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NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT P
11/4/2009
TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan

or Land Use Regulation Amendments

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist

SUBJECT: Lane County Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 011-08

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: Wednesday, November 25, 2009

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 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 THAT IT WAS MAILED TO DLCD. AS A
RESULT, YOUR APPEAL DEADLINE MAY BE EARLIER THAN THE ABOVE
DATE SPECIFIED.

Cc: Mark Bernard, Lane County /Stephanie Schulz
Gloria Gardiner, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist
Bill Holmstrom, DLCD Transportation Planner
Ed Moore, DLCD Regional Representative
Jon Jinings, DLCD
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2 DLCD
Notice of Adoption

THIS FORM MUST BE MAILED TC DLCD
WITHIN S WORKING DAYS AFTER THE FINAL DECISION
PER ORS 197.610, OAR CHAPTER. 660 - DIVISION 18

Jurisdiction: Lane County Localfile number: PA09-5027

Date of Adoption: October 20, 2009 Date Mailed: October 26, 2009

Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to DLCD? Yes Date: December 3, 2008
X} Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment P4 Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment
[] Land Use Regulation Amendment [] Zoning Map Amendment

[] New Land Use REQUIatlon : D Other: TSP Amendment

Py

Lane County, in coordination with the City of Coburg,-is adopting amendments to its Comprehensive
Plan and Transportation System Plan to incorporate by reference provisions of an interchange area
management plan {IAMP)} at the I-5/Coburg interchange. The IAMP contemplates land use policies,
an IAMP zoning overlay, system improvements, and access controls near the interchange.

Summarlze th-e adopted amendment Do nc:t use technlcal terms Do not wnte

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? Yes, Please explain below:

The adoption contemplates a zoning overlay which will be processed in a future plan
amendment/zone change application. Also, policy language in Section 6.1.2 of the IAMP document
changed slightly. The changes are included with this Notice of Adoption.

Plan Map Changed from: N/A to: IAMP Area

Zone Map Changed from: to:

Location: As per the IAMP map and legal description Acres Involved:
Specify Density: Previous: New:

Applicable statewide planning goals:

5 6 7 8 9 13 15 16 17 18 19
IIIDDDDDDDD@D DDDDD
Was an Exception Adopted? [] YES X NO
Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment...

45-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? Yes [ |No
if no, do the statewide planning goals apply? L1Yes []No
If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? [lYes []No
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Please list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts:

Oregon Department of Transportation and City of Coburg

- R
Local Contact: Stephanie Schulz Phone: (541) 682-3858 Extension:
Address: 125 East 8" Street , Fax Number: 541-682-3947
City: Eugene Zip: 97401-2926  E-mail Address: stephanieschul#@co.lane.or.us

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

This form must be mailed to DLCD within % working days after the final decision
per ORS 197.610, CAR Chapter 660 - Division 18.

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

ATTENTION: PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT
635 CAPITOL STREET NE, SUITE 150
SALEM, OREGON 97301-2540

i

Electronic Submittals: At least one hard copy must be sent by mail or in person, or by emailing
larry.french@state.or.us.

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

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

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

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

7. Need More Copies? You can now access these forms online at http://www.lcd.state.or.us/. Please
print on 8-1/2x11 green paper only. You may also call the DLCD Office at (503) 373-0050; or Fax
your requesf to: (503) 378-5518; or Email your request to larry.frenchi@state.or.us - Attention: Plan
Amendment Specialist.

Updated March 17, 2009
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF LANE CQUNTY, OREGON

In the Matter of Adopting the Coburg/intersiate-5
Interchange Area Managemenl Plan as a Refinement
lo the Lane Caounty Transportation System Plan and
Co-Adopling the Plan as a Refinement to the City of
Coburg Transportation System Plan; and Adopling a
Sevarability Clause (File No. PA 09-5027, Cily of
Coburg}

ORDINANCE NO. PA 1258

LR

WHEREAS, the Oregon Departmani of Transportation (OROT), Lane County, and Coburg are
contemplating improvements to state and local transportation facililies near the Interstate &
Interchange at Coburg to address safety, congestion, and substandard facility issues; and

WHEREAS, Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 734-051-0155(2) and (7) requires the ODOT
to work with local governments to develop an Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP) prior tn
construction of significant modifications to existing interchanges, and that the IAMP be consistent with
focal plans and codes; and

WHEREAS, Ihe Board of County Commissioners (Board} is in support of constructing the
improvements at the I-5/Coburg Interchange, and

WHEREAS, the Coburg/interstate-5 Interchange Area Management Plan (Coburg IAMP)
describes in detail the improvements, and associated ODOT access contral management, that ODOT,
Lane County, and the City of Coburg are contemplating; and

WHEREAS, adaption of the Coburg IAMP as a refinement plan to the Lane Counfy
Transportation System Plan and co-adoption as a refinement plan to the Coburg Transportation
System Plan for the area wilhin the jurisdiction of that plan is necessary prior to construction of the
improvements; and

WHEREAS, the Board adopted the Lane Counly Rural Comprehensive Plan with Crdinance
PA 883; and

WHEREAS, the Hural Comprehensive Flan describes the hierarchical relationship between
that Plan and its components; and

WHEREAS, the Comprehensive Plan for Lane County Includes the comprehensive plans for
each of the cities within the county and special purpose plans such as transportation system plans; an

=%

WHEREAS, the Board adopted the Lane County Transportation System Pian by Ordinance
No. PA 1202, on May 5, 2004, and co-adopted the Coburg Transportation System Plan by Ordinance
No. PA 1139, on November 10, 1998; and

WHEREAS, Lane Code 12,050 and 16.400 set forth procedures for amendments of
camponents of the Comprehensive Plan for Lane County; and

WHEREAS, the Lane County and Coburg Planning Commissions reviewed the Coburg I1AMP
proposal and considered public testimony on January 21, 2009, in a joint public hearing; and

WHEREAS, the Lane Caunty and Coburg Planning Commissions held jeint deliberations on
March 3, 2009 and the Lane County Planning Commission unanimously recommended to the Board

Ordinance No. PA 1258
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co-adoption of the Coburg JAMP as a refinement plan of the Lane County and Coburg Transportalion
System Plans; and

WHEREAS, the Coburg Cily Council held a hearing on April 14, 2009, and unanimously
supported adoption of the Coburg IAMP as a refinement to the Coburg Transpariation Systemn Plan;
and

WHEREAS, evidence wilhin the record documents that tha Coburg IAMP meets the
requirements of Lane Code Chapters 12 and 15, and the requirements of applicable state and local
taw; and

WHEREAS,K on August 5, 2009 the Board conducted a public hearing, considered all
testimony, and is now ready to take action,

NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of County Commissioners of Lane County Ordains as follows:

Sectlon 1. The Coburg/Interstate 5 Interchange Area Management Plan as sel forth in
Exhibit “A" atiached hereto, and incorporataed here by this reference, is adopted as a
rafinement plan to the Lane County Transportation System Plan and co-adopted with the
City of Coburg as a Refinement Plan to the Coburg Transportation System Plan for the
area within the jurisdiction of these pians.

FURTHER, although not a part of this Ordinance, the Board of County Commissioners adopts
findings in support of this action as set forth in Exhibit "B”.

If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or partion of this Qrdinance is for any
reason held invalid or unconstitutional by any court of com petent jurisdiction, such portion is deemed a
separate, distinct and indepandent provision, and such holding does not affect the validity of the
ramaining portions thereof,

ENACTED this Z—Ue day of ﬁf/ﬂ&”? (

Pete Soranson, Chair
Lane County Board of Commissioners

)W(/S%ﬂ D//

Meflssa Zimmer, Secretaﬁ
Lane County Board of igsioners

AFFROVED A3 TU FORM
Dale_ Lane Cotinty

e
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Executive Summary

The Coburg/Interstate 5 (I-5) interchange, located on [-5 at milepost 199,15 adjacent to the
City of Coburg, is no longer able to meet existing and forecast lravel dermand and is in need
of madifications and improvements. This Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMF)
documents the land use and transportation strategies developed to protect the function' of
the Coburg/I-5 interchange over the long-term (20-plus years) in light of these planned
improvements, as directed by Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 734-051-0155(6). The
Coburg/1-5 interchange is of interest for protection because much of the adjacent land is
vacant and could potentially be developed, adding more traffic to the interchange area.

This document includes a complete description of the IAMP development process,
including existing conditions analysis, no-build future analysis, alternative analysis, and
description of the Recommended Alternative, including physical, access management, and
policy and code recormmendations. Recommendations for the Coburg/1-3 interchange area
are presented as short-term, medium-term, and long-term. This IAMI? was prepared
coliaboratively with the Oregon Department of Transportation (O[XOT), Lane County, and
the City of Coburg in coordination with the Lane Council of Gevernments (I.COG}.

Background

The Caburg/I-5 interchange was proposed for reconstruction in the 1999 Coburg-Inferstate 5
Intercharge Refinement Plan (Refinement Plan), which was adopted as pari of the 1999 City of
Coburg Transportation System Plan (Coburg TSP). This IAMI re-examines the recommendecd
conceptual design outlined in the Refinement Plan, given changes inland uses and
population and employment forecasts in the interchange area, along with changes in
highway policy regarding interchange improvements, since 1999,

Primary infrastructure improvements included in the Refinement Plan are the
reconstruction of a standard diamond interchange and the realignment of Roberts Road to
intersect with Coburg Industrial Way at a signalized intersection. This IAMI concludes that
the original Freferred Concept included in the Refinement Plan is generally sufficient 1o
address congestion problems for the planmng harizon of 2031 —when the Refinement Plan
interchange design concept is slightly modified with a four-lane bridge and when it is
paired with policy and management tools.

Existing and Future Conditions

The existing Coburg interchange facility is not adequate to accommodate anticipated
employment and population growth as outlined in Coburg's 2005 Comprehensive Plan and
consistent with Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) employment and population forecasts.

1 as used in the state IAMP Guidelings (Pavid Evans and Associales, Inc., with Angelo Ealon & Assodiales, July 2008), the
terrn “funclion” refers lo the Intended rods of lhe interchange in [he transporaticn system. Although funclional classiffication of
lhe intersecting ronds is one elament (hal detemines the overall function of an inlerchange, [he lern “unction” also relales to
its condaxt (0.g. urban, rural, surrounding land uses il is inlended (o serve).

PUXAEZERDGES.DGC ESA
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COHURGANTERSTATE 5 INTERCHANGE AREA MANABEMENT FLAN

Traffic operations analysts performed for this [AMP shows that by study planning horizon
year 2031, three of five study area intersections (Pear] Street/ Industrial Way, Pear! Street/
Roberts Road, I-5 Southbound Ramps/Pearl Street) are expected to not meet accepted
mobility standards during the peak PM travel hour if no additional transportation
infrastructure is construcled and no policy measures are enacted. Two of the five study area
intersections (Pear! Street/Industrial Way and Pear] Street/ Roberts Road) are anlticipated to
operate under conditions where volume would exceed capacity during the peak I'M travel
hour. This would generate high levels of delay and congestion, and vehicles would be
expected to quene onto the [-5 mainline. Operations analysis shows that a new traffic signal
will be required by 2031 at the 1-5 Southbound Ramps/ Pear] Street intersection to meet
mobility standards. Existing and future conditions are discussed in greater detail in
Sections 2 and 3 of this IAMP.

Alternatives Developed and Analyzed

Altetrnatives development and analysis for this [AMP were based on traffic forecasts built
from population and employment forecasts consistent with the land use patterns in
Coburg's existing Comprehensive Plan.

Alternatives developed are also consistent with the 2031 federal Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP} for the Central Lahe Metropolitan Planning Organization (CLMPO) and the 2004
Coburg Urbanization Study. The Coburg Urbanization Study is a document that was adopted by
Coburg City Council, but never formally incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan. The
RTP and the Urbunization Study both outline greater population and empleyment growth
than could be accommodated under the City’s current Comprehensive Plan land use
designations. Consistency ot alternative development with these plans is itnportant in order
to (1) be consistent with regional planning, and (2) provide realistic solutions, given the
likelihood of urban growth boundary (UGB) amendments.

The existing UGB will not accommodate the City’s 2025 population and employment
forecasts extrapolated to 2031, as identified in the RTP. However, pending resolution about
how to develop a municipal wastewater system for Coburg, UGB amendments will likely be
proposed by the City. The extent and location of these amendments are yel to be
determined. Currently, the Coburg Comprehensive Plan provides for growth within the City's
existing UGB west of I-5. If amended, an expanded UGB (regardless of whether itis
expanded west of I-5 or east of I-5} is expected to provide for the full growth anticipated in
the RTI and commensurate with the City’s regionally adopted population and employment
forecasts.

Physical interchange improvement alternatives focused on several conceptual designs:

*  Altermative A: Diamond interchange with three-lane bridge
*  Alternative B: Diamond interchange with four-lane bridge
*  Alternative C: Loop ramp (northbound) interchange with four-lane bridge
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Analysis of all of the physical alternatives considered the following common components:
» Bicycle and pedestrian facilities on the bridge

*  Access management that supports interchange function and operations on Pearl Sireet/
Van Dayn Road east and west of the interchange

* Realignment of Roberts Road at a signalized intersection with Coburg Industrial Way
e Closure of the existing Roberts Road at Pearl Street
e A new signal at the [-5 Southbound Ramps/Pear] Sireet intersection

+ The eventual development of a local street systern west of 1-5 off Coburg Industrial Way
to reduce demand for direct access to Pearl Street

All physical alternatives also were assumed to be paired with policy and development code
language intended b protect the function and operations of the interchange (e.g., an
alternate mobility standard to protect any excess capacity provided by an improvement,
traffic impact analysis requirements, and encouragement of transit and transportation
demand management (TDM)).

Alternative B — the diamond interchange with a four-lane bridge —was ultimately
recommended by the Project Management Team (PMT) as the Recommended Alternative
for this IAMP.

Analysis regarding population and employment growth scenarios different from those in
the Comprehensive Plan {e.g., UGB expansion and population and employment growth
patterns east of I-5) i5 included as a point of reference for the City of Coburgin Appendix K.
If a UGB expansion and subsequent Comprehensive Plan amendment were to occur, this
TIAMP would need to be updated accordingly.

The alternatives analysis is discussed in greater detail in Section 4 of this TAMP.

Interchange Area Management Plan

A Recommended Alternative was agreed to by ODOT, the City, and Lane County. The
IAMP concludes that the original Preferred Concept included in the Refinement Plan is generally
sufficient to address congestion problems for the planning horizan of 2031 — if the interchange design
ancept is slightly modified and when it is paired with policy and management tools. To maximize
the operation of the interchange and accornmodate planned future growth, the IAMP
identifies a Recommmended Alternative that includes: (1) operational and physical improve-
ments, including access management, and (2) local policy and development code changs,

Recommended Alternative—Operational and Physical Improvements

The Recomimended Alternative infrastructure iimprovements include physical
improvements that accommodate the anticipated trafiic growth related to the population
and employment growth outlined in the Coburg Comprehensive Plan, including a diamond
interchange with a four-lane bridge structure (see Figure 5-1). Although a three-lane bridge
wonld accommaodate traffic levels anticipated for 2031, a four-lane bridge is preferred
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because it will better accommodate the heavy north-to-west movement from the [-5
northbound off-ramp, in addition to extending the life of the bridge structure past 2031 for
minimal additional cost. A four-lane bridge would also provide future flexibility for the
addition of a loop ramp if determined necessary at some point after the 2031 planning
horizon, for example, if greater levels of growth are anticipated in the area,

The Recommended Alternative includes the following physical improvements and
associated actions to be implemented by ODOT, the City, and Lane Couniy:2

* Reconstruct the Coburg/1-5 interchange bridge structure to four lanes, with full
standard pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and an appropriate height standard. The
bridge is to include two westbound lanes with a turn pocket leading to the I-5
southbound on-ramp, one eastbound through lane, and one eastbound left-turn lane
leading to the I-5 northbound on-ramp (ODOT).

+ 1.5 northbound ramps: Add a new 1-5 northbound on-ramp receiving lane. Add new
exclusive eastbound left-turn lane to [-5 northbound off-ramp (ODOT).

+ [-5 Southbound ramps: Install a new exclusive eastbound right-turn lane on Pearl Street
and southbound en-ramp receiving lane (ODOT).

+ Signalize the I-5 southbound ramp terminals by 2031 or sooner if signal warrants are
met and the signal is approved by the State Traffic Engineer (ODOT).

» Realign Roberts Road to meet the existing signalized Coburg Industrial Way
intersection. The newly realigned Roberts Road would be constructed to road standards
that accormnmodate freight vehicles (ODOT).

¢« Add a new conneclion between the aligned Roberts Road and original Roberts Road
(QDOT).

» Purchase access control and do not allow any new private accesses west of I-5 along
Pear] Street from the interchange ramp to a point 1,000 feet west of Coburg Industrial
Way. In the interim, allow the Stuart Way driveway access at Pear] Sireet. Upon
redevelopment of the Truck and Travel site (located east and west of Stuart Way),
realign Stuart Way west of its current location to improve spacing with Coburg
Industrial Way.

¢ Close access to the original Roberts Road at Pearl Street. This closure would only occur
after or at the same time as the opening of the new Roberts Road/Coburg Industrial
Way inlersection to ensure continuous business access. A cul-de-sac will be constructed
at the north termination of the original Roberts Road that is navigable for WB-67 trucks®
(ODOT).

» Coordinate traffic signal operations along Pearl Street and at mterchange ramp terminal
intersections (ODOT /Lane County).

2 DDOT would purchase impactad privale property or privale accesses as a resull of any ef the physical improyements within
ihe inlerchange management area wlentilied as CDOT’s regponalbility in thie 1AMP. Actess and cliculatlen plans will be
coardipated with afleclsd properdy ownere.

3 Airuck with approxinately 67 fest belwaen the fronl and rear whisel axie,
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Install & new southbound left-turn lane and northbound left-turn pocket on Coburg
Industrial Way (and realigned Roberts Road) at Pear] Street (ODOT).

Purchase access control and do not allow any new private access east of [-5 along

VYan Duyn Road from the NB interchange ramp terminal to a point 2,000 feet east of the
NB terminal and do not allow any full accesses within 1,320 feet of the NB terminal
{ODOT). In the interim, allow the properties in the UGB to continue to access Van Duyn
directly from within the UGH. Upon redevelopment of one or more of these properties
within the current UGB, implement changes to this access as needed to address safety
issues or seek development and use of the access road right-of-way purchased by ODOT
during the initial phase of the interchange project if it has not already been developed as
part of a subsequent phase of the interchange project (ODOT).

Consolidate all accesses un the southern side of Van Duyn Road to a point at [east
1,320 feet from the north-bound ramp terminal intersection. Close accesses less than
1,320 feet from this location and construct an alternate access road. This road may be
constructed by ODOT and maintained as a public road by Lane County or the City of
Coburg, or it may be constructed privately in conjunction with redevelopment of
properties within the Coburg UGB east of I-5, depending on the timing and availability
of funds to construct future phases of the interchange project

The eventual construction of this access road will require an exception to Goal 3 of the
Statewide Land Use Planning Goals, the reasons for which are summarized in
Appendix L. [f an exception is not granted by Lane County, ODOT will need to develop
another alternative access for urban properties east of the interstate (ODOT, other
responsible parties).

Work with Lane Transit District to expand bus rapid transit to Coburg (City of Coburg).

Market Lane Transit District's Group Pass Frogram to employers, and promote carpool
and vanpool services (City of Coburg).

Implement local circulation improvements consistent with the Coburg TSP that provide
alternative circulation and access for the lane north of Pearl Street and west of I-5 within
the [AMP study area (City of Coburg).

Design and construct the notthern and southern connection alignments (extending
Coburg Industrial Way north and Roberts Road south) as depicted in Map 16 of the
Coburg TSP (City of Coburg).

As Coburg develops, monitor the need for a park-and-ride (City of Coburg).

The Recommended Alternative physical and operational recommendations are discussed in
greatet detail in Section 5 of this JAMP. '

Recommended Alternative—Access Management

To protect these infrastructure investments, access ranagement recommendations were
also developed as part of the Recomimended Alternative, as shown in Figure 5-1. The Access
Management Plan reduces by 11 the number of private and public accesses onto Pearl Street
and Van Duyn Road by the year 2031. The Access Managemen! Plan identifies access
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management actions that improve safety and circulation in the interchange management
area by moving access spacing along Pearl Sireet and Van Duyn Road to more clesely align
with access management standards as defined in the Oregon Highway Plan. For the
Coburg/1-5 IAMP, the target spacing standard 1s 1,320 feet from the ramp terminal
intersection for placement of the next road or driveway.

The Access Management Plan identifies driveways and local road connections that will need
to be relocated, consolidated, or closed to achieve the safety and mobility objectives of the
state’s access management standards. Relocation, consolidation, or closure of driveways will
be paired with enhancement of the local street circulation syster.

These access recomanendations are discussed in greater detail in Section 5, Recommended
Alternative — Operational, Physical and Access Improvements.

Recommended Alternative—Policy and Development Code

To accompany the infrasiructure and access recommendations, the Recommended
Alternative also includes policy and implementation measures. Some of these implementing
measures are intended to protect the interchange infrastructure investments through
management of access within the interchange study area. Others require that future
development mitigate traffic impacts associated with development proposals that are
projected to create more traffic growth than planned for in the Coburg Commprehensive Plan.
The JTAMP also includes policies thal are to be adopted by the Oregon Transportation
Commission (OTC), City of Coburg, and Lane County.

"The IAMP policies specifically address access management and also special interchange and
local road inohility standards intended to protect the function of the interchange until such
time as the City of Coburg resolves its wastewater service issues and amends its Urban
Growth Boundary and Comprehensive Plan.

The JAMTI also includes recommendations for development code changes in the City of
Coburg related to Traffic Impact Analysis, The recommended alternative policy and
development code recornmendations are discussed in greater detail in Sections 6 and 7 of
this LAMP.
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SECTION1

Background

1.1 Purpose and Intent

The Coburg/Interstate 5 Interchangs Area Management Plan (LAMP) documents a plan for
~protecting the function? of the Coburg/Interstate 5 (I-5) interchange. The purpose of this

TAMP is to ensure that public investments in state infrastructure are protected through an

integration of transportation and land use planning at the city, county and state levels.

Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 734-51-0155(f) states: “Interchange Area Management
Plans are required for new interchanges and should be developed for significant
madifications to exisling interchanges...” This IAMP addresses the planned reconstruction
of the Coburg/1-5 interchange, located at milepost (MP) 199.15 along 1-5 adjacent to the City
of Coburg (City; Coburg) in Lane County, Oregon. The reconstruction is intended to
address existing and future safety and rongestion issues.

The Coburg/1-5 interchange initially was proposed for reconstruction in the 1999 Coburg-
Inlersiate 5 Interchange Refinement Plan (Refinement Plan).® This IAMP re-examines the
recommended conceptual design outlined in the Refinement Plan, given changes in land uses
and population and employment forecasts in the interchange area, along with highway
policy regarding interchange improvernents, since 1999,

The JAMP recommends: (1) operational and physical improvements, including access
management, and (2) local policy and development codi changes.

This 1AMP is a collaborative document and reflecls coordination armong the Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT), the City of Coburg, and Lane County. Preparation
of this document was conducted in accordance with state JAMP guidelines.®

1.2 Problem Statement

Without improvernents to the Coburg/1-5 interchange and transportation infrastructure in
the interchange area, future PM peak hour traffic is expected to exceed available road
capacity at many intersections in the interchange area, leading to highly congested
conditions by 2031. Congestion is expected to affect the 1-5 mainline and nearby
intersections along Pearl Street/ Van Duyn Road, the interchange's local crassroad and
Coburg’s primary east-west arterial road. Additional congestion is expected to contribute to
travel delay and more potential safety conilicts.

4 as used in the slale |AMP Guidelines (David Evang arrd Associales, Inc., wilh Angelo Ealon & Associales, July 20506}, the
Lerm “function” afers lo he inlended rale of lhe inlarchange in (he iransportalion system. Although hunclional classilicalion of
lhe inersedling rozds is ona element thal delemmines the averall funclion of an inlerchange, the (erm “lunclion” also relales Lo
ils conlext (2.g., urban, rural, surmounding land uses iUis inlended lo serve).

5 Coburg-interslate 5 inlerchange Reflnamean! Flan, O0AT, October 1959,

6 Jnferchange Area Maragament Pian Buidelinss (Final Draft). David Evans and Asacciales, |iv., with Angelo Ealon &
Associales. .July 2008.
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The Coburg/1-5 interchange serves as the primary access to the city of Coburg. Significant
numbers of regional residents residing outside of Coburg currently travel io employment in
the City using the Coburg/1-5 interchange. Most of the existing Coburg employment centers
are Incated near the Coburg/ -5 interchange.

The existing interchange ramps and bridge are not antcipated to be able to accommodate
anhicipated future (year 2031) traffic growth. Intersections located close to the interchange
also are expected to contribute to congestion, due to queuing and delay related to vehicles
tuming onto or from Pearl Street. During the PM peak hour, three of the five intersections in
the study area (I-5 Southbound Ramps/Van Duyn Road, Pearl Street/ Coburg Industrial
Way, Pearl Street/Roberts Road) are anticipated to not meet operational standards by 2031
without infrastructure or policy improvements. The addition of a traffic signal at the I-5
northbound ramps intersection was a recent effort to improve traffic operations in the
interchange study area,

Along with congestion, there are safety concerns in the interchange study area. The sight
distance at the interchange ramp terminals and grades approaching the interchange bridge
restrict motorist line of sight and create navigation problems for trucks. The bridge structure
is very narrow, and allows virtually no roam for pedestrians, bicyclists, or vehicular
emergencies. Particularly problematic is the queuing on the northbound interchange off-
ramp during the AM peak hour where traffic routinely backs up onto -5, creating a speed
differential hazard. This problern will worsen over time.,

This lAMP describes the improveruents and other strategies needed in the interchange area
to safely accommodate anlicipated planned traffic growth. State law requires that the
Coburg IAMP 1s completed before any funding can be released for the interchange project.

1.3 Project History

In 1999, the Coburg/Interstate § Interchange Refinement Plan was adopted as part of the Coburg
Transportation Systems Plan (TSP). The Refinement Plan and the Coburg TSP recommended
improvemenls to the interchange structure and the surrounding road network in order to
accommmodate future traffic growth in the Coburg/1-5 interchange area and address safety
concems.

Recommended transportation improvements in the Preferred Concept of the Refinement Plan
and in the Coburg TSP included the {ollowing;

« Three-lane interchange bridge structure with pedestrian and bicycle facilities and .
improvement to profile grade and ramps

» Realignment of Roberts Road to line up with Coburg Indusirial Way at a signalized
intersection’

«  Access closure of the original Roberts Road at Pearl Streat

»  New connection between realigned Roberts Road and original Roberts Road

¥ The 1ealignmeni of Roberls Road and Coburg Industrial Way was 1o ocour al the same lime as access to the campgrouwsd
parcel localed south of Truck and Trave! shifis from Sluart Sireed 1o the realigned Roberls Road. -
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+  New extension of McKenzie Street east to Coburg Industrial Way (one way heading
east)

s New extension of Shane Court soutly to Pearl Street

s Signalizakion at [-5 ramps when warranted

e Stuart Way realigned or vacated

= DEnhanced local road network north of Pearl Street immediately west of the interchange

Since the Coburg T5F and Refinement Plan were completed, [and use changes have occurred
in the Coburg/ 5 interchange area that are anticipated to affect the levels of future
population and employment growth , and highway policy has changed regarding
interchange improvements. This has driven the need for this IAMP.

Improvements to date within the interchange management area include a new signal at the
I-5 northbound ramps/Van Duyn Road intersection, modification of the northbound ramps,
the vacation of Stuart Way and a portion of E. Delaney Street, and an upgrade of Pearl Street
to include pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

1.4 Functional Classification and Interchange Function

Functional classifications generally define the intended purpose of a roadway as part of a
hierarchy of roadways. The Coburg,/ |-5 interchange is an urban service interchange. The
interchange connects 1-5 with Pearl Street/ Van Duyn Road, which serves Coburg to the
west, and primarily unincorporated Lane County to the east.

According to Policy 1A of the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP), the primary function of inter-
state freeways is to provide connections to major cities, regions of the state, and other states.
The secondary function is to provide connections for regional trips within a metropolitan
area. Interstates are major freight routes, and are intended to provide mobility. -5 is part of
the National Highway System (NHS). Itis classified by the OHP as an Interstate Highway —
NHS, 15 is a designated North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) route. [-5
stretches from the Canadian to Mexican borders, and is the major north-south interstate and
freight route for the west coast states (Washington, Oregon, and California).

The local crossroad at the interchange, Pearl Street/ Van Duyn Road, is the primary east-
west road connection in the area, and is the only direct connection to Coburg residences and
cornmercial and industrial land uses from [-4. Pear] Street, located west of the interchange, is
classified as a County Arterial by the City of Coburg and as a Minor Arterial by Lane
County. According to the Lane County TSP, Minor Arterials int urban areas provide for intra-
community traffic flow to principal arterials. Van Duyn Road, located east of the
interchange, is elassified as a Local Roadway. According to the Lane County TSP, Local
Roads are intended solely for the purpose of providing access to adjacent properties.

Several existing highway-oriented commercial facilities are located within the interchange
study area, and some of the undeveloped land in the interchange area is zoned Highway
Comimercial, )
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Funetional classifications ol roads in the vicinity of the Cobueg/ [-5 interchange are
summarized in Table T-1.

TABLE 11

Coburg/-5 |AMP Ownership and Cily al CoburgiLane Caunly Funclional Classilication

Road Jurlsdietlon (Ownarship) Functlenal Classification
Interslale 5 0007 Intersiale Highway (WHS)
\Yan Duyn Road Lane County Local Roadway
Pearl Streel Lane County County Arleral (Coburg)

Coburg Industrial Way

Lane County and Cily of Coburg

Minor Anterlal (Lane County)
Minor Colleclor (Lane County)
City Collactor (Coburg)

Roberls Road City of Coburg City Collactar {Cobirg)

N. and 5, Caleman Street  City of Coburg City Collector and Local Roadway
E. Mill Sireel City of Coburg Cily Colleclor and Local Roadway
E. Dixon Sireel City of Coburg City Collector and Local Roadway
N. Miller Strael Clty of Coburg Local Roadway

Stuart Way Private Read Vacated

Daray Streel Lane County Local Roadway (Lane County)
Sarah Lane City of Coburg Local Roadway

N. Emerald Sirest Clty of Coburg Locel Roadway

E. Mckenzie Streel Cily of Coburg Local Roadway

E. Lincoln Way City of Coburg Local Roadway

E. Delanay Slrest Cily of Coburg l.ocal Roadway

E. Maple Street City of Coburg Local Roadway

E. Thomas Slreet City of Coburg Locai Roadway

Rualic: Court City of Cobung Local Roadway

Shane Court City of Coburg Lecal Roadway

*furisdiclional transfers of local roads may eocur resylting in changes fo tha judsdiclional [nformation in dhis labls. The
Jursdictional transfer prrg(;mm is indepsndent of thia document and does nol require an amendment to thls document in order lg
QCoUr,

In addition to the functional classification of the area roadways, the interchange itself has a
role or function that it serves with the broader transportation system. The broad intended
function of the Coburg/T-5 interchange is to safely and efficiently move traffic between I-5
and the local crossroad, accommodate planned future traffic demands in the interchange
area, and preserve mobility along 1-5.

More sperifically, the Caburg/I-h interchange is an ivnportant facility for the cormmunity of
Coburg, and alsc serves the following functions:

v Commercial Access: The mterchange directly serves the downtown of Coburg, and
Coburg businesses, including businesses off Coburg Industrial Way and Pearl Street.
Several businesses off Pearl Street in the interchange study area are oriented to highway
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» travelers, and much of the land is zened Highway Commercial to serve the traveling
public. Itis not the function of the Coburg/1-5 interchange Lo serve additional or
expanded commercial development within the interchange management area beyond
those uses currently allowed on lands currently in the existing Industrial and Highway
Commercial zanes.

» Industrial Access: The interchange provides access te industrial manufacturing and
industrial retail sales businesses, as well as a route for industrial and business freight. As
the industrial-zoned areas of Coburg continue to develop, the Coburg/1-5 interchange
will conlinue to be a key economic developrment factor.

* Freight Movement: Freight vehicles use the Coburg/1-5 interchange to access freight
generators located off Coburg Industrial Way (e.g., Truck and Travel, Monaco Coach
and Marathon) as well as northwest of Coburg (e.g., timber industry facilities).

» Commuting: A significant number of regional residents utilize the interchange to access
employment in Coburg. This number will continue to rise as employment increases in
the interchange management area.

¢ Local Access to the Region: Many Coburg residents use the interchange to travel to
other communities, such as Eugene, Springfield, or Salem, for employment, shopping, or
other personal trips.

Interchange modifications and associated local improvements must be planned and
implemented to accommodate the multi-functional nature of the interchange.

1.5 Goal and Objectives

The goal of this TAMP is ta reflect collaborative work with ODOT, Lane County, and the
City of Coburg and outline recommendations for transportation improvements and policy
and implementation measures that will maximize the function and operation of the
interchange and accommodate future growth {as planned for in the 2005 Coburg
Comprehensive Plar) in the interchange management area.

Policy 3C of the 1999 OHP states, “it is the policy of the State of Cregon to plan for and manage
§rade-separated interchange areas to ensure sife and efficient operation belween connecting
roadtways.” Consistent with this policy and congideration of project-specific local
transportation issues, the objectives of the Coburg/I-5 1AMP are to:

» DPreserve the Iong term function of the interchange to serve industrial and highway
commercial uses, excluding large scale regional serving commercial uses within the
interchange management area that are not highway dependent or related

¢ DProtect long-term safety and operations of the interstate and local road network
* Build on the waork in the Refirement Plan as adopted in the Coburg TSP

»  Accommodate 2031 planned growth for the Coburg/1-5 interchange management area
{described in Section 1.6} as outlined in the Coburg Comprehensive Plan
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¢ Preserve public investments in the Coburg/1-5 interchange and adjacent transportation
network )

+  Plan for future management of the interchange and adjacent land uses within the
interchange management area {described in Section 1.6)

+  Work with Coburg and Lane County to develop a plan for road network, right-of-way,
and access within the interchange management area (described. In Section 1.6)

¢ Provide recommendatons for enhancement of the pedestrian and blcycle system

« Provide recommendations that allow for expanded use of transit and other
transportation demand management (TDM) measures

»  Provide for Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) adoption of a plan so existing
funds can be accessed for interchange reconstruction

s Ensure integration of land use and transportation planning

= Provide certainty for property and business owmers and local governments

1.6 JAMP Interchange Management Area

The Coburg/1-5 interchange management area is centered on the Coburg/|-5 interchange,
an urban interchange located in the eastern portion of the city of Coburg, Oregon, just north
of Eugene along [-5 Figure 1-1 depicts the Coburg/1-5 inlerchange management area.

The interchange management area (Figure 1-1) differs from the TAMP study area, which was
used for the traffic operational forecasting and analysis. The study area included all fand
within the City of Coburg, plus unincorporaled adjacent areas, while the management area
includes land closer to the interchange. The [AMP interchange maragement area
encomnpasses land within % mile of the interchange, and is consistent with provisions in the
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR).

Management area boundaries are based on recent TPR changes related to the establishment
of interchange management areas {defined in OAR 660-012-0060) as well as property
boundaries, traffic paiterns, and existing natural resources {creeks, etc.). The management
area helps focus the development and evaluation of [AMP allernatives, as well as to
delineate an arca where implementation will apply.

The Coburg/1-5 interchange management area is approximately 5 miles north of Eugene
and 55 miles south of Salem. The management area includes a significant poxtion of the city
of Coburg, and a portion of unincorporated Lane County. All road facilities in the Coburg/
{-5 interchange management area fall under the jurisdiction of the City of Coburg, Lane
County, or ODOT, 15 is the only major highway facility located within the interchange
management area.

Land within the Coburg/1-5 interchange management area is primarily flat, with some
ponds located northwest and southeast of the interchange. Land ta the west of -5 is
primarily located within Coburg city limits, and includes residential, commercial and
industrial land uses, including facilities for motorcoach manufacturing and digtributian,
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Land to the east of I-5 is relatively undeveloped. The area includes an RV sales lot and RV
park, and farm land. Primary industries in the Coburg/[-5 interchange management area
include services and manufacturing. Major employers of note are Monaco Coach and
Marathoen, located northwest of the Coburg/[-5 interchange.

1.7 Related Work Products

As of April 2006, $12,500,000 in federal earmark and local match funding was identified
for interchange improvements at the Coburg,/ -5 interchange in the Regional
Transportation Plan (Project #1003).

In October 2005, $3,000,000 was programmed into the Metropolitan Transportation
Improvement Program for Coburg/I-5 interchange improvements.

ODOT's 1999 Coburg/Interstate 5 Inlerchange Refiriement Plan was central to the
preparation of this IAMP. The Refinement Plan outlines a Preferred Concept related to
interchange configuration and access. This [AMP sought to re-examine the Preferred
Concept, given changes since 1993 in planned employment and population growth in
the Coburg area and in statewide highway policies related to interchanges. The
Refinement Plan provides rattonale for Coburg/ [-5 interchange improvements. The
Refinement Plan was adopted as part of the Coburg TSP, The transportation
improvements included in the Refinement Plan were analyzed during the altematives
decision-making process for the IAMP:

—  Three-lane interchange bridge structure with pedestrian and bicycle facilities and
improvement to profile grade and ramps

- Signalization at I-5 ramps when warranted (already completed at northbound ramps)
- Stuart Way realigned or vacated (already completed — vacated)

- Realignment of Roberts Road to line up with Coburg Industrial Way at a signalized
intersection

~  Access closure of the original Roberts Road at Pearl Street
— New connection between realigned Roberts Road and original Roberts Road

~ Pearl Street improvements to five-lane urban standard road with sidewalks and
bicycle lanes (already completed)

Map 14 of the Coburg TSP depicts several transportation system improvements located
in the Caburg/I-5 interchange management area, including projects listed in the
Refinement Plan. The projects were factored into the operational analysis and alternatives
decision-making process for this [AMP.

~  Three-]ane interchange bridge structure with pedestrian and bicycle facilities and
impravemeni to predile grade and ramps

- Signalization al Interstate 5 ramps when warranted (a'ready completed al narthbound
ramps)
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- Stuart Way realigned or vacated (already complrted - vacated)

- Realignment of Roberls Road o line up with Coburg Indusirial Way al a signalized
inlersection

- Access closure of the original Roberts Road at Pearl Streel
- New connection between realigned Roberts Road and original Roberts Road

- Enhanced local road network north of Pear| Street immediately west of the
interchange (connecting to Pearl Street from Coburg Industrial Way)

»  Map 16 of the Coburg TSP also includes alignments yet to be determined —a northem
connector, located in northern Coburg near Coburg Industrial Way and a Southern
Connector, located at the south end of Roberls Road. Neither of these alignments was
specifically delineated on the map.

«  Anupdate to the Coburg TSP is listed in the approved 2006-2009 State Transpartation
Improvement Program (STIP). It is listed as Project #14297 {or $94,000 in local STIP-U
funds.

1.8 Public Involvement

The purpose of the public involvement program for the Coburg/1-5 [AMP was to builda
planning process that incorporated the needs and issues of residences and businesses in the
Coburg/1-3 interchange area, including those who depend on and use the interstate. A key
goal of the public involvement program was to elicit public discussion regarding access
changes and potential phasing of treatments. The public involvement process for the
Coburg/[-5 TAMP project is summarized in Appendix A of this decument.
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«  Work with Coburg and Lane County to develop a plan for road network, right-of-way,
and access within the interchanpe management area (described in Section 1.0)

¢« Provide recommendations for enhancement of the pedestrian and bicycle system

» Provide recommendabons that allow for expanded use of transit and other
transportabion demand management (TDM) measures

» Provide for Gregon Transportation Commission (OTC) adoption of a plan so existing
funds can be accessed for interchange reconstruction

» Ensure integrahon of land use and transportation planning

» TProvide certainty for property and business owners and local governments

1.6 IAMP Interchange Management Area

The Coburg/1-5 interchange management area is centered on the Coburg/1-5 interchange,
an urban interchange located in the eastern portion of the city of Coburg, Oregon, just north
of Eugene along I-5. Figure 1-1 depicts the Coburg/1-5 interchange management area.

The interchange management area (Figure 1-1) differs from the IJAMDP study area, which was
used for the traffic operational forecasting and analysis. The study area included all land
within the City of Coburg, plus unincorporated adjacent areas, while the management area
includes land closer to the interchange. The IAMP interchange management area
encotnpasses land within % mle of the interchange, and is consistent with provisions in the
Transportation Planning Rule (TP'R).

Management area boundaries are based on recent TPR changes related to the establistunent
of interchange management areas (defined in QAR 660-012-0060) as well as property
boundaries, traffic patterns, and existing natural resources (creeks, etc.). The management
area helps focus the development and evaluation of [AMP alternatives, as well as to
delineate an area where implementation will apply.

The Coburg/1-5 interchange management area is approximately 5 miles north of Bugene
angd 55 miles south of Salemn. The management area includes a significant portion of the city
of Coburg, and a portion of unincorporated Lane County. All road facilities in the Coburg/
I-5 interchange management area fall under the jurisdiction of the City of Coburg, Lane
County, or ODOT. [-5 is the only major highway facility located within the interchange
manageinent area,

Land within the Coburg/I1-5 interchange management area is primarily flat, with some
ponds located northwest and southeast of the interchange. Land to the west of 1-5 is
primarily located within Coburg city limits, and includes residential, commercial and
industrial land uses, including facilities for motorcoach manufaciuring and distribution.
Land to the east of [-5 is relatively undeveloped. The area includes an RV sales lot and RV
park, and farm land. Primary industries in the Coburg/I-5 interchange management area
include services and manufacturing. Major eanployers of note are Monaco Coach and
Marathon, located northwest of the Coburg /T-5 interchange.
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1.7 Related Work Products

As of April 2006, $12,500,000 in federal earmark and local match funding was identified
for interchange improvements at the Coburg/[-5 interchange in the Regtona!
Transportation Plan (Project #1003}

In October 2005, $3,000,000 was programmed into the Metropolitan Transportation
Improvement Program for Coburg/I-5 interchange improvements.

ODOT's 1999 Coburg/interstate 5 Interchange Refinement Plan was central to the
preparation of this IAMP. The Refinement Plan outlines a Preferred Concept related to
interchange configuration and access. This IAMP sought to re-examine the Preferred
Concept, given changes since 1999 in planned employment and population growth in
the Coburg area and in statewide highway policies related to interchanges. The
Refinement Plan provides rationale for Coburg/I-5 interchange improvements. The
Refinement Plan was adopted as part of the Coburg TSP. The transportation
improvements included in the Refinement Plan were analyzed during the alternatives
decision-making process for the IAMF:

— Three-laneinterchange bridge structure with pedestrian and bicycle facilities and
improvement to profile grade and ramps

— Signalization at [-5 rammps when warranted (already completed af northbound ramps)
—  Stuart Way realigned or vacated (already completed —vacated)

— Realignment of Roberts Road to line up with Coburg Industrial Way at a signalized
intersection

— Access closure of the original Roberts Road at Pearl] Street
— New cornection between realigned Roberts Road and original Roberts Road

— Pearl Street improvements to five-lane urban standard road with sidewalks and
bicycle lanes (already completed)

Map 14 of the Coburg TSP depicts several transportation system improvements located
in the Coburg/I-5 interchange management area, including projects listed in the
Refinement Plan. The projects were factored into the operational analysis and alternatives
decision-making process for this IAMP.

—  Three-lane interchange bridge structure with pedestrian and bicycle facilities and
improvement to profile grade and ramps

— Signalization at Interstate 5 ramps when warranted (already completed at northbound
ramps)

— Stuart Way realigned or vacated (already completed — vacated)

— Realignment of Roberts Road to line up with Coburg Industrial Way at a signalized
intersection

PDX/082680005.00C -7
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~  Access closure of the original Roberis Road at Pear! Street
- New connection between realigned Roberts Road and original Roberts Road

- Enhanced local road network north of Pearl Street immediately west of the
interchange (connecting to Pear] Street from Coburg [ndustrial Way)

* Map 16 of the Coburg TSP also includes alignments yet to be determined —a northern
connector, located in northern Coburg near Coburg Industrial Way and a Southern
Connector, located at the south end of Roberts Road. Neither of these alignments was
specifically delineated on the map.

* Anupdate to the Coburg TSP is listed in the approved 2006-2003 State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP). It is listed as Project #14297 for $24,000 in local STIP-U
funds,

1.8 Public Involvement

The purpaose of the public involvement program for the Coburg,/ -5 TAMP was to build a
planning process that incor porated the needs and issues of residences and businesses in the
Coburg/I-5 interchange area, including those who depend on and use the interstate. A key

goal of the public involvement program was to elicit public discussion regarding access

changes and potential phasing of treatments. The public involvement process for the
Coburg/1-5 1AMP project is summarized in Appendix A of this document,
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SECTION 2

Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis

2.1  Regulatory Framework

The Coburg/1-5 interchange management area encompasses land in the city of Coburg and
Lane County. IAMP improvements are subject to applicable land use regulations for each
jurisdiction, as well as state and federal regulations.

State, county, and local regulations pertaining, to [AMP actions are addressed in the Plan
and Policy Review, located in Appendix B. Findings of compliance with state and local
plans, policies, and regulations are found in Appendix C. )

2.2 Existing Land Use and Zoning

Existing land uses and zoning help to explain traffic patterns affecting the Coburg/1-5
interchange management area, as well as to identily potential transportation needs, Existing
land uses/zoning can also help lluminate development potential that could affect
interchange or mainline operations in the future. Significant existing pattetns in the area
include comunute behavior relating to employees of the Monarch and Monaco factories and
ather emnployers to the west of I-5, as well as I-5 freight and other through-traffic using the
travel-related services near the interchange. The relatively high amount of undeveloped
land surrounding the interchange is also of significance to planning in the area. Vacant land
located to the west of I-5 has the potential for development. Vacant land located to the
northeast of -5 would need to be included in Coburg’s UGB and annexed mto the City of
Coburg before urban-level development could occur.

Figure 2-1 shows City of Coburg and Lane County Comprehensive Plan designations, City
of Coburg land use designations in the interchange management area include Traditional
Residential, Highway Commercial, Light Industrial, and Public Facility. Lane County land
use degipnations include Agricultural, Residential, and Mon-Resource.

Figure 2-2 shows City of Coburg and Lane County zoning districts. City of Coburg zoning,

- districts within the interchange management area include Highway Commercial, Light
Industrial, Traditional Residential, and Public Water Service. Lane County zoning
designations.within the mlerchange management area include Exclusive Farm Use, 40-acre
minimum (E-40), Rural Residential, 2-acre minimum and 10-acre minimum (RR-2, RR-10),
and Neighborhood Commercial (C2).

The interchange management area has been divided into northwest, southwest, northeast,
and southeast quadrants for ease of descriphon.

2.2.1 Northwest Quadrant

All of the land northwest of the interchange within the interchange management area is
located within the Coburg city limits. The western-most portion of the northwest quadrant
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is designated on the land use map as primarily Traditional Residential, and includes
traditional grid street patterns and some of the older housing stock in the city. Heading
eastward toward 1-5, land uses rapidly become industrial. Accessed off Coburg Industrial
Way, the Light Industrial designated land is used by Monaco Coach Corporation and ather
ernployers (or the development of high-end and luxury motor coaches.

Immediately northwest of the interchange, the
fand is currently vacant. This vacant land is
designated Traditional Residental and Highway
Commercial (the land adjacent to 1-5) by the City
of Coburg, and has significant development
potential. Some of the land along E. Pearl Street is
developed, including a service station and a
restaurant accessed from Daray Street.

The northwest quadrant of the interchange
management area currently has the mest influence
on interchange and -5/ Pear] Street/ Van Duyn
Road hraffic operations — Monaco Coach has a large number of employees working on shift
schedules, which means that they often arcive at and leave from work at the same times,
Many of the workers travel south on |-5 during the PM peak hour. '

Coburg/l-5 interchange, looking west

2.2.2 Southwest Quadrant

Mzch of the land within the management area southwest of the interchange is located
within Coburg city limits and the Coburg UGE. Southwest of the interchange, the western-
most area is residential land. Moving east, the land uses quickly become more intensive and
are designated Highway Commercial and Light Indusirial. This land is characterized by
commercial and industrial developments, including an RV park (KampingWorld), RV
factory outlets and a manufactured home outlet. Commercial uses along E. Pear] Street
include service stations and uses related to the trucking industry and freeway travel
(Truck-N-Travel, Shell}, as well as some eateries.
Several driveways access these commercial locations
south of E. Pearl Street, and the area is also
characterized by large parking areas for trucks and
larger vehicles. There is some land designated
Exelusive Farm Use located outside of city limits in
this quadrant of land.

2.2.3 Northeast Quadrant

The land northeast of the interchange within the
interchange management area is located outside the
Coburg UGH, and within unincorporated l.ane
County. The land is largely undeveloped, and is primarily designated Exclusive Farm Use.
The land immediately adjacent to I-5 on the east currently has a temporary permit for
temporary RV parking, and is used to stage RVs for pickup. :

Coburg/l-5 Interchange, Ik!g east o
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2.2.4 Southeast Quadrant

The land immediately sautheast of the interchange within ihe interchange management area
was recently annexed into the City of Coburg, and is designated by the City as Highway
Commercial. The remainder of the land in the southeast interchange quadrant is located in
unincorporated Lane County, and is designated Exclusive Farm Use and Rural Residential.
Land uses in the area include a motel and an RV park (immediately southeast of the
interchange) and a drainage facility, as well as some vacant land.

2.2.5 Zoning and Permitted Land Uses

Table 2-1 includes permitted land uses according to zoning district within the Coburg /1-5
IAMP management area. Appendix D includes a mare detailed list of permitted uses.

TABLE 2-1
Pemnitted Land Uses within Coburgfl-5 |nlerchange Management Area

Zonlng District Permitted/Condltional Uses'

Minimum Lot Size/Coverage

City of Coburg Zoning Code—OQrdinance No. A-139

Traditional Residential

Single farnily, duplexes
(TR)—Adicle VII, A .

Churches, schoals, parks

Boarding, nursing, group homes

7.600 lo 10,000 square fest

Maximum lot coverage: 30-35%

Highway Commercial
(C-2)—Article VI, O

Retail, auto-relaled uses

Instilulional, educalional, office usas

Commercial recreation, restaurants

18,000 square {eet if no public sewar

Mo minimum il public sewer
Maximum lot coverage: 60%

For all permiited uses and structures ihe total
ground floor spaca musl not exceed 50,000
square feel of gross floor area per building

Light Induslnal {L1}— Commercial ssrvice, office, retail

10,000 square feel If no public sewer

Aricle VII, E Manufacturing, assembly, processing  No minimum if public sewer
Warehousing Maximum fot cavarage: B0%

Lane County Code, Chapter 10—Zoning (inside UGB)

Neighborhoad Bakarles, banks, small retail stores, Fuil coverage allowed {with setbacks}

Commercial® {G2) Iaundrigs, reslaumnts

Sectlon 10.160

Lane County Code, Chapter 16—Zaoning {outside UGB)*-

Exrlusive Farm Use
(E-4

Seclion 16.212

Farm uses, forest relatad usas
Limited single family resldential

40-acre minimum o1 size

Rural Residential (RR)
Sedlion 16.290

Single family, general flarming, animal
husbandry

Chaurches, schaols, parks, golf courses

Minimum %ot size 1 1o 10 acres

* These are general calsgories of uses and are nal meant o ha a catnplale fisl.

2 There is only one parcel zoned C2 in ihe interchangs managemenl araa {parcel is approximalely 1.45 acres).

? Al lands oulside he UGB are subjec 1o he provisions in Chapler 16 of the Lane Code and slate land use provislons in QAR
H80, in particitar 6680-0248 and 660-033. Only nural land uses are permiiled auteide the UGH.
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2.2.6 Activity Centers

Activity centers within the Coburg/1-5 interchange management area include the
interchange area itself, which generates traffic—including truck traffic— with its services for
truckers and travelers. The Monaco Coach Corporation development is another critical
activity /employment center.

Major activity centers near the Coburg,/ [-5 interchange include historic downtown Coburg,
located approximately 1 mile west of [-5, which features antique stores and other retail
shops and restaurants. Other activity centers include the city park (east of the downtown
central business district) and the school located on North Coburg Road.

2.3 Growth Patterns and Demographics

Growth patterns and demnographics in the Coburg area are important to understanding the
future demands and needs for the transportation systemn in the area, including safety and
operations related to the Coburg/1-5 interchange, 1-5 mainline, and connecting local road
network.

23.1 2000 Census

According to the U.S. 2000 Census, population in Coburg was 969, there were 367 total
households, and there were 481 residents aged 16 years and over employed in the ¢ivilian
labor force.

Average household size was 2.64 and average family size was 3.07. 80.4 percent of housing
units were owner-occupied and 19,6 percent of housing units were renter-occupied.

86.7 percent of the population 25 years and older were high school graduates or higher, and
30.5 percent had bachelor's degree or higher.

The greatest percentages of employed civilian population 16 years and over were employed
in management, professional and related occupations (29.5 percent) and sales and office
occupations (28,7 percent). The percentage of families in poverty status in 1999 was

7.7 percent. Median household income was $47,51), and per capita income was $21,696.

Mean travel fime to work was 19.9 minutes. With regard to cornmuting for workers 16 years
and over, 79.7 percent drove to work alone, 10.1 percent carpooled, less than 1 percent are

recorded using public transportation, 3.9 percent walked, 0.6 percent used other means, and
5.8 percent worked at home. 5.8 percent of occupied housing units had no vehicles available.

232 Coburg Population/Employment Forecasts

'The Recomnmended Alternative for this IAMP is consistent with land use assumptions in the
Coburg Comprehensiue Plan, because all IAMPs must be consistent with local Comprehensive
IPlans. The Recommended Alternative is also consistent with the federally required Regional
‘Transportation Plan (RTP) for Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Osganization (CLMPO)
and the 2004 Coburg Lrbanization Study. The Coburg Urbamization Study is a document thak
was adopted by Coburg City Council, but never formally adopted into the Comprehensive
PPlan, :
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The Recommended Alternative for this ITAMP recognizes that the City is likely to expand its
UGB, As of this writing, because of wastewater system constraints (i.e., the lack of a waste-
water systern) the City has not been able to expand its UGB and land base to accommodate
population and employment forecasts consistent with the 2004 Cobury Urbanization Study
and the RTP,

The Recommended Alternative includes pelicy measures intended to protect the function
and capacity of the interchange as the City moves toward expanding its UGB to provide for
a greater level of growth, such as that identified in the RTP and the Caburg trbanization
Study. Table 2.2 shows differences in population and employment forecasts for the
Comprehensive Plan, Coburg Urbanization Study, and RTP,

TABLE 2-2 :
Comprehensive Plan, Caburg Urbanization Study and RTP Land Use Assumptions {Year 2025)

Populationn  Mew Dwelling Units  Employment

Coburg Comprehenslve Plan 1,818 322 4,572
Regional Transportalion Plan 2,250 843 4,197
Coburg Urhanization Study 3,337 £a3 5,157

This IAMI" is based on the lower Comprehensive Plan population and employment
numbers, because this is required by the state. However, the IAMT process also
acknowledge the existence of the regionally adopted RTT forecasts and the locally adopted
Lrbanization Study forecasts to ensure the IAMP does not become obsolete the moment the
City of Coburg resolves its wastewater issues, expands its UGB, and amends its
Comprehensive Plan,

Based on land use designations included the Ceburg Comprehensive Plan, 896 total (574
existing and 322 new) dwelling units and 4,672 employees are forecast for 2025 for the
purpose of this IAMP. Because the analysis year for this IAMP is 2031, the 2025 population
and employment forecasts were used to generate 2025 traffic forecasts, which were in turn
grown to 2031 traffic forecasts using annual average growth rates.

As demonstrated in Table 2-2, Coburg is expected to undergo a large growth increase over
the next 20 years. The method used to develop the forecasts upon which the IAMP analysis
is based is described in greater detail in Section 3.2

2.4 Transportation Facilities and Traffic Operations

This section surnmarizes the existing transpertation conditions within the interchange
management area, provides assumptions and methods used for the traffic operaticnal
analyses, and catalogues existing transportation system facilities and services. To the extent
possible, physical as well as operational characteristics of the roads, intersections and
transportation services are described.

2.4.1 Road Facilities

A suminary of road facilities and characteristics is important to. understanding the
transportation systern in relation to the Coburg/1-5 interchange management area in order
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to set a baseline of information for TAMP allernatives and recomnrendation development.
This section describes the public roads within the immterchange management area,

Road Descriptions

Interstate 5 is the primary road serving the Coburg/1-5 interchange area. East Pearl Street/
Van Duyn Road is the primary east-west arterial conneclion serving the interchange arca.
Other public roads within the interchange management area include:

»  Westof -3

— Daray Street

— Coburg Industrial Way
— Roberts Road

—  Sarah Lane

— N. Miller Street

— N, and S. Coleman Street
- N, Emerald Streeat

—  E.Mill Street

—  E, McKenzie Street

- E. Lincoln Way

— E. Delaney Street

— E. Dixon Street

— E. Maple Street

-~ E. Thomas Street

—  Rustic Coutt

~  Shane Court

» Fastof[-5
- Hereford Road (first public road located east of I-5)

There are also private driveways located both east and west of the interchange within the
management area. The City of Coburg recently vacated Stuart Way and the easternmost
portion of Delaney Street, located west of the interchange, and that right-of-way is now
considered part of the Truck-N-Travel property (with access and utility easernent
conditions),

The following descriptions briefly characterize all the roads within the interchange
managermnent area.

interstate 5. 1-5 is a limited access Interstate Highway, classified as part of the National
Highway System (NHS). [-5 is also a designated freight route and is a tederal North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA} route. I-5 i5 the primary north-south interstate
road facility for the Pacific Coast states (Washington, Oregon, and California).

[-5 within the study area runs along the eastern edge of the city of Coburg, and also borders
unincorporated Lane County. Within the interchange inanagement area, 1-5 is a four-lane
facility {two Janes in each direction, separated by a grassy median). According to QDOT's
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2007 Transportation Volume Tables, average daily traffic just south of the Coburgfl»—S
interchange (milepost 198.85) is approximately 45,100 vehicies.

The Coburg/1-5 interchange is a classic diamond
interchange, located at milepost 192.15. According
to ODOT's 2007 Interchange Ranp Volume
Diagrams, at the Coburg/I-5 (Van Duyn Road)
interchange, the northbound average daily
volume on I-5 immediately south of the
interchange is 22,250; while itnmediately north of
the interchange northbound average daily valume
is 18,930. According to the data, southbannd
average daily volume is 18,930 inunediately north
of the interchange and 22,890 immediately south
of the interchange. Average 2007 daily volume on
the northbound off-ramp is 5,090 while the northbound on-ramp is 1,770. Average 2007
daily volume on the southbound off-ramp is 1,880, while on the southbound an-ramp, it is
5.480. The differences between the off-ramps and on-ramps for each direction likely point to
the influence of major employment areas located northwest of the interchange on
interchange volumes and operations.

CoburgH-5 interchanga, southbound on-ramp

E. Pear! Streef. E. Pearl Siregt is a two-lane
County Minor Arterial tfh‘af”&avelﬁ east-west
and tumg into Van Duyri Road at the east of the
Coburg/1-5 interchange. The intersection of E.
Pearl and Caburg Industrial Way is signalized.
E. Pearl Street provides direct access to
commercial and industrial businesses, and leads
west fo the historic central business district in
Coburg. Within the interchange management
area, E. Pearl Street is classified locally as a
truck route.

Looking cast toward the lnferchangs on £, Pearf

Van Duyn Road. Van Duyn Road is a two-lane local Countty road that travels east-west and
turns into E. Pearl] Street at the Coburg/1-5 interchange. There is a traffic signal at the
intersection of Van Duyn Road and the northbound I-5 ramp terminal. Van Duyn Road
accesses property to the east of the interchange. Within the interchange management area,
Van Duyn Road is classified by Caburg as a fruck route and by Lane County as a local road.

Daray Street. Daray Street is a county two-lane local road that accesses some businesses
immediately north of E. Pear] Street and then dead-ends. Daray Street does not meet ODOT
spacing standards for interchanges; it is less than 1,320 feet from the [-5 ramp intersection
with E. Pear] Street.

Coburg Industrial Way. Coburg Industrial Way is a two-lane County Minor Collector
{(between E. Pearl and city limits} and City collector (north of the County road section) that
" travels north-south and provides access to the Monaco Coach and industrial property
northwest of the interchange. Coburg Industrial Way does not meet ODOT spacing:
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standards for interchanges; it is less than 1,320 feet
from the I-5 southbound ramp intersection with E.
Pear] Street.

Roberts Road. Roberts Road is a two-lane City
collector that travels north-south and provides
access to Shell, Truck-N-Travel and other
commetcial and light industrial uses southwest of
the interchange. Roberts Road dves not meet ODOT
spacing standards for interchanges; it is less than
1,320 feet from the I-5 ramp intersection with E. industriai Way, fookdng north tovward Monaco Coach
Pearl Street. tacility

E. Mill Streef. E. Mill Street is a two-lane City road that travels east-west and is classified as a
City collector between Diamond Street and Miller Street. E. Mill Street provides access to
residential properties west of the interchange as well as to the city park. B. Mill Street is
narrow in areas, *

E. Dixon Streel. E. Dixon Street is a two-lane City
road that travels east-wesi and is classified as a
collector between Willameite Street and Coleman
Street and as a local road everywhere else. E.
Dixon Streel primarily provides access to
residential properties west of the interchange.

N. and §. Coleman Street. Colernan Street is a two-
lane City road that travels north-south and is
classified as a City collector between Kill Street
and Pearl Street, but a local road everywhere else,
Coleman Street provides access to residential
properties northwest of the interchange, and provides a major north-south link through
town. 1t is characterized by a series of four-way stops at intersections.

Loocking east from Coleman Street

Sarah Lane. Sarah Lane is a lwo-lane City local road that travels east-west and provides
access to residential properties northwest of the interchange.

N. Miller Street. N. Miller Street is a two-lane City local road that travels north-south and
provides access to residential propetties west of the interchange.

N. Emerald Street. N, Finerald Street is a two-lane City local road that travels north-south
and provides access to residential properties northwest of the inlerchange.

E. McKenzie Street. E. McKenzie Street is a two-lane City local road that travels east-west
and provides access to residential properties west of the mterchange and to the city park.

E. Lincoln Way. E. Lincoln Way is a two-lane City local road that travels east-west and
provides access to residential properties west of the interchange.

E. Delaney Street. E. Delaney Street is a two- and one-lane local City road that travels east-
west and provides access to residential and cominercial land west of the interchange. Imme-
diately west of Stuart Way, E. Delaney Siveet has been vacated and is poorly maintained.
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E. Maple Street. E. Maple Street is a two-lane City focal road that travels east-west and
provides access to residential properties west of the interchange.

E. Thomas Street. E. Thomas Street is a two-lane City local road that travels east-west and
provides access to residential properties northwest of the interchange.

Rustic Court. Rustic Court is a two-lane City local road that travels north-south and provides
access to residential properties northwest of the interchange.,

Shane Count. Shane Court is a two-lane local City road that travels north-south and provides
access to residential properties northwest of the interchange.

Stuart Way. Stwart Way is a two-lane private road that was recently vacated by the City of
Coburg,. It provides access to the Truck-N-Travel site as well as the Eugene Kamping RV
Park and Featherland. Stuart Way does not meet ODOT spacing standards for interchanges;
it is less than 1,320 feet from the 1-5 vamp intersection with E. Pearl Street.

Jurisdiction and Functional Classification

Most of the roads within the Coburg/1-5 mterchange management area fall under the
jurisdiction of Caburg, though other voads are owned by Lane County or ODOT, as shown
in Table 2-3. Most of the roads within the interchange management area are classified by the
City of Coburg as local roads, though a few are classified as arterials (Willamette Street and
E. Pearl Street) or collectors. Descriptions of relevant City of Coburg funclional
classifications for the managernent area include the following:

= Interstate Highways—Interstate Highways are the highest classification cof road, and
serve larger volumes of interstate and regional tralfic at higher speeds with limited
access. interstate Highways favor mobility over access.

¢ County Arterials —County Arierials also generally favor mobility over access, and
provide important regional and local connections.

« County/City Collectors — County/City Collectors are intermediate roads that typically
serve as the direct link between local streets and the arterial street system, Mobility and
aceess functions are important for Collectors.

s Local Ruadways —The remainder of roads are classified as local roads. Access is the
most important function for local roads.

Figure 2-3 depicts both City and County functional classification, based on roadway
ownership. Information is relevant for segments within the management area only.

Number of Lanes, Road Width, Marked Shoulders, Speed Limits, Parking

Physical road characteristics help to define potential road issues or problemn areas. Table 2-4
lists number of lanes, road width, marked shoulder width (if any), speed limits and
presence of on-street parking for roads within the interchange managerment area, Many of
the collectors within the interchange inanagement area are relatively narrow for the
expected function of the road.
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TABLE 23
Coburg/I-5 IAMF Ownership and City of Coburg/Lane County Functional Classification

Road Jurisdletion (Ownership) Functional Classification
Interstéte 5 oDoT Interstate Highway (NHS)
Van Duyn Road Lane County Local Roadway
Pearl Street Lane County County Arterial (Coburg)

Minor Arterial {Lane County)
Coburg Industrial Way Lane County and City of Coburg  Minor Collector (Lane County}
City Collector (Coburg)

Roberts Road City of Coburg City Collsctor

N. and S. Coleman Street  City of Coburg City Collector and Local Roadway
E. Mill Sireet City of Coburg City Collector and Local Roadway
E. Dixon Street City of Coburg City Collector and Locat Roadway

N. Miller Street City of Coburg Local Roadway
Stuart Way Private Road Vacated

Daray Street City of Coburg and Lane County  Local Roadway
Sarah Lane City of Coburg Local Roadway
N. Emerald Street City of Coburg Local Roadway
E. McKenzie Street City of Coburg Local Roadway
E. Lincoln Way City of Coburg Local Roadway
E. Delaney Street City of Coburg Local Roadway
E. Maple Street City of Coburg Local Roadway
E. Thomas Street City of Coburg Local Roadway

Rustic Court
Shane Court

City of Coburg
City of Coburg

Local Roadway

Local Roadway

210
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TABLE 24
Coburg/l-5 IAMP Lanes, Road Widih, Marked Shoulders, Speed Limil, Parking

] Road  Marked Shoulders Speed

Road Lanes Width (feet) {MPH) Signed Parking

Inlerstata 5 4 BO® 4+ 55 N/A

Van Duyn Road 2 247 4+ 35 N/A

E. Pearl Slmesl 2 267 None 35 N/A

Coburg Indusinal Way 2 42 None Basic Rulea  No Parking
Roberts Road 2 2r Nona 40 1 hour on tha easl; no

parking on west

N. and §. Coleman Street 1 17’ Curbless 25 N/A

E. Mill Sireel 2 16’ Curbless 25 N/A

E. Dixon Street 2 20 Gurbless 25 N/A

N. Miller Street P 20 Curbless 25 N/A

Daray Straat 2 kIcH Nane 25 NiA

Sarah Lane 2 24 None 25 No Parking

N. Emerald Street 2 20 Curbless 25 N/A

E. McKenzie Street 2 20 Gurbless 25 N/A

E. Lincoln Way 2 200 Curbless 25 N/ D

E. Delaney Slreel 2 20 Curbless 25 N/A

E. Maple Sirzet 1 16 Curbless 25 N/A,

E. Thomas Streel [ 17 Gurbless 25 N/A

Rustic Court 2 24 None 25 NfA

Shane Court 2 24 Nane 25 NfA

Mole: In cases where slreel segmenls vary in ienna of physical characteristics, the primary characterisiic is fisled in lhis
sugmwnary lahls {e.g., if a mad segmenl is primarily two laneg and ie one lane for a sharl sagment, ii will be listed in the
iable a5 wo lanes).

Road Condition

Road pavement condition within the interchange management area affects the cocrdination
of projects and identifies potential improvement needs. For example, often time
improvements can be coordinated with pavement overlay programs to maintain efficient
and streamlined funding by completing both at once. Table 2-5 lists pavement condition
ratings within the interchange management area. Figure 2-4 shows pavement condition
ratings for the interchange management area.

Road condition ratings are based on ODOT standards. Conditions are nat identified below
the road seginent level. No pavement condition ratings are available for interstale ramps.
Tlie following codes are used for roads in the interchange managemeni area:
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» Poor—Paved road. Areas of instability, marked evidence of structural deficiency, large
crack patterns (alligatoring), heavy and numerous patches, and/or deformation very
noticeable. Riding quality ranges from acceptable to poor.

e Fair - Paved road. Generally stable, with' minor areas of structural weakness evident.
Cracking easy to detect; patched but not excessively. Deformation is more pronounced
and easily noticed. Good riding quality.

* Good—Paved road. Stable, may have minor cracking, generally hairline and hard to
detect. Minor patching and some minor deformation may be evident. Very good riding

surface.
TABLE 2-5
2005 Coburgf!-5 IAMP Pavement Condilion

Road Pavement Condition

Inlersiate 5 Good (Southbound); Very Good (Norlhbound}
Van Duyn Road Fair
E. Pearl Sirest Good
Coburg Industrial Way Good
Roberls Road Good
N. and 8. Coleman Street Good
E. Mill Street Good
E. Dixon Sfreet Good
N. Miller Street Good
Daray Street Fair
Sarah Lane Good
N. Emerald Street Good
E. McKenzie Street Good
E. Lincoln Way Fair
E. Delaney Street Goed
E. Maple Street Good
E. Thomas Street Good
Rustic Court Good
Shane Court Gocd

Note: In cases where sireet segments vary in terms of pavement condition, the primary condilion
is listed in this summary table (e.g., if a road segment is primarlly good, and is Fair for a short
segmenl, it will be listed in the table as good).

Signed Truck Routes

Truck route locations are important for understanding the flow of freight movement
through an area. I-5 is a significant freight route, and carries interstate and international
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freight. Other signed designated truck routes in the interchange study area include E. Pearl
Streel and Van Duyn Road. West af the interchange management area, Willamette Streevis a
freight route that connects with freight generators (e.g., the mill) to the northwest of Coburg.

Traffic Control

Traffic contral is critical for traffic flow and safety in many locations, Within the interchange
management area, there are two signalized intersections:

¢ Northbound I-5 Ramps/Van Duyn Road; and
« E. Pearl Street/ Coburg Industrial Way.

There ate several stop-controlled intersections, including the fallowing:

* E. Delaney Street/N. Miller Street (two-way stop control)

*  Coleman Street/E. Maple Street (two-way stop controi)

¢ Coleman Sireet/E. Dixon Street (four-way stop conirol)

*  Coleman Street/ E. Delaney Street (four-way stop control)

¢ Coleman Street/E. Lincoln Way (four-way stop control)

* Coleman Street/ E. McKenzie Street (four-way stop contral)
¢ Coleman Street/E. Mill Street {four-way stop control)

+ N. Miller Street/ E. Mill Sireet (three-way stop control)

« Allapproaches to arterials are stop controlled

2.4.2 Interchange Condition and Geometric Deficiencies

The Coburg /1-5 interchange bridge was originally built in 1960 and was raised in 1998. The
bridge was rated with a Sufficiency Rating of 77.1 in 2008, which is considered Not Deficient
(not considered Structurally Deficient or Functionally Obsolete). The bridge is eligible for
federal funds for rehabilitation, but not for replacement.® The bridge is 239 feet in length,
and the bridge type is reinforced concrete deck girder. Horizontal clearance is 4() feet

6 inches and vertical clearance is 16 feet 2 inches.

Primary deficiencies noted with regard to the interchange include the {following:

-+ Sight distance, Sight distances are substandard; the view that motorists have from the
ramp terminal of oncoming vehicles is not comprehensive. Guardrail locations restrict
motorist line of sight.

*  Grades/Deceleration Length. E. Pearl Street/ Van Duyn Road approaches I-5 on the
west side at 5.5 percent and Van Duyn Road approaches I-5 from the east at 5.3 percent,
which is steep for trucks. The deceleration length is substandard.

= Bridge width. The bridge structure is narrow, and dees not have room to accommaxdate
bicyclists, pedestrians, or vehicular emergencies. The width is substandard.

» Vertical clearance. The bridge structure is less than the 17.5-foot ODOT standard.

854 sufficiency rafing of < 80 pervenlis eligible for Federal Rehabiliation funds, and a sufiiciency rating of < 50 percenl is
eligible for Federal Replaceamenl funds.
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24.3 Access

Acress spacing and the location of access points is critical to this [AMP planning process.
The location of local streets and County roads near the interchange is a concern for the
existing and future safety and operation of the Coburg/ -5 interchange. Public and private
access locations along E. Pearl Street in the interchange study area are shown on Figure 2-5.
Bath ODOT and Lane County maintain access spacing recommendations or standards.

The Coburg/I-5 interchange is considered an urban interchange. There are no other
interchanges along I-5 within these spacing limits; it is approximately 10 miles north to the
Diamond Hill interchange, and approximately 3.5 miles south to the Beltline interchange.

The larger issue for the Coburg/I-b interchange area is the spacing along the crossroad, Van
Duyn Road/E. Pearl Street. According to the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) Policy 3C:
Interchange Access Management Areas, “When possible, access control shall be purchased
on crossroads for a minimum distance of 1,320 feet (400 meters) from a ramp intersection or
the end of a free flow ramp terminal merge lane taper.”

OBOT standards are outlined in the OAR (OAR 734-051). The applicable standards are
summarized in Table 2-6. The A, X, Y, and Z values are illustrated in Table 2-6,

TABLE 24
Minimum Spacing Standards Applicable lo Freeway [nterchanges

Spacing Dimension

Crossroad A X Y z
Two-lane 1,320 fesl 1,320 feet 990 feat
Mulli-fane 1,320 feet - 1,320 fesal 1,320 feet

7,
(w7 |-

|_&=
F(n,-——

A= The distance bistween the siar and end of tapers of adjacent inlerchanges.

X = The dislance o the firsl approach on the dghl; right in/right ot only,

¥ = The dislance to the firsl inlerseckons where left-lums are allowed.

Z= The distance belween e last right infright oul approach road and the starl of the {aper for the entrance
|mp. |

Bouice: Tables 5 and 6 in OAR 734-051.0125.

Lane County standards, included in the Lane County Transportation System Plan (June 2004),
reference ODOT standards for state facilities, and also reference Lane Code sections 15.130-
15139, Lane County classifies E. Pearl Street as an Urban Minor Arterial, 30 and 35 mph,
and therefore, per Lane County Code Section 15.138 —Table 2, County spacing standards are
275 feet for roads and driveways (measured centerline to centezline) along E. Pearl Street.

Lane County classifies Van Duyn Road as an Urban Local Road within the UGB, and as a
Rural Local Road outside the UGB, According to Tane County Code Section 15,138(2),

24 FOX/DEZE80005.DAC
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within a UGB the spacing standard for County Local Roads is 20 feet for use of properly tor
a single family or manufactured dwelling, duplex, or triplex, and 100 feet for other uses.
According to Lane County Cude Section 15.138(3), outside the UGB the spacing standard for
County Local Roads is 100 feet.

According to Lane County Code Section 15.137(6)(b), minimum offsets for roads along
County roads designed for +25 mph speeds should be 150 feet. The County Code also
recommends joint access where possible,

Lane County has a facility permits process to manage access to County Roads through the
review of land divisions and other proposed development.

The following public roads do not meet the OHMs recommended distance from an
interchange: ‘

= Daray Street
s Coburg Industrial Way
« Roberts Road

In addition, Stuart Way (vacated road), driveways at the Texaco station, the enfrance to
Hillside Café and the RV park access on the east side of the interchange do not meet the
QHP recommen.ded distance of 1,320 feet from the interchange.

The intersections of Daray Street, Roberts Road, and Coburg Industrial Way are not aligned
with each other, and in general do not meet County spacing or road otfset standards.

24.4 Crash Analysis

The crash analysis includes a summary of safety condilions along [-5 within the city of
Coburg, and study area intersections within the Coburg/1-5 interchange management area.
The ODXOT Crash Analysis Unit provided crash history statistics? for the years 2003-2(007,
These data were analyzed to identify crash patterns that could be a result of existing
geomelric or operational deficiencies.

Interstate 5

ODOT has developed a Safety Priority Index System (SPIS), generated annually and based
on the most recently available 3 years of crash data, to identify hazardous locations along
state highways. The highway locations within the highest 10 percent SPIS score are
evaluated for potential safety improveinents. No locations along I-5 near the interchange
management area (MP 198.00 to MP 200.50) were included in the most recent highest

10 percent SPIS score.

For the 5-year period, a total of 73 crashes were reported along, [-5 within the interchange
management area, including 13 injury crashes, 59 property damage crashes, and one fatal
crash (with three fatalities), Table 2-7 provides an overview of all traffic crashes over the
S-year period.

3 Legally repertable motor vehicle taffic crashes are those ibal involve death, bodily infury, or damage o personal property in
excess of 10K
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TABLE 2-7
Hislorical Crash Dala on -5 within the Coburg/l-5 Interchange Management Area (MP 198.00 o MP 200.50)
Severity of Crash . Type of Crash
Property Total Rear- Flxed Sldeswipe-

Year |Injury Damage Fatal | Crashes | Angle End Object Overtaking Turning  Other
20013 3 17 1 21 0 7 e 3 0 2
2004 5 25 0 30 0 10 12 B 0 0
2005 2 13 0 15 0. 4 6 4 0 1
2006 o 2 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 0
2007 3 2 0 0 2 1 0 2 0
Total 13 59 1 73 0 23 29 15 3 3

The rate of traffic incidents occurring along 1-5 ranged between 2 and 30 crashes per year.
Although there were thirty crashes in 2004, there are no trends in the data to explain the
high number of crashes. The most common type of crash was fixed object crashes, which
comprised roughly 39 percent (29 crashes) of all crashes over the 5-year period. This was
followed by rear-end crashes, which comprised roughly 31 percent (23 crashes) of all
crashes over the 5-year period. In 2003, seven of the 21 crashes occurred on the same day
and were during icy conditions. The fatal crash (three fatalities) occurred in July 2003 at
dawn during clear and dry conditions at MP 195.0.

Road conditions and time of day are two elements often analyzed with crash statistics. The
majority (57 percent, 42 crashes) of crashes occurred on dry surface. Most of the crashes also
occurred during the day — 69 percent, or 51 crashes total. Table 2-8 summarizes these data.
Crash incidents were comnparatively higher during the work week than on weekends, and
the PM peak period recorded the most number of crashes (10 crashes).

TABLE 2-8
Surface and Light Condifion Summary

Surface Conditions Crashes
Dry 42
Wet 20
lcy 1"
Total 73

Light Condltions Crashes

Day 51
Dark (Road Lighted) 14
Dawn 6
Dusk ' 2
Total 73
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2.4.5 Intersection-Level Analysis

In addition to the [-5 corridor, interchange management area study intersections, including
1-5 ramp termini, have been analyzed with regard o crashes from 2003-2007. Table 2-9
provides an overview of the crashes recorded by study intersection location. The mast
common type of crashes at the study intersections were turning, followed by rear-end
crashes. Most of the crashes involved property damage only with no injury. No head-on or
parking collisions were recorded. No collisions involved pedestrians or bicyclists. Twelve of
the 16 intersection crashes took place during the day. Six of the intersection crashes occurred
on wet pavernent.

Intersection crash rates are typically reported in crashes per million entering vehicles
(MEV). Most crash rates are substantially Jower than 1.00, which indicates that crashes are
not a significant concern at all five study intersections. The Pearl Street/Coburg Industrial
Way intersection experienced the greatest numnber of crashes, warranting further review of
geometric and operational issues.

TABLE 24
Intersechion Crash Data (2003-2007) Coburg/l-5 IAMP
Severity of Crash Type of Crash

Propecty Crash Rate

Damage Total {Crashes/ | Sideawipe-
Study Intersection | njury Only Crashes MEV) Overtaking Rear-End  Tuming
Paarl Street/Caburg 3 ] g 0,34 2 2 5
Industrial Way
Pear| Streat/ 0 1 1 7.08 0 1 ]
Coleman Road
Pear] Streelf D 3 3 J.12 0 1 2
Raberts Road
Van Duyn Road/l-5 1 0 1 0.07 0 1 0
Norhbcund Ramps
Pear Streell-5 1 1 2 0.08 0 1 1
Sauthbound Ramps )
TOTALS 5 1" 16 * 2 § 8

Nete: MEV = mifion emerning vehicles,

To reduce speeds in Coburg, traffic calming measures may be beneficial. Research has
shown that narrower lanes, reduced overall road width, street trees, and speed humps along
with other strategies have been successfully used to reduce travel speeds. These measures
may in turn reduce the number of crashes in Coburg,. Also, the incidence ot crashes
involving drivers not yielding indicates that some locations may benefit frorn better stop
controls or improved sight distances.

2.46 Existing QOperational Analysis

Existing operational analysis was conducted for intersections within the Coburg/1-5 1AMP
interchange managerment area. to identify operational issues. Figure 2-6 shows the turning
movement volumes for study intersections within the interchange management area.
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Traffic Operations

Manual tuming movement counts were collected for five intersections within the Coburg
UGB on typical weekdays in November 2002, May 2004, January 2005, and February 2007:
Pearl Street/ Coburg Industrial Way, Van Duyn Road/ [-5 Northbound Ramps, Pearl Street/
[-5 Southbound Ramps, Pear] Street/ Roberts Road, and Pearl Street/ Coleman Street.

The counts completed during November 2002, May 2004, and February 2007 were 14-hour
counts and the count completed during January 2005 included 3 hours in the morning and
3 hours in the evening. In February 2007, new 14-hour counis were conducted for the Van
Duyn Road/1-5 Northbound Ramps and Pearl Street/1-5 Southbound Ramps intersections.
This new set of counts replaced the previous counts for these two intersections, All counts
included the peak period, 3:00 PM to 4:00 PM. These counts were collected to evaluate the
existing road and intersection operations near and at the Coburg/I-5 interchange.
Appendixes E and F provide suminaries of the methodologies and the raw traffic data used
for this analysis, respectively. '

Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Heavy Vehicle Percentages
The average daily traffic (ADT) for facilities
within Coburg varies between 7,000 and 14,000
vehicles per day, On E, Pearl Street west of
Coburg, Industrial Way, there are approximately
7,000 vehicles per day. Fast of Coburg Industrial
Way on L. Pearl Street, the ADT increases to
approximately 14,000 vehicles per day.

The percent of heavy vehicles tor facilities
within Coburg ranges from 5 percent o

30 percent. On E. Pearl Streel west of Coburg
Industrial Way the percent of heavy vehicles is
between 5 percent and 15 percent. East of E. Pear! Street/Coburg industrial Way intersection
Coburg Industrial Way on Pearl Street, the percent of heavy vehicles increases from

15 percent to 30 percent. There is also a high percent heavy vehicle rate of 25 percent on the
north approach of E, Pearl Street and Roberts Road.

Study Intersections and Raw Traffic Counts

Traffic data were collected for signalized and unsignalized study intersections, Since the
counts were taken in various years (2002, 2004, 2005, 2007), a growth factor was applied to
the 2002 and 2004 counts to come up to the existing conditions year of 2005 for intersections
not at I-5 ramnps. 2007 counts were used for the I-5 ramp intersections. Appendix E provides
an overview of the traffic analysis methodology and explains how the growth rate was
calculated. Appendix F contains raw traffic volumes for each intersection that was counted.

* Signalized

—  Pearl Street and Coburg Industrial Way
—  Van Duyn Road and I-5 Northbound Ramps
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»  Unsignalized

—~  Pearl Street and Coleman Street
— Pear] Skreet and Raberts Road |
- Van Duyn Road and [-5 Southbound Ramps

Analysis of the Automated Traffic Recorder Sltes

ODOT traffic analysis procedures require the 30th highest hour traffic volumes be used 1o
calculate volume to capacity (V/C)'0 ratios for interseclions and street segments. The 30th
highest hour represents the highest volume of traffic that would be expecled to occur on the
road, ignoring extraordinary circumstances —literally the 30th highest recorded traffic
volumes, The 30th highest hour examined was a P'M hour. Data from a representaiive
automated traffic recorder (ATR) site was used to determine seasonal factors and to
calculate 30th highesl hour traffic volumes from traffic counts collected in November 2002,
May 2004, January 2003, and February 2007. Methodologies used in this analysis are
sumrnarized in Appendix E.

Analysis Method

Operational analysis of existing conditions for the five study intersections, using 30th
highest hour traffic volumes, was performed using Synchro analysis software. Appendix G
provides the complete report output for each intersection.

State Highway Mobility Standards

State Highway Mobility Standards were developed for the OHP as a method to gauge
reasonable and congistent standards for traffic flow along state highways. These mobility
standards consider the classification (e.g., freeway, district) and location (rural, urban) of
each state highway. Mobility standards are based on V/C ratios.

Two of the study intersections are governed by OHP standards with regard {o existing

~ operations.! These are the intersections at the I-5 northbound and southbound ramps. The
two study intersections under ODOT’s jurisdiction are within the UGB and inside the
boundaries of a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). These intersections are not
within a Special Transporlation Area (5TA) and the intersections operate at a speed limit of
less than 45 mph. The 1-5 ramps therefore have a slandard V/C ratio of 0.80 under the OHF.
Table 2-10 lists the intersections within ODOT"s jurisdiclion.

The future no-build analysis will maintain the satne OHP standards as the existing condi-
tions analysis. The future build analysis will use the 20-year design standard as designated
in the 2003 Highway Design Manual (FIDM). The build analysis standard V/ C ratio will be
0.75 for the ODOT governed study intersections because they are inside the urban growth
boundary and in an MO,

10 /¢ ralios are defined as the number of vehiclas passing Lhrough a road sagment diring a given pariod of time, divided by
the capacity of ihal road segmeant

11 0Hp standaras are used o avaluale operalions for existing or fulure no-build eondiliens. HOM standands are used to
evaluale any lulure build scenario opliuns on slate fcililies.
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Lane County Mobilily Standards

Lane County standards were used to analyze the remaining three study intersections in the
interchange management area because they are located along a County road (E, Pearl
Street). The Lane County TSP (2004) and Lane Code outline the performance standards. The
three study intersections are located inside the UGB and within the MPO area. The
minimum standard Y/ C ratio is .85 and the minimum acceptable level of service (LOS) is
LCIS 1D For two-way stop controlled intersections, the approaches that are required to stop
have a standard V/ C ratio of .95 and LOS D. Table 2-10 lists the study intersections within
the County’s jurisdiction.

The future no-build and future build analyses will maintain the same V/ C ratio standard
for the study intersections within the County’s jurisdiction.

TABLE 240
Intersection Operational Anaiysis—Exisling (2005} 30th Highest Haur

LOS and V/C Ratlo | Obzerved Maximum

Study Intersection Road Jurisdiction Standard LOS and V/C Ratio
Signalized
Fearl Sireel and Goburg Industrial Way Lane Geounty (D) 0.85 (E)0.61
Yan Duyn Road and I-3 Nerhbound Ramps opoT 0.80 0.40
Unsignailzed
Fearl Street and |-5 Southizound Ramyps oDoT 0.80 0.66

Major  Minor Major Minor

Fearl Street and Coleman Street Lane Counly (D}0.B5 (D)0.95 | (MDD (C)0.A0
Fearl Street and Roberls Road Lane County {D1085 (DY0.95 | (A)0.14

Fource: Synchro HOM Unsignaliced and Signalized Reporls

Notes: V/C standards for exisling condilions on ODCT facilliies are evaluated per the OHP,
Far unsignalized inlersecticns, the V/C rafio [s presented [or the worsl movemenl for each street.
MNumbers in indicale VWC ratios and lavels of servica nol meeting CHP maobilily standards.
For [he inleraections within Q0GTs jurisdiction, no LOS will be reporied,
LUS = leval of service

Operational Analysis of Existing Conditions {30th Highest Hour)

Table 2-9 presents the mobility standards found in the OHP as well as the Lane County TSP
and Lane Code, The table also presents the observed intersection V/C ratios for all of the
study intersecticns and observed LOS for the intersections under City jurisdiction. These
observations were made under the existing (2005) 30th highest hour traffic volumes. For
sighalized intersections, the overall intersection results are reported. For unsignalized
intersections, the movement with the worst operating performance on both the major and
minor approaches is reported.

Intersection V/ C ratios greater than the mobility standards indicate areas of congestion and
longer-than-acceptable vehicle delay. Intersection V/C ratios lower than the mobility
standards indicate intersections operating at acceptable levels of mobility. As shown in
Table 2-10, all of the study intersections except one (Pear] Street and Roberts Road) currently
operate better than the OHP or County V/C thresholds.
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Most of the intersections have V/C ratios well below the standard with exceptions at Peart
Street and Roberts Road and Van Duyn Road and 1-5 Southbound Ramps. At Pearl Street
and Roberts Road, the minor approaches are failing. The primary street volumes at this
intersection are high due to the traffic traveling between I-5 and Coburg Industrial Way. The
side street volumes are not large on Roberts Road, but since the intersection is a two-way
stop, the vehicles have a difficult time turning onto, or getting across Pearl Street, thus
making those movements fail.

Turn-Lane Queuing Analysis of Existing Conditions (30th Highest Hour)

The V/C ratio provides only one measure-of-effectiveness for intersection operation.
Vehicle queuing in the turn-lanes shows where there is deficient vehicle storage at inter-
sections. The 95th percentile queue length exceeds available storage capacity at the
southbound left turn lane at E. Pear! Street and Coburg Industrial Way. However, this
intersection meets Lane County mobility standards. All of the queues are shown in
Table 2-11; assumptions used for the queue analysis are provided in Appendix E.

Queue lengths can impact overall intersection corridor operations by delaying and restricting
upstream vehicle movements. This is true for both signalized and unsignalized intersections.
The southbound left turn at E. Pear] Street and Coburg Industrial Way shares the same phase
as the southbound through and right. This is beneficial, because it means that the long queues
will not result in hindering through traffic from proceeding during the green signal. The long
queue at Pearl Street and Coburg Industrial Way could, however, be an indication that
vehicles are waiting at the signal for more than one cycle during peak periods.
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TABLE 2-11
2005 30th Highest Hour Queue Analysis
. Existing Quaue
Inlarsection Approach Lane Group  Storage (feet} Lenglh [feel)
Pearl Streol and Cobury Industrial Way Eastbound  Ledfl 200 49
Thru/Right 200
Wastbound  Lefl 100 B0
Thru/Right 150
Narhbound  Lef/Thru/Right 60
Spulhbound  Lef 300 720
Laft/Thru/Right 630
Van Duyn Road and I-5 Northbound Ramps  Easlbound  Left/Thru 80
Westhound  Thru/Righl 440
Norhbound  Left/Thru/Right 200
Pearl Sireel and Coleman Sireet Eastbound  LeR/Thru/Right -
Westbound  Lef/Thnu/Right -
Northbound  Lef/Thru/Right 20
Southbotind  Left/Thru/Right 30
Peari Street and Roberts Road Eastbound  Left/Thru/Right -
Weslbound  Lefi/Thrw/Righi --
Norhbound  Left/Thru/Right 190
Soulhbound  Left’Thru/Right 70
Wan Duyn Road and I-5 Southbound Ramps  Eastbound  Thru/Right -
Westhound  Left/Thru . -
Southbound  teft/Thru/Right 50

Moate:

Nurmbers in indicain the adising queue length exceeds the exisling sioraga length.

Synchro and SimTmific wers used 15 caiculale queue lengihis; ses Appendix E for more informalion.
Queus lengths nal rapadted lar frea-Nowing and unconirolled mavements.

Queue lengths rowded Up o Lhe nearest 10 feet,

Slorage for through-lanas displayed only when queue s expecied Lo surpass distance to next interseclion.

24.7 Transit Facilities

The Coburg/I-5 interchange is located within the Lane Transit
District (LTD). LTD Route 96 and Route 96 Express serve areas
within the Coburg /1-5 interchange management area. Figure 2-7
shows transit routes in the management area.

Route 96 heads north from Fugene to Coburg along Coburg
Road and Willamette Street, Route 96 serves the interchange
study area via & Pearl Street and Coburg Industrial Way. There
are bus stops along E. Pearl Street, as well as at Monace and the
Country Squire Inn stop, and then heads back to Fugene along
Coburg Road. Service is generally every 2 hours during the
weekdays,

LTD T(ansttup
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Route 96 Express travels along [-5 between Eugene and Coburg, and services the Monaco
property. The Cobarg Express leaves Fugene during the weekdays one time during the
morning (7:00 AM) and leaves Coburg one time during the evening (4:10 PM), mtending to
offer alternatives to Monaco and other industrial employers in Coburg.

From June 1, 2004, to May 31, 2003, total
ridership on Route 96 was 19,934, Chart 1 shows Chart 1. LTD Roule 36 Monbily Ridership
the monthly ridership on Route 96 during 2004- (B4 2105)

2005, Ridership was highest during June 2004
{2,147 transit trips) and was the lowest during
March 2003 (1,309 transit trips). Average
monthly ridership for the imeframe was 1,661
transit trips. Monthly transit ridership was '
generally cansistent. "”n.

LTD Trmak T
o= MN
L EEBEH

There is no weekend or evening transit service
to Coburg,

Other demand-response and trangportation demand management (TDM) options are
available through LTD's Commuter Solutions group. This service ofters carpool and
vanpool registration, SchoolPaol, walking and bicycling groups, bicycling information,
ideas for alternative work week schedules and a variely of employer programs, These
transit and TDM strategies, if utilized, have some potential to affect operations in the
interchange managemnent area.

There is no passenger rail service within the study area. The closest Amirak station is
located in Eugene at 433 Willamette Street.

2.4.8 Pedestrian and Bicycle Transportation

Currently there is minimal pedestrian and bicycle activily in
the vicinity of the Coburg/I-5 interchange. Figure 2-8 shows
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, including existing crosswalks
and off-street facilities in the interchange management area,

No observed bicycle parking locations exist in the interchange
management area, There are two signalized crosswatks in the
interchange management area, at I-5 Northbound Ramps/Van
Duyn Road and E. Pearl Street/ Coburg Industrial Way.

Tabie 2-12 lists existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the
Coburg/I-5 interchange management area, The table also
notes the existing sidewalks in the interchange management
area that are less than 3 feet wide, which is the desired . .
minimum width for sidewalk functionality (6 feet is preferred ~ Coburg Fed/Slke Facliiies
per the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, 1995). There is a '
noticeable lack of walking and bicycling facilities in the area, given the amount of
employment in the area, and especially if the area is expected to grow.
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The Coburg Zoning Code requires new sidewalks in the Highway Commercial and Light
Industrial districts upon redevelopment. The local streets in the residential areas
consciously de not require sidewalks in order to preserve the rural character of the local
streets, It is a shared street design.

TABLE 212
Coburg/l-5 IAMP Roads—Bicycle and Pedestian Facilities
Road Bicycle Facllltles Pedestrlan Facllitles
Interstate 5 None {N/A}) None (N/A)
Van Duyn Road Nene None
E. Pearl Street Both sides South side; 5+ feet {both sides west of Stuart Way)
Coburg Industrial Way None None
Roberts Road None None
N. and S. Coleman Sireet  None None
E. Mill Street None None
E. Dixon Street None North side; Less than 5 feet
N. Miller Street None None
Daray Street None - None
Sarah Lane None Both sides; Less than 5 feet
N. Emerald Street None None
E. McKenzie Street None None
E. Lincoln Way None None
E. Delaney Street None None
E. Maple Street None None
E. Thomas Street None None
Rustic Court None Both sides; Less than 5 feet
Shane Court None ) Both sides; Less than S feet

249 Air Transportation

There are no air facilities located within the Coburg/1-5 interchange management area, or
within the city of Coburg.

Nearby Public Air Facilities

The closest public air service is at the Mahlon Sweet Field Airport, located approximately

7 miles east of the study area in Eugene. Road access to the Mahlon Sweet Field Airport
from Coburg is via Coburg Road or I-5 to Beltline Highway and OR 99W. The airport is not
Berviced by fixed-route transit.

Mahlon Sweet Field is owned and operated by the City of Eugene, and is open to the public.
Itis the fifth-largest airport in the northwest, providing commercial air service, air cargo
service, and one fixed base operator to handle general aviation needs. The airport provides
service to Portland, San Francisco, Seattle, and other cities,

2-24 PDX/082680005.D0C
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The airport averages 223 operations per day, or over 81,000 annually, with 206 aircraft based
at the field. Approximately 38 percent of the operations are transient general aviaiion,

30 percent are local general aviation, 20 percent are commuters, 10 percent are air carriers,
and 2 percent are military. Of the 206 aircraft based on the field, 171 are single-engine
airplanes, 15 are jet airplanes, 13 are multi-engine airplanes, and 7 are helicopters,

The airport has two asphalt runways, both in good condition. Runway 16/34 is 8,009 feet
long by 150 feet wide and has the following weight limits: 155,000 Ib for single-wheel,
190,000 Ik for double-wheel, and 300,000 1k for double-tandem aircraft. Runway 3/21 is
5,228 feet long by 150 feet wide and has the following weight limits: 50,000 Ik for single-
wheed, 65,000 Ib for double-wheel, and 100,000 1b for double-tandem aircraft,

Nearby Private Air Facilities

There are four private air farilities within 5 miles of the Coburg/1-5 interchange
management area;

» Briggs Airport (located 1 mile north of Coburg, west of I-5; one aircraft based on the
field)

s Pape Bros, Inc. Heliport {located 1 mile north of Coburg, just west of |-3)

»  West Point Airport (focated 3 rmiles north of Coburg, just east of I-5; two aircraft based
on the field)

» Greer Airport {Iocated 4 iniles north of Coburg; west of I-5; four aircraft based on the
tield)

2.4.10 Rail Transportation

There are no commuter or freight rail facilities located within the Coburg /-5 interchange
management area, or within the city of Coburg. The Southern Paciflic Railroad formerly
owned a right-of-way within the city of Coburg, which has been since partially vacated.

The closest passenger rail service is located in Bugene (Amtrak). This service travels north-
south with stops along the west coast, including Seattle; Portland; Salem; Albany;
Vancouver, B.C.; and locations in California, with connections to other leeations, such as
Klamath Falls and Chemult.

2.4.11 Water

There are no navigable waterways located within the Coburg/1-b interchange management
area, or within the city of Coburg. The contluence of the McKenzie and Willamelte Rivers is
loiated approximately 2 miles southwest of Coburg,

2.4.12 Pipelines

There are no significant pipelines located within the Coburg/1-5 interchange management
area. The closest significant pipeline is the Williams Gas Pipeline West, which is a natural
gas pipeline that runs north-south through the western portion of the city of Coburg, There
are no nated deficiencies.
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2.4.13 Summary of Deficiencies and lssues

. The following transportation and land use deficiencies or issues are relevant for the
Coburg/1-5 IAMP planning process (in no particular order):

Land Use Changes and Expansions. There is a lot of undeveloped and underdeveloped
land within the Coburg/1-5 interchange management area. If land is to develop—or be
annexed into Coburg —it would impact the transportation systerm. Planning for this
interchange was partially initiated due to the rapid development of commercial and
industrial Jands near the interchange.

Access Spacing along E. Pearl Street. Four public roads and multiple private driveways
are closer to the interchange than ODOT standards recommend. Roads are not aligned
within the interchange management area. Some access points along E. Pearl Street are
located close o each other.

Operations at nonsignalized intersections. Operations at the Pearl Street/ Roberts Road
intersection do not meet acceptable petformance standards (the minor movement does
not meet the standards).

Queuing at Pear] Street/Coburg Industrial Way. At the Pearl Street/ Coburg Industrial
Way intersection, the 95th percentile queue length exceeds available storage capacity.
The long queue at Pearl Street and Coburg Industrial Wéy could, however, be an
indication that vehicles are waiting at the signal for more than one cycle during peak
periods. However, the E. Pearl Street and Coburg Industrial Way intersection does not
report V/C ratios highet than Lane County mobility standards.

Lack of Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities. The interchange management area is
noticeably lacking in coordinated and connected bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

Transit Service and TDM., Transit service (particularly Express transit service) is
somewhat limited — though it may first require education for commuters using the
interchange and surrounding street network. TDM strategies for large employers should
be in the mix of concepts put lorward.

Truck traffic. Truck traffic includes freight vehicles with three or more axles, and must
be accommodated, yet neighborhoods must
also be shielded to the greatest extent
possible from the impacts of this traffic,

Van Duyn Bridge and I-5 ramp geometry.
The Van Duyn Bridge is narrow, and does
not offer much room for emergency
management or clear visibility; widths are
substandard. Some of the grades are difficult
for trucks; deceleration length is substandard.
The bridge does not have adequate width for
pedestrians or bicyclists. Vertical clearance is

substandard., Coburg City Halt
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2.5 Natural and Cultural Resources

The Coburg/1-5 interchange management area includes land in Lane County and the City of
Coburg,. Project improvements could peolentially trigger environmental protection
regulations of any of these jurisdictions, as well as state and/or federal regulations. This
section provides a broad overview of natural and cultural resources in the study area and
related potential project constraints presented. Future project steps will require aclditional
environmental work,

The 1999 Refiriement Plan included a general environmental assessment conducted by
ODOT, intended to provide a rough overview of the area around the interchange. The
assessment included review of the natural and built environment for any fatal flaws for an
interchange project. According to the Refinernent Plant, “There were no envirommental issues
at this time that constitutes a significant problem for future interchange designs.” Figure 2-9
includes the Possible Environmental Constraints map from the Refinement Plan.

The most relevant concerns for the interchange management area appear to be related to
hydrology, floodplain, and wetlands related to Muddy Creek to the west of I-5 and Urr
Streamn to the east of 1-5.

Runoif collection in the southwest corner of the west interchange ramp has been noted by
City of Coburg staff. No sites were found that contain historic structures, parks, or
environmental overlays. '

The area contains a number of potential hazardous material sites due to previons gas
stations or existing gas stations. The ODOT assessment determined that the sites conld be
mitigated if they were impacted by any future interchange project.

The Coburg TSP contains inforination regarding other natural and cultural resources, which
has been adapted for this IAMP,

2.51 Topography

The topography within Coburg is relatively flatand there are no designated steep slopes in
the study area.

2.5.2 Sails

The Caburg Comprehensive Plan identifies significant portions within the UGB as having
soil restrictions for development. Most of the Highway Commercial plan designation area
shows soil limitations. Coburg is largely surrounded by Class 11 soils. To the north of the
residential portion of Coburg lies a mix of Class | and I seils. The soil to the west of Coburg,
and down the bluff from the present residential areas is Class 11 soil, as is the area south of
Coburg, west of Coburg Road. South off Roberts Road, the soil between the railroad right-
of-way and Interstate 5 is Class IV snil. This Class IV soil extends west of thé railroad right-
of -way until it nears Muddy Creek, where it is replaced by Class Il soil.

2.5.3 Hydrology

The interchange management area lies within the Willamette River Subbasin. Muddy Creek
and Urr Streain are the main drainageways thal flow through the study area, generally in a
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north-south direction. Muddy Creek is Jocated to the west of I-5. According to the Coburg,
TSP, it is unlikely that development will be restricted by Muddy Creek because it has
already been altered and channelized to accommodate existing and projected development.
Urr Stream is located to the east of [-5 within the interchange management area.

2.5.4 Floodplains and Ficodway

Coburg is located on the northeastern periphery of a5 percent flood hazard area and the
southern portion of the city is subject to a 1 to 2 percent flood hazard. Intensive land uses,
such as residential developments, are subject te Federal Emergency Management Agency
{(FEMA) regulations and Cliy ordinances. Proposals undergo a more extensive review and
additional measures must be taken to reduce the risk of flood damage to property in these
areas.

According to the FEMA map, the majority of the flood hazard area in Coburg is located
alon g the western edge of Coburg, outside the interchange management area. Other
identified flood plain areas are located in a narrow band adjacent to Muddy Creek, which
extends through the interchange management area. Because this area is not extensive, it is
unlikely that this will influence full development potential. However, it may influence the
design of roads and need for specific engineering practices within these areas.

2.5.5 Wetlands

The presence of wetlands may influence the extent of development and/or where it occurs
on both an area-wide and a site-specific basis. Development proposals that may impact wet-
lands are regulated and permitted by the Army Corps of Engineers and the Oregon Division
af State Lands. If wetlands are located on property, before development can occur, the
boundaries of the wetlands must be clearly delineated; wetland impacis should be avoided
if possible; and if impacts do accur, mitigation must replace the values lost by development.

Wetland features for this report are based on the National Wetlands inventory (NWI1). The
NWI provides basic data about the general characteristics and extent of wetlands in the
riation. The NWT identifies the general boundaries of wetlands; however, in many instances,
actual welland boundaries and features are more extensive than what is identified through
this national classification system. Coburg also has a Local Wetland Inventory (LWI1). The
[L.W1 will be examined with any design-level or environmental study of the interchange
management area.

Wetland features in Coburg are primarily of a linear type. The NWT also indicates the
presence of three polygon-shaped wetlands in the northern portion of the interchange
management area, and a small area also shown in the scuthern portion of the interchange
management area, Potential development constraints in the interchange management area
include:

=  Llrr Stream
« 80 1o 85 percent soil limitation for three sites related to Muddy Creek
« Floodplain adjacent lo Muddy Creek (one polygon site)
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2.5.6 Open Space and Parks

There are no existing open spaces, as defined by OAR 660-023-0220(1), in the interchange
management area. There are no existing or planned parks in the interchange management
area. However, the Coburg Parks and Open Space Master Plan identifies a conceptual linear
corridor to be used as a hard-surface trail that runs north-south along the west side of
Coburg Industrial Way and any realignment of Roberts Road. An Implementation Strategy
for this facility is targeted for completion Spring 2009.

Coburg has one community park and an e[enmntary school playground area (totaling about
10 acres) for recreational uses, Neither is located within the interchange management area.

2.5.7 Historic Resources

Coburg was the second city in Oregon to be designated a national historic district. The City
requires a conditional use or site plan review permit for any alteration or demolition of
historical structures. None of the noted historic resources are located in the mterchange
management area,

2.5.8 Archaeological Resources

In 2007, archaeologists conducted a pedesirian survey for the I-5 @ Coburg Interchange
Project, Key Number 14649, and recorded three precontact and historic period isolates.
Additional fieldwork will be conducted after all rights-of-entry have been obtained.

ODOT is5 currently consulting with the Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde
Community of Oregon, the Confederated Tribes of Siletz Indians, and the Confederated
Tribes of Warm Springs, regarding the proposed project. No concerns have been noted at
this time.
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SECTION 3

Future Conditions Analysis

3.1 Purpose

The Coburg IAMP focuses on planning for the Coburg/1-5 interchange and surrounding
area. [t is important to understand the impact of anticipated future employment and
population growth on the transportation system, Transportation analysis was conducted to
identify transportation system deficiencies in year 2031 (a 20+ year planning horizon). This
provided a basis for developing alternatives for future transportation infrastructure and
strategies.

3.2 Land Use Assumptions

3.21 Coburg Comprehensive Plan Forecasts

Population and employment allocations are important because they directly relate to how
development patterns, which are used to delermine transportation system deficiencies, are
reflected in the transportation model. e

£
Analysis of the Recommended Alternative for the Coburg IAMP was based on population : )

and employment forecasts derived from the Coburg Comprehensive Plan. By year 2025,
Comprehensive Plan forecasts anticipate population o be 1,819, the number of new
dwelling units to be 322, and employment to be 4,672. All of this growth is anticipated to
occur west of [-5. Table 3-1 shaws 2025 Comprehensive Plan land use assumptions.

TABLE 3-1
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Assumptions—Year 2025

New and Total

Population Dwelling Units Employment
Coburg Comprehensive Plan 1,819 New: 322 4,572
Tolal: B8B

The year 2025 population and employment forecasts from the Comprehensive Plan were
used to develop 2025 traffic forecasts, which were in turn grown to year 2031 forecasts based
on average annual growth rates.

As desicribed in Section 2, the Coburg Comprehensive Plan does not reflect the likelihood that
the City of Coburg will expand its UGB. As of this writing, the City had not yet expandecl its
UGB because of wastewater systemn constraints (i.e., the lack of a wastewater system).

The RTP predicts 1,131 more people (521 more new dwelling units) and 475 less jobs in year
2025 than does the current adopted Comprehensive Plan. The Preferred Scenario from the
Coburg Urbanization Study predicts 1,508 more people (571 more new dwelling units) and

POXA42880008.D0C . X1
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485 more jobs in year 2025 than does the current adopted Comprehensive Plan. Both plans
assume growth will occur west of I-5. Although the specific population and employment
numbers differ for the RT” and Urbanization Study, the traffic forecasts are consistent.
Alternatives were developed for consistency with the RTF and Urbanization Study because it
i5 important that this [AMI provide recommendations that are flexible to accommodate
higher levels of growth that would accompany an UGB expansion.

3.2.2 Coburg Comprehensive Plan Growth Allocations

The Coburg buildable lands inventory identifies 59.1 acres of vacant/partially vacant land
available for residential purposes under current comprehensive plan designations. The
analysis also identifies approximately 23 acres (54 lots) with infill potential. For the
purposes of estimating the number of households, five dwelling units per acre was assumned
for vacant/ partially vacant land and a factor of 0.5 was assumed as the rate for infill
development per lot. These assumptions resulted in a total of 322 new households (59 * 5 +
54 * (1.5} anticipated to be constructed in the Coburg UGB by the year 2025,

The buildable lands inventory indicates 51 acres of vacant and 50 acres of underdeveloped
land available to suppert commercial and industrial employment expansion. The analysis
for the TAMP assumed a rate of 20 employees per acre for commercial land and 15
employees per acre for industrial land. Underdeveloped land was assigned a rate of 7.5
employees per acre. This assumption was translated to a redevelopment rate of 50 percent at
15 jobs per acre. In addition, a carrying capacity of 500 jobs requiring no addiional land

(Le., expansion of current developmment) was assumed. Therefore, 1,795 new jobs are
anticipated to be located in the Coburg UGB in the year 2025. Table 3-2 shows the detailed
land use assumptions by Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ). The TAZs are illusirated in
Figure 3-1.

TABLE 32

Coburg Comprehensive Plan Land Use Assumptions—-2025
TAZ Dwelling Units Employment

(Figure D.u, % of Growth RET+SRV+ % of Growth % of Growth Total
3.1} Total Allocatlan EDU Allocation Other  Allacation Employment -
300 42 5% 2 0% a9 2% M
301 617 69% 130 13% 189 5% 319
302 118 13% a7 79% 3,381 91% 4,138
a3 h2 6% I 0% 9 0% 9
304 84 7% 2 0% 21 1% 23
305 1 0% 0 0% 0 0% a
306 2 0% 80 1% 12 0% 92

Total 498 1,004 3,671 4,672

2.2 POXANZE00005.000
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3.3 Forecasted Traffic Operations

The intent of this section is to present the no-build analysis for year 2031, discuss the results,
and identity deficiencies and needs. The no-build alternative represents how the transporta-
tion system is anticipated to perform in 2031 if no new transportation infrastructure is
constructed,

The no-build analysis for this IAMP is based on Comprehensive Plan growth assumplions
because UGB expansion —although desired by Coburg —has not yet been adopted into the
Coburg Comprehensive Plan due to lack of an adequate wastewater facility to serve the
additional population. Previcus iterations of this IAMP were based on land use scenarios
that assumed expansion of the Coburg UGB to accommaodate future population forecasts
(consistent with the RTP and Coburg Urbanization Study). The preferred scenario from
previous IAMP iterations assumed all growth would occur west of 1-5, and anticipated 485
more jobs and 520 more dwelling units than what can be accommodated with the existing
Comprehensive Plan. Future no-build analysis showed that the same intersections that fail
under Comprehensive Plan growth assumplions also fail under RTP/ Coburg Lirbanization
Study assumptions.

331 Traffic Forecast Methodology

The forecasted traffic volumes were generated by the Lane Council of Governments (LCOG)
regional travel demand model. LCOG provided PM peak-hour turning movement and
directional link volumes at each study intersection for existing (2003) volumes and f{uture
(2031} no-build alternative volumes.

The forecasted traffic volumes from the model were subsequently post-processed using the
iterative directional volume processing method outlined in the National Cooperative Highway
Research Program (NCHRP) Report 255. An Excel workbook was created to distribute the
forecasted entering and exiting link volumes from the model iteratively to arrive at turning
moverment volumes. The balancing procedure used ten iterations to balance the future
entering and exiting trip estimates for each approach leg based on the current turning
movement volumes. The balanced 2005 30th highest hour traffic volumes served as the basis
for the turning movement distribution. After this process was completed, the future 2031
30th highest hour traffic volumes were analyzed for the no-build future alternative,

3.3.2 Future No-Build (2031) Operations—30th Highest Hour

The Ne-Build operations scenario assumes that no additional transportation infrastructure
would be built during the planning period (through year 2031). The No-Build scenario
examnines future traffic levels and how well they would be served by the existing road
system. Table 3-3 presents the no-build forecasted 2031 intersection V/ C ratios for the study
area intersections under state jurisdiction and 2031 LOS for the intersections under Lane
County jurisdiction. :

Three of the five study area intersections (Pear] Street/Coburg Industrial Way, Pearl Street/
Roberts Road, Van Duyn Road/1-5 Southbound Ramps) are expected to be congested
beyond accepted standards by 2031. At two of the study area intersections (Pear] Street/
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Coburg Industrial Way and [ear| Sireet/ Roberts Road), velumes will exceed capacity (V/C
> 1.0}. The Coleman Street/ Pearl Street intersection is expected to meet V/C standards, but
not LOS standards. i

Table 3-3 shows the mobility standards found in the OHP as well as the Lane County
Transportation System Plan/Lane Municipal Code. For V/ C for signalized intersections, the
overall intersection yesults are reported. For unsignalized intersections, the movement with
the worst operating performance on both the major and minor approaches is reported.
Intersection ¥/ C vatios higher than the mobility standards indicate areas of congestion and
longer-than-acceptable vehicle delay. Intersection V/ C ratios lower than the mobility
standards indicate intersections operating at better levels of mobility.

TABLE 33
30th Highesl Hour |nierseclion Operational Analysis-—2031 No-Build
Road LOS and V/C Ratic  Forecasted Maximum LOS
Intersection Jurlsdiction Standard and VIC Ratlo

Signalized
Pear] Slreet and Coburg Industrial Way  Lane County (D} 0,85 {F) 1.19
Van Duyn Road and t-5 NB Ramps oDCT 0.80 (OHP) nre

0.75 (HOM)
Unsignalized Major Minor Major Miner
Coleman Street and Pear| Slreel Lane County (D)0.85 (D)YD.95 (AY0.01 (F) 0.84%
Pearl Sireet and Roberla Road Lane County (D}0B5 (D)0.95 (A} 0.1 B
Van Duyn Road and I-5 SB Ramps 0ooT 0.80 {OHP) XE 0.98]

0.75 (HOM)

*Meaels VIC slandard, bul nol LOS siandard.

OHP = Oiegaon Highway Plan; HOM = Gregon Highway Daslgn Manual

Sourca: Synchim HGM Unsignalized and Signalized Raporls

Nofes: Far unsignalizad intessections, tha V/C ratio is presantad lor the worsi movemnent for each streel,
Numbers in Indbenie VIC ratios and levels of service nol meeling moblily standards.

Table 3-4 shows intersection delay in seconds anticipated at study area intersections under
the No-Build scenario. Most of the intersections experience significant delay. The delay at
Pearl Street/Roberts Road for the minor movement is expected to be too large {or the
software to calculate, Appendix H includes the full summary of the Synchro traffic analysis
report on the 2031 no-build neiwork.
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TABLE 34
30t Highest Hour Interseclion Delay—2031 No-Build

Study Infersection Road Jurisdiction Average Control Oelay (seconds)
Signallzad
Pearl Street and Colurg Induslrial Way Lang Counly 198.3
Van Duyn Road and I-5 Northbound Ramps oot 24 4
Unsignalized Major Minor
Coleman Street and Feail Sireal Lane County 0.5 1742
Pearl Street and Roberis Road Lane Ceounty 4.4 Em*
Van Duyn Road and -5 Soultibound Ramps opoT A.3 82.2

*The major approach lraffic is lou lage for the slop-contralled minor approach 1o work effeclively. Delay 15 loo large ko
calculala.

Source: Synchro HCM Unslgnalized and Slgnalized Reporl.

3.3.3 2031 No-Build Scenario Deficiencies—30th Highest Hour

Intersection operational deficiencies were ideniified based on the 2031 No-Build scenario
traffic analysis.

Without infrastructure improvements by 2031, three of the five study area inlersections are
expected to fail to meet mobility standards. Another intersection is anticipated to not ineet
LOS standards, even though it is expected to meet V/C standards.

At the Pearl Street / Coburg, Industrial Way intersection, the traffic volume iy anticipated to
exceed full road capacity with a V/C of 1.19. An average vehicle would need to wait for
198.3 secands to travel through the intersection.

The high V/C ratios for the minor approaches at the unsignalized Pearl Street/ Roberts
Road and 1-5 Southbound Ramps/ Van Duyn Road intersections indicate the inadequacy of
the stop-controlled operation for those intersections under the no-build scenario. The minor
movement on Roberts Road currently fails (V/C=1.01 for year 2005) and further deteriorates
to inoperable conditions in 2031 (V/C=8.38).

At the stop-controlled intersections, the major movements (east-west movements on Pearl
Street and Van Duyn Road) are too heavy for drivers making minor movements to find gaps
to turn into or cross the major streets, resulting in significant delays for the minor
approaches. The minor approaches al the unsignalized intersections essentially would not
function.

3.3.4 Fufure No-Build (2031) Operations—AM Analysis

Per ODOT request, the praject team alse analyzed intersection operations for the AM peak
hour at the I-5 ramp intersections, because the AM peak hour is characterized by heavy
traffic movements related to employment trips to the northwest quadrant. Results showed
that the system fails during the AM peak hour at the ramp intersections. Table 3-5 shows the
analysis results,

POXTE2 680008000 35
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TABLE 3-3
AM Oparalional Analysis af -5 Ramps—2031 No-Build

Study Intersection Read Jurisdictlon  Average Control Delay (seconds)
Signalized
Van Duyn Road and -5 Norhbound Ramps QDOT 2086.5
Unslgnalizad Majoc Minor
Van Duyn Road and |-5 Southbound Ramps abaT 0.3 842.5

Saurce: Synchra HGM Unslgnalized and Signelized Report

3.3.5 Summary

This analysis shows thal the existing transportation network is inadequate to support
anticipated 2031 traffic levels, based on Coburg’s Comprehensive Plan and the RTP model.

Multiple study intersections are expected to reach or exceed intersection capacity by 2031,
causing queuing and delays. Some stop-controlled intersections cannot function with stop-
control devices alane, as the confiicts between major and minor movements are too great.
The operational analysis assumed interconnection of signals. Future signalization of stop-
controlled study intersections would enable them to function properly. Additional
improvements such as turn lanes and receiving lanes would increase intersection capacity
and further reduce intersection delays. Focus on transportation demand management could
also alleviate some of the pressure on the road system.
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Figure 3-1

Coburyg Area TAZs (from Regional Transportation Plan)
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SECTION4

Alternatives Development and Analysis

4.1 Background and Purpose

Without improvements to the transportation infrastructure in the interchange management
area, future traffic in the Coburg/1-5 interchange area is expected to lead to highly
congested conditions by 2031. Congestion would be expected to affect intersections along,
Pearl Street/ Van Duyn Road and at the 1-5 ramp terminals. This section examines
alternatives for improvements or strategies to accommodate antivipated traffic growth in the
interchange management area.

4.2 Alternatives Development

After analysis of the no-build traffic operations scenario, it was determined that
improvements must be made to accommodate anticipated traffic growth. Infrastructure
improvements are needed to meet relevant operational standards (ODOT and Lane County
volume-to-capacity ratios). It was determined that transit and ransportation demand
management strategies alone would not be enough to accommodale anticipated tratfic
growth,

Alternatives developrment and analysis for this [AMP was based on trafiic forecasts builk
from population and employment forecasts consistent with Coburg’s Comprehensive Flan,
and consistent with the KTF and Coburg Urbanization Study. These plans assume that all
future growth will occur west of 1-5. Physical improvements included as part of the
alternatives analysis were based on realistic traffic forecasts consistent with land use
development west of 1-3. Therefore, the physical improvements are designed to be flexible
enoupgh to accommaodate iraffic forecasts based on the Comprehensive Plan land use
designations and the adopted regional forecasts in the RTP, consistent with the Coburg
Urbanization Study. Policy recommendations included in the alternative analysis are
mtended to protect the capacity of the interchange given the likelihood of UGB expansion.

A set of alternatives were developed to mitigate future operational and safety issues. All
alternatives were developed to meet ODOT and Lane County operational standards im 2031.
It was assumed that all alternalives would be designed to meet current ODOT HDM and
interchange design guide standards. Physical alternatives examined focused on conceptual
interchange design:

» Alternative A; Diamond interchange with three-lane bridge
»  Alternative B: Diamond interchange with four-lane bridge
» Alternative C: Loop ramp (northbound) interchange with four-lane bridge

Figures 4-1, 4-2, and 4-3 include conceptual drawings of these three alternatives.

FDXIOBZE90005. 000 o
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All of the physical alternatives included the following consistent components;
» Bicycle and pedestrian facilities on the bridge
* Encouragement of transit and transportation demand management (TDM)

s Access management that supporls interchange function and operations on Pearl
Street/ Van Duyn Road

& Realignment of Roberts Road at a signalized intersection with Coburg Industrial Way
#  Closure of the existing Roberts Road at Pearl Street
= A new signal at the I-5 Southbound Ramps/ Pearl Street intersection

¢ The eventual development of a gridded local street system west of 1-5 off Coburg
Industrial Way

All physical alternatives also were assumed to be paired with policy and development code
language intended to protect the function of the interchange (e.g., an alternate maobility
standard; traffic impact analysis requirements). Appendix [ includes LTD transportation
demnand management strategies. Table 4-1 compares the assumptions for the three
alternatives,

4.3 Alternatives Analysis

Infrastructure alternatives were developed to improve the intersection operation perform-
ance for anticipated traffic in 2031 in order to meet the V/( standard set by ODOT (HDM)
as well as Lane County LOS standards in the Lane County TSP. The following sections
include Future traffic operations analysis for the different alternatives. Figures 4-1 to 43
illustrate the road configuration for each alternative.

431 Alternative Comparison—2031 Operations

Several alternatives were developed to evaluate how different interchange configurations
would accommodate anticipated future traffic levels. The alternatives are based on the land
uses included in the Coburg Comprehensive Plan, but are also intended to accormmodate
future traffic consistent with the RYP/ Coburg Urbanization Study.

Alternative A (Diamond [nterchange with Three-lane Bridge) was developed to
acconitnodate expected fraffic growth by 2031 with the least amount of infrastructure
necessary. This alternative is generally consistent with improvement concepts identified in
the 1999 Refinernent Plan. This alternative is technically able to accommaodate anticipated
traffic growth by 2031; however, it has some operational limitations.

Alternative B (Diamnond Interchange with Four-lane Bridge) was developed to improve
upon operational challenges faced with Alternative A. Alternative B includes a four-lane
bridge, which allows northbound-westheund traffic an exclusive receiving lane in addition
to a westbound through lane. Itis anticipated that the four-lane bridge would allow for
quicker theough-put, and more flexibility than a three-lane bridge. A four-lane bridge
structure allows for future capacity and modification for a minimal cost abave the cost of a
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three-lane bridge. It also would allow for addition of a loop ramp if deemed necessary
beyond year 2031, Operatianal results showed that this alternative performed better than
Alternative A

TABLE 441
Componenls of Allematives
Altematlvas
Altermative A; Alternaihve B: Allematlve C: Loop
Diamond Interchange/ Diamond Interchange/ Ramp Interchange/
Improvement Threadane Bridge Fourdane Bridge Four-ane Bridge

Coburg TSP Recommandations: X = x
« Realignmenl of Raberis Road to Coburg Industrial

Way (signalized inlersecllon)
+ Agccess closure of lhe original Roberts Raad at

Peart Stresl
+ MNew counection batween realigned Roberts Road

and arginal Roberls Road
+ HNew exlension of McKenzie Sireel easl lo Coburg

Indusinial Woy (one way heading easl)
»  New axiension of Shane Court soulh to Pear Sireel
+ Northam apd seuthem connection allgnments

(extensions of Roberls Read and Coburg

{ndusinal Way}
Pedestrian and Bicycle Faciliies on Brirdge X X X
Three-lane inierchange bridge struciure
Four-lang inlerchange bridge sruclure » X
Diamond intarchange structure X X
Loop Ramp (nofitbound) X
Signalization at 5 Soulhbound Ramps/Yan Duyn X X X
Road inlerseclion
-5 Saulhbound Tamps; new exclusive aasthound X X X
Aghl-tum lane on Pearl Sireel and soulhkound on-
ramp redelving lane
1-5 Novthbound ramps: new exclusive easlbound lefl- X X X
lurn [ane and northbound on-ramp receiving lane
Coburg Indusirial Way: new exclusive southbound lefl X X X
lure fane and norlhbound lef-um pocket
Coordinale traffic signal operalions along Pear Stisel X X X
Access management (hal suppons Interchanga fune- X X X
lion and operations o Pead Strealvan Duyn Road
Encouragament of rangitTDM X X
Eveniyal developmenl of local gridded streel syslem x X
wesl o -5
Design consialenl wilh ODJT HOM and Inlerchange X X X

Design Guide slandards, and Lana Counly or Coburg
slandands where applicable

X = Improvemnen] needed lar miligalon to reach O0OT or Lane Counly VIC siandards
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Alternative C (Loop Ramp Interchange with Four-lane Bridge) was developed to examine
the effectiveness of isolating the northbound to westbound heavy movement (allowing this
movement to bypass the Van Duyn Road /I-5 Northbound ranips intersection). The four-
lane bridge is necessary to allow the northbound-to-westbound movement an exclusive
receiving lane in addition to a westbound through lane. The operational results for this
alternative shows that V/C and LOS results are similar to the results for Alternative B. This
alternative would be more costly to implement than Alternative B.

Table 4-2 shows operational analysis results for all of the alternatives. Appendix I includes
the full summary of the Synchro traffic analysis report on the 2031 no-build network.

TABLE 4-2
2031 Intersection Operational Analysis—Allernative Comparison

Alt A; Diamond  Alt B: Diamond Al C: Loop

Road ViC Ratio With Three-lane  With Four-lane Ramp With Four-

Intersection Jurisdiction Standard Bridge Bridge lane Bridge
Signalized
Pearl Street and Lane County 0.85 Q.77 0.77 0.77
Coburg industrial Way -
Van Duyn Road and |-5 opoT 0.75 {HDM} 0.66 0.64 0.64
Southbound Ramps
Van Duyn Road and -5 oDoT 0.75 {HDM) 0.70 0.50 0.40
Northbound Ramps

Unsignalized Major Minor Major Minor Major Minor Major Minor

Coleman Street and Lane County .85 0.85 0.01 .25 0.01 0.25 a.01 0.25
Pearl Streel

Source: Synchro HCM Unsignalized and Signalized Reports.

Table 4-2 shows that all alternatives are able to support the anticipated levels of traffic by
year 2031. Alternatives B and C perform generally perform better than Alternative A.
Alternatives B and C perform similarly, with small differences at the Van Duyn Road/1-5
Northbound Ramps intersection. The loop ramp is not necessary to meet the mobility
standard. A four-lane bridge offers more flexibility for a minimal additional cost, and better
accommodates the operational flow and channelization.

Table 4-3 presents average intersection delay for each alternative, The Coleman Street and
Pear] Street intersection is expected to perform acceptably based on the County V/C
standard however, there will be some delay on the minor street approaches. This may
warrant consideration for signalization depending on local circulation needs and objectives.

Table 4-4 contains review of queue length for each alternative.

ODOT developed preliminary cost estimates for the alternatives. Construction cost
estimates range from 25 to 35 million for the alternatives.
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TABLE 4.3
2031 Intersaclion Delay—Allamatives Comparison

Aft A: Diamond and Alt B: Diamond and Al C: Loop Ramp and

Three-kane Bridge Four-lane Bridge Four-lang Bridge
Intersection Average Control Delay Average Control Delay Average Cantro! Delay

Slgnaflized
Pear! Sireel and Coburg qr 34.7 4.7
industrial Way
Van Duyn Road and |-5 133 13.0 12.0
Southbound Ramps
Van Duyn Road and .5 307 222 16.5
Nonhbound Ramps
Unsignallzed Major Minor Minor Minor Major Minor
Colaman Sireet and Peair Slrect a3 45.3 0.3 45.3 0.3 44.5

Rourea; Synchro HCM Unsignalized and Signalized Repads.

TABLE 44
2031 30th Highest Hour Queue Lengths—Allernatives Comparisen
SBtorage {fest} Quaue Langth {feat}
Existing No 8uild Existing No Build
Inlersection Approach | Lana Group | 2005 2031 AHMA AILB AltC 2005 2031 AltA AltB AhC
Pearl Shesland  Fastbound |Lef 200 200 200 200 200 40 BE 140 140 140
Ucvms’y”"g Inlusirial ThruiRight 200 210 180 18O 180
Westbound [Left 100 100 100 100 {00 B0 &0 i [ BER
Thru/Right 150 290 220 220 220
Northbound |Left 150 150 150 70 10 70
¢ eft/ThraRight | &0 40
ThruRigit 07 70
Southbound|Left 300 00 425 425 425 R B0 3E0 360
Thru/Right 400 G0 1070 70 0 70
Van Duyn Road and Easthound |Left 35 350 A50 190 180 160
E&‘;Sg;lhbnund Lef/Thru 80 161
. Thru 60 60 50
Waestbound [ThruRight 40 30 A0 40 40
Naorthbound |Left 140 140
L et ThrufRight 200 300 130 130
Thru/Right o
Pear] Streel and Fasibound  Left Thro/Right e 10 10 10 1D
Coleman Streel Ly sthound {eft/Thrftight - 10 n 10 10
Northbound Left/ThrRight 20 20 1m0 10 10
Southbound|Leftf Thru/Right 30 70 W I A
Pearl Slreei and Easthound |Left/Thru/Right -- 10
Roberls Road Westhound |Left/ Thru/Right ‘ - 10
Northbound Left/Theu/Rightt 180 arror

PDXAB2680005.00C 45
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TABLE 4+
2031 30th Highes! Hour Queue Lengths—Allernatives Comparison
Siorags (leat) Qusua Langth {feet}
Existing No Buld Exlsting No Bujld
Intarsactlon Approach | laneGroup | 2005 200 AllA AltB AlkC 2005 2031 AltA AlB AliC
Southbound|L a8 Thn/Right 70 arrel
Van DUyn Road and Eastboand  ThruRight - - 3a7e 370 370
P Right 40 40 40
Westhound Left 150 150 150 2 20 20
LefifTha u - -
They 130 R0 60
Southbound e/ Thru/Right ) 280 70 70 70
Nola:

Numbers in indicate tha queus lengih exceeds Lhe storage lengih,

Synchro and SimTraffic were used fo calcdate queue lengths; see Agpendix E far more information.
Qusue lengths nel reporied Tor free-llowing and uncontrolled movemanls.

Queus lergths rounded up to tha nearesi 10 feet,

Slorage for threugh-lanes displayed only when queue is expaclad lo surpass disiancs io nexd inlersection.

4.3.2 Alternatives Development—Previous |IAMP {terations

As discussed earlier, the interchange configuration alternatives discussed above were
developed to be consistent with the Coburg Comprehensive Plan, RTP, and Coburg
Urbanization Study in order to ensure the recommended physical intrasiructure does not
hecome obsolete once Coburg expands its UGB and amends its Commprehensive Plan.

In previous iterations of this LAMP, instead of interchange configurations, the alternatives
were based on differing land use scenarios. (Cne scenario was consistent with the RTP/
Coburg Urbanization Study (UGB expansion west of [-5), and two were based on UGB
expansions east of [-5. In previous IAMP iterations, the preferred scenario was UGB
expansion west of I-5. Through operational analysis related 1o this preferred scenario, it was
determined that a diatnond/ four-lane bridge or loop ramp/ four-lane bridge would be
adequate to accommodate anticipated traffic levels.

4.4 Alternatives Evaluation

4.41 Evaluation Criteria and Measures of Effectiveness—Background

The purpose of evaluation criteria is to ensure that the future alternatives for the
interchange managemenl area are evaluated for consistency with the overall intent of the
project and slate and local goals. Alternatives were examined against the criteria to ensure
consistency with ODOT and local community goals. This will ensure that the Recommended
Alternative in the JAMP best addresses future ransportation and land use changes in the
interchange managernent area. The evaluation criteria analysis is used as a tool to help
inform decision-making,.

In the context of the Coburg/1-5 1AMP, rvaluation criterin are defined as state and local goals
that help to determine the adequacy of an alternative to solve the problems the project is
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intended to selve, in the context of the local community. Medstires of effectiveness are ways to
nieasure whether or nol —or to whak extent —un alternative meets a specitic criterion.

The basis for the evaluation criteria include issues identified during the existing conditions
analysis and future no-build traffic operations analysis, as well as input from the project
open house held on September 27, 2005. Criteria and measures of effectiveness are
consistent with the goals of the OHP with regard to planning and management of grade-
separated interchanges.

4.4.2 Evaluation Criteria

The following evaluation criteria were identified as relevant to planning for the Ceburg/[-5
interchange inanagement area. The evaluation crileria are listed in no particular order.

Traffic Qperations. Does the plternative mitigate existing and anticipated (2031) traffic
congestion? This criterion measures the extent to which alternatives alleviate existing and
anticipated future traffic congestion.

Safety. [Joes the allernative mitigate existing or anficipaled safety issues? This criterion
measures the extent to which alternatives ensure safety for all users (drivers, ransit,
pedestrians, and bicyclists).

Mobility. Does the allerngtive enfisnce mobility for all users? This criterion measures the

~exlent to which alternatives enhance rmobility for transportation users (freight,

nonmotorized, fransit, transportation disadvantaged, eic.).

Land Use. Does ihe alternative mininize land use impacts? Is the alternative consistent with
state and local land use planning goals? This criterion measures the extent to which
alternatives minimize property impacts and impacts on existing residential and business
access. This criterion relates to economic development because it also evaluates the
extent to which alternatives impact fuiure business development through property
takes, It also relates to consistency with local, regional, and statewide land use plans,

Environmental and Social Impacts. Does the alternative minimize envirormetital and soctal
impuacts, including impacts on existing and future development and low-income/minority
populgtions? Most alternatives will have some buill and natural environmental impacts.
This criterion measures the extent to which alternatives minimize impacts on the social
and environmental considerations for the inlerchange management area. This criterion
includes envirommental justice considerations,

Support for Implementation. Can the alternative be supported by both the state and local
community? This criterion measures the extent to which allernatives can be agreed upon
that meet the needs and interests of stakeholders within acceptable timelines,

Cost-Effecliveness. [5 the scale of the alternative consistent with the benefits it provides? Is if a
practical, affordable solution? All aliematives will have costs associated with developmeni
and implementation. This criterion evaluates how effective the alternative is at relieving
congestion comparéd to the cost.

PO 26300050 47
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4.4.3 Subcriteria and Measures of Effectiveness

Subcriteria and measures of effectiveness were identified {or each evalualion criterion listed
in the section above. The subcriteria further define the evalualion criteria. The evaluation
measures describe the extent to which an alternative concept fulfills a specific subcriterion.
The evaluation measures are summarized descriptively (qualilalively and quantitatively) lo
show how the alternative concepls rate in comparison (o each other. Table 4-5 describes the
suberiteria and evaluation measures. These are lisied in no particular order.

TABLE 4-5

Coburg/i-5 JAMP Evafualior Criteria and Measures of Eectiveness

Suhcrilarié

VIC ratio

Description

Evaluatlon Measurgs

Does lhe alierpative bring axisting
and fulure congeslion lo acceplable
levels (state and counly V/C ratios)?

T 5 F

5 i s

High—he aliernative meels relevant state and local
VIG slandards for all sludy area infersections

Medium—the allemative maets relevant state and
local VIG slandards for some sludy area inlerseciions

Low—lhe allernative does nol meet relevant state
and local VIC slandards for any study area
intersections

Delay

Does lhe allemalive decrease delay
in comparison o the no-build
scenarlo? To what extent?

High—ihe alternalive decreases delay as compared
{0 the no-build scenaiio

Medium—lhe altemaiive mainlains delay as
compared io the no-build scenaric

lhe no-build scenano

Qther solutions

[nes lhe allernative offer other
solutions lo mitigate capacity issues
(2.g.. policy, TDM, ITS, transit, or
muwllimodal options)?

High--the allernative provides for other solulions 1a
miligate capacily issues

Low—lhe allernalive does nol provide far other
solulions o mitigate capacity issues

Safety
performance—
geomelry

[oes lhe allernallve miligate safety
issues and concerns relaled lo oul-
dated geomelry al the Interchange?

High—he aiternative updales inlerchange geomelry |

Low—ihe allemallve does nol updale interchange
geometry

Access managemenl

Does the alternalive decrease the
number of confiict poinls relaled to
public and privale accessas? Dogs
the allernative move toward ODCT's
preferrad spacing (1,320°) from
Inlerchange ramp lerminals on Pearl
StreetVan Duyn?

High—lhe ollernative reduces lthe number of
accesses localed within 1,320° of the inlerchange, in
carmparison lo the no-build scenario

Medium—the alternallve maintains the number of
accesses localed wilthin 1,320° of the interchange, in
comparison Lo ihe no-build scenario

Low—the altemalivae increasas the nurnber of
accesses localed within 1,320° of the interchange, in
comparison lo the no-build scenario

Design Siandards

Can lhe allernaiive be designed 1o
optimal design slandards (dssign
speed, acceleration/deceleralion
lanes, access spacing, horizontalf
vertical curves, and verlical
clparancs)?

High--atternalive meets design standards as
proposed, wilh minimal or no addilional miligalion

Medium—aliernalive requires moderale miligalion to
meel design slandards; requires a design exception

Low—alternative requires significanl mitigalion;

4

PDXAOORANAIA.0OC




Ordinance Nao. PA 1258, Exhilil A
Page B1 ol 293
COEURGANTERSTATE S THIERCHANGE AREA MANAGEMENT PLAN

TABLE 45
Coburg/l-5 IAMP Evalalion Criteria and Measures ol Efiecliveness o
Subcriteria Description Evaluation Measures
requires mofe than one design exceplion
Fraighl Movement Does the allernalive facilitate freight  High—lhe allemative enhanges freighlt movement, in
moyemeni? comparson (o (he no-build scenario

Medium—tha allernailvs provides for maintenance of
the same level of fralghl moavemenl, in comparison o
the no-build scenario

Low—the allemalive impedes freighl movemenl, in
comparison to lhe no-build scenario

Mobility for the Does (he altemative facilitate High—ihe allernative improves mobility for the
Transportalion mability for the Iransportation irmansportation disadvantaged, in comparison {o the
Disadvantaged disadvantaged? ne-build scenario

Medium—ihe alternative maintaing lhe same leve! of
mobility for Ihe lransporation disadvantaged, in
comparison ko the nn-build scenario

Low—lhe altemalive impedes Lhe level of mobility for
the fransporiation disadvaniaged, in comparisan (o
lhe no-huild scenario

Impact on How well does the alternative High—ihe alisrnative advances pedesiian and
nonmotorized advance pedesirisn and bicycle bicycle system plans
facilities system plans? Medium—ihe afiernalive does nol address

pedesirian and bicycle sysiem plans

Low—Ihe allemalive impedes pedestrian and bicycle
system plans

Disruplions and How many properties will be High—the alternative does nol require lakes of
Displacemenls impacted? To whal level does the commercial or industrial zoned land
allernailve impact businesses and

i I ive requires mini 50
oroperies? Is fight-of-way avilabis? Medium—the alternative requires minimal takes of

commercial or industrial zoned Yand

Low—the allemalive requires significanl takes of
commercial or industrial zoned land

Business and To what extent will privaie accesses  High—the allemative does not impact private
Residential Accesses  wlll be impacted? accesses

kedium--the alternative requires minimal impact to
private accesses

Low—[he altemative requires significant impact fo
private accesses

Compatibility with Is the allernative consistent with the  High—lhe allemnalive is consisteri with the
Local Comprehensive Coburg Comprehensive Plan? Comprehensive Plan
Flans

Low—Ihe allemative is nol consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan

PAOUHGANIES DG 49
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TABLE 45

Cobudrg/l-5 |AMP Evalualion Crilenia and Maasures of EHecliveness

Subcriterla

Dascriplion

Evaluallon Measures

Impact lo resource-
zoned land

Impact on sensitive
areas and
endangered specias

To whal oxtent does ihe allernative
impact resource-zoned fand,
including DAR-dafined high valua
agriculiural land?

How will implementalion of an

alternative ‘mpaci known natural and

cullural resources of endangered
species?

High—the alternative does nol require lakes of

resounce-zoned land

Madlum-—the afternative roquiras minimal lakes of

resourca-zoned land

Low--lhe aliemalive requires significant takes of

rasource-zoned Jand

High—tha allemalive does not impact known nalural
and cullural resources or endangered species

Low—ihe altemalive impacls known nalural and
cullural resourcas or endangered species

Impact to crillcal
communily resources

Wald the alternative require any
direct impacts to parks, schoals,
historic bulldings, or other similar
resources?

High--the allernative does nat require removal of

critical community resources

Low---the altemative requires removal of crilical

community resources

MNoise

What noise impacts ia residential

developmenl will resull from
implemenlalion of tha alternaltive?

High—the aliernalive is localed more than 400' from

residantial development

Medium—lhe allernalive is localed 200'-400" from

residential develnpment

Low—the allermative is located less Ihan 200" fom

residential developrnent

Required psmils and
approvals

Is the alternalive likely to meet
requirements for permits and
approvals?

High—the gllemalive is likely lo meel permil and

approval requiremenis

Low—ihe altemative is not tikely lo.meel permit and

approval requiremenls

Impact to low-income
and minarity popula-
tions (related to envi-
renmental juslice)

Does the alternative negalively
impact minority or low-income
populalions?

High—he altemnalive does nol displaca or negatively

impact minanty or low-income populations

Low—the allemalive displaces or negatively impacls

minorily or low-Income populations

Economic

To whal extenl daes the allernative

High--lhe allemalive advances economic

devetopment plans and requires no lakes of
undeveloped land

Medium—the allernative does nothing to advance
sconomic developiment ar requires minimal lakes of
undevetoped land

Low—the alternative impedes economic
development or requires significant lakas of
undeveloped land .

advance City economic development
plans? Does N resiricl fulure
development opportunities?

Devalopmenl

High—the aliernative has political support
Medium—Iha alternative has some palilical supporl
Low—the alternalive has little or no political supporl

‘Political Feasibility  How easy wauld il be to implement

the allernaliva?

Can all alfected agencies (ODOT,
City of Cobiurg, Lane County)
support the alternative?

High—all affecied agencies can support ihe
allernalive

dultijurisdictlonal
Coordination
Low—one or more of the affected agencies do not
support the allernative

4-10 PLADBZE060005.00C
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TABLE45
Coburgfl-d [AMP Evaluafion Criteria and Moasuies of Efecliveness
Subcriteria Descriplion Evaluation Measures
Construclability How disruplive will the alternalive be High—the allernaiive will require filils disnuplion
lo construct? Medium—the allarnative will require some dismuplion
Low—the altemalive will raquite significant disruption
Reglonal Doss the alternative involve more High—Ihe alternative allows lor intefurisdiclional
Coordination than one jurisdiction? Can caaperalion
interjurisdictional c_uoparatmn b.e. Low—lhe allemgtive does not aliow for inlefjurisdic-
leveraged far funding opporunities fional cooperation
(match, etc)?
Cosl Effectiveness Does the altemalive pravide beneft  High—the altemnalive requires a relalively jow ievel of
consistent with the level of investimenl
invesiment? Medium—lhe alternative requires a moderale level of
inveslment
Low—the aliemalive requires a retatively high level of
investiment
Criteria Application
The [ollowing review of evaluation criteria displays the advaniages and disadvantages of
. the project altematives. This allows decision-makers to compare aliernatives to ensure that

those forwarded for consideration meet the goals of the community.

Because future congestion in the interchange management area is the motivation behind the
IAMP, the traffic operations criteria weighs heavily in any decision.

Application of the criteria to the three alternatives shows that for most of the criteria
categories, the alternatives have similar ratings. This is because the alternatives have similar
characteristics.

Primary differences amang the mitigation strategies include traffic operations, land use
impacts, cost, and support for implementation.

Alternatives B and C provide for greater capacity than Alternative A. The four-lane bridge
{part of Alternatives B and C) offers more flexibility for growth than the three-lane bridge
{part of Alternative A), and maximizes value to the state by investing in infrasiructure that
will last more than 20 years. These options also provide better accommodation for
operations and channelization, which will do a better job of allowing additional growth if
Coburg expands its UGB and amends its Comprehensive Plan. Alternative A waould not
adequately accommodate future traffic conditions if a UGD expansion were {a occur
consistent with the RTP, For these reasans, ODOT, LCOG, and other entities may not
sapport this option.

Alternalives B and C are expected ta have more property and access impacts than
Aliernative A, due to the need for more land to accommodate the northbound oft-ramp
configuration (either two lanes or a loop ramp) and to ensure the approaching
chaimelization lines up with the bridge travel lanes. Alternative ' is anticipaied to cost
more than Altermative A or B,
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All things considered, Alternative B provides the most benefit. Table 4-6 shows the ratings
for each of the alternatives according to lhe criteria.

TABLE 46
Coburg/l-5 IAMP Alternatives and Evalualinn Crilerfa Application

MHiigailon Alternativas

Alternative A: Allemallve B: Aliernailve C:
Diamand and Dlameond and Loop Ramp and
Criteria Threedane Bridge Fourdane Bridga Fourdana Bridge

VIC rafio Medium High High

Deiay Medium High High

Qther solutions High High High

o?:i R

Safety perfformance—geomelry High High

Accass managemant High® High” High"
Design Standards

TR

Freight Mavement : High

Mobility for the Transportation Disadvanlaged Medium High High
impact on nonmotorized faclities High High High

Disrubﬁbns a;ad Dfsplacemenls ‘ Medium - i I Low
Business and Residenlial Accesses Medivm h Low
Compaiibilily with Lacal Comprehensive Plans High High High
Impact to resource-zonad land High High High

i R R

| I-mpac:i on sensltrw:. an;as and endanger;d species H}Qh V High
lmpaci to crilical community resources High High High
Noise High High High
Required permits and approvals High High High
Impact o low-incomea and minorily populations High High High
Economlc Development Medium Medlum Low
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TABLE 4-6
Coburgél-5 |AMP Allernalives and Evalualion Criteria Application

Mitigatlon Aliernatlves

Altarnalive A: Allarnative B: Altemallve C:
Dlamond and Dlamend and Loop Ramp and
Criteria  ° Three-lane Bridge Four-lane Bridge  Four-lang Bridge

£ =

Political Faasihilty Low ~ High Mediurn

Mullijurisdictional Coordination Low - High High
Construciahilily .- High High High

*Through pallcy siralegies.

4,5 Recommendation

Based on analysis of alternatives, the Recommended Alternative is Alternative B: Diamond
Interchange with Four-lane Bridge. Allernative B meets operational standards by year 2031,
and includes access management measures and policy and implementation measures that
will be adopted into local plans and codes.

Alternative B is preferable to Alternative A because it provides better operational
performance and better operational channelization for the heavy northbound to westbound
nmovement, for minimal additional cost. It also is more likely to have more multi-
jurisdictional support for implementation, since it wauld offer the ability to accommodate
growth related to tuture UGB expansion. 1t also offers Hexibility to convert the interchange
to a loop ramp design if deemed appropriate beyond year 2031. Alternative B is preferable
to Allernative ! because it provides a very similar level of operational performance for less
cost than a loop ramp. This basic design concepl will still be subject to operational and
geomeiric modifications during the preliminary and final design process.
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SECTIONGS

Recommended AIternative—Operational,
Physical and Access Improvements

This gection of the IAMP outlines the operational, physical, and access management recom-
mendations included as part of the Recommended Alternative. Based on an analysis of
alternatives, the Recommended Alternative includes a diamond interchange with a four-
lane bridge, The Recommended Altemative includes operational and physical improve-
merts, access management plans, and policy and code implementation recommendations.

5.1 Recommended Alternative and Findings

5.1.1 Recommended Alternative Qverview

The recomimended alternative package consists of:

@ QOperational and physical improvements
@ Acress management plans
@ Policy and code implementation recommendations

Section 5 of this [AMP focuses on the operational, physical, and access recommendations.
The Recommended Altemative includes reconstruction of a diamond inlerchange with a
four-lane bridge, Figure 5-1 depicts the Recommended Alternative physical and access -
improvements.1?

A four-lane bridge is preferred because it will betier accommodate the heavy north Lo west
movement from the -5 Northbound off-ramp, in addition to extending the life of the bridge
structute past 2031 for minimal additional cost. A four-lane bridge would also provide
future flexibility for the addition of a loop ramp if determined necessary at some point after
the 2031 planning horizon.

The Recommended Alternative package is generally consistent with the Preferred Concept
outlined in the Refinement Plan, except for increases in bridge and ramp capacity to address
growth assumptions in the Coburg Comprehensive Plan, incréases in capacity at the new
Coburg Industrial Way/Roberts Road/Pearl Strect intersection, and the inclusion of
comprehensive access and policy measures. The access and policy and implementation
measures are intended to meet or exceed the OHP access spacing standards for interchanges
(or, at a minimum move closer to meeting these standards if existing constraints prevent
fully achieving them) and outline requirements for mitigation when developments are
projected to create more traffic than is planned for in the Ceburg Comprehensive Plan.

12 The design leam refined the soulhbound approach of Cobung Indisidal Way at Poearl Siraot ((hree lanes under Allarnaliva
and two lanes under the Recommended Alfenralive) fo maximize he rade-ofl belwsen projecl cosl and operalional
performanca. This revision is nol expeclad to significantly change fulwe operalional parformance of Pear Slreel.

FIX082600005.D00 5.4
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The Recommended Alternative will be designed consistent with applicable ODOT HDM
and interchange design guide standards, as well as applicable Lane County or City of
Coburg geometric design standards.

The Recommended Alternative is based on the employment and population assumptions
included in the Coburg Comprehensive Plan. Table 5-1 outlines the employment and
population assumptions used to create 2031 traffic forecasts.

TABLE 5
Comptahensive Plan Land Use Assumpllons—Year 2025
New and Total
Population Dwelling Unlis Employment
Coburg Comprehensive Plan 1,813 tNew: 322 4,872
Total: 896

5.1.2 Goal and Objectives Findings

This subsection describes how the Recommended Alternative is consistent with the goal and
objectives sel forth in this IAMP (see Section 1.5).

Goal

Reflect collaborative work with ODOT, Lane Caunty, and the City of Coburg and autline recom-
mendations for transportation improvements and policy and implementation measures that will
maxinize the operation of the inferchange and accontmodate fubure planned growth in the
inferchange management area.

Response: This [AMP was a collaborative effort, including ODOT, Lane County, and the
City of Coburg. The Project Management Team (PMT) included members from all three
jurisdictions/agencies. The Recommended Alternative includes recommendations for both
transportation improvements and policy measures intended to accommodate growth as
provided forin the Coburg Comprehensive Plan.

Objectives

s Protect long-term safety and operations of the interstate and local road network

Response: Recommendations included as part of the Recommended Alternative are
intended to protect long-term safety and operations. Recommendations include
interchange and local intersection modifications, which will increase available capacity.
Pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and TDM compenents of the Recommended Alternative also
address improvement of operations. Operational analysis shows that the Recommended
Alternalive will meet ODJOT and Lane County operational standards in year 2031,
Recommendations alse include access management acticns and policies, which wark to
improve operations and safety due to a reduction in potential conflicl points.

v Build on Hie work in the Refinement Plan as adopted i1 the Coburg TSP

Response: This IAMP looked ta the Preferred Concept outlined in the Refinement Flan
as a starting point for interchange area improvement alternatives. The Recommended
Alternative is generally consistent with Lhe Preferred Concept outlined in the

52 PDXATA2E8T005.DOC
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Refinement Plan (a diamond interchange), but also includes increases in interchange and
local intersection capacily and the inclusion of comprehensive aceess and policy
Mmeasures.

o Accommodate 2031 planuced growth for the Coburg/i-5 interchange managenient area as outlined
in the Coburg Comprehensive Plan

Response: The Recommended Alternative accormmodaltes 2031 planned growth throagh
interchange modifications, modifications to the local street systemn, enhanced pedestrian
and bicycle facilities, access management plans, and policy and implementation
measures, Operational analysis shows that the Recommended Allernative will accom-
modate traffic levels at appropriate ODOT and Lane County standards by year 2001,

o Preserve public investments in the Colurg/I-5 interchange and adjacent transportation netuork

Response: The Recommended Alternative will meet ODOT design standards, will
achieve appropriate ODOT and Lane County operational standards for year 2031 traffic
levels, and will move toward compliance with ODOT access management standards.
The alternative includes policy and implementation measures that consider future land
development to protect the operations of a newly reconstructed interchange. It also
includes a four-lane bridge, which will offer better managemenl/ channelization of
anticipated traffic, as well as allowing for future interchange modifications {e.g.,
addition of a loop ramp) if deemed necessary beyond year 2031,

«  Plan for future management of the interchange and adjacent lnnd uses £

Response: The Recommended Alternative includes recommendations that relate to
future development of adjacent land uses. When land develops or redevelops within the
interchange management area, development applications will trigger access and tratfic
analysis requirements.

o Work with Coburg and Lane County to develop a plan for road nefwork, right-ofway, access, arnd
fand urithin the interchange management areq

Response: The Recommended Alternative represents a collaborative effort among
ODOT, Lane County, and the City of Coburg, to provide road, access, and land plans
within the interchange management area. The Recommended Alternative includes an
access management plan, and also includes policies related to the development of a local
grid street system west of I-5 as [and develops.

& Provide recommendations for enhancement af the pedestrian and bicycle system

Response: The Recommended Aliernative includes an interchange bridge with
pedestrian and bicycle facilities that extend multimedal system connectivity.

«  Frovide recomnendations that do not preclude expanded use of fransit and other transportation
measures such as transpartation demand management (TDM)

Response: The Recammended Alternative does not preclude transit or TDM, in that it
provides improved nonmotorized access to transit stops and includes recommendations
tor erthanced TDM and signal optimization.
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= Provide for OTC adoption of a plan so existing funds can be accessed for interchange
reconstruction

Response: The Recommended Alternative is the culmination of the IAMP and project
planning process, and sels the stage for next steps for interchange design and
reconstruction, Adoption of the IAMP by the OTC, City, and County {ulfills this
requirement.

*  Ensyre integration of land use and transportation planning

Response: The Recommended Alternative includes both operational and physical
transportation improvements and recommendations related to policies and code
affecting land uses. The Recommended Alternative requires managed population and
employment growth within the study area, and requires mitigation for trip generation
higher than planned growth,

s Provide cerfainty for property and business owners and local governments

Response: The Recommended Alternative defines physical improvements over the
short-, medium-, and long-term planning horizons. The Recommended Alternative also
tdentifies conditions and/ or associated actions/opportunities that cause such
itprovements to occur. Adoption of the IAMP will provide a foundation for public and
‘private interests and certainty for the development application process in the IAMP
management area,

5.2 Recommended Alternative—QOperational and Physical
Improvements

In its current configuration, the Coburg/1-5 'mierchange would not support traffic
anticipated by 2031 due to growth in employment and population. Without improvement,
intersections would be congested, and vehicles would be anticipated to back up onto the I-5
mainline.

The implementation of the Recommended Alternative would result in acceptable

operations, safety conditions, and design conditions by year 2031 within the Coburg /1.5
interchange management area.

The Recommended Alternative infrastructure improvement includes the following
operational and physical improvements and associated actions to be managed by ODOT,
the City of Coburg, and Lane County. '3 Jurisdictions in parentheses indicate the lead
responsibility for each action.

5.2.1 Short-Term Operational/Physical Improvements (0 to 7 years)

s [-5 Southbound ramps: Install a new exclusive eastbound right-tirn lane on Pearl Street
and sotuthbound on-ramp receiving lane (ODOT).

13 QpOT would purchasa any impacted private proparly of privaie accesses ag o resull of any of the physinal improvemants.
Acuess and circulation plans will be ceordinaled wily afecled propery owners,
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Realign Roberts Road to meet the existing signalized Coburg Industrial Way
intersection. The newly realigned Raberts Road weuld be constructed to road standards
that accommodate freight vehicles (ODOT).

Add a new connection between the aligned Roberts Road and original Roberts Road
(ODOT). :

Purchase access control and do not allow any new private accesses west of [-5 along
Pearl Street from the interchange ramp to a point 1,000 feet west of Coburg Industrial
Way. In the interim, allow the Stuart Way driveway access at Pearl Street. Upon
redevelopment of the Truck and Travel site (located east and west of Stuart Way),
realign Stuart Way west of its current location to improve spacing with Coburg
Industrial Way.

Close access to the original Roberts Road at Pearl Street. This closure would only occur
after or at the same time as the opening of the new Roberts Road/Coburg Industrial
Way interseclion to ensure continuous business access. A cul-de-sac will be constructed
at the north termination of the original Roberts road that is navigable for WB-7 trucks
(ODOT).

Instail a northbound left-turn pocket on Coburg Industrial Way at Pear] Street (ODOT).

Coordinate traffic signal operations along Pear] Street; ensure signal oplimization
(ODOT/Lane County), .

Purchase access control and do not allow any new private access east of [-5 along

Van Duyn Road from the NB interchange ramp terminal to a point 2,000 feet east of the
NB terminal and do not allow any full accesses within 1,320 feet of the NB terminal
{(ODOT). In the interim, allow the properties in the UGB to continue to access Van Duyn
directly from within the UGB. Upon redevelopment of one or more of these properties
within the current UGE, implernent chianges to this access as needed to address safety

_ issues or seek development and use of the access road right-of-way purchased by ODOT
during the initial phase of the interchange project if it has not already been developed as
part of a subsequent phase of the interchange project (ODOT).

Purchase right-of-way needed to construct an access road from the areas with the
Coburg UGB east of [-5 to a point approximately 132(0" east of the northbound ramp
terminals (eventual conatruction of this access road will require an exception to Goal 3 of
the statewide planning goals —if an exception is not granted by Lane County, ODOT
will need to develop an altermnative access approach to ad dress this issue) (ODOT). See
Appendix L for the justification for a goal exception.

Work with Lane Transit District to expand Bus Rapid Transit to Coburg (City of
Caburg).

Market Lane Transit District’s Group Pass Program to employers, and promote carpool
and vanpool services (City of Coburg).

As Coburg develops, monitor the need for a park-and-ride (City of Coburg).
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5.2.2 Long-Term Operational/Physical Improvements {8+ years)

* Signalize the [-5 southbound ramp terminals by 2031 or sooner if signal warrants are
met and the signal is approved by the State Traffic Engineer (ODOT).

¢ Reconstruct the Coburg/1-5 interchange bridge structure to four lanes, with full
standard pedestrian and bicycle facilities and adequate height to meet the appmpnate
standard. The bridge is to include two westbound lanes with a turn pocket leading to
the §-5 southbound on-ramp, one eastbound through lane, and one eastbound left-turn
lane leading to the I-3 northbound on-ramp. ODOT will work with property owners to
purchase property impacted due to the interchange reconstruction. The bridge structure
will need to be lengthened to reduce the approach slope to meet current design
standards. The bridge length will alsa need to factor in future potential widening of 1-5.
This improvement could take place earlier if adequate funding is secured for
construction {ODOT).

* Consolidate all accesses on the southern side of Yan Duyn Road to a point at least
1,320 feet from the north-bound ramp terminal intersection. Close accesses less than
1,320 feet from this location and construct an alternate access road. This road may be
constructed by ODOT and maintained as a public road by Lane County or the City of
Coburg, or it may be constructed privately in conjunction with redevelopment of
properties within the Coburg UGB east of I-5, depending on the Hming and availability
of funds to construct future phases of the interchange project (eventual construction of
this access road will require an exception to Goal 3 of the statewide planning goals —if
an exceplion is not granted by Lane County, ODOT will need to develap an alternative
access approach to provide access to the urban properties east of I-5} (ODQOT, other
responsible parties). See Appendix L for the justification for a goal exception.

. vaplement local circulation improvements consistent with the Coburg TSP that provide
alternative circulation and access for the land north of Pear] Street and west of I-5 within
the TAMP study area (City of Coburg).

»  Design and construct the northern and southern connection alignments (extending
Coburg Industrial Way north and Roberts Road south) as depicted in Map 16 of the
Coburg TSP (City of Coburg).14

5.3 Recommended Alternative—Access Management Plan

Access management and access spacing are imporiant for kraffic operations and safety.
Access management is intended to reduce conflict points in order to improve mobility and
minimize polential for collisions. As part of the Coburg/1-5 IAMYP, access locations and
public street connections were examined in order to meet the goals and objectives of the
TAMP.

The Access Management Plan identifies access management actions that move access
spacing along Pearl Street and Van Duyn Road toward access management standards as

1 This improvement is conceplually identified In the Cily of Coburg TSP. Because it would be located within the Coburgfi-&
interchanga managemenl area, il is included as a physical/operalional improvement,

[ 24 PEXDO2680005.D 0K






