
SUBJECT: City of Reedsport Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 001-12

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:  Tuesday, April 23, 2013 

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

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

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

Cc: Mellissa Anderson, City of Reedsport
Gordon Howard, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist
Dave Perry, DLCD Regional Representative
Gary Fish, DLCD Transportation Planner
Thomas Hogue, DLCD Economic Development Policy Analyst
Matt Spangler, DLCD Regional Representaive
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NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT

04/09/2013

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

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist
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ANO DEVELOPMENT 

This Fonn 2 must be mailed to DLCD within 20-Working Days after the Final 

Ordinance is signed by the public Official Designated by the jurisdiction 
and all other requirements of ORS 197.615 and OAR 660-018-000 For Office u�c Onl) 

Jurisdiction: City of Reedsport Local file number: ���
-
;�d-�i�1, CPA-MAP-2012-001. TA-2012-001, 

Date of Adoption: 4/1/2013 Date Mailed: 4/3/2013 

Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to DLCD? [gl Yes D No Date: 8/20/2012 
[gl Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment [gl Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment D Land Use Regulation Amendment [gl Zoning Map Amendment 
[gl New Land Use Regulation D Other: 

Summarize the adopted amendment. Do not use technical terms. Do not write "See Attached". 
On April I, 2013 the Reedsport City Council approved the adoption of the Reedsport Waterfont and Downtown 
Plan, with Comprehensive Plan Text & Map Amendments, Zoning Map Amendments, and Amendments to the 
Reedsort Land Usage Ordinance (RLUO). 

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? Yes, Please explain below: 
The initial proposal included adoption of the Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan, with Comprehensive 
Plan Text and Map Amendments. The final decision includes the Comprehensive Piao amendments, as well as, 
Zoning Map Amendments and Text Amendments to the RLUO. (A new Commercial Mixed Use Zone (CMU) 
was added.) 

IND TO COMM, COMM TO PUB/SEMI-PUB, IND TO PUB/SEMI-PUB, WATER DEPEND IND TO COMM, 
Plan Map Changed from: WATER DEPEND IND TO PUB/SEMI-PUB 

Zone Map Changed from· HEAVY IND TO COMM, IND TO WATER DEP COMM, IND TO PUB/SEMI-PUB, IND TO COMM, 
. IND TO COMM MIX USE, HEAVY IND TO PUB/SEMI-PUB, COMM TO PUB/SEMI-PUB 

Location: Downtown (Hwy 38 to 1i
1h St & Elm to Port Dock) Acres Involved: 13.70 

Specify Density: Previous: No net change New: No net change 

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

��DDDDD���D�DDDDDDD 
Was an Exception Adopted? D YES [gl NO 
Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment... 
35-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? 
If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? 

[gl Yes 
0Yes 

0No 
0No 

houcka
Typewritten Text
DLCD File No. 001-12 (19465) [17407]



If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? 0Yes D No 

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

DLCD, ODOT, USA CE, DSL, Douglas County, Port of Umpqua, Central Lincoln PUD 

Phone: {541) 271-3603 Extension: 

Fax Number: 541-271-2809 

Local Contact: Jonathan Wright 

Address: 451 Winchester A venue 

City: Reedsport, OR Zip: 97467- E-mail Address: jwright@cityofreedsport.org 

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
This Form 2 must be received by DLCD no later than 20 working davs after the ordinance has been signed bv 

the public official designated bv the jurisdiction to sign the approved ordinance(s) 
per ORS 197.615 and OAR Chapter 660. Division 18 

I. This Form 2 must be submitted by local jurisdictions only (not by applicant). 

2. When submitting the adopted amendment, please print a completed copy of Form 2 on light green 
paper if available. 

3. Send this Form 2 and one complete paper copv (documents and maps) of the adopted amendment to the 
address below. 

4. Submittal of this Notice of Adoption must include the final signed ordinance(s), all supporting finding(s), 
e,thibit(s) and any other supplementary information (ORS 197.615 ). 

5. Deadline to appeals to LUBA is calculated twenty-one (21) days from the receipt (postmark date) by DLCD 
of the adoption (ORS 197.830 to 197.845 ). 

6. In addition to sending the Form 2 - Notice of Adoption to DLCD, please also remember to notify persons who 
participated in the local hearing and requested notice of the final decision. (ORS 197.615 ). 

7. Submit one complete paper copy via United States Postal Service, Common Carrier or Hand 
Carried to the DLCD Salem Office and stamped with the incoming date stamp. 

8. Please mail the adopted amendment packet to: 

ATTENTION: PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

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

9. Need More Copies? Please print forms on 8Yz -l/2x 11 green paper only if available. lf you have any 
questions or would like assistance, please contact your DLCD regional representative or contact the DLCD 
Salem Office at (503) 373-0050 x238 or e-mail plan.amendments@state.or.us. 

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/forms.shtml Updated December 6, 2012 



REEDSPORT 

CITY of REEDSPORT 

Office of the City Manager 
451 Winchester Ave 

Reedsport, OR 97467 
541-271-3603 

April 2, 2013 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Applicant and All Parties 

Jonathan Wright, City Manager 

CITY OF REEDSPORT request for a Plan Amendment and Zone Change to 
adopt and implement lhe City's new Waterfront and Downtown Plan. Planning 
Department File No(s). CPA-2012-001, CPA-MAP-2012-001, TA-2012-001 and 
zc 2012-001. 

Official notice is hereby given of the decision of the Reedsport City Council in the matter of the 
above-referenced action for which a public hearing was held on April 01, 2013. 

The Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan, all subsequent Comprehensive Plan 
amendments and Transportation System Plan amendments, various map amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan and Zone Maps and the City of Reedsport's new Mixed Use Zone, to be 
added to the Reedsport Land Usage Ordinance, Section 10.72.190, has been APPROVED. 

A decision by the Reedsport City Council can be appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals 
pursuant to Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 197.830 no later than 21 days after the date the 
final local decision in made. 

Enclosures 



ORDINANCE 2013-1119 

AN ORDINANCE TO ADOPT THE REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN 
PLAN AS A SUPPORTING DOCUMENT TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN WITH THE 
ASSOCIATED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TEXT, PLAN MAP & SUBSEQUENT ZONE 
MAP AMENDMENTS TOGETHER WITH IMPLEMENTATION ·oF THE CITY'S NEW 
COMMECIAL MIXED USE (CMU) ZONE. 

WHEREAS, the City of Reedsport Comprehensive Plan, Citizen Involvement Element 
states that "Application for a legislative Plan Amendment can be made by any citizen, their 
authorized agent or by the City or County governing body." (Page 11-3) 

WHEREAS, the Reedsport Planning Commission initiated a process to adopt the 
Comprehensive Plan Text and Map Amendments and the Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown 
Plan at a regularly scheduled meeting on August 27, 2012; and 

WHEREAS, a notice of the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments was sent to 
the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) on August 20, 2012, as 
required by State law; and 

WHEREAS, agency n=iferral notice was sent to governmental agencies on Aug11st 24. 
2012, which included Douglas County, DLCD, Business Oregon, Oregon Department of 
Transportation, ODOT Rail, Oregon Department of State Lands, Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, Oregon Natural Hazards (floodplain) Program, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
State Marine Board, Umpqua Soil and Water Conservation Service, Coos Bay Rail, Partnership 
for the Umpqua Rivers, Port of Umpqua and Central Coast PUD; and 

WHEREAS, a public notice was mailed directly to all property owners within the study 
area, interested parties, civic organizations and governmental agencies on August 28, 2012, 
prior to the Planning Commission and City Council public hearings; and 

WHEREAS, a legal notice was published in the Umpqua Post on September 12, 2012 
not less than 10 days prior to the first evidentiary hearing of September 24, 2012; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on September 24, 2012, 
prior to making a recommendation to the City Council on the proposal; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on November 5, 2012, adopting the 
findings of Planning Commission, in part, and remanding the matter back to the Planning 
Commission to address only the following; 

o Potential Transportation Issues 
o Improve Readability of the Waterfront and Downtown Plan Document 
o Implement the New Commercial Live/Work Mixed Use Zone (CMU) 
o Address Zone Map Amendments; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on January 28, 2013, to 
address the items of remand; and 

CITY OF REEDSPORT ORDINANCE 2013-1119 

Page 1 of 2 



WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on April 1, 2013, to make a final local 
decision on the remaining points of remand; and 

WHEREAS, all procedural and legal requirements for notification have been met; and 

WHEREAS, the Reedsport Urban Renewal District Plan identifies the need for a master 
plan for both the waterfront and Old Town area; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds there is a need for revitalization of the waterfront and 
Old Town area and the Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan will assist in this objective; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds the Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan with 
associated Comprehensive Plan text, Plan map and subsequent Zone map amendments with 
the implementation of the City's new Commercial Mixed Use (CMU) Zone is consistent with the 
Oregon Revised Statutes, Oregon Administration Rules and the Reedsport Comprehensive 
Plan as determined by the Reedsport Planning Commission; Findings of Fact adopted by 
reference. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF REEDSPORT ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1 The Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan, is adopted as a supporting 
document to the Comprehensive Plan as presented in Exhibit 1. 

SECTION 2 All Comprehensive Plan amendments and Transportation System Plan 
amendments outlined in the Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan are to be 
effective 30 days from the date this ordinance is signed. 

SECTION 3 The Various Map Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Zone Map are 
adopted as presented in Exhibit 2. 

SECTION 4 City of Reedsport's new Mixed Use Zone, to be added to the Reedsport Land 
Usage Ordinance, Section 10. 72.190, is adopted as presented in Exhibit 3 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDINANCE: This Ordinance shall become effective on May 1, 2013. 

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL this 1 51 day of April, 2013. 

A YES __ -----'-7 __ NAYS __ __;Oc..___ 

APPROVED BY THE MAYOR this first day of April, 2013. 

ATTEST: 

Deanna, City Recorder 

CITY OF REEDSPORT 

d�v���lb 

Page 2 of 2 
ORDINANCE 2013-1119 



BEFORE THE CffY OF REEDSPORT PLANNING corummssiON 

CITY OF REEDSPORT, Findings of Fact and Decision, Planning Department File Nos. CPA-2012-001, 
r.PA-MAP-2012-001, TA-2012-001 and ZC 2012-001. 

This matter came before the City of Reedsport Planning Commission on January 28, 2013, on remand 
from the Reedsport City Council, in the City Council meeting room at City Hall. 

The Planning Commissioners present at the hearing were: Justin Kramer, Christian Walter, Allen 
Teitzel and Jim Thomas 

The Planning Commission takes official notice of the following: 

1. The City of Reedsport Comprehensive Plan, including the implementing the City of Reedsport 
Land Usage Ordinance, adopted by the City of Reedsport City Council and acknowledged by the 
Land Conservation and Development Commission on April 26, 1984. 

2. The records of the Planning Department of the City of Reedsport concerning publication and 
mailing of notice. 

PROCEDURAL fiNDINGS OF FACT 

I. On 'September 24, 20·12, this matter came before the Planning Commission for review and 
decision. The Commission recommended approval of the Waterfront and Downtown Plan 
document and Comprehensive Plan map and text amendments. 

\ On November 5, 2012, the Reedsport City Council held a public hearing to review the Planning 
Commission recommendation and make a decision. After reviewing the recommendation, the 
City Council agreed with the findings of the Planning Commission; however, requested that the 
matter be returned to the Planning Commission to address the following: 

o Potential Transportation Issues 
0 Improve. Readability of the Waterfront and Downtown Plan Document 
o Implement the New Commercial Live/Work Mixed Use Zone (CMU) 
o Address Zone Map Amendments 

3. On December 17, 2012, the Planning Commission held a work session to review the remanded 
items and take action. 

4. On January 28, 2013, the Planning Commission held a hearing to review the points of remand 
and make a recommendation to the City Council. The findings of that hearing. are contained 
hereih. 

5. All procedural requirements for notification and · post acknowledgement plan amendment 
hearings have been met. 

SUBSTANTIVE FINDINGS OF FACT 

Jn the basis of the testimony and evidence contained in the whole Record, the Planning Commission 
:1dopts the following findings of fact. 

1. The Planning Commission takes note of the purpose of the Waterfront and Downtown Plan 



Decision/\Nate1imnt and Downtown Plan 
Page 3 
Februa1y 25, 2013 

being to create an integrated land use and transportation plan to revitalize Old Town Reedsport, 
guide development for a mixed-use and pedestrian-oriented downtown and waterfront area that 
maintains a balance of industry and tourism and links the downtown to the Umpqua River 
Waterfront. 

2. The Planning Commission acknowledges the findings and conclusions of the September 24, 
2012 Planning Commission hearing are irrevocably committed to the findings of the remand 
hearing and are applicable unless otl1erwise modified by the findings contained herein. The 
decision of the September 24, 2012·Planning Commission are attached hereto, a� Exhibit A, for 
inclusion and reference. 

The items to be considered on remand are: 

o Address Transportation Issues 
o Improve Readability of the Waterfront and Downtown Plan Document 
o Implement the New Commercial Live/Work Mixed Use Zone (C/VlU) 
o Address Zoi1e Map Amendments_ 

The3c itenis ha:ve been c·onsldcrad and the Planning Comm1ssion ":'itids as follo.\,vs: 

Potential Transportation Issues 

3. The City's TS.P, as prepared by OKS Associates and adopted by the City Council February 6, 
2006, identifies projects and programs needed to suppo1i the City's Goals and Policies and to 
serve planned growth over a period of 20 years. While this plan is the City's premier governing 
transportation document it can be revised and updated, as needed, through the amendment 
process provided by the City's RLUO. The changes proposed to the Wateliront and Downtown 
area of Reedsport are anticipated to increase traffic volumes; therefore, a supplemental analysis 
was conducted by Kittelson & Associates, Inc. for the. downtown area. The Planning 
Commission finds that, out of the 23 transpo"rtation improvements identified by Kittelson & 
Associates, Inc., only two of the improvements would amend existing provisions contained in the 
City's TSP, the remaining improvements identified will all be added without impacting these 
existing provisions. The two items amending the City's TSP are minor and consistent with the 
City's Comprehensive Plan; therefore, the Planning Commission adopts all 23 items as 
submitted. 

Improve Readahility of the Plan Document 

4. On December 17, 2012 the Planning Commission held a public meeting with a workshop to 
discuss ways to improve the readability of the Plan Document. The Planning Commission finds 
that by making sections of the document easy to identify, removing extraneous information, 
enlarging the maps and· providing individual descriptions of maps, they have met the intent of the 
City Councils request. 

Implement the New Commerdal Live/Work Mixed Use Zone (CMU) 

5. At the December 17, 2012, Planning Commission workshop Staff presented the Commission 
with a Mixed Use Zone template and asked the Commission what adaptations needed to be 
made to make the zoning representative of the downtown area. Based on the Staff's draft zoning 
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and the recommendations of the Planning Commission, the Commission finds the City of 
Reeds port's new Mixed Use Zone, Section 10.72.190, to be as follows: 

10. 72.190 (CMV) Commercial Mixed-Use zone. 

Section 10.72.190.10 Pmpose 

To implement the Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan by providing for a wide range of 
employment and residential uses close to the waterfront and downtown core. 

Section 10. 72.190.20 Permitted Uses 

In the CMU Zone, the following uses and their accessory buildings and uses are permitted subject 
to the general provisions and exceptions set forth by this Ordinance: 

1. Residential Buildings and Uses 

a. Condominiums 

b. Multifamily dwellings and townhouses. 

c. Single family/multifamily dwellings located above a commercial use. 

2. Commercial Buildings and Uses 

a. Antique shop. 

b. Art shop - gallery, studio, supplies. 

c. Book store. 

d. Business and professional.offices. 

e. Clubs, lodges and assembly halls. 

f Delicatessen. 

g. Gift shop. 

h. Grocery store limited to 2,500 square feet. 

i. Handicraft shop. 

j. Hotel, motel. 

k. Laundromat. 

!. Medical and dental clinics. 

m. Mercantile. 
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n. Novelties and curious shop. 

o. Pharmacy. 

p. Photography gallery. 

q. Places of amusement such as billiard parlors, taverns, bowling alleys, dance halls and games 
of skill and science. 

r. Pottery sales. 

s. Public and semipublic buildings ond uses. 

t. Restaurant. 

u. Sporting goods, retail. 

w. Other uses similar to the above. 

3. Industrial Buildings and Uses - Industrial uses are to be primarity conducted within a building or 
·structure and only be allowed if the use does not emit: continues, fi·equent or repetitive noises or 
vibrations; or, noxio1;s or toxic fiones, odors or emissions. 

a. Brewery, distillery or winery. 

b. Building supply store less than (20,000) square feet in. size. 

c. Light fabrication. and repair shops. 

d The rnanufaclure, compounding, processing, packaging or treatment of such products as 
bakery goods, candy, cosmetics, dairy products, drugs, electronic and communications 
components and supplies, leather and leather products, lumber and wood products, building 
specialties, objects or specialty items, perfumes, toiletries, soft drinks, food products, except 
for fish, sauerkraut, vinegar, yeast and n�ndering of fats and oils. 

e. Wholesale business sales room. 

Section 10. 72.190.3 0 Uses Permitted With Standards 

In the CMU zone, the following uses and activihes are permitted subject to specified standards and 
general provisions and exceptions set forth by this Ordinance. 

1. Preexisting or lawfully established uses existing on Janua,y 1, 2013. 
Section 10. 72.190.30 Buildings and Uses Permitted Conditio11ally 
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In the CMU zone, the following uses and activities and their accessory buildings and uses 
are permitted subject to the provisions of Chapter 10.96. 

1. Residential Buildings and Uses 

a. One single family dwelling where adjacent properties wilhin a 100 feet are predominately 
developed with uses other than single family dwellings. 

2. Commercial Buildings and Uses 

a. Veterinary Clinic provided the use shall be conducted wholly within enclosed structures and 
there shall be no outside animal runs. 

3. Industrial Buildings and Uses 

a. Light Industrial uses as specified in 10. 72. 090 not specifically listed in Section 10. 72.190. 20.3. 

Section TIJ. 72.190.40 Property Development Standards 

1. Area: 

2. Coverage: 
I 

3. Setbacks: 

No StandCJYd established 

Full coverage is allowable. 

a. Front Yard: Front yards shall not be required, except for buildings fronting onto Greenwood 
Ave. or" Rainbow Plaza (Street) as follows: 

a Building Orientation - Where a new building or major remodel of existing building is 
proposed fronting on. Greenwood Ave. or Rainbow Plaza (Street) is shall be placed within 
ten (1 OJ feet of said sire et right-of way and have primary entrance(s) oriented towards the 
street . 

./ "Fronting" for the purposes of this section means facing or abutting a public 
right-of-way, not an alley. 

b. Side Yard: Side yards shall not be required;· except that where side yards are created they shall 
be a minimum of three (3) feet. 

c. Rear Yard:_No structural development shall be allowed within ten (1 OJ feet of the centerline of 
an alley. 

4. Heig!tt: No structure shall exceed a height of 45 feet. 

5. Signs: Signs shall be allowed as specified in Section 10. 76.040 (C-2 Zone). 
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6. Parking: Parking shall be provided as specified in Section 10. 76. 020, except that the 
Community Development Planner may reduce the number·of required automobile parking spaces, as 
follows: 

a. A reduction of one (1) off-street parking space is permitted for every one (1) space of on-street 
parking* abutting the subject site; and 

b. A reduction of one (1) off-street parking space is permitted for every two (J) bicycle parking 
spaces (e.g., one U-style rack) provided on or adjacent to the subject. site, not to exceed a total 
reduction of two (2) automobile parking spaces. 

c. OJ/street parking shall not be placed between a;zy new building and the street i}ght-of-way for 
Greenwood Avenue or Rainbow Plaza (Street). 

,:, "On-street parking space" for the purpose of this section means a swfaced area wUhin the 
public street right-of-way of not less than twenty-two (22) feet in length by eight (8) feet in 
width fh[lt is rrpproverf hy tf,p, rnadway nuthorU:y for parking 

Zone Map Amendments 

7. The Planning Commission heard testimony from Merle Hausniann, who stated that he was 
against the proposal because it would restrict his business. The Commission also heard 
testimony from Linda Rochon who stated that she was opposed because it would restrict tl1e 
sale of her property. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed zone change would only 
impact the Hausmann and Rochon property insofar as they would not be allowed to do future 
industrial uses. The Planning Commission concludes that the proposed zone change would not 
be detrimental to the existing businesses and meets the requirements of RLUO Section 10.100. 

Conclusion 

8. The Planning Commission heard testimony from Allie Krull of the Oregon Department of 
Transpiration (ODOT) who stated· that a couple of things need to be corrected in ·the Plan· 
document prior to adoption: 1) Page 39 contains a typo by identifying the East Railroad Ave -
River Front Way as project #14 when it should be identified as Project #4; and, 2) Page 38 
contains a discrepancy which states that a signal controller should be installed by ODOT at the 
intersection of OR 38 and US 101, when it should read that a developer, as mitigation for traffic 
impacts to the intersection, should be responsible for the installation. The Planning Commission 
finds that the corrections are appropriate and approves the revisions. 

9. On the basis of the foregoing findings and with the adoption of the findings of the Staff Report, 
the Planning Commission concludes that the application meets the criteria for a Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment as stated in the 'RLUO, Section 10.60.040 and Zone Change as stated in 
RLUO, Section 10.100. 

DECISION 

Based on evidence received, the findings above arid th� findings of the Sep�e_mber 24, 2012 Planning 
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Jmmission hearing attached hereto and findings contained in the Staff Reports, we hereby 
APPROVE the Waterfront and Downtown Plan Document, Plan text amendments, Plan map 
amendments, zone te)(t amendments and zone map amendments on remand from the City Council for 
all properties defined in Exhibit" 8. 

Dated this 25 th day of February, 2013. 

REEDSPORT PLANNING COMMISSION 

By: 4���,�) _ 
Chairman� 
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·REEDSPORT 

C][TY of REEDSPORT 

451 Wiucltester Avenue 
Reedspo1·t, OR 97467-1597 

Pltoue (541) 271-3603 
Fax (541) 271-2809 

RJEEDSPORT PJLANNHNG COMMlf§SJrON JRECOM1\1ENDATKON TO TlF.IIE 

CJr'JI'Y COlDNCJOL RJEGARIDJING AIDOPTION OF 'f.J8lE REEDSPORT 

WA1'1El!U'RON1I' ANID DOWNTOWN PLAN .ANJD) ASS§OCTA'fEJI)) 

COlVIDPRJEJEmNSJJVE PLAN TEX'JI' AND MAP AMIEND1V1DEN1'S 

. WHEREAS, the City of Reedsport Comprehensive Plan, Citizen Involvement Element 
states tlrnt ''Application. for a·legislative P Ian Amendment oan be made by auy citizen, tl;eir 

. authorized agent or by the City or County governing body." (Page II-3) 
WHEREAS, the R�eds_po1:t Planning Commission iuitiated a process to ado_pt the 

Comprehensive Plan Text and Map Ame�dments and the Reedspo1t Water.front and Downtown 
Plan as presented in Exhibits B, C ru�d D at a regularly sc�ednled meeting on August 27, 2012; and 

WHEREAS, the Reedspo1t Planning Commissiou held. a public hearing on the proposal 
at a regularly scheduled meeting on September 24, 2012; and 

WHEREAS, the Reedsport Urban Renewal District Plan identifies the need for a master 
plan for both the waterfront and Old Town area; and 

WHEREAS, the Pl;mning Commission finds there is a need for revitalization of the 
.water.front and Old Town area and the Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Pfau will assist iu 
this objective; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds· there is also a need to support existing 
businesses that are c1Ul'ently in operation by adding a new policy stateme�t in the 
Comprehensive Plan Economi9 Element that states: "Future rezone aud(or code change from 
industrial to commercial should support existing business"; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Planning Commission recommends the City Council adopt the 
F.µ1dings of Fact, Various Comprehensive Plan Text and Map Amendments and the Reedsport 
Waterfront and Downtown Plan as presented in Exhibit A, B, C and D. 

PASSED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION this 24111 day of September 2012. 
AYES_·.....,...1(2 __ NAYS_�O __ 



APPROVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION this_ day of September, 2012. 

ATTEST: 

Planning Commission 
Recommendation to City Council 

Page2 Reedspo1:t Waterfront & Downtown Plan 
September 24, 2012 
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EXJHIBITA 

JFindiings of Fact 

This report contains one set of findings fol' the tiu·ee actions associated with adoption of the 
Reedsport Wate,ji·ont and Downtown Plan (RWDP), as described in the stnff repo1t. 

. 
. . . 

PROPOSED ACTIONS 
Adoption of the Reedsport Water}i-ont and Downtown Plan (RWDP} con·sists of the following 
actions: 

· · 

1) Amend.various text of the City of Reedsport Comprehensive Plan. including amendments to 
1he Reedspoi-t Transportation Sytem Plan (TSP) (Exhlbit B); and 

2) Amend various lar1d nse map designations of the City of Reedsport Comprehensive Plan 
(Exh!bit C); and 

3) Adopt the Reedsport Wate1ji·ont and Downtown Plan as a supporting document to the 
Reedsport Comprehensive P Ian (Exhibit D). 

LOCATION 
The plan area consists of three subareas illustrated below and described as: the 1ria,ngu1ar Old 
To,,•11'Water.frant subarea e::ist of Southcm P2ci:fic lbil:roRd, we'it n C �Iii;\ TT11111c1na River and norlh 
of Elm Avenue; the Scholfield Slough subarea west of US l 0.1, betweeu Juniper Avenue to the 
south a11d MacIntosh Slough the nolih; and the. Central sub area between tl1e US l O 1 and 
SonthemPacific Rail road, or between the Old Town/Waterfront and Scholfield Slough subareas. 

. . 
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c:Ju,u,.,. r,:;;i ...... ,,_,....,.., ["2],-, 

Study Area ,.,. ,,u 

Planning Commission 
Recommendation to City Council 

Page3 Exhibit A: Findings of Fact 
September 24, 2012 



( 
( 

C0&1PREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATIONS 
The Comprehe'nsive Plan contains the following land use designatiollS, all of which are focluded 
in the RWDP Plan area: Residential, Comme.rcial, fndus!Tia1, and PLrblic/Semi Public. 

The Comprehensive Plan also designates Shorelands Subareas, _pursuant fo Statewide Planning 
Goal 17 (Coastal Shorelands): Urban Conservation (outside RWDP Plan area), Water-Depern;lent 
lnclustciql (some Industrially-designated waterfront properties), c1nd Water-Related C_ommercial 
(appears in map legend but none currently designated). 

STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS AND COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICJES 

City olf Rccdspo1·t Comprchensive·Piau, Chapter .JII, Amemlmemt JProcecharns: 

1. The JPffau may !Je Rmeuded at any time by the City CouneiI except the situations which 
.require joint Ciiy/Cmmiy decisions as stipulated in foe Urban Growth Management 
Agn:ccmcnt, but it sl,aall first b·e rnferre<l to the Plmmnng Commission fol' 
1·ecomrncndation. 

Finding: The propo·sal is consistent with 1his criterion because the proposed amendments 
. Wc:fe fast refenc<l to the.Plalllllllg Com11US;,l01l for a rccommeucfa(ion (o Hie City Couni;il 
before the Cmmcil made a fim1l decision. Additionally, the proposal is consistent with the 
Urban Growth Management Agreement between Douglas County and the City of Reedspo1i 
because the County was notified of the proposed amendments on August 24, 2012> at I east 10 
days before the City Planning Cornmjssion,s fust evidentiary hearing on Se1Jtember 24, 2012 
and at least 45 days before the City Council's first Jiearing on November 5, 2012. Further, 
after the City Planning Commission makes its recommendation, the recommendation is 
forwarded to the County for their col11111enfs and any comments received .by the County are 
forwarded to the Council for theil' final decision. In making its decision, the Council 
considers the comments of the County and the County is notified in writing of the City's final 
deci.sion. This criterion is met. 

2. Changes to the Plan shall be made by ordinance amendment after a public Jiearing. 

Fh1ding: The proposal .is consistent with tbis criterion because the amendmeuts are adopted 
by ordinance after a public hearing before the Reedsport Planning Commission ·and City 
Council. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on September 24, 2012 and 
forwarded then: recommendation to the City Council. The City Council made a fmal decision 
cm the proposal after holding a public hearing on November 5, 2012.. The .final decision is 
adopted by  ordinance. Tl1is criterion is met. 

3. Changes in the Pfau and data base shouM be incorporated directly into the document at 
the appl'opriate place. The amendment should also indicate the date ofpassage·of the 
ordinance and the oxdinance number. A list of all muenclments should IJe inserted iuto 
each respective document. 

Finding: The proposal is consistent with this criterion because the changes are incorporated 
directly into the Comprehensive Plan in the appr9priate place. T11e applicable Elements of th.e 
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Plan are revised and updated, with the ordinance number and adoption date indicated in each 
chapter. Thls cdterion is met. 

�. A i>roposed amendment to tile Comprc.heusnve Plan text ancl policies slhal[ be cousiden-ed 
when oue or more of the folloiving co1trlilio11s exist: 

a. Updated data demonstrates significantly iliffe.ll.'e.nt trends than previous data; 
b. New data reflects new or p1·evious undisclosed public need(s); 
c. New commmrity attitude represents a significant depal'ture from pnvious attitude 

as D.'eflected by the Citizens Advisory Group, Planning Commissio;n and/or City 
Council; 

d. Statutory cllangcs·sig11Dficantly affect tlte applicability or apprnprfatcuess of the . 
existing plan goal or policy; 

e. A demonstrable errm: o�· major inconsistency in the existing plan goal Olt' policy. 

Finding: The proposal is consistent with criterion C above, because the needs a11d 
opportunities of tl1e Reeds1Jort Riverfront and Old Town Jrnve been recognized by the 
Planning Commissi01i and in lhe Urban Renewal District Plan. The City foitiated an Urban 
Renewal District in 2007, and the Urban Renewal District Plan recqmmends completing a 
master _plan witI1 de.sign stan<(ru:d� for the vvatc.r.front and do•.vntown. Aqditio1ia1ly; jn.2009

> 

the Reedsport Planning Commission recognized the need for downtown i'evitalization and 
selected the devel9pm�nt of a waterfi:ont and dowp.towu plan as the nuniber one priority for 
their list of goals: Thus, the proposed water.front and downtown plan l1as been a high priority 
goal for the Planning Commission aud for implementation of the UrbanRenewa'I District 
Plan. This criteripn'is 1i1et. 

. . 

S. Application foi· a Legislative Plan Amendment can be made by any citizen, their 
aut1101·ized agent or by the City or County governing body. · 

Finding:'Tlie proposal is consistent with this criterion because the proposed Waterfront and 
Downtown Plan and.Comprehensive Plan Amendments were initiated oy the City of 
Reedsport at the Planning Commission meeting on August 27, 2012. Tllis criterio1:1 �s met: 

6. Application for a Site Specific flan Amendment can only be made by affected pro1Jerty 
owners, their �utJ10rized agents or by_the City or.County govc�·nin� body. 

Finding: The proposed land use designation 1p.ap ame1idments to the Plan we1:e initiated by 
the City of Reedsport at the Planning Conunission meeting on August 27, 2012. T.liis 
criterion is met. 

7.. Jfn order to obtaiu a Comprehensive Plan aniendnien t, tI1e appJi_cant has tl1e bm·deu of 
proving that all of tlte following condifions exist: 

a. TJ1ere is a need for the proposed change; 
b. TJ1e identified need can best be served by granting the change requested; 
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Finding: The proJJosal is consistent with criteria A and B above because the proposed 
wate1'fro11t and dow11town pfa1i bas been a high priority goal for lhe Pimmfog Commission 
and for implementation of the Urban Renewal District PJai1. Now tbat the V/aterfront and 
Downtown Plan bas been developed in association with extensive public jnvolvement, the 
City will be best served by adopting the proposed plan with associated Comprehensive Plan 
text and map amendments. This criterion is met. 

4!, T.l.tc pro1wsed change is not in violation of state land use goals, statutes and rules; 

Findh1g: The prnposa 1 is consistent with this criterion because the proposed amendments arc 
consistent with the Oregon StcJ,tewide Land Use Goals and Oregon Revised Statutes, as 
discussed below. These findings are incorporated by rcferehce and this criterion is met. 

Statewide Planning Go:d 1" CWzeu Jinvolvemeut: 1'o rleve!op n cithm illvolvemeut progmm 
t!tat e1isures t!te oppottwzity for citizefls to he involver! iu all phases of tile plrm11iug process. 
(CoJJljJJ'e//eusive Plan Sectiou II, Cititell l11volve111e11t Element) 

Fi11di11g: The Reeds_port Compreli.eJJSive Plan a!ld Development Code contain adopted a11d state
acknowledged procedures for citizen involvement. This application has been processed 
consistent with tho_se proced,m:es includipg notice to JJIOp�rty owners within the Plan area, notice 
tu afft:t;led ag�u�ies. puolic 111eelings, and notice in foe lo(.;aI 11ewspa1Jer. 

Adoption of the RWDP will co1i1plete a two-phase pfauning process that begai1 dudng"the Wll.lter. 
of2010-2011. The process included ProjectAdvis01y Committee (PAC) meetings, public work 
sessions, and an inteiagency coordination meeting viith City of Reedsport and Oregon 
Department of Transportation staff. The PAC consisted of properly owners and local officials, 
including Port of Reedsport representatives and members of the R.eedspo1i Planning Commission 
a!ld City Cqui1cil. 

The const1ltant teatll: and staff developed three alternativ.es, based on input from !he PAC and 
broader con11nunity. The alternatives were �valuated and re.fined with.further input from the PAC 
and conununity. 'fhe Final Draft ofth� plan was then made available for ptiplic review on tlie 
city's website. · 

. . , . 

TJie City posted information about the planning process, as well as meeting aruiouucements, 
public comment smrunaries, and draft plans on the City's website. In addition, public hearing 
notices were _published in The Umpqua Post, a11d KCBY News aired a new story on the July 25, 
2012 public open house. 

Advertised public hearings are being conducted before the Reedsport Planning Commission and 
City Council, to provide an opportunity for further citizen involvement and input. The City of 
Reedsp01t mailed notice of tb.e 11.earings to all property owners within the study area, interested 
parties, civic organizations and govermneutal agencies on August 28, 2012. A legal notice was 
also published in the UmpquaPost 011 September 13, 2012, more than 10 days prior to the first 
evidentiary hearing of September 24, 2012. 

Notice of the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments was sent to the Department of La11d 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) on August 20, 2012 not less than 35 days prior to the· 
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first evkleutiary hearing of September 24, 2012, as required by State law. 

On August 24, 2012, referrals were sent to governmental agencies, including Douglas County, 
DLCD, Business Oregon, Oregon Depaitment of Trnnspo1"tation, ODOT Rail, Oregon 
Deprutment of State Lands, Oregon-Department of Fish and Wildlife, Oregon Natural Hazards 
(.floodplain) Program, U.S. Anny Co1ps of Engineers, State Marine Board, Ump qua Soil and 
Water Conservation Service, Coos Bay Rail, Partnership for the Umpqua Rivers, Port of 
Umpqua and Central Coast PUD notifying these organizations of the proposed amendments and 
1h� _public hearings wi1h the Planning Commission and City Council. 

The zoning changes recommended in the proposed Plan do not become effective upon adopting 
the Plan . .Before recommended zoning changes can occur, the City must draft final ordinances 
and conduct a public process, including public bearings, on the proposed changes. 

Based on the foregoing facts, the proposal is consistent with Goal 1 and it does not conflict with 
any provision of the Reedsport Comprehensive Plan. This criterion is met. 

Statewicle Planning Goal 2 -JLancl Use Planning: To establislt a laud use plmmilliJ process 
mu! policy fnmrework ns a basis for all rfecislou muf rrctlo11s 1·e!atetl to use of laud amt to 
rrs'<lfl'P- rm arlequntP.factunl f,r,se Joi• .rnch rf.eds;nm; rmrl r[r.flrm.", (Co111J.11'e'1e1tsh1e .Plait Ser.ti mt. 
f/11, Ln11d Use and Urbmtiwtiou Element) 

Findii1g: G9al 2 reqnil'es that all land use actions be consistent with the acknowledged 
Comprehensive Plan. This application.has been evaluated against the a1Jplicable goals and 
policies ofihe Reedsport Comprel1ensive Plan. The findil1gs contained hel'ein demonstrate 
compliance with the Comprehensive Plan. Goal 2 also requires coordination with affected 
govemments and agencies. The City referred the proposed Plah to the appropriate agencies and 
governments for comments

J 
as desc1:ibed undel' Goal 1 (above). 

On September 14, 2012, Thomas Guevara of the Oregon Department of Transportation 
Department (OD01) submitted comments to the City regard.ing the proposal, which 
recommends the following policy language be added to the plan: 

· " Section IV, Trnns1JOrtation Element Goal 3: Crosswalks will have to meet state 
wan-ants/criteria and STE approval prior to installation. 

o Recommended Access Management Improvements: Any road approach to a state 
transportation facility outside the plan's access management policies will fall under the 
State Access Management Rule (OAR 734-051-000)." 

After c·onsiaeri.ng this recommendation,. the Reedsport Planning Commission finds that the qity 
must already comply with these standards that are required by ODOT and state law; therefore, 
adding these as policies in the plan would be redundant and unnecessary. 

This proposal is consistent with Goal 2, and it does not conflict with any provision of the 
Reedspo1t Comprehensive Plan. This criterion is met. 

Statewide Planning Goal 5 - Open Spaces, Scenic aud· Historic .Ai·eas and Naturnl 
Resources: To conserve op ell space mul 11rotect natural mul scenic resources. (Compre!te11sive 
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Plan Sectiou Ill, Natuml Features E!emeut) 

-Finding: Goal 5 resources include ecologically significant areas, open spaces, historic 
sites/buildings and other natural features. The study area abuts river shorelands and estuarine 
resources, which are currently protected tlu'Ough Reedsport's Comprehensive Plan and 
Development Code. No amendme1tt to Comprehensive Plan land use designations or policies are 
proposed tbat would adversely affect those resou(ces. Proposed open space enhancements, such 
as river overlooks, boardwalks or pathways, adjacent to protected resource would be required to 
comply wiih applicable natural rcsonrce regulatory requirements. See also, response to Goal 17 
Coastal Sh.oreJands. 

The Plan Area also contaius a small concentration of buildings c1long Broadway Street that may 
meet eligibility requirements for historic resource designation. B;"owever, none of tbe buildiugs 
in the Plan Area currently contain a historic designation. Therefore the Historic Resources 
provisions of Goal 5 do riot apply. 

The proposal is consistent wilh Statewide Goal 5, and it does not conflict with.any provision of 
t!J.e Reedsport Comprehensive Plan. Thls criterion is met. 

Statewicle-Pfannine-Goal 8 - Recreational Needs: To satisfy lfte tecreatfonal needs of t!te 
dtl;;.:ns Jf tlie .;tat'e ,u;rl �·LJ·ftu,:; ,mtl r,;,'ze,-e r1pp, oprlaf,:; Iv p1·ovirfi:: for t,';e ,1'ff,';;g of ue.:esuu y 
recrentionalfaciHt{es i11clurU11g r!esfination resorts. (Comprefleusive Pfrm Seclio1tIV, Parks 
muf Recreation Element) 

Finding: One of ihe primary goals of the R WDP is to connect Downtown Reedsport to the 
water.front. In order.to attract more pedestrians to tlie waterfront and to impi"ove commercial 
recreational oppo1iunities throughout the plan area, improvements are recommended to Rainbow 
Plaza, the boat launch and boardwalk, and a11ew levee loop trail system is prnposed. These 
improvements· will assist in meeting the recreational needs of Reedsport citizens and help 
facilitate economic developm�nt. The proposed Plan contains five new J)oJicies to this end. 

The proposed Levee Loop Trail is a multi-use pathway system, which is designed to complement 
th� Scholfield River Multi-use trail designated in the 2006 Reedspq1t TransportatioJJ. System Plan 
(TSP). Through the RWDP plarnti'ng process, the design team concluded that a trail coru1ectio11 
through tl1e Port of Umpqua Industrial Park along Port Dock Road is infeasible as it would 
conflict with heavy marine industrial uses in that area. Therefore, the proposed Plan utilizes a 
combination of on- and off-street trail connections to complete the loop. Tlte proposed J)lan does 
not alter the recomniended trails designated in the TSP; rather it augments th.at system by 
connecting it to existing on-street facilities. No exisfo1g recreational facilities will be displaced as 
a result of implementing the proposed Plan. 

. . 
Tlm proposal is consistent with Statewide Goal 8, and it d9es not conflict with any provision of 
the Reedsport Comprehensive Plan. This criterion is met. 

.Statewide Planning Goal 9 -Economic Developmeut: ''To provide adequate opportunities 
tltrougftout tlte state for a vari�ty of economic activities vitrrl to t!te healtft, welfare mul 
prosperity of Orego11 's citizens." (Co111prehe11sive Plan Section V, Economic Ef emenl} 
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Finding: Statewide Planning Goal 9 requires that au adequate supply of sites of suitable sizes, 
types and locations for industrial and commercial uses be provided in mban areas. Historically, 
Reedsport had a sh·cmg and weJ l-defined central business district. However, over time, as 
comme1:cia l· developnient spread along US 101, busin,esses left the commercial core. T11e City 
lacks a plan for revitalization and development of the downtown area. This has contributed to 

· high vacancy and turnover rates in downtown commercial buildings. The propos�d Plan is 

intended to help attract quality development to invigorate downtown Reedspo1t, while 
encouraging t11e retention of existing marine-related industry and the growth of new industry in 
suitable downtown and waterfront locations. 

The policies and recommendatiops set fotth in the proposed Plan are intended to help retain 
existing industry and stimulate greater economic activity, consistent with Goal 9. The proposed 
Plan proposes a new mixed-use designation for certain parcels where greater development 
flexibility is desired, and retains Industrial designations for key maritime industrial sites. It also 
outlines recommended Development Code changes, and 11ighlights key redevelopment . 
opporl1mities .. These oppo1tunities tepresent untapped development potential within the Plan 
area. Redevelopment of the Knife River property, in  particular, offers a unique opportunity for 
water-oriented conunercial uses in close proximity to the Downtown core.· 

The proposed Comp.reh�nsive Pfon 11:ip ::unendments are co1!siste11t with Goal 9, per the 
following findings, as contained in the proposed plan: 

Comprehensive Plan map changes.are shown iµ.Figure 10 and Table 7 <:>fthe proposed plan, 
and in Exhibit C of this decision. The proposal includes a future plan amendment proposed 
for the Knife River. site on the eastern po1tion of the water.front. The '16.29 acre Knife River 
site is presently d�ignated Water-Dependent Industrial, and conversion of this site to 
Commercial requires a ·Goal 17, ·coastal Shorelands analysis to meet state law prior to a plan 
map amendment. TI1e remaining plan amendments conve1t 13 gross acres (10.5 after 
subtracting streets) from industiial to commercial. 

The 2009 Reedsport Economic Opportunity Analysis (EOA) findings recommend the 
conversion of 10.6�acres of industrial laud to other uses, based on an oversupply of industrial 
1and1

. It also identifies a need for 24.6 acres of commercial land. The Waterfront and 
Downtown Plan is consistent with both :findings, while maintaining industrial designations 
for the Port of Ump qua Industrial Park �nd industrial land east of E. Railroad Avenue. 

This plan also proposes allowing enclosed light industrial uses in some areas receiving the 
commercial designation, such as the areas designated Live-Work/Mixed-Use. The Live/Work 
area (Commercial Mixed Use zone) would allow both residential and employment uses. This 
could provide for approximately 70,000 square feet of employment uses assuming 50% of 
floor space is developed with employment uses. 

This plan implements the EOA findings regarding key redevelopment sites, as follows: 

1 The 2009 Reedsport BOA concludes that the City has a net addition�! Jand need for24.6 acres ofbuildable commercial-zoned 
Jand, and a net surplus of 10.6 acres ofinduslrial-zoned land. TI1e EOA recommends that the City consider the following options: 
"l) converting the existing vacant residential land (especially multifamily zoned laud) to commerclal; 2) using the redevelopment 
district to acquire existing underutilized commercial properties and/or vacant buildings and making them available fo.r new 

commercial devef!)ptnent; or 3) re-zoning the W11ter-Dependent Industrial (\YDI) zoned land to commercial. 
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1. Allow single-family cottage cluster developments as an alternative to multifamily 
housing in the "Residential" area on fue Mast Brothers site (Scholfield Slough subarea), 
based on the market sh1dy for trus plan. 

2. Allow redevelopment of the Knife River site, including replacement of the western site 
building for a proposed City Boat Launch expansion, and allow redevelopment of the 
Rubber Plant site with Waterfront-Commercial uses, including potential visitor atl.ractfon 
uses. 

Based ou the foreg�ing findings, the pro1)osal is consistent with Goal 9, and do�s not conflict 
with any provision of the Reedsp01t Comprehensive Plan. This ctiterio11 is met. 

StatewicTie Planning GoaR 10 -Housillg: "To provide for the· Jwusbrg needs of citizens of tlie 
state." (Compreltenslve Plan Section VI, Housing rmd Populrttiou Element) 
. 

. 

Find;ng: Orego11 Adminislra,tive Rule (OAR) 660-008 _provides guidelines and standards for 
compliance with Goal 10 Housing. This rule requires that residential zoning be based on housing 
needs projections. The Plan area is currently developed with a mix ofresidential, co1mnetcial 
cind industrial uses. Under the proposed Plan, residential uses conforne to be allowed through a 
combjna!ion cf mu[tifa.nily and :::mall lot· single family re:iicbntial zcnfag, mbi:ed-u�e ( e.g., live
work) zoning, and commercial zoning where residential uses are allowed above ground floor 
conunercial uses. The proposed Plan affords gteater flexibility for development a wider range of 
housing in clqse proximity to community services and employment Adoption of the Plan, would 
provide �nore housing choices to Reedspo1t residents and better meet the City's housing needs, 

This proposal is consistent with Qoal 10, and it does not conflict with any provision of the 
Reedsport Comprehensive Plan. This criterion is met.. 

Statewide Pfauniug Goal 11 - Public Facilities; "To pfrm and develop rt timely, orrfer!y and 
efficient m·n111geme11t ofpublicfricilifies mul services ... " (ComprelLeusive Pf au Section IV, 
Community Services Element) . 

Finding: The propo·sed Plan is consistent with Reedsport's adopted public facility master plans 
for water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, and levee.recertification. Implementation·oftJrn Plan 
will not increase demands on those facilities beyond currently prnjected capacities. Therefore, 
Goal 11 is met. 

Statewide Planning Goal 12 - Transp�rtation; "To provide mu{ encourage a safe, conve11ie11t 
aud ecouomic trrmsportr1tion system." (Comprelreusive Pfau Section IV, Tmuspol'tation 
Eleme1tt) 

Finding: Concmrent with the adoption of the proposed Plan, amendments to the Reedsport 
Transportation System Plan (TSP) are proposed. The TSP amendments consist of updates to the 
City's list of planned transportation projects. The projects are intended to maintain acceptable 
highway operations; in conformance with State standards, and to improve multi-modal access 
and safety, including improved safety and connectivity for pedeshians and bicyclists. 
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Updates to the TSP require findings demonstrating compliance with the City Compr�hensive 
Plan and with Statewide Planning Goal 12 Transportation. Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 
660-012 {Transport�tion Platming Rule-TPR) implements Statewide Plaw1ing Goal 12. OAR 
660-01.2-0060 applies to any plan map amendment that significantly affects a transportation 
facility. OAR 660-012-0060(1) requires any amendments to functional plans, acknowledged 
comprehensive plans, and land use regulations whicl1 significantly affect a transportation facility 
to demonstrate that allowed land uses are coJ1sistent with the identified function, capacity, and 
performance standards (e.g. level of service, volume to capacity ratio, etc.) of the facility. 

Pursuant to OAR 660-012-0060(1) a plan or land u�e regulation amendment is deemed to 
significantly affect a transportation facility jf it would trigger any of the CJiteria listed below 
(bold, italicized text from OAR 660-12-0060): 

a) Cit mtge t/Je fi111clio11nl cf nssificn.tlon of au e)dstlug orplmmed tiwtsportation fncility; 

Response: No change to a functional classification is proposed. This criterion fa met 

b) .Clumge �tmulal'rfs implementing aftmclional classification; or 

Respot,s?: No change to a tr:msportation staricfar<l is prnpose<l. This criterion is met. 

c) As measured nt tlre emf of lite plmmi11g pel'iod ir!eutified lu tile arlopterl tmnsportntiou 
system plau: · · 

· i.Al!ow frmd uses or levels of rfevelopmeut tltrtt would result iu types or levels of travel or 
access that are i11c9nsisteut wlt!z t!tefimctio11nl classification of mi existing or11lmmed 
trrmsportation facility; or 

Response: All proposed land uses and levels of development are consistent with the existing 
functional classifications. As evidenced by the analysis contained in Appendix A, Preferred 
Transportation Alternatives Analysis, the above criterion is met. 

ii. Reduce t!te pe1formr111ce of mt existing ol'plmmed tnmspo_rtntlo11 fadlity below tire 
minimum acceptable pe1foniumce stmtrlrml irfentified in tile TSP or comprehensive plan. 

Response: Acceptable levels of performance· will be maintained on all existing and planned 
1ranspmtation facilities. As evidenced by the analysis contained ill Appendix A, Preferred 
Transportaiion Alternatives Analysis, the above criter�on is met. 

iii. Worsell tire pe1fornia1tce of au exlstiug orplmmed fNi1tsportatio11facility that is 
·otftenvise projecterl to pe1form below tlte mbtimtmi acceptable pe1fomumce sfmu!ard 
irlentified ill t!te TSP or comprehensive pla11. 

Response: The OR 3 8/Winchester A venue intersection is forecast to operate at level-of service 
(LOS) F, with a volume"to-capacity ratio greater than 1.0 during the p.m. peak analysis period 
under the year 2025 forecast traffic voluines. Delay at the intersection increases further under 
forecast 2033 conditions. Capacity improvements such as construction of a traffic signal or 
similar intersection capacity .improvement, as the Plan proposes, would be sufficient to restore 
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traffic operations tq meet ODOT and City of Reedsport mobility standards at this intersection: 
The proposed Plan provi�es an estimated timeUne and cost for improving OR 38/Wiuchester, 
consistent with Goal 12. 

As evidenced by lhe foregoing .findings aud the ilualysis contained in Appendix A, Prefei'red 
Transportation Alternatives Analysis, the above criterion is met 

WIIere Is it determined tlwt tit ere would be ri siguificrmt effect ou the trr111sporfatfou system, 
complir111ce ,vitfl OAR 660-012-0060(1) can be acflieved by one or a combillatiou of the 
following: 

(a) Arlopti11g 11uir1sw·es that demousttate allo,�ed land uses are co11s;ste11t J1,1iffJ t/1e 
plru/lled ftt11ctio1t, capacity, n II(/ pe1formrmce strmdarifs of lite tmnspol'tatiou f([ci/f ty. 
(b) Amending tfte l'SP or comptefte11sive plau to provide trmzsportationfacifities, 
improvements or services adequate to support tire proposer! land uses co11siste11t 1vN!t 
t!te requirements of tltis rfivisioll; such amemlme11ts slrall !nc!urfe afmufiug plau or 
mechanism consisteut witlz section (4) or include rm r11uendme1tt to t!te tnptsportation 
jiJl[lltCe p/1111 so tlzat t!tefaciHty, improveme,it, OJ' service will ue prov/rfed {;y t!te end of 
the pla,wing_ period. 
(c) Altering land t18e rlesig11ntio11s, densities, 01· desif?ll requirements to reduce de11ta1trl 

for amomobfie Tl'avel aud meec !l'avel 11eeds fir ro({g/J other modes._ 
(d} Ameudiug tire TSP to modify the plrmuerljrmctio11, cnp({cfty orpe1for111rmce. 
strmrlnrds of tire tnmsportationfacility. 
(e) Providing offter 1neasures as a condftiou of rleve/op111e11t or t!rroug!t a deve!opment 
agreement or si111Hnr fumli11g met!torl, iucluding transpottation syslettt manngemeut 
measures, demand mmwgemeut or minor tmnsportrrtfon improvements. Local 
govemmeuts sir all rrs part of t!te amendment specify wheu measures or Improvements 
provider! pursuant to this subsection will be provirlerf. 

Response: Thr011gh adoption of the proposed Plan, the TSP is being amended to correct the 
deficiency at OR J 8/Winchester Avenue. Installation of a traffic signal or similar intersection 
capacity improvement, as recommend by the proposed Plan, would be a considered a lllillOl' 

imp.rovement, consistent with the above criterion. 

This proposal is consistent with Goal 12, and it does not conflict with any provision of the 
Reedsport Comprehensive Plan. This criterion is met. 

Statewide Planning Goai 17 - Coastal Shorelands; "To conserve, protect, 1v!tere appropriate, 
rlevelop aurl wit ere appropriate restoi·e tire resources a11rf benefits of nil c_oastalslrorelmufs ... 
anrl To reduce tfte !mzarrl to !tmnmi life aml property, and tlte nrlverse effects 11pou wr1tu 
quality mu! fish aud wildlife lwbi'lat, resulting from tire use a11d e11joyme1tt of Oregon's coastal 
sf10rela11rlsu (Comprefrensive Plan Coastal Resources Element) · 

· · 

Finding: The Coastal Shorelands Goal and the shorelands management programjointly 
developed by the City of Reeds_pott and Douglas County consist of plans, policies, and zonjng 
regulations that protect the integrity of the Ump qua River Estuary and coastal waters. The 
program also designates suitable areas for water-dependent industry and recreation, and allows 

Plaiming Commission 
Recommendation to City Council 

Page 12 Exhibit A: Findings of Fact 
September 24, 2012 



( 
( 
j • 

for limited shorelands uses that are not depend.ent upon access to c�astal waters. The proposed 
plan does not cl1ange Reedsport's acknowledged shorelands lJOiicies, resource designations, 01· 

regulations; therefore the proposal is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and Goal 17. 
However, prior to amending Comprel1ensive Plan aud zoning to implement the Plan 
recommendations for the Knife River site, plJrsuantto 'Goal 17, the City must evaluate those 
changes in consultation with Douglas County arid the applicable natural resource regulatory 
agencies. 

This proposal is consistent with Goal 17, and it does not confli�t with any provision of the· 
Reedspo1t Comprehensive Plan, This criterion is met. 

OREGON REVISED STATUTES (ORS) 

ORS 197.610: Loc11I Gov�rmnent Notice of .Proposed Amendment or New Regulation;. 
Exceptions; Report _to Commission. 

197.610(1) A proposal to amend a local government acknowledged com_pn:ehensive 
plan or Rand use regufatiou or to aclo1Jt a new land use •·eguiation shall be forwa1;ded to the 
!Jir�::::tcr of tte Dcparhn�ut cf Lnnd Couscrv:1t.ion :md Development at ieast 35 day-, befm·e 
the first cvidentiary hearing on adoption. The pro1JOsal forwarded shall contain t1te text 
and any su pplemental infornrntion. that 'tile local government believes is ·necessary fo 
faform the director as to the effect of the proposal. The notice shall include the date �et for 
the fil'st eviclentia1y hearing. 

Finding: The proposal is consistent with· tWs criterion because notice to DLCD ,vas sent on 
August 20, 2012 at least 35 days prior to the September 24, 2012 (first) evidentiary hearing and 
'the notice contain�d the information. required in this statute. This criterion is met. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing findings, adoption of 1he Reedspo�·t Wate1fron_t and Do,�ntown Plan with 
associated text and map amendments to the Comprehe11sive Plan i:;; consistent with Oregon 
Revised Statutes, Oregon Administration Rules and the Ree.dsport Comprehensive Plan. 

Planning Commission 
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JEXHIBITB 
Proposed Comprehensive Flan Text Annendlments 

New text additions to the Comprehensive Plan are underlined. 

Coml_Hehensivc Plain Section IV, Padcs and Recreation Element 

Policy 11. The City suppmts development of Rainbow Plaza, consistent with Rainbow Plaza 
Concept Plan contained in the Reedsport Water/i'ont and Downtown Plan. 

Policy J2. The City snQ,ports dcveloJJment of a continuous boardwalk and pathway along 
Reedsport's Umpqua river.front from the ec1stem urbau growth boundary to the Coos Bay Rail 
Link. 

Policy 13. The City w:iU work with appropriate agencies and seek funding for Parks and 
Rec1eation elements within the Reeds12.ort Water/i'ont and Dowhto1i1n Plan, including Rainbow 
Plaza, expausionofthe City Boat Launch, new Gateways, the Levee Loop Trail System. 

Poli.cw 1?.. The City 1mpnorts rlevel<11)ment 0f Olci.Toi\'.Jl.1?:Atf:FJiY..��n<l 12lc1zas <iescribetlin the 
Reedsport Waterfi·ont and Downtown Plan. Gateways and P-lazas may include art, landscape 
features, pcirking, and festivals, booths. food carts pursuant to City codes· and ordinances. 

Policy 13. The City will adopt trail development standards and setback requirements along the 
Scholfield and McIntosh sloughs for the Levee Loop Trail System. 

Comprehensive Plan Section IV, Transportation Eleiit�nt 

Add to Goal I: Policy 9. The Transportation System Pfau is amended to include the 
transportation improvements aud cost estimates within.tlie Reedsport Water/i'ont and Downto111n 
Plan. 

Add to Goal 3: Policy 9. The City shall work ,vith ODOT to improve OR 38 pedestrian crossing· 
safety by implementing new crossmgs on 2nd through 6

th Street and placing· an immediate 
priority on rcrstreet, as recommended in the Reedsport Waterfi'ont and Downtown Plan. 

Add to Goal 7: ·Policy 7. Consider the fi.mding aud jmplemenfation recommendations of the 
Reedsg_ort Waterfront and Downtown Plan in prioritizing and implementing the City's capital 
improvement prograin .. 

CompreheJJSive Pfan Section V, Economic Element 

Poli9y 22. The market demand and enwloyment land needs of tl1e Reedsport Waterfi'ont and 
Downtown Plan shall be considered in addressing commercial and industrial lantl needs for the 
City. 

Planning Commission 
Recommendation to City Council 

Page 14 Exhibit B: Comprehensive P Ian 
Proposed Text Amendments 



( 

Policy 23. Improve the safety. aesthetics aud market viability of Reedspoxt's waterfront and 
downtown by implementing the projects. programs and regulatory ameudments recommended by 
the Reedsport Water(i-ont and 
Downtown Plan: 

Policy 24. The City may require development adjacent to designated trail and pathway system 
areas to improve said trails and J]athways where the impact of development is roughly 
proportional to the needfoi- such improvements. 

Policy 25. The City will adopt landscape buffer standards for parcels designated Mixed Use 
Commercial abutting the Coos Bay Rail Line. along E. Railroad Avenue north of Greenwood 
Avenue. 

Policy 26. Future rezone and/or code change from indns!Iial to commercial should support 
existing business. 

Co�JPreJtensive Plan, Sectiou vrr, Rousing anc! Population Element 

A�d to Goal l: Policy 7. The City suppo1ts development of small-lot single family or «cottage 
hc1!sing" in multi-family 7ones to add housing ch_o_fces. as recommended in the Reedsport 
Waterfi·ont and Downtown Plan. 

Add to Goal 3: Policy 5. The City encourages compatible and attractive mixed-use housing fypes . 

aud will develop design standards for small lot/multifamily housing and live-work" housing. as 
recommended in the Reedsport Water/font and Downtown Plan. 

Comprehensive Plan Section VJI, Land Use and Ul'bauization Element 

Add a new closing senteuce under Comprehensive Plan Map, Industrial: An RV Park use may be 
allowed as an interim use on the south side of the McIntosh Slough. west of US 101, uutil the 
market supports converting that area to higher employment-genernting uses .. 

Add a ne,-v closing sentence uuder Comprehensive Plan Map, Commercial: Where the ReedspoTt 
Water{i-ont and Downtown Plan designates land for Live/Work uses. Mixed Use Commercial 
(CMU) zoning shall allow residential, commercial. and enclosed light fodustrial uses, pursuant to 
Commercial Land Use Policy 4. below. 

New La1Ul Use Goals ((Jld Po!lcies: 

Residential: Policy 7. The City·will allow "small lot single family" of cottage uses in multifamily 
Iesidential districts, subject to multifamily design standards. 

Commercial: Policy 4. the City will develop a new "CMU" Commercial "Live/Work,, Mixed 
Use zone. The CMU district Mixed Use Commercial (CMU) zoning shall allow residential, 
commercial. and enclosed light industrial uses. The employment use shall be commercial retail 
and office use where it abuts commercial or Public Land zoning, and may be enclosed light 
indush·ial or office use where it abuts Light lndustrial zoning. 

Planning Commission· 
Recommendation to City Council 
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Industrial: Policy 5. Enclosed light industrial uses and screened outdoor storage in light industrial 
zones. Require development to include 30 foot buffers/setbacks from the Scholfield and 
McIntosh Sloughs, providing for i11clusion of a pathway system. 

. 

. 
. 

Industrial: Policy 6. An interim RV Park use may be allowed on light industrial land located on 
the sou1h side of the McIntosh Slough. west of US 101. 

Genera I Policies: Policy 9. The Reedsport Wa{erfront and Downtown Plan (2012) is adopted as a 
support document to the Comprehensive Plan and is re�ogruzcd by reference. 

Planning Com missfon 
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EXBIBITC 

Proposed Compl'cheusive Plan Map Ameudme.n1ts 
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REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN I EXECUTIVE SUMMA�V 

Adoption of-the Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan completes a two
phase planning process that began during the winter of 2010-2011. The plan 
defines the desired character of the waterfront and downtown areas with an 
overall vision supported by a future development strategy. The plan recommends 
sp_ecific land use changes and transportation improvements for downtown 
revitalization and waterfront redevelopment. 

The planning process included Project Advisory Committee (PAC) meetings, 
public work sessions, and an interagency coordination meeting with City of 
Reedsport and Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) staff. The 
consultant team and staff developed plan alternatives, based on input from the 
PAC and broader community. The alternatives were then evaluated and refined 
with further input from the PAC and community. 

In summary, the Preferred Alternative provides for: 
0 Land use and transportation improvements needed over a 20-year horizon; 
0 New housing, including 237 multi-family housing units; 
0 About 100,000 square feet of new retail commercial uses; 
0 Roughly 112,000 square feet of new industrial uses; 
0 A new 100-room hotel; 60-interim RV spaces; and 
0 Visitor destination uses (23,000 square-feet), and improved river access. 
0 An additional 70,000 square feet of live/work mixed-use employment space 

north of the downtown core for small businesses, offices, light assembly and 
showrooms with housing above, to develop beyond 20 years. 

At build-out, the plan is expected to increases ih gross domestic product ranging 
from $76 to $86 million per year for the local and regional ecqnomy. This 
includes direct and indirect/induced spending, which supports 354 direct jobs and 
230 indirect/induced jobs throughout the region annually. 

Final Plan - Nov 2012 



UNTRODUCTHON I REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN 

Reedsport' is a tidewate1· town located eight river miles inland from the Pacific 
Ocean at the confluence of the Umpqua, Smith and Scholfield rivers. Its economy 
has shifted away from na.tural resource-based industry since the close of 
International Paper in Gardiner (1963-1999), the first pape1· mill on the west 
coast. The community 1·ecognizes the need to revitalize downtown and usher in 
the next wave of eco.nomic opportunity and job growth. 

A $"il'RAa�Grrc IL,iO)�t.\'11r<ON 

Located at the intersection of US 101 and OR 38, ReedspOl't 
anchors the west end of this important route to the Willamette 
Valley. Both US 101 and OR 38 are Oregon State Freight 
Routes, and US 101 is a National Bicycle Route. 

Reedsport is also the gateway to the Oregon Dunes National 
Recreation Area and is one of the largest sports fishing potts on the west coast. 
The scenic Umpqua River Highway (OR 38) provides arguably the most direct 
connection between Interstate 5 and the southern Oregon Coast. 

OVERALL PLAN 

The Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan (RWDP) proposes a revitalized Old 
Town and Umpqua River waterfront area through the following strategies: 

a Establish a community-based vision for local economic development 
a Recommend transportation system improvements, including facilities for 

automobiles, pedestrians and bicyclists 
0 Illustrate desired streetscape and building design improvements, 

consistent with local economic development objectives 
0 Amend the Reedsport Comprehensive Plan and Transportation System 

Plan to implement the RWDP 
a Amend Reedsport's zoning ordinance, consistent with the RWDP; some 

code amendments are deferred until the city completes a required coastal 
shorelands (State Goal 17) analysis .. 

IJ>UBUC PlANNXNG l?ROCIESS 

The plan process is described in the Executive Summary. Backgrou_nd documents 
and meeting summaries are on file at Reedsport City Hall. 

PLAN Al!UE� 

figures 1 - 4 illustrate the plan area, which is defined by the Scholfield Slough 
and 11th Street to the west, Elm Avenue to the south, and the Umpqua River to 
the east and north. Historically the area was designated for primarily for 

commercial and industrial uses, with housing limited to pockets west of the Coos 
Bay Rail Link. The maps depict the comprehensive plan and zoning that existed. 
when the RWDP was developed. The RWDP, as presented in Part 2, amends the 
plan and zoning to implement the new vision. 

2 Final Plan - Nov 2012 
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REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN [ INTRODUCTION 

This plan responds to the following opportunities and constraints, as identified by 
the community through the plan process. IFigm .. e !5 maps the items listed in 
"ii"able 1; the symbols in the table correspond to those on the map. 

O'ffportunities 

Rainbow Plaza redevelopment (Site 4) Boardwall< expansion (Site 2) 
Knife River site (Site 6) Natural areas, Estuarv and River 
Rubber Plant site (Site 5) Waterfront 
Pedestrian/bike connectivity ("<-> ") Umpqua Discovery Center 

New gateways and signage ("*") Scholfield Riverfront (Site 1) 
Expanded boat launch (Site 3) 

Constraints/Challenges 

Coos Bay Rail Link divides plan area Flood zone 
Industrial transition area Tsunami evacuation area 
Pedestrian safety (" ! ") Levee boundary and setbacks 

Lack of gateways and signage ("*") Limited waterfront visibility 
Storm drainage deficiencies Levee recertification 
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REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN I LAND USE PLAN 

This chapter describes the Proposed Reedsport 
Waterfront and Downtown Plan (RWDP). The RWDP 
expresses the interests and desires of the community, 
as identjfied through a public planning process during 
2010-2012. It will be implemented through 
amendments to the City of Reedsport Comprehensive 
Plan, Transportation System Plan, and Zoning 
Ordinance, as described in the following section. 

lANK) usra SUMMARY 

1raMe � summarizes the land use envisioned by the RWDP. Those uses are 
illustrated in !Figure 61. The land use projections in the table are based on the 
econom_ic opportunities analysis prepared for the RWDP. 

Table 2 Land Use Summarv 

Employment Uses 

Commercial/Waterfront 

Light Industrial 

Commercial Uses 

Hotel 

Residential Uses 

Multl-Family & Cottage Housing 

Live/Work Units 

Interim RV Park Units 

Otl1er/P'ublic Attractions� 
Amenities 
Visitor Destination 

132,863 floor area SF* 

149,880 floor area SF* 

Total 282,743 floor area SF* 

100 hotel units 

Total 100 hotel units 

161 dwelllng units 

76 dwelling units 

60 RV sites 

Total 297 units/sites 

23,121 floor area SF 

Total 23,121 floor area SF 

• Includes 70,000 square feet of Live/Work Mixed-Use employment area likely to develop 
beyond the 20-year planning horizon. 

1 The project numbers in Figure 6 refer to planned transportation improvements, which 
are described in Parts 3 and 5 of the plan. 
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REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN I LAND l!J§E !f'!LAN 

O!rd "ff'owrro/Waiterfronfl: Subarea 

•:• Waterfront Commercial. Create a new and expanded waterfront commercial 
area providing for improved river access and open spaces along the water's 
edge. (See co_mprehensive plan amendments in Part 6.) 

•!• Downtown Core. Reinforce the downtown core with gateway and other 
streetscape improvements, particularly the three blocks between 3rd Street 
and 6th Street on OR 38. (Current zoning allows these improvements.) 

•!• Winchester Avenue and Residential Transition. Maintain and enhance the 
commercial district along Winchester Avenue, and protect the residential 
district to the south of OR 38, per current zoning. 

•!• Railroad Industrial. Plan for light industrial uses adjacent to the Coos Bay Rail 
Link and along the northern portion of East Railroad Avenue and River Front 
Way. Consider targeting this area for a future bus/ness park. (Current zoning 
allows this.) 

•:• Mixed-Use Commercial. Allow mixed-use development-commercial, light 
industrial, and residential uses-north of the downtown core and south of the 
proposed light industrial ar�a. This would allow bakeries, laundries, and other 
existing commercial/industrial uses that are· enclosed in buildings and where 
outdoor storage is screened. (See comprehensive plan and zoning 
amendments in Part 6.) 

•!• Public Open Spaces. Designate publicly owned open space properties for 
public use, and adopt standards for compatibility between 
industrial/commercial uses and adjacent open spacesc such as Rainbow Plaza. 
See zoning amendment recommendations in Part 6. Improve public open 
spaces within the downtown, as follows: 

0 A gateway/plaza at the western entrance to downtown, along OR 38. 
0 Rainbow Plaza, a public gathering space for residents and visitors. 
0 An expanded boat launch with public parking.· 
0 An eastern gateway to the recreational area, which may include a park 

with a small fishing pier. 

•:• Knife River Redevelopment Opportunity Site. Allow commercial uses, such as 
retail, a hotel, or other visitor attraction, on the Knife River site. Future 
·redevelopment would orient to the Umpqua River and contain an extended 
boardwalk and/or multi-use trail running the length of the water's edge and 
connecting to adjacent properties. Access to the site is possible from two new 
roads: an extension of Water Avenue and an access road off OR 38 through 
the levee at existing Gate No 6. (A comprehensive plan amendment to allow 
commercial uses in this location requires a Goal 17 analysis. See Part 6.) 
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lAINJD UJ§lE IPlAINI I REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN 

Sc/hJ@/Jfieffdl Sffoaog/hJ Saolbao-raa 

The Schofield Sough Subarea is comprised of three land use districts, as follows: 

•:• Residential. The residential area between the Scholfield Slough, McIntosh 
Slough, �ind the levee, at northwestern plan area boundary, provides for 
approximately 161 multifamily and cottage housing units. Development would 
be setback from the sloughs behind vegetative buffers. The buffers would 
extend around the northwest and northeastern edges of the residential area, 
creating a boundary between residential and industrial uses, and allowing for 
an open space connection to the waterfront. A multi-use path running along 
the sloughs would connect to both areas. (cu·rrent zoning allows the proposed 
land uses.) 

•!• Light Industrial/Interim RV Park. The light industrial area occupies 
approximately 6.2 acres along the easte·rn boundary of the sub-area and 
abuts the northern half of Port Dock Road. The area is accessed by a new 
drive of Port Dock Road, which would also access the residential area. 
(Current zoning allows the proposed land uses.) 

·!· Ti1111 ;.,; Cr,m111t"r<.inl. A rnn11nen:ini arE::� designated for visit<;.w/touris_t 
commercial services occupies 3. 7 acres (1.3 acres net of roads) adjacent to 
the Oregon Dunes Visitor Center on Port Dock Road. This area is east of 
proposed residential area described above, and is separated from the light 
industrial area by the new access road connecting to Port Dock Road. 

<Cen-0:raff 

The RWDP proposes J'.lo land use changes to the Central subarea, which is 
residential and industrial in nature. 
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REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN I LAND l!.JJSIE PLAN 

D!EV�lOPMEN'li [})ROGRALVil DIEYAXIL 

rf'abffe 3 describes the proposed development program, which is based on a 20-
year planning horizon. It is intended to provide general parameters for planning. 
The projections should be reviewed periodically. 

"fable 3 Development IP'rogr.;im Detail 

··.·· . .  
,. 

··s� Biog Net 
G.1·oss toue&· Foot- Avg. · Deuelopea Wli'ilits units/ 

ll.cl111d l!Jse Sq Ft Acres age .prini: 
Multi-Family and 

536,746 12.32 20% 107,349 
Cottaqe Housinq 

Commercial 57,817 1.33 25% · 14,454 

Light 
Industrial/Interi 269,700 6.19 20% 5.3,940 

m RV Park 

Light Industrial 288,938 6.63 20% 57,788 

Live/Work 
406,964 9.34 25% 101,741 

Mixed-Use 
Waterfront 
Commercial 8,500 0.20 25% 2,125 

(west)** 
Waterfront 
Commercial 513,792 11.80 

(east) 

Commercial 10% 51,379 

Hotel/Cabins 7% 35,965 

Visitor 
3% 15;414 

Destination 

Park/Open Space 299,513 6.88 n/a n/a 

*Assumes 1,000 SF per dwelling unit and 450 SF per hotel unit. 
** Excludes Umpqua Discovery Center and adjacent parking Jot. 
na = not applicable. 

storie.s 

1.5 

1 

1 

1 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

1.25 

1.5 

n/a 

tbd = to be determined in the future after public and property owner: input. 

scn=t ..• 

161,024 161 

14,454 n/a 

53,940 n/a 

57,788 n/a 

152,611 76 

3,188 n/a 

77,069 n/a 

44,957 100 

23,121 n/a 

n/a n/a 

The figures in Table 3 are the.same as those used in preparing the RWDP traffic 
impact analysis contained in Appendix B. It 
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13.1 
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REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN I §Tfl.lEIETS<CAf!E IF'ILAN 

This following concepts are intended to create streets that safely accomodate 
motor vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists, while making the downtown more 
attractive to visitors, residents, businesses, and other potential investors. The 
concepts also offer flexibility, so that the options can be phased. 

� 

This sfreetscape concepts are presented from west to east, as follows. The 
project numbers relate to !Figure 6 (page 17). Yalble 4 (page 39) contains cost 
estimates for selected projects. 

0 Port Dock Road in s·cholfield Slough Area 
0 Umpqua Avenue (OR 38) in Central Area 
0 East Railroad Avenue in Old Town/Waterfront Area 
0 Umpqua Avenue (OR 38) in Old Town/Waterfront Area 
0 River Front Way in Old Town/Waterfront Area 

t'O�i' IOOCt< ROAD XN SCHOlfXll:ILJ) S!LOUG!l-a ARIEA 

Streetscape improvements along Port Dock Road (Project #2) support the 
needs of light industrial uses, as well �s commercial and resiential development. 
The plan provides for landscaped planting strips, pedestrian-scale lighting and 
other street furnishings that promote· pedestrian visibility and traffic calming, 
particularly in the vicinity of US 101 and the Visitors Center. (figure 7) 

The portion of the new street adjacent to the proposed commercial area should 
have a high level of design for aesthetics and pedestrian safety, including 
crosswalks and well-lit public areas. The portion of the new road adjacent to the 
multifamily residential area should additionally include landscaped planting 
strips, decorative pavement, trash receptacles and other features that help 
define the transition from commercial to residential uses. 

The plan for the Scholfield Sloug area also includes a multi-use path. This is 
intended to improve local access for future employees and· residents, as well as 
provide an alternate route for cyclists entering Reedsport on Highway 101. The 
path should contain pedestrian-scaled lighting and picnic areas. 
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REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN I STREETSCAPE ?11..ANJ 

lUJMl?QII.IIA AVIENU� (C� 38) EN C�IM'ii"RAL AREA 

The plan for Umpqua Avenue (OR 38) enhances its function as a gateway 
(Projed #6), a through route for cars, trucks, bikes, and pedestrians (Projed 
#5), and a means of focal residential access (!Project #1). !Figure 3 shows the 
typical street section for OR 38 through the Central Area, including. pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities, and a landscaped buffer to minimize visual. and other 
impacts to adjacent residences. Th� intent is to provide a safer and more 
appealing route for pedestrians and bicyclists. At the street's connection with US 
101, the proposed design includes new landscaping and a gateway feature to 
welcome visitors into the Old Town/Waterfront. 

figure 8 Central Umpqua Avenue (OR 38) Typical §edion 
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On the following page, figure 9 illustrates the gateway proposed for Umpqua 
Avenue/OR 38 east of Hwy 101. The gateway, pf'anned for the eastbound 
approach to the railroad and entry to downtown, is intended to greet motorists 
turning east off of US 101 and headed to the Downtown core. 

Given higher traffic speeds on US 101, it will be important to add signage and 
wayfinding elements along US 101 leading up to the approach to this gateway 
feature. Th·e gateway is envisioned as a sculpture, monument, or other physical 
structure set off by street trees and Jandscapir:ig. 

Other landscaping improvements proposed within this section include addition of 
sidewalks and street trees for noise buffering along Umpqua Avenue, between US 
101 and 6th Street. Where there is ins\,lfficienf room to place the landscape 
buffer between the sidewalk and roadway (i.e., due to the roadbed grade), the 
buffer may be placed along the outside of the sidewalk, per Figures 8 and 9. 

Note: While the City supports these roadway design features, ODOT review and 
approval is required for any modifications to OR 38 and US 101. 
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REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN I STREIET§CAPIE IP1lAN 

fEAS"ii" �El!.IR.OAD AVIEIMl!JIE XN OJLD 'ifOWN/WAalERfRONT AR�A 

The plan for East Railroad Avenue (!P'r(Q)jeds #�, #6, am:J if.il) is intended to 
improve the compatibifty of light industrial uses adjacent to the live/work, mi�ed 
use area to to south. Planned improvements include widening of the roadway 
within the existing right-of-way limits, to construct a shared multi-use path and 
to provide more truck maneuvering area. The plan also provides landscaping to 
buffer the railway from adjoining residential and live-work uses. !Figure 10 
shows the typical street section as proposed. (The landscape buffer is on the 
west side of the street, and the multi-use pathway is on the east side.) 
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§TRIEET§CA�E PLAN I REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN 

t!.JlM�OJJA A\!IENU!e ((O)� 38) liN OLD 'ii'OJWl\l/WA'ii'fc�!F�ON"ii A�ti:A 

Umpqua Avenue (OR 38) is an important thoroughfare used to access 
Reedsport's downtown and its waterfront. Two proposed gateway features 
(Project #6) along Fir/Umpqua will help guide vehicular and pedestrian traffic 
towards the downtown core. The gateways should be designed to complement 
each other and provide navigational clues to drivers, bicyclists and pedestrians. 

The eastern gateway, proposed at the intersection of OR 38 and Winchester 
Avenue, should include a combination of improved crossings, public art, 
landscaping and signage (figure 11). The intersection connects to future 
waterfront commercial development north of the levee along a new Knife River 
Site access road. This gateway should incorporate features highlighting 
Reedsport's heritage as a tidal town, its commerce, and recreational amenities. 

figuB"e U. Westbouncll OIR 33/Wincnesier Gateway 

The central downtown gateway planned at East Railroad and Umpqua Avenues 
where the present day Veterans Memorial is located. This gateway includes 
street trees, a pedestrian plaza or small park and other landscape features to 
better define the western extent of downtown. 

Other streetscape improvements include new curb extension "bulb-outs" 
{Project #7) at the intersections of Fir Avenue (Hwy 38) and 3rd, 4th, 5th and 
6th Streets (Figure 12). The bulb-outs reduce crossing. distances for pedestrians 
while making them more visible to motorists. Well-appointed crossings can help 
calm traffic and slow speeds through the downtown core, thereby improving 
pedestrian safety. Space should be provided at each curb bulb-out for plantings 
and furnishings, such as benches, trash receptacles, signage, and light posts 
{Project #11). 

Note: While the City supports these roadway design features, ODOT review and 
approval is required for any modifications to OR 38 and US 101. 
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REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN I STREET§CAPE PLAN 

lrig1U1re 12 View i\lorth from OR 38/3rd .Ave. to Waterfront 
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A pedestrian signal, rapid ff ashing beacon, or similar device is planned at 3rd 
Street (Project #7) to create safer and more direct access to Rainbow Plaza 
from the downtown core (figures 12 and 13). 

Note: While the City supports these roadway design features/ ODOT review and 
approval is required for any modifications to OR 38 and US 101. 
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STR!ErETSCAPE PLAN I REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN 

t=igwre 13l !Pedestrian Signal/Crosswalk OR 38/3rd §t (View West). 

Figure 14 gives a typical downtown street section with curb extensions that 

"shadow" or match parallel parking width. 

!Figure 14 OR 33 Downtown Intersections with Curb Extensions 
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REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN I STREIETSCAPE PLAN 

L'U~~R f RONT WAY KN !Olfi) 'ii'OWN/WATIEL'lfRON'ir A fl!EA 

The Waterfront Area provides substaintial opportunity to attract visitors and 
strengthen Reedsport's unique identity as a riverfront town . With anticipated 
future redevelopment along the riverfront , and the planned improvements to 
Ra inbow Plaza, River Frol)t Way is poised to become an even more important 
travel route fo r pedestrians, bicyclists and local vehicle t raffic. The types of land 
uses planned along River Front Way will require a street that is sa fe and inviting 
to ped.estrians and bicyclists, while allowing for motorized vehicle access for 
residents, businesses and visitors. 

. . 
As shown in IFfigJlUin"e :ll.!Si, on the river-facing edge of River Front Way, private 
landowners will be encouraged to extend the existing 12-foot sidewalk and 12-
foot roadside planter currently located at the Umpqua Discovery Center ( IPr oje ctl: 
#13l) . This plant ing area ca n be redes igned to manage urban stormwater runoff 
by allowing ·water to enter along both sides of the planter via perforated curbs 
and the choice of appropriate planting materia l. The 12-foot wide travel lanes 
along River Front Way are f lanked by 3-foot (l}linimum) width shoulders to 
accommodate cyclist s and pedestrian cross in gs. 

Th e position of the concrete levee wa ll remains unchanged. Beyond the levee, an 
expanse of land within the public right of way is currently used for parking, 
storage and ·other undefined uses. As the riverfront area becomes more 
established as a destination, this publicly owned land shou ld be cons idered for 
future improvements to the pedestrian and bicycle network. 

f igure 15 River f ront Way 

' I (~'..=:''t,-, :~ :.Y,!!-f, t.·'J.·:".·l.""t ·~:~ ' '··<"'i, .'i::at:~·:·r 'l.· .. _.,:- '{f.:dri · t:~.).~•· ~ 
I ~'c 

;\j,~~-~i'-:1(~ fit\ F::~.-_r.J 
!J!~ :i :;~v. i ia..; "~"~1 

On the following page, Figure 16 shows a bird'e eye perspective of how the 
waterfront may build out under the plan. 
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REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN I BUILDING DESIG N 

Th e RWDP is predicated on the idea that private building development or 
redevelopment will fol low public investment. At the time of publication of this 
plan, the most significant barrier to building development was the need for levee 
recertification; a recertified levee would significantly improve Reedsport's 
position for development because it would make it possible to obtain flood 
insurance on new buildings. 

In addition, there is need for infrastructure improvements, particularly the 
transportation and streetscape projects outlined in this plan, but also storm 
drainage improvements, as outlined in the City's Capital Improvement Program. 
Th e City of Reedsport, Reedsport's Urban Renewa l Agency, the Port of Coos Bay, 
and ODOT can all play a ro le in improving conditions for 
new building development in the plan area. 

ISUILDXNG DESIGN GUIDIEUNES 

Design guidelines can help a community establish a 
distinctive look or brand. Guidelines can also ensure 
that public funds are used appropriately, for example, 
when they are used in awa rding facade improvem.ent 
grants. When adopted as code, guidelines can require 
new development conform to a specific look or 
aesthetic; such guidelines, for example, might promote 
a "tidal town" theme, resulting in a waterfront that is 
welcoming and fun for visitors as well as residents. 

Public input during production of this plan suggested Figure 17 Typical storefront 
that the City was not in a position to adopt new design Building Design Elements 
guidelines; economic conditions made it impractical to 
do so at that time. However, the Project Advisory Committee expressed that 
Reedsport should have guidelines addressing view protection from important 
va ntage points in Old Town and in the South Hill residential area. Where 
guidelines are incorporated into code, they should be specific and measureable. 

Over time, the City should consider adopting the following guidelines in order to 
ensure that future development is consistent with the RWDP: 

•:• New and redeveloped buildings in highly visible locations, such as at 
designated gateways, per Figure 6, and on properties facing OR 38, should 
be placed at or near the sidewalk and have appropriate storefront design 
(e.g., front entrance, windows, pedestrian awnings/canopies, etc.). 

•:• For industrial build ings, facade improvements should be simple and focus 
on general aesthetic changes while maintaing the building's utilitarian 
purpose. Outdoor storage areas and yards should be kept clean, and 
vegetated buffers should be provided between and adjacent residential, 
public, and commercial uses. 
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·~· The focus for res idential exterior remodels should be on general home 
repairs/maintenance, weatherization, and 'curb appeal' improvements 
(e.g., porch, window box, paint, etc .). Existing neighborhoods can be 
significantly improved with simple aesthetic alterations to buildings and 
landscaping. 

·~· Several areas within the Old Town/Waterfront area ca n also benefit from 
adaptive reuse, or the conversion of underutilized or obsolete buildings to 
flexibl e live/work spaces. Wherever practical, ground floor street-facing 
commercial spaces should be reserved for commerical uses. (See also, 
zoning amendment recommendations for residential uses in Part 6.) 

36 

,~ .. Conversion of ground f loor retai l spaces to residential uses has resulted in 
heavy window coverings in storefronts, long-term parking in higher 
demand on-street spaces, and residents loitering outside commercial 
buildings . Any modifications to these spaces shou ld accommodate the 
short-term needs of owners and tenants, while allowing for commercia l 
uses in the future as market demand increases. 

·:· Complementary materia ls and colors should be encouraged. Awnings can 
makP. hiJilrlings mom nlrrrJrr-iv f', r~nrl irnpr()VP. i-hp ir fllllll-km hy pmvid i n ~ 

protection from inclement weather. Existing buildings could benefit from a 
comprehensive facade ( bui lding exteriors) impro\(ement program with 
separate approaches fo r commerica l, industrial and residentia l 
development. The program could include low interest loans, grants, design 
assistance and other incentives. 
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A MIENDMIENT§ 

This chapter summarizes the transportation improvements planned for the RWDP 
area, as illustrated in !Figure 6i (page 17). The project numbers below relate to 
the numbers in Figure 6 and the cost estimates in "iialbie ~' on page 39. 

Because the RWDP provides for new land uses and increases the city's 
development capacity-approximately 237 multi-family housing units, -100,100 
square feet of retai l commercial uses, 111,728 square feet of industrial uses, a 
100-room hotel, and visitor-destination us~s-the city was required to prepare a 
traffic impact analysis. The analysis contained in ~pjpemililt ~ conforms to 
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) requirements. 

~TAYIE 1:1XG&-3WAV X£Vii~R9VIErJd~NuS 

Wh ile ODOT staff was invo lved in developing and. reviewing th e report, the 
agency requires the following discla imer regarding the RWDP: 

Any planning concept that potentially reduces vehicle-carrying capacity on a State facility w~/1 
require further evaluation at time of implementation to ensure compliance wii·h DRS 366.215. The 
City of Reedsport supports the projects recommended, but not does adopt any project on a State 
Facility. (Only ODOT can adopt a project on a State Facility.) Similarly, the Oregon Department of 
Transportation adopts only projects on State Facilities as part of this plan. 2 

The following recommendations are based on a traffic analysis, which forecasts 
total traffic within the plan and evaluates how the transportation system will 
operate through years 2025 and 2033 . The analysis includes traffic from existing 
development and new development. In short, each of the plan area intersections 
is forecast to operate acceptably in the future, with the exception of the OR 
38/Winchester Avenue intersection, as described below. 

OR 38/Winchester Avenue Intersection 

With additional development allowed through the zone changes contained in the 
RWDP, the intersection of OR 38/Winchester Avenue is forecast to operate at an 
unacceptable level-of service (above capacity) by the year 2025. Improvements 
such as construction of a traffic signal or similar intersection capacity 
improvement (Project #3) would be sufficient to restore traffic operations to 
meet ODOT and City of Reedsport standards at this intersection. Other 
improvements such as adding turn lanes would be less effective. The· estimated 
cost of a traffic signal is $300,000. 

ODOT Region 3 will need to be complete additional study at feast three years 
prior to the anticipated improvement need. 

2 Letter from ODOT Region 3 to City of Reedsport, dated September 28, 2012. 
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{f))R 381 us .u:n 
By the year 2033 1 a new traffic signal controller will be needed at the intersection 
of OR 38/US 101. The signal controller1 which wou ld be installed by a developer as 
mitigation for t raffic impacts to the intersection (!Pm]e<e~ #14) 1 would result in 
improved efficiency at the intersection. 

T here are t hree existing locations where ODOT access spacing requirements are 
not met or where access is proposed to change1 as follows : 

For &!.ve!fDillle af/lld/ G/'' s~·fl'eer:: ali: DR 38 

The Fir Avenue and 6th Street connections to OR 38 are wit hin 40 feet of each 
other/ about 300-400 feet east of East Ra ilroad Avenue. Both Fil· Avenue and 6th 

Street carry very low traffic volumes and t he safety analysis did not revea l a 
pattern or magnitude of accidents ind icating a problem . Where Fir Avenue and 
6th Street access OR 38 1 t he City uses Fir Avenue as a staging street for parades; 
and 6th Street com pletes t he street grid and provides access to severa l' 
properties. 

Given that there is not current ly a sa fety problem 1 and given t he benefit of both 
st reets accessing OR 38 for public purposes/ no action is recommended. As traffic 
grows on OR 381 it may be desirable tore-channelize t he Fir Avenue approach by 
inst alling curb extensions/ thereby reducing the widt h of its approach to OR 38 
and "sea of pavem entf/ that pedestrians encounter when t raversing this 
intersection. 

S ugar Shack Cafe at OR 38 

A private driveway to the Sugar Shack Cafe intersects OR 38 from the south side 
w ithin 10 feet of 3rd Street . The Suga r Shack Cafe has alterna tive access on 3rct 
Street, and the private drivewa y on OR 38 (within 10 feet of 3rd Street) is 
redundant. In the event that redevelopment is proposed on this property or t his 
section of OR 38 is reconstructed/ it is recomm ended that th is dr iveway be 
closed. Prio r to a land use action or roa d construction1 th is dr iveway should 
remain unchanged. 

Elm Avenue and 2nd Street at OR 38 

38 

Note: This project should be evalua ted further for 
potential wetland impacts and property access needs. 

Currently, 2nd Street inte~sects wit h Winchester 
Avenue about 50 feet south of OR 38. It is 
recommended that 2nd Street be disconnected from 
Winchester Avenue to improve intersection safety. 
Elm Avenue should be connected to OR 38 at the 
Gate 6 intersect ion. This access point, about 750 feet 
east of the Winchest er Avenue intersection, complies 
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AMIENDMENT§ 

with ODOT's sight distance and access spacing requ irements. 

In conjunction with the 2"d Street closure at Winchester Avenue, direct driveway 
access to OR 38 for t he County Road Maintenance Yard is recommended . This 
low-volume driveway would be locat ed midway between Winchester Avenue and 
Gate 6, thereby minimizing conflicts with other intersections. The driveway would 
meet ODOT's sight distance and access spacing requ irements. It wou ld also 
accommodate county maintenance trucks without the trucks hgving to use loca l 
streets to access OR 38, t hereby improving livability for the adjacent 
neighborhood. 

U'JCAl SiR!:!:¥ NIE7WOfU~ 

The RWDP conta ins the following loca l street connections, extensions, and 
modifications. The improvements are recommended in order to reduce turning 
movement conf lict s, provide sidewalk connections, and calm veh icle traffic. The 
project numbers refer to the numbers in Table 4 . 

·:• Lau rel Avenue- US 101 to OR 38 ( Project #1) : possible traffic ca lming 
treatments and parking replacement/mitigation 

•!• River Front Avenue - extend to OR 38 at Gate 6 as right-in/ right-out o~ ly 

access ( Project #16) 

·!+ Connect Elm Avenue to OR 38 at Gate 6 ( Project #9) 
•!• Disconnect 2"d Street from Winchester/2"d/OR 38 intersection - (Project 

#8) Note: This project should be evaluated fur th er for potential wetland 

i'!'pacts and property access confliGts. 

·:· Realign Elm Avenue Winchester Avenue intersection (Project #10) 
·!· East Ra ilroad Avenue - OR 38 to River Front Way (Project #4) - widen 

to meet City's loca l street standards, with one sidewalk on the east side. 

PARC<ING 

Generally, there is sufficient parking during typica l weekday conditions to satisfy 
demand. The RWDP address two areas of concern related to long-range parking 
needs, as follows : 

Special Events 

Durin g the Chainsaw Carving Fest ival visitors may be requ ired to walk as far as 
three blocks to Ra inbow Plaza. Given that the fest iva l is the highest parking 
generator in the year, this level of walking is reasonable and expected by 
visitors. In conclusion, parking supply in the downtown/waterfront area is 
sufficient to accommodate peak demand conditions. 

Boat Launch 

The boat launch east of the Umpqua Discovery Center currently has insufficient 
parking tp satisfy peak demands, particu larly during fishing season. In 2012, 
there were approximately 30 total parking sta lls-16 fo r ca rs-with-trailers and 14 
car-only- in an unimproved lot (poorly maintained asphalt and part gravel). 
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The boat launch parking lot should be expanded as des igned in the two 
alt ernative plans prepared by the Oregon State Marine Board, w ith 41-42 car
trailer pad<ing spaces. This should be sufficient for most peak demand times. Any 
expanded parking area shou ld be setback from the riverfront to provide room for 
a planned waterfront trail and boardwalk with landscaping (20-30 feet), and for 
future small-sca le, water-oriented commercia l and tourist support. uses. 

MliJtLiX~IJ.ll:$~ ~AYG-{1 

The RWDP provides for an expanded Levee Loop Trail. This multi-use pathway 
system is designed to complement t he Scholfield River Mult i-Use T rai l envisioned 
.in the 2006 TSP (amends TSP Figures 5-1 and 6-1). 

lhe Levee Loop Trail provides an all-weather, paved surface on t he existing levee 
trail adjoining Champion Park and the Visitors Center, and connecting to existing 
on-street facilities, where pa inted stencils and wayfind ing sign's will guide t ra il 
users. This "bow tie" path system includes an East Levee Loop (E. Railroad Ave. 
to River Front Way, and 2nd Street to Winchester Avenue west t o US 101), and a 
West Levee Loop (14th Street to Hawthorne to 13th Street and Levee, including 
Port Dock Road to the Scholfield Slough frontage on Mast Brothers site west of 
US 101). Key elements required to connect missing links in the trai l and provide 
feeder routes include: 

o A Laurel Avenue/Coos Bay Rail Underpass for bicycles, pedestrians and 
emergency vehicles ( Project #18) · 

o OR 38 Bike lanes and sidewalks, from 6th to US 101 
o OR 38 and Winchester Curb Extensions; on OR 38 at 3rd, 4th, sth and 5th 

and on Winchester at 4th and sth (with flashing beacon or similar treatment 
at 3rd) 

The Levee Loop Trail does not include the Port of Umpqua Industrial Park, 
between US 101 and the Coos Bay Rail Line as shown conceptually in the 2006 
Transportation System Plan (TSP), due to potential conflicts with heavy marine 
industria l uses in that area. The Levee Loop Trail shown in the RWDP (Figure '6) 
is a refinement to that TSP project. 

WATERWAY CONNIECYIONS 

The following waterway connections are part of the RWDP: 

Boat launches 

The City Boat Launch dock and parking area should be improved . The boat 
lau nch project has been submitted to the Oregon State Marine Board for a grant, 
which was pending as of the publication of this plan . 

Port Dock 

The Port Dock located at Fred Wahl Marine wil l remain in order to serve transient 
m oorage and ship repair needs. No changes are proposed . 
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Kayalk rrraiU 

A kayak trail is proposed from the Mcintosh Slough to the Scholfield Slough. A 
kayak launch area would be located just west of US 101 at the Port Dock Road 
undercrossing. Currents in the sloughs are considerably slower and more suitable 
for leisurely kayaking than those of the Umpqua River. The northern launch on 
the Mast Brothers property could be supported by commercial uses along Port 
Dock Road, such as a kayak shop or other concessionaire and visitor support 
services in the vicinity of the Oregon Dunes Visitors Center. The water t rail would 
provide another way to navigate dow ntown Reedsport, as Scholfield Slough 
wraps in close proximity to Winchester Avenue. A second kayak launch 
potentially could be located at the Coho RV Pari<. 

TR.ANSPOR'il'A'!rXON IMPR.OVIEMISNT COSTS 

1i"able 4J. ~ives . preliminary cost estimates for transportation-related improvement 
projects, including levee and stormwater improvements needed to support 
planned land uses and transportation improvements. Please refer to Appendix IS 
fo r detailed project descriptions. 

Final Plan - Nov 20 12 41 



Y~ANJ§IPO~fi.TATUON l?iLAN J REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN 

TailbU e 4 T~ransportall:ion limprovem ents - l?reliminarv «:osli:s 

~'Ulitl~~~-m 
~-m<tim 

, .Ga~'-~ ~iill 
@:::t@~ IK.l!l~ ~ ~ !i!tr_j!.(i"0 ®) , s~~))'-

1. Laurel Avenue traffic calming $5 
2. Levee Loop Trail: bike/pedestrian path along levee and connecting E $80 

Railroad Ave, Water Front Way, 2nd Street, Winchester, 14th Street, 
Hawthorne Ave, 13th Street, Champion Park/Visitor Center Levee (pave) to 
Port Dock Road to Scholfield and Mcintosh Slouqh frontaqes west of US 101 

3. OR 38/Winchester Avenue traffic signa l or similar capacity improvement $300 
4. Railroad landscape buffer . $60 
5. OR 38 f rom 6th to US 101 - full improvements pe r ODOT plans $2 3002 

6. Gateways (3 landscape features) $85 
7. Bulb-outs (5 standard and one with Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) $1623 

or similar device @ OR/38 and 3rd) 
8. Disconnect 2nd Street from Winchester $30 
9 . New OR 38 eastern access at Knife River/Gate 6 as right in/ri ght out $805 

10. Realign Elm at Winchester for right angle $1006 

11. OR 38 way finding and street furn iture $280 
12. East Railroad Ave from OR 38 to River Front Avo (full loca l street with $1,2007 

s i.:!ewal!.:s) 
13. Riverfront boardwalk extension : Umpqua Discovery Center west toRR and $1,0008 

east to Kn ife River site 
14. US 101/0R 38 Intersection improvements -9 

15. Rea lign 2nd Street north into Knife River site $804 

16. Connect Elm to OR 38 at Gate 6 $100 
17. Extend River Front Way to Gate 6 -10 

18. Multi-use path under railroad at Laurel ~6511 

TOT AL $5/927 

Footnotes: 
1. Estimated in 2012 US Dollars. 
2. ODOT's estimate of the full cost of widening, sidewalks, bike lanes, streetlights, and local 
Intersecting street realignments is $2,300,000. An interim project may be constructed at lower cost 
of an estimated $436,000. 
3. Bulb-outs (one on either side at 4 locations at $10,000 ea.), plus signing striping [$2,000] plus 
RRFB [$40,000]. 
4. Construct 100' approach built to City standard 28' curb-to-cu rb section + 5' sidewalks + 5' 
buffer [38' wide x $15/sf x 100' long x 1.2 contingency =$68,400 + $10,000 misc. street 
realignment at intersection]. 
5. Construct 100' approach built to City standard 28' curb-to-curb section + 5' sidewalks+ 5' 
buffer [38' wide x $15/sf x 100' long x 1.2 contingency =$68,400 + $10,000 misc. street 
rea lignment at intersection]. 
6. Assumes City owns right-of-way, planning-level cost for street reconstruction plus signing 
striping. . . . 
7. Construct 28' street with two 5' sidewalks x $15/sf x 1700' x 1.2 engineering/contingency. 
8. Based on a 1,260-foot long 12-foot wide multi-use path with approximately 112 constructed on 
piers over the Umpqua River (at an average cost of about $55/sf X 1.25 (engineering and 
contingency). . 
9. Assumed to be funded within ODOT maintenance budget. 
10. Cost assumed to be borne by developer. 
11. Construct 12' asphalt multi-use path/emergency drive (350' long x 12' wide x $12/sf x 1.2 
contingency= $60,500] plus signing and bollards [$5,000 for signing and bollards]. 
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This chapter contains amendments to the City of Reedsport Comprehensive Plan 
and Transportation System Plan, and recommended zoning ordinance 
amendments, required to implement the RWDP. 

Comprehensive Plan map changes are proposed as fisted in Table 5 and 
illustrat ed in f ggure :H.f8 . The 16.29-acre Knife River site is presently designated 
Water-Dependent Industrial, and conversion of this site to Commercia l requires a 
Goa l 17 Coastal Shorefands analysis to meet state law prior to a plan map 
amendm~nt. The remaining plan amendments, converting 13 gross acres (10 .5 
after subtracting streets) from industrial to commercial, are to be adopted with 
the RWDP. 

Co111version of lndusrD"ial U..arrod 

The 2009 Reedsport Economic Opportunity Analysis (EOA) findings recommend 
the conversion of 10.6-acres of industrial land to other uses, based on an 
oversupply of industria l fand 3

• It also identifies a need for 24.6 acres of 
commercia l land. The Waterfront and Downtown Plan is consistent with both 
findings, wh ile maintaining industrial designations for the Port of Umpqua 
Industri al Park and industrial land east of E. Railroad Avenue. 

New Mixed-Use Commercial Designation 

This plan also proposes allowing enclosed light industrial uses in some areas 
receiving the commercial designation, such as the areas designated Live
Work/Mixed-Use. The Live/Work area (Commercial Mixed Use zone) would allow 
both residentia l and employment uses. This cou ld provide for approximately · 
70,000 square feet of employment uses assuming 50°io of floor space is 
developed with employment uses. 

· Key Redevelopment Sites 

This plan implements the EOA findings for key redevelopment sites, as follows: 

1. Allow single-family cottage cluster developments in addition to multifamily 
housing in the residential area on the Mast Brothers site .(Schoffield Slough). 

3 The 2009 Reedsport EOA concludes that the City has a net additional land need for 24.6 
acres of buildable.commercial-zoned land, and a net surplus of 10.6 acres of industrial
zoned land. The EOA recommends that the City consider the following options: "1) 
converting the existing vacant residential land (especia lly multifamfly zoned land) to 
commercial; 2) using the redevelopment district to acquire existing underutiiized 
commercial properties and/or vacant buildings and making them available for new 
commercial development; or 3) re-zoning the Water-Dependent Industrial (WDI) zoned 
land tq commercial. · · 
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2 . Allow redevelopment of the l<nife Rive r site, including replacem ent of t he 
western bui ld ing for a proposed City Boat Launch expansion, and allow 
r edeve lopment of the Rubber Plant site with Waterfront -Commercial uses, 
including· potential vis itor services, subject to a future Goal 17 analysis. 

uii.lllb>De 5 summarizes the plan amendments, as shown in Figure 18 . 

Lt'ilap 
ll.oca\:iora Aci"es 

No. ot; Ci!wreoa'i: P.rciposecl IP!an IPi'liJposed ir-'lan 
t{e'lf4 !?a reels §'lam {Ac,·es) and zone 

Water-related 
Pending Goal 17 

Knife River Water- Commercia l 
1 West (A) 16.29 5 Dependent (11.80) 

Analysis. Planned 

East (B) I ndust rial Public/Semi-Public 
Commercial, with 

(4.49) 
C-3 zone 

City Boat 
Public/Semi-

2 
Launch 

1. 06 5 I ndustrial Pub lic/Semi-Public Public, with PL 
zone 

Umpqua 
Planned 

3 
Discovery 

1.38 6 Industrial 
Water-related 

Commercia l with 
Center Commercial C-3 
Area 
Live/Work Planned 
North (A) Commercial with 

4 
and West 

2.65 19 Industrial Commercial 
new CMU 

(B and C) Commercia l 
of Rainbow "Live/ Work" 
Plaza Mixed Use zone 

Rainbow 
Planned 

5 
Plaza 

1.88 - 7 I ndustrial Public/Semi-Public Publ ic/Semi-
Public { Pl zone) 

Commercia 
Planned 

6 
I South of 

1.44 5 Industria l Comm ercia l Commercial with 
Rainbow 
Plaza 

C-2 zone 

Commercia 
I South of Planned 

7 OR 38 at 1.01 9 Industria l Comm ercia l Commercia l with 
3rd and C-2 zone 
Winchester 
Gateway 
Plaza At 
Fir/Or Planned 

8 38/E. 0.58 .3 Commercial Public/Semi-Public Public/ Semi-
Railroad: Public (PL zone) 
North (A) 
South (B) 
Scholfield Commercia l (1.3 Planned 

9 
Slough 

3.7 1 £ndustrial 
acres, plus streets 

Comm ercia l with 
(Mast & part of Visitor 

C-1 zone 
Brothers) Center site) 

4 For parcel numbers, refer to Comprehensive Plan amendment fin dings and ordinance. 
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REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN I COMP~EHENSiVE PLAN 
AMENDMENTS 

CCOMPRE~ENSE\/IE ~l.AN 'iriEiCY A~ICNDMeN"li'S 

The Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan is an element of the City of 
Reedsport Comprehensive Plan, and its implementing policies are to be 
incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan through t he fo llowing text changes. 
New text additions to the Comprehensive Plan are underlined. 

GoaD~ (ComtpHrcehernsive !Plan Sedoorru IV, lfDarrks ami/ !Recreatioru) 

Policv 11. The City supports development of Rainbow Plaza, consistent with 
Rainbow Plaza Concept Plan conta ined in the Reedsport Waterfront and 
Downtown Plan. 

Policy 12.· The City supports development of a cont inuous boardwalk and 
pathway along Reedsport 's Umpqua riverfront from the eastern urban growth 
boundary to t he Coos Bay Rail Link. 

Policy 13. The City will work with appropriate agencies and seek. fund ing for 
Parks and Recreation elements within the Reedspor t Waterfront and Downtown 
Plan-, including Rainbow Plaza, expansion of the Cit y Boat Launch, new Gateways, 
and th e Levee Loop Trail System. · 

Policy 12. The City supports development of Old Town gateways and plazas 
described in t he Reedspor t Waterfront and Downtown Plan . Gateways and plazas 
may include art, landscape features, parking, and fest ivals; booths, food carts 
pursuant to City codes and ordinances. 

Policy 13. The City wi ll adopt t rail development standards and setback 
requirements along the Scholfield and Mcintosh sloughs for the Levee Loop Trai l 
System. 

Goa/ 9 ( Comprehensi ve Plan Section V, Economy) 

Policy 22. The market demand and employment land needs of the Reedsport 
Waterfron t and Downtown Plan shall be considered in addressing com mercia l an d 
industrial land needs for the City. 

Policy 23. Improve the safety, aesthetics and market v iability of Reedsport's 
waterfront and downtown by implementing the projects, programs and 
regulatory amendments recommended by the Reedsport Waterfront and 
Downtown Plan. 

Policy 24. The City may require development adjacent to designated trail and 
bathway system areas to improve said trails and pathways where the impact of 
development is roughly proportional to the need for such improvements. 
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CCO!MrP~IEHIEINH5i ~V/E IPlA!Nl j REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN 
AM IENIDM!E!Nll'§ 

Policv 25 . The City wil l adopt landscape buffer- standards for parcels designated 
Mixed Use Commercial abutting tile Coos Bay Rail Lin e, along E. Railroad Avenue 
north of Greenwood Avenue. 

Policy 26. Future rezone and/or code changes from industriai'to commercia l 
should support existing businesses. 

!GoiiJ I Jf.@ (CompYe!hemsffye !Piliflrru, Sedoorru llf, IHloMsirrug amd !PopMIIaU:oorru) 

Add to Goall: Policy 7. The City supports development of sm all -lot single family 
or "cottage housing" in multi-family zones to add housing choices, as 
recommended in the Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan. 

Add to Goal 3: Policy 5. The City encourages compatible and attractive mixed
use housing types and will develop design standards for small lot/multifamily 
housing and live-work housing, as recommended in the Reedsport Waterfront 
and Downtown Plan . · 

Goa J .112 (CompB'efnerosove /P//a/!'9 Sedoon XV, lfyansporrtafUon) 

AdJ lu Gudl 1; Puiit..y 9. EX<..t:!!Ji.. wllt:::: l e ODOT d!.)fJIUVdl is 1 eUUil ed 1'01 oro iects un 
State Facilities, the Reedsport Transportation System Plan is amended to include 
the transportation im provements and cost estimates within the Reedsport 
Waterfront andDowntown Plan. [See Part 5.] 

Add to Goal 3: Policy 9. The City sha ll work with ODOT to improve OR 38 
pedestrian crossing safety by implementing new crossings on 2nd through 5th 

Street and placing an immediate priority on 3rd Street, as recommended in the 
Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan. 

Add to Goal 7: Policy 7. Consider the funding and implementation 
recommendations of the Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan in priori tizing 
and implementing the City's capital improvement program. 

Goal 14 (Comprehensive !Plan Section '1111, /Land IIJse and IIJrlbatnizaU:ioro) 

Add a new c_losing sentence under Comprehensive Plan Map, Ind1,.1strial: An RV 
Park use may be allowed as an interim use on the south side of the Mcintosh 
Slough, west of US 101, until the market supports converting that area to higher 
employment-generating uses. 

Add a new closing sentence under Comprehensive Plan Map, Commercia l: Where 
the Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan designates, land for Live/Work 
uses, Mixed Use Commercial CCMU) zoning shall allow residential, commercial , 
and enclosed light industrial uses, pursuant to Commercial Land Use Pol icy 4, 
below. 
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A IMIIE INIIO M IE 1M 1'§ 

!Mew ll.arod/ {fJ]se GoaUs aJ!111dl IP'officeies: 

Residential: Policy 7. The City will allow "small lot sing le family" of cottage uses 
in multifamily residentia l districts,. subject to multifamily desi(m sta ndards. 

Commercial: Policy 4. the City w ill develop a new "CMU" Commercial "Live/Work" 
Mixed Use zone. The CMU district Mixed Use Commercial CCMU) zoning shall 
a llow residential, commercial, and enclosed light indust rial uses. The 
emoioyment use shall be commercia l retail and office use where it abuts 
comm ercia l or Public Land zoning, and may be enclosed light industria l or office 
use where it abuts Light Industrial zoning. 

Industrial: Policy 5 . Enclosed light indust rial uses and screened outdoor storage 
in light industrial zones . Reg uir~ development to include 30 foot buffers/setbacks 
from· the Scholfield and Mcintosh Sloughs, provid ing fo r inclusion of a pathway 
system . 

Industrial: Policy 6. An interim RV Park use m ay be allowed on light industria l 
land located on the south side of the Mcintosh Slough, west of US 101. 
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T§J?> AMEN D MENT§ I REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN 

iit~~N§~OIRfrA YE((J)N SV§ulEM ~lA~\1 AI\~IEii\HOHVJ~Nu$ 

The following changes to the 2006 Reedsport Transpo rtation System Plan (TSP) 
are recommended to bring the TSP into compliaRce with the recommendations of 
th is pla n. The changes include: 

o Transportation Projects 

o Roadway Classification Changes 

o Access Management Recommendations 

i!'!ia OlSfPfJU'fi: afi:om11 fPu~ifJ je<Ct!:s 

iiaJib>Be r5 shows the planned transportation infrastructure improvements within 
the Reedsport Waterfront & Downtown Plan Area. The t able shows projects 
identified in the Reedsport Waterfront & Downtown Plan as well as plan area 
projects previously identified in the TSP. This table identifies the "action needed'r 
to u pdate the TSP to maintain compliance with the Waterfront & Downtown Plan. 

Table 6 Amendmen'i:s to.2006 Transporf:a'i:ion System Plan 

- ~ltl I ~ - ~ ~'i.i§;JY ~® li. . ~~G:!)'U§;> • @.:!.ffi~ 
I~ I ~ . . . 

«fw~ 
--- ~;W. 

1. Laurel Avenue $5 No Include in TSP 
2. . Levee Loop Trail: bike/pedestrian path along levee $80 Yes Refines 

and connecting E Railroad Ave, Water Front Way, 2n~ Alignment of 
Street, Winchester, 14'h Street, Hawthorne Ave, 13th Multi-Use Path in 
Street, Champion Park /Visitor Center Levee (pave) TSP 
to Port Dock Road to Scholfield and Mcintosh Slough 
frontages west of US 101 

3. OR 38/Winchester Avenue traffic signal or similar $300 No Tentatively 
capacity improvement (Requires ODOT adoption) Include in TSP 

4. Railroad landscape buffer $60 No Include in TSP 
5. 0-R 38 from 6'h to US 101 - full improvements per $2,300 Yes Reta in TSP 

ODOT plans project # 1 
6. Gateways (3 landscape features) $85 No Include in TSP 
7. Bulb-outs (5 standard and one with Rectangular $162 Partially Replace TSP 

Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) or similar device@ Project #5 with 
OR/38 and 3rd) th is project (see 

below) 
8. Disconnect 2nd Street from Winchester $30 No Include in TSP 
9. New OR 38 eastern access at Knife River/Gate 6 as $80 No Include in TSP 

riqht in/right out 
10. Realiqn Elm at Winchester for riaht an ale $100 No Include in TSP 
11. OR 38 way finding and street furniture $280 No Include in TSP 
12. East Railroad Ave from OR 38 to River Front Ave (full $1,200 No Include in TSP 

local street with· sidewalks) 
13. Riverfron t boardwalk extension: Umpqua Discovery $1,000 No Include in TSP 

Center west to RR and east. to Knife River site 
14. US-101/0R 38 I ntersection improvements (ODOT) No Include in TSP 
15. Realign 2"d Street north into Knife River site $80 No Include in TSP 
16. Connect Elm to OR 38 at Gate 6 $100 No Include in TSP 
17. Extend River Front Way to Gate 6 (Developer) No Include in TSP 
18. Multi-use path under railroad at Laurel $65 No Include in TSP 
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ill@(!:(fta!.) OJ] ,~~ ~ ~ ll@fuul~(E ~~~~mr!JG:G'~ <9::!:511MIDJ..ff03 ~~ ' ~~ allil ~11rf.!rm)J) I I 

1. OR 38: 5'h to US 101: complete sidewalks . $536 Yes Retain this TSP project 
2. US 101: Laurel to 13'h: complete sidewalks $137 Yes Retain this TSP project, 

part of which is 
included In Waterfront 
& Downtown Plan Area 

3. OR 38@ W Railroad Avenue: crosswalk $10 Yes Reta in this TSP pr oject 
4 . OR 38@ Winchester Avenue: crosswalk $10 Yes Retain th is TSPproject 
5. Winchester Avenue @ 4'h Street: crosswalk $10 Yes Replace this TSP 

project with #7 from 
RWDP above 

~oaJdlway Cflassofficatoon Clfoanwes 

The 2006 TSP recommends a reclassification of Port Dock Road to a 
"Neighborhood Route" to faci litate future development. The Reedsport Waterfront 
& Downtown Plan reaffirms that classification. 

Access Management /Recommemiatioi!'Ds 

The 2006 Reedsport TSP identifies the need for on Access Man2.gement Plan to 
be conducted for OR 38 in the City. Accordingly, the Waterfront & Downtown Plan 
includes recommendations regarding access on OR 38. Th e recommendations in 
the Waterfront & Downtown Plan should be incorpo rated into the 2006 TSP. 
These include: 

c Fir Avenue and 6th Street approaches of OR 38 are within 40 feet of each 
other, about 300-400 feet east of East Railroad A venue: As traffic grows 
on OR 38, it may be desirable to re-channel ize the Fir Avenue approach by 
installing curb extensions, thereby reducing the width of its approach to 
OR 38 and "sea of pavement" that pedestrians encounter when traversing 
this· intersection. 

c A priva te driveway to the Sugar Shack Cafe intersects the highway from 
the south side within 10 feet of 3'd Street: in the event that redevelopment 
is proposed on this property or this section of OR 38 is reconstructed, it is 
recommended that this driveway be closed. Prior to a land use action or 
road construction, this driveway should remain unchanged. 
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ZONING AMEMDMIENT§ f REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN 

The following zoning amendments are recommended to implement the RWDP. 
The proposed changes are conceptua l; they should be reviewed and refined 
throug h a .Public process in. drafting specific ordinance language. 

llffmpqua !River Wat<Zr fitrlJmtc 

1. Apply the C-3 Marine Commercial Zone to areas designated Waterfront 
Commercial. The C-3 zone, which exists within Reedsport's code but it not 
presently in use, provides areas suitable for water-dependent and water
related/oriented reta il commercial uses, includ ing tourist lodging, restaurants 
and related faci lities. Examples of allowed uses includ e navigational aids, 
hotels, restaurants, ba it and tackle shops, gift and sp.ecialty shop, marine 
sel-vices and repairs, retai l and wholesale stores, among others. Conditiona l 
u ses include flood prevention structures, recreationa l veh icle parks, marine
oriented professional offices, processing of seafood in conjunction with reta il 
sales, storage of products and materials transported via the estuary, such as 
gravel and logs. The maximum building height is 45' and no minimum lot size 
is requ ired. Additionally, the C-3 zone,. Section 10.76 .020, should be 
amended to provide design standards for building scale and design in order to 
protect views of the water from key viewing areas, and to require ~xtend ing 
the Boa rdwalk/waterfront trail with future development. 

2. Amend the Public/Semi-Public Lands Zone, Section 10.72.120 (B) 14, to 
include specific development standards or design guidelin es fo r designated 
Gateways, including provis ions for landscaping, art, furnishings, information 
kiosks, and concessions. 

Downtown Reedsport 

3. Add a new CMU Commercial Live/Work Mixed Use Zone as Section 10.72.065, 
a llowing a broad range of neighborhood-serving reta il (similar to C-1), 
enclosed light industrial (similar to U), and residential uses. The new zone 
should: 

52 

a. Allow land uses to match those allowed in adjoin ing zones, and maintain 
flexibility for employment wses (e.g., bakery, laundry, reta il, light 
industrial). For exam ple, commercial retail and office uses shou ld be 
allowed adjacent to commercia l zones and public zones, and enclosed 
industrial, assembly, wholesa le or related office uses should be allowed 
adjacent to industrial zones. 

b . Provide design standards to encourage bui lding placement nea r the street, 
with minimal or no front yard setback. 

c. Allow housing as a permitted use. Where residential uses are permitted on 
the ground floor, the CMU code should require access to dwelling units via 
secondary (e.g., rear, side, or courtyard) entrance. 
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PORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN I ZONING AMENDMENT$ 

d. ·ng should be provided to the side of, behind, or beneath (e.g., 
estal) buildings. · 

e. ere outdoor storage is allowed, the CMU zone should require screening 
rage areas, particularly adjacent to areas designated for Public/Semi

lie use. 

4. the C-2. Commercial District, Section 10. 72 .070, to permit residential 
ove ground floor commercial uses (in upper building fl oors) on 
ies abutting OR 38 from 3rd to 5th Streets. Establish design standards 

inimal to zero f ront setbacks, and encourage the use of small , 
ve landscape planters/flower baskets, street furniture, sidewalk cafes 

les. Develop and adopt basic design guidelines to maintain t he integrity 
downtown core, including guidelines fo r front building entrances, 

nt windows, exterior lighting, and awnings. 

5 . the M-I Light Industrial District, Section 10. 72.090(L) Storage, to 
screening of all outdoor storage. The zone presently only requires 

creening when adj acent to a residential or co mmercia l zone. 

6. Section 4.020 Parking and Loading to waive the off-street parking and 
requirements for changes of use and new development for properties 

g OR 38 between 3rd to 5th Streets. 

7. Section to the M-I Light Industria l District, Section 10.72.090(C)(S), 
an RV Park as an interim use, subject to approval of a Conditional 

rmit, and amend Section 10.72.090(L) to require all ou tdoor storage be 
ed. 

8. the R-2 Multi-family Residential District, Section 10. 72.050(G)(1) 
ing minimum lot area to permit small lot single family or cottage 

on a minimum lot size of 3,500 square feet for maximum 2-story 
. Currently, this type of housing is allowed only through a Planned Unit 
pment, subject to Section 10.72.130. Where cities have adopted 

housing ordinances, they typically limit the size of the dwellings (e.g., 
square feet of floor area) and require the units be oriented to a 

open space. They also limit lot coverage; the current R-2 lot 
e standard of 50% would be appropriate. 

9. the C-1 zone, Section 10. 76.060, to permit housing in upper floors . 

10. credit for shared parking elsewhere when shared use parking 
ments are established . 

11. ire screening of unenclosed storage. 



OMPliEMENTATION I REEDSPORT W ATERFRONT AND DOWNTOW N PLA N 

IMJA!Ril<IE"i 1'XMXNG 

The RWDP is expected to generate significant levels of local and regional 
economic benefits during and after their construction . 'faJb>Be 3 est imates the 
timing for build-out of the plan, based on tl1e RWDP market study. 

P1·el'e1Ted 
Units Al·i:. (Stl !fq Mar lce·£ ll'iming 

IEmpfovment Uses* . 

Commercial/Waterfron t floor area SF 110,100 Yrs. 5-25 
Light Industrial/Flex floo r area SF 111 728 Yrs. 5-25 

Other Commercial Uses 

Hot el hotel units 100 Yrs. 10-20 -
Residentia l Uses 

Mufti-Family & Cottage Housing dwelli ngs 235 Yrs. 5-25 

RV Park Units RV sites 60 Yrs. 5- 10 
Other/Public Attractions & 
Amenities 

New Visitor Attraction floor area SF 23 121 Yrs. 5-10 
Riverfront boardwalk/trails n/a Yrs. 5-20 .. 

"'An add1t1onal 70,000 square feet of Live/Work M1xed-Use Employment may develop 
beyond the 20 to 25-year planning horizon. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

The overall development program is expected to generate approximately $75M 
(Preferred Alternative) in loca l assessed valuation upon build-out , which would 
help fund construct ion of urban renewal projects and facilitate the sunset of the 
Urban Renewal District. Since the City of Reedsport, like many jurisdictions if') 
southern Oregon, is currently in ass.essed/market value "compression" under 
Ballot Measure 5, the additiona l assessed va luation would be a welcome increase 
fo r local taxing districts. 

A preliminary analysis indicates that upon RWDP build-out, the annua l revenues 
rea lized by loca l districts after sunset of the urban renewa l district (stated in 
2012 dollars) would equate to approximately $425,000 per year for the City of 
Reedsport, $80,000 per year for Douglas County, and $320,000 per year fo r the 
Reedsport School Dist ri ct 105. Also, the Lower Umpqua Hospita l District wou ld 
receive $272,000 per year, and the Lower Umpqua Parks and Recreation District 
would receive $17,000 per yea r. 

The direct economic impact of implementing the full RWDP ( i.e., approximately 
$11. 6M in state and loca l expenditures on infrastructure projects, and an 
additional $75M on private building construction) is expected to support 
approximately 850 construction jobs over the next 25 years; th is equates to an 
average of 34 full - time eq uivalent construction jobs per year for 25 years . 
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In addition to increased property values associated with new construction, the 
permanent benefits from redevelopment in the Waterfront and Downtown 
planning area include direct and indirect/induced job creation from additional 
household and visitor spending increases after projects ar:e completed. Overall, 
at build-out, the redevelopment program would add approximately 354 direct 
jobs and grow the population by 575 people, as shown in T'aiMca ~. 

T abOe 8 IEJtpecil:ei!ll Net Ne w IDlilred IPermanenil: .'Dobs ani!ll !Jllop. alt IBIU!Dii!ll-oull: 

Jobs Population 
IEmplovment Uses 

Commercial/Waterfront 180 
Light Industrial/Flex 110 

Ot her (Commercial Uses 

Hotel 49 
Residential Uses 

Multi-Family & Cottage Housing 530 
RV Park Units 6 45 

Other I Public Attractions &. Amenities 

New 1/ lsitor Attraction 9 

Total 354 575 

The plan assumes an increase in both day-trip visitors and overnight visitors that 
would come with an interim RV Park on the Mast Bros. site west of US 101, and a 
hotel, commercial retail, and/or other attractions on the Old Town Waterfront. 
Based on an Oregon Tourism Commission survey of visitor spending (2010 
Longwoods Survey), it is estimated that an increase of over 48,000 overnight
visitors per year cou ld be expected at the RV Park alone. That level of visitation 
combined with visitor spending increases at commercial faci lities could generate 
an annual direct and indirect/induced economic impact. of $5.7M for the local 
economy. Approximately 40% of the overall economic benefit would be in the 
form of indirect/induced benefits that would accrue to businesses located outside 
the Waterfront and Downtown planning area in other parts of the city or region. 
(FCS GROUP) 

In comparison to the projected spending on construction and the visitor 
spending, the benefits from new households and businesses moving into the 
RWDP area would be even more significant. It is estimated that the annual 
economic impact, as measured by increases in gross domestic product, would 
rang.e from $7~ t o $86 million per year for the locai and regiona i 
economy; this includes direct and indirect/induced spending. This level of 
spending would not only support the direct job creation mentioned above (354 
jobs) but also about 230 indirect/ind~ced jobs in the region annually. 
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WJ~ILEMIENTATION I REEDSPORT WATERFRONT AND DOWNTOWN PLAN 

1ia10Jlle 3 and the following narrative outline a 20-year implementation strategy 
fo r the RWDP. (See Table 6, pages 50-51, for transportation project cost 

estimates.) 

Table ~ (J.lee~sport Waterfront and ll)cwnb:own PlcaJn Xmplemeni:ai:ion §irai:egy 

Time f.\ction Descrif)'O:ion lead fP~.Jb lic Role 
Pi'i"a'l:e e:>ossible funldin9 

i«rc~me !·,em Role Sou•·ces 

Owners to 
ODOT; Reedsport 

match 
Urban Renewal 

OR 38/3rd St. 
City to work funds 

Agency; Old Town 

Years 1-5 with Merchants 

(see also 
Pedestrian merchants 

through Association; local 

"immediate l 
Crossing; Fat;ade City and URA and 

paint, materials and labor 
Improvement bricks and 

action" list Program; 
ODOTon mortar and 

donation ; potential 

below table) Wayfinding Signs 
design and equity to 

design assistance 

funding through Oregon 
improve Main Street 
facades Program 
Support 
levee 

City to work 
lmproveme 
nts to 

with US protect State and Federal 

Years 1-5 2 
Levee City 

Army Corps property infrastructure 
Recertification of Engineers and avoid grants and loans 

to fund levee 
repairs 

higher 
flood 
insurance 
costs 
Support 
storm water Oregon 

City to improveme Infrastructure . 
Storm Drainage 

improve nts to Finance 

Years 1-5 3 City based on protect Administration; 
Improvements Stormwater property Immediate 

Master Plan from Opportunity Funds; 
frequent others. 
flooding 
Support 

City to plan, seek Oregon Parks and 

Rainbow Plaza 
pursue private Recreation 

Years 1-5 4 Improvements 
City funding and donors to Development 

i!l1plement match Grant; private 

plaza plan public funds 
funds 
Recognize 

City to tweak 
benefits of 
enhanced 

Years 1-5 5 
Marina Parking City 

design and river 
Oregon Marine 

Expansion submit OMB Board grant 
grant 

access; 
support 
olan 
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. 
lime . Action Descripiion lea~ t'ublic Role 

!i'rivai:e Possible Funding 

r-1·arne :!tern Role Sou•·ces 

Private investment 

Owner/loca 
is need to develop 

City to allow I support 
int erim RV use; 

Years 1·-s 6 Private RV Park Private RV park as and private 
likely t ied to a 
more Intense 

interim use funds are future 
needed redevelopment 

plan 
Significant private 

City to seek 
Private investment is 
donors are needed under a 

New Visitor Non-
a 501c-3 needed to non-profit lead to 

Years 6-10 7 Attraction/ profit/ 
non-profit supply create a new 

Museum City 
partner to materials, visitor attraction 
manage labor and (i.e. draw on 
project capital Umpqua Discovery 

Center example) 

City to seek 
funding; Private 
including support, 
private Oregon Parks and 

Levee Loop Trail assistance In 
Including Recreation 
easements 

Years 6-10 8 and Waterfront City design and and 
Development 

Promenade construction boardwalk 
Grant; private 

through the funding are 
funds 

development required 
review 
process 

Private 
Private funds; 

Waterfront 
City to investment 

public partnerships 

Years 6-10 9 Commercial 
Private implement s are 

including grants 

plan required 
and loans as 
appropriate 

Private 
Private funds; 

City to Investment 
public partnerships 

Years 6-10 10 Light Industrial Private implement including grants 

plan 
s are and loans as 
required appropriate 

Private 
Private funds; 

Multifamily & 
City to investment 

public partnerships 

Years 11-20 11 Private implement Including grants 
Cottage Housing plan 

s are and loans as 
required appropriate 

Private 
Private funds; 

City to investment 
public partnerships 

Years 11-20 12 Hotel Private implement including grants 

plan 
!i are and loans as 
required appropriate 
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uime Action 
Descrip~ion ll..eacl t:'ublic Role 

P1·ivaie ~ossible IFuncHng 
L=rnme li~em Role SoUi·ces 

Private 
Private funds; 

City to 
investment 

public partnersh ips 
Years 11-20 13 Commercial Infill Private implement including grants 

pian 
s are 

and loans as 
required 

appropriate 

Veaurs Jl -5 

Redeve lopment will require patience and decades of focused effort, and can only 
occu r if the community gathers support for funding critical infras tructure 
improvements, as market forces ·gain mom entum for new housing and 
com mercial development. Initial efforts should include improved crossing sa fety 
fo r OR 38 at 3rd Street; fund ing for a fa<.;ad e improvement program; and 
wayfind ing signage t o direct visitors to th e waterfront. These effo1·ts should 
initially focus on the. immediate area of OR 38 and 3rd Street as a demonstration 
project, but wi ll be expandable in the downtown core . Other cri t ical and 
concurrent public investment is needed to recertify the levee ($3.7M) and 
improve storm drainage ($2M). These improvements wi ll contro l flooding and 
keep flood insurance rates reasonable - t hey are required to help retain existing 
businesses, homeowners, and assessed valuation levels. Levee recertification 
and storm drainage improvements could be funded using a mix of the 

. recommended funding sources identified above. Without these critica l 
inf rastructure projects, the potential for private investment and other public 
investments are expected to be minimal. 

Immediate Action 

The City of Reedsport should immediately (years 1-2) undertake the fo llowing 
significa nt efforts to kick-off the vis ion embod ied in the Waterfront and 
Downtown Plan : 

1. I nitiate a Goa l 17 analysis for the Kn ife River site and prepare a future 
Comprehensive Plan amendment to re-designate the property from Water
dependent Industrial to Commercial and Public/Semi-Public, including plan 
po licies to d irect Waterfront Commercia l uses and propose C-3 zoning for the 
commerc ial portion of the property. Continue to work closely with Knife River 
in support of the plan map change and future re-zoning needed for site 
redevelopment 

2. Review and refine zoning concepts presented with the Waterfront and 
Downtown Plan, and prepare zone changes and zoning code text updates. 

3. Work with ODOT on funding design and construction of a new crossing for OR 
38 at 3rd Street. 

4 . Work w ith the Merchant's Association, t he Chamber and orga nizations such as 
Oregon Main. Street to develop a Downtown Fa~_;ade Improvement Plan. Focus 
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on donated labor and materials to initiate a "show me" project with public and 
private funding to improve facades on a block along OR 38 adjoining the 
improved 3rd Street crossing. 

5. Develop a wayfinding sign program to include design and placement of signs 
to direct the public to the Reedsport Waterfront. Work with the Downtown 
Merchants and local suppliers to ensure buy-in and participation. 

6. Continue efforts to fund the Levee Recertification and Stormwater 
Improvement projects. 

Vears !SdJUJJ 

Lessons learned from t he implementation of the Umpqua Discovery Center 
indicate that it can take many years to organize and assemble adequate 
partnerships and funding resources to construct a major museum facil ity. The 
momentum already established by the loca l community for hosting the annual 
Reedsport Chainsaw Carving Festival has gained state, national and even 
international attention. A non-profit (SOlc-3) in partnership with the City could 
work together to leverage limited local resources to acquire a viable site for a 
new visitor attraction, whir.:;h could also function as a workspace and commun jty 
meeting facility for events, presentations, and workshops on this unique and 
culturally significant art. This new facility, in combination with the Umpqua 
Discovery Center, commercial waterfront, and a new RV park and/or hotel, could 
establish a critical mass of visitation attractions. 

A combination of Urban Renewal funding and private and corporate donations 
and sponsorships would be required to undertake the construction of a visitor 
attraction; and private equity would be needed to complete the RV Park, along 
with zoning code amendments. Reedsport's comprehensive plan and zoning 
regulations will need to be amended in order to allow the development program 
envisioned in the preferred alternative. · 

Years 11.0+ 

·The near-term public, private and non-profit investments that occur during the 
first 10 years would set the stage for ongoing private development activities 
during the following 10+ years. The need for additional public investment in 
streets, streetscapes, parks and other infrastructure would have to be well t imed 
with private development projects. As market conditions improve, the 
community may also be more inclined to support a special General Obligation 
bond focusing on specific " large" legacy project elements, such as the Riverfront 
boardwalk and/or gateway improvements. 

Local improvement districts in combination with urban renewal funds may be 
used to construct streetscape improvements and other public infrastructure in 
specific locations. 
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This section summarizes the potential funding options tl1at are ava ilable to the 
City of Reedsport for RWDP implementation. Th e planned infrastructure 
improvem ents require significant financial expenditures. Improvem ents are 
expected to result in enhanced flood protection, storm drainage, pedestrian, 
bicycle and veh icu lar access, and an improved market image for the area that 
helps attract additional direct private investment. The planned enhancements will 
also provide a direCt benefit to downtown visitors, res idents, businesses and 
workers. A combination of fundin g techniques is therefore appropriate to help 
spread out the cost of tl1e impmvements to tl1ose who benefit . 

A summary of local funding t echniques used in Oregon for downtown and 
waterfront improvements is provided in Appendix C. The primary funding options 
include: 

o User Fees (e.g., boat launch fe es) 

o System Development Charges (SOC) 

o Parking District Charges 

o Urban Renewal Program1 Tax Increment Financing 

o Loca l Improvement Districts (LID) 

o Zone of Benefit District (ZBD) 

o Economic Improvement District (EID) 

o Utility Rates and Charges 

o Genera l Obligation and Genera l Revenue Bonds 

o State and Federal Financing Programs and Grants (e.g., Oregon Marine 
Board grants, and ODOT/TGM grant and federa l fun~ing programs) 

a Potential grant funding opportunities are listed below. 

IEVAlUA1iiON OIF IFUNDXNG OP'lil!ONS 

Public investment in transportation, flood protection, sto rm drainage and 
parks/tra il facilities is expected to result in direct loca l and citywide benefits in 
terms of enhanced safety1 access1 visitation, and business income. As business 
income and sales increase1 there will be citywide benefits in the form of 
enhanced downtown employment1 private real estate iriVestme·nt and enhanced 
local assessed value creation and property tax revenue collections. To help 
evaluate the relative benefits of potentia l funding options1 prelim inary evaluation 
criteria were identified and compa red to one another in Table 10. 

The funding options listed in Table 10 have lega l precedence in Oregon. Initial 
funding evaluation crite ria included: 

60 

·:• Voter Approval - Might the funding technique requ ire voter approval 
under Oregon law or per the voter-approved Reedsport City Charter 
Amendment? (Note: At the time of publication of the RWDP, the charter 
amendment was pending a court decis ion.) 
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This chapter presents the land use alternatives that were evaluated throug h the 
RWDP public process, and documents the reasoning for selecting the preferred 
land use plan. 

The project t eam initially developed two land use alternative concept plans for 
Reedsport's Waterfront and Downtown. The alternatives were based on a 
ca reful ana lysis of existing conditions and needs, and state and local 
require ments. The consultants worked closely with ODOT representatives to 
ensure the plan options were consistent with ODOT requirements. 1 

The ODOT review found that the tra nsportation improvements presented here 
are technical ly viable. Chapter 8 and Appendix A provide additional 
improvements to comply with ODOT standards for highway operations. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

AUte rn111 ative ll. , summarized below, is presented in graphical form {IFig urre 6) 
on the next page. Table 2, on the page that follows, gives the land use and 
development program for Alternative 1. 

Sdholfaeld Slough 

In Alternative 1, the Scholfield ·Siough area is developed with a combination of 
visitor-oriented retail, housing and employment uses. The land uses south of 
the levee remain unchanged. North of the levee and we'st of US 101, three land 
use districts are proposed: Multi -family Housing (MF), Light Industrial/Interim 
RV Park (LI/RV) and Commercial (C). The area is accessed through a new road 
developed perpendicular to Port Dock Road. 

Central 

There are no recommended land use changes for the Central sub-area which 
includes housing and the Port of Umpqua Industrial Park. 

Old Town/Waterfront 

Alternative 1 includes existing commercial uses on the waterfront and proposes 
to change the designation from industrial to waterfront mixed use between 
River Front Way and the river, east of the Coos Bay Rail Line. North of Highway 
38 land uses are proposed to be a mix of light industrial, multi-family 
residential, commercial, including waterfront commercial, and public/open 
space uses. The existing commercial district along Winchester Avenue and the 
residential district to the ' south of Highway 38 also do not change under 
Alternative 1. 

1 ODOT staff from the following divisions re,viewed the preliminary plan alternatives in a 
meeting held on March 22, 2012: Planning, Environmental, Traffic Analysis, Freight 
Mobility, Bicycle/Pedestrians, Road Design, Region 3, and District 7. 
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b lst lnQ Boardwalk ~ L.andscaplnq/Veqctlol tlon Ped1st rla n Sional or 0 RellroacJ Cron lnQ ~ Hlqhway Enh~ncements D Public facilities f lashlnq Beacon 
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Concept Plan - Alternative 1 with Roundabout 
Waterfront and Downtown Plan, City of Reedsport, Oregon 
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·:• fFn.I!InHtflo1111g or 1Fo1111al11ld1111\9J !Poll:e1111ll:oaU- Will the funding stream result in a 
stable and reliable source of revenues? Will the revenues be deemed credit 
worthy by potential lenders, and become a source of near term funding for 
the planned improvements? 

·:· !Dilred Cosll: IB1Urdlell1l 01111 10low111ttowrn !OeveUOIPUV:OISif1l!l: - Will the funding 
technique be considered as an extraordinary development cost, and 
dissuade potential investment in downtown? 

•:• IEqOJJ o1l:w - Will those w~o pay deem the funding technique and its 
implementation process equitable? 

Based on the above criteria, the funding options that received the highest rating 
for the RWDP are summarized as follows. These measures merit additional 
analysis and consideration by the City and downtown businesses. Appendix C 
contains. additional background on funding options. 

!User !Fees . 
The current boat launch fee of $3 .00 may be increased slightly to generate 
additional short-term revenue for ongoing maintenance cost requirements. 
Annual passes could be provided to local residents at a discounted price. If 
addi(ional public parks, traiis or boat dock facilities are provideu ovt:!r lilllt:! by 
private developers and dedicated to the City (as conditions of approval), the City 
could charge user fees for transient boat dock usage, or use of picnic shelters for 
private events. Since this revenue source is not likely to be significant in 
comparison to the others and now would require voter approval, it is not 
recommended at this time. 

H..ocalllmprovement !District 

The City should expect downtown property owners that benefit fr.om the planned 
transportation facility investments to help pay for a portion of the cost of the 
improvements though a local improvement district (LID). An engineering study 
wo uld be needed to create an equitable approach for assessing downtown 
property owners for specific project elements, such as storm drainage, levee or 
streetscape improvements. The LID could include zones with varying assessment 
levels to account for benefits that are perceived to vary by location or land use 
characteristics (e.g., LIDs may exempt upper-floor redevelopment or single 
family dwellings from the assessments) . An LID derives revenue from selected 
properties and requires at least 51% property owner approval. 

Utility Fees 

The City of Reedsport could increase its local sto_rm drainage utility fee or 
restructure it so that the properties within the RWDP area pay a slightly higher 
rate in comparison to other parts or"the city, which is proportional to the benefit 
they receive by the additiona l cost of storm drainage. The City may also explore 
establishing a ne·w Parks Utility that in.cludes low monthly or bi-monthly charges 
to residents and non-residential properties (now requires voter approval). The 
revenue generated by the Parks Utility may be used fo r operations, maintenance 
or construction of specific improvements, such as the Waterfront trail network. 
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(JJJtrfb>an !Re!TUewaff [D)ffsfl:trffd 

While the City of Reedsport's ex isting Urban Renewal District has little available 
funding to invest in planned facility improvements at this time, it could 
eventua lly become a source of long-term funding to help match non-local loans 
or grants, especi_ally after additional private investment occurs in the district. 

!Bo rocf/s 

The City of Reedsport could pursue a citywide "waterfront accessibility, General 
Obligation bond measure that generates adequate funding for all or a portion of 
the planned waterfront trail and related parking or park improvements, including 
land acquisition. These types of bond measures are more successful when they 
resu lt in "heritage improvements" that benefit res idents with strategic parks and 
pedestrian safety improvements (such as enhanced access to schools an,d parks). 

[D) [Jlll1laJlCDIOil1l§ IOllr CIOlir[pliO>Ii''<illtte §[pl iDlll1l§IOll'SihD[lJlS 

The City of Ree.dsport cou ld work close ly with existing loca l non-prqfit 
foundations or a newly established non-profit organization to establish tax 
deductable programs for specific improvements, such as street trees, street 
furnishings, lighting, and artwork: This type of investment would be appropriate 
for R::,inhow PI<Jza and the Visitor Af:trur.i"ion, in <1 monnf!r similar\'() thnt userl for 
building and operating the Umpqua Discovery Center. In some instances, donors 
may be eligible for federal and/or state income tax credits. 

«.i!l'iiill1U:S 

The City of Reedsport should consider pursuing the following state and federal 
grants to match local funding sources and leverage private investment: 

o U.S. Economic Development Administration, Community Development 
Block Grants · 

o U. S. Departm ent of Agriculture Rural Community Enhancement Grants 
(provided fo r rural infrastructure and community enhancement projects). 

o ODOT Transportation Enhancement program could be targeted to raise 
upfront capital facilities proceeds for specific improvements. 

o ODOT Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvement grant program. 
o Oregon Marine Board grants (available for public boat launch and parking 

facilities). An OMB grant has been awarded for improvements to the City 
Boat Launch an·d parking area, but has been placed on hold pending a 
design and parking need assessment. 

o Oregon Community Development Block Grant program (locally 
administered through Douglas County). 

o Oregon Special' Public .Works Grants or ODOT Immediate Opportunity 
Funds (grants tied to job creation). 

Special state or U.S. Congressional program funding may also be available 
through specific funding requests. The City of Reedsport should check with its 
local state legislative repr_esentative and congressiona l representatives for 
current funding program application deadlines. 
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Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan -Alternatives Analysis 
(Appendix A) 

Table 1 Alternative 1 land Use andl Development Program 

Average Square Feet 
Square Site Building Bldg of 

Land Use Feet Acres Coverage Footprint Stories . Development 
Multi-Family 

706,594 16.22 20% 141,319 2 282,638 
Housing (west ) 
Commercia l 71,962 1.65 25% 17,991 1 17,991 
Light I ndustr ial 

391,994 9.00 15% 58,799 1 58,799 
/Interim RV Park 
Light Industrial 288 ,938 6.63 20% 57,788 1 57,788 
Live/Work Mixed 

104,861 2.41 25% 26,215 1.5 39,323 Use 
Multi-Family 

300,928 6.91 20% 60,186 1.5 90,278 
Housing (east) 
Visitor 

97,136 2.23 20% 19,427 1 19,427 
Destination 
Waterfront 

41,075 0.94 25% 10,269 1 10,269 
Commercial** 
Waterfront 

183,616 4.22 25% 45,904 1.5 68,856 
Mixed Use 

Hotel 193,697 4.45 15% 29,055 1.5 43,582 
-*,1\:;:;t;rr;e;; ::.,ooo Sf p~r d~~ellt l19 Ultll alld 4:>u SF p~r horel uniL 

. ** Excludes Umpqua Discovery Center, associated parking lot and expanded boat launch and parking. 
na = not applicable. 

-3-

Units Units/ 
* Acre 

283 17.4 

na na 

na na 

na na 

20 8.2 

90 13.1 

na na 

na na 

na na 

97 r.a 
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{Appendix A} 

ALTERNATIVE 2 

AUte r1111 a tave 2, summarized below, is presented in graphica l form (!Fag ~~.nre 7) 
on th e next page. On the page that foll ows, l'albie 3 gives the land use and 
development program for Alternative 2. 

§cfr"ilo i 1FieUd §Uo~~.ngfr"il 

Alternat ive 2 is· comprised of two areas north of t he levee and west of Highway 
101, along Scholfield and Mcintosh Sloughs, as follows. (TI1e land uses south of 
the lev ee are unchanged.) 

Ce ll"Uli:Ir0311 

Predominately residential and indust rial in nature, the Central sub-ar ea incl udes 
·· no recommended land use changes . ' 

O~ldl l'o W!rU / Wall:e ir1firo 01ltt 

Alternative 2 changes the industrial area between River Front Way and the 
waterfr ont from industrial to waterfront mixed use. Sim ilar to Alternative 1 , the 
exist ing commercial district along Winchester Avenue and the residential district 
to the south of Highway 38 do not cha nge under Alternative 2. 

North of Highway 38, a m ix of light industrial, live-work/mixed-use, commercia l 
(including waterfront commercial and mixed use commercial), RV Park (or other 
recreationa l facili ty), and public/open space uses is shown under Altern ative 2 . 

-4-
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Concept Plan - Alternative 2 
Waterfront and Downtown Plan, City of Reedsport. Oregon 



Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan -Alternatives Analysis 
(Appendix A) 

Table 2 Alternative 2 Landi Use and Development !Program 

Site Units Square Building Avg. Square Feet 
Land Use Feet . Acres Coverage Footprint stories Development., . . ')~~\~ 
Multi-Family and 

536,6 17 12 .32 20% 107,323 Cottage Housing 
Light 

324,261 7.44 20% 64,852 
Industr ial/Flex 

Light Industrial 288,938 6 .63 20% 57,788 
Live/Work Mixed-

300,928 6.91 25% 75,232 
Use* 
Multi-Family 

104,861 2.41 20% 20,972 
Housinq 
Waterfront Mixed 

41,075 0.94 25% 10,269 
Use*** 

Hotel 97,136 2.23 22% 21,370 
RV Park/Other 
Rec. Facility 500,149 11.48 tbd n/a 
/Open Space 
*Assumes that half of the development 1s devoted to housing. 
**Assumes 1,000 SF per dwelling unit and 450 SF per hotel unit. 

1.5 160,985 

1 64,852 

1 57,788 

1.5 112,848 

1.5 31,458 

1.5 15,403 

2 42,740 

n/a tbd 

·t.·t":' Exciudcs Urol!Jqua Discovery Cenl:<!r, aso;odateol p~1 kiny lot nlltJ e.<p-inJo:>d ilo1;;r ldunch r;nd pill king. 
na = noc appucaole. 
tbd = to be determined in the future after public and property owner input. 

-6-
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na 

na 

56 

31 

na 

95 

tbd 

units/ 
. acre 

13.1 

na 

na 

8.2 

13.1 

na 

na 

na 



Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan - Alternatives Analysis 
(Appendix A) 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

The planning team eva luated the two alternatives based on a simplified scale of 
one to three points (lf'ab8e 4 ), with three points indicating the highest score, 
and presented them at a public workshop and at a Project Advisory Meeting 
held in late May 2012 in Reedsport. The alternatives were also evaluated for 
cost. 

The public feedback generally favored the land use plan of Alternative 1 and the 
proposed buffers on the Scholfield Slough shown in Alternative 2. The PAC 
concurred with that input and recom mended the following refinem ents: 

o Wrap the live-work/mixed-use designation around Rainbow Plaza and 
extend it north of the downtown core, rath er than separating live/work and 
multifamily housing as shown in the origina l alternatives. 

o Designate a broad waterfront commercia l area tha t could include r etai l, 
hotel and visitor attraction uses. 

These ideas, along w ith the proposed land use, transportation, and design 
concepts that are common to both alternatives, per the main RWDP document, 
form the Preferred A:ternative. 

The capital costs of Alternatives 1 and 2 are comparable to the Preferred 
Alternative; the costs are approximately $5 .9 million In transportation 
improvements and $5.7 million in levee and storm water-related improvements. 

- 7-
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(Appendix A) 

Table 3 Altern11atives !Evah.llaitimn Summary 

Category Criterion Score 
Transportation Alt. 1 

Emergency Accessibility 3 
Direct & Convenient Access 2 
Construction Costs 2 
ADA Access 2 
Compliance with Standards 2 

' Waterfront Accessibility 3 
Lighting and Safety 2 
Bicycle Access 3 

Land Use 
Gateways 3 

' Compatibility .w/ Adjacent Uses 2 
Views 3 

I Infrastructure 
Development Costs inside (lower) 
vs. outside (higher) Levee within 1 
Floodplain 

Market 
Positive Fiscal Impact 3 
Consistency w/ Mkt. Trends 2 
Com:r.ercia! Visibi!itv & A::cess 3 
Residential Inside Levee 3 
Commercial/Indus . Inside Levee 2 
Positively Impacts City Image 3 
Jobs Creation 3 

Totals 47 
( 1 = good; 2 = better; 3 = best) 

-8-

Alt. 2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
3 

2 

2 
3 
1 
2 
3 
1 
3 

42 
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TRANSPORTAT I ON ENGINEER I NG /PLANNING 

610 SW Alder Street, Suite 700, Portland, OR 97205 ·· 503.228.5230 ' 503.273.8169 

PROJECT MEMORANDUM 

Preferred Transportation Alternative Analysis REVISED 

Date: August 14, 2012 Project #: 12034 

To: Scot Keillor Scot Siegel 
Columbia Planning Northwest 
885 Methodist Road 
Hood River, OR 97031 

Siegel Planning Services, LLC 
15450 Boones Ferry Road, 9-145 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

From: 

Project: 

Subject: 

Dan Seeman, Chris Brehmer, P.E., and Dave Daly 

Reedsport Waterfront & Downtown Plan 
Preferred Transportation Alternatives Ana lysis 

The purpose of this memorandum is to address the revisions that were made to the Preferred 

Al ternati•!9 for th::: R2cd:;port 'Nat2rfru11l. & Duwncown Pian. I h1s memorandum summarizes 

revisions that were made to two areas of the plan: 1) land use, and 2) trails. 

Land Use Revisions 

The revisions include changing 0.33 acres of Block B from Light Industrial to Live/Work use, and 0.33 

acres west of t he Discovery Center from Wat erfront Commercia l to Light Industrial. Thus, there is no 

change in the tota l square footage of Light Industrial uses in the study area, and there is a change of 

about 0.33 acres from Waterfront Commercial uses to Live-Work uses. Based on assumed lot 

coverage and densities, and that the Live-Work land use category includes multi-family residential 

and office uses, the net square footage changes are as follows in the study area: 

· o 5,391 gross square feet less of Waterfront Commercial uses 

o 2,696 gross square feet more of General Office uses 

a 2 more multi-family dwelling units 

Table 3-1 below (from the July 13, 2012 project memorandum prepared by Kittelson & Associates) 

shows the estimated summertime trip generation for uses included in the Preferred Alternative 

Transportation Analysis. Trip generation was estimated based on information provided in the 

standard reference manual Trip Generation, 81
h Edition published by the Institute of Transportation 

Engineers (ITE-Reference 1). All daily trips have been rounded to the nearest ten and all peak hour 

trips have been rounded to the nearest five trips. 

H:\projfile\12034- ODOT TGM Reedsport Waterfront Pfon\tech memos\Preferred Alternotive\12034 Reedsport Prefered Alternative Analysis 

081412.doc 



Reedsport Waterfront & Downtown Plan Preferred Alternative A.1ofysis 
August 14, 2012 

Ta~le 3-1 ORIGINAL Preferred Alternative - Estimated Trip Generation 

.... . ; .. .' -. 

llt.c\ill@ro - ~ 

Multi-Family Housing 220 :61 Units 1,070 100 

Commercial 820 14,454 S.F. 1,930 175 

General Industrial (Interim RV Park) 110 53.940 S.F. 375 so 
General Industrial 110 57,788 S.F. 1!05 60 

Multi-Family !;lousing 220 74 Units 490 4S 

Visitor Destination 435 23,121 S.F 830 85 

Waterfront Commercial 820 85,647S.F. 6,140 S70 

Hotel 310 100 Rooms 820 60 

Tot al Trips 12,060 1,145 

6S 

85 

s 
10 

30 

45 

280 

30 

550 

Project II: 12034.0 
Poge 2 

35 

90 

45 

so 
15 

40 

290 

30 

595 

Table 3-la shows the revised estimated summertime weekday p.m. peak hour tr ip generation 

associated with revised uses in the preferre d alternative. As shown, there will be about three percent 

fewer trips generat ed by study area uses as a resu lt of the re•;ised land uses. This amounts to about 

35 fewer w eekday p.m. peak hour trips generated by study area land uses. 

Table 3-la REVISED Preferred Alternative - Estimated Trip Generation 

Multi-Family Housing 

Commercial 820 14,4S4S.F. 1,930 175 85 90 

General Industrial (Interim RV Park) 110 53.940S.F. 375 so 5 45 

General Indust r ia l 110 57,788 S.F. 405 60 10 50 

220 
76 Units 510 45 30 15 
(+2 units) (+20) (Neg) (Neg) (Neg) Multi-Family Housing 

Visitor Destination 435 23,121 S.F 830 85 45 40 

820 
85,647S.F. 5,755 530 260 270 
(-S391 SF) (-385) (-40) (-20) (-20) 

Waterfront Commercial 

710 2,696 
30 5 Neg 5 

(+30) (+S) (Neg) (+5) 
Genera l Office 

Hotel 310 100Rooms 820 60 30 30 

11,725 1,110 530 580 
Total Trips (-335) (-35) (-20) (-15) 

-3% -3% -39G -3% 

Based on this very marginal change in trip generation, it is reasonable to conclude that the revised 

land uses do not significantly change the fin dings, conclusions or recommendations of the 

transportation ana lysis for the Reedsport Waterfront & Downtown Plan. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Portland, Oregon 



Reedsport Waterfron t & Downtown Pion Preferred Alternative Analysis 
August 14, 201 2 

Trail Revisions 

Project II: 12034.0 
Page 3 

This section summarizes the impact of the trail revisions that were made to the plan that was presented at 

the July 24, 2012 community open house and advisory committee meeting. Accordingly, these revisions 

were made in response to the inability to connect the waterfront multi-use pathway through the Port of 

Umpqua Industrial Park along Port Dock Road (from US 101 to the Coos Bay Ra il Link) due to potential 

conflicts with heavy marine industrial uses. The Levee Loop Trail is a multi-use pathway system which is 

designed to complement the Scholfield River Multi-use trail designated in the 2006 Transportation System 

Plan. This plan does not alter the recommended trails designated in the TSP; rather this plan augments that 

system by connecting it to existing on-street facilities. There is an additional connection, to include paving 

the existing gravel path along the north and east boundaries of Champion Park and the Oregon Dunes NRA 

Visitor Center. Also, an earthen path will be provided along Scholfield and Mcintosh Sloughs from the 

northwest corner of Champion Park to Port Dock Road immediately west of US 101 . The on-street 

improvements will be implemented using painted stencils on asphalt and signs for wayfinding. This "bow 

tie" path system connects from the planned OR 38 improvements from 6th Street to US 101 , and the 

proposed Laurel Avenue undercrossing improvement to the east and west via the following streets: 

o East Levee Loop: E. Railroad Ave to Riverfront Way, 2nd Street and Winchester to US 101 at 13th 

Street 

o West Levee Loop: 14th Street to Hawthorne to 13th Street to existing Levee path, to connect with 

Port Dock Road in the northeast corner of the Oregon Dunes NRA Visitor Center (with an auxiliary 

earthen path for kayakers along the sloughs) 

The Levee Loop Trail, as recommended, will be accomplished through signing and striping, w ith 

paving adjacent to Champion Park and visitor center and earthen trail along the sloughs. Its estimated 

cost is $80,000. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Portland, Oregon 
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PROJECT MEMORANDUM #3 
Preferred Transportation Alternative Analysis 

Date: July 13,, 2012 Project#: 12034 

To: Scot Keillor Scot Siegel 
Co lumbia Planning Northwest 
885 Methodist Road 
Hood River, OR 97031 

Siegel Planning Services, LLC 

15450 Boones Ferry Road, 9-145 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

From: 

Project: 

Subject: 

Dan Seeman, Chris Brehmer, P.E., and Dave Daly 

Reedsport Waterfront & Downtown Plan 
Preferred Transportation Alternatives Analysis 

In conjunction with the Reedsport Waterfront & Downtown Plan, Kittelson & Associat es, Inc. (KAI) 

e·,:aluated the preferred transportation ah:ernai iv.=: in rlie waterfrotlt anJ downtovvn a.·ea. lllis 

t echnical memorandum summarizes the evaluation methodology and findings. 

INTRODUCTION 

This technica l memorandum documents an analysis of the preferred future transportation 

alternative, planned to improve the viability of the Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown area. The 

preferred land use and transportation alternatives are considered in this analysis and were developed 

based on information provided by the project t eam after the May 31, 2012 public meeting. 

PREFERRED LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES 

Th is section discusses the transportation implications of the Preferred Land Use/Transportation 

Alternative. The estimated trip generation of new land uses for the preferred alternative is presented 

in the Future Conditions section of this report. The traffic impacts of these additiona l trips are then 

presented for both 2025 and 2033 future weekday p.m. peak summertime conditions. 

Preferred Alternative Land Use Concept 

Figure 3-1 shows the Preferred Alternative Concept Plan, including planned land use and 

transportation improvements. The Preferred Alternative includes 235 multi-family housing units, 

about 100,100 square feet of retail commercia l uses, 111,730 square feet of industrial, 100-room 

hot el, and a visitor destination use. 

H:\projfile \12034- ODOT TGM Reedsport Waterfront Plon\tech memos\Preferred A/temotive\12034 Reedsport Prefered Alternative Analysis 
071312.doc 
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Two alternative land use/transportation concepts were presented to the Project Adviso ry Committee 

(PAC), from which this preferred alternative . concept was developed. The preferred alternat ive 

includes elements from each of the alternatives for both the land use and transportation systems. 

FUTURE TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS 

This section de~cribes the future 2025 and 2033 conditions of the multi -modal transportation system 

serving the Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown area. The preferred alternative co ncept plan was 

eva luat ed w it h respect to intersection traffic operations. The assumpti'ons, methods and results of 

·· this evaluation are presented in this section. 

Trip Generation 

Trip generation estimates for the preferred alternative were developed based on info rm ation 

provided in tile standard reference manual Trip Generarion. B'h Edirion published by che Institute of 

Transportat ion Engineers (ITE-Reference 1). All daily trips have been rounded to the nearest ten and 

all peak hour trips have been rounded to the nearest five trips. 

Table 3-1 shows the estimated summertime weekday p.m. peak hour trip generation associat ed w ith 

new uses included in the preferred alternative. As shown, there are an estimated 1,145 new trips that 

w ill be added to the future t ransportation system in conj unction with development of the preferred 

alternative concept. Moreover, there are an estimated 12,060 new daily trips to be generated by the 

plan. Note that the trips associated with the Visitor Dest ina tion (eg. chainsaw museum or art 

museum) may be high, reflecting the lack of available trip data for this use. 

Table 3-1 Preferred Alternative- Estimated Trip Generation 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Portland, Oregon 
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The site-generated trips were distributed onto the study area roadway system according to existing 

traffic patterns on the area roadways and a qualitative review of major trip origins and destinations in 

Reedsport. Approximate ly 65% of study area traffic was assumed to use US 101 as primary access to 

and from the study area, with another 30% utilizing OR 38. Approximately 5% of the site-generated 

traffic was assumed to have both origins and destinations within the study area. 

Highway Improvement Needs 

This section addresses the capacity and safety needs of the highways serving the study area. This 

analysis considers the traffic impacts of development of each of the concept plans at key 

intersections in the study area in future years 2025 and 2033. 

Total Traffic Conditions 

The total traffic conditions analysis forecasts how the study area's transportation system will operate 

with the traffic generated by the preferred alternative development plan. The year 2025 and year 

2033 background traffic volumes (which were increased by a factor of 1Yz percent annually from 

observed 2012 volumes to reflect background growth conditions) for the weekday p.m. were added 

to the forecast development traffic to arrive at the total traffic volumes that are shown in Figures 3-2 

and 3-3, respectively. 

As shown in Figu res 3-2 and 3-3, each of the study area intersections are forecast to operate 

acceptably under the year 2025 tota l traffic conditions with the exception of the OR 38/Winchester 

Avenue intersection. 

OR 38/Winchester Avenue 

As shown in Figure 3-2, the OR 38/Winchester Avenue intersection is forecast to operate at level-of 

service (LOS} F and volume-to-capacity ratio greater than 1.0 during the p.m. peak analysis period 

under the year 2025 forecast traffic vo lumes. Delay at the intersection increased under forecast 2033 

conditions. Capacity improvements such as construction of a traffic signal or a similar intersection 

capacity improvement would be sufficient to restore traffic operations to meet ODOT and City 

mobility standards at this intersection. Other improvements such as adding turn lanes will be less 

effective in reducing future vehicle delay at this location. Estimated cost of traffic signal 

improvements at this intersection is $300,000. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Portland, Oregon 
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This signa lized intersection is forecast to operate within ODOT mobility standards in the twenty year 

future (volume-to-capacity of 0.84 in 2033}, meeting ODOT mobi lity standards. Given the planned 

installation of a new signa l controller at this intersection (e.g. Type 2070 controller ), it can be 

expected that vehicle queues at the intersection will not extend beyond available storage lengths. 

Operations reported in Figure 3-3 assume the installation of the new signal controller. 

Summary of Highway Improvements Needed for Preferred Alternative Concept Plan 

Table 3-2 summarizes intersection improvements needed to satisfy ODOT mobility standards for the 

p_referred alternative. 

Table 3-2 Intersection Capacity Improvements Required for Preferred Alternative 

. ' C:ri('[I2TR.!{[Ititrr&~ .. ·-
Intersection Improvement Timeframe 

US 101/0R 38 __ _ New traf!!_c:_~g-~a l co_ntrolle~• 2033 - - -- ··- . -- - -- -- -
0P 3q/Wincheste• A"e T~affi: Signa! za2s 

*The new traffic signal controller to be installed by ODOT would likely be a Type 2070 Controller, wh ich would result in improved efficiency at the 
intersection. 

Local Street Improvements 

Local street connections, extensions, and modifications that are part of the preferred alternative 

include: 

o Lau rel Avenue - US 101 to OR 38 (Project 1): possible traffic calming treatments and parking 

mit igation 

o Riverfront Avenue- extend to OR 38 at Gate 6 as right-in/right-out only access (Project #16} 

o Connect Elm Avenue to OR 38 at Gate 6 (Project #9) 

o Disconnect 2 nd Street from Winchester/2nd/OR 38 intersection (Project #8) 

o Rea lign Elm Avenue at its intersection with Winchester Avenue (Project #10} 

o East Railroad Avenue - OR 38 to Riverfront Way (Project #14): widen to City loca l street 

standards with one sidewalk on the east side 

Each of these projects is discussed below: 

Laurel Avenue- US 101 to OR 38: City shou ld monitor speeds on this potential "cut-through" route 

and, if needed, insta ll traffic ca lming measures (i. e. visua l narrowing through street trees, or speed 

bumps) to reduce vehicu lar speeds. The City should also coordinate with US 101 business owners to 

minimize customer and employee parking overspill onto Laurel Avenue. The estimated cost of traffic 

calming t reatments on Laure l is $5,000. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Part/and, Oregon 
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Riverfront Avenue - extend to OR 38 at Gate 6: As development occurs on the Kn ife River site, 

additiona l circulation streets will be needed. It is assumed that the internal roadway on the Knife 

River site will be funded by private development, and the cost of providing a new approach to OR 38 

at Gate 6 will be borne by the City or ODOT at an est imated cost of $80,000. The additional cost and 

routing of the internal Riverfront Way extension within the Knife River site was not estimated and is 

presumed to be borne by the developer. 

Connect Elm Avenue - to OR 38 at Gate 6: Additional access is desirable for properties on Elm Avenue 

east of 2 nd Avenue if 2nd Street is disconnected from Winchester Avenue. Thus, a new local street 

connection from Elm Avenue to OR 38 is recommended directly opposite Gate 6. This connection 

would help minimize traffic impacts of the 2nd Street disconnection from Winchester on homeowners 

on Elm Avenue between 2nd and 3rd Streets. Th·is new connection is estimated to co~t $100,000, and a 

portion of this cost may be borne by the developer. This connection will reportedly traverse a 

wetland; hence, further study should be conducted to determine its feasibility and minimize or 

mitigate impacts to the wetland. 

Disconnect 2 nd Street from Winchester: It is recommended thnt 2nd Street be disconnected from 

'v'VinLIIe:.ter Avenue, due w the ciose spacing of mtersections. The cost of this disconnection is 

estimated at $30,000. 

Realign Elm Avenue at Winchester: This intersection is poorly aligned and allows motorists headed 

eastbound on Winchester Avenue to turn right to Elm Avenue at higher than desirable speeds. The 

cost of realigning this intersection to a right angle is about $100,000. According to City sources, the 

City owns the land on which the intersection could be realigned. See Figure 3-4 for a concept plan of 

this improvement. 

East Railroad Avenue - OR 38 to Riverfront Way: As property· develops adjacent to East Railroad 

Avenue, the section of this street from OR 38 to Riverfront Way should be reconstructed to City local 

street standards. This 28-foot curb-to-curb section with a 5-foot sidewalk on the east side will cost an 

estimated $1.0 million. 

Parking Improvements 

There is sufficient parking during typical weekday conditions to satisfy demand. During the Chainsaw 

Festival, visitors may be required to walk as much as three blocks to Rainbow Plaza. Given that this 

festival is the highest parking generator in the year, this level of walking is reasonable and expected 

by visitors. Thus, parking supply in the downtown/waterfront area is sufficient to accommodate peak 

demand conditions. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Portland, Oregon 
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The boat launch east of the Discovery Center currently has insufficient parking to sat isfy peak 

demands, particular ly during fishing season. There are current ly about 30 tota l parking stalls, 16 for 

cars-with-trailers and 14 ca r-only, in an unimproved lot (poorly mainta ined asphalt and part gravel). 

The parking. lot should be expanded as designed in the two alternative designs prepared by the 

Oregon State Marine Board with about 41-42 car-trailer parking spaces, which should be sufficient for 

most peak demand times. As mentioned in a later section, all expanded parking to the east (replacing 

an old Kn ife River building) should be set back a nominal distance from the waterfront trai l and 

boardwalk {20-30 feet) for interim landscaping and futu re small-scale commercia l and tourist support 

uses. 

Boat ramp cars-with-trailers parking spaces should be designated and enforced for "CAR-TRAILER 

ONLY" use t o prot ect t hem for desired users, particularly during major events in the 

downtown/ waterfront. 

There will be occurrences when there will be a demand for greater than supplied parking spaces at 

t he boat ramp; there is sufficient on-st reet parking space available within reasonable proximity of the 

boat ramp t o accommodate these peak demand periods. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvement Needs 

o Port Dock Road Multi-use Path from US101 to Riverfront - bicycle and pedestrian path 

through industrial area 

0 

0 

0 

Laurel Avenue CB Rail Underpass - fo r bicycles, pedestrians and emergency vehicles 

OR 38 Bike Lanes and Sidewa lks- from 6th to US 101 

OR 38 and Winchester Curb Extensions- on OR 38 at 3'd, 4th, sth and 6th and on Winchester at 

41h and sth (w ith flash ing beacon at 3'd) 

Each of t hese projects is discussed below. 

Port Dock Road Multi-use Path -bicycle and pedestrian path through Industrial Area (Project #2} : This 

bicycle/ pedestr ian connection wou ld improve multi-modal access from US 101 to the Reedsport 

Waterfront. The rout ing and design of t his connection should be coordinated with the landowner. 

The estimat ed cost of signing, striping th is multi-use path would be $20,000. 

The Port Dock Road Mult i-use Path would require improvement of the rail undercrossing immediately 

south of the Umpqua River. This undercrossing improvement is estimat ed to cost $60,000, including 

safety rails on the r iver side. This project envisions a separated multi-use path immediately north of 

the road undercrossing (in the space between piers where the "No Trucks" sign is shown in Figure 2-

2). Since this undercrossing is on privat e property, t he City should coordinate with t he land owner. 

Thus, the overall cost of the Port Dock Road M ulti-use Path, including si&ning, striping and 

undercrossing improvements is est imated at $80,000. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Portland, Oregon 
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Rail Underpass Project at Laurel- for bicycles, pedestrians and emergency vehicles (Project #3}: This 

project would provide an improved connection for bikers and pedestrians from East Railroad to West 

Ra ilroad Avenue at about Laurel Avenue. Bollards wou ld be install ed at th is connection to restrict its 

use and cou ld be removed by emergency service providers as needed. This route could be used on a 

limited contingency basis in situations when OR 38 is impeded. The vertica l clearance on t his 

undercrossing is limited, and it should be signed accordingly. The estimated cost of this connection is 

$65,000. 

OR 38 Bike lanes and Sidewalks - from 61
h to US 101 {Project tiS): ODOT has estimated the cost of 

fu lly improving OR 38 in this section with bike lanes, sidewalks, and including st reet rea lignments of 

some loca I streets that currently intersect at acute angles to be $2.3 million, none of which is 

currently f unded. In recognition of limited funding, a lower cost improvement to accommodate 

bicyclists and pedestrians may be implemented as an interim project. The interim project is described 

in below. For purposes of showing the full cost of the long-range plan, the ODOT full long-range 

improvement is shown at $2.3 million in Tab le 3-3. 

The 2006 TSP (Table 5-2, page S-6) includes a project to construct sidewalks on OR 38 from 61
h Street 

t o US 101, 2t Jr. cstJ:--7'1ated cc::;t of $5~o,OCU. l hi::; ! 51' proj2Ct c:.:;:; ~.<rr.e:.:; that the a·vallablc paved 

shoulder width could be restriped to serve as bikelanes (at virtua lly no cost), and that the costs of the 

project would be for sidewalks. The TSP estimate also includes $200,000 for upgrad ing the ra ilroad 

crossing and traffic control gat es, a project that is already funded. Thus, the cost of sidewalks 

(excluding the railroad crossing improvements) is $336,000. The City has expressed the need to 

include underground util ities for the eventual installat ion of streetlights and irrigation. It is estimated 

that trenching, providing conduit, wiring, junction boxes and irrigation pipe and stub-outs, and 

install ing foundat ions for streetlights for this 1,600-foot section would cost about $100,000. Thus, an 

interim project to provide sidewalks, bikelanes (and underground infrastructure to accommodate 

future streetl ights and irrigat ion) ~auld cost an estimated $436,000 ($336,000 fo r sidewalks plus 

$100,000 for inf rastructure). The right-of-way in this section of OR 38 is 80 feet, which is sufficient to 

accommodate travel lanes, bikelanes, separate planter strip, and sidewalks. 

OR 38 and Winchester Curb Extensions {Project #7}: Curb extensions would improve pedestrian 

sa fety, and are planned for the 3rd, 41
h, 5111 and 61

h Street crossings of OR 38, and t he 41
h and 5th 

Avenue crossing of Winchester Avenue. The cost of t he four pairs of cu rb extensions (one either side) 

is $82,000 with signing and striping. The 3rd Street crossing of OR 38 could also be equipped with a 

rectangular rapid flashing beacon (RRFB) or similar treatment, at an estimated cost of $40,000. Thus, 

the tota l cost of this improvement is $162,000. 

Kit telson & Associates, Inc. Portland, Oregon 
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Riverfront Boardwalk (Project #15}: This project would extend the existing boardwalk at the Discovery 

Center to the railroad (on the west) and to the Knife River site (on the east). The estimated cost of 

this boardwalk extension is $1.0 million1
. 

Waterway Connections Improvement Needs 

This section describes the waterway connections planned for the Reedsport Waterfront. 

Boat Launches 

As mentioned previously, the City Boat Launch is slated for improvements to the dock and parking 

area under an Oregon State Marine Board grant (pending). This improvement should better 

accommodate boaters in the future. 

Port Dock 

The Port Dock located at Fred Wahl Marine will remain in order to serve transient moorage and ship 

repair needs. 

Kayak Trail 

The preferred alternative includes a proposed kayak trail from the Mcintosh Slough to the Scholfield 

Slough. A kayak launch area would be provided just west of US 101 at the Port Dock Road 

undercrossing. Currents in the sloughs are considerably slower for kayaks than those of the Umpqua 

River. The northern launch on the Mast Bros. property is nearby commercial zoning planned along 

Port Dock Road to accommodate a kayak shop and/or other concessionaire and visitor support 

services proximate to the Oregon Dunes Visitors Center. The water trail would connect the NW site 

area to the SW site area where the Scholfield Slough wraps in close proximity to Winchester Avenue, 

wi th a potential second kayak launch at the Coho RV Park. 

Access Management Recommendations 

This section discusses access management on OR 38 in the study area. There are two existing 

locations in which ODOT's access spacing policy is not met. These locations are: 

a Fir Avenue and 6th Street approaches of OR 38 are within 40 feet of each other, about 

300-400 feet east of East Railroad Avenue. 

1 This cost estimate is based on a 1,260-foot long 12-foot wide multi-use path with approximate ly Yz constructed on 
piers over the Umpqua River (at an average cost of about $55/sf X 1.25 (engineering and contingency). 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Portland, Oregon 
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a A private driveway to the Sugar Shack Cafe intersects the highway from the sout h side 

within 10 feet of 3'd Street. 

Both of these accesses carry very low volumes (especially the private driveway), and the safety 

analysis did not revea l a pattern or magnitude of accidents indicating a problem. At the Fir Avenue 

and 6 th Street accesses to OR 38, the City reportedly uses Fir Avenue as a staging street fo r parades. 

Moreover, 6 th Street completes the grid and serves access to local land uses in the area. Currently, 

the close spacing of these loca l street accesses to OR 38 does not pose a safety problem, and given 

the benefit of both streets accessing OR 38 for public purposes, no action is recommended. As t ra ffic 

grows on OR 38, it may be ., desirable to re-channelize the Fir Avenue approach by installing curb 

extensions, thereby reducing the width of its approach to OR 38 and "sea of pavement" that 

pedestrians encounter when traversing this intersection. 

The Sugar Shack Cafe has alternative access on 3'd Street, and the private driveway on OR 38 (within 

10 feet of 3'd Street) is redundant. Hence, in the event that redevelopment is proposed on this 

property or t his section of OR 38 is reconstructed, it is recommended that this driveway be closed. 

Prior to a land use action or road construction, this driveway should remain unchanged. 

New street s are recommended to intersect OR 38 at Gate 6 in conjunction with this plan. Sight 

distance measurements have peen conducted, and this locat ion will meet ODOT sta ndards. 

Moreover, the spacing of this driveway (750 feet from Winchester Avenue) meets ODOT access 

management policy requirements. 

Currently, 2 nd Street intersects with Winchester Avenue about 50 feet south of OR 38. It is 

recommended that 2nd Street be disconnected from Winchester Avenue to improve intersection 

safety, _thereby prompting the need for alte rnate access to OR 38. As a result, it is recommended that 

Elm Avenue be connected to OR 38 at the Gate 6 in te rsection. Again, this access point is about 750 

feet east of the Winchester Avenue intersection, and thus, in compliance with ODOT access spacing 

policy. 

In conjunction with the 2 nd Street closure at Winchester Avenue, direct driveway access to OR 38 for 

the County Road Maintenance Yard is recommended. This low-volume driveway is recommended to 

be located midway between Winchester Avenue and Gate 6, thereby minimizing conflicts with up and 

downstream intersections. Moreover, this driveway would have adequate intersection sight distance 

to meet ODOT safety requirements. The provision of this driveway would facilitate county 

maintenance trucks not having to use local streets to access OR 38, thereby resulting in an 

improvement in livability to the adjacent neighborhood. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Portland, Oregon 
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Table 3-3 shows the planned transportation infrastructure improvements associated with the 

preferred alternative. A large number of transportation improvements are associated with alternate 

modes to the autom obile, providing improvements to the pedestrian and bicycle system. Many 

transportation improvements planned are related to safety issues {i.e. poor intersection alignment) 

or connectivity needs associated with new development {i.e . new streets to serve development). 

Table 3-3 Transportation Improvements and Order-of- Magnitude Preliminary Costs for Preferred Alternative 

... .. : ·. · c:l:rn~K~mm~ ' ~Yttnft~@!ffi' . 
I '. ... 

I ·-· L'nlfu.Em(tl:il~!!Iilllf . 
1. laurel Avenue $5 

2. Bike/ped path through industria l park from US 101 to waterfront (striping and signage -- $20,000) and $80 
railroad undercrossing improvements ($60,000) 

3. OR 38/Winchester Avenue traffic signal or simila r capacity improvement $300 

4. Railroad l~nd~r.a[l~ IJuffer $60 
OR 38 from 6"' to US 101- full improvements per ODOT plans 

-- - . . 
s2,3ooz 5. 

6. Gateways (31andscape features) $85 

7. Bulb-outs (5 standard and one with Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) @ OR/38 and 3rd) $162' 

8. Disconnect 2"" Street from Winchester $30 

9. New OR 38 eastern access at Knife River/Gate 6 as right in/right out $80' 

10. Realign Elm at Winchester for right angle $100" 

11. OR 38 wayfinding and street furniture $280 
12. East Railroad Ave from OR 38 to Riverfront Ave (full local street with sidewalks) $1,200 

13. Riverfront boardwalk extension: Discovery Center west to RR and east to Knife River site $1,000" 

14. US 101/0R 38 Intersection improvements -· 
15. Realign 2"d Street north into Knife River site $80

4 

16. Connect Elm to OR 38 at Gate 6 $100 

17. Extend Riverfront Way to Gate 6 -'" 
18. Multi-use path under railroad at laurel $6Su 

TOTAL $5,927 

Notes: 
1. Estimated in 2012 US dollars 
2. ODOT's estimate of the full cost of widening, sidewalks, bikelanes, streetlights, and local Intersecting street realignments is $2,300,000. An 
interim project may be constructed at lower cost of an estimated $436,000. 
3. Bulb-outs (one on either side at 4 locations at $10K ea.), plus signing striping [$2K) plus RRFB [$40K) 
4. Construct 100' approach built to City standard 28' curb-to-curb section+ 5' sidewalks+ 5' buffer [38' wide x $15/sf x 100' long x 1.2 contingency 
=$68.4K + $10K misc. street realignment at intersection]. 
5. Construct 100' approach built to Oty standard 28' curb-to-curb section+ 5' sidewalks+ 5' buffer [38' wide x $15/sf x 100' long x 1.2 contingency 
=$68.4K + $10K misc. street realignment at intersection]. 
6. Assumes City owns right-of-way, planning-level cost for street reconstruction plus signing striping. 
7. Construct 28' street with two 5' sidewalks x $15/sf x 1700' x 1.2 engin./contingency. 
8. Based on a 1,260-foot long 12-foot wide multi-use path with approximately Y, constructed on piers over the Umpqua River (at an average cost 
of about about $55/sf X 1.25 (engineering and contingency). 
9. Assumed to be funded within ODOT maintenance budget. 
10. Cost assumed to be borne by developer. 
11. Construct 12' asphalt multi-use path/emergency drive [350' long x 12' wide x $ 12/sf x 1.2 contingency= $60.5] plus signing and bollards [ $5 
for signing and bollards]. 

Attachments: 
1. 
2. 

2025 Operations analysis worksheets 
2033 Operations analysis worksheets 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Portland, Oregon 
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201: Winchester Ave & OR 38 

/ --{> 'v if <J-

;\ifoverneri( - EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT 

'\. 
WBR 

~ 

2025 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative - Weekday PM Peak Hour 

t r \. J J 
NBL NBT NBR SBL · ssf - SBA 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 

4 f 1 ~ - 4'~ ~ 

Sign Control 
·Gracie.· · ·· 

Peak Hour Factor 
Ho_urly_ fl~virAt~ _(vph) 
Pedestrians . 
:h?_ll:~, Wi~_ih~@ . -
Walking Speed (ftls) 
P.er_~e~t ~Iockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
M'edia_n.tYpe -
iii~dTa_ii_ storage vel1) 
Upsfre.arri-:;ig~a_l _(n) · _ 
pX, platoon unblocked 
-Y~·- -confiictln9 .voTume 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
~c2',''5tage 2 conf vol 
vcu. ·lin1Jiaci<eci"vd .. -· 
IC.'ji~~9Je ~L- _--
tC, 2 stage (s) 

49 

0.85 
58 

468 

468 
4 .. 1 

298 
Free 
0% 

0.95 
314 

None 

11 

0.90 
12 

72 

0.90 
80 

326 

326 
4.1 

.(~l~r -- : .. ·_ -- · . 2.2 2.2 
pQ_g~ue. f~ee_ !o . 95_ 93 
~M.f§l_pa~ity __ (v_eh/N 1094 1223 

385 
Free 
0% 

0.95 
405 

None 

53 

0.85 
62 

4 

0.90 
4 

110 
Stop 
0% 

0.90 
122 

11"30 . 1057 

79 

0.90 
88 

314 

62 

0.85 
73 

1174 

121 
Slop 
0% 

0.85 
142 

1038 

55 

0.85 
65 

436 

-- . . .. - - ··- ~ ·~ 

1130 1057 314 1174 1038 436 
----- '! .1" .. .. ·6.~- .. 6.2 . ! .i . :. · .. 6.--~: __ -_. iU 

3.5 4.6 · · ... :n .. _ .. · 3.5 .. · ·· 4.6-- · · 3.':3 
·~~ • • • ... .. ~••••- w• hM •- • •• • • 

93 38 88 0 30 90 
. 65_' ~:. 19_8.~ --~- '724 . 70 . . . 2'q~:. . f3.2q 

PiiW'ction; La_he;#~. ~-_--·-::Errf~·~_--Etf2'~~ws_l:-·-ws2 ... - .. NB.;T:-,"sEfC.-:-------;--""'-~--=-- ·----. · .... · · ,. 
_, 
-·1 

VOrume.TOtaf 371 12 80 468 2f4 · · · ·2'80 · ·- · 
vaiume Leh - 58 o 8o o 4 73 
_volUme Right o· 12 o ·62 a·a 65 
cs'H -- · ·· 1094 mio 1223 · 1?oo' 266 151 
vo-liime.io capacity o.a5·-- o.o'f · rfo7 - ·o.28 o.·ar 1 :ss 
ci[j€Li.eTeri9iti.951h (tti 4 ·o 5 ---a · ---1-5'7" ·52i 
t£6f~o_ l_:9ela:xt.~L: .... 1.8 o.'o ·?-~ o.o 57.3_ -4~!-?'. _. __ .......... _ 
Lane LOS A A F F 
A:f)P.'ia~cH>eiii(sJ · ·1.i 1X 57.'3"' '. 451.'2 : -------._ ·_.· - -- - · _- -- :· ---,------ -- ,--,-= -- · 
Approa.ci1Tos · · · · - F' .. ···F·- ---· _____ , _____ ~ - --- - -- ---·· -------------- · · --

illf~rse:GffOriS~iY~------~--~~-:-:·7-; .. .,-,?~:::-::'·.~-·::~-o-~;~-:-;-:-·-~:-77-:;~-;.:"7'_-.~ ··· ·_-: -·_:. :::;···~'~-:. - . :' · .-·; __ : ,·:~~~ 

Average Delay 99.3 
lnfe.rs~ctior1capacity, Lltilizatiori 8(8% 
~-n~ifis-fs-feriod·(~ini ·: - · 15 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

ICU Level of Service . .. E 

Synchro 8 - Report 
Page 1 



2025 Total Traffic Conditions HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
202: 3rd St & OR 38 Preferred Alternative - Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Mov.ement 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sig~- Control 
Grade· 
Peak Hour Factor 
~~~r)y_ ff.ow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
~ari~ ·vyi~!h · (~J. 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
.P~j5-~~! ~lockage 
Right turn Hare (veh) 
M~~o. type . -
Median storage veh) 
Pe~§~m -~~9riai-em. 
pX, platoon unblocked 
y9. ~on~fcting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf val 
yf:? .. :st~9~ ~ ~-~~f_v~i _ 
vCu, unblocked val 
ic~~iingl~ ~(s[_-_·_ ~ 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
!F..(~r_·_·. --~---- .. : 
pO queue free % 
gE.f~~f!iY't~b} 
Pfrettion, ~ah~ #.- · 
Varume ratal · ·-
voiiirlieTefi 
Voiiime R.iglit 
cs·H -

'{9iumiio Q?pa~i_ty 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
f.£Qff.Qfp~f~i (~i . 
Lane LOS 

Ai?.i?i~~~~Q~I~_i (s)_ ~ 
Approach LOS 

.)> 
--{> 

EBL EST 
~ 

92 373 
Free 
0% 

0.85 0.95 
108 393 

None 

450 

450 ... {f . 

2.2 
90 

1111' -

-- EB' 1 : WBt 
516 431 
108 5 
' 15 0 

1111 1151 
·o.io 0.00 

8 0 
2.7 0.1 

A A 
2.7' .. - 6} 
. - - -·-

~ if 
EBR ·wsL 

13 4 

0.85 0.85 
15 5 

408 

408 
tU 

2.2 
100 

1.151 

~ ~ 

wst WBR 

4 f 
405 20 

Free 
0% 

0.95 0.85 
426 24 

None 

'\ 
N~L -

16 

0.85 
19 

1167 

1167 
7.1 

3.5 
84 

120 

ws2·-:-· Ns1~''si3T----::--·---

24 .47 162 
0 19 36 

24 6 102 
1700 169 325 
·o.o'1. · 0.28 0.50 

0 27 66 
0.0 M4 26.6 . 

D D 
34.4 26:6 

D D 

Tfit~~~~9tiCiri Sfirhiila~·- .. · _-._. · ·; · .. · .. -.... _...,..·: _ _,_. -. ..,...._ ---=--~----.. ~-~-. .- ...... ---.--.-.-- · 
Average Delay 
loterseciTOii capacit)i utiiization 
1\'~aTysi~-p~~od c~inf · · 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

6.2 
70.9% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

1 j> ~ ~ J 
Nsr··- NBR -SBL- SBT SBR 

4 4 
19 5 31 20 87 

Stop Stop 
0% ·oo/o 

0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
22 6 . "36. 24 -102 

1076 400 1076' 1060 426 

1076 400 1070 1060 426 
-6.5 - - !5.2 - · Tf ---.-·s:s·-- s.2 

4.0· ~) . . . 3_.?..:. .. ' ~ .. Q. 3} 
89 99 78 88 84 

197 650 .. 1"6(f' .. ·:_·2-61 ' 628 
.. .. ... - ~ . .... .. ·- ····~· --~ ·- ... . . ·-

c 

. . . .. 

Synchro 8 - Report 
Page 2 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
203: 6th St & OR 38 

Moveme.nt 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade · 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow.rate (vph) 
Pedestrians · · · · 
Larie width. (ftl 
Waiking Speed (fVs) 
perc.en.t Bl~ckage · 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Me~iari type · · 
Me"iii~-n siorage veh) 
U[)s·t~eam signal (ttl · 
p)(pitito~n unblocked 
Y.~. con~icting v~~~~e 
vC1 , stage 1 conf vol 
yc·?: st~g~ 2 c9!1.f i~l ... 
vCu, unblocked vel 

EBT 

f.> 
479 

Free 
0% 

0.95 
504 

None 

EBR 

27 

0.85 
32 

t.c.-sing.le {sl· ·· ··· - ·· · · · · · · -· · ·-
ic: ~ ·stage.(sj ··· · - ·· ·· · ·--- · 

!}f(~f · .... · ·.. . -. 
pO queue free % 

WBL 

8 

0.85 
9 

536 

2.2 
99 

c 1.Q3·?. 

<J-

Wi3T 

4 
560 

Free 
0% 

0.95 
589 

None 

~ 
NBL 

¥ 
15 

Stop 
0% 

0.85 
18 

1128 

1128 
6.4 

3.5 
92 

224 

f> 
NBR 

13 

0.85 
15 

520 

520 
62 

3.3 
97 

556 

2025 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative- Weekday PM Peak Hour 

. .. J 

c"-M :~~E~i~i~ (ve~tN 
Piredicin; Lane # ·: · · EB' t we 1 . NB-l--~.·.-:.,-··.·-:··-·- ·-----·----.·-:-·7~·~-----;·--~-:~~--. -, --:-:-l 
Y~!u.me 'rotat ···· ·
Volume Left 
volume. ·~.i9.~t' : 
cSH 

Vgl~~e.0_¢.§2~~~l~ . 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
¢9'0i@_P.~l~~ .(s) .. · · ~ _ 
Lane LOS 

536 599 33 
0 9 18 

32 0 15 
1700 1032 310 
0.32 - 0.01 0.11 

0 1 9 
0.0 0.3 18.5 

A C 
f:p·p-r~·~~~-Q~i?l :C~f .. -~ -.· · _ o.o · · 5.3 - ,. 1s.cr-·· · · .. · 

- --·- - --·- -~- ·-·- --- - -. .. 
Approach LOS 

lf;te·rsectioij slimmari. > .:·: ... _· . '.: · ., -. · .. · :. · 
Average Delay 
inters.ection ·capadty Utilizati01i 
Anaiy.sis Period· (fnin) · · · 
bescript!_o{Peak Hour: 2_:ob !o ~:o.o p:~ 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

c 
.. ::': :_, ;~ .. 

0.6 
48.9% 

15 
ICU Level of Service 

' : ----~---. ----:-.---::-----
~ ' ' ..... 

A 

. · , .. . : '., 
• .. •'· I • , · , ,· 

Synchro 8 - Report 
Page 3 



\ 

HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
204: OR 38 & E Railroad Ave 

.P --{> ~ .if 
<j-

Moiiem.ent EBI ··-Isr -··EBR ... WBL . .. Wst 
Lane Configurations ~ ~ 
Volume {veh/h) 25 506 7 2 573 
Sign Control Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.85 0.85 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 26 533 8 2 603 
Pedestrians 
La~_eWiqtti (ft) 
yYalking Speed (tus) 
Percent Blockage 
f3ight . t~r~ ~are {veh) 
~~q.i~~ type - None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (it) . . . . . . . . 
pX, platoon unblocked 
v({ 'con'nfcting volume 604 s41 ..... . .. 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vc2, stage 2 conf vol ' ...... ~ - . . 
vCu, unblocked val 604 541 
(t_.j[ngle-@· ... -· ·- ·,u -- ·- ..... ~ ... .. - 4.1 .. . -· . . -··-· .. ·-
t<? .. 2.~a_9e (s) 
t.f (s) . i2 2.2 
pO queue free % 97 100 

~M=~~P.?~tfJyehth) 97:f 
·- .. ·--. . '1b28 -- . ·-. - .. ~ - .. .. 

PifN!ron, Lane_#_--,-:---- E8'1l w9:1 . NB 1 S8·1 
Vofunie t otal 567 6'07 6 44 . .. . 
Volume Left 26 2 6 0 
Vo!~me Right '"8 1 0 44 
cSH 973 1028 135 498 
Volume to Capacity . 6.63 ·o:a·a,··-- o.o4- ... · o:a~r ·-

( o' •• ~ • • 

Qu_~~~ _Len~_th 95th (ft} 2 0 3 7 
Control Delay (s) . : Q.7 

. 
0.1 32.8 12.9 .. . ..... . . . 

Lane LOS A A D 8 
~proa~ ·oe.lat_(sf OJ - .. ·aT· '32.8 --1i~f ---

. -·--. -- ·---
Approach LOS D 8 

• .. ·. :. < - •-\;.. . ··. \ 

Average Delay 1.0 
fntersection capacity Uiilization .. 66.7%. · · 
Analxsis ·Period (min) 15 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

~ 

WBR 

0.85 
1 

- . 

. ·.·. 
'. 

2025 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative - Weekday PM Peak Hour 

'\ 
NBC 

5 

0.85 
6 

1241 

1241 
7.1 

3.5. 
96 

135 

1 I'" ~ ~ <I 
Nsr · NBR sse · ·sar ·- -ss"i~ 

~ 
0 

Stop 
0% 

0.85 
0 

1198 

1198 
6.5 

4.0 
100 
·f8o 

~ 
0 0 0 37 

Stop 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
0 Q 0 44 

5·37 1198 1202 604 

. -- - -
. .. ···-- -· ... - __ J 

537 1198 1202 604 
6.2 

.. 
'"(f . .. -6~5 - .. i3.~ 
·- ·- .. . ........ 

3.3 3.5. 4.0 ~·~ ... ····--
100 100 100 91 
544 159 .. fi~f · '498 .. . ·· ~-• w-- .. ---

.. .. : · ] ... -· 

- - .. -- -· - .·--·-· l 

:., I ' • '• · .. · ..... ' • ·- ;_: .. :<: ·· 73 

Synchro 8 - Report 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
205: W Rai lroad Ave & OR 38 

i:BL EBT EBR WBL WBT ·vvsR 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly floiV rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
lane· width '(fij 
Walking Speed (flls) 
~-erc~n-t _Bioc~age 
Right turn flare (veh) 
~e~)9h ~P.-~ 
Median storage veh) 
\Jp~trea_rl)· signa! (fti 
pX, platoon unblocked 
yc_, .confi[ctlng volu~e 
vC1, stage 1 conf val 
~~]1·_~iag~-.2 coii! val 
vCu, unblocked val 

0 

0.85 
0 

638 

~~ 
522 

Free 
0% 

0.95 
549 

None 

11 

0.85 
13 

12 

0.85 
14 

562 

~ 
604 

Free 
0% 

0.95 
636 

None 

2 

0.85 
2 

2025 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative- Weekday PM Peak Hour 

NBL 

5 

0.85 
6 

1225 

1225 

N8t 

* 1 
Stop 

0% 
0.85 

1 

1222 

NBR 

12 

0.85 
14 

SBL 

4 

0.85 
5 

1236 

SST 

~ 
2 

Stop 
0% 

0.85 
2 

1228 

SBR 

2 

0.85 
2 

637 

~~. s_iria~ (s) __ 
tC, 2 stage (s) 

638 
4.1 

562 
4. 1 

·---------·--·-- 7.i 
1222 

6.5 
556 
6.2 

1236 
!.1 

1228 
·6.5 

637 
6.2 

fF' {~ -
pO queue free% 
~rvi _capacitY (vehfh) 

2.2 
100 
946 

3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 
96 99 97 97 

....... . _ ... .. 152. 177 531 147 
.. --. -... - .. -

4.0 
99 

176 
100 
477-

.Di'recilOfl:-Larie #_"---:- -···- --EB T~·wsT-·~rf1'----=- s=s.'7'·1 ---~~--- -,--·-;--_-._-._-. ----· -~:--------=-------=~;--· :-_--~] 
Voiume Total 562 652 21 9 
Volume Left 0 14 6 5 
v6iuiri~ Rig~t 13 2 14 2 
cSH 946 1009 294 187 
Volume to Capaci~ 0.00 0.01 0.07 0~6'5 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 1 6 4 
¢~oQh~l Q_~§y (s) 6.6 -0.4 w? '. 25.f .. - -.-: : .-::· :: . 
Lane LOS A C D 
~pp·[~-~-~~- O.~Iay(~i' o·.o 0.4· i8.2' ... 2K3 ~- --~ -~: __ ·:::--.~--~-
Approach LOS C D 

Average Delay 
1ri!er~e9~~~ Cap?~ity Utili~ati9~ 
Ana!ysis Period (min) 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

0.7 
ss.n~ · 

15 

-c-----;-;:----,--:--:~-,-. ·--
• ~- , l t I •, 1 '' 

ICU Leve·l of Service B 

Synchro 8 - Report 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
206: US 101 & Laurel Ave 

2025 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative - Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Movement -
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
:Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width ·(ft) 
Walking Speed (fUs) 
Percent Biockage · 
Righi turn riare (veh) 
M~9l§.ri. tiiP.f .. -
Median storage veh) 
lif?,s~~m s_i9~?("(fti · . 
pX,-platoon unblocked 
vc.:tonflicting vofume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vt2, stage 2 coiif vol 
vtu, unblocked vo"f 
!g. ~6gle ·(s} . -·_-
tc. 2 stage (s) 
,tfcsf · · -- . _ 
pg_ q_~~~~ ~~-e %_ . 
~~,_<t.~R~~i.!Y {~~h/hL 

Ptrettion; L~iie' # · 
Volu-nie.Total -· 
Volume Left 
Volu-me Right 
cSH. 

y~i~_~e- ~~ .c~pa~itY .• 
Queue Length 95th (fl) 
q2~tr9!.Qei~i(sf ~- _-
Lane LOS 

.P -{> ~ if 
<}- ~ '\ 1 

EBL - EB:( · .. . EBR····· .· WsL··· . wsf ... . WBR . ·Nsc·· . NBf 
~ ~ 

0 0 5 5 0 7 
Stop Slop 

0% b% 
0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.95 

0 0 6 6 0 1 7 

126£r 1654 437 1217 f 649 383. 874 

1266 
7.5 

1654 437 
·· G s· · if8 

1217 1649 
. T~··- - ~>:~ 

383 874 

3.5 4.6"· -3~ .- - . ~·-~ .. . ~-_!Q_.. 3.3 2.2 
100 100 99 96 100 1"66 . .. 99 
125 . 9.6.. .. 56-f 134 - .. '§f .. 615 ·, 768 . 

EB 1 · WB-1 NB 1 .. NB2 · ._sa 1 . SB:-2 . 
6 7 385 
0 6 7 
6 1 · · o-·-

567 154 768 
o·.M ·- · 6."0"5 · ··· ·· !fof 

1 4 1 
11.4 ·. ?~I . . oT . 

B D A 

389 
0 

1"2" 
1700 
0.23 

0 
o.b 

5.81 ·· ·29f 
0 0 
o· ·2 . . 

1700 1700 
o.34 · · o.Ti 

0 0 
6.6 o·.o 

4'~ 
717 

Free 
0% 

0.95 
755 

None 

~et?foa~Eqe_i~y (s) · .. . ff4·-···-29.{ :_ 6:?.~ ·-_ ~~ ~~--.--J.g · ~ ~-~-: :· . _ ·_- ~-··~ _·_ .· 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
.1.~fe".rsecti9fi ·capaCity Utilization 
Analysis Period (~in) 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

B D 

0.2 
38. 7o/~ · ·· · · .- icifLevei o-f SeiVfce 

15 

(> 

NBR 

10 

0.85 
12 

A 

~ 

S~L 

0 

0.95 
0 

767 

767 
' ' 't l 

2.2 
100 
843--

! .I 
·ss-r-· SBR 
~\~ 
828 2 

Free 
b% 

0.95 0.85 
872 2 

None 

398 

Synchro 8- Report 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
207: US 101 & 10th St 

Moyimwrit --

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veil/h) 
S.ign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Ho~~ly)ov~ rate (vpil) 
Pedestrians 
~?~~- 0!!~~~ (ft) . 
Walking Speed (fils) 
~_f)I~e_n~_ Bloc~ag~ 
Right turn nare (veh) 
Median· type 
Medi~m s-torage ·veli) 
Pe_sireafi:i signa! ·(fi) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
yt. co~~Oi~ling ' vci iume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
yg2, ~~~9~_2_ c:_o_nfv0i 
vCu, unblocked vol 
!~~ ~i~61i@' --
tC, 2 stage (s) 
f.f.{sf -~- __ ~ 
pO queue free % 
E.M~-~-e~Ci~ (v_~_lilh) _ 

Pfrection, Lane if ·· 
Volume To!af 
l ·-..:.J.. • .• 

Volume Left 
V~)_ume- Righ-t 
cSH 
Vojume to. Capacity 
Queue i.e.ngth 95th (ft) 
,~~ntr~l ·q~lai{s)_ · 
Lane LOS 

~iiP]i~~fQ_~]~Y. (s)_ 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

~ ~ 

WBL WBR 

¥ 
16 7 

Stop 
0% 

0.95 0.95 
17 7 

1204 388 

1204 388 
6.8 6.9 

t 
N8T 
1\t> 
713 

Free 
0% 

0.95 
7~ 1 

None 

j> 

NBR 

24 

0.95 
25 

\:, 

SBL 

6 

0.95 
6 

7l6 

776 
"4.1 -

3.5 3.3 2.Y 
90 99 99 

175 61.1 . .836 . 

--- ·-ws-1 --NEff"T""NsT·-·ssT~ SB 2' 

24 500 
17 0 
7 a· 

224 1700 
0.11 0.29 

9 0 
23.o · o.o· 

c 
23~0' · · ·· 6.o· 

c 

275 
0 

25 
1700 
o.fs 

0 
0.0 

0.4 

292 
6 
0 

836 
o.of 

1 
0.3 
A 

0.1 

57{ . 
0 
0 

1700 
. 0.3( 

0 
o:o . 

! 
SBT 
~1\ 
814 

Free 
0°io 

0.95 
857 

None 

534 

!ritersection capacity Utiiization 
~rialysTs. Period (min) · 

39.0% ICU Level of seiVi'ce . 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

15 

2025 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative -Weekday PM Peak Hour 

·. '· ~ . ' 

--.--------, . : . . 
- . . 

·, :; .. 
. ~ .. ' -1 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
208: Winchester Ave & 1Oth St 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour· Factor 
~ourly fl_ow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Laii·e wictth ·{fl) · · 
Wa.lklng Speed {fVs) 

?~r.-~e6.f $(os~age 
Right turn flare {veh) 
M?:~l~Q. i¥pe_ ...... · . 
Median storage veh) 
Q~slfjanj_ ~f9~_?_1 .{f!J_ 
pX, platoon unblocked 
v~. co'nflicting voiume 
vC1 , stage 1 conf val 
Y_9_2,_-~1?_9.~ ·?_§~~f Y.of. 
vCu, unblocked vol 
I~iii.g!filSf" --~ .· .... -~~ ... 
tC, 2 stage {s) 
Jf'_(~") ~ · ... --~-- ~ _· : ... 
P9. g~~u~J!~~ ·~--. .. . 
fi~l~~pa_c!!Y~(ye_tl[h). ___ .. 

_}> 

.. EBL 

8 

0.85 
9 

365 

365 
4.1 

2.2 
99 

1193 

---{> 
<}- ~ \. 

EBT WBT WBR SBL 

4' ~ ¥ 
297 312 16 6 

Free Free Stop 
0% 0% 0% 

0.90 0.90 0.85 0.85 
330 347 19 7 

None None 

705 

705 
6.4 . 

3.5 
98 

400 

<I 
SBR 

7 

0.85 
8 

356 

356 
6.2 

3.3 
99 

688 

Pife~tiO:rr, LaQe ff EB 1 WB.'1 SB 1· ~--

vo1uine rciicif" .: · .. 
%i~riie Lett" · 
Y9lu_~~ Rl91i.t .. ... . _ . 
cSH 
~@i~:fu~¢~r9~ity .· · 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
R,9,~·~.<i! .. ~_e.~-Y-'sf · · 
Lane LOS 
~P.P.c~?~ti:·o~~¥-csf- . .. . . ·_ 
Approach LOS 

339 
9 
0 

1193 
0.01 

1 
0.3 
A 

0.3 .. 

365 15 
0 7 

19 8 
1700 516 
0.2'1 

.. 
0.03 

0 2 
· .. o·.a 12.2 

8 
o:o 12.2 

8 

~.ti61i· S~(ii[nary ·. ·.:. :·:; •. _: -.. ~ ·;':: . . -···--~---'·:.· i· _-. ,_ · '-
Average Delay 0.4 
ful~~.Sifu·~ 9~P.~ity _U!ilization 34.0°io. ICU Level of Service 
An~_lysis Period (mi~} 15 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

2025 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative - Weekday PM Peak Hour 

.. . ~-~- -··-- -· ---· -· . -~--- - . 

- . • . . ... . ; . . • -:7""'--:-:.:------..,.., . . -=-~- ""!"'.· ~- -:-. r.-. l 
·. :·: . _. : .. · .- . . ·. : ... _._,:· ·i. ~- -:-1 

A 
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HCM Unsignal ized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
209: E Railroad Ave & Winchester Ave 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade · 
Peak· Hour Factor 
1-lqurly_~(?~ r(lte_ (vph} 
Pedestrians 
Lane-Width (tt) ·: 
Wa-lking Speed (ftls) 
PerceiifBiocka9e 
Right turn-flare (veh) 
~ .. fediari type · 
Median storage veh) 
IJr.~-tr_e~gi sign~( (ft) 

.~P 

EBL 

0 

0.85 
0 

-C> 

EBT 

~ 
265 

Free 
oo~ 

0.90 
294 

None 

pX, platoon unblocked 
vc: confticting volume 
vc{ stage Tcont val 
vc2, stage icon(vol 
vc-'G"; ·u-ribiOcked voi -- . -j-1'6- -
.if! si~g~e-~) - -_ ___________ ·· .. _ A:L ~--
tc, 2 stage (s) 

'v .;(" <>-

EBR w8L WBT 

4 
11 2 284 

Free 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.90 
13 2 316 

None 

307 

307 
4.1 - - -. 

2025 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative -Weekday PM Peak Hour 

! 4 
WBR .·NBL NBT NBR SBL SfF ss·R 

0 7 

0.85 0.85 
0 8 

621 

621 
7.1 

0 
Stop 
0% 

0.85 
0 

621 

621 
611 

5 

0.85 
6 

301 

301 
f).?. 

0 

0.85 
0 

627 

627 
71 

~ 
0 

Stop 
o"% 

0.85 
0 

628' 

628 
R,!) 

0 

0.85 
b 

316 

.i 
316 

- -6-2 

tF.-(sr· ·, ·· --- ·- 2.2" · · ·2.2 · 3.5 4.o 3.3 3.5 4.9. _: _ --~--~ 
p-0-queue-free% · · · 100 100 98 100 99 100 100 100 
'~M ~a.p~cJ~ -('~e~!fl) __ - _ __ 1 2j_~_ _ 1 _~5~ 399 403 739 392 . 3~9, _-- .t:~S. 
PJ[Tcii00;La7ie# ·EBL __ WBT_ SBl _ ____ -_ -----_ -~-~--- - - ··--:·--------------.,.---- - ----:-:---. -_ -1 
~o_lyili~ iota( '36_( · 318 0 
Volume Left 0 2 0 
Vol_uji:i~ Right 13 0 0 
cSH 17oo 1253. 1YOO 
,~~y_n1e to c~p_q~ity 0.18 · 0.66 o.oo 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 
~2Ii_@T9~(~y(sf.- · _ _ - a·.Q · · o.~ o.o -· · · 
Lane LOS . ... -- --- . . A A 

~_Ep[oich !?~l~y _(s) __ - -___ ·· --_ ~o§_ . b.i · · g:_o 
Approach LOS A 

fntersection Sumfna!Y ·. · ·: < ~ _ :- -. '.·' - ------,_:_--_ ·, -· · -
Average Delay 
liliersectiori Capacity Utilization . · 
AnalysTs-P~riod (min) - · · 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

Err 

..... 

ICU Level of Service H 

-· ·- - ----' 

. . . .. -,_ , . .. -. · . . 
..... t" •• 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
210: Winchester Ave & W Railroad Ave 

p --<> "'); if 
<!}-

fvi8vifrii·e;w · . -······ ·- -... 18C- .. E·sf W8L EBR WST 
Lane Configurations ~ ~ 
Volume (veh/h} 2 278 21 10 301 
Sign Control Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.90 0.85 0.85 0.90 
Hourly fl~w rate (vph} 2 309 25 12 334 
Pedestrians 
Lime Width (ft} · 
Walking Speed (fils} 
perc~nt 8Jo~~ag~. ·. ·. 
~~Q.~~ tu_r~ ~are (veh} 
Me~i~n typ.~ None None 
Median storage veh} 
DpstreaiTi' signal (ft}-. .... - .. . ··- ~ . •· ~ 

pX, platoon unblocked 
-v¢: conflicting voiume 337 334 

vC1, stage 1 confvol 
''2? .. st_ag~ 2 confvol .. --·-. - . -
vCu, unblocked vol 337 334 
i~ .. sing[~ (sJ 4'.1' -. '4.1 - - .. ··- ·- ... 
_tC! _2 stage (s} 
tF. ( s} 2.2 2.2 
pO queue free% 

... -- .- .. . 
100 99 

f~~£~P~~~.!Y. (ve~(lij ... 1.222 . . .. ... .. 
1226 -· --- ~·· -- ---~-- ..... .. 

P1rectioil-; Lane#~--- EB F _. WB' 1. ·· Ns 1 SB. F · 
Volume Total 

.. 
3.36 - .. 349 -

.. 
34 6 

Volume Left 2 12 27 1 
Volume Right 25 2 6 2 
cSH 1222 1226 388 445 
V~lunie io_ capac!ty O.o6 · 0.61 0.69 . 0.01 
Q~~ue LenQt~ 9?t~. (ft) . 0 1 7 1 
Control Delay (s} · o.f - ·a.4 15.2 13.2 .. . ... .. . -
Lane LOS A A c B 
A·eri~~~~ ·.oila£(5) · - ... o.T·- · --6~4 - · f5~2' 1f2 -- - - ·---

- -
Approach LOS c B 

Average Delay 1.0 

~ 

WBR 

2 

0.85 
2 

--- . - . 

lriiei-S.ection Capacity Utiiization· · · 
A~alysis Period (min} · · 

36.8%- ·- · · · 1CU Leve.l of Service 
15 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

-

2025 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative - Weekday PM Peak Hour 

'\ f (> \,. ~ <I 
. 'Ns~ ... Nirf .. --NBR .. SBL SBT-. sliR 

* 23 1 
Stop 

0% 
0.85 0.85 

27 1 

689 686-,·· 

689 686 
(1 6.5::. 

3K 4.0 
92 100 

3·s4 · 366 
--·----

. . ' . l 

·-

~ 
5 2 2 

Stop 
·o% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
6 1 2 2 

321 69-2 697 336 

"i 
-·· 

321 692 697 336 
.. iT ·-

--~-~ 6.2 6.5 

3.'3 
... 

3.5 4.0 3.3, ... ... , .. _,:,. 

faa 99 100 99 
726 35?_ . - ~~9. . - -jp~ -· .. 

, .. . . 
-

.. 

..... 4~-··--wo • ••~- o - ~ . .. 'i 

A 

' --. .. .. . ~ .. - ..... -·-

~- - ... ··-· . . )' 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
21 1: US 101 & OR 38 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Said: Flo~ (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
A~(/!'W.{ (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
~.an~ Group _Flow (vph) 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 
Tum Type 
Pro'tected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
~~~~ai~{gree_n: G (s) 
Effet;li'!e Green, g (s) 
Actuated 9tc R~;tio 
,G.~~i~,riG~ _Ti~e .. (s). 
Vehicle Extension (s) 

~~n-~- ~11? _c~p (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
vis Ratio Perm 
vic Raiio 
i.Jriiform belay, d1 
Progression Factor 
l~_crenieni~I -Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
l evel of service . . , .... 
Approach Delay (s) 
A.-~~~~-~-~~ Lps 

EBL 

68 
1750 

0.95 
72 
0 
0 

2% 
Perm 

4 

J.nter.section:·summaiy · ·-·~:·"7"-.. :· 

EBT ... EBR 

4> 
53 102 

1750 1750 
4.0 

1.00 
0.94 
0.98 
1586 
0.96 

1545 
0.95 0.95 

56 107 
23 0 

212 0 
2% 2% 
NA 

4 

19.4 
19.'1 
0.17 
4.0 
2.5 

265 

co.'1'4 . 
0.80 
45.0 
1.00 
14.9 
60.0 

E 
60.0 

E 

WBL~ Wst 

* 372 53 
1750 1750 

4.0 
1.00 
1:00 . 
0.96 
1435 
0.96 

1435 
0.95 0.95 
392 56 

0 0 
0 448 

19% 2% 
Sp!i_t NA 

8 8 

40.2 
-. 46.2 

0.36 
- · 4.a· 

2.5 
510 

c0.31 

0.88 
3·4.2 
1.00 
15.6 
49.8 
. r::i 
49.8 
"b 

1 •• •.• ,•• .:~. .- • ;: : ~ ·, • 

0.79 

WBR 

0 
1750 

0.95 
0 
0 
0 

2% 

2025 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative - Weekday PM Peak Hour 

NBl N.BT 
~ ~\~ 

89 321 
1750 1750 

4.0 5.0 
1.00 0.95 
1_.pb 0.99 
0.95 1.00 
1630 3040 
0.95 1.00 

1630 3040 
0.95 0.95 

94 338 
0 2 

94 350 
2% 9% 

Prot NA 
1 6 

10.1 20.3 
10.1 20.3 
0.09 0.18 
4.0 .?.0 
2.5 6.1 

. 145 545 
0.06 c0.11 

0.65 0.64 
49.8 43 .. 1 
1.00 1.00 
8.5 4.3 

58.3 47.3 
E D 

49.7 
D 

1 
13 169 

1750 1750 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1 6~,0 
0.95 
1630 

0.95 0.95 
14 178 
0 0 
6 178 

2% 2% 
Prot 

5 

16.3 
16.3 
0.14 
. 4.0 
2.5 

235 
c0.1 1 

0.76 
46.6 
1.00 
12.5 . 
59.0 

E: ". 

SBT 

t~ 
330 

1750 
5.0 

0.95 
0.'~8 
1.00 

3008 
1.00 
~008 ' 
0.95 
347 

11 
402'· 
9% 
NA 

2 

26.5 
26.5 
0.23 
5.0 
6.1 

704 
0.13 

0.57 
38:3 . 
1.00 
2.3 

40.6 
D .. 

46.1 
" r::i 

-· s8R 

63 
1750 

0.95 
66 
0 
0 

i% 

_,._- .:-;:.·~:~~ 
D l 

: - ! . H~M Average. Control Delay 
HCM Volume to capacity ratio 
A~tiiaied cycre Len.gth (s)' 
inierseciion ·capacity utilization 
Analysis Peiioil (min) · 

113.2' .. ·su·m of lost if me (s) . . . 
. . . - .... ·-·--···· ,. --·- .. - ·· ---

17.0 
D 

c - Critieat'Lane Group 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

73. 7% ICU Level of Service 
H). . .. 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 Total Traffic Conditions 
212: Laurel Ave & OR 38 Preferred Alternative - Weekday PM Peak Hour 

.P --{> "'9 if"' 
<}- ~ '\ 

~ovemenf EBL EBf ---EBR- ·wsL - ws·,= ·wEfR . -·NaL --
Lane Configurations ~ ~ 
Volume (veh/h) 4 531 0 7 604 0 
Sign Control Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.95 0.85 0.85 0.95 0.85 0.85 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 5 559 0 8 636 1 d 
Pedestrians 
Lane. Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Perce._nt Bloc~age 
Right turn flare (veh) 
M~~ia.n-!Ype·_· - None None 
Median storage veh) 
Up_sir~?!n sign.al (ft) 
p~! p!aloo~ unblocked 
_v~, C~Qflicting v_olume 637 559 1227 
vC1, stage 1 conf val 
yC?, ~iage 2 co~f v~l 
vCu, unblocked val 637 559 1227 
tc.:sln9~·(5) · 4.1 T1 . . -

7 1 

tC, 2 stage (s) 
i .· ·5 --- -_f(J 2.2 2.2 3:5 
pO queue free % 100 99 100 
£~~c~~~.~f.ty (v.e~(h) 947 1o1I 152 · . .. . ,_ . . ... ····- ... . - - . - ... .. -· 

P!r&tioh;.~:.~n~ #~ -----EifF WB-1 NB 1. sa 1. -
vor~~~ 'rata.! 564 645 1 7 .. 
Volume Left 5 8 0 1 
V<?h.im~ Right 

.. f '1 
.. 

0 6 
cSH 947 1012 529 354 
v ~lum~ ·t.~-¢?p_a_~ity o.oa· · · d~iH -- 0.00 0.02 

C?u~~~- L~~~~h_~~~- (N 0 1 0 2 
c~~~r~l ~~lay (s) 0.1 ··· 0.2 11.8 15.4 
Lane LOS A A B c 
AP..i9~~b· _g_elay .. (s) '6.1' · .... o:2 ·- · ff.a·--- ·1·s-:-.r --- M·aoo ~ ·- - - ,., oo 0 .. -.- .. - -

Approach LOS 

inWS:e~ti9h".$.ilriitn.art.' . .. '. ·: :. ~: 
Average Delay 
liiit~i-Sectiori Capacity Utilizatio!l 
Analysis. Period (min) · · 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

......... -- - - ·· .. -- - --
B C 
:.: : ·-= · -~- - .. .. 
": : • .. _ .. ·· . 

0.3 
49.5% ---icu Ievel of service . -

15 

t f> 
NB'( NBR 

* 0 
Stop 

0% 
0.85 0.85 

0 1 

1222 559 

1222 559 
6.6 6.2 

4.1 3.3 
100 100 
168 529 . .. 

A 

~ ! <I 
SBL SBT SBR 

* 0 5 
Stop 

0% 
0.85 0.85 0.85 

1 0 6 

1222 1221 6.36 

I 

1222 1221 636 
7.1 6:7 6.3 

3.5 4.2 3.3 
99 100 99 

154 · 1·6~ . 478 
------

.. . - ' 

' :-7l . 1 ]:. 

Synchro 8 - Report 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
213: Myrtle Ave & OR 38 

Movement 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Gra.de 
Peak Hour Factor 
-~q~riy_ ftow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
yy~iki~g Speed (fils) 
.Per~efl! Blockage 
RigliTiurn nare (veh) 

M~~.L~-ft type 
Median storage veil) 
Ifps~r~~m si969( (ft) .' 
pX, platoon unblocked 
~¢: c~nfticiing vol~me 
vC1 , stage 1 conf val 
~t::z : stage 2 con"fita·i 
vcu:· Liii61acked ·vai 
,t¢, single (sf .. 
lc.Istaiie (sf. · · Wtsr · ·· · ·· 
!)iYqueue free ·ol 
,SMc~p~d~ (ve1iih) · 

/ -{;> 

EBL EBT . 

1" 
0 235 

Free 
0% 

0.85 0.85 
0 276 

None 

645 

645 
4. 1 

2.2 
100 
940 

---v 1 
<}-

EBR V/BL WBT 

'f 
0 0 613 

Free 
0% 

0.85 0.95 0.95 
0 0 645 

None 

276 

276 ... 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1286 
.. 

~ 

WBR 

0 

0.95 
0 

2025 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative - Weekday PM Peak Hour 

<_\ t j> 
NBf NBT . NBR 

"f 
0 0 292 

Slop 
0% 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
0 0 307 

923 922 276 . . 

923 922 276 · ··rr .. 

~:? 6.5 
··-

3.5 4.0 ... . 3.3 
.. - - 100 ' ' ... 100 60 

'256 -270 .. 762 

~ 

s8L 

0.85 
1 

1229 

1229 
' i ( 

3.5 
99 

· -·· '9'2 

! 
· ··s·s-r 

~ 
0 

Slop 
0% 

0.85 
0 

922 

922 
6~5 

.4 .. 0 

100 
27o ' 

0.85 
1 

645 

645 
6.2 

3.3 
100 
47? 

o;Tection, La-ne if-· .----"E"Ef1·::.-··ws.T~··· ·Ns-:f.'?.- ss-,1 -"""~-- -- - ,-· :: ',· ·<· ~- · .·· :: · ·- - ------- ,·-·-· ·1 
. ' . . j 

Y.9ll!~-~ t otai . . .. 
Volum.e Left 
.VOiii'riie ·Rrght cSH ..... . . 
yglufT1e to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
£2!iff.o_I~~ia·y (s) - · 
Lane LOS 
~epig§fh:b.efay_lsi - ·· 
Approach LOS 

276 645 
0 0 
0 0 

1700 1700 
0.16 o.3a · · 

0 0 
0.0 0.0 

b.b- · -· o.'6 

307 2 
0 1 

307 .1 
762 154 
oAo . o:o2 ·· 

49 1 
12:9 28.7 

.: " ' ··- . 

. . . . ··.· ... 
B D 

r2.9· _2a:r .... _. ... ···-·---·-· · 
~ . . --- . -. - -·- .. - -· ·- .-. 

B D 

)~tlOri]'l!iTim~rY::-:::::--:~-T~~-}77·.~,~:;:~~:-·:-::··:::::T·--:::-:-~~7:·.~~·:':~-:-::-"::·~:.~~':"'-:-;;~~--:- --~-,::;_~:.--:l 

Average Delay 3.3 
:(riterse~iion cae_?~lty ·u~ilization 46.4% 
Analysis Period _(min) 15 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

ICU Level of Service . . . -' 
A 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
201: Winchester Ave & OR 38 

.P -{> ~ 
Mo.vemerif EBL EBf .· ... 

EBR 
Lane Configurations 4' f' 
Volume (veh/h) 50 319 12 
Sign ~antral Free 
Grade 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.95 0.90 
l-tciur)y n~w r?te (vph) 59 336 13 
Pedestrians 
Laf!e '1\'fdth . .(fi) . 
Walking Speed (fUs) 
Per_cerif~!ockage . · 
Right turn flare (veh) 
~.e~~~b !Yrie . None 

~~.91~~ ~-t~~?.~~-v_e~) 
. p~t~1~~~sigh§L(ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
y~ . .ca-rifii ~iirig. volume · 499 
vC1, stage 1 conf val 
.v:ti.-s.tage 2 coni vciY 
.L;; •• - ··-· • • • -·· "' ·-. • •• • 

vCu, unblocked val 499 
1~. ~_fug-1~ lSJ~:~·-· -·· d 
_t~ •. ? s!ag~ (s) 
!f_(~l . - .. 2.2 
pO queue free % 94 
fM~c~~P.?.~!i (v~hJN. 1065 

Pire.cijrin; l a(Hdt EB'.1 -EB2 : we1 
Volume tafaf ·- · 
~-· ~ ... ·- .... ...: . . . . - . 395 13 88 
Volume Left 59 0 88 
V~J~-~~~-~f~ii't-. . a· 13 0 
cSH 1065 1700 1199 
vCiiume tci capacity ,_ - . . - . .. . . 6.66" ·o:o1 o:o1 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0 6 
fo~tffi(~~Jay (sj · 1.8 . o·:o 8.2 
Lane LOS A A 
!\P.iiro-?cll O:~i~'Y Is L ... ~ · · ·_ - 1.7 {2 
Approach LOS 

.. ' -~-Jjj~JsecijptJ Stiffimary··:.-: .... . ~ .·. : ~-# • . . 
Average Delay 
liiferseciiori ·capacity' utilization 
L...l.;....&._, ,. ....... • • -

A~~ly_s!s Period_ (min) 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

139.9 
88.5% 

15 

if 
<}- "\.. 

-· 
WBL w·sr WBR 

1 ~ 
79 415 53 

Free 
0% 

0.90 0.95 0.85 
88 437 62 ' 

None 

349 

349 
4.1 

2.2 
93 

1199 

WB2 : NB 1, s s:1 ,: 
49.9 223 

.. 
284 

0 4 74 
62 97 66 

1700 243 123 
0.29 0.92 2.31 . . 

0 200 611 
0.0 82:2 67{5 

F F 
82:2- ··6i f5 . . . -·-. 

F F 

ICU Level of Service· 

2033 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative - Weekday PM Peak Hour 

~ t !'" ~ J J 
NBL -Nsf' . ·-NB'R' ·· sse ··sst ·:~fs'f~ 

~ ~ 
4 110 87 63 122 56 

Stop Stop 
a'% 0% 

0.90 0.90 0.90 0.85 0.85 0.85 
4 122 97 74 144 66 

1203 1128 :336 1255 1110 468 

.. 
1203 1128 336 1255 1110 468 ·:n- s:s·· ·- 6:2' . '7:1 '" 6.5 6 .. , 

.G 

3.5 -
... -
4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
····-· . 

90 31 86 0 22 89 
46' ... 178 . 764 52 f83 595 ·- ------·· -- ---· 

.. ' 
;: ' :· 

-

·-· .. · - ···-. .. 

... ·; ·. :=•.; ... :· . >---.: .. ,_:':>·· I : ... . ... .. . .. 

E 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity i\nalysis 
202: 3rd St & OR 38 

..P -{> ---v if <J-

Movement EBL EST ·· r:·s·R. WBL WBT 
Lane Configurations ~ 4' 
Volume ·(veh/11) 94 399 15 4 435 
Sign Control Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factcr 0.85 0.95 0.85 0.85 0.95 
Hourly flow ·rate (vph) 111 420 fa 5 458 . . . 
Pedestrians 
lane Widtli (fi) 
yva~ki~~ Spe~d (ft/s) 
Per.ce~t Bloc~age 
Right turn flare (veh) 

M~~ii6 ~P~ None None 
Median storage veh) 
iJp_~i!~~lll-s_ignal· (ft) . 
pX, plato.on _u~bloc,ke~ 
~.9 .. conflicting vol~_me_ 481 438 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
·yc~. s_tage _2_c~~(v.ol . . . . .. .. 
vCu, unblocked vol 481 438 
rt; ji~!i~~-(.~r __ .·. 

• ·• . . . .. ~. 
4.1 J.1 - .. .... . ~- - .. .. . . 

t~. 2 s~age (sJ ... .. .. · -· .. 
t.f.{~)__ . 2.2 2.2 
pO queue free o/; 

.. -
90 100 

Ehl.c~pqdtY{v.~~/hJ · 
-. 

1122 1081 ... 

4.__ 

WBR 
f1 

20 

0.85 
24· 

2033 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative - Weekday PM Peak Hour 

I \- ' J '\ j> ~ 
NBL NBT .. NBR SBL SBT ss·R 

~ ~ 
17 20 5 32 21 90 

Stop Stop 
0% oo~ . 

0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
20 24 6 38 25 106 

1236 1141 429 1135 1126 458 

. .. . . . ~ ~ .... 
1236 1141 429 1135 1126 458 

7.1 13.5 6'.2 'i.T 6.5 6.2 
• ~ -.., I 

3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
81 87 99 74 87 82 

104 179 626 147 183 603 

:Oirectlan. ~ane7f · EB t ' -W~Wi3~2: · N837'":S8T·-:-'--.-. ·-·----:----,----:·-.. -;·.,...,-----. -·--_:·~~-.. -. -~ 

Y~~~!lift o!?C 548 
... 

463 "24 49 168 
Volume Left 111 5 0 20 38 
Volume Rl9ht _..._ ...... - . ~ 

18 0 24 6 106 
cSH 1081 1122 1700 149 297 
Volum~ io capaCity o.1o 0.00 0.61' o:33 0.57 
-·'··~----~ - •... - . . . . .. . . .. 
Queue Length 95th (ft) · 9 0 0 34 81 
f2~tr6f P.~lay {s) . .· _ - · , 2.7 0.1 0.0 40.9 31 .8 
Lane LOS A A E 0 

~0Js~:?EFQeJ.ai:<s[_·: ·:·~-~~ •· .. 2:r ·· ·- o:1' 
... 

40.9 . 31.8 
• :·-·- : -- ·•. :· .... . ....... - -! 

.. . ···- . - -··- . ... 
Approach LOS E 0 

.lllf&S~~sli~m~~;~~~'7~:-~":.:-~~:-;::::,~~-:~~,--_ ,-.-,-~-~~-~~~7:· ... ·. ·. 1 
Average Delay 7.1 
_intersection Capacity u·tiliza.tion j 4. 7% ICU Level of Service 0 
J\~n~y5i;03€riciC! {inirif .. · -- · · · 1s 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
203: 6th St & OR 38 

Lane Configurations ~ 

Volume (veh/h) 509 29 9 
Sign Control Free 
Grade 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.85 0.85 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 536 34 11 
Pedestrians 
Lane Widih (ft) . 
Walking Speed (fVs) 
F>erce'nt Blockage 
R.ight turri flare (veh) 
M.~d)~n tyP.e · _ 
Median storage veh) 
l.Jpst~~~m ~-ig:n~J. (ilj 
pX, platoon unblocked 
v¢ :.· ~q.~fircfi.n!fvo[u~~ 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
1¢·2, ~\age .2 c9n.fycii. · _-. ;· · ·: 
vCu, unblocked vol 
:~¢/.siri9if({~T · 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
W.(s). . . · .... 
pO queue free % 

None 

~.~f ~<H>?.PltY (ve~M ·" · .. ·. ·-· . : ·. _ ~. · .. 

570 

570 
4 1 

2.2 
99 

1663 

<;}---

~ 
wst· ·- NBC 

4 ¥ 
598 16 

Free Stop 
0% 0% 

0.95 0.85 
629 19 

None 

1203 

1203 
Qd 

3.5 
91 

201 

f> 
t-.isk· - . 

15 

0.85 
18 

553 

553 
62 

3.3 
97 

533 

2033 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative -Weekday PM Peak Hour 

·-- -- -- ___ , .... - - ' 

-· - - . i 
. .. ~ 

- -· . . - ........... - ···- .. .. .. .. .. .. ·-
1 • • : 

l 
. . .. ... :_._ ·- · . .. .... .. .... ....... ~. --.. -

-----·--- •, ·, • • ·, ,:·.·.:<. :,.I' -=· I 
Volume Toia( 
Volume Left 
Volume ·Right. 
cSH 
'(o,IL(~~.·to c~·P~~~ty~ 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
contF61 oeiay (s) · 
Lane LOS. · 

570 640 
0 11 

. 34 0 
1700 1003 
·o.34 - · o:6f 

0 1 
0.0 0.3 

ArP..rii?~b.~e'-~Y (~f ~-.. ::··_-·-. ·.·9~o. ·. 
A 

0.3 
Approach LOS 

[i:\ters·~cuoij s~mmaii'. ·., · ':::· .. , ·. · . 
Average Delay 
lnteiiie-ction ·capacity utilization · 
Analysis Period (min) ·· 
be scription: peak Hour: 2:00 ·io 3:00 p.m. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

. 36 . 
19 
fa 

288 
o.f3 ·· 

11 
19.3 

c 
-1~f:r--·· ..... . 

c 

0.7 
52".0% : 

15 

.. ·: l ', 

: ~ . . : ;. 

icu l.evel .of Service 

.· .. 
' :-.. r. 

A 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
204: OR 38 & E Railroad Ave 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
H.ourly flo~ rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
L~n.e.~@h (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Per~e~f~lockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
~~~i~~ .\ype .. 
Median storage veh) 
lJRs.tre~m sigQal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
~g. conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 confvol 
yCi, stage 2 confvol 
... _ ~ •• - :J ... -· 

vCu, unblocked vol 
J§~ s[,.i9!~ (:;J . 
tC, L stage (s) 
.(nsc~ ... · .. · 
pO queue free % 
.~~~ j?~j~}\yJy.e~fhL 

.P --{> 

EBL EBT 

~ 
27 538 

Free 
o% 

0.95 0.95 
28 566 

None 

646 

646 
11. I 

2.2 
97 

939 - .. 

~ 6 <i-

EBR I.AiBL WBT 
~ 

8 3 613 
Free 

0°io 
0.85 0.85 0.95 

9 4 645 

None 

576 

576 
-4.f 

.. 

2.2 
100 
99'8 - - . .... •• • w • ~ 

)Sir~ction; Lane#·-.-. ---·---~EB .. 1. ~-WB. f '.:' NB 1 . SB 1 

Y91~.~e. Total 
Volume Left 
~<?IUf!le R.ight 
cSH 
Voiurrie to. Capacity 
aueu~· Lengih 95th (tti 
fil.~t~o!Q~Iay (s} -
Lane LOS 
A-:p·p·road1 .. Qelay (sj 
App.roacli 'Los 

604 
28 
§ 

939 
0.03 

2 
0.8 

A 
0.8 

650 
4 
r 

998 
o.do 

0 
o.f 

A 
o:1· 

6 
6 
0 

116 
0.05 . 

4 
37.7 

E 
'31.7 

E 

47 
0 

47 
472 
0.10 

8 
13.5 

8 
13'."5 ' ..... 

-
B 

" WBR 

0.85 
1 

2033 Total Traffic Conditio.ns 
Preferred Alternative- Weekday PM Peak Hour 

'\ t j> ~ J J 
NBL NBT NBR SBL s'sr . SBR 

~ ~ 
5 0 0 0 0 40 

Stop Stop 
o% 0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
6 0 0 0 0 47 

1328 1281 571 1281 1285 646. 

--·. .... - .... .. 

1328 1281 571 1281 1285 646 
iJ 65 fP 71 6.5 .. R1 
.. 

3.5 4.6' 3.3 3.5 4.0 3:~ 
95 100 100 100 100 90 

116 160 520 139 1q9 , __ 1?~ - . - . 
·-·-·-------·~-. . - - .. ·. J 

. . ~. .. . - •. 

. . -: -~ :.. -~ \ ....... · .. •, .. : .. 
Average Delay 1.1 
'fl}terseciiori Cap~c.ity Utilizaiion_ · - · · · -63 . .if% : · 
~nalysis Period (min) 15 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

ICU Level of Seivlce . . . 8 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
205: W Railroad Ave & OR 38 

2033 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative - Weekday PM Peak Hour 

;vfov~ment · 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly now rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
P~rcent ·Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
~~~·i?n &pe 
Median storage veh) 
lJp-sireaiTJ signal (ft) 
px: platoon unb.locked 
y¢: c~nniCtirig volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf val 
~?.$?. stage i.c~nfvol 
vCu, unblocked val 
tQ~.~n9F~-(s) .. ·· ·· · · 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
JF:-(sJ .. . -
pO queue free % 
~r~(c~p~~lty (~ehth) 

p[~ection .. La neT . 

~ * 0 556 12 13 646 3 5 
Free 

0% 
0.85 0.95 

0 585 

684 

684 
4.1 

Norie 

Free 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.95 
14 15 680 

None 

599 

0.85 
4 

0.85 
6 

1310 
··· y{ 

2.2. 2.2 3.5 ·-· •.. . . .. 
100 98 96 

9)iJ' ..... ----·~ =~ _-_ ~ -' - ~i7if .. - .. .. - ·--- - ... 131 
EB;J · WB 1 . , NB·1 .!?Etl · . 
'599 .. 699 .. - -22 '12 

0 15 6 5 
Volume Totai 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 

·- 14 .. ~r .... 15 .~ if 
910 978 271 175 

Volutn~ ·iq Capacity 
~~~ue. ~~ng~h 95th (ft) 
.~Of1tr~I .P_ei?Y. (s) 
Lane LOS 

-· · o:oo-- o.o2 6.68 o:ot 
0 1 7 5 

·a:o- · o.4 19.5. 21.f 
.. 0 -*~ .. . .... 

A C D o.o· ·· .. if4 .. ··19:5 -.. , i t.r - · · ---Ai?Pt9~~h~q~·l~y (s) 
Approach LOS 

.. · -·- -- --· ·- ..... · ·-·-c ·· .. ·--o 

Average Delay 
!nte.rs.ection ·Capacity Utilization 
.i\~aiysis Period (mini · 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

• ..... ·;· __ :. ~. .: -
0.8 

s·a.4% · · · · ltU Levei of ser-Vice · 
15 

4+ 
1 

Stop 
0% 

0.85 
1 

1306 

1306 
5.5 

4.0-
99 

157 

~ 
13 4 3 3 

Stop 
o% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
15 5 4 4 

592 1321 1312 682 

592 1321 1312 682 
a2 ~1 as a2 

3.3' 3:5 4.0 3.3 
97 96 98 99 

506 127 156 450 

J 
' . . 

B 

-~~-:---.--·--, 

- .. ·--:·.~-~ 
~ ' • • I 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analys is 
206: US 101 & Laurel Ave 

Mo.ver:nent 
Lane Configurations 
Volume {veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade -
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flqw rate {vph) 
Pedestria-ns · · 
Lane Width ·(ft) 
waiking .. Speeci (fVs) 
~ers~~.f !31~-ck~ge . 
Right turn flare (veh) 
M~~ntype . 
Median storage veh) 
VP.s.tre.am ·sigflal .lft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vp! corifi_fding v9lume 
vC1, stage 1 confvol 
I . . .. .. . . 

yC2, stag~ 2 confvol 
vcu."-linbiOcked ·voi 
I~~-~i~9Te ·(!i) _ .· 
tC, 2 stage {s) 
.!F?si -: . : .. : 
pO queue free % 
~~ cap'acitY {ve_h:lh) 

Volume Totai 
Volume Left 
V9iyry-ie ~lght , 
cSH 

.Y.<?i~-~-~ ~!i ¢ap§~i_tx . . 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
¢9.h~i~LQ~!~-~ . (s-} 
Lane LOS 
£\pp.roacfi g~~-~-i (s) 
Approach LOS 

E8L 

0 

0.85 
0 

1381 

1381 
75 

3.5 
100 
102 

6 
0 
6 

534 
0.01 

1 
11.8 

8 
11 .8 

8 

--{> "'\7 
E8T EBR W8L ·war 
~ ~ 

0 5 5 0 
S~p S~p 

0% 0% 
0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 

0 6 6 0 

1804 477 1327 1799 

~·. ·• . - . .. --~ ~ 

1804 477 1327 1799 
6 ii 6 ~ .. . J~lj 6 ii 

4.0 3.3 
100 99 
78 534 

3.5 
95 

111 

WB 1 NB:t· NB 2 
7 
6 
1 

419 '424 
8 0 
0 ,13 

... ·~ ~~· -- ~~ 

. ·4.0 
100 
78 

SBC1 

634 
0 
0 

129 
0.05 

4 
34.6 

D 
34.6 

D 

716 1700 1700 
·o~o1· 6~25 ......... . 6.37 -

1 0 0 
oA o.b o:ci 
A 

6.2· :· 0.0 

2033 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative -Weekday PM Peak Hour 

W8R N8L NBT NBR 

4~ 
8 781 11 

Free 
0% 

0.85 0.95 0.95 0.85 
1 8 822 13 

None 

418 954 

418 954 
6:9 4:1 

. 3~3" .. 2.i . .. . 
' • .., ' ·" ,.,, ~ • I 

100 99 
. 58f ii6' 

.' SB 2'... .. · !' 

320 
0 
4 

1700 
o:19 .. · 

0 
o:o· 

SBL S8T 

'tf+ 
0 903 

Free 
0% 

0.95 0.95 
0 951 

835 

835 
4.1 

2.2 
100 
794 

None 

398 

S8R 

3 

0.85 
4 

!nt~~tr&n:S.iJMmaiY.-·~:-~-:-- -:~:--.. -,-- --~,·-~;~-?-=-·~~-:;::-::::-~·~.: -.:.~- - ,_ ·: .,. ·:··' .. , .. ;· .. ···;. :.: . ··: ._. .. T-.~----1 

Average Delay 0.3 
ib!~I~.e~~qn C_aeacjty Util izati~>n 41.5o/a ·leD Level of Service A 
~n~!ysis Period {min) 15 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
207: US 101 & 10th St 

Movement · - · · 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
J-i~u~y flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
~a_ne.'Width (fi) · 
Walking Speed (fUs) 
p~~~~nt ~!<.#~ge. 
Right tum flare (veh) 
f0edJan o/P.e · 
Median storage veh) 
PeW~~~- signai (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
i~--~o_rifiicting voJ~~e 
vC 1, stage 1 conf val 
v(:ffsiag-e' 2 co'i1f vo'l ' 
vcu~ unblocked. val · 
L~~~si~9f~-~(~f -:~ · 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
ff.' '(sf - - -
;;o queue tree·%· · 
GM ~~-~aE~ (~e~~h) _: 

Pirecnan, tarie # -. 
'JO'Iiinie taial -· · .. . . . . 
Volume Left 
~9!~~:e :Rl9~t 
cSH 
\f~ume. !o-cap~c!ty 
Q~eue _L_~_I!_g\~ . ~5~h. (fl) 
f~ntr_qi.P_elay (~) 
Lane LOS 
~eef.cii.'S:~g~l?v.'.tsL - · 
Approach LOS 

if ~ t f' \,. 

WBL- WBR N·sr - NBR SBL 
l:y1 ~~ 
17 8 777 27 7 

Stop Free 
0% 0% 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
18 8 818 28 7 

None 

1314 423 846 

1314 
6.8 

3.5 
88 

148 

846 
{f " 

3.3 2.2 
99 99 

579 786 

! 
S~T 

-~~ 
887 

Free 
0% 

0.95 
934 

None 

534 

. - . - . - . . ·~-

WB.1 ~-NB1~13'r'-ssr-srf2:-~--. 
. 26 545 .301 319 622 

18 0 0 7 0 
8 d 28 0 0 .. . 

195 1700 1700 786 1700 
o.14 0.32 o. fa o.o1 o.3i .... 

11 0 0 1 0 
26.4 o.o o·:o o.3 d.o .. 

0 A 
26'.4' · · o·.o · · ·o.1· 

0 

2033 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative - Weekday PM Peak Hour 

- - . . . .. 

,:-. ' '·' . ~-.l 

·· ·-- --:· .... -- ... . -·- --

I""~ · ··-- ti~· S' ... ,--. -. --.. --:-. -.-~-~-·....-, . ' . . ... , . . ' .. ~ 
. Q~Eif.se~ _OJl .umrnary .; ... -. . ·. _ .· -:_ ! • ••• -;_.... ., ___ : • • :~ ··.:'~~:.·.-. :. :- . ' . ::·. : .!_.~ . .. . ;._ '.~· ... -: \'i.~=·· ... :.,/::·-: .. ~·_:?.·. ::~ J 

Average Delay 0.4 
Intersection-Capacity Utilization 41.9% ICU Level of sei-vice A·:·: . 
A~Sis Pefiocf{min)" · · 15 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
208: Winchester Ave & 1Oth St 

.P --<> 

f'Aoyeme.nt EBL EBT 
Lane Configurations 4 
Volume (veh/h) 9 314 
Sign Control Free 
Grade 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.90 
Hourly.flo\1;1 rate (vph) 11 349 - . . - . .. . . 
Pedestrians 
~an~.yVjd~~-(ft) 
yva,lk!n.Q ~e_ee~ (fVs) 
perce~t Blockage 
R!9~?rn flar~ {veh~ 
ryleg_i_~n ·type None 
.fv1edia_n s!o!~ge ye~) 
UP..?.~~.~f[l signa_!_ (It) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
V¢· .. c~iihfcti~9. v~luin~ 387 
vC1, stage 1 confvol 
vc2, siage 2 corifvol 
,._ __ _ -· ·· - -·-~ ···--·····-
vCu, unblocked val 387 
Lt· .. ~~i!i~~_(~)._ :·-- - 4.1 --- ··- . .. . ---; 
tC, L s1age (S) .. .. 

W~L. ··::~ ~- - .... -·-. "2.2' 
: -~-. . -

pO queue free % 99 
~fvj s;ap~c!~ (~~hih) . · _ · 

. . 
1172-· 

:Volume Toiaf - · :359 · · · 387 
valliiiie.i.ett 11 o 
valume .. Ri9ht o 20 
cs·H·- -- ·· -· 1112 11oo 

VOiume to Capacitv o.o1· 0.23 
ouiitie i.8ii9th.9s.ih (ttl · ·1 a 
conlrof oei~y (5) · · oj · o.o Laneros -~ ·· · · A. · 
A.P.P~~~-ch q~~~J~f _ ~--~ _· =. o.3-.~~ -_ · o.9 
Approach LOS 

<l-

WBT 

~ 
330 

Free 
0% 

0.90 
367 .. 

None 

18 
8 
9 

492 
0.04 

3 
12.6 . 

B 
1.2.6 

B 

~ \, 

W~R S.BL 

¥ 
17 7 

Stop 
0% 

0.85 0.85 
20 8 

747 

747 
6.4 

3.5 
98 

377 

<I 
SBR 

8 

0.85 
9 

377 

377 
G.2 

3.3 
99 

670 

2033 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative - Weekday PM Peak Hour 

~ . --
. . . - .. 

- .... - ... ·- . - .. 
. . .. -· .. - :·; 

... 
. . . - . . 

. -

Jdf~J.s~·ctidn' Suh'friial)i ... · ·· · 
• --~ •• • -:-----~---- -~ - -::,-·--. '"--:·: 0 • 

Average Delay 
) ri'!~§.~~tL<iri ~~P~.~ty-~tilfza~ion 
Analysis P~~iod (min) 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

0.4 
35.8% 

15 

. . 

ICU Level of Serviye A 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
209: E Railroad Ave & Winchester Ave 

p 
-<> ~ .if <J-

;vmveiiienl -·-··- .. - - -· -·- EBL ·· ·- ElYf -- EB-Ff WBL wsf · 
Lane Configurati.ons ~ 4' 
Volume (veh/h) 0 279 ' 12 3 299 
Sign Control Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.90 0.85 0.85 0.90 
Hou~ly flqw."rai~ (vph): 0 310 14 4 332 
Pedestrians 
L?~e Widt~-.@ 
yY~Ikin~ Sp_e~~ (Ws) 
Per~ent ~.19E~~~~ 
Right turn flare (veh) 
M~~8l?.~~P.~ ~ . . ~ None None 
Median storage veh) 
Uj)~fFii~~ ~~9~~i (ft) 
pX, platoo~ .un~l~cked 
v.c. conflicti.ng volume . 332 324 
vC 1 , stage 1 conf val 
-~~·2!· s~a.gi ?.£~ii(~ol ... · .. : 
vCu, unblocked val 332 324 
fQ. ·siri9!~ (~r~:-.· · · .. . .... ''(1 

4.1 
t~. -~· s.ta~e. ~L . 
.tf" (~)_ 2.2 2.2 
po .9.~-~~~ .(re~-·~. 

•wo • . - .. 
100 100 

EM ~?P~~.ty_(veh{h) . 1227 .1.236 
-•u o ... .. 

Voluin·e Tot<ir .. · · ·324 - 336 - · · ·a 
volume Le-tt o 4 o 
Vol[ir:ne· Right 14 ·a o 
cSH 1700 1236 1700 
Volu~e .to Capacity o.19 · o·.oa o.oo 
_qu~~~·1~_ri_~~~~\h (fl) 0 0~ . . . .. g 
Co!.l.!_r_q_l_p~l~~@l 0.0 0.1 0.0 
Lane LOS A A 
~P~-~fi-.Q~~¥ ~) ... ... ~:~--~---· A( -... oJ: ~ ·.·. · o] 
Approach LOS A 

ffiters~c'troo~Suf~imar'Y : .. · -~ · · .... · . .. ,: ·~.:-: ,_. :>. 
Average Delay Err 

2033 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative - Weekday PM Peak Hour 

4'+ 
0 8 b 50 0 0 

Stop 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 
o 9 · a· 

656 656 

Slop 
o% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 
6 'b ... o. 

317 662 663 

. ~ ·--~ -- . · .. ... ,·, ...... 

0.85 
0 

332 

. i 

3.5 . '4."0 . . 3.3 3~5 4~0 - .. 3.3 
-~·· ....... - ..... ~ __ ___ ,.., ... --·· .. . 

98 100 99 100 100 100 
3ta- _,- ~a~----~ .. Ii3~ ~~ . 3?L~ _ }~~~ . .!Q~ 

·:---·--:-_-:- , ' .. ·. ·<· .. , .... , : .· · ... '·., ,·._,- . ·:.·I 

-· -··· 0 • • • ···· ·-·-· ··-·· ·~--·--· ~ - · · · .... . . 

.i~ter~~c.~n;~~P..~~iJy_ Utilizati~n Er?ia. . 'icu Level of s~rvfce ... -·-- -···-·-- _ .... _ H . . I 

Analysis Pe~od (min) 15 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
210: Winchester Ave & W Railroad Ave 

..P -9 'g if <1J-

.Movement EBt EBT -EB_R_ wsC ·wsr 
Lane Configurations ~ ~ 
Volume (veh/h) 3 294 23 11 318 
Sign Control Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.90 0.85 0.85 0.90 
Hourly_ flow rate (vph) 4 3"27 27 13 353 
Pedestrians 
.L?ne Width (ft) 
~alking Speed _(fVs) 
P~rce~t Blockage _ 
.Rig~ttu~n~~re (ve_h) 
!\1~dian typ_~ None None 
~e~ian ~torage veh) 
Up~treani _sign~l (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vc, coriflidingvolume .. . . - 357 354 
vC1, stage 1 conf val 
~c2. stag~ 2 confvo_i 
vCu, unblocked vol 357 354 
J_¢-:sili\il~ M _ - -~. ] 

. .. ~ . - "4: i .. . 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
.t'F'{s} .. - - 2.2 2.2" 
-- - -t . -

pO queue free % 100 99 
s¥_c~paci~ (yeh!p) . 1202 1205 ... 

~ 

WBR 

3 

0.85 
4 

2033 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative -Weekday PM Peak Hour 

'\ t j> \. ~ J 
NBL NBT NBR SBL Sf3T SBR 

4~ ~ 
25 1 5 3 3 

Stop Slop 
0% 0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
29 1 6 1 4 4 

734 730 340 735 742 355 

734 730 340 735 742 355 
7.1 6.5 / .I ·- . 6!5. 6.2 6.2 

-

3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
91 100 99 100 99 99 

328 344 702 3i8- ~39 689 
plrectioli.:Tarie#·.--- - -- EEf-1.-WBT - NB 1 - SB_1·--. --~---. -.-:----~--7""-:----.·-:--·:·---~:-"·~- --.-·--~---:- ---. l 
Volume Toial 

.. 
370 -. . ... 

36 . ·a ... -· .. 
357 

volume Left 4 13 29 1 
Volume Right 27" 

.. 
4 6 4 

cSH 1202 1205 360 431 
.'[~luni~ to ¢apacity 0.00 ·a:or 0.10 0.02 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 

. . 
0 1 8 1 ··· --· . ....... ·-· . . ·a A 

.. 
16.1 

. -
13.5" Control Delay (s) 0.1 ..... . . . . ..... . . 

Lane LOS A A c 8 
f\P.ef.o~-~h-De!~Y (s) o·:1 

.. - o~f -·16.r· JI~=--
-. - -· .. -

. . · ···· ·····- ~· . . 
Approach LOS c B 

we-rseciiQO:Stim"hi'iiiY::----------~:---~~-,--:-~-o:-~,~-::-----";";-;-·:-.-z;7:::::::::-1'~-,;::-:::'~-. :· ~,>. ,." J. -·: -_ .> -_._-:~ 

Average Delay 1.1 
l'ntersection :capaCity_ Uiilization 40.1 oic, icU Levei of Service A 
Analysis ·Period (min}' · ·· 15 . . . 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Synchro 8- Report 
6/27/2012 Page 10 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2 11: US 101 & OR 38 

·..P --{> ~ "' 
<r- ~ 

Mo~ement EBL - ·-EBt-- EBR wsi -·wsr·· \ivBR. 
Lane Configurations ~ ~ 
Volume (vph) 70 54 107 408 54 0 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 
l=rt 0.94 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.99 0.96 
Said_. Flow (prot) 1584 1432 . 
Fit Permitted 0.96 0.96 
Satd. Flow (perm)· 1548 1432 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
AdfFiow (vph) 74 57 '' 113 '429 si a·· . ~ ..... 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 23 0 0 0 0 
L~rie .~ro_uP.·E·,_a~irh)_ 0 2if 0 0 486" 0 
Heavy Vehicles(%) i% 2% 2% 19% 2% 2% 

1u~ Type 
.. . . 

NA SpHt 
.. 

NA-Perm 
Protected Phases 4 8 8 
P.~lmitted riiases .4 - . . ··- -- - ----
-·-··· ..... :~ .... - -· - . 
Actuated Green, G (s) 20.1 43.9 
~~~!~-0-~~~·0. (<0' .. 

- .. --- - -"2b-i .. .. ··:· .. J3.9-. .... 
- ... ... --~- .. ·~ · --·· .. .. 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.37 
g[e§_ra~E..e firlie:·(~)· _ "ifo 

.. . (o·-· 
. . .. . . 

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 
ta:,;·a'8iP"Cap {vphf · .. -- - -- ·- ··- . . . . "' 535 265 ..... . .. - . - .... - . . .. --·· - ·----·· - ------ ---·---
v/s Ratio Prot c0.34 

"'~ Ratio F>errn 
. -

c0.14 
- .. ·- . ... .. 

vic ·Ratio . 0.83 0.91 
Uniform Delay, di . 47.1 34.9" 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 
l~ciem.~~ia(Pe!~x. d~ 19.3 19.'1 
Delay (s) 66.4 54.0 
Levei o(Service· 

.. 
E D 

• t- -· ... . ... . ·•• ••• · -··· -- . 
Approach Delay (s) 66.4 54.0 

A!Je!~~~h:t9~ . 
.. 

E - .... . ·- . . - ·;··o . 
. -·· -·· · ·· · . . ··-· --~·-· -- .. -~ ........... . . 

2033 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative- Weekday PM Peak Hour 

"\ 1 (> 

NBL NBT . NBR .. 
I) 'r'h 

92 352 15 
1750 1750 1750 

4.0 5.0 
1.00 0.95 
f.oo 0.99 
0.95 1.00 
1630 3040 
0.95 ·1.00 
1630 3040 
0.95 0.95 0.95 
·g=;- 371'. 16 
0 2 0 

97 385 0 
2% 9% 2% 

Prot NA 
1 6 

10.2 19.9 
.. i'Ll:2 !<fg 

0.09 0.17 
{.Q . 5.'0 .. .. 
2.5 6.1 

141 515 
0.06 c0.13 

0.69 0.75 
52.1 46.4 .. 

1.00 1.00 
1id 7.9 
64.1 54.3 

E D 
56.2 .E 

~ 

·sst 
1 

174 
1750 

4.0 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1630 
0.95 
1630 
0.95 
183 

0 
183 
2% 

Prot 
5 

16.6 
trf6 
0.14 
4.0 
2.5 

230 
c0.11 

0.80 
4·8.8 
1.00 
16.6 
65.4 

E 

! 
- sst 
~~ 
363 

1750 
5.0 

0.95 
0.98 
1.00 
3011 
1.00 
3011 
0.95 
382 

11 
438 
9% 
NA 

2 ... 

26.3 
'!6'3 
0.22 

5.0 
6.1 

674 
0.15 

0.65 
4·1.4 
1.00 
3.6 

45.1 
D 

51.0 
D 

64 
1750 

0.95 
·st. 

0 
0 

2% 

lj£M -~~~r~9i§Q.ri_fr.qfpelai.~- ~ ~~~- ---~ ~ _ ~~_?5.t~- =-- ·~BfM L~~~L~t.s_e!v!~e~--. 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84 
~~!~~!~~~ycf~ :~~_n_g_th.(s) .. ·.:.. . :. ff(~ ...... ::_§u·fJ!~f!~~~~I~e (s) _ 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.7% ICU Level of Service 
A~alys(s r~no{(~!~)~ . · .. · · · · · · fs·· · · 
c Critical Lane Group 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
212: Laurel Ave & OR 38 

2033 Total Traffic Conditions 
Preferred Alternative- Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Si~n Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly fiow rate (vph) 
Pedes-trians -
La~·~_wldth_ (ft) . 
Walking Speed (fVs) 
Per~~rii siochge .. 
Ri91ltiurn ·hare (~eli) 
M~"~}§ii~&P.§. -
Median storage veh) 
~e~!L~~~ si9ri_a,_ (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
:vc: conflicting volume 
vc1' stage 1 confvol 
yf.?~:~t8.~~ ? __ co_nfvol 
vCu, unblocked val 
lc·.-siiio:e-(sf -- • · · 
!c: 2 ·stage(s) 
,~-(5,). ''' _ -_ -· 
pO queue free % 
~.M'9~P?ci!Y .. (veh/h} 

p 

EBL 

4 

0.85 
5 

681 

681 
4.1 .. 

2.2 
99 

91 1' 

---{> ~ .if" 
-EBT EBR v.f8L 
~ 

565 0 8 
Free 
0% 

0.95 0.85 0.85 
595 0 9 

None 

595 

595 
4.1 . .... 

. 2.2 . 
99 

9'81 
··-·· 

<,}--- ~ '\ t (> 
wsr· · .. ·-· ·• - --· --

WBR NBL NBT NBR 
~ - ~ 

646 0 0 
Free Stop 

ci<% 0% 
0.95 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
680 1 0. 0 1 

1:3.09 1304 595 

~. ·-·· . ..... ·-· .. ..-~··· -· -
1309 1304 595 
__ '(i_:' ~ .. ')f6" 62 

·--·· . ... . -·-· ·-

... 3.5 
~-J .. 3.3 ·- · 

100 100 100 
.. 133 .. 149 504 -

PJ'ce~tion; Um'e#"-. -., -~-~:,·-::-'Eirr:--·wB-1; · · NB:l-:-=sBT::''~.--~7--. :-::--~:·"""=:~- .· 
Voiurr1e rciial ·
Volume Left 
volume Right 
cSH - . . 

Vofume to Capacity 
·ouetie Len9.it1 95th (tt) 
,g~~!f~i Qeliiy (s} 
Lane LOS 
8e2I~~Eld)~-~ay (sJ 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
'intersedion Capacity Ulifizatlon 
An~lysfs.Period (f'!lin) · · · -

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 

599 691 . '1 . -·7 .. 

5 9 0 1 
0 1 f 6 . . . . 

911 981 504 325 
o.o1 o.of ··-- a~bb' o·_oi . ~ ~ .... . 

0 . 1 0 2 
o.1· · · .. --9:L .. 1?:2 _16:~ - - . ·--~ ~-----· __________ ___ _ 
A A B C 

ol .. -qj - ~~ f?-2_ .- ~1?} ,. 
B C 

0.3 
52.7% 

15 
· ICU Level of Service · · . A 

\. ! J 
SBL ·s·sr · SBR 

~ 
·o 5 

Stop 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 
1 0 6 

1305 1304 681 

1 
1305 1304 681 

7'. i 6) · -;;. .. ;... 
O.L• 

. · -·· · .. ·-

3.5 4.2 3:3 
99 100 99 

135 146 451 

Synchro 8 - Report 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2033 Total Traffic Conditions 
213: Myrtle Ave & OR 38 Preferred Alternative · Weekday PM Peak Hour 

.P ........c> 

""' 
.{" 

<}- ~ ~ t ;:- ~ t <I 
MQvemimt EBL- . EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR s8L SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations ~~ 1\ f1 ~ 
Volume {veh/h) 0 242 0 0 655 0 0 0 319 0 
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Hourly flow raie {vph) 0 285 0 0 689 0 0 0 336 1 0 1 
Pedestrians 
_Lane. widih (fl) 
yva~~ing ~p~ed (fils) 
_Percent Blockage 
~!~.h~ tu~n fla!.e (veh) 
.JI.:l~d.[?~ .. typ_~ None None 
Median storage veh) 
.Qp~ife?m signal (fl) 
p!S_, plat~on_unblocked 

285 975 y§, conflicting volume 689 974 285 1310 974 689 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
Y.§ll'.s~~s~ ?. ~-o~f val 
vCu, unblocked vol 689 285 975 974 285 1310 974 689 
ic~sfii"Qie-(~f · 
~~- .. ·· - . . . 

{1 .. 4.1 7T 6.5 3.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
. t~ •. ? _s_tage_ (~) 
tF. ( s) 
1<~. ... • •• • 

2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.J" 3.5 4.0· ~-3 
pO queue free % 100 100 100 100 55 98 100 100 
E1~f~~p~i:J~ (v~h/~i . so·s ..127'8 230 2s-2 75'4 75 252 445 ... 

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB f -_ ·NsT:-·-··ss'T-·-.,.-, ~ ... --:-o··-. - ·-~r-~--~ 

I 

\/~!~'!1~ T oial · · 285 689 336 2 
Volume Left 0 0 0 1 
V_ql~me Right 0 0 336 1 
cSH ·1700 1700 754 129 
,\(~-~~~~ _fo~ ¢.~p?ijifY. ·a·_ft 0.41 0.45 0.02 

.. --~ .. 

_q~eue Len~_th 95th (fl) 0 0 58 1 
q·q_~tr.ol ~~lay (s) 0.0 0.0 13.5- 33.4 
Lane LOS B 0 
5P.'Pi~~ch.D.~i~y M 0.0 ·a.o 13:.5 " '33.4 

0 00 •Mo•o -·· - oOO O- -

Approach LOS B 0 

JOI~rsectioi1SUrrrmary 
. - - -:---:--. -~ .. :-- -~----~·--:--. ... . ' -:; ------;=--_,:~,-:-.: -~ .. ~-·-:;:~~::;:--·r;c] : - . . 

Average Delay 3.5 
'n~~rse~i!~n ·~ap_a,d~ ~u-~~ation 4!3'.6o/o .. !CU. level of.Ser\tice A 
~n.alysis P~!iod (min) 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
6/27/2012 
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APPENDU! C- D!ESCR~PTION Of f-UNID~NG OPT~Oi\JS 
The construction cost of a new streets, parks and storm drainage systems in 
downtown are wel l beyond the limitations of the City's genera l fund 
resources. The City is consequently dependent on other forms of revenue to 
finance the types of projects contained in the plan. 

ll.D sel!" f ees 

The City of Reedsport currently charges user fees for public use of boat 
launch facilities but such fees tend to cover only a sm all portion of local 
operations and maintenance activities. Increasing user fees or applying new 
types of user fees (e.g., fees for utilizing community park/picnic areas or 
marina slips) cou ld be considered as means to enhance local operating 
revenues, but would now require voter approva l and not likely result in 
adequate revenues for major land acquisition or facilities expansion. Hence, 
other types of funding techniques (described below) may be more 
appropriate for planned boardwalk, trails and natural areas facilities and 
capital· improvements. · 

System Deveiopmen( Charges 

Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 223.297- 223.314 provide "a uniform 
framework for the imposition of system development charges by 
governmental units" and establish "that the charges may be used only for 
capital improvements." 

System Development Charge (SOC) ordinances can include: (1) a 
reimbursement fee, intended to recover an equ itable share of the cost of 
facilities already constructed or under construction; and/or (2) an 
improvement fee, intended to recover a fair share of future, planned, capital 
improvements needed to increase the capacity of the system. The statutes 
(ORS 222.299) define " capital improvements" as facilities or assets used for: 

o Water supply, treatment and distribution; 
o Waste water collection, tran$mission, treatment and disposal; 
a Drainage and flood control ; 
o Transportation; or 
o Parks and recreation. 

System Development Charges cannot be used for operation or routine 
maintenance. 

Reedsport may apply SOC funding to designated downtown capital 
improvements that enhance capacity as required to address future growth 
needs. Potentially applicable downtown facilities include streets, public 
parking, pedestrian facilities, and storm drainage and flood control 
improvements. 

Due to the relatively low levels of new residential, commercial and industrial 
development anticipated in the City of Reedsport over the planning horizon, 
SDCs are not expected to be a major source of near-term funding for 



Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan -Description of Funding Options 
{Appendix C) 

downtown improvements. Enactm ent of SDCs would require vo ter approval 
under the revised City Charter Am endment passed by Reedsport voters in 
May 201 2. 

l ocaO limpro v e meU1lt IDl isfcr kt (ll..JI[))) 

Cities in Oregon have the statutory authori ty to establish loca l improvem ent 
districts and levy special assessments on the benefited property to pay for 
improvements. These are payable in annual installments for up to 30 years. 
LIDs are generally used for capital improvement projects that benefit 
numerous large tenants and/or private property owners. The formation of 
LID districts could be considered as a potential primary source of funding 
downtown streetscape improvem ents because there wi ll be direct benefits to 
multiple property owners. A legal opinion is needed to determine if a loca l 
LID that is not a citywide fee increase ~auld require voter approval . 

Zoll1lte o1f 1Bell1lefDfc 1Dlostrk1!: (ZBDl 

Similar to Local I mprovement Dist r icts, cities can require future downtown 
developers, within a designated zone of benefit district (ZBD), to partially 
reimburse the city for capital improvement that were funded in advance of 
planned rerl~v~lopmcnf efforts. Tris payment •..vould be made directl y to th2 
C1ty, only it the developer/applicant seeks a bui lding permit or development 
approva l within 15 years of form ation of the ZBD. A legal opinion is needed 
to determine if a local ZBD that is not a citywide fee increase would require 
voter approval. 

Urban !Renewal District (URD) 

At the discretion of the City of Reedsport's Urban Renewal Agency, there may 
be opportunities to utilize funding from the existing downtown Urban 
Renewal District (URD) for eligible economic development improvements. In 
many cases, URD funds are combined with other local funding sources (e.g., 
LIDs) to leverage non-local grants or loans. Based on discussions w ith city 
staff, the existing URD funds are very limited so funding from existing URD 
:revenues would be an ancillary source (not a primary source) of funds for 
capital facilities. Formation of URDs do not typically require voter approval. 
However, a legal opinion is needed to determine if a local URD that does not 
directly r esult in a citywide tax increase requires voter approval. 

!Economic I mprovement District (EXID) 

Cities may establish an Economic Improvem ent District (EID) or business 
improvement district (BID) to create additional revenue for targeted 
infrastructure improvements or enhanced operating/advertising services 
(e.g., public safety or marketing within downtown). EIDs require the 
formation of a special benefit district area, identification of improvements 
and services to be funded, along with an assessment mechanism and 
methodology report that is subject to approval by the majority of property 
owners within the district. In Oregon, most EIDs are limited to relatively 
small annua l assessments and used to enhance maintenance and marketing 

2 



Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan - Description of Funding Options 
(Appendix C) 

activities . A legal opinion is needed to determine if a local EID that is not a 
citywide fee increase wo uld requ ire voter approva l. 

IP'arlkffll1lg rDffs\l:rkil:s 

Several cities in Oregon have established special parking districts in their 
downtown areas (including Bend, The Dalles, Salem, Ashland, etc. ) with 
revenues derived from parking fees and citations. Parking districts are 
generally intended to enhance the overa ll pa rking efficiency and 
management within downtown locations. Funds may be combined with other 
sources of loca l funding and used for parking system and operational 
improvements, such as development of new public off-street parking facilities 
and parking area maintenance activities. A legal opinion is needed to 
determine if a local parking district that is not a citywide fee increase would 
requ ire voter approval. 

ll.Dtmil:v f ees a llilrdl ICorn~rnecil:ffoiT'il Clhlarges 

Utility rates and connection charges are a common way to raise local 
revenues to pay for required infrastructure facilities and operations but 
require approval and adoption by the City Council or util it y district and must 
meet state and local regu lai:ions. Utility fees for street lighting , 
transportation, parks or storm drainage faci lities are utilized by severa l cities 
in Oregon, including La Grande, Lake Oswego and Medford. An increase in 
utility fees would now require voter approval per the revised Reedsport City 
Charter approved in May 20 12. 

Donations and Corporate Sponsorships 

Reedsport has a long history of working with non-profit foundations for civic 
improvements, such as the Umpqua Discovery Center. Other examples from 
around the state of Oregon include a $500,000 gra·nt from the Meyer 
Memorial Trust (for investments in the Pendleton Roundup facilities), and the 
Ashland Parks Foundation ( for various parks and trail projects). These and 
other foundations along with corporate and individual donations or 
sponsorships could become a source of funding for unique downtown 
streetscape and artwork improvement. 

ISSUING DEBT 

At present, the City of Reedsport is not in a financial position to pay for 
needed capital improvements with fund reserves or taxes. Absent assisted 
funding and low-cost loan programs, the City may have to rely on 
conventional state public works loans or local bond issues to finance the 
construction of its proposed capital program. There are some benefits to this 
form of financing. First, as with all debt, it spreads capital costs over the 
term of the loan. Furthermore, loans and bonds implement a level of equity 
by dissipating the burden among current and future customers. Finally, loans 
and bonds allow flexibility that the aforementioned assisted programs do not 
through repayment options. 

Reve nue Bonds 

3 



Reedspor t Waterfront and Downtown Plan - Description of Funding Options 
(Appendix C) 

Revenue Bonds are, by definition, backed by the revenue of a utility or 
enterprise fund. Because the payment stream is less secured tha n tax 
backed bonds, revenue bonds carry higher in t erest rates than G.O. bonds. 
This differential, however, may be minimal. 

Revenue bonds are perhaps the most co mmon source of fund ing for 
construction of majo·r public facili ty or utility proj ects. To issue revenue 
bonds, the City wil l be required to commit to cert ain security conditions 
related to repayment, specifica lly reserve and coverage requirements for 
annual rate revenues. These conditions are included in the bond resolution to 
be adopted by the City and essentially impose certain conservative financia l 
practices on the City as a way of making the bonds m ore secure. A revenue 
bond that is based on a new tax or fee increase would require voter approval 
per th e Reedsport City Charter Amendment approved by voters in May 2012. 

Ge~rnce!l"a G O lbGig~tffoiJI) !Bm11dls 

General Obligation Bonds offer attractive conditions relative to revenue 
bonds. G.O. bonds are issued against the City's general fund and taxing 
authority. G.O. bonds offer slightly lower interest rates than revenue bonds, 
be ing backed by the Citv's tax base. From t he in'Jestor's perspective, tax 
backed debt 1s more secure. I hese bonds also carry no additional coverage 
requirement, allowing the City to collect revenues necessa ry to meet annual 
debt service with no add itional financial consequences. G.O. bonds can be 
politically unpa latable if the municipality's constituency doesn't support the 
project purpose. 

Other dedicated revenues may repay general obl igation bonds issued against 
the tax ing authorit y of the City. This arrangement takes advantage of the 
more favorable terms, while still req uiring system users to repay th e debt. . 
The Genera l Fund would ultimately remain responsible for debt repayment 
should rate revenues prove insuffic ient. GO bonds that are based on a 
property tax increase would require voter approval. 

FEDERAL AND STATE LOANS AND GRANTS 

Fede ral and state grant programs, once readi ly avai lable for financial 
assistance, were mostly eliminated or rep laced by low -cost loan programs. 
Rem aining grant programs are generally limited in applicat ion, lightly 
funded and heavily subscribed. Nonetheless, the economic benefit of 
grants and low-interest loans ca n make the effort of app lying worthwhile. 

Common special prog rams identified as potentia l funding sources are 
summarized below: 

!Bank Loans 

The City of Reedsport may utilize private bank loans or state loans to 
make strategic capital fa cility upgrades. Given the City's limited operating 
revenues, bank loans would only be viable for smaller budget 
improvements that promise rapid return on the investm ent. State loan 

4 



Reedsport Waterfron t and Downtown Plan - Description of Funding Options 
(Appendix C) 

funds available from Bus iness Oregon current ly include the Specia l Publ ic 
Works Fund, and the Oregon Bond Bank. Special Public Works funds are 
ava ilable on a competitive bas is to public agencies and can fund projects 
of up to $3 .0 million, but require well -secured loa n guarantees from the 
applicants. Oregon Bond Ba nk funds are ava ilable if other funding 
alternatives are not ava ilable. 

Granrnlt:s 

Federal and state grants could potentially fund some of the capita l 
improvement projects and initiat ives recommended in this plan. The City of 
Reedsport can leverage local dollars as a match for non-local grant funding. 
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EXH~B~T 3 
. . 

Commerrc~a~ M~J\ed Use 
{CMU) Zone 



10.72.190 (CMl!J) Commercial Mixed-Use zone. 

Section 10.72.190.10 Purpose 

· To implement the Reedsport Waterfront and Downtown Plan by providing for a wide range of . 
employment and residential uses close to the waterfront and downtown core. 

· Section 10.72.190.20 Permitted Uses 

In the CMU Zone, the following uses and their accessory buildings and uses are permitted subject to the 
general provisions and exceptions set forth by this Ordinance: 

1. Residential Buildings and Uses 

a. Condominiums. 

b. Multifamily dwellings and townhouses. 

c. Single family/multifamily dwellings located above a commercial building. 

2. Commercial Buildings and Uses 

a. Antique shop. 

b. Art shop -gallery, studio, supplies. 

c. Book store. 

d. Business and professional offices. 

e. Clubs, lodges and assembly halls. 

f. Delicatessen. 

g. Gift shop. 

h. Grocery store limited to 2,500 square feet. 

I. Handicraft shop. 

J. Hotel, motel. 

k. Laundromat. 

1. Medical and dental clinics. 

m. Mercantile. 

n. Novelties and curious shop. 

0. Pharmacy. 

p. Photography gallery. 

q. Places of amusement such as billiard parlors, taverns, bowling alleys, dance halls and games of 
· skill and science. 

r. Pottery sales. 

s. Public and semipublic buildings and uses. 

t. Restaurant. 



u. Sporting goods, reta il. 

v. Temporary mobile commercial uses sue~ as vendors. 

w. Other uses similar to the above. 

3. Industrial Buildings and Uses - Industrial uses are to be primarily conducted within a building or 
structure and only be allowed if the use does not emit: continues, frequent or repetitive noises or 
vibrations; or, noxious or toxic fumes, odors or emissions. 

a. Brewery, distillery or winery. 

b. Building supply store less than (20,000) square feet in size. 
' c. Light fabrication and repair shops. 

d. The manufacture, compounding, processing, packaging or treatment of such products as b~ery 
goods, candy, cosmetics, dairy products, drugs, electronic and communications components and 
supplies,_ leather and leather products, lumber and wood product~, building specialties, objects or 
specialty items, perfumes, toiletries, soft drinks, food products, except for fish, sauerkraut, 
vinegar, yeast and rendering of fats and oi ls. 

e. Wholesale business sales room. 

Section 1072.190.30 Uses Permattedl With Standards 

In the CMU zone, the following uses and activities are permitted subject .to specified standards and 
general provisions and exceptions set forth by this Ordinance. 

1. Preexisting or lawfully established uses existing on January 1, 2013. 

Section 10.72.190.30 Buildings and Uses Permitted Conditionally 

In the CMU zone, the following uses and activities and their accessory buildings and uses are permitted 
subject to the provisions of Chapter 1 0.96. 

l. Residential Buildings and Uses 
a. One single family dwelling where adj acent properties within a 100 feet are predominately 

developed with uses other than single family dwellings. 

2. Commercial Buildings and Uses 
a. Veterinary Clinic provided the use shall be conducted wholly within enclosed structures and 

there shall be no outside animal runs. 

3. Industrial Buildings and Uses 
a. Light Industrial uses as specified in 10.72.090 not specifically listed in Section 10.72.190.20.3. 

Section 10.72.190.40 Property Development Standards 

1. Area: No Standard established. 

2. Coverage: Full coverage is allowable. 



3. Setbacks: 

4. 

5. 

6. 

a. Front Yard: Front yards shall not be required, except for buildings fronting onto Greenwood 
Ave. or Rainbow Plaza (Street) as follows: 

a Building Orientation - Where a new building or major remodel of existing building is 
proposed fronting on Greenwood Ave. or Rainbow Plaza (Street) is shall be placed within ten 
(10) feet of said street right-of-way and have primary entrance(s) oriented towards the street. 

../ "Fronting" for the purposes of this section means facing or abutting a public right
of-way, not an alley. 

b. Side Yard: Side yards shall not be required; except that where side yards are created they shall be 
a minimum of three (3) feet. 

c. Rear Yard: No structural development shall be allowed within ten (10) feet of the centerline of 
an alley. 

Height: 

Signs: 

Parking: 

No structure shall exceed a height of 45 feet. 

Signs shall be allowed as specified in Section 10.76.040 (C-2). 

Parking shall be provided as specified in Ser.ticm 10.76.020, except that the Community 
DeveLopment Planner may reduce the number of required automobile park..iug ~!Ja<..c~, <ti 

follows: 

a. A reduction of one (1) off-street parking space is permitted for every one (1) 
space of on-street parking* abutting the subject site; and 

b. A ~eduction of one (1) off-street parking space is permitted for every two (2) 
bicycle parking spaces (e.g., one U-style rack) provided on or adjacent to the 
subject site, not to exceed a total reduction of two (2) automobile parking spaces. 

c. Off-street parking shall not be placed between any new building and the street 
right-of-way for Greenwood Avenue or Rainbow Plaza (Street). 

* "On-street parking space" for the purpose of this section means a surfaced· area within 
the public street right-of-way of not less than twenty-two (22) feet in length by eight (8) 
feet in width that is approved by the roadway authority for par~ing. 



I sport 
·Avenue 
7467-1597 

ATIN: PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST 

DEPT OF LAND CONSERVATION & DEV. 

635 CAPITOL STREET NE, SUITE 150 

SALEM, OR 97301-2540 

• I 

D 

.....: 




