
Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street, Suite 150 

Salem, OR 97301-2540 
Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor (503) 373-0050 

Fax (503) 378-5518 
www.lcd.state.or.us 

A M E N D E D N O T I C E O F A D O P T E D A M E N D M E N T 

January 11, 2008 

Oregon 

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

FROM. Mara Ulloa, Plan Amendment Program Specialist 

SUBJECT: City of Florence Plan Amendment 
DLCD File Number 002-07 

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

Appeal Procedures* 

D L C D A C K N O W L E D G M E N T or DEADLINE T O A P P E A L : J a n u a r y 31, 2008 

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

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

*NOTE: THE APPEAL DEADLINE IS BASED UPON THE DATE THE DECISION WAS 
MAILED BY LOCAL GOVERNMENT. A DECISION MAY HAVE BEEN 
MAILED TO YOU ON A DIFFERENT DATE THAN IT WAS MAILED TO 
DLCD. AS A RESULT YOUR APPEAL DEADLINE MAY BE EARLIER THAN 
THE ABOVE DATE SPECIFIED. 

Cc: Gloria Gardiner, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist 
Dave Perry, DLCD Regional Representative 
Bob Cortright, DLCD Transportation Planning Coordinator 
Melissa Anderson, City of Florence 

<paa> ya/email 

http://www.lcd.state.or.us


1 2 DLCD 
Notice of Adoption 

THIS FORM MUST BE MAILED TO DLCD 
WITHIN S WORKING DAYS AFTER THE FINAL DECISION 

PER ORS 197.610, OAR CHAPTER 660 - DIVISION 18 

Jurisdiction: City of Florence (Lane County) Local file number: PC 07 31 CPA 01 
Date of Adoption: 1/7/2008 Date Mailed: 1/11/2008 
Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to DLCD? YesDate: 9/27/2007 

[X] Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment • Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 
• Land Use Regulation Amendment • Zoning Map Amendment 
• New Land Use Regulation • Other: 

Summarize the adopted amendment. Do not use technical terms. Do not write "See Attached". 
Adoption of an amendment to the Transportation System Plan and Realization 2020, Comprehensive Plan for 
the City of Florence and Adoption of the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan (January, 2008), 
into Appendix 12 of Realization 2020, Comprehensive Plan for the City of Florence, 

• in person • electronic • mailed 

DEPT OF 
JAN 1.1 2008 

LAND CONSERVATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

FOT DLCD Use Only 

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? Yes, Please explain below: 
The maps and text were amended to reflect the newly annexed area, comments from Lane County were 
incorporated into Chapter 4, and a public comments were addressed in the text. These specific changes are 
presented in the attached addendums #1 and #2. 

Plan Map Changed from: to: 

Zone Map Changed from: to: 
Location: Acres Involved: 

Specify Density: Previous: New: 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

B 0 D D S D D S D D S 0 D D D 8 D D D 
Was an Exception Adopted? • YES NO 
Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment... 
45-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? [ 3 Yes • No 
If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? • Yes • No 
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If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? • Yes • No 

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

Lane County, ODOT, DLCD, DSL, DEQ, USACE, Confederated Tribes, Siuslaw Valley Fire and Rescue, and 
Central Lincoln PUD 

Local Contact: Melissa Anderson 
Address 250 Highway 101 North 

City Florence Zip: 97439-
melissa.anderson@ci.fIorence.or. us 

Phone: (541) 997-8237 Extension: 
Fax Number 541-997-4109 
E-mail Address: 

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
This form must be mailed to DLCD within 5 working days after the final decision 

per ORS 197.610. OAR Chapter 660 - Division 18. 

1. Send this Form and TWO Complete Copies (documents and maps) of the Adopted Amendment to: 

ATTENTION: PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

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

2. Electronic Submittals: At least one hard copy must be sent by mail or in person, but you may also submit 
an electronic copy, by either email or FTP You may connect to this address to FTP proposals and 
adoptions: webserver.lcd.state.or.us. To obtain our Username and password for FTP, call Mara Ulloa at 
503-373-0050 extension 238, or by emailing mara.ulloa@state.or.us. 

3. Please Note: Adopted materials must be sent to DLCD not later than FIVE (5) working days 
following the date of the final decision on the amendment. 

4. Submittal of this Notice of Adoption must include the text of the amendment plus adopted findings 
and supplementary information. 

5. The deadline to appeal will not be extended if you submit this notice of adoption within five working 
days of the final decision. Appeals to LUBA may be filed within TWENTY-ONE (21) days of the date, 
the Notice of Adoption is sent to DLCD. 

6 In addition to sending the Notice of Adoption to DLCD, you must notify persons who 
participated in the local hearing and requested notice of the final decision. 

7. Need More Copies? You can now access these forms online at http://www.lcd.state.or.us/. Please 
print on 8-1/2x11 green paper only. You may also call the DLCD Office at (503) 373-0050; or Fax 

mailto:melissa.anderson@ci.fIorence.or
mailto:mara.ulloa@state.or.us
http://www.lcd.state.or.us/


CITY OF FLORENCE 
Ordinance No. 3, Series 2008 

AN ORDINANCE FOR THE ADOPTION OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE FLOR-
ENCE REALIZATION 2020 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM PLAN AND ADOPTION OF THE RHODODENDRON DRIVE INTE-
GRATED TRANSPORTATION PLAN INTO APPENDIX 12 OF THE COMPRE-
HENSIVE PLAN 

WHEREAS, the City's Transportation Systems Plan is adopted and incorporated 
into the City's Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 12 "Transporta-
tion;" 

WHEREAS, the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan was devel-
oped to support the City's vision for improving safety and facilities to serve all 
modes of transportation, and will guide the management and development of ap-
propriate transportation facilities along the Rhododendron Drive corridor; while 
providing for the travel needs of motor vehicles, pedestrians, bicyclists, and tran-
sit users and preserving the scenic and local qualities of the route; 

WHEREAS, the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan includes the 
following elements: 

• Introduction with overview of goals and objectives, process and public in-
volvement; 

• Review of existing conditions, opportunities and constraints; 
• Development of corridor improvement concepts; 
• Recommended phasing and prioritization of improvements; and 
• Identification of potential funding sources. 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission and City Council held a joint meeting on 
June 12, 2007 and the Planning Commission held a public hearing November 13, 
2007; the City sent notice of the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments to 
the Department of Land, Conservation and Development on September 24, 
2007, not less than 45 days prior to the first evidentiary hearing of November 13, 
2007, and the hearing was noticed in the Siuslaw News on September 29th and 
November 3rd, 2007, as required by state law and the Florence Comprehensive 
Plan and City Code; 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on 
November 13, 2007 in accordance with FCC 10-1-3(C) to consider the amend-
ments; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission found the proposed Comprehensive Plan 
amendments are consistent with applicable criteria in Florence Realization 2020 
Comprehensive Plan, Florence City Code, Statewide Planning Goals, and Ore-
gon Revised Statutes, 
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WHEREAS, the City Council held a duly advertised public hearing on January 7, 
2008 in accordance with FCC 10-1-3(C) to consider the amendments; 

THE CITY OF FLORENCE ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Adoption of the Findings of Fact in Exhibit A; 

Section 2. Adoption of an amendment to the Transportation System Plan and 
Realization 2020, Comprehensive Plan for the City of Florence as 
shown in Exhibit B, and 

Section 3. Adoption of the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation 
Plan (January, 2008), as Exhibit C, into Appendix 12 of Realization 
2020, Comprehensive Plan for the City of Florence. 

Section 4. This Ordinance will take effect 30 days from adoption. 

Passed by the Florence City Council this 7th day of January, 2008. 

AYES. 5 - Councilors, Burns, Holman, Roberts, Xavier and Mayor Brubaker 
NAYS: 0 
ABSTAIN: 0 
ABSENT: 0 

APPROVED BY THE MAYOR, this 7th day of January, 2008. 

Phil Brubaker, MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

Barbara Miller, CITY RECORDER 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
CITY OF FLORENCE FINDINGS 

ORDINANCE 3 SERIES 2008 

I. PROPOSAL DESCRIPTION 

1. Proposal: 

The requested action is to amend the City's Transportation Systems 
Plan (TSP) which is adopted and incorporated into the City's Reali-
zation 2020 Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 12 "Transportation," by 
amending text and policies of the Comprehensive Plan to ensure 
consistency with the "Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation 
Plan" (hereafter referred to as the "Rhody Drive Plan"). The pro-
posed amendment would also adopt the "Rhody Drive Plan" as part 
of Appendix 12 to the Comprehensive Plan. The proposed amend-
ments are labeled "Exhibit B" for the text amendments to TSP, and 
"Exhibit C" for the Rhody Drive Plan. 

2. Applicant: City of Florence 

3. Location: 

Rhododendron Drive from its intersection with Highway 101 to the 
City limits at Sebastian Road. 

II. NARRATIVE 

The Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Planning process was 
initiated in 2006 by the City of Florence, in partnership with the Oregon De-
partment of Transportation. The process was undertaken to improve modal 
integration along the Rhododendron Drive corridor. If adopted, the Rhody 
Drive Plan will guide the management and development of appropriate 
transportation facilities along the Rhododendron Drive corridor. The plan 
was developed to support the City's vision for improving safety and facilities 
to serve all modes of transportation. The proposed amendments include the 
proposed Rhody Drive Plan as well as specific amendments to the TSP to 
provide consistency with the new plan. Adoption of the proposed changes 
will result in changes to the TSP, which is part of the City's Comprehensive 
Plan: Realization 2020. 

Project Purpose: Rhododendron Drive is shown on the City's Comprehen-
sive Plan as a bicycle route. It is also a route for the Rhody Express, Flor-
ence's local transit service. The existing roadway section consists of two 
driving lanes, with minimal shoulder and no intersection safety improve-



EXHIBIT A 

merits. There are currently no accommodations for bicycles, pedestrians, or 
transit riders that would provide for a safe experience. Many people feel un-
safe walking or bicycling down Rhododendron as there is a constant con-
cern of how close the passing car is. 

The Rhody Drive Plan will develop a phased plan for improving this trans-
portation corridor to safely provide for the travel needs of motor vehicles, 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users while preserving the scenic and lo-
cal qualities of the route. Rhododendron Drive is a scenic drive and the city 
is not just putting in the standard bicycle lines, curbs and sidewalks, but tak-
ing the time through a public planning process to evaluate how best to allow 
people to enjoy the travel experience in different ways without detracting 
from the charm that this roadway offers. 

Rhododendron Drive serves as a direct link to many subdivisions and de-
velopments including but not limited to Greentrees, Wild Winds, Marine 
Manor, Siusiaw Village, Sea Watch, Shelter Cove, with over 1,800 residen-
tial units having access to Rhododendron Drive. It serves as the transporta-
tion corridor connecting these residential areas with necessary services in-
cluding the hospital, health care clinics, Senior Center, Justice Center, City 
offices, Schools, Post Office, and shopping destinations. 

Project Area: The project area is the immediate corridor along Rhododen-
dron Drive within the City Limits. It should be noted that since the draft plan 
was prepared in June of 2007, the Fawn Ridge subdivision has been an-
nexed, which extends the northern boundary of the City to Sebastian Street. 
Therefore, the management and design guidelines of the Rhody Drive Plan 
will apply to this northern boundary point of Sebastian Street. 

Objectives. The project objectives are the following: 

• Allow the community to enjoy the natural and scenic beauty of the area 
in a safe manner. 

• Enhance the opportunities for walking, biking, and transit in the Project 
Area. 

• Provide safe transportation facilities for the City's community. 
• Create additional opportunities to enhance the City as a tourist destina-

tion. 
• Provide a public involvement program that ensures opportunities for citi-

zen input in identifying needs and areas of special focus along the 
roadway. 

• Maintain and improve Rhododendron Drive as a local north-south trans-
portation alternative to Highway 101 

Public Involvement: The Public Advisory Committee (PAC) provided input 
and review of the planning process for the Rhody Drive Plan. The PAC was 
made up of citizens of Florence, and was responsible for shaping the im-
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EXHIBIT A 

provement alternatives and reviewing the memorandums. This work in-
cluded reviewing the existing conditions and policies and the transportation 
facility options. In addition to the PAC, several public involvement programs 
were used to inform Florence citizens and businesses about the RITP pro-
ject goals and process, obtain information from the community on transpor-
tation issues and concerns, incorporate community feedback into the RITP, 
and review reports and receive comments. The City of Florence led the 
public involvement program, preparing and distributing information and 
news through the newspaper, email and website postings, and displays at 
City Hall. An open house and a meeting with the Greentrees Homeowners 
Association were conducted at key points during the development of the 
RITP. 

On June 12, 2007, the Florence City Council and Planning Commission 
held a joint work session and public hearing on the Rhody Drive Plan in or-
der to make efficient use of the consultants' time who prepared the draft 
plan. At that time, the City Council and Planning Commission had the op-
portunity to recommend changes to the draft Rhody Drive Plan, prior to 
holding the additional public hearings to adopt the Rhody Drive Plan as an 
amendment to the Transportation System Plan. Public comments at that 
meeting included the following: 

• Need to preserve the native vegetation and wild rhododendrons, es-
pecially along the portion of the corridor adjacent to the Greentrees 
subdivision. 

• Recommend transplanting the wild rhododendrons, if the road im-
provements must remove them. 

• A survey of the road should be done, which will identify the actual 
impact on the existing vegetation. 

• Recommend street design alternatives that have the least impact to 
the native vegetation to retain the scenic quality that make the road 
special. 

• Recommend lowering the speed limit to 30 miles per hour. 
• Avoid building any wall for a scenic overlook that would obstruct 

views of the diving ducks and birds and fish in the river. 
• Recommend putting the power lines underground at the time of road 

improvements. 

In response to a public hearing on July 24, 2007 for a modification to 
the street design requirements on Rhododendron Drive for the Sand 
Pines Subdivision, Mr. Ed Greenfield commented (see exhibit) that 
he objected to the proposed modification of Rhododendron Drive be-
cause it would destroy the only scenic drive in Florence for a bike 
and walking lane. Mr. Greenfield states that there are many bike and 
walking lanes/trails through out the town that are seldom used. He 
suggests that the speed limit on Rhododendron Drive is lowered to 
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25 or 30 miles per hour, and that it should not be another Highway 
101. 

III. NOTICE AND REFERRALS 

1. Notice-

Notice of the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments were sent 
to DLCD on September 24, 2007, not less than 45 days prior to the 
proposed first (Planning Commission) evidentiary hearing of Novem-
ber 13, 2007, as required by state law. The hearing was noticed in 
the Siuslaw News on September 29th and November 3rd, 2007, as 
required by state law and the Florence Comprehensive Plan and City 
Code. Notice was also sent to interested parties on October 11, 
2007 Prior to the City Council public hearing, notice was mailed to 
interested parties on December 14, 2007, and was noticed in the 
Siuslaw News on January 2, 2008 

2. Referrals. 

Referrals were sent on October 2, 2007 to the Oregon Department of 
Transportation, Department of State Lands, Department of Environ-
mental Quality, Florence Police Department, Central Lincoln Public 
Utility District, Qwest, Charter Communications, Florence Public 
Works Department and Branch Engineering, Florence Building De-
partment, Florence U.S. Postal Service, Siuslaw Valley Fire and 
Rescue District, Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua and 
Siuslaw Indians and Lane County. 

On October 15, 2007, the Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Um-
pqua, and Siuslaw Indians requested that they be contacted immedi-
ately if any known or suspected cultural resources are encountered 
during work on Rhododendron Drive. 

On October 17, 2007, Mary Camarata of the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) commented that the proposed project 
will enhance the area for pedestrians and recreational users. In gen-
eral, the DEQ requires that in the unlikely event that a spill of petro-
leum or hazardous substance occurs during construction above a 
reportable quantity, a report of the incident to the Oregon Emergency 
Response at 1-800-452-0311 and contain the spill. 

On November 5, 2007, Lane County Public Works Transportation 
Planning provided comments in the e-mail attached to this report 
(Exhibit G). The specific text amendments recommended by Lane 
County have been incorporated into the Rhody Drive Plan (page 4-6) 
and are included in "Addendum #1" of this report. 
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On November 6, 2007, Ed Moore or the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) stated that reviewed your plan for Rhodo-
dendron Drive and have no comment on it since it does not affect the 
state highway. 

IV. APPLICABLE CRITERIA 

1. Florence City Code (FCC) Title 10: Zoning Regulations 
• Chapter 1 Zoning Administration, Section 3-C: Amendments 

and Changes, Legislative Changes 

2. Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan 
• Plan Adoption, Amendments, Review and Implementation; and 
• Chapter 12: Transportation 

3. Statewide Planning Goals: 
Goal 1 • Citizen Involvement [OAR 660-015-0000(1)] 
Goal 2: Land Use Planning [OAR 660-015-0000(2)] 
Goal 5- Natural Resources, Scenic & Historic Areas and Open 

Spaces [OAR 660-015-0000(5)] 
Goal 8: Recreational Needs [OAR 660-015-0000(8)] 
Goal 11 • Public Facilities and Services [OAR 660-015-0000(11)] 
Goal 12: Transportation [OAR 660-015-0000(12)] 
Goal 16: Estuarine Resources [OAR 660-015-0000(16)] 

4. Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 
• ORS 197.610: Local government notice of proposed amendment 

or new regulation; exceptions; report to commission. 
• ORS 197.175: Cities' and counties' planning responsibilities; 

rules on incorporations; compliance with goals. 

V. FINDINGS 

Applicable criteria are shown in bold and findings are in italics, below. 

FLORENCE CITY CODE (FCC) TITLE 10: ZONING REGULATIONS 

CHAPTER 1: ZONING ADMINISTRATION 

SECTION 3: AMENDMENTS AND CHANGES 

FCC 10-3-C: LEGISLATIVE CHANGES 

1. initiation: A legislative change in zoning district boundaries, in 
the text of this Title, Title 11 or in the Comprehensive Plan may 
be initiated by resolution of the Planning Commission or by a 
request of the Council to the Planning Commission that pro-
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poses changes be considered by the Commission and its rec-
ommendation returned to the Council. 

2. Notice and Public Hearing- Such notice and hearing as pre-
scribed by state law and the Comprehensive Plan then in effect. 
(Amd. by Ord. 30, Series 1990). 

The proposal is consistent with the criteria in FCC 10-3-C because: 

• The proposal is for a legislative change to the Comprehensive Plan text; 
• The proposal was initiated by a request of the City Council to the Plan-

ning Commission that proposes changes be considered by the Commis-
sion and its recommendation returned to the Council; 

• Notice and hearing were provided as prescribed by state law and the 
Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan, as detailed in the find-
ings below: 

State Law: 

ORS 197.610: LOCAL GOVERNMENT NOTICE OF PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT OR NEW REGULATION, EXCEPTIONS; REPORT TO 
COMMISSION. 

(1) A proposal to amend a local government acknowledged com-
prehensive plan or land use regulation or to adopt a new land use 
regulation shall be forwarded to the Director of the Department of 
Land Conservation and Development at least 45 days before the 
first evidentiary hearing on adoption. The proposal forwarded shall 
contain the text and any supplemental information that the local 
government believes is necessary to inform the director as to the 
effect of the proposal. The notice shall include the date set for the 
first evidentiary hearing. 

The proposal is consistent with ORS 197.610 because notice to DLCD 
was sent on September 24, 2007, at least 45 days prior to the Novem-
ber 13, 2007 (first) Planning Commission public hearing and the notice 
contained the information required in this statute. 

GoaM. Citizen Involvement [OAR 660-015-0000(1)] 

3. Citizen Influence - To provide the opportunity for citizens to 
be involved in all phases of the planning process. 

Citizens shall have the opportunity to be involved in the phases of 
the planning process as set forth and defined in the goals and 
guidelines for Land Use Planning, including Preparation of Plans 
and Implementation Measures, Plan Content, Plan Adoption, Minor 
Changes and Major Revisions in the Plan, and Implementation 
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Measures. 

The proposal is consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 1 because citi-
zens were and will be provided the opportunity to be involved in the 
phases of the planning process as described in this staff report; the pub-
lic hearing was advertised a total of three times in the Siuslaw News; no-
tice was mailed to interested parties; and citizens were given the oppor-
tunity to comment on the proposal in writing or in person at public hear-
ings before the Planning Commission and the City Council. 

Goal 2: Land Use [OAR 660-015-0000(2)] 

All land-use plans and implementation ordinances shall be adopted 
by the governing body after public hearing and shall be reviewed 
and, as needed, revised on a periodic cycle to take into account 
changing public policies and circumstances, in accord with a 
schedule set forth in the plan. Opportunities shall be provided for 
review and comment by citizens and affected governmental units 
during preparation, review and revision of plans and implementa-
tion ordinances. 

The proposal is consistent with Goal 2 because the proposed amend-
ments to the Comprehensive Plan were adopted by the City Council af-
ter public hearings and citizens and affected governmental units were 
provided an opportunity for review and comment on the proposal, as de-
scribed in these findings. 

Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan: 

Plan Adoption, Amendments, Review and Implementation: 

Amendments to the Plan may be initiated by citizens, citizen 
groups, the Citizen Advisory Committee, the Planning Commission 
or the City Council. In any amendment proceedings, the City Coun-
cil shall obtain the recommendation of the Planning Commission 
and the Citizen Advisory Committee before taking action on a pro-
posed major amendment. Minor changes which do not have sig-
nificant effects beyond the immediate area of the change require 
the recommendation of the Planning Commission. Minor changes 
may be initiated at any time. Notice of a public hearing for a pro-
posed plan amendment shall be required at least 45 days prior to 
the first Planning Commission hearing." (Comp. Plan, pg. 3) 

The proposal is consistent with these criteria because. 

• The proposal was initiated in 2006 by a request of the City Council to 
the Planning Commission; 
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• The City Council obtained the recommendation of the Planning Com-
mission, which is the Citizen Advisory Committee, before taking ac-
tion on this proposed major amendment; and 

• Notice of the public hearing was sent to DLCD on September 24, at 
least 45 days prior to the November 13 date for the first Planning 
Commission hearing. 

Statewide Planning Goals 

ORS 197.175 Cities' and counties' planning responsibilities; rules on incor-
porations; compliance with goals. 

(2) Pursuant to ORS chapters 195,196 and 197, each city and county in 
this state shall: 

(a) Prepare, adopt, amend and revise comprehensive plans in compliance 
with goals approved by the commission; 

Statewide Planning Goals 1, 2, 5, 8, 11, 12 and 16 apply to this proposal. A finding 
of "Not Applicable to this Proposal" is incorporated into these findings for all other 
Statewide Planning Goals not specifically cited below. The proposed amendments 
to the comprehensive plan are in compliance with all applicable statewide planning 
goals and these findings are presented below. 

Goal 1: Citizen Involvement 

Citizen Influence - To provide the opportunity for citizens to be involved in 
all phases of the planning process. 

Citizens shall have the opportunity to be involved in the phases of the plan-
ning process as set forth and defined in the goals and guidelines for Land 
Use Planning, including Preparation of Plans and Implementation Measures, 
Plan Content, Plan Adoption, Minor Changes and Major Revisions in the 
Plan, and Implementation Measures. 

The proposal is consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 1 because citizens were 
provided the opportunity to be involved in all phases of the planning process as 
described in these findings; the public hearing was advertised a total of three times 
in the Siuslaw News; notice was mailed to interested parties; and citizens were 
given the opportunity to comment on the proposal in writing or in person at public 
hearings before the Planning Commission and the City Council. 

Goal 2: Land Use Planning 

All land-use plans and implementation ordinances shall be adopted by the 
governing body after public hearing and shall be reviewed and, as needed, 
revised on a periodic cycle to take into account changing public policies and 
circumstances, in accord with a schedule set forth in the plan. Opportunities 
shall be provided for review and comment by citizens and affected govern-
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mental units during preparation, review and revision of plans and implemen-
tation ordinances. 

The proposal is consistent with Goal 2 because the proposed amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan were adopted by the City Council after public hearings and 
citizens and affected governmental units were provided an opportunity for review 
and comment on the proposal, as described in these findings. 

Goal 5. Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces 

To protect natural resources and conserve scenic and historic areas and 
open spaces. 

The proposal is consistent with Goal 5 because wetlands and natural resources 
will be protected in accordance with local policy and state and federal regulations, 
as follows: two sites adjacent to the Rhododendron Drive corridor are identified on 
the wetland and riparian area inventory1 (see Exhibit I); and future improvements 
to the road will be evaluated for any potential impact to these natural resources, 
and development and/or mitigation measures, as necessary, will be allowed only 
in accordance with local policy and state and federal regulations. There are no 
other Goal 5 resources that will be affected by the proposed amendments. 

Additionally, the proposal is consistent with Goal 5 because the plan allows the 
community to enjoy the natural and scenic beauty of the area in a safe manner, 
while minimizing the impacts on the natural and cultural resources. Additionally, 
the Rhody Drive Plan proposes two scenic viewpoint locations. One location is op-
posite the Peace Harbor Hospital access, and the other is located adjacent to the 
Siuslaw River opposite the transfer station access road. Therefore, the Rhody 
Drive Plan enhances scenic resources of the Siuslaw River and provides greater 
opportunity for the community to enjoy the natural and scenic beauty of the area. 

Goal 8: Recreational Needs 

To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and visitors and, 
where appropriate, to provide for the siting of necessary recreational facili-
ties including destination resorts. 

The proposal is consistent with Goal 8 because the proposed plan will assist in 
improving the quality of life for citizens and visitors by providing a safe and effec-
tive transportation system to residences, employers, services, social, and recrea-
tional opportunities. The Rhody Drive Plan will help to create additional opportuni-
ties to enhance the City as a tourist destination. Additionally, the plan supports a 
balanced transportation system by enhancing opportunities for walking and biking 
along the Rhododendron Drive corridor. Therefore, the proposed plan will improve 
recreational opportunities for the community and visitors of Florence. 

1 See City of Florence Local Wetlands and Riparian Area Inventory (1996): Figure 5A, Riparian 
Code RAIR-4 and RAIR-5; and Figure 5B, Wetland Code RH-1 and Riparian Code RRH-1 
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Goal 11: Public Facilities and Services 

To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public fa-
cilities and services to serve as a framework for urban and rural develop-
ment. 

The proposal is consistent with Goal 11 because the proposed plan documents 
the location of existing utility locations along Rhododendron Drive to coordinate 
future improvements along the road with utility work in the area. The plan ad-
dresses water, sewer, stormwater, power and telephone. Therefore, the Rhody 
Drive Plan assists in developing a timely, orderly and efficient public facility system 
along Rhododendron Drive. 

Goal 12: Transportation 

To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation 
system. 

Statewide Planning Goal 12 (Transportation) is intended to promote the develop-
ment of safe, convenient and economic transportation systems that reduce reli-
ance on the automobile in order to minimize impacts of air pollution, traffic and 
other livability objectives in urban areas. The Rhody Drive Plan was developed to 
support the City's vision for improving safety and facilities to serve all modes of 
transportation. The proposed plan provides guidance for policy and design stan-
dards that integrate multiple modes of transportation along the Rhododendron 
Drive corridor, which reduce reliance on the automobile. Therefore, the proposal 
implements and is consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 12. 

Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-012-0060: Plan and Land Use Regu-
lation Amendments 

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

(a) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned 
transportation facility (exclusive of correction of map errors in an 
adopted plan); 

(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification sys-
tem; or 
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(c) As measured at the end of the planning period identified in the 
adopted transportation system plan: 

(A) Allow land uses or levels of development that would result 
in types or levels of travel or access that are inconsistent with 
the functional classification of an existing or planned transpor-
tation facility; 

(B) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transpor-
tation facility below the minimum acceptable performance stan-
dard identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan; or 

(C) Worsen the performance of an existing or planned transpor-
tation facility that is otherwise projected to perform below the 
minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the 
TSP or comprehensive plan. 

The proposal is consistent with these criteria because the proposed amendments 
will not significantly affect a transportation facility, as follows: 

(a) The proposal will not cause a change in the functional classification of 
an existing or planned transportation facility; 

(b) The proposal will not change standards implementing a functional clas-
sification system; or 

(c) As measured at the end of the planning period identified in the adopted 
transportation system plan: 

(A) The proposal will not allow land uses or levels of development 
that would result in types or levels of travel or access that are incon-
sistent with the functional classification of an existing or planned 
transportation facility; 

(B) The proposal will not reduce the performance of an existing or 
planned transportation facility below the minimum acceptable per-
formance standard identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan; or 

(C) The proposal will not worsen the performance of an existing or 
planned transportation facility that is otherwise projected to perform 
below the minimum acceptable performance standard identified in 
the TSP or comprehensive plan. 

Additionally, the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR)2, which implements 
Goal 12, has a number of provisions relating to the planning and design of 
transportation facilities including a provision regarding the inclusion of bicy-

2 OAR 660-012, Transportation Planning 
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cle and pedestrian facilities on major streets. The TPR states that "bike-
ways shall be required along arterials and major collectors. Sidewalks shall 
be required along arterials, collectors and most local streets in urban areas, 
except that sidewalks are not required along controlled-access roadways, 
such as freeways3" Therefore, the Rhody Drive Plan is consistent with, and 
implements the TPR. 

Realization 2020: Florence Comprehensive Plan 

Chapter 12: Transportation: 

Goal: To create a safe and effective transportation system. 

Policy #1 City street standards shall promote street design which 
provides for adequate lane widths, curvature and grades 
to create a street network which provides safe transporta-
tion at all seasons of the year. 

The Rhody Drive Plan is consistent with this policy because it 
provides street design alternatives for adequate lane widths, 
curvature and grades, which supports safe year-round trans-
portation. 

Goal: To operate transportation facilities at a level of service 
that is cost-effective and appropriate for the area served. 

Policy #2 The City shall continue to pursue grant and loan funds to 
supplement local transportation facility funds. 

The Rhody Drive Plan is consistent with this policy because 
information regarding funding options is included in the plan, 
which enables the City to pursue grants and loans to improve 
this facility. 

Goal: To provide a balanced transportation system that pro-
vides options for meeting the travel needs of all modes of 
transportation. 

Policy #2 Convenient access for motor vehicles, transit, bicycles 
and pedestrians shall be provided to major activity cen-
ters, including public buildings and schools, shopping 
areas, parks and places of employment. 

Policy #3 Streets, bikeways and walkways shall be designed to 
meet the needs of pedestrians and cyclists to promote 
safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian circulation 

OAR 660-12-0045(3)(b) 
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within the community. To promote bicycling and walking, 
all new collector and arterial streets should have bicycle 
lanes, and all new streets, except short, very low volume 
local streets, should have sidewalks. 

The Rhody Drive Plan is consistent with these policies because the plan 
was developed to support the City's vision for improving safety and facilities 
to serve all modes of transportation. Rhododendron Drive is shown on the 
City's Comprehensive Plan as a bicycle route. It is also a route for the 
Rhody Express, Florence's local transit service. The existing roadway sec-
tion consists of two driving lanes, with minimal shoulder with no intersection 
safety improvements. There are currently no accommodations for bicycles, 
pedestrians, or transit riders that would provide for a safe experience. The 
Rhody Drive Plan will develop a phased plan for improving the corridor to 
safely provide for the travel needs of motor vehicles, pedestrians, bicyclists, 
and transit users while preserving the scenic and local qualities of the route. 

Goal: To minimize the impacts on natural and cultural re-
sources when constructing transportation facilities and 
should encourage non-polluting transportation alterna-
tives. 

Policy #1 Design and construction of transportation facilities shall 
be responsive to topography and shall minimize impacts 
on natural resources such as streams, wetlands and wild-
life corridors. 

The proposal is consistent with this policy because the plan 
allows the community to enjoy the natural and scenic beauty 
of the area in a safe manner, while minimizing the impacts on 
the natural and cultural resources. Additionally, the Rhody 
Drive Plan proposes two scenic viewpoint locations. One loca-
tion is opposite the Peace Harbor Hospital access, and the 
other is located adjacent to the Siuslaw River opposite the 
transfer station access road. Therefore, the Rhody Drive Plan 
enhances scenic resources of the Siusiaw River and provides 
greater opportunity for the community to enjoy the natural and 
scenic beauty of the area. 

Goal: To collaborate and coordinate with state, county and 
other agencies during long range planning efforts, devel-
opment review, design and construction of transportation 
projects. 

Policy #3 The City shall notify ODOT, DLCD and Lane County of 
any proposed changes or amendments to this Transpor-
tation Systems Plan. 
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The proposal Is consistent with this policy because the City 
has notified ODOT, DLCD and Lane County of the proposed 
amendments to the TSP. Comments were solicited from each 
of these agencies and the responses are included in the refer-
rals section of these findings. 

Goal 16: Estuarine Resources 

To recognize and protect the unique environmental, economic, and social 
values of each estuary and associated wetlands; and To protect, maintain, 
where appropriate develop, and where appropriate restore the long-term en-
vironmental, economic, and social values, diversity and benefits of Oregon's 
estuaries. 

The proposal is consistent with Goal 16 because the proposed plan provides de-
sign and management guidelines for the Rhododendron Drive corridor, which runs 
parallel with the Siuslaw estuary. The plan proposes to enhance Rhododendron 
Drive, which will allow the community to enjoy the natural and scenic beauty of the 
Siuslaw estuary in a safe manner, while minimizing the impacts on the natural and 
cultural resources. Therefore, the Rhody Drive Plan supports the enhancement of 
the unique environmental, economic and social values of the Siuslaw estuary. 

VI. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

Conclusion: 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments are consistent with appli-
cable criteria in Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan, Florence 
City Code, Statewide Planning Goals, and Oregon Revised Statutes. 
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EXHIBIT "B" 
CITY OF FLORENCE 

ORDINANCE 3 SERIES 2008 

The following are amendments to the Chapter 12, Transportation, of the Florence 2020 
Comprehensive Plan to provide consistency with the Rhododendron Integrated 
Transportation Plan, which will provide guidance for policy and design standards for the 
Rhododendron Drive corridor. These amendments are indicated with underline and page 
numbers within the Comprehensive Plan are indicated ease of reference. 

Chapter 12 Transportation Systems Plan 

Project Summary 
G. Other Local Street Improvements |page 108] 

3. Rhododendron Drive Improvements As development and redevelopment occurs along 
Rhododendron, the street should be improved to full urban standards, including curbs, 
sidewalks, and bike lanes. Left turn lanes should be added at Greentrees, 35th, 9th streets and 
eventually at Heceta Beach Road, with corresponding left turn lanes on 35th and 9th streets 
and Heceta Beach Road. Since Rhododendron Drive is also a scenic drive in that it abuts the 
river, and is bordered by mature growth shore pine and native rhododendrons, the intent is to 
preserve the street as a two-lane street in the same alignment, (except for the two 
recommended left turn lanes), maintaining as much of the existing vegetation as possible. For 
more specific management and design guidelines, refer to the Rhododendron Drive 
Integrated Transportation Plan (RDITP). June 2007. The RDITP shall serve as the definitive 
document for improvements related to Rhododendron Drive. 

1. Bicycle Plan Improvements [page 109] 

2. Rhododendron Drive Bikelane Modifications. (See the Rhododendron Drive Integrated 
Transportation Plan, June 2007.) 

Section 3: Modal Plans 
G. Other Local Street Improvements [pages 138-139] 

2. Rhododendron Drive Improvements ~ For specific management and design guidelines, 
refer to the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan (RDITP), June 2007. The 
RDITP shall serve as the definitive document for improvements related to Rhododendron 
Drive. 

Rhododendron Drive west of Greenwood Street is a paved rural section road with shoulders 
and drainage ditches. It serves several large subdivisions located off Rhododendron in the 
City, as well as a significant portion of the developed subdivisions in the UGB area outside 
the City. Rhododendron Drive is intersected by only two City streets, 9th Street and 35th 
Street. Topography and the location of the airport have precluded any other east-west 
connections. As development and redevelopment occurs along Rhododendron, the street 
should be improved to full urban standards,- include«^ curbs, sidewalks, and bike lanes^ 
unless otherwise indicated in the RDITP. Left turn lanes should be added at 35th and 9th 
streets on both Rhododendron Drive and the intersecting streets. Since Rhododendron Drive 
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is also a scenic drive in that it abuts the river and is bordered by mature growth shore pine 
and native rhododendrons, the intent is to preserve the street as a two-lane street in the same 
alignment (except for the two recommended left turn lanes), maintaining as much of the 
existing vegetation as possible. Consideration should be given to routing sidewalks around 
significant groves of rhododendrons or mature trees where feasible. Street lighting is needed 
at 9th and 35th streets, but should be carefully placed in other locations along the street so as 
not to detract from the night views along the river. The Rhododendron Drive/Heceta Beach 
Road intersection should also have left turn lanes on all legs of the intersection. 

I. Bicycle Plan Improvements [pages 140-141] 

Bicycle Lane 

A portion of the roadway designated for preferential use by bicyclists. Bike lanes are 
appropriate on City arterials and collectors. Bike lanes must always be well marked to call 
attention to their preferential use by bicyclists. 

Striped on-street bike lanes should be provided on. 

• All arterial streets. 

• On collectors streets that: 

> have daily volumes of more than 3,000 vehicles, 

> where the collector street directly connects major residential areas with 
schools or parks, 

> where it may be necessary to ensure safe bicycle travel. 

For facilities on Rhododendron Drive see the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation 
Plan. June 2007. 

Recommended Improvements_[pages 141-142] 

2. Rhododendron Drive Bikelane Modifications ~ Similar to Heceta Beach Road, this street 
is currently 26 to 28 feet wide with no shoulders. A five-foot striped bike lane should be 
provided on each side, resulting in a 34-foot wide cross-section. Heceta Beach Road and 
Rhododendron Drive could serve as a scenic route for coast highway bicyclists. When bike 
lanes are completed on Heceta Beach Road and Rhododendron Drive, the coast highway bike 
route should be redesignated to these streets. There is a potential for future connection to the 
north with bikepaths at the USFS Sutton Lake recreational facilities. Addition of bikelanes to 
Kingwood Street south of Rhododendron Street would provide a connection to Old Town and 
to Highway 126 without accessing Highway 101. . For more specific management and design 
guidelines, refer to the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan (RDITP). June 
2007. The RDITP shall serve as the definitive document for improvements related to 
Rhododendron Drive. 

J. Pedestrian Improvements [page 143] 

6. Rhododendron Drive — See the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan. 
June 2007. 

Text Amendments, Chapter 12, Transportation System Plan 
Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation System Plan 
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Q. Functional Roadway Classifications [page 154] 

1 Arterials 

b. Minor arterial streets are characterized by: 

• A three lane roadway section 

• Pedestrian and bicycle paths 

• Signalization at arterial and collector streets, as warranted 

Minor Arterial Facilities [pagel55] 

a. Rhododendron Drive (scenic drive). (See the Rhododendron Drive Integrated 
Transportation Plan, June 2007.) 

4 Scenic Drives [page 157] 

It is recommended that scenic drives, whatever their underlying classification, be 
characterized by: 

a. A total paved width of 34 feet, including 24 feet for two travel lanes and 10 feet for striped 
bike lanes. 

b. Sidewalks as appropriate for promoting the scenic value of the street 

c. Reduced speed 

For facilities on Rhododendron Drive see the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation 
Plan. June 2007. 

Scenic Drives - Portions of: [page 158] 

1. Rhododendron Drive (See the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan. June 
2007.) 

R. Roadway Design Standards [page 158] 

1. Typical Roadway Sections 

Figure 12-R-l illustrates typical roadway sections for each of the functional 
classifications above. Each functional classification has design options to meet the 
needs of the adjacent land uses and the access demand along a given roadway. 

For facilities on Rhododendron Drive see the Rhododendron Drive Integrated 
Transportation Plan, June 2007. 

Text Amendments, Chapter 12, Transportation System Plan 
Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation System Plan 
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Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan 
City of Florence 

1 . INTRODUCTION 
The City of Florence has taken the first steps in an assessment of improvement needs and 
modal integration opportunities along the Rhododendron Drive corridor The corridor is one 
of the City's primary north-south arterial roads and serves a critical function as a local 
alternative to using Highway (Hwy) 101 Rhododendron Drive also offers residents and 
visitors a scenic drive, north and east of the Siuslaw River. The corridor consists of the 5-mile 
segment of Rhododendron Drive between US 101 on the south and the Florence city limits on 
the nortlA The City's primary goal in undertaking the Rhododendron Drive Integrated 
Transportation Plan (R1TP) is to establish a phased program of improvements that have broad 
public support and can be funded and implemented incrementally. 

1.1 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
The RITP project objectives and City of Florence goals and policies are important in the 
development of the Concept Plan. These objectives include: 

• Maintaining and improving Rhododendron Drive as a local north-south transportation 
alternative to US 101 

• Providing a balanced transportation system that provides options for meeting the 
travel needs of all modes of transportation by enhancing the opportunities for 
walking, biking, and transit m the corridor study area. 

• Improving the quality of life for citizens and visitors by providing a safe and 
effective transportation system to residences, employers, services, social, and 
recreational opportunities. 

• Creating additional opportunities to enhance the City as a tourist destination. 

• Allowing the community to enjoy the natural and scenic beauty of the area in a safe 
manner, while minimizing the impacts on the natural and cultural resources. 

• Providing a public involvement program that ensures opportunities for citizen input 
in identifying needs and potential improvements in corridor study area. 

Design elements and alternatives were evaluated to ensure that there is concurrence with 
these objectives. 

1.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
The Public Advisory Committee (PAC) provided input and review of the planning process for 
the RITP The PAC was made up of citizens of Florence, and was responsible for shaping the 
improvement alternatives and reviewing the memorandums. This work included reviewing 
the existing conditions and policies and the transportation facility options. In addition to the 
PAC, several public involvement programs were used to inform Florence citizens and 
businesses about the RITP project goals and process, obtain information from tiie community 
on transportation issues and concerns, incorporate community feedback into the RITP, and 
review reports and receive comments. The City of Florence led the public involvement 
program, preparing and distributing information and news through the newspaper, email and 

' Since the draft RDITP was completed, the Fawn Ridge subdivision has been annexed, extending the 
northern boundary of the City to Sebastian Street (See Figure 2-1). 
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Rhododendron Drive: US 101 to Hemlock Street 

The segment of Rhododendron Drive from US lOl to Hemlock Street is generally urban in 
character and serves a variety of land uses. The two-lane urban section includes curb and 
gutter, on-street parallel parking and curb-side sidewalks. The pavement width is 42 feet with 
5-foot wide sidewalks. Residential and commercial driveways both access directly onto the 
roadway, which has a posted speed of 25 miles per hour (mph). 

Rhododendron Drive: Hemlock to City Limits 

The roadway segment of Rhododendron Drive from Hemlock Street to the City limits" (jttsi 
south ol" Rhodowood Drive) has a rural character. The roadway serves predominately 
residential land uses. The road section consists of two travel lanes with widths varying from 
11 to 14 feet. There are limited sections with striped paved shoulders, but these locations are 
few. Drainage ditches carry stormwater runoff from the roadway adjacent to the travel lanes. 
Private driveways exist throughout the segment. The posted speed varies from 30 mph to 45 
mph. 

Highway 101 
US I0l, the Oregon Coast Highway, is owned and maintained by the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT). The facility serves as Florence's primaiy north-south highway and 
has two lanes in each direction with a center turn lane and a posted speed of 35 mph at 
Rhododendron Drive. US I0l is classified by ODOT as a Statewide Highway and a 
Statewide Freight Route, and the Florence TSP classifies the road as Major Arterial. The 
intersection at Rhododendron Drive is signalized and provides one of the few signalized 
pedestrian crossings of US I0l in Florence. US I0l is a designated Special Transportation 
Area in the Oregon Highway Plan. 

9th Street 
9th Street is an east-west Minor Arterial roadway that connects US I0l to Rhododendron 
Drive. The street has two lanes, bike lanes, and partial sidewalks, with a posted speed of 25 
mph. The intersection is stop controlled for the 9th Street approach and free flow along 
Rhododendron Drive. The roadway serves a variety of land uses and community resources 
including the Peace Harbor Hospital and Siuslaw Public Library. 

35th Street 
35th Street is an east-west Minor Arterial roadway that connects US I0l to Rhododendron 
Drive. The street consists of two lanes and shoulders, with a posted speed of 25 mph. The 
adjacent land uses are primarily residential. 35th Street serves as a connection to the US Coast 
Guard Station. 

Greentrees Drive (Private) 
Greentrees Drive is a large, private residential development that lies to the east and west of a 
portion of Rhododendron Drive. The central roadway access, Greentrees Private Drive, is a 
privately-owned, gated entry point into the development. In the vicinity of the intersection 
with this street, Rhododendron Drive has a posted speed of 30 mph and a pedestrian warning 
signal is present. 

Since the draft RDITP was completed, the Fawn Ridge subdivision has been annexed, extending the 
ironhern boundan7 oftlre'CitvtoJSebastian'STreer(^ee~Figure^-1-);-
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4 . PROJECT PHASING 
A viable implementation strategy for the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan 
improvements requires consideration of prior findings, including. 

• Phasing and prioritization considerations; 

• Project cost estimates; and 

• Preliminary funding strategies for improvements 

Improvement plans the size of the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan are 
typically constructed using a combination of funding over several years or even decades, and 
they often require a combination of local, state, and federal funding participation. A 
deliberate phasing and prioritization strategy is required to effectively focus available funding 
and meet the needs of the community. The following elements were considered in the 
development of the phasing and prioritization of the improvements. 

Community Input: Public comment and input from the Public Advisory Committee (PAC) 
throughout the process has provided direction to the project team. These comments have 
supported improvements along the length of Rhododendron Drive, focusing 011 the segment 
from the end of the existing improvements at Hemlock Street to the Greentrees Development, 
that currently experiences higher usage. In addition, although outside the scope of this 
project, the group suggested a connection of the facilities from the north of the City limits to 
Harbor Vista Park. Since the draft RD1TP was completed, the Fawn Ridge subdivision has 
been annexed, extending the northern boundary of the City to Sebastian Street. This provides 
greater relevance to the idea of connecting these facilities to Harbor Vista Park. 

Safety Issues. Safety issues can be attributed to the lack of facilities where there is a higher 
number of existing users and where there are insufficient shoulders. 

Coordination of Utility Construction. The sewer line from the treatment plant to 9th Street is 
in urgent need of replacement. This work would require substantial roadway work and should 
be coordinated with improvements with the possibility of cost-sharing. 

Connectivity: The ability of each segment to provide connections to the existing/planned 
roadway network and community destinations. 

Cost-Scale: Consider the size and corresponding cost of the improvements by segment and 
location to provide the best opportunity for implementation and grant funding. 

Development Potential: Consider the potential for frontage improvements in conjunction with 
property development adjacent to Rhododendron Drive. The recommended improvements 
could be constructed "as development occurs" in accordance with local code requirements. 

Figure 4-] illustrates the phasing segments and defines the segment limits, recommended 
roadway sections, and other unique improvement options. 

4.1 PROJECT COST ESTIMATES 
Planning level cost estimates were prepared for the evaluation of the Rhododendron Drive 
alternatives. Table 4-1 represents the phasing and prioritization discussed previously and 
summarizes the improvement assumptions that lead to the construction and engineering costs 
estimates. 
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There are several additional transportation improvements thai were identified during the 
RITP that were recommended to enhance the connectivity of the corridor with other 
destinations. Two of these projects that are not included in the estimate are the extension of 
the path n#rth of the City limits to connect to Harbor Vista Park and the addition of 
pedestrian facilities along 35th Street. 

Since the draft RD1TP was completed, the Fawn Ridge subdivision has been annexed, which 
extends the northern boundary of the City to Sebastian Street. Contemplated improvements 
will occur on segments currently outside the City's operational and maintenance jurisdiction 
only after 1 ) annexation of the specific road segment has occurred, and 2) transfer of the road 
segment to the City's operational and maintenance jurisdiction. 

Lane County Transportation Planning has indicated support for annexation and transfer of 
roads within the City's urban growth boundary because it promotes orderly and efficient 
development of the road system within the urban growth boundary by allowing the City to 
apply city mechanisms and standards in areas planned and designated for future urban 
development. It also allows the Cits' to independently time road improvements in a manner 
that is appropriate for the City, and work directly with developers to pay their fair share of 
improvement costs resulting from private development, without the County's involvement, in 
a practical and feasible manner. The City is aware that in order for the road to be in the City's 
operational and maintenance jurisdiction, after annexation the City must request surrender of 
Rhododendron Drive via the County Surveyors Office. 

There will be some opportunities to reduce the cost of the proposed project improvements. 
Residents and other community members are excellent resources for project contributions and 
the City should work with volunteers to help reduce implementation and maintenance costs. 
Local schools, community groups, or a group of dedicated neighbors may use the project as a 
project for the year, possibly working with a local designer, engineer, or plant nursery. Work 
parties can be formed to help provide rhododendrons and other landscaping along the corridor 
or maintain existing facilities 
where needed. A local 
construction company could 
donate or discount services. 
Other opportunities for 
implementation may become 
available over time, such as 
grants and private funds. The 
viewpoints sites are also 
potential locations that could 
be sponsored by community 
groups, businesses or 
individuals, perhaps as 
memorial sites. The City 
should look to its residents for 
additional funding ideas to 
expedite completion of the 
bicycle and pedestrian system. 

Often some of the higher 
costs for roadway improvements are for the stormwater management system. Usually these 
systems consist of expensive collection and conveyance structures including concrete curb, 
pipes, catch basins, and manholes. Less formal conveyance systems provide an option that 
can reduce construction and maintenance costs and add to the aesthetic character of the 
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Drive, a sidewalk only on the northeast side of the street may be sufficient to serve the users 
(Section 3). 

Segment: Rhododendron Drive: 9th Street to City Limits 

The roadway segment of Rhododendron Drive from 9th Street to the City limits (just south of 
Rhodowood Drive) has a rural character. The road section consists of two travel lanes with 
widths varying from 11 to 14 feet and posted speeds from 30 mph to 45 mph. The number 
and spacing of existing accesses onto Rhododendron Drive vary depending on location The 
west side of Rhododendron Drive opposite the 35th Street intersection has several driveways. 
However, these accesses are often consolidated into private roads and shared accesses. Newer 
lots appear to share driveway accesses when possible. The roadway serves predominately 
residential land uses. Location of a path along the east side of Rhododendron Drive is 
recommended for this segment, with the exception of the scenic viewpoint area across from 
the Florence Transfer Station access road This scenic viewpoint is discussed in Section 7, 
which describes scenic viewpoint design options. The following sections are recommended 
for this segment. 

Section 4. Roadway Section with Separated Path 

Section 4 provides the buffer from traffic that was preferred in public comment. Itthat will 
provide a more comfortable and pleasing environment for a variety of users. A path on one 
side and shoulders adjacent to the travel lanes are sufficient to handle future bicycle and 
pedestrian traffic. The width of the path can be narrowed to 10 feet or meandered to save 
vegetation. The buffer strip can also be used to transplant vegetation that may be impacted by 
construction of the path. Costs are less than a standard street section or attached section 
because the path can be asphalt, the buffer strip can be used to handle stormwater drainage, 
and the elevation of the path can be different from the existing roadway requiring less 
grading. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan (RITP) was initiated in 2006 by the 
City of Florence, in partnership with the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT). The 
process was undertaken to improve modal integration along the Rhododendron Drive 
corridor. The RITP will guide the management and development of appropriate transportation 
facilities along the Rhododendron Drive corridor. It was developed to support the City of 
Florence's vision for improving safety and facilities to serve all modes of transportation, 
while remaining consistent with State and City policies and goals. This plan provides the City 
of Florence with the necessary elements for amendment to the Florence Transportation 
System Plan and to inform fiiture planning and improvement efforts. 

PLAN PROCESS 
The RITP was developed through a process that (1) reviewed existing conditions and the 
community's current transportation policies, (2) identified transportation needs, (3) developed 
and analyzed potential facility options addressing those needs. (4) developed project phasing 
and prioritization, and (5) identified potential funding sources. The following steps were 
inv olv ed in this process: 

• Reviewing state, county, and local transportation plans and policies with which the 
RITP must either comply or be consistent. 

• Evaluatmg the existing transportation system opportunities and constraints. 

• Developing facility alternatives to address transportation needs and that meet the 
community's goals and objectives. 

• Facilitating a public open house and public advisory committee to provide project 
information to. and gather feedback from, the public at key points during the process. 

• Refining facility options and recommended improvements, based on City staff, 
public, and advisory committee input, to develop a preferred facility alternative for 
various sections of the corridor. 

• Developing a prioritized, phasing plan for recommended facility improvement 
projects. 

• Estimating project costs and identifying potential funding sources. 

• Compiling the results of this work into this RITP document, for rev iew and adoption 
by the City of Florence Planning Commission and City Council. 

RHODODENDRON DRIVE INTEGRATED TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
Details of the RITP development process and findings are documented in a series of technical 
memoranda. This document contains a summary of the key points and findings of the 
memoranda with supporting material contained in the Appendices. 

The RITP includes the following elements: 

• Introduction with overview of goals and objectiv es. process and public involvement 

• Review of existing condition, opportunities and constraints 

• Development of Corridor Improvement Concepts 

• Recommended Phasing and Prioritization of Improvements 

• Identification of Potential Funding Sources 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
The City of Florence has taken the first steps in an assessment of improvement needs and 
modal integration opportunities along the Rhododendron Drive corridor. The corridor is one 
of the City 's primary north-south arterial roads and serves a critical function as a local 
alternative to using Highway (Hwy) 101. Rhododendron Drive also offers residents and 
visitors a scenic drive, north and east of the Siuslaw River. The corridor consists of the 5-mile 
segment of Rhododendron Drive between US 101 on the south and the Florence city limits on 
the north1. The City's primary goal in undertaking the Rhododendron Drive Integrated 
Transportation Plan (RITP) is to establish a phased program of improvements that have broad 
public support and can be funded and implemented incrementally. 

1.1 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
The RITP project objectives and City of Florence goals and policies are important in the 
development of the Concept Plan. These objectives include: 

• Maintaining and improving Rhododendron Drive as a local north-south transportation 
alternative to US 101. 

• Providing a balanced transportation system that provides options for meeting the 
travel needs of all modes of transportation by enhancing the opportunities for 
walking, biking, and transit in the corridor study area. 

• Improving the quality of life for citizens and visitors by providing a safe and 
effective transportation system to residences, employers, services, social, and 
recreational opportunities. 

• Creating additional opportunities to enhance the City as a tourist destination. 

• Allowing the community to enjoy the natural and scenic beauty of the area in a safe 
maimer, while minimizing the impacts on the natural and cultural resources. 

• Providing a public involvement program that ensures opportunities for citizen input 
in identifying needs and potential improvements in corridor study area. 

Design elements and alternatives were evaluated to ensure that there is concurrence with 
these objectives. 

1.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
The Public Advisory Committee (PAC) provided input and review of the planning process for 
the R H P . The PAC was made up of citizens of Florence, and was responsible for shaping the 
improvement alternatives and reviewing the memorandums. This work included reviewing 
the existing conditions and policies and the transportation facility options, hi addition to the 
PAC. several public involvement programs were used to inform Florence citizens and 
businesses about the RITP project goals and process, obtain information from the community 
on transportation issues and concerns, incorporate community feedback into the RITP. and 
review reports and receive comments. The City of Florence led the public involvement 
program, preparing and distributing information and news through the newspaper, email and 

1 Since the draft RDITP was completed, the Fawn Ridge subdivision has been annexed, extending the 
northern boundary of the City to Sebastian Street (See Figure 2-1 > 
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website postings, and displays at City Hall. An open house and a meeting with the Greentrees 
Homeowners Association were conducted at key points during the dev elopment of the RITP. 

1.3 PLAN ORGANIZATION 
The development of the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan began with a 
rev iew of the county, regional, and statewide plans and policies that guide land use and 
transportation planning in the City of Florence A technical analysis of existing transportation 
facilities was performed, which allowed for an objective assessment of the system's existing 
physical characteristics, operational performance, safety, and general function. Upon 
completion of the existing conditions analysis, the focus of the project shifted to identify ing 
facility options that would address the needs, constraints, and opportunities along the 
Rhododendron Drive corridor. Based on comments received from City staff. ODOT, local 
residents, and the PAC preferred facility alternatives were developed that reflected a 
consensus on the elements to be incorporated into RHP. The analyses of existing conditions 
and the project alternatives are summarized in Section 2 and Section 3. Having identified 
preferred facility alternativ es for the corridor, the next phase of the process involved phasing 
and prioritizing these improvements. Finally, planning level cost estimates were dev eloped 
and a summary of potential funding sources was identified to pay for the identified 
transportation improvements. Summaries of the phasing and funding information are found in 
Section 4 and Section 5 respectively. Detailed background information from die technical 
memoranda, developed during the RITP process, is provided in die appendices at the end of 
this plan 
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2 . EXISTING CONDITIONS: OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS 
This rev iew of the existing and projected future transportation system conditions is the first 
step in determining the improvement needs and modal integration opportunities along 
Rhododendron Drive. The characteristics and operational performance of the existing street 
system including traffic congestion and safety, system connectivity, service to all travel 
modes, future projected traffic operations, and other issues have been reviewed. Relevant 
local and state policies that affect the development of improvements in the corridor have been 
summarized. Baseline conditions related to land use and the natural environment hav e also 
been reviewed. 

The process used to assess existing transportation conditions within the corridor included the 
following information. 

• Field reconnaissance of existing street and intersection configuration. Traffic counts 
and crash records of incidents at the study intersections. 

• Previous studies, including identification of applicable TSP goals and policies, 
roadway functional classifications, alternative transportation route policies, etc. 

• Traffic operations analysis for the study intersections using the Synchro software and 
Highway Capacity Manual techniques for the purpose of identifying existmg 
operational deficiencies. 

• Existing system constraints, deficiencies and opportunities not specifically related to 
traffic operations or safety. These could include such factors or problems as 
connectivity issues, access management conflicts, sight distance problems, 
inadequate bicycle and pedestrian facilities, or timing of improvements in the vicinity 
of Rhododendron Drive, and other factors. 

A summary of the findings follows, with additional information provided in Appendices A. B 
and C 

2.1 STREET SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS 
The description of physical conditions includes a discussion of existing lanes, presence of 
sidewalks, paiking and speed limits, intersection layout, traffic control and pavement 
conditions, as well as a summary of access spacing standards and overall system connectivity. 
Figures in Appendix A also illustrate the existing conditions and constraints along the 
corridor. 

Rhododendron Drive 
Rhododendron Drive is classified by the TSP as a Minor Arterial. Roadway Functional 
Classifications are shown in Figure 2-1. Rhododendron Drive provides a parallel route to US 
101 connecting just north of the Siuslaw River Bridge, continuing east then north, to connect 
to Heceta Beach Road which completes a loop connecting to US 101. Its role within the 
overall Florence transportation system is to provide both localized transportation for the 
western portion of the urbanized area, as well as a scenic route for visitors. The Florence 
Transportation Plan identifies Rhododendron Drive as a scenic route and bicycle route. 

Rhododendron Drive was originally established as Coast Guard Road and was renamed in 
1967. Based on information from the Lane County Surveyors Office, Rhododendron Drive 
consists of a 60-foot wide public right-of-way throughout the corridor. The roadway survey 
data is included in Appendix B. 

January 2008 | ES-1 



Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan 
City of Florence 

Rhododendron Drive: US 101 to Hemlock Street 

The segment of Rhododendron Drive from US 101 to Hemlock Street is generally urban in 
character and serves a variety of land uses. The two-lane urban section includes curb and 
gutter, on-street parallel parking and curb-side sidewalks. The pav ement width is 42 feet with 
5-foot wide sidewalks. Residential and commercial driveways both access direcdy onto the 
roadway, which has a posted speed of 25 miles per hour (mph). 

Rhododendron Drive: Hemlock to City Limits 

The roadway segment of Rhododendron Driv e from Hemlock Street to the City limits2 has a 
rural character. The roadway serves predominately residential land uses. The road section 
consists of two travel lanes with widdis varying from 11 to 14 feet. There are limited sections 
with striped paved shoulders, but these locations are few. Drainage ditches carry? stormvvater 
runoff from the roadway adjacent to the travel lanes. Private driv eways exist throughout the 
segment. The posted speed varies from 30 mph to 45 mph. 

Highway 101 
US 101. the Oregon Coast Highway, is owned and maintained by the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT). The facility serves as Florence's primary' north-south highway and 
has two lanes in each direction with a center turn lane and a posted speed of 35 mph at 
Rhododendron Drive. US 101 is classified by ODOT as a Statewide Highway and a 
Statewide Freight Route, and the Florence TSP classifies the road as Major Arterial. The 
intersection at Rhododendron Drive is signalized and provides one of the few signalized 
pedestrian crossings of US 101 in Florence US 101 is a designated Special Transportation 
Area in the Oregon Highway Plan. 

9th Street 
9th Street is an east-west Minor Arterial roadway that connects IIS 101 to Rhododendron 
Drive. The street has two lanes, bike lanes, and partial sidewalks, with a posted speed of 25 
mph. The intersection is stop controlled for the 9th Street approach and free flow along 
Rhododendron Drive The roadway serves a v ariety of land uses and community resources 
including the Peace Harbor Hospital and Siuslaw Public Library. 

35th Street 
35di Street is an east-west Minor .Arterial roadway that connects US 101 to Rhododendron 
Drive The street consists of two lanes and shoulders, with a posted speed of 25 mph. The 
adjacent land uses are primarily residential. 35"' Street serves as a connection to die US Coast 
Guard Station. 

Greentrees Drive (Private) 
Greentrees Drive is a large, private residential dev elopment that lies to the east and west of a 
portion of Rhododendron Drive. The central roadway access, Greentrees Priv ate Drive, is a 
privately-owned, gated entry point into the development. In the vicinity of the intersection 
with this street Rhododendron Drive has a posted speed of 30 mph and a pedestrian warning 
signal is present. 

1 Since the draft RDITP was completed, the Fawn Ridge subdivision has been annexed, extending the 
northern boundary of the City to Sebastian Street { See Figure 2-1) 
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Circulation and Connectivity 
Rhododendron Drive is intersected by two east/west public roadways at 35th and 9th Street. 
Topography and existing facilities such as a landfill and airport preclude other major east-
west street connections. As development occurs, opportunities for circulation through local 
roadways should be examined. At a minimum, bike and pedestrian connections between 
existing and future developments adjacent to Rhododendron Drive should be pursued. 

12th Street is planned to provide access from Kingwood Street to industrial property west of 
the aii-port to the east boundary of Greentrees Development. Bike facilities are planned from 
Kingwood Street to Rhododendron Drive. The result will be a continuous bicycle and 
pedestrian connection from Rhododendron Drive to Kingwood Street. The implementation of 
planned bike lanes on Kingwood would provide connections to Old Town and Hvvy 126, and 
other key community features, such as the senior center. 

Pavement Condition 
A pavement management system does not currently exist for streets under the jurisdiction of 
the City of Florence. Information about pavement condition was collected through field 
observations and from discussions with City staff. From US 101 to Hemlock Street the 
pavement section is comprised of 6 inches of asphalt over 6 inches of aggregate base. The 
remainder of Rhododendron Drive is generally represented by 4 inches of asphalt over 8 
inches of aggregate base. Both pavement sections are 20 years or more old. The City has been 
conducting ongoing minor maintenance, including filling in sinkholes adjacent to the Siuslaw 
River near Florence Transfer Station Road. An overlay was recently completed from 
approximately Wild Winds to 35th Street. Large riprap has been placed near the river to 
prov ide bank reinforcement adjacent to the road. The current City budget only provides for 
minor maintenance. Discussions with city staff indicate that the current pavement condition 
has been assessed at 60-70°o as compared to the new condition. Annual maintenance is 
essential to protecting the investment in the existing roadway. Observations confirm that the 
pavement is holding up with minor maintenance, but has some visible areas of longitudinal 
cracking in the wheel paths. 

2.2 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 
Three unsignalized intersections were evaluated as part of the R H P : 

• Rhododendron Drive at 9th Street (unsignalized) 

• Rhododendron Drive at Greentrees Private Drive (unsignalized) 

• Rhododendron Drive at 35th Street (unsignalized) 

Each of the intersections is stop-controlled on the minor street approach. Existing lane 
configurations and traffic control for the three study area intersections are shown in 
Figure 2-1 
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Figure 2-2. Existing Intersection Geometry 

The City's TSP and Comprehensive Plan indicate diat provisions should be made to 
accommodate left turn lanes at the intersections of Rhododendron Drive at 35th Street and 
Rhododendron Drive at 9th Street in the future. 

A review of ODOT traffic count data for the intersection of Rhododendron Driv e at US 101 
and 9th Street and US 101 indicated that City streets experienced their peak hour of traffic 
activity during the middle of a typical weekday. Accordingly, existing (2006) midday peak 
hour traffic counts were collected for three City intersections along Rhododendron Drive 
including 9ttl Street, Green tree s Drive, and 35 th Street. The traffic count data summarized in 
Figure 2-3 reflects seasonal adjusted and balanced midday traffic volumes. 

Rhododendron Drive Rhododendron Drive Rhododendron Drive 
and 9th Street and Green trees Private Drive and 35th Street 

Figure 2-3. Midday Peak Traffic Volumes - 2006 and (2020) 

Future traffic volumes were forecasted using ODOT's Transportation Planning and Analysis 
Procedures and Methods (2006) guidelines. Traffic analysis methodology is summarized in 
Appendix C The horizon year of 2020 was chosen for consistency with die Florence 
Comprehensive Plan. ODOT historical count data was used to estimate an annual growth rate 
that was then applied to the adjusted 2006 volume data. Future (2020) traffic volumes at the 
subject intersections are shown in Figure 2-3 as die numbers within brackets. Intersection 
operations analysis worksheets are found in Appendix C As with the existing (2006) 
analysis, these volumes reflect midday peak traffic conditions. The operation analysis 
indicates that as traffic increases on Rhododendron Drive, the delay on die stop controlled 
minor approaches also increases as indicated. However, even with increases in traffic the 
minor approaches still experience minimal delays and operate within the acceptable LOS 
standaids. 
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Crash data for the study area intersections and segments of Rhododendron Drive were 
rev iewed. The intersection of Rhododendron Drive and Coast Guard Station experienced the 
highest number of reported crashes. Most collisions at this location involved vehicles leav ing 
the roadway during icy weather and involved only property damage from adjacent vegetation. 
The traffic volumes along Rhododendron Drive are relatively low such that calculations of 
the crash rates can be misleading. Further analysis of the crash data indicates that of the total 
10 crashes that occurred, eight were non-injury crashes, two were injury crashes not requiring 
transport, and none were fatal. Given that Rhododendron Drive experienced a relatively low-
number of reported crashes and of low severity, no further safety analysis is required. 

2.3 TRANSIT 
The Rhody Express is the transit service serving the City of Florence. Fixed-route transit 
service is provided along a portion of the southern end of Rhododendron Drive along with 
many other streets in town. Riders may request to board or de-board at any location along the 
route. There are no formal transit facilities along Rhododendron Drive and only two signed 
bus stops; at Kingvvood and at Ivy. The City operates the service from Monday through 
Friday, from 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. All buses are equipped with wheelchair lifts, but it does 
not appear that buses are equipped with bike racks. Figure 2-4 illustrates the route of the 
Rhody Express, including sen'ice to the segment of Rhododendron Drive 

2.4 BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN TRAVEL AND FACILITIES 
Bicycle and pedestrian facilities in Florence consist of dedicated bicycle lanes, bikevvays 
(shared roadways), multi-use paths, and sidewalks. Existing bicycle facilities on and 
connecting to Rhododendron Drive are shown in Figure 2-5. 

Within the city limits. Rhododendron Drive is designated as a bikewav. From US 101 to 
Hemlock Street, bicycles share 14-foot travel lanes and contend with on-street parking. 
Between Hemlock Street and the City limits. Rhododendron Drive consists of 11-14 foot 
wide travel lanes with no shoulders. Bicycles must use the existing street in competition with 
motorized vehicles or travel off the paved surface where possible. Bicycle lanes are located 
on 9th Street and 35th Street, both of which connect to Rhododendron Drive. 

Sidewalks are found along both sides of Rhododendron Drive from US 101 to Hemlock 
Street. The intersections along this segment also have curb ramps to accommodate 
pedestrians with disabilities. From Hemlock to the City Limits no sidewalks exist. Marked 
pedestrian crossings currently exist at the intersections of Rhododendron Drive/Greentrees 
Drive and Rhododendron Drive /Kingvvood Street. Flashing pedestrian crossing warning signs 
exist northbound and southbound at Greentnees Drive. 

A discussion of the nature of bicycle and pedestrian travel includes identifying types of trips 
and types of facilities that can be provided to meet varying trip needs. 

Pedestrians and bicyclists are people who use the most basic public spaces - sidewalks, 
streets, and other walkways - to travel, and have special characteristics that must be 
considered in planning. These individuals are highly diverse, including joggers, commuters, 
and groups enjoying a leisurely stroll or ride. Pedestrians and bicyclists in the Florence area 
can be classified based on trip types: 

• Utilitarian trips - to pedestrian attractors (within a mile) such as shopping, errands 

• Recreational trips - for aesthetic enjoyment and tourism 

• Health and athletic training - such as jogging or walking 
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• Access to transit - generally trips under 12 mile to bus stops or park and ride lots 

• Commute trips - trav el to work or school 

Because of the v ariety of trip types, facilities serve a variety of needs. A commuter or 
shopper may prefer short and direct routes to their destinations, while a recreational user may-
be more concerned about the aesthetics of the surroundings. Typically all users prefer routes 
that are clearly delineated. Pedestrian facilities should also consider persons with disabilities. 
The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) mandates that reasonable accommodation for 
access should be afforded those who ma)' need such assistance. Bicyclists are typically 
attracted to the same destinations as pedestrians; however they are willing to travel a greater 
distance to reach them. 

Table 2-1 presents a summary of bicycle and pedestrian trip attractors located in the Florence 
area. These include destinations that could attract commuter, utilitarian, transit access and or 
recreational trips. The location of some of these attractors are also indicated 011 Figure 2-5 
and on maps in Appendix A. Retail, shopping, and restaurant locations are primarily located 
along US 101 Old Town also includes a variety of attractors for tourists. 

Table 2-1 Bicycle and Pedestrian Trip Attractors in the Florence Area 

Summary of Types of Trip Attractors 
• Schools and Community Col lege 

• Library 

• Parks, open spaces, and recreational facilities 

• Shopping areas and retail centers 

• Employment centers 

• Public facilities and community centers 

• Cultural, historical and tourist destinations 

• Transit connections 

When options are available, pedestrians and cyclists generally choose a route diat provides 
the best balance of the following desirable characteristics: 

• Directness between the origin and destination points 

• Minimal gradients to be negotiated 

• A high-quality and well-maintained surface 

• Lower volumes of motor vehicle traffic 

• Adequate space for allowing faster traffic to safely pass 

• Pleasant environmental surroundings 

• Minimal number of stops or delays 
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2.5 POLICY GUIDANCE FOR FUTURE ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS 
City of Florence street standards, as well as City and State policies, affect plaimmg and 
design for future improvements on the Rhododendron Drive corridor. Improvement 
alternatives considered the standards and policies contained in: 

• Florence Transportation System Plan (TSP) 

• Florence 2020 Comprehensive Plan 

• State of Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) 

• Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (OBPP) 

• Federal Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 

The applicable policies and standards are summarized in Appendix B. 

Existing Florence Street Standards 
The Florence TSP identities general desirable street characteristics based 011 functional 
classification. According to the TSP. Minor Arterials with a scenic route designation, like 
Rhododendron Drive, should include two vehicle travel lanes with bicycle lanes and 
sidewalks on both sides. On-street parking would not be permitted. City of Florence design 
standards also identify lane widths based on functional classification. Minor Arterials such as 
Rhododendron Drive generally require two 12-foot travel lanes, a 14-foot center turn lane. 5-
foot sidewalks, and 6-foot bike lanes. The TSP also states that for designated scenic drives 
such as Rhododendron Drive, the roadway character should promote the aesthetic values of 
the natural environment. Therefore, on scenic routes, a narrower street section standard would 
apply that does not require sidewalks or a center turn lane. However, a minimum of 5-foot 
bicycle lanes and 12-foot travel lanes are specified. 

2.6 EXISTING NATURAL AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT 
This section focuses on an inventory and review of existing land use. adopted plans and 
policies, and built and natural environmental factors that are relevant to the development of 
the RITP. Collectively, the materials assembled and evaluated in this task helped to provide a 
context within which the study was conducted, so that all key non-transportation issues 
affecting the development and evaluation of improvement recommendations were considered. 
The assessments conducted in this chapter relied on a base map created using die Lane 
Council of Governments Geographic Information System (GLS) database. This information 
was also used later in the study to support the evaluation of transportation improvements by 
enhancing understanding of the many factors that affect improvement decisions. 

Land Use 
Zoning and Comprehensive Plan designations for property along Rhododendron Driv e were 
reviewed. For the Rhododendron Drive corridor, aerial photographs, developable land 
inventory from the TSP. and GIS data were analyzed to gain an understanding of the current 
and potential land uses. 

The City of Florence is forecasted to continue growing into the future. Local land use plans, 
policies and ordinances, as found in the Florence Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning Code, 
support additional residential, commercial, and industrial development inside the Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB). As the entire project area is located within the UGB. economic and 
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population-induced development will likely occur where v acant or redevelopable land is 
av ailable. However, it should be noted that most of the corridor is already developed with 
land uses that are mostly consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code. Thus, 
the land use character of the corridor is not expected to change significantly in the foreseeable 
future. The most likely development changes anticipated along the corridor include new 
industrial development and the possible redevelopment of some residential uses to 
professional office institutional uses. 

Rhododendron Drive: US 101 to 12th Street 
The Rhododendron Drive east-west segment is a nearly fully built out mix of residential and 
commercial uses, and includes a hospital facility. There is potential for redevelopment of 
smaller residential properties to reflect the plan designation of commercial and professional 
office. Conversions are likely to take place slowly in the future. As the hospital property 
comprises the bulk of land use and the land is highly utilized, the land use context for this 
portion of the corridor is not expected to change significantly in the foreseeable future. 

Rhododendron Drive: 12th Street to 35th Street 
From 12th Street to 35 th Street there is a mix of property designated for residential and 
industrial uses. The residentially-designated property appears to be largely developed, while 
the industrially-designated property is lightly utilized with few visible obstructions to further 
development. The industrial property includes the Lane County Landfill facility, accessed 
from Florence Transfer Station Road. South of the landfill is a large parcel designated for 
public open space. North of the landfill, a large service and industrial-designated property has 
the potential for substantial development. Although the site fronts onto Rhododendron Drive. 
Pacific View Drive is stubbed to the eastern property line and connects to Kingwood Street. 
As development of this parcel occurs there is potential for connecting Pacific View Drive to 
Rhododendron Drive. 

Rhododendron Drive: 35th Street to City Limits 

Property along the north section of Rhododendron Drive is designated as single family and 
restricted residential. There are two areas east of Rhododendron Drive that contain sizable 
properties with potential for development. Each of the areas appears to have opportunities to 
take access via a new roadway near the property boundaries. The bulk of the remaining land 
along the roadway section is dev eloped. 

Scenic Resources 
State Goal 5 (OAR 660-015-0000) aims to protect natural resources and conserv e scenic and 
historic areas and open spaces. Local governments throughout Oregon have adopted 
programs that will protect natural resources and consen e scenic, historic, and open space 
resources. The City of Florence had addressed scenic resources in its Comprehensive Plan 
and in the Florence Usual Management Plan. The plan identifies and protects important 
scenic views of the river, dunes, jetty, and the ocean. The Siuslaw River is a key scenic 
resource that parallels Rhododendron Driv e. There is one specifically identified viewpoint 
located along Rhododendron Drive adjacent to the river between Florence Transfer Station 
Road and Wild Winds. Another potential viewpoint is located opposite the driveway to Peace 
Harbor Hospital. 
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This location has a wide and unpaved shoulder sufficient for sev eral vehicles to park and 
provides a view of the river and the dunes recreation area. There is no land use permitting 
process that must be undertaken to dev elop roadway improvements within the City. However, 
general issues with respect to neighborhood compatibility and scenic protection must be 
addressed in the design options. 

Biological and Natural Resources 
Heavy vegetation adjacent to Rhododendron Drive contributes to the unique character of the 
route. The vegetation consists of mature shore pines and native rhododendrons. Roadside 
vegetation must be sufficiently trimmed to ensure that it does not cause a safety problem to 
the traveling public such as impaired sight distance or low hanging branches. The heavy 
vegetation makes roadway widening difficult without impacts to the vegetation. Roadway 
improvements also have potential for impacting wetland, riparian, and stream areas. If 
impacts occur, then field investigation will determine jurisdictional regulation. Impacts to 
jurisdictional wetlands or ditches may require an Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) 
Removal Fill permit and a US Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE) permit. Impacts to the 
Siuslaw River would likely require consultation with die USAGE. Improvements should 
minimize impacts to these resources where feasible. 

Public Utilities 
The RITP has the opportunity to coordinate future improvements along the road with utility 
work in the area. Appendix A documents the approximate location of existing utility 
locations along Rhododendron Drive. 

Water/Sewer 

Over the next five years, existing water and sewer lines within Rhododendron right-of-way 
are scheduled for replacement or maintenance. The existing system information is mapped in 
Appendix A. Water lines and sewer lines run the lengdi of Rhododendron Drive, with sewer 
lines terminating at the wastewater treatment plant soudi of Rhododendron Drive and west of 
Greenwood Street. The water line lies along the outside edge of die southbound lane, while 
the sewer runs along the outside edge of the northbound lane. The sewer line from 9th Street 
to the wastewater treatment plant consists of an 8-inch asbestos-cement sewer pipe diat is in 
very poor condition and is a priority for replacement. From 9th Street to Marine Manor is an 
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8-inch lugh-density polyethylene (HDPE) pipe, and a 4-inch HDPE pipe from Marine Manor 
to Shelter Cove. The system mns by gravity from 35th Street to the south: north of 35th 
Street several pump stations exist. 

Stormwater 

Stormwater management along Rhododendron Driv e consists of open ditches which infiltrate 
the water which inns off the roadway surface. A box culvert crosses Rhododendron Drive 
near Marine Manor. Any future stormwater improvements should be coordinated with City of 
Florence Stormwater Management Plan that is being developed. 

Po wer/Teleohon e 

Fiber optic cable runs along the north side of Rhododendron Drive from Kingwood to Peace 
Harbor Hospital. A cell tower exists at the southeast corner of Rhododendron Drive and 35th 
Street. Utility poles support power and telephone lines and alter their location from the west 
side to the east side along Rhododendron Drive, as indicated in the figures in Appendix A. 
These poles also support street lighting at the intersections and occasionally along 
Rhododendron Drive between intersections. Roadway widening may require the relocation of 
oveihead power and telephone lines located adjacent to Rhododendron Drive. 
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3 . DESIGN CONCEPTS 
The Design Concept utilizes the information and findings of the existing opportunities and 
constraints as well as feedback from the public to ev aluate design elements and alternativ es 
for improvements along the Rhododendron Drive corridor. Design elements and alternatives 
were evaluated to ensure that there is concurrence with the project goals and objectives. This 
information has led to the recommended improvement alternatives that address the 
transportation issues and enhance the unique character of the Rhododendron Driv e corridor. 

The development of the Design Concept includes: 

• Rhododendron Drive Roadway Facility Alternatives; 

• Community and Technical Comments: 

• Recommended Roadway Section Alternatives; 

• Scenic Viewpoints Design Elements and Improvements; 

• Intersection Improvements: 

• Connectivity and Access Design Elements and Improvements: and 

• Transit Facility Improvements. 

3.1 RHODODENDRON DRIVE ROADWAY FACILITY ALTERNATIVES 
Three facility options were considered for Rhododendron Drive. The sections are designed to 
tit within the 60-foot wide public right-of-way that exists throughout the corridor. 
Operational analysis indicates that one travel lane m each direction is sufficient to serve 
existing and future vehicular traffic in the corridor. 

City of Florence Minor Arterial Typical Street Section 
The City of Florence TSP identifies general desirable street characteristics based on 
functional classifications. According to the TSP. Minor Artenals with a scenic route 
designation like Rhododendron Drive should include two-v ehicle travel lanes with bicycle 
lanes and sidewalks on both sides. Oil-street parking would not be pennitted. City of Florence 
design standards also identify lane widths based on functional classification. Minor Artenals 
such as Rhododendron Driv e generally require two 12-foot travel lanes, a 14-foot center turn 
lane. 5-foot sidewalks, and 6-foot bike lanes (Section 1). The TSP also states that for 
designated scenic drives such as Rhododendron Drive, the roadway character should promote 
the aesthetic values of the natural environment. Therefore, a narrower street section standard 
would apply that does not require sidewalks or a center turn lane on scenic routes, yet a 
minimum of 5-foot bicycle lanes and 12-foot travel lanes are specified. 
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* * * MEDIAN * * * 
SIDEWALK BIKEUNE T R A V E L L A N E T U R N L A N E T R A V E L LANE: BIKELANE SIDEWALK 

5' 14' 12' 6' 5' 

6 0 ' R Q W 

* - SCENIC DRIVES WILL NOT REQUIRE EITHER A MEDIAN TURN U N E OR SIDEWALK 
* * - SCENIC DRIVES MAY HAVE MINIMUM 5' 8IKE LANE 

Section 1. City of Florence Minor Arterial Standard 

Standard Sidewalks, Bike Lanes and Travel Lanes 
This street section is a typical standard for urban areas. Most sidewalks are separated from 
the roadway by a curb and gutter, which are used to direct drainage and as a separation from 
v ehicles. An additional buffer strip or planting strip can also be used to separate the sidewalk 
from the curb. The bike lanes are 5 to 6 feet wide, corn eying bicyclists in the same direction 
as the adjacent trav el lane. The striped trav el lanes can vary from 10 to 14 feet. Studies hav e 
shown that as travel speeds decrease, the width of a trav el lane has little impact on lane 
capacity. For safety, a travel lane striped at 11 feet, including a 6-foot bike lane, has an 
effective pavement width of 17 feet, which allows room to maneuv er around obstacles and 
prov ides a buffer for oversized loads. 

Separated Path 
On some roads the formality of curb and 
gutter does not fit the character of die street. 
Separating a path or sidewalk from the travel 
lane has several advantages. The physical 
barrier can enhance the sense of security for 
users, especially children and the hearing- and 
sight-impaired. It also attracts inexperienced 
bicyclists and provides a clear route for users 
unfamiliar with the area. The buffer also adds 
comfort along higher speed roadways. A 
separated path can be used in urban areas but 
still retains a less formal character, and it can 
reduce the costs that curb and gutters 
generally add to road improvement projects. 

A path should be wide enough to accommodate two-way travel for bicycles and pedestrians, 
typically between 10 and 12 feet. The buffer strip should separate die travel lane and path and 
can be a ditch or contain vegetation. The buffer width can van', and the padi can meander to 
avoid obstacles and impacts where necessary. Paths should be used where driveways are less 
frequent to reduce potential conflicts widi traffic. Gravel driveways adjacent to paths and 

3-6 January 2008 | 



Rlioihikiiiii-un Dim• Integrated Tìtvisportahoii Pimi 
City òfFkneuce 

sidewalks should be paved back 15 feet to avoid debris accumulation on the sidewalks. 
Shared-use paths should not be used to preclude oil-road bicycle facilities but rather to 
supplement a system of on-road bike lanes or paved shoulders. 

Raised Pathway 
A raised pathway combines the width 
of a path with more positiv e separation 
than the painted stripes of a bike lane 
but less than a buffer strip. Mountable 
curb allows for cyclists to enter or 
leave the path as needed while 
providing a visual and physical barrier 
that is more accessible for users. A 
change in surface texture or material is 
useful to detect the edge of a walkway 
for vision-impaired pedestrians. The 
concrete curb does add to the costs; 
however, the path can be either asphalt 
or concrete. Placing the path adjacent to the travel lane narrows die footprint of the roadway 
section improvements and can be used where there are constraints. 

3.2 COMMUNITY AND TECHNICAL COMMENTS 
The RITP project includes a public involvement program that ensures opportunities for 
citizen input in identifying needs and areas of special focus along Rhododendron Drive. The 
following is a summary7 of the key public feedback that was considered in the Concept Plan 
and should be considered in the final design for the improvements. The most frequent 
comment was to make a great effort to minimize removal and save as many native 
rhododendrons as possible with the design and construction of improvements. Technical 
comments were also received from City and ODOT staff. 

Rhododendron Drive: US 101 to Hemlock Street 
• Allow the current roadway section to remain with on-street parking and shared lane 

bicycle facility for the short term. 

• Accommodate paiking along one side, narrow travel lanes and provide bike lanes. 

Rhododendron Drive: Hemlock to 9th Street 
• Continue urban section with sidewalks and bike lanes. 

• Sidewalks should be provided on both sides of the street; however, due to the number 
of constraints along the southwest side of Rhododendron Drive, a sidewalk on die 
northeast side of the street may be sufficient to serve die users in the short term. 

Rhododendron Drive: 9th Street to Wild Winds 
• Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are needed along this segment: however, die 

community has not reached consensus on a recommended facility alternativ e. The 
facility alternatives under consideration include a separated path or a raised path 

• A transitional cross-section is recommended to provide a visual and functional 
transition between different facility types. The section would connect the 9th Street 
sidewalk section to the 12th Street path and proposed multi-use padi along 
Rhododendron Driv e. 
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• Aiiv alternative should attempt to save as much native vegetation as possible. Both 
alternatives attempt to minimize impact and allow flexibility to save v egetation, 
although some vegetation will still need to be removed. 

• The location of the facilities on the east or west side of the road will be determined, 
although the east side is favored. 

Rhododendron Drive: Wild Winds to City Limits 
• A separated multi-use path is preferred for this segment along the east side of 

Rhododendron Drive. 

• A multi-use path would be able to provide a vegetative buffer between users and the 
roadway and could be planted with native rhododendrons. 

• There is an option to pursue in cooperation with Lane County an easement to place a 
meandering path outside of the right-of-way. The path placed outside of the right-of-
way could be respond to physical constraints and prov ide a greater buffer from 
traffic. 

• The scenic viewpoint should be designed to continue to provide parking for vehicles. 
A sidewalk could be added adjacent to the parking, but it would be ancillary to the 
multi-use path on the east side of Rhododendron Drive. 

• Crosswalks across Rhododendron Drive should be provided to facilitate safe 
connections between the path and viewpoint. 

• A reduction in the posted speed limit to 35 mph should be explored along this 
segment. 

3.3 RECOMMENDED RHODODENDRON DRIVE TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 
DESIGN 

The recommended corridor improvement alternatives are the result of extensive public 
outreach and detailed technical studies on corridor attributes and issues. The corridor was 
sectioned into segments and locations based on several criteria to help develop phasing and 
cost estimates. The sites represent locations where discrete improvements are needed with 
unique characteristics, including viewpoints and intersections. The corridor was divided into 
segments with consideration of similar facility type or improvements, length of die segment, 
and connection to the existing roadway network and or destinations. 

Appendix E illustrates the segments and defines the segment limits, recommended roadway 
sections, and other unique improvement options. 

Roadway Segments 

Segment: Rhododendron Drive: US 101 to Hemlock Street 

The existing two-lane urban section includes curb and gutter, on-street parallel parking, and 
attached sidewalks. The pav ement width is 42 feet, with 5-foot sidewalks. Residential and 
commercial driveways both access directly onto Rhododendron Drive, which has a posted 
speed of 25 miles per hour (mph). The current roadway width and sidewalks meet state 
design standards. In this section bicycles are accommodated in the shared lane facility. 
Striping of the roadway would bring it into compliance with the Florence TSP Standards for a 
minor arterial. These include 6-foot bike lanes. 12-foot travel lanes, and no provisions for on-
street parking. 
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An alternativ e to this would accommodate parking along one side, narrowing trav el lanes and 
still prov iding bike lanes, as seen in Section 2. Shifting traffic can extend pavement life by 
shifting tire wear to the less used areas. 

Section 2. Roadway Section with Parking 

Segment: Rhododendron Drive: Hemlock to 9th Street 

The roadway segment of Rhododendron Driv e from Hemlock Street to 9th Street currentiy 
has a rural character. This road section consists of two travel lanes with widths varying from 
11 to 14 feet. The posted speed changes from 25 mph near Hemlock to 30 niph near 9th 
Street. A number of residential driveways exist along the southwest side of the curve before 
9th Street. The spacing of these driveways does not comply with City access spacing 
standaids but belongs to long-established residences with well-established landscapmg. 

The north and east side of Rhododendron Drive includes a mix of residential and commercial 
uses, including a hospital facility. There is potential for redevelopment of smaller residential 
properties to reflect the plan designation of commercial and professional office. The hospital 
property comprises the bulk of land use. and this land is highly utilized. Because of the 
community destinations served by Rhododendron Drive and 9th Street, pedestrian and 
bicycle traffic is higher in this segment. The following section is recommended for this 
segment. 

Section 3. Roadway Section with Sidewalks 

The urban section provides for separate bicycle and pedestrian facilities, is consistent with the 
segment to die east, and has a higher level of use. Sidewalks should be provided on both sides 
of the street; however, due to the number of driveways, extensive vegetation, overhead 
utilities, and lack of community destinations along the southwest side of Rhododendron 
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Drive, a sidewalk only on the northeast side of the street may be sufficient to serve die users 
(Section 3). 

Segment: Rhododendron Drive: 9th Street to City Limits 

The roadway segment of Rhododendron Drive from 9th Street to the City limits has a rural 
character. The road section consists of two travel lanes with widths varying from 11 to 14 feet 
and posted speeds from 30 mph to 45 mph. The number and spacing of existing accesses onto 
Rhododendron Drive vary depending on location. The west side of Rhododendron Drive 
opposite the 35th Street intersection has sev eral driveways. However, these accesses are often 
consolidated into private roads and shared accesses. Newer lots appear to share driveway 
accesses when possible. The roadway serv es predominately residential land uses. 

Location of a path along the east side of Rhododendron Drive is recommended for dns 
segment, with the exception of the scenic viewpoint area across from the Florence Transfer 
Station access road This scenic viewpoint is discussed in Section 7. which describes scenic 
viewpoint design options. The following sections are recommended for this segment. 

ir 
l r n d I " i . 

i r 
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Section 4. Roadway Section with Separated Path 

Section 4 provides the buffer from traffic that will provide a more comfortable and pleasing 
environment for a variety of users. A path on one side and shoulders adjacent to the travel 
lanes are sufficient to handle future bicycle and pedestrian traffic. The width of the padi can 
be narrowed to 10 feet or meandered to save vegetation. The buffer strip can also be used to 
transplant vegetation that may be impacted by construction of the path. Costs are less dian a 
standard street section or attached section because die pith can be asphalt the buffer strip can 
be used to handle stormwater drainage, and the elevation of the padi can be different from the 
existing roadway requiring less grading. 
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Section 5. Roadway Section with Raised Path 

Section 5 may be used where a narrower roadway footprint is needed to avoid obstacles. 
While the raised path does offer the added barrier of a buffer, it still offers a comfortable 
experience for the user. This section has a higher cost than the separated path because of the 
cost of the curb, grading required for the path, and facilities to handle drainage. 

Transitional Segment: 9th Street to 12 Street Multi-Use Path 

Section 6 is proposed as a transition between the multi-use path at 12th Street and the 
sidewalks to the South at 9th Street. Similar to Section 3. Section 6 provides an 8-foot 
concrete sidewalk on the east side of Rhododendron Driv e, with a 4-foot buffer or swale. 

Section 6. Roadway Section with Separated Path 

The 9th Street intersection was chosen as the location to begin the transition from sidewalks 
to a multi-use path. The roadway is seen as the split between urban and rural areas, where 
services, attractors. and facilities exist and are connected to the wider network. Also, just 
north of the intersection, a multi-use path is cuirenUy scheduled for construction in the 
undeveloped right-of-way of 12th Street. This path will connect from Rhododendron Driv e to 
Kingwood Street. It is logical that this 12tli Street path would connect to a similar facility. A 
pedestrian crossing refuge island on Rhododendron Drive is also recommended at the 
connection to the 12th Street path. 

The proposed sections do not improv e the full 60 feet of the existing right-of-way but leave 
14 or more feet unimprov ed This "extra" right-of-way allows for further flexibility in the 
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roadway section to respond to corridor constraints by permitting the roadway centerhne to be 
offset from the center of die right-of-way. 

Based on some spot measurements of features along the corridor, the centerhne of the 
roadway is reasonably close to the center of the right-of-way. Since the existing roadway 
location is not exactly known, the improvements may require a widening or replacement of 
the existing roadway to acluex e the roadway cross-section. The location of the existing 
roadway within the right-of-way should be verified through surveying. 

Intersection Improvements 
Three unsignalized intersections were evaluated as part of die RITP. including: 

• Rhododendron Drive at 9th Street (unsignalized) 

• Rhododendron Drive at Greentrees Private Drive (unsignalized) 

• Rhododendron Drive at 35th Street (unsignalized) 

There are no existing operational deficiencies, but as traffic increases improvements may be 
needed for either safety or operations. Each of the intersections is stop controlled on the 
minor street approach. Intersection designs at 35th Street and 9th Street should provide for 
the addition of southbound left-turn lanes on Rhododendron Drive, and left-tum lanes on 35 th 
and 9th Streets. These are consistent with the City's TSP and Comprehensive Plan. A left-
turn lane should also be evaluated at the Transfer Station Access Road intersection when 
development of the industrial properties is proposed. 

The crash data do not indicate 
any outstanding safety problems 
that need to be addressed. 
However. bicycles and 
pedestrians are not adequately 
served by the limited existing 
facilities along the corridor. 
Matked crosswalks and ADA-
compliant ramps should be 
implemented with any 

intersection improvements, including adequate lighting and signage. A pedestrian crossing 
island is also recommended for the south leg of die 9th Street Rhododendron Drive 
intersection. 

Additional public roadway intersections along the corridor should be considered for 
improv ements to geometry and sight distance in conjunction with any road project: 

• Coast Guard Station Road. 

• Eden Lane, and 

• Peace Harbor. 

Figures of the conceptual intersection improvements at 9th Street and 35th Street are included 
in Appendix E. 
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Connectivity and Access Design Elements and Improvements 
Rhododendron Drive is intersected by two east-west public roadways at 35th and 9th Streets. 
Topography and existing facilities such as a landfill and an airport preclude otiier major east-
west street connections. As development 
occurs, opportunities for circulation through 
local roadways should be examined. At a 
minimum, bike and pedestrian connections 
between existing and future developments 
adjacent to Rhododendron Drive should be 
pursued. 

City of Florence development code requires 
sidewalk installation concurrent with new 
public roadways. However, sidewalks are 
absent from most of the streets intersecting 
Rhododendron Drive. since many 
developments occurred before this standard 
was in place or are private developments. The 
only existing streets with sidewalks that intersect Rhododendron Drive are 9th Street and 
Kingwood. The construction of pedestrian facilities such as sidewalks along collector and 
aiterials streets should be considered a priority for pedestrian improvements, such as 35th 
Street. 

Several of the intersections along Rhododendron Drive are private roadways to gated 
developments. The gated entrances should be re-designed to allow vehicles to turn around 
within the driveway without backing into the adjacent street, as well as to supply sufficient 
storage for vehicle queues without impacting traffic flow along Rhododendron Drive. One of 
the key transportation policies in the 2020 Comprehensive Plan addresses street access and 
connectivity, as follows: 

A tnr development shall gam access primarily from local streets. Driveway 
access onto arterial and collectors shall he evaluated based on access 
options, street classifications and the effects of new access on the function, 
operation and safetv of surrounding streets and intersections. 

The following connections would prov ide opportunities for direct and convenient routes from 
the Rhododendron Drive corridor to existing and planned destinations in Florence: 

• 12th Street east of Rhododendron Drive is currently undeveloped right-of-way. The 
City plans to develop 12th Street as a bike and pedestrian facility from Kingwood 
Street to Rhododendron Drive. Completion of the facility is expected for 2007-2008. 

• Pacific View Drive currently runs west from Kingwood Street through Port of 
Siuslaw property. The Port of Siuslaw has proposed extension of this road which 
includes a connection to Transfer Station Access Road near Rhododendron Drive. 
This connection would provide an additional east-west route to Kingwood Street and 
access to one of the scenic viewpoint sites. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities are likely 
to be required along the roadway, but may also be served by a trail system though 
Port Property. 

• The implementation of planned bike lanes on Kingwood Street would provide 
continuity for bike and pedestrian facilities located on the intersecting 9th and 35th 
Streets. These connections would provide a network that would facilitate safe travel 
to Old Town and Hwy 126. and to other key community features, such as the senior 
center. 
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Path and access connections can incorporate a variety of design elements. These locations can 
provide some amenities and be destinations in themselves, or they can be simple visual 
markers. The following photos show two design examples. 

Scenic Viewpoint Design Elements and Improvements 
Two scenic viewpoint locations were identified along 
Rhododendron Drive. The uniqueness of each site requires 
that individual treatments be considered for each. 

The first location is opposite the Peace Harbor Hospital 
Access. This property is undev eloped and currently an 
unpaved turn-out. Survey records indicate that the site is 
likely right-of-way owned by the City of Florence, with 
some of the adjacent property owned by the Port of 
Siuslaw. There is potential for cooperation between the 
entities to create a viewpoint at street level, and access to 

recreational opportunities along the hill and or to the shoreline and tidal beach below. 
Amenities at the viewpoint could include interpretive markers and benches. The viewpoint 
could be restricted to access by bikes and pedestrians or could serve a few vehicles via a turn-
out. A sample of this type of facility is provided left. 

The second site is located adjacent to the 
Siuslaw River opposite the transfer 
station access road. The viewpoint 
property is linear, tunning about 1000 
feet, and narrow in width, av eraging 22 
feet. The bank is currently reinforced 
with large rip rap. A path is 
recommended to run along river frontage 
for the best enjoyment of its scenic 
v alues. The Poit of Siuslaw has control 
of in-water areas, and has indicated 
interest in development of recreational or 
commercial stnictures. such as a dock for boating or windsurfing, along die viewpoint. There 
is also potential for cooperation to create a viewpoint that also provides access for 
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recreational and tourism opportunities. Because the site is narrow, it would be difficult to 
prov ide any parking other than parallel parking as shown in Section 7. 

SiJc'.v*!!; Pdflifltt Sh«ihfcf MlftlOlUtll 
tlwttvr 
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Section 7. Viewpoint with Parallel Parking 

Further rev iew of property ownership and boundaries should be conducted prior to design of 
any improvements. Figures illustrating the viewpoint improvements are included in Appendix 
E." 

Transit Facility Improvements 
The Rhoddy Express is provided along a portion of the southern end of Rhododendron Drive, 
along with many other streets in town. Riders may request to board or de-board at any 
location along the route. There are no formal transit facilities along Rhododendron Drive and 
only two signed bus stops, one at Kingwood and the other at Ivy Street. Additional signed bus 
stops are recommended for several reasons. First, predictability of a bus stop remov es some 
anxiety that a new or unfamiliar user may have about the sen ice. Second, it alerts drivers and 
reminds other users of the corridor that public transit is present and is an available 
transportation option. Third, designating bus stops allow for placement that ensures the safest 
connections for the rider, bus driver and traffic. At a minimum, stops could be designated at 
the intersections of Rhododendron Drive and its arterial or collector-classified roadways. 
These classified roadways, such as 9th Street, connect to community destinations and otlier 
multi-modal facilities. Currently, the Rhoddy Express does not offer sen ice north of Green 
Trees Private Drive on Rhododendron Drive. If service is extended north along 
Rhododendron Drive it is recommended that transit facilities be provided at the entrances to 
private developments such as Shelter Cove. Mariners Village, and Greentrees. Because of the 
coastal climate, shelter from wind or rain should also be considered at diese locations. 
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4 . PROJECT PHASING 
A viable implementation strategy for the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan 
improvements requires consideration of prior findings, including: 

• Phasing and prioritization considerations: 

• Project cost estimates: and 

• Preliminary funding strategies for improvements. 

Improvement plans the size of the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan are 
typically constructed using a combination of funding over sev eral years or even decades, and 
they often require a combination of local, state, and federal funding participation. A 
deliberate phasing and prioritization strategy is required to effectively focus available funding 
and meet the needs of the community. The following elements were considered in the 
dev elopment of the phasing and prioritization of the improv ements. 

Community Input: Public comment and input from the Public Advisory Committee (PAC) 
throughout the process has provided direction to the project team. These comments have 
supported improvements along the length of Rhododendron Drive, focusing on the segment 
fioni the end of the existing improvements at Hemlock Street to the Greentrees Development, 
that currently experiences higher usage, hi addition, although outside the scope of this 
project the group suggested a connection of the facilities to Harbor Vista Park. Since the 
draft RDITP was completed, the Fawn Ridge subdiv ision has been annexed, extending the 
northern boundary of the City to Sebastian Street. This provides greater relevance to the idea 
of connecting these facilities to Harbor Y ista Park. 

Safety Issues: Safety issues can be attributed to the lack of facilities where there is a higher 
number of existing users and where there are insufficient shoulders. 

Coordination of Utility Construction: The sewer line from the treatment plant to 9th Street is 
in urgent need of replacement. This work would require substantial roadway work and should 
be coordinated with improv ements with the possibility of cost-sharing. 

Connectivity: The ability of each segment to provide connections to the existing planned 
roadway network and community destinations. 

Cost-Scale: Consider the size and corresponding cost of die improvements by segment and 
location to provide the best opportunity for implementation and grant funding. 

Development Potential: Consider the potential for frontage improvements 111 conjunction with 
property development adjacent to Rhododendron Drive. The recommended improv ements 
could be constructed "as development occurs" in accordance with local code requirements. 

Figure 4-1 illustrates the pliasmg segments and defines die segment limits, recommended 
roadway sections, and other unique improvement options. 

4.1 PROJECT COST ESTIMATES 
Planning level cost estimates were prepared for the evaluation of the Rhododendron Drive 
alternatives. Table 4-1 represents the phasing and prioritization discussed previously and 
summarizes the improvement assumptions that lead to the construction and engineering costs 
estimates. 
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Table 4-1. RITP Planning Cost Estimates and Prioritization 

Key ID Segment/Site 
Improvement 
Description 

Const. 
Cost 

PE/CE 
Cost 

High Priority 

D & 2 

Hemlock Ave to Peace 
Harbor Hospital Entrance 

Peace Harbor Hospital 
Entrance to 9th Street 

9th Street Intersection to 
12th Street Path 

. Includes improvements to 
Peace Harbor Driveway Entrance 
. Half width overlay and $700K $175 
construct new half width roadway 
section 

• Includes 9th Street intersection 
improvements 
. Half width overlay and $431K+ $108K 
construct new half width roadway 
section 

• Includes intersection 
improvements, southbound turn 
lane and 2 pedestrian crossing 
islands $262K $65K 
• Half width overlay and 
construct new half width roadway 
section 

12th Street Path to Wi ld 
Winds 

• Includes installing a fence 
along the edge of right-of-way 
adjacent to Greentrees 
Development 
• Half width overlay and 
construct new half width roadway 
section Asphalt Path 

$800k $2Q0K 

Medium Priority 

P Wi ld Winds to Marine 
Manor 

Overlay and Widening 
Asphalt Path 

$505 $126K 

Marine Manor to 35th 
Street 

Overlay and Widening 
Asphalt Path 

$468K $117K 

Low Priority 

1 South Viewpoint 

3 North Viewpoint 

A US 101 to Hemlock Ave 

H & 4 35th Street intersection to 
Mariners Village 

Mariners Village to City 
Limits 

• Concrete surface with 
landscaping and decorative 
barrier wall 

• Paved parallel parking 
• Sidewalk adjacent to river with 
decorative barrier 

• Stripe bike lanes and restrict 
parking to one side only 

• Turn lanes at 35th Street 
• Geometry/sight distance 
improvements at Coast Guard 
Station Road 

• Geometry/sight distance 
improvement at Eden Lane 

S54K 

$768K 

$3K 

$367« 

$402 k 

$13K 

$192K 

$1K 

$92K 

$100K 
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There are several additional transportation improvements that were identified during the 
RITP that were recommended to enhance the connectivity of the corridor with other 
destinations. Two of these projects that are not included in the estimate are the extension of 
the path to Harbor Vista Park and the addition of pedestrian facilities along 35 th Street. 

Since the draft RDITP was completed, the Fawn Ridge subdiv ision has been annexed, which 
extends the northern boundary of the City to Sebastian Street. Contemplated improvements 
will occur on segments currently outside the City's operational and maintenance jurisdiction 
only after 1) annexation of the specific road segment has occurred; and 2) transfer of the road 
segment to the City's operational and maintenance jurisdiction. 

Lane County Transportation Planning has indicated support for annexation and transfer of 
roads within the City's urban growth boundary because it promotes orderly and efficient 
dev elopment of the road system within the urban growth boundary by allowing the City to 
apply city mechanisms and standards in areas planned and designated for future urban 
development. It also allow« the City to independently time road improvements in a manner 
that is appropriate for the City, and work directly with dev elopers to pay their fair share of 
improvement costs resulting from priv ate development, without the County's involvement, in 
a practical and feasible manner. The City is aware that in order for the road to be in the City's 
operational and maintenance jurisdiction, after annexation the City must request surrender of 
Rhododendron Drive via the County Surveyors Office. 

There will be some opportunities to reduce the cost of die proposed project improvements. 
Residents and other community members are excellent resources for project contributions and 
the City should work with volunteers to help reduce implementation and maintenance costs. 
Local schools, community groups, or a group of dedicated neighbors may use the project as a 
project for the year, possibly working with a local designer, engineer, or plant nursery. Work 
parties can be formed to help prov ide rhododendrons and other landscaping along the corridor 
or maintain existing facilities 
where needed. A local 
construction company could 
donate or discount services. 
Other opportunities for 
implementation may become 
available over time, such as 
giants and private funds. The 
viewpoints sites are also 
potential locations that could 
be sponsored by community 
groups. businesses or 
individuals. perhaps as 
memorial sites. The City 
should look to its residents for 
additional funding ideas to 
expedite completion of the 
bicycle and pedestrian system. 

Often some of the higher 
costs for roadway improvements are for the stormwater management system. Usually these 
systems consist of expensive collection and conveyance structures including concrete curb, 
pipes, catch basins, and manholes. Less formal conveyance systems provide an option that 
can reduce construction and maintenance costs and add to the aesthetic character of the 
corridor. One example for a curbed section is to provide a break in the curb and incorporate a 
swale. 
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These "green street" alternatives are viable options for the Rhododendron Drive corridor. 
Vegetated swales are well suited for the sand}' soil, which offer excellent infiltration of 
stormwater. Also there is space available within the existing right-of-way for these facilities. 
Other cost saving measures can also be identified with preliminary design of die various 
phases. 
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5 . FUNDING SOURCES AND STRATEGIES 
While the full and optimal implementation of the RITP is important to realize over time, the 
total cost of constructing the RITP exceeds the available funding for the project and 
additional funding sources need to be identified. The potential funding sources to be 
considered for the RITP improvements may include the following. It should be noted that 
these are highly competitive funding sources with limited resources. 

5.1 FEDERAL FUNDING SOURCES 
Federal funding is primarily distributed through a number of different programs established 
by the Federal Transportation Act. The latest act, The Safe, Accountable, Flexible. Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act - a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) was enacted in August 2005 
as Public Law 109-59. SAFETEA-LU authorizes the Federal surface transportation programs 
for highways, highway safety, and transit for the 5-year period 2005-2009. 

In Oregon, Federal funding is administered through State (ODOT) and regional planning 
agencies. Most, but not all, of these funding programs are oriented toward transportation 
versus recreation, with an emphasis on reducing auto trips and providing inter-modal 
connections. Federal funding is intended for capital improvements and safety and education 
programs, and projects must relate to the surface transportation system. 

SAFETEA-LU 
There are a number of programs identified within SAFETEA-LU that provide for die funding 
of bicycle and pedestrian projects. The Surface Transportation Program (STP) provides states 
with flexible funds which may be used for a wide variety of projects on any Federal-aid 
Highway including the National Highway System, bridges on any public road, and transit 
facilities. 

Bicycle and pedestrian improvements are eligible activities under the STP This covers a 
wide variety of projects such as on-street facilities, off-road trails, sidewalks, crosswalks, 
bicycle and pedestrian signals, parking, and odier ancillary facilities. SAFETEA-LU also 
specifically clarities that the modification of sidewalks to comply with the requirements of 
the Americans with Disabilities Act is an eligible activity. 

As an exception to the general rule described above. STP-funded bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities may be located on local and collector roads which are not part of die Federal-aid 
Highway System. In addition, bicycle-related non-construction projects, such as maps, 
coordinator positions, and encouragement programs, are eligible for STP funds. ODOT 
estimates that they will receiv e an average of $84 million annually for this program through 
the lifetime of SAFETEA-LU. 

Highway Safety Improvement Program 
This program funds projects designed to achieve significant reductions in traffic fatalities and 
serious injuries on all public roads, bikeways and walkways. This program includes the 
Railway-Highway Crossings Program and the High Risk Rural Roads Program. ODOT 
estimates that they will receive an av erage of $14 million annually for this program duough 
the lifetime of SAFETEA-LU. This program replaces the Hazard Elimination Program from 
TEA-2I. 
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Transportation Enhancements 
Administered by ODOT. this program is funded by a set-aside of STP funds. Projects must 
serve a transportation need. These funds can be used to build a variety of pedestrian, bicycle, 
streetscape and other improv ements that enhance the cultural, aesthetic, or environmental 
value of transportation systems. The statewide grant process is competitiv e. 

Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality Program 
The Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) provides funding for 
projects and programs in air quality non-attainment and maintenance areas for ozone, carbon 
monoxide, and particulate matter which reduce transportation-related emissions. These 
Federal funds can be used to build bicycle and pedestrian facilities that reduce travel by 
automobile. Recreational facilities generally are not funded. ODOT estimates that they will 
receive an average of $14 million annuallv for this program through the lifetime of 
SAFETEA-LU. 

Recreational Trails Program 
The Recreational Trails Program of the Federal Transportation Bill provides funds to states to 
develop and maintain recreational trails and trail-related facilities for both non-motorized and 
motorized recreational trail uses. Examples of trail uses include hiking, bicycling, in-line 
skating, equestrian use. and other nonmotorized and motorized uses. These funds are 
available for both paved and unpaved trails, but may not lie used to improve roads for general 
passenger vehicle use or to provide shoulders or sidewalks along roads. 

Recreational Trails Program funds may be used for: 

• Maintenance and restoration of existing trails; 

• Purchase and lease of trail construction and maintenance equipment; 

• Construction of new trails, including unpaved trails; 

• Acquisition or easements of property for trails; 

• State administrative costs related to this program (limited to seven percent of a State's 
funds); and 

• Operation of educational programs to promote safety and environmental protection 
related to trails (limited to five percent of a State's funds). 

Safe Routes to School (SR2S) 
Under the SR2S Program. Federal funds are administered by ODOT. Under the Oregon Safe 
Routes to School Program, approximately $3.7 million will be available for grants between 
2006 and 2010. The grants can be used to identify and reduce barriers and hazards to children 
walking or bicycling to school. ODOT estimates that they will receive an average of $1.37 
million annually for this program through the lifetime of SAFETEA-LU. 

New Freedom Initiative 
SAFETEA-LU creates a new formula grant program that provides capital and operating costs 
to provide transportation services and facility improvements that exceed Uiose required by the 
Americans with Disabilities Act. 
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Community Development Block Grants 
The Community Development Block Giants program provides money for streetscape 
revitalization. which may be largely comprised of pedestrian improvements. Federal 
Community Development Block Grant grantees may "use Community Development Block 
Grants funds for activities that include (but are not limited to): acquiring real property: 
reconstructing or rehabilitating housing and other property: building public facilities and 
improvements, such as streets, sidewalks, community and senior citizen centers and 
recreational facilities: paying for planning and administrative expenses, such as costs related 
to developing a consolidated plan and managing Community Development Block Giants 
fluids: prov ide public sen ices for youths, seniors, or the disabled; and initiativ es such as 
neighborhood watch programs." 

Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program 
The Rivers. Trails and Consenation Assistance Program (RTCA) is a National Parks Seivice 
program that provides technical assistance via direct staff involvement to establish and 
restore greenwavs. rivers, trails, watersheds and open space. The RTCA program provides 
only for planning assistance: there are no implementation monies available. Projects are 
prioritized for assistance based on criteria diat include conserving significant community 
resources, fostering cooperation between agencies, sening a large number of users, 
encouraging public involvement in planning and implementation, and focusing on lasting 
accomplishments. 

Land and Water Conservation Fund 
The Land and Water Consenation Fund (LWCF) is a Federally-funded program that 
provides grants for planning and acquiring outdoor recreation areas and facilities, including 
trails. Funds can be used for right-of-way acquisition and construction. These funds are 
administered by the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department. 

Transportation, Community and System Preservation Program 
The Transportation. Community and System Preservation Program provides Federal funding 
for transit-oriented development, traffic calming and other projects diat improve the 
efficiency of the transportation system, reduce the impact on the environment, and provide 
efficient access to jobs, sen ices and trade centers. The program is intended to provide 
communities with the resources to explore the integration of their transportation systems with 
community preservation and environmental activities. The Transportation, Community and 
System Presen ation Program funds require a 20 percent match. 

5.2 STATE FUNDING SOURCES 

Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 
The Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is ODOT's short-term capital 
improvement program, providing project funding and scheduling information for the 
department and Oregon's metropolitan planning organizations. It is a four-year program 
developed through the coordinated efforts of ODOT. Federal and local governments. Area 
Commissions on Transportation, tribal governments and die public. In developing dns 
funding program, ODOT must verify that the identified projects comply with the Oregon 
Transportation Plan (OTP ). ODOT Modal Plans. Corridor Plans, local comprehensive plans, 
and SAFETEA-LU planning requirements. The STIP must fulfill Federal planning 
requirements for a staged, multi-year, statewide, intermodal program of transportation 
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projects. Specific transportation projects are prioritized based on Federal planning 
requirements and the different State plans. ODOT consults with local jurisdictions before 
highway-related projects are added to the STIP. 

Oregon Revised Statute 366.514 
Often referred to as the "Oregon Bike BilL" this law applies equally to bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities. The statute's intent is to ensure that future roads be built to accommodate bicycle 
and pedestrian trav el. The statute requires the provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities on 
all Major Arterial and Collector roadway construction, reconstruction or relocation projects 
where conditions permit. The statute also requires that in any fiscal year, at least one percent 
of highway funds allocated to a jurisdiction must be used for bicycle pedestrian projects. 

Oregon Transportation infrastructure Bank 
The Oregon Transportation Infrastructure Bank is a statewide revolving loan fund designed to 
promote innovative transportation funding solutions. Oregon's program was started in 1996 
as part of a 10-state Federal pilot program. Additional legislation passed in 1997 by the 
Oregon Legislature establishes the program in state law and includes expanded authority. 
Eligible borrowers include cities, counties, transit districts, other special districts, port 
authorities, tribal governments, state agencies, and private for-profit and non-profit entities. 
Eligible projects include: 

• Highway projects, such as roads, signals, intersection improvements and bridges: 

• Transit capital projects, such as buses, equipment, and maintenance or passenger 
facilities: and 

• Bike way or pedestrian access projects on highway right-of-way. 

Eligible project costs include preliminary engineering, environmental studies, right-of-way 
acquisition, construction (including project management and engineering), inspections, 
financing costs, and contingencies. 

Measure 66 Funds - Oregon State Lottery 
Ballot Measure 66 amends the Oregon Constitution to allow money from the State Lottery7 to 
be used for restoring and protecting Oregon's parks, beaches, watersheds and critical fish and 
wildlife habitat. Funds are coordinated by Oregon State Parks, and may be used for trail-
related right-of-way acquisition and construction. 

Special Transportation Fund 
The State's Special Transportation Fund Program provides financial support to designated 
counties, transit districts and Indian tribal gov ernments for special transportation serv ices 
benefiting seniors and people with disabilities. The majority of the STF money (75 percent ) is 
allocated on a population-based formula. The remaining funds are distributed by the Public 
Transportation Discretionary Grant Program. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Grants 
The Pedestrian and Bicycle Giant Program is a competitive grant program that provides 
approximately $5 million every two years to Oregon cities, counties and ODOT regional and 
district offices for design and construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Proposed 
facilities must be within public rights-of-way. Grants are awarded by the Oregon Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Advisory Committee. 
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Bicyclist Safety Mini-Grant Program 
The Community Cycling Center Bicyclist Mini-Grant Program prov ides funding to public 
agencies and non-profit 501(cX3) organizations to promote the safety of bicyclists in Oregon. 
Funding is available statewide through a grant to the Community Cycling Center from 
ODOT's Transportation Safety Division. Funding is av ailable for projects targeting youth 
and or adults, vvidi a focus on projects that incorporate a strong educational element 
especially in communities that do not currendy have access to bike safety education 
resources. For communities that currently do have access to these resources, innovative and 
creative project proposals are highly encouraged. Applicants may apply for grants between 
$800 and $5,000. 

Pedestrian Safety Mini-Grant Program 
Administered by Oregon's Bicycle Transportation Alliance and the Willamette Pedestrian 
Coalition, the Pedestrian Safety Mini-Grant Program is funded through ODOT's Traffic 
Safety Division. The program provides funds to police departments around die state to stage 
crosswalk enforcement actions against motorists who fail to yield to pedestrians, hi these 
operations, a decoy police officer attempts to cross a street at an intersection or marked 
crosswalk (crosswalk laws apply to unmarked crosswalks as well). If passing motorists fail to 
stop and yield for the pedestrian, they are issued either a warning or a citation. The operations 
include a media outreach component, with the purpose of raising awareness around motorists" 
responsibility toward pedestrians. Grant funds may also be used to offer diversion classes that 
violators can take in lieu of paying tickets. Applicants may apply for grants up to $5,000. 

5.3 LOCAL FUNDING SOURCES 

Local Bond Measures 
Local bond measures lev ies, are usually initiated by voter-approved general obligation bonds 
for specific projects. Bond measures are typically limited by time based on the debt load of 
the local government or the project under focus. Funding from bond measures can be used for 
right-of-way acquisition, engineering, design and construction of pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities. 

Tax Increment Financing/Urban Renewal Funds 
Tax Increment Financing (TIF) is a tool to use future gains in taxes to finance the current 
improvements that will create those gains. When a public project (e.g., sidewalk 
improvement) is constructed, surrounding property v alues generally increase and encourage 
surrounding development or redevelopment. The increased tax revenues are then dedicated to 
finance the debt created by the original public improvement project. Tax Increment Financing 
typically occurs within designated Urban Renewal Areas (URAs) that meet certain economic 
criteria and are approved by a local governing body. To be eligible for dns financing, a 
project (or a portion of it ) must be located within die LIRA. 

System Development Charges/Developer Impact Fees 
System Development Charges (SDCs). also known as Developer Impact Fees, represent 
another potential local funding source. SDCs are typically tied to trip generation rates and 
traffic impacts produced by a proposed project. A dev eloper may reduce the number of trips 
(and hence impacts and cost) by paying for on- or off-site pedestrian improvements that will 
encourage residents to walk or use transit rather than drive, hi-lieu paiking fees may be used 
to help construct new or improved pedestrian facilities. Establishing a clear nexus or 
connection between the impact fee and the project's impacts is critical in avoiding a potential 
lawsuit. 
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Street User Fees 
The revenue generated by the street user fee is used for operations and maintenance of the 
street system, and priorities are established by the Public Works Department. Rev enue from 
this fund should be used to maintain on-street bicycle and pedestrian facilities, including 
routine sweeping of bicycle lanes and other designated bicycle routes. 

Local Improvement Districts (LIDs) 
Local Improvement Districts (LIDs) are most often used by cities to construct localized 
projects such as streets, sidewalks or bikeways. Through the L I ) process, the costs of local 
improvements are generally spread out among a group of property owners within a specified 
area. The cost can be allocated based on property frontage or other methods such as traffic 
trip generation. 

Other Local Sources 
Residents and other community members are excellent resources for garnering support and 
enthusiasm for a bicycle and pedestrian facility, and the City should work with volunteers to 
substantially reduce implementation and maintenance costs. Local schools, community 
groups, or a group of dedicated neighbors may use the project as a project for the year, 
possibly working with a local designer or engineer. Woik parties can be formed to help clear 
the right-of-way for a new path or maintain existing facilities where needed. A local 
construction company could donate or discount services. Other opportunities for 
implementation will appear over time, such as grants and private funds. The City should look 
to its residents for additional funding ideas to expedite completion of the bicycle and 
pedestrian system. 

5.4 FUNDING STRATEGIES 
The recommended funding strategy is to initiate strategic high-priority project improv ements 
using a combination of funding sources, and attempt to leverage grants for RITP-related 
improv ements. All funding options assume that the City of Florence begins to look at holistic 
funding requirements. Existing and future local, state, and federal funding sources should all 
be explored. The ability to obtain funding from multiple program sources typically enhances 
a project's chances for funding. It can enable some programs to fund worthy projects that 
might otherwise be beyond their financial capacity. Conv ersely, it also can reduce the liability 
to a program and. thereby, enable additional projects to be funded. This is demonstrated by 
the fact that ODOT project selection criteria typically reward local government for "over 
matching." 

The likelihood of state and federal participation in RITP improvements may be expected to 
v an by the attributes of particular elements of the improvement program. These include: 
current eligibility for state funding, the ability to leverage funding from multiple sources, and 
regional prioritization. These factors should be the focus of die City of Florence's efforts to 
obtain state contributions. 

While the city may also make use of state financing sources such as the Oregon 
Transportation Infrastructure Bank to pay for improvements, this memorandum focuses 
primarily on funding sources, rather than financing sources. 

The funding strategies with the greatest chance of near term success likely include: local SDC 
updates, creation of new Local Improvement Districts or Reimbursement Districts and 
developer exactions. These could go a long way toward filling in die funding gap for needed 
improvements. 
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Iii light of the increasing number of high-cost local projects competing for limited state 
funding, the City of Florence must be firm on its priorities and expectations for state 
contributions. This more complex and less predictable funding climate creates a number of 
challenges for local gov ernment. Jurisdictions need to keep current on die type of selection 
criteria ODOT is likely to adopt for managing project competitions. The roles of regional and 
special purpose decision-making bodies are factors to consider as the Oregon Transportation 
Commission (OTC) tries to increase local participation in project selection. Less obvious may 
be the benefits from proactive participation in developing future funding packages. 
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Existing Conditions Background Information 



ROADWAY ACCESS SPACING 
The City of Florence has adopted access management standards and policies to ensure efficient 
and safe operation of arterial and collector roadways. Basic access spacing standards are 
summarized in Table 2-1 Additional standards apply to accesses onto US 101 and Hwy 126. The 
standards provide guidance on the appropriate spacing of intersecting streets and driveways along 
arterial streets such as Rhododendron Drive. City policies direct driveway access to arterial 
streets should be avoided where practical. For properties located on the corner of an arterial and a 
lesser-order street, driveway access should be placed on the lesser-order street. The policies also 
indicate that driveways on minor arterial streets should be spaced at least 150 feet apart. 
Driveways between adjacent properties should also be consolidated where possible and cross 
street accesses should be aligned. 

Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-"!. Summary of Access Spacing 
Standards 

Facility Access Spacing (feet) 

Major Arterial 500 (private drives) 
1320 (local streets) 

Minor Arterial 150 

Collector 75 

Local Street 25 

Source:City of Florence TSP 

The number and spacing of existing accesses onto Rhododendron Drive vary depending on 
location. There are instances along Rhododendron Drive where driveway spacings do not meet 
the standards articulated in the City's access spacing standards. These often occur in sections with 
long established residences. The key locations where this occurs are along the southwest side of 
the curve before 9th Street and west of Rhododendron Drive opposite the 35th Street intersection. 
Newer lots appear to share driveway accesses when possible. 

Several of the intersections along Rhododendron Drive are private roadways to gated 
developments. The gated entrances should be designed to allow vehicles to turn around within the 
driveway, without backing into the adjacent street, and supply sufficient storage for vehicle 
queues without impacting traffic flow along Rhododendron Drive. One of the key transportation 
policies in the 2020 Comprehensive Plan addresses street access and connectivity. 

"New development shall gain access primarily from local streets. Driveway access onto 
arterial and collectors shall be evaluated based on access options, street classifications and 
the effects of new access on the function, operation and safety of surrounding streets and 
intersections " 

Florence Planning Goals 
The Florence TSP and 2020 Comprehensive Plan include goals for the Florence transportation 
system. The goals applicable to the identification of needs and deficiencies, as well as the 
development of improvement recommendations in the Rhododendron Drive corridor are listed 
below: 

• Create a safe and effective transportation system. 



• Provide a balanced transportation system that provides options for meeting the travel 
needs of all modes of transportation. 

• Enhance the quality of life for citizens and visitors by providing adequate access to 
residences, employers, services, social, and recreational opportunities. 

• Meet the needs of land development while protecting public safety, transportation 
operations and mobility of all transportation modes. 

• Minimize the impacts on natural and cultural resources when constructing transportation 
facilities and encourage non-polluting transportation alternatives. 

State Planning Requirements 
Statewide Planning Goal 12 (Transportation) is intended to promote the development of safe, 
convenient and economic transportation systems that reduce reliance on the automobile in order 
to minimize impacts of air pollution, traffic and other livability objectives in urban areas. The 
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR), which implements Goal 12, has a number of provisions 
relating to the planning and design of transportation facilities in addition to policies guiding land 
use planning. 

The TPR contains a provision regarding the inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities on major 
streets. In Section 660-12-0045(3)(b), the TPR states that "bikeways shall be required along 
arterials and major collectors. Sidewalks shall be required along arterials, collectors and most 
local streets in urban areas, except that sidewalks are not required along controlled-access 
roadways, such as freeways " 

Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan provides guidance for planning, design and operation of 
facilities for bicycle and pedestrian travel. This Plan is divided into two sections, Policy & 
Action, and Planning, Design, Maintenance & Safety. Section One: Policy & Action provides 
background information and addresses the goals, actions, and implementation strategies ODOT 
proposes to improve bicycle and pedestrian transportation. Section Two: Bikeway & Walkway 
Planning, Design, Maintenance & Safety, provides guidelines to ODOT, cities and counties in 
designing, constructing and maintaining pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The Oregon Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan is often used by local governments as a guide for the planning and design of 
facilities for these travel modes. 

The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan describes the general types of bikeways and walkways 
as follows: 

Shared Lane 
A shared lane is a travel lane shared by bicyclists and motorists. It is common for neighborhood 
streets and rural roads and highways to have shared lanes. Most bicycle travel occurs on streets 
and highways without specific designation as bikeways. Often these roadways may be adequate 
and safe for bicycle travel without signing and striping for bicycle use. 

Wide Outside Lane 
A wide outside lane is a wider paved travel lane with or without sideline striping. These lanes can 
be as much as 14 to 15 feet in width. This striping is not specifically used to identify a bicycle 
lane but serves to alert motorists to the edge of the travel lane (e.g., "fog line"). 



Paved Shoulder 
A paved shoulder is a wider paved outside travel lane with striping 3 - 6 feet from the edge of 
pavement. Shoulders are allowed to serve both bicycles and pedestrians in rural areas. Parking 
along the shoulder may or may not be allowed along paved shoulder sections. 

Bicycle Lane 
A bike lane is a 6-foot portion of the paved roadway that is designated by striping, signing and 
pavement marking for the preferential or exclusive use of bicyclists. Bike lanes may be a 
minimum of 4 feet and are often adjacent to the vehicle travel lane. 

Multi-Use Path 
A multi-use path is a route, separated from other roads by a barrier or open space that is designed 
to accommodate a mix of non-automotive users (e.g. walkers, runners, strollers, wheelchair users, 
roller skaters, and bicyclists). These paths are usually 10 to 12 feet wide. They are most 
appropriate in corridors not well served by the existing street systems. 

Sidewalks 
Sidewalks are usually between 6 and 8 feet in width. They are typically located along roadways, 
but are separated from vehicle traffic by a curb and/or a planting strip. The use of sidewalks as 
bicycle facilities is generally discouraged because cycling on sidewalks can present safety issues 
to both cyclists and pedestrians due to potential conflicts between the faster moving bicyclists and 
the slower moving pedestrians. Often cities have ordinances that prohibit bicyclists riding on 
sidewalks altogether or where there is an adjacent bike lane. 

Federal Americans with Disabilities Act 
The federal ADA and its implementing regulations lay out guidance for the development of 
pedestrian facilities within public rights-of-way that are "readily accessible to and usable by 
people who have disabilities." These regulations apply to all facilities constructed or altered after 
January 26, 1992, and include sidewalks, street crossings and other elements of the public rights-
of-way. The technical provisions of the regulations describe the characteristics of an accessible 
element, such as the slope of a curb ramp, the turning space required at a landing, mounting 
heights for operating hardware (such as pedestrian push buttons for a signal), and other features. 

hi November 2005, the federal Access Board issued new guidelines for public rights-of-way that 
will address accessibility issues in greater detail than previous guidance. Included are such issues 
as access for blind pedestrians at street crossings, wheelchair access to on-street parking, and 
various constraints posed by space limitations, roadway design practices, slope, and terrain. The 
new guidelines will cover pedestrian access to sidewalks and streets, including crosswalks, curb 
ramps, street furnishings, and pedestrian signals (including provision for disabled pedestrian 
crossings at roundabouts, parking, and other components of public rights-of-way). The Access 
Board developed these draft guidelines based on recommendations from an advisory committee it 
had chartered. The Public Rights-of-Way Access Advisory Committee was comprised of 
representatives from disability organizations, public works departments, transportation and traffic 
engineering groups, the design and civil engineering professions, government agencies, and 
standards-setting bodies. The draft guidelines were revised in January 2006 and are currently 
undergoing additional review and comment. 
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APPENDIX C 

Traffic Operations Analysis 



Intersection Traffic Control and Geometries 
Three unsignalized intersections were evaluated as part of the RITP, including: 

• Rhododendron Drive at 9th Street (unsignalized) 

• Rhododendron Drive at Greentrees Private Drive (unsignalized) 

• Rhododendron Drive at 35th Street (unsignalized) 

Each of the intersections is stop-controlled on the minor street approach. Existing lane 
configurations and traffic control for the three study area intersections are shown in 
Figure 1. 

Figurel Existing Intersection Geometry 

The City's TSP and Comprehensive Plan indicate that provisions should be made to 
accommodate left turn lanes at the intersections of Rhododendron Drive at 35th Street and 
Rhododendron Drive at 9th Street in the future.. 

1.2 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 

Traffic Volumes 
A review of ODOT 16 hour traffic count data for the intersection of Rhododendron Drive at US 
101 and 9th Street and US 101 indicated that City streets experienced their peak hour of traffic 
activity during the middle of a typical weekday.Accordingly, existing (2006) midday peak hour 
traffic counts were collected for three City intersections along Rhododendron Drive including 9th 

Street, Greentrees Drive, and 35th Street. Because Florence is a coastal destination, traffic 
volumes vary with the seasons and adjustments are required for the counts taken outside of the 
peak season to ensure that they reflect appropriate conditions for use in assessing 
design/improvement options. The traffic count data summarized in Figure 2 reflects seasonal 
adjusted and balanced midday traffic volumes. Field count data follows.. 



Rhododendron Drive 
and 9th Street 

Rhododendron Drive 
and Greentrees Private Drive 

Rhododendron Drive 
and 35th Street 

Figure 2 Midday Peak Traffic Volumes - 2006 and (2020) 

Future traffic volumes were forecasted using ODOT's Transportation Planning and Analysis 
Procedures and Methods (2006) guidelines. Traffic analysis methodology is summarized in 
Appendix C. The horizon year of 2020 was chosen for consistency with the Florence 
Comprehensive Plan. ODOT historical count data was used to estimate an annual growth rate that 
was then applied to the adjusted 2006 volume data. Future (2020) traffic volumes at the subject 
intersections are shown in Figure 2as the numbers within brackets Intersection operations 
analysis worksheets follow. As with the existing (2006) analysis, these volumes reflect midday 
peak traffic conditions. Analysis of the intersections for 2026 has been included in the Appendix 
to provide data that may be needed for grant applications that could fund proposed roadway 
improvements. 

Intersection Levels of Service (LOS) Standard 
Intersection traffic volumes are evaluated to determine the level of operating performance that 
occurs within peak travel periods. Operating performance is based on an assessment of average 
control delay per vehicle entering the intersection. This delay is calculated using equations that 
take into account turning movement volumes, intersection lane geometry and traffic signal 
features, as well as characteristics of the traffic stream passing through the intersection, including 
time required to slow, stop, wait, and accelerate to move through the intersection. Various levels 
of delay are then expressed in terms of levels of service (LOS) for either signalized or 
unsignalized intersections. The various levels of service range from LOS A (which reflects free-
flow conditions) through LOS F (which reflects operational breakdown). Between LOS A and 
LOS F progressively higher LOS grades reflect increasingly worse intersection performance, with 
higher levels of control delay and increased congestion and queues. Characteristics of each LOS 
are briefly described below in Table 1. 

Table 1. Level of Service Definitions 

Average Delay/Vehicle (sec.) 

Level of Service Signalized Unsignalized Description 

A (Desirable) <10 seconds <10 seconds Very low delay; most vehicles do not stop. 

B (Desirable) >10 and <20 >10 and <15 Low delay resulting from good progression, short 
seconds seconds cycle lengths, or both. 

C (Desirable) >20 and <35 >15 and <25 Higher delays with fair progression, longer cycle 
seconds seconds lengths, or both. 



Average Delay/Vehicle (sec.) 

Level of Service Signalized Unsignalized Description 

D (Acceptable) >35 and <55 
seconds 

>25 and <35 
seconds 

Noticeable congestion with many vehicles 
stopping. Individual cycle failures occur. 

E (Unsatisfactory) >55 and <80 
seconds 

>35 and <50 
seconds 

High delay with poor progression, long cycle 
lengths, high V/C ratios, and frequent cycle 
failures. 

F (Unsatisfactory) >80 seconds >50 seconds Very long delays, considered unacceptable by 
most drivers. Often results from over-saturated 
conditions or poor signal timing. 

Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board. 

Traffic Operations 
The analysis of existing and future midday traffic operations was conducted using Synchro traffic 
simulation models which were developed specifically for the RITP These models include the 
field-verified geometries and other relevant physical data for each intersection. Analysis 
procedures follow the ODOT Transportation Planning and Analysis Unit's (TPAU) guidelines. 

Table 2-3 summarizes existing (2006) and future (2020) traffic operations for the midday peak 
hour at the three intersections along Rhododendron Drive. Data in these tables includes critical 
movement delay and levels of service. In addition to delay, the V/C ratio is another intersection 
measure of effectiveness that relates the magnitude of traffic traveling through an intersection 
with its theoretical capacity. Ratios above 1.0 often accompany LOS E and LOS F conditions 
indicating inadequate capacity for one or more major movements. Intersection analysis 
worksheets are included in Appendix D. 

As traffic increases on Rhododendron Drive, the delay on stop controlled minor approaches also 
increases as indicated in Table 2. Even with increases in traffic the minor approaches still 
experience minimal delays and operate within the acceptable LOS standards 

Table 2. Existing (2006) and Future (2020) Midday Peak Hour Traffic Operations 

2006 (Existing) Conditions 2020 (Future) Conditions 

Unsignalized 
Intersections and 
Critical Movement 

Critical Delay 
(sec/vehicle) 

Volume-
to-

Capacity 
Ratio 

Critical 
LOS 

Critical Delay 
(sec/vehicle) 

Volume-
to-

Capacity 
Ratio 

Critical 
LOS 

Rhododendron Drive @ 9th Street 
Westbound 9.7 0.15 A 10.8 0.24 B 

Rhododendron Drive @Greentrees Private Drive 
Eastbound Left / 
Thru 

11.8 0.05 B 13.0 0.06 B 

Westbound Left / 
Thru 

12.6 0.14 B 14.3 0.17 B 

Rhododendron Drive @ 35th Street 
Westbound 11.00 0.24 B 12.8 0.29 B 

Note 1: LOS means intersection level of service. 

Note 2: "Critical Delay" and "Critical LOS" reters to the delay or LOS experienced for the specific intersection traffic movement listed. 



1.3 CRASH HISTORY 
Crash data for the study area intersections and segments of Rhododendron Drive were provided 
by the City of Florence for the time period from January 2005 through September 2006. The 
number of crashes per million entering vehicles is used to calculate an intersection's "crash rate". 
A rate greater than 1.0 crashes per million entering vehicles (MEV) is commonly used as a 
threshold to identify locations that warrant further analysis, potentially leading to implementation 
of measures to improve safety. 

Table 3 identifies crash rates, and the types and severity of crashes at study area intersections. 
The table indicates that, among the intersections evaluated, the intersection of Rhododendron 
Drive and Coast Guard Station experienced the highest number of reported crashes. Most 
collisions at this location involved vehicles leaving the roadway during icy weather and involved 
only property damage from adjacent vegetation. 

Table3. 2005-2006 Rhododendron Drive Crash History 

Intersection Rear-end 

Crash Type 

Turning Fixed 
and Angle Object Other 

Total 
Reported 
Crashes 

Rhododendron Drive @ 35th Street 0 0 1 1 2 

Rhododendron Drive @ Greentrees 0 0 0 1 1 

Rhododendron Drive @ Treewood 0 0 0 1 1 

Rhododendron Drive @ Laurel Street 0 0 0 1 1 

Rhododendron Drive @ Kingwood 1 0 0 1 2 

Rhododendron Drive @ Coast Guard 
Station Road 0 0 3 0 3 

Source: City of Florence, September 2006. 

Other crashes include sideswipes, unknown. 

The traffic volumes along Rhododendron Drive are relatively low such that calculations of the 
crash rates can be misleading. Further analysis of the crash data indicates that of the total 10 
crashes that occurred, eight were non-injury crashes, two were injury crashes not requiring 
transport, and none were fatal. Given that Rhododendron Drive experienced a relatively low 
number of reported crashes and of low severity no further safety analysis is required 



TRAFFIC ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

PEAK PERIOD SELECTION 
City of Florence staff shared that they believed that midday was the peak for local roadways. The 
high population of retirees alters the peak from PM to midday as most community activities for 
seniors occur during the day. The also shared that seniors wish to avoid peak travel times along 
Hwy 101 and school release times by traveling midday. 

ODOT provided 2005 count data for the intersections of Hwy 101/ 9th Street and Hwy 
101/Rhododendron Drive. A review of the counts indicated that highest pedestrian and vehicle 
volumes on the city streets occurred during the midday period. Interviews with City of Florence 
staff confirmed that 

SEASONAL ADJUSTMENT 
Raw traffic counts were conducted on September 7, 2006 from 11:00-13:00. A seasonal 
adjustment factor was developed using information from the Automatic Traffic Recording (ATR) 
stations along US 101, to the north and south of Florence. The following table presents data from 
these stations and shows the calculation of the seasonal adjustment factor. These locations and 
future forecasts are illustrated in the following table, along with documentation of the estimated 
annualized growth factor. 

ATR table was reviewed for the two nearest ATR locations. 

2005 ATR Characteristics 

Coastal Small 
Destination Urban 5 Weekday 19200 

Statewide 
Highway 

Scenic Byway 
21-009 Lincoln 

Us 101, 
Oregon 
Coast 
Hwy, 

North Of 
Newport 

139.11 

Coastal 
Destination 

Small 
Urban 4 Steady 
Fringe 

Statewide 

15100 Hi9.hway 06_00g 
Scenic Byway 
(Expressway) 

Us 101, 
Oregon 

Coos 9,°a S t 243.99 Hwy, 
South Of 
Coos Bay 

Coastal Destination = Weekday was used to make seasonal adjustments 
Count date factor = 0.9112 
Peak seasonal factor = 0.8472 
Seasonal Adjustment factor = 0.9112/0.8472 = 1.07 

FORECASTING 
The City of Florence requested the forecast year be consistent with that used in the 
comprehensive land use plan, which is 2020, since the resulting recommendations and plan will 
be adopted as part of that plan. However, since grant applications often require 20 year analysis, 
this additional forecast year analysis is provided in the Appendix E. A vacant and build-able lands 
inventory or land use forecasts were not available. 



Future forecasts for Rhododendron Drive were developed using the ODOT Future Volume Table 
for Hwy 101 by looking at the descriptions of three highway segments near each of the major 
connector routes between Rhododendron Drive and Highway 101 within the study area. 

Hwy MP Description 2003 2025 RSQ 

9 188.63 0.01 mile south of 36th Street 13800 24400 0.871 

9 190.15 0.01 mile north of 10th Street 19700 29700 0.8063 
9 190.52 0.01 mile north of Rhododendron 16600 21200 0.4213 

The location with the highest R-squared was used for forecasting. 
The resulting annual growth rate = 0.0349 or 3.49% 
Applied growth factor for 2020 = 1.488 
Applied growth factor for 2026 = 1.698 

This growth rate is within the range of growth rates identified in the 1995 Florence TSP. 

The growth factor was applied to all approaches, except those from Greentrees Private Drive, 
since it is a private gated development with no potential for additional growth. 



Intersection Turning Movement 
Summary Report 

L o c a t i o n GREENTREES ENTRANCE AT RHODODENDRON DRIVE 
Date 9/7/2006 

Day of Week Thursday 
Time B e g i n 11:00 

Reviewed By : DH 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 
Time Period Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Totals 

11:00 - 11:15 2 3 1 3 0 10 14 12 3 1 12 8 69 
11:15 - 11:30 7 2 3 5 3 9 9 27 5 3 36 4 113 
11:30 - 11:45 4 1 6 5 3 18 12 19 4 2 24 5 103 
11:45 - 12:00 8 2 2 3 0 13 15 20 4 5 20 1 93 
12:00 - 12:15 8 3 1 7 3 15 9 25 4 4 13 0 92 
12:15 - 12:30 1 0 1 8 2 17 14 29 2 1 26 3 104 
12:30 - 12:45 7 4 3 3 1 9 13 28 3 2 26 6 105 
12:45 - 13:00 7 0 4 4 3 11 13 11 7 3 20 5 88 

Movement Totals 44 15 21 38 15 102 99 171 32 21 177 32 767 
Enter Totals 80 155 302 230 

Exit Totals 146 68 230 323 

Two-Hour Totals 
Light Trucks 

Medium Trucks 
Heavy Trucks 

% Trucks 
Stopped Buses 

Bicycles 

0 0 3 1 0 2 2 3 1 1 7 0 20 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0.0% 0.0% 14.3% 2.6% 0.0% 2.0% 2.0% 1.8% 3.1% 4.8% 4.0% 0.0% 2.6% 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Pedestrians 
South 

1 
West 

0 
East 
0 

North 
5 

Peak Hour 11:15 12:15 

Peak Hour Information 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Totals 

Movement Total 27 8 12 20 9 55 45 91 17 14 93 10 401 
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.67 0.50 0.71 0.75 0.76 0.75 0.84 0.85 0.70 0.65 0.50 0.89 

Enter Totals 
Peak Hour Factor 

Exit Totals 
Peak Hour Factor 

Light Trucks 
Medium Trucks 

Heavy Trucks 
% Trucks 

Stopped Buses 
Bicycles 

47 84 153 117 
0.98 0.81 0.93 0.68 

63 40 123 175 
0.88 0.84 0.88 0.84 

0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 1 0 4 0 13 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0.0% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 3.6% 4.4% 2.2% 5.9% 0.0% 4.3% 0.0% 3.2% 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pedestrians 
South 

1 
West 

0 

East 
0 

North 
2 



TRAF STATS 

Intersection Turning Movement 
Peak Hour Diagram 

Location GREENTREES ENTRANCE AT RHODODENDRON DRIVE 
Date 9/7/2006 

Day of Week Thursday 
Time Begin 11:00 

Reviewed By: DH 

N 

GREENTREES ENTRANCE 

PHF = 0.91 C=3 40 

12 

PHF = 0.98 
T = 4.3% 

47 

27 

PHF = 0.68 
T = 3.4% 

117 

14 93 10 

PHF = Of 

123 

Peds = 2 

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) = 0.89 
Truck Percentage (T) = 3.2% 

Peak Hour Starts 11:15 

Peak Hour Volume 401 

63 

20 

55 

PHF = 0.81 
T = 2.4% 

84 

PHF = 0.84 

LU > 
Q£ 
Q 
Z o £ Q 
Z UJ 
D O Q 
0 1 
DC 

Peds = 1 

175 

PHF = 0 84 

17 91 45 

153 

PHF = 0.93 
T = 3.3% 



Intersection Turning Movement 
Summary Report 

Location 35TH STREET AT RHODODENDRON DRIVE 
Date 9/7/2006 

Day of Week Thursday 
Time Begin 11:00 

Reviewed By: DH 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 
Time Period Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Totals 

11:00 - 11:15 0 0 0 20 0 16 10 14 0 0 25 22 107 
11:15 - 11:30 0 0 0 28 0 8 10 26 0 0 24 23 119 
11:30 - 11:45 0 0 0 27 0 11 6 15 0 0 13 26 98 
11:45 - 12:00 0 0 0 30 0 6 11 23 0 0 16 22 108 
12:00 - 12:15 0 0 0 22 0 7 11 25 0 0 15 20 100 
12:15 12:30 0 0 0 30 0 6 15 26 0 0 26 28 131 
12:30 - 12:45 0 0 0 33 0 13 9 14 0 0 24 15 108 
12:45 13:00 0 0 0 24 0 10 6 15 0 0 29 24 108 

Movement Totals 0 0 0 214 0 77 78 158 0 0 172 180 879 
Enter Totals 0 291 236 352 

Exit Totals 258 0 372 249 

Two-Hour Totals 
Light Trucks 

Medium Trucks 
Heavy Trucks 

% Trucks 
Stopped Buses 

Bicycles 

0 0 0 9 0 0 6 2 0 0 7 12 36 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NA NA NA 4.2% NA 0.0% 7.7% 1.3% NA NA 4.1% 7.2% 4.2% 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pedestrians 
South 

0 
West 

0 
East 
0 

North 
0 

Peak Hour 11:45 12:45 

Peak H o u r I n f o r m a t i o n 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Totals 

Movement Total 0 0 0 115 0 32 46 88 0 0 81 85 447 
Peak Hour Factor NA NA NA 0.87 NA 0.62 0.77 0.85 NA NA 0.78 0.76 0.85 

Enter Totals 
Peak Hour Factor 

Exit Totals 
Peak Hour Factor 

Light Trucks 
Medium Trucks 

Heavy Trucks 
% Trucks 

Stopped Buses 
Bicycles 

Pedestrians 
South 

0 

0 166 134 147 
NA 0.77 0.82 0.80 

131 113 203 0 
0.76 0.76 0.91 NA 

West 
0 

East 
0 

North 
0 

0 0 0 4 0 0 4 1 0 0 3 7 19 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NA NA NA 3.5% NA 0.0% 8.7% 1.1% NA NA 3.7% 8.2% 4.3% 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



TRAFSTATS 

Intersection Turning Movement 
Peak Hour Diagram 

Location 35TH STREET AT RHODODENDRON DRIVE 
Date 9/7/2006 

Day of Week Thursday 
Time Begin 11:00 

Reviewed By: DH 



Intersection Turning Movement 
Summary Report 

Location 9TH STREET AT R H O D O D E N D R O N DRIVE 
Date 9/7/2006 

Day of Week Thursday 
Time Begin 11:00 

Reviewed By: DH 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 
Time Period Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Totals 

11:00 - 11:15 0 0 0 27 0 2 3 13 0 0 19 19 83 
11:15 11:30 0 0 0 22 0 3 1 19 0 0 27 31 103 
11:30 • 11:45 0 0 0 22 0 3 1 14 0 0 18 22 80 
11:45 - 12:00 0 0 0 30 0 3 2 15 0 0 14 29 93 
12:00 - 12:15 0 0 0 27 0 0 4 18 0 0 18 20 87 
12:15 - 12:30 0 0 0 32 0 0 2 15 0 0 22 28 99 
12:30 - 12:45 0 0 0 24 0 2 1 14 0 0 11 30 82 
12:45 - 13:00 0 0 0 20 0 1 0 8 0 0 14 32 75 

Movement Totals 0 0 0 204 0 14 14 116 0 0 143 211 702 
Enter Totals 0 218 130 354 

Exit Totals 225 0 320 157 

Two-Hour Totals 
Light Trucks 

Medium Trucks 
Heavy Trucks 

% Trucks 
Stopped Buses 

Bicycles 

0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 7 5 17 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NA NA NA 1.0% NA 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% NA NA 4.9% 2.4% 2.4% 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Pedestrians 
South 

0 
West 

0 
East 
0 

North 
0 

Peak Hour 11:15 12:15 

P e a k Hour I n f o r m a t i o n 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Totals 

Movement Total 0 0 0 101 0 9 8 66 0 0 77 102 363 
Peak Hour Factor NA NA NA 0.84 NA 0.75 0.50 0.87 NA NA 0.71 0.82 0.88 

Enter Totals 
Peak Hour Factor 

Exit Totals 
Peak Hour Factor 

Light Trucks 
Medium Trucks 

Heavy Trucks 
% Trucks 

Stopped Buses 
Bicycles 

Pedestrians 
South 

0 

0 179 74 110 
NA 0.77 0.84 0.83 

110 86 167 0 
0.86 0.72 0.93 NA 

West 
0 

East 
0 

North 
0 

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 4 11 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NA NA NA 1.0% NA 0.0% 0.0% 3.0% NA NA 5.2% 3.9% 3.0% 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



TRAFSTATS 

Intersection Turning Movement 
Peak Hour Diagram 

Location 9TH STREET AT RHODODENDRON DRIVE 
Date 9/7/2006 

Day of Week Thursday 
Time Begin 11:00 

Reviewed By: DH 

PHF = 0.77 
T = 4.5% 

N 

9TH STREET 

179 

0 77 102 

PHF = 0.93 

tr 
167 

Peds = 0 

Peak Hour Starts 1115 

Peak Hour Volume 363 

PHF = NA 0 

PHF = NA 
T = NA 

» 
» 

» ^ 

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) = 0.88 
Truck Percentage (T) = 3.0% 

PHF = 0.72 

ILI > 
DC 
a 
z o DC a z LU a o a o x 
DC 

Peds = 0 

86 

PHF = 0.72 

^ tr e 
0 66 

74 

PHF = 0.84 
T = 2.7% 



11 : Greentrees & Rhododendron Dr. 2020 Midday 

> > f Î A V I V 

Movement ST EBl* EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations A r 4 r 4> 4> 
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Volume (veh/h) 15 10 30 60 10 20 20 145 50 10 150 15 
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 17 11 34 67 11 22 22 163 56 11 169 17 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 463 463 177 475 444 191 185 219 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 463 463 177 475 444 191 185 219 
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2 
pO queue free % 96 98 96 85 98 97 98 99 
cM capacity (veh/h) 476 482 864 462 495 848 1383 1344 

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 11 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1 
Volume Total 28 34 79 22 242 197 
Volume Left 17 0 67 0 22 11 
Volume Right 0 34 0 22 56 17 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 

479 
0.06 

5 
13.0 

864 
0.04 

3 
9.3 

466 
0.17 

15 
14.3 

848 
0.03 

2 
9.4 

1383 
0.02 

1 
0.8 

1344 
0.01 

1 
0.5 

Lane LOS B A B A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 11.0 13.2 0.8 0.5 
Approach LOS B B 

intersection Summary 
Average Delay 3.9 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 34.6% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Parametrix, Inc. 
1 0 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 6 



18. 35th St. & Rhododendron Dr. 2020 Midday 

< t A V i 
Movement W B L W B R N B T N B R S S L S B T 

Lane Configurations Y 4 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Volume (veh/h) 35 125 140 75 135 130 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 41 147 165 88 159 153 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 1162 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 679 209 253 
VC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 679 209 253 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 89 82 88 
cM capacity (veh/h) 363 826 1301 

SB 1 

Volume Total 188 253 3 1 2 
Volume Left 41 0 159 
Volume Right 147 88 0 
cSH 646 1700 1301 
Volume to Capacity 0.29 0.15 0 .12 
Queue Length (ft) 30 0 10 
Control Delay (s) 12.8 0.0 4.7 
Lane LOS B A 
Approach Delay (s) 12.8 0.0 4 . 7 
Approach LOS B 

intersection SUMMARY 
Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 

5.2 
45.9% ICU Level of Service A 

Analysis Period (min) 15 

Parametrix, Inc. 
9/20/2006 



18: 35th St. & Rhododendron Dr. 2006 Midday 

S t V \ 
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 
Lane Configurations Y 1* 4 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Volume (veh/h) 32 125 95 50 90 85 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 38 147 112 59 106 100 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 1162 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 453 141 171 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 453 141 171 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF(s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 93 84 92 
cM capacity (veh/h) 518; 901 1395 

Direction, tSri'e # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 
Volume Total 185 171 206 
Volume Left 38 0 106 
Volume Right 147 59 0 
cSH 783 1700 1395 
Volume to Capacity 0.24 0.10 0.08 
Queue Length (ft) 23 0 6 
Control Delay (s) 11.0 0.0 4.3 
Lane LOS B A 
Approach Delay (s) 11.0 0.0 4.3 
Approach LOS B 

Intersection Summary 
Average Delay 5.2 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.0% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Parametrix, Inc. 
9/20/2006 



9: 9th St & Rhododendron Dr. 2020 Midday 

< t A V j 
Movement W3L WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 
Lane Configurations Y T» 4 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Volume (veh/h) 15 160 105 15 160 125 
Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 17 182 119 17 182 142 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 634 128 136 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 634 128 136 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 96 80 87 
cM capacity (veh/h) 386 920 1442 

Direction, Lane » WE 1 • NB 1 SB 1 
Volume Total 199 136 324 
Volume Left 17 0 182 
Volume Right 182 17 0 
cSH 822 1700 1442 
Volume to Capacity 0.24 0.08 0.13 
Queue Length (ft) 24 0 11 
Control Delay (s) 10.8 0.0 4,9 
Lane LOS B A 
Approach Delay (s) 10.8 0.0 4.9 
Approach LOS B 

Ifrtersoctic vSummary 
Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 

5.7 
39.5% ICU Level of Service A 

Analysis Period (min) 15 

Parametrix, Inc. 
9/20/2006 



9: 9th St & Rhododendron Dr. 2020 Midday 

< < t A V I 
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SB T 
Lane Configurations Y V 4 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Volume (veh/h) 10 110 70 10 110 85 
Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 125 80 11 125 97 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 432 85 91 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 432 85 91 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 98 87 92 
cM capacity (veh/h) 531 971 1498 

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 
Volume Total 136 91 222 
Volume Left 11 0 125 
Volume Right 125 11 0 
cSH 908 1700 1498 
Volume to Capacity 0.15 0.05 0.08 
Queue Length (ft) 13 0 7 
Control Delay (s) 9.7 0.0 4.6 
Lane LOS A A 
Approach Delay (s) 9.7 0.0 4.6 
Approach LOS A 

Intersection Summary 
Average Delay 5.2 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 31.2% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Parametrix, Inc. 
9/20/2006 



11. Greentrees & Rhododendron Dr. 2006 Midday 

t A V 1 V 

EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT "WBR" NBL " NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Volume (veh/h) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vCI, stage 1 conf vol 

15 
0.89 

17 

4 
Stop 

0% 
10 

0.89 
11 

30 
0.89 

34 

60 
0.89 

67 

4 
Stop 
0% 
10 

0.89 
11 

20 
0.89 

22 

20 
0.89 

22 

4» 
Free 

0% 
100 

0.89 
112 

50 
0.89 

56 

10 
0.89 

11 

4* 
Free 

0% 
100 

0.89 
112 

15 
0.89 

17 

None None 

357 357 121 368 337 140 129 169 

vCu, unblocked vol 357 357 121 368 337 140 129 169 
tC, single (s) 7 1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2 
pO queue free % 97 98 96 88 98 98 98 99 
cM capacity (veh/h) 563 554 928 547 569 905 1450 1403 

'Lane* EB1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1 
Volume Total 28 34 79 22 191 140 
Volume Left 17 0 67 0 22 11 
Volume Right 0 34 0 22 56 17 
cSH 559 928 550 905 1450 1403 
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.04 0.14 0.02 0.02 0.01 
Queue Length (ft) 4 3 12 2 1 1 
Control Delay (s) 11.8 9.0 12:6 9.1 1.0 0.7 
Lane LOS B A B A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 10.3 11.8 1.0 0.7 
Approach LOS B B 

Intersection Ŝ rrmary 
Average Delay 4.3 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 31 1% 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

ICU Level of Service 

Parametrix, Inc. 
1 0 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 6 



Existing (2006) and Future (2026) Midday Peak Hour Traffic Operations 

2006 (Existing) Conditions 2026 (Future) Conditions 

Critical Volume- Volume-
Unsignalized Delay to- to-
Intersections and (sec/vehicl Capacity Critical Critical Delay Capacity Critical 
Critical Movement e) Ratio LOS (sec/vehicle) Ratio LOS 

Rhododendron Drive @ 9th Street 
W e s t b o u n d 9.7 0 . 1 5 A 1 1 . 8 0 . 3 1 B 

Rhododendron Drive @Greentrees Private Drive 
E a s t b o u n d L e f t - T h r u 11.8 0.05 B 14.6 0.08 B 

W e s t b o u n d L e f t - T h r u 12.6 0.14 B 17.0 0.24 C 

Rhododendron Drive @ ! 35th Street 
W e s t b o u n d 11.0 0.24 B 15.5 0.40 C 

Note 1: LOS means intersection ievei of service-

Note 2: "Critical Delay" and "Critical LOS" refers to the delay or LOS experienced for the specific intersection traffic movement listed. 

Appendix E - I 



9: 9th St & Rhododendron Dr. 2026 Peak 

< < t V ; 
WBL WBR ' N S W N B F T W S B I ' S B T , I 

Lane Configurations V 
Sign Control Stop 
Grade 0% 
Volume (veh/h) 15 160 
Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 21 220 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn fiare (veh) 
Median type None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 767 155 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 767 155 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (S) 3.5 3.3 
pO queue free % 93 75 
cM capacity (veh/h) 311 889 

Di pct an. Lano $ 

Free 
0% 
105 

0.88 
144 

15 
0.88 

21 

160 
0.88 
220 

4 
Free 

0% 
125 

0.88 
172 

W.B 1 KB ' SB 1 

165 

165 
4.1 

2.2 
84 

1407 

Volume Total 241 165 392 
Volume Left 21 0 220 
Volume Right 220 21 0 
cSH 767 1700 1407 
Volume to Capacity 0.31 0.10 0.16 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 34 0 14 
Control Delay (s) 11.8 0.0 5.1 
Lane LOS B A 
Approach Delay (s) 11.8 0.0 5.1 
Approach LOS B 

jmmary 
Average Delay 6.1 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.4% 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

ICU Level of Service 

Parametrix, Inc. 
11/1/2006 



11. Greentrees & Rhododendron Dr. 2026 Peak 

> > < 'S t A V 1 V 
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 

Lane Configurations 4 r 4 r 4» 4> 
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Volume (veh/h) 15 10 30 60 10 20 20 145 50 10 150 15 
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 20 14 41 82 14 27 27 197 68 14 204 20 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 

265 vC, conflicting volume 561 561 214 574 537 231 224 265 
VC1 stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 561 561 214 574 537 231 2 2 4 265 
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2 
pO queue free % 95 97 95 7 9 97 97 98 99 
cM capacity (veh/h) 402 422 823 387 435 806 1338 1293 

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB2 NB 1 SB 1 
Volume Total 34 41 95 27 292 238 
Volume Left 20 0 82 0 27 14 
Volume Right 0 41 0 27 68 20 
cSH 410 8 2 3 394 806 1338 1293 
Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.05 0.24 0.03 0.02 0.01 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 4 2 3 3 2 1 
Control Delay (s) 14.6 9.6 17.0 9.6 0.9 0.5 
Lane LOS B A C A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 11 9 15.4 0.9 0.5 
Approach LOS B C 
intersection Summary 
Average Delay 4 . 3 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.0% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Parametrix, Inc. 
11/1/2006 



18: 35th St. & Rhododendron Dr. 2026 Peak 

< < t A V i 
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 
Lane Configurations y X* *T 
Sigh Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Volume (veh/h) 35 125 140 75 135 130 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 50 178 199 107 192 185 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Médian type None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 1162 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 822 253 306 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 822 253 306 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 83 77 85 
cM capacity (veh/h) 288 781 1243 

j S I T O j K E j B E g a i W r ^ S ^ NB1 SB'1 
Volume Total 228 306 377 
Volume Left 50 0 192 
Volume Right 178 107 0 
cSH 569 1700 1243 
Volume to Capacity 0.40 0.18 0.15 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 48 0 14 
Control Delay (s) 15.5 0.0 5.0 
Lane LOS C A 
Approach Delay (s) 15.5 0.0 5.0 
Approach LOS C 

.Intersection Summary 
Average Delay 5.9 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.4% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Parametrix, Inc. 
11/1/2006 



APPENDIX D 

Roadway Cross Sections 



Appendix D: Roadway Sections 

* * * 
SIDEWALK 6IKELANE T R A V E L L A N E 

5 ' 6 ' 1 2 ' 

MEDIAN 
TURN LANE 

U' 

* * * 
T R A V E L LANE BIKELÁHE SIDEWALK 

1 2 ' 6 ' 5 ' 

6 0 ' R O W 

* * 
- SCENIC DRIVES WILL NOT REQUIRE EITHER A MEOIAN TURN LANE OR SIDEWALK 

- SCENIC DRIVES MAY HAVE MINIMUM 5' BIKE LANE 

Section 1 - Florence Minor Arterial Standard 

• 42' Ex istin a Pavement 

Section 2 - Sidewalks, Bike Lanes, and Parking 

6(1' Right-of-way 

Section 3 - Sidewalks and Bike Lanes 



Appendix D: Roadway Sections 
, % 

% 

Minimum 
f lan ie r or 

Swale 

Sidewalk Sidewalk Travel Lane 

60' Right-of-way 

Section 4 - Transition Section 

60' Righi-of-Way 

Section 5 - Separated Path 

Section 6 - Raised Path 



Appendix D: Roadway Sections 

Section 7 - North Viewpoint 



APPENDIX E 

Rhododendron Site and Segments Improvement Details 
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APPENDIX F 

Cost Estimate Worksheets 



Table 1 RITP Segment and Location Improvement Summary 

Key ID Location 
Recommended Section 

(See Figure 4-1) Notes 

Roadway Segments 

A US 101 to Hemlock 
Ave 

Section 2 
No change 

Option to restripe bike lanes with or without 
parking 

B 
Hemlock Ave to 
Peace Harbor 

Hospital Entrance 
Section 3 Option to construct sidewalk on one side, then 

adding sidewalk on other side at a later date 

C 
Peace Harbor 

Hospital Entrance 
to 9th Street 

Section 3 Option to construct sidewalk on one side, then 
adding sidewalk on other side at a later date 

D 9th Street to 12th 
Street Path Section 4 Transitional Section from sidewalk to multi-use 

path 

E 12th Street Path to 
Wild Winds 

Section 5 
Section 6 

Design concept applied to this section may 
vary and should minimize the impact to 

vegetation 

F Wild Winds to 
Marine Manor 

Section 5 
Section 6 

Option to provide a meandering trail would 
require coordination with Lane County 

(property owner) but may provide gentler 
grades than adjacent to roadway. 

G Marine Manor to 
35th Street 

Section 5 
Section 6 

H 35th Street to 
Mariners Village 

Section 5 
Section 6 

1 Mariners Village to 
City Limits 

Section 5 
Section 6 

J City Limits to 
Harbor Vista Park 

Sites 

Section 5 
Section 6 

Improvement outside of City Limit and would 
require coordination with Lane County to 
complete connection between key tourist 

destinations 

1 South Viewpoint Figure 1 

2 9th Street 
Intersection Figure 2 

Includes ADA ramps, illumination, bus stop, 
wayfinding signage, crosswalk and refuge 

island 

3 North Viewpoint 
Section 7 
Figure 3 

4 35th Street 
Intersection 

Figure 4 Includes ADA ramps, illumination, bus stop, 
wayfinding signage,and crosswalk 





Segment A - Stripe tor Bike Lanes and Parking Engineer's Estimate (Parametrix)' 

ITEM NO. BID ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL 

1 MOBi -.lZATION («,) 1 LS 10.00% S930 
2 P A V E M E N T STRIPING 6000 LF $ 0.15 $900 
3 BIKE LANE STENCIL 8 EA $ 75.00 $600 
4 SIGNING(%) LS 30.00% $450 
5 SURVEYING (%) I LS 50.00% $980 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N S U B T O T A I $1,950 
C O N T I N G E N T Y ( 3 0 % $590 

P R E L I M I N A R Y E N G I N E E R I N G ( 1 0 % $250 
R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N E N G I N E E R I N G ( 1 5 % $380 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N & C O N S T R U C T I O N 
E N G I N E E R I N G T O T A I 

$3,170 

Segment B Engineer's Estimate (Parametrix) 

ITEM NO. BID ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL 

1 MOBILIZATION (%> 1 LS 10.00% $51,870 
2 H M A C 2000 TON $ 80.00 $160,000 
3 AGGREGATE BASE 1800 TON $ 18.00 $32,400 
4 C O N C R E T E CURB AND SIDEWALK 3600 LF S 40.00 $144,000 
5 C O N C R E T E DRIVEWAY 5 EACH S 2.000.00 $10,000 
6 C O N C R E T E INLET 8 EACH $ 1,800.00 $14,400 
7 12 INCH DRAIN PIPE, 5 FT DEPTH 1500 LF $ 45.00 $67,500 
8 C O N C R E T E MANHOLE 2 EACH $ 3,000.00 $6,000 
9 P A V E M E N T STRIPING 2000 LF S 0.15 $300 
10 E A R T H W O R K 500 CY $ 15.00 $7,500 
11 LANDSCAPING I LS S 8,000.00 $8,000 
12 LANDSCAPE RETAINING W A L L 300 SF s 60.00 $18,000 
13 CLEARING AND GRUBBING (%) 1 LS 5.00% $23,410 
14 SIGNING (%) LS 0.50% $2,250 
15 TRAFFIC CONTROL (%) 1 LS 3.00% $14,810 
16 SURVEYING (%) 1 LS 2.00% $10,170 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N S U B T O T A I $560,440 
C O N T I N G E N C Y ( 3 0 % ) $168,130 

P R E L I M I N A R Y E N G I N E E R I N G (10%) $72,860 
R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N E N G I N E E R I N G (15%) $109,280 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N & C O N S T R U C T I O N 
E N G I N E E R I N G T O T A I 

$910,710 



Segment C „Engineer's Estimate (Parametrix) 

ITEM NO. BID ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL 

1 MOBILIZATION (%) 1 LS 10.00% $31,670 
2 HMAC 1400 T O N $ 80.00 SI'.2,000 
3 A G G R E G A T E BASE 1300 T O N $ 18.00 $23.400 
4 C O N C R E T E CURB AND SIDEWALK 1300 L F $ 40.00 $52,000 
5 C O N C R E T E DRiVEWAY 5 EACH $ 2,000.00 $10,000 
6 C O N C R E T E INLET 6 EACH $ 1,800.00 S 10,800 
7 12 INCH DRAIN PIPE, S FT DEPTH 1000 LF $ 45.00 $45,000 
8 CONCRETE MANHOLE 2 EACH $ 3,000.00 $6,000 
9 PAVEMENT STRIPING 4000 LF $ 0.15 $600 
11 E A R T H W O R K 400 CY $ 15.00 S6.000 
12 LANDSCAPING 1 LS $ 800.00 $800 
13 LANDSCAPE RETAINING WALL 300 S F $ 60.00 $18,000 
14 CLEARING AND GRUBBING (%) 1 LS 5.00% $14.230 
15 SIGNING (%) 1 LS 1.00% $2,670 
16 TRAFFIC CONTROL (%) 1 LS 3.00% $9,040 
17 SURVEYING (%) I LS 2.00% $6,210 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N S U B T O T A I $342,210 
C O N T I N G E N C Y(30 % ) $¡02.660 

P R E L I M I N A R Y E N G I N E E R I N G <10%) $44,490 
R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N E N G I N E E R I N G (15%) $66,730 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N & C O N S T R U C T I O N 
E N G I N E E R I N G T O T A L 

$556,090 



Segment D Engineer's Estimate (Parametri*:) 

ITEM NO. BID ITEM D E S C R I P T I O N QUANTITY UNIT UNIT P R I C E T O T A L 

1 MOBILIZATION (%) 1 LS 10.00% $19,360 
2 HMAC 800 T O N $ 80.00 $64,000 
3 A G G R E G A T E BASE 800 T O N S 18.00 $14,400 
4 C O N C R E T E CURB AND SIDEWALK 700 L F S 40.00 $28,000 
5 S T A N D A R D CURB AND GUTTER 100 LF $ 12.00 $1,200 
6 S IDEWALK ONLY 5600 S F $ 5.00 $28,000 
7 C O N C R E T E DRIVEWAY 2 EACH $ 2,000.00 $4,000 
8 C O N C R E T E INLET 2 EACH S 1,800.00 $3,600 
9 12 INCH DRAIN PIPE, 5 FT DEPTH 500 L F $ 45.00 $22,500 
10 P A V E M E N T STRIPING 3000 LF $ 0.15 $450 
11 C O N C R E T E ISLAND 300 S F $9.00 $2,700 
12 E A R T H W O R K 200 C Y $ 15.00 $3,000 
13 LANDSCAPING 1 LS $ 2,000.00 $2,000 
14 CLEARING A N D GRUBBING (%) 1 LS 5.00% $8,690 
15 SIGNING (%) 1 LS 1.00% $1,740 
16 TRAFFIC C O N T R O L (%) 1 LS 3.00% $5,530 
17 SURVEYING (%) I LS 2.00% $3,800 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N S U B T O T A L $209,170 
C O N T I N G E N C Y ( 3 ( > % ) $62,750 

P R E L I M I N A R Y E N G I N E E R I N G ( 1 0 % ) $27,190 
R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N E N G I N E E R I N G ( 1 5 % ) $40,790 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N & C O N S T R U C T I O N 
E N G I N E E R I N G T O T A I 

$339,900 



Segment E Engineer's Estimate (Parametrixi 

ITEM NO. BID ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL 

1 MOBILIZATION (%) 1 LS 10.00% $59,270 
2 HMAC 3000 TON $ 80.00 „„. . . . $240,000 
3 AGGREGATE BASE 2300 TON $ 18.00 $41,400 
4 CONCRETE CURB A N D 10 'SIDEWALK 1500 LF $ 50.00 $75,000 
5 CONCRETE INLET 2 EACH $ 1,800.00 $3,600 
6 12 INCH DRAIN PIPE, 5 FT DEPTH 300 LF $ 45.00 S i 3,500 
7 PAVEMENT STRIPING 8000 LF $ 0.15 $11200 
8 8 FT RESIDENTIAL FENCING 2000 LF S 70.00 $140,000 
9 EARTHWORK 800 CY $ 15.00 $12 ,000 
10 LANDSCAPING 1 LS $ 8,000.00 58,000 
11 CLEARING AND GRUBBING (%) 1 LS 5.00% $26,740 
12 SIGNING (%) 1 LS 0.50% $2,670 
13 TRAFFIC CONTROL (%) 1 LS 3.00% $16,920 
14 SURVEYING (%) 1 LS 2.00% $11,620 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N S U B T O T A L 

LS 

$640,300 
C O N T I N G E N C Y ( 3 0 % ) $192,090 

P R E L I M I N A R Y E N G I N E E R I N G (10%) $83,240 
R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N E N G I N E E R I N G ( 1 5 % ) $124,860 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N & C O N S T R U C T I O N 
E N G I N E E R I N G T O T A L 

$1,040,480 

* . , . f 



Segment F Engineer's Estimate (Parametri*) 

ITEM NO. BID ITEM D E S C R I P T I O N QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE T O T A L 

1 MOBILIZATION (%) 1 LS 10.00% $37,430 
2 H M A C 3200 T O N $ 80.00 $256,000 
3 AGGREGATE BASE 2500 T O N $ 18.00 $45,000 
4 12 INCH CULVERT PIPE, 5 F T D E P T H 300 LF $45.00 $13,500 
5 PAVEMENT STRIPING 870 LF $ 0.15 $130 
6 E A R T H W O R K 900 CY $ 15.00 $13,500 
7 LANDSCAPING I LS $ 8,000.00 $8,000 
8 CLEARING AND GRUBBING (%) 1 LS 5.00% $16,810 
9 SIGNING (%) I LS 1.00% $3,360 
10 TRAFFIC CONTROL (%) 1 LS 3.00% $10,690 
11 SURVEYING (%) 1 LS 2.00% $7,340 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N S U B T O T A L $404,420 
C O N T t N G K N C Y ( J I > % ) $121,330 

P R E L I M I N A R Y E N G I N E E R I N G ( 1 0 % ) $52,570 
R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N E N G I N E E R I N G ( l S % t $78,860 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N & C O N S T R U C T I O N 
E N G I N E E R I N G T O T A L 

$657,180 

Segment G Engineer's Estimate (Parametrix) 

ITEM NO. BID ITEM D E S C R I P T I O N QUANTITY UNIT UNIT P R I C E T O T A L 

1 MOBILIZATION (%) 1 LS 10.00% $34,610 
2 HMAC 3000 T O N $ 80.00 $240,000 
3 AGGREGATE BASE 2400 T O N $ 18.00 $43,200 
4 C O N C R E T E DRIVEWAY 2 EACH $ 2,000.00 $4,000 
5 12 INCH CULVERT PIPE, 5 FT DEPTH 100 LF $45.00 $4,500 
6 PAVEMENT STRIPING 8000 LF $ 0.15 $1,200 
7 C O N C R E T E ISLAND 300 SF $9.00 $2,700 
8 EARTHWORK 580 CY $ 15.00 $8,700 
9 LANDSCAPING 1 LS $ 8,000.00 $8,000 
10 CLEARING AND GRUBBING (%) 1 LS 5.00% $15,620 
11 SIGNING (%> 1 LS 0.50% $1,560 
12 TRAFFIC CONTROL (%) 1 LS 3.00% $9,880 
13 SURVEYING (%) 1 LS 2.00% $6,790 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N S U B T O T A L $373,980 
C O N T I N G E N C Y(30 %) $112,190 

P R E L I M I N A R Y E N G I N E E R I N G ( 1 0 % ) $48,620 
R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N E N G I N E E R I N G (15%) $72,930 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N & C O N S T R U C T I O N 
E N G I N E E R I N G T O T A L 

$607 710 

1 



ISegment H 1 | Engineer's Estimate (Parametrix) j 

ITEM NO, BID ITEM D E S C R I P T I O N QUANTITY UNIT UNIT P R I C E TOTAL 

i 
I MOBILIZATION (%) 1 LS 10.00% $27,190 
2 HMAC 2300 T O N $ 80.0C $184,000 
3 A G G R E G A T E BASE 1500 T O N $ 18.0C $27,000 
4 C O N C R E T E DRIVEWAY 2 EACH $ 2.000.0C $4,000 
5 12 INCH CULVERT PIPE, 5 F T DEPTH 280 LF $45.0C ; 512,600 
6 P A V E M E N T STRIPING 6500 L F $ 0.15 i ,„ , $980 
7 E A R T H W O R K 580 CY $ 15.00 5 $8:700 
8 LANDSCAPING LS $ 8,000.00 $8,000 
9 CLEARING AND GRUBBING (%) LS 5.00% $12,260 
10 SIGNING (%) LS 0.50% $1,230 
11 TRAFFIC CONTROL (%) LS 3.00% $7,760 
12 SURVEYING (%) LS 2.00% $5,330 

1. U u _ • " " 
R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N S U B T O T A L $293.710 

C O N T I N G E N C Y ( 3 0 % ) $88,110 
P R E L I M I N A R Y E N G I N E E R I N G ( 1 0 % ) $38,180 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N E N G I N E E R I N G ( 1 5 % ) $57,270 
R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N & C O N S T R U C T I O N 

E N G I N E E R I N G T O T A L 
$477,290 

1 Segment I | Engineer's Estimate (Parametrix) , - | 

ITEM NO. BID ITEM D E S C R I P T I O N QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL 

1 MOBILIZATION (%) 1 LS 10.00% 529,810 
2 HMAC 2600 T O N $ 80.00 52085000 
3 A G G R E G A T E BASE 1600 TON $ 18.00 $28,800 
4 12 INCH CULVERT PIPE, 5 FT DEPTH 300 LF $45.00 513,500 
5 P A V E M E N T STRIPING 7000 LF $ 0.15 $1,050 
6 E A R T H W O R K 640 CY $ 15.00 $9,600 
7 LANDSCAPING LS $ 8,000.00 58,000 
8 CLEARING AND GRUBBING (%) LS 5.00% $13,450 
9 SIGNING (%) LS 0.50% $1,340 
10 TRAFFIC CONTROL (%) LS 3.00% $8,510 
11 SURVEYING (%) LS 2.00% $5.850 

H i ,» $322,060 
C O N T I N G E N C Y ( 3 0 % ) ;; . . , „ 1 $90,020 

P R E L I M I N A R Y E N G I N E E R I N G (10%) $41.870 
R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N E N G I N E E R I N G (15%) $62,800 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N & C O N S T R U C T I O N 
E N G I N E E R I N G T O T A L 

$523,350 



LOCAT ON 1 SOUTH VIEWPOINT Engineer's Estimate (Parametria) 

ITEM NO. BID ITEM D E S C R I P T I O N QUANTITY UNIT UNIT P R I C E TOTAL 

I MOBILIZATION (%) I LS 10.00% $4,160 
2 AGGREGATE BASE 650 TON $ 18.00 $11,700 
3 CONCRETE S I D E W A L K 2000 S F $ 5.00 $10,000 
4 LANDSCAPING I LS S 3,000.00 $3,000 
5 LANDSCAPE BARRIER W A L L 300 SF $ 30.00 $9,000 
6 EARTHWORK 75 CY S 15.00 $1,130 
7 CLEARING AND G R U B B I N G (%) 1 LS 5.00% $1,690 
8 SIGNING (%) ) LS 5.00% $1,240 
9 TRAFFIC C O N T R O L (%) 1 LS 5.00% $1,890 
10 SURVEYING (%) I LS 5.00% $1,980 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N S U B T O T A L $43,790 
C O N T I N G E N C Y « « ® ] $13,140 

P R E L I M I N A R Y E N G I N E E R I N G ( 1 0 % ) $5,690 
R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N E N G I N E E R I N G ( 1 5 % ) $8,540 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N & C O N S T R U C T I O N 
E N G I N E E R I N G T O T A L 

$71,160 

LOCATION 2 9th Street Intersection Engineer's Estimate (Parametrix) 

ITEM NO. BID ITEM D E S C R I P T I O N QUANTITY UNIT UNIT P R I C E TOTAL 

1 MOBILIZATION (%) 1 LS 10.00% $4,250 
2 HMAC 100 TON $ 80.00 $8,000 
3 AGGREGATE BASE 100 TON $ 18.00 $1,800 
4 CONCRETE CURB AND SIDEWALK 200 LF $ 40.00 $8,000 
5 CONCRETE INLET 1 EACH $ 1,800.00 $1,800 
6 12 INCH DRAIN PIPE, 5 FT DEPTH 100 LF $ 45.00 $4,500 
7 PAVEMENT STRIPING 1600 LF S 0.15 $240 
8 ADA SIDEWALK R A M P S 3 EACH $ 2,000.00 $6,000 
9 CONCRETE ISLAND 300 SF $9.00 $2,700 
10 LANDSCAPING 1 LS $ 2,000.00 $2,000 
11 CLEARING AND G R U B B I N G (%) ' LS 5.00% $1,750 
12 SIGNING (%) 1 LS 5.00% $1,750 
13 TRAFFIC C O N T R O L (%) 1 LS 5.00% $1,930 
14 SURVEYING (%) 1 LS 5.00% $2,020 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N S U B T O T A L $44,720 
C O N T I N G E N C Y ( 3 0 % ) $13,420 

P R E L I M I N A R Y E N G I N E E R I N G ( 1 0 % ) $5,810 
R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N E N G I N E E R I N G ( 1 5 % l $8,720 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N & C O N S T R U C T I O N 
E N G I N E E R I N G T O T A L 

$72,670 



ILOCATION 3 NORTH VIEWPOINT 
1 

1 Ençjineér's Esitiate ( Parametri xi 

ITEM NO. BID ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL 

1 MOB [LIGATION (%) I LS 1 0 . 0 0 % $56,590 
2 HMAC 300 TON $ 8 0 . 0 0 $24,000 
3 AGGREGATE BASE 550 TON $ 1 8 . 0 0 $9,900 
4 CONCRETE C URB AND SIDEWALK 1600 LF $ 4 0 . 0 0 $64,000 
5 CONCRETE INLET 4 EACH $ 1 , 8 0 0 . 0 0 $7,200 
6 12 INCH DRAIN PIPE, 5 FT DEPTH 800 LF $ 4 5 . 0 0 $36,000 
7 Rip Rap 500 CY $ 2 0 0 $100.000 
8 LANDSCAPING 1 LS $ 3 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 $3,000 
9 LANDSCAPE BARRIER WALL 5000 SF $ 6 0 . 0 0 $300.000 
10 CLEARING A N D GRUBBING (%) 1 LS 1 . 0 0 % $5,440 
II SIGNING (%) 1 LS 1 . 0 0 % $2,440 
12 TRAFFIC C O N T R O L (%) 1 LS 1 . 0 0 % $5,520 
13 SURVEYING (%) ' LS 1 . 5 0 % $8,360 

•J • 
R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N S U B T O T A L $611.090 

C O N T I N G E N C Y ( 3 0 % ) $i 84,230 
P R E L I M I N A R Y E N G I N E E R I N G (10%) $79,830 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N E N G I N E E R I N G ( 1 5 % ) $119,750 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N & C O N S T R U C T I O N 
TAI _ 

$997,890 

1 LOCATION 4 35th Intersection 1 1 Engineer's Estimate (Parametrix) 

ITEM NO. BID ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL 

1 MOBILIZATION (%) 1 LS 10.00% $3,870 
2 HMAC 200 TON $ 80.00 $16,000 
3 AGGREGATE BASE 200 TON $ 18.00 $3,600 
4 CONCRETE CURB A N D SIDEWALK 40 LF $ 40.00 $1,600 
5 CONCRETE INLET 1 EACH $ 1,800.00 $1,800 
6 12 INCH DRAIN PIPE, 5 FT DEPTH 80 LF $ 40.00 $3,200 
7 PAVEMENT STRIPING 200 LF $ 0.15 $30 
8 ADA SIDEWALK RAMPS 2 EACH $ 2,000.00 $4.000 
9 CONCRETE ISLAND 300 SF $9.00 $2.700 
10 LANDSCAPING LS $ 2,000.00 $2,000 
II CLEARING A N D GRUBBING (%) LS 5.00% $1,750 
12 SIGNING (%) LS 0.50% $170 
13 TRAFFIC C O N T R O L (%) LS 3.00% $1,110 
14 SURVEYING (%) LS 2.00% $760 

s $417830 
C O N T I N G E N C Y(30 %) $12,550 

P R E L I M I N A R Y E N G I N E E R I N G ( 1 0 % ) $5,440 
R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N E N G I N E E R I N G (15%) $8,160 

R O A D W A Y C O N S T R U C T I O N & C O N S T R U C T I O N 
E N G I N E E R I N G T O T A L 

$67,970 

:Ì 1 


