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Section 1.0 
Introduction 

The Baker County Transportation System Plan (TSP) addresses the County's anticipated 
transportation needs through the year 2025. It has been prepared to meet state and federal 
regulations that require urban areas to conduct long-range planning. Specifically, the TSP was 
developed in compliance with requirements of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21" Century 
(TEA-21), Statewide Planning Goal 12, the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR - Oregon 
Administrative Rule (OAR) Chapter 660, Division 12), and Oregon Highway Plan (1999). The 
long-range planning is intended to serve as a guide for Baker County in managing their existing 
transportation facilities and developing future transportation facilities. 

1.1. REQUIREMENTS 

The TEA-21, Statewide Planning Goal 12, the Transportation Planning Rule, and Oregon 
Highway Plan (OHP) requirements guiding the development of the Baker County TSP are 
discussed below. 

TEA-21 is federal legislation that was passed in 1998. It specifies requirements for statewide 
and metropolitan area planning. Although TEA-21 does not specify requirements for areas less 
than a population of 50,000, it is still relevant to Baker County's TSP planning since it defmes 
how federal aid is dispersed for highway and transit projects. The planning requirements under 
TEA-21 parallel the requirements under the TPR. 

1.1.2. Goal 12 

Oregon adopted 19 Statewide Planning Goals in the mid-1970s. These goals were to be 
implemented in each local jurisdiction's comprehensive plan. Goal 12 of the statewide planning 
goals related to transportation. The intent of Goal 12 is to "provide and encourage a safe, 
convenient, and economic transportation system." It provides the following guidelines in 
creating a transportation element of a local jurisdiction's comprehensive plan: 

"A transportation plan shall (1) consider all modes of transportation including mass transit, 
air, water, pipeline, rail, highway, bicycle and pedestrians; (2) be based upon an inventory of 
local, regional and state transportation needs; (3) consider the differences in social 
consequences that would result from utilizing differing combinations of transportation 
modes; (4) avoid principal reliance upon any one mode of transportation; (5) minimize 
adverse social, economic and environmental impacts and costs; (6) conserve energy; (7) meet 
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the needs of the transportation disadvantaged by improving transportation services; (8) 
facilitate the flow of goods and services so as to strengthen the local and regional economy; 
and (9) conform to local and regional comprehensive land use plans." 

1.1.3. Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) 

The Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) was developed by the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT). It 
was adopted originally in April 1991 to implement Goal 12 of the Statewide Planning Goals. 

The TPR requires that cities, counties, Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), and state 
agencies prepare and adopt transportation system plans. A transportation system plan is defined 
in the TPR as: "a plan for one or more transportation facilities that are planned, developed, 
operated and maintained in a coordinated manner to supply continuity of movement between 
modes, and within and between geographic and jurisdictional areas." The TPR encourages 
multi-modal transportation systems to reduce the dependence on auto traffic. 

The transportation system plan elements produced included the following: 

Street system plan for a network of arterials, collectors, and local streets 
Bicycle and pedestrian plan and integrate with the parks planidream trails map 
Public transportation plan 
Air, rail, water, and gas pipeline plan 
Policies and land use regulations for implementing the TSP 
Transportation system and demand management plan 
Transportation financing plan 

1.1.4. Oregon Highway Plan (1999) 

The 1999 Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) was adopted by the Oregon Transportation Commission 
on March 18, 1999. It applies the general directives specified in the 1992 Oregon Transportation 
Plan. The general directives of the 1992 Oregon Transportation Plan called for a transportation 
system marked by modal balance, efficiency, accessibility, environmental responsibility, 
connectivity among places, connectivity among modes and carriers, safety, and financial stability. 
The 1999 OHP applies the 1992 Oregon Transportation Plan general directives by emphasizing 
on: 

Efficient management of the system to increase safety, preserve the system and extend its 
capacity; 
Increased partnerships, particularly with regional and local governments; 
Lmks between land use and transportation; 
Access management; 
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Links with other transportation modes; and 
Environmental and scenic resources 

There are several policies within the 1999 OHP that local jurisdictions are required to be 
consistent with in their transportation system plans. Specifically, the OHP states: 

"Local and regional jurisdictions must be consistent with Policies lA, State Highway 
Classification System; lB, Land Use and Transportation; lC, State Highway Freight System; 
ID, Scenic Byways; IF, Highway Mobility Standards; lG, Major Investments; 2G, Rail and 
Highway Compatibility; 3A-E, Access Management; 4A, Efficiency of Freight Movement; 
4D, Transportation and Demand Management; and the Investment Policy in their local and 
regional plans when planning for state highway facilities within their jurisdiction." 

On January 14,2004 the Oregon Transportation Commission approved amendments to Policy 1B 
of the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan. Policy lB, the land use and transportation policy of the 
Highway Plan, furthers the goal of efficient management by w o r h g  with local governments to 
coordinate land use and transportation planning. The amended policy clarifies the process and 
requirements for highway segment designations. 

Since the original adoption of the Oregon Highway Plan, other amendments have also been 
made. These amendments include: 

99-01: Highway Reclassification (9 November 1999) 
00-02: Exvresswav Classification (1 1 May 2000) 
00-03: ~xbresswai ~lassifications'and ~echnicil  Corrections (7 June 2000) 
00-04: Alternate Mobility Standards for Rogue Valley MPO and Metro (13 December 
2000) 
01-05: Expressway Classifications (1 1 April 2001) 
01-06: Conditional Designation of STAs and Designation of UBAs (9 August 2001) 
02-07: Jurisdictional Transfers (November 2002) 
03-08: Bypass Policy (16 April 2003) 
03-09: Amendment of Appendix E: National Highway System Intermodal Connectors (18 
June 2003) 
04-1 1 : Highway Segment Designations (1 4 January 2004) 
04-14: Highway Segment Designation Maps (14 January 2004) 
04-12: Technical Corrections to the Oregon Highway Plan (2 July 2004) 
04-13: Technical Corrections to the Oregon Highway Plan (20 December 2004) 

1.1.5. Other State Plans 

In addition to those specific requirements described above, coordination with other specific state 
plans is also required. These plans include: 
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Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, ODOT, Junel4,1995 
Oregon Rail Plan, ODOT, November 8,2001 
Oregon's Mobility Needs, Final Report, June 1999 
1997 Oregon Public Transportation Plan, ODOT 
Freight Moves the Oregon Economy, ODOT, July 1999 

1.2. PLANNING AREA 

The Baker County Transportation System Plan covers the unincorporated areas of Baker County 
and the Cities of Haines, Halfway, Huntington, Richland, Sumpter, Greenhom, Unity and Baker 
City. The planning area for the Baker County TSP is shown on Figures 1-la and lb. Roadways 
included in the Transportation System Plan fall under several jurisdictions: the individual cities, 
Baker County, the State of Oregon, the U.S. Forest Service, and the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management. 

Baker County is located in northeast Oregon. It is 3,085 square miles (1,974,400 acres) in area. 
The county had a 1997 population of 16,500. Baker City is the county seat and the largest city in 
the county, with 60 percent of the County's population. The County has approximately 187 
miles of paved roads, and 495 miles of gravel roads, and 2278 miles of dirt roads (Baker County 
Road Department, 2005). 

Haines, Halfway, Huntington, Richland, Sumpter, Greenhom, and Unity are the other 
incorporated cities in Baker County, and combined, have 10 percent of the population. The 
county is bordered by Union and Wallowa Counties to the north, the Snake River and State of 
Idaho to the east, Malheur County to the south, and Grant County to the west. Approximately 50 
percent of Baker County is federally managed lands. The elevation at Baker City is 3,449 feet 
and several mountains in the County reach elevations over 9,000 feet. The topography includes 
the Blue Mountain and Eagle Cap Mountain ranges, the Pine Valley and access to Hells Canyon 
National Recreation Area, and is described as "high mountain desert" as the area only receives 
about ten inches of precipitation, including 26 inches of snow per year. 

The principal routes through the county are Interstate 84, US Highways 26 and 30, and State 
Highways 7 and 86. 1-84 runs northwest to southeast, bisecting the county. Haines and 
Huntington access Baker City via US 30 and 1-84. Halfway and Richland access Baker City by 
the east-west running State Highway 86. Sumpter accesses Baker City by east-west running 
State Highway 7. Unity lies along the east-west running US Highway 26. 

Historically, the county relied heavily upon the forestry products, mining, agriculture, and cattle 
ranching industries for its economic prosperity. Baker County's economy is still dominated by 
agriculture, wood products, tourism and mining, but diversification into wholesale and retail 
trade, and services is stabilizing its economy. Baker County also offers a variety of outdoor 
recreation opportunities including the Anthony Lakes Mountain Ski Resort, the 58-mile long 
Brownlee Reservoir, bird watching, hunting, and exploration of the mountain ranges lying within 
and around the County. 
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ROADWAY NAME LEGEND 
(666) Beaver Creek Loop (Co. Rd. 666) 
(678) Sutton Creek Loop (Co. Rd 678) 
(686) Jmbs Road (Co. Rd 686) 
(712) Gene Hmin Road(&. Rd. 712) 
(748) "C" SchafSner CreekLane (Co. Rd. 748) 
(753) Sulton Creek Road (Co. Rd 753) 
(755) West Sutton CreekRoad(Co. Rd. 755) 
(775) Miles Bridge Road (Co. Rd. 775) 
(781) Jury Road (Co. Rd 781) 
(783) Lower Powder Road (Co. R6 783) 
(805) Erwin Road (Co. Rd 805) 
(841) Giikison Mill Road (Co. Rd 841) 
(850) Kealing Grange Lane (Co. Rd. 850) 
(851) Hack Road (Co. Rd. 851) 
(853) Middle Bridge Loop (Co. Rd. 853) 
(859) Ban@ Road (Co. Rd 859) 
(880) R i m  Loop (Co. Rd 880) 
(894) Fred Bowman Lane (Co. Rd894) 
(895) Duby Road (Co. Rd 895) 

1 LEGEND 
Baker County Transportation System Plan 

P State Highway Major Collector 
Principal Arterial Minor Collector 

NOTTO SCALE Minor Arterial County Road - 
Figure l a  

Study Area Map 



'\, Bidwell Spurns 
(Ca. Rd. 501) 

__--- 
Rd 
Rd. 1141) 

(Co. Rd. 972) 
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f LEGEND ROADWAY NAME LEGEND 
state Highway Major Collector (632) Mansfield Lane ( ~ o .  ~d 632) (1019) btes H~II Lane (CO. ~d 1019) 

(927) McFadden Lane (Co. Rd 927) (1 127) BlaokRoad (Co. Rd 1127) 
Principal Arterial Minor Collector (960) Steele Hill ~ o a d  ( a .  ~d 960) ( I  143) Stevens ~ o a d  (CO. ~d 1143) 

(961) Holbrook CreekRoad (Co. Rd 961) (1 147) Governor Lane (Co. Rd 1147) 
NOT TO SCALE Minor Arterial County Road ---- (962) ~01bro0k  reek spur ( ~ o .  RL 962) 

11013) Bowman TmelCn Rd 10131 

Figure l b  
Study Area Map 



1.3. PLANNING PROCESS 

The transportation system plan (TSP) was developed through a series of technical exercises and 
input from the public, citizen advisory committee, and technical advisory committee. The key 
elements of the process to develop the TSP are listed below. 

Define goals and objectives 
Review of existing plans and policies 
Solicit public involvement and input 
Conduct an existing inventory and condition analysis 
Project future traffic volumes 
Defme deficiencies and needs 
Develop transportation improvement projects for all modes 
Define transportation facility standards and requirements 
Develop recommended policies and ordinances 
Develop modal plans for each mode of transportation 
Develop a finance plan 

1.3.1. Define Transportation Policies and Implementing Strategies 

Transportation policies and implementing strategies were developed based on input from Baker 
County staff and requirements of the TPR. The transportation policies and implementing 
strategies were used later to guide the development of transportation system plan, to make 
decisions regarding various transportation improvement projects, developing new standards and 
requirements, and to provide a direction for making transportation-related decisions for the 
county. 

1.3.2. Review of Existing Plans and Policies 

To begin the transportation planning process, all applicable Baker County transportation and land 
use plans and policies were reviewed. The purpose of this review was to develop an 
understanding of how Baker County was managing its transportation infrastructure. Also, the 
plan and policy review also defmed where the county is compliant and deficient in meeting the 
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) requirements. Where deficiencies exist in meeting the TPR 
requirements, recommendations will be made that would comply with the TPR requirements. 

1.3.3. Solicit Public Involvement and Input 

Community involvement is an integral component in the development of a TSP for the County 
and incorporated cities of Baker County. Since each of the communities needed to address 
similar transportation and land use issues, a public involvement program involving all the 
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jurisdictions was used. Several different techniques were utilized to involve each local 
jurisdiction, ODOT, and the general public. 

A transportation advisory committee (TAC) provided guidance on technical issues and direction 
regarding policy issues to the consultant team. Staff members, planning commissioners, a county 
commissioner, local stakeholders, and ODOT served on this committee. This group met three 
times during the course of the project. 

The second part of the community involvement effort consisted of a public open house, a series 
community meetings at the cities of Baker County, two joint Planning CommissiodCounty 
Board of Commissioners workshops, a Planning Commission public hearing, and a Board of 
Commissioners public hearing. The public was notified of the public meetings through public 
announcements in the local newspapers and on the local radio stations. 

1.3.4 Conduct an Existing Inventory and Condition Analysis 

The purpose of the existing inventory and conditions analysis was to catalog all the existing 
transportation facilities and services to determine its operating condition. This information 
provides the baseline kom which the plan can be developed. 

1.3.5. Define Deficiencies and Needs 

Based on the existing inventory and conditions analysis, a transportation deficiencies list was 
developed. The inventory and existing conditions analysis forms the technical basis for the 
deficiencies list. 

The future transportation deficiencies were identified from the future traffic projections to the 
year 2025. The traffic forecast was used to calculate level of service and volume-to -capacity 
(dc) ratios. Based on these results, the locations of future traffic deficiencies were identified. 
The combination of existing and future deficiencies defines the need to develop improvement 
alternatives. 

1.3.6. Develop Transportation Improvements 

Based on the deficiencies and needs list, a transportation improvement plan was developed with 
alternatives. These improvements and alternatives were developed in conjunction with 
attempting to meet the transportation policies and strategies. Based on an evaluation process, a 
preferred alternative was selected and individual improvements were prioritized into high, 
medium, and low priorities. 
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1.3.7. Define Transportation Facility Standards and Requirements 

Transportation facility standards were developed to guide Baker County in managing its 
roadways as well as a guideline in developing new infrastructure. These standards include access 
management requirements, road standards for a variety of street classifications, sidewalk width 
standard, bicycle facility standards, bicycle parking requirements, access-way requirements, 
internal pedestrian connection requirements, and block and street spacing requirements. The 
various standards will be documented in the relevant modal plans. 

1.3.8. Develop Recommended Policies and Ordinances 

The development of the transportation system within Baker County requires that policies in the 
Comprehensive Plan support its implementation. Also requirements adopted by ordinance(s) are 
necessary for transportation facilities to develop with new development. This section evaluates 
the existing policies, standards, and requirements and makes recommendations to enhance 
policies, standards, and requirements that would support the further development of the 
transportation system within Baker County. 

1.3.9. Develop a Modal Plan for Each Mode of Transportation 

Modal plans for each mode of transportation within Baker County were developed. The modal 
plans were developed fkom all of the sections described above. The intent of each modal plan 
was to develop improvement projects that meet the 2025 year need, establish and update 
standards and requirements complying with the Transportation Planning Rule, and creating and 
updating comprehensive plan policies that guide the development of the transportation system 
within Baker County. 

1.3.10. Develop a Finance Plan 

A finance plan was developed to identify a strategy to fund all of the transportation improvement 
projects developed. The finance plan starts with existing transportation funding levels. The 
existing revenues were then compared with the costs of the proposed improvements. Based on a 
revenue shortfall for funding future projects, a series of funding options was discussed and a 
strategy proposed. 

1.4. OTHER PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 

Environmental conditions have a potentially significant impact to the development of new 
transportation infrastructure. TPR requirement OAR 660-012-0035 (3) (c) states that "the 
transportation system shall minimize adverse economic, social, environmental and energy 
consequences." In the development of transportation improvements, a cursory look at 
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environmental impacts was conducted from existing sources and known environmental issues by 
Baker County staff. The goal in the cursory environmental analysis was to minimize 
environmental impacts by any proposed transportation improvement. 

Another consideration in the development of transportation improvement projects was to be 
consistent and support the transportation policies and implementing strategies to guide the 
development of the alternative proposals. 
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. . SECTION 2.0 

TRANSPORTATION GOALS AND POLICIES 



Section 2.0 
Transportation Goals and Policies 

This section establishes broad policy objectives that provide the context to make transportation 
investment decisions and to develop the existing and future transportation system within the 
unincorporated areas of Baker County. 

2.1. GOAL 1 - MOBILITY 

It is the goal of Baker County to provide a multi-modal transportation system that 
maximizes the mobility of Baker County residents and businesses. 

The policies to be used to implement Goal 1 -Mobility are as follows: 

1.1. Establish a transportation system that can accommodate a wide variety of travel 
modes and minimizes the reliance on any one single mode of travel. 

1.2. Properly plan transportation infrastructure to meet the level of service set for each 
type of facility. 

1.3. Maintain a level of service standard of LOS D or better for signalized 
intersections and a level of service of LOS E at unsignalized intersections if the 
intersection does not meet the most current Manual of Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices (MUTCD) signal warrants. If the intersection meets signal warrants, then 
the level of service standard for the unsignalized intersection shall be LOS D. At 
least two MUTCD signal warrants shall be met prior to consideration of 
signalization. A traffic study shall be conducted to analyze the potential 
installation of a signal that includes average daily traffic counts by hour on all 
intersection approaches, a signal warrant analysis based on the most recent 
MUTCD, and any other factors identified by a traffic engineer deemed as a factor 
for signalization such as poor sight distance, vehicle travel speed, and intersection 
geometric conditions. 

For Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) facilities, Baker County shall 
defer to ODOT mobility standards described in the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan. 
Section 4, Existing Conditions and Deficiencies, describes the relevant ODOT 
mobility standards within the Baker County planning area. 

1.4. Develop a local road plan to preserve future rights-of-way for future roads and to 
maintain adequate local and regional circulation in a manner consistent with 
Baker County's existing road system. 
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Require developments to construct their accesses consistent with the local road 
plan. 

Develop an access management standard for the local arterial system and direct 
commercial development access to local roads wherever possible. 

Encourage development to occur near existing community centers where services 
are presently available to minimize the need for expanding services and to more 
efficiently utilize existing resources. 

Identify local traffic problems and recommend solutions. 

Review and revise, if necessary, road cross section standards for local, collector, 
and arterial roads to enhance safety and mobility. 

Develop and adhere to a capital improvement program implementing the 
improvement recommendations of the TSP as funding is identified. 

AU roads should be constructed to meet the minimum standard to accommodate 
adequate emergency vehicle access. 

2.2. GOAL 2 - EFFICIENCY 

It is the goal of Baker County to create and maintain a multi-modal transportation system 
with the greatest efficiency of movement possible for Baker County residents and 
businesses in terms of travel time, travel distance, and eff~cient management of the 
transportation system. 

The policies to be used to implement Goal 2- Efficiency are as follows: 

Develop Baker County's transportation system with alternative parallel comdors 
to reduce reliance on any one comdor and improve local access through a local 
road plan that preserves future rights-of-way for future roads that develops Baker 
County's local road system. 

Plan and improve routes to facilitate the movement of goods and services. 

Manage Baker County's resources to improve the transportation system through 
an up-to-date Capital Improvement Program (CIP) reflecting the transportation 
needs of the county. 
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2.3. GOAL3-SAFETY ' 

It is the goal of Baker County to maintain and improve transportation system safety. 

The policies to be used to implement Goal 3 - Safety are as follows: 

Examine the need for speed reduction in specific areas such as adjacent to local 
schools. 

Ensure that the multi-modal transportation system within Baker County is 
structurally and operationally safe. 

Periodically review crash records in an effort to systematically identify and 
remedy unsafe intersection and roadway locations. 

Develop a traffic calming program to implement in areas with vehicle speeding 
issues. 

Ensure adequate access for emergency services vehicles throughout Baker 
County's transportation system. 

2.4. GOAL 4 - EQUITY 

It is the goal of Baker County to ensure the cost of transportation infrastructure and 
services are borne by those who benefit from them. 

The policies to be used to implement Goal 4 - Equity are as follows: 

System Development Charges (SDCs) may be considered and it should accurately 
reflect a nexus between the traffic impact of development and the fees assessed to 
the development. 

Baker County shall seek equitable funding mechanisms to maintain transportation 
infrastructure and services to an acceptable level. 

Developments shall be responsible for mitigating their direct traffic impacts. 
These impacts shall be determined through a traffic study requirement to the 
developer. 

Developments that desire to have "private roads and maintenance" shall still be 
required to construct the road system in accordance with Baker County road 
standards established for county and public roads. 
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Road districts may be created to bring existing private roads into Baker County's 
road system as long as those private roads directly connect to a county owned 
road. Prior to Baker County taking any private road over, the road district must 
bring the private road up to current Baker County standards. Only after the 
private road meets the current Baker County road standard may Baker County 
assume jurisdiction and ownership of the private road. The decision whether to 
bring a road into county jurisdiction is solely based on the Board of 
Commissioners. 

For private roads not within a road district and directly connecting to a county 
owned road, Baker County will assist private property owners in creating a local 
improvement district (LID) to improve the private roadway to current Baker 
County standards. 

2.5. GOAL 5 - ENVIRONMENTAL 

It is the goal of Baker County to l i t  and mitigate adverse environmental impacts 
associated with traffic and transportatiou system development. 

The policies to be used to implement Goal 5 -Environmental are as follows: 

5.1. Transportation project related environmental impacts shall be identified at the 
earliest opportunity to ensure compliance with all federal and state environmental 
standards. 

5.2. Transportation project environmental impacts shall be mitigated to state and 
federal standards as appropriate. 

2.6. GOAL 6 - ALTERNATIVE MODES OF TRANSPORTATION 

Increase the use of alternative modes of transportatiou (walking, bicycling, 
rideshare/carpooling, and transit) through improved access, safety, and service. 
Increasing the use of alternative transportatiou modes includes maximizing the level of 
access to all social, work, and welfare resources for the transportation disadvantaged. 
Baker County seeks for its transportation disadvantaged citizens the creation of a 
customer-oriented regionally coordinated public transit system that is efficient, effective, 
and founded on present and future needs. 

The policies to be used to implement Goal 6 - Alternative Modes of Transportation are as 
follows: 

6.1. Develop a countywide pedestrian and bicycle plan. 
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Promote alternative modes and ridesharelcarpool programs through community 
awareness and education. 

Coordinate with regional transit service efforts. 

Seek Transportation and Growth Management (TGM) and other funding for 
projects evaluating and improving the environment for alternative modes of 
transportation. 

Seek improvements of mass transit services to Baker County. 

Transportation Disadvantaged 

a. Continue to support programs for the transportation disadvantaged where such 
programs are needed and are economically feasible. 

b. Increase all citizens' transportation choices. 

c. Identify and retain community identity and autonomy. 

d. Create a customer-oriented focus in the provision of transportation services. 

e. Hold any regional system accountable for levels and quality of service. 

f. Enhance public transportation sustainability. 

g. Promote regional planning of transportation services. 

h. Use innovative technology to maximize efficiency of operation, planning, and 
administration of public transportation. 

i. Promote both inter-community and intra-community transportation services 
for the transportation disadvantaged. 

2.7. GOAL 7 - MAINTAIN MULTI-JURISDICTION COORDINATION 

Maintain coordination between the Baker County and the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT). 

The policies to be used to implement Goal 7 -Maintain Multi-Jurisdictional Coordination are as 
follows: 

7.1. Cooperate with ODOT in the implementation of the Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP). 
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Encourage improvement of state highways. 

Work with ODOT in establishing cooperative road improvement programs and 
schedules. 
Work to establish the right-of-way needed for new roads identified in the TSP. 

Take advantage of federal and state highway funding programs. 

Baker County shall maintain an urban growth boundary (UGB) management 
agreement with the cities contained within it. This agreement is the basis to 
manage facilities outside the city limits but within the UGB. 

Jurisdictional transfers between Baker County and the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) shall be conducted through a management agreement 
between the two agencies. The conditions of a jurisdictional transfer of facilities 
shall be negotiated on a case by case basis. 

Baker County shall coordinate with all of the cities within it the development and 
update of its transportation system plan (TSP). Baker County shall also 
coordinate with the cities contained within it the development of the cities' TSPs. 
Consistency between Baker County's and all of the cities' TSPs shall be sought. 

For Oregon Department of Transportation facilities, Baker County shall defer to 
ODOT access management standards described in Division 51 andlor the most 
recent ODOT adopted access management standards and regulations. 

2.8. GOAL 8 - ROADWAY FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION 

It is the goal of Baker County to properly plan and maintain its transportation system 
based on a roadway functional classification system. The road and access standards are 
based on this roadway functional classification system. 

The policies to be used to implement Goal 8 -Roadway Functional Classification are as follows: 

8.1. The transportation system plan (TSP) shall classify roadways throughout Baker 
County's transportation system. Both an arterial and local road classification shall 
be identified in the TSP. 

8.2. The road and access standards shall employ the roadway functional classification 
system. 

8.3. The roadway functional classification system represents a continuum in which 
through traffic increases and access provisions decrease in the higher 
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classification categories. The road and access standards shall reflect this 
principal. 

2.9. GOAL 9 - TRANSPORTATION FINANCING 

It is the goal of Baker County to seek adequate financial revenues to fund its Capital 
Improvement Program and maintenance needs. 

The policies to be used to implement Goal 9 - Transportation Financing are as follows: 

9.1. Baker County shall aggressively seek state and federal funding for relevant 
transportation projects. 

9.2. Baker County shall proactively seek new local and regional funding sources for its 
Capital Improvement Program. 

2.10. GOAL 10 - PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE TRAFFIC 

It is the goal of Baker County to develop a county-wide network of safe, convenient and 
attractive bicycle and pedestrian facilities that will link state, county and city systems and enable 
people in rural residential areas to access and destination within 5 miles of their homes by bike or 
foot. This goal will focus on the following objectives: 

Integrate bicycle and pedestrian facility planning and development into all 
transportation planning, design, construction and maintenance activities of ODOT, 
Baker County, and the County's seven incorporated cities. 

Provide and maintain a network of safe and convenient pedestrian and bicycle access 
within the county where appropriate taking into account future development. 

Promote bicycle and walking as safe and convenient forms of transportation for all 
ages and all trip types by promoting bicycle and pedestrian safety education and 
enforcement programs. 

Increase bicycling and walking in higher populated areas of the county to encourage 
increased trips by bike or foot. 

The policies to be used to implement Goal 10 -Pedestrian and Bicycle Traffic are as follows: 

10.1. Give priority to bicycle and pedestrian routes along road and street networks over 
multi-use paths (separate bikeways) to provide safe, direct and convenient 
facilities. 
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10.2. Reserve separated bicycle and pedestrian access would be enhanced and where 
street connections do not exist or are inappropriate. The Leo Adler Parkway 
along the Powder River in Baker City is an example of an excellent location for a 
multi-use path. Connect new residential streets with existing street networks in 
order to provide more direct and convenient routes for automobiles, pedestrian 
and bicycle travel. 

10.3. Integrate bicycle and pedestrian elements of the Transportation Planning Rule and 
Goal 12 into local projects. 

10.4. Insure that projects integrate bicycle and pedestrian needs into local projects. 

10.5. Appoint a Bicycle Coordinator and perpetual Bicycle Advisory Committee to 
coordinate the efforts of planning, public works, enforcement, and promotional 
activities as described in this Plan, and to be responsible for monitoring the 
continuing achievements of the Plan. 

10.6. Develop dependable funding sources and actively seek additional sources. 

10.7. Provide bicycle facilities along arterial and major collectors where appropriate 
taking into account future development in urban areas. 

10.8. Improving access and mobility for commuter and recreational bicyclists and 
pedestrians of all ages by removing hazards or barriers. 

10.9. Designating and developing bikeways that connect transportation hubs, 
neighborhoods, schools, commercial, industrial, and recreation centers. 

10.10. Provide internal pedestrian circulation in new office parks and commercial 
developments. 

10.1 1. Provide bicycle-parking facilities as part of new commercial, industrial and 
institutional developments. 

10.12. Provide convenient and secure bicycle parking and commuter facilities at 
destinations. 

10.13. Utilize State Highway Funds set aside by ORS 336.514 to construct, maintain and 
operate bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

10.14. Adopt design standards and policies that provide safe, convenient and functional 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities to encourage bicycling and walking. 

10.15. Provide uniform signing and marking for bike and pedestrian facilities. 
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10.16. Identify and adopt management practices for bikeway maintenance and 
preservation, in a generally smooth, clean, and safe condition. 

10.17. Build bicycle safety education programs to improve bicycle skills, observance of 
traffic laws, and promote overall safety for bicycle and pedestrians of all ages. 

10.18. Monitor and analyze bicycle accident data to formulate ways to improve bicycle 
safety. 

10.19. Encourage bike and pedestrian traffic through speed and vehicle reduction, where 
appropriate. 

10.20. Collect and analyze data annually and use the data to focus efforts on increasing 
bicycle usage and improving the system' safety and efficiency. 

10.21. Establish benchmarks to measure progress. 

2.11. GOAL 11 -REFINEMENT STUDIES 

Refinement studies to the Baker County Transportation System Plan shall be conducted as 
needed to further develop improvement projects and to speciFIcally study discrete areas 
with issues needing to be resolved. These refinement studies shall be amendments to the 
Baker County Transportation System Plan and shall supersede the contents of the TSP. 
An example of a refinement study is the 1-84 Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP). 
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Section 3.0 
Existing Inventory 

3.1. INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Baker County Transportation System Plan describes the existing transportation 
inventory in unincorporated Baker County. The section reviews past plans and studies and 
inventories the existing transportation conditions. This information will be used as a foundation for 
identifymg short-term transportation improvement needs and developing and evaluating longer-term 
transportation system alternatives. 

3.2. STUDY AREA 

Baker County is located in northeast Oregon. It is bordered by Union County and Wallowa County 
to the north, Idaho State to the east, Malheur County and Grant County to the south, and Grant 
County to the west. The planning area for the Baker County Transportation System Plan is the 
unincorporated area within Baker County. This area is defined by Figures 3-la and 3-lb. Baker 
County has the following seven incorporated city within its boundaries: 

Baker City 
Haines 
Halfway 
Richland 
Sumpter 
Huntington 
Unity 
Greenhorn 

3.3. ROAD CLASSIFICATION 

3.3.1 Road Classification System 

The roadway functional classifications were obtained from ODOT's Oregon Transportation Map for 
Baker County. This map is typically coordinated between the State of Oregon and Baker County to 
coordinate classifications of roadways between jurisdictions. The map was last updated in 2002 and 
reflects current coordinated roadway classification efforts between ODOT and Baker County. This 
roadway functional classification is shown in Figures 3-la and 3-lb. 
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See Next Figure for Details n 
/ * 

ROADWAY NAME LEGEND 
(666) Beaver Creek Loop (Co. Rd 666) 
(678) Sutton Creek Loop (Co. Rd 678) 
(686) Jacobs Road(Co. Rd 686) 
(712) Gene Harsin Road (Co. Rd 712) 
(748) "C" SchSner C r e e k b e  (Co. Rd 748) 
(753) Sunon Creek Road (Co. Rd. 753) 
(755) West Sunon CreekRoad (Co. Rd 755) 
(775) Miles Bridge Road (Co. Rd. 775) 
(781) Jury Road(C0. Rd 781) 
(783) Lower Powder Road (Co. Rd 783) 
(805) Envin Road (Co. Rd 805) 
(841) Gilkison Mill Road (Co. Rd 841) 
(850) Keating Grange Lane (Co. Rd 850) 
(851) Hack Road (Co. Rd 851) 
(853) Middle Bridge Lwp (Co. Rd 853) 
(859) Banta Road (Co. Rd 859) 
(880) RiRer Loop (Co. Rd 880) 
(894) Fred Bowman Lane (Co. Rd 894) 
(895) Duby Road (Co. R d  895) 

LEGEND 
Baker Countv Trans~ortation Svstem Plan 

f State Highway Major Collector 
Principal Arterial Minor Collector a 

NOT TO SCALE Minor Arterial County Road ---- 

Figure 3-la 
Study Area Map and 

Existing Roadway Classification 



Snahe River Rd (Co. Rd 972) 

sass Rd / 
(Co. Rd. 990) 
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6 LEGEND ROADWAY NAME LEGEND 
state Highway Major Collector (632) Mansfield Lane ( ~ o  ~d 632) (1019) !Me9 m Lane(Co ~d 1019) 

(927) McFadden Lane (Co Rd 927) (1 127) Blank Road (Co. Rd 1127) 
Figure 3-lb 

Principal Arterial Minor Collector (960) Stale m1 R O U ~ ( C ~ .  ~d 960) (1 143) Stevens R O ~  ( ~ o  ~d 1143) 
(961) Holbrook Creek Road(Co Rd 961) (1 147) Govmm Lane (Co Rd 1147) 

NOTTO SCALE 
Study Area Map and 

Minor Arterial County Road --m--IJIYiZII (962) H O I ~ I W ~  creek spur ( ~ o  ~d 962) 
(1013) Bowerman Lane (CO ~d 1013) Existing Roadway Classification 



The existing roadway functional classification system is made up of the following five 
classifications: 

principal arterial, 
minor arterial, 
rural major collector, 
rural minor collector, and 
local road. 

Of these five roadway functional classifications, all of them exist in the Baker County study area. 

Typically, a principal/minor arterial is designated as a road which canies the highest volume of 
traffic within the county. It is primarily intended to provide access across the county rather than 
provide access to abutting properties. A collector road typically provides access between arterials, to 
abutting properties, and fiom neighborhoods onto arterials. A local road is intended to solely serve 
abutting properties. There a three basic types of local roads within Baker County. They are a county 
maintained road, a public use road not maintained by the county, and a private road or easement. 

3.3.2. State Facilities 

State highways traversing through Baker County creates the backbone of Baker County's road 
system. The following twelve state highways exist within Baker County: 

1-84 - Old Oregon Trail, Oregon Highway Number 6 
US 26 - John Day Highway, Oregon Highway Number 66 
Oregon 7 - Whitney Highway, Oregon Highway Number 71 
OR 86 - Baker-Copperfield Highway, Oregon Highway Number 12 
Halfway Spur, Oregon Highway Number 12 
US 30 - La Grande-Baker Highway, Oregon Highway Number 66 
US 30 - Huntington Highway, Oregon Highway Number 6 
OR 203 -Medical Springs, Oregon Highway Number 340 
OR 245 - Dooley Mountain Highway, Oregon Highway Number 41 5 
Halfway-Cornucopia Highway, Oregon Highway Number 413 
Pine Creek Highway, Oregon Highway Number 414 
Sumpter Highway, Oregon Highway Number 41 0 

The 1999 Oregon Highway plan' defines a state highway classification system in Policy 1A. The 
categories of highways defined in Policy 1A are summarized and defined below. 

Interstate Highways (NHS) provide connections to major cities, regions of the state, and other 
states. A secondary function in urban area is to provide connections for regional trips within 
the metropolitan area. The Interstate Highways are major freight routes and their objective is 

' 1999 Oregon Highway Plan, Oregon Department of Transportation, March 1999, pages 37 and 38. 
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to provide mobility. The management objective is to provide for safe and efficient high- 
speed continuous-flow operation in urban and rural areas. 

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 objectives 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. 

Regional Highways typically provide connections and links to regional centers, Statewide or 
Interstate Highways, or economic or activity centers of regional significance. The 
management objective is to provide safe and efficient, high-speed, continuous-flow operation 
in rural areas and moderate to high-speed operations in urban and urbanizing areas. A 
secondary function is to serve land uses in the vicinity of these highways. Inside STAs, local 
access is also a priority. Inside Urban Business Areas, mobility is balanced with local access. 

District Highways are facilities of county-wide significance and function largely as county 
and city arterials or collectors. They provide connections and links between small urbanized 
areas, rural centers and urban hubs, and also serve local access and traffic. The management 
objective is to provide for safe and efficient, moderate to high-speed continuous-flow 
operation in rural areas reflecting the surrounding environment and moderate to low-speed 
operation in urban and urbanizing areas for traffic flow and for pedestrian and bicycle 
movements. Inside STAs, local access is a priority. Inside Urban Business Areas, mobility is 
balanced with local access. 

Local Interest Roads function as local roads or arterials and serve little or no purpose for 
through traffic mobility. Some are ii-ontage roads; some are not eligible for federal funding. 
Currently, these roads are District Highways or unclassified and will be identified through a 
process delineated according to Policy 2C. The management objective is to provide for safe 
and efficient, low to moderate speed traffic flow and for pedestrian and bicycle movements. 
Inside STAs, local access is a priority. ODOT will seek opportunities to transfer these roads 
to local jurisdictions. 

1-84 - Old Oregon Trail 

Interstate Highway 84 (Old Oregon Trail) is an Interstate Highway. The Old Oregon Trail portion of 
1-84 begins at the Columbia River Highway terminus in Morrow County winding through Baker City 
and Ontario before terminating at the OregodIdaho border. Interstate 84 is the main east-west 
highway through eastern Oregon and Baker County although the highway follows a primarily 
northwest to southeast alignment through the county. Throughout Baker County, Interstate 84 
operates as a four-lane freeway with two travel lanes in each direction. The posted speed is 55 mph 
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for trucks and 65 mph for other passenger vehicles. The route traverses higher elevation areas 
between Nelson Point (MP 330.5) and Durbin Creek (MP 347.7) which are comprised of numerous 
curves and moderate grade changes resulting in truck speed reductions to 50 mph. Roadway 
shoulders on the left side of the highway in each travel direction are generally four to six feet wide 
and paved. Roadway shoulders on the right side of the highway in each travel direction are generally 
eight to ten feet wide and paved. Shoulders on both sides maintain their width crossing most 
bridges. 

Within the county, 1-84 traverses open pasture lands, mountain passes at elevations of nearly 4,000 
feet and expansive plains. The highway's east and west travel lanes are generally separated by a 40 
to 60-foot grass median throughout expansive terrain areas and are barrier separated as the highway 
comes together to wind through mountainous areas. The overall roadway terrain is generally flat. 

US 26 - John Day Highway 

US Highway 26 (John Day Highway) is a Statewide Highway which traverses east-west through the 
southwest portion of Baker County. As a Statewide Highway, US 26 serves across-state travel between 
Ontario and'portland and the coast. The highway winds through diverse and generally rolling terrain 
from west to east characterized by dense forest areas in Wallowa-Whitman National Forest, open 
pastures, winding mountainous passes, and vast plateaus, thick with low growing brush. The highway 
operates as a two-lane roadway throughout Baker County with a posted speed of 55 mph throughout 
rural areas decreasing to 35 mph through the City of Unity. The route is comprised of numerous 
curves and moderate grade changes resulting in localized rural speed reductions ranging fiom 35 to 
45 mph. Although the highway traverses moderate grade changes in both directions, there are no 
passing lanes along the highway within Baker County. The highway is primarily striped for no passing; 
however there are intermittent shoulder vehicle pullouts in both directions. There are roadway 
shoulders on both sides of the highway that are typically four to six feet wide and comprised of gravel. 

Oregon 7 - Whitney Highway 

OR Highway 7 (whltney Highway) extends east-west through the western-central portion of Baker 
County. It is a Regional Highway and is also designated a scenic byway. This highway, in conjunction 
with US 26 provides the connection between Baker City and John Day. Much of the traffic using this 
highway is comprised of recreational, hunting, and tourist traffic. The lnghway is also used as a freight 
route for timber and timber related products to access the rail head. Crossing the Grant County line, the 
highway is fiamed by the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest as it winds through a nearly four mile 
decent fiom the Tipton Summit. The highway primarily alternates between dense forest areas and open 
farm lands and is primarily characterized by rolling terrain. The highway operates as a two-lane 
roadway throughout Baker County with a posted speed of 55 mph throughout rural areas decreasing to 
25 mph within Baker City. The route is comprised of numerous curves and moderate grade changes 
resulting in localized rural speed reductions ranging from 35 to 45 mph. Although the highway 
traverses moderate grade changes in both directions, there are no passing lanes along the highway 
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within Baker County. The highway is primarily striped for no passing; however there are intermittent 
shoulder vehicle pullouts in both directions. There are roadway shoulders on both sides of the highway 
that are typically four to eight feet wide and partially paved. Most of the highway shoulders appear 
adequate for bicycle use with intermittent sections that are too narrow or unpaved to adequately support 
safe bicycle use. 

OR 86 - Baker-Copperfied Highway and Halfwy Spur 

OR Highway 86 (Baker-Copperfield Highway) runs east-west through the central portion of Baker 
County. It is a District Highway and is also designated a scenic byway. The highway serves Hell's 
Canyon National Recreation Area, and the Oregon Trail Interpretive Center is located on the highway 
near Baker City. In conjunction with Forest Service Loop Road #39, this highway forms a popular 
tourist route to the City of Joseph. Terrain along the highway generally varies between expansive 
pastures, rolling hills, and steep mountains. The highway operates primarily as a two-lane roadway 
throughout rural sections of Baker County expanding to five lanes within Baker City. The posted speed 
in rural areas is 55 rnph decreasing to 25 rnph through urban areas. The route is comprised of 
numerous curves and moderate grade changes resulting in localized rural speed reductions ranging 
from 35 to 45 mph. There is one passing lane for eastbound traffic located at MF' 29. The highway is 
primarily striped for no passing; however there are intermittent shoulder vehicle pullouts in both 
directions. There are roadway shoulders on both sides of the highway that range fiom two to ten feet 
wide that are comprised of partial paving and gravel. 

The Halfway Spur connects OR Highway 86 with the town of Halfway. It is also a District Highway. 
The spur transitions fiom flat rural farmland near OR Highway 86 to the urban core of Halfway. The 
spur operates as a two-lane roadway with a posted speed of 55 rnph in rural areas decreasing to 20 rnph 
within Halfway. The spur is bordered by sidewalks throughout most the Halfway city limits. 

US 30 -La Grande-Baker Highway 

US Highway 30 (LaGrande-Baker Highway) is a District Highway which extends north-south through 
the north-central portion of Baker County. Prior to construction of 1-84, this highway was the primary 
route between Baker City and La Grande. Today, this highway primarily serves fadranch and 
tourismhecreation uses. It also serves the City of Haines, with was bypassed by 1-84. The highway 
primarily traverses flat rural farm lands transitioning through intermittent rolling terrain. The highway 
has a two-lane roadway throughout rural sections of Baker County with a posted speed of 55 rnph 
decreasing to 25 rnph through urban areas including Baker City where the roadway includes as many as 
five lanes. The route is primarily straight and flat providing good sight distance and is striped to 
allow vehicle passing along much of the highway. The highway does not have any passing lanes 
within rural Baker County but does have intermittent vehicle shoulder pull-outs. There are roadway 
shoulders on both sides of the highway that are typically two to eight feet wide and partially paved. 
Intermittent sections of the highway are adequate to support bicycle use. 
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US 30 -Huntington Highway 

US Highway 30 (Huntington Highway) is a District Highway and extends north-south through 
southeast Baker County. Prior to construction of 1-84, this highway was the primary route between 
Baker City and Ontario. Today, this highway primarily serves traffic to and from the City of 
Huntington, which was bypassed by 1-84, The highway traverses primarily rolling mountain areas 
leading to the City of Huntington transitioning into primarily open farm lands leading away from 
Huntington. The highway has a two-lane roadway throughout Baker County with a posted speed of 55 
rnph throughout rural areas decreasing to 30 rnph through the City of Huntington. The route is 
comprised of some curves resulting in localized rural speed reductions ranging from 35 to 40 rnph 
and transitions between rolling and flat terrain. There are no passing lanes along the highway within 
Baker County. There are roadway shoulders on both sides of the highway that are typically four to six 
feet wide and comprised of gravel. 

OR 203 -Medical Springs 

OR Highway 203 (Medical Springs Highway) is a District Highway which extends north-south through 
the north-central portion of Baker County. Crossing the Union County line, the highway winds through 
expansive rolling prairies before connecting to 1-84 near Baker City. The highway has a two-lane 
roadway throughout Baker County with a posted speed of 55 rnph throughout the county. The route is 
comprised of numerous curves and moderate grade changes resulting in localized nval speed 
reductions ranging from 30 to 40 mph. There is only one passing lane located at MP 29 for eastbound 
traffic. Due to the physical topography, much of the roadway is striped for no passing and shoulder 
vehicle pullouts are limited in both directions. There are roadway shoulders on both sides of the 
hghway that are typically four to six feet wide and partially paved, which could support bicycle use. 
Intermittent sections of the highway have limited two-foot shoulders precluding safe bicycle use. 

OR 245 - Dooley Mountain Highway 

OR Highway 245 (Dooley Mountain Highway) is located in the southwest to south-central portion of 
Baker County. The highway is a District Highway and connects US Highway 26 (John Day Highway) 
and OR Highway 7 m t n e y  Highway). Beginning at the OR Highway 26 connection, the highway 
extends through open grazing lands characterized as rolling terrain. Drivers are reminded of the rural 
farm nature of the area reflected in the number of cattle crossing signs lining the highway. Near 
milepost 18.0 where the highway crosses Indian Creek, the highway transitions to mountainous terrain 
leading to and from the Dooley Mountain Summit (elevation 5,392 feet). This tree-lined segment of 
the highway, whch winds through the Wallowa Whitman National Forest, is characterized by frequent 
curves, localized speed reductions between 25 and 45 mph, and moderate grades. The highway has a 
two-lane roadway throughout Baker County with a posted speed of 55 rnph throughout the county. 
There are no passing lanes along the highway within Baker County. Due to the physical topography, 
much of the roadway is striped for no passing and shoulder vehicle pullouts are limited in both 
directions. There are roadway shoulders on both sides of the highway that are typically four to six feet 
wide and comprised of gravel. Shoulder treatments are not designed for bicycle use. 
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Halfiay-Cornucopia Highway 

The Halfway-Cornucopia Highway is a District Highway and extends north-south through northeast 
Baker County connecting the rural community of Cornucopia and the City of Halfway which is an 
historic mining community. It serves recreational, tourist, and logging uses. Beginning in Cornucopia, 
inside the Wallowa Whitman National Forest, the highway operates as a narrow one-lane, two-way, 
unimproved dWgrave1 roadway. This nearly six-mile unpaved section of the highway is framed by 
fairly dense forest lands as it winds through mountainous terrain. This section of highway has no 
posted speed, but roadway conditions and constricting terrain likely limit safe vehicle operations to 20 
rnph or less. Near milepost six, the highway transitions to a paved roadway and transitions from 
primarily forested area to more open f m  lands. The highway is abutted by intermittent rural 
residential development. The paved highway section operates as a two-lane roadway with a posted 
speed of 55 rnph throughout rural areas decreasing to 20 rnph through the City of Halfway. The route 
is comprised of numerous curves and moderate grade changes resulting in localized rural speed 
reductions ranging to 40 mph. Within the City of Halfway, the highway serves as the main street and 
the center of development. Although the highway traverses moderate grade changes in both directions, 
there are no passing lanes along the highway within Baker County, Much of the paved highway is 
striped for no passing; however there are intermittent shoulder vehicle pullouts in both directions. 
There ate roadway shoulders on both sides of the highway that are typically four to six feet wide and 
comprised of gravel. 

Pine Creek Highway 

The nearly one-mile Pine Creek Highway runs east-west through the northeast portion of Baker County 
from the intersection of the Halfway-Cornucopia Highway and Halfway Spur within the City of 
Halfway to the OR Highway 86 junction located less than one-mile east. It is a District Highway. The 
highway is straight, flat, and is striped to allow vehicle passing. The highway has a two-lane roadway 
with a posted speed of 55 rnph throughout rural areas decreasing to 25 rnph through the City of 
Halfway. There are roadway shoulders on both sides of the highway that are typically two to six feet 
wide and comprised of gravel. 

Sumpter Highway 

The Sumpter Highway extends north-south through the west-central portion of Baker County 
connecting the city of Sumpter with OR Highway 7 (Whitney Highway). It is a District Highway 
and is a designated scenic byway. Located within the Wallowa Whitman National Forest area, the 
nearly four mile highway is framed by forest. The highway operates as a two-lane roadway with a 
posted speed of 55 rnph throughout rural areas decreasing from 45 to 25 rnph through the City of 
Sumpter. Throughout the City of Sumpter, the highway serves as the community's main street and 
center of retail development as well as the primary access route to Sumpter Valley Dredge State Park 
and the Sumpter Valley Railroad Restoration (a narrow-gauge recreational railroad). Outside the City 
of Sumpter, the short highway covers generally rolling terrain and is comprised of numerous curves 
and moderate grade changes resulting in pavement striping that limits vehicle passing. There are no 
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passing lanes along the highway. There are roadway shoulders on both sides of the highway that are 
typically four to six feet wide and comprised of gravel. Throughout the City of Surnpter, shoulders 
increase to 10 to 15 feet wide accommodating on-street parking. 

3.3.3. Non-Bighway Principal and Minor Arterials 

There are no non-highway principal or minor arterials in Baker County. 

3.3.4. Major Rural and Minor Rural Non-Highway Collectors 

The remainder of Baker County's non-highway arterial system is made up of major rural and minor 
rural collectors. The rural major collectors within Baker County are listed below: 

Anthony Lakes Highway (County Road 1146) 
Haines Cemetery Lane (County Road 692) 
South Rock Creek Lane (County Road 552) 
Pocahontas Road (County Road 1 124) 
Old Wingville Road (County Road 696) 
Wingville Lane (County Road 1122) 
West Campbell Loop (County Road 709) 
Coffey Lane (County Road 690) 
Slough Road (County Road 737) 
Chandler Lane (County Road 702) 
Lindley Road (County Road 740) 
Sunnyslope Road (County Road 75 1) 
Granite Hill Highway (County Road 520) 
Bridgeport Lane (County Road 1 123) 
Burnt kve r  Canyon Lane (County Road 875) 
Keating Cutoff (County Road 833) 
Old Highway 30 (County Road 539) 
Miles Bridge Road (County Road 775) 
Sparta Lane (County Road 852) 
Sawmill Cutoff Lane (County Road 1129) 
Pine Creek Road 
Fish Lake Road (County Road 1009) 
North Pine Creek Road 
Robinette Road (County Road 979) 
Snake River Road (County Road 994) 
New Bridge Road (County Road 1140) 

The roadway characteristics of the non-highway minor arterials are summarized in Appendix A. 
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The minor rural collectors within Baker County are listed below: 

Foothill Road (County Road 1144) 
Muddy Creek Lane (County Road 1139) 
Pole Line Lane (County Road 698) 
Cracker Creek Road (County Road 553) 
Greenhorn Road (County Road 503) 
Black Mountain Road (County Road 669) 
Water Gulch Road (County Road 669) 
Rice Road (County Road 575) 
South Burnt River Lane (County Road 600) 

0 East Camp Creek Road 
Clarks Creek Road (County Road 1121) 
Malheur Reservoir Road (County Road 769) 
Bridgeport Lane from Burnt River Road to Pioneer Lane (County Road 1123) 
Ebell Creek Road (County Road 81 1) 
Banta Road (County Road 859) 
Keating Grange Lane (County Road 850) 
Mother Lode Road (County Road 847) 
East Eagle Road (County Road 891) 
Eagle Creek Road (County Road 969) 
Clear Creek Road (County Road 999) 
Lone Fir Road (County Road 1 132) 
Idaho Power Road 
Manning Creek Road (County Road 910) 
Shirttail Creek Road (County Road 9 19) 
Mormon Basin Lane (County Road 1 100) 

0 Rye Valley Lane (County Road 1 1 19) 
Malheur Line Lane (County Road 922) 

The roadway characteristics of the non-highway collectors are summarized in Appendix A. 

3.3.5. US Forest Service Roads 

The US Forest Service currently has jurisdiction over hundreds of miles of roads in Baker County. 
Most of them are located in the Malheur and Wallow-Whitman National Forests and are made of 
gravel. The primary function of these roads is to provide access for logging tmcks and recreational 
vehicles to all the different parts of the forest lands. 

The Forest Service is not a public road agency; therefore, responsibilities and liabilities are not the 
same as those of the county and the state. Road closures in some areas may be imminent with 
continuing reductions in federal budgets. Priority routes are determined by recreational and 
commercial uses. 
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Maintenance Levels 

The Forest Service utilizes five different maintenance levels which are operational and objective in 
nature. These levels are identified as follows: 

Maintenance Level 1 - Assigned to intermittent service roads during the time they are 
closed to vehicular traffic. The closure period must exceed one year. Basic custodial 
maintenance is performed to keep damage to adjacent resources to an acceptable level 
and to perpetuate the road to facilitate future management activities. Emphasis is 
normally given to maintaining drainage facilities and runoff patterns. Planned road 
deterioration may occur at this level. Appropriate traffic management strategies are 
"prohibit" and "eliminate." 

Maintenance Level 2 - Assigned to roads open for use by high clearance vehicles. 
Passenger car traffic is not a consideration. Traffic is normally minor, usually consisting 
of one or a combination of administrative, permitted, dispersed recreation, or other 
specified uses. Log haul may occur at this level. Appropriate traffic management 
strategies are either to (1) discourage or prohibit passenger cars or (2) accept or 
discourage high clearance vehicles 

Maintenance Level 3 - Assigned to roads open and maintained for travel by a prudent 
driver in a standard passenger car. User comfort and convenience are not considered 
priorities. Roads in this maintenance level are typically low speed, single lane with 
turnouts and spot surfacing. Some roads may be fully surfaced with either native or 
processed material. Appropriate traffic management strategies are either "encourage" or 
"accept". "Discourage" or "prohibit" strategies may be employed for certain classes of 
vehicles or users. 

Maintenance Level 4 - Assigned to roads that provide a moderate degree of user comfort 
and convenience at moderate travel speeds. Most roads are double lane and aggregate 
surfaced. However, some roads may be single lane. Some roads may be paved and lor 
dust abated. The most appropriate traffic management strategy is "encourage". However, 
the "prohibit" strategy may apply to specific classes of vehicles or users at certain times. 

Maintenance Level 5 - Assigned to roads that provide a high degree of user comfort and 
convenience. These roads are normally double lane, paved facilities. Some may be 
aggregate surfaced and dust abated. The appropriate traffic management strategy is 
"encourage." 

The distinction between Forest Service maintenance levels is not always sharply defined. Some 
parameters overlap two or more different maintenance levels. Maintenance levels are based on the 
best overall fit of the parameters for the road in question. In the situations where the parameters do 
not indicate a definite selection, the desired level of user comfort and convenience is used as the 
overriding criteria to determine the maintenance level. Forest Service road maintenance includes a 
variety of work activities. Activities may be either detailed and site specific, or broad and general. 
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3.3.6. Scenic Byways 

The Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) has designated 16 Scenic Byways in Oregon. 
Although every state highway has certain scenic attributes, the 16 Scenic Byways in Oregon were 
selected for their exceptional scenic value. Baker County has five Scenic Byways. The Scenic 
Byway designation is very important to Baker County for the economic impact to tourism. The five 
Scenic Byways are described briefly below. 

The EZkhorn Scenic Byway runs fiom Baker City to Sumpter along OR 7 and OR 410 
(Sumpter Highway). From Sumpter, the Elkhorn Scenic Byway travels along Granite Hill 
Highway to Grant County. The scenic byway re-enters Baker County fiom US Forest Service 
Road 73 and connects to Anthony Lake Highway to Haines. From Haines, the scenic byway 
travels along US 30 back to Baker City. 

The Hells Canyon Scenic Byway starts in Baker City and runs along OR 86 to Richland and 
Halfway and out to the Snake River and Hells Canyon. The scenic byway continues by 
backtracking to Forest Service Road 39 which goes to the Wallowa Mountains, Eagle Cap 
Wilderness, and Joseph. At Joseph, the scenic byway connects with OR 82 to Enterprise and 
the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest Visitors Center. The scenic byway ends further west 
in La Grande. 

The Blue Mountains Scenic Byway begins &on 1-84 at Heppner Junction and continues 
through The Lowlands through Cecil, Ione, Lexington, and Heppner along OR 74. Heppner 
is the gateway to the Blue Mountains and the transition to the Highlands. East of Heppner, 
the scenic bypass passes descends into an ancient lake basin where the little town of Ukiah is 
located. After crossing US 395, the Blue Mountain Scenic Byway climbs back into forest to 
the Bridge Creek Wildlife Areas, the John Day Wilderness Area, and the Strawberry 
Mountain Wilderness Area. The scenic byway's eastern portal is located at the North Fork 
John Day Campground and overlaps with the Elkhom Drive Scenic Byway to 1-84, One of 
three routes can be taken to 1-84. Forest Service Road 73 goes east through Anthony Lakes to 
Haines. 1-84 can be also accesses from the south toward Granite and Sumpter via the Granite 
Hill Highway and OR 7. The third route to 1-84 is via Forest Service Road 51 which follows 
the Grande Ronde River to La Grande. 

The Journey Through Time Scenic Byway begins in the town of Biggs along the Columbia 
River and heads southward along US 97 to Wasco, Moro, and Shaniko. At Shaniko, the 
scenic byway heads eastward along OR 21 8 to Antelope and Fossil. From Fossil, the scenic 
byway heads along OR 207 and OR 19 to Dayville and US 26. At Dayville, the scenic byway 
continues eastward along US 26 through John Day and Prairie City to OR 7. The scenic 
byway ends at the end of OR 7 in Baker City. 

The Grand Tour Scenic Byway begins in La Grande and heads southward along the base of 
the Blue Mountains via OR 203. The scenic byway turns southward along OR 237 at Union 
to Medical Springs. At Medical Springs, the scenic byway heads northwestward back to 
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Union. At Union OR 237 goes northward to Cove and begins the loop back to La Grande via 
OR 82. 

It should be noted that that the Journey Through Time and Hell Canyon Scenic Byways are part of 
Oregon's All American Roads. All American Roads are part of the National Scenic Byway (NSB) 
Program that was established under the the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991, and reauthorized in 1998 under the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century. The vision 
of the Federal Highway Administration's National Scenic Byways Program to create a distinctive 
collection of American roads, their stories and treasured places. The mission of the National Scenic 
Byway Program is to provide resources to the byway community in creating a unique travel 
experience and enhanced local quality of life through efforts to preserve, protect, interpret, and 
promote the intrinsic qualities of designated byways. 

3.4. BRIDGES 

The Oregon Department of Transportation maintains an up to date inventory and appraisal of Oregon 
bridges. Part of this inventory involves the evaluation of three mutually exclusive elements of 
bridges. One element identifies which bridges are structurally deficient. This is determined based on 
the condition rating for the deck, superstructure, substructure, or culvert and retaining walls. It may 
also be based on the appraisal rating of the structural condition or waterway adequacy. Another 
element identifies which bridges are functionally obsolete. This element is determined based on the 
appraisal rating for the deck geometry, underclearances, approach roadway alignment, structural 
condition, or waterway adequacy. The third element summarizes the sufficiency ratings for all 
bridges. The sufficiency rating is a complex formula which takes into account four separate factors to 
obtain a numeric value rating the ability of a bridge to service demand. The scale ranges fiom 0 to 
100 with hlgher ratings indicating optimal conditions and lower ratings indicating insufficiency. 
Bridges with ratings under 55 may be nearing a structurally deficient condition. In more general 
terms, a rating under 55 may indicate that significant maintenance is needed or that replacement 
should be planned. The exception to this are bridges that were built to a much older standard that are 
in good condition but do not meet today's design standards. These types of bridges can rate fairly 
low and under 55. The important factor here is that there are no structural integrity issues and 
loading problems that limit the type of vehicle and weight can cross the structure. 

There are 281 bridges within the Baker County planning area that are rated by ODOT. Of these 281 
bridges, 84 are maintained by Baker County, 6 are maintained by Baker City, and the remaining 191 
are maintained by ODOT. The ODOT ratings of each bridge are provided in Appendix B. 

Of the 281 bridges rated by ODOT within Baker County, 18 are classified as structurally deficient 
and 4 are classified as functionally obsolete. Table 3-1 summarizes the structurally deficient and 
functionally obsolete bridges. Figures 3-2a and 3-2b show the location of these bridges. 
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Table 3-1. Structurally Deficient or Functionally Obsolete Baker County Bridges 
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3.5. INTERSECTION TRAFFIC CONTROL AND LANE CHANNELIZATION 
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Figures 3-3a and 3-3b show the locations of the study area intersections. Figure 3-4 shows the 
existing intersection traffic control and lane geometry for each of the study area intersections. All of 
the study area intersections are stop controlled. 
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A.M. and P.M. peak hour turning movement counts at the study area intersections were collected by 
H. Lee & Associates in October 2004. These traffic counts were adjusted to represent the 30" 
highest hour traffic volumes. Figure 3-5 shows the 2004 Existing A.M. and P.M. peak hour traffic 
volumes at the study area intersections. 
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3.7. PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES 

In m a l  areas, it is typical to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists on roadway shoulders. Many 
of Baker County's roadways either do not have any shoulders or the shoulders are inadequate to 
accommodate pedestrians. Bicyclists typically share the roadway with motorists where traffic 
volumes are low. The typical threshold for shared lanes between motorists and bicyclists is 2,500 
daily vehicles per day or less. Most of Baker County's roadways are within the low traffic volume 
roadway threshold. 

3.8. RAIL SERMCE 

Baker County has no passenger rail service. Until May, 1997, AMTRAK service was available in 
Baker City; however, this line now serves only fi-eight. 

The Amtrak Pioneer Train originally provided limited passenger services to Baker County. The 
reason service was discontinued was low ridership and high costs. 

The Union Pacific Northwest Mainline traverses Baker County in a nortwsouth direction. Union 
Pacific is one of the largest railroads in North America, operating in the western two-thirds of the 
U.S. The entire system serves 23 states, linking every major West Coast and Gulf Coast port. The 
mix of shipped commodities includes chemicals, coal, food and food products, forest and grain 
products, metals and minerals, and automobiles. 

The Union Pacific Northwest Mainline follows the historic route of the Oregon Trail, moving west 
ffom the Blue Mountains along the Columbia River Gorge to Portland. A major classification yard 
in Hinkle, near Hermiston, and major switching yard in Portland are important operational elements 
in Oregon. The Union Pacific Northwest Mainline moves approximately 30-40 million tons of 
commodities per year. 

Throughout Baker County, the railroad generally runs parallel to Highway 30 and Interstate 1-84, 
Because this line is a mainline (Class IV line), it is in excellent operating condition with very few 
deficiencies and need for major improvements. An average of 30 or more trains a day pass through 
Baker County on the mainline. 

Many communities in Baker County grew up along the railroad, but are no longer significant 
suppliers or receivers of rail commodities. Most train traffic passing through Baker County is long- 
haul (750 miles or more) traffic originating from Portland or Seattle on its way east to major cities 
such as Chicago. Consequently, rail traffic in Baker County is not originating fi-om, or affected by, 
the industries operating within Baker County. Very few short lines (Class I11 line) are operated in 
Baker County. 

ODOT's rail planners identified very few rail shippers and receivers within Baker County. The 
largest shipper is Ashgrove Cement at Nelson Point. Ashgrove Cement is one of Oregon's largest 
cement producers. This one shipper produces approximately 25-30 cars per week. 
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Conflicts between trains and automobiles were not identified as major issues during public 
involvement process. This is supported by a small number of accidents reported to the ODOT Rail 
Division from 1984-1994. According to ODOT rail planners, very few accidents have occurred 
between 1994 and 1999. Most crossings are grade-separated crossings or have gates and lights. 
Train traffic is traveling at up to 79 mph at crossings. According to the ODOT Rail Division 
Railroad-Highway Crossing Log, only two accidents involving trains have occurred from 1984-1994 
within the County. Most crossings are concentrated in the cities of Haines and Baker City, but there 
are numerous crossings on the County's rural roads. 

3.9. PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

Public transportation in Baker County consists of taxicabs, inter-city bus lines, and dial-a-ride 
(demand response). 

Baker County is served by Greyhound Route 500 between Portland and Salt Lake City three times 
daily in each direction. Southbound arrives at approximately 4:25 AM, 7:20 PM, and 9:45 PM, and 
departs 5:05 AM, 7:50 PM, and 1050 PM. Northbound arrives at approximately 8:00 AM, 6:30 
PM, and 10:20 PM, and departs 8:35 AM, 7:00 PM, and 10:50 PM. The Greyhound station is 
located in Baker City on Campbell Street. 

The public transit provider in Baker County is Community Connection of Northeast, Inc., which has 
its offices located in Baker City. Delivery of the service is fragile due to being provided by a private, 
non-profit senior service program. The service has five vehicles: 

1 six-passenger mini-van, 1999 Dodge Caravan, ADA accessible with ramp, scheduled for 
replacement in 201 1; 

1 fifteen-passenger small bus, 1995 Ford Econoline, ADA accessible with lie, scheduled for 
replacement in 2007; 

1 fourteen-passenger small bus, 2001 Ford El Dorado Aerotech, ADA accessible with lift, 
scheduled for replacement in 2013; 

1 twenty-passenger small bus, 2002 Ford El Dorado Aerotech, ADA accessible with lift, 
scheduled for replacement in 201 5; 

1 fourteen-passenger small bus, 2004 Ford El Dorado Aerotech, ADA accessible with lift, 
scheduled for replacement in 2017. 

Currently, Community Connection is able to utilize the accessible vehicles when called to transport a 
person in a wheelchair. All of its vehicles are ADA accessible. The buses are housed in a five-bay 
bus barn located on the CCBC (Community Connection of Baker County) property. The barn was 
built through a joint effort between Community Connection and Baker County through a grant from 
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ODOT, with the stipulation that the barn would be used by Community Connection as long as it 
provided special and public transportation. 

Community Connection provides dial-a-ride service to senior, disabled, and the general public 
primarily within the City of Baker. General public is required to reserve service four hours in 
advance. In addition to the dial-a-ride service from 7:45 a.m. to 4:15 p.m., they provide regular 
scheduled pick-ups and drop-offs at area schools and grocery stores. 

Community Connection provides intercity service weekly between Haines and Baker City, twice 
weekly between the Cities of Halfway and Richland, and twice weekly between HalfwayiRichland 
and Baker City. The Cities of Sumpter and Huntington are served "on call". In 1998, Community 
Connection began a fixed route service in Sumpter during their holiday weekend Flea Market events. 
These events bring in excess of 3,000 people to the small city, causing traffic and pedestrian 
congestion. The service was started in an effort to relieve this problem, and encourage visitors to 
park in appropriate areas and ride the bus into the flea market. 

Community Connection runs a seasonal ski bus on Saturdays during the winter. The bus stops at 
8:00 a.m. in front of the Geiser Hotel in Baker City to pick up passengers and returns to the same 
location at 4:00 p.m. The ski bus services the Anthony Lakes ski resort. The cost of the trip is 
$7.00. There is a 20-person capacity by the bus. The patrons of this service are primarily youth. 

Community Connection receives funding from Federal Sections 5311 and 5310 funds, and state 
Special Transportation Funds. The Special Transportation Funds are received through Baker 
County. Community Connection also applies through Baker County for vehicle replacement funds 
to the Public Transit Division Discretionary Grant Program. It also applies for other ODOT grants as 
needed and when projects are identified. 

Seniors, disabled passengers, and unaccompanied youth are charged a bus fare of $1.00; the general 
public is charged a bus fare of $1.50. Intercity bus fares between Baker City and the outlying towns 
are $2 each way. Between Halfway and Richland, the bus fare is $1.00 each way. Bus fares are 
charged at rates determined by Community Connection and are subject to change. 

A comparison of Community Connections of Baker County dial-a-ride system (demand response) 
indicates that overall ridership has leveled out between 2001 and 2004 based on the data shown in 
Table 3-2. The reason the overall ridership has leveled out is because the capacity of the system has 
been achieved during the peak hours of operation and during the school year. 

Baker County has limited transit service. The rural nature of the county, with low population 
densities and relatively long distances between destinations, makes the provision of regular 
scheduled transit difficult. However, the demographics of most Eastern Oregon counties suggest a 
lower income level and larger aging population than the rest of the state. These two factors may be 
sufficient to support an increase in demand response services over time. Community Connection 
should continue to monitor need and apply for grants or other funding as necessary. Also, based on 
increases in transit use, there appears to be an increasing need for public transportation by all types 
of riders including senior citizens, disabled passengers, and the general public. 
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Table 3-2. Community Connections Annual Ridership FY 2001 - FY 2004 

Type of Rider 

Identified Needs 

Disabled Passengers 

General Public 

Total 

Develop Rideshare Program 

Senior Citizens I 11.411 1 10.457 1 9.259 1 8.701 
FY 2001 

The statistics reflect that the most common alternative transportation mode used in Baker County is 
carpooling. Community Connection will conduct a needs survey to determine if a rideshare program 
is identified as a need for people traveling to work or school. They may require a transportation 
planning grant to perform a needs assessment, and to implement the program. 

Source: Community Connections of Baker County. Data collected for Baker and Pine-Eagle and combined far reporting purposes. 

2,075 

11,648 

25,134 

Provide Regular Fixed Route Public Transportation Service Between North Powder And Baker City 

FY 2002 

There is currently no service between these two locations, other than special transportation of seniors 
in Haines to the nutrition site in Baker City every Friday provided by Community Connection. This 
route is open to the general public as well, but not utilized often. It is a certainty that some portions 
of these people are transportation disadvantaged. This could also be a starting point in providing 
regular service &om Baker City to North Powder and LaGrande, one that is more tailored to school 
or work commute than is provided by Greyhound. 

2,072 

10,062 

22,591 

Provide Shuttle Service Between the Baker City Airport and Baker City 

FY 2003 

Should a scheduled commercial air service commence, the public bus transportation provider, 
currently Community Connection, will explore the need to create a link of transportation modes 
between Baker City and the airport, which lies five miles outside the City. 

FY 2004 

2,181 

10,681 

22,121 

The existing public transportation services meet the basic requirements of the Oregon Transportation 
Plan. Connections are possible between the services provided, and the service frequency meets the 
required daily trip to a larger city. 

2,508 

10,681 

22,121 

3.10. AIR TRANSPORTATION 

Baker County is served by Baker City Municipal Airport, Eastern Oregon Regional Airport, and 
Bosie Airport. Baker City Municipal Airport is located outside Baker City. Eastern Oregon 
Regional Airport is located in Pendleton, approximately 95 miles northwest of Baker City. Most 
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Baker County residents seeking commercial air service drive out of state to Boise, Idaho since there 
is more availability of service. 

Baker City Municipal Airport is located at an elevation of 3,369 feet above mean Sea Level. The 
airport is around 4% miles ffom downtown Baker City. There are three runways at the airport, 
described as follows: 

Runways 13-31: asphalt, 5,085 ft. long x 100 ft. wide 
Runways 17-35: asphalt, 4,360 ft. long x 74 ft. wide 
Runways 08-26: asphalt, 4,000 ft. long x 150 ft. wide 

The Baker City Municipal Airport provides both VOR-A and VOR/DME instrument approaches, a 
VASI lighting system on runway 13, and a medium intensity runway lighting system on runway 13- 
3 1. There is also a precision approach path indicator (PAPI) on runway 3 1. There are approximately 
20 private, 2 corporate, and 2 city-owned (Baker City) aircraft hangars at the airport. The airport 
served approximately 10,700 annual operations in 1997. Approximately 35 aircraft are based at the 
airport. 

Baker Aircraft, the Baker City Municipal Auport's fixed base operator offers oil, repairs, jet fuel, 
charter, and air ambulance, 24 hour fueling, and 4 aircraft. Rental cars are available for surface 
transportation. 

Baker City Municipal w o r t  is owned and operated by Baker City, and the airport is an essential 
part of the economy of Baker County. Recommendations for its improvement fall within the scope 
of this TSP. It is necessary to include the airport when considering future land use proposals for the 
surrounding land. 

The Baker City Municipal Airport currently has no scheduled commercial service. The Eastern 
Oregon Regional Airport at Pendleton, located 95 miles from Baker City, is the closest commercial 
airport to serve Baker County. Eastern Oregon Regional Airport at Pendleton is a tower controlled 
airport with 11,265 annual enplanements. Passenger service includes 5 scheduled flights per day by 
Horizon Airlines, with flights to Portland and Seattle. The airfield is also home to 67 locally owned 
fixed-wing aircraft, 22 rotor craft, and 5 other airaaft. Although the Eastern Regional Auport at 
Pendleton is the closest commercial airport to Baker County, most residents utilize the commercial 
airport in Boise, Idaho since there is a much greater availability of flights. 

Baker County has no water transportation senices. Barges or boats on the Snake River may 
occasionally be used to transport building materials or agricultural supplies for short distances. 
Recreational boating on the Snake River and Brownlee Reservoir is an important component of 
Baker County's tourist industry. 
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3.12. PIPELINE FACILITIES 

Pipelines provide an efficient method for transporting liquids and gases. The use of pipelines can 
reduce the number of trucks and rail cars needed to carry gasoline, natural gas, and oil. 

Northwest Pipeline Incorporated owns the natural gas pipeline through Baker County and provides 
natural gas to distribution companies. A distribution company, Cascade Natural Gas Corporation, 
provides natural gas to the Baker County area. The source of the gas is the southwestern United 
States, and the Canada pipeline. The distribution line extends from southeast to northwest. 

Chevron Pipeline Company owns a line that runs parallel to the Northwest Pipeline Incorporated 
natural gas line. This pipeline originates in Salt Lake City, Utah, and continues to Spokane, 
Washington, with a connection in Pasco, Washington. The line carries a variety of finished 
petroleum products, including gasoline, jet fuel, and diesel fuel. The pipeline has no local access in 
Baker County. 
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Section 4.0 
Existing Conditions and Deficiencies 

4.1. INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Baker County Transportation System Plan describes existing transportation 
conditions and associated deficiencies in the unincorporated areas of Baker County. These 
conditions and deficiencies will be used as a foundation for identifymg short-term transportation 
improvement needs and developing and evaluating longer-term transportation system 
alternatives. 

4.2. INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE AND VIC RATIO ANALYSIS 

Intersection capacity was measured by the following two methodologies: level of service (LOS) 
and volume to capacity (vlc) ratio. Level of service to measure the performance at an 
intersection is the standard practice in the transportation planning and traffic engineering 
profession. This concept was developed by the Transportation Research Board (TRB). The 2000 
Highway Capacity ~ a n u a l '  documents the level of service analysis methodology. The Highway 
Capacity Manual measures level of service on a scale of LOS A to LOS F. LOS A means that 
drivers experience no delay or relatively low amounts of delay while traveling through an 
intersection; while LOS F means that drivers experience a great deal of delay while traveling 
through an intersection. Typically, most jurisdictions set their level of service standard at LOS D 
since LOS E denotes that the intersection capacity is being met and LOS F means that conditions 
beyond the existing intersection capacity are occurring. When LOS F conditions occur, they 
indicate that it would take motorists multiple signal cycles or a great deal of delay to travel 
through an intersection. In Section 2, Transportation Goals and Policies, the level of service 
standard for Baker County has been set at LOS D for signalized intersections and LOS E for 
unsignalized intersections if the intersection does not meet traffic signal warrants. 

The Oregon Department of Transportation bases its traffic operation standards based on volume 
to capacity (vlc) ratio and not level of service. For ODOT facilities, each type of facility has its 
own standard. Table 4-1 summarizes the vlc standard by ODOT facility type. The standard 
documented in Table 4-1 is from the I999 Oregon Highway ~lan. '  

The vlc ratio is a measure of the percentage of used capacity on the roadway. A value of 0.00 
indicates no trafiic on the roadway, and a value of 1.00 indicates that the entire capacity of the 
roadway is being utilized. The 1999 Oregon Highway Plan indicates that for interstate highways 
and statewide, freight route highways on the NHS system, the maximum acceptable vlc is 0.70. 
Statewide, non-freight route highways and regional highways, the maximum acceptable vlc ratio 
is 0.75 for unincorporated communities and 0.70 along rural lands. 

I 2000 Highway Capaciry Manual; Transportation Research Board, National Research Council; Washington, D.C 
2000. 
2 1999 Oregon Highway Plan, Oregon Department of Transportation - Transportation Development Division, 
Planning Section, March 1999. 
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Table 4-1 
Maximum Volume-to-Capacity Ratios for Peak Hour Operating Conditions Through a 

Planning Horizon for State Highway Sections Located Outside the Portland Metropolitan 
Area Urban Growth Boundary 

Land Use TypdSpeed Limits 

Statewide (NHS) 

Statewide (NHSI Non- 

Highway 

Interstate Highways and 
Statewide (NHS) 

Expressways 

. . 
Freight Routes and 
Regional or District 0 . 9 0  / 0.81 1 0.80 1 0.75 I 0.75 1 0.70 

Outside Urban Growth 
Boundary Inside Urban Growth Boundary 

Non-MPO outside 
of STAs where 

STAs 

NIA 

I I I I 

Source: 1999 Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) 
Interstates and Expressways shall not he identified as Special Transportation Areas (STAs) 
For the purpose of this mobility policy of volume-to-capacity ratio standards, the peak hour shall he the 30" highest 
annual hour. This approximates weekday peak hour traffic in larger urban areas. 

Nan-MPO where 
non-freeway 

Expressways 

Regional Highways 

Districtnocal Interest 
Roads 

.. For district highways and local interest roadways, the maximum acceptable vlc ratio is 0.80 for 
unincorporated communities and 0.75 along rural lands. 

MPO 

0.80 

. ., For unsignalized intersections, the 1999 OHP sets the following standard: 
- - 

. , 
At unsignalized intersections and road approaches, the volume-to-capacity ratios in Table 

. . 4-1 shall not be exceeded for either of the state highway approaches that are not stopped. 

: ,  
Approaches at which traffic must stop, or otherwise yield the right-of-way, shall be 
operated to maintain safe operation of the intersection and all of its approaches and shall 

. . not exceed. the volume-to-ca acity ratios for DistrictILocal Interest Roads standard inside 

" ,  of urban growth boundaries. 
l' 

0.95 

0,95 

For signalized intersections, the 1999 OHP sets the following standard: 

non-freeway speed 
limit <45 mph 

0.70 

1999 Oregon Highway Plan, Oregon Department of Transportation -Transportation Development Division, 
Planning Section, March 1999, page 68. 

0.85 

0.90 
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speed limit >>5 
mph 

0.70 
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0.80 

0.85 

Unincorporated 
Communities 

0.70 

Rural 
Lands 

0.70 

0.75 

0.80 

0.75 

0.80 

0.70 

0.75 



At signalized intersections other than crossroads of freeway ramps, the total volume-to-capacity 
ratio for the intersection considering all critical movements shall not exceed the volume- 
to-capacity ratios in Table 4-1. Where two state highways of different classifications 
intersect, the lower of the volume-to-capacity ratios in the table shall apply. Where a 
state highway intersects with a local road or street, the volume to capacity ratio for the 
state highway shall apply.4 

There are no signalized intersections within unincorporated Baker County. 

The interchange ramp vlc standard within the 1999 OHP states: 

... The primary cause of traffic queuing at freeway off-ramps is inadequate capacity at the 
intersections of the freeway ramps with the crossroad. These intersections are referred to 
as ramp terminals. In many instances where ramp terminals connect with another state 
highway, the volume to capacity standard for the connecting highway will generally be 
adequate to avoid traffic backups onto the freeway. However, in some instances where 
the crossroad is another state highway or a local road, the standards will not be sufficient 
to avoid this problem. Therefore, the maximum volume to capacity ratio for the ramp 
terminals of interchange ramps shall be the smaller of the values of the volume to 
capacity ratio for the crossroad, or 0.85.' 

The 1999 OHP specifies that the vlc ratio mobility standards shall be used for the following: 

Identifymg state highway mobility performance expectations for planning and plan 
implementation. 

Evaluating the impacts on state highways of amendments to transportation plans, 
acknowledged comprehensive plans and land use regulations pursuant to the 
Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-12-060); and 

Guiding operations decisions such as managing access and traffic control systems to 
maintain acceptable highway performance. 

t h .  The levels of service and vlc analysis performed for this study were based on the 30 hghest 
hour design volumes. This is equivalent to the weekday P.M. peak hour in August. August is 

t h .  typically the peak tr&c month and the 30 hghest hour design volume occurs in this month. 
The weekday A.M. peak hour was also analyzed based on seasonal adjustments to August. The 
analysis revealed that traffic operations at the study area intersections in unincorporated Baker 
County are all acceptable. Table 4-2 summarizes the level of service at the study area 
intersections. 

1999 Oregon Highway Plan, Oregon Department of Transportation - Transportation Development Division, 
Planning Section, March 1999, page 68. 

1999 Oregon Highway Plan, Oregon Department of Transportation -Transportation Development Division, 
Planning Section, March 1999, page 68. 
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Table 4-2. Existing Levels of Service 

Unsignalized Intersection 
Pocahontas Rdl23rd St 

Westbound Left 
Northbound Approach 

Hughes Ln/US 30 
Eastbound Through-Left 
Eastbound Right 
Westbound Approach 
Northbound Left 
Southbound Left 

Hughes LnICedar St 
Eastbound Approach 
Westbound Approach 
Northbound Left 
Southbound Left 

Campbell St/Best Frontage Rd 
Eastbound Approach 
Southbound Approach 

Chandler LnIDavenport Rd 
Northbound Approach 

OR 86lKeating Cutoff 
Eastbound Left 
Southbound Approach 

US 301Anthony Lakes Hwy 
Eastbound Approach 
Westbound Approach 
Northbound Left 
Southbound Left 

Pocahontas RdlBen Dier Ln 
Eastbound Approach 
Southbound Left 

Old Winmille RdNingville Ln 
Eastbound ~ e f ;  
Westbound Left 
Northbound Approach 
Southbound Approach 

OR 7lSumpter Hwy 
Eastbound Left 
Southbound Approach 

Granite Hill HwyICracker Creek Rd 
Eastbound Left 
Southbound Approach 
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3ur 

Volume to 
Capacity 

Ratio 

0.05 
0.03 

0.23 
0.15 
0.79 
0.12 
0.02 

0.14 
0.02 
0.04 
0.01 

0.01 
0.02 

0.01 

0.01 
0.01 

0.13 
0.02 
0.01 
0.01 

0.03 
0.01 

0.01 
0.01 
0.01 
0.02 

0.01 
0.02 

0.01 
0.01 

LOS 

A 
A 

C 
B 
F 
A 
A 

B 
B 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 

A 
A 

A 
B 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A.M. Peak 

Average 
Delay 
(sec) 

4.5 
9.5 

20.6 
10.2 
54.0 
8.1 
7.5 

10.5 
11.0 
4.6 
0.1 

6.9 
8.7 

9.1 

1.1 
8.5 

9.8 
10.1 
1.9 
0.2 

8.8 
1.5 

0.01 
0.04 
9.1 
9.7 

7.5 
8.7 

0.1 
8.6 

<our 

Volume to 
Capacity 

Ratio 

0.01 
0.05 

0.20 
0.12 
0.24 
0.06 
0.02 

0.17 
0.04 
0.05 
0.01 

0.02 
0.01 

0.01 

0.01 
0.01 

0.06 
0.02 
0.02 
0.01 

0.01 
0.01 

0.01 
0.01 
0.01 
0.01 

0.01 
0.03 

0.01 
0.01 

-0s 

A 
A 

B 
A 
C 
A 
A 

B 
B 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 

A 
A 

B 
A 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 
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P.M. Pea 

Average 
Delay 
(sec) 

0.8 
8.9 

14.5 
9.1 
15.2 
7.5 
7.6 

10.6 
11.8 
4.5 
0.1 

6.7 
7.8 

0.1 

2.3 
8.5 

10.1 
9.5 
2.7 
0.7 

8.8 
2.6 

0.04 
0.02 
9.4 
9.0 

7.4 
8.9 

0.8 
8.7 



Table 4-2. Existing Levels of Service Continued 

Unsignalized Intersection 
US 26lSouth Burnt River Ln 

Eastbound Ao~roach 
Northbound k t  

US 26lOR 245 
Westbound Approach 
Southbound Left 

Cornuco~ia Hwvmne Creek Hwv 
Eastbound Approach 
Westbound Approach 
Northbound Left 
Southbound Left 

OR 86lHalfway SpurlPie Town Rd 
Eastbound Approach 
Westbound Approach 
Northbound Left 
Southbound Left 

OR 86lRobinette Rd 
Westbound Left 
Northbound Approach 

OR 86INew Bridge Road 
Eastbound Left 
Southbound Approach 

US 301Snake River Road 
Eastbound Left 
Southbound Approach 
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A.M. Peak Hour 

Average Volume to 
Delay Capacity 

Ratio 

Average 
Delay 
(set) 

8.6 
0.7 

9.0 
0.3 

9.6 
10.1 
0.6 
0.7 

8.8 
9.6 
4.9 
0.1 

0.1 
8.9 

0.6 
9.2 

0.1 
8.5 

lour 

Volume to 
Capacity 

Ratio 

0.01 
0.01 

0.02 
0.01 

0.04 
0.06 
0.01 
0.01 

0.04 
0.02 
0.02 
0.01 

0.01 
0.01 

0.01 
0.04 

0.01 
0.01 
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4.3. HIGH CRASH LOCATIONS 

Crash data was obtained from the Oregon Department of Transportation for the period between 
January 1,2001 and December 3 1,2003. The crash data summarized are only reported crashes and 
there may be other crashes that occurred that was not reported. The data available includes total 
crashes, crashes by severity (i.e. fatal, inju~y or property damage only), and crash collision type. 
The intersection crash data is summarized in Table 4-3 and the mid-block crash data is summarized 
in Table 4-4. These tables only contain crashes by severity type, crashes per year, and crash rates 
(crashes per million vehicle miles traveled and crashes per million entering vehicles). Since the 
crash data is given as an average, the data is shown in fractions of a crash to the nearest hundredth. 

To evaluate intersection crashes, two factors were considered. First, an acceptable intersection 
crash rate standard is typically 1.00 crashes per million entering vehicles. However, the crashes per 
year should also be considered as secondary criteria for a high crash location in conjunction with 
this crash rate standard because the crash rate does not always indicate that there is a crash issue. 
The crash rate can be skewed by low traffic volumes where one crash is weighted highly in the 
crash rate formula. Therefore, a secondary measure of five crashes per year was also used in 
evaluating intersection locations for high crashes. The five crashes per year secondary threshold 
were used because it is the threshold for one of the traffic signal warrants. If an unsignalized 
intersection has five or more crashes per year, the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD),~ allows the intersection for consideration of signalization. 

Table 4-3. Intersection Crash Summary 

The criteria typically used for high mid-block crash locations are the state average. Based on 
ODOT's most recent statewide crash report: the 2002 average statewide crash rate for non-freeway 
state facilities is 1.49 crashes per million vehicle miles traveled. The 2002 average statewide crash 
rate for rural non-freeway state facilities is 0.84 crashes per million vehicle miles traveled. Since 
the mid-block crash rate can be skewed high by a short mid-block section and low traffic volumes, 
a secondary measure was also used to evaluate for high mid-block crash locations. As with the 
intersection crash analysis, five crashes per year was used as a secondary threshold. 

intersection 

S. Rock Creek LnIRock School Rd 

Hughs LnIOld Oregon Trail 

6 Manual on Unifom Traffic Control ~evi'ces. (MUTCD), US.  Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration, 2003 Edition, page 4C-8 
7 2002 State Highway Crash Rate Tables, ODOT, Transportation Development Division, 2003. 
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Severity 
Avrage 
Crashes 

Per Year 

0.33 

1.33 

Crashes 
Per Million 

Entering Vehicles PDO 

0 

3 

Fatal 

0 

0 

injury 

1 

1 

Total 

1 

4 



Table 4-4. Mid-Block Crash Summary 



Table 4-4. Mid-Block Crash Summary Continued 



Table 4-4. Mid-Block Crash Summary Continued 

Road 

OR 86 

US 30 

From 

Begin 

Begin 

Begin 

Begin 

OR 7 

Street Name 

I I I I I I I I I I 
Begin 

Mile Post 

0.00 

20.01 

40.01 

60.01 

Begin 

Crashes 
Crashes 

Per Year 

TO 

36.00 

Crashes 
Per Million 

Miles Traveled 

Severity 

Street Name 
End 

End 

End 

End 

13.90 

28.01 

~ i l ~  post 

End 

12 

Total PDO 

20.00 

40.00 

60.00 

68.00 

End 

End 

49.50 

5 50.91 

injury 

7 

6 

7 

1 

28.00 

Fatal 

10 

0 

8 

5 

3 

1 

5 

5 

17 

1 

0 

0 

1 

5 

5.67 

0 

16 

11 

10 

3 

1 

5.33 

3.67 

3.33 

1 .OO 

15 5.00 

11 3.67 



4.4. EXISTING INTERSECTION CAPACITY IMPROVEMENT NEEDS 

All of the major study intersections along ODOT highways operate within the maximum vlc ratio 
standard. All of the study area intersections along county roadways operate at LOS B or better. 

4.5. SAFETY IMPROVEMENT NEEDS 

The crash data is being further evaluated to determine whether there are any high crash locations 
that should be mitigated. 

4.6 BRIDGES 

Based on Section 3, Existing Inventory, the following bridges were identified as structurally 
deficient: 

OR 86 bridge over the Powder River - Bridge Nimbus Number 168 10 
Bidwell Lane bridge over the Powder River Overflow -Bridge Nimbus Number 01C003 
Clarks Creek Road bridge over the Burnt River - Bridge Nimbus Number 01C408 
Pine Town Lane bridge over Clear Creek - Bridge Nimbus Number 01C830 
Old Highway 30 bridge over the Union Pacific Railroad - Bridge Nimbus Number 00704 
Old Highway 30 bridge over Pritcbard Creek - Bridge Nimbus Number 00741 
Frontage Road bridge over Maiden Gulch - Bridge Nimbus Number 02815 
1-84 bridge at Lime Interchange - Bridge Nimbus Number 09354 
1-84 EB bridge at Pleasant Valley Interchange - Bridge Nimbus Number 08279E 
1-84 EB bridge over the UPRR and hichard Creek - Bridge Nimbus Number 07987A 
1-84 WB bridge at Pleasant Valley Interchange - Bridge Nimbus Number 08279W 
1-84 WB bridge over the UPRR and Prichard Creek - Bridge Nimbus Number 07987 
OR 7 bridge over the Powder River (Rancheria) - Bridge Nimbus Number 07316 
OR 7 bridge over the Powder River (Salisbury) - Bridge Nimbus Number 0743 1 
OR 86 bridge over the Powder River (Love Bridge) - Bridge Nimbus Number 02807 
US 30 bridge over the Burnt River (Lime) - Bridge Nimbus Number 01788 
US 30 bridge over UPRR and Burnt River - Bridge Nimbus Number 00700 
US 30 bridge over the Burnt River - Bridge Nimbus Number 01789 

The following bridges were identified as functionally obsolete: 

Rouse Lane bridge over the South Fork Burnt River - Bridge Nimbus Number 01C412 
Conn #2 bridge over the Burnt Rive - Bridge Nimbus Number 09333 
Holbrook Creek Road bridge over Pine Creek - Bridge Nimbus Number 01C802 
Halfway-Cornucopia Highway bridge over Pine Creek - Bridge Nimbus Number 06600A 
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4.7. PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES 

There are very limited pedestrian and bicycle facilities within the unincorporated area of Baker 
County. In most situations, there are no pedestrian facilities. Most of the bicycle facilities are 
either shared roadway with the motorist or limited shoulders. 

Shoulders exist sporadically along both the state highway and county roadway system throughout 
unincorporated Baker County. Widening shoulders along some of the state highways and county 
roads should be considered. 
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Section 5.0 
2025 Travel Demand Forecast and Future Deficiencies 

5.1. TRAVEL DEMAND FORECAST METHODOLOGY 

Based on ODOT's 2001 Transportation System Planning ~uidelines', there are four approved 
methodologies to forecast future traffic volumes. These methodologies are described below: 

Level 1 -Trending Forecast 
The trending forecast is based on historical traffic counts in the study area. The 
methodology requires existing traffic counts as well as 20-year old historical traffic 
counts to establish a growth rate. This methodology is typically employed in areas 
where traffic patterns are simple and that have low to moderate growth. It is the 
simplest methodology used to project future traffic volumes. 

Level 2 -Cumulative Analysis 
The cumulative analysis uses historical trending information as well as an 
examination of future development. This analysis requires a good understanding of 
development trends in the study area. Based on the understanding of future 
development, each area of projected development is assigned a trip making 
characteristic and those trips are manually assigned to the street network. The 
cumulative analysis methodology is typically used small cities where traffic patterns 
are not complex. This methodology is also best employed where significant shifting 
of traffic is not expected between alternatives since the difference in how the traffic 
patterns would change is to be done manually. 

Level 3 - Transportation Model 
A transportation model is a very sophisticated methodology in forecasting future 
traffic volumes. It requires a significant amount of traffic and land use data as well as 
specialized software. Transportation models are typically developed where there is a 
need to study complex altematives that can affect traffic patterns significantly. 
Transportation models are good to compare alternatives to each other since they 
effectively show the difference in travel behavior between altematives. This travel 
demand forecast methodology is beyond the scope of this study process. 

Level 4 - Regional Transportation Model 
A regional transportation model is developed in a similar manner as the Level 3, 
Transportation Model except that it involves a larger study area. The study area in a 
regional model encompasses several urban areas as well as rural areas. It is typically 
employed at the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MF'O) level. This travel 
demand forecast methodology is beyond the scope of this study process. 

1 2001 Transportation System Planning Guidelines, Oregon Department of Transportation, Transportation 
Development Division, May 2001. 
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5.2. TRAVEL DEMAND FORECAST EMPLOYED FOR BAKER COUNTY STUDY 
AREA 

Several travel demand forecast methodologies were available to project the 2025 traffic volumes 
for the Baker County Transportation System Plan future year analysis. Of the four 
methodologies previously discussed, the Level 3 and Level 4 methodologies are well beyond the 
scope of the transportation system planning process for Baker County. These methodologies 
involve developing a complex computer model and are typically reserved for areas experiencing 
urban type of growth. For rural areas such as Baker County, these methodologies are not as 
appropriate. 

The remaining two methodologies to be considered to be employed for the Baker County 
Transportation System Plan are the Level 1 and Level 2 travel demand forecast methodologies. 
The Level 2 methodology requires that good information is available regarding existing and 
future growth patterns. It also is more applicable to apply in areas of higher growth. In areas 
with sporadic and slow to moderate growth, this methodology tends to create erratic future traffic 
projections because growth is typically concentrated. To avoid this type of future traffic 
projection, the Level 1 travel demand forecast methodology was employed. The Level 1 travel 
demand forecast methodology can be easily employed due to significant historical traffic counts 
available along the state highways within Baker County. 

5.3. 2025 TRAFFIC VOLUME PROJECTIONS 

5.3.1. Traffic Volumes 

The 2025 traffic volumes were forecasted based on annual historical growth factors along the 
state highways in Baker County. Table 5-1 summarizes the historical traffic counts and annual 
growth factors used to forecast the 2025 traffic volumes for the study area intersections. The 
annual historical growth rates were derived from ODOT daily traffic volumes from 1983 and 
2003. The locations of the traffic counts listed in Table 5-1 were taken from locations at or near 
the study area intersections. 

Table 5-2 above summarizes the actual annual growth factors applied to each study area 
intersection. In some cases, multiple traffic counts were used to derive a growth factor. In that 
case, multiple traffic counts are listed for the particular intersection approach. The average 
growth between the multiple counts was used to develop the annual historical growth factor. 
Also, in cases where the annual growth factor was below 1.00%, a nominal annual growth factor 
of 1.00% was used. 

Figure 5-la and 5-lb show the locations of the study area intersections. The 2025 traffic 
volumes at the study area intersections are shown in Figure 5-2. Both 2025 A.M. and P.M. peak 
hour trafiic volumes are shown in Figure 5-2. 
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ROADWAY NAME LEGEND 
(666) Beaver Creek Loop (Co. Rd. 666) 
(678) Sutton Creek Loop (Co. Rd 678) 
(686) Jacobs Road(Co. Rd 686) 
(712) Gene Harsin Road (Co. Rd 712) 
(748) "C" ScblTner CreekLane (Co. Rd. 748) 
(753) Sulton Creek Road (Co. Rd 753) 
(755) West S u m  CreekRoad (Co. Rd. 755) 
(775) Miles Bridge Road (Co. Rd 775) 
(781) Jury Road (Co. Rd 781) 
(783) Lower Powder Road (Co. Rd 783) 
(805) Erwin Road (Co. Rd  805) 
(841) Gikison Mill Road (Co. Rd 841) 
(850) Keating Grange Lane (Co. Rd. 850) 
(851) Haok Road (Co. Rd 851) 
(853) Middle Bridge Loop (Co. Rd 853) 
1859) Baota Road (Co. Rd 859) 
i88oj Rim LOOP (CO. ~d 88oj 
(894) Fred Bowman Lane (Co. R d  894) 
(8951 Duby Road (Co. Rd 895) 

1 LEGEND 
Baker County Transportation System Plan 

f State Highway Major Collector Study Area Intersection O 
Principal Arterial Minor Collector 

NOT TO SCALE Minor Arterial County Road -m-ms.8z--L*- 

Figure 5-la 
Study Area Intersection Locations 



t LEGEND 
Baker County Transportation System Plan 

State Highway ROADWAY NAME LEGEND 
Phc ipd  Arterial (632) Mansfield Lane (Co Rd 632) (1019) Estes HIII Lane (Co Rd 1019) 

(1 127) Blank Road (Co Rd 1127) 
Study Area Intersetion @ 

Minor Arterial (927) McFadden Lane (Co Rd. 927) 
Figure 5-lb 

(960) Steele f i l l  Road(& Rd 960) (1143) Stevens Road(Co Rd 1143) 
Major Collector 

(961) Holbrwk Creek Road ('A Rd 961) (1147) Governor Lane ('20 Rd 1147) Study Area Intersection Locations 
NOT TO SCALE Mmor collector (962) Holbrook Creek Spur (Co. Rd. 962) 

Countv Road - - (1013) Bow~manLane(Cc Rd 1013) 



Intersection 5 
OR 86Keating Cutoff Road 

Intersection 6 
Anthony Lakes Hwy/US 30 

Intersection 1 
Granite Hill HwyICracker Creek Rd 

Intersection 2 
OR 7lSumpter Hwy 

Intersection 3 
US 26lOR 245 

Intersection 4 
South Burnt River Lane/US 26 

Intersection 8 Intersection 9 
Chandler LdDavenport Rd 

Intersection 10 
Pocahontas Rdl23rd St 

Intersection 11 
Hughes Lane/US 30 

Intersection 12 
Hughes LdCedar St 

Intersection 7 
Ben Dier LnPocahontas Rd Wingville LdOld Wingville Rd 

Intersection 13 Intersection 14 
Atwood RdJCarnpbell St OR 86lNew Bridge Rd 

Intersection 17 
Halfway SpudOR 86 

Intersection 15 
OR 86iRobinette Rd 

Intersection 16 
Pine Creek Hwy/Halfway Spur 

Intersection 18 
US 30lSnake River Rd 

I Baker County Transportation System Plan 
LEGEND 
AM/PM Peak Hour 55/100 
Traffic Volume 

Figure 5-2 
2025 Weekday A.M. and P.M. 

NOT TO SCALE Peak Hour Traffic Volumes I 



Table 5-1. Annual Historical Growth Rates Along State Highways in Baker County 

State Highway 

US 30 

US 30 

Daily Traffic Volume 
1983 1 2003 Count Location 

US 30 

US 30 

Compounded Annual 
Growth Rate 

0.01 Mile North of Pocahontas Road 

0.01 Mile South of Pocahontas Road 

US 30 

US 30 

0.10 Mile South of Wingville Lane 

0.01 Mile North of Pocahontas Road 

OR 86 

OR 86 

2,100 

5,200 

0.01 Mile North of Anthony Lakes 

0.10 Mile South of Wingville Lane 

OR 86 

OR 86 

1,800 

2,100 

0.10 Mile West of Old Highway 30 

0.01 Mile West of Keating Cutoff Road 

OR 86 

OR 86 

2,600 

5,200 

Average 

1,400 

1,800 

0.02 Mile South of Highway 12 Spur 

0.03 Mile North of Highway 12 Spur 

1.10% 

0.00% 

0.40% 

2,200 

2,600 

Average 

4,300 

700 

0.10 Mile West of Hewitt Park Hwy 

0.10 Mile Northeast of Hewitt Park Hwy 

OR 86 

1.01% 

1.08% 

1.05% 

1,800 

2,600 

560 

400 

820 740 OR 86 

1.27% 

1.86% 

7,800 

970 

670 

540 

0.05% 0.01 Mile South of New Bridge Road Connection 

West City Limits of Richland 1 1,100 1 1,200 

3.03% 

1.65% 

670 

220 

Average 

0.04% 

Average 

0.09% 

<O.OO% 

0.00% 

850 

690 

Average 

0.04% 

1.20% 

1.24% 

1.22% 



Table 5-1. Annual Historical Growth Rates Along State Highways in Baker County Continued 

Compounded Annual 
Growth Rate State Highway 

US 30 1 0.60 Mile North of North Huntington Interchange 1 4,350 1 8,200 3.22% 

Average 

Count Location 

3.40% 

3.31% 

OR 7 

OR 7 

Daily Traffic Volume 
1983 1 2003 

US 30 

I I I 

Sumpter Highway 

4,100 Baker-Malheur County Line 

0.35 Mile South of Sumpter Highway 

0.01 Mile East of Sumpter Highway 

US 26 

US 26 

I Average I 0.01% 

8,000 

I I I 
0.01 Mile North of Auburn Street 

US 26 1 0.21 Mile West of Highway Dooley Mountain Highway 370 430 0.08% 

350 

750 

0.01 Mile Northwest of South Fork Road 

0.01 Mile East of Job Creek Road at Unity 

640 

<O.OO% 

520 

890 

Average 

830 

410 

US 26 

2.00% 

0.09% 

1.05% 

740 

590 0.01 Mile East of Dooley Mountain Highway 

0.07% 

680 

410 

Average 

550 

<O.OO% 

0.00% 

0.00% 



Table 5-2. Annual Growth Factors Applied to Study Area Intersections 

Chandler LnIDavenport Rd 1.05% 1.05% 

OR 86lKeatinc Cutoff 1 1.65% 1 1.65% 

Old Wingville RdIWingville Ln 1 1.86% 1 1.86% 

., 

OR 7lSumoter Hwv 

US 30lAuthony Lakes I-In y 1.27% 

Granite Hill HwyICracker Creek Rd 

Cornucooia HwvPine Creek Hwv 1 1.00% 1 1.00% 

1.27'2 

US 261South Burnt River Ln 

I I 
1.00% 1.00% 

1.00% 

OR 861Halfway SpurlPine Town Rd 

US 301Snake River Road 

1.00% 

OR 86lRobinette Rd 

OR 86/New Bridge Road 

1.04% 1 1.04% 1 US 30 in the vicinitv of Pocahontas Road 

1.00% 

3.03% 1 3.03% 1 OR 86 0.10 Miles West of Old Highway 30 

1.00% 

1.22% 

1.00% 

US 30 0.10 Miles South of Wingville Lane and 0.01 Miles 
'.05% ~ o r t h  of ~ocahontas ~ o a d  

1.22% 

1.00% 

I . ?  1 I .  O R  86 0.01 hlilus West of Keating Cutoii R o d  

1.00% 1 1.00% 1 Sumoter Hiehwav 0.01 Miles North of Auburn Street 

127% 1 1.27% 

1.04% 

1.86% 

US 30 0.Ul hliles North of Antlluny Lakcs Highway 

1.00% 1 1.00% 1 OR 86 in the vicinitv of Halfwav S ~ n r  

1.04% 

1.86% 

1'50% 

l.OO% 

1.00% 

1.00% 

US 30 in the vicinity of Pocahontas Road 

US 30 0.10 Miles South of Wingville Road 

OR 7 0.35 Miles South of Sumpter Highway and 0.01 Miles 
East of Sumpter Highway 

1'00% 

1.00% 

1.00% 

1.22% 

1'00% 

3'31% 

US 26 0.01 Miles Northwest of South Fork Road and 0.01 
Miles East of Job Creek Road at Unity 

US 26 0 in the vicinity of Dooley Mountain Highway 

OR 86 in the vicinity of Halfway Spur 

1.22% 

'.OO% 

3'31% 

OR 86 in the vicinity of Hewitt Park Highway 

OR 86 0.01 Miles South of New Bridge Road Connection 
and West of City Line of Richland 

US 30 0.60 Miles North of North Huntington Interchange 
and Baker-Malheur County Line 



5.3.2. 2025 Level of Service and VIC Ratio Analysis 

Based on the 2025 tr&c volumes, levels of service and volume-to-capacity (vlc) ratios were 
calculated for the study area intersections. Both the A.M. and P.M. peak hours were analyzed for 
the 2025 condition. The levels of service and vlc ratio analyses are summarized in Table 5-3. 

Of all of the ODOT study area intersections, only the Hughes LaneRJS 30 intersection is 
projected to operate beyond the maximum VIC standard for unsignalized intersections. The 
westbound approach of the intersection is projected to operate at a vlc ratio of 1.48 in the 2025 
A.M. peak hour. This exceeds the vlc ratio standard of 0.85. 

Based on a level of service of LOS E or better for unsignalized intersections, all of the Baker 
County intersections are projected to operate within the acceptable level of service standard. 

Table 5-3. Year 2025 Levels of Service 

Unsignalized Intersection 
Pocahontas Rd23rd St 

Westbound Left 
Northbound Approach 

Hughes Ln/US 30 
Eastbound Through-Left 
Eastbound Right 
Westbound Approach 
Northbound Left 
Southbound Left 

Hughes LnICedar St - 
Eastbound Approach 
Westbound Approach 
Northbound Left 
Southbound Left 

Campbell StIBest Frontage Rd 
Eastbound Amroach 
Southbound kpproach 

Chandler LnIDavenport Rd 
Northbound Approach 

OR 86lKeating Cutoff 
Eastbound Left 
Southbound Approach 
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LOS - 

A 
A - 

D 
B 
F 
A 
A - 

B 
B 
A 
A - 

A 
A - 

A - 

A 
A - 

LM. Peak 

Average 
Delay 
ts=) 

4.7 
9.8 

31.5 
11.0 
>loo 
8.4 
7.6 

11.3 
11.8 
4.7 
0.1 

7.1 
8.9 

9.1 

1.2 
8.6 

IUT 

Volume tc 
Capacity 

Ratio 

0.07 
0.04 

0.39 
0.20 
1.48 
0.16 
0.03 

0.18 
0.03 
0.05 
0.01 

0.01 
0.03 

0.01 

0.01 
0.01 

LOS - 

A 
A - 

C 
A 
C 
A 
A - 

B 
B 
A 
A - 

A 
A - 

A - 

A 
A - 

.M. Peak 

Average 
Delay 
(set) 

0.8 
9.0 

17.7 
9.3 
20.3 
7.6 
7.7 

11.5 
13.0 
4.6 
0.1 

7.0 
8.0 

0.1 

2.3 
8.5 

3Ur 

Volume to 
Capacity 

Ratio 

0.01 
0.06 

0.30 
0.16 
0.37 
0.07 
0.02 

0.23 
0.05 
0.07 
0.01 

0.05 
0.02 

0.01 

0.02 
0.01 
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Table 5-3. Year 2025 Levels of Service Continued 

Unsignalized Inte~section 
US 301Anthonv Lakes Hwv 

Eastbound Approach 
Westbound Approach 
Northbound Left 
Southbound Left 

Pocahontas RdIBen Dim Ln 
Eastbound A ~ ~ r o a c h  * 
Southbound Left 

Old Wingville RdtWingville Ln 
Eastbound  eft 
Westbound Left 
Northbound A~moach 

.A 

Southbound Approach 
OR 7ISumpter Hwy 

~astbound Left 
Southbound Approacb 

Granite Hill HwvICracker Creek Rd 
Eastbound Left 
Southbound Approach 

US 26ISouth Burnt River Ln 
Eastbound Approach 
Northbound Left 

US 26lOR 245 
Westbound Approach 
Southbound Left 

Cornucopia HwPine  Creek H w  
~astbo"nd Approach 
Westbound Approach 
Northbound Left 
Southbound Left 

OR 86lHalfway SputPine Town Rd 
Eastbound Approach 
Westbound Approach 
Northbound Left 
Southbound Left 

OR 86lRobinette Rd 
Westbound Left 
Northbound Approach 

OR 86/New Bridge Road 
~astbound Left 
Southbound Approach 

US 3OISnake River Road 
Eastbound Left 
Southbound Approach 

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Delay Capacity 
Ratio 
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5.4. FUTURE INTERSECTION AND ROADWAY CAPACITY DEFICIENCIES 

Based on the level of service and vlc ratio analysis, the following ODOT intersection will need 
future improvements: 

Hughes LanelUS 30 
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Section 6.0 
Transportation System Alternatives Analysis 

6.1. ODOT STIP PROJECTS 

Oregon's Final 2004-2007 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is the state's 
transportation preservation and capital improvement program. It covers a four-year period from 
2004 to 2007. The STIP includes projects of regional significance and even includes projects in 
the National Parks, National Forests, and Indian Reservations. Funding sources are from a 
variety of sources including but not limited to federal, state, and local government transportation 
funds. It should be noted that the STIP is a project scheduling and funding document. Projects 
are scheduled and funded based on priorities developed. 

The following STIP project types exist: 

Pavement Preservation Program 
Bridge Preservation Program 
Modernization Program 
Safety Program 
Operations Program 
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement 

s Transportation Enhancement Program 
Public Transportation Programs 

s Statewide (Bucketed) Programs including those projects characterized by Special 
Programs projects 

In addition to the project types listed above, STIP projects are also funded by a special program 
enacted by the 2001, 2002, and 2003 Oregon Transportation Investment Act (OTIA). In 2001 
and 2002, the passing of OTIA allowed the Oregon Department of Transportation to sell bonds 
which brought $500 million into the State Highway Fund. The following year, 2003, OTIA I11 
was passed by the Oregon State Legislature. OTIA I11 allowed ODOT to sell bonds to bring an 
additional $2.5 billion into the State Highway Fund. The money generated by OTIA has been 
dedicated to modernization, bridge, and pavement preservation projects. 

Based on a review of the 2004-2007 STIP, the following type of STIP projects are currently 
programmed within unincorporated Baker County: 

Pavement Preservation 
Operations Program 

s Bridge Preservation Program 
Jurisdictional Exchange 

s Statewide (Bucketed) Programs including those projects characterized by Special 
Programs projects 
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6.1.1. Pavement Preservation Projects 

The purpose of ODOT's pavement preservation project is to keep highways in the best condition 
at the lowest lifecycle cost. This purpose focuses on t a h g  preventative measures to add useful 
life to a road before the pavement reaches poor condition. By implementing a preventative 
pavement preservation program rather than allowing poor pavement condition before any 
improvements, 75 to 80 percent savings can be achieved. Four pavement preservation projects 
are identified in the 2004-2007 STP. These projects are described below: 

OR 7 from Salisbury Junction to Baker City Pavement Preservation - This project 
involves pavement preservation along OR 7 from Milepost 41.85 to Milepost 50.42. The 
total project cost is $642,000. It is scheduled for construction in 2005. 

US 26 from Middle Fork Burnt River to Malheur County Line - This project involves 
pavement preservation along US 26 from Milepost 204.89 to Milepost 222.91. The total 
project cost is $4,385,000. It is scheduled for construction in 2005. 

US 26 from Grant County Line to Forest Service Boundary - This project involves 
pavement preservation along US 26 from Milepost 199.30 to Milepost 204.89. The total 
project cost is $1,100,000. It is scheduled for construction in 2006. 

OR 7 from Campbell Avenue to 1-84 - This project involves pavement preservation along 
OR 7 from Milepost 0.24 to Milepost 1.56. The total project cost is $621,000. It is 
scheduled for construction in 2006. 

In addition to the 2004-2007 S T P  pavement preservation projects listed above, ODOT has plans 
for additional pavement preservation projects in Baker County. These projects are listed below: 

OR 86 - Oxbow to Baker County - scheduled for 2005 
OR 86 - City of Richland - scheduled for 2006 
OR 203, chip seal -scheduled for 2006 
US 30 from Haines to Baker City, oil and chip seal - scheduled for 2006 
Pleasant Valley - scheduled for 2008 
OR 7, chip seal - scheduled for 2008 
Lime Station - scheduled for 2009 

6.1.2. Bridge Preservation Projects 

Bridge replacement and rehabilitation is a critical component in the STIP to maintain an adequate 
transportation infrastmcture. Although the life expectancy of a bridge is typically between 50 
and 80 years, significant changes have occurred that require extensive bridge rehabilitation 
and/or replacement. These changes include significant increase in traffic volumes, especially 
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truck traffic; heavier truck loads; longer truck loads which affect geometric standards as well as 
heavier truck weight loads; and higher speeds. All of these changes require upgrades to design 
standards. Many of the current bridges in operation were not built to current design standards 
that address the changes to truck freight movement. 

A recent report that was made available to the Oregon House Interim Transportation Committee 
identified the funds needed to address the states bridge replacement and rehabilitation needs. 
This study identified approximately $3.1 billion needed to address all of the state's bridge work. 
In comparison, the 2004-2007 STIP allocates $342 million for bridges and OTIA III makes 
available $1.3 billion. This is still far short of the need. 

A bridge replacement and rehabilitation project is developed through the use of the Bridge 
Management System (BMS) and twelve deficiency parameters. Based on the BMS and 
deficiency parameters, three bridge projects were funded in Baker County by the 2004-2007 
STIP that have yet to be constructed. These projects are described below: 

1-84: Pleasant Valley Interchange Bridges (Bridge #8279W and #8279E) - This project 
involves replacing Bridges #8279W and #8279E along 1-84, The project is scheduled for 
construction in 2005. The total cost of the project is $1 1,939,000. 

US 30/I-84 Burnt River Bridges (Bridges W1788, W1789, and W1786) - This project 
involves replacing Bridges W1788, #01789, and #01786 along US 30. The project is 
scheduled for construction in 2007. The total cost of the project is $3,360,000. 

OR 86: Powder River Bridge (Bridge #02807) - This project involves replacing Bridge 
#02807 along OR 86. The project is scheduled for construction in 2007. The total cost of 
the project is $1,744,000. 

6.1.3. Special Programs 

There are no Special Programs projects funded in Baker County in the 2004-2007 STIP. 

6.1.4. Operations Program 

An operations project improves the efficiency of the transportation system through the 
replacement of aging operational infrastructure and the deployment of projects and new 
technology to meet increased system demand. The Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) 
has approved approximately $84 million for the funding of operations projects in the 2004-2007 
STIP. The Operations Program includes the following four categories of projects: 1) slides and 
rockfalls; 2) intelligent transportation systems (ITS); 3) signs, signals, and illumination; and 4) 
transportation demand management. The following operations project is funded by the 2004- 
2007 STlP in Baker County: 
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OR 7: Whitney Highway (Black Mountain Road) Rockfall - This project involves 
correcting rockfall along OR 7 from Milepost 34.50 to Milepost 34.70. The total project 
cost is $59,000. 

Burnt River Canyon Safety Improvements - scheduled for completion in 2008 

6.1.5. OTZA ZZZ 

OTIA IU will fund replacing the following two local bridges: 

Cracker Creek Bridge (Bridge #01C227) 
Burnt River Bridge (Bridge #01C408) 

OTL4 III will fund replacing the following 10 ODOT bridges: 

Powder River, Highway 71 at Milepost 41.66 (Bridge #07316) 
Powder River, Highway 71 at Milepost 42.77 (Bridge #07431) 
Pritchard Creek at WRR, Highway 6 WB (Bridge #07987) 
Highway 6 over Lime Interchange Conn (Bridge #09354) 
Burnt River (Dixie Creek), Highway 6 (Bridge #01786A) 
Pritchard Creek & WRR, Highway 6 EB (Bridge #07987A) 
Highway 6 EB over Conn & UPRR - Ecina Interchange (Bridge #08302E) 
Highway 6 WB over Conn & UPRR - Ecina Interchange (Bridge #08302E) 
Highway 6 EB over Alder Creek Road (Bridge W8423E) 
Highway 6 WB over Alder Creek Road (Bridge #08423W) 

6.2. INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT AT HUGHES LANElCTS 30 

Based on the 2025 traffic volumes, levels of service, and vlc ratio analyses, the Hughes LanelUS 
30 intersection is projected to operate below an acceptable level or service andlor vlc ratio by the 
Year 2025. The westbound movement is projected to operate with a 1.48 vlc ratio in the 2025 
A.M. peak hour. This intersection should be monitored by ODOT and Baker County periodically 
to determine when a traffic signal should be installed. The Hughes LaneAJS 30 intersection 
should meet multiple signal warrants prior to the intersection being considered for signalization. 

Based on information from Baker County and ODOT, truck traffic has a difficult time turning at 
the Hughes LaneAJS 30 intersection due to deficient turning radii. Baker County should work 
with ODOT to develop an improvement project that improves the turning radii for truck traffic at 
the Hughes LanelUS 30 intersection. 

The Hughes LanelLiS 30 intersection is along an emergency route to the hospital and forest 
service. It is along a very important travel corridor for Baker City and Baker County. Therefore, 
any intersection improvements should be developed with it importance in mind. 
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6.3. SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS 

In analyzing the crash information, many of the accidents were related to hitting wildlife. Baker 
County should work with the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) in developing ways 
to reduce crashes related to hitting wildlife. Clearing the right-of-way vegetation may help 
improve visibility for the motorist to see wildlife. 

6.4. BAKER COUNTY ROAD DEPARTMENT PROJECTS 

Baker County has developed a list of modernization, freight, and roadway connectivity projects. 
The modernization projects are intended to upgrade existing gravel roadways that carry a 
significant amount of Baker County traffic. These gravel roads carry traffic volumes equivalent 
to those roadways that are classified as major collectors and that are paved. The roadway 
connectivity projects are intended to improve mobility, provide additional access, and reduce the 
dependence of the state highway for locally oriented trips. These projects are described below 
and are not prioritized: 

1. Chico Road (County Road #538, project length is 0.61 miles). The road is a critical 
freight route in the Baker County transportation system, however is structurally deficient 
to properly function as such. The road is in need of major reconstruction. It should be 
upgraded to major collector paved status. Estimated cost is $200,000. 

2. Chandler Lane (County Road #702, project length is 0.72 miles). The road is a local 
paved road. The project would be from the bridge over Powder River east to the I- 
84Highway 203 interchange. This section is substandard and in need of major 
reconstruction. Raising the road grade at the bridge is needed to provide increased sight 
distance. Numerous public safety issues have occurred at this site. Estimated cost is 
$200,000. 

3. Shurtleff Road (County Road #695) and Old Wingville Road (County Road #696, total 
project length is 1.78 miles). Project location is from the end of pavement at the north 
end of Old Wingville Road to Shurtleff Road and continuing north to the Haines city 
limits. The roads are currently local gravel roads and should be brought to collector 
paved status. Estimated cost is $225,000. 

4. Brown Road (County Road #701, project length is 1 mile). The project would be from 
the intersection of Wingville Lane north to the intersection of Lower Hunt Mountain 
Road. One half of this section is local paved and the other half is gravel road. This 
section needs to be brought up to collector paved status. Estimated cost is $150,000. 

5. Hunt Mountain Lane (County Road #700, project length is 1 mile). The project would be 
from the Pocahontas intersection eastward to the Brown Road intersection. The road is 
currently a local gravel road and should be brought to collector paved status. Estimated 
cost is $125,000. 

Baker County Transpoiiation System Plan 
June 30, 2005 

Page 6-5 



6. Robinette Road (County Road #979, project length is 1.75 miles). The road accesses 
Hewitt and Holcomb Parks which are two major recreational areas in Baker County. The 
road consists of varying widths. It needs to be brought to major collector paved status. 
Estimated cost is $350,000. 

7. Haines Cemetery Lane (County Road #694, project length is 1.25 miles). The road is a 
connector. Currently 0.25 miles of the roadway is paved. The road should be paved in its 
entirety and upgraded to a collector paved status. Estimated cost is $150,000. 

8. Huckleberry Loop (County Road #564, project length is 1 miles). The west end between 
Highway 7 and Sumpter Highway 410 serves as a collector and connector. This section 
needs to be upgraded to collector paved status. Estimated cost is $100,000. 

9. Miles Bridge Road (County Road #775, project length is 5.8 miles). The road connects 
Highway 203 with Keating Grange Lane. Currently, it consists of 3.3 miles of pavement 
and 2.5 miles of gravel. The road needs to be pavement in its entirety and brought to 
collector paved status. Estimated cost is $375,000. 

10. Unity District (County Road District #5, project includes 13 approaches). Pave all gravel 
road approaches that connect to paved County or State roads. Operational and safety 
improvements would result. Estimated cost is $130,000. 

11. Clear Creek Road (County Road #999, length of project is 1.71 miles). Project location is 
from the intersection of Fish Lake Road northwesterly to the end of the county 
jurisdiction. The road receives large amounts of traffic from recreational and timber 
resource purposes. The road is currently a local gravel road and has become a difficult 
maintenance problem. The road needs to be upgraded to local paved status. Estimated 
cost is $225,000. 

12. Old Auburn Lane (County Road #722, length of project is 5.26 miles). The road is 
currently a local gravel road. The road is an access to the national forest and a wildlife 
feeding area. The road needs to be upgraded to a local paved road. Estimated cost is 
$750,000. 

13. Hunt Mountain Lane (County Road #700, length of project is 0.50 miles). The project 
location is from the Pocahontas Road intersection westward to the Lone Pine Road 
intersection. The road is currently a local gravel road and should be brought to collector 
paved status. Estimated cost is $60,000. 

14. Pine Town Lane (County Road #1128, project length is 1.5 miles). Currently, the 
pavement on the east end does not terminate at an intersection. The pavement should be 
extended to the east 1.5 miles. The extension would accommodate truck traffic from 
Baker County's rock source at the Dead Cow pit. Estimated cost is $150,000. 
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15. Pine Creek Lane (County Road #646, project length is 0.40 miles). West of the Ben Dier 
Lane intersection, Pine Creek Lane is a local gravel road. This section of roadway to the 
intersection of Upper Spring Creek private road needs to be reconstructed to a collector 
paved status. Estimated cost is $187,500. 

16. Pole Line Lane (County Road #698, project length is 3.20 miles). From the intersection 
of Pocahontas Road east to Highway 30, it is currently a gravel collector road. It is a FAS 
route and also a farm to market road. It should be brought to a collector paved status. 
Estimated cost is $350,000. 

6.5. OTHER IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 

Other improvements that were developed as part of the previous transportation system planning 
process are described below. 

Other Improvement 1. Add Passing Lane or Paved Slow Vehicle Turnout on Highway 86 
Between Richland and Baker City 

Overview: This section of Highway 86 is approximately 40 miles long and traverses 
mountainous terrain. The highway currently has only one passing lane in the west-bound 
direction. Average daily traffic (ADT) volumes are less than 2,000 vehicles per day. The 
highway operates at LOS A today and is expected to continue to operate at LOS A throughout the 
20-year planning period. 

The need for a additional passing lanes or slow vehicle turnouts was identified during the public 
involvement process. The road is perceived to serve high levels of truck and recreational vehicle 
traffic because it provides access to the national forest, Brownlee Reservoir, and Hells Canyon 
National Recreation Area. A review of the data collected at ODOT's automatic traffic recorder 
west of Richland indicated that vehicles with 3 or more axles comprise less than 5 percent of the 
total traffic. 

Impact: Passing lanes and slow vehicle turnouts provide increased levels of safety, capacity, and 
motorist comfort. In some cases, the installation of passing lanes or turnouts may require 
additional right-of-way. 

Cost: The cost to construct two M-mile passing lanes (one in each direction) is estimated at 
approximately $1,000,000. Turnouts are less expensive to construct because they are shorter. 
The estimated cost to construct a 500-foot turnout is $250,000. 

Recommendation: Construct one paved slow vehicle turnout in each direction at a location to be 
determined by ODOT. 

Priority: Low priority. Due to the relatively low traffic volumes for a two-lane highway, the 
highway currently operates at level of service A and is expected to continue to operate at level of 
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service A throughout the 20-year planning period. Providing one slow vehicle turnout in each 
direction will reduce delays during peak summer periods when recreational traffic is highest. 

Other Improvement 2: Add Passing Lane or Paved Slow Vehicle Turnout on Highway 7 
Between Baker City and Sumpter 

Overview: This section of Highway 7 is approximately 25 miles long and traverses mountainous 
terrain. There are currently no passing or slow vehicle turnouts on this section of roadway. 
Average daily traffic (ADT) volumes are less than 2,000 vehicles per day. The highway operates 
at LOS A today and is expected to operate at LOS B at the end of the 20-year planning period. 

The need for a additional passing lanes or slow vehicle turnouts was identified during the public 
involvement process. Approximately 10 percent of the total traffic consists of heavy vehicles (3 
axles or more). 

Impact: Passing lanes and slow vehicle turnouts provide increased levels of safety, capacity, and 
motorist comfort. In some cases, the installation of passing lanes or turnouts may require 
additional right-of-way. 

Cost: The cost to construct two %-mile passing lanes (one in each direction) is estimated at 
approximately $1,000,000. Turnouts are less expensive to construct because they are shorter. 
The estimated cost to construct a 500-foot turnout is $250,000. 

Recommendation: Construct one paved slow vehicle turnout in each direction at a location to he 
determined by ODOT. 

Priorily: Low priority. Due to the relatively low traffic volumes for a two-lane highway, the 
highway currently operates at LOS A and is expected to operate at LOS B at the end of the 20- 
year planning period. Providing one slow vehicle turnout in each direction will reduce delays 
when truck traffic is heavy. 

Other Improvement 3. Construct a Connection Between 1-84 and OR 7 South of Baker 
City 

Overview: During a public meeting, a "southeast connector" between 1-84 and OR 7 was 
discussed. This project has already been implemented in the Baker City Transportation System 
Plan and is only in the Baker County Transportation Plan for information purposes. 

Impact: This project could potentially reduce some out-of-direction travel. However, volumes 
are low on both highways in this area, so the benefits would be minimal. In addition, the 
roadway would cross through an area zoned as resource land by Baker County, and would require 
a state land use goal exception to implement. 
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Recommendation: This project is part of the Baker City Transportation Plan and is in the Baker 
County Transportation System Plan for information purposes only. 

Priority: None. 

Other Improvement 4. Reroute OR 7 

Overview: During the first public meeting, the concept of rerouting OR 7 was discussed. The 
concept for the new route is reportedly one that has been discussed for many years. 

Impact: The existing OR 7 route is relatively winding and is subject to snow and ice because of 
its elevation. The suggested route would be largely at a lower elevation with greater southern 
exposure, which could reduce snow and ice problems. It would avoid the narrow canyon and 
would be approximately 5% miles shorter than the present highway. 

Cost: The construction of the new highway segment would be around $80 million, 

Recommendation: The concept of rerouting OR 7 has merit since it is a critical freight 
connection between the mills in Grant County and the rail head and interstate system in Baker 
County. However, since the overall traffic on OR 7 is projected to remain relatively low and no 
significant collision problems exist, the realignment of OR 7 is likely beyond the planning period 
of this document. Since OR 7 provides a valuable freight connection between Grant County and 
Baker County, the issue of rerouting OR 7 should be revisited periodically. 

Other Improvement 5. Provide Additional Public Transit Service 

Overview: Community Connections, the transit provider for Baker County, has identified a 
general shortfall in meeting the county's transit needs. Ridership continues to increase showing a 
demand for more public transportation. The additional public transportation is needed for the 
elderly, transportation disadvantaged, as well as the general public. Also, additional inter-city 
transportation is needed for individuals in the outlying areas to travel to and from Baker City. 

Impact: Regular provision of transit would help to reduce the number of single occupant 
vehicles on the road and provide a reliable and less expensive means of transportation, 
particularly for the disadvantaged members of the community. 

Cost: Community Connections estimates that they need approximately $16,000 to replace 
currently unfunded basic service needs (adjusted from a 1997 estimate). 

Recommendation: Transit is very important to rural populations, particularly those that are 
aging and have higher poverty rates, such as Baker County. A regional effort is on-going to 
create a regionally coordinated transit system that can act as a brokerage for all available 
transportation providers in the regional area. In the short term, additional incremental funding 
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should be sought to expand existing inter-city bus service. In the long term, a sustainable source 
of income should be sought to significantly increase service as well as the current fleet of 
vehicles. 

Priority: High. 

Other Improvement 6. Implement Rideshare Program 

Overview: Community Connections, the Baker County transit provider, indicates that the most 
common alternative to the single-occupant vehicle in the county is carpooling. Community 
Connections plans to conduct a needs survey to determine if a rideshare program would be 
effective. A rideshare program typically provides a telephone number, database, and staff person 
to help connect those who would like to carpool. 

Impacts: Carpooling could provide a benefit for those who commute regularly between 
population centers, particularly for disadvantaged residents. A rideshare program could enable 
people to connect and set up carpools. 

Cost: Carpooling can take advantage of excess parking in retail areas or parking unused during 
the week, such as at churches. Costs are typically limited to a full-time or part-time rideshare 
program administrator to update the database, provide public education and advertising, and 
coordinate park and ride lots. For comparison purposes, a rideshare program located in Central 
Oregon has an annual operating budget of approximately $50,000. ODOT participates in this 
program by providing approximately 60% of the funding. Because the population base in Baker 
County area is smaller, it is estimated that a similar rideshare program could be operated for 
around $15,000 a year with a part-time staff member. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that the county and cities participate together in studying 
and establishing a rideshare program through Community Connections. 

Priority: High. 

Other Improvement 7. Create a Public Transportation Around School Buses to Provide 
Service between Sumpter and Baker City and Baker City and Richland 

Overview: There have been local discussions to utilize existing school buses and routes to 
provide public transit service between Sumpter and Baker City and Baker City and Richland. 

Impacts: Impacts would be minimal since this proposal utilizes an existing transportation 
service. 

Cost: The cost of implementing this concept should be minimal since this proposal utilizes an 
existing transportation service. 
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Recommendation: It is recommended that the county and cities participate together in studying 
and establishing this program. 

Priority: High. 
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SECTION 7.0 
TRANSPORTATION MODAL PLANS 



Section 7.0 
Transportation Modal Plans 

7.1. ROAD PLAN 

7.1.1. Transportation System Plan (TSP) Requirements 

OAR 660-12-020 Elements of Transportation System Plans 

(2) @) A road plan for a system of arterials and collectors and standards for the layout of local 
roads and other important non-collector road connections. Functional classifications of 
roads in regional and local TSPs shall be consistent with functional adjacent jurisdictions. 
The standards for the layout of local roads shall provide for safe and convenient bike and 
pedestrian circulation necessary to carry out OAR 660-12-045(3)@). 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 roads, which are needed to provide 
reasonably direct routes for bicycle and pedestrian travel. The standards for the layout of 
local roads shall address: 

(A) Extensions of existing roads; 
(B) Connections to existing or planned roads, including arterials and collectors; and 
(C) Connections to neighborhood destinations. 

7.1.2. Functional Classification 

The existing Baker County roadways are classified by the following classifications: 

arterial 
collector 
local road 
private 
RS2477 

The future roadway network classification has been simplified. The principal and minor arterials 
have been combined into one arterial classification. The rural and major collector designations 
have been combined into one collector designation. The local road designation is for county 
maintained roads only. Other local roads not maintained by the county are private roads, public use 
roads, and RS2477 roads. Figures 7-la and 7-lb show the functional classifications for Baker 
County roadways with the new classification system of arterials, collectors, and local roads. 

The state highway system within Baker County has its own roadway functional classification 
system. The state highway roadway classification system is defined in Section 3.3.2. 
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ROADWAY NAME LEGEND 
(666) Beaver Creek Loop (Co. Rd 666) 
(678) Sutton Creek Loop (Co. Rd 678) 
(686) Jambs Road(&. Rd 686) 
(712) Gene Harsin Road (Co. Rd 712) 
(748) "C" Sch&er Creek Lane (Co. Rd. 748) 
(753) Sutton Creek Road (Co. Rd 753) 
(755) West S u m  CreekRoad (Co. Rd. 755) 
(775) Miles Bridge Road (Co. Rd 775) 
(781) Jury Road (Co. Rd 781) 
(783) Lower Powder Road (Co. Rd 783) 
(805) Erwin Road (Co. Rd 805) 
(841) Gilkison Mill Road (Co. Rd  841) 
(850) Keating Grange Lane (Co. Rd. 850) 
(851) Hack Road (Co. Rd 851) 
(853) Middle Bridge Loop (Co. Rd. 853) 
(859) Banta Road (Co. Rd 859) 
(880) Ritter Loop (Co. Rd 880) 
(894) FredBowman Lane (Co. Rd 894) 
(895) Duby Road (Co. Rd 895) 

Baker Countv Trans~ortation Svstem Plan 
LEGEND U I .I 

State Highway County Road --wsm.=. 

Arterial 
NOT TO SCALE Collector 

Figure 7-la 
Future Roadway Classification 
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f LEGEND ROADWAY NAME LEGEND 
state Highway county Road (632) Mansfield Lane (CO ~d 632) (1019) Estes f i l l  Lane (CO ~d 1019) 

(927) McFadden Lane (Co. Rd 927) (1127) Blank Road (Co Rd  1127) 
Figure 7-lb 

Arterial (960) Steele f iu  ~ o a d ( ~ o  ~d 960) (1143) st even^ ~ o a d  ( a  ~ d .  1143) 
(961) Holbrook Creek Road (CO. Rd 961) (1147) Governor Lane (CO Rd 1147) Future Roadway Classification 

NOT TO SCALE Collector (962) H O I ~ I O O ~  creek spur (CO ~d 962) 
(1013) Bow~manLane(Co Rd 1013) 



7.1.3. Road Design Standards 

Road classification standards relate the design of a roadway to its function. The function is 
determined by operational characteristics such as traffic volume, operating speed, safety, and 
capacity. Road standards are necessary to provide a community with roadways which are 
relatively safe, aesthetic, and easy to administer when new roadways are planned or constructed. 
They are based on experience, and policies and publications of the profession. 

The typical road cross sections by roadway classification are depicted in the following figures: 

Figure 7-2. Paved Multi-Use Collector Road- 32 foot paved surface, 1 foot gravel 
shoulder 
Figure 7-3. Paved Collector Road - 28 foot paved surface, 2 foot gravel shoulder 

0 Figure 7-4. Local and Collector Gravel Roads - 28 foot gravel surface 
Figure 7-5. Local Gravel Road Upgrade to Local Paved Road - 24 foot paved 
surface, 2 foot gravel shoulder 
Figure 7-6. Paved Local Road - 22 foot paved surface, 3 foot gravel shoulder 
Figure 7-7. Public Use Road - 22 foot gravel surface 
Figure 7-8. RS2477 Road - 14 foot gravel surface 
Figure 7-9. Private Road - 14 foot gravel surface 
Figure 7-10. Cul de Sac - 45 foot radius, gravel surface 

The road and access management design standards for ODOT facilities can be referenced in the 
1999 Oregon Highway Plan and Highway Design Manual. Appendix C contains the ODOT 
access management design standards that can be found in the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan. 

7.1.4 Access Management 

Access management is an important tool for maintaining a transportation system. The lack of a 
prudent access management plan can result in excessive numbers of accesses along arterial roads. - 
^TOO many access points c& diminish the function of an arterial mainly due to delays and safety 
hazards created by turning movements. Traditionally, the response to this situation is to add 
lanes to the roadway. The roadway improvements stimulate more business activity and traffic 
demands. This trend often continues in cyclical fashion and requires significant capital 
investment. With tightening local, state, and federal funding, there are no longer financial 
resources to continue this trend, Therefore, the prudent solution is to better manage the roadway 
through access management to preserve the capacity of the road and balance the need for local 
access. 

The number of access points to a roadway can be restricted and managed by following the 
techniques described below: 

Restricting spacing between access points (driveways) based on the type of development 
and speed along the arterial 
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Providing access via the lowest classified road 

Constructing frontage roads to separate local traffic from through traffic 

0 Providing service drives to prevent spillover of vehicle queues onto the adjoining 
roadways 

Providing of acceleration, deceleration, and right turn only lanes 

0 Installing median barriers to control conflicts associated with left turn movements 

Installing side barriers to the property along the arterial to restrict access width to a 
minimum 

Access management is hierarchical, ranging from complete access control on freeways to 
increasing use of roads for access purposes, parking and loading at the local and collector level. 
Table 7-1 describes recommended general access management guidelines by roadway functional 
classification. 

These access management restrictions are generally not intended to eliminate existing 
intersections or driveways. Rather, they should be applied as new development occurs. Over 
time, as land is developed and redeveloped, the access to roadways will meet these guidelines. 
However, where there is a recognized problem, such as unusual number of collisions, these 
techniques and standards can be applied to retrofit existing roadways. 

To summarize, access management strategies consist of managing the number of access points 
and providing traffic and facility improvements. The solution is a balanced, comprehensive 
program that provides reasonable access while maintaining the safety and efficiency of traffic 
movement. 

Table 7-1. Access Management Standards 

' Desirable design spacing for new or reconstructed roads. Existing spacing will vary. 
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7.1.5. Local Road Network Plan 

The purpose of the Local Road Network Plan is to identify future right-of-way that Baker County 
will need in order to have and maintain, as much as possible, a balanced road network in 
accordance with the Oregon Transportation Rule. The plan designates: 

1) where existing collector/arterials will be extended or new ones will be added; 
2) where new local access roads and/or pedestrian ways will be located to provide 

better connection between existing roads (grid infill); and 
3) where new local access roads will be located to provide adequate connection to 

significant local destinations for both automobiles and pedestrians. 
4) Where rural residential development may occur, local roads will be carried 

through the full extent of the property and terminate with an emergency 
turnaround. 

Locations for the right-of-way and improvements are designated based on review of the existing 
road grid, potential buildability of existing zoning, existing parcel boundary locations, physical 
constraints (such as steep slopes and floodways that might preclude economical road 
construction) and access management guidelines for access onto major arterials. Based on the 
criteria the following areas and their surrounding were evaluated for potential roadway extension 
projects: 

Halfway 
Richland 
Keating Valley 
Durkee 
Huntington 
Dooley Mountain 
Unity 
Sumpter Valley 
West Baker Valley 
East Baker Valley 
Sparta 
Greenhorn 

The projects identified in Table 7-2 were identified as potential concerns because of circulation 
and access issues. 
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Table 7-2. Local Road Network Plan Improvement Projects 

7.1.6. Road Improvements 

(Skyline Road) 

0 
6. Deer Creek Drive to Deems Loop 
7. Goodrich CreekRoad to Spring Creek Rec 

The road improvements identified in Section 6 are summarized in Table 7-3. The location of 
these road improvement projects are shown in Figures 7-1 l a  and 7-1 lb. 

Table 7-3 
Roadway Capital Improvement List and Cost 

10-15 years 
5-10 years 
5-10 years 

3. US 26 from Grant County Line to Forest Service Boundary I $1,100,000 

$192,500 
$35,000 
$35,000 

4. OR 7 from Campbell Avenue to 1-84 I $621,000 

5. 1-84: Pleasant Valley Interchange Bridges (Bridge #8279W and 
#8279E) 

6. US 3011-84 Burnt River Bridges (Bridges #01788, #01789, and 
#01786) 

7. OR 86: Powder River Bridge (Bridge #02807) I $1,744,000 
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Table 7-3 
Roadway Capital Improvement List and Cost Continued 

10. Burnt River Bridge (Bridge #01C408) I $618,000 

OTIA 3 Projects 
- 
9. Cracker Creek Bridge (Bridge #01C227) 

1 1. Powder River, Highway 71 at Milepost 41.66 (Bridge #073 16) 1 $1,060,000 

Cost 

$683,000 

12. Powder River, Highway 71 at Milepost 42.77 (Bridge #0743 1) 1 $1,010,000 

13. Pritchard Creek at UPRR, Highway 6 WB (Bridge #07987) I $2,103,000 

16. Pritchard Creek & UPRR, Highway 6 EB (Bridge #07987A) 1 $2,084,000 

14. Highway 6 over Lime Interchange Conn (Bridge #09354) 

15. Burnt River (Dixie Creek), Highway 6 (Bridge #01786A) 

17. Highway 6 EB over Conn & UPRR - Ecina Interchange (Bridge 
#08302E) 

$1 0,009,000 

$783,000 

18. Highway 6 WB over Conn & UPRR - Ecina Interchange (Bridge 
#08302E) 

19. Highway 6 EB over Alder Creek Road (Bridge #08423E) I $978,000 

20. Highway 6 WB over Alder Creek Road (Bridge #08423v I $978,000 

Baker County Road Department Projects I 

23. Shurtleff Road (County Road #695) and Old Wingville Road 
(County Road #696, total project length is 1.78 miles). 

21. Chico Road (County Road #538, project length is 0.61 miles) 

22. Chandler Lane (County Road #702, project length is 0.72 miles) 

24. Brown Road (County Road #7Ol, project length is 1 mile) 1 $150,000 

$200,000 

$200,000 

25. Hunt Mountain Lane (County Road #700, project length is 1 
mile). 

26. Robinette Road (County Road #979, project length is 1.75 miles) I $350,000 
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Table 7-3 
Roadway Capital Improvement List and Cost Continued 

Baker County Road Department Projects Continued 

miles) 

28. Huckleberry Loop (County Road #564, project length is 1 miles) 1 $1 00,000 

29. Miles Bridge Road (County Road #775, project length is 5.8 
miles). 

30. Unity District (County Road District #5, project includes 13 
approaches) 

31. Clear Creek Road (County Road #999, length of project is 1.71 
miles). 

32. Old Auburn Lane (County Road #722, length of project is 5.26 
miles) 

33. Hunt Mountain Lane (County Road #700, length of project is 0.50 
miles) 

34. Pine Town Lane (County Road #1128, project length is 1.5 miles) 1 $150,000 

35. Pine Creek Lane (County Road #646, project length is 0.40 miles) / $1 87,500 

Other Improvements I 

36. Pole Line Lane (County Road #698, project length is 3.20 miles) 

Other Improvement 6. Provide Aldditional Public Transit Service 1 $16,OOO/yr 

$350,000 

Other Improvement 7. Implement Rideshare Program 1 $15,OOO/yr 

Other Improvement 8. School BudTransit I ---- 

Local Road Network Plan Improvement Projects 

37. Rhody Road to Sawmill Gulch Road 
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38. Stices Gulch Road to Top of Dooley Mountain (OR 245) $285,000 
39. Greenridge Drive to Auburn Street $10,000 
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Roadway Capital Improvement List and Cost Continued 
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See Next Figure for Details n 

ROADWAY NAME LEGEND 
(666) Beaver Creek Loop (Co. Rd 666) 
(678) Sutton Creek Loop (Co. Rd 678) 
(686) Jacobs Road (Co. Rd  686) 
(712) Gene Hmin Road (Co. Rd7l2) 
(748) "C" Scha5ner Creek Lane (Co. Rd 748) 
(753) Sutton Creek Road (Co. Rd. 753) 
(755) West Sutton CreekRoad (Co. Rd 755) 
(775) Miles Bridge Road (Co. Rd 775) 
(781) Jury Road (Co. Rd 781) 
(783) Lower Powder Road (Co. Rd 783) 
(805) Envin Road (Co. Rd 805) 
(841) Gilkison MiU Road (Co. Rd 841) 
i8soj Kcating Grange ~ a n Z ( ~ o .  R& 8i0) 
(851) Hack Road (Co. Rd. 851) 
(853) Middle Bridge Lmp (Co. Rd 853) 
(859) Banta Road (CO. ~d 859) 

(894j  red BO&& LW (co.'R~ 894) 
(895) Jhby Road (Co. Rd. 895) 

1 LEGEND 

f State Highway 
Arterial 

NOT TO SCALE Collector 

Baker County Transportation System Plan 
County Road m-.L-.-m= 

Road Improvement Project Location @ 
Figure 7-l la 

Road Improvement Project 
Location Map 



Bidwell Spur Rd 
(Ca. Rd. 501) 

?i 
/ ' --' 

(Co. Rd. 1141) 
(Co. Rd. 3w 

p' 

t 
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LEGEND ROADWAY NAME LEGEND 
State Highway ---- (632) Mansfield Lane (CO ~d 632) (1019) ~ s t w  &II Lane ( ~ o  ~d 1019) 

(927) McFadden Lane (Co. Rd 927) (1 127) Blank Road (Co Rd 1127) 
Figure 7-1 1 b 

Arterial Project Location O %,,, Rd, , ,,, (1 143) Stevens Road (GI Rd 1143) 
(961) Holbmok CreekRoad (Co Rd 961) (1147) GovemorLane(Co Rd 1147) Road Improvement Project 

NOT TO SCALE Collector (962) H O I ~ ~ O ~  Creek spur (CO R~ 962) 
(1013) BowermanLane(Co Rd 1013) Location Mat, 



7.2. PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE SYSTEM PLAN 

7.2.1. TPR Requirements 

OAR 660-12-020 Elements of Transportation System Plans 

(2) (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. 

OAS 660-12-045 Implementation of the Transportation System Plan 

(6) In developing a bicycle and pedestrian circulation plan as required by 660-12-020(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. 

7.2.2. Non-Motorized Facility Standards 

There are many types of non-motorized facilities. These facilities include but are not limited to: 

Shared roadway 
Shoulder bikeway 
BikeLane 
Multi-use path 
Sidewalk 

Baker County shall use the standards for non-motorized facilities that are contained in the 
Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, ODOT, June 14,1995. 

7.2.3. Non-Motorized Improvements 

Baker County has used the following five factors to select its bikeway route improvements: 

1. Bicycle Traffic Generators 

An estimate range of 3 to 6 miles covers most recreational and pragmatic bicycle 
trips, and these can be identified with a specific traffic generator. Generators include: 
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a. Schools 
b. Parks and recreational facilities 
c. Community activity centers 
d. Employment connections 
e. Shopping and commercial centers 
f. Transportation hubsltransfer stations 

NOTE: For all types of trips in urban areas of up to 5 miles, the bicycle and motor 
vehicle require about the same traffic time. 

2. Scenic and Recreational Amenities 

The value of a bikeway, as an amenity is enhanced by close proximity and connection 
to parks or other scenic and recreational attractions. All else being equal, the most 
varied and attractive routes will be used the most. Baker County offers varied and 
superlative scenery. 

3. Terrain 

Bicyclists will avoid steep grades. Studies indicate that if gradients exceed 5 percent 
there will be a sharp drop in the length of uphill grade that bicyclists will tolerate. 

4. Width of Bikeways 

Factors to consider when determining widths for bikeways must include: 

a. The spatial dimensions of bicyclist and bicycle 
b. Maneuvering space required for balancing 
c. Additional clearances required to avoid obstacles 

Designers should assume that in almost all cases two-way travel will occur on bicycle 
paths, regardless of design intentions, appropriate widths should be provided (Hams 
and Dines, 1988) 

5. Negative Factors 

Factors that negatively influence the selection of a route for a bikeway include 
elevated embankments, freeways and their interchanges, busy arterials, and areas with 
ffequent periods of adverse weather conditions (Hanis and Dines, 1988). 

Table 7-4 contains a list of bicycle and pedestrian projects developed by Baker County. 

Figures 7-12a and 7-12b show the locations of the bicycle and pedestrian improvement projects. 
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Table 7-4 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Capital Improvement List and Cost 

7. Pocahontas Road (County Road 1124) - Baker City to Anthony Lakes Highway - 1 5-20 years / $7,875,000 1 
consrmcr shared path on horh sides of the roadway -. - ... 1 1 

8. OR 86 - 1-84 to lnrcrprerive Ccnrcr - consmcr share9ath on sidcs of thc roadway 5-20 years S1.890,000 
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ROADWAY NAME LEGEND 
(666) Beaver CreekLoop (Co. Rd 666) 
(678) Sunon Creek Loop (Co. Rd 678) 
(686) Jacobs Road (Co. Rd  686) 
(712) Gene Harsin Road (Co. R d  712) 
(748) "C" SchdTner Creek h e  (Co. Rd 748) 
(753) S u m  Creek Road (Co. Rd  753) 
(755) West Sutton CreekRoad (Co. Rd 755) 
(775) Miles Bridge Road (Co. Rd  775) 
(781) Jury Road (Co. Rd 781) 
(783) Lower Powder Road (Co. Rd 783) 
(805) Erwin Road (Co. Rd 805) 
(841) Gilkison Mill RoadfCo. Rd 841) 
iwoj ~eatiog ~rangc  ~ a n Z ( ~ o .  ~ d .  &0) 
(851) Hack Road(Co. Rd 851) 
(853) Middle Bridge b p  (Co. Rd 853) 
(859) Banta Road (Co. ~ d .  859) 

(894)  red ~0-k ~ a o e  (co.'R~ 894) 
(895) Duby Road (Co. Rd. 895) 
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LEGEND U 1 .I 

f State Highway County Road ---- - 
Arterial BikeRed Improvement Project Location @ 

NOT TO SCALE Collector 

Figure 7-12a 
BikePed Improvement Project 

Location M ~ P  



Snake Rive  Rd (Co. Rd. 972) 
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t LEGEND ROADWAY NAME LEGEND 
State Highway county Road --?-- (632) MansfieldLane (CO. ~ d .  632) (1019) Estes H ~ U  Lane(&. ~ d .  1019) 

(927) McFadden Lane (Co. Rd 927) (1 127) Blaok Road (Co. Rd 1127) 
Figure 7-12b 

Arterial BikePed Improvement Project Location O (960)  ill R W ~ .  ~d 960) (1 143) Stevens  ad ( ~ o .  ~d 1143) 
(961) Ho~brook Creek Road (Co. ~d 961) (1 147) Governor Lane (CO. ~d 1147) BikeIPed Improvement Project 

NOT To SCALE C O ~ C ~ O ~  (962) ~ o l b r w k  creek spur ( ~ o .  ~ d .  962) Location Man 



7.3. PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

7.3.1. Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) Requirements 

OAR 660-12-020 Elements of Transportation System Plans 

(2) (c) A public transportation plan which: 

(A) Describes public transportation services for the transportation disadvantaged and 
identifies service inadequacies. 

(B) Describes intercity bus and passenger rail service and identifies the location of 
terminals. 

(C) For areas within an urban growth boundary which have public transit service, 
identifies existing and planned transit trunk routes, exclusive transit ways, 
terminals and major transfer stations, major transit stops, and park-and-ride 
stations. Designation of stop or station locations may allow for minor adjustments 
in the location of stops to provide for efficient transit or traffic operation or to 
provide convenient pedestrian access to adjacent or nearby uses. 

(D) For areas within an urban area containing a population of greater than 25,000 
persons, not currently served by transit, evaluates the feasibility of developing a 
public transit system at build out. Where a transit system is determined to be 
feasible, the plan shall meet the requirements of subsection 2(c)(C) of this section. 

7.3.2. Types of Public Transportation and Recommended Services 

Public transportation may include the following services and facilities: 

. Intra- and inter-city fixed route systems: deviated fixed-route scheduled bus, rail, 
light rail, and park-and-ride express services. 

. Demand response services which primarily serve the disabled, elderly, or other 
transportation disadvantaged individuals. 

. RideshareJTransportation Demand Management program: carpool, vanpool, bus 
pool matching services; preferential parking programs; and reduced parking fees. 

. Other: taxi services, privately owned inter-city bus lines or shuttle services. 

The best mix of services in any community or planning area will depend on the needs of the 
service population, spatial distribution of the service population, economic factors, and the 
existing transportation system and policies. 

The Oregon Public Transportation Plan (ODOT, 1997) described a preferred state of public 
transportation in 201 5 to respond to state and federal goals, which established targets for service 
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types and frequencies relevant to Baker County. The plan identifies minimum levels of public 
transportation services that provide a range of services intended to keep pace with Oregon's 
changing and increasing public transportation needs. Minimum level of service recommendations 
were given by types of services, size of community, and distance from other major intermodal 
centers (only Portland in Oregon) or urban central cities. Since Baker County is considered a 
rural area, only the most limited type of public transportation service is recommended. 

7.3.3. Transportation Demand Management 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is a technique applied to peak travel times to help 
reduce the use of the transportation network system. The most appropriate TDM measure for 
Baker County would be to institute a carpooling program, especially for travel between the 
incorporated cities and Baker City. It is estimated that a carpooling rideshare program for the 
Baker County area would cost about $15,000 per year. This would pay for a part-time staff 
member, signage, advertising, compilation of a rider database, and coordination of park and ride 
lots. 

The County should also encourage Employee Vanpools and investigate opportunities for park-n- 
ride and rideshare options. Partnering opportunities should be pursued with other agencies and 
organizations to determine potential locations for park-n-ride facilities. Possible locations for 
park-n-ride facilities include church parking lots which tend to be underutilized on weekdays and 
public resources such as certain ODOT rights-of-way. 
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7.4. AIR RAIL, WATER AND PIPELINE PLAN 

7.4.1. TPR Requirements 

OAR 660-12-020 Elements of Transportation System Plans 

(2) (e) An air, rail, water and pipeline transportation plan which identifies where public use 
airports, madine and branchline railroads and railroad facilities, port facilities, and major 
regional pipelines and terminals are located or planned within the planning area. For airports, the 
planning are shall include all areas within airport imaginary surfaces and other areas covered by 
state or federal regulations. 

7.4.2. Air Sewice 

The Baker City Municipal Airport Master Plan Update (Centurywest Engineering, 1995) 
included a number of capital improvement projects, listed in Table 7-5. These projects are 
proposed to be paid for by a combination of Federal Aviation Administration and Baker City 
funding. 

Table 7-5 
Baker City Municipal Airport Capital Improvement Projects 

- 

PROJECT COST 

Fmal Years 2000-2004' 

Overlay runway 13-31 

Construct gravel access road of west side of terminal 

Construct taxilane for large sites east side of terminal 

Construct taxilane for T-hangar site 

Construct taxilane for future hangar sites 

TOTAL 1999-2004 $580,000 

Fiscal Years 2004-2015' 

Overlay runway 17-35 

Overlay 13-31 parallel taxiway and install lighting 

Install REIL on runway end 31 $5,000 

Expand terminal area roadway 

Construct taxilane and connection to runway end 35 

Acquire 2 residential parcels on west side of airport $150,000 

TOTAL 2004-2015 $842,870 

Source: Baker City Municipal Airport Master Plan Update (CentuIywest Engineering, 1995) 

' For the purposes of this TSP, 2000-2004 projects were considered high priority 
For the purposes of this TSP, 2004-2015 projects were considered medium to low priority 
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7.4.3. Rail Service 

Baker County has no passenger rail service. Until May, 1997, AMTRAK service was available 
in Baker City; however, this line now serves only freight. 

The Amtrak Pioneer Train originally provided limited passenger services to Baker County. 
According to ODOT's rail planners, the cost to restore service could cost as much as $8-10 
millionlyea. The reason service was discontinued was low ridership and high costs. This is not 
unique to Baker County, as the vast majority of passenger service originates in the Portland 
metropolitan area. Less populated areas rely upon long distance passengers and freight to 
subsidize their access to rail service. If indirect subsidies become available (such as long 
distance passenger service between more populated regions or an Amtrak Priority Package Train 
with limited passenger service), passenger service may become a reality in Baker County. As 
passenger rail is developed in other parts of Oregon, an extension of service to the east may be 
considered within the 20 year planning period. 

The Union Pacific Northwest Mainline traverses Baker County in a northlsouth direction. Union 
Pacific is one of the largest railroads in North America, operating in the western two-thirds of the 
US .  The entire system serves 23 states, linking every major West Coast and Gulf Coast port. 
The mix of shipped commodities includes chemicals, coal, food and food products, forest and 
grain products, metals and minerals, and automobiles. 

The Union Pacific Northwest Mainline follows the historic route of the Oregon Trail, moving 
west from the Blue Mountains along the Columbia River Gorge to Portland. A major 
classification yard in Hinkle, near Hermiston, and major switching yard in Portland are important 
operational elements in Oregon. The Union Pacific Northwest Mainline moves approximately 
30-40 million tons of commodities per year. 

Throughout Baker County, the railroad generally runs parallel to Highway 30 and Interstate 1-84, 
Because th s  line is a mainline (Class N line), it is in excellent operating condition with very 
few deficiencies and need for major improvements. An average of 30 or more trains a day pass 
through Baker County on the mainline. Reflecting the importance of this line, the number of 
trains per day is expected to increase in the future by 2% to 4% per year. 

Many communities in Baker County grew up along the railroad, but are no longer significant 
suppliers or receivers of rail commodities. Most train traffic passing through Baker County is 
long-haul (750 miles or more) traffic originating from Portland or Seattle on its way east to major 
cities such as Chicago. Consequently, rail traffic in Baker County is not originating from, or 
affected by, the industries operating within Baker County. Very few short lines (Class 111 line) 
are operated in Baker County. 

Conflicts between trains and automobiles were not identified as major issues during public 
involvement process. This is supported by a small number of accidents reported to the ODOT 
Rail Division from 1984-1994. According to ODOT rail planners, very few accidents have 
occurred between 1994 and 1999. Most crossings are grade-separated crossings or have gates 
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and lights. Train traffic is traveling at up to 79 mph at crossings. According to the ODOT Rail 
Division Railroad-Highway Crossing Log, only two accidents involving trains have occurred 
from 1984-1994 within the County. Most crossings are concentrated in the cities of Haines and 
Baker City, but there are numerous crossings on the County's rural roads. 

Union Pacific is currently building improvements through the Blue Mountains and at Hinkle. As 
a result, there may be increased rail use through Baker County. A higher level of rail service may 
result in the need for additional safety features at some at-grade crossings. A variety of solutions 
are available, such as gates, grade-separated facilities, and closure. Safety education for 
pedestrians and motorists should also be implemented in areas with increased train frequency. 

The 1992 Oregon Transportation Plan (page 91) identifies the Baker CityILa Grande area as a 
potential railitruck intermodal freight facility. A feasibility study conducted for such a facility in 
Union County showed that freight volumes were most likely insufficient to support an intermodal 
center. This conclusion probably holds true for Baker County, which has similar freight 
volumes. If freight volumes significantly increase as a result of Union Pacific improvements, the 
concept of an intermodal center in the BakerAJnion County area should be revisited. 

Encouraging the increased use of rail for freight transport could lessen the need to construct and 
reconstruct new highways in the area. 

7.4.4. Water Transportation Service 

There are no water transportation services within the planning area of Baker County. 

7.4.5. Pipeline Service 

In general, the existing demand for natural gas service in Baker County is being met, and no 
expansions of this service are planned. The City of Haines is exploring a natural gas connection. 
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SECTION 8.0 
FINANCE PLAN 



Section 8.0 
Finance Plan 

8.1. TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT REVENUE NEEDS 

As part of the requirement of the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) for TSPs, a financing plan 
for the recommended improvements was developed. The cost of the roadway transportation 
projects proposed under this TSP is shown in Table 8-1. Table 8-2 shows the cost of the non- 
motorized transportation projects proposed in this TSP. 

As shown in Table 8-1, the projects proposed in the roadway transportation improvements have a 
total cost of $57,899,800. To fully implement the roadway improvement program, an average of 
$2,894,990 per year would need to be expended each year from 2005 through the year 2025. 

The total cost of the bicycle and pedestrian capital improvement projects is $11,497,500 as 
shown in Table 8-2. It would take an average of $574,875 per year from 2005 to 2025 to fully 
implement the non-motorized transportation improvement projects. 

The total cost of all of the transportation improvement projects, including both roadway and non- 
motorized improvement projects, is $69,397,300. To fully implement the roadway improvement 
program, an average of $3,469,865 per year would need to be expended each year from 2005 
through the year 2025. 

8.2. TRANSPORTATION REVENUE OUTLOOK 

Almost all of Baker County's dedicated revenues allocated to streets are for maintenance. New 
sources of funding would need to be developed by the county to actually fund a capital 
improvement plan. The county should consider a system development charge to help fund the 
capital improvements identified in the transportation system plan. Another potential source of 
revenue may be a local gas tax. 

8.3. REVENUE SOURCES AND HNANCING OPTIONS 

Several possible funding sources exist to implement the recommended transportation 
improvements. The following pages describe the funding sources that may be available. 

LOCAL SOURCES 

The following options are available on the local level to raise funds for transportation 
improvements: 
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Table 8-1 
Roadway Capital Improvement List and Cost 

ODOT STIP Projects I cost 

3. US 26 from Grant County Line to Forest Service Boundary I $1,100,000 

1. OR 7 from Salisbury Junction to Baker City Pavement Preservation 

2. US 26 from Middle Fork Burnt River to Malheur County Line 

4. OR 7 from Campbell Avenue to 1-84 I $62 1,000 

$642,000 

$4,385,000 

5. 1-84: Pleasant Valley Interchange Bridges (Bridge #8279W and 
#8279E) 

6. US 30/I-84 Burnt River Bridges (Bridges #01788, #01789, and 
#01786) 

7. OR 86: Powder River Bridge (Bridge #02807) I $1,744,000 

OTIA 3 Projects I 

ODOT Intersection Improvement 

8. Hughes LanelUS 30 - Signalization 

9. Cracker Creek Bridge (Bridge #01C227) I $683,000 

$200,000 

10. Burnt River Bridge (Bridge #01C408) I $618,000 

11. Powder River, Highway 71 at Milepost 41.66 (Bridge W7316) 1 $1,060,000 

14. Highway 6 over Lime Interchange Conn (Bridge #09354) I $10,009,000 

12. Powder River, Highway 71 at Milepost 42.77 (Bridge #07431) 

13. Pritchard Creek at UPRR, Highway 6 WB (Bridge #07987) 

15. Burnt River (Dixie Creek), Highway 6 (Bridge #01786A) I $783,000 

$1,010,000 

$2,103,000 

16. Pritchard Creek & UPRR, Highway 6 EB (Bridge #07987A) 1 $2,084,000 

17. Highway 6 EB over Conn & UPRR - Ecina Interchange (Bridge 
#08302E) 
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Table 8-1 
Roadway Capital Improvement List and Cost Continued 

OTIA 3 Projects Continued I Cost 

18. Highway 6 WB over Conn & UPRR - Ecina Interchange (Bridge 
#08302E) 

Baker County Road Department Projects I 

- 

19. Highway 6 EB over Alder Creek Road (Bridge #08423E) 

20. Highway 6 WB over Alder Creek Road (Bridge #08423W) 

21. Chico Road (County Road #538, project length is 0.61 miles) I $200,000 

- - 

$978,000 

$978,000 

22. Chandler Lane (County Road #702, project length is 0.72 miles) I $200,000 

23. Shurtleff Road (County Road #695) and Old Wingville Road 
(County Road #696, total project length is 1.78 miles). 

29. Miles Bridge Road (County Road #775, project length is 5.8 
miles). 

24. Brown Road (County Road #701, project length is 1 mile) 

25. Hunt Mountain Lane (County Road #700, project length is 1 
mile). 

26. Robinette Road (County Road #979, project length is 1.75 miles) 

27. Haines Cemetery Lane (County Road #694, project length is 1.25 
miles) 

28. Huckleberry Loop (County Road #564, project length is 1 miles) 

30. Unity District (County Road District #5, project includes 13 
approaches) 

$150,000 

$125,000 

$350,000 

$150,000 

$100,000 
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32. Old Auburn Lane (County Road #722, length of project is 5.26 
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Table 8-1 
Roadway Capital Improvement List and Cost Continued 

34. Pine Town Lane (County Road #1128, project length is 1.5 miles) I $150,000 

Baker County Road Department Projects Continued Cost 

Other Improvements I 

35. Pine Creek Lane (County Road #646, project length is 0.40 miles) 

36. Pole Line Lane (County Road #698, project length is 3.20 miles) 

Other Improvement 6. Provide Ndditional Public Transit Service 1 $16,OOO/yr 

$1 87,500 

$350,000 

Other Improvement 7. Implement Rideshare Program I $lS,OOO/yr 

Other Improvement 8. School BuslTransit ---- 

Local Road Network Plan Improvement Projects 

37. Rhody Road to Sawmill Gulch Road $20,000 

38. Stices Gulch Road to Top of Dooley Mountain (OR 245) 
39. Greenridge Drive to Auburn Street 
40. Water Gulch Road to Top of Dooley Mountain (OR 245) via 11 

42. Deer Creek Drive to Deems Loop I $35,000 

$285,000 
$10,000 

$6,800,000 . 

Road (Skyline Road) 

43. Goodrich Creek Road to Spring Creek Rec. 1 $35,000 

41. Rice Road to Whitney Road (all-weather road) 

-- 

Grand Total I 

$192,500 
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Table 8-2 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Capital Improvement List and Cost 

Project Description I Priority I Cost I 

I I 

2. US 30 from Pocahontas Road to Chico Road - construct shared path on both sides 1-5 years $315,000 
of the roadway 

3. OR 413 from north end of Halfway to school - extend multi-use path 1 1-5 years 1 $315,000 1 
4. Hewitt Park Road (County Road 979 ) between Hewitt and Holcomb Parks - 

construct shared path on hoth sides of the roadway 

5. OR 410 -City of Sumpter Main Street - extend multi-use path through the city 1 1-5 years ( $315,000 1 
6. US 26 -City of Unity Main Street - extend multi-use path through the city 1-10 years $315,000 

7. Pocahontas Road (County Road 1124) - Baker City to Anthony Lakes Highway - 5-20 years $7,875,000 
construct shared path on both sides of the roadway 

8. OR 86 - 1-84 to Interpretive Center - construct shared path on sides of the roadway 5-20 years $1,890,000 

Grand Total 1 $11,497,500 1 

Local Oution Gasoline Tax 

Revenues raised from a local option gasoline tax could be used by the County to fund 
recommended transportation improvements. The monies collected from a local gas tax could 
generate enough monies to at least generate local matching money for grants. 

Propertv Taxes 

Local property taxes can be used to fund transportation system improvements. A specific allocation 
of property taxes to transportation improvements could be identified or set at a f ~ e d  and 
predictable level to provide a longer-term stable and predictable source of revenue. This would be 
important in implementing larger, longer-term projects with a high capital cost. Voter approval is 
necessary for the use of property taxes to fund roadway improvements and the uncertainty of this 
approval affects the attractiveness of this revenue choice. Another major disadvantage of using 
property taxes to support transportation improvements includes the inequity of this tax when 
compared with the users of the system (a user tax such as the tax on gasoline is more equitable in 
that persons who drive and use the street system pay for it rather than persons who own property). 
Additionally, the use of property taxes to fund transportation improvements would be restricted by . .  . 

the limitations of Measure 5. 
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Debt Funding 

The County could issue municipal bonds to finance improvements. This approach would spread 
the cost of improvements over the life of the bonds and lower the annual expenses during 
construction years. If revenue bonds are issued, voter approval might not be necessary, but an 
identified revenue source (i.e., property taxes) would need to be identified to satisfy the bond 
underwriter. General obligation bonds would require voter approval. Both bonding approaches 
would be limited by the restrictions of Measure 5 and the bonding capacity of the local agencies. 
System Development Charges 

Oregon law enables communities to fund growth-related transportation improvements by imposing 
system development charges. These charges apply to newly developed property and can be used to 
recover the costs of past or future roadway improvement projects necessitated by growth. They 
may not be used to fund transportation improvements to serve existing residents. Therefore, while 
it is relatively easy to estimate the system development charges which would be needed to build 
improvements associated with growth, these charges will not be sufficient to meet all of the 
infrastructure needs identified in this plan. 

System development charges (SDCs) are considered by many to be an equitable method of funding 
as they provide for many of the improvements needed because of growth in the community. On the 
other hand, growth in non-local traffic or traffic attributable to existing residents may also fuel the 
need for improvements which the system development charges are used to fund. Revenue from 
SDCs is generally not stable or predictable over time as it is received only when development 
occurs. During times of economic downturn, this revenue source may taper off entirely. This 
makes it difficult to rely on this source of funds for larger, multi-phased or multi-year projects. 

It is required by state law for SDCs to finance those transportation improvements that are tied to 
local growth needs and, if the anticipated growth does not occur when expected or at all, both the 
improvement costs and the development charge revenue will not be needed. 

Local Improvement Districts 

Local improvement districts, known as LIDS, could be formed to fmance public transportation 
improvements. LDs may be formed by either the County or property owners. Their use and 
benefit are usually restricted to a specific area. The cost of a project with an LID in place is 
distributed to each property owner according to the benefit that property receives. With 
transportation improvements, that benefit may be measured by trips generated by each property. 
Or, in the example of a sidewalk improvement, the cost could be equitably divided by lineal feet of 
sidewalk along property frontages. The cost distributed becomes an assessment or lien against the 
property. It can be paid in cash or through assessment financing. 
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NON-LOCAL FUNDING SOURCES 

State Gasoline Tax 

Gas tax revenues received from the state are used by all counties and cities to fund road 
construction and maintenance. The revenue share to cities is divided through an allocation formula 
related to population. The state gas tax received by Baker County will not sufficiently fund the 
improvements identified in the TSP and may not even cover maintenance needs. 

Grants and Loans 

Most grant and loan programs available through the state are related to economic development 
and not specifically for construction of new streets. Programs such as the Oregon Special Public 
Works Fund provides grant and load assistance for construction of public infrastructure that 
support commercial and industrial development that results in permanent job creation or 
retention. Another grant program is the Immediate Opportunity Fund (IOP). Again, this grant is 
tied to local and regional economic development efforts. 

ODOT FUNDING OPTIONS 

The State of Oregon provides funding for all highway-related transportation projects through the 
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STP) administered by ODOT. The STIP 
outlines the schedule for ODOT projects throughout the state. Projects within the STIP are 
identified for a four-year funding cycle. In developing this funding program, ODOT must venfy 
that the identified projects comply with the OHP, ODOT modal plans, conidor plans, local 
comprehensive plans, and TEA-21 planning requirements. The STIP must fulfill TEA-21 planning 
requirements. Specific transportation projects are prioritized based on a review of the TEA-21 
planning requirements and the different state plans. ODOT consults with local jurisdictions before 
highway related projects are added to the STIP. 

ODOT has the option of making some highway improvements as part of their ongoing maintenance 
program. 
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APPENDIX A 

S p e d  ROW S r r p ~ t  No.of Shoulders 1998 1 - 
L W D ~  of ~ i m i t  width width Travel Direction 00-sheet width 1 pavement c u r b  cue a t  

Sheet Jurisdiction l m p o r t a n d  (mph) (feet) (feet) Lanes ofTravel Parliing (feet) I side 1 Paving ~ i k ~ ~ ~ ~ '  BikeLao* TruekRoute condition' sidewalk 1 Curbs ioterseetioos Comments 

terstate 84 (Oid Oregon Trail) 1 1 
Southbound 

Northbound 1 I 1 
MF 352.00 (Mahew Co.) to MF 342.52 State Lnt-te 65/55 24 2 Sovthbovnd No 4-6.8-10 Lcft right Paved No No Yes Goad No No N A  - 
MF 342.52 to MP 329.22 (Bubbr Raoch) State Lnf-te 65/55 24 2 Savthbovnd No 4-6,8-10 Lcft tight Paved No No Yes Very G a d  No No N A  

MP 329.22 to 327.30 (Duke) State hf-te 65/55 24 2 Southbound No 4-6,8-10 Left right Paved N o  No Yes G w d  No No N A  

MF 327.30 toMP 313.25 (Emha) Sate  Lnfcnate 65155 24 2 Southbound No / 4-6.8-10 Left right Paved NO No Yes Poor No No NA 

MF 313.25 lo MP 306.53 (S. Ba*s  Int.) St& Intmfafe 65155 24 2 Southbound No / 46.8-10 Leftright Paved No No Yes Very G o d  N o  NO NA 1 
MF 306.53 to MP 286.20 (Union Co.) Sfafe Intmfate 65155 1 24 2 Southbound No 4-6.8-10 Left ri& Paved No No Yes Goad N o  --- 9 N A  , - I i 

R Highway 86 (Baker-Coppe<neid Highway) 1 I I 1 
MF 0.00 @&er City) to MP 0.21 State Disfncf 25 60 4 Two-way Bath Sides No NA N A  I N o  NO Yes Both Sides Na 5-15 foot 6idewak Good 1 Both Sides 

ME 0.21 foMF'0.36 State Disfnc, 25 60 3 Two-way Bath Sides No NA N A  / Bike Lanes Both Sides Yes Good 80th Sides 80th Sides N o  1 5-foot dustlooal b k e  ians  

ME 0.36 foMF'0.71 State Dlsfnct 30 60 3 Two-way Bath Sides No NA N A  Bike Lanes Both Sides Yes Good 80th Sides 80th Sides N o  5-foot dustlonal b k e  i m s  

MP 0.71 foMP0.93 State Dlsfnc, 35 60 3 1 Two-way Bath Sides No NA N A  Bike Lanes Bath Sides Yes Good Both Sides 80th Sides N o  5-foot dvsctioml bfle he 
MP 0.93 to MF 0.98 Stafe Disfnd 35 60 3 / Two-way Bath Sides No NA N A  NO NO Yes Good Both Sides 80th Sides 1 N o  

MP 0.98 to MP 1.03 state ~ i m i c ,  35 60 5 1 TWO-way ~ 0 t h  sides NO NA I NA NO N o  ye5 ~ o o d  00th Sides Bnh Sides NO 

1 Eighway 86 (Bdfway Spur) - --- 
MF Y53.55 (OR Hwy 86) to ME Y54.40 (Halfway) State Dishin 55 24 

I I d 1  I 
2 / Two-way No 2 4  Both Sidcr Gravel NO 1 No Yes 1 Good NO No N A  

ME Y54.40 (Halfway) to MF Y54.47 Smte Dlmict 25 24 2 Two-way No 2 4  Both Sides Gravel NO I NO Yes G o d  N o  No N A  

ME YY47toMP Y54.60 / Statc D i h c i  20 24 2 Two-way No 2 4  Both Sides Gravel N o  1 No Yes G o d  NO NO NO 
MP Y5460toMP Y54.70 (end) / State D i d d  20 1 36 2 Two-way Both Sides No NA N A  N o  I NO Yes G w d  80th Sides No NO 

~~~~~~~~~~ 

I Eighway 203 (Medical Springs Highway) ! 
MP 22.90 (Union Co.) to MP 33.40 (Summit) State Dlsfnct 55 24 1 2 Two-way No 6-8 Born Sides Gravel N o  NO Yes G o d  No NO N A  

MP 33.40fo MP 38.40 State Dimici 55 24 2 Two-way No 4-6 Both Sides Gravel N o  NO Yes Fair 1 N o  No N A  

MP 38.40fo MP 38.69 State Dlsfnct 55 24 2 Two-way No 4-6 Both Sides Partial No No Yes Fair No No N A  
ME 38.69fo MP 38.94 (I-84juncfion m-ramp) State Dlsfncf 40 1 2  1 One-way No 1 4-6 Both Sides Paved No N o  Yes Fair 1 N o  No N A  
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No-3: From Appendix A ofthe 1991 OregrmHighway P h .  1 
No- II: No posted speed h i f  bavcva thisnmw vaimpmved didgravel road would 

Pioe Creek Aighusy 

D ihc t  
D i h e  
Dihcf  

M P  0.00 (Halfway) to MP 0.17 
MP0.17 to MP 0.26 

M P  0.26 to MP 0.91 (Hiawaymd) 

Swe 

Swe 
Statc 

25 
55 
55 

1 1 I 1 
24 2 Two-way Both Sides 6,12 ! North, South 1 Gravel 1 N o  No NO G w ~  1 NA 

1 
No No 

24 
24 

No 
N o  

--- 
2 

2 

N o  
N o  

NA 
NA 

Two-way 
Two-way 

BothSids 
Both Sidm 

6.12 1 North,Sovth Gravel 1 No 
2 4  1 Both Sides Gravel 1 No 

No 
No 

NO Good 

No Good 
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Appendix B 
ODOT Bridge inventory and Ratings 

Bridge Maintenance 
Number Responsibility FACILITY-ITEM-7 FEAT-INTER-ITEM-6A Structure Type post SUFF origin-date SR 

09516 ODOT 1-84 (HWY 006) SOUTH BAKER INTERCHANGE Box Beam or Girders - Multil 306.53 NotDef 1/1/1972 98 
08822 ODOT 1-84 ( H M  006) CATTLE & EQUIPMENT PASS Slab 309.22 NA 1/1/1964 69 
08823 ODOT 1-84 (HWY 006) CATTLE & EQUIPMENT PASS Slab 309.85 NA 1/1/1964 69.4 
OP329 ODOT 1-84 (HWY 006) DRY GULCH Culvert 310.82 NA 1/1/1964 73.7 
OP330 ODOT 1-84 (HWY 006) QUARTZ CREEK Culvert 31 1.52 NA 1/1/1964 72.7 
08824A ODOT 1-84 (HWY 006) PRIVATE ROAD Slab 31 1.83 NA 1/1/1964 69.3 
08825 ODOT 1-84 ( H M  006) CATTLEPASS Culvert 312.51 NA 1/1/1964 72.7 
08299 ODOT 1-84 (HWY 006) DOGTOWN CREEK Culvert 314.51 NA 1/1/1964 72.9 
OM351 ODOT 1-84 (HWY 006) ALDER CREEK(FIRST XING) Culvert 316.58 NA 1/1/1964 83 
08826 ODOT 1-84 (HWY 006) CATTLE &EQUIPMENT PASS Slab 316.9 NA 1/1/1964 69 
08653 ODOT 1-84 (HWY 006) CATTLEPASS & DRAINAGE Culvert 318.66 NA 1/1/1964 72.8 
08654 ODOT 1-84 (HWY 006) ALDER CREEK(3RD XING) Culvert 318.76 NA 1/1/1964 72 
08655 ODOT 1-84 (HWY 006) ALDER CREEK(4TH XING) Culvert 318.95 NA 1/1/1964 83 
08656 ODOT 1-84 (HWY 006) CREEK Culvert 319.12 NA 1/1/1964 72.8 

02755A ODOT 1-84 (HWY 006) ALDER CREEK(5TH XING) Culvert 319.64 NA 1/1/1941 59.9 
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Appendix B 
ODOT Bridge inventory and Ratings 

Bridge Maintenance 
Number Responsibility FACILITY-ITEM-7 FEAT-INTER-ITEM-6A Structure Type post SUFF origin-date SR 

04T06 Baker City MADISON AVE POWDER RIVER MADISON AVE Stringer/Multi-beam or Girde 0 NotDef 1/1/1925 84.3 
016843 Baker City MYRTLE STREET POWDER RIVER Slab 0.09 NotDef 1/1/1987 99.9 
02891A ODOT OR 203 (HWY 340) BIG CREEK Slab 23.58 NotDef 1/1/1976 94.8 
02892 ODOT OR 203 (HWY 340) CATTLEPASS & DRAINAGE Culvert 23.69 NA 1/1/1961 99.6 
02893 ODOT OR 203 (HWY 340) CATTLEPASS Culvert 24.87 NA 1/1/1953 99.6 
02894 ODOT OR 203 (HWY 340) CATTLEPASS Culvert 26.06 NA 1/1/1956 99.4 
02896 ODOT OR 203 (HWY 340) EMILY DITCH Culvert 28.47 NA 1/1/1936 99.6 
18656 ODOT OR 203 (HWY 340) ERWIN DITCH Culvert 28.8 NA 1/1/1980 96.4 

02314A ODOT OR 203 (HWY 340) POWDER RIVER (MILES) BR. Box Beam or Girders - Multi 28.82 NotDef 1/1/1986 95.4 
18655 ODOT OR 203 (HWY 340) DUNCAN DITCH Culvert 28 84 NA 1/1/1980 964 

02897A ODOT OR 203 (I-IWY 340) BASCHE IRRIGATION DITCH Slab 28 92 NotDef 1/1/1972 93 4 
02898A ODOT OR 203 (HWY 340) SALT CREEK Culvert 31.13 NA 1/1/1977 96.4 
0951 1 ODOT OR 203 (HWY 340) 1-84 (HWY 006) StringerIMulti-beam or Girdc 38.59 NotDef 1/1/1972 100 
02859 ODOT OR 245 (HWY 415) CATTLEPASS Culvert 1.43 NA 1/1/1947 81.7 
02861 ODOT OR 245 (HWY 415) BURNT RIVER (UNITY DAM) StringerIMulti-beam or Gird€ 3.42 NotDef 1/1/1937 86.7 
18651 ODOT OR 245 (HWY 415) MEADOW CREEK Culvert 5.56 NA 1/1/1955 93.7 
18307 ODOT OR 245 (HWY 415) BEAVERDAM CREEK Culvert 7.15 NA 1/1/1997 99.9 
02866 ODOT OR 245 (HWY 415) CREEK Slab 8.67 NA 1/1/1957 95.9 
18306 ODOT OR 245 (HWY 415) WATER GULCH (HEREFORD) Culvert 10.48 NA 1/1/1997 99.9 
02869 ODOT OR 245 (HWY 415) BIG CREEK Slab 12.53 NotDef 1/1/1965 90.7 
18652 ODOT OR 245 (HWY 415) BROWN'S GULCH Culvert 14.13 NA 1/1/1955 93.7 
18305 ODOT OR 245 (HWY 415) BRANNANGULCH Culvert 14.88 NA 1/1/1997 88.1 
18653 ODOT OR 245 ( H M  415) RAIL GULCH Culvert 16.88 NA 1/1/1955 93.7 
18180 ODOT OR 245 (HWY 415) PINE CREEK Culvert 17.12 NA 1/1/1994 93.7 
02877 ODOT OR 245 (HWY 415) INDIAN CREEK Culvert 17.78 NA 1/1/1955 82.5 
02878 ODOT OR 245 (HWY 415) DRY GULCH Culvert 18.4 NA 1/1/1964 93.7 
02879 ODOT OR 245 (HWY 415) IRRIGATION DITCH Culvert 19.91 NA 1/1/1926 93.7 
02880 ODOT OR 245 (HWY 415) IRRIGATION DITCH Culvert 20.06 NA 1/1/1926 93.7 
02882 ODOT OR 245 (HWY 415) CATTLEPASS & DRAINAGE Culvert 21.19 NA 1/1/1947 93.7 

02924A ODOT OR 7 (HWY 012) POWDER RIVER(CAMPBELL ST Slab 0.33 NotDef 1/1/1972 98.8 
OP449 ODOT OR 7 (HWY fl711 NORTH FK RllRNT RITIPTON\ Colvnrt 11 fll NA 1111197 797 . .  --. -. .. - . . . . . . . .  - - ..... .. , . . . .  - .. , - - .. - .. ... - ..... ..... - . - . - .. \ . . - . .  -. ., 
OP450 ODOT OR 7 (HWY 071) CAMP CREEK (WHITNEY) Culvert 15.76 NA 1/1/1972 91.3 
16066 ODOT OR 7 (HWY 071) POWDER R. (HUCKLEBERRY) Slab 24.69 NotDef 1/1/1973 89.9 
09385 ODOT OR 7 IHWY fl71) nFFR CRFFK Slah Xl5A Nntnaf 112llQfi5 71 7 
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Appendix B 
ODOT Bridge Inventory and Ratings 

Bridoe Maintenance 

02804A ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) RITTER CREEK Culvert 18.01 NA 1/1/1976 99.5 
02806 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) CATTLEPASS & DRAINAGE Culvert 19.37 NA 1/1/1948 89.9 
02807 ODOT OR 88 (HWY 012) POWDER RIVER (LOVE BR) Stringer/Multi-beam or Gird6 20.75 StrDef 1/1/1947 10 
02808 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) GOOSE CREEK Culvert 21.15 NotDef 1/1/1947 89.9 
02810 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) CRYSTAL PALACE GULCH Culvert 26.76 NA 1/1/1949 98.9 
0281 1 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) CORRAL GULCH Culvert 26.82 NA 1/1/1949 89.9 
02812 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) PlTK3BURG GULCH Culvert 28.19 NA 1/1/1954 99 
07886 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) DRY GULCH Culvert 29.11 NA 1/1/1994 89.5 
02813 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) MURRY GULCH Culvert 29.44 NA 1/1/1954 89.5 
OP353 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) CATTLEPASS Culvert 34.34 NA 1/1/1955 99 
OP354 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) CATTLEPASS Culvert 37.39 NA 1/1/1955 99 
OP355 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) CATTLEPASS Culvert 38.03 NA 1/1/1957 98.7 
OP356 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) CATTLEPASS & DRAINAGE Culvert 38.92 NA 1/1/1957 99 
OP357 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) CATTLEPASS & DRAINAGE Culvert 39.08 NA 1/1/1957 98.7 

-- - 

02819 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) IRRIGATION DITCH Culvert 39 66 NA 1/1/1925 987  
OP358 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) CATTLEPASS & DRAINAGE Culvert 39 77 NA 1/1/1957 98.7 
01121A ODOT OR 88 (HWY 012) L l V L E  EAGLE CR Culvert 40 19 NA 1/1/1969 982 
01122A ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) EAGLE CR (RICHLAND) Truss - Thru 40.64 NotDef 1/1/1925 60 6 
18793 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) CATTLEPASS & DRAINAGE Culvert 40 69 NA 5/3/2001 94.1 
OP359 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) CATTLEPASS & DRAINAGE Culvert 40.8 NA 1/1/1957 987  
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Appendix B 
ODOT Bridge Inventory and Ratings 

Bridqe Maintenance - 
Number Responsibility FACILITY-ITEM-7 FEAT-INTER-ITEM-6A Structure Type post SUFF origin-date SR 

OP360 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) IMMIGRANT GULCH Culvert 44.67 NA 1/1/1957 88.9 
OP361 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) ROAD GULCH Culvert 52.13 NA 1/1/1958 93.4 
08405 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) PINE CREEK StringerIMulti-beam or Gird€ 53.91 NotDef 11111958 68.4 
02837 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) MELHORN SLOUGH Culvert 54.58 NA 1/1/1958 99.8 
17346 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) CLEARCREEK Slab 55.03 NotDef 1/1/1993 76.8 
OM364 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) EAST PINE CREEK Culvert 55.86 NotDef 1/1/1958 80 
02842A ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) WEST FORK OF DRY CREEK Slab 56.47 NotDef 1/1/1987 87.4 
OP437 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) EAST FORK DRY CREEK Culvert 56.83 NA 1/1/1957 100 
OP363 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) FISH CREEK Culvert 63.22 NA 1/1/1957 90.5 
16032 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) NORTH PINE CREEK StringerlMulti-beam or Girde 63.65 NotDef 1/1/1958 69.5 
08979 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) SNAKE RIVER(OXB0W) Stringer/Multi-beam or Girde 70.8 NotDef 1/1/1961 80.7 
18629 ODOT OR 86 (HWY 012) SP MINING CHANNEL IRRG DlTC Culvert 53.55 NA 8/19/1999 100 

00704A ODOT OXMAN 1-84 (HWY 006) StringerIMulti-beam or Gird€ 323.4 NotDef 1/1/1966 91.1 
19803 Baker County RYE VALLEY LANE DIXIE CREEK Slab 0.25 NotDef 11/6/2003 99.9 

01C032 Baker County STEVENS ROAD ROCK CREEK StringerIMulti-beam or Girde 0.39 NotDef 1/1/1957 80 
02773A ODOT US 26 (HWY 005) HWY005 S FK BURNT RIVER Slab 209.17 NotDef 1/1/1986 92.5 
02774 ODOT US 26 (HWY 005) IRRIGATION DITCH Culvert 209.4 NA 1/1/1924 99.8 

02776A ODOT US 26 (HWY 005) JOB CREEK Culvert 211.57 NA 1/1/1974 89.6 
02778A ODOT US 26 (HWY 005) WEST CAMP CREEK Slab 216.74 NotDef 1/1/1979 91.5 
02780A ODOT US 26 (HWY 005) EAST CAMP CREEK Culvert 219.21 NA 1/1/1986 92.5 
02473A ODOT US 30 (HWY 066) IRRIGATION DITCH Culvert 33.28 NA 1/1/1921 98.5 
02473C ODOT US 30 (HWY 066) IRRIGATION DITCH Culvert 33.57 NA 1/1/1921 99.4 
02473H ODOT US 30 (HWY 066) DRAINAGE DITCH Culvert 35.22 NA 1/1/1921 99.4 
027848 ODOT US 30 (HWY 066) MUDDY CREEK Slab 38.59 NotDef 1/1/1978 96.5 
02785 ODOT US 30 (HWY 066) IRRIGATION DITCH Culvert 39.1 NA 1/1/1921 99.3 

02786A ODOT US 30 (HWY 066) SAND CREEK Slab 39.82 NotDef 1/1/1962 96.5 
02787 ODOT US 30 (HWY 066) FISH CREEK Culvert 40.13 NA 1/1/1921 99.9 
02440 ODOT US 30 (HWY 066) ROCK CREEK Culvert 40.48 NA 1/1/1940 94.4 
02788 ODOT US 30 (HWY 066) WILLOW CREEK Culvert 41.37 NA 1/1/1920 94.4 
02789 ODOT US 30 (HWY 066) WILLIAMS CREEK Culvert 42 NA 1/1/1920 82.6 
02790 ODOT US 30 (HWY 066) DRAINAGE DITCH Culvert 45.08 NA 1/1/1920 94.4 
02791 ODOT US 30 (HWY 066) SALMON CREEK Culvert 45.22 NA 1/1/1920 94.4 
00493 ODOT US 30 (HWY 066) OLD SETTLERS SLOUGH Culvert 45.75 NotDef 1/1/1920 71 .I 
02792 ODOT US 30 (HWY 066) DRAINAGE DITCH Culvert 46.12 NA 1/1/1920 93.1 
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BAKER COUNTY 
BRIDGES AND LAREGE CULVERTS UNDER 20 FEET 

t 91 0 1 A84169 IManning Creek Road 1 2.03 ICrandall Creek ISteel Bridge 
91 0 I AB4171 1Manning Creek Road 1 4.89 IManning Creek ISteel Bridge 

862 
875 
895 
896 
897 
897 

- - 

969 1 AC3193 1 Eagle CreekRoad 1 0.85 IBarnard Creek I 
969 I AC3195 IEagle Creek Road ( 1 .17 INewt Young Ditch 1 RCBC 

A83153 
AC5155 
AC2157 
AC2159 
AC2161 
A82163 

. . - . , WVII IGLLG nuau I . I I I- n u  -I-I, 

487 1 AC13n7 I~nwrler River Rnarl I 1 3 I ~ N  Glllch I 

974 1 AC3197 (Carnahan Lane 
975 I A63199 lOld Foothill Road 
-. - . . - -- - . ,. .--.. .-..- Road 
979 I AC3203 IRobinetteRoad 

. . - - - - . . - . . - -. . .. . -. . . - - - . .- -. I , 
992 ( AC3209 (Kooprnan Lane 1 0.25 IBear Wallow Slough l ~ r c h  Multi-plate 
992 I AC321 1 IKoopman Lane 1 0.85 IEast Pine Creek IArch Multi-plate 

Orr Hill Lane 
Burnt River Canyon Lam 
Duby Road 
Hutton Lane 
John Widrnan Road 
John Widrnan Road 

979 I AC3205 lp-k:--+&- D - - A  I I C  4"' Y Kt  Ar+ CMP 

0.46 
0.09 
0.2 
1.35 

0.79 
14.78 
0.44 
0.21 
0.82 
3.25 

Newt Young Ditch 
Howell Ditch 

Immigrant Gulch 

Posey Valley Ditch 
Dark Canyon Creek 
Goose Creek 
Goose Creek 

Love Ditch 

Steel Bridge - 

RCBC 

Steel Bridge 
Wood Box Culvert 
SteelNVood Bridge 
Multi-plate 

Steel Bridge 



Appendix B 
ODOT Bridge Inventory and Ratings 

Bridge Maintenance 
Number Responsibility FACILITY-ITEM-7 FEAT-INTER-ITEM-6A Structure Type post SUFF origin-date SR 

02793A ODOT US 30 (HWY 066) POWDER RiVER(BRIDGE ST) StringerIMulti-beam or Gird€ 52.13 NotDef 1/1/1933 70.7 
01788 ODOT US 30 (HWY 449) BURNT RIVER (LIME) StringerIMulti-beam or Gird€ 0.46 StrDef 1/1/1934 48.9 
00700 ODOT US 30 (HWY 449) UPRR & BURNT RIVER Truss - Thru 2.75 StrDef 1/1/1922 38.8 
01793 ODOT US 30 (HWY 449) CAVANOUGH CREEK Culvert 3.13 NA 1/1/1933 100 
01789 ODOT US 30 (HWY 449) BURNT RIVER StringerIMuiti-beam or Gird6 3.9 StrDef 1/1/1933 41.2 
17444 ODOT US 30 (HWY 449) BURNT RIVER (DURBIN) StringedMulti-beam or Gird€ 4.56 NotDef 1/1/1995 99.9 
17448 ODOT US 30 (HWY 449) DURBIN CREEK Culvert 4.63 NA 1/1/1995 99.9 

04T07 Baker City VALLEY AVE. POWDER RIVERWALLEY AVE StringerIMulti-beam or Gird€ 0 NotDef 1/1/1925 83.1 

04T01 Baker City WASHINGTON ST POWDER RIVER StringerlMulti-beam or Gird6 0.35 NotDef 1/1/1974 64.7 
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Appendix C: Access Management Standards 

Access Manapement Spacinp Standards 

The following tables show the access spacing standards for the access management 
classifications listed in Goal 3, Policy 3A: Classification and Spacing Cnteh,  Action 3A.1. 

Table 12: Interchange Spacing 
m 

Interstate* and Non- 
Interstate Freeways VHS) 

* Interstate interchange spacing must be in conformance with federal policy, 

All Expressways on 
Statewide P H s ) ,  Regional 
and District Highwavs 

@I The spicing standards in Table 12 are for planning and design of new interchanges on 
freeways or expressways. A major deviation study is required to change these standards, but 
the deviation should consider the spacing requirements in the Interchange Access 
Management Area Tables 16-19. 

Urban 

Q Crossroad to crossroad centerline distance. 

3 miles (5 kilometers) 

Urban 

Rural 

@ A major deviations study is required to change these planning spacing standards. 

Rural 1 6 miles (10 kilometers) 

1.9 miles (3 kilometers) 

3 miles (5 kilometers) 



Table 13: Access Management Spacing Standards for Statewide Highways 
00 

Table 14: Access Management Spacing Standards for Regional Highways 
00 

50 

408245 

3 0 8 ~ 3 5  

125 

NOTE: The numbers in circles (O) refer to explanatory notes that follow tables. 

*Measurement of the approach road spacingis from center to center on the same side of the 
roadway. 

**Spacing for Expressway at-grade intersections only. See Table 12 for interchange spacing. 

5280 

5280 

50 

40 & 45 

30 & 35 

125 

1100 

990 

770 

5 50 

NOTE: The numbers in circles (0) refer to explanatory notes that follow tables. 

* Measurement of the approach road spacing is &om center to center on the same side of 
the roadway. 

**Spacing for Expressway at-grade intersections only. See Table 12 for interchange spacing. 

5280 

5280 

2640 

2640 

830 

750 

600 

450 

1100 

990 

770 

550 

2640 

2640 

720 

520 

830 

750 

600 

450 

@ 

@ 

425 

350 

@ 

@ 



Table 15: Access Management Spacing Standards for District Highways 
00 

* Measurement of the approach road spacing is from center to center on the same side of 
the roadway. 

50 

40 & 45 

30&35 

a 5  

**Spacing for Expressway at-grade intersections only. See Table 12 for interchange spacing. 

Notes on Tables 13,14 and 15: 

NOTE: The numbers in circles (a) refer to explanatory notes that follow tables. 

5280 

5280 

O Where a right of access exists, access will be allowed to a property at less than the 
designated spacing standard only if that property does not have reasonable access and the 
designated spacing cannot be accomplished. If possible, other options should be considered 
such as joint access. 

Where the right of access exists, the number of approach roads (driveways) to a single 
property shall be limited to one, even when the property frontage exceeds the spacing 
standards. More than one approach road may be considered if, in the judgment of the 
Region Access Management Engineer, additional approach roads are necessary to 
accommodate and setvice the traffic to a property, and additional approach roads will not 
interfere with driver expectancy and the safety of the through traffic on the highway. 

550 

500 

400 

400 

Approach roads shall be located where they do not create undue interference or hazard to 
the free movement of normal highway or pedestrian traffic. Locations on sharp curves, 
steep grades, areas of restricted sight distance or at points which interfere with the placement 
and proper functioning of traffic control signs, signals, lighting or other devices that affect 
traffic operation will not be permitted. 

If a property becomes landlocked (no reasonable access exists) because an approach road 
cannot be safely constructed and operated, and all other alternatives have been explored and 
rejected, ODOT might be required to purchase the property. (Note: If a hardship is self- 
inflicted, such as by partitioning or subdividing a property, ODOT does not have 
responsibility for purchasing the propertg.) 

2640 

2640 

550 

500 

400 

400 

350 

350 

@ 

@ 



(Note 0 has precedence over notes @, @ and nd.) 

Q These standards are for unsignalized access points only. Signal spacing standards 
supersede spacing standards for approaches. 

O Posted (or Desirable) Speed: Posted speed can only be adjusted (up or down) after a 
speed study is conducted and that study determines the correct posted speed to be different 
than the current posted speed. In cases where acbal speeds are suspected to be much 
higher than posted speeds, ODOT reserves the right to adjust the access spaclng 
accordingly. A determination can be made to go to longer spacing standards as appropriate 
for a higher speed. A speed study will need to be conducted to determine the correct speed. 

@ Minimum spacing for public road approaches is either the existing city block spacing 
or the city block spacing as identified in the local comprehensive plan. Public road 
connections are preferred over private driveways, and in STAs driveways are discouraged. 
However, where driveways are allowed and where land use patterns permit, the minimum 
spacing for driveways is 175 feet (55  meters) or mid-block if the current city block spacing is 
less than 350 feet (110 meters). 



Access Mana~ement S~acinv Standards for Interchanpes 

The following tables show the access spacing standards for interchanges as discussed in Goal 
3, Policy 3C: Interchange Access Management Areas. 

Table 16: Minimum Spacing Standards Applicable to Freeway Interchanges with 

FREEWAY 

Notes: 

1 1 mi. 1 750 ft. I 1320 f t  1 750 ft. 
Developed 
Urban (1.6 km) (230 m) (400 m) (230 m) 

1 mi. 
Urban 

1320 ft. 1320 ft 990 ft. 

(1.6 km) (400 m) (400 m) (300 m) 

Rural 
2 mi. 1320 ft. 1320 f t  1320 ft 

(3.2 km) (400 m) (400 m) (400 m) 

1) If the crossroad is a state highway, these distances may be superseded by the 
Access Management Spacing Standards, providing the distances are greater than 
the distances listed in the above table. 

2) No four-legged intersections may be   laced between ramp terminals and the first 
major intersection. 

A = Distance between the start and end of tapers of adjacent interchanges 

X = Distance to the fust approach on the right right idright out only 

Y = Distance to fust major intersection; no left turns allowed in this roadway section 

Z = Distance between the last right &/right out approach road and the staa of  the taper 
for the on-ramp 

Figure 18: Measurement of Spacing Standards for Table 16 



Table 17: Minimum Spacing Standards Applicable to Freeway Interchanges with - - - 
Multi-Lane crossroads 

FREEWAY 

M l y  1 mi. 750 ft. 1320 ft. 990 ft. 1320 ft. 
Developed 
Urban (1.6 km) (230 m) (400 m) (300 m) (400 m) 

Urban 
1 mi. 132Oft. 1320ft. 1320ft. 132Oft. 

(1.6 km) (400 m) (400 m) (400 m) (400 m) 

Rural 2 mi. 1320ft. 132Oft. 1320ft. 1320ft. 

(3.2 km) (400 m) (400 m) (400 m) (400 m) 

Notes: 1) If the crossroad is a state highway, these distances may be superseded by the 
Access Management Spacing Standards, providing the distances are greater than 
the distances listed in the above table. 

2) No four-legged intersections may be placed between ramp terminals and the fust 
major intersection. 

A = Distance between the start and end of tapers of adjacent interchanges 

X = Distance to fust approach on the r i g h ~  right in/right out only 

Y = Distance to first major intersection 

Z = Distance between the last approach road and the start of the taper for the on-ramp 

M = Distance to first directional medan opening. No full median openings are allowed in 
nontraversible medians to the first major intersection 

Figure 19: Measurement of Spacing Standards for Table 17 



Table 18: Minimum Spacing Standards Applicable to Non-Freeway Interchanges 

EXPRESSWAY 

Fully 45 mph 
Developed 
Urban Po k ~ h )  

45 mph 1 (70 kph) 

Rural 
55 mph 

Notes: 1) If the crossroad is a state highway, these distances may be superseded by the 
Access Management Spacing Standards, providing the distances are greater than 
the distances listed in the above table. 

2) No four-legged intersection may be placed between ramp terminals and the first 
major intersection. 

3) Use four-lane crossroad standards for urban and suburbanlocations that are 
likely to be widened. 

4) No at-grade intersections are permitted between interchanges less than 5 miles 
apart. 

B = Distance between the start and end of tapers 
C = Distance between nearest at-grade and ramp terminal intersections or the endistart of 

the taper section 
X = Distance to first approach on the r i g h ~  right in/right out only 
Y = Distance to fust major intersection 
Z = Distance between the last right in/right out approach road and the start of the taper for 

the on-ramp 

2640 ft. 

(800 m) 

2640 ft. 

(800 m) 

1 mi. 

(1.6 km) 

Figure 20: Measurement of Spacing Standards for Table 18 

1 mi. 

(1.6 km) 

1 mi. 

(1.6 km) 

2mi. 

(3.2 km) 

750 f t  

(230 m) 

1320 f t  

(400 m) 
1320 ft 

(400 m) 

1320 ft. 

(400 m) 

1320 ft. 

(400 m) 

1320 ft. 

(400 m) 

750 f t  

(230 m) 

990 f t  

(300 m) 

1320 ft. 

(400 m) 



Table 19: Minimum Spacing Standards Applicable to Non-Freeway Interchanges 

Fully 45 mph 2640 f t  1 mi. 750 ft 1320 ft 990 ft 1320 ft. 
Developed 

Urban (70 kph) (800 m) (1.6 km) (230 m) (400 m) (300 m) (400 m) 

EXPRESSWAY 45 mph 2640 ft 1 mi. 1320 ft 1320 ft  1320 ft. 1320 ft. 
Urban 

(70 kph) (800 m) (1.6 km) (400 m) (400 m) (400 m) (400 m) 

55 mph 1 mi. 2mi. 1320 ft 1320 ft 1320 ft. 1320 ft. 
Rural 

(90 kph) (1.6 km) (3.2 km) (400 m) (400 m) (400 m) (400 m) 

Notes: 1) If the crossroad is a state highway, these distances may be superseded by the 
Access Management Spacing Standards, providing the distances are greater than 
the distances listed in the above table. 

2) No four-legged intersections may be placed between ramp terminals and the first 
major intersection. 

3) No at-grade intersections are permitted between interchanges less than 5 miles 
apart. 

B = Distance between the start and end of tapers 
C = Distance between nearest at-grade and ramp terminal intersections or the end/start of 

the taper section 
X = Distance to fust approach on the righc right in/right out only 
Y = Distance to fust major intersection 
Z = Distance between the last approach road and the start of the taper for the on-ramp 
M = Distance to fust directional median opening. No full median openings are allowed in 

nontraversible medians to the first maior intersection 

Figure 21: Measurement of Spacing Standards for Table 19 



Access Manapement Soacinp - Standard M i o r  Deviation Limits 

The following tables show the access management spacing standard minor deviation h i t s  
for the access management classifications listed in Goal 3, Policy 3A: Classification Spacing 
Criteria, Action 3A.1. The Access Management Spacing Standards are shown in Tables 13, 
14 and 15 of this Appendix. Minor deviations may be considered down to the deviation 
limits shown in Tables 20, 21 and 22. Any request to deviate beyond these limits is 
considered a major deviation. 

Table 20: Access Management Spacing Standard Minor Deviation Limits for Statewide 
Highways 

00 

NOTE: The numbers in ciscles (Q) refer to explanatory notes that follow the tables. 

*Measurement of the approach road spacing is from center to center on the same side of the 
roadway. 

**Spacing for Expresswayat-grade intersections only. See Table 12 for interchange spacing. 

( = Driveway Spacing Minor Deviation Limit 

[-I = Public Street Spacing Minor Deviation Limit. 



Table 21: Access Mnnagement Spacing Standard Minor Deviation Limits for Regional 
Highways 

OQ 
@leasurement is in Feet)* 

NO= The numbers in circles (0) refer to explanatory notes that follow the tables. 

*Measurement of the approach road spacing is &om center to center on the same side of the 
roadway. 

**Spacing for Expressway at-grade intersections only. See Table 12 for interchange spacing. 

= Driveway Spacing Minor Deviation Limit 

[-I = Public Street Spacing Minor Deviation Limit. 



Table 22: Access Management Spacing Standard Minor Deviation Limits for District 
Highways 

00 
(Measurement is in Feet)* 

L3 3 

50 

NOTE: The numbers in circles (0) refer to explanatoq notes that follow the tables 

40 &45 

*Measurement of the approach road spacing is from center to center on the same side of the 
roadway. 

[none] 

(none) 
-- 

[none] 

**.Spacing for Expressway at-grade intersections only. See Table 12 for interchange spacing. 

(none) 
- 

[none] 

( = Driveway Spacing Minor Deviation Limit 

[-I = Public Street Spacing Minor Deviation Limit. 

I6601 

(475) 

P 5 1  

(400) 

Tm- 

[none] 

(none) 

I[none1 
(none) 

[none] 

[66OI 

(475) 

P 5 1  

(400) ---- 
P751 

--- 



Notes on Tables 20,21 and 22: 

O Where a right of access exists, access will be allowed to a property at less than minor 
deviation limits only if that property does not have reasonable access and the minor 
deviation limits cannot be accomplished. If possible, other options should be considered, 
such as joint access. 

Where the right of access exists, the number of approach roads (driveways) to a single 
property shall be limited to one, even when the property frontage exceeds the spacing 
standards. More than one approach road may be considered if, in the judgment of the 
Region Access Management Engineer, additional approach roads are necessary to 
accommodate and service the traffic to a propeag, and additional approach roads will not 
interfere with driver expectancy and the safety of the through traffic on the highway. 

Approach roads shall be located where they do not create undue interference or hazard to 
the free movement of normal highway or pedestrian traffic. Locations on sharp curves, 
steep grades, areas of restricted sight distance or at points which interfere with the placement 
and proper funchoning of traffic control signs, signals, lighting or other devices that affect 
traffic operation will not be permitted. 

If a propertg becomes landlocked (no reasonable access exists) because an approach road 
cannot be safely constructed and operated, and all other alternatives have been explored and 
rejected, ODOT might be required to purchase the propertg. (Note: If a hardship is self- 
inflicted, such as by partitioning or subdividing a propeag, ODOT does not have 
responsibility for purchasing the property.) 

(Note has pecedence over notes @, @ and @.) 

@ These standards are for unsignalized access points only. Signal spacing standards 
supersede spacing standards for approaches. 

@ Posted (or Desirable) Speed: Posted speed can only be adjusted (up or down) afier a 
speed study is conducted and that study determines the correct posted speed to be different 
than the current posted speed. In cases where actual speeds are suspected to be much 
higher than posted speeds, ODOT reserves the right to adjust the access spacing 
accordingly. A determination can be made to go to longer spacing standards as appropriate 
for a higher speed. A speed study will need to be conducted to determine the correct speed. 

@ Minimum spacing for public road approaches is either the existing city block spacing 
or the city block spacing as identified in the local comprehensive plan. Public road 
connections are preferred over private driveways, and in STAs driveways are discouraged. 
However, where driveways are allowed and where land use patterns permit, the minimum 
spacing for driveways is 55 meters (175 feet), or mid-block if the current city block spacing is 
less than 110 meters (350 feet). 



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
OF BAKER COUNTY, OREGON 

AN ORDINANCE IN THE MATTER OF 1 
ADOPTING TEXT AMENDMENTS 1 
TO THE BAKER COUNTY ZONING ) ORDINANCE NO. 2005-03 
AND SUBDIVISION CODE 1 

1 

WHEREAS, Baker County received a grant from ODOT, Region 5 to complete the Baker 
County Transportation System Plan and Implementing Ordinances which 
included amendments to the Baker County Zoning and Subdivision Code; and 

WHEREAS, Baker County involved public input into the process to develop the Baker 
County Transportation System Plan and transportation amendments to the Baker 
County Zoning and Subdivision Code. Public input was received &om a public 
open house, series of Planning Commission workshops open to the public, and a 
series of public hearings held by the Planning Commission; and 

WHEREAS, notice to the public was advertised at least 20 days in advance of the 
Planning CommissionlSoard of Commissioners public hearings listed below; and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing by the Baker County Planning Commission was held on the 
following days to solicit public testimony: 

June 1,2005 @ 6:00 p.m. 
June 23,2005 @ 7:00 p.m. 

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on June 23,2005 for the Baker County Planning 
 omm mission to deliberate and make a decision to forward the transportation 
amendments to the Baker County Zoning and Subdivision Code to the Baker 
County ~ o a r d  of Commissioners; and - 

WHEREAS, the Baker County Planning Commission, at their June 23,2005 public 
hearing, has recommended approval of the transportation amendments to the 
Baker County Zoning and Subdivision Code to the Baker County Board of 
Commissioners; and 

WHEREAS, the Baker County Board of Commissioners held a public hearing regarding 
the transmrtation amendments to the Baker County Zoning and Subdivision Code 
on June i9,2005; and 



WHEReAS, the Baker County Board of Commissioners, after public testimony and 
deliberation, voted to approve the transportation amendments to the Baker County 
Zoning and Subdivision Code on June 29,2005. 

NOW THEREFORE, THE BARER COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS HEREBY 
ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Article 1: Zoning and Subdivision Code Amendment Ordinance 

Section 1 

A new code section, Section 340, shall be added to the Baker County 
Zoning and Subdivision Code. Section 340 contains all of the 
transportation related code regarding new development. It is attached 
hereto and incofporated herein by this reference. 

Section 340 shall supercede any transportation related code in the 
previously approved Zoning and Subdivision Code. Should any conflicts 
arise, Section 340 shall be interpreted to be correct and have authority 
over any previously approved code. 

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 29" day of June 2005, by The Baker County Board of 
Commissioners. 

BAKER COUNTYBOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

Fred Warner Jr.,-Chair 



Attachment A 

Baker County Zoning & Subdivision Code Amendment 
Section 340 - Trmsportation Standards 



Chapter 340 
TRANSPORTATION STANDARDS 

SECTIONS 

Purpose 
Definitions 
Access Management Standards 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Standards 
Road Standards 
Approval of Transportation Improvement Projects Identified in the 
Transportation System Plan 
Traffic Impact Study Requirement 

340.01 PURPOSE 

The purpose of the transportation standards chapter is to consolidate all of the transportation 
related code into one chapter, Chapter 340. All of the contents of Chapter 340 apply directly to 
new development that is subject to a land use decision with the exception of Section 340.04 
which defines transportation improvement projects that are outright permitted or conditionally 
permitted. 



340.02 DEFINITIONS 

For the purposes of this Chapter, 340, the definitions below shall apply. 

Abutting - Contiguous or adjoining. It shall include the t m s  adjacent, 
adjoining and contiguous. 

Access Easement - An easement recorded for the purpose of providing vehicle, 
bicycle, and/or pedestrian access from a public street to a parcel across 
intervening property under separate ownership from the parcel being provided 
access. 

Accessible - Approachable and useable by people with disabilities. Complies 
with the Americans With Disabilities Act. 

Access Management - Measures regulating access to arterials, collectors, local 
streets, and highways from public roads, private roads, and private driveways for 
the purpose of improving efficiency, safety, and/or operation of the roadway. 
These measures may include but are not limited to restrictions on the type and 
amount of access to roadways and the use of physical controls such as signals and 
channelization. 

Accessway - A walkway that provides pedestrian andlor bicycle passage either 
between streets or from a street to a building or other destination such as a school 
park, or transit stop. Accessways generally include a walkway and additional 
land on either side of the walkway, often in the form of an easement or right-of- 
way, to provide clearance and separation between the walkway and adjacent uses. 
Accessways through parking lots are generally physically separated from adjacent 
vehicle parking or parallel vehicle traffic by curbs or similar devices and include 
landscaping, trees, and lighting. Where accessways cross driveways, they are 
generally raised, paved, or marked in a manner which provides convenient access 
for pedestrians. 

Adjacent - Abutting or located directly across a street right-of-way. 

Administrative - A discretionary action or permit decision made without a 
public hearing, but requiring public notification and an opportunity for appeal. 

ADT - Average Daily Traffic. This term denotes the total traffic volume 
passing a point or segment of roadway in both directions for over an average 
weekday 24-hour period. 

Adverse Impact - Negative affect of a development that can be measured (eg., 
noise, air, pollution, vibration, traffic, dust, etc.). 

Bicycle - A vehicle having two tandem wheels, a minimum of 14" (35 cm) in 
diameter, propelled solely by human power, upon which any person or persons 
may ride. A three-wheeled adult tricycle is also considered a bicycle. 



Bicycle Facility - Any facility provided for the benefit of bicycle travel, 
including bikeways and parking facilities as well as all other roadways not 
specifically designated for bicycle use. 

Bicycle Lane - A portion of a roadway which has been designated by striping and 
pavement markings for the preferential or exclusive use of bicyclists. 

Bikeway - A bikeway is created when a road has the appropriate design treatment 
for bicyclists, based on motor vehicle traffic volumes and speeds. The following 
facilities are considered bikeways: shared roadway, shoulder bikeway, bike lane 
or bicycle boulevard. Another type of bikeway facility is separated fiom the 
roadway and is called a multi-use path. 

Block - An area of land whose boundaries are defined by public or private streets, 
excluding alleys. 

Block Length - The distance between intersections with other public or private 
roads as measured along the near-side right-of-way line. 

Block Perimeter - The perimeter of a block as measured along the near-side 
right-of-way lines of public streets or accessway easements, but exclusive of 
driveways. 

Capacity - The maximum rate of flow at which persons or vehicles can be 
reasonably expected to traverse a point or uniform segment of a lane or roadway 
during a specified time period under prevailing roadway, traffic, and control 
conditions, usually expressed as vehicles per hour or persons per hour. 

Centerline Radius - The radius of a centerline of a street right-of-way. 

City Road or Street - A road opened to and maintained for public travel by an 
incorporated city. 

Commercial Access - An on-site road providing access to properties zoned for 
business, commercial, manufacturing, or industrial uses. 

Conditional Use - A use which requires a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). 

Corner Radius - The radius of a street comer, as measured around the curb or 
edge of pavement. 

Crosswalk - Portion of a roadway designated for pedestrian crossing, marked or 
unmarked. Unmarked crosswalks are the natural extension of the shoulder, curb 
line or sidewalk. 

Dedication - A conveyance of right-of-way to the city. 



340.02.025 Development - All improvements on a site, including buildings, other structures, 
parking and loading areas, landscaping, paved or graveled areas, grading, and 
areas devoted to exterior display, storage, or activities. Development includes 
improved open areas such as plazas and walkways, but does not include natural 
geologic forms or landscapes. 

340.02.026 Driveway - Areas that provide vehicular access to a site, except for public and 
private streets. A driveway begins at the property line and extends into the site. 
Driveways do not include parking, maneuvering, or circulation areas in parking 
space areas. 

340.02.027 Easement - A right of usage of real property granted by an owner to the public or 
to specific persons, firms, and corporations. 

340.02.028 Flag Lot - A lot or parcel which has access to a road, street, or easement, by 
means of a narrow strip of lot or easement. 

340.02.029 Frontage - The dimension of a property line abutting a public or private street. 

340.02.030 Frontage Street or Road - A minor street which parallels an arterial street in 
order to provide access to abutting properties and minimize direct access onto the 
arterial. 

340.02.031 Level of Service - For transportation, a qualitative measure describing 
operational conditions within a traffic stream, generally described in terms of such 
factors as speed and travel time, fieedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, 
comfort and convenience, and safety. At intersections, level of service is 
measured in terms of average delay and correlated to grades fiom LOS A which 
indicated little delay, to LOS F which indicates significant delay. 

340.02.032 Mitigation - To avoid, rectify, repair, or compensate for negative impacts which 
result fiom other actions (e.g., Improvements to a street may be required to 
mitigate for transportation impacts resulting from development.) 

340.02.033 Multi-Use Path - A path physically separated from motor vehicle traffic by an 
open space or barrier and either within a roadway right-of-way or within an 
independent right-of-way, used by bicyclists, pedestrians, joggers, skaters, and 
other non-motorized travelers. 

340.02.034 Pavement Markings - Painted or applied lines or legends placed on a roadway 
surface for regulating, guiding, or waming traffic. 

340.02.035 Pedestrian - A person on foot, in a wheelchair, or walking a bicycle. 

340.02.036 Pedestrian Facility - A facility provided for the benefit of pedestrian travel, 
including walkways, crosswalks, signs, signals, illumination, and benches. 

340.02.037 Private Road - A road not maintained by a governmental jurisdiction. 

4 



Public Road - A road maintained by a governmental jurisdiction. 

Right-of-way - A general term denoting publicly-owned land, property, or 
interest therein, usually in a strip, acquired for or devoted to transportation 
purposes. 

Roadway - The improved portion of an easement or right-of-way, excluding 
curbs, sidewalks, and ditches. Road, roadway, and street will be considered 
interchangeable terms. 

Shared Driveway - When land uses on two or more lots or parcels share one 
driveway. An easement or tract (owned in common) may be created for this 
purpose. 

Shared Roadway - A type of bikeway where bicyclists and motor vehicles share 
a travel lane. 

Shoulder - The portion of a roadway that is contiguous to the travel lanes 
providing for pedestrians, bicyclists, emergency use by vehicles and for lateral 
support of base and surface courses. 

Shoulder Bikeway - A type of bikeway where bicyclists travel on a paved 
shoulder. 

Shy Distance - The distance between the edge of a travelway and a fixed object. 

Sidewalk - A walkway separated fiom the roadway with a curb, constructed of a 
durable, hard and smooth surface, designed for preferential or exclusive use by 
pedestrians. 

Sight Distance - The distance a person can see along an unobstructed line of 
sight. 

Street Connectivity - The number of street connections within a specific 
geographic area. Higher levels of connectivity provide for more direct 
transportation routes and better dispersion of traffic, resulting in less traffic on 
individual streets and potentially slower speeds through neighborhoods. 

Street Stub - A temporary street ending; i.e., where the street will be extended 
through adjacent property in the future, as those properties develop. Not a 
permanent street-end or dead-end street. 

Traffic Calming Devices - Physical devices within the roadway designed to 
manage traffic speeds or which disperse traffic such as speed bumpsihumps and 
traffic circles. 

V/C Ratio -The ratio of demand flow rate to capacity for a traffic facility. 



340.02.052 Volume - The number of persons or vehicles passing a point on a lane, roadway, 
or other trafficway during some time interval, often taken to be one hour, 
expressed in vehicles. 

340.02.053 Walkway - A transportation facility built for use by pedestrians, including 
persons in wheelchairs. Walkways include sidewalks, paths, and paved shoulders. 

340.02.054 Wide Outside Lane - A wider than normal curbside travel lane that is provided 
for ease of bicycle operation where there is insufficient room for a bike lane or 
shoulder or shoulder bikeway. 



340.03 ACCESS MANAGEMENT STANDARDS 

340.03.01 Intent and Purpose 

This section of the subdivision ordinance identifies who is subject to apply for an 
access permit, how the number of accesses are determined, where the access(es) 
may be located, access standards that must be met, and development review 
procedure and submittal requirements in relation to access management. It 
primarily applies to new development that would be constructing a new approach 
onto an existing road andior a change in use. 

340.03.02 Actions Requiring Access Permits and Authority to Grant Access Permits 

a) Projects Requiring Access Permits 

Access permits are required for projects requiring permits from Baker County 
that result in additional trip generation and a change in use. A change in use 
is defined as: a change in land use, a land use decision, an expansion of an 
existing use, or the construction of a new dwelling. If the existing use 
requires a permit from Baker County, generates additional trips, and meets the 
change in use criteria above, then the existing use shall meet the current 
access management requirements and standards. 

b) Access Permits onto County Roads 

Permits for access onto county roads shall be subject to review and approval 
by the Road Master and/or hisiher designee. The criteria for granting access 
permits shall be based on the standards contained in this section. The access 
permit may be granted in the form of a "Baker County access permit" or it 
may be attached to a land use decision notice as a condition of approval. 

c) State Highway Access Permits 

Permits for access onto State highways shall be subject to review and approval 
by Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), except when ODOT has 
delegated this responsibility to Baker County. In that case, Baker County 
shall determine whether access is granted based on ODOT's adopted 
standards. 

d) City Roadway Access Permits 

Permits for access onto city owned roadways shall be subject to review and 
approval by that city, except where the city has delegated this responsibility to 
Baker County. In that case, Baker County shall determine whether access is 
granted based on adopted city standards. 



e) Conditions of Approval with Granting of Access Permit 

Baker County or other agencies with access permit jurisdiction may require 
the closing or consolidation of existing curb cuts or other vehicle access 
points, recording of reciprocal access easements (i.e. for shared driveways), 
development of a frontage road, installation of traffic control devices, andlor 
other mitigation as a condition of granting an access permit, to ensure the safe 
and efficient operation of the road system. 

f) Non-Conforming Access Features 

Legal access connections in place as of the effective date of this section that 
do not conform with the standards herein are considered nonconforming 
features and shall be brought into compliance with applicable standards under 
the following conditions: 

(1) Change in use as defined in 340.03.02.a); 

(2) When new access connection permits are requested or required. 
, 

g) County's Authority to Change Accesses 

(1) Baker County has the authority to change accesses for all uses if it is 
constructing a capital improvement project along that section of the public 
road. The access changes shall meet all current standards. If it is not 
possible to change a particular access to meet all the current standards, 
then a non-conforming access shall be acceptable only if it improves the 
condition to more closely meet the current standards. 

(2) Baker County has the authority to change accesses for all uses if it is 
necessary to correct a safety problem related with thatlthose access(es). 

340.03.03 Access from New Private Road Easements 

New proposed private road easements shall be designated on the tentative plan 
and may be approved by the Planning Commission if they meet the following 
conditions: 

a) New private road easements shall provide access to no more than two 
proposed or potential parcels. If more than two proposed or potential parcels 
need access, then access shall be provided by a public use road. No road 
easement providing access between public roads or other private road 
easements shall be approved as a private road easement. If access is needed 
between public roads or other private road easements, then access shall be 
provided by a public use road. The public use road standard can be found in 
Figure 7-7 of Section 7 of the Baker County Transportation System Plan. 



b) No private road easement shall be approved unless the Planning Commission 
is satisfied that such right-of-way is not presently needed, nor will ever be 
needed to be extended through to adjacent property, or to be utilized for public 
road purposes in the normal growth of the area. If there is a potential that 
additional right-of-way is needed in the future or that the right-of-way may 
need to be extended through to adjacent property, or that the road may need to 
be used for public purposes, then access shall be provided by a public use 
road. The public use road standard can be found in Figure 7-7 of Section 7 of 
the Baker County Transportation System Plan. 

c) No private road easement shall be less than 30-feet wide, except that a 
modification may be approved to allow a driveway easement of 20-feet to one 
parcel or lot. 

d) Surface improvements on private road easements shall be as prescribed in 
Figure 7-9 of Section 7 of the Baker County Transportation System Plan. 

e) Maintenance responsibility for private road easements shall be pre-determined 
before final plat approval according to ORS Chapter 660 through one of the 
following options: 

(1) A maintenance agreement established by the developer with the legal 
mechanism for the agreement to be presented prior to approval of the final 
plat. 

(2) Any other method of providing perpetual financing for maintenance 
services and improvements. 

340.03.04 Access from Existing Private Road Easements 

There is a number of existing private access easements in Baker County providing 
more than two parcels access. No additional access will be allowed on these 
private easements unless the following conditions are met. 

a) It is demonstrated that the parcel has a legal right to use the existing private 
access easement or has an easement agreement from the property owners 
controlling the private easement. 

b) The private easement roadway meets the "Public UseIExisting Private Road 
Easements" road standard defined in Figure 7-7 of Section 7 of the Baker 
County Transportation System Plan. If the private road easement roadway 
does not meet the standard above, then the applicant has the option to make 
the necessary improvements to meet the standard. 

c) Development of all road standards must be met from the point in which the 
property is accessed to that point where the road does meet the current 
standard or to the county road. 

9 



d) The Planning Commission may grant the applicant a variance to provide only 
a 30-foot right-of-way and a 22-foot wide roadway surface if Condition b) 
above cannot be met. This variance may only be granted for existing 
substandard roadways if the applicant can demonstrate to the Planning 
Commission that this condition does not create or impact an unsafe condition. 

e) A tumaround shall be provided at the end of a private road easement within a 
new development. The turnaround standard is defined in Figure 7-10 of 
Section 7 of the Baker County Transportation System Plan. 

340.03.05 Number of Allowed Accesses 

a) Number of Allowed Accesses for Single-Family Residential Lots 

A single-family residential lot may request up to two driveways on a local 
road. If two residential driveways are requested i?om a single-family lot, then 
it shall be subject to spacing standards of 340.03.06.b). 

b) Number of Allowed Accesses for Multi-Family Uses 

The number of driveways allowed for multi-family residential uses shall be 
based on the daily trip generation of the site in question. One driveway shall 
be allowed for up to 1,000 daily trips generated. A maximum of two accesses 
shall be allowed if it is proven through a traffic impact study that this 
limitation creates a significant traffic operations hardship for on-site traffic. 
The Road Master or hisher designee shall determine whether the traffic study 
adequately proves a significant traffic operations hardship to justify more 
accesses. Emergency access requirements shall be determined by the fire 
chief and/or the Road Master or hisher designee. Each driveway/access shall 
meet the spacing standards defined in Table 340.03.06.h). 

C) Number of Allowed Accesses for Non-Residential Uses 

The number of driveways allowed for non-residential uses shall be based on 
the daily trip generation of the site in question. One driveway shall be 
allowed for up to 2,500 daily trips generated with a maximum of two 
driveways. An exception shall be allowed if it is proven through a traffic 
impact study that this limitation creates a significant traffic operations 
hardship for on-site traffic. The primary criteria to allow more driveways will 
be level of service (see standards in 340.07) analysis, queuing analysis, and 
safety analysis of the site accesses. If a development has a need for more than 
two access points, then signalization of the main access shall be investigated 
as a potential option prior to allowing additional driveways. A signal warrant 
study will then be required to study whether or not signalization of the main 
access is required. The Road Master or hisher designee shall determine 
whether the traffic study adequately proves that more accesses are needed for 
a particular project. 



d) Right in, Right Out Access 

(I) If a center left turn lane is not available on the arterial and/or collector to 
facilitate movements turning into and out of a driveway, then the Road 
Master or hisher designee has right to limit the driveway access to a right 
in, right out driveway. The right in, right out driveway is also subject to 
meeting the access spacing standards in Table 340.03.06.h). 

(2) If a driveway cannot meet the access spacing standards in Table 
340.02.06.h) and a variance is being sought for the development's access, 
then a right in, right out driveway shall be the first consideration to 
provide access. Only if a demonstrated hardship such as the creation of 
significant out of direction travel is demonstrated in the variance shall 
consideration be given to a conditional full access driveway. Any 
conditional access shall be subject to 340.03.06.d). 

(3) Right in, right out driveways shall count toward the maximum number of 
driveways allowed under 340.03.05. 

340.03.06 Location of Accesses 

Vehicle access locations shall be provided based on the following criteria: 

a) Comer Lot Access 

Comer lot driveways on local roads shall be a minimum of fifty (50) feet from 
the intersecting property lines or in the case where this is impractical, then the 
applicant shall file for a variance to this standard to the Road Master. Comer 
lots on arterial or collectors shall have driveways located on the minor cross 
road. If this is not feasible, then the comer lot driveway on an arterial or 
collector must follow the minimum access spacing standard in Table 
340.03.06.h). or in the case where this is impractical, the applicant file for a 
variance to this standard to the Road Master. 

b) Two Single-Family Residential Driveway Spacing for One Lot 

Where two single-family residential driveways are permitted for one single- 
family residential lot, a minimum separation of 50 feet shall be required. The 
50 feet separation shall be measured from the perpendicular near edge to 
perpendicular near edge. 

c) Access onto Lowest Functional Classification Roadway Requirement 

Access shall be provided fiom the lowest functional classification roadway. If 
a tax lot has access to both an arterial and a lower classified roadway, then the 
arterial driveway shall be closed and access shall be granted along the lower 
functional classification roadway. This shall also apply for a series of non- 



residential contiguous tax lots under the same ownership or control of a 
development entity per the requirements set for in 340.03.06.g). 

d) Conditional Access Permits 

Conditional access permits may be given to developments that cannot meet 
current access spacing and access management standards as long as other 
standards such as sight distance and other geometric standards can be met. In 
conjunction with the conditional access permit, crossover easements shall be 
provided on all compatible parcels without topography and land use conflicts. 
The conditional access permit shall allow temporary access until it is possible 
to consolidate and share access points in such a manner to either improve 
toward the current standards or to meet the current access spacing standards. 
Figure 340.03.06.d) illustrates the concept of how the crossover easements 
eventually work toward meeting access spacing standards. 

e) Shared Driveway Requirement for Adjacent Non-Residential Parcels with 
Non-Conforming Access(es) 

Adjacent non-residential parcels with non-conforming access(es) shall be 
required to share driveways along arterial and collector roadways pursuant to 
340.03.02 which defines when the requirement is triggered. If the adjacent 
use refuses to allow for a shared driveway, then a conditional access permit 
may be given. As a condition of approval, cross-easements shall be granted to 
the adjacent non-residential parcel to secure a shared driveway later when the 
adjacent parcel redevelops, seeks to obtain an access permit, or becomes 
available. 

f) Residential Subdivision Access Requirements 

Residential subdivisions konting an arterial or collector roadway shall be 
required to provide access fiom secondary local roads for access to individual 
lots. When secondary local roads cannot be constructed due to topographic or 
physical constraints, access shall be provided by consolidating driveways per 
the requirements set for in Table 340.03.06.h). In this situation, the residential 
subdivision shall still meet driveway spacing requirements of the arterial or 
collector roadway. 

g) Phased Development Plans 

In the interest of promoting unified access and circulation systems, 
development sites under the same ownership or consolidated for the purposes 
of development and comprised of more than one building site shall be 
reviewed as a single property in relation to the access standards of this section. 
The number of access points permitted shall be as defined in 340.03.05. All 
necessary easement agreements and stipulations within the phased 
development shall be met to assure that all tenants within the phased 
development have adequate access. 



All access to individual uses or buildings within a phased development must 
be internalized within the site plan using the shared circulation system of the 
principal development. Driveways shall be designed to avoid queuing across 
surrounding parking and driving aisles. 

h) Access Spacing Standards 

The roads within Baker County are classified as arterials, collectors, and local 
roads. The access spacing standards are shown in Table 340.03.06.h). for 
both full intersection spacing and driveway spacing. 

Table 340.03.06.h). Access Spacing Standard 

between &d through cities or rural 
service centers 

LocaLTublic 1 25-50muh I 50 feet I 220 feet 1 Residential 

i) Joint and Cross Access for Properties with Non-Conforming Access(es) 

Use 
Private 

RS2477 

(1) Adjacent non-residential uses shall provide a crossover easement drive 
and pedestrian access to allow circulation between sites. 

(2) A system of joint use driveways and crossover easements shall be 
established wherever feasible. 

25-50 mph 

25-50 mph 

(3) Pursuant to this section, property owners shall: 

(a) Record an easement with the deed allowing cross access to and from 
other properties served by the joint use driveways and cross access or 
service drive. 

Access to each lot 
permitted 

Access to each lot 
permitted 

@) Record an agreement with Baker County that pre-existing driveways 
will be closed and eliminated after construction of the joint-use 
driveway. 

(c) Record a joint maintenance agreement with the deed defining 
maintenance responsibilities of property owners. 

220 feet 

220 feet 

Residential 

Forest 



Figure 340.03.06.d) 
Example of Crossover Easement and Conditional Access Policy 

Step 1 

Step 3 

Step 5 

Step 2 

Step 4 

Step 6 



Continued Figure 340.03.06.d) 
Example of Crossover Easement and Conditional Access Policy 

Process 
EXTSTmG - Currently Lots A, B, C, and D have site-access driveways that neither 
meet the access spacing criteria of 500 fee nor align with driveways or access points on 
the opposite side of the highway. Under these conditions motorists are put into 
situations of potential conflict (conflicting left turns) with opposing trafic. 
Additionally, the number o f  side-street (or site-access drivewav) intersections . , 
decreases the operalion and safey of the highivay -- 
REDEVELOPMIIN'T OF LOT B - At the time that Lot B redevelops, thc local 
jurisdiction would review the proposed site plan and make recommendati&s to ensure 
that the site could promote future crossover or consolidated access. Next, the local 
jurisdiction would issue conditional permits for the development to provide crossover 
easements with Lots A and C, and ODOT would grant a conditional access permit to 
the lot. Afer evaluating the land use action, ODOT would determine that LOT B does 
not have either alternative access, nor can an access point be aligned with an opposing 
access point, nor can the available lot fiontage provide an access point that meets the 
access spacing criteria set forth for this segment of highway. 
REDEVELOPMENT OF LOT A - At the time Lot A redevelous. the local iurisdiction . ,  2 

and ODOT would undertake the same review process as with the redevelopment of 
LOT B (see Step 2); however, under this scenario ODOT and the local jurisdiction 
would use the previously obtained cross-over easement at Lot B to consolidate the 
access points of Lots A and B. ODOT would then relocate the conditional access of 
Lot B to align with the opposing access point and provide safe and efficient access to 
both Lots A and B. The consolidation of site-access driveways for Lots A and B will 
not only reduce the number of driveways accessing the highway, but will also eliminate 
the conflicting left-turn movements on the highway by the alignment with the opposing 
access woint. 
REDE~LOPMENT OF LOT D - The redevelopment of Lot D will be handled in the 
same manner as the redevelopment of Lot B (see Step 2) 
REDEI'ELOPMEA'T OF LOT C - The redeveloument of Lot C will be revicwcd once 

A 

again to ensure that the site will accommodate crossover and/or consolidated access. 
Using the crossover agreements with Lots B and D, Lot C would share a consolidated 
access point with Lot D and will also have alternative frontage access via the shared 
site-access driveway of Lots A and B. By using the crossover agreement and 
conditional access permit process, the local jurisdiction and ODOT will be able to 
eliminate another access point and provide the alignment with the opposing access 
voints. 
COMPLETE - After Lots A, B, C, and D redevelop over time, the number of access 
points will be reduced and aligned, and the remaining access points will meet the 
Categoy 4 access management standard of 500-foot spacing. 



j) The Baker County may reduce required separation distance of access points 
defined in Table 340.03.06.h) where they prove impractical as defined by the 
Road Master or hisiher designee, provided all of the following requirements 
are met: 

(1) Joint access driveways and cross access easements are provided in 
accordance with this section. 

(2) The site plan incorporates a unified access and circulation system in 
accordance with this section. 

(3) The property owner enters into a written agreement with the Baker 
County, recorded with the deed, that pre-existing connections on the site 
will be closed and eliminated after construction of each side of the joint 
use driveway. 

k) The Baker County may modify or waive the requirements of this section 
where the characteristics or layout of abutting properties would make a 
development of a unified or shared access and circulation system impractical 
based on physical site characteristics that make meeting the access standards 
infeasible. Modification or wavier of the requirements of this section shall be 
based on the following: 

(1) The application of the location of access standard will result in the 
degradation of operational and safety integrity of the transportation 
system. 

(2) The granting of the variance shall meet the purpose and intent of these 
regulations and shall not be considered until every feasible option for 
meeting access standards is explored. 

(3) Applicants for variance from these standards must provide proof of unique 
or special conditions that make strict application of the provisions 
impractical. 

Applicants shall include proof that: 

(a) Indirect or restricted access cannot be obtained; 

(b) No engineering or construction solutions can be applied to mitigate the 
condition; and 

(c) No alternative access is available from a road with a lower functional 
classification than the primary roadway. 

(4) No variance shall be granted where such hardship is self-created. 



340.03.07 Access Standards 

a) Driveway Design 

(1) If a commercial or residential driveway is a one-way drive, then the 
driveway shall be a minimum width of 10 feet and a maximum width of 
12 feet. A one-way commercial or residential driveway shall have 
appropriate signage designating the driveway as one-way. 

For a two-way commercial or residential driveway, each lane shall have a 
minimum width of 10 and a maximum width of 12 feet. The total two- 
way commercial or residential driveway width shall be between 20 and 24 
feet. A commercial driveway width may be increased by an additional 10 
to 12 feet if two outbound lanes are provided and delineated. 

For industrial uses, the maximum driveway width is 40 feet. 

(2) Driveways providing access into off-road, surface parking lots shall be 
designed in such a manner to prevent vehicles from backing into the flow 
of traffic on the public road or to block on-site circulation. The driveway 
throat approaching the public road shall have adequate queue length for 
exiting vehicles to queue on-site without blocking on-site circulation of 
other vehicles. The driveway throat approaching the public road shall also 
have sufficient storage for entering traffic not to back into the flow of 
traffic onto the public road. A traffic impact study, subject to approval by 
the Road Master or hisiher designee, shall be used to determine the 
adequate queue length of the driveway throat. This requirement shall be 
applied in conjunction with other design requirements of parking lots. If 
there is a conflict between these two code provisions, then this code 
provision supersedes the other parking lot code requirements. 

(3) Driveway approaches must be designed and located to provide an exiting 
vehicle with an unobstructed view. Sight distance triangle requirements 
are identified in 340.03.07.c) and 340.03.07.d). Construction of driveways 
along acceleration lanes, deceleration lanes, or tapers shall be prohibited 
due to the potential for vehicular weaving conflicts unless there are no 
other alternatives for driveway locations. Only after a traffic impact study 
is conducted as defined in 340.06 and concludes that the driveway does 
not create a safety hazard along acceleration lanes, deceleration lanes, or 
taper shall the driveway be considered for approval. Approval of a 
driveway location along an acceleration lane, deceleration lane, or taper 
shall be based on the Road Master or hisiher designee agreeing with the 
conclusions of the traffic impact study. 

b) Public Road Stopping Sight Distance 

Public roads shall have a minimum stopping sight distance requirement as 
summarized in Table 340.03.07.b). The minimum stopping sight distance is 



measured from a height of 3.5 feet to a target on the roadway nominally six 
(6) inches in height. 

The minimum stopping sight distance is based on design speed of the 
roadway. If a design speed is not known, then the assumed design speed shall 
be at least 5 mph more than the posted speed or may be measured as the 85" 
percentile speed. 

Table 340.03.07.b) 
Stopping Sight Distance Requirement 

c) Sight Distance Triangle 

Traffic entering an uncontrolled public road from a stop sign controlled public 
road, or from private roads or private driveways, shall have minimum sight 
distances, as shown in Table 340.03.07.c), except as allowed in 340.03.07.d). 

The sight distance triangle is based on design speed of the roadway. If a 
design speed is not known, then the assumed design speed shall be at least 5 
mph more than the posted speed or may be measured as the 85'h percentile 
speed. 

The intersection and driveway sight distance is measured from an eye height 
of 3.5 feet above the controlled road at least 15 feet from the edge of the 
vehicle travel lane of the uncontrolled public road to an object height of 4.25 
feet on the uncontrolled public road in accordance with the table below. This 
definition for measuring sight distance is consistent with AASHTO (American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials) standards. 



Table 340.03.07.c) 
IntersectionlDriveway Sight Distance Triangle Requirement 

d) Uncontrolled Intersection and Driveway Sight Distance Triangle in 
Residential Areas 

This subsection only applies to local access roads in urban and rural 
residential areas. Uncontrolled intersections shall have an unobstructed sight 
distance triangle of 30 feet along the property lines of both intersection 
approaches. Any vegetation within the sight distance triangle must be 24 
inches in height or less. For driveways, the sight distance triangle along the 
driveway and property line adjacent to the public road shall be a minimum of 
10 feet for each leg. 

e) Flag Lot Access Standard 

(1) Flag lots shall not be permitted when the result would be to increase 
the number of properties requiring direct and individual access 
connections to the State Highway System or other county arterials or 
collectors. 

(2) Flag lots may be permitted for residential development when 
necessary to achieve planning objectives, such as reducing direct 
access to roadways, providing internal platted lots with access to a 
residential road, or preserving natural or historic resources, under the 
following conditions: 

(a) Flag lot driveways shall be separated by at least twice the 
minimum frontage requirement of that zoning district and at a 
minimum 220 feet. 

(b) The flag lot driveway shall have a minimum width of 10 feet and 
maximum pavement width of 20 feet. The flag lot driveway shall 
be either a private right-of-way or access easement. This 
supersedes the requirements for minimum and maximum 
driveway widths. 



(c) The lot area occupied by the flag driveway shall not be counted as 
part of the required minimum lot area of that zoning district. 

(d) No more than two flag lots shall be permitted per private right-of- 
way or access easement. 

(e) In no instance shall flag lots constitute more than 10 percent of the 
total number of building sites in a recorded or unrecorded plat or 
three lots whichever is greater. The intent is to accommodate flag 
lots in an infill situation and not to create a development of flag 
lots. 

340.03.08 Connectivity and Circulation Standards 

a) Connectivity 

(1) The road system of proposed subdivisions shall be designed to connect 
with existing, proposed, and planned roads outside of the subdivision. 

(2) Wherever a proposed development abuts unplatted, developable land for a 
future development phase of the same development, road stubs shall be 
provided to provide access to abutting properties or to logically extend the 
road system into the surrounding area. 

(3) Neighborhood collectors and local residential access roads shall connect 
with surrounding roads to permit the convenient movement of traffic 
between residential neighborhoods or facilitate emergency access and 
evacuation. Connections shall be designed to avoid or minimize through 
traffic on local roads. Appropriate design and traffic calming measures are 
the preferred means of discouraging through traffic. 

(4)A system of joint use driveways and crossover easements shall be 
established wherever feasible and shall incorporate the following: 

(a) A continuous service drive or crossover easement corridor extending 
the entire length of each block served to provide for driveway 
separation consistent with the access standards set for each functional 
roadway classification. 

@) A design speed of 10 mph and an aisle width consistent with off-road 
parking lot standards, to accommodate two-way travel aisles 
designated to accommodate automobiles, service vehicles, and loading 
vehicles; 

(c) Access stub-outs and other design features to make it visually obvious 
that the abutting properties will be tied in to provide crossover 
easement via a service drive; 



(d) A unified access and circulation system plan shall be submitted as part 
of the documentation for joint and cross access. A unified access and 
circulation system plan encompasses contiguous, adjacent parcels that 
share access(es). The unified access and circulation system plan 
shows how the joint and cross access(es) work together to meet the 
needs of all property owners and uses. It includes showing how 
parking areas of the various uses sharing access(es) coordinate and 
work with each other. 

b) Cul-de-sac and Accessways 

(1) Cul-de-sacs or permanent dead-end roads may be used as part of a 
development plan only if topographical, environmental, or existing 
adjacent land use constraints make connecting and through roads 
infeasible. Where cul-de-sacs are planned, accessways shall be provided 
connecting the ends of cul-de-sacs to each other, to other roads, or to 
neighborhood activity centers unless topographical, environmental, or 
existing adjacent land use constraints make it infeasible. 

(2) Accessways for pedestrians and bicyclists shall be 10 feet wide and 
located within a 15-foot-wide right-of-way or easement. If the roads 
within the subdivision are lighted, the accessways shall also be lighted at 
residentiallresidential illumination standard. Stairs or switchback paths 
may be used where grades are steep. Any vegetation planted within the 
accessway shall be less than 30 inches in height and must not create a 
safety issue for pedestrians and bicyclists. 

340.03.09 Development Review Procedure for Access Management 

a) Applicants for Development Reviews impacting access shall submit a 
preliminary site plan that shows: 

(1) Location of existing and proposed access point(s) on both sides of the 
for a distance great enough to show that access spacing requirements 
are met; 

(2) Distances fiom proposed access point to neighboring constructed 
access points, median openings (where applicable), traffic signals 
(where applicable), intersections, and other transportation features on 
both sides of the property; 

(3) Number and direction of lanes to be constructed on the driveway plus 
striping plans; 

(4) All planned transportation features (such as sidewalks, bikeways, 
signs, signals, etc.); 



b) Development Reviews shall address the following access criteria: 

(1) Access shall be properly placed in relation to sight distance, driveway 
spacing, and other related considerations, including opportunities for 
joint and cross access. 

(2) The external road system to the project site and internal road system 
within the project site shall provide adequate access to buildings for 
residents, visitors, deliveries, emergency vehicles, and garbage 
collection. 

c) The Oregon Department of Transportation shall review any application 
that involves access to the State Highway System for conformance with 
state access management standards. 

d) Baker County Road Department staff shall review any application that 
involves road development or access to the Baker County road system. 



BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN STANDARDS 

At the discretion of the planning commission, special uses can be required to 
provide pedestrian and bicycle amenities. The bicycle and pedestrian facility 
standards can be found in Section 7 of the Baker County Transportation System 
Plan. The Baker County Transportation System Plan uses the standards for non- 
motorized facilities that are contained in the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, 
ODOT, June 14,1995. 

340.04.001 Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation and Access Requirements for Site Plans 

Required elements for a site plan shall include bicycle and pedestrian circulation 
elements such as accessways and walkways. The following shall be included in 
the site plan: 

a) Pedestrian Access and Circulation. 

Internal pedestrian circulation shall be provided in new commercial, office, 
and multi-family residential developments through the clustering of buildings, 
construction of hard surface walkways, landscaping, accessways, or similar 
techniques. 

b) All site plans (industrial and commercial) shall clearly show how the site's 
internal pedestrian and bicycle facilities connect with external existing or 
planned facilities or systems. 

340.04.002 Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation and Access Requirements for Approval of 
Subdivision Tentative Plans and Final Plats 

Information required shall include the location and design of all proposed 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities, including accessways. The following shall be 
included in subdivision tentative plans and final plats: 

a) Cul-de-Sacs and Accessways. 

(1) Cul-de-sacs or permanent dead-end streets may be used as part of a 
development plan; however, through streets are encouraged except where 
topographical, environmental, or existing adjacent land use constraints 
make connecting streets infeasible. If cul-de-sacs are planned, accessways 
shall be provided connecting the ends of cul-de-sacs to each other, to other 
streets, or to neighborhood activity centers. 

(2) Accessways for pedestrians and bicyclists shall be 10 feet wide and 
located within a 20-foot-wide' right-of-way or easement. If the streets 
within the subdivision are lighted, the accessways shall also be lighted. 
Stairs or switchback paths may be used where grades are steep. 



(3) Accessways for pedestrians and bicyclists shall be provided at mid-block 
where the block is longer than 400 feet. 

(4) The Hearings Body or Planning Director may determine, based upon 
evidence in the record, that an accessway is impracticable. Such evidence 
may include but is not limited to: 

(a) Physical or topographic conditions make an access-way connection 
impractical. Such conditions include but are not limited to freeways, 
railroads, extremely steep slopes, wetlands, or other bodies of water 
where a connection cannot reasonable be provided. 

(b) Buildings or other existing development on adjacent lands physically 
preclude a connection now or in the future, considering potential for 
redevelopment. 

(c) If accessways would violate provisions of leases, easements, 
covenants, restrictions, or other agreements existing as of May 1, 1995 
that preclude a required accessway connection. 



340.05 ROAD STANDARDS 

340.05.001 Road Design Conformity 

The arrangement, character, extent, width, grade and location of all roads shall be 
designed to coordinate with existing and planned roads, topographical conditions, 
construction and maintenance costs, public conveniences and safety, and in their 
appropriate relation to the proposed uses of the land to be served by such road. 
Where not shown on an area plan, the arrangement and other design standards of 
roads shall conform to the provisions found in the Baker County Transportation 
System Plan and herein. 

340.05.002 Relation to Adjoining Road System 

The arrangement of roads in partitions and subdivisions shall be designed to 
coordinate with existing or desired roads in adjoining areas. 

340.05.003 Projection of Roads 

Where adjoining areas are not partitioned or subdivided to the maximum density 
allowed by the applicable zone(s), the arrangement of roads in new subdivisions 
shall make provisions for the proper projection of roads. 

340.05.004 Dead-end Road or Cul-de-sac 

No dead-end roads shall be constructed without a turn-around or cul-de-sac. A 
turn-around shall have an outside roadway radius of at least 45 feet and a road 
right-of-way radius of at least 60 feet. Future extension of the road into adjoining 
properties will result in vacating the unused portion of the cul-de-sac to adjacent 
properties. A cul-de-sac shall not be used as a parking area. Individual parcels 
and lots shall have access driveways extending into them where necessary. 

340.05.005 Roads to be Carried to Property Lines 

When a proposed partition or subdivision joins land capable of further division, 
road rights-of-way shall be carried to the boundaries of the tract to be partitioned 
or subdivided. 

340.05.006 Frontage Roads 

Where a partition or subdivision abuts or contains an existing arterial road, the 
Commission may require kontage roads or other such treatment as may be 
necessary for adequate protection of abutting properties and to afford separation 
of through and local traffic in order to preserve mobility on the arterial. 



340.05.007 Local Roads 

Local roads shall be so laid out that their use by through traffic will be 
discouraged. 

340.05.008 Road Widths and Improvements 

(a) Road standards shall not be less than those set forth in Figures 7-2 to 7-10 in 
the Baker County Transportation System Plan, except where it can be shown 
that probable future traffic development or physical characteristics are such as 
to justify modification of the standards. 

(b) In areas designed and zoned for commercial use, road widths may be 
increased by such amount as may be deemed necessary by the Commission to 
provide for the free flow of through traffic without interference by parked or 
parking vehicles, and to provide safe parking space for such commercial or 
business districts. 

(c) Road and related improvements shall be completed or bonded for completion 
prior to final plat consideration and shall be constructed under the direction of 
the Baker county Planning Department, according to the minimum Road 
Standards set forth in Figures 7-2 to 7-10 in the Baker County Transportation 
System Plan. 

340.05.009 Reverse Curve 

A tangent at least 100-feet long shall be introduced between reverse curves on 
arterial roads. 

340.05.010 Large Parcel Partitions and Large Lot Subdivisions 

Where a tract is partitioned or subdivided into larger parcels or lots than permitted 
by the applicable zone, such parcels or lots shall be arranged so as to allow the 
opening of future roads and logical further partitioning or subdividing. 

340.05.01 1 Reserve Strips 

Reserve strips controlling access to roads shall be prohibited except under 
conditions approved by the Planning Commission. 

340.05.012 Road Grades 

No road grade shall be less than 3/10 of one-percent, and shall not exceed the 
following, with due allowance for reasonable vertical curves: 

Road Type 
Arterial 
Collector 

Percent Grade 
10 
12 



Minor 
Marginal Access 

340.05.013 Railroad or Limited Access Highway On or Abutting a Partition or Subdivision 

Where a partition or subdivision is bordered on or contains a railroad right-of-way 
or limited access highway right-of-way, the Planning Commission may require a 
road approximately parallel to and on each side of such right-of-way at a distance 
suitable for the requirements of approach grades and future grade separations. 

340.05.014 Half Road Prohibited 

Half roads shall be prohibited except where essential to the reasonable 
development of the partition or subdivision in conformity with the other 
requirements of these regulations. Where the Commission finds it will be 
practicable to require the dedication of the other half when adjoining property is 
partitioned or subdivided, such right-of-way may be required as part of the initial 
plat. 

340.05.015 Road Names and Numbers 

Road names and numbers shall be assigned and conform to the Baker County 
Road Naming and Rural Address Ordinance No. 94-05. 

340.05.016 Access to Roads Across Ditches 

The developer shall provide access to all proposed lots or parcels, across all 
ditches and streams to accommodate a gross vehicle weight of 50,000 pounds and 
by a standard method approved by the County Planning Department. 

340.05.017 Dedication 

Streets and roads for public use are dedicated without any reservation or 
restriction other than reversionary rights upon vacation of any street or road and 
easements for public utilities [ORS 92.090(3)]. Baker County shall preserve right- 
of-way for planned transportation facilities through exactions, voluntary 
dedications, or setbacks. 

340.05.018 Private Road Easements 

Proposed private road easements shall be designated on the tentative plan and 
may be approved by the Planning Commission if they meet the following 
conditions: 

(a) Private road easements shall provide access to no more than two proposed or 
potential parcels. No road easement providing access between public roads or 
other private road easements shall be approved as a private road easement. 



@)No private road easement shall be approved unless the Planning Commission 
is satisfied that such right-of-way is not presently needed, nor will ever be 
needed to be extended through to adjacent property, or to be utilized for public 
road purposes in the normal growth of the area. 

(c) No private road easement shall be less than 30-feet wide, except that a 
modification may be approved to allow a driveway easement of 20-feet to one 
parcel or lot. 

(d) Surface improvements on private road easements shall be as prescribed in 
Figure 7-9 in the Baker County Transportation System Plan. 

(e) Maintenance responsibility for private road easements shall be predetermined 
before final plat approval according to ORS Chapter 660 through one of the 
following options: 

(1) A maintenance agreement established by the developer with the legal 
mechanism for the ageement to be presented prior to approval of the final 
plat. 

(2) Any other method of providing perpetual financing for maintenance 
services and improvements. 

340.05.019 Alleys 

(a) Commercial and Industrial Districts: 

Alleys shall be required in commercial and industrial districts, except that the 
Commission may waive this requirement where other definite and assured 
provisions are made for service access, such as off-road loading, or unloading 
and parking consistent with and adequate for the uses proposed. 

@) Width: 

The right-of-way width of an alley shall be that width determined necessary 
by the Planning Commission. 

(c) Dead-end: 

Dead-end alleys shall not be permitted, except that the Commission may 
waive this requirement where such dead-end alley is unavoidable, and 
where adequate turn-around facilities have been provided. 



340.05.020 Easements 

(a) Provided for Utilities 

Easements with a sufficient right-of-way for utility maintenance may be 
required by the Planning Commission where necessary for utilities. 

(b) Providing for Drainage 

Where a partition or subdivision is traversed by a water course, drainage way, 
channel, or stream, there shall be provided a storm water easement or drainage 
right-of-way conforming substantially with the lines of such water course, and 
such further width of construction, or both, as will be adequate for the 
purpose. 

340.05.021 Blocks 

(a) All subdivision plats shall continue the lot numbers and, if used, the block 
numbers of the subdivision plat of the same name last filed. New subdivisions 
shall not use block numbers or letters unless such subdivision is a continued 
phase of a previously recorded subdivision, bearing the same name, that 
previously used block numbers or letters [ORS 92.090(1)]. 

(b) Factors Governing Dimensions 

Block length and width or acreage within boundary roads shall be such as to 
accommodate the size of lots required in the area by the zoning ordinance of 
the County, and to provide for convenient access, circulation control and 
safety of road traffic. 

(c) Arrangement 

A block shall generally be so designed as to provide two rows of lots. 

340.05.022 Parcels & Lots 

(a) Every parcel and lot shall abut and have adequate access to an approved 
public or private road and shall have a road frontage of not less than 100 feet, 
except a parcel or lot on the radius of a curved street or facing the circular end 
of a cul-de-sac shall have eontage of not less than 30 feet upon a street, 
measured on the arc of the right-of-way. 

(1) Flag parcels and lots with less than 100 foot frontage shall not be 
permitted. 

(2) In creating parcels and lots of two acres or less, their minimum area 
calculation shall not include the following: 



(3) The land area located below the mean high water elevation of a lake, river, 
stream or other water body. 

(4) The land area included within a public or private road right-of-way. 

(b) A lot or parcel lawfully created through a platting process shall remain a 
discrete lot or parcel, unless the lot or parcel lines are vacated or the lot or 
parcel is further divided, as provided by law. Parcels not created through a 
platting process but legally created shall be comprised of contiguous 
ownership which joins by more than a point. 

340.05.023 Subdivided Lots in a Forested Area 

(a) Fuel Breaks 

A buffer area shall be at least 200-feet wide in a forested area around an entire 
subdivision where all dead and down material is removed and remaining 
vegetation is thinned to reduce fire spreading. On slopes greater than 30- 
percent the fuel break shall be widened to 300-feet or as advised by the State 
Forester. 

(b) Internal Fuel Breaks 

Each residential dwelling shall maintain a fuel break of not less than 30-feet 
from dense vegetation. Dead and down material shall be removed and no 
natural or ornamental shrubbery within the fuel break shall provide a means 
for rapid transmission of fire fiom outside natural areas. Wider breaks may be 
required on slopes exceeding 30% on advice of a State Forester. 

340.05.024 Water Distribution System 

No subdivision shall receive final approval unless the county has received and 
accepted: 

(a) A certification by the owner or superintendent of a publicly or privately 
owned domestic water supply system, that water is available to the boundary 
line of each and every lot depicted in the proposed subdivision; 

(b) A performance agreement, bond, contract or other assurance that a domestic 
water supply system will be installed to the boundary line of each and every 
lot or parcel depicted in the proposed subdivision; or 

(c) Where a community or public water supply system is not available, a 
statement signed by the applicant that water service will not be provided to 
any lot or parcel depicted in the subdivision. 



340.05.025 Sewage Distribution System 

No subdivision shall receive final approval unless the county has received and 
accepted: 

(a) A certification by the owner or superintendent of a publicly or privately 
owned sewage disposal system that sewerage service is available to the 
boundary line of each and every lot depicted in the proposed subdivision; 

(b) A performance agreement, bond, contract or other assurance that a sewage 
disposal system will be installed by or on behalf of the developer to the 
boundary line of each and every lot depicted in the proposed subdivision; or 

(c) Where no community sewerage service is available, the Department of 
Environmental Quality shall approve the proposed methods of sewage 
disposal. 

340.05.026 Storm & Water Runoff & Flood Control 

Prior to considering final approval of a partition or subdivision, the developer 
shall make or be bonded to make drainage improvements as needed to 
accommodate storm water runoff and to minimize the potential for flood damage. 

340.05.027 Sidewalk & Bicycle Trail Improvements 

Sidewalk and bicycle improvements shall conform to the Baker County Bicycle- 
Pedestrian Plan. 

340.05.028 Monuments 

Monuments shall be placed by a professional land surveyor in all locations as 
required by ORS Chapter 92. Any monument which might be disturbed during 
construction, shall be properly replaced when such construction has been 
completed. 

340.05.029 Map of Improvements as Constructed 

A map showing all public improvements as built shall be filed in the Planning 
Department upon completion of said improvements. 

340.05.030 Uninhabitable Lots 

Lots or parcels subject to natural hazards deemed by the Commission to be 
undesirable for habitation shall not be plotted for residential occupancy, nor for 
such other uses as may increase danger to health, life or property, or aggravate the 
natural hazard. Such land within a plat shall be combined with lots suitable for 
development, or shall be set aside for such uses as will not be endangered by 



periodic or occasional natural hazards or will not produce unsatisfactory living 
conditions. 

340.05.03 1 Lot Remnants 

All remnants of lots below minimum size left over after subdivision of a larger 
tract must be added to adjacent lots, rather than be allowed to remain as unused 
lots. 

340.05.032 Access. 

For joint and cross access, adjacent commercial and industrial developments 
classified as major traffic generators shall provide a cross access drive and 
pedestrian access to allow circulation between sites. Shared parking areas shall be 
permitted a reduction in required parking spaces if peak demands do not occur at 
the same time periods. 

340.05.033 Access Connection and Driveway Design. 

Driveway width shall meet the following guidelines: a) if the driveway is a one 
way in or one way out, then the driveway shall be a minimum width of 10 feet 
and shall have appropriate signage designating the driveway as a one way 
connection; b) for two-way access, each lane shall have a minimum width of 10 
feet and a maximum of four lanes shall be allowed. Whenever more than two 
lanes are proposed, a median should be considered to divide the entrance and exit 
lanes. Driveway approaches must be designed and located to provide an exiting 
vehicle with an unobstructed view. Construction of driveways along acceleration 
or deceleration lanes and tapers shall be avoided due to the potential for vehicular 
weaving conflicts. The length of driveways shall be designed in accordance with 
the anticipated storage length for entering and exiting vehicles to prevent vehicles 
from backing into the flow of traffic on the public street or causing unsafe 
conflicts with onsite circulation. 

340.05.034 Existing Access Features. 

Legal driveway connections on the state highway system in place as of adoption 
of the TSP shall be designated as conforming features and will be reconsidered 
only if safety concerns develop, if changes in use occur producing an additional 
100 vehicle trips per day or more, or if zone changeslplan amendments are 
proposed accessing the state highway system. There are several alternatives for 
access point consideration - the access onto the state highway is closed and 
moved to a side road, the access is combined with other access points, the access 
is moved according to the spacing standards set forth in Table 7-1 of the Baker 
County Transportation System Plan in order not to conflict with intersection 
traffic, the access conforms to "Access Management Techniques" listed in the 
TSP, or nothing is done and the access is left alone. 



340.05.035 New Access Features. 

For proposed development of properties abutting the state highway system, new 
public roads shall be based on the existing spacing standards set forth in Table 7-1 
of the Baker County Transportation System Plan. For proposed new development 
of properties adjacent to the state highway system, the developeriowner shall, 
prior to making application, notify and coordinate with Baker County and the 
ODOT District Manager (ODOT, Region 5) to ensure access safety and pursue 
access alternatives if safety is compromised. The highest priority shall be placed 
on providing access to property abutting the state highway system from local 
roads or combining driveways. Land development affecting the state highway 
system will address safety, capacity, functional classification, and level of service. 
Access management policies for Baker County set forth in the Transportation 
System Plan will be observed. 

340.05.036 Shared Access. Proposed subdivisions with fiontage on the state highway system 
shall be designed to share access points from the highway. If access from a local 
road is possible, then access shall not be allowed onto the state highway. If access 
from a local road becomes available, then conversion to that access is encouraged, 
along with closing the state highway access. A maximum of 2 accesses may be 
allowed regardless of the number of lots or businesses served. 



340.06 APPROVAL OF TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 
IDENTIFIED IN THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN 

340.06.001 Uses Permitted Outright. Except where otherwise specifically regulated by this 
ordinance, the following improvements are permitted outright: 

(a) Normal operation, maintenance, repair, and preservation activities of existing 
transportation facilities. 

(b) Installation of culverts, pathways, medians, fencing, guardrails, lighting, and 
similar types of improvements within the existing right-of-way. 

(c) Projects specifically identified in the Transportation System Plan as not 
requiring further land use regulation. 

(d) Landscaping as part of a transportation facility. 

(e) Emergency measures necessary for the safety and protection of property 

(f) Acquisition of right-of-way for public roads, highways, and other 
transportation improvements designated in the Transportation System Plan 
except for those that are located in exclusive farm use or forest zones. 

(g) Construction of a street or road as part of an approved subdivision or land 
partition approved consistent with the applicable land division ordinance. 

340.06.002 Conditional Uses Permitted 

Construction, reconstruction, or widening of highways, roads, bridges or other 
transportation projects that are: (1) not improvements designated in the 
Transportation System Plan or (2) not designed and constructed as part of a 
subdivision or planned development subject to site plan andlor conditional use 
review, shall comply with the Transportation System Plan and applicable 
standards, and shall address the following criteria. For State projects that require 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or EA (Environmental Assessment), 
the draft EIS or EA shall be reviewed and used as the basis for findings to comply 
with the following criteria: 

(a) The project is designed to be compatible with existing land use and social 
patterns, including noise generation, safety, and zoning. 

(b) The project is designed to minimize avoidable environmental impacts to 
identified wetlands, wildlife habitat, air and water quality, cultural resources, 
and scenic qualities. 

(c) The project preserves or improves the safety and function of the facility 
through access management, traffic calming, or other design features. 



(d) Project includes provision for bicycle and pedestrian circulation as consistent 
with the comprehensive plan and other requirements of this ordinance. 

340.06.003 If review under this Section indicates that the use or activity is inconsistent with 
the Transportation System Plan, the procedure for a plan amendment shall be 
undertaken prior to or in conjunction with the conditional permit review. 

340.06.004 Time Limitation on Transportation-Related Conditional Use Permits 

Authorization of a conditional use shall be void after a period specified by the 
applicant as reasonable and necessary based on season, right-of-way acquisition, 
and other pertinent factors. This period shall not exceed three years. 



340.07 TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY REQUIREMENT 

340.07.001 Intent and Purpose 

A transportation impact analysis (TIA) provides an objective assessment of the 
anticipated modal transportation impacts associated with a specific land use 
action. The purpose of the scope of the TIA is to demonstrate compliance with the 
TPR (OAR 660-0012-0060) and Statewide Planning Goal 12, Transportation. For 
the project to demonstrate compliance with the TPR and Statewide Planning Goal 
12, it must be demonstrated that the proposed project's traffic impacts are either 
within the performance standards of the impacted transportation facilities or that 
adverse impacts are mitigated within the adopted performance standards. A TIA 
answers important transportation-related questions such as: 

0 Can the existing transportation system accommodate the proposed 
development from a capacity and safety standpoint? 

What transportation system improvements are necessary to accommodate 
the proposed development? 

0 How will access to the proposed development affect the traffic operations 
on the existing transportation system? 

What transportation impacts will the proposed development have on the 
adjacent land uses, including commercial, institutional, and residential 
uses? 

0 Will the proposed development meet current standards for roadway 
design? 

Throughout the development of the TIA (and beginning as early as possible), 
cooperation between Baker County staff, the applicant, and the applicant's traffic 
engineer is encouraged to provide an efficient and effective process. 

Baker County staff may, at its discretion, and depending on the specific situation, 
require additional study components in a TIA beyond what is outlined in this 
section or waive requirements deemed inappropriate. 

Baker County assumes no liability for any costs or time delays (either direct or 
consequential) associated with the preparation and review of a transportation 
impact analysis. 

340.07.002 When a Transportation Impact Analysis is Required 

A TIA shall be required when: 

a) The development generates 25 or more peak-hour trips or 250 or more daily 
trips. 
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b) An access spacing exception is required for the site access driveway(s) and the 
development generates 10 or more peak-hour trips or 100 or more daily trips. 

c) The development is expected to impact intersections that are currently 
operating at the upper limits of the acceptable range of level of service during 
the peak operating hour. 

d) The development is expected to significantly impact adjacent roadways and 
intersections that have previously been identified as high crash locations or 
areas that contain a high concentration of pedestrians or bicyclists such as 
school zones. 

e) A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation 
facility. This is defined by if a plan or land use regulation amendment does 
the following: 

(1) Changes the functional classification of an existing or planned 
transportation facility; 

(2) Changes standards implementing a functional classification system; 

(3) Allows types or levels of land uses that would result in levels of travel or 
access what are inconsistent with the functional classification of a 
transportation facility; or 

(4) Would reduce the level of service of the facility below the minimum 
acceptable level identified in the Transportation System Plan. 

340.07.003 When a Transportation Assessment Letter is Required 

If a TIA is not required, the applicant's traffic engineer shall submit a 
transportation assessment letter to Baker County indicating the proposed land use 
action is exempt. This letter shall outline the trip-generating characteristics of the 
proposed land use and verify that the site-access driveways or roadways meet 
Baker County's sight-distance requirements and roadway design standards. 

340.07.004 Contents of a Transportation Impact Analysis 

The following format shall be used in preparing a transportation impact analysis. 

a) Table of Contents. Listing of all sections, figures, and tables included in the 
report. 

b) Executive Summary. Summaxy of the findings and recommendations 
contained within the report. 

c) Introduction. Proposed land use action, including site location, building 
square footage, and project scope. Map showing the proposed site, building 
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footprint, access driveways, and parking facilities. Map of the study area, 
which shows site location and surrounding roadway facilities. 

d) Existing Conditions. Existing site conditions and adjacent land uses. 
Roadway characteristics (all transportation facilities and modal opportunities 
located within the study area, including roadway functional classifications, 
street cross section descriptions, posted speeds, bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities, on-street parking, and transit facilities). Existing lane configurations 
and traffic control devices at the study area intersections. Existing traffic 
volumes and operational analysis of the study area roadways and 
intersections. Roadway and intersection crash history analysis. 

e) Background Conditions (without the proposed land use action). Approved 
developments and funded transportation improvements in the study area. 
Traffic growth assumptions. Addition of traffic from other planned 
developments. Background traffic volumes and operational analysis. 

f) Full Buildout Traffic Conditions (with the proposed land use action). 
Description of the proposed development plans. Trip-generation 
characteristics of the proposed development (including trip reduction 
documentation). Trip distribution assumptions. Full buildout traffic volumes 
and intersection operational analysis. Intersection and site-access driveway 
queuing analysis. Expected safety impacts. Recommended roadway and 
intersection mitigations (if necessary). 

g) Site Circulation Review. Evaluate internal site access and circulation. 
Review pedestrian paths between parking lots and buildings. Ensure adequate 
throat depth is available at the driveways and that vehicles entering the site do 
not block the public facilities. Review truck paths for the design vehicle. 

h) Turn Lane Warrant Evaluation. Evaluate the need to provide turn lanes at the 
site driveways. 

i) Conclusions and Recommendations. Bullet summary of key conclusions and 
recommendations from the transportation impact analysis. 

j) Appendix. Traffic counts summary sheets, crash analysis summary sheets, 
and existing/backgroundifull buildout traffic operational analysis worksheets. 
Other analysis summary sheets such as queuing and signal warrant analyses. 

k) Figures. The following list of figures shall be included in the Transportation 
Impact Analysis: Site Vicinity Map; Existing Lane Configurations and Traffic 
Control Devices; Existing Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service (all peak 
hours evaluated); Future Year Background Traffic Volumes and Levels of 
Service (all peak hours evaluated); Proposed Site Plan; Future Year Assumed 
Lane Configurations and Traffic Control Devices; Estimated Trip Distribution 
Pattern; Site-Generated Traffic Volumes (all peak hours evaluated); Full 
Buildout Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service (all peak hours evaluated). 



1) Preparer Qualifications. A professional engineer registered in the State of 
Oregon shall prepare the Transportation Impact Analyses. In addition, the 
preparer shall have extensive experience in the methods and concepts 
associated with transportation impact studies. 

340.07.005 Study Area 

The study area shall include, at a minimum, all site-access points and intersections 
(signalized and unsignalized) adjacent to the proposed site. If the proposed site 
fronts an arterial or collector street; the study shall include all intersections along 
the site frontage and within the access spacing distances extending out from the 
boundary of the site frontage. Beyond the minimum study area, the transportation 
impact analysis shall evaluate all intersections that receive site-generated trips that 
comprise at least 10% or more of the total intersection volume. In addition to 
these requirements, the Public Works Director (or hisher designee) shall 
determine any additional intersections or roadway links that might be adversely 
affected as a result of the proposed development. The applicant and the Public 
Works Director (or hisher designee) will agree on these intersections prior to the 
start of the transportation impact analysis. 

340.07.006 Study Years to be Analyzed in the Transportation Impact Analysis 

A level-of-service analysis shall be performed for all study roadways and 
intersections for the following horizon years: 

a) Existing Year. Evaluate all existing study roadways and intersections under 
existing conditions. 

b) Background Year. Evaluate the study roadways and intersections in the year 
the proposed land use is expected to be fully built out, without traffic fiom the 
proposed land use. This analysis shall include traffic from all approved 
developments that impact the study intersections, or planned developments 
that are expected to be fully built out in the horizon year. 

c) Full Buildout Year. Evaluate the expected roadway, intersection, and land use 
conditions resulting from the background growth and the proposed land use 
action assuming full build-out and occupancy. For phased developments, an 
analysis shall be performed during each year a phase is expected to be 
completed. 

d) Twenty-Year Analysis. For all land use actions requesting a Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment andlor a Zone Change, a long-term level-of-service analysis 
shall be performed for all study intersections assuming buildout of the 
proposed site with and without the comprehensive plan designation andlor 
zoning designation in place. The analysis should be performed using the 
future year traffic volumes identified in the Transportation System Plan 
(TSP). If the applicant's traffic engineer proposes to use different future year 



traffic volumes, justification for not using the TSP volumes must be provided 
along with documentation of the forecasting methodology. 

340.07.007 Study Time Periods to be Analyzed in the Transportation Impact Analysis 

Within each horizon year, a level-of-service analysis shall be performed for the 
time period(s) that experience the highest degree of network travel. These periods 
typically occur during the mid-week (Tuesday through Thursday) morning (7:OO 
a.m. to 9:00 a.m.), mid-week evening (4:OO p.m. to 6:00 p.m.), and Saturday 
afternoon (12:OO p.m. to 3:00 p.m.) periods. The transportation impact analysis 
shall always address the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours when the proposed 
lane use action is expected to generate 25 trips or more during the peak time 
periods unless there is negligible traffic generated by the proposed project in those 
time periods. If the applicant can demonstrate that the peak-hour trip generation 
of the proposed land use action is negligible during one of the two peak study 
periods and the peak trip generation of the land use action corresponds to the 
roadway system peak, then only the worst-case study period shall be analyzed. 

Depending on the proposed land use action and the expected trip-generating 
characteristics of that development, consideration of non-peak travel periods may 
be appropriate. Examples of land uses that have non-typical trip generating 
characteristics include schools, movie theaters, and churches. The Public Works 
Director (or hisher designee) and applicant shall discuss the potential for 
additional study periods prior to the start of the transportation impact analysis. 
The Public Works Director (or hisher designee) has the right to condition the 
applicant to study a non-peak period. 

340.07.008 Traffic Count Requirements 

Once the study periods have been determined, turning movement counts shall be 
collected at all study area intersections to determine the base traffic conditions. 
These turning movement counts shall be conducted during the weekday (Tuesday 
through Thursday) between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m. and between 4:00 and 6:00 p.m., 
depending on the proposed land use. Historical turning movement counts may be 
used if the data are less than 12 months old, but must be factored to meet the 
existing traffic conditions. 

340.07.009 Trip Generation for the Proposed Development 

To determine the impacts of a proposed development on the surrounding 
transportation network, the trip-generating characteristics of that development 
must be estimated. Trip-generating characteristics shall be obtained from one of 
the following acceptable sources: 

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (latest 
edition). 



Specific t i p  generation studies that have been conducted for the particular 
land use action for the purposes of estimating peak-hour tip-generating 
characteristics. The Public Works Director (or hisher designee) shall 
approve the use of these studies prior to their inclusion in the 
transportation impact analysis. 

In addition to new site-generated trips, several land uses typically generate 
additional t ips that are not added to the adjacent traffic network. These trips 
include pass-by t ips and internal t ips  and are considered to be separate from the 
total number of new trips generated by the proposed development. The procedures 
listed in the most recent version of the Trip Generation Handbook (ITE) shall be 
used to account for pass-by and internal trips. 

340.07.010 Trip Distribution 

Estimated site-generated traffic from the proposed development shall be 
distributed and assigned on the existing or proposed arterial/collector street 
network. Trip distribution methods shall be based on a reasonable assumption of 
local travel patterns and the locations of off-site origddestination points within 
the site vicinity. Acceptable trip distibution methods shall be based on one of the 
following procedures: 

An analysis of local traffic patterns and intersection turning movement 
counts gathered within the previous 12 months. 

A detailed market study specific to the proposed development and 
surrounding land uses. 

340.07.01 1 Intersection Operation Standards 

Baker County evaluates intersection operational performance based on levels of 
service and "volume-to-capacity" (vic) ratio. When evaluating the volume-to- 
capacity ratio, the total traffic demand shall be considered. 

a) Intersection Volume-to-Capacity Analysis. A capacity analysis shall be 
performed at all intersections within the identified study area. The methods 
identified in the latest edition of the Highway Capacity Manual, published by 
the Transportation Research Board, are to be used for all intersection capacity 
calculations. Baker County requires that all intersections within the study area 
must maintain a vlc ratio of 0.95 or less. It should be noted that the mobility 
standards in the Oregon Highway Plan apply to Oregon Department of 
Transportation facilities. 

b) Intersection Levels of Service. Baker County requires all intersections within 
the study area to maintain an acceptable level of service (LOS) upon full 
buildout of the proposed land use action. LOS calculations for signalized 
intersections are based on the average control delay per vehicle, while LOS 
calculations for unsignalized intersections are based on the average control 



delay and volume-to-capacity ratio for the worst or critical movement. All 
LOS calculations shall be made using the methods identified in the most 
recent version of the Highway Capacity Manual (or by field studies), 
published by the Transportation Research Board. The minimum acceptable 
level of service for signalized intersections is LOS "D". The minimum 
acceptable level of service for all-way stop controlled intersections and 
roundabouts is LOS " D .  The minimum acceptable level of service for 
unsignalized two-way stop controlled intersections is LOS "E" or LOS "F" 
with a V/C ratio of 0.95 or less for the critical movement. Any intersections not 
operating at these standards will be considered to be unacceptable. 

340.07.012 Review Policy and Procedure 

The following criteria shall be used in reviewing a transportation impact analysis 
as part of a subdivision or site plan review. 

a) The road system is designed to meet the projected traffic demand at full build- 
out. 

b) Proposed driveways do not adversely affect the functional character of the 
surrounding roadways. 

c) Adequate intersection and stopping sight distance is available at all driveways. 

d) Proposed driveways meet Baker County's access spacing standard or 
sufficient justification is provided to allow a deviation fiom the spacing 
standard. 

e) Opportunities for providing joint or crossover access have been pursued. 

Q The site does not rely upon the surrounding roadway network for internal 
circulation. 

g) The road system provides adequate access to buildings for residents, visitors, 
deliveries, emergency vehicles, and garbage collection. 

h) A pedestrian path system is provided that links buildings with parking areas, 
entrances to the development, open space, recreational facilities, and other 
community facilities per the Transportation Planning Rule. 

340.07.013 Conditions of Approval 

As part of every land use action, Baker County (if access to a County roadway is 
proposed) and ODOT (if access to a state roadway is proposed) is required to 
identify conditions of approval needed to meet operations and safety standards 
and provide the necessruy right-of-way and improvements to develop the future 
planned transportation system. Conditions of Approval that should be evaluated 
as part of subdivision and site plan reviews include: 



a) Crossover easement agreements for all adjoining parcels to facilitate future 
access between parcels. 

b) Conditional access permits for new developments which have proposed access 
points that do not meet the designated access spacing policy and/or have the 
ability to align with opposing access driveways. 

c) Right-of-way dedications for future planned roadway improvements. 

d) Half-street improvements along site kontages that do not have full-buildout 
improvements in place at the time of development. 

e) Off-site improvements to bring transportation facilities impacted by 
development to current standards identified in the Transportation System Plan. 

340.07.014 Conditions of Approval for Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulation 
Amendments 

Amendments to the comprehensive plan and land use regulations which 
significantly affect a transportation facility shall assure that allowed land uses are 
consistent with the function, capacity, and level of service of the facility identified 
in the Transportation System Plan. This shall be accomplished by one of the 
following: 

a) Limiting allowed land uses to be consistent with the planned function of the 
transportation facility; 

b) Amending the Transportation System Plan to ensure that existing, improved, 
or new transportation facilities are adequate to support the proposed land uses 
consistent with the requirement of the Transportation Planning Rule; or, 

c) Altering land use designations, densities, or design requirements to reduce 
demand for automobile travel and meet travel needs through other modes. 

340.07.01 5 Transportation Impact Analysis Checklist 

As part of the transportation impact analysis review process, all transportation 
impact analyses submitted to Baker County must satisfy the requirements 
illustrated in the Checklist for Acceptance of ~rans~ortation Impact-Analyses. 
The checklist is provided below. 



Transportation Impact Analysis Checklist 

Title of Report: 

Author: Date: 

& s & N / A  
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

0 P. E. Stamp and Signature 
Proper format including Table of Contents, Executive Summary, 
Conclusions, and Appendices 

WSTING CONDITIONS 
Description of proposed land use action 
Figure - Proposed Site Plan 
Figure - Site Vicinity Map showing the minimum study area boundary 
Description of existing site conditions and adjacent land uses 
Description of existing transportation facilities including roadway, transit, 
bicycle, and pedestrian facilities 
Figure - Existing Lane Configurations and Traffic Control Devices 
Figure - Existing traffic-volumes measured within previous 12 months 
Existing conditions analysis of the study area intersections 
Roadway and intersection crash history analysis 

BACKGROUND CONDITIONS 
I3 Approved planned developments and funded transportation improvements 

Documentation of traffic growth assumptions and added traffic from other 
planned developments 

0 Figure - Background traffic volumes at study area intersections 
0 Background conditions analysis of the study area intersections 

FULL BUILDOUT CONDITIONS 
0 Description of proposed land use action and intended use 
0 Trip Generation - Based on most recent edition of ITE Trip Generation or 

approved other rates; include daily, AM, and PM peak hour (other time 
periods where applicable); provide complete documentation of calculations. 
Trip Distribution - Based on a regional planning model, supplied by staff, or 
analysis of local traffic patterns based on collected data. 

13 0 Figure - Estimated Trip Distribution Pattern (showing assignment onto 
major arterial/collector system) 

0 Figure - Site-Generated Traffic Volumes at study area intersections 
0 0 Figure - Full Buildout Traffic Volumes at study area intersections 



Full Buildout conditions analysis of the study area intersections 
Identify study area intersection and access driveway deficiencies 

WARRANTSISAFETY ANALYSIS 
Verify compliance to Access Spacing Standard or justify any variance 
needed 
Address potential safety problems resulting from conflicting turn 
movements with other driveways and internal traffic circulation 
Determine need for storage lanes, right-turn lanes, and left-turn lanes 
Address availability of adequate sight distance at frontage road access 
points, for both existing and ultimate road configuration 
Evaluate need for deceleration lanes, and channelization when determined 
necessary by accepted standards and practices. 
Evaluate whether traffic signals are warranted at study area intersections 

IMPROVEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 
Identify alternate methods of mitigating identified deficiencies 
If a signal is warranted, recommend type of signal control and phasing 
If turn lanes required, recommend amount of storage 

OTHER 
Technical Appendix-sufficient material to convey complete understanding 
to staff of technical adequacy 

COMMENTS : 

Reviewed by: Date of Review: 

NOTE: This checklist displays the minimum information required for a 
Transportation Impact Analysis to be accepted as complete. Acceptance 
does not certify adequacy and is in no way an approval. Additional 
information may be required after acceptance of the Transportation Impact 
Analysis. 
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