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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The Wheeler County Transportation System Plan (TSP) guides the management of existing transportation
facilities and the design and implementation of future facilities for the next 20 years. This TSP constitutes
the transportation element of the County’s comprehensive plan and satisfies the requirements of the Oregon
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) established by the Department of Land Conservation and Development.
It identifies and prioritizes transportation projects for inclusion in the Oregon Department of Transportation’s
(ODOT’s) Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).

Although individual TSPs were not prepared for the cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray in conjunction with
this County TSP, relevant issues and concerns raised by representatives of each city are addressed throughout
this document.

PLANNING AREA

The Wheeler County TSP primarily covers the unincorporated areas of Wheeler County but also addresses
issues raised within the incorporated cities of Fossil, Mitchell and Spray. The Wheeler County planning area
is shown on Figure 1-1 and the planning areas for each of the incorporated cities are shown on Figures 1-2
through 1-4. Roadways included in the TSP fall under several jurisdictions: the incorporated cities, Wheeler
County, and the State of Oregon.

Wheeler County was established in 1899 and is located in north central Oregon. It is 1,713 square miles in
area. The county’s population as of 1998 was 1,600 with slightly more than 50 percent of the population
(895) concentrated in the cities of Fossil, Mitchell and Spray. Fossil is the county seat and the largest city in
the county, with approximately 530 people representing 33 percent of the population. Wheeler County is
primarily bordered by Wasco and Jefferson Counties to the west, Grant County to the east, Crook County to
the south, and Gilliam County to the north. The elevation at Fossil and Mitchell is 2,650 feet above mean
sea level and much of the county’s rugged terrain transitions between mountainous valleys such as the John
Day Valley and expansive plateaus. The county sits in the heart of the Columbia Basin wheat area and
receives only about 15 inches of precipitation a year. Portions of the Ochoco and Umatilla National Forests
cover approximately 20 percent of the county.

The primary east-west routes through the county include US Highway 26 (Ochoco Highway), OR highway
19 (John Day Highway), and OR Highway 218 (Shaniko-Fossil Highway). The main north-south routes
include OR 19, OR Highway 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell Highway) and OR Highway 207 (Heppner-Spray
Highway). When OR 19 changes its travel direction from north-south to east-west it shares its alignment
with OR 207 from Service Creek until just east of Spray where OR 207 veers north toward Heppner.

Wheeler County’s economy is based primarily in agriculture, with an average farm size of about 4,300 acres.
Lumber and tourism are important secondary industries.

PLANNING PROCESS

The Wheeler County TSP was developed through a series of technical analyses combined with systematic
input and review by the county, the cities, the local working group, the Transportation Advisory Committee
(TAC), ODOT, and the public. The TAC consisted of staff, elected and appointed officials, residents, and
business people from Wheeler County and the Cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray. Key elements of the
process include:

e Involving the Wheeler County community (Chapter 1);

1-1
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o Defining goals and objectives (Chapter 2);

o Reviewing existing plans and transportation conditions (Chapters 3 and 4; Appendices A-D);
o Developing population, employment, and travel forecasts (Chapter 5; Appendix E);

e Developing and evaluating potential transportation system improvements (Chapter 6);

e Developing the Transportation System Plan and Capital Improvement Program (Chapter 7);
e Developing Funding Options and a Financial plan (Chapter 8); and

o Developing recommended policies and ordinances (Separate Document).

Community Involvement

Community involvement was an integral component in the development of the Wheeler County TSP.
Because the County’s TSP also incorporates issues and concerns raised by representatives of the cities of
Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray regarding similar transportation and land use issues, a public involvement
program involving all the jurisdictions was used. Several different techniques were utilized to involve each
local jurisdiction, ODOT, and the general public.

A combined management team and TAC provided guidance on technical issues and direction regarding
policy issues to the consultant team. Staff members from each local jurisdiction, ODOT, and a local resident
from each community served on this committee. This group met six times during the course of the project.

The second part of the community involvement effort consisted of community meetings within Wheeler
County. The first public meeting was held in January 2001 in Fossil. The general public was invited to learn
about the TSP planning process and provide input on transportation issues and concerns. A second public
meeting was held in March 2001 in Fossil to accomplish similar goals.

The third part of the community involvement process involved formal presentations before elected officials
within the county. The first presentation to the planning commission was made in May 2001. The second
presentation, made in June 2001, involved formal adoption of the county TSP. The public was notified of
the meetings through public announcements in the local newspapers.

Goals and Objectives

Based on input from the county, the management team/TAC, identified county stakeholders, and the
community, a set of goals and objectives were defined for the TSP. These goals and objectives were used to
make decisions about various potential improvement projects. They are described in Chapter 2.

Review and Inventory of Existing Plans, Policies, and Public Facilities

To begin the planning process, all applicable Wheeler County transportation and land use plans and policies
were reviewed. As needed, local land use plans and policies for the cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray were
also reviewed.

An inventory of public facilities was conducted within the county and the three incorporated cities of Fossil,
Mitchell, and Spray related to the following transportation modes: roads, water, air, rail, public
transportation, bicycle, walking, and pipeline. Wheeler County supplied information related to County roads
and no additional county road inventory was conducted by the consultant. The purpose of these efforts was
to understand the history of transportation planning in Wheeler County, including the street system
improvements planned and implemented in the past, and how the county is currently managing its ongoing
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development. A brief review of existing plans and policies are described in this Chapter with a more detailed
review presented in Appendix A of this report.

The inventory of existing facilities catalogs the current transportation system. The results of the inventory
are described in Chapter 3, while Chapter 4 describes how the system operates. Appendix B summarizes the
inventory of the existing arterial and collector street system and Appendix C provides a brief inventory of the
county road network.

Future Transportation System Demands

The Oregon Transportation Planning Rule requires the TSP to address a 20-year forecasting period. Future
traffic volumes for the existing plus committed transportation systems were projected using ODOT’s Level 1
- Trending Analysis methodology, which is based primarily on historical traffic volume growth. The overall
travel demand forecasting process is described in Chapter 5.

Transportation System Potential Improvements

Once the 20-year transportation demand forecasts were developed, it was possible to re-evaluate the
capability of existing public facilities to accommodate forecast increased demand related to the following
transportation modes: automobiles, water, air, rail, public transportation, bicycle, walking, and pipeline.
Any deficiencies in the existing public infrastructure to accommodate forecast future demand provided one
source of identifying potential transportation system improvements. Other potential transportation
improvements were identified based on a qualitative review of safety, environmental, socioeconomic, and
land use impacts. These improvements were developed with the help of the local working group, and they
attempt to address the concerns specified in the goals and objectives (Chapter 2). The potential improvements
were evaluated in Chapter 6 and recommended for short-range (0-5 years), intermediate-range (5-10 years), and
long-range (10-20 years) implementation under the Transportation System Plan presented in Chapter 7.

Transportation System Plan

The TSP addresses each mode of transportation and provides an overall implementation program. The street
system plan was developed from the forecasting and potential improvements evaluation described above.
The bicycle and pedestrian plans were developed based on current usage, land use patterns, requirements set
forth by the TPR, and input from county and local jurisdictions. The public transportation, air, water, rail,
and pipeline plans were developed based on discussions with the owners and operators of those facilities and
discussions with statewide planners from ODOT. Chapter 7 details the TSP elements for each mode and
presents the overall Capital Improvement Program (CIP) to be implemented over the 20-year planning horizon
prioritized as short-range (0-5 years), intermediate-range (5-10 years), and long-range (10-20 years) projects.

Funding Options

Wheeler County will need to work with ODOT and the incorporated jurisdictions to finance new
transportation projects over the 20-year planning period. An overview of funding and financing options that
may be available to the community are described in Chapter 8.

Policies and Ordinances

Adopted Wheeler County comprehensive plan policies and implementing zoning and subdivision ordinances
are included as a separate document to the TSP. These policies and ordinances are intended to support the
TSP and satisfy the requirements of the TPR and represent the necessary implementing language to adopt the
TSP as the transportation component of the County Comprehensive Plan. The county, and the cities as
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needed, will need to consider amending their comprehensive plan policies and zoning codes as part of the
TSP adoption process.

The county’s Comprehensive Plan is the regulating plan directing the county’s provision of public services
and directing future development of all public facilities and infrastructure. Upon formal adoption, the TSP is
will serve as the transportation component of the Comprehensive plan and guide Wheeler County in
providing necessary transportation infrastructure and services within the county through year 2020.
Preparation of a functional and usable plan that represents the county’s goals and objectives is of primary
importance.

RELATED DOCUMENTS

The Wheeler County TSP addresses the regional and rural transportation needs in the county. There are
several other documents that address specific transportation elements or areas in Wheeler County. These
documents were reviewed to ensure that the Wheeler County TSP is consistent with other transportation
policies and plans already in effect or being developed. This section lists the applicable documents that were
reviewed while a brief summary of the document elements that pertain to transportation planning, policies,
and operations is outlined in Appendix A.

County and City Planning Documents

e  Wheeler County Comprehensive Plan

o Wheeler County Strategic Initiatives for Community and Economic Development
o City of Fossil Comprehensive Plan

e City of Mitchell Comprehensive Plan

e City of Spray Comprehensive Plan

Other State Plans

e Oregon Transportation Plan

e Oregon Highway Plan- 1999

e Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
o Oregon Transportation Planning Rule

o Interim Corridor Strategy for the Sisters to Ontario Corridor
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CHAPTER 2: GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The purpose of the TSP is to provide a guide for Wheeler County to meet its transportation goals and
objectives. The following goals and objectives were developed from information contained in the county’s
comprehensive plan and public concerns as expressed during public meetings. An overall goal was drawn
from the plan, along with more specific goals and objectives. Throughout the planning process, each element
of the plan was evaluated against these parameters.

OVERALL TRANSPORTATION GOAL
To provide and encourage a safe, convenient, and economic transportation system.
Policies
1. Work with the cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray to develop joint policies concerning County roads
within city limits;

2. Assist ODOT in setting project priorities in planning improvements to maintain all state highways
within and serving the county;

3. Maintain and improve County roads, based on available funds, location of school bus and mail
routes, and agricultural and forest uses to meet present and future needs;

4. Support current and planned projects to assist the transportation disadvantaged;

Develop and upgrade highway facilities in such a manner that valuable soil, timber, water, scenic,
historic, or cultural resources are not damaged or impaired;

6. Provide adequate signage along major and minor county roads for the purpose of easy identification;

7. Design new roads and highways to preserve and enhance natural and scenic resources, i.e., new
roads should not be constructed in areas identified as sensitive wildlife areas;

8. Comply with all applicable state and federal noise, air, water, and land quality regulations;

9. The general policy of the Planning Commission will be not to create a traffic hazard in the granting
of variances, conditional uses permits, and zone amendments; and

10. Encourage active pedestrian and bicycle use within urban areas and along state highways.
Goal 1
Preserve the function, capacity, level of service, and safety of the state highways.
Obijectives

A. Develop access management standards that will meet the requirements of the TPR and also consider
the needs of the affected communities;

Promote alternative modes of transportation (e.g., walking, biking);

Promote transportation demand management programs (e.g., dial-a-ride transit, carpooling);

Develop passing lanes as warranted;

mo o w

Examine the need for specific pedestrian crossing locations in urban areas; and
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F. Develop procedures to minimize impacts to and protect transportation facilities, corridors, or sites
during the development review process.

Goal 2
Improve and enhance safety and traffic circulation and preserve the level of service on local street systems.
Objectives

A. Develop an efficient road network that would maintain a level of service (LOS) D or better;

B. Improve and maintain existing roadways (e.g., pavement condition, bike lanes, crosswalks);
C. Ensure planning coordination between the local jurisdictions, the county and the state;
D. Identify truck routes to focus truck traffic to a limited number of roads in urban areas;
E. Encourage citizen involvement in identifying and solving local problem spots; and
F. Encourage development of connective sidewalk systems in urban areas.
Goal 3

Identify the 20-year roadway system needs to accommodate developing or undeveloped areas without
undermining the rural nature of the county while meeting access management standards and safety needs.

Obijectives
A. Continue to develop the road system as the principal mode of transportation both for access to the
county and within the county;
B. Adopt policies and standards that address street connectivity, spacing, and access management;
C. Improve access into and out of the county for goods and services; and
D. Improve the access on, to and off of arterial roadways to encourage growth while maintaining access
management standards and safety needs.

Goal 4

Increase the use of alternative modes of transportation (walking, bicycling, rideshare/carpooling, and dial-a-
ride transit) through improved access, safety, and service.

Obijectives

A. Provide adequate shoulders on rural collector and arterial roads to support biking and walking;
B. Develop a county bicycle plan;

C. Identify needs for bike lanes and sidewalks in urban areas and develop programs to fulfill needs;
D

. Promote alternative modes and rideshare/carpool programs through community awareness and
education;

E. Encourage development to occur near existing community centers where services are presently
available so as to reduce the dependence on automotive transportation;

F. Plan for provision of transportation services to transportation disadvantaged; and
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G. Seek Transportation and Growth Management (TGM) and other funding for projects evaluating and
improving the environment for alternative modes of transportation.

Goal 5

Ensure that the road system within the county is adequate to meet public needs, including the transportation
disadvantaged.

Obijectives

A. Meet identified maintenance and level of service standards on the county roads;

B. Direct commercial development and use access onto major arterials by means of improved county
roads;

C. Ensure that roads created in land division and development be designed to tie into existing and
anticipated road circulation patterns;

D. Review and revise, if necessary, street cross section standards for local, collector, and arterial streets
to enhance safety and mobility;

Analyze the safety of traveling speeds and consider modifying posted speeds as necessary; and
Continue to monitor the needs of the transportation disadvantaged (e.g., children under the driving
age, people with limited physical mobility) people and provide support as required.

Goal 6

Improve coordination among Wheeler County, ODOT, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the
Forest Service, and the local jurisdictions.

Obijectives

A. Cooperate with ODOT in the implementation of the STIP;
B. Encourage improvement of state highways;

C. Work with the local jurisdictions in establishing cooperative road improvement programs, funding
alternatives, and schedules;

D. Work with the local jurisdictions in establishing the right-of-way needed for new roads identified in
the TSP; and

E. Take advantage of federal and state highway funding programs.
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CHAPTER 3: EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM INVENTORY

As part of the planning process, David Evans and Associates, Inc. (DEA) conducted an inventory of the existing
transportation system in Wheeler County. This inventory covered the street system as well as the pedestrian,
bikeway, public transportation, rail, air, water, and pipeline systems as they apply to Wheeler County.

ROADWAY SYSTEM

The most common understanding of transportation is of roadways carrying cars and trucks. Most transportation
dollars are devoted to building, maintaining, or planning roads to carry automobiles and trucks. The mobility
provided by the personal automobile has resulted in a great reliance on this form of transportation. Likewise,
the ability of trucks to carry freight to nearly any destination has greatly increased their use.

Encouraging the use of cars and trucks must be balanced against costs, livability factors, the ability to
accommodate other modes of transportation, and negative impacts on adjacent land uses; however, the basis of
transportation in all American cities is the roadway system. This trend is clearly seen in the existing Wheeler
County transportation system, which consists predominantly of roadway facilities for cars and trucks. The street
system will most likely continue to be the basis of the transportation system for at least the 20-year planning
period; therefore, the emphasis of this plan is on improving the existing street system for all users.

The existing road system inventory was reviewed for all highways (arterials), major and minor collector
roadways, and local roadways within Wheeler County that are included in the TSP planning area, as well as all
public streets within the three incorporated cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray. Appendix B lists the complete
inventory for state highways and urban streets prepared by DEA. DEA did not conduct inventories of the
county road system. All county road information described herein is based on conversations with Wheeler
County staff.

The roads in the unincorporated or rural areas of Wheeler County fall under two jurisdictions: county and state.
The state highways generally function as major or principal arterials throughout the county. Figure 3-1 shows
the functional classification of the state and county road system. Functional classification of state highways in
the incorporated cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray are shown on Figures 3-2 through 3-4.

County Roads

Although the state highway system forms the backbone of the roadway system in Wheeler County, county roads are
a vital part of the circulation system. Often times, County roads provide a more direct connection to destinations.

Description

Wheeler County has 31 roads under its jurisdiction covering approximately 260 miles. Of these roadway miles,
approximately 6 miles (2 percent) are paved, another 72 miles (28 percent) are oil mat, nearly 125 miles (48 percent)
are gravel, and the remaining 57 miles (22 percent) are dirt roads.

These roadways are an integral part of the transportation system. In addition to providing alternate and in some
cases more direct routes than the state highways, they also serve rural areas, connecting them with state
highways, recreational areas, other rural areas, and cities. The Wheeler County Roadmaster identified four
county roads as being particularly critical due to their function of providing connectivity and agricultural farm-
to-market access. These county roads are estimated to carry the highest volume of daily traffic of all county
roads and include the following:
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e Rowe Creek Road;
e Kahler Basin Road;
e Bridge Creek/Burnt Bridge Road; and

e Parrish Creek/Waterman Road.

The Wheeler County Road Department follows ODOT’s roadway classification system for all roads under
county jurisdiction dividing county roads into three classification levels: major collectors, minor collectors, and
local roads. Only state highways are classified at the arterial level. Of the 31 county roads, all or part of five
county roads are classified as rural major collectors and four are classified as minor collectors. The remaining
23 county roads are classified as local roads. Three out of the four identified critical county roads are classified
as either major or minor collector roads. A brief summary of county road type and functional classification is
provided in Appendix C.

Road Conditions

Wheeler County has established roadway condition categories to rate all county roads. These categories do not
correlate to ODOT pavement condition standards discussed later in this chapter under the state highway section
in chapter 3. The four road condition categories include: Good, Fair, Poor, and Unimproved. A brief definition
of the road condition categories used by Wheeler County Road Department staff is provided.

Good- May be oil mat or gravel, have acceptable drainage system, limited road shoulder, surface width
greater than 18 feet, road alignment acceptable in most places.

Fair- May be oil mat or gravel, needs improved drainage system, almost no road shoulder, road surface
breaking up (either oil mat or gravel), surface width less than 18 feet, road alignment needs improved for
motorist safety.

Poor- Usually gravel or dirt structure, poor drainage system, no road shoulder, road base failure or non
existent, surface width 10 feet or less, road alignment needs improved for motorist safety.

Unimproved- Usually dirt structure, very little drainage system, no road shoulder, road surface turns to mud
when it rains, no road base, surface width 10 feet or less, road alignment poor.

Of the nearly 260 miles of county roads in Wheeler County approximately 34 percent (90 miles) are in good
condition, approximately 45 percent (117 miles) are in fair condition, and approximately 7 percent (17 miles)
are estimated to be in poor condition. The remaining 14 percent (38 miles) of the county roads are unimproved
roads.

Maintenance

Wheeler County has not adopted a formalized county roadway maintenance program, pavement management
system, or 5-year maintenance plan. Typical of larger primarily rural counties in Oregon with limited budgets
and personnel, the county has worked to develop maintenance processes that make sense and are manageable for
the size of the county and its associated road system. The county primarily addresses roadway maintenance on
an “as needed” basis.

Wheeler County maintenance staff members develop a work plan of prioritized projects each year. Projects are
identified through roadway inspection by maintenance crews and through the help of citizens that inform the
county of maintenance needs, especially in rural areas not routinely traveled by maintenance personnel. The
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annual work plan is reviewed by the Wheeler County Court. Like many counties, Wheeler County’s
maintenance department is responsible for all aspects of road maintenance including, but not limited to,
pavement rehabilitation, roadway signing and lighting needs, ditch and culvert clearing, pavement markings,
and more. The county additionally snow plows/sands 992 miles of county roads each year.

The Wheeler County maintenance department consists of a working Roadmaster and seven additional crew
members and is based in Fossil. The Wheeler County Roadmaster described the following typical maintenance
practices within the county:

e Paved Roads - The county has not been paving new roads and is not likely to in the near future,
primarily due to budget constraints. The county approaches maintenance of paved roads on an “as
needed” basis without any formal routine or preventive maintenance plan. Maintenance activities range
from filling potholes to overlays.

e Oil Mat Roads - The County currently chip seals four miles each year. The life cycle to chip seal all oil
mat roads in Wheeler County was estimated to take approximately 12 years. Since chip sealed roads do
not last 12 years the annual amount of oil mat roads receiving chip seal treatment must be increased to
maintain sufficient road quality. Reference to chip seal and oil mat roads is used interchangeably in
Wheeler County. They refer to the same type of pavement treatment.

o Gravel Roads - Gravel roads in Wheeler County receive perhaps the most routine maintenance.
According to the roadmaster, the majority of gravel roads in the county are “bladed” twice annually:
once in the spring and once in the fall.

e Dirt Roads - Dirt roads in Wheeler County are "bladed" once each year.

The county additionally provides services to the cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray. The county performs
roadway maintenance such as ditch and culvert clearing, patching and chip sealing roads, hauling gravel for site
preparations, and more. The Wheeler County Maintenance department also provides maintenance for the 0.51
miles of road it owns in the City of Spray consisting of portions of Main Street and Cox Street.

Existing Rural Roadway Standards

Roadway standards relate the cross sectional design of a roadway to its function. The function is determined by
operational characteristics such as traffic volume, operating speed, safety, and capacity. Roadway 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. There are currently no agreed upon roadway standards in
Wheeler County. In the past, roads were built to guidelines provided by the Wheeler County Roadmaster or the
Wheeler County Court. The county's existing roads are generally two lanes wide. Paved and chip sealed roads
are generally 22 feet wide with little or no shoulders, and gravel roads are generally 18 feet wide with no
shoulders. The existing right-of-way along county roads is a total of 60 feet with 30 feet on each side of
centerline.

New county road standards will be prepared as part of the roadway modal plan presented in Chapter 7.

State Highways

State highways often function as major arterial streets, forming the primary roadway network within and
through a region. They provide a continuous road system that distributes traffic between cities. Generally,
major arterial streets are high capacity roadways that carry high traffic volumes with minimal localized activity.
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In Wheeler County, the state highways/major arterial streets often serve statewide, regional, and local traffic
demands.

Discussion of the Wheeler County street system must include the state highways that traverse the planning area.
Although Wheeler County has no direct control over the state highways, the highways heavily influence
adjacent development as well as traffic patterns. Wheeler County is served by the five state highways listed
below. These highways serve as the major routes through the county with commercial and industrial
development focused along the corridors. Table 3-1 lists the highways within Wheeler County.

TABLE 3-1
STATE HIGHWAYS
State Highway ODOT Highway
Number Highway Name Number Classification

UsS 26 Ochoco Highway 41 Statewide
OR 19 John Day Highway 5 Regional
OR 207 Heppner-Spray Highway 321 Regional
OR 207 Service Creek-Mitchell Highway 390 District
OR 218 Shaniko-Fossil Highway 291 District

Source: ODOT Traffic Volume Table-1999
State Highway Classification System

The 1999 Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) classifies the state highway system into five categories based on
function: interstate, statewide, regional, district, and local interest roads. Wheeler County highway
classifications are listed in Table 3-1.

According to the OHP, the primary function of a statewide highway is to “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.” Providing connections for intra-urban and intra-regional trips is a secondary function. The
management objective for statewide highways is to “provide safe and efficient, high-speed, continuous-flow
operation.”

The primary function of a regional highway is to “provide connections and links to regional centers, Statewide
of Interstate Highways, or economic or activity centers of regional significance.” Serving land uses to the
surrounding areas of these highways is a secondary function. The management objective for regional highways
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.”

The OHP states that district highways are facilities of county-wide significance and function largely as county
and city arterials or collectors. The primary function of a district highway is to “provide connections and links
between small urbanized areas, rural centers and urban hubs, and also serve local access and traffic.” The
management objective for a district highway is to “provide 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.

Special Purpose Classification System

In addition to the state highway classification system, the OHP established four special purpose classifications: land
use, statewide freight route, scenic byways, and lifeline routes. These were established to address the special
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expectations and demands placed on segments of the highway system by land uses, the movement of trucks, the
Scenic Byway designation, and significance as a lifeline or emergency response route. Both the highway
classification system and the special purpose classifications were developed to guide management, needs analysis,
and investment decisions regarding state highway facilities.

The only special purpose classification that applies to the highways in Wheeler County is scenic byways. The
OHP indicates that twelve scenic byways have been established throughout the state, with the “Journey Through
Time” scenic byway traveling through Wheeler County. The "Journey Through Time™ scenic byway traverses
Wheeler County from Wasco County on OR 218 heading east to Fossil. In Fossil, it follows an alignment along
OR 19 toward Service Creek before heading east through Spray and into Grant County. The "Journey Through
Time" scenic byway follows the tracks of early settlers through the remnants of gold rush boom towns and
celebrates 50 million years of Oregon History. Figure 3-5 illustrates the locations of Oregon scenic byways.

OREGON SCENIC BYWAYS
98

LEGEND

E— ALL AMERICAN ROADS
wnsmrnnnen NATIONAL SCENIC BYWAYS
s OREGOMN STATE SCENIC BYWAYS

Source: 1999 Oregon Highway Plan (pp. 68).

Figure 3-5. ODOT Established Oregon Scenic Byways

To protect the scenic assets of the "Journey Through Time" scenic byway, ODOT will establish guidelines for
aesthetic and design elements within the public right-of-way that are suitable to Scenic Byways. These
guidelines will be established to preserve and enhance the scenic value of this area while accommodating critical
safety and performance needs.

US 26 (Ochoco Highway)

US Highway 26 (Ochoco Highway) is a highway of statewide importance. Beginning on the Oregon Coast at
the junction of US 101, the highway travels east to Portland, southeast to Prineville, and then winds through
Eastern Oregon before continuing into Idaho. US Highway 26 is one of the main east-west highways through
central Oregon. Throughout Wheeler County, the posted speed on US 26 is 55 mph except within the city limits

3-5



Wheeler County Transportation System Plan June 2001

of Mitchell where the speed is reduced to 40 mph. The highway is a two-lane roadway except for a 1.3 mile
passing lane heading westbound near the Jefferson County line. The route is comprised of numerous curves and
moderate grade changes resulting in localized rural speed reductions ranging from 30 to 45 mph. The highway
has roadway shoulders on both sides of the highway that are typically four to six feet wide and partially paved.
Some shoulders are fully paved and support bicycle use; however the intermittent shoulder paving and presence
of loose gravel shoulder sections provides a discontinuous shoulder bikeway system along the highway.

OR 19 (John Day Highway)

OR Highway 19 (John Day Highway) is a highway of regional importance. OR Highway 19 enters Wheeler
County from Gilliam County and heads south through Fossil to Service Creek before heading east through
Spray into Grant County. ODOT has designated the segment of OR 19 between OR 218 and Grant County as a
Scenic Byway. OR Highway 19 serves as the main street through Spray forming the downtown business area.

The highway is a two-lane roadway with a posted speed of 55 mph except within the city limits of Fossil and
Spray where speeds are reduced to 35 mph. The route is comprised of numerous curves and moderate grade
changes resulting in localized rural speed reductions ranging from 25 to 45 mph. Although the highway
traverses moderate intermittent upgrades in both directions, there are no passing lanes along the highway within
Wheeler County. The highway has shoulders on both sides of the roadway that are typically four to six feet wide
comprised of loose gravel or a combination of asphalt and gravel. Due to intermittent paving and the presence of
loose gravel the shoulders are not adequately designed to accommodate bicycle use.

OR 207 (Heppner-Spray Highway)

OR Highway 207 (Heppner-Spray Highway) is a highway of regional importance. The highway enters Wheeler
County from Morrow County on a fairly steep descent into the John Day River valley; the highway emerges into
the valley after approximately 10 miles through mountainous terrain. Within Wheeler County, the highway is a
two-lane roadway with a posted speed of 55 mph. The route is comprised of numerous curves and moderate
grade changes resulting in localized rural speed reductions ranging from 20 to 45 mph. Although the highway
traverses fairly steep intermittent upgrades in both directions, there are no passing lanes along the highway within
Wheeler County. The highway has shoulders on both sides of the roadway that are typically two to six feet wide
comprised of loose gravel. Due to the presence of loose gravel the shoulders are not adequately designed to
accommodate bicycle use.

OR 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell Highway)

OR Highway 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell Highway) is a highway of district importance. OR Highway 207
begins at the connection to OR 19 near Service Creek and runs north-south to the City of Mitchell. The
highway is a two-lane roadway with a posted speed of 55 mph. The route is comprised of numerous curves and
severe grade changes resulting in localized rural speed reductions ranging from 20 to 45 mph. The highway
traverses Donnely grade between OR 19 and Richmond Six Shooter Road. Although the highway traverses
steep intermittent upgrades in both directions, there are no passing lanes along the highway. The highway has
shoulders on both sides of the roadway that are typically two to four feet wide comprised of loose gravel or a
combination of asphalt and gravel. Due to minimal pavement and the presence of loose gravel the shoulders are
not adequately designed to accommodate bicycle use.

OR 218 (Shaniko-Fossil Highway)

OR Highway 218 (Shaniko-Fossil Highway) is a highway of district importance. ODOT has designated OR 218
in Wheeler County as a Scenic Byway. The highway enters Wheeler County from Wasco County on a fairly
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steep incline to the top of a mountain before descending into the City of Fossil. The highway is a two-lane
roadway with a posted speed of 55 mph except within the city limit of Fossil where the speed is reduced to 25 mph.
The route is comprised of numerous curves and severe grade changes resulting in localized rural speed
reductions ranging from 15 to 45 mph. Although the highway traverses steep intermittent upgrades in both
directions, there are no passing lanes along the highway within Wheeler County. The highway has shoulders on both
sides of the roadway that are typically two to four feet wide comprised of loose gravel. The shoulders are not
adequately designed to accommodate bicycle use.

Pavement Conditions

Oregon state highways are surveyed and assessed annually by ODOT staff to determine current pavement
conditions. The most recent available data is from the summer of 1997. The five pavement condition categories
used include: Very Good, Good, Fair, Poor, and Very Poor. A brief definition of the pavement condition
categories used by ODOT for both asphalt and Portland cement concrete pavements is provided.

Very Good

Asphalt pavements in this category are stable, display no cracking, patching or deformation and provide
excellent riding qualities. Nothing would improve the roadway at this time. Concrete pavements in this
category provide good ride quality, display original surface texture, and show no signs of faulting (vertical
displacement of one slab in relation to another). Jointed, reinforced pavements display no mid-slab cracks
and continuously reinforced pavements may have tight transverse cracks with no evidence of spalling (or
chipping away).

Good

Asphalt pavements in this category are stable and may display minor cracking (generally hairline and hard
to detect), minor patching, and possibly some minor deformation. These pavements appear dry or light
colored, provide good ride quality, and display rutting less than 1/2 inch deep.

Concrete pavements in this category provide good ride quality. Original surface texture is worn in wheel
tracks exposing coarse aggregate. Jointed, reinforced pavements may display tight mid-slab transverse
cracks, and continuously reinforced pavements may show evidence of minor spalling. Pavements may have
an occasional longitudinal crack but no faulting is evident.

Fair

Asphalt pavements in this category are generally stable while displaying minor areas of structural weakness.
Cracking is easier to detect, patching is more evident (although not excessive), and deformation is more
pronounced and easily noticed. Ride quality is good to acceptable.

Concrete pavements in this category provide good ride quality. Jointed, reinforced pavements may display
some spalling at cracks and joint edges with longitudinal cracks appearing at less than 20 percent of the
joints. A few areas may require a minor level of repair. Continuously reinforced pavements may show
evidence of spalling with longitudinal cracks appearing in the wheel paths on less than 20 percent of the
rated section. Shoulder joints may show evidence of deterioration and loss of slab support and faulting may
be evident.

Poor
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Asphalt pavements in this category are marked by areas of instability, structural deficiency, large crack
patterns (alligatoring), heavy and numerous patches, and visible deformation. Ride quality ranges from
acceptable to poor.

Concrete pavements in this category may continue to provide acceptable ride quality. Both jointed and
continually reinforced pavements display cracking patterns with longitudinal cracks connecting joints and
transverse cracks occurring more frequently. Occasional punchout (or pothole) repair is evident. Some
joints and cracks show loss of base support.

Very Poor

Asphalt pavements in this category are in extremely deteriorated condition marked by numerous areas of
instability and structural deficiency. Ride quality is unacceptable. Concrete pavements in this category
display a rate of deterioration that is rapidly accelerating.

Pavement conditions along the five state highway segments within Wheeler County vary in both the rural and
urban areas. There are nearly 160 miles of state highway in Wheeler County. Approximately 55 percent of the
highway mileage in Wheeler County is in Good or Very Good pavement condition while 20 percent is in Fair
condition. Therefore, approximately 75 percent of all highway mileage meets ODOT’s standard of “fair or
better” pavement condition. The remaining 25 percent (40 miles) of highway mileage is in Poor pavement
condition.

Roughly 40 percent of the Poor condition state highway pavement is located along US 26 between Antone and
the Grant County line. Another 25 percent is located along OR 207 (Heppner-Spray Hwy) between Porter
Creek and one mile south of Kahler Basin Road. Approximately 30 percent is located along OR 207 (Service
Creek-Mitchell Hwy) between Shoofly Creek and 1.5 miles north of Meyers Canyon Bridge and between one
mile north of US 26 and US 26. The remaining five percent is located along OR 218 between the Wasco
County line and one quarter mile west of Indian Canyon Road to the John Day Fossil Beds National Monument.
Table 3-2 summarizes the state highway pavement conditions as of 1999.
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TABLE 3-2
1999 STATE HIGHWAY PAVEMENT CONDITIONS
1999 Pavement

Highway Milepost Section Description Condition

UsS 26 50.10 - 60.30 Crook Co. line to West Br. Creek Very Good
60.30 — 66.61 West Br. Creek to Mitchell Fair
66.61 — 81.60 Mitchell to Antone Good
81.60 — 96.89 Antone to Grant Co. line Poor
OR 19 52.06 — 59.64 Gilliam Co. line to Fossil Good
59.64 — 74.0 Fossil to MP 74.0 Fair
74.0 - 104.73 MP 74.0 to Grant Co. line Good
OR 207 24.65 - 25.81 Morrow Co. line to Porter Creek Fair
(Heppner-Spray Hwy) 25.81-35.0 Porter Creek to MP 35.0 Poor
35.0 — 40.96 MP 35.0 to OR 19 Good
OR 207 0.00-5.55 OR 19 to Six Shooter Rd Good
(Service Creek-Mitchell Hwy) 5.55 - 8.85 Six Shooter Rd to Shoofly Creek Fair
8.85-19.2 Shoofly Creek to MP 19.2 Poor
19.2-23.3 MP 19.2 to MP 23.3 Fair
23.3-24.32 MP 23.3 to Mitchell Poor
OR 218 23.07 - 26.3 Wasco Co. line to MP 26.3 Poor

26.3-29.0 MP 26.3 to MP 29.0 Very Good
29.0-34.3 MP 29.0 to MP 34.3 Good
34.3-37.58 MP 34.3 to MP 37.58 Fair

37.58-39.1 MP 37.58 to MP 39.1 Very Good
39.1-42.98 MP 39.1 to Fossil Good

Source: 1999 Pavement Condition Report — Oregon Department of Transportation Pavements Unit

Bridges

Wheeler County bridge inventory data from October 2000 was obtained from ODOT’s Bridge Maintenance
Section and reviewed. Two mutually exclusive elements are used to rate bridge conditions: structural
deficiency and functional obsolescence. Structural deficiency 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. Functional obsolescence is determined based on the
appraisal rating for the bridge deck geometry, underclearances, and approach roadway alignment. It may also
be based on the appraisal rating of the structural condition or waterway adequacy.

The third element used to evaluate bridge conditions is the sufficiency rating, which is a complex formula that
takes into account four separate factors to obtain a numeric value rating the ability of a bridge to service
demand. The scale ranges from zero to 100 with higher ratings indicating optimal conditions and lower ratings
indicating insufficiency. The sufficiency rating is not applied until a bridge is already either structurally
deficient or functionally obsolete. Once identified as either structurally deficient or functionally obsolete any
bridge with a rating of 80 or less requires rehabilitation and any bridge with a rating of 50 or less requires
replacement.

County Bridges

Wheeler County owns and maintains six bridges, which are included in the state bridge inspection inventory.
The six county-owned bridges are located throughout Wheeler County with one located on East Main Street in
the city of Mitchell, one on Twickenham Road, two on Parrish Creek Road, one on Antone Lane, and one on
Bridge Creek Road. Based on discussion with ODOT Region 4 bridge section staff two of the county-owned
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bridges were identified as needing some form of rehabilitation. Bridge No. 69CO05 located on the eastern end of
Main Street in Mitchell will require approach and bridge rail replacement within the next 5 years (2000-2005)
and some form of more comprehensive rehabilitation potentially ranging from bridge deck replacement to
structural upgrades between 10 and 20 years from now (2011-2020). Bridge No. 69C03 located on Antone Lane
will need to be replaced within the next 10 years (2000-2010).

State Bridges

The state owns and maintains 54 bridges located on state highways in both rural and urban Wheeler County.
There are 31 bridges located on US 26, 15 bridges located on OR 19, two bridges on OR 207 (Heppner-Spray
Hwy), five bridges on OR 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell Hwy) and one bridge located on OR 218.

ODOT Region 4 bridge section staff have identified nine state-owned bridges are currently substandard or are
estimated to become substandard within the 20-year planning horizon. The following nine state-owned bridges
will require some form of rehabilitation or replacement within the next 20 years:

e Bridge No. 07486 on US 26, 0.41 miles west of Mitchell;

e Bridge No. 07372 on US 26, 0.33 miles west of Mitchell;

o Bridge No. 07487 on US 26, 0.26 miles west of Mitchell;

o Bridge No. 07489 on US 26, 0.08 miles west of Mitchell;

e Bridge No. 07490 on US 26, 0.02 miles west of Mitchell,;

e Bridge No. 07491 on US 26 in Mitchell;

o Bridge No. 07492 located on the western end of Main Street in Mitchell;

e Bridge No. 17094 on US 26, 2.87 miles east of Mitchell; and

e Bridge No. 02235 on OR 19, 0.47 miles east of OR 207 (Service Cr.-Mitchell Hwy).

ODOT bridge staff estimates that Bridge No. 17094 will need to be replaced within the 20-year planning
horizon. The remaining eight identified state-owned bridges will require approach and bridge rail replacement
within the next 5 years (2000-2005) and some form of more comprehensive rehabilitation potentially ranging
from bridge deck replacement to structural upgrades between 10 and 20 years from now (2011-2020).

Urban Roads

The primary focus of the Wheeler County TSP is the evaluation of transportation operations within the rural
areas of the county. However, the Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) agreed that relevant local issues
within the cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray should be addressed within the Wheeler County TSP. As such, a
detailed transportation inventory was conducted in each city.

Within Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray, all public roadways were inventoried (see Appendix B) by DEA in October
2000 and the following information was collected:

street classification and jurisdiction;

street width, shoulder width, and right-of-way;
number of travel lanes;

presence of on-street parking, sidewalks, or bikeways;
speed limits;

presence of curb and gutter; and

general pavement conditions.
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General pavement conditions were subjectively evaluated based on field observations using a 1994 report
provided by the ODOT Pavements Unit titled, Pavement Rating Workshop, Non-National Highway System.
This report thoroughly defines the characteristics that pavements must display to be categorized as Very Good,
Good, Fair, Poor, and Very Poor. The report also provides color photographs of roadways that display these
characteristics, which aids in field investigation and rating of pavement condition.

City of Fossil

Fossil has developed an established traditional grid system of local streets with blocks spaced at approximately
200-250 feet. Paved local street widths range from 10-50 feet with most streets measuring 20-22 feet. Paved
on-street parking is provided in some locations, while shoulder parking on grass or gravel occurs along most
streets. Most shoulders are six feet or wider and are comprised of some combination of gravel and grass.
Terrain is fairly flat throughout the city. The speed is typically 25 mph except within established signed school
zones where the speed is reduced to 20 mph when children are present.

Fossil has the only traffic control signal in the county with a flashing four-way STOP beacon at the intersection
of Main and First Streets. Traffic control often reflects the importance and use of a road within a city. Based on
observed STOP signs in Fossil, primary local streets appear to be the following:

Washington Street;
Main Street;
Broadway Street; and
1% Street.

Although these streets provide some direct access to traffic, they appear to form the spine of the street system
and have a greater function of providing mobility by collecting and distributing traffic within the city and
between the highway system. Other local streets appear to have a primary function of providing local access
and connections to the primary local roads.

The majority of roads within the UGB are paved and appear to be in Fair to Good pavement condition. The
following sections of road are nearing a Poor level of pavement condition:

e 5th Street- Adams Street to Jefferson Street; and
e Marshall Street- C Street to A Street.

A complete listing of local street pavement conditions is provided in Appendix B.
City of Mitchell

Mitchell’s roadway system has not developed into an established traditional grid system, largely due to terrain
constraints. Many of the city’s local streets are built on moderate to steep grades. Paved local street widths
range from 10-40 feet with most streets measuring 18-22 feet. Paved on-street parking is provided in some
locations, while shoulder parking on grass or gravel occurs along other streets. Most shoulders are six feet or
wider and are comprised of some combination of gravel and grass. The speed is typically 25 mph except within
established signed school zones where the speed is reduced to 20 mph when children are present.

Traffic control often reflects the importance and use of a road within a town. Based on observed STOP signs in
Mitchell, primary local streets appear to be the following:
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e W. Main Street;
S.E. High Street; and
e S, Nelson Street.

Although these streets provide some direct access to traffic, they appear to form the spine of the street system
and have a greater function of providing mobility by collecting and distributing traffic within town and to the
highway system. Other local streets appear to have a primary function of providing local access and
connections to the primary local roads.

The majority of roads within the UGB are paved and appear to be in Fair to Good pavement condition. The only
local street that appears to be at or nearing a Poor level of pavement condition is S.E. Alley Street from SE
High Street to SE Rosenbaum Street.

A complete listing of local street pavement conditions is provided in Appendix B.

City of Spray

Spray’s roadway system has developed around the John Day Highway (OR 19) with most roads feeding the
highway. The terrain is generally flat. Paved local street widths range from 9-30 feet with most streets
measuring close to 20 feet. Paved on-street parking is limited, while shoulder parking on grass or gravel occurs
along many other streets. Most shoulders are four feet or wider and are comprised of some combination of
gravel and grass. The speed is typically 25 mph except within established signed school zones where the speed
is reduced to 20 mph when children are present.

Traffic control often reflects the importance and use of a road within a town. Based on observed STOP signs in
Spray, the primary local streets appear to be the following:

e Main Street;
e Pine Avenue; and
e Thorn Street.

The John Day Highway is clearly the spine of the roadway system in Spray serving as the main street in the city.
However, these other primary local streets, in addition to providing some direct access to traffic, appear to serve
a greater function of providing mobility by collecting and distributing traffic within town and to the highway
system. Other local streets appear to have a primary function of providing local access and connections to the
primary local roads.

The majority of roads within the UGB are paved and appear to be in Fair to Good pavement condition. The
only local street that appears to be at or nearing a Poor level of pavement condition is North Street between OR
19 and Thorn Street.

A complete listing of local street pavement conditions is provided in Appendix B.

PEDESTRIAN SYSTEM

The most basic transportation option is walking. Walking is one of, if not the most popular forms of exercise in
the United States and can be performed by people of all ages and all income levels. However, it is not often
considered a means of travel. This is mainly because pedestrian facilities such as sidewalks, multi-use paths,
and adequate roadway shoulders are generally an afterthought and not planned as an essential component of the
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transportation system. In times of limited funding, pedestrian improvement projects are often the first to be cut
from capital improvement programs at all levels.

Rural

The level of pedestrian travel along most county roads and state highways within the rural areas of Wheeler
County is considered negligible. This is largely due to the fact that distances between homes and most activities
such as recreation and work in rural Wheeler County exceed the average pedestrian trip length of 1/2 mile. The
shorter trips that most people are willing to make by walking supports the fact that the majority of pedestrian
traffic in Wheeler County is focused within the Cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray.

Most state highway shoulders in rural Wheeler County are at least two feet wide and should adequately and
safely serve pedestrian needs.

Urban

The shorter trips that most people are willing to make by walking supports the fact that the majority of
pedestrian traffic in Wheeler County is focused within the Cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray. The majority of
pedestrian facilities including sidewalks are also located within these cities. A brief description of the existing
urban pedestrian systems follows.

City of Fossil

The flat terrain and relatively small scale of the City of Fossil is conducive to pedestrian travel. The city has
developed around a traditional grid street system with block spacing of 200-250 feet. Although the city scale
supports walking, pedestrian facilities are generally lacking.

Sidewalks comprise the majority of Fossil’s pedestrian system. Fossil has the most complete sidewalk system in
the County, yet it is generally fragmented with many sidewalks extending for only a portion of a block and
others located on one side of a block only. Some sidewalks appear very new and are in good condition while
others are in poor condition and should be replaced to provide safe pedestrian use. Most sidewalks abut the
adjacent street, but some are set back from the street by 10-12 feet and buffered by a landscaping strip.
Sidewalk widths range from 3-9 feet with most sidewalks measuring 4 or 6 feet.

The City of Fossil has primarily focused sidewalk development to connect and serve the city’s activity centers
including the elementary school, the community senior housing center- Haven House, and local eating and
shopping establishments. These community resources likely generate higher levels of pedestrian traffic. Other
activity centers not currently connected by sidewalks include the courthouse, the Arthur Glover Park, the Asher
clinic, and the Wheeler High School.

Figure 3-6 illustrates the locations of Fossil’s existing sidewalks and identifies existing substandard sidewalks.
On all other city streets, pedestrians share the road with motor vehicles. Fossil's relatively low traffic volumes
and speeds support the safe interaction of pedestrians and motor vehicles on many roads.

In addition to sidewalks within Fossil’s UGB, the eastern roadway shoulder along OR Highway 19 between
Adams Street and First Street has been widened to provide a 6-foot shoulder for use by pedestrians.

City of Mitchell

Mitchell has areas of flat terrain that support pedestrian travel but also has a number of streets with steep grades
exceeding 6 percent. Some of these grades may be too steep for safe travel by some residents, especially in
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winter weather conditions. Although the small city scale supports walking, pedestrian facilities are generally
lacking.

Sidewalks comprise the majority of Mitchell’s pedestrian system. The sidewalk system is fragmented with
many sidewalks extending for only a portion of a block and others located on one side of a block only. Most
sidewalks appear to be in fair to good condition but some segments are in poor condition and should be replaced
to provide safe pedestrian use. Sidewalks abut the adjacent streets and range in width from 3-6 feet with most
sidewalks measuring 5 or 6 feet.

The City of Mitchell has primarily focused sidewalk development to connect the Mitchell Elementary and High
School with activity centers along Main Street including restaurants, shopping, and the City Park. A relatively
steep gravel pedestrian path along High Street, which provides pedestrian connectivity between the schools and
downtown, supplements the sidewalk system.

Figure 3-7 illustrates the location of Mitchell’s existing sidewalks and pedestrian path. On all other city streets,
pedestrians share the road with motor vehicles. Mitchell’s relatively low traffic volumes and speeds support the
safe interaction of pedestrians and motor vehicles on many roads.

City of Spray

The City of Spray is relatively flat with a small city scale that is conducive to pedestrian travel. However,
pedestrian facilities are lacking. As shown in Figure 3-8, Spray has just two segments of sidewalk, one along
OR Highway 19 adjacent to the Spray Elementary and High School and one located in front of the Spray
Museum. Pedestrians must travel between other city activity centers such as the Museum, area shopping, and
the city park by walking along the city streets and sharing the traveled way with motor vehicles.

While the relatively low traffic volumes and speeds in Spray can support the safe interaction of pedestrians and
motor vehicles along a roadway, sidewalks do provide a safer pedestrian experience, especially for children or
others that are not comfortable walking in the street.

BIKEWAY SYSTEM

Like pedestrians, bicyclists are often overlooked when considering transportation facilities. Bicycles take up little
space on the road or parked, do not contribute to air or noise pollution, and offer relatively higher speeds than
walking.

Rural

There are no dedicated bicycle facilities along county roads in Wheeler County. Bicycle travel along unpaved
county roads, roughly 70 percent, would be expected to be negligible.

Along state highways, bicyclists can be adequately served with sufficient shoulders. The 1995 Oregon Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan recommends shoulder bikeways be paved to a minimum of 4-foot width. Four to eight-foot
shoulders typically allow bicyclists to ride far enough from the edge of pavement to avoid debris and avoid conflict
with passing vehicles. However, the Plan goes on to say that shoulder design practices outlined in the ODOT
Highway Design Manual specifying shoulder widths as narrow as 2 feet along low volume rural collector and local
roadways are adequate to serve bicyclists. Highways with shoulders less than four feet wide do not serve as shoulder
bikeways; rather they serve as shared roadway facilities with bicyclists and motor vehicles expected to safely share
the roadway.
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Based on review of ODOT’s most current highway video log and review of the 1997 Oregon Bicycling Guide Map,
the majority of state highway miles in Wheeler County have paved shoulders less than 4 feet wide meaning that they
do not serve as shoulder bikeways. This does not make them inadequate for bicycle use, but generally requires
bicyclists to share the roadway with motor vehicles.

Intermittent segments of OR 19 and US 26 adequately serve as shared roadway facilities through the urban areas of
Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray, where speeds and traffic volumes are relatively low. Although bicycle use along rural
highway segments in Wheeler County is low, and likely predominated by recreational users, the discontinuity of
adequate shoulders along highways discourages bicycle use. With a large majority of all roadway mileage in the
county being unpaved (gravel or dirt), the state highway system provides the only viable link for bicyclists to
destinations within and outside of the county.

Urban

In a typical city, a short trip that would be taken by bicycle is around two miles. Judging from the size of the
cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray, many bicycle trip lengths would be much shorter. None of these three
cities have dedicated bike lanes. Within Fossil’s UGB, the eastern roadway shoulder along OR Highway 19
between Adams Street and First Street has been widened to provide a 6-foot shoulder for use by bicyclists and
pedestrians.

Based on the relatively low traffic volumes and speeds in each town, it is reasonable to expect bicyclists and motor
vehicles to safely share the roadway. It is unlikely that lack of bike lanes reduces bicycle use in these cities.
However, bicycle amenities such as bike parking and storage facilities may have some impact.

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION

Residents of Wheeler County have access to three types of public transportation services provided within the
county- demand responsive transit services, county-wide school bus service, and scheduled regional bus service.
A brief discussion of each follows.

Demand Responsive Transit Service

The Wheeler County Transportation Service provides county-wide demand responsive (or dial-a-ride) transit
service operated by the Wheeler County Court for the elderly (60+) and persons with disabilities. The service
will accommodate the general public on a “space available” basis. The program currently operates one 6-person
minivan, one 12-14 person small bus and one 10-person van. The bus and minivan are wheelchair accessible.
Plans are underway to acquire one additional small bus equipped with a wheelchair lift by 2001.

Since service is county-wide, one vehicle is assigned to the cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray at all times to
service the cities and surrounding area. The service has a program coordinator who works with local
committees in each city to plan scheduled trips. The program coordinator manages service requests and
authorizes each trip. Vehicles are rotated to fulfill transportation needs. Requests for service are typically
placed to the county program coordinator 48 hours in advance of a trip although the program coordinator will
attempt to fill “late” requests but cannot guarantee them. The service is door-to-door picking up and dropping
off riders at the locations of their choosing. Trip priority is given to people with medical needs, however, the
program coordinator attempts to match the most suitable transportation for the individual while attempting to
coordinate rides and most efficiently utilize volunteer drivers and vehicles.

This non-profit service is primarily funded by ODOT Special Transportation Fund (STF) dollars and donations
and utilizes volunteer drivers. People using the service are asked to pay a donation fee. Suggested fees are
$1.00 within the county and $2.00 outside the county, but no riders are turned away if unable to pay. The
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service is widely used with primary destinations being outside the county to the larger areas for medical,
shopping, and trips of interest. Wheeler County replaces their vehicle fleet consistent with ODOT Transit
Division recommendations.

Service requests can be placed through the Wheeler County Program Coordinator (Candy Humphreys) located
in the City of Spray by calling (541) 468-2859 locally or by calling toll free (800) 721-8425.

Regional Bus Service

The Grant County Transportation Service provides county-wide and regional bus service (called the “People
Mover”) between John Day in Grant County and Bend in Deschutes County with intermediate stops in the cities
of Mt. Vernon, Dayville, Mitchell, Prineville, and Redmond. The only scheduled stop within Wheeler County is
located in the City of Mitchell.

Buses leave John Day on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday mornings destined to Bend and return the same day.
Unlike dial-a-ride service, passengers must catch the People Mover at assigned locations within each city.
Residents of Mitchell catch the bus at the Bridgecreek Cafe. Within Bend, there is some flexibility in where
passengers are dropped and picked up. The People Mover service is funded through grants and passenger fares.
Residents traveling from Mitchell to Bend pay $11.25 one-way ($9.25 for seniors).

Service requests can be placed through the Grant County service coordinator located in John Day by calling
(541) 575-2370.

School Bus Service

School bus service represents a substantial level of transit use in Wheeler County. Each of the three school
districts in Wheeler County located in the cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray provide their own school bus
service. Mitchell and Spray own and maintain their own buses. Fossil contracts bus services through the Mid-
Columbia Bus Company.

TRANSPORTATION DISADVANTAGED

The transportation disadvantaged are generally those people that either due to age, economic status, or physical
or mobility impairment do not have access to mainstream transportation modes such as automobiles, bicycles, or
walking. Young children for instance are generally dependent upon parents to serve their transportation needs.
Many elderly people that can no longer drive are dependent on other transportation sources including demand
responsive or “dial-a-ride” transportation. It is important for communities to understand what segment of the
population is considered transportation disadvantaged and to take steps to plan service to these people.

Populations with Specific Transportation Needs

Certain populations have been identified as having more intensive transportation needs than the general
population. These populations include people under the legal driving age, those under the poverty level, and
those with mobility limitations.

The Portland State University (PSU) Center for Population Research and Census estimated the Wheeler County
population at 1,600 residents in 1998. The Center further estimated that, in 1996, approximately 22 percent of
the population were under the age of 18. Because the purpose of this analysis is to determine the number of
people with specific transportation needs, DEA used PSU’s age disaggregation to estimate that 320, or about 20
percent of the population, are under the age of 16, the legal driving age in Wheeler County.
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According to the 1990 US Census, 291 people, or 20.8 percent of the 1,396 persons living in Wheeler County at
the time, were below the poverty level. Poverty statistics are based on a threshold of nutritionally-adequate food
plans by the Department of Agriculture for the specific size of the family unit in question. The distribution of
the population below poverty level shows that a larger proportion of younger persons than older persons are
affected by this indicator, as shown in Table 3-3.

TABLE 3-3
WHEELER COUNTY POVERTY STATUS - 1990 US CENSUS RESULTS

People Below Total Age Group Percent of Total Age Group
Age Poverty Level Population Population Below Poverty
11 and under 58 192 30.2%
12 to 17 30 113 26.5%
18 and older 203 1,091 18.6%
Total 291 1,396 20.8%

Source: US Bureau of the Census, 1990

Economic status has traditionally been linked with auto ownership. People living below the poverty line are less
likely to be able to afford ever increasing ownership and operating costs associated with auto use. Lack of
access to the automobile has also traditionally been linked with inability to access better paying jobs above the
poverty line since many poor people do not live within walking or biking distance to these jobs.

Mobility impairments can impact a person’s access to destinations outside of the home unless specially
equipped transportation is available. As mentioned previously, Wheeler County does provide handicapped
access to residents on a county-wide basis through dial-a-ride transit services. Provision of specialty services to
more rural residents may need to be addressed by the county. The US Bureau of the Census reports that 4.6
percent of the population in Wheeler County had a mobility limitation in 1990. Persons were identified as
having a mobility limitation if they had a health condition (physical and/or mental) that lasted for six or more
months and which made it difficult to go outside the home alone. A temporary health problem, such as a broken
bone that was expected to heal normally, was not considered a health condition. Table 3-4 summarizes the
mobility status of Wheeler County residents as reported in the 1990 US Census.

TABLE 3-4
WHEELER COUNTY MOBILITY STATUS - 1990 US CENSUS RESULTS

Mobility Limitation
Total Population Percent of Total Age Group
Age Male Female Total in Age Groups Population with Mobility Limitation
16 to 64 10 2 12 826 1.5%
65 to 74 2 13 15 182 8.2%
75 and over 17 8 25 117 21.4%
Total 29 23 52 1,125 4.6%

Source: US Bureau of the Census, 1990
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Using the proportion of the population with a mobility limitation and below the poverty level* in 1990, DEA
estimated the number of people with specific transportation needs in 1998. Children under the age of six were
not included under the assumption that their transportation needs would be provided for in some way—most
likely by parents.

Table 3-5 indicates that as of 1998, over 37 percent of the Wheeler County population may have specific
transportation needs. There is likely to be some overlap between the 4.6 percent of the population with mobility
limitations and the 18.7 percent below the poverty level; therefore, the sum of the figures may slightly overstate
the proportion of the population with specific transportation needs.

Another segment of the population with specific transportation needs is the elderly, which are no longer able to
drive. Specific data regarding the portion of elderly residents no longer driving was not available for review,
but conversations with the Wheeler County Transportation Service coordinator indicate that a large segment of
dial-a-ride users within the county are elderly. Some portion of these elderly riders likely no longer drive. As
county residents continue to age, it is conceivable that Wheeler County will need to increase specialty transit
service within the county over the 20 year planning horizon.

TABLE 3-5
ESTIMATED 1998 WHEELER COUNTY POPULATION WITH SPECIFIC
TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

Percent of Total Estimated
Demographic Group County Population Number
Persons between the ages of 5 and 15 14.0% 224
Persons 16 and older under the Poverty Level 18.7% 299
Persons 16 and older with Mobility Limitations 4.6% 74
Total Specific Transportation Needs Populations 37.3% 597

Source: US Bureau of the Census, 1990

! DEA used the US Census Bureau’s age disaggregation to estimate that 18.7 percent of the Wheeler County population

16 and older was under the poverty level in 1990.
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RAIL SERVICE

There are no rail tracks, and therefore no rail service, within Wheeler County. The nearest access to passenger
rail service via Amtrak is located in Wishram, Washington. The closest in-state passenger service is located in
Chemalt, Oregon. Amtrak coordinates with a number of charter bus services to provide transportation to train
stations.

AIR SERVICE

Wheeler County has three operational air service facilities registered with the Oregon State Aviation Department
including two private airstrips and a helicopter pad operated by the Oregon State Forest Department (OSFD).
The Collins Landing Strip is privately owned by Collins Ranches, Inc. and is located 21 miles northwest of
Mitchell at an elevation of 1,500 feet. The asphalt runway measures 2,800 feet long by 30 feet wide.

The Kinzua General Aviation Recreational Airport is privately owned by Pioneer Resources, LLC and is located 8.5
miles east of Fossil at an elevation of nearly 4,000 feet. The gravel runway measures 3,200 feet long by 35 feet
wide.

The Oregon State Forest Department maintains a helicopter pad located 5 miles southeast of Fossil at an elevation of
3,200 feet. The gravel pad measures 45 feet by 60 feet.

Until a few years ago, an airstrip was used near Mitchell. The site is located on the side of a hill and comprised
of a dirt airstrip that was susceptible to rutting. The site was not maintained and deemed hazardous largely
because of transverse rutting caused by water runoff. Because of the site’s location on Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) property, it was not subject to ODOT maintenance inspection and regulation. In recent
years, ODOT visited Mitchell and performed an informal site assessment and selection, finding that the airstrip
could more suitably be located about 1/2 mile away where terrain was more appropriate. This location was also
on BLM land.

The nearest public use airport to Wheeler County is Condon State Airport’s - Pauling Field in Condon, OR. This
facility is owned by the state and has one concrete runway measuring 3,500 feet by 60 feet. The facility is equipped
with medium intensity runway lighting, supporting nighttime operations. The airport primarily serves private and
charter users but is not staffed.

One of the nearest passenger-use airports is located in Pendleton. Eastern Oregon Regional Airport in Pendleton is
a tower controlled airport with 40,600 annual operations. Passenger service includes 16 scheduled flights per
day by Horizon Airlines, with flights to Portland and Seattle. The airfield is also home to 60 locally owned
fixed-wing aircraft, four rotor, and eight CH-47 Chinook helicopters with the Oregon Army Air Guard. Other
passenger-use airports close to Wheeler County are located in Bend and Redmond.

Air Life of Oregon, a medically urgent air transportation service based in Bend, OR, serves medical emergencies
in Wheeler County. Air Life flies people who were in an accident or have a medical emergency to the nearest
appropriate medical facility. Air Life of Oregon has one helicopter and one Pilatus PC-12 airplane (fixed-wing).
Due to runway length requirements for airplanes, the only service available to the residents of Wheeler County
is the helicopter. The three main locations where the helicopter lands in Wheeler County are the Asher Clinic in
Fossil, the High School in Mitchell, and the Rodeo Grounds in Spray. These locations are preferred due to
safety, accessibility, and lighting. Table 3-6 summarizes the Air Life flight statistics over the last 4 years for
Wheeler County.
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TABLE 3-6
AIR LIFE SERVICE LEVELS IN WHEELER COUNTY

Location 1997 1998 1999 2000"

Asher Clinic/Fossil® 15 15 8 6

Mitchell® 2 1 1 3

Spray? 3 3 6 3

Wheeler County Total 20 19 15 12

1. Includes data from January through October.
2. Data represents city Ambulance coverage areas.
Source: Conversation with Air Life of Oregon Staff Member, November 2000

The nearest medical center to Wheeler County is St. Charles Medical Center in Bend, OR. It is the only Level Il
trauma center in the state of Oregon located east of the Cascade Mountains. Air Life usually transports all medical
emergencies in Wheeler County to St. Charles Medical Center.

Due to the inability for the helicopter to fly in harsh weather conditions, Air Life is currently identifying
potential runways/airstrips located in Eastern Oregon. An inventory list of all runways/airstrips with a minimum
length of 3000 feet are being identified as potential landing areas for the PC-12 airplane (fixed wing).
Accessibility to Wheeler County will be increased with the use of these new runways/airstrips.

PIPELINE SERVICE

Although not often considered as transportation facilities, pipelines carry liquids and gases very efficiently. The
use of pipelines can greatly reduce the number of trucks and rail cars carrying fluids such as natural gas, oil, and
gasoline.

There are currently no pipelines in Wheeler County used for the commercial transfer of oil, natural gas, or other
products.

WATER TRANSPORTATION

The TSP process evaluates only the commercial use of water systems to move goods and services. Recreational

water use is not evaluated. There is currently no commercial water movement of goods and services in Wheeler
County.
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CHAPTER 4: CURRENT TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS

As part of the planning process, the current operating conditions for the transportation system were evaluated.
This evaluation focused primarily on street system operating conditions since the automobile is by far the
dominant mode of transportation in Wheeler County. Census data were examined to determine travel mode
distributions.

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

ODOQOT reports traffic count data on the state highways (rural and urban sections) every year at the same
locations. The most current volumes available are from 1999 and date back at least as far as 1978. ODOT
annually counts one-third of the state highway system meaning Wheeler County highways are counted once
every three years. Wheeler County Traffic volumes for locations not physically counted during a certain year
are estimated based on nearby regional traffic volume growth trends. The most recent actual counts along state
highways in Wheeler county were conducted in 1997 and 2000, however the 2000 data will not be available for
review until mid-2001. All of the traffic volume data was obtained from the ODOT Daily Traffic Volume
Tables.

Average Daily Traffic

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) represents the typical average volume of traffic in all lanes passing a given
roadway location in both directions over a 24-hour period. The ADT is measured for some period of time
greater than one day and less than one year and provides a snapshot of the magnitude of use along a particular
roadway.

County Roads

Wheeler County has not typically collected or maintained traffic count information along county roads. With
help from ODOT, Wheeler County road department was able to collect ADT volumes during the winter of 2000.
Figure 4-1 illustrates typical winter weekday volumes along county roads in Wheeler County except for the two
locations along Bridge Creek Road, which are counted by ODOT every two years. If county roads are
susceptible to seasonal variations the traffic volumes along Wheeler County roads could be expected to increase
between 25 and 40 percent during other times throughout the year. Tourism and recreational uses are possible
reasons for traffic volume fluctuations.

State Highways

The 1999 ADT volumes on US 26, OR 19, OR 207 (Heppner-Spray Highway), OR 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell
Highway), and OR 218 in Wheeler County are shown in Figure 4-2. Traffic volumes are highest in the cities
and drop off in the rural sections.

The volumes shown in Figure 4-2 are average volumes for the year. Summertime is the season when volumes
are highest. ADT data from Automatic Traffic Recorder (ATR) stations near Wheeler County indicated that
during the summer season, volumes are about 5 to 40 percent higher than average volumes. Rural highway
sections in Wheeler County are assumed to follow the same pattern, with smaller increases in the urban areas.
The summertime variations are due, in part, to increases in freight movement related to agricultural harvesting
and recreational and tourism uses in Wheeler County.
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US 26 (Ochoco Highway)

US Highway 26 carries the highest traffic volumes in Wheeler County. Traffic volumes for the rural segments
range from 1,100 vehicles per day (vpd) west of Mitchell and to 790 vpd east of Mitchell. Traffic levels are
highest inside the urban area of Mitchell. The ADT volumes peak at 1,200 vpd near the west city limits before
tapering off to 930 at the east city limits.

OR 19 (John Day Highway)

OR Highway 19 carries the second highest traffic volumes in the county. Rural highway segments carry traffic
levels ranging from 450 vpd at the Gilliam/Wheeler County line to an average of 425 vpd for the section
between Fossil and Spray to 250 vpd at the Wheeler/Grant County line. Traffic levels are highest in the urban
areas of Fossil and Spray. Fossil experiences traffic levels of 340 to 610 vpd throughout its city limits while
Spray experiences traffic levels of 370 to 600 vpd throughout its city limits.

OR 207 (Heppner-Spray Highway)

Traffic volumes on the rural section of OR 207 in Wheeler County range from 160 vpd near the junction with
OR 19 to 140 vpd near the Wheeler/Morrow County line.

OR 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell Highway)

Rural traffic volumes on OR 207 range from 110 vpd near the junction with OR 19 to 150 vpd west of Mitchell.
Traffic volumes within Mitchell city limits increase to 160 vpd.

OR 218 (Shaniko-Fossil Highway)

Rural highway segments on OR 218 carry traffic volumes ranging from 170 to 190 vpd west of Fossil. Traffic
volumes within Fossil range from 260 vpd at the south city limits to 440 vpd near the junction with OR 19.

Design Hour Volumes

The design hourly volume (DHV) is the hourly volume that is used for design. For any roadway, it represents
the 30™ highest hourly traffic volume recorded along the roadway segment throughout the year. For example, if
you counted the total number of vehicles in both directions at a specific roadway location for every hour
throughout the year and then ranked the hourly volumes from highest to lowest, the 30" highest hourly volume
of the year would represent the DHV. Past examples have shown that the 30" highest hourly volume as a
percentage of ADT fluctuates minimally each year, even in cases of significant ADT variations.

The only locations along state highways in Oregon where hourly roadway volumes are counted on a daily basis
throughout the year are at ODOT’s automatic traffic recorder (ATR) stations. Information regarding ADT, 30"
highest hourly volume, vehicle classification, seasonal variations, and more are available.

The 1999 design hour volumes on the state highways in Wheeler County were generated from a trendline
equation developed by comparing ADT volumes versus design hour volumes at eight ATR stations near
Wheeler County. Table 4-1 lists the ATR data used to generate the trendline and Figure 4-3 illustrates the
trendline relationship between ADT and DHYV at the eight ATR sites. The data points fall very close to the
linear regression line that best fits the data.
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TABLE 4-1
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ADT AND DHV FROM ATR SITES NEAR WHEELER COUNTY

ATR 1999
Number Location ADT Design Hour % Design Hour Vol.
07-001 US 26, 2.1 miles east of Prineville 3,115 13.2% 411
12-003 US 26/0OR 19, 1.9 mile east of Dayville 1,030 15.6% 161
12-006 US 395, 0.2 miles north of Long Creek 527 14.6% 77
11-004 OR 206, 0.4 miles east of Condon 238 18.5% 44
11-007 OR 19, 4.2 miles south of Arlington 855 11.6% 99
25-007 OR 74, 1.4 miles southeast of Lexington 1,630 11.5% 187
12-009 US 26, 0.2 miles east of Prairie City 1,185 14.3% 169
30-007 US 395, 0.7 miles west of Pilot Rock 1,087 13.4% 146

Source: 1999 Oregon Department of Transportation Daily Traffic Volume Tables
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3000 - ATR No. Location
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Figure 4-3. Relationship Between Average Daily Traffic (ADT) and Design Hourly Volumes (DHV)
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The equation of the trendline is also shown on the figure and provides a strong correlation between the two
variables. This means that ADT is a good predictor of DHV and vice versa. The trendline equations on Figure
4-3 can be used to estimate ADT if DHV is known or to predict DHV if ADT is known. The trendline equation
was used to determine DHVs along state highways in Wheeler County where ODOT maintains ADT records.
The resulting DHVs are reported on Figure 4-2 along with ADT volumes.

CAPACITY ANALYSIS

ODOT Highway Mobility Standards

ODOQT has established several policies in the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) that enforce general objectives and
approaches for maintaining highway mobility. Of these policies, the Highway Mobility Standards (Policy 1F)
establish maximum volume to capacity (V/C) ratio standards for peak hour operating conditions for all
highways in Oregon. The V/C ratio is represents the ratio of measured traffic demand volume on a highway
section divided by the maximum volume that the highway section can process under prevailing roadway and
traffic conditions (capacity).

The V/C standards apply to the state highways in Wheeler County and the OHP policy specifies that the V/C
standards be maintained for ODOT facilities through a 20-year horizon.

The OHP Highway Mobility Standards that apply to the highways located in Wheeler County are as follows:

o Where there are no intersections along the highway, the V/C ratio shall not exceed 0.70 along US 26,
OR 19 and OR 207 (Heppner-Spray Highway), and 0.75 along OR 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell
Highway) and OR 218.

e At unsignalized intersections and road approaches where the highway approaches are not stopped, the
V/C ratio shall not exceed 0.70 for US 26, OR 19 and OR 207 (Heppner-Spray Highway) and 0.75 for
OR 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell Highway) and OR 218. An exception to these standards is where the
highway approach must stop or yield right-of-way (such as the termination point of a highway or at the
intersection of state highways). The V/C ratio in this case shall not exceed 0.80.

Capacity and Level-of-Service Criteria

Although the OHP Highway Mobility Standards are the overriding operations standard for Oregon Highways,
level of service (LOS) is a widely recognized and accepted measure and descriptor of traffic operations and is
therefore also presented. Transportation engineers have established various standards for measuring traffic
operations of roadways and intersections. Each standard is associated with a particular Level-of-service (LOS)
and/or the Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) ratio. Both the LOS and V/C ratio concepts require consideration of
factors that include traffic demand, capacity of the intersection or roadway, delay, frequency of interruptions in
traffic flow, relative freedom for traffic maneuvers, driving comfort, convenience, and operating cost.

Six standards have been established to define LOS. They range from LOS “A” where traffic flow is relatively
free flowing to LOS “F” where the highway or intersection is totally saturated with traffic and movement is very
difficult. V/C ratios range from 0.0 to greater than 1.0. When the V/C ratio is near 0.0, traffic conditions are
generally good with free flow travel conditions present on the roadway segments. As the V/C ratio approaches
1.0, traffic becomes more congested along roadways and "platoons™ of traffic are formed, while at intersections
traffic conditions become more unstable with longer delays. Appendix D provides a qualitative description of
LOS and V/C for two-lane rural highways and intersections.
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The state highways in Wheeler County were analyzed under both rural and urban conditions. Capacity along
the roadway segments was evaluated in two different ways: rural roadway operations and traffic operations at
major intersections. The rural sections of the highways (those outside the incorporated cities) with the highest
volumes were evaluated as part of the rural roadway operations analysis. The highest volume locations along
the highway within the three incorporated cities in Wheeler County were evaluated as part of the intersection
operations analysis.

Rural Highway Operations

Rural highway LOS operations were determined using procedures outlined in the 1997 Highway Capacity
Manual, Special Report 209, published by the Transportation Research Board. Analysis of rural two-lane
highway sections takes into account several variables including the magnitude, type, and directional distribution
of traffic as well as roadway features such as the percentage of no-passing zones, general terrain, and lane and
shoulder widths. Each of these variables affects the capacity of the rural highway. Although roadway capacity
is largely fixed by roadway features, it does vary based on the composition of traffic. The presence of large
trucks reduces roadway capacity due to their size and performance characteristics, especially along upgrades.
Therefore, the capacity values presented in Table 4-2 are unique to the geometric and prevailing traffic
conditions in 1999. Future calculation of V/C ratios should include recalculation of roadway capacity to
account for potential changes in roadway features or traffic composition.

For each of the eight rural highway segments in Wheeler County, rural highway operations were analyzed under
forecast two-way design hour volumes. Rural highway design speed was assumed to be 60 mph and the
directional traffic split was assumed to be 60/40 meaning that 60 percent of the total two-way highway volume
is assumed to travel in the peak direction during the design hour. The remaining variables differed by location
for each rural highway segment. Since all rural segments have multiple ADT volumes reported, a worst case
analysis was performed using the highest reported volume for each segment.

The resulting V/C ratio and LOS for each Wheeler County rural highway segment is shown in Table 4-2. All
rural segments of the state highways currently operate well within V/C ratio standards outlined in the 1999 OHP
and operate under generally free flowing conditions at LOS A or B.

TABLE 4-2
SUMMARY OF OPERATIONS ON TWO-LANE HIGHWAYS
Location Hlogff\?;ﬂ?n”el 1999 V/C? | 1999 LOS
US 26 Crook/Wheeler Co. line and Mitchell 150 0.09 B
US 26 Mitchell to Wheeler/Grant Co. line 105 0.08 B
OR 19 Gilliam/Wheeler Co. line and Fossil 70 0.04 A
OR 19 between Fossil and Spray 90 0.06 B
OR 19 Spray to Wheeler/Grant Co. line 50 0.03 A
OR 207 (Heppner-Spray) between Morrow/Wheeler Co. line and OR 19 30 0.02 A
OR 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell) between OR 19 and Mitchell 45 0.04 B
OR 218 between Wasco/Wheeler Co. line and Fossil 30 0.04 B

1. Values rounded up to the nearest 5.

2. The volume used to compute V/C ratio is the Design Hour Volume divided by the appropriate peak hour factor listed in table 8-3 of the
1997 Highway Capacity Manual.

Source: David Evans and Associates, Inc.
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Under the OHP, rural two-lane highways located outside a UGB are allowed to operate with a v/c ratio no
higher than 0.70 to 0.80 depending on the highway classification. Based on procedures outlined in the Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM) for two-lane highways, this highway mobility standard equates to LOS E operations
except under mountainous no-passing conditions. Under mountainous no-passing conditions, v/c ratios in
excess of 0.78 represent LOS F.

Considering the highest volume county roads have traffic volumes similar to OR 207 (Heppner-Spray Hwy) and
OR 218, all county roads are estimated to currently operate under generally free flowing conditions (LOS A or
B).

Operations at Intersections

Traffic operations at select intersections within Wheeler County were evaluated using procedures outlined in the
1997 Highway Capacity Manual for unsignalized intersections. The highest volume intersection locations in the
county were selected to provide a worst case analysis.

The highest traffic volumes in Wheeler County occur along the highways in the urban areas of Fossil, Mitchell,
and Spray. Accordingly, one intersection within each urban area was analyzed to determine existing
intersection operations. At each of the intersections, minor street approaches to the main highway are controlled
by STOP signs. The three intersections analyzed include:

e OR 19 and OR 218/Washington Street in Fossil;
e US 26 and Main Street in Mitchell; and
e OR 19 and Main Street in Spray.

To support the planning level evaluation of each intersection, traffic operations were analyzed using two-way
design hour volumes for each highway. The design hour volumes were adjusted to reflect a 60/40-peak
directional traffic split. To provide a conservative analysis, volumes on the minor streets approaching the
highways were assumed to equal one-half the corresponding highway volume. This applied to all minor
approaches except at the intersection of OR 19 and OR 218/Washington Street in Fossil where the appropriate
two-way design hour volume was used for the OR 218 approach.

Under these assumptions, the highway intersections operate at LOS A for all movements at all three
intersections. This indicates that all other lower-volume intersections or driveways accessing any rural or urban
portion of the highways are operating at LOS A as well.

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures consist of efforts taken to reduce the demand on an
area’s transportation system. TDM measures include such things as alternative work schedules, carpooling, and
telecommuting.

Alternative Work Schedules

One way to maximize the use of the existing transportation system is to spread peak traffic demand over several
hours instead of a single hour. Statistics from the 1990 US Census show the spread of departure to work times
over a 24-hour period (see Table 4-3). (Workers who indicated they worked at home are not included in Table
4-3.) Over 29 percent of the total employees depart for work between 7:00 and 8:00 a.m. Another 46 percent
depart in either the hour before or the hour after the morning peak hour.
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TABLE 4-3
WHEELER COUNTY DEPARTURE TO WORK DISTRIBUTION
1990 Census

Departure Time Trips Percent
12:00 a.m. to 4:59 a.m. 11 26
5:00 a.m. to 5:59 a.m. 25 5.8
6:00 a.m. t0 6:59 a.m. 105 24.5
7:00 a.m. to 7:59 a.m. 126 29.4
8:00 a.m. to 8:59 a.m. 94 21.9
9:00 a.m. to 9:59 a.m. 29 6.8
10:00 a.m. to 10:59 a.m. 7 16
11:00 a.m. to 11:59 a.m. 2 0.4
12:00 p.m. to 3:59 p.m. 11 26
4:00 p.m. to 11:59 p.m. 19 44
Total 429 100.0

Source: US Bureau of Census, 1990 Census

Assuming an average nine-hour workday, the corresponding afternoon peak can be determined for work trips.
Using this methodology, the peak work travel hour would occur between 4:00 and 5:00 p.m., which corresponds
with the peak hour of activity measured for traffic volumes.

Travel Mode Distribution

The 1990 US Census data include statistics for journey to work trips. The results for Wheeler County presented
in Table 4-4 clearly indicate that the automobile is the primary mode of travel for most residents in Wheeler
County. In 1990, 66 percent of all trips to work were in an auto, van, or truck. Trips in single-occupancy
vehicles accounted for 86 percent of all private vehicle trips, and carpooling accounted for 14 percent.

Table 4-5 presents 1990 US Census data on commute trip times. Use of the automobile for commuting is not
surprising for people with home-to-work travel times exceeding five minutes, since a five minute automobile
trip could cover a number of miles while a five minute walking trip will likely cover about one-quarter to one-
half mile.

The 27 percent of work trips in Wheeler County that took less than five minutes as of 1990 represent the trips
that could most reasonably be made by walking. As of 1990, 17 percent of all home-to-work trips in Wheeler
County were made by walking, far above the statewide average for walking of 4.2 percent. As of 1990, 130
home-to-work trips took less than five minutes and 82 occurred by walking. It is not known exactly how many
trips met both criteria. It is however apparent that room exists to increase walking within the county.
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TABLE 4-4
WHEELER COUNTY JOURNEY TO WORK TRIPS
1990 Census

Trip Type Trips Percent
Private Vehicle 317 65.6

Drove Alone 212 85.8

Carpooled 45 14.2
Public Transportation > 1.0
Motorcycle 4 0.8
Bicycle 0 0.0
Walk 82 17.0
Other 21 44
Work at Home >4 11.2
Total 483 100.0

Source: US Bureau of Census, 1990 Census

A commonly used threshold for acceptable walking distances is one-quarter mile. At a reasonable walking pace
of 240 feet per minute, an average person can walk one-quarter mile in 5.5 minutes. Therefore, the opportunity
for increased walking appears to exist in the county. However, for walking to occur safely and efficiently, there
needs to be acceptable infrastructure (e.g., sidewalks, roadway shoulders) in place to support it. Since most
pedestrian facilities, although fragmented, exist in the cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray, these three cities are
the most likely places to incur increased pedestrian usage.

TABLE 4-5
WHEELER COUNTY TRAVEL TIME TO WORK DISTRIBUTION
1990 Census

Departure Time Trips Percent
Less than 5 minutes 130 26.9

5 to 9 minutes 93 19.3
10 to 14 minutes 39 8.0
15 to 19 minutes 36 75
20 to 29 minutes 22 46
30 to 39 minutes 34 7.0
40 to 59 minutes 18 3.7
60 to 89 minutes 35 7.2
More than 90 minutes 22 4.6
Worked at home 54 11.2
Total 483 100.0

Source: US Bureau of Census, 1990 Census
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The complete lack of reported bicycle usage as a commute mode was lower than many other primarily rural
Oregon counties in 1990. Since the US Census data does not include trips to school or other non-work
activities, overall bicycle usage may be higher. There are no roadways in Wheeler County with dedicated
bicycle lanes on them, however, portions of state highways do have adequate shoulders to accommodate bicycle
use. In addition to bicycle lanes, bicycle parking, showers, and locker facilities can help to encourage bicycle
commuting.

ACCIDENT ANALYSIS

DEA reviewed accident data along the state highways within Wheeler County to identify high accident
locations, potential accident patterns, and any potential safety concerns at these locations. The two sources of
accident data reviewed included:

e Accident summaries generated by ODOT’s Transportation Development Branch for the three-year
period from January 1, 1997 to December 31, 1999.

e Accident summaries generated from the ODOT Accident Summary Database for locations along the
state highways in Wheeler County.

ODOT’s Accident Summary Database calculates two useful factors for comparison with statewide statistics
based on accident information over the three-year period studied. The first factor is a computed average three-
year accident rate, which compares the number of accidents with the ADT volume and the length of the segment
analyzed. The accident rate for a stretch of roadway is typically calculated as the number of accidents per
million vehicle miles (acc/mvm) traveled along that segment of roadway. The second factor is the Safety
Priority Index System (SPIS) value. This factor evaluates accident frequency, severity, and traffic volumes to
create an index for prioritizing state highway locations with safety concerns.

Additionally, ODOT produces detailed accident reports along all state highways. The detailed accident reports
include the number of fatalities and injuries, property damage only versus injury accidents, roadway surface
conditions, time of day, and cause of accident. The detailed reports also indicate the overall accident
frequencies and rates for sections of each highway.

Historic

Table 4-6 presents the accident rates for state highways in Wheeler County and the Oregon statewide average
accident rates for rural and urban non-freeway primary and secondary state highways from January 1, 1997 to
December 31, 1999.

There were no reported accidents along state highways within the urban areas of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray
over the three-year period analyzed. Therefore Table 4-6 only indicates accident rate information for the rural
sections of the highways in Wheeler County.

Based on 1999 accident data, accident rates for the rural segments of all Wheeler county highways are below or
slightly above statewide averages for similar highways. Accident rates dropped significantly along two rural
segments of OR 19 and one segment of OR 218 from 1998 to 1999. However, with such low ADTs in Wheeler
County, a one or two accident decrease can (and did) result in this level of improvement.

For the rural portions of OR 218 south of Fossil there were no reported accidents in 1999. This reveals an
improvement over 1997 and 1998 when the accident rates were roughly one-and-a-half to two times the
statewide averages.
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TABLE 4-6
HISTORIC ACCIDENT RATES FOR STATE HIGHWAYS
(Accidents per Million Vehicle Miles Traveled)
Highway 1999 1998 1997
Primary State Highways
US 26 (Ochoco River Highway)
Rural: Crook/Wheeler Co. line to Mitchell 031 0.47 0.15
Rural: Mitchell to Wheeler/Grant Co. line 0.47 0.83 0.60
OR 19 (John Day Highway)
Rural: Gilliam/Wheeler Co. line to Fossil 1.07 1.07 1.07
Rural: Fossil to Service Creek-Mitchell Hwy 0.61 na na
Rural: Service Creek-Mitchell Hwy to Spray 0.64 1.97 0.65
Rural: Spray to Heppner-Spray Hwy Na 2.96 na
Rural: Heppner-Spray Hwy to Wheeler/Grant Co. line Na na 1.19
Secondary State Highways
OR 207 (Heppner-Spray Highway)
Rural: Morrow/Wheeler Co. line to John Day Hwy 119 na na
OR 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell Highway)
Rural: Junction John Day Hwy to Mitchell 0.85 174 na
OR 218 (Shaniko-Fossil Highway)
Rural: Wasco/Wheeler Co. line to Pine Creek Lane Na L7 na
Rural: Pine Creek Lane to Fossil Na 3.70 1.85
\Average for all Rural Non-freeway Primary State Highways 0.88 0.85 0.83
IAverage for all Rural Non-freeway Secondary State Highways 111 117 1.14

Source: 1999 Oregon Department of Transportation Accident Rate Tables
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Table 4-7 contains detailed accident information on US 26, OR 19, OR 207 (Heppner-Spray Hwy), OR 207
(Service Creek-Mitchell Hwy), and OR 218 in Wheeler County from January 1, 1997 to December 31, 1999. It
shows the number of fatalities and injuries, property damage only accidents, the total number of accidents, and
the overall accident frequencies and rates for the segments of these roadways in Wheeler County.

There were no reported accidents along state highways within the urban areas of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray
over the three-year period analyzed. Therefore Table 4-7 only indicates accident rate information for the rural
sections of the highways in Wheeler County.

US 26 (Ochoco Highway)

Within Wheeler County during the three-year period analyzed, there were 24 ODOT-reported accidents, 12 of
which were reported as property damage only. The 24 accidents resulted in no fatalities, two severe injuries,
twelve moderate injuries, and four minor injuries. All of the accidents occurred along rural sections of the
highway. Most accidents (14) occurred during daylight hours and nearly 42 percent involved wet or icy
pavement conditions. The most common types of accidents involved vehicles hitting fixed objects (10), non-
collision (8), and miscellaneous collisions involving livestock or deer/elk (4). Half of the accidents involving
vehicles that hit fixed objects occurred under wet or icy pavement conditions. The accidents were scattered
along the roadway segment and there were no particular locations that showed a consistent accident pattern.
Accident rate information for 1997-1999 shows that the rural sections of US 26 between Crook County and
Mitchell and between Mitchell and Grant County have three-year accident rates of 0.32 and 0.64, respectively.
Both of these accident rates are less than the statewide average for similar highways (0.85) indicating no safety
issues along US 26.

TABLE 4-7
RURAL HIGHWAY ACCIDENT SUMMARIES
(January 1, 1997 to December 31, 1999)

Accident Accident
Total Frequency Rate
Location Fatalities Injuries PDO! Accidents (acc/mifyr) (acc/mvm)
US 26 (Ochoco Hwy)
Crook Co. to Mitchell (MP 50.03 - 65.80) 0 3 3 6 0.13 0.32
Mitchell to Grant Co. (MP 66.88 - 98.36) 0 15 9 18 0.19 0.64
OR 19 (John Day Hwy )
Gilliam Co. to Fossil (MP 52.06 - 57.57) 0 0 3 3 0.18 1.04
Fossil to Spray (MP 59.64 - 92.18) 1 1 5 7 0.07 0.54
Spray to Grant Co. (MP 92.80 - 104.73) 0 0 2 0.06 0.52
OR 207 (Heppner-Spray Hwy)
Morrow Co. to John Day Hwy (MP 24.65 - 40.91) 1 0 0 1 0.02 0.43
OR 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell Hwy)
John Day Hwy to Mitchell (MP 0.00 - 24.13) 1 8 3 6 0.08 0.87
OR 218 (Shaniko-Fossil Hwy)
Wasco Co. to Fossil (MP 23.07 - 42.74) 0 5 1 4 0.07 1.25

1. PDO: Property Damage Only Accident.
Source: Oregon Department of Transportation Accident Summary Database Investigative Report
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OR 19 (John Day Highway)

There were 12 ODOT reported accidents along OR 19 in Wheeler County during the three-year period analyzed
resulting in one fatality, one moderate injury, and ten with property damage only. All accidents occurred along
rural sections of the highway, five occurred during daylight hours, and five occurred under wet roadway
conditions. The most common types of accidents involved vehicles hitting miscellaneous objects such as
livestock or deer/elk (7), non-collision (3) and hitting fixed objects (2). Over half of the accidents involving
vehicles that hit miscellaneous objects occurred under wet pavement conditions. The accidents were scattered
along the roadway segment although a high number of the accidents involving livestock or deer/elk occurred
around the city of Fossil. The accidents occurred despite several warning signs along OR 19. Accident rate
information for 1997-1999 shows that the rural section of OR 19 between Gilliam County and Fossil has a
three-year accident rate (1.04) which exceeds the statewide average for similar highways (0.85). The three-year
accident rates for the remaining rural sections along OR 19 are less than the statewide average.

OR 207 (Heppner-Spray Highway)

There was only one ODOT reported accident along OR 207 within Wheeler County during the three-year period
analyzed. The accident occurred one-half mile north of Haystack Creek near milepost 35.8, and resulted in one
fatality. This location only experienced one accident in the three-year period, but due to the severity of the
accident it received a SPIS value of 45.12, just below the state’s 2000 cutoff value of 48.02.

OR 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell Highway)

There were six ODOT reported accidents along OR 207 in Wheeler County during the three-year period
analyzed resulting in one fatality, one severe injury, six moderate injuries, and one minor injury. All accidents
occurred along rural sections of the highway, all but two occurred during daylight hours, and two involved
trucks. The most common type of accident involved vehicles hitting fixed objects (4). Drinking was involved
in half of the accidents involving vehicles that hit fixed objects. The accidents were scattered along the highway
and there were no particular locations that showed a consistent accident pattern. The location of the fatality
accident, milepost 17.90, received a SPIS value of 37.88, below the state’s 2000 cutoff value of 48.02. Accident
rate information for 1997 to 1999 shows the rural segment of OR 207 between the John Day Highway and
Mitchell has a three-year accident rate (0.86) slightly exceeding the statewide average for similar highways
(0.85).

OR 218 (Shaniko-Fossil Highway)

Within Wheeler County during the three-year period analyzed, there were four ODOT reported accidents. The
four accidents resulted in no fatalities and five moderate injuries. All of the accidents occurred along rural
sections of the highway. Most accidents (3) occurred during nighttime hours, 50 percent involved wet pavement
conditions, and non-collision accidents (2) were the most common type. The accidents were scattered along the
roadway segment and there were no particular locations that showed a consistent accident pattern. Accident rate
information for 1997-1999 shows that the rural section of OR 218 between Wasco County and Fossil has a
three-year accident rate of 1.24, greater than the statewide average for similar highways (1.14).
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CHAPTER 5: TRAVEL FORECASTS

The traffic volume forecasts for Wheeler County are based solely on historic growth on the state highway
system. Forecasts were only prepared for the state highway system in the county, since the volumes on these
roadways are much higher than on any of the county roads. Traffic forecasts were prepared for rural sections of
each state highway and for urban sections where appropriate in the cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray.
Because of the link between transportation growth and population trends, both historic and projected Wheeler
County population growth trends are presented for comparison to historic and projected traffic growth trends.

LAND USE

Land use and population growth is accounted for in the historic traffic volume trends used to forecast future
traffic levels on state highways. Population forecasts were developed for comparison to forecast traffic volumes
and to better determine the potential locations of future transportation needs. The amount of population growth,
and where it occurs, has the potential to affect traffic and transportation facilities in the study area.

Population projections in Wheeler County are based on historic growth rates and forecasts by the State of
Oregon Office of Economic Analysis (OEA). Factors that will affect the future population growth rate in
Wheeler County include employment opportunities, available land area for development, and community efforts
to manage growth.

A detailed description of existing and future land use projections, including the methodology and data sources
used, is contained in the Population and Employment Analysis located in Appendix E. As the primary
population centers in the county, the analysis also includes population estimates for the Cities of Fossil,
Mitchell, and Spray.

Historic Population Trends

Historic population figures (1960-1980) were compiled from data reported by the U.S. Census Bureau and are
reported in Table 5-1. Current population estimates were provided by Portland State University’s Center for
Population Research and Census (PSU CPRC), which develops annual population estimates for cities and
counties for the purpose of allocating certain state tax revenues.

TABLE 5-1
WHEELER COUNTY HISTORIC POPULATION GROWTH TRENDS
Growth
Number Rate (AAGRY)
1960 1970 1980 1990 1999 1960-99 1960-99 | 1990-99
Wheeler County | 2,722 1,849 1,513 1,408 1,600 (1,122) -1.35% 1.43%
Fossil 672 511 535 399 545 (127) -0.54% 3.53%
Mitchell 236 196 183 163 200 (36) -0.42% 2.30%
Spray 194 161 155 149 165 (29) -0.41% 1.14%
State of Oregon | 1,768,687 | 2,091,385 | 2,633,105 | 2,842,321 | 3,300,800 | 1,209.415 1.61% 1.68%

1. Average Annual Growth Rate (compounded).
Source: Portland State University Center for Population Research and Census (1990-1999 data); Oregon Blue Book (City historic
data); U.S. Census Bureau (County historic data)

Population levels in most of Eastern Oregon are close to, or actually lower than, those experienced earlier in the
century. Counties included in this phenomenon include Baker, Gilliam, Harney, Union, Grant, and Wallowa
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Counties. Wheeler County experienced a population decline of almost 900 people between 1960 and 1970. The
population decline continued to a far smaller degree from 1970 through 1990, reflecting a general slowdown in
the state’s economy. As a result, the population of Wheeler County in 1990 was lower than at any time since
1960. Wheeler County has experienced modest growth in the last decade since 1990 growing at 1.4 percent per
year.

Population trends in the urban areas of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray have followed similar historic population
trends as the county. However, from 1970 to 1980, when Wheeler County experienced a population decline of
over 300 people, the cities actually experienced a modest population increase of five people. This indicates that
the population decline affected rural Wheeler County residents. From 1990 to 1999, all three cities have
experienced population increases and growth rates in Fossil and Mitchell have outpaced the county growth rate.
However, with such low population bases in these cities, very modest increases in the number of new residents
can result in higher growth rates.

Projected Population Trends

Population and employment projections (2000 through 2020) are based on the State of Oregon Office of
Economic Analysis (OEA) projections. The OEA’s projections were developed in January 1997 and include
long-term (through year 2040) state population forecasts disaggregated by county. Employment information
was developed from OEA’s county-level employment forecasts (also completed in January 1997), which were
based on covered employment payrolls reported by the Oregon Employment Department.

The OEA used business-cycle trends (as reflected by the Employment Department’s employment forecasts) as
the primary driver of population and employment for the short-term projections. Long-term forecasts shifted to
a population-driven model, which emphasized demographics of the resident population, including age and
gender of the population, with assumptions regarding life expectancy, fertility rate, and immigration.

David Evans and Associates, Inc. (DEA) used a similar methodology based on the OEA’s county-distribution
methodology to develop population and employment forecasts for each of the cities in Wheeler County. DEA
calculated a weighted average growth rate for each jurisdiction (weighting recent growth more heavily than past
growth) and combined that average growth rate with the projected countywide growth rate. This methodology
assumes that growth rates will be similar over time. Often the physical constraints of any area limit its ability to
sustain growth rates beyond the state or county average for long periods of time. Such constraints include
availability of land and housing, congestion, and other infrastructure limitations.

Using this methodology, Table 5-2 illustrates that Wheeler County is expected to experience a population gain
of over 500 people during the next 20 years. This represents an increase of over 30 percent from 2000 to 2020.
Like much of rural Oregon, the economy of Wheeler County remains largely seasonal, with a large sector of
employment being agriculture-based. Therefore, population increases are difficult to predict, and may not be as
stable as the forecasts appear to imply.

The majority of Wheeler County’s forecast population growth between 2000 and 2020 is expected to occur
within the cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray. Of the total 533-person growth forecast to occur in Wheeler
County from 2000 to 2020, nearly 90 percent of the growth is expected to occur in these three urban areas.
Fossil is forecast to experience slightly over one-half of the total county population growth.

TABLE 5-2
WHEELER COUNTY FORECAST POPULATION GROWTH TRENDS

| | | | | | | 1999-2020 Change
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1999 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 Number |Total Growth| AAGR!
Wheeler County 1,600 1,697 1,833 1,966 2,100 2,230 630 39.4% 1.6%
Fossil 545 579 669 759 834 909 364 26.7% 2.5%
Mitchell 200 222 242 260 280 300 100 31.1% 2.0%
Spray 165 176 191 206 215 229 64 21.6% 1.6%

1. Average Annual Growth Rate (compounded).
Source: Portland State University Center for Population Research and Census (1997 population estimates); State Of Oregon Office of
Economic Analysis (forecasts)

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Traffic volume projections along state highways in Wheeler County are based solely on historic traffic volume
growth trends.

Historic

Before projecting future traffic growth, it is important to examine past growth trends on the Wheeler County
roadway system. Historic data is only available for the state highway system in Wheeler County; however,
these roadways carry far more traffic than any other roadways in the county.

ODOT reports traffic count data on the state highways (rural and urban sections) every year at the same
locations. The most current volumes available, and the ones reported in this TSP, are from 1999. ODOT
annually counts one-third of the state highway system every three years. Traffic volumes for locations not
physically counted during a certain year are estimated based on nearby regional traffic volume growth trends.
The most recent actual counts along state highways in Wheeler county were conducted in 1997 and 2000,
however the 2000 data will not be available for review until mid-2001.

Historical growth trends on the state highways in Wheeler County were established using the ADT volume
information presented in the ODOT Traffic Volume Tables for the years 1979 through 1999. The ADT volumes
were obtained for each of these years at several locations along each highway. Average traffic growth rates
were determined along rural and urban highway segments as presented in Table 5-3.

Over the past 20 years, traffic levels have grown throughout most of Wheeler County. The rate of growth along
some highway segments seems high, but only because the base highway volumes in 1979 were so low. For
example, from 1979 to 1999, the rural section of US 26 from the Crook County line to the City of Mitchell has
averaged nearly 5 percent per year growth. This seemingly high growth rate has resulted in the addition of less
than 550 daily vehicles to this stretch of road. If this same highway segment experienced another 550-vehicle
increase in traffic over the next 20 years, the resulting growth rate would only be 2.5 percent per year because it
is based on a higher beginning 1999 volume of 1,100.

This trend of seemingly high traffic volume growth rates, yet relatively small net traffic volume gains, is
exhibited along all highways in Wheeler County. The only highway segment experiencing negative growth
over the historical 20-year period is the rural section of OR 207 (Heppner-Spray Highway), which has
experienced a negative growth rate of -0.52 percent per year.

TABLE 5-3
HISTORIC TRAFFIC GROWTH RATES ON STATE HIGHWAYS
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Historic ADT Annual Linear
Volumes! Growth Rate!  Total Growth

Highway Section Milepost 1979 1999 1979-1999 1979-1999
US 26

Rural- Crook/Wheeler Co. line to Mitchell 50.03 - 65.80 563 1,100 4.76% 95.3%

Urban- Mitchell 65.80 - 66.88 597 1,077 4,02% 80.4%

Rural- Mitchell to Wheeler/Grant Co. line 66.88 - 98.36 470 758 3.06% 61.3%
OR 19

Rural- Gilliam/Wheeler Co. line to Fossil 52.06 - 57.57 360 465 1.46% 29.2%

Urban- Fossil 57.57 - 59.64 453 492 0.42% 8.5%

Rural- Fossil to Spray 59.64 - 92.18 251 424 3.44% 68.8%

Urban- Spray 92.18 - 92.80 373 453 1.07% 21.4%

Rural- Spray to Wheeler/Grant Co. line 92.80 - 104.73 217 280 1.46% 29.2%
OR 207 (Heppner-Spray Highway)

Rural- Morrow/Wheeler Co. line to OR 19 24.65 - 40.91 160 143 -0.52% -10.4%
OR 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell Highway)

Rural- OR 19 to Mitchell 0.00 - 24.13 125 268 5.70% 114.0%

Urban- Mitchell 24.13-24.30 160 295 4.22% 84.4%
OR 218

Rural- Wasco/Wheeler Co. line to Fossil 23.07-42.74 83 163 4.85% 97.0%

Urban- Fossil 42.74 - 42,96 245 350 2.14% 42.9%

1. Average daily traffic volumes along highway segments defined by beginning and ending mileposts.
Source: 1999 ODOT Traffic Volume Tables; information compiled by David Evans and Associates, Inc.

In general, historic compound average annual traffic volume growth on the rural sections of the state highways
far exceeded the 20-year compound historic population growth in Wheeler County. Although Wheeler County
has experienced population gains during this decade (1.43 percent per year since 1990), during the 19-year
period between 1980 and 1999, Wheeler County population increased at a lesser rate of about 0.3 percent per
year. While population increased slightly over the 20-year period, rural traffic volumes grew far more reflecting
the modern trend toward an increase in per capita vehicle miles traveled and the increase in commercial and
tourist traffic.

Due to a lack of historic traffic volumes for the county roads, growth trends on the county road system cannot be
observed.

Forecasting Methodology

Future traffic volume forecasts along state highways in Wheeler County were developed by ODOT’s
Transportation Planning and Analysis Unit (TPAU). The TPAU forecasts are based on a Level 1-Trending
Forecast? analysis methodology based on available existing and historical traffic data. This methodology
assumes that traffic demand on the state highways will grow over the 20-year planning period according to the
linear 20-year historical traffic growth trendline rate. TPAU developed a comprehensive summary of statewide
traffic growth trendlines to support development of the 1999 OHP. They intend to update the trendlines every
few years and, for consistency, want statewide transportation analysis to be based on their growth rates.

TPAU develops historical traffic growth trendlines by plotting the ADT volumes for each reported highway
location in the years where actual ODOT counts were taken. They also investigate suspect count information
and adjust volumes as needed. Using a linear regression process, the linear trendline that best fits the volume

2 ODOT Transportation System Planning Guidelines, August 1995, p. 29.
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data points is determined. This historical trendline is then used to forecast future traffic volumes over the 20-
year planning horizon. As new data is added to TPAU’s database, the trendlines are refined.

State highway locations that have displayed increasing 20-year historical traffic growth are assumed to continue
to grow according to the 20-year historical linear trendline growth rate. Locations displaying negative historical
traffic growth are assumed to remain unchanged, displaying neither increased or decreased traffic volume
growth. This supports TPAU’s belief that negative traffic volume growth is not sustained over long periods of
time.

Trendline Comparisons

Table 5-4 summarizes the forecast 2020 traffic volumes and resulting 20-year traffic volume growth rates. State
highway volumes throughout Wheeler County are generally expected to grow over the next 20 years. However,
comparisons between forecast growth rates in Table 5-4 and historical growth rates from Table 5-3 indicate that
total growth and growth rates are expected to decline throughout the county by 2020. Five of the 13 highway
segments are forecast to experience a larger net traffic volume increase over the next 20 years than they
experienced over the last 20 years.

Some of the forecast 2000 and reported 1999 volumes from Tables 5-4 and 5-3, respectively, reflect higher
1999 volumes. This can occur when comparing volumes from ODOT’s Traffic Volume Tables and those
forecast using a trendline. Anytime a trendline is generated, some yearly traffic volume data points will
generally fall above or below the trendline. In the case of some Wheeler County state highway segments, the
ODOT-reported 1999 volumes fall above the trendline. This in no way affects the trendline methodology that is
primarily focused on forecasting 2020 volumes.

Based on TPAU'’s trendlines, the rural section of OR 19 from the Gilliam County line to Fossil and the urban
section within Fossil have displayed negative historical growth. Accordingly, these highway sections are not
forecast to grow over the next 20 years.

Future Traffic Volumes

Table 5-4 summarizes the average forecast 2020 traffic volumes along rural and urban state highway sections in
Wheeler County. Future 2020 ADT and DHV volumes at all locations reported by ODOT are shown in Figure
5-1. Rural highway traffic volumes are expected to range in growth from 0.0 percent along OR 19 between the
Gilliam County line and Fossil to 47.8 percent along US 26 between the Crook County line and Mitchell.
Urban highway growth is expected to range from 0.0 percent in Fossil to 53.3 percent in Mitchell.
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TABLE 5-4
FUTURE FORECAST TRAFFIC GROWTH RATES ON STATE HIGHWAYS
Annual Linear Total
2000 2020 Growth Rate’ Growth
Highway Location Milepost ADT ADT 2000-2020 2000-2020
US 26
Rural- Crook/Wheeler Co. line to Mitchell | 50.03 - 65.80 1,185 1,752 2.39% 47.8%
Urban- Mitchell 65.80 - 66.88 1,147 1,680 2.33% 46.5%
Rural- Mitchell to Wheeler/Grant Co. line 66.88 - 98.36 757 855 0.65% 13.0%
OR 19
Rural- Gilliam/Wheeler Co. line to Fossil 52.06 - 57.57 410 410 0.0% 0.0%
Urban- Fossil 57.57 - 59.64 472 472 0.0% 0.0%
Rural- Fossil to Spray 59.64 - 92.18 363 427 0.89% 17.7%
Urban- Spray 92.18 - 92.80 463 546 0.90% 18.0%
Rural- Spray to Wheeler/Grant Co. line 92.80-104.73 283 303 0.36% 7.1%
OR 207 (Heppner-Spray Highway)
Rural- Morrow/Wheeler Co. line to OR 24,65 - 40.91 145 159 0.46% 9.2%
19
OR 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell Highway)
Rural- OR 19 to Mitchell 0.00 - 24.13 274 334 1.10% 21.9%
Urban- Mitchell 24.13 - 24.30 310 475 2.67% 53.3%
OR 218
Rural- Wasco/Wheeler Co. line to Fossil 23.07-42.74 168 206 1.12% 22.3%
Urban- Fossil 42.74 - 42.96 325 355 0.46% 9.2%

1. Average traffic volumes along highway segments defined by beginning and ending mileposts.
Source: Growth rates provided by ODOT’s Transportation Planning and Analysis Unit (TPAU)

HIGHWAY SYSTEM CAPACITY

Future year 2020 traffic operations analyses were performed on the rural sections of state highways and at select
intersections in Wheeler County. The future year design hour volumes were generated in accordance with the
forecasting procedures outlined previously. Analyses were conducted for the same rural highway and
intersection locations and in the same manner as outlined in Chapter 4 (Current Transportation Conditions).

Rural Roadway Operations

Rural highway operations were determined using procedures outlined in the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual,
Special Report 209, published by the Transportation Research Board. Evaluation of future rural two-lane
highway sections was conducted using forecast 2020 design hour volumes. Evaluation was conducted at the
same locations and in the same manner as described in Chapter 4. No changes in roadway features or traffic
composition (e.g. large truck percentage) for individual rural highway sections were assumed for 2020.

The resulting future forecast 2020 Design Hour Volume, V/C ratio, and LOS for each Wheeler County rural
highway segment are shown in Table 5-5. All rural segments of the state highways currently operate well
within V/C ratio standards outlined in the 1999 OHP and operate under generally free flowing conditions at
LOS A or B.
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TABLE 5-5
SUMMARY OF OPERATIONS ON TWO-LANE HIGHWAYS

Location 2020 Design Hour | 5095 \yc2 | 2020 LOS
Volume
US 26 Crook/Wheeler Co. line and Mitchell 240 0.13 B
US 26 Mitchell to Wheeler/Grant Co. line 125 0.09 B
OR 19 Gilliam/Wheeler Co. line and Fossil 60 0.04 A
OR 19 between Fossil and Spray 60 0.04 A
OR 19 Spray to Wheeler/Grant Co. line 60 0.04 B
OR 207 (Heppner-Spray) between Morrow/Wheeler Co. line and OR 19 35 0.02 A
OR 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell) between OR 19 and Mitchell 45 0.04 B
OR 218 between Wasco/Wheeler Co. line and Fossil 35 0.05 B

1. Values rounded up to the nearest 5.

2. The volume used to compute V/C ratio is the Design Hour VVolume divided by the appropriate peak hour factor listed in table 8-3 of the
1997 Highway Capacity Manual.

Source: David Evans and Associates, Inc.

Operations at Intersections

Traffic operations at select intersections within Wheeler County were evaluated under forecast 2020 design hour
traffic volumes using procedures outlined in the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual. The evaluation was
conducted at the same three intersections and in the same manner as described in Chapter 4. No changes in
intersection configuration or traffic control were assumed for 2020. The three intersections evaluated included:

¢ OR 19 and OR 218/Washington Street in Fossil;

e US 26 and Main Street in Mitchell; and
¢ OR 19 and Main Street in Spray.

Under forecast 2020 design hour volumes, the highway intersections are expected to operate at LOS B or better
at all three intersections. This indicates that all other lower-volume intersections or driveways accessing any
rural or urban portion of the highways are operating at LOS B or better as well.

Capacity Issues

Overall two-lane rural highway and unsignalized intersection operations in Wheeler County are expected to
continue to operate at LOS A or B under worst-case future 2020 design hour volumes. This indicates that there
are no identified capacity constraints or issues within the county including the urban areas of Fossil, Mitchell
and Spray.
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CHAPTER 6: IMPROVEMENT OPTIONS ANALYSIS

As required by the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule, transportation alternatives were formulated and
evaluated for the Wheeler County Transportation System Plan. These potential improvements were developed
with the help of the TAC and the individual communities and attempt to address the concerns specified in the
goals and objectives for this TSP (Chapter 2).

IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

Each of the potential transportation system projects was developed to address specific deficiencies, safety issues,
or access concerns. Projects were not limited to roadway issues, although most projects are roadway-related.
Projects are primarily located along state highways and many are located within the urban areas of Fossil,
Mitchell, and Spray. The potential projects identified in this chapter are above and beyond any other projects
that have been identified for implementation in Wheeler County either through ODOT’s Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), the county’s road maintenance program, or any other program.

For ease of referencing each project, the following project lists are separated by location. All projects located in
rural areas of the county are designated by the first letter of the county name “W” and a sequential project
number (e.g., Project W1, W2, etc.). Projects located in the urban areas of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray follow a
similar numbering scheme and are designated by the first letter of the city name and a project number. For
example, the first projects listed in the cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray are designated F1, M1, and S1,
respectively.

The potential project lists include a total of 26 projects. Each project includes a brief overview, discussion of
potential impacts, planning level cost estimate, and a recommendation to include or remove the project from
further consideration. Figure 6-1 indicates the general location of each project within the county. Detailed
locations are described under each project and some projects are accompanied by specific project figures
depicting the projects in greater detail.

EVALUATION CRITERIA

As discussed in the remaining sections of this chapter, not all of the evaluated improvement projects were
recommended for implementation. These recommendations were based on available standards, warrants, need,
costs and benefits relative to traffic operations, the transportation system, and community livability.

Each improvement option was evaluated with regard to applicable impacts including impacts to traffic; safety;
environmental factors, such as air quality, noise, and water quality; and socioeconomic and land use impacts,
such as right-of-way requirements and impacts on adjacent lands. A final factor in the evaluation of the
potential transportation improvements was cost. Costs were estimated in 2000 dollars based on preliminary
alignments for each potential transportation system improvement. Final review of each project resulted in a
recommendation of whether the project should be implemented.

The project evaluations and cost estimates provided in this chapter are for planning purposes only. Any project
ultimately implemented would require a more detailed study of site specific issues that may affect final design,
location, and cost.
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EVALUATION OF WHEELER COUNTY POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

Through the transportation analysis conducted by DEA and input provided from the public involvement
program, several potential improvement projects were identified within the rural areas of Wheeler County
ranging from construction of new highway climbing lanes to location and construction of a new public use
airstrip.

This section of the TSP describes the potential improvement projects within the rural areas of Wheeler County
and their associated impacts and costs. The 14 projects identified within the rural areas of Wheeler County
include:

Implement transportation demand management strategies;

Increase climbing lane capacity along US 26 between the City of Mitchell and Crook County;

Increase climbing lane capacity along US 26 between the City of Mitchell and Keyes Summit;

Install scenic pullouts along US 26;

Construct a public use airstrip in Wheeler County;

Replace dial-a-ride transit fleet;

Upgrade substandard bridges;

Establish new county access road between Kinzua and Wetmore;

© © N o g >~ w Db F

Install warning signs along OR 218 near sharp curves;

RN
©

Construct new roadway linking Fossil industrial site and OR 19;

[EEN
=

Upgrade substandard shoulders along state highways;

[EEN
N

Localized shoulder improvements along state highways;

RN
w

Safety improvements along OR 207; and

RN
&

Safety improvements along OR 218.

Project W1. Implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies

Overview: One of the goals of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) is to reduce the reliance on the
automobile. The TPR recommends that counties evaluate TDM measures as part of their Transportation System
Plans. These TDM strategies are designed to change the demand on the transportation system by providing
facilities for other modes of transportation, implementing carpooling programs, and developing other
transportation measures within the community, such as staggering work schedules at local businesses. These
types of TDM strategies may be more effective in a large urban city, but some strategies can still be useful in the
rural and urban areas of Wheeler County.

One of the more useful TDM measures for Wheeler County involves development of facilities for alternative
modes of transportation. This would include paved shoulders and paths, sidewalks, and bike lanes, which would
accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists.

It is recognized that most county roads are not paved and not used by many pedestrians or bicyclists. At a
minimum, Wheeler County should therefore consider upgrading all priority county roads as funding becomes
available to include the addition of 4- to 6-foot paved shoulders, depending on the amount of traffic on the
roadway. This would allow pedestrians and bicyclists to travel separately from the traffic on the road. All
future street improvement projects in the urban areas of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray should include a pedestrian
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facility, such as a walkway or sidewalk, and should also consider bicycle lanes or paths where needed. These
facilities may be especially needed along highways due to crossing widths, posted speeds, and traffic volumes.
It is understood that all urban local streets in Wheeler County can safely accommodate bicyclists on shared
roadways.

Impacts: Providing adequate facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists increases the livability of rural and urban
areas of the county, and improves driver, pedestrian, and bicycle safety.

Cost: The costs for several types of facilities, which promote walking and biking in the county are summarized
below.

e Paved Shoulders — The cost to install paved shoulders on both sides of an existing road is approximately
$25 per linear foot. Includes shoulders measuring 4 feet wide and built with 9-inches of aggregate and
4-inches of asphalt;

e Multi-Use Paths — A 10-foot wide multi-use path would cost approximately $16 per linear foot. This
includes 2 inches of asphalt over 4 inches of aggregate;

e Concrete Sidewalks — The estimated cost to install new sidewalks on one side of an existing street is
approximately $25 per linear foot. This includes a 5-foot wide walkway composed of 4 inches of
concrete over 2 inches of aggregate. Add $5 per foot if replacing an existing substandard sidewalk; and

e Bike Lanes — The cost to install bike lanes on both sides of an existing road is around $45 per linear
foot. This cost includes widening the roadway by 5 feet on both sides, installing curbs, using a fill
composed of 4 inches of asphalt over 9 inches of aggregate, and placement of an 8-inch painted stripe.

These costs are for stand-alone improvements; the costs can be substantially reduced when they are included as
needed in roadway improvement projects throughout Wheeler County.

Recommendation: Implementing TDM strategies would provide needed facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists,
increase the safety of the roadway system, and enhance the quality of life in Wheeler County. Therefore, the
TDM strategies summarized above are recommended. A total cost for TDM projects was not determined since
individual TDM projects were not identified.

Project W2. Increase Climbing Lane Capacity along US 26 between Mitchell and Crook County

Overview: ODOT Region 4 staff has identified the potential need to increase climbing lane capacity for traffic
along westbound US 26 between milepost 56.0 near West Branch Road and the 4720-foot summit of the Ochoco
Mountain Pass near the Wheeler County/Crook County line. An existing 1.3-mile climbing lane is located
along westbound US 26 near the Crook County line. Increased climbing lane capacity could result from
extending the current climbing lane or by constructing an additional climbing lane or lanes. Increased climbing
lane capacity can improve traffic operations along highways and enhance safety by separating faster and slower
moving traffic and by allowing better visibility and safety during passing.

ODOQOT follows the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) climbing
lane criteria specifying that three criteria should be satisfied to justify a climbing lane. AASHTO further states
that a climbing lane should be installed if each of the following three criteria are met:

1. Upgrade traffic flow rate exceeds 200 vehicles per hour (vph)- the two-way design hour volume near
the area in question is 150 vph today and forecast to be 240 vph in 2020. Considering a directional
traffic flow split of 60/40, the total upgrade traffic is currently 90 vph and forecast to be 145 vph in
2020. Therefore, this criteria is not met today nor expected to be met even under forecast 2020 traffic
volumes.
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2. Upgrade truck flow rate exceeds 20 vph- the existing truck percentage is approximately five percent
of the total traffic based on ODOT ATR data at nearby locations along US 26. The existing upgrade
truck flow rate was calculated by multiplying the design hour volume (150 vph today and 240 vph in
2020) by the 60/40 directional split and then multiplying by five percent, resulting in five upgrade
trucks during the design hour. In 2020 the truck flow rate is estimated to equal seven upgrade trucks.
Therefore this criteria is not satisfied today and is not forecast to be met in 2020.

3. One of the following condition exists
a. A 10-mph or greater speed reduction is expected for a typical heavy truck.
b. Level of Service of E or F exists on the grade.

c. A reduction of two or more levels of service is experienced when moving from the approach
segment to the grade.

This criteria is satisfied considering the typical heavy truck is expected to experience a speed reduction of at
least 10-mph between milepost 56.0 and the county line based on AASHTO truck speed charts.

Only one reported accident occurred from 1997 through 1999 along US 26 between milepost 56.0 and the
county line and it was not passing related. In terms of traffic operations, existing and future operations are
expected to operate well within capacity taking into account expected and forecast truck and RV usage.

Impacts: Increased climbing lane capacity can improve traffic operations along highways and enhance safety by
separating faster and slower moving traffic and by allowing better visibility and safety during passing.

Cost: Based on the current roadway rehabilitation project along US 26 near Antone, the unit cost to develop
climbing lanes is estimated at $400,000 per mile per lane. This cost does not include right-of-way acquisition
costs. Overall project cost would be dependent upon the final design length of the project. A benefit/cost
analysis was not conducted, however with few accidents, a v/c ratio of 0.09, and LOS B traffic flow operations
today and forecast for 2020, benefits associated with this project would be difficult to justify.

Recommendation: This stretch of US 26 lacks an accident history, currently operates at a v/c ratio of 0.09 and
LOS B, and is forecast to operate at a v/c ratio of 0.13 and LOS B in 2020. It fails to meet two of the three
AASHTO climbing lane criteria under existing and forecast 2020 traffic volumes. Based on these findings and
the expected high project cost, DEA does not recommend implementation of additional climbing lanes at this
time. Increased climbing lane capacity should be pursued if and when all three AASHTO climbing lane criteria
are met.

Project W3. Increase Climbing Lane Capacity along US 26 between Mitchell and Keyes Creek Summit

Overview: ODOT Region 4 staff has identified the potential need to increase climbing lane capacity for traffic
along eastbound US 26 between the eastern city limits of Mitchell and the 4382-foot summit of the Keyes Creek
Mountain Pass. Increased climbing lane capacity can improve traffic operations along highways and enhance
safety by separating faster and slower moving traffic and by allowing better visibility and safety during passing.

ODOQOT follows AASHTQO’s climbing lane criteria specifying that the following three criteria should be satisfied

to justify a climbing lane and AASHTO states that a climbing lane should be installed if each of the following
three conditions are met:

1. Upgrade traffic flow rate exceeds 200 vehicles per hour (vph)- the two-way design hour volume near

the area in question is 130 vph today and forecast to be 185 vph in 2020. Considering a directional

traffic flow split of 60/40, the total upgrade traffic is currently 80 vph and forecast to be 110 vph in
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2020. Therefore, this criteria is not met today nor expected to be met even under forecast 2020 traffic
volumes.

2. Upgrade truck flow rate exceeds 20 vph- the existing truck percentage is approximately five percent
of the total traffic based on ODOT ATR data at nearby locations along US 26. The existing upgrade
truck flow rate was calculated by multiplying the design hour volume (130 vph today and 185 vph in
2020) by the 60/40 directional split and then multiplying by five percent, resulting in four upgrade
trucks during the design hour. In 2020 the truck flow rate is estimated to equal six upgrade trucks.
Therefore this criteria is not satisfied today and is not forecast to be met in 2020.

3. One of the following condition exists
a. A 10-mph or greater speed reduction is expected for a typical heavy truck.
b. Level of Service of E or F exists on the grade.

c. A reduction of two or more levels of service is experienced when moving from the approach
segment to the grade.

This criteria is satisfied considering the typical heavy truck is expected to experience a speed reduction of at
least 10-mph between the eastern city limits of Mitchell and the Keyes Creek summit based on AASHTO truck
speed charts.

Of the six accidents reported from 1997 through 1999 along US 26 between the eastern city limits of Mitchell
and the Keyes Creek summit, only one accident was caused by a vehicle traveling eastbound and it was not
passing related. In terms of traffic operations, existing and future operations are expected to operate well within
capacity taking into account expected and forecast truck and RV usage.

Impacts: Increased climbing lane capacity can improve traffic operations along highways and enhance safety by
separating faster and slower moving traffic and by allowing better visibility and safety during passing.

Cost:  Based on the current roadway rehabilitation project along US 26 near Antone, the unit cost to develop
climbing lanes is estimated at $400,000 per mile per lane. This cost does not include right-of-way acquisition
costs. Overall project cost would be dependent upon the final design length of the project. A benefit/cost
analysis was not conducted, however with few accidents, a v/c ratio of 0.08, and LOS B traffic flow operations
today and forecast for 2020, benefits associate with this project would be difficult to justify.

Recommendation: This stretch of US 26 lacks an accident history, currently operates at a v/c ratio of 0.08 and
LOS B, and is forecast to operate at a v/c ratio of 0.09 and LOS B in 2020. It fails to meet two of the three
AASHTO climbing lane criteria under existing and forecast 2020 traffic volumes. Based on these findings and
the expected high project cost, DEA does not recommend implementation of additional climbing lanes at this
time. Increased climbing lane capacity should be pursued if and when all three AASHTO climbing lane criteria
are met.

Project WA4. Install Scenic Pullouts along US 26

Overview: ODOT staff members have identified two locations along US 26 for development of scenic pullouts
to provide bicyclists and motorists with an opportunity to pull off the highway, beyond the shoulder, to admire
the area scenery. The locations identified are for traffic heading eastbound near milepost 53.0 and milepost 54.3.

Impacts: Providing scenic pullouts increases safety for automobiles and bicyclists by creating a safe place for
automobile and bicycle traffic to stop and admire the scenery rather than trying to observe the scenery while
driving.
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Cost: Based on the current roadway rehabilitation project along US 26 near Antone, the unit cost to develop a
pullout is estimated at $17,000 per turnout resulting in an estimated overall project cost of $34,000. Right-of-
way acquisition is not included in this project cost.

Recommendation: There is no apparent reason not to implement this project except that scarce state funding for
roadway projects could be used elsewhere.

Project W5. Construct a Public Use Airport in Wheeler County

Overview: The potential need for a public use airport has been identified within Wheeler County which is one
of the few county’s in Oregon not currently served by a public use airport. The Oregon State Aviation Plan
does not identify Wheeler County as having a current need for a new public use airport.

ODOT Aviation Section staff has indicated that Wheeler County can pursue the establishment of a public use
airport but the need for such a facility must be demonstrated to gain state or federal funding and the following
issues must first be considered:

o Why is a public use airport needed? (e.g. emergency response, economic development, agricultural use,
fish and game use, etc.)

o Why can’t a nearby airport fill the need?

e Does a suitable location exist to serve the identified need(s)?
e Who would use the airport?

e What types of aircraft need to be served?

e Would a dirt runway be suitable or does it need to be paved?

Impacts: Developing a public use airport would increase accessibility to Wheeler County for both public and
private use. A public use airport could support expanded emergency response air services and increased
economic development including tourism.

Cost: A public use airport typically requires a 3,000-3,500 foot runway. If paved and lit, it could take 3-5 years
to build at $3-4 million. If dirt and unlit, could be built within one year for $50K to $1 million. A public use
airport typically needs Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) review and airspace analysis as well as a liability
add-on to the existing municipal insurance policy (which can be costly).

ODOQT aviation believes that if a new public use airport were developed in Wheeler County, it would most
likely be funded through economic development funds. However, funding could also occur by directive from
the state legislature with advocacy from the ODOT State Aviation section if clear need can be established. If the
airport were funded locally, only state approval would be needed (not FAA). If the airport were federally
funded, a local 10 percent match would be required and the application and justification process would be more
comprehensive.

Recommendation: Public officials and residents of Wheeler County should continue to discuss the future need
of a public use airport in the county. If people feel strongly about this issue, and a need can be established, the
county should work with the State Aviation Section staff to develop the necessary plans and justification to
apply for funding and begin necessary siting studies and other planning functions.

Project W6. Replace Dial-a-Ride Transit Fleet

Overview: The Wheeler County Transportation Service provides county-wide demand responsive (or dial-a-
ride) transit service operated by the Wheeler County Court for the elderly (60+) and persons with disabilities.
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The program currently operates one 1998 6-person minivan, one 1992 12-14 person small bus and one 1996 10-
person van. The bus and minivan are wheelchair accessible. Plans are underway to acquire one additional small
bus equipped with a wheelchair lift by 2001. The existing 1992 small bus will be used for approximately one
additional year after the new bus is received.

ODOT maintains standards specifying vehicle replacement intervals based on age and mileage. Wheeler
County’s small bus requires replacement every seven years or 200,000 miles and the county’s minivan and large
van require replacement every four years or 100,000 miles.

Impacts: Failing to replace transit vehicles as needed may result in loss of dial-a-ride transit service in Wheeler
County. This would substantially impact a large segment of the county population that depends on the service
to provide mobility.

Cost: Based on the vehicle replacement intervals identified above, Wheeler County will need to replace all of
their dial-a-ride transit vehicles a number of times of the 20-year planning horizon. Table 6-1 summarizes the
estimated replacement cycle. Vehicle costs were assumed to grow at a compound annual growth rate of two
percent per year.

TABLE 6-1
ESTIMATED COST TO REPLACE DIAL-A-RIDE TRANSIT VEHICLES THROUGH 2020
Estimated

Vehicle 2000 cost Assumed Replacement Year Based on Age’ 20-year Cost
1992 small bus | $55,000 2007 2014 $135,800
1996 large van | $20,000 2001 2005 2009 2013 2017 $120,300
1998 mini-van | $40,000 2002 2006 2010 2014 2018 $245,300
Total $501,400

1. Small bus and mini-van costs include wheelchair lifts. Large van cost does not include wheelchair accessibility, which
adds approximately $20,000 to the vehicle cost.

2. Replacement cycles may vary depending on actual miles driven.

Source: Cost information provided by ODOT Transit planning; overall costs computed by David Evans and Associates,
Inc.

Wheeler County receives 80 percent funding for their transit program from ODOT grants and provides the other
20 percent of funding from county resources. This funding system is assumed to continue over the next 20
years.

Recommendation: Wheeler County should continue to apply for funding to replace their transit vehicle fleet as
needed during the next 20 years.

Project W7. Upgrade Substandard Bridges

Overview: Based on discussions with staff from the ODOT Region 4 bridge section, 11 of the 60 bridges in
Wheeler County are either currently substandard or are estimated to become substandard within the 20-year
planning horizon for a variety of reasons ranging from age to increased traffic demands. Of the 11 bridges
identified, two are under county ownership. The following 11 bridges will require some form of rehabilitation
or replacement within the next 20 years.

e Bridge No. 69C03 located on Antone Lane, 7 miles from US 26 (County);

e Bridge No. 69C05 located on the eastern end of Main Street in Mitchell (County);
e Bridge No. 07486 on US 26, 0.41 miles west of Mitchell (State);

e Bridge No. 07372 on US 26, 0.33 miles west of Mitchell (State);

6-7



Wheeler County Transportation System Plan June 2001

e Bridge No. 07487 on US 26, 0.26 miles west of Mitchell (State);

e Bridge No. 07489 on US 26, 0.08 miles west of Mitchell (State);

e Bridge No. 07490 on US 26, 0.02 miles west of Mitchell (State);

o Bridge No. 07491 on US 26 in Mitchell (State);

o Bridge No. 07492 located on the western end of Main Street in Mitchell (State);

e Bridge No. 17094 on US 26, 2.87 miles east of Mitchell (State); and

e Bridge No. 02235 on OR 19, 0.47 miles east of OR 207 (Service Cr.-Mitchell Hwy) (State).

ODOQT bridge staff has indicated that nine of the 11 bridges will require approach and bridge rail replacement
within the next five years (2000-2005). These nine bridges will also require some form of more comprehensive
rehabilitation potentially ranging from bridge deck replacement to structural upgrades between 10 and 20 years
from now (2011-2020). ODOT estimates that the remaining two bridges (Bridge Nos. 69C03 and 17094) will
need to replaced within the 20-year planning horizon with Bridge No. 69C03 requiring replacement within the
next ten years (2000-2010). ODOT and Wheeler County will continue to monitor bridges through biennial
inspections to determine potential replacement needs.

Safety: Substandard bridges cannot adequately service the demand placed on them because of some design
deficiency such as being too narrow for today’s standards. They need to be upgraded as discussed above.
ODOQT bridge staff has not assigned a rehabilitation priority to the nine bridges not being replaced and feels that
each bridge is a similar priority today. If these bridges serve a high traffic demand, they may be a high priority
for upgrades.

Impacts: If the bridges are not repaired or replaced, limitations on usage may affect users of the facilities. This
could include long routes to divert traffic off bridges that cannot safely service demand. Limitations on bridge
use could affect the economy of some of the resource-based industries in the area.

Cost: ODOT estimates a unit cost to replace approach and bridge rails at $200 per lineal meter. The level of
rehabilitation needed for each bridge may vary and associated units costs could range from $200-$800 per
square meter for minimum and maximum rehabilitation. ODOT estimates the unit cost to replace and remove a
bridge at $800 per square meter and $90 per square meter, respectively. Table 6-2 summarizes the estimated
cost to upgrade bridges. The costs are in year 2001 dollars.
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TABLE 6-2
CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR UPGRADING SUBSTANDARD BRIDGES
Rail
Substandard Bridges Replacement | Rehabilitation*| Total Cost
Map 0-5 years 10-20 years
Identifier Jurisdiction|  ($000) ($000) ($000)
Bridge Replacement
W7-A |Bridge No. 69C03 on Antone Lane east of Mitchell County na na $91°
W7-B |Bridge No. 17094 on US 26, 2.87 miles east of Mitchell State na na $112
Bridge Rehabilitation
W?7-C |Bridge No. 69C05 on Main Street in Mitchell County $21 $46-$182 $66-$203
W7-D |Bridge No. 07486 on US 26, 0.41 miles west of Mitchell State $16 $26-$104 $42-$120
WT7-E |Bridge No. 07372 on US 26, 0.33 miles west of Mitchell State $17 $34-$136 $51-$154
W7-F |Bridge No. 07487 on US 26, 0.26 miles west of Mitchell State $21 $47-$187 $68-$208
W7-G |Bridge No. 07489 on US 26, 0.08 miles west of Mitchell State $22 $52-$207 $74-$230
W7-H |Bridge No. 07490 on US 26, 0.02 miles west of Mitchell State $21 $47-$187 $68-$208
W?7-1 |Bridge No. 07491 on US 26 in Mitchell State $21 $49-$197 $71-$219
W7-J |Bridge No. 07492 on Main Street in Mitchell State $16 $24-$98 $40-$113
W?7-K |Bridge No. 02235 on OR 19, east of OR 207 State $17 $33-$131 $50-$148
Total $173 $357-$1,429 [$733-$1,805

1. Costs vary depending on level of rehabilitation needed for each bridge.

2. Replacement of Bridge No. 69C03 is recommended as a medium priority project (2006-2010), although the condition of the bridge
should be closely monitored.

3. Replacement of Bridge No. 17094 is recommended as a low priority project (2011-2020), although the condition of the bridge
should be closely monitored.

Source: ODOT Region 4 Bridge Section staff, costs computed by DEA

Recommendation: Existing substandard bridges and those expected to become substandard in the next 20 years
should be rehabilitated per guidance provided by ODOT. Priority for bridge improvements will be a function of
several factors including severity of deficiency, demand for the facility, and availability of funding.

Project W8. Establish New County Access Road between Kinzua and Wetmore

Overview: Historically, the public could travel from OR 19 near Fossil to national forest lands near Wetmore
by traveling a route along Kinzua Lane and Lonerock Road in northern Wheeler County (see Figure 6-1). Over
the years, road deterioration has left portions of Lonerock Road non-traversable during the winter months.

Some years ago, the Pioneer Resources Timber Company developed an east-west logging haul road extending
eastward from the vicinity of the Kinzua Lane/Lonerock Road intersection east of Fossil to Kinzua Road near
Wetmore. This haul road is traversable during winter months and provides a better roadway than the northern
Kinzua Lane/Lonerock Road route.

Over the years, it appears that logging operations may have damaged a portion of Kinzua Lane just east of the
haul road access. This damage has generally left Kinzua Lane non-traversable year-round. The haul road has
therefore become the most viable route between OR 19 and Wetmore and is a road of importance to the
traveling public.

Wheeler County is interested in establishing some form of agreement with the land owner for long-term use of
haul road through easement or other process. Issues to be discussed include access, roadway maintenance, and
designation of roadway ownership. Wheeler county staff has identified resolution of this issue as a high priority
project to be completed within the next 5 years.
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Impacts: If access to this haul road were restricted, it would deprive the public from the most direct route
between OR 19 and Wetmore. Overall roadway connectivity within the county is a priority.

Cost: Cost is dependent upon the type of agreement formed by the County and landowner. Annual maintenance
costs could conceivably amount to $30,000.

Recommendation: Wheeler County should take the lead in establishing some form of agreement with the land
owner for long-term access to haul road through easement or other means. Issues to be discussed include
access, roadway maintenance, and designation of roadway ownership.

Project WO. Install Warning Signs along OR 218 near Sharp Curves

Overview: The section of OR 218 near milepost 38 is located approximately 4.5 miles south of Fossil and is
comprised of steep grades and a fairly sharp system of curves requiring localized speed reductions to 15 mph. A
representative from the City of Fossil Road Department has indicated that additional warning signs are needed
to better inform the public of the roadway conditions. This project involves installing warning signs identifying
upcoming curves and appropriate speeds as well as ice warning signs. Figure 6-2 illustrates the existing and
future placement of the warning signs along OR 218 near the sharp curves located near milepost 38.

The existing reverse turn sign is located at the exit of the hairpin turn near milepost 38.0. Reverse turn signs are
intended to identify two successive curves or turns that are separated by a tangent less than 600 feet. The
distance between the sharp curve and the existing reverse turn sign is approximately 1,000 feet and the first
curve is relatively flat. Therefore, drivers may be uninformed of the severity of the second curve ahead.
Additionally, the roadway alignment leading to and from the sharp curve is relatively straight and flat and does
not necessarily alert drivers of the potential hazards ahead.

This project involves placing separate warning signs for each of the two curves with the appropriate advisory
speed plate corresponding to each curve. The placement of the signs will follow the Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control (MUTCD) guidelines.

In addition to the curve warning signs, ice warning signs should be placed preceding the second curve. The ice
signs will be used to warn motorists of potentially icy locations on the road. A City of Fossil Road Department
representative has indicated that OR 218 through the second curve is prone to freezing conditions in the winter
months and feels that ice warning signs should be located prior to the curve in both directions to warn motorists
of the potential danger. The placement of the ice sign in correspondence with the curve warning sign shall
follow the guidelines outlined in the MUTCD.

This section of OR 218 does not have a high accident rate based on ODOT accident records, but it did record
one accident within the three years analyzed, and local officials indicate that this section of OR 218 has been a
problem in the past.

Impacts: Installing warning signs near the sharp curves along OR 218 could improve safety by providing
drivers with advance warning of potentially hazardous roadway conditions.

Cost: The cost to remove the existing warning sign is approximately $75. The cost to install one warning sign
with an advisory plate is approximately $125. Therefore, the total cost to remove one sign and install four
warning signs is approximately $575.

Recommendation: It is recommended that ODOT install the recommended warning signs. Final placement and
speeds shall be determined by ODOT in accordance with the MUTCD.

Project W10. Construct New Roadway Linking Fossil Industrial Site and OR 19
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Overview: This project was identified as a need to draw a tenant to the proposed industrial site in Fossil. The
proposed industrial site is located north of the city limits and has access to the city of Fossil roadway network
via Taney Street. Access to the industrial site could also be achieved from D Street north of the Solid Waste
Transfer Site. The proposed road would provide a new direct connection between OR 19 and the 5-acre
industrial site via D and Taney Streets. The north-south road would connect to OR 19 just east of the substation
located east of the Fossil city limits. Wheeler County will have jurisdiction of the new roadway linking the
industrial site and OR 19.

Based on preliminary investigation of ODOT's video log, this proposed road would meet access spacing
standards for a regional highway if the new road accesses OR 19 approximately 990 feet east of the substation.
The proposed access could be located closer to Fossil if either ODOT grants a minor deviation to the access
spacing standards in the OHP or the substation access is removed from OR 19 and connected to the proposed
industrial road. The minor deviation would allow the new road to access OR 19 770 feet east of the substation.

The proposed industrial site road would function as a local collector road. Wheeler County roadway design
standards, to be established in Chapter 7, will need to be reviewed to determine the final design of the road.
Figure 6-3 illustrates the conceptual roadway alignment linking the industrial site and OR 19.

Impacts: A new industrial site road would provide a direct connection between OR 19 and the 5-acre industrial
site located just north of Fossil. This would eliminate the need for industrial related traffic and specifically
many large trucks to circulate through town and may in fact be a necessity to draw an industrial tenant. There
are no apparent negative impacts from this project outside of the fact that it would be costly.

Cost: Major factors affecting the final cost of this road include alignment, cross-section, provision of bike lanes
and sidewalks, access to other street connections, right-of-way acquisition. Assuming the road is built as a
limited access facility and follows the proposed alignment with connection to OR 19, and assuming it is built
with two 12-foot travel lanes and directional 4-foot paved shoulders, the cost could be $1.0 million. Sidewalks,
curbs, gutters, and other roadway features would all add to the cost and could result in an estimated $1.7 million
project.

Recommendation: This road would provide direct access to the industrial site from OR 19 and would help to
maintain the livability of existing Fossil streets by keeping industrial-related traffic and trucks from circulating
through town. The proposed road could also be designed to link to the existing street system in Fossil to
provide increased connectivity. Based on the overall project cost, Wheeler County and Fossil may want to tie
construction of the road to a commitment from an industrial tenant to locate to Fossil once the road is built.

Project W11. Upgrade Substandard Shoulders along State Highways

Overview: This project was identified to upgrade substandard shoulders along the state highways in Wheeler
County. Based on prevailing and forecast traffic volumes, all state highways within Wheeler County require a
minimum of four-foot directional paved shoulders according to the 1995 Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.
Based on review of ODOT's most current highway video log and review of the 1997 Oregon Bicycling Guide
Map, the majority of state highway miles in Wheeler County have shoulders measuring less than four feet wide
meaning that they do not serve as shoulder bikeways. This does not necessarily make them inadequate for
bicycle use, but generally requires bicyclists to share the roadway with motor vehicles.

Recommended shoulder widths follow guidelines outlined in the 1995 Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan as
summarized in Table 6-3.
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TABLE 6-3
RECOMMENDED PAVED SHOULDER WIDTHS ON
RURAL HIGHWAYS

Traffic Volumes (Highways)
ADT under 250 4 ft
ADT under 400 4 ft
ADT over 400 and 6 fit
DHV* under 100
DHV 100-200 6 ft
DHV 200-400 8 ft
DHYV over 400 8 ft

* DHV (Design Hour VVolume) is the expected two-way traffic volume in the
peak design hour (usually at commuter times), usually 10 to 20% of ADT.

Source: Oregon Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan, page 67

Where highway shoulders are insufficient to act as shoulder bikeways, appropriately wide paved shoulders
should be added to each side of the highway as routine maintenance and/or rehabilitation projects occur. Figure
6-4 illustrates the proposed shoulder improvements along state highways.

Impacts: The addition of appropriately wide shoulders will improve safety for bicyclists, pedestrians, and
motorists along state highways and improve pavement stability near the travel lanes.

Cost: The estimated cost to install 4- to 8-foot paved shoulders along both sides of the state highways in
Wheeler County could range from $10 to $40 per linear foot. The $10 per linear foot cost assumes that
adequately wide gravel shoulders exist today and require minimal shoulder preparation prior to paving with 4-
inches of asphalt. The $40 per linear foot cost assumes the shoulders do not exist today and would need to be
constructed with 9-inches of aggregate and 4-inches of asphalt.

Based on review of available data and ODOT's most recent highway video log, DEA estimates that
approximately 90 percent of the 160 state highway centerline miles (or 144 centerline miles) will require some
level of shoulder widening over the next 20 years to meet established ODOT design standards. Assuming an
average cost of $25 per linear foot to account for various degrees of needed construction, shoulder widening
could conceivably cost $19 million in 2000 dollars. Costs may be reduced to approximately $10 million if
ODOT deviates from established design standards and builds only 4-foot shoulders. Costs may increase
depending on special construction requirements. It should be noted that shoulder widening as part of a larger
roadway project can be substantially more economical to construct.

Recommendation: Appropriately wide shoulders should be added to both sides of the highway as routine
maintenance and/or rehabilitation projects occur.

Project W12. Localized Shoulder Improvements along State Highways

Overview: This project differs from Project W11 in that it identifies priority localized shoulder widening
projects along state highways in Wheeler County to be completed prior to routine maintenance or rehabilitation
projects.

Wheeler County road department representatives have identified primary locations to receive localized shoulder
widening as illustrated in Figure 6-4 and described below:
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e Priority one locations: each side of state highways within each of the three urban areas of Fossil,
Mitchell, and Spray;

e Priority two locations: each side of state highways for a distance of two miles beyond the Fossil,
Mitchell, and Spray UGBs in each direction; and

e  Priority three locations: each side of US 26 between Bridge Creek Road and Parrish Creek Road.

Impacts: The addition of appropriately wide shoulders will improve safety for bicyclists, pedestrians, and
motorists along state highways.

Cost: A detailed cost estimate was calculated for the localized shoulder improvement projects within Wheeler
County. Table 6-4 summarizes the localized projects shoulder cost estimate. The estimated cost to install 6 to
8-foot paved shoulders along both sides of the state highways in Wheeler County could range from $10 to $40
per linear foot. The $10 per linear foot cost assumed the shoulders exist today and require minimal shoulder
preparation prior to paving with 4-inches of asphalt. The $30 per linear foot cost assumes the shoulders do not
exist today and would need to be constructed with 9-inches of aggregate and 4-inches of asphalt. Costs may
increase depending on special construction requirements. It should be noted that shoulder widening as part of a
larger roadway project can be substantially more economical to construct.

Recommendation: Wheeler County should strive to complete the localized shoulder widening projects
described herein over the 20-year planning horizon.

TABLE 6-4
LOCALIZED PROJECT SHOULDER COST ESTIMATE

Side of Total Unit Cost

Highway (Location) Action Highway  Length per Foot  Total Cost
Priority 1
OR. 19 . Add 6' paved shoulders
(Within Fossil UGB) (MP 57.57-59.64) P Both 9,400 ft $20 $188,000
OR 218 '
(Within Fossil UGB) (MP 42.74-42.06)  *\dd 4 paved shoulders —goth 1,200 ft $15 $18,000
US 26
(Within Mitchell UGB) (MP 65.80- Add 8' paved shoulders Both 5,700 ft $10 $57,000
66.88)
OR. 19 Add 6' paved shoulders
(Within Spray UGB) (MP 92.18-92.80) P Both 3,300 ft $25 $82,500
Priority 2
OR 19
(MP 55.57- 57.57) Add 6' paved shoulders Both 21,120 ft $20 $422.400
(MP 59.64- 61.64)
US 26
(MP 63.80- 65.80) Add 8' paved shoulders Both 21,120 ft $15 $316,800
(MP 66.88- 68.88) Add 6' paved shoulders
OR 19
(MP 90.18- 92.18) Add 6' paved shoulders Both 21,120 ft $25 $528,000
(MP 92.80- 94.80) Add 4' paved shoulders
Priority 3
US 26
(Bridge Creek Rd (MP 62.57)-MP 63.80)  Add 8' paved shoulders Both 6,500 ft $15 $432,500
(MP 68.88-Parrish Creek Rd (MP 75.23))  Add 6' paved shoulders 33,500 ft $10

Total 122,960 ft $2,045,200

Source: Wheeler County road department representatives, costs computed by DEA
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Project W13. Safety Improvements along OR 207

Overview: Local residents of Wheeler County have expressed concern over existing conditions along OR 207
(Service Creek-Mitchell Hwy) especially through the Donnely Grade area between OR 19 (milepost 0.00) and
Richmond Six Shooter Road (milepost 5.55). OR 207 is a district level highway and traverses areas of
mountainous terrain such as Donnely Grade. The highway is comprised of numerous curves and steep grades
resulting in localized rural speed reductions ranging from 20 to 45 mph. Sight distance through curves is limited
in some areas.

General concerns expressed by local Wheeler County residents and public officials include the following:

Narrow pavement and shoulders;

Lack of guardrail;

Poor pavement condition;

Pavement sinkholes near Mitchell;

Poor sight distance along some curves through Donnely Grade; and
Inaccurate superelevation near intersection with South Twickenham.

Figure 6-5 presents a view along OR 207 looking northbound at milepost 3.0- a location exhibiting most of the
types of deficiencies noted by local residents.

Figure 6-5. Looking Northbound Along OR 207 near milepost 3.0.
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The ODOT accident database indicates that OR 207 had six reported accidents within the three-year period from
1997 through 1999. One of the six accidents resulted in a fatality. Vehicles hitting fixed objects caused four of
the six accidents along OR 207. The accident rate for OR 207 between OR 19 and Mitchell was greater than the
statewide average for all rural non-freeway primary highways in 1998 but below the statewide average in 1997
and 1999. Wheeler County and ODOT representatives have expressed concerns regarding the accident history
along OR 207 and believe that additional accidents have occurred but have not been reported.

The ODOT District 10 maintenance crew is in the process of rehabilitating sections of OR 207. A number of
projects being completed through routine maintenance address specific public concerns including:

e Adding four-foot gravel shoulders where needed:;
e Completing chip sealing, specifically through Donnely Grade (MP 0.0 to 10.0) in 2002; and
e Repair of existing sinkholes near Mitchell (MP 23.0 to 24.0).

The superelvation project near the intersection of OR 207 and South Twickenham could be rehabilitated through
scheduled pavement rehabilitation (chip sealing) or additional maintenance practices.

In addition to already scheduled maintenance, ODOT has also identified possible locations to install guardrail
along OR 207 (see Table 6-5). Guardrail installation is not currently scheduled.

TABLE 6-5
POSSIBLE LOCATIONS FOR GUARDRAIL ALONG OR 207
Beginning and Ending Mileposts* (West Side) | (East Side)
0.3-05 X X
05-12 & 14-20 X
21-23 X X
2.3-49 X
49 & 6.1 X X
8.2-9.1 X
91-92 & 94-938 X X
11.8,12.0,125 X
13.0 X
13.5 X X
14.3-145,15.0, 15.2,15.3-16.0,16.2 - 16.3,17.0,17.2 - 17.3 X
17.8-18.2 & 18.8-189 X
20.3-205 & 20.7-21.0 X
21.0 X
214 & 23.2-24.4 X
24.0 X

* These mileposts are approximates.
Source: ODOT District 10 representatives

With the exception of guardrail installation, the only public concern not currently being addressed through
routine ODOT maintenance along OR 207 is localized sight distance improvements primarily through Donnely
Grade. Up to four curve locations have been initially identified for potential sight distance improvements. At
each location, improved sight distance would be created through excavation of embankments rather than
roadway realignment. The four curves are located between mileposts 2.9 and 3.9.

Impacts: It is expected that ODOT routine maintenance scheduled to occur by 2002 will address many of the
public concerns regarding OR 207 to some degree. Increased guardrail use could improve safety and improve
driver comfort in driving the road. Localized curve improvements would improve sight distance. Even with
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roadway improvements as described herein, OR 207 will remain a generally mountainous roadway with steep
grades and numerous curves requiring speed reductions. Due to terrain restrictions, portions of this highway
could not feasibly be realigned to support 55-mph travel. However, the improvements cited should improve
safety and the overall driver comfort experienced during travel along this highway.

Cost:  The cost for ODOT routine maintenance to add some shoulders, chip seal pavement, correct
superelevation and repair known sinkholes is not included in this project cost since it is already scheduled to
occur. The project cost includes only guardrail installation and localized sight distance improvements through
curves. ODOT representatives estimate the unit cost to install guardrail at $12 per linear foot. The estimated
total cost for guardrail installation could range between $600,000 and $800,000 depending upon final design.

Based on estimated costs for localized curve improvements along OR 218 the costs to improve the curves along
OR 207 between milepost 2.9 to 3.9 could cost between $50,000 to $300,000 each. These costs include rock
blasting/drilling, excavation, shoulder widening, and pavement widening. Therefore, depending on the total
number of localized curve improvements, not to exceed four, the total cost could range between $650,000 and
$2,000,000. Costs will vary based on final design and environmental issues.

Recommendation: Guardrail installation and localized curve improvements in addition to ODOT's scheduled
routine maintenance would improve sight distance, safety, and overall driver comfort along OR 207.
Considering the accident history and existing deficiencies along OR 207 this project is recommended as a high
priority project.

Project W14. Safety Improvements along OR 218

Overview: Local residents of Wheeler County have expressed concern over existing conditions along OR 218.
OR 218 is a district level highway which traverses areas of mountainous terrain. The highway is comprised of
numerous curves and steep grades resulting in localized speed reductions ranging from 15 to 45 mph. Sight
distance through curves is limited in some areas. This project would involve localized curve improvements at
three locations along OR 218. The approximate locations for curve improvements are 39.15, 37.9, and 31.35.
This project involves rock cutting to increase sight distance, minor straightening to improve alignment, and
adding shoulders to increase safety. The posted speed along OR 218 is 55 mph.

ODOT's accident database indicates that OR 218 had four reported accidents within the three-year period from
1997 through 1999. Two of the accidents occurred on straight sections and two occurred on curve sections
along OR 218. The accident rate for OR 218 between the Wheeler County line and Fossil was over the
statewide average for all rural non-freeway primary highways in 1998 but below the statewide average in 1997
and 1999. Wheeler County and City of Fossil representatives have expressed concerns regarding the accident
history along OR 218 and believe that additional accidents have occurred but have not been reported.

Impacts: Even with the proposed curve improvements OR 218 will remain a generally mountainous roadway
with steep grades and curves requiring speed reductions. Localized curve improvements at the three proposed
locations along OR 218 should improve sight distance, safety, and overall driver comfort experienced during
travel along this highway.

Cost: Based on discussion with Wheeler County road department staff the estimated project costs were
determined. Widening/opening-up each of the curves at mileposts 39.15 and 37.9 is estimated to cost $50,000
per curve. This cost includes minor rock blasting, excavation, shoulder widening, and pavement widening.

The estimated cost for localized curve improvements at milepost 31.35 is $300,000. This cost includes
drilling/blasting 10,000 hard yards of fill, excavating, re-establishing the grade, sub base, and base, and
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pavement widening. It also includes an estimated $100,000 to cover environmental issues. Therefore, the
estimated total cost for the three localized curve improvements is $400,000.

Recommendation: Localized curve improvements at the three locations would improve sight distance, safety,
and overall driver comfort along OR 218. Considering the accident history and existing sharp system of curves
this project is recommended as a high priority project.

6-17



Wheeler County Transportation System Plan June 2001

EVALUATION OF CITY OF FOSSIL POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

Through the transportation analysis and input provided from the public involvement program, three potential
improvement projects were identified within the City of Fossil. This section of the TSP provides an overview
and associated impacts and costs for the following projects:

F1. Install intersection ahead warning signs along OR 19 near 7" Street;
F2. Extend the speed zone along OR 218 to the Fossil urban growth boundary (UGB); and

F3. Improve sidewalk connectivity.

Project F1. Install Intersection Ahead Warning Signs along OR 19 near 7" Street

Overview: The originally proposed project involved construction of an exclusive left-turn refuge lane along
southbound OR 19 for traffic turning left on to 7" Street. This project was identified to improve sight distance.
Today, northbound OR 19 traffic approaches 7" Street after emerging from a curve on the highway. City of
Fossil representatives have expressed concern that northbound traffic does not have enough time to perceive and
slow down to avoid hitting southbound traffic turning left from OR 19 on to 7" Street. The project was
redefined to include installation of intersection ahead warning signs for both directions along OR 19 near 7"
Street. The final design and placement of the signs will follow the MUTCD guidelines. An example of the
intersection ahead warning sign to be located along OR 19 prior to 7" Street in both directions is shown in
Figure 6-6.

(A) (B)
Figure 6-6. Intersection Ahead Warning Signs, (A) Northbound traffic, (B) Southbound traffic

DEA evaluated ODOT's left-turn lane criteria prior to the redefinition of the project. For completeness, the
warrant results are provided. The criteria states that a left-turn lane should be installed if one of the following
criteria is met:

e Volumes- this criteria is intended for application where the combined opposing and advancing traffic
volume is the principal reason for considering a left-turn lane. Figure 6-7 illustrates the left-turn
volume curves from ODOT’s Design Manual. At the location in question, the existing two-way design
hour volume is 75 vehicles per hour (vph). At this traffic volume level, and with an existing posted
speed of 45 mph, over 100 southbound left-turn movements would be required to meet the volume
criteria. This criteria is not currently met nor expected to be met in 2020.
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o Crash History- there is no accident history at this location, so the crash history criteria is not met.

e Special needs- the most applicable special need may be geometric/safety needs based on sight distance,
alignment, operating speeds, nearby access movements, and other safety related concerns. A special
need has not necessarily been demonstrated.

Opposing Plus Advancing Volume
(Design Hour Volumes per per Lane)

0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Left-Turn Volume
(Design Hour Volumes)

Figure 6-7. ODOT Left-Turn Volume Criteria Curve

Impacts: Installing intersection ahead warning signs along OR 19 near 7" Street would improve roadway safety
by providing drivers with advance warning of potentially hazardous roadway conditions. This intersection has
no existing accident history and existing roadway capacity is estimated to result in a v/c ratio of less than 0.10
and LOS A for the southbound travel direction along OR 19 today and in 2020 based on forecast volumes.

Cost: Installation of intersection ahead warning signs is estimated to cost $200.

Recommendation: It is recommended that ODOT install the recommended intersection ahead warning signs.
Final placement shall be determined by ODOT in accordance with the MUTCD.
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Project F2. Extend the Speed Zone along OR 218 to the Fossil Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)

Overview: This project would involve extension of the existing speed zone on OR 218 to the Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) of Fossil. The existing 25-mph speed zone ends 1,025 feet south of the intersection with OR
19. Local officials would like to extend the speed zone 650 feet further south to include additional homes along
OR 218. ODOT studied the speed zone extension on OR 218 in July 1998 and denied extension based on the
study results. The reason cited was insufficient traffic volumes. Minimum traffic volumes required are eight
total vehicles in one hour or 25 total vehicles in three hours.

The original 25 mph speed zone was established based on a number of Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS Nos.
801.430, 810.180, 811.105) requiring a 25 mph zone through residential districts. The speed zone ends at its
current location because the spacing between accesses (driveways and roads) beyond the existing speed zone
limit increases beyond 150 feet.

Impacts: Extension of the speed zone could result in slower traffic speeds and could improve livability and
safety for the remaining homes along OR 218 within the UGB not currently served by the existing speed zone.

Cost: ODOT does not charge local agencies for speed studies and would likely not charge to relocate the speed
zone signs if speed zone extension is approved.

Recommendation: The existing OR 218 speed zone should be extended as described herein if and when ODOT
traffic study results warrant this action. The City of Fossil will need to periodically request that ODOT conduct
a speed zone study to determine if warrants are met. Without ODOT traffic approval, this speed zone extension
will not occur.

Project F3. Improve Sidewalk Connectivity

Overview: The most basic transportation option is walking. However, it is not often considered as a means of
travel. The presence of sidewalks is generally lacking in Fossil. Where sidewalks are present, they are generally
fragmented and often not on both sides of a street. Sidewalks are primarily located in the vicinity of community
resources that generate higher levels of pedestrian traffic located along Main and 1% Streets. Fossil has identified a
need to fill in the gaps to the existing sidewalk system. In addition to establishing new sidewalks, the city would
like to repair and reconstruct substandard sidewalks to support safe and efficient use by pedestrians (see Figure
6-8).

On low volume, primarily residential, local roadways, pedestrians and autos can generally both safely share the
roadway. On higher pedestrian use routes, sidewalks can help provide pedestrians with a stronger sense of
safety since they are physically separated from the traveled roadway.

e Main Street- The existing sidewalk system along Main Street has gaps and does not fully serve
residents and visitors walking between restaurants, shopping, the park, and other activities. As a
primary town roadway and one of heaviest pedestrian routes, the sidewalk system along Main Street
should be repaired and completed to consist of sidewalks along both sides of the road between B Street
and OR 19;

e Washington Street- City of Fossil officials have identified the need for the sidewalk system along
Washington Street to be repaired and completed to consist of sidewalks along both sides of the road
between Broadway Street and 3" Street;

o Adams Street- The sidewalk system along Adams Street has been identified by city of Fossil officials
to consist of sidewalks along both sides of the road between 1% Street and 3" Street;
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1% Street- As one of the primary streets in the city, and as one of the heaviest pedestrian traveled
roadways due to its proximity to restaurants, schools, and the park, the sidewalk system along 1% Street
should be repaired and completed to consist of sidewalks along both sides of the road between
Broadway Street and Ellsworth Street as well as a sidewalk along the south side of the road between OR
19 and Broadway Street;

OR 19- Fossil city officials have indicated completing the shoulder widening along OR 19 between
Adams and Main Street in addition to the other proposed sidewalks would result in a pedestrian loop
encompassing the city; and

Other Sidewalks- In addition to completing the sidewalks along the primary streets, Fossil city officials
identified adding sidewalks along the south side of Broadway and 2™ Streets between Washington and
Main Street. They also indicated adding sidewalks to both sides of 3 Street between Adams and Main
Street.

Impacts: The addition of sidewalks along the streets identified would improve connectivity of residential, school,
and commercial downtown land uses.

Cost Estimate: The estimated cost to install new concrete sidewalks and to repair/reconstruct existing sidewalks
on one side of the street is around $25 per linear foot and $30 per linear foot, respectively. This includes a five
foot wide walkway composed of 4 inches of concrete over 2 inches of aggregate. The estimated cost to widen
the shoulder along the north side of OR 19 is around $15 per linear foot. Table 6-6 summarizes the pedestrian
facility cost estimate.
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TABLE 6-6
PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES COST ESTIMATE - FOSSIL
Sidewalk Total Unit
Street (Area) Action Location Length | Cost per | Total Cost
Foot
. Construct new sidewalk . 700 ft $25 $17,500
Main Street ; East side ’
(B Street to OR 19) Repair substandard 100 ft $30 $3,000
sidewalk
Main Street . .
(B Street to OR 19) Construct new sidewalk West side 1,230 ft $25 $30,750
Washington Street . .
(Broadway Street to 1% Street) Construct new sidewalk East side 200 ft $25 $5,000
. Construct new sidewalk . 400 ft $25 $10,000
Washington Street d Repair substandard West side 200 ft $30 $6,000
(Broadway Street to 3" Street) .
sidewalk
Adams Street Construct new sidewalk Both sides 850 ft $25 $21,250
(1% Street to 3" Street) ’
Broadway Street . .
(Washington Street to Main Street) Construct new sidewalk South side 300 ft $25 $7,500
1% Street . .
(Broadway Street to Ellsworth Street) Construct new sidewalk North side | 2,340 ft $25 $58,500
Construct new sidewalk . 2,800 ft $25 $70,000
1% Street : South side i i
(OR 19 to Adams Street) Repair substandard 225 ft $30 $6,750
sidewalk
2" Street Construct new sidewalk South side 300 ft $25 $7,500
(Washington Street to Main Street) '
3" Street . .
(Adams Street to Main Street) Construct new sidewalk Both sides | 1,200 ft $25 $30,000
OR 19 . .
(Adams Street to Main Street) Widen shoulder North side 600 ft $15 $9,000
Total 11,445 ft $282,750

Source: City of Fossil representatives, costs computed by David Evans and Associates, Inc.

Recommendation: Fossil residents would benefit from improved sidewalk and sidewalk connectivity. A
connected sidewalk system supports and promotes pedestrian travel, which may lead to slightly decreased auto
use. Sidewalks also improve pedestrian safety, while maintaining vehicle mobility, by separating pedestrians
from the traveled way. Sidewalk expansion/improvements in Fossil is recommended.
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EVALUATION OF CITY OF MITCHELL POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

Through the transportation analysis and input provided from the public involvement program, four potential
improvement projects were identified within the City of Mitchell. This section of the TSP provides an overview
and associated impacts and costs for the following projects:

ML1. Install an exclusive left-turn refuge lane to the eastern business loop entrance to Mitchell;
M2. Intersection improvements at intersection of OR 207 and US 26;
M3. Repave Main Street in Mitchell; and

M4. Improve sidewalk connectivity.

Project M1. Install an Exclusive Left-turn Lane to the Eastern Business Loop Entrance to Mitchell

Overview: The originally proposed project was to involve construction of a center two-way turn lane along US
26 from 100 feet west of OR 207 to 100 feet east of the eastern business loop entrance to Mitchell;
approximately 0.8 miles. Upon review with TAC members the project was redefined to only involve
construction of an exclusive left-turn lane to the eastern business loop entrance to Mitchell. The TAC indicated
that the majority of westbound traffic destined to Mitchell enters at the eastern business loop entrance.
Therefore, considering the travel speeds at the bottom of Keyes Creek, the poor sight distance, and the
westbound left-turning traffic; only an exclusive left-turn lane to the eastern business loop was analyzed. The
roadway alignment along US 26 through town is relatively flat with minor curves, which limit sight distance
near both business loop entrances to Mitchell. The current cross-section of US 26 consists of two 12-foot travel
lanes with 4-foot paved shoulders on both sides and would require widening to construct an exclusive left-turn
lane to the eastern business loop entrance to Mitchell.

Even though there were no reported accidents along this section of highway within the three years analyzed
from 1997 through 1999, both county and ODOT Region 4 officials indicate that operations along this section of
highway would be improved with the addition of an exclusive left-turn lane to the eastern business loop entrance
to Mitchell.

DEA used ODOT's left-turn lane criteria to evaluate if a left-turn lane is warranted. The criteria states that a
left-turn lane should be installed if one of the following criteria is met:

e Volumes- at the eastern business loop entrance, the existing two-way design hour traffic volume is 130
vph. At this volume, and with a posted speed of 45 mph based on recently approved speed zone
refinements, approximately 60 westbound left turns would be required to meet the volume criteria.
Assuming 40 percent of 130 vph design hour traffic (or 52 vph) travels westbound, this would mean all
westbound highway traffic plus an additional eight vehicles would need to turn into the Mitchell
business loop to meet the criteria. Considering this is unrealistic, the volume criteria is not currently
met nor expected to be met in 2020.

e Crash History- along US 26 within the Mitchell city limits there is no accident history from 1997
through 1999, so the crash criteria is not met.

e Special needs- the most applicable special need may be geometric/safety needs based on sight distance,
alignment, operating speeds, nearby access movements, and other safety related concerns. Wheeler
County shall work with ODOT representatives to determine which special needs issues occur near the
eastern business loop entrance resulting in this criteria being met.
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Impacts: Adding a westbound exclusive left-turn lane along US 26 to the eastern business loop entrance to
Mitchell could improve safety and increase capacity by reducing the speed differential between through and
turning traffic by providing a waiting area for turning traffic until an acceptable gap occurs in the opposing
traffic stream.

Cost: The existing paved section of US 26 in question is approximately 32-feet wide with two 12-foot travel
lanes and two 4-foot shoulders. To accommodate the exclusive left-turn lane, the roadway would need to be
widened by approximately 18-feet to include a 14-foot center turn lane and to allow upgrade of shoulders to 6
feet. The eastbound left-turn lane approaching OR 207 should be approximately 100 feet long to serve one
semi-trailer truck. The estimated project cost is $160,000, which includes all engineering, construction, and
contingency costs.

Recommendation: ODOT states that an exclusive left-turn lane should be considered when it is demonstrated
that overall safety and/or operations of the intersection and/or roadway will be improved. Even though the
exclusive left-turn lane to the eastern business loop entrance to Mitchell does not meet one of ODOT's left-turn
lane warrants this project is recommended based on local concerns. Locals indicated that considering sight
distance, speed at bottom of Keyes Creek summit, and traveling characteristics (e.g. speeding through town and
traveling in packs) an exclusive left-turn lane would improve overall traffic safety and operations near the
eastern business loop entrance to Mitchell. This project is recommended as a high priority.

Project M2. Intersection Improvements at Intersection of OR 207 and US 26

Overview: The originally proposed project at this intersection was to involve restriping the existing southbound
OR 207 approach to US 26 to provide exclusive right-turn and left-turn lanes. Upon further review, it appears
the proposed striping change is not desirable because it would make traffic operations along the parallel
approach road confusing and potentially unsafe. The project was redefined to include intersection
improvements to increase sign distance and clarify traffic right of way. Figure 6-9 provides an existing view of
the intersection.

Figure 6-9. Looking Northbound Along OR 207 from US 26
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Intersection improvements could include cutback of the existing northeast corner of the intersection’s
embankment (see far right middle portion of figure 6-5) to improve sight distance for southbound OR 207 traffic
seeking to turn left. Also, the parallel approach road along the Old Highway to OR 207 (see oncoming car in
middle of road in Figure 6-5) should receive a YIELD sign to ensure traffic yields to OR 207 traffic.

DEA evaluated left-turn warrants prior to the management team deciding that the intersection restriping is not
desirable. For completeness, the warrant results are provided. DEA used ODOT's left-turn lane criteria to
evaluate. The criteria states that a left-turn lane should be installed if one of the following criteria is met:

e Volumes- at the location in question, the design hour volume along US 26 is 150 vph. At this traffic
volume level, and with opposing traffic traveling at a posted speed of 45 mph along US 26, over 60
southbound left-turn movements from OR 207 would be needed during the design hour to meet the
volume criteria. The total OR 207 design hour volume is only 45 vph so this criteria is not currently
met nor expected to be met in 2020.

o Crash History- the crash criteria is not met considering there is no accident history at this location.

e Special needs- the most applicable special need may be geometric/safety needs based on sight distance,
alignment, operating speeds, nearby access movements, and other safety related concerns. A special
need has not necessarily been demonstrated.

Impacts: The intersection improvements discussed including slope cutting and installation of a YIELD sign
would improve sight distance and overall safety of the intersection. Re-striping the southbound OR 207
approach for exclusive right and left-turn lanes would be potentially confusing for some drivers and would not
appreciably improve intersection operations that are already very good.

Cost: Slope cutting and installation of a YIELD sign is estimated to cost $5,000.

Recommendation: The intersection improvements described herein should be completed within the next 5
years.

Project M3. Repave Main Street in Mitchell

Overview: This project would involve repaving Main Street in Mitchell. Main Street is the business loop for
US 26 through Mitchell. The only accesses to Mitchell from US 26 are the eastern and western business loop
entrances. Improvements would consist of patching existing pavement where needed and then overlaying entire
roadway. Local officials identified this project as a need.

Impacts: This project would improve community livability and driver safety for the residents of Mitchell and
for the many that use Main Street to access the city of Mitchell.

Cost: Based on discussions with ODOT’s Pavement Section, the unit cost to simply overlay an existing urban
road is approximately $70,000 per lane mile assuming a 2-inch hot mix asphalt concrete overlay. A 12-foot
wide lane that is one-mile long represents one lane-mile. If the existing road must first be ground down and
then repaved as discussed above, the unit cost increases to approximately $150,000 per lane-mile. Total
roadway reconstruction would be even costlier.

Existing Main Street pavement width ranges from 19 to 40 feet with on street parking allowed in some areas. It
is primarily a 20-foot road and there are approximately 0.9 lane-miles of pavement along Main Street.
Therefore, the cost to repave Main Street as it is paved today could potentially range from $63,000 to $135,000.
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Recommendation: The city of Mitchell should strive to complete this paving project within the next 20-year
planning horizon and should coordinate with Wheeler County to potentially share the project cost.

Project M4. Improve Sidewalk Connectivity

Overview: The most basic transportation option is walking. However, it is not often considered as a means of
travel. The presence of sidewalks is generally lacking in Mitchell. The existing sidewalk system has gaps and
sidewalks are often not located on both sides of a street. Sidewalks are primarily located in the vicinity of
community resources that generate higher levels of pedestrian traffic located along Main, Nelson, and High Streets.
In addition to sidewalks, Mitchell maintains a relatively steep gravel pedestrian path along High Street, which
provides pedestrian connectivity between High Street and Main Street.

Mitchell has identified a need to fill in the gaps to the existing sidewalk system and to repair and reconstruct
substandard sidewalks and the pedestrian path to support safe and efficient use by pedestrians. Figure 6-10
illustrates Mitchell’s existing pedestrian facilities and potential facility improvements to occur over the next 20
years.

On low volume, primarily residential local roadways, pedestrians and autos can generally both safely share the
roadway. On higher pedestrian use routes, sidewalks can help provide pedestrians with a stronger sense of
safety since they are physically separated from the traveled roadway. Mitchell’s City Council identified the
following pedestrian facility needs over the next 20 years:

e Main Street- The existing sidewalk system along Main Street has gaps and does not fully serve
residents and visitors walking between restaurants, shopping, the park, and other activities. As the
primary town roadway and heaviest pedestrian route, the sidewalk system along Main Street should be
repaired and completed to consist of a southern sidewalk between the US Post Office and the Oregon
Hotel and a northern sidewalk between the Old Gas Station and the Old Post Office;

o Nelson Street- Nelson Street has a substandard sidewalk along the east side of the roadway between
Main Street and the pedestrian path. Adding an additional sidewalk along the west side of the roadway
would limit the street width and result in essentially a one-lane road. Therefore, Mitchell would like to
see the existing easterly sidewalk repaired/reconstructed as needed.

e High Street- High Street currently has a sidewalk along the north side of the roadway between the
school buildings and the gymnasium and the city identified the need for a parallel sidewalk on the south
side of the roadway as part of their 2001 Needs and Issues Inventory Sponsor Priority List. This
sidewalk would serve school children and residents alike and provide a safe connection between school
buildings and the gymnasium;

e Pedestrian Path- The relatively steep gravel pedestrian path, which provides connectivity between the
schools and downtown, runs between High Street and Nelson Street. Mitchell officials would like to
improve the safety and ease of use of this path by potentially adding handrail, new steps, and/or benches
(i.e. long steps) to support safe and efficient use by pedestrians. Improvements to the path are
recommended rather than adding a sidewalk to High Street between the top of the hill and Nelson Street
due to insufficient street width.

Impacts: The addition of sidewalks or sidewalk/pedestrian path improvements along the streets identified would
improve connectivity of residential, school, and commercial downtown land uses.
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Cost Estimate: The estimated cost to install new concrete sidewalks and to repair/reconstruct existing sidewalks
on one side of the street is around $25 per linear foot and $30 per linear foot, respectively. This includes a five

foot wide walkway composed of 4 inches of concrete over 2 inches of aggregate.

The estimated cost to

repair/reconstruct the existing pedestrian path is around $15 per linear foot. Table 6-7 summarizes the

pedestrian facility cost estimate.

TABLE 6-7
PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES COST ESTIMATE - MITCHELL
Sidewalk Total Unit Cost
Street (Area) Action Location Length per Foot Total Cost
Main Street Repair/reconstruct .
(US Post Office to Oregon Hotel) substandard sidewalk South side 660 ft $30 $19,800
Main Street Repair/reconstruct .
(Old Gas Station to Old Post Office) | substandard sidewalk North side 480 ft $30 $14,400
Nelson Street Repair/reconstruct .
(Pedestrian Path to Main Street) substandard sidewalk East side 560 ft $30 $16,800
High Street Construct new .
(School Buildings to Gymnasium) sidewalk South side 15001t $25 $37,500
. Repair/reconstruct

(High Street to Nelson Street) Pedestrian Path 520 ft $15 $7,800

Total 3,720 ft $96,300

Source: City of Mitchell representatives, costs computed by David Evans and Associates, Inc.

Recommendation:

Mitchell residents would benefit from improved sidewalk and sidewalk connectivity. A

connected sidewalk system supports and promotes pedestrian travel, which may lead to slightly decreased auto
use. Sidewalks also improve pedestrian safety, while maintaining vehicle mobility, by separating pedestrians
from the traveled way. Sidewalk expansion/improvements in Mitchell is recommended.
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EVALUATION OF CITY OF SPRAY POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

Through the transportation analysis and input provided from the public involvement program, four potential
improvement projects were identified within the City of Spray. This section of the TSP provides an overview
and associated impacts and costs for the following projects:

S1. Extend the speed zone to the urban growth boundary (UGB) as well as lower to 30 mph;
S2. Intersection refinements at the intersection of OR 19, Main Street, and Willow Street;

S3. Install additional directional signing to Spray along US 26 near OR 207; and
S4. Improve sidewalk connectivity.

Project S1. Extend the Existing OR 19 Speed Zone in Spray and lower it to 30 mph

Overview: This project would involve extension of the existing speed zone on OR 19 to the UGB. The current
speed zone starts at the city limits approximately 475 feet south of the UGB. In addition to extending the speed
zone to encompass the entire UGB, local officials would like to lower the speed from 35 mph to 30 mph to
provide safer and lower speed interaction between highway users and elderly residents of Spray.

Impacts: Extension of the speed zone as well as lowering the speed from 35 mph to 30 mph would improve
community livability and driver safety for people living along and driving on OR 19 within the UGB.

Cost: ODOT does not charge local agencies for speed studies and would likely not charge to relocate the speed
zone signs if speed zone extension is approved.

Recommendation: The existing OR 19 speed zone in Spray should be extended as described herein if and when
ODQT traffic study results warrant this action. The City of Spray will need to periodically request that ODOT
conduct a speed zone study to determine if warrants are met. Without ODOT traffic approval, this speed zone
extension will not occur.

Project S2. Intersection Refinements at the Intersection of OR 19, Main Street, and Willow Street;
Overview: The purpose of this project is to provide a safer access to OR 19. This project was identified in
conversation with TAC members as well as local residents (stakeholders). Two options were evaluated for
access management of the intersection of OR 19 with Main Street and Willow Street.

Option 1: Remove existing Willow Street access and realign Main Street access to OR 19

Option 1 consists of consolidating the two existing Main and Willow Street accesses into one by removing
the existing Willow Street access and realigning Main Street to access OR 19 directly across from Quail
Drive near the existing Willow Street access. This design results in a 4-leg intersection with improved sight
distance. Pedestrian facilities would be integrated into the final design of this project.

Figure 6-11 illustrates the existing and revised intersection configurations for Option 1. Although the
Willow Street access to OR 19 would be removed, traffic can still access the Museum. All remaining streets
in the area are unaffected by the consolidation of access points. Too many access points along busy roads
leads to an increased number of conflict points between vehicles entering and exiting driveways and through
vehicles on the road. ODOT considers access consolidation beneficial.
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Impacts: Access consolidation along OR 19 at Main Street and Willow Street would improve traffic
operations and safety by eliminating potential conflicts as well as increasing intersection sight distance.

Cost: A detailed cost estimate was not prepared as part of the TSP. The cost could vary greatly based on
the final design, location, and materials used. The final project cost to consolidate the two existing accesses
by eliminating the Willow Street access and then realigning the Main Street access to OR 19 is estimated to
range from $300,000 to $500,000.

Option 2: Realign Main Street to access OR 19 in the middle of curve and lower OR 19 elevation

Option 2 consists of realigning Main Street to access OR 19 in the middle of the Main Street curve while
lowering the elevation of the highway to the elevation of Main Street. This design would again increase
intersection sight distance. Figure 6-12 illustrates the existing and future intersection configurations for
Option 2. Pedestrian facilities would be integrated into the final design of this project.

Impacts: Realignment of Main Street as well as lowering OR 19 to the same elevation as Main Street would
improve traffic operations and safety. The realignment of Main Street to the middle of the curve would
improve roadway sight distance in both directions.

Cost: Considering the high cost to lower the elevation of the highway to the elevation of Main Street, a
detailed cost estimate was not prepared as part of the TSP. The cost could vary greatly based on the final
design, location, and labor costs. Final project costs could approach $2-3 million.

Recommendation: ODOT should conduct a benefit cost analysis to determine the feasibility of this project. Is
found to be feasible, Option One should be considered for implementation since it is lower cost and consolidates
highway access points.

Project S3. Install Additional Directional Signing to Spray along US 26 near OR 207;

Overview: City of Spray officials have identified a need to include Spray on the highway directional signing
along US 26 near the city of Mitchell. Figures 6-13 to 6-14 provide views of existing directional signing along
US 26 directing travelers to destinations along OR 207. Currently the city of Spray is not listed on the major
directional sign along US 26 near OR 207. Rather the city is only identified heading westbound by a sign
indicating Spray next right. This project involves changing the directional signing to display more importance
for the city of Spray as a possible destination by putting Spray on the major directional signing along US 26
near Mitchell. The five existing signs, two advanced, two intersection, and Spray next right, should be replaced
with four 3-destination directional signs as part of this project. An example of signing which could
accommodate Spray and other destinations along OR 207 is shown in Figure 6-15.
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Figure 6-13. Looking Northwest- Intersection of US 26 and OR 207 Near Mitchell with Signing Directing
Travelers to Service Creek and Fossil.

Figure 6-14. Looking West along US 26- 650 feet east of US 26/OR 207 Intersection near Mitchell with
Signing Directing Travelers to Spray.
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Figure 6-15. Example of 3+ Location Directional Sign.

Impacts: The addition of Spray on the directional signing along US 26 near OR 207 better directs the traveling
public to Spray. This could benefit tourism in the city of Spray.

Cost: The cost to remove the five existing signs is approximately $300. The cost to install four 3-destination
directional signs is approximately $2200. Therefore, the total cost to replace the five signs with four new ones
is approximately $2500.

ODOQT region 4 staff indicated that one of the intersection directional signs has been replaced by a 3-destination
directional sign during annual maintenance. The remaining three directional signs will be replaced within the
next ten years. ODOT staff mentioned that if Spray was willing to pay the replacement costs the remaining
three directional signs could be replaced sooner.

Recommendation: It is recommended that ODOT install the new signs with the city of Spray included on the
directional signing along US 26 near OR 207.

Project S4. Improve Sidewalk Connectivity

Overview: The most basic transportation option is walking. However, it is not often considered as a means of
travel. The presence of sidewalks is generally lacking in Spray. Spray has just two segments of sidewalks, one along
OR 19 adjacent to the Spray Elementary and High School and one located in front of the Spray museum.

On low volume, primarily residential, local roadways, pedestrians and autos can generally both safely share the
roadway. On higher pedestrian use routes, sidewalks can help provide pedestrians with a stronger sense of
safety since they are physically separated from the traveled roadway.

Spray has identified primary locations to receive sidewalks and grouped them into three priorities. The highest
priority sections are along the east side of OR 19 between Pine Avenue and North Avenue and along the west
side of OR 19 between North Avenue and Willow Street. The second priority sections are along both sides of
OR 19 between the northern UGB limit and Winlock Street and along the west side of OR 19 between Cox
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Street and North Avenue. The third priority sections are along both sides of Main Street between Juniper
Avenue and the western city limits (see Figure 6-16).

While some may argue that pedestrian use between certain areas does not support development of sidewalks,
others may argue that pedestrian use between these areas is not very high because sidewalks don’t exist; and that
use would increase upon development of the sidewalk system.

Impacts: The addition of sidewalks along the streets identified would improve connectivity of residential,
school, and commercial downtown land uses.

Cost Estimate: The estimated cost to install new concrete sidewalks on one side of an existing street is around
$25 per linear foot. This includes a five foot wide walkway composed of 4 inches of concrete over 2 inches of
aggregate. Table 6-8 summarizes the pedestrian facility cost estimate.

TABLE 6-8
PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES COST ESTIMATE - SPRAY

Sidewalk Total Unit Cost

Street (Area) Action Location Length per Foot  Total Cost
Priority 1
OR 19 Construct new sidewalk i
(Pine Avenue to North Avenue) East side 2701t $25 $6,750
OR 19 . Construct new sidewalk i
(North Avenue to Willow Street) Westside 430 ft $25 $10,750
Priority 2
OR 19 . Construct new sidewalk i
(Northern UGB to Winlock Street) Bothsides 2,170 ft $25 $54,250
OR 19 Construct new sidewalk i
(Cox Avenue to Park Avenue) Westside 370t $25 $9,250
OR 19 Construct new sidewalk i
(Park Avenue to North Avenue) West side 270t $25 $6,750
Priority 3
Main Street
I(-Jur.1ti)per Avenue to Western City Construct new sidewalk  Both sides 2,120 ft $25 $53,000
imi

Total 5,630 ft $140,750

Source: City of Spray representatives, costs computed by David Evans and Associates, Inc.

Recommendation: Spray residents would benefit from improved sidewalk connectivity. A connected sidewalk
system supports and promotes pedestrian travel, which may lead to slightly decreased auto use. Sidewalks also
improve pedestrian safety, while maintaining vehicle mobility, by separating pedestrians from the traveled way.
Sidewalk expansion in Spray is recommended.
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OTHER URBAN POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

One additional potential project impacts applies to each of the urban areas and is therefore presented just once in
this section rather than repeated under each of the city project lists. The project involves amending current
zoning and development codes to support increased mixed-use development.

Project: Revise Zoning and Development Codes

Overview: One of the goals of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) is to reduce reliance on the
single-occupant automobile. One method of reducing reliance on automobiles is to amend zoning and
development codes to allow mixed-use developments and increased density in certain areas. Specific
amendments include allowing neighborhood commercial uses within residential zones and allowing residential
uses within commercial zones. Such code amendments can result in shorter travel distances between land uses,
thereby encouraging residents to use alternative modes of transportation, such as walking and cycling
throughout the community.

These code revisions are more effective in medium- to large-sized cities (with over 25,000 residents), than in
cities such as Condon, where they may not be as appropriate. Because of the relatively small size of Fossil,
Mitchell, and Spray, the decision of what mode of transportation to use when making a trip inside the city is
generally not influenced by distance. The longest distance between city limit boundaries in Fossil is
approximately two miles, a distance short enough to walk, ride a bike, or drive. Distances between different
land uses, such as residential and commercial, are even shorter.

Impacts: Although the primary goal of TDM strategies is to reduce the number of vehicle trips made within a
jurisdiction, especially during peak periods, street capacity for automobiles and trucks is generally not an issue
in Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray. Nevertheless, altering land use codes to encourage some level of mixed uses,
bringing compatible businesses and residents closer together, can be beneficial for both. Retailers may gain
more exposure from people walking by, rather than driving by, their shops. For residents, more walking and
biking can enhance the sense of community, local vitality, and security. With more emphasis on walking or
biking in the city, conditions such as air quality and noise levels would be improved as well.

Cost Estimate: No direct costs are associated with making the zoning code amendments.

Recommendation: Revisions to zoning and development codes are not applicable to Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray.
Because of the small size of the cities, the relationship between land uses is already similar to the mixed use
zoning patterns that are recommended in larger urban areas. Increasing density is also likely to have little effect
on communities that are expected to experience population increases ranging from 50 to 330 residents in the
next 20 years.

SUMMARY

Table 6-9 summarizes the recommendations of the street system modal plan based on the evaluation process
described in this chapter. Chapter 7 discusses how these improvement options fit into the modal plans for the
Wheeler County area.
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TABLE 6-9

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT OPTIONS: RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY

Option

Recommendation

Wheeler County Improvement Options

W1. Implement TDM strategies.

o Implement

W?2. Increase climbing lane capacity along US 26 between Mitchell and Crook County.

e Not recommended at this time

Wa3. Increase climbing lane capacity along US 26 between Mitchell and Keyes Cr. Summit.

e Not recommended at this time

WA4. Install scenic pullouts along US 26.

o Implement

WS5. Construct a public use airstrip in Wheeler County.

o Wheeler County officials/ residents
work with State Aviation Section to
develop necessary plans and
specifications

W6. Replace dial-a-ride transit fleet. e Implement
W?7. Upgrade substandard bridges. e Implement
W8. Establish new county access road between Kinzua and Wetmore. e Implement
WO. Install warning signs along OR 218 near sharp curves. e Implement

W10. Construct new roadway linking Fossil industrial site and OR 19.

¢ Implement as industrial site
development occurs

W11. Upgrade substandard shoulders along state highways.

e Implement as routine maintenance
and/or rehabilitation projects occur

W12. Localized shoulder improvements along state highways. o Implement
W13. Safety improvements along OR 207. e Implement
W14. Safety improvements along OR 218. e Implement
City of Fossil Improvement Options

F1. Install intersection ahead warning signs along OR 19 near 71" Street. e Implement

F2. Extend the speed zone along OR 218 to the Fossil UGB.

e Work with ODOT to implement once
warrants are met

F3. Improve sidewalk connectivity. e Implement
City of Mitchell Improvement Options

M1. Install an exclusive left-turn lane to the eastern business loop entrance to Mitchell. o Implement
M2. Intersection improvements at intersection of OR 207 and US 26. e Implement
M3. Repave Main Street in Mitchell. e Implement
M4. Improve sidewalk connectivity. e Implement

City of Spray Improvement Options

S1. Extend and lower the speed zone along OR 19.

¢ Work with ODOT to implement once
warrants are met

S2. Intersection refinements at the intersection of OR 19, Main Street, and Willow Street. e Implement
S3. Install additional directional signing to Spray along US 26 near OR 207. e Implement
S4. Improve sidewalk connectivity. e Implement
Other Urban Potential Improvement Options

O1. Revise Zoning and Development Codes. e Implement

Source: TAC and management team recommendations
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CHAPTER 7: TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN

The purpose of this chapter is to outline detailed operational plans for each of the transportation systems within
Wheeler County and for applicable transportation systems in the incorporated urban areas of Fossil, Mitchell, and
Spray. Components of the TSP include roadway standards, access management guidelines, transportation demand
management measures, modal plans, and a system plan implementation program.

The Wheeler County TSP addresses each of the transportation modes that exist and are interconnected throughout
the county. This is typically the area outside the urban growth boundaries of incorporated cities. Some areas
inside the urban boundaries of the Cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray have been included in this plan. It is
expected that Wheeler County will ultimately adopt this TSP as the transportation component of their
Comprehensive Plan. The three cities may adopt this TSP, or specific portions herein, as the transportation
component, or to supplement the existing transportation component, of their Comprehensive Plans. Areas
within a city’s urban growth boundary (UGB), where the County has jurisdiction over a specific roadway or
bridge, would require coordination as necessary through a joint management agreement between the County and
cities on potential transportation improvement projects.

RURAL ROADWAY STANDARDS

Development of the Wheeler County TSP provides the County and incorporated Cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and
Spray with an opportunity to review and revise roadway design standards to more closely fit with the functional
roadway classification, and the goals and objectives of the TSP.

Functional Classification

Wheeler County currently classifies all County roads based on the functional classification system developed by
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Under this system, all County roads are classified as either
major collector roads, minor collector roads, or local roads. The development of the Wheeler County TSP
provides the county with an opportunity to review and revise the functional classification of rural county roads
and the corresponding road design standards.

The functional classification of a road system relates the design of a roadway to its function. The function is
determined by operational characteristics such as travel demand, road capacity, and the operating speed of the
roadway. Based on the existing and anticipated future use of the county roadway system, and the professional
judgement of Wheeler County roadway department officials, the classifications of some of the county roads has
been revised. Figure 7-1 illustrates the roadway functional classification system for Wheeler County.

Wheeler County Rural Road Standards

Wheeler County has not traditionally established rural roadway design standards specifying the cross-sectional
footprint of roadways in terms of number and width of roadway lanes, the type of roadway surface, and the
presence of pedestrian and bicycle facilities within the overall roadway right of way. County road standards for
major collector roads, minor collector roads, and local county roads are shown graphically in Figure 7-2 and
summarized in Table 7-1. At their discretion, Wheeler County may choose to deviate from the adopted design
standards for those roadways under county control.

The road standards in this TSP represent a deviation from historical roadway design practices. Based on
information provided by Wheeler County staff, the majority of County roads, regardless of functional
classification, have traditionally been built approximately 20 feet wide with a gravel surface. This standard
practice varies from the adopted standards to be applied to newly constructed or reconstructed County roads.
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TABLE 7-1
RURAL ROADWAY DESIGN STANDARDS- WHEELER COUNTY
Roadway Shoulder
Right-of-Way  Width' Surface Width Surface
Classification Width
Major Collector 60 ft 32-40 ft Paved 4-8 ft Paved
Minor Collector 60 ft 24-32 ft  Paved/gravel 2-4 ft Paved/gravel
Local Road 60 ft 24-28 ft  Paved/gravel 2-4 ft Paved/gravel
Radius for cul-de-sac turn- 50 ft 40 ft
around

1. Pavement width may vary based on desired travel lane and shoulder widths.
Source: David Evans and Associates, Inc.

Paved shoulder widths follow guidelines outlined in the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan as summarized in
Table 7-2. In areas where traffic volumes warrant only 2-foot shoulders, the County may wish to increase
shoulder width to at least four feet to safely accommaodate bicycle and/or pedestrian traffic as needed. Expected
20-year traffic volumes in Wheeler County do not warrant shoulder widths in excess of four feet except along a
few of the state highways. However, the county may wish to increase shoulder width to better accommodate
pedestrian and bicycle use.

TABLE 7-2
PAVED SHOULDER WIDTHS ON RURAL ROADS

Major and Minor Arterial Streets

Traffic Volumes Local Streets Collectors (Highways)
ADT under 250 2 ft 2 ft 4 ft
ADT under 400 2 ft 2 ft 4 ft
ADT over 400 and

DHV* under 100 4t Aft 6t
DHYV 100-200 6 ft 6 ft 6 ft
DHYV 200-400 6 ft 8 ft 8 ft
DHV over 400 8 ft 8 ft 8 ft

* DHV (Design Hour VVolume) is the expected two-way traffic volume in the peak design
hour (usually at commuter times), usually 10 to 20% of ADT.
Source: Oregon Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan, page 67

Rural Local Roadways

Local roadways provide access to adjoining lands and are for short travel distances. The adopted standard for a
rural local roadway specifies a 24- to 28-foot roadway within a 60-foot right-of-way, as shown in Figure 7-2.
Rural Local roads consist of one 10-foot travel lane in each direction and two to four-foot directional shoulders.
The travel lanes and shoulders may be paved or gravel.

With narrower 10-foot travel lanes, this road standard reduces right-of-way needs, construction cost, stormwater
run-off, and vegetation clearance. Anticipated traffic volumes, as shown in Table 7-2 determine the width of
the shoulder. On-street parking is not allowed on local roads.

Rural Minor Collector Roadways

Minor collector roadways are primarily intended to serve abutting lands and local access needs of neighborhoods.
Figure 7-2 illustrates a minor collector cross section with 60-foot right-of-way and a 24- to 32-foot paved or gravel
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roadway surface. This road standard consists of one ten- to 12-foot travel lane in each direction and two to four-foot
directional shoulders. As shown in Table 7-2, roadway shoulder widths vary depending upon the level of roadway
and existing or forecast traffic volumes. The roadway surface may be paved or gravel. On-street parking is not
allowed.

Rural Major Collector Roadways

Major collector roadways link traffic to the arterials (highways) to provide intra-county service to towns or large
traffic generators not served directly by an arterial. Major collector roadways are intended to provide higher capacity
resulting in service of greater traffic volumes. Throughput of traffic is a higher priority than access to abutting
property. Access may be managed more strictly.

Figure 7-2 displays a cross section with a 60-foot right-of-way and a 32- to 40-foot paved width consisting of one
12-foot travel lane per direction and four to eight-foot directional shoulders. The overall roadway and right of way
widths are determined in part by shoulder requirements. As shown in Table 7-2, roadway shoulder widths vary
depending upon the level of roadway and existing or forecast traffic volumes. The roadway surface for major
collector roadways will be paved. On-street parking will not be allowed on major collector roadways.

Pavement Design

Unlike the roadway design standards presented in Figure 7-2 which illustrates the cross-section design of future
roads, pavement design standards address the material type and depth of the various roadway layers (e.g., pavement
surface, base rock, etc.). Pavement design is sensitive to key design parameters such as heavy truck volumes,
environmental conditions, and soil conditions. Pavement designs may differ based on many variables including the
types of materials used, the design truck volumes to be served, and the desired pavement design life. Because of
greater traffic volumes, and specifically truck volumes, arterials (e.g. highways) would be expected to be thicker than
major collectors, minor collectors, or local roads.

As a planning document, the development of detailed pavement design standards is outside the scope of this TSP.
Development of such standards constitutes a separate and detailed evaluation. However, experience in other rural
eastern Oregon counties indicates that past pavement performance has been well served by designing asphalt
pavements with a minimum of 6-inches of base rock and 2.5-inches of asphalt.

Gravel roads are typically built with a minimum of 12-inches of base rock placed and compacted in four-inch lifts.
Base rock is covered by a fine layer of dirt or clay (dirt preferred) and finished with a three to four-inch layer of
surface gravel. Surface gravel is replaced during routine maintenance.

These minimum guidelines should be followed in future asphalt or gravel pavement designs unless the results of a
pavement design warrant changes. Detailed pavement designs may follow procedures outlined in the 1986 AASHTO
Guide for Design of Pavement Structures published by the American Association of State Highway Transportation
Officials.

Highway Road Standards

ODOT has jurisdiction over all state highways (arterials) in the county and will ensure that all highway projects
are designed in accordance with ODOT highway design standards.

Truck Routes

Truck tractor-trailer combinations are the most common type of freight carrier and move the greatest amount of
goods and commodities throughout Oregon. Freight movement plays a major role in transportation through
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Wheeler County even though none of the major freight corridors identified in the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan
are located within Wheeler County. The nearest major freight corridors are 1-84 and US 97.

To ensure that the mobility of trucks is preserved in Wheeler County, designated truck routes have been
identified. Figure 7-3 summarizes the county roads that are approved truck routes and identifies any weight-
restricted roads or bridges within Wheeler County. It separates the approved truck routes into two groups
depending on the maximum overall length allowed. Appendix J contains all relevant information about truck
routes and weight restrictions along county roads. For truck route information and maps regarding the state
highways refer to Appendix | or http://www.odot.state.or.us/trucking/od/maps.htm.  Additional information
regarding trucks can be found at http://www.odot.state.or.us/trucking/menu.htm.

Bike Lanes

For the most part, rural roadways do not require separate bikeway facilities such as bicycle paths or dedicated bike
lanes. In general, bicyclists are accommodated on the shared roadway or on a shoulder, depending on traffic
volumes. Low volume roadways where motorists can safely pass a bicyclist due to the low likelihood of
encountering an oncoming vehicle support shared roadway use. Higher vehicular and/or bicycle volume roadways
may be better served by shoulder bikeways. Additionally, in areas with high bicycle use, a pathway should be
considered, preferably located on both sides of the roadway, separated from the roadway by at least five feet of
greenbelt or drainage ditch. In general, the shoulder widths recommended by the 1995 Oregon Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan for rural roadways, which take into account traffic volumes and other considerations, are adequate
for bicycle travel.

Sidewalks

Rural roadways generally do not require separate pedestrian facilities. Pedestrians can typically be
accommodated on the shoulder of the roadway. In areas with high pedestrian activity, a pathway should be
considered, preferably located on both sides of the roadway and separated from the roadway by at least five feet
of greenbelt or drainage ditch.

ACCESS MANAGEMENT

Access management along a roadway corridor incorporates planning, design, and implementation of land use
and transportation policies and strategies that control the flow of traffic between the roadway and the
surrounding land. Access management policies and strategies apply to driveways and other roadways and are
designed to achieve a balance between the need to provide safe and efficient travel with the ability to access
individual destinations. Implementation of appropriate roadway access management measures can provide
substantial benefits to a community, including:

e Protecting the functional operation of a roadway, thus delaying or preventing costly roadway
improvements;
e Improving safety conditions along roadways for all users, including pedestrians and bicyclists;

o Facilitating a more constant traffic flow, thus reducing congestion, delays, overall vehicle miles of
travel (VMT), fuel consumption and air pollution; and

e Promoting more desirable compact land development patterns.
Access management is an important tool for promoting safe and efficient travel for both local and long distance

users along a roadway. Research has clearly shown a direct correlation between the number of access points
and collision rates. Typically, as the number of access points increases so do collision rates. Experience
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throughout the United States has also shown that a well-managed access plan for a street system can minimize
local cost for transportation improvements needed to provide additional capacity and/or access improvements
along unmanaged roadways. Therefore, it is essential that all levels of government maintain the efficiency of
existing roadways through better access management.

Access Management Techniques

Access management can be accomplished through a number of strategies and specific techniques that differ in large
urban areas versus rural areas. Based on existing and forecast levels of traffic and development in Wheeler County,
the most suitable access management strategy would appear to be management of the number of access points and
their spacing. The following techniques describe how the number of access points to a road can be restricted or
reduced:

e Restrictions on spacing between access points (driveways) and public/private roads based on the type of
development and the speed along the road;

e Sharing of access points between adjacent properties;
e Providing driveway access via collector or local roadways where possible;
e Constructing frontage roads to separate local traffic from through-traffic;

e Offsetting driveways at proper distances to produce T-intersections that minimize the number of conflict
points between traffic using the driveways and through traffic;

¢ Installing median barriers to control conflicts associated with left-turn movements (in or out of driveway
or roadway); and

e Installing barriers to the property along the arterial to restrict access width to a minimum.
Access Management Requirements for Highways

In Oregon, state statutory law, and several state policies and supporting documents guide planning and
management of the State Highway System (SHS) including access management of highway segments within
both urban and rural areas. Owners of property located adjacent to state highways in Oregon have a “common
law” right of access to the state highway, but are required to obtain an approach® road permit from the Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT). ODOT is not required to issue an approach road permit if reasonable
access is available (e.g., by means of a city street or county road).

Statewide Planning Goal 12 serves as the State’s general transportation policy and the Transportation Planning
Rule (TPR) guides state, regional and local implementation of Goal 12. The TPR requires ODOT and local
governments to prepare Transportation System Plans (TSPs) that identify facility and service improvements
adequate to meet identified needs over a 20-year planning period. All local TSPs must be consistent with the
state TSP and associated modal and facility plans.

The Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP) is the State’s TSP and the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) is the highway-
specific modal element of the OTP. The OHP describes goals, policies, and strategies designed to meet the
transportation goals outlined in the states TSP. The TPR also requires that local TSPs consider new connections

® As defined in Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) Division 51, Public approach refers to a public roadway connection
serving multiple properties, which is owned and operated by a public entity, and provides connectivity to the local road
system (OAR 734-051-0040(40)); Private approach refers to a private roadway or driveway connection serving one or
more properties that does not provide connectivity to the local road system (OAR 734-051-0040(36)).
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to arterials and state highways that are consistent with designated access management categories (OAR 660-12-
020(2)(b)). The current OHP, adopted by the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) in July 1999, contains
an access management goal (Goal 3) and several policies that provide guidance for access management along
various types of state highway segments.

Access Management Standards for Highways

Access management along all state highways in Oregon is regulated by policies specified in the adopted 1999
Oregon Highway Plan (OHP). The OHP specifies an access management classification system for state
facilities and establishes standards and guidelines to be applied when making access management assignments
for highways based upon their classification.

As identified in Chapter 3 and summarized again in Table 7-3, Wheeler County has one Statewide highway, two
Regional highways, and two District highways. The access spacing standards for each level of highway are
summarized in the following sections.

TABLE 7-3

STATE HIGHWAYS
State Highway ODOT Highway
Number Highway Name Number Highway Classification
UsS 26 Ochoco Highway 41 Statewide
OR 19 John Day Highway 5 Regional
OR 207 Heppner-Spray Highway 321 Regional
OR 207 Service Creek-Mitchell Highway 390 District
OR 218 Shaniko-Fossil Highway 291 District

Source: ODOT Traffic Volume Table-1999
General Highway Access Spacing Standard

The 1999 OHP maintains access management standards that vary for the Statewide, Regional, and District level
highways within Wheeler County. The standards further vary based on a number of other criteria including:

o Posted highway speed;

e Highway location in rural or urban areas;

o Whether adjacent accesses are streets only with no driveways between or where driveway-to-driveway
or driveway-to-street accesses are being considered; and

e Urban areas where the highway passes through a designated Urban Business Area (UBA) or Special
Transportation Area (STA).

Table 7-4 summarizes the ODOT access spacing standards for highways in Wheeler County. The table clearly
indicates that spacing increases as the highway classification and posted speed increase. Spacing also increases
within rural areas where the need for access generally decreases and where the public expects to encounter fewer
accesses. These standards apply to both streets and driveway approaches and are measured from the center of
one access to the center of the next access on the same side of the road. They generally apply to unsignalized
access points.

The urban section of US 26 (Statewide highway) through Mitchell where the posted speed is 40 mph requires
minimum access spacing of 990 feet between two adjacent streets with no driveways in between. This standard
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may be relaxed to 740 feet if ODOT grants a minor deviation. Along this same stretch of highway, the access
spacing standard for adjacent driveways or between streets and driveways is also 990 feet (530 feet with
deviation). The general access spacing standard is 600 feet between for the urban sections of OR 19 (Regional
highway) through Fossil and Spray where the posted speed is 35 mph regardless of whether spacing is for streets
only or driveways. These standards apply to both streets and driveway approaches and are measured from the
center of one access to the center of the next access on the same side of the road. These standards apply to
unsignalized access points.

Deviations to Access Spacing Standards

Under some circumstances, deviations to the general access spacing standard are allowed. The two types of
deviations are minor and major. The minor deviation limits to the access spacing standards are shown in Table
7-4. A permit for an access under a minor deviation is allowed per the review of the district highway engineer.
Any request for an access at less than the minor deviation spacing standard shall be considered a major
deviation. Although there are no spacing standards for a major deviation, the process for state approval is
lengthy and thorough. To process a major deviation application, a technical group must be established to assist
the regional highway engineer with the review. Rejected applications for an access permit under a major and
minor deviation can be appealed through a formal appeals process.

Special Circumstances

In some cases, access will be allowed to a property at less than the designated spacing standards, but only where
a right of access exists, that property does not have reasonable access, and the designated spacing cannot be
accomplished. Other options such as joint access should be considered before allowing accesses at less than the
designated standards. Additionally, ODOT may be required to purchase property, which becomes landlocked
meaning that no reasonable access exists.
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TABLE 7-4
1999 OREGON HIGHWAY PLAN
RURAL AND URBAN ACCESS SPACING STANDARDS FOR STATE HIGHWAYS

Street-to-Street Access Spacing Standards (No Driveways between Streets)
Rural & Urban Rural/Urban
Highway Posted Speed Spacing* Street Deviation?
Statewide >55 mph 1320 ft 1150/1000 ft
50 mph 1100 ft 900/810 ft
40 & 45 mph 990 ft 810/740 ft
30 & 35 mph 770 ft 675/600 ft
<25 mph 550 ft 525/400 ft
Regional >55 mph 990 ft 870/870 ft
50 mph 830 ft 640/640 ft
40 & 45 mph 750 ft 550/550 ft
30 & 35 mph 600 ft 375/375 ft
<25 mph 450 ft 350/350 ft
District >55 mph 700 ft 660/660 ft
50 mph 550 ft 525/525 ft
40 & 45 mph 500 ft 475/475 ft
30 & 35 mph 400 ft 325/325 ft
<25 mph 400 ft 245/245 ft
Driveway-to-Driveway or Driveway-to-Street Access Spacing Standards
Rural & Urban Rural/Urban
Highway Posted Speed Spacing* Driveway Deviation®
Statewide >55 mph 1320 ft 950/870 ft
50 mph 1100 ft 700/640 ft
40 & 45 mph 990 ft 560/530 ft
30 & 35 mph 770 ft 400/350 ft
<25 mph 550 ft 280/250 ft
Regional >55 mph 990 ft 700/700 ft
50 mph 830 ft 540/540 ft
40 & 45 mph 750 ft 460/460 ft
30 & 35 mph 600 ft 300/300 ft
<25 mph 450 ft 220/220 ft
District >55 mph 700 ft 650/650 ft
50 mph 550 ft 475/475 ft
40 & 45 mph 500 ft 400/400 ft
30 & 35 mph 400 ft 275/275 ft
<25 mph 400 ft 200/200 ft

ISpacing standards apply to rural and urban non-expressways.
2Minor deviation standards.
Source: 1999 OHP- Appendix C

Access Management Implementation

Access management guidelines 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,
access to roadways will need to meet appropriate access guidelines. However, where there is a recognized
problem, such as an unusual number of collisions, access management techniques and standards can be applied
to retrofit existing roadways.
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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.

Wheeler County Access Management Standards

Wheeler County currently has no established access management and access spacing standards. Wheeler
County should consider developing access management standards to be implemented as new development
occurs or as redevelopment occurs. Access standards should be reviewed and applied during the County’s
development review process before building permits are issued. County staff may wish to use established state
highway access spacing standards as a starting point in developing access standards for County roads.

By law, Wheeler County has authority to prescribe access management standards. According to Oregon
Revised Statute (ORS) 374.425, “In connection with the acquisition of real property for right of way for a
throughway described in ORS 374.420, the county court or board of county commissioners may prescribe the
location, width, nature and extent of any right of access that pertains to such real property.” [Amended by 1965
c.364 s.2]

When developing access management standards to be applied to new development or redevelopment, the
County should address access spacing relative to existing driveways and public roads based on the level of
County road, access design, intersection and roadway sight distance, signing, illumination, and coordination of
design with other utilities. Other factors may also be applied. The County should publish these standards as
part of their subdivision ordinance so that developers clearly understand what is expected of them when
preparing development plans.

MODAL PLANS

The Wheeler County modal plans have been formulated using information collected and analyzed through a
physical inventory, forecasts, goals and objectives, and input from the TAC and area residents. The plans
consider transportation system needs for Wheeler County and the Cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray during
the next 20 years assuming the growth projections discussed in Chapter 5. The changes in land use patterns and
growth of the population will guide the timing for individual improvements in future years. Specific projects
and improvement schedules may need to be adjusted depending on how rapidly and where growth occurs within
Wheeler County.

Roadway System Plan

The Wheeler County roadway system plan encompasses all of the roadway and bridge projects identified to date
by Wheeler County and ODOT over the 20-year planning horizon. It provides a consolidated list of the many
projects that have been identified by various sources. The three primary sources of identified roadway and
bridge projects include:

e Wheeler County’s five-year working road and bridge maintenance plan;
e ODOT’s final 2000-2003 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP); and

e Input from the Wheeler County TSP public involvement process.

Projects identified in Wheeler County’s road and bridge plan are considered necessary routine maintenance
needs based on field observations by county staff; therefore, they were not evaluated through the TSP public
involvement process for implementation. Projects identified under ODOT’s STIP are already state funded and

7-9



Wheeler County Transportation System Plan June 2001

scheduled to take place over the next four-year planning horizon, and are included in the 20-year transportation
project list.

Projects identified through the TSP public involvement process were evaluated in Chapter 6 (Potential
Improvement Option Analysis). Some of the projects were recommended for implementation and inclusion in
the county’s 20-year transportation project list.

Recommended TSP projects are prioritized for short-term (0-5 years), intermediate-term (5-10 years), or long-
term (10-20 years) implementation. The following sections outline the identified projects under the three
sources listed above. Where available, planning level cost estimates are provided.

Wheeler County Five-Year Working Road and Bridge Maintenance Plan

Wheeler County has developed a five-year working road and bridge maintenance plan to identify priority
projects that the county would like to accomplish from 2001-2005. These projects represent Wheeler County's
routine maintenance needs, and were not evaluated through the TSP public involvement process for
implementation. The county clearly understands the impact that available funding and resources may have on
accomplishing these projects. Inclusion of a project in this list does not guarantee completion within the five-
year planning horizon. Based on periodic review, the county may add or delete projects from their "working
plan”, as they deem necessary. A key component of the Wheeler County five-year working road and bridge
maintenance plan is flexibility. The road department routinely adapts its work schedule to changing priorities.
Therefore, estimated completion dates for particular projects have not been determined.

The road and bridge maintenance plan includes pavement rehabilitation and bridge maintenance projects. Table
7-5 summarizes the identified road and bridge maintenance projects with a short project description, project
location, and cost estimate. The projects are not listed in any particular order. Projects in Wheeler County's
road and bridge maintenance plan do not constitute capital improvement projects, which require funds to be
raised. The projects are funded by the county's annual budget for roadway improvements and are therefore not
included in the county's 20-year transportation project list presented later in this chapter. Project costs were
estimated by Wheeler County road department representatives.
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TABLE 7-5
WHEELER COUNTY FIVE-YEAR WORKING ROAD AND BRIDGE MAINTENANCE PROJECTS
Road Location Project Description Estimated
Cost
Road Maintenance Projects
Alder Creek Rd Various Extend culverts and improve fish passages $50,000
Near milepost 5.0 Align road, replace cattle guard $30,000
Bridge Creek Rd Near milepost 4.0 Remove and rebuild road structure $60,000
(a.k.a. Burnt Ranch) | Near milepost 3.0 Remove rocky point $10,000
Various Clean out, remove, and replace culverts $10,000
South Twickenham Various Remove slide $5,000
(a.k.a. Girds Creek) | Various Remove rocky point, realign road, & install new cattle guard $60,000
Kahler Basin Rd Various Extend culverts and improve fish passages $50,000
Various Remove rock corners and realign road $80,000
Hwy 19 - Hwy 207 Chip seal 10.41 miles $80,000
Kinzua Ln Hwy 19 - end of asphalt Level oil mat section (7.15 miles) $25,000
End of asphalt - FS Bndry" | Acquire easement and improve gravel road (10 miles) $30,000
Parrish Creek/ 5.5 mile oil mat section Build shoulders $30,000
Waterman Flat Rd JD R Br? - end of asphalt | Chip seal 5.5 miles $40,000
Various Extend culverts $30,000
3 mile section Gravel 3 miles $25,000
Richmond Six Hwy 207 - 0.5 miles east | Rebuild road (0.5 miles - oil mat) $80,000
Shooter Rd 2.0 mile section Cut back brush, widen, and gravel $20,000
Rowe Creek Rd 15.63 mile section Build shoulders (15.63 miles of oil mat section ) $80,000
(or N Twickenham) | Near milepost 6.0 Remove rock bluff $90,000
T Bridge® - north 4 miles | Chip seal $40,000
Upper Bridge Creek | Hwy 26 - 0.2 miles south | Add base rock and gravel, widen road (0.2 mile section) $50,000
(a.k.a. Dollarhide Rd) | Various Add culverts $20,000
Various Extend/replace culverts $10,000
County road system | All gravel roads Add gravel, clean culverts and ditches, and grade roads $80,000/yr.
Bridge Maintenance Projects
Rock Creek Antone Clean underside and replace running planks $20,000
(Bridge No. 69C03)
TOTAL $1,425,000

1. FS Bndry = Forest Service Boundary
2. JD R Br =John Day River Bridge

3. T Bridge = Twickenham Bridge

4.  Cost includes five years worth of rehabilitating all gravel county roads.
Source: Wheeler County five-year working road and bridge maintenance plan

Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Projects

The 2000-2003 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is the state's transportation capital
improvement program, listing the schedule of transportation projects for the four-year period from 2000 to 2003.
Projects in the STIP are funded mainly through federal and state gas tax revenues, but also include local
government funding and other state and federal funding sources. The STIP includes projects on the state, city,
and county transportation systems as well as projects in the National Parks, National Forests, and Indian
Reservations. This program is updated every two years. The STIP lists specific projects, the counties in which
they are located, their construction year, and estimated cost.

The current 2000-2003 STIP identifies three projects within Wheeler County. These projects are identified in

Figure 7-4.
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US 26 Pavement Preservation - The project involves pavement preservation along US 26 between
mileposts 81.6 near Antone Lane and 98.4 near Birch Creek Road. In addition to overlaying the surface
the project also includes erosion control, rock scaling, installation of a 1.5-mile westbound climbing
lane near milepost 88, and three slow moving vehicle turnouts. Construction is scheduled to begin in
federal fiscal year 2002. The project was initially estimated to cost $3.17 million dollars, but upon
receiving an additional $3 million for erosion control, rock scaling, and installation of a climbing lane
and three heavy vehicle turnouts the final cost is approximately $6.17 million.

US 26 Chip Seal - The 8-mile segment of US 26 between mileposts 60.0 near Gage Road and 68.0
approximately 1 mile east of Mitchell is planned to receive a chip seal. Construction is scheduled to
begin in federal fiscal year 2001 at an estimated cost of $118,000.

US 26 Chip Seal - The nearly 8.5-mile segment of US 26 between mileposts 73.2 near Keyes Creek
summit and 81.6 near Antone Lane is planned to receive a chip seal. Construction is scheduled to begin
in federal fiscal year 2001 at an estimated cost of $127,000.

No projects were identified within Wheeler County in the draft 2002-2005 STIP.

Other Roadway and Bridge Improvement Projects

In addition to the projects identified previously, 16 roadway projects and 11 bridge projects were identified for
implementation within Wheeler County. The roadway and bridge projects are located throughout the county in
both rural and urban areas. These roadway and bridge projects were identified through the Wheeler County
public involvement process and project evaluation presented in Chapter 6. The 16 recommended roadway
projects and 11 bridge projects are illustrated in Figure 7-4.

Table 7-6 summarizes the identified roadway improvement projects to be implemented over the 20-year
planning horizon along with a short description of project location, project description, and estimated cost.
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TABLE 7-6
ROADWAY SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

Project Estimated Cost
No. |Road Project Description (x $1000)
W4 | US 26 Install two scenic pullouts $34
W8 | Road 21 (Haul Rd) | Establish new county access road between Kinzua and Wetmore $30"
W9 |OR 218 Install warning signs near sharp curves (MP 38) $.6
W10 | New Industrial Rd | Construct new roadway linking industrial site and OR 19 $1,000 to $1,700°
W11 | Various Highways | Upgrade substandard shoulders along state highways $10,000 to $19,000°
W12 | Various Highways | Localized shoulder improvements along state highways $2,045
W13 | OR 207 Safety improvements along OR 207 $600 to $2,000°
W14 |OR 218 Safety improvements along OR 218 $400
F1 OR 19 Install intersection ahead warning signs $.2
F2 OR 218 Extend speed zone south to the Fossil UGB NA?
M1 |US26 Install westbound left-turn lane to eastern business loop entrance $160
M2 | OR 207 Intersection improvements at intersection of OR 207 and US 26 $5
M3 | Main Street Repave Main Street in Mitchell $63 to $135"
S1 OR 19 Extend and lower speed zone along OR 19 within Spray UGB NA?
S2 OR 19 Intersection refinements at intersection of OR 19/Main/Willow St. $300 to $500°
S3 US 26 Install additional directional signing to Spray near Mitchell $2.5
TOTAL $14,640- $26,012

1. Cost is dependent upon the type of agreement formed between Wheeler County and the landowner.
2. ODOT does not charge local agencies for speed studies and would likely not charge to relocate speed zone signs if speed zone
changes are approved.
3. Cost is dependent upon final design
4. Cost is dependent upon if the existing road must be ground down and then repaved or just repaved.
Source: Chapter 6, Wheeler County TSP

Table 7-7 summarizes the identified bridge projects to be implemented over the 20-year planning horizon along
with a brief description of project location and cost estimate for project rehabilitation/replacement.
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TABLE 7-7
BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS
Rail
Substandard Bridges Replacement Rehabilitation® Total Cost
Project 0-5 years 10-20 years
No. Jurisdiction ($000) ($000) ($000)
Bridge Replacement
W7-A Bridge No. 69C03 on Antone Lane east of Mitchell County Na na $91°
W7-B Bridge No. 17094 on US 26, 2.87 miles east of Mitchell State Na na $112°
Bridge Rehabilitation
W?7-C Bridge No. 69C05 on Main Street in Mitchell County $21 $46-$182 $66-$203
W7-D Bridge No. 07486 on US 26, 0.41 miles west of Mitchell State $16 $26-$104 $42-$120
W?7-E Bridge No. 07372 on US 26, 0.33 miles west of Mitchell State $17 $34-$136 $51-$154
W?7-F  Bridge No. 07487 on US 26, 0.26 miles west of Mitchell State $21 $47-$187 $68-$208
W7-G Bridge No. 07489 on US 26, 0.08 miles west of Mitchell State $22 $52-$207 $74-$230
W7-H Bridge No. 07490 on US 26, 0.02 miles west of Mitchell State $21 $47-$187 $68-$208
W?7-1 Bridge No. 07491 on US 26 in Mitchell State $21 $49-$197 $71-$219
W7-J  Bridge No. 07492 on Main Street in Mitchell State $16 $24-$98 $40-$113
W7-K Bridge No. 02235 on OR 19, east of OR 207 State $17 $33-$131 $50-$148
Total $173 $357-$1,429 $733-$1,805

3. Costs vary depending on level of rehabilitation needed for each bridge.

4. Replacement of Bridge No. 69C03 is recommended as a medium priority project (2006-2010), although the condition
of the bridge should be closely monitored.

5. Replacement of Bridge No. 17094 is recommended as a low priority project (2011-2020), although the condition of the
bridge should be closely monitored.

Source: Chapter 6, Wheeler County TSP

Pedestrian System Plan

The pedestrian system plan addresses pedestrian facility needs within rural areas of the county and within the
urban areas of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray.

Rural

In rural areas, it is typical to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists on roadway shoulders. Currently, many of
the shoulders on both County roads and state highways in Wheeler County can not safely accommodate
pedestrians. Therefore, when Wheeler County’s roads are paved, repaved, or reconstructed, shoulders should be
widened to meet the standards shown in Figure 7-2.

Where ODOT shoulder standards (see Table 7-2) are not currently met along state highways, appropriately wide
paved shoulders should be added to each side of the highway as routine maintenance and/or rehabilitation
projects occur. Some highway segments, based on traffic volumes and potential higher bicycle use, should be
built with wider shoulders. In areas where existing bicycle use is a safety concern due to poor sight distance or
other reasons, ODOT should consider localized shoulder widening projects not associated with scheduled
pavement rehabilitation. It should be noted that shoulder widening as part of a larger roadway project can be
substantially more economical to construct.

Multi-use paths are popular in rural areas, especially when they provide a viable alternative to a busy highway.
Multi-use paths should follow the design standards of the 1995 Oregon Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan. No paved
separated multi-use paths are currently located in Wheeler County and no projects are identified at this time.
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Urban

The shorter trips that most people are willing to make by walking supports the fact that the majority of
pedestrian traffic in Wheeler County is focused within the Cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray. The majority of
pedestrian facilities including sidewalks and paths, although limited, are also located within these cities. Where
sidewalks are present, they are generally fragmented and often not on both sides of a street. The sidewalk
inventories revealed sidewalks are primarily located in the vicinity of community resources, such as schools,
shops, and churches, which generate higher levels of pedestrian traffic. Additional interconnected pedestrian
facilities should be implemented in the cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray when feasible.

Because of the small sizes of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray and the limited public resources available for
transportation system improvements, sidewalk construction on a large scale does not appear feasible without
some form of state or federal grant assistance. Therefore, the cities are focused on phasing construction to
ensure that key streets have sidewalks on at least one side of the street. Figures 7-5 through 7-7 illustrate how
the cities sidewalk improvements enhance pedestrian connectivity throughout the three cities.

Pedestrian access on walkways should be provided continuously between businesses, parks, and adjacent
neighborhoods.  Ordinances specifying these requirements are included in a separate document titled
"Implementing Policies and Ordinances."

The primary goal of establishing a pedestrian system is to improve pedestrian safety; however, an effective
sidewalk system has several qualitative benefits as well. Providing adequate pedestrian facilities increases the
livability of a city. When pedestrians can walk on a sidewalk, separated from vehicular street traffic, it makes
the walking experience more enjoyable and may encourage walking, rather than driving, for short trips.
Sidewalks enliven a downtown and encourage leisurely strolling and window shopping in commercial areas.
This “Main Street” effect improves business for downtown merchants and provides opportunities for friendly
interaction among residents. It may also have an appeal to tourists as an inviting place to stop and walk around.

All new sidewalk construction in the three cities should include curb cuts for wheelchairs at every street corner
to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). The addition of crosswalks should also be
considered at all major intersections. As street improvements are made to the existing street system, projects
involving the construction of new sidewalks may require on-street parking to be implemented in place of
parking on grass or gravel shoulders.

In Chapter 6, three projects (F3, M4, and S4) recommended improving sidewalk connectivity within each of the
three cities. Table 7-8 summarizes these projects, the local preference for prioritizing pedestrian improvements,
and estimated cost.
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TABLE 7-8
PEDESTRIAN SYSTEM PROJECTS
Local
Street Description Priority Cost
Fossil Pedestrian Facilities
Main St. Construct/repair sidewalk along east side between B Street and OR 19 High $20,500
Main St. Construct sidewalk along west side between B Street and OR 19 Medium  $30,750
Washington St.  Construct sidewalk along east side between Broadway and 1% Street Low $5,000
Washington St.  Construct/repair sidewalk along west side between Broadway and 3" Street ~ Medium  $16,000
Adams St. Construct sidewalks along both sides between 1% and 3™ Street Medium  $21,250
Broadway St. Construct sidewalk along the south side between Washington and Main Street  Low $7,500
1% St, Construct sidewalk along north side between Broadway and Ellsworth Street Medium  $58,500
1 St Construct/repair sidewalk along south side between OR 19 and Adams Street  High $76,750
2" st Construct sidewalk along the south side between Washington and Main Street  High $7,500
34 st Construct sidewalk along both sides between Adams and Main Street High $30,000
OR 19 Widen shoulder along north side between Adams and Main Street Low $9,000
Subtotal Fossil High Priority Projects $134,750
Subtotal Fossil Medium Priority Projects $126,500
Subtotal Fossil Low Priority Projects $21,500
Mitchell Pedestrian Facilities
Main St. Construct/repair sidewalks along both sides between US Post office and High $34,200
Oregon Hotel
Pedestrian Path  Repair/reconstruct pedestrian path between High and Nelson Street High $7,800
Nelson St. Repair/reconstruct sidewalk along east side between pedestrian path and Main Medium  $16,800
Street
High St. Construct sidewalk along the south side between School Buildings and Gym Low $37,500
Subtotal Mitchell High Priority Projects $42,000
Subtotal Mitchell Medium Priority Projects $16,800
Subtotal Mitchell Low Priority Projects $37,500
Spray Pedestrian Facilities
OR 19 Construct an east side sidewalk between Pine and North Avenue High $6,750
OR 19 Construct a west side sidewalk between North Avenue and Willow Street High $10,750
OR 19 Construct sidewalks along both sides between the Northern UGB and Medium  $54,250
Winlock Street
OR 19 Construct a west side sidewalk between Cox and Park Avenue Medium $9,250
OR 19 Construct a west side sidewalk between Park and North Avenue Medium $6,750
Main St. Construct sidewalks along both sides between Juniper Avenue and the Low $53,000
western city limits
Subtotal Spray High Priority Projects $17,500
Subtotal Spray Medium Priority Projects $70,250
Subtotal Spray Low Priority Projects $53,000
Total High Priority Projects $194,250
Total Medium Priority Projects
Total Low Priority Projects ,000
Total $519,800

Note: Unit costs of $25-$30 per lineal foot used to determine project costs. The cost may be substantially lower based on final
sidewalk design and whether Wheeler Co. Road Department or city maintenance performs part or all of the construction.
Source: Chapter 6, Wheeler County TSP; City representatives indicated priority
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Bicycle System Plan

The bicycle system plan addresses bicycle facility needs within rural areas of the county along county roads and
state highways and within the urban areas of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray.

County Roads

At present, nearly 50 percent of County roads in Wheeler County are gravel surfaced. Existing gravel shoulders
present bicyclists with a potentially dangerous situation because of the lack of stability inherent in gravel.
Gravel can redirect bicycle tires and lead to accidents. A bicycle redirected onto the traveled road could be very
serious.

Only County roads that are paved (asphalt or chip seal) and provide appropriately wide paved shoulders offer a
safe facility for bicycle use. Along County roads where the County intends to provide for safe bicycle use and
efficient bicycle connectivity, the county will need to pave existing gravel roads and ensure that new roads are
built and paved to the standards provided in this chapter.

County roads where paved shoulders are less than four feet wide constitute a shared roadway facility where
motor vehicle traffic and bicyclists share the road. Drivers wanting to pass a bicyclist would potentially need to
swing wide to pass bicyclists. Where paved shoulders are at least four feet wide, a shoulder bikeway exists and
bicyclists can ride completely separated from motor vehicle traffic. Drivers can pass bicyclists within their own
lane. A shoulder bikeway provides a bicyclists with greater separation from traffic and can provide a safer
feeling for bicyclists. Wider shoulders also provide bicyclists with a larger area to avoid roadway debris
without needing to swerve into the travel lane.

Urban Roads

The 1995 Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan describes the applicability of shared roadway bikeway facilities
along roadways with low speeds (<25 mph) and low daily traffic volumes (< 3,000 vpd). These low volume,
low speed, roadways typically accommodate the safe and efficient shared mobility of motorists and bicyclists.
Average daily traffic volumes are not forecast to reach even 1,000 vpd in Fossil, or Spray but will reach nearly
1,800 vpd along US 26 in Mitchell over the 20-year planning horizon.

Bicycle parking is limited in the urban areas and may limit bicycle use. Amenities such as covered bike parking
or secured bike lockers may be considered to promote bicycle use. Bike racks should be installed near
community activity centers and in front of all public facilities (schools, post office, library, city hall, and parks).
Typical rack designs cost about $50 per bike plus installation. An annual budget of approximately $1,500 to
$2,000 should be established for Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray so each city can begin to place racks where needs
are identified and to respond to requests for racks at specific locations.

Highways

Based on forecast 2020 traffic volume along state highways throughout Wheeler County, Table 7-9 summarizes
the appropriate paved shoulder widths that should be built along each highway.
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TABLE 7-9
SHOULDER WIDTHS ON STATE HIGHWAYS
2020 Paved
2020 2020 Shoulder

Highway Section ADT DHV Widths (ft)
US 26

Rural- Crook/Wheeler Co. line to Mitchell (MP 50.03 - 65.80) 1750 230 8

Urban- Mitchell (MP 65.80 — 66.88) 1680 220 8

Rural- Mitchell to Wheeler/Grant Co. line (MP 66.88 - 96.89) 855 120 6
OR 19

Rural- Gilliam/Wheeler Co. line to Fossil (MP 52.06 - 57.57) 410 60 6

Urban- Fossil (MP 57.57 - 59.64) 475 70 6

Rural- Fossil to Spray (MP 59.64 - 92.18) 430 60 6

Urban- Spray (MP 92.18 - 92.80) 550 80 6

Rural- Spray to Wheeler/Grant Co. line (MP 92.80 - 104.73) 305 40 4
OR 207 (Heppner-Spray Highway)

Rural- Morrow/Wheeler Co. line to OR 19 (MP 24.65 - 40.96) 160 30 4
OR 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell Highway)

Rural- OR 19 to Mitchell (MP 0.00 - 24.13) 335 50 4

Urban- Mitchell (MP 24.13 - 24.32) 475 70 6
OR 218

Rural- Wasco/Wheeler Co. line to Fossil (MP 23.07 - 42.74) 210 30 4

Urban- Fossil (MP 42.74 - 42.96) 355 50 4

Source: Traffic forecasts from Chapter 6 of the Wheeler county TSP, shoulder standards from Table 7-2 of the TSP

Based on forecast traffic volumes, all state highways throughout Wheeler County require a minimum of 4-foot
directional paved shoulders, with segments along US 26, OR 19, and OR 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell Hwy)
requiring 6- to 8-foot paved shoulders. Where highway shoulders are not currently in accordance with published
ODOT standards, appropriately wide paved shoulders should be added to each side of the highway as routine
maintenance and/or rehabilitation projects occur. In areas where existing bicycle use is a safety concern due to
poor sight distance or other issues, ODOT should consider localized shoulder widening projects not associated
with scheduled pavement rehabilitation. It should be noted that shoulder widening as part of a larger roadway
project can be substantially more economical to construct.

In Chapter 6, two projects (project numbers W11 and W12) describe upgrading substandard shoulders
throughout Wheeler County. Project W11 involves adding appropriately wide paved shoulders to each side of
the highway as routine maintenance and/or rehabilitation projects occur. The unit cost to add appropriately wide
shoulders ranges between $10 to $40 per linear foot depending upon the various degree of construction required,
resulting in an estimated project cost between $10 and $19 million. In areas of high bicycle usage or where
existing bicycle use is a safety concern, Project W12 identifies primary locations where Wheeler County would
like to receive localized shoulder widening in the next five years regardless of whether associated pavement
rehabilitation is planned. Wheeler County has grouped the primary locations into three priorities (high,
medium, and low). Table 7-10 summarizes the location, appropriate width of shoulder, and estimated cost for
the primary locations to receive shoulder widening as localized projects.  Figure 7-8 illustrates the proposed
shoulder improvements through routine maintenance and localized projects along state highways.
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TABLE 7-10
LOCALIZED PROJECT SHOULDER COST ESTIMATE
Side of Total Unit Cost

Highway (Location) Action Highway | Length per Foot | Total Cost
Priority 1
OR. 19 . Add 6' paved shoulders
(Within Fossil UGB) (MP 57.57-59.64) P Both 9,400 ft $20 $188,000
gNRitiilr? Fossil UGB) (MP 42.74-42.96) | \dd 4 paved shoulders | gt 1,200 ft $15 $18,000
UsS 26
(Within Mitchell UGB) (MP 65.80- Add 8' paved shoulders Both 5,700 ft $10 $57,000
66.88)
OR. 19 Add 6' paved shoulders
(Within Spray UGB) (MP 92.18-92.80) P Both | 3,300 ft $25 $82,500
Priority 2
OR 19
(MP 55.57-MP 57.57) Add 6' paved shoulders Both 21,120 ft $20 $422,400
(MP 59.64-MP 61.64)
UsS 26
(MP 63.80-MP 65.80) Add 8' paved shoulders Both 21,120 ft $15 $316,800
(MP 66.88-MP 68.88) Add 6' paved shoulders
OR 19
(MP 90.18-MP 92.18) Add 6' paved shoulders Both 21,120 ft $25 $528,000
(MP 92.80-MP 94.80) Add 4' paved shoulders
Priority 3
UsS 26
(Bridge Creek Rd (MP 62.57)-MP 63.80) | 5 44 g naved shoulders 6,500 ft $15
9;/";368.88-Parr|sh Creek Rd (MP Add 6' gaved shoulders Both 33,500 ft $10 $432,500

23))
Total High Priority Projects $345,500
Total Medium Priority Projects $1,267,200
Total Low Priority Projects $432,500
Total 122,960 ft $2,045,200

Note: Unit costs of $10-$40 per lineal foot used to determine project costs. The cost may be substantially lower based on final
shoulder design and whether project is constructed as part of a larger roadway project.
Source: Wheeler County representatives, costs computed by David Evans and Associates, Inc.

Transportation Demand Management Plan

Through transportation demand management (TDM), peak travel demands can be reduced or spread to more
efficiently use the transportation system, rather than building new or wider roadways. Techniques, which have
been successful and could be initiated to help alleviate some traffic congestion, include carpooling and
vanpooling, alternative work schedules, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and programs focused on high-density
employment areas.

In Wheeler County, where traffic volumes are low and the population and employment is small, implementing
TDM strategies is not practical in most cases. However, the pedestrian and bicycle improvements recommended
earlier in this chapter are also considered TDM strategies. By providing these facilities, Wheeler County is
encouraging people to travel by other modes than the automobile. In rural communities, TDM strategies include
providing mobility options.
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Intercity commuting may be a factor in Wheeler County where residents live in one city and work in other
cities. Where this occurs, people should be encouraged to carpool with a fellow coworker or someone who
works in the same area. Wheeler County should consider creating a rideshare program, which could further
boost carpooling ridership.

No costs have been estimated for the TDM plan. Grants may be available to set up programs; other aspects of
Transportation Demand Management can be encouraged through ordinance and policy.

Public Transportation Plan

The Oregon Transportation Plan indicates that intercity passenger service should be available for an
incorporated city or group of cities within five miles of one another having a combined population of over 2,500
and located 20 miles or more from the nearest Oregon city with a larger population and economy. Services
should allow a round trip to be made within a day.

Wheeler County does not meet these requirements nor does it appear needed or economically feasible to provide
intercity transit within the county. However, if in the future Wheeler County identifies a need or desire to begin
such service, state support is usually necessary to get this kind of service started. For regular intercity service to
have a chance of success, it must attract riders from the general public, not just the elderly. Ideally it should
connect with Greyhound service. Further, it must run at regularly scheduled times so that people may depend
on the service.

The Wheeler County Transportation Service provides countywide demand responsive (or dial-a-ride) transit
service operated by the Wheeler County Court for the elderly (60+) and persons with disabilities. The service
has a program coordinator who works with local committees in each city to plan scheduled trips. Since service
is countywide, one vehicle is assigned to the cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray at all times to service the cities
and surrounding area.

The program currently operates one 1998 6-person minivan, one 1992 12-14 person small bus and one 1996 10-
person van. The bus and minivan are wheelchair accessible. Plans are underway to acquire one additional small
bus equipped with a wheelchair lift by 2001. The existing small bus will be used for approximately one
additional year after the new bus is received.

Wheeler County will continue to replace their transit vehicle fleet as needed during the next 20 years based on
established vehicle replacement standards from ODOT. Failure to replace transit vehicles based on ODOT's
vehicle replacement intervals may result in a loss of dial-a-ride transit service for Wheeler County.

The Grant County Transportation Service provides county-wide and regional bus service (called the “People
Mover”) between John Day in Grant County and Bend in Deschutes County with intermediate stops in the cities
of Mt. Vernon, Dayville, Mitchell, Prineville, and Redmond. The only scheduled stop within Wheeler County is
located in the City of Mitchell. Unlike dial-a-ride service, passengers must catch the People Mover at assigned
locations within each city.

School bus service is provided for each of the three school districts in Wheeler County located in the cities of
Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray. Mitchell and Spray own and maintain their own buses. Fossil contracts bus
services through the Mid-Columbia Bus Company. Expansion of the school bus services is not required at this
time.

There is no identified need to expand the dial-a-ride program or people Mover services within Wheeler County
over the next 20 years. However, Wheeler County shall continue to monitor usage and demand levels over the
years and investigate service expansion as the need arises.
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Rail Service Plan

There is no existing rail infrastructure within Wheeler County. Based on discussions with ODOT’s freight and
passenger rail planners, there is no identified need or plans for rail service development within Wheeler County
over the next 20 years.

Air Service Plan

Wheeler County has three operational air service facilities registered with the Oregon State Aviation
Department. Two private airstrips include the Collins Landing Strip located 21 miles northeast of Mitchell and
the Kinzua General Aviation Recreational Airport located 8.5 miles east of Fossil. The third facility is a helicopter
pad operated by the Oregon State Forest Department (OSFD) located 5 miles southeast of Fossil.

The nearest public use airport to Wheeler County is Condon State Airport’s - Pauling Field in Condon, OR. This
facility is owned by the state and has one concrete runway measuring 3,500 feet by 60 feet. The facility is equipped
with medium intensity runway lighting, supporting nighttime operations. The airport primarily serves private and
charter users but is not staffed.

One of the nearest passenger-use airports is located in Pendleton. Eastern Oregon Regional Airport in Pendleton is
a tower-controlled airport with 40,600 annual operations. Passenger service includes 16 scheduled flights per
day by Horizon Airlines, with flights to Portland and Seattle. The other closest passenger-use airports to
Wheeler County are located in Bend and Redmond.

Air Life of Oregon, a medically urgent air transportation service based in Bend, OR, serves medical emergencies
in Wheeler County. Air Life provides helicopter service to the Asher Clinic in Fossil, the High School in
Mitchell, and the Rodeo Grounds in Spray. Due to runway length requirements for airplanes, fixed-wing Air
Life service is not available in Wheeler County.

Some residents and public officials of Wheeler County have identified the need to pursue development of a
public use airstrip in Wheeler County. Public officials and residents of Wheeler County should continue to
discuss the future need of a public use airport within the county. If people feel strongly about this issue, and a
need can be established, the county should work with the State Aviation Section to develop the necessary plans
and justification to apply for funding and begin necessary siting studies and other planning functions.

Pipeline Service Plan

There is no existing pipeline infrastructure within Wheeler County and development is not identified to occur
over the next 20 years.

Water Transportation Plan

The TSP process evaluates only the commercial use of water systems within Wheeler County to move goods
and services. Recreational water use is not evaluated. There is no identified plan to develop commercial
movement of goods and services in Wheeler County by water over the next 20 years.

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM

Implementation of the Wheeler County Transportation System Plan will require changes to the County
comprehensive plan, subdivision ordinances, and zoning code. It also involves preparation of a 20-Year Capital
Improvement Plan (CIP). These actions will enable Wheeler County to address both existing and emerging
transportation issues throughout the county in a timely and cost effective manner. This implementation program
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is focused on providing Wheeler County with the tools to amend the comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance
to conform with the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule and to fund and schedule transportation system
improvements.

One part of the implementation program is the formulation of a 20-year transportation project list. The purpose
of the project list is to detail the identified transportation system improvements needed as Wheeler County
grows and to provide a process to fund and schedule the identified transportation system improvements. It is
expected that the 20-year transportation project list can be integrated into the existing County CIP and the
ODOQT STIP, and the CIPs of the various cities in Wheeler County involved in related projects. This integration
is important since the Transportation System Plan proposes that county, city, and state governmental agencies
fund all or portions of the transportation improvement projects.

Model policy and ordinance language that conforms with the requirements of the Transportation Planning Rule
is included in a separate document titled "Implementing Policies and Ordinances." The proposed ordinance
amendments will require approval by the Wheeler County Planning Commission and adoption by the Wheeler
County Court. The City Councils of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray are encouraged to discuss the elements of the
Wheeler County TSP that affect their communities and consider revisions to their Comprehensive Plans as
needed to incorporate applicable elements of the County TSP.

20-Year Transportation Project list

The 20-year transportation project list is presented in Table 7-11 and consists of the potential projects reviewed
in Chapter 6 of the TSP that were recommended for implementation over the next 20 years. For consistency,
recommended projects maintain their original project number for ease of reference between Chapters 6 and 7 of
this report. Recommended projects are listed by the following priorities:

e High Priority (next 0 to 5 years)
e  Medium Priority (5 to 10 years)
e Low Priority (10 to 20 years)

These priorities are based on current need, the relationship between transportation service needs and the
expected growth of the county, and a reasonable balance of near and long-term expenditures. The following
schedule indicates priorities and may be modified to reflect the availability of finances or the actual growth in
population and employment.

Estimated year 2000 project costs are associated with the jurisdiction responsible for coordinating funding. For
example, the City of Fossil has the responsibility to coordinate funding for local sidewalk improvements. The
city may do this by paying for improvements themselves or by applying for a state or federal grant to fund the
project. Estimated project costs include design, construction, and some contingency costs. They are
preliminary estimates and do not include right-of-way acquisition, water or sewer facilities, or detailed
intersection design.

Rural Projects

Of the 23 improvement projects identified in Wheeler County, 12 are located within rural areas of the County.
The total estimated cost of rural projects is approximately $33.9 million not including the potential cost of
building a public use airstrip that is conceptual at this point. The breakout of cost by priority is as follows:
estimated high priority project cost is $28.9 million, medium priority cost is $3.0 million, and low priority cost
is $2.0 million excluding potential airport development costs.
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It should be noted that $6.4 million of the total $33.9 million in identified projects is accounted for in the three
STIP projects along US 26. These projects are fully funded and will be constructed this year. Excluding the
three STIP projects along US 26 and the general upgrading of substandard shoulders project (Project W11 - $19
million), the total estimated cost for the rural projects is $8.5 million.

Urban Projects

The City of Fossil has identified three improvement projects to be completed within the 20-year planning
horizon. The total estimated cost for the three City of Fossil improvement projects is approximately $283,000.
The breakout of cost by priority is as follows: estimated high priority cost is $135,000, medium priority cost is
$126,500, and low priority cost is $21,500.

The City of Mitchell has identified four improvement projects to be completed within the 20-year planning
horizon. The total estimated cost for the four City of Mitchell improvement projects is approximately $396,300.
The breakout of cost by priority is as follows: estimated high priority cost is $342,000, medium priority cost is
$16,800, and low priority cost is $37,500.

The City of Spray has identified four improvement projects to be completed within the 20-year planning
horizon. The total estimated cost for the four City of Spray improvement projects is approximately $643,250.
The breakout of cost by priority is as follows: estimated high priority cost is $520,000, medium priority cost is
$70,250, and low priority cost is $53,000.
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TABLE 7-11

PRIORITIZED 20-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROJECT LIST

Estimated Cost Allocation

Project Number/Description County State City Total
High Priority (2000-2005)
W6  Replace dial-a-ride transit fleet $501,400 $501,400
W7  Short term Bridge rehabilitation (see Table 7-7) $173,000 $173,000
W8  Establish new county access road between Kinzua and Wetmore $30,000° $30,000°
W11 General shoulder widening along state highways $19,000,000° $19,000,000°
W12 Localized shoulder improvements - high priority $345,500 $345,500
W13 Safety improvements along OR 207 $2,000,000° $2,000,000
W14 Safety improvements along OR 218 $400,000° $400,000°
F1 Install intersection ahead warning signs along OR 19 near 7" Street $200 $200
F2  Extend speed zone south along OR 218 to Fossil UGB NA* NA*
F3  City of Fossil high priority pedestrian facilities $134,750 $134,750
M1 Install exclusive left-turn lane to eastern business loop entrance $160,000 $160,000
M2 Intersection improvements at intersection of OR 207 and US 26 $5,000 $5,000
M3 Repave Main Street in Mitchell $135,000° $135,000°
M4 City of Mitchell high priority pedestrian facilities $42,000 $42,000
S1  Extend and lower speed zone along OR 19 NA* NA*
S2 Intersection refinements at intersection of OR 19/Willow/Main St. $500,000° $500,000°
S3  Install additional directional signing to Spray along US 26 near Mitchell $2,500 $2,500
S4  City of Spray high priority pedestrian facilities $17,500 $17,500
STIP 1! Pavement preservation on US 26 from MP 81.6 - 98.4 $6,170,000 $6,170,000
STIP 2* Chip seal along US 26 from MP 60.0 - 68.0 $118,000 $118,000
STIP 3 Chip seal along US 26 from MP 73.2 - 81.6 $127,000 $127,000
Medium Priority (2006-2010)
W4 Install two scenic pullouts along US 26 $34,000 $34,000
W7 Intermediate term Bridge rehabilitation (see Table 7-7) $91,000 $91,000
W9 Install warning signs along OR 218 near sharp curves (MP 38) $570 $570
W10 Construct new roadway linking industrial site and OR 19 $1,700,000° $1,700,000°
W12 Localized shoulder improvements - medium priority $1,267,200 $1,267,200
F3  City of Fossil medium priority pedestrian facilities $126,500 $126,500
M4 City of Mitchell medium priority pedestrian facilities $16,800 $16,800
S4  City of Spray medium priority pedestrian facilities $70,250 $70,250
Low Priority (2011-2020)
W1  Implement TDM measures TBD TBD
W5 Construct a public use airstrip in Wheeler County TBD TBD
W7  Long term Bridge rehabilitation (see Table 7-7) $1,541,000° $1,541,000°
W12 Localized shoulder improvements - low priority $432,500 $432,500
F3  City of Fossil low priority pedestrian facilities $21,500 $21,500
M4 City of Mitchell low priority pedestrian facilities $37,500 $37,500
S4  City of Spray low priority pedestrian facilities $53,000 $53,000
Subtotal High Priority Projects $666,400 |[$28,998,700| $196,750 |$29,861,850
Subtotal Medium Priority Projects $1,700,000 | $1,392,770 | $213,550 | $3,306,320
Subtotal Low Priority Projects $0 $1,973,500 | $112,000 | $2,085,500
WHEELER COUNTY TOTAL $2,366,400 | $32,364,970| $522,300 |$35,253,670
Notes

1. 2000-2003 STIP project.

2. The higher cost estimate has been illustrated; the ranges are shown in Table 7-6 and Table 7-7.
3. Cost is dependent upon the type of agreement formed by Wheeler County and the landowner.

4.  ODOT does not charge local agencies for speed studies.
TBD - To Be Determined
Source: TAC recommendations based on Chapter 6, Wheeler County TSP
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CHAPTER 8: FUNDING OPTIONS AND FINANCIAL PLAN

The Transportation Planning Rule requires TSPs to include an evaluation of the funding environment for
identified improvements. This evaluation must include a listing of all identified transportation improvement
projects, estimated costs to implement those improvements, and a review of potential funding mechanisms.
Wheeler County’s TSP identifies 23 specific capital improvement projects over the next 20 years. This section
of this TSP provides an overview of some funding and financing options that may be available to Wheeler
County and local jurisdictions to fund these improvements.

While many parts of Oregon are experiencing increased development pressure, many of the transportation
projects needed to support the resulting increases in population and traffic remain unfunded. Wheeler County
will need to work with its incorporated cities and ODOT to secure and allocate the necessary funds for any
proposed new transportation projects over the 20-year planning horizon, which will be determined by the rate of
population and employment growth experienced by the community. This TSP assumes Wheeler County will
grow at the rate forecast by the State of Oregon Office of Economic Analysis over the next 20 years. If
population growth exceeds this rate, the improvements may need to be accelerated. Slower than expected
growth will relax the improvement schedule.

HISTORICAL STREET IMPROVEMENT FUNDING SOURCES

In Oregon, state, county, and city jurisdictions work together to coordinate transportation improvements. Table
8-1 shows the distribution of road revenues for the different levels of government within the state by jurisdiction
level. Although these numbers were collected and tallied in 1991, ODOT estimates that these figures accurately
represent the current revenue structure for transportation-related needs.

TABLE 8-1
SOURCES OF ROAD REVENUES BY JURISDICTION LEVEL
Jurisdiction Level Statewide
Revenue Source State County City Total
State Road Trust 58% 38% 41% 48%
Local 0% 22% 55% 17%
Federal Road 34% 40% 4% 30%
Other 8% 0% 0% 5%

Source: ODOT 1993 Oregon Road Finance Study

At the state level, nearly half (48 percent in Fiscal Year 1991) of all road-related revenues are allocated from the
State Highway Fund, which includes funds from fuel taxes, weight-mile taxes on trucks, and vehicle registration
fees. As shown in Table 8-1, the State Road Trust is a considerable source of revenue for all levels of
government. Federal sources (generally the Federal Highway Trust account and Federal Forest Revenues)
comprise another 30 percent of all road-related revenue. The remaining sources of road-related revenues are
generated locally and include property taxes, Local Improvement Districts (LID), bonds, traffic impact fees,
road user taxes, general fund transfers, receipts from other local governments, and other miscellaneous sources.
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The State of Oregon generates 94 percent of its highway revenues from user fees, compared to 78 percent
nationally. This fee system, including fuel taxes, weight distance charges, and registration fees, is regarded as
equitable because it places the greatest financial burden upon those who create the greatest need for road
maintenance and improvements. Unlike many states that have indexed user fees to inflation, Oregon has static
road-revenue sources. For example, rather than assessing fuel taxes as a percentage of price per gallon,
Oregon’s fuel tax is a fixed amount (currently 24 cents) per gallon.

Transportation Funding in Wheeler County
Historically, sources of road revenue for Wheeler County have included federal forest fees, state highway fund

revenue, federal grants, interest earnings from the investment of the fund balance, and other sources.
Transportation revenues and expenditures for Wheeler County are shown in Table 8-2 and Table 8-3.

TABLE 8-2
WHEELER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION-RELATED REVENUES
1997-1998 1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001
Actual Actual Adopted Adopted
Beginning Fund Balance $0 $0 $1,168,740 $1,015,198
Resources
Interest $92,806 $54,823 $72,000 $50,000
Miscellaneous $837 $18,824 $5,000 $6,000
Federal Forest Fees $161,157 $49,608 $50,000 $40,000
Road Work for Others $31,548 $62,511 $10,000 $3,000
State Motor Vehicle Fund $103,201 $101,804 $103,000 $104,000
Sheriff Gas Payment $5,836 $6,577 $8,000 $10,000
Federal Sale of Public Land $4,789 $2,448 $2,000 $2,000
FAS Allotment Exchange $0 $67,485 $65,000 $77,000
Misc. Other Revenue $52,542 $13,368 $21,800 $19,550
Total Revenue $452,716 $377,448 $336,800 $311,550
Total including Beginning $452,716 $377,448 $1,505,540 $1,326,748
Fund Balance

Source: Wheeler County

As shown in Table 8-2, revenues have been declining since 1997. The actual revenue in the 1997-1998 budget
was $452,716 compared to the adopted 2000-2001 budget that expects $311,550. However, as a part of a
budget restructuring, there was an infusion of nearly $1.17 million in the 1999-2000 road fund budget that now
gives the county a cushion they did not have in the past.

Wheeler County’s most stable income source is the State Motor Vehicle Fund, which has accounted for at least
20 percent of the road fund’s revenue, and is replacing the federal forest fees as the primary revenue source.
Federal forest fees have declined significantly in recent years from $161,157 in the 1997-1998 to $40,000 for
2000-2001. However, in coming years this funding source may again increase as new federal regulations are
expected to divert more money to counties that lost revenue when timber receipts declined. Another source of
income is Federal Aid Secondary (FAS) Allotments, which have increased considerably in the past four budget
cycles. FAS Allotments are federal funds given to the county, which are then passed through to the state for
road projects within the county limits.

As shown in Table 8-3, Wheeler County has spent between $33,010 and $90,640 annually in capital
improvements. The bulk of expenditures in the road fund are for personal services and materials and services

8-2



June 2001

Wheeler County Transportation System Plan

relating to maintenance. The 1997-1998 and 1999-1999 budgets show a significant difference in revenue and
Discussions with Wheeler County staff indicate that this is due to the loss of timber receipt
monies that historically went in to the Road Fund. Many of the road projects initially budgeted for were never

expenditures.

funded. The 1999-2000 budget and later budgets have been adjusted for this loss.

TABLE 8-3
WHEELER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION-RELATED EXPENDITURES
1997-1998 1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001
Actual Actual Adopted Proposed
Personal Services $448,282 $446,499 $446,339 $445,663
Materials and Services $570,600 $508,270 $470,838 $423,080
Capital Outlay $52,500 $90,640 $90,506 $33,010
Transfers to Other Funds $32,000 $32,000 $32,000 $72,000
General Operating Contingency $0 $0 $156,000 $138,000
Unappropriated Ending Fund $0 $0 $309,857 $214,995
Balance
Total $1,103,382 $1,077,409 $1,505,540 $1,326,748

Source: Wheeler County

The County also accounts for funds intended for the purchase of road improvement equipment in a Road
Equipment Reserve. Reserve revenue and expenditures shown in Table 8-4 are typically transferred from the

general road fund.

TABLE 8-4
WHEELER COUNTY ROAD EQUIPMENT RESERVE
1997-1998 1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001
Actual Actual Adopted Proposed
Beginning Fund Balance $0 $0 $211,000 $218,016
Resources
Investment Earnings $13,885 $9,899 $8,000 $12,000
Sales of Surplus Equipment $0 $0 $2,000 $1,000
Total $13,885 $9,899 $221,000 $231,016
Expenditures
Road Equipment Purchase $35,487 $18,884 $81,100 $20
Operating Contingency $0 $0 $22,000 $30,000
Unappropriated Ending Fund Balance $117,900 $200,996
Total 35,487 $18,884 $221,000 $231,016

Source: Wheeler County

Transportation Revenue Outlook in Wheeler County

ODOQT’s policy section recommends certain assumptions in the preparation of transportation plans.

Financial Assumptions document prepared in May 1998, ODOT projected the revenue of the State Highway
Fund through year 2020. The estimates are based on not only the political climate, but also the economic
structure and conditions, population and demographics, and land use patterns. The latter is particularly
important for state-imposed fees because one of the goals of Oregon’s Transportation Planning Rule (TPR)
requires a ten-percent reduction in per-capita vehicle miles of travel (VMT) in Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPQ) planning areas by 2015, and a 20-percent reduction by 2025. This requirement will affect
the 20-year forecast for fuel tax revenue. ODOT recommends the following assumptions:

8-3



Wheeler County Transportation System Plan June 2001

o Fuel tax will increase by one cent per gallon per year (beginning in year 2002), with an additional one
cent per gallon every fourth year;

e Vehicle registration fees would be increased by $10 per year in 2002, and by $15 per year in year 2012;

o Revenues will fall halfway between the revenue-level generated without the TPR and the revenue level
if TPR goals were fully met;

e The revenues will be shared among the state, counties, and cities on a “50-30-20 percent” basis rather
than the previous “60-24-16 percent” basis; and

o Inflation occurs at an average annual rate of 3.6 percent (as assumed by ODOT).

Figure 8-1 shows a 1998 forecast from ODOT in both current-dollar (shown in 2000 dollars) and inflation-
adjusted constant (2000) dollars. As highlighted by the constant-dollar data, the highway fund is expected to
grow more slowly than inflation early in the planning horizon until fuel-tax and vehicle-registration fee
increases occur in year 2002, then increase somewhat faster than inflation through year 2015, then (again) more
slowly than inflation.

Wheeler County is highly susceptible to changes in the State Highway Fund because it is expected to remain a
significant source of funding for the county. The amount actually received from the State Highway Fund will
depend on a number of factors, including the amount of revenue generated by state gasoline taxes, vehicle
registration fees, and other sources. It will also depend on population growth in Wheeler County because the
distribution of state highway funds is based on an allocation formula that includes population as a variable.

REVENUE SOURCES

Financing the recommended transportation system improvements requires expenditure of capital resources, so it
is necessary to consider a range of funding sources. A number of potential revenue sources are described in this
section. Not all revenue sources may be appropriate for Wheeler County, but is provided to illustrate the range
of options currently available to finance transportation improvements during the next 20 years.

Property Taxes

Property taxes have historically been the primary revenue source for local governments. However, property tax
revenue goes into general fund operations, and is not typically available for street improvements or
maintenance. This limitation, in addition to the passage of Ballot Measures 5 and 47 that significantly reduced
property tax revenue have forced jurisdictions to search for alternative funding sources. The dependence of
local governments on this revenue source is partly due to the fact that property taxes are easy to implement and
enforce. Property taxes are based on real property (i.e., land and buildings) which has a predictable value and
appreciation. In contrast, income and sales taxes can fluctuate with economic trends or unforeseen events.
Property taxes can be levied through: 1) tax base levies, 2) serial levies, and 3) bond levies. The most common
method uses tax base levies that do not expire and are allowed to increase by six percent per annum, whereas
serial levies are limited to a fixed amount of money and time period. Bond levies are designated for specific
projects and are limited by time based on the debt load of the local government or the project.

The historic dependence on property taxes has changed with the passage of Ballot Measure 5 in 1990. Ballot
Measure 5 amended the Oregon Constitution to limit the property tax rate for purposes other than payment of
certain voter-approved general obligation debts. Under full implementation, the tax rate for all local taxing
authorities is limited to $15 per $1,000 of assessed valuation. As a group, all non-school taxing authorities are
limited to $10 per $1,000 of assessed valuation. All tax base, serial, and special levies are subject to the tax rate
limitation. Ballot Measure 5 requires that all non-school taxing district’s property tax rate be reduced if together
they exceed $10 per $1,000 per assessed valuation by the county. If the non-debt tax rate exceeds the
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constitutional limit of $10 per $1,000 of assessed valuation, then all of the taxing districts’ tax rates are reduced
on a proportional basis. The proportional reduction in the tax rate is commonly referred to as compression of
the tax rate.

Oregon voters passed Ballot Measure 47, an initiative petition, in November 1996, which is a constitutional
amendment that reduces and limits property taxes and limits local revenue and replacement fees. The measure
limits 1997-98 property taxes to the lesser of the 1995-96 tax minus 10 percent, or the 1994-95 tax. It limits
future annual property tax increases to three percent, with some exceptions. Local governments’ lost revenue
may be replaced only with state income tax, unless voters approve replacement fees or charges. Tax levy
approvals in certain elections require 50 percent voter participation.

The state legislature created Ballot Measure 50, which retains the tax relief of Measure 47 but clarifies some
legal issues. Voters approved this revised tax measure in May 1997.

The League of Oregon Cities (LOC) estimated that direct revenue losses to local governments, including school
districts, totaled $467 million in fiscal year 1998, $553 million in 1999, and increasing thereafter, although the
actual revenue losses to local governments depends on actions of the Oregon Legislature. LOC also estimates
that the state had revenue gains of $23 million in 1998, $27 million in 1999, and increasing thereafter because of
increased personal and corporate tax receipts due to lower property tax deduction.

These measures have a direct impact on the ability of cities to pay for transportation improvements out of
general funds or other funds created through property taxes. In addition, it may affect cities” abilities to create
alternative funding sources if those sources are perceived to be in replacement of property tax revenue.

System Development Charges

System Development Charges (SDCs) are becoming increasingly popular for funding public works
infrastructure needed for new local development. Generally, the purpose of a SDC is to allocate portions of the
costs associated with capital improvements on the developments that increase demands on transportation, sewer
or other infrastructure systems.

Local governments have the legal authority to charge property owners and/or developers fees for improving
local public works infrastructure to meet the projected demand resulting from their developments. Charges are
most often targeted toward improving community water, sewer, or transportation systems. To collect SDCs,
cities and counties must have specific infrastructure plans in place that comply with state guidelines.

Typically, an SDC is collected when new building permits are issued that help fund the construction of
transportation facilities necessitated by new development. This is calculated three separate ways depending on
the type of development:

e Transportation SDCs are based on trip generation of the proposed development;

o Residential calculations are based on the assumption that a typical household will generate a given
number of vehicle trips per day; and

e Nonresidential use calculations are typically based on square footage and number of employees for the
type of business or industrial uses.

A key legislative requirement for charging SDCs is the link between the need for the improvements and the
developments being charged.
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State Gas Taxes, License Fees, and Vehicle Weight/ Mile Taxes

The State of Oregon allocates gas tax revenue to cities and counties for road construction and maintenance
projects. The state collects gas taxes, vehicle registration fees, overweight/overheight fines and weight/mile
taxes and then distributes a portion of the revenue to incorporated cities and counties through an allocation
formula that is based on population. Oregon’s vehicle registration fee, at $30 every two years, is a relatively
minor source of revenue for highways and roads, generating less than 10 percent of the total highway user tax
and fee revenue. In 1990, vehicle registration fees were increased by 50 percent, the first increase in 40 years.
Compared to other states, Oregon’s registration fee is low; registration fees in other states range from a low of
$8.00 annually in Arizona to $125 annually in Minnesota. Like other Oregon counties, Wheeler County uses its
State Gas Tax allocation to fund street construction and maintenance.

Local Gas Taxes

The Oregon Constitution permits counties and incorporated cities to levy additional local gas taxes with the
stipulation that the money generated from the taxes will be dedicated to street-related improvements and
maintenance within the jurisdiction. At present, only a few local governments (including the cities of
Woodburn and The Dalles and Multnomah and Washington Counties) levy a local gas tax. Wheeler County
may consider raising its local gas tax as a way to generate additional street improvement funds. However, with
relatively few jurisdictions exercising this tax, an increase in the cost differential between gas purchased in
Wheeler County and gas purchased in neighboring counties may encourage drivers to seek less expensive fuel
elsewhere. Any action will need to be supported by careful analysis to minimize the unintended consequences
of such an action.

Vehicle Registration Fees

Oregon Revised Statues (ORS) grant counties and special districts the right to establish registration fees for
vehicles, although cities currently do not have the legislative authority to impose local registration fees.
Counties and districts are limited to a maximum of $30 for a two-year period on allowed classes of motor
vehicles. To establish an ordinance imposing the fee, the county must first obtain the approval of the county
electors. The ordinance must be filed with the Department of Transportation. The governing body of the
county must enter into an intergovernmental agreement with the department outlining the rules for
administration of laws authorizing county and district registration fees and for the collection of the fees. The
owner of any vehicles subject to multiple fees is allowed a credit or credits with respect to such fees so that the
total of such fees does not exceed $30.

Although vehicle registration fees have not yet been imposed by any local jurisdictions in the state, Wheeler
County could impose a registration fee for all passenger cars and other specified classes of vehicles licensed
within the county. The county must pay at lease 40 percent of the money to cities within the county unless a
different distribution is agreed to between the county and the cities within the jurisdiction of the county. The
funds may be used for any purpose for which the money for registration fees may be used.

Local Improvement Districts

The Oregon Revised Statutes allow local governments to form Local Improvement Districts (LIDs) to construct
public improvements. LIDs are most often used by cities to construct localized projects such as streets,
sidewalks or bikeways. The statutes allow formation of a district by either the local government or property
owners. Cities that use LIDs are required to have a local LID ordinance that provides a process for district
formation and payback provisions. Through the LID process, the costs of local improvements are generally
spread out among a group of property owners within a specified area. The costs can be allocated based on
property frontage or other methods such as trip generation. The types of allocation methods are only limited by
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the Local Improvement Ordinance. The cost of LID participation is considered an assessment against the
property which is a lien equivalent to a tax lien. Individual property owners typically have the option of paying
the assessment in cash or applying for assessment financing through the local government. Since the passage of
Ballot Measure 5, cities have most often funded local improvement districts through the sale of special
assessment bonds.

Federal Timber Receipts

On October 30, 2000, President Clinton signed the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination
Act. This legislation is expected to stabilize, and in some cases significantly increase, federal timber sale
payments to state and county governments. This law replaces the previous system that tied annual timber
receipts to how much money as allocated to counties. The new plan is expected to distribute funds based on the
amount counties received during the three peak years of public timber harvests between 1986 and 1999, which
will also include cost of living adjustments. As a result of this legislation, Wheeler County is expected to
receive about $1.1 million from this plan for school and road projects historically linked to timber receipt
money. This is an increase of over $1 million from 1999.

Of the 1.1 million, 15 percent (about $165,000) will be allocated to projects that affect federal lands. These
types of projects include forest road construction, stream enhancement, forest thinning etc., which will be
selected by a Resource Advisory Committee comprised of public and private interests. The remainder of the
money will be split between the school district, which will receive 25 percent of the funding, and the County
Road Fund that will receive the remainder to be used for road repair and improvements. Wheeler County can
expect to see this additional revenue in November 2001.

For more information, contact the Oregon Association of Counties at (503) 585-8351.
Grants and Loans

There are a variety of grant and loan programs available, most with specific requirements related to economic
development or specific transportation issues, rather than for the general construction of new streets. Many
programs require a match from the local jurisdiction as a condition of approval. Because grant and loan
programs are subject to change as well as statewide competition, they should not be considered a secure long-
term funding source for Wheeler County. Most of the programs available for transportation projects are funded
and administered through ODOT and/or the Oregon Economic and Community Development Department
(OECDD). Some programs that may be appropriate for Wheeler County are described below.

Bike-Pedestrian Grants

By law (ORS 366.514), all road street or highway construction or reconstruction projects must include facilities
for pedestrians and bicyclists, with some exceptions. ODOT’s Bike and Pedestrian Program administers two
programs to assist in the development of walking and bicycling improvements: local grants, and Small-Scale
Urban Projects. Cities and counties with projects on local streets are eligible for local grant funds. An 80
percent state/20 percent local match ratio is required. Eligible projects include curb extensions, pedestrian
crossings and intersection improvements, shoulder widening and restriping existing roads for bike lanes.
Projects on urban state highways with little or no right-of-way taking and few environmental impacts are
eligible for Small-Scale Urban Project Funds. Both programs are limited to projects costing up to $100,000.
Projects that cost more than $100,000, require ROW acquisition, or generate environmental impacts should be
submitted to ODOT for inclusion in the STIP.

For more information, contact ODOT’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Program at (503) 986-3555.
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Transportation Enhancement Program

This federally-funded program earmarks $8 million annually for projects in Oregon. Projects must demonstrate
a link to the intermodal transportation system, compatibility with approved plans, and local financial support. A
10 percent local match is required for eligibility. Each proposed project is evaluated against all other proposed
projects in its region. Within the five Oregon regions, the funds are distributed on a formula based on
population, vehicle miles traveled, number of vehicles registered and other transportation-related criteria.

For more information, contact ODOT’s TEA-21 Enhancement Program at (503) 986-3528.
Highway Bridge Rehabilitation or Replacement Program

The Highway Bridge Rehabilitation or Replacement Program (HBRR) provides federal funding for the
replacement and rehabilitation of bridges of all functional classifications. A portion of the HBRR funding is
allocated for the improvement of bridges under local jurisdiction. A quantitative ranking system is applied to
the proposed projects based on their sufficiency rating, cost factor, and load capacity. They are ranked against
other projects statewide, and require state and local matches of 10 percent each. The HBRR includes the Local
Bridge Inspection Program and the Bridge Load Rating Program.

For more information, contact ODOT’s Highway Bridge Rehabilitation or Replacement Program at (503) 986-3344.
Transportation Safety Grant Program

Managed by ODOT’s Transportation Safety Section (TSS), this program’s objective is to reduce the number of
transportation-related accidents and fatalities by coordinating a number of statewide programs. These funds are
intended to be used as seed money, funding a program for three years. Eligible programs include those relating
to impaired driving, occupant protection, youth, pedestrians, speed, enforcement, and bicycle and motorcycle
safety. Every year, TSS produces a Highway Safety Plan that identifies the major safety programs, suggests
countermeasures, and lists successful projects selected for funding, rather than granting funds through an
application process.

For more information, contact ODOT’s Transportation Safety Grant Program at (503) 986-4192.
Special Transportation Fund

The Special Transportation Fund (STF) awards funds to maintain, develop, and improve transportation services
for people with disabilities and people over 60 years of age. Financed by a two-cent tax on each pack of
cigarettes sold in the state, the annual distribution of funds is approximately $5 million. Three-quarters of these
funds are distributed to mass transit districts, transportation districts, and, where no such districts exist, to
counties, on a per-capita formula. The remaining funds are distributed on a discretionary basis.

For more information, contact ODOT’s Special Transportation Fund at (503) 986-3885.
County Allotment Program

The County Allotment Program distributes funds to counties on an annual basis; the funds distributed in this
program are in addition to the regular disbursement of State Highway Fund resources. The program determines
the amount of total revenue available for roads in each county and the number of centerline road miles (not lane
miles) of collectors and arterials under each county’s jurisdiction. Using these two benchmarks, a “resource-
per-equivalent” ratio is calculated for each county. Resources from the $750,000 program are provided to the
county with the lowest resource-per-equivalent road-mile ratio until they are funded to the level of the next-
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lowest county. The next-lowest county is then provided resources until they are funded to the level of the third-
lowest county, and so on, until the fund is exhausted.

For more information, contact ODOT’s Special Small City Allotment Program at (503) 986-3893.
Immediate Opportunity Grant Program

The Oregon Economic and Community Development Department (OECDD) and ODOT collaborate to
administer a grant program designed to assist local and regional economic development efforts. The program is
funded to a level of approximately $7 million per year through state gas tax revenues. The following are
primary factors in determining eligible projects:

e Improvement of public roads;
e Inclusion of an economic development-related project of regional significance;
e Creation or retention of primary employment; and

e Ability to provide local funds (50/50) to match grant.

The maximum amount of any grant under the program is $500,000. Local governments that have received
grants under the program include Washington County, Multhomah County, Douglas County, the City of
Hermiston, Port of St. Helens, and the City of Newport.

For more information, contact ODOT’s Immediate Opportunity Grant Program at (503) 986-3463.
Oregon Special Public Works Fund

The Special Public Works Fund (SPWF) program was created by the 1995 State Legislature as one of several
programs for the distribution of funds from the Oregon Lottery to economic development projects in
communities throughout the State. The program provides grant and loan assistance to eligible municipalities
primarily for the construction of public infrastructure that supports commercial and industrial development and
results in permanent job creation or job retention. To be awarded funds, each infrastructure project must support
businesses wishing to locate, expand, or remain in Oregon. The SPWF funds can be used for improvement,
expansion, and new construction of public sewage treatment plants, water supply works, public roads, and
transportation facilities.

While SPWF program assistance is provided in the form of both loans and grants, the program emphasizes loans
in order to assure that funds will return to the State over time for reinvestment in local economic development
infrastructure projects. Jurisdictions that have received SPWF funding for projects that include some type of
transportation-related improvement include the Cities of Baker City, Bend, Cornelius, Forest Grove, Madras,
Portland, Redmond, Reedsport, Toledo, Wilsonville, Woodburn, and Douglas County.

For more information, contact ODOT’s Oregon Special Public Works Fund at (503) 986-0136.
Oregon Transportation Infrastructure Bank

The Oregon Transportation Infrastructure Bank (OTIB) program is a revolving loan fund administered by
ODOQT to provide loans to local jurisdictions, including cities, counties, special districts, transit districts, tribal
governments, ports, and state agencies. Eligible projects include construction of federal-aid highways, bridges,
roads, streets, bikeways, pedestrian accesses, and right-of-way costs. Capital outlays such as buses, light-rail
cars and lines, maintenance yards, and passenger facilities are also eligible.

For more information, contact ODOT’s Oregon Transportation Infrastructure Bank at (503) 986-3922.
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ODOT Statewide Transportation Improvement Program Funding Options

The State of Oregon provides funding for all highway related transportation projects through the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) administered by ODOT. The STIP outlines the schedule for
ODOQT projects throughout the state. The STIP, which identifies projects for a four-year funding cycle, is
updated each biennium. In developing this funding program, ODOT must verify that the identified projects
comply with the Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP), ODOT Modal Plans, Corridor Plans, local comprehensive
plans, local Transportation System Plans (TSP), and TEA-21 Planning Requirements. The STIP must fulfill
TEA-21 planning requirements for a staged, multi-year, statewide, intermodal program of transportation
projects. 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.

The highway-related projects identified in Wheeler County’s TSP will be considered for future inclusion on the
STIP. The timing of including specific projects will be determined by ODOT based on an analysis of all the
project needs within ODOT Region 5. Wheeler County, its incorporated cities and ODOT will need to
communicate on a biennium basis to review the status of the STIP and the prioritization of individual projects
within the project area. Ongoing communication will be important for the city, county, and ODOT to
coordinate the construction of both local and state transportation projects.

ODOT also implements some highway improvements as part of its ongoing highway maintenance program.
Types of road construction projects that can be included within the ODOT maintenance programs are
intersection realignments, additional turn lanes, shoulder widening, and striping for bike lanes. Maintenance
related construction projects are usually conducted by ODOT field crews using state equipment. The
maintenance crews do not have the staff or specialized road equipment needed for large construction projects.

FINANCING TOOLS

In addition to funding options, the recommended improvements listed in this plan may be completed using a
variety of financing options. Although often used interchangeably, the words financing and funding are not the
same. Funding is the actual generation of revenue by which a jurisdiction pays for improvements. Some
examples of funding include the sources discussed above (e.g. property taxes, SDCs, fuel taxes, vehicle
registration fees, LIDs, and various grant programs). In contrast, financing refers to the collecting of funds
through debt obligations.

There are a number of debt financing options available to Wheeler County. The use of debt to finance capital
improvements must be balanced with the ability to make future debt service payments and to deal with the
impact on its overall debt capacity and underlying credit rating. Again, debt financing should be viewed not as a
source of funding, but as a time shifting of funds. The use of debt to finance these transportation-system
improvements is appropriate since the benefits from the transportation improvements will extend over a period
of years. If such improvements were to be tax financed immediately, a large short-term increase in the tax rate
would be required. By utilizing debt financing, local governments spread the burden of the costs of these
improvements to more of the people who are likely to benefit from the improvements and lower immediate
payments.

General Obligation Bonds
General obligation (GO) bonds are voter-approved bond issues, which represent the least expensive borrowing

mechanism available to municipalities. General obligation bonds are typically supported by a separate property
tax levy specifically approved for the purposes of retiring debt. The levy does not terminate until all debt is paid
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off. The property tax levy is distributed equally throughout the taxing jurisdiction according to assessed value
of property. General obligation debts are typically used to make public improvement projects that will benefit
the entire community.

State statutes require that the general obligation indebtedness of a jurisdiction not exceed three percent of the
real market value of all taxable property in its boundary. Since general obligation bonds would be issued
subsequent to voter approval, they would not be restricted to the limitations set forth in Ballot Measures 5, 47,
and 50. Although each new bond must be voter approved, Ballot Measure 47 and 50 provisions are not
applicable to outstanding bonds, unissued voter-approved bonds, or refunding bonds.

Limited Tax Bonds

Limited tax general obligation bonds (LTGOs) are similar to general obligation bonds in that they represent an
obligation of the municipality. However, a municipality’s obligation is limited to its current revenue sources
and is not secured by the public entity’s ability to raise taxes. As a result, LTGOs do not require voter approval.
However, since the LTGOs are not secured by the full taxing power of the issuer, the limited tax bond represents
a higher borrowing cost than general obligation bonds. The municipality must pledge to levy the maximum
amount under constitutional and statutory limits, but not the unlimited taxing authority pledged with GO bonds.
Because LTGOs are not voter approved, they are subject to the limitations of Ballot Measures 5, 47, and 50.

Bancroft Bonds

Under Oregon Statute, municipalities are allowed to issue Bancroft bonds, which pledge the city’s full faith and
credit to assessment bonds. The bonds become general obligations of the city but are paid with assessments.
Historically, these bonds provided cities with the ability to pledge their full faith and credit in order to obtain a
lower borrowing cost without requiring voter approval. However, since Bancroft bonds are not voter approved,
taxes levied to pay debt service on them are subject to the limitations of Ballot Measures 5, 47, and 50. As a
result, since 1991, Bancroft bonds have not been used by municipalities that are required to compress their tax
rates.

FUNDING REQUIREMENTS

Wheeler County’s TSP identifies capital improvements recommended during the next 20 years to address safety
and access problems and to expand the transportation system to support a growing population and economy.
This TSP identifies 23 projects in both urban and rural areas, classified into three implementation phases:

e High Priority: between 2000 to 2005;

e Medium Priority: between 2006 and 2010; and

e Low Priority: after 2010.
Estimated costs summarized by project and by implementation phase were presented previously in Chapter 7 in

Table 7-11. The overall estimated project cost associated with Wheeler County’s 20-year transportation project
list is $35,253,670.

Rural Projects
Of the 23 improvement projects identified in Wheeler County, 12 are located within rural areas of the County.

The total estimated cost of rural projects is approximately $33.9 million not including the potential cost of
building a public use airstrip that is conceptual at this point. The breakout of cost by priority is as follows:
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estimated high priority project cost is $28.9 million, medium priority cost is $3.0 million, and low priority cost
is $2.0 million excluding potential airport development costs.

It should be noted that $6.4 million of the total $33.9 million in identified projects is accounted for in the three
STIP projects along US 26. These projects are fully funded and will be constructed this year. Excluding the
three STIP projects along US 26 and the general upgrading of substandard shoulders project (Project W11 - $19
million), the total estimated cost for the rural projects is $8.5 million.

Urban Projects

The City of Fossil has identified three improvement projects to be completed within the 20-year planning
horizon. The total estimated cost for the three City of Fossil improvement projects is approximately $283,000.
The breakout of cost by priority is as follows: estimated high priority cost is $135,000, medium priority cost is
$126,500, and low priority cost is $21,500.

The City of Mitchell has identified four improvement projects to be completed within the 20-year planning
horizon. The total estimated cost for the four City of Mitchell improvement projects is approximately $396,300.
The breakout of cost by priority is as follows: estimated high priority cost is $342,000, medium priority cost is
$16,800, and low priority cost is $37,500.

The City of Spray has identified four improvement projects to be completed within the 20-year planning
horizon. The total estimated cost for the four City of Spray improvement projects is approximately $643,250.
The breakout of cost by priority is as follows: estimated high priority cost is $520,000, medium priority cost is
$70,250, and low priority cost is $53,000.
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APPENDIX A

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #1
REVIEW OF EXISTING PLANS AND POLICIES FOR WHEELER COUNTY

The purpose of this memorandum is to review the existing plans and policies in Wheeler County, in particular
those that relate to transportation. Below are the plans that were reviewed.

WHEELER COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
The Wheeler County Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 1980 and last revised in 1991.

The Plan’s introduction provides an overview of County policy regarding the state’s land use goals as they
relate to Wheeler County. Most of the County lies in agriculture land uses. Spray, Fossil, and Mitchell represent
the County’s primary population centers, accounting for approximately 58% of its population at the time of the
Plan’s 1991 revision (Currently, about 57% live in the three cities). The plan encourages future growth in the
county to occur inside or adjacent to these cities by requiring a 160-acre minimum lot size for areas zoned
exclusive farm use. Such a growth pattern is encouraged by the Comprehensive Plan to preserve agricultural
land and provide for adequate levels of public service in the cities.

The County has planning authority for unincorporated areas, and the document states that the City of Spray will
have a special role in the County Comprehensive Plan. The Urban Growth Area Joint Management Agreement
for the City of Spray is an agreement between the City and the County to facilitate the transition of currently
rural land into urban land uses outside of Spray’s city limits, but inside the existing urban growth boundary
(UGB). This collaboration includes the preparation of a city comprehensive plan, the cooperative establishment
of an urban growth area, coordinating with affected governmental units, and county review of the city
comprehensive plan. The result is the adoption of a comprehensive ordinance that is included in this plan and
its policies.

The Comprehensive Plan is divided into sections addressing the plan’s goals and general planning policies, the
County’s zoning ordinance that includes descriptions of agricultural and timber land use, the City of Spray
Urban Growth Area Joint Management Agreement, the subdivision/partition ordinance, and flood damage

prevention ordinance. Sections that potentially affect transportation service prov1s1on within Wheeler County
are described below.

Section 5(2) Land Use Planning

Policies:
a. To identify lands suitable for farming, grazing, and forest production;

c. To identify lands suitable for development and areas where development should be restricted;
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f. To determine the needs for public facilities and services required to accommodate existing unmet public
needs and expected economic and population growth;

Section 5(3) Agricultural Lands

Policies
f. To limit the creation of new lots or parcels of land to a minimum of 160 acres in size within the Exclusive

Farm Use Zone, unless intended for a conditional use as allowed by the Wheeler County Zoning Ordinance
and referenced to ORS 215.263.

Section 5(8) Recreational Needs

Policies

a. To work with state and federal agencies to provide adequate park and outdoor recreational facilities to meet
recreational needs of residents and visitors, including planning for the Pacific Crest Desert Trail.

Part 5(10) Housing

Policies

b. To support residential development within the cities of Fossil, Mitchell and Spray.

Part 5(12) Transportation

Policies

a. To work with the cities of Fossil, Mitchell and Spray to develop joint policies concerning county roads
within city limits;

b. To assist the Oregon Department of Transportation in setting project priorities in planning improvements to
maintain all state highways within and serving the County;

¢. To maintain and improve County roads, based on available funds, location of school bus and mail routes,
and agricultural and forest uses;

d. To support current projects underway to assist the transportation disadvantaged.
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Section 5(14) Urbanization
a. To establish UGBs outside city limits as necessary to identify and separate urbanized land from rural land,;

b. To require that an UGB and comprehensive plan be jointly amended by a city and Wheeler County as
necessary and appropriate prior to consideration of land for annexation;

c. To co-adopt the Spray UGB and Urban Area Joint Management Agreement;

d. To co-adopt the UGBs of Fossil and Mitchell as shown on the maps in their comprehensive plans.

WHEELER COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE
The Wheeler County Zoning Ordinance was adopted in 1980 and amended in 1991. Land use zones include

Exclusive Farm Use and Exclusive Timber Use. Sections with possible transportation planning relevance are
described below.

In Article 1: Introductory Provisions. One of the purposes of this ordinance is to provide for and encourage a
safe, convenient, and economically viable transportation system within the County (1.050 (6)).

In Article 2: Exclusive Farm Use Zone (EFU), the following are Permitted Uses:
e Climbing and passing lanes within the right of way existing as of July 1, 1997,

e Reconstruction or modification of public roads and highways, not including the addition of travel lanes,
where no removal or displacement of buildings would occur, or no new land parcels result;

e Temporary public road and highway detours that will be abandoned and restored to original condition or
use at such time as no longer needed;

e Minor betterment of existing public roads and highway-related facilities such as maintenance yards, weigh
stations and rest areas, within right of way, existing as of July 1, 1987, and contiguous public-owned
property utilized to support the operation and maintenance of public roads and highways.

In Article 2: Exclusive Farm Use Zone (EFU), the following are Conditional Uses:

e Construction of additional passing and travel lanes requiring acquisition of right-of-way but not resulting
in the creation of new land parcels;

e Reconstruction or modification of public roads and highways involving the removal or displacement of
buildings but not resulting in the creation of land parcels;

e Improvement of public roads and highway-related facilities, such as maintenance yards, weigh stations and

rest areas, where additional property of right of way is required but not resulting in the creation of new
land parcels;
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In Article 2: Exclusive Farm Use Zone (EFU), the following are Property Development Standards for fire
protection for a timber zone or timber area:

One, two, or three access roads should be established;

All roads and bridges should be constructed to accommodate heavy fire fighting equipment in excess of
36,000 pounds.

In Article 3: Exclusive Timber Use Zone (ETU), the following are Permitted Uses:

Climbing and passing lanes within the right of way existing as of July 1, 1997;

Reconstruction or modification of public roads and highways, not including the addition of travel lanes,
where no removal or displacement of buildings would occur, or no new land parcels result;

Temporary public road and highway detours that will be abandoned and restored to original condition or
use at such times as no longer needed,

Minor betterment of existing public roads and highway-related facilities such as maintenance yards, weigh
stations and rest areas, within right of way, existing as of July 1, 1987, and contiguous public-owned
property utilized to support the operation and maintenance of public roads and highways.

In Article 3: Exclusive Timber Use Zone (ETU), the following are Conditional Uses:

Construction of additional passing and travel lanes requiring acquisition of right-of-way but not resulting
in the creation of new land parcels;

Reconstruction or modification of public roads and highways involving the removal or displacement of
buildings but not resulting in the creation of land parcels;

Improvement of public roads and highway-related facilities, such as maintenance yards, weigh stations and
rest areas, where additional property or right of way is required but not resulting in the creation of new
land parcels.

In Article 3: Exclusive Timber Use Zone (ETU), the following are Property Development Standards:

Setbacks. No structure other than a fence or sign shall be located closer than 50 feet from the right-of-way
of a public road and 25 feet from all other property lines. A reasonable safe distance will be maintained
from quarry sites.

In Article 3: Exclusive Timber Use Zone (ETU), the following are Property Development Standards for fire
protection:

One, two, or three access roads should be established;

All roads and bridges should be constructed to accommodate heavy fire fighting equipment in excess of
36,000 pounds.
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CITY OF SPRAY JOINT URBAN AREA JOINT MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT

The City of Spray Joint Urban Area Joint Management Agreement was adopted in 1980 and revised in 1991 as
a part of the Wheeler County Comprehensive Plan. The City of Spray and Wheeler County have a joint
agreement to establish an urban growth area, prepare a city comprehensive plan, coordinate with affected
governmental units, and allow county review of the comprehensive plan. The following sections relate to
transportation.

Section 7. Roads

The County and City shall cooperatively develop an implementation policy regarding streets and roads within
the City urban growth area and corporate limits which is consistent with the City Comprehensive Plan. Such
Policy shall include, but not be limited to, the following.

a. The circumstances under which the City will assume ownership of the maintenance responsibility for
County roads within the corporate limits;

b. The condition under which new streets and roads will be developed in conjunction with subdivisions
within the City urban growth area;

¢. The conditions under which new street and roads, other than subdivisions, will be developed within the
City urban growth area;

d. The conditions under which existing county roads and bridges within the urban growth area will be
improved.

WHEELER COUNTY SUBDIVISION/PARTITION ORDINANCE

The Subdivision/Partition Ordinance provides for the establishment of subdivision and partition regulations for
the unincorporated area of Wheeler County. It was approved as a part of the County Comprehensive Plan and
was last revised in 1986. The following sections pertain to transportation:

In Article 2 Standards section 2.4-2.5, Street and Roadway Improvements and Access specify that:

e Any street or road intended for dedication to Wheeler County shall have a minimum of sixty feet (60ft.) of
right-of-way and provide a minimum improved roadway of twenty-four feet (24ft.) constructed to standards
approved by the County Court. No final subdivision plat or major partition map which includes a street or
road to be dedicated to Wheeler County shall be approved by the Planning Commission until all street or
road improvements are completed,;

e No subdivision or partition shall be approved by the Planning Commission unless access from an existing
all-weather public street or road to each lot or parcel to be created is provided for by either a public or
private street, road, or easement, unless the lot or parcel is being created to allow for transfer of title to a
contiguous property owner.
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WHEELER COUNTY STRATEGIC INITIATIVES FOR COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Wheeler County is in a challenging position to find new types of business, retain the people who are moving in
search of better opportunities, and attract new people to the area. A part of this process is a strategic vision for
economic prosperity in the County. The Wheeler County Strategic Initiatives for Community Economic
Development Report was prepared in December, 1996 by Peter F. Dolbert & Associates. The study was funded
by the U.S. Forest Service Economic Recovery Program and Wheeler County. It is the culmination of
economic and demographic research and interviews with Wheeler County residents. This document did not
highlight any transportation-related issues or potential funding sources for transportation projects, however, it
did give some examples of how other counties have begun to raise money and where some existing funding
sources are. Relevant sections relating to funding include: '

e Wheeler County is the only county in Eastern Oregon without someone designated as the responsible party
for community and economic development (page 22);

¢ The county needs a grant writer, whether it is on contract or a dedicated county staff person. Examples of
other Counties with grant writers have shown that the position can generate a significant amount of money
for projects. For example, Sherman County secured 1.6 million in grants in two years time, while salaries
were only $46,000 (page 24-25);

e Wheeler County has on hand and will receive $120,000 in funds (as of 1996) for economic developinent
from the State Lottery and a Rural Investment Grant (page 26);

e Wheeler County receives approximately $60,000 annually (as of 1996) from video poker and the Rural

Investment Funds for Economic Development. These funds are committed to economic development (page
26);
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2000 City of Fossil Major Streets Inventory
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o R ] I . S R A —
Landfill Road . _ o i e I R I _ N T R - el e
UGB to D St. . Ciy Not classified 25 4 . 2 ' 5 Both sides grass/gravel Shared No .  Good I[ No No o Na - o
D Street ) :A_ N - B _i e . [ I
Landfill Road to Chase St. i City ) Not_clags@ 25 16 2 _|_Two—way , No © 2 | Bothsides grass/gravel Shared __No _%—_””Eo’_ 1 ~ Good No No NA . B
_ Chase St. to Ellsworth St. I ity Not classified 25 0 | 1 _ Twoway; No Mo © NA_ NA No . No . No_ _Dint 1 No ‘__No . _ NA  RuttedRoad e
— — 4‘~ ————— —— — i S __ :__, NN . 7L_‘ H _ S S i,_ _ : _ — [
C Street o - ; o ; PR I T
Chase St. to Marshall St. B 1 Ciy Not classtf' ed 25 16 2 Two-way | ; _Shoulder | 6 | Bothsides grass/gravel Shared No | No - Fair No No | NA | B
Marshall St. to Ellsworth St. i City Not classified 25 16 2  Two-way |  Shoulder - 6 Both sides grass/gravel Shared No : No . Fair to Poor No No & NA i ~
Ellsworth St. to Rutledge St. f City Not classified 25 16 2 Two-way | Shoulder 6 Both sides grass/gravel Shared ' i _Good No No _l_ _NA S
Rutledge St. to Jay St. City Not classified 25 19 2 Two-way Ti-'*‘N"q 12 Both sides gravel Shared Good No __No i NA _ e
B Street N T T -
Main St. to Jay St. o Cityi _ Not classified 25 14 2 Two-way No ! 1-2 Both sides grass Shared Good No I
Jay St. to Taney St. City o I\iot Classified 25 18 2 Two-way ;| Shoulder : 6-8 Both sides grass Shared Good No o
_Taney St. to Chase St. [7 City Nott:assﬁed 25 18 2 vai-tuhy : No 2-4 Both sides grass Shared Good No
Chase St. to Dead End o City Not classnﬁed 25 14 2 Two-way No No NA NA Shared Good No e
: . - - e
A Street (Broadway St.) ! . o B o - Lo - R
Dead End to Chase St. [ City ' i »_I&t E[a§51ﬁed 25 50 17 2 Two-way " No ) 1-2 Both sides gravel Shared No ! No i Fair No
Chase St. to Rutledge St. ) o City Not classified 25 50 18 | 2 | Two-way Shouldeti i - 68 Both sides grass/gravel Shared _No ~No iF}J[ to Good No A e
| Rutledge St to Washington St. . C_lt;/ - Not classified 20 50 20 2 tEvoj\\Tay  Shoulder | 6.8 Both sides grass/gravel Shared No . No ! Fair to Good No No =~ NA_ Beg,m 5Ch00] Zone
Washington St. to 300" West of Quimby St. I City h Not classified 25 50 16 2 | Two-way | "~ Shoulder /' 68 | Bothsides grass/gravel Shared jiEo_“ 'j 7 No - ' Fair to Good No No 1,_ ___NA Dltch oon south side of road
300" West of Quimby St. to Ist Street i City f Not classified L 25 | 50 15 2 ; I"Y,‘,’)"?!,,,;w __No | South, North grass/gravel Shared ; ~No i No ! No : R ]

R S S S R ES O A S B
‘reet _ L R T I T : I R T R T R . B -
7y 19 to 150" East of Broadway St. o City Collector 25 42 20 2 "~ Shoulder | ”g-rass/gravel Shared T No : No Good : No No | CNA N

o Jmsrm‘mmarirro—nw. v mro‘rm'mimmr ] da’g : Collector _ 20 o 20 5 Shoulder 6.8 srass/gravel Shared No " No Falrto GoodJ -  No No NA Chlldren P!z}ylha Sign-near Park |

ﬁ)'—iia—s‘tﬁtoam St. tonams St i >_< } - City i Coﬁl_igo}gr__r; 20 42 20 2 Two—wa) ) _isi&ﬁe? ' ) i {l;é_;ﬁppoth sides J grass/g;;v’el— " Shared | No". ) 17 _N? ) _fgu’ rtoGood) South side only, 3' poor No _NA > '12'setback forsidewalk

B o i Collector £ 20 | 42 | 22 . 2 Two -way i Shoulder - 4-6 Both sides”_!r; grass/gravel Shared |  No ~No :L,Fﬁi[,‘? ) Good| Northsideonly, 6' ~No ~ NA 10 setback for SLdE‘LapL_, ]
. b . Collector 20 42 23 2 T\vo 0-way iﬁ Shoulder ~10-12 . Both sides l grass/gravel Shared No ~_No  !Fairto Good North side 6, South side §' No ~ NA 10 setback for sidewalk o
Washmgton St. to Main St. e Not classified 20 42 50 2 T“_/o way Both No L~7& IL ~_NA Shared | No ;  No  :iFairtoGood _ North side 8', South side 8' No e
Main St. to Jay St. o o o Not clg;flﬁecﬁiﬁ 20 | 42 22 2 Two-way i Both 8-10 | Both sides gravel Shared No ]‘ _No ; Fair to Good No __No B I S
_Jay St. to Rutledge St. i G Not classified | 20 | 42 18 2 |Twoway! Both ; B8-10 i Both sides ___ gravel Shared No E,,_ _No ifair to Good No _No o . R
Rutledge St. to Ellsworth st . ‘ Not classified 20 42 14 2 ,,,:,,T“,’,(f;“fﬂy,x'f No '+ 46 Both sides grass/gravel Shared _No f ~No | Fairto Good; No No o
Lo | E t L N S N
2nd Street o - ' e o - 77;7/ o . N ] I R R T R [
Dead End to Jay St. i Ciy  Notclassified | 25 14 2 | Two-wgy No 24 Both sides grass/gravel No No ,  No | No ~No ‘Ummproved Road
Jay St. to Main St. City Not classified I 25 22 2 ; Two-way l S(I)\l:tgfgj:;in i 11,16 South, North gravel Shared ; No ! No Fair to Goodi South side only, 3' good No NA
n _ e i ; I S - e e e -
) Mam St. to 100’ West of Main St. - - City Not classified ’ 25 20 2 Two-way _ Both Head-in | 16 ' Both sides gravel Shared ﬁ . “No '~_ No : ‘Fairto Goodq __ North side only, 6' fair _ ~No NA B - ]
V\[est 'of Main’ St. to Washlngton St Clty ~ Not classi 37 T\\{o \va;' . Shou_ltE ! é?'loh;vs—outh North| gravel Shared I VNoV I wli{o ;Fairto Good o - No L No NA B B ]
ashlngﬁfSt._ to Adams St o _City ~ Not clésistf'e ! - T\Yof\vuy . Shwou_l_idjr:; 6-8 &@aesj L ;;\E Shareq: '» :No No lFalrto_Good. No ' Ne NA R I
R - | - R Lo o . ; O e e
3rd Street ) o o o t - o ~ B ; ‘__ T : o o o - . e e e
Jefferson St. to Adams St 7w Notclassificd | 25 55 20 2 Twoway  No iNorth, South:  grass/gravel | Shared No No it o Go No o NA e
Adams St. to Main St. City Notclassified | 25 55 1 2 | 2 Twoway  Shoulder | 12.14,46. " North, South. _ grass/gravel Shared _ No No Fairto Good] No L No NA
riiMam St. to 100" East of Main S. o ) City- _Not class:t'eo l 25 55 s 2 Two -way _W South ) l 1 Not‘th ,O}I;,,_!.”, _;r;avel Shared ! 7No T No o I?;r ; i No_ NA '7 on- Sll’&&!ﬁpﬁlﬁk/l_{‘lﬁgﬁ\’vldlh ]
- -iI(S(S'rE;'a:t of Main St. to Jay St. o Eity Not ClaSSlﬂed- s 55 T 23 2 T}_vo way Shoaaermij- A &EE&E ngrfavel Shared ! W”N”o. No Faxr i No NA ) L B
i Iay St. to Dead éna~< ) _w ) - V City. Not classified h “‘77 25 1 55 42’0_* L2 ) 777;1'\\/7o:\;ta>y N . No__ B 6-8 No.rthvohrly » o gravel ] Sha‘t;gri ~ 77]\‘10 . I;jo Fair_ _No NA _Fairgrounds parking on South side
athsweet , o e T , Lt - o R —
DeadEndtoJay St. City Not classified 1 ~ Two-way * No 68 - “Both sides , gr;S; S : __Shared ; No No Gravel No NA _Ummproved Road -

_ JaySt.to 150' West of Jay St. City Not classified 2 Twoway  Shoulder 20,18 NothSouh|  gavel | Shaed ,  No No Fair | No NA L
L Wt;stof.lay St. to - City Not classtf'ed 1 Two-way . Shoulder o 20, 18 hNotth South T ;1.;; o Shared No No Faitm o No NA o .
shington St. to Adalus St. City Not classified . . 2 . Two-way No 28 " Both sides . 7 W'érus“s/giria;el T E};;ed No No Fafr . No NA ) o

‘Adams St. to ] Jefferson St 7)7 City Not classified 25 2 Two-way  North 200 20, 4-6 l North, :Siouth _ 7 N_ggvﬂis‘_ggss__;*%.;r/ed N No No Fair No NA ‘Head in parking on north side only
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APPENDIX B
2000 City of Fossil Major Streets Inventory
Wheeler County Transportation System Plan

| Shoulders i o
On-Street __i_y&ﬁd_thﬁ R Curbcutsat; o
‘ Street | Jurisdiction | b@cz;tions Parking i (feet) Side Paving E.iLewa‘/l sidewalks intersections Camments
o S — N N A E S ]
_Dead End to Jay St. City Not classified 1 Shoulder : 810 ; Bothsides | gravel No No NA  {Unimproved Road -
Jay St. to Main St. " City " Notclassified 2 Shoulder | 10-12  Bothsides gravel Shared No NA L o ]
Washington St. to Adams St. City ‘Not classified 2 Shoulder 8-10 'L Both sides grass Shared No NA o ]
Adams St. to Jefferson St. City ! Notclassified ¢ 2 Shoulder !  6-8 é_@th sides grass Shared No NA i
6th Street T giv . o 7ﬁj h_ —— , - I i —
- Hwy 19 to Jay St, City " Not classified 2 ‘No . Na | NA No ~ No _ NA_ {Unimproved Road ]
Jay St. to 100 West of Jay St. City | Notclassified | 25 2 ~ No 12 ; Bothsides : grass Shared No NA o
100" West of Jay St. to Main St. City Not classified ¢ 2 Shoulder i Bothsides grass Shared North side only, 4' NA |12 setback for sidewalk
Main St. to Adams St. City ..- i\fgtglass@egi“l 2 Shoulder ‘ grass/gravel Shared No NA l o
7th Street T o B S
Washington St. to Dead End City - Né?ciéssi:ﬁéé - No grass Shared No NA  |6% upgrade westbound
Reservoir Road o e .
7th St. to Dead End City Not classified | No NA No No NA  |Unimproved Road
: - ] L. . _ o
Washington Street ~ . b —
Hwy 19 to 3rd St. City " Collector 2 Shoulder 810 | Both sides grass/gravel Shared No NA | - ]
3rd St. to 2nd St. City Collector 2 Shoulder | 68 i_?olh sides grass/gravel Shared L East side only, 6' good NA | -
2nd St. to 1st St. City Collector 2 East12* 10 : C West . gravel Shared ; East side 6' good, West side 5' very poor NA | B o o
_ 1st St. to 100" North of st St. ] City Not classified | 2 __Eastside : 15,6 |> East, West | - gravel Shared | __No  iFairtoGood East side 6', West side 4' ~ I‘{ﬁ,_,,,L a
100’ North of It St. to Broadway St.. City Notclassified | 2 " Eastside ;15,6 | East, West | gavel Shared L No NA _
Broadway St. to Dead End City Not classified | 2 "No | No , Na ! NA No f No NA /@quved Road H
e . , i - . - S ]
ChaseStreet - i : i . S
( ™ St. to Broadway St. )| Bothsides | grass/gravel | Shared | : . No NA ]
1 «aey Street - . I R ;:7 ) 7- i B ﬁ_k O B e L
Dead End to A St. " City " Not classified ) ~No ‘_ No NA NA No No NA  {UnimprovedRoad =~~~ |
_AS-Cst. | ;let;‘iLk;Tjotjcjlas;EQ o Two-way | _Shoulder | 68 Bothsidés | prass/gravel Shared |[Fairto Good| No NA :m o R
— — S S e SR S S R T S B S
Marshall Street - o ) N D B T . L L
DSt.-CSt City Not classified ; Shoulder @ 8-10 ! Both sides grass/gravel No No NA EUnimprgved Road |
 CSt-ASt City Notclassified | ‘Shoulder | 810 | Bothsides grass/gravel Shared No NA ]
[Ellsworth Street ) ] T - ] B ]
_ Dst-Cst City Not classified __ Shoulder | 810 . Bothsides |  gassfgravel | No Mo NA _Unimproved Road .
»H__ESL -A St.; o ~Cl{y7 | Not classified 71; ) Two—\yﬂ»i» ~ Shoulder _,,,,,,,,_8119,,,1’,, Both sides grass/gravel | Shared _No NA | ]
ASt - IstSt City Not classified ~No 24§ Both sides grass/gravel Shared i No NA
i S R N S _ L
Rutledge Street - T o ; i : I .
Ist St. - A St. Ci& 2 _ Shoulder ! 4-6,6-8 L__E_gsi\l\/est | grass/gravel Shared No
| ASt-BSt City sified 2 L ‘Shoulder 6-8 | Both sides grass/gravel Shared East side only, 6'
~ BS.-CSt. City Not classified 2 ! Shoulder | 6-8 ' Bothsides |  grass/gravel Shared ___ _No
~ Cst to Dead End City Ngt:ﬂs;lﬁéd ) 1 __ Shoulder 68 Bothsides . grass/gravel No
 CSt-ASt City | Notclassified 2 | Twoway Shoulder ~  6-8 . Bothsides |  prasslgravel | Shared | Mo o _ No. _NA_ 4% downgrade SB between C St. and B St
| ! §t St.-2ndSt. 7__7» L " Not classified 2 ~ No -+ 24,1 ° West East %A_V\{-gravel, E-grass |  Shared | No ,i,E?ﬂL‘Q,QF_’_",_‘l‘E, ~No NA ) ]
CawdSto3dst | Gy Notlasified 2 y _ Shoulder &8  Bothsides | gmsslgravel | Shared | Mo Na o
3rd St. - 4th St. City Not classified East is;d:;:[ead— 6-8 Both sides : grass/gravel Shared East side only, 5' NA 20" setback for sidewalk
B . U A —_ e . P ————
 4tSt-6thst City Not classified _ Shoulder  6-8  Bothsides ;  pgrass/gravel |  Shared No NA o
Hwyi9t0DeadEnd _City___ _ Notclassified __ Shoulder 10,6 | WestEast | W-gravel, E-grass | Shared _MNo _NA N
treet _ A — | -
cad End to Hwy 19 ' Cit)r Not classified Shoulder 1620 Bothsides . Gravel ¢ No No NA ‘Unimproved Road o
H’\;\fy 19 to 6th St. éily Not classf!'led Shoulder 6-8 Both sides W-gravel, E-grass/gravelg Shared No NA
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APPENDIX B
2000 City of Fossil Major Streets Inventory
Wheeler County Transportation System Plan

r ~ Speed . ROW | Street | No.of Shoulders ! | 1999 |
' Tj__—.:_ T ~, Limit | Width | Width | Travel | Direction On-Street Width | ) ) ;m ‘_J Pavement | h Curb cuts at I o _ﬁv_____k__r o _7 7;_‘7:
Street Jurisdiction Classification’ | (mph) (feet) (feet) | Lanes | of Travel Parking (feet) Side Paving BJik_eway‘ Bike Lanes | Truck Route' Condition® sidewalks Curbs | intersections Comments
oth St. !oﬁlO_O'_I:Ignh of 6th St. City Not classified 25 L ) 21 2 Two-way Shoulder’ |16 | Bothsides 'W-gravel, E-grass/gravel Shared No No  |FairtoGood|  East side only, 4' fair to poor No NA 16' setback for sidewalk
| 100" North of 6th St. to 4th St. City Not classified . 25 a 21 2 Two-way Shouléei‘ | 16 " Both sides B - ”g}z;ss/gravel Shared Nor e " No | Fair to Good » No No NA ) ]
__4th St. to 3rd St. City Not classified 7< 20 37 2 Two-way | Yes, Shoulder 16,6 !Vjs}East twjp:aved, E-grass/gravel Shared No i i}@v ___|FairtoGood|  Eastside only, 4' good No NA | o ]
n 3rd St. to 2nd St. City Not classified ‘ 20 45 2 Two-way Yes 7 Both 7sii(§evs' A paved Shared No _ No Fair to Good East side only, 6' good No NA R ~
2nd St. to 1st St. City Not classified 20 50 2 Two-way Yes 8 Both sides ! paved Shared No No _Fair to Good| East side 7' good, West side 9' good No NA ~_
_ Ist St. to Broadway St. City Notclassified 20 , 53 2 Two-way Yes 8 Boﬁtrhfirde:*'_ . paved Shared No No  iFairto Good| East and West sides, 6' fair to good No NA ]
_ Broadway St. to B St. City | Notclassified | 20 | 20 2 Two-way |  Shoulder | 68 ,,B_‘,’}.ILS"";??; __ grass/gravel Shared No : No V}VFajr_ toGoodl ~ No | No NA | o . ]
B - - - i : - USSR R S . B A U N B B i _—
Hoover Street L o ] S N ) _
| Broadway St. to Ist St City Notclassified 25 | 18 2 | Two-way |  Shoulder 6-8 | Bothsides gravel Shared No | No | Far ,  No No NA | -
Quimby Street | - % B - B -
7‘1371;oadway St. to Ist St. City Not classified ‘ 25 i 16 2 Two-way Shoulder 68 ;7B—otl_1$|des grass/gravel Shared No No Fair o No No NA . ;ﬁ
o B . ] L o
Adams Street i v - i N ! I i
; Hwy 19 to 4th St. City Not classified 25 19 2 Two-way Shoulder 6-8 Both sides gravel Shared No No Fair i No No NA )
_ 4th St to 3rd St. City . Notclassified | 25 20 2 Two-way Shoulder 6-8, 16 East, West grass/gravel, paved Shared No No | Fair West side only, 6' good No NA 14' setback for sidewalk o
| 3rdSt.to IstSt. City Not classified 2 20 2 | Two-way |  Shoulder 68 Both sides . grass/gravel Shared No No | Fair No No NA L
;a;férson Street B i o o T N - ;7 7:
3rd St. to 4th St. City Not classified 25 41 2 | Two-way |E2st20 headring o West grass/gravel Shared No No  IFairto Good No No NA
T 1 o West shoulder L : - e o ]
B 4th St. l075th St. City _NOt classified " 14 2 Two-way No o 1-2 | ]3}Lth Sldf}i L” ___grass/gravel Shared No | No Fair o No No NA e
| ’ 3
Unknown Street (South-east of town) 1 e I IO O R N S N
- _City \7 B N_o_tgclgssﬁifkﬁ 7 N 14 2 Two-way No 12 | Bothsides _grass No | Gravel | NA Unimproved Road - ]
. [ N | . J
Urknown Street (West of town) - ] - B | o ) ) | i
{ St :io UGB 7 City 1 1 . 2 Two-way | NA  No ~ ) ) ) )
Unknown Street Westoftown) | _ L o i - —
_IstStoUGB _ __City _ 2 [Twoway| No | Ne [ Na NA | Mo NA R .
. — I I - - o R
|Unknown Street (West of town) o e
Ist St. to UGB City  Not classified E o 2 Two-way No No ___NA 7 __NA No NA o o
RS E: - [ e _J“.,_ —— R I
I - ] — e e .
LEGEND/NOTES L. N ] D B . , I o
Note I: The three bikeway design treatments for bicycle facilities on roadways outlined in the 1995 Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan are: (1) shared roadway, (2) shoulder bikeway, and (3) bike lanes. R S o
:I;Jgte 2: Pavement condition information for arterials is from the 1999 ODOT Pavement Condition Report. Condition information for collectors is based on field survey conducted by DEA in October 2000. N ‘ - L o ]
Note 3: Based on ODOT Street Classification. | } ; ! ; } i | . | ’ T " - o
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APPENDIX B

2000 City of Mitchell Major Streets Inventory
Wheeler County Transportation System Plan

[ - Speed Shoulders N 999
Limit -~ Width + Width On-Street e S Pavement | B - B -
Street Jurisdiction (mph) ; | Parking Side | Paving ! B[kewav Bike Lanes Condition® sidewalks Curbs Comments
RS S RO —— e e - .
ASA\Xil_{ilﬁl_d!eston Helghts Drive 1 i _ o o o

Dead End to Deer Drive City 2 Shoulder Both sides \7 grass/gravel __Shared No Fair to Good No No 3% rolling grade o

Deer Drive to Cole Rd. City 2 No Bothsides | grass/gravel | Shared No Fair to Good No No Cliff on north-side o B
| ColeRd. to Reservoxr Rd. City 2 No Bothsides | grass/gravel |  Shared No Fair to Good No No 6-8% Downgrade, cliff on north-side

Reservmr Rd. to Nelson St. City 2 No East, West L _gravel Shared No Fair to Good ; ___No No 6-8% Downgrade, cliff on north-side o

l
SW Vl)reerr Drive ) o ji ______ _ i ) —j - ___ o |
| DeadEndto Huddleston Heights Drive Private No Bothsides ;  gravel . No No Fair No S
SW Cole Road I - | - o
O S

| _Huddleston Heights Drive to UGB Private 25 No NA | ~Na ' No No Dirt/gravel No _ No Unimproved Road e ) )

_ S | i
§_\}’_Reserv0|r Road o ' e l o o
| Huddleston Hei ghts Drive to Gate Private 15 No Both sides gravel ' No No Gravel No No Steep 10-12% upgrade, Ummprovcd Road
E\N;Jl;njl)?er lir—n;«; L J o 4,;, o _:/ 7: o : T

Nelson St. to Dead End Private 25 No Both sides  grass No No Dirt/gravel ! No No 8-10% upgrade, poor road o
S Nelson Street : Lo .

Dead End to Juniper Drive Private West shoutder East, West Jlf grass/gravcl 1. No No Very Poor No No 6% downgrade B ]
’7J5513e_r Drive to 250' South of Juniper Drive City No Both sides _.: __grass/gravel ' Shared No Good No No ]
250" South of J uglggrl)nve to Main St. City East 8 West . prass/gravel | Shared No Good _Eastsideonly, 6 No Sidewalk leads to ped path (gravel) parallel to High §
_ I — E O S - - R
SE ngh Street o R i e . . [ —
 Huddleston Helghts Dnveﬁ) 450' North ) City ! No ; East, West | grass/gravel =~ Shared No Good No Pamal west side 6-8%upgrade o

450" North of Huddleston H Dr. to Rosenbaum St. City 20 [ Mo 4 | East, West | pgrass/gravel *  Shared _ No Good : ~ No __...No 6-8%upgrade i

Rosenbaum St.to Church B City 20 i No Both sides i grass/gravel ~~ Shared _ _No . _Good ' No o ~ No - 7 e -

wrch to Rosenbaum St. City 20 Norst:()i,l:;uth South ' grass/gravel i Shared No Good North side only 3.5' fair No
A T - - S . N 8" South T "’ ;””’ R T T t— T T T T T e I T R - -

Rosenbaum St. to 750" East of Rosenbaum St. City 20 Og:ou,l de?—u South i grass/gravel 1 Shared No Good North side only, 3.5' fair No
| 750 East of Rosenbaum St. to High School Shop Bldg, | City 20 No NA ¢ NA | Shared No Good - No No T ]

_ High School Shop Bldg. to High School (Dead End) City 1o No . NA | NA  ° Shared No Good No No ) e

ST | - - - - - —
SE Sasser Drlve i X ; i - o 3 |

High St. to_l_)gad_End Private No NA NA J, __No No Gravel No No Unimproved Road o B -
S - T R - S U
SE Rosenbaum Street I I o . B
le—[ﬁlg'h 1 St. to Hl&h st City oi‘f_l:i_ North South grass/gravel } Shared No Poor No No Poor bikeway - B ]
SEAlleyStreet o - L ]

_ HighSt. to Rosenbaum st City No Both sit_i§§ grass/gravel . Shared No Fair to Poor No No o B ~ |

. , o I A ER o S - . ]
Main Strect e N S H - - . I ]
__Hwy26t0Bridge City No | Bothsides | gravel __ Shared No Fair o No S .

7 Bndee to 120° Sou(h east oandge City No NA _ ~Na . Shared : No 1 Good __Both sides, 1.5' | | o B -
} . | South 10, :
120 Southveast of Bridee to Grocery Store cl | North Mot gmel  Shared No Good _ South side only, 5'fair to good; _ South side only . )
_Grocery Store to 200" East of Grocery Store City Yes _Both sides : _Paved ~~ Shared |  No Good ' North side 3', South side 6' No N ]
: City Yes “Both sides Paved . Shared No Good  North side 6', South side €' | ' L o o

Nelson St. to 160" Eas! ofNelson St. _City Yes . Boths 51des N -gravel, S- paved Shared No Fairto Good Southside only,5'  ; B o o B B
160" East of Nelson St. to West sxde de of Bridge City Shoulder ! Both 51des - grass/gravel  Shared No FalrtoiGpgdﬂi No . o B o

Wesl side of Bridge to East side oandge - City 1 7;B9lh sides : gravel ~ Shared No Fair to Good No _ B
) Easl side oand"e o Hwy ?6 - i i North, Soulh ~ gravel ~ Shared | No Fair to Good No ) )

VUppe;Iiiﬂri(lgc Creek Road 777 L o *; . L . At, 3 1*, e — S jti 7
“'wy 26 to UGB City 25 No NA ) NA ) No . No Gravel No No -Unimproved Road
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APPENDIX B

2000 City of Mitchell Major Streets Inventory
Wheeler County Transportation System Plan

I - o i | Speed ROW Street ; No. of Shoulders _ | 1999 { o
o o : Limit = Width Width | Travel | Direction | On-Street Width | - L Pavement | o ~ | Curbcuts at ]
Street Jurisdiction Classification’ (mph) , (feet) . (feet) | Lanes | of Travel Parking (feet) Side Paving BMlVall Bike Lanes | Truck Route| Condition® sidewalks Curbs intersections Comments
Old Mighway | S I I SR B I I . - . - ]
| UGB toHwy207 L City Not classified | 14 2 Two-way |  Shoulder 6-10 _‘L Bothsides | grass/gravel - Shared No No Fair No _No NA ]
! ] _ _|
e e _ : _ } M)Ii I S
T : - ! - vt T
LEGEND/NOTES :

Note 3: Based on ODOT Street Classification.

|

: Pavement condition information for arterials is from the 1999 ODOT Pavement Condition Repo

l

[Note 1. The three blkéwg EQS‘E“ treatments for bicycle facilities on roadways outlined in the 1995 deésn Elgyclg;nd éedestriar} Plan are: (1) shared roadway, (2) shoulder bike

way, and (3) bike l_qil_e_si

ndition information for coll
T information 1or cc

ectors is based on field survey condus

|

|
I

cted by DEA in October 2000. !
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APPENDIX B

2000 State Highway Inventory
Wheeler County Transportation System Plan

| Speed | Street | Lane | No.of | Shoulders | : 1999 o I ;
- Limit | Width | Width f_pavcl Direction | On-Street | Width I Pavement e ) | Curbcutsat |
T T Street ' Jurisdiction Classification® ;| (mph) | (feet) | (feet) , Lanes . of Travel | Parking (feet) Side ) ) Bike Lanes | Truck Route| Condition® | sidewalks Curbs | mtersecllonsﬂ, Comments
| ' ! !
US 26 (Ochoco Highway) o i _,/____,__WJ N . o ;
Rural Area-Crook County to Mltchell o " ;_J S S R S o e B o
MP50.03-MPSO54 State Interstate .55 1 24 12 12 Two-way No 4-8 Both Sides AGravel/Péived ‘ Shoulder Bikeway No No Very Good No No ﬂ__ NA 3-6' Paved shoulder
MP 50.54 - MP 51.85 S State Interstate 55 136 12 i3 Two-way No 4 Both Sides | Gravel/Paved | _Shoulder Bikeway No No Very Good No No ! NA 3-6'Paved shoulder
MP 51.85 - MP 55.4 - State Tnterstate ss | 24 2 | 2 | Twoway No 24 | BothSides | Gravel/Paved | Shoulder Bikeway |  No No Very Good No No NA |0-3' Paved shoulder
MP 554 - MP 55.8 e State Interstate 55 24 | 12 _2_/;' Two-way No 3-4, 10-12| South, North Grave:l/Paved;T Shoulder Bikeway No No Very Good No No _NA  |Westbound shoulder pullout
MP 55.8 - MP 60.3 o State Interstate 55 24 ;1 2! Two-way No 4-8 | BothSides | Gravel/Paved | Shoulder Bikeway ;  No No Very Good No No ___NA 3-4' Paved shoulder
MP603-MP 6573 (Mitchel) Sae |  Interstate | 55 | 24 [ 12 ' 2 Twowayl Mo 4-8 | Both Sides | Gravel/Paved | _Shoulder Bikeway | _ No No _: _Fair No _No 1 NA |34 Paved shoulder
Mitchell Urban Area R o L S I
West City Limits (MP 65.73) - MP 65. 88 o State Interstate 55 24 12 b2 Two-way No 2-4 Both Sides | Gravel/Paved |  Shoulder Bikeway No No Fair No No ~_ NA  |2'Paved shoulder
[MP 65.88 - MP66.5 e State Interstate 40 | 24 | 12 | 2 [ Twoway. No 4-6 | BothSides | Gravel/Paved | Shoulder Bikeway No No Fair No No __NA___|2-4'Paved shoulder
[MP 66.5 - MP 66.61 o State Interstate 55 | 24 12 2| Two-way No 4-3 Both Sides | Gravel/Paved |  Shoulder Bikeway No No Fair No No i NA  |24'Paved shoulder
MP 66.61 - MP 66.88 (East City Limits) State Interstate 55 | 24 2 ;2 . Two-way No 4-8 Both Sides | Gravel/Paved |  Shoulder Bikeway No No Good No No NA 2-4' Paved shoulder
Rural Area-Mitchell to Grant County o ' ' - 7__1\_ ' ] S _ ) R
MP 66.88 - MP 81.6 ' B State . Interstate 55 24 12 7 2 i Two-way No 4-8 Both Sides | Gravel/Paved | Shoulder Bikeway No No Good No No NA 2-4' Paved shoulder
MP 81.6 - MP 88.46 e State Interstate 55 ] 20 10 § 2 ‘ Two-way No 1-2 Both Sides Gravel Shared Roadway __No No Poor No No | NA  :0-2'Paved Shoulder
MP8846-MPRO3 State Interstate S5 1 20 | 10 2 | Two-way No 2-4 | Both Sides Gravel | Shared Roadway |  No No Poor No No NA___ |0-2' Paved Shoulder
MP 86.3 - MP 96.89 . State . Interstate 55 24 I 12 2 Two-way No 2-4 Both Sides Paved ; Shared Roadway No No Poor No No NA  |0-2'Paved Shoulder
] " . 7 | T
OR Highway 19 (John Day Highway) 0 R B '
Rural Area-Gilliam County to Fossil e I I T o o
MP 52.06 - MP 53.71 - State | Principal Arterial | 55 | 24 | 12 | 2  Twoway|  No 46 | Both Sides | Gravel/Paved | _Shared Roadway No No Good No No . NA _|0-2Paved shoulder
MP53.71-MP57.58 (Fossil UGB) . | Swte , Principal Arterial | 55 2 b 2 _JMI_wo way No 24| Both Sides | Gravel/Paved | _Shared Roadway No No Good No No | NA_0-2 Paved shoulder
Fossil Urban Area _ B | ; i i o . U S I
o State Principal Arterial l 2 ‘T\vo-way- ~ No 6,2-4 | North, South Paved,__Combo | Sﬂl-lroulde} Bikeway | No No Good No No : NA  |6' Paved Ped/Bike Path on N side of Hwy
o ; ’ ~i7:_§tate 1 Principal Arterial ﬁ2 3 T&é—)vay No 6,2-4 | North, South |Paved, C(ir_;ll;) I Shoulder Bikeway ! ) No No Good No 5 No ) ~_NA .6' Paved Ped/Bike Path on N side of Hwy
{ Street Washmgion Street B , .,— ) i State a Principal Arterial 2 ,Tl‘ﬁ'lal il No 2-4 Both Sides G\javellPave(; T/Shar_egRoadway : No No Good ;
.gton St/ree_t Jay Str Street ) B B Principal Arterial 2 _ Two-way | Shoulder | 6-10 Both Sides | Grass/Gravel I ) _S_hgirfeg_ggaﬁdlqﬂj_ ~ No No Good
say Street - 6th Street - | _Principal Arterial | 2 Twoway|  No 12| BothSides | Grass/Gravel [ No Good
6th Street - East City Limits (MP 59.63) ) s Principal Arterial ; _ 2 Twewey  No 24 | BothSides | Gravel | SharedRoadway |  No No Good
Rural Area-Fossil to Spray | i i i _Ai% o ; ‘7__;7:_‘ |
MP 59.63 - MP 69.69 o o : State Principal Arterial 2 | Two-way No 0-5 Both Sides Gravel i Shared Roadway No No Fair
MP 69.69-MP 74.0 . el State Principal Arterial 2 1' Two-way No 0-5 Both Sides Gravel |  Shared Roadway No No Fair
MP 74.0 - MP 74.15 ) I State Principal Arterial 2 Two-way No 0-5 Both Sides Gravel Ti Sharea Roadway No No Good
MP 74.15-MP787 T state Principal Arterial 2 Two-way No 0-6 Both Sides Gravel r Shared Roadway ;' T No No Good NA
MP 7877\/11’ 7¥9§>k77 Vv_*__vj:_ o State Principal Arterial 2 : ?\;vo-way No 6-10 Both Sides Gravel B ‘I; /Siired Roadway B No . No Good No No NA iParkmg on shoulders near river
MP741S-MPO204 State | _Principal Arterial 2 . Twoway| No [ 06 | BothSides | Gravel | SharcdRoadway | No | MNo | Good No No N 1
Spray Urban Area o _ . 77;_‘ o U L
MP 92.04 (Spray UGB) - MP 9217 Principal Arterial 2 Two-way No 2-6 Both Sides Gravel ' Shared Roadway | No No Good No No _NA 0
MP92.17-MP 9227 S Principal Arterial 2 f Two-way | EShoulder | 26 | BothSides | Gravel ' SharedRoadway |  No No Good No Mo O ONA L
IMP 92.27 - 27- Iixff' 92.35 B Principal Arterial 2 | Two-way ; Shoulder 10-20 | Both Sides | Pa;;a 7 Sﬁrszq R};@E :‘ No No Good No ~ No | NA ”E'Iﬂi_—_i_ll and parallel parking
MP 92.38 92 35 MP 92 41 ) L Principal Arterial 2 Two- -way | & D“:l,“um- 6-8 West Gravel , Shared Roadway B No No Good East Side (6" | No __NA  On-street parallel parking next to sidewalk
MP 92.41 - MP 92.56 - Principal Arterial 2 " Twoway| Shoulder | 6-12 | BothSides | Grass/Gravel  Shared Roadway | No No  , NA i
MP 92.56 - MP 9278 (Spray UGB) Principal Arterial 2 Twoway|  No 12 | Both Sides | Grass/Gravel | Shared Roadway No | No | NA |
| Rural Area-Spray to Grant County o e — ) ) ) B ! ;
MP 9278 -MP 932 - Principal Arterial 20 : 10 . 2 Twoway, No 26 | BothSides | G Shared Roadway . NA .
MP932-MP9sS6 Principal Arterial 4 12 2 Twoeway! No 26 | BothSides ; Paved . Shoulder Bikeway _Na
Principal Arterial 20 2 _,_T‘,‘,’g’,fway " e 1-6 Both Sides 7‘: B (irayeL Shared Roadway 71“-7“ i _NA [
Rural Area-Morrow Cpqnty to OR 19 - et ) o L o i S 5 o _ .
MP 24.65 - MP 25.81 R . _State : Principal Arterial 24 2. Two-way | No P24 Both Sides | Gravel/Paved - Shared Rogi;vay ' No NA o ]
MP259-MP2648 State | Principal Arterial 2 2 Twoway|  No 26 | BothSides | Gravel  Shared Roadway _NA
MP "4 48 - Mp 78 54' ) 7”7 ) o __ State Principal Arterial 22 1 2 Two-wa ! No 48 _Both Sides " Gravel  Shared R.:);d-vivgiﬂx‘u N . NA _ —
N emesaos T s Principal Arerial | » 0T 2 Twoway.  Ne | 14| DohSides  Gravel  SharedRoadway “NA T
M. J5-MP 35.0 . ) o 7 _ State Pnncxpal Anenal 55 22 It 2 ~ Two-way - 7No _ j:g _lﬁl_3_oth S-i(_jté; Gravel : Shared Roadway - NA - o
MP 35.0 - MP 40.96 o " 'State . Principal Arterial 55 2 1 2 Twoway'  No i 18 | BothSides  Gravel  Shared Roadway NA
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APPENDIX B

2000 State Highway Inventory
Wheeler County Transportation System Plan

- o Speed | Street | Lane | No.of | | Shoulders f T 1999 ! ’
e Limit | Width | Width | Travel | Direction | On-Street | Width T 4! o T Pavement 1 Curbeussat | -
i Street \Jurisdiction (MM (mph) | (feet) | (feet) | Lanes | of Travel Parking | (feet) Side Paving Bikewa i MT}_Bike LanesTi‘ﬁék Route| Condition® | sidewalks Curbs intersections | ~ Comments_ ]
. . ~—=LEWaY, ! :
- ‘ S _ { . S A S
OR Highway 207 (Service Creek-Mitchell Highway) N B I R S S e * ) -
Rural Area-OR 19 to Mitchell B e \ B i
MP 0.00 - MP 1.56 e _:_State Principal Arterial 55 20 10 ,; 2| Two-way Both Sides Gravel Shared Roadw;y T e No Good No No NA - —
EAP 1.56 - MP 5.55 I _ State Principal Arterial 55 20 10 2 !_TWO-Way i Both Sides Gravel Shared Roadway_ T No - ﬁo Good No No NA T B
MP 5.55 - MP 5.87 o B State Principal Arterial 55 18 9 2 Two-way Both Sides Gravel Shared Roadway . No |  No Fair No No o T
MP 5.87 - MP 7.36 . Stme | Pprncipal Arterial | 55 22 1L 2 ! Two-way, Both Sides Paved SharedRoadway ' No - No Fair No No ST
MP 7.36 - MP 8.54 . st Principal Arterjal 55 22 nm i 2 __JI_\_’VEV{)', Both Sides | Gravel/Paved | Shared Roadway” T N No " Fair No No T
MP 8.54 - MP 8.85 i Stae Principal Arterial 55 22 11 ‘ 2 ! Two-way ! Both Sides | Gravel/Paved Shared Road\;a—)-/ " No Fair No No - T
MP8SS-MP192 .} /Sate | Principal Arterial | 55 22 11 2 {Twoway|  No Both Sides | Gravel/Paved | _ Shared Roadway No T Poor o No NA - |
MP 19.2 -MP 23.3 o .t Stae Principal Arterial 55 22 11 2 Two-way i Both Sides | Gravel/Paved Shared Roadway T No “No Fair No No T "N -_ ) T |
MP 23.3 - MP 24.13 (Mitchell West City Limits) State Principal Arterial 55 22 11 2 Two-way | 1 Both Sides | Gravel/Paved Shared Roadway _ J‘ __No No Poor No No NA 1 o
Mitchell Urban Area ) !
MP 24.13 (Mitchell West City Limits) - MP 24.32 State Principal Arterial 55 22 11 2 i Two-way Both Sides | Gravel/Paved | _ Shared Roadway | ;vN?, : 1 >N; Poor No No __NA S o
OR Highway 218 (Shaniko-Fossil Highway) _ T - ; S
Rural Area-Wasco County to Fossil - B ] T o h T
MP 23.07 - MP 25.39 | State Principal Arterial 55 24 12 2 Two-way No I 48 Both Sides | Gravel/Paved Shared Roadway | i Poor No No NA 2-4' Paved Shoulders
MP 25.39 - MP 26.3 o State Principal Arterial | 55 22 11 2 |Twoway| No ; 26 | BothSides | Gravel Shared Roadway | Poor No No NA -
MP 26.3 - MP 29.0 T state Principal Arterial | 55 2 1 2 | Two-way No | 26 | BothSides | Gravel Shared Roadway = No Very Good No No NA - -
MP 29.0 - MP 343  State Principal Arterial | 55 . | 22 1 2 !Twoway. No | 26 | BothSides | Gravel Shared Roadway .  No Good No No NA T
MP 34.3 - MP 37.58 o ) State Principal Arterial 55 22 11 2 MLTwo—way Both Sides Gravel Shared Roadway N - Fair No No NA T T f T
MP 37.58 - MP 39.1 ... _Stae . Principal Arterial 55 22 112 | Twoway| ] Both Sides Gravel Shared Road»@x;;_f Very Good No No NA - il T : N t‘j
MP 39.1 - MP 40.91 ... sute | Principal Arterial 55 | 22 11 2 iTwoway;  No 2-6 Both Sides Gravel Shared Roadway - | _ Good No No | NA »L N o
MP 40.91 - MP 42.62 (Fossil South City limit) _ State ):_ Principal Arterial 55 20 | 10 ,_?-A‘LTWO","EL i Both Sides Gravel Shared Ro_agﬂ‘l,_“;,, . Good No No ) NA L* o
FossilUrban Area L | R B R
( 32 (Fossil South City limit) -MP 4275~ . Swte | Principal Arterial | 55 20 | BothSides | Gravel SharedRoadway : No | No i Good No No Na
I /s-MP4298 ) © State ! Principal Arterial | 25 20 -8 | BothSides | Grass/Gravel Shared Roadway No No l.__, Good __No No _NA _ B o
; i - =
U U P - S U — - — - S
- f T 1 - S R — e
I S S B _ I - — _ - S
LEGEND/NOTES - i | ‘ ; B 1 - } ) -
gote 1: The three bikeway design treatments for bicycle facilities on roadways outlined in the 1995 Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan are: (1) shared roadway, (2) shoulder bikeway, and (3) bike lanes. o S L -
Note 2: Pavement condition information for arterials is from the 1999 ODOT Pavement Condition Report. Condition information for collectors is based on field survey conducted by DEA in October 2000. :
Note 3: Based on ODOT Street Classification. R ] , ! Y T . —
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APPENDIX B
2000 City of Spray Major Streets Inventory
Wheeler County Transportation System Plan

Speed . ROW  Street . No.of Shoulders ] 1999
ij,ii :_W o o T Limlt—'_ ‘Vldih Wldth : Travel Direction | On-Street | Width I‘ ) ! - ,,_w: ) R Pavement 7 1 T /Cnu_rb cuts at -
Street Jurisdiction Classification’ (mph) | (feet) L (feet) ; Lanes of Travel | Parking {feet) Side Pavmg | BlkewaL Bike Lanes | Truck Route | Condition® sidewalks Curbs . intersections Comments ]

Jumper Avenue L o L R = { e

H_“g/ 19 t'damer B ' ) City Not classified L1012 . 1 | Two-way No No NA NA T _Np i No No Dirt o N;w T No  NA Unimproved Road
B 7(56;nelrrto 2nd St T City Not classified A i,, 12-14 . 1 | Two-way | Shoulder 24 Both sidesm grass/gravel | I o »No ! No No Dirt No I -ﬁom S EIK Unimproved Road T
—ﬁ>2;1d_St to Mam St ﬂﬁ* / - City Not claSSiﬁed_mr 1’ 2 Two-way No 24 Both sides l grass/gravel | Shared Ev No No Fair to Good o N;i—i;:;iﬁi\lg_ ___NA ]
ndStreet - R TA i L T o o
—I—u;u‘p;e;— Agvet?o John 152;); XC& ) N - Ciy | Not classified 25 i;_ 7 7 19 - 2| Two-way ; Shoulder 10-12 Both sides. \ grass/gravel Shared ‘ - __No_ No _i Fair to Good No A—}ri o No T 7 o NA ]
B TO—h;lbay Ave toibiead End v i;j; o City Not classified I N L | Two-way No 2-4 Both sides grass/gra_\('e'l_:r __No J __Neo No | Grave | No  No J NA Fﬁ;i—r;lvm:oved Road

— S I ‘j_ L o - i._ o ) 77; SR '

John Da) ‘Avenue ' ‘ e : ; . ) T h E‘ry<wk’ T

3rd S—t.‘-t;;Z;d~ s. City Not classified 25 l o L 14 i,,;? Two-way | Shoulder 2-4 Both sides { grass/gravel ~ Shared No No Fair No No ) : NA
[ 2ndstoMainst City Not classified 25 | 20, 2 |Twoway| Shoulder | 68 | MNomh | grass | _ Shwed |  No No Good No No  NA

e i e e I S R S o I _ ‘ )

Main Street | R

UGB to end of Bridge (200) o City Collector Two-way No No NA NA _Shared 1 No No Good No Yes-Both NA

End of Brldge to ODOT Maintenance Bldg ) City | Collector Two-way No 6-8,2-4 | North, South| grass/gravel | ~ Shared |~ No No Good No No NA ]

ODOT Maintenance Bldé.rgi_ﬂ;mper Ave City Collector Two-way | Shoulder 8-10 Both sides grass/gravel | Shar ) No No Fair No No o NA

Juniper AvetoHwy 19 City Collector Two-way No 1-2,0-1 | West, East | grass/gravel Shgr_ed i No No Fair No 1 No NA —
Willow Street i ) T e [ I o Pk I R o _‘»

Hwy 19 to Thdfﬁ Stg T City Not classified 25 N L7”9ﬂ G L, B} Two-way No No NA ~ NA i V§Vhared No No N
[ ThomSttoMainst. B City Not classified '25_._#11‘ 18 ;2 | Two-way Intermittent 48 | Bothsides | grass |  Shaed | No No ]

] ' .

nghway 19 easte { B I T ' — e — - » 7 — S , — 7
_Main St to Hwy 19 T City ~_ Collector :‘_ 20 v o 20 2 ¢ Two-way No 4-6 South 7 Shared jt _No No
Thorrlilrsit;eet I L ) L ) e 1 - : — ]

Willow St. to 500’ North of Willow St._ City 1214 2 [ Twoway| No | 12 ‘Shared Fair to Good | No 1 No " nNa
willow . I S O A A B _>hared L , e N0 |
500 North of Willow St to Cox St. City -9 2 i Two-way; Shoulder ;6-8,38-12 __Shared _|FairtoGood] ~ No _No . _NA
Cox St. to Creek Bed (Dead End) City 12 l , Two-way No (o] No Gravel No No : NA Unimproved Road
- [ —— el i s ] - 2 e e e e — e —
asherbrive T o F I N R D N N N S A
Dead End to Hwy 19 City Not classified | 12 No 6-8 No Gravel No T No NA Unimproved Road
e Y = - ! - - s - S - T e T U
L L - R I N S S B S B S
Pﬂ Sﬁtiregti_;” o — _ ,{ B UK SR B )J —— _ S I SO S ———
Hwy 19 LY Thom St City Not classified 25 | 23 2 Two-way No 6-8 Both sndes ; grass/gravel Shared No No Fair to Good No No : NA
i -~ S— S - - 7 — L e e e——— L - - R B
Thorn St. to Dead End City Not classified 1 | Two-way | Shoulder 6-8 Both sides grass/gravel ! No No No Gravel No No ’ NA Unimproved Road ]
e - — i i = Copemeer L T T SV SRR —
! | . :
o e S S e ! e S e OO ]
. va 5 to Thom s _¥,7 T g_i City Not classified o 3 7§_>M:§yzﬂ~8houlder 6-8 Both sides V;grress/gravkeljvl;iaregﬂ 77~ No No Fair N?:’ NA -]
Thorn St.to Dead End City Not classified . 2 | Two-way | No No NA NA J No ] No No Gravel No No ) NA Unimproved Road
e —— — e el - -] b"‘-——lk = e ST e e —mes i —_—— T S T s T —_— 'v T e —— —
; I - e - e e —]
Hwy 9 to Thorn St T City Not classified . Both sides i71g/rass,/uravel ! Fair to Poor T Ne |7 T Ne 7 wAa B i
S - - Pl SR CEUU s~ U (8 ; N —
Quaitbrve T T S
~Hwy 19 to Dead End ! City Not classified | . Boths Sld"S E grass NA lUmmpro\'ed Road
e — N . L., grass. e
e S S _ [ R S o ]
vCh»_ucker Dr“e R | S — - j S U e i,e4 — PR e . !
_Hwy19to Dead End ] city | Notclassified : 25~ 10-I2 I i{Twoway| No | No No NA iUni_lpproved Road L
B B S SO B | ) : !
Pine Street - L L L : ‘ e ) :
_Huwy 19 to Winlock St. , _City . Notclassified ! 25 21 > Twoway| Yes | 1016 | Bothsides = Gravel . Shared _ NA
Wmlock st to Harding § St ] R Clty o Not cla551fed s 2 2 T\vo -way | No ' 46 ! Both S{deg ~ grass/gravel Shared NA
I—[ardmg St to Hwy 19 . cCity \ i . 22 2 ,,4.,_1,-‘53,‘, | Yes B : sides  grass/gravel Shared NA '
Broadway Street ) 7“ ) - ) . ,_Ei _ i ) k, . : o . /: j;j ] N

Pine St. to Dead End ) S Cl;;l B Neteleéeirﬁed 25 18 2 ) T\\'o-wayf No . 46  Bothsides arass - Shared 7 No WNo B .lsakr o No . No 7 l NA
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~APPENDIX B
2000 City of Spray Major Streets Inventory
‘Wheeler County Transportation System Plan

- ] : Speed | ROW ! Street . No.of . Shoulders e o 1999 T 1l
e - Limit | Width , Width | Travel ' Direction | On-Street | Width o 4 P Pavement L 1 L B {‘VﬂC_urbﬁc’ut_s_at” ]
Street Jurisdiction Classification’ (mph) (feet) | (feet) ; Lanes ; of Travel | Parking (feet) Side Paving Bikeway' . Bike Lanes | Truck Route Condition® sidewalks Curbs , intersections Comments

e Lo L] B R E Lo . o o

Winlock Street — RO S I R .
Pine St. to UGB City Not classified 25 No 4-6 Both sides gravel Shared : No No Fair No | No [ NA
S S B 20 gravel s L e M. L N . N IS0
- , B R I
i : | |

A - S ; S T . — 3 . _
LEGEND/NOTES | i [ . - S
Note 1: The three bikeway design treatments for bicycle facilities on roadways outlined in the 1995 Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan are: (1) shared roadway, (2) shoulder bikeway, and (3) bike lanes. B [ D ) L o
Note 2: Pavement condition information for arterials is from the 1999 ODOT Pavement Condition Report. Condition information for collectors is based on field survey conducted by DEA in October2000.© - . i B

Note 3. Based on ODOT Street Classification.

L 1 l I

! :
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APPENDIX C
EXISTING YEAR 2000 COUNTY ROAD INFORMATION

FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION AND ROAD TYPE
Road Name County Functional Road Type (miles) Total Length
Road No. Class Asphalt‘ 0il Mat' l Gravel | Dirt (miles)
Winlock Ln 1 Local 6.00 11.00 17.00
Parrish Creek/Waterman Rd 2 Major Collector 5.50 20.00 25.50
Kabhler Basin Rd 3 Local 1041 10.41
Richmond Six Shooter Rd 4 Minor Collector 2.00 10.18 12.18
Alder Creek Rd 5 Local 9.16 9.16
Antone Ln 6 Local 8.82 9.94 18.76
N Twickenham Rd (a.k.a. Rowe Creek Rd) 7 Major Collector 15.63 15.63
Upper Bridge Creek Rd (a.k.a. Dollarhide Rd) 8 Minor Collector 8.55 8.55
Kinzua Ln 9 Major Collector 7.15 7.15
Gable Creek Rd 10 Local 6.04 6.04
Cottonwood Creek Rd 11 Local 5.35 5.35
West Branch Bridge Creek Rd 12 Local 5.15 5.15
Pine Creek Ln 13 Local 4.15 4.15
Bridge Creek Rd 14 Major Collector| 5.73 17.83
a.k.a. Burnt Ranch Rd Minor Collector 12.10

Stone Cabin Rd 15 Local 5.10 5.10
Bear Creek Rd (a.k.a. Painted Hills Rd) 16 Local - 040 6.22 6.62
Butte Creek Ln 17 Local 3.76 4.40 8.16
S Twickenham Rd (a.k.a. Girds Creek Rd) 18 Major Collector 7.17 7.17
Black Butte Ln 19 Local 4.09 4.09
S Twickenham Rd (a.k.a. Sutton Mt Rd) 20 Local 3.00 9.00 12.00
Hoover Creek Ln (new alignment) 21 Locai 1.29 8.63 9.92

(old alignment) Local 1.21 121
Gage Rd 22 Local 0.90 0.90
Lost Valley Rd 23 Local 1.41 5.74 7.15
Lone Rock Rd 24 Local 12.84 12.84
Huddelston Rd 25 Minor Collector 2.76 2.76
Clarno Rd 29 Local 5.30 5.30
Henry Creek Rd 31 Local 1.75 3.63 5.38
Notch Rd 33 Local 1.93 2.63 4.56
Fire Ln 35 Local 2.37 2.37
Trail Fork Rd 37 Local 1.06 1.06
Williams Ln 39 Local 3.05 3.05
5[‘\\ v6 : o ‘ Py 3t

b

1. Chip seal and oil mat refer to the same type of roads in Wheeler County.

S Y

Source: Wheeler County Road Department

s

*See Figure 7-1 for future functional classifications of county roads.
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APPENDIX D
LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA DESCRIPTIONS

This appendix describes the level-of-service (LOS) criteria for unsignalized intersections and two-lane rural
highway sections.

Unsignalized Intersections

The operational characteristics of selected unsignalized intersections within Wheeler County were evaluated using
procedures outlined in the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual for unsignalized intersections. The highest volume
intersections, located along the state highways within the three urban areas were analyzed using design hour
volumes for existing and future volume conditions. Unsignalized intersections include Two-Way Stop-Controlled
(TWSC), All-Way Stop Controlled (AWSC), and Roundabouts. This program calculates delay and LOS for the
critical movements of an intersection, based on the control delay. Control delay includes initial deceleration
delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration delay. The LOS criteria for unsignalized
intersections are presented in Table D-1.

It should be noted that the LOS criteria for unsignalized intersections are somewhat different than the criteria used
for signalized intersections. The primary reason for this difference is that drivers expect different levels of
performance from different kinds of transportation facilities. The expectation is that a signalized intersection is
designed to carry higher traffic volumes than an unsignalized intersection. Additionally, there are a number of
driver behavior considerations that combine to make delays at signalized intersections less onerous than at

- unsignalized intersections.

For example, drivers at signalized intersections are able to relax during the red interval, while drivers on the minor
street approaches to TWSC intersections must remain attentive to the task if identifying acceptable gaps and
vehicle conflicts. Also, there is often much more variability in the amount of delay experienced by individual
drivers at unsignalized intersections than signalized intersections. For these reasons, it is considered that the total
delay threshold for any given LOS is less for an unsignalized intersection than for a signalized intersection. While
overall intersection LOS is calculated for AWSC intersections, LOS is only calculated for the minor approaches
and the major street left turn movements at TWSC intersections. No delay is assumed for the major street through
movements. For TWSC intersections, the overall intersection LOS is defined by the movement having the worst
LOS (typically a minor street left turn).

TABLE D-1
LEVEL-OF-SERVICE CRITERIA
FOR TWO-WAY UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

Level of Service Delay Range
A <10
B >10 and <15
C >15 and <25
D >25 and <35
E >35 and <50
F >50

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity
Manual, Special Report 209, page 10-25.
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Two-lane Highways

The six LOS grades are described qualitatively for two-lane highways in Table D-2 below.

TABLE D-2 -
LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA FOR TWO-LANE HIGHWAYS

Service
Level

Typical Traffic Flow Conditions

A

Motorists are able to drive at their desired speed which, without strict enforcement, would
result in average speeds approaching 60 mph. Passing demand is well below passing
capacity, and almost no platoons of three or more vehicles are observed.

Speeds of 55 mph or slightly higher are expected on level terrain. Passing demand needed
to maintain desired speeds becomes significant and approximately equals the passing

capacity.

Further increases in flow result in noticeable increases in platoon formation, platoon size,
and frequency of passing impediment. Average speed still exceeds 52 mph on level terrain,
even though unrestricted passing demand exceeds passing capacity. While traffic flow is
stable, it is becoming susceptible to congestion due to turning traffic and slow-moving
vehicles.

Unstable traffic flow as passing demand is very high. Average platoon sizes of 5 to 10
vehicles are common, although speeds of 50 mph can still be maintained under ideal
conditions. This is the highest flow rate that can be maintained for any length of time over
an extended section of level terrain without a high probability of breakdown

Under ideal conditions, speeds will drop below 50 mph. Average travel speeds on highways
with less than ideal conditions will be slower, as low as 25 mph on sustained upgrades.
Passing is virtually impossible and platooning becomes intense when slower vehicles or
other interruptions are encountered.

F

Heavily congested flow with traffic demand exceeding capacity.

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209. National Research Council, 1994.
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APPENDIX E

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #2

POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT FORECASTS FOR WHEELER COUNTY, FOSSIL, MITCHELL,
AND SPRAY

This memorandum presents population and employment forecasts for Wheeler County and the incorporated cities
of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray. It briefly discusses historical population growth trends, the methodology for

developing population forecasts, and the future population and employment trends estimated through the year
2020.

Methodology and Data Sources

Information used in this demographic analysis was gathered from a variety of-sources. Historic population
estimates (1960-1980) were developed from data reported by the U.S. Census Bureau. Current population
estimates were provided by Portland State University’s Center for Population Research and Census (PSU CPRC),
which develops annual population estimates for cities and counties for the purpose of allocating certain state tax
revenues. Population and employment projections (2000 through 2020) are based on the State of Oregon Office
of Economic Analysis (OEA) projections. The OEA’s projections were developed in January 1997 and include
long-term (through year 2040) state population forecasts disaggregated by county. Employment information was
developed from OEA’s county-level employment forecasts (also completed in January 1997) which were based
~ on covered employment payrolls reported by the Oregon Employment Department.

The OEA used business-cycle trends (as reflected by the Employment Department’s employment forecasts) as the
primary driver of population and employment for the short-term projections. Long-term forecasts shifted to a
population-driven model, which emphasized demographics of the resident population, including age and gender of
the population, with assumptions regarding life expectancy, fertility rate, and immigration. .

David Evans and Associates, Inc. (DEA) used a similar methodology based on the OEA’s county-distribution
methodology to develop population and employment forecasts for each of the cities in Wheeler County. DEA
calculated a weighted average growth rate for each jurisdiction (weighting recent growth more heavily than past
growth) and combined that average growth rate with the projected countywide growth rate. This methodology
assumes that growth rates will be similar over time. Often the physical constraints of any area limit its ability to
sustain growth rates beyond the state or county average for long periods of time. Such constraints include
availability of land and housing, congestion, and other infrastructure limitations.

The population and employment forecasts presented is this memorandum was developed to determine future -
transportation needs. The amount of growth, and where it occurs, will affect traffic and transportation facilities in
the study area. This report is not intended to provide a complete economic forecast or housing analysis, and it
should not be used for any purpose other than that for which it is designed.

Historic Growth

Population levels in most eastern Oregon counties generally declined in the latter part of the 20™ century.
Counties with lower current populations include Baker, Harney, Sherman, Union, Wallowa, Grant, Gilliam, and
Wheeler Counties. Wheeler County’s population declined during the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s, reflecting the
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general slowdown in the state’s economy, although this trend may be changing. Wheeler County’s population has
grown an average of 1.43 percent annually since 1990 to about 1,600 people in 1999, but is still less than its high
of 2,722 people in 1960. Table 1 presents historic and current estimated population levels for Wheeler County,
the cities of Fossil, Mitchell, Spray, and the State of Oregon.

Table 1
Population Growth, 1960 to 1999
AAGR*
Number
1960 1970 1980 1990 1999 (1960-1999) 1960-1999 1990-1999
Wheeler County 2,722 1,849 1,513 1,408 1,600 (1,122) -1.35% 1.43%
Fossil 672 511 535 399 545 (127) -0.54% 3.53%
Mitchell 236 196 183 163 200 (36) -0.42% 2.30%
Spray - 194 161 155 149 165 (29) -0.41% 1.14%

State of Oregon 1,768,687 2,091,385 2,633,105 2,842,321 3,300,800 1,532,113  1.61% 1.68%

* Average Annual Growth Rate
Source: Portland State University Center for Population Research and Census (1990-1999 data); Oregon Blue book (City historic data);
U.S. Census Bureau (County historic data)

The fastest population changes are taking place in the cities. Fossil and Mitchell are growing at almost twice the
rate of the county, while Spray is also seeing modest growth at a rate just lower than the County’s.

Population and Employment Forecasts

Wheeler County is facing many of the same challenges as other areas in Oregon and nationally. According to the
Bureau of Economic Analysis, who compiled a list of the 250 poorest counties in the nation, Wheeler County is
one of only two Oregon counties listed. Wheeler County’s per Capita income is only 57.2 percent of the national
average; Gilliam County’s per capita income is 52.8 percent of the national average.' Nevertheless, Wheeler
County is expected to experience small population gains for the next 20 years. Like much of eastern Oregon, the
economy of Wheeler County remains largely seasonal, with over eighty percent of all employment being
agriculture-based. Therefore, population and employment change increases are difficult to predict, and are not

likely to be as stable as the forecasts imply. Population and employment as forecast by the OEA are shown in
Table 2.

1 Regional Economic Information System, Bureau of Economic Analysis, June 2000
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Table 2
Population and Employment Forecast, 1999 to Year 2020
Wheeler County and State of Oregon
2000-2020 Change
Percent

1999 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 Number  Change AAGR
Wheeler County

Population 1,600 1,697 1,833 1,966 2,100 2,230 533 31.41% 1.59%

Non-Agr. Empl. N/A 315 343 367 384 399 84 26.67% 1.13%
State of Oregon

Population 3,300,800 3,406,000 3,631,000 3,857,000 4,091,000 4,326,000 920,000 27.01% 1.30%

Non-Agr. Empl, N/A 1,601,718 1,718,659 1,814,276 1,882,653 1,947,702 345,984 21.60% 0.94%

Source: Portland State University Center for Population Research and Census (1997 population estimates), State Of Oregon Office of
Economic Analysis (forecasts).

The OEA expects population and employment in Wheeler County to grow, with population growing at the average
rate of 1.59 percent over the 20-year planning horizon and non-agriculture based employment growing at an

average rate of 1.13 percent.

Based on the OEA projections, DEA prepared population forecasts for the

jurisdictions of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray, which are shown in five-year increments in Table 3.

Table 3
Population Forecast, 1997 to Year 2020
Wheeler County and Cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray

1999-2020 Change

1999 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 Number  AAGR*

Wheeler County 1,600 1,697 1,833 1,966 2,100 2,230 630 1.59%
Fossil 545 579 669 759 834 909 364 2.47%
Mitchell 200 222 242 260 280 300 100 1.95%
Spray 165 176 191 206 215 229 64 1.57%

Source: Portland State University Center for Population Research and Census (1999 population estimates); and State Of Oregon Office of
Economic Analysis (county forecasts); and David Evans and Associates, Inc. (disaggregation of county forecast to cities).

According to DEA’s analysis, Fossil and Mitchell are expected to continue growing faster than the county as a
whole, reaching a population of approximately 909 and 300, respectively, by the year 2020. The forecasted
growth represents a net increase of about two-thirds for Fossil and one-half for Mitchell over 1999 population
levels. Spray’s population is expected to grow at a slightly lower rate than Wheeler County for the same time
period. Spray is expected to grow about thirty-nine percent over the next twenty years, which is a gain of 64
people. Wheeler County as a whole expects to add 630 people over the next twenty years, which is a forty-
percent increase. :
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APPENDIX F

WHEELER COUNTY TSP CONTACT LIST

Program Agency Contact Person Phone Number
Accident-Crash Reporting Unit ODOT Sylvia Vogel (503) 986-4240
Videotape Inventory ODOT Erick Cain (503) 986-4182
Bridge Inventory ODQT - Salem Bert Hartman (503) 986-3395
Bridge Inventory ODOT - Bend Mike Pulzone (503) 388-6188
Needs Database Coordinator ODOT Rich Arnold (503) 986-4218
Potential Development Impact Analysis ODOT Akin Owezokon  (503) 986-4220
(PDIA)

Region 4 Traffic Engineer ODOT Steve Wilson (541) 388-6189
Region 5 Traffic Engineer ODOT Tom Kuhlman (541) 889-8558
Program Manager Air Life of Oregon Vemn Bartley (541) 385-6305
Superintendent John Day Fossil Beds Jim Hammett (541) 987-2333

National Monument

Region 4 STIP Coordinator & Construction ODOT Kelly Hanslovan  (541) 388-6393
Finance Plan Manager ‘

Region 5 STIP Coordinator ODOT Michelle Baker (541)963-1374
Preliminary Design ODOT Kent Belleque (503) 986-3536
Construction Manager/ Construction Costs ODOT Pat Cimmiyotti (541) 296-2800
Region Planner ODOT - Region 5 Teresa Penninger  (541) 963-3177
Speed zone study coordinator ODOT - Salem Jan Gibson (503) 986-3573
Transportation Planning and Analysis Unit ODOT - Salem Brian Dunn (503) 986-4108
(TPAU)

Transportation Planning and Analysis Unit ODOT - Salem V. Irene Toews (503) 986-4107
(TPAU)

Preliminary Design Unit ODOT - Salem Erik Havig (503) 986-3558
Pavement Design ODOT - Salem Cole Mullis (503) 986-3116
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TSP
TPR
DLCD
ODOT
STIP
TAC
CIp
LOS
V/C Ratio
TGM
. FHWA
. DEA

. OHP

. NBIS
. UGB
STF

. PSU

. OSFD
. BLM

. ADT

. ATR

. VPD

. DHV

. VPH

. HCM
. TDM
. SPIS

. OEA

. CPRC
AAGR
. TPAU
AASHTO
. FAA
MUTCD
. MP
ORS
LID

. FAS
VMT
. MPO

. LOC

. SDC

. OECDD
. HBRR
. TSS

. SPWF
. OTIB
. OTP

. GO

. LTGO
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APPENDIX G

LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Transportation System Plan

Transportation Planning Rule

Department of Land Conversation and Development
Oregon Department of Transportation
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program
Technical Advisory Committee

Capital Improvement Program

Level of Service

Volume-to-Capacity Ratio

Transportation and Growth Management
Federal Highway Administration

David Evans and Associates, Inc.

Oregon Highway Plan

National Bridge Inspection Standards

Urban Growth Boundary

Special Transportation Fund

Portland State University

Oregon State Forest Department

Bureau of Land Management

Average Daily Traffic

Automatic Traffic Recorder

Vehicles per day

Design Hour Volume

Vehicles Per Hour

Highway Capacity Manual

Transportation Demand Management

Safety Priority Index System

Oregon Office of Economic Analysis

Center for Population Research and Census
Average Annual Growth Rate

Transportation Planning and Analysis Unit
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
Federal Aviation Administration

Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
Milepost

Oregon Revised Statutes

Local Improvement Districts

Federal Aid Secondary

Vehicle Miles of Travel

Metropolitan Planning Organizations

League of Oregon Cities

System Development Charges

Oregon Economic and Community Development Department
Highway Bridge Rehabilitation or Replacement
Transportation Safety Section

Special Public Works Fund

Oregon Transportation Infrastructure Bank
Oregon Transportation Plan

General Obligation

Limited Tax General Obligation
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APPENDIX H
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Only routes shown in solid green or purple are approved for operations.

3 " For additional Inforrnation, contac! or mail requests to;
A special single irip permit must be oblained for those highways or structures in red.

Transportation Permit Unit
550 Capitol Street NE
Salem, Oregon 97310

Route Map

Transportation Permit Telephone Numbers

Permit Applications (503} 373-0000

Pormit Office Facsimile (503) 378-2873

“Salem office closed Wednesdays 12Noon-1.00PM

WEIGHT RESTRICTED BRIDGES
= =
$22 8 . :2E| o .
Ssa i 25% 3o 3z 5
2 63z : 682 58z | 58%
No. Route Number or Name Structure Name Approximate Location - 3 ] Y2l p%c | 252
z e  3%e | ¥8%e 3% 3%¢
S 3 655 855 LS5 Lfs
2 & 2E= gs= 3Ex SE=
£ & £S5 £55 255 @55
3 | Antelope Highway #283 Antelopa Creek 12 miles SW of Antelope 099 | 43.000 64,500 75,000 79.000 79,000
4 | Antelope Highway #293 Indian Creek 4 miles SW of Antelope 8.86 | 43000 63,000 66.000 69,000 83,000
5 | Athena-Holdman Highway #334 West Fork Greasewocd Creek 7.86 miles East of OR037 786 | 40.000 50,000 56,000 57,000 72,060
7 | Coos River Highway #241 Isthmus Slough 0.51 miles East of US101 059 43,000 58.000 67,000 64.000 66,000
8 Corvallis-Lebanon Highway #210 Wiltamelte River (Van Buren Street) Corvallis 0.13 34,000 Reslricled to legal axle weighls
. - gross weight 80,600 pounds.
10| Freewater Highway ¥339 Wesl Crockelt 2.76 miles South of ORAVA Border 276 ; 43,000 64,500 64,500 86.000 86,000
11_| Freawater Highway #339 East Fork, Litte Walla Walla 3 miles South of OR/WA Border 320 | 43,000 64,500 64,500 86.000 86,000
12| Freewater Highway #339 Waest Fork, Litle Walla Walla 3 mites South of OR/WA Border 331 | 43,000 500 6+.500 86,000 86,000
13| Historic Columbia River Highway #100 Sandy River Troutdale 0.03 | 34.000 60,600 60,000 60,000
14 Highway #164 - Sanifam River Overflow Trestie #1 0.5 mia South of Jefferson 673 | 41,000 48,000 49,000 54,000 64,000
15| Levington-Echo Highway #1020 Hunt Oitch Imigation Canat 0,68 mile West of Echo 3470 | 41,000 48,000 53000 54,000 74,000
16 | Litile Nestucca Highway #130 Panther Creek (Kellow CreeK) 323 mies East of US101 323 43060 57,000 64,000 63,000 | 55000 |
17| Litie Highway #130 Squaw Croek 3.60 mites Easl of US101 360 | 43,000 47,000 48,000 50,000 57,000
18 | Little Nestueca Highway #130 Austin Creck 3.82 miles East of US101 362 43000 52,000 54,000 57.000 68,000
19| Littlo Nostucca Highway #130 Lillle Nesbicea River 415 miles Easf of US101 415 | 43,000 49,000 51,000 54,000 67,000
20 | Litla Nestuoca Highway #130 Bear Creek 4.76 miles East of US101 478 | 43.000 56,000 64,000 64,000 86,000
21 | Litle Sheep Creek Highway #350 Uittle Sheep Creek (181 Croesing) 13.69 miles NE of Joseph 7360 | 43.600 63,000 64,500 70,000 72,000
22| Little Sheep Creek Highway #350 Litlfe Shoep Creek (2nd Crassing) 1441 miles NE of Josaph 1441 | 43,000 61,000 64,000 68.000 72,000
24 | Midiand Highway #420 Lost River Diversion Channal 5 miles South of Kiamath Falis 364 | 43,000 64,600 64,500 69,000 72,000
25 | Rogue River Loop Highway #260 Rogue River {(Robertson Bridge) 12 miles West of Grants Pass 12.91 | 40,000 45,000 48,000 50,000 64,000
27 | Sumpter Highway #410 Cracker Creek Sumpter 0.30_| 43,000 60,000 60,000 66,000 66,000
28 | Terrtoral Highway 4200 Suslaw River Overiow 0.22 mile South of Lomna 3808 | 41,000 48,000 53,000 54,000 72,000
28 | US20 Burkhart Croek 2.08 miles East of Albany on US 20 397 | 41,000 48,000 52,000 54,000 70,000
a0 [us2 Hayes Creek 20.25 mies East of Newport 21.01_| 42,000 49,000 53,000 56,000 72,000
33 | uszs Volmer Craek 2 mizes SE of Cannon Besach Jet. 224 | 43000 53,000 56,000 59,000 72,000
34 | us2 Johnson Creek 3 mites SE of Cannon Beach Jot 326 { 43000 59,000 54,500 67,000 72,000
38 | usiot Lewls & Clark River 2.5 miles SE of Astoria 4.78 | 368,000 45.000 49,000 50,000 67,000
38 | US 101 (Otter Crest Loop Frontage Rd ) Rocky Creek (Ben Jones Bridge) 1.46 mites South of Depoe Bay F1300 65.000 6,000 6.000 6,600 6.000
40 | OR022 Lovie Creek 10.48 mites South of Hebo 1048 | 43.000 50,000 52,000 54.000 65,000
41 | ORD22 Louie Creek 10.66 miles South of Hebo at Dolph 1066 | 43,000 47,000 49,000 52.000 63,000
42 | OR027 Irigation Canal 190 mites South of Prineville 190 | 43,000 54,500 54,500 71,000 77,000
43 | ORG27 Irigation Canal 2.68 miles South of Prineville 2.88 | 43,000 61,000 63.000 68.000 78,000
44 | ORG27 imigation Canal 4.59 miles South of Prineville 4.5 | 43,000 64.500 64,500 72,000 86,000
45 | ORD27 Bear Creek 27 miles South of Prinevibe 2723 | 43,000 52,000 52,000 56,000 56,000
48 OR031 Stiver Creek 0.60 mile West of Silver Lake 4675 43,000 86.000
47 | OR03 Maliby Creek 5 miles West of Alsea 3561 | 43,000 72.000
48 | ORO038 i Creek 1.48 mies East of Greenteal 1968 | 43,000 §5,000
51 | OR047 Naylor Creek 0.26 mile South of Forest Grove 5119 | 43,000 72,000
52 | OR0S3 North Fork River 0.11 miles South of US26 0.11 | 40,000 70,000
53 | OR053 Jack Homer Creek 5.88 milas South of US26 596 | 4b000 | 70.000
56 | OROBS (Hols in the Well Frontage Rd.) Maiden Gulch 10.56 miles West of Richland F30.80 | 33,000 57,000
58 | OR0SB C and Overdiow 0.67 mila West of Richland 40.69 | 43,000 72,000
60 ORS9E {Southbound Only) Union Ave Vieduct 12 miles South of -84 105 34,000
(From S.E. Hamison St. to lvon St.)
61 | OR140 Right of Way Bridge on Left 2 miles West of Lakeview 52 | 91,500 52,000
62 | OR140 Right of Way Badge on Lafl 1.5 miles West of Lakeview 94.35 | 31,000 52,000
70 | OR213 Wright Creek .75 miles South of Mulino 12.72 | 43,000 72,000
73 | ORzaZ Croek 25 miles West of Sigters B6.70 | 40,000 55,000
74_| OR242 Croek 21 miles West of Sisters €8.36_| 43,000 76,000
75 | OR244 Bear Craek 4.84 miles SW of 1-94 4258 | 43000 72,000

Note: Highway numbers are shown for informational purposes only; they are not posted on state highways. When a group of axles is within 20 feet, use the appropriate column lo
determine the maximum allowable waight for that group. If the axle group exceeds 20 feel, use the tandem axle column to determine the maximum weight allowed for any tandem
axle. For questions, please call the Satem office.
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CHANTS PASS

T N

Oregon Department of Transportation

Note: Each driver,chouffeur or owner of eny

comoination ¢f vehicles shall ba

Route Map 7

Transportation Permit Unit

Seo reverse side
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APPENDIX J

TRUCK ROUTES ALONG COUNTY ROADS
AND WHEELER COUNTY WEIGHT RESTRICTED ROADS/BRIDGES

Wheeler County Transportation System Plan
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APPENDIX K

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

- LIST OF TAC MEMBERS
- LIST OF STAKEHOLDERS
LIST OF ISSUES ADDRESSED BY STAKEHOLDERS
- TAC MEETING SUMMARIES
- PUBLIC MEETING SUMMARIES

Wheeler County Transportation System Plan
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Wheeler County Transportation System Plan

Economic Development
Planning Department
Law Enforcement
Rancher

Community Transportation/
City of Spray

City of Fossil
-Public Works

City of Mitchell
-City Recorder

Wheeler County Court

Planning Commission

City of Mitchell

Community Safety Program
-Coordinator

ODOT Region 5 - District 12
Assistant District Manager

ODOT Region 5 - District 12
Area Maintenance Manager

ODOT Region 4 -District 9
Transportation Maintenance Manager

ODOT Region 4 - District 10
Transportation Maintenance Manager

ODOT Region 4 Planner

Wheeler County Public Works
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WHEELER COUNTY STAKEHOLDERS

Fossil No. 21J School Jack Lorts PO Box 206, Fossil 97830 (541) 7634155
Spray No. 1 School Judy May PO Box 230, Spray 97874 (541) 468-2226
Mitchell No. 55 School Mike Carroll PO Box 247, Mitchell 97750  (541) 462-3311
Asher Clinic Angela Livesay 712 Jay St., Fossil 97830 (541) 763-2725
Haven House Tim Novak 714 First St., Fossil 97830 (541) 763-4651
Oregon State Forestry Aaron Raines 45945 Hwy 19, Fossil 97830  (541) 763-2575
U.S. Forest Service/Ochoco Kelsey DeJean PO Box 490, Prineville 97754 (541) 416-6624
U.S. Forest Service/Umatilla Lori Seitz 2517 SW Haley Ave, (541) 676-2117
Pendelton 97801
Bureau of Land Management Dan Tippy - PO Box 550, Prineville 97754  (541) 416-6729
Pioneer Resources John Aaron PO Box 798, Heppner 97836  (541) 676-9033
Lower John Day Regional Partnership Mike McArthur PO Box 365 , Moro 97039 (541) 565-3416
Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs Terry Luther PO Box C, | (541) 553-2026
Warm Springs 97761
Oregon Dept. of Fish & Wildlife Tim Unterwegner PO Box 9, John Day 97845 (541) 575-1167
Wheeler County Soil & Water Jerry Ludlow PO Box 128, Spray 97874 (541) 468-2027
Conservation District
John Day Fossil Beds National Jim Hammett HCR 82, Box 126, (541) 987-2333
Monument Kimberly 97848

K-2
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WHEELER COUNTY STAKEHOLDER ISSUES

Name

Comments/Issues

Jack Lorts
Fossil Schools

Indicated some of the county roads are impassible (poor gravel or no turn around points) for busses
and therefore cannot pick up some kids requiring them to be home schooled. No specific roads
were identified.

Agreed with TAC recommendations for pedestrian facilities within Fossil.

Mentioned winter weather makes bus travel tough and would like to increase winter maintenance
along major school bus routes.

Judy May e  No transportation issues to address.

Spray Schools

Mike Carroll ¢  Only issue concerns school bus signs near curves. He mentioned that these concerns have been
Mitchell Schools addressed.

Angela Livesay e No transportation issues to address.

Asbher Clinic

Tim Novak e Mentioned adding pedestrian signs and cross walks along OR 19 near intersections of Main Street

Haven House

and Washington Street.

Indicated adding more lights along OR 19 and OR 218 within Fossil city limits.

Brought up issues concerning handi-cap accessible vehicles. Identified the inaccessibility of current
dial-a-ride transit vehicles for wheelchair passengers. We notified to him that in addition to Project
W6, plans are under way to acquire one additional small bus equipped with a wheelchair lift by the
end of 2001.

Aaron Raines
OR State Forestry

No transportation issues to address.

Kelsey DeJean
US Forest Service/
Ochoco

Specified fish passage problems through culverts along county roads.

Indicated dust issues along West Branch Bridge Creek Road. Stated that he helped with the write-
up for trying to secure federal funds concerning dust issues near organic apple orchard near US 26.
Identified problems with ditch sediments draining directly into the river. Possible solution would be
to pave affected county roads.

Lori Seitz
US Forest Service/
Umatilla

Mentioned fixing Road 21, which was identified in chapter 6 as project W8.

Identified the need to eliminate noxious weeds along county roads.

Indicated that Wheeler County should rehabilitate and extend Williams Ln (Rd No. 39) up to the
Forest Service Rd. The Forest Service would then fix their road. Estimated need based on high
volumes.

Dan Tippey

Bureau of Land

Management ]

John Aaron e Identified that he is currently working with Larry Kennedy conceming the ownership/use of the
Pioneer Resources Haul Road (Road 21). No other transportation related issues to address.

Mike McArthur e No transportation issues to address.

Lower JD Regional

Partnership

Mark Berry for | e Concemned with widening OR 218 towards river. They will not allow any projects which would
Terry Luther require widening or adding fill to the river side of OR 218. This would not be an issue with the
Confederated Tribe proposed curve improvements along OR 218 near milepost 31.5. He mentioned that they might
of Warm Springs allow expansion to the west (onto their property) if the highway would be moved out of the riverbed

(e.g. existing alignment).
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Name Comments/Issues
Tim Unterwegner |e Wheeler County has a list of culverts which need to be replaced.
(Oregon Dept. of|e The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife would like to be involved/informed in bridge
Fish & Wildlife) rehabilitation/replacement projects.
o Make sure Wheeler County is complying with applicable Federal/State laws concerning roadside
herbicides.
o Specified fish passage problems through culverts along county roads.
Jerry Ludlow J

Wheeler Co. Soil &
Water Conservation
District

Stated there are guardrail and safety issues along state highways and county roads within Wheeler
County. No specific locations were specified.

Would like to see Parrish Creek/Waterman Flat road paved the entire length of the road.
County roads do not have easements for crossing private property in some locations.

Jim Hammett
John Day Fossil
Beds National
Monument

Mentioned that currently each of three Fossil Bed sites receive about 35,000 visitors a year although
with the new planned expansion at the Sheep Rock unit in Grant County he expects the yearly
visitation to possible double by 2006 at the Sheep Rock unit. The staff estimates the other two
locations will receive moderate growth over this same time period. Expansion of the other two sites
is not estimated to occur within the next few years.

Indicated that OR 19 near the Sheep Rock unit in Grant County is designed poorly (e.g. poor
roadway conditions, sharp curves, and minimal roadway widths). Also stated that they would like
to see more scenic pullouts along OR 19 near Cathedral Rock (Grant County).




SUMMARY
Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting #1
October 25, 2000

TAC Meeting #1 for the Wheeler County Transportation System Plan (TSP) project was held on October
25, 2000 at the Wheeler County Courthouse. In attendance were:

Barb Sitton, Wheeler County Planning

John Misener, Wheeler County Planning

Buck Leckie, Mayor, City of Spray

Rick Shaffer, City of Fossil Public Works

Annette Wornell, City of Mitchell Recorder

Lyn Craig, Wheeler County Economic Development
Larry Kennedy, Wheeler County Public Works Director
Jim R King, ODOT District 12

George Ruby, ODOT District 12

Jim Bryant, ODOT Region 4

Jerry Baggett, ODOT District 10

Mike Baker, DEA

Ryan LeProwse, DEA

The meeting agenda covered six primary items: 1) Review of Work Program and Schedule, 2)
Transportation System Plan Components, 3) Review of Draft Chapters 1 & 2, 4)
Identification/Discussion of existing Transportation Issues/Projects 5) City Inventories, and 6) Next
Meeting. _

Jim Bryant opened the meeting with an overview of the Transportation Growth Management grant
program and transportation planning. He provided an overview of the TSP process and how it relates to
other Transportation Planning efforts within ODOT. He was followed by TAC member introductions.

Other organizations identified that should be included as Stakeholders are:

Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs-Terry Luther

Bureau of Land Management (BLM)-Dan Tippy

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife-Tim Uterwegner
Wheeler County Soil and Water Conservation-Jerry Ludlow
John Day Fossil Beds National Monument-Jim Hammett

Larry Kennedy identified the contact representatives for the new Stakeholder members.
1) Review of Work Program and Schedule
Mike Baker started off the meeting by highlighting DEA’s history of preparing TSP’s in rural Oregon

and describing DEA’s role in managing this project. He briefly outlined the detailed work program,
which specifically delineates work tasks, products, and local agency participation.
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A work flow diagram, lists of TAC/Stakeholder members, and two schedules were also included. The
work flow diagram shows a total of five TAC meetings, two public meetings, and two public officials
presentations. Eight-month and nine-month schedules were presented. Jim Bryant suggested the project
be completed by May 2001 as shown in the eight-month schedule to provide some flexibility in
addressing issues that may develop as the project unfolds.

Jim Bryant asked city officials/representatives if their jurisdiction required a separate TSP.
Representatives from each city appeared in agreement that one comprehensive TSP would be prepared
for Wheeler County, which addressed specific city issues and projects.

2) Transportation System Plan Components

Mike Baker reviewed the components of a transportation system plan and how they would be addressed
in the Wheeler County TSP.

3) Chapters 1 & 2 - Existing Plans and Policies/ Goals and Objectives

Mike Baker introduced chapters 1 and 2 of the TSP and technical memorandum 1. He did not go into
detail since the TAC had not had the opportunity to review the chapters prior to the meeting. He asked
the TAC to look over chapters 1 & 2 and either call or bring their comments with them to the next TAC
meeting. In the future the TAC will receive specific chapters approximately one week in advance of the
meeting so they can come prepared with comments/questions.

The first step in the planning process (chapter 1) is a review of existing information. Larry Kennedy had
compiled some information for DEA and would continue to pursue other needed documents. It was
noted that Brent Lake is currently revising the Wheeler County Comprehensive Plan. Annette Wornell
provided DEA with the City of Mitchell’s Comprehensive Plan as well as an updated city map.

DEA has acquired ODOT’s maps of Wheeler County and the Cities of Fossil, Mitchell and Spray. These
maps will be updated to reflect road closures, street name changes, changes in boundaries, and new
development. DEA still needs to receive Comprehensive Plans and roadway right-of-way information
from the cities of Fossil and Spray and will work with the two cities to compile this information.

DEA will work with ODOT to compile available data regarding State Highway needs and identified
projects in Wheeler County. DEA will also contact ODOT to compile any available traffic counts along
State Highways in Wheeler County.

The next step in the planning process (chapter 2) is to determine transportation goals and objectives.
DEA prepared example goals/objectives based upon review of the Wheeler County Comprehensive Plan
to be reviewed by the TAC. '

4) Existing Transportation Issues/ Projects

WHEELER COUNTY
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The TAC discussed issues related to transportation in Wheeler County. It was generally recognized that
capacity is not an issue but there are some safety, access spacing, and signing issues. Based upon
information provided by Lyn Craig, DEA will work with ODOT to determine the potential impact of
increased tourism-based traffic related to the Fossil Beds.

Some of the transportation issues/projects mentioned in this preliminary discussion included:

Wheeler County

The potential for more passing lanes on Hwy 26 between Mitchell and Crook County —
Specific locations to be determined

Potential need for Bike/Pedestrian Path on Hwy 26 — Specific locations to be determined
Potential need for Bike/Pedestrian Path to Fossil Beds monuments

Potential need for an airstrip located in Wheeler County

Verify bridge weight limits compared to Fire Truck weights

Potential need to expand People Mover Service or a similar service for the cities of Fossil
and Spray

City of Fossil

Blind corner heading westbound on Hwy 19 just east of town

The need to extend the speed zone on Hwy 218 to the Urban Growth Boundary

Sharp corner on Hwy 218 (Rick Shaffer — What milepost or where is this located?)

Direct access from Hwy 19 to Industrial Site near solid waste transfer station - Considered to
be needed to attract industrial tenant

City of Mitchell

Investigate the potential need for a left-turn refuge lane heading westbound from Hwy 26 to
the Mitchell Business Loop east entrance

Investigate the potential need for a left-turn refuge lane heading westbound from Hwy 26 to
the Mitchell Business Loop west entrance

Investigate changes to current geometry/lane striping for intersection of Hwy 26 @ Hwy
207/0ld Hwy

Investigate extension of speed zone boundaries on Hwy 26 near town

City of Spray

Investigate changes to current geometry of intersection at Main St., Willow St. and access
road to Hwy 19 near Grocery Store

Investigate changes to current geometry of intersection/access to Hwy 19 at Willow St. and
Main St.

Explore directional/tourism signing to Spray near the city of Mitchell on Hwy 26

WHEELER COUNTY

I CITY OF FOSSIL
P CITY OF MITCHELL
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Issues addressed but not typically included in a TSP

e Cell Phone Towers
e Telecommunications Corridor - Fiber optic cable
e Rest Stops on River

5) Inventory

Mike Baker and Ryan LeProwse completed the Transportation System inventories for the Cities of
Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray. During the city inventories they took pictures and collected information
relating to the majority of the existing transportation issues listed above.

6) Next Meeting

The next TAC meeting is scheduled for December 8, 2000 at 9:00 a.m. The location has been changed

from the Wheeler County Courthouse to the Fossil United Methodist Church located at the intersection
of Hwy 19 and Main Street.

O:\PROJECT\O\ODOT0000-0335.003\MEETINGS\TACI\TAC1SUM.DOC
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Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting #3
January 24, 2001

TAC Meeting #3 for the Wheeler County Transportation System Plan (TSP) project was held on January
24,2001 at the Fossil United Methodist Church. In attendance were:

David Rouse, Wheeler County Sheriff

Rick Shaffer, City of Fossil Public Works
Tom Schott, Rancher

Will Osborn, ODOT Maintenance

Annette Wornell, City of Mitchell Recorder
Betty Baisch, New City of Mitchell Recorder
Larry Kennedy, Wheeler County Roadmaster
Jim Bryant, ODOT Region 4

Mike Baker, DEA

Ryan LeProwse, DEA

The meeting agenda covered six primary items: 1) Review of Project list, 2) Roadway
Standards/Functional Classification, 3) Access Management, 4) Overview of Public Meeting 5) Project
Schedule, and 6) Next TAC Meeting.

Larry Kennedy opened the meeting with an overview of the timber revenues given to Wheeler County for
the last nine years. He then stated that Wheeler County should receive between $800,000 and
$1,200,000 for year 2001 with 75 percent of that going to the road department. Next, he briefed the TAC
about the traffic counts that were done along County Roads in January 2001 as well as the two locations
counted by ODOT in June 2000.

1) Review of Project List

Mike Baker started off the meeting by reviewing Table 6-6 of the TSP summarizing recommendations of
which potential projects to implement. He explained the management team’s recommendation for each
project. In addition to voicing their opinions on the management teams recommendations the TAC
identified two additional projects. The potential projects to be reviewed by DEA include
realignment/reconstruction of sections of OR.207 and shoulder widening for bicycle use along sections
of US 26.

2) Roadway Standards/ Functional Classification
DEA distributed typical examples of rural roadway standards. Roadway standards institute design
parameters necessary to provide a community with roadways that are safe, aesthetic, functional, and easy

to administer when new roadways are planned or constructed. Mike Baker asked Larry Kennedy to edit
the roadway standards for the roads in Wheeler County. Jim Bryant mentioned that the proposed
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roadway standards were only for county roads. Rick Shaffer noticed that these standards did not specify
the base material or base thickness. Mike Baker mentioned due to various soil types and soil thickness
that DEA provides roadway standards which detail the number of travel lanes, lane widths, shoulder
widths, pavement width, and right-of-way width. DEA may provide some general construction
parameters as part of the TSP but suggest that County staff contact other rural Oregon roadmasters for
example design standards.

3) Access Management

DEA distributed access management material. Access management policies and strategies apply to
driveways and other roadways and are designed to achieve a balance between the need to provide safe
and efficient travel with the ability to access individual destinations. In general access management
guidelines are not intended to eliminate existing intersections or driveways but rather the access
management rules should be applied as new development occurs. Mike Baker then went through a table
identifying the rural and urban access spacing standards for state highways. He mentioned that Wheeler
County may want to start with the access spacing standards for a district highway, the least strict, and
decrease the access spacing standards as they feel needed. Larry Kennedy stated that he also wanted
some form of permitting process for accesses along Wheeler County roads.

4) Overview of Public Meeting

Mike Baker briefed the TAC on public meeting #1. He mentioned their attendance would be appreciated
and hoped they would inform other community members of the findings to date.

5) Project Schedule

Mike Baker mentioned that the Wheeler County TSP is on schedule to be completed by the end of May.
He stated that three TAC meetings have been completed and the next TAC meeting will cover draft
Chapters 7 and 8 of the Wheeler County TSP. Chapter 7 is the actual Transportation System Plan, which
includes separate modal plans for each transportation mode in the County as well as the recommended
projects. Chapter 8 will identify how Wheeler County can find the funding needed for the recommended
projects.

6) Next Meeting

The next TAC meeting is scheduled for February 22 or 23 at 1:00 p.m. The meeting will be held in

Service Creek. Larry Kennedy will send out a meeting announcement once the final location and date
are determined.
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SUMMARY
Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting #4
Februnary 22, 2001

TAC Meeting #4 for the Wheeler County Transportation System Plan (TSP) project was held on
February 22, 2001 at the Service Creek Trading Post. In attendance were:

Rick Shaffer, City of Fossil Public Works
Tom Schott, Rancher

Buck Leckie, Mayor, City of Spray

Candy Humphries, City of Spray Recorder
Theresa Ward, Wheeler County Planning
Joan Field, Publisher, Wheeler County News
Larry Kennedy, Wheeler County Roadmaster
Jim Bryant, ODOT Region 4

Mike Baker, DEA

Ryan LeProwse, DEA

The meeting agenda covered six primary topics: 1) Review of four additional projects, 2) review of
Chapter 7 - Modal Plans, 3) review of Chapter 8 - Funding Document, 4) TAC Discussion 5) project
schedule, and 6) overview of TAC Meeting #5 and Public Meeting #2.

Larry Kennedy opened the meeting by asking Theresa Ward if she thought the planning commission
should see the draft TSP before the first public official presentation to the planning commission. Theresa
mentioned that they should. Jim Bryant (ODOT) and Larry Kennedy will present an overview of the
draft Wheeler County TSP and an overview of the TSP adoption process at a planning commission
meeting on March 6, 2001 at Big Sarvice.

1) Review of four Additional Projects

Ryan LeProwse and Mike Baker discussed the four additional projects identified at TAC meeting 3 and
Public meeting #1. The four additional projects reviewed by DEA include:

Project W11 - Upgrade Substandard Shoulders along State Highways

Project W12 - Localized Shoulder Improvements along State Highways

Project W13 - Roadway Improvements along OR 207

Project W14 - Realign OR 218 between Cottonwood Creek Road and Pine Creek Road

Projects W13 was refined to include localized shoulder improvements, localized guardrail installation,
and completion of scheduled routine maintenance (e.g. adding 4-foot gravel shoulders, completing chip
sealing, and fixing sink holes near Mitchell) along OR 207. Project W14 was also refined to include
localized curve improvements at three locations to be verified by Rick Shaffer.

WHEELER COUNTY
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CITY OF MITCHELL

I CITY OF SPRAY



SUMMARY
Transportation Advisory Committee Meeting #4
Page 2

2) Review of Chapter 7 - Modal Plans

Mike Baker discussed the highlights of the Wheeler County TSP- Chapter 7. Areas highlighted in the
summary include:

Rural Roadway Standards;

Access Management;

Roadway System Plan;

Pedestrian System Plan;

Bicycle System Plan;

Other Modes; and

20-Year Transportation Project List including Table 7-9.

3) Review of Chapter 8 - Funding Document

Mike Baker discussed the highlights of the funding chapter of the Wheeler County TSP- Chapter 8.
Areas highlighted in the summary include:

e Historical Street Improvement Sources;
e Revenue Sources;
e Grant and Loan Programs; and
e Financing Options.
4) TAC Discussion

-Mayor of Spray-Buck Leckie thanked ODOT for installing a new sign near Mitchell indicating Spray as
a destination along OR 207.

-TAC members identified edits/concerns with draft chapter 7 and 8. DEA will incorporate comments
prior to mailing out the draft TSP (Chapters 1 - 8).

5) Project Schedule

Mike Baker mentioned that the Wheeler County TSP is on schedule to be completed by the end of May.
He stated that four TAC meetings have been completed and the next (and final) TAC meeting will cover
the entire draft report (Chapters 1-8).

6) TAC #5 and Public Meeting #2

The next (and final) TAC meeting is scheduled for March 21 at 11:00 a.m. at the Fossil City Hall.
Following TAC meeting #5 will be public meeting #2, which is scheduled for 1:00 p.m. at the Wheeler
County Courthouse. Larry Kennedy will send out a meeting announcements closer to the meetings.

O:\PROJECTNO\ODOT0000-0335.003\MEETINGS\TACA\TAC4SUM.DOC

WHEELER COUNTY
T CITY OF FOSSIL

CITY OF MITCHELL

CITY OF SPRAY



SUMMARY
Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting #5
March 21, 2001

TAC Meeting #5 for the Wheeler County Transportation System Plan (TSP) project was held on March
21, 2001 at the Fossil City Hall. In attendance were:

Jerrilea Mayfield, Lower John Day Regional Safe Communities
Tom Schott, Rancher

Buck Leckie, Mayor, City of Spray

Candy Humphries, City of Spray Recorder
George Ruby, ODOT District 10 - Pendelton
Tom Anderson, ODOT District 10 - Prineville
Will Osborn, ODOT District 10 - Mitchell
Annette Wornell, City of Mitchell Recorder
Betty Baisch, New City of Mitchell Recorder
Larry Kennedy, Wheeler County Roadmaster
Jim Bryant, ODOT Region 4

Mike Baker, DEA

Ryan LeProwse, DEA

The meeting agenda covered six primary items: 1) Review of Revised Projects, 2) Review of Other TSP
Revisions, 3) Review of Final Project List, 4) Overview of Public Meeting 5) Overview of Adoption
Process, and 6) Project Schedule.

1) Review of Revised Projects

Ryan LeProwse and Mike Baker discussed the two revised safety projects identified at TAC meeting #4.
The two revised projects include:

e Project W13 - Safety Improvements along OR 207
e Project W14 - Safety Improvements along OR 218

Project W13 was revised to include up to four localized curve improvements through Donnely Grade
between mileposts 2.9 and 3.9. TAC members identified that all of the local concerns were addressed
except for the need to fix the super elevation of two curves near the intersection of OR 207 and S.
Twickenham Road. David Evans and Associates, Inc. will revise Project W13 to include a section
concerning the super elevation of the two curves. Project W14 was revised to include three localized

curve improvements along OR 218. The approximate locations for curve improvements are 39.15, 37.9,
and 31.35.
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2) Review of Other TSP Revisions
Ryan LeProwse and Mike Baker discussed other TSP revisions added since TAC meeting #4 including:

e Truck Route Information
e Stakeholder Information (Appendix K)

Considering truck route information was a major topic at TAC meeting #4, DEA included truck route
information and maps regarding state highways and county roads in Chapter 7, Appendix I, and
Appendix J. Ryan LeProwse briefed the TAC on how to read the state truck route information provided
in Appendix I. For additional truck route information please refer to the Motor Carrier Transportation
Division section of ODOT's website.

Appendix K including lists of TAC members and Stakeholders as well as a list of Stakeholder issues was
handed out to be included in the Draft TSP. Mike Baker commented on a few of the issues and indicated
that none of the issues identified new improvement projects. He identified that the majority of the issues
were maintenance concerns.

3) Review of Final Project List

Mike Baker reviewed the final recommended project list, Table 7-11. In addition to summarizing the
total project costs for Wheeler County and each of the three cities Mike reminded the representatives that
these costs were listed under the jurisdiction which is responsible for finding the funding not necessarily
the jurisdiction responsible for paying the improvement project costs.

4) Overview of Public Meeting

Mike Baker briefed the TAC on public meeting #2. He mentioned their attendance would be appreciated
and hoped they would inform other community members of the findings to date.

5) Overview of Adoption Process

Mike Baker informed the TAC of the remaining steps concerning the Wheeler County Transportation
System Plan. He mentioned that there will be a planning commission meeting in April and a final
adoption meeting with the Wheeler County Court in the beginning of June.

6) Project Schedule

Mike Baker stated that all five of the TAC meetings have been completed and that the Wheeler County
TSP is on schedule to be completed by the end of June. He thanked the TAC members for their
participation with the Wheeler County TSP and congratulated them on accomplishing the tasks required
to complete the TSP on time and in good order.
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Public Meeting #1
January 24, 2001

The first Wheeler County TSP public meeting began at 1:30 p.m. at the Wheeler County Courthouse.
Approximately 20 people attended the meeting including the County Court.

Mike Baker opened the meeting with an overview of his presentation. His presentation addressed the
elements of a transportation system plan, what other plans it must coordinate and comply with, public
involvement through the TAC and public meetings, existing conditions, forecasting future volumes, and a
summary of the potential improvement projects developed through the public involvement process.

The existing conditions analysis consisted of an inventory of the existing transportation system, traffic
volumes, traffic operations, and accident history. The inventory covered the street system as well as the
pedestrian, bikeway, public transportation, rail, water, and pipeline systems as they apply to Wheeler
County. The forecasting methodology of using Wheeler County population forecasts as well historic
traffic volumes along state highways to determine future traffic volumes throughout Wheeler County was
explained in detail. In addition to summarizing the existing and future traffic conditions in Wheeler
County, the potential improvement projects identified by the TAC to address specific deficiencies, safety
issues, or access concerns were discussed.

After the formal presentation; the meeting was :opened to questiohs or comments about transportation
issues. The following list includes topics discussed:

e Bicycle facilities - increasing safety through shoulder widening of at least 4 feet
— US 26 - Mitchell to Painted Hills Monument
— OR 19 - Gilliam County line to Grant County line
s OR 207 (Service Creek - Mitchell Highway)
— Roadway alignment issues, safety, pavement condition, shoulders
Rest Stops - Needed along US 26 between Prineville and Dayville
e US 26 near Rock Creek Area

—> Current project is identified in 2000-2003 Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program
e Public Use Airstrip in Wheeler County
— Public identified there is a need
e Speed Zone Issues in Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray

DEA will investigate these topics and provide information to the project management team.

The meeting wrapped up at 3:00 p.m. The second and final public meeting will be scheduled in March
2001.
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Public Meeting #2
March 21, 2001

The second Wheeler County TSP public meeting began at 1:30 p.m. at the Wheeler County Courthouse.
Approximately 15 people attended the meeting including the County Court.

Mike Baker opened the meeting with an overview of his presentation. His presentation addressed the
elements of a transportation system plan, what other plans it must coordinate and comply with, public
involvement through the TAC and public meetings, existing conditions, forecast conditions, project
needs, the Wheeler County Transportation System Plan, capital improvement costs, and funding options.

The Transportation System Plan consists of roadway design standards, access management guidelines,
Wheeler County's 5-year working road/bridge maintenance plan, statewide transportation improvement
program (STIP) projects, roadway and bridge improvement projects, and other system improvements.
The TSP includes three to four projects for each of the three cities of Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray. The
capital improvement costs summarize the high (0-5 year), medium (6-10 year), and low priority (11-20
year) project costs for Wheeler County, Fossil, Mitchell, and Spray. In addition to identifying
improvement projects and associated costs the Wheeler County TSP identifies funding options including
the state highway fund, federal timber replacement funds, grant/loans, property taxes, etc.

After the formal presentation, the meeting was opened to questions or comments about transportation
issues. The following list includes topics discussed:

e  Ownership of Main Street in Mitchell _
e  Ownership of the East Bridge along Main Street in Mitchell
e STIP Project locations and date of completion

The meeting wrapped up at 2:15 p.m.
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