
SUBJECT: Lane County Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 004-12

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:  Wednesday, August 13, 2014 

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: Lydia McKinney, Lane County
Jon Jinings, DLCD Community Services Specialist
Gary Fish, DLCD Transportation Planner
Ed Moore, DLCD Regional Representative

Gary Fish, DLCD Transportation Planner

<paa> YA

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT

07/28/2014

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

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist
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DLCD FORM 2 NOTICE OF ADOPTED CHANGE FOR DLCD USE 
 TO A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OR File No.:  004-12 
 LAND USE REGULATION Received:       
 
Local governments are required to send notice of an adopted change to a comprehensive plan or land use regulation 
no more than 20 days after the adoption. (See OAR 660-018-0040). The rules require that the notice include a 
completed copy of this form. This notice form is not for submittal of a completed periodic review task or a plan 
amendment reviewed in the manner of periodic review. Use Form 4 for an adopted urban growth boundary 
including over 50 acres by a city with a population greater than 2,500 within the UGB or an urban growth boundary 
amendment over 100 acres adopted by a metropolitan service district. Use Form 5 for an adopted urban reserve 
designation, or amendment to add over 50 acres, by a city with a population greater than 2,500 within the UGB. Use 
Form 6 with submittal of an adopted periodic review task. 
 
Jurisdiction: Lane County 
Local file no.: Ordinance No. PA 1292 
Date of adoption:  July 22, 2014  Date sent:  July 23, 2014 

Was Notice of a Proposed Change (Form 1) submitted to DLCD? 
         Yes: Date (use the date of last revision if a revised Form 1was submitted): March 24, 2014  
         No 

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

      

 
Local contact (name and title):  Sarah Wilkinson, Associate Planner 
Phone: 541-682-6932  E-mail: sarah.wilkinson@co.lane.or.us 
Street address: 3040 N Delta Hwy  City: Eugene    Zip: 97408-1696 
 
PLEASE COMPLETE ALL OF THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS THAT APPLY 

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

Co-adoption of the Florence Transportation System Plan as an amendment to the Florence Realization 2020 
Comprehensive Plan for application within the urbanizable area outside the Florence City Limits, but within the City 
of Florence Urban Growth Boundary. 

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

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

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

      The subject property is entirely within an urban growth boundary 

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/forms.aspx
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_600/oar_660/660_018.html
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/forms.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/forms.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/forms.aspx
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     The subject property is partially within an urban growth boundary 

If the comprehensive plan map change is a UGB amendment including less than 50 acres and/or by a city with a 
population less than 2,500 in the urban area, indicate the number of acres of the former rural plan designation, by 
type, included in the boundary. 

Exclusive Farm Use – Acres:       Non-resource – Acres:       
Forest – Acres:        Marginal Lands – Acres:       
Rural Residential – Acres:       Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space – Acres:       
Rural Commercial or Industrial – Acres:        Other:       – Acres:       

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

Exclusive Farm Use – Acres:       Non-resource – Acres:       
Forest – Acres:        Marginal Lands – Acres:       
Rural Residential – Acres:       Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space – Acres:       
Rural Commercial or Industrial – Acres:        Other:       – Acres:       

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

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

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

Overlay zone designation:         Acres added:           Acres removed:       

Location of affected property (T, R, Sec., TL and address):       
 
List affected state or federal agencies, local governments and special districts:  ODOT, Lane County, City of Florence 
 
 
 
Identify supplemental information that is included because it may be useful to inform DLCD or members of the 
public of the effect of the actual change that has been submitted with this Notice of Adopted Change, if any. If the 
submittal, including supplementary materials, exceeds 100 pages, include a summary of the amendment briefly 
describing its purpose and requirements. 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF LANE COUNTY, OREGON 

ORDINANCE NO. PA 1292 IN THE MATTER OF CO-ADOPTING THE FLORENCE 
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN FOR APPLICATION 
WITHIN THE URBANIZABLE AREA OUTSIDE THE 
FLORENCE CITY LIMITS, BUT WITHIN THE CITY OF 
FLORENCE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY; AND 
ADOPTING SAVINGS AND SEVERABILITY CLAUSES. 
(APPLICANT: CITY OF FLORENCE) 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners, through enactment of Ordinance No. 
PA 883, has adopted the Lane County General Plan Policies that is a component of the Lane 
County Rural Comprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners, through enactment of Ordinance No. 
PA 884, has adopted Land Use Designations and Zoning for lands within the Jurisdiction of the 
Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners, through enactment of Ordinance No. 
1202, has adopted the Lane County Transportation System Plan that is a component of the 
Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan is the comprehensive 
plan for the City Florence and is a component of the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan; 
and 

WHEREAS, Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) Section 660, Division 12, specifies the 
requirements of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule that requires cities and counties to 
prepare and adopt local transportation system plans for lands within their planning jurisdiction 
as part of their comprehensive plans [OAR 660-12-015(3) & (4)]; and 

WHEREAS, the Florence Transportation System Plan (TSP) is a comprehensive 20-
year plan to guide transportation investments within the City of Florence Urban Growth 
Boundary; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Florence Planning Commission concluded a public hearing on 
April10, 2012, and provided a recommendation to the Florence City Council to adopt the 
Florence TSP as an amendment to the Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Florence City Council concluded a public hearing on September 24, 
2012, and approved City of Florence Ordinance No. 5 to adopt the Florence TSP on December 
17,2012;and 

WHEREAS, the City of Florence requested Lane County action to co-adopt the Florence 
TSP, including Appendices Volume I, as an amendment to the Florence Realization 2020 
Comprehensive Plan for application within the urbanizable area outside the Florence City Limits, 
but within the City of Florence Urban Growth Boundary; and 

WHEREAS, Appendices Volume II of the Florence TSP contains background 
information and data used to inform Florence TSP; and 
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WHEREAS, the Lane County Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on April 
15, 2014, and provided a recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners to co-adopt 
the Florence TSP as presented; and 

WHEREAS, substantial evidence exists in the record indicating that the proposal meets 
the applicable requirements of the Lane Code Chapters 12 and 16, and state and local law; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners conducted a first reading of this 
Ordinance on July 8, 2014, conducted a public hearing on this Ordinance on July 22, 2014, and 
is now ready to take action. 

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

1. Amendments to the Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan text as adopted 
by City of Florence Ordinance No. 5 and as shown in Exhibit 'B' are hereby co­
adopted. 

2. Amendments to the Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan Appendix 12 as 
adopted by City of Florence Ordinance No. 5 and as shown in Exhibit 'C' are hereby 
co-adopted. 

3. The prior policies and plan designations repealed or changed by this Ordinance 
remain in full force and effect to authorize prosecution of persons in violation thereof 
prior to the effective date of this Ordinance. 

4. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this Ordinance is 
for any reason held invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisidiction, 
such portion shall be deemed a separate, distinct, and independent provision, and 
such holding shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions thereof. 

FURTHER, although not part of this Ordinance, the Board of County Commissioners 
adopts findings as set forth in Exhibit 'A' attached and incorporated by this reference, in support 
of this action. 

ENACTED this~=---

Pat ane County Board of Commissioners 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

Date - I Lane County 
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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS IN SUPPORT OF ORDINANCE No. PA 1292 
 
The City of Florence has prepared a revision to its Transportation System Plan (TSP) to be co-
adopted by the Lane County Board of Commissioners (Board).   
 
The County Rural Comprehensive Plan includes all of the comprehensive plans adopted by the 12 
cities within Lane County.  Each city adopts, as part of its comprehensive plan, its own transportation 
element or TSP.  The Lane County TSP is a special purpose plan that is a component of the Lane 
County Rural Comprehensive Plan.  Because the cities’ TSPs effectively become part of the county’s 
Rural Comprehensive Plan, the TSPs need to be co-adopted by the County, for the area outside the 
cities’ boundaries, but within the urban growth boundary.  The process for co-adoption of the 
Florence Transportation System Plan is through a Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan (RCP) 
amendment. 
 
Approval Criteria and Findings 
 
The relevant approval criteria for this action are provided below in bold with findings and conclusions 
provided in regular text. 
 
LC 12.005 Purpose. 

(1) The board shall adopt a comprehensive plan.  The general purpose of the comprehensive 
plan is the guiding of the social, economic, and physical development of the County to best 
promote public health, safety, order, convenience, prosperity and general welfare. 

 
The proposed amendments do not impair the purpose of the Rural Comprehensive Plan as the 
guiding document for Lane County. Co-adoption of the Florence TSP is required by and consistent 
with the provisions of the RCP. 
 
LC 12.050 Method of Adoption and Amendment 

(1) The adoption of the comprehensive plan or an amendment to such plan shall be by an 
ordinance.  

 
The proposed amendments to the Rural Comprehensive Plan will be adopted by 0rdinance when 
enacted by the Board. 
 

(2) The Board may amend or supplement the comprehensive plan upon a finding of:  
(a) an error in the plan; or  
(b) changed circumstances affecting or pertaining to the plan; or  
(c) a change in public policy; or  
(d) a change in public need based on a reevaluation of factors affecting the plan; 
provided, the amendment or supplement does not impair the purpose of the plan as 
established by LC 12.005 above.  

 
Florence is updating its TSP and therefore, this amendment to the comprehensive plan is being 
adopted due to changed circumstances affecting or pertaining to the plan, consistent with LC 
12.050(2)(b).   
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LC 16.252 Procedures for Zoning, Re-zoning, and Amendments to Requirements. 

(2) Amendments shall comply with this section and shall achieve the general purpose of this 
chapter and shall not be contrary to the public interest. 

 
The proposed amendments are necessary to co-adopt the updated Florence TSP as part of the Lane 
County TSP.  Co-adoption will provide consistency with state and local law. These amendments 
comply with this section and are not contrary to the public interest.   
 
LC 16.400 Rural Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 

(6) Plan Adoption or Amendment - General Procedures. The Rural Comprehensive Plan, or 
any component of such Plan, shall be adopted or amended in accordance with the following 
procedures: 

(h) Method of Adoption and Amendment. 
(i) The adoption or amendment of a Rural Comprehensive Plan component 
shall be by Ordinance. 

 
The proposed amendments shall be adopted by ordinance when enacted by the Board. 
 

(iii) The Board may amend or supplement the Rural Comprehensive Plan upon 
making the following findings: 

(aa) For Major and Minor Amendments as defined in LC 16.400(8)(a) 
below, the Plan component or amendment meets all applicable 
requirements of local and state law, including Statewide Planning 
Goals and Oregon Administrative Rules. 

 
(bb) For Major and Minor Amendments as defined in LC16.400(8)(a) 
below, the Plan amendment or component is: 

(i-i) necessary to correct an identified error in the application of 
the Plan; or  
(ii-ii) necessary to fulfill an identified public or community need 
for the intended result of the component or amendment; or 
(iii-iii) necessary to comply with the mandate of local, state or 
federal policy or law; or 
(iv-iv) necessary to provide for the implementation of adopted 
Plan policy or elements; or 
(v-v) otherwise deemed by the Board, for reasons briefly set 
forth in its decision, to be desirable, appropriate or proper. 

 
 
The amendment is a major amendment because it is not limited to a Plan Diagram amendment.  The 
amendment meets applicable requirements of local and state law in that it is being processed as a 
Plan Amendment pursuant to LC Chapter 14 requirements, and is subject to the approval criteria of 
LC Chapter 12 and 16, both of which chapters are in compliance with state law as outlined in the 
statewide planning Goal 2 findings, below.  Findings of consistency with the approval criteria in LC 16 
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are contained herein, including findings of consistency with applicable Statewide Planning Goals and 
Oregon Administrative Rules: 
 

Goal 1 - Citizen Involvement.  To develop a citizen involvement program that insures 
the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process. 

 
The proposal is consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 1 because the process used to develop and 
adopt this amendment provided the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the 
planning process.  The following processes were provided by the City of Florence: 

 
 The citizen involvement program provides for widespread citizen involvement. The citizen 

involvement program involves a cross-section of affected citizens in all phases of the planning 
process and includes the Planning Commission, the officially recognized committee for citizen 
involvement (CCI) which makes recommendations to the Florence City Council. 

 
 Effective communication between citizens and elected and appointed officials in the project is 

provided through open houses, work sessions, and public hearings, all open to the public, at 
which public input is sought and heard. 

 
 Citizens are provided the opportunity to be involved in all phases of the planning process, 

including preparation of the proposed Comprehensive Plan and Code amendments.  
 
 Technical information is explained in staff reports and powerpoint presentations so that 

information necessary reach policy decisions is available in a simplified, understandable form. 
City staff provide assistance to interpret and effectively use technical information. A copy of 
all technical information is available on the City and/or project web site as well as at City Hall 
offices.  

 
 Citizens receive a response from policy-makers in the form of written minutes of all public 

hearings and meetings which are retained and made available for public assessment and 
include the rationale used to reach decisions on the proposal.  
 

 The City of Florence provided legal notice for the Planning Commission proceedings 
conducted. 
 

 On March 27, 2012. The Florence Planning Commission held a public hearing that was 
continued to April 10, 2012. 
 

 The City of Florence provided legal notice for the City Council proceedings conducted. 
 

In addition, the following actions were taken by Lane County:  
 
 On April 24, 2012, a legal ad was published in The Register Guard, providing notice of the Lane 

County Planning Commission public hearing in the Board Conference Room of the Lane 
County Public Service Building on May 15, 2010, at 7:00 P.M. 
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 On May 15, 2012, the Lane County Planning Commission (LCPC) conducted a public hearing on 
the proposed amendments. 
 

 Legal notice will be provided for the Board of County Commissioners public hearing when that 
is scheduled. 
 

 The Lane County Board of Commissioners will hold a public hearing on adoption of the 
Florence Transportation System Plan prior to its final adoption. 

 
The Florence TSP update constitutes a plan amendment that is subject to the public notification and 
hearing processes and provisions of LC Chapter 14 and 16.  As described above, the public 
involvement requirements of these chapters have been met and opportunity for public involvement 
has been afforded at each phase of the process.  The amendment is therefore consistent with 
statewide planning Goal 1. 

 
Goal 2 - Land Use Planning:  To establish a land use planning process and policy 
framework as a basis for all decisions and actions related to use of land and to assure 
an adequate factual base for such decisions and actions. 
 

The Rural Comprehensive Plan was acknowledged by the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission (LCDC) as complying with state planning goals. LC 16.400, adopted and also 
acknowledged by LCDC, specifies the means by which the RCP may be amended. Notice of the public 
hearing and pending adoption of the Florence TSP co-adoption was mailed to the Oregon Department 
of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) on April 10, 2012.  The adoption process follows the 
procedures outlined in Lane Code and these findings provide an adequate factual basis for action.  
The amendment therefore conforms to the established land use planning process and framework 
consistent with Goal 2. 
 

Goal 5 - Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources:  To conserve 
open space and protect natural and scenic resources. 

 
The Florence TSP is consistent with this goal because the Florence City Code requires a review of 
environmental impacts of transportation projects where they impact Goal 5 resource sites. 

 
 

Goal 6 - Air, Water and Land Resources Quality:  To maintain and improve the quality 
of the air, water and land resources of the state. 

 
The Florence TSP is consistent with this goal because it contains many projects that support a more 
compact land use pattern and encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation. Less reliance 
on the automobile results in lower levels of air and water pollution. Lane County’s Rural 
Comprehensive Plan findings and related policies also support this goal. 

 
 

Goal 7 – Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards:  Requires the maintenance 
and improvement of the quality of air, water and land resources. 
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The Florence TSP is consistent with this goal because soil stability is addressed by a combination of 
existing and acknowledged Goal 5 regulations and building codes implemented by the City of 
Florence. TSP transportation projects must be consistent with these existing regulations. As part of 
the project development process, evaluation of existing conditions and application for relevant 
permits are made prior to construction. 

 
Goal 8 - Recreational Needs:  To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the 
state and visitors and, where appropriate, to provide for the siting of necessary 
recreational facilities including destination resorts. 

 
The Florence TSP is consistent with this goal because it identifies and includes projects for 
transportation facilities that are also recreational facilities. The TSP also identifies pedestrian and 
bicycle projects that connect residential areas to recreational destinations.  

 
Goal 9 – Economic Development:  Requires the provision of adequate opportunities 
for a variety of economic activities vital to public health, welfare and prosperity. 

 
The Florence TSP is consistent with this goal because it reinforces the City’s freight network with 
transportation projects that will provide access to freight facilities and employment sites. Florence  
Comprehensive Plan policies also support this goal. 
 

Goal 10- Housing: requires provision for the housing needs of citizens of the state. 
 
The Florence TSP is consistent with this goal because it reinforces the livability of Florence’s 
neighborhoods by including bicycle and sidewalk projects. Florence Comprehensive Plan policies also 
support this goal. 

 
Goal 11 - Public Facilities and Services: to plan and develop a timely, orderly and 
efficient arrangement of public facilities and services to serve as a framework for 
urban and rural development. 

 
The proposal is consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 11 because: 
 
 the proposed amendments continue to provide a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of 

public facilities and services to serve as a framework for urban development; 
 through the TSP, urban development in Florence will be guided and supported by types and 

levels of urban public facilities and services appropriate for, but limited to, the needs and 
requirements of the urban and urbanizable areas to be served;  

 a provision for key facilities is included in the Comprehensive Plan; 
 the proposal amends the Florence Public Facility Plan (PFP) which has been adopted for the 

Florence urban growth boundary which contains a population greater than 2,500; and the PFP 
describes the water, sewer and transportation facilities that support the land uses designated 
in the acknowledged Florence Comprehensive Plan. 
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Goal 12 - Transportation:  To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic 
transportation system. 

 
The Florence TSP is consistent with this goal because it completely updates the City’s transportation 
policies and meets all the requirements of the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR), including balancing 
the needs of all users of the transportation system and strengthening each modal network through 
the identification of projects. Findings for the TPR follow the Statewide Planning Goal findings.  
 
The City of Florence prepared detailed findings with regards to consistence with the Transportation 
Planning Rule (TPR) (OAR 660-012-0000) and those findings, included as Exhibit A-1, are incorporated 
herein by reference. 

 
Goal 13 - Energy:  To conserve energy. 

 
The TSP is consistent with this goal because it supports a balanced transportation system that 
encourages additional walking, bicycling, and transit trips and reduces reliance on the single-occupant 
vehicle. New connectivity standards will result in a street system with less out-of-direction travel.  
 

Goal 14 - Urbanization:  To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to 
urban land use. 

 
The TSP is consistent with this goal because it supports the intensification of development in Florence 
by providing a multimodal transportation system. The TSP supports the urban growth boundary by 
improving mobility and accessibility inside the urbanized areas, and consequently reducing the 
potential need for conversion of rural lands to urban uses. New connectivity standards will increase 
the efficiency of the street system and support infill development.  
 
Conclusion 
Based upon the preceding findings, it can be concluded that co-adoption of the Florence TSP is 
consistent with the requirements set forth in the applicable approval criteria.  Therefore, the 
evidence and findings support adoption of the proposal. 
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 2 

EXHIBIT A – 12/17/12 3 
 4 

FINDINGS OF FACT 5 
City of Florence Ordinance No. 5, Series 2012 6 

 7 
Public Hearing Dates: Planning Commission – March 27 and April 10, 2012 8 
 9 
    City Council – June 28, July 9, July 23, August 6, August 20, 10 

September 10, and September 24, 2012 11 
  12 
Date of Report:  December 5, 2012 13 
 14 
 15 
I.    PROPOSAL DESCRIPTION 16 
 17 

The requested action is to adopt amendments to the Florence Realization 2020 18 
Comprehensive Plan (“Comprehensive Plan”) text and Map and Florence City 19 
Code and Zoning Map, in order to incorporate policy and projects from the City of 20 
Florence 2012 Transportation System Plan (“TSP”), as follows: 21 
 22 

1. Amend the Comprehensive Plan text and Appendix 12 concerning the 23 
TSP and supporting documents. (Exhibit B) 24 
 25 

2. Amend Florence City Code Title 10 (Exhibit C) 26 
 27 

Exhibit B:  Comprehensive Plan Amendments 28 
 29 
Proposed Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan are shown in legislative for-30 
mat in the attached Exhibit B and are described below: 31 
 32 

• Amendments to Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan text 33 
(Exhibit B-1)  34 
 35 
Incorporate amendments proposed in the City of Florence 2012 Transpor-36 
tation System Plan into the Comprehensive Plan text as shown below: 37 
 38 

o Addition of definitions for verbiage included in the TSP 39 
o Chapter 2: Land Use – Amendments to the West 9th Street Area 40 

descriptions to match the street layout in the TSP 41 
o Chapter 12: Transportation – Replacement of the TSP map; 42 

amendments to the goals, policies, and recommendations to estab-43 
lish a level of service standard, make it clear that the City is re-44 
sponsible for managing the public rights-of-way; establish compli-45 
ance with the Transportation Planning Rule 660-012-045(2)(g), as 46 
well as other amendments.  47 
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 1 
• Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Appendix 12: Transporta-2 

tion System Plan (Exhibit B-2)  3 
 4 
Replace the current Appendix 12: 2002 TSP with the City of Florence 5 
2012 TSP as well as accomplish the following: 6 
 7 

o Replace the 1997 Airport Plan with the Florence Municipal Airport 8 
Master Plan Update 2010 9 

o Amend the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan 10 
o Amend the Florence Community Transit Plan 11 

 12 
Exhibit C:  Florence City Code Amendments 13 
 14 
Proposed Amendments to the Florence City Code are shown in legislative format 15 
in the attached Exhibit C and are described below: 16 
 17 

o Chapter 1: Zoning Administration – Update the portion concerning 18 
Traffic Impact Studies, Notification of Land Use Hearing and  Ad-19 
ministrative Review Notice information 20 

o Chapter 2: General Zoning Provisions – Update the portions con-21 
cerning uses and activities permitted in all zones 22 

o Chapter 3: Off Street Parking and Loading – Update the portion 23 
concerning minimum standards and bicycle parking requirements 24 

o Chapter 21: Public Use Airport Zone – Update the portion concern-25 
ing uses permitted outright, and uses permitted subject to ac-26 
ceptance and/or prescribed conditions, and portions concerning the 27 
airport overlay zone. 28 

o Chapter 35: Vehicular Access and Circulation – Update sections 29 
concerning traffic study requirements, access standards, pedestrian 30 
access and circulation and transit facilities 31 

o Chapter 36: Public Facilities – Update sections concerning street 32 
standards including block length/perimeter, sidewalks/planter 33 
strips/bicycle lanes, and access standards 34 

 35 
II.  NARRATIVE   36 

 37 
On February 14, 2012, the Planning Commission initiated amendments to the Compre-38 
hensive Plan, TSP, and Florence City Code by passing Resolutions Resolution PC 12 39 
06 CPA 01 and PC 12 07 TA 02.   The Planning Commission held public hearings on 40 
March 27 and April 10, 2012 and recommended the City Council approve the amend-41 
ments via Resolutions PC 12 06 CPA 01 and PC 12 07 TA 02 on April 10, 2012.  42 

 43 
 44 

45 
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MODIFICATIONS TO PROPOSAL  1 
 2 
The City Council held public hearings on the proposed TSP and associated 3 
Comprehensive Plan and City Code amendments on June 28, July 9, July 23, 4 
August 6, August 20, September 10, and September 24, 2012. The attached Ex-5 
hibits have been modified from the versions submitted to the City Council for the 6 
June 28, 2012 public hearing.  Modifications were made to Exhibits to respond to 7 
comments received from discussion by the City Council, referrals, public testimo-8 
ny, and additional staff review. 9 
 10 
BACKGROUND 11 
 12 
In 2010, the City of Florence, in conjunction with the Oregon Department of 13 
Transportation (ODOT), initiated an update of the urban area’s TSP. This plan is 14 
intended to guide the management and implementation of the transportation fa-15 
cilities, policies, and programs, within the urban area over the next 25 years. This 16 
represents the vision of the City as it relates to the future of the transportation 17 
system while remaining consistent with state and other local plans and policies. 18 
The plan also provides the necessary elements for adoption by the governing 19 
bodies into the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 20 
 21 
State of Oregon planning rules require that the TSP be based on the current 22 
comprehensive plan land use map and must provide a transportation system 23 
that accommodates the expected 20-year growth in population and employment 24 
that will result from implementation of the land use plan. The contents of this TSP 25 
update are guided by Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 197.712 and the Depart-26 
ment of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) administrative rule known 27 
as the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). These laws and rules require 28 
that jurisdictions develop the following: 29 
 30 

o a road plan for a network of arterial and collector streets; 31 
o a bicycle and pedestrian plan; 32 
o an air, rail, water, and pipeline plan; 33 
o a transportation financing plan; and 34 
o policies and ordinances for implementing the TSP 35 

. 36 
The TPR requires that the TSP incorporate the needs of all users and abilities. In 37 
addition, the TPR requires that local jurisdictions adopt land use and subdivision 38 
ordinance amendments, as needed, to protect transportation facilities and to pro-39 
vide bicycle and pedestrian facilities between residential, commercial, and em-40 
ployment/institutional areas. It is further required that local communities coordi-41 
nate their respective plans with the applicable county, regional, and state trans-42 
portation plans 43 
 44 
The City’s first TSP was adopted by the Florence City Council on January 14, 45 
2002 through Ordinance No. 7, Series 2002, which amended the City of Florence 46 
1988 Comprehensive Plan by adopting Chapter 12: TSP and Comprehensive 47 
Plan Chapter 12, Transportation, in order to comply with 1995 Periodic Review.   48 
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 1 
The TSP was subsequently amended. On August 4, 2003, the City Council 2 
adopted Ordinance No. 14, Series 2003, amending Chapter 12, Transportation 3 
and the TSP to comply with the following requirements of the 1995 Periodic Re-4 
view: to incorporate the Access Management Plan for Highway 101 between the 5 
Siuslaw River Bridge and the Highway 101/126 Intersection; incorporate the traf-6 
fic study related to density of development in the North Commercial Node; and to 7 
include that study in Appendix 12; and to delete all references and maps related 8 
to the extension of 18th Street east of its current terminus; and to make addition-9 
al amendments. On March 12, 2008, the Council adopted Ordinance No. 6, Se-10 
ries 2008 to make various housekeeping amendments to the Comprehensive 11 
Plan and TSP.  All of the above amendments were co-adopted by the Lane 12 
County Board of Commissioners on December 1, 2010.  13 
 14 
The Council also adopted the following ordinances which were not co-adopted by 15 
Lane County because they apply only within city limits.  On November 20, 2006, 16 
the Council adopted Ordinance No. 8, Series 2006, amending the TSP to change 17 
the recommended signalization of 27th Street at Highway 101, to signalizing 30th 18 
Street and Highway 101 to implement the 2006 Florence/US 101 Pedestrian 19 
Safety Study.  On January 7, 2008, the Council adopted Ordinance No. 3, Series 20 
2008, amending the Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan and TSP to 21 
adopt the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan into Appendix 12 22 
of the Comprehensive Plan.  23 
 24 
In addition, specific policies regarding land use and transportation are contained 25 
in the Florence Downtown Implementation Plan, September 1999 which was 26 
adopted by Resolution No. 29, Series 199 on September 20, 1999 and was offi-27 
cially incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan as the detailed plan for the 28 
Downtown area at its adoption by Ordinance No. 1, Series 2002 on January 14, 29 
2002.  30 
 31 
The 2012 TSP was created through significant public review including eight 32 
meetings by the Project Advisory Committee, consisting of a cross-section of 33 
Florence citizens, and then reviewed by the Florence Planning Commission in 34 
two meetings, Lane County Planning Commission in one meeting, and the Flor-35 
ence City Council in eight meetings. Comments were also gathered at a public 36 
open house event held during the TSP development process. A public website 37 
was maintained throughout the project that provided interested parties with the 38 
most recent documents available, information on upcoming meetings, and the 39 
ability to provide general comments to the project team. All of this input informed 40 
the development of the TSP goals and policies as well as planned improvements.  41 
 42 

III. NOTICE AND REFERRALS 43 
 44 

1. Notice: 45 
 46 

 Notice of the proposed Comprehensive Plan and Code Amendments was sent to 47 
DLCD on February 21, 2012, not less than 35 days prior to the first (Planning 48 
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Commission) evidentiary hearing on March 27, 2012, as required by state law.  1 
The hearing was noticed in the Siuslaw News on March 21, as required by state 2 
law and the Florence Development Code, and emailed or mailed to an interested 3 
parties list on March 16, 2012.   4 

  5 
2. Referrals: 6 
 7 
On March 6, 2012, referrals were sent to:  Florence Urban Renewal Agency, 8 
Florence Public Works, Florence Police, Florence Code Enforcement Officer, Si-9 
uslaw Valley Fire and Rescue, Western Lane Ambulance District, Port of Si-10 
uslaw, Lane Transit District, Siuslaw School District, Central Coast Disposal, 11 
County Transfer and Recycling, Lane County Land Management, Lane County 12 
Transportation, Oregon Department of Transportation, Oregon Department of 13 
Land Conservation and Development, Oregon Department of Aviation, Oregon 14 
Department of State Lands, Federal Aviation Administration, US Army Corps of 15 
Engineers, Bureau of Land Management, US Postmaster, Confederated Tribes 16 
of the Coos, Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians 17 
   18 

IV.  APPLICABLE CRITERIA  19 
 20 

1.   Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan  21 
Plan Adoption, Amendments, Review and Implementation; Chapter 1, Cit-22 
izen Involvement; Chapter 2, Land Use; Chapter 5: Open Spaces and 23 
Scenic, Historic, and Natural Resources; Chapter 8: Parks, Recreation 24 
and Open Space; Chapter 11: Utilities and Facilities; Chapter 12: Trans-25 
portation  26 

 27 
2. Florence City Code (FCC) Title 10:  Zoning Regulations 28 

Chapter 1:  Zoning Administration, Section 3-C:  Amendments and 29 
Changes: Legislative Changes 30 
 31 

3. Oregon Statewide Planning Goals (OAR 660.015):  Goal 1, Citizen In-32 
volvement; Goal 2, Land Use Planning; Goal 5, Natural Resources; Goal 33 
6, Air, Water and Land Resource Quality; Goal 7, Areas Subject to Natural 34 
Disasters and Hazards; Goal 8, Recreational Needs; Goal 9, Economic 35 
Development; Goal 10, Housing; Goal 11, Public Facility Planning; Goal 36 
12, Transportation; Goal 13, Energy Conservation; Goal 14, Urbanization 37 
 38 

4. Oregon Revised Statutes:  ORS 197.175, Cities’ and counties’ planning 39 
responsibilities; rules on incorporations; compliance with goals.  ORS 40 
197.250 Compliance with goals required. ORS 197.253 Participation in lo-41 
cal proceedings required for submitting comments and objections. Post-42 
Acknowledgment Procedures:  ORS 197.610 Local government notice of 43 
proposed amendment or new regulation; exceptions; report to commis-44 
sion; and ORS 197.615 Local government notice of adopted amendment 45 
or new regulation; content; notice by director 46 

 47 
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5. Oregon Administrative Rules:  Division 11:  Public Facilities Planning 1 
(OAR 660-011); Division 12: Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-2 
012); and Division 18: Post Acknowledgement Amendments (OAR 660-3 
018-0005) 4 

 5 
V. FINDINGS  6 

 7 
Applicable criteria are shown in bold and findings are in italics, below. 8 
 9 
1.   FLORENCE REALIZATION 2020 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  10 

 11 
PLAN ADOPTION, AMENDMENTS, REVIEW AND IMPLEMENTATION 12 

 13 
Amendments to the Plan may be initiated by citizens, citizen 14 
groups, the Citizen Advisory Committee, the Planning Commis-15 
sion or the City Council. In any amendment proceedings, the City 16 
Council shall obtain the recommendation of the Planning Com-17 
mission and the Citizen Advisory Committee before taking action 18 
on a proposed major amendment. Minor changes which do not 19 
have significant effects beyond the immediate area of the change 20 
require the recommendation of the Planning Commission. Minor 21 
changes may be initiated at any time. Notice of a public hearing 22 
for a proposed plan amendment shall be required at least 35 days 23 
prior to the first Planning Commission hearing. 24 

 25 
The proposal is consistent with this Comprehensive Plan text because: 26 
 27 
o The proposal was initiated by Planning Commission Resolution; 28 

 29 
o This is a major amendment because it does have significant effects 30 

beyond the immediate area of the change, the Planning Commis-31 
sion serves as the Citizen Advisory Committee, and the Planning 32 
Commission will make a recommendation to the City Council; and 33 

 34 
o Notice of the public hearing was sent to DLCD at least 35 prior to 35 

the date for the first Planning Commission hearing. 36 
 37 

CHAPTER 1: CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 38 
 39 

Policies 40 
 41 
3. The City Council shall ensure that a cross-section of Florence 42 

citizens is involved in the planning process, primarily through 43 
their appointments to the Planning Commission, Design Re-44 
view Board, Citizen Advisory Committee and other special 45 
committees. 46 

 47 
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4. Official City meetings shall be well publicized and held at regu-1 
lar times.  Agendas will provide the opportunity for citizen 2 
comment. 3 

 4 
5. Records of all meetings where official action is taken shall be 5 

kept at City Hall and made available on request to the public. 6 
 7 
6. Planning documents and background data shall be available to 8 

interested citizens. 9 
 10 
8. Citizen involvement shall be assured in the review and update 11 

of the Comprehensive Plan. 12 
 13 

The proposal is consistent with these Comprehensive Plan policies be-14 
cause: 15 
 16 
o all public meetings are held at regular meeting times, notices post-17 

ed on the city website and at city hall with notification to the media; 18 
and the meetings provide the opportunity for citizen comment; 19 
 20 

o records of all meetings where official action is taken are kept at City 21 
Hall and made available on request to the public; 22 

 23 
o planning documents and background data are available to interest-24 

ed citizens;  25 
 26 

o a cross-section of Florence citizens has been involved in the plan-27 
ning process, primarily through their appointments to the Planning 28 
Commission and participation on in the following opportunities and 29 
events:  public open house; project website maintained throughout 30 
the project that provided interested parties with the most recent 31 
documents available, information on upcoming meetings, and the 32 
ability to provide general comments to the project team; a Project 33 
Advisory Committee (PAC) comprised of a wide range of partici-34 
pants: local and state officials from key agencies including the City 35 
of Florence Community Development, Planning, and Public Works 36 
Departments, Lane County Transportation, Oregon Department of 37 
Transportation; DLCD, Siuslaw Valley Fire & Rescue, Lane Transit 38 
District, Siuslaw School District, City Code Enforcement; represent-39 
atives from Peace Health and Pacific Bank; and members of the 40 
Florence City Council, Planning Commission, Transportation Advi-41 
sory Committee, and citizens. Members of the PAC reviewed the 42 
technical aspects of the TSP.  43 

 44 
The PAC held eight joint meetings that focused on all aspects of 45 
the TSP development, including the evaluation of existing deficien-46 
cies and forecast needs; the selection of transportation options; the 47 
presentation of the draft TSP, and the review of ordinance amend-48 
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ments. In addition to the established advisory committee, the draft 1 
plans were discussed with the City and County Planning Commis-2 
sions, County Commissioners, and City Council at work sessions 3 
and at public hearings. A summary of the meetings and dates relat-4 
ed to the public involvement process is provided in the TSP. 5 
  6 

CHAPTER 2: LAND USE  7 
 8 

Policies 9 
 10 

1. Designation and location of land uses shall be made based on 11 
an analysis of documented need for land uses of various 12 
types, physical suitability of the lands for the uses proposed, 13 
adequacy of existing or planned public facilities and the exist-14 
ing or planned transportation network to serve the proposed 15 
land use, and potential impacts on environmental, economic, 16 
social and energy factors. 17 

 18 
The proposal is consistent with this Comprehensive Plan policy be-19 
cause the amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, TSP, and Code 20 
supplement and clarify the current documented adequacy of existing 21 
and planned public facilities to serve the proposed land uses and 22 
potential impacts on environmental factors. 23 

 24 
RESIDENTIAL 25 

 26 
Policies 27 

 28 
4. Residential developers shall, in order to obtain subdivision 29 

approval, provide streets of a suitable width and cross-30 
section, sidewalks, other transportation facilities consistent 31 
with the Transportation System Plan, conveyance of natural 32 
drainage flows through the site, stormwater management sys-33 
tems, appropriate traffic safety signs and street lights, and 34 
normal and incidental public and quasi-public utilities includ-35 
ing  water, sanitary sewer, stormwater, and underground elec-36 
tric, cable, telephone and potentially fiber optic cable. 37 

 38 
The proposal is consistent with this Comprehensive Plan policy be-39 
cause the amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, TSP, and Code 40 
implement this requirement for residential developers, in order to ob-41 
tain subdivision approval, to provide streets of a suitable width and 42 
cross-section, sidewalks, other transportation facilities consistent 43 
with the TSP. 44 

 45 
11. New residential subdivisions shall dedicate rights-of-way and 46 

construct pedestrian and bicycle trails in accordance with the 47 
City’s Transportation System Plan or where the extension of 48 
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an existing pedestrian and bicycle facility is warranted as a 1 
logical extension of that city wide transportation system. 2 

 3 
The proposal is consistent with this Comprehensive Plan policy be-4 
cause the amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, TSP, and Code 5 
implement this requirement for new residential subdivisions to dedi-6 
cate rights-of-way and construct pedestrian and bicycle trails in ac-7 
cordance with the City’s TSP or where the extension of an existing 8 
pedestrian and bicycle facility is warranted as a logical extension of 9 
that city wide transportation system. 10 

 11 
COMMERCIAL 12 

 13 
Policies 14 
 15 
6. All commercial developments shall be expected to meet a min-16 

imum level of improvement and development standards, either 17 
initially or at the time of reuse or redevelopment. 18 

 19 
7. Commercial areas shall be planned in relation to the capacity 20 

of existing and future transportation systems and public infra-21 
structure (sewer, water, stormwater). 22 

 23 
9.  Commercial facilities along highways and arterials shall be 24 

designed to avoid congestion through alternative local street 25 
access or consistent with the City’s access management 26 
guidelines found within its Transportation System Plan. 27 

 28 
The proposal is consistent with these Comprehensive Plan policies 29 
because the amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Code im-30 
plement and supplement these requirements for all commercial de-31 
velopments to meet a minimum level of improvement and develop-32 
ment standards, either initially or at the time of reuse or redevelop-33 
ment; to be planned in relation to the capacity of existing and future 34 
transportation systems; and for commercial facilities along highways 35 
and arterials to be designed to avoid congestion through alternative 36 
local street access or consistent with the City’s access management 37 
guidelines found within its TSP.  38 

 39 
CHAPTER 8:  PARKS, RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE 40 

 41 
OPEN SPACE 42 
 43 
13. The City shall encourage and support public/private efforts to 44 

insure permanent public access and views of the Siuslaw Riv-45 
er and its scenic estuary. 46 

 47 
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14. The City shall develop an interconnecting trail system, provid-1 
ing a full circular route around the Florence area and incorpo-2 
rating Rhododendron Drive, Munsel Lake, beaches, dunes, Old 3 
Town, Port and Siuslaw Estuary. The system shall also con-4 
nect the various parks, residential areas, business, public 5 
places through the following actions: 6 

 7 
a. Consider the potential to establish or maintain bikeways 8 

and/or walkways prior to vacating any public easement or 9 
right-of-way; 10 

b. Develop and adopt a Comprehensive Trail Plan that in-11 
cludes bicycle and pedestrian facilities and provides for 12 
park connections; 13 

c. Develop the bike lanes and multi-use paths identified in the 14 
Florence Transportation System Plan to connect bicyclists 15 
and pedestrians to parks, commercial centers 16 

d. and nature areas; 17 
e. Develop and adopt bike and pedestrian facility design 18 

standards; and 19 
f. Develop a system of trails and pathways to provide a safe 20 

network that links neighborhoods, parks, natural open 21 
space, schools, employment centers, shopping locations, 22 
recreation facilities and other key community destinations. 23 

 24 
The proposal is consistent with these Comprehensive Plan policies 25 
because the amendments to the Comprehensive Plan encourage 26 
and support public/private efforts to insure permanent public access 27 
and views of the Siuslaw River and its scenic estuary; and include 28 
projects for an interconnecting trail system, providing a full circular 29 
route around the Florence area and incorporating Rhododendron 30 
Drive, Munsel Lake, beaches, dunes, Old Town, Port and Siuslaw 31 
Estuary and connecting the various parks, residential areas, busi-32 
ness, public places through the specified actions. 33 

 34 
CHAPTER 11: UTILITIES AND FACILITIES 35 

 36 
PUBLIC FACILITY PLAN 37 
 38 
Policies 39 
 40 
1.  The following plans, in addition to the Transportation System 41 

Plan in Chapter 12, comprise the Florence Public Facility Plan, 42 
adopted as a supporting document to this Comprehensive 43 
Plan: 44 

 45 
a.  City of Florence Wastewater Facilities Plan, Brown and 46 

Caldwell, October, 1997, as amended 47 
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b.  City of Florence Water System Master Plan Update, Janu-1 
ary, 2011, as amended  2 

c.  City of Florence Wellfield and Water Treatment Expansion 3 
Project, February, 2001 4 

d.  City of Florence Stormwater Management Plan, October 5 
2000, as amended 6 

 7 
3.  Amend the Public Facility Plan, and the Comprehensive Plan, 8 

in order to modify, add to, or delete projects from the project 9 
lists in the Public Facility Plan for water, wastewater, and 10 
stormwater or to make significant changes to project location 11 
from that described in the Public Facility Plan. 12 

 13 
The proposal is consistent with these Comprehensive Plan policies 14 
because the amendments to the Comprehensive Plan provide that 15 
the TSP is adopted as a supporting document to the Comprehensive 16 
Plan and is part of the Public Facilities Plan.  17 

 18 
CHAPTER 12:  TRANSPORTATION  19 

 20 
The proposal amends Chapter 12 for consistency with the Comprehensive 21 
Plan, Transportation Planning Rule, and the other criteria in these find-22 
ings.  23 
 24 
DOWNTOWN IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 25 
 26 

Objectives:  27 
 28 
6.  To achieve a balanced transportation/land use solution for 29 

Highway 101 that maintains its historic function as both the 30 
Coast’s primary transportation route, and as the center of 31 
Florence’s downtown. 32 

 33 
8.  To ensure that the transportation objectives of the downtown 34 

plan are consistent with the Transportation System Plan, the 35 
Oregon Highway Plan, and ODOT’s adopted plans for Highway 36 
101 and Highway 126. 37 

 38 
9.  To identify suggested transportation improvements needed to 39 

facilitate redevelopment of the downtown area consistent with 40 
land use and retail market strategies. 41 

 42 
The TSP is consistent with the Downtown Implementation Plan be-43 
cause the project lists will achieve a balanced transportation/land 44 
use solution for Highway 101 that maintains its historic function as 45 
both the Coast’s primary transportation route, and as the center of 46 
Florence’s downtown; the TSP ensures that the transportation ob-47 
jectives of the downtown plan are consistent with the TSP, the Ore-48 
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gon Highway Plan, and ODOT’s adopted plans for Highway 101 and 1 
Highway 126; and the TSP identifies suggested transportation im-2 
provements needed to facilitate redevelopment of the downtown ar-3 
ea consistent with land use and retail market strategies. 4 

 5 
2. FLORENCE CITY CODE (FCC) TITLE 10:  ZONING REGULATIONS 6 
  7 

Chapter 1:  Zoning Administration 8 
 Section 3:  Amendments and Changes 9 

 10 
 FCC 10-3-C:  LEGISLATIVE CHANGES 11 

 12 
1.  Initiation: A legislative change in zoning district boundaries, in the 13 

text of this Title, Title 11 or in the Comprehensive Plan may be initi-14 
ated by resolution of the Planning Commission or by a request of the 15 
Council to the Planning Commission that proposes changes be con-16 
sidered by the Commission and its recommendation returned to the 17 
Council. 18 
 19 

2.  Notice and Public Hearing: Such notice and hearing as prescribed by 20 
state law and the Comprehensive Plan then in effect. (Amd. by Ord. 21 
30, Series 1990). 22 

 23 
The proposal is consistent with the criteria in FCC 10-3-C because: 24 

 25 
o The proposal is a legislative change in the text of Florence City 26 

Code and in the Comprehensive Plan, affecting a large number of 27 
properties with broad policy application;  28 
 29 

o The amendments were initiated by Planning Commission Resolu-30 
tions;  31 
 32 

o Notice of the public hearing was sent to DLCD at least 35 prior to 33 
the proposed date for the first Planning Commission hearing, con-34 
sistent with the Comprehensive Plan, above; and 35 
 36 

o Notice of the proposed change was provided in accordance with the 37 
state law, as described in the Finding of compliance with State law, 38 
below. 39 

 40 
3. OREGON STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS (OAR 660.015) 41 
 42 

The proposal is consistent with the following applicable Statewide Planning 43 
Goals; Statewide Planning Goals not cited below are not applicable to this pro-44 
posal. 45 

 46 
 47 
 48 
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GOAL 1: CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT [OAR 660-015-0000(1)] 1 
 2 

To develop a citizen involvement program that insures the opportunity 3 
for citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process. 4 
 5 
The citizen involvement program shall be appropriate to the scale of the 6 
planning effort. The program shall provide for continuity of citizen par-7 
ticipation and of information that enables citizens to identify and com-8 
prehend the issues. 9 

 10 
Federal, state and regional agencies and special-purpose districts shall 11 
coordinate their planning efforts with the affected governing bodies and 12 
make use of existing local citizen involvement programs established by 13 
counties and cities. 14 

 15 
The citizen involvement program shall incorporate the following com-16 
ponents: 17 

 18 
1.  Citizen Involvement -- To provide for widespread citizen involvement. 19 
 The citizen involvement program shall involve a cross-section of af-20 

fected citizens in all phases of the planning process. As a compo-21 
nent, the program for citizen involvement shall include an officially 22 
recognized committee for citizen involvement (CCI) broadly repre-23 
sentative of geographic areas and interests related to land use and 24 
land use decisions. Committee members shall be selected by an 25 
open, well publicized public process. 26 

 27 
2.  Communication -- To assure effective two-way communication with 28 

citizens. Mechanisms shall be established which provide for effective 29 
communication between citizens and elected and appointed officials. 30 

 31 
3.  Citizen Influence -- To provide the opportunity for citizens to be in-32 

volved in all phases of the planning process. Citizens shall have the 33 
opportunity to be involved in the phases of the planning process as 34 
set forth and defined in the goals and guidelines for Land Use Plan-35 
ning, including Preparation of Plans and Implementation Measures, 36 
Plan Content, Plan Adoption, Minor Changes and Major Revisions in 37 
the Plan, and Implementation Measures. 38 

 39 
4.  Technical Information -- To assure that technical information is 40 

available in an understandable form. Information necessary to reach 41 
policy decisions shall be available in a simplified, understandable 42 
form. Assistance shall be provided to interpret and effectively use 43 
technical information. A copy of all technical information shall be 44 
available at a local public library or other location open to the public. 45 

 46 
5.  Feedback Mechanisms – To assure that citizens will receive a re-47 

sponse from policy-makers. Recommendations resulting from the 48 
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citizen involvement program shall be retained and made available for 1 
public assessment. Citizens who have participated in this program 2 
shall receive a response from policy-makers. The rationale used to 3 
reach land-use policy decisions shall be available in the form of a 4 
written record. 5 

 6 
The proposal is consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 1 because the pro-7 
cess used to develop and adopt these Comprehensive Plan and Code 8 
amendments insures the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases 9 
of the planning process as follows: 10 
 11 

o The citizen involvement program provides for widespread citizen in-12 
volvement. The citizen involvement program involves a cross-13 
section of affected citizens in all phases of the planning process and 14 
includes the Planning Commission, the officially recognized commit-15 
tee for citizen involvement (CCI) which makes recommendations to 16 
the City Council.  17 

 18 
o Effective communication between citizens and elected and appoint-19 

ed officials in the project is provided through open houses, work 20 
sessions, and public hearings, all open to the public, at which public 21 
input is sought and heard. 22 

 23 
o Citizens are provided the opportunity to be involved in all phases of 24 

the planning process, including preparation of the proposed Com-25 
prehensive Plan and Code amendments.  26 

 27 
o Technical information is explained in staff reports and PowerPoint 28 

presentations so that information necessary reach policy decisions 29 
are available in a simplified, understandable form. City staff provide 30 
assistance to interpret and effectively use technical information. A 31 
copy of all technical information is available on the City and/or pro-32 
ject web site as well as at City Hall offices.  33 

 34 
o Citizens receive a response from policy-makers in the form of written 35 

minutes of all public hearings and meetings which are retained and 36 
made available for public assessment and include the rationale used 37 
to reach decisions on the proposal.  38 

 39 
GOAL 2: LAND USE PLANNING [OAR 660-015-0000(2)] 40 
 41 

PART I -- PLANNING 42 
To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a ba-43 
sis for all decisions and actions related to use of land and to assure an 44 
adequate factual base for such decisions and actions. 45 
 46 
All land-use plans and implementation ordinances shall be adopted by 47 
the governing body after public hearing and shall be reviewed and, as 48 
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needed, revised on a periodic cycle to take into account changing pub-1 
lic policies and circumstances, in accord with a schedule set forth in the 2 
plan. Opportunities shall be provided for review and comment by citi-3 
zens and affected governmental units during preparation, review and 4 
revision of plans and implementation ordinances. 5 
 6 
The proposal is consistent with Goal 2 because: 7 

 8 
o the Comprehensive Plan amendments provide a policy framework 9 

as a basis for land use decisions and the implementing Code 10 
amendments provide for supporting documents that provide the fac-11 
tual base for these decisions;  12 
 13 

o the ordinance adopting the amendments to the Comprehensive 14 
Plan, TSP,  and Code will be adopted by the City Council after pub-15 
lic hearing;  16 

 17 
o further amendments to the TSP will be reviewed and, as needed, 18 

revised on a periodic cycle to take into account changing public poli-19 
cies and circumstances; and  20 

 21 
o opportunities have been and will be provided for review and com-22 

ment by citizens and affected governmental units during this review 23 
and revision of the Comprehensive Plan, TSP and City Code, as re-24 
flected in the Public Involvement Plan. 25 

 26 
GOAL 5, OPEN SPACE, SCENIC AND HISTORIC AREAS, AND NATURAL 27 
RESOURCES, requires the conservation of open space and the protection 28 
of natural and scenic resources.  29 

 30 
The TSP is consistent with this goal because the City Code requires a review 31 
of environmental impacts of transportation projects where they impact  Goal 5 32 
resource sites. 33 

 34 
GOAL 6, AIR, WATER AND LAND RESOURCE QUALITY, requires the 35 
maintenance and improvement of the quality of air, water and land re-36 
sources.  37 

 38 
The TSP is consistent with this goal because it contains many projects that 39 
support a more compact land use pattern and encourage the use of alterna-40 
tives to the automobile. Less reliance on the automobile results in lower levels 41 
of air and water pollution. Florence Comprehensive Plan findings and related 42 
policies also support this goal. 43 

 44 
 45 
 46 
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GOAL 7, AREAS SUBJECT TO NATURAL DISASTERS AND HAZARDS, re-1 
quires the protection of life and property from natural disasters and haz-2 
ards.  3 

 4 
The TSP is consistent with this goal because soil stability is addressed by a 5 
combination of existing and acknowledged Goal 5 regulations and building 6 
codes. TSP transportation projects must be consistent with these existing 7 
regulations. As part of the project development process, evaluation of existing 8 
conditions and application for relevant permits is made prior to construction. 9 

 10 
GOAL 8, RECREATIONAL NEEDS, requires satisfaction of the recreational 11 
needs of both citizens and visitors to the state.  12 

 13 
The TSP is consistent with this goal because it identifies and includes pro-14 
jects for transportation facilities that are also recreational facilities. The TSP 15 
also identifies pedestrian and bicycle projects that connect residential areas 16 
to recreational destinations.  17 
 18 

GOAL 9, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, requires provision of adequate op-19 
portunities for a variety of economic activities vital to public health, wel-20 
fare, and prosperity.  21 

 22 
The TSP is consistent with this goal because it reinforces the City’s freight 23 
network with transportation projects that will provide access to freight facilities 24 
and employment sites. Florence Comprehensive Plan policies also support 25 
this goal. 26 

 27 
GOAL 10, HOUSING, requires provision for the housing needs of citizens of 28 
the state.  29 

 30 
The TSP is consistent with this goal because it reinforces the livability of Flor-31 
ence’s neighborhoods by including bicycle and sidewalk projects. Florence 32 
Comprehensive Plan policies also support this goal. 33 

 34 
GOAL 11: PUBLIC FACILITY PLANNING [OAR 660-015-0000(11)] 35 
 36 

To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of pub-37 
lic facilities and services to serve as a framework for urban and rural 38 
development. 39 

 40 
Urban and rural development shall be guided and supported by types 41 
and levels of urban and rural public facilities and services appropriate 42 
for, but limited to, the needs and requirements of the urban, urbaniza-43 
ble, and rural areas to be served. A provision for key facilities shall be 44 
included in each plan. Cities or counties shall develop and adopt a pub-45 
lic facility plan for areas within an urban growth boundary containing a 46 
population greater than 2,500 persons. To meet current and long-range 47 



  
Ordinance No. 5, Series 2012      Page 17 of 32 
Findings of Fact, Draft for December 17, 2012 Council Meeting 

needs, a provision for solid waste disposal sites, including sites for in-1 
ert waste, shall be included in each plan. 2 

 3 
Urban Facilities and Services – Refers to key facilities and to appropri-4 
ate types and levels of at least the following: police protection; sanitary 5 
facilities; storm drainage facilities; planning, zoning and subdivision 6 
control; health services; recreation facilities and services; energy and 7 
communication services; and community governmental services. 8 

 9 
Public Facilities Plan – A public facility plan is a support document or 10 
documents to a comprehensive plan. The facility plan describes the wa-11 
ter, sewer and transportation facilities which are to support the land us-12 
es designated in the appropriate acknowledged comprehensive plan or 13 
plans within an urban growth boundary containing a population greater 14 
than 2,500. 15 

 16 
The proposal is consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 11 because: 17 
 18 

o the proposed amendments continue to provide a timely, orderly and 19 
efficient arrangement of public facilities and services to serve as a 20 
framework for urban development; 21 
 22 

o through the TSP, urban development in Florence will be guided and 23 
supported by types and levels of urban public facilities and services 24 
appropriate for, but limited to, the needs and requirements of the ur-25 
ban and urbanizable areas to be served;  26 

 27 
o a provision for key facilities is included in the Comprehensive Plan; 28 

 29 
o the proposal amends the Florence Public Facility Plan (PFP) which 30 

has been adopted for the Florence urban growth boundary which 31 
contains a population greater than 2,500; and the PFP describes the 32 
water, sewer and transportation facilities that support the land uses 33 
designated in the acknowledged Comprehensive Plan. 34 

 35 
GOAL 12, TRANSPORTATION, requires provision of a safe, convenient and 36 
economic transportation system.  37 

 38 
The TSP is consistent with this goal because it completely updates the City’s 39 
transportation policies and meets all the requirements of the TPR, including 40 
balancing the needs of all users of the transportation system and strengthen-41 
ing each modal network through the identification of projects. Findings for the 42 
TPR follow the Statewide Planning Goal findings. Florence Comprehensive 43 
Plan policies in Chapter 12, Transportation also support this goal. 44 
 45 

 46 
 47 
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Goal 13, Energy Conservation, requires development of a land use pattern 1 
that maximizes the conservation of energy based on sound economic prin-2 
ciples.  3 

 4 
The TSP is consistent with this goal because it supports a balanced transpor-5 
tation system that encourages additional walking, bicycling, and transit trips 6 
and reduces reliance on the single-occupant vehicle. New connectivity stand-7 
ards will result in a street system with less out-of-direction travel. Florence 8 
Comprehensive Plan policies on Goal 13, Energy also support this goal. 9 

 10 
Goal 14, Urbanization, requires provision of an orderly and efficient transi-11 
tion of rural lands to urban use.  12 

 13 
The TSP is consistent with this goal because it supports the intensification of 14 
development in Florence by providing a multimodal transportation system. 15 
The TSP supports the urban growth boundary by improving mobility and ac-16 
cessibility inside the urbanized areas, and consequently reducing the poten-17 
tial need for conversion of rural lands to urban uses. New connectivity stand-18 
ards will increase the efficiency of the street system and support infill devel-19 
opment. Florence Comprehensive Plan in Chapter 2, Land Use also support 20 
this goal. 21 

 22 
4. OREGON REVISED STATUTES 23 
 24 

ORS 197.175  Cities’ and counties’ planning responsibilities; rules on in-25 
corporations; compliance with goals.    26 

 27 
(2) Pursuant to ORS chapters 195, 196 and 197, each city and county in 28 
this state shall: 29 
      (a) Prepare, adopt, amend and revise comprehensive plans in com-30 
pliance with goals approved by the commission; 31 
      (b) Enact land use regulations to implement their comprehensive 32 
plans; 33 
  34 
The proposal is consistent with ORS 197.175 because the amendments to 35 
the Comprehensive Plan are in compliance with Statewide Planning Goals, as 36 
stated in the above findings; and the amendments to the Code implement the 37 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. 38 
 39 

ORS 197.250 Compliance with goals required.  40 
Except as otherwise provided in ORS 197.245, all comprehensive plans 41 
and land use regulations adopted by a local government to carry out 42 
those comprehensive plans and all plans, programs, rules or regula-43 
tions affecting land use adopted by a state agency or special district 44 
shall be in compliance with the goals within one year after the date 45 
those goals are approved by the Land Conservation and Development 46 
Commission. 47 
 48 
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 The proposal is consistent with ORS 197.245 because the amendments are 1 
consistent with the goals, as stated in the above findings. 2 

 3 
ORS 197.253 Participation in local proceedings required for submitting 4 
comments and objections.  5 

Notwithstanding the provisions of ORS 197.251 (2)(a), a person may not 6 
submit written comments and objections to the acknowledgment re-7 
quest of any city or county that submits its plan or regulations to the 8 
Land Conservation and Development Commission for acknowledgment 9 
for the first time after August 9, 1983, unless the person participated ei-10 
ther orally or in writing in the local government proceedings leading to 11 
the adoption of the plan and regulations. [1983 c.827 §5a] 12 
  13 
The proposal is consistent with ORS 197.253 because written comments and 14 
objections to the amendments will be allowed only if the person participated in 15 
the City process to adopt the amendments. Notices will be sent to persons 16 
who participated informing them of the decision by the City Council and the 17 
appeal process. 18 

 19 
POST-ACKNOWLEDGMENT PROCEDURES 20 

 ORS 197.610 Local government notice of proposed amendment or new 21 
regulation; exceptions; report to commission. (1) A proposal to amend a 22 
local government acknowledged comprehensive plan or land use regu-23 
lation or to adopt a new land use regulation shall be forwarded to the Di-24 
rector of the Department of Land Conservation and Development at 25 
least 35 days before the first evidentiary hearing on adoption. The pro-26 
posal forwarded shall contain the text and any supplemental infor-27 
mation that the local government believes is necessary to inform the di-28 
rector as to the effect of the proposal. The notice shall include the date 29 
set for the first evidentiary hearing.  30 
 31 
The proposal is consistent with ORS 197.610 because the proposal was for-32 
warded to the Department of Land Conservation and Development on Febru-33 
ary 21, 2012 at least 35 days before the March 27, 2012 public hearing, the 34 
first evidentiary hearing on adoption; the proposal forwarded contained the 35 
comprehensive plan, zoning code, and transportation system plan text; and 36 
the notice included the date set for the first evidentiary hearing.  37 
 38 
ORS 197.615 Local government notice of adopted amendment or new 39 
regulation; content; notice by director. (1) A local government that 40 
amends an acknowledged comprehensive plan or land use regulation or 41 
adopts a new land use regulation shall mail or otherwise submit to the 42 
Director of the Department of Land Conservation and Development a 43 
copy of the adopted text of the comprehensive plan provision or land 44 
use regulation together with the findings adopted by the local govern-45 
ment. The text and findings must be mailed or otherwise submitted not 46 
later than five working days after the final decision by the governing 47 
body. If the proposed amendment or new regulation that the director re-48 
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ceived under ORS 197.610 has been substantially amended, the local 1 
government shall specify the changes that have been made in the notice 2 
provided to the director. If the text and findings are mailed, they shall 3 
include a signed statement by the person mailing them indicating the 4 
date of deposit in the mail. 5 
 6 
The proposal is consistent with ORS 197.615 because, after adoption, the 7 
City will submit to DLCD a copy of the adopted text of the comprehensive 8 
plan provision or land use regulation together with the findings adopted by the 9 
City; the text and findings will be mailed or otherwise submitted not later than 10 
five working days after the final decision by the City Council; if the proposed 11 
amendments have been substantially amended, the City specify the changes 12 
that have been made in the notice provided to the director; and, the mailed 13 
text and findings will include a signed statement by the person mailing them 14 
indicating the date of deposit in the mail. 15 
 16 

 5. OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 17 
 18 
DIVISION 11:  PUBLIC FACILITIES PLANNING  19 
 20 

OAR 660-011-0005  21 
Definitions  22 
 23 
(1) "Public Facilities Plan": A public facility plan is a support document 24 
or documents to a comprehensive plan. The facility plan describes the 25 
water, sewer and transportation facilities which are to support the land 26 
uses designated in the appropriate acknowledged comprehensive plans 27 
within an urban growth boundary containing a population greater than 28 
2,500. Certain elements of the public facility plan also shall be adopted 29 
as part of the comprehensive plan, as specified in OAR 660-11-045. 30 
 31 
OAR 660-11-045 32 
Adoption and Amendment Procedures for Public Facility Plans 33 
  34 
(1) The governing body of the city or county responsible for develop-35 
ment of the public facility plan shall adopt the plan as a supporting doc-36 
ument to the jurisdiction's comprehensive plan and shall also adopt as 37 
part of the comprehensive plan: 38 

(a) The list of public facility project titles, excluding (if the juris-39 
diction so chooses) the descriptions or specifications of those 40 
projects; 41 
(b) A map or written description of the public facility projects' lo-42 
cations or service areas as specified in sections (2) and (3) of this 43 
rule; and 44 
(c) The policy(ies) or urban growth management agreement des-45 
ignating the provider of each public facility system. If there is 46 
more than one provider with the authority to provide the system 47 
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within the area covered by the public facility plan, then the pro-1 
vider of each project shall be designated. 2 

 3 
(2) Certain public facility project descriptions, location or service area 4 
designations will necessarily change as a result of subsequent design 5 
studies, capital improvement programs, environmental impact studies, 6 
and changes in potential sources of funding. It is not the intent of this 7 
division to: 8 

(a) Either prohibit projects not included in the public facility plans 9 
for which unanticipated funding has been obtained; 10 
(b) Preclude project specification and location decisions made 11 
according to the National Environmental Policy Act; or 12 
(c) Subject administrative and technical changes to the facility 13 
plan to ORS 197.610(1) and (2) or 197.835(4). 14 

 15 
(3) The public facility plan may allow for the following modifications to 16 
projects without amendment to the public facility plan: 17 

(a) Administrative changes are those modifications to a public fa-18 
cility project which are minor in nature and do not significantly 19 
impact the project's general description, location, sizing, capaci-20 
ty, or other general characteristic of the project; 21 
(b) Technical and environmental changes are those modifications 22 
to a public facility project which are made pursuant to "final engi-23 
neering" on a project or those that result from the findings of an 24 
Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement 25 
conducted under regulations implementing the procedural provi-26 
sions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (40 CFR 27 
Parts 1500-1508)or any federal or State of Oregon agency project 28 
development regulations consistent with that Act and its regula-29 
tions. 30 
(c) Public facility project changes made pursuant to subsection 31 
(3)(b) of this rule are subject to the administrative procedures and 32 
review and appeal provisions of the regulations controlling the 33 
study (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 or similar regulations) and are not 34 
subject to the administrative procedures or review or appeal pro-35 
visions of ORS Chapter 197, or OAR Chapter 660 Division 18. 36 

 37 
(4) Land use amendments are those modifications or amendments to 38 
the list, location or provider of, public facility projects, which signifi-39 
cantly impact a public facility project identified in the comprehensive 40 
plan and which do not qualify under subsection (3)(a) or (b) of this rule. 41 
Amendments made pursuant to this subsection are subject to the ad-42 
ministrative procedures and review and appeal provisions accorded 43 
"land use decisions" in ORS Chapter 197 and those set forth in OAR 44 
Chapter 660 Division 18. 45 
Stat. Auth.: ORS 183 & ORS 197 46 
Stats. Implemented: ORS 197.712 47 
Hist.: LCDC 4-1984, f. & ef. 10-18-84 48 

http://landru.leg.state.or.us/ors/197.html
http://landru.leg.state.or.us/ors/197.html
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 1 
The proposed amendments are consistent with OAR 660 Division 11 because 2 
they incorporate the required portions of the TSP and Public Facilities Plan in-3 
to the Comprehensive Plan. 4 

 5 
DIVISION 12:  TRANSPORTATION (OAR 660-012-0000)  6 

 7 
Transportation Planning Rule Findings 8 
 9 
The Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) was adopted in 1991 and amended 10 
in 1996 to implement Statewide Planning Goal 12 (Transportation). Local ju-11 
risdictions are required to comply with the TPR and adopt TSPs as part of 12 
their comprehensive plans. The TSP complies with the TPR because it is 13 
adopted as a supporting document to Florence’s Comprehensive Plan and 14 
meets the specific requirements noted below. 15 
 16 
Section 660-012-0000, the Purpose, of the TPR is to promote the devel-17 
opment of safe, convenient and economic transportation systems and 18 
to achieve such goals as: support availability of transportation choices; 19 
provide for adequate and balanced transportation systems, including 20 
for the transportation disadvantaged; and to coordinate transportation 21 
and land use planning.   22 
 23 
The TSP is supportive of the purpose (660-012-0000) because it contains pol-24 
icies, projects, and strategies to meet projected needs and needs of the 25 
transportation disadvantaged; to promote a safe, convenient, economic, and 26 
balanced transportation system; and to coordinate transportation and land 27 
use planning.  28 
 29 
Section 660-012-0020(1), Coordinated Network of Transportation Facili-30 
ties, of the TPR requires TSPs to establish a coordinated network of 31 
transportation facilities adequate to serve state, regional and local 32 
transportation needs.  33 
 34 
The TSP complies with this requirement because it incorporates transporta-35 
tion improvements on the state, regional and local networks for all modes. 36 
There is no Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the Florence UGB.  The 37 
Florence TSP was coordinated with Lane County and the Oregon Transporta-38 
tion Plan. 39 
 40 
Section 660-012-0020(2)(a), Determination of Transportation Needs, of 41 
the TPR requires TSPs to include a determination of transportation 42 
needs as provided in 660-012-0030.  43 
 44 
The TSP fulfills this requirement as demonstrated in the findings below for 45 
660-012-0030 of the TPR. 46 
 47 
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Section 660-012-0030(1)(a), Determination of Transportation Needs, of 1 
the TPR requires TSPs to identify state, regional and local transporta-2 
tion needs relevant to the planning area and the scale of the transporta-3 
tion network being planned.  4 
 5 
The TSP meets this requirement because it identifies state, regional and local 6 
transportation needs relevant to the Florence UGB and bases needs on pro-7 
jections of future travel demand. There is no Regional Transportation Plan 8 
(RTP) for the Florence UGB.  The Florence TSP was coordinated with Lane 9 
County and the Oregon Transportation Plan. 10 
 11 
Section 660-012-0030, Determination of Transportation Needs (1)(b), of 12 
the TPR requires TSPs to identify the needs of the transportation disad-13 
vantaged.  14 
 15 
The TSP meets this requirement because it identifies areas in the City not 16 
well-served by transit and the findings of recent transit studies and plans, in-17 
cluding the Transit Plan update.  18 
 19 
Section 660-012-0030, Determination of Transportation Needs (1)(c), of 20 
the TPR requires TSPs to identify the needs for movement of goods and 21 
services to support industrial and commercial development.  22 
 23 
The TSP meets this requirement because the modal plans in the TSP sum-24 
marize the needs for these modes.  25 
 26 
Section 660-012-0030, Determination of Transportation Needs (3)(a), of 27 
the TPR requires TSPs to use 20-year population and employment fore-28 
casts in determining state, regional, and local needs.  29 
 30 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because it relied on the coordi-31 
nated 20-year population projections adopted by Lane County and incorpo-32 
rated into the Comprehensive Plan.  33 
 34 
Section 660-012-0030, Determination of Transportation Needs (3)(b), of 35 
the TPR requires TSPs to include, as part of their determination of 36 
needs, measures to reduce reliance on the automobile.  37 
 38 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because the TSP includes 39 
measures such as transit availability, bicycle paths, and other alternative 40 
mode facilities to reduce reliance on the automobile. 41 
 42 
Section 660-012-0020(3)(a) of the TPR requires an inventory, assess-43 
ment of capacity, and conditions for the street system.  44 
 45 
The TSP meets this requirement because it includes the TSP Inventory. The 46 
inventory includes the status and condition of streets, structures such as 47 
bridges, signs and signals, lighting, parking meters, traffic calming devices, 48 
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pavement condition, and number of lanes and lane widths. The TSP relied on 1 
recent assessments of street capacity and on other data such as traffic 2 
counts and accident information. 3 
 4 
Section 660-012-0020(3)(b) A system of planned transportation facilities, 5 
services and major improvements. The system shall include a descrip-6 
tion of the type or functional classification of planned facilities and ser-7 
vices and their planned capacities and performance standards. 8 
 9 
The TSP meets this requirement because it includes maps and project de-10 
scriptions for major transportation improvements, including  state, regional, 11 
and local street improvements.  12 
 13 
Section 660-012-0020(2)(b), Road Plan, of the TPR requires a plan that 14 
includes a system of arterials and collectors and standards for the lay-15 
out of local streets and other important non-collector street connec-16 
tions.  17 
 18 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because it contains motor vehicle 19 
classification maps for the City. The maps include  Major City Traffic Streets, 20 
District Collectors, Neighborhood Collectors, Traffic Access Streets and Local 21 
Service Traffic Streets. The TSP includes policies and plans that establish the 22 
spacing standards for new streets and connectivity standards for lands that 23 
are being divided. 24 
 25 
Section 660-012-0020(2)(c), Public Transportation Plan, of the TPR re-26 
quires an inventory and assessment of public transportation services 27 
including services for the transportation disadvantaged.  28 
 29 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because it includes the TSP In-30 
ventory which includes the existing transit network; transit centers, stops, the 31 
fleet, frequency, ridership, and loading; special transit services; location of un-32 
served or underserved populations; and inter-city bus services. 33 
 34 
Section 660-012-0020(2)(c), Public Transportation Plan, of the TPR re-35 
quires a plan for public transportation that includes existing and 36 
planned transit streets, terminals, major transit stops, and park-and-ride 37 
stations.  38 
 39 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because it contains a Transit 40 
Plan that addresses the needs for transit services by the available providers. 41 
 42 
Section 660-012-0020(3)(a), Inventory and general assessment of exist-43 
ing and committed transportation facilities and services by function, 44 
type, capacity and condition.  45 
 46 
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The TSP meets this requirement because it includes maps and project de-1 
scriptions for major transportation improvements and a description of the re-2 
sponsible providers.  3 
 4 
Section 660-012-0020(3)(a), Bicycle Plan, of the TPR requires an invento-5 
ry and assessment of bicycle facilities.  6 
 7 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because it includes the TSP In-8 
ventory which describes the miles of existing and planned bikeways, the width 9 
of the facilities, their condition and surface, and the responsible jurisdiction. 10 
The TSP identifies all of the projects needed to address the parts of the bicy-11 
cle system not completed. The TSP project list includes all of the bicycle pro-12 
jects not yet completed. 13 
 14 
Section 660-012-0020(2)(d), Bicycle Plan, of the TPR requires a plan for a 15 
network of bicycle routes throughout the planning area.  16 
 17 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because it incorporates and up-18 
dates the policy and project sections of the Plan for bicycles.  The City classi-19 
fies Bikeways and Off-Street Paths and the TSP maps show the bicycle net-20 
work for the City. 21 
 22 
Section 660-012-0020(3)(b-c), Pedestrian Plan, of the TPR requires a 23 
map and description of planned facilities/services/improvements and a 24 
description of the responsible provider.  25 
 26 
The TSP meets this requirement because it  includes maps and project de-27 
scriptions for major pedestrian improvements. 28 
 29 
Section 660-012-0020(3)(a), Pedestrian Plan, of the TPR requires an in-30 
ventory and assessment of pedestrian facilities.  31 
 32 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because it includes the TSP In-33 
ventory which describes the location and condition of sidewalks and curb 34 
ramps and parties responsible for maintenance of the facilities. The sidewalk 35 
inventory is broken out by miles of sidewalk and percentage of streets with 36 
and without sidewalks; identifies the projects needed to complete the pedes-37 
trian system as identified by the community during the development of the 38 
plan. The TSP project list includes all of the pedestrian projects not yet com-39 
pleted. Sidewalks are also completed in conjunction with adjacent develop-40 
ment or through the local improvement district process. 41 
 42 
Section 660-012-0020(2)(d), Pedestrian Plan, of the TPR requires a plan 43 
for a network of pedestrian routes throughout the planning area.  44 
 45 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because it incorporates and up-46 
dates the policy and project sections related to pedestrian facilities and shows 47 
the pedestrian network for the City. 48 
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 1 
Section 660-012-0020(3)(b-c), Bicycle Plan, of the TPR requires a map 2 
and description of planned facilities/services/improvements and a de-3 
scription of the responsible provider.  4 
 5 
The TSP meets this requirement because it includes maps and project de-6 
scriptions for major bicycle improvements.  7 
 8 
Section 660-012-0020(2)(e); Air, Rail, Water, and Pipeline Transportation 9 
Plan, of the TPR requires TSPs to identify where major facilities are lo-10 
cated or planned within the planning area.  11 
 12 
The TSP meets this requirement because the TSP Inventory includes maps 13 
and text describing these facilities including airport, major freight facilities 14 
(marine terminals, rail facilities, airports, reload facilities, truck terminals, dis-15 
tribution facilities and carriers).   16 
 17 
Section 660-012-0020(2)(f), Transportation System Management, of the 18 
TPR requires TSPs to address travel demand with measures which may 19 
include traffic signal improvements, traffic control devices, channeliza-20 
tion, access management, ramp metering, and restriping for HOV lanes.  21 
 22 
The TSP is supportive of this policy because it includes policies that call for 23 
giving preference to transportation improvements that use existing roadway 24 
capacity efficiently and improve the safety of the system; supports using ac-25 
cess management in situations where needed to ensure the safe and efficient 26 
operation of higher-speed, heavily traveled streets; and includes projects, 27 
programs, and strategies to make the system more efficient and safer without 28 
capacity increases.  29 
 30 
Section 660-012-0025(2), Complying with Statewide Goals, of the TPR 31 
requires findings of compliance with applicable statewide planning 32 
goals.  33 
 34 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because statewide planning goal 35 
findings are included in earlier sections in these findings that demonstrate 36 
compliance. 37 
 38 
Section 660-012-0025(2), Complying with Comprehensive Plan, of the 39 
TPR requires findings of compliance with applicable acknowledged 40 
comprehensive plan policies.  41 
 42 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because the findings of compli-43 
ance with Florence’s Comprehensive Plan are contained in earlier sections of 44 
these findings that demonstrate compliance. 45 
 46 
Section 660-012-0045(6), of the TPR requires: In developing a bicycle 47 
and pedestrian circulation plan as required by 660-012-0020(2)(d), local 48 
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governments shall identify improvements to facilitate bicycle and pe-1 
destrian trips to meet local travel needs in developed areas. Appropriate 2 
improvements should provide for more direct, convenient and safer bi-3 
cycle or pedestrian travel within and between residential areas and 4 
neighborhood activity centers (i.e., schools, shopping, transit stops). 5 
Specific measures include, for example, constructing walkways be-6 
tween cul-de-sacs and adjacent roads, providing walkways between 7 
buildings, and providing direct access between adjacent uses. 8 
 9 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because it identifies improve-10 
ments to facilitate bicycle and pedestrian trips to meet local travel needs in 11 
developed areas that provide for more direct, convenient and safer bicycle or 12 
pedestrian travel within and between residential areas and neighborhood ac-13 
tivity centers (i.e., schools, shopping, transit stops).  14 
 15 
Section 660-012-0045(7), of the TPR requires: Local governments shall 16 
establish standards for local streets and accessways that minimize 17 
pavement width and total right-of-way consistent with the operational 18 
needs of the facility. The intent of this requirement is that local govern-19 
ments consider and reduce excessive standards for local streets and 20 
accessways in order to reduce the cost of construction, provide for 21 
more efficient use of urban land, provide for emergency vehicle access 22 
while discouraging inappropriate traffic volumes and speeds, and which 23 
accommodate convenient pedestrian and bicycle circulation. Not with-24 
standing section (1) or (3) of this rule, local street standards adopted to 25 
meet this requirement need not be adopted as land use regulations. 26 
 27 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because the City Code establish-28 
es standards for local streets and accessways that minimize pavement width 29 
and total right-of-way consistent with the operational needs of the facility.   30 
 31 
Section 660-012-0040(1) and (2)(a-c), Transportation Financing Program, 32 
of the TPR requires TSPs to include a financing program that lists 33 
planned transportation facilities and major improvements, an estimate 34 
of timing, and rough cost estimates.  35 
 36 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because it includes descriptions 37 
of the major transportation system improvements for the next 20 years, in-38 
cluding a general estimate of timing and rough cost estimates. 39 
 40 
Section 660-012-0040(3), Transportation Financing Program, of the TPR 41 
requires TSPs to include in the transportation financing program a dis-42 
cussion of the facility provider’s existing funding mechanisms and the 43 
ability of these and possible new mechanisms to fund the development 44 
of the identified transportation improvements.  45 
 46 
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The TSP is consistent with this requirement because it describes state, coun-1 
ty, and local funding for transportation mechanisms and the ability of identified 2 
and new resources to fund the system. 3 
 4 
Section 660-012-0045(1)(c), Implementation of the TSP, of the TPR re-5 
quires regulations that provide for consolidated review of land use de-6 
cisions required to permit a transportation project.  7 
 8 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because the Florence Code pro-9 
vides for a consolidated land use review process for all land use applications. 10 
This includes transportation projects that require a land use review. 11 
 12 
Section 660-012-0045(2)(a), Implementation of the TSP, of the TPR re-13 
quires TSPs to include measures that control access, such as driveway 14 
and road spacing, median control, and signal spacing standards con-15 
sistent with the functional classification of streets.  16 
 17 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because Florence City Code con-18 
tains provisions for Access Management and the TSP policies provide the 19 
policy basis for access management including the location and width of 20 
driveways and the location and spacing of streets. 21 
 22 
Section 660-012-0045(2)(b), Implementation of the TSP, of the TPR re-23 
quires TSPs to include standards to protect operation of roads, transit-24 
ways and major transit corridors. 25 
 26 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because the TSP includes these 27 
standards. 28 
 29 
Section 660-012-0045(2)(c), Implementation of the TSP, of the TPR re-30 
quires TSPs to protect public use airports by controlling land uses with-31 
in airport noise corridors and imaginary surfaces, and by limiting physi-32 
cal hazards to air navigation.  33 
 34 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because it includes regulations 35 
that protect the Florence Airport and standards to protect the airport are in-36 
cluded in the Florence Airport Overlay Zone.  37 
 38 
Section 660-012-0045(2)(d), Implementation of the TSP, of the TPR re-39 
quires TSPs to include a process for coordinated review of future land 40 
use decisions affecting transportation facilities, corridors or sites.  41 
 42 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because the Florence Code pro-43 
vides for a consolidated land use review process for all land use applications. 44 
 45 
Section 660-012-0045(2)(e), Implementation of the TSP, of the TPR re-46 
quires TSPs to include a process to apply conditions to development 47 
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proposals in order to minimize impacts and protect transportation facili-1 
ties, corridors or sites.  2 
 3 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because the City Code allows the 4 
City to attach conditions to the approval of all discretionary reviews. 5 
 6 
Section 660-012-0045(2)(f), Implementation of the TSP, of the TPR re-7 
quires TSPs to provide notice to public agencies providing transporta-8 
tion facilities and services to ODOT.  9 
 10 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because the Florence Planning 11 
Office provides notice to affected transportation agencies of land use and 12 
land division applications including those within airport noise corridors and 13 
imaginary surfaces which affect airport operations. Lane County and ODOT 14 
are notified of all land use reviews and are provided an opportunity to re-15 
spond. 16 
 17 
Section 660-012-0045(2)(g), Implementation of the TSP, of the TPR re-18 
quires TSPs to include measures to insure that amendments to land use 19 
designations, densities, and design standards are consistent with the 20 
functions, capacities, and levels-of-service of facilities identified in the 21 
TSP.  22 
 23 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because the Comprehensive 24 
Plan and City Code require amendments to land use designations, densities, 25 
and design standards be consistent with the functions, capacities, and levels-26 
of-service of facilities identified in the TSP. 27 
 28 
Section 660-012-0045(3)(a), Implementation of the TSP, of the TPR re-29 
quires TSPs to require bicycle parking facilities as part of new multifam-30 
ily residential development of four units or more, new retail, office and 31 
institutional developments, and all transit transfer stations and park-32 
and-ride lots.  33 
 34 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because the Florence City Code 35 
requires bicycle parking facilities as part of new multi-family residential devel-36 
opment, new retail, office and institutional developments. 37 
 38 
Section 660-012-0045(3)(b), Implementation of the TSP, of the TPR re-39 
quires TSPs to require on-site pedestrian and bicycle facilities within 40 
new subdivisions, multifamily development, planned developments, 41 
shopping centers, commercial districts adjacent to residential areas and 42 
transit stops, and neighborhood activity centers within one-half mile of 43 
the development.  44 
 45 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because City Code requires on-46 
site pedestrian and bicycle facilities within new subdivisions, multifamily de-47 
velopment, planned developments, shopping centers, commercial districts ad-48 
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jacent to residential areas and transit stops, and neighborhood activity cen-1 
ters within one-half mile of the development. 2 
 3 
Section 660-012-0045(3)(b)(B), Implementation of the TSP, of the TPR 4 
requires TSPs to provide bikeways along arterials and major collectors 5 
and sidewalks along arterials, collectors, and most local streets.  6 
 7 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because the City Code requires 8 
bikeways along arterials and major collectors and sidewalks along arterials, 9 
collectors, and most local streets. 10 
 11 
Section 660-012-0045(3)(b)(D), Implementation of the TSP, of the TPR 12 
requires TSPs to establish their own standards or criteria for providing 13 
streets and accessways consistent with the TPR.  14 
 15 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because it establishes standards 16 
for providing streets and accessways consistent with the TPR. 17 
 18 
Section 660-012-0045(3)(e), Implementation of the TSP, of the TPR re-19 
quires TSPs to require internal pedestrian circulation within new office 20 
parks and commercial developments be provided through clustering of 21 
buildings, construction of accessways, walkways and similar tech-22 
niques.  23 
 24 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because the Code requires inter-25 
nal pedestrian circulation within new office parks and commercial develop-26 
ments be provided through clustering of buildings, construction of access-27 
ways, walkways and similar techniques. 28 
 29 
Section 660-012-0045(6), Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements in De-30 
veloped Areas, of the TPR requires TSPs to identify improvements for 31 
bicycles and pedestrians to meet local travel needs in developed areas.  32 
 33 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because it identifies improve-34 
ments for bicycles and pedestrians to meet local travel needs in developed 35 
areas. 36 
 37 
Section 660-012-0045(7), Local Street Standards, of the TPR requires 38 
TSPs to establish standards for local streets and access-ways that min-39 
imize pavement width and total right-of-way consistent with the opera-40 
tional needs of the facility.  41 
 42 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because the City Codes incorpo-43 
rates street establishes standards for local streets and accessways that min-44 
imize pavement width and total right-of-way consistent with the operational 45 
needs of the facility. 46 
 47 
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Section 660-012-050(3), Project Development, of the TPR requires pro-1 
ject development to include findings of compliance with applicable re-2 
quirements where those findings have not been made as part of the 3 
transportation system plan or refinement plan. 4 
 5 
The TSP is consistent with this section of the TPR because it states that find-6 
ings necessary for project development will be completed before projects are 7 
approved. The City Code includes adequate findings to exempt transportation 8 
projects within existing rights-of-way except those impacting significant Goal 9 
5, 7, 16, 17, or 18 resource sites.  10 
 11 
Section 660-012-0060, Plan Amendments, of the TPR requires local gov-12 
ernments to ensure that plan amendments, which significantly affect the 13 
transportation system, be consistent with adopted land use and trans-14 
portation plans.  15 
 16 
The TSP is consistent with this requirement because the Comprehensive 17 
Plan amendments require that all Comprehensive Plan policies, including the 18 
Transportation Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan, be considered. The 19 
Transportation Chapter is the policy portion of the TSP.  20 
 21 

DIVISION 18: POST ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AMENDMENTS (OAR 660-018-22 
0020) 23 
 24 

Filing of a Proposed Amendment to or Adoption of a Comprehensive 25 
Plan or Land Use Regulation with the Director  26 
(1) A proposal to amend a local government acknowledged comprehen-27 
sive plan or land use regulation or to adopt a new land use regulation 28 
must:  29 
(a) Be submitted to the director at least 45 days before the first eviden-30 
tiary hearing on adoption. The submittal must be received by the de-31 
partment at its Salem office;  32 
(b) Be accompanied by appropriate forms provided by the department;  33 
(c) Contain two copies of the text and any supplemental information the 34 
local government believes is necessary to inform the director as to the 35 
effect of the proposal. One of the required copies may be an electronic 36 
copy;  37 
(d) Indicate the date of the final hearing on adoption. If a final hearing on 38 
adoption is continued or delayed, following proper procedures, the local 39 
government is not required to submit a new notice under OAR 660-018-40 
0020.  41 
(2) The text submitted to comply with subsection (1)(c) of this rule must 42 
include the specific language being proposed as an addition to or dele-43 
tion from the acknowledged plan or land use regulations. A general de-44 
scription of the proposal or its purpose is not sufficient. 45 

  46 
The proposal is consistent with OAR 660-018-0020 because the amendments 47 
were submitted to the Salem office of DLCD at least 35 days before the first 48 
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evidentiary hearing on adoption; the submittal included the appropriate DLCD  1 
forms, two copies of the amendments and all supplemental information, and 2 
the date of the final hearing on adoption. 3 

 4 
VI. CONCLUSION 5 

 6 
The recommended amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, TSP, and Florence 7 
City Code are consistent with applicable criteria in Florence Realization 2020 8 
Comprehensive Plan, Florence City Code, Oregon Statewide Planning Goals, 9 
Oregon Revised Statutes, and Oregon Administrative Rules.  10 
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Exhibit B-1 – 12/17/12 1 
Ordinance No. 5, Series 2012 2 

 3 
Amendments to Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive 4 

Plan Text for Consistency with City of Florence 2012     5 
Transportation System Plan  6 

 7 
Additions are shown in double underline and deletions shown as strike-out. 8 
[Change Directions are shown in Bold, Red and within Brackets]   9 
 10 
Introduction 11 
 12 
Comprehensive Plan Organization and Contents 13 
 14 
The following sections of this Comprehensive Plan are incorporated into, and are a part 15 
of this Comprehensive Plan. Changes to these sections of this Comprehensive Plan 16 
necessitate a Comprehensive Plan amendment, either at the time of the Comprehen-17 
sive Plan amendment or as part of a required Periodic Review process, in accordance 18 
with applicable state law and Oregon Administrative Rules: 19 
 20 
1.  Goals, Policies, Recommendations, Population Projections, and Background 21 

Information arranged according to the LCDC (Land Conservation and Develop-22 
ment Commission) goals and guidelines. 23 

 24 
2.  The Official Comprehensive Plan Map, which is incorporated into this Plan and is 25 

on file at City Hall, and other maps specifically adopted as part of this Plan in 26 
Plan policies. 27 

 28 
3.  Appendices, or portions of the Appendices, listed in Part II of the Table of Con-29 

tents that are specifically adopted by reference as part of this Comprehensive 30 
Plan. These portions of the Appendices include: 31 

 32 
 Chapter 11: portions of the Public Facility Plan, as specifically de-33 

scribed in Chapter 11;  34 
 Chapter 12: portions of the Transportation System Plan, as specifically 35 

described in Chapter 12; and 36 
 Other portions of Appendices specifically adopted by reference in the 37 

Comprehensive Plan. 38 
 39 
DEFINITIONS  40 
 41 
Transportation System Plan (TSP):  The City’s adopted plan for one or more trans-42 
portation facilities that are planned, developed, operated and maintained in a coordi-43 
nated manner to supply continuity of movement between modes, and within and be-44 
tween geographic and jurisdictional areas.  The TSP complies with OAR 660-0012. 45 
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 1 
Traffic Impact Study: An analysis of the impacts of specific land use actions on the 2 
transportation system.   3 
 4 
CHAPTER 2:  LAND USE 5 
 6 
West 9th Street Area 7 
 8 
The West 9th Street Area Plan designation applies to the area bordered by Ivy Street 9 
on the east and Rhododendron Drive on the west, and its boundary is shown on the 10 
Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan Map 2-1 and Maps 2-3 and 2-4.  Lands within 11 
the West 9th Street Area are zoned Professional Office/Institutional, except for the two 12 
areas that are zoned Open Space. A Plan designation of Public applies to these two 13 
Open Space areas.   14 
 15 
The West 9th Street Plan area west of Kingwood Street has been re-zoned from Resi-16 
dential to Professional Office/Institutional.  Medium and high density residential use of 17 
part of that area is envisioned.  The Comprehensive Plan also recognizes the trend of 18 
development of professional office, government and institutional uses which has oc-19 
curred with the establishment of the Peace Harbor Hospital in late 1989, the Health As-20 
sociates office complex, and the Florence Justice Center in 1996.  A more detailed dis-21 
cussion of recommendations for the West 9th Street Area is found in the Specific Plans 22 
section of this chapter. 23 
 24 
Professional office development is a desirable local preference for land uses in this 25 
Plan designation, and a shift from residential to professional office/institutional uses is 26 
reflected on the Zoning Map.  In addition to office use, sit-down restaurants, deli’s, and 27 
other support services such as copy centers, pharmacies and day-care centers are also 28 
conditionally permitted land uses if clearly incidental to the principal office or institution-29 
al use.  Apartments on upper levels of these commercial buildings can also add to the 30 
activity level within the planning area and should be a requirement of any retail or ser-31 
vice commercial use proposed for the planning area. 32 
 33 
Public space in the form of government buildings, parks for passive recreation, and pe-34 
destrian trails, is key to the mix within this professional office/institutional designation. 35 
City Hall may be relocated to this area in the future and should be designed as part of a 36 
larger government campus consisting of the Justice Center, City Hall, public parking 37 
and adjoining public park land north of 9th Street. The City should undertake a master 38 
planning process for this campus, and should encourage adjoining properties to en-39 
hance rather than detract from that campus master plan. 40 
 41 
Continued residential development in the northerly sections of the West 9th Street Area 42 
should achieve relatively high densities.  Although some single-family development has 43 
already started to occur at Juniper and 9th Street, single family or manufactured homes 44 
are not considered an efficient use of this available space.  Townhouses and garden 45 
apartments, when proposed as part of a planned residential development, are strongly 46 
encouraged within the 9th Street West area.  Senior-oriented developments like the 47 
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Spruce Point assisted living project are also appropriate.  Any Restricted Residential or 1 
Single Family Residential District zoning should be removed from this western planning 2 
area, and the City’s planned unit development process should be utilized to yield inno-3 
vative, high quality, urban developments. 4 
 5 
Office developments along 9th Street have sited on relatively large (½ acre or more) 6 
lots to accommodate generous street setbacks for buildings, berming to hide surface 7 
parking, and attractive landscaping.  Office developments adjoining low-density residen-8 
tial development have used solid fencing and landscaped buffers of 25’ to aid in com-9 
patibility.  Future developments should demonstrate compatibility with adjoining land 10 
uses through the use of attractive architecture, vegetative buffers, significant building 11 
setbacks from streets and trails, low-profile exterior lighting for buildings and parking 12 
lots, berms to hide parking and extensive site landscaping.  Natural contours should be 13 
observed in site design, and protection of significant vegetative stands should be en-14 
couraged through the City’s design review process and vegetation clearing permit re-15 
quirements.  Paved trails and sidewalks should provide convenient access between 16 
office, commercial, residential and public uses. 17 
 18 
A significant drainage way enters the West 9th Street Area at the southern boundary of 19 
the City airport between Greenwood Street right-of-way and Fir Street right-of-way.  It 20 
continues south through the planning area and, after leaving the area, eventually out-21 
falls to the Siuslaw River.  A second drainage way, a smaller tributary of the above de-22 
scried drainage way, borders this planning area at the southern airport boundary be-23 
tween Juniper and Ivy Street rights-of-way and continues south to 9th Street.  At 9th 24 
Street, this natural drainageway is culverted, and a pipe conveys this drainage west 25 
under 9th Street to its outfall with the larger drainage way.  A small wetland where this 26 
tributary enters the culvert at 9th Street is reflected in the City’s 1997 Local Wetlands 27 
and Riparian Inventory.  Both of these drainage ways are also shown as riparian areas 28 
on this inventory. 29 
 30 
These drainage corridors create challenges for street improvements based on the plat-31 
ted right-of-way, and a street network, which avoids impacting these features, is neces-32 
sary.  These corridors have evolved into environmental features worth protection, and 33 
shall be incorporated as greenways in the overall build-out plan, rather than being piped 34 
or paved over.  A paved trail with one or more bridge crossings will parallel the main 35 
greenway and provide pedestrian and bicycle access from Rhododendron Drive to the 36 
City’s future park land north of 9th Street. 37 
 38 
Greenwood Street is the main Nnorth and south through-street connections within the 39 
West 9th Street Area. include Elm Street, Hemlock Street, and 10th Street between 40 
Driftwood and Elm Streets.  9th Street shall be the only east-west through street con-41 
nection within this planning area.  12th Street, from Rhododendron Drive east to King-42 
wood the creek, should not be opened except for a multi-use path.bicycle trail.  12th 43 
Street, east of the creek, should be opened to Kingwood Street to provide the industrial-44 
ly planned and zoned property to the north suitable heavy vehicle access.  This street 45 
connection will require FAA approval, as it crosses airport property and the airport glide 46 
path.  In any case, industrial traffic shall not be routed via Greenwood or Hemlock 47 
Streets to 9th Street.  Other street recommendations are found in the subarea planning 48 
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sections of the Specific Plans section of this chapter. 1 
 2 

Specific Plans:  3 
 4 
West 9th Street Planning Area 5 

 6 
The West 9th Street Planning Area of Florence is shown as a Plan designation on the 7 
Comprehensive Plan Map.  The policies guiding development of this area are described 8 
in this section and in the Plan designation section of this chapter.  This area is an im-9 
portant component of the Comprehensive Plan because it is one of the last relatively 10 
undeveloped areas within the older part of the City.  It is platted into blocks and relative-11 
ly small lots created for residential development.  Public street rights-of-way are platted 12 
in grid-like fashion throughout, although many remain unopened.  Because of its high 13 
development value to the community, it merits special planning attention. 14 
 15 
The West 9th Street Planning Area lies west of Highway 101.  In the 1988 Comprehen-16 
sive Plan, the area was divided into commercial and residential Comprehensive Plan 17 
designations.  The line previously used to divide residential and commercial plan desig-18 
nations and zoning district boundaries was Maple Street, although in actuality, that line 19 
was crossed many times by non-residential developments. 20 
 21 
The Peace Harbor Hospital was constructed west of that line in 1990 near 9th and Elm 22 
Streets.  Due to that development, other professional (medical) office buildings have 23 
been established west of that line.  In addition, the city owns several vacant blocks of 24 
land in the 9th Street area, and in 1997, the City constructed the Florence Justice Cen-25 
ter: a city/county combined police station, sheriff’s office, city and county courthouse, 26 
and city detention facility.  All of this non-residential development, west of the Plan’s 27 
residential/commercial dividing line, was permitted conditionally under the City’s Multi-28 
family Residential Zoning District.  The residential plan designation and dividing line 29 
shown on the 1988 Comprehensive Plan Map are no longer practical for serving the 30 
long-term planning needs for this area. 31 
 32 
For planning purposes, the West 9th Street Planning Area is formed by Ivy Street on the 33 
east and Rhododendron Drive on the west, and its boundary is shown on the Compre-34 
hensive Plan Map.  The West 9th Street Area is further divided into several planning 35 
subareas to address specific development issues.  Maps of these subareas are includ-36 
ed in this chapter, but are not shown on the Comprehensive Plan Map.   37 
 38 

West 9th Street Subarea Recommendations (See Subareas in 39 
Map 2-3): 40 

 41 
Subarea 1 42 

 43 
This L-shaped area lies west of the City’s property reserved for the airport land-44 
ing glidpath, and northeast of the Justice Center.  It is bounded on the east by 45 
Ivy Street, contains four full bocks, is currently undeveloped and is suitable for 46 
medium and high density residential development.  The block adjacent to 9th 47 
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Street may also be developed with office uses.  Hemlock Street shall run north-1 
south through the subarea, providing access to 9th Street and 12th StreetPark 2 
Village.  Greenwood Street shall not be extended north of 11th Street, in order to 3 
allow consolidation of the small parcel west of Greenwood Street right-of-way 4 
with the larger Block 8.  Ivy Street shall remain unopened due to be developed 5 
with a multi-use path due to environmental impacts if this street was constructed.  6 
10th Street and 11th Street should not be built to cross the eastern drainage 7 
way, nor should they be extended west across the western drainage way.  A 8 
suitable buffer should be maintained between this and the industrially planned 9 
and zoned property to the north opposite 12th Street.  The drainage ways bor-10 
dering the west side, and also the east side, of this area, areis to be protected 11 
with undisturbed buffers of 50’ and 25’ respectively. 12 
 13 
Subarea 2 14 

 15 
This rectangular shaped area lies between the 11th and 12th streets rights-of-16 
way on the northwest corner of the West 9th Street Planning Area.  It contains 17 
approximately four full blocks and is currently undeveloped. A large vegetated 18 
sand dune is located in the eastern half of the subarea, and any development of 19 
this subarea should work with that feature rather than eliminate it.  Medium to 20 
high-density residential development is suitable for this subarea, utilizing the 21 
City’s planned unit development (PUD) process.  Office development may also 22 
be appropriate, provided vehicular access is obtained internal to the subarea, 23 
and not directly from Rhododendron Drive. 24 

 25 
Any development should also be sensitive to the City’s park land property locat-26 
ed on Blocks 58 and 59. 12th Street should not be opened to vehicular traffic.  27 
11th Street may be opened for vehicular traffic from Rhododendron Drive to pro-28 
vide access to this subarea, but should either be terminated at Driftwood Street 29 
right-of-way or drawn northward away from the City’s park land.  11th Street shall 30 
not cross the drainage way.  Driftwood Street may extend north from 9th Street 31 
and curve into 10th Street avoiding the wetland.  also be opened to 10th Street, 32 
where access from 10th can then be provided to 9th Street via Elm Street.  Drift-33 
wood Street will remain unopened from 10th Street to 9th Street. 34 

 35 
A suitable undisturbed The multi-use path within the 12th Street right-of-way pro-36 
vides a buffer shall be maintained between this property and the Greentrees res-37 
idential mobile home planned unit development to the north.  The drainage way 38 
bordering the east side of this subarea is to be protected with an undisturbed 39 
buffer of 50’.  There shall be a multi-use path that connects from 12th Street to 40 
the City Park.  That path is shown on Map 2-4 as being located within the Drift-41 
wood Street right-of-way as the most logical location given the topography, but 42 
could instead be located at Elm Street or Fir Street or anywhere in between.  A 6’ 43 
wide bicycle trail paralleling this greenway shall be constructed as part of an ad-44 
joining development in accord with the trail plan.  In addition, a bike trail from 45 
Rhododendron Drive to a bridge crossing of this greenway shall also be con-46 
structed as part of an adjoining development in accord with the trail plan. 47 

 48 
49 
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Subarea 3 1 
 2 

This subarea is a rectangular shaped area on the western edge of the West 9th 3 
Street Planning Area, between the Peace Health medical complex and Rhodo-4 
dendron Drive.  It slopes upward from Rhododendron Drive.  Formerly planned 5 
and zoned for large lot residential development, it is now planned for medium or 6 
high density residential development.  It may also be appropriate for office de-7 
velopment, hospital or clinic expansion or medical complexes, provided vehicular 8 
access is obtained internal to the subarea rather than from Rhododendron Drive. 9 
The Ninth Street right-of-way, currently unopened, may either be opened to pro-10 
vide access, or vacated as part of an alternatively proposed street or access 11 
plan. 12 

 13 
Subarea 4 14 

 15 
 This area lies south of 9th Street and immediately east of the Peace Health med-16 

ical complex.  Its eastern boundary is formed by the eastern edge of the green-17 
way, and its southern boundary is 6th Street.  The 3.5 block subarea is bordered 18 
by the major north-south drainage way.  A medical office building currently exists 19 
in the northwest corner of this subarea, which is otherwise undeveloped and 20 
heavily vegetated.  Office or medium to high density residential development is 21 
appropriate within this subarea. 22 

 23 
 Elm Street shall run north-south through the subarea providing access to 9th 24 

Street and Rhododendron Drive.  Greenwood Street shall also run north-south  25 
to the east of through this subarea, providing access to 9th Street, but not to 26 
Rhododendron Drive to the south.  Fir Street will be left unopened due to envi-27 
ronmental impacts of constructing that portion.  It may be vacated, provided the 28 
drainage way is placed in a protective easement or dedicated to the City as park 29 
land.  6th, 7th, and 8th Street will intersect with Greenwood Street, but shall re-30 
main unopened from Greenwood to Elm Street may extend west from Green-31 
wood Street in order to provide access to the properties within the subarea. 32 

 33 
 The drainage way is to be protected with an undisturbed buffer of 50 feet..  A 6 34 

foot wide bicycle trail paralleling this greenway multi-use path extending north 35 
from Rhododendron Drive through the alleys between Elm and Fir Streets shall 36 
be constructed as part of an adjoining development in accord with the trail plan.  37 
This path would connect to 8th Street. 38 

 39 
 [Replace Map 2-4 with Figure 5-5 in the TSP] 40 
 41 
Chapter 12:  Transportation 42 
 43 
 [Delete the TSP Map in Chapter 12, Page XII-5] 44 
 45 
  46 
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 1 
Goals 2 
 3 
1. To create a safe transportation system. 4 
 5 
2. To operate transportation facilities at a level of service that is cost-effective and 6 

appropriate for the area served. 7 
 8 
3. To develop systematic annual maintenance plans for city streets, bike, pedestri-9 

an and air facilities. 10 
 11 
4. To create a transportation network to support existing and proposed land uses. 12 
 13 
5. To meet the needs of land development while protecting public safety, transpor-14 

tation operations and mobility of all transportation modes. 15 
 16 
6. To provide a balanced transportation system that provides options for meeting 17 

the travel needs of all modes of transportation. 18 
 19 
7. To enhance the quality of life for citizens and visitors by providing adequate ac-20 

cess to residences, employers, services, social and recreational opportunities. 21 
 22 
8. To minimize transportation-related energy consumption by using energy efficient 23 

modes of transportation for movement of goods, services and people where 24 
possible. 25 

 26 
9. To provide economic health and diversity through the efficient and effective 27 

movement of goods, services and people. 28 
 29 
10. To minimize the impacts on natural and cultural resources when constructing 30 

transportation facilities and should encouraging use ofe non-polluting transporta-31 
tion alternatives.  32 
 33 

11. To choose transportation facilities which balance the requirements of other 34 
transportation goals with the need to minimize air, water and noise pollution. 35 

 36 
12. To provide for adequate parking facilities in conjunction with other transportation 37 

facilities, as appropriate. 38 
 39 
13. To collaborate and coordinate with state, county and other agencies during long 40 

range planning efforts, development review, design and construction of transpor-41 
tation projects. 42 

 43 
Policies 44 
 45 
*  The Transportation System Plan (TSP) is part of the Florence Public Facility Plan 46 

and, as such, the TSP is adopted as a supporting document to this Comprehen-47 
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sive Plan. 1 
 2 
*  Use the project lists and maps, or described locations of projects, in the TSP to 3 

guide transportation facilities and their general location in the urban growth 4 
boundary. Use City Code, Capital Improvement Programming, and City Public 5 
Works work programs, engineering reports, and other administrative tools as the 6 
guide for project timing, detailed planning, financing and implementation. 7 

 8 
*  Amend the TSP and the Comprehensive Plan, in order to modify, add to, or de-9 

lete projects from the project lists in the TSP or to make significant changes to 10 
project location from that described in the TSP.  The following changes to the 11 
TSP do not require a Comprehensive Plan amendment unless changed as part 12 
of an overall update of the TSP: 13 

 14 
a.  Modifications to a transportation project which are minor in nature and do 15 

not significantly impact the project’s general description, location, sizing, 16 
capacity, or other general characteristic of the project; or 17 

 18 
b.  Technical and environmental modifications to a transportation facility 19 

which are made pursuant to final engineering on a project; or 20 
 21 
c.  Modifications to a transportation project which are made pursuant to find-22 

ings of an Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement 23 
conducted under regulations implementing the procedural provisions of 24 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 or any federal or State of 25 
Oregon agency project development regulations consistent with that act 26 
and its regulations. 27 

 28 
1. City street standards shall promote street design which provides for adequate 29 
lane widths, curvature and grades to create a street network which provides safe trans-30 
portation at all seasons of the year.Provide safe transportation all seasons of the year 31 
through street standards that require lane widths, curvature and grades appropriate to 32 
all weather conditions. 33 
 34 
2. Vision clearance provisions shall be enforced. To protect public safety, property 35 

owners shall maintain vision clearance in accordance with City standards and the 36 
City shall enforce vision clearance requirements.  37 

 38 
3. The City shall continue to work with ODOT to improve provide safe pedestrian 39 

crossings ty of existing crosswalks on state highways, and to cooperate in the lo-40 
cation of additional crosswalks in safe locations. 41 

 42 
*. The City shall utilize the mobility standards in the Oregon Highway Plan for the 43 

state highways.  Elsewhere within the city, the minimum operating standards at inter-44 
sections are as follows: 45 
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• LOS “D” is considered acceptable at signalized and all-way stop controlled intersec-1 
tions if the V/C (volume/capacity) ratio is not higher than 1.0 for the sum of critical 2 
movements.  3 

• LOS “E” is considered acceptable for the poorest operating approach at two-way stop 4 
intersections.  LOS “F” is allowed in situations where a traffic signal is not warranted. 5 

Where a facility is maintained by the County, the more restrictive of the City or 6 
County standards apply. 7 
 8 

4. The City shall develop systematic annual maintenance plans for streets, bike, 9 
pedestrian and air facilities.  10 

 11 
5. The City shall continue to pursue grant and loan funds to supplement local 12 

transportation facility funds. 13 
 14 
6. The City shall continue to require new development to pay its share of costs of 15 

development of, or improvements to, transportation facilities which will serve the 16 
proposed development. 17 

 18 
7.         The City shall continue to pursue grant and loan funds to supplement local 19 

transportation facility funds.  20 
 21 
7. Development within a City right-of-way, including but not limited to excavation, 22 

clearing, grading, utility placement, culvert placement or replacement, other 23 
stormwater facilities, and construction or reconstruction of road or driveway ap-24 
proaches, is allowed only upon approval of a city permit. 25 

 26 
8. The City shall protect the function of existing and planned transportation systems 27 

as identified in the TSP this Plan through application of appropriate land use and 28 
access management techniques. 29 

 30 
*. Pursuant to the State Transportation Planning rule, any land use decisions which 31 

significantly affect a transportation facility shall ensure that allowed land uses are 32 
consistent with the function, capacity, level of service of the facility. 33 
 34 

9. Land development shall not encroach within setbacks required for future expan-35 
sion of transportation facilities.  At the time of land development or land division, 36 
the City shall require dedication of adequate right-of-way or easements con-37 
sistent with the adopted TSP in order to achieve connectivity; maintain adequate 38 
street widths, bikeways and walkways; and to accommodate transit facilities.   39 
 40 

*. New development and redevelopment shall accommodate on-site traffic circula-41 
tion on the site.  For new development and redevelopment, “backing out” ma-42 
neuvers onto all streets shall be avoided for uses other than single-family and 43 
duplex homes.  “Backing out” maneuvers shall also be avoided for new single-44 
family and duplexes accessing arterial or collector streets. 45 
 46 
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10. New development shall gain access primarily from local streets. Driveway access 1 
onto arterials and collectors shall be evaluated based on access options, street 2 
classifications and the effects of new access on the function, operation and safe-3 
ty of surrounding streets and intersections. Access to and from off-street parking 4 
areas shall be designed to prevent backing onto a public street (other than an al-5 
ley), except that single-family and duplex dwellings are exempt. 6 
 7 
Land development shall not encroach within setbacks required for future expan-8 
sion of transportation facilities.  9 

 10 
* ODOT has authority to manage access to the state highway system. Where 11 

property abuts a state highway or is served by a private approach on a state 12 
highway, the City will work with ODOT to ensure coordinated and consistent ap-13 
plication of applicable State and City policies.  14 

 15 
11. The City shall provide an inter-connected trail system as directed in Comprehen-16 

sive Plan Chapter 8 policy and shown in the TSP Project Maps. 17 
 18 
* The City shall Cconsider the potential to establish or maintain bikeways and/or 19 

walkways or provide access to coastal waters (ocean, estuary, and lakes) prior to 20 
vacating any public easement or right-of-way. 21 
 22 

12. Convenient access for motor vehicles, transit, bicycles and pedestrians shall be 23 
provided to major activity centers, including public buildings and schools, the 24 
hospital, shopping areas, parks, and places of employment. 25 

 26 
13. Streets, bikeways and walkways shall be designed to meet the needs of pedes-27 

trians and cyclists to promote safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian circu-28 
lation within the community.  To promote bicycling and walking, all new collector 29 
and arterial streets shall have bicycle lanes, and all new streets shall have side-30 
walks, marked bicycle lanes and sidewalks are required on all arterial and collec-31 
tor streets (other than those collectors identified as scenic drives) when those 32 
streets are newly constructed, reconstructed, or widened to provide additional 33 
vehicular capacity.  For collector streets that are identified as scenic drives, pro-34 
vision shall be made to adequately accommodate bicycles and pedestrians when 35 
those streets are newly constructed, reconstructed, or widened to provide addi-36 
tional vehicular capacity. 37 

 38 
* Development shall provide adequate on-site circulation for vehicles, buses, bicy-39 

cles, and pedestrians and shall provide off-site transportation improvements 40 
necessary to ensure that the incremental demands placed on the transportation 41 
system by the development are met 42 

 43 
14. Streets shall be designed to efficiently and safely accommodate emergency ser-44 

vice vehicles. 45 
 46 
*. In partnership with the School District, the City shall work toward a safe and con-47 

venient transportation system that accommodates school buses; children walking 48 
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to and waiting at a bus stop; and children walking and riding their bicycles to 1 
school. 2 

 3 
*. The City shall accommodate local freight traffic accessing the industrial areas 4 

along Kingwood Avenue via 9th, 27th, and 35th Streets by maintaining adequate 5 
clear street widths (unimpeded by parking or overhanging signs/trees), adequate 6 
turning radii, and visibility. 7 

 [To support economic development, this policy establishes local freight routes.] 8 
 9 
15. The North, South and East Gateways shall be pursued as soon as funding can 10 

be obtained. 11 
 12 
16. City policies shall discourage the placement of streets serving primarily commer-13 

cial or industrial development from negatively impacting adjoining residential de-14 
velopment. The placement of streets shall minimize negative impacts on residen-15 
tial neighborhoods. 16 

 17 
17. Encourage placement of streets that minimizes negative impacts in residential 18 

development. 19 
 20 
17. City shall cooperate with ODOT to implement the Access Management Plan for 21 

US 101 in Downtown Florence and elements of the Florence Downtown Imple-22 
mentation Plan that pertain to US 101. 23 

 24 
18. The City shall encourage demand management programs such as park-and-ride 25 

facilities and vanpools to reduce single occupancy vehicle trips, especially to and 26 
from Eugene. 27 

 28 
19. The City shall promote the use of telecommunications, transit and rail facilities as 29 

energy efficient alternatives to vehicular transport. 30 
 31 
20. The City shall coordinate with the Port of Siuslaw regarding transportation pro-32 

jects that may affect facilities which are operated by the Port or which affect the 33 
Port’s operations. 34 
  35 

20. The City shall strongly promote a feasibility study to identify solutions to the defi-36 
cient rail overpass in Cushman, and support implementation of the chosen alter-37 
native. 38 

 39 
21. The City shall continue to be advocates for the provision of effective telecommu-40 

nications facilities in Florence, including provision of quality basic telephone ser-41 
vice. 42 

 43 
22. The City shall continue to pursue the cooperative effort of coastal cities and 44 

counties to bring a natural gas pipeline north on the coast to Florence and other 45 
communities. 46 

 47 
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23. Design and construction of transportation facilities shall be responsive to topog-1 
raphy and should minimize impacts on natural resources such as streams, wet-2 
lands and wildlife corridors. 3 

 4 
24. Stormwater shall be required to have appropriate pre-treatment prior to dis-5 

charge. All transportation improvements shall be consistent with the require-6 
ments for stormwater in Chapter 11 of the Comprehensive Plan.  7 

 8 
25. The City shall amend the City Code as appropriate to include processes for iden-9 

tification, inventory, classification, and conflict resolution on sites which contain 10 
cultural resources. 11 

 12 
26. As the use of the airport increases, and night operations become a reality, the 13 

City shall work with neighboring residential uses to resolve minimize issues of 14 
noise and vibration. 15 

 16 
27. The City shall require that noise sensitive land uses (including uses involving 17 

sleeping, schools, hospitals, libraries) proposed in the airport noise impact 18 
boundary, as shown in Figure 8-1 of the Florence Municipal Airport – Airport 19 
Master Plan Update Final Report, provide a noise-abatement strategy to achieve 20 
indoor noise level equal to or less than 55 Day-Night Average Noise Level (DNL). 21 
continue to discourage new residential uses, schools, hospitals, and similar facili-22 
ties in the approach zones of the airport. 23 

 24 
*. The City shall protect current and future viability of the airport and compatibility of 25 

land uses through the Public Airport Safety and Compatibility Overlay Zone and 26 
coordination with the Oregon Department of Aviation and the Federal Aviation 27 
Administration. 28 
 29 

28. On-site parking for motor vehicles shall continue to be provided, unless another 30 
adopted City plan expressly provides otherwise. 31 

 32 
29. The policies and direction of Downtown Implementation Plan regarding the pro-33 

vision of on-street parking shall be implemented. 34 
 On-site parking for motor vehicles and bicycles is required except in Downtown 35 

Districts where some motor vehicle parking can be provided on the street. 36 
 37 
2930. Appropriate bBicycle parking facilities shall be provided as part of new develop-38 

ment at places of employment, at businesses, multi-family residential develop-39 
ments and at public buildings..  40 

 41 
301. The City shall notify ODOT of all project proposals and development applications 42 

adjacent to state highways or served by a private vehicular approach on a state 43 
highway.  The City should notify Lane County of all project proposals and devel-44 
opment applications adjacent to county roads. 45 

 46 
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312. The City shall notify ODOT and Lane County of all major development proposals 1 
which will generate more than 50 trips during an average peak hour, or more 2 
than 500 daily trips, or which require a traffic study. 3 

  4 
 5 
323. The City shall notify ODOT, DLCD and Lane County of any proposed changes or 6 

amendments to this Transportation System Plan. 7 
 8 

Recommendations 9 
 10 
1. The City Council should consider opportunities to purchase land for extensions 11 

of right-of-way where connectivity is needed to promote efficient traffic flow. 12 
 13 
2 The City should  promote a feasibility study to identify solutions to the deficient 14 

rail overpass in Cushman, and support implementation of the chosen alternative. 15 
 16 
Background  17 
 18 
The City of Florence, in conjunction with the Oregon Department of Transportation 19 
(ODOT), initiated an update of the urban area’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) in 20 
2010.  The TSP is intended to guide the management and implementation of the trans-21 
portation facilities, policies, and programs, within the urban area over the next 25 years.  22 
It represents the vision of the City as it relates to the future of the transportation system 23 
while remaining consistent with state and other local plans and policiesThe City adopt-24 
ed a Transportation System Plan (TSP), as required by the State’s Transportation 25 
Planning Rule (TPR) and as part of the City’s update of its Comprehensive Plan. The 26 
adopted TSP is incorporated into this Comprehensive Plan and is physically located in 27 
Appendix 12.  The TSP summarizes the technical analyses that have been performed 28 
in the development of the TSP, including coordination with the affected agencies. The 29 
TSP also summarizes the technical analyses that have been performed in the devel-30 
opment of the TSP and through coordination with affected agencies. The TSP has been 31 
adopted as a supporting document to the Comprehensive Plan and is physically located 32 
in Appendix 12 33 
 34 
The City of Florence’s location on the Oregon Coast makes it an attractive destination 35 
for tourists and summer vacationers with the associated traffic impacts. In addition, 36 
Florence is experiencing growth pressures from both development and increasing traf-37 
fic. To address these issues, the TSP is based on an evaluation of future growth and 38 
includes recommendations for appropriate transportation improvements to serve that 39 
growth while maintaining and enhancing the character of the city.  The TSP recognizes 40 
that state roadways must be used efficiently and an effective facilities management 41 
plan must be developed to allow the City’s street system to operate effectively as in-fill 42 
development continues within the Urban Growth Boundary.  43 
 44 
To minimize the adverse economic, social, energy and environmental impacts of further 45 
development in Florence, development of the TSP, and land use and transportation 46 
alternatives have been considered in combination with facilities management strategies. 47 
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To maintain consistency and address further development of the local system, the find-1 
ings, recommendations and policies of the U.S. 101 Oregon Coast Highway study were 2 
incorporated into this TSP study.  The TSP also takes into account the complex system 3 
of state, county, and City roads, Port of Siuslaw facilities, rail, air, bike, pedestrian, 4 
transit and other alternative modes, and recognizes that implementation of the TSP will 5 
require inter-jurisdictional cooperation.  6 
 7 
A Comprehensive Plan that embraces coordinated and systematic development of all 8 
gateways is vital to achieving an efficient transportation system. The City of Florence 9 
recognizes the importance of the five existing transportation gateways to the communi-10 
ty: 11 
 12 

• East Highway 126 Gateway 13 
• North Florence Highway 101 Gateway 14 
• Siuslaw River Bridge/South Highway 101 Gateway 15 
• Florence Airport Gateway  16 
• Siuslaw River/Port of Siuslaw Gateway.   17 

 18 
A Comprehensive Plan that embraces coordinated and systematic development of all 19 
gateways is vital to achieving an efficient transportation system. 20 
 21 
State of Oregon planning rules require that the TSP be based on the current compre-22 
hensive plan land use map and must provide a transportation system that accommo-23 
dates the expected 20-year growth in population and employment that will result from 24 
implementation of the land use plan. The contents of this TSP update are guided by 25 
Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 197.712 and the Land Conservation and Development 26 
Commission (LCDC) Transportation Planning Rule (OAR Chapter 660 Division 12).  27 
These laws and rule require that jurisdictions develop the following: 28 

• a road plan for a network of arterial and collector streets; 29 
• a bicycle and pedestrian plan; 30 
• an air, rail, water, and pipeline plan; 31 
• a transportation financing plan; and 32 
• policies and ordinances for implementing the TSP. 33 

 34 
The TPR requires that the transportation system plan incorporate the needs of all users 35 
and abilities. In addition, the TPR requires that local jurisdictions adopt land use and 36 
land division ordinance amendments to protect transportation facilities and to provide 37 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities between residential, commercial, and employ-38 
ment/institutional areas. It is further required that local communities coordinate their 39 
respective plans with the applicable county, regional, and state transportation plans. 40 
 41 
The TSP also includes proposed improvements to non-City facilities. Without additional 42 
action by the governmental entity that owns the subject facility or land (i.e., Lane Coun-43 
ty or the State of Oregon), any project in this Plan that involves a non-City facility is 44 
merely a recommendation for connecting the pedestrian and bicycle network.  As in 45 
most facility planning efforts, moving towards, and planning for, a well-connected net-46 
work depends on the cooperation of multiple jurisdictions; the TSP is intended to facili-47 
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tate discussions between the City and its governmental partners as they work together 1 
to achieve a well-connected network.  The TSP does not, however, obligate its govern-2 
mental partners to take any action or construct any projects. 3 
 4 
To address the requirements of the Transportation Planning Rule, the TSP addresses 5 
not only automobile and truck travel in the study area, but also alternative travel modes, 6 
such as pedestrian, bicycle, and public transit.  Each mode was evaluated to determine 7 
how the level of service for the mode can be improved to allow development of a mul-8 
ti-modal transportation system with efficient interconnections to transportation systems 9 
within Florence, and to other transportation systems in the Lane County region.  In addi-10 
tion, opportunities for new development patterns that encourage pedestrian, transit and 11 
bicycle travel were evaluated to allow the City to develop an effective transportation 12 
system within Florence that does not rely exclusively on any one mode of transporta-13 
tion. 14 
 15 
Finally, the TSP includes an evaluation of funding approaches for the existing and fu-16 
ture transportation system, and identifies financial constraints and opportunities.  Rec-17 
ommendations for a Transportation Financing Program are included in Section 5 of the 18 
TSP.   19 
The TSP is organized by geographic planning areas.  It recommends 68 multi-modal 20 
transportation system improvements distributed among these planning areas.  For more 21 
detailed descriptions of transportation planning projects and funding, refer to the TSP in 22 
Appendix 12. 23 
 24 
The policies resulting from the Transportation System Plan (TSP) Update process have 25 
been inserted into this Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan. The policies provide direc-26 
tion for public and private developmental and program decision-making regarding 27 
transportation facilities and services. Development should be coordinated with the plan-28 
ning, financing, and construction of planned transportation facilities and services to en-29 
sure the efficient use and expansion of these facilities. 30 
 31 
The project lists and maps, or written descriptions of locations, in the TSP are adopted 32 
as part of the Comprehensive Plan, and physically located in the TSP. The exact loca-33 
tion of the projects shown on the TSP Maps, or described in writing in the TSP, is de-34 
termined through City processes, outside of the Comprehensive Plan amendment pro-35 
cess. The TSP will be updated as part of the City’s Periodic Review process or in a TSP 36 
update process initiated by the City outside of Periodic Review. 37 
 38 
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Exhibit B-2 – 12/17/12 1 
Ordinance No. 5, Series 2012 2 

Planning Commission Recommended Amendments to Florence Realization 2020 3 
Comprehensive Plan Appendix 12: Transportation System Plan 4 

 5 
Additions are shown in double underline and deletions shown as strike-out.  6 
[Change Directions are shown in Bold, Red within Brackets] 7 
 8 
 [Replace the 2002 Transportation System Plan, as amended, with the February 9 

2012 Transportation System Plan.] 10 
 11 
 [Replace the 1997 Airport Plan with the Florence Municipal Airport Master Plan 12 

Update 2010.] 13 
 14 
 [Amend the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan as follows:] 15 
Modify the segment of Rhododendron Drive from Hemlock Street to 9th Street from 16 
bicycle lanes and sidewalks on both sides to a separated multi-use path on the 17 
northeast side of the street.  The segment of Rhododendron Drive from 9th Street to 12th 18 
Street should no longer be one of transition between the mutli-use path at 12th Street 19 
and then sidewalks and bicycle lanes to the south of 9th Street.  Rather this segment 20 
should be modified to show a separated multi-use path on the east side of the street. 21 
 22 
Priorities documents in the Rhododendron Drive Plan for the various segments of 23 
Rhododendron Drive improvements should be modified to reflect the Council’s priorities. 24 
 25 
 [Amend the Florence Community Transit Plan as follows:] 26 
 27 
The following Goals come from Chapter Six of the Community Transit Plan. 28 
 29 
Mission 30 
Provide safe, reliable and cost effective transit services that meet the widest possible 31 
range of community needs. 32 
 33 
Foundation Goals 34 
1. Provide transit service that meets the widest possible range of community needs 35 

within funding constraints. 36 
o Establish a visible and accessible transit service open to the general public that 37 

also targets the needs of people who are older or have disabilities; 38 
o Provide for vehicle accessibility; full ADA compliance 39 
o Maintain Develop and implement an advertising and marketing program to inform 40 

Florence residents of transit availability. 41 
 42 
2. Do not displace existing transportation services that are efficient and effective. 43 
 44 
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3. Meet existing and future transit demand; expand transit service over time to meet 1 
increasing needs. 2 

 3 
4. Respond to and modify service as necessary to effectively meet the needs of 4 

seniors and the disabled. 5 
 6 
5. Provide effective service to the general public in Florence and surrounding 7 

communities. 8 
 9 
6. Maintain a high level of customer service and good rider and community relations. 10 
 11 
7. Provide stable and consistent operation and service within a local transit 12 

environment. 13 
 14 
8. Maximize service efficiency while maintaining standards for safety and reliability 15 

o Provide reliable service:  good availability, short wait times. 16 
o Provide safe service:  low/no vehicular accidents, no passenger loading 17 

accidents. 18 
 19 
9. Manage and provide local transit services in an efficient and cost-effective way. 20 

o Maintain current levels of public funding (at a minimum). 21 
o Adhere to an operations plan realistic to existing community resources. 22 
o Minimize operating costs:  (costs per mile, costs per passenger). 23 
o Maintain vehicles for safety and reliability. 24 
o Provide for a productive transit service:  (passengers per vehicle mile). 25 
o Minimize subsidy requirements:  (fares and agency fees) 26 
o Balance costs and revenues:  (avoid significant cost overruns) 27 
o Pursue a financing strategy to take advantage of state and federal funding 28 

opportunities. 29 
10. Plan for short-term (1 year) and the long term (ten years). 30 
 31 
11. Design a transit system to be attractive to future riders. 32 
 33 
12. Address seasonal transportation needs. 34 
 35 
Short-Term Goals 36 
Establish general public service by July 1, 2000 (to meet FTA Section 5311 funding 37 

requirements). 38 
Explore shuttle opportunities targeting (shopping) trips from existing voucher program 39 

(shopper shuttles). 40 
Provide a combination bus-taxi system; establish a limited Dial-A-Ride service. 41 
Provide a service to general public (workers) in combination with trips from voucher 42 

program. 43 
Pursue (former) F.A.C.T. vehicle available in Eugene. 44 
[These goals no longer apply with the Rhody Express in operation.] 45 
 46 

LCPWSWW
Rectangle



Exhibit B-2:  Recommended Amendments to Comprehensive Plan Appendix 12 page 3 of 3 

Long-Term Goals 1 
1. Develop a combination service:  comprehensive deviated route or fixed route 2 

service, and Taxi or Dial-A-Ride Service (door-to-door).At a minimum, continue the 3 
current fixed-route bus service (with limited deviations) that provides hourly service 4 
between 10 am and 6 pm five days a week. 5 

2. Continue to meet ADA requirements for complementary paratransit by providing 6 
Dial-A-Ride Service (door to door). 7 

3. Maintain current schedule as ridership increases by minimizing diversions onto 8 
private property such as shopping centers and creating designated bus stops 9 
(instead of allowing flag stops). 10 

6.4. As resources are available, expand Rhody Express service to include Saturday 11 
service first, then expanded morning hours (starting earlier in the day). 12 

7.5. In the longer term future and in response to growth, obtain a second bus in order 13 
to expand the service area and provide more frequent service. 14 

8.6. Develop a Transit Center as part of service delivery system (transit hub or 15 
dispatch center).Establish major transit stops at Fred Meyer, Safeway/Dunes Village 16 
Shopping Center, Peace Harbor Hospital, and City Hall (Old Town and transfer point 17 
to Porter Stage) that include a paved ADA-compliant landing pad, a shelter, and 18 
lighting. 19 

7. Conduct periodic transit surveys to determine ridership preferences in order to make 20 
route adjustments and prioritize locations for landing pads and bus shelters. 21 

8. Develop an Old Town summer tourist shuttle system; explore the use of trolleys. 22 

9. Pursue a public transit service connection to Eugene, (fill inter-city gaps not 23 
served by Porter Stage Lines and Greyhound Bus Lines).  [moved part of policy to 24 
bullet below] 25 

10. Work collaboratively with other entities to Eestablish regional transit connections 26 
north to the northYachats to complete the coastal link., south, and east of Florence. 27 

12. Determine feasibility of forming an independent transportation district, or establishing 28 
a local-based subsidiary of Lane Transit District.  29 

11. Meet the City’s long-term economic development goals (by serving tourists and 30 
the visiting population). 31 

12. Provide transportation services for conferences at the Florence Events Center. 32 

13. Provide for after-hours and/or evening transit service. 33 

[Add the Transit Plan from the Transportation System Plan.] 34 
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INTRODUCTION 
The City of Florence, in conjunction with the Oregon 

Department of Transportation (ODOT), initiated an 

update of the urban area’s Transportation System 

Plan (TSP) in 2010. This plan is intended to guide the 

management and implementation of the 

transportation facilities, policies, and programs, 

within the urban area over the next 25 years. This 

represents the vision of the City as it relates to the 

future of the transportation system while remaining 

consistent with state and other local plans and 

policies. The plan also provides the necessary 

elements for adoption by the governing bodies into 

the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  

State of Oregon planning rules require that the TSP 

be based on the current comprehensive plan land use map and must provide a transportation system 

that accommodates the expected 20-year growth in population and employment that will result from 

implementation of the land use plan. The contents of this TSP update are guided by Oregon Revised 

Statute (ORS) 197.712 and the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) 

administrative rule known as the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). These laws and rules 

require that jurisdictions develop the following: 

 a road plan for a network of arterial and collector streets; 

 a bicycle and pedestrian plan; 

 an air, rail, water, and pipeline plan; 

 a transportation financing plan; and 

 policies and ordinances for implementing the TSP. 

The TPR requires that the transportation system plan incorporates the needs of all users and abilities. 

In addition, the TPR requires that local jurisdictions adopt land use and subdivision ordinance 

amendments to protect transportation facilities and to provide bicycle and pedestrian facilities 

between residential, commercial, and employment/institutional areas. It is further required that local 

Photo: Chris Tiesler 
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communities coordinate their respective plans with the applicable county, regional, and state 

transportation plans. 

TSP Process 
The Florence TSP was updated through a process that identified transportation needs, analyzed 

potential options for addressing those needs over the next 25 years, and provided a financial 

assessment of funding and a prioritized implementation plan. The following steps were involved in this 

process: 

 Reviewing state, regional, and local transportation plans and policies that the Florence TSP 

must either comply with or be consistent with. 

 Gathering community input through working with a project advisory committee and a 

public workshop at key points in the project. 

 Establishing goals and objectives, identify and assess alternatives, and prioritize future 

needs. 

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

establish needs near- and long-term. 

 Identifying and evaluating future transportation needs to support the land use vision and 

economic vitality of the urban area. 

 Prioritizing improvements and strategies that are reflective of the community’s vision and 

fiscal realities. 

 Preparing for review and adoption by local agencies, including the Florence City Council, 

Florence Planning Commissioners, and Lane County. 

Public Involvement 
The TSP update process provided City and County residents the opportunity to share their respective 

visions for the future of the transportation system. Comments were gathered at a public open house 

event held during the TSP development process. A project website was also maintained throughout the 

project that provided interested parties with the most recent documents available, information on 

upcoming meetings, and the ability to provide general comments to the project team. All of this input 

informed the development of the TSP goals and policies as well as the planned improvements. 
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The planning process was primarily guided by a Project Advisory Committee (PAC). The PAC was 

comprised of a wide range of participants: local and state officials from key agencies including the City 

of Florence Community Development, Planning, and Public Works Departments, Lane County 

Transportation, Oregon Department of Transportation; DLCD, Siuslaw Valley Fire & Rescue, Lane 

Transit District, Siuslaw School District, City Code Enforcement; representatives from Peace Health and  

Pacific Bank; and members of the Florence City Council, Planning Commission, Transportation Advisory 

Committee, and citizens. 

Members of the PAC reviewed the technical aspects of the TSP. They held eight joint meetings that 

focused on all aspects of the TSP development, including the evaluation of existing deficiencies and 

forecast needs; the selection of transportation options; the presentation of the draft TSP, and the 

review of ordinance amendments. 

In addition to the established advisory committee, the draft plans were discussed with the City and 

County Planning Commissions, County Commissioners, and City Council at work sessions and at public 

hearings. A summary of the meetings and dates related to the public involvement process is provided 

below in Table 1-1. 

Table 1-1  Plan Development and Adoption Public Involvement Summary 

Meeting Event Date/Location Meeting Purpose/Objectives 

Kick-Off Meeting 

Wednesday, July 14, 2010 

 

City of Florence 

Provided an opportunity for project stakeholders to become 
familiar with the project scope, schedule and key deliverables.  

Discussed roles and responsibilities of committee members, goals, 
and next steps. 

PAC Meeting #1 

Thursday, August 26, 2010 

 

City of Florence 

Discussed Technical Memoranda #1 (Plan Assessment), #2 (Goals, 
Policies, and Performance Measures), and #3 (Funding for 
Roadway, Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Improvements). 

PAC Meeting #2 

Thursday, December 16, 2010 

 

City of Florence 

Discussed the existing conditions portion of Technical 
Memorandum #4 (Existing Conditions, Deficiencies, and Future 
Needs). 
 
Reviewed results from the General Transit Survey & Rhody 
Express Ridership Survey developed by the City. 

PAC Meeting #2A 

Thursday, June 2, 2011 

 

City of Florence 

Discussed the future deficiencies and needs portion of Technical 
Memorandum #4 (Existing Conditions, Deficiencies, and Future 
Needs). Reviewed growth assumptions. 

Conducted a van tour of several study intersections and potential 
future project sites. 

PAC Meeting #3 

Thursday, July 14, 2011 

 

City of Florence 

Discussed Technical Memorandum #5 (Local Street System), 
which summarized local street system needs and deficiencies, 
outlined possible alternatives to address those needs and 
deficiencies, and described recommended improvement projects. 
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Meeting Event Date/Location Meeting Purpose/Objectives 

PAC Meeting #4 

Thursday, September 22, 2011 

 

City of Florence 

Discussed Technical Memoranda #6 (Pedestrian and Bicycle 
System) and #7 (Transit Plan).  
 
Discussed preliminary functional classification of roadways. 

PAC Meeting #5 

Thursday, November 10, 2011 

 

City of Florence 

Discussed Technical Memorandum #8 (Facilities Standards) which 
summarized recommended functional classifications of roadways 
in the City of Florence as well as facility standards for roadways, 
bicycle facilities, and pedestrian facilities. 

PAC Meeting #5A 

Thursday, December 8, 2011 

 

City of Florence 

Discussed Technical Memorandum #9 (Costs & Priorities) which 
summarized planning-level cost estimates for recommended 
improvements for the City of Florence TSP and prioritized a subset 
of high-priority projects.  

 

PAC Meeting #5B 

Thursday, January 12, 2012 

 

City of Florence 

Discussed Technical Memorandum #10 (Plan Policies and 
Development Code Amendments) which summarized 
recommended modifications to City Policies and Development 
Code. 

Public Open House 

Wednesday, February 1, 2012 
 
City of Florence 
Events Center 

Provided an opportunity for community members to hear review 
the projects included in the draft preferred plan and provide 
input. A general project update was also provided. 

 

City Planning Commission 
Public Hearing 

Tuesday, March 27, 2012 

Tuesday, April 10, 2012 

Reviewed initial Draft TSP with the Planning Commission and 
heard additional public testimony. 

City Council Public 
Hearings  

Monday, June 18, 2012 

Monday, July 9, 2012 

Monday, July 23, 2012 

Monday, August 6, 2012 

Monday, August 20, 2012 

Monday, September 10, 2012 

Monday, September 24, 2012 

Reviewed Draft TSP with the City Council and heard additional 
public testimony. 

Plan Area 
This TSP covers publicly owned transportation facilities within the existing City of Florence urban 

growth boundary (UGB). Based on the TPR, the plan focuses on arterial and collector streets and their 

intersections, pedestrian and bicycle facilities along the arterial and collector streets and at other off-

street locations, public transportation, and other transport facilities and services, including rail service, 

air service, pipelines and water service. 

TSP Organization and Methodology 
Development of the TSP began with the preparation of transportation goals and objectives to guide 

development of the TSP and the long-term vision for the transportation system. These goals and 
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objectives are presented in Section 2 of this plan. Section 3 summarizes a review of existing and historic 

funding sources for transportation improvements, as well as forecast future funds. 

Section 4 provides an overview of existing transportation conditions and future forecast deficiencies. 

Section 5, Section 6, Section 7, and Section 8 present the Local Street Plan, Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan, 

Transit Plan, and Rail, Pipeline, Air & Surface Water Plans, respectively. These sections discuss the 

future conditions (year 2035) analysis (where applicable), and any relative plan elements that have 

been included in the TSP. 

Section 9 presents the Facilities Plan and functional classification of streets with detailed cross-sections 

for arterials, collectors, and local streets.  

Section 10, Transportation Funding Plan, provides an analysis and summary of funding sources to 

finance the identified transportation system improvements as well as a subset of high-priority projects 

recognizing the limited capital funds and funding sources available. 

Finally, Section 11, Plan Policies and Development Code Amendments, presents the adoption 

ordinances required for the adopting agencies to formally adopt the TSP, including specific changes in 

local zoning policies to implement the TSP and to achieve compliance with the Oregon TPR (OAR 660 

Division 12).  

Sections 1 through 11, in combination with Appendices A through E, comprise Volume I of the TSP and 

provide the main substance of the plan. These are supplemented by Technical Appendices in Volume II 

that contain the Technical Memoranda documenting the existing conditions analysis, forecast needs, 

alternatives analysis, and the sub-area plans that informed the TSP update. 

This TSP update includes proposed improvements to non-City facilities. Without additional action by 

the governmental entity that owns the subject facility or land (i.e., Lane County or the State of Oregon), 

any project in this Plan that involves a non-City facility is merely a recommendation for connecting the 

pedestrian and bicycle network. As in most facility planning efforts, moving towards, and planning for, 

a well-connected network depends on the cooperation of multiple jurisdictions; the TSP is intended to 

facilitate discussions between the City and its governmental partners as they work together to achieve 

a well-connected network. The TSP does not, however, obligate its governmental partners to take any 

action or construct any projects. 
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GOALS, POLICIES, AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
One of the objectives of this update is to ensure that the City’s TSP reflects and is consistent with local 

and state transportation policies and standards, and that it is coordinated with the transportation plans 

of Lane County and ODOT. To meet these objectives, a review and evaluation of existing plans, policies, 

standards, and laws that are relevant to the TSP update was conducted. Detailed information from this 

review, including a complete list of the documents reviewed, can be found in Technical Memorandum 

#2 in Volume II of the Technical Appendix. 

The summary of federal, state, regional, and local documents, as they relate to transportation planning 

in the City of Florence, provided the policy framework for the TSP planning process. State documents 

and requirements were summarized as they applied to the Florence TSP, as were Lane County and 

ODOT policies and regulations that had potential impacts on the Florence transportation system.  

A number of local documents were also reviewed for policies that could impact the local transportation 

system plan. Reviewed documents include the Downtown Implementation Plan (1999), Gateway 

District: OR 126 and Quince Street Study (1999), Access Management Plan for US 101 in Downtown 

Florence (2004), Florence/US 101 Pedestrian Safety Study (2006), Rhododendron Drive Integrated 

Transportation Plan (2008), Airport Master Plan (2010), and Parks and Recreation Plan (2011). The 

Florence Comprehensive Plan (1988, last amended 2008), were also evaluated to ensure consistency 

between adopted policy and the Transportation System Plan. 

The regulatory review includes an assessment of the City of Florence Zoning Ordinance and how well it 

complies with the requirements of the State’s Transportation Planning Rule (TPR, OAR 660, Division 

12). The review summarizes the requirements of TPR Section ‐0045, Implementation of the 

Transportation System Plan, lists the applicable implementation elements of the TPR, and 

demonstrates where the adopted City regulations comply, or where amendments to code language are 

needed to comply, with the TPR. The changes/modifications were executed by the development of draft 

code language (see Section 11, Plan, Policies and Development Code Amendments). 
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FUNDING FOR ROADWAY PEDESTRIAN, BICYCLE, AND 
TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS 
This section provides a description of the City’s historic revenues and expenditures for transportation 

funding and incorporates the assumptions made for the future from the City of Florence Long Term 

Financial Plan adopted by the Florence City Council on October 10, 2011. 

Historic Revenues and Expenditures in the City’s Streets Program 

STATE FUEL TAX 

The main source of the City’s funding for maintaining its transportation infrastructure is the City’s 

share of the State Fuel Tax. As part of the Jobs and Transportation Act, as of January 1, 2011, Oregon’s 

fuel tax increased by six cents, bringing it to 30 cents per gallon for passenger and light vehicles. The 

tax for commercial trucks and other heavy vehicles was raised proportionately effective October 1, 

2010.  Along with the increase in the fuel tax, the legislature no longer allows local governments to pass 

a new local fuel tax through the year 2014. The State distributes a percentage of the fuel tax collected 

(about $54.6 million/year statewide) to city street programs based on population.  

STREET LIGHT FEE 

In 2009, the City Council passed a street light fee that is charged as part of the city’s utility bills. This fee 

covers the cost of electricity to power the street lights. 

STREET LOCAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT ASSESSMENTS 

There are several Local Improvement Districts (LID) that the City Council has formed that include 

street projects. The revenues listed in Table 3-1 are the payments made by the property owners as they 

are paying off the assessments made on their benefitting properties. The City could form more local 

improvement districts where benefitting property owners agree to pay for new projects such as 

sidewalks. 

GRANT REVENUE 

This revenue is self-explanatory and depends on the City’s success in obtaining grants for 

transportation projects. 
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

Through 2007, the City received a portion of the County’s share of federal money that historically was 

known as “timber payments” and more recently as “secure rural schools”. While the County still 

receives some federal funds under this program, the County no longer shares those funds with the City 

and secure rural schools funding expired in 2012, and while a one year extension may still be possible, 

this funding source will no longer be available. The other revenue source listed here also originates at 

the federal level and is administered by the State. In this case, the revenues listed are payments that the 

state has made to reimburse expenses for the Siuslaw Interpretive Center (Federal Scenic Byways, State 

Fund Contribution, and Federal Surface Transportation [including Exchange Funds]). The Federal 

Scenic Byways funds were awarded to the Interpretive Center. Florence receives a share of the Federal 

Surface Transportation funds each year. ODOT has a program where the City can “exchange” those 

funds with ODOT so that it can more easily spend state dollars rather than have to deal with the federal 

“strings” that come with federal money. 

SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGES 

The City collects System Development Charges (SDCs) from new development to pay for projects to 

handle the increased traffic. So far, SDCs have helped to pay for the extension of Spruce Street north of 

Munsel Lake Road as part of the Local Improvement District project. It is anticipated that the next 

project to utilize the accumulated SDCs will be a traffic signal project at the intersection of US 101 and 

Munsel Lake Road. 

LANE COUNTY 

At this time, Lane County no longer receives federal funds from either Oregon Transportation 

Investment Act (OTIA) or Secure Rural Schools (timber payments) to fund any capital improvement 

projects. The CIP 2012-2016 reflects this funding scenario and proposes no capital improvements for 

the next five years. This project/funding forecast will likely to be valid unless something drastic change 

happens (at the federal level) in the near future. 

Table 3-1 summarizes the City of Florence historic revenues for the past six years. 

 Table 3-2 summarizes historic expenditures. 
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Table 3-1  City of Florence Historic Revenues 

Revenues FY 2011 FY 2010 FY 2009 FY 2008 FY 2007 FY 2006 

State Fuel Tax $453,784 $395,441 $342,671 $358,860 $382,421 $388,489 

Street Light Fee $88,768 $88,963 - - - - 

Street LID Assessments $26,193 $69,657 $20,267 $42,691 $31,397 $123,587 

Grant Revenue $116,131 $13,452 $3,363 - $15,844 $30,207 

Intergovernmental 1,2,3 $13,996 $12,880 $30,461 $44,983 $140,228 $117,322 

System Development Charges $28,732 $10,081 $28,674 $78,650 $62,266 - 

Other $1,684 $6,735 $4,433 $14,766 $10,110 $1,201 

Interest $6,814 $3,583 $12,776 $32,226 $41,115 $12,322 

TOTAL REVENUES $736,102 $600,792 $442,645 $573,176 $683,381 $673,128 
1 $115,892 of 2007 Intergovernmental revenues were Lane County Partnership Payments 
2 $117,322 of 2006 Intergovernmental revenues were Lane County Partnership Payments 
3 Other than the revenues from Lane County, the revenues in this row are federal monies used to reimburse expenses for the Siuslaw 
   Interpretive Center 
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Table 3-2 City of Florence Historic Expenditures  

Expenses FY 2011 FY 2010 FY 2009 FY 2008 FY 2007 FY 2006 Annual Average 

Traffic Control Devices 1 $31,120 $15,549 $26,062 $43,952 $30,537 $22,189 $28,235 

Street Repair Materials 2 $25,131 $18,497 $34,483 $18,866 $38,213 $30,987 $27,696 

Overlays / Sealcoats 3  $10,802 $14,343 $5,809 $56,133 $154,516 $124,717 $61,053 

Sidewalks $3,259 - $15,417 $37,278 $1,228 $17,669 $12,475 

Engineering for Street Projects 3 - $14,771 $29,095 $36,228 $42,680 $143,525 $44,383 

Spruce Street Extension 

(north of Munsel Lake Road) 
- $29,408 $577,776 $1,335,980 $113,032 - $342,699 

Scenic Byways – Siuslaw Inter. Center 5 $359,890 $17,282 $47,250 $44,983 $24,336 $7,133 $83,479 

Pedestrian Safety US 101 6 $111,434 $77,028 $67,667 - - - $42,688 

12th Street Multi-Use Path 7 $83,633 - $3,338 - - - $14,495 

27th Street Bike Path 
(between Spruce Street and US 101) 8 - - $11,803 - - - $1,967 

LTD Bus Stop Improvement $9,324 - - - - - $1,554 

Equipment    $24,437 - - $54,443 $28,570 $7,393 $19,141 

Debt Service 9 $571,708 $172,739 - - - - $124,075 

TOTAL EXPENSES $1,253,738 $359,617 $818,700 $1,627,863 $433,112 $353,613 $807,774 
1  Traffic Control devices include all signage, traffic safety devices, and about $11,000/year for Lane County to stripe City streets. 
2  Street Repair Materials include sand, rock, gravel, concrete, asphalt, and other paving materials. 
3  Payments made for others to overlay or sealcoat City streets. 
4  Prior to FY11 engineering costs (although related to a project) were recorded here. FY10 was primarily for Spruce Street extension. FY09 was for both Spruce Street extension 
    and designing Lingcod Court as part of a replat in Pacific View Business Park. 
5  Scenic Byways FY10-11 used ODOT's Transportation Exchange Funds Agreement & Urban Renewal Funds to pay for the acquisition of land to be the future site of the Siuslaw 
   River Bridge Wayside Interpretive Center. 
6  The ADA ramps at intersection of US 101 and Rhododendron and 6th Streets cost $123,685 which was reimbursed by ODOT. The remaining costs were for design of the 
    pedestrian crossings at 2nd, 7th/8th, 18th/19th, and 30th Streets; all but $21,798 was reimbursed. 
7  See description below on page 17 for funding of 12th Street Path. 
8  This path was required as part of development approval for an expansion of Dunham Motors in 2006 and 2007. Dunham Motors agreed contributed $16,816 towards this 
    path but it only cost $11,803 as a result of efficiencies from City staff building the project. 
9  Debt Service is related to principal and interest payments on the Spruce Street Bond. 
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State/Federal Funding for Roadway, Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements 
ODOT is responsible for construction and maintenance of federal and state highways in Oregon, 

including US 101 and OR 126 in Florence. In addition, ODOT and other Federal and State agencies 

administer grant programs that can fund transportation improvements in Florence. 

ODOT has made substantial investments in the federal and state highway system in Florence. For 

example, recent maintenance and improvements to the Siuslaw River Bridge on US 101 is estimated to 

have cost $5.3 million. While the level of these investments has been substantial, these are long-term 

investments that occur infrequently. Therefore, it is not reasonable to assume that ODOT can fund this 

level of investment in Florence annually. 

ODOT prioritizes projects needed on federal and state highways to allocate limited funding available. 

Criteria for project prioritization include safety, pavement condition, traffic volume and mobility, and 

compliance with applicable standards. In addition, ODOT seeks public input on project priorities 

established in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) through advisory 

committees such as Area Commissions on Transportation and regional meetings open to the public.  

Major grant funding programs for transportation administered by ODOT include Transportation 

Enhancement, Bicycle and Pedestrian, and Scenic Byways. A review of funding provided through these 

programs show the following trends: 

 Between 1992 and 2011, the Transportation Enhancement Program provided grants to 

local jurisdictions up to $4.2 million, but most grants were in the range of $250,000 to $1 

million. None of these grants were awarded to projects in Florence. 

 Between Fiscal Year 2004-2005 and 2008-2009, the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Program awarded 60 grants with an average award of roughly $200,000. None of these 

grants were awarded to projects in Florence. 

 The Scenic Byways Program recently awarded over $900,000 to the City of Florence for 

construction of interpretive waysides at the Siuslaw River Bridge on US 101.  

While the City of Florence has historically not been very successful at obtaining grant funding, these 

programs have funded numerous projects in communities similar to Florence. In addition to the bridge 

restoration project mentioned above, the federal and state governments have directly funded other 

projects within Florence. 
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9TH STREET INLAY ARRA PROJECT - $201,000 

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) provided what are called federal stimulus funds 

as a way to provide jobs and thus help the economy. With our portion of the money, the City of Florence 

was able to complete the 9th Street inlay project, for a total cost of $201,000 to complete the project in 

2010. 

30TH STREET PEDESTRIAN CROSSING OF US 101 - $150,000 ODOT BIKE/PED QUICK FIX FUNDS 

The State funded most of the project through ODOT’s Bicycle/Pedestrian Program Quick Fix funds. The 

City paid $21,797.78 which was not reimbursed. The crossing was constructed in 2009. 

2ND, 7TH/8TH, 18TH/19TH PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS -  

$405,003 FEDERAL APPROPRIATION & STATE FUNDS 

State funded this project directly with $318,070 in federal appropriation in SAFETEAU-LU through 

ODOT. The remaining project cost was paid for with state funds. The crossings were constructed in 

2011. 

RHODODENDRON DRIVE/6TH STREET INTERSECTIONS WITH US 101 -  

$123,685 ODOT QUICK FIX 

Installation of sidewalk ramps at intersections to provide access to comply with the Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA). This project was completed in 2011. The City managed the project and was 

reimbursed per an agreement with 

ODOT utilizing ODOT’s Quick Fix 

Funds. 

SIUSLAW RIVER BRIDGE 

INTERPRETIVE WAYSIDE 

This wayside (currently planned for 

construction in 2012) will provide an 

opportunity to enjoy the scenic 

splendor of the historic Siuslaw River 

Bridge and surrounding area.  

 

Photo: Dan Seeman 
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Table 3-3  Project Right-of-Way and Construction Funding Sources 

 Available 
Funds 

Right-of-
Way 

Construction, Engineering, Permitting, 
Contingency 

Committed 
Funds 

Exchange Funds 2002-2006 $152,335 $0 $152,335 $152,335 

Exchange Funds 2007/2008 $298,581 $0 $68,977 $68,977 

Exchange Funds 2009 $93,398 $93,398 $0 $93,398 

Exchange Funds 2010 $98,203 $98,203 $0 $98,203 

Exchange Funds 2011 $111,348 $57,022 $54,326 $111,348 

Federal Scenic Byways $298,581 $0 $298,581 $298,581 

State Fund Contribution $32,170 $0 $32,170 $32,170 

Florence Urban Renewal $85,238 $85,238 $0 $85,238 

TOTALS $1,023,394 $333,861 $606,389 $940,250 

 

12TH STREET PATH – ($42,275 STATE PARKS GRANT, $10,000 CYCLE OREGON GRANT, $12,000 

DEVELOPER) 

This path from Kingwood to Rhododendron within existing right-of-way of 12th Street was constructed 

as an ADA accessible bark path with grants from State Parks and Cycle Oregon. The developer of 

Winsome Circle contributed $12,000 required as part of the approval of the Planned Unit Development. 

The City paid the remaining 

amount of $22,696 out of its 

parks budget. The City 

purchased credits in the cost of 

$2,312 to mitigate the impact of 

filling the 0.025 acres of 

wetlands. The City has so far 

invested $7,000 in engineering 

costs. The estimated cost for 

installing the culvert was 

$68,000.  

 

Photo: Chris Tiesler 
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Based on historical precedence and the outlook for future funding, the following assumptions appear 

reasonable for State funding in Florence through the planning period of the TSP: 

 ODOT will continue to be responsible for maintenance of US 101 and OR 126 in Florence.  

 ODOT is responsible for improvement of OR 126 from Spruce Street east to the City’s Urban 

Growth Boundary, including additional capacity, sidewalks and bicycle lanes1, as warranted 

by traffic conditions, development, and population growth in Florence. 

 ODOT is responsible for improvements to US 101, including the provision of additional 

capacity, sidewalks, and bicycle lanes north of 37th Street, as warranted by traffic conditions, 

development, and population growth in Florence. 

 ODOT anticipates improvements to the State highway system will be funded by some 

combination of federal, state, local, and private funding. 

 Federal and state funding for improvements to US 101 and OR 126 will depend on the 

overall level of funding available for highway improvements and need for other 

transportation investments in Oregon. 

 ODOT will fund improvements to highways and highway intersections that are determined 

by ODOT to be necessary to address safety, including signals and other traffic control 

measures. 

 Developments affecting traffic conditions on state highways may be required to contribute 

funding for measures to mitigate traffic impacts caused by the development, including 

provision of turn lanes, traffic signals, and other traffic control measures. 

 The City of Florence should continue to pursue funding available from grant programs 

administered by ODOT and other Federal and State agencies. The City should identify 

needed projects that are consistent with the funding criteria of these grant programs and 

prioritize projects for grant applications based on the City’s need for the project and the 

likely competitiveness of the project based on past grant awards.  

                                                             

1 The configuration of improvements to OR 126 east of Spruce Street may be constrained by environmental 

conditions. An assessment of which improvements can be provided on this portion of OR 126 will be made during 

the project planning phase before construction. 
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Transit Funding 
Other than Fiscal Year (FY) 2012 and FY 2013, totals shown in Table 3-4 include funding to operate the 

Rhody Express, as well as a program for separate rides provided to those with disabilities who can’t 

ride or get to the bus.  

Table 3-4  Rhody Express Operations & Maintenance –History and Current Budget 

 
FY 2013 
Budget 

FY 2012 
Budget 

FY 2011 
Budget FY 2010 FY 2009 FY 2008 FY 2007 FY 2006 

Federal 5311 
Funds $73,200 $72,940 $78,800 $69,674 $63,671 $65,103 $68,388 $43,360 

Federal ARRA 
5311 Funds - - $1,100 $1,037 - - - - 

Federal 5310 
Funds - - - - $3,796 $2,090 - - 

STF-Out $36,260 $36,500 $37,300 $28,144 $23,086 $30,258 $29,662 $46,538 

City of Florence $30,000 $28,500 $25,000 $27,000 $27,215 $25,500 $24,405 $13,125 

Farebox 1 $12,000 $11,000 $8,000 $9,442 $6,983 $200 - - 

TOTAL $151,200 $149,200 $150,200 $135,297 $124,751 $123,151 $122,455 $103,023 

1 Fares were collected but not recorded prior to FY 2009. The $200 listed in FY 2008 was actually a donation. 

 

For FY 2012 and FY 2013, the numbers only include the Rhody Express, not the separate rides 

Program. That ADA service (rides for those who cannot ride the bus) is budgeted at $7,500 in FY 2012 

and $8,000 in FY 2013 and paid for by state and federal funds. None of the figures include the money 

Lane Transit District spends on administration (staff time), also paid for by state and federal funds. This 

table does not include the new Rhody Express Bus paid for by ARRA funds (federal stimulus). 

Funding Projections 
 
NEW STREET FEE 

Current street funding has not provided adequate funding for the level of service that is necessary for 

the long-term sustainability of Florence. Based on the “Pavement Management Program Budget Options 

Report” prepared by Capitol Asset and Pavement Services Inc. and presented to the Project Advisory 

Committee in December 2010, the City would need to spend $5.2 million over the next five years to 

improve and maintain the street network at an optimal level. Because this level of expenditure is well 

beyond the City’s funding capability, deferred maintenance (and costs) continues to climb. The City’s 

street network replacement value is estimated at $67.4 million and is thus an asset worth 
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preserving. The City is in need of additional funds to maintain the existing street infrastructure. At its 

meeting on June 4, 2012, the City Council established a street maintenance fee of $5, and repealed the 

street light utility fee of $2, to provide a $3 increase in revenue per household per month. This fee will 

enable the city to address the maintenance requirements of the street system. 

URBAN RENEWAL PLAN 

The purpose of the Urban Renewal Plan is to revitalize the Downtown Area as the primary cultural, 

tourist, commercial and community core to serve all Florence's citizens and visitors, encouraging 

continuing growth, development and enhancement consistent with Florence's small-town ambiance 

and character. 

Public Improvements 

Public improvements include the construction, repair, or replacement of curbs, sidewalks, streets, 

parking, parks and open spaces, pedestrian and bicycle amenities, water, sanitary sewer and storm 

sewer facilities, utilities, and other public facilities necessary to carry out the goals and objectives of 

this Plan. 

Street, Curb, and Sidewalk Improvements  

The Renewal Agency may participate in funding sidewalk and roadway improvements including design, 

redesign, construction, resurfacing, repair and acquisition of right-of way for curbs, streets, and 

sidewalks. Street, curb, and sidewalk improvements may include:  

 Construct bulb-outs with planters in project area 

 Stripe US 101 for parking  

Streetscape and Beautification Projects  

The Renewal Agency is authorized to participate in activities improving the visual appearance of the 

project area. These improvements may include:  

 Install antique lighting in downtown  

 Install benches, waste receptacles, planters, bike racks, trees  

Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Improvements  

The Renewal Agency may participate in funding improvements to public transit facilities, and make 

improvements including design, redesign, construction, resurfacing, repair and acquisition of right-of-

way for pedestrian and bicycle paths and connections. These activities will improve transit options, and 
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facilitate pedestrian and bicycle usage in the Florence Urban Renewal Area. These improvements may 

include:  

 Develop estuary trail from OR 126 to bridge  

Public Safety Improvements  

The Renewal Agency may participate in funding improvements needed for public safety purposes. 

Public safety improvements may include:  

 Upgrade water delivery system to improve fire safety  

 Install a traffic signal at 2nd Street and US 101  

 Install emergency vehicle control of traffic lights  

Public Buildings and Facilities  

The Renewal Agency may participate in development of public facilities in the Renewal Area. The 

extent of the Renewal Agency’s participation in funding such facilities will be based upon a Renewal 

Agency finding on the proportional benefit of that project to the Florence Urban Renewal Area, and the 

importance of the project in carrying out Plan objectives.  

ASSUMPTIONS FOR FUTURE FUNDING 

The funding projections for the Street Fund are based on the following assumptions. 

1.  The Street Fee will increase annually by two percent. 

2.  System Development Charges are projected to increase annually by two percent but actual increases 

will depend on level of development activity. 

3.  Grant/Urban Renewal revenues and expenses are forecasted: 

 $520,000 for the Interpretive Center - Scenic Byways funding secured 

 $190,000 for Pavement Preservation of Quince Street/2nd Street (OR 126 to Harbor Street) 

– Urban Renewal funding secured 

 $1,200,000 for Rhododendron Drive – 1st runner-up in Transportation Enhancement 

 $800,000 for Pedestrian Crossings at US 101 at 12th Street and at midblock of 15th/16th 

Street and OR 126 at Redwood – ODOT Flex Fund application submitted October 2011 

 $250,000 for extension of Munsel Lake Road to the west – no grant identified 
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 $320,000 for traffic control improvements at 9th Street and Kingwood – no grant identified 

4.  Major capital improvements would likely be funded through debt. In general, for every $1,000,000 

that is borrowed, the annual cost for debt service is $100,000 over a 20 year term. 

5.  Operating expenses provide the staff, materials, and services needed for minor maintenance such as 

crack seals. Microseals and overlays would be paid for as capital projects. 

6.  The City will continue to receive a portion of State Highway Fund revenue. It is expected that that 

annual revenue will be about $220,000 in FY 2012 and increase to around $550,000 by FY 2035. 

Even with the imposition of a street maintenance fee, there will only be enough money in the Street 

Fund to pay for maintaining our current street system and to provide matching funds for grants. 

Capacity-increasing projects will be dependent on system development charges or another funding 

mechanism. Only through an increase in street fees, formation of Local Improvement Districts or 

Reimbursement Districts, or securing grant funding will the City be able to consider improvements to 

its street system.   



Section 4  
Conditions, Deficiencies, and Needs 
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CONDITIONS, DEFICIENCIES, AND NEEDS 
This section includes an overview of the Transportation System Inventory, Current Transportation 

Conditions, and Future No-Build Transportation Conditions. The findings highlight existing and future 

transportation system deficiencies, but do not include solutions to identified deficiencies.  

Florence is located on the Oregon Coast and the City is experiencing growth pressure from both land 

development as well as the increasing summertime tourist traffic. Based on anticipated changes in 

population and summertime travel demand, it is appropriate that the existing system and a forecast of 

future conditions be evaluated for its performance in meeting the daily travel needs of the community.  

Figure 4-1 shows a street map of Florence and the study area, designated within the city limits and 

urban growth boundary (UGB). Based on the requirements of the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR), 

the focus of the existing conditions analysis is on significant roadways (arterials or collectors) and 

intersections of these streets, as well as other transport facilities and services, including pedestrian, 

bicycle, public transportation, rail service, air service, pipelines and water service. Figure 4-1 also 

shows relevant milepoints on key routes. 
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Transportation System Inventory  
This section describes the current performance and operational deficiencies of the City’s transportation 

system, covering the automobile, pedestrian, bicycle, public transportation, freight, air, marine, and 

pipeline/transmission transportation modes. 

STREET SYSTEM 

Highways and streets are the primary means of mobility for Florence’s citizens, serving the majority of 

trips over multiple modes. Pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists all utilize public roads for the vast 

majority of their trips. These public facilities are controlled by multiple jurisdictions and are classified 

based on traffic loads, permitted speeds, and accessibility. 

Jurisdiction 

Public roads within the study area are operated by three different jurisdictions: the City of Florence, 

Lane County and the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT). Each jurisdiction is responsible for 

the following: 

 Determining a road’s functional classification;  

 Defining a roadway’s major design and multi-modal features; 

 Maintenance; and,  

 Approving construction and access permits. 

Coordination is required among the jurisdictions to ensure that the transportation system is planned, 

maintained, and expanded to safely meet the needs of travelers in the area. Figure 4-2 shows the 

jurisdiction of roadways and Figure 4-3 shows the functional classifications of roadways2 in and around 

Florence as defined by the City. 

                                                             

2 Note that Figure 4-3 also illustrates identified future roadways and their corresponding functional classification. 
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A roadway’s functional classification determines its role in the transportation system, as well as its 

width, right-of-way dedications, driveway (access) spacing requirements, types of pedestrian and 

bicycle facilities provided. The functional classification is typically established by a local jurisdiction 

(city or county) based on the following hierarchy:  

Arterials are intended to serve high volumes of traffic, particularly through traffic, at relatively 

high speeds. They also serve truck movements and typically emphasize traffic movement over 

local land access.  

Collectors serve traffic from the local street system and distribute it to the arterial street system. 

These roadways provide a balance between traffic movement and land access, and should be 

designed as best to facilitate traffic circulation throughout the City. 

Local Streets provide land access and carry locally generated traffic at relatively low speeds to 

the collector street system. Local streets should provide connectivity through neighborhoods, 

but should be designed to discourage cut-through vehicular traffic. 

Oregon Highway Plan Classifications and Designations 

ODOT has a separate classification system for its highways, which guide the planning, management, and 

investment for state highways. ODOT’s categories, from highest to lowest, are Interstate, Statewide, 

Regional, and District highways. According to the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP), both US 101 and OR 126 

are classified as Statewide Highways on the National Highway System (NHS). The OHP defines Statewide 

Highways on the NHS as follows: 

“Statewide Highways (NHS) typically provide inter-urban and inter-regional mobility and 

provide connections to larger urban areas, ports, and major recreation areas that are not 

directly served by Interstate Highways. A secondary function is to provide connections for 

intra-urban and intra-regional trips. The management objective is to provide safe and efficient, 

high-speed, continuous-flow operation. In constrained and urban areas, interruptions to flow 

should be minimal. Inside Special Transportation Areas (STAs), local access may also be a 

priority.” 

The OHP designates the portion of US 101 between OR 126 and the Siuslaw River Bridge (MP 190.23 to 

190.84) as a Freight Route and as a STA. The OHP defines a STA as a district of compact development 

where the need for appropriate local access outweighs the considerations of highway mobility except 

on designated Freight Routes where highway mobility has greater importance. 
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The portion of US 101 between OR 126 and the Siuslaw River Bridge (MP 190.23 to 190.84) is also the 

subject of the Access Management Plan for Highway 101 in Downtown Florence, adopted by the City of 

Florence and the Oregon Transportation Commission in 2003. The Access Management Plan identifies 

strategies for access management, and projects to improve conditions for parking, circulation, and 

pedestrian access in Downtown Florence.  

The OHP designates the portion of US 101 between 30th Street and OR 126 (MP 188.97 to 190.23) as a 

Urban Business Area, which are defined as areas where vehicular accessibility is important to 

continued economic viability. In areas with a posted speed above 35 miles per hour, the OHP states that 

a management plan is required to balance the needs for vehicular, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 

accessibility in an Urban Business Area. 

The OHP also designates US 101 as a Scenic Byway. US 101 is part of the Pacific Coast Scenic Byway, 

which is also designated as a National Scenic Byway and All-American Road by the National Scenic 

Byways Program of the Federal Highway Administration.  

The OHP designates OR 126 and the portion of US 101 between OR 126 and the Siuslaw River Bridge 

(MP 190.23 to 190.84) as a Freight Route and Truck Route, and these roadways are subject to the No 

Reduction of Vehicle Carrying Capacity policy established by ORS 366.215. This policy prohibits actions 

that permanently reduce the physical vehicle carrying capacity of an identified freight route. 

Roadway Street Section Standards  

Detailed roadway cross-section elements for each classification are presented in Section 9. Many of the 

cross-sections provide for some flexibility with respect to parking, bike lanes and/or lane width.  

Roadway Segment Conditions  

Current roadway segment conditions were reviewed for approximate width and pavement condition. 

This data was field verified and confirmed with the roadway inventory information provided by the 

City of Florence Public Works. Table 4-1 summarizes the arterial and collector roadways in Florence 

and identifies the jurisdiction for each roadway, as well as the approximate pavement width and 

condition.  

Street segments were surveyed and their condition summarized where data was available by the City of 

Florence. Table 4-1 also summarizes the condition of some of the major roadways within Florence 

using the Pavement Condition Index (PCI) to describe pavement conditions. 
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Table 4-1  Inventory of Existing Arterial/Collector Streets 

Street Jurisdiction 
2012 TSP 

Functional Classification PCI Index1 

Arterials 

US 101 (Oregon Coast Highway) State Statewide Highway2 Fair 

OR 126 (Florence-Eugene Highway) State Statewide Highway2 Fair 

Kingwood Street (35th to 15th) City Collector 784 

Munsel Lake Road County Minor Arterial 724 

35th Street City Collector 694 

9th Street City Minor Arterial 504 

Rhododendron Drive City/County Minor Arterial/Collector 444 

Collectors 

Heceta Beach Road County Urban Major Collector3 Not Available 

North Fork Siuslaw Road County Urban Major Collector3 Not Available 

42nd Street City Collector 754 

30th Street City Local/Residential 804 

15th Street City Collector 504 

2nd Street City Collector 684 

Oak Street City Collector 784 

Spruce Street City Minor Collector 754 

Quince Street City Collector 454 

Local Streets 

12th Street City Local/Residential 72 

1 PCI reported in the Pavement Management Program Budget Options Report, December 2010. Statewide Highway 
   pavement conditions as reported by the State Pavement Management System.   
2 Oregon Highway Plan designation. 
3 Lane County classifications http://maps.lanecounty.org/LaneCounty/Maps/viewer.htm. 
4 Average of several sub-sections reported in the report. 

 

The PCI is a measurement of pavement conditions that ranges from 0 to 100. A brand new road would 

have a PCI of 100, while a failed road (requiring complete reconstruction) would have a PCI under 10. 

The average PCI for City streets is 71.  

Four of the major study roadways identified above have a PCI well below the City’s average: 9th Street, 

Rhododendron Drive, 15th Street, and Quince Street.  

http://maps.lanecounty.org/LaneCounty/Maps/viewer.htm
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For both state facilities in Florence, ODOT used the Distress rating procedure which then converts to a 

GFP rating (GFP stands for Good-Fair-Poor). Each section is given a condition score ranging in value 

from 0 to 100, estimated to the nearest 5 points, based on the surface distresses present and, to a lesser 

degree, ride quality. 

Other Roadway Deficiencies 

In addition to the existing roadway conditions and deficiencies identified above, the following issues 

were identified through general review of the roadway network and in consultation with City of 

Florence staff and Project Advisory Committee (PAC) members: 

 Several local streets are relatively disconnected in certain areas, thereby creating greater 

reliance on US 101; 

 Speeding issues were identified along Spruce Street (posted speed limit of 25 mph); 

 Several locations for potential wildlife crossings were identified along US 101;  

 On-street parking should be limited in the vicinity of the 8th Street/Maple Street 

intersection, particularly on the east side fronting the library;  

 Transportation system constraints on economic development may impact small businesses; 

 Congestion, parking challenges, and general traffic flow issues have been identified within 

the Old Town district, which may warrant the potential analysis of a system of one-way 

streets;  

 Concerns have been raised for lack of ADA accessible parking along Bay Street; 

 Potential for relocating the planned traffic signal on US 101 at 30th Street to 27th Street; 

 Environmental and utility issues in the planned street network in the 9th Street area should 

be addressed; and, 

 Lack of street connectivity and provision of utilities in the southeast portion of the UGB. 

TSUNAMI EVACUATION ROUTES 

Please refer to Attachment “B” of Technical Memorandum #4 for a map of identified tsunami evacuation 

routes prepared by the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI). 

PEDESTRIAN SYSTEM 

Pedestrian facilities serve a variety of needs, identified below:  
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 Relatively short trips (under a mile) to major pedestrian attractors, such as schools, parks, 

and public facilities;  

 Recreational trips—for example, jogging or hiking—and circulation within parklands;  

 Access to transit (generally trips under ½ ‐mile to bus stops); and,  

 Commute trips, where mixed‐use development is provided and people have chosen to live 

near where they work.  

Pedestrian facilities should be integrated with transit stops and effectively separate pedestrians from 

vehicular traffic. Furthermore, pedestrian facilities should provide continuous connections among 

neighborhoods, employment areas, and nearby pedestrian attractors. Pedestrian facilities usually refer 

to sidewalks or paths, but also include pedestrian crossings for high volume roadways. The existing 

pedestrian network serving Florence is shown in Figure 4-4, along with major activity centers where 

higher concentrations of pedestrians can be found.  

As Figure 4-4 shows, the majority of the arterial and collector roadways in Florence provide sidewalks, 

though there are some significant gaps in the pedestrian network.  

The following additional issues were identified through general review of the pedestrian network and 

in consultation with City of Florence staff and PAC members: 

 The City's bicycle and pedestrian facilities are discontinuous, thereby discouraging travel 

via these modes. 

 Potential need for a pedestrian signal and crosswalk at the 9th Street/Kingwood Street 

intersection (this is a primary emergency corridor and has been identified as an issue for 

bus drivers); 

 Crosswalks should be considered along Maple Street and Kingwood Street for improved 

accessibility to the library; 

 Crosswalks should be considered along US 101 between 20th Street and 32nd Street to 

improve safety;  

 A crosswalk should be considered on Bay Street in front of the Coffee Roasters (just east of 

the US 101 bridge overcrossing); and, 

 In general, the City has raised concerns about pedestrian crossings across Kingwood Street.  
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Pedestrian Crossings  

In the state of Oregon, all intersections are considered legal crosswalks and motor vehicles are required 

to yield the right of way to pedestrians to allow them to cross. However, compliance is not consistent 

and pedestrians may have difficulty crossing high volume roadways. Marked crosswalks indicate to 

pedestrians a desirable place to cross, and indicate to drivers where to expect pedestrians to cross. 

Marked crosswalks with pedestrian-activated warning systems, such as Rapid Rectangular Flashing 

Beacons (RRFB) and raised median islands can increase motorist stopping compliance and pedestrian 

safety, particularly on high-volume multi-lane roadways. Marked pedestrian crossings along the 

highways can be found at the following intersections: 

 US 101/2nd Street –a Rapid Rectangular Flashing Beacon [RRFB] and raised median island; 

 US 101/Rhododendron Drive – signalized pedestrian crossing; 

 US 101, south side of  6th Street –marked pedestrian crossing; 

 US 101, north of 7th Street – mid-block RRFB and raised median island; 

 US 101/OR 126 – signalized pedestrian crossing; 

 US 101, south side of 15th Street –marked pedestrian crossing; 

 US 101/17th Street – marked pedestrian crossing  

 US 101, 18th / 19th Street – mid-block RRFB and raised median island; 

 US 101/21st Street – signalized pedestrian crossing; 

 US 101, north side of 30th Street – mid-block RRFB and raised pedestrian refuge installed; 

 US 101/35th Street – signalized pedestrian crossing; and, 

 OR 126, west side of Quince Street –marked pedestrian crossing. 

The City is considering future installations of pedestrian crossings with a pedestrian-activated warning 

system and raised median island at the following intersections: 

 US 101/12th Street 

 US 101 mid-block between 15th and 16th Streets 

 US 101/43rd Street 

 OR 126/Redwood Street 
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The location and design features of any marked crosswalk on a State highway must have approval of 

the State Traffic Engineer.  

Safe Routes to School 

Safe Routes to School (SRTS) is a national program which enables parents, schools, community leaders 

and local, state, and federal governments to improve safety and health of children by enabling and 

encouraging them to walk and bike to school. SRTS programs aim on reducing traffic and air pollution, 

and providing safer and more accessible facilities and transportation choices to children, thus 

encouraging a healthy and active lifestyle in their early age. 

Safe Routes to School have not been identified and improved in Florence, resulting in greater 

automobile trips for students to school. There are currently no SRTS programs active in the City of 

Florence. 

Additional school and pedestrian concerns are listed below as identified by City of Florence staff: 

 School bus concerns: 

 Intersection visibility on 9th Street/Kingwood Street is not adequate;  

 In general, roadways may need widening to accommodate bus turning radii; 

 In general, sidewalks are needed at school bus stops; 

 Additional sidewalks are needed for pedestrians near the schools; and, 

 Congestion around the elementary and middle school may warrant the need for additional 

parking areas and larger drop-off areas. 

BICYCLE SYSTEM 

Similar to pedestrian facilities, bicycle facilities (dedicated bicycle lanes in the paved roadway, multi-

use paths shared with pedestrians, etc.) serve a variety of trips. These include:  

 Trips to major attractors, such as schools, parks and open spaces, retail centers, and public 

facilities; 

 Commute trips, where changing and showering facilities are provided at the workplace;  

 Recreational trips; and, 
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 Access to transit, where bicycle storage facilities are available at the stop, or where space is 

available on bus‐mounted bicycle racks.  

As this list suggests, supporting bicycling as a viable alternative to the automobile requires more than 

simply providing bicycle lanes. Support facilities, such as secure parking and worksite 

changing/showering facilities, are also needed before many potential users will consider the bicycle 

trip as a practical alternative.  

The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan identifies four basic bikeway designs: 

 Shared roadway – Bicycles and vehicles share the same roadway area under this 

classification. The shared roadway facility is best used where there is minimal vehicle traffic 

to conflict with bicycle traffic. 

 Shoulder bikeways – This bicycle facility consists of roadways with paved shoulders to 

accommodate bicycle traffic. 

 Bike lanes – Separate lane adjacent to the vehicle travel lane for the exclusive use of 

bicyclists are considered bike lanes. 

 Multi-use path – A facility separated from the roadway by open space or a barrier that is 

typically used by pedestrians, joggers, skaters, and bicyclists. 

Dedicated bicycle facilities should be provided along major streets where automobile traffic speeds are 

significantly higher than bicycle speeds. Bicycle facilities should connect residential neighborhoods to 

schools, retail centers, and employment areas. However, allowing bicycle traffic to mix with automobile 

traffic is acceptable where the average daily traffic (ADT) on a roadway is less than 3,000 vehicles per 

day and vehicular speeds are low, according to the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. Lower volume 

roadways should be considered for bike shoulders or lanes if anticipated to be used by children as part 

of any potential future Safe Routes to School program. In areas where no street connection currently 

exists or where substantial out-of-direction travel would otherwise be required, a multi-use path may 

be appropriate to provide adequate facilities for bicyclists.  

Figure 4-5 shows the existing bicycle facilities in Florence as well as in the immediate area surrounding 

the UGB. 
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There is no separate bicycle plan for the City of Florence. This TSP update ensures that the identified 

local bicycle system improvements are consistent with the State of Oregon Bicycle Facilities Master Plan. 

The following additional issues were identified through general review of the bicycle network and in 

consultation with City of Florence staff: 

 The City's bicycle and pedestrian facilities are discontinuous, thereby discouraging travel 

via these modes; 

 Heceta Beach Road as well as Rhododendron Drive currently lack facilities for bicycles and 

pedestrians, and travel speeds have been observed to be high; and, 

 US 101 south of OR 126 lacks bicycle lanes near and on the bridge. 

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

Local Bus Service 

The City of Florence, in collaboration with Lane Transit District (LTD), has an agreement with River 

Cities Taxi to operate the Rhody Express, a fixed-route bus system that loops through Florence hourly 

on weekdays between 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. One 16-seat bus is used to operate two routes, with the bus 

alternating service between the two routes: 

 The North Loop serves areas north of 20th Street, along US 101, Spruce Street and Oak 

Street, between the Grocery Outlet and Fred Meyer. 

 The South Loop serves areas south of 20th Street, along Spruce Street, US 101, 9th Street, 

Rhododendron Drive, Kingwood Street and Quince Street, circulating between Grocery 

Outlet, Safeway/Dunes Village Center, Peace Health Campus, and the Old Town District. 

The Rhody Express operates under a flag stop system, with the bus stopping at any safe location along 

the route to pick up and drop off passengers. The bus will deviate up to two blocks to pick up and drop 

off passengers who have difficulty walking to a street with bus service; this service must be requested 

in advance. The bus is equipped with a wheelchair lift. The fare is $1 for a one-way trip, or $2 for an all-

day ticket. 

Passengers with disabilities unable to use the regular fixed-route bus service may use the Rhody Dial-a-

Ride service. This service is offered to eligible passengers weekdays between 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. 

between points located within ¾ mile of the Rhody Express route. The fare is $2 per one-way trip, and 

trips must be scheduled in advance. The service area, service hours, fare, and pre-scheduling 

requirement meet the minimum Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements for 
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“complementary paratransit service.” In-person assessments to determine functional capability are 

conducted through the local Senior and Disabled Services (S&DS) office.  

Intercity Bus Service 

Porter Stage Lines operates a daily intercity service traveling from Coos Bay, through Reedsport and 

Florence to Eugene (with stops at the Eugene Amtrak and Greyhound Stations), providing connections 

to Bend and beyond (to Boise, Idaho). In Florence, the bus operates at a flag stop in front of City Hall 

(250 US 101) en route to Eugene. Returning from Eugene the bus stops as a “drop off only” in front of 

the Sportsman on its way to Coos Bay. Florence and Reedsport stops are “drop off only” on the return 

trip from Eugene. As an Amtrak Thruway bus it operates twice daily on weekdays (once daily on 

weekends) between Florence City Hall and the Amtrak and Greyhound stations in Eugene. The one-way 

fare is $23 for those connections. 

The scheduled stops for the Rhody Express and commuter bus services are summarized in Table 4-2. 

Also see http://www.ci.florence.or.us/transportation.cfm for the most up-to-date schedules. 

http://www.ci.florence.or.us/transportation.cfm
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Table 4-2  Scheduled Transit Stops in Florence 

Rhody Express (Weekdays Only) 

North Loop South Loop 

Grocery Outlet Fred Meyer Grocery Outlet Grocery Outlet Old Town District Grocery Outlet 

10:39 AM 10:48 AM 11:00 AM 10:00 AM 10:25 AM 10:39 AM 

11:39 AM 11:48 AM 12:00 PM 11:00 AM 11:25 AM 11:39 AM 

12:39 PM 12:48 PM 1:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:25 PM 12:39 PM 

1:39 PM 1:48 PM 2:00 PM 1:00 PM 1:25 PM 1:39 PM 

2:39 PM 2:48 PM 3:00 PM 2:00 PM 2:25 PM 2:39 PM 

3:39 PM 3:48 PM 4:00 PM 3:00 PM 3:25 PM 3:39 PM 

4:39 PM 4:48 PM 5:00 PM 4:00 PM 4:25 PM 4:39 PM 

5:39 PM 5:48 PM 6:00 PM 5:00 PM 5:25 PM 5:39 PM 

Porter Stageline/Amtrak Thruway Motorcoach Service 

Weekdays 

Florence to Eugene Eugene to Florence 

8:25 AM 10:40 AM 

1:55 PM 5:20 PM 

Florence to Coos Bay Coos Bay to Florence 

11:30 AM 8:00 AM 

6:15 PM 12:35 PM 

Weekends 

Florence to Eugene Eugene to Florence 

8:25 AM 5:20 PM 

Florence to Coos Bay Coos Bay to Florence 

No Service No Service 

 

As shown in Table 4-2, local bus service is provided throughout most of the day with one-hour 

headways, connecting between major commercial and institutional activities. However, the lack of 

services during morning peak hours essentially puts a barrier to residents commuting to work by bus. 

Also, no stops are available along US 101. 

Specialized Transit Services 

Several Florence-area organizations and programs provide transportation services to older adults and 

persons with disabilities with most trips being to and from medical services. These services include: 
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 Friends of Florence Van for individuals needing cancer treatment in Eugene, 

 Medicaid Non-Emergency Medical Transportation (NEMT) for individuals that qualify for 

the Oregon Health Plan Plus, 

 Veteran’s Transportation, and 

 Florence S&DS Volunteer Escort and Senior Companion drivers serve older adults living 

independently without any other means of transportation. 

Transportation is also provided by some retirement centers. 

Neighboring Public Transit Service 

Lane Transit District operates bus service from Eugene to Veneta, 48 miles east of Florence, seven 

times daily on weekdays and twice daily on Saturday. Lincoln County Transit operates bus service from 

Newport to Yachats, 25 miles north of Florence, four times daily on weekdays and Saturdays. Coos 

County Area Transit provides one round-trip from Reedsport, 22 miles south of Florence, to Coos Bay 

on Wednesdays only. 

TRANSIT NEEDS 

As part of the development of the TSP update, the City of Florence conducted several surveys about the 

City’s current transit service. These surveys consisted of a survey mailed to all residents with their city 

utility bill, an on-board survey of Rhody Express riders, and employee surveys at Fred Meyer, Grocery 

Outlet, and Peace Health. In addition, a survey of delivery services and public agency staff included 

questions about transit service. 

Nearly all (95%) of respondents to the general survey were aware of Rhody Express service, but most 

(75%) had never used it. Service improvements most desired by this group were:  expanded route 

coverage (52%), weekend service (39%), more frequent service (33%), and expanded AM/PM service 

hours (23%/26%). Respondents could pick multiple improvements; retirees were over-represented in 

the general survey responses. The most-requested service locations in or near Florence were 

Florentine Estates, Driftwood Shores/Heceta Beach, Sutton Lake, and the dunes area. The most-

requested more-distant service locations were Eugene (primarily), with Yachats/Newport and 

Reedsport also requested. 

The typical Rhody Express rider is a senior citizen or a person with a disability who uses the bus to go 

shopping and uses the service more than once a week. Rhody Express is most commonly used for 

shopping trips (80% of respondents use it this way), while about 25% of respondents use it for social 
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trips and about 25% use it to get to and from medical appointments (respondents could pick multiple 

trip purposes). Riders’ most-desired service improvement by far is weekend service (84%), with 

expanded AM service hours, more frequent service, and expanded route coverage desired by 25–30% 

of respondents, respectively (respondents could pick multiple improvements). 

The employee survey found that most respondents do not use Rhody Express because it is not available 

when or where they need to travel, they need their car for personal errands or to save time, and/or 

(particularly for the retail employees) they have an irregular work schedule. More convenient service 

hours and a guaranteed ride home program were the actions that would be most likely to get some 

employees to switch travel modes. 

Transit-related survey results from the delivery service/public agency survey were: (1) there are many 

gaps in the sidewalk network and many sidewalks in disrepair (this makes it harder to access transit, 

particularly for seniors and persons with disabilities), and (2) a desire to keep the bus on public streets 

and not divert into parking lots (diverting tends to slow the bus down and creates more conflict 

opportunities with cars; on the other hand, good sidewalk connections from the street into sites are 

needed for passengers to safely access a site). 

Porter Stage Lines provides only two bus services each day to both Eugene and Coos Bay during 

weekdays. Residents depending on transit services would be at a commuter disadvantage to have out-

of-Florence employment.  

In addition to the fixed-schedule services, various organizations and programs provide transportation 

services to senior, disabled, and people in need of medical services in and out of the Florence area. 

Several of these services include: 

 Friends of Florence Van 

 Medicaid Medical Rides 

 Veteran's Transportation 

 Florence Medical Escort Taxi Program 

 Senior and Disable Services Volunteer Medical Rides 

Transportation is also provided by some retirement centers. The most up-to-date information can be 

found at http://www.ci.florence.or.us/transportation.cfm. 

Also identified by City of Florence staff and the project team, one significant deficiency in the transit 

system is the lack of transit service to the northwest quadrant of the City. This includes recreational 

http://www.ci.florence.or.us/transportation.cfm


Florence Transportation System Plan December 2012 
Conditions, Deficiencies, and Needs 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 43 

areas such as the North Jetty, Driftwood Shores, and Heceta Beach. There is also a lack of transit service 

to the City of Yachats to the north. 

Community Transit Plan Update 

The Community Transit Plan was originally written in 2000 prior to the establishment of Rhody 

Express bus service, and this plan’s horizon date was 2010. Accordingly, the Community Transit Plan 

has been updated as a stand-alone document and is incorporated into this Updated TSP as Technical 

Memorandum #7 (see Volume II of the Technical Appendix). Section 7 of the TSP provides a summary 

of the Transit Plan. 

General Transit and Ridership Survey Results 

The City of Florence conducted several surveys across a variety of groups to assess the current Rhody 

Express service in the form of a general transit survey (mailed to all residents in utility bills) and a 

ridership survey (given exclusively to riders of the Rhody Express). Survey results are summarized 

below, along with some general characteristics of Florence residents to provide additional context.  

Characteristics of Florence residents (based on 2005-09 American Community Survey 5-year rolling averages): 

 38% of population is age 65+ 

 37% of population is employed 

 7.3% of working-age population in the labor force is unemployed (probably higher now) 

 Median household income is $35,670 

 13% of households have children under 18 years of age 

 Data on percent of population with disabilities not available 

 74% of commuters drive alone, 11% carpool, 6% walk, 6% work at home 

Statistics and Results of the General Transit Survey 

 71% live in a household with a retired person 

 28% live in a household with an employed person 

 6% live in a household with K-12 students 

 11% live in a household with a disabled person 

There were 342 survey responses to the General Transit survey mailed to residents (6.7% of Florence 

households). Households with retirees are considerably over-represented in the sample.  
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The typical survey respondent is aware that Rhody Express service exists (95% aware), but has never 

ridden it (75% of households, 76% of people). 

A majority of survey respondents (61%) say they would ride the Rhody Express if it was more 

convenient. Most-desired improvements are expanded route coverage (52%), weekend service (39%), 

more frequent service (33%), and expanded AM/PM service hours (23%/26%). 

Respondents who are employed or in school typically drive alone (67%), walk (21%), or carpool (9%). 

Nearly all (88%) of these work or study in Florence. Of those who travel away from Florence for work 

or study, 84% say they would use transit service if it was available and convenient. 

Statistics and Results of the Ridership Survey 

There were 36 survey responses to the Ridership survey. The typical Rhody Express rider is a senior 

citizen or a person with a disability who uses the bus to go shopping and uses the service more than 

once a week. 

Survey respondents were persons with disabilities or their companions (45%), senior citizens (33%), 

unemployed persons (11%), and employed persons (11%). No students or tourists responded to the 

survey. 

Rhody Express is most commonly used for shopping trips (80% of respondents use it this way), while 

about 25% of respondents use it for social trips and about 25% use it to get to and from medical 

appointments (respondents could pick multiple trip purposes). About 2/3 of respondents use it more 

than once a week, while 85% use it at least once a week. 44% of respondents require some sort of 

assistance when using Rhody Express (e.g., stop announcements, companion, wheelchair lift). 

Respondents’ most-desired service improvement by far was weekend service (84%). Expanded AM 

service hours, more frequent service, and expanded route coverage were also desired by 25–30% of 

respondents, respectively (respondents could pick multiple desired improvements). 

For 57% of respondents, Rhody Express is their only transportation option. 91% of those providing an 

answer to the question have household incomes less than $30,000 (compared to Florence’s median 

income of approximately $35,000), while 41% have household incomes less than $10,000. 

Statistics and Results of the Employer Survey 

The City of Florence also conducted a survey of three major employers in Florence to assess the 

potential for the Rhody Express to provide service for journey-to-work trips. The survey results are 

summarized below. 
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The City surveyed employees at three major employers: Peace Health, Fred Meyer, and Grocery Outlet, 

with 48, 14, and 12 responses received from the respective locations. Most respondents (ranging from 

93% at Fred Meyer to 67% at Grocery Outlet) do not have the ability to adjust their work schedule. A 

large majority of the respondents drive alone exclusively (ranging from 92% at Peace Health to 75% at 

Grocery Outlet), some carpool with another employee or get a ride to work, and a few walk or bike. 

Those who drive alone do so because the bus is not available, they need their car for personal errands 

or to save time, they have no one to share a ride with, and/or (particularly for the retail employees) 

they have an irregular work schedule. Fred Meyer and Peace Health employees would be most likely to 

change mode if the bus was more convenient, if a guaranteed ride home program was available, or if 

there was the opportunity to share a ride.  

None of the offered strategies resonated strongly with Grocery Outlet employees; however, they would 

be least unlikely to change modes if fuel prices increased, a guaranteed ride home program was 

available, or ridesharing opportunities existed. Virtually all of the respondents (96%) were aware of 

Rhody Express. 

Statistics and Results of the Delivery Service and Jurisdiction Staff Survey 

The City of Florence also conducted a survey of a wide range of service providers and jurisdictional 

staff to assess the current transportation system, its operation both today and in the future, existing or 

anticipated future issues, and any recommendations for improvement. 

Surveys were sent to the following 16 service providers, 11 of which (*) provided responses. 

 Central Coast Disposal (*) 

 County Transfer and Recycling (*) 

 FEDEX 

 Florence Airport (*) 

 Public Works Director (*) 

 Public Works GIS Manager (*) 

 Lane County Operations and Maintenance Staff (*) 

 ODOT Operations and Maintenance Staff (*) 

 Port of Siuslaw 

 Rhody Express (*) 

 River City Taxi (*) 
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 Siuslaw School Bus Service (*) 

 US Post Office (*) 

 Western Lane Ambulance Services 

While the wide range of service providers and their respective focus area(s) resulted in disparate 

responses, there were a few consistent themes that emerged.  

1. Service providers generally noted that the local street system within the City functions well 

today, and local knowledge of the area allows many service providers to use local streets and 

avoid congestion on the highways (thus avoiding higher volumes of traffic and “friction” on the 

system, improving efficiency).  

2. Several service providers noted that the five-lane cross-section of US 101 should be extended 

north through the Munsel Lake Road intersection (and possibly to Heceta Beach Road) to better 

manage mobility needs through this section of the highway and improve accessibility to/from 

local side streets and/or driveways in this area. Some noted that they expect a larger 

proportion of future growth in the City to occur in this area. 

3. There is a need for a greater number of multi-use paths with improved connectivity to address 

observed elevated levels of non-motorized modes of transportation. Some identified a need for 

increased bicyclist education to help reduce conflicts. 

4. While the local street system operates well and is relatively well connected, maintenance of the 

roadways themselves and the need to find better/increased sources of funding for road 

maintenance and improvements is a concern. 

5. In general, future funding sources for respective services are a concern. 

6. General concerns raised about the street system include: 

a. Bicycles conflicting with trucks 

b. Campers/RVs cause congestion, particularly in the summertime 

c. Traffic congestion on the Siuslaw River Bridge during summer months 

7. General concerns regarding the pedestrian/bicycle system include: 

a. Need for more multi-use paths to separate these modes from motorists and improve 

safety 
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b. Many gaps in sidewalks and many sidewalks in disrepair 

c. A “bike rest area” at the north end of Siuslaw River Bridge may serve as a nice tourist 

diversion to view bay (ODOT currently seeking funding) 

8. In Old Town, the following issues were raised: 

a. Single lane alleys are sometimes difficult to maneuver in 

b. Bay Street time restrictions (no trucks before 7:00 a.m.) require trucks to mix with 

general traffic – restrictions should be removed 

9. General concerns regarding the transit/taxi system include: 

a. Funding is always a concern, and inhibits the system from expanding 

b. Need to shift transit routes out of parking lots and onto public streets 

10. There was also a concern about the poor condition of the stormwater system on US 101 from 

15th to 35th Streets (ODOT seeking funds for this estimated $2 million project) 

For complete survey responses from service providers and jurisdictional staff, see Attachment “C” of 

Technical Memorandum #4 in Volume II of the Technical Appendix. 

RAIL TRANSPORTATION  

There are no rail facilities within the Florence UGB. There is currently no active freight rail running 

through Florence and the nearest passenger rail is located in Eugene/Springfield. The Coos Bay Rail 

Link, which ran between Eugene and Coos Bay via Florence, crosses the Siuslaw River approximately 

2.5 miles east of Florence. This rail link has been closed since September 2007, but is expected to 

reopen sometime in 2012. 

Passenger Rail  

Passenger rail service is provided by Amtrak, with the nearest stations located in Eugene/Springfield. 

Amtrak operates the Cascades (Vancouver, BC to Eugene) and Coast Starlight (Seattle to Los Angeles), 

though some scheduled trips are partial segments of the entire route. In addition, Thruway bus service 

connects Ontario, OR to Coos Bay, OR with stops in Florence and Eugene as well as the Bend bus 

station. The schedule for passenger rail service at the Eugene/Springfield station is shown in Table 4-3. 

Detailed schedules can be obtained at www.amtrak.com.  

http://www.amtrak.com/
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Table 4-3  Passenger Rail and Intercity Bus Schedules, Daily Service 

Station 
Coast 

Starlight Cascades Thruway 

Southbound 

Eugene/Springfield 3:37 PM 12:30 PM 4:30 PM 7:22 PM 10:17 PM 6:45 PM 8:30 PM 

Northbound 

Eugene/Springfield 1:30 PM 6:13 AM 9:43 AM 12:35 PM 3:40 PM -- 2:05 PM 

AIR SERVICE 

The Florence Municipal Airport (http://www.airnav.com/airport/6S2) is a general aviation facility, 

meaning that it serves flights other than military and scheduled commercial flights. The airport is 

publicly owned by the City of Florence. The airport uses a single runway, which is asphalt-paved to a 

length of 3,000 feet. Approximately 15 general aviation aircraft are based at the airport. No instrument 

landing system exists so operations are limited to visual flight rules (VFR) and there is no scheduled 

service provided by commercial carriers.  

Florence residents traveling on commercial flights will be able to use either the Portland International 

Airport or the Eugene Airport, located approximately 200-minute and 90-minute driving from 

Florence, respectively. Commercial flights are also available at the Southwest Oregon Regional Airport 

in North Bend, approximately one hour south of Florence. 

PIPELINE SERVICE 

Florence does not have any major pipeline transmission lines. However, it does have an underground 

pipeline network for water, sewer, electric, fiber, and cable.  

WATER SERVICE 

The Siuslaw River is the only navigable waterway located within Florence. Access is provided through 

the Port of Siuslaw’s boat launch and marina. Other nearby available ports are located in Newport, 

Tillamook, Reedsport, Winchester Bay, and Coos Bay. There is a Siuslaw Water Trail that includes a 

stop at the Port’s boat launch.  

http://www.airnav.com/airport/6S2
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Current Transportation Conditions  

STUDY INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

This section of the existing conditions assessment documents the current performance of 16 key 

intersections within the City of Florence. The study intersections are summarized below. 

ODOT operated and maintained intersections: 

 US 101/Heceta Beach Road  US 101/OR 126 

 US 101/Munsel Lake Road  US 101/Rhododendron Drive 

 US 101/35th Street  US 101/2nd Street 

 US 101/30th Street  Quince Street/OR 126 

 US 101/27th Street  Spruce Street/OR 126 

 US 101/15th Street  North Fork Siuslaw Road/OR 126 

City of Florence operated and maintained intersections: 

 Rhododendron Drive/35th Street  Kingwood Street/15th Street 

 Rhododendron Drive/9th Street  Kingwood Street/9th Street 

Analysis Methodology and Performance Standards 

All operational analyses were performed in accordance with accepted state-of-the-practice procedures 

stated in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual. All intersection level-of-service evaluations used the peak 

15-minute flow rate during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Using the peak 15-minute flow rate ensures 

that this analysis is based on a reasonable worst-case scenario. For this reason, the analysis reflects 

conditions that are only likely to occur for 15 minutes out of each average peak hour. The 

transportation system will likely operate under conditions better than those described in this report 

during all other time periods. 

ODOT Intersections 

ODOT uses volume-to-capacity ratio standards to assess intersection operations. The ODOT controlled 

intersections within the study area are located along OR 126 and US 101, which are both designated as 

Statewide Highways. OR 126 is also designated as a freight route within the study area while US 101 is 

designated as a freight route within a Special Transportation Area (STA) south of OR 126, as a non-

freight route within an Urban Business Area (UBA) north of OR 126 and south of 30th Street, and as a 
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non-freight route north of 30th Street. Attachment “D” of Technical Memorandum #4 in Volume II of the 

Technical Appendix contains the ODOT Highway Segment Designation map for the City of Florence. 

The minimum required performance standards shown in Table 4-4 reflect the highway and area 

designations as well as the posted speed limit and traffic control at the intersections. Figure 4-6 

illustrates the existing lane configurations and traffic control devices at each of the study intersections. 

In reviewing Table 4-4, it should be noted that the two-way stop-controlled (TWSC) intersections 

operated and maintained by ODOT are evaluated using two performance standards; one for the 

highway approaches and one for the minor street approaches. The major street volume-to-capacity 

(V/C) ratios shown in Table 4-4 reflect the mobility standards for OR 126 and US 101. 

Table 4-4  Summary of ODOT Intersection Performance Standards 

Intersection 
Traffic 

Control1 
Posted Speed 
Limit (mph) OHP2 Mobility Standard 

US 101/Heceta Beach Road TWSC 55 V/C=0.75 

US 101/Munsel Lake Road TWSC 40 V/C=0.80 

US 101/35th Street Signalized 40 V/C=0.80 

US 101/30th Street TWSC 35 V/C=085 

US 101/27th Street TWSC 35 V/C=0.85 

US 101/15th St TWSC 30 V/C=0.85 

US 101/OR 126 Signalized 30 V/C=0.85 

US 101/Rhododendron Drive Signalized 30 V/C=0.85 

US 101/2nd St TWSC 30 V/C=0.85 

Quince Street/OR 126 TWSC 30 V/C=0.80 

Spruce Street/OR 126 TWSC 35 V/C=0.80 

N Fork Siuslaw Rd/OR 126 TWSC 45 V/C=0.70 

1 TWSC: Two-way stop-controlled (unsignalized)  
2 OHP: Oregon Highway Plan 
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City Intersections  

The City of Florence plans to adopt level-of-service (LOS) or volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio standards 

for signalized or unsignalized intersections as part of this TSP update and as required by the Oregon 

Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). 

Therefore, the following proposed minimum operating standards were applied to City intersections: 

 LOS “D” is considered acceptable at signalized and all-way stop controlled intersections if 

the V/C ratio is not higher than 1.0 for the sum of critical movements.  

 LOS “E” is considered acceptable for the poorest operating approach at two-way stop 

intersections. LOS “F” is allowed in situations where a traffic signal is not warranted. 

A summary of the performance standards at each of the study intersections under City jurisdiction is 

included in Table 4-5. A description of level of service and the criteria by which they are determined is 

presented in Attachment “E” of Technical Memorandum #4 in Volume II of the Technical Appendix. 

Attachment “E” also indicates how level of service is measured and what is generally considered the 

acceptable range of level of service.  

Table 4-5  Performance Standards for City Intersections 

Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 

Performance 
Standard 

Rhododendron Drive/35th Street TWSC1 LOS “D” 

Rhododendron Drive/9th Street TWSC LOS “D” 

Kingwood Street/15th Street TWSC LOS “D” 

Kingwood Street/9th Street TWSC LOS “D” 

1 TWSC: Two-way stop-controlled (unsignalized) 
 

The operational analysis results shown later in this report were compared with the mobility standards 

used by ODOT and the City to assess performance and potential areas for improvement. 

Traffic Volumes 

Manual turning-movement counts were conducted at 12 study intersections in late August and early 

September 2009. Supplemental counts were conducted at four study intersections in early August 

2010. All counts were conducted on a typical summertime mid-week day and include vehicle turning 

movements, pedestrian movements, bicycle movements, and heavy vehicle percentages. Attachment “F” 
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of Technical Memorandum #4 in Volume II of the Technical Appendix contains the traffic count 

worksheets used in the TSP update.  

Seasonal Adjustment Factor 

Traffic volumes within Florence tend to fluctuate by time of year due to seasonal factors such as tourist 

travel. Typically, transportation facilities are not designed for the highest volume of traffic experienced 

in an hour, but instead, are designed for the 30th highest hour demand experienced over the course of 

the year. If demand on a given transportation facility was measured every hour in the year, and the 

demands were ranked from highest to lowest, the 30th highest hour demand would represent the 

condition for which the system is typically designed (i.e. the “design hour”).  

The concept of the 30th highest hour demand in estimating transportation or parking capacity 

requirements recognizes that it is not economically sound to have a roadway congestion-free 

throughout every hour of the year. By designing the system to satisfy the 30th highest hour demand, 

typical weekday peaks will operate acceptably. 

The 30th highest hour volumes (30 HV) for Florence were derived from the manual turning movement 

counts conducted at the study intersections in accordance with the methodology described in the ODOT 

Analysis Procedures Manual (APM). The APM describes three methods for estimating 30 HV volumes 

including the On-Site ATR method, the ATR Characteristic Table method, and the Seasonal Trend Table 

method. Since there are no ATR’s located within the City limits and no ATR’s provided in the 

characteristic table that can accurately represent the conditions in Florence, the Seasonal Trend Table 

method was selected.  

The Seasonal Trend Table provides average values from the ODOT ATR Characteristic Table for each 

seasonal traffic trend. Values from the Coastal Destination seasonal traffic trend were used to derive 30 

HV volumes for Florence. 

Table 4-6 summarizes the seasonal adjustment factors calculated for each study intersection based on 

the date the count was conducted, the seasonal factor associated with the count date and the peak 

period seasonal factor as provided in the ODOT Seasonal Trend Table for 2010. 
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Table 4-6  Seasonal Trend Table 

Location Count Date 
Count Data Seasonal 

Factor 
Peak Period Seasonal 

Factor 
Seasonal 

Adjustment 

Kingwood St/15th St 8/5/2010 0.82 0.82 1.0018 

Kingwood St/9th St 8/5/2010 0.82 0.82 1.0018 

US 101/27th St 8/5/2010 0.82 0.82 1.0018 

Quince St/OR 126 8/5/2010 0.82 0.82 1.0018 

US 101/Heceta Beach Rd 8/24/2009 0.83 0.82 1.0088 

US 101/Munsel Lake Rd 8/24/2009 0.83 0.82 1.0088 

US 101/15th St 8/25/2009 0.83 0.82 1.0088 

US 101/OR 126 8/25/2009 0.83 0.82 1.0088 

Spruce St/OR 126 8/25/2009 0.83 0.82 1.0088 

Rhododendron Dr/9th St 8/26/2009 0.83 0.82 1.0088 

US 101/35th St 8/26/2009 0.83 0.82 1.0088 

US 101/Rhododendron Dr 8/26/2009 0.83 0.82 1.0088 

US 101/2nd St 8/26/2009 0.83 0.82 1.0088 

N Fork Siuslaw Rd/OR 126 8/26/2009 0.83 0.82 1.0088 

Rhododendron Dr/35th St 8/31/2009 0.83 0.82 1.0088 

US 101/30th St 9/1/2009 0.88 0.82 1.0788 

 

The 30 HV volumes for Florence were ultimately derived by increasing the traffic counts at the study 

intersections by the factors shown in Table 4-1 in accordance with ODOT’s Analysis Procedures Manual 

(APM). Figure 4-7 provides a summary of the seasonally adjusted year 2010 turning-movement counts, 

which are rounded to the nearest five vehicles per hour for the weekday p.m. peak hour. The findings of 

the existing conditions analysis are also shown in Figure 4-7 and summarized in Table 4-7 which also 

shows the applicable mobility standard.  

As shown, all study intersections currently meet the applicable mobility and level-of-service standards 

during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Attachment “G” of Technical Memorandum #4 in Volume II of the 

Technical Appendix includes the existing level-of-service analysis worksheets. 
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Table 4-7  Intersection Operations Analysis, Existing Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Intersection 
Traffic 

Control1 
Mobility 
Standard 

Existing 
Operations 

Meets 
Standard? 

ODOT Intersections 

US 101/Heceta Beach Road TWSC V/C=0.75 V/C=0.09 Yes 

US 101/Munsel Lake Road TWSC V/C=0.80 V/C=0.21 Yes 

US 101/35th Street Signalized V/C=0.80 V/C=0.36 Yes 

US 101/30th Street TWSC V/C=0.85 V/C=0.07 Yes 

US 101/27th Street TWSC V/C=0.85 V/C=0.15 Yes 

US 101/15th St TWSC V/C=0.85 V/C=0.41 Yes 

US 101/OR 126 Signalized V/C=0.85 V/C=0.48 Yes 

US 101/Rhododendron Road Signalized V/C=0.85 V/C=0.32 Yes 

US 101/2nd St TWSC V/C=0.85 V/C=0.06 Yes 

Quince Street/OR 126 TWSC V/C=0.85 V/C=0.44 Yes 

Spruce Street/OR 126 TWSC V/C=0.85 V/C=0.06 Yes 

North Fork Siuslaw Road/OR 126 TWSC V/C=0.85 V/C=0.13 Yes 

City Intersections 

Rhododendron Road/35th Street TWSC LOS “D” LOS=A Yes 

Rhododendron Road/9th Street TWSC LOS “D” LOS=A Yes 

Kingwood Street/15th Street TWSC LOS “D” LOS=B Yes 

Kingwood Street/9th Street TWSC LOS “D” LOS=C Yes 

1 TWSC: Two-way stop-controlled (unsignalized) 

 

As shown on Figure 4-7 and Table 4-7, all study intersections currently meet their respective mobility 

standards during the weekday p.m. peak hour.  

SAFETY ANALYSIS 

This section provides an analysis of historic roadway safety information in Florence. As a starting point, 

both state highways in Florence were reviewed for identification in the ODOT Safety Priority Index 

System. This is followed by an analysis of crash data provided by ODOT. The crash data includes all 

reported crashes that occurred at study intersections for the five-year period from January 1, 2005 to 

December 31, 2009. 
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Safety Priority Index System 

The Safety Priority Index System (SPIS) is a method developed by ODOT for identifying hazardous 

locations on state highways with consideration of crash frequency, crash rate, and crash severity. As 

described in ODOT’s SPIS description, a roadway segment becomes a SPIS site if a location has three or 

more crashes or one or more fatal crashes over the three-year period. Under this method, all state 

highways are analyzed in 0.10 mile segments to determine SPIS sites. Statewide, there are 

approximately 6,000 SPIS sites. SPIS sites are typically intersections, but can also be roadway segments.  

According to ODOT’s Project Safety Management System, four SPIS sites are shown to be in the “85 – 

89.99” percentile. 

Intersection Crash Data Analysis 

ODOT provided detailed crash data covering all crashes that occurred in the City of Florence for the 

five-year period from January 1, 2005 to December 31, 2009. These five years were the most recent 

period for which crash data was available. The data were analyzed to determine crash rates for all 

study intersections and roadway segments.  

Crash rates for intersections were calculated in crashes per million entering vehicles (MEV). The crash 

data are summarized in Table 4-8, including types and severity of crashes as well as crash rate and 

critical crash rate for each intersection. 

Based on a review of the crash data, there were no identifiable patterns or trends in the crash types 

that would indicate an opportunity for specific engineering treatments to reduce crashes. 
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Table 4-8  Intersection Crash History (January 1, 2005-December 31, 2009) 

Intersection 

Collision Type Severity 

Total 
Observed Crash 

Rate 
Rear 
End Turn Angle Other PDO1 Injury Fatal 

Signalized Intersections 

US 101 /  
35th St 3 0 3 0 4 2 0 6 0.15 

US 101 /  
OR 126 5 7 5 4 16 5 0 21 0.39 

US 101 /  
Rhododendron Drive 2 3 1 1 4 3 0 7 0.26 

Two-Way Stop-Controlled Intersections 

Rhododendron Drive /  
35th St 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0.12 

Rhododendron Drive /  
9th Street 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 

Kingwood Street /  
15th Street 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0.13 

Kingwood Street /  
9th Street 6 1 0 0 4 3 0 7 0.45 

US 101 /  
Heceta Beach Road 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0.05 

US 101 /  
Munsel Lake Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 

US 101 /  
30th Street 0 2 1 0 3 0 0 3 0.08 

US 101 /  
27th Street 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0.02 

US 101 /  
Airport Road 3 0 1 0 3 1 0 4 0.09 

US 101 /  
2nd Street 3 0 0 0 2 1 0 3 0.11 

OR 126 /  
Quince Street  1 2 2 0 3 2 0 5 0.17 

OR 126 /  
Spruce Street 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 0.07 

OR 126 /  
N Fork Siuslaw River Road 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 0.10 

1PDO: Property Damage Only. 
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Segment Crash Data Analysis 

ODOT provided crash data summaries for the four SPIS sites in the “85 – 89.99” percentile for the three-

year period between January 1, 2007 and December 31, 2009. The US 101/17th Street intersection is 

included in two of the sites, US 101 (MP 189.64 to 189.76) and US 101 (MP 189.71 to 189.81). 

Therefore, crash history at these two sites was combined in the reported summary. The crash data are 

summarized in Table 4-9 including types and severity of crashes as well as crash rate and critical crash 

rate for each segment. Milepoint information can be found in Figure 4-1. 

These sites have crash rates in the range of approximately 0.63 to 0.74 crashes per million vehicle miles 

traveled (MVMT). Similar to the intersection analysis, there were no identifiable patterns or trends in 

the crash types that would indicate an opportunity for specific engineering treatments to reduce 

crashes. 

Table 4-9  Segment Crash History (2007 - 2009) 

Roadway 
Segment 

Collision Type Severity 

Total 

Observed 
Crash Rate 

(MVMT) 
Rear 
End Turn Angle Ped 

Side-
swipe  Other PDO1 Injury Fatal 

Roadway Segments 

US 101 
(MP 189.47 – 
189.58) 

4 2 2 2 1 1 8 4 0 12 0.63 

US 101 
(MP 189.64 – 
189.81) 

6 2 2 1 1 2 5 9 0 14 0.74 

OR 126 
(MP 2.64 – 
2.78) 

1 0 1 0 2 0 1 3 0 4 0.66 

1PDO: Property Damage Only. 

 

Safety information and crash records for this analysis are provided in Attachment “I” of Technical 

Memorandum #4 in Volume II of the Technical Appendix.  
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Future Transportation Conditions  
The following describes the weekday p.m. peak hour traffic volume development and the projected 

weekday p.m. peak hour traffic operations under year 2035 no-build traffic conditions. This section 

describes how the Florence street system will operate if traffic grows at projected rates and no 

improvements or expansions are made to the system. 

TRAFFIC VOLUME FORECAST 

The turning movement counts provided by ODOT for the existing conditions analysis were used in 

conjunction with the base and future model volumes provided by the Lane County Council of 

Governments (LCOG) to derive future turning movements at the study intersections. Year 2035 

intersection turning movement volumes were developed using a methodology described in National 

Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 255.3 The resulting turning movements were 

used in the traffic operations analysis described below. Attachment “J” of Technical Memorandum #4 in 

                                                             

3 Existing link volumes were derived at each approach to the study intersections by summing the total of the left, through, and 

right-turning movements from the ODOT traffic counts. The existing link volumes were then evaluated along with the link 

volumes shown in the base year 2009 and future year 2035 LCOG traffic model following the methodology described in the 

National Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 255. This document describes two types of adjustment methods used 

to determine the final link volumes used in the analysis. The two adjustment methods are applied as follows: 

 Ratio Method: In the Ratio method the existing volume is divided by the base model volume then multiplied by the 

future model volume to derive an adjusted volume that takes into account the difference between the models and the 

observed count. The results of this method were used when the Difference method resulted in a negative number or 

when the absolute value of the Difference method was greater than the absolute value of the Ratio method. 

 Difference Method: In the Difference method the base model volume is subtracted from the existing volume then 

added to the future model volume to derive a future adjusted volume that takes into account the net difference 

between the models and the observed count. The results of this method were used when the existing volumes were 

significantly higher than the base model volumes resulting in an excessively high value for the Ratio method. 

Based on NCHRP Report 255, the final model volumes are often the result of an average of the two methods except in those 

situations described above: when the Difference is less than zero, when the absolute value of the Difference is greater than the 

absolute value of the Ratio, or when the existing link volume is significantly higher than the base model volume. The volumes 

selected through this process for the operations analysis were distributed at the study intersections based on the existing 

distribution. Volumes were then manually balanced or “smoothed” between intersections. 
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Volume II of the Technical Appendix contains the base and future year model outputs from the LCOG 

transportation demand model, as well as a detailed discussion of model assumptions. 

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS ANALYSIS RESULTS 

The findings of the future no-build year 2035 conditions analysis are shown in Figure 4-8 and 

summarized in Table 4-10, which also shows the applicable mobility standard. 



Florence Transportation System Plan 

0 
a: 
0 
z 
0 a: 
0 z 
w 
0 
0 
0 
0 
::c 
a: 
z 

• a: 
0 
z 
0 a: 
0 z 
w 
0 
0 
0 
0 
::c 
a: 
z 

35TH ST 

9THST 

CM=WB 
LOS=B 

Del=10.6 
V/C=0.29 

e 

I-
(/) 

0 
0 
0 
~ 
(!l 
z 
S2 

lxxxxl = LINK VOLUMES (PM PEAK HOUR) 

CM =CRITICAL MOVEMENT 

LOS = CRITICAL MOVEMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE 

Del= CRITICAL MOVEMENT CONTROL DELAY 

V/C =CRITICAL VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIO 

15TH ST 

9THST 

~KITTELSON & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
~ TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING I PLANNING 

e 
~ 
::c 
I-
(/) 
<( 
0 
(.) 

z 
0 
(!l 
w 
a: 
0 

e 
~ 
::c 
I-
(/) 

~ 
(.) 

z 
0 
(!l 
w 
a: 
0 

G 
~ 
::c 
I-
(/) 
<( 
0 
(.) 

z 
0 
(!l 
w 
a: 
0 

e 
~ 
::c 
I-
(/) 

~ 
(.) 

z 
0 
(!l 
w 
a: 
0 

0 
~ 
::c 
I-
(/) 
<( 
0 
(.) 

z 
0 
(!l 
w 
a: 
0 

e 
~ 

~ 
z 
0 
(!l 
w 
a: 
0 

HECETA BEACH RD 

CM=EBLT 
LOS=F 
Del=>50 
V/C=0.45 

MUNSEL LAKE RD 

35TH ST 

30TH ST 

27TH ST 

45 ~ CM=EB '-.. 5 LOS=F < 
<S ___. Del=>50 +-<S 
50

""' V/C=>1.0 ,r'<5 

15TH ST 

SR-126 

2NDST 

5~ CM=WBLT '-. 5 < LOS=E 
<S ___. Del=38.4 +-<S 

<S""" V/C=0.25 ,r' 35 

~ 
w 
(.) 
z 
5 
0 

SR-126 

June2012 

(NO SCALE) 

0 
a: 

~ 
(/) 
::::l 
u.; 
~ 
a: 
0 u.. 
z 

SR-126 

2035 NO-BUILD TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 
WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR 

FLORENCE, OREGON 

kelli
Rectangle

kelli
Typewritten Text
December

kelli
Typewritten Text

kelli
Typewritten Text



Florence Transportation System Plan December 2012 
Conditions, Deficiencies, and Needs 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 63 

 

Table 4-10 Intersection Operations Analysis, 2035 No-Build Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Intersection 
Traffic 

Control1 
Mobility 
Standard 

Future 
Operations2 

Meets 
Standard? 

ODOT Intersections 

US 101/Heceta Beach Road TWSC V/C=0.75 V/C=0.45 Yes 

US 101/Munsel Lake Road TWSC V/C=0.80 V/C=>1.0 No 

US 101/35th Street Signalized V/C=0.80 V/C=0.67 Yes 

US 101/30th Street TWSC V/C=0.85 V/C=0.48 Yes 

US 101/27th Street TWSC V/C=0.85 V/C=>1.0 No 

US 101/15th Street TWSC V/C=0.85 V/C=>1.0 No 

US 101/OR 126 Signalized V/C=0.85 V/C=0.84 Yes 

US 101/Rhododendron Road Signalized V/C=0.85 V/C=0.57 Yes 

US 101/2nd Street TWSC V/C=0.85 V/C=0.25 Yes 

Quince Street/OR 126 TWSC V/C=0.80 V/C=>1.0 No 

Spruce Street/OR 126 TWSC V/C=0.80 V/C=>1.0 No 

North Fork Siuslaw Road/OR 126 TWSC V/C=0.70 V/C=0.64 Yes 

City Intersections 

Rhododendron Road/35th Street TWSC LOS “D” LOS=C Yes 

Rhododendron Road/9th Street TWSC LOS “D” LOS=B Yes 

Kingwood Street/15th Street TWSC LOS “D” LOS=B Yes 

Kingwood Street/9th Street TWSC LOS “D” LOS=F No 
1TWSC: Two-way stop-controlled (unsignalized) 
2 V/C ratios reported for signalized intersection reflect the overall intersection V/C ratio; for unsignalized intersections,  
   the reported V/C ratio is for the critical minor-street approach. 
3 Recent policy and intent clarifications by ODOT considers calculated vales for V/C ratios within 0.03 of the adopted 
   standard in the OHP to be considered in compliance with the standard. 
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As shown in Figure 4-8 and Table 4-10, there are five study intersections under ODOT’s jurisdiction 

that are forecast to exceed the applicable OHP mobility standard under future no-build traffic 

conditions. The Kingwood Street/9th Street intersection is also forecast to operate unacceptably under 

future no-build traffic conditions. Improvements at these intersections as well as those potentially 

impacted by other future “build” improvements will need to satisfy the mobility standards identified 

previously. Attachment “K” of Technical Memorandum #4in Volume II of the Technical Appendix includes 

the future year 2035 no-build level-of-service analysis worksheets. 

It should be noted that recent policy and intent clarifications by ODOT regarding Oregon 

Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-012-0060 (the Transportation Planning Rule [TPR]) considers 

calculated vales for V/C ratios within 0.03 of the adopted standard in the OHP to be considered in 

compliance with the standard. As such, forecast V/C ratios at ODOT intersections can be considered 

compliant with the TPR when they are within 0.03 of the adopted standard in the OHP. 

US 101/Munsel Lake Road 

The US 101/Munsel Lake Road intersection is a three-legged intersection with stop control on the 

minor street (Munsel Lake Road) approach. The minor street approaches are currently one lane only. 

The forecast heavy westbound left-turn demand from Munsel Lake Road experiences long delays in 

entering the US 101 traffic stream, and causes the critical westbound approach to operate over 

capacity. 

US 101/27th Street 

The US 101/27th Street intersection is a four-legged intersection with stop control on the minor street 

(27th Street) approaches. The minor street approaches are currently one lane only. While side street 

volumes are not forecast to be very high, the high northbound and southbound through volumes do not 

provide for adequate gaps in traffic for vehicles wishing to cross or turn left onto US 101, causing the 

eastbound single-lane approach to operate over capacity. 

US 101/15th Street 

The US 101/15th Street intersection is a four-legged intersection with stop control on the minor street 

(15th Street) approaches. The minor street approaches are currently one lane only. While side street 

volumes are not forecast to be very high, the high northbound and southbound through volumes do not 

provide for adequate gaps in traffic for vehicles wishing to turn onto US 101, causing the eastbound 

single-lane approach to operate over capacity. 
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OR 126/Quince Street 

The OR 126/Quince Street intersection is a four-legged intersection with stop control on the minor 

street (Quince Street) approaches. The minor street approaches are currently one lane only. Heavy 

demand is forecast for the northbound approach on Quince, and the volume of through traffic on OR 

126 does not provide for adequate gaps in traffic for vehicles wishing to cross or turn left onto OR 126, 

causing the northbound shared left-through lane to operate over capacity.  

OR 126/Spruce Street 

The OR 126/Spruce Street intersection is a four-legged intersection with stop control on the minor 

street (Spruce Street) approaches. The minor street approaches are currently one lane only. Heavy 

demand is forecast for the southbound approach on Spruce, and the volume of through traffic on OR 

126 does not provide for adequate gaps in traffic for vehicles wishing to turn onto OR 126, causing the 

southbound single-lane approach to operate over capacity. Southbound, Spruce Street is wide enough 

to allow right-turning vehicles to pass by vehicles waiting to turn left, but this additional capacity may 

not always be available depending on vehicle alignment/size and the aggressiveness of the driver. 

Kingwood Street/9th Street 

The Kingwood Street/9th Street intersection is a four-legged intersection with stop control on the 

Kingwood Street approaches (northbound and southbound). Heavy through and left-turn volumes on 

9th Street do not provide for adequate gaps in traffic for vehicles wishing to cross or turn left onto 

Kingwood Street, causing the northbound and southbound stop-controlled approaches to operate at 

LOS F.  

 



Section 5  
Local Street System 
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LOCAL STREET SYSTEM 
This section outlines a variety of alternatives evaluated to address future needs of the Florence Urban 

Area transportation system. Finally, the Key Development Areas section summarizes the proposed 

projects of all types within each of the key growth areas identified by the City. It is critical to minimize 

transportation barriers to development in the areas that are targeted for growth to minimize sprawl 

into other areas. Details of the evaluations are provided in Technical Memorandum #5: Local Street 

System in Volume II of the Technical Appendix. For reference, the planned projects are illustrated on 

Figure 10-1 and summarized by time frame in Table 10-1 through Table 10-4, Table 10-6, and Table 

10-7, which are provided in Section 10 of this document. 

Summary of Needs and Deficiencies 
Summaries are organized in the following subsections:  

 Safety Focused Intersection and Roadway Segments – Summarizes safety deficiencies 

identified at study intersections and roadway segments under existing conditions. 

 Forecasted Traffic Operations Issues – Summarizes intersection operational deficiencies 

identified at study intersections under year 2035 future conditions. 

SAFETY FOCUS INTERSECTIONS AND ROADWAY SEGMENTS 

The crash data reviewed in existing conditions does not present identifiable patterns or trends in crash 

types that would indicate an opportunity for specific engineering treatments to reduce crashes.  

Three roadway segments were identified on ODOT’s Safety Priority Index System (SPIS) list. However, 

no obvious crash patterns in these roadway segments were identified that would suggest potential 

mitigation measures.  

FORECASTED TRAFFIC OPERATIONS ISSUES 

Based on the travel demand forecasts and operational analysis conducted for the study intersections, 

the following locations are expected to operate in excess of the applicable performance standards 

under year 2035 No-Build conditions: 

 US 101/Munsel Lake Road 

 US 101/27th Street 
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 US 101/15th Street 

 9th Street/Kingwood Street 

 OR 126/Quince Street 

 OR 126/Spruce Street 

The No-Build year 2035 forecasted turning movements and operations for each of the above study 

intersections is provided in Figure 4-8 of Technical Memorandum #4 in Volume II of the Technical 

Appendix.  

Alternatives Analysis 
Alternative treatments, strategies and approaches that can be used to improve existing and forecasted 

transportation system deficiencies in the project study area are organized in the following subsections:  

 Roadway Safety – Presents measures to reduce crashes and address safety concerns at 

intersections and along roadway segments based on their crash history. 

 Local Street Connectivity – Discusses strategies for improving local street connectivity to 

minimize the need for out-of-direction travel for all travel modes.  

 Access Management – Presents treatments and policies for managing the frequency and 

density of driveways along roadways. 

 Transportation System Management (TSM) – Discusses measures aimed at optimizing 

traffic operations of the existing roadway system.  

 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) – Presents strategies to influence and 

manage the demand for travel on a system. For example, TDM methods would be employed 

to explore measures that encourage non-essential trips (e.g., trips to the grocery store) to 

occur outside of peak commuting hours.  

 Capacity Enhancing Roadway Treatments – Presents treatments and approaches for 

adding capacity at existing intersections or along roadways. 

These sub-sections are intended to outline the options or alternatives for addressing the deficiencies 

and needs noted in the previous section. 

For ease of referencing, proposed projects, policies, programs, and travel demand management 

strategies have been numbered. The referencing codes are described below: 
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 PRJ-XX: Roadway Project 

 PRO-XX: Specific Plan 

 TDM-XX: Travel Demand Management Strategy 

ROADWAY SAFETY  

While no imminent safety concerns were identified at study intersections or roadway segments, 

improved safety for all modes should continue to be a focal point of other improvements and 

community enhancements.  

LOCAL STREET CONNECTIVITY 

The City of Florence transportation system currently relies heavily on the state highway system for 

local travel. In particular, north/south travel through the City is largely required to use US 101. Absence 

of contiguous parallel north/south facilities exacerbates this condition. The lack of contiguous east-

west connections across Florence also adds to congestion on OR 126. As such, local trips often must 

navigate amongst regional traffic.  

Local Street Improvement Options 

Many local improvements have been identified by City of Florence area planning documents that would 

serve to alleviate local trip reliance on the state highway system. The local street improvements 

identified below include those suggested for consideration either in these documents or by the Project 

Advisory Committee for inclusion in the updated TSP. Year 2035 forecasts have been prepared using 

the travel demand model to determine the future system capacity needs with the inclusion of these 

local street improvements. Analysis of these forecasts and their implications on transportation system 

needs is shown later in this memorandum. The local street improvements considered for inclusion in 

the updated TSP include: 

 Pacific View Drive Extension (PRJ-1) – This improvement would extend the existing 

Pacific View Drive from its current terminus southwest to connect to N Rhododendron 

Drive at New Hope Way. This connection would enhance local east/west connectivity and 

reduce reliance on 35th Street and 9th Street. 

 Spruce Street Extension (PRJ-8) – Construct a new section of Spruce Street north from its 

current terminus (north of Munsel Lake Road) to Heceta Beach Road. This new collector 

road will provide local access to future development areas, and should align with Heceta 

Beach Road at a single four-legged intersection on US 101.  
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Local Intersection Improvement Options 

The 2035 No-Build analysis in Section 4 reveals those intersections listed below as needing 

improvements. Operations analysis was performed to determine the appropriate options for mitigation 

of each of these failing study area intersections. Accordingly, Figure 5-1 shows the operations of each of 

these intersections with no mitigation, and then with potential mitigations. In most cases, there are 

multiple potential mitigations available to meet City or ODOT mobility standards; the resultant 

operations for each of the optional treatments are shown in this figure. Approval from ODOT is 

required to implement any improvements to intersections on a state highway. 

 US 101/Munsel Lake Road intersection (PRJ-9) – This intersection is projected to 

operate unacceptably in 2035, based on ODOT mobility standards. A traffic signal was 

identified in the 2008 TSP, consistent with the analysis provided in this TSP update. 

 US 101/27th Street (PRJ-10) – This intersection is projected to operate unacceptably in 

2035, based on ODOT mobility standards. A traffic signal would restore future operations to 

meet ODOT mobility standards. (Note: The 2002 TSP identified the need for a future traffic 

signal at 27th Street to address operational deficiencies. Subsequently, but prior to 

installation, a bicyclist fatality occurred at the US101/30th Street intersection, and the City 

revised its TSP to prescribe a signal at 30th Street instead. Signal warrants at 30th Street 

were not met and ODOT installed a pedestrian signal to address this safety issue.) 

 US 101/15th Street (PRJ-11) – This intersection is projected to operate unacceptably in 

2035, based on ODOT mobility standards. A traffic signal would restore future operations to 

meet ODOT mobility standards. 

 9th Street/Kingwood Street (PRJ-12) – This intersection is projected to operate 

unacceptably in 2035, based on proposed City mobility standards. A single-lane traffic 

signal or other traffic control measures would restore future operations to meet City 

standards.  
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 OR 126/Quince Street (PRJ-13) – This intersection is projected to operate unacceptably in 

2035, based on ODOT mobility standards. Given the close proximity of this intersection to 

the US 101/OR 126 signalized intersection, neither a traffic signal nor roundabout is 

recommended at this location. The system improvement being considered at this 

intersection is to eventually restrict the northbound left-turn movement. ODOT has final 

authority at this intersection to determining appropriate movements.  

 OR 126/Spruce Street (PRJ-14) – This intersection is projected to operate unacceptably in 

2035, based on ODOT mobility standards. A traffic signal would restore future operations to 

meet ODOT mobility standards.  

 US 101 Widening (PRJ-15) – This project would widen US 101 to provide two northbound 

travel lanes from 42nd Street to Munsel Lake Road. 

 27th Street Widening (PRJ-16) – This project would widen 27th Street to a three-lane 

cross-section (12-foot center turn lane) with bike lanes and sidewalks between Oak Street 

and US 101. 

 Rhododendron Drive Improvement (PRJ-17) – This project would implement the vision 

for Rhododendron Drive as described in the Rhododendron Drive Integrated 

Transportation Plan. Because of its length and various user groups, this project is 

segmented into five sections: 

o US 101 to Hemlock Street (PRJ-17A) – Construct the full Collector (Bike Sharrows 

with On-Street Parking) cross-section for this segment (See Figure 9-7). 

o Hemlock Street to 9th Street (PRJ-17B) – Construct the Transition Collector cross-

section for Rhododendron Drive for this segment (See Figure 9-6). 
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o 9th Street to 35th Street (PRJ-17C) - Construct the Rhododendron Drive standard 

minor arterial cross-section for this segment. In sections where right-of-way, 

topography, or other constraints preclude the construction of the standard cross-

section, the alternative cross-section should be used (See Figure 9-3). 

o 35th Street to N Jetty Road (PRJ-17D) - Construct the Rhododendron Drive 

standard minor arterial cross-section for this segment. In sections where right-of-

way, topography, or other constraints preclude the construction of the standard 

cross-section, the alternative cross-section should be used (See Figure 9-3). 

o N Jetty Road to Heceta Beach Road (PRJ-17E) - Construct the Rhododendron 

Drive standard minor arterial cross-section for this segment. In sections where 

right-of-way, topography, or other constraints preclude the construction of the 

standard cross-section, the alternative cross-section should be used (See Figure 

9-3). 

 

 

Photo: Chris Tiesler 
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ACCESS MANAGEMENT 

Access management is the systematic implementation and control of the locations, spacing, design, and 

operations of driveways, median openings, roundabouts, and street connections to a roadway, 

according to the Access Management Manual (AMM). Access management involves managing the 

location, spacing and design of driveways, medians, turn lanes and public road intersections on major 

roadways to improve the safety and operation of the roadway for all modes of travel. Access points 

located too close together on major roads cause safety problems and contribute to traffic congestion. 

Each access point creates potential conflicts between through traffic and traffic using the access points. 

When the number of access points increase, so does the number of crashes. Access points also cause 

drivers to change lanes or slow down to turn into an access, forcing other drivers to have to slow down 

too. Managing roadway access improves safety, reduces congestion, and creates a more attractive 

business environment. 

ODOT and Lane County have the authority to regulate approaches on state highways and county roads 

in Florence. ODOT and the City adopted the Access Management Plan for US 101 in Downtown Florence 

in 2004, which applies to the portion of US 101 between the Siuslaw River Bridge and OR 126. On other 

portions of US 101 and OR 126, statewide access management standards apply. Access spacing 

standards resulting from Senate Bill 264 went into effect in January 2012; these standards call for 

spacing of 500 feet between approaches where the speed limit is 30 or 35 miles per hour, and spacing 

of 800 feet where the speed limit is 40 or 45 miles per hour.  

Table 5-1 shows that average approach spacing on US 101 and OR 126 in Florence currently exceed 

Senate Bill 264 standards except for a segment of OR 126 west of Spruce Street. Specific corridors that 

should be prioritized for access management refinement plans are discussed further below. The 

observed access spacing that exists today for each of these corridors is also shown in Table 5-1.  
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Table 5-1  Observed Average Access Point Spacing 

Corridor Segment 
Distance 

(feet) 

Number of Access Points / 
Average Spacing Between Accesses (feet) 

Northbound (US 101) or 
Eastbound (OR 126) 

Southbound (US 101) or 
Westbound (OR 126) 

US 101 

2nd Street to  
OR 126 2,400 12 / 

200 feet 
11 /  

218 feet 

OR 126 to  
21st Street 3,790 19 /  

199 feet 
20 /  

190 feet 

21st Street to  
35th Street 4,250 18 /  

236 feet 
17 /  

250 feet 

35th Street to  
Munsel Lake Road 4,730 13 /  

363 feet 
18 /  

263 feet 

Munsel Lake Road to  
Heceta Beach Road 2,730 8 /  

341 feet 
8 /  

341 feet 

OR 126 

US 101 to  
Spruce Street 1,080 3 /  

360 feet 
2 /  

540 feet 

Spruce Street to  
N Fork Siuslaw Road 3,950 6 /  

658 feet 
2 /  

1,975 feet 

 

A person must apply to ODOT for a permit before constructing or altering any highway approach, or 

when a change of use increases trips from a property over specified thresholds. While ODOT will seek 

to limit approaches to state highways to achieve spacing standards applicable at the time of permit 

review, Senate Bill 2644 limits the ability of ODOT to deny reasonable access to any property abutting 

the highway.  

Local access management standards apply on local streets. The City of Florence may want to develop 

and adopt access management standards to protect the operation of local streets, particularly in 

commercial districts such as downtown Florence and the Pacific View Business Park.  

Local access management standards can also apply on State and County roadways if the local standards 

are more restrictive than the State or County standards. The City of Florence may want to develop and 

                                                             

4 Enrolled Senate Bill 1024 (2010) directed ODOT, in cooperation with stakeholders, to develop proposed 

legislation to codify, clarify and bring consistency to issuance of access based on objective standards and to 

establish less stringent access management rules, measures and spacing and mobility standards for highway 

segments where the annual amount of daily traffic is 5,000 vehicles or fewer. 

http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWY/ACCESSMGT/SB264.shtml 

http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWY/ACCESSMGT/SB264.shtml
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adopt local access management standards that apply to State highways and County roadways to give 

the City standing to ensure that approach patterns are consistent with the City’s vision and planned 

land uses along these roadways. Local standards can augment State and County standards by, for 

example, providing a mechanism for negotiation of property cross-easements to allow consolidation of 

driveways.  

Access Management Recommendations 

Currently, the City of Florence and ODOT do not have access management policies specific to OR 126 or 

US 101 north of OR 126 in Florence. While ODOT has general access spacing standards and policies for 

highways in urban areas across the state that can be applied to Florence, an access management plan 

could be specifically designed for the US 101 and OR 126 corridors. This will allow the character, 

context, and vision for the roadway to be considered when standards are developed. The City of 

Florence could develop and adopt local access management standards as provisions in the City’s 

development code, or in conjunction with ODOT as formal plans that apply to specific highway 

segments in Florence. 

As such, the following projects are identified for future access management plan development: 

 US 101 Access Management Plan (PRO-1) – US 101 serves both as the primary north/south 

route through the City of Florence, as well as a principal provider of local access to 

commercial development within the City. As such, access and mobility along this corridor 

north of OR 126 should be balanced. 

 OR 126 Access Management Plan (PRO-2) – OR 126 serves as the primary route connecting 

to the Eugene/Springfield area to the east, as well as a principal provider of access to local 

businesses and residential areas. As such, access and mobility along this corridor should be 

balanced.  

Case Study: Downtown Florence 

US 101 between the intersection with OR 126 and the Siuslaw River Bridge is designated as a Special 

Transportation Area (STA) in the Oregon Highway Plan. An STA is a district of compact development 

where the need for local access outweighs considerations of highway mobility. 

The City and ODOT have collaborated on a variety of studies to implement the STA designation on US 

101, and to support and revitalize downtown Florence as the center for cultural, commercial, and 

community activities for residents and visitors. These studies have identified the City’s vision for land 
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uses in the downtown Florence area and transportation investments needed to support those land 

uses. These studies include: 

 The 1999 Florence Downtown Implementation Plan, which identifies US 101 as the center of 

Florence’s downtown, includes commercial districts on both sides of US 101 in downtown 

Florence, and seeks to improve access and visibility to Old Town from US 101. 

 The 1999 Gateway District: OR 126 and Quince Street Study, which describes the OR 

126/Quince Street intersection as an important gateway to downtown Florence and 

identifies design guidelines and transportation improvements needed to improve the 

appearance and function of this area.  

 The 2004 Access Management Plan for US 101 in Downtown Florence, which describes a 

range of measures for improving the operation of US 101 between the Siuslaw River Bridge 

and OR 126, including approaches for consolidation or closure, intersection realignments, 

and a new signal on US 101 at 2nd Street. 

A variety of measures identified in these plans have been implemented, including the realignment of 2nd 

Street, development of parking lots in Old Town, and the provision of marked mid-block pedestrian 

crossings on US 101. These plans include many proposed improvements to the roadway system in 

Florence that have not been implemented; these proposed improvements should be reflected in the 

City’s updated TSP. Proposed improvements from previous plans for downtown Florence that should 

be included in the City’s TSP include the following: 

 Stripe / mark on-street parking spaces on US 101. (Implementation Plan, p. 6) 

 Extend Old Town historic street light program to US 101. (Implementation Plan, p. 6) 

 Install irrigation and plant street trees in Siuslaw Bridge Gateway area on US 101. 

(Implementation Plan, p. 6) 

 Improve connectivity in Old Town by extending and connecting local streets. 

(Implementation Plan, p. 6) 

 Create a Downtown Green between US 101, 2nd Street, and Maple Street as a center for 

downtown Florence and a gateway to Old Town. (Implementation Plan, p. 9) 

 Implement parking signage system to direct visitors to available parking. (Implementation 

Plan, p. 9) 

 Develop parking district plan for Old Town and development of parking lots and 

accessways. (Implementation Plan, p. 16; Access Management Plan, Figures 2a and 2b) 
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 Extension of 8th Street east of Quince Street to connect to Redwood Street (Gateway District, 

p. 10) 

 Signal at US 101 and 2nd Street to provide access to Old Town. (Access Management Plan, 

Figure 2a)  

Additional analysis of traffic circulation at OR 126 and Quince Street has been conducted for this TSP 

update, in light of the turn restrictions identified for this intersection. An extension of 8th Street east of 

Quince Street to Spruce Street has been identified as an improvement that would allow westbound 

traffic on OR 126 to turn left at Spruce Street to access Old Town Florence without using the OR 

126/Quince Street intersection or US 101. This extension would require a bridge over Munsel Creek, 

one block south of OR 126. 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT (TSM) 

TSM strategies include a wide variety of measures aimed at improving operations of existing 

transportation facilities. TSM measures can be focused on improving transportation “supply” through 

enhancing capacity and efficiency, typically with advanced technologies to improve traffic operations. 

Or they may be focused on reducing transportation demand, through promoting travel options and 

ongoing programs intended to reduce demand for drive alone trips, especially during peak travel 

periods. 

The sections below present possible TSM alternatives that could be applied in the City of Florence to 

improve the capacity and efficiency of the transportation system. 

Signal Retiming/Optimization (PRO-3) 

Signal retiming and optimization refers to updating timing plans to better match prevailing traffic 

conditions and coordinating signals. Timing optimization can be applied to existing systems or may 

include upgrading signal technology, including signal communication infrastructure or signal 

controllers or cabinets. Signal retiming can reduce travel times and be especially beneficial to 

improving travel time reliability. Signal retiming could also be implemented to improve or facilitate 

pedestrian movements through intersections by increasing minimum green times to accommodate 

pedestrian crossing movements during each cycle in high pedestrian or desired pedestrian traffic areas, 

eliminating the need to push pedestrian crossing buttons. Bicycle movements could be facilitated by 

installing bicycle detection along existing or proposed bicycle routes. Signal upgrades often come at a 

higher cost and usually require further coordination between jurisdictions. 
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ODOT operates and maintains the timing of traffic signals along US 101. Although several of the signals 

were updated in 2008 and 2009, the traffic signal at the US 101/OR 126 intersection has not been 

updated since its installation in 2002. A system wide update to traffic signal timings and/or 

hardware/software may benefit the efficiency of the transportation system.  

Advanced Signal Systems (PRO-4) 

Advanced signal systems incorporate various strategies in signal operations to improve the efficiency 

of a transportation network. Strategies may include coordinated signal operations across jurisdictions 

as well as centralized control of traffic signals. Advanced signal systems can reduce delay, travel time 

and the number of stops for vehicles, while potentially increasing average vehicle speed. In addition, 

these systems may help reduce vehicle emissions and have a high impact on improving travel time 

reliability. 

Advanced signal systems may be applied to several innovative control strategies. The costs of these 

systems vary as a function of the types of controllers, programming needs and detection needs. 

Implementing any of these systems would require coordination between the City of Florence, Lane 

County, and ODOT. Alternative signal systems include:  

 Adaptive or active signal control systems improve the efficiency of signal operations by 

actively changing the allotment of green time for vehicle movements, thus reducing average 

delay for vehicles. Adaptive or active signal control systems require several vehicle 

detectors at intersections and hardware and software upgrades to detect traffic flows 

adequately.  

Potential City of Florence Application: US 101/OR 126 intersection 

 Traffic responsive control uses data collected by traffic detectors to change signal timing 

plans for intersections. The data is used by the system to automatically select a timing plan 

best suited to current traffic conditions. This system is able to determine times when peak-

hour timing plans begin or end; potentially reducing vehicle delays. 

Potential City of Florence Application: US 101/OR 126 intersection 

 Truck signal priority systems use sensors to detect approaching heavy vehicles and alter 

signal timings to improve truck freight travel. While truck signal priority may improve 

travel times for trucks, its primary purpose is to improve the overall performance of 

intersection operations by clearing any trucks that would otherwise be stopped at the 

intersection and subsequently have to spend a longer time getting back up to speed. 
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Implementing truck signal priority requires additional advanced detector loops, usually 

placed in pairs back from the approach to the intersection. 

Potential City of Florence Application: US 101 

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) 

TDM measures include any method intended to shift travel demand from single occupant vehicles to 

non-auto modes or carpooling, travel at less congested times of the day, or to divert trips to locations 

with more available vehicle capacity. Some common examples of TDM strategies include programs such 

as carpool matching assistance or flexible work shifts; parking management strategies; direct financial 

incentives such as transit subsidies; or facility or service improvements, such as bicycle lockers or 

increased bus service. 

Some of the most effective TDM strategies are best implemented by employers and are aimed at 

encouraging non-single occupancy vehicle (SOV) commuting. Strategies include preferential carpool 

parking, subsidized transit passes, and flexible work schedules. Cities and other public agencies can 

play a critical role in support of TDM through provision of facilities and services, as well as 

development policies that encourage TDM.  

While many TDM strategies are most effectively implemented by employers, there are numerous 

strategies that cities can implement or support with other agencies. These include access management 

and connectivity strategies (that enhance pedestrian and bicycle travel) that are more often associated 

with roadway elements of planning. Other strategies include provision of facilities (sidewalks, bicycle 

lanes, transit amenities) and management of existing resources (parking). Another critical role that 

cities play is in the policies related to development activities. Through support, incentive, and mandate, 

cities can ensure that new development supports a balanced transportation system. Several broad TDM 

strategies are summarized in Table 5-2. The table also identifies typical implementation roles.  
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Table 5-2  TDM Strategies and Typical Implementing Roles 

TDM Strategy City County 

Transportation 
Management 
Association1 Developers 

Transit 
Provider Employers State 

TDM-1 Public parking 
management  P   S S S  

TDM-2 Flexible parking 
requirements  P   S  S  

TDM-3 Access management  P S     P 

TDM-4 Connectivity standards P   S   P 

TDM-5 Pedestrian facilities  P S  S  S S 

TDM-6 Bicycle facilities P S  S   P 

TDM-7 Transit stop amenities  S   S P   

TDM-8 Parking management P   S  S  

TDM-9 Limited parking 
requirements  P   S    

TDM-10 Carpool match services S  P   S  

TDM-11 Parking cash out   S  S P  

TDM-12 Subsidized transit passes     S P  

TDM-13 Carsharing program 
support  P  S S S S  

TDM-14 Electric Vehicle Charging 
Stations P S  S  S S 

1 A Transportation Management Association does not currently exist in Florence 
P: Primary role 
S: Secondary/Support role 
Note: Primary implementation depends on roadway jurisdiction 

 

While all the strategies listed in Table 5-2 could be implemented in the City of Florence, the city faces a 

difficult challenge related to TDM strategies. Given the climate and culture, not all of the options listed 

would receive strong public support or involvement. As such, care should to be taken to implement 

strategies that are consistent with City of Florence lifestyles, while still effectively reducing travel 

demand. Below is a list of specific strategies that could be effective in the City of Florence. 

 Access Management 

 Connectivity Standards 

 Pedestrian Facilities 

 Bicycle Facilities 

 Parking Management 

 Developer Incentives  
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 Transit Stop Amenities 

 Electric Vehicle Charging Stations 

Incentives can also be used to encourage development to incorporate facilities, strategies and programs 

that promote TDM. For example, a tiered system of SDC credits could be provided to developers that 

implement two or more TDM strategies such as special carpool parking, free transit passes, shower 

facilities, electric vehicle charging stations, etc.  

Many of the above TDM strategies would require coordination between the City/County and future 

developments that occur within the City of Florence. This can be accomplished by outlining clear 

standards related to access management, connectivity, complete street design, and parking 

requirements, to name a few. Consistency between the City and Lane County is important to maximize 

the effectiveness of any new standards developed. Under the current structure, Lane County retains 

Code authority to properties outside the City limits. 

CAPACITY ENHANCING ROADWAY PROJECTS 

The following subsections present roadway capacity projects for the auto mode (local street system). 

These are based on existing and future no build conditions analyses as well as input from project 

stakeholders. The treatments, strategies and approaches are organized in the following subsections:  

 Roadway Segment Projects – Presents new roadway segment projects including new 

roads, roadway extensions and roadway widening projects that are in addition to the local 

street connectivity projects. 

 Intersection Projects – Presents specific intersection projects to address forecasted 

operational deficiencies. 

Roadway Segment Projects 

The Lane Council of Governments (LCOG) Travel Demand Model was used to evaluate the potential 

impact of the identified projects. Figure 5-2 shows the location and extent of the roadway segment 

projects in this TSP update. They include the local street connectivity projects described previously 

plus the following additional roadway projects: 

 Pacific View Drive Extension (PRJ-1) 

 Oak Street South Extension (PRJ-6) 

 Spruce Street Extension (PRJ-8) 
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An analysis was conducted to determine the feasibility of constructing these alternatives, and the 

benefit that these alternatives will have on future congestion in Florence. Figure 5-2 shows the street 

connection for which a detailed evaluation was conducted with respect to physical feasibility and traffic 

operations. It was determined that the remaining street connections did not require a detailed 

evaluation. 

Pacific View Drive Extension (PRJ-1) 

The Pacific View Drive extension would provide an east-west connection from Kingwood Street to 

Rhododendron Drive. Based on an analysis of the topography, wetlands, and soil stability, it appears 

that this local street connection can be feasibly constructed. Figure 5-3 shows the preliminary 

alignment of this street, which connects with New Hope Drive near the Humane Society. This 

connection would have an average grade of about three percent, and due to topography has a curve 

that traverses a gully. It appears that this gully can be filled to construct the street within allowable 

grades. 

The impact that this connection would have on traffic operations is summarized in Figure 5-4. As 

shown, this connection would help to relieve traffic at three key arterial intersections: US 101/35th 

Street, 35th Street/Rhododendron Drive, and 9th/Rhododendron Drive. As shown in Figure 5-4, there is 

a relatively limited benefit that these intersections would experience with this connection 

(approximately 20-50 peak hour vehicles would be rerouted from each intersection). This connection 

would likely not eliminate the need for improvement at the 9th Street/Kingwood Street intersection. 

However, this connection would improve capacity at the described intersections by approximately 

three to fifteen percent, except at the US 101/35th Street, which would see slightly more traffic due to 

the new connection. This new connection would also provide a more convenient and efficient route for 

many Florence residents, resulting in a potential reduction of about 150,000 vehicle-miles-traveled 

annually. 
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These local connectivity projects may provide some system benefits, and even some capacity 

improvements at several intersections. However, the proposed connections do not necessarily resolve 

the anticipated forecast deficiencies identified under the 2035 no-build analysis (see Figure 4-8 in the 

previous Section). The benefit of these projects, however, will be apparent in serving future growth and 

development, in addition to limited improvements in localized congestion. As such, all of the projects 

discussed above (shown in Figure 5-2) are included in this TSP update and should be constructed when 

development or demand dictates. 

Intersection Projects 

Year 2035 traffic volumes, operations, lane configurations and traffic control devices required at each 

study area intersection to mitigate the deficient intersections are shown on 
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Figure 5-1. Table 5-3 summarizes the proposed intersection improvement projects and their resulting 

traffic operations. These projects address the capacity deficiencies identified in the existing and future 

conditions analyses. Technical analysis worksheets are included in Attachment “A” of Technical 

Memorandum #4 in Volume II of the Technical Appendix. 

Based on ridership counts for the Rhody Express bus, it can reasonably be concluded that 

improvements in transit service will not appreciably change the needed transportation improvements. 

The Rhody Express transit system is currently more a convenient system serving the transportation 

disadvantaged than it is a peak hour/commuter-based system, and hence is not designed or intended to 

significantly reduce peak hour traffic congestion. Moreover, it is also reasonable to conclude that TDM 

and TSM enhancements will not reduce the need for the mitigations described in this memorandum. 

The City should continue to seek opportunities to employ these non-capital intensive methods of 

reducing traffic congestion. Use of TDM, TSM, and transit can postpone the need for capital 

improvements prescribed from this analysis. Rather, this can be considered a conservative analysis by 

assuming that these methods will not significantly reduce capital transportation needs. 

 

 

 

 



Florence Transportation System Plan December 2012 
Local Street System 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 89 

Table 5-3  Proposed Intersection Improvements 

Project Intersection 
Mobility 
Standard 

2035 No-Build 
Performance Level 

Proposed 
Mitigation 
Measure 

Resultant 
Performance Level Considerations  

PRJ-9 US 101/Munsel Lake 
Road v/c = 0.85 v/c > 1.0 LOS “F” Install Traffic 

Signal v/c > 0.65 LOS “C” 

A traffic signal was recommended in the 2008 TSP; 
this conclusion is confirmed in this analysis. A 
traffic signal would restore future operations to 
meet ODOT mobility standards. 

PRJ-10 US 101/27th Street v/c = 0.85 v/c > 1.0 LOS “F” Install Traffic 
Signal v/c > 0.58 LOS “A” 

The analysis herein reveals that a signal at 27th 
Street is needed to restore future operations to 
meet ODOT mobility standards. The current TSP 
identifies the need for a signal at 30th Street to 
address a safety issue, which has since been 
addressed with a signalized pedestrian crossing. 

PRJ-11 US 101/15th Street v/c = 0.85 v/c > 1.0 LOS “F” Install Traffic 
Signal v/c > 0.59 LOS “B” A traffic signal would restore future operations to 

meet ODOT mobility standards. 

PRJ-12 9th Street/Kingwood 
Street LOS “E” v/c > 1.0 LOS “F” Install Traffic 

Signal 
v/c > 0.66 LOS “C” 

v/c > 0.76 LOS “B” 
A traffic signal would restore future operations to 
meet City standards. 

PRJ-13 OR 126/Quince Street v/c = 0.85 v/c > 1.0 LOS “F” 
Turning movement 
restrictions (right-
in/right-out only) 

v/c > 0.32 LOS “C” 

Given the close proximity of this intersection to 
the US 101 signalized intersection, a traffic signal is 
not recommended. The system improvement 
being considered at this intersection is to 
eventually restrict the northbound left-turn 
movements.  

PRJ-14 OR 126/Spruce Street v/c = 0.85 v/c > 1.0 LOS “F” Install Traffic 
Signal 

v/c > 0.83 LOS “C” 

v/c > 0.87 LOS “C” 
A traffic signal would restore future operations to 
meet ODOT mobility standards. 
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Key Development Areas 
Due to operational performance standards and roadway connectivity issues, the transportation system 

can at times be a barrier for development. Below is a summary of the proposed street improvements 

for several key areas targeted for growth in the City. 

WEST 9TH STREET AREA 

The West 9th Street Area is bordered by 12th Street on the north, Hemlock Street to the east, and 

Rhododendron Drive to the south and west. This area has significant physical constraints to 

constructing a grid system of local streets, which has in turn substantially inhibited development. This 

area is intended for development of professional offices, continuation of institutional uses primarily 

related to health care, and development of residential units. West 9th Street, classified as a collector 

street, has been developed to full urban standards in this area. Since the early days in Florence, this 

area has been platted with a local street grid that has since proved to be undevelopable due to physical 

constraints. There are two stream corridors which traverse this area from north to south, along with a 

large dune in the northwest corner. This section presents specific local street alignments to facilitate 

vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian travel movements within the area, documenting considerations of the 

following: 

 Existing street system 

 Existing platting 

 Development pattern 

 Land ownership 

 Topography 

 Soils 

 Provision of utility services in the right-of-way 

Figure 5-5 shows the proposed street grid, superimposed on the topography, wetlands, property 

boundaries and rights-of-way. As this figure shows, it is infeasible to provide a complete grid; however, 

street connections are identified where topography and wetlands allow. As a general rule, it was 

assumed that streets should: 1) follow property boundaries where possible, 2) avoid wetlands, 3) avoid 

major sand dunes, and 4) be built on stable soil (or minimize traversing highly erodible land), 5) serve 

undeveloped parcels and not negatively impact existing developments, and 6) connect at both ends (no 

dead ends). 



Florence Transportation System Plan December 2012 
Local Street System 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 91 

 
In addition, where local streets are not feasible, multi-use paths are prescribed, where practicable. 

Attachment “B” of Technical Memorandum #5 in Volume II of the Technical Appendix shows the centerline 

grade and height of each street identified on this map. 

NORTH FLORENCE 

The North Florence Area is defined as that area within Florence’s Urban Growth Boundary, west of US 

101, east of Rhododendron Drive and north of Sandpines Golf Course. This is a topographically and 

environmentally challenging area to build new streets. Most development in this area is accessed via 

Rhododendron Drive, and has been built on the most physically compatible land, leaving very little 

developable land for future development. Based on an analysis of the physical geography including 

soils, slopes, wetlands, and existing built environment, there are relatively limited opportunities for 

new local street connections.  

Figure 5-6  shows the local and collector street connections that appear to be feasible, albeit with likely 

greater cost than would be experienced on level, good soil, and with concerns regarding impacts to 

dune areas and Three-Mile Prairie. This local street network provides connections for residential uses 

to the planned extension of Oak Street. 
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LOCAL PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE SYSTEM 

Purpose 
The purpose of this plan is to improve connectivity for pedestrians and bicyclists within the Urban 

Growth Boundary. 

Transportation Planning Rule 
The following are the key excerpts from the Transportation Planning Rule (Oregon Administrative Rule 

660-12) pertaining to bicycles and pedestrians within a Transportation System Plan (TSP). 

SECTION 0020 

(2) The TSP shall include the following elements:  

(b) A road plan for a system of arterials and collectors and standards for the layout of local streets and 

other important non-collector street connections. Functional classifications of roads in regional and 

local TSP's shall be consistent with functional classifications of roads in state and regional TSP's and 

shall provide for continuity between adjacent jurisdictions. The standards for the layout of local streets 

shall provide for safe and convenient bike and pedestrian circulation necessary to carry out OAR 660-

012-0045(3)(b). New connections to arterials and state highways shall be consistent with designated 

access management categories. The intent of this requirement is to provide guidance on the spacing of 

future extensions and connections along existing and future streets which are needed to provide 

reasonably direct routes for bicycle and pedestrian travel. The standards for the layout of local streets 

shall address:  

(A) Extensions of existing streets;  

(B) Connections to existing or planned streets, including arterials and collectors; and  

(C) Connections to neighborhood destinations. 

(D) A bicycle and pedestrian plan for a network of bicycle and pedestrian routes throughout the 

planning area. The network and list of facility improvements shall be consistent with the requirements 

of ORS 366.514; 
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SECTION 0045  

(3) Local governments shall adopt land use or subdivision regulations for urban areas and rural 

communities as set forth below. The purposes of this section are to provide for safe and convenient 

pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular circulation consistent with access management standards and the 

function of affected streets, to ensure that new development provides on-site streets and accessways 

that provide reasonably direct routes for pedestrian and bicycle travel in areas where pedestrian and 

bicycle travel is likely if connections are provided, and which avoids wherever possible levels of 

automobile traffic which might interfere with or discourage pedestrian or bicycle travel. 

(a) Bicycle parking facilities as part of new multi-family residential developments of four units or more, 

new retail, office and institutional developments, and all transit transfer stations and park-and-ride 

lots;  

(b) On-site facilities shall be provided which accommodate safe and convenient pedestrian and bicycle 

access from within new subdivisions, multi-family developments, planned developments, shopping 

centers, and commercial districts to adjacent residential areas and transit stops, and to neighborhood 

activity centers within one-half mile of the development. Single-family residential developments shall 

generally include streets and accessways. Pedestrian circulation through parking lots should generally 

be provided in the form of accessways.  

(6) In developing a bicycle and pedestrian circulation plan as required by 660-012-0020(2)(d), local 

governments shall identify improvements to facilitate bicycle and pedestrian trips to meet local travel 

needs in developed areas. Appropriate improvements should provide for more direct, convenient and 

safer bicycle or pedestrian travel within and between residential areas and neighborhood activity 

centers (i.e., schools, shopping, transit stops). Specific measures include, for example, constructing 

walkways between cul-de-sacs and adjacent roads, providing walkways between buildings, and 

providing direct access between adjacent uses. 

Parks and Recreation Policies, Recommendations and Projects 
In February 2011, the City adopted Comprehensive Plan policies and recommendations for Parks, 

Recreation and Open Space. The City Council also acknowledged the Florence Parks and Recreation 

Master Plan. The following Comprehensive Plan policies and recommendations relate to bicycle and 

pedestrian travel and recreation in Florence. 
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PARKS AND RECREATION POLICIES 

In February 2011, the City adopted Comprehensive Plan policies and recommendations for Parks, 

Recreation, and Open Space (Chapter 8). The City Council also acknowledged the Florence Parks and 

Recreation Master Plan. The following Comprehensive Plan policies and recommendations related to 

bicycle and pedestrian travel and recreation in Florence. 

Parks and Recreation Policies 

1. To provide a comprehensive trail plan that includes bicycle, pedestrian and boating facilities. 

2. The City shall develop an interconnecting trail system, providing a full circular route around the 

Florence area and incorporating Rhododendron Drive, Munsel Lake, beaches, dunes, Old Town, 

Port and Siuslaw Estuary. The system shall also connect the various parks, residential areas, 

business, public places through the following actions:   

a. Consider the potential to establish or maintain bikeways and/or walkways prior to 

vacating any public easement or right-of-way; 

b. Develop and adopt a Comprehensive Trail Plan that includes bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities and provides for park connections;  

c. Develop the bike lanes and multi-use paths identified in the Florence Transportation 

System Plan to connect bicyclists and pedestrians to parks, commercial centers and 

nature areas; 

d. Develop and adopt bike and pedestrian facility design standards; and 

e. Develop a system of trails and pathways to provide a safe network that links 

neighborhoods, parks, natural open space, schools, employment centers, shopping 

locations, recreation facilities and other key community destinations. 

3. The City shall support Federal, State, County and City efforts to develop bicycle paths, such as 

the Oregon Coast Trail, connecting the City to nearby recreation areas. 

4. The City, in conjunction with the Port of Siuslaw, Confederated Tribes of the Coos, Lower 

Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians and the Siuslaw Watershed Council, shall plan and provide 

estuary and aquatic trails and put in and take out points along the Siuslaw River. 

5. In pursuing funding for parks and recreational facility maintenance and enhancement, the City 

shall give priority to the following, not necessarily in this order: 
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a. pedestrian, bicycle, and multi-use trail and path development; 

b. improved public access to existing public open space areas through public trails, signage 

and education in order to reconnect youth with nature and provide more close-to-home 

recreational opportunities that are free of cost, consistent with the State’s recreational 

planning priorities;   

c. acquisition of new park and open space areas in existing developed areas; (could be 

connectors) 

6. The City shall explore parks and open space funding through sources such as grants, systems 

development charges, use of a special levy, proceeds from street and right-of-way vacations, 

maintenance fees, and other available funding mechanisms. Where desirable, partnerships with 

federal, state, county and regional agencies, non-profit organizations, and private interests shall 

be formed to help secure and possibly finance land acquisition and facility development and 

redevelopment and maintenance of existing and proposed facilities (moved from Chapter 11, 

Policy #2).  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. The City should continue to apply for transportation enhancement funds, or other available 

funds to develop bicycle paths connecting the City to nearby recreation areas, particularly to: 

a. implement the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan;  

b. extend the Munsel Creek bike/pedestrian trail south to Gallagher Park and north to 

Munsel Lake; 

c. develop a bike/pedestrian system in the West 9th Street area; and, 

d. improve linkages within the Oregon Coast Trail that connects the North Jetty area with 

the Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area. 

2. The City should pursue establishment of an estuary trail connecting the Boardwalk with the 

Munsel Creek bike/pedestrian trail. ODOT has indicated a preference for an in-culvert 

pedestrian crossing under OR 126. Absent that opportunity, ODOT prefers a surface crossing to 

be located midblock between Redwood and Spruce Streets (P-7).  

3. To provide the public with increased and unrestricted access to the Siuslaw River and its 

estuary, the City should develop its public street rights-of-way which terminate at the River as 

river access parks, which may include parking to meet Old Town parking needs as appropriate. 
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Definitions  
Bike Lane 

A separate lane adjacent to the vehicle travel lane for the exclusive use of bicyclists is a bike lane.  Bike 

lanes are appropriate on arterials and collectors. Bike lanes must always be well marked to call 

attention to their use by bicyclists. Striped on-street bicycle lanes should be provided on all arterial and 

collectors streets in the following situations: collector streets that have daily volumes of more than 

3,000 vehicles; where the collector street directly connects major residential areas with schools or 

parks; and where it may be necessary to ensure safe bicycle travel. 

Multi-use Path (Shared-use Path) 

A facility separated from the roadway by an open space or barrier, either within the roadway right-of-

way or within an independent right-of-way. They are typically used by pedestrians, joggers, skaters and 

bicyclists as two-way facilities. Multi-use paths are appropriate in corridors not well served by the 

street system (if there are few intersecting roadways), to create short cuts that link destination and 

origin points, and as elements of a community trail plan. 

Sharrows 

Sharrows are on-street pavement marking stencils that reinforce that 

bicyclists are legitimate road users, and sharrows are helpful connectors 

between multi-use paths or bike lanes when roadway widths are too 

narrow for a bike lane. Additional guidance related to shared lane 

markings can be found in the 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 

Devices (Section 9C.07).  

Shared Roadway 

Bicyclists and motorists ride in the same travel lanes. A shared roadway 

facility is best used where there is minimal vehicle traffic to conflict with bicycle traffic.  

Bicycle Projects 
Identified bicycle improvements are described below and illustrated in Figure 6-1.  
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HECETA BEACH ROAD BIKE LANES (B-1) 

Provide a bike lane on both sides of Heceta Beach Road. This street is currently a narrow 26-28 foot 

roadway with no shoulders. Heavy vegetation adjacent to the street provides a scenic “feel” to the 

traveler, but may also make widening difficult.  

US 101 ALTERNATIVE BIKE ROUTE FOR COASTAL BICYCLISTS (B-4) 

Provide an alternative bike route for US 101 bicyclists and local residents via Heceta Beach Road and 

Rhododendron Drive/9th Street, then connecting to Kingwood Street to ultimately connect to Old Town. 

KINGWOOD STREET (B-5)  

Provide sharrows on Kingwood Street south 

of 10th Street. Kingwood Street is classified as 

a collector extending from 35th Street to 2nd 

Street. It is anticipated that this street will 

experience traffic volumes in excess of 3,000 

trips per day by the year 2035. Bike lanes are 

not necessary at this time, however as the 

traffic volumes increase, there may 

ultimately be a need to provide bike lanes. 

The right-of-way should be sufficient to 

provide for on-street parking on one side of 

the street.  

SPRUCE STREET SOUTH BIKE LANES (B-6) 

Provide bike lanes on Spruce south of 25th Street. This street is an important north-south route east of 

US 101. There are few homes fronting on Spruce Street, so there is little need for on-street parking and 

bike lanes could be added relatively easily. 

SPRUCE STREET NORTH BIKE SHARROWS (B-7) 

Provide bike sharrows on Spruce Street between 37th Street and 42nd Street. There are no sidewalks on 

Spruce Street between 37th and 42nd, but this street is used as a major bike connection as both 35th and 

42nd Streets have bicycle lanes. However, on this segment of Spruce Street, there are several homes 

fronting on Spruce. Traffic volumes on this section of Spruce Street are generally lower than the 

Photo: Dan Seeman 
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southern section of Spruce Street, so sharrows would be more appropriate and would allow for on-

street parking to be retained through this section. 

OAK STREET BIKE LANES (B-8) 

Provide bike lanes south of 24th Street to 20th Street. Bike lanes in this location will enhance safe travel 

to the elementary school. As part of this project, the Elementary School may need to increase on-site 

parking to compensate for the loss of on-street parking.  It may also be beneficial to extend the school 

driveway to Kingwood Street to allow for uncongested circulation by parents dropping off or picking up 

their children. 

2ND STREET BIKE SHARROWS (B-10) 

Provide bike sharrows on 2nd Street from Harbor Street to US 101. At Harbor Street, travel speeds on 

2nd Street are generally lower and traffic tends to disperse toward Old Town. The use of bike sharrows 

along this portion of 2nd Street will also retain needed on-street parking. 

9TH STREET BIKE LANES AT US 101 (B-12) 

Provide bike lanes on 9th Street between Nopal Street and US 101. Currently there is not enough width 

of right-of-way on this section of 9th Street to accommodate bike lanes. This would complete the bicycle 

connection to US 101.  

BICYCLE PROGRAMS 

Regular Street Sweeping of Highway 101 

Each year, especially in the summer, many bicyclists ride through Florence as they ride the Oregon 

Coast. When there is an accumulation of debris within the bicycle lanes, it becomes unpleasant and 

sometimes dangerous for bicyclists. Regular street sweeping would keep these bicycle lanes clear. In 

addition to the sweeping the streets, ODOT could post a schedule of street-sweeping. 

Regular Enforcement of “No Parking in Bicycle Lanes” 

Regular enforcement of this requirement would ensure that the bicycle lanes are not blocked by parked 

vehicles that create a safety hazard for bicyclists. Problem areas that have been identified are: 27th 

Street during football games; Spruce Street between 35th Street and 37th Street; and 42nd Street. 

Bicycle Parking 

The City currently requires the provision of bicycle parking as part of new development.The City could 

also institute a program of educating and encouraging existing businesses that are not already 
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providing bicycle parking to do so. This project could be performed in conjunction with the Chamber of 

Commerce as a way to create a more inviting environment for the local bicycle community as well as all 

the bicyclists travelling through as they ride to or along the Oregon Coast. 

Become a Bicycle-Friendly Community 

The City should work toward becoming a “Bicycle-Friendly Community.” The Bicycle Friendly 

Community Program (BFC) provides incentives, hands-on assistance, and award recognition for 

communities that actively support bicycling. A Bicycle Friendly Community welcomes cyclists by 

providing safe accommodation for cycling and encouraging people to bike for transportation and 

recreation.  http://www.bikeleague.org/programs/bicyclefriendlyamerica/communities/  

Bicycle Map 

Create a map (available on paper and electronically) showing the designated bicycle routes through 

town (roads with bicycle lanes, shared-use paths, sharrows) with mileage indications. It could include 

traffic/bicycle safety cautions as an educational opportunity. This map could feature tourist locations, 

bicycle-friendly shopping opportunities, parks and recreation sites, and/or scenic spots. It could also 

include business sponsorships/advertisements to pay for the printing.  

Partner with Port to Promote Bicycle Camping 

If some of the thousands of bicyclists that ride the Oregon Coast knew about camping opportunities at 

the Port, some may choose to overnight in Florence where they would have ready access to dining, 

shopping, and recreation opportunities in Old Town. 

Educate Bicyclists about Rules of the Road 

The City could provide information/education to both bicyclists and drivers about state law (see “Pedal 

Power – a Legal Guide for Oregon Bicyclists” at http://www.stc-law.com/pdf/PP7thEdition.pdf) as well 

as the City Code (Title 7 Chapter 1 Traffic Regulations, Section 4 General Driving Regulations) through 

outreach efforts. 

Bike to Work/School Promotion 

Partner with Peace Health to promote Bike to Work/School month, week, day to promote bicycling and 

walking as a convenient, healthy, safe, and viable transportation modes.  

Replace Dangerous Storm Drains 

Some storm drains are installed such that bicycle tires can get caught in them, a safety hazard.  These 

storm drains should be replace with drains that have cross-members going in opposite direction of 

bicycle tire with no gaps between pavement and metal grate. 

http://www.bikeleague.org/programs/bicyclefriendlyamerica/communities/
http://www.stc-law.com/pdf/PP7thEdition.pdf
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Multi-Use Path/Trail Projects 
Identified multi-use path/trail projects are described below and illustrated in Figure 6-2. 

RHODODENDRON DRIVE MULTI-USE PATH (MU-1) 

Recognizing the scenic value of this key transportation corridor, the City adopted the Rhododendron 

Drive Integrated Transportation Plan after extensive public involvement. This Plan divided 

Rhododendron Drive into segments and identified several viewing waysides. Further discussion 

regarding the appropriate treatment of various sections resulted in this project being broken down into 

new segments: 

 Rhododendron Drive [9th Street to 35th Street] (MU-1A) - Provide a separated 12-foot 

multi-use path north of 9th Street to 35th Street (see Rhododendron Drive standard cross-

section from 9th Street to Heceta Beach Road – See  Figure 9-3). 

 MU-1AA – 9th Street to Wildwinds Street 

 MU-1AB – Wildwinds Street to 35th Street 

 Rhododendron Drive [35th Street to N Jetty Road] (MU-1B) - Provide a separated 12-foot 

multi-use path from 35th Street to N Jetty Road (see Rhododendron Drive standard cross-

section from 9th Street to Heceta Beach Road -Figure 9-3). 

 Rhododendron Drive [N Jetty Road to Heceta Beach Road] (MU-1C) - Provide a 

separated 12-foot multi-use path from N Jetty Road to Heceta Beach Road (see 

Rhododendron Drive standard cross-section from 9th Street to Heceta Beach Road –Figure 

9-3). 
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US 101-MUNSEL CREEK MULTI-USE PATH (MU-2) 

Construct and/or improve and pave the segments of the Munsel Creek Trail between Quince Street and 

16th Street and between 25th Street and 29th Street. Between 16th and 25th Streets, the path uses the 

existing West Park Drive, 18th Street, Willow Loop, 23rd Street, and Willow Street roadway alignments 

(MU-2A). Extend the path from the Munsel Lake Greenway to Munsel Lake Road (MU-2B). There should 

be more access points to this path, including a connection with Gallagher Park. The Munsel Lake Boat 

Launch and Lake Access Area on Munsel Lake Road is a logical destination for water habitat and related 

trails. The path is proposed to extend from its termination point west of the City well fields through City 

lands to City owned overlook over the Florentine Estates wetland and then east across City land to the 

service road for the well sites north of City lands. The last section from the service road to Munsel Lake 

Road will require dedication and development of shared-use path right-of-way and/or easements as 

the owner develops his property for residential uses.  

ESTUARY TRAIL (MU-3) 

Connect Boardwalk in Old Town to south end of Munsel Creek Path. (The Siuslaw Estuary Partnership 

is currently working on Recommended Trail Designs and Location Options). This connection will 

require either an improved culvert passable by pedestrians and bicycles under OR 126 or connection to 

a future at-grade crossing location.  

12TH STREET MULTI-USE PATH [RHODODENDRON DRIVE TO KINGWOOD STREET] (MU-4) 

This path between Kingwood and Rhododendron was recently developed into a bark path. The next 

stage is to pave the entire path. 

Photo: Chris Tiesler 
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12TH STREET MULTI-USE PATH [US 101 TO MUNSEL CREEK PATH] (MU-5) 

Construct a multi-use path from US 101 to Spruce Street to connect to the Estuary Trail and Munsel 

Creek Path. There is existing right-of-way that is undeveloped that would be a good location for a 

shared use path between the Munsel Creek Path and US 101, south of the former Rite Aid store. 

OAK STREET MULTI-USE PATH (MU-6)  

Construct a multi-use path between 15th Street and 10th Street. This segment of existing right-of-way is 

not likely to be developed as a full street due to the topography and location of existing house that will 

prevent achieving necessary slopes. However, paving a path from 15th to 10th would provide a 

continuous bicycle/pedestrian connection from 46th Street to Downtown. 

IVY STREET MULTI-USE PATH (MU-7) 

Construct a multi-use path in the existing Ivy Street right-of-way between 12th Street and 8th Street for 

enhanced pedestrian/bicycle connectivity. 

ELM STREET MULTI-USE PATH (MU-8) 

Construct a multi-use path in the existing Elm Street right-of-way between 8th Street and 

Rhododendron Drive for enhanced pedestrian/bicycle connectivity.  

DRIFTWOOD STREET MULTI-USE PATH (MU-9) 

Construct a multi-use path in the existing Driftwood Street right-of-way between 12th Street and 11th 

Street for enhanced pedestrian/bicycle connectivity. 

NORTH FLORENCE COUNTY PARK MULTI-USE PATH (MU-10) 

Construct a network of multi-use paths within the County Park in the North Florence Area (see Figure 

5-6 for a conceptual network). 

Finally, a series of brochures could be developed to promote bicycling and walking within Florence. 

One brochure concept could illustrate appropriate pedestrian/bicycle routes for travel in and around 

Florence. Another brochure could focus on more recreational routes and scenic areas and park 

connections. 

Pedestrian Projects 
Identified pedestrian improvements are described below and illustrated in  
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US 101 Sidewalks & Pedestrian Access to Siuslaw River Bridge (P-1) 

Construct sidewalks along US 101 north of the Siuslaw River 

Bridge to connect to existing sidewalks that begin around 2nd 

Street. Also restore western stairs from Bay Street to the 

Siuslaw River Bridge and construct interpretive overlook at 

northeast location of bridge. 

OLD TOWN SIDEWALKS (P-2)  

Construct missing sidewalk segments within Old Town area. 

Old Town is one of the primary tourist areas within Florence 

developed with vibrant retail stores, quality restaurants, 

views of the Siuslaw Estuary and Historic Bridge, the 

Boardwalk, and the Port’s docks and marina. This part of 

town is developed to a pedestrian scale with historic lighting. 

However, there are some segments without sidewalks that 

discourage walking or result 

in people walking in the 

street. Plantings and street 

trees are desirable to create 

a greenway effect. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photos: Chris Tiesler 
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KINGWOOD STREET SIDEWALKS (P-3) 

Construct sidewalks on Kingwood Street from 20th Street south to Bay Street. Kingwood Street is a 

major north-south route and forecast to carry traffic volumes exceeding 3,000 trips per day by the year 

2035. Sidewalks should be installed to provide appropriate areas for pedestrians. Kingwood Street also 

provides connections to the Senior Center, Singing Pines, the Airport, the 12th Street Path, and 

Downtown.  

US 101 PEDESTRIAN RRFB CROSSING AT 12TH STREET (P-4)  

Construct a marked pedestrian crossing 

of US 101 at 12th Street with RRFBs and 

a raised median island, and construct 

sidewalks on the south side of 12th 

Street on the west side of US 101. This 

crossing location is appropriate 

considering the planned path within the 

12th Street right-of-way between the 

Munsel Creek Path and US 101. This 

crossing location was also identified 

with an accompanying potential design 

shown in the US 101 Pedestrian Study 

by Alta and CH2MHill (2006). The City 

has obtained preliminary design plans 

from Branch Engineering for this crossing. For safe pedestrian access to the crossing, sidewalk should 

be constructed on the south side of 12th Street west of US 101. 

US 101 MID-BLOCK PEDESTRIAN RRFB CROSSING BETWEEN 15TH AND 16TH (P-5) 

Construct a mid-block marked pedestrian crossing with RRFB and a raised median island on US 101 

between 15th Street and 16th Street. The City has also obtained preliminary design plans from Branch 

Engineering for this crossing. 

US 101 PEDESTRIAN RRFB CROSSING AT 43rd STREET (P-6) 

Construct a marked pedestrian crossing with RRFB and a raised median island on US 101 at 43rd Street. 

The US 101 Pedestrian Study by Alta and CH2MHill includes a pedestrian crossing at 43rd Street. As 

Cannery Station was approved on the east side of US 101, it was determined that a pedestrian crossing 

RRFB Installation Midblock 7th/8th Streets 

Ph t  Cit  f Fl  P bli  W k  
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should be built between it and Fred Meyer. Timing of this improvement will be dictated by the 

development of the Cannery Station project.  

OR 126 PEDESTRIAN RRFB CROSSING AT REDWOOD STREET (P-7) 

Construct a marked pedestrian crossing with RRFB and a raised median island on OR 126 at Redwood 

Street. The timing of this improvement will be determined by the anticipated approval of ODOT flex 

funds. 

US 101 SIDEWALKS (P-8) 

Construct missing sidewalk segments along US 101 north to the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). All 

areas along US 101 should have sidewalks to provide safe pedestrian travel and access to adjacent 

businesses within the UGB. 

OAK STREET SIDEWALKS (P-9) 

Construct sidewalks on east side of Oak Street between 27th Street and 32nd Street and marked 

crosswalks at 27th Street and 30th Street. This project should also include striping a crosswalk across 

Oak Street in line with the existing pedestrian path between Oak Street and Myrtle Loop (just south of 

34th Street). These improvement swill improve overall pedestrian safety/connectivity and enhance safe 

routes to schools. 

BAY STREET/NOPAL STREET MID-BLOCK MARKED PEDESTRIAN CROSSING (P-10) 

Construct a marked mid-block crosswalk across Bay Street at Nopal Street including ADA-compliant 

ramps. This crossing will heighten driver awareness to the high number of pedestrians crossing 

between Old Town and boardwalk area at this location.  

SUGGESTED CODE REQUIREMENTS AND ENFORCEMENT TO ENSURE SAFE, PASSABLE SIDEWALKS  

The 2006 Alta study made the following recommendations. 

1. Require landscape material such as large bark chips and rocks to be secured or kept away from 

the sidewalk. If landscaping rocks or chips blow or roll onto the sidewalk, they can become a 

trip hazard or an impediment to wheel chairs. 

2. Keep shrubs and other landscaping trimmed to prevent encroachment onto/over sidewalk and 

to maintain vision clearance areas. 
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3. Where parking lots are adjacent to sidewalks, require curbs or wheelstops to keep the vehicles 

from overhanging the sidewalk. 

4. Request ODOT install Leading Pedestrian Interval (LPI) signals at all signal controlled 

intersections. These LPI signals provide the pedestrian a three- to four-second head start to 

begin crossing the intersection prior to release of turning vehicles. With the demographics of 

Florence weighted heavily towards those 55 and older, the additional crossing time provided by 

LPI would improve pedestrian safety and comfort. 

In addition, the City should maintain and enhance ADA accessibility on sidewalks by preventing and 

removing obstacles such as steps, mailboxes, vending boxes, benches, displays and café tables that 

encroach into the accessible path. 

PEDESTRIAN PROGRAMS 

Walking Map 

Create a map (available on paper and electronically) showing safe walking routes indicating mileage.  

The map could include traffic safety reminders. These could include walks to scenic vistas, parks and 

recreation opportunities, points of interest, and/or shopping opportunities. It could also include 

business sponsorships/advertisements to pay for the printing.   

Educate Pedestrians about Rules of the Road 

Provide information about state law (see “Oregon Pedestrian Rights – A Legal Guide for Persons on 

Foot” at http://www.stc-law.com/pdf/OPRlegal_guide.pdf) as well as the City Code (Title 7 Chapter 1 

Traffic Regulations, Section 8 Pedestrians). 

Pedestrian Access to Parks 

There are three parks within the City that currently lack sidewalks for convenient pedestrian access. 

The parks/locations are identified below, along with identified improvements.  

1. Singing Pines Park – construct sidewalks along Airport/15th Street and Kingwood Street. 

2. Miller Park & Singing Pines Park – pave the path between these two parks. 

3. Munsel Greenway Park - reconstruct the 29th Street path from Spruce Street to Munsel 

Greenway Park. Consideration should be given to allow for an appropriate redesign of the 

barrier along Spruce Street. Signage should be included for the path indicating access to Munsel 

Greenway Park. 

http://www.stc-law.com/pdf/OPRlegal_guide.pdf
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Sidewalks on Arterials and Collectors 

Of all the streets in the UGB, arterial and collector streets have the most traffic and vehicles travelling at 

higher speeds than local streets. As such, these types of streets should accommodate pedestrians on 

sidewalks or multi-use paths. They should also allow for safe crossings with treatments such as 

crosswalks, pedestrian activated crossings, medians, curb-extensions. Where development occurs 

adjacent to these streets, sidewalks should be required as part of development approval (or if 

immediate construction is impractical, obtain a commitment for construction in the form of a non-

remonstrance agreement). However, in other cases where adjacent land uses are already developed, 

the State/City/County may need to create projects with identified funding sources in order to construct 

sidewalks. These projects could be funded through Local Improvement Districts, grants, and/or system 

development charges. 

The following arterials and collectors have been identified through this planning process as being the 

most critical: 

 Kingwood Street: Kingwood Street a major north-south street and expected traffic volumes 

exceeding 3,000 trips per day by the year 2035. Kingwood Street also provides connections 

to the Senior Center, Singing Pines, the Airport, the 12th Street Multi-Use Path, and 

downtown. There is also a school bus stop between 9th and 10th Streets.  

 US 101: All areas along Highway should have sidewalks to provide safe pedestrian travel 

and access to adjacent businesses.  

 Munsel Lake Road: Today there are no sidewalks on Munsel Lake Road (currently a 

County road). It is projected to have traffic volumes exceeding 3,000 trips per day by the 

year 2035. Part of the street is inside the City and part of it lies outside the City. There is 

residential development around Ocean Dunes that in particular should be provided with 

sidewalks to provide access to the Mormon Church, Munsel Road Park, and Ocean Dunes 

Golf Course.  
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LOCAL TRANSIT SYSTEM 
This section serves as an update to the Community Transit Plan, and includes a summary of existing 

service, transit survey results, and recommendations for future transit service in Florence.  

LOCAL BUS SERVICE 

The City of Florence, in collaboration with Lane Transit District (LTD), has an agreement with River 

Cities Taxi to operate the Rhody Express, a fixed-route bus system that loops through Florence hourly 

on weekdays between 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. One 16-seat bus is used to operate two routes, with the bus 

alternating service between the two routes: 

 The North Loop serves areas north of 20th Street, along US 101, Spruce Street and Oak 

Street, between the Grocery Outlet and Fred Meyer. 

 The South Loop serves areas south of 20th Street, along Spruce Street, US 101, 9th Street, 

Rhododendron Drive, Kingwood Street and Quince Street, circulating between Grocery 

Outlet, Safeway/Dunes Village Center, Peace Health Campus, and the Old Town District. 

The Rhody Express operates under a flag stop system, with the bus stopping at any safe location along 

the route to pick up and drop off passengers. The bus will deviate up to two blocks to pick up and drop 

off passengers who have difficulty walking to a street with bus service; this service must be requested 

in advance. The bus is equipped with a wheelchair lift. The fare is $1 for a one-way trip, or $2 for an all-

day ticket. 

Passengers with disabilities unable to use the regular fixed-route bus service may use the Rhody Dial-a-

Ride service. This service is offered to eligible passengers weekdays between 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. 

between points located within ¾ mile of the Rhody Express route. The fare is $2 per one-way trip, and 

trips must be scheduled in advance. The service area, service hours, fare, and pre-scheduling 

requirement meet the minimum Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements for 

“complementary paratransit service.” In-person assessments to determine functional capability are 

conducted through the local Senior and Disabled Services (S&DS) office.  

SPECIALIZED TRANSIT SERVICES 

Several Florence-area organizations and programs provide transportation services to older adults and 

persons with disabilities with most trips being to and from medical services. These services include: 

 Friends of Florence Van for individuals needing cancer treatment in Eugene, 
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 Medicaid Non-Emergency Medical Transportation (NEMT) for individuals that qualify for 

the Oregon Health Plan Plus, 

 Veteran’s Transportation, and 

 Florence S&DS Volunteer Escort and Senior Companion drivers serve older adults living 

independently without any other means of transportation. 

Transportation is also provided by some retirement centers. 

INTERCITY BUS SERVICE 

Porter Stage Lines operates a daily intercity service traveling from Coos Bay, through Reedsport and 

Florence to Eugene with an “on call” stop at the Eugene Amtrak Station. The route proceeds from 

Eugene through Sisters to Bend. Florence and Reedsport Stops are “drop off only” on the return trip. As 

an Amtrak Thruway bus it operates twice daily on weekdays (once daily on weekends) between 

Florence City Hall and the Amtrak and Greyhound stations in Eugene. The one-way fare is $23 for those 

connections. 

NEIGHBORING PUBLIC TRANSIT SERVICE 

Lane Transit District operates bus service from Eugene to Veneta, 48 miles east of Florence, seven 

times daily on weekdays and twice daily on Saturday. Lincoln County Transit operates bus service from 

Newport to Yachats, 25 miles north of Florence, four times daily on weekdays and Saturdays. Coos 

County Area Transit provides one round-trip from Reedsport, 22 miles south of Florence, to Coos Bay 

on Wednesdays only. 

TRANSIT NEEDS 

As part of the development of the Transportation System Plan, the City of Florence conducted several 

surveys about the city’s current transit service. These surveys consisted of a survey mailed to all 

residents with their city utility bill, an on-board survey of Rhody Express riders, and employee surveys 

at Fred Meyer, Grocery Outlet, and Peace Health. In addition, a survey of delivery services and public 

agency staff included questions about transit service. 

Nearly all (95%) of respondents to the general survey were aware of Rhody Express service, but most 

(75%) had never used it. Service improvements most desired by this group were:  expanded route 

coverage (52%), weekend service (39%), more frequent service (33%), and expanded AM/PM service 

hours (23%/26%). Respondents could pick multiple improvements; retirees were over-represented in 

the general survey responses. The most-requested service locations in or near Florence were 
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Florentine Estates, Driftwood Shores/Heceta Beach, Sutton Lake, and the dunes area. The most-

requested more-distant service locations were Eugene (primarily), with Yachats/Newport and 

Reedsport also requested. 

The typical Rhody Express rider is a senior citizen or a person with a disability who uses the bus to go 

shopping and uses the service more than once a week. Rhody Express is most commonly used for 

shopping trips (80% of respondents use it this way), while about 25% of respondents use it for social 

trips and about 25% use it to get to and from medical appointments (respondents could pick multiple 

trip purposes). Riders’ most-desired service improvement by far is weekend service (84%), with 

expanded AM service hours, more frequent service, and expanded route coverage desired by 25–30% 

of respondents, respectively (respondents could pick multiple improvements). 

The employee survey found that most respondents do not use Rhody Express because it is not available 

when or where they need to travel, they need their car for personal errands or to save time, and/or 

(particularly for the retail employees) they have an irregular work schedule. More convenient service 

hours and a guaranteed ride home program were the actions that would be most likely to get some 

employees to switch travel modes. 

Transit-related results from the delivery service/public agency survey were: (1) there are many gaps in 

the sidewalk network and many sidewalks in disrepair (this makes it harder to access transit, 

particularly for seniors and persons with disabilities), and (2) a desire to keep the bus on public streets 

and not divert into parking lots (diverting tends to slow the bus down and creates more conflict 

opportunities with cars; on the other hand, good sidewalk connections from the street into sites are 

needed for passengers to safely access a site). 

Detailed results from all four surveys were presented in Project Memorandum #4. 

HISTORIC RIDERSHIP 

The most recent five years of ridership data is summarized below. Ridership data before 2007 was not 

readily available. Table 7-1 summarizes annual Rhody Express ridership for years 2007 through 2011.  
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Table 7-1  Rhody Express Annual Ridership (2007 – 2011) 

Year Ridership 

2007 11,836 

2008 11,126 

2009 11,823 

2010 12,255 

2011 14,658 

 

As shown in Table 7-1, ridership was relatively constant from 2007 through 2009. The addition of 

complementary ADA paratransit service in late 2009 caused a slight increase in ridership numbers, as 

have minor route adjustments to capture older adults living in assisted living facilities and/or senior 

housing. 

Future Transit Service 

LOCAL TRANSIT ROUTES 

The two existing transit routes shown in Figure 7-1 serve as much as Florence as possible, while 

maintaining hourly service with the use of a single bus. Expanding service would require operating a 

second bus, which would double the cost of operating the fixed-route component of the system and—to 

the extent that new areas within ¾ mile of new service would be required to receive ADA 

complementary paratransit service—would also increase the cost of the demand-response component 

of the system. Given current funding constraints, no significant changes to the current routes are 

proposed.  

However, at locations where Rhody Express currently diverts into parking lots to serve businesses, 

consideration should be given to keeping the bus on the street, particularly where a sidewalk 

connection exists from the street across the parking lot to a business’ front door. The City of Florence 

recently relocated an existing bus stop from the Safeway/Dunes Village Shopping Center on 8th Street to 

8th Street itself, and has plans to transition other stops from internal parking fields out to the street. 

This action will help speed up bus service, providing some protection against increased traffic delays in 

the future, while also allowing Rhody Express to accommodate increased ridership in the future (i.e., 

additional stops to serve passengers) without shortening bus routes or requiring an additional bus to 

maintain the schedule. 
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Locations where keeping the bus on the street can be considered include: 

 North Loop 

 Eliminate use of Fred Meyer property (south of Munsel Lake Road) for current bus 

stop location. A bus pull-out or stop/shelter could be constructed at 45th Street at 

the south end of Fred Meyer. 

 Eliminate the use of the Bi-Mart (south of Munsel Lake Road) parking area as 

current bus stop location. A bus pull-out or stop/shelter could be constructed along 

42nd Street near US 101. 

 South Loop 

 The diverted stop at the senior center located along Kingwood Street (north of 15th 

Street) near 17th Place could be eliminated. 

Per conversations with City of Florence staff, it is recommended that the stop location within the Peace 

Harbor Hospital be maintained. This existing shelter serves a large complex consisting of a hospital and 

clinic land uses with limited access. Public feedback has indicated that retaining the “Greentrees” 

development turnaround is important for residents living in that neighborhood. While the driveway is 

used as a turnaround for the bus, several residents use this as an opportunity to access the bus as a flag 

stop. Comments and notes from City of Florence staff have been provided on an existing transit route map 

as Attachment “A” of Technical Memorandum #7 in Volume II of the Technical Appendix. 

Locations where survey respondents requested new service be provided were generally located 

outside Florence’s city limits (Florentine Estates being the exception), which raises the issue of how to 

pay for extended service. Unlike the counties to the north of Florence and the interior of Lane County, 

where service is funded throughout a large area and consequently provided over a large area, Rhody 

Express is a service of the City of Florence, with a portion of its funding coming from city residents. 

Service should not be expanded outside the city limits at this time unless paid for by those benefiting 

from the service (for example, through a direct monetary contribution or by charging a premium fare). 
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TRANSIT STOPS 

The Rhody Express currently operates on a flag-stop 

system with some designated stops. This type of system 

works fine for smaller transit systems and avoids the 

expense of installing and maintaining bus stop signs 

and other stop infrastructure. At the same time, 

designated stops serve as a form of advertising for the 

bus service, confirming that service is available at a 

location. Given that a large majority of Florence 

residents are aware that bus service exists, and given 

that present passenger volumes are not creating 

schedule reliability problems, the current system 

should be maintained until ridership increases to the 

point where schedule reliability issues begin to occur. 

At that time, more designated stops could be installed 

to concentrate passenger pick-up and drop-off activity 

at specific locations. 

Oregon’s Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) requires Transportation System Plans to designate 

“major transit stops.” In Florence’s context, a major transit stop would be a stop with a relatively high 

ridership relative to most stops or a transfer location. The TPR (OAR 660-12-0045(4)(b)) requires local 

jurisdictions to adopt regulations that require new retail, office, and institutional uses located within 

300 feet of major transit stops to provide reasonably direct pedestrian connections from the building to 

the stop and to adjacent properties. In addition, new uses located at a major transit stop should provide 

a paved ADA-compliant landing pad, an easement for a shelter (if requested by the transit agency), and 

lighting. Cities may go beyond these requirements; for example, by requiring new uses anywhere along 

a transit route to provide a reasonably direct pedestrian connection to the street. These locations 

should also receive the highest priority for stop improvements, particularly bus shelters.  

Based on the rider survey results, the following locations shown on Figure 7-1 should be designated as 

“major transit stops”: 

 Fred Meyer (high-ridership location), 

 Safeway/Dunes Village Shopping Center (high-ridership location),  

 Peace Health Hospital (high-ridership location), and 

 City Hall (transfer point to the Amtrak Thruway bus to Eugene). 

Rhody Express Transit Stop 

Ph t  Ch i  Ti l  
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Grocery Outlet is the location where the North Loop switches to the South Loop (and vice versa), but is 

not a transfer location per se, as passengers simply remain on the bus. As the rider survey did not 

indicate a high level of ridership at this location, relative to other locations, this location should not be 

designated as a major transit stop. 

No park-and-ride facilities currently exist in Florence and none will be required unless intercity service 

is started in the future. 

SERVICE LEVELS 

The current hourly headway provided by Rhody Express provides a basic level of service to a large 

portion of Florence. Improving the headway would either require adding an additional bus (doubling 

fixed-route operating costs) or shortening the routes so that the bus could complete a round-trip in half 

the time. However, two other improvements were identified by survey respondents that could be 

implemented at a lower cost. In order of priority, these are: 

 Providing Saturday service between 10 a.m. and 6 p.m., serving social and shopping trips on 

the weekend. The added service would increase fixed-route operating costs by 

approximately 20% from current levels. 

 Adding weekday service between 6 a.m. and 10 a.m., making Rhody Express an option for 

those who wish to use it to commute to work or get to morning classes. The added service 

would increase fixed-route operating costs by approximately 50% from current levels. 

INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS 

Transit passengers are typically pedestrians before and after their transit trip. Therefore, a potential 

impediment to using transit service – particularly for seniors and persons with disabilities – is a poor 

sidewalk network. This TSP update includes priorities of filling sidewalk gaps along transit routes and 

taking steps citywide to make sure that property owners fulfill their obligation to maintain public 

sidewalks in a state of good repair. 

Bus shelters with ADA-compliant landing pads should be installed at all designated major transit stops. 

The City should also periodically (e.g., annually) conduct a ridership check to identify the locations 

where passengers (generally) and lift users (specifically) are picked up and dropped off, to help 

prioritize locations for future shelter and landing pad projects.  
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TRANSPORTATION DISADVANTAGED NEEDS 

Rhody Express currently fills an important transportation need in Florence, as evidenced by the rider 

survey results showing that Rhody Express is the only transportation option for 57% of its riders. The 

surveys did not identify any particular improvement needs for Rhody Express or Rhody Dial-a-Ride 

targeted at the transportation disadvantaged, other than the need to improve Florence’s sidewalk 

network generally. Several programs are available to provide medical transportation to cities outside 

Florence for those without other transportation options; however, the $46 round-trip fare to Eugene 

using Porter Stage Lines is a barrier to travel for low-income residents of Florence. 

INTERCITY TRANSPORTATION 

The need for lower-cost public transportation to and from Florence at convenient times was raised in 

the surveys. The current Amtrak Thruway bus schedule provides approximately 6 hours in Eugene, 

some of which would be used up traveling between the Amtrak or Greyhound station and one’s final 

destination, which is not enough time to support work- or education-related commuting between 

Florence and Eugene. 

Providing intercity public transit bus connections from Florence is not a far-fetched concept – 

Tillamook County, for example, operates a bus twice daily to Portland, while Sunset Empire Transit 

operates a bus 26 miles east to Westport, where connections can be made via Columbia County Rider to 

Kelso, Washington and Portland, Oregon. Furthermore, it is possible – slowly, over a period of several 

days – to travel the length of U.S. 101 from Yachats to Olympia, Washington using a combination of 

eight different connected public transit systems. The important difference is that all of those systems 

are county-wide systems, with broader funding bases, whereas Florence is a city-owned system. Lane 

County does not operate transit service itself: Lane Transit District (LTD) is a separate mass transit 

district serving most cities in the interior of the county, however, the portion of Lane County west of 

Veneta lies outside LTD’s boundaries that are defined by participation in a Business Payroll Tax. 

To be attractive to commuters and higher‐education students, intercity transit service between 

Florence and Eugene would need to be offered early in the morning and in the evening, with at least 

one midday trip to serve shorter shopping and medical trips. Intercity transit service to Eugene could 

end in Veneta, where a timed transfer to LTD service continuing into Eugene-Springfield would be 

possible. A three‐trip east‐west schedule would also potentially offer two time windows (mid‐morning 

and mid‐afternoon) where a transit vehicle could be used for an intercity trip either to the north 

(Yachats) or the south (Reedsport).  
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One option to improve intercity transit service in Florence is for the City to operate and fund the 

service itself. Given the challenge of operating and funding transit service, however, a better option may 

be for the City to partner with other agencies and organizations to operate and fund this service. 

Potential partners for operating intercity transit service include:  

 River City Taxi, which has been a reliable partner for operation of the Rhody Express and 

might be interested in operating intercity transit services serving Florence. 

 Porter Stage Lines, which currently operates Amtrak Thruway service between Coos Bay 

and Florence, and may be willing to add trips serving Florence. 

 Lane Transit District, which currently partners with the City for administration of the Rhody 

Express service. 

 Coos Area Transit and Lincoln County Transit may be willing to extend their transit services 

from the south (Reedsport) and north (Yachats) to Florence. 

 Special Mobility Services is a non-profit agency that operates the Diamond Express service 

between Oakridge and Eugene, and the RideSource Call Center. 

In addition to these potential partners for operation of intercity transit service, there are also a variety 

of potential funding sources for intercity transit service: 

 The ODOT Public Transit Division pools transit funding and allocates this funding through a 

variety of formulaic and competitive grant programs for capital and operating expenses. In 

Lane County, ODOT Public Transit funds are distributed through the Lane Transit District. 

 Other agencies and organizations with a need for intercity transit services may be willing to 

contribute toward improved services. For example, the Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower 

Umpqua and Siuslaw Indians may have a need for transit services for employees at the 

Three Rivers Casino and for member travel to access tribal services. 

 The City could seek to annex the Highway 126 corridor west of Veneta into the Lane Transit 

District. Such an annexation could occur through an ordinance passed by the LTD Board of 

Directors or through a ballot measure that would require a majority vote of the voters in the 

current district and the voters in the area proposed to be annexed (ORS 267.207). In this 

case, LTD would operate service to and within Florence. All employers and self‐employed 

persons within the expanded district would be subject to LTD’s payroll tax. LTD already 

provides a number of longer‐distance routes in Lane County, including up the McKenzie 

River as far east as McKenzie Bridge. 
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Determining the ridership potential, funding potential, and feasibility of possible intercity routes is 

beyond the scope of a transportation system plan, but could be the focus of a follow‐up planning effort. 

To pursue improved intercity transit services in Florence, the City should work with Lane Transit 

District to identify potential grant funding sources, and work with potential partners for operating or 

funding intercity transit services to identify opportunities for improving intercity transit services. 



 

Section 8  
Local Rail, Pipeline, Air, and Surface Water Plans 
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LOCAL RAIL, PIPELINE, AIR, AND SURFACE WATER PLANS 
Rail Plan 
There is no rail service directly to Florence. The nearest rail freight facilities are in the rail corridor 

between Mapleton and Cushman. The rail line passing near Florence is owned by the Oregon 

International Port of Coos Bay, which acquired the line from its previous owner RailAmerica, Inc. The 

Coos Bay rail line is operated as the Coos Bay Rail Link – CBR by a private-sector short-line railroad 

operating company, ARG TRANS Inc. The Coos Bay rail line corridor is scheduled to be annexed into the 

Coos Bay port district during 2012. This track parallels OR 126 from the east, until it crosses OR 126 

and the Siuslaw River in Cushman to turn south to Coos Bay. Passenger rail is available in Eugene via 

AMTRAK with bus connections from Florence. 

The potential of a barge/rail freight terminal in the Mapleton/Cushman area is a possibility that 

continues to be considered by the Port of Siuslaw should the economies of transportation of goods 

make this a feasible option once again. 

The rail overpass over OR 126 at Cushman has less than the optimal 18’ clearance for vehicles on OR 

126. In addition, due to its low elevation and proximity to the Siuslaw River, the road is often flooded 

for several hours each day during seasonal high water/high tides. This situation creates a hazard to the 

traveling public, creates potential disruptions for emergency services, and a disruption to general 

transport of goods and services.  

IMPROVEMENT TO THE OR 126 RAIL OVERPASS AT CUSHMAN 

Port of Coos Bay staff corresponded with ODOT staff in 2009 after the Port acquired the Coos Bay rail 

line from RailAmerica Inc. ODOT was interested to know if the Port had plans to improve the clearance 

at the rail overpass over OR 126. Port staff explained that increasing the vertical clearance to help 

alleviate the high water problem with the roadway would require raising the height of the Siuslaw 

River swing-span railroad bridge (likely requiring a complete new bridge), raising the height of the 

north approach embankment above the highway, and constructing a new south approach span. Very 

rough cost estimates put this project somewhere between $100 million and $150 million. The Port, as 

owner of the Coos Bay rail line, simply does not have the resources and does not expect to generate 

enough freight rail revenue to fund this project. 
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Pipeline Plan 
The City of Florence, together with other coastal communities and counties continues to explore the 

possibility of extending a natural gas pipeline north along the coast to serve these cities and counties, 

including Florence. Natural gas would provide an alternative energy source for economic development, 

as well as for heating of homes and businesses. In 1999, voters in Coos County approved a ballot 

measure authorizing expenditures for building a natural gas pipeline from Roseburg into Coos County. 

The costs of such a project are high, and the likelihood of a second line being constructed to the coast is 

low. Natural gas is available to the north in Newport, from a pipeline in Lincoln County, but there is no 

additional capacity to serve areas south of Newport. If such an option is ever determined to be feasible, 

pipeline routes, funding sources and agreements about wholesale and retail provision of natural gas 

will need to be determined. 

NATURAL GAS LINE FEASIBILITY STUDY 

Should such a gas line prove feasible, transportation/economic development funds for an analysis of 

the feasibility of extension of natural gas service to the Florence area should be provided. At a minimum 

the feasibility study should include a cost analysis and identification of potential funding resources for 

engineering and construction. This study would need to occur prior to the preliminary engineering 

work on the approved natural gas trunk line, so that, if needed, additional capacity can be included in 

the initial engineering. 

Air Plan 
The City of Florence recently updated their Airport Master Plan and Airport Layout Plan (ALP) drawing 

set for Florence Municipal Airport (6S2) in cooperation with the Federal Aviation Administration 

(FAA). This plan was approved by City Council resolution in 2010 and will be formally adopted into the 

TSP through the 2012 Update.  

The Plan defines the current, short-term and long-term needs of the airport through a comprehensive 

evaluation of conditions and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) airport planning and design 

standards. It provides specific guidance in making the improvements necessary to maintain a safe and 

efficient airport that is economically, environmentally, and socially sustainable.  

NATIONAL AIRPORT SYSTEM 

Florence Municipal Airport is included in the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS). 

Participation in the NPIAS is limited to public use airports that meet specific FAA activity criteria. 
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NPIAS airports are eligible for federal funding of improvements through FAA programs such as the 

current Airport Improvement Program (AIP). There are more than 3,300 NPIAS airports, of which more 

than 75 percent are general aviation airports similar to Florence. Three other Lane County 

communities (Eugene, Creswell and Cottage Grove) also have NPIAS airports, although the nearest is 

located 60 driving miles from Florence. Along the coast, Newport and North Bend have the NPIAS 

airports closest to Florence Municipal Airport (45 to 50 driving miles from Florence). 

The FAA has recognized NPIAS airports as being vital to serving the public needs of air transportation. 

In doing so, the FAA recognizes that access to the nation’s air transportation system is not limited to 

commercial air service. The Airport Master Plan was prepared by the City to meet the FAA’s 

requirement to maintain an up-to-date plan. 

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN SUMMARY 

1. Florence Municipal Airport is owned and operated by City of Florence, Oregon. 

2. The Airport is located approximately 1 mile north of Florence, between U.S. Highway 101 and 

the Pacific Ocean. Surface access to the Airport is provided by Kingwood Street, which has 

several connections (9th, 10th, 27th Streets; Airport Road, etc.) to Highway 101. The Airport is 

located within the Florence city limits. 

3. The Airport consists of approximately 139.77 acres. 

4. The Airport is included in the National Plan of Integrated Airport System (NPIAS), making it 

eligible for federal funding through the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). 

5. The Airport has a “Local General Aviation” service level designation in the current Oregon State 

Aviation System Plan. 

6. The Airport has one runway that is oriented in a generally northwest-southeast direction. The 

runway (15/33) is paved and lighted with basic (visual) markings. Runway 15/33 is 3,000 feet 

by 60 feet and is served by a full-length parallel taxiway located on its west side. 

7. The published pavement strength for Runway 15/33 is 12,500 pounds for aircraft with single 

wheel landing gear (FAA 5010 and A/FD data). 

8. The airfield facilities are capable of accommodating small single-engine or light twin-engine 

weighing less than 12,500 pounds, generally consistent with aircraft included FAA Airport 

Design Group I (ADG-I). ADG I aircraft have wingspans less than 49 feet. 
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9. Airfield lighting currently includes an airport rotating beacon, medium-intensity runway edge 

lighting (MIRL), threshold lights, and a 2-light precision approach path indicator (PAPI) on 

Runway 33. The runway lighting is pilot-activated (radio) and the PAPI operates continuously. 

The rotating beacon operates on a photo-cell switch. 

10. All landside facilities (aircraft parking, hangars, etc.) at the airport are located on the east side 

of Runway 15/33. The Airport has a single paved aircraft apron located near the middle of 

runway that accommodates aircraft fueling, the fixed base operator (FBO), and aircraft parking. 

11. As of summer 2008, the airport had 24 conventional hangars (various sizes) located on the east 

side of the runway. Twenty two hangars are located north of the main apron and two larger 

hangars are located south of the apron. 

12. The Airport operates under day and night visual flight rules (VFR) and does not currently have 

instrument approach capabilities. The airport is equipped with a federally funded Automated 

Weather Observation System (AWOS). 

13. Aviation fuel is available at the Airport through the City of Florence. Current airport directories 

indicate that 100LL AVGAS and Jet Fuel are available. 

14. The most recent estimates of activity for Florence Municipal Airport (from the February 2008 

Oregon Aviation System Plan Forecast Update): 31 based aircraft and 5,162 operations in 2005. 

The current FAA 5010 form lists 31 based aircraft and 7,000 annual operations (for the 12 

months ending 7/12/05). 

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN PROJECTS & FINDINGS 

1. All federally-funded projects are subject to the environmental regulations contained in the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), including property acquisition, major facilities 

rehabilitation, and new construction. 

2. A regular schedule of pavement maintenance (vegetation control, crack filling, fog seals, slurry 

seals, patching, etc.) should be conducted on airfield pavements to maximize the useful life and 

optimize life cycle maintenance expenditures. Runway and taxiway markings should be 

periodically repainted to maintain good visibility.  

3. Current and future design standards for Runway 15/33 are based on FAA airport reference 

code (ARC) B-I (small) for “utility” runways (per FAR Part 77). Future airspace planning for 

Runway 15/33 is based on visual approach capabilities (see item 4, below). New hangar 
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developments and aircraft parking aprons should be designed to conform to FAA 

taxilane/taxiway and airspace clearing standards. 

4. A non-precision instrument approach is recommended for Florence Municipal Airport. The 

development of a satellite-based Wide Area Augmentation System (WAAS) approach (or other 

comparable platform) is recommended, with circling procedures developed for both ends of 

Runway 15/33 if FAA obstruction clearance standards for the procedure design can be met. The 

recommendation to develop a circling procedure is consistent with the visual designation for 

Runway 15/33. 

5. A 400-foot extension at the north end of Runway 15/33 is recommended based on the runway 

length required to accommodate 100 percent of the small airplane fleet at Florence. The parallel 

taxiway will also be extended. The runway and parallel taxiway extension will not require 

property acquisition. The project will require the removal of approximately 203,000 cubic 

yards (CY) of the sand dune located beyond the north end of the runway. The runway extension 

and obstruction removal project is anticipated to be conducted in phases (depending on 

funding availability): 

a. Phase 1: Construct the 400-foot north runway extension with a 200-foot displaced 

threshold for obstruction clearance. Runway End Siting Requirements will be applied to 

provide an unobstructed 20:1 obstacle clearance surface (OCS) for Runway 15 and 33. 

The runway length available for landing on Runway 33 is 3,400 feet; the runway length 

available for landing on Runway 15 is 3,200 feet. Extend the parallel taxiway to connect 

to the new runway end; extend runway edge lights; add/realign precision approach 

slope indicator (PAPI). 

b. Phase 2: Eliminate the 200-foot displaced threshold for Runway 15 by removing 

approximately 87,100 CY of material from the sand dune to accommodate an 

unobstructed visual 20:1 OCS at the runway end. Modify existing runway lighting and 

PAPI aiming angle, as required. The resulting useable runway length for all aircraft 

operations is 3,400 feet. 

c. Phase 3: Remove approximately 116,200 CY of additional material from the sand dune 

to accommodate and unobstructed FAR Part 77 visual 20:1 approach surface to Runway 

15. Modify PAPI aiming angle, as required. Phase 2 and 3 terrain removal may be 

consolidated into a single phase depending on the availability of funding. 
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6. The 1997 Airspace Plan depicts a 20:1 visual obstacle clearance surface (OCS) for Runway 33. 

The areas located beyond the south end and along the west side of the runway should be 

surveyed to verify the location and elevation of terrain and/or tree obstructions and develop an 

action plan for removal, if necessary. 

7. The north hangar area is capable of accommodating hangar demand during the current 

planning period and beyond. The preferred alternative includes space reserved for 

development of additional conventional hangars, T-hangars and aircraft apron. As currently 

planned, the north landside area provides storage capacity for approximately 60 additional 

aircraft: 

a. Eleven (11) conventional hangar spaces with current taxilane access. One vacant hangar 

site (2-C) located at the north end of the main apron is reserved for commercial use. 

Two rows of T-hangars and two additional hangar taxilanes located immediately north 

of existing hangar development. The physical limits of the site will accommodate one 8-

unit T-hangar (or multiple smaller T-hangars) per row. The first T-hangar will utilize 

the northern-most existing hangar taxilane with a new taxilane constructed to access 

the north side of the T-hangar. The second T-hangar row and north-side taxilane would 

be developed based on demand. 

b. An aircraft parking apron and reserve area is located north of the planned T-hangar 

rows. As conceptual configured, the apron has three rows of tiedowns (27 spaces total), 

which significantly exceeds forecast demand for parking. It is anticipated that the north 

apron would be constructed in phases, only in the event that the capacity of terminal 

apron becomes inadequate. 

c. Six additional conventional hangar spaces are located beyond the north apron. 

d. Existing airport fencing and gates will be modified at the 27th Street connection to the 

airport, with controlled access provided via pedestrian and automated vehicle gates 

located adjacent to the apron. Public vehicle parking and a passenger pick-up/drop off 

area will be provided adjacent to the apron (outside the fence). An automated access 

vehicle gate is recommended to provide tenant access to the north hangar area from the 

27th Street connection. 

8. The City of Florence and Lane County should maintain airport overlay zoning based on the FAR 

Part 77 airspace surfaces (height and hazard) depicted in the updated Airport Layout Plan. 
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9. The City of Florence and Lane County should ensure through their comprehensive 

planning/zoning that development of lands in the vicinity of the airport is compatible with 

airport activities to the greatest extent possible (see ORS 836 for more details). 

10. Any proposed changes in land use or zoning in the vicinity of the airport (within the boundaries 

of the FAR Part 77 airspace surfaces) should be coordinated with Oregon Department of 

Aviation to ensure consistency with Oregon airport land use planning requirements (see ORS 

836). 

11. The City of Florence should require all development proposals involving construction of 

structures on the airport to complete and submit FAA Form 7460-1 – Notice of Proposed 

Construction or Alteration, prior to approval of ground leases. Any development proposal that 

receives an objection by the Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) and/or FAA should not be 

approved without first addressing ODA and FAA concerns. 

12. City of Florence and/or Lane County planning and building officials should require that 

applicants for proposed development within the boundaries of the airport’s FAR Part 77 

imaginary surfaces (as defined by the Airport Airspace Plan) submit FAA Form 7460-1 – Notice 

of Proposed Construction or Alteration. A written determination of “No Hazard”should be 

required prior to approval/issuance of building permits, approval of plats, binding site plans, 

etc. Any development proposal that receives an objection by FAA or ODA should not be 

approved without first addressing FAA or ODA concerns. 

13. The City of Florence and FAA should approve/adopt this Airport Master Plan and Airport 

Layout Plan drawings in a timely manner to guide future airport development. (The Airport 

Capital Improvement Plan [ACIP] found it the 2007 Oregon Aviation Plan [OAP] identifies 

possible projects for the Florence Municipal Airport) 

14. The City of Florence should initiate the identified improvements and major maintenance items 

in a timely manner, requesting funding assistance under FAA and other federal or state funding 

programs for all eligible capital improvements. 

Surface Water Plan 
The Siuslaw River is a navigable waterway that connects Florence to other inland communities as well 

as the Pacific Ocean. For 16.5 miles, the Siuslaw River is an officially designated federal waterway and is 

maintained as a navigation project by the US Army Corps of Engineers with local sponsorship by the 

Port of Siuslaw. The remainder of the approximately 720 square mile Siuslaw river drainage basin falls 
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within the district boundary of the Port of Siuslaw. Approximately five miles of the lower Siuslaw River 

system flows through the City of Florence.  

The US 101 Siuslaw River Bridge crosses the river at River Mile (RM) 4.5. This drawbridge structure 

can be opened to accommodate waterborne commerce, primarily fishing boats. The Coos Bay Rail Link 

railroad line crosses the river on the Cushman swing bridge at RM 8.2. OR 126 crosses the Siuslaw 

River in Mapleton at RM 22.5. The Mapleton Bridge and shallow water upstream effectively limit 

waterborne commerce at that point. 

Industrial activities on the navigable waterway include private industry shipping terminals at RM 6.5, 

7.5 and 16. Tug, barge and marine construction services operate from a site at RM 6.5. Within the City 

of Florence, the Port of Siuslaw operates a commercial shipping and seafood buying terminal at RM 4.8, 

commercial and recreational marinas at RM 5.0, a waterfront campground and parks, and multiple 

water-dependent, water-related leased or marketable properties. 

The US Coast Guard Station Siuslaw and Coast Guard Auxiliary Flotilla provide motor lifeboat service 

and safety patrols on the Siuslaw River and coastal waters. Station Siuslaw is located at RM 1.5 in the 

City of Florence. US Coast Guard Air Operations utilize the Florence Municipal Airport to support 

training and air/sea rescue operations. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers maintains the federal waterway project on the Siuslaw River. Two rock 

jetties protect the mouth of the river. The authorized navigation waterway consists of an 18’ deep x 

300’ wide entrance channel, a 16’ deep x 200’ wide channel to the Florence Turning Basin at RM5.0, and 

a 12’ x 150’ wide channel extending upriver to RM 16.5. At RM 15.8, the channel widens into a turning 

basin 12’ deep x 300’ wide. The project was first authorized in 1910 with several later modifications. 

Annual maintenance dredging is performed on the lower reaches of the river with smaller amounts of 

dredging taking place upriver at less regular intervals. The Port of Siuslaw sponsors the federal water 

project on the Siuslaw River and maintains the only authorized upriver dredged material disposal site. 

Data from the mid-1990s show that commercial vessels arrived and departed the port with an average 

of about 82,000 tons of cargo annually, consisting mostly of logs and fish. Value of cargo was 

approximately $15,000,000 per year for the period of 1993-95. According to an annual report from the 

Oregon Coastal Zone Management Association (OCZMA)5, 117 jobs with an annual payroll of $2.3 

                                                             

5 Navigation and Other Activities on Oregon Coastal and Columbia River Waterways and Harbors in 1996, The 

Research Group for OCZMA 
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million are directly attributable to port-enabled economic activities. Total related economic activity 

was estimated in the report to be about $13.5 million. 

PORT OF SIUSLAW 

The Port of Siuslaw currently oversees and operates several services, including: 

 Moorage and storage 

 Transient vessel docks in Florence and Mapleton 

 Freight transport in water 

 Fueling facilities over the water 

 Diesel and gasoline over the water 

 Transfer facilities located on the wharf 

 Transfer facilities on the river  

o Used by semi-trucks for transport of commodities  such as fish and crab products 

(located on Bay Street) 

 Tourism facilities  

o The Marina, a RV campground, waterfront boardwalk, and a 199-space parking area 

adjacent to Old Town which serves as a parking facility for tourists visiting old town.   

The wharf, Mo’s and ICM Restaurants, the Port’s two tenants, serve as an attraction for many people 

coming to Florence, including bus tours. 

Funding Concerns 

 
Operation and maintenance costs for the Port are substantial, and include: 

 Maintenance of federally-authorized navigation channel (rely on Federal funding) 

 Maintenance of infrastructure 

o The Marina itself 

o Parking  

o Wharf 

o RV campground facilities 
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o Public Boat Ramp 

o Associated buildings 

Operational Concerns 

During instances where bridge lifts (Siuslaw River Bridge) are required for ship passage, delays in 

response time can be an issue. Boats are required to call in advance (a much as two hours to get the 

bridge lifted), and this often causes delays for both commercial and recreational boats/boaters.  

Projects 
Several water transportation-related improvements to the Port of Siuslaw have been identified and are 

summarized below. 

PORT OF SIUSLAW GATEWAY 

The improvements listed below, together with recent improvements, will provide improved facilities 

and enhance the Gateway function of the Port. As the fishing industry, and water-based transport of 

wood products continues to decline, facility improvements which attract recreational users, as well as 

those persons traveling by boat for business or pleasure will become a greater part of the mix of 

facilities at the Port and will further enhance its gateway function. 

MAINTAIN THE FEDERALLY AUTHORIZED NAVIGATION CHANNEL 

The US Army Corps of Engineers, who have traditionally provided maintenance dredging at the small 

Oregon coastal ports, are under pressure to recoup the cost of dredging, and to consider cost-

effectiveness of their dredging activities. Smaller ports like the Port of Siuslaw that do not have the 

activity of large ports are at a disadvantage when competing for diminishing dredging funds. The cost 

of dredging is beyond the resources of the Port district and supporting communities. 

REHABILITATE THE OLD TOWN WHARF 

Originally constructed during the 1960’s and restored after a fire in the 1980’s, the Old Town Wharf 

structure supports the seafood buying station, one hoist, the public transfer dock, commercial ice 

house, and two waterfront restaurant facilities. Adjoining the Old Town Wharf is the Maple Street 

Landing and Transient Dock. The timbers in the wharf are approaching the end of their design life and 

rehabilitation is necessary to maintain the economy dependent upon the structures. Partial wharf 

repairs are scheduled to begin November 2012. 
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DREDGE THE WEST AND EAST MOORAGE BASINS 

The two marinas combined provide 51 commercial vessel moorage slips and 54 moorage slips for 

recreational vessels. Maintenance dredging is required periodically to maintain sufficient water depth 

in the marinas. 

REHABILITATE EAST MOORAGE BASIN 

The East Moorage Basin provides the only operational public recreational marina on the Siuslaw River 

in Florence. The marina suffered severe storm damage in 1996. Partial repairs were completed in 1999, 

but full capacity has not been restored. Permanent repairs are needed to restore economic viability of 

the facility. A new landing needs to be constructed and twenty-four (24) substandard slips need to be 

rehabilitated. 

ESTABLISH A DOWNRIVER BOAT LAUNCH FACILITY 

The Port operated public boat ramp at RM 5.0 is the closest ramp to the ocean. The ramp is becoming 

capacity-limited due to the increased tourism activity and commercial development in the Old Town 

district of Florence. An additional ramp and transient boarding facility downriver will be needed to 

serve the increasing motorized boater traffic on the river. The facility should also be designed to 

provide additional access for non-motorized users. 

INSTALL INFRASTRUCTURE AT PORT INDUSTRIAL PARK 

Extension of Pacific View Drive and related utility systems, plus addition of fiber optic cable, into an 

undeveloped 40-acre Port-owned parcel will provide up to 38 additional acres for industrial job 

creation in Florence. Access to the Siuslaw River will support water-dependent and water-related 

business and industrial development. 
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FACILITY STANDARDS 
Highways and streets are the primary means of mobility for Florence’s citizens, serving the majority of 

trips over multiple modes. Pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists all utilize public roads for the vast 

majority of their trips. These public facilities are controlled by multiple jurisdictions and are classified 

based on traffic loads, permitted speeds, and accessibility. 

JURISDICTION 

Public roads within the study area are operated by three different jurisdictions: the City of Florence, 

Lane County and ODOT. Each jurisdiction is responsible for the following: 

 Determining the road’s functional classification;  

 Defining the roadway’s major design and multi-modal features; 

 Maintenance; and,  

 Approving construction and access permits. 

Coordination is required among the jurisdictions to ensure that the transportation system is planned, 

maintained, and expanded to safely and efficiently meet the needs of travelers in the area. The 

jurisdiction of roadways is shown in Figure 9-1 (also previously in Figure 4-2).  
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ROADWAY FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION  

The purpose of classifying roadways is to 

create a mechanism through which a 

balanced transportation system can be 

developed that facilitates mobility for all 

modes of transportation as well as access to 

adjacent land uses. A roadway’s functional 

classification determines its intended 

purpose, the amount and character of traffic 

it is expected to carry, the degree to which 

non-auto travel is emphasized, and the 

roadway’s design standards and overall 

management approach. It is imperative that 

a roadway’s classification considers the 

adjacent land uses and the transportation modes that should be accommodated. The public right-of-

way must also provide sufficient space for utilities to serve adjacent land uses.  

ODOT has a separate classification system for its highways, which guide the planning, management, and 

investment for state highways. ODOT’s categories, from highest to lowest, are Interstate, Statewide, 

Regional, and District highways. According to the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP), both US 101 and OR 126 

are classified as Statewide Highways on the National Highway System (NHS). The OHP defines Statewide 

Highways on the NHS as follows: 

Statewide Highways (NHS) typically provide inter-urban and inter-regional mobility and 

provide connections to larger urban areas, ports, and major recreation areas that are not 

directly served by Interstate Highways. A secondary function is to provide connections for 

intra-urban and intra-regional trips. The management objective is to provide safe and efficient, 

high-speed, continuous-flow operation. In constrained and urban areas, interruptions to flow 

should be minimal. Inside Special Transportation Areas (STAs), local access may also be a 

priority. 

The OHP designates the portion of US 101 between OR 126 and the Siuslaw River Bridge (MP 190.23 to 

190.84) as a Freight Route and as a STA. The OHP defines a STA as a district of compact development 

where the need for appropriate local access outweighs the considerations of highway mobility except 

on designated Freight Routes where highway mobility has greater importance. 
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The OHP designates the portion of US 101 between 30th Street and OR 126 (MP 188.97 to 190.23) as an 

Urban Business Area (UBA), which is defined as an area where vehicular accessibility is important to 

continued economic viability. In areas with a posted speed above 35 miles per hour, the OHP states that 

a management plan is required to balance the needs for vehicular, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 

accessibility in an Urban Business Area. 

The Florence functional classification plan is shown in Figure 9-2. 

ROADWAY STREET SECTION STANDARDS  

Florence street standards have been refined and updated to complement the functional classification 

plan shown in Figure 9-2. General characteristics of arterials, collectors, and local streets are described 

in subsequent sections.  

The functional classification plan incorporates three functional categories: arterials, collectors, and 

local streets. Within these broad classifications are specific arterial treatments for the long range vision 

for Rhododendron Drive, 9th Street, Heceta Beach Road, and Munsel Lake Road. 
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MINOR ARTERIALS 

It should be noted that the major arterials in Florence are state highways (US 101 and OR 126). As such, 

they are subject to ODOT plans, policies, and standards, and improvements are to be undertaken 

according to ODOT approval and permitting processes.  

Minor arterials provide a higher degree of access than major arterials. The primary function of minor 

arterials is to serve local and through traffic between neighborhoods and to community and regional 

facilities. Bicycle lanes (or equivalent adjacent facilities, such as multi-use paths) should be provided on 

minor arterials in most cases. Sidewalks are slightly wider on arterials (six feet as compared with five 

feet on collector and local streets), providing additional space for pedestrians and greater protection 

from higher speed traffic. Four roadways within the City of Florence have been identified as minor 

arterials and specific cross-sections have been developed for each.  

The cross-sections are shown in Figure 9-3, Figure 9-4, and Figure 9-5. As shown in Figure 9-3, 

Rhododendron Drive has a distinctive cross-section for the segment from 9th Street to Heceta Beach 

Road: 

 Scenic section: from 9th Street to Heceta Beach Road – This section should be widened with 

two 11-foot travel lanes and 4-foot shoulder bike lanes, accompanied by a 12-foot 

meandering multi-use path on the east side. 

In some sections, particularly immediately north of 9th Street, there may be physical or built-

environment impediments to facilitate the full cross-section on Rhododendron Drive to be constructed 

as shown in the “standard section” (top section) in Figure 9-3. Accordingly, the Rhododendron Drive 

Integrated Transportation Plan specifies an alternate section (middle section) in Figure 9-3 which 

separates the multi-use path from motor vehicles with a 1-foot sloped curb. 

Munsel Lake Road and Heceta Beach Road should be constructed to standards as shown in Figure 9-3 

(bottom section), to include a 6-foot sidewalk on the “town” side (where physical and built 

environments allow), and 6-foot bike lanes on both sides. Similar to Rhododendron Drive, these scenic 

minor arterials may be constructed with an alternate cross-section to include a 12-foot multi-use path 

on one side (town side), separated by a landscape strip wherever possible (see Figure 9-4 for Alternate 

Section A). Munsel Lake Road, between US 101 and Spruce Street should be constructed to the cross-

section prescribed in Figure 9-5. This section includes three travel lanes (including a center left turn 

lane), bike lanes, landscaping and bio-swale, sidewalk, and multi-use path. Ninth Street should be 

constructed to the standard cross-section in Figure 9-5.  
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COLLECTORS 

Collector streets facilitate the movement of city traffic within the urban growth boundary of the city. 

Collectors provide some degree of access to adjacent properties, while maintaining circulation and 

mobility for all users. Sidewalks are slightly narrower on collectors (five feet plus ½ foot curb vs. 

arterial sidewalks of six feet), due to the slightly lower speeds on these facilities. Figure 9-6 illustrates 

the specific cross-sectional transition segment of Rhododendron Drive between Hemlock Street and 9th 

Street.  

 Transition section: from Hemlock Street to 9th Street – This section is currently narrower, 

and its physical character and surrounding topography makes widening more difficult. In 

recognition of the physical challenges, the existing section should be widened to two 12-foot 

travel lanes with two 5-foot bike lanes and a 5-foot sidewalk on the north side. 

Figure 9-7 and Figure 9-8 illustrate more generalized cross-sections for remaining collector facilities 

within the City to provide both flexibility and guidance when improving or constructing collector 

facilities. These collector cross-sections provide the City the ability to provide exclusive or shared bike 

lanes and/or on-street parking, as needed on a particular collector segment. 

LOCAL STREETS 

Local streets are primarily intended to provide access to abutting land uses. Local street facilities offer 

the lowest level of mobility and consequently tend to be short, low-speed facilities. As such, local streets 

should primarily serve passenger cars, pedestrians, and bicyclists; heavy truck traffic is discouraged. 

On-street parking is common. Sidewalks are typically present (5 feet plus ½ foot curb), though the 

relatively low travel speeds and traffic volumes allow bicycles to share the vehicle travel lanes. Local 

street cross-sections are shown in Figure 9-9. The narrower section shown on bottom of Figure 9-9, 

which allows parking on only one side, requires approval by the City engineer. 
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Bicycle Facilities 
Similar to pedestrian facilities, bicycle facilities (dedicated bicycle lanes in the paved roadway, multi-

use paths shared with pedestrians, etc.) may serve a variety of trips. These include:  

 Trips to major attractors, such as schools, parks and open spaces, retail centers, and public 

facilities; 

 Commute trips, where changing and showering facilities are provided at the workplace; 

 Recreational trips; and, 

 Access to transit, where bicycle storage facilities are available at the stop, or where space is 

available on bus‐mounted bicycle racks. 

As this list suggests, supporting bicycling as a viable alternative to the automobile requires more than 

simply providing bicycle lanes. Support facilities, such as secure parking and worksite changing 

facilities, are also needed before many potential users will consider choosing a bicycle as a practical 

alternative.  

Dedicated bicycle facilities should be provided along major streets where automobile traffic speeds are 

significantly higher than bicycle speeds. Bicycle facilities should connect residential neighborhoods to 

schools, retail centers, and employment areas. However, allowing bicycle traffic to mix with automobile 

traffic is acceptable where the average daily traffic (ADT) on a roadway is less than 3,000 vehicles per 

day, according to the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. Lower volume roadways should be considered 

for bike shoulders or lanes if anticipated to be used by children as part of Safe Routes to School as 

described in the following sections. In areas where no street connection currently exists or where 

substantial out-of-direction travel would otherwise be required, a multi-use path may be appropriate to 

provide adequate facilities for bicyclists.  

There is currently no separate bicycle plan for City of Florence. The local bicycle system improvements 

should be consistent with the State of Oregon Bicycle Facilities Master Plan. The following issues were 

identified through general review of the bicycle network and in consultation with City of Florence staff: 

 The City's bicycle and pedestrian facilities are discontinuous, thereby discouraging travel 

via these modes; 

 Heceta Beach Road, Munsel Lake Road, and a large portion of Rhododendron Drive 

currently lack facilities for bicycles and pedestrians, and travel speeds have been observed 

to be high; and, 
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 US 101 south of OR 126 lacks bicycle lanes near and on the Siuslaw River Bridge. 

Pedestrian Facilities 
Pedestrian facilities serve a variety of needs, including: 

 Relatively short trips (under a mile) to major pedestrian attractors, such as schools, parks, 

and public facilities; 

 Recreational trips—for example, jogging or hiking—and circulation within parklands; 

 Access to transit (generally trips under ½‐mile to bus stops); and, 

 Commute trips, where mixed‐use development is provided and people have chosen to live 

near where they work.  

Pedestrian facilities should be integrated with transit stops and effectively separate pedestrians from 

vehicular traffic. Furthermore, pedestrian facilities should provide continuous connections among 

neighborhoods, employment areas, and nearby pedestrian attractors. Pedestrian facilities usually refer 

to sidewalks or paths, but also include pedestrian crossings for high volume roadways.  

The majority of the arterial and collector roadways in Florence provide sidewalks, though there are 

some gaps in the pedestrian network. These identified gaps include: 

 On US 101 from Siuslaw River Bridge to OR 126 

 Missing sidewalk segments in Old Town 

 Kingwood Street – 9th Street to 20th Street 

 US 101 – north of about 37th, complete sidewalks on both sides 

 Safe Routes to School: 

 Along the east side of Oak Street from 27th Street to 32nd Street 

 Crosswalks at the 27th Street/Oak Street intersection 

 Crosswalks at the 30th Street/Oak Street intersection 

 Crosswalks across Oak Street in line with the pedestrian path between Oak Street 

and Myrtle Loop (just south of 34th Street) 

 Pedestrian Access to Parks: 
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 Singing Pines Park – along Airport/15th Street and Kingwood Street 

 Miller to Singing Pines – pave the path between these two parks 

 29th Street Path – reconstruct path from Spruce Street to Munsel Greenway Park 

PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS  

In the state of Oregon, all intersections are considered legal crosswalks and motor vehicles are required 

to yield the right-of-way to pedestrians to allow them to cross. However, motorist stopping compliance 

is not consistent and pedestrians may have difficulty crossing high volume roadways. 

The City recently installed marked pedestrian crossings with RRFB and raised median islands on US 

101 at the following locations: 

 US 101/2nd Street 

 US 101/7th-8th Street (mid-block) 

 US 101/18th-19th Street (mid-block) 

 US 101/30th Street 

These crossings use Rapid Rectangular Flashing Beacons (RRFBs) that are push-button activated by 

pedestrians, with striped crosswalks and a raised median island that provides a pedestrian refuge. The 

City is also considering similar installations at the following locations: 

 US 101/12th Street 

 US 101/15th/16th Street (mid-block) 

 US 101/43rd Street 

 OR 126/Redwood Street 

It would be useful to conduct a study of existing RRFB crossings to establish if these installations have 

altered pedestrian behavior. Information gathered through such a study can be used to identify and/or 

confirm additional crossing locations where such a treatment is appropriate as well as priorities for 

such efforts. 
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MULTI-USE PATHS 

Multi-use paths should be paved asphalt and provide a minimum of ten feet in width with a two-foot 

gravel, bark, or earthen shoulder and a maximum 1:6 slope. The full paved width and shoulders should 

be clear of obstructions. In no case should the multi-use path be less than eight feet wide at pinch 

points. 

The City has adopted the Rhododendron Drive Corridor Plan, which prescribes a minimum ten-foot 

multi-use path on the east side of this street. Ideally these multi-use paths can be constructed with a 

width of 12 feet. Accordingly, rights-of-way designated for both Munsel Lake Road and Heceta Beach 

Road include sufficient width in addition to the prescribed street cross-section to add a 12-foot multi-

use path on one side, as the City is able. Future multi-use paths on these facilities should be located as 

the topography, physical and built environment allow. 

SIDEWALKS 

As shown in the street section figures, sidewalks should be five feet wide (plus a ½ foot curb) on local 

and collector streets, and six (6) feet wide on arterials, constructed in concrete (see Figure 9-3 through 

Figure 9-9). The full sidewalk width should be clear of obstructions. Downtown streets are to have 8-

foot sidewalks, with the exception of collectors with no on-street parking (6-foot) and high traffic 

streets (12-foot sidewalks). 

Please refer to the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for more details regarding design details for 

bicycles, multi-use paths, and sidewalks.  



Section 10  
Costs and Priorities for the Transportation System 
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COSTS AND PRIORITIES FOR THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
This section presents planning-level cost estimates for identified improvements for the City of Florence 

Transportation System Plan (TSP) Update. Identified projects have been refined to a level 

commensurate with the level of detail appropriate for future incorporation into the City’s Capital 

Improvement Plan. The level of funding available from existing and potential future sources6 for 

transportation improvements has helped to drive the prioritization of projects as described within this 

memorandum.  

Transportation projects and policies have been identified and prioritized to address the City of 

Florence goals. Goals and policies are documented in more detail in Project Memorandum #2: Goals, 

Policies, and Performance Measures (see Volume II of the Technical Appendix) and are referenced 

throughout this section. Planning level cost estimates were developed for the identified projects to 

inform a realistic plan based on the City’s financial constraints.  

The City currently lacks the necessary funding to maintain its existing transportation system, and there 

are no readily-available funds in its current budget to construct new capital projects. Aside from 

transportation infrastructure projects that may be funded and constructed in conjunction with new 

developments, any new capital projects that the City plans to build will need to be funded through 

grants sought from federal, state, or county sources. Hence, as a part of this transportation funding 

analysis, a list of high priority projects has been developed, based on: 

 An immediate need to address capacity or safety deficiencies; 

 A value-driven project that has been identified as desirable and provides above-average 

benefit; 

 A project that is likely to be funded by identifiable grant monies or urban renewal funds, 

and; 

 A project that is relatively low cost, and may be easily implemented with limited City funds. 

                                                             

6 NOTE: The “Likely Funding Source(s) identified in Tables 10-1 through 10-4, 10-6, and 10-7 represent the 

current “best guess,” and is still in the process of being refined by City and ODOT staff. It is important to note that 

the identified funding source(s) are not binding, and in fact may change over time depending on a variety of 

factors such as available grant funding or future funds not currently identified (from a variety of sources) that 

may be available.  
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This section is organized as follows: 

 Projects: Projects are identified and prioritized.  

 Funding Sources and Strategy: An overview of available funding as provided in Section 3 

is presented herein to establish a base for prioritization. A project funding strategy is 

presented that includes local, state, federal, and private funding sources. In some cases, one 

or more sources may be identified. 

 Prioritization of City Projects: This subset of projects is prioritized for potential inclusion 

in the City’s Capital Improvement Plan.  
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Projects 

Projects	 included	 in	 the	 City’s	 TSP	 are	 summarized	 below	 in		

Table	10‐1	through	Table	10‐4,	Table	10‐6,	and	Table	10‐7.	The	projects	are	organized	by	project	type	

and	provide	planning	level	cost	estimates,	general	implementation	time	frames,	and	the	lead	agency	for	

project	construction.	The	cost	estimates	are	subject	to	change	through	the	conceptual	and	construction	

phase.		

	

Table	10‐1	 Arterial	and	Collector	Roadway	and	Intersection	Projects	

Project 
Number  Name  Description 

Estimated 
Cost 

Time Frame 
(years) 

Likely  
Funding Source(s) 

PRJ‐1 
Pacific View Drive 
Extension 

Construct Pacific View Drive west 
from its current terminus to 
connect to N Rhododendron Drive 
at New Hope Way. 

$1,613,000 
Based on 

development of 
Port’s property 

Development of 
Port’s Property 

PRJ‐2 
Munsel Lake Road 
Extension 

Construct Munsel Lake Road from 
US 101 west to Oak Street. 

$312,000  2026‐2035  Development 

PRJ‐6  Oak Street North 
Extend Oak Street north from 46th 
Street to Northern part of Fred 
Meyer. 

$3,715,000  2026‐2035  Development 

PRJ‐7  Driveway 
Provide driveway to LC Public 
Works 

$30,000  2013‐2017  County 

PRJ‐8 
Spruce Street 
Extension 

Construct a new section of Spruce 
Street north from Munsel Lake 
Road to Heceta Beach Road. 

$3,494,000  2026‐2035  Development 

PRJ‐9 
US 101/Munsel 
Lake Road 
Intersection 

Install traffic signal when 
warranted.  $490,000  2018‐2025 

Partial 
Development/ 

ODOT 

PRJ‐10  US 101/27th Street 
Install traffic signal when 
warranted. 

$490,000  2026‐2035  ODOT 

PRJ‐11  US 101/15th Street 
Install traffic signal when 
warranted. 

$490,000  2026‐2035  ODOT 

PRJ‐12 
9th Street/ 
Kingwood Street 

Install a traffic control measures 
when warranted. 

$700,000  2018‐2025 
Partial 

Development/ 
City 

PRJ‐13 
OR 126/Quince 
Street 

The system improvement being 
considered at this intersection is to 
eventually restrict the northbound 
left‐turn movements. 

$350,000  2013‐2017  ODOT 

PRJ‐14 
OR 126/Spruce 
Street 

Install a traffic control measures 
when warranted. 

$1,400,000  2018‐2025  ODOT 

PRJ‐15  US 101 Widening 

Widen US 101 to provide two 
northbound travel lanes from 42nd 
Street to Munsel Lake Road when 
warranted 

$1,617,000  2026‐2035 
Partial 

ODOT/Development 
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PRJ-16 27th Street 
Widening 

Widen 27th to a three-lane cross-
section (12-foot center turn lane) 
with bike lanes and sidewalks 
between Oak Street and US 101. 

$166,000 2026-2035 City 

PRJ-17A 

Rhododendron 
Drive Roadway 
Improvements – 
US 101 to Hemlock 
Street 

Construct the full Collector (Bike 
Sharrows with On-Street Parking) 
cross-section for this segment. 

$26,000 2018-2025 City 

PRJ-17B 

Rhododendron 
Drive Roadway 
Improvements –
Hemlock Street to 
9th Street 

Construct the Transition Collector 
cross-section for Rhododendron 
Drive for this segment. 

$698,000 2018-2025 City 

PRJ-17C 

Rhododendron 
Drive Roadway 
Improvements –9th 
Street to 35th 
Street 

Construct the Rhododendron Drive 
standard arterial cross-section for 
this segment. In sections where 
right-of-way, topography, or other 
constraints preclude the 
construction of the standard cross-
section, the alternative cross-
section may be used. 

$752,000 2013-2017 City 

PRJ-17D 

Rhododendron 
Drive Roadway 
Improvements –
35th Street to N 
Jetty Road 

Construct the Rhododendron Drive 
standard arterial cross-section for 
this segment. In sections where 
right-of-way, topography, or other 
constraints preclude the 
construction of the standard cross-
section, the alternative cross-
section may be used. 

$336,000 2017-2025 City 

PRJ-17E 

Rhododendron 
Drive Roadway 
Improvements – N 
Jetty Road to 
Heceta Beach Road 

Construct the Rhododendron Drive 
standard arterial cross-section for 
this segment. In sections where 
right-of-way, topography, or other 
constraints preclude the 
construction of the standard cross-
section, the alternative cross-
section may be used. 

$301,000 2026-2035 City 

PRJ-18 US 101 Bike Lanes 

Provide bike lanes between the 
Siuslaw River Bridge and OR 126 as 
determined by ODOT public 
process. 

$46,000 2018-2025 ODOT 

Note:          PRJ = Existing Roadway Project 
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Table 10-2 Local Street Projects 

Project 
Number Name Description Cost 

Time Frame 
(years) 

Likely  
Funding Source(s) 

R-1 11th Street Construct 11th Street between 
Hemlock Street and Fir Street. $594,000 2018-2025 Development 

R-2 10th Street 
Construct 10th Street between 
Greenwood and 9th Street (at Peace 
Health access). 

$1,189,000 2018-2025 Development 

R-3 8th Street Extend 8th Street west from 
Greenwood Street to Elm Street. $594,000 2018-2025 Development 

R-4 7th Street Extend 7th Street west from 
Greenwood Street to Elm Street. $594,000 2018-2025 Development 

R-5 6th Street Extend 6th Street west from 
Greenwood Street to Elm Street. $594,000 2018-2025 Development 

R-6 Greenwood Street 

Construct Greenwood Street 
between 11th Street and 12th Street. 
Extend Greenwood Street south 
from 9th Street to 6th Street. 

$891,000 2018-2025 Development 

R-7 Fir Street Construct Fir Street between 8th 
Street and 11th Street. $891,000 2018-2025 Development 

R-8 Cloudcroft Lane 
Construct Cloudcroft Lane from 
current eastern terminus to Sandrift 
Street. 

$637,000 2018-2025 Development 

R-12 Elm Street Construct Elm Street between 9th 
Street and 8th Street. $297,000 2026-2035 Development 

Note: R = New Roadway Project 
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Table 10-3 Bicycle Projects 

Project 
Number Name Description Cost 

Time Frame 
(years) 

Likely  
Funding Source(s) 

B-4 US 101 Alternative 
Bike Route 

Provide signage & striping for 
alternative bike route for US 101 
bicyclists and local residents via 
Heceta Beach Road and 
Rhododendron Drive/9th Street. 

$185,000 2018-2025 TBD 

B-5 Kingwood Street 
south of 10th Street 

Provide bike sharrows as 
appropriate.1 $16,000 2013-2017 City 

B-6 Spruce Street South 
Bike Lanes 

Construct bike lanes from 25th Street 
south to OR 126. $51,000 2018-2025 City 

B-7 Spruce Street North 
Bike Sharrows 

Provide bike sharrows north of 37th 
Street. $17,000 2013-2017 City 

B-8 Oak Street Bike 
Lanes 

Construct bike lanes south of 24th 
Street to 20th Street. $250,000 2013-2017 City 

B-12 9th Street Bike Lane 
at US 101 

Develop bike lanes on 9th Street 
between Nopal Street and US 101.2 $105,000 2017-2025 City 

Note: B = Bicycle Project 
1 Eliminate parking on one side of Kingwood between 9th and 10th. Continuous sidewalks a priority. 
2 More ROW needed in this area to develop full bike lanes due to lane configuration at US 101. Interim solution could include bike sharrows. 
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Table 10-4 Multi-Use Path/Trail Projects 

Project 
Number Name Description Cost1 

Time Frame 
(years) 

Likely  
Funding Source(s) 

MU-1AA 

Rhododendron 
Drive Multi-Use 
Path – 9th Street to 
Wildwinds Street 

Provide a separated multi-use path 
north of 9th Street to Wildwinds Street 
(see Rhododendron Drive standard 
cross-section from 9th Street to 
Heceta Beach Road). 

$1,043,000 2013-2017 Grant/ODOT/City 
match 

MU-1AB 

Rhododendron 
Drive Multi-Use 
Path –Wildwinds 
Street to 35th Street 

Provide a separated multi-use path 
north of Wildwinds Street to 35th 
Street (see Rhododendron Drive 
standard cross-section from 9th Street 
to Heceta Beach Road). 

$1,200,000 2013-2017 Grant/ODOT/City 
match 

MU-1B 

Rhododendron 
Drive Multi-Use 
Path –35th Street to 
N Jetty Road 

Provide a separated multi-use path 
from 35th Street to N Jetty Road (see 
Rhododendron Drive standard cross-
section from 9th Street to Heceta 
Beach Road). 

$721,000 2018-2025 Grant/ODOT/City 
match 

MU-1C 

Rhododendron 
Drive Multi-Use 
Path – N Jetty Road 
to Heceta Beach 
Road 

Provide a separated multi-use path 
from N Jetty Road to Heceta Beach 
Road (see Rhododendron Drive 
standard cross-section from 9th Street 
to Heceta Beach Road). 

$645,000 2026-2035 Grant/ODOT/City 
match 

MU-2 Munsel Creek 
Multi-Use Path 

Construct/improve and pave the 
segments of the Munsel Creek Trail 
between Quince Street and 16th Street 
and between 25th Street and 29th 
Street. Between 16th and 25th Streets, 
the path uses the existing West Park 
Drive, 18th Street, Willow Loop, 23rd 
Street, and Willow Street roadway 
alignments. 

$640,000 2018-2025 Grant/ODOT/City 
match 

MU-3 Estuary Trail 

Connect the Boardwalk in Old Town to 
the south end of the Munsel Creek 
Path as described through work of 
Siuslaw Estuary Partnership. 

$684,000 2018-2025 
Refer to Siuslaw 

Estuary 
Partnership 

MU-4 

12th Street Multi-
Use Path 
(Kingwood to 
Rhododendron) 

Pave the existing bark multi-use path 
between Kingwood Street and 
Rhododendron Drive. 

$224,000 2018-2025 TBD 

MU-5 

12th Street Multi-
Use Path (Munsel 
Creek Path to US 
101) 

Construct a multi-use path from US 
101 to Spruce Street to connect to the 
Estuary Trail and Munsel Creek Path. 

$60,000 2018-2025 TBD 

MU-6 Oak Street Multi-
Use Path 

Construct a multi-use path between 
15th Street and 10th Street. $161,000 2013-2017 TBD 

MU-7 Ivy Street Multi-
Use Path 

Construct a multi-use path in the 
existing Ivy Street right-of-way 
between 12th Street and 8th Street. 

$136,000 2013-2017 TBD 
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MU-8 Elm Street Multi-
Use Path 

Construct a multi-use path in the 
existing Elm Street right-of-way 
between 8th Street and 
Rhododendron Drive. 

$101,000 2013-2017 City 

MU-9 Driftwood Street 
Multi-Use Path 

Construct a multi-use path in the 
existing Driftwood Street right-of-way 
between 12th Street and 11th Street. 

$35,000 2013-2017 City 

MU-10 
North Florence 
County Park Multi-
Use Path 

Construct a network of multi-use 
paths within the County Park in the 
North Florence Area (see Figure 5- 12 
for a conceptual network). 

$151,000 2026-2035 Other 

Note: MU = Multi-Use/Trail Project 
1 Assumes paved multi-use path. Determination of surface material will be made at the time of project development. Costs range from 
  approximately $15/LF for dirt, to $36/LF for bark/gravel, to $72/LF for asphalt , to $105/LF for permeable asphalt for a 12-foot path. Costs also 
include Right-of-way purchases should they be deemed necessary and sidewalk reconstructions.  

MULTI-USE PATHS/TRAILS 

Multi-use paths may be constructed from a variety of materials, depending on factors such as 

accessibility, expected volume/type of use, topography, and other considerations. To remain 

conservative, the costs shown in Table 10-4 assume a 12-foot asphalt paved path; however, costs can 

vary widely depending on the surface material chosen. Table 10-5 summarizes costs for a 12-foot path 

(per lineal foot) for a variety of surface materials.  

Table 10-5 Multi-Use Path/Trail Surface Construction Costs1 

Surface Type Per Square Foot (SF) 12-Foot Path (LF) Annual Maintenance Cost (SF) 

Native Soil $1.25 $15.00 $0.70 

Bark/Mulch $2.50 $30.00 $0.42 

Gravel/Decomposed Granite $3.00 $36.00 $0.50 

Asphalt $6.00 $72.00 $0.35 

Permeable Asphalt $8.75 $105.00 $0.75 

1 Costs are unburdened (do not include contingencies) and are based on recent trail projects in Oregon and indexed to 
inflation. 

 

It should also be noted that there may be cost savings if a path/trail is first constructed as a bark or 

gravel path and then later paved (assuming an appropriate base depth of gravel was installed to begin 

with).  
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Table 10-6 Pedestrian Projects 

Project 
Number Name Description Cost 

Time Frame 
(years) 

Likely  
Funding Source(s) 

P-1 US 101 Sidewalk 
near Bridge 

Construct sidewalks on US 101 north of 
the Siuslaw River Bridge to connect to 
2nd Street. Restore western stairs from 
Bay Street to US 101 bridge. 

$76,000 2013-2017 Partial City/ODOT 

P-2 Old Town 
Sidewalks 

Fill in missing sidewalk segments within 
Old Town area.  $168,000 2013-2017 Urban 

Renewal/City 

P-3 Kingwood Street 
Sidewalks 

Construct sidewalks on Kingwood 
Street from 20th Street south to Bay 
Street. 

$473,000 2013-2017 Urban 
Renewal/City 

P-4 
US 101 Pedestrian 
RRFB Crossing at 
12th Street 

Construct a signalized RRFB pedestrian 
crossing of US 101 at 12th Street, and 
construct sidewalks on the south side 
of 12th Street on the west side of US 
101. 

$140,000 2018-2025 Partial City/ODOT 

P-5 

Mid-block US 101 
Pedestrian RRFB 
Crossing between 
15th and 16th 

Construct a mid-block signalized RRFB 
pedestrian crossing of US 101 between 
15th Street and 16th Street. $140,000 2013-2017 Partial City/ODOT 

P-6 
US 101 Pedestrian 
RRFB Crossing at 
43rd Street 

Construct a signalized RRFB pedestrian 
crossing of US 101 at 43rd Street. Timing 
to be determined by approved Cannery 
Station development. 

$140,000 2013-2017 Partial City/ODOT 

P-7 
OR 126 Pedestrian 
RRFB Crossing at 
Redwood Street 

Construct a signalized RRFB pedestrian 
crossing of OR 126 at Redwood Street. 
Timing to be determined by approval of 
ODOT flex funds. 

$140,000 2013-2017 Partial City/ODOT 

P-8 US 101 Sidewalks 
Fill in missing sidewalk segments along 
US 101 north to the Urban Growth 
Boundary. 

$266,000 2013-2017 Development/City 

P-9 Oak Street 
Sidewalks 

Construct sidewalks on east side of Oak 
Street between 27th Street and 32nd 
Street and marked crosswalks at 27th 
Street and 30th Street. 

$60,000 2013-2017 
Safe Routes to 

School Grant with 
City match 

P-10 

Bay Street/Nopal 
Street Mid-Block 
Marked Pedestrian 
Crossing 

Construct a marked mid-block 
crosswalk across Bay Street at Nopal 
Street including ADA-compliant ramps. 

$9,000 2013-2017 City 

Note: P = Pedestrian Project 
1 Assumes 4 full blocks of new sidewalk 
2 Provide reflective painting on curb bulb-outs. Bulb-outs can be difficult for bicyclists to see at night when no cars are present in the parking lane. 
3 RRFB = Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon 
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Table 10-7 Transit Projects 

Project 
Number Name Description Cost 

Time Frame 
(years) 

Likely  
Funding Source(s) 

TR-1 New Bus for Rhody 
Express Service 

Add second bus to expand existing 
transit service within Florence. $100,000 -1 2026-2035 Grant/City match 

TR-2 Extend transit 
service to Saturday 

Add Saturday transit service to 
Rhody Express. $0 -2  2017-2025 City 

Note: TR = Transit Project 

1- Also requires funding for operations and maintenance. 

2- This is an Operations and Maintenance Project, not a Capital Improvement Project. Costs shown do not include Operations and Maintenance 
outlays for operating the service on Saturday’s on personnel costs incurred.  

 

Additional details regarding each individual project is provided in project summary sheets (prospectus 

sheets) that are included as Appendix A in Volume I of the Technical Appendix. Figure 10-1 illustrates 

all 59 projects. 

It is important to note that no projects have been identified as a result of existing measured safety or 

capacity issues. In fact, all of the study intersections and major roadways have been found to operate 

acceptably under existing conditions and are likely to do so for some time. Still, several intersections 

have identified concerns, and some are likely to exceed acceptable performance standards by the end of 

the planning horizon (year 2035).  

Recognizing current financial constraints and the limited/sporadic availability of funds for capital 

improvements, it is essential to develop a flexible and strategic approach for prioritizing projects that 

can work to improve the transportation system as a whole while remaining responsive to any future 

issues that may arise.  

A majority of the identified projects are geared toward addressing general connectivity issues and 

improved connectivity for all modes. Many projects are relatively small in scale, and lend themselves to 

being combined in several ways to maximize their benefit. Therefore, in many cases the desired 

flexibility and adaptability is already inherently built into the projects. 

PARKING PROGRAM 

The City’s Downtown Implementation Plan identifies parking as a key concern in Old Town, and less so 

on US 101 between the Bridge and OR 126. The City should continue to look for opportunities to 

increase available parking in the downtown area, which helps support pedestrian activity in Old Town.  

Grants are likely the most realistic funding source, but the City may also consider purchasing property. 

Urban Renewal funds may also be applicable to funding parking projects in the downtown area. 
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Funding Sources and Strategy 
The City of Florence has identified existing and future potential sources to secure funding. Funding 

sources have been categorized into State/Federal Funding for Roadway, Pedestrian, and Bicycle 

Improvements, and Transit Funding. It should also be noted that at this time, Lane County has not been 

identified to receive federal funds from either Oregon Transportation Investment Act (OTIA) or Secure 

Rural Schools (timber payments) to fund any capital improvement projects. As such, the 2012-2016 CIP 

reflects this funding scenario and no capital improvements are proposed for the next five years. While 

the full and optimal implementation of the identified projects are important to realize over time, the 

total cost for these projects exceeds the current available and projected funding, and additional funding 

sources should be identified/pursued.  

A summary of historical revenues, anticipated expenditures, and future projects are summarized below 

in Table 10-8.  
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Table 10-8 City of Florence Current Funding Summary 

Historical Revenue 
Sources 

Historical State/Federally 
Funded Projects 

Reasonable Assumptions for 
Anticipated State/Federal 

Funding New Street Fees Assumptions 

• State Fuel Tax 

• Street Light Fee 

• Street LID 
Assessments 

• Grant Revenue 

• Intergovernmental1 

• System Development 
Charges 

• 9th Street Inlay (ARRA 
Project) 

• 30th Street Pedestrian 
Crossing of US 101 

• 2nd, 7th/8th, 18th/19th 
Pedestrian Crossings 

• Rhododendron Drive/6th 
Street intersections with 
US 101 

• Siuslaw River Bridge 
Interpretive Wayside 

• 12th Street Multi-Use 
Path 

• ODOT to continue 
maintenance of US 101 and 
OR 126 in Florence 

• ODOT responsible for 
improvements of OR 126 
from Spruce Street east to 
the City’s Urban Growth 
Boundary.  

• ODOT responsible for 
improvements to US 101 and 
OR 126.  

• ODOT anticipates 
improvements to the State 
highway system will be 
funded by some combination 
of federal, state, local, and 
private funding  

• ODOT funding for highway 
improvements in Florence 
depends on the statewide 
level of funding and needs 
for transportation 
investments.  

• ODOT to fund highway-
related improvements to 
address safety.  

• Developments affecting 
traffic conditions on state 
highways may be required to 
contribute funding for 
measures to mitigate traffic 
impacts.  

• The City of Florence should 
continue to pursue funding 
available from grant 
programs administered by 
ODOT and other Federal and 
State agencies.  

• The Street Fee will increase 
annually by 2%. 

• System Development Charges 
are projected to increase 
annually by 2% but actual 
increases will depend on level of 
development activity. 

• Forecasted grant/Urban Renewal 
revenues and expenses will 
remain at same levels as they 
have over past ten years. 

• Major capital improvements 
would likely be funded through 
debt. In general, for every 
$1,000,000 that is borrowed, the 
annual cost for debt service is 
$100,000 over a 20 year term. 

• Operating expenses provide the 
staff, materials, and services 
needed for minor maintenance 
such as crack seals. Microseals 
and overlays would be paid for as 
capital projects. 

• The City will continue to receive 
a portion of State Highway Fund 
revenue. It is expected that that 
annual revenue will be about 
$220,000 in FY 2012 and increase 
to around $550,000 by FY 2035. 

1 Intergovernmental funds have historically included Lane County Partnership Payments. Since 2007, the County no longer shares 
the federal money received with the City. 

 

Additional details, as well as specific dollar amounts that have already been secured are provided in 

Project Memorandum #3, Funding for Roadway, Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Improvements (see 

Volume II of the Technical Appendix). 
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On June 4, 2012 the city developed a street maintenance fee. This fee is sufficient to cover only the 

maintenance of existing facilities (assuming a two percent annual increase to account for inflation). As 

such, the only reasonable source of capital improvement projects will be grant funding (federal and 

state sources) with local matching. Over time, and as development occurs, Florence will be increasing 

the pool of SDC funds, from which the City will then be able to use that money to provide the match 

necessary for grants and fund improvement through debt for capacity increasing projects. Table 10-9 

are additional potential funding sources at the federal, state, and local level that could be sought for 

further improving the existing street system beyond only maintenance of existing facilities. 

Table 10-9 Potential Funding Sources 

Federal Sources 
State Sources (ODOT and 

Development) Local Sources (City and Development) 

• SAFETEA-LU 

• Highway Safety Improvement Program 

• Transportation Enhancements 

• Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality 
Program 

• Recreational Trails Program 

• Safe Routes to School (SR2S) 

• New Freedom Initiative 

• Community Development Block Grants 

• Rivers, Trails, and Conservation 
Assistance Program 

• Land and Water Conservation Fund 

• Transportation, Community, and System 
Preservation Program 

• Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Program 

• Oregon Revised Statute 366.514 

• Oregon Transportation 
Infrastructure Bank 

• Measure 66 Funds – Oregon State 
Lottery 

• Special Transportation Fund 

• Bicycle and Pedestrian Program 
Grants 

• Bicyclist Safety Mini-Grant Program 

• Pedestrian Safety Mini Grant 
Program 

• Connect Oregon Fund 

• Local Bond Measures 

• Tax Increment Financing/Urban 
Renewal Funds  

• System Development 
Charges/Developer Impact Fees 

• Street User Fees 

• Local Improvement Districts (LIDs) 

• Other Local Sources (volunteers, 
community groups, local schools) 

• Urban Renewal District 

 

The identified funding strategy is to initiate strategic high-priority project improvements using a 

combination of funding sources and attempt to leverage grants for City-related improvements. All 

funding options assume that the City of Florence begins to consider holistic funding requirements. 

Existing and future local, state, and federal funding sources should all be explored. The ability to obtain 

funding from multiple program sources typically enhances a project's chances for funding. It can enable 

some programs to fund worthy projects that might otherwise be beyond their financial capacity. 

Conversely, it also can reduce the liability to a program and, thereby, enable additional projects to be 

financed. This is demonstrated by the fact that ODOT project selection criteria typically reward local 

government for "over matching." 

The likelihood of state and federal participation in City-related projects may be expected to vary by the 

attributes of particular elements of the improvement program. These include the following: current 
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eligibility for state funding, the ability to leverage funding from multiple sources, and regional 

prioritization. These factors should be the focus of the City of Florence’s efforts to obtain state 

contributions.  

While the City may also make use of state financing sources such as the Oregon Infrastructure Bank to 

pay for improvements, this memorandum focuses primarily on funding sources, not financing sources. 

The funding strategies with the greatest chance of near term success likely include: local SDC updates, 

creation of new Local Improvement Districts or Reimbursement Districts, and developer exactions. 

These could go a long way toward filling in the funding gap for needed improvements.  

In light of the increasing number of high-cost local projects competing for limited state funding, the City 

of Florence must be firm on its priorities and expectations for state contributions. This more complex 

and less predictable funding climate creates challenges for local government. Jurisdictions must strive 

to keep current on the type of selection criteria ODOT is likely to adopt for managing project 

competitions. The roles of regional and special purpose decision-making bodies are factors to consider 

as the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) tries to increase local participation in project 

selection. Less obvious may be the benefits from proactive participation in developing future funding 

packages. 

URBAN RENEWAL DISTRICT 

The purpose of the Urban Renewal District is to revitalize the Downtown Area as the primary cultural, 

tourist, commercial and community core to serve all Florence's citizens and visitors, encouraging 

continuing growth, development and enhancement consistent with Florence's small-town ambiance 

and character. 

The District is roughly bounded by the Siuslaw River to the south, Kingwood Street to the west, 12th 

Street to the north, and Spruce Street to the east. 

The Florence Urban Renewal Plan consists of activities and actions which help prevent and correct the 

cause of blight and deterioration in the Florence Urban Renewal Area. Project activities are intended to 

implement the vision and guiding principles of the Florence Downtown Implementation Plan, while 

providing incentives to new public and private building investments and facilitating repair of 

inadequate infrastructure, pedestrian safety, streetscape, and public facilities. To this end, projects 

identified by the Transportation System Plan within the district may be eligible for funding. 
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Prioritization of Key Projects 
Overall, 59 projects were identified in the TSP totaling nearly $31.5 Million in improvement costs. Of 

these 59 projects, 34 have been identified as being either solely or partially City-funded projects 

(roughly 56% of all projects). City-funded projects are assumed to be paid for through grants and/or 

SDCs, though could also be funded by the City’s street fund (if funding is available).  

Recognizing the limited capital funds and funding sources available, 13 key projects have been 

identified as high priority. Transportation projects were assigned to this high priority list based on the 

criteria identified below. Accordingly, the 13 high priority projects meet one or more of the following 

criteria: 

 An immediate need to address capacity or safety deficiencies; 

 A value-driven project that has been identified as desirable and provides above-average 

benefit; 

 A project that is likely to be funded by identifiable grant monies or urban renewal funds, 

and; 

 A project that is relatively low cost, and may be easily implemented with limited City funds. 

As shown in Table 10-10, the 13 high priority projects would total $9,635,000, roughly 30% of the 

combined total cost of all projects that are either solely or partially funded by the City.  

 

 

 

 

 



Florence Transportation System Plan December 2012 
Costs and Priorities for the Transportation System 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 173 

Table 10-10 Prioritized Key Projects  

Project 
Number Name Description 

Priority 
Rank 

Estimated  
Cost 

Key  
Objective(s) 

MU-1AA 
Rhododendron Drive Multi-
Use Path – 9th Street to 
Wildwinds Street 

Provide a multi-use path north of 9th Street to 
Wildwinds Street (see Rhododendron Drive standard 
cross-section from 9th Street to Heceta Beach Road). 

1 $1,043,000 
• Enhance non-motorized 

safety and accessibility 

• Connect to existing bike 
system at 35th Street 

• Enhance recreational and 
scenic amenities of the 
Rhody corridor 

MU-1AB 
Rhododendron Drive Multi-
Use Path –Wildwinds Street to 
35th Street 

Provide a multi-use path north of Wildwinds Street to 
35th Street (see Rhododendron Drive standard cross-
section from 9th Street to Heceta Beach Road).. 

2 $1,200,000 

MU-3 Siuslaw River Estuary Trail Connect the Boardwalk in Old Town to the south end 
of the Munsel Creek Path. 3 $684,000 

• Enhance non-motorized 
safety and accessibility 

• Enhance recreational and 
scenic experience for users 

P-5 
Mid-block US 101 Pedestrian 
RRFB Crossing between 15th 
and 16th 

Construct a mid-block marked RRFB pedestrian 
crossing of US 101 between 15th Street and 16th Street. 4a. $140,000 

• Heighten driver awareness 
of pedestrian presence 

• Focus pedestrian 
movements to/from 
boardwalk area to a 
marked crossing location 

P-4 US 101 Pedestrian RRFB 
Crossing at 12th Street 

Construct a signalized RRFB pedestrian crossing of US 
101 at 12th Street, and construct sidewalks on the 
south side of 12th Street on the west side of US 101. 

4b. $140,000 

P-7 OR 126 Pedestrian RRFB2 

Crossing at Redwood Street 

 

Construct a signalized RRFB pedestrian crossing of OR 
126 at Redwood Street. Timing to be determined by 
approval of ODOT flex funds. 

 

4c. $140,000 

P-9 Oak Street Sidewalks 

 

Construct sidewalks on east side of Oak Street 
between 27th Street and 32nd Street and marked 
crosswalks at 27th Street and 30th Street. 

 

5 

 

$60,000 

 

 

• Enhance pedestrian safety 
and accessibility in the 
vicinity of schools 
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Table 10-10 Prioritized Key Projects  (continued) 

Project 
Number Name Description Priority 

Rank 
Estimated  
Cost 

Key  
Objective(s) 

N/A Annual Street Preservation Maintenance of existing transportation system 6 $250,000 
annually 

• Maintain existing 
transportation system to 
acceptable standards 

B-6 Spruce Street South Bike Lanes Construct bike lanes from 25th Street south to OR 126. 7a. $51,000 • Enhance bicycle connectivity 
and driver awareness 

B-7 Spruce Street North Bike 
Sharrows Provide bike sharrows north of 37th Street. 7b. $17,000 

P-3 Kingwood Street Sidewalks 
south of 20th Street 

Construct sidewalks on Kingwood Street south of 20th 
Street. 8 $473,000 • Enhance pedestrian safety 

and accessibility 

B-8 Oak Street Bike Lanes Construct bike lanes south of 24th Street to 20th Street. 9 $250,000 
• Enhance bicycle 

connectivity and driver 
awareness 

PRJ-12 Kingwood Street/9th Street 
Intersection 

Install a traffic control measures at this location, when 
warranted. 10 $700,000 

• Improve operations and 
safety at intersection 

• Provide opportunity for 
aesthetic improvements 

B-11 US 101 Bike Lanes Provide bike lanes between the Siuslaw River Bridge 
and OR 126 11 $46,000 

• Enhance bicycle 
connectivity and driver 
awareness 

MU-1B 
Rhododendron Drive Multi-
Use Path –35th Street to N 
Jetty Road 

Provide a multi-use path from 35th Street to N Jetty 
Road (see Rhododendron Drive standard cross-section 
from 9th Street to Heceta Beach Road). 

12 $721,000 

• Enhance non-motorized 
safety and accessibility 

• Connect to existing bike 
system at 35th Street 

• Enhance recreational and 
scenic amenities of the 
Rhody corridor 

B-1 Heceta Beach Road Bike Lanes 
Construct bike lanes along the entire length of Heceta 
Beach Road (see Heceta Beach Road standard cross-
section).  

13 $3,720,000 
• Enhance bicycle 

connectivity and driver 
awareness 



Florence Transportation System Plan December 2012 
Costs and Priorities for the Transportation System 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 175 

Photo: Dan Seeman 

Figure 10 -2 illustrates the 13 high priority projects.  

Generally, the 13 high priority projects meet current needs to improve multi-modal mobility in the City. 

Many of the projects are relatively low cost, and thus may be implemented in the short term. There are 

ten pedestrian-related improvements (sidewalks, crosswalks), four bicycle-related projects (bike lanes 

and sharrows), and a multi-use path (on Rhododendron Drive). These projects will cost-effectively 

improve current missing links in the pedestrian and bicycle network within the City. 
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Section 11  
Plan Policies and Development Code Amendments 
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PLAN POLICIES AND DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENTS 
The Goals and Policies that are part of the Transportation System Plan (TSP) update will be in included 

in Chapter 12 of the Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan upon adoption. While some other 

chapters of the Comprehensive Plan also include “Objectives” and “Recommendations,” currently 

Chapter 12 of the TSP includes only Goals and Policies. 

Definitions from Comprehensive Plan 
The following terms, as used in the Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan, are defined as 

stated below. 

GOALS. Goals are general statements of intent. They describe the kind of community and 

environment desired by the City. Generally a goal reflects an ideal that will not change or be 

invalidated as a result of future developments. In many cases, a stated goal may seem 

unachievable, but is intended to indicate a direction for continuing effort rather than a point to be 

reached. 

POLICIES. Policies are the positions the City will take in order to reach the Goals. Policies are more 

specific and are subject to interpretation by the Planning Commission and City Council. They are 

intended to be used on a day-to-day basis and deal with particular aspects or ramifications of the 

broad goal stated for each category.  

SHALL. Shall is used in laws, regulations and directives to express what is mandatory. 

SHOULD. Should is used to express what is probable or expected. 

Policies are statements that provide a specific course of action moving the community toward the 

attainment of its goals and objectives. Policies have the force of law. Each new capital improvement 

project, land use application, or implementation measure must be consistent with the policies.  

Proposed Amendments to Goals and Policies 
Appendix B (Volume I of the Technical Appendix) illustrates proposed amendments to the 

transportation Policies of the Comprehensive Plan. The changes are shown in legislative format with 

the strike-out indicating proposed deletion and double underline indicating proposed insertion. 

Explanations are shown in brackets and with italic font. There are no suggested changes to the 

Comprehensive Plan Goals.  
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE RHODODENDRON DRIVE INTEGRATED TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

(RDITP) 

The segment of Rhododendron Drive from Hemlock Street to 9th Street should be modified from bicycle 

lanes and sidewalks on both sides to a separated multi-use path on the northeast side of the street. 

The segment of Rhododendron Drive from 9th Street to 12th Street should no longer be one of transition 

between the multi-use path at 12th Street and then sidewalks and bicycle lanes to the south of 9th Street. 

Rather, this segment should be modified to show a separated multi-use path on the east side of the 

street. 

Priorities documented in the RDITP for the various segments of Rhododendron Drive improvements 

should be modified so that the highest priority project would be from 9th Street to the north, each 

segment to the north decreasing in priority until the intersection with North Jetty Road. At that point, 

the priority would then shift back to the segments of Rhododendron Drive south of 9th Street. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO FLORENCE CITY CODE 

Appendix C (Volume I of the Technical Appendix) shows the proposed amendments to the Florence City 

Code in legislative format with the strike-out indicating proposed deletion and double underline 

indicating proposed insertion. Explanations are shown in brackets and with italic font. 

Key chapters in the Florence City Code that implement the transportation policies in the 

Comprehensive Plan are found in Title 10:  Zoning Regulations. The following Chapters and Sections are 

most relevant: 

Chapter 1:  Zoning Administration, Section 1:  Administrative Regulations 

In FCC 10-1-1-4-D, Traffic Impact Studies, the proposed amendment implements the proposed new 

policy (after Policy 8) and ensures that amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Map, and 

Zoning regulations are consistent with the function, capacities and levels of service of facilities 

designated in the Transportation System Plan. 

The proposed amendments to the notice requirements ensure that the City provides notice to affected 

transportation facility and service providers, including ODOT. 

Chapter 2:  General Zoning Provisions, Section 12:  Uses and Activities Permitted in All Zones 

These proposed amendments ensures compliance with Transportation Planning Rule TPR 660-012-

0045(1) that requires local governments to implement the Transportation System Plan through its land 
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use regulations. The proposed code specifies that in most cases, the construction, operation, 

maintenance, and repair of transportation facilities does not necessitate land use approval. 

Chapter 21:  Public Use Airport Zone 

As part of the adoption of an updated Transportation System Plan, the City Council will also adopt 

portions of the Florence Municipal Airport, Airport Master Plan Update. The proposed code 

amendments reference this new plan and implement recommendations 13 and 14 in Chapter One of 

that Plan with regard to use of FAA Form 7460-1 – Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration. 

Paragraph D in Section 2-6:  Procedures includes language as requested by the Oregon Department of 

Aviation in a letter to the City dated October 10, 2011. 

Chapter 35:  Access and Circulation 

While the city has required traffic studies for some types of development (see Chapter 1), the proposed 

code language in Section 2-5:  Traffic Study Requirements, explains what is required by the analysis. 

Proposed code language for sidewalks is shown as Section 3-1:  Sidewalk Requirements. Several options 

for approaching sidewalk requirements were considered by the PAC, which are summarized in 

Technical Memorandum #10: Plan Policies and Development Code Amendments (Volume II of the 

Technical Appendix).  

Currently, FCC 10-35-3 stipulates that “All new development shall be required to install sidewalks 

along the street frontage, unless the City has a planned street improvement, which would require a 

non-remonstrance agreement.” Additional exceptions to required sidewalk installation are listed in the 

code. 

The proposed new section, Section 4:  Transit Facilities, implements transit-supportive policies and 

requires that new development at or near transit stops provide convenient pedestrian access to transit 

and in some cases provide or accommodate transit facilities.  

Chapter 36:  Public Facilities 

The proposed change in Section 2:  Street Standards changes approach from a minimum right-of-way 

and street section to one referencing the standards illustrated in Section 9 of this TSP. 

The proposed amendments to Section 2-10:  Block Length and Block Perimeter promote pedestrian 

connectivity, reduce vehicle miles travelled by providing shorter routes, and promote public safety by 

increase the number of alternate routes available in case of accidents or closures. 
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The proposed amendments to Section 2-16:  Sidewalks, Planter Strips, Bicycle Lanes, reflect the street 

standards illustrated in Section 9 of this TSP, which allow for five foot bicycle lanes in some cases. They 

also clarify that sidewalks are required on both sides of the street unless otherwise noted. 

PROPOSED COMMUNITY TRANSIT PLAN AMENDMENTS 

Chapter Six in the Community Transit Plan identifies Transit Goals. Appendix D (Volume I of the 

Technical Appendix) shows the existing goals and proposed amendments in legislative format. The 

goals were not numbered in the Community Transit Plan, but they have been reordered and numbered 

for ease of discussion. The Goals shown as Long Term Goals 12-14 are the ones worthy of discussion. 

Tourism, conferences at the Florence Event Center, and after-hours service were not major topics of 

discussion for the Project Advisory Committee and warrant consideration as to whether they should 

continue to be included as Transit Goals. 
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-1 Pacific View Drive Extension

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct Pacific View Drive west from its current terminus to connect to N Rhododendron Drive at New 
Hope Way.

Local Street

Purpose: Improves local east-west connectivity

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $1,613,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Long TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 100%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,900

Cost per Lineal Foot: $849

2026-2035

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 1Page 
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-2 Munsel Lake Road Extension

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct Munsel Lake Road from US 101 west to N Rhododendron Drive at the Shelter Cove Way/N 
Rhododendron Drive intersection.

Collector

Purpose: Improves local east-west connectivity

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $5,755,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Long TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 50%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 6,900

Cost per Lineal Foot: $834

2026-2035

PRJ-9Related Projects:

Partial Partial

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-3 Willow Loop Extension

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct Willow Loop from the eastern terminus of Regal Street at the southwest corner of the Ocean 
Dunes Golf Course northeast and connect to Munsel Lake Road.

Local Street

Purpose: Improves local east-west connectivity

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $3,651,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Long TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 100%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 4,300

Cost per Lineal Foot: $849

2026-2035

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Connection is highly desirable as it will improve emergency response times and access to and from this area.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-4 8th Street Extension

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct 8th Street east from Quince Street to cross Munsel Creek and connect at the OR 126/Spruce 
Street intersection.

Collector

Purpose: Enhance access to Old Town and improve intersection operations on OR 126

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $2,915,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 900

Cost per Lineal Foot: $3,239

2017-2025

PRJ-13, PRJ-14Related Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-5 Oak Street South

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct Oak Street as a continuous Collector from 15th Street to 20th Street.

Collector

Purpose: Reduce north/south reliance on US 101 and improve operations at signalized intersections at US 101/15th, 
US 101/21st, and US 101/OR 126

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $1,501,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,600

Cost per Lineal Foot: $938

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: The cross-section should be developed in coordination with neighborhood input.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-6 Oak Street North

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Extend Oak Street north from 46th Street to Heceta Beach Road.

Collector

Purpose: Reduce north/south reliance on US 101 and  improve operations at the US 101/Munsel Lake Road and US 
101/Heceta Beach Road intersections

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $3,715,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Long TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 100%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 4,100

Cost per Lineal Foot: $906

2026-2035

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-7 20th Street Extension

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Extend 20th Street west to Kingwood Street.

Collector

Purpose: Improves east-west connectivity

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $234,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 250

Cost per Lineal Foot: $936

2011-2016

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-8 Spruce Street Extension

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct a new section of Spruce Street north from Munsel Lake Road to Heceta Beach Road.

Collector

Purpose: Provide local access to future development areas and reduce reliance on US 101.

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $3,494,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Long TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 100%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 3,900

Cost per Lineal Foot: $896

2026-2035

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: At the time a fourth leg at the Heceta Beach Road/US 101 intersection is constructed, a traffic signal should 

be considered (to be installed when warrants are met), as well as appropriate pedestrian crossing 

treatments.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-9 US 101/Munsel Lake Road Intersection

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Install traffic signal when warranted.

Arterial

Purpose: A signalized control at this intersection would allow the intersection to operate acceptably and provide a 
protected pedestrian crossing

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $490,000 

Required ROW:

60-80 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 50%

Location: US 101/Munsel Lake Road intersection

Approximate Lineal Feet:

Cost per Lineal Foot: N/A

2017-2025

PRJ-2Related Projects:

Projects on state highways are subject to ODOT design standards and access management rules.

Partial Partial

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-10 US 101/27th Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Install traffic signal when warranted.

Arterial

Purpose: A signalized control at this intersection would allow the intersection to operate acceptably and provide a 
protected pedestrian crossing

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $490,000 

Required ROW:

60-80 feet

Time Frame: Long TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: US 101/27th Street intersection

Approximate Lineal Feet:

Cost per Lineal Foot: N/A

2026-2035

P-6Related Projects:

Projects on state highways are subject to ODOT design standards and access management rules.

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-11 US 101/15th Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Install traffic signal when warranted.

Arterial

Purpose: A signalized control at this intersection would allow the intersection to operate acceptably

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $490,000 

Required ROW:

60-80 feet

Time Frame: Long TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: US 101/15th Street intersection

Approximate Lineal Feet:

Cost per Lineal Foot: N/A

2026-2035

P-5Related Projects:

Projects on state highways are subject to ODOT design standards and access management rules.

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-12 9th Street/Kingwood Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Install a roundabout or traffic signal.

Collector

Purpose: A roundabout or traffic signal will allow the intersection to function acceptably

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $700,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 50%

Location: 9th Street/Kingwood Street intersection

Approximate Lineal Feet:

Cost per Lineal Foot: N/A

2017-2025

B-5Related Projects:

Partial Partial

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-13 OR 126/Quince Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: The system improvement being considered at this intersection is to eventually restrict the northbound left-
turn movements. Westbound left-turns from OR 126 to Quince Street would be retained unless future 
evaluation indicated a capacity or safety concern.

Arterial

Purpose: Allow intersection to operate within ODOT mobility standards

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $350,000 

Required ROW:

60-80 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: OR 126/Quince Street

Approximate Lineal Feet:

Cost per Lineal Foot: N/A

2011-2016

PRJ-14, PRJ-4Related Projects:

Projects on state highways are subject to ODOT design standards and access management rules.

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Restriction of turning movements at this location should occur at such time that safety or operational issues 

are becoming readily apparent. The benefits of combining this project with PRJ-4 should be considered.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-14 OR 126/Spruce Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Install a roundabout or traffic signal.

Arterial

Purpose: Allow intersection to operate within ODOT mobility standards. Likely warranted when the 8th Street 
Extension (PRJ-4) is constructed

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $1,400,000 

Required ROW:

60-80 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: OR 126/Spruce Street

Approximate Lineal Feet:

Cost per Lineal Foot: N/A

2017-2025

PRJ-13, PRJ-4Related Projects:

Projects on state highways are subject to ODOT design standards and access management rules.

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-15 US 101 Widening

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Widen US 101 to provide two northbound travel lanes from 42nd Street to Munsel Lake Road.

Arterial

Purpose: Improve mobility for through trips while better facilitating local access to businesses along this segment of 
highway

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $1,617,000 

Required ROW:

60-80 feet

Time Frame: Long TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: US 101 (42nd to Munsel Lake Road)

Approximate Lineal Feet: 3,500

Cost per Lineal Foot: $462

2026-2035

n/aRelated Projects:

Projects on state highways are subject to ODOT design standards and access management rules.

X X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-16 27th Street Widening

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Widen 27th to a three-lane cross-section (12-foot center turn lane) with bike lanes and sidewalks between 
Oak Street and US 101.

Collector

Purpose: Improve bike/ped access, truck access to industrial areas

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $166,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Long TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 600

Cost per Lineal Foot: $277

2026-2035

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-17A Rhododendron Drive Improvements - US 101 to Hemlock Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct the full Collector (Bike Sharrows with On-Street Parking) cross-section for this segment. 

Collector

Purpose: Improve mobility and accessibility for non-motorized users and enhance scenic and recreational experience 
for all users

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $26,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,700

Cost per Lineal Foot: $15

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes construction of standard Rhododendron Drive Collector (Bike Sharrows with On-Street Parking) 

cross-section for this segment.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-17B Rhododendron Drive Improvements - Hemlock Street to 9th Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct the Transition Collector cross-section for Rhododendron Drive for this segment.

Collector

Purpose: Improve mobility and accessibility for non-motorized users and enhance scenic and recreational experience 
for all users

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $698,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 3,350

Cost per Lineal Foot: $208

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes construction of standard Rhododendron Drive collector transition cross-section for this segment.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-17C Rhododendron Drive Improvements - 9th Street to 35th Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct the Rhododendron Drive standard arterial cross-section for this segment. In sections where right-
of-way, topography, or other constraints preclude the construction of the standard cross-section, the 
alternative cross-section may be used.

Arterial

Purpose: Improve mobility and accessibility for non-motorized users and enhance scenic and recreational experience 
for all users

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $752,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Short TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 8,450

Cost per Lineal Foot: $89

2011-2016

MU-1ARelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes construction of standard Rhododendron Drive arterial cross-section for this segment. In sections 

where right-of-way, topography, or other constraints preclude the construction of the standard cross-

section, the alternative cross-section may be used. NOTE: Cost reflects roadway improvements only. Muti-

use path cost is shown as Project MU-1A.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-17D Rhododendron Drive Improvements - 35th Street to N Jetty Road

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct the Rhododendron Drive standard arterial cross-section for this segment. In sections where right-
of-way, topography, or other constraints preclude the construction of the standard cross-section, the 
alternative cross-section may be used.

Arterial

Purpose: Improve mobility and accessibility for non-motorized users and enhance scenic and recreational experience 
for all users

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $336,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 7,150

Cost per Lineal Foot: $47

2017-2025

MU-1BRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes construction of standard Rhododendron Drive arterial cross-section for this segment. In sections 

where right-of-way, topography, or other constraints preclude the construction of the standard cross-

section, the alternative cross-section may be used. NOTE: Cost reflects roadway improvements only. Muti-

use path cost is shown as Project MU-1B.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: PRJ-17E Rhododendron Drive Improvements - N Jetty Road to Heceta Beach Road

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct the Rhododendron Drive standard arterial cross-section for this segment. In sections where right-
of-way, topography, or other constraints preclude the construction of the standard cross-section, the 
alternative cross-section may be used.

Arterial

Purpose: Improve mobility and accessibility for non-motorized users and enhance scenic and recreational experience 
for all users

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $301,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Long TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 6,400

Cost per Lineal Foot: $47

2026-2035

MU-1CRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes construction of standard Rhododendron Drive arterial cross-section for this segment. In sections 

where right-of-way, topography, or other constraints preclude the construction of the standard cross-

section, the alternative cross-section may be used. NOTE: Cost reflects roadway improvements only. Muti-

use path cost is shown as Project MU-1C.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: R-1 11th Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct 11th Street between Hemlock Street and Fir Street.

Local Street

Purpose: Enhance local access

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $594,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 100%

Location: West 9th Street Area

Approximate Lineal Feet: 700

Cost per Lineal Foot: $849

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Project is development driven and will be built when/if needed.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: R-2 10th Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct 10th Street between Greenwood and 9th Street (at Peace Health access).

Local Street

Purpose: Enhance local access

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $1,189,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 100%

Location: West 9th Street Area

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,400

Cost per Lineal Foot: $849

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Project is development driven and will be built when/if needed.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: R-3 8th Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Extend 8th Street west from Greenwood Street to Elm Street.

Local Street

Purpose: Enhance local access

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $594,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 100%

Location: West 9th Street Area

Approximate Lineal Feet: 700

Cost per Lineal Foot: $849

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Project is development driven and will be built when/if needed.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: R-4 7th Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Extend 7th Street west from Greenwood Street to Elm Street.

Local Street

Purpose: Enhance local access

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $594,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 100%

Location: West 9th Street Area

Approximate Lineal Feet: 700

Cost per Lineal Foot: $849

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Project is development driven and will be built when/if needed.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: R-5 6th Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Extend 6th Street west from Greenwood Street to Elm Street.

Local Street

Purpose: Enhance local access

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $594,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 100%

Location: West 9th Street Area

Approximate Lineal Feet: 700

Cost per Lineal Foot: $849

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Project is development driven and will be built when/if needed.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: R-6 Greenwood Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct Greenwood Street between 11th Street and 12th Street. Extend Greenwood Street south from 
9th Street to 6th Street.

Local Street

Purpose: Enhance local access

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $891,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 100%

Location: West 9th Street Area

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,050

Cost per Lineal Foot: $849

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Project is development driven and will be built when/if needed.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: R-7 Fir Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct Fir Street between 8th Street and 11th Street.

Local Street

Purpose: Enhance local access

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $891,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 100%

Location: West 9th Street Area

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,050

Cost per Lineal Foot: $849

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Project is development driven and will be built when/if needed.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: R-8 Cloudcroft Lane

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct Cloudcroft Lane from current eastern terminus to Sandrift Street.

Local Street

Purpose: Enhance local access

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $637,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 100%

Location: North Florence Area

Approximate Lineal Feet: 750

Cost per Lineal Foot: $849

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Project is development driven and will be built when/if needed.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: R-9 Oceana Drive

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct Oceana Drive from current eastern terminus to Kelsey Way.

Local Street

Purpose: Enhance local access

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $849,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 100%

Location: North Florence Area

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,000

Cost per Lineal Foot: $849

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Project is development driven and will be built when/if needed.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: R-10 Vine Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct Vine Street between 11th Street and 12th Street.

Local Street

Purpose: Enhance local access

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $297,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 100%

Location: North of OR 126 Area

Approximate Lineal Feet: 350

Cost per Lineal Foot: $849

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Project is development driven and will be built when/if needed.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: R-11 Xylo Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Connect Xylo Street from current terminus at 12th Street  south to connect to OR 126.

Local Street

Purpose: Enhance local access

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $467,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Long TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: North of OR 126 Area

Approximate Lineal Feet: 550

Cost per Lineal Foot: $849

2026-2035

n/aRelated Projects:

Partial Partial

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Project is development driven and will be built when/if needed.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: R-12 Elm Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct Elm Street between 9th Street and 8th Street.

Local Street

Purpose: Enhance local access

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $297,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 100%

Location: West 9th Street Area

Approximate Lineal Feet: 350

Cost per Lineal Foot: $849

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Project is development driven and will be built when/if needed.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: R-13 Rhododendron Drive Interim Safety Improvements

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Install double yellow centerline striping, install additional signing, increase speed enforcement along all 
section of unimproved Rhododendron Drive (Hemlock Street to Heceta Beach Road).

Arterial

Purpose: Improve safety along Rhododenron Drive for all users.

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $155,000

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Short TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: Rhododendron Drive

Approximate Lineal Feet: 25,350

Cost per Lineal Foot: $6

2011-2016

MU-1, PRJ-17Related Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: B-1 Heceta Beach Road Bike Lanes

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct 6-foot bike lanes along the entire length of Heceta Beach Road (see Heceta Beach Road standard 
cross-section).

Minor Arterial

Purpose: Enhance bicycle connectivity

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $3,720,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 10,000

Cost per Lineal Foot: $372

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

Partial Partial

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: This project assumes that the standard Heceta Beach Road Arterial cross-section is constructed between US 

101 and Rhododendron Drive. In sections where right-of-way, topography, or other constraints preclude the 

construction of the standard cross-section, the alternative cross-section may be used.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: B-2 Munsel Lake Road Bike Lanes

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct 6-foot bike lanes along the entire length of Munsel Lake Road (see Munsel Lake Road standard 
cross-section).

Minor Arterial

Purpose: Enhance bicycle connectivity

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $4,055,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 50%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 10,900

Cost per Lineal Foot: $372

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

Partial Partial

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: This project assumes that the standard Munsel Lake Road Arterial cross-section is constructed between US 

101 and N Fork Siuslaw Road. In sections where right-of-way, topography, or other constraints preclude the 

construction of the standard cross-section, the alternative cross-section may be used.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: B-3 4th Avenue

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Provide bike sharrows.

Local Street

Purpose: Enhance bicycle connectivity

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $30,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 3,000

Cost per Lineal Foot: $10

2011-2016

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: B-4 US 101 Alternative Bike Route

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Provide alternative bike route for US 101 bicyclists and local residents via Heceta Beach Road and 
Rhododendron Drive/9th Street.

Arterial

Purpose: Enhance bicycle connectivity

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $185,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 37,000

Cost per Lineal Foot: $5

2017-2025

B-1, MU-1Related Projects:

Partial Partial

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: B-5 Kingwood Street south of 10th Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Provide bike sharrows and/or bicycle lanes as appropriate.

Collector

Purpose: Enhance bicycle connectivity

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $16,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 50%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 3,200

Cost per Lineal Foot: $5

2011-2016

PRJ-12Related Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Eliminate parking on one side of Kingwood between 9th and 10th. Install sharrows initially given lower traffic 

volumes anticipated - can be modified to full bike lanes if/when needed. Continuous sidewalks a priority.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: B-6 Spruce Street South Bike Lanes

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct minimum 5-foot bike lanes from 25th Street south to OR 126.

Collector

Purpose: Enhance bicycle connectivity

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $51,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 5,100

Cost per Lineal Foot: $10

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 40Page 



Florence Transportation System Plan Update June 2012

Planned Improvements

Project #: B-7 Spruce Street North Bike Sharrows

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Provide bike sharrows north of 37th Street.

Collector

Purpose: Enhance bicycle connectivity

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $17,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,650

Cost per Lineal Foot: $10

2011-2016

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: B-8 Oak Street Bike Lanes

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct minimum 5-foot bike lanes south of 24th Street to 15th Street.

Collector

Purpose: Enhance bicycle connectivity and enhance elementary school route safety

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $515,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 2,800

Cost per Lineal Foot: $184

2011-2016

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: B-9 Quince Street Bike Lanes

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Provide minimum 5-foot bike lane striping from OR 126 to Harbor Street.

Collector

Purpose: Enhance bicycle connectivity

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $19,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,900

Cost per Lineal Foot: $10

2011-2016

PRJ-13Related Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Cost assumes installation of bike sharrows. Traffic volumes on Kingwood Street on this segment are unlikely 

to exceed the 3,000 ADT threshold for bike lanes, except for in the immediate vicinity of 9th Street.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: B-10 2nd Street Bike Sharrows

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Provide bike sharrows on 2nd Street from Harbor Street to US 101.

Collector

Purpose: Enhance bicycle connectivity

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $7,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,300

Cost per Lineal Foot: $5

2011-2016

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: B-11 US 101 Bike Lanes

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Provide bike lanes between the Siuslaw River Bridge and OR 126.

Arterial

Purpose: Enhance bicycle connectivity and safety

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $46,000 

Required ROW:

60-80 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 3,300

Cost per Lineal Foot: $14

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

Projects on state highways are subject to ODOT design standards and access management rules.

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: B-12 9th Street Bike Lane at US 101

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Develop minimum 5-foot bike lanes on 9th Street between Nopal Street and US 101.

Arterial

Purpose: Enhance bicycle connectivity and safety

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $105,000 

Required ROW:

60-80 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 400

Cost per Lineal Foot: $263

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: More ROW needed in this area to develop full bike lanes due to lane configuration at US 101. Interim 

solution could include bike sharrows.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: MU-1AA Rhododendron Drive Multi-Use Path - 9th Street to Wildwinds Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Provide a separated 12-foot multi-use path north of 9th Street to Wildwinds Street (see Rhododendron 
Drive standard cross-section from 9th Street to Heceta Beach Road).

N/A

Purpose: Enhance bicycle/pedestria connectivity and accessibility

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $449,000

Required ROW:

10-16 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 3,755

Cost per Lineal Foot: $120

2011-2016

PRJ-17CRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes construction of paved multi-use path. See PRJ-17C for cost associated with full implementation of 

the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan for this segment. Determination of surface material 

will be made at the time of project development. Costs range from approximately $23/lineal foot for 

unpaved paths, versus $72/lineal foot for an asphalt surface.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: MU-1AB Rhododendron Drive Multi-Use Path - Wildwinds Street to 35th Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Provide a separated 12-foot multi-use path north of Wildwinds Street to 35th Street (see Rhododendron 
Drive standard cross-section from 9th Street to Heceta Beach Road).

N/A

Purpose: Enhance bicycle/pedestria connectivity and accessibility

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $543,000

Required ROW:

10-16 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 4,695

Cost per Lineal Foot: $116

2011-2016

PRJ-17CRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes construction of paved multi-use path. See PRJ-17C for cost associated with full implementation of 

the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan for this segment. Determination of surface material 

will be made at the time of project development. Costs range from approximately $23/lineal foot for 

unpaved paths, versus $72/lineal foot for an asphalt surface.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: MU-1B Rhododendron Drive Multi-Use Path - 35th Street to N Jetty Road

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Provide a separated 12-foot multi-use path from 35th Street to N Jetty Road (see Rhododendron Drive 
standard cross-section from 9th Street to Heceta Beach Road).

Purpose: Enhance bicycle/pedestria connectivity and accessibility

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $721,000 

Required ROW:

10-16 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 7,150

Cost per Lineal Foot: $101

2017-2025

PRJ-17DRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes construction of paved multi-use path. See PRJ-17D for cost associated with full implementation of 

the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan for this segment. Determination of surface material 

will be made at the time of project development. Costs range from approximately $23/lineal foot for 

unpaved paths, versus $72/lineal foot for an asphalt surface.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: MU-1C Rhododendron Drive Multi-Use Path - N Jetty Road to Heceta Beach Road

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Provide a separated 12-foot multi-use path from N Jetty Road to Heceta Beach Road (see Rhododendron 
Drive standard cross-section from 9th Street to Heceta Beach Road).

Purpose: Enhance bicycle/pedestria connectivity and accessibility

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $645,000 

Required ROW:

10-16 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 6,400

Cost per Lineal Foot: $101

2017-2025

PRJ-17ERelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes construction of paved multi-use path. See PRJ-17E for cost associated with full implementation of 

the Rhododendron Drive Integrated Transportation Plan for this segment. Determination of surface material 

will be made at the time of project development. Costs range from approximately $23/lineal foot for 

unpaved paths, versus $72/lineal foot for an asphalt surface.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: MU-2 Munsel Creek Multi-Use Path

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct, improve and pave the segments of the Munsel Creek Trail between Quince Street and 16th 
Street and between 25th Street and 29th Street. Between 16th and 25th Streets, the path uses the existing 
West Park Drive, 18th Street, Willow Loop, 23rd Street, and Willow Street roadway alignments (MU-2A). 
Extend path from Munsel Lake Greenway to Munsel Lake Road (MU-2B).

N/A

Purpose: Enhance bicycle/pedestria connectivity and accessibility

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $640,000 

Required ROW:

10-16 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 6,350

Cost per Lineal Foot: $101

2017-2025

MU-3Related Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes paved multi-use path for unimproved and/or new segments. Determination of surface material will 

be made at the time of project development. Costs range from approximately $15/LF for dirt, to $36/LF for 

bark/gravel, to $72/LF for asphalt , to $105/LF for permeable asphalt for a 12-foot path.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: MU-3 Estuary Trail

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Connect the Boardwalk in Old Town to the south end of the Munsel Creek Path.

N/A

Purpose: Enhance bicycle/pedestrian system

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $684,000 

Required ROW:

10-16 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 4,700

Cost per Lineal Foot: $146

2017-2025

MU-2Related Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes paved multi-use path. Determination of surface material will be made at the time of project 

development. Costs range from approximately $15/LF for dirt, to $36/LF for bark/gravel, to $72/LF for 

asphalt , to $105/LF for permeable asphalt for a 12-foot path. Cost includes a new culvert under OR 126 

capable of accomdating pedestrians and bikes.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: MU-4 12th Street Multi-Use Path (Kingwood to Rhododendron)

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Pave the existing bark multi-use path between Kingwood Street and Rhododendron Drive.

N/A

Purpose: Enhance bicycle/pedestrian system

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $224,000 

Required ROW:

10-16 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 3,000

Cost per Lineal Foot: $75

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes paved multi-use path. Determination of surface material will be made at the time of project 

development. Costs range from approximately $15/LF for dirt, to $36/LF for bark/gravel, to $72/LF for 

asphalt , to $105/LF for permeable asphalt for a 12-foot path. Cost includes wetland impacts and culvert 

costs.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: MU-5 12th Street Multi-Use Path (Munsel Creek Path to US 101)

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct a multi-use path from US 101 to Spruce Street to connect to the Estuary Trail and Munsel Creek 
Path.

N/A

Purpose: Enhance bicycle/pedestrian system

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $60,000 

Required ROW:

10-16 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 600

Cost per Lineal Foot: $100

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes paved multi-use path. Determination of surface material will be made at the time of project 

development. Costs range from approximately $15/LF for dirt, to $36/LF for bark/gravel, to $72/LF for 

asphalt , to $105/LF for permeable asphalt for a 12-foot path.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: MU-6 Oak Street Multi-Use Path

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct a multi-use path between 15th Street and 10th Street.

N/A

Purpose: Enhance bicycle/pedestrian system

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $161,000 

Required ROW:

10-16 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,600

Cost per Lineal Foot: $101

2011-2016

PRJ-5Related Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes paved multi-use path. Determination of surface material will be made at the time of project 

development. Costs range from approximately $15/LF for dirt, to $36/LF for bark/gravel, to $72/LF for 

asphalt , to $105/LF for permeable asphalt for a 12-foot path.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: MU-7 Ivy Street Multi-Use Path

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct a multi-use path in the existing Ivy Street right-of-way between 12th Street and 8th Street.

N/A

Purpose: Enhance bicycle/pedestrian system

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $136,000 

Required ROW:

10-16 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,350

Cost per Lineal Foot: $101

2011-2016

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes paved multi-use path. Determination of surface material will be made at the time of project 

development. Costs range from approximately $15/LF for dirt, to $36/LF for bark/gravel, to $72/LF for 

asphalt , to $105/LF for permeable asphalt for a 12-foot path.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: MU-8 Elm Street Multi-Use Path

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct a multi-use path in the existing Elm Street right-of-way between 8th Street and Rhododendron 
Drive.

N/A

Purpose: Enhance bicycle/pedestrian system

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $101,000 

Required ROW:

10-16 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,000

Cost per Lineal Foot: $101

2011-2016

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes paved multi-use path. Determination of surface material will be made at the time of project 

development. Costs range from approximately $15/LF for dirt, to $36/LF for bark/gravel, to $72/LF for 

asphalt , to $105/LF for permeable asphalt for a 12-foot path.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: MU-9 Driftwood Street Multi-Use Path

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct a multi-use path in the existing Driftwood Street right-of-way between 12th Street and 11th 
Street.

N/A

Purpose: Enhance bicycle/pedestrian system

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $35,000 

Required ROW:

10-16 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 350

Cost per Lineal Foot: $100

2011-2016

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes paved multi-use path. Determination of surface material will be made at the time of project 

development. Costs range from approximately $15/LF for dirt, to $36/LF for bark/gravel, to $72/LF for 

asphalt , to $105/LF for permeable asphalt for a 12-foot path.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: MU-10 North Florence County Park Multi-Use Path

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct a network of multi-use paths within the County Park in the North Florence Area (see Figure 5-12 
for a conceptual network).

N/A

Purpose: Enhance bicycle/pedestrian system

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $151,000 

Required ROW:

10-16 feet

Time Frame: Long TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,500

Cost per Lineal Foot: $101

2026-2035

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes paved multi-use path. Determination of surface material will be made at the time of project 

development. Costs range from approximately $15/LF for dirt, to $36/LF for bark/gravel, to $72/LF for 

asphalt , to $105/LF for permeable asphalt for a 12-foot path.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: MU-11 Vine Street Multi-Use Path

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct a multi-use path in the existing Vine Street right-of-way between 11th Street and OR 126.

N/A

Purpose: Enhance bicycle/pedestrian system

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $96,000 

Required ROW:

10-16 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 950

Cost per Lineal Foot: $101

2011-2016

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes paved multi-use path. Determination of surface material will be made at the time of project 

development. Costs range from approximately $15/LF for dirt, to $36/LF for bark/gravel, to $72/LF for 

asphalt , to $105/LF for permeable asphalt for a 12-foot path.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: P-1 US 101 Sidewalk near Siuslaw River Bridge

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct 8' sidewalks on US 101 north of the Siuslaw River Bridge to connect to 2nd Street. Restore 
western stairs from Bay Street to US 101 bridge.

Arterial

Purpose: Enhance pedestrian access/safety

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $76,000 

Required ROW:

60-80 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 600

Cost per Lineal Foot: $127

2011-2016

P-8Related Projects:

Projects on state highways are subject to ODOT design standards and access management rules.

Partial Partial

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: P-2 Old Town Sidewalks

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Fill in missing sidewalk segments within Old Town area. Sidewalks in downtown area should be at least 8 
feet wide.

Local Street

Purpose: Enhance pedestrian access/safety

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $168,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,400

Cost per Lineal Foot: $120

2011-2016

P-11Related Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Assumes 4 full blocks of new 8-foot sidewalk
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Planned Improvements

Project #: P-3 Kingwood Street Sidewalks

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct sidewalks on Kingwood Street from 20th Street south to Bay Street.

Collector

Purpose: Enhance pedestrian access/safety

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $473,000 

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 6,300

Cost per Lineal Foot: $75

2011-2016

PRJ-12, B-5Related Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: P-4 US 101 Pedestrian RRFB Crossing at 12th Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct a signalized RRFB pedestrian crossing of US 101 at 12th Street, and construct sidewalks on the 
south side of 12th Street on the west side of US 101.

Arterial

Purpose: Enhance pedestrian access/safety

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $140,000 

Required ROW:

60-80 feet

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet:

Cost per Lineal Foot: N/A

2017-2025

MU-5Related Projects:

Projects on state highways are subject to ODOT design standards and access management rules.

Partial Partial

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Provide reflective painting on curb bulb-outs. Bulb-outs can be difficult for bicyclists to see at night when no 

cars are present in the parking lane.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: P-5 Mid-block US 101 Pedestrian RRFB Crossing between 15th and 16th

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct a mid-block signalized RRFB pedestrian crossing of US 101 between 15th Street and 16th Street.

Arterial

Purpose: Enhance pedestrian access/safety

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $140,000 

Required ROW:

60-80 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet:

Cost per Lineal Foot: N/A

2011-2016

PRJ-11Related Projects:

Projects on state highways are subject to ODOT design standards and access management rules.

Partial Partial

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Bulb-outs in areas with bike lanes should be provided with Raised Pavement Markers (RPMs) or other 

reflective or tactile device.
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Florence Transportation System Plan Update June 2012

Planned Improvements

Project #: P-6 US 101 Pedestrian RRFB Crossing at 43rd Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct a signalized RRFB pedestrian crossing of US 101 at 43rd Street. Timing to be determined by 
approved Cannery Station development.

Arterial

Purpose: Enhance pedestrian access/safety

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $140,000 

Required ROW:

60-80 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet:

Cost per Lineal Foot: N/A

2011-2016

n/aRelated Projects:

Projects on state highways are subject to ODOT design standards and access management rules.

Partial Partial

Development ODOT City Other

Notes: Bulb-outs in areas with bike lanes should be provided with Raised Pavement Markers (RPMs) or other 

reflective or tactile device.
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Planned Improvements

Project #: P-7 OR 126 Pedestrian RRFB Crossing at Redwood Street

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct a signalized RRFB pedestrian crossing of OR 126 at Redwood Street. Timing to be determined by 
approval of ODOT flex funds.

Arterial

Purpose: Enhance pedestrian access/safety

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $140,000

Required ROW:

60-80 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet:

Cost per Lineal Foot: N/A

2011-2016

n/aRelated Projects:

Projects on state highways are subject to ODOT design standards and access management rules.

Partial Partial

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 67Page 



Florence Transportation System Plan Update June 2012

Planned Improvements

Project #: P-8 US 101 Sidewalks

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Fill in missing sidewalk segments along US 101 north to the Urban Growth Boundary.

Arterial

Purpose: Enhance pedestrian access/safety

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $266,000

Required ROW:

60-80 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 3,800

Cost per Lineal Foot: 70

2011-2016

P-1Related Projects:

Projects on state highways are subject to ODOT design standards and access management rules.

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: P-9 Oak Street Sidewalks

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct sidewalks on east side of Oak Street between 27th Street and 32nd Street and marked 
crosswalks at 27th Street and 30th Street.

N/A

Purpose: Enhance pedestrian access/safety

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $60,000

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 1,600

Cost per Lineal Foot: 37.5

2011-2016

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: P-10 Bay Street/Nopal Street Mid-Block Marked Pedestrian Crossing

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Construct a marked mid-block crosswalk across Bay Street at Nopal Street including ADA-compliant ramps.

N/A

Purpose: Enhance pedestrian access/safety

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $9,000

Required ROW:

60 feet

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet: 50

Cost per Lineal Foot: 180

2011-2016

P-2Related Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: P-11 Ped Crossing Study

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Conduct a study of exsiting pedestrian crossings on US 101 and OR 126 and evaluate potential future 
crossing locations.

N/A

Purpose: Enhance pedestrian access/safety

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $35,000

Required ROW:

N/A

Time Frame: Near TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet:

Cost per Lineal Foot: N/A

2011-2016

P4 thru P-7Related Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Florence Transportation System Plan Update June 2012

Planned Improvements

Project #: TR-1 New Bus for Rhody Express Service

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Add second bus to expand existing transit service within Florence.

N/A

Purpose: Expand transit service and/or reduce bus headways

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: $100,000

Required ROW:

N/A

Time Frame: Long TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet:

Cost per Lineal Foot: N/A

2026-2035

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Planned Improvements

Project #: TR-2 Extend transit service to Saturday

Likely Funding Source(s)

Typical Cross-Section:

Description: Add Saturday transit service to Rhody Express.

N/A

Purpose: Add Saturday transit service to Rhody Express

Estimated Construction and Engineering Cost: 0

Required ROW:

N/A

Time Frame: Mid TermFunctional Classification:

SDC Eligibility: 0%

Location: See project description.

Approximate Lineal Feet:

Cost per Lineal Foot: N/A

2017-2025

n/aRelated Projects:

X

Development ODOT City Other

Notes:
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Appendix B 1 
Ordinance No. 5, Series 2012 2 

 3 
Amendments to Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive 4 

Plan Text for Consistency with City of Florence 2012     5 
Transportation System Plan  6 

 7 
Additions are shown in double underline and deletions shown as strike-out. 8 
[Change Directions are shown in Bold, Red and within Brackets]   9 
 10 
Introduction 11 
 12 
Comprehensive Plan Organization and Contents 13 
 14 
The following sections of this Comprehensive Plan are incorporated into, and are a part 15 
of this Comprehensive Plan. Changes to these sections of this Comprehensive Plan 16 
necessitate a Comprehensive Plan amendment, either at the time of the Comprehen-17 
sive Plan amendment or as part of a required Periodic Review process, in accordance 18 
with applicable state law and Oregon Administrative Rules: 19 
 20 
1.  Goals, Policies, Recommendations, Population Projections, and Background 21 

Information arranged according to the LCDC (Land Conservation and Develop-22 
ment Commission) goals and guidelines. 23 

 24 
2.  The Official Comprehensive Plan Map, which is incorporated into this Plan and is 25 

on file at City Hall, and other maps specifically adopted as part of this Plan in 26 
Plan policies. 27 

 28 
3.  Appendices, or portions of the Appendices, listed in Part II of the Table of Con-29 

tents that are specifically adopted by reference as part of this Comprehensive 30 
Plan. These portions of the Appendices include: 31 

 32 
 Chapter 11: portions of the Public Facility Plan, as specifically de-33 

scribed in Chapter 11;  34 
 Chapter 12: portions of the Transportation System Plan, as specifically 35 

described in Chapter 12; and 36 
 Other portions of Appendices specifically adopted by reference in the 37 

Comprehensive Plan. 38 
 39 
DEFINITIONS  40 
 41 
Transportation System Plan (TSP):  The City’s adopted plan for one or more trans-42 
portation facilities that are planned, developed, operated and maintained in a coordi-43 
nated manner to supply continuity of movement between modes, and within and be-44 
tween geographic and jurisdictional areas.  The TSP complies with OAR 660-0012. 45 
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 1 
Traffic Impact Study: An analysis of the impacts of specific land use actions on the 2 
transportation system.   3 
 4 
CHAPTER 2:  LAND USE 5 
 6 
West 9th Street Area 7 
 8 
The West 9th Street Area Plan designation applies to the area bordered by Ivy Street 9 
on the east and Rhododendron Drive on the west, and its boundary is shown on the 10 
Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan Map 2-1 and Maps 2-3 and 2-4.  Lands within 11 
the West 9th Street Area are zoned Professional Office/Institutional, except for the two 12 
areas that are zoned Open Space. A Plan designation of Public applies to these two 13 
Open Space areas.   14 
 15 
The West 9th Street Plan area west of Kingwood Street has been re-zoned from Resi-16 
dential to Professional Office/Institutional.  Medium and high density residential use of 17 
part of that area is envisioned.  The Comprehensive Plan also recognizes the trend of 18 
development of professional office, government and institutional uses which has oc-19 
curred with the establishment of the Peace Harbor Hospital in late 1989, the Health As-20 
sociates office complex, and the Florence Justice Center in 1996.  A more detailed dis-21 
cussion of recommendations for the West 9th Street Area is found in the Specific Plans 22 
section of this chapter. 23 
 24 
Professional office development is a desirable local preference for land uses in this 25 
Plan designation, and a shift from residential to professional office/institutional uses is 26 
reflected on the Zoning Map.  In addition to office use, sit-down restaurants, deli’s, and 27 
other support services such as copy centers, pharmacies and day-care centers are also 28 
conditionally permitted land uses if clearly incidental to the principal office or institution-29 
al use.  Apartments on upper levels of these commercial buildings can also add to the 30 
activity level within the planning area and should be a requirement of any retail or ser-31 
vice commercial use proposed for the planning area. 32 
 33 
Public space in the form of government buildings, parks for passive recreation, and pe-34 
destrian trails, is key to the mix within this professional office/institutional designation. 35 
City Hall may be relocated to this area in the future and should be designed as part of a 36 
larger government campus consisting of the Justice Center, City Hall, public parking 37 
and adjoining public park land north of 9th Street. The City should undertake a master 38 
planning process for this campus, and should encourage adjoining properties to en-39 
hance rather than detract from that campus master plan. 40 
 41 
Continued residential development in the northerly sections of the West 9th Street Area 42 
should achieve relatively high densities.  Although some single-family development has 43 
already started to occur at Juniper and 9th Street, single family or manufactured homes 44 
are not considered an efficient use of this available space.  Townhouses and garden 45 
apartments, when proposed as part of a planned residential development, are strongly 46 
encouraged within the 9th Street West area.  Senior-oriented developments like the 47 
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Spruce Point assisted living project are also appropriate.  Any Restricted Residential or 1 
Single Family Residential District zoning should be removed from this western planning 2 
area, and the City’s planned unit development process should be utilized to yield inno-3 
vative, high quality, urban developments. 4 
 5 
Office developments along 9th Street have sited on relatively large (½ acre or more) 6 
lots to accommodate generous street setbacks for buildings, berming to hide surface 7 
parking, and attractive landscaping.  Office developments adjoining low-density residen-8 
tial development have used solid fencing and landscaped buffers of 25’ to aid in com-9 
patibility.  Future developments should demonstrate compatibility with adjoining land 10 
uses through the use of attractive architecture, vegetative buffers, significant building 11 
setbacks from streets and trails, low-profile exterior lighting for buildings and parking 12 
lots, berms to hide parking and extensive site landscaping.  Natural contours should be 13 
observed in site design, and protection of significant vegetative stands should be en-14 
couraged through the City’s design review process and vegetation clearing permit re-15 
quirements.  Paved trails and sidewalks should provide convenient access between 16 
office, commercial, residential and public uses. 17 
 18 
A significant drainage way enters the West 9th Street Area at the southern boundary of 19 
the City airport between Greenwood Street right-of-way and Fir Street right-of-way.  It 20 
continues south through the planning area and, after leaving the area, eventually out-21 
falls to the Siuslaw River.  A second drainage way, a smaller tributary of the above de-22 
scried drainage way, borders this planning area at the southern airport boundary be-23 
tween Juniper and Ivy Street rights-of-way and continues south to 9th Street.  At 9th 24 
Street, this natural drainageway is culverted, and a pipe conveys this drainage west 25 
under 9th Street to its outfall with the larger drainage way.  A small wetland where this 26 
tributary enters the culvert at 9th Street is reflected in the City’s 1997 Local Wetlands 27 
and Riparian Inventory.  Both of these drainage ways are also shown as riparian areas 28 
on this inventory. 29 
 30 
These drainage corridors create challenges for street improvements based on the plat-31 
ted right-of-way, and a street network, which avoids impacting these features, is neces-32 
sary.  These corridors have evolved into environmental features worth protection, and 33 
shall be incorporated as greenways in the overall build-out plan, rather than being piped 34 
or paved over.  A paved trail with one or more bridge crossings will parallel the main 35 
greenway and provide pedestrian and bicycle access from Rhododendron Drive to the 36 
City’s future park land north of 9th Street. 37 
 38 
Greenwood Street is the main Nnorth and south through-street connections within the 39 
West 9th Street Area. include Elm Street, Hemlock Street, and 10th Street between 40 
Driftwood and Elm Streets.  9th Street shall be the only east-west through street con-41 
nection within this planning area.  12th Street, from Rhododendron Drive east to King-42 
wood the creek, should not be opened except for a multi-use path.bicycle trail.  12th 43 
Street, east of the creek, should be opened to Kingwood Street to provide the industrial-44 
ly planned and zoned property to the north suitable heavy vehicle access.  This street 45 
connection will require FAA approval, as it crosses airport property and the airport glide 46 
path.  In any case, industrial traffic shall not be routed via Greenwood or Hemlock 47 
Streets to 9th Street.  Other street recommendations are found in the subarea planning 48 
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sections of the Specific Plans section of this chapter. 1 
 2 

Specific Plans:  3 
 4 
West 9th Street Planning Area 5 

 6 
The West 9th Street Planning Area of Florence is shown as a Plan designation on the 7 
Comprehensive Plan Map.  The policies guiding development of this area are described 8 
in this section and in the Plan designation section of this chapter.  This area is an im-9 
portant component of the Comprehensive Plan because it is one of the last relatively 10 
undeveloped areas within the older part of the City.  It is platted into blocks and relative-11 
ly small lots created for residential development.  Public street rights-of-way are platted 12 
in grid-like fashion throughout, although many remain unopened.  Because of its high 13 
development value to the community, it merits special planning attention. 14 
 15 
The West 9th Street Planning Area lies west of Highway 101.  In the 1988 Comprehen-16 
sive Plan, the area was divided into commercial and residential Comprehensive Plan 17 
designations.  The line previously used to divide residential and commercial plan desig-18 
nations and zoning district boundaries was Maple Street, although in actuality, that line 19 
was crossed many times by non-residential developments. 20 
 21 
The Peace Harbor Hospital was constructed west of that line in 1990 near 9th and Elm 22 
Streets.  Due to that development, other professional (medical) office buildings have 23 
been established west of that line.  In addition, the city owns several vacant blocks of 24 
land in the 9th Street area, and in 1997, the City constructed the Florence Justice Cen-25 
ter: a city/county combined police station, sheriff’s office, city and county courthouse, 26 
and city detention facility.  All of this non-residential development, west of the Plan’s 27 
residential/commercial dividing line, was permitted conditionally under the City’s Multi-28 
family Residential Zoning District.  The residential plan designation and dividing line 29 
shown on the 1988 Comprehensive Plan Map are no longer practical for serving the 30 
long-term planning needs for this area. 31 
 32 
For planning purposes, the West 9th Street Planning Area is formed by Ivy Street on the 33 
east and Rhododendron Drive on the west, and its boundary is shown on the Compre-34 
hensive Plan Map.  The West 9th Street Area is further divided into several planning 35 
subareas to address specific development issues.  Maps of these subareas are includ-36 
ed in this chapter, but are not shown on the Comprehensive Plan Map.   37 
 38 

West 9th Street Subarea Recommendations (See Subareas in 39 
Map 2-3): 40 

 41 
Subarea 1 42 

 43 
This L-shaped area lies west of the City’s property reserved for the airport land-44 
ing glidpath, and northeast of the Justice Center.  It is bounded on the east by 45 
Ivy Street, contains four full bocks, is currently undeveloped and is suitable for 46 
medium and high density residential development.  The block adjacent to 9th 47 
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Street may also be developed with office uses.  Hemlock Street shall run north-1 
south through the subarea, providing access to 9th Street and 12th StreetPark 2 
Village.  Greenwood Street shall not be extended north of 11th Street, in order to 3 
allow consolidation of the small parcel west of Greenwood Street right-of-way 4 
with the larger Block 8.  Ivy Street shall remain unopened due to be developed 5 
with a multi-use path due to environmental impacts if this street was constructed.  6 
10th Street and 11th Street should not be built to cross the eastern drainage 7 
way, nor should they be extended west across the western drainage way.  A 8 
suitable buffer should be maintained between this and the industrially planned 9 
and zoned property to the north opposite 12th Street.  The drainage ways bor-10 
dering the west side, and also the east side, of this area, areis to be protected 11 
with undisturbed buffers of 50’ and 25’ respectively. 12 
 13 
Subarea 2 14 

 15 
This rectangular shaped area lies between the 11th and 12th streets rights-of-16 
way on the northwest corner of the West 9th Street Planning Area.  It contains 17 
approximately four full blocks and is currently undeveloped. A large vegetated 18 
sand dune is located in the eastern half of the subarea, and any development of 19 
this subarea should work with that feature rather than eliminate it.  Medium to 20 
high-density residential development is suitable for this subarea, utilizing the 21 
City’s planned unit development (PUD) process.  Office development may also 22 
be appropriate, provided vehicular access is obtained internal to the subarea, 23 
and not directly from Rhododendron Drive. 24 

 25 
Any development should also be sensitive to the City’s park land property locat-26 
ed on Blocks 58 and 59. 12th Street should not be opened to vehicular traffic.  27 
11th Street may be opened for vehicular traffic from Rhododendron Drive to pro-28 
vide access to this subarea, but should either be terminated at Driftwood Street 29 
right-of-way or drawn northward away from the City’s park land.  11th Street shall 30 
not cross the drainage way.  Driftwood Street may extend north from 9th Street 31 
and curve into 10th Street avoiding the wetland.  also be opened to 10th Street, 32 
where access from 10th can then be provided to 9th Street via Elm Street.  Drift-33 
wood Street will remain unopened from 10th Street to 9th Street. 34 

 35 
A suitable undisturbed The multi-use path within the 12th Street right-of-way pro-36 
vides a buffer shall be maintained between this property and the Greentrees res-37 
idential mobile home planned unit development to the north.  The drainage way 38 
bordering the east side of this subarea is to be protected with an undisturbed 39 
buffer of 50’.  There shall be a multi-use path that connects from 12th Street to 40 
the City Park.  That path is shown on Map 2-4 as being located within the Drift-41 
wood Street right-of-way as the most logical location given the topography, but 42 
could instead be located at Elm Street or Fir Street or anywhere in between.  A 6’ 43 
wide bicycle trail paralleling this greenway shall be constructed as part of an ad-44 
joining development in accord with the trail plan.  In addition, a bike trail from 45 
Rhododendron Drive to a bridge crossing of this greenway shall also be con-46 
structed as part of an adjoining development in accord with the trail plan. 47 

 48 
49 
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Subarea 3 1 
 2 

This subarea is a rectangular shaped area on the western edge of the West 9th 3 
Street Planning Area, between the Peace Health medical complex and Rhodo-4 
dendron Drive.  It slopes upward from Rhododendron Drive.  Formerly planned 5 
and zoned for large lot residential development, it is now planned for medium or 6 
high density residential development.  It may also be appropriate for office de-7 
velopment, hospital or clinic expansion or medical complexes, provided vehicular 8 
access is obtained internal to the subarea rather than from Rhododendron Drive. 9 
The Ninth Street right-of-way, currently unopened, may either be opened to pro-10 
vide access, or vacated as part of an alternatively proposed street or access 11 
plan. 12 

 13 
Subarea 4 14 

 15 
 This area lies south of 9th Street and immediately east of the Peace Health med-16 

ical complex.  Its eastern boundary is formed by the eastern edge of the green-17 
way, and its southern boundary is 6th Street.  The 3.5 block subarea is bordered 18 
by the major north-south drainage way.  A medical office building currently exists 19 
in the northwest corner of this subarea, which is otherwise undeveloped and 20 
heavily vegetated.  Office or medium to high density residential development is 21 
appropriate within this subarea. 22 

 23 
 Elm Street shall run north-south through the subarea providing access to 9th 24 

Street and Rhododendron Drive.  Greenwood Street shall also run north-south  25 
to the east of through this subarea, providing access to 9th Street, but not to 26 
Rhododendron Drive to the south.  Fir Street will be left unopened due to envi-27 
ronmental impacts of constructing that portion.  It may be vacated, provided the 28 
drainage way is placed in a protective easement or dedicated to the City as park 29 
land.  6th, 7th, and 8th Street will intersect with Greenwood Street, but shall re-30 
main unopened from Greenwood to Elm Street may extend west from Green-31 
wood Street in order to provide access to the properties within the subarea. 32 

 33 
 The drainage way is to be protected with an undisturbed buffer of 50 feet..  A 6 34 

foot wide bicycle trail paralleling this greenway multi-use path extending north 35 
from Rhododendron Drive through the alleys between Elm and Fir Streets shall 36 
be constructed as part of an adjoining development in accord with the trail plan.  37 
This path would connect to 8th Street. 38 

 39 
 [Replace Map 2-4 with Figure 5-5 in the TSP] 40 
 41 
Chapter 12:  Transportation 42 
 43 
 [Delete the TSP Map in Chapter 12, Page XII-5] 44 
 45 
  46 
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 1 
Goals 2 
 3 
1. To create a safe transportation system. 4 
 5 
2. To operate transportation facilities at a level of service that is cost-effective and 6 

appropriate for the area served. 7 
 8 
3. To develop systematic annual maintenance plans for city streets, bike, pedestri-9 

an and air facilities. 10 
 11 
4. To create a transportation network to support existing and proposed land uses. 12 
 13 
5. To meet the needs of land development while protecting public safety, transpor-14 

tation operations and mobility of all transportation modes. 15 
 16 
6. To provide a balanced transportation system that provides options for meeting 17 

the travel needs of all modes of transportation. 18 
 19 
7. To enhance the quality of life for citizens and visitors by providing adequate ac-20 

cess to residences, employers, services, social and recreational opportunities. 21 
 22 
8. To minimize transportation-related energy consumption by using energy efficient 23 

modes of transportation for movement of goods, services and people where 24 
possible. 25 

 26 
9. To provide economic health and diversity through the efficient and effective 27 

movement of goods, services and people. 28 
 29 
10. To minimize the impacts on natural and cultural resources when constructing 30 

transportation facilities and should encouraging use ofe non-polluting transporta-31 
tion alternatives.  32 
 33 

11. To choose transportation facilities which balance the requirements of other 34 
transportation goals with the need to minimize air, water and noise pollution. 35 

 36 
12. To provide for adequate parking facilities in conjunction with other transportation 37 

facilities, as appropriate. 38 
 39 
13. To collaborate and coordinate with state, county and other agencies during long 40 

range planning efforts, development review, design and construction of transpor-41 
tation projects. 42 

 43 
Policies 44 
 45 
*  The Transportation System Plan (TSP) is part of the Florence Public Facility Plan 46 

and, as such, the TSP is adopted as a supporting document to this Comprehen-47 
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sive Plan. 1 
 2 
*  Use the project lists and maps, or described locations of projects, in the TSP to 3 

guide transportation facilities and their general location in the urban growth 4 
boundary. Use City Code, Capital Improvement Programming, and City Public 5 
Works work programs, engineering reports, and other administrative tools as the 6 
guide for project timing, detailed planning, financing and implementation. 7 

 8 
*  Amend the TSP and the Comprehensive Plan, in order to modify, add to, or de-9 

lete projects from the project lists in the TSP or to make significant changes to 10 
project location from that described in the TSP.  The following changes to the 11 
TSP do not require a Comprehensive Plan amendment unless changed as part 12 
of an overall update of the TSP: 13 

 14 
a.  Modifications to a transportation project which are minor in nature and do 15 

not significantly impact the project’s general description, location, sizing, 16 
capacity, or other general characteristic of the project; or 17 

 18 
b.  Technical and environmental modifications to a transportation facility 19 

which are made pursuant to final engineering on a project; or 20 
 21 
c.  Modifications to a transportation project which are made pursuant to find-22 

ings of an Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement 23 
conducted under regulations implementing the procedural provisions of 24 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 or any federal or State of 25 
Oregon agency project development regulations consistent with that act 26 
and its regulations. 27 

 28 
1. City street standards shall promote street design which provides for adequate 29 
lane widths, curvature and grades to create a street network which provides safe trans-30 
portation at all seasons of the year.Provide safe transportation all seasons of the year 31 
through street standards that require lane widths, curvature and grades appropriate to 32 
all weather conditions. 33 
 34 
2. Vision clearance provisions shall be enforced. To protect public safety, property 35 

owners shall maintain vision clearance in accordance with City standards and the 36 
City shall enforce vision clearance requirements.  37 

 38 
3. The City shall continue to work with ODOT to improve provide safe pedestrian 39 

crossings ty of existing crosswalks on state highways, and to cooperate in the lo-40 
cation of additional crosswalks in safe locations. 41 

 42 
*. The City shall utilize the mobility standards in the Oregon Highway Plan for the 43 

state highways.  Elsewhere within the city, the minimum operating standards at inter-44 
sections are as follows: 45 
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• LOS “D” is considered acceptable at signalized and all-way stop controlled intersec-1 
tions if the V/C (volume/capacity) ratio is not higher than 1.0 for the sum of critical 2 
movements.  3 

• LOS “E” is considered acceptable for the poorest operating approach at two-way stop 4 
intersections.  LOS “F” is allowed in situations where a traffic signal is not warranted. 5 

Where a facility is maintained by the County, the more restrictive of the City or 6 
County standards apply. 7 
 8 

4. The City shall develop systematic annual maintenance plans for streets, bike, 9 
pedestrian and air facilities.  10 

 11 
5. The City shall continue to pursue grant and loan funds to supplement local 12 

transportation facility funds. 13 
 14 
6. The City shall continue to require new development to pay its share of costs of 15 

development of, or improvements to, transportation facilities which will serve the 16 
proposed development. 17 

 18 
7.         The City shall continue to pursue grant and loan funds to supplement local 19 

transportation facility funds.  20 
 21 
7. Development within a City right-of-way, including but not limited to excavation, 22 

clearing, grading, utility placement, culvert placement or replacement, other 23 
stormwater facilities, and construction or reconstruction of road or driveway ap-24 
proaches, is allowed only upon approval of a city permit. 25 

 26 
8. The City shall protect the function of existing and planned transportation systems 27 

as identified in the TSP this Plan through application of appropriate land use and 28 
access management techniques. 29 

 30 
*. Pursuant to the State Transportation Planning rule, any land use decisions which 31 

significantly affect a transportation facility shall ensure that allowed land uses are 32 
consistent with the function, capacity, level of service of the facility. 33 
 34 

9. Land development shall not encroach within setbacks required for future expan-35 
sion of transportation facilities.  At the time of land development or land division, 36 
the City shall require dedication of adequate right-of-way or easements con-37 
sistent with the adopted TSP in order to achieve connectivity; maintain adequate 38 
street widths, bikeways and walkways; and to accommodate transit facilities.   39 
 40 

*. New development and redevelopment shall accommodate on-site traffic circula-41 
tion on the site.  For new development and redevelopment, “backing out” ma-42 
neuvers onto all streets shall be avoided for uses other than single-family and 43 
duplex homes.  “Backing out” maneuvers shall also be avoided for new single-44 
family and duplexes accessing arterial or collector streets. 45 
 46 
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10. New development shall gain access primarily from local streets. Driveway access 1 
onto arterials and collectors shall be evaluated based on access options, street 2 
classifications and the effects of new access on the function, operation and safe-3 
ty of surrounding streets and intersections. Access to and from off-street parking 4 
areas shall be designed to prevent backing onto a public street (other than an al-5 
ley), except that single-family and duplex dwellings are exempt. 6 
 7 
Land development shall not encroach within setbacks required for future expan-8 
sion of transportation facilities.  9 

 10 
* ODOT has authority to manage access to the state highway system. Where 11 

property abuts a state highway or is served by a private approach on a state 12 
highway, the City will work with ODOT to ensure coordinated and consistent ap-13 
plication of applicable State and City policies.  14 

 15 
11. The City shall provide an inter-connected trail system as directed in Comprehen-16 

sive Plan Chapter 8 policy and shown in the TSP Project Maps. 17 
 18 
* The City shall Cconsider the potential to establish or maintain bikeways and/or 19 

walkways or provide access to coastal waters (ocean, estuary, and lakes) prior to 20 
vacating any public easement or right-of-way. 21 
 22 

12. Convenient access for motor vehicles, transit, bicycles and pedestrians shall be 23 
provided to major activity centers, including public buildings and schools, the 24 
hospital, shopping areas, parks, and places of employment. 25 

 26 
13. Streets, bikeways and walkways shall be designed to meet the needs of pedes-27 

trians and cyclists to promote safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian circu-28 
lation within the community.  To promote bicycling and walking, all new collector 29 
and arterial streets shall have bicycle lanes, and all new streets shall have side-30 
walks, marked bicycle lanes and sidewalks are required on all arterial and collec-31 
tor streets (other than those collectors identified as scenic drives) when those 32 
streets are newly constructed, reconstructed, or widened to provide additional 33 
vehicular capacity.  For collector streets that are identified as scenic drives, pro-34 
vision shall be made to adequately accommodate bicycles and pedestrians when 35 
those streets are newly constructed, reconstructed, or widened to provide addi-36 
tional vehicular capacity. 37 

 38 
* Development shall provide adequate on-site circulation for vehicles, buses, bicy-39 

cles, and pedestrians and shall provide off-site transportation improvements 40 
necessary to ensure that the incremental demands placed on the transportation 41 
system by the development are met 42 

 43 
14. Streets shall be designed to efficiently and safely accommodate emergency ser-44 

vice vehicles. 45 
 46 
*. In partnership with the School District, the City shall work toward a safe and con-47 

venient transportation system that accommodates school buses; children walking 48 
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to and waiting at a bus stop; and children walking and riding their bicycles to 1 
school. 2 

 3 
*. The City shall accommodate local freight traffic accessing the industrial areas 4 

along Kingwood Avenue via 9th, 27th, and 35th Streets by maintaining adequate 5 
clear street widths (unimpeded by parking or overhanging signs/trees), adequate 6 
turning radii, and visibility. 7 

 [To support economic development, this policy establishes local freight routes.] 8 
 9 
15. The North, South and East Gateways shall be pursued as soon as funding can 10 

be obtained. 11 
 12 
16. City policies shall discourage the placement of streets serving primarily commer-13 

cial or industrial development from negatively impacting adjoining residential de-14 
velopment. The placement of streets shall minimize negative impacts on residen-15 
tial neighborhoods. 16 

 17 
17. Encourage placement of streets that minimizes negative impacts in residential 18 

development. 19 
 20 
17. City shall cooperate with ODOT to implement the Access Management Plan for 21 

US 101 in Downtown Florence and elements of the Florence Downtown Imple-22 
mentation Plan that pertain to US 101. 23 

 24 
18. The City shall encourage demand management programs such as park-and-ride 25 

facilities and vanpools to reduce single occupancy vehicle trips, especially to and 26 
from Eugene. 27 

 28 
19. The City shall promote the use of telecommunications, transit and rail facilities as 29 

energy efficient alternatives to vehicular transport. 30 
 31 
20. The City shall coordinate with the Port of Siuslaw regarding transportation pro-32 

jects that may affect facilities which are operated by the Port or which affect the 33 
Port’s operations. 34 
  35 

20. The City shall strongly promote a feasibility study to identify solutions to the defi-36 
cient rail overpass in Cushman, and support implementation of the chosen alter-37 
native. 38 

 39 
21. The City shall continue to be advocates for the provision of effective telecommu-40 

nications facilities in Florence, including provision of quality basic telephone ser-41 
vice. 42 

 43 
22. The City shall continue to pursue the cooperative effort of coastal cities and 44 

counties to bring a natural gas pipeline north on the coast to Florence and other 45 
communities. 46 

 47 
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23. Design and construction of transportation facilities shall be responsive to topog-1 
raphy and should minimize impacts on natural resources such as streams, wet-2 
lands and wildlife corridors. 3 

 4 
24. Stormwater shall be required to have appropriate pre-treatment prior to dis-5 

charge. All transportation improvements shall be consistent with the require-6 
ments for stormwater in Chapter 11 of the Comprehensive Plan.  7 

 8 
25. The City shall amend the City Code as appropriate to include processes for iden-9 

tification, inventory, classification, and conflict resolution on sites which contain 10 
cultural resources. 11 

 12 
26. As the use of the airport increases, and night operations become a reality, the 13 

City shall work with neighboring residential uses to resolve minimize issues of 14 
noise and vibration. 15 

 16 
27. The City shall require that noise sensitive land uses (including uses involving 17 

sleeping, schools, hospitals, libraries) proposed in the airport noise impact 18 
boundary, as shown in Figure 8-1 of the Florence Municipal Airport – Airport 19 
Master Plan Update Final Report, provide a noise-abatement strategy to achieve 20 
indoor noise level equal to or less than 55 Day-Night Average Noise Level (DNL). 21 
continue to discourage new residential uses, schools, hospitals, and similar facili-22 
ties in the approach zones of the airport. 23 

 24 
*. The City shall protect current and future viability of the airport and compatibility of 25 

land uses through the Public Airport Safety and Compatibility Overlay Zone and 26 
coordination with the Oregon Department of Aviation and the Federal Aviation 27 
Administration. 28 
 29 

28. On-site parking for motor vehicles shall continue to be provided, unless another 30 
adopted City plan expressly provides otherwise. 31 

 32 
29. The policies and direction of Downtown Implementation Plan regarding the pro-33 

vision of on-street parking shall be implemented. 34 
 On-site parking for motor vehicles and bicycles is required except in Downtown 35 

Districts where some motor vehicle parking can be provided on the street. 36 
 37 
2930. Appropriate bBicycle parking facilities shall be provided as part of new develop-38 

ment at places of employment, at businesses, multi-family residential develop-39 
ments and at public buildings..  40 

 41 
301. The City shall notify ODOT of all project proposals and development applications 42 

adjacent to state highways or served by a private vehicular approach on a state 43 
highway.  The City should notify Lane County of all project proposals and devel-44 
opment applications adjacent to county roads. 45 

 46 
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312. The City shall notify ODOT and Lane County of all major development proposals 1 
which will generate more than 50 trips during an average peak hour, or more 2 
than 500 daily trips, or which require a traffic study. 3 

  4 
 5 
323. The City shall notify ODOT, DLCD and Lane County of any proposed changes or 6 

amendments to this Transportation System Plan. 7 
 8 

Recommendations 9 
 10 
1. The City Council should consider opportunities to purchase land for extensions 11 

of right-of-way where connectivity is needed to promote efficient traffic flow. 12 
 13 
2 The City should  promote a feasibility study to identify solutions to the deficient 14 

rail overpass in Cushman, and support implementation of the chosen alternative. 15 
 16 
Background  17 
 18 
The City of Florence, in conjunction with the Oregon Department of Transportation 19 
(ODOT), initiated an update of the urban area’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) in 20 
2010.  The TSP is intended to guide the management and implementation of the trans-21 
portation facilities, policies, and programs, within the urban area over the next 25 years.  22 
It represents the vision of the City as it relates to the future of the transportation system 23 
while remaining consistent with state and other local plans and policiesThe City adopt-24 
ed a Transportation System Plan (TSP), as required by the State’s Transportation 25 
Planning Rule (TPR) and as part of the City’s update of its Comprehensive Plan. The 26 
adopted TSP is incorporated into this Comprehensive Plan and is physically located in 27 
Appendix 12.  The TSP summarizes the technical analyses that have been performed 28 
in the development of the TSP, including coordination with the affected agencies. The 29 
TSP also summarizes the technical analyses that have been performed in the devel-30 
opment of the TSP and through coordination with affected agencies. The TSP has been 31 
adopted as a supporting document to the Comprehensive Plan and is physically located 32 
in Appendix 12 33 
 34 
The City of Florence’s location on the Oregon Coast makes it an attractive destination 35 
for tourists and summer vacationers with the associated traffic impacts. In addition, 36 
Florence is experiencing growth pressures from both development and increasing traf-37 
fic. To address these issues, the TSP is based on an evaluation of future growth and 38 
includes recommendations for appropriate transportation improvements to serve that 39 
growth while maintaining and enhancing the character of the city.  The TSP recognizes 40 
that state roadways must be used efficiently and an effective facilities management 41 
plan must be developed to allow the City’s street system to operate effectively as in-fill 42 
development continues within the Urban Growth Boundary.  43 
 44 
To minimize the adverse economic, social, energy and environmental impacts of further 45 
development in Florence, development of the TSP, and land use and transportation 46 
alternatives have been considered in combination with facilities management strategies. 47 
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To maintain consistency and address further development of the local system, the find-1 
ings, recommendations and policies of the U.S. 101 Oregon Coast Highway study were 2 
incorporated into this TSP study.  The TSP also takes into account the complex system 3 
of state, county, and City roads, Port of Siuslaw facilities, rail, air, bike, pedestrian, 4 
transit and other alternative modes, and recognizes that implementation of the TSP will 5 
require inter-jurisdictional cooperation.  6 
 7 
A Comprehensive Plan that embraces coordinated and systematic development of all 8 
gateways is vital to achieving an efficient transportation system. The City of Florence 9 
recognizes the importance of the five existing transportation gateways to the communi-10 
ty: 11 
 12 

• East Highway 126 Gateway 13 
• North Florence Highway 101 Gateway 14 
• Siuslaw River Bridge/South Highway 101 Gateway 15 
• Florence Airport Gateway  16 
• Siuslaw River/Port of Siuslaw Gateway.   17 

 18 
A Comprehensive Plan that embraces coordinated and systematic development of all 19 
gateways is vital to achieving an efficient transportation system. 20 
 21 
State of Oregon planning rules require that the TSP be based on the current compre-22 
hensive plan land use map and must provide a transportation system that accommo-23 
dates the expected 20-year growth in population and employment that will result from 24 
implementation of the land use plan. The contents of this TSP update are guided by 25 
Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 197.712 and the Land Conservation and Development 26 
Commission (LCDC) Transportation Planning Rule (OAR Chapter 660 Division 12).  27 
These laws and rule require that jurisdictions develop the following: 28 

• a road plan for a network of arterial and collector streets; 29 
• a bicycle and pedestrian plan; 30 
• an air, rail, water, and pipeline plan; 31 
• a transportation financing plan; and 32 
• policies and ordinances for implementing the TSP. 33 

 34 
The TPR requires that the transportation system plan incorporate the needs of all users 35 
and abilities. In addition, the TPR requires that local jurisdictions adopt land use and 36 
land division ordinance amendments to protect transportation facilities and to provide 37 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities between residential, commercial, and employ-38 
ment/institutional areas. It is further required that local communities coordinate their 39 
respective plans with the applicable county, regional, and state transportation plans. 40 
 41 
The TSP also includes proposed improvements to non-City facilities. Without additional 42 
action by the governmental entity that owns the subject facility or land (i.e., Lane Coun-43 
ty or the State of Oregon), any project in this Plan that involves a non-City facility is 44 
merely a recommendation for connecting the pedestrian and bicycle network.  As in 45 
most facility planning efforts, moving towards, and planning for, a well-connected net-46 
work depends on the cooperation of multiple jurisdictions; the TSP is intended to facili-47 
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tate discussions between the City and its governmental partners as they work together 1 
to achieve a well-connected network.  The TSP does not, however, obligate its govern-2 
mental partners to take any action or construct any projects. 3 
 4 
To address the requirements of the Transportation Planning Rule, the TSP addresses 5 
not only automobile and truck travel in the study area, but also alternative travel modes, 6 
such as pedestrian, bicycle, and public transit.  Each mode was evaluated to determine 7 
how the level of service for the mode can be improved to allow development of a mul-8 
ti-modal transportation system with efficient interconnections to transportation systems 9 
within Florence, and to other transportation systems in the Lane County region.  In addi-10 
tion, opportunities for new development patterns that encourage pedestrian, transit and 11 
bicycle travel were evaluated to allow the City to develop an effective transportation 12 
system within Florence that does not rely exclusively on any one mode of transporta-13 
tion. 14 
 15 
Finally, the TSP includes an evaluation of funding approaches for the existing and fu-16 
ture transportation system, and identifies financial constraints and opportunities.  Rec-17 
ommendations for a Transportation Financing Program are included in Section 5 of the 18 
TSP.   19 
The TSP is organized by geographic planning areas.  It recommends 68 multi-modal 20 
transportation system improvements distributed among these planning areas.  For more 21 
detailed descriptions of transportation planning projects and funding, refer to the TSP in 22 
Appendix 12. 23 
 24 
The policies resulting from the Transportation System Plan (TSP) Update process have 25 
been inserted into this Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan. The policies provide direc-26 
tion for public and private developmental and program decision-making regarding 27 
transportation facilities and services. Development should be coordinated with the plan-28 
ning, financing, and construction of planned transportation facilities and services to en-29 
sure the efficient use and expansion of these facilities. 30 
 31 
The project lists and maps, or written descriptions of locations, in the TSP are adopted 32 
as part of the Comprehensive Plan, and physically located in the TSP. The exact loca-33 
tion of the projects shown on the TSP Maps, or described in writing in the TSP, is de-34 
termined through City processes, outside of the Comprehensive Plan amendment pro-35 
cess. The TSP will be updated as part of the City’s Periodic Review process or in a TSP 36 
update process initiated by the City outside of Periodic Review. 37 
 38 
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Appendix C 1 
Ordinance No. 5, Series 2012 2 

Planning Commission Recommended Amendments to 3 
Florence City Code Title 10 4 

 5 
Additions are shown in double underline and deletions shown as strike-out.  6 
[Change Directions are shown in Bold, Red within Brackets] 7 

 8 
CHAPTER 1:  ZONING ADMINISTRATION 9 

 10 
10-1-1-4:  APPLICATION 11 
D. Traffic Impact Studies:   12 

1.  Purpose of Traffic Impact Study: The purpose of a Traffic Impact Study is to 13 
determine:  14 

 15 
a. The capacity and safety impacts a particular development will have 16 

on the City’s transportation system: 17 
 18 

b. Whether the development will meet the City’s minimum 19 
transportation standards for roadway capacity and safety; 20 

 21 
c. Mitigating measures necessary to alleviate the capacity and safety 22 

impacts so that minimum transportation standards are met; and 23 
 24 

 d. To implement section 660-012-0045(2)(e) of the State Transportation 25 
Planning Rule. 26 

 27 
2.  Criteria for Warranting a Traffic Impact Study: All traffic impact studies shall 28 

be prepared by a professional engineer in accordance with the 29 
requirements of the road authority. The City shall require a Traffic Impact 30 
Study (TIS) as part of an application for development; a proposed 31 
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, zoning map, or zoning regulations; 32 
a change in use, or a change in access, if any of the following conditions 33 
are met: 34 

 35 
a. A change in zoning or plan amendment designation where there is 36 

an increase in traffic or a change in peak-hour traffic impact. 37 
 38 
b. Any proposed development or land use action that may have 39 

operational or safety concerns along its facility(s), as determined by the 40 
Planning Director in written findings. 41 

 42 
c. The addition of twenty-five (25) or more single family dwellings, or an 43 

intensification or change in land use that is estimated to increase traffic 44 
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volume by 250 Average Daily Trips (ADT) or more, per the ITE Trip 1 
Generation Manual. 2 

 3 
d. A change in land use that may cause an increase in use of adjacent 4 

streets by vehicles exceeding the 20,000 pound gross vehicle weights 5 
by 10 vehicle trips or more per day 6 

. 7 
e. The location of the access driveway does not meet minimum sight 8 

distance requirements, or is located where vehicles entering or leaving 9 
the property are restricted, or such vehicles queue or hesitate on the 10 
State highway, creating a safety hazard. 11 

 12 
f. A change in internal traffic patterns that may cause safety problems, 13 

such as backed up onto a street or greater potential for traffic accidents. 14 
 15 

g. The Planning Director, based on written findings, determines that a 16 
TIS is necessary where traffic safety, street capacity, future planned 17 
facility, or multimodal concerns may be associated with the proposed 18 
development. The City will consider the following criteria when 19 
determining the need for a TIS: 20 

 21 
 i. If there exists any current traffic problems, such as high accident 22 

location, poor roadway alignment, or capacity deficiency that are 23 
likely to be compounded as a result of the proposed development. 24 

 25 
 ii. If it is anticipated the current or projected level of service of the 26 

roadway system in the vicinity of the development will exceed 27 
minimum standards. 28 

 29 
 iii. If it is anticipated that adjacent neighborhoods or other areas will 30 

be adversely impacted by the proposed development. 31 
 32 
h. A road authority with jurisdiction within the City may also require a 33 

TIS under their own regulations and requirements.  34 
 35 
 36 

3.  Traffic Study Requirements: In the event the City determines a TIS is 37 
necessary, the information contained shall be in conformance with FCC 10-38 
35-2-5, Traffic Study Requirements.  39 

 40 
 41 
 The   or other road authority with jurisdiction may require a Traffic Impact Study 42 

(TIS) as part of an application for development, a change in use, or a change in 43 
access in order to determine whether conditions are needed to minimize impacts 44 
to and protect transportation facilities and to implement Section 660-012-0045 (2) 45 
(e) of the State Transportation Planning Rule.  All traffic impact studies shall be 46 
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prepared by a professional engineer in accordance with the requirements of the 1 
road authority.  A TIS shall be required when a land use application involves one 2 
or more of the following actions: 3 

 4 
1. A change in zoning or a plan amendment designation where there is an 5 

increase in traffic or a change in peak-hour traffic impact. 6 
 7 
2. Any proposed development or land use action that may have operational 8 

or safety concerns along its facility(s). 9 
 10 
3. The addition of twenty-five (25) or more single family dwellings, or an 11 

intensification or change in land use that is estimated to increase traffic 12 
volume by 250 Average Daily Trips (ADT) or more, per the ITE Trip 13 
Generation Manual. 14 

 15 
4. A change in land use that may cause an increase in use of adjacent 16 

streets by vehicles exceeding the 20,000 pound gross vehicle weights by 17 
10 vehicles trips or more per day. 18 

 19 
5. The location of the access driveway does not meet minimum sight 20 

distance requirements, or is located where vehicles entering or leaving the 21 
property are restricted, or such vehicles queue or hesitate on the State 22 
highway, creating a safety hazard. 23 

 24 
6. A change in internal traffic patterns that may cause safety problems, such 25 

as backed up onto a street or greater potential for traffic accidents. 26 
(Amended Ord. No. 9, Series 2009) 27 

 28 
10-1-1-5: LAND USE HEARINGS: 29 
B. Notification of Hearing:   30 
 31 
 1. At least twenty (20) days prior to a quasi-judicial hearing, notice of hearing 32 

shall be posted on the subject property and shall be provided to the 33 
applicant and to all owners of record of property within 100 feet of the 34 
subject property, except in the case of hearings for Conditional Use 35 
Permits, Variance, Planned Unit Development and Zone Change, which 36 
notice shall be sent to all owners of record of property within 300 feet of the 37 
subject property. 38 

 39 
a. Notice shall also be provided to the airport as required by ORS 40 

227.175 and FCC 10-21-2-4 and any governmental agency that is 41 
entitled to notice under an intergovernmental agreement with the City 42 
or that is potentially affected by the proposal.  For proposals located 43 
adjacent to a state roadway or where proposals are expected to 44 
have an impact on a state transportation facility, notice of the hearing 45 
shall be sent to the Oregon Department of Transportation. 46 
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 1 
b. For a zone change application with two or more evidentiary hearings, 2 

notice of hearing shall be mailed no less than ten (10) days prior to 3 
the date of the Planning Commission hearing and no less than ten 4 
(10) days prior to the date of the City Council hearing. 5 

 6 
c. For an ordinance that proposes to rezone property, a notice shall be 7 

prepared in conformance with ORS 227.186 and ORS 227.175(8). 8 
 9 
 2. Prior to a quasi-judicial hearing, notice shall be published one (1) time in a 10 

newspaper of general circulation. 11 
 12 
 13 
10-1-1-6: ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 14 
D.   Notice - Information: 15 
   16 
  1.   Administrative Decisions: The City will post a notice on the subject property 17 

and provide Notice of Application to owners of property within 100 feet of 18 
the entire contiguous site for which the application is made.  The list of 19 
property owners will be compiled from the most recent property tax 20 
assessment roll. 21 

 22 
a. Notice shall also be provided to the airport as required by ORS 23 

227.175 and FCC 10-21-2-4 and any governmental agency that is 24 
entitled to notice under an intergovernmental agreement with the City 25 
or that is potentially affected by the proposal.  For proposals located 26 
adjacent to a state roadway or where proposals are expected to 27 
have an impact on a state transportation facility, notice of the 28 
application shall be sent to the Oregon Department of 29 
Transportation.. 30 

   31 
  2.   Property Owner Notice shall: 32 

a. Provide a 14 day period of submission of written comments prior to 33 
the decision; 34 

 35 
b. List applicable criteria for the decision; 36 
 37 
c. Set forth the street address or other easily understood geographical 38 

reference to the subject property; 39 
 40 
d. State the place, date and time that comments are due; 41 
 42 
e. State that copies of all evidence relied upon by the applicant are 43 

available for review at no cost, and that copies can be obtained at a 44 
reasonable cost; 45 

 46 
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f. Include the name and phone number of local government 1 
representative to contact and the telephone number where additional 2 
information may be obtained. 3 

 4 
 5 

CHAPTER 2:  GENERAL ZONING PROVISIONS 6 
 7 
10-2-12: USES AND ACTIVITIES PERMITTED IN ALL ZONES:  The following uses 8 
and activities are permitted in all zones without review unless specifically required 9 
otherwise: 10 
 11 
A. Operation, maintenance, repair or preservation of public roads and highway 12 

facilities, including, but not limited to sewer, water line, electrical power, or 13 
telephone or television cable system; 14 

 15 
B. Operation, maintenance, and repair of existing transportation facilities identified 16 

in the Transportation System Plan, such as bicycle, pedestrian, port, airport and 17 
rail facilities, and major regional pipelines and terminals; 18 

 19 
C. Authorization of construction and the construction of facilities and improvements 20 

identified in the Transportation System Plan or other Public Facilities Plan, where 21 
the improvements are consistent with clear and objective dimensional standards; 22 
and 23 

 24 
D. Changes to the frequency of transit or airport service. 25 
 26 
E. Exceptions:  The following uses and activities require land use approval: 27 
 28 
 1. Reconstruction or modification of an historic building or other historic 29 

structure. 30 
 31 
 2. Development that requires acquisition of additional property other than the 32 

following widening of a public road or highway right-of-way. 33 
 34 
  (a)  Right-of-way identified for acquisition on an official map or that is 35 

consistent with an established special setback. 36 
  37 
  (b)  A minor right-of-way acquisition to permit public road or highway safety 38 

improvement or modernization that complies with Section 10-2-12. 39 
 40 
 3. Temporary location of industrial activities, such as sand and gravel 41 

extraction or processing and asphalt or concrete batch plants in, or adjacent 42 
to, residential development or sensitive resource areas. 43 

 44 
 4. Development or activities involving reconstruction or modernization in a 45 

location identified as environmentally or culturally sensitive, such as 46 
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floodplains, estuarine areas, wetlands, and archeological sites. 1 
 2 
 3 

CHAPTER 3:  OFF-STREET PARKING AND LOADING 4 
 5 

10-3-3:   MINIMUM STANDARDS BY USE: The number of required off-street vehicle 6 
parking spaces shall be determined in accordance with the standards in Table 10-3-1, 7 
or alternatively, through a separate parking demand analysis prepared by the applicant 8 
and approved by the Design Review Board.  Where a use is not specifically listed in this 9 
table, parking requirements are determined by finding that a use is similar to one of 10 
those listed in terms of parking needs, or by estimating parking needs individually using 11 
the demand analysis option described belowabove. 12 
 13 
A.   Parking that counts toward the minimum requirement is parking in garages, 14 

carports, parking lots, bays along driveways, and shared parking.  Parking in 15 
driveways does not count toward required minimum parking.  16 

 17 
B. The minimum number of parking spaces may also be determined through a 18 

parking demand analysis prepared by the applicant and approved by the Design 19 
Review Board/Planning Commission.  This parking demand analysis may include 20 
an acceptable proposal for alternate modes of transportation, including a 21 
description of existing and proposed facilities and assurances that the use of the 22 
alternate modes of transportation will continue to reduce the need for on-site 23 
parking on an on-going basis.  Examples of alternate modes include but are not 24 
limited to: 25 

 26 
1. Transit-related parking reduction.  The number of minimum parking 27 

spaces may be reduced by up to 10% if: 28 
  29 

a. The proposal is located within a ¼ mile of an existing or planned 30 
transit route, and; 31 

 32 
b. Transit-related amenities such as transit stops, pull-outs, shelters, 33 

park-and-ride lots, transit-oriented development, and transit service 34 
on an adjacent street are present or will be provided by the 35 
applicant. 36 

 37 
 38 
10-3-10: BICYCLE PARKING REQUIREMENTS:  All new development that is subject 39 
to Site Design Review, shall provide bicycle parking, in conformance with the standards 40 
and subsections A-H, below. 41 
 42 
A. Minimum Size Space: Bicycle parking shall be on a two (2) feet by six (6) feet 43 

minimum. 44 
 45 
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B. Minimum Required Bicycle Parking Spaces. Short term bicycle parking 1 
spaces shall be provided for all non-residential uses at a ratio of one bicycle 2 
space for every ten vehicle parking spaces. In calculating the number of required 3 
spaces, fractions shall be rounded up to the nearest whole number, with a 4 
minimum of two spaces. 5 

 6 
C. Long Term Parking. Long term bicycle parking requirements are only for new 7 

development of group living and multiple family uses (three or more units). The 8 
long term parking spaces shall be covered and secured and can be met by 9 
providing a bicycle storage room, bicycle lockers, racks, or other secure storage 10 
space inside or outside of the building; Multifamily= 1 per 4 units/ Group Living = 11 
1per 20 bedrooms/ Dormitory = 1 per 8 bedrooms. 12 

 13 
D. Location and Design. Bicycle parking should be no farther from the main 14 

building entrance than the distance to the closest vehicle space other than 15 
handicap parking, or fifty (50) feet, whichever is less and shall be easily 16 
accessible to bicyclists entering the property from the public street or multi-use 17 
path. 18 

 19 
E. Visibility and Security. Bicycle parking for customers and visitors of a use shall 20 

be visible from street sidewalks or building entrances, so that it provides 21 
sufficient security from theft and damage; 22 

 23 
F. Lighting. For security, bicycle parking shall be at least as well lit as vehicle 24 

parking. 25 
 26 
G. Reserved Areas. Areas set aside for bicycle parking shall be clearly marked and 27 

reserved for bicycle parking only. 28 
 29 
H. Hazards. Bicycle parking shall not impede or create a hazard to pedestrians. 30 

Parking areas shall be located so as to not conflict with vision clearance 31 
standards. If bicycle parking cannot be provided safely, the Design Review Board 32 
or Community Development Director may waive or modify the bicycle parking 33 
requirements. 34 

 35 
 36 

CHAPTER 21:  PUBLIC USE AIRPORT ZONE 37 
 38 

10-21-1:  PUBLIC USE AIRPORT ZONE 39 
10-21-1-5: USES PERMITTED OUTRIGHT: The following uses and activities are 40 
permitted outright in the Public Use Airport District. Such uses should be in 41 
conformance with the 1997 Airport PlanFlorence Municipal Airport, Airport Master Plan 42 
Update Final Report, February 2010.  All structures require Design Review approval by 43 
the Planning Commission/Design Review Board, with the exception of aircraft hangars 44 
which may be approved by the Planning Director.  Applicant shall complete FAA Form 45 
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7460 -1 – Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration prior to approval of ground 1 
lease.   2 
 3 
10-21-1-6: Uses Permitted subject to the Acceptance of the Airport Sponsor. The 4 
following uses and activities and their associated facilities and accessory structures are 5 
permitted in the Public Use Airport Zone upon demonstration of acceptance by the 6 
airport sponsor and approval of related structures by the Planning Commission/Design 7 
Review Board.  Applicant shall complete FAA Form 7460 -1 – Notice of Proposed 8 
Construction or Alteration prior to approval of ground lease.   9 
   10 
10-21-1-7: Uses Permitted Under Prescribed Conditions: The following uses and 11 
activities and their associated facilities are permitted in the Public Use Airport Zone 12 
upon approval by the airport sponsor, the Oregon Department of Aviation and the City 13 
of Florence Design Review Board. Such uses shall be compatible with the 14 
2000/2020Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan, the 1997 Airport 15 
PlanFlorence Municipal Airport, Airport Master Plan Update Final Report, February 16 
2010, FCC Title 10, Chapter 6 – Design Review, and shall not create a safety hazard or 17 
otherwise limit approved airport uses.  Applicant shall complete FAA Form 7460 -1 – 18 
Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration and it shall have been reviewed by the 19 
Oregon Department of Aviation and the Federal Aviation Administration prior to 20 
approval of ground lease. 21 
 22 
10-21-2:  PUBLIC USE AIRPORT SAFETY AND COMPATIBILITY OVERLAY ZONE 23 
10-21-2-2:  DEFINITIONS 24 
AIRPORT IMAGINARY SURFACES. Imaginary areas in space and on the ground that 25 
are established in relation to the airport and its runways. Imaginary areas are defined by 26 
the primary surface, runway protection zone, approach surface, horizontal surface, 27 
conical surface and transitional surface, and are delineated in Federal Air Regulations 28 
(FAR) Part 77 shown in Florence Municipal Airport, Airport Master Plan Update Final 29 
Report, February 2010 and summarized in Figures 4-4 and 4-5 of that Plan Drawing 2 – 30 
Airspace of the Florence Municipal Airport Layout Plan Report, dated October 1997, 31 
which map shall remain on file in the Florence Community DevelopmentPlanning 32 
Department. 33 
 34 
10-21-2-3: IMAGINARY SURFACE AND NOISE IMPACT BOUNDARY 35 
DELINEATION: The airport elevation, the airport noise impact boundary, and the 36 
location and dimensions of the runway, primary surface, runway protection zone, 37 
approach surface, horizontal surface, conical surface and transitional surface are 38 
delineated in the 1997 Florence Municipal Airport Layout Plan Report Florence 39 
Municipal Airport, Airport Master Plan Update Final Report, February 2010 and shall be 40 
made part of the Official Zoning Map. All lands, waters and airspace, or portions thereof, 41 
that are located within these boundaries or surfaces shall be subject to the requirements 42 
of this overlay zone. 43 
 44 
 45 
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10-21-2-4: NOTICE OF LAND USE AND PERMIT APPLICATIONS WITHIN OVERLAY 1 
ZONE AREA:  Except as otherwise provided herein, written notice of applications for 2 
land use orf limited land use decisions, including comprehensive plan or zoning 3 
amendments, in an area within this overlay zone, shall be provided to the airport 4 
sponsor and the Department of Aviation in the same manner as notice is provided to 5 
property owners entitled by law to written notice of land use or limited land use 6 
applications. 7 
 8 
10-21-2-6: PROCEDURES: An applicant seeking a land use or limited land use 9 
approval in an area within this overlay zone shall provide the following information in 10 
addition to any other information required in the permit application: 11 
 12 
A. A map or drawing showing the location of the property in relation to the airport 13 
imaginary surfaces. The Planning Department shall provide the applicant with 14 
appropriate base maps upon which to locate the property. 15 
 16 
B. Elevation profiles and a site plan, both drawn to scale, including the location and 17 
height of all existing and proposed structures, measured in feet above mean sea level. 18 
 19 
C. If a height variance is requested, letters of support from the airport sponsor the 20 
Department of Aviation and the FAA. 21 
 22 
D. Applicant must file FAA form 7460-1 to the FAA and Department of Aviation and 23 
provide the City with the written “Determination of No Hazard”.  24 
 25 
10-21-2-7: LAND USE COMPATIBILITY REQUIREMENTS: Applications for zone 26 
changes and land use or building permits for properties within the boundaries of this 27 
overlay zone shall comply with the requirements of ORS 836 and this chapter as 28 
provided herein.  Building permits shall also be required to conform the requirements of 29 
this chapter. 30 
 31 
A. Noise.  The Noise Contour Map for the Florence Municipal Airport is included in 32 
the 1997 Florence Municipal Airport Layout Plan Report – Land Use Drawing 3 Florence 33 
Municipal Airport, Airport Master Plan Update Final Report, February 2010 – Figure 8-1:  34 
Noise Contours, which is incorporated herein, and which shall remain on file in the 35 
Florence Community Development Department. Within the airport noise impact 36 
boundaries, land uses shall be established consistent with the levels identified in OAR 37 
660, Division 13, Exhibit 5. A declaration of anticipated noise levels shall be attached to 38 
any subdivision or partition approval or other land use approval or building permit 39 
affecting land within airport noise impact boundaries.  In areas where the noise level is 40 
anticipated to be at or above 55 DNL, prior to issuance of a building permit for 41 
construction of a noise sensitive land use (real property normally used for sleeping or as 42 
a school, church, hospital, public library or similar use), the permit applicant shall be 43 
required to demonstrate that a noise abatement strategy will be incorporated into the 44 
building design that will achieve an indoor noise level equal to or less than 55 DNL. 45 
 46 
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H. FAA Form 7460-1.  Prior to Design Review approval, applicant shall consult with 1 
the FAA Seattle Airports District Office to determine if completion of FAA Form 7460-1 – 2 
Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration is required.  If so, it shall be completed 3 
and reviewed by the Oregon Department of Aviation and the Federal Aviation 4 
Administration prior to approval of ground leases and issuance of building permits. 5 
 6 
 7 

CHAPTER 35:  ACCESS AND CIRCULATION 8 
 9 
10-35-2: VEHICULAR ACCESS AND CIRCULATION 10 
 11 
10-35-2-5:  Traffic Study Requirements.  The City may require a traffic study 12 
prepared by an Oregon registered professional engineer with transportation expertise to 13 
determine access, circulation, and other transportation requirements in conformance 14 
with FCC 10-1-1-4-D, Traffic Impact Studiesy. 15 
 16 
 17 
A. The Traffic Impact Study shall: 18 
 19 

1. Evaluate all streets where direct access is proposed, including proposed 20 
access points, nearby intersections, and impacted intersections with the 21 
state highway system. 22 

 23 
2. Utilize the analysis procedures of the Highway Capacity Manual, latest 24 

edition. 25 
 26 
3. Document compliance with Florence City Code, the goals and policies of 27 

the Transportation System Plan, and any other applicable standards. 28 
 29 
4. Be coordinated with other affected jurisdictions and agencies such as 30 

Lane County, the Port of Siuslaw, and the Oregon Department of 31 
Transportation. 32 

 33 
5. Identify mitigation measures that resolve the identified traffic safety 34 

problems, address the anticipated impacts from the proposed land use, 35 
and meet the city’s adopted Level-of-Service standards.  The study shall 36 
also propose funding for the proposed mitigation measures. 37 

 38 
B. The applicant shall consult with City staff to determine the content and level of 39 

analysis that must be included in the TIS.  A pre-application conference is 40 
encouraged. 41 

 42 
C. Conditions of Approval:  The City may deny, approve, or approve a development 43 

proposal with appropriate conditions needed to meet operations and safety 44 
standards and provide the necessary right-of-way and improvements to develop 45 
the future planned transportation system.  Conditions of approval should be 46 
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evaluated as part of the land division and site development reviews, and may 1 
include but are not limited to: 2 

 3 
1. Crossover or reciprocal easement agreements for all adjoining parcels to 4 

facilitate future access between parcels. 5 
 6 
2. Access adjustments, where proposed access points do not meet the 7 

designated access spacing standards and/or have the ability to align with 8 
opposing access driveways. 9 

 10 
3. Right-of-way dedications for future improvements. 11 
 12 
4. Street improvements. 13 

 14 
 5. Turn restrictions such as “right in right out”. 15 
 16 
10-35-2-7: Intersection Separation; Backing onto Public Streets. New and modified 17 
accesses shall conform to the following standards: 18 
 19 
C.  Access to and from off-street parking areas shall be designed to prevent backing 20 
onto a public street, except that single-family and duplex dwellings are exempt. Existing 21 
non-conforming accesses and parking lots shall be brought into conformance, as 22 
practical, when expanded or redeveloped.  23 
 24 
10-35-2-8:  Access Standards.  New development shall gain access primarily from 25 
local streets.  Access onto arterials and collectors shall be evaluated based on access 26 
options, street classifications and the effects of new access on the function, operation 27 
and safety of surrounding streets and intersections and possible lower level street 28 
alternatives.  Where such access to higher level street classification is necessary, 29 
shared driveways may be required in conformance with FCC 10-35.  If vehicle access 30 
off a lower-level street is possible, then the City may prohibit access ot the higher-level 31 
street. 32 
 33 
[Move the existing 10-36-2-19:  Access Standards from Chapter 36 to this Chapter 34 
as 10-35-2-8 and renumber remaining paragraphs in this section.] 35 
 36 
10-35-3: PEDESTRIAN ACCESS AND CIRCULATION: All new development shall be 37 
required to install sidewalks along the street frontage, unless the City has a planned 38 
street improvement, which would require a non-remonstrance agreement. 39 
 40 
10-35-3-1:  Sidewalk Requirements. 41 
 42 
A. Requirements:  Sidewalks shall be newly constructed or brought up to current 43 

standards concurrently with development under any of the following conditions: 44 
 45 

1. Upon any new development of property. 46 
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 1 
2. Upon any redevelopment of property that expands the building square 2 

footage by 25% or more. 3 
 4 
3. Upon any change of use that requires more than five additional parking 5 

spaces. 6 
 7 

B. Exceptions:  The Public Works Director may issue a permit and certificate 8 
allowing noncompliance with the provisions of subsection (A) of this section and 9 
obtain instead a non-remonstrance agreement for future improvements when, in 10 
the Public Works Director’s determination, the construction of a sidewalk is 11 
impractical for one or more of the following reasons: 12 

1. Sidewalk grades have not and cannot be established for the property in 13 
question within a reasonable period of time. 14 

2. Future installation of public utilities or street paving would, of necessity, 15 
cause severe damage to existing sidewalks. 16 

3. Topography or contours make the construction of a sidewalk impractical. 17 

4. Physical improvements are present along the existing street that prevents 18 
a reasonable installation within the right-of-way or adjacent property. 19 

5. If the proposed development is in a residential zoning district and there 20 
are no sidewalks within 400 linear feet; and 21 

C. Appeals:  If the owner, builder or contractor considers any of the requirements 22 
impractical for any reason, s/he may appeal the decision to the Planning 23 
Commission. 24 

D.  Timing:  Sidewalks shall be constructed and approved by the Public Works 25 
Department prior to final inspection for the associated building permit.  No 26 
certificate of occupancy may be issued until the required sidewalks are 27 
constructed or financially secured. 28 

10-35-4:  TRANSIT FACILITIES:  Proposed uses other than single-family residences 29 
and duplexes must provide for transit riders by providing developmental improvements 30 
to accommodate current or planned transit stops pursuant to the following: 31 

A. If proposed uses are located on a site within ¼ mile of an existing or planned 32 
transit stop, the proposed pedestrian circulation system must demonstrate a safe 33 
and direct pedestrian route from building entrances to the transit stop or to a 34 
public right-of-way that provides access to the transit stop. 35 
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B. Proposed development must accommodate on site any existing or planned 1 
transit facility, if identified in the Community Transit Plan, through one or more of 2 
the following: 3 

 1. Provide a transit passenger landing pad accessible to disabled persons. 4 

2. Provide an easement or dedication of land to accommodate passenger 5 
seating or shelter if requested by the transit provider. 6 

 3. Provide lighting at the transit facility. 7 

 8 
CHAPTER 36:  PUBLIC FACILITIES 9 

 10 
10-36-2:  STREET STANDARDS 11 
10-36-2-5: Minimum Rights-of-Way and Street Sections.  Street rights-of-way and 12 
improvements shall be consistent with the Transportation System Plan and standards 13 
specified in Title 8 Chapter 2. 14 
 15 
A. Street right-of-way and pavement widths shall be based on the following cross 16 

section standards.  See individual zoning chapters for additional requirements 17 
regarding sidewalk width (for sidewalks wider than the standard 5 feet). 18 

 19 
 [Insert cross sections for the various functional classifications of streets 20 

from Technical Memo #8] 21 
 22 
B. Modifications to the street standards identified in section A, above, may be made 23 

pursuant to Title 11 Chapter 7.  Considerations based on the existing conditions 24 
along with the following factors would be reviewed as part of determining a 25 
hardship or meeting the purpose of Title 11: 26 
1. Street classification in the Transportation System Plan 27 
2. Anticipated traffic generation 28 
3. On-street parking needs 29 
4. Pedestrian and bicycle requirements based on anticipated level of use 30 
5. Requirements for placement of utilities 31 
6. Street lighting 32 
7. Minimize drainage, slope, and sensitive lands impacts 33 
8. Street tree location, when provided 34 
9. Protection of significant vegetation, as provided for in Chapter 34 35 
10. Safety and comfort for motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians 36 
11. Street furnishings (e.g., benches, lighting, bus shelters, etc.), when 37 

provided 38 
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12. Access needs for emergency vehicles 1 
13. Transition between different street widths (i.e., existing streets and new 2 

streets). 3 
14. Driveway Off-sets 4 
15. Curve Radii 5 
16. Queuing Factors 6 

 7 
BC. Partial street improvements may be accepted only in the case of a collector or 8 

arterial street and only when requiring a full-width street improvement can not be 9 
justified based on the proportionate impact of the development on the 10 
transportation system. Where a less than full street is allowed, the minimum total 11 
paved width shall provide for two travel lanes, and for bicycle lanes if warranted. 12 

 13 
10-36-2-10: Block Length and Block Perimeter. In order to promote efficient 14 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation throughout the city, subdivisions and site 15 
developments of more than two (2) acres shall be served by a connecting network of 16 
public streets and/or accessways, in accordance with the following standards (minimum 17 
and maximum distances between two streets or a street and its nearest accessway): 18 
 19 
A. Residential Districts: Minimum of 100-foot block length and maximum 1,2600-foot 20 

length; maximum 3,01400-foot block perimeter 21 

B. Old Town and Main Street Districts: Block lengths shall be consistent with the 22 
existing town plat, as of June 2009. 23 

C. General Commercial, North Commercial and Highway Commercial Districts: 24 
Minimum of 100-foot block length and maximum 600-foot length; maximum 25 
1,400-foot block perimeter 26 

D. Not applicable to the Industrial Districts 27 

 28 
10-36-2-16: Sidewalks, Planter Strips, Bicycle Lanes. Sidewalks, planter strips, and 29 
bicycle lanes shall be installed in conformance with applicable provisions of the 30 
Florence Transportation System Plan, Comprehensive Plan, adopted street plans, City 31 
of Florence Standards and Specifications and the following standards: 32 
 33 
A. Sidewalks may be placed adjacent to the street or at the property line with 34 

planter strips where practicable, or as otherwise directed by the Public Works 35 
Director. 36 

C. In areas with high pedestrian volumes, the City may approve a minimum 12-foot 37 
wide sidewalk area, curb tight, with street trees in tree wells and / or landscape 38 
planters. 39 

D. Bicycle lanes shall be a minimum of 6 feet in width and be constructed on all 40 
newly constructed arterial and collector streets as well as all arterial and and all 41 
collector streets that are widened to provide additional vehicular capacity, s as 42 
indicated in the TSP, unless otherwise designated. 43 
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E. Sidewalks shall be provided on both sides of the street for all arterial and collector streets. 1 
Sidewalks shall be provided on at least one side of the street for local streets. Exceptions may be 2 
granted if the City determines that hillsides, drainage facilities, ditches, waters of the state, or 3 
natural landscapes are to be preserved, then sidewalk on one side or a mult-use path may be 4 
approved.  Sidewalks are not required on T-courts (hammer-head). 5 

 6 

F. In no instance shall a planter strip be wider than 7-feet at the intersection. This 7 
may require the sidewalk to taper from the property line alignment to within 7-feet 8 
of the curb. 9 

G. Where practical, sidewalks shall be allowed to meander around existing trees if in 10 
conformance with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act. 11 

H. Maintenance of sidewalks and planter strips in the right-of-way is the continuing 12 
obligation of the adjacent property owner. 13 

 14 
10-36-2-19:  Access Standards.  New development shall gain access primarily from 15 
local streets.  Access onto arterials and collectors shall be evaluated based on access 16 
options, street classifications and the effects of new access on the function, operation 17 
and safety of surrounding streets and intersections.  Where such access to a higher 18 
level street classification is necessary, shared driveways may be required in 19 
conformance with FCC 10-35.  If vehicle access off a lower-level street is possible, then 20 
the City may prohibit access to the higher-level street. 21 
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Appendix D 1 
Ordinance No. 5, Series 2012 2 

Community Transit Plan Amendments 3 
 4 

Additions are shown in double underline and deletions shown as strike-out.  5 
[Change Directions are shown in Bold, Red within Brackets] 6 
 7 
 [Amend the Florence Community Transit Plan as follows:] 8 
 9 
The following Goals come from Chapter Six of the Community Transit Plan. 10 
 11 
Mission 12 
Provide safe, reliable and cost effective transit services that meet the widest possible 13 
range of community needs. 14 
 15 
Foundation Goals 16 
1. Provide transit service that meets the widest possible range of community needs 17 

within funding constraints. 18 
o Establish a visible and accessible transit service open to the general public that 19 

also targets the needs of people who are older or have disabilities; 20 
o Provide for vehicle accessibility; full ADA compliance 21 
o Maintain Develop and implement an advertising and marketing program to inform 22 

Florence residents of transit availability. 23 
 24 
2. Do not displace existing transportation services that are efficient and effective. 25 
 26 
3. Meet existing and future transit demand; expand transit service over time to meet 27 

increasing needs. 28 
 29 
4. Respond to and modify service as necessary to effectively meet the needs of 30 

seniors and the disabled. 31 
 32 
5. Provide effective service to the general public in Florence and surrounding 33 

communities. 34 
 35 
6. Maintain a high level of customer service and good rider and community relations. 36 
 37 
7. Provide stable and consistent operation and service within a local transit 38 

environment. 39 
 40 
8. Maximize service efficiency while maintaining standards for safety and reliability 41 

o Provide reliable service:  good availability, short wait times. 42 
o Provide safe service:  low/no vehicular accidents, no passenger loading 43 

accidents. 44 
 45 
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9. Manage and provide local transit services in an efficient and cost-effective way. 1 
o Maintain current levels of public funding (at a minimum). 2 
o Adhere to an operations plan realistic to existing community resources. 3 
o Minimize operating costs:  (costs per mile, costs per passenger). 4 
o Maintain vehicles for safety and reliability. 5 
o Provide for a productive transit service:  (passengers per vehicle mile). 6 
o Minimize subsidy requirements:  (fares and agency fees) 7 
o Balance costs and revenues:  (avoid significant cost overruns) 8 
o Pursue a financing strategy to take advantage of state and federal funding 9 

opportunities. 10 
10. Plan for short-term (1 year) and the long term (ten years). 11 
 12 
11. Design a transit system to be attractive to future riders. 13 
 14 
12. Address seasonal transportation needs. 15 
 16 
Short-Term Goals 17 
Establish general public service by July 1, 2000 (to meet FTA Section 5311 funding 18 

requirements). 19 
Explore shuttle opportunities targeting (shopping) trips from existing voucher program 20 

(shopper shuttles). 21 
Provide a combination bus-taxi system; establish a limited Dial-A-Ride service. 22 
Provide a service to general public (workers) in combination with trips from voucher 23 

program. 24 
Pursue (former) F.A.C.T. vehicle available in Eugene. 25 
[These goals no longer apply with the Rhody Express in operation.] 26 
 27 
Long-Term Goals 28 
1. Develop a combination service:  comprehensive deviated route or fixed route 29 

service, and Taxi or Dial-A-Ride Service (door-to-door).At a minimum, continue the 30 
current fixed-route bus service (with limited deviations) that provides hourly service 31 
between 10 am and 6 pm five days a week. 32 

2. Continue to meet ADA requirements for complementary paratransit by providing 33 
Dial-A-Ride Service (door to door). 34 

3. Maintain current schedule as ridership increases by minimizing diversions onto 35 
private property such as shopping centers and creating designated bus stops 36 
(instead of allowing flag stops). 37 

6.4. As resources are available, expand Rhody Express service to include Saturday 38 
service first, then expanded morning hours (starting earlier in the day). 39 

7.5. In the longer term future and in response to growth, obtain a second bus in order 40 
to expand the service area and provide more frequent service. 41 
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8.6. Develop a Transit Center as part of service delivery system (transit hub or 1 
dispatch center).Establish major transit stops at Fred Meyer, Safeway/Dunes Village 2 
Shopping Center, Peace Harbor Hospital, and City Hall (Old Town and transfer point 3 
to Porter Stage) that include a paved ADA-compliant landing pad, a shelter, and 4 
lighting. 5 

7. Conduct periodic transit surveys to determine ridership preferences in order to make 6 
route adjustments and prioritize locations for landing pads and bus shelters. 7 

8. Develop an Old Town summer tourist shuttle system; explore the use of trolleys. 8 

9. Pursue a public transit service connection to Eugene, (fill inter-city gaps not 9 
served by Porter Stage Lines and Greyhound Bus Lines).  [moved part of policy to 10 
bullet below] 11 

10. Work collaboratively with other entities to Eestablish regional transit connections 12 
north to the northYachats to complete the coastal link., south, and east of Florence. 13 

12. Determine feasibility of forming an independent transportation district, or establishing 14 
a local-based subsidiary of Lane Transit District.  15 

11. Meet the City’s long-term economic development goals (by serving tourists and 16 
the visiting population). 17 

12. Provide transportation services for conferences at the Florence Events Center. 18 

13. Provide for after-hours and/or evening transit service. 19 

[Add the Transit Plan from the Transportation System Plan.] 20 
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