I‘ n Department of Land Conservation and Development
i35 Capitol Street, Suite 150

Salern, OF. 97301-2540

Theodore F. Enbongoski, Govemor (503) 373-0050

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

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT

12/16/2013

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

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist

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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PRINEVILLE TDM
Year 2035
PM Peak (3:00-4:00)
Volume Current Capacity
3rd and Main
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
25: US 26 & OR126 (WB) 2114/2013

- N TN
Mosegigpbc., . - . G EEE WENCIWEE ONERCRBRC) - RSOV RINETRT

Lane Configurations 4 %

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 810 160 0
Sign Control Free Free  Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 095 095 09 09 09 095
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 853 168 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, confiicting volume 0 853 0

vC1, stage 1 conf vol 0

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 853

vCu, unblocked vol 0 853 0

tC, single (s) 41 6.5 6.2

tC, 2 stage (s) 5.8

tF (s) 22 3.6 §3

p0 queue free % 100 56 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 1604 386 1091

Volume Total 853 168

Volume Left 0 168

Volume Right 0 0

cSH 1700 386

Volume to Capacity 050 044

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 56

Control Delay (s) 00 213

Lane LOS C

Approach Delay (s) 00 - 213

Approach LOS c

RIS g I R R R SRS
Average Delay 35

Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.6% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15

Prineville TSP Future No-Build 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 7 - Report
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PRINEVILLE TDM |
Year 2035
PM Peak (3:00-4:00)
Volume 10% Capacity Inc
3rd and Main




PRINEVILLE TDM
Year 2035
PM Peak (3:00-4:00)
Volume 20% Capacity Inc
3rd and Main




PRINEVILLE TDM
Year 2035
PM Peak (3:00-4:00)
Volume 30% Capacity Inc
3rd and Main




















































CITY OF PRINEVILLE

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN

*  Whowill determine what projects get built first?
o We'll discuss cost next time.
And development will drive some of that.
Be sure to incorporate new schoolmeasure 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 traffic still
must pass through the Y.

o  We are keeping the coupletas a vision project in the plan.

*  Would the Peters Road connection be more like 9" 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 thatimproving signal timing and coordination should be the first priority
as a low-cost way toimprove 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 consistent timing because peoplein 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.

e Couplet Options

* Steve — if we want toeventually go to couplet, we need to start planning for that now and get it in
the TSP now.

o Joe: We dowant toplan for it now and pick the right-of-way so that we can start planning
and acquiring ROW, etc.

= |fwe did go to a couplet, 2" St or 4™ St would become an ODOT facility .

*  On the2" St school property — there’s a recently renovated (put $200,000 into the building)
schoolbased 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 building to theright. The

building will probably be bypassed by the 2" Street extension if it occurs.

= Other cities have donea 2"%/4"™ street couplet (versus a 2"%/3™ St or 39/4"™ St couplet) —why did we
not consider this? Because ODOT facilities have standards,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’tignore the simple
improvements first: Crestview, 9 St, Peters Road.

* Development participation isn’t there for couplet like it is for otheroptions (more partners for

~rd

these new roads in redevelopment areas — not much redevelopment going on around 2"or3

th

Street)
¢ Widening 3 Street

No comments — everyone seemed to agree that this wasn't a desirable option.
s Alternative Mobility

Other Corridor Improvement Alternatives

H:\projfile\ 12221 - Prineville TSP\meetings\TAC PAC #4 05-2013\12221 Mtg04 Minutes.docx



Y OF PRINEVILLE

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN *’ﬁlifv‘l’ﬁ"

=  Mostpeople avoid Elm St because it has a stopsign on every block. So we would need to fix this
il we wanted to make Elm Street a better connection
Elm St concepthas been in TSP fora long time. With the hospitalmoving. not quite as
critical — but the hospital site might become something else
The property needed to complete the Elm Street connection was recently in foreclosure

is it still? The City might be able to get it for a good price

" Street connection — must go around football field.

Intersection Improvement Alternatives
. 'om MeCall — a signal wouldn™t be as surprising as it would have been previously because of the
new lower speed limit in that area
But, that’s a temporary lower speed limit for construction
®=  Prineville *Y" - right now you have vield signs instead of merge signs —why?

( I'he angle from a truck driver who stops ata yield line doesn’tallow him to seeif he
pulls all the way to the yield line and stops. This needs consideration of redesign to better
sight distance for truck drivers

. Fhe =Y area - a lot of discussion from people about pedestrian safety in this area — pedestrians
are trying to getacross the Y to the library. etc.
Pedestrian connectivity is a big issue here

¢ You're also going to sce a big increase in bicycle traffic dueto the increase in proposed
trails in thearea — we haven’taddressed bicvclists at this intersection
A median with a pedestrian refuge would be helpful. near Meadow Lakes. Attendees
seemed to like the idea
Shifting the very short connection from OR 126 to US 26 to the west would help improve
the Y
Steve H — (since he lives on Meadow Lakes) he thinks it would make sensetoallow WB
left tum and allow pedestrian crossings on west side of intersection.

* He thinks limiting RIRO only would be a substantial financial impact.
*  He doesn’tthink NB left tum on Meadow Lakes would be an issue if restricted
people already use Harwood.
People currently usethe spacein the intersection as an EB left turn lane, can we make an
EB lefi tumn lane?
Kittelson needs to bring back more options for the Y junction.
= (O'Neil Highway / Rimrock Area:

Marty — When you g 2

: 3 ! . d
down to bridge on OR 126. you don’trealize there is a 2" street

tum-ofl because it looks like a bike lane. Needs more signage to encourage people to use
it.

*  Should look more like an exit

=  Scott - part of the problem is the bike path at the intersection —there is confusion

with the striping.

Wintertime maintenance would be an issue with putting a small pull-out lane at O'neil
Highway/OR 126 intersection.
How many people currently try to go across from O'Neil to Rimrock as of right now?
Ihis seems like it would be a dangerous maneuver
Walmart and Home Depot have moved. so people now use O'Neil Highway to getto

north end of Redmond. meaning more people are using O'Neil Highway

H:\projfile\12221 - Prineville TSP\meetings\TAC_PAC_#4 05-2013112221 Mtg04 Minutes.docx



CITY OF PRINEVILLF

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN FH]N[V][U

*  Peters Rd/Main — more trains are expected across rail spurthat were previously using that line. so
we will need to account for that,
= 9"/10" at Main Street
o Attendees do not want both intersections signalized.
Steve — could we shift the 10™ St intersection north of railroad since RR tracks have been
taken out?

th op .1 . .
' St aligned to a normal intersection and get

=  Scoftt: Yes, we're trying toget 10
coordination between 9™ and 10™.
o With more traffic 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 showthe need for signals at Main/Lynn. but these TIAs
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 turn. They like that it’s easy to turn
right on Laughlin when heading WB on US 26. This is helpful when pulling trailers.

o This is where the buses turn around. They like having the small island to tum around.

o If you haveto stoponthe highway before tuming. attendees thinkthere would be more
rear-ends.

o Josh:if you make it a T intersection. keep theright tumn 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 signage problem that could be improved with better

signage and striping.

Safety Improvement Alternatives
»  2"Deer intersection — Comment from a local resident: half the people don’t stop atall at the
intersection. The other half the time, theissueis that there are parked cars up the road, closerto 3
St, that limit visibility. So sometimes you can't see the traffic approaching.
o 85% oftraffic was over the speed limit at the last count taken.
Intersection is fine, culture is causing the problem.
o Whatabout the flashing stop signs?
o Scotl - it’s 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 3" Street is backing up to the intersection — this could be improved by
improving the 3" Street signal
o Josh—there is a visibility issue with the parked cars. You can’t seeto pull-out.
*  3%Combs Flat - left tums are the issue here.
o But youhave ROW issues that will berestrictive for widening the road.
o Flashing yellow lights would be good on 3" street
3™ / Harwood — rear-end crashes are common here.

I'he number of driveways in this area is high.

H:\projfile\12221 - Prineville TSP\meetings\TAC_PAC _#4 05-2013\12221 Mtg04 Minutes.docx
























HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: Main St & 7th St 5/212013

e T e S N .S S S 4

Lane Configurations B & % 13 n 13

Volume (veh/h) 5 5 15 30 0 3 18 383 60 120 265 5
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094
Hourly flow rate (vph) 5 5 16 32 0 33 16 410 64 128 282 5
Pedestrians 4 9 1 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 1 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL TWLTL

Median storage veh) 2 2
Upstream signal (ft) 827

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1019 1058 290 1039 1029 451 291 482

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 451 291 482

tC, single (s) 7 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.3 42 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 55 6.1 55

tF (s) 35 4.0 33 35 40 34 2.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 98 98 98 91 100 94 99 88

cM capacity (veh/h) 340 339 751 366 379 595 . 1233 1067

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 005 - 014 001 0280 0RZ 00T

Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 13 1 0 11 0

Control Delay (s) 1286142 8.0 0.0 8.8 0.0

Lane LOS B B A A

Approach Delay (s) 125  14.2 0.3 AT

Approach LOS B B

T b SRR TR S S SRS R e Ty
Average Delay 2.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 7 - Report

KAl Page 6












HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

9: 9th St & US 26

5/2/2013

Lane Configurations
Volume (vehth)

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)

p0 queue free %

cM 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

v St o2
w 13 4
50 61 124 60 27 133
Stop Free Free
0% 0% 0%
08 08 08 08 085 085
59 72 146 71 32 156
12
12.0

4.0

1

None None

413 193 228
413 193 228

6.5 6.3 4.2

3.6 34 2.3

89 91 98
563 827 1281

131 216 188

59 0 32

72 4| 0

676 1700 1281
019 013 002

18 0 2
11.6 0.0 (L

B A
11.6 0.0 Hb

B

Average Delay

Intersection Capacity Utilization

Analysis Period (min)

34

38.4%

15

ICU Level of Service

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour

KAl

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 10






























HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
15: Knowledge St & US 26 5/2/2013

- N ¢ T N\ 7

Lane Configurations 2 % o

Volume (vehth) 548 5 5 629 5 5
Sign Control Free Free  Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 091 091 091 091 091 09
Hourly flow rate (vph) 602 5 5 691 g 5
Pedestrians 6

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL TWLTL

Median storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 614 1313 611

vC1, stage 1 conf vol 611

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 702

vCu, unblocked vol 614 1313 611

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2

tC, 2 stage (s) 54

tF (s) 2.2 35 33

p0 queue free % 99 99 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 971 392 495

Volume Total 608 5 691 1

Volume Left 0 b 0 5

Volume Right 5 0 0 §

cSH 1700 971 1700 438

Volume to Capacity 036 001 041  0.03

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 2

Control Delay (s) 0.0 8.7 00 134

Lane LOS A B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.1 134

Approach LOS B

R S e S e R R S R
Average Delay 0.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 45.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 7 - Report

KAl Page 20












HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
18: Meadow Lakes Dr & 2nd St 5/2/2013

S T 2 N . T SR 4

Lane Configurations & &+ b &

Volume (veh/h) 10 255 25 35 20 15 5 25 40 15 20 15
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 083 083 08 08 08 08 08 083 08 08 083 083
Hourly flow rate (vph) 12 307 30 42 24 18 6 30 48 18 24 18
Pedestrians 10 1 6

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 1 0 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 48 338 505 480 323 533 486 49
vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 48 338 505 480 323 533 486 49
tC, single (s) 41 41 71 6.5 6.2 72 6.5 6.3
tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 22 212 35 4.0 3.3 36 40 34
p0 queue free % 99 97 99 94 93 95 95 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 1564 1214 433,485 - 715 381 461 973
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 Qione =008 0 T2

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 3 13 10

Control Delay (s) 0.3 42 - 1235 180

Lane LOS A A B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.3 ¢ I O T

Approach LOS B B

ol Rl S s S P R [ PO T o Sl £ =t et
Average Delay 4.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Prineville TSP Future Build - Parallel Routes 5/4/2012 Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
22: Main St & Lynn Bivd 5/2/2013

S T 2 N S S N S 4

Lane Configurations & & 4 % ]

Volume (veh/h) 35 15 20 60 L 250 5 50 30 270 115 ]
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 074 074 0.74 0.74 0.74
Hourly flow rate (vph) 47 20 27 81 7 338 y 68 41 365 156 7
Pedestrians 4 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 40

Percent Blockage 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1332 1010 163 1028 993 89 162 108

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1332 1010 163 1028 993 89 162 108

tC, single (s) 71 6.5 6.2 72 6.5 6.3 5.1 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 35 40 33 3.6 40 34 31 22

p0 queue free % 30 89 97 44 96 65 99 75

cM capacity (veh/h) 67 181 884 144 185 955 989 1489

Volume Total 5 426 15T 6 162

Volume Left 47 81 ¥ 365 0

Volume Right =388 41 0 7

cSH 112 447 989 1489 1700

Volume to Capacity 085 085 001 - 025 - 010

Queue Length 95th (ft) 129 295 1 25 0

Control Delay (s) 1185 . 619 0.6 82 0.0

Lane LOS F F A A

Approach Delay (s) 1488 618 0.6 o

Approach LOS F F

[ AU g e =5 L S o=l o SR o= 1 A o
Average Delay 34.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.0% ICU Leve! of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
26: OR 26 & OR 126 5/2/2013

A -~ AN S

} : | |
| H

Lane Configurations 4 |

Volume (veh/h) 84160 0 0 73 0
Sign Control Free  Free Yield

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 094 094 09 094 094 094
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

vC1, stage 1 conf vol 0

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 809

vCu, unblocked vol 0 809 0

tC, single (s) 41 6.4 6.2

tC, 2 stage (s) 5.4

tF (s) 2.2 3D 33

p0 queue free % 100 82 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 1636 430 1091

b L SRERRRNIRRR 1 I RSB AR Kcsco - i S e e WS S e ) o 1
Volume Total 809 78

Volume Left 0 78

Volume Right 0 0

cSH 1700 430

Volume to Capacity 048 0.18

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 17

Control Delay (s) 0o 152

Lane LOS C

Approach Delay (s) 0 162

Approach LOS C

¢ Ty R ORI R s (57 2 WS A T TS Y S | - e
Average Delay 1.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

28: NW Oneil Hwy & Ochoco Hwy

5212013

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)

p0 queue free %

cM 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

A e = AN

b 4 4 v

20 895 645 140 90 10
Free  Free Stop
0% 0% 0%

0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

22 984 709 154 99 1

TWLTL  None
2

863 1813 431
786
1027

863 1813 431

4.2 6.8 7.0
5.8

22 35 33

97 60 98

757 246 567
22 984 473 390 110
22 0 0 0 99
0 0 0 154 1
757 1700 1700 1700 261
003 0581 - 0285 02802
2 0 0 0 51
9.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 288
A D
0.2 0.0 28.5
D

Average Delay

Intersection Capacity Utilization

Analysis Period (min)

17

59.4%

15

ICU Level of Service
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
30: Tom McCall Rd & OR 126 5/2/2013

S T 2 N . S S

Movement  EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SER
" + &

Lane Configurations 4 d 4

Volume (veh/h) 30 705 10 30 510 70 25 5 60 125 10 75
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 080 08 08 08 08 080 08 08 08 080 080 080
Hourly flow rate (vph) 38 881 12 38 638 88 3 6 75 156 12 94
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 725 894 176d 1756 " 881 1740 1631 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) 44 41 12 6Ll 63 o 6.5 6.3
tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.5 22 36 4.0 34 3.5 4.0 34
p0 queue free % 95 95 24 92 78 0 86 80
cM capacity (veh/h) 752 759 41 78 334 45 86 468
Volume Total 919 12 675 8817 =W 2kl

Volume Left 38 0 38 0 31 156

Volume Right 0 12 0 88 75 94

¢SH 752 1700 759 1700 106 69

Volume to Capacity 0105 g0r - 0es T GOBE T 0BT TS

Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0 4 0 180 Em

Control Delay (s) 14 0.0 1.3 00 1818 Em

Lane LOS A A F F

Approach Delay (s) 14 1.2 181.8 Emr

Approach LOS F F

LT R R NSRBI M A o2 R IR s AT
Average Delay 1279.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.1% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15
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OR Highway 126 Comidor Facillty Plan
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OR Highway 126 Comdor Facility Plan
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CIIY OF PRINEVILLE

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN T

e 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.

e Eric: we need to consider cost at the front of the plan because the SDC 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.

e Planter Strips — must be wide enough to reduce trees hanging over roadway,
planter strip 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.

e 80% of city local streets are 56" wide with 80’ right-of-way.

ODOT Travel Demand Model Overview

« Noemergency 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

e City police know that congestion occurs on 3" street, so they use other parallel
routes that are faster.

e Most crashes occur on 3 street, which are expected to be caused by aggressive
driving or distracted driving (or combination).

e 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.

e Pedestrian crossing of O'Neil Highway due to barriers

Future No-Build Needs

¢ [nitial operations results show that in 2035 the following intersections may
operate with LOS D or E (Yellow on red, yellow, green scale): Main @ 7", Main at
2™ 3" St @ Main, 3"° @ 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.

H:\projfile\12221 - Prineville TSP\meetings\PAC_TAC #2 08-2012\12221 Mtg02 Minutes.docx












CTroF PRINEVILLE .~

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN "ﬁiifﬁﬁ‘

= Steve: When vou push traffic off of a state-maintained street, the City
now has to fund the maintenance. He would like to put the heavy
traffic on the main street through town
Devin (ODOT) points out that under the current funding scheme, we're all
going into the same pot for funding now. Local and state agencies apply for
money in the same way.
* However, maintenance money is separate
= Enhancement projects are from the same fund.
*  ODOT and the City have different goals. The state’s goal is to move
people through the community.
Eric: The City did a 2 Street egress to pull people off of 3+ Street — could
you use the model to give an idea of what percentage of 2~ Street trips are
using it as an alternative to 3¢ Street?
= Scott: Now the City is getting wear and tear on 2 Street, but
funding comes from the gas tax, which is based on population. So
the increased maintenance 1s an issue.
Eric: The 2005 TSP talked about a couplet, which is part of the reason why
the City did the 27 Street egress. When the 27 Street egress was done, was
the game plan for the state to take over 27 Street?
= If 2n Street becomes a couplet, then yes, the state would have to play
a role because they are responsible for moving freight, etc.
Steve: If the City does a couplet, it would expand the downtown core of the
commercial area. His preference is for the couplet to be on 3¢ and 4 Streets
He thinks that would be a community enhancement.
Redmond has a couplet, and it doesn’t work, from a business owner’s
perspective
* She doesn’t think a 37 Street couplet is a good idea.
* If vou want businesses to come to Prineville, you need something
that starts higher up to get people into town.
41 Street has places that don’t connect, and these places are highly valued by
the community (school, park, etc.).
Josh: The bridge on 3 Street is already being built.
Don and Marty: We need to look at 50—100 years out. Someone may have to
extend the road farther. 24 Street does not have the potential for that
expansion.
The City recently did a study on 2n Street: it’s a high volume street.
'he only reason 27 Street works right now is that all the businesses are
closed when people are traveling out of town so no one is parked
It’s not just maintenance that’s an issue, but also enforcement. The police
duparhnvnl does not have the manpower to enforce traffic laws
Scott: Consider that you are going to have to replace parking if you remove it
from some streets
The City does not have land that they own and can turn into parking lots
Steve: If you removed parking from 3 Street, merchants would be

devastated

H:\projfile\12221 - Prineville TSP\meetings\TAC_PAC_#3_02-2013\Meeting
Summary\12221_Mtg03_Minutes.docx









CIYOE PRINEVILLE

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN

=  Whowill determine what projects get built first?
We'll discuss cost next time.

Anddevelopment will drive some ofthat.

o

Be sure to incorporate new schoolmeasure 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 traffic still
must pass through the Y.

o We are keeping the couplet as a vision project in the plan.

=  Would the Peters Road connection be more like 9" 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 priority
as a low-cost way to improve capacity first before constructing anything.

o Joeconfirmed 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 theparallel 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.

e 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" St or 4™ St would become an ODOT facility.

*  On the2" St school property — there’s a recently renovated (put $200,000 into the building)
schoolbased health center — would you move that? It’s used by all schools.

o Ifyou look at the front of Crooked River Elementary. it’s thebuilding to theright. The
building will probably be bypassed by the 2™ Street extension if it occurs.

*  Other cities have done a 2"%/4" street couplet (versus a 2°%/3" St or 3"/4™ St couplet) —why did we
not consider this? Because ODOT facilities have standards,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’tignore the simple
improvements first: Crestview, 9" St. Peters Road.

*  Development participation isn’t there for couplet like it is for otheroptions (more partners for

~rd

these new roads in redevelopment areas — not much redevelopment going on around 2™ or 3
Street)
e  Widening 3 Street
No comments— everyone seemed to agree that this wasn’t a desirable option.
e Alternative Mobility

Other Corridor Improvement Alternatives

H:\projfile\12221 - Prineville TSP\meetings\TAC_PAC_#4 05-2013\12221 Mtg04 Minutes.docx



CITY OF PRINEVILLE

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN

=  Mostpeople avoid Elm St becauseit has a stop sign on every block. So we would need to fix this
il we wanted to make Elm Street a better connection
Elm St concept has been in TSP fora long time. With the hospitalmoving. not quite as
critical — but the hospital site might become something else
The property needed to complete the EIm Street connection was recently in foreclosure
is it still? The City might be able to get it for a good price.

= 57 Street connection — must go around football field

Intersection Improvement Alternatives
» Fom McCall - a signal wouldn™t be as surprising as it would have been previously because of the
new lower speed limit in that area.
But. that’s a temporary lower speed limit for construction.
= Prineville “Y" - right now you have yield signs instead of merge signs — why?
T'he angle from atruck driver who stops at a vield line doesn“tallow him to seeif he
pulls all the way to the yvield line and stops. This needs consideration of redesign to better
sight distance for truck drivers
*  The™Y" area—a lot of discussion from people about pedestrian safety in this area — pedestrians
are trying to get across the Y to the library, etc
Pedestrian connectivity is a big issue here
You're also going to see a big increase in bicycle traffic dueto the increase in proposed
trails in thearea — we haven'taddressed bicyclists at this intersection
A median with a pedestrian refuge would be helpful, near Meadow Lakes. Attendees
seemed to like the idea.
Shifting the very short connection from OR 126 to US 26 to the west would help improve
the ¥
Steve H — (since he lives on Meadow Lakes) he thinks it would make sensetoallow WB
left turn and allow pedestrian crossings on westside of intersection
*  He thinks limiting RIRO only would be a substantial financial impact
*  He doesn’tthink NB lefi tum on Meadow Lakes would be anissue if restricted
people already use Harwood.
People currently usethe space in the intersection as an EB lefi turn lane. can we make an
EB left tum lane?
Kittelson needs to bring back more options for the Y junction.
=  (O'Neil Highway / Rimrock Area:
Marty — When you get down to bridge on OR 126. you don’trealize there is a 2" street
tum-off because it looks like a bike lane. Needs more signage to encourage people to use
it
= Should look more like an exit
*  Scott — part of the problem is the bike path at the intersection —there is confusion
with the striping
Wintertime maintenance would be an issue with putting a small pull-out lane at O™neil
Highway/OR 126 intersection.
How many people currently try to go across from O™Neil to Rimrock as ofright now?
This seems like it would be a dangerous maneuver
Walmart and Home Depot have moved. so people now use O'Neil Highway to getto

north end of Redmond. meaning more people are using O'Neil Highway.
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CITY OF PRINEVILLE

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN

*  Peters Rd/Main — more trains are expected across rail spurthat were previously using that line, so
we will needto account for that.
«  9"/10"™ at Main Street
o Attendees do not want both intersections signalized.
Steve — could we shift the 10™ St intersection north of railroad since RR tracks have been
taken out?

h & . . -
" St aligned to a normal intersection and get

=  Scott: Yes, we're trying to get 10
coordination between 9" and 10™.
o With more traffic 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 showthe need for signals at Main/Lynn, but these TIA 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 easy to tum
right on Laughlin when heading WB on US 26. This is helpful when pulling trailers.
o This is where the buses turn around. They like having the small island to turn around.
If you haveto stop on the highway before turning, attendees think there would be more

rear-ends.

o Josh:if you make it a T intersection, keep theright turn lane.

o  Scott - this issue has been discussed with ODOT. If the City does anything. they haveto
do it all. including take away access from residents.add tum lanes, ete.

o Other comments: if you connect the proposed northemn alignment with 7" street, you will
have more traffic at this intersection.

o This intersection is probably a signage problem that could be improved with better
signage and striping.

Safety Improvement Alternatives
»  2"YDeerintersection — Comment from a local resident: half the people don’t stop atall at the
intersection. The other half the time, theissueis that there are parked cars up the road, closer to 3™
St. that limit visibility. So sometimes you can’t seethe traffic approaching.
o 85% oftraffic was overthe speed limit at the last count taken.
o Intersectionis fine, culture is causing the problem.
o Whatabout the flashing stop signs?
o Scott - it’s a law enforcement issue. They need people to issue tickets to change the
culture and get peopleto 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"
Congestion from 3" Street is backing up to the intersection — this could be improved by
improving the 3" Street signal
o Josh—there is a visibility issue with the parked cars. You can’t seeto pull-out.
»  3%Combs Flat - lefi tums are the issue here.
But you have ROW issues that will berestrictive for widening the road.
o Flashing yellow lights would be good on 3" street.
/ Harwood — rear-end crashes are common here.

~rd
&)

The number of driveways in this area is high.
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