
SUBJECT: Crook County Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 004-13

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

Appeal Procedures*

DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL:  Monday, December 30, 2013 

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

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

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

Cc: Phil Stenbeck, Crook County
Jon Jinings, DLCD Community Services Specialist

Gary Fish, DLCD Transportation Planner
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DLCD FORM 2 NOTICE OF ADOPTED CHANGE 
TO A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OR 

LAND USE REGULATION 

FOR DLCD USE 

File No.: 

Received: 

Local governments are required to send notice of an adopted change to a comprehensive plan or land use regulation 
no more than 20 days after the adoption. (See OAR 660-0 18-0040). The rules require that the notice include a 
completed copy of this form. This notice form is not for submittal of a completed periodic review task or a plan 
amendment reviewed in the manner of periodic review. Use rorm 4 for an adopted urban growth boundary 
including over 50 acres by a city with a population greater than 2,500 within the UGB or an urban growth boundary 
amendment over I 00 acres adopted by a metropolitan service district. Use Form 5 for an adopted urban reserve 
designation, or amendment to add over 50 acres, by a city with a population greater than 2,500 within the UGB. Use 
I orm 6 with submittal of an adopted periodic review task. 

Jurisdiction: Crook County 

Local file no.: AM 13-0165 

Date of adoption: 12/4/13 Date sent: 12/9/2013 

Was Notice of a Proposed Change (Form 1) submitted to DLCD? 
~Yes: Date (use the date of last revision if a revised Form I was submitted): 7/23/13 
0No 

Is the adopted change different from what was described in the Notice of Proposed Change? 0 Yes~ No 
If yes, describe how the adoption differs from the proposal: 

Local contact (name and title): Phil Stenbeck, Assistant Planning Director 

Phone: (541) 447-8156 E-mail: phil.stenbeck@co.crook.or.us 

Street address: 300 NE 3rd Street, Room 12 City: Prineville Zip: 97754-

PLEASE COMPLETE ALL OF THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS THAT APPLY 

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

This legislative amendment to Crook County's Transportation System Plan (TSP), adopts the City of Prineville 
Transportation System Plan (TSP) as an appendix to the County TSP. Statewide Planning Goal12 requires a 
coordinated TSP. 

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

Change from N/A toN/A. N/A acres. 0 A goal exception was required for this change. 

Change from N/ A to N/ A. N/ A acres. 0 A goal exception was required for this change. 

Change from N/ A to N/ A. N/ A acres. 0 A goal exception was required for this change. 

Change from N/A toN/A. N/A acres. 0 A goal exception was required for this change. 

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

0 The subject property is entirely within an urban growth boundary 

0 The subject property is partially within an urban growth boundary 

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/forms.aspx -1- Form updated November 1, 2013 
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If the comprehensive plan map change is a UGB amendment including less than 50 acres and/or by a city with a 
population Jess than 2,500 in the urban area, indicate the number of acres of the former rural plan designation, by 
type, included in the boundary. 

Exclusive Farm Use - Acres: N/A 

Forest - Acres: N/A 

Rural Residential - Acres: N/ A 

Rural Commercial or Industrial - Acres: N/ A 

Non-resource - Acres: N/ A 

Marginal Lands - Acres: N/ A 

Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space - Acres: N/ A 

Other: N/A - Acres: N/A 

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

Exclusive Farm Use- Acres: N/A 

Forest- Acres: N/A 

Non-resource - Acres: N/ A 

Marginal Lands - Acres: N/A 

Rural Residential -Acres: N/ A 

Rural Commercial or Industrial -Acres: N/ A 

Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space - Acres: N/A 

Other: N/A - Acres: N/A 

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

N/A 

For a change to a zoning map: 
Identify the former and new base zone designations and the area affected: 

Change from N/ A to N/ A. Acres: N/ A 

Change from N/ A to N/ A. Acres: N/ A 

Change from N/ A to N/ A. Acres: N/ A 

Change from N/A toN/A. Acres: N/A 

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

Overlay zone designation: N/A. Acres added: N/A. Acres removed: N/A 

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

List affected state or federal agencies, local governments and special districts: City of Prineville, Crook County Fire 
and Rescue, ODOT. 

Identify supplemental information that is included because it may be useful to infonn DLCD or members of the 
public of the effect of the actual change that has been submitted with this Notice of Adopted Change, if any. If the 
submittal, including supplementary materials, exceeds 100 pages, include a summary of the amendment briefly 
describing its purpose and requirements. 

This is City-County coordination on Transportation System Planning (TSP). The City of Prineville updated their TSP, 
and the County has co-adopted the City TSP through the legislative amendment process. 

http:ljwww.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/forms.aspx -2- Form updated November 1, 2013 



NOTICE OF ADOPTED CHANGE- SUBMITTAL INSTRUCTIONS 

1. A Notice of Adopted Change must be received by 
DLCD no later than 20 days after the ordinance(s) 
implementing the change has been signed by the 
public official designated by the jurisdiction to sign 
the approved ordinance(s) as provided in 
ORS 197.615 and OAR 660-01 R-0040. 

2. A Notice of Adopted Change must be submitted 
by a local government (city, county, or metropolitan 
service district). DLCD will not accept a Notice of 
Adopted Change submitted by an individual or 
private firm or organization. 

3. Hard-copy submittal: When submitting a 
Notice of Adopted Change on paper, via the US 
Postal .Service or hand-delivery, print a completed 
copy of this Form 2 on light green paper if 
available. Submit one copy of the proposed change, 
including this form and other required materials to: 

Attention: Plan Amendment Specialist 
Dept. of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 
Salem, OR 97301-2540 

This form is available here: 
http://\\\\ \\.oregon.gO\ 'LCD forms.shtml 

4. Electronic submittals of up to 20MB may be 
sent via e-mail. Address e-mails to 
plan.amendments a state.or.us with the subject line 
''Notice of Adopted Amendment." 

Submittals may also be uploaded to DLCD's FTP 
site at http://\\"'\\ .orcgon.gov/LC 0/Paues/papa 
submittal. aspx. 

E-mails with attachments that exceed 20MB will 
not be received, and therefore FTP must be used for 
these electronic submittals. The FTP site must be 
used for aU .zip files regardless of size. The 
maximum file size for uploading via FTP is 
150MB. 

Include this Form 2 as the first pages of a combined 
file or as a separate file. 

5. File format: When submitting a Notice of 
Adopted Change via e-mail or FTP, or on a digital 
disc, attach all materials in one of the following 
formats: Adobe .pdf (preferred); Microsoft Office 
(for example, Word .doc or docx or Excel .xls or 
xlsx); or ESRI .mxd, .gdb, or. mpk. For other fiJe 
formats, please contact the plan amendment 
specialist at 503-934-0017 or 
pJan.amendments@)tate.or. us. 

6. Content: An administrative rule lists required 
content of a submittal of an adopted change (OAR 
660-0 18-0040(3 )}. By completing this form and 
including the materials listed in the checklist below, 
the notice will include the required contents. 

Where the amendments or new land use regulations, 
including supplementary materials, exceed I 00 
pages, include a summary of the amendment briefly 
describing its purpose and requirements. 

7. Remember to notify persons who participated in 
the local proceedings and requested notice of the 
fmal decision. (ORS 197 .615) 

If you have any questions or wouJd like assistance, please contact your DLCD regional representative or the 
DLCD Salem office at 503-934-0017 or e-mail plan.amendments(ct,state.or.us. 

Notice checklist. Include all that apply: 

[8J Completed Form 2 

[8] A copy of the final decision (including the signed ordinance(s)). This must include city and county 
decisions for UGB and urban reserve adoptions 

D The findings and the text of the change to the comprehensive plan or land use regulation 

D If a comprehensive plan map or zoning map is created or altered by the proposed change: 
D A map showing the area changed and applicable designations, and 
D Electronic files containing geospatial data showing the area changed, as specified in OAR 660-018-

0040( 5 ), if applicable 
D Any supplemental information that may be useful to inform DLCD or members of the public of the effect of 

the actual change 

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/forms.aspx -3- Form updated November 1, 2013 



DATE: 

FILENO.: 

APPLICANT: 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 

PROPOSAL: 

NOTICE TO DLCD: 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING NOTICE: 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING DATES: 

APPLICABLE CRITERIA: 

Crook County 
Community Development Department 

Planning Division 
300 NE 3rd Street, Room Prineville, OR 97754 

(541)447-8156 
Fax (541)416-3905 

ccplan@co.crook.or.us 

COUNTY COURT 
STAFF REPORT 

October 23, 2013 

AM-13-0165. 

Crook County. 

City of Prineville Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). 

Crook County is proposing to adopt the latest City of Prineville 
Transportation System Plan (TSP) as an addendum to the 
County's Transportation System Plan. 

July 23, 201 3. 

August 9, 2013. 

August 28, 2013 and October 9, 2013. 

CCC 18.168, ORS 215.223 and the City of Prineville/Crook 
County Urban Growth Management Agreement, Oregon 
Statewide Planning Goal 12 (Transportation). 

Background 
This proposed Legislative Amendment flows from a work task that began in June 2012. At 

that time, the City of Prinevi lle formed a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) to consider changes 
to the City' s Transportation System Plan (TSP). From June 2012 until now, the TAC met 6 times 
and there were two additional public meetings which discussed needed changes to the City' s TSP. 
The Draft TSP dated September 2013 is attached. The catalyst for this update to the City TSP was 
the 2011 /2012 adoption of the Highway 126 Corridor Plan. The Highway 126 Corridor Plan 
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proposed a number of changes to the City and County Transportation Plans in the area ofT om 
McCall and George Millican Road. These changes opened the door to additional discussions about 
how the entire TSP for the City of Prineville would function. In addition the Highway 126 Corridor 
Plan, the City was also considering additional changes to the community including possibly 
relocating the Hospital to the Ochoco Lumber Site on Combs Flat Road and passage of a bond which 
would mean a new elementary school in Prineville, as well as closing two elementary schools. The 
City TSP is a consideration in all of these proposed changes. 

The County's involvement with adoption of the City TSP is solely within areas of the UGB. 
The UGB is an area where the City anticipates it will grow. The County retains land use jurisdiction 
of the area, until the area is annexed into the City limits, at which time the City becomes the land use 
jurisdictional authority. 

This action being taken by the County flows from Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 12 
(Transportation) which requires all City's and County's to have a coordinated Transportation System 
Plan. In this case, the County staff have attended the TAC meetings and have had staff to staff 
discussions with the City. The City has incorporated the concerns raised by the County Planning 
Director and the County Roadmaster into the proposed City TSP. Some of the issues that were 
raised by County staff and were ultimately incorporated into the TSP Draft are: 

• TIA requirements. 
• A section that explains how the city is to determine who pays for the needed. 
• Millican Road is a truck route and shown on the truck route map. 
• The Crestview extension is to be entirely driven by development of the property to the 

southeast (River Steps Subdivision) and that changes would need to be made (pending ODOT 
review) to the Rimrock Road intersection with Hwy 126 {i.e. right in/out only or some other 
limit) if the Crestview extension goes through. 

• Rawhide, Tennessee and Latigo should not be labeled as collectors. 
• Figure 2 - Owens and Rawhide have substandard OlD bridge issues. 
• It would be helpful to have a paragraph somewhere, either near the functional classification 

map or near the tables with the projects that discusses when streets would be built/what 
would trigger this. Some of the county 's concerns were that we have these roads listed as 
collectors but are nowhere near collector standards. It might be helpful if the TSP explained 
that these roads would not be improved until urban development actually reached them and 
triggered the improvement and that these are in the plan, to a large degree, to protect future 
right-of-way. 

• In the same section as #7, the county and city would like to clarify how we work together 
when there is development requiring road improvements to a street along the county/city 
boundary. As long as these roads are maintained by the county, we can require right-of-way 
dedication and pavement to city standards, but any curb and sidewalk would require an in 
lieu of fee and would not be constructed until the city took over maintenance of the road. 
This has been a longstanding issue where developers try to put the county and city against 
each other. 

• Figure 6 - unless you 've already done this and we just couldn 't find it, the "vision " roadway 
improvements need to be explained- basically they are there as a placeholder to ensure 
right-of-way is protected as well as in the case that development does occur that would 
trigger the street to be built. 



• Figure 9 - this map looks fine in the PDF but on both the county and city printers it blacked 
out a border about 3 inches thick, showing only a center rectangle. 

• Figure 10 - be sure to stop the trails at the UGB. 
• The proportional contributions are to be determined at the time that development occurs or 

some land use change triggers the need for implementation. Private development share of 
any project cost shall be determined on the direct need satisfied and/or benefit provided to 
the development and shall be proportional to that need/benefit in comparison to the benefit to 
the broader community and overall transportation system. Ifpublicfimding is requiredfor a 
project, all agencies shall work collaboratively across jurisdictional lines to achieve f unding 
mechanisms and methodologies that ensure fair, balanced and justifiable public investment 
in an overall cohesive transportation system. When public funds are not available to provide 
to finance the public portion of the project, the private development may be required to 
complete the project with private funds and be reimbursed through system development 
charges, a reimbursement district or other reimbursement methods. 

Conclusion 
This proposed legislative amendment went before the Crook County Planning Commission 

on August 28,2013 and on September 11, 2013 in two public hearings, which concluded with the 
County Planning Commission recommending adoption of the proposed City of Prineville TSP. The 
County Court is scheduled to hear this item on November 13, 2013 and again on December 4, 2013. 
The proposed adoption of the City ofPrineville TSP went before the City Planning Commission on 
August 20, 2013, September 3, 2013 and on October 1, 2013 which concluded in a recommendation 
of approval to the Prineville City Council. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Assistant Planning Director 

Attachment: City of Prineville - Draft TSP dated September 2013 
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IN THE COUNTY COURT OF TilE STATE OF OREGON 
FORTHECOUNTYOFCROOK 

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING the latest City of 
Prineville Transportation System Plan (TSP) as an 
addendum to the County's Transportation System 
Plan. 

ORDINANCE 267 

WHEREAS, Crook County finds that there is a need to update the Crook County 
Transportation System Plan; and 

WHEREAS, Crook County has publicly reviewed the proposed adoption of the 
City of Prineville Transportation System Plan (TSP) as an addendum to the County's 
Transportation System Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Crook County Planning Commission has recommended adoption of the 
proposed Legislative Amendments to the Crook County Court; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Crook County Cowt hereby ordains as follows: 

SECTION ONE: The Crook County Transportation System Plan is amended to include the City 
of Prineville Transportation System Plan as an addendum to the Crook County Transportation 
System Plan as found in Exhibit A attached. 

First Reading: November 13, 2013 

Second Reading: December4, 2013 

DATED this 4th day ofDecember, 2013. 

CROOK COUNTY COURT 
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City of Prineville Transportation System Pion 
Section 1: Introduction 

INTRODUCTION 

In collaboration with the Oregon 

Department of Transportation (ODOT) and 

Crook County, the City of Prineville initiated 

an update to its Transportation System Plan 

{TSP) in 2012. This TSP is intended to 

provide the City, County and ODOT with 

guidance for operating and improving the 

multimodal transportation system with in 

the Prineville Urban Growth Boundary. The 

TSP focuses on priority projects, policies 

September 2013 

and programs for the next twenty years, but also provides a vision for longer-term projects that could 

be implemented should funding become availab le. The TSP is intended to be flexib le to respond to 

changing community needs, economic opportunities, grants, and other revenue sources. 

TSP PROCESS 

The TSP was updated based on: 

• Review of state, regional, and local transportation plans and policies it must either comply with 

or be consistent with. 

• Community input gathered th rough public workshops at key points in the project. 

• Technical and citizen advisory committee input on goals and objectives, transportation 

alternatives, and future project prioritization. 

• Using a detailed inventory of existing transportation facilities to serve as a foundation to 

identify near- and long-term transportation needs. 

• Evaluation of future transportation needs to support the land use vision and economic vitality 

of the urban area. 

• Prioritized improvements and strateg ies reflective of the community's vision and fiscal realities. 

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT 

The update of the TSP provided City residents the opportun ity to share thei r vision for the future of a 

multimodal transportation system to se rve loca l, regiona l and statewide travel needs. Several citizens 

provided feedback through on-line commenting forums, meetings, and workshops. These comments 

were used to refine the TSP goals and policies, and define priority projects. 

PogeB 
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In addition to general forums, a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and a Public Advisory Committee 

(PAC) helped to guide all aspects of the TSP development. The TAC included staff from the City of 

Prineville, Oregon Department of Transportation, and Crook County. The PAC included community 

leaders from the City's Planning Commission, local business owners, and representatives of local law 

enforcement, emergency response agencies, and other stakeholders. While they were separate 

committees, all meetings were conducted jointly so that all those involved were able to provide input 

and perspective th roughout the TSP process. 

A summary of the public engagement is provided in Table 1. All meetings were held in the City of 

Prineville City Council Chambers. 

Table 1 Transportation System Plan Public Involvement Summary 
--- ~ - -- ·--- -~- - - - - -- -- --- 0--- - - -- -- - -

I Meeting Event Date Meeting Purpose/Objectives 

Provide commenting options for the public, a 

Project Website 
central location to house draft and final 

June 1, 2012 documents, a calendar of project events, and 
Initiated 

announce new deliverables or project 
materials to subscribed users. 

TAC/PAC Meeting #1 
Discuss goals of TSP update; present 

June 13, 2012 summary of plan and policy review 

TAC/PAC Meeting #2 
Present existing conditions analysis and 

November 29, 2012 future no-build needs 

Public Workshop #1 
Present goals, plans and policy, and existing 

November 29, 2012 conditions 

TAC/PAC Meeting #3 
Review future transportation needs and 

February 19, 2013 summarize alternative options for evaluation 

TAC/PAC Meeting #4 
Review alternatives and funding options; 

May 7, 2013 gather feedback on preferred alternatives 

TAC/PAC Meeting #5 
Present preferred alternative and funding 

June 12, 2013 options 

TAC/PAC Meeting #6 
Present draft TSP and implementing 

July 18, 2013 ordinances 

Public Workshop #2 July 18, 2013 Gather public input on the preferred plan 

City Planning Scheduled for August 20, 
Review draft TSP. 

Commission Hearing 2013 

Joint City Council and Scheduled for September 
Review draft TSP. 

County Court Hearing 10,2013 

REGULATORY CONTEXT 

The Transportation System Plan update was guided by Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 197.712 and the 

Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) administrative rule known as the 
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Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) . Through this rule, the State of Oregon requires that the TSP be 

based on the Comprehensive Plan land uses and that it provide for a transportation system that 

accommodates the expected growth in population and employment over the next 20 years. The TPR 

also requires the following elements: 

• A road plan for the arterial and collector system, including functional classifications of streets, 

and standards for the layout of local streets that provide reasonably direct routes for bicycle 

and pedestrian travel 

• A public transportation plan 

• A bicycle and pedestrian plan 

• An air, rail, water and pipeline transportation plan 

• Policies and land use strategies for implementing the plan 

• A transportation financing plan 

In each of these elements, the TPR requires that the plan considers and incorporates the needs of all 

users and all travel modes. In addition, the TPR requires that local jurisdictions adopt land use and 

subdivision ordinance amendments to protect transportation facilities and to provide bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities between residential, commercia l, and employment/ institutional areas. Local 

communities must coordinate their respective plans with the applicable county, regional, and state 

transportation plans. 

The Prineville TSP addresses the state requirements for all affected facilities within its Urban Growth 

Boundary (UGB). The existing UGB is shown in Figure 1. 

TSP ORGANIZATION 

This TSP is organized in two volumes. 

Volume 1: Transportation System Plan 

Volume 1 includes content on the key areas of interest within the Transportation System Plan. 

Volume 2: Technical Appendices 

Volume 2 contains the technical information and memorandums used to develop the policies and 

recommendations in the TSP. 
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TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
PLAN 
The City of Prineville's current TSP was adopted 

in 2005. Since then, several master planned 

developments have been entitled and initiated 

within the City, reshaping the scale and areas of 

growth. In addition, the City and State have 

invested in the City's rail infrastructure to 

support industrial sector growth, the OR 126 

Corridor Facility Plan was completed and 

September 2013 

identifies needs that impact the downtown area, and the City implemented a transportation system 

development charge (SDC). The updated Transportation System Plan (TSP) provides a long-term vision 

and policy framework that accounts for the changes that have occurred over the past eight years, and 

provides guiding principles to shape future enhancements to the transportation system that can 

support expected growth and economic development. 

STATE AND REGIONAL PLANNING CONTEXT 

The Prineville Transportation System Plan (TSP) identifies the transportation-related projects, programs 

and policies needed over the next 20 years to serve local, regional and statewide multi-modal travel 

within the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). The TSP considers the transportation plans for county and 

ODOT facilities and is consistent with the requirements of statewide and regional transportation plans 

and policies. 

State and Regional Facilities 

Prineville is situated at the junction of several highways. These highways converge on the west side of 

Prineville and are combined through the downtown core along N 3'd Street. The City is dependent on 

these regional connections for much of its inbound and outbound employment, recreat ion, and 

shopping needs. The OR 126 highway alignment includes winding, steep grade through rimrock that 

surrounds the City. The Crooked River constrains the ability to make major improvements to the State 

system or to provide alternative routes. 

The classification of the state highways that travel through Prineville are summarized in Table 2. 

OR 126 and US 26 are the City's primary linkage to surrounding Central Oregon ci ties; they converge at 

the Prineville "Y" and then serve as the major east-west route through downtown Prineville. OR 27 

(Main Street) and OR 380 (SE Combs Flat Road/SE Paulina Highway) are also ODOT facil ities that 

connect Prineville to other areas of Crook County. 

Within the downtown, 3'd Street is classified by ODOT as a Special Transportation Area with an 

emphasis on loca l business access and multimodal travel. Commercial uses front the corrido r between 
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the US 26/0R 126 junction (the "Y") and Combs Flat Road, and are reliant on the highway for primary 

access. 

Table 2 State Highway Classification 

Route Name Highway 

(Hwy #) Description Classification NHS 

us 26 

Ochoco Hwy (41 ) East of Prineville "Y" Statewide Yes 

Madras Hwy (360) West of Prineville "Y" Regional No 

OR 27 Crooked River Hwy (14) Outside City Limits District No 

OR 126 Ochoco Hwy (41) Entire Segment Statewide Yes 

OR 370 O'Neil Hwy (370) Entire Segment District No 

OR 380 Paulina Hwy (380) Entire Segment District No 
NHS = National Highway System 
1 STA= Special Transportat ion Area- from Milepost 18.24 (locust Avenue) to 19.38 (Spruce lane) 
7 EXP= Expressway - from Milepost 1.37 to 17.92 

Guiding Plans and Policies 

Freight/ 

Truck Special 

Route Designations 

No STA1 

Yes None 

No None 

Yes Expressway2 

No None 

No None 

State po licy and design guidance, regional/County plans, local ized plans, and modal plans inform the 

future multimoda l needs of Prinevi lle. Elements of these plans are incorporated throughout this 

document; key findings from these plans and their incorporation into the Transportation System Plan 

are out lined below. 

• The OR 126 Corridor Plan identified options for t he Tom McCall, O' Neil Highway, and "Y" 
Junction that required further evaluation as part of this TSP due to their impacts on the City's 
downtown. The traffic growth estimates for the corridor plan were deve loped prior to 
completion of a travel demand model, and these assumptions were revisited within the TSP and 
significantly reduced . This substantially decreased the sizing of the needed improvements. This 
TSP both incorporates and amends the corridor plan. 

• Since the OR 126 Corridor Plan was completed, the ODOT roundabout policy has been 
amended. This amendment allows roundabouts on the State highway system if proper 
coordination with affected stakeholders demonstrates that all users can be appropriately 
accommodated. 

• Data center development near the airport has provided a new outlook on Prineville's economic 
growth potential. Although the data centers impact the transportation system during 
construction, the long-term impacts and travel demands are expected to be low. Access to the 
indust rial lands near the airport is a crit ica l element of supporting continued growth of the data 
centers. 

• State highway mobility targets and access standa rds have changed since the prior TSP was 
adopted; the new State policies wil l enable more flexibility for the long-term growth of the city 
and needed transportation infrastructure. 
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• A number of large properties within the city have been master planned during the past ten 
years. The growth patterns and associated infrastructure for these properties was not fully 
accounted for in the previous TSP. In particu lar, the Ochoco lumber site and lronHorse will be 
key redevelopment sites within Prineville given their size and location. The TSP update accounts 
for planned growth in these areas and other employment lands. 

• Completion of the 2nd Street extension and connection to OR 126 has provided the City with an 
alternate route to 3'd Street - US 26/0R 126; the benef its of this parallel corridor and associated 
changes in travel patterns illustrate the potential of enhancing the City's roadway network. 

• Existing transit infrastructure in Prineville is very limited, with Cascades East Transit service to 
the City provided at a park-and-ride located along the shoulder near the "Y." The ODOT Region 

4 Park and Ride Lot Plan has identified an alternative location as the preferred location for a 
new park-and-ride lot. The 2013 COIC Regional Transit Master Plan indicates that Prineville 
could reach the threshold for fixed route service later in the life of the RTMP and explores local 
service concepts. The Master Plan also recommends improvements to the Community 
Connector shuttles. 

• The City of Prineville is actively improving pedestrian facilities around schools and its Ochoco 
Creek trail system. These actions follow development of Safe Routes to Schools Plans. 
Additional sidewalks and trails will provide linkages throughout the City. 

• The City is pursuing design plans to modify Main Street between Peters Road and N 3'd Street. 
These efforts are occurring in parallel with the TSP efforts. Critical elements of this project will 
be pedestrian and bicycle improvements throughout the entire corridor, and enhancements to 
the alignment of the existing traffic signal at 101

h Street. The prior TSP's recommendation to 
extend 91

h Street due east through the Price Slasher was reevaluated to account for changes to 
the rail system and other changes in development patterns. 

Additional details on the literature review can be found within Volume 2, Section A of th is 

Transportation System Plan. 

POLICY/REGULATORY ELEMENTS 

A number of transportation-related policy and regulatory elements will guide development review and 

project development in Prineville in the future. These elements are discussed in more detail below and 

include: 

• TSP Goals 

• City of Prineville Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA}- Development Requirements Policy 

• Intersection Performance Standards 

• Roadway Functional Classification 

• Truck Routes 

• Access Spacing Guidelines 

• Street Design Standards 

Page 15 



City of Prineville Transportation System Pion 
Section 2: Transportation System Plan 

TSP Goals 

September 2013 

The following goals reflect the vision for the long-term transportation system for the City based on 

guidance from previous plans and insights offered by community leaders, residents, business owners, 

freight representatives, and other affected stakeholders. 

• Ensure a safe, accessible, and efficient transportation system for all users. 

• Integrate bicycle and pedestrian pathways, sidewalks, and bicycle lanes through the community, 

particularly to connect residential areas with schools and activity centers. 

• Improve the local circulation system to reduce the community's reliance on State Highways to 

travel to local destinations. 

• Build and maintain the transportation system to facilitate economic development in the region . 

• Improve system performance by balancing mobility and access, particu larly along main travel 

routes. 

• Minimize the impacts of transportation system development on the natural and built 
environment. 

The transportation needs and alternatives identified to address them reflect the development of a safe, 

multimodal system that reduces reliability on the State highways and promotes economic 

development. The recommended plan includes projects priorit ized based on alternatives eva luation 

that reflects these goals. 

City of Prineville Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA} - Development Requirements Policy 

The City adopted Transportation Impact Ana lysis (TIA) requirements within its 2005 Transportation 

System Plan, which was subsequently amended by Ordinance No. 1167 in December 2009. These 

revised standards were based on those adopted by the City of Bend. Recommended modifications 

provided in Appendix 1 reflect the less congested conditions present within the City of Prineville. These 

standards apply to facilities under City of Prineville jurisdict ion; roa dways with County or ODOT 

jurisdiction would be subject to the more stringent standards where a discrepancy exists. 

Intersection Performance Standards 

Cities and agencies establish minimum performance standards for the transportation system to help 

guide planning efforts, project development, and land use entitlements. These standards are often a 

reflection of the amount of delay or congestion experienced by a motorist at intersections . This 

performance measure is used to define whether or not a location is performing adequately or will 

require improvements. 

In Prineville, intersections are under the roadway jurisdiction of the City, Crook County, or the Oregon 

Department of Transportation (ODOT). Each agency has its own performance standards or targets. 

Where multiple agencies have jurisdiction, the most stringent performance measure governs. The 

roadways that fall within ODOT's jurisdiction include the five state highways summarized in Table 2. The 

highway classifications identify the mobility targets and access management standards for each facility. 
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Intersection performance targets for ODOT Facilities are volume-to-capacity ratio targets for peak 

fifteen-minute operating conditions during the 301
h highest annual hour. Table 6 of the Oregon 

Highway Plan (OHP - Reference 4) provides the peak hour volume-to-capacity ratio targets for all 

signalized and unsignalized intersections outside the Portland Metro area. Table 3 shows the 

applicable governing jurisdiction, intersection control, and performance standard for each study 

intersection. 

Table 3 Intersection Volume- to-Capacity Ratio Performance 
Standards/Targets 

of Prineville 

ODOT 

ODOT 

0.95 

0.90 

0.95 

1 .0 

of Prineville 

of Prineville 

0.95 

0.90 

ODOT 0.90 

ODOT 

0.90 

0.90 

ODOT 0.90 

Intersection performance standards for City of Prineville roadways are defined separately by 

intersection control type. Generally, the City requires that its intersections operate at Level-of-Service 

"E" or better, and that intersection operate within their carrying capacity. The City's TIA Development 

Requirements Policy defines operations standards (see Appendix 1). 
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Roadways are classified using arterial, collector, and local designations, depending on the intended 

function and the adjacent land use needs. 

Major Arterials primarily provide mobility particularly between large population centers or activity 

generators. Mobility is emphasized over local access connections. Within Prinevi lle, all major arterials 

are ODOT facilities. US 26 and OR 126 are examples of major arterial facilities. The ir main function is to 

provide a connection east-west through town as well as to connect Prineville with nearby communities . 

Minor Arterials are also intended to serve mobility needs over access needs in town. However, minor 

arterials provide important connections through town rather than connecting Prineville to other 

communities. Main Street is an example of a minor arterial in Prineville. Its main purpose is to connect 

the north and south areas of Prineville. 

Major Collectors provide connection between 

local streets and the arterial street system. Trip 

lengths are generally shorter than on arterials. 

Collectors provide a link between local traffic 

generators and more regional facilities. An 

example of a Major Collector in Prineville is NE 

2 nd Street. NE 2 nd Street's primary function is to 

connect residential areas with Main Street and 

OR 126, regional facilities. 

Minor Collectors are similar to Major Collectors 

in their purpose of linking local and regional 

traffic facilities. However, minor collectors 

typically provide access to and circulation within 

neighborhoods and industrial and commercial 

areas. SE 51
h Street is an example of a minor 

collector. It connects all residences in the area 

to local schools and other residential areas. 

Local Streets provide for direct access to land. 

Proportion of Service 

Mobility Arterials 

Exhibit 1 Functional classification related to 
access and mobility. Source: A policy on Geometric 
Design of Highways and Streets, 2004. 

Shorter trips are common and through trips are discouraged. Travel is generally at lower speeds than 

on other functional classification roads. Prineville has a number of local streets. These facilities 

generally connect to collectors. 

Exhibit 1 illustrates the relationship between through traffic mobility and access as it relates to roadway 

functional classificat ion. Figure 2 shows the functional classification of each roadway in Prineville . 

Roadways that are not labeled as a collector or arterial streets are designated as local streets. 
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To serve industrial properties and support future economic development efforts, the City of Prineville 

has designated several roadways as Truck Routes. The designation of these facilities as Truck Routes 

(See Figure 3) does not prohibit local delivery trucks from using other roadways, but is intended to 

encourage the use of these routes for regional freight needs through design and signage. 

US 26 and OR 126 are designated as freight routes west of the Prineville "Y", but where the highways 

join the freight route designation is removed. Despite removal of this designation, truck volumes are a 

considerable component of the highway traffic in Prineville, comprising between 11 percent and 30 

percent of the overall traffic volumes, with half of these trucks single-unit delivery vehicles. 

Based on the volume of freight traffic, design features of the highways should account for the 

dimensional and maneuvering needs of truck traffic regardless of whether the highways are designated 

freight or truck routes with in the City. It is recommended that signage of a City of Prineville Truck Route 

designation is provided along all of the highways to highlight the importance of freight movements 

along these roads. 

In addition to the State system, the following local streets should also be designated as City freight 

routes based on the land uses served and connections provided: 

• Main Street between Peters Road and the southern City boundary. 

• Lamonta Road from the west UGB to Main Street. 
• 91

h Street from US 26 to Deer Street, Deer Street from gth Street to Lamonta Road. 

• Future extension east of Main Street from 101
h Street to i h Street-Laughlin Road. 

• Peters Road extension between US 26 and Main Street. 
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Access spacing guidelines help the city to identify the minimum desired distance between private and 

public access points along major roadways. Implementing access spacing guidelines helps the city to 

minimize the potential for vehicular conflicts between closely-spaced accesses as well as conflicts 

between vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists. 

In general, local streets are intended to provide access to adjacent lands, and therefore access spacing 

policies for these facilities allow for the most closely spaced accesses of all of the roadway 

classifications. Conversely, one of the primary functions of arterials is to provide through traffic 

mobility, which necessitates the most restrictive access spacing standards. 

Section 153.195 of the City of Prineville land Use Code provides guidelines for access management. The 

standards are presented as "guidelines" that the reviewing authority "shall consider" in the review and 

approva l of new development. Major arterials require 500 feet between driveways and/or streets and 

Y. mile between intersections while minor arterials require 300 feet between driveways and/or streets 

and 600 feet between intersections. Collectors require 50 feet between driveways and/or streets and 

300 feet between intersections. This section also identifies other techniques and considerations for 

restricting access to arterials and collectors, but does not include any requirements for their use. 

Additional requirements for access management are provided by specific zoning requirements. The 

airport zones, commercial zones and industrial zones include a requirement that new development be 

designed so that traffic does not require backing maneuvers within a public street right-of-way while 

entering or exiting a particular development. In the Park Reserve zone, there is a general requirement 

that access points from public streets must be located to "minimize traffic congestion, noise and dust 

po llution and to protect scenic views and vistas." In the industrial zones, there is a similar standard for 

access to "minimize traffic congestion, noise and dust pollution/' and " ... avoid directing traffic onto 

residential streets or onto streets passing directly through residential, school, hospital or other noise 

sensitive use areas and safety zones." The zoning ordinance gives the city the ability t o require access to 

lower order streets (when there are multiple options for access) for any residential, commercial or 

industrial development in any zone. 

The Oregon Highway Plan Policy 3A, Classification and Spacing Standards, defines access spacing 

standards for the location, spacing and type of road and street intersections and approach roads on 

state highways. The adopted spacing standards consider highway classification, posted speed, safety, 

and operational needs. Revisions to the OHP were adopted by the Oregon Transportation Commission 

(OTC) on March 21, 2012 to address Senate Bill 264 (2011) . The revisions included reductions in spacing 

standards outside of interchange areas and establish customized access standards based on highway 

volume. Access management spacing guidelines for Prineville highway segments are shown in Table 4. 
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Table 4 Access Management Spacing Standards for Highway Segments 

us 26 

Ochoco Hwy East of Prineville "Y" 
Statewide 

>5,000 30 500 
Highway1 

City Limits to Regional 
55 990 

Madras Hwy 
Prineville "Y" Highway 

>5,000 40 500 
30 350 

OR 27, Crooked 
Outside City limits 

District 
<5,000 45 360 

River Hw H 

OR 126, Ochoco Statewide 
55 2,640 

Hwy 
Entire Segment 

Highwa/ 
>5,000 45 800 

30 500 

OR 370, O' Neil Hwy Entire Segment 
District 

<5,000 55 650 
H 

OR 380, Paulina 
Entire Segment 

District 
<5,000 

35 250 
Highway 45 360 

1 STA= Special Transportation Area- from Milepost 18.24 (Locust Avenue) to 19.38 (Spruce Lane) 

2 EXP= Expressway - from Milepost 1.37 (Veteran's Way ) to 17.92 (O'Neil Highway) 

Site-specific constraints may require deviations to these access standards. Where these guidelines 

cannot be implemented, justification of an alternative should be prepared that demonstrates how 

safety for all modes will be provided, or how the change will better meet the roadway function. Self­

imposed constraints are not justification for an access deviation. 

Figure 4, on the following page, illustrates the application of cross-over easements and conditional 

access permits that can be implemented over time to achieve the desired access management 

objectives. The individual implementation steps are described in Table 5. As illustrated in the f igure and 

supporting table, through the application of these guidelines, all driveways along city, county, and state 

roadways can eventua lly move in the overall direction of the access spacing standards as development 

and redevelopment occur along a given street. 
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Table 5 Access Improvement Process ---- -- -- ---- -~- --- -- -- -- ---- - l 
Step Process 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

EXISTING - Currently Lots A, B, C, and D have site-access driveways that neither meet the 
access spacing criteria of 300 feet nor align with driveways or access points on the opposite 
side of the roadway. Under these conditions motorists are into situations of potential conflict 
(conflicting left turns) with opposing traffic. Additionally, the number of side-street (or site­
access driveway) intersections decreases the operation and safety of the roadway. 

REDEVELOPMENT OF LOT B -At the time that Lot B redevelops, the City would review the 
proposed site plan and make recommendations to ensure that the site could promote future 
crossover or consolidated access. Next, the City would issue conditional permits for the 
development to provide crossover easements with Lots A and C, and City would grant a 
conditional access permit to the lot. After evaluating the land use action, the City would 
determine that LOT B does not have either alternative access, nor can an access point be 
aligned with an opposing access point, nor can the available lot frontage provide an access 
point that meets the access spacing criteria set forth for segment of roadway. 

REDEVELOPMENT OF LOT A - At the time Lot A redevelops, the City would undertake the 
same review process as with the redevelopment of LOT B (see Step 2); however, under this 
scenario the City would use the previously obtained cross-over easement at Lot B consolidate 
the access points of Lots A and B. The City would then relocate the conditional access of Lot B 
to align with the opposing access point and provide and efficient access to both Lots A and B. 
The consolidation of site-access driveways for Lots A and B will not only reduce the number of 
driveways accessing the roadway, but will also eliminate the conflicting left-turn movements 
the roadway by the alignment with the opposing access point. 

REDEVELOPMENT OF LOT D- The redevelopment of Lot D will be handled in same manner as 
the red evelopment of Lot B (see Step 2) 

REDEVELOPMENT OF LOT C - The redevelopment of Lot C will be reviewed once again to 
ensure that the site will accommodate crossover and/or consolidated access. Using the 
crossover agreements with Lots Band D, Lot C would share a consolidated access point with 
Lot D and will also have alternative frontage access the shared site-access driveway of Lots A 
and B. By using the crossover agreement and conditional access permit process, the City 
would be able to eliminate another access point and provide the alignment with the opposing 
access points. 

COMPLETE- After Lots A, B, C, and D redevelop over time, the number of access points will be 
reduced and aligned, and the remaining access points will meet the access spacing standard. 
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Street Design Standards 

Many of the streets surrounding downtown Prineville contain wide travel lanes, lack of continuous or 

unobstructed sidewalks, and a lack of connected bicycle facilities. As the city continues to grow, priority 

should be given to creating a multimodal transportation network providing safe options for travelers. 

Existing streets will be upgraded over time through both public and private investment. When such 

upgrades are provided (or construction of new facilities takes place), the roadway construction should 

fo llow the design standards outlined in this subsection, balancing the context of built and natural 

environment. New streets should be designed, when possible, to t he standards presented below. 

Roadway Cross Section Standards 

Table 6 presents the dimensional standards for the five functional classifications in Prineville. Major 

arterial standards are not shown as these only include State facilit ies that are managed and maintained 

by ODOT. 

Table 6 Roadway Cross-Section Standards 
--~~ ------------ ---------------- - - -- - - - --

' 
I Features/Dimensions (Each Direction) Total 
I Left Turn Total Right-
I Functional Travel Bike On-Street Side- Planter Lane/ Paved of-Way 

Classification Lane . Lane Parking walk Strip Median Width Width 

Minor 
12-14' * 6' None 6-10' 

Optional; 
14' so1

- 54' 100' 
Arterial Varies 

Major 
12-14'* 6'1 None 6-10' 

Optional; 
None 361

- 40' 80' 
Collector Varies 

Minor 
12' None 8' 6' Opt ional; 

None 40' 80' 
Collector Varies 

Local 
Opt ional; 

Residential 10' None 8' 6' 
Va ries 

None 36' 60' 
Street 

1 On low volume, low speed (less than 30 mph) facil ities, alternat ive bicycle facilit ies can be cons idered at 
the discretion of the City. 
"'Trave l lanes should be 14' wide along freight routes and in industria l areas. 
Note: Major arterials are all ODOT faci lities and should follow the ODOT Highway Classification and 
corresponding cross-section standards. 
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The following provides visual representations of the recommended cross-section standards within 

Prineville . Note that additional width may be required on curb tight sidewalks to provide six feet of 

clear width around utilities, poles, and other obstructions. These guidelines may be modified in the 

future to reflect changes in national policy concerning the design of roadway facilities for pedestrians 

and bicyclists, including changes in ADA policy. 

Minor Arterial 

SIDE BIKE TRAVEL TURN TRAVEL BIKE 
OPTIONAl 

SIDE lAND-

WALK LANE LANE LANE LANE LANE SW£ WALK 
8Uif£A 

6' 6' J 12'- 14' 14' 12'-14' 6' STRIP I 
(VIFtn) , 6' 

Curb 
Tight PAVEMENT WIDTH 50" 

R/W WIDTH 100" 

Major Collector 

OPTIONAL OPTIONAL 

SIDE lAND· BIKE TRAVEL TRAVEL BIKE lAND· SIDE 
WALK SU.P£ LANE LANE LANE LANE 

SU.P! 
WALK 8UFI£R 8UIIU 

STRIP STRIP 
6' (v.,..,l 6' 12'-14' 12'-14' 6' (V.,Jn ) 6' 

~ 

PAVEMENT WIDTH 36" 

R/W WIDTH 80" 
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TRAVEl TRAVEl 
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+-

12' 12' 
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PARKING 
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SIDE 
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When improved or when new streets are constructed, all arterials and collectors need to accommodate 

pedestrians and bicyclists. Sidewalks are a minimum of 6 feet wide, and must follow Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements for design to accommodate all users, including adequate clear 

widths for people using wheelchairs, sidewalk ramps at all pedestrian crossings, and detectable 

warnings for the vision-impaired. Bicycle facilities on arterials and collectors can be constructed as bike 

lanes, or other such facilities, depending on the context. The typical width for a bike lane is six feet. 

Multi-use paths are another option for pedestrians and bicyclists, especially in more rural areas. These 

paths should be designed with adequate width to accommodate bi-directional movement and passing, 

with a typical width of 10 feet. Additional guidance related to clear space, design details, and siting 

considerations should be referenced from the Oregon Pedestrian and Bicycle Design Guide (OPBDG). 

Context-Sensitive Variations 

The standard cross-sections represent unconstrained guidelines. The street sections in the City of 

Prineville vary depending on whether they are located downtown core areas, residential sections, 

commercial hubs, or more rural environments. Context-specific considerations include: 

Planter strips are optional due to maintenance costs . Where planter strips are constructed, they should 

provide adequate width to support mature landscaping. Wider sidewalks are typically needed where 

planter strips are absent to accommodate utilities while maintaining a six-foot clear width. 

Constrained roadways in more rural areas can be designed with shoulders to accommodate bicyclists 

and pedestrians where the right-of-way is limited. Multi-use paths parallel to the roadway can be used 

as an alternative to on-street bicycle lanes, where appropriate. 

On-street parking may be required based on the context of the area being served. This includes 

commercially zoned areas, areas surrounding the downtown, or in other areas at the discretion of the 

City engineer. 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM NEEDS 

The analysis of the City' s existing roadway system, safety performance, and future deficiencies based 

on accommodating growth over the next 20 years identified a series of deficiencies in the 

transportation network. Details related to the identification of these specific needs can be found within 

TSP Volume 2, Section E. 

Generally, the needs within the City of Prineville are related to the following: 

• Convergence of OR 126, US 26, OR 370 (O'Neil Highway), OR 380 (Combs Flat Road) and OR 27 
(Main Street) in the downtown along Third Street creates congestion, particularly during the 
summer and fall recreational seasons. 
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• North-south travel in Prineville is provided by a limited number of corridors, with only Main 
Street forming the primary connection to areas north of Lamonta Road - 101

h Street. The 
absence of alternate routes and extension of the downtown commercial uses along Main Street 
creates congestion, particularly near its intersection with Third Street. Pedestrian and bicycle 
connectivity is also limited. 

• Expansion of data centers and industrial uses near the airport, coupled with limited access to 
these facilities, and a high speed rural environment along the highway has created safety 
concerns at the Tom McCall intersection. Safe and effective long-term access to industrial lands 
is imperative to supporting future economic growth in this area. 

• Development of the Ochoco Lumber and Iron Horse properties will require strong multimodal 
connections between the downtown and the City's east side. 

In addition to these needs, intersection safety and capacity improvement needs, sidewa lk infill, 

connectivity needs, and pedestrian crossing enhancements were identified throughout the City. Figure 

5 illustrates the overall system needs. 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT STRATEGIES 

Potential improvements to the transportation system were screened by the technical and publ ic 

advisory committees based on consistency with the city's vision and TSP goa ls, cost , impacts, and the 

overall benefits provided. Primary transportation needs within the City and the recommended 

strategies to address these needs are summarized below. 
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Four options were reviewed to address existing and future congestion on 3'd Street. These included 

widening of 3'd Street, development of a couplet system (along either 2nd Street or 41
h Street), creation 

of a new southerly connection to OR 126, and/or development of a series of parallel roads. The TSP 

recommends creating parallel routes for the following reasons: 

• A southern connection between Main Street, Combs Flat Road, and Millican Road -OR 126 (the 
"Brummer Connection" ) was assessed to determine whether removing Juniper Canyon traffic 
from downtown Prineville would reduce congestion. Travel forecasts showed that this 
connection would serve fairly low volumes of traffic, and would largely benefit County lands 
with more direct access. Completion of this route would be costly due to the grades and a 
required Crooked River crossing. This route could provide emergency access to Juniper Canyon 
and therefore should be considered as part of future County TSP updates. 

• While a five-lane cross-section on 3'd Street could meet operational needs, this widening would 
reduce sidewalk widths, increase travel speeds in the downtown, and require the removal of 
on-street parking. The impacts of this widening would far outweigh the vehicular capacity 
benefits. 

• Development/ enhancement of parallel local routes within the City can benefit the future 
capacity of the 3'd Street corridor, provide a more conducive environment for multimodal travel 
in and around the downtown, and is the lowest-cost alternative of those reviewed. In addition, 
creating the parallel routes will be a necessary part of providing future transportation 
alternatives to the highway within the city and are independent of any modifications made to 
the highway. 

• Creating a couplet with 3'd Street serving one travel direction and 2nd Street or 41
h Street serving 

as a parallel one-way route is a viable long-term solution. This would be a costly improvement, 
and would not be needed within the next 20 years based on current growth projection s. Initial 
steps toward a couplet would include right-of-way acquisition and supporting land use changes. 
Creating alternate routes within the City will postpone the need for a couplet system. 
It is recommended that this continue to serve as a long-term vision for the City, but that over 
the planning horizon the City focus on development of the parallel routes that will postpone its 
needs 
Further discussion of the downtown couplet is provided in the Transportation System Plan 
within the Downtown Couplet Vision Project section, including conceptual illustrations of 
potential alignment options. 

Pedestrian crossing enhancements are needed on 3'd Street to connect schools on the south side to 

residential neighborhoods on the north side. The Safe Routes to School Action Plans, developed by the 

City, identify locations on 3'd Street where improved pedestrian crossings are needed. Potential 

crossing locations include Juniper Street, Knowledge Street, and the Ochoco Creek Trail. At Juniper 

Street and Knowledge Street traffic queues during the school drop-off and pick-up hours. A full traffic 

signal could alleviate minor-street delay and provide crossing opportunities for pedestrians. The 

potential for a signal was not evaluated due to low traffic volumes, but a follow-up study is suggested 

to verify the length of queues experienced during school start and release periods. 
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Future modifications to the Main Street corridor can help ease traffic congestion near 3 'd Street, 

enhance safety, and address pedestrian and bicycle connectivity needs. These modifications may 

include: 

• Development of parallel north-south routes to reduce reliance on Main Street. The Peters Road 
and Combs Flat connections will form a new route connecting into US 26 at the eastern and 
western edges of the City. 

• Restriping Main Street to a three-lane cross-section from Peters Road south to gth Street. The 
narrowing of the road will allow larger shoulder areas for bicycles and pedestrians. 

• Construction of improvements at the Main Street/10th Street/ Lamonta Road traffic signal to 
realign the intersection, provide pedestrian accommodations, and accommodate truck turns. 

• A phased approach to provide an eastern continuation of the gth /10th Street corridor will help 
relieve the volume of traffic currently using i h Street to access Laughlin Road. Initially, truck 
traffic on the gth Street corridor should be directed to use Deer Street to connect to Lamonta 
Road. As funding is available, a new connection between gth Street and 10th Street should be 
made between Deer Street and Claypool Street. The rerouting to 10th Street, west of Main 
Street, aligns traffic to the Main Street/101h Street intersection where signal improvements are 
planned. The specific alignment of the roadway extension is also dependent on the impacts to 
the Price Slasher and associated mitigations. Therefore, the final alignment should be 
determined as part of future redevelopment opportunities or when funding becomes ava ilable 
for planning/ construction. 

Airport Industrial Lands 

The City's large-lot industrial lands are primarily located near the airport, with access available from OR 

126. In this area, the highway is a high-speed freight route and designated expressway, intended for 

high-speed intercity travel. The high-speed and high-volume route makes it more difficult for t raffic to 

safely enter and exit the highway. The recent data center developments in this area are expected to 

provide low long-term traffic impacts. However, the construction impacts created periods of high 

delays, and have led to increased risk-taking for motorists entering the highway. Ultimately, the 

continued development of these industria l lands wi ll require transportation improvements that better 

facilitate access. 

The OR 126 Corridor plan identified a series of improvements at a realigned Tom McCall/ Millican Road 

intersection. These improvements were premised on high growth rates that showed the need to grade­

separate the highway within the 20-year planning period. The travel demand model used to update the 

TSP showed much lower anticipated growth in this area that could be accommodated with at-grade 

improvements, which wou ld allow either a traffic signa l or a roundabout as potential improvements. 

These wou ld require two travel lanes in each direction on the highway, and a two- or three-lane section 

along the Millican - Tom McCall approaches depending on whether a roundabout or signal was 

selected. 
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ODOT is initiating a design project that will consider the benefits and disadvantages of each of these at­

grade treatments and their ability to accommodate over-dimensional freight and to maintain adequate 

levels of safety on the highway. Creation of a single higher-capacity intersection that serves both sides 

of the highway, and is supplemented with frontage roads will allow the continued development of 

these employment/industrial lands. 

Iron Horse and Ochoco Lumber Developments 

There are two significant developments on the City's east side that are expected to influence growth in 

Prineville over the planning period. The Ochoco Lumber site is expected to accommodate relocation of 

the Pioneer Memorial Hospital, supporting medical office space, and mixed-use retail and residential 

development. Iron Horse is expected to continue to support residential development and the relocation 

of an elementary school. 

The primary transportation issues on the City's east side include management of the increasing speeds 

along 3 rd Street, a desire to extend and improve the City's trail system to these sites and improve the 

trail interactions with the highways, completion of pedestrian infrastructure along Combs Flat Road and 

the roadways' northern extension, and creation of new east-west routes that relieve Lynn Boulevard 

and 3rd Street . 

Specific improvements that have been identified for these developments include the creation of paved 

multi-use trails on the east side of Combs Flat Road, extension of SE 51
h Street to provide a connection 

from Main Street to the Ochoco Logging Road, and new pedestrian crossings on US 26 and Combs Flat 

Road. Master plan efforts are underway for the Ochoco Lumber site to identify on- and off-site 

transportation infrastructure necessary to support site development. 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 

Roadway, intersection, pedestrian, bicycle, multi-use, safety, and transit projects were identified to 

meet existing and future needs and support transportation strategies within the City. Projects are 

prioritized and categorized into near-, medium-, long-, and vision-term projects based on project need 

and cost relative to other projects. 

Many projects will not be initiated unless driven by adjacent development. Development of a parcel 

adjacent to a city or county roadway initiates right-of-way dedication and construction of a road built to 

local street standards. If a roadway is constructed to a standard greater than the local street standard, 

optional agreements may be established between the City, County, and the developer to credit the 

additional improvement costs toward System Development Charges or create some form of a late­

comers agreement to reimburse for the additional construction costs. 

When a development requires road improvements to a street along a city/county boundary, both City 

and County should be involved in review of development applications. The City can require right-of-way 

dedication and construction of paved roadway to city standards on roads maintained by the county, but 
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any curb and sidewalk requires an in lieu of fee and will not be constructed until the city takes over 

maintenance of the road . Additional improvements may be required, as determined by discussions 

between City and County representatives . 

The City's UGB provides more land than needed for a 20-year horizon. This TSP assumes growth will 

occur within the City's most readily buildable lands. Over the next 20 years, other areas within the City 

could experience growth that was not anticipated within this plan. The Vision Plan presents a long­

range roadway framework that will allow the City to respond to changes in where, within the UGB, 

growth actually occurs. This Vision Plan will allow the City to consider future right-of-way needs to help 

provide for the orderly growth and development of the City. However, the projects identified within the 

Vision plan are recognized as unlikely to be funded within the planning horizon but included to help 

guide decisions in development and right-of-way acquisition. 

Roadway Improvement Projects 

Tables 7 through 10 present the planned roadway improvements projects for the City of Prineville . The 

projects are intended to relieve future congested routes, provide more direct connections within the 

transportation system, provide better overall system operations in the future, and to provide better 

multi-modal connect ivity throughout the City. These projects are reflected in Figure 6. 

Table 7 Short-Term Roadway Improvement Projects 
Proje~t____ - - -------- ---- - - - --- - -~- ---- -l 

1 Number Project Name Description Est. Construction Cost 
--- --- - -

Restripe roadway into a three-lane 
R6 Main Street Rest riping cross-section from g th Street to Peters $60,000 

Road 

Combs Flat Road 
Widen to major arterial standard, 

R8 
Widening 

including off street path, from US 26 to $2.63M 
lynn Boulevard 

R9 
3rd Street Signal Coordinate signals to improve traffic 

$50,000 
Coordination f low through downtown area 

Complete 5th Street extension to 
R12 SE 5th Street Extension Ochoco logging Road with Ochoco $2.02M 

development (east of Combs Flat Road) 

Note: Right-of-way costs were not included in these planning level estimates. 
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Table 8 Medium-Term Roadway Improvement Projects 
- - -- -- - - - -- - - -l Project Est. Construction 

Number Project Name Description Cost I 
I 

Rl 
ree omp e e connec 1on o or 

$2.52M 
Extension Street extension to east of Main Street 
N 9 /N 10 St c I t t f N 9 N 10 

Combs Flat Road 
Connection will extend from Laughlin 

R3 Extension & Connection $6.8SM 
with Peters Road 

north to Peters Road 

R7 
Upgrade Combs Flat to Upgrade to major collector standards 

$420,000 
Arterial Standards between US 26 and Laughlin 

Construction of N 2nd 
Add 650' of new road (Major Collector) 

Rll 
Street Extension 

between Fairview Street and Holly $660,000 
Street 
CompleteS 5th Street extension 

R13 S 5th Street Extension between Main Street and Combs Flat $1.68M 
Road 

Peters Road Connection to 
New road extends west from Main 

R2 
Lamonta 

Street and aligns with Gardner at $4.00M 
Lamonta 
Con struct roadway connecting N 9th and 

R26 
N 9th and N lOth Street N 101h Street (west of M ain Street ) to 

$800,000 
Connection provide connection to N lOth Street/ 

Main Street signal 

Note: Right-of-way costs were not included in these planning level est imates. 
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Table 9 Long-Term Roadway Improvement Projects 
----~- - ---- -- ---------- - - - - -

Project 
Number Project Name Description Est. Construction Cost 

Add 270 feet of new road 
R10 Elm Street Extension (Major Collector) between $270,000 

SE 5th Street and 6th Street 

SE 5th St/Ochoco Logging Road 
Continue SE 5th St 

R14 extension between $1.6SM 
Extension 

Wi llowdale and Stears 

Extend Wi llowdale Drive 
R15 Willowdale Extension between SE Paulina Hwy $1.22M 

and Melrose Drive 

R17 Hudspeth Lane Extension 
Extension to Combs Flat 

$1.08M 
Road 

450 foot extension to 

R20 Court Street Connection 
connect NE 4th Street with 

$290,000 
E 5 1S Street (cost does not 
include bridge) 

Extension from SE 
R24 SE 2nd Street Extension Knowledge Street to $1.20M 

Combs Flat Road 

R25 NW Locust Ave Upgrade 
Upgrade to Min or 

$10,000 
Collector Standards 

Note: Rrght-of-way costs were not rncluded m these planning level estimates . 

Table 10 Vision-Term Roadway I mprovement Projects 
---------- - -------------- ----- ------

~ 
. -· ~, :~.: ~ "" ........ , k 

.. 
Project Name Description 

- ---------- --- -- - -- --- --- ---

Combs Flat Road Extension Extension extends from Peters Road north to Barnes Butte 

Brummer Road New Roadway Construction 

Crestview Extension New Roadway Construction* 

Downtown Couplet 
Conversion of NE 3'd Street and NE 2"d Street orNE 3'd Street and NE 4th 

Street to a one-way couplet 

NW McDonald Road Construct new road between Main Street and NW Lon Smith Road 

Fairgrounds Road 
Construct new road between SE Lynn Boulevard and Main Street (al igning 
with Crestview Extension) 

Owens Road 
Upgrade to Minor Collector Standards. This will likely trigger the need for a 
new bridge to replace the current one on Owens Road. 

Note: Right-of-way costs were not included in these planning leve l estimates. 
* Project may trigger the need for intersection improvements at OR 126/Rimrock Road 
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City of Prineville Transportation System Plan 
Section 2: Transportation System Plan 

Intersection Improvement Projects 

September 2013 

Within the City of Prineville there are several intersections that will require improvements over the next 

20 years. Improvements to these locations will help support the overall roadway and transportation 

network by reducing the point delays that occur at these important connections. These known 

deficiencies (or projects where planned improvements have already been identified), the location or 

project extents, and a brief description are summarized in Table 11. The locations of the planned 

intersection improvement projects are shown in Figure 7. 

The intersection improvement projects identified in Table 11 are intended to guide priorities for 

improvements in the upcoming years. Additional exhibits and brief descriptions of each project are 

included in Volume 2, Section G of the TSP. While this table fists the generalized improvements, 

additional details (such as storage lengths, tapers, traffic signal phasing, etc.) will be developed as part 

of a future design process when more refined estimates and needs are known. 
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Section 2: Transportation System Plan 

Table 11 

September 2013 

Intersection Improvement Projects 
---- --- ------- ----- -- -- --- ---- -- ----- ---------- ~1 

Est. I 
Project 

Construction I 

Number 
Project Name Description Cost _Timeline ___ j 

--- ---- - -- - - - - - - - ~-- -- --- - ----- - - - -

Tom McCall- Millican 
Intersection realignment and 

135 
Intersect ion 

upgrade intersection control to $5.0M Near-Term 
signa l or roundabout 

Restripe Lamonta & Harwood 
128 Lamonta & Harwood intersection (assuming no $10,000 Near-Term 

widening) 

134 lOth & Lamonta Rea lign intersection $70,000 Near-Term 

11 lOth & Main Signal Improvements Funded Near-Term 

Construct safety improvements, 

13 4th & Main 
which may include: Insta ll curb 

$20,000* Near-Term 
bulb-outs; install 2 ladder 
crosswalks on Main St 
Address safety consideration: 
signal modification for addition 

19 Combs Flat & US 26 of north/south left-turn lane with $180,000 Near-Term 
protected/permitted left-turn 
phasing 

110 Laughlin & US 26 Restripe intersection $10,000 Near-Term 

Construct safety improvements, 

112 Deer & 2nd 
which may include: Larger STOP 

$5,000* Near-Term 
sign, STOP striping, ladder 
crosswa lks 

Access restrictions at 
Restripe to restrict eastbound 

136 3'd St reet and 
and northbound left-turning 

$10,000 Near-Term 
Meadow Lake Drive 

movements in order to provide 
pedestrian crossing 

Rea lign Deer Street to 
137 Deer & Lamonta Road accommodate truck movements $100,000 Near-Term 

at Lamonta Road 

112 Deer & 2nd 
Longer term safety improvement: 

$2,000 Medium-Term 
Convert to all-way stop 
Add left-turn lanes; evaluate 
alternative traffic control when 

115 Combs Flat & Lynn warranted (cost estimate reflects $650,000 Long-Term 
a signal, but other alternatives 
cou ld be considered) 

127 
Combs Flat Road & Add left-turn lanes; add signal 

$590,000 Medium-Term 
Laughlin Road when warranted 

133 
Combs Flat & Future 

Add signal when warranted $330,000 Medium-Term 
51

h Street Extension 

*Portions of these projects are scheduled to be completed by City maintenance staff during Fall 2013. 
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City of Prmeville Transportation System Plan 
Section 2: Transportation System Plan 

Pedestrian Improvement Projects 

September 2013 

Table 12 and Table 13 presents the pedestrian improvement projects for the City of Prineville. These 

projects were identified to interconnect pedestrian facilities throughout the City with an emphasis on 

routes serving schools, regional connections, or major attractions. Prior recommendations of the City's 

Safe Routes to School Action Plans were incorporated into this plan. Figure 8 illustrates the location of 

these projects . 

Table 1 2 Pedestrian Improvement Projects 
-~--------~~--~----~ 

Est. 
Project Construction 
Number Project Name Description Cost Timelin 

NE Oregon Street Addition of sidewa lks and curb from 
$60,000 Near-Term 

P7 Sidewalks and Curb Laughlin to Allen 

Addition of sidewalks and curb from 
NE Laugh lin Road Garner to Combs Flat Rd (excluding 

$780,000 Near-Term 
Sidewalks and Curb 400' existing section between 

P8 Juniper Stand Hudspeth Ln) 

5th Street Sidewalks and Addition of sidewalks and curb on 
$250,000 Near-Term 

P14 Curb existing sections of sth Street 

PlS Lynn Boulevard Sidewalks Addition of sidewalks and curb $360,000 Near-Term 

NE Peters Road Sidewalks Addition of sidewalks and curb to 
$260,000 

Medium-
P4 and Curb existing NE Peters Road Term 

NE Loper Avenue Addition of sidewalks and curb 
$120,000 

Medium-

PS Sidewalks and Curbs between Elm and Main Street Term 

Deer Street Sidewalks 
Sidewalks between 1'1 Street and 

$40,000 
Medium-

PlO Ochoco Creek Term 

Fairview Street Sidewalks 
Addition of sidewalks and curb 

Medium-
between Lynn Boulevard and 4th $200,000 

Pll 
and Curbs 

Street 
Term 

New Combs Flat Road 
Included in 

Medium-
Extensions Sidewalks 

Sidewalks new roadway 
Term 

P6 construction 

gth /10th Street Extension 
Included in 

Medium-
Sidewalks new roadway 

P21 
Sidewalks 

construction 
Term 

New Peters Road Included in 
Medium-

Connection to Lamonta Sidewalks new roadway 
Term 

P2 Road Sidewalks construction 

P22 Elm Street Sidewalks Sidewalks $300,000 Long-Term 

Gardner Road Sidewalks 
Addition of sidewalks and curb $300,000 Long-Term 

Pl and Curbs 
NE Harwood Avenue Addition of sidewalks from 2"d to 

$160,000 Long-Term 
P9 Sidewalks lOth 

2nd Street Extension 
Included in 

Sidewalks 
Sidewalks new roadway Long-Term 

P12 construction 
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City of Prineville Transportat ion System Plan 
Sectton 2: Transportation System Plan 

Table 13 Pedestrian Crossing Projects 
- - ----- - -- ---- - -- -

Project Name Description Est. Construction Cost 
Crossing at Combs Flat 

Crosswalk $5,000 
Road/Lynn Boulevard 

O'Neil Highway Pedestrian 
Enhanced Crossing* (not 
including construction of $20,000 

Crossing 
underpass) 

Ochoco Creek Trail Crossing Crosswalk (includes median, 
$110,000 

of 3'd Street 4 RRFBs, ladder crosswalk) 

Ochoco Creek Trail Crossing 
Enhanced Crossing* $20,000 

of Combs Flat Road 

3'd Street Crossing at 

Meadow Lakes Drive (the Enhanced Crossing* $20,000 
"Y") 

Rails to Trail Crossing of 
Enhanced Crossing* $30,000 

Laughlin Road/ 7th Street 
Crossing at Combs Flat 

Crosswalk $5,000 
Rd/ 5th Street Extension 

September 2013 

-

Timeline 
-

Near-Term 

Near-Term 

Near-Term 

Near-Term 

Near-Term 

Medium-Term 

Medium-Term 

* Enhanced crossrngs rnclude crosswalks With one or more of the followrng: 1llummat•on, 
median refuge, pedestrian hybrid beacons, etc. 
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City of Prinevtlle Transportation System Pion 
Section 2: Transportation System Pion 

Bicycle Improvement Projects 

September 2013 

Table 14 and Table 15 present the planned bicycle improvement projects for the City of Prineville. 

These projects were identified based on the need for connected bicycle facilities throughout the City. 

Safe Routes to School Action Plans were included in the consideration. The projects are intended to 

provide more facilities for bicyclists and provide a connected network throughout the City. The projects 

identified in Table 15 can be conducted during the City's maintenance work. Figure 9 shows the bicycle 

facility map, which includes these planned improvements. 

Table 14 Bicycle Improvement Projects 
- - -

Est. 
Project Construction 
Number Project Name Description Cost Timeline 

---- - -- ---- -

B8 Laughlin Road Add bike lanes, including widening $490,000 Near-Term 

B4 Peters Road Add bike lanes, including widening $80,000 Medium-Term 

B6 Lamonta Road Add bike lanes, including widening $140,000 Medium-Term 

New Peters Road 
Cost included 

B3 
Connection 

Add bike lanes in roadway Medium-Term 
projects 

New Combs Flat Rd 
Cost included 

BS 
Connection 

Add bike lanes in roadway Medium-Term 
projects 

New 9th St 
Cost included 

B7 
Connection 

Add bike lanes in roadway Medium-Term 
projects 

SE 2"d Street Cost included 
B21 Extension to Combs Add bike lanes in roadway Long-Term 

Flat Road projects 
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City of Pr ineville Transportation System Plan 
Section 2: Transportation System Plan 

Table 15 
----- - ~ - - ---

Project 
Number Project Name 

-

Maintenance Bicycle Improvements 
------ --- - - - - ----- - - ----

Est. 
Construction 

Description Cost - - - - - - --- - - --- ~ -- - - - - -

B12 Main Street 
Add bike lanes through the 

Maintenance 
downtown area (lOth to 3rd) 

B13 NW 4th Street Add bike lanes Maintenance 

B14 Juniper Street Add bike lanes Maintenance 

BlS SE 2"d Street Add bike lanes Maintenance 

B19 Knowledge Street Add bike lanes Maintenance 

B20 SE 51
h Street Add bike lanes Maintenance 

BlO Deer Street Add bike lanes Maintenance 

B16 SE l s1 Street Add bike lanes Maintenance 

B18 Fairview Street Add bike lanes Maintenance 

B2 Gardner Road Add bike lanes Maintenance 

B9 Harwood Avenue Add bike lanes Maintenance 

B17 Court Street Add bike lanes Maintenance 

September 2013 

---- -1 
!imeline _ 

Near-Term 

Near-Term 

Near-Term 

Near-Term 

Near-Term 

Near-Term 

Medium-Term 

Medium-Term 

Medium-Term 

Long-Term 

Long-Term 

Long-Term 
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City of Prineville Transportation System Plan 
Section 2: Transporta tion System Pion 

Multi-use Trail Improvement Projects 

Sep tember 2013 

Table 16 identifies the planned multi-use trail improvement and construction projects for the City of 

Prineville. These projects were identified based on the desire for connected off-street paths through 

the City. The previously completed Crook County Parks and Recreation Master Plan was reviewed in 

identifying these projects. Costs for trails vary widely based on whether the trail will be paved or 

unpaved. Several projects are planned to be low-cost projects constructed largely with the help of 

volunteers. Figure 10 shows the multi-use trail map, which includes these planned trails. 

Table 16 Multi- use Trail Improvement Projects 
~ - - - - - - - -

Timeline_ J 
I Est. I 

Project Construction 

: N~mber ___ __ Project Nam~--- _____ Description Cost 
- -~- -~ -- -- -~---~ 

M1 O'Neil Hwy Shared-use Trail 
Shared use trail-

$20,000 Near-Term 
unpaved 

M3 
Ochoco Creek Shared-use Shared use trail-

$840,000 Near-Term 
Trail - North paved 

M8 
Ochoco Creek Shared-use Shared use trail -

$440,000 Near-Term 
Trail - South paved 

MlO Look-out Shared-use Trail 
Shared use trail -

$50,000 Near-Term 
unpaved 

Combs Flat Road Shared-use 
Shared use trail on east Cost included 

Mll 
Trail 

side of Combs Flat in roadway Near-Term 
Road- paved project 

M6 
Rails to Trails Shared-use Shared use trail -

$470,000 Near-Term 
Trail paved 

Shared use trail -

M12 Main Street (North) 
paved, from Peters 

$332,000 Near-Term 
Road to north UGB 
(5100' ) 

Shared use trail -

M13 Main Street (South) 
paved, from softball 

$343,000 Medium-Term 
fields to south UGB 
(5275') 

M2 
Crooked River Shared-use Shared use trail -

Volunteers Medium-Term 
Trail unpaved 

M7 lronHorse Shared-use Trail 
Shared use trail-

$40,000 Medium-Term 
unpaved 

M9 Carey Foster Shared-use Trail Shared use trail - paved $350,000 Medium-Term 
Will be 

Shared use trail to included in 
M14 Crestview Shared-use Trail connect Rimrock and construction Vision 

Main Street of Crestview 
Connection 
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City of Prineville Transportation System Plan 
Section 2: Tronsportatron System Plan 

Safety Improvement Projects 

September 2013 

Future transportation projects should incorporate strategies to improve the long-term safety of the 

Prineville transportation system, with an emphasis on reducing crashes along Third Street and at other 

high priority locations, as identified by the City. Table 17 summarizes safety-related projects to serve 

long-term multi-modal needs throughout the community. Several of these improvements can be readily 

implemented with signing and striping, and can be implemented as part of routine maintenance efforts. 

The City should continue to periodically monitor the system to gauge progress were improvements 

have been completed and identify emerging trends . 

Table 17 Safety Projects 
- - ----- ~--------- ------------------ ··--------- ---- --- 1 
I· location Potential Modifications 

N 3'd Street : Maple to Claypool Reduce driveway density through access closure and/or consolidation. 

N 3'd Street/ Harwood Street 
Reduce congestion through development of parallel routes and conflict 
areas on N 3'd Street through access closure and/or conso lidation. 

Provide a roadside environment east of Knowledge that will support 
N 3'd Street/ Combs Flat Road reduced speeds. Provide dedicated north-south left-turn lanes and 

consider protected-only signal phasing during peak time periods. 

Improve driver awareness at the N 3'd Street/Main Street intersection 

Main Street/ N 41
h Street 

through high visibility signal head treatments, and construction of 
parallel routes. Consider pedestrian crossing treatments such as higher-
visibility crosswalks and curb bulb-outs . 

Increase sign visibility through one or more of the following: replace the 
stop sign with a larger size sign, install high-reflectivity tape on the sign 

N 2"d Street/ Deer Street post, or add LED lights to the sign border, improve crosswalk and stop 
bar striping. Alternative ly, consider conversion of the intersection to all-
way stop control. 

Transit System Projects 

Regional transit service is provided from the park-and-ride facility located within the gravel shoulder 

area of the Prineville "Y". This site has poorly defined access and lacks basic amenities that would make 

this site comfortable and convenient, such as lighting, striped parking spaces, and better separation 

from the state highway. Due to these constraints, relocation of the park-and-ride facility is a near-term 

priority for Cascades East Transit (CET) and the City of Prineville . Central Oregon Intergovernmental 

Council (COIC} has published the ODOT Region 4 Park and Ride Lot Plan that identifies seven alternative 

park and ride sites within Prineville . The Plan provides recommendations on the number of parking 

stalls, features, and amenities that will support the use of Park and Ride lots and transit services offered 

by CET. The Plan identifies priority locations for park and ride lots in several cities. In Prineville, the 

priority location is the parking lot at Erickson's Thriftway, located at 315 NW 3'd Street, which is 

centrally located in the City. The Plan indicates the landowner is interested in t he partnership. The lot 

currently has bike and pedestrian access, but several improvements would be needed for the park and 

ride lot, including signs, lighting, a transit shelter, and sidewalk improvements to meet ADA st andards. 

Page 50 



City of Pr ineville Transportation System Pion 
Sect ion 2: Transportation System Pion 

Septem ber 2013 

The 2013 COIC Regional Transit Master Plan indicates that 2013 population and employment density 

can support introduction of a "flexible" fixed-route service. The plan provides service concepts for local 

flex route services that could replace local public bus service that requires advanced reservations 

(previous day by 4 p.m.) . The analysis in the Master Plan indicates that flex-route services would be 

cost-neutral (i.e., could be operated at the same cost as the existing dial-a-ride bus service) . 

Downtown Couplet Vision Project 

Although not expected to be necessary within the next 20 years, a downtown couplet is likely to be 

needed in the future to accommodate growth in traffic along 3rd Street. In order to prepare for this 

future project, the City should begin considering location options for the couplet in order to proactively 

reserve right-of-way and encourage complementary development. 

There are two options for a downtown couplet, as identified in Figure 11 and Figure 12. Figure 11 shows 

a potential alignment option for a couplet along NE 2"d Street and 3rd Street. Figure 12 shows potential 

alignments of a couplet along 3rd Street and NW 4th Street. Although these figures are conceptual and 

not reflective of design alternatives, they are meant to highlight several important considerations that 

should be weighed in deciding the location of the future couplet. These considerations include: 

• Ability to expand downtown: What is the existing land use along NE 2"d Street and NW 4th 

Street? Would one have better potential to expand downtown to two streets? 

• Rezoning/redevelopment opportunities: Are there opportunities to redevelop the land along NE 

2"d Street or NW 4th Street, or do constraints such as parks prevent this redevelopment? 

• Impacts to adjacent land uses: What impacts would a couplet have on the adjacent land use, 

including commercial areas and public parks? 

• Impacts to natural areas: Does the couplet impact natural parks, creeks, flood plains, etc? 

• Ability to develop in phases: Is there potential to develop the couplet in phases, by completing 

sections as the right-of-way becomes available? 

• Connectivity to the highway/roadways: How does the couplet connect with the surrounding 

roadway system, primarily at the termini? 

• Natural or man-made barriers: What creeks or other barriers exist that will impact the cost of 

constructing the couplet? 

The City should consider all of these factors in deciding what the preferred alignment is for the 

potential future couplet. The couplet will have a significant impact on the downtown core, and careful 

consideration of the preferred alignment is important to ensure that the couplet leads to economic 

growth of the City and the downtown area. 
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This section documents the City of Prineville's efforts towards creating a sustainable transportation 

system. The key elements of Prineville's plan include the City's efforts to improve facilities for non­

motorized transportation and to encourage integration between transportation and land use. These 

efforts are revealed in the prioritization of projects for pedestrians and bicyclists t hroughout the City 

and its focus on integrating transportation and land use, especially through the new mixed-use area 

located on the Ochoco Lumber site . 

An effective way of creating a sustainable city, especially in smaller cities such as Prineville, is to create 

continuous facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists, including a network of sidewalks, pedestrian 

crossings, bicycle lanes, and shared-use paths. Significant barriers to walking and bicycling often include 

roadway design, access to transit, and land use patterns. When the City updated its Development Code 

in 2011, significant changes were made to allow and encourage mixed use development, in part to 

reduce veh icle trips on the City's transportation system. Priority projects for pedestrians and bicyclists 

identified in the TSP include projects that connect residential areas to this mixed use area, schools, 

commercial, and office locations in an effort to integrate transportation facilities with appropriate land 

use categories. By prioritizing these faci lities, the City is working towards reducing barriers to walking 

and bicycling for local trips. 

The City's Transportation Impact Analysis Requirements also reflect the efforts to improve pedestrian 

and bicyclist facilities throughout the City. Section 3.3, Mitigation, states that : 

"Any incremental transportation improvement must also accommodate bike and pedestrian 

movements, consider brooder and multimodal system impacts, and minimize unnecessary construction 

impacts to the public. Safety or multimodol system mitigations con be considered in lieu of operational 

mitigations, upon approval by City engineer." 

With these policies, the City is further encouraging private development to assist in the completion of 

continuous facilities throughout the City in order to reduce barriers to walking and biking for residents 

of Prineville. 

Downtown Parking 

The City of Prineville completed a downtown parking plan in 1997, titled Downtown Prineville Street 

Improvement Project. The purpose of the project was to beautify the City, increase its functionality, and 

address the effects of "piecemeal" development infill. The study assessed the central business district 

along 3rd Street from Deer Street to Fairview, and between South 2nd and Ochoco Creek (totaling 44 

City blocks) . 

At the time the plan was completed the City's 1994 Transportation System Plan had identified the need 

for a US 26/0R 126 couplet along 3'd Street and 41
h Street. The plan considered infrastructure needs to 

support the changes to these roadways as well as improvements to 3'd Street that would maintain the 
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current section. At the time, 3'd Street had already been converted to its current 3-lane cross-section, 

though the condition of sidewalks and curb ramps was much poorer than it is today. 

The options recommended in the plan identified improvements to the streetscape that would include 

more trees, planter areas, improvements to sidewalk conditions, installation of bicycle parking, trash 

receptacles, and curb bulb-outs that would better define the parking areas. Some of the other elements 

included better defining driveways, narrowing the width, and using alleys and alternative access 

locations to reduce conflict points and increase the available parking supply. Employee parking was 

recommended for consolidation in City-owned off-street parking lots to free up space for visitors. 

Within this Transportation System Plan the findings and recommendations of the Downtown Prineville 

Street Improvement Project remain relevant. Retaining the same roadways sections on 2"d, 3'd, and 4 th 

Street as were present in 1997 will allow these prior recommendations to largely remain unchanged. 

Due to more recent changes in ODOT policy, the recommended curb bulb-outs on the State Highway 

may become limited to intersections with local streets so that truck maneuvers are not limited on the 

higher-order facilities. The ability to retain the two-way travel patterns that this plan is premised on 

continues to leave opportunities to improve the parking supply on north-south roads in the downtown 

core, and to retain (or possibly extend) the angled parking on 2"d and 4 th Streets. 

RAIL, AIR, PIPELINE, & SURFACE WATER PLANS 

The following addresses the rail, air, pipeline, and surface water networks in the City of Prineville. This 

plan does not include improvement projects for these systems given that the City does not have 

jurisdiction to make modifications. 

Rail 

The City of Prineville Railway (COPR) provides a primary freight connection between the City and the 

Class 1 BNSF mainline in Redmond. This 18-mile shortline includes daily switching operations at the 

Prineville Junction located just north of Redmond along the US 97 corridor. 

With the closure of the Ochoco Mill, the City recently abandoned a City-operated spur ra il line between 

Main Street and Combs Flat Road, converting the right-of-way into a trail. The abandonment of this rail 

line removed eight at-grade rail crossings within the City, including a crossing of US 26, Combs Flat Road 

(OR 380), and Main Street. 

Despite the abandonment of the spur line, the City has increased it s investment in the COPR shortline 

service to the Prineville Junction. With assistance from Connect Oregon grants, the City recently 

completed construction of a freight depot providing warehousing space, equipment ramps, freight to 

rail intermodal service, and bulk product storage. The site is located along Bus Evans Road between 

Lamonta Road and US 26, approximately two miles west of the City. 
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The location of this site and its intermodal infrastructure further justif ies the City freight route 

designation of Lamonta Road which provides access to Bus Evans Road. Coordination with Crook 

County should be pursued to similarly classify the portion of Lamonta Road located outside of City 

limits. 

Air Service 

Proposed connections between Tom McCall Road and Airport Road will provide off-highway 

connectivity to improve integration of the business park with the airport . Additionally, airport traffic 

will have improved access to OR 126 with t raffic control improvements proposed at the Tom McCall 

Road intersection. The City and Crook County are preparing to update the airport master plan, which 

will identify additional improvement needs over the planning horizon. 

Preserving access to the airport wil l remain a City priority, and improvement plans at the OR 126/Tom 

McCall intersection and its associated frontage road system wil l retain this access and improve its long­

term operations. 

Surface Water Transportation 

No navigable waterways exist within Prineville . The Ochoco Creek and Crooked River run through the 

city limits. Neither are used for transportation purposes. 
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 

TOOLBOX 

This section summarizes a range of 

transportation-related strategies and solutions 

that can guide the City of Prineville as it 

continues to grow and develop. These "tool 

box" measures fall into the following 

categories: 

• "Active" transportation (i.e., walking, 
cycling, and transit) 

• Connectivity of the transportation 
network 

• Intersection control 
• Neighborhood traffic ca lming 

September 2013 

The solutions in this toolbox are intended to provide ideas and options to the community as future 

infrastructure improvement options are developed. 

INCREASING "ACTIVE~~ TRANSPORTATION 

As Prineville continues to develop, modal cho ices, such as wa lking, biking, and transit should be 

encouraged as a means to reduce single occupancy vehicle (SOV) t rips. Walking and biking can be 

encouraged through interconnected routes between employment cente rs, re tail, t he downtown, and 

residential lands. Transit can be encouraged through provision of enhanced service (reduced headways, 

more stop locations, et c.) or providing flexible routes that serve a greater portion of the population and 

employment areas. 

The following subsections outline guidelines and approaches to providing pedestrian and bicycle 

options for transportation system users. Transit suggestions are provided in the COIC Regional Transit 

Master Plan . 

Pedestria n System 

Pedestrian facilities are the elements of the network that enable people to walk safely and efficiently 

between neighborhoods, retail centers, employment areas and trans it stops. These include facilities for 

pedestrian movement along key roadways (e.g., sidewalks, mixed-use trails) as well as for safe roadway 

crossing locations (e.g., crosswalks, crossing beacons, pedestrian refuge islands). Each plays a role in 

developing a comprehensive pedestrian network. 

Today, pedestrian facilities w ithin Prineville are not fully interconnected, and outside of the downtown 

area are incomplete and sporadic. Pedestrian facilities that do exist often include utility encroachments, 
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numerous driveway conflicts, or inadequate width. These conditions limit the comfort, safety, and 

utility of the pedestrian facilities. In the future, as arterials and collector streets are improved to urban 

standards, improvements to existing pedestrian routes (as sidewalks and/or multi-use pathways) will be 

provided. New roadways require pedestrian infrastructure. 

Sidewalks 

All trips begin and end with a walking component, and sidewalks are the fundamental building block of 

the transportation system enabling people to comfortably, conveniently and safely walk to and from 

their destinations. They provide an important means of mobility for people with disabilities and families 

with strollers, and others who may not be able to travel on an unimproved roadside surface. Sidewalks 

are usually constructed from concrete and they provide an area separated from the roadway by a curb, 

landscaping, and/or on-street parking. 

Exhibit 2 Sidewalks in a variety of urban and suburban contexts. 

Types of Pedestrian Crossings 

Crossing facilities enable walkers to safely cross streets, railroad tracks, and other transportation 

facilities . Planning for appropriate pedestrian crossings requi res the community to balance vehicular 

mobility needs with providing crossing locations that are along the desired routes of walkers. Within 

Prineville, the major roadway facilities such as US 26, Main Street, and Combs Flat Road serve as 

barriers. 

The state of Oregon considers all roadway intersections to be legal crossing locations for pedestrians 

regardless of whether a painted crosswalk is provided. At these locations, drivers are required to yield 

the right of way to pedestrians to allow them to cross. Driver compliance to yielding is often 

inconsistent and pedestrians often have difficulty crossing higher volume and higher speed roadways. 

Observations in Prineville show much higher yielding west of Knowledge Street where the posted 

speeds are lower and urban densities are higher. There are several different types of pedestrian 

crossing treatments that can be applied; each of these is applicable under a different range of 

considerations. 

A brief description of the various pedestrian crossing types and where they can be applied is provided 

below. 
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- - - -- - ~ - - High Vi~bility Crosswalk - -- - ---- -l 

Clear, reflective roadway markings and 
accompanying devices are placed at intersections 
and priority pedestrian crossing where there is 
sufficient sight distance and reaction time for 
motorists to yield . Crosswalks can be used at 
intersections and at mid-block crossings. Curb bulb­
outs can be used to restrict adjacent parking and 
increase pedestrian visibility prior to crossing. 

Raised Pedestrian Refuge J 

A raised pedestrian refuge in the median provides a 
protected area in the middle of a crosswalk for 
pedestrians to stop while crossing the street. These 
refuge areas allow pedestrians to cross one 
direction of traffic at a time. Pedestrian refuges are 
often used in areas with high volume traffic 
volumes and/or at locations with a crash history 
involving pedestrians. 

' -

· In-Street Yield 

"Yield to Pedestrian" signs can be placed in the 
middle of crosswalks to increase driver awareness 
of crossing locations and the legal responsibility to 
yield right-of-way to pedestrians crossing the 
street. These signs can be effective in areas that 
experience high volumes of pedestrians making 
midblock crossings and/or at locations where there 
is poor motorist yielding rates. Installation of these 
signs needs to consider the maintenance needs, 
which can vary based on the types of vehicles and 
speeds. 
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- -Ra~~d Rectangul;r Flashin~ Beacon (RRFB) ----- --- J 

I 

These crossing treatments include signs that have a 
pedestrian-activated "strobe-light" flashing pattern 
to attract motorists' attention and provide 
awareness of pedestrians that are intending to 
cross the roadway. RRFBs are often used in areas 
with high volumes of pedestrians desiring to cross a 
street at a mid-block location. RRFBs are warning 
signs designed to increase driver yielding, but they 
do not obligate a driver to stop. RRFBs should be 
located only in areas with the greatest safety risk 
for pedestrian to avoid over signing and 
noncompliance of motorists. Costs for an RRFB 
installation are generally in the $10,000 to $50,000 
range depending on the cross-section and hard­
wired or solar installation. 

I 

Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (HAWK) I 

Bicycle System 

A HAWK is a pedestrian-activated signal, unlit when 
not in use, that begins with a yellow light alerting 
drivers to slow, and then a solid red light requiring 
drivers to stop while pedestrians have the right-of­
way to cross the street. HAWKs are often used on 
wide roadways where mid-block crossings are 
difficult. The lack of HAWK signals in Central 
Oregon would require more driver education than 
similar treatments such as the RRFB, and are a 
more expensive treatment costing approximately 
$100,000. 

Bicycle facilities enable cyclists to travel safely and efficiently on the transportation system. Both public 

infrastructure {wide shoulders, bicycle lanes, cycletracks, multi-use trails, signage and striping) and "on­

site" facilities {secure parking, changing rooms and showers at worksites) are important to providing a 

comprehensive bicycle network. 
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The types of bicycle facilities that can be installed in Prineville are discussed below. 

- - ---- - - -----·--··--- ----- ---- ---------I 
Bike lanes I 

Bike lanes are on-street facilities that 
provide designated spaces for bicycles, 
separated from vehicles by pavement 
markings. Bike lanes are generally used on 
collector and arterial streets with adequate 
space to accommodate the bike lane width 
and with vehicular travel volumes and 
speeds that make it difficult for drivers and 
cyclists to "share the road." A bike lane can 
consist of white striping with a bicycle 
symbol, or it can be filled with a solid paint 
color, usually green. 

Buffered Bike lanes 

Buffered bike lanes are on-street lanes that 
include a physical separation {"buffer") 
between the bike lane and the vehicle traffic 
lane and/or the vehicle parking lane. 
Buffered bike lanes can be particularly 
helpful on streets with high vehicle speeds, 
high vehicle volumes, or relatively frequent 
parking turnover. 
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- ---- - ---- - - - - - ------ -, 
Cycletracks 

Cycletracks are exclusive bikeways separated 
from vehicle travel lanes, parking lanes and 
sidewalks. In these contexts, vehicular 
parking is provided adjacent to traffic lanes 
whereas the bikeway is located adjacent to 
the curb. They can be one- or two-way in 
direction and can be even with the street, 
the sidewalk, or somewhere between. On 
existing streets, cycletracks can be 
constructed where there is sufficient 
roadway width and/or in areas where the 
number of vehicular travel lanes can be 
reduced. 

Sharrows I 

A shared-lane marking, or sharrow, is a 
pavement marking that can be used where 
space does not allow for a bike lane and/or 
where vehicular travel speeds and volumes 
allow cyclists to comfortably and 
conveniently "share the road" with 
motorists. Sharrows remind motorists of the 
presence of bicycles and indicate to cyclists 
where to safely ride within the roadway. 

Low-Traffic Bikeway , 

Also known as "bicycle boulevards," streets 
with low vehicular volumes and speeds can 
be optimized for bicycle travel by including 
treatments for traffic calming and traffic 
reduction, signage and pavement markings, 
and intersection crossing treatments. Bike 
boulevards are ideal on local streets that 
parallel larger, high traffic routes and 
provide connections to similar destinations. 
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- - - ~- - - - - - - - - - - -- --

Wayfinding Signage 

Wayfinding signs can direct bicyclists and 
pedestrians towards key destinations both 
within the city as well as to neighboring 
communities . These signs often include the 
distance to the destination and/or average 
travel times. Wayfinding signs are generally 
used on primary bicycle routes and multi-use 
t ra ils. 

"Share the Road" Signs 
- -

"Share the Road" signs can be used to rem ind 
drivers to watch for bicyclists on roadways 
without on-street bicycle lanes. However, the 
signs are not meant as a replacement for using 
the other facility types listed in this table . 
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Bicycle crossing treatments connect bike facilities at high traffic intersections, trailheads, or other bike 

routes. Frequently-used crossing treatments are shown below. 

-- Marked Bicycle Detectors at ;raffic Signals - ~ --~~---~ 

Many traffic signa ls are "actuated", meaning that a 
green light is provided to a particular intersection 
approach only when a vehicle is detected on that 
approach. However, actuating a signal as a cyclist is 
difficult if no indication is given of the location of 
detection equipment. Pavement markings can 
show cyclists where to stand to actuate a signal. 
Additionally, the sensitivity of all traffic signal loop 
detectors should be set to allow for bicycle 
activation. At intersections where bicyclists wait at 
an area separated from traffic, specific bicycle 
detectors can be installed. 

Preferential Movement for Bicycles [ 

Some intersections may be designed such that cars 
cannot make particular movements, but bicyclists 
can. This type of treatment allows greater 
connectivity for bicyclists. 
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- . - - - --- - - -- -- - - - - - - - - -- - --

Striping Through Intersections 

At high-vehicle and/or high-bicycle volume 
intersections, extending bicycle lane striping 
through the intersection can alert drivers to look 

out for bicyclists traveling through the intersection 
and indicate right of way to bicyclists. 

On-Site Facilities 

Bicyclists also benefit from facilities that are located on-site within key employment, commercial and 

institutional locations. These facilit ies can include indoor and/or outdoor secure bicycle parking, open 

or covered U-shaped racks, showers/changing rooms, and storage lockers for clothing and gear. The 

City can use incentives to encourage developers to include these types of facilities in new buildings. 

Multi-Use Pathways 

Paved, bi-directional multi-use pathways can be designed as part of a park and recreational system 

and/or can be constructed adjacent to roadways where the topography, right-of-way, or other issues 

don't allow for the construction of sidewalks and bike facilities. 

Intersections of multi-use paths and roadways require crossing treatments that are well-marked and 

highly visible to vehicles and trail users. Multi-use pathways can be used to create longer-distance links 

within and between communities, provide regional connections and play an integral role in recreation, 

commuting, and accessibility for residents due to their broad appeal to users of all ages and skill levels. 
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Exhibit 3 Multi-use paths provide a comfortable space for pedestrians and bicyclists of all ages. 

CONNECTIVITY 

A well connected grid network of streets provides for convenient travel for vehicles, pedestrians and 

cyclists. Given an equivalent number of roadway lane-miles, a connected system generally has more 

capacity than a disconnected road network and provides the shortest, most direct routes . A grid 

network can also lessen the effects of congestion along a single route due to the number of alternatives 

avai lable. A connected system also can create easier and more expedient emergency response and can 

encourage pedestrians and bicyclists, who benefit from having a direct route due to generally slower 

travel speeds. Exhibit 4-1 shows how someone might travel between their home and school on a well­

connected grid network versus one that is a system of cui-de-sacs. 

Exhibit 4-1: The left illustration is a connected street grid, on the right is a less connected system. 
Travel distance from home to school is shorter in a connected system. 

INTERSECTION CONTROL 

Today, the majority of intersections within the City (outside of Main Street and 3 rd Street} are stop­

controlled. In the future, increasing traffic volumes may warrant different intersection options, such as 
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roundabouts, traffic signals, and all-way stop control. The type of intersection control and final design 

for each intersection will need to consider the desired travel speeds, safety, pedestrian and bicycle 

needs, topography, anticipated traffic volumes, sight distance, available space and other potential 

constraints and opportunities. 

All-way St op-control 

All-way stop control is often used when the two intersecting roads have similar vehicular volumes and 

where a traffic signal or roundabout may be needed longer-term. All-way stop control is a relatively 

inexpensive treatment, and can be implemented more easily than traffic signals and roundabouts. This 

treatment is also useful where sight distance is limited or where there are a high number of angle 

crashes. 

Roundabout 

Roundabouts are circular intersections where entering vehicles yield to vehicles already in the circle. 

They are designed to slow vehicle speeds to 20 to 30 mph or less before they enter the intersection. As 

shown in Exhibit 3, roundabouts have fewer conflict-points and have been shown to reduce the severity 

of crashes, as compared to signalized intersections. Roundabouts have shown to be safer for 

pedestrians than signalized intersections. Roundabouts can be more costly to design and install when 

compared to other intersection control types, but they have a lower operating and maintenance cost 

than traffic signals . Topography must be carefully evaluated in considering a roundabout, given that 

slope characteristics at an intersection may render a roundabout infeasible. 

Roundabout 

8 Confl1ct Pomts 

Exhibit 3 Roundabouts have fewer conflict points than signalized 
intersections. 

Depending on the design, roundabouts can be more land-intensive than other intersection controls. To 

maintain the flexibility to construct roundabouts at key intersections, the city may want to ensure 
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adequate right-of-way is provided at intersection locations whenever right-of-way dedication or 

acquisition activities are undertaken. 

Traffic Signals 

Traffic signals allow opposing streams of traffic to proceed in an alternating pattern. Both national and 

state guidance indicates when it is appropriate to install traffic signals at intersections. When used, 

traffic signals can effectively manage high traffic volumes, and provide for dedicated times in which 

pedestrians and cyclists can cross roadways. Because they continuously draw from a power source and 

must be periodically re-timed, signals typically have higher maintenance costs than other types of 

intersection control. Signals can improve safety at intersections where signal warrants are met, 
however, signals may result in a shift to higher levels of rear-end crashes compared to alternatives. 

NEIGHBORHOOD TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT 

Neighborhood Traffic Management (NTM), also known as "traffic calming," describes traffic control 

devices typically used in residential neighborhoods to slow traffic or possibly reduce the volume of 

traffic. Prineville's wide local street sections lend themselves to higher travel speeds that could be 

managed through calming treatments. Below are illustrations and descriptions of neighborhood traffic 

management strategies that could be applied. 

- ---- - -- -- - ~ ----- ------- --~ --- - - l 
Speed Wagon Pros Cons 

• Inexpensive 

• Low operating costs 

• Mobile 

• Penalties for speeding 
not enforced 

• Not permanent 

• Placement may 
obstruct bicycle lane or 
shoulder 

Speed Humps Pros Cons i 

• Permanent 

• Can be used to provide 
raised pedestrian 

crossings 

• Can be modified to 

accommodate 

emergency vehicles 

• Placement of speed 

humps can be 
contentious 

• Requires maintenance 

• Creates difficulty for 
snow plows 
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Traffic Circles P--- ---- --- -- - ---
ros Cons I 

• Can have aesthetic value 

• Physical barrier 
encourages lower 
speeds 

• Can impede emergency 
vehicles or 
freight/delivery truck 
movement 

• Increased maintenance 
costs 

Medians P ros Cons · 

• Eliminates potential 
conflict points 

• Can provide pedestrian 
refuge 

• Can benefit access 
management 

• Can be more expensive 
to construct than other 
traffic calming 
measures 

• Can impede roadway 
connectivity 

• Can impact business 
access 

Landscaping P · · · ' ' · ros Cons 

• Aesthetic value 

• Provides buffer from 
vehicles for pedestrians 

• Can have traffic calming 
effect 

• Provides snow storage 
and runoff treatment 
areas 

• Can accommodate 
utilities and maintain 
clear sidewalks 

• Requires additional 
maintenance, including 
weed management 

• Requires additional 
right-of-way allocation 

• Can impede sight 
distance 
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- - - ~--- - ---- - - -- - -- - - -- -

Curb Extensions Pros Cons 1 

• Reduces pedestrian 
crossing distance 

• Can have a traffic 
calming effect 

• Increases pedestrian 

visibility 

• Contains parking away 
from the intersection 
corners 

• Can be expensive to 
construct 

• Can impede freight 
movements 

• May require 
modifications to 
existing drainage 

Choker Pros Cons 1 

• Can be used in 
conjunction with a 

midblock pedestrian 
crossing 

• Can have traffic calming 

effect 

• Expensive to construct 

I 

Narrow Streets Pros Cons t 

• Reduces pedestrian 

crossing distance 

• Can have a traffic 
ca lming effect 

• Less asphalt to maintain 

• Less runoff from 
impermeable surfaces 

• Can impede emergency 
vehicles 

• Can limit availability of 
on-street parking 
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- -- - - -- ~ - - - - - - - - -- -- - --- - -

On-Street Parking Pros Cons 

• Increases available 
parking for commercial 
and/or residential uses 

• Narrows feel of the 
street 

• Potential revenue 
source if metered 

• Can be reserved for 
visito rs with time 

limitations 

• Adequate right-of-way 

must exist or be 
created 

• Can conflict with 
bicycle lanes 

• Can create additional 
conflict points for 

vehicles 

• Can reduce sight 
distance 

Selective Enforcement Pros Cons I 

• Mobile 

• Can target identified 

problem areas 

• Requires allocation of 
enforcement resources 

• May only result in 
temporary 
improvement in 
motorist compliance 
with posted speeds 

Partial Street Closures , . Pros Cons : 

• Lack of direct through 
routes for vehicles can 

re duce speeds 

• Maintain connectivity 
for bicycles and 

pedestrians 

• Can create connectivity 
issues 

• May increase speeds 
on alternative routes 

• May increase volumes 
on alternative routes 

• Can create wayfinding 
issues 

Traffic calming should be considered in an area-wide manner to avoid shi fting impacts between 

neighborhoods and adjacent st reets. Typically, traffic ca lming receives a favorable reception by 

residents adjacent to streets where vehicles travel at speeds above 30 miles per hour. However, traffic 

calming can also be contentious because it may be perceived as just moving the problem from one 

neighborhood to another rather than solving it. Traffic calming may also be perceived as impacting 

emergency vehicle travel. 
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TRANSPORTATION FUNDING AND 

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

Funding for the implementation of the projects identified in the 

Transportation System Plan will be shared between the City of 

Prineville, Crook County, ODOT, private development, and 

potentially through volunteers and other interests. The 

proportional contributions are to be determined at the time that 

development occurs or some land use change triggers the need 

for implementation. Contributions of each agency, if any, should 

reflect facility users' residence and the project's function. 

Facilities that are wholly located within the City, but utilized by 

County residents during daily commutes or to access necessary 

city amenities should include County contributions. 

To assist with the future implementation efforts, this section of 

September 2013 

the TSP outlines the existing revenue stream for transportation funding in the City of Prineville, cost 

estimates for the recommended projects, and potential funding sources. 

For the City of Prineville, there are four strategic considerations related to transportation funding: 

• The creation of parallel local routes to support the 3 rd Street corridor can be accomplished 
through a strong partnership between ODOT, the Ci ty, the County, and the local landowners of 
the private lands that these new connections traverse. A variety of cost-sharing and funding 
mechanisms can be investigated as specific corridor strategies projects are identified. These 
mechanisms should include provisions for phasing of construction as we ll as potential 
reimbursement. 

• The City's existing transportation System Development Charge (SOC) program should be 
updated following adoption of the TSP. The City Council needs to carefully consider the 
implications on the future rate assessed on both economic development potential and the 
percentage of future transportation revenue needs that can be reasonably relied upon for 
funding by SOC. 

• Development of the airport industrial lands provides the City with franchise fees and other 
revenue sources allocated to the City's general fund . Continued deve lopment of these lands 
requires power, water, sewer, and transportation services; as such, an equitable methodology 
to allocate some of these funds to transportation infrastructure costs can be investigated by the 
city. 

• Due to declining revenue, both traditional and non-traditional partnerships and fund ing sources 
should actively be pursued by the City of Prineville. This can include volunteer efforts to initiate 
trail construction, pursuance of grants, public/private partnerships, and coordination with State 
and County interests to help fund transportation projects. 
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ESTIMATED REVENUE 

The City of Prineville has two primary sources for allocating funding for transportation projects: the 

Transportation SDC Fund and the Transportation Fund. The Transportation SDC Fund accounts for the 

receipt and expenditures of revenues to construct co llector and arterial street improvements and is 

funded by SDC fees assessed on new development. 

The primary sources of revenue for the Transportation Fund have been the State of Oregon gas tax and, 

to a lesser extent, state revenue sharing and t he STP fund exchange program. Recogniz ing the impact 

that the installation of public utilities have on t he need for street repa irs, the City of Prineville recently 

estab lished two new revenue sources for the Transportation Fund: franchise fees from the City's water 

and wastewater funds. The Transportation Fund covers the City' s street, bike lane, right-of-way, and 

storm water maintenance. 

Table 18 summarizes transportation-related resources and expenditures for the past three fiscal years 

as well as projections for the most recent fiscal year, which ended June 2013. 

Table 18 Transportation Revenue 
~ -----~- - --- - --~ - - -- ~---- ~ - --- -- -I FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13 

-- -- - -

Transportation SDC Fund Resources $67,621 $199,206 $90,400 $150,800 

Transportation SDC Fund 
$167,256 $532,302 $114,200 $167,500 

Expenditures 

Transportation Fund Resources $888,715 $922,794 $903,661 $939,000 

Transportation Fund Expendit ures $972,131 $888,917 $1,155,300 $1,161,900 

Based on the information provided in Table 18, the city has collected an average of $1.04 million per 

year in revenues (SDC and Transportation Fund) and expended approximately $1.3 million on average 

per year. Based on the past few years, the city may expect to collect approximately $25 mill ion in 

transportation revenue over t he next twenty years. 

COST OF 20-YEAR NEEDS 

Review of the identified projects results in total project costs of approximately $41.0 million, which 

does not include right-of-way, on-going maintenance, or improvements to the City's local streets. 

The summary of project costs by near-, medium-, and long-te rm priority are shown in Table 19. 

Table 19 Estimated Project Costs 
- -- -- -

I Project Priority Estimated Construction Cost I 
Long-term $7,130,000 

Medium-term $19,460,000 

Near-term $14,432,000 

Grand Total $41,022,000 
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Based on estimates of growth in Prineville, the estimated costs for near-term projects alone would 

exceed the expected SOC revenue over the 20-year period. Developing partnerships will be critical for 

the City's funding, particularly as the design of the overall preferred alternative is premised on relieving 

the highway through creation of lower-cost City routes through undeveloped properties on the City's 

north side, and within a built-environment south of 3rd Street. 

Costs for near-term projects that the City will be required to fund are closer to $2 million, with much of 

these costs associated with sidewalk improvements throughout the City that were identified through 

Safe Routes to Schools or for connectivity purposes. Costs for multi-use pathways could be significantly 

reduced through volunteer efforts, initial trail creation with dirt surfaces, with successive 

enhancements provided over time. 

LOCAL FUNDING MECHANISMS 

At the local level, the City can draw on a number of potential funding mechanisms to help finance the 

TSP improvements. 

As properties with road frontage develop, developers are currently required to build the road frontage 

along their property consistent with City standards. This allows the transportation system to be 

developed incrementally at the same time as land develops. Property owners are only required to pay 

for improvements in proportion to the development's impact on the transportation system. 

Table 20 outlines other potential funding sources at the local level that could be implemented in the 

future in the City of Prineville. In general, local funding sources are more flexible than funding obtained 

from state or federal grant sources. 

Table 20 Potential Local Funding Mechanisms 

Funding Source Description 
Potential Application in 

Prineville 

Fees tacked on to a monthly uti lity bill or tied to the 

User Fee 
annual registration of a vehicle to pay for Preliminary street 
improvements, expansion, and maintenance on the improvements 
street system. 

System-wide 

Street Utility The fee is based on the number of trips a particular land transportation facilities 

Fees/Road use generates and is usually collected through a regular including streets, 
Maintenance Fee utility bill. sidewalks, bike lanes, 

and trails 

Stormwater SDCs, 
Systems Development Charges, Grants, and Loans 

Primarily street 
obtained for the purposes of making improvements to 

Grants, and Loans 
stormwater management facilities. 

improvements 
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Funding Source Description 
Potential Application in 

Prineville 

System-wide 
A local tax assessed on the purchase of gas within the transportation facilities 

Local Gas Tax City. This tax is added to the cost of gasoline at the including streets, 
pump, along with the state and federal gas taxes. sidewalks, bike lanes, 

and trails 
A tax that can be used to fund improvements, and gives 

System-wide 
the taxpayer the option to pay. Generally paid at the 
same time other taxes are collected, optional taxes are 

transportation facilities 
Optional Tax 

usually less controversial and easily collected since they 
including streets, 

give the taxpayer a choice whether or not to pay the 
sidewalks, bike lanes, 

additional tax. 
trails, and transit 

Public/private partnerships have been used in several 
places around the country to provide public System-wide 

Public/ Private 
transportation amenities within the public right-of-way transportation facilities 
in exchange for operational revenue from the facilities. including streets, 

Partnerships 
These partnerships could be used to provide services sidewalks, bike lanes, 
such as charging stations, public parking lots, bicycle trails, and transit 
lockers, or carshare facilities. 
A tool cities use to create special districts (tax increment 
areas) where public improvements are made in order to 
generate private-sector development. During a defined 
period, the tax base is frozen at the pre-development 
level. Property taxes for that period can be waived or System-wide 

Tax Increment 
paid, but taxes derived from increases in assessed transportation facilities 

Financing (TIF) 
values (the tax increment) resulting from new including streets, 
development can go into a special fund created to retire sidewalks, bike lanes, 
bonds issued to originate the development or leverage trails, and transit 
future improvements. A number of small-to-medium 
sized communities in Oregon have implemented, or are 
considering implementing, urban renewal districts that 
will result in a TIF revenue stream. 

Improvements to the 

Local A local improvement district is a geographic area where 
transportation system in 
a local area where local 

Improvement local property owners are assessed a fee to cover the 
property owners will 

Districts (LID) cost of a public improvement in that area. 
benefit from the 
improvement. 

STATE AND FEDERAL GRANTS 

In addition to local funding sources, the City of Prineville can seek to leverage opportunities for funding 

from grants at the State and Federal levels for specific projects. The current Federal transportation bill, 

MAP-21, expires in September 2014, and funding opportunities may change after that date. Table 21 

outlines those sources and their potential applications. 
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Table 21 Potential State and Federal Grants 

Funding Source Description Potential Application in Prineville 

STIP is the State of Oregon's four-year 
transportation capital improvement program. 
Local agencies apply in advance for projects 
to be funded in each four-year cycle . 

Statewide 
Projects on any facility that 

Transportation Capital projects are prioritized based on 
Improvement benefit categories, including (in the 2015-

meet the benefit categories of 

Program (STIP) 2018 STIP) benefits to state-owned facilities, 
the STIP. 

mobility, accessibility, economic vitality, 
environmental stewardship, land use and 
growth management, livability, safety and 
security, equity, and funding and finance. 

TGM Grants are administered by ODOT and 
awarded on an annual basis. The TGM grants 
are generally awarded to projects that will 

Transportation and 
lead to more livable, economically vital, 

Growth Management 
transportation efficient, sustainable, Multi-use trails, sidewalk, and 

Grants (TGM) 
pedestrian-friendly communities. The grants bicycle facilities. 
are awarded in two categories: 
transportation system planning and 
integrated land use & transportation 
planning. 

TAP is a federal program that provides 
funding for pedestrian and bicycle facilities, 
projects for improving public transit access, 

Transportation safe routes to schools, and recreat ional trails. 
Bicycle and pedestrian facilities, 

Alternatives Program Local governments, regional t ransportation 
(TAP) authorities, transit agencies, school districts 

multi-use trails. 

or schools, natural resource or public land 
agencies, and tribal governments are all 
eligible to receive TAP funds. 

HSIP is a federal program that provides 

Highway Safety 
funding to infrastructure and non- Areas of safety concerns within 
infrastructure projects that improve safety on the city, consistent with 

Improvement 
all publi c roads. HSIP requires a data-driven Oregon's Transportation Safety 

Program (HSIP) 
approach and prioritizes projects in Action Plan. 
demonstrated problem areas. 
CMAQ is a federal program, administered 
through the state, and funds projects that 

Projects that demonstrate the 
Congestion Mitigation 

help reduce emissions and meet national air 
potential to reduce emissions: 

quality standards, such as transportation 
and Air Quality 

demand management programs, bicycle and 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, 

(CMAQ) 
pedestrian improvements, transit projects, 

transportation demand 

diesel retrofits, and vehicle emissions 
management. 

reductions programs. 
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IMPLEMENTATION 

ORDINANCES 

The following sections identify suggested 

implementation ordinances that the City will 

consider implementing. 

ENCOURAGE A MIX OF USES IN 
RESIDENTIAL AND EMPLOYMENT 
AREAS 

September 2013 

The City updated its Development Code in 2011. Some of the most significant changes involved 

allowing and encouraging mixed uses, in part to reduce vehicle trips on the city's transportation system. 

These changes include: 

• Adoption of a mixed-use zone, including both an employment mixed use zone (focus on 
industria l development w ith commercial and residential development sca led to support it) and 
a commercial mixed use zone (focus on mixing residential and commercial development). 

• Greater flexibility for second floor residential uses in commercial areas. 

• Greater ability for home occupations in residential areas along collector and arterial streets. 

Additional steps the city cou ld take to further encourage a mix of uses include: 

• Identify commercial uses compatible with city's industria l zones and develop standards to 
locate and size these appropriately to se rve the industrial areas (section 153.037 Commercial & 
Industrial Use Table and section 153.083 Standards for Specific Uses) . 

• Identify commercial uses compatible with city's residential zones and develop standards to 
locate and size these appropriately to serve the residential area (section 153.035 Residential 
Use Table and section 153.083 Standards for Specific Uses). 

• Identify residential uses that could be incorporated into industrial and/or commercia l zones 
such as workforce housing, live/work developments, etc. and develop standards to locate/size 
these appropriately to fit in with and serve the employment/commercial area (sect ion 153.037 
Commercial & Industrial Use Table and section 153.083 Standards for Specific Uses). 

• Review and evaluate the success of the mixed use zone provisions after finali zing the Ochoco 
Lumber Site zone change and make any amendments necessary to ensure it works as a tool to 
meet the mixed use zoning goals (section 153.063 Mixed Use MU Zone). 

• Consider implementing an overlay map to identify potential areas in which to apply the existing 
neighborhood commercia l zone, specifically outlying areas without convenient access to 
commercial areas. 

• Consider alternatives to SDC fees as an incentive to encourage mixed use development 
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STREET DESIGN OPTIONS 

September 2013 

• A variety of street designs are needed within the community. Given Prineville's location and 
proximity to riparian areas "Green Streets" may be a viable option. The city should develop 
green street designs consistent with federal regulations for stream protection. 

• The city should establish standards for local streets and access ways that minimize pavement 
width and total ROW consistent with the operational needs of the community and 
transportation facilities. 

PLAN FOR ALTERNATE MODES AND CONNECTIVITY 

In the 2011 Code Update, the city made several changes aimed at supporting future alternative modes 

of transportation, including: 

• Requiring transit stops to be a consideration in the newly created high density and mixed use 
zones 

• Requiring bike parking with new commercial and industrial development and providing some 
vehicle parking relief for additional bike parking. 

• Requiring sidewalks in industrial areas 

The city has seen a significant increase in the use of alternative modes of transportation in the past 

decade, particularly with the establishment of Cascades East Transit services but also a noted increase 

in bike and pedestrian transportation. In order to plan adequately for continued growth in the use of 

alternative transportation, the following code changes should be considered: 

• Review requirements for infill sidewalks and bike lanes in approved industrial subdivisions 
which did not include sidewalks at time of approval and consider requiring sidewalks with any 
new development {153.194 Streets and Other Public Facilities). 

• Allow for parking reductions with implementation of carpool/ vanpool program, bike/walk to 
work programs or other similar programs that encourage employees to commute to work via 
alternative transportation and allow transportation impact analyses to consider such programs 
in trip calculations {section 153.020 Site Pion and Building Design Review Provisions and section 
153.085 Off-Street Parking and Loading: Provisions and Requirements) 

• Require land contribution, construction or contribution to planned transit stop for 
developments of certain size, density and/or proximity to a planned transit stop {153.020 Site 
Pion and Building Design Review Provisions; 153.157-159 Subdivisions and Planned Unit 

Developments) 

• Require walkways, bicycle paths or other pedestrian ways internal to campus developments to 
provide direct and convenient routes to/from building entrances, parking areas and transit 
stops {section 153.020 Site Plan and Building Design Review Provisions and section 153.157-159 
Subdivisions and Planned Unit Developments). 

• Require infill sidewalks even for single family development and change of use along routes 
specifically designated for high pedestrian use such as arterials, collectors, safe routes to 
schools, etc. {section 153.045-153.062 Specific Zone Requirements). 

• Require pedestrian scale lighting along major bike and pedestrian corridors (section 153.020 
Site Plan and Building Design Review Provisions and section 153.157-159 Subdivisions and 
Planned Unit Developments). 
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• Consider implementing an overlay map that encourages linking sidewalks, paths, trails, and 
other corridors to existing and planned open spaces, parks, schools, high density developments, 
and public gathering places. This overlay map should be developed in coordination with the 
Crook County Parks and Recreation District. 

• Improve bike and pedestrian connectivity/access to and within the downtown commercial core 
and other primary commercial nodes 

• Consider implementing an overlay map that encourages/requires high density development 
near the downtown and other commercial nodes or adjacent to trails, paths and other 
bike/pedestrian routes that conveniently access downtown or other commercial areas. 

• Require bulb outs, pedestrian islands and other pedestrian safety devices in commercial areas 
with heavy pedestrian traffic (section 153.194 Streets and Other Public Facilities). 

• Make provisions to allow off-site bike and pedestrian improvements to mitigate/relax street 
improvement standards in situations where constructing such improvements has a high 
likelihood of reducing vehicu lar traffic to/from the development, as documented in an 
approved transportation impact analysis {153.020 Site Plan and Building Design Review 
Provisions; 153.157-159 Subdivisions and Planned Unit Developments). 

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT 

Explore adopting a transportation demand management program that would allow larger employers 

the opportunity to potentially reduce trip counts in their transportation impact analysis through use of 

TOM measures (section 153.020 Site Plan and Building Design Review Provisions) 

PERMITIING AND COORDINATION 

The city should clarify code language authorizing certain transportation improvements as part of 

managing and operating the community transportation system outside the current planning application 

process. There are typically two types of improvements: Minor and Major transportation 

improvements. 

• Minor transportation improvements should be listed as outright permitted uses. Example: To 
the extent, if any, that a transportation facility, service, or improvement concerns the 
application of a comprehensive plan provision or land use regulation, it may be allowed without 
further land use review if it is permitted outright or if it is subject to standards that do not 
require interpretation or the exercise of factua l, policy or legal judgment. 

• Major transportation improvements typically require a conditional use process and are those 
transportation facility, service or improvements determined to have a significant impact on land 
use or requires interpretation or the exercise of factual, policy or legal judgment regarding the 
application of a comprehensive plan or land use regulation, the local government shall provide a 
review and approval process that is consistent with 660-012-0050 (Transportation Project 
Development). 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS REQUIREMENTS 

September 2013 

Current City transportation impact analysis requirements are included in Chapter 153 of the Prineville 

Code. Suggested modifications to the code include: 

• Increase incentives for mixed-use development, support bicycle, transit, and pedestrian 
programs, and consider alternative mitigation strategies that may include improvements to 
parallel routes or alternative modes. In addition, increase requirements for interconnectivity 
between parcels and further limit direct access to higher-order facilities. 

• Develop language that permits the use of Alternate Mobility Standards. 
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Transportation Impact Analysis Requirements 

The City adopted Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) requirements within its 2005 Transportation 

System Plan, which was subsequently amended by Ordinance No. 1167 in December 2009. These 

revised standards were based on those adopted by the City of Bend. It is recommended that these be 

modified to reflect the less congested conditions present within the City of Prineville. Note that these 

standards apply to facilities under City of Prineville jurisdiction; roadways with County or ODOT 

jurisdiction wou ld be subject to the more stringent standards where a discrepancy exists. 

1. Purpose and Intent 

This policy applies to new development, expansions to existing development and changes in use 

of existing development going through the City's land use approval process. The Traffic Impact 

Analysis {TIA} shall assist City staff in assessing the transportation system's ability to serve the 

development. 

The transportation system, for purposes of this policy, is considered to be the system created by 

all individual elements thot combine to move people and goods, including street rights of way, 

roadways, intersections, sidewalks, bike lanes, trails and transit system components within the 

City. 

It shall be the responsibility of the developer to generate the TIA and submit it with the land use 

planning application. The TIA will be used by City staff to: 

• Evaluate site access and circulation, 

• Evaluate the ability of the roadway system to support the proposed development 

• Determine specific on-site and off-site transportation system mitigation requirements, 
and 

• Determine the development's share of future roadway improvement. 

2. Guidelines 

All Traffic Impact Analyses performed under this policy, within the City, shall be conducted under 

the direction of a registered professional engineer specializing in transportation engineering. 

The final report shall be stamped and signed by the registered Engineer responsible for the 

document. The Engineer's license shall be valid in the State of Oregon. Engineers performing 

each study shall discuss study requirements and methodology with the City (and other affected 

agencies) to confirm each of these elements prior to completing the study. 

2.11mpact Analysis Study Area 
Transportation impact analyses should include intersections of collector and arterial 
intersections affected by 25 or more weekday p.m. peak hour trips and those adjacent to the 
property fron tage. The inclusion or exclusion of additional intersections shall be at the discretion 

of the City engineer. 
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2.1.1 Supplemental study issues may be identified by other affected jurisdictions (e.g., ODOT and 
Crook County) and will need to be addressed. 

2.1.2 Projects projected to increase volume by 25 or more weekday p.m. peak hour trips on 
residential/local streets may require analysis and installation of traffic calming devices and 
techniques that meet City approval. This traffic calming may be required through the land use 
decision and may take the form of cash payment for future installation of devices. 

2.2 Study Time of Day/Day of Week 
Analyses should be performed for the PM peak hour of the transportation system. However, 
certain applications may also be required to study the peak hour of the proposed generator or 
the peak hour of a nearby major trip generator (e.g., school) at the discretion of the City. 

2.3 Study Time Frames 
The analysis shall include the following study time frames: 

• Existing Traffic 
• Background Build-out year (without project) 

• Build-out year with project 

If a zone change that requires an amendment to the City's Comprehensive Plan/City's General 

Plan is an element of the land use proposal, then, an analysis shall be performed in keeping with 

Oregon's Transportation Planning Rule, Division 12. 

Existing traffic is a field count which reflects existing transportation system conditions and is 

based on data collected within one year of the land use planning application date. If major 

transportation system conditions have changed since the count, then a new field count should 

be performed. Field counts are to be a minimum of a 2-hour turning movement count (between 

4:00 and 6:00p.m.). Additional hour counts may be needed to justify traffic signal warrants or 

all-way stop warrants. Additional counts may also be required if hours other than the PM Peak 

are required to be analyzed. Counts may need to be seasonally adjusted if located on State 

facilities. 

Background traffic is the calculated total of a field count (existing traffic) plus regional growth 

and growth from other approved, but not yet constructed developments. Trips associated with 

approved, but not yet constructed developments, shall be established in coordination with 

agency staff. 

Build-out year with project conditions include the impact of the proposed development. 

Growth rates can be estimated using historical trends, the City of Prineville travel demand model 

(maintained by ODOT TPAU}, or other methodologies with prior approval of affected agencies. 

2.4 Transportation System Conditions 

For analysis purposes, engineers should consider existing transportation system conditions 

(control type and roadway geometry) to be field conditions. However, engineers may also 
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consider committed transportation facilities as those which include a guaranteed financing 

mechanism: 

• City's one year Capita/Improvement Program (CIP} 

• County's one year Capita/Improvement Program {CIP} 

• ODOT's Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP, two years are 
committed} 

• Privately funded projects. 

Examples of private projects with guaranteed financing mechanisms include those for which a 

construction bond has been provided or for which a local improvement district has been fully 

formed by the City Council. The City shall make the final determination as to whether a private 

project may be considered as a "committed facility" for purposes of traffic impact analysis. 

2.5 Trip Generation 

Trip generation should coincide with the specific site uses. If a specific site use is not identified 

and applied for at the time of the analysis, then a reasonable worst-case trip generation for 

outright permitted uses within the zone shall be used (conformance assessment may be required 

for future site plan applications). 

Trip generation calculations are to be based on studies conducted by the Institute of 

Transportation Engineers {ITE) based on the latest edition of the manual. Alternatively, other 

data may be presented that conforms to the trip generation study approach outlined in the Trip 

Generation Handbook and subject to City review and approval for use. 

2.6 Trip Distribution 

Trips should be distributed based on current traffic turn ing movements and may be adjusted to 

reflect future, financially assured, transportation system connections. Trips should be distributed 

beyond all study intersections. 

2. 7 Safety/Crash Histories 

Crash histories shall provide a five-year analysis of crashes as summarized in the ODOT crash 

database. Crash review should include a summary of any fatal, pedestrian or bicycle-involved 

collisions, and analysis of patterns associated with time of day, light, weather, crash type, etc. 

Any findings of the safety analysis shall be field reviewed. The identification of historical crash 

patterns or mitigation measures should be used to help the City prioritize safety improvements 

and assessment strategies throughout the City. 

2.8 Traffic Impact Analysis Reports 

Traffic Impact Analysis Reports shall be prepared consistent with this policy, at the expense of 

the developer, meeting the requirements described herein. 

Trip generation letters may be provided in lieu of a formal traffic report for applications 
generating less than 25 weekday p.m. peak hour trips. These summary reports must continue to 
demonstrate the following: 
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• Weekday and weekday trip generation {based on current ITE Trip Generation dota or 
adhering to guidance for conducting trip generation studies) 

• Address City, County, ond/or ODOT access policy, as applicable. 
• Verify that new or existing site access driveways meet sight distance requirements. 
• Address multimodal safety and connectivity needs. 
• Adequate loading, internal circulation, and queuing space is available. 

• Construction access. 
• Other safety or operational issues at the discretion of the City engineer. 

3. Evaluation Measures and Intersection Operations 

This section sets out and defines standards for intersection operations on the City's public 
transportation system. Operations should be assessed by the methods outlined in the 
Transportation Research Board's 2010 Highway Capacity Manual {or more current edition). 
Variation from the current edition default analysis parameters must be pre-approved by affected 
agencies. 

3.1 Operations Standards 
The following standards define acceptable intersection operations for facilities under City of 
Prineville jurisdiction; roadways with County or ODOT jurisdiction are subject to more stringent 
standards, where a discrepancy exists. These standards shall apply for the peak fifteen minute 
period. 

3.1.1 Two-way stop control {TWSC} 

• Critical movement Level of Service "E" or better 
• v/c ratio for all movements less than 1.0 
• 95th percentile queuing less than or equal to available storage bays 

3.1.2 All-way Stop-Control (AWSC) 

• Overall intersection Level of Service "E" or better 
3.1.3 Roundabout 

• Volume to capacity for individual approaches less than or equal to 0.85. 

3.1 .4 Signalized Intersection 

• Overall intersection Level of Service "E" or better 

• Volume to capacity ratio less than 0.90 
• 95th percentile queuing less than or equal to storage length available, or block 

length for through lanes. 

3.2 Timing of Intersection Operations 
As stated earlier, the transportation system should adequately serve the proposed additional 
trips as indicated by the above evaluation measures and operations criteria. This adequacy can 
be demonstrated by meeting the operations standards described above for the intersection at 
the time of final platting of the development or individual phases. 

This concurrency requirement may be obtained by having any required mitigation constructed 
and in place or by creating a guaranteed funding mechanism for the mitigation to be 
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constructed when it is shown to be physically needed in the field (Existing Traffic). This analysis 
may be performed on a semi-annual basis, at which time the intersection is shown to exceed the 
operations criteria, the improvements shall be constructed. 

An intersection of higher order streets (arterials and collectors) shall be required to operate 
acceptably during the evaluation period. Intersections that are under the jurisdiction of the 
Oregan Department of Transportation shall also meet the applicable mobility targets from the 
Oregon Highway Plan. New development that will cause degradation below these levels shall be 
required to provide mitigating transportation system improvements that will restore the system, 
as is practical, as determined by the City. 

For the operations of two-way stop-controlled intersections of local streets, private streets, or 
driveways with higher order facilities (arterials and collectors), the higher importance shall be 
provided to the major roadway facility. If a minor approach is shown to exceed performance 
standards, the evaluation should also provide a discussion of system operations from a corridor 
point of view, including alternate routes to controlled intersections, corridor control spacing, 
pedestrian crossing ability, control warrants, and safety history. Mitigations can include addition 
of turn lanes or turn lane restrictions to the side street, pedestrian crossing improvements or 
status quo if safety is determined to be adequate. 

Nothing in this policy diminishes the obligation of an applicant to contribute a proportional 
share toward the costs of the Master Plan improvements that will eventually be needed to 
increase the capacity of the affected facility(ies) to handle traffic volumes anticipated at build­
out. 

3.3 Mitigation 
Incremental improvements may be considered for mitigation as long as the safety of an 
intersection is not compromised. Consecutive incremental improvements should build upon 
themselves, contributing to the ultimate intersection geometries and control. That is, 
improvements should be constructed from the cen terline of the roadway out. Improvements 
must bring the intersection back into acceptable operations as defined above. Any incremental 
transportation improvement must also accommodate bike and pedestrian movements, consider 
broader and multimodal system impacts, and minimize unnecessary construction impacts to the 

public. 
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Volume Two of the City of Prineville Transportation System Plan (TSP) provides a record of each 
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:'"~··"~~~\.~ CITYOF PRINEVILLE :- ciTYD!.. (i 
•,[.,t TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN •qiN[VilV 

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #1: PLANS & POLICY REVIEW 

This memorandum summarizes existin g plans, policies, standards, rules, regula tions, and other 
applicable federal, s ta te, regional, and local documents as they pertain to development of the 
City of P rinev ille Transportation System Plan (TSP). This summary will serve as a reference for 
the project team throughout the project, and if new policies are proposed as part of the TSP they 
will be reviewed for consistency w ith existing po li cies. 

The documents reviewed by the project team are identified in Table 1-1 and summarized in the 
following secti ons. Several of the key tran sportation issues identified through this review are 
summarized below. 

• The ODOT roundabout policy that influenced the OR 126 Corridor Plan has been 
amended. This amendment would a llow roundabouts on the Sta te highway system if 
proper coordin ation with affected stakeholders demonstra tes that all users can be 
appropriately accom mod ated . 

• The OR 126 Corridor Plan identifies options for the Tom McCa ll, 0' e il Highway, and 
"Y" Junction tha t need to be further evaluated as part of the TSP. ln particular, the traffi c 
g rowth estimates for the corrid or plan were developed prior to comple tion of a travel 
demand model and need to be revisited to ensure the po tential solutions are still 
applicable. 

• Data center deve lopment nea r the ai rport has prov ided a new outlook on Prinev ille's 
economic g rowth potentia l. A lthough the data centers impact the transporta tion system 
durin g construction, the long-term impacts and travel demands are low. 

• State highway mobility targets and access standa rds have changed since the prior TSP 
was adopted; the new policies will enable more flexibili ty fo r the long-term growth of the 
city and needed transporta tion infrastructure. 

• A number of large properties have been master planned during the past ten years. The 
growth patte rn s and associated infrastructure for these properties was not fully 
accounted fo r in the previously-adopted TSP. In particular, the Ochoco lumber site will be 
a key redevelopment site w ithin Prineville given its size and location . The TSP process 
should account for this as a futu re mixed-use site. 

• The completion of the 2 nd Street extension has provided the City with an alte rnate route to 
3•d Stree t - US 26/0R J26; the benefits of this corridor and associated changes in travel 
patte rns and transportation system needs will be eva luated through the TSP effort. 

FILENAME: H: \PROJFILE\12221 -PRINEVILLE TSP\MEMOS\PLAN&POU CY\FINAL \12221_ TM1_PLANS­
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• The existing transit infrastructure in Prineville is very limited, with Cascades East Transit 
service provided through a park-and-ride located along the Prinevi1Je "Y." On-going 
regional park-and-ride studies will need to be monitored and amended into this TSP 
effort as findings are developed. 

• The City of Prineville is actively improving pedestrian facilities around schools and its 
Ochoco Creek trail system. These actions follow development of Safe Routes to Schools 
Plans. Additional connectivity needs remain both for sidewalks and trails and will be 
included in the TSP update. 

• The City is also considering changes to Main Street- McKay between Peters Road south 
into 3rd Street. These efforts will occur in parallel with the TSP and may include an 
additional traffic signal at 91h Street, pedestrian and bicycle improvements throughout the 
entire corridor, and enhancements to the alignment of the existing traffic signal at 101h 

Street. 

Table 1-1 Documents and Policies Reviewed 

Page 
Document/ Policy Reference 

Statewide Planning Documents 

Statewide Planning Goals (OAR chapter 660 division 012, known as the 3 
Transportation Planning Rule or TPR) 

Transportation System Planning Guidelines 5 

Oregon Transportation Plan 5 

Oregon Highway Plan (as amended) 6 

Oregon Aviation Plan 12 

Oregon Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan 12 

Oregon Freight Plan 13 

Oregon Publ ic Transportation Plan 13 

Oregon Rail Plan 14 

Transportation Safety Action Plan 14 

OAR Chapter 734 Division 051 16 

ODOT Highway Design Manual 17 

Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 18 

House Bill 3379 Administrative Rule Background 19 

Regional Planning Documents 

Hwy 126 Corridor Facility Plan 19 

Cascades East Transit Regional Transportation Plan 20 

Central Oregon Rail Plan 21 

(Contmued on next page) 
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Table 1-1 (Continued) 

County Planning Documents 

Crook County Parks and Recreation District Master Plan 22 

Crook County Comprehensive Plan 24 

Crook County TSP 25 

City/Local Planning Documents 

Cit y Comprehensive Plan 27 

City of Prineville Transportation System Plan 36 

City of Prineville Downtown Enhancement Plan 37 

Prineville/Crook County Airport Master Plan 37 

City of Prineville Land Use Code (Chapter 153) 40 

City's Standards and Specifications 41 

City's Buildable Lands Inventory 42 

City's current and past budget for transportation 4 2 

City's current and h1storic fund1ng and sources 43 

STATE OF OREGON/ODOT 

Statewide Planning Goals 

Oregon's Statewide Planning Goals firs t o rigina ted in 1973 to provide a coordinated vision of 
state land use policies. There are nine teen planning goa ls w ithin OAR 660-015. Of these, Goal 15 
is only re levant to the Willamette Greenway and Goals 16 through 19 are re levant on ly to coastal 
communities. While no t all of the goals a re mandatory, each has been adopted as an Oregon 
Administra ti ve Rule (OAR) to be followed by gove rnment agencies. A summary of the planning 
goals is provided below. 

• Citizen Involvement (Planning Goal1) - To develop a citizen involvement program tha t 
provides the opportunity for engagement in a ll phases of the planning process. 

• Land Use Planning (Planning Goal 2) - To establish land use planning process and policy 
framework as a basis for all decisions and actions related to use of land, and to assure an 
adequate factual base for such decisions and actions. 

• Agricu ltural Lands (Planning Goal3)- To preserve and maintain agricultural lands. 

• Forest Lands (Planning Goal 4) -To conserve forest lands by maintaining the forest land 
base and to protect the state's forest economy by making possible economically efficient 
forest practices that assure the continuous growing and harvesti ng of forest tree species 
as the lead ing use on forest land consistent with sound management of soil, air, water, 
and fi sh and wildlife resources and to provide for recreational opportunities and 
ag riculture. 

• Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Space (Planning Goal 5) - To 
protect those resources that promote a healthy environment and a natural landscape that 
contributes to Oregon's livability for present and future generations. 
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• Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality (Planning Goa] 6) - "to maintain and improve 
the quality of the air, wate r, and land resources of the state". 

• Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards (Planning Goal 7) - "to protect people 
and property from natural hazards", such as floods, landslides, earthquakes, tsunamis, 
coastal erosion and wildfires. 

• Recreational Needs (Planning Goal 8) - to satisfy citizen and visitor's recreational needs. 
Also, to provide for the siting of necessa ry recreation faciliti es (including destination 
resorts), where appropriate. 

• Economy of the State (Planning Goal 9) -To provide adequate opportunities throughout 
the state for a variety of economic activities vital to the health, welfare, and prosperi ty of 
Oregon's citizens. 

• H ousing (Planning Goa l 1 0) - To prov ide housing needs for the residents of the state. 

• Public Facilities and Services (Planning Goal 11) - " to plan and develop a timely, orderly 
and efficient arran gement of public facilities and services to serve as a framework for 
urban and rural development". 

• Trans portation Planning (Planning Goal 12) -To develop a coordinated transporta tion 
system plan that is safe, convenient, and economical, minimizing reliance on any single 
travel mode. 

• Ene rgy Conservation (Plann ing Goal 13) - to manage and control lands and associated 
land uses in order to "maximize the conservation of all fo rms of energy, based on sound 
economic principles." 

• Urbanization (Planning Goa l 14)- To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from 
rural to urban land use, to accommodate urban population and urban employment inside 
urban growth boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land, and to provide livable 
communities. 

While all of the goals will help set the necessary policy framework for the TSP processes, Goal 12 
(OAR 660-015-0000 (12)) in particular provides the framework that must be followed as par t of 
the preparation of the updated TSP. Specifica lly, sections 660-012-0020 th rough 660-012-0045 
outline the requirements and implementation guidance. For compliance with Goal 12, the TSP 
must provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation system that is 
coordinated with urban and rural development. 

The TSP must include strategies to reduce reliance on any single travel mode (provide mode 
choice), faci litate movement of goods and people, develop a system hierarchy for orderly and 
efficient multimodal travel, and prese rve and protect streets and highways for their intended 
function . The TSP must be coordinated with and consistent w ith statewide, regional, and local 

plans. 
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Transportation System Planning Guidelines (2008) 

The TSP Guidelines suggests a logica l sequence of planning steps ta ilored to hel p smaller, non­
MPO jurisdictions in particular, prepare a TSP. One of the plann ing steps prescribes that 
jurisdi ctions include a summary to address how the p lanning project complies with new 
regula tions, po licies, and sta tutes that have been adopted since the TSP was last adopted, o r 
amended. As such, the remainder of this memorandum summarizes applicable state, regional, 
and local plans, and frames how the 2005 Prineville TSP rela tes and complies with these. 

Oregon Transportation Plan (2006) 

The Oregon Transporta tion Plan (OTP) is the sta te's long-range multimodal transportation plan, 
provid ing a fra mework for priori tizing transportation improvemen ts based on fu tu re revenue 
conditions. The OTP is the overarching policy document among a series of plans that together 
form the s tate's Transportation System Plan. The plan call s for a transporta tion system that has a 
modal balance, is both e ffi cient and accessible, provides connecti vity am ong ru ral and u rban 
places and between modes, and is environmentally and financially s table. 

The OTP outlines the following seven goals, each with associated policies, to guide loca l, 
regional and s tate transportation plans. 

• Goal 1 - Mobility and Accessibility: Prov ide a balanced and integra ted transportation 
system tha t ensures interconnected access to all a reas of the state, the nation and the 
world . P romote transportation choices tha t a re reliable, accessible and cost-effective. 

• Goal 2 - Management of the System: Improve the efficiency of the transporta tion system 
by optimizing operations and managemen t. Manage transpo rta tion assets to extend their 
life and reduce m aintenance costs. 

• Goal 3 - Economic Vitality: Expand and d ive rsify Oregon's economy by transporting 
people, goods, se rvices and information in safe, ene rgy-effi cient and environmenta lly 
sound ways. Provide O regon with a competitive ad vantage by promoting an in tegrated 
fre ight system. 

• Goal 4 - Sustainability: Meet present needs without comprom ising the ability of fu ture 
genera tions to meet their needs from the joint pe rspective of the environment, economy 
and communi ties. Encourage conserva tion and communities that integra te land use and 
transporta tion choices. 

• Goal 5 - Safety and Security: Bui ld, opera te and maintain the transporta tion system so 
tha t it is safe an d secure. Take into account the needs of all users: operators, passengers, 
pedestrians and property owners. 

• Goal 6- Funding the Transportation System: Crea te sou rces of revenue that will support 
a viable transporta tion system today and in the future. The goal recognizes tha t whethe r 
or not funds are increased, it is essential to maxim ize existing resources, in vest 
s trategically, consider re turn on investment and provide equity among rura l and urban 
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areas, equity among income groups and access to transportation options throughout 
Oregon. 

• Goal 7 - Coordination, Communication and Cooperation: Foster coordination, 
communication and cooperation between transportation users and providers so various 
modes of transportation function as an integrated system. Work to help all parties align 
interests, remove barriers and offer innovative, equitable solutions. 

The OTP, as the guiding document for regional and local TSPs, establishes goals, policies, 
strategies and initiatives that address the core challenges and opportun ities facing transportation 
in Oregon. The OTP includes modal componen ts that outline recommended standards fo r 
various forms of transportation. Table 1-2 identifies the relevant modal e lements as well as the 
year of adoption by the OTC. 

Table 1-2 OTP Modal Plan Components 

Oregon Transportation Plan Element Year Adopted 

Highway Plan 
Originally adopted in 1999 (with subsequent amendments); Access 
Management and Mobility Standards Amendments in 2011 

Aviation Plan 
Originally adopted in 2000; 
the Oregon Aviation Plan was updated in 2007 

Bicycle/ Pedestrian Plan 
Originally adopted in 1995; Second Part of Plan updated in 2011 and 
retitled the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Design Guide 

Freight Plan Adopted in 2011 

Public Transportation Plan Adopted in 1997 

Rail Plan Adopted in 2001 

Transportation Safety Action Plan (TSAP) 
Originally adopted in 1995; 
the TSAP was updated in 2004 and amended in 2006 

2005 TSP Assessment Relative to the OTP 

The 2005 TSP is generally consistent with the policies listed within the OTP. The 2005 TSP does 
include a financial plan inclusive of near-term, mid-term, and long-term funding projections 
based on various types of revenue stream s. The updated TSP will need to address current 
revenue projections and respond to the need for a financially constrained system. 

Oregon Highway Plan (as amended) 

The Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) defines policies and investment strategies for Oregon's State 
highways for the next 20 years. The OHP further refines the goa ls and policies of the OTP, and 
serves as the policy basis for implementing the Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) Division 51, 
which specifically addresses access to State facilities. The OHP has three main elements: 

• A Vision for the future of the State highway system that describes economic and 
demographic trends in Oregon, future transportation technologies, the policy and legal 
context of the Highway Plan, and pertinent information on the current highway system; 
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• Goals, policies, and actions items for: system definition, system management, access 
management, travel alte rna tives, and environmental and scenic resources; and 

• An analysis of the 20-year State highway needs, revenue forecasts, descriptions of 
investment strategies and implementation s trategies, and perfo rmance measures. 

The OHP provides policy and in vestment guidance for local corridor plans and TSPs, but it 
leaves the responsibility fo r identifying specific projects and modal alte rn atives to these more 
localized plans. 

The OHP has been amended several times since its o riginal adoption in 1999, the last 
amendments were adopted in 2012. These amendments since 1999 have addressed the 
designation of expressways, changes in mobility standards, designation of Special 
Transporta tion Areas, and other changes affecting the classification and standards fo r highways 
throughout the state. 

Policies in the OHP pertinent to the TSP update are described below. 

OHP Goal1 : Svstem Definition 

• Policy lA, State Highway Classification System outlines functions and o bjectives fo r 
state highways to serve d ifferent types of traffic. Greater mobil ity is ex pected on 
interstate and statewide highways than on regional o r dis trict highways. Faci lity 
classifica tion is used to guide planning, management and in vestment decisions regarding 
sta te hi ghway facili ties. 

Figure 1-1 illustra tes the exis ting state highway classifications. OR 126 to the west of 
Prineville and US 26 through and east of P rineville a re Statewide Highways. OR 126 wes t of 
the 0' eil Highway also includes an Expressway designa tion, increasing its role in 
intercity high-mobility travel. Within City limits, US 26 is designated as a Specia l 
Transportation Area (ST A) from mile post l 8.24 (Locust A venue) to J 9.38 (Spruce Lane), 
identifying the increased access role the highway plays in downtown Prineville. 

US 26 (Madras-Prineville H ighway) is classified as a Regional Highway. OR 27 (Crooked 
River Highway) south of City limits, OR 370 (O'Neil Highway), and OR 380 (Paulina 
H ighway) are classified as District Highways. 

• Policy lB, Land Use and Transportation addresses the relationship between the highway 
and development patterns on and off the highway. It emphasizes development patte rns 
that maintain sta te highways fo r regional and intercity mobility, and supports compact 
development patte rns that a re less dependent on state highways than linear development 
for access and local circula tion. This policy is designed to clarify how ODOT w ill 
coordinate with local governments and others to link land use and transportation in 
transportation plans, facility and corrid or plans, plan amendments, access permitting and 
project development. 
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• Policy lC, State Highway Freight System identifies the need to balance the movement of 
goods and services with other uses and the importance of maintaining efficient through 
movement on major freight routes. 

Throughout its length OR 126 is a designated freight route, and US 26 is a designated 
freight route from its junction with OR 126 at the Prineville "Y" east of the City. 

• Policy lF, Highway Mobility Targets1 establishes acceptable levels of mobility for the 
various levels of state highway facilities, and the condition of the transportation system . 
With respect to transportation system planning, the highway mobility targets are used to 
"identify state highway mobility performance expectations and provide a measure by 
which the existing and future performa nce of the highway system can be evaluated." As 
such, the targets may be used to identify system mobility deficiencies over a planning 
horizon of at least 20 years. 

The OHP's mobility targets use volume-to-capacity (v/c) ra tios as the primary metric. 
However, where it can be shown that it is infeasible or impractical to meet the targets, 
local jurisdictions may develop alternative targets in coordination with ODOT and other 
relevant stakeholders. The OHP states that "providing for better multimodal operations is 
a legitimate justification for developing alternatives to established OHP mobility 
targets. " 2 

Table 1-5 summarizes the mobility standards that are app licable to the City of Prinevi lle 
UGB. 

1 The Oregon Transportation Commission reviewed and adopted changes to Policy IF in December 20 II. 
2 Any OHP Amendments are contingent on Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) approval. 
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Ta ble 1-3 Volume to Capacity Ratio Targets for Peak Hour Operating Conditions 
-- -- --- - -- - -- -- -- --

I Non·STAs Non·STAs 
where where Where 
posted speed > 35 speed lim1t ' 
speed mph but <45 >= 45 

Facility Designation Fac11ity Extents STA <= 35 mph mph mph 

Statewide OR 126 from Milepost 

Expressways 1.37 (Veteran's Way) to N/ A 0.80 0.80 0.80 
17.92 (O'Neil Highway) 

Freight Route on a All of OR 126 0.90 0.85 0.80 0.80 Statewide Highway 

Statewide (not a US 26 east of Prineville 0.95 0.90 0.85 0.80 Freight Route) "Y" 

Freight Route on a US 26 west of Prineville 
Regional or District "Y" 0.95 0.90 0.85 0 .85 
Highway 

Regional Highways None 1.0 0.90 0.85 0 .85 

District/ Local 
OR 27 south of City 

Interest Roads 
limits, 1.0 0.95 0.90 0.90 

OR 370, and OR 380 
. . . 

Source: OHP, Table 6, modtfied for relevance to Prmevtlle factflttes and destgnattOns . 

• Policy lG, Major Improvements requires maintaining performance and improving safety 
by improving efficiency and management before adding capacity. ODOT coordinates 
with regional and loca l governments to address highway performance and safety. 

OHP Goa l 2: System Management 

• Policy 2A, Partnerships establishes the need for cooperative partnerships between ODOT 
and state and federal agencies, regional gove rnments, cities, counties, triba l governments, 
and the private sector. 

• Policy 2B, Off-System Improvements helps loca l jurisdictions adopt land use and access 
management policies. 

• Policy 2E, Intelligent Transportation Systems puts emphasis on considering a broad 
range of Intelligent Transportation Systems services to improve system efficiency and 
safety in a cost-effective manner. 

• Policy 2F, Traffic Safety establishes the need to continually improve safety for all 
highway system users with solutions involving engineering, education, enforcement and 
emergency medical se rvices. 
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OHP Goal 3: Access Management 

• Policy 3A, Classification and Spacing Standards defines access spacing standards for the 
location, spacing and type of road and street intersections and approach roads on state 
highways. The adopted spacing standards consider rughway classification, posted speed, 
safety, and operational needs. Revisions to the OHP were adopted by the Oregon 
Transportation Commission (OTC) on March 21, 2012 to address Senate Bi ll 264 (20]] ). 
The revisions included reductions in spacing standards outside of interchange areas and 
established unique standards based on highway volume. 

Access management spacing standa rds for highway segments with AADT of 5,000 
vehicles or less are shown in Error! Reference source not found .. 

Table 1-4 Access Management Spacing Standards for Highway Segments 

OR 370, O'Neil Hw y Ent1re Segment District Hoghw ay <5000 55 650 

OR 380, Paulina Hwy Ent ire Segment District Hoghway <5000 35/45 250/360 

1 Special Transportation Area from Milepost 18.24 to 19.38 
l Expressway from Milepost 1.37 (Veteran's Way) to 17.92 (0 ' eil Highway) 

• Policy 3D, Deviations establishes general policies and procedures for deviations from 
adopted access management standards and policies. 

OHP Goa l 4: Travel Al ternatives 

• Policy 4A, Efficiency of Freight Movement establishes the need to maintain and improve 
the efficiency of freight movement on the state highway system and access to intermodal 
connections. The State seeks to balance the needs of long distance and through freight 
movements with local transportation needs on highway facilities in bo th urban areas and 
rural communities. 

• Policy 48, Alternative Passenger Modes establishes the need to advance and support 
alternative passenger transportation systems w here travel demand, land use and other 
factors indicate the potenti al for successful and effective development of alternative 
passenge r modes. 

2005 TSP Assessment Relative to the OHP 

The Oregon Highway P lan was and will continue to be relevant in the assessment of ODOT 
facilities in the current and updated TSPs. The 2005 TSP includes a Streets and Highways 
Element that defines the street functional classification, and specifies classifications wi thin the 
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City of Prineville roadway network. State mobility targets for the existing and no-build 
conditions will be developed based on the facility designations and the adopted mobility targets 
contained within the OHP. 

Oregon Aviation Plan 

The Oregon Aviation Plan (OAP) is a comprehensive evaluation of Oregon's av iation system, 
thus providing a systematic app roach to meeting improvements and development strategies 
recommended within the Plan. The plan looks beyond the traditional state aviation system 
planning elements by assessing the following three areas: 

• Existing aviation infrastructure; 

• The economic benefit of the aviation industry; 

• National importance and state significance of each airport. 

The Prineville Airport is classified as a local general aviation airport within the OAP which 
means that it primarily supports local air transportation needs and special use aviation activities. 
The OAP suggests that the Prineville Airport install low intensity taxiway lighting, rehabilitate 
runway pavement, rehabilitate terminal building, construct hangars, and install automated 
weather reporting equipment. 

2005 TSP Assessment Relative to the OAP 

The 2005 TSP includes an Air Service Element, which recognizes that the Prineville Airport is a 
part of the OAP. In addition, the Prinevil le Airport has a Master Plan which considers and 
add resses OAP recommendations. 

Oregon Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan 

The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is divided into two parts, the Policy and Action Plan 
and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Design Guide. The first part was adopted in 1995, while the 
second part was updated in 2011. The Plan outlines key characteristics that shou ld be considered 
related to accommodating bicycles and pedestrians when planning and designing state facil ities. 
The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan does not require specific standards for non-ODOT 
facilities. However, the plan recommends that land use patterns, transportation system layout, 
public transportation system design, and other planning related issues consider the impact to 
bicycle and pedestrian users and to the bicycle and pedestrian system as a whole. To this end, the 
plan provides specific design recommendations to support bicycle and pedestrian travel. 

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan recognizes the role that safe, attractive, convenient, and easy to 
use bicycle and pedestrian facilities play in the provision of the state and local transportation 
systems. The plan includes seven chapters that guide the planning and design of on-road 
bikeways, restriping, bicycle parking, walkways, street crossings, intersections, and shared use 
paths. 
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2005 TSP Assessment Relative to the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 

The existing TSP contains a Bikeway Plan element and a Pedestrian System element that address 
bicycle and pedestrian system needs, goals and policies, respecti vely. The TSP upda te will 
incl ude revised inventory information, incorporate Safe Routes to School program 
recommendations, seek to be tter connect pedestrian attractions such as parks and tra ils with 
Prineville residents, and include specific technical ana lyses relati ve to the bicycle and pedestrian 
plan recognizing the important role that these modes play in the provision of a sustainable, safe, 
and efficient transportation system. 

Oregon Freight Plan 

The Oregon Freight Plan was adopted in June 2011 and provides a 25-year planning vision. The 
purpose of the Oregon Freight Plan (OFP) is to " improve freight connections to local, sta te, 
regiona l, na tional and g lobal markets in o rder to increase trade- rela ted jobs and income fo r 
Oregon workers and businesses." The OFP addresses challenges facing the freight system, 
including system opera tion and development, safety, communica tions, environmental 
considerati ons and funding. 

While the fre ight plan serves as a modal e lement of the Oregon Transportation Plan, the OFP 
includes e lem ents of several modes including ma rine, aviation, rail, pipeline, and truck 
transport. Key routes and transfe r sites a re presented and summarized within the plan. 

Strategic freight corrid ors iden tified by the Central O regon Area Commission on Transportation 
(ACT) include: US 97, US 26, US 20, US 197, BNSF/UP rail corrido r, the City of Prinevi lle Railway 
shortline, and the Redmond and Bend airports. 

2005 TSP Assessment Relative to t he OFP 

The 2005 TSP includes a Freight Mob ility Element which identifies improvements to the local 
stree t network to increase the effici ent movement of fre ight and to decrease traffic impacts to 
local streets. The TSP Upda te will also identify improvements to the s treet network in o rde r to 
im prove frei ght mobility. 

Oregon Public Transportation Plan 

As a modal element of the OTP, the Oregon Public Transportation Plan provides a long range 
vision for the public transportation system in Oregon. This sys tem incorporates public and 
private transportation providers and is comprised of ridesharing and volunteer programs, taxi 
and minibus se rvice, and intercity and in tracity bus and passenger rail services. The Public 
Transportation Plan outlines three primary goals and associated po licies and strategies that 
guide public transportation through the year 2015. In recognition of limited resources, the Plan 
prioritizes e lements that deli ve r serv ice to "those Oregonians most dependent on the public 
transportation system (seniors, disabled, low-income, and youth)." 
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2005 TSP Assessment Relative to the Public Transportation Plan 

The City of Prineville falls within the jurisdi ctio nal category of cities with a popula tion between 
2,500 and 25,000 and is, the refore, not required to include a public trans portation plan in their 
local transportation system plans (TSPs). The 2005 TSP does include an inventory of public 
tran sportatio n facilities in the city. 

The TSP update will not include a Public Transportatio n Plan, but will update the inventory o f 
public transpo rta tion facilities specifically related to regional transi t services be ing provided 
through Cascades East Transit and the s iting of park-and-ride facilities. These facilities and 
services were not present w hen the 2005 TSP was pre pared, and support regional t rip making to 
the larger urban areas within Central Oregon. 

Oregon Rail Plan 

The Oregon Rail Plan was adopted as the railw ay modal element plan into the Oregon 
Transportatio n P lan in 2001. The document is divided into three separate pa rts: 

• Part J: Describes the rail policies and planning p rocess 

• Part 2: Describes the freight element 

• Part 3: Describes the passenger element 

Within Part J, th e Oregon Rail Plan meets mandatory federal and s ta te planning requirements 

related to the managemen t and maintenance of the rail way system. This section also p rovides the 
general man agem ent goal s for State rail facilities. 

Part 2 is parti cul a rly relevant to Prineville given the exis ting rail infrastructure. The Oregon Rail 
Plan provides the following benefits associa ted with railways serving industrial lands. 

Because of the con tinuing dependence of many producers upon rail services, communities in their land 
use planning should attempt to ensure that a sufficient quantity of land with convenient access to rail 
service is planned and zoned for industrial development. There are several reasons why industrial 
parks and other industrially zoned property should have rail access: 

1. Railroads tend to be more energy efficient than trucks and, therefore, can make better use of 
available energtj resources. 

2. Some commodities and products, especially those that are large, bulky, low valued, oversized, 
or not transportable over highways can be transported only by, or most efficiently by, railroad. 

3. Access to rail service enable shippers to have a wider choice of transportation options, thus 
having a better bargaining position when negotiating rates with rail and truck carriers. While 
the initial occupant or occupants of a particular site or industrial park may not require rail 
service, subsequent occupants may. 

4. Rail service enables delivery of goods in periods of emergency, strike or inclement weather 
when trucks cannot operate. 
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5. A railroad right-of-way may take less space than roads, and a railroad spur track may handle 
more volume in less space than could be done with trucks. 

The Oregon Rail Plan furthe r describes the implications of rail service with respect to zoning, 
noting tha t industrial lands served by rai l are more valuable than those without; whereas 
residential lands nea r railways are less va luable. Prineville was noted in th e plan as an especially 
competitive given its location by more than a single major ra ilroad. The plan also no tes that 
communities with access to short lines have an advantage in attracting business that need 
frequent switching or rail car movements. 
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Limited information related to the City of Prineville (COP) Railway is also summarized in the 
plan; it was no ted that COP manages 18.35 miles of railway that connects to the Burling ton 
Northe rn Santa Fe (BNSF) mainline, as shown in Exhibit 1-2. The plan also no tes that the railway 
is maintained at Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) Class 2 (25 mph maximum speeds) w ith 
no weight or dimensional restricti ons. 

Passenger service along the COP has been discontinued s ince 2001 so the Passenger rail section 
of the Oregon Rail Plan no longer applies to Prineville. 
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2005 TSP Assessment Relative to the Oregon Rail Plan 

The interaction and more recent investment in City infrastructure (and at the Prineville Junction 
north of Redmond) have improved the City of Prineville Railway. Consideration of the 
interaction and safety at rail crossings, access to loading areas for trucks, and land use 
compatibility are all components that will need to be addressed within the Prineville TSP to 
prese rve the leverage the rail infrastructure and attract industry. 

Transportation Safety Action Plan 

The Transportation Safety Action Plan (TSAP) serves as the state of Oregon's Strategic Highway 
Safety Plan (SHSP), as required by federal law. The TSAP lays out a set of actions to provide a 
safer travel environment. The set of actions are prioritized based on those factors that contribute 
to the greatest number of transportation-related deaths and injuries. The TSAP identifies 
impaired driving, not using safety constraints, speed, and inexperience as Emphasis Area 
Actions that should be implemented by the year 2020. Beyond identifying actions to decrease the 
overall number of fatalities and injuries related to transportation, the TSAP also serves as a guide 
to prioritize investments. 

2005 TSP Assessment Relative to the TSAP 

Improvement to safety was a noted criterion when identifying new improvement projects in the 
2005 TSP. The 2005 TSP identifies 18 street improvements to address specific capacity 
deficiencies and safety needs. The street improvements are categorized based on priority level. 
The TSP Update will provide a more in-depth assessment of safety needs within the Prineville 
UGB to address changes in crash patterns and develop a revised set of mitigating projects and 

strategies. 

OAR Chapter 734-051 (Division 51) 

Commonly referred to as Division 51, ODOT has adopted OAR 734-051 to establish procedures 
and criteria to govern high way approaches, access control, spacing standard s, medians and 
restriction of turning movements in compliance with statewide planning goals, in a manner 
compatible with acknowledged comprehensive plans and consistent with state Jaw and the OTP. 
Any new street or driveway connections, as well as any changes to existing street or driveway 
connections, to state roads within the TSP study boundary must be in compliance wi th these 
rules. 

OAR 734-051 poli cies address the following: 

• How to bring existing and future approaches into compliance with access spacing 
standards, and ensure the safe and efficient operation of the highway; 

• The purpose and components of an access management plan; and; 

• Requirements regarding mitigation, modification and closure of existing approaches as 
part of project development. 
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Access management standards adopted by OOOT and applicable to Prineville's TSP are 
summarized in Table 1-4. OHP Policies 3A and 3C establish access management objectives for 
s tate highways and interchange areas based on facility type and set standards for spacing of 
approaches. These standards have also been adopted as part of OAR 734-051, which provides the 
regu la tory basis for implementation. 

Senate Bill 264 was passed in June 2011, and amended temporary rules that took effect in May 
2012. The bill directs OOOT to develop proposed legislation to "codify, cl arify and bring 
consistency to issuance of access based on objective standards fo r highway segments where the 
annual amount of daily traffic is 5,000 vehicles or fewer." The temporary rules a re reflected in 
the OHP amendment to the 2011 Access Management Standards. 

2005 TSP Assessment Relative to the OAR 734-051 

The 2005 TSP outlines the guiding principles used in the adoption of new access management 
s tandards consistent with OAR 734-051 and the 1999 OHP. Table 7-2 in the 2005 TSP summarizes 
the s treet design guidelines and includes access management s tandards based on the guid ing 
principles. The TSP Update shall incorpora te the amendments to OAR 734-051 through the 
adoption of Senate Bill 264 '"' hen establishing revised s treet design guidelines. 

ODOT Highway Design Manual 

An update to the Highway Design Ma nual (HOM) was released in 2012, and includes OOOT 
standards and procedures for the location and design of new construction, major reconstruction, 
and resurfacing, restoration or rehabilitation (3R) projects. The HOM is used for all projects that 
are located on s ta te highways. The following matrix in Table 1-5 shows which design s tandards 
are appli cable for certain projects based on project type, and whether the project pertains to a 
state route. 
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Table 1-5 Design Standards Selection Matrix 
- - - ---- ---- -

Roadway Jurisdiction I 

Project Type State Highways Local Agency Roads I 
Modernization/ Bridge 

ODOT 4R/ New Urban AASHTO 
New/Replacement 

Preservation/ Bridge ODOT 3R Urban AASHTO 
Rehabilitation 

Preventive Maintenance l R N/A 

Safety- Operations-
Miscellaneous/ Special ODOT Urban AASHTO 

Programs 

Source: 2012 HDM, Table 1-1 

In addition, the HDM identifies more s tringent capacity standards than those within the Oregon 
Highway Plan when developing new highway facilities, to furthe r leverage the investment in 

infras tru cture. 

2005 TSP Assessment Relative to the Highway Design Manual 

The design standards in the HDM wi ll be integrated into the detailed design and engineering 
that will occur for projects once they are incorporated into the TSP Update and are programmed 
as part of the City's Capital Improvement Program (CIP) fo r transportation . 

Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (2012-2015) 

The Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is Oregon's four-year transportation 
capita l improvement program that identifies the funding for, and scheduling of, transportation 
projects and programs. It includes projects on the federal, state, county and city transportation 
systems, multimodal projects (highway, passenger ra il, freight, public transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian) and projects in the National Parks, National Forests and Indian tribal lands. Oregon's 
STIP covers a four-year construction period, but is updated every two years in accordance with 

federal requirements. The currently approved program is the 2012-2015 STIP. The Draft 2015-
2018 STJP is currently under development, including potential improvements at the Tom McCall 

intersection with OR 126. 

The 2012-2015 STJP shou ld be reviewed for projects to consider during the development of 
Prineville's TSP Update for complementa ry or conflicting traffic impacts. The Approved 2012-
2015 STIP identifies one project within the City of Prineville, as summarized in Table 1-6. 
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Table 1-6 2012-2015 Approved STIP Projects within the City of Prineville 
- - - - -- - ~ ~ ~ -- - - -- - ~- I 

Year 
Section Total Cost Description Status (FFY) 

OR126 @ Prineville Grade $2,000,000 

House Bill 3379 Administrative Rule 

Pavement preservation with 
center line rumblestrips & 

durable striping 
Construction 2014 

House Bill (HB) 3379, which passed during the 2009 legislative session, directed the Oregon 
Transportation Commission (OTC) to adopt an administrative rule to establish an application 
process that loca l governments can use for economic development projects if they are not able to 
meet the funding o r timing requirements of the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) related to 
s tate highways. The administrative rule describes how a local jurisdiction may work with the 
OTC and ODOT to do one of the following: 

• Apply for a time ex tension to meet TPR requirements; 

• Submit a plan proposing alte rnative methods of funding that wi ll meet the standards 
adopted by the OTC; 

• Apply to adjust traffic performance measures during an interim period pnor to 
completion of construction of the proposed development; o r, 

• Apply to a llow various types of traffic perfo rm ance measures other than volume to 
capacity ratios (v/c). 

The OTC adopted the Administrative Ru le in December 2010 and provisions pertaining to the 
above can be found in OAR 731-017-005 through -0055. 

REGIONAL PLANS 

OR Highway 126 Corridor Facility Plan 

The OR Highway 126 Corridor Facility Plan assesses the highway segment between the western 
Crook County boundary and the Prineville "Y" junction with US 26. The Plan establi shes a long­
term vision for OR Highway 126 and provides a series of strategies aimed at addressing corridor 
congestion, improving safety, supporting economic development and expected population 
growth in Crook County and Prineville, and serving statewide mobi lity needs. 

2005 TSP Assessment Relative to the OR Highway 126 Corridor Facility Plan 

The 2005 TSP was adopted befo re the OR Highway 126 Corridor Facility Plan was developed 
and adopted. The TSP Update wil l incorporate the recommendations and improvemen ts within 
the City of Prineville UGB and determine their appl icability on a system-wide level. The corridor 
plan did not make specific recommendations within the Prineville city limits between the O'Neil 
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Highway and the City core, as the implications of these on 3•d Street (OR 126/US 26) had a 
considerable impact on the downtown that was determined to be better addressed as part of City 
(rather than region al) plan s. Accordingly, specific items to be addressed within the TSP include: 

• Adoption of a plan for Tom McCall and Millican Road; 

• Realignment options fo r the O'Neil Highway, or interim treatments; and 

• Review of options at the Prineville "Y" and how these options would integrate with 3•d 
Street. 

Cascades East Transit Regional Transportation Plan 

Exhibit 1-3. Regional CET service boundaries. 

Project #: 4A-11 

Central Oregon Intergovernmental 
Council (COIC) is facilitating the 
development of regional transit plans that 
will encompass service throughout 
Deschutes and Jeffe rson Counties within 
Central Oregon. Cascades East Transit 
(CET), which provides regional services to 
cities shown in Exhibit 1-3, will operate 
the service. The dispersed services that 
had been provided prio r to 2008 were 
ineffi cient to transfe r between services 
w ith separate fare structures. 

Key elements of the ongoing CET regional 
transportation plan include the following: 

• Development of fi xed route transit 
service in Redmond 

• Integra tion with tourist/event 

• 

• 

services 

Establishment of regional park and 
ride facilities 

Partnerships with schools, health 
care, and Confederated Tribes of 

Warm Springs 
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2005 TSP Assessment Relative to CET Regional Transportation Plan 

Fixed route transit service was not establi shed within Central O regon when the 2005 TSP efforts 
were completed. The provision of regional transit and routes to connect p edestrians, bicyclists, 
and motorists with these services w ill help to relieve the congested OR 126 corrid or and provide 
modal options. The CET Regional Transportation Plan is currently in progress so the COIC 
project m anager will serve as a technica l advisory committee member to ensure coordination 
between efforts. 

Central Oregon Rail Plan 

The Central Oregon Rail Plan was developed "between 2007 to 2009 to address various ra il 
re la ted safety, congestion, fre ight mobi lity, and economic development issues for Central 
O regon ." One of the primary concerns identified in the plan is the need " to make strategic 
investments to avoid eventual loss of ra il service by Class 1 haulers, and the significant economic 
and livabi lity impacts this would have on a ll of the communities" in Central Oregon. Two of the 
three solutions lis ted to address this issue directly involve the Ci ty of Prinev ille Railroad (COPR) 
and intermodal transfer faci lities: 

• Take ad vantage of and maxim ize opportunities with the area's shortline railroad, COPR, 
including industrial sites a long the line, and freight terminal options such as the 
Prineville Freight Depot and at the COPR interchange with BNSF at Prineville junction. 

• Seek agreemen t by shippers in Cen tral O regon to use a single designated intermodal 
complex. 

The Central Oregon Rail Plan seeks to address two general issues: rail crossings and freight 
mobility. Per the plan, at-grade crossings in Central Oregon cities can contr ibute to safety and 
congestion issues. Freight mobility, on the other hand, "is about economics, preserving and 
enhancing rail freight mobility." 

The plan indicates tha t the long term (50-70 year) v ision is "to e liminate the at-grade crossings, 
e ither by bridge crossings or by closures." However, the high cost of the needed infrastructure 
m akes this challenging to implement in the short term (20 years). The s tated goa l is to g radually 
phase out a t-grade crossings over the planning pe riod, beginning w ith those deemed to be of 
greatest significance on a regional level. The plan specifically identifies seven "high priority" 
crossing loca tions to e liminate, none of which are in Crook County. 

The plan sta tes the " idea l vision for Central Oregon" in rega rd to freight mobility " is to improve, 
e nhance, and sustain fre ight mobility by use of rail se rvices." Stating the primary challenge as 
the infeasibili ty of "individual shippers (with individ ual commodities) located on the mainline, 
the plan s tates the following twofold goal: 

• Maximize the ex isting rail network. 

• Develop large land parcels for rai l-served industries. 
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The plan specifically identifies maximizing use of the City of Prineville Railroad and intermodal 
transfer facilities as "an opportunity to improve freight mobility." Finally, the plan high lights the 
City of Prineville Railroad in several of the implementation statements, including the following: 

• "Take advantage of and maximize opportunities with the area's shortline rai lroad, COPR. 
Secure long-term efficient and competitive rail service by siting non-unit train, rail-served 
industries along the COPR. Sites served by a sho rtline railroad w ith access to both the 
BNSF and UP are exceedingly rare and desirable from a competitive standpoint. The 
highest ranked sites . .. include land at: Prineville Junction (Deschutes County), Crook 
County Heavy Industrial Zone, [and] Northwest Industria l Park (Prineville)." 

• "Prioritize and encourage support of trucking freight to COPR Freight Depot for transfe r 
to rail mode, for the shippers of less than one unit train volumes currently located on the 
mainline or new shippers locating in the vicinity of the mainline." 

• "Having one pick-up and drop-off location in Central Oregon [for the BNSF line], rather 
than seve ral, will ensure that the mainline velocity and capacity are not compromised 
over the long term." 

• "Regardless of which recommended strategies COACT is able to or decides to implement, 
the COPR is Central Oregon's best hope for assuring we maintain access to the national 
rail network." 

COUNTY PLANS AND POLICIES 

Crook County Parks and Recreation District Master Plan (2007) 

The Crook County Parks and Recreation District (CCPRD) Master Plan was created to "guide the 
acquisition and development of recreation programs, parks, facilities, and trails to accommodate 
the needs and desires of the total community." Key findings of this plan include: 

• Small, neighborhood parks, within walking distance of residents, are needed in new and 
existing neighborhoods. 

• The development of an interconnected trail system is a high priority for the community. 

• Parks, open spaces, trails, and greenways are an important part of the character of 
Prineville. The park, open space, trails, and greenway system should be maintained and 
expanded. 

Within the plan there is limited discussion of trails as a transportation need, rather the plan 
highlights the recreational benefits. One relevant project for the TSP update is the Ochoco Creek 
Bike Path, which is described as a 2.4 mile "paved surface separated from vehicles for pedestrian 
and bicycle use" and indicates that the "path needs resurfacing & repair." 

The CCPRD Maste r plan includes the following 20-year recommendations relevant to 

transportation: 

• Plan for an additional 7 miles of pathways and 7 miles of trails. 
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• Work with develope rs to assure that park lands and trail connections a re developed w ith 

new development. 

• Continuously look fo r opportunities for land dedication, purchase and/or establishme nt 

of easem ents for g reen way parks a nd trails in areas of existing and new developme nt. 

The plan also includes seve ral recommendations related to specific prop e rties o n which the re 

may be oppo rtunities to expa nd o r provide connections to the tra il system: 

• Land located on e ither side o f NW Lon Smith Road is a n a rea identified m the City's 

comprehensive plan to be rezoned from industrial to residential. The D is trict should 
wo rk with the City and future develo pe r(s) to create community and ne.ighbo rhood pa rks 

and trails in this area. 

• Lands south of Ba rnes Butte are pro posed w ith approxima tely 2,500 residential lots. The 

District is currently working w ith the develo pe r for potentia l pa rks and t rails. 

• Colson and Colson are proposing a d evelopment of a pproximate ly 1,000 residenti al lo ts 
along the C rooked River, south of the City. The District should review develo pment 

applica tions for ne ighbo rhood pa rks, trails, and trail connections. 

• Kennedy Development is pro pos in g a reside ntial d evelopme nt west of Junipe r Ca nyon 

Road, north of Hig hland Acres. This d evelopment will req uire neig hborhood parks a nd 

trails. 

• The Melrose area in the southeast portion of the City has potentia l for redeve lopment 

with a ne ighborhood pa rk. The District sh o uld review the area for pa rk deve lopment and 

trail o ppo rtunities. 

• Crystal Springs is a proposed development wi th 200 to 300 residential lo ts northeast o f 

the Melrose area. The District sho uld also eva luate this area for pa rk development and 

tra il o ppo rtunities. 

The strongest single s ta te me nt m the plan re la ted to the development of the trails is the 

following: 

"The District should strive to create a con tinuous trail nnd open space greenway system adjacent to 
Ochoco Creek, McKay Creek, nnd the Crooked River. These greenways should be developed with a system 
of trails and parks that col/nee! to other trails, parks, and neighborhoods in the District. " 

The Pla n includes a Trail Vision Map whi ch d epicts exis ting and future trails alon g each of the 

water courses li sted above as well as up into the rimrock bo th to the east and west of the city . 

Crook County Comprehensive Plan (Last Amended 2002) 

The Comprehensive Plan is a stateme nt of publi c policy for the guid ance of growth, 

d evelopment, and conse rvation of resources w ithin the Coun ty. There is little background 

informa tion in the Comprehensive Plan re lated to the transportation system w ithin the Prineville 

UGB and there are n o po licies that directly relate to the fun ction or d esign of streets w ithin 
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Prineville's transportation system. However, policies related to growth and transportation 
planning are relevant to future planning for the CGB. 

The Comprehensive Plan describes the dynamic tension between rural and urban land uses and 
the County's role in providing a planning framework that both preserves agricultural land and 
provides for the smooth transition of rural to urban use. The policy framework set out in Chapter 
I is related to the urban growth boundary (UGB) and urbanization. These policies relate to the 
timing, location, and funding of public facilities. Pertinent to the TSP Update process, 
particularly within the areas of the UGB outside of city limits, policies specifically address the 
role of transportation facilities in supporting or restricting growth. Chapter I includes the 
following implementation guidelines: 

1. "The type, location nnd phasing of public facilities and services are factors which 
should be utilized to direct urban expansion. 

2. The type, design, phasing and location of major public transportation facilities (i.e. all 
modes: air, rail, mass transit, highways, biet;cle and pedestrian) and improvements 
thereto are factors which should be utilized to suppott urban expansion into 
urbanizable areas and testrict it from rural ateas. 

3. Financial incentives should be pmvided to assist in maintaining the use and character 
of lands adjacent to utbanizable ateas. 

4. Local land use controls and ordinances should be mutually supporting, adopted and 
enforced to integrate the type, timing and location of public facilities and services in a 
manner to accommodate increased public demands as urbanizable lands become more 
urbanized." 

The Plan highlights "urban development priority factors" that relate to the costs of providing 
transportation, provide for the e fficient extension of the system, and providing access to an 
existing improved arterial or collector. 

Other policies related to future growth and impacts to the transportation system include those 
addressing employment land . The first policy under the Industry Chapter is to "protect existing 
industrial development and establish the Airport and Railroad Industrial Sites as a high priority 
for industrial expansion." The second policy is to direct growth to the "ai rport vicinity between 
Houston Lake Road and the Redmond Highway." 

The following Air, Water and Land Resource policy also relates to the transportation system: 

"6. Provide for bicycling and walking as viable transportation alternatives and provide 
facilities for such (Transpottation Element, Chapter IV). " 

The Recreation chapter supports this policy with a statement that there is a need in the greater 
Prineville area for bicycle paths; the Transportation chapter includes several policies relating to 
the City of Prineville's objective to encourage pedestrian and bicycle movement as a safe, feasible 
alternative to the automobile for the metro area. 
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Crook County TSP 

The 2005 Crook Coun ty Transportation System Plan (Coun ty TSP) addresses the County's 
anticipated transportation needs through the year 2025. The long- range plan is intended to serve 
as a guide for managing existing County transportation facilities and developing transportation 
facilities to meet existing and future needs. 

Transportati on Goa ls and Policies are found 111 Section 2.0. Under Goa l 1, Mobility, County 
policies and describe four phases of transportation improvements along OR 126, address 
Prineville Airport access onto OR 126, and reference the County' s intergovernmental agreement 
(IGA) with ODOT regarding the Powell Butte Highway jurisdictional transfer and associated 
improvements along OR 126. These are summarized below. 

• Policy 1.11 : "Future transportation improvements along OR 126 shall occur by a four 
phase process. These phases are: 1) passing lanes every 3-5 miles; 2) continuous four lane 
section; 3) g rad e separate the higher volume road intersections with interchanges and/or 
overpasses; 4) full access control with median barrie rs, frontage roads. Depending on the 
intersection, some elements of Phase 3 and Phase 4 can be intermixed . The goal of this 
four-phase approach is to incrementally improve an existing two lane rural highway, 
culminating in a four-lane facility with grade-separated interchanges and frontage roads. 
The timing of improvements may be tied to volume-capacity (v/c) ratios, levels of se rvice, 
crash rates per million vehicle miles, reducin g types of crashes, or othe r performance 
standards." 

• Policy 1.12: "Any transportati on changes nea r the Prineville Airport must consider the 
current Prineville Airport Layout Plan. Crook County does not necessarily support the 
conclusions of the 1998 City of Prineville Transportation System Plan in rega rd to their 
preferred option to improve the airpo rt industrial area access to OR 126. The City of 
Prineville is in the process of updating their transportation system plan and should 
closely coordinate the ai rport industrial area access issues to OR 126 with Crook County 
since part of the affected faci lity and traffic is on county road s. The ultimate solution 
should adequately connect Tom McCall Road and Millican Road together in an efficient 
manner wi th one interchange connection to OR 126." 

• Policy 1.13: "Crook Coun ty recognizes that the agreements with ODOT in rega rd to the 
Powell Butte jurisdictional transfer and the improvements along OR 126 provide the 
framework to implement the transportation improvements along those corridors. 
Specificall y, the agreement addresses the planning and funding of the Powell Butte 
Highway interchange with OR 126 and the eventual four-lane widening of OR 126 from 
Redmond to Prineville. In addition, the IGA addresses the process to develop the Tom 
McCall Road/Milli can Road interchange with OR 126." 

Goal 7 outlines po licies to encourage and maintain multi-jurisdictional coordination am ongst 
agencies and organizations with Crook County, including the City of Prineville and ODOT. 

• Policy 7.3: "Work wi th ODOT and the City of Prineville in establishing cooperative 
transportation improvement programs and schedules." 
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• Policy 7.6: "Crook County shall maintain an urban growth boundary (UGB) management 
agreement with the City of Prineville. This agreement shall be the basis to manage 
faciliti es ou tside the Prineville city limits but wi thin the UGB as well as to eventually 
transfer facilities from Crook County to the City of Prineville when annexations occur." 

• Policy 7.8: "Crook County shall coordinate with the City of Prineville in the development 
and update of its transportation system plan (TSP). Crook County shall also coordinate 
w ith the City of Prineville in the development of the city's TSP. Consistency between 
Crook County's and City of Prineville's TSPs shall be sought." 

The Existing Conditions section of the TSP lists OR 126 and US 26 as two of the five state 
high ways that form the "backbone of Crook County's street system (p. 3-6)." The TSP describes 
the facilities, and includes thei r functional classifications and general roadway geometries. Table 
3-1 in the Crook County TSP provides the posted speeds and roadway design for six specific 
segments of OR 126 and four specific segments of US 26, from Prineville to the County line. 

Several Prineville area projects are identified in the County TSP and are listed below: 

• US 26/Harwood signal (completed) 

• Crooked River Bridge (completed) 

• Millican Road Interchange with OR 126 

• Crestview Road Extension across Crooked River to OR 27 

• Roundabout at Knowledge/high school entrance 

• Add bike lanes and sidewalks to Lynn Boulevard 

• New Mill ican Road, alternative truck route, from OR 126 to US 20 

• New Davis Road connection between Juniper Canyon and OR 27, south of Prinevi lle 

2005 TSP Assessment Relative to the Crook County TSP 

The 2005 Crook County TSP does not reflect amendments the City has made to their current 
transportation system plan, nor does it include an account of the recent OR 126 corridor study. 
As the plan was prepared when economic projections were strong, the recommendations reflect 
conditions that have subsequently become more constrained. 

Goals, priorities, and the interaction within boundary areas between County and City facilities 
will be key components of the plan that will need to be carried into the Prinevi lle TSP update. 
The update process should also include a specific account of Juniper Canyon and its emergency 
access needs (alternatives to OR 126). 
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CITY PLANS AND POLICIES 

City of Prineville Urban Area Comprehensive Plan (2007) 

The Prineville Urban Area Comprehensive Plan (Plan) "is a dynamic and inspirational guide for 
directi ng and managing growth in the community." It is a "value driven" plan through wh ich 
community goals become the foundation fo r decision-making on a variety of levels within the 
local government." The following highlights chapte rs from the Comprehensive Plan that contain 
information, goals or poli cies relevant to transportation planning in the UGB. 

Chapter 1, Community Characteristics 

This chapter hi ghli ghts the his tory o f Prineville as well as current cha racteristics of the 
community. It includes a history of the Prineville Railroad, the las t civicall y owned railroad in 
the country. The rai lroad was constru cted in 1916 with a bond voted on by the citizens after the 
majo r railroads had decided to bypass Prineville. The railroad has been a key part of the 
community's history, culture and economy over the past century, specifica lly in its re la tion to the 
lumber mill indus try. Decline in tha t indus try has threa tened the operation of the Prinevi lle 
Railroad over the past couple decades; however, renewed efforts by the City have pro tected thi s 
resource as a viab le freig ht option for local businesses. The Prineville Railroad, and associa ted 
fre ight depot, are seen by the community not only as a histo rica l treasure but a lso as a majo r 
component of the current and future economy, community identity, and freigh t transpo rtation 

sys tem . 

Chapte r 1 also indicates that the city "has a hig h concentration of trucking/ground transportation 
compan ies" and points o ut that the wide streets "testify to a value of open spaces and easy 
vehicula r and large transport access." Ensu ring a strong tru cking industry complements the 
city's efforts to promote ra il freight by offering local businesses m ore freight options. Protecting 
the viabi lity of the tru cking industry will be a key conside ra tion in the TSP update. 

The fol lowing policy excerpts in Chapte r 1 are relevant to the TSP update. 

• Neighbo rhoods shall contain employment/shopping/service opportunities located in 
areas that can be served by transit and easily accessed by residents in the ne ig hborhood . 

• A downtown revitalization program shall be researched and developed to include 
incentives and o the r features desired by the community. These may include: delive ry 
systems that do no t negative ly affect pedestrians, shoppers, and traffic flows; pedestrian 
amenities and improved crossing corridors; and reserved on street parking spaces for 
disabled, public transportation, maintenance and emergency services. 

Project#: 4A-11 Page 27 



Draft Technical Memorandum #1: Plans & Policy Review January 20, 2013 

Chapter 2, Urban Land Use and Zoning Designations 

This chapter discusses residential, commercial and industrial zone values and policies as well as 
multimodal transportation, sustainabi]jty and growth management. The following policy 
excerpts in Chapter 2 are relevant to the TSP update: 

• Residential zones shall promote walk-ability and connectivity to adjacent neighborhoods, 
open spaces, parks and commercial nodes. 

• Commercial zones should provide adequate opportunities to locate and operate 
businesses so Prineville can be as self-sufficient as possible wi thout requiring citizens to 
make excessive veh icle trips to other communities. 

• The downtown business commercial core area is a key feature of Prineville and should be 
enhanced to provide a draw for all citizens and visitors alike. Convenient and plentiful 
transportation and parking opportunities are necessary for the success of the downtown 
area. 

• Industrial a reas that are served by adequate community transportation, convenient 
connections to high way access, workforce housing, water, and sewer, communication, 
power, and gas systems will have a competitive advantage in the Central Oregon region. 

• Industrial areas that provide mixed-use opportunities and service uses for employees can 
reduce excess vehicle trips and community subsidy. 

• Larger width streets are appropriate in industrial areas. 

• Industrial areas near local airports can enhance commerce and attract compati ble aviation 
activities and industries. 

• Industri al areas near city railroad facilities can enhance commerce and attract supportive 
activities and industries. Industrial uses should be encouraged to use railroad facilities for 
transporta tion of heavy freight, thus reducing vehicular traffic on roadways. 

• Alternate mode transportation opportunities should be expanded as part of new 
development and redevelopment proposals. 

• The topography of the Prineville communi ty is mixed. The outlying areas contain various 
landforms that necessitate the crea tion of separate residential areas in-between the 
rimrock/plateau features. These areas will need to be developed as "complete 
neighborhoods" to provide proper service levels, infrastructure system s, reduced vehicle 
miles traveled, and other designs/devices that support alternative mode use. 

• The Prineville community desires to move towards creating land use patterns that 
support a multi-modal transportation system. This technique will seed to connect all 
areas of the community resulting in greater sustainabili ty of all resources in spite of the 
challenges created by the varied topography. 

• Higher density residential areas that are within walking distance of shopping, jobs, open 
space, recreation, and transit services will use land efficiently without sacrificing the 
existing low density residential character. 
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• The ex1stmg street grid system, with modifications to e nhance views and respond to 

natural topography, is a good way to provide connectivity b e tween a ll u ses a nd 

encourage multimod al transportation . 

• New d evelo pmen ts and redevelopment projects that place ho u sing within w alking 
dis tan ce o f shopp ing, services, employm ent, pa rks, recreation, and schools will be the 

easiest to serve with transit and other al te rnati ves modes of travel. 

Chapter 5, Eco11omy 

Ch apte r 5 is the City's econom ic oppo rtumtles an a lysis. It contains de m ogra phic and 
backg round info rma tion rela ted to employment that w ill ha ve a n impact on the tra nspo rta tion 

system . 

Ch a pter 5 includes the "recent d eve lopme nt" o f the M illican H ighway connecti on from Hig hway 
20 (Burns) to OR 126 a t the in d ustria l park in the City's loca ti onal ad va ntages. It sta tes th at the 

addition o f tru ck stop se rvices nea r the inte rsectio n of the Milli ca n Highway and O R 126 will 

help to serve the industry w hile reducing the nega tive impact of the truck tra ffi c upon the rest of 

the community a t the city center. The Les Sch wab d istrib ution p lant is also loca ted off of 

M illi ca n . 

Although w ritten p rior to any hint th at d a ta centers could eventually locate in Prineville, 
Ch apter 5 includes a paragra ph hi ghlig hting companies " tha t rely upon the d evelopment of 

techno logy and the transfer of knowledge products" as businesses tha t could be ta rgeted by the 

community which d o not rely on proximity to m ajor transporta tion routes. This paragra ph 
recomme nds " lin king economic deve lo pment strategies to a technology based econom y" as a 

m ethod to adjus t to Prinevi lle's transportation limitations. 

Cha pter 5 a lso identifies the "strip" configu ration o f some of Prineville's commercial corridors as 

a disad va ntage due to poor access contro l, confli cts with O DOT, undesirable access fo r 

comme rcial d evelopments, and longer vehicle trips to reach need ed shopping services. It s ta tes 

tha t "strip comme rcial areas on the ed ges of the community fo rce sh oppe rs to travel by cars 

alo ng the prima ry access ways." It identifies mixed use zon ing and commercia l cente rs as a 

means of providing "a better ba lance of comme rcial d evelopme nt and reduce unnecessa ry 

vehicle trips." 

Exis ting conditions information includes the s tatem ent tha t car commuting in Crook County is 

higher than o the r places in Central Oregon due to the rural setting and dis tances from 

e mploym ent and sh o pping opportunities in Bend and Redmond. The Plan clearly states a d esire 

to pro vide jobs in the community and redu ce daily commuting to other cities. The sectio n 

indicates that in creased jobs will result in increased po pulation which w ill, in turn, lead to m ore 

local shopping o ptions. In addition, the lack of "d esirable" industrial land in Be nd and Redmond 
and the City of Prine vi lle's 2004 UGB expans ion, which added over 540 acres of industrial land, 

may influe nce commuting patte rns and reduce traffic o n US 26 and OR 126. 
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Chapter 5 identifies remanufactured wood, secondary wood products, the Les Schwab 
distribution plant and ground transportation companies as the primary reasons for the fact that 
"Prineville has the highest per capita of manufacturing jobs in the state." Each of these 
businesses/industries relies on a safe and efficient transportation system to succeed. Therefore, 
freight movement must be a primary component of the TSP update. 

This chapter also highlights the Ochoco Lumber Mill Property. This 75-acre former industrial site 
is identified in the Comprehensive Plan as a future mixed-use redevelopment site which will 
likely include "commercial, industrial, open space and housing activities." This is a key site for 
the City as it is the only large property in the UGB with potential for large scale commercial 
and/or mixed-use development. It is important that the TSP take this into account so the 
community can properly plan for the type of traffic patterns associa ted with a mixed use project. 

Chapter 5 identifies the Prineville Airport as a major industrial area and a top local priori ty for 
infrastructure planning and economic expansion incentives. This area includes the Tom McCall 
Industrial Park, over 100 acres owned by the County and priva te developers, the Prineville 
Industrial Park (Tom McCall Expansion), 118 acres of privately owned land, and the Prineville 
Airport Business/Industrial Park, which has sites available for industrial and commercial 
development (lease only) . The economic analysis concludes that there is a need for additi onal 
industrial lands that are situated near the airport, which will require a future UGB expansion. 
The Plan includes the policy that "adequate public faci lities must be planned, funded, and 
installed to serve industrial sites and commercial areas." 

The following policy excerpts in Chapter 5 are relevant to the TSP update: 

• Adequate public facilities must be planned, funded, and installed to serve industrial sites 
and new manufacturing businesses. 

• SOC charges must be ca refully monitored and eva.luated to ensure that development pays 
its own way while not creating obstacles to desired development. 

• The State of Oregon transportation system (ODOT) has a significant effect upon the local 
community. Local groups and the City decision makers will need to establish good 
working relationships with ODOT to ensure coordination and quality development. 

Chapter 6, Transportation & Circulation 

Chapter 6 identifies the primary east-west and north-south grid streets (arterials and collectors) 
and discusses transportation choices, railroad issues, transit facilities, bicycle and pedestrian, 
street capacity and transportation funding. It refers to the City's TSP as "the long-term master 
plan addressing transportation needs throughout the community" and "a guide for helping the 
City make rational choices about the locations and type of needed transportation facilities." 

Chapter 6 briefly identifies the benefits of the Prineville Railroad and lists potential and existing 
problems related to safety, performance and/or capacity. It identifies the value of the railroad to 
the Prineville Community as a competitive shipping option for local industry "to almost 
anywhere in the United States." 
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Chapter 6 also describes operations and planned improvements at the Prineville Airport. Per this 
chapter, there a re approximately 500 take-offs and landings per month with over 20,000 people 
per year using the airport. There are two runways and an improved taxiway, which is sufficient 
to handle corporate jets and general use aviation aircraft. Most of Crook County's la rge business, 
commercial and heavy industrial firms use the airport. The Plan states that airport development 
and ex pansion is important for Crook County's overall economic growth and that the airport is 
in the process of expanding, consistent with the adopted Airport Expansion Plan. 

The transit section of Chapter 6 was adopted prior to Cascades East Transit commencing 
operations in Crook County and only refers to shuttle services offered by private businesses or 
community-based organizations. 

In rega rd to bicycle and pedestrian facilities, Chapter 6 identifies " the lack of developed marked 
routes and continuous grid pattern" as an obstacle to "full utilization of safe and effi cient bicycle 
and pedestrian routes." It identifies the Ochoco Creek Bike Path system as an amenity serving 
"several activity cente rs, among which are the public parks, schools and central Prineville," 
however, it also notes tha t there are many a reas of town not se rved by the trail or any comple te 
sidewalk network, including the fa irg rounds, high school and several commercial and industrial 
areas. 

Chapter 6 con tains the following goa ls, a ll of w hich are re levant to the TSP update: 

• Goal #1: Crea te a functional transportati on system to maximize and extend the li fe of 
transportation faci lities and improve livability throughout the Prinevi ll e Community. 

• Goal #2: Crea te a supportable method for determining and monitoring street capacity and 
se rvice levels needed fo r a safe and efficient transportation system. 

• Goal #3: C reate a supportable method for determining adequate and consis tent 
transportation impact analyses, mitigation procedures, and transportation improvement 
options. 

• Goal #4: Develop a supportable and sustainable fin ancing method for funding necessary 
transportation system master plan improvements over the life of the Plan. 

Chapter 7, Housing 

This chapter discusses the importance of providing sufficient land within the urban growth 
boundary to support a range of housing types for all socioeconomic levels of citizens. It discusses 
the "unprecedented residential development" that occurred in the early to mid-2000s and states 
that this growth has "put a strain on public services." The following policy excerpts in Chapte r 7 
are relevant to the TSP update. 

• The communi ty should main tai n the feel of a small community through ca reful design of 
new and redeveloping residential areas. 
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• The Prineville community desires to preserve, protect, and strengthen the vitality and 
stability of existing neighborhoods while permitting uses that make neighborhoods more 
"complete" and reduce vehicle miles traveled. 

• Multi-modal access should be provided internally and to adjacent new and existing 
neighborhood developments. 

• Higher density developments should be in close proximity to sch ools, services, parks, 
shopping, employment centers, and public transit. 

• The location of most multi-family housing will be best suited near the City core, m ajor 
transportation corridors, schools, services, parks, shopping, employment centers, and 
transit corridors. 

• A lack of particular housing choices create traffic congestion as people commute from one 
community to another, increase costs for businesses related to employee travel time, 
employee absences, unnecessary street expansions and parking demand, reduced 
mobility for certain disadvantaged groups, and unnecessary community subsidy to 
remedy these and other impacts. 

Chapter 8, Public Services and Facilities 

This chapter identifies and describes current public facilities and services provided to residents 
of Prineville, whether by the City, Coun ty or utility company. The following policy excerpts in 
Chapter 8 are relevant to the TSP update: 

• Local plans for providing urban levels of services to all land with the UGB must be 
comprehensive. 

• Providing needed services in an economic and effective manner is good business and a 
good growth management tool. 

• Plans providing for public facilities and services should be coordinated with plans for 
designation of urban boundaries, zoning, urbanizable land, rural uses and for the 
transition of rural land to urban uses. 

• Public facilities and services in urban areas should be provided at levels necessary and 
suitable for urban uses without reducing service levels of existing residents. 

• Public facilities and services in u rbanizable areas should be provided at levels necessary 
and suitable for existing uses. The provision for future public facilities and services in 
these areas should be based upon: (1) the time required to provide the service; (2) 
reliabili ty of service; (3) financial cost; (4) levels of service needed and desired; and (5) 
economic benefit to the community. 

• A public facility or service should not be provided to outlying urbanizable areas unless 
there is provision for the coordinated development of all the other urban facilities and 
services appropriate to that area. 
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• The Prineville community unde rstands that making growth pay its own way is one of the 
many techniques that can sus tain limited resources w itho ut resulting in unnecessary 
subsidy. 

• The Prineville communi ty expects the local school dis trict and City Planning offi cials will 
coordinate the location of new school site and implement strategies for multiple use 
spaces. The opportunity for reduced vehicle usage at school campuses should be 
eva luated and implemented. 

Staff Updates to 2005 TSP ( not formally adopted) 

In 2009, City s ta ff bega n pre liminary work on an update of the TSP. There were seve ral reasons 
for this in spite of the fact tha t the TSP had been updated jus t four yea rs earl ier, including: 

• Many of the projects identified in the 2005 TSP have been completed . 

• Other projects have eithe r been alte red or eliminated as priorities. 

• Since 2005 sig nificant g rowth occurred that hig hlig hted defi ciencies in the transportation 
system and it became obv ious that th ere are many critical p rojects not identi fied in the 
2005 TSP. 

• Cost estimates for projects in the 2005 TSP we re not updated from the original 1998 TSP. 

The work of staff was summarized in the following four technica l memorandums, as descri bed 

below. 

Technical Memorandum ttl: Development of Project Priority Matrix 

This memo describes the me th od used by s ta ff to identi fy and prioritize projects. Per this memo, 
the projects in the 2005 TSP were eva luated to dete rmine if they should continue to be 
conside red as prio rities. All collecto r and a rte rial streets wi thin the Prineville UGB were 
evaluated to dete rmine improvements needed to ensure city standards and projected capacity 
needs could be me t through the buildout of the city's UGB. Finally, projects we re ranked 
utilizing a project prio ri ty matrix. There are two documents that are exhibits to Technical 
Memorandum lt1: a matrix weighting worksheet, used by s taff to assign scores to projects based 
on weigh ted categories, and the Key for the Project Priority Matrix, which describes in detai l 

each of the scoring categories. 

Technical Memorandum 112: Project Cost Estimates 

This memo describes the method and assumptions used to develop the Project Cost Summary. It 
includes a table of unit costs (i.e. cost of s idewalk per square foot, cost of curb per linear foot, cost 
of right-of-way by zone, engineerin g as a percent of overall project cost, etc.) . It a lso includes a 
de tailed description o f each of the cost categories and a detailed description of how each of the 
unit cost estimates were de ri ved. 
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Technical Memorandum 113: Traffic SDC 

This memo summarizes the methodology used to ca lculate the City's current transportation 

system deve lopment charge (SOC). Project cost estimates for all priori ty projects were included 
in the SOC calculations and highlighted in the memo. The calculation included conside ration of 

estimated project costs, the Working Project Cost Allocation table, a breakdown of estimated 

benefit of each project to existing vs. future transportation system users, and the estimated 

numbe r of p.m. peak hour trips that would be gene rated by future system users. 

Technical Memorandum #4: Tom McCall Intersection Impact Fee 

The 2005 TSP included cost estimates for a g rade separated interchange at the intersection of OR 

126 and Tom McCall Road or Millican Road, as well as a percentage breakdown of project costs 

to be paid for by State, Coun ty, City and private sources. However, it did not include any 

mechanism to collect these funds from pri va te sources. Thi s left potential developers in a 

position where they would either generate too few trips to trigge r any improvements to the 
inte rsection and no t have to contribute at all to a future improvem ents or they would gene rate a 

large enough number of trips for ODOT to require the construction of the grade-separated 

interchange. 

In order to address this issu e and ensure that all develo pments pay their share, and no s ingle 

development has to comple te a major improvement, Technical Memorandum #4 was generated 

to establi sh an impact fee to be assessed to any development th at accesses OR 126 via the Tom 
McCall or Milli can Road intersections. This memo summarizes the methodology, which includes 

an estimated project cost for a multi-lane roundabout (identified in a report by Group MacKenzie 

as an alternative to the grade separa ted interchange), an anticipated breakdown of project 

responsibility am ong ODOT, Crook County, the City and private development, and an estimate 

of the additional trips that could be accommodated b y the roundabout. The result was an impact 

fee of $1,452 pe r p.m. peak ho ur trip. 

Other Key City Staff Work 

In addition to these technical memorandums, City s taff developed numerous spreadsheets to 

summa rize critica l information. The most significant of these are the Project Priority Matrix, 

Project Cost Summary and Working Project Cost Allocation. These tables are summarized below. 

Project Priority Matrix 

This matrix lis ts the 24 projects identified by staff as priorities and de tails the weighted rankings 

the projects received based on the scoring criteria described in the matrix key. The ca tegories and 

sub-categories considered include the following: 

• Safety 

o Pedestrian & Bike 
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o Vehicular 

• Level of Service 

o Circulation 

o Inte rsecti ons 

• Economic Development 

o Downtown 

o Commercial/Industrial Areas 

• Community Development 

o Appearance 

o Accessibil ity 

• Feasibility 

o Financial 

o Political 

January 20, 2013 

Each of th e ca tego ries and sub-catego ries had a weighted score determined by averagi ng staff 

scores on each crite rion. The result was a prioritized lis t which identified seve n hig h pri ori ty 

projects (score of 150+ out of a possible 300), nine m ed ium priority projects (score between 100 

a nd 149.9), and eight low priority projects (score unde r 1 00). 

Project Cost Summary 

This spread sheet describes the cost of each project based on the following breakd own, which 

was determined through the process described in Technical Memorandum lt2. Cost cen te rs 

include the following: 

• Fu ll s treet improvements 

• Pa rtial street improvements 

• Traffic signals and structures 

• Professional serv ices 

• Mobi liza tion and temporary traffic control 

• Project management 

• Right-of-way acquisition 

• Contingency 

The total estimated cost for all 24 projects was $99.4 million . 

Table 1-7 summarizes the p riori ty rankings and cost estimates comple te by s taff. It is important 

to note that this in no way reflects any adopted plan or the will of the community. It was m ere ly 

a n activity completed by s taff in preparation for the upcoming TSP upd ate process. 
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Table 1- 7 City of Prineville Transportation Priority Rankings 

Project Title Staff Score Staff Cost Estimate 
- am . 0 I I 9 St N M St t 7 St E 204 3 $7 429 351 

West "Y" Roundabout 187.0 $3,364,900 
Laughlin Rd - ih St/Juniper to 3'd St NW 177.4 $7,177,993 
2"d St. N- Dead End West to Knowledgel3'd St 174.2 $5,489,905 
Tom McCa ll/Mill ican Intersection 157.8 $18,820,120 
Lynn Blvd- Main St. to Combs Flat 156.5 $3,747,552 
Main St.- Lamonta toN. City Limits 150.2 $3,855,871 
Lamonta - Gardner to Main 147.4 $5,264,147 
Peters Ext. to Com bs Flat I Combs Flat to 3'd 141.2 $5,345,340 
Peters Rd. Extension -Main to Lamonta 132.0 $3,163,930 
Main St . - Lynn Blvd to Lamonta 131.5 $4,513,094 
Brummer Rd.- Main St . t o George Millican 127.9 $8,398,632 
Gardner Rd . -Madras Hwy to Lamonta 123.0 $1,780,336 
Brummer Rd.- Davis Loop to Main St. 119.6 $5,291,088 
Peters Rd. - Main St. to Ye llowpine 101.4 $664,046 
Combs Flat Rd.- 3'd St. to Laughlin 100.1 $558,850 
Harwood St. - 3'd St. NW to Lamonta 98.9 $687,736 
Elm St. I Fairview St.- Lynn to lOth St. 97.3 $723,668 
Co mbs Flat Ext. from Peters to Barnes Butte 93.5 $3,625,930 
4th St. N- Harwood to Elm 88.1 $2,120,782 
Main St.- S. City Limits to Lynn Blvd. 87.8 $386,331 
Dee r St.- 5th Pl. to Lamonta 82.1 $644,360 
9th St . N- Madras Hwy to Main St. 80.3 $4,252,796 
Yellowpine Rd.- Peters to City Limits 78.5 $2,103,897 

Working Project Cost Allocation 

This table assig ns a percentage of the cost of each project to each of the pote ntial funding 

partners - ODOT, Crook County, the City and private development. Based on this analysis, 

approxima tely $34 million is the responsibility of the state, $14.7 million as the responsibility of 

the county, $38.4 million the responsibility of the City, and $12.3 million the responsibility of 

private development. The table then further breaks down the City's portion of each project into a 

percentage of benefit to existing vs. future transpo rtation users. Based on this analysis, $9.5 

miJlion of the project costs benefit existing users and $28.9 million of the project costs benefit 

fu ture users. The latter number is the one used in Technical Memorandum #3 to estimate the 

transporta tion SOC if all 24 projects were to be funded . 

City of Prineville 2005 Transportation System Plan 

The City of Prineville adopted its Transportation System Plan in 2005 in compliance with the 

requirements of the Transportation Planning Rule. The plan was developed to address several 

key issues wi thin the City related to its visio n and accommodating planned growth: 
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• Improvement options for the Prineville "Y" 

• Review of whether 3•d Street - US 26 should be improved to a higher-capacity form 
(couple t, five-lane cross-section, or left as-is) 

• Realignment considerations fo r the O'Neil Highway 

• Tom McCall/Millican Road intersection with OR 126 improvements 

• 9th Street Truck Route and Extension 

Generally, the City's Transportation System Plan identified that major improvements would be 
needed to improve conditions along 3•d Stree t. While the plan did not identify the need for cross­
section changes through the downtown core, it was re li ant on parallel routes (such as 9th Street) 
off-loading 3'd Street demands. While the 9•h Street extension has not been comple ted, recent 
efforts by the City to provide paralle l capacity on 2 nd Street have been comple ted. 

There ha ve also been significant land use changes since the TSP was prepared . Land use 
assumptions within the adopted plan did not specifically account fo r Iron Horse, Anglers 
Canyon, Rivergate, or River Steppes developments tha t are ex pected to concentrate g rowth 
within speci fi c areas of the City. External growth in areas such as Juniper Canyon and 
destinati on resorts may also influence the levels and patte rns of growth . Current data center 
deve lopment within the City's Tom McCall business park also provides a change to the intens ity 
of expected growth from what was envisioned within the prior plans. 

Each of the key issues (outlined above) related to the City's vision and planned growth, is 
separately addressed within the TSP a t the conceptual level. While many of these improvements 
were identified as necessa ry within the planning ho rizon, the financial changes that occurred 
with the recession reduced hmding and forced the City to scale back and phase in 
improvements. Othe r e lements, such as the Prinevill e "Y" and access surrounding the airport 
industrial lands were more recentl y addressed as part of the OR 126 Corridor Plan. 

Additional changes have recently occurred with the adoption of revised mobili ty targets for State 
facilities. While these m ay not change the system needs, they may influence the size and scale of 
improvement options that a re required . 

Due to the changes to the transporta tion system, revised growth projections, changing revenu e, 
and a desire to review mixed use zoning p rovisions, the TSP update will need to review key 
issues from this prior plan and determine if modifications will be required. Review of the prior 
input, concerns, and di scussions will be used to help inform the solution options considered 
within the City's TSP update. 

City of Prineville Downtown Enhancement Plan 

The Downtown Enhancement Plan was adopted in June 1997 and has been inconsis tently 
implemented since that time. The plan includes a summary of existing plans affecting the 
downtown core, a summary of land uses in the study area and an inventory of sidewalks, 
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bikeways, parking, utilities, building architecture, signage and parks and open space. The 
recommendations are the most significant part of the plan and include the following: 

• Basic design guidelines related to building mass, materials and scale; 

• Sidewalk width of 10-12 feet; 

• Installation of concrete bulb-outs to reduce pedestrian crossing distances at intersections; 

• Limitations on vehicular access and encouraging uti lization of alleys; 

• Provision of on-street parking as well as restrictions on city-owned, off-street parking 
areas; 

• Guidelines for landscaping and street tree selection; 

• Guidelines for street furniture, bicycle parking and lighting; and, 

• Regulations for sidewalk construction in the downtown core (cobblestone or imprinting) . 

Prineville/Crook County Airpor t Master Plan 

The Airport Layout Plan Report (Report) was developed jointly by the City of Prineville and 
Crook County, with the support of the Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA), so that the 
Prineville Airport could continue to qualify for federal Airport Improvement Program (AlP) 
grants fo r eligible facility improvement projects. The Report recognizes the role that this general 
aviation airport in providing access to the sta tewide transportation system, as well as both direct 
(i.e., employment) and indirect economic activity within the loca l community and region. The 
Report also points to the airport's ro le in the joint effort by the City and County to attract new, 
large employers to the area, noting that the County owns most of the available undeveloped 
industrial land adjacent to the airport and that expanding a diversified industrial base within the 
county is a primary component of the region's economic development strategy. Key report 
conclusions related to land use and traffic in the vicinity of the airport include: 

11. The existing zoning associated with Prineville Airport does not fu lly comply with ORS 
Ch. 836.600 et. Seq . 

12. The east side of the airport currently accommodates all /andside facilities. It is 
anticipated that this area will not have sufficien t landside capacity to accommodate 
projected facility demands without redevelopment and/or reconftguration of existing 
facilities . if existing faci lity configurations are maintained, expansion to the north side of 
Runway 10128 will be required during the current planning period. 

13. The planned expansion of Landside facilities into undeveloped areas of the airport will 
require the extension of utility service (water, electrical, telephone, sanitary sewer, etc.) 
and airport access roads. Utility improvements are not eligible for FAA funding, therefore 
will require local funding. Access roads that serve aviation developments are generally 
eligible for FAA funding . 
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The Report' s recommendations include upgrading and widening runways, adding taxiways, 
adding floodlighting to the existing terminal area and other existing landside areas (hangars, 
aircraft parkjng, etc.), and fencing along the airport's boundary. Transportation 
recommendations re levant to OR 126 facility planning include: 

7. Any future improvements to Highway 126 in the vicinity of the airport should be designed to 
avoid creating obstructions to the approach surfaces of Runway 28 and 33, as depicted on the 
updated airspace drawings contained in this report. 

20. Any planned improvements to Highway 126 in the vicinity of the airport should be designed to 
avoid any obstruction to the Prineville Airport's FAR Part 77 imaginary su1jaces. in addition, any 
lighting associated with the highway in the vicinity of the airport should be designed to avoid 
producing excessive upward light emissions that could create n hazard for aircraft operating nl the 

airport. 

Chapter 2 notes that a ll Jandside developments (hangars, aircraft parking, servi ces, etc.) are 
loca ted a t the east end of the airport and are served by an access road that connects to OR 126. 
Ci ting information provided by the loca l chamber of commerce, Chapter 2 reports that the 
a irport has three industrial parks nearby with more than 100 acres of land zoned for heavy 
industry . The background information on the airport lis ts the patrons as a "variety of general 
aviation users, including business, commercial, and government aviation," as we ll as the United 
States Forest Service (USFS) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). 

Under "Land Use Planning and Zoning," the Report s tates tha t the airport is loca ted entire ly 
within the City's UGB and city limits. Land is zoned Airport Operations (A-0); Airport 
Development (A-D); Airport Business - Industrial (A-M); and Airport Commercial (A-C). City 
and/or County industri a l zoning is loca ted to the southeast, east, and north of the site, w ith the 
remaining areas in Crook County Excl usive Farm Use (EFU3) Zoning. 

The remainder of Chapter 2 dea ls with the methodology of updating the forecasts of aviation 
activity and translating future activity into g ross facility needs for the 20-year planning period. 
Air traffic at the airport is predominately general aviation wi th a small amount of government 
activity, where business je t activity currently accounts for more than 12% of annu al operations 
and is expected to increase in the future . More than 430 aircraft a re located within Prineville's 
airport service area; Prineville currently accounts for about 17 percent of the area's aircraft, with 
Bend and Redmond accounting for more than 60 percent. The Re port concludes that competition 
among airports (services and facilities) wi ll continue being a primary factor affecting aviation 
activity at all airports w ithin the local service area. The Report looked at national general 
aviation trends, as well as local population to predict future airport usage, and concludes that 
aviation activity at the airport has generally outpaced population growth in recent years. Long­
term forecasts of Crook County population reflect a moderate increase (1 .6 percent annual 
average growth) over the nex t twenty to forty years and airport activity is expected to increase at 
a slightly higher rate than County population. An annual average growth rate of 3.1 percent was 
used to project area-based aircraft through the twenty-year planning period to provide a more 
aggressive projection. Aircraft operations are projected to increase at an ave rage annual rate of 
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4.5 percent. The higher rate of growth in operations is based on the assumption that the average 
aircraft utilization at the airport will gradually increase from its current 120 operations per based 
aircraft to 160, which is equa l to the airport's long-term historic average. 

Chapter 4 describes a preferred alternative for the airport layout, a re finement of an earlier 
concept ("Concept A") that involves the redevelopment of the existing east-side facilities loca ted 
between the ends of Runways 28 and 33, OR 126 and the main access taxiway. The aim of 
Concept A was to eliminate the "patchwork pattern of development" by maximizing the 
effi ciency of existing developed areas (east landside area) to address facility needs before 
proceeding with the development of other parts of the airport. The preferred alternative 
supports redevelopment of east side facilities where feasible and designates large development 
areas and development reserves on the north side of Runway 10/28 for general aviation, 
agricultural, military and government aviation use. A previously-planned realignment of the 
main airport access road allows for the development of aviation-related facilities east of the 
ex isting access road, which currently cannot be accessed by aircraft without taxiing across the 
roadway. This new north airport access road would ex tend from an existing service point on OR 
126 and is described in the Airport Layout Plan as follows: 

The existing airport access road will be realigned to accommodate a combination of aviation and 
aviation-related developments between OR 126 and existing east Jandside development. The 
existing access road will be gated at the north and south ends of the development aren to provided 
limited vehicle access. The nrea will be developed to accommodate aircraft hangars on both sides of 
the existing access road and hangar taxilanes will be extended to serve hangars located on the east 
side of the existing road. 

In addition, the Airport Layout Plan calls fo r the following: 

A location for an emergency services building is identified near the sou theast corner of the airport. 
This facility is envisioned to provide emergency response services on the airport and to adjacent 
areas through direct access to OR 126. 

City of Prineville Land Use Code ( Chapter 153) 

The City of Prineville's Land Use Code implements the goals, policies, and objectives expressed 
in the City's Comprehensive Plan. Sections 153.045 through 153.064 (Use Zones) specify the 
allowed uses and associated regulations for each zoning district in the City. There are 15 zoning 
districts currently represented in the city, including three residential zones, four commercial 
zones, three industrial zones, four airport zones and a park reserve. In addition, there are three 
zones that are available within the code but have not yet been applied to any specific properties; 
these are the high density residential zone, low density residential zone and neighborhood 
commercial zone. Future application of these zones could have a significant impact on the 
transportation system. 

Transportation facilities are identified specifically in each zone as permitted and/or conditional 
uses and bike paths and walking trails are permitted outright in all zones. All the City zoning 
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districts allow main tenance and repair of existing roadways, as well as the construction of new 
facilities, if identified in an adopted tran sportation plan. In addition, a wide range of highway 
improvement activities a re permitted outright in all zones and are exem pt from local permit 
requirements, including the insta llation of additional lanes and pedestrian and/or bikeways 
wi thin a highway right-of-way. 

Section 153.195 provides gu idelines for access management. The s tandards are presented as 
"guidelines" that the reviewing autho ri ty "shall consider" in the review and approval of new 
development. Major ar terials require 500 feet between driveways and/or s treets and % mi le 
between intersections while minor arterials require 300 feet between driveways and/or s treets 
and 600 feet between intersections. Collectors require 50 feet between driveways and/or streets 
a nd 300 feet between intersections. This section also identifies o ther techniques and 
considerations for restricting access to arteria ls and collectors, but d oes no t include any 
requirements for their use. These s tandards will be evaluated during the TSP update. 

Add itiona l requirements fo r access management are provided in some of the zones. The airport 
zones, commercia l zones and industri al zones include a requirement tha t new development be 
designed so that traffi c does not onto a public s tree t right-of-way w hile entering or exiting a 
particular developmen t. In the Park Reserve zone, there is a general requirement that access 
points from public streets must be loca ted to "minimize traffic congestion, noise and dust 
pollution and to protect scenic views and vistas." In the industrial zones, there is a similar 
s tandard for access to "minimize traffic congestion, noi se and dust pollution," and " ... avoid 
directing traffic onto residential s treets or onto s treets passing d irectly through residential, 
schoot hospital or other noise sensiti ve use areas and safety zones." The zoning ordinance g ives 
the city the abi lity to requ ire access to lower order stree ts (when there are multipl e options fo r 
access) for any residentiat commercial or industrial development in any zone. 

Notably absent from the Land Use Code are development requiremen ts rela ted to traffic impact 
analysis (TIA); TIA requirements are found in Appendix A to the 2005 TSP. These were 
su bsequently amended by the City. 

City of Prineville Standards and Specifications 

The City of Prineville adopted its first Standards and Specifications in 2007 and they are 
reviewed and updated annually with the most recent update in 2011 . Chapter 6 covers "Streets 
and Related Work." This chapter includes guidelines and regulations for a ll work that is 
completed within the public right-of-way or easements utilized by the city for public access. It 
includes tables and text specifying m inimum standards for construction of any public road as 
well as procedures that must be followed in relation to all aspects of road construction, such as 
temporary traffic control, inspection, sampling and testing, base preparation, e tc. 

One of the most significant aspects of the Standards and Specifications to transportation 
planning are the typical s treet cross sections provided within this chapter. These cross secti ons, 
a long with the associated tables, lay out dimensional standards for each street type, including 
right-of-way, pavement, vehicle travel lan es, bicycle lanes, sidewalk, and curbs. The cross 
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sections and tables also include standards for asphalt and concrete depth, aggregate base depth, 
curb return radius, design speed and maximum grade. Arterial streets require 100 feet of right­
of-way while collectors require 80 feet and local streets require 60 feet. Paved width (curb to 
curb) depends on both the type of street and surrounding uses. Arterials require a minimum of 
50 feet paved width while the width of pavement on collectors ranges from 36 feet to 44 feet 
depending on whether there is on-street parking and whether it is used primarily by industrial 
traffic or residential/commercial traffic. Local streets require 35 fee t of paved width. The cross 
section tables also include basic standards for all weather service road s, all weather uti lity 
accesses and alleys. Modifications to the cross-section requirements wi ll be addressed as part of 
the TSP update. 

City of Prineville Buildable Lands Inventory (2004) 

The Buildable Lands Inventory was developed to support Prineville's 2004 urban growth 
boundary (UGB) expansion. The Buildable Lands Inventory accounted for vacant, buildable, and 
redevelopable parcels by zoning district to determine a net amount of available land within the 
existing UGB at the time. It evaluated the mix of housing and residential densities within the 
UGB as well as employment forecasts and employee/acre ratios in commercial and industrial 
lands. Ultimately, the Bui ldable Lands Inventory resulted in a projection of residential, 
commercial and industrial land needed between 2004 and 2024. 

The Bui ldable Lands Inven tory recommended the addition of 1,429 total acres to the UGB 
including 870 acres of residential land, 40 acres of commercial land, 371 acres of industrial land 
and 148 acres of open space/park reserve land. The employee/acre ratios utilized to arrive at this 
recommendation were 10.1 employees/acre for industrial development, 46.6 employees/acre for 
office development and 21.5 employees/acre for retail development. The average residential 
density, based on four different scenarios of potential growth patterns, ranged from 6.5 to 7.4 
units/acre. 

City of Prineville Current and Past Transportation Budget 

There are two primary funds within the adopted 2012-2013 City of Prineville Budget. These are 
the Transportation SDC Fund and the Transportation Fund. The Transportation SDC Fund 
accounts for the receipt and expenditures of Transportation System Development Charges (SDC) 
improvement fees. The Transportation Fund provides the accounting of the City's street, bike 
lane, right-of-way and storm wa ter maintenance. 

The Table 1-8 summarizes resources and expenditures for the past three fiscal years as well as 
projections for the current year. 
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Table 1- 8 Transportation Revenue 

FY09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13 

Transportation SOC Fund 
$67,621 $199,206 $90,400 $150,800 

Resources 

Transportation SOC Fund 
$167,256 $532,302 $114,200 $167,500 

Expenditures 

Transportation Fund 
$888,715 $922,794 $903,661 $939,000 

Resources 

Transportation Fund 
$972,131 $888,917 $1,155,300 $1,161,900 

Expenditu res 

City of Prineville Current and Historic Funding Sources 

New street improvements, re lated to the capacity improvem ents for new development, has been 
funded primarily by system development charges. The previous table shows the actual and 
estimated revenue in the Transportation SOC Fund . The T ransportation Operations Fund has a 
wider va rie ty o f fu nding sources. In recent h istory, th e primary sources of revenue fo r this fund 
has been the State of Oregon gas tax and, to a lesser extent, state revenue sharing and the STP 
fund exchange program . Recogniz ing the impact that the ins ta lla ti on of public utilities have o n 
the need for s treet repairs, the City of Prinevi lle rece ntly established two new revenue sources 
for the transportatio n fund - the City's water and wastewater funds now pay franchise fees to 
the transportation fund . The following table shows th e funding sou rces for the Transporta tion 
Fund over the past three fi scal yea rs as well as projections fo r the current yea r: 

Table 1-9 Transportation Fund Revenues by Source 

. ' · FY09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13 .... 
Water Franchise Fee $0 $0 $0 $80,300 

Wastewater Franchise Fee $0 $0 $0 $142,000 

Licenses & Permits $15,723 $6,000 

Charges for Services $0 $20,006 $0 

Taxes including: 

STP Fund Exchange Prog 

State Revenue Sharing 
$868,255 $893,856 $876,803 $704,700 

Oregon Gas Tax 

Miscellaneous Income $4,737 $8,892 $26,858 $6,000 
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MEMORANDUM 

Date: June 12, 2012 Project #: 12221.0 

To: Scott Ede lman, City of Prineville 
Devin H earing, ODOT 
Project Advisory Committee 

Project: City of Prinev ille Transpo rta tion System Plan 
Subject: Draft Technical Memorandum #2: Goals, Objectives and Evalua tion Crite ri a 

This memorand um presents goals, objectives and a draft set of evalua ti on crite ria for the Ci ty of 
Prineville Tra nsportatio n System Plan (TSP) update. The goals and objecti ves will he lp guide the 
TSP upda te process to ensure key issues a re addressed w ithin this process. The evalua tion 
criteria will be used to set po licies and identi fy "preferred alte rnatives", which will comprise the 
lis t of recommended p rojects and associated policy, code amendments, and hmding acti ons in 

th e TSP. 

This document is organized as fo ll ows: 

• Backg round: Thi s secti on describes the changes in Prineville following adoption of the 

2005 TSP. 

• Goals: The goa ls a re the desired project outcomes and needs that suppo rt the land use 
and growth vision for P rin eville. The project goals we re deve loped based on guidance 
from agency s taff, review of the p ri or TSP, findings of the OR 126 Corrido r Plan, the 
Transpo rta tion Gro wth Management (TGM) grant applica tion submitted by the City of 
Prineville, and on conversations with City, County, and ODOT staff. 

o Objectives: The objectives expand o n the project goals and outline the discre te 
elements tha t, taken as a whole, summarize the goa l. 

o Evaluation Criteri a: The evaluation crite ria we re developed to measure and 
respond to th e objectives and ultimately to the project goals. 

• Action Items: Specific item s to be addressed within the TSP . 

The purpose of this draft document is to outline the consultant unders tandin g of these elements. 
This w ill be furthe r discussed at the June 13, 201 2 meeting, w ith meeting comments and 
subsequent comments received incorporated into a fin al draft th at wil l be resent to the Project 
Advisory Committee and approved as part of our July meeting. 
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Background 

The existing City of Prineville Transportation System Plan was adopted in 2005. Since that time, 
there have been significant changes in Prineville, as outlined below. 

• The City of Prineville has approved several significant developments that have the 
potential to shape growth and transportation system needs in Prineville over the next 20 
years. These planned developments are to be located in the southwest and northeast 
areas and were not contemplated as part of the growth assumptions in the prior TSP. 

• The recently completed OR 126 Corridor Plan identifies system needs where OR 126 
transitions down the grade and into downtown Prineville. This transition includes a 
change in State and City priorities for access and mobility and will have implications in 
the downtown area. 

• Recent investments in the City's rail infrastructure have created new opportuni ties within 
the City for attracting specialized industries that rely on rail service. Within the TSP the 
City should consider how to leverage these prior investments and preserve, extend, and 
enhance its rail network and interactions with its streets. 

• The City has seen a large interest in locating additional data centers in the Tom McCa ll 
area. Formalization of a transportation plan in that area will help foster and support this 
in ves trnen t. 

• The City wants to consider measures, such as development of mixed-use zoning, that will 
encourage travel modes other than single-occupant vehicle trips. 

• The City of Prineville implemented a transportation system development charge (SDC), 
though no similar fee is required in Crook County. 

Several general goals were estab lished by the consultant team to help guide the development of 
the City of Prineville TSP update. These genera l goals are: 

1. Ensure a safe and efficient transportation system for all users. 

2. Improve access to the transportation system for all users, including low income and 
minority populations. 

3. Integrate a multi-modal system including bicycle and pedestrian pathways, sidewalks, 
and bicycle lanes throughout the community, particularly to connect residential areas 
with schools, parks, and activity centers. 

4. Improve the local circulation system to reduce the community's reliance on State 
Highways to travel to local destinations. 

5. Build and maintain the transportation system to facilitate economic development in the 
region. 
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6. Improve system performance by balancing mobility, access, community g rowth, and 
P rineville's identity, particularly a long main travel routes. 

7. Minimize the impacts of transportation system development on the natural and bui lt 
environment. 

To more s pecificall y address the changes and needs that have occurred or been identified since 
the 2005 plan, fi ve specific action items are suggested. 

1. Incorporate specific land use plans and zoning within Prinev ille to more accura tely 
project and plan fo r long-term transportation system needs. 

2. Review and revise or incorporate findings of the OR 126 Corrido r P lan w ithin City limits 
(Tom McCa ll to the "Y", and into dow ntown) . 

3. In tegrate mixed-use zoning into the City's transportation plans. 

4. Integrate the City' s roadway and rai l transportation planning. 

5. Update the City's Transportation System Development Charge (SDC) based on the 
revised needs. 

An underlying objecti ve of the TSP update process is to satisfy the requ irem ents of the 
Transporta tion Planning Ru le (TPR, Oregon Administra ti ve Ru le 660-012) for a TSP update. This 
includes comp li ance wi th Title VI (civil rights) requirements and collaborating with plan a rea 
residents and transporta tion users through the City and County Planning Commissions, C ity 
Counci l, County Court, public open houses, key participant wor kshops, and the pub lic website. 
It also includes ensuring compliance with the TSP content requirements of the TPR and 
consistency with the O regon Transporta ti on Plan (OTP), Oregon Highway P lan (OHP), adopted 
local, regional an d s ta te plans, and ODOT's TSP guidelines. 

Goa Is and Objectives 

Based on the goals for the TSP update, we developed draft objectives and eva luation criteria to 
assess the progress towards each goal. The goals and the corresponding objecti ves and 
evaluation crite ria are below. 

Goal # 1: Ensure a safe and efficient transportation system for all users 

Objectives 

1 A. Coordinate wi th ex1stmg safe routes to school (SRTS) plans and identify potential 
engineering components for future SRTS plans for loca l schools. 
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J B. Strategically plan for safety and operational improvements for bicyclists and 
pedestrians. 

J C. Incorporate the Highway Safety Manual (HSM) into development review and capital 
project evaluation processes. 

J D. Consider strategies to reduce crashes throughout the stud y area, particularly higher 
severity injury and fatal crashes, and those involving more vulnerable roadway users 
such as pedestrians and bicyclists. 

J E. Meet applicable City, County, and/or State operational performance measures or 
identify alternative measures as appropriate in balancing other City goals and needs. 

Goal #2: Provide access to the transportation system for all users, including 
low income and minority populations 

Objectives 

2A. Provide transportation mode choices to all use rs of the transportation system. 

2B. Consider impacts to low income or minority populations when assessing the impacts of 
transportation infrastructure projects. 

Goal #3: Integrate bicycle and pedestrian pathways, sidewalks, and bicycle 
lanes through the community, particularly to connect residential areas with 
schools and activity centers 

Objectives 

3A. Incorporate safe and convenient connections between travel modes. 

3B. Identify ways to improve street connectivity (or route connecti vity) to provide 
additional travel routes for bicyclists, pedestrians, and autos. 

3C. Prioritize projects that improve pedestrian and bicycle system connectivity in areas 
near schools or other areas of high activity. 

3D. Provide signing and pavement markings to identify bicycle and pedestrian networks 
through the City and to help bicycle and pedestrians reach their destinations via the 
network. 

Goal #4: Improve the local circulation system to reduce the community's 
reliance on State Highways to travel to local destinations 

Objectives 

4A. Provide alternative routes to the state highways and improve the attractiveness, use r 
awareness, and capacity of parallel routes. 
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4B. Develop local circulati on plans identifying valuable new loca l c irculation routes and 
connections. 

Goal #5: Build and maintain the transportation system to facilitate economic 
development in the region 

Objectives 

SA. Improve the movement of goods and delivery of services throughout the region using a 
varie ty of tra vel modes. 

SB. Ensure adequate capacity for futu re travel demand and multiple modes on collector 
and arteria l streets and on the local highways to enable economic development in the 
community. 

SC. Identify lower cost al te rnati ves or provide funding mechanisms for transportation 
improvements necessary for development to occur. 

50. Program transporta tion improvements to facilitate the development of desired land 
uses. 

SE. Prov ide adequate capacity a t rail crossings to meet demand. 

Goal #6: Improve system performance by balancing mobility and access, 
particularly along main travel routes 

Objectives 

6A. Develop an access management plan or policies that reflect desired character and 
operations of roadways and is feasible in te rms of adoption and enfo rcement. 

6B. Incorpora te the Highway Safety Manual (predictive safety) ana lysis into corridor 
planning, operations and design acti vities to he lp guide sa fety investments. 

6C. Incorporate m u ltimodallevel-of-se rvice (MMLOS) analysis from the H ighway Capacity 
Manual (HCM) 20J 0 to inform cross-sectional design trade-offs. 

Goal # 7: Minimize the impacts of transportation system development on the 
natural and built environment. 

Objectives 

7 A. Reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) to reduce emissions. 

7B. Improve travel options throughout the City and connecting Prineville to Central 
Oregon . 
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7C. Provide flexibility within City design standards to reduce water run-off and street 
maintenance costs. 

7D. Use technology to improve efficiency and safety of the transportation system. 

7E. Promote transportation demand management strategies (carpooling, flexible work 
hours, telecommuting, etc.) to reduce VMT on the transportation system. 

Action Items 

Action items provide a summary of some of the key elements of this TSP update process. 

Action Item #1 : Incorporate specific land use plans and zoning within 
Prineville to more accurately project and plan for long-term transportation 
system needs. 

Objectives: 

1A. Improve the integration of the City's land use projections and transportation system 
planning efforts. 

1 B. Consider the regiona l inputs to the City's growth, such as Juniper Canyon, destination 
resorts, and other inputs that are external to Prineville. 

1 C. Consider land use changes that can retain workers within Prineville. 

Action Item #2: Review and revise/incorporate findings of the OR 126 
Corridor Plan within City limits (Tom McCall to the "Y'~ and into downtown) . 

Objectives: 

2A. Develop a consistent planning vision for OR 126, including a refined vision for the 
transition to the downtown and roadway junctions throughout Prineville City limits. 

28. Understand the travel demands for travel to urban areas west of Prinev ille and identify 
what types of land use, infrastructure, management, or policy elements could be 
applied to accommodate this travel. 

2C. Provide a public process to develop and refine alternatives and allow an informed 
decision-making process. 
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Action Item #3: Integrate mixed-use zoning into the City's transportation 
plans. 

Objectives: 

3A. Provide a legis lative zone change an d plan amendment process to suppo rt ad option o f 

mixed-use zonin g within the City of Prinev ille w ithin the TSP process. 

38 . Identify t ranspo rta tion infras tructure and connectio n need s to support develo pment of 

mi xed-use cente rs a nd provide additional certainty to future develo pment a pplications. 

Action Item #4: Improve the integration of the City's roadway and rail 
transportation planning. 

Objectives: 

4A. Separately unde rs tan d the cha racteristi cs of the ra il and roadway system serving 

Prineville and how they inte ract. 

48 . P rovide th e City's ra il system the abil ity to expand to respond to opportuniti es throu g h 

the planning ho ri zon. 

Action Item #5: Develop a realistic and achievable funding plan that can be 
implemented incrementally over time. 

Objectives: 

SA. Recogni zing tha t transpo rta tion infras tru cture project costs will exceed projected 

revenue, ran k and prioritize improveme nts and develop projects tha t w ill 

increm enta lly build toward u ltima te solutions. 

58 . Develop a flexible system tha t can adjus t and shift priorities based on the locations a nd 

types of growth tha t occur. 

Evaluation Process 

A qualitative process u s ing the criteria above w ill be used to evaluate the policies and 

alte rnatives d evelo ped through the TSP update. The rating method used to evaluate the 

alte rn atives is d escribed be low. 

• Most Desirab le: The concept addresses the criterion and/or makes subs tanti al 

improvem ents in the criteria category. (• ) 

• Mode rately Desirable: The concept partially addresses the crite rion and/or m a kes some 

improvements in the crite ria category. (f ) 
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• No Effect: The criterion does not apply to the concept or the concept has no influence on 
the criteria. (0) 

• Least Desirable: The concept does no t support the intent of and/or negatively impacts the 
cri teria category. (0 ) 

At this level of screening, the criteria will not be weighted; the ratings will be used to inform 
discussion s about the benefits and tradeoffs of each alternative. 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

Table 1 presents the evaluation matrix that w ill be used to qualitatively evaluate the policies and 
alternatives developed through the TSP update. 
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Criteria 
Reference 
Number Evaluation Criteria 

Table 1 
Evaluation Matrix 

Evaluation Measures 

June 12, 2012 

Goal 1: Ensure a safe and efficient transportation system for all users 

Project includes pedestrian Does t he proposed project include pedest ria n and bicycle 

and bicycle improvements improvements located within a SRTS plan area ? 
lCl located within exist ing or Measured as providing no, moderate or significant enhancements for 

potential SRTS plan areas. student travel. 

I nfluence of proposed To what extent does the alternative facilitate new SRTS plans being 
project on developing new developed? 

1C2 SRTS plans and/or 
enhancing existing SRTS Measured by the potential for students to walk or ride a bike to school 
plans. due to the proposed project. 

Number of conflict points To wha t extent does the alternative increase safet y by reducing 
between all modes of vehicle to vehicle, vehicle to pedestnan/bicycle, or pedestnan/bicycle 

1C3 
travel mcluding crossing to pedestrian/ bicycle conflict pomts? 
points for pedestrians and 
bicyclists along major Measu red as relative impact between alternatives in regards to the 
arterials. number of conflict between modes and speed differential. 

Miles of designated To what extent does the alternative increase the number of miles of 

facilitieS (on-street and pedestrian and bicycle facilities? 
1C4 off-street} for bicyclists Measured by potential expansions of the pedestrian and bicycle 

and pedestrians provided . systems. 

Intersection v1sib11ity and To what extent does the alternative 1mprove sight distance for all 
sigh t distances available to system users, allowing each adequate time to Identify and react to 

lCS 
motorists, pedestrians, confl icts? 
and bicyclists at 
intersections and key Measured as relative 1mpact between alternatives for providing 
decision points. adequate sight d istance based on desired operating speeds. 

To what extent does the alternative reduce the est imated frequency 

Est1mated number of fatal of fatal and serious injur y crashes? 
1C6 

or senous mjury crashes. Whenever possible, measured using procedures in the HSM for 
estimat ing and predicting crash frequency . 

To what extent does the alternative reduce the estimated frequency 
Est1mated number of of pedestnan and bicycle related crashes? 

1C7 b1cycle and pedestrian 
re lated crashes. Whenever possible, measured using procedures in the HSM for 

estimating and predicting crash frequency. 

Percent of facilitieS To what extent are operational performance measures met for the 

meeting applicable alternative? 
l CS operational performance Measured by the percent of facilities where operational performance 

measure . measu res are met. 

Goal 2 : Provide access to the transportation system for all users, including low income and minority 
populations 

To what extent does the alternative affect low income and minorit y 
Impact of transportation populations? 

2Cl project on low income and 
minority populations. Measured as relative ability of each alternative to spread the impacts 

of the transportation system evenly between all users. 

To what extent does the alternative provide opportunities to upgrade 

2C2 ADA Compliance. pedestrian facilities to ADA standards? 

Measured by percent of pedestrian faci lities meeting ADA standards. 
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To what degree are transportation facilities (transit service, sidewalks, 

Viability of non -auto bicycle lanes, separated mixed-use paths, parks) for non-auto 
2C3 travel. t ravelers integrated into t he alternative? 

Measured relative to facilities and integration present in Baseline. 

Incorporation of safe, To what degree does the alternative further multimodal 

convenient, and transportation? 
2C4 comfortable multimodal Measured by degree to which alternatives provides for robust facilities 

facilities. and network connectivity. 

Goal 3 : Ensure integration of adequate bicycle and pedestrian pathways, sidewalks, and bicycle lanes 
through the community, particularly to connect residential areas w ith schools and activity centers. 

To what degree does the alternative increase pedestrian and bicyclist 

Potent ial impact on bicycle trave l? 
3Cl and pedestrian volumes. Measured by potential increase in pedestrian and bicyclist volume 

relative to Baseline. 

To what extent does the alternative improve t he connectivity of the 
Impact on connect ivity of existing and proposed pedestrian and bicycle systems? 

3C2 bicycle and pedestrian 
systems. Measured by t he extent to which each alternative increases 

connectivity of pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 

Average trip length for To what degree does the alternative provide opportunities for bicycle 
bicyclists from residential trips from residential areas to activity centers? 

3C3 areas to activity centers 
via the bicycle/pedestrian Measured by the potential increase in average bicycle trip length 
networks. relative to Baseline. 

Average trip length for 
To what degree does the alternative provide opportunities for pedestrians from 

residential areas to activity pedestnan trips from residential areas to activity centers? 
3C4 centers via the Measured by the potential increase in average pedestrian trip length 

bicycle/pedestrian relative to Baseline. 
networks. 

Incorpora tion of To what extent does the alternative provide for the increase in 

3CS wayf inding signs and wayfind1ng sings for pedestrians and bicycl ists? 
pavement markings for 
pedestrian and bicyclists. Measured by the increase in wayfinding signs relative to Baseline. 

Number of uncontrolled To what extent does the alternative reduce the number of 
crossing conflict points uncontrolled crossing conflict points between vehicles, pedestrians, 

3C6 between vehicles and and bicycles? 
pedestrians/bicyclists on 
the bicyclist/pedestrian Measured by the number of uncontrolled crossing conflict points 
network. relative to Baseline. 

Goal 4 : Improve the local circulation system to reduce the community's reliance on State Highways to 
travel to local destinations. 

To what degree are land use types dense and well mixed such that 

4Cl Average trip length . average t rip lengths for plan area residents are reduced? 

Measured re lative to Baseline average trip length. 

To what extent does each alternative provide viable travel route 
Percent of capacity on options for local travelers that are not on regional facilities? 

4C2 regional facilities used for 
reaching local destinations. Measured by percent of capacity on regional facilities used for 

reaching local destinations. 

To what extent do via ble local road alternatives to state highways 
Volume-to-capacity (V/C) provide sufficient mobility? 

4C3 ratios on parallel routes to 
highways. Measured by relative number of facilities providing sufficient mobility 

compared to Baseline. 
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Goal 5 : Build and maintain the transportation system to facilitate economic development in the region 

Roadway geometry To what extent does the alternative accommodate the design vehicle 

accommodates freight for designated freight routes? 
SCl movement where it is Measured by whether or not an alternative is able to accommodate 

needed . the design vehicle. 

Traffic operations To what extent does the alternative provide acceptable performance 

5C2 performance on along designated freight routes? 

designated fre1ght routes. Measured by operational performance along freight routes. 

Potential increased To what extent does the alternative eliminate roadblocks to 

attraction to desired development caused by the transportation system? 
5C3 businesses and 1'1easured by the critical transportation Improvements funded relative 

developers. to Baseline. 

Goal 6 : Improve system performance by balancing mobility and access, particularly along main travel 
routes. 

Number of access points To what degree does the alternative provide connectivity that enables 

for motorists based on the street to better reflect reasonable access spacing g1ven its 
6C l street classification and classification and desired operations? 

desired street character. Measured relative to existing access conditions. 

To what degree does the alternative reduce the occurrence of crashes 
Est1mated number of along key roadway corridors? 

6C2 future crashes along the 
corridor. Measured by the expected number of crashes along key corridors 

relative to Baseline. 

To what extent does the alternative improve MMLOS performance 
Estimated MMLOS along key corr idors? 

6C3 performance along the 
corndor . Measured by the MMLOS performance along key corndors relative to 

Baseline. 

To what extent does the alternative provide access for freight, 
Access provided for bicyclists, and pedestrians wh1le balancing mobility? 

6C4 freight, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians. Measured by the access and mobility balance provided for all modes 

of travel relative to Baseline. 

Goal 7 : Minimize the impacts of transportation system development on the natural and built 
environment. 

To what extent does the alternative provide for alternative modes, 

City-wide VMT and vehicle enhanced connectivity, and improved land-use integration thereby 
7Cl hours traveled. reducing vehicle miles traveled? 

Measured by potential VMT reduction relative to Baseline. 

Prevailing (i.e., 851h 

percentile) corridor travel 
To what extent are prevailing corridor travel speeds consistent with speed on major 

thoroughfares com pared desired travel speed? 
7C2 to the desired operatmg Measured by the degree to wh1ch prevailing corridor travel speeds are 

speeds given roadway consistent with desired travel speeds. 
function, class, and 
desired character. 

7C3 Travel mode split. 
To what extent does the alternative reduce the reliance on auto trips? 

Measured by area-wide travel mode split. 

Effectiveness of City 
To what extent do City design standards encourage designs that design standards to lim it 

7C4 the environmental impact reduce the environmental impact of the transportation system? 

of the transportation Measured relative to Baseline design standards. 
system. 

Project#: 4A-11 Page 11 



City of Prineville Transportation System Plan June 12, 2012 

To what extent does the alternative create opportunities for travelers 
Vehicle occupancy along to participate in rideshare programs and thereby increase vehicle 

7CS commuting corridors occupancy? 
during the peak periods. 

Measured by potential vehicle occupancy during the peak periods. 

To what extent are ITS devices being utilized for system 

7C6 Installation of ITS devices. improvements? 

Measured by the use of ITS devices relative to Baseline. 

Compatibility of the 
To what extent does the transportation system support the existing or 
desired land use mix in the area? 

7C7 transportation system and 
adjacent land use. Measured by the des1gn speed, roadway cross-section, and modal 

facilities available relative to adjacent land use. 

To what extent do the planned improvements for the alternative 
Compatibility of planned match the expected available funding? 

7C8 future improvements and 
available funding . Measured by expected available funds for improvements compared to 

expected costs of planned improvements. 

We look forward to discussing the draft goals, objectives and evaluation criteria presented above 
w ith you in more detail. Further discussion will occur at our June 13, 2012 Project Advisory 
Committee{Technica l Advisory Committee meeting to introduce these materials. Comments can 
be provided at the meeting or following the discussion. Please provide all comments to Scott 
Edelman for collection and compilation at City Hall or via email 
(sedelman@cityofprineville.com). Commenting is also available on the project website 
(http://sites.kittelson.com/PrinevilleTSP/Forums). Based on the comments received, we will 
revise the goals, objectives, and evaluation criteria to produce a final set that will be applied as 
the Prineville TSP update moves forward. 
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/""·\ ~ CITYOF PRINEVILLE --~(; •J[.,/ TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN ·~IN!VILLI 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #3: SYSTEM INVENTORY 

This memorandum provides a summary of the existing transportation infrastructure in the City 
of Prineville. This inventory will be helpful in establishing system needs and strategies for the 
planning horizon (through 2035). Information presented herein was obtained and assembled 
using data provided by the City of Prineville, Crook County, and the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT). 

STUDY AREA 

The Tran sportation System Plan generally focuses on the areas within the Urban Growth 
Boundary (UGB), as shown in Figure 3-1. The TSP also includes lands just outside the UGB for the 
purposes of evaluating an alternative route near Juniper Canyon (loca lly referred to as "Brummer 
Road") that could help allevia te traffic on streets within the UGB. 

LAND USE AND POPULATION INVENTORY 

An u nderstanding of existing land use patterns and of a potenti al development scenario for the 
next 20 years provides information on future travel patterns within the UGB and the 
infrastructure that is needed to support the future economic growth of the city. In addition, an 
understanding of the location of existing and futu re residents to major activity centers, such as 
schools, commercial, civic uses and major employment areas, helps to shape multimodal facility 
planning. Figure 3-2 shows existing land uses and acti vity centers within the UGB. Appendix A 
includes housing density and existing employment density figures. 

As shown in Figure 3-2, key destinations within the city incl ude: 

• Schools (Crook County High School, Crook County Middle School, Crooked River 
Elementary, Cecil Sly Elementary, Ochoco Elementary, Pioneer High School) 

• Pioneer Memorial Hospital, 
• Crook County Library, 
• Central Oregon Community College- Crook Coun ty Open Campus, 
• Ochoco Creek Park (Skateboard Pa rk and Swimming Pool), 
• Crook County Fairgrounds, 
• Commercial uses wi thin the downtown an d along N 3rd Street 

Analysis of the key destinations and their proximity to existing transportation infrastructure as 
well as existing neighborhoods and employment centers revealed the following issues for 
consideration: 

H:\PROJFILE\12221 - PRINEVILLE 
TSP\MEMOS\EXISnNGCONDITIONS\MEM03_ INVENTORY\FINAL \FINAL_ TM3_ EXINVENTORY.DOCX 
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• The schools are all located on the south s ide of US 26 whereas the residences are located 
both to the north and south of the highway. Prov iding a Safe Routes to School program is 
and w ill continue to be impo rtant to the community. 

• Many of the parks and recreatio nal opportunities are also located o n the south s ide of US 
26. 

• The commercial lands are a lmost a ll located within 1 to 2 blocks o f US 26. Establishing 
s trong pedestrian and bicycle connections be tween these areas and the existing and future 
residents is important for prov iding transporta tion options w ithin the city. 

• The majo rity of the employment lands are not located within a reasonable walking or 
cycling distance o f exis ting and future residents. Providing ca rpooling, transporta tion 
demand management and othe r multimodal strategies w ill he lp provide sustainable 
transpo rta tion options and support future economic development. 

Several key areas of Prinev ille are expected to redevelop with commercial, industrial, and/or 
residential uses ove r the s tudy period, as indicated in Figure 3-2, including: 

• Ochoco Lumber site (SE quadrant of 3•d Street and Combs Flat intersection) 
• Lamonta Road (commercia l/ industrial land surrounding corridor west of Ma in Street) 
• Tom McCa ll Industri al (industri a l lands surrounding the Prineville airport north and 

south of OR 126) 
• Iron H orse (planned unit development in northeast portion of City) 

• Anglers Canyon/River Steppes (planned unit develo pment south on Main Street) 

City of P rineville s taff have estim ated future forecas ts of residential and employment growth for 
the next twenty years. This informatio n will be used to develop estima tes of future transportation 
system demand and roadway traffic volumes. Additional de tai ls on the ex isting ho using and 
employment densities are shown in Appendix A. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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The City of Prineville's transportation system includes facilities serving all modes of travel. The 
existing facilities provided by each mode are briefly outlined below and described in further 
detail within the appendices. 

Roadway System Inventory 

The City of Prineville is served by a network of City, County and State roadways. These 
roadways are classified by the function that they serve relative to adjacent land uses, expectation 
of mobility versus accessibility, and the multimodal facilities that are included within the right-of­
way. 

Five State highways serve Prineville, including US 26 from Madras, OR 370 (O'Neil Highway) 
from north Redmond, OR ] 26 (Ochoco Highway) from Redmond/Bend, OR 380 (Combs Flat 
Road - Paulina Highway) to Juniper Canyon and recreation sites, and OR 27 (Main Street) to 
scenic areas and Highway 20 (Bend/Burns). All of these highways are connected along N 3•d 
Street through the City's downtown core. Existing highway classifications are shown in Figure 3-
3 and Table 3-1. ODOT's highway classifications provide guidance on the level of mobility and 
access provided along each roadway. More information on the mobility targets and access 
management standards for each facility is provided in Technical Memorandum #2. 

Table 3-1 St ate Highway Functional Classification 

East of Prineville "Y" Statewide Yes No STA1 

West of Prineville "Y" Regional No Yes None 

Outside City Limits District No No None 

Ochoco Hwy (41) Entire Yes EXP2 

OR 370, 0 I Hwy (370) Entire Segment District No No None 

OR 380, Paulina Hwy (380) Entire Segment District No No None 

NHS = National Highway System 
1 STA= Special Transportation Area- from Milepost 18.24 to 19.38 

2 EXP= Expressway- from Milepost 1 .37 to 17.92 

The City and County have designated functional classifications for all non-state roadways in their 
respective TSPs. Key north-south arterials and collectors include Harwood Avenue, Main Street, 
and Combs Flat Road. Key east-west arterials and collectors include Lamonta Road, N 101h Street, 
N 3•d Street, N 2"d Street, and Lynn Boulevard. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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The existing pedes trian network is well developed in the downtown area and in newer 
developments throughout the city. However, several gaps exist in key pedestrian routes, 
including connections along Main Street and Combs Flat Road, and around priority areas such as 
schools. The Safe Routes to School Action Plans, developed by the City, identify locations on N 3'd 

Street where improved pedestrian crossings are needed. Figure 3-4 illustrates the pedestrian 
facilities based on GIS data provided by the Crook County GIS Department and the City of 
Prineville. 

Based on the information presented in Figure 3-4, there are a number of gaps in key pedestrian 
routes, such as: 

• Main Street north of train tracks to City boundary- connect residential neighborhoods to 
downtown. 

• Lynn Bou levard from Southeast Combs Road to S. Main Street - provide connections to 
high school and middle school. 

• Sidewalks on Southeast Combs Flat Road - provide a connection on a route from 
residential to commercial. 

• Additional continuous north-south connection from N 41h Street to Lynn Boulevard (e.g., 
Fairview Street)- provide connection between residential areas north of N 3rd Street and 
east of Main Street to high school and middle school on Lynn Boulevard. 

Bicycle facilities shown in Figure 3-5 represent multiple types of bikeways, including: 

• Bike Lanes - a portion of the road way is designated for preferential use by bicyclists; 
designated by pavement markings and signage. 

• Bike Route - paved shoulder provides a suitable area for bicycling; not consistently 
marked or signed, but representative of primary routes. 

• Multi-use Path- off-street route for non-motorized travel. 

As shown in Figure 3-7, the following gaps are present along key bicycle routes within the city: 

• Bike lanes along Main Street between S 3'd Street and Peters Road - connect residential 
neighborhoods to downtown. 

• Bike lanes along N 3'd Street between the Prineville "Y" and Juniper Street - provide a 
consistent east-west route for cross-town travel. 

• Widen shoulder bikeway to prov ide 6-foot wide bike lanes along Southeast Combs Flat 
Road between Southeast Lynn Boulevard and N 3'd Street- provide connection on a route 
from residential to commercial on N 3rd Street. 

• Designate a network of local streets as shared roadways and provide pavement marking 
and signage to support bicyclist use . The wide pavement width along many of the older 
sections of the City could easily serve this purpose as designated bicycle lanes. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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Public transportation is provided to residents of Prineville by Cascades East Transit (CET). CET 
provides reg ional transit se rvice from Prineville to Redmond on weekdays from 7:00a.m. to 5:30 
p.m. Within Prineville bus s tops are provided at Stryker Park and the Park-and-Ride facility 
located on the west side of the Prineville "Y" junction. From Redmond, transfers can be made to 
fi xed routes that connect to Bend, Madras, La Pine, Culver, Metolius, and Sisters. Standard fare is 
$3.75, with discounts available for seniors and/or disabled, or when purchas ing multi -trip passes. 

Within Prineville, demand responsive services are available when scheduled 24-hours in advance 
by calling 541-385-8680. Additional information can be found at www.cascadeseasttransit.com. 

Freight/Rail Transportation Inventory 

The O regon Highway Plan designates OR 126 and US 26 (Ochoco Highway section) as State 
Highways and freight Routes. Figure 3-6 illustrates the location of the freight routes. 

The City of Prineville Railway (COPR) operates a Class III shortline freight rail se rvice. The 
freight service carries a variety of products including consumer and forest products, chemicals, 
and building materials. Service operates on an as-needed basis Monday through Friday. The train 
operates at 10 to 20 miles per hour. The tracks are in good condition with the main line meeting 
Federal Rail Ad ministration (FRA) Class 2 s tandards. The COPR shortline connects w ith Class 1 
railroads in Redmond on the Oregon Trunk Line tha t runs from the Columbia River to Klamath 
Falls. 

The existing freight ra il line ends west of the Main Street/101h Street intersection north of the 
downtown area. The Prineville Freight Depot (PFD) is intended to complimen t the services 
offered by the COPR. It is located adjacent to the COPR mainline, three miles west of Prineville. 
The PFD provides a regional multi-modal transportation hub tha t provides Central Oregon with 
transload, reload, storage, and managed dis tribution . 

Figure 3-6 also illustrates the rail lines in Prineville. There are five at-grade public crossings 
within Prineville city limits. Three crossings will influence future roadway improvements. An 
industria l spur crosses McKay Road that could potentially impact redesign of the McKay 
Road/Peters Road intersection and future connector to Lamonta Road. 

As shown in Exhibit 3-1, the main line crosses Lamonta Road nea r NW Harwood Ave. This is a 
long-angled crossing which presents significant construction and maintenance cost as well as 
creating a potentia l hazard to motorcycles and bicycl ists. This crossing is in need of re­
constru ction to correct subgrade, drainage and surface problems. 

The Gardner Road crossing adjacent to its intersecti on with Lamonta Road presents a queue issue 
w here large vehicles stopped waiting to enter Lamonta Road do not have adequate space to clear 
the rail line. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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Exhibit 3-1 : Railroad Crossing on Lamonta Road near NW Harwood Avenue. (Google Streetview Image) 

There are no passenger rail services within the city limits of Prineville. The nearest passenger rail 
station operated by Amtrak is in Chemult, Oregon. Prineville residents can take a bus from the 
Redmond Airport to the Chemult rail station . 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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The Prineville/Crook County airport occupies 940 acres of land and is located approximately 
three miles SW of the City of Prineville. It is primarily used by corporate light jet and turbine 
traffic for general aviation/business purposes, but also facilitates fire support helicopters and 
fixed wing opera tions. 

The airport has main and secondary run ways, both are paved. The main runway (28-10) is 5,750 
feet long by 75 feet wide and, according to a January 2013 report by the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), is in "good" condition. The secondary runway (33-15) is 4,000 feet long by 
40 feet wide and is in "fair" condition according to the 2013 FAA report. 

The airport is a part of the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS), making it 
e ligible for federal funding. The Oregon Department of Aviation prepared a report on the 
Prineville Airport based on condi tions observed in 2007. Per the aviation report, the airport is 
classified as a Category IV - Local General Aviation airport. The aviation report identified the 
installation of taxiway lighting as an airport facility and service need, based on minimum and 
desired criteria for a Category IV airport, but it has not been installed. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the existing transportation and land use inventory, the following are key find ings for 
consideration as part of the development of future transportation system improvements: 

• Several key areas of Prineville are expected to redevelop with commercial, industrial, 
and/or residential uses over the study period, as indicated in Figure 3-2. The anticipated 
development potential is reflected in estimates of housing and employment prepared by 
the City. 

• Motorized transportation relies heavily on N 3'd Street for east-west travel. Five State 
highways provide connections from Prineville to Madras (US 26) Redmond (OR 126), 
Bend (OR 126), Juniper Canyon and recreation sites (OR 380), and Burns (OR 27). All of 
these highways are connected by N 3rd Street through the City's downtown core. 

• Existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities lack connectivity; additional routes could reduce 
reliance on motorized travel on N 3rd Street. 

• Freight rail facilities operated by City of Prineville Railway (COPR) reduce reliance on the 
highways for freight transport. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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The technical appendices that follow provide additional detail o n the transp o rtation inventory. 

Appendi x A 

Appendi x B 

Land Use and Population Inventory 

Roadway System Inventory 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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The Ci ty of Prineville prepares annual inspection reports of the bridges within the city limits. 
Based on the inspections from the years of 2008 through 2011 there are no restrictions on any 
bridges with the exception of the Elm Street bridge. The Elm Street bridge has a load limitation 
based on the inventory rating of 4 tons. A full inventory of the bridge inspections is provided in 
Table 3-2. 

Table 3 - 2 Prineville Bridge Inventory 

Bridge Sufficiency AC Length Width Operating Inventory P t • Inspection 
(ID) Rating Depth (feet) (feet) Load* Rating** os mg Date 

Gardner 
No Rd. 96 .9 6 96.0 32 .0 63 .05 tons 38 .03 tons 12/ 8/2008 

(13C41) restrictions 

Harwood 
No St . 96.7 2 69.0 53.0 75.00 tons 45.00 tons 12/ 11/ 2008 

(20191) restrictions 

Deer St. 
9 1.8 2 69.8 57. 5 75.00 tons 45.00 tons No 

12/ 11/ 2008 ( 19631) restrict ions 

9th St. 
93 2 139.5 48 .6 75 .00 tons 45 .00 tons No 

12/ 11/2008 (19633) restrictions 

Main St. 
95.2 3 69 .0 52.0 75.00 tons 45.00 tons No 

12/ 11/ 2008 (2 0190) restrict ions 

Elm St. 
38.8 4 67.0 49.0 5.00 tons 4 .00 tons Posted for 

7/5/ 2011 (013C39) Load 

Juniper 
No St . 83.2 1.5 53 .0 44.0 75.00 tons 45.00 tons 

restrictions 12/ 11/ 2008 
( 18093) 

Combs 43. 1 7 34 .0 39.5 46.00 tons 28.00 tons No 12/ 10/ 2012 
Flat rest rictions 
(07282) 

Highway 96. 7 0.00 48.0 77.3 105.00 81.00 tons No 1/ 15/ 2013 
26 tons restrictions 
(20649) 

• Maximum load the bridge was designed to carry 

•• Acceptable daily load allowed without a permit 

Sufficiency rating is a measure between 0 and 100 calculated by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), based on factors such as condition, materials, load capacity, and 
geometry (i.e., dimensions). The FHWA uses the rating as a tool to prioritize the allocation of 
funds for bridge repairs. In general, bridges with a sufficiency rating of less than 50 are given 
priority. There are two bridges in this category within Prineville's transportation network, the 
Elm Street bridge and the Combs Flat bridge. For the past several yea rs the City has been acti vely 
seeking funding to improve the Elm Street bridge. The Combs Flat bridge (on OR 380) is a state­
owned facility. 

Kittelson & Associates, I nc. Bend, Oregon 
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State highways are designated as Statewide, Regional, and District highways within the 1999 
Oregon Highway Plan (OHP). Each state highway in the Prineville urban area was described in 
Table 3-1 and illustrated in Figure 3-3. 

US 26 runs east-west connecting Prinevi lle to Boise, Idaho and beyond to the east, and connects to 
Portland and beyond to the west. OR 126 also runs east-west and provides a connection to 
Redmond. OR 27 runs north-south connecting Prineville to US 20 to the sou th . OR 380 runs east­
west, connecting Prineville with the town of Paulina. OR 370, also known a s the O'Neil Highway, 
provides an alte rnate east-west rou te be tween Prineville and Redmond. 

Within the UGB, US 26 joins OR 126 along the N 3'd Street a lignment east of the "Y" as the Ochoco 
Highway, and changes to Madras-Prineville Highway west of the Prineville "Y". OR 27, the 
Crooked Rive r Highway, becomes S Main Sh·eet w ithin the Ci ty limits, and terminates at N 3'd 

Street. Ma in Street is no longer an ODOT facility within City limits following a jurisdictional 
transfer to the City . OR 380, also known as Pau lina Highway, becomes Com bs Flat Road within 
the UGB, also terminating at N 3rd Street. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #4: EXISTING CONDITIONS 
ANALYSIS 

This memorandum discusses the current performance of Prineville's trans portation system and 
highlights existing needs that can be addressed through future projects, po licies and programs 
implemented by the City. This memo serves as a companion to Technical Memorandum #3: 
Existing Transportation Inventory and the current policies, and goals and objectives identified in 
Technical Memorandums #1 and 112. 

MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION 

The performance of the s treet system is often quantified using three measures: Level of Service 
(LOS), volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio, and 951h percentile queue lengths. The specific performance 
thresholds vary by jurisdiction, as indicated in Appendix B. These measures we re calculated fo r 
22 intersections on the ci ty's collector and arterial roadways to provide an indication of the 
system perfo rm ance as a w hole. As d iscussed below, a ll 22 intersections analyzed meet City and 
ODOT performance measures, with the exception of the OR 126(Tom McCall Road 
intersection.Three other intersections meet applicable s tandards, but operate with higher levels of 
delay than other intersections in the city. 

Traffic Data Collection and Volume Development 

The weekday evening period was identified as the peak peri od for analysis. The peak peri od 
traffic volume data collection and development of design hour volumes is described below. 

Turning movement volumes were obtained at study intersections (outlined in Appendi x B, Table 
B-2) during the weekday evening peak period in April 2012. The evening peak period counts 
were conducted from 4 to 6 p.m., except at those intersections near schools that were counted 
from 2 p.m. to 6 p.m. Historic weekday p.m. peak hour counts were obtained from October 2010 
at in tersections on OR 126. 

Individual intersection peak hours were identified for use in the traffic anal ysis to maintain a 
conservative analysis of the peak period, and to reflect peaking characteristics associated with 
schools near some study intersections. Summing all entering vehicles at all count loca tions shows 
that the use of individual intersection peak hours results in approximately five percent higher 
volume than if a consistent system peak hour were used . 

The volumes were balanced on major corridors (e.g., 3'd Street and Main Street), where 
individual intersection peak hours are consistent. The balanced volumes allow for some variation 
between intersections to account for driveway volumes between intersections. 

FILENAME: H:\PROJFILE\12221 -PRINEVILLE 
TSP\MEMOS\EXISTINGCONDIT!ONS\MEM04_ANAL YSIS\FINAL_EXSYSTEM_ANAL YSIS_ 8-1 -13.DOC 
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A seasonal adjus tment factor was calculated based on the On-site Automatic Traffic Recorder 
(ATR) me thod to develop 301h H our Volumes (30 HV). Since there are no ATR s ta tions within the 
Prineville UGB, seasonal adjustment factors were developed based on data collected at the two 
closest ATR stations- A TR Stati on 07-001 (o n US 26, approximate ly 4.2 miles east of Main Street) 
and Station 07-002 (on OR 126, approximately 15.3 miles west of Main Street). The seasonal 
facto rs developed from data at A TR station 07-001 are no t applicable to the TSP because traffic 
east of Prineville does not re flect commuter traffic between Prineville and Bend/Redmo nd, which 
accounts for a large portion of traffi c in Prineville . 

The seasonal adju stment factors calculated based on data collected at A TR s tation 07-002 for April 
and Octobe r were found to be 1.07 and 1.09, respectively. 

An a lte rna tive method for calculating the seasonal factors is based on the ODOT Characte ris tics 
table for o ther 2- or 3-lane commuter facilities w ith an ADT between 10,000 and 14,000. Two A TR 
locations have these characte ristics and have adjus tment facto rs of 1.04 and 1.05 for April and 
Octobe r, respecti vely. The higher seasonal adjustment factors from the A TR on OR 126 (07-002) 
were used to maintain a conservative analysis. 

The A TR da ta and seasonal adjus tment factor calculations are included in Appendix A. All 
inte rsection level-o f-se rvice ana lyses were performed in accordance with the procedures s tated in 
the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM, Refe rence 3). Through movements along OR 126 and 
US 26 were adjusted at each of the study inte rsections to re flect 301h highest hour design volumes. 

The design hour (seasonal adjustment) factors are based on 2008 and 2009 data obtained from 
Automatic Traffi c Recorder (ATR) 007-02 located 0.35 miles west of the Deschutes/Crook County 
bo undary. The seasonal adjustment a llows the collected Octobe r counts to reflect peak summer 
season (July) conditions. 

Applicable traffic count da ta, an alysis me th odologies, and ope rational s tandards/ta rgets are 
summarized in Appendix A and Appendix B. 

Intersection Delay and Capacity Analysis 

Fig ure 4-1 illustrates the study inte rsection locations and existing traffic conditions relative to 
ODOT and Ci ty of Prineville mobili ty and level-of-service standards (see Appendix B). The 
inte rsections were rated red, yellow, and green, based on whether the applicable performance 

standards a re me t. The figure also identi fies those inte rsections that operate at Level of Service 
"C" o r be tte r, which generally indicates minor delays and a user's perception of minor levels of 
congestion during most times of the day. De tailed operational analysis results are summarized by 
intersectio n in Figure 4-2. Lane configurations are summarized by intersection in Appendix B. A 
description of level of service and the criteria by which they are determined is presented in Appendix B 1• 

1 Appendix "B" indicates how level of service is measured and what is generally considered the acceptable! 
range of level of service. Intersection level of service (LOS) is analogous to the letter grades in a school 
report card . Motorists using an intersection that operates at LOS "A" experience very JjttJe delay, while 
those using an intersection that operates a t LOS "F" will experience intolerably long delays. 

Kit telson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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Figure 4-1 and Figure 4-2 show that a ll s tudy intersections, except the OR 126/Tom McCall Road 
intersection, meet the applicable mobility s tandards. The OR 126/Tom McCall Road intersection 
operates at LOS "F" and a volume-to-capacity ratio of 1.0 durin g the 3Qth highest hour, the critica l 
time period during w hich the intersection performance is compared to City and ODOT standards. 
Traffic operations worksheets are provided in Appendix C. 

To understand the number of hours the OR 126/Tom McCall intersection d oesn ' t meet standards, 
16-hour traffic volume counts were obtained and analyzed . As shown in Exhibit 4-J , the 
intersection exceeds the ODOT mobili ty target (v/c ra tio> 0.90) in the mid-afternoon (i.e., between 
2:45 and 4:30p.m.) and City and Coun ty s tandards (delay> 50 seconds) during the mid-aftern oon 
and afte rnoon commute hours (i.e., between 2:45 to 4:30 p.m. and between 4:45 and 6:30p.m). 

1.20 

1.00 

.! 

OR 126/Tom McCall Intersection Operations 
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Exhibit 4-1. OR 126 and Tom McCall intersection performance throughout the 16-hour count period. 

Intersection Queuing Analysis 

-.!. 
l .. 
Cl 
r: 
0 ... u .. • .. .. 
~ 

Understanding how long, both in terms of length and time, queues of ca rs line up at intersections 
provide an indica tion of a user's sense of congestion at a particular location. Intersection queuing 
analysis can also identify locations where the s torage provided to accommodate those queues 
may need to be lengthened. To prov ide this understanding, queuing analysis was performed at 
the study intersections in accordance with the ODOT Analysis Procedu res Manual (APM,l). The 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 



Exist ing Condit ions Analysis 
August 1, 2013 

Prineville Transportation System Plan 
Page 4-6 

95th Percentile queue lengths were calculated using Synchro 7 software, w hich implements the 
2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology (2). 

Per this analysis, the N 3'd Street/Ma in Street intersection is the only intersection identified to 
have 95th percentile queues that exceed available storage capacity on one or more approaches. The 
remaining study intersections have adequate storage, though long queues were noted at several 
signalized intersections along N 3rd Street. Appendix C contains a summary of queuing analysis 
results for all study intersections. 

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION 

Neither the City nor the state has adopted standards that can be used to assess the performance of 
the "active transportation system". In lieu of standa rds, key gaps in the existing bicycle and 
pedestrian system were identified through a review of the Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Action 
Plans prepared by the City and its residents for three schools in Prineville and an assessment of 
the location of existing sidewalks and bicycle routes relative to popular/desired pedestrian and 
bicycle destinations (e.g., downtown, hospital, city parks, e tc. ). 

SRTS Action Plans 

The recommendations and strategies from SRTS Action Plans for Cecil Sly Elementary School, 
Crook Coun ty Middle School, and Crooked River Elementary School included a Safe Routes 
Segment Map, shown in Appendix D. The map shows seven preferred pedestrian and bicycle 
route "segments" that connect residential areas north of N 3rd Sh·eet to the schools on the south 
side of N 3rd Street. 

As part of implementation of the Action Plans, the City has funded construction of sidewalks and 
curbs on the west and north side of the following segm ents: 

• Segments #4 and #6 (NE Juniper Street) from E 1st Street to Laughlin Road 

• Segment #3 (Laughlin Road) from Junipe r Street to Hudspeth Road 

• Segment #2 (Hudspeth Road) from Laughlin Road to Existing Sidewalk near Jordan Lane 

Pedestrian Network 

The existing pedestrian network is well developed in the downtow n area and within private 
subdivisions in the northern part of the city. However, some pedestrian links that connect the 
northern developments to the central and southern part of town are missing, as confirmed by the 
SRTS Action Plans. Based on an analysis completed to determine the connectivity of existing 
pedestrian routes to destinations, the following sidewalk gaps were identified: 

• Main Street north of 101h Street to City boundan;: The addition of sidewalks along this 
segment of Main Street would provide a pedestrian connection between residential areas 
in the north part of the city and civic destinations, such as the pool, schools, and parks. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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• Lyn n Boulevard from SE Combs Road to S Main Street: The addition of sidewalks or a 
separa ted path would provide a safe pedestrian connection for students with the adjacent 
middle school, high school, Central Oregon Community College satellite campus, and 
access to the fairg rounds. 

• SE Combs Fla t Road: The addition of sidewalks along this segment will help serve students 
and surrounding residents along one of a limited number of north -south connecti ons in 
the City. This infrastructu re will also support future redevelopment of the Ochoco 
Lumber site and connect these areas north across N 3•d Street to shopping opportunities 
and ultimately to the Iron Horse property . 

• Fairview between Lynn Boulevard and N 3'd Street : Filling in the sidew alk gaps on Fairview 
would provide a centra] north -south corridor. 

• NE 7111 Street and Loper Avenue: sidewalks a long these s treets would provide benefi cial east­
west connection s across Prineville's northeast quadrant. To accommodate right-of-way, 
slope, utilities, and driveway issues, either of these road ways could be improved with a 
sidewalk along one side of the roadway. 

• Ochoco Creek Trnil System: the City plans to pave the trail between Harwood east to Ma in 
Stree t. Ex tension of this trail system across N 3•d Street and into a Combs Fla t pedestrian 
system would link the no rthwest and southeast portions of the City, and has been 
considered previously by the City as part of a possible Rails-to-Tra il s project along the 
abandoned rail right-of-way. 

Bicycle Network 

The existing bicycle network in P rineville prov ides regional and some local connecti ons. There is 
an existing bike route along N 3'd Street and Main Street w hich prov ide east-west and north-south 
regional connections, respecti vely. Based on an an alysis comple ted to determine the connecti vity 
of existing bicycle routes to key destinations, the fo ll owing is a list of identified gaps of bike 
facilities w ith the associa ted justification: 

• Main Street between Davidson Park and NW 10111 Street: provision of bike lanes would 
comple te a missing gap in the network and provide regional and local north-south 
connectivity. 

• Parallel east-wes t routes to N 3'd Street : routing bicycles and providing bike lanes on 2 nd 

Street or 41h Street could be considered . A off-street bike pa th that follows the N 3'd Street 
alignment could also key downtown bicycle connectivity needs. 

• SE Combs Flat Road: a con tinuous bicycle facili ty from SE Lynn Boulevard north of N 3rd 

Street would prov ide connections into the planned Iron Horse development. This could be 
integrated with pedestri an needs as part of a mixed use trail system o r a combination of 
sidewalks, trails, and bicycle lanes. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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As part of developing an implementation plan for the TSP, pedestrian and bicycle transportation 
improvements will be prioritized. Prioritization will be based on project goals and objectives and 
take into account volume and roadway characteristics. 

CRASH HISTORY 

Over the five-year study period (January 1, 2007 through December 31, 2011), 415 crashes were 
reported within the Prineville UGB. Figure 4-3 illustrates crash locations by severity at study 
intersections. Roadway segment and intersection crash history is summarized in Appendix E. 

The Highway Safety Manual (HSM) identifies several methods to identify crash sites with 
potential for crash reduction. Following review of these methods, the critical crash rate method was 
applied to Prineville intersections based on avai lable data. This methodology takes into account 
traffic volumes and crash frequencies. The d ata and analysis are summarized in Appendix E. 

Findings from the crash analysis indicate the following: 

• Approximately 45 percent of reported crashes (188 crashes) occurred on state highways, 
and 94 percent of those occurred on Ochoco Highway (OR 126 west of the Prineville "Y" 
and US 26/0R 126- N 3'd Street east of the Prineville "Y"). 

• No fatal traffic crashes were reported du ring the five year period. 

• Nine pedestrian-involved crashes and eight bicyclist-involved crashes were reported over 
the 5-year period and all resulted in injuries. The locations of the crashes vary throughout 
the UGB. 

• The Main Street/N 9th Street intersection has a crash rate of 0.33 crashes per million 
entering vehicles. This ra te exceeds the statewide 901h percentile rate of 0.29 for similar 
intersections, as documented in Assessment of Statewide Intersection Safety Performance, 
prepared for ODOT and FHW A. Signal improvements are planned on Main Street at 
N 10th Street, which will change the crash patterns and reduce conflict points. No 
additional evaluation is necessary until the signal improvements are completed. 

• The Deer Street/2nd Street intersection has a crash rate of 1.17 crashes per million entering 
vehicles. This rate exceeds the critical crash rate of 0.57 and the statewide 901h percentile 
rate of 0.41 for similar intersections. Of the 10 crashes reported at this intersection, eight 

resulted in injury. 

• The N 41h Street/Main Street intersection has a crash rate of 0.71 crashes per million 
entering vehicles. This rate exceeds the critical crash rate of 0.47 and the statewide 901h 

percentile rate of 0.41 for similar intersections. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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Based on information provided by ODOT, the following segments were identified in the top 5 or 
10 percent of SPIS si tes. 

• A segment of US 26 (N 3•d Street) from Maple to Claypool (Milepost 18.43 to 18.61) was 
identified in the 2012 top 5-percent of all ODOT sites based on 2009 to 2011 crash data. 

• A segment from Deer Street to Claypool (Milepost 18.53 to 18.64) was in the 2009 top JO­
percent of all ODOT SPIS sites. 

• A segment of US 26 at Harwood and a segment of US 26 at Combs Flat Road (Milepost 
19.67 to 19.76) were identified in the top 10-percent of 2011 SPIS sites, based on 2008 to 
2010 crash reports. 

As part of developing the implementation plan for the TSP, the roadway segments and 
intersections identified with crash rates higher than the critical crash rate, sta tewide 9Q1h 

percentile, and those in the top 5 or 10 percent of the ODOT Safety Priority Index System2 will be 
reviewed in g reater detail to identify opportunities to red uce crash frequency. 

ACCESS MANAGEMENT 

Driveway access onto roadways creates turbulence that reduces throughput and introduces 
conflict points (for motorized and non-motorized travelers). Expressway facilities, such as OR 126 
near the a irport, are designated for high-speed intercity travel. Within the downtown core ODOT 
has designated N 3'd Street (US 26) as a Special Transportation Area, w ith an emphasis on 
balancing the needs of local businesses and through travel. 

The purpose of access standards and management is to preserve the roadway for its intended 
function. Poor access management results in frequent conflicts and makes travel for bicyclists and 
pedestrians difficult. The stopping or decelerating maneuvers of turning vehicles impacts 
following vehicles, and creates conflicts. Additionally, numerous access points impact businesses, 
taking up commercially zoned land for circulation ra ther than building space, parking, or 
landscaping. 

Existing access management s tandards defined in the revised Oregon Administrative Ru le 734 
and by the Ci ty were applied to existing corridors and segments adjacent to study intersections. 
These curren t s tandards are summarized in Appendix F. 

2 The Safety Priority Index System (SPIS) is a method developed by ODOT for ranking locations annually 
on state highways by considering crash frequency, crash rate, and crash severity. ODOT's annual SPlS 
analysis uses the most-recent three years of crash data (i.e., 2012 SPIS sites are based on 2009 through 2011 

crash data). 

A roadway segment is designated as a SPIS site if a location experiences three or more crashes or one or 
more fatal crashes over a three-year period. Under this method, all state highways are analyzed in 0.10 mile 
segments to identify SPIS sites. Statewide, there are approximately 6,000 SPIS sites. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Analysis of the motorized and acti ve transportation systems indica ted the following: 

• All 22 intersections analyzed meet City and ODOT performance measures, w ith the 
exception of the OR l 26(fom McCall Road intersection. Three o th er intersections mee t 
applicable standards, but opera te with higher levels of delay than other intersections in 
the city. 

• The N 3•d Street/Main Street intersection is the only intersection identified to have 95th 
percentile queues tha t exceed avail able s torage ca pacity on one or more approaches. The 
remai ning study intersections have adequate s torage, though long queues were no ted at 
several signalized intersections along N 3•d Street. 

• Key gaps in the existing bicycle and pedestri an system were identified th rough a review 
of the Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Action Plans prepared by the Ci ty and its residents for 
three schools in Prineville and an assessment of the loca tion of e xisting sidewalks and 
bicycle routes re lati ve to popular/desired pedestrian and bicycle destinations (e.g., 
downtown, hospital, city parks, e tc.). 

• Nine pedestri an-involved crashes an d eight bicyclist-involved crashes were reported over 
the 5-year peri od and a ll resu lted in injuries. The locations of the crashes va ry throughout 
the UGB. 

• The Deer Stree t/2nd Street, 4th Street/Main Street, and the Main Street/N 91" Street 
intersections have crash rates tha t exceed the critical crash rate and the statewide 90'" 
percentile ra te fo r similar intersections. 

REFERENCES 

l. The O regon Department of Transportation . Analysis Procedures Manual. 2006. 

2. Transportati on Research Board . Highway Capacity Manual. 2000. 

APPENDICES 

A ppendix A - Traffic Count Data 

A ppendix B- Analysis Methodology 

Appendix C- Existing Conditi ons Traffi c O perations and Queuing Analysis Worksheets 

Appendix D - Active Transporta tion Maps 

Appendix E - Crash Analysis Information 

Appendi x F- Access Management Standards 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 



APPENDIX A - TRAFFIC COUNT DATA 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Lamonta Rd -- Harwood St QC JOB#: 10736501 
CITY/STATE: Prinevi lle, OR DATE: Tue, Apr 10 2012 
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Harwood St 
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40 
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Ra11road 

Stopped Buses 

Comments: 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http:/twww.quahtycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Main St --7th St QC JOB #: 10736502 
CITY/STATE: Prineville OR DATE: Tue, Apr 10 2012 

501 569 Peak-Hour: 4:20 PM -- 5 :20 PM 

_j : 322 1~9L 
16 3.5 

Peak 15-Min: 4:55PM -- 5:10PM 

_j: : 4 L 
06 

J • "" 
13 . 4 ~ ~ 178 • 200 • 

EJ] 
77 • oo ~ ~ 56 . 5 0 

4 • • 1 -00 • • 0 0 
20 • 12 '\ (' 21 . 229 

,;~7 :1 a: Qu,a~.~!'Y ~o~n,t~ 
00 . 00 '\ (' 0 0 . 39 

I ; • : 5 1 
26 

355 445 
" l • 06 31 

_j~L _j~ 0 ~L • 

t 
t 9 _jn lL 

0 
~~~ 

0 

4 ~ 0 . ~ . 0 

0 '\ (' 0 

~~~ +t- ~~ • ~~ 0 

_j : 

NA ~L _j J 

NA ~..L • -+ • . ·~· • 
~ HI ~ rel~ 

NA . • NA NA • •• • NA 
~ . '\ (' • '\ (' 

1: • :r- ,~ • ~, 
NA NA 

5-Min Count Main St Main St 7th St 7th St I I Period (Northbound) (Southbound) _(Eastbound) (Westbound) 
Total Hourly 

Beginning At Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Rlaht u Left Thru Rlaht u Left Thru R_ight u I Totals 
4'00 PM 0 33 3 0 12 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 14 0 102 
4 05 PM 2 24 5 0 19 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 14 0 

1 

99 
4.10 PM 1 34 6 0 12 28 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 14 0 98 
4:15PM 0 26 3 0 14 24 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 12 0 83 
420PM 1 35 3 0 12 26 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 13 0 91 
425 PM 1 31 4 0 

I 
17 25 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 

I 
4 0 21 0 

I 
104 

4 30PM 2 28 5 0 16 25 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 12 0 91 I 
435 PM 

I 
0 35 2 0 19 29 0 0 

' 
0 0 1 0 2 0 18 0 106 

440PM 0 37 3 0 16 28 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 15 0 103 
445PM 1 29 2 0 I 15 30 0 0 I 0 0 

1 0 ~ 0 9 0~ 
r 4 50 PM 0 27 1 0 18 28 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 9 0 87 

ot.51PM 0 :;u- · B : : 10 31 IT ·:·r f 7 ., ----.r 7- -----.---.-cr- 92' 11~ , 

50Q PM : 31 5 13 32 0 • II a o • t 11 o 1of 114 
II: OS. PM 45. l Cl. 16 .. ....._Z!I__IL 

- ~ I 
1 0. 'I ii Q. ' 1~ !l: I t1f: I l'lf.Li 

510PM 0 28 6 0 15 23 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 16 0 92 1157 
5 15PM 3 31 2 .0. 12 _19 Q 0 0 0 Q Q 0 25 0 92 1166 
520 PM 1 37 1 0 7 19 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 15 0 84 11 59 
5·25 PM 0 26 2 0 13 14 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 11 0 71 1126 
5.30 PM 1 27 3 0 7 22 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 2 14 0 79 1114 
5 '35 PM 1 35 4 0 13 30 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 15 0 101 1109 
5 40 PM 1 43 5 0 10 30 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 12 0 106 1112 
5.45 PM 1 33 3 0 9 16 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 10 0 76 1097 
5:50 PM 1 42 3 0 11 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 17 0 103 1113 
5:55PM 1 28 1 0 8 23 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 10 0 73 1094 

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eas tbound Westbound 
Total Flowrate s Left Thru Rlaht u Left Thru Ri11ht u Left Thru Rl11ht u Left Thru Rlaht u 

All Vehicles 16 424 72 0 1 156 356 0 0 8 8 12 0 24 0 160 0 1236 
Heavy Trucks 4 B 12 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 B 36 

Pedestnans I 4 0 0 0 

I 
4 

B1cycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ra11road 

Stopped Buses 

Comments: 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4 :31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http:/!wv.w.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determin ing peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Deer St --US 26 QC JOB#: 10736503 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Tue, Apr 10 2012 

87 98 Peak-Hour: 4:15PM--5:15PM 

_j ~ 30 :oL 2 3 4 1 
Peak 15-Min: 5:00PM --5:15PM 

_j~ :OL 33 
oJ • '-

500 • 23 ~ t. 33 . 445 • 28 • 4 3 ~ t. 00 . 29 
551 . 0.89 • 398 .. 29 • • 33 

603 . 29 '\ r 14 . 612 

I ; t 

~~ a: Qu~lity ~ou~ts 3 0 . 34 '\ r oo• 29 

~o~ 
t 

~91 42 
7 1 

73 148 
27 34 

_j._:.L _j: 0 ~L • 
4 t t 7 _j1 lt_ 

0 

~ <e> t. 0 

~ 0 . ~. 0 

0 '\ r 0 

I ..... 
I ~ ~ ~ 

t :r-14 .- 0 

_j: NA :L _J _j oJ NA '" L • ....... • 
• ~~t. • 

~ rr- ~~t. 
NA . .. . NA NA • !Ill! • NA 

• '\ r • " r 1: : A :r- ~~ 
t ~, 

NA 

5-Min Count Deer St l Deer St us 26 J us 26 I I Period (Northbound) (Southbound) (Eastbou~ (Westbound) ---1 Tota l Hourly 
Beginning At '"Lett Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Right u Totals 

4 00 PM 4 5 3 0 2 2 5 0 0 47 4 0 0 43 1 0 I 116 
4·05 PM 6 5 6 0 5 5 6 0 4 36 5 0 1 44 2 0 127 
4 10 PM 12 3 2 0 0 6 3 0 2 32 4 0 1 24 1 0 90 
4 15 PM 6 3 7 0 2 1 2 0 3 42 3 0 0 37 3 0 109 
4 20PM 6 4 2 0 1 3 5 0 3 32 1 0 1 35 2 0 95 
425 PM 7 0 1 0 3 1 4 0 4 39 0 0 1 <11 3 0 104 
4 30 PM 4 1 3 0 2 4 4 o 2 59 6 o 1 0 26 3 0 116 
435 PM 5 4 1 0 3 4 4 : ; :: ~ u 2 31 3 0 107 
4 40PM 2 7 3 0 

I 

2 1 1 1 30 5 0 105 
445 PM 3 3 6 0 0 1 2 0 3 49 1 0 2 18 2 0 90 
4 50 PM 5 0 6 0 0 3 2 ;~, ' 0 ' 

47 1 ~j 109 

rt!i~~ 
6 6 2 0 2 4 3 0 0 42 0 0 0 19 2 86 1254 

OOPM - 3- - 5 7 0 1 4 4 0 0 .. -3---5--0 2 39' 2 115 I 1253---, 

5PM 5 6 0 0 2 4 4 o 1 2 53 1 o i 2 30 4 0 113 1239 
~10.PM 13 3 3 0 2 0 . 2 0 .1 56 4 B 2 4!i 3 0 1!Y 1283 

5 15 PM 5 5 3 0 

I 
2 2 5 0 2 37 3 0 I 0 32 1 0 97 1271 

5 20 PM 9 3 5 0 0 3 4 0 3 45 1 0 1 29 1 0 104 1260 
5·25 PM 

I 
2 4 3 0 2 1 4 0 

I 
2 52 0 0 0 23 1 0 94 1270 

5.30 PM 7 2 3 0 1 2 2 0 1 48 3 0 3 35 0 0 107 1261 
5.35 PM 6 4 2 0 4 2 2 0 3 48 6 0 0 36 1 0 116 1272 
5 40 PM 2 1 2 0 4 5 1 0 3 52 2 0 1 31 3 0 107 1274 
5 45 PM 2 1 3 0 1 2 3 0 2 44 5 0 0 22 1 0 66 

I 
1270 

5 50 PM 
I 

2 1 2 0 1 2 9 0 1 48 1 0 1 37 1 0 106 1267 
5 55 PM 6 3 4 0 2 1 2 0 I 1 39 1 0 I 0 24 2 0 65 1266 

Peak 15-Min I Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Total 
Flowrates Left Thru Right u Left Thru Rjg_ht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Right u 

All Vehocles 

1 

64 56 40 0 j 20 32 40 0 12 606 40 0 ! 24 456 36 0 1446 
Heavy Trucks 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 12 4 0 8 0 28 
Pedestnans 6 4 0 4 16 

Bocycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Raolroad 

Stopped Buses• 

Comments: 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http:/IWWN.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour· Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Main St - US 26 QC JOB#: 10736504 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Tue Apr102012 

322 387 Peak-Hour: 4:00 PM -- 5:00 PM 

_j ! 179 : 3 L 

31 39 
Peak 15-Min: 4:30PM--4:45PM 

_js; ~L 22 
... • I. 

479 • 160 .I \. 62 • 443 • 
~ 

40 • 38 .I \. 32 . 36 
378 . • 331 

~ 45 . • 42 
616 . 78 'l r 50 . 486 

,~· ~, a: Qu,a~.i~y ~o~~~s 
37 • 00 'l r 00 . 41 ,; • ~91 : 165 ~ 42 

307 278 
1 3 32 

_j~L _j: 

0 ~L • 
t 

t 9 ___.]H lt_ 
0 

.I~\. 
0 

0 ~ 0 . ~ . 0 

0 'l r 0 

I .... I ~ ,~ • :r-4 .- 0 

_j: 

NA ~L __J 

_j.., 

NA ~.L • .... • . -~- • 
~ Hrr- .1~\. 

NA . .. • NA NA . ~~. NA 

• "\ r • "\ r /: • :r- ,~ • ~, 
NA NA 

5-Min Count Main St Main St us 26 us 26 I Period (Northbound) (Southbound) (Eastbound) (Westbound) Hourly 
Beginning At Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Rlaht u Left Thru Right u Total 

Totals 
400 PM 9 13 2 0 3 22 6 0 16 25 8 0 

I 
2 29 4 0 139 

405 PM 8 11 2 0 

I 
5 21 5 0 16 31 7 0 4 32 5 0 147 

410 PM 7 19 5 0 3 17 6 0 l 11 29 9 0 I 3 27 6 0 I 142 i 
415 PM I 9 16 1 0 8 17 5 0 6 34 4 0 I 4 32 4 0 140 
4 20PM I 4 12 4 0 12 9 7 0 15 25 7 0 7 36 1 0 139 
425PM 7 13 4 0 ,. _ __21 14 5 0 9 24 6 0 3 34 7 0 135 ' 

Gr-..~-7 -· f4 2 8' • 1if 5' : l w ,--~ ~- ' i--r "' • : T ~ .. 0 & 13 9 11 
lit t: : • • 4!3$= 5 7 

~ g, 3 _JJ!__ 8 Ill 1;~ " • 1M: ot..a ~ m 
445 PM 2 17 2 0 6 10 5 0 16 27 6 0 5 15 3 0 114 
4 SOPM 11 11 3 0 7 14 5 0 12 25 8 0 6 27 7 0 136 
~4.55 PM 4 12 3 0 6 10 4 0 21 32 4 0 3 22 6 .0. 12Z. 1659 
5:00PM 4 11 1 0 9 17 6 0 9 28 7 0 4 31 7 0 134 1654 
5·05 PM 9 19 3 0 7 20 5 0 8 23 9 0 6 27 8 0 144 1651 
5:10PM 8 9 2 0 10 14 4 0 12 43 2 0 7 28 5 0 144 1653 
5:15PM 6 17 1 0 4 15 6 0 7 35 3 0 5 24 7 0 130 1643 
520 PM 7 19 5 0 11 11 4 0 11 32 4 0 6 19 8 0 137 1641 
5 25 PM 3 8 3 0 2 10 2 0 10 44 4 0 2 14 5 0 107 1613 
5:30PM 6 10 2 0 3 9 3 0 8 34 3 0 6 23 4 0 111 1584 
5 35 PM 9 15 3 0 7 13 5 0 14 27 10 0 4 26 2 0 135 1583 
5 40 PM 3 15 1 0 9 15 10 0 26 33 10 0 5 24 4 0 155 1574 
5 45 PM 4 8 4 0 5 12 2 0 18 25 7 0 4 31 7 0 127 1587 
5:50 PM 3 15 2 0 7 14 4 0 18 24 6 0 3 23 5 0 124 1575 
5.55 PM 3 18 1 0 0 17 3 0 8 26 10 0 3 22 5 0 116 1564 

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Total Flowrates Left Thru Rlaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Rl!lht u Left Thru Rjg_ht u 
All Vehtcles 68 164 36 0 56 180 88 0 152 504 76 0 52 308 76 0 1760 

Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 16 0 0 8 4 36 
Pedestnans 0 

I 
12 0 4 

I 
16 

Btcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ratlroad 

Stopped Buses 

Comments: 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determ ining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Laughlin Rd - US 26 QC JOB #: 10736505 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Wed, Apr 11 2012 

45 41 Peak-Hour: 4:00 PM -- 5:00 PM 

_j: : L 

111 98 

3 
Peak 15-Min : 4:40PM--4:55PM 

_jo•o oo 1: 9L • 179 . 5 j \. 26 . 180 .J • ~ 
56 • oo J \. 15 4 • 7 8 

159 . 0 .89 • 153 
~ 4 4 • • 65 

182 . 18 '\ r 1 . 198 

I ; t !I a: QuaUty ~ou~ts 
44 • 56 '\ r oo • 61 

~o~ 
t 

: 0 1 

10 
00 

22 33 
45 00 

_j~L _j: 

0 ~L • 
o t t o _J+ L 

0 
j ~\. 

0 

~ 0 . ~. 0 

0 '\ r 0 

I ... I ~ 17 t :I 0 0 
...-

_j: 

NA 

: L 

_J 

_j .J 

NA ~L • ...... • 
• J~\. • I +r- J~\. 

NA • • NA NA . ~II! • NA 

• '\ r • '\ r 

1: 
t :I ~~ 

t 

~~ NA NA 

5-Min Count Laughlin Rd Laughlin Rd I us 26 

~ 
us 26 

Period (Northbound) (Southbo und) (Eastbound) (Westbound) Hourly 
Beginning At ' Le ft Thru Right u 

. 
Left Thru Right u """"Left Thru Right u Left Thru Right lJ Total 

To tals 
4 00 PM 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 2 17 1 0 0 15 1 0 42 I 

I 
4 05 PM 1 2 1 0 

I 
5 0 2 0 0 7 2 0 0 13 2 0 35 

410 PM 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 13 3 0 0 13 2 0 36 

I 415 PM 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 11 4 0 34 
4 20 PM 0 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 13 0 0 0 17 2 0 38 
4 25 PM 1 0 0 

~J 
0 1 0 0 0 14 4 0 1 18 Ul J3 I 

4 30PM 4 2 1 3 0 0 0 1 15 1 0 
I 

0 7 2 0 36 

r-r5~M 
3 3 0 2 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 9 0 0 24 I 440PM 0 ·-o- - o- 0 5 0 1 0 0 18 0 0 0 1V 6 0 38 

'I 445PM 3 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 12 4 0 0 1& 0 0 4111 
4:5QPM 1 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 16 2 ~ Q 18 1 0 

I 
A.a. 

455 PM 2 0 0 o I 2 1 1 0 I 0 _16 l 0 0 4 2 0 I 29 440 
5·oo PM 3 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 I 0 11 4 0 0 10 2 0 I 34 I 432 
5 05 PM 2 1 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 13 0 0 0 9 1 0 31 428 
510 PM 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 

I 
0 16 0 0 0 2 0 0 23 415 

5 15 PM 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 18 1 0 1 13 2 0 

I 

40 421 
5 20 PM 2 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 21 1 0 0 11 1 0 40 

I 
423 

5 25 PM 1 1 0 0 

I 

4 0 1 0 0 16 0 0 0 18 0 0 41 421 
5.30 PM 1 0 1 0 5 0 1 0 0 11 0 0 0 16 2 0 37 422 
5:35PM 6 1 0 0 4 1 2 0 0 14 1 0 1 6 1 0 I 37 435 
5 40 PM 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 14 1 0 0 14 2 0 36 433 
5 45 PM 

I 
1 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 

I 
0 15 1 0 0 10 2 0 35 426 

5 50 PM 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 4 3 0 32 415 
5:55PM 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 10 1 0 0 5 2 0 24 410 

Peak 15-Min Northbound I Southbound Eastbound Westbound Total 
Flowrates I Left Thru Ri!lht u Left Thru Ri!lht u Left Thru Right u Left Thru Right u 

All Veh1cles 16 4 0 0 52 4 4 0 I 0 176 24 0 0 184 28 0 492 
Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 8 4 0 20 0 40 
Pedestnans 0 0 0 0 0 

BocycJes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Railroad 

Stopped Buses I 

Comments: 

Report generated on 5 /3/2012 4:3 1 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts. LLC (http :/twww.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Main St- 9th St 
CITY/STATE: Prineville OR 

QC JOB#: 10736506 
DATE: Tue Apr 10 2012 

467 439 Peak-Hour: 4:25PM -- 5:25 PM 

_j: 415 !L 04 32 
Peak 15-Min: 4:30PM-- 4:45PM _jo; :OL 05 

.J • .. • 4 . 7 148 . 21 ~ \. 

~ 
20 • 48 ~ \. 00 . 00 

5 • • 2 
00 • ~ • 00 

132 . 106 '\ r 1 . 59 

~. ~, a: Qu,a~i;y ~o~~~s 
08 • 00 '\ r oo • 

11~0 414 ~ 
1 2; 

• ~61 31 

522 562 
0 4 3 0 

5-Min Count Main St Main St 9th St 9th St 
Period (Northbound) (Southbound) (Eastbound) (Westbound) 

Beginning At Left Thru Riaht U Left Thru Rlaht U Left Thru Riaht U Left Thru Riaht U 
Total 

4.00 PM 10 26 0 0 2 41 3 0 2 1 7 0 0 0 1 0 93 
4 05 PM 4 32 5 0 1 43 1 0 0 2 9 0 0 0 1 0 98 
4 10 PM 9 34 2 0 3 41 1 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 98 
4:15PM 8 28 3 0 2 30 8 0 1 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 87 
4'20 PM 9 33 2 0 1 34 0 0 1 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 89 

1 7 

Hourly 
Totals 

4 25 PM 12~-::37.,__ 1 o 1 33 1 o c 1 12 o ~.oi;;-:-"""""'o"'= o __ o !!.""1--
1 

(,_,!..,~:S~~~~==~+-·~~~!......_~!~~=--·-!': :1 _ _,:~-_,lr-. --=-~1.~-..::;'42:':'"-.~-~. r ·.: _.!'"'-_..li!IA::.__._:1mllll:lt.-...-'i~t--!":'I..._. _~:!IL·-·_--_!:_. _..!IIIl:yr~..!l-~ ... -+-'-~' 
4 45 PM 6 30 2 0 I 0 41 3 0 1 0 11 0 0 0 1 ~0 I 95 
4 50 PM 45 28 43 00 I 2 43 3 0 I 3 0 6 0 0 0 1 94 
4 55 PM 31 4 34 6 0 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 90 
5 00 PM 8 33 5 0 3 37 2 0 I 1 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 99 
5 05 PM 12 38 4 0 0 35 2 0 5 0 12 0 0 0 0 000 I 108 I 
5 10 PM 15 29 3 0 1 29 2 0 2 2 9 0 0 0 0 92 
5 15 PM 11 37 4 0 1 24 4 0 1 0 8 0 0 0 0 90 

_5.20 PM 9 44 0 0 2 26 4 _ 0. 2.. 0 4 0 0 1 2 . 0 94 
5:25 PM 9 25 4 0 1 18 2 0 3 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 70 
5:30 PM 5 26 8 0 3 23 4 0 2 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 80 
5:35 PM 5 41 2 0 1 31 2 0 3 0 7 0 0 0 2 0 94 
5 40 PM 9 43 5 0 3 27 4 0 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 06 
5.45 PM 7 28 4 0 1 20 3 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 68 
5:50 PM 15 45 0 0 1 28 3 0 7 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 108 
5:55 PM 3 29 1 0 1 26 1 0 4 1 6 0 2 1 0 0 75 

Peak 15-Min Northbound I Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Flowrates 1--o-L-:ceft;;---;Th;;;::-:-ru=~R.;:ii!l 7rh:;:.t =-,.u-l-.-Le=-rt.--.Th:;:::'ru==R~I~glht~'ou.-+oL-:e-..ft---,T;;:;h:::ru:-:=-"~R~i_g_:i:lh~t"-=--;;u;-h-L::<ert..-•Th=ru=iR~i=:glh~t=-;-url 

Ail Vehici. es 1 112 428 48 o 1 
0
8 452 36 o 24 8 112 o 4 o 0 0 

Heavy Trucks 0 16 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pedestnans 4 0 0 0 

81cycies 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Railroad 

Stopped Buses 

Comments: 

Total 

1232 
20 
4 
3 

1150 
1156 
1166 
1180 
1163 
1168 
1140 
1121 
1114 
1112 
1085 
1099 
1084 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts. LLC (http:/Jwww.qualrtycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Elm St -- US 26 QC JOB #: 10736507 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Tue, Apr 10 2012 

131 46 Peak-Hour: 4:30 PM --5:30PM 

_j ~ 28 :9L 
08 65 

Peak 15-Min: 5:05PM-- 5:20PM 

_jo; ~1L 00 
., • II. 435 . 12 ~ t. 14 . 419 • 
~ 

28 . 167~ t. 00 . 24 
501 . • 399 -16 . • 25 524 . 11 '\ r 6. 629 • 91 '\ ,; • :r- cr.: Quali~y ~o~nts 

2 1 r oo• 1 4 
1 9: 

• 
:01 20 

50 45 81 22 37 

_j._:.L _j : 1 ~L • 
12 t t B _j1 l_ 

0 
~ ~t. 

0 

i 0 . ~. 0 

0 '\ r 0 

I .... I ~ ~ ~ • :r-5 .- 0 

_j : NA :L 
___J _j., NA ~~.L • ... • 

• ~ ~t. • 

~ nr-- ~~t. 
NA .... NA NA . ~II! • NA 

• '\ r • '\ r 

1: 
• :r- ,~ • ~~ NA NA 

5-Min Count I ElmS! I ElmS! 
I 

us 26 us 26 

I Period (Northbound) (Southbound) (East bound) (Westbound) 
Total 

Hourly 
Beginning At Left Thru RiQht u ~ft Thru Riqht u Left Thru Ri!lht ---u----Left Thru RiQht u l To tals 

4·00 PM 

I 
0 5 2 0 

I 
4 3 3 0 1 30 1 

~ I 
0 41 0 0 90 

I 4:05PM 1 2 3 0 4 3 2 0 

I 
5 34 0 0 42 5 0 I 101 

41 0 PM 1 1 3 0 7 3 2 0 3 32 1 0 0 38 2 0 93 
4 15 PM 0 3 2 0 9 1 1 0 2 34 2 

~ I 
2 45 3 0 104 

4 20 PM 3 0 2 0 6 2 2 0 0 33 4 0 45 1 0 

1 
96 

4:25PM 2 2 3 0 I 5 3 0 0 

I 
3 26 1 2 35 2 0 66 

4 30PM 2 2 4 0 I 2 0 - 0 0 0 45 3 ~ ! 0 32 1 0 

I 
91 

435PM 1 2 4 0 7 2 1 0 0 39 0 

~ I 
3 36 0 0 97 

440PM 0 1 2 0 I 2 1 2 0 I 2 47 1 0 30 3 0 91 
445 PM 1 2 5 0 

I 
10 3 1 0 

l 
0 37 1 2 26 2 0 90 

I 4·50 PM 2 0 1 0 10 2 0 0 1 43 0 1 34 1 0 95 
4 55 PM 3 0 1 0 6 2 1 0 2 29 1 0 I 0 29 2 0 76 1114 
SOOPM 2 2 3 0 7 2 1 0 4 36 1 0 0 41 1 0 102 W,1~-I 505PM 4 2 4 0 I 10 6 3 (J I 2 3lr 1 0 G 'S1 0 0 11JT I 113rl I 
510PM 3 3 5 0 10 0 1 0 ' 0 53 ' 0 0 3& 1 0 113 I 1152 I 
5:15PM 2 0 .. .1. 0 "5. 4 .2 0 I 

0 41 1 Q Q 3a _1._ Q. 105 1153...:1 
5.20 PM 2 3 2 0 10 3 0 0 0 39 1 0 0 30 1 0 91 1146 

. 5.25 PM _0 3 1 0 8 3 2 0 1 46 . 0 0 0. . 30 1 0 95 1155 
5·30 PM 1 1 2 0 

I 
2 0 1 0 2 42 1 0 1 35 3 0 91 

I 

11 55 
5 35 PM 0 2 1 0 2 0 4 0 1 42 0 0 1 37 2 0 92 11 50 
5 40 PM 0 5 1 0 4 2 1 0 1 36 0 0 2 34 0 0 66 1147 
5.45 PM 1 1 0 0 5 4 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 41 2 0 63 1140 
S SOPM 0 1 0 0 3 2 2 0 I 1 40 0 0 I 1 28 0 0 76 

I 
1123 

5 55 PM 2 3 1 0 I 4 3 0 0 1 26 1 0 1 26 4 0 72 1117 
Peak 16-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound I Westbound 

Total 
Flowrates Le ft Thru Ri!lht u Left Thru RIQht u Left Thru Ri!lht u Left Thru Ri !lht u 
All Vehicles 36 20 64 0 100 40 24 0 6 552 12 0 0 436 6 0 1300 

Heavy Trucks 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 16 

Pedestroans [ 0 
I 

12 20 12 I 44 
B1cycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Railroad 

Stopped Buses 

Comments: 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4 :31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts. LLC (http://www.quahtycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Main St - 4th St N 
CITY/STATE: Prineville OR 

QC JOB #: 10736508 
DATE: Tue, Apr 10 2012 

376 392 

_j: 273 :eL 
J • .. 

Peak-Hour: 4:10 PM -- 5:10 PM 
Peak 15-Min: 4:55PM -- 5:10PM 

19 36 

_j: ~8 ~6L 
52 • 18 ~ \. 57 • 75 

22 . ~ · 9 

19 . 00 ~ \, 00 . 13 

91 . - • 00 
r 9 • 138 . ,., r 111 • 36 

5-Min Count 
Per iod 

Beginning At Left 
4:00PM 3 
4:05PM 2 
4 10 PM 2 
4 15 PM 2 
4 20 PM 1 3 

4 25 PM I 0 
4 30 PM 3 
4 35 PM 0 
440 PM 2 

317 :I 
373 

Main St Main St 4th St N 
(Northbound) (Southbound) (Eastbound) 
Thru Riaht U Left Thru Riaht U Left Thru Right U 

21 2 o 1 26 5 o o o 5 o
0 

I 
27 2 0 13 20 2 0 0 3 7 
24 6 o 6 21 1 o 1 4 5 

0
o T 

22 6 o
0

1 9 20 o o 117 

32 2 1 21 2 0 0 1 4 

Left 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
0 

20 0 4 25 2 0 3 2 7 ~

0
0 I 

28 2 000 l 6 19 1 0 0 0 5 

23 1 2 27 1 0 3 3 4 1 

~~ 
43 

4th St N 
(Westboundl 
Thru Riaht U Total 

0 2 0 79 
2 5 0 63 
3 7 0 81 
1 5 0 75 
0 8 0 74 
0 5 0 68 
1 2 o 10 I 
0 3 0 68 
0 4 0 80 

Hourly 
Totals 

30 1 0 8 22 3 0Ll 3 5 2 0 0 
31 3 0 I 10 24 2 0 1 1 1 00 I 1 
23 e o 1 11 21 1 o 1 _,~1 --is,__,,.,_,._.~, _ 

- 28-~s·-=-~o ...... , -&- - 24 s a ct :r " cr ' ' 
0 3 0 79 
1 2 0 77 --+-=-. 

-~~~-.~~~-r-ji ~ 

445w.M 2 
4 50 PM 2 

PM 1 
PM 0 25 3 0 10 27 4 0 1 1 • ! 1 0 1 0 85 921 

.PM 1 31 1 o 3 22 a o 4 o. 12 a 1 ' ~ .a. .sa. na 
5:10PM 1 25 2 0 3 21 1 0 1 3 5 0 0 0 4 0 
5:15PM 2 22 2 0 4 17 1 0 3 0 6 0 0 1 5 0 
5:20 PM 2 32 4 0 4 16 2 0 1 1 4 0 0 0 2 0 
5:25PM 1 18 3 0 3 13 2 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 
5:30 PM 1 23 1 0 3 18 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 
5:35 PM 1 29 5 0 7 23 0 0 2 1 5 0 1 1 6 0 
5:40 PM 2 39 3 0 8 27 1 0 1 0 6 0 0 1 5 0 
5:45 PM 1 29 4 0 4 13 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 5 0 
5:50 PM 1 35 1 0 4 22 1 0 2 1 3 0 0 1 5 0 
5:55 PM 1 27 3 0 3 20 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 

Peak 16·Min f-:--::---:;;;--.:.:N=orto-;;:h7'b'7o7u.:.:.nd==--;--;-t~-=-----;;;;:--'S'-'o'-':u~th;-=b;;:-,o;:-;un"'d"-;-;--+"7"-;:---;;;--'E::.:a:.;:s~tbo.:;o.:;-un"'d~;--I-7--;:----:::-W=:;es~t:::bo,_,u:.:.;n:.::d-:-:-~ 
Flowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Riaht U Left Thru Riaht U Left Thru Right U 

All Vehtcies 8 336 36 0 76 292 48 o 20 16 76 o 12 12 72 o 
Heavy Trucks 4 20 0 0 4 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 
Pedestnans I 4 4 1 8 I 0 

Btcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ratlroad 

Ste>p_ped Buses 

Comments: 

I 
I 

66 
63 
68 
46 
55 
81 
93 
61 
76 
60 

Total 

1004 
36 
16 
0 

908 
896 
890 
868 
853 
866 
879 
861 
860 
840 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http:/NN.w.quahtycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determin ing peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Main St -- 2nd St N QC JOB #: 10736509 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Tue, Apr 10 2012 

302 257 Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM -- 6:00 PM _j! 252 ~L 
13 27 

Peak 15-Min: 5:00PM --5:15PM _jo; :OL 16 ., . .. • 121 . 9 .J \,. 40 . 65 
08 • 00 .t \,. 00 . 15 

22 • 0 .90 • 22 
00 • ~ • 4 5 

114 . 83 '\ r 3 . 46 

~ t ~, cr: Quali; y c;o~nts 
09 • 12 '\ r oo• 00 

I : 208 ; ~o~ • ~01 3 4 

338 281 
15 2 5 

_j.:.L _j: 0 ~L • 
11 t t s _jn lL 

0 
.J ~ \,. 

0 

~ 0 . ~. 0 0 '\ r 0 

I ..... 
I +r 1 : t :r-2 0 

_j: NA :L _j., NA .. L • -+ • . -~- • 

~ HI .t~\. 
NA . • NA NA • ~~. NA 

• "' r • '\ r 

1 : 
t :r- ~~ 

t ~, 
NA NA 

5-Min Count Main St Main St 2nd St N 2nd St N 

I Period ~ (Northbound) (Southbound) 
I 

(Eastbound) I (Westbound) 
Total I 

Hourly 
Beginning At Left Thru Right u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Right u Totals 

4:00PM 9 18 2 0 5 19 8 0 1 2 5 0 1 3 4 0 77 
4 OS PM 3 21 1 0 2 22 8 0 0 1 9 0 0 2 4 0 73 
4 10PM 5 24 1 0 

I 
6 17 6 0 

I 

0 3 9 0 

I 
0 0 3 0 74 

I 
4:15PM 4 19 2 0 2 19 4 0 2 5 5 0 0 2 4 0 68 
4:20 PM 4 20 0 0 3 19 2 0 1 3 3 0 2 0 3 0 

I 
60 

4:25PM 2 15 2 0 1 16 5 0 0 3 7 0 0 1 5 0 57 
4·30 PM 5 19 0 0 2 14 5 0 0 3 6 0 0 0 3 0 57 
4:35PM 5 15 1 0 

I 
3 20 3 0 

I 
2 1 7 0 1 4 1 0 63 

4:40PM 2 20 0 0 6 18 5 0 0 4 1 0 1 0 3 0 60 
4:45 PM 

I 
8 14 2 0 1 16 4 0 I 1 4 9 0 0 0 6 0 65 

4:50 PM 1 17 0 0 
I 

2 20 4 0 2 1 6 0 0 1 4 0 58 
4:55PM 3 16 0 0 3 11 5 0 I 1 1 2 0 0 1 1 0 44 756 

r -s-oo PM" -~ f9 ·cr 0 T T 28 Z" 0 2 1 10 0 1 1 1 0 73 752"" 
505PM 17 2 0 1 28 4 0 1 0 2 0 0 .. .. 0 71 750 
510PM . 6. 13 _t . Q. t .21 6 0 1 3 8 0 0 l 4 0 I 67 I 743 
515PM 6 24 0 0 1 19 1 0 

I 
1 3 9 0 1 3 3 0 71 

! 
746 

5.20 PM 5 24 1 0 1 15 4 0 0 2 8 0 0 1 2 0 83 749 
525PM 6 12 0 0 1 17 0 0 1 2 10 0 0 0 2 0 51 743 
5·30 PM 6 16 2 0 3 16 4 0 0 2 4 0 0 2 3 0 58 744 
535PM 6 21 1 0 0 20 4 0 0 3 4 0 0 4 5 0 68 749 
540PM 4 14 0 0 3 26 2 0 1 2 8 0 0 1 5 0 66 755 
5·45 PM 6 14 0 0 1 18 2 0 2 2 8 0 1 1 1 0 56 746 
5.50 PM 8 15 0 0 2 22 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 2 4 0 59 747 
555PM 2 19 0 0 2 24 4 0 0 2 6 0 0 0 0 0 59 762 

Peak 15-Min j Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Total 

Flowrates Left Thru Rig ht u Left Thru Rjght u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Right u 
All Vehicles 68 196 12 0 12 300 48 0 16 16 eo 0 4 32 60 0 844 

Heavy Trucks 0 8 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 I 0 0 0 16 
Pedestrians 0 4 0 0 4 

B1cycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Railroad 

Stopped Buses 

Comments. 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://wv.w.quahtycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for detennining peak hour· Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Main St - 5th St QC JOB#: 10736510 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Wed Apr 11 2012 

312 187 Peak-Hour: 4:45 PM -- 5:45 PM 

_j: 269 ~L 
1 3 16 

Peak 15-Min: 4:45PM--5:00PM 

_j~ ~L 07 
.. • II. 

0 • o J \. 37 . 45 • 
~ 

0 0 • oo J \. 2 7 . 2 2 
0 • • 0 

~ 00 . • 00 
0 • o "' (' s• 49 

1; 1: :1 a: Qual_i;Y ~o~~~ 
00 • 00 "' (' oo • 41 

I ; • : 0 1 
1 3 

277 156 
07 13 

_l ._:. L _l: 0 :L • 
2 1 1 3 _j~ lL 

0 
J~\. 

1 

~ 0 . ~. 0 

0 "' (' 
0 

I .... 
I + I= • :r-0 0 

_j: NA ~L _l., NA ~~.L • 
~ +I • 

• J~\. • 
J rel \. 

NA . .. . NA NA • ~Ill! • NA . "' (' • "' (' 

1: : A :r- ~~ • ~, NA 

5-Min Count Main St 
I 

Main St 5th St 5th St 

I Period (Northbound) (Southbound) (Eastbound) (Westbound} Hourly 
Beginning At Left Thru Right u I Left Thru Right u Left Thru Right u Left Thru Riaht u Total Totals 

4 00 PM 0 13 0 0 4 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 43 
4 05 PM 0 18 1 0 5 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 49 
4 10 PM 0 15 0 0 

I 
7 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 42 

415 PM 0 13 0 0 1 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 36 
4 20 PM 0 10 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 23 
4 25 PM 0 13 1 0 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 41 
4:30 PM 0 9 0 0 3 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 31 
4:35 PM 0 8 0 0 7 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 42 
4.40 PM 0 9 0 0 4 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 

r::i : 18 .. 0 4 26 0 • IJ CJ> : i ; X ; i I : I : I) 0 1 20 Q a Cl 0 . !I I. 1 Q 8 23 0 lt. Cl ll:. ~ a. ci ' ~) I 
500PM 0 12 0 0 

I 
1 21 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 38 471 

505PM 0 10 0 0 7 27 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

I 
46 468 

510 PM 0 9 1 0 7 27 0 0 

I 
0 0 0 0 3 0 4 0 51 477 

515 PM 0 14 0 0 4 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 40 481 
520PM 0 13 2 0 1 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 38 496 
525PM 0 5 0 0 I 4 17 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 29 484 
530PM 0 11 0 0 2 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 I 44 497 
535PM 0 21 0 0 I 2 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 42 497 
S40PM 0 9 1 0 4 31 . 0 0. 0. 0 0 D . 0. . 0 1 D 46 513 
5:45 PM 0 13 0 0 6 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 43 506 
5:50PM 0 23 0 0 6 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 44 508 
5:55PM 0 13 1 0 8 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 40 501 

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Total Flowrates Left Thru Rlaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Rlaht u Left Thru Right u 

All Vehocles 0 184 8 0 I 44 276 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 44 0 556 
Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
Pedestnans 0 0 0 4 4 

Bicycles 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 
Railroad 

Stopped Buses 

Comments: 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http:/tww.v.quahtycounts.net} 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Meadow Lakes Dr-- 2nd St QC JOB #: 10736511 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Tue, Apr 10 2012 

36 30 Peak-Hour: 4:40PM --5:40PM 

_j: 
16 ~L 

56 00 
Peak 15-Min: 5:00PM -- 5:15PM 

_j1: 3 00 ~L . ~ 
27 • 5 , '- 7 . 59 J • 

37 • 00 , \, 00 . 17 
107 . 0.83 • 19 

4 7 . - • 00 
123 . 11 '\ r 33 . 156 1: • ;r- a: Quality ~ounts 

41 • 00 '\ r 3o • 4 5 

~o~ • ~81 18 
0 0 

60 55 
1 7 18 

_j._:.L _j : 

2 ~L • 
10 t t 0 _j+ lL_ 

0 , ~ \, 1 

~ 1 • 0t) • 0 

0 '\ r 1 

I 
..... 

I + ~~ • :r-1 0 

_j: 

NA ~L _jJ 

NA ~L • -+ • . ,~, • 
~ T~ , [;]'" NA • .. . NA NA . ~~. NA 

• '\ r • " r 1: :A :r- ,~ • ~, 
NA 

5-Min Count L Mead ow Lakes Dr Meadow La ke s Dr 2nd St I 2nd St 
Pe riod (No rthbound ) I (Southbound) (Eastbound) j (Westbou nd) 

Total 
Hourly 

Beginn ing At Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Right u Totals 
4·00 PM 1 2 4 0 2 1 0 0 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 19 
4 05 PM 

I 
1 2 1 0 3 2 1 0 0 9 1 0 

I 
7 2 0 0 I 29 

4·10 PM 0 4 2 0 1 1 0 0 

I 
1 7 1 0 3 2 0 0 22 

I 4 15 PM 0 3 3 0 

I 
1 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 4 1 0 19 

4 20 PM 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 8 0 0 2 2 0 0 16 
4 .25 PM 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 1 0 0 2 0 0 21 
4 30 PM 0 2 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 5 0 0 1 0 1 0 13 

I 4 35 PM 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 10 2 0 3 0 2 0 20 
440 PM 0 0 4 0 1 1 1 0 1 4 3 0 3 1 1 0 

I 
20 

I 
445 PM 0 3 1 0 1 3 2 0 1 6 0 0 2 2 0 0 21 
450 PM 1 3 2 0 3 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 3 1 0 0 18 
4 55 PM 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 1 5 2 0 3 2 0 0 18 236 l 500PU 

0 3 6 0 2 0 o· 8 0 9 1 0 I 3 1 1 0 28 :z.3 I 
50S PM 0 0 7 0 1 3 0 0 0 12 2 G 5 3 1 0 34 248 
&:10f'M Q.. 1 4 0 1 2 2 0 1 a 1 Q. 1 0. t Q.. .22 24& 
515 PM 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 10 0 0 1 2 1 0 18 247 
5.20 PM 0 4 2 0 1 2 1 0 1 9 1 0 2 0 1 0 24 255 
5:25PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 1 0 

I 
3 4 0 0 25 259 

530 PM 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 10 0 0 3 1 1 0 20 266 
_5.35 PM 0 2 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 4 2 0 0 27 .2I3 
540 PM 0 2 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 7 0 0 I 2 3 0 0 

I 
19 272 

545 PM 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 11 0 0 2 1 0 0 17 268 
5·so PM 0 3 4 0 0 1 0 0 1 6 1 0 2 4 0 0 22 272 
5.55 PM I 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 12 0 0 I 0 0 2 0 18 I 272 

Pe a k 16-Min Northbound So uthbo und Eastboun d westbound Total 
Flowrates Left Thru Right u J Left Thru Rlaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru R ight u 

All Vehicles I 0 16 68 0 16 20 8 0 4 116 16 0 36 16 12 0 328 
Heavy Trucks 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 8 
Pedestnans 0 0 4 0 4 

Btcycles 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Ratlroad i Stopped Buses 

Comments: 

Report generated on S/3/2012 4 :31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http :/!wv.w.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Deer St- 2nd St 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR 

QC JOB#: 10736512 
DATE: Tue, Apr 10 2012 

75 147 
27 

_j ~ 52 :L ., . ~ 
101 • 23 J t. 59 • 11 7 

Peak-Hour: 4:45 PM -- 5:45 PM 
Peak 15-Min: 5:00PM - 5:15PM 

_j~ 
82 · 8 · 55 

12 . 

r 3• 91 

:5 ~~ 
97 

5-Min Count Deer St I Deer St 2nd St 2nd St 
Period (Northbound) (Southbound) (Eastbound) (Westbound) 

Beginning At 1-.,-L""'eft.--..!:;T;;.h:.:..ru=;R:;..:IIa 7th'!-t -.,.,U--,--,-Le~ft,--~T;:;.h.:::ru=cR~:i~alht'--~u-;--+-;L-:ce""ft---:T~h:=:ru=::;;R;::ia:.;:lh7t- U Left Thru Rlaht 

4 00 PM 1 6 0 0 1 5 1 0 4 4 6 0 0 5 3 
4 ·os PM 8 11 o o 4 s 3 o 2 12 s o o 2 s 
4 10 PM 1 7 1 0 3 6 2 0 3 5 4 0 0 6 4 
4 15 PM 2 5 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 9 2 0 1 5 2 
4:20PM 3 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 5 5 0 1 1 4 
4.25 PM 0 5 0 0 1 2 1 0 1 6 7 0 0 0 4 
4.30 PM 2 6 1 0 6 4 1 0 1 3 5 0 0 4 3 
4:35 PM 3 5 0 0 0 6 2 0 2 7 3 0 0 4 2 
4:40 PM 4 4 0 0 1 3 0 0 1 5 2 0 0 2 1 

... so PM 1 2 0 0 2 4 2 ... 6 ~ I ~ 1 8 

... 45 PM 5 8 0 0 0 3 0 ~GO ~ ;2
1 

6 3 0 0 7 3 

rn4 ~: I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ; -~~,-,-------:i!i:-'--1 -::;tto;:--- ! ! 
5 PM 3 3 o o 1 • 3 a 1 3 a 10 v 1 a 

'IJLP.M 1 6. Q. 0 3 2 1 0 1 3 ]1: i G. 0. t 1 

5·45 PM 
s·so PM 
5.55 PM 

1 
0 
2 

1 
3 
8 

0 
2 
0 

0 2 
0 0 
0 0 

2 
3 

2 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 

2 
2 
0 

9 
4 
5 

6 
5 
6 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

6 
6 
4 

2 
3 
4 

34 

001~ 1L . ~ 
t. 17 . 09 

... . 0.0 

u 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

~ I 
0 
0 
0 
0 

_0_ 

0 
0 
0 

Total 

36 
57 
42 
31 
26 
27 
36 
34 
23 
37 
31 
33 
47 
47 
11 
40 
38 
24 
... 3 
52 
34 
34 
29 
30 

Hourly 
Totals 

I 
!11 • 
... 28 
4<40 
... 37 
........ 
482 
An 
470 
468 
465 

Peak 15-Min I-.,--::-;;:---:;;;::-::'N"'o::..:rt~h;::b7o':-un:..::d=-;,-t.....,:u---:;='So.::o~u;;;:;thEbf;o:='unc:..::d=-;;--t-.-:..--:;;;:-:::'E::.::a~stb~o~un"'d"o;,-t-;-=---:;=W:..:.e::::;s~t::;bo;:;;u:..::nc:.d...,.,..._, 
Flowrates Left Thru Ri!lht U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Riaht U Left Thru Right U 

Total 

AJI v ehides 32 64 o o 28 56 24 o 32 104 100 0 o 56 68 o 
Heavy Trucks I 0 0 0 4 0 4 I 4 0 0 I 0 0 0 
Pedestrians 0 0 4 16 

Bocydes 0 0 0 0 1 0 I 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Raolroad I 1 

Stopped Buses 

Comments: 

564 
12 
20 
2 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts. LLC (hltp:/lww.v.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determ ining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Deer St -- Lamonta Rd QC JOB#: 10736513 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Tue Apr 10 2012 

0 0 Peak-Hour: 4:00 PM -- 5:00 PM _j: ~L 00 0 0 

0 
Peak 15-Min: 4:20PM--4:35PM 

_j~ :OL 00 

• 1s1 • o .I \. 0 . 138 • 
106 . 00 .I \. 00 . 10 1 

206 . 0.86 • 134 
39 • A • 10 4 

230 . 24 "\ ~ 4 . 218 

~~ 
• :I a: Quality ~ou~ts 

3 5 • 00 "\ ~ 00 . 4 2 ... . ,. 
0 11~1 00 1~01 

28 37 
00 10 8 

_j _:. L _j: 0 ~L • 
0 t t o _J L 

0 

.I~\. 
0 

~ 1 • (jt(j • 0 

1 "\ ~ 0 

I 
..... I ~~ • :I .. 

0 0 

_j: NA :L _jJ NA ~L • ... • • -~· . I ~r- .1~\. NA . .. . NA NA • ~~ • NA 

• "\ ~ . "\ ~ 

1 : : A :1 

, ... • ,., 
NA 

5-Min Count Deer St Deer St Lamonta Rd Lamonta Rd I Period (Northbo und) I (Southbound) (Eastbound) (Westbound) Hourty 
Beginning At I Left Thru RiQht u l eft Thru RiQht u I l eft Thru Right u l eft Thru Ri!lht u Total Totals 

•OOPMJl 0 0 0~ 
0 0 0 0 0 23 4 0 1 6 : : l ::L 4 05 PM 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 3 0 

I 
1 10 

4 10 PM 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 2 0 0 18 0 0 34 

[~4 1S PM 2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 0 1 13 o _ _ _ o_ .....11 ~.., 

420PM 4 - 0- - 0- - 0 0 --0- 0 0 0 - - 19 0' ~cf-w 
0 0 31J !, 425PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ! 0 12 5 0 0 ,. 0 0 33 

4.30Pil 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 1 0 Cl 17 0 0 67 
4 35 PM 

I 
2 0 0 0 

I 
0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 10 0 0 28 

440PM 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 4 0 0 10 0 0 34 
445 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 1 0 0 4 0 0 16 
4 50 PM 3 0 1 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 17 4 0 1 12 0 0 38 

_US .EM 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 _o_ 0 3 0 0 20 405 
5:00 PM 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 2 0 0 10 0 0 27 395 
5.05 PM 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 1 0 1 11 0 0 36 388 
510 PM 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 1 0 0 8 0 0 23 377 
5 15 PM 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 1 0 0 8 0 0 23 363 
5 20 PM 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 22 0 0 33 

I 
358 

5:25PM 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 9 0 0 17 342 
5:30 PM 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 2 0 0 7 0 0 24 319 
5:35PM 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 2 0 0 9 0 0 23 314 
5.40 PM 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 1 0 0 5 0 0 21 301 
5 45 PM 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 2 0 0 6 0 0 22 

I 
307 

5 SO PM I 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
I 

0 16 1 0 0 8 0 0 26 295 
5.55 PM 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 I 1 7 0 0 20 295 

Peak 15-Min ~ Northbound I Southbound I Eastbound Westbound 
Total 

Flowrates l eft Thru Ri!lht u left Thru RiQht u I left Thru Right u Left Thru RIQht u 
All Veh1c1es 32 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 216 24 0 0 192 0 0 I 472 

Heavy Trucks 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 20 0 40 
Pedestnans 0 0 0 0 0 

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ra1lroad 

Stopped Buses I 

Comments: 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-221 2 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for detennining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Juniper St - Laughlin Rd QC JOB#: 10736514 
CITY/STATE: Prineville OR DATE: Wed, Apr 18 201 2 

0 0 Peak-Hour: 4:30 PM •• 5:30 PM _j: :L 00 00 

0 Peak 15-Min: 4:30PM·· 4:45PM 

_j~ :OL 00 

• 224 . 0 , ~ 0 . 226 • 3 1 • 00 , ~ 00 . 3 1 
235 . ~ • 208 -4 3 . • 3 4 

261 • 26 '\ (' 18 . 255 

~~ 
t ;, a: Qu~~.i;y ~o~~~s 

38 • 00 '\ (' 00 . 39 

~o~ 
t 

~01 0 
00 

45 37 
00 00 

_j_:..L _j: 0 ~L • 
t t 1 __J L 

0 
,~~ 

0 

1 ~ 0 . ~ . 0 

0 '\ (' 0 

~~~ ~~ 
t :r-... 
0 

_j: NA :L _j~ NA ~L • .. • . -~- • I 're- ,~~ 
NA . .. • NA NA • ~Ill! • NA . '\ (' • '\ (' r : :A :r- ~~ 

t ~, 
NA 

5-Min Count Juniper St Juniper St Laughlin Rd Laughlin Rd 

I Period (Northbound) (Southbound) (Eastbound) (Westbound) 
Total 

Hourly 
Beginning At Left Thru RiQht u Left Thru RiQht u Left Thru Ri!lht u Left Thru RiQht u Totals 

4:00 PM 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 2 0 1 19 0 0 48 
4.05 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 1 0 1 10 0 0 35 
4.10 PM 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 16 0 0 31 
4:15PM 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 3 0 1 14 0 0 43 
4:20PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 1 0 3 13 0 0 27 
4:25PM 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 1 0 1 18 0 0 36 I 4:31J PM 1 : ~ :. l ~ ~ : : -~ =-

'f 

: ! ~ f u : ~ :! 
::: .::. i 0 1 1 : 1 0.. ... Q 0. Q_ - ~ l _._ 21. 1t • -k ... a •I 
445 PM 0 0 2 0 

i 
0 0 0 0 

I 
0 25 3 0 I 2 13 0 0 45 

4 50 PM I 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 2 0 I 2 18 0 0 43 
4 55 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 2 0 1 18 0 0 36 

I 
480 

500 PM 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 2 0 0 21 0 0 44 476 
505PM 

I 
3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 19 2 0 I 1 21 0 0 47 

I 
466 

510 PM 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 19 3 0 3 15 0 0 42 499 
515 PM 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 3 0 2 15 0 0 44 500 
520PM 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 3 0 1 18 0 0 39 512 
525 PM 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0. 23 . 3. 0. 0 .17 0 0 48 524 
5:30PM 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 1 0 1 20 0 0 46 517 
5:35 PM 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 1 0 2 9 0 0 25 502 
540PM 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 1 0 1 10 0 0 30 489 
5.45 PM 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 1 0 0 15 0 0 35 479 
5·5o PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 1 0 1 10 0 0 24 460 
5:55PM 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 1 0 1 23 0 0 47 471 

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Total 

Flowrates Left Thru Ri!lht u Left Thru Right u Left Thru RiQht u Left Thru Right u 
All Vehicles 8 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 280 12 0 24 208 0 0 544 

Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 4 0 20 

Pedestnans I 0 0 

I 
0 

I 
4 

I 
4 

Btcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Railroad 

Stopped Buses 

Comments: 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts. LLC (http://www.quahtycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour· Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Combs Flat Rd -- Laughlin Rd QC JOB#: 10736515 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Wed, Apr 11 2012 

0 1 Peak-Hour: 4:00 PM -- 5:00 PM _j: ~L 
0 0 00 

0 
Peak 15-Min: 4:35 PM -· 4:50 PM _jo; :OL 00 • 150 . 1 J \. o• 79 • 

~ 
4 7 •oo J \. 00 . 25 

103 . • 72 -39 • • 2 8 
200 . 96 "\ r 7 . 118 

I ; • :r- a: Quali~y ~o~nt5 
40 . 4 2 "\ r oo• 3 4 

16~ • ~01 0 
00 

103 93 
39 5 4 

_j~L _j : 0 ~L • 
ot t 0 __J~ L 

0 
J ~\. 

0 

~ 0 . ~. 0 

0 "\ r 0 

I .... 
I + ~~ • :r-0 0 

_j: NA ~L _j~ NA ~L • + • . -~- • I tr- J~\. 
NA . - . 

NA NA • •• • NA 
!!..._..!! 

• '\ r • "l r 1: • :r- ~~ • ~, NA NA 

5-Min Count I Combs Flat Rd Combs Flat Rd Laughlin Rd Laughl in Rd 
Period (Northbound) (Sout hbound) 

I 
!Eastbound) (Westbound) 

Tota l Hourly 
Beginning At Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riqht u I 

Left Thru Riaht u--. I Totals 
4 OOPM 8 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 0 0 1 0 0 24 
4 05 PM 5 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 

I 
0 10 10 0 1 5 0 0 34 

4 10 PM 13 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 10 0 1 6 0 0 43 
4 15 PM 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 5 0 0 9 0 0 27 
4 20 PM 6 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7 0 1 6 0 0 29 
425 PM 8 0 1 0 o o o o j o 7 8 0 0 5 0 0 29 

[ .4 30PM 7 0 1 0 ~-+-+-%--+-t ---~--,~ . 0 1 9 0 0 28 
435PM 7 0 1 0 0 1 6 0 0 35 I . 440PM 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I 
0 14- 7 It- t 10 0 0 l 7 

.4:45P.IIL .1. Q 0 0 0 0 0 Ill D ,,.. & I. lk. lt. . 0.. 0.. I ~. 
4•50 PM 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 8 0 1 5 0 0 26 
4 55 F'M. 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 9 0 0 4 0 0 .27 372. 
5:00PM 5 0 1 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 5 3 0 1 2 0 0 17 365 
5.05 PM 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 14 0 1 4 0 0 35 366 
510PM 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 2 0 0 20 343 
515 PM 8 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6 0 0 6 0 0 

I 
26 342 

5:20PM 9 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 0 1 7 0 0 31 344 
5:25 PM 7 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 5 0 0 2 0 0 33 348 
5:30PM 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 2 0 1 7 0 0 

I 
26 346 

5:35PM 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 10 0 1 2 0 0 25 336 
5'40 PM 9 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 0 0 8 0 0 30 329 
5 45 PM 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 7 0 0 6 0 0 25 321 
5·5o PM 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 6 0 2 5 0 0 26 

I 
321 

5.55 PM I 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 6 0 I 0 7 0 0 29 323 
Peak 15-Min j Northbound Southbound Eastbound I Westbound 

Total 
Flowrates Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riaht u 

All Veh1cles 76 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 144 100 0 8 88 0 0 420 
Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
Pedestnans 0 0 0 0 0 

B•cycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Railroad 

Stopped Buses 

Comments· 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http:/Jwww.qualltycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Juniper St -- US 26 QC JOB#: 10736516 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Wed, Apr 11 2012 

31 48 Peak-Hour: 4:35 PM -- 5:35 PM 

_j~ ~L 
97 2 1 

3 
Peak 15-Min: 5:05PM--5:20PM _jo•o 333 1:4L • .I • '" 447 • 33 .J \. 14 • 448 

EJ 
20 • 30 .J \. 00 . 20 

623 . • 431 tie 19 . • 21 
661 . 5 '\ r 3 . 642 

2 0 . 0 0 '\ r oo• 
~~ 

• !I a: Qua~.ity ~o~~·~s 
2.2 

~o~ • ~01 1 
00 

11 8 
91 00 

_j ._:..L _j : 0 ~L • 
t t 10 ~~ L 

0 
.J ~ \. 

0 

1 ~ 0 . ~. 2 

0 '\ r 0 

I .... I .s- 1: • :I 10 ~ 0 

_j: 

NA ~L ~ 

_j.J 

NA 

'"L • --.. • . '~' • I tre .J~\. 
NA . - + 

NA NA . ~~ + NA 

• '\ r • '\ r 

1: :A :1 

,~ • ~~ NA 

5-Min Count Juniper St Juniper St I us 26 us 26 
Period (Northbound) (Southbound) (Eastbound) (Westbound) Hourly 

Beginning At Le ft Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Rl!lht u 1 Left Thru Right u Total Totals 
4 :00 I-'M 0 0 0 0 I 3 0 1 0 2 43 0 0 

I 
0 47 1 0 97 

4 :05PM 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 33 0 0 0 46 2 0 86 
4 10PM 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 46 0 0 0 37 0 0 88 
4 :15PM 1 0 1 0 3 1 0 0 2 40 2 0 1 49 2 0 102 
4:20PM 0 1 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 42 0 0 

I 
1 41 1 0 92 

4.25 PM 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 37 1 0 1 44 2 0 89 
4:30PM 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 47 2 0 2 32 1 0 89 
435PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 44 1 0 I 1 40 1 0 87 
440PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 52 0 0 1 33 0 0 

I 
91 

445PM I 1 0 3 0 2 0 1 0 5 55 0 0 

I 
0 36 0 0 103 

450PM 0 0 0 0 

I 
4 2 2 0 1 62 0 0 0 30 1 0 102 

455PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 43 0 0 0 43 0 0 

~ 
89 1115 

500PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 41 0 0 r+ 33 2 0 
78,_._.101 1 LEPW I 

cr ., IJ a I 0 o· :z 0' , J: 
,. 

" w- I " if 11M m; 
CJ 1 G 0 0 0 3 0 3 " ! t ii __j_ • ~~::._ !~ &.~N I 
1), 0. .1. _a. Q . 0. .'l ~ a -- a 0.. 15.M ; 

520PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 46 0 0 0 32 1 0 &4 1132 
525 PM 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 2 51 2 0 0 31 0 0 90 1133 
5, 3QJ!.M 0 0 1 0 1 1. 0 0 5 48 0 0 0 43 .5 0 104 I 1148 
5:35PM 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 33 0 0 2 38 2 0 80 1141 
5:40PM 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 41 1 0 1 39 2 0 89 1139 
5:45PM 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 4 31 0 0 0 35 0 0 74 1110 
5:50PM 0 1 1 0 0 1 2 0 2 45 1 0 0 38 1 0 92 1100 
5:55PM 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 27 1 0 0 31 3 0 68 1079 

Peak 16-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Total 

Flowrates Left Thru Ri11ht u Left Thru Ri!lht u Left Thru Right u Left Thru Ri!lht u 
All Vehtcles 0 4 4 0 0 0 24 0 56 724 8 0 I 4 440 16 0 1280 

Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 20 0 0 4 0 28 
Pedestnans 4 4 0 8 16 

Btcycles 

1 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

I 
0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 

Railroad 
Stopped Buses I 

Comments: 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://wvo.w.quahtycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Fairview St --Lynn Blvd QC JOB #: 10736517 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Wed, Apr 11 2012 

64 41 Peak-Hour: 2:40 PM -- 3:40 PM 

_j: :L 

17 2 00 

0 
Peak 15-Min: 2:55PM --3:10PM 

_jo• o o o 2! 6L • 21 8 . 21 .I t. 20 . 217 
., . .. 

~ 
69 • 00 .I t. 00 . 69 

182 . • 197 
~ 16 . • 76 

203 . 0 "\ r 0 . 225 

I; t ~~ a: Quality c.ou~ts 
15 • 00 "\ r oo • 62 

~o~ 
t 

~o~ 0 
00 

0 0 
00 00 

_j ..:. L _j : 

0 

: L • ot t o ~~ L 
0 

.I~ t. 
1 

~ 0 . ~. 0 

0 "\ r 0 

I ... 
I ._L ~~ 

t :r 0 0 

_j: 

NA 

: L _j_, 

NA 

.. L 
--4 • 

I ro • . '~' • .1~ \. 
NA ... • NA NA . !I~. NA 

• "\ r • "\ r 1: : A :r ~~ 
t 

~~ NA 

5-Min Cou nt Fairview St I Fairview St Lynn Blvd Lynn Blvd 
Period (No rth bo u nd) (Southbou nd) (Eastbound) (Westbound) Hourly 

Beginning At 1- Le ft 
. I Total Thru Right u Left Thru Right u -----.:eft Thru Right u r Left Thru Rig ht u Totals 

210 PM 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 

I 
2 7 0 0 

I 
0 7 1 0 21 

215 PM 

I 
0 0 0 0 

I 
1 0 1 0 2 18 0 0 0 7 2 0 31 

2 20 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 0 7 1 0 

I 
19 

I 2 .25 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 12 0 0 0 7 2 0 24 
2 ·30 P M 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 12 1 0 21 
2 35 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 8 0 0 I 0 5 5 0 21 
2 40PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 16 0 0 T 0 9 2 0 

1 

29 
2 45 PM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 21 0 0 0 9 2 0 36 
250PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 

i 
3 16 0 0 I 0 11 3 0 35 

r 2 55"" 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 4 21 0' G :- 3IJ 3 o r 63 
353 11 3 00PM 0 0 0 0 7 0 3 ~ .! 1 20 0 0 1t 2 ~ i 

5Q !: 3:0!1 PM 0 0 0 0 13 .0 4 . 4 . 23.. o . JL 0 a ll 70 
3 10 PM 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 

I 
1 14 0 0 0 18 0 0 I 41 442 

315 PM 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 10 0 0 0 22 3 0 41 452 
320 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 4 7 0 0 0 11 1 0 26 459 
325 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 11 0 0 0 18 1 0 33 468 
3 30 PM 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 12 2 0 24 471 
3.35 PM 0 0 . 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 . 18. 0 0 0 17 1 0 34 484 
3:40PM 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 11 0 0 0 7 2 0 24 479 
3'45 PM 0 0 0 0 5 0 2 0 1 9 0 0 0 11 3 0 31 474 
3'50 PM 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 0 1 17 0 0 0 11 0 0 37 476 
3.55 PM 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 20 0 0 

I 
0 17 3 0 45 458 

4 00 PM 
I 

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 7 1 0 16 I 422 
4 .05 PM 0 0 0 0 I 2 0 0 0 0 17 0 0 0 10 0 0 I 29 381 

Peak 15-Min Northbou n d S outhbound Eas tbound Westbo und 
Total 

Flowrates Left Thru Right u Left Thru Right u Left Thru Right u I Left Thru R ight u 
All Ve h1cles 

1 
0 0 0 0 j 84 0 44 0 I 36 256 0 0 0 300 20 0 740 

Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 56 
Pedestnans 0 0 0 0 0 

B1cycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I 
0 

Ra 11road 
Stopped Buses 

Comments 

Report generated on 5/3/201 2 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts. LLC (http://volww.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determin ing peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Combs Flat Rd -- US 26 QC JOB#: 10736518 
CITY/STATE: Prineville OR DATE: Wed Apr 11 2012 

173 119 Peak-Hour: 4:30 PM -- 5:30 PM 

_j ~ 113 ~L 
2.3 34 

Peak 15-Min: 5:00PM -- 5:15PM 

_j3; :OL 18 
J • '" 384 . 26 J \. 25 • 367 • 
~ 

39 • 38 J \. 00 . 25 292 . • 287 • 38 . • 24 433 . 115 '\ r 55 . 369 , ; • ~~ a: Qu,a~,i;~ ~o~~ts 
39 • 43 '\ r 36. 33 
,~. 

:01 68 
1~0 4 4 283 182 32 55 

_j _:. L _j: 0 ~L • 
3t t o _j~ l_ 

0 
J ~\. 

0 
~ 1 . ~. 2 

0 '\ r 0 
~~~ .s- i= • :r-.- 1 

_j: NA :L 
__.J _jJ NA -..L • .. • . ·~· • 
~ +r- J~\. 

NA . .. . NA NA . • II! • NA 

• '\ r • '\ r 1: • :r- ,~ • ~, 
NA NA 

5-Min Count Combs Flat Rd Combs Flat Rd us 26 us 26 
Period (Northbound) (Southbound) (Eastbound) _(\'Jestbound) Hourly 

Beginning At Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Right u Tota l 
Totals 

4 00 PM 10 6 1 0 1 10 3 0 7 28 11 0 7 23 4 0 111 1150 
4 05 PM 6 3 2 0 2 5 4 0 5 20 5 0 4 26 1 0 83 1132 
410 PM 10 6 5 0 2 10 4 0 2 19 10 0 8 24 3 0 103 1144 
4:15PM 2 6 4 0 1 5 0 0 2 24 10 0 7 14 2 0 77 1122 
4 20 PM 1 3 3 0 5 8 3 0 1 18 5 0 6 28 2 0 83 1103 
4.25 PM 2 11 6 0 1 10 2 0 4 21 3 0 2 13 1 0 76 1079 
430PM 10 4 3 0 1 8 2 0 3 20 14 0 7 33 2 0 107 1092 
435PM 7 6 9 0 1 11 1 0 2 18 5 0 I 5 19 1 0 85 1068 
440PM 3 7 0 0 1 13 3 0 1 18 6 0 0 20 3 0 75 I 1080 
445 PM 7 4 

7 0 4 4 
3 0 I 3 31 6 0 7 29 3 0 

I 
105 1083 

4 SOPM I 2 9 2 0 2 18 2 0 2 25 13 0 2 19 2 0 98 I 1086 
6 2 2 0 5 3 1 0 3 27 8 0 5 34 1 0 97 1100 

r-r 5PM 
41- - 0; 3: - ,-- --71 : 3' :m. fJ _ffi!l , • ..., I !J! 4 4 fl f - ~ f :::: 3 4 4 0 .. ' 2 0 2 3fl !2 1: il ~ 8. 8 3 ct 2 10 3 ll 4 - 2.. 

,. ... 
515 PM I 9 8 3 0 3 14 2 0 1 20 5 0 6 18 5 0 94 1128 
520PM 5 5 6 0 8 6 3 0 2 14 15 0 8 19 1 0 90 1135 

. 5.25 PM 7 7 1 0 2 8 1 . 0 2 25 8 0 5 30 0 0 ~96 .. .1.155 
5:30 PM 4 4 6 0 5 4 5 0 4 14 9 0 5 23 2 0 85 1133 
5:35PM 3 3 5 0 3 7 5 0 1 17 11 0 9 18 0 0 82 1130 
540PM 2 7 3 0 1 6 0 0 2 20 8 0 2 27 3 0 61 1136 
545 PM 5 4 3 0 4 9 3 0 1 21 12 0 2 14 0 0 78 1109 
5:50PM 7 4 3 0 0 8 3 0 2 26 4 0 5 18 1 0 81 1092 
5:55PM 2 4 3 0 4 8 2 0 3 17 3 0 3 17 2 0 68 1063 

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Total Flowrates Left Thru Ri11ht u Left Thru Right u Left Thru Right u Left Thru Ri!lht u 

All Veh1cles 56 64 44 0 36 112 36 0 28 376 140 0 48 264 28 0 1232 
Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 4 0 12 
Pedestnans 0 0 

I 
0 

I 
0 I 0 

B•cycles I 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

I 
2 

Railroad 
Stopped Buses 

Comments: 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http:/!ww.Y.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Main St -- Lynn Blvd 
CITY/STATE: Prineville , OR 

QC JOB#: 10736519 
DATE: Wed, Apr 11 2012 

197 269 

_j ! 22 1~2L 
., • II. 

Peak-Hour: 2:50 PM -- 3:50 PM 
Peak 15-Min: 2:55PM--3:10PM 

36 63 

_j o•o 22 1 1t2L 
., • II. 

13 • 36 .I t. 219 • 234 12 . El · 8 

154 . 00 .1 \. 73 . 73 

00 . tie • 00 

48 • o '\ r 1 • 100 

,; ::1 
29 22 

5-Min Count Main St Main St l ynn Blvd lynn Blvd 
Period I (Northbound) ! (Sout hbound) (Eastbound) J (Westbound) I Total 

Beginning At Left Thru Riqht U l eft Thru Riqht U left Thru Riqht U left Thru Riqht U 1 
I Hourly 

Totals 
2:20 PM 0 2 0 0 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 00 I 1 0 9 0 24 
2.25 PM 0 1 2 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 9 0 23 
2:30 PM 0 2 0 0 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 8 0 I 25 
2:35PM 0 0 0 0 10 1 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 7 0 23 
2:40 PM 0 0 1 0 16 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 11 0 33 
2:45 PM 0 4 2 0 21 2 2 0 I 0 0 0 0 1 0 8 0 I 40 
2 50 PM 0 1 2 0 17 0 1 0 l_ 0 1 0 0 0 2 12 0 I 36 

55 PM:..--j,..-.,,_:Oc==~~1~ --:;,.-0 --o: - -~ 0 =;;;O--;;O:---l~ .,19~-5;i;---o--~O- a -t--.-,;1'~=-:,;- -x~---r-~-w-

OG PM 0 1 0 0 17 0 1 0 I 3 .. 0 G 0 3 19 0 .... 
3:05 PU a. . t 0 0 15_ :Z 0 Q 3 't. 0 0. 't. t, 2l. Q S'\ 
3 10 PM 0 1 1 0 15 0 1 0 2 0 0 00 I 1 0 27 0 ! 48 

~ ~~ :~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
1

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~0 ~0 o ~ ~ ~~ ~0 I ~= 
3 25 PM 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 17 3.ol 

3 30 PM 0 2 1 0 5 2 0 0 1 0 0 . 00~ . I 0 0 13 0 2.ol I 
3 35 PM 0 0 0 0 20 5 0 0 0 001 0~ 0 0 14 0~ 39 I 
3 40 PM 0 0 0 0 14 5 0 0 0 1 0 12 33 
3 45 PM 1 3 1 0 18 4 0 0 2 2 _0 13 44 
3:50 PM 0 1 3 0 15 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 I 1 0 9 0 34 I 
H~ ~~ I ~ ~ ! ~ i~ ~ ~ 

0

~~ I ~ ~0 ~0 ~~ I ! ~ :; ~0 I ~3~1 
4:10 PM 0 1 0 0 I 16 0 0 0 1 0 13 I 
4:15PM 0 2 1 0 14 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 I 30 

Peak 15-Min f-.7--;;-~...!N:.!o"-',rth;?'b7'o;::.u:..cnd"--;-;--II--;-~--;=-""S""ou"ith~bo~uo:.n,_,d'-;-;-__._--;-;-.:-----;;==E=:as;.:t;::bo::;;:u7'no=d:.....,-,_.,=--;=:=:W:.::e.;;st~bo77-u'-"nd"-;,,.--JJ 
Flowrates left Thru RiQht U left Thru Riqht U left Thru Right U left Thru Riqht U 

All Vehocles 0 12 0 0 192 8 4 0 1 00 40 0 0 8 20 292 0 
Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 0 4 0 I 0 0 0 4 0 20 
Pedeslrians 8 0 0 0 

Bicycles 0 0 o o 2 o 0 0 o 0 0 0 
Railroad 

Stopped Buses -'-
Comments. 

Total 

676 
28 
8 
2 

Ell 
455 
487 
471 
482 
481 
497 
497 
501 
499 
473 
455 
44 1 
424 
408 

Report generated on 5/3/20 12 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.quailtycounts.net) 1-877-580-221 2 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determin ing peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Combs Flat Rd -- Lynn Blvd ac Joe#: 10736520 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Wed, Apr 18 2012 

254 140 Peak-Hour: 4:45 PM -- 5:45 PM _j! 191 ~L 
4 3 86 

Peak 15-Min: 5:10PM - 5:25PM 

_j~ :OL 4 7 
.I • I. 

127 • 55 3 \. o • 0 • 
E] 

39 • 36 3 \. 00 . 0 0 
0 • • 0 .. 00 . • 00 

185 . 130 ~ ~ O+ 0 

I; • ~~ a: Qu,~~,i~Y ~o~n.ts 
4 9 • 54 ~ ~ oo • 0 0 .. . ,. 

85 ~~ 11 8 0.01 
321 149 

5 0 87 

_j _:. L _j: 1 ~L • 
o f t 1 _j1 lL_ 

0 
3 <& \. 0 

~ 0 . ~. 0 

1 ~ ~ 0 

~~~ ~~ • :r-1 

_j: NA :L _jol NA ~.L • -{ • . '~' • 
~ ;I 

3 rel '" NA +AII • NA NA + ~II! + NA . ~ ~ • ~ ~ 1: • :r- I .. • ,., NA NA 

5-Min Count Combs Flat Rd Combs Flat Rd Lynn Blvd Lynn Blvd 

I 
Period (North bound) (Southbound) (Eastbound) (Westbound) 

Total 
Hourly 

Beginning At Left Thru Rit~ht u Left Thru Rl!lht u Left Thru Rl!lht u Left Thru Rlaht u Totals 
4:00 PM 3 7 0 0 0 17 4 0 6 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 47 538 
4 05 PM 5 6 0 0 

I 
0 13 3 0 4 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 43 534 

410 PM 8 8 0 0 0 14 3 0 5 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 48 522 
4 15 PM 4 4 0 0 0 18 0 0 2 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 39 512 
4 20 PM 8 4 0 0 0 13 4 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 32 499 
4 25PM 3 9 0 0 0 10 0 0 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 34 492 
4.30 PM 5 7 0 0 0 21 2 0 2 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 47 500 
4:35PM 2 13 0 0 0 18 5 0 7 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 54 509 
4:40 PM 6 3 0 0 0 7 6 0 2 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 31 506 
4 45 PJ.f 

I 
5 7 0 0 0 ·n 5 0 

I 
9 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 47 508 

450PM 5 9 0 0 0 22 3 0 1 0 8 0 I 0 0 0 0 48 I 515 
455 PM 10 8 0 0 0 18 4 0 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 48 518 
500PM 10 4 0 0 0 12 6 0 7 0 5 

~ i 
0 0 0 0 44 515 

5.05 PM 2 9 0 ~ I 0 14 5 0 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 47 

11 [ S:fOPil--,- .f- n f1 0' 1& IJ I) 8 ll "" 
g .. ' : I :::::. : t1 " :_ l 0 19 1 0 ~ 0 1& 0 :. : 0 

"- a. JL . :n.. 0. 0. ..... a. .. .. 
525PM 2 7 0 

~ I 
0 14 6 0 3 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 3g 

I 
578 

530 PM 5 5 0 0 11 4 0 8 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 48 577 
535 PM 7 8 0 0 18 4 0 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 49 572 
5.40 PM 5 4 0 0 0 13 6 0 2 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 47 588 .. 
5:45PM 6 7 0 0 0 10 6 0 4 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 40 581 
5:50PM 6 11 0 0 0 12 8 0 1 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 50 583 
5:55PM 6 3 0 0 0 7 3 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 27 562 

Peak 16-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Total 

Flowrates Left Thru Right u Left Thru RJ.ght u Left Thru Rlaht u Left Thru Ri!lht u 
All Vehicles 52 104 0 0 0 232 80 0 64 0 160 0 0 0 0 0 692 

Heavy Trucks 0 4 0 0 12 0 4 0 12 0 0 0 32 

Pedestrians I 8 0 0 4 12 
B1cycles 0 1 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 
Railroad I StQPped Buses 

Comments: 

Report generated on 5/3/201 2 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts. LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported : Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Harwood St -- US 26 QC JOB #: 10736521 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Tue, Apr 10 2012 

137 99 Peak-Hour: 2:30PM -- 3:30 PM 

_j : 38 : 6 L 

73 111 
Peak 15-Min: 2:35PM-- 2:50PM 

_j1; 0 00 2. 2 L 
.J • I. 

537 • 44 .J t. 31 • 492 .J • I. 

~ 
82 • 91 .J t. 32 . 7 5 

523 . • 438 -55 • • 78 
580 . 13 '\ r 25 . 601 

• 00 '\ r so • I ; • ;r- a: Quality ~o~nts 
57 50 

~~. ~~ 24 
2. 1 250 0. 0 

76 104 
26 67 

_j~L _j : 

0 ~L • 
5 t t 6 ~H lt_ 

0 
.J ~ t. 

0 

~ 0 . ~. 0 

0 '\ r 0 

I ..... I ~ ~ ~ • :r-8 ~ 0 

_j : 

NA 

:L 

_J 

_j .J 

NA ~.L • .. • 
• .J~t. • 

~ Hr-- .J~t. 
NA . - . 

NA NA . ~~. NA 

• '\ r • '\ r 1: : A :r- ~~ • ~~ NA 

5-Min Count Harwood St Ha rwood St 
I 

us 26 us 2 6 I 
Period (Northbound ) (Southbound (East bound) I (Westbou nd) u-4 Hourly 

Beginning At r Left Thru Right u Left ~ Riaht u Left Thru Ria ht u Left Thru Right Total Totals 
2:00PM 2 2 1 0 

I 
2 0 1 0 

I 
2 45 1 0 1 42 1 0 

I 
100 

2:05PM 

I 
1 0 2 0 4 0 2 0 0 28 2 0 2 40 2 0 83 I 210 PM 2 1 6 0 1 1 2 0 1 27 1 0 

I 
5 31 1 0 79 

215 PM 5 1 5 0 1 1 3 0 2 40 2 0 3 33 0 0 96 
220PM 

I 
1 3 0 0 

I 
1 4 1 0 

I 
1 47 2 0 2 43 0 0 I 105 

2.25 PM 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 44 3 0 I 6 31 0 0 90 

rE PM 
3 1 3 0 I 3 2 1 0 - , 1 51 4 0 I 3 36 1 0 f 109 I 

PM 1 1 7 0 0 3 6 0 2 62 1 0 5 37 1 0 126 

Jll 
40PM I 7 1 4 0 0 2 9 . ~ .. _l 2 41 Q 0 : 2 39 3 0 l 118 

':45.PM 4 2 3 0 4 1 4 . a 4ll Q A, _3, ..... 1 a 11.4. 
250PM 1 2 1 0 6 4 4 0 

i 

6 44 1 0 

I 
2 29 4 0 I 104 

2 55 PM 2 2 4 0 11 10 5 0 0 38 2 0 0 25 1 0 100 l 1224 
300 PM 3 4 3 0 3 3 4 0 2 4 5 1 0 0 34 5 0 107 1231 
305PM 6 3 3 0 6 2 3 0 5 28 1 0 2 49 4 0 I 112 1260 
310PM 2 3 1 0 I 1 3 5 0 4 27 1 0 2 39 4 0 92 1273 
3 15 PM 8 2 1 0 5 4 7 0 2 40 0 0 3 42 3 0 I 117 1294 
320 PM 5 3 0 0 3 1 3 0 7 47 1 0 2 39 2 0 113 1302 
325 PM 6 _o" 2 0 4 3 _2_ 0 5 44 . 1 0 1 31 .2 0 _101 1313 
3-30 PM 0 3 1 0 1 0 6 0 7 51 0 0 0 23 4 0 96 1300 
3:35PM 6 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 7 62 0 0 6 37 0 0 125 1299 
3:40PM 3 2 1 0 6 8 10 0 12 49 2 0 2 26 2 0 123 1304 
3:45PM 3 1 5 0 2 2 2 0 4 48 4 0 1 24 1 0 97 1287 
3 50 PM I 4 1 0 0 4 3 3 0 3 44 1 0 

I 
0 27 4 0 94 

I 
1277 

3.55 PM 3 3 1 0 I 3 1 3 0 5 38 1 0 1 33 3 0 I 95 1272 
Peak 15-Min I No rthbound S outhbound Eastbound Westbo und To tal 

Flowrates I l eft Thru Right u Left Th ru Right u left Thru Rioht u left Thru Right u 
All Vehocles 48 16 56 0 16 24 76 0 48 636 4 0 40 448 20 0 1432 

Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 24 8 56 0 4 20 0 112 
Pedestroans I 4 0 8 8 20 

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Railroad 

Stopped Buses 

Comments. 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quahty Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour· Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: 9th St -- US 26 QC JOB#: 10736522 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Tue Apr 10 201 2 

210 236 Peak-Hour: 2:45 PM -- 3:45 PM 

_j: 159 :,L 
133 14 0 

Peak 15-Min: 2:45PM -- 3:00PM _jo•o 145 9tsL .. . .. .. . .. 0 •o .I "' 57 . 101 00 • 00 .I "' 70 . 99 0 • ~ • 0 • 00 • • 00 0 • o '\ (" 44 . 104 00 • 00 '\ (" 136. 125 
,~. ~, a: Qual,i~Y ~o~~,ts ,~. ~, 

~ 179 ~ 0.0 162 1 ~ 1 203 232 14 3 159 

_j ..:.. L _j: 0 ~L • 
ot t 12 _j~ lL 

0 
.I~"' 

0 
~ 0 . ~. 0 

0 '\ (" 0 

I .... I }- ~~ • :r-0 0 

_j: NA ~L _j_, NA 

.. L • 
~ r- • . -~· • 

.I [e]"' NA . ... • NA NA . !I~. NA . '\ (" • '\ (" 

1: • :r- ,~ • ~, 
NA NA 

6-Min Count 9th St 9th St us 26 us 26 
Period {Northbound} (Southbound) (Eastbound) (Westbound) 

Total 
Hourly 

Beginning At Left Thru Right u Left Thru Right u Left Thru Right u Left Thru Right u Totals 
2:15PM 0 12 1 0 

I 
6 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 3 0 45 

2:20PM 0 10 3 0 3 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 0 40 
2:25PM 0 11 2 0 4 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 32 
2:30PM 0 7 5 0 

I 
3 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 33 

2:35PM 0 8 3 0 3 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 6 0 31 
2:40PM 0 11 2 0 5 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 4 0 48 r-:ss : f 8 1 0 T 9 0 Q 

1 
: .. g : ~ 

cr -,. 0 ""!'. __ _ :j 15 4 0 4 19 0 0, 

' 
Cll 0 1 :. ~ I ll 18i.. . 2.1r.. 0 4 11: i • • •• I I 3l !1.. ~ 

300PM 0 8 1 0 4 13 0 0 

I 
0 0 0 0 

I 
3 0 7 0 I 36 483 

305PM 0 17 7 0 I 3 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 43 I 500 
310PM 0 11 1 0 4 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 0 35 I 503 
315 PM 0 15 2 0 2 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 0 34 

I 
492 

320PM 0 16 2 0 I 3 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 I 37 489 
3·25 PM 0 17 7 0 3 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 6 0 54 511 
330PM 0 10 1 0 4 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 28 506 
335PM 0 20 5 0 5 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 0 52 527 

.~-tO PM 0 18 1 0 8 22. 0 . 0. . 0. 0 0 0 8 0 .11 0 84 543 
3:45PM 0 9 3 0 3 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 7 0 38 536 
3:50PM 0 11 3 0 5 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 41 529 
3:55PM 0 12 3 0 4 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 4 0 43 505 
4:00PM 0 13 7 0 3 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 41 510 
4:05PM 0 20 4 0 3 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 5 0 47 514 
4:10PM 0 13 2 0 5 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 0 34 513 

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Total 

Flowrates Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Rlaht u Left Thru Rlaht u Left Thru Riaht u 
All Vehocles I 0 196 104 0 60 184 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 44 0 52 0 640 

Heavy Trucks 0 32 32 16 16 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 108 
Pedestnans 0 0 0 28 28 

Bocycles I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 
Railroad 

Stopped Buses I 

Comments: 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.quahtycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determin ing peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Knowledge St -- US 26 QC JOB#: 10736523 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Tue, Apr 10 2012 

0 0 Peak-Hour: 4:25 PM •• 5:25 PM 

_j: ~L 
00 0.0 

0 
Peak 15-Min: 5:00PM--5:15PM _jo; ~L 00 

• 
567 . 0 , t. 0 . 564 • 25 • 00 , t. 00 . 25 

455 . 0.91 • 564 till 33 . • 25 
457 . 2 ~ ~ 0 . 456 

I; • :r- a: Quali~y ~ou~ts 
3 3 • 00 ~ ~ 00 . 33 

I ; • ~o~ 0 
00 

2 4 
00 00 

_j 0 L _j: 0 ~L ..... • 
0 t t o ___J L 

0 
, ~ t. 

0 

~ 0 . ~. 2 

0 ~ ~ 0 ..... 1: • :r-I I -6 ..- 0 

_j: NA :L _j~ NA ~L • .. • . -~· • I Ire- ,~t. 
NA . - • 

NA NA . ~I!. NA . ~ ~ • ~ ~ 

1: :A :r- ~~ • ~, NA 

5-Min Count Knowledge St Knowle dge St us 26 

I 
us 26 

Period ~ (No rthbound) (Southbound) I (Eastbound) (Wes tbound) ~ Ho urly 
Beginning At left Thru Right u left Thru Right u left Thru Riaht u left Thru Right U Total Totals 

3 55 PM 0 0 0 0 

I 
0 0 0 0 0 28 0 0 0 36 0 0 64 962 

4 00 PM 

I 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 0 0 0 54 0 0 

I 
91 

I 
974 

4 ,05 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I 
0 37 0 0 

I 
0 40 0 0 77 967 

4:10PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 0 0 0 40 0 0 76 973 
4 '15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 0 0 0 44 0 0 77 972 
4 20 PM 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 30 0 0 0 35 0 0 I 65 945 
4 .25 PM 0 0 0 

u 
0 0 0 0 0 37 0 0 0 39 0 0 I 76 941 

4 30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 53 1 0 0 42 0 0 96 968 
4 35 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 26 0 0 0 37 0 0 64 928 
4 40 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 0 0 0 46 0 0 

I 
83 926 

445PM 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 0 0 0 54 0 0 88 944 
4 50 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 45 0 0 I 79 936 
4 55 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - _ 3!_~-~~~~--o--W- " --4-ll r 500PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 48 0 ' .... Cf It 9t 9S8 
505 PM 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 :a o o l e 58 o o 87 966 
5:10PM 0 g 0 !! I 0 0 0 0 0 44 0. Cl _II. 5I. 0 0 • 182 992 
515PM 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 30 0 0 0 51 0 0 81 996 
5 .20 PM 1. . 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 46 1 0 0 _46 . 0 0 94 1025 
5:25PM 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 1 0 0 34 0 0 76 1025 
5:30PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 0 0 0 37 0 0 70 999 
5 35 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 39 0 0 0 35 0 0 74 1009 
5:40PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 34 0 0 63 989 
5.45PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 49 0 0 83 

I 
984 

5:50PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 34 0 0 0 39 0 0 73 978 
Pe ak 15-Min No rthbound Southbound I Eastbound Westbound 

Total Flowrates left Thru Right u left Thru Right u j left Thru Right u left Thru Right u 
All Vehicles I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 484 0 0 I 0 648 0 0 1132 

Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 4 0 24 
Pedestnans 16 0 0 0 16 

Bocycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Ra1lroad 

Stopped Buses! 

Comments. 

Report generated on 5/3/2012 4:31 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://Www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Tom McCall Rd -- Ochoco Hwy QC JOB#: 10547504 
CITY/STATE: Prineville OR DATE: Tue, Oct 19 2010 

117 59 Peak-Hour: 3:05 PM -- 4:05 PM 

_j: :L 
12.8 153 7 Peak 15-Min: 3:30PM--3:45PM _j6•8 1431!7L • 

406 • 12 .t \. 38 . 410 .J • '-

E] 
10 1. 16 7 .t \. 105 . 110 473 . • 348 -63 • • 106 

486 . 1 '\ r 24 . 611 68 • 100 "' ,; t ;r a: Qu~~,i~Y _ ~o~n.t~ 
r 1s1• 79 

,~ t ~ 9 7.1333 9.71 32 95 188 116 

_j ..:. L _j: 0 
: L • 

ot t o __J+ L 
0 

.t ~ \. 
0 

~ 0 . ~. 0 
0 '\ r 0 

I ...... I 4- ~~ 
t :r 0 0 

_j: NA : L _j.J NA 

'-L • -+ • . -~· • I +re .t~\. 
NA . • NA NA . ~II! • NA 

• '\ r • '\ r 

1: : :1 
,~ t 

~~ NA 

5-Min Count Tom McCall Rd Tom McCall Rd Ochoco Hwy OchocoHwy 
Period (Northbound) (Southbound) (Eastbound) (Westbound) 

Total Hourly 
Beginning At Left Thru Right u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Right u I Totals 

2.35 PM 0 1 6 0 1 0 1 0 0 28 2 0 1 17 1 0 58 710 
2 40 PM 2 0 2 0 4 0 1 0 0 32 1 0 2 15 3 0 62 720 
2.45 PM 2 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 1 43 1 0 1 21 3 0 77 749 
2.50 PM 0 0 4 0 4 0 4 0 0 27 1 0 2 18 2 0 62 739 
2 55 PM 2 0 1 0 4 1 0 0 0 17 1 0 6 29 1 0 62 742 
3:00PM 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 3 41 1 0 1 14 3 0 67 753 
305PM 2 1 2 0 8 1 2 0 3 36 0 0 1 28 2 0 I 86 

I 
787 

310 PM 2 0 4 0 5 0 1 0 0 27 0 0 3 29 6 0 77 809 
315 PM 0 1 4 0 0 1 1 0 2 36 0 0 1 30 3 0 79 828 
320PM 3 1 7 0 l-i--- ~ ~ o I o 28 0 

H 
2 28 3 0 79 j 846 

rtflM. 2 0 3 0 0 2 31 1 ~ I ;:,~rJt 0 0 32 

~ ~ • t 

+t-4-
Pill 0 a 1' rr 

::: 3 1 : f)' 5 z 3 t : t :. I.: 'I 0 2, ll : 1&. 1 15: It 2> 
345PM 0 1 3 0 I 7 0 2 

0 

8 0 0 I 2 26 " 0 l 84 1024 
350PM 1 0 2 0 2 0 3 0 1 47 0 0 1 26 4 0 87 1049 
355PM 1 1 5 0 6 0 2 0 0 40 0 0 1 32 5 0 93 1080 
400PM 0. 1 3 0. 4 1 _2_ 0 2 43 0 0 3 31 5 0 .95 1108 
4:05PM 3 1 3 0 2 2 3 0 1 22 0 0 1 29 3 0 70 1092 
4:10PM 0 1 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 33 0 0 0 22 7 0 69 1084 
415PM 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 1 38 0 0 1 30 6 0 81 1086 
4.20 PM 2 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 1 26 1 0 0 29 8 0 72 1079 
4:25PM 0 0 5 0 9 0 3 0 2 51 1 0 1 27 1 0 100 1101 
4:30PM 1 0 1 0 10 0 2 0 0 31 1 0 2 31 1 0 80 1082 

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Total 

Flowrates Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Riaht u Left Thru Ri11ht u Left Thru Riaht u 
Ail Vehicles 12 12 156 0 I 92 16 112 0 12 584 4 0 32 348 20 0 1400 

Heavy Trucks 0 4 4 8 0 8 4 16 4 4 48 0 100 
Pedestnans 0 

I 
0 

I 
0 0 

I 
0 

B1cycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Railroad 

Stopped Buses 

Comments · 

Report generated on 3/9/201210:14 AM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://wwN.quali tycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour· Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Tom McCall Rd --OR 126 QC JOB#: 10463801 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Thu Nov 05 2009 

55 36 Peak-Hour: 4:15PM--5:15PM 

_j: :L 
36 111 0 Peak 15-Min: 5 :00PM-- 5:15PM 

_j~ 00 2.6L • 373 . 8 J '- 24 • 387 . ~ 
~ 

38 • 250J '- 00 . 34 
460 . • 346 -37 • • 32 473 . 5 "' 

,. 17 . 535 
~~ 

t ;r- a Qual,ity ~ounts 
40 • 00 "' r 118• 36 
,~·~, 4 

1~2 50 0 2.8 22 51 91 98 

_j _:.. L _j ~ NA ~L • 
ot t o ~~ L J ~'-~ NA ·~· NA 

"' r 

I 
... 

I ~ ~ ~ :A ~~ 0 ... 

_j: NA :L -4 _j~ NA ~L • -. • . ,~, • I +re J~'-. 
NA . ... . NA NA •••• NA 

!!.....__.!! . "' ,. • "' r 1: t :r- ~~ :A ~~ NA 

5-Min Count Tom McCall Rd I Tom McCall Rd 

I 
OR 126 OR 126 I I 

Period (Northbound) (Southbound) (Eastbound) __ I (Westbound) 
Tota l Hourly 

Beginning At Left Thru Riqht Left Thru Riqht Left Thru Riqht Left Thru Riqht 
< 

Totals 
4 00 PM 1 0 3 4 0 0 1 38 0 1 26 3 

I 
77 

4.05 PM 0 0 5 4 0 2 0 33 0 
I 

3 33 2 82 
4 10 PM 1 1 3 3 0 0 1 38 1 1 28 6 I 83 
4 15 PM 1 0 2 4 0 3 1 34 1 

1 
2 31 2 I 81 

4 20PM 2 2 5 2 0 2 0 33 1 2 32 3 84 
4 25PM 1 0 5 6 0 3 

I 
1 53 0 0 15 1 85 

4 30 PM 1 0 5 2 0 2 0 30 1 0 33 2 I 76 
4 35 PM 2 0 1 2 0 2 0 39 1 1 29 1 78 
440 PM 1 1 3 6 0 1 0 25 0 0 24 3 I 64 
445PM 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 56 1 

I 
2 21 1 

L~ 4 SO PM 0 1 2 3 0 0 0 37 0 4 24 1 
4 55 PM 0 0 2 7 0 0 4 44 0 2 26 3 88 956 

[ 500PM 1 0 4 1 0 1 0 39 0 I 3 22 z 7:J !162 

I 505PM 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 34 0 0 36 3 77 947 
5 .10PM 2 0 4 3 0 0 1 38 0 1. .53 2 102 988 
5 15PM 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 40 1 0 29 1 76 961 
5:20PM 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 43 0 1 18 0 66 943 
5:25PM 1 0 3 3 0 2 1 45 0 0 16 2 73 931 
5:30PM 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 47 0 11 28 2 91 946 
S·JS PM 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 37 1 0 16 0 56 924 
5·40 PM 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 39 2 1 15 3 

I 
64 924 

5 45 PM 

I 
0 0 0 2 0 1 0 37 0 2 22 1 65 903 

5 50 PM 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 30 1 2 16 1 53 I 884 
5·ss PM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 40 0 3 12 0 57 853 

Peak 15-Min Northbound I Southbound Eastbound Westbound I Total 
Flowrates Left Thru Riqht Left Thru Rlqht Left Thru Riqht Left Thru R_ig_ht J 

All Vehicles 1 12 0 36 28 0 4 4 436 0 16 444 28 1008 
Heavy Trucks 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 20 0 36 
Pedestnans 0 0 0 0 0 

B1cycles 
Railroad 

I I Stopped Buses 

Comments: 

Report generated on 3/9/2012 10:14 AM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http:/lwww.quailtycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume 

LOCATION: Tom McCall Rd- OR 126 QC JOB #: 10641702 
CITY/STATE: Prineville, OR DATE: Tue, Aug 02 2011 

151 34 Peak-Hour: 3:20 PM -- 4:20 PM _j: =L 
4 0 59 

2 
Peak 15-Min: 3:30PM-- 3:45PM 

_j~ ~L 00 • 413 . 6 ..1 ~ 26 • 392 • 
EJ 

85 • 333 ..1 ~ 0 0 . 8 2 
455 . • 348 -59 • • 86 

467 . 6 '\ r 18 . 588 ,; • ;r- a: Qual.i~y ~o~~ts 
5 4 . 167 '\ r 111 • 56 
,~.,. 

2 1~1 0 0 1~01 
26 51 

115 9 8 

_j_:.L _j: 0 =L • 
ot t o __J+ L 

0 

..1~~ 
0 

~ 0 . ~ . 0 

0 '\ r 0 

I 
.... 

I ~~ • :r-0 ... 0 

_j: NA :L -4 _j~ NA ~L • -. • . '~' • I tre ..1~~ 
NA . • NA NA . !II! • NA 

• '\ r • '\ r 

l: ::r- ,~ • ,., 
NA 

5-Min Count Tom McCall Rd Tom McCall Rd OR 126 OR 126 
Period (Northbound) (Southbound) (Eastbound) (Westbound) Hourly 

Beginning At Left Thru RIQht u Left Thru RiQht u Left Thru RIQht u Left Thru Right u Total 
Totals 

2·50 PM 0 0 3 0 2 0 2 0 4 42 1 0 1 16 6 0 77 
2'55 PM 0 0 4 0 4 0 1 0 2 29 0 0 2 30 1 0 73 I 806 
3 00 PM 1 0 1 0 2 2 3 0 1 27 0 0 1 27 3 0 68 792 
3 05 PM 1 1 7 0 3 0 0 0 0 28 0 0 1 26 11 0 78 808 
3·10 PM 0 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 25 1 0 3 31 3 0 69 81 0 
3:15PM 0 0 5 0 6 0 1 0 3 26 1 0 1 31 5 0 79 834 
320PM 2 0 3 0 4 0 2 0 0 25 0 0 3 38 1 0 78 854 
325PM 1 0 3 0 9 0 4 0 1 41 0 0 1 19 2 0 81 875 
3:3CJPM 1 0 s 0 11 --0- .--.,~ -o--n- ' 0 'f -- 7 (J' 

- f1Z-~.-. 

3:35 PM 1 1 3 0 20 0 9 0 3 : 0 0 1 at • 0 113-
1: I !H'M. _1_ .Cl 3 0 I 16 0.. 1• 0. I 0. 3. 0. l a l I I ll!i I 3 45PM 2 0 3 0 

I 
4 0 4 0 I 0 37 0 0 2 26 2 0 80 1014 

350PM 0 0 1 0 4 2 1 0 0 37 0 0 1 32 1 0 79 I 1016 
3 55 PM 0 0 2 0 6 0 2 0 0 42 0 0 2 24 2 0 80 1023 
4 OOPM 0 0 9 0 6 0 3 0 0 37 0 0 1 25 4 0 85 1040 
4 OS PM 0 1 3 0 6 0 6 0 

I 
2 35 0 0 2 19 3 0 77 1039 

4 10PM 1 0 2 0 4 0 3 0 0 27 2 0 2 45 1 0 87 1057 
4.15 PM 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 43 0 0 1 32 1 0 83 1061. 
4.20 PM 0 0 0 0 5 0 3 0 0 33 0 0 1 30 1 0 73 1056 
4·25 PM 1 0 3 0 4 0 2 0 1 26 0 0 5 30 2 0 74 1049 
4:30PM 1 1 4 0 4 0 3 0 0 55 1 0 0 37 3 0 109 1046 
4:35PM 0 0 0 0 4 0 7 0 1 38 0 0 1 25 5 0 81 1014 
4:40PM 2 0 1 0 7 0 2 0 0 34 0 0 0 28 3 0 77 985 
4:45PM 0 0 5 0 5 0 2 0 1 30 0 0 1 20 3 0 67 972 

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
Total Flowrates Left Thru Right u Left Thru Right u Left Thru Right u Left Thru Rlaht u 

All Veh1cles 
1 

12 4 44 0 188 0 124 0 12 524 16 0 

I 
12 352 36 0 1324 

Heavy Trucks I 4 0 4 0 0 8 4 28 4 0 36 0 88 
Pedestnans I 0 0 0 0 

I 
0 

B1cycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Railroad 

Stopped Buses 

Comments · 

Report generated on 3/9/2012 10:14 AM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://wv.w.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212 



Existing Conditions Analysis 
August 1, 2013 

APPENDIX B - ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 

Prineville Transportation System Plan 
Page 82 

Bend, Oregon 
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Table B-1 City of Prineville Intersection Operations Performance Standards 

Traffic Control 

Two-Way Stop Control (TWSC) 

All -Way Stop Control 

Signal 

Roundabout 

1 estimated by lane group 
2 average for intersection 
3 estimated by approach 

Volume-to-
Capacity Ratio 

Standard 

~ 1.0 

N/ A 

~1.0 

~1.0) 

Delay Standard 95th Percentile 
{seconds) Queuing Standard 

~501 Storage Capacity 

~802 N/A 

~802 Storage Capacity 

N/A N/A 

ODOT Intersection Traffic Operations Performance Standards 

ODOT uses volume-to-capacity (V /C) ratio s tandards to assess intersecti on s operations. Table 
6 of the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP- Reference 4) provides the peak hour volume-to-capadty 
ratio targets for a ll signalized and unsignalized intersections outside the Metro area. The OHP 
ratios are used to evaluate existing conditions. 

Study Intersection Performance Standards 

Table B-2 shows the applicable governing jurisdiction, intersection control, and performance 
standard for each s tudy intersection. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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Table B- 2 Intersection Volume-to-Capacity Ratio Performance Standards/Targets 

Intersection Jurisdiction Traffic Control 
Maximum Volume-
to-Capacity Ratio 

------------------------------ --- --- ~----

1. N Main St & NE lOth St City of Pr inevi lle Signalized 1 

2. N Main St & NE 9th St City of Prineville Stop-Controlled 1 

3. N Main St & NE 4th St City of Prineville Stop-Controlled 1 

4 . US 26 & NW 9th St ODOT Stop-Controlled 0.9 

5. NW Hardwood Ave & 3rd St/US 26 ODOT Signalized 0.95 

6. NW Deer St & 3rd St/US 26 ODOT Signalized 0.95 

7. N Main St & 3rd St/US 26 ODOT Signalized 0.95 

8. N Elm St & 3rd St/US 26 ODOT Signalized 0.95 

9. NE Combs Flat Rd & 3rd St/US 26 ODOT Signalized 0.9 

10. NE Laughlin Rd & 3rd St/US26 ODOT Stop-Controlled 0.95 

11. NW Meadows Lakes Dr & N 2nd St City of Prineville Stop-Controlled 1 

12. NW Deer St & N 2nd St Cit y of Prineville Stop-Controlled 1 

13. SE Main St & N 2nd St City of Prineville Stop-Controlled 1 

14. SE Main St & SE Lynn Blvd City of Prinev1lle Stop-Controlled 1 

15. SE Combs Flat Rd & SE Lynn Blvd ODOT Stop-Controlled 0.95 

16. WB OR 126 & WB US 26 ODOT Yield-Controlled 0.9 

17. EB OR 126 & EB US 26 ODOT Yield-Controlled 0.9 

18. WB OR 126 & EB US 26 ODOT Stop-Controlled 0 .9 

19. O'Nei l Hwy & OR 126 ODOT Stop-Controlled 0.9 

20. S Rimrock Rd & OR 126 ODOT Stop-Controlled 0.9 

21. Tom McCall Rd & OR 126 ODOT Stop-Controlled 0.9 

22. SW Millican Rd & OR 126 ODOT Stop-Controlled 0.9 

Signalized Intersection Level-of-Service 

Level of service (LOS) is a concept developed to quantify the degree of comfort (including such 
elements as travel time, number of stops, to ta l amount of stopped delay, and impediments caused 
by other vehicles) afford ed to drivers as they travel through an intersection or roadway segment. 
Six grades are used to denote the various level of service from "A" to "F". The six level-of-service 
grades are described qualita ti vely for signalized intersections in Table B-3. Additiona ll y, Table B-
3 identifies the relati onship between level of service and average control delay per vehicle. 
Control delay is defined to include initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, 
and final acceleration delay. Using this definition, Level of Service "D" is generally considered to 
represent the minimum acceptable design standard. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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Table B-3 Level-of-Service Definitions {Signalized Intersections} 
- -- - - --

Level of 
Service Average Delay per Vehicle 

Very low average control delay, less than 10 seconds per vehicle. This occurs when progression is 
extremely favorable, and most vehicles arrive during the green phase. Most vehicles do not stop at 

A all. Short cycle lengths may also contribute to low delay. 

Average control delay is greater than 10 seconds per vehicle and less than or equal to 20 seconds per 
vehicle. This generally occurs with good progression and/or short cycle lengths . More vehicles stop 

B than for a level of service A, causing higher levels of average delay. 

Average control delay is greater than 20 seconds per vehicle and less than or equal to 35 seconds per 
vehicle. These higher delays may result from fair progression and/or longer cycle lengths. Individual 
cycle failures may begin to appear at this level. The number of vehicles stopping is significant at this 

c level, although many still pass through the intersection without stopping. 

Average control delay is greater than 35 seconds per vehicle and less than or equal to 55 seconds per 
vehicle. The influence of congestion becomes more noticeable. Longer delays may result from some 
combination of unfavorable progression, long cycle length, or high volume/ capacity ratios. Many 
vehicles stop, and the proportion of vehicles not stopping declines. Individual cycle fa ilures are 

D noticeable. 

Average control delay is greater than 55 seconds per vehicle and less than or equal to 80 seconds per 
vehicle. This is usually considered to be the limit of acceptable delay. These h igh delay va lues 
generally (but not always) indicate poor progression, long cycle lengths, and high volume/ capacity 

E ratios . Individual cycle failures are frequent occurrences. 

Average control delay is in excess of 80 seconds per vehicle. This is considered to be unacceptable to 
most drivers. This condition often occurs with oversaturation. It may also occur at high 
volume/capacity ratios below 1.0 with many individual cycle failures. Poor progression and long cycle 

F lengths may also contribute to such high delay values. 

1 Most of the material in this appendix is adapted from the Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, (2000}. 

Table B-4 Le vel- of- Service Criteria for Signalized Intersections 

- Level of ----Average Co~~rol D~l~y per ~hicle (Second:) - ~ 
Service 

A <10.0 

B >10 and ::; 20 

c >20 and ::; 35 

D >35 and ::;55 

E >55 and sao 

F > 80 

Analysis Methodology and Performance Standards 

All operations analysis described in this report were performed in accordance with the 
procedures in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (Reference 1). Per the ODOT Analysis Procedures 
Manual (APM - Reference 2), intersection operational evaluations were conducted based on the 
peak 15-minute flow rate observed during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Using the peak 15-

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 

' 
I 

i 



Existing Conditions Analysis 
August 1, 2013 

Prineville Transportation System Plan 
Page 86 

minute flow rate ensures this analysis is based on a reasonable worst-case scenario. For this 
reason, the analysis reflects conditions that are likely to occur for 15 minutes out of each average 
weekday p .m. peak hour. The transportation system will likely operate under cond itions bette r 
than those described in this report during other typical time periods. 

The operational analysis results were compared with mobility standard s used by the local 
agencies to assess performance and potential a reas for improvement. 

City of Prineville Intersection Operations Performance Standards 

The City of Prineville has established volume-to-capacity, delay, and queuing standa rds that va ry 
by traffic control (Reference 3). The standards, summarized in Table B-1, apply to intersections 
tha t only include City or County roadways. 

Unsignalized Intersection Level-of-Service 

Unsignali zed intersections include two-way stop-controlled (TWSC) and a ll -way stop-contro lled 
(AWSC) intersections. The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) provides models for 
estimating control delay at both TWSC and AWSC intersections. A qualitative description of the 
va rious service levels associated with an unsignalized intersection is presented in Table B-5. A 
quantitati ve definition of level of service for unsignalized intersections is presented in Table B-6. 
Using thi s definition, Level of Se rvice "E" is genera lly considered to represent the minimum 
acceptable design standard. 

Table B-5 Level-of-Service Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections 
----------------------~------------------------------------------ -------------------~ 

Level of I 

Service Average Delay per Vehicle to Minor Street I . Nearly all drivers find freedom of operation . 

• Very seldom is there more than one vehicle in queue . 

A . Some drivers begrn to consider the delay an inconvenience . . Occasionally there is more than one vehicle rn queue . 

B . Many t imes there is more than one vehicle in queue . 

• Most drivers feel restricted, but not objectionably so . 

c . Often there is more than one vehrcle in queue . . Drivers feel qurte restr icted . 

D . Represents a condition in whrch the demand is near or equal to t he probable maximum number of vehicles that can be 

accommodated by the movement. 

• There is almost alw ays more than one vehicle in queue . . Drivers find the delays approaching intolerab le levels . 

E . Forced f low . . Represent s an intersection failure condit ion that is caused by geometric and/or operational const rain t s exte rna l to t he 

intersection. 

F 
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Table B- 6 Level-of-Service Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections 
- --- -- -- - -

level of Service Average Control Delay per Vehicle (Seconds) 

A <10.0 

B >10.0 and 5 15.0 

c >15.0 and 5 25.0 

D >25.0 and 5 35.0 

E >35.0 and 5 50.0 

F >50.0 

It should be noted that the level-of-service criteria for unsignalized intersections are somewhat 
different than the criteria used for signalized intersections. The primary reason for thjs difference 
is that drivers expect different levels of performance from different kinds of transportation 
facilities. The expectation is that a signalized intersection is designed to carry higher traffic 
volumes than an unsignalized intersection. Additionally, there are a number of driver behavior 
considerations that combine to m ake delays a t signali zed intersections less galling than at 
unsignalized intersections. For example, drivers at signalized intersections are able to relax 
during the red interval, while drivers on the minor street approaches to TWSC intersections must 
remain attentive to the task of identifying acceptable gaps and vehicle conflicts. Also, there is 
often much more variabili ty in the amount of delay experienced by individual drivers at 
unsignalized intersections than signalized intersections. For these reasons, it is considered that 
the control delay threshold for any given level of service is less for an unsignalized intersection 
than for a signalized intersection. While overall intersection level of service is calculated for 
A WSC intersections, level of service is only calculated for the minor approaches and the major 
street left turn movements at TWSC intersections. No delay is assumed to the major street 
through movements. For TWSC intersections, the overall intersection level of service remains 
undefined: level of service is only calculated fo r each minor street Jane. 

In the performance evaluation of TWSC intersections, it is important to consider other measures 
of effectiveness (MOEs) in addition to delay, such as v/c ratios for individual movements, average 
queue lengths, and 95th-percentile queue lengths. By focusing on a single MOE for the worst 
movement only, such as delay for the minor-street left turn, users may make inappropriate traffic 
control decisions. The potential for making such inappropriate decisions is likely to be 
particularly pronounced when the HCM level-of-service thresholds are adopted as legal 
standards, as is the case in many public agencies. 
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APPENDIX C - EXISTING CONDITIONS TRAFFIC OPERATIONS AND 
QUEUING ANALYSIS WORKSHEETS 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 



Existing Conditions Analysis 
August 1, 2013 

Prineville Transportation System Plan 
Page 01 

Table C- 1 95th-Percentile Queue Lengths at Signalized Study Intersections 

N 3ro Street/NW Ha rwood 75 375 50* 450 100 so 100 so 
N 3'd Street/NW Deer 25* 400 25* 250* 75 75 so 75 

N 3ro Street/Main St 75 325 so 325 75 225** 75 300** 

N 3'd Street/N Elm 25 250 25* 150 so 75 125 75 

N 3'd Street/Combs Flat 75* 425 100 250 225 200 Rd 

•volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal 
••95th percentile volumes exceeds capacity, queue may be longer. Queue shown is maximum after two cycles. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 



Queues 
1: Main St & 1Oth St 

-+ 

aneGrou~ 191 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 202 
v/c Ratio 0.55 
Control Delay 17.1 
Queue Delay 0.0 
Total Delay 17.1 
Queue Length 50th (ft) 28 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 64 
Internal Link Dist (ft) 370 
Tum Bay Length (ft) 
Base Capacity (vph) 472 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.43 

SUm~~ 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

~ 

EBR 
136 

0.26 
4.2 
0.0 
4.2 

0 
16 

130 
637 

0 
0 
0 

0.21 

+- t 
WIT Nil' 

49 573 
0.17 0.43 
11 .2 8.3 
0.0 0.0 

11 .2 8.3 
7 38 

20 54 
379 203 

437 1585 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0.11 0.36 

~ .., 
503 
0.30 
6.9 
0.0 
6.9 
29 
42 

3918 

1952 
0 
0 
0 

0.26 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1: Main St & 10th St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Heavy Vehicles(%) 
Tum Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vehicle Extension (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

' . ~ . . , 
. . ' .. \ 

HCM 2000 Control Delay 

122 
1750 

0.72 
169 

0 
0 

0% 
Perm 

4 

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

24 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
0.96 

1680 
0.73 
1272 
0.72 

33 
0 

202 
0% 
NA 

4 

8.0 
8.0 

0.24 
5.0 
3.0 
299 

c0.16 
0.68 
11.8 
1.00 
5.9 

17.7 
8 

14.7 
8 

98 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
0.85 
1.00 

1488 
1.00 
1488 
0.72 
136 
104 
32 

0% 
Perm 

4 
8.0 
8.0 

0.24 
5.0 
3.0 
350 

0.02 
0.09 
10.2 
1.00 
0.1 

10.3 
8 

8.3 
0.54 
34.0 

46.6% 
15 

.t. 
25 8 2 

1750 1750 1750 
5.0 

1.00 
0.99 
0.97 
1676 
0.67 
1171 

0.72 0.72 
35 11 
0 2 
0 47 

0% 0% 
Perm NA 

8 
8 

8.0 
8.0 

0.24 
5.0 
3.0 
275 

0.04 
0.17 
10.4 
1.00 
0.3 

10.6 
8 

10.6 
8 

0.72 
3 
0 
0 

0% 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

t 
tft. 

84 306 
1750 1750 

0.72 
117 

0 
0 

0% 
Perm 

2 

5.0 
0.95 
0.99 
0.99 

3265 
0.77 
2543 
0.72 
425 
10 

563 
0% 
NA 

2 

16.0 
16.0 
0.47 
5.0 
3.0 

1196 

c0.22 
0.47 
6.1 

1.00 
0.3 
6.4 
A 

6.4 
A 

~ 

22 
1750 

0.72 
31 
0 
0 

0% 

10.0 
A 

3/29/13 
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tft. 
1 323 38 

1750 1750 1750 
5.0 

0.95 
0.98 
1.00 

3272 
0.95 
3122 

0.72 0.72 0.72 
1 449 53 
0 22 0 
0 481 0 

0% 0% 0% 
Perm NA 

6 
6 

16.0 
16.0 
0.47 
5.0 
3.0 

1469 

0.15 
0.33 
5.6 

1.00 
0.1 
5.8 
A 

5.8 
A 

Synchro 7 - Report 
Page 2 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: Main St & 9th St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

..}-

EBL 

21 

0.95 
22 

0.91 
1143 

1107 
7.1 

3.5 
85 

150 

139 
22 

112 
394 
0.35 

40 
19.0 

c 
19.0 

c 

--+ 

EBT 

• 5 
Stop 
0% 

0.95 
5 

0.91 
1178 

1146 
6.5 

4.0 
97 

161 

7 
1 
4 

238 
0.03 

2 
20.6 

c 
20.6 

c 

.. ~ 
.,_. 

EBR WBL WBT 

• 106 2 
Stop 
0% 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
112 1 2 

0.91 0.91 0.91 
439 1274 1196 

332 1251 1165 
6.2 7.1 6.5 

3.3 3.5 4.0 
83 99 99 

648 100 156 

116 476 454 
116 0 17 

0 40 0 
1073 1700 1097 
0.11 0.28 0.02 

9 0 1 
8.8 0.0 0.5 

A A 
1.7 0.4 

3.3 

'-
WBR 

4 

0.95 
4 

456 

456 
6.2 

3.3 
99 

609 

38 
0 

38 
1700 
0.02 

0 
0.0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

73.1% ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

15 

~ t I' 

• NBT NBA 
'I t. 

110 414 38 
Free 
0% 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
116 436 40 

2 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

0.91 
475 

372 
4.1 

2.2 
89 

1073 

D 

'.. 

16 

0.95 
17 

476 

476 
4.1 

2.2 
98 

1097 

3/29/13 
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415 36 
Free 

0% 
0.95 0.95 
437 38 

None 

283 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: Main St & 4th St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume {vehlh} 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh} 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (vehlh) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

18 

0.92 
20 

0.90 
945 

886 
7.1 

3.5 
90 

194 

108 
20 
64 

367 
0.29 

31 
18.8 

c 
18.8 

c 

22 
Stop 
0% 

0.92 
24 
4 

12.0 
4.0 

0 

0.90 
919 

857 
6.6 

4.1 
90 

234 

82 
10 
62 

435 
0.19 

18 
15.2 

c 
15.2 

c 

59 9 9 
Stop 
0% 

0.92 0.92 0.92 
64 10 10 

10 
12.0 
4.0 

1 

0.90 0.90 
323 966 912 

323 909 849 
6.2 7.2 6.5 

3.3 3.6 4.0 
91 94 96 

710 170 244 

20 386 85 
20 0 85 
0 41 0 

1205 1700 1146 
0.02 0.23 0.07 

1 0 6 
8.0 0.0 8.4 

A A 
0.4 1.7 

4.1 

57 

0.92 
62 

0.90 
386 

268 
6.2 

3.3 
91 

689 

324 
0 

27 
1700 
0.19 

0 
0.0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

46.5% ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

15 

18 317 38 
Free 
0% 

0.92 0.92 0.92 
20 345 41 

9 
12.0 
4.0 

1 

None 

331 

328 

328 
4.2 

2.3 
98 

1205 

A 

3/29/13 

78 25 
Free 
0% 

0.92 0.92 0.92 
85 297 27 

11 
12.0 
4.0 

1 

None 

0.90 
396 

278 
4.1 

2.2 
93 

1146 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: US 26 & NW 9th St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft} 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

~ 

WBL 
v 
44 

Stop 
0% 

0.85 
52 
12 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

589 

589 
6.5 

3.6 
88 

425 

119 
52 
67 

562 
0.21 

21 
13.1 

B 
13.1 

B 

' WBR 

57 

0.85 
67 

269 

269 
6.3 

3.4 
91 

750 

288 
0 

62 
1700 
0.17 

0 
0.0 

0.0 

t 
NBT 

t. 
192 

Free 
0% 

0.85 
226 

None 

260 
60 
0 

1204 
0.05 

4 
2.2 

A 
2.2 

3.2 

~ 

faR 

53 

0.85 
62 

.... 
S8[ 

51 

0.85 
60 

300 

300 
4.2 

2.3 
95 

1204 

+ 
§If 

4' 
170 

Free 
0% 

0.85 
200 

None 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

44.0% ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

15 
A 

3/29/13 
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Queues 
5: NW Harwood Ave & US 26 

..J 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 48 
v/c Ratio 0.10 
Control Delay 5.1 
Queue Delay 0.0 
Total Delay 5.1 
Queue Length 50th (ft) 5 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 22 
Internal Link Dist (ft) 
Tum Bay Length (ft) 100 
Base Capacity (vph) 577 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.08 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

--+ 

623 
0.59 
13.5 
0.0 

13.5 
91 

410 
447 

1400 
0 
0 
0 

0.45 

~ +-

27 542 
0.06 0.57 
5.0 14.5 
0.0 0.0 
5.0 14.5 

3 139 
14 341 

993 
100 
566 1368 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0.05 0.40 

t ,.. 
78 35 

0.34 0.10 
29.0 0.6 
0.0 0.0 

29.0 0.6 
23 0 
82 1 

183 
75 

403 547 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0.19 0.06 

! 

91 
0.35 
28.4 
0.0 

28.4 
27 
91 

612 

462 
0 
0 
0 

0.20 

58 
0.19 
4.9 
0.0 
4.9 

0 
18 

75 
477 

0 
0 
0 

0.12 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: NW Harwood Ave & US 26 

~ 

MOY!riflt EBL 
Lane Configurations "i 
Volume (vph) 44 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 
Total Lost Ume (s) 5.0 
Lane Uti I. Factor 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 
Frt 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1524 
Fit Permitted 0.35 
Satd. Flow (perm) 564 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 48 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 48 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 
Heavy Vehicles(%) 9% 
Turn Type pm+pt 
Protected Phases 5 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 36.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 36.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.62 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 402 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 
v/c Ratio 0.12 
Uniform Delay, d1 4.9 
Progression Factor 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 
Delay (s) 5.0 
Level of Service A 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM 2000 Control Delay 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

-+ 

EBT 
t+ 

560 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1646 
1.00 

1646 
0.92 
609 

1 
622 

6% 
NA 

2 

33.0 
33.0 
0.57 
5.0 
3.5 

931 
c0.38 

0.67 
8.8 

1.00 
1.9 

10.7 
B 

10.3 
B 

.. 
EBR 

13 
1750 

0.92 
14 
0 
0 
8 

0% 

12.6 
0.61 
58.3 

60.7% 
15 

~ +-

• W&'T WIR NIL . 
"i t+ 

25 467 31 48 
1750 1750 1750 1750 

5.0 5.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.99 
0.95 1.00 
1538 1607 
0.33 1.00 
540 1607 
0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 

27 508 34 52 
0 3 0 0 

27 539 0 0 
8 4 5 

8% 8% 3% 2% 
pm+pt NA Perm 

1 6 
6 8 

33.4 31 .6 
33.4 31 .6 
0.57 0.54 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 3.5 
340 871 
0.00 0.34 
0.04 
0.08 0.62 
5.8 9.2 

1.00 1.00 
0.1 1.4 
5.9 10.6 

A B 
10.4 

B 

HCM 2000 Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

t r 
N8T NBR 

.t (' 

24 32 
1750 1750 

5.0 5.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.97 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
0.97 1.00 

1538 1446 
0.74 1.00 

1183 1446 
0.92 0.92 

26 35 
0 30 

78 5 
6 

25% 0% 
NA Perm 

8 
8 

8.5 8.5 
8.5 8.5 

0.15 0.15 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 2.5 
172 210 

0.07 0.00 
0.45 0.02 
22.8 21.3 
1.00 1.00 

1.4 0.0 
24.2 21.4 

c c 
23.3 

c 

B 

15.0 
B 

3/29/13 

'.. + 4' 

SBl 

46 53 
1750 1750 

5.0 
1.00 
0.97 
1.00 
0.85 
1.00 
1238 
1.00 
1238 

0.92 0.92 
50 58 
0 50 
0 8 
6 5 

2% 0% 17% 
Perm NA Perm 

4 
4 4 

8.5 8.5 
8.5 8.5 

0.15 0.15 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 2.5 
197 180 

c0.07 0.01 
0.46 0.05 
22.8 21 .4 
1.00 1.00 
1.2 0.1 

24.1 21 .5 
c c 

23.1 
c 
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Queues 
6: NW Deer St & US 26 

..}-

Lane Group Flow (vph) 26 
v/c Ratio 0.06 
Control Delay 5.7 
Queue Delay 0.0 
Total Delay 5.7 
Queue Length 50th (ft) 2 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 15 
Internal Link Dist (ft) 
Tum Bay Length (ft} 100 
Base Capacity (vph) 705 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.04 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

-+ ('" 

696 16 
0.64 0.05 
10.8 5.8 
0.0 0.0 

10.8 5.8 
96 1 

334 11 
993 

100 
1623 521 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0.43 0.03 

~ 
~ t 

516 73 93 
0.47 0.29 0.27 
8.0 20.8 12.9 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
8.0 20.8 12.9 
60 14 9 

206 61 53 
885 233 

50 
1621 534 679 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0.32 0.14 0.14 

'. 

22 
0.09 
18.4 
0.0 

18.4 
4 

25 

50 
523 

0 
0 
0 

0.04 

~ 

76 
0.22 
12.0 
0.0 

12.0 
6 

44 
2644 

691 
0 
0 
0 

0.11 

3/29/13 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6: NW Deer St & US 26 

.,)-

EBL 
Lane Configurations ' Volume (vph) 23 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 
Frt 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1593 
Fit Permitted 0.44 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 733 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.89 
Adj. Flow (vph) 26 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 26 
Confl . Peds. (#/hr) 7 
Heav~ Vehicles (%) 4% 
Tum Type Perm 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green. G (s) 27.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 27.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.61 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 446 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 
v/c Ratio 0.06 
Uniform Delay, d1 3.6 
Progression Factor 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 
Delay (s) 3.6 
Level of Service A 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM 2000 Control Delay 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

~ 

EBT 
f. 

590 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.99 
1.00 
1684 
1.00 

1684 
0.89 
663 

3 
693 

3% 
NA 

2 

27.4 
27.4 
0.61 
5.0 
3.0 

1025 
c0.41 

0.68 
5.9 

1.00 
1.8 
7.6 

A 
7.5 

A 

~ 

EBR 

29 
1750 

0.89 
33 
0 
0 

14 
3% 

8.3 
0.61 
45.0 

56.0% 
15 

• +- '- ~ 

f. 
14 426 33 65 

1750 1750 1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.99 1.00 
0.95 1.00 0.95 
1654 1681 1656 
0.31 1.00 0.71 
542 1681 1233 
0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 

16 479 37 73 
0 4 0 0 

16 512 0 73 
14 7 4 

0% 3% 0% 0% 
Perm NA Perm 

6 
6 8 

27.4 27.4 7.6 
27.4 27.4 7.6 
0.61 0.61 0.17 
5.0 5.0 5.0 
3.0 3.0 2.5 
330 1023 208 

0.30 
0.03 c0.06 
0.05 0.50 0.35 
3.5 5.0 16.5 

1.00 1.00 1.00 
0.1 0.4 0.7 
3.6 5.3 17.3 

A A B 
5.3 

A 

HCM 2000 Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

t 

42 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
0.99 
1.00 
0.93 
1.00 

1508 
1.00 
1508 
0.89 

47 
38 
55 

7% 
NA 

8 

7.6 
7.6 

0.17 
5.0 
2.5 
254 
0.04 

0.22 
16.1 
1.00 
0.3 

16.4 
B 

16.8 
B 

~ 

NBA 

41 
1750 

0.89 
46 
0 
0 
7 

5% 

A 

10.0 
B 

3/29/13 

'. ~ ~ 

20 37 
1750 1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
0.99 
1.00 
0.95 
1652 
0.70 
1211 
0.89 0.89 

22 42 
0 0 

22 0 
7 4 

0% 3% 3% 
Perm NA 

4 
4 

7.6 7.6 
7.6 7.6 

0.17 0.17 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 2.5 
204 259 

0.03 
0.02 
0.11 0.16 
15.8 16.0 
1.00 1.00 
0.2 0.2 

16.0 16.2 
B B 

16.1 
B 
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Queues 
7: Main St & US 26 

~ 

EBl 
Lane Group Flow {vph) 170 
v/c Ratio 0.45 
Control Delay 14.0 
Queue Delay 0.0 
Total Delay 14.0 
Queue Length 50th {ft) 43 
Queue Length 95th {ft) 85 
Internal Link Dist {ft) 
Tum Bay Length {ft) 100 
Base Capacity {vph) 403 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.42 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

-+ ~ 

EBT WBl 
513 53 
0.67 0.15 
23.8 10.6 
0.0 0.0 

23.8 10.6 
218 12 
386 32 
885 

100 
970 464 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0.53 0.11 

+-

"' t 
W8T 
443 213 
0.78 0.60 
32.3 35.6 
0.0 0.0 

32.3 35.6 
192 90 
332 190 

1205 239 
75 

957 248 431 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0.46 0.33 0.49 

'-. 

78 
0.28 
23.1 
0.0 

23.1 
26 
68 

75 
277 

0 
0 
0 

0.28 

~ 

264 
0.73 
40.6 
0.0 

40.6 
113 
232 
251 

437 
0 
0 
0 

0.60 

3/29/13 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: Main St & US 26 

~ 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Said. Flow (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Said. Flow (~erm) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph} 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 
Heav~ Vehicles(%) 
Tum Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vehicle Extension (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

~. , ., 
, .........._ ... ~ .......... , -·~,..._......;.....;_~ 

HCM 2000 Control Delay 

/ 

EBL 
'I 

160 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 

1596 
0.26 
443 
0.94 
170 

0 
170 

11 
4% 

pm+pt 
5 
2 

41 .9 
41 .9 
0.55 
5.0 
2.0 
379 

c0.05 
0.19 
0.45 
10.7 
1.00 
0.3 

11.0 
B 

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

-+ 

EBT 
t. 

404 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.98 
1.00 

1645 
1.00 

1645 
0.94 
430 

7 
506 

4% 
NA 

2 

33.6 
33.6 
0.44 
5.0 
3.0 

725 
c0.31 

0.70 
17.2 
1.00 

2.9 
20.1 

c 
17.9 

B 

• 
EBR 

78 
1750 

0.94 
83 
0 
0 
4 

0% 

24.2 
0.70 
76.2 

70.3% 
15 

(' 
,._ 

' ~ 

W8l WIT WIR N8[ 

'I t. 'I 
50 354 62 78 

1750 1750 1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.99 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.98 1.00 
0.95 1.00 0.95 

1661 1638 1646 
0.37 1.00 0.39 
643 1638 675 
0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 

53 377 66 83 
0 8 0 0 

53 435 0 83 
4 11 

0% 4% 3% 1% 
pm+pt NA pm+pt 

1 6 3 
6 8 

31.2 27.9 19.3 
31.2 27.9 19.3 
0.41 0.37 0.25 
5.0 5.0 5.0 
2.0 4.0 2.0 

307 599 218 
0.01 0.27 c0.02 
0.06 0.08 
0.17 0.73 0.38 
14.0 20.9 22.6 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
0.1 4.7 0.4 

14.1 25.5 23.0 
B c c 

24.3 
c 

HCM 2000 Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

t 
t. 

165 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
0.99 
1.00 
0.97 
1.00 
1632 
1.00 
1632 
0.94 
176 

8 
205 

4% 
NA 

8 

15.6 
15.6 
0.20 
5.0 
2.0 
334 
0.13 

0.61 
27.6 
1.00 
2.4 

29.9 
c 

28.0 
c 

,.. 
NIR 

35 
1750 

0.94 
37 
0 
0 
9 

3% 

c 

20.0 
c 

3/29/13 

'-. + ~ 

SIL S&T SBR 
'I t. 

73 179 70 
1750 1750 1750 

5.0 5.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.99 1.00 
1.00 0.96 
0.95 1.00 
1606 1626 
0.50 1.00 
844 1626 
0.94 0.94 0.94 

78 190 74 
0 15 0 

78 249 0 
9 

3% 2% 6% 
pm+pt NA 

7 4 
4 

19.3 15.6 
19.3 15.6 
0.25 0.20 
5.0 5.0 
2.0 2.0 
250 332 
0.02 c0.15 
0.06 
0.31 0.75 
22.4 28.5 
1.00 1.00 
0.3 7.9 

22.7 36.4 
c D 

33.2 
c 
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Queues 
8: N Elm St & US 26 

..}-

EBL 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 13 
v/c Ratio 0.03 
Control Delay 6.3 
Queue Delay 0.0 
Total Delay 6.3 
Queue Length 50th (ft) 1 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 10 
Internal Link Dis! (ft) 
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 
Base Capacity (vph) 660 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.02 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

-+ ~ 

EBT W8( 

614 7 
0.57 0.02 
10.4 6.3 
0.0 0.0 

10.4 6.3 
85 1 

280 7 
1205 

75 
1707 624 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0.36 0.01 

+- ~ t 

496 25 66 
0.47 0.10 0.18 
8.8 16.1 9.4 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
8.8 16.1 9.4 
62 4 4 

204 24 32 
1506 316 

50 
1690 618 844 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0.29 0.04 0.08 

'. 

100 
0.36 
19.7 
0.0 

19.7 
19 
68 

50 
663 

0 
0 
0 

0.15 

~ 

47 
0.12 
12.2 
0.0 

12.2 
6 

31 
433 

900 
0 
0 
0 

0.05 

3/29/13 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
8: N Elm St & US 26 

.-1 

~ EBL 
Lane Configurations 'I 
Volume (vph) 12 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 0.99 
Frt 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1414 
Fit Permitted 0.45 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 664 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.89 
Adj. Flow (vph) 13 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 13 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Heav~ Vehicles (%) 17% 
Tum Type Perm 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 25.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 25.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.59 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 389 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 
vic Ratio 0.03 
Uniform Delay, d1 3.8 
Progression Factor 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 
Delay (s) 3.9 
Level of Service A 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM 2000 Control Delay 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

-+ 

EBT 
t. 

536 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

1708 
1.00 

1708 
0.89 
602 

1 
613 

2% 
NA 

2 

25.8 
25.8 
0.59 
5.0 
3.5 

1001 
c0.36 

0.61 
5.9 

1.00 
1.2 
7.0 

A 
7.0 

A 

.. 
EBR 

11 
1750 

0.89 
12 
0 
0 
5 

9% 

8.1 
0.57 
44.0 

53.5% 
15 

~ +- '- ~ 

WBl ~ Wlfli( NB~ 
'I t. 'I 
6 427 14 22 

1750 1750 1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 0.99 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
0.95 1.00 0.95 
1659 1691 1507 
0.36 1.00 0.73 
625 1691 1152 
0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 

7 480 16 25 
0 2 0 0 
7 494 0 25 
5 10 12 

0% 3% 0% 9% 
Perm NA Perm 

6 
6 8 

25.8 25.8 8.2 
25.8 25.8 8.2 
0.59 0.59 0.19 
5.0 5.0 5.0 
3.5 3.5 2.5 
366 991 214 

0.29 
0.01 0.02 
0.02 0.50 0.12 
3.8 5.3 14.9 

1.00 1.00 1.00 
0.0 0.5 0.2 
3.8 5.8 15.1 
A A B 

5.8 
A 

HCM 2000 Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

t 
Nil 

t. 
20 

1750 
5.0 

1.00 
0.98 
1.00 
0.90 
1.00 
1520 
1.00 
1520 
0.89 

22 
36 
30 

5% 
NA 

8 

8.2 
8.2 

0.19 
5.0 
2.5 

283 
0.02 

0.11 
14.9 
1.00 
0.1 

15.0 
B 

15.0 
B 

~ 

NIIR 

39 
1750 

0.89 
44 
0 
0 
8 

0% 

A 

10.0 
A 

3/29/13 

'. + .,1 

sa srr SB 
'I t. 

89 28 14 
1750 1750 1750 

5.0 5.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.99 
0.99 1.00 
1.00 0.95 
0.95 1.00 
1633 1642 
0.71 1.00 
1228 1642 
0.89 0.89 0.89 
100 31 16 

0 13 0 
100 34 0 

8 12 

1% 0% 0% 
Perm NA 

4 
4 

8.2 8.2 
8.2 8.2 

0.19 0.19 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 2.5 

228 306 
0.02 

c0.08 
0.44 0.11 
15.9 14.9 
1.00 1.00 
1.0 0.1 

16.8 15.0 
B B 

16.3 
B 
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Queues 
9: S Combs Flat Rd & US 26 

..J 

181: 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 35 
v/c Ratio 0.20 
Control Delay 39.4 
Queue Delay 0.0 
Total Delay 39.4 
Queue Length 50th (ft) 14 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 54 
Internal Link Dist (ft) 
Tum Bay Length (ft) 100 
Base Capac~y (vph) 295 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.12 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

-+ 

EBT 
525 

0.70 
21 .0 
0.0 

21 .0 
170 
371 

1816 

1333 
0 
0 
0 

0.39 

~ +-

WBl W8l 
59 354 

0.29 0.41 
38.8 13.3 
0.0 0.0 

38.8 13.3 
24 62 
80 219 

4182 
150 
295 1411 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0.20 0.25 

t 

193 
0.57 
31.4 
0.0 

31.4 
68 

177 
3042 

652 
0 
0 
0 

0.30 

~ 

184 
0.47 
28.4 
0.0 

28.4 
65 

165 
696 

767 
0 
0 
0 

0.24 

3/29/13 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
9: S Combs Flat Rd & US 26 

~ 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 33 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 
Total Losttime (s) 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 
Frt 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 
Said. Flow (prot) 1599 
Fit Permitted 0.95 
Said. Flow (~erm) 1599 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 
Adj. Flow (vph) 35 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 35 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Heav~ Vehicles(%) 4% 
Tum Type Prot 
Protected Phases 5 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 2.3 
Effective Green, g (s) 2.3 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.03 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 55 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 0.64 
Uniform Delay, d1 31.6 
Progression Factor 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 16.3 
Delay (s) 47.9 
Level of Service D 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM 2000 Control Delay 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

-+ 

EBT 
ft 

348 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
0.99 
1.00 
0.96 
1.00 

1598 
1.00 

1598 
0.94 
370 
16 

509 

4% 
NA 

2 

30.7 
30.7 
0.46 
5.0 
4.5 

739 
c0.32 

0.69 
14.0 
1.00 
3.2 

17.2 
8 

19.1 
8 

..... 
EBR 

146 
1750 

0.94 
155 

0 
0 
1 

4% 

19.0 
0.64 
66.3 

66.6% 
15 

t"" ..-- '- ~ 

VVBl W8T WIR 

' ft 
55 307 25 70 

1750 1750 1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.99 
0.95 1.00 
1599 1696 
0.95 1.00 
1599 1696 
0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 

59 327 27 74 
0 3 0 0 

59 351 0 0 
1 2 3 

2 
4% 2% 0% 10% 

Prot NA Perm 
1 6 

8 
4.2 32.6 
4.2 32.6 

0.06 0.49 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 4.5 
101 833 

c0.04 0.21 

0.58 0.42 
30.2 10.8 
1.00 1.00 
7.0 0.6 

37.2 11 .4 
D 8 

15.1 
8 

HCM 2000 Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

t 
Nil' 
• 
68 

1750 
5.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.97 
0.98 
1575 
0.81 
1296 
0.94 

72 
11 

182 

4% 
NA 

8 

16.4 
16.4 
0.25 
5.0 
2.8 
320 

c0.14 
0.57 
21.9 
1.00 
2.3 

24.1 
c 

24.1 
c 

~ 

NIR 

44 
1750 

0.94 
47 
0 
0 

0% 

8 

15.0 
c 

3/29/13 

'.. + ~ 

• SIT SBR 

• 33 113 27 
1750 1750 1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.98 
0.99 
1649 
0.92 
1535 

0.94 0.94 0.94 
35 120 29 
0 6 0 
0 178 0 

3 

3% 2% 4% 
Perm NA 

4 
4 

16.4 
16.4 
0.25 
5.0 
2.8 
379 

0.12 
0.47 
21.2 
1.00 
0.8 

22.1 
c 

22.1 
c 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1 0: NE Laughlin Rd & US 26 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h} 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s} 
tC, 2 stage (s} 
tF (s} 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h} 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft} 
Control Delay (s} 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s} 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

5 170 
Free 
0% 

0.89 0.89 
6 191 

TWLTL 
2 

184 

184 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1402 

6 215 
6 0 
0 24 

1402 1700 
0.00 0.13 

0 0 
7.6 0.0 

A 
0.2 

21 163 
Free 

0% 
0.89 0.89 0.89 

24 1 183 

None 

215 

215 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1367 

1 239 37 
1 0 22 
0 56 3 

1367 1700 685 
0.00 0.14 0.05 

0 0 4 
7.6 0.0 10.6 
A B 

0.0 10.6 
B 

2.8 

50 

0.89 
56 

111 
90 
15 

672 
0.17 

15 
11.4 

B 
11.4 

B 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min} 

27.4% ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

15 

20 3 
Stop 
0% 

0.89 0.89 0.89 
22 11 3 

417 400 203 
214 214 
203 186 
417 400 203 
7.1 6.5 6.2 
6.1 5.5 
3.5 4.0 3.3 
97 98 100 

683 653 843 

A 

3/29/13 

80 13 
Stop 
0% 

0.89 0.89 0.89 
90 7 15 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

426 440 212 
214 214 
211 226 
426 440 212 
7.2 6.5 6.2 
6.2 5.5 
3.6 4.0 3.3 
86 99 98 

655 636 832 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
11 : Meadowlakes Dr & 2nd St 

t 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h} 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu. unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h} 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

..1 

5 

0.83 
6 

136 

136 
7.1 

3.5 
99 

791 

148 
6 

13 
760 

0.20 
19 

10.9 
B 

10.9 
B 

-+ 

107 
Stop 
0% 

0.83 
129 
10 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

132 

132 
6.5 

4.0 
83 

738 

71 
40 
8 

720 
0.10 

9 
10.5 

B 
10.5 

B 

.. (' 
,._ 

EBR 

11 33 
Stop 

0% 
0.83 0.83 0.83 

13 40 23 

34 179 115 

34 179 115 
6.2 7.1 6.5 

3.3 3.5 4.0 
99 94 97 

1035 657 764 

66 43 
1 16 

43 8 
1572 1500 
0.00 0.01 

0 1 
0.1 2.7 

A A 
0.1 2.7 

7.6 

' WBR 

7 

0.83 
8 

49 

49 
6.2 

3.3 
99 

1020 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

27.7% ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

15 

~ -
18 36 

Free 
0% 

0.83 0.83 0.83 
1 22 43 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

38 

38 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1572 

A 

3/29/13 

'. ~ ~ - SIT SBR 
.;. 

13 16 7 
Free 

0% 
0.83 0.83 0.83 

16 19 8 
6 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

None 

65 

65 
4.2 

2.3 
99 

1500 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
12: NW Deer St & 2nd St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

.,J 

23 

0.84 
27 

353 

353 
7.1 

3.5 
94 

492 

219 
27 
94 

710 
0.31 

34 
12.3 

B 
12.3 

B 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

-+ 

.t. 
82 

Stop 
0% 

0.84 
98 
4 

12.0 
4.0 

0 

257 

257 
6.5 

4.0 
84 

622 

139 
4 

70 
745 

0.19 
18 

10.9 
B 

10.9 
B 

• • +- " 
79 3 59 

Stop 
0% 

0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 
94 4 65 70 

7 
12.0 
4.0 

1 

76 389 265 86 

76 389 265 86 
6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
90 99 89 93 

983 439 617 966 

38 79 11 79 
38 0 11 0 
0 1 0 17 

1503 1700 1447 1700 
0.03 0.05 0.01 0.05 

2 0 1 0 
7.5 0.0 7.5 0.0 

A A 
2.4 0.9 

8.1 
34.3% ICU Level of Service 

15 

~ t ~ 

32 
Free 

0% 
0.84 0.84 0.84 

38 77 1 
2 

12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

83 

83 
4.1 

2.2 
97 

1503 

A 

3/29/13 

'. ~ ~ 

9 14 
Free 
0% 

0.84 0.84 0.84 
11 62 17 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

313 

86 

86 
4.2 

2.3 
99 

1447 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
13: Main St & 2nd St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph} 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC 1, stage 1 coni vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
IC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

..1 

EBL 

9 

0.90 
10 

0.93 
793 

742 
7.1 

3.5 
96 

254 

127 
10 
92 

531 
0.24 

24 
13.9 

B 
13.9 

B 

--+ 

EBT 
.;. 
22 

Stop 
0% 

0.90 
24 
11 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

0.93 
738 

684 
6.5 

4.0 
92 

319 

72 
3 

44 
479 
0.15 

14 
13.8 

B 
13.8 

B 

,._ 

W81 
.;. 

83 3 22 
Stop 

0% 
0.90 0.90 0.90 

92 3 24 
5 

12.0 
4.0 

0 

0.93 0.93 0.93 
311 811 752 

227 762 699 
6.2 7.1 6.5 

3.3 3.5 4.0 
88 99 92 

753 232 308 

73 239 19 
73 0 19 
0 8 0 

1234 1700 1329 
0.06 0.14 0.01 

5 0 1 
8.1 0.0 7.7 

A A 
1.9 0.4 

4.1 

" 
MIA 

40 

0.90 
44 

251 

251 
6.2 

3.3 
94 

782 

317 
0 

37 
1700 
0.19 

0 
0.0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

41.7% ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

15 

~ t ,. 
fa • N8R 

' t. 
66 208 7 

Free 
0% 

0.90 0.90 0.90 
73 231 8 

2 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

0.93 
328 

244 
4.1 

2.2 
94 

1234 

A 

3/29/13 

.... + ~ - SIT S8R 

' f. 
17 252 33 

Free 
0% 

0.90 0.90 0.90 
19 280 37 

11 
12.0 
4.0 

1 

None 

319 

244 

244 
4.1 

2.2 
99 

1329 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
14: Main St & SE Lynn Blvd 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
IC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Lett 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

ESt: 

36 

0.74 
49 

895 

895 
7.1 

3.5 
70 

161 

66 
49 
1 

189 
0.35 

38 
34.0 

D 
34.0 

D 

EIT 
.t. 
12 

Stop 
0% 

0.74 
16 

597 

597 
6.5 

4.0 
95 

350 

316 
9 

296 
917 
0.34 

40 
11.0 

B 
11 .0 

B 

ESR 

7 
Stop 

0% 
0.74 0.74 0.74 

1 9 11 

49 604 595 

49 604 595 
6.2 7.2 6.5 

3.3 3.6 4.0 
100 97 97 

1022 330 351 

30 259 47 
3 259 0 
8 0 4 

1108 1593 1700 
0.00 0.16 0.03 

0 15 0 
0.8 7.7 0.0 

A A 
0.8 6.5 

10.8 

219 

0.74 
296 

24 

24 
6.3 

3.4 
71 

1037 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

48.3% ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

15 

2 14 6 
Free 
0% 

0.74 0.74 0.74 
3 19 8 

4 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

47 

47 
5.1 

3.1 
100 

1108 

A 

3/29/13 

192 32 3 
Free 
0% 

0.74 0.74 0.74 
259 43 4 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

27 

27 
4.1 

2.2 
84 

1593 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
15: S Combs Flat Rd & SE Lynn Blvd 

~ovement 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC 1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

EEil EBR 
v 
65 150 

Stop 
0% 

0.85 0.85 
76 176 

612 283 

612 283 
6.4 6.2 

3.5 3.3 
81 76 

412 746 

253 222 
76 111 

176 0 
599 1209 
0.42 0.09 

54 8 
15.3 4.5 

c A 
15.3 4.5 

c 

N8l NBT S8T 
tf t+ 

94 95 191 
Free Free 
0% 0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 
111 112 225 

4 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None None 

334 

334 
4.1 

2.2 
91 

1209 

334 
0 

109 
1700 
0.20 

0 
0.0 

0.0 

6.0 

SBR 

93 

0.85 
109 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

52.4% ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

15 
A 

3/29/13 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
16: OR126 (WB) & US 26/US 26 (WB) 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vehlh) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (vehlh) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

-+ ~ (' 
._. .... 

EBT EIR W8 

0 0 0 626 144 
Free Free Stop 

0% 0% 0% 
0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 

0 0 0 666 153 

None None 

0 666 

0 666 
4.1 6.5 

2.2 3.6 
100 62 

1604 405 

666 153 
0 153 
0 0 

1700 405 
0.39 0.38 

0 45 
0.0 19.2 

c 
0.0 19.2 

c 

~ 

NBR 

0 

0.94 
0 

0 

0 
6.2 

3.3 
100 

1091 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

3.6 
87.1% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

E 

3/29/13 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
17: OR 126 ~EB~/OR 126 & US 26 ~EB~ 

Movement 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2. stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

~lll.li:.• ) 
Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

.) 

0 

0.94 
0 

0 

0 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1636 

850 
0 
0 

1700 
0.50 

0 
0.0 

0.0 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

-+ 

EBT 
t 

799 
Free 
0% 

0.94 
850 

None 

114 
114 

0 
328 
0.35 

39 
21.7 

c 
21 .7 

c 

~ 

WBT 

0 
Free 

0% 
0.94 

0 

None 

2.6 
54.6% 

15 

L 
~ ~ 

W8R §ll SER 
'I 

0 107 0 
Yield 

0% 
0.94 0.94 0.94 

0 114 0 

850 0 

850 0 
6.4 6.2 

3.5 3.3 
65 100 

328 1091 

ICU Level of Service A 

3/29/13 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
18: US 26 (EB) & OR 126/0R 126 (WB) 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

0 

0.94 
0 

51 1 

511 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1065 

511 
0 
0 

1700 
0.30 

0 
0.0 

0.0 

0 0 0 480 
Free Free 
0% 0% 

0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 
0 0 0 511 

None None 

0 

0 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1636 

114 
0 
0 

463 
0.25 

25 
15.3 

c 
15.3 

c 

2.8 

0 

0.94 
0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

37.6% ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

15 

0 0 0 
Stop 
0% 

0.94 0.94 0.94 
0 0 0 

568 511 0 

568 511 0 
7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.5 4.0 3.3 
100 100 100 
354 469 1091 

A 

3/29/13 

0 107 0 
Stop 
0% 

0.94 0.94 0.94 
0 114 0 

511 511 511 

511 511 511 
7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.5 4.0 3.3 
100 75 100 
477 463 567 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
19: OR 126 & O'Neil Hwy 

f.§i""ment 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

EB[ EB 
'I t 

11 630 
Free 
0% 

0.91 0.91 
12 692 

TWLTL 
2 

680 

680 
4.8 

2.6 
98 

713 

12 692 
12 0 
0 0 

713 1700 
0.02 0.41 

1 0 
10.1 0.0 

B 
0.2 

WBT- WBR • tt. v 
497 122 80 

Free Stop 
0% 0% 

0.91 0.91 0.91 
546 134 88 

None 

1330 
613 
716 

1330 
6.9 
5.9 
3.5 
74 

343 

364 316 95 
0 0 88 
0 134 7 

1700 1700 355 
0.21 0.19 0.27 

0 0 27 
0.0 0.0 18.8 

c 
0.0 18.8 

c 

1.3 

SBR 

6 

0.91 
7 

340 

340 
6.9 

3.3 
99 

662 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

44.6% ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

15 
A 

3/29/13 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
20 : OR 126 & Rimrock Rd 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (vehlh) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

(' 

we 
v 
2 

Stop 
0% 

0.93 
2 

1017 
670 
347 

1017 
6.8 
5.8 
3.5 
99 

420 

38 
2 

35 
385 
0.10 

8 
15.3 

c 
15.3 

c 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

' MR 

33 

0.93 
35 

670 

670 
7.1 

3.4 
91 

383 

670 
0 
0 

1700 
0.39 

0 
0.0 

0.0 

t I' '.. + 

623 10 50 445 
Free Free 
0% 0% 

0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
670 11 54 478 

None TWLTL 
2 

681 

681 
4.3 

2.3 
94 

869 

11 54 239 239 
0 54 0 0 

11 0 0 0 
1700 869 1700 1700 
0.01 0.06 0.14 0.14 

0 5 0 0 
0.0 9.4 0.0 0.0 

A 
1.0 

0.9 
52.3% ICU Level of Service 

15 
A 

3/29/13 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
21 : Tom McCall Rd & OR 126 

vement 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1 , stage 1 coni vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

EBt: 

12 518 
Free 
0% 

0.79 0.79 0.79 
15 656 1 

None 

530 

530 
4.3 

2.4 
98 

965 

671 1 513 
15 0 30 
0 1 0 

965 1700 863 
0.02 0.00 0.04 

1 0 3 
0.4 0.0 1.0 

A A 
0.4 0.9 

14.7 
57.1% 

15 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

t 
f' 

24 381 38 14 9 
Free Stop 

0% 0% 
0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 

30 482 48 18 11 

None 

657 1261 1277 

657 1261 1277 
4.3 7.2 6.8 

2.4 3.6 4.3 
96 85 92 

863 119 137 

48 120 148 
0 18 84 

48 91 56 
1700 522 152 
0.03 0.23 0.98 

0 23 188 
0.0 21 .5 125.9 

c F 
21.5 125.9 

c F 

ICU Level of Service 

3/29/13 

72 66 44 
Stop 

0% 
0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 

91 84 9 56 

2 2 

656 

656 
6.3 

3.4 
80 

452 

B 

1280 1230 482 

1280 1230 482 
7.3 6.6 6.3 

3.7 4.1 3.4 
12 94 90 
95 160 574 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
22 : Millican Ad/Airport Way & OR 126 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

EBL EBT 
'I + 
3 480 

Free 
0% 

0.83 0.83 
4 578 

None 

473 

473 
4.4 

2.5 
100 
945 

4 578 
4 0 
0 0 

945 1700 
0.00 0.34 

0 0 
8.8 0.0 

A 
0.1 

EBR W8 W&T , 'I + 
11 37 390 

Free 
0% 

0.83 0.83 0.83 
13 45 470 

None 

592 

592 
4.4 

2.4 
95 

873 

13 45 470 
0 45 0 

13 0 0 
1700 873 1700 
0.01 0.05 0.28 

0 4 0 
0.0 9.3 0.0 

A 
0.8 

2.1 

' W8R , 
3 

0.83 
4 

4 
0 
4 

1700 
0.00 

0 
0.0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

46.1% ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Existing Conditions 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

15 

~ t ,.. 
NB&: T N8R 

• 12 1 69 
Stop 
0% 

0.83 0.83 0.83 
14 1 83 

1152 1148 578 

1152 1148 578 
7.3 6.5 6.4 

3.7 4.0 3.4 
91 99 83 

153 189 490 

99 12 
14 4 
83 6 

365 199 
0.27 0.06 

28 5 
18.5 24.2 

c c 
18.5 24.2 

c c 

A 

3/29/13 

'-. ~ ~ 

sa SIT 

• 
3 2 5 

Stop 
0% 

0.83 0.83 0.83 
4 2 6 

1228 1158 470 

1228 1158 470 
7.4 7.0 6.3 

3.8 4.5 3.4 
97 98 99 

106 151 574 
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The following pages present the supplement information regarding the crash analysis conducted 
as part of the Prineville TSP existing conditions analysis. 

Crash Rate Calculations 

Segment crash rates are calculated by ODOT on an annual basis, as summarized in the Crash Rate 
Book. Crash rates were calculated for in tersections on ODOT facilities and Main Street. 
Intersection crash rates were compared to the critical crash rates calculated following procedures 
in the Highway Safety Manual, and statewide 901h percentile rates for similar facilities in urban 
areas, as documented in Assessment of Statewide Intersection Safety Perfonnance, prepared for ODOT 
and FHW A. Segment and intersection crash rates are summarized in Table E-1 and Table E-3, 
respectively. 

Table E- 1 Roadway segment crash history (January 2009 - December 2011} 

US 26 (Madras Western City Limits to Ochoco 25.46 - 26.28 0.63 0.65 0.69 2.36 2.50 2.84 Highway) Highway (OR 126) 

OR 126 Western City Limit to O'Neil Highway 
14.81- 17.92 0.19 0.92 0.56 2.36 2.50 2.84 

(Ochoco (OR 370) 
Highway) 

O'Neil Highway (OR 370) to Main 
Street 

17.92- 18.75 1.28 3 .32 3 .86 2.36 2.50 2.84 

Ma in Street to Paulina Highway (OR 
18.75 - 19.75 2.67 4 .14 5 .16 2.36 2.50 2.84 380) 

Paulina Highway (OR 380) to Eastern 
19.75- 20.75 2.43 0.80 1.23 2.36 2.50 2.84 

City Limit 

OR 370 Western City Limit to Ochoco 
(O'Neil 16.80 - 17.67 2.36 2.50 2.84 
Highway) 

Highway (OR 126) 

OR 380 Ochoco Highway (OR 126) to 
(Paulina 0.00 - 0.01 2.36 2.50 2.84 
Highway) 

Southern City Limits 

1 Crash Rates were compared to statewide averages for Other Principal Arterials in Urban Cities. 

2 2008 crash rate of 1.74 is the only recorded rate in last 5 years. 

In 2010 and 2011 crash rates on OR 126 from OR 370 to OR 380 exceed statewide average crash 

rates. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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Table E- 2 Intersection Crash History (January 2007 - December 2011) 

1. N Main St & NE lOth St 9 1 2 5 

2. N Main St & NE 9th St 7 1 1 4 

3. N Main St & NE 4th St 12 2 9 0 

4. 3rd St/US 26 & NW 9th St 1 0 0 0 

5. NW Ha rdwood Ave & 3 rd St/ US 26 14 0 11 3 

6 . NW Deer St & 3rd St/US 26 15 2 8 2 

7. N Main St & 3rd St/US 26 21 2 14 5 

8. N Elm St & 3rd St/US 26 14 0 11 1 

9. NE Combs Fla t Rd & 3rd St/US 76 18 2 7 7 

10 . NE Laughlin Rd & 3rd St/US26 0 0 0 0 

11. NW Meadows Lakes Dr & N 2nd St 0 0 0 0 

12. NW Deer St & N 2nd St 10 8 1 0 

13. SE Main St & N 2nd St 4 1 1 1 

14. SE Main St & SE Lynn Blvd 1 0 0 1 

15. SE Combs Flat Rd & SE Lynn Blvd 2 0 0 2 

16. WB OR 126 & WB US 26 1 0 1 0 

17. EB OR 126 & EB US 26 0 0 0 0 

18. WB OR 126 & EB US 26 0 0 0 0 

19. O'Neil Hwy & OR 126 7 0 1 5 

20. S Rimrock Rd & OR 126 3 0 0 0 

21. Tom McCall Rd & OR 126 4 0 2 1 

22. SW Mi llican Rd & OR 126 5 0 1 0 

1 PDO = Proper ty damage only 

0 1 5 

0 1 7 

0 1 8 

1 0 1 

0 0 6 

0 3 9 

0 0 15 

0 2 5 

1 1 11 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 1 2 

0 1 4 

0 0 0 

0 0 1 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

1 0 4 

2 1 2 

0 1 1 

0 4 2 
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4 0 

0 0 

4 0 

0 0 

8 0 

6 0 

6 0 

9 0 

7 0 

0 0 

0 0 

8 0 

0 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

0 0 

0 0 

3 0 

1 0 

3 0 

3 0 
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Table E-3 Intersection Crash Rate Summary (January 2007 - December 2011) 

1. N Main St & NE l Oth St 9 10,500 0.47 

2. N Main St & NE 9th St 7 11,700 0.33 

3. N Ma in St & NE 4th St 12 9,200 0 .71 

4 . 3rd St/US 26 & NW 9th St 1 5,700 0.10 

5. NW Hardwood Ave & 3rd St/ US 26 14 13,800 0.56 

6. NW Deer St & 3rd St/US 26 15 13,500 0.61 

7. N Main St & 3rd St/US 26 21 17,100 0.67 

8 . N Elm St & 3rd St/US 26 14 12,200 0.63 

9. NE Combs Flat Rd & 3rd St/US 26 18 12,700 0 .78 

10. NE Laughlin Rd & 3rd St/ US26 0 5,500 0.00 

11 . NW Meadows Lakes Dr & N 2nd St 0 2,700 0.00 

12. NW Deer St & N 2nd St 10 4,700 1 .17 

13. SE Main St & N 2nd St 4 7,600 0 .29 

14. SE Main St & SE Lynn Blvd 1 5,300 0 .10 

15. SE Combs Flat Rd & SE Lynn Blvd 2 6,900 0 .16 

16. WB OR 126 & WB US 26 1 7,700 0.07 

17. EB OR 126 & EB US 26 0 9,100 0.00 

18. WB OR 126 & EB US 26 0 5,900 0 .00 

19. O'Neil Hwy & OR 126 7 13,500 0.28 

20. S Rimrock Rd & OR 126 3 11,600 0.14 

21. Tom McCall Rd & OR 126 4 11,900 0.18 

22. SW Millican Rd & OR 126 5 10,200 0.27 

1 AADT = Average Annu al Daily Traffic, estimated as ten times the peak hour entering volume. 

· BOLD TEXT indicates crash rates that exceed cr itical crash rates or the statewide 90•h percentile rates. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
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Three intersections are identified that have crash rates greater than the c alculated cri tical crash 
rates and/or the 90'h-percentile statewide crash rate. The intersections a nd factors that could 
contribute to crashes are provided below. 

• Main Street/N 9th Street- Traffic contro l improvements are planned on Main Street at N 91h 

and J01h Street, which will change the crash patterns and reduce conflict points. No 
additional countermeasures were identified. 

• N Main Sh-eet/N 4th Street- The majority of crashes at this intersection are rear-end crashes 
that resulted in property damage only. The prox imity to the signalized Main Street/N 3•d 
Street intersection may result in queued vehicles through this intersection during peak 
hours. 

• N Deer Street/N 2nd Street- eight of ten reported crashes were angle crashes. The east-west 
volume has increased since the 2"d Street connection to OR 126 was completed. Crash 
reports indica te that in a ll e ight angle crashes the driver "did no t yield to right-of-way" or 
"passed stop sign or red flasher." 

Statewide Priority Index System (SPIS) 

The SPIS is a method developed by ODOT for ranking locations annually on state highways by 
considering crash freq uency, crash rate, and crash severity. ODOT's annual SPIS analysis uses the 
most-recent three years of crash data (i.e., 2012 SPIS sites are based on 2009 through 2011 crash 
data). The most-recent SPIS analysis was reviewed to determine if ODOT has identified any SPIS 
sites on sta te highways within the study area that are in the top 5 to 10 percent of all SPIS sites in 
the state. 

A roadway segment is designated as a SPIS site if a location experiences three or more crashes or 
one or more fatal crashes over a three-year period . Under this method, all state highways are 
analyzed in 0.10 mile segments to identify SPIS sites. There are approximately 6,000 SPIS sites 
sta tewide. Segments identified in the top 5 of the SPIS will be reviewed in greater detail to 
identify opportunities to reduce frequency of crashes. 

Based on informa tion provided by ODOT, the following segments were identified in the top 5 or 
10 percent of SPIS sites. 

• A segment of US 26 (N 3•d Street) from Maple to Claypool (Milepost 18.43 to 1 8.61) was 
identified in the 2012 top 5-percent of all ODOT sites based on 2009 to 2011 crash data. 
This section of roadway has 7 private driveways on the south side and 3 on the north side 
(in addition to 2 publi c street accesses). Reducing driveway density or restricting 
movements at private driveways could reduce confli ct points and potential for rear-end or 
angle crashes. 

• A segment from Deer Street to Claypool (Mile post 18.53 to 18.64) was in the 2009 top 10-
percent of all ODOT SPIS sites. 
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• A segment of US 26 at Harwood and a segment of US 26 at Combs Flat Road (Milepost 
19.67 to 19.76) were identified in the top 10-percent of 2011 SPIS sites, based on 2008 to 
2010 crash reports. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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APPENDIX F- ACCESS MANAGEMENT STANDARDS 

Providing highway access to o ther public roadways, land uses, and destinations is a criti cal part 
of an effective transportation system. However, it is necessary to balance access with the need for 
mobili ty and safety on the system as well. Providing access via other public streets and driveways 
to land uses creates points of friction from a traffic operations perspective the reby reducing 
mobility and introduces conflict points, which can increase the occurrence o f crashes. 

Access management strategies and implementation require ca refu l consideration to balance the 
needs for access to developed land with the need to ensure movement of traffic in a safe and 
efficient manner. In genera l, access management is generally more s tringent as the functional 
classification level of roadways increases and the corresponding importance of mobility increases. 
Exhibit F-1 illus trates the relationshi p between access and mobility relative to the s treet 
classifications in the Prineville urban area. 

Exhibit F-1 Relationshi between Access, Mobility, and Functional Classification 

~ State Highway 

Minor Collector 

~ Local Street 

_( __ AC_C_E_S_s _ __,) 

Examples of State Highway (Major Arterial), Arte rial, Collector, and Local Street classified streets 
in Prineville are summarized in Technical Memorandum #3. 

The City of Prineville, Crook County and ODOT have different access spacing standards. Access 
spacing s tandards for a specific road way depend on the roadway's functional classification and 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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the jurisdictional responsibility (i.e., City, County, or State). The access spacing standards for 
each jurisdiction are presented in Appendix G. 

Based on review of aerial photographs, the streets within the Prineville urban area generally don' t 
meet these standards. The primary exceptions appear to be sections of roadway on the edge of the 
UGB or outside of the city limits. 

Many of the City's most critical facilities do not meet access spacing standards. Critical roadways, 
such as the Prineville "Y" provide undefined access along a broad segment, and areas of Main 
Street (particul arly surrounding the 9'h and 101h Street intersections) contain multiple accesses to 
individual parcels. 

Table F-1 summarizes the standards review for the study roadways. 

Table F-1 Compliance with Existing Access Spacing Standards 

Spacing Existing 

Highway Standard Average 
Route Name Description Classification (Accesses/ Spacing 

(Accesses/ Mile) 
Mile) 

US 26, Ochoco Hwy 
Within UGB and 

Statewide1 11 28 east of Prineville 

US 26, Madras Hwy 
West of Prineville 

Regional 
15 33 

UGB to Madras 21 so 

OR 27, Crooked River Hwy 
Outside City 

District 8 4 Limits 

4 3 
OR 126, Ochoco Hwy Entire Segment Statewide2 7 2 

11 24 

OR 370, O'Neil Hwy Entire Segment District 8 10 

OR 380, Paulina Hwy Entire Segment District 21 32 

1 STA= Special Transportation Area - from Milepost 18.24 {Locust Avenue) to 19.38 (Spruce Lane) 
2 EXP= Expressway- from Milepost 1.37 (within Redmond) to 17.92 (O'Neil Highway) 

Standard 
Met? 

No 

No 
No 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
No 

No 

No 

As summarized in Table F-1, existing ODOT access spacing standards are not met on many of the 
state highways. Over time, as development or redevelopment occurs, the City will need to look 
for opportunities to consolidate access points and to close others where alternative access can be 
provided on a lower-order facility . 

The City of Prineville has developed access spacing guidelines documented in their Land Use 
Code (Chapter 153, Section 195: Access Management). Section 153.195(C) includes General access 
management guidelines, as summarized in Table F-2. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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Table F- 2 City of Prineville General Access Management Guidelines 
--- - - - - -- - ---- - - -1 Minimum Spacing Between 

Functional Classification Driveways and/or Streets Minimum Driveway Spacing1 

-

Major Arterial 500 feet 0. 25 miles 

Minor Arterial 300 feet 600 feet 

Collector 50 feet 300 feet 

Local Street access to each lot 300 feet 

Section 153.195(0) includes Special access spacing guide lines that vary by highway segment. 

ODOT's access spacing s tandards are organized by inte rsection traffic control and functiona l 
class ifica tion. A spacing of a 1/2-mi le be tween traffic signals is desi red for statewide and regiona l 
urban highways (i.e ., US 26, OR 126). Table F-3 summarizes the minimum distance between 
driveways or unsig na lized public s treet inte rsections on urban high ways. 

Table f - 3 ODOT Access Management Spacing Standards for Highways 

Source: Oregon Highway Plan implemented by OAR 734, Division 51. 

Within the Prinevi lle urban area, US 26, OR 126, OR 27 and OR 380 are subject to ODOT's 
standards. The classification and unsignalized access standards for each ODOT highway are 

summarized in Table F-4. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 
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Table F-4 ODOT Spacing Standards for Study Roadways 

Posted Access 

Route Name Description 
Highway AADT Speed Spacing 

Classification >5,000 (mph) Standard 
(feet) 

US 26, Ochoco Hwy East of Prineville " Y" Statewide' Yes 30 500 -----
US 26, Madras Hwy West of Prineville "Y" Regional No 

40 360 
30 250 

OR 27, Crooked River 
Outside City Limits District No 55 650 Hwy 

55 1320 
OR 126, Ochoco Hwy Entire Segment Statewide2 Yes 45 800 

30 500 

OR 370, O'Neil Hwy Entire Segment District No 55 650 

OR 380, Paulina Hwy Entire Segment Distr ict No 35 250 

1 STA= Spectal Transportation Area - from M tlepost 18.24 (Locust Avenue) to 19.38 (Spruce L ane) 

2 EXP= Expressway - from Milepost 1.37 (within Redmond) to 17.92 (0' eil Highway) 

Accesses 
Allowed 

(per 
mile) 

11 --
15 
21 

8 

4 
7 

11 

8 

21 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Bend, Oregon 



City of Prineville TSP September 2013 

Section 5 
Technical Memorandum 5: Future No-Build Conditions 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 



("''\ ; . CITYOF PRINEVILLE -~;, 
~-~, ... ,/ TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLA N 'IIIN[Yil~l 

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #5: FUTURE NEEDS 

This memorandum summarizes year 2035 transportation system needs throughout the City of 
Prineville. These needs were identified through an analysis of the existing transportation system 
deficiencies (as summarized in Technical Memorandum #3), input received from PrineviJle 
citizens and business owners, and a forecast of year 2035 transportation demands. The analyses 
and findings contained in this memorandum can be used to inform the identification and 
evaluation of future multimodal transportation system alternatives that meet the goals, policies 
and criteria guiding the Transportation System Plan (TSP). 

All of the technical anaJyses summarized herein assume that the City will continue to see growth 
in employment and population between now and the year 2035 in a manner consistent with the 
existing Comprehensive Plan land use designations, within the existing Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) and consistent with the statewide and regional growth forecasts. At the same time, the 
analyses assume that the street, transit, pedestrian and bicycle systems will remain as they ex ist 
today . This "do nothing" approach from a transportation perspective is commonly used as a 
foundation by which cities can test the effectiveness of potential projects, policies, and programs. 
This testing of alternatives helps policy makers to weigh trade-offs regarding future funding 
priorities in a manner that ensures that the transportation system supports and enhances the 
continued economic growth, and contributes to the community vision in a manne r that is safe, 
sustainable, fundable and dive rse. 

The remainder of this memorandum outlines the analyses assumptions and findings. In addition, 
examples of strategies that the city may consider in the future to address some of the needs are 
also highlighted. 

DEVELOPMENT OF YEAR 2035 TRAFFIC FORECASTS 

Estimates of future traffic demand is based on estimated population and employment in the year 
2035, existing travel patterns, transportation infrastructure (existing system and planned/funded 
improvements), and census journey-to-work data. The following section summarizes key aspects 
of the Prineville 2035 traffic volume estimate. 

FILENAME: H:\PROJFILE\12221 -PRINEVILLE TSP\MEMOS\TMS_FUTURE NO­
BUILD\DRAFT\ TMS_ NOBUILD _ 082213. DOCX 
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Based on a variety of data sources, ODOT's Transportation Planning Analysis Unit (TPAU) has 
created a travel demand forecasting model to help inform future traffic demand. Figures 5-1 and 
5-2 illustrates the change in population and employment density throughout the City to highlight 
the general areas and scale of anticipated to job and housing growth. 

A key consideration on the Prineville transportation system is the influence from development of 
lands outside of the City. The recent approval of several destination resorts to the west and 
ongoing residential growth within Juniper Canyon creates external demands on the City 
infrastructure. ODOT's travel demand model accounts for this growth. 

Year 2010 Journey-to-Work Data 

Journey-to-work data from the 2010 Census provides in formation about travel and employment 
characteristics in the City. The em ployment patterns have a significant impact on travel patte rns 
during the peak commute periods, and are helpful for understanding land use trends. Overall, 
the avai lable 2010 census data shows that Prineville has a workforce of approximately 3,581 
persons. Of these, 2,144 Prinevil le residents commute outside the City for work, and about 1,437 
both live and work within City limjts (40 percent o f the workforce). The data also shows that 
ap proximately 3,066 employees commute into Prineville for work.1 

Planned and Funded Projects 

Yea r 2035 needs assume that the only new transportation projects that are constructed in the 
future are those that are a lread y under development and funded. These projects could be part of 
the ODOT Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), or City/County projects. 

ODOT's 2012 to 2015 STlP includes a project to improve the pavement conditions aJong the OR 
126 grade. No changes to the number of lanes or configu ra tion of the highway are planned as part 
of this project, so no change in tra vel patterns is expected to occur as a result. No other projects 
are included in the STIP. 

The Draft 2015 thro ugh 2018 STIP includes a joint application from the City of Prineville and 
Crook County to improve the Tom McCall and MjJlican inte rsections with OR 126. This project 
would consolidate the intersections to a single location and include a traffic signal or roundabout. 
Given that the draft STIP projects are sti ll under review, the 2035 analyses do not include this 

project. 

I Source: http://onthemap.ces.census.gov/ 



PmeVIIe TSP 

. 
; 
I 

i 
i 
l 

Increase in 
Households Per Acre 

0.00 - 0 11 

0.12 - 0.38 

~ 0.39 - 0 .81 

~ 0 .82 - 1.78 

~ 1.79 - 3.21 

(,J City Boundary 

1-;'"~ UGB 

~c,...,rtiJII"'Dir 

....... 
'\,'\ 

-~·«JJ(Jit 

••V~.om.-u•o 

N 
.. WE 4'!UIE.§. BUTIE RO ,otf wm"'t" 1t0 A 

i 
~ 
~ 
' 

~ 
~ '1- .t 
~ H cJ .,. 

81 J, 

.t>J" 

l 
, .,..._...,.,.,._,...,."D 

0 0 5 1 Miles 

Souren· USGS. ESRI. TANA. AND 

I I Increase in Households Per Acre I . 
~ Per TAZ from 2010 to 2035 Ftgure ! City of Prineville, Oregon 5-1 

]
KITTE L SON & ASSOC IA TES , INC , 

~~, .... ....... .. ................... , ........ . C.O.W..•• .s,.,_ NM ltll HAitN StnP,_,. o,..., SO!Atl FIM MOl F•.t "'*' 
0.111.$owe• Clo .. C~GtS~_,(CCGJSOJ ~"o.p.tm'"'.tr,.,.,_,,..., 



Pmevrlle TSP 

l 

! 
I 

I 
I 
l 
1 
i 

I 

Increase in 
Employees Per Acre 

0 00 - 0 82 

0 .88 - 1 64 

4' 1.78 - 2 46 ,. 
2.61 - 328 

,. 41 0 

.r·l 
,,_,.. Ci1y Boundary 

l~f UGB 

....... 
c:., 

·-., 

5 

J 
i 

IWLAom,-'ll*D 

I 

I ~· 
I ~ 

' L_J 

r __ _j 

N 

A 

---1 ~-· 
! I 

I f oofWA•••"•'•'HI...,.fiO 

I 
I I __ _ 

I 
I 

~~ 
! ~ 0 0 5 1 M1les 
'< • 

Q ~ 
::: - Sources USGS ESRI . TANA, ANO 

Increase in Employees Per Acre I 
Per TAZ from 2010 to 2035 
City of Prinevi lle, Oregon 

Figure 

5-2 
·~~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~~ !19"~ c-_., .. $ )SIW..., NA.l) lfiJ HARN 51__,.._ ~ Sollft RPS MOl F-•flf W 

(\J ~•I•T•~~~.s.~~ -~ ~-~~.~';!~.~~.~:~~.:; O.•~• c:-4C.....wyGIS~""'"fCCGI$0f ~~--otfr.--'1 ..... 



Future Transportat ion System Needs 
March 5, 2013 

Prineville Transportation System Plan 
Page 5-5 

The City and ODOT are discussing improvements on Main Street to support the westerly 9th 

Street extension. This project will consider accessibiHty and signal improvements at the 9th and 
1Oth Street inte rsections along with potential changes to the Main Street cross-section. The specific 
improvements that will be provided through this project are not fully known and so are not 
included in the 2035 analysis; however, the planning and design efforts for this project will occur 
in parallel and be coordinated with the Transportation System Plan. 

The City also intends to rebuild and pave the Ochoco Creek bike and pedestrian trail. This project 
is partially funded through a $530,000 grant and will provide six to ten feet of trail width between 
Harwood and 3•d Street near the Ochoco Plaza. Construction is scheduled to begin in 2013. 
Although this project provides needed multimodal infrastructure for bicycl ists and pedestrians, it 
wi iJ not have a material effect on future vehicular demand estimates. 

FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS AND NEEDS 

Year 2035 Forecast Traffic Volumes 

Year 2035 travel forecasts received from TPAU were post-processed to estimate future traffic 
demand on the arterial and collector street system. Generally, the traffic demand reflects 
approximately 20% to 60% growth in traffic volumes over today's conditions, with higher levels 
of growth west of PrineviiJe on OR 126. 

Analyses of future intersection operations revealed that nearly all of the intersections meet 
applicable performance standards. Further, the queuing and congestion, particularly on Main 
Street and 3•d Street (US 26/0R 126) is extensive. Exhibit 5-3 illustrates the system deficiencies 
throughout the City of Prineville based on driver delay (Level of Service), with more detailed 
intersection metrics included within Appendices E and F. The primary findings of the analysis are 
discussed below. 

Roadway Congestion Needs 

3 rd Street - US 26/0R 126 

The highest levels of congestion occur along the 3•d Street corridor. Within the downtown area 3•d 
Street serves consolidated regional traffic from US 26, OR 126, and OR 370, and also serves 
adjacent businesses and local circulation needs within and adjacent to the downtown. To address 
these needs, the city could consider a series of strategies that provide capacity improvements to 
the overall 3•d Street corridor and/or broader system solutions with possible creation of parallel 

routes. 
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Main Street could be congested in the future due to the reliance on this route for primary north­
south travel in the City. Similar to the 3rd Street corridor, potential improvement options could 
include the creation of parallel north-south routes. The 2005 TSP includes a number of possible 
routes that seek to connect the area north of 1 01h Street both to the east and west of Main Street. 
Grade differentials, rail spur lines, wetlands, and canals will need to be considered in 
development of any parallel routes. 

Combs Flat Rd 

The continued demand for recreational travel to the south and housing within the Juniper 
Can yon area necessitate future multimodal improvements on Combs Flat Road. Any 
improvements should consider the need to connect the schools and land uses in the redeveloped 
Ochoco Lumber Mill site. 

Roadway Connectivity 

Within the city, a grid network of streets would provide users with a variety of travel options and 
serve as emergency access routes during incidents. A review of the existing street connectivity 
needs and constraints revealed the following. 

• There is an established grid system within and adjacent to the downtown core. Outside 
the downtown, connectivity is limited by topography, rail crossings, regional highways 
and undeveloped properties. 

• There are multiple highways that enter the City and converge on 3'd Street. Beyond 3rd 

Street, there are limited possibilities for serving regional travel within the city. 
• Congestion along Main Street and 3rd Street crea tes barriers to community cohesion. 

Crossing these streets, either in a vehicle, on a bike or on foot, can be difficult a t locations 
that are not signalized. 

• The ability to provide parallel routes to Main Street north of Lamonta - 101h Street is 
constrained by the spur rail way and topographic and environmental constraints. 

• Rimrock Road and Crestview Road serve lands west of the Crooked River and south of 
OR 126. This area is high ly constrained due to the rimrock that borders the neighborhood 
to the west. The single connection that serves this neighborhood occurs along a curved 
section of OR 126 as Rimrock Road rises to meet the grade of OR 126. 

Roadway Safety 

Future increases in congestion along Main Street and 3rd Street cou ld affect Citywide crash 
patterns, such as an increase in rear-end crashes near signalized intersections and higher numbers 
of turning crashes from driveways and stop-controlled intersections. 

In other cases, " through" drivers could seek out parallel routes to avoid congestion on 3rd Street. 
This could result in increased traffic through residential areas. Adjacent to the downtown, the 
existing residential streets are wide without cues to drivers to travel at low speeds. Traffic 
calming may be considered to address livability concerns. 
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The ex isting conditions analysis documented in Technical Memorandum #3 noted tha t ODOT has 
designated 3•d Street (US 26/0R 126) as a safety priority area based on the high incidence of 
crashes in comparison with other similar facilities. Other loca tions identified for further safe ty 
review include the intersections of Main Street and 9th Street, Main Street and 4th Street, and Deer 
Street and 2 nd Street. 

Future access managem ent on highways and City collector and arterial facilities could benefit 
safety and operations. New streetscape projects, redevelopment, or changes in use provide 
opportunities for shared access, creati on of easements for future shared access, reduction in the 
number of driveways, or a lte rn ati ve connectivity to lower-order facilities. 

Pedestrian Needs 

Pedestrian needs on the system were identified as part of the existing conditions/inventory 
analysis, and are provided below for reference. 

• Main Street north of 1Qth Street to City boundary: The add ition of sidewalks along this 
segment of Main Street would provide a pedestrian connection between residential areas 
in the north part of the city and civ ic destinations, such as the pool, schools, and parks. 

• Lynn Boulevard from SE Combs Road to S Mai11 Street: The addition of sidewalks or a 
separated pa th would provide a safe pedestrian connection for s tudents with the adjacen t 
middle school, high school, Central Oregon Community College satellite campus, and 
access to the fairg rounds. 

• SE Combs Flat Road: The addition of sidewalks a long this segment wi ll help serve students 
and surrounding residents along one of a limited number of north-south connections in 
the City. This infrastructure will also support future redeve lopment of the Ochoco 
Lumber site and connect these areas no rth across 3•d Stree t to shopping opportunities and 
ultimately to the Iron Horse property. 

• Fairview between Lynn Boulevard and 3'd Street: Filling in the sidewalk gaps on Fairview 
would provide a central north-south corridor. 

• NE 71h Street and Loper Avenue: Sidewalks along these streets wou ld provide beneficial east­
west connections across Prineville's northeast quadrant. To accommodate ri ght-of-way, 
slope, uti]jties, and driveway issues, either of these roadways could be improved with a 
sidewalk along one side of the roadway. 

• O'Neil Highway and OR 126 Connectivity: Jersey barriers along OR 126 near the O'Ne il 
Highway intersection create a barrier to pedestrian connectivity to the Ochoco Wayside 
State Park trails. 

• Ochoco Creek Trail System: The City plans to pave the trail be tween 3•d Street and Harwood. 
Extension of this trail system across 3•d Street and into a Combs Flat pedestrian system 
would link the northwest and southeast portions of the City, and has been considered 
previously by the City as part of a possible rails-to-trails project along the abandoned rail 
right-of-way. Extending this connection across 3•d Street and Combs Flat would 
significantly extend the benefit of this trail. 
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Bicycle needs within Prineville were identified within the existing conditions analysis and are 
summarized below. 

• Main Street between Davidson Park and NW 101h Street: provision of bike lanes would 
complete a missing gap in the network and provide regional and local north-south 
connectivity. 

• Parallel east-west routes to 3'd Street: routing bicycles and providing bike lanes on 2nd Street 
or 41h Street could be considered. A off-street bike path that follows the 3'd Street alignment 
could also serve downtown bicycle connectivity needs. 

• SE Combs Flat Road: a continuous bicycle facility on Combs Flat Road from SE Lynn 
Boulevard north of 3rd Stree t would provide connections into the planned Iron Horse 
development. This could be integrated with pedestrian needs as part of a mixed use trail 
system or a combination of sidewalks, trails, and bicycle lanes. Main Street 

• Main Street could be congested in the future due to the reliance on this route for primary 
north-south travel in the City. Similar to the 3'd Street corridor, potential improvement 
options could include the creation of parallel north-south routes. The 2005 TSP includes a 
number of possible routes that seek to connect the area north of 1 01h Street both to the east 
and west of Main Street. Grade differentials, rail spur lines, wetlands, and canals w ill need 
to be considered in development of any parallel routes. 

Transit 

Establishment of a park-and-ride facility in Prineville is a near-term need. The designation of the 
current location on the gravel shoulder of the Prineville "Y" is problematic for all modes to access 
the site. A more centralized location that provides better illumination, bicycle and pedestrian 
connectivity, and typical amenities such as shelters and benches would help improve the comfort, 
convenience, and encourage use of the multi-modal facilities. 

On-going efforts being conducted through the Central Oregon Intergovernmental Council are 
considering better park-and-ride locations throughout the region. When these efforts are 
completed elements of their transit plan will be incorporated into the City's Transportation 
System Plan. 

SUMMARY AND NEXT STEPS 

A summary of the transportation system needs as summarized within this memorandum are 
shown in Figure 5-4. This figure highlights the multi-modal and safety needs throughout the City. 
These needs will be considered by the Project Management and Advisory Committees as well as 

at a Community Open House. 
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TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL PROCESS 

Within the travel demand model, the City is divided into a series of subareas (Transportation 
Analysis Zones, or T AZs) based on their zoning, parcel boundaries, or other natural or man-made 
barriers (creeks, railways, or topographk areas). Each of these subareas contains information 
related to the number of employees (by market sector) and the population (households) . This 
information, which is based on payro ll data and census information, is calibrated to the existing 
traffic counts to ensure that the model accurately reflects the current travel patterns within the 

City. 

Once the base yea r travel demand models are calibrated, additional information within each of 
the subareas is provided for the year 2035. This includes population forecasts for the City that are 
coordinated from the State to Crook County, and then assigned to Prineville. Through 2035, the 
City antici pates population growth of nearly 1,650 households (approximately 4,000 more 
people). 

The expected growth in population is manually assigned to the subareas by City staff. GeneraJiy, 
growth is assumed to occur on properties that are already entitled or have active planning 
applications (e.g., Iron Horse, Anglers Canyon, etc.), readily buildable lands, and is conducted 
with consideration of the existing zoning. This population assignment also considers the 
allowable densities within the zoning, and leverages other Comprehensive Plan elements such as 
the City's Buildable Lands inventory and Housing elements. 

Employment growth in the City is not coordinated through the State, and is generally assumed to 
maintain current workforce to population ratios. Within Prineville key employment areas include 
designated portions of Iron Horse, the Ochoco Lumber site, designated industrial property near 
Main Street- McKay and Peters Road, industrial properties surrounding the airport, and areas 
along Lamonta Road. In total, approximately 1,750 new jobs are expected in Prineville by 2035. 
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Transportation Planning Analysis Unit ODOTTDD 

REQUEST FOR TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL RUN 

BACKGROUND 

Travel demand models are used for transportation project development, transportation planning and 
land use planning. Models are adapted to represent the project/development characteristics and 
report on the areas affected by the project. Project data is used to update transportation networks 
and related land use changes. From the time all appropriate data have been recei ved, a typical 
modeling request takes two to three week to complete. The time leading up to the actual model run 
can take nearly as much time. Therefore, using this request form as a guide to making a request for 
a model run should greatly reduce the time required to assemble the information needed to start the 
model run . Requesting agencies should be prepared to discuss details related to their model run 
request. This may take place as a phone call or a meeting, depending on the complexity of the 
request. 

ISSUES 

1. Multiple agencies rely on TPAU for model runs, so there will inevitably be scheduling 
confli cts. Multiple requests received very close to each other will delay the turnaround time 
for some projects. When workload is high, requests are prioritized and completed in as 
timely a manner as possible. 

2. Before the model run preparation can begi n, detailed and complete information is needed 
from the requesting agency/ firm. This form is designed to collect the following: 

o The project opening year and design year; 
o The proj ect impact area to be included in model run outputs; 
o Socioeconomic changes (employment changes, housing developments, new retail 

development, etc.) in the project area to be included in model runs; 
o Detailed description of project alternatives to be tested; and 
o A list of other projects to be included in the networks with the project being 

anal yzed. 

Please submit requests to: 
Brian Dunn 
Transportation Planning Analysis Unit 
555 13th St. NE, Suite 2 
Salem, OR 9730 I 
503.986.4103 
Brian.G.Dunn @odot.state.or.us 

Submittal of a request using this form is the first step. An agency contact person will follow-up this request 
with a phone call or meeting as necessary to obtain further derail. This request form serves as the formal 
documentation (or a model run and will be filed as public record. All model parameters changed f or a run 
must be documented and described in detail. 

Form Last Revised 4/27/201 1 Page I of 8 



Transponation Planning Analysis Unit 

To: Joe Meek 
Cc: Sam Ayash 

ODOTTDD 

Reque ting Agency or Firm: J(jttel son & Associates 

Contact Person: Casey Bergh or Joe Bessman 

Date of Request: 8/ 13/2012 

Address 354 SW Upper Terrace Drive, Suite 101 

Bend, Oregon 97702 

Email: cbergh@kit telson.com or jbessman @kittel son.com Phone number: 541-312-8300 

ODOT Requests: EA to charge 

Outside ODOT Requests: Please provide billing in formation if different from above contact 
information. 

Name of Model: Prineville Travel Demand Model 

Year(s) Requesting Model Output : Base Year and Future Year 

Provide the name and a brief description of the Project using output from the travel demand model: 

Prineville TSP 

Provide a brief description of purpose, goals and objectives of the model run. Briefly describe how 
model results will be used. What questions do you seek to answer using this information? 

Preparation of forecast traffic volume for TSP under a "no-build" scenario. 

Requestor should become familiar with the model used for analysis. Familiarity should include areas 
such as model ba e year, future year, zone structure, network structure and attributes. ODOT will 
provide a GIS layer or PDF with the TAZ structure, link structure and attributes. All model settings requested 
must be specified in terms of the model. Street names, addres e and phy. ical landmarks are not ufficient to 
identify location of changes. 

Reque tor must provide a complete and detailed description of the change to be made for the model run , 
including changes to the network (capacity, speed, new lanes, new or deleted links, etc.) and land use data 
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(employment, population). Changes to land use must include a narrative detailing supportive assumptions 
as ociated with such changes. 

Note that travel model s provide onl y generalized travel forecasts because they are based on generalized land use 
patterns and transportation networks. Since models do not represent indi vidual land uses, driveways or 
neighborhood-scale streets, the forecasts produced are not sensitive to these specific land use and transportation 
characteristics. 

It is inappropriate to use raw model outputs as the basis for transportation and land use decisions that require 
consideration of detailed transportation and land use characteristics. Therefore, post-processing of model outputs 
to account for the influence of specific transportation and land use characteristics is mandatory. Methods u ed 
for post-processing must conform to specifications provided within the ODOT Analysis Procedures Manual 
(http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP/T APM.shtmi#Analysis Procedures Manual ) . 
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Changes to Network 

Changes to Existing Network Attributes 

1. Provide brief description of actual change on the treet being modeled and the expected effect 
of such a change. 

2. Identify the network links to be changed using "From Node- To Node" or link ID. Specify 
what attribute(s) is to be changed and what the change is. 

3. Provide a map illu trating location and reference to description of change . 

Note: If a large number of network changes or several model runs are being requested, submit information 
using a spreadsheet listing our individual projecrs. A map illustrating rhe requesred network changes should 
also be provided for each run separately. Nore thar separate networks exist for roads, transit and walk. 

M d I CI t b M d N t o e 1anges o e a e: e wor k AU .b t rt u es 
Network Action: Link ID Change Project 

Project w/ brief description - change link attribute (Fnode-Tnode) Attribute: Number 
- new link (include map) - speed ( I, 2, 3) 

- lanes 
- FC 
- S ignal 
- Other? 

None 

P · ti Jdd · s roJeC s nc u e m cenan o 
Scenario Number Projects Included Notes: 

I None Base model run 

2 None Future model run - no projects added 
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Additions/Deletions to Existing Network 

I. Provide brief description of actual change on the street being modeled. 
2. Identify the addition/deletion to be made to network. Include attributes of new Links and 

nodes. 
3. Provide a map illu trating the location and nature of changes to be made. Clearly identify 

where new links are connected to original network. 
4. Review nearby connectors and how they relate to the altered network. Identify necessary 

changes to connectors. 

Note: If a large number of network changes or several model runs are being requested, submit information 
using a spreadsheet listing out individual projects. Separate maps illustrating the requested network changes 
should be provided for each scenario separately. Note that separate networks exist for road, transit and walk. 

M d I Ch o e t b M d N t anges o e a e: e wor k Att 'b t n u es 
Network Action: Network Attributes: Project 

Project w/ brief description - delete link - speed Number 
- add new link - lanes (1, 2, 3) 
- change connector - FC 

- Signal? 
None 

P . ts I I d d . S ro.)ec nc u e m cenano 
Scenario Number Projects Included Notes: 
I None 
2 None 
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Changes to Transportation Analysis Zone Land Use Data 

Land use data refers to population and employmell1 data. Future population must conform to official state 
forecasts prepared by the Office of Economic Analysis, DAS for analysis conducted for planning purposes. Note 
that industry categories vary by model and employment must be associated with the appropriate industry. 

T AZ (provide TAZ number or map of location): 

Population: * 
Increase/decrease population by: NONE 
Increase/decrease households by: NONE 

Employment:* 
Increase/decrease employment by: NONE For industry category: NONE 

Will these changes require any T AZ to be split to accurately represent travel palterns? 
Ye D No !Zl 
If o, plea e identify which TAZ(s) by number and upply a map illustrating desired change. 

Will these change require relocation of centroid connectors? 
Yes D No !Zl 
If o, please identify whi ch TAZ(s) centroid connector by number and provide a map illustrating 
desired change. 

*Employment and population must be balanced within the model area. This means trip attractions are 
balanced to trip production for home-based trip purposes. When evaluating effects of large changes to 
employment, assumptions regarding the location of households providing workers and expected 
decreases in employment in other TAZs should be clearly specified. When evaluating effects of large 
changes to population, assumptions regarding the location of jobs should be clearly identified . 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Other changes to be made for model run : 
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Output Reguested from Model Run Reguest: 

Menu of Standard ODOT Travel Demand Model Outputs 

Select Output Format 

Shape Model PDF 
Time of Day J~ Peak Hour /~ Daily File* Network** file 

[g) [ J [8J Link Volume- link text only 

NA 0 0 Link Volume- bandwidths with link text 

[8J [ J [8J Select Link Volume 

[ ] [ ] Select Zone Volume 

[g) 0 [8J Demand to Capacity Ratio 

[ ] [ ] Absolute Volume Difference- link text only 

[ ] [ ] Relative Volume Difference- link text only 

NA 0 Absolute Volume Difference- bandwidths with link text 

NA 0 0 Relative Volume Difference- bandwidths with link text 

0 l J Other: 

0 0 0 Other: 

*VISUM model o nly 
** EMME2 or VISUM 

Definitio ns: 

• Link Vo lume- The peak hour (or daily if requested) traffic us ing each link (street) for a 
requested area or for the entire model network. 

• Select Link or Zone Volume (also called "flow bundles" by ptv-VISUM)- Represents the 
traffic u ing a given link or zone or group of links or zones. They graphically represent the 
orig ins and destinations of select links and/or zones and display all of the travel patterns 
associated with the selected locations. These are typically used to appl y trip rates (like ITE trip 
generation) to the network, or to better understand an area and the users. 

• Demand to Capaci ty Ratio- This i a rati o of the mode l volume (usuaJiy hourl y volume, 
although daily can be requested) to the model capacity. In the future years the volume on a 
given link may be greater than the volume that could pass through that point in an hour, due to 
great congestion on the network and the principles behind travel demand models. For this 
reason the word demand is used not volume, as the model vol ume might be greater than the 
actual volume (by defi nition the volume to capacity ratio must never be greater than 1). The 
capacity is the model capacity, which represents a mid street capacity. Facility type and speed 
go into determining thi s capacity. Note that the model capacity is not a saturation fl ow; the 
model capac ity needs to account for the capacity reductions due to intersections. The measure 
of demand to capacity i - model volume I model capacity- given for a requested area. 
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• Volume Difference, Absolute & Relative- Absolute Volume difference is the subtraction of 
the volume that results from the model run requested verses a reference (or base) run, usuall y 
the fin ically constrained future year run, but it can be any reference ca se desired by the 
requestor. Relative volume would be the percentage change from the requested run and the 
reference run specified by the requestor. 

• 0 & D Matrix- The full Origin - De tinati on Matrix that the model uses to assign trips to the 
network can be requested. TPAU will also help with Aggregated 0 & D Matrice to the di strict 
level , which can be plotted graphicall y along with elect link or zones. If desired, TPAU will 
work with the requestor to help answer traffic fl ow question that require 0 & D matrices or 
District-to-Distri ct plotting . 

• Bandwidths- The link vol ume can be represented graphicall y with a bar whose thicknes is 
directly related to the volume of the link, meaning that the larger the volume the thicker the bar. 

Internal Use Only- TPAU Model Run Documentation and Organization Info 
Model Name: Project Name: Model Run(s) Number: ____ _ 
Date Reviewed by MPO: Date Received by TPAU: ___ _ 
Date Accepted by TPAU as Final/Complete Request: _________ _ _ 

Date Reque t Completed:--------------
TPAU Analyst(s): MPO/Region Cc ' d? __ _ 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1 : Lamonta Rd & Harwood St 

--+ .. • ..__ 
~ ~ 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh!h) 50 40 40 
Sign Control Free Free Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 294 59 47 200 18 47 
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 353 618 324 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 353 618 324 
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.5 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 3.6 3.3 
pO queue free % 96 96 93 
eM capacity (veh/h) 1217 422 722 

Volume Total 353 247 65 
Volume Left 0 47 18 
Volume Right 59 0 47 
cSH 1700 1217 605 
Volume to Capacity 0.21 0.04 0.11 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 3 9 
Control Delay (s) 0.0 1.8 11.7 
Lane LOS A B 
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 1.8 11.7 
Approach LOS B 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

1.8 
43.3% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: Lamonta Rd & NW Deer St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

30 
Free 
0% 

0.85 0.85 
318 35 

None 

353 229 
0 6 

35 0 
1700 1217 
0.21 0.00 

0 0 
0.0 0.2 

A 
0.0 0.2 

5 25 
Free Stop 
0% 0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 
6 224 29 

None 

697 

353 571 

353 571 
4.1 6.4 

2.2 3.5 
100 94 

1217 477 

41 
29 
12 

523 
0.08 

7 
12.5 

B 
12.5 

B 

0.9 

10 

0.85 
12 

335 

335 
6.3 

3.4 
98 

691 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

27.4% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

2/14/2013 
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Queues 
3: 1Oth St & Main St 

....... .. ~ t 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 234 149 15 521 
v/c Ratio 0.54 0.26 0.05 0.55 
Control Delay 17.4 4.0 12.0 12.2 
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay 17.4 4.0 12.0 12.2 
Queue Length 50th (ft) 40 0 2 43 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 121 31 12 106 
Internal Link Dis! (ft) 370 379 203 
Tum Bay Length (ft) 130 
Base Capacity (vph) 1206 1363 1353 2184 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.19 0.11 0.01 0.24 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ 

515 
0.40 
9.5 
0.0 
9.5 
37 
90 

3918 

2950 
0 
0 
0 

0.17 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: 1Oth St & Main St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frpb. ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Confi . Peds. (#/hr) 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 
Tum Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vehicle Extension (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

185 
1750 

0.94 
197 

0 
0 
1 

0% 
Perm 

4 

4 
35 

1750 
5.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.96 

1678 
0.75 

1310 
0.94 

37 
0 

234 

0% 

4 

13.9 
13.9 
0.33 

5.0 
3.0 

438 

c0.18 
0.53 
11.2 
1.00 
1.3 

12.5 
B 

11.4 
B 

., 
140 5 

1750 1750 
5.0 

1.00 
0.99 
1.00 
0.85 
1.00 

1468 
1.00 

1468 
0.94 0.94 
149 5 
99 0 
50 0 
1 1 

0% 0% 
Perm Perm 

4 8 
13.9 
13.9 
0.33 

5.0 
3.0 

491 

0.03 
0.10 
9.5 

1.00 
0.1 
9.6 

A 

4t 
5 5 

1750 1750 
5.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
0.98 

1604 
0.90 
1469 
0.94 0.94 

5 5 
3 0 

12 0 
1 

0% 6% 

8 

13.9 
13.9 
0.33 
5.0 
3.0 
491 

0.01 
0.02 
9.3 

1.00 
0.0 
9.3 
A 

9.3 
A 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

9.6 HCM Level of Service 
0.54 
41 .6 Sum of lost time (s) 

62.3% ICU Level of Service 
15 

c Critical Lane Group 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

130 20 
1750 1750 

0.94 0.94 0.94 
138 362 21 

0 3 0 
0 518 0 
4 9 

8% 3% 7% 
Perm 

2 
2 

17.7 
17.7 
0.43 
5.0 
3.0 
962 

c0.23 
0.54 
8.9 

1.00 
0.6 
9.5 

A 
9.5 

A 

A 

10.0 
B 

2/14/2013 

4f+ 
5 410 70 

1750 1750 1750 
5.0 

0.95 
1.00 
1.00 
0.98 
1.00 

3212 
0.95 
3052 

0.94 0.94 0.94 
5 436 74 
0 16 0 
0 499 0 
9 4 

3% 1% 0% 
Perm 

6 
6 

17.7 
17.7 
0.43 
5.0 
3.0 

1299 

0.16 
0.38 
8.2 

1.00 
0.2 
8.4 

A 
8.4 

A 

Synchro 7 - Report 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: 9th St & Main St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
IC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

~ __., 

15 
Stop 

0% 
0.95 0.95 

16 5 

0.86 0.86 
1418 1453 
558 558 
861 895 

1405 1445 
7.1 6.5 
6.1 5.5 
3.5 4.0 
93 98 

235 251 

184 16 
16 5 

163 5 
501 196 
0.37 0.08 

43 7 
16.3 24.9 

c c 
16.3 24.9 

c c 

.. • +-

155 5 
Stop 
0% 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
163 5 5 

0.86 0.86 0.86 
528 1599 1474 

874 874 
726 600 

369 1616 1469 
6.2 7.1 6.5 

6.1 5.5 
3.3 3.5 4.0 
72 95 98 

584 110 227 

179 537 542 
179 0 16 

0 42 0 
978 1700 1041 
0.18 0.32 0.02 

17 0 1 
9.5 0.0 0.4 

A A 
2.4 0.4 

3.6 

'-

5 

0.95 
5 

516 

516 
6.2 

3.3 
99 

563 

42 
0 

42 
1700 
0.02 

0 
0.0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

81.3% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t ~ 

40 
Free 

0% 
0.95 0.95 0.95 
179 495 42 

2 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

TWLTL 
2 

0.86 
568 

416 
4.1 

2.2 
82 

978 

D 

2/14/2013 

'. + ~ 

4 
15 500 

Free 
0% 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
16 526 42 

None 

283 

537 

537 
4.1 

2.2 
98 

1041 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: 7th St & Main St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

~ 

EBL 

5 

0.94 
5 

1678 
949 
729 

1678 
7.1 
6.1 
3.5 
85 
35 

27 
5 

16 
128 

0.21 
19 

40.2 
E 

40.2 
E 

--+ 

El'l' 
~ 

5 
Stop 
0% 

0.94 
5 

1533 
949 
583 

1533 
6.5 
5.5 
4.0 
97 

167 

250 
32 

218 
436 
0.57 

91 
23.8 

c 
23.8 

c 

!BR Wll 

15 

0.94 
16 

365 

365 
6.2 

3.3 
98 

684 

16 
16 
0 

1159 
0.01 

1 
8.1 

A 
0.2 

6.7 

30 

0.94 
32 

1518 
552 
966 

1518 
7.1 
6.1 
3.5 
82 

182 

543 
0 

64 
1700 
0.32 

0 
0.0 

Stop 
0% 

0.94 
0 
9 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

1504 
552 
952 

1504 
6.5 
5. 5 
4.0 
100 
210 

293 
293 

0 
1006 
0.29 

32 
10.0 

B 
4.5 

205 

0.94 
218 

520 

520 
6.2 

3.3 
60 

548 

367 
0 
5 

1700 
0.22 

0 
0.0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

74.9% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

Free 
0% 

0.94 0.94 
16 479 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

TWLTL 
2 

367 

367 
4.2 

2.3 
99 

1159 

2/14/2013 

Free 
0% 

0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 
64 293 362 5 

D 

552 

552 
4.1 

2.2 
71 

1006 

TWLTL 
2 

827 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6 : NE Lau9hlin Rd & NE Juni~er St 

~ 
.,. ~ +-- ~ ,. 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 30 50 70 
Sign Control Free Free Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 319 32 53 271 27 74 
Pedestrians 1 1 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 0 0 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 351 714 336 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 351 714 336 
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3 
pO queue free % 96 93 90 
eM capacity (veh/h) 1219 383 710 

Volume Total 351 324 101 
Volume Left 0 53 27 
Volume Right 32 0 74 
cSH 1700 1219 580 
Volume to Capacity 0.21 0.04 0.17 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 4 16 
Control Delay (s) 0.0 1.7 12.5 
Lane LOS A B 
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 1.7 12.5 
Approach LOS B 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

53.2% 
15 

ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: NE Laughlin Rd & S Combs Flat Rd 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

165 
Free 
0% 

0.85 0.85 
171 194 

None 

365 135 
0 35 

194 0 
1700 1199 
0.21 0.03 

0 2 
0.0 2.3 

A 
0.0 2.3 

30 
Free Stop 

0% 0% 
0.85 0.85 0.85 

35 100 124 
3 

12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

368 441 

368 441 
4.1 6.4 

2.2 3.5 
97 78 

1199 553 

176 
124 
53 

605 
0.29 

31 
13.4 

B 
13.4 

B 

4.0 

45 

0.85 
53 

271 

271 
6.2 

3.3 
93 

771 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

45.4% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
8: 4th St & Main St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

.,;. ...... 

25 

0.89 
28 

0.80 0.80 
1174 1169 
508 508 
667 662 

1092 1085 
7.1 6.7 
6.1 5.7 
3.5 4.1 
90 93 

269 300 

163 129 
28 34 

112 84 
470 415 
0.35 0.31 

40 34 
16.7 17.6 

c c 
16.7 17.6 

c c 

~ .f +-

100 30 
Stop 
0% 

0.89 0.89 0.89 
112 34 11 

10 
12.0 
4.0 

1 

0.80 0.80 
368 1241 1133 

617 617 
624 516 

368 1175 1040 
6.2 7.2 6.5 

6.2 5.5 
3.3 3.6 4.0 
83 87 97 

671 250 350 

45 562 73 
45 0 73 
0 90 0 

1162 1700 972 
0.04 0.33 0.08 

3 0 6 
8.2 0.0 9.0 

A A 
0.6 1.5 

4.5 

"' 
75 

0.89 
84 

0.80 
542 

298 
6.2 

3.3 
86 

583 

365 
0 

17 
1700 
0.21 

0 
0.0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

56.2% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t I" 

40 80 
Free 
0% 

0.89 0.89 0.89 
45 472 90 

6 
12.0 
4.0 

1 

None 

331 

370 

370 
4.2 

2.3 
96 

1162 

B 

2/14/2013 

'. + ~ 

15 
Free 
0% 

0.89 0.89 0.89 
73 348 17 

15 
12.0 
4.0 

1 

TWLTL 
2 

0.80 
572 

336 
4.1 

2.2 
92 

972 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
9: NW 9th St & US 26 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 

• 
v 
50 

Stop 
0% 

...... 
WM 

65 

t 
Ntl 

f+ 
195 60 65 

Free 
0% 

Free 
0% 

Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 

0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 

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 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

56 
8 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

608 

608 
6.5 

3.6 
87 

421 

128 
56 
72 

565 
0.23 

22 
13.2 

B 
13.2 

B 

72 217 67 72 206 

None None 

258 291 

258 291 
6.2 4.1 

3.3 2.2 
91 94 

768 1251 

283 278 
0 72 

67 0 
1700 1251 
0.17 0.06 

0 5 
0.0 2.5 

A 
0.0 2.5 

3.5 
47.1% ICU Level of Service 

15 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

2114/2013 
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Queues 
10: US 26 & NW Harwood Ave 

,} --+ .. ._ 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 50 789 33 605 
v/c Ratio 0.24 0.70 0.16 0.59 
Control Delay 37.9 17.6 37.9 15.7 
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay 37.9 17.6 37.9 15.7 
Queue Length 50th (ft) 18 167 12 189 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 68 #703 51 415 
Internal Link Dist (ft) 447 993 
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 100 
Base Capacity (vph) 299 1319 310 1291 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.17 0.60 0.11 0.47 

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer. 
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles. 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

t ,~'-' 

111 50 
0.44 0.15 
34.5 10.8 
0.0 0.0 

34.5 10.8 
39 0 

114 31 
183 

75 
386 474 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0.29 0.11 

+ 
117 
0.45 
34.8 
0.0 

34.8 
41 

119 
612 

393 
0 
0 
0 

0.30 

61 
0.18 
10.2 
0.0 

10.2 
0 

33 

75 
482 

0 
0 
0 

0.13 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10: US 26 & NW Harwood Ave 

Lane Configurations " t. 'i t. 
Volume (vph) 45 690 20 30 480 65 60 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Total lost time (s) 
lane Util. Factor 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Said. Flow (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Said. Flow (perm) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph} 
RTOR Reduction (vph} 
lane Group Flow (vph) 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 
Heavy Vehicles(%) 
Tum Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vehicle Extension (s) 
lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical lane Group 

5.0 5.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.95 1.00 
1599 1692 
0.95 1.00 
1599 1692 
0.90 0.90 

50 767 
0 1 

50 788 
4 

4% 3% 
Prot 

5 2 

4.1 40.3 
4.1 40.3 

0.06 0.60 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 3.5 
97 1007 

c0.03 c0.47 

0.52 0.78 
30.8 10.4 
1.00 1.00 
3.4 4.1 

34.3 14.5 
c B 

15.7 
B 

0.90 
22 
0 
0 
8 

0% 

17.1 
0.69 
67.7 

64.4% 
15 

5.0 5.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.98 
0.95 1.00 

1662 1655 
0.95 1.00 
1662 1655 
0.90 0.90 0.90 

33 533 72 
0 5 0 

33 600 0 
8 4 

0% 4% 0% 
Prot 

1 6 

2.4 38.6 
2.4 38.6 

0.04 0.57 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 3.5 
59 944 

0.02 0.36 

0.56 0.64 
32.1 9.8 
1.00 1.00 
8.9 1.5 

41 .0 11 .3 
D B 

12.8 
B 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

0.90 
67 
0 
0 

0% 
Perm 

8 

4' , 
40 45 

1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
0.97 1.00 
1699 1488 
0.75 1.00 

1309 1488 
0.90 0.90 

44 50 
0 43 

111 7 

0% 0% 
Perm 

8 
8 

10.0 10.0 
10.0 10.0 
0.15 0.15 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 2.5 
193 220 

0.08 0.00 
0.58 0.03 
26.9 24.7 
1.00 1.00 
3.4 0.0 

30.2 24.8 
c c 

28.5 
c 

B 

10.0 
c 

2/14/2013 

4' 
60 45 55 

1750 1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
0.97 1.00 
1701 1488 
0.76 1.00 

1332 1488 
0.90 0.90 0.90 

67 50 61 
0 0 52 
0 117 9 

0% 0% 0% 
Perm Perm 

4 
4 4 

10.0 10.0 
10.0 10.0 
0.15 0.15 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 2.5 
197 220 

c0.09 0.01 
0.59 0.04 
27.0 24.7 
1.00 1.00 
4.0 0.1 

30.9 24.8 
c c 

28.8 
c 
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Queues 
11: US 26 & NW Deer St 

~ --+ .f 
.__ 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 28 861 22 577 
vic Ratio 0.06 0.73 0.08 0.49 
Control Delay 5.0 12.4 5.5 7.4 
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay 5.0 12.4 5.5 7.4 
Queue Length 50th (ft) 3 161 2 78 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 15 493 14 235 
Internal Link Dis! (ft) 993 885 
Tum Bay Length (ft) 100 100 
Base Capacity (vph) 624 1575 377 1570 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.04 0.55 0.06 0.37 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t 
83 106 

0.38 0.33 
29.6 18.7 
0.0 0.0 

29.6 18.7 
22 16 
89 78 

233 
50 

431 597 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0.19 0.18 

'. 

22 
0.10 
25.4 
0.0 

25.4 
5 

32 

50 
439 

0 
0 
0 

0.05 

~ 

94 
0.28 
16.1 
0.0 

16.1 
11 
65 

1851 

615 
0 
0 
0 

0.15 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
11 : US 26 & NW Deer St 

t 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Uti I. Factor 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Confl . Peds. (#/hr) 
Heav~ Vehicles (%) 
Tum Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green. G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vehicle Extension (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

... ~~ .. '\I .. :. 11,'·1$'. ilo ll. •j 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

~ 

E 

" 25 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 

1577 
0.40 
669 
0.90 

28 
0 

28 
7 

5% 
Perm 

2 
36.5 
36.5 
0.67 
5.0 
3.0 

446 

0.04 
0.06 
3.2 

1.00 
0.1 
3.2 

A 

__. 
DT 
t. 

745 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.99 
1.00 

1687 
1.00 

1687 
0.90 
828 

2 
859 

3% 

2 

36.5 
36.5 
0.67 
5.0 
3.0 

1124 
c0.51 

0.76 
6.2 

1.00 
3.2 
9.4 

A 
9.2 

A 

... 
ESR 

30 
1750 

0.90 
33 
0 
0 

15 
3% 

9.8 
0.71 
54.8 

65.4% 
15 

• +-- '-

" t. 
20 480 40 

1750 1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.99 
0.95 1.00 

1655 1680 
0.23 1.00 
405 1680 
0.90 0.90 0.90 

22 533 44 
0 4 0 

22 573 0 
15 7 

0% 3% 0% 
Perm 

6 
6 

36.5 36.5 
36.5 36.5 
0.67 0.67 
5.0 5.0 
3.0 3.0 
270 1119 

0.34 
0.05 
0.08 0.51 
3.2 4.6 

1.00 1.00 
0.1 0.4 
3.4 5.0 

A A 
5.0 

A 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ 

" 75 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
0.99 
1.00 
0.95 
1603 
0.70 
1175 
0.90 

83 
0 

83 
6 

3% 
Perm 

8 
8.3 
8.3 

0.15 
5.0 
2.5 
178 

c0.07 
0.47 
21 .2 
1.00 
1.4 

22.6 
c 

t 

0.90 
56 
37 
69 

5% 

8 

8.3 
8.3 

0.15 
5.0 
2.5 
234 
0.04 

0.29 
20.6 
1.00 
0.5 

21 .2 
c 

21.8 
c 

I" 

45 
1750 

0.90 
50 
0 
0 
7 

2% 

A 

10.0 
c 

2114/2013 

\. + .; 
SIR 

" t. 
20 40 45 

1750 1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.99 
0.99 1.00 
1.00 0.92 
0.95 1.00 
1649 1587 
0.69 1.00 

1196 1587 
0.90 0.90 0.90 

22 44 50 
0 42 0 

22 52 0 
7 6 

0% 0% 0% 
Perm 

4 
4 

8.3 8.3 
8.3 8.3 

0.15 0.15 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 2.5 
181 240 

0.03 
0.02 
0.12 0.21 
20.1 20.4 
1.00 1.00 
0.2 0.3 

20.3 20.7 
c c 

20.6 
c 
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Queues 
12: US 26 & Main St 

.,} --+ • ._ 

Lane Group Flow {vph) 204 682 108 500 
v/c Ratio 0.61 0.95 0.47 0.78 
Control Delay 18.2 48.3 16.8 32.1 
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay 18.2 48.3 16.8 32.1 
Queue Length 50th {ft) 52 349 26 227 
Queue Length 95th {ft) 102 #676 56 386 
Internal Link Dis! {ft) 885 1205 
Tum Bay Length {ft) 100 100 
Base Capacity {vph) 354 755 287 757 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.58 0.90 0.38 0.66 

":{"-o,.r • ~- , Tf, _. 

,J.. • ..~ ·~ .... _;_ ~ ~--. ·~- .• 

- Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite. 
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles. 

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer. 
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles. 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t 
151 306 
0.88 0.76 
73.0 45.9 
0.0 0.0 

73.0 45.9 
65 168 

#167 #315 
239 

75 
172 405 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0.88 0.76 

'.. 

102 
0.45 
30.1 
0.0 

30.1 
43 
85 

75 
228 

0 
0 
0 

0.45 

~ 

366 
0.99 
80.0 
0.0 

80.0 
-226 
#393 

251 

369 
0 
0 
0 

0.99 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
12: US 26 & Main St 

Lane Configurations t. 
Volume (vph) 190 470 165 100 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Lane Uti I. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Said. Flow (prot) 1613 1631 1662 
Fit Permitted 0.24 1.00 0.13 
Satd. Flow (perm) 400 1631 231 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
Adj. Flow (vph) 204 505 177 108 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 204 668 0 108 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 2 2 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 3% 3% 1% 0% 
Tum Type pm+pt pm+pt 
Protected Phases 5 2 1 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 45.6 36.6 39.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 45.6 36.6 39.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.42 0.45 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 336 687 202 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 c0.41 0.04 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.26 0.21 
vic Ratio 0.61 0.97 0.53 
Uniform Delay, d1 13.9 24.7 17.3 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 2.1 27.4 1.4 
Delay (s) 16.0 52.1 18.7 
Level of Service B D B 
Approach Delay (s) 43.8 
Approach LOS D 

t. 
360 105 140 

1750 1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 
0.99 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.97 1.00 
1.00 0.95 

1641 1614 
1.00 0.19 

1641 330 
0.93 0.93 0.93 
387 113 151 

12 0 0 
488 0 151 

6 2 
2 

2% 3% 3% 
pm+pt 

6 3 
8 

33.5 25.7 
33.5 25.7 
0.39 0.30 

5.0 5.0 
4.0 2.0 
633 173 
0.30 c0.05 

0.21 
0.77 0.87 
23.3 27.3 
1.00 1.00 
6.1 34.2 

29.4 61 .5 
c E 

27.5 
c 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

43.2 
0.95 
86.9 

HCM Level of Service 

c Critical Lane Group 

89.3% 
15 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

t. 
240 

1750 
5.0 

1.00 
0.99 
1.00 
0.98 
1.00 

1637 
1.00 

1637 
0.93 
258 

7 
299 

4% 

8 

20.6 
20.6 
0.24 
5.0 
2.0 

388 
0.18 

0.77 
30.9 
1.00 
8.4 

39.3 
D 

46.7 
D 

45 
1750 

0.93 
48 
0 
0 
7 

3% 

D 

20.0 
E 

95 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1626 
0.36 
612 
0.93 
102 

0 
102 

7 

2% 
pm+pt 

7 
4 

23.1 
23.1 
0.27 
5.0 
2.0 
207 
0.02 
0.11 
0.49 
26.0 
1.00 
0.7 

26.7 
c 

2/14/2013 

t. 
240 

1750 
5.0 

1.00 
0.99 
1.00 
0.96 
1.00 

1646 
1.00 

1646 
0.93 
258 

16 
350 

0% 

4 

19.3 
19.3 
0.22 
5.0 
2.0 
366 

c0.21 

0.96 
33.4 
1.00 
35.0 
68.3 

E 
59.3 

E 

100 
1750 

0.93 
108 

0 
0 
2 

3% 
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Queues 
13: US 26 & N Elm St 

~ -+ ~ +--

Lane Group Flow (vph) 11 645 11 555 
v/c Ratio 0.03 0.60 0.03 0.51 
Control Delay 6.0 10.5 6.1 9.1 
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay 6.0 10.5 6.1 9.1 
Queue Length 50th (ft} 1 90 1 71 
Queue Length 95th (ft} 9 303 9 239 
Internal Link Dist (ft} 1205 1506 
Tum Bay Length (ft} 75 75 
Base Capacity (vph) 597 1656 574 1661 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.02 0.39 0.02 0.33 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t 
33 78 

0.13 0.21 
17.4 10.1 
0.0 0.0 

17.4 10.1 
6 5 

31 39 
316 

50 
551 750 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0.06 0.10 

'. 

94 
0.35 
20.5 
0.0 

20.5 
18 
70 

50 
575 

0 
0 
0 

0.16 

~ 

45 
0.12 
12.7 
0.0 

12.7 
5 

32 
433 

783 
0 
0 
0 

0.06 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
13: US 26 & N Elm St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (~erm) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Heav~ Vehicles(%) 
Tum Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vehicle Extension (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
vis Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

,J 

"' 10 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1452 
0.40 
61 7 
0.90 

11 
0 

11 
10 

14% 
Perm 

2 
26.5 
26.5 
0.59 
5.0 
3.5 
367 

0.02 
0.03 
3.7 

1.00 
0.0 
3.8 
A 

-+ 

t. 
565 

1750 
5.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1705 
1.00 
1705 
0.90 
628 

1 
644 

2% 

2 

26.5 
26.5 
0.59 
5.0 
3.5 

1013 
c0.38 

0.64 
5.9 

1.00 
1.4 
7.3 

A 
7.2 

A 

.. 
15 

1750 

0.90 
17 
0 
0 
5 

8% 

8.3 
0.59 
44.6 

55.0% 
15 

~ 
4- '-

t. 
10 490 10 

1750 1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.95 1.00 
1659 1710 
0.34 1.00 
592 1710 
0.90 0.90 0.90 

11 544 11 
0 1 0 

11 554 0 
5 10 

0% 2% 0% 
Perm 

6 
6 

26.5 26.5 
26.5 26.5 
0.59 0.59 
5.0 5.0 
3.5 3.5 

352 1016 
0.32 

0.02 
0.03 0.55 
3.7 5.4 

1.00 1.00 
0.0 0.7 
3.8 6.1 

A A 
6.1 

A 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ 

30 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
0.99 
1.00 
0.95 
1524 
0.73 
1167 
0.90 

33 
0 

33 
10 

8% 
Perm 

8 
8.1 
8.1 

0.18 
5.0 
2.5 
212 

0.03 
0.16 
15.4 
1.00 
0.3 

15.6 
B 

t 
t. 
25 

1750 
5.0 

1.00 
0.98 
1.00 
0.90 
1.00 

1527 
1.00 

1527 
0.90 

28 
41 
37 

5% 

8 

8.1 
8.1 

0.18 
5.0 
2.5 
277 
0.02 

0.13 
15.3 
1.00 
0.2 

15.5 
B 

15.5 
B 

I" 

45 
1750 

0.90 
50 
0 
0 
7 

0% 

A 

10.0 
B 

2/14/2013 

'-. + ~ 

t. 
85 25 15 

1750 1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.99 
0.99 1.00 
1.00 0.94 
0.95 1.00 
1635 1631 
0.71 1.00 

1216 1631 
0.90 0.90 0.90 

94 28 17 
0 14 0 

94 31 0 
7 10 

1 
1% 0% 0% 

Perm 
4 

4 
8.1 8.1 
8.1 8.1 

0.18 0.18 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 2.5 

221 296 
0.02 

c0.08 
0.43 0.11 
16.2 15.2 
1.00 1.00 

1.0 0.1 
17.1 15.3 

B B 
16.6 

B 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
14: US 26 & NE Junieer St 

~ __. ... .f 
._ '-

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 5 5 25 
Sign Control Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 72 756 6 6 550 28 
Pedestrians 1 9 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (fils) 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 0 1 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL TWLTL 
Median storage veh) 2 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 584 772 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 584 772 
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.3 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 2.4 
pO queue free % 93 99 
eM capacity (veh/h) 976 773 

Volume Total 72 761 6 578 17 89 
Volume Left 72 0 6 0 6 39 
Volume Right 0 6 0 28 6 44 
cSH 976 1700 773 1700 288 325 
Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.45 0.01 0.34 0.06 0.27 
Queue Length 95th (fl) 6 0 1 0 5 28 
Control Delay (s) 9.0 0.0 9.7 0.0 18.3 20.2 
Lane LOS A A c c 
Approach Delay (s) 0.8 0.1 18.3 20.2 
Approach LOS c c 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

1.8 
60.2% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t ,. 
5 5 

Stop 
0% 

0.90 0.90 0.90 
6 6 6 

11 
12.0 
4.0 

1 

1523 1509 778 
914 914 
609 595 

1523 1509 778 
7.1 6.5 6.2 
6.1 5.5 
3.5 4.0 3.3 
98 98 99 

240 271 393 

B 

2/14/2013 

'. + ~ 

35 40 
Stop 

0% 
0.90 0.90 0.90 

39 6 44 
6 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

1498 1498 571 
581 581 
917 917 

1498 1498 571 
7.3 7.0 6.2 
6.3 6.0 
3.7 4.5 3.3 
84 98 91 

237 231 521 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
15: US 26 & NE Knowledge St 

lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

5 
Free 
0% 

0.91 0.91 
588 5 

TWLTL 
2 

593 5 
0 5 
5 0 

1700 983 
0.35 0.01 

0 0 
0.0 8.7 

A 
0.0 0.1 

5 640 5 
Free Stop 

0% 0% 
0.91 0.91 0.91 

5 703 5 
6 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

TWLTL 
2 

599 1311 
597 
714 

599 1311 
4.1 6.4 

5.4 
2.2 3.5 
99 99 

983 392 

703 11 
0 5 
0 5 

1700 441 
0.41 0.02 

0 2 
0.0 13.4 

B 
13.4 

B 

0.1 

5 

0.91 
5 

597 

597 
6.2 

3.3 
99 

504 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

46.6% ICU level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

2/14/2013 
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Queues 
16: US 26 & S Combs Flat Rd 

~ --+ • +-

Lane Group Flow (vph) 76 532 87 429 
v/c Ratio 0.47 0.82 0.51 0.64 
Control Delay 49.3 32.0 50.2 23.6 
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay 49.3 32.0 50.2 23.6 
Queue Length 50th (ft) 40 245 46 178 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 98 376 #111 281 
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1816 4182 
Tum Bay Length (ft) 100 150 
Base Capacity (vph) 213 1176 205 1213 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.36 0.45 0.42 0.35 
~~ ... .. - i .. 
.... . .: '-'- ... ~ -

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer. 
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles. 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

t 
386 
0.83 
46.6 
0.0 

46.6 
196 

#474 
3042 

463 
0 
0 
0 

0.83 

+ 
277 
0.53 
30.1 
0.0 

30.1 
122 
259 
696 

523 
0 
0 
0 

0.53 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
16: US 26 & S Combs Flat Rd 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frpb, pedlbikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 
Tum Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vehicle Extension (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

,J -+ 

EBT 

" t. 
70 335 

1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.99 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.95 
0.95 1.00 

1662 1597 
0.95 1.00 

1662 1597 
0.92 0.92 

76 364 
0 19 

76 513 
2 

0% 3% 
Prot 

5 2 

6.4 32.2 
6.4 32.2 

0.08 0.39 
5.0 5.0 
2.0 4.5 
129 625 

0.05 c0.32 

0.59 0.82 
36.7 22.5 
1.00 1.00 
4.4 9.2 

41.1 31.7 
D c 

32.9 
c 

~ 
EM 

155 
1750 

0.92 
168 

0 
0 
1 
1 

5% 

30.5 
0.81 
82.3 

80.0% 
15 

~ 
.__ "-

" t. 
80 325 70 

1750 1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.97 
0.95 1.00 
1599 1655 
0.95 1.00 
1599 1655 
0.92 0.92 0.92 

87 353 76 
0 9 0 

87 420 0 
1 2 

2 
4% 3% 0% 

Prot 
1 6 

6.9 32.7 
6.9 32.7 

0.08 0.40 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 4.5 
134 658 

c0.05 0.25 

0.65 0.64 
36.5 20.0 
1.00 1.00 
9.2 2.5 

45.7 22.6 
D c 

26.5 
c 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t ~ 

• 85 205 65 
1750 1750 1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.98 
0.99 

1576 
0.83 

1319 
0.92 0.92 0.92 

92 223 71 
0 7 0 
0 379 0 
4 

11% 6% 2% 
Perm 

8 
8 

28.2 
28.2 
0.34 
5.0 
2.8 

452 

c0.29 
0.84 
25.0 
1.00 
12.8 
37.7 

D 
37.7 

D 

c 

15.0 
D 

2/14/2013 

'. ~ .,' 

SBR 

• 40 180 35 
1750 1750 1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.98 
0.99 
1658 
0.90 
1498 

0.92 0.92 0.92 
43 196 38 
0 5 0 
0 272 0 

4 

3% 2% 4% 
Perm 

4 
4 

28.2 
28.2 
0.34 
5.0 
2.8 

513 

0.18 
0.53 
21.7 
1.00 
1.0 

22.7 
c 

22.7 
c 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
17: US 26 & NE Lau9hlin Rd 

~ -+ .. .f 
,._ 

~ 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 25 30 
Sign Control Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 233 28 6 189 33 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL None 
Median storage veh) 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 190 262 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 190 262 
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 2.2 2.2 
pO queue free % 100 100 
eM capacity (veh/h) 1395 1313 

Volume Total 6 261 6 222 44 50 
Volume Left 6 0 6 0 28 33 
Volume Right 0 28 0 33 6 11 
cSH 1395 1700 1313 1700 659 670 
Volume to Capacity 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.13 0.07 0.07 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 6 6 
Control Delay (s) 7.6 0.0 7.8 0.0 10.9 10.8 
Lane LOS A A B B 
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 0.2 10.9 10.8 
Approach LOS B B 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

1.9 
23.7% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t ~ 

25 5 

0.90 0.90 
28 6 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

473 460 248 
259 259 
214 201 
473 460 248 
7.1 6.5 6.2 
6.1 5.5 
3.5 4.0 3.3 
96 98 99 

652 623 795 

A 

2/14/2013 

'. + .; 

30 10 
Stop 
0% 

0.90 0.90 0.90 
33 6 11 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

473 491 207 
218 218 
256 273 
473 491 207 
7.2 6.5 6.2 
6.2 5.5 
3.6 4.0 3.3 
95 99 99 

637 609 838 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
18: 2nd St & Meadowlakes Dr 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

10 

0.85 
12 

48 

48 
4.1 

2.2 
99 

1563 

341 
12 
29 

1563 
0.01 

1 
0.3 

A 
0.3 

Free 
0% 

0.85 
300 

10 
12.0 
4.0 

1 

None 

919 

82 
41 
18 

1211 
0.03 

3 
4.2 

A 
4.2 

25 35 
Free 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 
29 41 24 

2 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

333 

333 
4.1 

2.2 
97 

1211 

82 59 
6 18 

47 18 
579 514 
0.14 0.11 

13 10 
12.2 12.9 

B B 
12.2 12.9 

B B 

3.9 

15 

0.85 
18 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

39.2% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

5 40 
Stop 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 
6 29 47 

4 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

496 473 321 

496 473 321 
7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.5 4.0 3.3 
99 94 93 

437 468 714 

A 

2114/2013 

15 15 
Stop 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 
18 24 18 

7 
12.0 
4.0 

1 

524 479 49 

524 479 49 
7.2 6.5 6.3 

3.6 4.0 3.4 
95 95 98 

386 465 977 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
19: 2nd St & NW Deer St 

~ __,. ,. • +- ~ 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 35 90 10 55 
Sign Control Stop 
Grade 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 41 106 12 76 65 
Pedestrians 7 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 
Percent Blockage 1 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 407 318 89 483 321 100 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 407 318 89 483 321 100 
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
pO queue free % 91 72 89 96 86 93 
eM capacity (veh/h) 436 562 966 330 563 946 

Volume Total 306 153 41 94 24 88 
Volume Left 41 12 41 0 24 0 
Volume Right 106 65 0 12 0 18 
cSH 629 638 1475 1700 1458 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.49 0.24 0.03 0.06 0.02 0.05 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 69 24 2 0 1 0 
Control Delay (s) 16.0 12.4 7.5 0.0 7.5 0.0 
Lane LOS c B A A 
Approach Delay (s) 16.0 12.4 2.3 1.6 
Approach LOS c B 
~.~ . ~ .... - • '-----.-...;..-' 't ~ 

' . 
Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

10.3 
38.9% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t ~ 

35 10 
Free 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 
41 82 12 

2 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

96 

96 
4.1 

2.2 
97 

1475 

A 

2/14/2013 

'. + .; 

20 15 
Free 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 
24 71 18 

5 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

313 

101 

101 
4.2 

2.3 
98 

1458 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
20: 2nd St & Main St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h} 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC 1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th {ft} 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

45 

0.89 
51 

0.87 
1149 

1095 
7.1 

3.5 
58 

122 

191 
51 

112 
254 

0.75 
140 

52.2 
F 

52.2 
F 

Stop 
0% 

0.89 
28 
9 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

0.87 
1084 

1021 
6.5 

4.0 
85 

182 

90 
6 

62 
319 
0.28 

29 
20.7 

c 
20.7 

c 

100 5 
Stop 

0% 
0.89 0.89 0.89 
112 6 22 

8 
12.0 
4.0 

1 

0.87 0.87 0.87 
472 1164 1113 

314 1113 1053 
6.2 7.1 6.6 

3.3 3.5 4.1 
82 95 87 

620 106 167 

84 371 34 
84 0 34 
0 11 0 

1049 1700 1183 
0.08 0.22 0.03 

7 0 2 
8.7 0.0 8.1 

A A 
1.6 0.5 

55 

0.89 
62 

384 

384 
6.2 

3.3 
91 

657 

494 
0 

67 
1700 
0.29 

0 
0.0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

10.2 
57.9% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

75 10 
Free 

0% 
0.89 0.89 0.89 

84 360 11 
2 

12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

0.87 
503 

350 
4.1 

2.2 
92 

1049 

B 

2/1 4/2013 

60 
Free 

0% 
0.89 0.89 0.89 

34 427 67 
11 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

None 

319 

379 

379 
4.1 

2.2 
97 

1183 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
21: S 5th St & Main St 

~ '- t I" '... + 
Lane Configurations 
Volume {veh/h} 40 5 45 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 
Hourly flow rate {vph} 6 45 247 6 51 472 
Pedestrians 3 
Lane Width {ft} 12.0 
Walking Speed {ft/s} 4.0 
Percent Blockage 0 
Right tum flare {veh} 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh} 
Upstream signal {ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 826 253 256 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 826 253 256 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF {s) 3.5 3.3 2.3 
pO queue free % 98 94 96 
eM capacity {veh/h} 330 781 1277 

Volume Total 51 253 522 
Volume Left 6 0 51 
Volume Right 45 6 0 
cSH 678 1700 1277 
Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.15 0.04 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0 3 
Control Delay (s} 10.7 0.0 1.2 
Lane LOS B A 
Approach Delay (s) 10.7 0.0 1.2 
Approach LOS B 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min} 

53.0% 
15 

ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
22 : SE Lynn Blvd & Main St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1, stage 1 conf val 
vC2, stage 2 conf val 
vCu, unblocked val 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

lit 

35 
Stop 
0% 

0.87 0.87 
40 17 

1132 859 

1132 859 
7.1 6.5 

3.5 4.0 
62 93 

106 234 

80 362 
40 69 
23 287 

169 558 
0.48 0.65 

59 121 
44.4 22.6 

E c 
44.4 22.6 

E c 

20 60 
Stop 
0% 

0.87 0.87 0.87 
23 69 6 

135 871 845 

135 871 845 
6.2 7.2 6.5 

3.3 3.6 4.0 
97 67 98 

919 206 239 

98 310 138 
6 310 0 

34 0 6 
1458 1509 1700 
0.00 0.21 0.08 

0 20 0 
0.5 8.0 0.0 

A A 
0.5 5.5 

14.5 

250 

0.87 
287 

75 

75 
6.2 

3.3 
71 

990 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

50.9% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

5 30 
Free 

0% 
0.87 0.87 0.87 

6 57 34 

None 

138 

138 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1458 

A 

2/14/2013 

SBR 
t. 

115 5 
Free 

0% 
0.87 0.87 0.87 
310 132 6 

None 

92 

92 
4.1 

2.2 
79 

1509 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
23: SE L~nn Blvd & S Fairview St 

.,J -+ +- '- \. ~ 

Lane Configurations 4 ft 
Volume (vehlh) 20 315 250 20 25 
Sign Control Free Free Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 21 332 263 21 53 26 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 284 647 274 
vC1 , stage 1 conf val 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked val 284 647 274 
tC, single (s) 4.2 6.5 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.3 3.6 3.3 
pO queue free % 98 87 97 
eM capacity (vehlh) 1239 420 770 

Volume Total 353 284 79 
Volume Left 21 0 53 
Volume Right 0 21 26 
cSH 1239 1700 495 
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.17 0.16 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 15 
Control Delay (s) 0.6 0.0 13.6 
Lane LOS A B 
Approach Delay (s) 0.6 0.0 13.6 
Approach LOS B 
"'ll'(r~ .. ..-:·~;o- .. .p 

I , , ' , . -

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

1.8 
47.1% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
24 : SE Lynn Blvd & S Combs Flat Rd 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

Stop 
0% 

260 140 

0.83 0.83 0.83 
108 313 169 

798 334 386 

798 334 386 
6.4 6.3 4.1 

3.5 3.4 2.2 
64 55 86 

304 695 1173 

422 301 386 
108 169 0 
313 0 114 
522 1173 1700 
0.81 0.14 0.23 
202 13 0 

34.8 5.4 0.0 
D A 

34.8 5.4 0.0 
D 

14.7 

t ! 
4 f. 

110 225 
Free Free 

0% 0% 
0.83 0.83 
133 271 

6 
12.0 
4.0 

1 

None None 

~ -
95 

0.83 
114 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

67.1% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

c 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
25: US 26 & OR1 26 ~WB~ 

--+ 't • .._ 
~ ,. 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 0 
Sign Control Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 853 0 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None TWLTL 
Median storage veh) 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 0 853 0 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 0 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 853 
vCu, unblocked vol 0 853 0 
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.5 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.5 
tF (s) 2.2 3.6 3.3 
pO queue free % 100 56 100 
eM capacity (veh/h) 1604 386 1091 

Volume Total 853 168 
Volume Left 0 168 
Volume Right 0 0 
cSH 1700 386 
Volume to Capacity 0.50 0.44 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 56 
Control Delay (s) 0.0 21.3 
Lane LOS c 
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 21.3 
Approach LOS c 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

97.6% 
15 

ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

F 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
26 : OR 126 (EB) & US 26 (EB) 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
IC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

0.95 
0 

0 

0 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1636 

0.0 

0 
Free Free 

0% 0% 
0.95 0.95 
800 0 

None None 

475 

132 
132 

0 
351 
0.37 

44 
21 .3 

c 
21 .3 

c 

3.0 

0 

0.95 
0 

Yield 
0% 

0.95 
132 

0.95 
0 

800 0 

800 0 
6.4 6.2 

3.5 3.3 
63 100 

351 1091 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

53.6% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
27: OR 126 & US 26 ~EBl 

lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

,} ...... 

0 0 
Free 

0% 
0.95 0.95 

0 0 

None 

711 

711 
4.1 

2.2 
100 
898 

711 132 
0 0 
0 0 

1700 356 
0.42 0.37 

0 43 
0.0 20.9 

c 
0.0 20.9 

c 

~ • ~ 
0 0 675 

Free 
0% 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
0 0 711 

None 

0 

0 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1636 

'-

0 

0.95 
0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

3.3 
48.8% 

15 
ICU level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t ~ 

0 0 0 
Stop 
0% 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
0 0 0 

776 711 0 

776 711 0 
7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.5 4.0 3.3 
100 100 100 
226 361 1091 

A 

2/14/2013 

\. + ~ 

0 0 
Stop 

0% 
0.95 0.95 0.95 

0 132 0 

711 711 711 

711 711 711 
7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.5 4.0 3.3 
100 63 100 
351 356 437 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
28 : OR 126 & O'Neil Hwy 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (fils) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
IC, single (s) 
IC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

Free 
0% 

0.90 0.90 
22 994 

TWLTL 
2 

872 

872 
4.2 

2.2 
97 

750 

22 
22 
0 

750 
0.03 

2 
9.9 

A 
0.2 

140 
Free Stop 

0% 0% 
0.90 0.90 0.90 
717 156 100 

None 

778 

1833 
794 

1039 
1833 

6.8 
5.8 
3.5 
59 

243 

111 
100 

11 
257 

0.43 
53 

29.2 
D 

0.0 29.2 
D 

1.7 

10 

0.90 
11 

436 

436 
7.0 

3.3 
98 

563 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

59.4% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

B 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
29: Rimrock Ad & OR 126 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

.. 
Stop 

0% 
0.90 

6 

1425 
978 
447 

1425 
6.8 
5.8 
3.5 
98 

295 

44 
6 

39 
253 
0.18 

16 
22.2 

c 
22.2 

c 

'- t ~ \.. 

35 
Free 

0% 
0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 

39 978 11 56 

None 

978 989 

978 989 
7.0 4.2 

3.3 2.2 
84 92 

248 683 

978 11 56 336 
0 0 56 0 
0 11 0 0 

1700 1700 683 1700 
0.58 0.01 0.08 0.20 

0 0 7 0 
0.0 0.0 10.7 0.0 

8 
0.0 0.8 

0.9 

~ 

Free 
0% 

0.90 
672 

TWLTL 
2 

1130 

336 
0 
0 

1700 
0.20 

0 
0.0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

60.3% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

8 

2/14/2013 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
30: Tom McCall Rd & OR 126 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

.,} 

18[ 

125 

0.90 
139 

1553 

1553 
7.1 

3.5 
0 

69 

233 
139 
83 

103 
2.26 
534 

664.8 
F 

664.8 
F 

-+ 
Ell 
~ 
10 

Stop 
0% 

0.90 
11 

1494 

1494 
6.5 

4.0 
90 

113 

100 
28 
67 

145 
0.69 
102 

72.5 
F 

72.5 
F 

75 25 
Stop 

0% 
0.90 0.90 0.90 

83 28 6 

567 1572 1561 

567 1572 1561 
6.2 7.3 6.6 

3.3 3.7 4.1 
84 54 94 

527 60 100 

817 11 600 
33 0 33 
0 11 0 

832 1700 827 
0.04 0.01 0.04 

3 0 3 
1.1 0.0 1.1 

A A 
1.1 1.0 

89.1 

60 30 
Free 

0% 
0.90 0.90 0.90 

67 33 783 

None 

783 644 

783 644 
6.3 4.4 

3.4 2.4 
83 96 

381 832 

78 
0 

78 
1700 
0.05 

0 
0.0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

93.1% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

2/14/2013 

Free 
0% 

0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 
11 33 567 78 

F 

None 

794 

794 
4.1 

2.2 
96 

827 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
31: Airport Way & OR 126 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (vehlh) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

10 

0.92 
11 

1514 1446 

1514 1446 
7.2 6.5 

3.6 4.0 
84 96 
68 123 

27 109 
11 22 
11 82 

120 225 
0.23 0.48 

21 63 
43.6 35.2 

E E 
43.6 35.2 

E E 

10 20 
Stop 
0% 

0.92 0.92 0.92 
11 22 5 

614 1443 1440 

614 1443 1440 
6.3 7.3 6.5 

3.4 3.7 4.0 
98 76 96 

476 91 123 

5 717 16 
5 0 0 
0 0 16 

620 1700 1700 
0.01 0.42 0.01 

1 0 0 
10.9 0.0 0.0 

B 
0.1 

3.5 

75 

0.92 
82 

717 

717 
6.4 

3.5 
80 

405 

43 
43 
0 

880 
0.05 

4 
9.3 

A 
0.6 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

51.5% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

Free 
0% 

0.92 0.92 
5 717 

None 

625 

625 
5.1 

3.1 
99 

620 

614 11 
0 0 
0 11 

1700 1700 
0.36 0.01 

0 0 
0.0 0.0 

15 

0.92 
16 

A 

2/14/2013 

Free 
0% 

0.92 0.92 0.92 
43 614 11 

None 

734 

734 
4.1 

2.2 
95 

880 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
40: Peters Ad & Main St 

• '- t I" \. ~ 
l W8L MR NIT • Lane Configurations " 

, + , 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Volume (vph) 115 10 270 165 5 
Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 131 11 307 188 6 

(ane Sl:l 
Volume Total (vph) 131 11 307 188 6 165 
Volume Left (vph) 131 0 0 0 6 0 
Volume Right (vph) 0 11 0 188 0 0 
Hadj (s) 0.50 -0.70 0.03 -0.58 0.50 0.08 
Departure Headway (s) 6.2 5.0 5.0 3.2 5.8 5.3 
Degree Utilization, x 0.23 0.02 0.43 0.17 0.01 0.24 
Capacity (veh/h) 541 662 698 1121 599 647 
Control Delay (s) 9.8 6.9 11.7 6.8 7.6 8.9 
Approach Delay (s) 9.6 9.9 8.8 
Approach LOS A A A 

Delay 
HCM Level of Service 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

9.6 
A 

29.0% 
15 

ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

2/14/2013 
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Future Transportation System Needs 
March 5, 2013 

Prineville Transportation System Pion 

Attachment F 
Intersection Performance Summary Table 



Overall Intersection 

Intersection Name v/c Delay (sec) LOS 

lamonta Rd & Harwood St 0.11 11.7 B 

Lamonta Rd & NW Deer St 0.08 12.5 B 

lOth St & Main St 0.54 9.6 A 

9th St & Main St 0.37 16.3 c 
7th St & Main St 0.57 23.8 c 
NE Laughlin Rd & NE Juniper St 0.17 12.5 B 

NE Laughlin Rd & S Combs Flat Rd 0.29 13.4 B 

4th St & Main St 0.35 16.7 c 
NW 9th St & US 26 0.23 13.2 B 

US 26 & Harwood Ave 0.69 17.1 B 

US 26 & Deer St 0.71 9.8 A 

US 26 & Main St 0.95 43 .2 D 

US 26 & N Elm St 0.59 8.3 A 

US 26 & NE Juniper St 0.27 20.2 c 
US 26 & NE Knowledge St 0.02 13.4 B 

US 26 & S Combs Flat Rd 0 .81 30.5 c 
US 26 & NE Laughlin Rd 0 .07 10.9 B 

2nd St & Meadowlakes Dr 0.14 12.2 B 

2nd St & Deer St 0.49 16 c 
2nd St & Main St 0 .75 52.2 F 

S 5th St & Main St 0.07 10.7 B 

SE Lynn Blvd & Main St 0.65 22.6 c 
SE Lynn Blvd & S Fairview St 0.16 13.6 B 

SE Lynn Blvd & S Combs Flat Rd 0.81 34.8 D 

US 26 & OR 126 (WB) 0.44 21.3 c 
OR 126 (EB) & US 26 (EB) 0.37 21.3 c 
OR 126 & US 26 (EB) 0.37 20.9 c 
OR 126 & O'Neil Hwy 0.43 29.2 D 

Rimrock Rd & OR 126 0.18 22.2 c 
Tom McCall Rd & OR 126 2.26 664.8 F 

Airport Way & OR 126 0.48 35 .2 E 

Peters Rd & Main St 11.7 A 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #6: DEVELOPMENT AND 
ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

This memorandum presents transportation alte rna ti ves for addressing the multimodal 
transporta tion system needs that were identi fied through analysis of exis ting and future (2035) 
traffic conditions. These a lte rnati ves a re compared to the goals, policies, and criteria tha t were 
previously developed to help guide the development of the City's Transportati on System Plan. 

The improvement alternatives presented herein a re not intended to be an all-inclusive list, but 
represent the range of suggestions identified by the Ci ty, stakeholders, and general public. 
Objective comparisons of the a lternatives identifies trade-offs between various concepts that will 
inform the development of the Ci ty's 20-year multi-modal Tran sportation System Plan. 

Alterna ti ves are evaluated independently, by mode, to allow fo r comparison of projects. The 
recommendations in this memorandum will be provided to the Technical Advisory Committee 
(TAC) and Project Advisory Committee (PAC) members for input and guidance on a final project 
set. 

TRANSPORTATION NEEDS 

Technical Mem orandum #5 identi fied multimodal transportation system needs rela ted to safety, 
operati ons, and connectivity through the year 2035. These needs, and subsequent comments and 
input from the ad visory teams, are addressed w ithin this memorandum. This document 
addresses system-wide issues, corridor needs, pathway, trail, and sidewalk needs, and individual 
intersection improvements. 

RECOMMENDED ROADWAY FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION 

The City's Roadway Functional Classification system identifies where collector and arteria l 
roadways w ill be loca ted and how they will be connected to se rve growth within the Prineville 
urban growth boundary. The pu rpose of this classification system is as fo llows: 

• Identify City connectivity and general a lignment needs to serve urban development. 
• Inform right-of-way preservation and roadway constru ction needs as part of property 

development or redevelopment. 
• Provide gu idance on prio rities. 
• Identify a process for exceptions or deviations from the s tandards based on area-specific 

context or other considerations. 

Figure 6-1 illustrates the recommended roadway functional classificati on system wi thin 
P rineville. This recommended functi onal classification system categorizes the City's primary 

FILENAME: H:\PROJFILE\12221 - PRINEVILLE TSP\MEMOS\TM6_ FUTURE 
ALTERN A TIVES\DRAFT_ TM6_AL TERNATIVES_ 082813. DOCX 



Future Alternatives 
May 3, 2013 

Prineville Transportation System Plan 
Page 6-2 

roadways as Major and Minor Arterials and Major and Minor Collectors. All other roadways are 
classified as Local Streets. 

Generally, priori ty issues this classification scheme addresses are: 

• Continued identification of a northern extension of Combs Flat Road to connect through 
the Iron Horse property to Peters Road. This connection forms a parallel route to Main 
Street for east Prineville, and connects north Prineville with shopping and recreation 
routes. 

• Reloca tion of the O'Neil Highway connection to OR 126. A specific location for the 
hjghway is not identified, and would need to be further reviewed in the current land use 
and infrastructure context. 

• An extension of Peters Road from its intersection with Main Street west to Lamonta Road, 
connecting near Lon Smith Road or Gardner Road. This roadway would serve adjacent 
industrial lands and provide a collector roadway function to reduce traffic on Mam Street. 

• Alignment of Torn McCall and Millican Road within the City's industrial lands. The 
consolidation of these intersections would aJiow intersection improvements at OR 126 to 
benefit connectivity to the north and south sides of the hjghway. 

• Extension of S 2"d Street east to connect to Combs Flat Road. This connection will provide 
a parallel route to Lynn Boulevard and 3rd Street, improving the grid network in the 
southern portion of the City. 

• Extension of S 5th Street east to connect to SE Willowdale Drive/Ochoco Logging Road. 
This connection will provide a parallel route to Lynn Boulevard and 3•d Street, improving 
the grid network in the southern portion of the City. 

• Connect the missing segment of Elm Street between S 5th Street and S 6th Street. This will 
improve north-south connectivity between downtown Prineville and the schools. 

• Classifications were modified to follow standard naming conventions. These naming 
conventions clarify the distinction between local streets and higher-order roadways. 

The need to construct, extend, or improve specific corridors may only occur with development, or 
could be provided as land sales occur to minimize impact to existing owners. The overall 
functional classification system is intended to serve as a blueprint that provides an orderly plan 
for growth, so that with development of the UGB right-of-way and connectivity will be 
preserved, regardless of where that development occurs. 
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Future Alternatives 
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In addition to the functional classification for major roadways, it is also recommended that the 
City adopt local roadway policies to support and prese rve major roadways. These policies should 
accomplish the following: 

• Enable direct trips to and from nearby compatible uses with shorter block lengths; this can 
be provided with pathways, roadways, or other types of connections designed primarily 
for non-motorized users. 

• Ensure local streets are interconnected to form a grid network, providing redundancy and 
reducing reliance on higher-order roadways. 

• Driveway policies to promote access from the lowest-order (or lowest volume where 
classifications are the same) roadway adjacent to a parcel. 

• Discourage cui-de-sacs while providing other options for traffic calming. 

While the Transportation System Plan generally focuses only on the higher-order collector and 
arterial roadway network, the following local street connections were identified as needed 
improvements as they can help offload the major roadway system both from a safety and capacity 
perspective. 

• Extend SE 4th Street to connect into a southerly extension of Idlewood Street. Similar to 
extension of SE 5th Street, this connection will complete missing grid connections. 

• Realign the 10th Street connection with Lamonta Road as a perpendicular "T" intersection. 

Roadway Cross-Sections 

Roadway cross-sections, together with access spacing standards, identify the function of a road 
and its balance between mobility and accessibility. Establishment of these standard ized sections 
are intended to provide consistent performance along a roadway for a given mode, and to help 
establish consistent guidance and an understanding of costs as new development occurs. 
However, the sections presented are not intended to be a rigid standard, but to allow flexibility 
for a roadway to fit within its surrounding context, whether that context is a location within an 
industrial complex, in a new or built-out neighborhood, along a sensiti ve environmental area, or 
adjacent to a school. The standards are also intended to convey the priority or service provided to 
a given travel mode. 

The critical elements that comprise the roadway cross-sections are listed below, along with their 
intended function. 

• Median: The median can serve a variety of purposes and take a variety of forms. Raised 
medians for access control may only be appropriate on the highest order City or State 
facilities where throughput is a priority. Painted medians may be appropriate for 
designated turn lanes or continuous two-way left-turn lanes. Medians may also be used to 
provide landscaping, water/snow storage or treatment, or pedestrian refuge areas. There 
are a variety of functions a median can provide. There are safety aspects as they can be 
used to reduce conflict points, physically separate opposing motorists, remove stopping or 
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decelerating vehicles from the higher-speed through lanes, allow pedestrians improved 
opportunities to cross a roadway. The design and dimensions of medians can vary 
signincantly depending on the desired landscape/hardscape treatme nt, intended purpose, 
and type of facility. 

• Travel lanes: Travel lanes purpose is to convey automobile and freight traffic, and in lower 
speed environments serve as a shared area for bicyclis ts. Travel lanes should provide a 
minimum width of 11 feet and a maximum width of 14 feet along straight roadway 
sections, and may require a larger minimum wid th along curves. The travel Jane width 
should consider the posted speed, type of user (trucks, cars, bicycl is ts), loca ti on and 
design of storm grates, adjacent vegetation, and presence of on-street parking to a llow 
these widths to serve as a clear and unimpeded travel way. 

• Bicycle lanes: Bicycle lanes provide a separate designated travel lane for bicyclists to travel 
in, allowing them to opera te independently from auto traffic. Bicycle Ja nes also serve a 
buffering purpose for pedestrians by designating the limits of a travel lane to motorists. 
Design guidance of bicycle lanes (to include minimum effective widths, height, grades, 
and obstructions) shou ld be based on information con tained in the current ed ition of the 
O regon Pedestrian and Bicycle Design Guide. 

• Curb: Curbing provides a physica l barrier between parked or moving cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians. It also serves a function in channelizing storm run off. 

• Planter Strip/Swale: Planter s trips can serve several purposes from containi ng above or 
underground utilities, luminaires, and signs, providing runoff pre-treatment o r storage, 
beautification, shade/comfort to pedes trians, and buffering between vehicles and 
pedestrians. 

• Sidewalks: Dimensions for sidewalks should follow the Oregon Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Design Gu ide, and consider both horizontal and vertical clearance. Of particular 
importance along sidewalks is the clear space around poles, utilities, and other 
obstructions. The design of sidewalks should also consider the needs of users in 
wheelchairs or pushing s trolle rs, accounting for slopes and vertica l displacement. 

• Right-of-way: The right-of-way contains all of the elements described above for public 
use, and typically provides additional space either for future improvements or uti lities. 

Existing City of Prinevi lle roadway cross-sections and recommended changes are summarized 
below. 
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TRAVEl BIKE tutm SIDE 
LANE LANE mlW WAJS. 

12' 6' Ylfln 5' 

• Provide a minimum detached sidewaJk width of 6 feet. 
• Remove landscape strips, but allow as an option. If provided ensure adequa te wid th is 

available for landscaping. 
• Ensure City design specifi cations require flush storm grates compatible with bicyclists. 
• Ensure City design specifications provide adequate clearance around signs, utilities, and 

other obstructions on curb-tight sidewalks. 
• Travel lanes along freight routes should include 14-foot travel lanes. 
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Major Collector 
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Recommended changes: 
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T 
BIKE turm SIDE 
LANE STAI' WALK 

6' II*~ S' , , 

• Provide a minimum detached sidewalk width of 6 feet. 
• Rem ove landscape strips, but allow as an option. If provided ensure adequate width is 

available for landscaping. 
• Ensure City design specifica tions require flush sto rm grates compatible with bicyclis ts. 
• Ensure City design specifica tions provide adequate clearance around signs, utilities, and 

other obstructions on curb-tight sidewalks. 
• Include widening for turn lanes (wi th a minimum width of 12 feet) at major inte rsections 

wi th other collecto r and arteria l facilities. 
• Freight routes on major collectors shoul d include 14-foot travel lanes. 

Minor Collector 

SIDE aurm PARKING 
WALK STaJ~ 

5' Ylrlti 8' , , , 

Recommended changes: 

, 

TRAVEL 
LANE 

121 

TRAVEL 
LANE 

12' , 

PARKING tvrru SlOE 
na" WAUC 

8' Yltltl 5' , , 

-----t 
.}. 

• Provide a minimum detached sidewalk width of 6 feet, and ensure City design 
specifications provide adequate clearance around signs, util ities, and other obstructions 
on curb-tight sidewalks. 

• Consider curb bulb-outs at in tersection corners to define parking areas, improve 
pedestrian visibil ity, and reduce roadway crossing w idths. 

• Remove landscape strips, but allow as an option . If provided ensure adequate width is 
avail able for landscaping. 

• Include widening for turn lanes (with a min imum width of 12 feet) at major intersections 
with o ther collector and arterial faci lities as deemed appropriate. 
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Industrial Collector 

I 
~ · 
I 
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fill 
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Recommended changes: 
• It is recommended that this cross-section be removed and provisions for wider lanes be 

included in the Collector classifications for roadways serving industrial lands or freight 
uses. 

Industrial 

, 

SIDE euma PARKING 
WAJ.Y. nw 

s· ~ s· , , , 

, 

Recommended changes: 

TRAVEL 
LANE 

14' 

TRAVEl 
LANE 

14' 

MVU.t(NT WIOTN .,, 

, 

PARKING tl.lf,r.a SIDE n•• WAJ.Y. 

8' Y•rltt S' , , 

, 

• It is recommended that this cross-section be removed and provisions for wider lanes be 
included in the Collector classifications for roadways serving industriaJ lands or freight 
uses. 

• Allowance of on-street parking in lieu of designated bicycle lanes within the collector 
standard should include review of travel speeds to ensure that shared use of the travel 

lanes is appropriate. 
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Recommended changes: 
• Provide a minimum detached sidewalk width of 6 feet, and ensure City design 

speci fications provide adequa te clea ran ce around signs, uti lities, and other obstructions 
on curb-tight sidewalks. 

• Remove landscape strips, but a llow as an option. If provided ensure adequate width is 
ava ilable for landscaping. 

• Require illumination at intersections. 
• Increase travel lane wid ths along sharp roadway bends. 
• Restrict rolled-curbs in residentia l areas. 
• Consider curb bulb-outs at intersection corners to define parking areas, improve 

pedestrian visibi lity, and reduce roadway crossing widths. 

Deviation Process 

A deviation request process is recommended that will allow the City to prov ide guidance while 
still a llowing flexibility. This system is intended to adapt to the surrounding context, and allow 
the City to consider deviations based on adjacent land use, topographical, environmental (natura l 
and man-made), historical, or other contextual opportunities and constraints. A deviation process 
shou ld include flexibility within the s tandards while add ressing the intent. Deviations should not 
be a llowed for self-imposed hardships, but to provide alternative ways to meet the functional 
purpose. The deviation process should specificall y address the original standard, the proposed 
change, and how the functional intent w ill continue to be met or why it would be unreasonable to 
do so. The deviation applied to a cross-section shou ld include the longitudinal considerations, 
such as how pedestrian crossings would be provided if, for example, an eight-foot wide buffered 
trail system were proposed on one side of the roadway. 

ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT 

Several a lte rnatives are evaluated to address the transportation system needs as identified in 
Technical Memorandum #5. The highest levels of congestion wi thin the City occur along the 3rd 

Street corridor. In order to address this key issue, the primary alternatives focus methods of 
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alleviating the congestion on 3rd Street. In addition, other corridor and intersection improvements 
wilJ be suggested to address specific needs identified for the City. 

A range of transportation improvements were identified and presented to the advisory 
committees on February 19, 2013. Based on their feedback, some alternatives were revised and 
additional options were developed. Advisory committee comments are provided along with the 
meeting handouts in Appendix D. 

The key improvement options iden tified through discussions with the advisory committees 
include: 

• Developing alternative local routes within the City to alleviate congestion; 
• Constructing a new southerly "Brummer Road" alignment to m ore directly connect 

Juniper Canyon to OR 126; 
• Widening 3'd Street to provide a five-lane facility through the City; and, 
• Creating a couplet with 3rd Street and either 2nd or 4'h Street. 

Travel demand models prepared by ODOT's Transportation Planning and Analysis Unit (TPAU) 
were used to assess the change that would occur with each of these strategies. The no-build 
model output was post processed using existing counts at study intersections. Model output for 
future scenarios showing potential alternative routes was used to determine how each route 
would influence the surrounding transportation network. 

CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES 

This section summarizes the alternatives developed along critical City of Prineville corridors to 
meet needs identified within Technica l Memorandum #5. 

3 rd Street Corridor Alternatives 

The 3rd Street corridor serves as the main east-west connection for intercity and regional travel. As 
such, the alternatives and improvements identified for 3rd Street influence travel patterns 
throughout the northern, eastern, and southern areas of the city. Therefore, alternatives for 3'd 

Street were identified and evaluated first. 

Three alternatives were identified to address the capacity and delay constraints on 3rd Street. The 
alternatives include parallel routes, corridor widening, and/or conversion to a couplet system. 

Alternative 1: Parallel Routes 

To alleviate congestion on 3rd Street this alternative proposes constructing and connecting parallel 
east-west and north-south routes to provide alternative options for traffic traveling through town. 
Parallel routes were evaluated to develop an understanding of their cost relative to the 
effectiveness of each route in alleviating congestion on 3rd Street. As identified through the TAC 
and PAC feedback, parallel routes include the NE 9'h Street extension, Combs Flat Road extension 
and connection with Peters Road, Peters Road extension to Lamonta Street, and the Crestview 
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Road connection to Main Street. Figure 6-2 shows the approximate locations of the evaluated 
parallel routes. 

The approach to evaluating the paralle l ro ute options was as follows: 

1. Estimate the amount of traffic from 3•d Street that would divert to the parallel routes, if 
constructed . 

2. Consider whether paralle l routes a re a feasible alternative based o n cost, right-of-way, and 
other impacts. 

3. If paralle l routes are feasible alternatives, eva luate forecast traffic operations based on 
volume scenarios established in Step 1. 

4. If parallel routes alleviate congestion on 3•d Street, estimate the impacts by reviewing 
intersection operations along 3rd Street and key intersections of paraJle l routes. 

5. Calculate an estimated benefit and planning level estimate of cost associated with each 
parallel route. The benefit was estimated by determining the number of trips diverted 
from 3rc1 Street, and the cost was estimated based on the length of the proposed route. 

Crestview Road Counectiou to Maiu Street 

Feedback concerning the Crestview Road connection at the February meeting varied among 
respondents. Although it was no ted that a secondary access would be beneficial, o thers felt the 
benefit the connection will have does no t warrant the high cost of the project. The travel demand 

model showing thi s potentia l future connection revealed the number of trips that are expected to 
utili ze the proposed connection during the PM peak hour in the year 2035. Based on this model, 
on ly 29 eastbound trips and 29 westbound trips are predicted for the connection during the peak 
hour. While the facility would serve a limited public benefit (primarily as an alternative access to 
the Rimrock neighborhood), the deve lopment of adjoining properties, such as the River Steppes 
development, would significantly increase dependence on this route. Accordingly, it is 
recommended th at this route be retained in the City' s Transportation System Plan, but the 
construction of this connecti on would be driven by development and not tied to relief of 3•d Street 

congestion . 

Brummer Road 

The potential Brummer Road connection would provide connectivity between Juniper Canyon 
and Millican Road, as shown in Figure 6-2. Comments received from the advisory committees 
noted the emergency access benefits, but identified concern that the cost to construct the 
Brummer Road connection would be too high relati ve to the benefi t de rived, particularly given 
the Crooked River and Rimrock crossings. 

As this connection would be located outside of City limits, the Crook County plans were 
reviewed to identify potenti al a)jgnments for this route. While no alignment was identified in the 
County plans between Main Street and Millican Road, the Davis Road alignment showed a 
potential connection to the Juniper Canyon area. This information was provided to ODOT TPAU, 
along with a po tenti al extension of this route further west to Millican Road. The model results 
showed that due to the travel speed and indirectness of this route its use would be very limited, 
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providing a very low cost/benefit ratio. Accordingly, while the connection has merit for 
emergency access, it is recommended that for typical commute purposes this alternative does not 
adequately serve the City of Prineville needs. Benefits of this connection would primarily be 
limited to areas outside of City limits, and should therefore be considered only as part of future 
County transportation plans. 

Peters Road Comzection to Lamonta Road 

The proposed Peters Road connection would link Peters Road west past Main Street to intersect 
wi th Lamonta Road at its in tersection wi th Gardner Road, as shown in Figure 6-2. This 
connection would provide a direct route be tween US 26 and Main Street as part of a northern 
arterial. The advisory committee was favorable of this alignment as it helps to address both the 
Main Street and 3rd Street congestion and provides an alternate route for northern Prineville 
residents. 

Travel demand models showed that this connection would be expected to carry about 150 trips in 
each direction during the 2035 weekday commute hour, alleviating some congestion throughout 
the City's ne twork and improv ing access to industrially-zoned properties. As this project wou ld 
directly address critical City needs, improve connectivity, provide redundancy, and h ave 
economic benefits it is recommended that this connection be carried forward. 

91h Stree t Extension 

The proposed 9th Street Extension, shown in Figure 6-2, completes the continuous connection 
along US 26 from west of the "Y" to east of Combs Flat Road . The western section of this 
connection has been comple ted, and E 7th Street and Laughlin Road cu rrently provide the 
eastern connection . Completi on of the 9th Street extension wou ld eliminate the disconnect along 
Main Street and reroute th is traffic furthe r from adjoining residential areas. 

Completing the eastern portion of the 9th Street extension would largely reroute traffic currently 
on NE 7th Street, but wou ld provide a better grid network and avoid the jog in this route that 
occu rs along Main Street. This alignment wou ld be be tter suited to the surrounding context and 
better serve as an alternative to 3'd Street. 

Combs Flat Road Extensio11 

Combs Flat Road currently te rminates at Laughlin, wi th access to the Iron Horse property 
obtained from Hudspeth. An extension of Combs Fla t Road (as a City facility) wou ld more 
directly provide access between Iron H orse and the commercial services near 3rd Street, and form 
an eastern parallel route to Main Street. While the specific alignment will need to be coordinated 
wi th topographic and infrastructure needs, the alignment of this connection would extend north 
to connect with Peters Road, as shown in Figure 6-2. Comments received from the advisory 
committee indicate that this is a high priority route given the expected development on the east 
side of the City, and would complete a northern arterial route around the City. It is recommended 
that this route be included as part of a paralle l routes a lternative. 
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Based on the feedback received from the TAC and PAC and the TPAU 2035 model output, three 
primary connections were selected to further assess how parallel routes could relieve the 
congestion along 3'd Street: the 9th Street Extension, Combs Flat Road Extension, and the Peters 
Road Connection. 

Based on the estimated traffic that would utilize alternative routes along these connections, the 
performance of each study intersection was reviewed and compared to the adopted performance 
standards, as shown in Figure 6-3. This analysis shows that completion o f these parallel routes 
can provide adequate mitigation throughout the 3rd Street corridor to meet the horizon year 2035 
mobili ty targets. Appendix E contains technical worksheets and materials for this alternative. 

Alternative 2 : 3 rd Street Widening 

Widening N 3rd Street to fi ve-lanes provides an additional travel lane in both directions and 
increases vehicular capacity along 3rd Street. A conceptual illustration of a S-lane cross-section 
over the existing N 3'd Street cross-section is shown in Figure 6-4. The additional travel lanes 
would provide additional throughput and reduce congestion, as indicated by the operational 
analysis results shown in Figure 6-5. 

The widening associated with this alternati ve would eliminate all on-stree t parking, reduce 
existing sidewalks, impact driveways, and impact business frontage. The impacts to local 
businesses on the 3rd Street corridor have not been quantified, although any impact to local 
businesses in Prineville is expected to be significant. 

Despite any operational benefits deri ved, due to the impacts to the City's downtown, costs to 
reconstruct 3rd Street and the tran sition points, and conflicts with the Special Transportation Area 
designati on along 3rd Street, it is recommended that thi s alternati ve not be further considered. 

Alternative 3: Couplet Options 

A couplet is a pairing of two one-way roads to provide two-way travel. A couplet option for 
Prineville could include use of 2"d Street, 4th Street, and 3rd Street in some combination. The benefit 
of a couplet is that it simplifies and improves signal timing, improves management of travel 
speeds, and provides breaks in traffic for side-street approaches. A couplet will increase capacity 
as it provides two lanes of travel in each direction through downtown Prineville. 
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For this analysis, two couplet al ternatives were considered: 

• A 2nd Street/3'd Street couplet, as shown in Figure 6-6, and 
• A 3'd Street/41h Street couplet, as shown in Figure 6-7. 
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A 2nd Street and 41h Street couplet system was not considered as it would require the 
reconstruction of two roadways, it would increase the impacted areas, and would further impact 
the businesses along 3'd Street. 

This alternative would be costly, as it would require full y reconstructing either 2nd Street or 41h 

Street to accommodate the weight and volume of highway traffic. It would also require 
reconstruction of traffic signals, a transition area to bring the roadways to and from one-way 
operations, and would have land use impacts. 

The advisory committee identified significant concerns related to using either 4•h Street or 2nd 
Street as a couplet. By using the northern route (41h Street), there would be significant impacts to 
the Ochoco Creek Park, and less economic opportunities to expand the downtown. Alternati vely, 
use of 2nd Street would conflict with the existing neighborhoods and zoning, but could provide 
increased redevelopment opportunities. Concerns were also raised regarding any couplet, and 
the impacts it could bring to the businesses located along 3'd Street. 

Operationally, either alignment could provide acceptable traffic opera tions. Operations for the 2nd 
and 3'd Street couplet alternative are shown in Figure 6-8. 

3 rd Street Corr idor Alternative Evaluation 

In order to compare the 3'd Street Alternatives, five criteria were selected to qualitatively evaluate 
the alternatives. Each alternative was given a star rating of high (full star), medium (half star), or 
low (no star) based on rela tive performance of each alternative for each category summarized 
below. The more stars, the better the alternative is expected to perform relative to o ther 
alternatives. 

• Construction Cost: The construction cost of each alternative was estimated based on 
proposed len gth, cross-section, and location. The construction cost estimate does not 
include add itional costs such as design, steep grades, and right-of-way acquisition. Each 
alternative was given either a high, low, or medium cost as follows: 

o Low Cost (full star): Indicates the estimated construction cost for the alternative is 
less than $5 million. 

o Medium Cost (half star): Indicates the estimated construction cost for the 
alternative is between $5 million and $10 million . 

o High Cost (empty star): Indicates the estimated construction cost for the alternative 
exceed s $10 million. 
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• Economic Impact: Each alternative was evaluated by considering how businesses would 
be impacted by construction or right-of-way acquisition, parking availability, and pass-by 
traffic volume. Widening 3'd Street was given a low score (no star) based on the right-of­
way impacts to businesses in the 3'd Street corridor. The couplet alternatives were also 
given low scores due to the rerouting of traffic onto adjacent streets. Parallel routes were 
given half stars to reflect a moderate impact on businesses due to diverting a portion of 
existing traffic away from 3'd Street. Brummer Road was given a lower score due to its 
potential to reroute trips around the City entirely. 

• Social Impact: Alternatives were evaluated to determine their social impact on the 
community, as measured primarily by the amount of right-of-way impacts on businesses 
and residential properties. An empty star indicates significant social impacts while a full 
star indicates little to no impacts. 

• Environmental Impact: Alternatives were evaluated for their environmental impact, 
which includes impacts to parks, creeks, and natural terrain . An empty star indicates 
significant impacts while a full star indicates little to no impacts. 

• Operational Impact: Alternatives were evaluated for their ab il ity to mitigate congestion on 
3'd Street. Each alternative was given a low, medium, or high score based on the delay 
mitigated at the intersection of 3rd Street and Main Street as follows: 

o Low Operational Impact (empty star): No decrease in control delay. 
o Medium Operational Impact (half star): Less than five seconds decrease in control 

delay. 
o High Operational Impact (full star): More than five seconds of decrease in control 

delay. 

An average star value was calculated for each alternative that was used to establish an overall 
score for each alternative. The alternatives with the highest average number of stars were 
assigned a full star. The alternatives with the lowest average star values were assigned an empty 
star. 

Table 6-1 summarizes the relative ranking of each alternative for the five criteria. As shown in the 
table, the Peters Road Extension is expected to have the greatest operational benefit relative to its 
various impacts to the City. 
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Construction 
Cost 

Parallel Routes 

9th Street Extension * ~ ~ 
Peters Road Extension * " • Combs Flat Road Extension • i • Brummer Road • Crestview Connection • • • 2nd/3rd St Couplet 

3rd/4th St Couplet 

Corridor Widening ~ 
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Total Score 

~ i • • * " t 

" ; 

• • * 
Based on review of the three options, we recommend that the City focus its investments on a 
system of parallel routes to meet travel needs through 2035. We provide this recommendation for 
the following reasons: 

• The improvements to the City roadway network would be required under any scenario as 
they serve deve lopable lands, provide travel options, and better enable mu ltimodal travel. 

• The para llel roadways meet the 20-year needs for the lowest overa ll cost of the 
altern ati ves reviewed, and wi ll be the most likely altern ative to be achieved given the 
current City and State funding. 

• This altern ative does no t preclude development of other alternatives that may be needed 
to serve growth beyond the 20-year horizon; these options will remain viable if growth 
outpaces the 20-year projections. 

Main Street Corridor 

As previously identified, the Main Street corridor serves a critica l north-south travel function in 
Prineville and has limited alternative routes. The existing four-lane cross-section between 91" 

Street and Peters Road transitions to a three-lane secti on in the downtown area, and continues 
south with a three-lane section to ] 51 Street. 

The City is currently pursuing design and constructi on plans that will convert the four-lane 
section of this road to provide a single travel lane in both directions and a continuous center 
median . This narrowed section will allow space for bicycle lanes to better accommodate non­
motorized travel. The project will also improve the traffic signal at 10111 Street and install a new 
traffic signal at 91" Street, pending adequate fundi ng. 

Wh ile these improvements help to improve multi-modal travel, the critical issue wi th Main Street 
is the reliance on this route for all north-south travel. New connections, such as a northerly 
extension of Combs Flat Road to Peters Road, and a western extension of Peters Road to Lamonta 
Road, will help reduce this reliance and lessen congestion on this route. The completion of these 
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parallel routes, as identified in the functional classification section, are shown to adequately 
mitigate this overall corridor. 

Project Needs: 

• Completion of signalization/improvement plans at the Main Street/9th Street and Main 
Street/] Qth Street intersections 

• Completion of the three-lane section north of 9th Street 

Combs Flat Corridor 

The Combs Flat Road corridor south of 3rd Street (OR 380) provides access to recreational and 
residential areas to the south . Within City limits Combs Flat Road transitions from a rural State 
facility into a City roadway connecting the commercial areas along 3rd Street and into residential 
lands in the Iron H orse development. 

The designated highway portion of this route is generally rural throughout its length south of 3rd 

Street, with no designated pedestrian amenities but striped bicycle lanes along the shoulders. The 
corridor borders or provides access to several schools and residences, and is located adjacent to 
the Ochoco Lumber site that is planned for mixed-use development. While there are specific 
intersection improvement needs, the general need is for Combs Flat to include turn lanes at major 
intersections, and pedestrian and bicyclist facilities throughout its length . The desire to develop 
the Ochoco Lumber site as a vibrant, mixed-use area will require that the barrier effects of Combs 
Flat Road be reduced, to integrate this portion of the City with the downtown. 

The extension of Combs Flat Road north will also require additional improvements to the built 
section of the facility. The two-lane section that connects through the commercial area will likely 
require widening to three Janes along with modal accommodations, and new tum lanes will be 
required at the 3•d Street/Combs Flat Road intersection and at the intersection with Laughlin 
Road. Depending on the growth wi thin Iron Horse, signalization of the Laughlin Road 
intersection with Combs Flat may also be required. 

Project Needs: 

• Left-turn lanes at major intersections, such as Laughlin Road, 3•d Street, a future extension 
of 5th Street, and Lynn Boulevard. 

• Pedestrian crossing considerations, particularly at the Ochoco Creek Trail, the future 5th 
Stree t extension, and at Lynn Boulevard. 

• Pedestrian and bicyclist facilities throughout the length of the corridor. 
• Potential capacity improvements at 3•d Street and at Laughlin Road. 
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The OR 126 Corridor Facility Plan identifies the need to widen OR 126 to provide a four-lane 
section from Tom McCall Road to the Prinev ille "Y" junction. East of Millican Road, the 
additional traffic demand from the development of the adjacent industrial lands was projected to 
require two travel lanes in each direction into Prineville. With the revised volume forecasts, the 
existing cross-section is expected to provide adequate capacity through 2035. 

Therefore, prev iously identified widening needs are no longer required from a capacity 
perspective. 

Alternative Mobility 

A component of an y improvement options should include consideration of alternative mobility. 
These policies a ll ow higher levels of congestion to delay or avoid major capita l costs. Generally, 
Sta te facilities that serve a regional function in addition to their local role are the facilities most 
likely to ex perience congestion. Within Prineville, US 26 (Madras-Prineville Highway and 3'd 
Street) and OR 126 (Ochoco Highway) carry the highest traffic volumes and experience the 
highest levels of congestion. Sta te facilities are generally required to provide high levels of rese rve 
capacity in a 20-yea r horizon. Options to modify this requirement include the following: 

• Designa tion of the highway as Urban Business Area (UBA) or Special Transportation Area 
(ST A). Currently, sections of 3rd Street in the downtown area have the STA designation . 

• Removal of the Expressway Classification. A portion of OR 126 near the airport contains 
the expressway designation, providing a higher mobility goal. 

• Identification of other analysis periods, seasons, or hours. By default, analysis of ODOT 
facilities is focused on the peak fifteen minute period of the 30'h highest annual hour 20 
years into the future . Options are available to consider other periods if this standard 
cannot be met. 

While there are different options to change the mobility requirements, on ODOT facilities this can 
only be accomplished as part of a legislative effort, and cannot occur as part of a private 

development application. 

INTERSECTION ALTERNATIVES 

Intersection Improvements 

This section summarizes specific "point" improvements at intersections and junctions throughout 
the City, based on operational, safety, o r geometric needs. 

OR 126/ Tom McCall Road/ Millican Road 

The OR 126 Corridor Faci lity P lan identified the need for an interchange at the OR 126(fom 
McCall Road intersection and realignment of Millican Road to connect as a new southern 
intersection leg in the 2035 horizon year. The analysis showed that with the projected growth, 
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which was considered conservative, an at-grade stop controlled intersection would continue to 
operate below capacity but beyond ODOT mobility targets. 

Using the revised travel demand forecasts for 2035, growth projections were significantly redu ced 
relative to the forecasts used in the OR 126 Corridor Facility Plan. These reduced projections 
show that while an interchange may remain a long-term need, an at-grade intersection will meet 
mobility targets in the horizon year . Table 8-3 of the OR 126 Corridor FaciHty Plan identifies 
phased improvements at the OR 126{fom McCall Road intersection that include: 

• Install left-turn lanes on OR Highway 126 
• Extend the westbound right-turn lane 
• Add a southbound right-turn lane on Tom McCall Road 
• Add a new traffic signal at the intersection, along with approach treatments to account for 

the high speeds and rural environment 
• Install frontage road connections to the airport 

A second option identified in the OR 126 Corridor Facili ty Plan w as to realign Tom McCall Road 
with Millican Road and install a multi-lane roundabout. The corridor plan noted that this was a 
more challenging project to phase and would require much of the cost up-front. In addition, 
when the OR 126 Corridor Facili ty Plan was being developed, the roundabout conflicted w ith 
ODOT policies. The relative safety benefits of a roundabout relative to a signal warranted keeping 
a roundabout in the corridor plan as an alternate treatment should the funding for the 
roundabout become available and ODOT policy changes occur. 

Since adoption of the OR 126 plan, ODOT policy was revised to allow roundabouts on state 
highways, with the requirement that appropriate stakeholder outreach was provided with the 
freight communi ty to ensure that the roundabout sizing was adequate to accommodate the 
dimensional needs of trucks. 

The City and ODOT have been in discussions and ODOT is working to conduct a detailed 
evaluation of traffic control options at the intersection . 

Project Needs: 

• Coordinate with ODOT to conduct a traffic control evaluation. 
• Construct either a signal or roundabout to improve minor-street capacity and delay. 

West "Y" 

The OR 126 Corridor Facility Plan identified the need to extend queue storage on the stop­
controlled approach for eastbound OR Highway 126 to westbound US 26 traffic. The plan also 
included long-term identification of either a traffic signal or multilane roundabout; either could 
provide acceptable operations. 

With the revised growth forecasts for OR 126 the existing traffic control w ill be adequate to 
accommodate the 20-year growth projections. Some improvements may continue to be required 
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(such as the interim queue storage enhancements), but the overall demands can be lessened with 
other planned connections as previously described . 

O'Neil Hwy /OR 126 

The OR 126 Corridor Facility Plan identified the need to restripe the Crooked River bridge and 
channelize the eastbound through lane at the O'Neil Highway/OR 126 intersection as an interim 
treatment, with the likely relocation of the O'Neil Highway connection. A concept of the 
channeli zation was prepared for the Corridor Plan project and is provided in Technical 
Memorandum 116, Appendix F. 

This improvement will be needed initially to reduce delay for minor-street vehicles. By 2035, 
volume is ex pected to exceed capacity unless this improvement is constructed. For plan purposes, 
an a lte rnate alignment of the O'Neil Highway is recommended to be re tained . The current 
location of the intersection along the g rade provides high-speed conflicts on an inclined 
pavement secti on, and highway curvature limits the ability for motorists to adequately judge the 
speed and presence of oncoming vehicles. 

As discussed wi thin the pedestrian section, the more critical componen t of this intersection is the 
need to provide pedestrian crossings, as the loca tion of the jersey barriers currently prevents legal 
crossings and connections to the trail system. 

Project Needs: 

• Channeli ze eastbound through movement and restripe Crooked River Bridge to four lanes 
to provide a two-stage gap for minor-street left-turn vehicles. 

• Pedestri an crossings to the adjacent view point trails. 

Peters Road/Main Street 

A spu r line serving the Woodgrain Millwork site crosses Main Street immediately south of its 
connection with Peters Road . While the at-grade crossing doe not include active ga tes or lights 
and currentl y requires flaggers on Mai n Street for traffic control, future improvements at the 
intersection of Main Street and Peters Road should accommodate thi s crossing and its potentia l 
for higher use . 

Combs Flat Road/Lynn Boulevard 

A significant amount of growth is projected to occur outside of the City, and with the completion 
of the 2"d Street extension a higher volume of traffic is utilizing Main Street and Lynn Boulevard 
to p rovide this connection. Growth along Combs Flat Road is a lso influenced by the nearby 
schools, and experiences high peaking characte ristics. 

It is recommended that this intersection be signalized when warranted. The need and timing of 
this improvement will be driven by g rowth, and should be monitored as part of development 
applications that would create an impact. 
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Similar to the intersection of Combs Flat Road and Lynn Bouelvard, the need to signalize the 
intersection of Main Street and Lynn Boulevard will be driven by growth in southe rn Prineville, 
particularly within the Anglers' Canyon development or any other development that connects to 
the south . This intersection should be planned for future signalization, with a traffic signal 
installed only when warranted. 

Harwood Avenue/Lamonta Road 

The intersection of Harwood and Lamonta Road provides an unconventional geometry, as shown 
within the inset. The intersection contains only single turn lanes, but dual receiving lanes for 
southbound traffic along with a 
very short merge area. 
Restriping to provide a single 
southbound travel lane and 
better delineation of the radius 
would address the intersection 
needs. 

OR 126/US 26 - 3 rd 

Street/Laughlin Road 

The connection of Laughlin 
Road wi th US 26/0R 126 - 3rd 

Street forms a skewed 
intersection with a separate 
westbound "slip lane" 
treatment. Regardless of 
w hether the City completes the 91h Street extension, it is recommended that this intersection be 
reconfigured as a more conventional perpendicular "T" intersection . This design w ill provide 
lower and consistent turning speeds, and p rovide a single and more defined connection to the 
highway, and reduce pedestrian and bicyclist conflicts. 

Intersection Realignment 

There are several locations in Prineville where roadways are poorly aligned, or segments of 
roadway are missing. Intersection alignment helps improve safety, simplifies driver decisions, 
and provides more continuous routes. A complete grid network provides travelers with options 
and better accommodates pedestrian and bicycle trips by making them more direct. The locations 
noted are as follows: 

• JOth Street and Lamonta Road: These two roadways intersect at a sharp angle, making 
visibility more difficult. It is recommended that 101h Street be curved north to intersect 
with Lamonta Road at a perpendicular, stop-controlled approach. This would preserve 
Lamonta Road as the through route. 
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• The Lamonta Road/10th Street intersection with Main Street is offset by approximately 10 
feet. This alignment will be addressed through the City's current design project. 

SAFETY ALTERNATIVES 

The existing conditions analysis documented in Technical Memorandum #3 noted that ODOT has 
designated 3rd Street (US 26/0R 126) as a safety priori ty area based on the high incidence of 
crashes in comparison with other similar faci lities. Other locations identified for fu rther safety 
review include the intersecti ons of Mai n Street and 9th Street, Main Street and 4th Street, and Deer 
Street and 2nd Street. 

Based on the analysis of crash history from 2007 through 2011, as summarized in Memo #5, one 
segment and seve ral inte rsections were identified for d iagnosis and countermeasure selection. 
Key factors estimated to contribute to crashes are summarized in 0, based on review of crash 
his tory, in tersecti on geometry, and traffi c control. 

A range of low-cost countermeasures were considered to address the crash patte rns and trends 
observed over the sh1dy period . Deta iled summaries of crash patte rns and suggested 
countermeasures for each location are provided below. 
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Table 6-2 Crash Countermeasure Alternatives 

Location Crash Contributing Factors Potential Crash Countermeasures 

N 3rd Street: Frequent driveways resulting in Reduce density to XX driveways/ mile by consolidating 
Maple to Claypool conflicts. or restricting turning movements . 

Install raised median to restrict turn movements. 

N 3rd Street/ 11 of 14 crashes were rear-end Reduce congestion and minimize driveways on N 3'd 
Harwood Street crashes. Street. 

N 3rd Street/ 7 of 18 crashes involved turning Change left-turn signal timing from protected-permitted 
Combs Flat Road vehicles. 7 crashes resulted in injury. to protected-only on east-west approaches. 

Main Street/ 9 rear-end crashes reported. Reduce congestion at N 3'd Street/Main Street 
N 4m Street Congestion at the N 3rd Street/Main intersection that queues through N 41

h Street. 
Street intersection Pedestrian crossing treatments (crosswalk visibility, 

curb bulb-outs, etc.) 

Consider southbound advanced intersection warning 
sign that indicates "congestion ahead" or similar. 

N 2"d Street/ 4 angle crashes resulted when the Increase sign visibility through one or more of the 
Deer St reet driver "did not yield right-of-way" following: replace the stop sign with a larger size sign, 

and 4 other angle crashes resulted install retroreflective tape on the sign post, or add LED 
when the driver "passed stop sign or lights to the sign border. 
red flasher." Convert traffic control to all-way stop 

N 3rd Street 

There are eight private driveways within a 900 foot section of N 3•d Street from Maple Street to 
Claypool Street. Studies indicate that reducing access density can reduce crash freq uency. The 
majority of crashes within the 3•d Street corridor were rear-end crashes, which indicates that 
access management could be the most effective treatment. Increasing capacity at signalized 
intersection may also reduce the number of rear-end crashes. 

Main Street at g th Street 

Project planning is underway to improve the Main Street intersections with 9th Street and 10th 

Street. The project is considering ways to improve the new 9th Street connection between US 26 
and Main Street and how this connection can tie in with the nearby signalized connection of 1Qth 
Street - Larnonta Road. This project will be addressing the poor truck accommodations along this 
route, pedestrian connectivity and accessibility needs, and safety along the overall Main Street 
corridor between 9th Street and Peters Road. 

The first phase of the project will include identification of the long-term needs and costs, with 
implementation in the second phase. It is unknown if the current funding will allow all the 
needed improvements to be constructed, or if additional funding will be required. 

Main Street at 4th Street 

Over the 5-year study period from 2007 through 2011, 12 crashes were reported at the Main Street 
and 4th Street intersection . Relative to the number of vehicles entering the intersection, the crash 
rate exceeds the statewide performance threshold (90th percentile). The majority of crashes are 
rear-end crashes (9 total). Congestion at the N 3•d Street/Main Street intersection, pedestri an 
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activity, and on-street parking are likely contributing factors to the five reported southbound 
rear-end crashes that occurred on the north leg of the intersection. No geom etric or traffic control 
changes are expected to address rear-end crashes on Main Street, but the City cou ld consider 
ad vanced warning or indications to drivers. Implementation of improvem ents to signal timing 
and other alte rnatives to manage traffic on 3•d Stree t are expected to reduce congestion a t this 
intersecti on. 

Mitigation options could include the following: 

• Curb bulb-outs on the corners to define the intersection, reduce speeds, delineate on-street 
parking areas, and increase v isibility of pedestrians waiting to cross the road . 

• Improve visibility crosswalk treatments (such as piano striping on the north-south 
approaches to replace the paralle l lines) 

• Tinted /colored crosswalks to improve intersection visibili ty. 

N 2nd Street at Deer Street 

The crash rate (1.17 crashes per million entering vehicles) a t the N 2 nd Street/Deer Stree t 
intersection is the highest of all s tudy intersections reviewed and exceeds the s ta tewide 
performan ce threshold . The ten reported crashes include eight angle crashes, one rear-end, and 
one othe r/ unknown crash type. Crash reports indicate one or more persons were injured in eight 
of the crashes. o other in tersection has a higher proportion of injury crashes than this 
intersection. 

Based on limited information provided within the crash data, four angle crashes resulted w hen 
the driver "did not yield right-of-way" and the other four angle crashes resulted when the driver 
"passed stop sign or red flasher." These contributing factors suggest drivers are not s topping at 
the stop sign, are not yielding to major-street traffic, or cann ot adequately see oncoming cars 
w hen entering the intersecti on. With the recent completion of the 2nd Street connection to OR ] 26 
the east-west volume has increased along this rou te, and Deer Street is one of a limited number of 
signalized intersections with 3•d Street. 

Mi tigation options include the following: 

• Replacing the stop sign with a larger size sign. 
• Insta lling retroreflective tape on the sign post, or adding LED lights to the sign border to 

increase sign visibility . 
• Providing cu rb bulb-outs to better high light the intersection area and define the on-street 

parking areas. 
• Striping higher visibili ty crosswalks (such as piano striping) 
• Adding "STOP" striping on the east-west approaches. 
• Converting the intersection to an a ll-way stop. 

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES 

Active transportation options, including walking and bicycling, are transporta tion alternatives 
tha t no t only provide physical benefits to people but also reduce traffic and congestion on 
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road ways. In order for people to choose wa lking and bicycling as viable modes of transporta tion, 
adequate facilities are needed to provide separation from motor vehicles and connectivity 
throughout the City. 

Pedestrian Facilities Plan 

Pedestrian facilities serve a variety of needs, including: 

• Relati vely short trips (generally considered to be under a mile) to major pedestrian 
attractors, such as schools, parks, and public facilities; 

• Recreational trips (e.g., jogging or hiking) and ci rculation within parks; 
• Access to transit (generally trips under 1/2 - mile to bus stops); and, 
• Commute trips, where mixed-use development is provided and/or people have chosen to 

li ve near where they work. 

Pedestri an facilities should provide continuous connections among neighborhoods, schools, 
employment areas, and nearby pedestrian attractors. Pedestrian facilities usually refer to 
sidewalks or paths, but also include pedestrian crossing treatments for high volume roadways. 

Within Prineville, sidewalks are provided on one or both sides of some of the major roadways. 
Noticeable gaps in the sidewalk exist along Main Street and within the vicinity of local schools, as 
summarized in Technical Memorandum #3. Existing pedestrian facilities within the City are 
shown in Figure 6-9. 

Future plans for improvements to the pedestrian system are focused on strategic improvements 
to improve east-west and north-south connectivity throughout the City, improvements to 
connectivity between residential areas and schools as identified in the Safe Routes to School 
Action Plan s for local schools, and trail improvements and connectivity identified within the 
Crook Coun ty Parks and Recreation District Master Plan. Multi-use trail improvements will be 
discussed in the multi-use trails section. 

The Safe Routes to School Action Plans for Cecil Sly Elementary, Crooked River Elementary, and 
Crook County Middle School identified several locations needing improved pedestrian and 
bicycle connectivity in the southeast area of the City. Specifically, the plans called for connectivity 
to residential areas north of Laughlin Road by adding sidewalks along Juniper Street, Laughlin 
Road, Hudspeth Lane, and Oregon Street. Marked pedestrian crossings of Laughlin Road and 3rd 

Street are also needed to facilita te safe crossings in these locations. Additional signage and 
lighting should be considered to increase visibility of pedestrians to approaching drivers at 
crosswalks. 
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Figure 6-9 shows the location and extent of the planned pedestrian improvements rela tive to the 
existing pedestrian facilities within Prineville. Based on current lack of east-west and north-south 
connectivity as well as connections between residential areas and schools, the priori ty segments 
for pedestrian improvements include: 

• 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Bicycle 

Combs Flat Road: Add sidew alk on both sides of the street to provide facilities for 
students using Combs Flat Road to walk to school. 
Lynn Bou levard: Add sidewalk on both sides of the street. 
Juniper Street: Add sidewalk on Juniper Street between 3•d Street and E }51 Street. 
Main Street: Provide sidewalk on both sides of the street from Lynn Boulevard north to 
Peters Road to provide a continuous north-south connection . 
SE 5th Street: Add continuous sidewalk on both sides of the street, extending east to 
Ochoco Logging Road . 
3•d Street/Juniper Street: Add a pedestrian crossing in this area to connect residential areas 
from the north to the schools south of 3•d Street. Consider a high visibili ty crosswalk, 
signage, and/or pedestrian signals to raise visibility of pedestrians. 
Juniper Street/Laughlin Road : Add a pedestrian crossing to provide a safe crossing to 
residential neighborhoods north of Laughlin Road. 
Provide a pedestrian crossing or underpass near the intersection of O'Neil Highway and 
OR 126. 

Similar to pedestrian facilities, bicycle facilities (including dedicated bicycle lanes in the paved 
roadway, multi-use paths shared with pedestr ians, e tc.) serve a variety of trips. These include: 

• Trips to major attractors, such as schools, parks and open spaces, retail centers, and public 
facilities; 

• Commute trips; 
• Recreational trips; and, 
• Access to transit, where bicycle storage facilities are available at the stop, or where space is 

avail able on bus-mounted bicycle racks. 

Bike lanes and shared bicycle shoulders are currently provided in relati vely limited areas 
scattered throughout the City. Existing bicycle facilities within Prineville are located on portions 
of 3•d Street, Main Street, Combs Flat Road, OR 126, and 9th Street. Other bicycle travel within the 
urban area occurs on facilities where bicycles can safely be accommodated with vehicular traffic 
or on existing multi-use pathways. Future plans for multi-use paths are summarized in the 
fo llowing section. Technical Memorandum #3 describes the existing bicycle network. 

The City's map of planned bicycle projects displays future opportunities for creating a connected 
bicycle network. Bicycle facilities should be constructed on new collectors and arterials built 
within the Ci ty. In addition, bicycle facilities should be added on existing roadways when feasible 
to provide added connectivity through out the City. Figure 6-10 shows existing bicycle facilities 
relative to planned bicycle facilities and how these routes will create a connected network. 
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The proposed bicycle facilities were developed by determining where existing gaps in bicycle 
facilities were located, where additional east-west o r no rth-south connectiv ity w as needed, and 
where connectivity to local schools was requested in the Safe Routes to School Action Plan s. 

Several projects were iden tified as h igh priori ty projects based on their ability to provide 
increased connectiv ity within the City and between residentiaJ areas and schools. These routes 
include many of the future connecti ons shown on the east side of the urban area. The priority 
routes for constru cting bike lanes include: 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

Knowledge Street: Add a bicycle lane to p rovide connectivity with locaJ schools . 
Juniper Street: Add a bicycle lane to p rovide connectivity between residenti al 
ne ighborhoods and schools. 
Laughlin Road : Add a bicycle lane to provide alternative east-west connectiv ity and 
connectivity to residentia l a reas of the City. 
Main Street: Construct continuous bicycle lanes within the UGB to provide a north-south 
route for bicyclists. 
2nd Street or 41h Street: Provide continuous bicycle lanes to provide an east-west route 
para lle l to 3rd Street. 

Multi-Use Paths 

Multi-use trails provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a pa th sep arated from motor vehicles. The 
City currently has a multi-use pa th that runs along the Ochoco Creek between H arwood A venue 
and Juniper Street. In add ition, there is a multi-use pa th that runs along US 26, as shown in Figure 
6-11 . As discussed in the Crook County Parks and Recreation District Master Plan, the City hopes 
to provide a connected network of trails and greenways along the Ochoco Creek, McKay Creek, 
and the Crooked River. The Master Plan calls for an additi onal 7 miles of pathways and 7 miles of 
tra ils. In addition, the plan encourages the City to look for opportunities to provide tra ils in 
existing developments or new development. 

Figure 6-1 1 shows existing m ulti-use trails w ithin the City as well as key multi-use tra il 
connections shown in the Master Plan. In order to achieve the City's goal of providing a 
continuou s trail network, the following have been identified as priorities for the trail system : 

• 

• 

• 

Add a crossing or underpass of OR 126 near the intersection of O'Neil Highway w here 
trail M1 begin s. 
Add a crossing of 3'd Street near the intersection of Knowledge Street where the existing 
multi-use trail crosses 3•d Street to increase the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists using 
the trail. Features such as h igh visibili ty crossings, signals, an d signage should be 
considered to raise visibility. 
Add a crossing of Combs Flat Road and continue the trail east through the former Ochoco 
Lumber site. 
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Freight connections to the City of Prineville includes the highway system (OR 126 and US 26 are 
designated freight routes) and the City of Prineville Railway (COPR). The COPR system provides 
a 18-mile shortline service between the City and the Class 1 BNSF mainline in Redmond, with 
daily switching operations at the Prineville Junction located just north of Redmond along the US 
97 corridor. 

Roadway Freight 

US 26 and OR 126 are designated as freight routes west of the Prineville "Y", but where the 
highways join the freight route designation is removed. Despite removal of this designation, 
truck volumes are a considerable component of the highway traffic in Prineville: 

• US 26 west of Prineville: 30% trucks (14% single unit trucks) 
• OR 126 west of Prineville: 23% trucks (15% single unit trucks) 
• 3rd Street (US 26/0R 126): 23% trucks (14% single unit trucks) 
• Combs Flat Road (OR 380): 17% trucks (13% single unit trucks) 
• O'Neil Highway (OR 370): 23% trucks (14% single unit trucks) 
• US 26 east of Prineville: 30% trucks (15% single unit trucks) 
• OR 27 south of Prineville: 11% trucks (5% single unit trucks) 

Based on the volume of freight traffic, it is recommended that design features of the highways 
account for the dimensional and maneuvering needs of truck traffic despite the lack of designated 
freight or truck routes within the City. It is recommended that a City of Prineville Truck Route 
designation is provided along all of the highways. 

In addition, the following local streets should also be designated as City freight routes based on 
the land uses served and connections provided: 

• Main Street between Peters Road and the southern City boundary 
• Lamonta Road 
• 91h Street from US 26 to Main Street 
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With the closure of the Ochoco Mill, the City of Prineville recently abandoned a City-operated 
spur rail line between Mai n Street and Combs Flat Road, converting the right-of-way into a trail. 
The abandonment of this rail line removed eight a t-grade rail crossings within the City, including 
a crossing of US 26, Combs Flat Road (OR 380), and Main Street. 

Despi te the abandonment of the spur line, the City has increased its in vestment in the COPR 
shortline service to the Prineville Junction. With assistance from Connect Oregon grants, the City 
has recently completed construction of a freight depot, which provides significan t warehousing 
space, equipment ramps, freight to rail intermoda l service, and bulk product sto rage. The site is 
located along Bus Evans Road between Lamonta Road and US 26, approximately two miles west 
of the City. 

The location of this site further justifies the City freight route designation of Lamonta Road, and 
will also require coord ination w ith Crook County for the portion of Lamonta Road loca ted 
outside of City limits. 

AIRPORT 

Proposed connections between Tom McCall Road and Airport Road will provide off-highway 
connectivi ty to improve integration of the business park with the airport. Additionally, airport 
traffic will have improved access to OR 126 with traffic control improvements proposed at the 
Tom McCall Road intersection. The City and Crook Coun ty are preparing to update the airport 
masterplan, which will identify additional improvement needs over the planning horizon . 
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Funding for the implementation of the projects identified in the Transportation System Plan w ill 
be shared between the City of Prineville, Crook County, OOOT, private development, and 
potentially through volunteers and other interests. The proportional contributions are to be 
determined at the time that development occurs or some land use change triggers the need for 
implementation . Contributions of each agency, if any, should reflect facility users' residence and 
the project's function . Facilities that are wholly located within the City, but uti lized by County 
residents during daily commutes or to access necessary city amenities should include County 
contributions. 

To assist with the future implementation efforts, this section outlines the existing revenue stream 
for transportation funding in the City of Prineville and potential funding sources. 

Estimated Revenue 

The City of Prineville has two primary sources for allocating funding for transportation projects: 
the Transportation SOC Fund and the Transportation Fund. The Transportation SOC Fund 
accoun ts for the receipt and expenditures of revenues to construct collector and arterial street 
improvements and is funded by SOC fees assessed on new development. 

The primary sources of revenue for the Transportation Fund have been the State of Oregon gas 
tax and, to a lesser extent, state revenue sharing and the STP fund exchange program. 
Recognizing the impact that the installation of public utilities have on the need for street repairs, 
the City of Prineville recently established two new revenue sources for the Transportation Fund: 
franchise fees from the City's wa ter and wastewater funds. The Transportation Fund covers the 
City's street, bike lane, right-of-way, and storm water maintenance. 

Table 6-3 summarizes transportation-related resources and expenditures for the past three fiscal 
years as well as projections for the most recent fiscal year, which ended June 2013. 

Table 6-3 Transportation Revenue 
-- - - - --- -- 1 

FV 09-10 FV 10-11 FV 11-12 FY 12-13 
-

Transportation SDC Fund 
$67,621 $199,206 $90,400 $150,800 

Resources 

Transportation SDC Fund 
$167,256 $532,302 $114,200 $167,500 

Expenditures 

Transportation Fund 
$888,715 $922,794 $903,661 $939,000 

Resources 

Transportation Fund 
$972,131 $888,917 $1,155,300 $1,161,900 

Expenditures 

Based on the information provided in Table 6-3, the city has collected an average of $1.04 million 
per year in revenues (SOC and Transportation Fund) and expended approximately $1.3 million 
on average per year. Based on the past few years, the city may expect to collect approximately $25 
million in transportation revenue over the next twenty years. 

I 
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Local Funding Mechanisms 

At the local level, the City can draw on a number of potential funding mechanism s to help 

finance the TSP improvements. 

A s properties with road frontage develop, developers are currently required to build the road 

frontage along their property consistent with City standards. This allows the transportation 

system to be developed incrementally at the same time as land develops. Property owners are 

only required to pay for improvements in proportion to the development's impact on the 

transportation system. 

Table 6-4 outlines o ther potential funding sources at the local level that could be implemented in 

the future in the City o f Prineville. ln generat local funding sources are more flexible than 

funding obtained from state or federal grant sources. 

Table 6 -4 Potential Local Funding Mechanisms 

Funding Source Description 
Potential Application in 

Prineville 

Fees tacked on to a monthly utility bill or tied to the 
Preliminary street User Fee annual registration of a vehicle to pay for improvements, 

expansion, and maintenance on the street system. improvements 

System-wide 
Street Utility The fee is based on the number of trips a particu lar land transportation facilities 
Fees/Road use generates and is usually collected through a regular including streets, 
Ma intenance Fee utility bill. sidewalks, bike lanes, 

and trails 

Stormwater SDCs, 
Systems Development Charges, Grants, and Loans 

Primarily street obtained for the purposes of making improvements to 
Grants, and Loans 

stormwater management facilities. 
improvements 

System-wide 
A local tax assessed on the purchase of gas within the transportation facilities 

Local Gas Tax City. This tax is added to the cost of gasoline at the including streets, 
pump, along with the state and federal gas taxes. sidewalks, bike lanes, 

and trails 

A tax that can be used to fund improvement s, and gives 
System-wide the taxpayer the option to pay. Generally paid at the 
transportation facilities 

Optional Tax 
same time other taxes are collected , optional taxes are 

including streets, usually less controversial and easily col lected since they 
give the taxpayer a choice whether or not to pay the sidewalks, bike lanes, 

additional tax. trails, and transit 

Public/private partnerships have been used in several 
places around the country to provide public System-wide 

Public/ Private 
transportation amenities within the public right-of-way in transportation facilities 

Partnerships 
exchange for operational revenue from the facilities . including streets, 
These partnerships could be used to provide services sidewalks, bike lanes, 
such as charging stations, public parking lots, bicycle trails, and transit 
lockers, or carshare facilities. 

A tool cities use to create special districts (tax increment System-wide 
Tax Increment areas) where public improvements are made in order to transportation facilities 
Financing (TIF) generate private-sector development. During a defined including streets, 

period the tax base is frozen at the pre-development sidewalks bike lanes 
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Description 
Potential Application in 

Prineville 

level. Property taxes for that period can be waived or trails, and transit 
paid, but taxes derived from increases in assessed values 
( the tax increment) resulting from new development can 
go into a special fund created to retire bonds issued to 
originate the development or leverage future 
improvements. A number of small-to-medium sized 
communities in Oregon have implemented, or are 
considering implementing, urban renewal districts that 
wi ll result in a TIF revenue stream. 

Improvements to the 

A local improvement district is a geographic area where transportation system in 
a local area where local local property owners are assessed a fee to cover the property owners will cost of a public improvement in that area. 
benefit from the 
improvement. 

State and Federal Grants 

In addition to local funding sources, the City of Prineville can seek to leverage opportunities for 
fu nding from grants at the State and Federal levels for specific projects. The current Federal 
transportation bill, MAP-21, expires in September 2014, and funding opportunities may change 
after that date. Table 6-5 outljnes those sources and their potential applications. 
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Alternatives Program 
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Table 6- 5 Potential State and Federal Grants 

Description Potential Application in Prineville 

STIP is the State of Oregon's four-year 
t ransportation capital improvement program. 
Local agencies apply in advance for projects to 
be funded in each four-year cycle. 

Capital projects are prioritized based on Projects on any facility that meet 
benefit categories, including (in the 2015-2018 the benefit categories of the 
STIP) benefits to state-owned facilities, STIP. 
mobility, accessibilit y, economic vitality, 
environmental stewardship, land use and 
growth management, livabilit y, safety and 
security, equity, and funding and finance. 

TGM Grants are adm inistered by ODOT and 
awarded on an annual basis . The TGM grants 
are generally awarded to projects that will lead 
to more livable, economically vital, Multi-use trails, sidewalk, and 
transportation efficient , sustainable, 

bicycle facilities . pedestrian-friendly communities . The grants 
are awarded in two categories: transportation 
system planning and integrated land use & 
transportation planning. 

TAP is a federa l program that provides funding 
for pedestrian and bicycle facilities, projects 
for improving public transit access, safe routes 
to schools, and recreational trails. Local 

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities, 
governments, regiona l transportation multi-use trails. 
authori t ies, transit agencies, school districts or 
schools, natural resource or public land 
agencies, and tribal governments are all 
eligible to receive TAP funds. 

HSIP is a federal program that provides 
funding to infrastructure and non- Areas of safety concerns within 
infrastructure projects that improve safety on t he city, consistent with 
all public roads . HSIP requires a data-driven Oregon 's Transportation Safety 
approach and prioritizes projects in Action Plan . 
demonst rated problem areas. 

CMAQ is a federal program, administered 
through the state, and funds projects that help 

Projects that demonstrate the reduce emissions and meet national air quality 
standards, such as transportation demand 

potential to reduce emissions: 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, 

management programs, bicycle and pedestrian 
transportat ion demand improvements, transit projects, diesel 

retrofits, and vehicle emissions reductions 
management. 

programs. 
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Appendix E: Intersection Performance Technical Output for Parallel Routes Alternative 
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TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL PROCESS 

Within the travel demand model, the City is divided into a series of subareas (Transportation 
Analysis Zones, or T AZs) based on their zoning, parcel boundaries, or other natural or man-made 
barriers (creeks, railways, or topographic areas). Each of these subareas contains information 
related to the number of employees (by market sector) and the population (households). This 
information, which is based on payroll data and census information, is calibrated to the existing 
traffic counts to ensure that the model accurately reflects the current travel patterns within the 
City. 

Once the base year travel demand models are calibrated, additional information within each of 
the subareas is provided for the year 2035. This includes population forecasts for the City that are 
coordinated from the State to Crook County, and then assigned to Prineville . Through 2035, the 
City anticipates population growth of nearly 1,650 households (approximately 4,000 more 
people) . 

The expected growth in population is manually assigned to the subareas by City staff. Generally, 
growth is assumed to occur on properties that are already entitled or have active planning 
applications (e.g., Iron Horse, Anglers Canyon, etc.), readily buildable lands, and is conducted 
with consideration of the existing zoning. This population assignment also considers the 
allowable densities within the zoning, and leverages other Comprehensive Plan elements such as 
the City's Buildable Lands Inventory and Housing elements. 

Employment growth in the City is not coordinated through the State, and is generally assumed to 
maintain current workforce to population ratios. Within Prineville key employment areas include 
designated portions of Iron Horse, the Ochoco Lumber site, designated industrial property near 
Main Street - McKay and Peters Road, industrial properties surrounding the airport, and areas 
along Lamonta Road. In total, approximately 1,750 new jobs are expected in Prineville by 2035. 
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Transportation Planning Analysis Unit ODOTTDD 

REQUEST FOR TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL RUN 

BACKGROUND 

Travel demand models are used for transportation project development, transportation planning and 
land use planning. Models are adapted to represent the project/development characteristics and 
report on the areas affected by the project. Project data is used to update transportation networks 
and related land use changes. From the time all appropriate data have been received, a typical 
modeling request takes two to three weeks to complete. The time leading up to the actual model run 
can take nearly as much time. Therefore, using this request form as a guide to making a request for 
a model run should greatly reduce the time required to assemble the information needed to start the 
model run. Requesting agencies should be prepared to discuss details related to their model run 
request. This may take place as a phone call or a meeting, depending on the complexity of the 
request. 

ISSUES 

1. Multiple agencies rely on TPAU for model runs, so there will inevitably be scheduling 
conflicts. Multiple requests received very close to each other will delay the turnaround time 
for some projects. When workload is high, requests are prioritized and completed in as 
timely a manner as possible. 

2. Before the model run preparation can begin, detailed and complete information is needed 
from the requesting agency/firm. This form is designed to collect the following: 

o The project opening year and design year; 
o The project impact area to be included in model run outputs; 
o Socioeconomic changes (employment changes, housing developments, new retail 

development, etc.) in the project area to be included in model runs; 
o Detailed descriptions of project alternatives to be tested; and 
o A list of other projects to be included in the networks with the project being 

analyzed. 

Please submit requests to: 
Brian Dunn 
Transportation Planning Analysis Unit 
555 131

h St. NE, Suite 2 
Salem, OR 97301 
503.986.4 103 
Brian.G .Dunn @odot.state.or.us 

Submittal of a request using this form is the first step. An agency contact person will follow-up this request 
with a phone call or meeting as necessary to obtain further detail. This request form serves as the fo rmal 
documentation for a model run and will be filed as public record. All model parameters changed for a run 
must be documented and described in detail. 
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Transportation Planning Analysis Unit 

To: Brian Dunn 
Cc: <MPO>, <ODOT Region Contact> 

Requesting Agency or Firm: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 

DateofRequest: 1116/201 3 

Contact Person: Joe Bessman 

Address: 354 SW Upper Terrace Dr, Suite I 00 

Email: jbe sman@kittelson.com 

Phone number: (54 1) 3 12-8300 

ODOT Requests: EA to charge 

ODOTTDD 

Outside ODOT Requests: Please provide billing information if different from above contact 
informatio n. 

TGM 4A- ll/Prinevi lle Transportation System Plan 

Name of Model: Prineville Travel Demand Model 

Year(s) Requesting Model Output : 2035 
----

Provide the name and a brief description of the Project using output from the travel demand model: 

TGM 4A- ll/Prineville Transportation Sy tem Plan 

Provide a brief description of purpose, goals and objectives of the model run. Briefly describe how 
model results will be used. What questions do you seek to answer using this information? 

Purpo e of the model runs is to consider three new scenarios that as ess varying levels of capacity 
increases along 3rd Street (US 26) and Main Street. The intent is to understand the impact of these 
changes on the levels of rerouting to the adjacent local street system. 

Requestor should become familiar with the model used for analysis. Familiarity should include area 
such as model ba e year, fu ture year, zone structure, network structure and attributes. ODOT wi ll 
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Transportation Planning Analysis Uni t ODOTTDD 

provide a GIS layer or PDF with the T AZ structure, link structure and attributes. All model settings requested 
must be specified in terms of the model. Street names, addresses and physical landmarks are not sufficient to 
identify location of changes. 

Requestor must provide a complete and detailed description of the changes to be made for the model run, 
including changes to the network (capacity, speed, new lanes, new or deleted links, etc.) and land use data 
(employment, population). Changes to land use must include a narrative detailing supportive assumptions 
associated with such changes. 

Note that travel models provide only generalized travel forecasts because they are based on generalized land use 
patterns and transportation networks. Since models do not represent individual land uses, driveways or 
neighborhood-scale streets, the forecasts produced are not sensitive to these specific land use and transportation 
characteristics. 

It is inappropriate to use raw model outputs as the basis for transportation and land use decisions that require 
consideration of detailed transportation and land use characteristics. Therefore, post-processing of model outputs 
to account for the influence of specific transportation and land use characteristics is mandatory. Methods used 
for post-processing must conform to specifications provided within the ODOT Analysis Procedures Manual 
(http://www .oregon .gov/0 DOT /TD/TP/T APM. shtml#Analysis Procedures Manual). 
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Transponation Planning Analysis Unit ODOTTDD 

Changes to Network 

Changes to Existing Network Attributes 

I. Provide brief description of actual change on the street being modeled and the expected effect 
of such a change. 

2. Identify the network links to be changed using "From Node- To Node" or link ID. Specify 
what attribute(s) is to be changed and what the change is. 

3. Provide a map illustrating location and reference to descriptio n of changes. 

Note: If a large number of neTwork changes or several model runs are being requested, submit information 
using a spreadsheet listing out individual projects. A map illustrating the requested neTwork changes should 
also be provided for each run separately. Note that separate networks exist for roads, transit and walk. 

M d I Ch o e t b M d N h k Att .b t anges o e a e: e vor n u es 
Network Action: Link 10 Change Project 

Project w/ brief description - change link attribute (Fnode-Tnode) Attribute: Number 
- new link (inc lude map) - speed ( I , 2, 3) 

- lanes 
- FC 
- Signal 
- Other? 

Peter Road Ex tension New Link (Peter Road Unknown 35 mph I 
connect to Iron Horse TAZ) design 

speed 

P . ts I I ded . S rOJeC nc u m cenano 
Scenario Number Projects Included Notes: 

I I 
2 I 
3 I 
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Transportation Planning Analysis Unit ODOTTDD 

Additions/Deletions to Existing Network 

I. Provide brief description of actual change on the street being modeled. 
2. Identify the addition/deletion to be made to network. Include attributes of new links and 

nodes. 
3. Provide a map illustrating the location and nature of changes to be made. Clearly identify 

where new links are connected to original network. 
4. Review nearby connectors and how they relate to the altered network. Identify necessary 

changes to connectors. 

Note: If a large number of network changes or several model runs are being requested, submit information 
using a spreadsheet listing out individual projects. Separate maps illustrating the requested network changes 
should be provided for each scenario separately. Note that separate networks exist for road, transit and walk. 

M d I Ch o e t b M d N t anges o e a e: e wor k Att 'b t n u es 
Network Action: Network Attributes: Project 

Project w/ brief description - delete link - speed Number 
- add new link - lanes (I ' 2, 3) 
- change connector - FC 

- Signal? 
None (other than Peters as 
described above) 

P · tl ldd'S rojec s nc u e m cenano 
Scenario Number Projects Included Notes: 
I I 0% Capacity Increase on 3ra Street (US 26) 

between the "Y" and Combs Flat; 
10% Capacity Increase on Main Street 
between 3rd Street and Peters Road 

2 20% Capacity Increase on 3ra Street (US 26) 
between the "Y" and Combs Flat; 
20% Capacity Increase on Main Street 
between 3rd Street and Peters Road 

3 30% Capacity Increase on 3ro Street (US 26) 
between the "Y" and Combs Flat; 
30% Capacity Increase on Main Street 
between 3rd Street and Peters Road 
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Transpo11ation Planning Analysis Unit ODOTTDD 

Changes to Transportation Analysis Zone Land Use Data 

Land use data refers to population and employmem data. Future population must conform to official state 
forecas ts prepared by the Office of Economic Analysis, DAS for analysis conducted fo r planning purposes. Note 
that industry categories vary by model and employment must be associated with the appropriate industry. 

T AZ (provide TAZ number or map of location): 

Population: * 
Increa e/decrea e population by: No Changes 
Increase/decrease households by: 

Employment:* 
Increa e/decrease employment by: 
For industry category: 

Will these changes require any T AZs to be split to accurately represent travel patterns? 
Yes D No I:8J 
If so, plea e identify which TAZ(s) by number and supply a map illustrating desired change. 

Wi ll the e change require relocation of centroid connectors? 
Yes D No I:8J 
If so, please identify which TAZ(. ) centroid connector by number and provide a map illustrating 
desired change. 

*Employment and population must be balanced within the model area. This means trip atTractions are 
balanced to trip production for home-based trip purposes. When evaluating effects of large changes to 
employment, assumptions regarding the location of households providing workers and expected 
decreases in employment in other TAZs should be clearly specified. When evaluating effects of large 
changes to population, assumptions regarding the location of jobs should be clearly identified. 

~ ····························· · ····················································· 

Other changes to be made for model run: 
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Transportation Planning Analysis Unit ODOTTDD 

Output Reguested from Model Run Reguest: 

Menu of Standard ODOT Travel Demand Model Outputs 

Select Output Format 

Shape Model PDF Time of Day I~ Peak Hour J 0 Daily Fi le* Network** fi le 

~ [ [ J Link Volume- link text only 

NA D D Link Volume- bandwidths with link text 

[ J Select Link Volume 

[ J Select Zone Volume 

D Demand to Capacity Ratio 

[ J Absolute Volume Difference- link text only 

~ ~ Relative Volume Difference- link text only 
NA D Absolute Volume Difference- bandwidths wi th link text 

NA D D Relative Volume Di fference- bandwidths with link text 
[ [ J Other: 

D D D Other: 

* VISUM model only 
** EMME2 or VISUM 

NOTE: Relative scenario requested to be the d1fference from the base year model (201 0); thi s would 
be the 2035 - 20 I 0 results. 

Definition : 

• Link Volume- The peak hour (or daily if requested) traffic using each link (street) for a 
requested area or for the entire model network. 

• Se lect Link or Zone Volume (also ca lled "flow bundles" by ptv-VISUM)- Repre ent the 
traffi c usi ng a given link or zone or group of links or zones. They graphicall y represent the 
origins and destinations of select links and/or zones and display all of the travel patterns 
associated with the selected locations. These are typically used to apply trip rates (like ITE trip 
generation) to the network, or to better understand an area and the users. 

• Demand to Capacity Ratio - This is a ratio of the model vol ume (usuall y hourl y volume, 
although daily can be requested) to the model capacity. In the future years the volume o n a 
given link may be greater than the volume that could pass through that point in an hour, due to 
great congestion on the network and the principles behind travel demand models. For this 
reason the word demand is u ed not volume, as the model volume might be greater than the 
actual volume (by definition the volume to capacity ratio must never be greater than I). The 
capacity is the model capacity, which represents a mid street capacity. Facility type and speed 
go into determining this capacity. Note that the model capacity is not a saturation flow; the 
model capacity needs to account for the capacity reductions due to inter ections. The measure 
of demand to capacity is- model volume I model capacity- given for a requested area. 
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Transportation Planning Analysis Unit ODOT TDD 

• Volume Difference, Absolute & Relative - Absolute Volume difference is the subtraction of 
the volume that re ults from the model run requested verse a reference (or base) run , usuall y 
the fini call y constrained future year run, but it can be any reference case de ired by the 
requestor. Relati ve volume would be the percentage change from the requested run and the 
reference run specified by the requestor. 

• 0 & D Matri x - The full Origin - Destination Matri x that the model use. to assign trips to the 
network can be requested. TPAU will also help with Aggregated 0 & D Matrices to the di trict 
level, which can be plotted graphically along with elect links or zones. If desired, TPAU will 
work with the requestor to help answer traffi c flo w questions that require 0 & D matrices or 
Di trict-to-District plotting. 

• Bandwidth - The link volu me can be represented graphicall y with a bar whose thi ckness i 
directl y related to the volume of the link, meaning that the larger the volume the thi cker the bar. 

Internal Use Onl y- TPAU Model Run Documentation and Organi zation Info 
Model Name: Project Name: Model Run(s) Number: ____ _ 
Date Reviewed by MPO: Date Received by TP AU: _ _ _ _ 
Date Accepted by TPAU as Final/Complete Request: ----- ------
Date Request Completed: _ _____ _ _ ___ _ _ _ 
TPAU Analyst(): MPO!Region Cc'd? _ _ _ 
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Travel Demand Model Request 

The purpose of this memorandum is to describe the scenarios needed for the City of Prineville future 
alternatives analysis. All of these scenarios should be based on the 30% capacity increase scenario 
used as part of the 2035 no-build analysis. 

Scenario 1: Connectivity Options. This scenario will consider connections to the north and south 
portions of Prineville with no changes to US 26/3ro Street. The desired connections are shown in the 
figure below. All new connections should be modeled as two-lane collectors, with a 35 mph design 
speed. 

Scenario 2: The second scenario will assess a five-lane cross-section on US 26/3ro Street. Manual 
post-processing of this travel demand model run will be used to analyze a series of options including 
couplets, the five-lane section, and development of parallel routes. 

Scenario 3: The third scenario will assess a connection commonly referred to as "Brummer Road." 
This connection would be located outside of City limits, connecting OR 126 to Main Street 
approximately five miles south of Lynn Boulevard. This connection has been considered as part of the 
County TSP as an emergency access route, though I could find no specific reference to this 
connection, only a Davis Road connection that links Juniper Canyon with the Crooked River Highway 
(see attached PDF). 

For modeling purposes this connection should assume a 35 mph design speed as it connects Juniper 
Canyon to Main Street, and a 35 mph average speed as it connects further west to Millican Road. 

Other Model Information: We would also like to request a select link analysis along Third Street 
immediately east and west of Main Street. We think this will help inform what connection options 
provide the most value to the City. 



Transportation Planning Analysis Unit ODOTTDD 

REQUEST FOR TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL RUN 

BACKGROUND 

Travel demand models are used for transportation project development, transportatio n planning and 
land use planning. Models are adapted to represent the project/development characteri stics and 
report o n the areas affected by the project. Project data is used to update transportation networks 
and related land use change . From the time all appropriate data have been received, a typical 
modeling request takes two to three week to complete. The time leading up to the actual model run 
can take nearly as much time. Therefore, using this request form as a guide to making a request for 
a model run should greatl y reduce the time required to a emble the informati on needed to start the 
model run . Requesting agencies should be prepared to di scuss detail s related to their model run 
request. This may take place as a phone call or a meeting, depending on the complexity of the 
request. 

ISSUES 

I. Multiple agencies re ly on TPAU for model runs, o there will inevitably be scheduling 
conflict . Multiple requests recei ved very close to each other will delay the turnaround time 
for some project . When workload is high, requests are prioritized and completed in as 
timely a manner as possibl e. 

2. Before the model run preparation can begin, detailed and complete inform ati on is needed 
from the requesting agency/firm. Th is form is de igned to collect the fo ll owing: 

o The project opening year and design year; 
o The project impact area to be included in model run output ; 
o Socioeconomic changes (employment changes, housing developments, new retai l 

development, etc.) in the project area to be included in model runs; 
o Detailed descriptions of project alternati ve to be tested ; and 
o A li st of other projects to be included in the networks with the project being 

analyzed. 

Please submit requests to: 
Brian Dunn 
Tran portation Planning Analysis Unit 
555 131

h St. NE, Suite 2 
Salem, OR 97301 
503.986.4 103 
Brian.G.Dunn @odot. 

Submittal of a request using this form is the first step. An agency contact person will follow-up this request 
with a phone call or meeting as necessary to obtain further detail. This request form serves as the formal 
documentation for a model run and will be [iled as public record. All model parameters changed for a run 
must be documented and described in detail. 
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Transportation Planning Analysis Unit 

To: Brian Dunn 
Cc: <MPO>, <ODOT Region Contact> 

Requesting Agency or Finn: l(juelson & Associates, Inc. 

DateofRequest: I/l6/2013 

Contact Person: Joe Bessman 

Address: 354 SW Upper Terrace Dr, Suite I 00 

Email: jbessman@kittelson.com 

Phone number: (541) 312-8300 

ODOT Requests: EA to charge 

ODOTTDD 

Outside ODOT Requests: Please provide billing information if different from above contact 
information. 

TGM 4A-II!Prineville Transportation System Plan 

Name of Model: Prineville Travel Demand Model 

Year(s) Requesting Model Output: 2035 

Provide the name and a brief description of the Project using output from the travel demand model: 

TGM 4A-ll/Prineville Transportation System Plan 

Provide a brief description of purpose, goals and objectives of the model run. Briefly describe how 
model results will be used. What questions do you seek to answer using this informatioll? 

See attached- purpose is to inform the development of system alternatives. 

Requestor should become familiar with the model used for analysis. Familiarity should include areas 
uch as model base year, future year, zone structure, network structure and attributes. ODOT will 

provide a GIS layer or PDF with the T AZ structure, link structure and attributes. All model settings reque ted 
must be specified in terms of the model. Street names, addresses and physical landmarks are not sufficient to 
identify locati on of changes. 
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Transportation Planning Ana lysis Unit ODOT TDD 

Requestor must provide a complete and detailed description of the changes to be made for the model run , 
including change to the network (capacity, speed, new lanes, new or deleted links, etc.) and land use data 
(employment, population). Changes to land use must include a narrati ve detailing supportive assumptions 
associated with such changes. 

Note that travel models provide only generalized travel forecasts because they are ba ed on generalized land use 
pattern and transportation networks. Since model do not represent individual land u es, driveways or 
neighborhood-scale streets, the forecasts produced are not sensiti ve to these specific land use and transportation 
characteristics. 

It is inappropriate to use raw model outputs as the basis for transportation and land use decisions that require 
consideration of detailed transportation and land use characteristics. Therefore, post-processing of model outputs 
to account for the influence of pecific transportat ion and land use characteristics i mandatory. Method u ed 
for post-processing must conform to pecifications provided wi thin the ODOT Analysis Procedures Manual 
(http://www .oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP/T APM.shtmi#Analysis Procedures Manual). 
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Transportation Planning Analysis Unit ODOTTDD 

Changes to Network 

Changes to Existing Network Attributes 

I . Provide brief description of actual change on the street being modeled and the expected effect 
of such a change. 

2. Identify the network li nks to be changed using "From Node- To Node" or link ID. Specify 
what attribute(s) is to be changed and what the change is. 

3 . Provide a map illustrating location and reference to description of changes. 

Note: If a large number of network changes or several model runs are being requested, submit information 
using a spreadsheet listing out individual projects. A map illustrating the requested network changes should 
also be provided for each run separately. Note that separate networks exist for roads, transit and walk. 

M d I Ch o e anges to b M d N e a e: etwor kA "b ttn utes 
Network Action: Link ID Change Project 

Project w/ brief description - change link attribute (Fnode-Tnode) Attribute: Number 
- new link (include map) - speed ( I , 2, 3) 

- lanes 
- FC 
- Signal 
- Other? 

See attached -Davis Road New link Unknown 35 mph, 2 I 
connection from Juniper lanes, 
Canyon to Crooked River collector, no 
Hwy, connection further traffic 
west to Millican Road control (stop 

signs) 
Rimrock Rd to Main Street New link Unknown 35 mph, 2 2 

lanes, 
collector, 
stop signs 
only 

US 26 to Main New link Unknown 35 mph, 2 3 
Street/Peters Road north lanes, 
connection coll ector, 

stop signs 
only 

Combs Flat to Peters Road New link Unknown 35 mph, 2 4 
Extension lanes, 

collector, 
stop signs 
only 

Additions/Deletions to Existing Network 

1. Provide brief description of actual change on the street being modeled . 
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Transponation Planning Analysis Unit ODOT TDD 

2. Identi fy the addition/dele ti on to be made to network. Include attribute of new links and 
nodes. 

3. Provide a map illustrating the location and nature of changes to be made. Clearl y identi fy 
where new links are connected to original network. 

4 . Review nearby connecto rs and how they relate to the a ltered netwo rk. Identify necessary 
changes to connectors. 

Note: If a large number of network changes or several model runs are being requested, submit information 
using a spreadsheet listing out individual projects. Separate maps illustrating the requested network changes 
should be provided for each scenario separately. Note that separate networks exist for road, transit and walk. 

M d I Ch o e t b M d N t anges o e a e: e wor k Att .b t n u es 
Network Acti on: Network Attri butes: Project 

Project w/ brief description - delete link - speed Number 
- add new li nk - lanes ( I , 2, 3) 
- change connector - FC 

- Signal? 
As described above and shown 
on attachment 

P . ts J I d d . S roJeC nc u e m cenano 
Scenario Number Projects Incl uded Notes: 
3 30% Capaci ty Increase on 3ra Street (US 26) 

between the "Y" and Combs Flat; 
30% Capaci ty Increase on Main Street 
between 3rd Street and Peters Road 
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Transportation Planning Analysis Unit ODOTTDD 

Changes to Transportation Analysis Zone Land Use Data 

Land use data refers to population and employment data. Future population must conform to official state 
forecasts prepared by the Office of Economic Analysis, DASfor analysis conducted for planning purposes. Note 
that industry categories vary by model and employment must be associated with the appropriate industry. 

TAZ (provide TAZ number or map of location): 

Population:* 
Increase/decrease population by: No Changes 
Increase/decrease households by: 

Employment:* 
Increa e/decrease employment by: 
For industry category: 

Will these changes require any T AZs to be spli t to accurately represent travel patterns? 
Yes 0 No J:8J 
If so, please identify which TAZ(s) by number and supply a map illustrating desired change. 

Will these changes require relocation of centroid connectors? 
Yes 0 No J:8J 
ff so, please identify which TAZ(s) centroid connector by number and provide a map illustrating 
desired change. 

*Employment and population must be balanced within the model area. This means trip allractions are 
balanced to trip production for home-based trip purposes. When evaluating effects of large changes to 
employment, assumptions regarding the location of households providing workers and expected 
decreases in employment in other TA Zs should be clearly specified. When evaluating effects of large 
changes to population, assumptions regarding the location of jobs should be clearly identified . 

•••••••••• •••••••••••• ••• •••• •• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••• •• 

Other changes to be made for model run : 
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Transportation Planning Analysis Uni t ODOTTDD 

Output Requested from Model Run Request: 

Menu of Standard ODOT Travel Demand Model Outputs 

Select Output Format 
Shape Model PDF Time of Day I~ Peak Hour I 0Daily File* Network** file 

~ D Link Volume- link text only 
NA 0 0 Link Volume- bandwidths with link text 

[ J [g) Select Link Volume (For 3'J Street Select Linl- Analyses Only) 

_ll l J Select Zone Volume 

0 0 D Demand to Capacity Ratio 
[ J [ J Absolute Volume Difference- link text only 

l J [ J Relative Volume Difference - link text only 
NA D Absolute Volume Difference- bandwidths with link text 
NA 0 0 Relative Volume Difference- bandwidths with link text 

l J D Other: 

0 0 0 Other: 
* VISUM model only 

** EMME2 or VISUM 
NOTE: RelatJve scenano requested to be the dt fference from the base year model (20 I 0); tht s would 
be the 2035 - 20 I 0 results. 

Definitions: 

• Link Volume- The peak hour (or daily if requested) traffic using each link (street) for a 
requested area or for the entire model network. 

• Select Link or Zone Volume (also called "flow bundles" by ptv-VISUM)- Represents the 
traffic using a given link or zone or group of links or zones. They graphicall y represent the 
origins and destinations of select links and/or zones and display all of the travel patterns 
a sociated with the elected locations. These are typically used to apply trip rates (like ITE trip 
generation) to the network, or to better understand an area and the users. 

• Demand to Capacity Ratio - This is a ratio of the model volume (usually hourly volume, 
although daily can be requested) to the model capacity. In the future years the volume on a 
given link may be greater than the volume that could pass through that point in an hour, due to 
great congestion on the network and the principles behind travel demand models. For this 
reason the word demand is u ed not volume, as the model volume might be greater than the 
actual volume (by definition the volume to capacity ratio must never be greater than 1). The 
capacity i the model capacity, which represents a mid street capacity. Facility type and speed 
go into determining this capacity. Note that the model capacity is not a saturation flow ; the 
model capacity needs to account for the capacity reductions due to intersections. The measure 
of demand to capacity is - model volume I model capacity- given for a requested area. 
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Transportation Planning Analysis Unit ODOTTDD 

• Volume Difference, Absolute & Relative- Absolute Volume difference is the subtraction of 
the volume that results from the model run requested verses a reference (or base) run, usuall y 
the fini cally constrained future year run, but it can be any reference case desired by the 
requestor. Relative volume would be the percentage change from the requested run and the 
reference run specified by the requestor. 

• 0 & D Matrix- The full Origin - Destination Matrix that the model uses to assign trips to the 
network can be requested . TPAU will also help with Aggregated 0 & D Matrices to the district 
level, which can be plotted graphically along with select links or zones. If desired, TPAU will 
work with the requestor to help answer traffic flow questions that require 0 & D matrices or 
District-to-District plotting. 

• Bandwidths- The link volume can be represented graphically with a bar whose thickness is 
directly related to the volume of the link, meaning that the larger the volume the thjcker the bar. 

Internal Use Only - TPAU Model Run Documentation and Organization Info 
Model Name: Project Name: Model Run(s) Number: ____ _ 
Date Reviewed by MPO: Date Received by TPAU: ___ _ 
Date Accepted by TPAU as Final/Complete Request: _________ _ 
Date Request Completed: _______ ______ _ 
TPAU Analyst(s): MPO/Region Cc'd? __ _ 

Revised 4/27/2011 Page 8 of 8 
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l]""•\: CITYOI PRINEVILLE ,-~; 
•,.[..: TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN •a!N[VILII 

City of Prineville Transportation System Plan 
TAC/PAC Meeting #4 Handouts 

Name: 

Organization (if applicable): 

Contact Information (E-mail or Phone Number): 

The City of Prineville, in collaboration with Crook County and ODOT, is developing a 
transportation system plan that will identify connectivity, safety, and accessibili ty needs and 
priorities throughout the City for the next 20 years. When complete, this overall document will 
become the transportation chapter of the City's Comprehensive Plan. 

Practically speaking, this plan will guide where future roadways, sidewalks, trails, transit service 
and other transportation infrastructure will be located to connect and serve the City's current and 
future residents, businesses, and attractions. This plan focuses on the higher-order "major" 
roadways within the City, which includes its highways, arterials, and collector facilities. 

The attached figures highlight critical elements of this plan. Based on transportation needs 
identified and discussed at the last TAC/PAC meeting, we have identified several changes for 
discussion. The attached figures support the evaluation of alternatives conducted by the 
consulting team and illustrate opportunities to alleviate congestion, improve traffic safety for all 
users, and accommodate future growth. The proceeding pages include blank maps with space for 
your thoughts and comments. 

We Want Your Comments! 

We are sharing our analysis of several proposed alternatives with the intent that you will provide 
your input on the options we should include in the plan for the next 20 years. Please take a 
moment to look at the enclosed materials, and provide comments and a way for us to contact you 
should we have any questions regarding what you've provided. 

Our next steps will be to review and compile the comments received . We will then identify a 
preferred package of projects to include in a cost-constrained plan that will be discussed with 
agencies, stakeholders, and the public in June. 

Additional information on the project can be found at http://sites.kittelson.com/PrinevilleTSP, or 
by contacting Scott Edelman, Planning Director for the City of Prineville. 
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Joint PAC/TAC Meeting #4 Minutes 

Meeting Date: May 7, 2013 

Meeting Time: 2:30p.m. 

Black t ex t below reflects the meeting agenda, and all blue tex t reflect s comments o r input 

received. 

Meeting Invitees: 

TAC Members 

PAC Members 

Meeting Discussion: 

Introductions, Meet ing Goals 

Summ a ry of Meeting #3 Outcomes 

• Future eed s 

• Alternatives Development 

• Commen ts Received 

Future et workAl ternatives 

• Functional Classificat ion 

We need to dist ingu ish bctv.een future and' is ion projects better on functiona l class map 
• C ross-sectio n 

Steve had concern with protect ing Cit) staff with the cross-seetions. lle is 110rried th at if 11c·re 

not finite abou t s treet 11 idth. a de1 eloper can come in and ju st create the minimum 11 idth - the 

Cit) s tan· ,~ill have to jus ti fy itself. 

o City cou ncil wants the variation so that th ey aren · t too tied down. 

o Joe pointed out that the nev. T P will provide a de1 iation process lor scenarios 11hen 

the) do de1 iate from s tandards. 
Scott so v.ill we have variations on right -o f-wa)' width or just pa1 cmcnt with the proposed cross­

sections ? 
R0\1. 11idth dependent upon classification s tandard - so v.e·n all1a) s ha' e RO\\. the 

pa1 emcnt width can 1 ar) . 

Scol! L Hov. do) ou deal 11 ith (or do) ou even want) bulb-outs on freight routes? 

o Joe - ) ou 110uldn 't 11antthem on a freight route. 

• Access Management 

3rd Street Corridor Alternative Evaluation 

• Pa rallel Routes 
Do v.e ha' e enough mone) to fund these') 

o fhe funding 11ill come from man) sources: ODOT. pri1 ate developers. SOC. etc ... more 

specilies on funding sources and cons tra ints " ill be presen ted that the ne.\1 meeting in 

June 
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'\·~: : CI TY or PRINEVILLE ~3;; 
<!!::..l TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM I' I AN 'RIHP/ill' 

• Who will determine what projects get built frrst? 
o We"ll discuss cost next time. 

o And development will drive some of that. 

o Be sure to incorporate new school measure and plans for the hospital when determining 
funding. 

Concern voiced that both of the parallel routes are pulling trips off of US 26. and with most of 
trips coming from Bend/ Redmond. the couplet should still be an option, because most traflic still 

must pass through theY. 

o We arc keeping the couplet as a vision project in the plan. 

• Would the Peters Road connection be more like 9111 Street connection in terms of width and cross­

section? Because commenter believes there will be more truck traffic there. 

o Yes, it will be. 

One commenter believes that improving signal timing and coordination should be the first priori!) 

as a low-cost way to improve capacity first before constructing anything. 

o Joe con fumed that this is a need for the City, with no coordination among signals 
currently. 

o Scott: ODOT says it ·s hard for them to get a consistent timing because people in town are 
nice and stop to let people tum out. 

o Inconsistent speed limits are also an issue. 

On the parallel routes: are you factoring in traffic controls at the end of them? Because even if the 
routes are shorter, if the wait time at signals is too long, people will go around anyways rather than 

using the parallel routes. 

• Couplet Options 

Steve- if we want to eventually go to couplet, we need to start planning for that now and get it in 
the TSP now. 

o Joe: We do want to plan for it now and pick the right-of-way so that we can start planning 
and acquiring ROW, etc. 

If we did go to a couplet, 2"d St or 41
h St would become an ODOT facility. 

• On the 2"d St school property - there·s a recently renovated (put $200,000 into the building) 

school based health center- would you move that? It"s used by all schools. 

o If you look at the front of Crooked River Elementary. it"s the bu ilding to the righ t. The 

building will probably be bypassed by the 2"d Street extension if it occurs. 
Other cities have done a 2"d/41

h street couplet (versus a 2"d/3'd St or 3'd/41
h St couplet) -why did we 

not consider this? Because ODOT facilities have standards. and right now neither is to standard. 

You wou ld have to build two new roads instead of one. 

One commenter felt that the couplet option is fine as long as you don't ignore the simple 

improvements first: Crestview. 91
h St. Peters Road. 

Development participation isn ·t there for couplet like it is for other options (more partners for 

these new roads in redevelopment areas - not much redevelopment going on around 2"d or 3'd 

Street) 

• Widening 3rd Street 

No comments- everyone seemed to agree that this wasn't a desirable option. 

• Alternative Mobility 

Other Corridor Improvement Alternatives 
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"vlo~t people a' oid nm '\t bccau~e it has a ~top sign on C\ el) block. o we would need to li\ thi~ 

if\\e wanted to make l ~lm Street a better connection. 

o l·lm Stconcepthasbcenin I P H.Ha longtime. V.iththcho~pitalrno,ing. notquiteas 

critical - but the hospital site might become something else. 

o ., he propcrt) needed to complete the l: lm Street connection was recent I) in foreclosure 

is it still? The Cit~ might be able to get it for a good price. 

51
" Street connection must go around football field . 

Intersection lmprovement Alternatives 
1om "vvc Call - a signal \\Ouldn ·t be as surprising as it would ha' c been pre• iousl) because oft he 

ne\\ IO\\Cr speed limit in that area . 

c But. that ·sa temporal) lo,,er speed limit for construction . 

Prine' ille ··y· - right no") ou ha' e ~ ield signs instead of merge signs wh)? 

o I he angle from a true~ dri' er \\hO stops at a) icld line doesn't allow him to sec if he 

pulls all the \\a) to the) ield line and s tops. 1 his needs considcmtion of redesign to better 

sight distance fi1r truck dri' ers. 

The ··y· area a lot of discussion from people about pedestrian safet) in this area pedestrians 

are tl) ing to get across theY to the libra!) . etc. 

c Pedestrian connccti\ it) is a big issue here 

o You ·rc also going to sec a big increase in biCJ cle traflic due to th e increase in proposed 

trails in the area \\e ha,en ' taddresscd bic)-clists at this intersection 

c A median \\ith a pedestrian refuge \\Ould be helpful. ncar MeadO\\ Lakes . Attendees 

seemed to like the idea. 

o Shilling the' el) short connection from OR 126 to l S 26 to the west would help impn)\ c 

theY. 

o Ste\ c II - (since he lh es on Meado'' Lakes) he thinks it would make sense to allo" WI3 

left tum and allo" pedestrian crossings on ''est side of intersection. 

He thinks limiting RIRO onl~ v.ould be a substantial financial impact. 

He docsn·t think NB lefl tum on 1\tlcadov. Lakes would be an i~suc if restricted 

people alread) use Haf\\\)Od . 

o People current !) usc the space in the intersection as an EB left tum lane. can \\C ma~e an 

EB lefl tum lane? 

Kittcbon needs to bring bac~ more options for theY junction. 

o· cil Highway I Rimrock Area: 

o Mart) - When) ou get down to bridge on OR 126. ) ou don't realize there is a 2"d street 

tum-ofr because it looks like a bike lane. ~ecds more sign age to encourage people to use 

it. 

Should look more like an exit. 

cott - part of the problem is the bi~c path at the intersection there is confusion 

with the striping. 

c \\ intertimc maintenance \\Ould tK an issue" ith putting a small pull-out lane at o·neil 

I ligh"a)- /OR 126 intersection . 

o HO\\ many people current!) t l) togo across from O'Neil to Rimrock as ofright now? 

This seems li~e it would be a dangerous maneu\ er. 

c \\ almart and I lome Depot ha\ e mO\ ed. so people nO\\ use (1''\Jeil Highv.a) to get to 

north end of Redmond. meaning more people are using O'Neil lligh\\a~ . 
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{ ...... ,.,._·~ ·~ CITYOF PRINEVILLE - ciTYIJt ~; 
'.,[../ TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN 'IIH[VIlll 

Peters Rd/Main -more trains are expected across rail spurthat were previously using that line. so 
we will need to account for that. 
9'"no'" at Main Street 

o Attendees do not want both intersection s sig nalized. 
o Ste' e- could we shift the 10'" St intersection north of railroad since RR tracks ha' e been 

taken out? 
Scott: Yes, we"re trying to get JO'" St aligned to a nonnal intersect ion and get 
coordination between 9'" and 10111

. 

o With more traffic on Lamonta and no longer an) railroad tracks - cou ld we bring the 
future 9111 St connection further up to connect with Lamonta? 

• Acquisition costs may offset construction costs. 
TIA ·s for some of the new developments s how the need for signals at Main/Ly nn. but theseTIA ·s 
assumed full build-out. In the TSP. we are proposing signals at the intersection of Main/Lynn 
when warranted. 

Laughlin/US 26 - attendees don·t want this be a square right tum. They like that it's eas)' to tum 
right on Laughlin when heading WB on US 26. This is helpful when pulling trailers. 

o This is where the buses tum around. They like having the small island to tum around. 
o If you have to stop on the highwa) before turning. attendees think there would be more 

rear-ends. 

o Josh: ifyou make it aT intersection, keep the right tum lane. 
o Scott - this iss ue has been discussed '~~th ODOT. If the City does an)' th ing. the) have to 

do it all. including take away access from residents.add tum lanes. etc. 

o Other commen ts: if you connect the proposed north em alignment with 7'" street. you will 
have more traffic at this intersection . 

o This intersection is probably a sign age problem that could be improved with better 
s ig nage and striping. 

Safety Improvement Alternatives 
2"d/Deer intersection -Comment from a local res ident: half the people don't stop at all at the 
intersection. The other half the time, the is sue is that there are parked cars up the road, closer to 3'd 

St, that limit visibility. So sometimes you can "t see the trallic approach ing. 
o 85% of traffic was over the s peed limit at the last count taken. 
o Intersection is fine. culture is caus ing the problem. 
o What about the flashing stop signs? 
o Scott - it ·sa law enforcement issue. The) need people to issue t ickets to change the 

culture and get people to stop. 
o Keep this culture in mind as) ou plan other routes aro und the city - by designing straight 

ro utes. people are likely to speed. 
Main/4'" 

o Congestion from 3'd Street is backing up to the intersection - this could be improved by 
improving the 3'd Street signal 

o Josh-there is a visibility issue with the parked cars. You can' t see to pull-out. 
• 3'd/Combs Flat- left turns are the issue here. 

o But you have ROW issues that will be restrictive for widening the road. 
o Flashing yellow lights would be good on 3'd s treet. 

3'd I Harwood - rear-end crashes are common here. 

o rhe number of dri' ewa)s in this area is high. 
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~."!!:..,,• TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 1' 1 AN •RIN[VIll' 

o One conm1enter thinks that a lot of this is due to frustration from being stuc~ in theY 

people speed up \\hen the) arc ab le to . 

Act ive Transportation Alterna tives 

Laughlin - a eross\\alk has been ins talled here no\\ . 

Main Street (north side of Cit) ) - maps sho\1 mu1li-u~c trail and s idewalks.' erif) ''hieh one this 

is. 

Funding Options: Will be discus sed at the neXI meeting. 

Additional Comments/Questions and Summary of Identified Action Items 

Next meeting: June 4, 2013 at 2:30 p.m . 
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Future Alternatives 
May 3, 2013 

Prineville Transportation System Plan 

Appendix E Intersection 
Performance 
Technical Output 
for Parallel Routes 
Alternative 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1 : Lamonta Rd & Harwood St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

EST 
~ 

165 50 
Free 
0% 

0.75 0.75 
220 67 

None 

287 213 
0 53 

67 0 
1700 1287 
0.17 0.04 

0 3 
0.0 2.3 

A 
0.0 2.3 

40 120 
Free 
0% 

0.75 0.75 
53 160 

None 

287 

287 
4.1 

2.2 
96 

1287 

73 
20 
53 

681 
0.11 

9 
10.9 

8 
10.9 

B 

2.2 

~ 

NIH. 
v 
15 

Stop 
0% 

0.75 
20 

520 

520 
6.4 

3.5 
96 

498 

I' 
NBR 

40 

0.75 
53 

253 

253 
6.2 

3.3 
93 

790 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

35.6% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

5/2/2013 

Synchro 7 - Report 
Page 1 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: Deer St & Lamonta Ad 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh} 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft} 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

30 5 25 10 
Free Free Stop 

0% 0% 0% 
0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 
215 35 6 163 29 12 

None None 

697 

250 407 233 

250 407 233 
4.1 6.5 6.3 

2.2 3.6 3.4 
100 95 99 

1327 581 787 

250 169 41 
0 6 29 

35 0 12 
1700 1327 628 
0.15 0.00 0.06 

0 0 5 
0.0 0.3 11.1 

A 8 
0.0 0.3 11 .1 

B 

1.1 
22.5% ICU Level of Service 

15 

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

5/2/2013 

Synchro 7 - Report 
Page 2 



Queues 
3 : Main Street & 1Oth Street 

-+ .. ~ t ~ 
[ bii m EIR wrr - ., 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 150 156 18 472 367 
v/c Ratio 0.39 0.29 0.06 0.46 0.27 
Control Delay 13.2 4.1 9.3 9.3 7.5 
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay 13.2 4.1 9.3 9.3 7.5 
Queue Length 50th (ft) 20 0 2 29 20 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 61 27 11 68 48 
Internal Link Dist (ft) 370 379 203 3918 
Tum Bay Length (ft) 130 
Base Capacity (vph) 1348 1487 1488 2395 3117 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.11 0.10 0.01 0.20 0.12 

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

5/2/2013 

Synchro 7 - Report 
Page 3 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: Main Street & 1Oth Street 

..J -+ ..... ~ +-- ' ~ 

Lane Configurations .r • Volume {vph} 100 35 140 5 5 5 130 
Ideal Flow (vphpl} 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Total Losttime (s} 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.95 
Fit Protected 0.96 1.00 0.98 
Satd. Flow (prot} 1688 1488 1644 
Fit Permitted 0.77 1.00 0.89 
Satd. Flow {perm) 1349 1488 1489 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 
Adj. Flow {vph} 111 39 156 6 6 6 144 
RTOR Reduction (vph} 0 0 112 0 4 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph} 0 150 44 0 14 0 0 
Hea!l Vehicles {%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 
Tum Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm 
Protected Phases 4 8 
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 2 
Actuated Green, G (s} 9.8 9.8 9.8 
Effective Green, g (s} 9.8 9.8 9.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.28 0.28 
Clearance Time (s} 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension {s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph} 380 420 420 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm c0.11 0.03 0.01 
vic Ratio 0.39 0.10 0.03 
Uniform Delay, d1 10.1 9.2 9.0 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.1 0.0 
Delay (s} 10.7 9.3 9.0 
Level of Service B A A 
Approach Delay (s} 10.0 9.0 
Approach LOS B A 

HCM 2000 Control Delay 7.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.43 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 34.7 Sum of lost time (s} 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.2% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

f ~ 

.n. 
275 20 

1750 1750 
5.0 

0.95 
0.99 
0.98 
3175 
0.74 
2394 
0.90 0.90 
306 22 

4 0 
468 0 
0% 0% 
NA 

2 

14.9 
14.9 
0.43 
5.0 
3.0 

1027 

c0.20 
0.46 
7.0 

1.00 
0.3 
7.3 

A 
7.3 
A 

A 

10.0 
A 

5/2/2013 

.... ~ 4' 

5 305 20 
1750 1750 1750 

5.0 
0.95 
0.99 
1.00 

3292 
0.95 
3118 

0.90 0.90 0.90 
6 339 22 
0 5 0 
0 362 0 

0% 0% 0% 
Perm NA 

6 
6 

14.9 
14.9 
0.43 
5.0 
3.0 

1338 

0.12 
0.27 
6.4 

1.00 
0.1 
6.5 
A 

6.5 
A 

Synchro 7 - Report 
Page 4 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: Main St & 9th St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

10 

0.95 
11 

0.90 
1013 
479 
534 
961 
7.1 
6.1 
3.5 
96 

299 

192 
11 
0 

429 
0.45 

59 
20.0 

c 
20.0 

c 

Stop 
0% 

0.95 
181 

0.90 
953 
479 
474 
894 
6.5 
5.5 
4.0 
59 

440 

199 
0 
5 

451 
0.44 

57 
19.1 

c 
19.1 

c 

0 0 184 
Stop 

0% 
0.95 0.95 0.95 

0 0 194 

0.90 0.90 0.90 
449 1024 942 

453 453 
571 489 

337 973 882 
6.2 7.1 6.5 

6.1 5.5 
3.3 3.5 4.0 
100 100 57 
640 312 448 

0 474 463 
0 0 16 
0 42 0 

1700 1700 1099 
0.00 0.28 0.01 

0 0 1 
0.0 0.0 0.4 

A 
0.0 0.4 

5.9 

5 

0.95 
5 

453 

453 
6.2 

3.3 
99 

611 

11 
0 

11 
1700 
0.01 

0 
0.0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

62.8% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

0 410 40 
Free 

0% 
0.95 0.95 0.95 

0 432 42 
2 

12.0 
4.0 

0 

TWLTL 
2 

0.90 
458 

346 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1090 

B 

5/2/2013 

15 425 10 
Free 

0% 
0.95 0.95 0.95 

16 447 11 

None 

283 

474 

474 
4.1 

2.2 
99 

1099 

Synchro 7 - Report 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Main St & 7th St 

.-J' ...... 't .f +-- '-

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 5 15 30 31 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 5 5 16 32 0 33 
Pedestrians 4 9 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 0 1 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal {ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 1019 1058 290 1039 1029 451 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 544 544 482 482 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 475 514 557 547 
vCu, unblocked vol 1019 1058 290 1039 1029 451 
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.3 
tC, 2 stage {s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5 
tF {s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.4 
pO queue free % 98 98 98 91 100 94 
eM capacity {veh/h) 340 339 751 366 379 595 

Volume Total 27 65 16 473 128 287 
Volume Left 5 32 16 0 128 0 
Volume Right 16 33 0 64 0 5 
cSH 506 455 1233 1700 1067 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.14 0.01 0.28 0.12 0.17 
Queue Length 95th {ft) 4 13 1 0 11 0 
Control Delay {s) 12.5 14.2 8.0 0.0 8.8 0.0 
Lane LOS B B A A 
Approach Delay (s) 12.5 14.2 0.3 2.7 
Approach LOS B B 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period {min) 

2.5 
51 .7% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t ~ 

15 60 
Free 

0% 
0.94 0.94 0.94 

16 410 64 
1 

12.0 
4.0 

0 

TWLTL 
2 

291 

291 
4.2 

2.3 
99 

1233 

A 

5/2/2013 

'.. ! ~ 

120 5 
Free 
0% 

0.94 0.94 0.94 
128 282 5 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

TWLTL 
2 

827 

482 

482 
4.1 

2.2 
88 

1067 

Synchro 7 - Report 
Page 6 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6: Juniper St & Laughlin Rd 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vehlh) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s} 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

317 30 
Free 
0% 

0.96 0.96 
330 31 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

361 350 
0 52 

31 0 
1700 1208 
0.21 0.04 

0 4 
0.0 1.6 

A 
0.0 1.6 

50 

0.96 
52 

361 

361 
4.1 

2.2 
96 

1208 

99 
26 
73 

564 
0.18 

16 
12.7 

B 
12.7 

B 

2.2 

Free 
0% 

0.96 
298 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

25 
Stop 
0% 

0.96 
26 

749 

749 
6.4 

3.5 
93 

366 

70 

0.96 
73 

347 

347 
6.2 

3.3 
90 

700 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

55.9% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

B 

5/2/2013 

Synchro 7 - Report 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: Combs Flat Rd & Lau~hlin Rd 

.-1 -+ ...... ~ +- '-

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vehlh} 55 150 30 10 
Sign Control Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 62 171 169 34 113 11 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft} 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft} 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 125 339 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 125 339 
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 
pO queue free % 96 97 
eM capacity (veh/h} 1474 1231 

Volume Total 401 158 197 90 
Volume Left 62 34 62 6 
Volume Right 169 11 51 51 
cSH 1474 1231 424 541 
Volume to Capacity 0.04 003 0.46 0.17 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 2 62 15 
Control Delay (s) 1.5 1.9 20.6 13.0 
Lane LOS A A c B 
Approach Delay (s) 1.5 1.9 20.6 13.0 
Approach LOS c B 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

7.2 
50.8% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t ~ 

55 75 45 
Stop 
0% 

0.89 0.89 0.89 
62 84 51 

633 571 255 

633 571 255 
7.2 6.5 6.2 

3.6 4.0 3.3 
81 79 94 

323 404 788 

A 

5/2/2013 

'-. ~ ~ 

5 45 
Stop 
0% 

0.89 0.89 0.89 
6 34 51 

658 649 119 

658 649 119 
7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.5 4.0 3.3 
98 91 95 

284 364 938 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
8 : Main St & 4th St N 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC 1 , stage 1 conf val 
vC2, stage 2 conf val 
vCu, unblocked val 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (vehlh) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

25 

0.92 
27 

0.84 
993 
422 
571 
895 
7.1 
6.1 
3.5 
92 

332 

158 
27 

109 
545 
0.29 

31 
14.3 

B 
14.3 

B 

Stop 
0% 

0.92 
22 
4 

12.0 
4.0 

0 

0.84 
992 
422 
570 
894 
6.6 
5.6 
4.1 
94 

360 

125 
33 
82 

483 
0.26 

27 
15.0 

c 
15.0 

c 

100 30 10 
Stop 

0% 
0.92 0.92 0.92 
109 33 11 

10 
12.0 
4.0 

0.84 0.84 
290 1068 954 

526 526 
542 428 

290 984 848 
6.2 7.2 6.5 

6.2 5.5 
3.3 3.6 4.0 
85 89 97 

741 303 405 

43 473 71 
43 0 71 
0 87 0 

1249 1700 1056 
0.03 0.28 0.07 

3 0 6 
8.0 0.0 8.7 

A A 
0.7 1.7 

4.4 

75 

0.92 
82 

0.84 
450 

247 
6.2 

3.3 
88 

656 

283 
0 

11 
1700 
0.17 

0 
0.0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

52.3% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

40 355 80 
Free 

0% 
0.92 0.92 0.92 

43 386 87 
9 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

None 

331 

287 

287 
4.2 

2.3 
97 

1249 

A 

5/2/2013 

65 10 
Free 

0% 
0.92 0.92 0.92 

71 272 11 
11 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

TWLTL 
2 

0.84 
483 

286 
4.1 

2.2 
93 

1056 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
9: 9th St & US 26 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 

50 
Stop 

0% 
0.85 

59 
12 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

61 124 60 27 
Free 

0% 
0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 

72 146 71 32 

133 
Free 
0% 

0.85 
156 

Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vel 
vC2, stage 2 conf vel 
vCu, unblocked vel 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

413 

413 
6.5 

3.6 
89 

553 

131 
59 
72 

676 
0.19 

18 
11.6 

8 
11 .6 

8 

193 

193 
6.3 

3.4 
91 

827 

216 
0 

71 
1700 
0.13 

0 
0.0 

0.0 

188 
32 
0 

1281 
0.02 

2 
1.5 

A 
1.5 

3.4 
38.4% 

15 

228 

228 
4.2 

2.3 
98 

1281 

ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future Build· Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

5/2/2013 
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Queues 
10: Harwood St & US 26 

~ ~ (' +- t 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 49 715 33 516 108 
v/c Ratio 0.10 0.67 0.08 0.53 0.45 
Control Delay 5.4 16.2 5.5 14.1 32.7 
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay 5.4 16.2 5.5 14.1 32.7 
Queue Length 50th (ft) 6 139 4 141 33 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 22 #541 17 316 110 
Internal Link Dist (ft) 447 993 242 
Tum Bay Length (ft) 100 100 
Base Capacity (vph) 580 1335 506 1294 372 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.08 0.54 0.07 0.40 0.29 

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer. 
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles. 

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ ~ 

49 114 
0.13 0.42 
3.1 31 .2 
0.0 0.0 
3.1 31.2 

0 34 
11 113 

612 
75 

515 417 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0.10 0.27 

60 
0.19 
5.1 
0.0 
5.1 

0 
20 

75 
449 

0 
0 
0 

0.13 

5/2/2013 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10: Harwood St & US 26 

.,1 ...... .. ~ 
4- ' "' 

Lane Configurations lt lt 
Volume (vph) 45 638 20 30 409 65 60 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1524 1645 1538 1592 
Fit Permitted 0.37 1.00 0.27 1.00 
Satd. Flow {~erm) 597 1645 436 1592 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 49 693 22 33 445 71 65 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 6 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 49 714 0 33 510 0 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 8 8 4 5 
Heavy Vehicles{%) 9% 6% 0% 8% 8% 3% 2% 
Tum Type pm+pt NA pm+pt NA Perm 
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 39.6 36.4 36.6 34.9 
Effective Green, g (s) 39.6 36.4 36.6 34.9 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.63 0.58 0.58 0.55 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension {s) 2.5 3.5 2.5 3.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 422 950 283 881 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 c0.43 0.00 0.32 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.06 
v/c Ratio 0.12 0.75 0.12 0.58 
Uniform Delay, d1 5.0 9.9 6.7 9.2 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 3.5 0.1 1.0 
Delay (s) 5.1 13.4 6.8 10.2 
Level of Service A B A B 
Approach Delay (s) 12.9 10.0 
Approach LOS B B 

HCM 2000 Control Delay 14.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.70 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 63.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.8% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

t ~ 

40 45 
1750 1750 

5.0 5.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.97 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
0.97 1.00 
1523 1445 
0.75 1.00 

1177 1445 
0.92 0.92 

43 49 
0 41 

108 8 
6 

25% 0% 
NA Perm 

8 
8 

9.9 9.9 
9.9 9.9 

0.16 0.16 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 2.5 
184 227 

c0.09 0.01 
0.59 0.03 
24.7 22.5 
1.00 1.00 
3.9 0.0 

28.6 22.5 
c c 

26.7 
c 

B 

15.0 
c 

5/2/2013 

'.. ~ ~ 

.r 
60 45 55 

1750 1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.97 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 
0.97 1.00 
1675 1237 
0.76 1.00 

1316 1237 
0.92 0.92 0.92 

65 49 60 
0 0 51 
0 114 9 
6 5 

2% 0% 17% 
Perm NA Perm 

4 
4 4 

9.9 9.9 
9.9 9.9 

0.16 0.16 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 2.5 
206 194 

0.09 0.01 
0.55 0.05 
24.5 22.6 
1.00 1.00 
2.6 0.1 

27.1 22.6 
c c 

25.5 
c 
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Queues 
11 : Deer St & US 26 

~ --+ (' +- ~ 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 28 813 22 505 84 
v/c Ratio 0.05 0.70 0.07 0.44 0.36 
Control Delay 5.0 11 .6 5.5 6.9 27.6 
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay 5.0 11.6 5.5 6.9 27.6 
Queue Length 50th (ft) 3 139 2 62 20 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 15 426 13 190 85 
Internal Link Dist (ft) 993 885 
Tum Bay Length (ft) 100 100 50 
Base Capacity (vph) 704 1580 416 1572 464 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.04 0.51 0.05 0.32 0.18 

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

t '-. 

107 22 
0.33 0.10 
17.8 24.0 
0.0 0.0 

17.8 24.0 
14 5 
75 31 

233 
50 

608 457 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0.18 0.05 

+ 
96 

0.29 
15.6 
0.0 

15.6 
10 
63 

1851 

624 
0 
0 
0 

0.15 

5/2/2013 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
11 : Deer St & US 26 

~ -+ ..... .. ~ '- ~ 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 25 693 30 20 409 40 75 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, pedlbikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1592 1686 1655 1676 1655 
Fit Permitted 0.45 1.00 0.25 1.00 0.69 
Satd. Flow {~erm) 753 1686 444 1676 1211 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 
Adj. Flow (vph) 28 779 34 22 460 45 84 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 28 811 0 22 501 0 84 
Conft. Peds. (#/hr) 7 14 14 7 4 
Hea~ Vehicles{%) 4% 3% 3% 0% 3% 0% 0% 
Tum Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm 
Protected Phases 2 6 
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 34.2 34.2 34.2 34.2 8.1 
Effective Green, g (s) 34.2 34.2 34.2 34.2 8.1 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.15 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension {s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 492 1102 290 1095 187 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.48 0.30 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.05 c0.07 
v/c Ratio 0.06 0.74 0.08 0.46 0.45 
Uniform Delay, d1 3.3 6.0 3.3 4.5 20.1 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 2.6 0.1 0.3 1.2 
Delay (s) 3.3 8.6 3.4 4.8 21 .3 
Level of Service A A A A c 
Approach Delay (s) 8.5 4.7 
Approach LOS A A 

HCM 2000 Control Delay 9.4 
0.68 
52.3 

62.5% 
15 

HCM 2000 Level of Service 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

t 

50 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
0.99 
1.00 
0.93 
1.00 

1511 
1.00 

1511 
0.89 

56 
38 
69 

7% 
NA 

8 

8.1 
8.1 

0.15 
5.0 
2.5 
234 
0.05 

0.29 
19.6 
1.00 
0.5 

20.1 
c 

20.6 
c 

~ 

45 
1750 

0.89 
51 
0 
0 
7 

5% 

A 

10.0 
B 

5/2/2013 

'-. ~ ~ 

20 40 45 
1750 1750 1750 

5.0 5.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.99 
0.99 1.00 
1.00 0.92 
0.95 1.00 
1650 1543 
0.69 1.00 
1195 1543 
0.89 0.89 0.89 

22 45 51 
0 43 0 

22 53 0 
7 4 

0% 3% 3% 
Perm NA 

4 
4 

8.1 8.1 
8.1 8.1 

0.15 0.15 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 2.5 
185 238 

0.03 
0.02 
0.12 0.22 
19.0 19.3 
1.00 1.00 
0.2 0.3 

19.2 19.7 
B B 

19.6 
B 
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Queues 
12: Main St & US 26 

__,. 
-+ • +- ~ t 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 133 690 106 483 149 303 
v/c Ratio 0.38 0.94 0.45 0.72 0.72 0.78 
Control Delay 12.7 47.3 16.0 28.0 46.7 47.9 
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay 12.7 47.3 16.0 28.0 46.7 47.9 
Queue Length 50th (ft) 33 358 25 208 64 167 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 68 #690 56 372 #151 #310 
Internal Link Dist (ft) 885 1205 
Tum Bay Length {ft) 100 100 75 
Base Capacity (vph) 386 747 291 740 208 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.34 0.92 0.36 0.65 0.72 
...,..y~___.. ' ~· 
I,-- ;:__~- ~ • _.,._ \ 

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer. 
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles. 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

239 

389 
0 
0 
0 

0.78 

'-. 

101 
0.47 
31 .0 
0.0 

31.0 
42 
85 

75 
216 

0 
0 
0 

0.47 

+ 
298 
0.86 
56.8 
0.0 

56.8 
163 

#299 
251 

361 
0 
0 
0 

0.83 

5/2/2013 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
12: Main St & US 26 

..)- --+ .. ~ 
.__ "-

Lane Configurations ft ft 
Volume (vph) 125 483 165 100 349 105 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, pedlbikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.97 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1596 1623 1662 1612 
Fit Permitted 0.28 1.00 0.13 1.00 
Satd. Flow {~erm) 478 1623 232 1612 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 
Adj. Flow (vph) 133 514 176 106 371 112 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 12 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 133 676 0 106 471 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 11 4 4 11 
Hea~ Vehicles {%) 4% 4% 0% 0% 4% 3% 
Tum Type pm+pt NA pm+pt NA 
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 45.3 37.6 41.7 35.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 45.3 37.6 41.7 35.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.43 0.48 0.41 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension {s) 2.0 3.0 2.0 4.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 347 699 207 661 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.42 c0.03 0.29 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.17 0.21 
v/c Ratio 0.38 0.97 0.51 0.71 
Uniform Delay, d1 12.7 24.2 16.6 21.4 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 25.9 0.9 3.9 
Delay (s) 12.9 50.1 17.5 25.3 
Level of Service B D B c 
Approach Delay (s) 44.1 23.9 
Approach LOS D c 

....,- ~ . ' • -li'- ------. ->:: 

I j '-._ ._ t • ~ 

HCM 2000 Control Delay 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

37.5 
0.87 
87.2 

86.1% 
15 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

c Critical Lane Group 

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ 

140 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1646 
0.29 
503 
0.94 
149 

0 
149 

1% 
pm+pt 

3 
8 

25.0 
25.0 
0.29 
5.0 
2.0 

211 
c0.04 
0.16 
0.71 
26.6 
1.00 

8.5 
35.0 

D 

t 

ft 
240 

1750 
5.0 

1.00 
0.99 
1.00 
0.98 
1.00 
1635 
1.00 
1635 
0.94 
255 

7 
296 

4% 
NA 

8 

19.9 
19.9 
0.23 
5.0 
2.0 

373 
c0.18 

0.79 
31.7 
1.00 
10.4 
42.1 

D 
39.8 

D 

~ 

45 
1750 

0.94 
48 
0 
0 
9 

3% 

20.0 
E 

5/2/2013 

'.. ~ ~ 

ft 
95 240 40 

1750 1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.98 
0.95 1.00 
1609 1669 
0.35 1.00 
591 1669 

0.94 0.94 0.94 
101 255 43 

0 6 0 
101 292 0 

9 
3% 2% 6% 

pm+pt NA 
7 4 
4 

22.4 18.6 
22.4 18.6 
0.26 0.21 
5.0 5.0 
2.0 2.0 

196 356 
0.02 0.17 
0.11 
0.52 0.82 
26.8 32.7 
1.00 1.00 
1.0 13.0 

27.8 45.7 
c D 

41.2 
D 
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Queues 
13: Elm St & US 26 .,. 

~ • +- ~ 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 11 666 11 549 34 
v/c Ratio 0.03 0.61 0.03 0.50 0.14 
Control Delay 5.9 10.6 6.0 8.9 18.3 
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay 5.9 10.6 6.0 8.9 18.3 
Queue Length 50th (ft) 1 98 1 72 7 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 9 311 9 230 33 
Internal Link Dist (It) 1205 1506 
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 75 50 
Base Capacity (vph) 587 1649 552 1638 531 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.02 0.40 0.02 0.34 0.06 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

t '-. 

79 96 
0.22 0.37 
10.5 21 .6 
0.0 0.0 

10.5 21 .6 
5 20 

40 73 
316 

50 
733 560 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0.11 0.17 

! 

45 
0.12 
13.3 
0.0 

13.3 
5 

32 
433 

764 
0 
0 
0 

0.06 

5/2/2013 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
13: Elm St & US 26 

~ -+ .. ~ 
~ '- ~ 

Lane Configurations Tt 
Volume (vph) 10 578 15 10 479 10 30 
Ideal Flow (vphpl} 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Total Lost time (s} 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Satd. Flow (prot} 1414 1705 1659 1694 1506 
Fit Permitted 0.41 1.00 0.33 1.00 0.73 
Satd. Flow (Qerm) 609 1705 571 1694 1154 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 
Adj. Flow (vph} 11 649 17 11 538 11 34 
RTOR Reduction (vph} 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph} 11 665 0 11 548 0 34 
Confl. Peds. (#lhr) 10 5 5 10 12 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Heav~ Vehicles (%) 17% 2% 9% 0% 3% 0% 9% 
Tum Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm 
Protected Phases 2 6 
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.6 27.6 27.6 27.6 8.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 27.6 27.6 27.6 27.6 8.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.18 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph} 366 1027 344 1020 206 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.39 0.32 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.02 0.03 
v/c Ratio 0.03 0.65 0.03 0.54 0.17 
Uniform Delay, d1 3.7 5.9 3.7 5.3 15.9 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.6 0.3 
Delay (s} 3.7 7.4 3.7 6.0 16.2 
Level of Service A A A A B 
Approach Delay (s} 7.3 5.9 
Approach LOS A A 

HCM 2000 Control Delay 8.4 
0.60 
45.8 

56.0% 
15 

HCM 2000 Level of Service 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

Sum of lost Ume (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

t 

25 
1750 

5.0 
1.00 
0.98 
1.00 
0.90 
1.00 

1524 
1.00 

1524 
0.89 

28 
42 
37 

5% 
NA 

8 

8.2 
8.2 

0.18 
5.0 
2.5 
272 
0.02 

0.14 
15.8 
1.00 
0.2 

16.0 
B 

16.0 
B 

~ 

45 
1750 

0.89 
51 
0 
0 
8 

0% 

A 

10.0 
B 

5/2/2013 

'.. + ~ 

Tt 
85 25 15 

1750 1750 1750 
5.0 5.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.99 
0.99 1.00 
1.00 0.94 
0.95 1.00 
1633 1629 
0.71 1.00 

1213 1629 
0.89 0.89 0.89 

96 28 17 
0 14 0 

96 31 0 
8 12 

1 
1% 0% 0% 

Perm NA 
4 

4 
8.2 8.2 
8.2 8.2 

0.18 0.18 
5.0 5.0 
2.5 2.5 

217 291 
0.02 

c0.08 
0.44 0.11 
16.8 15.7 
1.00 1.00 
1.0 0.1 

17.8 15.9 
B B 

17.2 
B 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
14: Juniper St & US 26 

Lane Configurations 
Volume {veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate {vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (fl) 
Walking Speed (fils) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (fl) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
IC, single (s) 
IC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (fl) 
Control Delay {s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

~-.- --~ - { ~~;,. 
\!,!..,; ~ ~ r .._ ,,. , I,.._, ·• 

Average Delay 

65 
Free 
0% 

0.90 0.90 
72 770 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

TWLTL 
2 

574 

574 
4.1 

2.2 
93 

988 

72 776 
72 0 
0 6 

988 1700 
0.07 0.46 

6 0 
8.9 0.0 
A 

0.8 

5 5 
Free 

0% 
0.90 0.90 0.90 

6 6 538 
10 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

TWLTL 
2 

786 

786 
4.1 

2.2 
99 

835 

6 566 17 
6 0 6 
0 28 6 

835 1700 286 
0.01 0.33 0.06 

1 0 5 
9.3 0.0 18.4 

A c 
0.1 18.4 

c 

1.8 

25 

0.90 
28 

89 
39 
44 

326 
0.27 

28 
20.1 

c 
20.1 

c 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

61 .0% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

5 5 
Stop 
0% 

0.90 0.90 0.90 
6 6 6 

10 
12.0 
4.0 

1 

1524 1512 793 
927 927 
597 585 

1524 1512 793 
7.1 6.5 6.2 
6.1 5.5 
3.5 4.0 3.3 
98 98 99 

239 269 385 

B 

5/2/2013 

35 40 
Stop 

0% 
0.90 0.90 0.90 

39 6 44 
8 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

1504 1501 561 
571 571 
933 930 

1504 1501 561 
7.2 6.8 6.2 
6.2 5.8 
3.6 4.3 3.3 
83 98 92 

235 244 527 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
15: Knowledge St & US 26 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
IC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 
~~--l'JI-- ,.- , .. 
\.A!.- - ... ' ' 

Average Delay 

5 
Free 

0% 
0.91 0.91 
602 5 

TWLTL 
2 

608 5 
0 5 
5 0 

1700 971 
0.36 0.01 

0 0 
0.0 8.7 

A 
0.0 0.1 

5 629 5 
Free Stop 

0% 0% 
0.91 0.91 0.91 

5 691 5 
6 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

TWLTL 
2 

614 1313 
611 
702 

614 1313 
4.1 6.4 

5.4 
2.2 3.5 
99 99 

971 392 

691 11 
0 5 
0 5 

1700 438 
0.41 0.03 

0 2 
0.0 13.4 

B 
13.4 

B 

0.1 

5 

0.91 
5 

61 1 

611 
6.2 

3.3 
99 

495 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

45.9% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

5/2/2013 
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Queues 
16: Combs Flat Rd & US 26 

_,. 
-+ ~ 

+- t 

Lane Group Flow (vph} 101 509 85 392 377 
v/c Ratio 0.57 0.81 0.50 0.61 0.78 
Control Delay 51 .6 31 .8 48.5 23.5 40.8 
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay 51.6 31.8 48.5 23.5 40.8 
Queue Length 50th (ft} 52 227 43 163 181 
Queue Length 95th (ft} #136 355 105 250 #441 
Internal Link Dist (ft} 1816 4182 3042 
Tum Bay Length (ft) 100 150 
Base Capacity (vph) 209 1189 209 1242 481 
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.48 0.43 0.41 0.32 0.78 

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer. 
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles. 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 51412012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

+ 
287 
0.54 
28.8 
0.0 

28.8 
122 
259 
696 

536 
0 
0 
0 

0.54 

5/212013 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
16: Combs Flat Rd & US 26 

~ ...... ~ ~ 
~ ...... ~ 

Lane Configurations lt lt 
Volume (vph) 95 323 155 80 299 70 85 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1599 1589 1599 1665 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow {2erm) 1599 1589 1599 1665 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 
Adj. Flow (vph) 101 344 165 85 318 74 90 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 20 0 0 10 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 101 489 0 85 382 0 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 1 1 2 3 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2 
Hea~ Vehicles{%) 4% 4% 4% 4% 2% 0% 10% 
Tum Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm 
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.1 30.5 6.8 30.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.1 30.5 6.8 30.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 0.38 0.08 0.38 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension {s) 2.0 4.5 2.5 4.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 141 602 135 624 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 c0.31 0.05 0.23 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 0.72 0.81 0.63 0.61 
Uniform Delay, d1 35.7 22.4 35.6 20.4 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 13.4 9.0 7.7 2.3 
Delay (s) 49.1 31.4 43.3 22.7 
Level of Service D c D c 
Approach Delay (s) 34.3 26.4 
Approach LOS c c 

HCM 2000 Control Delay 29.6 
0.79 
80.5 

HCM 2000 Level of Service 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

80.1% 
15 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

t 

4t 
205 

1750 
5.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.98 
0.99 
1604 
0.83 
1345 
0.94 
218 

6 
371 

4% 
NA 

8 

28.2 
28.2 
0.35 
5.0 
2.8 

471 

c0.28 
0.79 
23.5 
1.00 
8.3 

31.8 
c 

31 .8 
c 

~ 

65 
1750 

0.94 
69 
0 
0 

0% 

c 

15.0 
D 

5/2/2013 

'-. ~ ~ 

4t 
40 180 50 

1750 1750 1750 
5.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.98 
0.99 
1644 
0.91 
1501 

0.94 0.94 0.94 
43 191 53 
0 6 0 
0 281 0 

3 

3% 2% 4% 
Perm NA 

4 
4 

28.2 
28.2 
0.35 
5.0 
2.8 
525 

0.19 
0.53 
20.9 
1.00 
1.0 

21.9 
c 

21 .9 
c 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
17: Lau9hlin Rd & US 26 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

.,1 

5 

0.89 
6 

163 

163 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1427 

6 
6 
0 

1427 
0.00 

0 
7.5 

A 
0.2 

-+ 

198 
Free 
0% 

0.89 
222 

TWLTL 
2 

251 
0 

28 
1700 
0.15 

0 
0.0 

.. .(' +- '-

25 5 144 56 
Free 

0% 
0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 

28 6 162 63 

None 

251 

251 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1327 

6 225 45 64 
6 0 28 34 
0 63 6 11 

1327 1700 672 659 
0.00 0.13 0.07 0.10 

0 0 6 8 
7.7 0.0 10.7 11.0 

A B B 
0.2 10.7 11.0 

B B 

2.1 
23.5% ICU Level of Service 

15 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t ~ 

25 10 5 
Stop 

0% 
0.89 0.89 0.89 

28 11 6 

442 422 237 
248 248 
194 174 
442 422 237 
7.1 6.5 6.2 
6.1 5.5 
3.5 4.0 3.3 
96 98 99 

663 640 807 

A 

5/2/2013 

'. + ~ 

30 17 10 
Stop 
0% 

0.89 0.89 0.89 
34 19 11 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

450 467 194 
205 205 
245 262 
450 467 194 
7.2 6.5 6.2 
6.2 5.5 
3.6 4.0 3.3 
95 97 99 

634 620 852 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
18: Meadow Lakes Dr & 2nd St 

~ --+ ~ ~ 
~ ' 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h} 10 255 25 35 15 
Sign Control Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 12 307 30 42 24 18 
Pedestrians 10 
Lane Width (ft} 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 
Percent Blockage 1 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 48 338 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 48 338 
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 
pO queue free % 99 97 
eM capacity (veh/h) 1564 1214 

Volume Total 349 84 84 60 
Volume Left 12 42 6 18 
Volume Right 30 18 48 18 
cSH 1564 1214 577 509 
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.03 0.15 0.12 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 3 13 10 
Control Delay (s} 0.3 4.2 12.3 13.0 
Lane LOS A A B B 
Approach Delay (s) 0.3 4.2 12.3 13.0 
Approach LOS B B 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

4.0 
39.2% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t ~ 

5 25 40 
Stop 
0% 

0.83 0.83 0.83 
6 30 48 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

505 480 323 

505 480 323 
7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.5 4.0 3.3 
99 94 93 

433 465 715 

A 

5/2/2013 

'-. ~ ~ 

15 15 
Stop 

0% 
0.83 0.83 0.83 

18 24 18 
6 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

533 486 49 

533 486 49 
7.2 6.5 6.3 

3.6 4.0 3.4 
95 95 98 

381 461 973 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
19: Deer St & 2nd St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1, stage 1 coni vol 
vC2, stage 2 coni vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

.,}- -+ 

35 135 
Stop 
0% 

0.84 0.84 
42 161 

4 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

404 318 

404 318 
7.1 6.5 

3.5 4.0 
91 72 

442 569 

310 155 
42 12 

107 65 
635 641 
0.49 0.24 

70 24 
15.9 12.4 

c B 
15.9 12.4 

c B 

~ ~ +- ' 
90 10 65 55 

Stop 
0% 

0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 
107 12 77 65 

7 
12.0 
4.0 

1 

86 488 321 97 

86 488 321 97 
6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
89 96 86 93 

970 327 568 952 

42 95 24 89 
42 0 24 0 
0 12 0 18 

1490 1700 1427 1700 
0.03 0.06 0.02 0.05 

2 0 1 0 
7.5 0.0 7.6 0.0 

A A 
2.3 1.6 

10.3 
38.9% ICU Level of Service 

15 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t ~ 

35 10 
Free 
0% 

0.84 0.84 0.84 
42 83 12 

2 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

93 

93 
4.1 

2.2 
97 

1490 

A 

5/2/2013 

'. ~ ~ 

20 15 
Free 

0% 
0.84 0.84 0.84 

24 71 18 
1 

12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

313 

102 

102 
4.2 

2.3 
98 

1427 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
20: Main St & 2nd St N .,. 

-+ "). • +- ' 
lane Configurations 
Volume {veh/h) 45 100 5 55 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 50 28 111 6 22 61 
Pedestrians 11 5 
lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 1 0 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 
vC, conflicting volume 1139 1072 469 1149 1099 377 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 1081 1003 304 1093 1035 377 
tC, single {s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
pO queue free % 60 85 82 95 87 91 
eM capacity (veh/h) 125 186 630 110 174 665 

Volume Total 189 89 83 367 33 489 
Volume left 50 6 83 0 33 0 
Volume Right 111 61 0 11 0 67 
cSH 260 330 1051 1700 1193 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.73 0.27 0.08 0.22 0.03 0.29 
Queue length 95th (ft) 132 28 7 0 2 0 
Control Delay {s) 48.5 19.9 8.7 0.0 8.1 0.0 
lane LOS E c A A 
Approach Delay (s) 48.5 19.9 1.6 0.5 
Approach LOS E c 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

9.5 
57.9% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t ~ 

75 10 
Free 

0% 
0.90 0.90 0.90 

83 356 11 
2 

12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

0.86 
500 

340 
4.1 

2.2 
92 

1051 

B 

5/2/2013 

'. + ~ 

30 60 
Free 

0% 
0.90 0.90 0.90 

33 422 67 
11 

12.0 
4.0 

1 

None 

319 

372 

372 
4.1 

2.2 
97 

1193 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
21 : Main St & 5th St 

~ '- t ~ '. + 
l ane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 5 40 5 45 420 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 5 43 239 5 49 457 
Pedestrians 3 
lane Width (ft) 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 
Percent Blockage 0 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC 1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
IC, single (s) 
IC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume l eft 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

799 

799 
6.4 

3.5 
98 

343 

49 
5 

43 
690 
0.07 

6 
10.6 

B 
10.6 

B 

245 248 

245 248 
6.2 4.1 

3.3 2.2 
94 96 

789 1298 

245 505 
0 49 
5 0 

1700 1298 
0.14 0.04 

0 3 
0.0 1.1 

A 
0.0 1.1 

1.4 
53.0% ICU l evel of Service 

15 

Prineville TSP Future Build . Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

5/212013 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
22: Main St & L~nn Blvd 

.,}' -+ "). " 
+- ' 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 35 15 20 60 250 
Sign Control Stop Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 47 20 27 81 7 338 
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 1332 1010 163 1028 993 89 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 1332 1010 163 1028 993 89 
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.2 6.5 6.3 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.6 4.0 3.4 
pO queue free % 30 89 97 44 96 65 
eM capacity (veh/h) 67 181 884 144 185 955 

Volume Total 95 426 115 365 162 
Volume Left 47 81 7 365 0 
Volume Right 27 338 41 0 7 
cSH 112 447 989 1489 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.85 0.95 0.01 0.25 0.10 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 129 295 1 25 0 
Control Delay (s) 118.5 61.9 0.6 8.2 0.0 
Lane LOS F F A A 
Approach Delay (s) 118.5 61 .9 0.6 5.7 
Approach LOS F F 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

34.9 
51 .0% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

~ t ~ 

5 30 
Free 
0% 

0.74 0.74 0.74 
7 68 41 

4 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

162 

162 
5.1 

3.1 
99 

989 

A 

5/2/2013 

'.. ~ .I 

270 115 5 
Free 

0% 
0.74 0.74 0.74 
365 155 7 

1 
12.0 
4.0 

0 

None 

108 

108 
4.1 

2.2 
75 

1489 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
23 : Lynn Blvd & Fairview St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

20 315 250 20 50 25 
Free Free Stop 
0% 0% 0% 

0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 
31 485 385 31 77 38 

None None 

415 946 400 

415 946 400 
4.1 6.7 6.2 

2.2 3.7 3.3 
97 70 94 

1154 256 654 

515 415 115 
31 0 77 
0 31 38 

1154 1700 321 
0.03 0.24 0.36 

2 0 41 
0.8 0.0 22.4 

A c 
0.8 0.0 22.4 

c 

2.9 
47.1% ICU Level of Service 

15 

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

A 

5/2/2013 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
24 : Combs Flat Rd & L~nn Blvd 

..1 .. ~ t ! 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 90 260 140 95 
Sign Control Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 106 306 165 129 265 112 
Pedestrians 4 
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 
Percent Blockage 0 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 779 325 376 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 779 325 376 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free % 66 57 86 
eM capacity (veh/h) 310 707 1166 

Volume Total 412 294 376 
Volume Left 106 165 0 
Volume Right 306 0 112 
cSH 532 1166 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.77 0.14 0.22 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 182 13 0 
Control Delay (s) 31.2 5.4 0.0 
Lane LOS D A 
Approach Delay (s) 31.2 5.4 0.0 
Approach LOS D 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

13.3 
67.0% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

c 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
25: OR126 (WB) & US 26/US 26 (WB) 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 

0 0 
Free 
0% 

0.95 0.95 
0 0 

None 

0 739 160 
Free Stop 

0% 0% 
0.95 0.95 0.95 

0 778 168 

TWLTL 
2 

0 778 
0 

778 
0 778 

4.1 6.5 
5.5 

2.2 3.6 
100 60 

0 

0.95 
0 

0 

0 
6.2 

3.3 
100 pO queue free % 

eM capacity (veh/h) 1604 419 1091 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

778 
0 
0 

1700 
0.46 

0 
0.0 

0.0 

168 
168 

0 
419 
0.40 

49 
19.2 

c 
19.2 

c 

3.4 
97.5% ICU Level of Service 

15 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

F 

5/2/2013 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
26: OR 26 & OR 126 

...J ~ 
.- ' '.. ~ 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 0 760 0 0 73 0 
Sign Control Free Free Yield 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 809 0 0 78 0 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL None 
Median storage veh) 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 0 809 0 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 0 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 809 
vCu, unblocked vol 0 809 0 
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.4 
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3 
pO queue free % 100 82 100 
eM capacity (veh/h) 1636 430 1091 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

.,. ( •. . 

.. , '-' ' I 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

809 
0 
0 

1700 
0.48 

0 
0.0 

0.0 

78 
78 
0 

430 
0.18 

17 
15.2 

c 
15.2 

c 

1.3 
50.7% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
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A 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
27: US 26 (EB) & OR 126/0R 126 (WB) 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

0 

0.95 
0 

711 

711 
4.1 

2.2 
100 
898 

711 
0 
0 

1700 
0.42 

0 
0.0 

0.0 

0 0 0 675 
Free Free 
0% 0% 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
0 0 0 711 

None None 

0 

0 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1636 

77 
0 
0 

356 
0.22 

21 
17.9 

c 
17.9 

c 

1.7 

0 

0.95 
0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

46.0% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

0 0 0 
Stop 
0% 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
0 0 0 

749 711 0 

749 711 0 
7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.5 4.0 3.3 
100 100 100 
276 361 1091 

A 

5/2/201 3 

0 73 0 
Stop 
0% 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
0 77 0 

711 711 711 

711 711 71 1 
7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.5 4.0 3.3 
100 78 100 
351 356 437 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
28: NW Oneil H~ & Ochoco Hw~ 

..1 ....... +- '- \. ~ 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 20 895 645 140 90 10 
Sign Control Free Free Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 22 984 709 154 99 11 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL None 
Median storage veh) 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 863 1813 431 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 786 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 1027 
vCu, unblocked vol 863 1813 431 
tC, single (s) 4.2 6.8 7.0 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.8 
IF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3 
pO queue free % 97 60 98 
eM capacity (veh/h) 757 246 567 

Volume Total 22 984 473 390 110 
Volume Left 22 0 0 0 99 
Volume Right 0 0 0 154 11 
cSH 757 1700 1700 1700 261 
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.58 0.28 0.23 0.42 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 0 0 51 
Control Delay (s) 9.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.5 
Lane LOS A D 
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 0.0 28.5 
Approach LOS D 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

1.7 
59.4% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

B 

5/2/2013 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
29: OR 126 & S Rimrock Rd 

Lane Configurations 
Volume {veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
IF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity UUiization 
Analysis Period (min) 

5 35 880 
Stop Free 

0% 0% 
0.93 0.93 0.93 

5 38 946 

None 

1379 946 
946 
433 

1379 946 
6.8 7.1 
5.8 
3.5 3.4 
98 85 

306 250 

10 50 605 
Free 

0% 
0.93 0.93 0.93 

11 54 651 

TWLTL 
2 

957 

957 
4.3 

2.3 
92 

678 

,-L~t'--,--,~,-,~-;- ~ ··>f : 
\ ~ ~\-.. ,, ·"r-'f1.~ ··~..c-_.J) ~ - .. .. 

43 946 11 54 325 325 
5 0 0 54 0 0 

38 0 11 0 0 0 
255 1700 1700 678 1700 1700 
0.17 0.56 0.01 0.08 0.19 0.19 

15 0 0 7 0 0 
21.9 0.0 0.0 10.8 0.0 0.0 

c B 
21.9 0.0 0.8 

c 

0.9 
60.3% ICU Level of Service 

15 

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/412012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

B 

5/2/2013 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
30: Tom McCall Rd & OR 126 5/212013 

~ __.. .. • +- ...... ~ t ~ \. + .I 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 30 10 30 510 70 25 60 125 75 
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 38 881 12 38 638 88 31 6 75 156 12 94 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 725 894 1769 1756 881 1747 1681 638 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 725 894 1769 1756 881 1747 1681 638 
tC, single (s) 4.4 4.1 7.2 6.5 6.3 7.1 6.5 6.3 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.5 2.2 3.6 4.0 3.4 3.5 4.0 3.4 
pO queue free % 95 95 24 92 78 0 86 80 
eM capacity (veh/h) 752 759 41 78 334 45 86 468 

. _ . : · · · .~ ·cJ I ~· .. ~ · r ·~" - 'i •· ~ · · • · • • • 

Volume Total 919 12 675 88 112 262 
Volume Left 38 0 38 0 31 156 
Volume Right 0 12 0 88 75 94 
cSH 752 1700 759 1700 106 69 
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.01 0.05 0.05 1.06 3.78 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0 4 0 180 Err 
Control Delay (s) 1.4 0.0 1.3 0.0 181.8 Err 
Lane LOS A A F F 
Approach Delay (s) 1.4 1.2 181 .8 Err 
Approach LOS F F 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

1279.7 
93.1% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future Build -Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

F 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
31 : SW Airport Rd & Ochoco Hwy 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
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 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vel 
vC2, stage 2 conf vel 
vCu, unblocked vel 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
eM capacity (veh/h) 

Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

5 660 15 
Free 

0% 
0.83 0.83 0.83 

6 795 18 

None 

687 

687 
4.4 

2.5 
99 

778 

6 795 18 
6 0 0 
0 0 18 

778 1700 1700 
0.01 0.47 0.01 

1 0 0 
9.7 0.0 0.0 

A 
0.1 

6.6 

40 565 
Free 

0% 
0.83 0.83 

48 681 

None 

813 

813 
4.4 

2.4 
93 

714 

48 681 
48 0 
0 0 

714 1700 
0.07 0.40 

6 0 
10.4 0.0 

B 
0.7 

5 

0.83 
6 

6 
0 
6 

1700 
0.00 

0 
0.0 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

51.8% ICU Level of Service 
15 

Prineville TSP Future Build- Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

20 10 
Stop 

0% 
0.83 0.83 

24 12 

1599 1590 

1599 1590 
7.3 6.5 

3.7 4.0 
65 88 
68 100 

127 30 
24 12 
90 12 

175 75 
0.72 0.40 
117 41 

65.8 82.6 
F F 

65.8 82.6 
F F 

75 

0.83 
90 

795 

795 
6.4 

3.4 
75 

366 

A 

5/2/2013 

10 10 
Stop 

0% 
0.83 0.83 0.83 

12 6 12 

1681 1602 681 

1681 1602 681 
7.4 7.0 6.4 

3.8 4.5 3.5 
70 92 97 
41 76 421 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
40: Main St & Peters Rd 

Lane Configurations 
Sign Control 
Volume (vph) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 

160 
93 
25 

Stop 
35 

0.81 
43 

191 
111 
19 

20 
0.81 

25 

272 
25 
0 

Stop 
90 50 

0.81 0.81 
111 62 

247 80 
0 80 

247 0 

15 
0.81 

19 

179 
0 

86 

Volume Total (vph) 
Volume Left (vph) 
Volume Right (vph) 
Hadj (s) 0.02 0.06 0.03 -0.60 0.50 -0.33 
Departure Headway (s) 
Degree Utilization, x 
Capacity (veh/h) 
Control Delay (s) 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Delay 
Level of Service 

5.7 
0.26 
568 

10.7 
10.7 

B 

5.7 5.5 
0.30 0.41 
577 609 

11.1 12.3 
11.1 9.8 

B A 

3.2 6.4 5.6 
0.22 0.14 0.28 
1122 525 601 

7.1 9.3 9.5 
9.5 

A 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

10.1 
B 

42.8% 
15 

ICU Level of Service 

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour 
KAI 

Stop 
20 200 200 

0.81 0.81 0.81 
25 247 247 

A 

5/2/2013 

Stop 
65 75 70 

0.81 0.81 0.81 
80 93 86 
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Future Alternatives 
May 3, 2013 

Prineville Transportation System Plan 

Appendix F Concept of 
Channelization for 
O'Nei l Highway/ OR 
126 
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City of Prineville TSP September 2013 

Section 7 
Technical Memorandum 7: Preferred Alternative 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 



TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #7: PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

This memorandum presents the preferred transportation system alternative for addressing the 
multimodal transportation needs that were identified through analysis of existing and future 
(2035) traffic conditions in Prineville. This memorandum identifies the projects, costs, priorities, 
and potential funding partne rships between the City, Cou nty, and ODOT. 

TRANSPORTATION NEEDS 

The existing conditions and no-build memoranda document the multimodal transportation 
system needs related to safety, operati ons, and connecti vity necessary to support population and 
job growth through the year 2035. These needs were used to develop various alternatives, which 
were vetted by the project advisory committees. This preferred alterna tive summarizes the 
roadway improvement projects throughout the City. 

ROADWAY FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION 

The City's Roadway Functional Classification system identifies where collector and arterial 
roadways will be located and how they wi ll be connected to serve growth within the Prineville 
urban growth boundary. The recommended roadway functional classification has been revised 
based on the selection of a Preferred Alternative as further addressed within this memorandum. 

The purpose of this classification system is as follows: 

• Identify City connectivity and general alignment needs to serve urban development. 
• Inform right-of-way preservation and roadway construction needs as part of property 

development or redevelopment. 
• Provide guidance on priorities. 
• Identify a process for exceptions or deviations from the standards based on area-specific 

context or other considerations. 

Figure 7-1 illustrates the recommended roadway functional classification system within 
Prineville. This recommended functional classification system categori zes the City's primary 
roadways as Major and Minor Arterials and Major and Minor Collectors. All other roadways are 
classified as Local Streets. This classification map also includes Vision Elements; these roadways are 
located within the UGB but are not needed to serve the anticipated 20-year growth. The location 
and alignment shown is intended to preserve right-of-way for future connections. 

FILENAME: H:\PROJFILE\12221 -PRINEVILLE TSP\MEMOS\TM7_ PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE\DRAFT_ TM7_PREFERRED_ 082813.DOCX 
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Preferred Alternative 
June 2013 

Generally, priority issues this classification scheme addresses are: 

Prineville Transportat ion System Plan 
Page 7-3 

• Continued identification of a northern extension of Combs Flat Road to connect through 
the Iron Horse property to Peters Road . This connection forms a parallel route to Main 
Street for east Prineville, and connects north Prineville with shopping, school, commute, 
and recreation routes. 

• Reloca tion of the O'Neil Highway connection to OR 126. A specific location for the 
highway is not identified, and would need to be further reviewed in the land use and 
infrastructure context a t the time a relocation was considered. 

• An extension of Peters Road from its in tersection with Main Street west to Lamonta Road, 
connecting with Gardne r Road, and ultimately to US 26. This roadway would serve 
adjacent industrial lands and provide a collector roadway function to reduce traffic on 
Main Street and 3'd Street. 

• Alignment of Tom McCall and Millican Road within the City's industrial lands. The 
consolidation of these intersections would allow intersecti on improvements at OR 126 to 
benefit connectivity to the north and south sides of the highway. 

• Extension of S 2 nd Street east to connect to Combs Flat Road. This connection will provide 
a parallel route to Lynn Bouleva rd and 3rd Street, improving the grid network in the 
southern portion of the City. 

• Extension of S 5th Street east to connect to SE Willowdale Drive/Ochoco Logging Road. 
This connection will provide a parallel route to Lynn Bouleva rd and 3'd Street, improving 
the grid network in the southern portion of the City. 

• Connect the missing segment of Elm Street between S 5th Street and S 6th Street. This will 
improve north -south connectivity between downtown Prinev ille and the schools. 

• Classifica tions were modified to follow standard naming conventions. These naming 
conventions clarify the distinction between loca l streets and higher-order roadways. 

The need to construct, extend, or improve specific corridors may only occur with development, or 
could be provided as land sales occur to minimize impact to existing owners. The overall 
functional classification system is intended to serve as a blueprint that provides an orderly plan 
for growth, so that with development of the UGB right-of-way and connectivity will be 
preserved, regardless of where that deve lopment occurs. 

PREFERRED ROADWAY ALTERNATIVE 

This section identifies the key infrastructu re needs throughout the City of Prineville based on the 
alte rnatives that were presented in Technical Memorandum #6 and discussed w ith the advisory 
committee on May 7, 20J 3. At this meeting, the advisory committee unanimously agreed that to 
address the primary congestion along Main Street and 3'd Street, development of the parallel 
routes alternative was preferred . This alternative to support City growth through 2035 was 
selected for the following reasons: 

• The improvements to the City roadway network would be required under any scenario as 
they serve developable lands, provide travel options, reduce highway reliance, shorten 
trip lengths, and improve multimodal connectivity and overall accessibility. 
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• The parallel roadways meet the 20-year needs for the lowest overall cost of the 
alternatives reviewed, and will be the most likely alternative to be achieved given the 
current City and State funding. 

• These improvements can be phased over the next 20-years as they are comprised of 
several stand-alone projects. 

• This alternative does not preclude development of other alternatives that may be needed 
to serve growth beyond the 20-year horizon; these other options will remain viable if 
growth outpaces the 20-year projections. 

The parallel routes alternative includes construction of the NE 9th Street extension, the Combs Flat 
Road northern extension and connection with Peters Road, the Peters Road extension to Lamonta 
Street at its intersection with Gardner (ultimately connecting to US 26), and includes the longer­
term vision plan connection of Crestview Road to Main Street. Figure 7-2 shows the approximate 
locations of these parallel routes. In addition to these routes that generally serve the northern 
portion of Prineville, further improvements are also recommended along 2nd Street and 
immediately south of the downtown to complete the missing roadway segments along 2nd Street, 
Elm Street, and 5th Street. 

Individual connections within this alternative are further described below. Major supporting 
road way connections are illustrated in Figure 7-2. 

Peters Road Connection to Lamonta Road 

The proposed Peters Road connection would link Peters Road west past Main Street to intersect 
with Lamonta Road at its intersection with Gardner Road, as shown in Figure 7-2. This 
connection would provide a direct route between US 26 and Main Street as part of a new northern 
arterial, with direct access to the Iron Horse lands and industrial properties. The advisory 
committee was fa vorable of this alignment as it helps to address both the Main Street and 3'd 
Street congestion and provides an alternate route for northern Prineville residents. 

Travel demand models showed that this connection would be expected to carry about 150 trips in 
each direction during the weekday evening commute hour in the year 2035, alleviating some 
congestion throughout the City's network and improving access to industrially-zoned properties. 
This project was identified as it directly addresses critical City congestion needs, improves 
connectivity, provides redundancy to the roadway network, and enables additional economic 
benefits by providing access to employment lands. 

Key challenges associated with this connection and potential options are described below . 

• A spur line serving the Woodgrain Millwork site crosses Main Street immediately south of 
its connection with Peters Road. While the at-grade crossing does not include active gates 
or lights and currently requires flaggers on Main Street for traffic control, future 
improvements at the intersection of Main Street and Peters Road should accommodate 
this crossing and its future potential for higher use. 
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• The second consideration is the lack of access across this rail spur line. The line is 
currently used to store train cars, and any accesses across this railway should occur west 
of where the rail line crosses Lamonta Road to avoid additional rail crossings. 

• An irrigation canal parallels Lamonta Road to the north . A new bridge or cul vert would 
be needed to support this designated arterial connection. 

• The alignment crosses multiple properti.es. Limited phasing could occur as part of this 
connection between Gardner Road and Lon Smith Road, or across private properties as 
development occurs. The need for both primary and secondary access to the adjacent 
industrial properties may limit phasing options. 

g th Street Extension 

The proposed 9'h Street Extension, shown in Figure 7-2, completes the continuous connection 
along US 26 from west of the "Y" to east of Combs Flat Road . The western section of this 
connection has been completed to Main Street, and the offset connection to NE 7th Street and 
Laughlin Road currently provide the eastern connection back to US 26. Completion of a more 
direct 9th Street extension across Main Street would make this a more desirable route and further 
relieve congestion on both Main Street and 3•d Street. 

While the prior Transportation System Plan identified the preferred alignment as a direct 
ex tension of 9th Street, surrounding development and other changes have occurred that may no 
longer provide the same preference for this a lignment. The abandonment of the Prineville railway 
line along l Qth Street provides a new right-of-way corridor north of the Price Slasher grocery 
store, and the increased use of Lamonta Road for freight has increased the importance of a traffic 
signal at the intersection of Main Street and 1 Qth Street. Ultimately, the intent of this project is to 
create a continuous east-west connection wi th a linkage to Lamonta Road suitable for trucks. 

As no funding is yet available to complete this roadway, the decision of whether to complete this 
connection at 9th or JQth Street should be deferred as additional land use changes are likely to 
occur in the interim period. Near-term projects should connect both Lamonta Road and 9th Street 
for freight, improve the traffic signal at JQth Street to conform to current standards, and improve 
the walkways along both sides of Main Street throughout the corridor. 

There are several phasing options for this project, as listed below and illustrated in Exhibit 7-1: 

• Improvement of Deer Street to facilitate truck traffic between Lamonta Road, ] Qth Street, 
and 9th Street. These improvements may include minor realignment, signing and striping, 
and corner treatments. 

• Improvement of the Lamonta Road connection with 10th Street to form a perpendicular 
intersection with Lamonta Road as the continuous route. 

• Re-alignment of JQth Street across Main Street. 
• Improvements at the existing JQth Street traffic signal, to include pedestrian ramps, push 

buttons, and signal displays to improve accessibility. 
• Restriping Main Street as a three-lane section from 9th Street to Peters Road, providing 

additional pavement for pedestrians and bicyclists, and better accommodating truck 
turns. 



Preferred Alternative 
June 2013 

Prineville Transportation System Plan 
Page 7-7 

• Access improvements along Main Street that consolidate the vehicular, pedestrian, and 
bicycl ist conflict points. 

Realign 101
h 

Street 
intersection with 

connectivity on 
Main St 

Street extension and Main Street improvements. 

Combs Flat Road 

Combs Flat Road has a northern terminus at Laughlin Road, w ith access to the Iron Horse 
property currently obtained from the west through Hudspeth Road. An extension of Combs Flat 
Road (as a City-managed facility as opposed to a continuation of OR 380) would more directly 
provide access between the Iron Horse development, commercial services near 3'd Street, and 
recreation, and it would form an eastern route within the City parallel to Main Street. Ultimately, 
the arterial connection would link Combs Flat Road to Pete rs Road, which as previously 
identified, would be extended west to connect to US 26. Comments received from the advisory 
committee indicate that this is a high priority route given the expected development on the east 
side of the City, and its completion would provide a critical northern arterial route around the 
City to help rel ieve congestion on 3'd Street, shorten trips, and more directly connect travel 
destinations. 

The Combs Flat Road corridor south of 3'd Street (OR 380) provides access to recreational and 
residential areas to the south . Within City limits Combs Flat Road transitions from a rural State 
facili ty into a City roadway, connecting school traffic from Lynn Boulevard to the north. The 
designated highway portion of this route (Combs Flat south of 3rd Street) is generally rural 
throughout its length, with no designated pedestrian amenities but striped bicycle lanes along the 



Preferred Alternative 
June 2013 

Prineville Transportation System Plan 
Page 7-8 

shoulders. The corridor borders or provides access to several schools and residences, and is 
located adjacent to the Ochoco Lumber site that is planned for mixed-use development and is 
planned for the Pioneer Memorial hospital relocation. While there are specific intersection 
improvement needs, the general need is for Combs Flat to include turn lanes at major 
intersections and pedestrian and bicyclist facilities throughout its length. The desire to develop 
the Ochoco Lumber site as a vibrant, mixed-use area will require that the barrier effects of Combs 
Flat Road be reduced so that this area can be fully integrated with the downtown. 

The extension of Combs Flat Road north will also require additional improvements to the built 
section of the facility. The two-lane section that connects through the commercial area will likely 
require widening to three lanes along with modal accommodations, and new tum lanes will be 
required at the 3'd Street/Combs Flat Road intersection and at the .intersection with Laughlin 
Road . Depending on the growth w ithin Iron H orse, signalization of the Laughlin Road 
intersecti on with Combs Flat may also be required. 

Combs Flat Project Needs: 

• Extension of Combs Flat Road north to Peters Road. 
• Pedestrian and bicyclist facilities throughout the length of the corridor; completion of a 

mixed-use trail on one side of Combs Flat Road may be adequate with pedestrian 
crossings as described above. 

• Enhanced pedestrian crossings, particularly at the Ochoco Creek Trail, the future 51h Street 
extension, and at Lynn Boulevard. 

• North-south left-turn lanes at major intersections; these include Laughlin Road, 3rd Street, 
a future extension of 5th Street, and Lynn Boulevard. 

Main Street Corridor 

The Main Street corridor serves a critical north-south travel function in Prineville and has limited 
alternati ve routes today. Incidents and closures require a lengthy detour for residents along the 
Barnes Butte alignment. Today, the four-lane cross-section between 9th Street and Peters Road 
transitions to a three-lane section in the downtown area, and continues south with a three-lane 
section to 1st Street. 

The City is currently pursuing design and construction plans that wiJJ convert the four-lane 
section of this road to provide a single travel lane in both directions and a continuous center left­
turn lane. This narrowed three-lane section will allow for a wider shoulder area, to better 
accommodate pedestrian and bicyclist travel. The project is also considering potential changes to 
the 9 th Street and 101h Street intersections with Main Street. 

While these improvements help to improve multi-modal travel, the critical issue with Main Street 
is the reliance on this route for all north-south travel. New connections, such as a northerly 
extension of Combs Flat Road to Peters Road, and a western extension of Peters Road to Lamonta 
Road, will help reduce this reliance and lessen congestion on this route. The completion of these 
parallel routes, as identified in the functional classification section, are shown to adequately 
mitigate this overall corridor. 
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• Consistent three-lane cross-section between 3'd Street north to Peters Road. 
• Improved pedestrian and bicycl ist accommodations throughout the entire corridor. 
• Improved sidewalks with wider clear space and fewer conflicts in built urban areas of the 

corridor. 

NE 2 nd Street Extension 

N E 2nd Street currently ends at its intersection with Fairview (at the Crooked River Elementary 
School), resuming east of Holly Street. The completion of this missing section would reduce 
reliance on NE 3'd Street for the southeastern part of the City. Completion of the connection 
would onl y occur with redevelopment of the school district property, as the roadway extension 
would otherwise divide the school property and conflict with the school campus layout. Exhibit 
7-2 illustrates the missing section of 2nd Street. 

Exhibit 7-2. 2 Street Extension between Fairview and Holly Street. 

Elm Street Extension 

Elm Street serves as an important north-south connection in Prineville, extending between Loper 
Avenue and Lynn Boulevard w ith exception of the missing one block segment between 61h Street 
and 5th Street and an offset intersection with N E 6th Street. While classified as a local street and 
serving as an access for adjacent residences, this connection links the City's schools, parks, and 
downtown with residential areas, and contains a signalized intersection with NE 3rd Street (US 
26). The completion of the missing segment could improve vehicular or multimodal north-south 
travel. 
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The parallel Fairview route is classified as a Collector, though this route does not provide a signal 
at NE 3rd Street or continue north through the Ochoco Creek park. Both roads have similar 
characteristics in terms of width, direct residential driveway access, and surrounding zoning/land 
uses. Fairview Street does provide a better connection to the school properties and the Parks and 
Recreation swimming pool on NE 41h Street. While it is expected to be a relatively low priority 
within the City to complete this extension, completion of the connection should also consider 
designation of this route as a minor collector, potentiaJiy with reduced classification of Fairview 
Street to a local street designation while retaining an emphasis on pedestrian and bicycle 
connectivity . 

OR 126 (West of US 26) 

The OR 126 Corridor Facility Plan identifies the need to widen OR 126 to provide a four-lane 
section from Tom McCall Road to the Prineville "Y" junction. East of Millican Road, the 
additional traffic demand from the development of the adjacent industrial lands was projected to 
require two travel lanes in each direction into Prineville. With the revised volume forecasts, the 
existing cross-section is expected to provide adequate capacity through 2035. 

Therefore, previously identified widening needs are no longer required from a capacity 
perspective. 

Highway Designations 

Alternative mobility was assessed as an option within the alternatives, but was not found to be 
necessary with completion of the parallel routes alternative. While the Transportation System 
Plan assesses the 20-year planning horizon, the timing of improvements, deviations from 
assumed area job or housing densities, or shifting growth patterns could exceed City of Prineville 
or ODOT performance standards, particularly if growth occurs before the identified 
improvements are constructed. 

The alternative mobility po)jcies allow higher levels of congestion to delay or avoid major capital 
costs. Generally, State facilities that serve a regional function in addition to their local role are the 
facilities most likely to experience congestion. Within Prineville, US 26 (Madras-Prineville 
Highway and 3rd Street) and OR 126 (Ochoco Highway) carry the highest traffic volumes and 
experience the highest levels of congestion. 

While alternative mobility is not needed m Prineville from a capacity perspective, 
recommendations to change the functional goals for facilities to balance local access or economic 
goals could be considered. Potential segment designations and their definitions from the Oregon 
Highway Plan are summarized below. 

Special Transportation Area (STA) 

The primary objective of managing highway facilities in an existing or future Special Transportation Area 
is to provide access to community activities, businesses, and residences and to accommodate pedestrian 
movement along and across the highway in a downtown, business district and/or community center 
including those in unincorporated communities as defined by OAR 660-022-0010(10). An STA is a 
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highway segment designation that may be applied to a highway segment when a downtown, business 
district, or community center straddles the state highway within an urban growth boundan; or in an 
unincorporated communih;. Direct street connections and shared on-street parking are encouraged in 
urban areas and may be encouraged in unincorporated communities. Direct property access is limited in an 
STA. Local auto, pedestrian, bicycle and transit movements to the business district or community center 
are generally as important as the through movement of traffic. Traffic speeds are slow, generally 25 miles 
per hour or less. 

Urban Business Area (UBA) 

The Urban Business Area is a highway segment designation which may vary in size and which recognizes 
existing areas of commercial activihJ or future nodes or various types of centers of commercial activity 
within urban growth boundm·ies on District, Regional, or Statewide Highways where vehicular 
accessibility is important to continued economic v iability. The primary objective of the state highway in an 
Urban Business Area (UBA) is to maintain existing speeds while balancing the access needs of abutting 
properties with the need to move through traffic. An UBA is a highway segment designation that may 
apply to an existing area of commercial activity or fu ture center or node of commercial activihJ in a 
community located on a District, Regional, or Statewide Highway where speeds are 35 miles per hour or 
less. The designa tion of UBAs on Statewide Highways shall be limited to only those special circumstances 
where, from a system-wide perspective, the need for local access clearly equals or is greater than the need for 
mobility for an existing designation, and for a new designation the need for local access must be greater 
than the need for mobility. Vehicular accessibility is often as important as pedestrian, biCJ;cle, and transit 
accessibility. Safe and regular street connections are encouraged. Transit turnouts, sidewalks, and bicycle 
lanes are accommodated. 

Expressways 

Expressways are complete routes or segments of existing two-lane and multiO-/ane highways and planned 
multi-lane highways that provide for safe and efficient high speed and high volume traffic movements. Their 
priman; function is to provide for interurban travel and connections to ports and major recreation areas 
with minimal interruptions. A secondary function is to provide for long distance intra-urban travel in 
metropolitan areas. In urban areas, speeds are moderate to high. In rural areas, speeds are high. Usually 
there are no pedestrian facili ties, and bikeways may be separated from the roadway. 

Recommended strategies to better match land use and transportation needs w ithin Prineville are 
as follows: 

• Designation of 3rd Street (US 26) as an Urban Business Area east of Knowledge Street to 
Laughlin Road to support area redeve lopment and revitalization, reduced highway 
speeds, and improved pedestrian connecti vity with a lessened emphasis on throughput. 

• Retention of the Special Transporta tion Area designation along 3'd Street between 
Meadow Lakes and Knowledge Street. 

• Retention of the Expressway designation of OR 126 from the western UGB to its 
intersection with the O'Neil Highway. It was recognized that addi tional growth and 
development within the City's industrial lands may warrant review of this designation a t 
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a future time, but the access and primary function of this corridor continue to be for 
mobility at this time and connectivity to the downtown area. 

The designation of the eastern section of 3'd Street would help support policy and land use 
language being initiated by the City that are intended to reduce strip commercial and effectively 
extend the downtown area. Changing the designation of an ODOT facility can only be initiated 
through a legislative process such as a corridor plan or a transportation system plan, and would 
ultimately require approval through the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC). 

Vision Plan 

The City's UGB provides more land than needed for a 20-year horizon. This Transportation 
System Plan assumes grow th will occur w ithin the City's most readily buildable lands. Over the 
next twen ty years other areas within the City could experience growth that was not anticipated 
within this plan. The Vision Plan presents a long-range roadway framework that will allow the 
City to respond to changes in where, within the UGB, growth actually occurs. This Vision Plan 
will allow the City to consider future right-of-way needs to help provide for the orderly growth 
and development of the Ci ty. Vision Plan connections are illustrated in Exhibit 7-1. 

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS 

This section describes the intersection improvements needed to mitiga te the "point" congestion 
issues within Prineville. 

Intersection Improvements 

This section summarizes specifi c "point" improvements at intersections and junctions throughout 
the City, based on operational, safety, or geometric needs. 

OR 126/Tom McCall Road/Millican Road 

The OR 126 Corridor Facility Plan identified the need for an interchange at the OR 126(Tom 

McCall Road intersection and realignment of Millican Road to connect as a new southern 
intersection leg in the 2035 horizon year. At-grade traffic signal or roundabout solutions were 
identifjed as "interim" treatments as they did not meet the peak hour mobility targets for the 
highway in 2035. 

Using the revised travel demand forecasts developed through this Transportation System Plan 
effort, growth projections were signifjcantly reduced relative to the forecasts used in the prior OR 
126 Corridor Facility Plan. These reduced projections better reflect the current data center trends 
in the industria] park, reduced destination resort build-out, and current travel projections and 
growth forecasts for Prineville. With these reduced projections an interchange may remain a 
longer-term need within the Vision Plan, but an at-grade intersection can meet mobility targets 
through the horizon year 2035 while maintaining a smaller footprint than was previously 
considered. 
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Within the OR 126 Corridor Plan a traffi c signal was recommended as the preferred alternative. 
This treatment was selected largely due to the phasing options it would provide in moving 
toward a g rade-separated interchange. This design provided the phasing strategy as outlined 
below: 

• Install left-turn lanes on OR Highway 126 at Tom McCall Road 
• Extend the existing westbound right-turn lane a t Tom McCall Road 
• Add a southbound right-turn lane on Tom McCall Road 
• Add a new traffic signal at the intersection, along with approach treatments to account for 

the high speeds and rural environment 
• Install frontage road connections to Airport Way and Mi llican Road, so that this traffic 

could use the new signal for highway access. This would also allow closu re or restrictions 
of the current Millican/Airport Way intersections. 

A second option identified in the OR 126 Corridor Facility Plan was to reali gn Tom McCall Road 
with Millican Road and install a multi-lane roundabout. The corridor plan no ted that this was a 
more challenging project to phase and would require much of the cost up-front. In addition, 
when the OR 126 Corridor Facility Plan was being developed, the roundabout conflicted with 
ODOT policies. The relative safety benefits of a roundabout relative to a signal warran ted keeping 
a roundabou t in the corridor plan as an alternate treatment should the funding for the 
roundabout become avail ab le and ODOT policy changes occur. 

Since adoption of the OR 126 plan, ODOT policy was revised to allow roundabouts on state 
highways, w ith the requirement that appropriate stakeholder outreach was prov ided with the 
freight communi ty to ensure that the roundabou t sizing was adequate to accommodate the 
d imensional needs of trucks. 

l11tersection Siziug Analysis 

Operationa l analyses were conducted using the revised volume forecasts to review the potential 
intersection footprin t under a signalized or roundabou t configuration. The volume projections 
used in this analysis reflect a connection between Tom McCall Road and Millican both north and 
south of the highway, and conservatively assume that during the peak period all d rivers choose 
to route to the improved connection. 

If a roundabout were installed it would need to follow rural design guidelines. This includes 
extensive treatments on the intersection approaches that correspond to the travel speeds. Typical 
treatments involve a series of curves that transition drivers from 55 miles per hour successively to 
45 miles per hour, 35 miles per hour, and an entry speed of approximately 25 miles per hour 
where they could yield to conflicting vehicles. The treatment would also require illumination on 
the approaches and at the intersection to alert dri vers to the intersection control at night, and 
ad vance signin.g and striping. 

The roundabout analysis shows that in 2035 a single-lane roundabout operates below capacity, 
but begins to experience queues on the eastbound approach of 11 vehicles. A sensiti vity analysis 
was conducted to assess the impacts an increase or decrease in traffic volumes of 25 percent 
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would create. At the low range a single lane roundabout would work acceptably, and at the high 
range a second eastbound and westbound travel lane would be required to avoid the intersection 
exceeding capacity. Under all scenarios, a single-lane northbound and southbound approach was 
found to be adequate. Accordingly, it is recommended that the future design of a roundabout at 
this location plan for dual eastbound and westbound through lanes on the highway. 

Consistent with ODOT roundabout policy, consideration of a roundabout and the approach 
treatments would need to include a range of stakeholders and interests along this critical freight 
rou te, particularly for over-dimensional loads. The connection Millican Road provides to US 20 is 
used by over-dimensional loads to avoid the congestion and lack of a direct connection between 
the Bend Parkway and US 20. As discussed within the OR 126 corridor plan, consideration of a 
gated central "pass-through" lane and retention of the existing Millican connection could be vital 
in accommodating these over-dimensional users, while still maintaining the safety a roundabout 
provides for typical highway freight and passenger vehicle users. 

If a traffic signal were to be installed at this intersection the design would need to provide special 
accommodation of the rural nature of the highway and the expectancy of drivers to encounter a 
traffic signal. Similar to the roundabout, the design of the traffic signal would need to include a 
high degree of roadside context to help inform approaching drivers of the potential need to stop, 
which could include dynamic feedback signs, advance warning signs, longer all-red and yellow 
signal clearance intervals, and changes to the physical approach geometry and aesthetics. 

The footprint of a 
traffic signal would 
need to similarly 
include two east-west 
travel lanes on OR 
126, dedicated left­
turn lanes on all 
approaches, and 
shared through/right­
tum lanes north and 
south, as shown in 
Exhibit 7-3. While 
this design 
provide 
reserve 

would 
ample 

capacity, 
separate or 

Exhibit 7-3. Signalized OR 126/Tom McCall- Millican Road footprint. 

channelized right-tum lanes may also be desired to separate high speed through and turning 
movements and better accommodate the turning radii from the industrial lands. 

The refinement of these options will be completed as part of a separate effort and amended into 
the City's Transportation System Plan. The City and ODOT have been in discussions and are 
collaboratively developing the scope for a detailed evaluation of traffic control options at the 
intersection. The key goals of this process are to provide a high level of safety in this high-speed 
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rural area, support economic development within the City's industrial lands, and accommodate 
oversized freight movements within and through this area. 

West "Y" 

The OR 126 Corridor Facility Plan identified the need to extend queue storage on the stop­
controlled approach for eastbound OR Highway 126 to westbound US 26 traffic. The plan also 
included long-te rm identification of either a traffic signal or multilane roundabout; e ither could 
provide acceptable operati ons. 

With the revised growth forecasts for OR 126 the existing traffic control will be adequate to 
accommodate the 20-year growth projections. Some improvements may continue to be requ ired 
to extend the available vehicu la r storage bays, manage and define access, and improve sight 
distance. 

O'Neil Hwy (OR 370) / 0R 126 

The OR 126 Corridor Facility Plan identified an inte rim o ption that would allow left-turns from 
the O'Neil Highway to cross a single Jane of traffic on OR 126 before merg ing into eastbound 
traffic. A concept of the channeli zation was prepared for the Corridor Plan project, and is shown 
in Exhibit 7-4. 

Without any improvements, by 2035 forecast 
traffi c volumes a re expected to exceed the 
inte rsection capacity. However, public comments 
also indicate a desire for improved connections to 
the pedestrian trail system that connects w ith the 
Ochoco Viewpoint, and implementa tion of this 
interim treatment would make those pedestrian 
crossings more difficult to accommodate. Exhibit 
7-5 illustrates the exis ting inte rsection 
configuration and highlights the raised medians. 

The long-range recommendation for the O'Neil 
Highway connection is to continue to consider 
alte rnate connections to US 26. The current 
location of the intersection of these two highways 
along the grade provides high-speed conflicts on 
an inclined pavement sectio n, and highway 
curvature limits the ability for motorists to 
adequate ly judge the speed and presence of 
oncoming vehicles. A specific location for this 
connection was not identified at this time; the 
future s iting will need to consider environmental 
and land use implications of an a lternate 
alignment along this constrained area. 

Exhibit 7-4. OR 126 Corridor Pla n inte rim 
improvement concept. 
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• Consider an alternative alignment of the O'Neil Highway to US 26. 
• Consider near-term improvements that accommodate pedestrian crossings from the 

Crooked River Bridge across the O'Neil Highway to connect to the Ochoco Viewpoint trail 
systems. 

• Consider OR 126 crossings to the east where speeds are lower and the roadway section is 
narrowed. 

Raised jersey barrier 
between travel lanes 

and sidewalks 

Exhibit 7-5. Existing OR 126/ 0 ' Neil Highway Intersection configuration. 

Combs Flat Road/Lynn Boulevard 

A significant amount of growth is projected to occur outside of the City, and with the completion 
of the 2nd Street extension a higher volume of traffic is utilizing Main Street and Lynn Boulevard 
to provide this connection. Growth along Combs Flat Road is also influenced by the nearby 
schools, and experiences high peaking characteristics. 

It is recommended that this intersection be signalized when warranted. The need and timing of 
this improvement will be driven by growth, and should be monitored as part of development 
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applications that would create an impact. Near-term, a crosswalk should be installed to allow 
pedestrian s to cross the highway. The high speeds along this section of Combs Flat Road w ill 
likely require advance warnin gs to motorists. Ultimately, this crosswalk should connect to the 
shared-use path recommended for the east side of Combs Flat Road that would connect north to 
US 26- 3•d Street. 

Main Street/Lynn Boulevard 

Similar to the intersection of Combs Flat Road and Lynn Bouelvard, the need to signalize the 
intersection of Main Street and Lynn Bouleva rd will be driven by growth in southern Prineville, 
particularly within the Anglers' Canyon development or any other development that connects to 
the south. This intersection should be planned for future signalization, with a traffic signal 
installed only when warranted. 

Harwood Avenue/Lamonta Road 

The intersection of 
Harwood and Larnonta 
Road provides an 
unconventional geometry, 
as shown within the inset. 
The intersection contai ns 
only single turn lanes, but 
dual receiving lanes for 
southbound traffic along 
wi th a very short merge 
area. Restriping to provide 
a single southbound travel 
lane and better delineation 
of the radius would 
address the intersection 
needs. 

OR 126/US 26- 3rd 

Street/Laughlin Road 

Exhibit 7-6. Harwood and Lamonta Road intersection improvements. 

The connection of Laughlin Road with US 26/0R 126- 3•d Street forms a skewed intersection with 
a separate westbound "slip lane" treatment, with a private driveway access located on the slip 
lane adjacent to the highway. Regardless of whether the City completes the 91h Street extension, it 
is recommended that this intersection be reconfigured as a more conventional perpendicular "T" 
intersection . A more conventional channeli zed right-turn lane design could allow this to remain 
as an attractive alternate route to the highway for westbound motorists. Goals of this design 
would be to provide a more clearly defined connection to the highway and reduce the pedestrian 
and bicyclist conflict area. 
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There are several locations in Prineville where roadways are poorly aligned, or segments of 
roadway are missing. Intersection alignment helps improve safety, simplifies driver decisions, 
and provides more continuous routes. A complete grid network provides travelers with options 
and better accommodates pedestrian and bicycle trips by making them more direct. The loca tions 
noted are as follows: 

• lOth Street and Lamonta Road : These two roadways intersect at a sharp angle, making 
visibility more difficult. It is recommended that 10th Street be curved north near the scale 
to intersect with Lamonta Road at a perpendicular, stop-controlled approach. This would 
preserve Lamonta Road as the through route. 

• The Lamonta Road/lOth Street intersection with Main Street is offset by approximately 10 
feet. This alignment will be addressed through the City's current design project. 

SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PLAN 

A range of low-cost countermeasures were considered to address the existing crash patterns and 
trends observed over the study period. Detailed summaries of crash patterns and suggested 
countermeasures for each location are provided below. 

Table 7- 1 Crash Countermeasures 

location Crash Contributing Factors Potential Crash Countermeasures 

N 3'd Street: 
Frequent driveways resulting in Reduce driveway density through access narrowing, 

Maple to 
Claypool 

conflicts. closure, and/or consolidation. 

N 3'd Street/ 11 of 14 crashes were rear-end 
Reduce congestion through development of parallel 
routes and conflict areas on N 3'd Street through 

Harwood Street crashes. 
access narrowing, closure, and consolidation . 

Change left-turn signal t iming from protected-

N 3'd Street/ 
7 of 18 crashes involved turning permitted to protected-only on east-west 
vehicles. 7 crashes resulted in approaches. This change may be unnecessary if 

Combs Flat Road 
injury. speeds are reduced on 3'd Street t hrough adoption of 

the Urban Business Area designation. 

Improve driver awareness at theN 3'd Street/ Main 

Main Street/ 
9 rear-end crashes reported Street intersection through high visibility signal head 

N 41
h Street 

Congestion at the N 3rd treatments, and completion of parallel routes. 
Street/Main Street intersection Consider pedestrian crossing treatments such as 

higher-visibility crosswalks and curb bulb-outs. 

4 angle crashes resulted when 
Increase sign visibility through one or more of the 
following: replace the stop sign with a larger size sign, 

N 2"d Street/ 
the driver "did not yield right-of-

install high-reflectivity tape on the sign post, or add 
Deer Street 

way" and 4 other angle crashes 
LED lights to the sign border, improve crosswalk and 

resulted when the driver "passed 
stopbar striping. Alternatively, consider conversion of 

stop sign or red flasher." 
the intersection to all-way stop control. 
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Crashes on 3'd Street accounted for 43 percent of all reported crashes within the City between 
January 2007 and December 2011. The majori ty of crashes within the 3rd Street corridor were rear­
end crashes. Strategies identified to address the safety needs on 3'd Street include closure, 
consolidation, and narrowing of accesses. Establishing shared access easements on adjoining 
parcels as part of redevelopment efforts will a lso help to address this issue over time. 

Implementation of capacity improvements (such as the development of alternative routes) will 
also improve safety on the highway by reducing congestion. Adoption of the Urban Business 
Association designation for 3'd Street east of Knowledge may also help by enabling treatments 
that support a lower speed travel environment. 

Main Street and g th Street Intersection 

Project planning is underway to improve the Main Street intersections with 91h Street and 101h 

Street. The project is considering ways to improve the new 91h Street connection between US 26 
and Main Street and consider how this connection can tie in with the nearby signalized 
connection of 101h Street - Lamonta Road. This project will be addressing the poor truck 
accommodations along this route, pedestrian connectivity and accessibility needs, and safety 
along the overall Main Street corridor between 91h Stree t and Peters Road . 

The first phase of the project will include identificati on of the long-term needs and costs, with 
construction occurring within the second phase. It is unknown if the current funding will a llow 
all the needed improvements to be constructed . 

Main Street and 4 th Street Intersection 

Over the 5-year study period from 2007 through 2011, 12 crashes were reported at the Main Street 
and 41h Street intersection. The majori ty of crashes were reported as rear-end collisions (9 total). 
Congestion at the N 3'd Street/Main Street intersection, pedestrian activity, and on-street parking 
are likely contributing factors to the five reported southbound rear-end crashes that occurred on 
the north leg of the intersection. No geometric or traffic control changes are expected to address 
rear-end crashes on Main Street, but the City could consider advanced warning or indications to 
drivers. Implementation of improvements to signal timing and other alternatives to manage 
traffic on 3'd Street are expected to reduce congestion at this intersection. 

Mitigation options could include the following: 

• Curb bulb-outs on the corners to define the intersection, reduce speeds, delineate on-street 
parking areas, and increase visibil ity of pedestrians waiting to cross the road . 

• Improve visibility of crosswalks (such as piano striping on the north-south approaches to 
replace the parallel lines) 

• Tinted/colored crosswalks to improve intersection visibility. 
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The crash rate and percent of injury crashes at the N 2nd Street/Deer Street intersection is the 
highest of all study intersections reviewed . The ten reported crashes include eight angle crashes, 
one rear-end, and one other/unknown crash type, with one or more injuries reported in eight of 
the crashes . 

Based on limited information provided w ithin the crash data, four angle crashes resulted when 
the driver "did not yield right-of-way" and the other four angle crashes resulted when the driver 
"passed stop sign or red flasher." These contributing factors suggest drivers are not stopping at 
the stop sign, are not yielding to major-street traffic, or cannot adequately see oncoming cars 
when entering the intersection. With the recent completion of the 2nd Street connection to OR 126 

the east-west volume has increased along this route, and Deer Street provides one of a limited 
number of signalized intersections with 3rd Street. 

Mitigation options include the following: 

• Replacing the east-west stop signs with larger size sign. 
• Installing high reflectivity tape on the sign post, or adding LED lights to the sign border to 

increase sign visibility . 
• Providing curb bulb-outs to better highlight the intersection area and define the on-street 

parking areas. 
• Striping higher visibility crossw alks (such as piano striping) on Deer Street and paraJlel 

bars with supplemental stop bars east-west. 
• Adding "STOP" paint stenciling on the east-west approaches. 
• Converting the intersection to an all-w ay stop. 

Safety Management 

In addition to the near-term safety improvements identified above, the City should continue to 
monitor crashes and re-assess priori ty improvement areas on a periodic basis. This assessment 
should include coordination with emergency service providers, Jaw enforcement, and modal 
interests. This program can also be used to monitor the effectiveness of safety treatments 
implemented . 

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES 

Active transportation options, including walking and bicycling, are transportation alternatives 
that not only provide physical benefits to people but also reduce traffic and congestion on 
roadways. In order for people to choose walking and bicycling as viable modes of transportati on, 
adequate facilities are needed to provide separation from motor vehicles and connectivity 
throughout the City. 
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• Relatively short trips (generally considered to be under a mile) to major pedestrian 
attractors, such as schools, parks, and public facilities; 

• Recreational trips (e.g., jogging or hiking) and circulation within parks; 
• Access to transit (generally trips under 1/2 - mile to bus stops); and, 
• Commute trips, where mixed-use development is provided and/or people have chosen to 

live near where they work. 

Pedestrian facilities should provide continuous connections among neighborhoods, schools, 
employment areas, and nearby pedestrian a ttractors. Pedestrian facilities usually refer to 
sidewalks or paths, but also include pedestrian crossing treatments for high volume roadways. 

Future plans for improvements to the pedestrian system are focused on strategic improvements 
to improve east-west and north-south connectivity throughout the City, improvements to 
connectivity between residential areas and schools as identified in the Safe Routes to School 
Action Plans for local schools, and tra il improvements and connectivity identified within the 
Crook County Parks and Recreation District Master Plan. Mu lti -use trail improvements will be 
discussed in the multi-use trails section. 

The Safe Routes to School Acti on Plans for Cecil Sly Elementary, Crooked River Elementary, and 
Crook County Middle School identified several loca tions needing improved pedestrian and 
bicycle connectivity in the sou theast area of the City. Specifically, the plans called for connectivity 
to residential areas north of Laughlin Road by adding sidewalks along Juniper Street, Laughlin 
Road, Hudspeth Lane, and Oregon Street. Marked pedestrian crossings of Laughlin Road and 3•d 
Street are also needed to facilitate safe crossings in these locations. Additional signage and 
lighting should be considered to increase visibili ty of pedestrians to approaching drivers at 
crosswalks. 

Figure 7-3 shows the location and exten t of the planned pedestrian improvements rela ti ve to the 
existing pedestrian faci lities within Prineville. Based on current lack of east-west and north-south 
connectivity as well as connections between residential areas and schools, the priority segments 
for pedestrian improvements include: 

• Combs Flat Road: Add sidewalk on both sides of the street to provide facilities for 
students using Combs Flat Road to walk to school. 

• Lynn Boulevard: Add sidewalk on both sides of the street. 
• Juniper Street: Add sidewalk on Juniper Street between 3•d Street and E Js1 Street. 
• Main Street: Provide sidewalk on both sides of the street from Lynn Bouleva rd north to 

Peters Road to provide a con tinuous north-south connection . 
• SE S•h Street: Add continuous sidewalk on both sides of the street, extending east to 

Ochoco Logging Road. 
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• 3rd Street/Juniper Street: Add a pedestrian crossing in this area to connect residential areas 
from the north to the schools south of 3'd Stree t. Consider a high visibility crosswalk, 
signage, and/or pedestrian signals to raise visibility of pedestrians. 

• Juniper Street/Laughlin Road: Add a pedestrian crossing to provide a safe crossing to 
residential neighborhoods north of Laughlin Road. 

• Provide a pedestrian crossing or underpass near the intersection of O'Neil Highway and 
OR 126. 

Bicycle 

Similar to pedestrian facilities, bicycle facilities (including dedicated bicycle lanes in the paved 
roadway, multi-use paths shared w ith pedestrians, etc.) serve a variety of trips. These include: 

• Trips to major a ttractors, such as schools, parks and open spaces, re tail centers, and public 
facilities; 

• Commute trips; 
• Recreational trips; and, 
• Access to transit, where bicycle storage facilities are available at the stop, or where space is 

available on bus-mounted bicycle racks. 

Bike lanes and shared bicycle shoulders are currently provided in relatively limited areas 
scattered throu ghout the City. Existing bicycle facilities within Prineville are loca ted on portions 
of 3'd Street, Main Street, Combs Flat Road, OR 126, and 9th Street. Other bicycle travel within the 
urban area occurs on facilities where bicycles can safely be accommodated with vehicular traffic 
or on existing multi-use pathways. Future plans fo r multi-use paths are summarized in the 
following section. Technica l Memorandum #3 describes the existing bicycle network. 

The City's map of planned bicycle projects displays future opportunities for creating a connected 
bicycle network. Bicycle facilities should be constru cted on new collectors and arterials built 
wi thin the City. In addition, bicycle facilities should be added on existing roadways when feasible 
to provide added connectivity throughout the City. Figure 7-4 shows existing and planned bicycle 
facilities to illustrate how these routes will create an interconnected network. 

Several projects were identified as high priority projects based on their ability to provide 
increased connectivity within the City and between residential areas and schools. These routes 
include many of the future connections shown on the east side of the urban area. The prio rity 
routes for constructing bike lanes include: 

• Knowledge Street: Add a bicycle lane to provide connectivity with local schools. 
• Juniper Street: Add a bicycle lane to provide connecti vity between residential 

neighborhoods and schools. 
• Laughlin Road: Add a bicycle lane to provide alternative east-west connectivity and 

connectivity to residential areas of the City. 
• Main Street: Construct continuous bicycle lanes within the UGB to provide a north-south 

route for bicyclists. 
• 2nd Street or 4th Street: Provide continuous bicycle lanes to provide an east-west route 

parallel to 3rd Street. 
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Multi-Use Paths 

Multi-use tra ils provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a path separated from motor vehicles. The 
City currently has a multi-use path that runs along the Ochoco Creek between Harwood Aven ue 
and Juniper Street. In addition, there is a multi-use path that runs along US 26, as shown in Figure 
7-5. As discussed in the Crook County Parks and Recreation District Master Plan, the City hopes 
to provide a connected ne twork of tra ils and greenways along the Ochoco Creek, McKay Creek, 
and the Crooked River. The Master Plan calls for an additional seven miles of pathways and 
seven miles of trails. In addition, the plan encourages the City to look for oppo rtunities to provide 
trai ls in existing developments or new development. 

Figure 7-5 shows existing multi-use trails within the City as well as key multi-use trail 
connections shown in the Master Plan. In order to achieve the City's goal of providing a 
continuous trai l network, the fo llowing have been identified as priorities for the trail system: 

• 

• 

• 

Add a crossing or underpass of OR 126 near the intersection of O'Neil Highway w here 
trail MJ begins, or consider siting a crossing to the east where speeds are lower. 
Add a crossing of 3•d Street near the intersection of Knowledge Stree t where the existing 
multi-use trail crosses 3•d Street to increase the safe ty of pedestrians and bicyclists using 
the trail. Features such as high visibility striping, pedestrian-activated beacons or s ignals, 
and signage shou ld be considered to improve visibility and yielding compliance. 
Continue to trail east of Combs Flat Road and through the former Ochoco Lumber si te . 
Similar to the 3•d Street crossing, consider high-visibili ty and compliance treatments on the 
hi ghway. 

TRANSIT 

The current park-and-ride location fo r Cascades East Transit is a gravel area loca ted within the 
Prineville "Y." The current facili ty does not provide an ideal connection, and re location of the 

transi t s to p should be considered a priority. Central Oregon Inte rgovernmental Council is 
comple ting a regional park-and-ride s tudy that wiU assess othe r potential sites within Prineville 
and provide recommendations of the number of parking stalls, features, and amenities that will 
enable transi t to better serve the City of Prineville. 
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Primary freight connections to the City of Prineville include the highway system (OR 126 and US 
26 are designated freight routes) and the City of Prinev ille Railway (COPR). The COPR system 
provides an J 8-mile shortline service between the City and the Class 1 BNSF mainline in 
Redmond, w ith daily switching operations at the Prineville Junction located just north of 
Redmond along the US 97 corridor. 

Roadway Freight 

US 26 and OR 126 are designated as freight routes west of the Prineville "Y", but where the 
highways join the freight route designation is removed. Despite remova l of this designation, 
truck volumes are a considerable component of the highway traffic in Prineville, comprising 
betvveen J 1 percent and 30 percent of the overall traffic volumes, with hali of these trucks single­
uni t delivery vehicles. 

Based o n the volume of freight traffic, it is recommended that design features of the highways 
account for the dimensional and maneuvering needs of truck traffic regardless of whether the 
highways are designated freight o r truck routes within the City. It is recommended that a Ci ty of 
Prineville Truck Route designation is provided along all of the highways to highlight the 
impo rtance of freight movements along these routes. 

In addition to the State system, the following local s treets should also be designated as City 
freight routes based on the land uses served and connections provided: 

• Main Street between Pe ters Road and the southern City boundary. 
• Lamonta Road from the west UGB to Main Street. 
• 9th Street from US 26 to Main Street, and a future extension of 9th Street (or 10th Street) east. 
• Peters Road extension between US 26 and Main Street. 

Rail Freight 

With the closure of the Ochoco Mill, the City of Prineville recently abandoned a City-opera ted 
spur rail line between Main Street and Combs Flat Road, converting the right-of-way in to a trail. 
The abandonment of this rail line removed e ight at-grade rail crossings within the City, includ ing 
a crossing of US 26, Combs Flat Road (OR 380), and Main Street. 

Despite the abandonment of the spur line, the City has increased its investment in the COPR 
sho rtline servi ce to the Prinev ille Junction. With assistance from Connect Oregon grants, the City 
has recently completed construction of a freight depot, which provides significant warehousing 

space, equipment ramps, fre ight to rail inte rmodal service, and bulk product storage. The site is 
loca ted along Bus Evans Road between Lamonta Road and US 26, approximately two miles west 
of the City. 
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The location of this site further justifies the City freight route designation of Lamonta Road, and 
will also require coordination with Crook County for the portion of Lamonta Road located 
outside of City Ji.mjts. 

AIRPORT 

Proposed connections between Tom McCall Road and Airport Road will provide off-highway 
connectivity to improve integration of the business park with the airport. Additionally, airport 
traffic will have improved access to OR 126 with traffic control improvements proposed at the 
Tom McCall Road intersection . The City and Crook County are preparing to update the airport 
master plan, which will identify additional improvement needs over the planning horizon . 

Preserving access to the airport will remain a City priority, and improvement plans at the OR 
126{fom McCall intersection and its associated frontage road system will retain this access. 

PROJECT COSTS AND FUNDING OPTIONS 

The preferred plan includes improvements to the roadway, pedestrian, bicycle, and multi-use 
trail network. These projects, summarized in Table 7-2 through Table 7-7, were identified based 
on their ability to accommodate growth within the City during the upcoming 20 years. Planning­
level cost estimates were generated for each project based on unit costs and length of projects. 
These project cost estimates are preliminary and will be further refined for the final TSP. 

Review of the projects and listed priorities included in Tables 7-2 through 7-7 results in total 
project costs exceeding $38 million, which does not include right-of-way, on-going maintenance, 
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or improvements to the City's local streets. The costs associated with these projects would be 
shared between the City of Prineville, Crook County, ODOT, priva te development, and 
potenti ally through volunteers and o ther interests. Primary funding sources are subject to change 
per discussion between agency representatives. 

Based on the project's need and relative cost, projects were identified as near-term, medium-term, 
or long-term projects. Near-term projects are projects with the highest priority due to their ability 
to mitigate an identified need within the City and their lower relative cost. The timeline for 
implementation was based on suggestions from the consultant team and reviewed by the TAC 
and PAC. Timelines do not restrict or require completion of all short-term projects prior to the 
implementation of medium-term projects, but they are an indication of the priori ty to the City 
and its residents. 

Estimated costs for near-term projects alone would exceed the expected SOC revenue over the 20-
yea r period. Developing partnerships will be critical for the City's funding, particularly as the 
design of the overall preferred alternative is premised on relieving the highway through crea tion 
of lower-cost City routes. 

Many of the City's nea r-term costs for projects are associated with sidewalk improvements 
throughout the City that were identified through Safe Routes to Schools or for connectivity 
purposes. Costs for multi-use pathways could be significantly reduced through volunteer efforts, 
initial trail creation with dirt surfaces, with successive enhancements provided over time. 

The City should consider the following options as ways to help fund the transportation 
improvements identified in the TSP: 

• The creation of parallel loca l routes to support the 3rd Street corridor can be accomplished 
through a strong partnership between ODOT, the County, the City, and the local 
landowners of the private lands that these new connections traverse. A variety of cost­
sharing and funding mechanisms can be investigated as specific corridor strategies are 
identified. These mechanisms shou ld include provisions for phasing of construction as 
well as potential reimbursement. 

• The City's existing transportati on System Development Charge (SOC) program should be 
updated following adoption of the TSP. The City Counci l needs to carefully consider the 
implications on the future rate assessed on both economic development potential and the 
percentage of future transportation revenue needs that can be reasonably relied upon for 

funding by SOC. 
• Development of the airport industrial lands provides the City with franchise fees and 

other revenue sources allocated to the City's genera l fund. Continued development of 
these lands requires power, water, sewer, and transportation services; as such, an equitable 
methodology to allocate some of these funds to transportation infrastructure costs can be 
investigated by the City. 

• Due to declining revenue, both traditional and non-traditional partnerships and funding 
sources should be actively pursued by the City. This can include volunteer efforts to 
initiate trail construction, pursuance of grants, public/private partnerships, and 
coordination with State and County interests to help fund transp ortation projects. 
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Joint PAC/TAC Meeting #1 Minutes 

Meeting Date: June 13,2012 
Meeting Time: 2:30 p.m. 

Black text below re flects the meeting agenda and all blue text refl ects comments or inpu t 
received. 

Meeting Invitees: 
TAC Members 
PAC Members 
Con sultants 

Meeting Agenda: 

introductions 
List of stakeholders came about through OR 126 members and addjtional interests to represent 
the public and City as a whole. 

Project Overview 

a) Project study area/background 
b) Project purpose and need 

c) Deliverables & meetings 
d) Project schedule 

i. In tegrate COJC Region al Master Plan Updates, which will be available after 
August meeting and an o ther in fall 2013. 

e) Roles & responsjbilities 
f) Public project website (http://sites.kittelson.com/p rinevilletsp) 

Discuss Draft Technical Memorandum #2: Goals & Objectives 
Desired Project Outcomes/Definition s of Success for Project 

Those in a ttendance provided the fo llowing comments: 
• Jen : Wholesale/importing firm (overweight/ international) no tum lanes a t Tom McCaiJ; 

consider dimensional needs on freight routes 

• Brian Harmon: Geometric issues a t intersections 
• Scott Smith: SOC concern, how Tom McCall intersection burden gets distributed . From 

maintenance standpoint, re-identify alternative routes to the north. North Main primary 
entran ce, alternative route around Barnes Butte circuitous. 2nd Street is an improvement, 
what can we look to build and maintajn (snowplow, sanding, etc.) 

H:\projfile\ 1222 1 - Prineville TSP\meetings\TAC_PAC_# 1_06-20 12\ 1222 1_Mtg01 _Minutes.docx 
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• Eric Klann: Plan falls short with lack of specific direction. Staff desires a specific blueprint 
rather than punting on issues. Want there to be implementation plans for each project. 
Phased solutions that can incrementally build toward the ultimate needs. Current SOC 
costs do not fully allow projects to be constructed. 

• Toby: Preservation/enhancement of the rail lines. Movement between Depot and rail. 
Look to minimize grade crossings for safety and maintenance. 

• Kevin Cole: Improving the grade, consider alternative ideas for getting into town 
• Muriel Delavergne-Brown, Public Health Director: Completed health assessment along 

with COIC. Heard concerns about walking/biking safety. How do you improve the 
County Health rankings to foster economic development/livable communities? 

• Steve Holiday (Prineville Disposal/Chamber): Flow/connectivity. 9th/Main for trucks. 
Tom McCall. Pedestrian/bicyclist traffic on Main Street, lack of facilities. 

• Cathy Hudspeth (School district): school buses moved in a timely/safe manner 
• Steve (City Council): Traffic flow at the "Y" from US 26 and OR 126, dispersing east-west 

traffic, maintaining respectful entrance into town. Consideration of other treatments in 
downtown Prineville. Parallel routes to Lynn Boulevard to minimize east-west and 
north-south routes. Plan for Ochoco lumber. 

• Robert Morrow (ODOT): Consolidate/join accesses, consider designs. On-street parking 
considerations blocking sight distance. Juniper Canyon route- alternative from Hwy 27? 
Roundabout at the "Y"? Agreement on roundabouts from audience. Tom McCall does 
not function well at well. 

• Devin (ODOT): Goal is to protect the function/capacity of OR 126, support local 
communities in reaching Goal12 objectives. 

• Josh Smith, City Planner: Connectivity, multi-modal. North Main terrible to bike down, 
high usage. Peters Road extension through Iron Horse, bicycle lane along Barnes Butte 

• Bill Zelenka: Prior lack of community support was a barrier to solutions previously. OR 
126 interface built consensus, will be important to carry momentum. Payment 
(City/County/ODOT) discussions will be critical; this project may not solve but can 
advance the discussion. County TSP does identify an alternative route to OR 126 
(Brummer Road) 

• Scott Edelman: Solid recommendations regarding funding/projects. Need to support 
businesses in town, reduce conflicts between local/ped issues. Concerns with 
pedestrians/bicyclists (motorized wheelchairs, other impairments). O'Neil junction 
pedestrian route into town. Police note that pedestrian safety along 3•d Street is key. At 
the "Y" pedestrians are especially vulnerable. Consider low-cost ped/bike treatments. 
Consideration of 91h Street truck route, want more business access. 

• Dale VanValkenburg (Brooks Resources): Economic change since 2005, likely a long 
haul. Recommend the roundabouts. Vision for Iron Horse may be different. 

• Scott Aycock (COIC): integrates what transit can realistically offer. Can transit play a role 
in meeting cost differential. Livability. Park and ride, sidewalks. Implementation plan to 
pay for needs 

• Deb Harper (Business owner): Warehouse in Baldwin, trucks along 9th at Main. Trucks 
down grade heading to Madras has geometric deficiencies. Pedestrians on Main Street 
are problematic. 
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• Donna Barnes (Ochoco Lumber): traffic has increased from Juniper Canyon and schools. 

Combs Flat Road intersection is constrained. Not just transportation SDC, but total SDCs 
(sewer, water, etc.). Increase east-west and north-south options. Also improve 
connectivity to downtown to expand the downtown area. High student traffic through 
the Ochoco Lumber site. 

• Ralph White (Planning Commission): hung up with large-cost projects such as 
interchanges in lieu of roundabouts. looking for more creative solutions. Appreciated 
seeing the phasing plans. Main Street restriping to a three lane section. 

• Phil Taylor (Central O regon Truck): Efficient, safe access through traffic, navigating the 
"Y". Grade, shoulder access, pedestrian/bicycle access. 

• Don Wood: Clear-eyed solutions. Look at altruistic solutions, future funding. Look at 
long-term solutions. Alternative entries into PrineviUe. City was originally connected to 
Shaniko. Offset intersections intolerable, need to fix the remainder. As things become 
more digital look to bring higher service internet. 

Summary of Plan & Policy Review 

Upcoming Work Activities 
• Plans, Policy, Rules and Regulations - Technical Memorandum 111 
• Existing Conditions Analysis- Technical Mem orandum 113 
• Future Conditions Analysis- Technical Memo randum 114 

Key Near-Term Dates 
• August 1 - Draft Technical Memorandums to TAC & PAC 
• August 8 - PAC{TAC Meeting 112 

Additional Comments/Questi ons and Summary of Identified Action Items 

Kittelson action items: 
• Post revised roadrnap on website 
• Add TPAU to TAC 
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Meeting Date: November 29, 2012 
Mee ting Time: 2:30 p.m. 

Black text below reflects the meeting agenda and all blue text reflects comments or input 
received . 

Meeting Invitees: 
TAC Members 
PAC Members 
Consultants 

Meeting Discussion 

Introductions, role, interest 

Update on project 

Revised Goals and Objectives 

Existing Conditions Analysis 

• Steve F. pointed out that OR 126 at Tom McCall and Airport Road reflects 
construction traffic. How long will that last? The temporary nature should be 
considered in the long-term forecasts. 

Functional Classificat ion Needs 

• Scott Smith: north Main Street is an issue the City is aware of and has worked 
with Kittelson to address 

• Devin: how much time do we want to spend on OR 126 intersections given that 
the Corridor Plan has just been completed? Enough to reflect revised ODOT 
travel demand models and to reflect ODOT's revised policy on roundabouts. 

• Lynn Blvd at Main is not surprising, but mostly westbound right-turns. 

• An east exit out of the north ridge residential development will help reduce 
congestion on Main Street. 

• Options must be realistic, not assuming a new street through homes. 

• Cost should be a primary consideration, not to constrain alternative 
development, but as the first criteria. 
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• Scott Aycock: is there an opportunity to revise the land use in the comp. plan to 
reflect the revisions identified through the TSP (reflecting the analysis we do)? 
Example, REALMS school in Bend is outside of town, but they want transit. 

• Eric: we need to consider cost at the front of the plan because the SOC must be a 
reasonable amount, if it is excessive the projects won't be built and/or 
development will not thrive. 

Cross-Section 

• Opportunities to update and improve consistency of standards and references. 

• Planter Strips- must be wide enough to reduce trees hanging over roadway, 

planter st rip could restrict access to the street/cars for some users, cities policy 
is to reduce planter strips, they also impact stormwater runoff, the city is dealing 
with this in private development. Many comments from TAC/PAC indicate that 
maintenance is major issue and they don't want them. 

• 80% of city local streets are 56' wide with 80' right-of-way. 

ODOT Travel Demand Model Overview 

• No emergency travel along 3rd Street for response. Desperate need for traffic 

control plan, coordination of traffic signals. Consider speed transition farther 
upstream on the highway, farther up the grade. Consider speed reduction by 

Rimrock Road. 

Traffic Safety 

• City police know that congestion occurs on 3rd street, so they use other parallel 
routes that are faster. 

• Most crashes occur on 3rd street, which are expected to be caused by aggressive 
driving or distracted driving (or combination). 

• Pedestrian operations. Due east-west makes it difficult with the sun. Pedestrian 
behavior issue. 3rd/Meadowlakes, 20 mph speed. 

• North Main is a key issue as well. 

• Pedestrian crossing of O'Neil Highway due to barriers 

Future No-Build Needs 

• Initial operations results show that in 2035 the following intersections may 
operate with LOS 0 orE (Yellow on red, yellow, green scale): Main @ ih, Main at 
2nd, 3rd St@ Main, 3rd @ Combs Flat, and Lynn @ Fairview. The following 

intersection will operate with LOS F (red): Lynn @ Combs Flat, OR 126 @Tom 
McCall, OR 126 @ Airport Way. 
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• Rimrock Road connection to OR 126, second bridge option to 2nd Street 
• Third Street (45mph) on east side just prior to 45 mph, should be reduced. 

Problem is east to 3rd/Main 

Action Items 

• KAI to review overall increases in VMT within the UGB for City's assessment of 
soc. 

• TAC/PAC to provide review of technical memorandums before Jan. 15 meeting 

Upcoming Meetings/Del iverables 

• TAC/PAC Meeting #3: January 15 @2:30PM to discuss future alternatives to 
address 2035 traffic forecasts. 

• KAI to prepare draft technical memorandums (Plan & Policy Review, Exist ing 
Inventory, and Existing Conditions Analysis) for TAC/ PAC review and comment. 
These will be posted on the project website. 
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Joint PAC(fAC Meeting #3 Minutes 

Meeting Date: February 19, 2013 
Meeting Time: 2:30p.m. 
Meeting Location: Gty of Prinevi lle - City Hall Council Chambers (387 NE Third Street, 
Prineville, OR 97754) 

Black text below reflects the meeting agenda and all blue text reflects comments or input 
received. 

Meeting Invitees: 
TACMembers 
PAC Members 

Meeting Discussion 

lntroductions 

Update on Project Progress 

Recap of Existing Conditions Key lssues 

Future No-Build Needs 
• Roadway 

o TI1e city has a lot of angled parking to handle their pa rking demand. If you 
don' t have those parking spaces - where do you handle the parking? 

o What about back-end angled parking? (Eugene has it.) 
Research shows it reduces crashes. 

o People circle until they find a place to park. You' ll get a lot of push back from 
people if you tried back-end spots. 

• Pedestrian/Bike 
• Cross Section 

o Comments on the cross-sections for functional classifica tion types: 
Eric: The City uses right-of-way to deal wi th storm water and 
util ities. 

o Scott: Even though the wide right-of-way is higher maintenance cost, the 
Ci ty can go in and d o work wi thout closing the roads, which is a pro for the 
wider streets. 

o Eric: The Gty is in p rocess of updating standard s and specifications. So if 
there are changes to the pedestrian, bike, or right-of-way standards, we need 
to let them know so that they can get it in. 

0 Scott. The concern wi th the planter strip is who will maintain it. The City 
doesn' t have the tools or experti se to maintain it. People tend to take 
ownership of it on their side of the sidewalk 

H:\projfile\1222 1 - Prineville TSP\meetings\TAC_PAC_#3_02-2013\Meeting 
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General comments from the room : People don't want planter strips. 
Planter strips don't get maintained . 
Scott: Planter strips limit handicap people from parking midblock 
and accessing the sidewalk. 

o Dale (Iron Horse): Iron Horse is a proponent of planter strips, but he 
acknowledges that they have the abili ty to maintain it. He points out that 
with small yards, the planter str ip area feels more like people's ya rd, so they 
maintain it. This doesn' t happen as much with larger yards. 

o When people plant trees in the planter strips, the tree grows over the street, 
and it becomes a problem fo r parking and street sweeping. 

o Eric: The city would like to leave the planter strip as an option so that if you 
have a development that wants to install them and maintain them, they will 
be able to. In this case, the planter strips would look nice. 

o Scott: The City wants people to be able to do what they want, but they will 
need to show that they can maintain the planter s trips if they want to bui ld 
them. 

o Prineville likes wide streets. The wide streets are part of the City's history. 
• But these wide streets lead to higher speeds. The City needs to find a 

way to slow people down in the neighborhoods. 
Scott : It's easier to receive funding for sidewalks if they have a 
buffer. 

o Fire engines can' t make some of the turns in Iron Horse, so the City needs to 
be sure tha t future cross-sections are wide enough for fire tru cks to make 
turns. 

• Safety 

The City now has standards and specs, so this won't happen again. 
The fi re department also must sign off on plans. 

• Scott: School buses are also an issue. 

o Comments about safety at the intersection of 2nd Stand Deer St. 
• People are on their cell phones at this intersection. 

It's part of a main route for high school students coming into town. 
It's also becoming a main thoroughfare. 

o Main Street - People stop at the intersection rather than at the line fo r 
pedestrians. 

Future Build Alternative Discussion 
• Couplet Options 

o When you look at moving traffic on to 2nd Street, you change the 
neighborhood and cha racteristics of Prineville. 

o Steve: The fundamental question is do we want to focus on getting traffic 
through town or do we want to diffuse the traffic onto local streets, which is 
more expensive in the longer run . Do we want to d iffer that expense onto the 
community? 

H:\projfile\12221 - Prineville TSP\meetings\T AC_pAC_#3_02-20 13\Meeting 
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Steve: When you push traffic off of a sta te-maintained street, the Ci t) 

now has to hmd the maintenance. He would like to put U1e heavy 
traffic on the main street thro ugh town. 

o Devin (ODOT) points out that under the current fundin g scheme, we' re all 

going into the same po t for fundin g no w. Local and state agencies apply for 
mo ney in the same way. 

However, maintena nce money is separate. 
Enhancement p rojects are from the same fund . 
ODOT and U1e City have different goals. The sta te's goal is to move 
people through the community. 

o Eric: lhe City did a 2 nd Street egress to pull peopl e off of 3•d Street - could 

you use the model to gi ve an idea o f what percentage o f 2nd Street trips are 
using it as an alte rnative to 3•d Stree t? 

Scott: Now the City is getting wear and tear o n 2 nd Street, but 
fundin g comes from the gas tax, which is based on po pulation. So 
the increased maintenance is an issue. 

o Eric: The 2005 TSP talked about a couplet, which is part of the reason why 
the City did the 2nd Street egress. When the 2nd Stree t egress was done, was 
the game plan for the state to take over 2 nd Street? 

If 2nd Street becomes a couple t, then yes, the s tate would have to p lay 
a role because they are responsible for moving freight, etc. 

o Steve: If the City does a couple t, it wou ld expand the downto wn core o f the 
commercial a rea. His preference is fo r the couple t to be on 3•d and 4•h Streets. 
He thinks that wo uld be a communi ty enhancement. 

o Redmond has a couple t, and it doesn' t work, from a business owner's 
perspecti ve. 

• She doesn ' t think a 3•d Street couple t is a good idea. 
If you wa nt businesses to come to Prineville, you need something 
tha t sta rts higher up to get people into town. 

o 411 Street has p laces that d on' t connect, and these places are hig hly valued by 
the communi ty (school, pa rk, e tc.) . 

c josh: The bridge on 3•d Street is already be ing built. 
o Don and Marty: We need to look at 50- 100 years out. Someone may have to 

extend U1e road farther . 2nd Street d oes not have the po tential for that 

expansion . 
o The City recently did a study on 2nd Street: it's a high volume street. 

o The only reason 2 nd Street works right now is U1at a ll the businesses are 
closed when people are traveling o ut o f town so no one is pa rked . 

o Jt's not just m aintenance that's an issue, but a lso enfo rcement. The police 
department d oes no t have the m anpower to enfo rce traffic laws. 

o Scott: Consider tha t you are going to have to replace parking if you remove it 

from some streets. 
o The Ci ty does no t have land that they ovm and can tum into parking lo ts. 

o Steve: If you rem oved parkmg from 3•d Street, merchants would be 
devasta ted 
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Removing parking was tried years ago. 
o Marty: 4•h Street provides room for potential growth (after the swimming 

pool is gone). 
o How much traffic comes out of Juniper Canyon? 

25'1o of the County's population? 
We can get an estimate of this number from TPAU. 

• Parallel Routes 
o Attendees provided comments on maps. 
o An origin-destination survey would be helpful. Or at least use census data to 

show where people are corning from. 
o Don: Where did the connection off of Rimrock come from? 

• People wanted a 2nd access into Prineville if something happened. 
o Scott: There is an issue with the intersection of Rimrock and 126. 
o Marty: For residents of Crestview, there needs to be a secondary access for 

emergencies. 
o What improvements are included in the 2035 model? 
o Eric: In the Crestview area, vehicular connectivity is shown in the 2005 TSP. 

Please be sure you go through an analysis of this even though it's an 
expensive project. It needs to be shown on the map. 

There may be other reasons to provide the access too: emergency 
access to development. 

o Don Wood: on the far south side, why don' t you bring 126 across (it's not 
shown in the limits of the map). He thinks this would solve all the problems. 

• Are the City and County working together on this? 
• That connection is mentioned in the 2005 TSP. 
• KAI needs to integrate with county map. 
• Response: The challenge is that the connection is not a highway. lt's 

an emergency access (possibly gravel) road. 
o Don: Prineville has always taken the short term approach, which has been a 

problem. The City needs to start thinking long term. 
• Widening 3rd Street 

Future Alternative Evaluation Criteria 

Upcoming Meetings and Deliverables 
• Alternatives Analysis and Funding Program - Tech Memo #6 
• TAC/PAC Meeting /14: April2 at 2:30PM 

Additional Comments/Questions and Summary of Identified Action Items 
• KAl to summarize comments and identify alternatives. 
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Joint PAC/TAC Meeting #4 Minutes 

Meeting Date: May 7, 2013 

Meeting Time: 2 :30p.m . 

Black text below reflects the meeting agenda, and all blue text reflects comments or input 

received. 

Meeting Invitees: 
TAC Members 

PAC Members 

Meeting Discussion: 

lntroduct ion s, Meeting Goals 

Summary of Meet in g #3 Outcomes 

• Fu ture eeds 

• Alternatives Development 

• Comments Received 

Future Netw ork Alternatives 

• Funct iona l Classification 

We need to dis tinguish between future and' is ion projects better on functional class map 
• Cross-section 
Steve had concern v.ith protecting Cit) staff with th e cross-sections. He is worried that if v.-c·re 

not finite about s treet'' idth. a developer can come in and just create the minimum width - the 

City s taff will have to jus t if) itself. 
o Cit) council wants the variat ion so that they arcn ·t too tied down . 

o Joe pointed out that the ncv. TSP I\ ill pro' ide a deviation process for scenarios v.hcn 

the) do de,·iatc from standards . 
Scott - so will we have' ariations on righ t -of-wa) wid th or just pavement with the proposed cross­

sections? 
o ROW "idth dependent uron classification s tandard so we"ll al\\3) s ha' cROW. the 

pavement width can \ ary. 

Scoll r.. - I lo'' do: ou dea l v.ith (or do you C\ en want) bulb-outs on freight routes? 

o Joe ) ou ''ouldn · t want them on a ITcight route . 

• Access Management 

3rd Street Corridor Alternati ve Evaluation 

• Parallel Routes 

Do ''c ha' e enough mone) to lund these? 

c., The funding \\Ill come from man) sources: ODOT. pri' ate de\ elopers. DC. etc ... more 
~recilics on funding sources and con s tmint ~ v. ill be presented that the next meeting in 

June. 
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Who will detennine what projects get buill first? 
o We'll discuss cost next time. 

o And development will drive some of that. 

o Be sure to incorporate new school measure and plans for the hospital when determining 
funding. 

• Concern vo iced that both of the parallel routes are pulling trips off of US 26. and with most of 
trips coming from Bend/ Redmond. the couplet should s till be an option, because most traffic st ill 

must pass through theY. 

o We are keeping the couplet as a vision project in the plan. 
• Would the Peters Road connection be more like 9'h Street connection in tenns of width and cross ­

section? Because commenter believes there will be more truck traffic there. 

o Yes, it will be. 

• One commentcr believes that improving s ignal timing and coordination shou ld be the first priority 

as a low-cost way to improve capacity first before constructing anything. 

o Joe confirmed that this is a need for the City. with no coordination among signals 
currently. 

o Scott: ODOT says it's hard for them to get a cons is tent timing because people in town are 
nice and stop to let people tum out. 

o Inconsistent speed limits are also an issue. 

• On the parallel routes: are you factoring in traffic controls at the end of them? Because even if the 

routes are shorter, if the wait time at signals is too long, people will go around any ways rather than 

using the parallel routes. 

• Couplet Options 
• Steve- if we want to eventually go to couplet, we need to start planning for that now and get it in 

the TSP now. 

o Joe: We do want to plan for it now and pick the right-of-way so that we can start planning 
and acquiring ROW, etc. 

If we did go to a couplet, 2"d St or 41
h St would become an ODOT facility. 

On the 2"d St school property - there' s a recently renovated (put $200,000 into the building) 

school based health center - would you move that? It's used by all schoo ls. 

o If you look at the front of Crooked River Elementary, irs the building to the right. The 

building will probably be by passed by the 2"d Street extension if it occurs. 
• Other cities have done a 2"d/41

h s treet couplet (versus a 2"d/3'd St or 3'd/41
h St couplet) -why did we 

not consider this? Because ODOT facilities have s tandards , and right now neither is to standard. 

You would have to build two new roads instead of one. 

One commenter felt that the couplet option is fine as long as you don·t ignore the s imple 

improvements first: Crestview, 91
h St, Peters Road. 

Development participation isn 'tthere for couplet like it is for other options (more partners for 

these new roads in redevelopment areas - not much redevelopment going on around 2"d or 3'd 

Street) 

• W idening 3rd Street 

No comments - everyone seemed to agree that this wasn't a desirable option. 

• AlternativeMobil ity 

Other Corridor Improvement AJterna t ives 
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Mo~t rcoplc a\oid Urn St because it ha~ astor s ign on C\ c~ block. So \\C \\Ould need to li\ this 

it \IC \\anted to make l::.lm . treet a bellcr connection. 

l::.lrn \t concert ha~ been in I ' P tor a long lime. \\ ith the hospital rm' ing. not quite as 

critical - but the hosrital site might become something else. 

o The rrorert) needed to comrlete the Urn Street connection \las recent!; in foreclosure ­

is it still? The Cit) might be able to get it for a good rrice. 

51
h trect connection - must go around football field. 

in te rsection Improvem ent A lterna ti ves 

1om McCall a signal wouldn't be a~ surprising as it \\Ould ha' e been rre\ iousl) becauscofthe 

nc'' lo,,cr srccd limit in that area. 

o But. that's a temrora~ lo\1er speed limit fin construction. 

Prineville ··y· - right no'' : ou ha' e: ield s igns instead of merge s igns- wh)? 

The angle from a truck dri' er ''ho s tops at a: icld line doesn·t allo\\ him to ~cc if he 

pulls all the ''a)' to the) ield line and stop~ . I his needs consideration of redesign to beuer 

s ight distance for truck dri\ crs. 

I he--y· area - a lot of discussion from people about pedestrian safet; in this area - rcdestrians 

arc II) ing to get across theY to the libra~. etc. 

o Pedestrian connecli' it) is a big issue here 

o You ·re also going to sec a big increase in biC) clc traffic due to the increase in proposed 

trails in the area -we ha\ en ·1 addressed biC) c lists at this intersection 

c. 1\ median \lith a redestrian refuge \\ould be helpful. near Meadm' Lakes. Allcndecs 

seemed to like the idea. 

o Shilling the' cry short connect ion ti·om OR 126 to US 26 to the west \\Ould help impro\ e 

theY. 

o Stc' c H (since he li' es on Mcado" Lakes) he thinks it \\Ould make sense to allo" \\ 13 

0 

0 

cr eil 

0 

left tum and a llo" pedestrian crossings on \ICSI side of in tersect ion. 

He thinks limiting RIRO on I; \\Ould be a subs tantial financial impact. 

l ie doesn ·!think , B lelltum on 'v1eado'' Lakes \IOU ld be an issue if rcsuicted 

people alrcad) usc llamood. 

People cu rrently use the space in the intersection as an EB left tum lane. can we make an 

EB lett tum lane? 

Kittelson needs to bring back more options for theY junction. 

llighwa) I Rimrock /\rea: 

Mart) When you get down to bridge on OR 126. ) ou don't realilf there is a 2"d street 

tum-ofl because it looks like a bike lane. eeds more sign age to encourage people to use 

it. 

Shou ld look more like an exit. 

Scott- part of the problem is the bike path at the intersection -there is confusion 

"ith the striping. 

c Wintertime maintenance \\OUid bean issuC\Iith putting a small pull -out lane at o·neil 

I lighv\a} /OR 126 intersection. 

o IIO\\ man) people current!; 1~ to go aero!.~ from O'l\cil to Rimrock as of right no"? 

This seems like it \\ould be a dangerous maneu\ er. 

V. almart and Home De rot ha\ c JTXl\ ed. so people no\\ use o· cil l lighway to get to 

north end of Redmond. meaning rmrc people arc using 0''-cil lligh\la). 
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• Peters Rd/Main - more trains are expected across rail spur that were previously using that line. so 
we will need to account for that. 
9' 11110'" at Main Street 

o Attendees do not want both intersections signalized. 
o Steve - could we shift the 10'" St intersection north of railroad since RR tracks have been 

taken out? 
Scott: Yes. we·re trying to get 10'" St aligned to a nonnal intersection and get 
coordination between 91

" and 10'". 
o With more lraffic on Lamonta and no longer any railroad tracks - could we bring the 

future 9'" St connection further up to connect with Lamonta? 
Acquisition costs may offset construction costs . 

TIA 's for some of the new developments show the need for signals at Main/Lynn , but theseTIA ·s 
assumed full build-out. In the TSP. we are proposing signals at the intersection of Main/Lynn 
when warranted. 

Laughlin/US 26 - attendees don·t want this be a square right tum. The} like that irs eaS) to tum 
right on Laughlin when heading WB on US 26. Th is is helpful when pulling trailers. 

o This is where the buses tum around. They like having the small island to tum around . 
o If you have to stop on the highway before turning. attendees think there would be more 

rear-ends . 
o Josh : if you make it aT intersection , keep the right tum lane. 
o Scott-this issue has been discussed with ODOT. If the City does anything. they have to 

do it all. including take away access from residents, add tum lanes , etc. 

o Other comments: if you connect the proposed northern alignment with 7'" street. you will 
have more traffic at this intersection . 

o This intersection is probably a signageproblem that could be improved with better 
signage and striping. 

Safety Improvement Alternatives 
2"d/Deer intersection -Comment from a local resident: half the people don 't stop at all at the 
intersection . The other half the time. the is sue is that there are parked cars up the road. closer to 3'd 

St. that limit visibility. So sometimes you can ·1 see the traffic approaching. 
o 85% of traffic was over the speed limit at the last count taken . 
o Intersection is fine. culture is causing the problem. 
o What about the flashing stop s igns? 
o Scott- irs a law enforcement issue. They need people to issue tickets to change the 

culture and get people to stop. 
o Keep this culture in mind as you plan other routes around the city- by designing straight 

routes. people are likely to speed. 

Main/4'" 
o Congestion from 3rd Street is backing up to the intersection - this could be improved b) 

improving the 3'd Street signal 

o Josh- there is a visibility issue with the parked cars . You can·t see to pull-out. 
3'd/Combs Flat - left turns are the issue here. 

o But you have ROW issues that will be restrictive for widening the road . 
o Flashing) ellow lights would be good on 3rd street. 

3'd I Harwood - rear-end crashes are common here. 
o The number of driveways in this area is high . 
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o One commenter th inks that a lot of this is due to fmstration from being stuck in theY ­

people speed up when the) arc able to . 

Active Transportation Alternatives 
Laughlin - a cro~s,,aiJ.. ha~ been installed here nO\\ . 

Main Street (north side of Cit~) maps ~ho11 muhi-u~c trail and sidewalks.' erif~ 11hich one this 

i~ . 

Funding Options: V. ill be discu~sed at the ne\1 meeting. 

Additional Comments/Questions and Summary of Identified Action Item s 

:'\ext meeting: june 4, 2013 at 2:30p.m. 
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Joint PAC/TAC Meeting #5, June 12, 2013 
2:30p.m. to 4:30p.m. 

City of Prineville - City Hall Council Chambers 
387 NE Third Street, Prineville, OR 97754 

Meeting Invitees: 
TACMembers 
PAC Members 

Meeting Agenda: 
2:30 Introductions, Meeting Goals 

2:35 Preferred Plan Elements 
• Functional Classification 
• Roadway Connections 

• Vision map - do we want to include the northern parallel rou te - Ba rnes Butte connection? 
o Identifi ed to tie in with right of way purchase wi th a sewer line 

• Dale: Combs Flat Road extension is shown too far east for where it is right now 
o Response: future alignments are approximate 

• Melrose was in previous TSP- S•h Street was not. ls there a need for both of them to be at 
collector level? 

o Melrose connection could be local street 
• Carey Foster - this is not a public right of way 

o Recreational trail is okay on the property, but roadway would be more di fficult 

• Fairgrounds Rd/Carey Foster connection 
o There is an issue of secondary access to get to the back of the hospital in case of 

emergency - so the connection to Main as a vision plan would be good for safety 
• 91h/101h connection - which one should we show for that alterna tive? 

o We could leave it showing both Qust not 7•h) to keep options available 
• VBA designation could be used on 3•d Street, on the east side of the Ci ty, to help reduce the 

speed limit: 
o Scott E - thi s aligns with what City has been doing (businesses can front street, etc) 
o General input from the group: this is a good idea 

Important to fix crosswalks so that people go to crosswalks 
Potentially remove pedestrian crossings to make people go to correct 
locations (too many crosswalks) 

o VBA can be a tool to lower speed limit, but if not, the roadside environment can also 
be used to d rop speed (Devin) 

• Northern arterial alternative - how will trucks use it? 
o Trucks will use Deer/Lamonta route to get to 10'h 

H:\projfile\12221 -Prineville TSP\rneetings\TAC_PAC_#S _0620 13\12221_Mtg05 _Minutes.docx 



:. .. ~··D""•,\.; C ITY or PRINEVILLE ~- ciTY Or_, ;; •.!/ TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN 'iji[illl' 

• intersectio n Treatments 

• Pe ters Road I Main intersection improvement 
What's the prio rity of this? 

It's develo pment dri ven - when the pro perty develops, 
it w ill happen . 

• Will S•1 Street become n bette r thro ugh street than Lynn when the 
extension of S•h ts complete? (and if so, is the Lynn/Combs Flat signal still 

necessary?) 
o 5th is still a residential street, even thou gh you don ' t have to 

conflict with schools 
c But Lynn is still preferred ro ute most likely, even though 5th 

Street w ill help relieve Lynn 

• O R 126/Laug hlin in tersection 

• Safety improvem ents 

c just restriping a t this po int 
o TI1is ties in w ith UBA d esignati on and reduction o f speed 

coming in he re 
It would help the ci ty maintenance with sanding if trus became a 
traditional in tersection (Scott) 

• 2nd Street/Deer 
o View of stop sign for eastbound traffi c may be b locked by <1 

power pole. 
o Restricting pnrking may require that additional parking be 

added elsewhere. 
o Use of ladder crosswalks should be limited to specific locatio ns 

(used primari ly in school zones and downtown today) so that 
they don' t lose effectiveness. 

• 4•h/Main 

• Pedestrian and Bicyclist 

o Suppo rt for restricting pa rking near intersection to incrense sight 

distance. 

• O'Neil Hwy/OR 126 ped crossing 
o Could you go under 126?- seems to be preferred o ption, but 

would be expensive. 
o Fo r the d river coming from town turning right o n O'Neil - could 

this (the proposed crosswalk location) be a safe ty issue due to 
visibility of pedestrian? 

o These concerns will need to be considered in final design/study 

• Y junction (intersection wi th Mendow Lakes) 
Maintain westbound left turn on to Mead ow Lakes 
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3:45 

o Keep pedestrian crossing on west side - keep median 
o Eliminate eastbound, northbound left turn 
o Would it make more sense to make these improvements at 

Harwood since it's already a light? 
• This (Meadow Lakes) is a better pedestrian crossing 

location, so keep them at Meadow Lakes 
• Pedestrian 

o Laughlin from Juniper to Hudspeth already has sidewalks 
(recently completed SRTS) 

o Main St (pedestrians should use hospital side, but many are not) 
- when the cross-section is changed from 4-lane to 3-lane, that 
should hopefully provide additional width. Consider reducing 
bike lane width and provide a 10-foot multi-use path. 
Maintenance and drainage needs to be worked out. Include as 
non-funded project for grant opportunities. 

o Should Fairview sidewalk project be shifted to Elm, if Elm is 
planned to be the north-south connection between Lynn and 3rd 
Street? 

Elm Street connection is low priority, so for near-term 
sidewalk improvements, Fairview will still be the 
priority. 

• Crossings 
o Add Combs Flat/Lynn crossing to the map 

• Bike 
o Show bike lanes on the 2nd street extension to Combs Flat 

• Multi-use trail 

Funding 

o On Main south of Lynn (of Carey Foster) to UGB (and north of 
the downtown area instead of bike lanes) 

o Consider a connection to provide a loop. 

• Funding: 
o Eric- question about private: Does that mean we' re going to 

make someone pay and then not reimburse them? 
o josh- we only reimburse up to 70% 
o We need partnerships to pay for everything we say we need 
o Scott- SOC's can't go to projects that are needed now - so they 

shouldn' t be included in SOC total 
o SOC's also can' t be used for maintenance 

• Urban renewal district for downtown core would give additional 
resources 

o City council talked about it previously 
• Dale 

o The school district project will be coming soon 
• Combs Flat isn' t a part of that picture 
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4:15 

There will be some SOC mone) comin g in, but the) 
won' t build project 

o Iron horse won' t be growing an) lots an y time soon - there are 
still people building on empty lots (so not building the new 
Combs Flat extension any time soon) 

o Problem with road - expensive to get up the hill because of pi pe 
underneath 

• Is 30% pri vate reall y feasible in Prineville? 
o We have methods to bring industrial in, but do we have 

methods to entice commercial, others in? 
• Eric - remember, this will be reset every 5 years or so, even though we' re 

collecting for 20 years' worth of projects 
• Dale - projects don' t necessari ly come in the order you plan the m 

(beca use of d evelopment) 
o Dale: seems like it would be better to ha\·e people pay SOC's as 

high as would be needed to make the necessary improvements, 
and then the ci ty can spend it in high p riori ty areas with the City 

• If Dale can estimate projects that they fo resee coming w ithin the next few 
years (d evelopment driven), that would info rm our list of projects and 
timelines 

• Local gas tax - has been talked about, but not likely in Prineville 

Next Steps 

• July- next meeting- sepa rate meeting for the public 
o Next meeting is our final meeting - recommendation need s to be 

made. 
o So if we do a joint public meeting, we could incorporate publi c 

comments into the group's final recommendation 
• ~ext meeting. Thursday, July 1 8•~, at 6:30pm, fo llowing an open house 
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Public Workshop!Joint PAC/TAC Meeting #6 
July 18, 2013 

City of Prineville - City Hall Council Chambers 
387 NE Third Street, Prineville , OR 97754 

Meeting Invitees: 
Public 
TAC Members 
PAC Members 

Recent Changes to the Draft Plan 
• Addition of the policy/implementation section based on input from Scott 

Edelman and Deborah McMahon 
• Realignment of Combs Flat Road (remaining edits may be needed based 

on comments received) 
• Addition of 2nd St extension to bike map 
• Figures renumbered to match references in document 

Public Workshop Comments 
Comments from group and discussion regarding fixed route intracity and 
regional transit service, particularly in regard to providing transportation to 
seniors. Comment was brought up that improved regional transit service was 
desirable. Discussion no ted the plans to relocate the park and ride lot to a more 
central location, but that additional multi-modal accessibility considerations, 
routes, and accommodations were needed to better provide access to the site 
beyond just a parking area. 

Question was asked whether documents were available on our website, response 
was that they are (http://sites.kittelson.com/prinevilleTSP) 

We asked the public about specific transportation concerns and issues in the 
City. The group brought up congestion on 3rd Street (particularly at 3PM in the 
afternoon). Main/41h Street safety issues were raised, as were speeds on the City's 
wider roadways. 

Discussion with the group identified that the design for Main/101h improvements 
should include accommodations for chip trucks due to their unique design. The 
comments received regarding the Main Street changes (restripe as a three-lane 
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cross-section) were positive. It was noted that following trucks up the hill meant 
no passing, but that the tradeoff was more appropriate speeds within the City, 
particularly for drivers coming down the hill into town. 

A comment was raised regarding shift changes with industry to avoid impacts to 
congested roadways. Scott Smith indicated that the shifts used to be coordinated 
when the mills were in full operation, but with the reduced hours this has not 
been necessary lately. 

T AC/P AC Meeting Comments 

Question was raised about whether sites that currently have two access points 
could be grandfathered in, so that if they remodel, they can keep both accesses 
rather than consolidating to one. Staff explained that this is a guideline, it's not 
rigid, so it will allow for some flexibility where needed . 

Question was raised about whether you can force a neighboring property to 
provide access when the property adjacent to it develops. We explained that the 
redeveloping property will be granted a conditional access until a neighboring 
property also redevelops, at which point consolidation would occur. 

Question was raised about whether you could do an infill minor arterial 
standard to help with constraints in locations where the right of way is already 
established. We will update the text of the report to explain that this is the 
unconstrained standard. City staff noted that they are guidelines, an.d they want 
the wide right of way to help with m aintenance and storm water. However, they 
want the flexibility . 

Dale has a refined cost estimate for the Combs Flat Extension from Laughlin to 
Hudspeth. 

The intersection improvements 13 and 112 will be completed as part of 
maintenance improvements this summer. 

Question was raised by City staff about whether we could calculate the number 
of trips each improvement project allows to come onto the system, because 
developments are paying for projects that have a lot of remaining capacity. For 
example, at full build out, how many trips can 9th Street handle until it's at 
capacity. Then they could divide the SDC over all the trips so that people pay 
their proportion. 
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We will think about whether there is a good way to calculate something similar 
to this. 

The council does not want to tie the franchise fees to any on-going costs. They 
want to use them for one time fees to get projects completed around the City. 

Questions about the timing and phasing of projects and funding source -how 
can you take the money into a pot and prioritize money where it is needed most 
rather than constructing site improvements? 

Land use law prevents you from exacting from a developer if it's not related to 
the land. Is this something you can do with SDC money though? 

City staff noted that they also need to figure out how to work out partnerships. 
Some projects reduce traffic from 3rd Street, but they cost more for the City in 
maintenance. How does ODOT come into this arrangement? 

The TAC/P AC will review the draft and provide comments in one week. We will 
send out a revised draft in one week, including public comments. If no meeting 
is needed, the T AC/P AC will vote by an online poll. If a meeting is needed, it will 
be held Tuesday, July 3Qth at 3pm. 
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