, bird watching and duck
hunting. The wildlife area has a nature
hike through the marsh, photography
blinds, and a view point.

Hot Lake Resort always attracts the
attention of passers by. This huge old brick
building is but a fraction of a once sprawling
complex; alive with hundreds of visitors who
came frop~ around the world to “take the
waters” a. renew their health. The spa/

Oregon State University Agriculture
Experiment Station was built in 1901
and was the first in the state to be devel-
oped and operated by Oregon Agricultural
College. The site was once the farm of
Charles Elliott Davis, a prominent Union

County agriculturalist and miller who went

on to become governor. The building is
listed in the State Registry of Historic
Buildings. Area research continues at the

~ site. Turn rlght onto Arch Street than left

on 10th to get to the station headquarters.
Union Library is a noteworthy structure
in downtown Union, built in 1912, with a

$5,000 matching fund from the Carnegie

Foundation. It still serves as a library for
the residents of Union. : ‘
Historic Union Hotel was built in 1923.
The hotel saw several years of hard times
before it was recently purchased and
renovated. Each charming room has a
theme of decoration and the parlor is a

~ wonderful place in which to curl up with a

good muystery. :

Pyle’s Canyon was an alternate route
around the mountain pass for pioneers on
the Oregon Trail. This important route for
travel to and'from the east was a toll road
constructed through the bottom of the
canyon in 1864 by J. M. Pyle. Mr. Pyle
was an early member of the state legisla-
ture and the first Senator from Union

County. After he died, the county tried to

purchase the road. They were unable to
agree on terms with the Pyle estate so

‘they built another road above it. After the

new road was completed, the Pyle estate
agreed to sell the to!l road and the new
road was abandone

NATURAL HIGHLIGHTS: -
A combination of volcanic action, block
faulting, and glacier carving formed the
Grande Ronde Valley and.the surrounding -
mountains. The result of all of that earth
moving is a landscape rich in diversity.
Towering peaks comprised largely of grans
ite are visible in the distance from many
vantage points along the Grande Tour
route. Millions of years ago, large blocks of
rock gradually folded and slid into the earth,

'leaving ragged cliffs of Columbia River

Basalt standing above the valley. Now
colorfully covered with lichen, the cliffs
guard the many creeks and rivers that
tumble from mountain top to valley floor
and eventually to the Columbia River and-
Pacific Ocean. Glacial rock, ground into

loess and carried to the valley floor by wind
“and water, makes up much of the rich soil
- that is farmed in the Graride Ronde Valley.

Agriculture is a major component of
the economic structure in Union County. A
wide variety of crops including wheat, oats,
barley, grass seed, alfalfa hay, seed pota-
toes, cherries, peppermint, peas, garbanzo
beans, sugar beets, and evening primrosc
are crops grown in the rich valley soils of
Union County. The Grande Ronde River,
its tributaries, and deep wells supply irriga-
tion water. Cattle, sheep, horses, emus,
and llamas are raised in the valley and on"
the surrounding hills.

. Like agriculture, forestry has long
played an important roll in the Union
County economy.. While logging activity
and the production of wood products have
been significartly reduced ir recent years,
they remain one of the'larg . employment



resort/hor ital was also known as the Mayo
Clinic of 1. . West, as the famous Mayo
* Brothers were visitors and friends of Dr.
Phy, the adrinistrator. The resort was in its
heyday from 1908 through 1932. A
complete history of this fascinating place is
available for purchase at the visitor center.
Hot Lake is private property - do not enter.
Union is a Victorian era town that offers a
step back in time. In 1862, Conrad Miller
settled in the area and planted apple and
pear trees and began one of the first nurser-
ies in the Grande Ronde Valley. Other
settlers soon followed and a town was
- established. Many of the early settlers
around Union engaged in the freighting
business, yoking their oxen into teams of six
. and carrying merchandise from The Dalles
or Umatilla to the mines around Auburn in
Baker County. Victorian homes and charm-
ing brick buildings still line the main street
through town. The city of Union recently
acquired historic district status and is cur-
rently working with local businesses in an
-~ effort to restore downtown buildings. Union
County Museum is housed in a historic
brick building. The museum recently ac-
quired the Cowboys Then & Now exhibit,
formerly located in Portland. This fascinat-
ing collection of Cowboy artifacts and
memorabilia traces the history of cowboys
and cattle in America. The museum is in an
expansion mode. A new outdoor agricul~
ture and forestry exhibit is being installed,
with completion planned over the next two
to three years.
Union Municipal Golf Course construc—
tion began in May, 1999. Play should
begin on the course in late summer, 2000.

Telocaset was pronounced by the Indians
as Taulekarset” and  of Nez Perce origin,
meaning “on the top.” It marks the crest on
the railroad grade between the Grande Ronde
and Powder River Valleys. The Telocaset
post office was established in 1885.

Thief Valley was named after John
Wetherly, who was accused of stealing four
mules from an ernigrant at Boise and subse-
quently hanged there by vigilantes in Decem-
ber of 1864. The Thief Valley Reservoir,
formed by a dam on the Powder River, is a
popular place to windsurf or fish.

Medical Springs was established around -
1868 by Dunham Wright, a cousin to
Abraham Lincoln and an early state politi-
cian. Medical Springs became a popular
hotel and hot springs resort in the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries. The
Medical Springs Store is well worth a visit.

. Ascension Chapel is the highlight of Cove,

a tiny town nestled at the base of Mount

Fanny. Built in 1869, the picturesque Epis- -

copal chuyrch has been visited by such es-
teemed guests as Desmond Tutu and the
previous Episcopal Church Presiding Bishop,
Edmond Browning, who visited the chapel

more than once. The stained glass window

was brought by ship around the “horn.”
Historic Cove Hot Springs Swimming
Pool and adjacent picnic area provides an
excellent stopping place for both children
and adults. Long before the beginning of
migration on the Oregon Trail, mountain
men wintered around the mineral spring that
now feeds the pool. The pool is open daily
from May to Labor Day.

Ackles Cemetery, on Mt. Glen Rd., was
established in 1866. 1t has the graves of some
of the Grande Ronde Valleys earliest settlers.

sectors for the county. The Grande Tour
passes through a segment ¢  iixed conifer
forest, including a stand of timber owned
by the Oregon State University Agriculture
Experiment Station (mentioned earlier in
the text). This plot is undergoing experi-
mental timber management to determine
which methods of titnber harvest best meet
the objectives of producing good forage
along with sustainable timber harvest. The

- impact of grazing on upland meadows and

fish habitat is also studied here, sometimes
with surprising results. Farther down the
road, the route passes the Hall Ranch, alsc
owned by the Experiment Station, where
research into range, grassland, and forest
management for the productlon of beef
cattle is conducted.

This section of the tour also passes

through a portion of the Wallowa-

Whitman National Forest and by several -
trailheads that access the beautiful Eagle
Cap Wilderness. Hiking, camping and
fishing are very popular activities here in
the warmer months. In winter, a SnoPark

- serves snowmobilers, cross-country skiers,
_and sledders.

The Grande Tour begins and ends in La )
Grande, home of Eastern Oregon University.
/La Grande is the largest city in a three county
area and serves as center for commerce,
education, and state government. Visitors
drive through fertile farmlands, rugged sage-
covered range lands and lush green forests.

. Rivers, creeks, and a reservoir add beauty to

the route and reflect the importance of life-
giving water to the livelihood of all of the
area’s residents; wild and domestic.



0

- Begin the Grande Tour at the'intersec-
tion of Fourth and Adams Avenue in
Downtown La Grande. From the park-
ing lot of the visitor center, turn right
onto Fourth Avenue and follow it up the
hill to the intersection with C Avenue.
Turn left and continue to the small
parking lot of Birnie Park on-the right

~ side of the street. After seeing the me-
morial exhibit at Birnie Park, proceed on
C Avenue which soon takes a bend and

becomes Gekeler Road. Follow Gekeler

~ about 1 mile and turn right unto Foothill’
Drive. Follow Foothill Drive four miles
as it hugs the base of the hill and winds
toward the'south. A wildlife viewing
sign directs you to a viewpoint overlook-
ing the Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area, the

- Grande Ronde Valley and the distant
peaks of the Wallowa Mountains. ,

Return to Foothill Drive and

follow it across the freeway. An immedi-

ate left leads to a parking area and the
Ladd Marsh Nature Trail. To continue
‘on the tour route, turn right on Pierce
Road then a quick curve to the left on
Hot Lake Road. This section of the route
is gravel, but it is well maintained and
‘suitable for passenger,cars. At the inter-
section with Oregon Highway 203, turn
right and follow the paved highway to
the town of Union. Follow the Main
Street through the historic downtown
and continue south. The highway is
now Oregon Highway 237.

/Sta‘“y on 237 f. everal miles through
Pyles Canyon. Immediately after crossing
the railroad overpass turn left on the gravel

" road that goes through the tiny railroad

town, Telocaset. Stay on Telocaset Lane,

" turning left to cross the railroad. This gravel
- road will travel for six miles through wide

open range country. The gravel road ends at

an intersection with Oregon Highway 203,
_the Medical Springs Highway. Turn left onto

the paved road and follow it past over the
Catherine Creek Summit, and down the
mountain.

= Stay on this highway as it follows
Catherine Creek past Catherine Creek State
Park. Before entering Union again, turn right
on Kofford Rd., then a quick left on High

Valley Road. At the east edge of Union, turn

right on Cove Highway, Oregon Highway

237, which will take you four miles to Cove.

Continue through Cove on Highway 237 for
one mile, then go straight onto Lower Cove
Road and travel north along the foothills.
Turn right onto the graveled Gray’s Corner
Road and then left onto Alicel Road and
follow it to Oregon Highway 82. Cross
Highway 82 at Alicel and continue on what
is now called Standley Lane. Stay on
Standley until it intersects with Mt. Glen Rd.
Turn left onto Mt. Glen and follow it to
Riverside Park on the northern edge of La .
Grande. To reach La Grande’s main arterial,
travel south on Spruce Street. Turn left at
Monroe Ave. which will lead you across the
railroad tracks to Island Avenue. A left turn
here will take you to Interstate 84. A right
turn will lead you through an underpass to
Adams Avenue, turn right to downtown. '

g, 7
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Most of the Grande Tour has a paved
surface and is a two lane highway.
.However, there are a few sections that
are hard gravel surfaces. On portions
of the route, there may be occasional *
closure in bad weather. :
_The entire route of the Grande
Tour is appropriate for recr'eation&
vehicles. Although there are no bike

~lanes along the route, all paved sec- .

tions are appropriate and popular for
bicycle use. Because of narrow shoul-
ders, caution is required on the sec-

_ tions through Pyles Canyon, south of -
Union on OR Hwy. 237, andalong
Catherine Creek on OR Hwy. 203.

-Before you begin your drive, -
please be sure you carry drinking
water and have adequate fuel in your
vehicle to travel at least fifty miles.
The route is ninety-five miles long,
with opportunities for fuel and food at
La Grande, Union, and Cove.-In addi-
tion, there is'a small store in. Medical
Springs. Figure two to four hours to
enjoy the route, depending on stops.

=~

. La Grande, Oreg(')n§97850
www.eoni.com/~visitlg e-mail visitlg@eoni.com
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