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Appendix A CH2MHILL

Coburg/I-5 IAMP Citizen Involvement Plan

TO: Terri Harding, ODOT
Petra Schuetz, Coburg Planning

COPIES: Coburg IAMP Project Management Team

FROM: Steve Perone, CH2M HILL
Kirsten Pennington, CH2M HILL

DATE: March 10, 2006; Revised April 1, 2009

Purpose of Citizen Involvement Plan

The Citizen Involvement Plan addressed Task 2.2 of the Coburg Interchange Area
Management Plan (IAMP) Work Order Contract. The purpose of the Citizen Involvement
Plan for the Coburg/I-5 IAMP was to ensure comprehensive stakeholder and community
involvement throughout the planning process.

The Citizen Involvement Plan (CIP) was intended to support open communication among
diverse stakeholders throughout the project. The CIP was designed both to offer
information and education to the public regarding the project, and to gain input and
perspectives from the community about the Coburg/I-5 IAMP.

This memorandum describes key public meetings and other public involvement techniques
used for the Coburg/I1-5 IAMP.

Key Public Meetings

Several meetings were held throughout the planning process to ensure full communication
among all interested parties and review of project process:

¢ Coburg City Council Meetings. The Coburg City Council was involved in the project,
including updates by staff and joint City Council/Planning Commission meetings. Joint
City Council/Planning Commission meetings were held at 5:30 on 9/20/05 and 1/10/06
at the Coburg Municipal Courthouse. All meetings were open to the public.

¢ Coburg Planning Commission Meetings. The Coburg Planning Commission reviewed
drafts of the planning materials throughout the project. The Planning Commission was
updated by staff and via joint City Council/Planning Commission meetings. Joint City
Council/Planning Commission meetings were held at 5:30 on 9/20/05 and 1/10/06 at
the Coburg Municipal Courthouse. All meetings were open to the public.
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COBURG/I-5 IAMP CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT PLAN

e Periodic Review Core Team (PRCT) Meetings. The PRCT is comprised of the Coburg
City Mayor, Planning Commission Chair, City Administrator, Planning Director, and
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) Field Representative. The
PRCT was updated throughout the project to ensure consistency among other periodic
review /functional planning efforts and goals for the city, and to provide comment on
project deliverables prior to release to the public-at-large. PRCT meetings were held at
5:30 on 8/23/05 and 1/3/06 at the Coburg Municipal Courthouse. Both meetings were
open to the public.

¢ Open House Meetings. Open House meetings were held at three critical points during
the project process. The first Open House was held at 5:30 on 9/27/05 at the Coburg
Municipal Courthouse, and was intended to educate the public about the project,
present existing conditions information, and gain input on the project findings. Sixteen
people signed in at this Open House. Public comment forms were available in addition
to the opportunity for oral comment. One comment form and one letter were received
by the project team. (See attached for sign-in sheet, comment form, and letter). Primary
comments included concerns regarding growth in employment and population to the
east of I-5, access to local businesses in the IAMP area, and property impacts to business
located in the IAMP area.

The second Open House was held at 5:30 on 1/19/06 at the Coburg Municipal
Courthouse, and was intended to present future transportation conditions analysis,
examined alternatives and the selected alternative, and gain public input. Twelve
people signed in at this Open House. Public comment forms were available in addition
to the opportunity for oral comment. One letter was received by the project team. No
comment forms were received. (See attached for sign-in sheet, comment form, and
letter). Primary comments related to property impacts, phasing of elements of the plan,
and access and circulation.

The third Open House was held from 5:00-7:00 on 1/20/09 at Coburg City Hall. This
meeting shared the recommended IAMP alternative with the public and property
owners. Public comment forms were available in addition to the opportunity for oral
comment. One comment form was received. 31 people attended. (See attached for sign-
in sheet and comment form). Primary comments related to property impacts, phasing of
elements of the plan, and access and circulation.

¢ Lane County Board of Commissioners. The Lane County Board of Commissioners was
briefed by Lane County and ODOT staff on 6/8/05. This meeting was open to the
public. A series of Council meetings, including worksessions, a hearing, and scheduled
adoption will occur toward the conclusion of the project.

¢ Lane County Planning Commission. A working session will be held with the Planning
Commission prior to presentation of a recommendation to the Board of Commissioners.
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Project Participants

In addition to the public, multiple agencies were involved with the development of the
Coburg/1-5 IAMP. These included the following;:

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). The TAC consists of representatives from
ODOT, City of Coburg, Lane County, Lane Council of Governments (LCOG), DLCD,
Lane Transit District (LTD), CH2M HILL and Angelo Planning Group. The TAC held
regularly scheduled monthly conference calls every third Wednesday to coordinate
execution of project tasks and discuss project issues. The TAC chartering meeting was
held on 9/15/04.

Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT). This project is funded through ODOT
Region 2. The ODOT project manager was involved with the planning process
throughout the project. ODOT staff members were also involved with review of project
products.

City of Coburg. The City was responsible for all coordination and logistics related to
public meetings and meeting promotion in relation to the IAMP. The City also provided
review and feedback on project products.

Project Consultants. The project consultants, CH2M HILL and Angelo Planning Group,
worked with all of the project participants to ensure open dialogue and delivery of the
tasks identified in the project schedule.

Other Public Involvement Techniques

Newspaper Article. An article was published in the Eugene Register-Guard regarding
the project. (See attached for a copy of the article).

Stakeholder Contact List. The City of Coburg maintained a contact list for the project,
which included over 100 names. These citizens were notified prior to each public open
house. The stakeholder list included Coburg residents and business owners with
property in the Coburg IAMP study area.

Informational Materials regarding Public Involvement Plan and Project Process. The
City of Coburg maintained and distributed materials related to the project process,
public involvement process, and project deliverables to interested parties.

Property Owner Meetings. ODOT met with property owners and their representatives
to discuss access and circulation issues at their request.
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ENGINEERS PROJECT MANAGERS?S PLANNERS

December 13, 2005

Oregon Transportation Commission

Attn: Chairman Stuart Foster and Fellow Commissioners
355 Capitol Street NE, Room 135

Salem, OR 97301

corY

RE:  Coburg/ I-5 Interchange Improvements
Dear Chairman Foster and Fellow Commissioners:

I am here today representing GRC Tire Company (Firestone Tires) located in Coburg,
Oregon. GRC Tires is supportive of ODOT’s planned Coburg/ I-5 interchange improvements,
subject to ODOT constructing adequate alternative access to GRC Tire’s business site.

ODOT is currently working on The Interchange Arca Management Plan. GRC services large
trucks (tractor trailers) that come to the site and has a fleet of service trucks that goes out to its
customers. The current situation with the unsignalized intersection with Roberts Road and
Pearl Street is becoming dangerous. Trucks must turn left across Pearl Street’s on-coming
traffic onto Roberts Road to access GRC’s facilities.

GRC Tires understands ODOT’s desire to eliminate this intersection with Pear] Street, located
near the on-ramp of I-5 South. GRC’s primary concerns for this future interchange
improvement project are as follows:

_ 1. That the new connection is fully built and in place prior to disconnecting or limiting
access to Roberts Road from Pearl Street, so as to avoid disrupting their business
operations.
2. Construct a cul-de-sac at the north termination of Roberts Street that is large encugh

in diameter to allow large tractor trailers to easily turn around without backing up.
3. The new access located further west should be at a signalized intersection.

The new access route lane width, street radii, dedicated turn lanes, etc. are adequate
for large trucks that use the GRC facility,

5. Roberts Road is currently dead-ends at its southern end. ODOT should encourage the
£ City of Coburg to plan for another access to south or west connecting to Lane

County’s highway system (i.e., Coburg Road).

Thanks for providing me this opportunity to speak to you about this future issue.

Larry JirReed
Printipal, Land Use Planner

Ce: Term Harding — ODOT Region 2

vorcr 541,087,108 las 541.345.06599 wik JRHWEBRB. COM
4765 VILLAGE PLAZA LOOP SUITE 201 FUGENE OREGON 7401




Coburg/l-5 Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP)

Open House Sign-in Sheet
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Coburg/l-5 Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP)
Open House Sign-in Sheet

atu

//j—/n Sl [ nge // 41037 Rebits R4 J45-H4)20 /:74’// M
Cy b Tabrak 43108 Voaw Duvyw LSt-bs ¥/ (OO WE
[Dckoe Hdtrgs 32- 4307 Ny, .75

Yoz \an @wd)/t




By CHRIS HAGAN

Of the News

COBURG — With rapid growth pro-
Jjected for this little city, planning has begun
to replacé the outdated Coburg Interstate 5
interchange.

Coburg held a community meeting Jan. 19
to discuss the Interstate Area Management
Plan, the city's outline for changes to the
interchange. At the meeting Steve Perone,
Client Service Manager with the engineering

firm CH2M Hill, laid out the plan and took:

questions from the nearly dozen attendees.
Though Perone emphasized that the plans
are still very much conceptual, the design

goal is to replace and expand the existing-

I-5 bridge to add pedestrian and bike space,
install more turn lanes around the interchange
and to connect Roberis Road at the intersec-
tion of Industrial Way and Pearl Street.

- “There are still details to work out,”
Perone said, “but we know how wé want the
end result,”

The plan is designed to accommodate
- traffic in the area as the city grows over the
next 20 years. According to the 2004 Coburg
Urbanization Study, the population of the ¢ity
is expected to rise 300 percent by 2025, to
3,327, This is expected to strain the intersec-
tions around I-5, Perone said.

Because Coburg has a large number of
daily incoming commuters for jobs at local
motor home plants and other businesses just
off 1-5, the interchange experiences heavy
traffic twice each day.

Two nearby intersections, Industrial

Way and Pearl Street and the I-5 South

ramps at Van Dyun Street, are projected
to exceed Oregon Department of Trans-
portation and Lane County standards for
congestion if nothing is done to lmprove
the mtenchange

The city already has federal funding for
the improvements. Its next step is to send a
design to the planning commission and then
to the city council for approval. But the city
is being careful to solicit public comment
ontheplan. . _

In addition to the Jan. 19 mecting, &
previous community meeting was held in
September, and a joint session of the planning
commission and city council to discass the
issue was held Jan. 11.

" Though few citizens attended this most
recent meeting, some had questions about
the plan. Jim Lockard, who was a plan-
ping commission member in the late 1980s,
questioned whether the reconfigured Roberts
Road should cut through the Truck ‘N’ Travel

Terri I-[a_rdmg, the project coordinator for

ODOT, restated that the plans stiil needed to
be fleshed out and that feedback would stil!
be sought out, )
“We're just starting to get to that point,”
Harding said, “and those conversations will
happen directly with the property owners.”
Lockard said he thinks the plan also
underestimates potential growth east of the
freeway, and the improved interchange might
soon have to be rebuilt to accommeodate the

“There's not enough lanes to cover the
amount of traffic on the east and west side of
that freeway,” Lockard said after the meeting,
maintaining that an inadequate design would
be a waste of money.

Lockard said that his experiences with
ODOT as a planning commission member
were not pleasant, But despite his concerns
over the plan, he i3 optimistic about the
people involved.

“I have a good feeling that this time wa’ll
get some oooperauon and get some things
worked out,” Lockard said, “that they will

getdowntoourlevellaohelpusmakedem- :

sions.”
Perone said that though there have been
questions about the plan, there hasn't been
much negative feedback.
“By and large, people aren't surprised,”

Perone said. “Everybody wants to see the

oncept emerges from Coburg I-5 interchange

improvements. We’re going to get feedback
threughout to make sure we’re not sideways
on anything.” '

Councilor and transportation liaison John
Thiel atiended the meeting and cffered to
pass any citizen comments on the plan to
the city council,

“I don’t own a business,” Thiel said, “Only
as citizens come to me can 1 provide direc-
tion. Otherwise, I just make sure it doesn't
veer off course.” . - .

Thiel smdhahadbeenhopmgforabetter
turnout, but that citizens often don’t turn up
atmeeungs until the last moment, especially
for an | issme with *such a long planning ho-
tizon.”

Pcroncsa:dhehopcstoforwardaplan
to the planning commission sometime this
summer. The plan would then have to pass
ﬂlroughthemty,cmntyandstate Then an
environmental review would be done, with
final designs coming soon afterward. Perone
said a best-case estimate would have coi-
struction starting in about six years.

Citizens still have time to comment. Hard--
ing said that there will probably be another.
joint planning commission, a city council
mecting and then a final public hearing on
the issue before the city council votes.

““The city will have to adopt & plan before
the state can adopt a plan,” Harding said.
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September 29, 2005

Ms. Kirsten Pennington
CH2M Hill

1100 112™ Ave NE, Suite 400
Bellevue, WA 98004

Re; Coburg Interchange

Dear Kirsten,

We offer the following response to your request for comments from Tuesday’s open house:
As you are aware, a primary purpose of commercial-highway zoning is to allow for the
development of interchanges to service the users of the interstate highway system. Experience
has shown that the highway traveler seeks interchanges and associated services that allow for
expedient and safe ingress and egress.

In light of the above ...

Major Issues (related to the Hishway-Commercial District):

Of primary concem is maintaining access and traffic flow to and from existing businesses located
along Pearl Street and Van Duyn. In addition, a new interchange should allow future
development in the Coburg commercial-highway district to occur in a manner that optimizes the
intended land use.

Also of concern is the future of the Coburg Shell. It is well known, by all involved, that
relocating Roberts Road, as shown in the current Coburg TSP, will effectively close the Coburg
Shell. What are ODOT’s thoughts and/or plans for this facility?

Land Use (related to the Highway-Commercial District):

“Best-Use” for the highway commercial district in Coburg is those businesses that serve the
interstate traveler. Retail operations that offer fuel, food, restrooms and lodging are the primary
industries that interstate highway users look for at interchanges.

Current and future highway-commercial zoning criteria and local road improvements should be

designed with the intent of allowing the Coburg Commercial-Highway District to develop such
that available land is put to its “best-use™.

On |-5 at Coburg Exit 199 + PO Box 7608 * Eugene, Oregon 97401-0608

(541) 485-2137 » Fax (541) 484-4953
Visit us on the World Wide Web at www.truckntravel.com




Coburg/l-5 Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP)
Open House Sign-in Sheet
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Page 2
Comments

Other (related to the Highway-Commercial District):

The City of Coburg has much to gain from a well developed Highway-Commercial District:

Separation between residential and “freeway” services

Added tax base (urban renewal district)

Additional customer base for downtown business district

Food and fuel services for the community and the industrial park

Although it is logical to develop a new interchange structure and the associated local road system
in a manner that “protects” the tax payer’s investment, thought must also be given to the
development of the surrounding property.

Zoning criteria and local road improvements need to allow for economical development of

businesses and services that cater to the user of the “investment”. If they don’t, there is no need
to make the investment in the first place.

Thank you for allowing us this opportunity to comment. We wish you the best in your effort to
please all concerned.

cc j volta



COMMENT FORM

Coburg/l-5 Interchange Area Management Plan
Open House - 09/27/05, 5:30-7:30
~~ COMMENT FORM

Please fill out this comment form and return tb the comment form envelope, or by mail or fax to:

c/o Kirsten Pennington
CH2M HILL
1100 112t Ave NE Suite 400
Bellevue, WA 98004
Fax: (425) 453-5005
Phone: {425) 468-3100

Feel free'to draw on the map on the back side of this comment form.

Thank you!

(1) Whatdo you think are the major issues related to the Coburgll -5 interchange?
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(2) Do you have any concerns regarding land use issues? If so, what are they?
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(3) What do you feel is the best way to keep the community mformed and involved?
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COMMENT FORM

Coburg/l-5 Interchange Area Management Plan
Open House - 1/20/09, 5:00-7:00
COMMENT FORM

Please fill out this comment form and return to the comment form box, or by mail
or fax to:

c/o Kirsten Pennington
CH2M HILL
2020 SW 4t Avenue, Suite 300
Portland, OR 97201
Fax: (503) 736-2000
Phone: (503) 235-5000

Thank you!

(1)  What do you think about the IAMP strategies? Do you have any concerns
regarding any of the strategies? If so, what?
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(2)  If you do have concerns with the IAMP, what would you propose to alleviate
traffic congestion and address safety concerns in the future?
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APPENDIX B
Technical Memorandum # 2 — Updated August 2005 &
September 2007

To: Terri Harding, ODOT
Petra Schuetz, Coburg Planning

From: Anita Yap, Coburg Planning Director — Updated by Angelo Eaton &
Associates

Date: September 6, 2004 -_Updated August 12, 2005 & September 2007

Subject: Coburg Transportation System Plan Update, Work Task # 3 & 3.1

ATTACHMENT A: Table 1. Coburg TSP and Local Ordinance Consistency
with the State Transportation Planning Rule (OAR
660, Division 12).

Table 2. Coburg TSP and Local Ordinance Consistency
with the Regional Transportation Plan for the Central
Lane MPO

Angelo Planning Group revisions to this memorandum are denoted by underlined
text.

This memo was _updated in September 2007 by Angelo Planning Group, to
include the tables in Attachment A, with the purpose of assessing the
consistency of Coburg’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and implementing
ordinances, such as Zoning Code and Subdivision Requlations with applicable
requirements of the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) (OAR 660, Division 12)
and the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the Central Lane MPQO. Table 1
provides an analysis of the 1999 Coburg TSP, Zoning Code and Subdivision
Regulations in _the context of State Transportation Planning Rule. Table 2
compares the 1999 Coburg TSP with the 2004 RTP for the Central Lane MPO.

At the time that the 1999 TSP was adopted, Coburg was not part of the Central
Lane MPO and was not required to implement regional transportation planning
policy. Coburg became part of the MPQO in 2003 but has not updated its TSP or
implementing ordinances for consistency with the RTP. This analysis will help
the City prepare for a future TSP update because it will identify inconsistencies
between Coburqg’s adopted ordinances and State and regional planning efforts.
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Introduction

The Coburg Transportation System Plan (TSP) was developed under the
requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 12, Transportation Planning Rule, OAR
660-012. Coburg’s TSP was adopted by the City and co-adopted by Lane County
in 1999. The TSP was amended in 2001 to include the Coburg Downtown Plan:
Improving Transportation Choices for Coburg. This was funded under a
Transportation and Growth Management Grant (TGM) by the State of Oregon.

Coburg’s current Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 1980. Most of the
comprehensive plan elements, with the exception of the TSP, remain the same.
Many things have changed since 1980 and Coburg is reviewing growth strategies
and planning the construction of a new wastewater facility.

The public facilities element of Coburg’s work program requires an update of the
TSP. In addition to the TSP update, the parks and open space, water,
wastewater, stormwater and community facilities sections of the comprehensive
plan will be updated or added as new sections. The buildable land inventory,
urban growth boundary (UGB) expansions and new plan and zoning
designations will be considered in this process. The City will be updating the land
development codes as well.

Technical Memo

Coburg received a grant award from TGM to update the TSP. This technical
memo is listed as Work Task # 2 in the grant work program as Technical Memo
#2. Technical Memo #2 will provide the following information:

A narrative that provides the following information from the review of plans,

policies, regulations and standards:

1. Identifies relationships, conflicts and discrepancies within and between local,
regional and state plans, policies and standards

2. ldentifies inconsistencies between the TPR and existing City Plans and

Policies

Reviews existing cross-section standards for private and public streets

Reviews proposed improvements to state, county, or local facilities

Reviews relevant traffic and modal studies

Reviews relevant environmental studies

Reviews land use policies and regulations

Reviews demographic and economic data, forecasts and plan as they relate

to transportation/land development

9. Identifies how these local, regional and state plans, policies, regulations and
standards impact the transportation system

10. Identifies local policies that may need amending

11.Reviews RTP to determine what policies apply and which do not apply to City

© N O AW
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12.Interchange Refinement and Management: consistency with 1999 Oregon
Highway Plan (OHP) and the access management spacing standards

City shall review the existing TSP and ensure that all other recently completed or
on-going projects and plans including the Coburg-Interstate 5 Ramp project are
included in the review. City shall list only projects that are funded and will be
complete or in progress by the completion of the City TSP Update.

City shall complete a list of planned, funded projects from state and regional
agencies, including recently completed projects not included in the current TSP,
and completed and funded projects that are not contained within the current TSP.
City shall integrate local proposed projects from periodic review and proposed
projects from state and regional agencies including TGM projects (Smart
Development and Downtown Planning). City shall provide update information to
the Contractor.

1. Relationships with local, regional and state plans, policies
and standards

Local, regional and state transportation plans include: Coburg Comprehensive
Plan, Lane County TSP, Oregon Highway Plan. This section will review
consistency, relationship and conflicts with these plans.

The following documents with their adoption dates are referenced in this
technical memo:

e Coburg TSP, 1999

e Coburg Downtown Plan, 2001

e Coburg Community Vision, 2003

e Coburg Urbanization Study, 2004

e Coburg Parks and Open Space Master Plan (not adopted)

e Coburg Land Division Ordinance, No. 132-A, 19

e (City of Coburg Bicycle and Pedestrian School Route Project 1995 (not
adopted)

e Coburg Wetland Inventory, approved by Oregon Division of State Lands,
2000

e Coburg Smart Development Code Assistance (not adopted)

e (Coburg Business Partnership, Lane Transit District

e Lane County TSP, 2004

e Lane County CIP, 2004

e Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization Unified Planning Work

Program, 2004
e Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program, 2003
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e Lane Economic Council: Needs and Issues List, 2004
e QOregon Highway Plan, 1999
e Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan

Coburg

The Coburg TSP is consistent with the Coburg Comprehensive Plan. The 1999
TSP (Ordinance No. A-131J) amended the transportation section in the
Comprehensive plan by adding new policies and identifying transportation
projects for Coburg. This plan was adopted in compliance with the
Transportation Planning Rule. In addition, the existing TSP recommends a set of
local zoning and subdivision codes which were adopted in 1999, Ordinance No.
A-132A.

The Coburg Downtown Plan, adopted in 2001, Ordinance No. A-131-L, August
21, 2001. This document, developed by Lane Council of Governments (LCOG)
for the City, provided a plan that listed issues, visions, strategies and priorities for
downtown issues relating to transportation. The plan recommends design
standards for downtown. However, these standards were not adopted in the
zoning ordinance.

Coburg Community Vision, adopted May 20, 2003, Resolution # 2003-6, provides
identification of issues, goals, policies and actions relating to transportation from
a community-wide public participation process. This document is part of Coburg’s
Periodic Review public involvement element. The transportation element of the
Coburg Community Vision project will be incorporated into Coburg’s updated
Comprehensive Plan and will be included in the TSP.

Lane County

Lane County has jurisdiction over Pearl Street and Willamette Street, which are
the city’s two main arterials through the city. These two streets were recently
upgraded as part of Lane County’s transportation capital improvement project
list. The streets were widened, and sidewalks, streetlights, bike lanes and storm
drainage facilities were constructed as part of Lane County’s Capital
Improvement Program.

Lane County’s Transportation System Plan, adopted March 2004, provides
references to Coburg. Lane County’s TSP policies provide direction for the
county to coordinate with small cities for applying city standards to local county
roads (policy 1-h), access management, and Goal 3.

The County’s TSP also promotes coordination with bicycle and pedestrian
connections and coordination with other affected jurisdictions (Goal 7).

The Transportation and Land use section of the county’s TSP, Goals 20 and 21
provide a framework for coordination with state, local and federal requirements.
These goals and related policies under each goal provide the county direction for
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coordination, how to deal with inconsistencies between the County’s TSP and
other TSPs, criteria for review, and the review and adoption process.

Lane County’s TSP, page 66, provides a table of Needs Assessment and Capital
Expenditures as identified in each local city’s TSP. Coburg is listed as having 3
completed projects with a total project cost of $1,450,000. This project cost
included improvements to Pearl Street and Willamette Street, as mentioned
above. These projects are also listed in Table 13: Road Fund Capital
Expenditures for FY 84/85-FY 01/02 and Page 89, Projects on Lane County
Roads: 20-year Project List.

Central Lane Metropolitan Planning
The City of Coburg was recently included in the Central Lane Transportation
Management Area. The MPO is in the process of developing a Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) to meet federal requirements. Associated documents,
including the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program includes Coburg
projects under Programmed Projects for the planning area. The projects listed
under STP-U funding include:

e Coburg TSP update: $60,000 with $10,000 local match

e Coburg Diamond Street overlay: $24,000 with $6,000 local match

e Coburg Locust Street improvements: $30,000 with $10,000 match
These projects are also listed on the statewide 2004-2007 Final Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).

Coburg is a member of the Metropolitan Policy Committee that makes policy
decisions for the TMA on transportation issues. In addition, Coburg is staff to the
Transportation Planning Committee.

Oregon Highway Plan

The 1999 Oregon Highway Plan has policies and actions under Policy 1B-land
Use and Transportation that recognizes the role of both the State and local
governments relating to the state highway system. The policy encourages state
and local governments to work together and provides guidelines for land use and
transportation goals. The actions provide direction to coordination with local
jurisdictions on land use issues with the State of Oregon.

2. Inconsistencies between the TPR and existing City Plans and
Policies

A preliminary review of the TPR and existing city plans indicate that there
are several city policies that are inconsistent with the TPR._In order to
provide additional detail about TPR consistency and implementation, AEA
created Table 1, located in Attachment A.
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3. Review of existing cross-section standards for private and
public streets

The City of Coburg’s land division ordinance, No. 132-A, provides the following

standards for Minimum Right-of-way and Roadway Width, Section VI.B.2. for
public streets:

Table 2. City of Coburg Street Standards, Ordinance No. 132-A

Type of Road Minimum right-of-way Minimum paving width
Minor arterial 60 feet 40 feet
Collector 60 feet 36 feet
Local 50 feet 28 feet
Cul-de-sac 50 feet 28 feet, 50 foot radius
Industrial/commercial 60 feet 44 feet
Alley (Ind/Comm only) 60 feet 20 feet

The City does not have standards for private streets. Coburg’s land division
ordinance, No. 132-A, Section VII.C.5, requires construction of sidewalks on
both sides of a public street and in any special pedestrian way within the
subdivision, except that in the case of the primary or secondary arterials, or
special type industrial districts, the Planning Commission may approve a
subdivision without sidewalks. The Coburg TSP, pages 52-54, provides proposed
street standards. This section of the TSP recommends standards for new
construction for residential, central business, highway commercial and industrial
land uses. These proposed standards were not adopted within the land division
ordinance. Nevertheless, these standards do provide guidance for the
consideration for sidewalks construction.

Development of the Coburg TSP, which included numerous meetings with
citizens, indicated a community preference for no sidewalks on residential
streets. This information is illustrated in Figure 3, page 53 of the Coburg TSP.
Coburg staff recommends that these street cross section standards be re-
evaluated during development of the local street network plan portion of the TSP
update.

Technical Memorandum #2 Coburg TSP Update Page 6
Work Task #3 and 3.1 — Updated August 2005




4. Review of proposed improvements to state, county, or local
facilities

Coburg

The Coburg TSP Chapter 5 identifies Plan Implementation and Capital
Improvement Projects. This chapter lists short, medium and long range projects
for the City of Coburg.

The capital project list, however, does not identify funding sources and priorities.
This needs to be further refined in the TSP update.

Lane County

The I-5/Coburg Interchange improvement is listed as 17" by the Lane Economic
Committee in the 2004 Needs and Issues Inventory: County Priority List for
Infrastructure Projects.

The Lane County Capital Improvement Program, 05-09, adopted May 12, 2004
includes Coburg area improvement projects. The I-5/Coburg Interchange is
listed in the Lane County CIP under the Payments of Other Government
Agencies section for $2,500,000 (FY 06-07). The plan notes that this is a local
match for federal earmark funding of $10 million for construction improvements to
the interchange at Interstate 5 and Pearl Street in Coburg.

Central Lane Transportation Management Area
The City of Coburg was recently included in the Central Lane Transportation
Management Area. The MPO recently developed a Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) to meet federal requirements. Associated documents, including the
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program includes Coburg projects
under the Programmed Projects section for the planning area. The projects listed
under STP-U funding include:

e Coburg TSP update: $60,000 with $10,000 local match

e Coburg Diamond Street overlay: $24,000 with $6,000 local match

e Coburg Locust Street improvements: $30,000 with $10,000 match

State of Oregon

The projects listed by the Central Lane Transportation Management Area are
also listed on the statewide 2004-2007 Final Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program.
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5. Review of relevant traffic and modal studies

e (City of Coburg Bicycle and Pedestrian School Route Project 1995 (not
adopted)
e (Coburg Business Partnership, Lane Transit District

The City of Coburg commissioned a Bicycle and Pedestrian School Route
Project through the Oregon Traffic Safety Division Technical Assistance Program
in 1995. The study identifies “safe” bicycle and pedestrian routes to and from
school, and makes recommendations for long and short term solutions. This
plan was not officially adopted by the City of Coburg. In 2000, the Lane Council
of Governments received a DLCD Technical Assistance Grant to coordinate a
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) project with Lane Transit District
(LTD), the City of Coburg and Coburg industrial businesses. The goal of this
project was “to develop and implement, with the participation of the industrial
area businesses, an effective transportation demand management program in
the industrial sector of Coburg." LTD lists the “Coburg Business Partnership”
project as an ongoing project as part of the Commuter Solutions program.

6. Review of relevant environmental studies
e Coburg Wetland Inventory, 2001.

The Coburg Wetland Inventory that was developed by Satre and Associates, was
adopted by the Oregon Division of State Lands in 2000. The wetland inventory
identifies riparian and wetland areas within the City of Coburg. Many of these
areas are part of an open irrigation system, owned and maintained by the Muddy
Creek Irrigation District. There are other wetland areas near the Interstate 5 right-
of-way, which is part of an open drainage system near the freeway. New street
development, as well as new land development, will need to comply with state
requirements for fill and removal in these areas. The City currently does not have
a local wetland ordinance.

7. Review of land use policies and regulations

The City adopted several plan policies and associated land development
ordinance amendments with the development of the TSP. These policies, as well
as several existing and proposed policies, will influence the final TSP. The
proposed policies in the Coburg Crossroads Community Vision and the periodic
review comprehensive plan map, draft 7-04, will also need to be evaluated to
determine impact of future land development on the transportation system. The
following plan policies from the Coburg Comprehensive Plan need to be
reviewed in context within the new planning effort and changed circumstances:
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Table 3. Review of Coburg Comprehensive Plan policies

Coburg Comprehensive
Plan Policy

New planning effort
Changed circumstances

Discussion

Goal 5: Open spaces, scenic
and historic areas and natural
resources Policy 1: Natural
drainage way, open space
preservation

Stormwater plan (underway)
Parks and Open Space master
plan (recently completed)

Plan policies should be
included that preserve
stormwater areas and
coordinate with new street
network drainage systems

Goal 5: Policy 13: urban
appurtenances, including
roadways should have
uncluttered appearances

New local street network plan
(underway)

Need to have policies that
provide guidance on
transitions from existing to
new streets

Goal 5: Policy 21: wetlands

New wetland inventory (1999)

The wetland inventory needs
to coordinate with the street
network system

Goal 7: Natural Hazards and
Disasters: Policy 2: grading

Stormwater plan, new UGB
expansion areas (underway)

Should have implementing
ordinances or standards that
address grading and
excavation

Goal 7: Policy 5: elimination of
hazards relating to runoff from
paving

Stormwater plan

Should have implementing
ordinances or standards that
address stormwater
management

Goal 8 Recreational Needs:
Policy 3: bikeways

Parks and Open Space Master
Plan, new UGB expansion
areas

Need to coordinate with other
plans and provide
implementation policies, plan
map designations, etc

Goal 8: Policy 7: funding

Parks and Open Space Master
Plan

Need to identify funding
sources for
bikeway/pedestrian projects
identified in plan and reference
in TSP

Goal 9: Economy of the City:
Policy 5: off-street parking

New design standards for
commercial/industrial
(underway)

Need to provide policies
relating to off-street parking
that reflect design standards

Goal 10 Housing: Policy 9: off-
street parking

New design standards for
residential (underway)

Need policies that reflect
design standards

Goal 11: Public Facilities:
Policy 1: general

New UGB expansion areas

Need policies for new
development

Goal 11:Policy 15: public
facility adequacy

New UGB expansion areas,
existing transportation
conflicts, new population

Need policies and discussion
on system needs, this existing
policy should be deleted

Goal 13: Energy conservation:
Policy 1: energy use
implications

New energy technology

Need discussion and policies
about energy conservation
relating to fossil fuels and
transportation systems and
land use (smart development
concepts)

Goals 2 & 14: Land Use and
Urbanization: Policy 12:
County

New County TSP adopted
2004

Need policies reflecting
coordination with county TSP
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The following plan polices in the Coburg TSP need to be reviewed and evaluated
within the context of the new planning effort and changed circumstances:

Table 4. Review of Coburg TSP policies

Coburg TSP Policy

New planning effort
Changed circumstances

Discussion

No policy in TSP regarding
regional TSP

Coburg included within Central
Lane TMA

LCOG completed RTP in late
2004. Coburg TSP needs to
coordinate elements of RTP,
plan policies, coordination,
project lists

Policy 1.1 arterials

New County TSP (2004)

Need to coordinate policies
with county TSP, all arterials
are county

Policy 1.2 collector

Existing collector system
redesignated as part of TMA
process for STP-U funding

Need to make sure City has
an adequate collector system
and street standards respect
neighborhood character

Policy 2.2 Protection of
function of planned system

No street standards,
implementing ordinances for
protection

Need policies that provide
direction for development of
standards

Policy 2.4 Require dedication
at time of land development

New case law regarding
dedication requirements
(Dolan)

Need to provide policy and
guidelines to justify dedication
at time of development

Policies 3.1 and 3.2 Aesthetics

Most street improvements at
major thoroughfares have
been improved (Pearl &
Willamette)

Update policies

Policies 4.1, 4.2. 4.3 Transit

Increase employment in
industrial sector, LTD Coburg
Business Partnership project

Update policies to reflect
current work, recommend
implementing actions

Policies 5.2 & 5.3 Bikeways
and pedestrian accessways

Parks and Open Space Plan,
new UGB expansion areas

Need to coordinate with other
plans, add policies as needed

Policies 6.1 & 6.2 Stormwater

Stormwater Master Plan
(underway)

Need to coordinate with other
plan, add policies for
implementation and standards

Policy 9.2 Traffic calming

New urban growth boundary
areas

Need implementing policy
language, standards,
ordinances

Policy 9.5 Residential
sidewalks

New urban growth boundary
areas

Need to further refine when
and where sidewalks are
needed, policy unclear and
implementing ordinance
reflects this

Policy 11.1 Drainage systems

Stormwater Master Plan

Need to coordinate new plan

and policies
Policy 12.1 Traffic calming See above See above
(see above, policy 9.2)
Policy 13.1 I-5 Interchange IAMP Need to incorporate

references, polices,
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The following land development ordinances need to be reviewed and evaluated
within the context of the new planning effort and changed circumstances:

Table 5. Review of Coburg Land Development Ordinances

Coburg Land
Development Ordinances

New planning effort
Changed circumstances

Discussion

Subdivision ordinance

Lane County TSP

Street standards, access
management

Subdivision ordinance

Smart Development code work

Access way standards, street
standards, sidewalk provisions

Subdivision ordinance

Coburg Downtown Plan

Need implementing
ordinances

Subdivision ordinance

Coburg wetland inventory

Need to provide design
standards, criteria for
streets/wetland interface

Subdivision ordinance

IAMP (underway)

Incorporate any ordinance
standards relating to access
management, interchange
impact, may need
requirements for TIA for new
development, criteria, etc

Subdivision ordinance

Parks and Open space master
plan

Need to coordinate pedestrian
way connection requirements,
provide criteria for review and
impact analysis requirements

Subdivision ordinance

Stormwater master plan
(underway)

Incorporate standards, grading
requirements, preservation of
drainageway requirements for
stormwater management

Subdivision ordinance

Periodic review/design
standards/smart development

Street design standards need
revision to reflect design
standards/smart development
work

Zoning Ordinance

Coburg Downtown Plan

Need implementing
ordinances

Zoning Ordinance

Stormwater master plan
(underway)

Incorporate standards, grading
requirements, preservation of
drainageway requirements for
stormwater management

Zoning Ordinance

IAMP (underway)

Incorporate any ordinance
standards relating to access
management, interchange
impact, may need
requirements for TIA for new
development, criteria, etc

Zoning Ordinance

TSP update

May need to have zoning
requirements for special
setbacks along specific
streets, etc
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8. Review of demographic and economic data, forecasts and
plans as they relate to transportation/land development

The 2000 census provides demographic data on the community (see attachment
A). Coburg’s Urbanization Study, adopted by Resolution 2004-1, provides an
Economic opportunities analysis in Chapter 5 (Attachment B). The economic
forecast for Lane County shows that this area is expected to grow more slowly
than population for Oregon as a whole. The long tem population forecast by
Oregon’s Office of Economic Analysis predicts Lane County’s population will
grow at an annual average rate of 0.9% between 2000 and 2040, compared to a
rate of 1.1% for Oregon over the same period (Coburg Urbanization Study, page
5-13). Coburg’s coordinated population projection for 2025 is 2,950, however, the
community has selected a target population of 3,327 in 2025. This population
number was selected as a preferred growth alternative in the Coburg Crossroads
Community Vision, 2003.

The population growth in Coburg is anticipated based on the construction of a
wastewater facility in the near future. The city’s population has been artificially
low, due to the amount of land needed to accommodate individual on-site
subsurface waste disposal (septic) systems. Once the wastewater system is
constructed, and due to the proximity of Coburg to the Eugene/Springfield
metropolitan area and interstate access, Coburg is expected to grow at a faster
rate than historic population growth. Citizens determined that an employment and
housing balance is important to the continued sustainability of the community.

Employment growth is expected to grow in the Lane County and Coburg area for
the RV industry. RV shipments between 1980 and 2002 show an average rate of
5 percent per year increase. Coburg has several distinct advantages for
continued growth in the economic sector, due to the proximity of the
Eugene/Springfield metropolitan area and interstate access, as well as the
established RV industry manufacturers.

The employment sector in Coburg has a significant impact on land use and
transportation systems, both locally and regionally. Currently, the employment in
the industrial area of Coburg outnumbers permanent residents 3:1. The current
population estimate for 2003 is 1,050, while the employment number in the
industrial sector is estimated at 3,500. The employment numbers vary, based on
the time of year and operational requirements of the industry. These types of
manufacturing industries attract associated businesses, such as RV sales and
service.
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The major land use and transportation issue facing economic growth in Coburg is
related to planning for the Coburg/Interstate 5 Interchange. Based on
evaluations by the ODOT, this interchange needs reconstruction to
accommodate increased traffic and safety issues in the interchange area. The
TSP identified a refinement plan of the interchange in Appendix A,
Coburg/Interstate 5 Refinement Plan. Since the development of this plan, several
factors have changed that require re-evaluation of this facility. ODOT, in
cooperation with the City of Coburg and Lane County is developing an
Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP) that will evaluate this state facility. It
is likely that this plan will be incorporated by reference into the Coburg TSP
update.

9. Identification of how local, regional and state plans, policies,
regulations and standards impact the transportation system

This review is addressed in #1 Relationships with local, regional and state
plans, policies and standards above (page 2).

10.ldentification of local policies that may need amending

The Coburg TSP identifies two areas for further studies in Chapter 5, Plan
Implementation (page 67). Street extensions and layout are shown on Map 14 of
the TSP. This plan is out-of-date and will be re-evaluated with the TSP update
and the local street network plan that will be developed by the consultant.
Driveway spacing near the I-5 interchange to the east and west along Van Duyn
and Pearl Street do not meet spacing standards included in the Oregon Highway
Plan. In addition, several parcels to the east of Interstate 5 and south of Van
Duyn Road have been annexed and are not part of the TSP or local street
network and will need to be included in the update.

The TSP also identifies two areas, “Southern and Northern Connectors” for
further study. These alternative routes will need to be evaluated in the TSP
update and recommendations if these are viable options will need to be
presented to the city for decision makers.

The Coburg Periodic Review process will also need to be incorporated into the
TSP update. The City is anticipating additional population, housing and
employment in the area and is expecting additional Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) expansions to accommodate this growth. The new UGB expansion areas
will need to be included in the TSP update for local street network planning,
traffic analysis and findings of consistency with the Transportation Planning Rule.
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New land development ordinances, such as street cross-sections, will need
evaluation (see above). Additionally, new ordinance and plan policy text will
need to be developed to incorporate findings and policies for the TSP.

All city policies will need to be evaluated to determine their relevancy to the
changed circumstances of the potential for population and employment increase,
the annexation of property on the east side of the interstate, construction of a
wastewater facility, periodic review process, and new state and local street
projects not anticipated by the TSP.

11. Review of RTP to determine what policies apply and which
do not apply to City

The MPO for this area, Lane Council of Governments, recently developed a
Regional Transportation Plan to meet federal regulations relating to the
establishment of the Transportation Management Area (December 2004). In
order to provide additional detail about RTP consistency, AEA created Table 2,
located in Attachment A.

12. Interchange Refinement and Management: consistency
with OHP and the access management spacing standards

The Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP), under development at this time,
will provide the information to determine consistency with OHP and access
management spacing standards. It is already acknowledged that access points
east and west of the interchange do not meet spacing standards for the current
interchange ramp terminals. The interchange plan should address how to
accommodate existing uses, redevelopment, and new development in these
areas. The TSP update should coordinate the local street network plan to assure
that state and county standards are met. Recommendations for transportation
policies and coordination should be provided with the interchange plan.
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Conclusions

Based on the evaluation within this technical memo, Coburg’s TSP and
associated land use documents (land development codes, comprehensive plan
policies) will need updating and refinement to reflect changed circumstances.
The changed circumstances include annexation of property to the east of the
interchange, Coburg’s periodic review process for expansion of the urban growth
boundary, construction of a wastewater treatment facility, and several new
studies that have been completed since the adoption of the TSP. The IAMP will
need to be closely coordinated with the City and Lane County to assure that
access management, local street network plans and associated TSP polices
reflect supporting the future reconstruction of the interchange and state highway
policies.
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ATTACHMENT A

CONSISTENCY CODE

@ = Consistent with TPR
@ = Partially Consistent with TPR
O = Not Consistent with TPR

Table 1. 1999 Coburg TSP and Local Ordinance Consistency with Applicable Requirements of the State

Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660, Division 12)

TPR Requirements Ordinance Consistency Finding

OAR 660-012-0015: Preparation and Coordination of the
TSPs

(3) Cities and Counties shall prepare, adopt, and amend
local TSPs for lands within their planning jurisdiction in
compliance with this division.

(a) Establish a system of transportation facilities and
services to meet identified local needs and that are
consistent with adopted elements of regional and
state TSPs.

Chapters 2 and 3 of the TSP document Coburg’s existing
transportation conditions and future conditions and needs.
Chapter 5 contains the TSP, which provides a system of
transportation facilities and services to meet these needs. The
Coburg TSP is not consistent with the RTP as Coburg only
recently became part of the MPO. See Table 2 for a discussion of
consistency with the RTP.

(b) Coordinate the preparation of the local TSP to
assure regional and state transportation needs are
met.

The 1999 Coburg TSP was adopted prior to the 2004 RTP.
Coburg became part of the MPO in 2002, and so the TSP needs
to be updated to be consistent with the RTP. When the regional
TSP is updated, regional and state transportation needs need to
be considered

(4) Cities shall adopt regional and local TSPs as part of
their comprehensive plan.

The 1999 TSP is adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plan.

(5) TSPs preparation shall be coordinated with affected
state, federal, and regional agencies; local governments;
special districts; and private providers of transportation
services.

The 1999 Coburg TSP was coordinated to be consistent with the
policies, goals, and needs of affected agencies, including ODOT,
LCOG, and Lane County through the establishment of a
Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC).
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OAR 660-012-0020: Elements of Transportation System
Plans

(1) Establish a coordinated network of facilities to serve
state, regional, and local transportation needs.

The planned transportation facilities in the 1999 TSP were
coordinated with the needs of state, regional, and local agencies
identified. Coburg was not part of the Central Lane MPO at the
time of TSP adoption and the TSP is not consistent with the RTP.

(2) The TSP shall include the following elements:

(a) Determination of transportation needs per OAR
660-012-0030.

Coburg’s 20-year transportation needs are documented in
Chapter 3 of the 1999 TSP.

(b) A road plan for a system of arterials and collectors
and standards for the layout of local streets and
connections.

The Coburg street plan is documented in Chapter 4, of the 1999
TSP.

(c) A public transportation plan.

There is no proposed public transportation plan in Coburg’s the
1999 TSP. Coburg is served by Lane Transit District, which is
limited to commuter service.

(d) A bicycle and pedestrian plan consistent with ORS
365.514.

Coburg’s bicycle and pedestrian plans are documented in
Chapter 4 and illustrated in Map 15 of the 1999 TSP.

(e) An air, rail, water, and pipeline plan that identifies
public use airports, mainline and branchline railroads,
port facilities, and major regional pipelines and
terminals.

The air, rail, water, and pipeline system plans are documented
in Chapter 4 of the 1999 TSP.

(9) A parking plan in MPO areas per OAR 660-012-
0045 (5)(C)

At the time of the 1999 TSP adoption, Coburg was not part of
the Central Lane MPO and therefore does not include a parking
plan.

Recommendation: This should be addressed in a future TSP
update

(h) Policies and land use regulation for TSP

The 1999 TSP and Coburg Development Code contain policies
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implementation per OAR 660-012-0045. and land use regulations for TSP implementation per OAR 660-
012-0045, though they may need some updating. See below.

(3) Each element identified in (2)(b)-(d) shall contain.

(&) An inventory and assessment of existing and L4 An inventory of Coburg’s existing and committed transportation
committed facilities and services by function, type, facilities is documented in Chapter 2 the 1999 TSP.

capacity, and condition.

(b) A system of planned facilities, services, and major L A system of planned facilities, services, and major improvements
improvements. is documented in Chapter 4 of the 1999 TSP.

(c) A description of planned facilities, services, and L4 Chapter 4 of the 1999 TSP contains a description of Coburg’s
major improvements including a map showing planned facilities, services, and major improvements, as well as

general location of proposed improvements, minimum and maximum right-of-way widths.

minimum and maximum right-or-way widths, and a
description of facility or service.

(d) Identification of the provider of each facility or L4 The responsible agency/provider of each facility in the 1999 TSP
service. is documented in Chapter 5.

OAR 660-012-0025: Complying with the Goals in TSP
Preparation

(1) Adoption of a TSP shall constitute the land use decision L The 1999 TSP was adopted through the legislative process.
regarding the need for transportation facilities services,
and major improvements and their function, mode, and
general location.

(2) Findings of compliance with applicable statewide ® The .1999 TSP was adopteq through the legislati.ve process with
planning goals and comprehensive plan policies shall be required findings of compliance with the statewide planning
developed in conjunction with adoption of the TSP. goals and local comprehensive plan policies.

OAR 660-012-0030: Determination of Transportation Needs

(1) The TSP shall identify transportation needs including:

Technical Memorandum #2 Coburg TSP Update Page 18
Work Task #3 and 3.1 — Updated August 2005




(a) State, regional, and local transportation needs;

The State and local transportation needs were documented in
Chapter 3 of the 1999 TSP. Regional transportation needs were
not accounted for, as Coburg was not part of the Central Lane
MPO at the time of TSP adoption. Regional needs will need to be
accounted for in a future TSP update.

(b) Needs of the transportation disadvantaged;

The needs of the transportation disadvantaged are not
addressed in the 1999 TSP.

(c) Needs for the movement of goods and services.

The needs for the movement of goods are not addressed in the
1999 TSP.

(3) Within UGBs the determination of transportation needs
shall be based upon:

(a) Population and employment forecasts and
distributions consistent with the acknowledged
comprehensive plan. Forecasts shall be for 20 years
and, if desired, longer periods;

20-year population, household and employment forecasts were
developed by the City of Coburg, consistent with the
comprehensive plan. This information is documented and
summarized in Chapter 3 of the 1999 TSP.

(b) Measures adopted pursuant to OAR 660-012-
0045 to encourage reduced reliance on the
automobile.

See findings for OAR 660-012-0045, below.

@) In MPO areas determination of transportation needs
shall be based upon accomplishment of the requirement
in OAR 660-012-0035(4) to reduce reliance on the
automobile.

Coburg was not part of the Central Lane MPO when the 1999
TSP was adopted. A future update of the TSP needs to ensure
that transportation needs are based upon the requirements for
reducing reliance on the automobile in OAR 660-012-0035(4).

OAR 660-012-0035: Evaluation and Selection of Transportation System Alternatives

(1) The TSP shall be based upon evaluation of potential
Impacts of system alternatives that can reasonable be
expected fto meet the identified needs at reasonable cost.
The following shall be evaluated as components of the

e

The 1999 TSP does not contain documentation regarding system
alternatives.
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system alternatives:

(a) Improvements to existing facilities or services;

Reasonable and cost effective solutions to existing facilities were
evaluated before new facilities were considered for the 1999 TSP.

(b) New facilities and services including different
modes of travel;

Pedestrian, bicycle, carpool and vanpool modes were considered
as part of the new facilities and services proposed in the system
alternative.

(c) Transportation system management measures;

The 1999 TSP does not mention transportation system

management measures as being anticipated in the development
of the TSP.

Recommendation: A future update of the TSP needs to include
TSM measures in the development of the TSP.

(d) Demand management measures;

The 1999 TSP does not mention transportation demand
management measures as being considered in the development
of the future travel demand forecasts.

Recommendation: A future update of the TSP needs to include
TDM measures in the development of the travel demand
forecasts.

(e) A no-build system alternative required by the
national EPA.

A “no-build” system alternative and its inadequacies to meet the
future transportation needs of Coburg is not included as an
alternative in the 1999 TSP.

Recommendation: A future update of the TSP needs to include
analysis of a “no-build” alternative.

(3) The following standards shall be used to evaluate and
select alternatives:
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rural development by providing types and levels of
facilities and services appropriate to serve the land
uses identified in the acknowledged comprehensive
plan;

(a) The transportation system shall support urban and The 1999 TSP is based on the current, acknowledged

comprehensive plan and provides enhancement to the
integration of transportation and land use systems.

(b) The transportation system shall be consistent with
state and federal standards for the protection of air,
land and water quality;

The goals and objectives in Chapter 4 were used to evaluate and
select transportation projects and the preferred alternative. The
goals ensure that the TSP is consistent with state and federal
standards for the protection of air, land and water quality.

(c) The transportation system plan shall minimize
adverse economic, social, environmental, and energy
consequences;

The standards used to evaluate and select transportation
alternatives ensure that the TSP minimizes adverse economic,
social, environmental, and energy consequences.

(d) The transportation system shall minimize conflicts
and facilitate connections between modes of
transportation.

The standards used to evaluate and select transportation
alternatives ensure that the TSP minimizes conflicts and
facilitates connections between modes of transportation.

(e) The transportation system plan shall avoid
principal reliance of any one mode of transportation
and reduce principal reliance on the automobile.

The standards used to evaluate and select transportation
alternatives ensure that the TSP avoids principal reliance of any
one mode of transportation and reduces principal reliance on
the automobile.

(4) In MPO areas TSPs shall be designed to achieve the
objectives listed below for reducing automobile vehicle
miles traveled per capita:

(@) In MPO areas of less than 1 million population, 5%
reduction within 20 years of adoption of a plan;

Coburg was not part of the Central Lane_ MPO when the 1999
TSP was adopted.

Recommendation: A future update of the TSP needs to address
these requirements for reducing VMT per capita.
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(c) Through subsequent planning efforts, an
additional 5% reduction within 30 years of adoption of
a plan.

Coburg was not part of the Central Lane MPO when the 1999
TSP was adopted.

Recommendation: A future update of the TSP needs to address
these requirements for reducing VMT per capita

(7) Local TSPs shall include interim benchmarks to assure
satisfactory progress towards meeting the requirements
of this Chapter at five-year intervals. Local governments
shall evaluate progress in meeting interim benchmarks at
five year intervals from adoption of the TSP.

The City of Coburg needs to continue to coordinate closely with
Lane County, LCOG, ODOT and other planning partners to
evaluate progress toward established regional benchmarks.

OAR 660-012-0040: Transportation Financing Program

(1) For areas within an urban growth boundary containing
a population greater than 2,500 persons, the TSP shall
include a transportation-financing program.

As the population of Coburg is less than 2,500 persons, the
requirement for a transportation financing program and
subsequent requirements in sections (2), (3), (4) and (5) do not
apply. However, Chapter 6 of the 1999 TSP includes a
transportation financing program identifying short-, medium-
and long-range projects.

OAR 660-012-0045: Implementation of Transportation System Plan and City of Coburg Zoning Code Compliance

(1) Each local government shall amend its land use
regulations to implement the TSPF.

(b) To the extent, if any, that a transportation facility,
service or improvement concerns the application of a
comprehensive plan provision or land use regulation, it
may be allowed without further land use review if it is
permitted outright or if it is subject to standards that do
not require interpretation or the exercise of factual, policy
or legal judgment.

Transportation facilities, services and improvements are
addressed as permitted, conditional or other uses as follows in
Article VII (District Regulations) of the CZC:

Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PRO): This district allows
“bike paths and pedestrian walkways” as a permitted principal
use.

The following transportation-related definitions are contained in
the Coburg Subdivision Regulations (CSRs): Alley, Arterial
Street, Block length, Chicane, Collector Street, Cul-de-sac, Curb
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Extensions, Lane, mid-block, Local Street, Multi-use Path, Road or
Street, Right-of-way, Special Paving, Traffic Circle. In addition,
the TSP contains transportation-related definitions.

Recommendation: For clarity, the definitions section of the CZC
should be modified to include these terms and for transportation
facilities and uses called out in the TPR including pedestrian,
bicycle and transit amenities. As defined, transportation-related
uses should be included as an outright use in each of the City’s
zones where appropriate or as conditional uses.

(c) Local governments shall provide a review and approval
process that is consistent with 660-012-0050
(Transportation Project Development). Local governments
shall amend regulations to provide for consolidated review
of land use decisions required to permit a transportation
project.

The CZC does not contain a process for review and approval of
transportation projects that is consistent with 660-012-0050 or
regulations to provide notice to ODOT or LCOG for review of any
land use decisions.

Recommendation: The City should amend Article IX, Section A
(3) to include notice to ODOT and LCOG. The City should
develop/document a clear and objective review process for the
approval of land use decisions required to permit a
transportation project.

(2) Local governments shall adopt land use or subdivision
ordinance regulations, consistent with applicable federal
and state requirements, to protect transportation rfacilities
for their identified functions.

(a) Access control measures.

Article VIII (Supplementary District Regulations) Section 1
(A),“Visibility at Intersections and Access from Driveways”
requires residential driveways to be located to optimize
intersection operation and provide access from the street with
the lowest functional classification. Section 2 “Structures and
Properties to Have Access” states that all buildings shall be on a
lot adjacent to a public street or with access to an approved
private street, and all structures shall be so located on lots as to
provide safe and convenient access for servicing, fire protection
and required off-street parking. Properties abutting only
collector or arterial streets should share access with neighboring
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properties where feasible.

Recommendation: At a minimum, the CZC should include
driveway and public road spacing, median control and signal
spacing standards. These standards should also be included in
public works engineering standards and be consistent with the
functional classification of roads.

(b) Standards to protect the future operations of roadways
and transit corridors.

Section VII of the Coburg Subdivision Regulations (CSRs),
“Design Standards” contains provisions to protect the future
operation of roadways. Section (B) (5), Future Extensions of
Streets, requires streets to be extended to the boundary of a
subdivision or partition.

Recommendation: Amend the CSZ to include additional
standards to protect future operation of roads, as well as major
transit corridors, such as those provided in the ODOT TGM
program’s “Model Code for Small Cities.”

(c) Control of land use around airports.

No airports are located within or affect the airspace inside the
Coburg UGB

(d) Coordinated review of future land use decisions
affecting transportation facilities, corridors or sites.

The CZC should provide a process for coordinated review of
future land use decisions that affect transportation facilities.

Recommendation: The City should consider adding language to
Article X, Administration and Enforcement, Section G.
Comprehensive Plan Amendments, to specifically include land
use reviews for transportation-related facilities. Notification to
ODOT, for land use amendments that affect state facilities, to
affected local jurisdictions, and to relevant transit
providers/departments should be included in this section to
ensure a “coordinated review.”

(e) Process to apply conditions to development proposals
in order to minimize impacts and protect transportation

The conditional use process in Article X, Section C (4) of the CZC
allows the Planning Commission to apply conditions to a
Conditional Use decision, including (g) modify access provisions
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facilities. for safety reasons. In addition, section (p) allows for “additional
conditions which may be necessary to implement policies of the
Coburg Comprehensive Plan and the City of Coburg
Transportation System Plan.”

Recommendation: The City should reassess standards for
each of the residential and commercial zoning categories to
indicate that future road usage is based on the maximum
density allowed by zone.

See the TPR requirements in Section 660-012-0060 below.

(f) Regulations to provide notice to public agencies J CZC Article XI Section A (3) details notification procedures for
providing transportation facilities and services, MPOs, and public hearings; only 45-day notice to DLCD is specified, while
ODOT of: land use applications that require public no specific notification to ODOT or other agencies is required.
hearings, subdivision and partition applications, Recommendation: The City should amend the CZC to include
applications which affect private access to roads, a requirement that ODOT and other affected public agencies
applications within airport noise corridor and imaginary (DEQ, Oregon Aviation Administration, etc.) receive notification
surfaces which affect airport operations. of land use applications that meet the descriptions in this TPR

requirement. Similarly, notification should be provided to other
jurisdictions if an action by the City potentially affects another
jurisdiction’s road or facility.

(9) Regulations assuring amendments to land use L4 The CZC does not contain provisions ensuring that amendments
designations, densities, design standards are consistent be consistent with the designated facilities in the TSP.

Wlth_t.he func_t'on’ CaPaC't'eSs and levels of service of Recommendation: The City should amend the CZC to clarify
facilities designated in the TSP. that approval of amendments to land use designations, densities

and design standards must be consistent with the planned
transportation system, as adopted in the Coburg TSP.

Sections that may be appropriate for this revision include Article
X, Administration and Enforcement and the CSRs. Language
that governs zone changes and plan amendments should be
revised to include reference to TPR Section —-0060 (see Section
660-12-0060 below), or should include language from this
section that states under what circumstances a plan or land use
regulation amendment “significantly affects a transportation
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facility” and the mitigation that is required. The options for
ensuring that allowed land uses are consistent with the
function, capacity, and level of service of the facility identified in
the TSP should be included in the CZC, or the CZC should
reference the relevant TPR section.

(3) Local governments shall adopt land use or subdivision
regulations for urban areas and rural communities as set
forth in 660-012-0040(3)(a-d):

(a) Provide bike parking in multifamily developments of 4 J Bicycle Parking requirements are outlined in Article VIII,

units or more, new retail, office and institutional Supplementary District Regulations, Section B (5). Bicycle
developments, transit transfer stations and park-and-ride parking is required for all developments that require a Site Plan,
lots including multi-family residential development and non-

residential. Site Plan review applies in the C-1, C-2 and LI
Districts and to proposed demolition of historic structures. The
CZC does not address transit stations or park and ride lots.

Recommendation: The City may want to consider defining the
uses that trigger the bicycle parking requirement, rather than
depending on Site Plan review, which defines applicability by the
District in which development occurs. If transit transfer stations
or park and ride lots are planned for Coburg as part of a future
TSP update, corresponding changes should be made to the
bicycle parking requirements in the CZC.

(b) Provide “safe and convenient” (per subsection 660- J Pedestrian Connections: CZC Article VIII, Section D,
012-0045.3(d)) pedestrian and bicycle connections from “Pedestrian Access and Circulation” requires pedestrian access
new subdivisions/multifamily development to to transit facilities from new commercial, employment and

neighborhood activity centers'; bikeways are required multifamily residential development. Redeveloped sites must
also provide “safe and accessible” pedestrian access to transit

along arterials and major collectors; sidewalks are facilities. Internal pedestrian and bicycle circulation systems
required along arterials, collectors, and most local streets must connect with external existing and planned systems.

in urban areas except controlled access roadways
Section VII (B) (2) - Sidewalks are required on all Arterial streets

but are not shown as a requirement for Collector or Local

1 “Neighborhood activity centers” is defined in the TPR as including, but not limited to, existing or planned schools, parks, shopping areas, transit
stops or employment centers.
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streets.

Section VII (C) (5) “Sidewalks” requires that sidewalks be
installed on both sides of a public street and in any special
pedestrian way within a subdivision, except that in the case of
the primary or secondary arterials, or special type industrial
districts, the Planning Commission may approve a subdivision
without sidewalks if alternative pedestrian routes are available

Recommendation: Expand CZC Article VIII, Section D to
include requirements for pedestrian and bicycle connections
from multifamily residential to all neighborhood activity centers —
not just transit facilities. In addition, the City should include a
bikeway and sidewalk requirement for Collector streets.

(c) Off-site road improvements required as a condition of
development approval must accommodate bicycle and
pedestrian travel, including facilities on arterials and major
collectors

As noted above, the conditional use process in CZC Article X,
Section C (4) allows the Planning Commission to apply
conditions to a Conditional Use decision, including (g) modify
access provisions for safety reasons and (p) additional conditions
which may be necessary to implement policies of the Coburg
Comprehensive Plan and the City of Coburg Transportation
System Plan.”

The CZC does not have a specific process for applying
development conditions in order to require off-site road
improvements to accommodate bicycle and pedestrian travel.

Recommendation: The CSRs should be amended to ensure that
when conditions of approval require off-site improvements they
accommodate bicycle and pedestrian travel.

(e) Provide internal pedestrian circulation within new office
parks and commercial developments

Design standards should include provisions for “Pedestrian and
Multi-Use Pathways” that apply to all new development except
single family residential and particular topographical situations.

(4) To support transit in urban areas containing a population greater
than 25,000, where the area is already served by a public transit
system or where a determination has been made that a public transit
system is feasible, local governments shall adopt land use and

The TPR defines “Urban Area” as lands within an urban growth
boundary, two or more contiguous urban growth boundaries,
and urban unincorporated communities as defined by OAR 660-
022-0010(9). As the population of Coburg is less than 25,000
this provision does not apply.
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subdivision regulations as provided in (a)-(g) below:

(5) In MPO areas, local governments shall adopt land use and
subdivision regulations to reduce reliance on the automobile which:

(a) Allow transit-oriented developments (TODs) on lands along transit b According to the TPR, a “transit-oriented development” means a
routes; mix of residential, retail and office uses and a supporting

network of roads, bicycle and pedestrian ways focused on a
major transit stop designed to support a high level of transit
use. The key features of transit-oriented development include:

(a) A mixed-use center at the transit stop, oriented principally to
transit riders and pedestrian and bicycle travel from the
surrounding area;

(b) High density of residential development proximate to the
transit stop sufficient to support transit operation and
neighborhood commercial uses within the TOD;

(c) A network of roads, and bicycle and pedestrian paths to
support high levels of pedestrian access within the TOD and
high levels of transit use.

Currently, the amount of public transit service provided to
Coburg by Lane Transit District is limited. The zoning along
transit routes includes Traditional Residential, CBD, Highway
Commercial and Light Industrial. The HC and LI districts are
fairly limited in terms of uses and are not likely to change.

The currently adopted “Central Business District” permits
“Mixed Use Development” outright (defined as residential
combined with another use) and is subject to provisions of CZC
Section 12. Finally, Goal 13, Policy 2 in the Comprehensive
Plan encourages “the location if future subdivisions along high
capacity transportation corridors.”

The CZC is consistent with these requirements.
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(b) Implements a demand management program to meet the
measurable standards set in the TSP in response to 660-012-0035(4);

Comprehensive Plan Goal 12 Policy 4.3 states that the City will
“pursue and develop a transportation demand management
(TDM) program and policies and strategies.” However, there are
no implementation measures for such a program in the CZC.

Recommendation: Develop implementation measures for a
TDM program.

(c) Implements a parking plan which:

(A) Achieves a 10% reduction in the number of parking spaces per
capita in the MPO area over the planning period. This may be
accomplished through a combination of restrictions on development of
new parking spaces and requirements that existing parking spaces be
redeveloped to other uses;

(B) Aids in achieving the measurable standards set in the TSP in
response to OAR 660-012-0035(4);

(C) Includes land use and subdivision regulations setting minimum and
maximum parking requirements in appropriate locations, such as
downtowns, designated regional or community centers, and transit
oriented-developments; and

(D) Is consistent with demand management programs, transit-oriented
development requirements and planned transit service.

Current parking standards are located in Article VIII of the CZC.
The parking plan adopted by the Central Lane MPO is located in
Chapter 3 Section 6 of the RTP. As Coburg was not part of the
MPO until 2002, the current CZC has not been updated to be
consistent with RTP parking management plan requirements.
For example, the RTP includes the development of parking
maximums for land uses, while the CZC only lists minimum
requirements.

There are no references to Transportation Demand Management
programs in the CZC or the Coburg TSP. The RTP includes a
number of TDM strategies, though few of them apply to Coburg.
The area around the Coburg/I-5 Interchange, however, is
designated as a Special Project Area for “Commuter Solutions
Regional Programs.”

Transit service is currently provided by Lane Transit District.

Recommendation: Review RTP parking management plan
requirements and update CZC Article VIII to implement it.
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(d) As an alternative to (c) above, local governments in an MPO may
instead revise ordinance requirements for parking as follows:

(A) Reduce minimum off-street parking requirements for all non-
residential uses from 1990 levels;

(B) Allow provision of on-street parking, long-term lease parking, and
shared parking to meet minimum off-street parking requirements;

(C) Establish off-street parking maximums in appropriate locations,
such as downtowns, designated regional or community centers, and
transit-oriented developments;

(D) Exempt structured parking and on-street parking from parking
maximums;

(E) Require that parking lots over 3 acres in size provide street-like
features along major driveways (including curbs, sidewalks, and street
trees or planting strips); and

(F) Provide for designation of residential parking districts.

See above. The City has not amended land use regulations to be
consistent with the Central Lane MPO RTP. As part of a future
TSP update, the City should update the CZC and CSRs to
comply with RTP Parking Management Plan.

(e) Require all major industrial, institutional, retail and office
developments to provide either a transit stop on site or connection to a
transit stop along a transit trunk route when the transit operator
requires such an improvement.

The CZC does not contain provisions that major industrial,
institutional, retail and office developments to provide a transit
stop on site or connection to a transit stop along a transit trunk
route when the transit operator requires such an improvement.
The Comprehensive Plan Goal 12 Policy 8.3 states that the City
will make new industrial and commercial development “transit
friendly” but there are no implementation measures for the
policy.
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Recommendation: As part of a future TSP update, the City
should amend the CZC to include a provision stating that when
required by the Lane Transit District (or other transit provider)
certain developments provide a transit stop on site or a
connection to one along a transit truck route.

(6) As part of the pedestrian and bicycle circulation plans, local
governments shall identify improvements to facilitate bicycle and
pedestrian trips to meet local travel needs in developed areas.

The 1999 TSP Chapter 4 Section E, “Proposed Bicycle and
Pedestrian System” includes a bike and pedestrian circulation
plan and shows a map with proposed sidewalks, bike lanes, and
bike paths. In addition, Chapter 5, Plan Implementation
identifies specific improvements to facilitate bicycle and
pedestrian trips to meet local travel needs.

(7) Local governments shall establish standards for local streets and
accessways that minimize pavement width and total right-of-way
consistent with the operational needs of the facility.

Proposed CSDs Section VI, Design Standards, contains “Right-
of-Way and Roadway Width” standards. The required pavement
widths are as follows:

Minor Arterials (3,000 to 10,000 ADT) - 32°-33’
Minor Arterials (3,000 to 10,000 ADT) - 43.5-44.5’

Collector (Residential)
No parking: 22’
Parking 1-side: 25’-27’
Parking both sides: 32’-34’

Collector (Industrial)
Parking 1-side: 28’
Parking both sides: 36’

Local (7’ parking lanes)
21°-25’ (two lanes)
14’ (one lane)

Recommendation: To be consistent with the TPR requirement
to “establish standards for local streets and accessways that
minimize pavement width and total right-of-way,” the City needs
to provide at least one narrower local street option.
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OAR Section 660-12-0060 — Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments

Amendments to functional plans, acknowledged comprehensive plans,
and land use regulations that significantly affect an existing or planned
transportation facility shall assure that allowed land uses are
consistent with the identified function, capacity, and performance
standards of the facility.

O

Neither the CZC nor the 1999 TSP includes language consistent
with this section of the TPR. Amendments to this section of the
TPR were finalized and filed with the state in April 2005. These
changes clarify how local governments should assess whether or
not a proposed plan or land use regulation amendment causes a
significant effect and what corrective actions may be taken to
put land uses and the transportation system in balance.
Revisions to the CZC should be consistent with the revised 660-
12-0060.

Recommendation: Revise the CZC to include language that is
consistent with the language of the TPR.
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Table 2. 1999 Coburg TSP and Local Ordinance Consistency with

CONSISTENCY CODE

@ = Consistent with RTP
@ = Partially Consistent with RTP

O = Not Consistent with RTP
X = RTP policy does not apply

Applicable Policies of the Regional Transportation Plan for the Central Lane MPO

Chapter 2: Policy Element

Land Use Policies

Land Use Policy #1: Nodal Development

Apply the nodal development strategy in areas selected by each
jurisdiction that have identified potential for this type of transportation-
efficient land use patter

The “Proposed Nodal Development Areas” map in Appendix A of the
RTP shows the areas within the MPO that are being targeted for the
region-wide nodal development strategy. No part of Coburg is
identified having potential for nodal development.

Recommendation: This policy does not apply.

Land Use Policy #2: Support for Nodal Development
Support application of the nodal development strategy in designated areas
through information, technical assistance, or incentives.

The “Proposed Nodal Development Areas” map in Appendix A of the
RTP shows the areas within the MPO that are being targeted for the
region-wide nodal development strategy. No part of Coburg is
identified as having potential for nodal development. Therefore, this
policy does not apply.

Recommendation: This policy does not apply.

Land Use Policy #3: Transit-Supportive Land Use Patterns

Provide for transit-supportive land use patterns and development,
including higher intensity, transit oriented development along major transit
corridors and near transit stations; medium- and high-density residential
development within %2 mile of transit stations, major transit corridors,
employment centers, and downtown areas; and development and
redevelopment in designated areas that are or could be well served by
existing or planned transit.

The existing Lane Transit District routes are illustrated in Appendix
A of the RTP (“Existing LTD System” Map). Coburg has fairly limited
transit service.

Recommendation: Inconsistent with the RTP. While
Comprehensive Plan Goal 12 Policy 4 addresses public
transportation, neither the policy nor the sub policies encourage
additional housing density along transit routes. The proposed MTR
district would allow multiple family dwellings, but the district is not
yet mapped.
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() Comprehensive Plan Goal 12 Policies 5, 8.1 and 8.3 address the
. . . development of and improvements to the bicycle and pedestrian
Land Use Policy #4: Multi-Modal Improvements in New Development system.
Require improvements that encourage transit, bicycles, and pedestrians in
new commercial, public, mixed-use, and multi-unit residential Recommendation: Partially consistent with the RTP. While the
development. CZC and Comprehensive Plan policies require improvements that
encourage bicycles and pedestrians in new development, they do not
encourage transit.
La.m.j Use Policy #5: Implementatloq of Nodal Development x Recommendation: This policy does not apply (see response to Land
Within three years of TransPlan adoption, apply the ND, Nodal Use - Policy 1).
Development designation to areas selected by each jurisdiction, adopt and
apply measures to protect designated nodes from incompatible
development and adopt a schedule for completion of nodal plans and
implementing ordinances.
Transportation Demand Policies
Q) The RTP “Commuter Solutions Regional Programs” Map shows the

TDM Policy #1: TDM Program Development

Expand existing TDM programs and develop new TDM programs.
Establish TDM bench marks and if the benchmarks are not achieved,
mandatory programs may be established.

van pool routes, special project areas, future special project areas,
and participating businesses. Coburg is targeted as a special project
area. The designation is not reflected in the Comprehensive Plan.
Comprehensive Plan Policy 4.3 states that the City will “pursue and
develop transportation demand management (TDM) program policies
and strategies.” Policy 13 references the Interchange Refinement
Plan, which includes a TDM program.

Recommendation: Partially consistent. The City should update
the Comprehensive Plan to address the RTP Special Project Area.

TDM Policy #2: Parking Management
Increase the use of motor vehicle parking management strategies in
selected areas throughout the Central Lane MPO area.

The City’s parking standards are not consistent with the RTPs
Parking Management Plan (see responses to the TPR requirements).

Recommendation: Not consistent. The City should revise its
parking standards to be consistent with the RTP Parking
Management Plan and update the Comprehensive Plan policies
accordingly.
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Transportation System Improvement “System-Wide” Policies

TSI System-Wide Policy #1: Transportation Infrastructure Protection
and Management
Protect and manage existing and future transportation infrastructure.

Comprehensive Plan Policy 2 refers to protecting “the function, of
existing and planned transportation systems identified in the TSP
through application of appropriate land use regulations. When
making a land use decision, the City shall consider the impact on
the existing and planned transportation facilities.”

Recommendation: This policy addresses the protection of future
transportation infrastructure, but the update to the TSP should
amend the CZC to include some implementing standards, such as
access management.

TSI System-Wide Policy #2: Intermodal Connectivity
Develop or promote intermodal linkages to connectivity and ease of
transfer among all transportation modes.

The purpose of this policy is to promote the development of
intermodal linkages (e.g., between transit and autos at park and ride
lots, and for freight between truck and rail). The RTP highlights
intermodal facilities in the Central Lane MPO, none of which are
located in Coburg. However, park and ride lots are encouraged in
Policy 4 of the Comprehensive Plan (Goal 12).

Recommendation: This policy is consistent with the RTP.

TSI System-Wide Policy #3: Corridor Preservation

Preserve corridors, such as rail rights-of-way, private roads, and
easements of regional significance, that are identified for future
transportation-related uses.

There is no mention of corridor preservation in the Goal 12
Comprehensive Plan policies or 1999 TSP. It is not clear if Coburg
contains any rail rights-of-way, private roads, or easements of
regional significance that are identified for future transportation-
related uses.

Recommendation: Determine whether there are any rail rights-of-
way, private roads, or easements of regional significance that are
identified for future transportation-related uses in Coburg and
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amend Goal 12 policies as needed.

TSI System-Wide Policy #4: Neighborhood Livability

Support transportation strategies that enhance neighborhood livability.

The intent of the Neighborhood Livability Policy is to reduce
neighborhood traffic impacts through the implementation of access
management programs, traffic calming, alternative modes and
combining trips.

Goal #1 of the 1999 TSP and Goal 12 Policy 1 in the Comprehensive
Plan is to develop a street network system that evenly distributes
traffic throughout the community, lessening traffic impacts on
residential streets, and identifying a system of arterials for moving
people, goods, and services safely and efficiently.

Additionally, policies under Goal 12 indirectly address reducing
impacts to residential neighborhoods. Policy 11.2 notes that traffic-
calming should be considered as a buffer between land uses.
Walking and bicycling are widely encouraged and in some places,
required (policy 8). Walking is particularly encouraged in Policy #8.

Access management is addressed in Article VIII. Section A of the
CZC but it does not contain any access spacing or signal spacing
standards.

Traffic calming is addressed in policies 9.1 and 12.1.

Recommendation: Partially consistent, though access
management may need to be further addressed through access
spacing standards.

Transportation System Infrastructure “Roadway” Policies

TSI Roadway Policy #1: Mobility and Safety for all Modes

Address the mobility and safety needs of motorists, transit users,
bicyclists, pedestrians, and the needs of emergency vehicles when
planning and constructing roadway system improvements.

Goal 1.4 of the 1999 TSP and Goal 12 Policy 1.4 of the
Comprehensive Plan is to design streets to efficiently and safely
accommodate emergency service vehicles.

Recommendation: Partially consistent. Bike lanes and sidewalks
may be required on collectors and local streets as well as on
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arterials.

TSI Roadway Policy #2: Motor Vehicle Level of Service
1. Use motor vehicle level of service standards to maintain acceptable and
reliable performance on the roadway system. These standards shall be
used for:
a. Identifying capacity deficiencies on the roadway system.
b. Evaluating the impacts on roadways of amendments to
transportation plans, acknowledged comprehensive plans and
land-use regulations, pursuant to the TPR (OAR 660-12-0060).
c. Evaluating development applications for consistency with the
land-use regulations of the applicable local government
jurisdiction.

2. Acceptable and reliable performance is defined by the following levels of
service under peak hour traffic conditions: Level of Service E within
Eugene’s Central Area Transportation Study (CATS) area, and Level of
Service D elsewhere.

3. Performance standards from the Oregon Highway Plan shall be applied
on state facilities in the Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area.

In some cases, the level of service on a facility may be substandard. The
local government jurisdiction may find that transportation system
improvements to bring performance up to standard within the planning
horizon may not be feasible, and safety will not be compromised, and
broader community goals would be better served by allowing a
substandard level of service. The limitation on the feasibility of a
transportation system improvement may arise from severe constraints
including but not limited to environmental conditions, lack of public agency
financial resources, or land use constraint factors. It is not the intent of TSI
Roadway

TSI Roadway Policy #2: Motor Vehicle Level of Service to require
deferral of development in such cases. The intent is to defer motor vehicle
capacity increasing transportation system improvements until existing

The 1999 TSP contains the following definition for Level of Service

(LOS).

e Level of Service - A measure of how well the transportation
facility (street, intersection, sidewalk, bikeway, etc.) provides
service. More congestion means a lower level of service.
Congestion is measured as the percent of capacity that is being
used.

A - Free flow conditions: 32% of capacity

B - Reasonably free flow conditions: 51% of capacity

C - Operation stable: 71 % of capacity

D - Lower speed range of stable flow : 86% of capacity

E - Unstable flow: 100% of capacity

F - Forced flow, stop and go operation: +100% of capacity

A level of service inventory is not included as part of the existing
conditions inventory for the 1999 TSP. The TSP does include an
inventory of existing roadway conditions, however, it is very limited.

Recommendation: Level of Service “D” is considered acceptable in
Coburg. Itis not clear from the 1999 TSP which facilities have
substandard levels of service. This analysis should be redone, and
used to inform the future TSP update.
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constraints can be overcome or develop an alternative mix of strategies
(such as: land use measures, TDM, short-term safety improvements) to
address the problem.

TSI Roadway Policy #3: Coordinated Roadway Network

In conjunction with the overall transportation system, recognizing the
needs of other transportation modes, promote or develop a regional
roadway system that meets combined needs for travel through, within, and
outside the region Central Lane MPO Regional Transportation Plan

Coburg is part of the regional roadway network, but the City’s TSP is
not consistent with the regional system as designated in the RTP
though the functional classification is consistent across the
documents.

Recommendation: TSP not consistent with RTP. Updated local
TSP needs to be to be consistent with regional designations.

TSI Roadway Policy #4: Access Management

Manage the roadway system to preserve safety and operational efficiency
by adopting regulations to manage access to roadways and applying these
regulations to decisions related to approving new or modified access to the
roadway system.

CZC Article VIII (Supplementary District Regulations) Section 1
(A),“Visibility at Intersections and Access from Driveways” requires
residential driveways to be located to optimize intersection operation
and provide access from the street with the lowest functional
classification. CSR Section 2 “Structures and Properties to Have
Access” states that all buildings shall be on a lot adjacent to a public
street or with access to an approved private street, and all structures
shall be so located on lots as to provide safe and convenient access
for servicing, fire protection and required off-street parking.
Properties abutting only collector or arterial streets should share
access with neighboring properties where feasible.

Recommendation: Not consistent with the TPR or RTP. At a
minimum, the CZC should include driveway and public road
spacing, median control and signal spacing standards. These
standards should also be included in public works engineering
standards and be consistent with the functional classification of
roads.

Transportation System Improvement “Transit” Policies

TSI Transit Policy #1: Transit Improvements

Improve transit service and facilities to increase the system’s accessibility,
attractiveness, and convenience for all users, including the transportation
disadvantaged population.

The 1999 TSP notes that public transit service for Coburg through
LTD is usually designed as commuter-only due to the low volume of
riders. Currently, LTD Route #96 services Coburg (refer to TSP Map
9). There is no Saturday service.
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For all of their rural routes, LTD has requests for later service. LTD
has also had requests for Saturday service for Coburg.

Two policies under Goal 12 in the in the Comprehensive Plan
address improvements to and maintenance of the public transit
system (Lane Transit District). No policies at this time address the
“transportation disadvantaged” population.

e Policy 4 — Continue to pursue improvements to the public
transportation system (LTD) from Eugene to Coburg, to the
industrial area and throughout the City (e.g. park and ride
facilities, covered shelters).

e Policy 8.3 — Make provisions for new industrial and
commercial developments to be transit-friendly.

Recommendation: Policies should be amended to address the
transportation disadvantaged population.

TSI Transit Policy #2: Bus Rapid Transit
Establish a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system composed of frequent, fast

transit service along major corridors and neighborhood feeder service that
connects with the corridor service and with activity centers, if the system is

shown to increase transit mode split along BRT corridors, if local
governments demonstrate support, and if financing for the system is
feasible.

No bus rapid transit is proposed for Coburg.

Recommendation: This policy does not apply.

TSI Transit Policy #3: Transit/High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Priority

Implement traffic management strategies and other actions, where
appropriate and practical, that give priority to transit and other HOVs.

The intent of this policy is to make public transit more attractive and
efficient. Lane Transit District provides fairly limited bus routes to
Coburg. Comprehensive Plan Goal 12 Policy 4 provides general
guidance about improvements to the public transportation system.
Sub-policy 4.1 could improve efficiency by allowing changes to the
frequency of transit services that are consistent with the TSP
without land use review. Policy 4.2 also encourages transit choices
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by requiring streets identified as future transit routes to be designed
to safely and efficiently accommodate transit vehicles.

Recommendation: Consistent, but should be updated to include
additional traffic management strategies as part of the TSP update.

TSI Transit Policy #4: Park-and-Ride Facilities
Expand the Park-and-Ride system within the metropolitan area and nearby
communities.

The 1999 Coburg TSP observes that the city has no park and ride
facility location but that “at present there is free parking with good
capacity” - referring to parking along the streets. There is one
covered bus shelter located south of Mill, east of Willamette Street.

Coburg Comprehensive Plan Goal 12 Policy 4 provides policy
guidance regarding the public transportation system, which includes
park and ride facilities, stating that the city will continue to pursue
improvements from Eugene to Coburg, to the industrial area and
throughout the city (e.g. park & ride facilities, covered shelters).
One park and ride is included as a future project in the 1999 TSP.

Recommendation: The Comprehensive Plan is consistent with the
RTP policy.

Transportation System Improvement “Bicycle” Policies

TSI Bicycle Policy #1: Bikeway System and Support Facilities
Construct and improve the region’s bikeway system and provide bicycle
system support facilities for both new development and
redevelopment/expansion.

No regional bicycle projects as associated with Coburg in the RTP.

Recommendation: This policy does not apply.

TSI Bicycle Policy #2: Bikeways on Arterials and Collectors
Require bikeways along new and reconstructed arterial and major collector
streets.

Proposed CSR Section VI (B) (2) includes a table outlining street
improvement standards for arterial and collector streets. Bike lanes
are required for Major and Minor Arterial streets but are not shown
as a requirement for Collector streets.

Recommendation: Not consistent. Require bikeway on collector
streets.
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TSI Bicycle Policy #3: Bikeway Connections to New Development
Require bikeways to connect new development with nearby neighborhood
activity centers and major destinations.

Comprehensive Plan Goal 12, Policy 5 addresses bikeway
connections to neighborhood activity centers (though they’re not
defined as such). Bike lanes are required for Major and Minor
Arterial streets but are not shown as a requirement for Collector and
Local streets.

Recommendation: Partially consistent. Expand CZC Article VIII,
Section D to include requirements for pedestrian and bicycle
connections from multifamily residential to all neighborhood activity
centers — not just transit facilities. In addition, the City should
include a bikeway and sidewalk requirement for Collector streets.

TSI Bicycle Policy #4: Implementation of Priority Bikeway Miles
Give funding priority (ideally within the first 3 to 5 years after adoption of
TransPlan, subject to available funding) to stand-alone bikeway projects
that are included in the definition of “Priority Bikeway Miles” and that
increase the use of alternative modes.

No streets in Coburg are identified as priority bikeways on the
“Priority Bikeway System Projects” map in Appendix A of the RTP.

Recommendation: This policy does not apply.

Transportation System Infrastructure “Pedestrian” Policies

TSI Pedestrian Policy #1: Pedestrian Environment

Provide for a pedestrian environment that is well integrated with adjacent
land uses and is designed to enhance the safety, comfort, and
convenience of walking.

Comprehensive Plan Goal 12, Policy 5 (and subsequent sub-policies)
address pedestrian access and connectivity, stating that the City
shall “establish a safe bicycle and pedestrian system that provides
for connections and minimizes conflict to an from local school and
other significant activity areas, provides for connections between
pocket parks, and provides a sidewalk plan in selected areas such as
on Willamette and Pearl Streets.”

See response to Land Use Policy #4: Multi-Modal Improvements in
New Development.

Recommendation: Consistent. If adopted, proposed amendments
will meet this requirement.

TSI Pedestrian Policy #2: Continuous and Direct Routes
Provide for a continuous pedestrian network with reasonably direct travel
routes between destination points.

Comprehensive Plan Goal 12, Policy 5 (and subsequent sub-policies)
address pedestrian access and connectivity, stating that the City
shall “establish a safe bicycle and pedestrian system that provides
for connections and minimizes conflict to an from local school and
other significant activity areas, provides for connections between
pocket parks, and provides a sidewalk plan in selected areas such as
on Willamette and Pearl Streets.”

See response to Land Use Policy #4: Multi-Modal Improvements in
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New Development

Recommendation: Consistent. If adopted, proposed amendments
will meet this requirement.

TSI Pedestrian Policy #3: Sidewalks

Construct sidewalks along urban area arterial and collector roadways,
except freeways

Improvements in subdivisions require sidewalks along both sides of
a public street.

Recommendation: Partially consistent. Proposed amendments do
not require sidewalks along urban collectors and to meet this
requirement, they must.

Transportation System Infrastructure “Goods Movement” Policies

TSI Goods Movement Policy #1: Freight Efficiency
Support reasonable and reliable travel times for freight/goods movement in
the Central Lane MPO region.

The 1999 TSP notes that there is no freight rail in Coburg at this
time, and that the proposed TSP will provide for adequate freight
movement by highway. While the location just off of I-5 facilitates
freight movement. Goal 12 Policy 13, addresses the I-5 Interchange
Refinement Plan, which has been adopted. Improvements to the
interchange will facilitate freight movement into Coburg.

Recommendation: The Comprehensive Plan should be updated to
include additional policy language supporting freight movement in
Coburg after an analysis of freight needs has been completed as part
of the TSP update.

Transportation System Improvements “Other Modes” Policies

TSI Other Modes Policy #2: High Speed Rail Corridor
Support provision of rail-related infrastructure improvements as part of the
Cascadia High Speed Rail Corridor project.

High-speed rail is not planned for Coburg.

Recommendation: This policy does not apply.

TSI Other Modes Policy #3: Passenger Rail and Bus Facilities
Support improvements to the passenger rail station and inter-city bus
terminals that enhance usability and convenience.

No passenger rail is planned for Coburg.

Recommendation: This policy does not apply.
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Appendix C: Findings of Compliance

APPENDIX C: Findings of Compliance with Applicable State and
Local Plans, Policies and Regulations

Oregon Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines
GOAL 1: CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

Requirement: Goal 1 requires the development of a citizen involvement program that is
widespread, allows two-way communication, provides for citizen involvement through all
planning phases, and is understandable, responsive, and funded.

Findings

Task 2 of the IAMP included the development of a citizen involvement plan that allowed for
involvement of citizens, stakeholders and public agencies throughout the duration of the
project. The plan was a coordinated effort between the Contractor, ODOT, and the City of
Coburg and included the Technical Advisory Committee, the general public, the Coburg
Crossroads Stakeholder group, the Periodic Review Core Team, affected public agencies,
transportation providers, and transportation interest groups.

Two meetings were held with the Periodic Review Core Team, both of which were open to
the public. Two joint meetings were held with the City Council and the Planning
Commission, which were also open to the public. Two open houses were held to inform the
public and gather their input; written notices were sent out prior to the meetings to invite
participation. Written public comment was accepted throughout the project. Several
individual meetings were conducted with property owners in the project vicinity.

In addition, public notice for the hearings on this application will be provided through the
City of Coburg and Lane County notification procedures. The public will have opportunity
to review the application and staff report in advance of the public hearings, and to provide
testimony at the hearings.

A copy of the citizen involvement plan and actions taken to engage citizens in the planning
process are included in IAMP Appendix A.

Conclusions
Based on the above findings, the requirements set forth in Goal 1 have been met.

GOAL 2: LAND USE PLANNING

Requirement: This goal requires that a land use planning process and policy framework be
established as a basis for all decisions and actions relating to the use of land. All local
governments and state agencies involved in the land use action must coordinate with each
other. With regard to this IAMP, ODOT is required coordinate with Lane County and the
City of Coburg, both of which have planning authority over the impacted area.

Findings
Task 3 of this project involved a thorough review and analysis of all relevant state, regional
and local planning documents in order to establish a planning process and policy framework
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for the IAMP. This information can be found in Memo #1, Plans and Policy Review
(Appendix B)

Throughout the project, the Contractor met with ODOT, Lane County and City of Coburg
to discuss objectives, issues and concerns regarding the IAMP. In addition, a Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) was established to guide the IAMP process. The TAC
consisted of representatives from the City, County, DLCD, ODOT, and other local and
regional agencies.

The alternatives analysis was based on land use assumptions included in the Coburg
Comprehensive Plan, and was consistent with forecasts included in the Regional
Transportation Plan.

Requirement: Land use decisions and actions must be supported by an “adequate factual
base.” It is required that there is evidence that a reasonable person would find to be
adequate to support findings of fact that a land use action complies with the applicable
review standards.

Findings

The IAMP adoption application has prepared a thorough factual base that demonstrates that
this proposed action is consistent with the applicable adopted local plans, including the
Coburg Comprehensive Plan and the Regional Transportation Plan.

Requirement: City, county, state and federal agency and special district plans and actions
related to land use must be consistent with the comprehensive plans of cities and counties
and regional plans adopted under Oregon Revised Statues (ORS) Chapter 268.

Findings

Task 3 of this project included a thorough review and analysis of all relevant state, regional
and local planning documents, including the Lane County and Coburg comprehensive plans.
The IAMP is consistent with the Coburg Comprehensive Plan, as it is based on land use
assumptions included in that Plan. The recommended alternative is consistent with the
Coburg Comprehensive Plan and traffic forecasts included in the Regional Transportation
Plan.

Conclusions
Based on the above findings, the requirements set forth in Goal 2 have been met.

GOAL 11: PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES

Requirement: Cities and counties shall plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient
arrangement of public facilities and services to serve as a framework for urban and rural
development. The goal requires that urban and rural development be "guided and supported
by types and levels of urban and rural public facilities and services appropriate for, but
limited to, the needs and requirements of the urban, urbanizable and rural areas to be
served."
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Findings

The IAMP will amend the City of Coburg Transportation System Plan and adds a number of
planned improvements at the interchange to the list of TSP projects needed to meet planned
urban growth (IAMP, Section 5.2). The IAMP establishes special access management
requirements for the interchange area to improve safety and help ensure traffic mobility is
maintained (IAMP, Section 5.3). The IAMP also establishes a mobility standard for the
interchange that limits growth in traffic to a level commensurate with the adopted
population and employment for the city IAMP, Section 6). These measures provide a basis
for ensuring investment in public facility infrastructure is made in a manner that will
accommodate the city’s planned population and employment.

Requirement: Goal 11 prohibits the establishment of sewer systems outside urban growth
boundaries and the extension of sewer lines from within UGBs to serve lands outside
UGBs, except where a new or extended system is the only practicable alternative to mitigate
a public health hazard and will not adversely affect farm or forest land.

Findings
This IAMP does not propose the establishment of new sewer systems outside the urban
growth boundary.

Conclusions
The IAMP complies with Goal 11.

GOAL 12: TRANSPORTATION

Requirement: This goal requires cities, counties, metropolitan planning organizations, and
ODOT to provide and encourage a “safe, convenient and economic transportation system.”
This is accomplished through development of Transportation System Plans based on
inventories of local, regional and state transportation needs.

Goal 12 is implemented through OAR 660, Division 12, also known as the Transportation
Planning Rule (TPR). The TPR contains numerous requirements governing transportation
planning and project development. (See the “OAR 660, Division 12” section of this
document for findings of compliance with the TPR.)

Findings

The adoption of the Coburg IAMP will ensure that the interchange operates safely and
efficiently. Task 7.1 of the IAMP involved a transportation analysis that was conducted in
order to determine safety issues, future demand, capacity, deficiencies, and needs for this
interchange area. The analysis demonstrates that the recommended alternative in the IAMP
will be adequate to serve trips generated by future land uses. An alternative mobility standard
is included in the IAMP to protect the interchange capacity in the case that interchange
development occurs prior to the anticipated expansion of the Coburg UGB and
simultaneous amendment of the Comprehensive Plan.

As noted above, the IAMP’s adoption by the city will amend the City of Coburg
Transportation System Plan as required by city policy and the TPR for plans that implement
local transportation system plans. Coburg development regulations recommended in the
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IAMP impose new limitations on access to major roads in the IAMP boundary and also
require traffic impact studies for development projects that cause a significant impact to the
function of the interchange (IAMP, Sections 7.1 and 7.2). Lane County will also adopt the
IAMP as part of its Transportation System Plan through policy that recognizes the special
regulatory and access limitations on land within the IAMP boundary (IAMP, Section 0).
This alters the underlying regulatory framework that applies to new development in the
interchange area regarding access and mobility standards that apply to new development
proposals.

Conclusions
The IAMP complies with Goal 12.

GOAL 14: URBANIZATION, AND OAR 660, DIVISIONS 14 AND 22

Requirement: Goal 14 regulates urban growth boundaries. The goal provides that
establishment and change of a UGB shall be based upon considerations of the following
seven factors:

o Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth
requirements consistent with LCDC goals;

> Need for housing, economic opportunities, and livability;

o Otrderly and economic provision for public facilities and services;

o Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the existing urban area;

o Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences;

o Retention of agricultural land as defined, with Class I being the highest priority for
retention and Class VI the lowest priority; and

o Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural activities.

Additionally, ORS 197.298 establishes priorities for including land inside urban growth
boundaries. The first (highest) priority for inclusion is land that is designated "urban
reserve" land. The second priority is land adjacent to a UGB that is identified as "an
exception area or nonresource land." The third priority is land that is designated as
"marginal land" pursuant to ORS 197.247. The final (lowest) priority is land that is
designated for agriculture, forestry, or both.

Findings
This IAMP does not involve any amendments to the Coburg UGB boundary.

The EFU land in Lane County, within the Coburg Interchange management area, is lowest
priority for inclusion into the UGB. While the proximity of this land to the interchange
makes it susceptible over time to inclusion inside a UGB, such an action would need to be
based on a demonstration of need and the application of the standards in ORS 197.298.

The IAMP does include measures (alternate mobility standards) designed to protect the
function of the interchange if it is constructed prior to a Coburg UGB expansion and
Comprehensive Plan amendment.
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Conclusions
The IAMP complies with Goal 14.

Oregon Transportation Plan (1992)

An IAMP must be consistent with the goals and policies of the OTP. OTP policies that are
applicable to an IAMP are:

o Policy 1B (Efficiency)

o Policy 1C (Accessibility)

o Policy 1G (Safety)

o Policy 2B (Urban Accessibility)

o Policy 4G (Management Practices)

An TAMP must include an access management component that identifies approaches on the
state highways within the management area and recommends any necessary access changes
in order to protect the function of the interchange.

Findings
A plan and policy review was conducted as part of the IAMP planning process that
identified relevant OTP policies (Appendix B). The IAMP addresses relevant OTP policies.

Conclusions
The IAMP complies with the OTP.

Oregon Highway Plan

The 1999 Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) establishes policies and investment strategies for
Oregon’s state highway system over a 20-year period and refines the goals and policies found
in the OTP. Policies in the OHP emphasize the efficient management of the highway system
to increase safety and to extend highway capacity, partnerships with other agencies and local
governments, and the use of new techniques to improve road safety and capacity. These
policies also link land use and transportation, set standards for highway performance and
access management, and emphasize the relationship between state highways and local road,
bicycle, pedestrian, transit, rail, and air systems. The policies applicable to planning for the
Coburg interchange improvements are described below, with impacts to interchange
planning shown in italic.

Under Goal 1: System Definition, the following policies are applicable:

o Policy 1A (Highway Classification) defines the function of state highways to serve
different types of traffic that should be incorporated into and specified through IAMPs.

o Policy 1B (Land Use and Transportation) recognizes the need for coordination between
state and local jurisdictions;
Coordination with local jurisdictions occurred throughont the preparation of the LAMP. A Technical
Adyisory Commttee (ILAC) was formed to inform the LAMP. Members included representatives from
the City of Coburg, LCOG, ODOT and Lane County.
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Policy 1C (State Highway Freight System) states the need to balance the movement of
goods and services with other uses;
I-5 is a designated freight route.

Policy 1F (Highway Mobility Standards) sets mobility standards for ensuring a reliable
and acceptable level of mobility on the highway system by identifying necessary
improvements that would allow the interchange to function in a manner consistent with
OHP mobility standards; and

The purpose of the LANIP is to evaluate the operation of the Coburg Interchange, assess needs and
problems, identify future long-range needs, and identify recommended improvements in order to ensure
consistency with mobility standards.

Policy 1G (Major Improvements) requires maintaining performance and improving
safety by improving efficiency and management before adding capacity. ODOT works
with regional and local governments to address highway performance and safety.

The current Coburg 1-5 Interchange Refinement Plan is adopted into the City TSP, and addresses the
major investment criteria. The LANMP will continue to implement Policy 1G.

Policy 1H (Bypasses) establishes criteria for determining the need and impact
considerations for a new bypass; directs the preparation of plans, management of access,
and provision of local facilities for existing bypasses; and provides a checklist of
considerations.

Findings

Under Goal 2: System Management, the following policies are applicable:

o

Policy 2B (Off—System Improvements) helps local jurisdictions adopt land use and
access management policies; and

The LAMP includes sections describing existing and future land use patterns, an access management
Pplan, and implementation measures.

Policy 2F (Traffic Safety) improves the safety of the highway system.

One component of the LAMP is identification of existing crash patterns and rates and to develop
strategies to address safety issues, including access management and improvement of operational conditions
to avoid backup onto the I-5 mainline.

Findings

Under Goal 3: Access Management, the following policies are applicable:

o

Policy 3A: (Classification and Spacing Standards) sets access spacing standards for
driveways and approaches to the state highway system;

Policy 3C (Interchange Access Management Areas) sets policy for managing interchange
areas by developing an IAMP that identifies and addresses current interchange
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deficiencies and short, medium and long term solutions; The access spacing standard
designated in the OHP for state highways within a UGB is 1,320 feet from the ramp terminal.

o Policy 3D (Deviations) establishes general policies and procedures for deviations from
adopted access management standards and policies.
The Access Management Plan component of the LANMP is consistent with adopted access standards.
Intersections that do not meet access spacing standards — either in the interim before the interchange
improvements are constructed or after construction of interchange improvements — are included in Section
5 of the LAMP.

Findings

The IAMP includes policies that establish desired access conditions consistent with the OHP
and regulations that require new development to alter existing access that is not in
compliance with the desired condition (1,320°). A frontage road improvement east of the
freeway interchange is planned to enable private development to comply with this
requirement (IAMP, Section 5.3). Deviations — for intersections not meeting the standard in
the interim before interchange improvement construction, and for some not meeting the
standard after construction — are included in Section 6 of the IAMP.

Conclusion
The Coburg IAMP complies with the OHP.

OAR 660 Division 12 Transportation Planning Rule (TPR)

The TPR requires local governments to adopt land use regulations consistent with state and
federal requirements "to protect transportation facilities, corridors and sites for their
identified functions OAR 660-012-0045(2)." This policy is achieved through a variety of

measures, including:

o Access control measures which are consistent with the functional classification of
roads and consistent with limiting development on rural lands to rural uses and
densities;

o Standards to protect future operations of roads;

o A process for coordinated review of future land use decisions affecting
transportation facilities, corridors or sites;

o A process to apply conditions to development proposals in order to minimize
impacts and protect transportation facilities, corridors or sites;

> Regulations to provide notice to ODOT of land use applications that require public
hearings, involve land divisions, or affect private access to roads; and

o Regulations assuring that amendments to land use designations, densities and design
standards are consistent with the functions, capacities and performance standards of
facilities identified in the TSP. See also OAR 660-012-0060.

In addition to the requirements noted above, the TPR defines the interstate interchange area
as containing property within one-half mile of an existing or planned interchange on an
Interstate Highway as measured from the center point of the interchange; or as defined an
Interchange Area Management Plan adopted as an amendment to the Oregon Highway Plan.
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This is the area in which planning and analysis for the IAMP takes place locally and in which
local governments must comply with interchange-related state access management rules.

Findings

The IAMP planning process included a review of all relevant sections of the TPR (Appendix
B, Table 1). Applicable sections of the TPR are addressed throughout the IAMP, including
identifying the purpose and function of the interchange (Section 1), an assessment of
existing and future conditions (Sections 2 and 3), an analysis of alternative solutions for
meeting functional objectives (Section 4), and measures to ensure the plan addresses planned

conditions including physical improvements, policies, and development regulations (Sections
5, 6, and 7).

Conclusion
The IAMP complies with the Oregon TPR.

OAR 734, Division 51. Highway Approaches, Access Control, Spacing
Standards and Medians

OAR 734-051 governs the permitting, management, and standards of approaches to state
highways to ensure safe and efficient operation of the state highways. OAR 734-051 policies
address the following:

o How to bring existing and future approaches into compliance with access spacing
standards, and ensure the safe and efficient operation of the highway;

o The purpose and components of an access management plan; and

o Requirements regarding mitigation, modification and closure of existing approaches as
part of project development.

Section 734-051-0125, Access Management Spacing Standards for Approaches in an
Interchange Area, establishes interchange management area access spacing standards. It also
specifies elements that are to be included in IAMPs, such as short- and long-range actions to
improve and maintain safe and efficient roadway operations within the interchange area. The
Access Management Plan component of the IAMP (Section 5.3) includes plans for access
closures and a frontage road to be constructed east of I-5. This section also includes
deviations for intersections on Pearl Street and Van Duyn Road that will not meet adopted
state access standards in the interim (before construction) as well as those that will not meet
standards after construction, per OAR 734-051-0135.

Findings

Section 5.3 of the IAMP outlines a detailed access management plan of the interchange area.
Access spacing standards are designed around OPH and Division 51 spacing standards and
are intended over time to shift access spacing in the direction of the applicable state
standards. The plan also includes policies specifically aimed at improving access spacing and
citing conditions in which access alterations must be made to bring conditions in line with
state standards (IAMP, Section 6.1.2, Policy #10).

Conclusion
The IAMP complies with OAR 734, Division 51.
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Regional Transportation Plan

The Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) guides
regional transportation system planning and development in the Central Lane MPO
metropolitan area. Coburg was recently added to the MPO. The RTP includes provisions for
meeting the transportation demand of residents over a 20-year planning horizon while
addressing transportation issues and making changes that can contribute to improvements in
the region’s quality of life and economic vitality. The City of Coburg and Lane County are
two of the six jurisdictions participating in regional transportation planning related to the
RTP. The following project related to the Coburg/I-5 Interchange is on the RTP Capital
Improvements List: The following project is on the “illustrative” list in the RTP, that is, it is
considered a “needed” project but it does not fit with anticipated revenue over the life of the
plan. The City is working at the MPO level to get the project on the Financial Constraint list
in the near term.

RTP Project # Responsible .

and Category Name Location Description Agency Anticipated Cost
1003 — New Arterial Interstate 5 Interchance Interchange

Link or Interchange at Coburg & Improvements ODOT $12,500,000

According to the RTP, new arterial links or interchanges add new links or interchanges to
the arterial or freeway systems in the region. Projects typically consist of any required right-
of-way acquisition, general roadway construction, and addition of pedestrian and bicycle
facilities either adjacent or parallel to the roadway.

Findings

The IAMP included an evaluation of RTP policies and planned improvements (IAMP,
Appendix B). The IAMP provides Coburg the means necessary for elevating the interchange
project on the RTP list of needed projects, especially the list of financially constrained
projects, by addressing necessary planning requirements associated with securing state and
federal funding for the improvements that implement the IAMP. In addition, the
development of IAMP alternatives and selection of the recommended alternative were
consistent with RTP traffic forecasts and policies.

Conclusion
The IAMP complies with the RTP; the Coburg TSP will need to be revised for RTP
consistency.

Lane County Transportation System Plan

Lane County’s TSP was adopted in 2004. The Plan contains an introduction to the concept
of access management in the section of Chapter 4 entitled Access Management: Spacing of
Intersections and Driveways on County Roads, stating that “Implementation of access management
techniques produces a more consistent traffic flow, helping to improve safety, while
reducing congestion, fuel consumption and air pollution.” (p. 27).

In addition, the Goals and Policies section contains access management policies under Goal
3: Promote a safe and efficient road network throungh access management. Policy 3b specifically
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addresses state facilities, noting that “for state facilities, the Oregon Department of
Transportation controls access pursuant to Oregon Administrative Rules 734, Division 51.”

The TSP references Lane Code 15.130 as containing the access management guidelines and
spacing standards. The table below outlines the access spacing requirements for County
Roads. The spacing standard for local roads outside of urban growth boundaries is 100 feet.
The Lane County section of the IAMP study area only contains one road, Van Duyn Road,
which is classified by the County as an urban local road inside the UGB and a rural local
road once it leaves the UGB. The City of Coburg classifies it as a County Arterial.

Road and Driveway Spacing Standards
for Lane County Collector and Arterial Roadways (Feet) in the Lane County TSP (LC 15.138)
Posted Speed or Principal Minor Major Minor
Travel Speed* Arterial Arterial Collector Collector
>55 700 475 475 325
50 550 475 475 325
40 & 45 500 400 400 325
30 & 35 400 275 275 220
<25 400 200 200 150

Chapter 6 of the TSP, entitled Recommended Improvements lists the improvements on Lane
County Roads. The following table shows the project within the Coburg IAMP boundary:

Table 2: Projects on Lane County Roads
within the Coburg IAMP management area in the Lane County Transportation System Plan

Project Road . Begi | End | Leng ..
" Name Limits aMP | MP th Source Description Cost Status
Urban Standards — Four
Pearl Miller Street lane facility with median
#28 Street* 0.244 | 0.64 .396 Coburg ty $750,000 Complete
* to I-5 treatments, curb, gutter,
sidewalks, bike lanes, #B1
Findings

The IAMP includes requirements for traffic impact studies that are consistent with those
required by Lane County (IAMP, Section 7).

Conclusion
The IAMP complies with the Lane County TSP.

Lane County Code

Much of the land adjacent to and east of the Coburg/I-5 interchange is currently under the
jurisdiction of Lane County. Land directly southeast of the interchange was recently
annexed into the Coburg city limits, and is now designated as Highway Commercial.

The land in Lane County jurisdiction is zoned Exclusive Farm Use — Rural Comprehensive
Plan (E-RCP) zone, which allows corresponding appropriate farm-related uses. The Lane

10




Appendix C: Findings of Compliance

County Code implements OAR 660-033. It allows four levels of minimum parcel size, E-60,
E-40, E-30, and E-25. Land within the Cobutrg/I-5 IAMP boundaty is zoned E-40, with a
minimum lot size of 40 acres. ' The full text of the E-RCP zone is included as Appendix A
of this document.

Findings

The IAMP includes a review of relevant sections of the Lane County Code and TSP (IAMP,
Appendix B). The IAMP includes requirements for traffic impact studies that are consistent
with those required by Lane County IAMP, Section 7). The IAMP does not alter planned
land uses or zoning for any properties within the IAMP management boundary.

Conclusion
The IAMP is consistent with the Lane County Code.

Coburg Comprehensive Plan

Coburg’s Comprehensive Plan was originally adopted in 1978 and is currently undergoing
periodic review, which is anticipated to result in Draft plan amendments. Per agreement with
LCOG and ODOT, this review includes Draft amendments as of 2005. Therefore, the 2005
PROPOSED policy amendments to the Coburg Comprehensive Plan are incorporated into
the following review.

Goal 9, Economy of the City includes the following policy relevant to the Coburg/I-5
TAMP.

o Policy 4: A “Highway Commercial” district will be located adjacent to the I-5 interchange. The
purpose of the Highway Commercial Plan designation is to provide goods and services that primarily
serve the traveling public. Uses in this area will preserve the small town and bistoric character of
Coburg, by baving compatibility in architectural design and scale with the Central Business District
and) or Residential designations. Development of the Highway Commercial District shall be
considered secondary to the development of the downtown area, however.

Findings

The policy advances a city preference that the Highway Commercial district applies to land
the general vicinity of the interchange. The policy is not specific with regard to access
distances or uses that would compromise interchange operation.

Goal 12, Transportation includes the following policies relevant to the Coburg/I-5 IAMP:
o Policy 3: Improve the aesthetics of streets and streetscapes, especially at City entrance ways such as
Interstate5 interchange area. Aesthetic improvements may address: street design, trees, lighting,

utility lines, sidewalks, park strips, noise abatement, ete.

3.1 Improve major through-fares with beautification and scenic amenities, coordinating with other
agencies and jurisdictions as necessary.

1 Lane County implements Goal 3 through its E-40 District. The minimum lot size is 40 acres. See
Lane Code, 16.212(9).

11
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3.2 Identify and improve city gateways and entranceways with beautification and scenic amenities,
coordinating with other agencies and jurisdictions as necessary.

This policy identifies the importance of the I-5 interchange as a gateway to Coburg that
needs aesthetic improvements. No specific location has been identified to date as the
“gateway”’. No projects are designated on the CIP related to this policy.

Findings
The policies do not conflict with the proposed access limitations or design features planning
in the IAMP.

o Policy 13: Improve the Coburg-Interstate 5 Interchange safety and transportation operations.

13.1 The City shall adopt and coordinate with ODOT and Lane County to implement the
ODOT Coburg-Interstate 5 Interchange Refinement Plan, which includes but is not limited to:

o A preferred interchange alternative,

o An interchange access management plan,

o A recommended TDM program that shall be fully implemented before interchange
reconstruction, and

o An assumption that current City and County comprehensive land use designations at and
near the interchange are constant for the next 20 years.

This policy supportts coordination with Lane County and ODOT to adopt the Coburg/I-5
Interchange Refinement Plan, which is discussed in more detail below.

Findings
The policy is supportive of IAMP objectives and operational objectives.

o Policy 36: The City shall not expand the UGB east of Interstate 5 until the City has
sufficient clarity on the configuration, timing, and cost of the interchange upgrade to conclude
that adequate transportation facilities will be in place to serve future development.

An area immediately southeast of the Coburg/I-5 interchange has recently been annexed
into the UGB and designated as Highway Commercial, but also still carries the County’s
zoning designations.

Findings

The policy is consistent with the IAMP. Traffic analysis did not assume UGB expansion to
the east. The policy also is consistent with IAMP policies that enact an alternative mobility
standard for the interchange that would support levels of traffic consistent with the city’s
adopted land use plan, and protect the capacity of the interchange in case the interchange is
constructed prior to any UGB expansion and Comprehensive Plan amendment by Coburg.

12
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o Policy 41: The exception area immediately east of the Interstate 5 interchange shall have an
established trip generation baseline upon annexation of the property. The trip generation baseline
shall be for average daily trips (ADT), weekday AM peak and weekday PM peak trips, based on
ITE Trip Generation Mannal and inventory of uses is as shown in Exhibit 2 and is incorporated
as policy by reference .

o Policy 42: All new development proposals and)/ or redevelopment proposals in the exception area
tmmediately east of Interstate 5 that exceed the baseline trip generation established upon annexation
shall be required to apply for a city plan amendment application and meet Statewide Goal 12,
Transportation Planning Rule, in particular Section 0060, and develop a transportation analysis to
determine the impact on the interchange and on County Roads. The County may require a traffic
impact analysis and road improvements consistent with the Lane County Transportation System
Plan goals and policies and with County requirements for roads in Lane Code 15. The new site
development or redevelopment shall be required to measure the following trip impacts for all three of
the following:

o Weekday PM peak hour trips between 4:00 pm and 6:00 pm

o Weekday AM peak hour trips between 6:00 am and 9:00 am
o Average Daily grips for the entire area in guestion.

o Policy 43: In the event that Interchange Refinement Plan is completed and adopted in the Coburg
TSP or Interchange Area Management Plan is developed and adopted, the exception areas
tmmediately east of Interstate 5 shall be included in the plans and shall be governed by the results of
that plan. Notwithstanding this provision, a traffic impact analysis, road dedications and road
improvements may be required for new development affecting County roads in this area.

Related to Policy 43, above, the Interchange Refinement Plan was completed and adopted in
1999 as part of the planning and adoption process for the 1999 Coburg TSP. The IAMP
management area include the areas of LLane County directly east of the interchange, which
has been designated by the County for exclusive farm use (E-40). For a specific description
of the uses within the IAMP boundary, see Section III, Existing Land Use.

Findings
TAMP alternatives were based on land use assumptions contained in the current adopted
Coburg Comprehensive Plan.

The policies listed above are generally consistent with the alternative mobility standard and
other policies that are enacted through the IAMP, and with land use assumptions used in the
IAMP traffic analysis. Future land use applications in the IAMP management area would
trigger policies in the IAMP that require the development either to mitigate traffic impacts to
perform within the adopted mobility standard/alternative mobility standard for the
interchange or proceed with local amendments to the city and county land use plans and the
IAMP. The IAMP will be adopted by Coburg — establishing an IAMP Overlay area — which
will address concerns expressed in the policies above regarding traffic impact analysis, access
and other requirements for development.

13
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Conclusion
The IAMP is consistent with the Coburg Comprehensive Plan.

City of Coburg Transportation System Plan

The City adopted a Transportation System Plan (TSP) in 1999. In order to implement the
TSP, the City made amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Development Code.
Chapter 4, Recommended Transportation System Plan, includes Goal 13, which reiterates
the intention to adopt the Coburg/1-5 Interchange Refinement Plan.

In addition, Chapter 5, Plan Implementation outlines a Capital Improvement Project List for
Coburg Transportation Improvements. Under “Medium Range Projects,” the
Coburg/Interstate 5 Interchange is listed as a project. According to the TSP, the three-
phase project includes rebuilding the interchange to modern standards. These include
widening the structure to three lanes of traffic with shoulders for bicycles and sidewalks for
pedestrians, and the profile grade will also be improved. Related access improvements and
improvements to Pearl Street are also included. The total estimated project cost is
$7,773,500. According to the project schedule, all improvements will be completed by 2015.

Findings

The recommended alternative that is advanced by the IAMP is generally consistent with the
project description outlined in the Coburg TSP, with additional interchange bridge lanes and
accompanying policy and code measures. Cost estimates for the preferred alternative differs
from the cost in the TSP; that difference, however, relates to time-sensitive estimates that
were prepared when the TSP was adopted and which are no longer relevant.

Conclusion
The IAMP is consistent with the Coburg Transportation System Plan Capital Project List.

Coburg/Interstate 5 Interchange Refinement Plan

As noted above, this Refinement Plan was adopted in order to provide a deeper analysis of
the Coburg/Interstate 5 Interchange than was possible during the general TSP process. The
Refinement Plan was adopted in 1999 as part of the Coburg TSP.

According to the executive summary, the intent of the Refinement Plan is to create a long
range plan for the interchange and surrounding transportation system and land uses with
public participation and to improve the function and safety of the interchange. The plan did
not anticipate expansion of the Coburg UGB east of the interchange. The plan guides
investment and program decisions for the City of Coburg, Lane County, and ODOT. The
Plan includes multiple design concepts showing detailed preliminary analyses of traffic
patterns, land use projections, and geometric designs. Major issues that were raised during
the Refinement Plan process were:

o The interchange is an obsolete structure, built in 1959;

o The percentage of land uses in the surrounding area dominated by heavy vehicles
(trucks);

14
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o The undeveloped nature of the surrounding area, including large tracts of industrial
and commercial land, that, if developed would severely degrade the operations,
safety, mobility and access of the interchange;

o A desire to improve safety and operations; and

o A desire to lessen impacts of transportation improvements to local residents.

The adopted preferred concept, an enhanced diamond interchange, includes the following
Improvements:

o The interchange structure is rebuilt and local street improvements enhance the safety
and operations of the interchange terminals;

o The bridge is rebuilt to modern standards that include a wider structure with
shoulders, bike lanes, sidewalks, and traffic signals;

o The ramp terminals are significantly improved,;

o Exit lanes from I-5 to and from the interchange are longer, wider, and will increase
capacity for vehicles.

Policy implementation includes Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and access
management policies and guidelines.

Findings

The recommended alternative chosen in the IAMP is generally consistent with the
Refinement Plan recommendations for the interchange. However, IAMP recommendations
are based on updated population and employment forecasts and changes in state
requirements, so the new interchange is recommended to be a 4-lane bridge diamond
structure accompanied by an access management plan and policy and development code
provisions to be adopted by the City of Coburg, Lane County, and the OTC.

Conclusion
The IAMP complies with the Refinement Plan.

Coburg Zoning Code and Land Division Regulations

Land in Coburg immediately adjacent to the Coburg/I-5 interchange is zoned Light
Industrial and Highway Commercial. Further west within the IAMP area boundary and
closer to downtown Coburg, land is zoned Mixed Use Master Plan, Public Facilities, and
Traditional Residential. The list below briefly describes each of these land use designations.
Specific information about the uses allowed in each land use district within the IAMP
boundary is located in Appendix B of this document (Page 45).

o Light Industrial — The Light Industrial designation is intended to provide areas for
manufacturing, assembly, packaging, wholesaling, related activities, and limited
commercial uses that support local industry and are compatible with the surrounding
commercial and residential districts. The LI designation is intended to promote a
high quality of life through a diverse economy and strong tax base, transition
between higher and lower intensity uses, and appropriately scaled non-polluting
industrial uses that fit the small town, historic character of the community.
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o Highway Commercial — The Highway Commercial designation is intended to
provide goods and services that primarily serve the traveling public. The C-2
designation is intended to promote a high quality of life through a diverse economy
and strong tax base, transition between higher and lower intensity uses, and
appropriately scaled commercial uses that fit the small town, historic character of the
community.

o Public Facility — This designation is intended to provide lands for public facilities
and uses such as water reservoirs, sewage treatment plants, pump stations, major
electric utilities and similar uses.

o Traditional Residential — The Traditional Residential designation is intended to
guide development within historic and traditional neighborhoods of the community.
The Traditional Residential designation is intended to provide a livable
neighborhood environment, preserve the small town and historic character of
Coburg, ensure architectural compatibility, and provide for a variety of residential
housing choices (including medium density housing in designated areas).

Findings

The IAMP does not modify the purpose or uses allowed by the zoning districts that are
found within the IAMP management boundary. Special policies and the alternative mobility
standard may result in limiting development in the IAMP management boundary differently
from areas outside the management boundary. This is an intended outcome of the IAMP to
ensure the interchange functions over time.

Conclusion
The IAMP is consistent with the City of Coburg’s development code and zoning districts.
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Appendix D: Permitted Land Uses within Coburg/I-5 IAMP Boundary

Zoning District

Permitted Uses (general categories,
not a complete list)

Minimum lot size, coverage

Total Acres
(Developed/Undeveloped)

City of Coburg Zoning Code — Ordinance No. A-199

Traditional Residential (TR) — Article VII, A

Permitted

Single family, duplexes, group homes

7,500 — 10,000 sf

Churches, schools, child care center

Maximum lot coverage: 30-35%

Bed and breakfast

ACCCSSOfy structures

Conditional use

Boarding, rooming houses, nursing
homes

Child care (over 13 children)

Parks, community centers

Public buildings

Agricultural uses

Highway Commercial (C-2) — Article VIL, D

Permitted

Retail, auto-related uses, outdoor
storage

10,000 sf if no public sewer

Institutional, religious, educational uses

No minimum if public sewer

Offices, administrative

Maximum lot coverage: 60%

Gas and service stations

Eating establishments

Existing agricultural, residential,
warehouse uses (no new)

Mixed use

Conditional use

Commercial recreation facilities

New warehouse uses

Truck stops

Light Industrial (LI) - A

rticle VIIL, E

10,000 sq. ft. if no public sewer,
No minimum if public sewer

Permitted

Commercial service, office, retail

Maximum lot coverage: 60%

Manufacturing, assembly

Processing

Utilities

Wholesaling, warehousing

Existing agriculture and livestock

Accessory buildings, parking




Zoning District

Permitted Uses (general categories,
not a complete list)

Minimum lot size, coverage

Total Acres
(Developed/Undeveloped)

Conditional use

Public buildings

Service stations

Wireless communication facilities

Stone yards, resource extraction

Lane County Code, Chapter 10

Neighborhood Commercial (C2) - Section 10.160

No minimum; full lot coverage
allowed

Permitted

Bakeries, banks, small retail stores,
laundries, restaurants, etc.

Conditional use

Churches, kennels, transportation
facilities per LC 10.500

Lane County Code, Chapter 16

Exclusive Farm Use (EFU-40) — Section 10.100, Section 16.212

40 acre minimum

Permitted (some require
review)

Farm uses, accessory buildings

Limited single family residential

Limited public buildings

Resource harvesting

Churches, schools

Limited commercial

Public and private parks, recreation

Forest related uses

Rural Residential (RR) — Section 10.130, Section 16.290

Minimum lot size 1 to 5 acres
depending on use

Permitted

Single family dwelling

General farming, animal husbandry

Public buildings

Dog kennel

Conditional use

Churches, schools, parks, golf courses

Cemeteries

Transmission towers

Sewage treatment facilities

Transportation facilities
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM CH2MHILL

I-5 Coburg Interchange Area Management Plan Traffic
Methodology

PREPARED FOR: Dorothy Upton/ODOT
PREPARED BY: Steve Perone/CH2M HILL
Andra Henriques/CH2M HILL
COPIES: Terri Harding/ODOT
Tom Boyatt/ODOT
DATE: June 20, 2005; Revised October 2, 2007

This memorandum includes an outline of the process to estimate 30th highest hour volumes
(30 HV) and Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes, forecast future traffic volumes and
perform the traffic analysis for the I-5 Coburg Interchange Area Management Plan. In
addition, these methods will be used to update the existing conditions section of the City of
Coburg Transportation System Plan. We would like to receive comments by June 30, 2005 so
that any revisions can be incorporated prior to finalizing the existing conditions analysis
with the Technical Advisory Committee in mid-July.

30th Highest Hour and Average Daily Traffic Volume Methodology

There are 10 intersections identified for analysis and they are listed below in Table 1 with
the date and duration of the count. Table 1 is organized by the jurisdiction the intersection
falls under, ODOT or Lane County/the City of Coburg.

TABLE 1
Study Intersections
Intersection Date Duration
ODOT
Pearl St/Van Duyn Rd & I-5 Southbound Ramps November 6/7, 2002 14-hour
Van Duyn Rd & I-5 Northbound Ramps January 31, 2005 6-hour (3in AM and 3 in PM)
Pearl St/Van Duyn Rd & I-5 Southbound Ramps February 2007 14-hour
Van Duyn Rd & I-5 Northbound Ramps February 2007 14-hour
Lane County/City of Coburg
Coburg Rd & Coburg Bottom Loop May 10/11, 2004 14-hour
Van Duyn St & Willamette St May 5/6, 2004 14-hour
Willamette St & Pearl St July 13/14, 2004 14-hour
Willamette St & Dixon St May 5/6, 2004 14-hour
Pearl St & Diamond St May 10/11, 2004 14-hour
Pearl St & Coleman St May 5/6, 2004 14-hour
Pearl St & Industrial Way May 4/5, 2004 14-hour
Pearl St & Roberts Rd May 4,5 2004 14-hour

Note: The City of Coburg uses the Lane County TSP and Lane Code for volume to capacity (V/C) and Level of
Service (LOS) standards.
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I-5 COBURG INTERCHANGE AREA MANAGEMENT PLAN TRAFFIC METHODOLOGY

Traffic counts for the eight City of Coburg intersections were collected by ODOT in May
and July of 2004 to support the project. Traffic counts for the two ODOT intersections were
collected in different years, but the older data was replaced by new counts taken in 2007.

No automated traffic recorder (ATR) site exists within the project area, so ATR site 24-016
(Wilsonville-Hubbarb Highway, No. 51) was chosen using the 2004 ATR Characteristic
Table. This site was chosen because it most closely represents the project area when
considering the following characteristics: seasonal traffic trend, area type, number of lanes,
weekly traffic trend and 2003 ADT. This site will be used to seasonally adjust the counts to
normalize the count data and factor the 14-hour data to ADT volumes. The ATR trend
summaries on the ODOT websitel, which includes this ATR location, will be used to arrive
at 30th highest hour volumes.

The procedure used to create 30th highest hour volumes from the ATR Trend Summary
tables is outlined in section two (ATR Characteristic Table Method) of TPAU’s document
ATR Characteristic Table Instructions memorandum. As directed by the memorandum, the
Average Weekday Traffic to Percent of ADT percentages were taken from the ATR trend
summaries for the past five years (see Table 2). The high and low percentages were removed
and averages of the remaining percentages were used to calculate a seasonal factor for that
month.

TABLE 2
Seasonal Adjustment using ATR # 24-016
2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 Factor

Peak Month | 118% (June) | 117% (June) | 116% (August) | 117% (August) | 117% (August) N/A
January 86% 100% 99% 49% 102% 1.23
February 108% 107% 106% 52% 107% 1.10
April 115% 110% 111% 64% 114% 1.05
May 114% 111% 110% 86% 110% 1.06
July 111% 111% 113% 112% 115% 1.04
October 111% 113% 112% 76% 112% 1.05
November 105% 108% 107% 66% 106% 1.10

Note: Gray cells indicate highs and lows that will be omitted from the calculations.

The percentages shown in Table 2 represent the 15t day of the month, so the counts that
were not taken during the middle of the month require interpolation. Table 3 shows the
seasonal factors for all the counts taken.

TABLE 3
Seasonal Adjustment Factors
Intersection Date Seasonal Factor
ODOT
Pearl St/Van Duyn Rd & I-5 Southbound Ramps November 6/7, 2002 1.09
Van Duyn Rd & I-5 Northbound Ramps January 31, 2005 1.16
City of Coburg
Coburg Rd & Coburg Bottom Loop May 10/11, 2004 1.06

1 The website can be found at: http://www.oreqon.gov/ODOT/TD/TDATA/tsm/Traffic_Volume_Tables.
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Van Duyn St & Willamette St May 5/6, 2004 1.05
Willamette St & Pearl St July 13/14, 2004 1.04
Willamette St & Dixon St May 5/6, 2004 1.05
Pearl St & Diamond St May 10/11, 2004 1.06
Pearl St & Coleman St May 5/6, 2004 1.05
Pearl St & Industrial Way May 4/5, 2004 1.05
Pearl St & Roberts Rd May 4,5 2004 1.05

One peak hour will be selected for all study intersections based on the summation of hourly
volumes for the entire traffic count data set. Once the peak hour volumes are determined,
the 30 HV seasonal factors found in Table 3 will be applied to get 30th highest hour
volumes. See equations #1 and #2 below for the equations used in this process.

30 HV Seasonal Factor Equation (from TPAU’s document, 30 Hour Volumes):

#1) 30 HV Seasonal Factor = Count period seasonal factor / Peak period seasonal
factor

Equation to convert 14-hour traffic count to 30 HV volumes:

#2) 30 HV = Peak Hour from traffic count * 30 HV Seasonal Factor

Once the 30th highest hour volume is calculated for each intersection, the traffic counts
collected in 2002 and 2004 will be adjusted to reflect 2005 year volumes. Using ODOT’s
Future Volume Table an annual growth rate of 2.40% was calculated using a location 0.30
miles south of the Van Duyn Road Interchange on I-5.

TABLE 4
Annual Growth Rate Calculation along I-5 (Pacific Highway No. 1)
MP 2002 ADT 2023 ADT R-Squared Overall Factor | 1-Year Growth
198.85 43500 65400 Model 1.50 2.40%

Note: One year growth calculated linearly
Source: http://www.oregon.qgov/ODOT/TD/TP/TADR.shtml

Traffic Forecast Methodology

The forecasted traffic volumes will be generated by the Lane Council of Governments
(LCOQG) regional travel demand model. LCOG will provide PM peak-hour turning
movement and directional link volumes at each study intersection for Existing (2005) and
the future (2031) No-Build and Build scenarios.

The forecasted traffic volumes from the model will be subsequently post-processed using
the iterative directional volume processing method outlined in the National Cooperative
Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 255. An Excel workbook will be created to
distribute the forecasted entering and exiting link volumes from the model iteratively to
arrive at turning movement volumes. The balancing procedure will use ten iterations to
balance the future entering and exiting trip estimates for each approach leg based on the
current turning movement volumes. The balanced 2005 30th highest hour traffic volumes
will serve as the basis for the turning movement distribution. After this process is
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completed, the future 2031 30th highest hour traffic volumes will be analyzed for each

future scenario.

Traffic Analysis Software and Input Assumptions

Synchro software will be used for the intersection analysis. The reported results will be the
V/C ratios from the HCM report. Assumptions are listed in Table 4.

TABLE 4

Synchro Operations Parameters/Assumptions

Condition

Arterial Intersection Parameters

Existing (2005)

Design Year (2031)

Peak Hour Factor

From traffic count, if not provided:

- 0.85 for side street approaches and
collector streets

- 0.95 for the I-5 Ramps

- 0.85 for side street approaches and
collector streets

- 0.95 for the I-5 Ramps

If traffic count has higher PHFs than
default PHFs, then continue using the
existing PHFs."

Conflicting Bikes and Pedestrian per
Hour

From traffic count, if not provided,
assume 10 peds/bikes per approach

Same as Existing

Area Type

“Other” Area

Same as Existing

Ideal Saturation Flow Rate (for all
movements)

1800

Same as Existing

Lane Width

From as-builts, field visit or ODOT
website, otherwise 12 feet

Same as Existing

Percent Heavy Vehicles

From traffic count, otherwise 5%

Same as Existing

Percent Grade

From as-builts, otherwise 0%

Same as Existing

Parking Maneuvers per Hour

From field visit, otherwise assume 0

Same as Existing

Bus Blockages

From field visit, otherwise assume 0

Same as Existing

Intersection signal phasing and
coordination

From current timing plan

Optimize phase and cycle length,
phase sequence and offset (if signals
are coordinated)

Intersection signal timing optimization
limits

N/A, only performed in future year
analysis

60 to 120 seconds depending on the
number of phases’

Minimum Green time

From current timing plan

Current timing plan, otherwise 10 sec.
if no pedestrian time required.

Yellow and all-red time

From current timing plan

For existing signals, same as existing.
If additional signal warranted, (Y) = 4
seconds and (R) = 0 second

Right Turn on Red

From field visit

From existing conditions, if additional
signal warranted, then “allow”.

Vehicle Queues

95th Percentile, calculated based on

an average of 25 feet per vehicle and:

For V/C < 0.70, use 95" Percentile
results from Synchro reports

For V/C > 0.70, use SimTraffic report
(the average of at least 5 runs of 1
hour length with 15-min peak divided
out)’

Same as Existing

Level of service goals for ODOT
facilities®

- The I-5 Ramps V/C threshold is
0.80 — OHP

No-Build:

- The I-5 Ramp V/C threshold is 0.80
Build:

- The I-5 Ramp V/C threshold is 0.75
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TABLE 4

Synchro Operations Parameters/Assumptions

Condition

Arterial Intersection Parameters

Existing (2005)

Design Year (2031)

Level of service goals for City facilities

- The side-street and collector-street
V/C threshold is 0.85 and the LOS
threshold is D

- For a 2-way stop controlled
intersection, the approaches that
are required to stop have a V/C
threshold of 0.95. The approaches
that are not required to stop have a
VI/C threshold of 0.85.

No-Build:

- Apply existing conditions V/C
thresholds

Build:

- Apply existing conditions V/C
thresholds

1 — Assumptions consistent with White Paper on Application of Oregon Highway Plan Mobility Standards.

2 — The simulation will be for one hour with the peak 15-minutes in the first 15 minutes. The results from this
simulation will be applied to signalized and unsignalized intersections. Instructions provided by TPAU.

3 — Existing and No-Build V/C thresholds for ODOT facilities from the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP), Build V/C
thresholds from the Highway Design Manual, Table 10-1.

4 — Existing and No-Build V/C thresholds for City facilities from the Lane County TSP, Goal A, Policy 4-a and 4-b.
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COBURG I-5 AT EXIT 199 NORTHBOUND

2/8/2007
0600-0700 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right] Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 11 18 4 31 0 10 1 807 0 0 0 882
Commercial Vehicles 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 7
Buses 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 4
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 3 12 3 3 0 2 0 6 0 0 0 29
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | Single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 1 12 1 3 0 3 1 7 0 0 0 28
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
s | Mui 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 8

Totals 0 17 47 8 40 0 15 2 834 0 0 0] 963

0700-0715 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right] Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 0 11 2 12 0 3 0 154 0 0 0 182
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 3 3 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 10
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s | Muni 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

Totals 0 0 17 5 14 0 4 0 160 0 0 0] 200
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0715-0730 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right] Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 3 6 1 9 0 6 1 113 0 0 0 139
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 1 4 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 9
11 Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 8
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s | Mui 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Totals 0 4 16 1 11 0 8 1 117 0 0 0] 158

0730-0745 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right] Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 0 2 0 16 0 1 0 77 0 0 0 96
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 7
11 Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | Single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 1 5 0 2 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 12
K 6 Axle + 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
s | Muni 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 0 1 9 0 19 0 11 2 77 0 0 o] 119
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0745-0800 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right] Thru Left|] Totals
Automobiles 0 3 9 2 9 0 3 0 91 0 0 0 117
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
Buses 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 0 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 6
11 Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 6
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s | Mui 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 0 4 15 2 10 0 8 1 93 0 0 0] 133

0800-0815 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right] Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Left|] Totals
Automobiles 0 5 3 0 22 0 5 0 56 0 0 0 91
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2
Buses 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 10
11 Unit 3 Axle 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2
s | Muni 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2

Totals 0 7 10 0 24 0 7 0 66 0 0 o] 114
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0815-0830 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right] Thru Left|] Totals
Automobiles 0 4 4 0 21 0 5 0 47 0 0 0 81
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 6
11 Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | Single
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2
s | Mui 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Totals 0 5 6 1 22 0 6 0 56 0 0 0] 96
0830-0845 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right] Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Left|] Totals
Automobiles 0 2 1 0 15 0 1 0 39 0 0 0 58
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 10
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
11 Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | Single
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
K 6 Axle + 0 0 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 7
s | Muni 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
Totals 0 3 10 16 0 11 0 44 0 0 o] 85
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0845-0900 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right] Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 0 7 0 9 0 3 0 44 0 0 0 63
Commercial Vehicles 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 1 2 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 8
11 Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 5
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s | Mui 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 0 4 10 2 11 0 6 0 52 0 0 o] 85

0900-1000 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right] Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 21 26 4 60 0 17 1 106 0 0 0 235
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 7 3 0 9 0 4 0 14 0 0 0 37
11 Unit 3 Axle 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 5
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | Single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 1 12 1 1 0 2 1 16 0 0 0 34
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
s | Muni 5 Axle - 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
7 Axle + 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 7

Totals 0 29 44 6 73 0 25 2 152 0 0 0] 33t
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1000-1100 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right] Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 12 26 4 30 0 11 0 100 0 0 0 183
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 5
Buses 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 2 11 1 4 0 2 0 13 0 0 0 33
11 Unit 3 Axle 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 4
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | Single 4 Axle - 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 4
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 17 1 1 0 4 0 15 0 0 0 38
K 6 Axle + 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3
s | Mui 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3
7 Axle + 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 4

Totals 0 14 61 6 36 0 18 2 143 0 0 0] 280

1100-1200 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right] Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 25 39 0 46 0 14 3 126 0 0 0 253
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 9
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 2 3 1 3 0 4 0 6 0 0 0 19
11 Unit 3 Axle 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 5
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
u | Single 4 Axle - 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 1 10 0 1 0 1 0 18 0 0 0 31
K 6 Axle + 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 6
s | Muni 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3
7 Axle + 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3

Totals 0 31 57 1 56 0 20 3 167 0 0 0] 335
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1200-1300 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right] Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 35 19 2 48 0 24 1 144 0 0 0 273

Commercial Vehicles 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 12
Buses 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 7 7 1 4 0 0 0 18 1 0 0 38
11 Unit 3 Axle 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 3

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 2 13 0 2 0 0 0 17 1 1 0 36
K 6 Axle + 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 6
s | Mui 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 7

Totals 0 47 48 3 57 0 24 1 200 2 2 o] 384

1300-1400 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right] Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 22 18 9 36 0 19 3 137 0 0 0 244

Commercial Vehicles 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 10
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 4 5 4 2 0 3 0 11 0 0 0 29

11 Unit 3 Axle 0 0 3 2 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 12
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
u | Single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 1 10 4 0 0 3 0 13 0 0 0 31
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
s | Muni 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2

Totals 0 28 38 19 39 0 28 3 176 0 0 0] 331
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1400-1500 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right] Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 27 39 4 53 0 26 0 135 0 0 0 284

Commercial Vehicles 0 2 1 0 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 10
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 7 3 3 9 0 3 1 9 0 0 0 35
| unit 3 Axle 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
u | Single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 12 1 1 0 2 0 22 0 0 0 38
K 6 Axle + 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3
s | Mult 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
7 Axle + 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3

Totals 0 36 58 9 65 0 32 1 179 0 0 0] 380

1500-1600 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right] Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 44 55 10 51 0 39 0 177 0 0 0 376
Commercial Vehicles 0 2 3 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 9
Buses 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Motorcycles 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 5

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 6 3 2 6 0 2 0 11 0 0 0 30

| unit 3 Axle 0 1 2 2 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 10
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | Single 4 Axle - 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3
¢ | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 12 1 0 0 0 0 21 0 0 0 34
K 6 Axle + 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 7
s | Mult 5 Axle - 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 4

Totals 0 55 81 16 61 0 46 0 222 0 0 0] 481




6‘5 TrarSrars

1600-1615 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right] Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 13 28 3 14 0 6 1 45 0 0 0 110
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 4
Buses 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | Single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 5
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
s | Muni 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

Totals 0 15 30 3 16 0 7 1 55 0 0 o] 127

1615-1630 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right] Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 13 16 5 8 0 14 0 43 0 0 0 99
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Buses 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 5
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 4
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 7
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
s | Muni 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 0 14 18 5 9 0 16 0 59 0 0 o] 121




6‘5 TrarSrars

1630-1645 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right] Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 10 17 3 12 0 8 1 42 0 0 0 93

Commercial Vehicles 0 2 1 0 2 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 12
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 5
| unit 3 Axle 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 7
K 6 Axle + 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2
s | Mult 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

Totals 0 14 23 4 16 0 9 1 57 0 0 o] 124

1645-1700 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right] Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 18 17 2 15 0 6 0 53 0 0 0 111
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 7
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 5
| unit 3 Axle 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 4
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 9
K 6 Axle + 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
s | Mult 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Totals 0 19 25 3 18 0 7 0 68 0 0 0] 140




6‘5 TrarSrars

1700-1715 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right] Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 8 13 0 14 0 12 2 46 0 0 0 95
Commercial Vehicles 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 5
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 4
| unit 3 Axle 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 4
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 9
K 6 Axle + 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
s | Mult 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Totals 0 10 21 0 14 0 13 2 64 0 0 o] 124

1715-1730 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right] Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 6 11 1 13 0 12 2 54 0 0 0 99
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
| unit 3 Axle 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 6
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 4 0 1 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 9
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
s | Mult 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 0 6 20 1 15 0 14 2 61 0 0 oy 119




6‘5 TrarSrars

1730-1745 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right] Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 7 14 1 11 0 8 1 55 0 0 0 97
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 3
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 5
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | Single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 7
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
s | Muni 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

Totals 0 9 14 2 13 0 10 1 67 0 0 o] 116

1745-1800 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right] Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 6 13 1 8 0 6 0 47 0 0 0 81
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 6 0 0 0 9
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s | Muni 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

Totals 0 6 14 2 8 0 9 0 57 0 0 0] 96




6‘5 TrarSrars

1800-1900 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right] Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 22 17 7 36 0 36 0 104 0 0 0 222
Commercial Vehicles 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 4
Buses 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Motorcycles 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 10
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 4
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | Single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 30
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
s | Muni 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 4

Totals 0 26 31 8 40 0 38 0 138 0 0 0] 28t

1900-2000 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right] Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 6 17 0 16 0 17 3 74 0 0 0 133
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | Single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s | Muni 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 0 6 17 0 16 0 17 3 77 0 0 o] 136




6‘5 TrarSrars

2000-2100 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right] Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 7 9 3 13 0 21 0 66 0 0 0 119
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 6
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | Single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 0 10 0 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 17
K 6 Axle + 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
s | Muni 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2

Totals 0 8 22 5 15 0 23 0 75 0 0 o] 148

2100-2200 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Rightl _ Thru Leftf Right] Thru Leftff Right]  Thru Leftf Right]  Thru Left|] Totals

Automobiles 0 12 9 1 18 0 16 2 44 0 0 0 102
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | Single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 1 2 1 1 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 12
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
s | Muni 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

Totals 0 13 12 4 19 0 18 2 53 0 0 o] 121




@ TrarSrTars

COBURG I-5 AT EXIT 199 SOUTHBOUND

2/8/2007
0600-0700 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals
Automobiles] 143 22 0 0 775 26 0 0 0 85 0 5 1056
Commercial Vehicles 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Buses 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 13 6 0 0 10 1 0 0 0 5 0 1 36
11 Unit 3 Axle 3 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0
u | single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
¢ | Trailer 5 Axle 19 18 0 0 9 1 0 0 0 8 0 1 56
K 6 Axle + 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
s | Muti 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 4 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 11
Totals 184 52 0 0 804 32 0 0 0 101 0 7] 1180
0700-0715 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals
Automobiles 48 11 0 0 150 10 0 0 0 13 0 0 232
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Buses 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 3 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 9
1| Unit 3 Axle 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | single 4 Axle - 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
c | Trailer 5 Axle 5 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 12
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s | Muti 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
Totals 58 17 0 0 159 11 0 0 0 16 0 0] 261




@ TrRarSrars

0715-0730 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles 62 9 0 0 114 8 0 0 0 9 0 0 202
Commercial Vehicles 1 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Buses 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 4 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
1| Unit 3 Axle 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u [ Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 5 5 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 19
K 6 Axle + 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
s | mur 5 Axle - 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Totals 78 21 0 0 120 9 0 0 0 16 0 0] 244

0730-0745 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles 59 2 0 0 81 15 0 0 0 9 0 0 166
Commercial Vehicles 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 2 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 7
1| Unit 3 Axle 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | single 4 Axle - 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
c | Trailer 5 Axle 3 3 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 2 0 1 13
K 6 Axle + 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
s | muri 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2

Totals 72 8 0 0 87 18 0 0 0 12 1 1] 199




@ TrRarSrars

0745-0800 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles 53 12 0 0 92 9 0 0 0 15 0 1 182
Commercial Vehicles 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Buses 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 5 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 13
1| Unit 3 Axle 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u [ Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 4 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 14
K 6 Axle + 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
s | mur 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Totals 65 23 0 0 100 9 0 0 0 18 0 1] 216

0800-0815 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles 36 9 0 0 59 15 0 0 0 2 0 2 123
Commercial Vehicles 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Buses 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Motorcycles 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 6 2 0 0 6 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 18
1| Unit 3 Axle 4 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 7
) 4 Axle + 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
u | single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
c | Trailer 5 Axle 5 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 8
K 6 Axle + 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
s | mur 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3

Totals 56 16 0 0 72 16 0 0 0 7 0 3] 170




@ TrRarSrars

0815-0830 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles 45 9 0 0 59 14 0 0 0 1 0 1 129
Commercial Vehicles 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 7
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 6 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 4
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u [ Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 6 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
K 6 Axle + 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
s | Muti 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Totals 64 12 0 0 67 15 0 0 0 5 0 1] 164

0830-0845 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles 45 4 0 0 41 10 0 0 0 3 0 0 103

Commercial Vehicles 3 2 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 13
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 2 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 9
1| Unit 3 Axle 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 7 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 15
K 6 Axle + 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
s | muri 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 6

Totals 60 12 0 0 57 10 0 0 0 12 0 1] 152




@ TrRarSrars

0845-0900 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles 49 10 0 0 46 7 0 0 0 5 0 0 117
Commercial Vehicles 1 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 6
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 3 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 10
1| Unit 3 Axle 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
c | Trailer 5 Axle 0 1 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 9
K 6 Axle + 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
s | mur 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 55 13 0 0 58 10 0 0 0 9 0 3] 148

0900-1000 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles] 140 42 0 0 119 39 0 0 0 27 0 1 368

Commercial Vehicles 4 2 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 16
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 14 10 0 0 25 4 0 0 0 9 0 2 64

1| Unit 3 Axle 7 1 0 0 5 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 18
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 5
c | Trailer 5 Axle 21 13 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 18 0 2 70
K 6 Axle + 4 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 12
s | muri 5 Axle - 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

Totals 192 69 0 0 182 49 0 0 0 62 0 5] 559




@ TrRarSrars

1000-1100 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles] 115 32 0 0 116 21 0 0 0 32 2 4 322

Commercial Vehicles 5 1 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 14
Buses 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 16 18 0 0 21 2 0 0 0 7 0 1 65

1| Unit 3 Axle 9 2 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 19
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | single 4 Axle - 4 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
c | Trailer 5 Axle 26 18 0 0 19 2 0 0 0 25 0 0 90
K 6 Axle + 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 9
s | Muti 5 Axle - 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

Totals 182 75 0 0 174 28 0 0 0 70 2 5] 536

1100-1200 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles] 199 57 0 0 157 34 0 0 0 21 0 2 470

Commercial Vehicles 8 1 0 0 6 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 18
Buses 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Motorcycles 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 17 7 0 0 12 2 0 0 0 6 0 1 45

1| Unit 3 Axle 9 2 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 20
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | single 4 Axle - 5 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 10
c | Trailer 5 Axle 21 9 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 22 1 1 76
K 6 Axle + 1 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 9
s | muri 5 Axle - 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Trailer 6 Axle 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
7 Axle + 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

Totals 262 82 0 0 212 40 0 0 0 55 1 7] 659




@ TrRarSrars

1200-1300 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles] 184 54 0 0 172 26 0 0 0 25 1 4 466

Commercial Vehicles 1 4 0 0 8 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 16
Buses 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Motorcycles 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 10 9 0 0 13 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 39

1| Unit 3 Axle 9 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 15
) 4 Axle + 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
u | single 4 Axle - 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
c | Trailer 5 Axle 36 14 0 0 20 1 0 0 0 19 0 1 91
K 6 Axle + 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4
s | mur 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Trailer 6 Axle 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

7 Axle + 6 3 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 20

Totals 249 91 0 0 228 33 0 0 0 57 1 5] 664

1300-1400 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles] 132 43 0 0 162 16 0 0 0 24 1 0 378
Commercial Vehicles 2 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 8
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 4 7 0 0 7 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 24

1| Unit 3 Axle 7 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
u | single 4 Axle - 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
c | Trailer 5 Axle 22 9 0 0 10 1 0 0 0 12 0 2 56
K 6 Axle + 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
s | muri 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 8

Totals 177 62 0 0 189 18 0 0 0 45 1 3] 495




@ TrarSrTars

1400-1500 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals
Automobiles] 141 55 0 0 170 33 0 0 0 21 4 9 433
Commercial Vehicles 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Buses 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 9 3 0 0 11 4 0 0 0 8 0 3 38
1| Unit 3 Axle 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 6
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
c | Trailer 5 Axle 19 12 0 0 17 2 0 0 0 15 0 1 66
K 6 Axle + 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4
s | mur 5 Axle - 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
7 Axle + 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 9
Totals 181 71 0 0 209 39 0 0 0 50 4 13] 567
1500-1600 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals
Automobiles] 668 103 0 0 181 37 0 0 0 49 1 3 1042
Commercial Vehicles 6 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 15
Buses 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
Motorcycles 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 10 7 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 5 0 4 38
1| Unit 3 Axle 11 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 21
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 5
u | Single
c | Trailer 5 Axle 11 11 0 0 23 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 60
K 6 Axle + 2 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 9
s | muri 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
7 Axle + 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Totals 715 132 0 0 235 37 0 0 0 80 1 8] 1208




@ TrRarSrars

1600-1615 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles] 269 36 0 0 50 11 0 0 0 8 0 1 375

Commercial Vehicles 6 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11
Buses 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 4 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 10
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | single 4 Axle - 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
c | Trailer 5 Axle 6 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 14
K 6 Axle + 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
s | Muti 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Totals 289 39 0 0 63 12 0 0 0 16 0 2] 421

1615-1630 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles] 129 29 0 0 39 7 0 0 0 12 0 2 218
Commercial Vehicles 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Buses 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 5
1| Unit 3 Axle 1 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 6
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 3 1 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 13
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s | muri 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

Totals 138 33 0 0 52 8 0 0 0 18 0 2] 251




@ TrRarSrars

1630-1645 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles] 150 29 0 0 51 5 0 0 0 11 1 1 248

Commercial Vehicles 2 2 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 1 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 8
1| Unit 3 Axle 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 7
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u [ Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 5 2 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 16
K 6 Axle + 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
s | mur 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Totals 161 37 0 0 66 6 0 0 0 20 1 1] 292

1645-1700 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles] 121 29 0 0 59 14 0 0 0 8 1 3 235
Commercial Vehicles 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 8
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 8 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 15
1| Unit 3 Axle 2 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 8
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 4 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 17
K 6 Axle + 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
s | muri 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

Totals 140 36 0 1 74 14 0 0 0 20 1 4 290




@ TrRarSrars

1700-1715 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles] 166 22 0 0 52 12 0 0 0 11 0 3 266
Commercial Vehicles 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 5
1| Unit 3 Axle 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 7
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u [ Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 4 4 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 14
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
s | mur 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Totals 175 30 0 0 63 13 0 0 0 19 0 3] 303

1715-1730 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles] 134 18 0 0 60 9 0 0 0 11 0 1 233
Commercial Vehicles 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Motorcycles 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 7
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 9
K 6 Axle + 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
s | muri 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 143 21 0 0 63 10 0 0 0 16 0 2] 255




@ TrRarSrars

1730-1745 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles] 112 21 0 0 58 6 0 0 0 7 0 0 204
Commercial Vehicles 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 4
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 5 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 12
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
¢ | Trailer 5 Axle 4 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 12
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s | Muti 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 122 23 0 0 68 8 0 0 0 13 1 0] 235

1745-1800 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles] 102 19 0 0 49 7 0 0 0 11 0 0 188
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4
1| Unit 3 Axle 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 4 2 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 18
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s | muri 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3

Totals 109 22 0 0 59 7 0 0 0 21 0 0] 218




@ TrRarSrars

1800-1900 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles] 129 42 0 0 126 20 0 0 0 27 0 1 345
Commercial Vehicles 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 4
Buses 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

. 2 Axle 6 Tire 1 1 0 0 6 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 11

Single

1| Unit 3 Axle 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
c | Trailer 5 Axle 8 11 0 0 23 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 53
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
s | mur 5 Axle - 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Trailer 6 Axle 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 143 57 0 0 162 22 0 0 0 42 0 4] 430

1900-2000 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles 77 24 0 0 76 12 0 0 0 20 1 2 212
Commercial Vehicles 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 5 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 10
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
u | single 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
c | Trailer 5 Axle 12 6 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 46
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
s | muri 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
7 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 96 33 0 0 96 12 0 0 0 36 1 2l 276




@ TrRarSrars

2000-2100 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles 36 14 0 0 68 10 0 0 0 10 2 1 141
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 2 2 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 11
1| Unit 3 Axle 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3
) 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

u [ Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 8 13 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 30
K 6 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s | Muti 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

Totals 47 30 0 0 79 11 0 0 0 17 2 2] 188

2100-2200 Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left] Totals

Automobiles 45 21 0 0 54 10 0 0 0 16 1 0 147
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
1| Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
; 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
. 4 Axle - 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

u | Single

c | Trailer 5 Axle 6 2 0 0 7 1 0 0 0 7 0 0 23
K 6 Axle + 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
s | muri 5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0]
Trailer 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Axle + 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 6

Totals 57 25 0 0 64 11 0 0 0 26 1 0] 184




PEARL STREET/COBURG INDUSTRIAL WAY

m ccnn dd hr time psg_car_|psg_trl |oth_2xI [oth_trl sut_2xI [sut_3xl |sut_4x| [stt_4x| stt_5x| stt_6x| dtt_5xI dtt_6x| dtt_7xI [ttt 7xI ttt_8x| ttt x| buses motocl mov_bcl |xwk_bcl |ped_stn [ped_oth
1 2008 12 14]06:00-07:00A 28 0 2 0, 0 1 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0,
2 2008 12 14]07:00-08:00A 9 0 13 1 3 0, 0 0, 1 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
3 2008 12 14]08:00-09:00A 12 0, 20 0 4 1 0 1 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
4 2008 12 14]09:00-10:00A 22 0, 10 2 1 El 0 0, 1 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
5] 2008 12 14]10:00-11:00A 20 0, 18 3 3 5, 0 2 1 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
6 2008 12 14]11:00-12:00P 54| 0, 65 5] 1 2 0 2 5 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
7 2008 12 14]12:00-01:00P 43 0, 46 1 0 0, 0 0, 1 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 1 0 0 0 0
8 2008 12 14]01:00-02:00P 14 0, 12 1 0 1 0 0, 1 1 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
9 2008 12 14]02:00-03:00P 56 0, 38 1 0 6 1 2 2 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0

10 2008 12 14]03:00-04:00P 366 0 230 0 0 1 0 0, 1 1 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 2 0 0 0 0
11 2008 12 14]04:00-05:00P 256 0 185 0 2 0, 0 0, 0 0, 1 0 0 0, 0 0, 1 0, 0 0 0 0
12 2008 12 14]05:00-06:00P 115 0 74 2 0 1 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 2 0, 0 0, 1 0 0 0 0 0
13 2008 12 14]06:00-07:00P 18 1 9 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0,
14 2008 12 14]07:00-08:00P 8 0, 4 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
1 2008 13 14]06:00-07:00A 1 0, 1 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 1
2 2008 13 14]07:00-08:00A 1 0, 3 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
3 2008 13 14]08:00-09:00A 1 0, 0 2 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
4 2008 13 14]09:00-10:00A 2 0, 3 0 0 0, 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 2
5] 2008 13 14]10:00-11:00A 5 0, 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
6 2008 13 14]11:00-12:00P 12 0, 13 0 1 0, 0 0, 1 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 2008 13 14]12:00-01:00P 5 0, 7 0 0 0, 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
8 2008 13 14]01:00-02:00P 4 0, 3 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
9 2008 13 14]02:00-03:00P 3 0, 3 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
10 2008 13 14]03:00-04:00P 14 0, 13 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 2008 13 14]04:00-05:00P 10 0, 10 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0
12 2008 13 14]05:00-06:00P 7 0, 3 0 0 0, 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
13 2008 13 14]06:00-07:00P 6 0, 1 0 0 0, 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
14 2008 13 14]07:00-08:00P 1 0, 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 1
1 2008 14 14]06:00-07:00A 16 0, 7 0, 0 0, 0 0, 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,
2 2008 14 14]07:00-08:00A 18 0, 6 0, 1 0, 0 0, 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,
3 2008 14 14]08:00-09:00A 8 0, 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
4 2008 14 14]09:00-10:00A 12 0, 3 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,
5] 2008 14 14]10:00-11:00A 12 0, 4 0, 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,
6 2008 14 14]11:00-12:00P 49 2 44 5] 1 2 0 0, 2 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 2008 14 14]12:00-01:00P 29 0, 21 2 0 1 0 0, 0 0, 0 1 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0
8 2008 14 14]01:00-02:00P 23 0, 37 3 0 2 1 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0
9 2008 14 14]02:00-03:00P 25 0, 23 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
10 2008 14 14]03:00-04:00P 154 2 96 1 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0
11 2008 14 14]04:00-05:00P 111 0 87 0, 3 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 3 0 0 0
12 2008 14 14]05:00-06:00P 58 1 7 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0,
13 2008 14 14]06:00-07:00P 7 0, 5 1 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0,
14 2008 14 14]07:00-08:00P 8 0, 2 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0,
1 2008 21 14]06:00-07:00A 423 0 307 0, 3 1 0 0, 2 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 2 0 0 0 0
2 2008 21 14]07:00-08:00A 233 0 139 4 8 0, 0 1 1 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 2 0, 0 0 0 0
3 2008 21 14]08:00-09:00A 52 0, 29 2 2 2 0 3 1 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
4 2008 21 14]09:00-10:00A 23 0, 28 0, 4 3 0 1 2 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
5] 2008 21 14]10:00-11:00A 24 0, 28 2 2 6 1 0, 1 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
6 2008 21 14]11:00-12:00P 34 0, 42 0, 0 5] 0 2 2 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
7 2008 21 14]12:00-01:00P 35 0, 46 2 0 4 0 1 3 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
8 2008 21 14]01:00-02:00P 37 0, 47 2 0 3 0 0, 1 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
9 2008 21 14]02:00-03:00P 54| 0, 54| 2 0 2 1 1 1 0, 0 0 1 0, 0 0, 0 1 0 0 0 0
10 2008 21 14]03:00-04:00P 27 0, 25 0, 0 2 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 1 0, 0 0 0 0
11 2008 21 14]04:00-05:00P 18 0, 23 1 0 1 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 1 0, 0 0 0 0
12 2008 21 14]05:00-06:00P 10 0, 7 1 1 0, 0 0, 1 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0,
13 2008 21 14]06:00-07:00P 7 0, 2 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0, 0 0,
14 2008 21 14]07:00-08:00P 14 0, 3 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,
1 2008 23] 14]06:00-07:00A 13 0, 4 0, 1 0, 0 0, 11 1 0 1 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
2 2008 23] 14]07:00-08:00A 11 0, 9 2 2 0, 0 0, 14 4 0 0 3 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
3 2008 23] 14]08:00-09:00A 10 0, 4 0, 1 1 0 0, 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
4 2008 23] 14]09:00-10:00A 7 0, 6 2 0 1 0 0 21 4 0 1 3 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
5] 2008 23] 14]10:00-11:00A 9 0, 5 3 0 1 0 0 14 4 1 1 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
6 2008 23] 14]11:00-12:00P 10 0, 6 2 0 2 0 1 27 3 1 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
7 2008 23] 14]12:00-01:00P 6 0, 7 1 0 1 0 0 20 2 0 0 2 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
8 2008 23] 14]01:00-02:00P 8 0, 2 1 0 1 0 0 20 2 0 0 3 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
9 2008 23] 14]02:00-03:00P 10 1 4 0, 0 1 0 1 22 2 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
10 2008 23] 14]03:00-04:00P 7 0, 9 3 1 0, 0 0 26 3 0 0 1 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
11 2008 23] 14]04:00-05:00P 18 0, 7 3 2 6 0 0, 23 4 0 0 3 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
12 2008 23] 14]05:00-06:00P 5 0, 4 2 3 1 0 2 25 4 0 0 2 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
13 2008 23] 14]06:00-07:00P 6 0, 2 1 2 2 0 0 19 0, 0 2 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
14 2008 23] 14]07:00-08:00P 6 0, 3 1 1 0, 0 0 19 1 0 0 1 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
1 2008 24 14]06:00-07:00A 55 0, 50 0 4 1 0 0, 12 1 0 1 5 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1
2 2008 24 14]07:00-08:00A 49 0, 17 3 4 1 0 0, 8 3 0 1 1 0, 0 0, 1 1 0 0 0 0
3 2008 24 14]08:00-09:00A 59 0, 29 4 3 3 0 2 15 6 0 0, 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
4 2008 24 14]09:00-10:00A 67 0, 28 1 4 0, 0 1 11 2 0 0, 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5] 2008 24 14]10:00-11:00A 74 0, 52 7 2 2 0 1 13 4 0 0, 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 2008 24 14]11:00-12:00P 54| 0, 45 5] 1 8 1 1 17 2 0 0, 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
7 2008 24 14]12:00-01:00P 68 0, 47 2 3 2 3 0, 7 3 0 1 7 0, 0 0, 0 1 0 0 0 1
8 2008 24 14]01:00-02:00P 75 0, 52 4 0 2 9 2 11 2 0 0, 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1
9 2008 24 14]02:00-03:00P 60 3 58 4 0 2 15 0, 10 5] 0 0, 1 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0,
10 2008 24 14]03:00-04:00P 84 0, 64 7 1 2 12 1 14 4 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0,
11 2008 24 14]04:00-05:00P 94| 0, 93 5] 0 2 14 0, 8 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0, 1 0, 0 0
12 2008 24 14]05:00-06:00P 104 1 88 8 4 2 1 1 11 2 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
13 2008 24 14]06:00-07:00P 82 0, 46 4 3 0, 0 0, 13 0 0 0, 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
14 2008 24 14]07:00-08:00P 48 0, 40 6 6 1 0 0, 7 2 0 0, 2 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 1




m ccnn dd hr time psg_car_|psg_trl |oth_2xI [oth_trl sut_2xI [sut_3xl |sut_4x| [stt_4x| stt_5x| stt_6x| dtt_5xI dtt_6x| dtt_7xI [ttt 7xI ttt_8x| ttt x| buses motocl mov_bcl |xwk_bcl |ped_stn [ped_oth
1 2008 31 14]06:00-07:00A 10 0 1 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0,
2 2008 31 14]07:00-08:00A 7 0, 1 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
3 2008 31 14]08:00-09:00A 1 0, 1 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
4 2008 31 14]09:00-10:00A 1 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0,
5] 2008 31 14]10:00-11:00A 6 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0,
6 2008 31 14]11:00-12:00P 8 0, 8 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0,
7 2008 31 14]12:00-01:00P 5 0, 5 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 1
8 2008 31 14]01:00-02:00P 4 0, 4 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0,
9 2008 31 14]02:00-03:00P 2 0, 1 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 1

10 2008 31 14]03:00-04:00P 2 0, 1 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0,
11 2008 31 14]04:00-05:00P 1 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0,
12 2008 31 14]05:00-06:00P 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0,
13 2008 31 14]06:00-07:00P 4 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0,
14 2008 31 14]07:00-08:00P 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0,
1 2008 32| 14]06:00-07:00A 9 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0,
2 2008 32| 14]07:00-08:00A 10 0 5 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,
3 2008 32| 14]08:00-09:00A 8 0, 3 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
4 2008 32| 14]09:00-10:00A 9 0, 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
5] 2008 32| 14]10:00-11:00A 14 0 4 1 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,
6 2008 32| 14]11:00-12:00P 12 0 7 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,
7 2008 32| 14]12:00-01:00P 8 0 10 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
8 2008 32| 14]01:00-02:00P 16 0, 2 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,
9 2008 32| 14]02:00-03:00P 12 0, 5 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,
10 2008 32| 14]03:00-04:00P 6 1 5 1 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
11 2008 32| 14]04:00-05:00P 18 0, 6 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,
12 2008 32| 14]05:00-06:00P 9 0, 9 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
13 2008 32| 14]06:00-07:00P 4 0, 1 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
14 2008 32| 14]07:00-08:00P 5 0, 3 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
1 2008 34/ 14]06:00-07:00A 2 0, 2 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
2 2008 34/ 14]07:00-08:00A 3 0, 3 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
3 2008 34/ 14]08:00-09:00A 5 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
4 2008 34/ 14]09:00-10:00A 7 0, 0 0 1 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
5] 2008 34/ 14]10:00-11:00A 3 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
6 2008 34/ 14]11:00-12:00P 5 0, 3 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
7 2008 34/ 14]12:00-01:00P 2 0, 6 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
8 2008 34/ 14]01:00-02:00P 5 0, 2 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
9 2008 34/ 14]02:00-03:00P 4 0, 5 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
10 2008 34/ 14]03:00-04:00P 4 0, 3 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
11 2008 34/ 14]04:00-05:00P 7 0, 6 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
12 2008 34/ 14]05:00-06:00P 8 0, 2 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
13 2008 34/ 14]06:00-07:00P 5 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
14 2008 34/ 14]07:00-08:00P 2 0, 2 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
1 2008 41! 14]06:00-07:00A 176 0 100 0 1 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 1 5] 2 0 0 0
2 2008 41! 14]07:00-08:00A 90 0, 35 0 1 1 0 0, 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 3 1 0 0 0
3 2008 41! 14]08:00-09:00A 16 0, 10 1 2 0, 1 0, 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
4 2008 41! 14]09:00-10:00A 11 0, 6 0, 1 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0,
5] 2008 41! 14]10:00-11:00A 10 0, 2 0, 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0,
6 2008 41! 14]11:00-12:00P 25 0, 20 2 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
7 2008 41! 14]12:00-01:00P 34 0, 28 1 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
8 2008 41! 14]01:00-02:00P 19 0, 23 1 0 1 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
9 2008 41! 14]02:00-03:00P 20 0, 17 1 0 2 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
10 2008 41! 14]03:00-04:00P 15 0 5 0, 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,
11 2008 41! 14]04:00-05:00P 9 0, 3 0 1 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
12 2008 41! 14]05:00-06:00P 6 0, 1 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 1 0 0 0, 0 0
13 2008 41! 14]06:00-07:00P 2 0, 3 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
14 2008 41! 14]07:00-08:00P 3 0, 2 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
1 2008 42 14]06:00-07:00A 69 0, 57 0 8 1 1 0, 36 8 0 2 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
2 2008 42 14]07:00-08:00A 161 1 67 5] 8 4 1 0, 39 7 0 1 7 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
3 2008 42 14]08:00-09:00A 90 0, 57 10 8 7 0 1 35 8 0 0 4 0, 0 0, 1 0, 0 0 0 0
4 2008 42 14]09:00-10:00A 83 0, 36 7 7 6 0 0, 39 gl 0 0, 12 0, 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
5] 2008 42 14]10:00-11:00A 59 0, 27 9 5 5] 1 0, 29 7| 0 0, 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 2008 42 14]11:00-12:00P 69 0, 51 gl 6 8 7 3 35 gl 0 0, 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
7 2008 42 14]12:00-01:00P 62 1 55 1] 2 10 4 0, 35 5 1 1 6 0, 0 0, 0 1 0 0, 0 0,
8 2008 42 14]01:00-02:00P 67 0, 71 il 3 9 8 0, 29 §| 0 0, 8 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
9 2008 42 14]02:00-03:00P 80 2 54| 5 3 4 11 1 26 5 0 0, 2 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0,
10 2008 42 14]03:00-04:00P 100 0 66 QI 6 17 10 0 24 8 0 0, 1 0, 0 0, 1 0, 0 0, 0 1
11 2008 42 14]04:00-05:00P 115 0 61 5, 13 14 16 3 28 6 0 0, 1 0, 0 0, 2 0, 0 0, 0 0,
12 2008 42 14]05:00-06:00P 91 0, 53 6 6 5] 1 3 17 3 0 0, 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
13 2008 42 14]06:00-07:00P 59 2 23 3 5 4 0 0, 20 3 0 0, 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
14 2008 42 14]07:00-08:00P 39 0, 21 1 2 3 0 0, 21 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
1 2008 43! 14]06:00-07:00A 7 0, 12 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0
2 2008 43! 14]07:00-08:00A 18 0 2 1 1 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0,
3 2008 43! 14]08:00-09:00A 16 0 3 1 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0,
4 2008 43! 14]09:00-10:00A 11 0 7 2 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0,
5] 2008 43! 14]10:00-11:00A 14 0 3 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0,
6 2008 43! 14]11:00-12:00P 11 0 5 1 0 0, 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0,
7 2008 43! 14]12:00-01:00P 11 0 3 1 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0,
8 2008 43! 14]01:00-02:00P 12 0 8 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0,
9 2008 43! 14]02:00-03:00P 13 1 5 1 0 0, 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0,
10 2008 43! 14]03:00-04:00P 6 0, 5 3 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
11 2008 43! 14]04:00-05:00P 15 0, 17 1 0 0, 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0
12 2008 43! 14]05:00-06:00P 9 0, 7 1 1 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
13 2008 43! 14]06:00-07:00P 5 0, 4 1 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0, 0 0
14 2008 43| 14]07:00-08:00P 4 1 1 1 1 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0,
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time

14]06:00-07:00A
14]07:00-08:00A
14]08:00-09:00A
14]09:00-10:00A
14]10:00-11:00A
14]11:00-12:00P

14]12:00-01:00P
14]01:00-02:00P
14]02:00-03:00P
14]03:00-04:00P
14]04:00-05:00P
14]05:00-06:00P
14]06:00-07:00P
14]07:00-08:00P
14]06:00-07:00A
14]07:00-08:00A
14]08:00-09:00A
14]09:00-10:00A
14]10:00-11:00A
14]11:00-12:00P

14]12:00-01:00P
14]01:00-02:00P
14]02:00-03:00P
14]03:00-04:00P
14]04:00-05:00P
14]05:00-06:00P
14]06:00-07:00P
14]07:00-08:00P
14]06:00-07:00A
14]07:00-08:00A
14]08:00-09:00A
14]09:00-10:00A
14]10:00-11:00A
14]11:00-12:00P

14]12:00-01:00P
14]01:00-02:00P
14]02:00-03:00P
14]03:00-04:00P
14]04:00-05:00P
14]05:00-06:00P
14]06:00-07:00P
14]07:00-08:00P
14]06:00-07:00A
14]07:00-08:00A
14]08:00-09:00A
14]09:00-10:00A
14]10:00-11:00A
14]11:00-12:00P

14]12:00-01:00P
14]01:00-02:00P
14]02:00-03:00P
14]03:00-04:00P
14]04:00-05:00P
14]05:00-06:00P
14]06:00-07:00P
14]07:00-08:00P
14]06:00-07:00A
14]07:00-08:00A
14]08:00-09:00A
14]09:00-10:00A
14]10:00-11:00A
14]11:00-12:00P

14]12:00-01:00P
14]01:00-02:00P
14]02:00-03:00P
14]03:00-04:00P
14]04:00-05:00P
14]05:00-06:00P
14]06:00-07:00P
14]07:00-08:00P
14]06:00-07:00A
14]07:00-08:00A
14]08:00-09:00A
14]09:00-10:00A
14]10:00-11:00A
14]11:00-12:00P

14]12:00-01:00P
14]01:00-02:00P
14]02:00-03:00P
14]03:00-04:00P
14]04:00-05:00P
14]05:00-06:00P
14]06:00-07:00P
14]07:00-08:00P

12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
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13
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24
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24
24
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24
24
24
24
24
24
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12
13
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10

12
13
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10

12
13
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10

12
13
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10

12
13
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10

12
13
14




n ccnn dd hr time psg_car |psg_trl _|[oth_2xI [oth_trl sut_ 2xl  [sut 3xI |sut 4xl [stt 4x] stt_5xI stt_6x1 dtt_5xI dtt_6xI dtt_7xl ttt_7x1 ttt_8xI ttt_9x| buses motocl  |mov_bcl |[xwk_bcl [ped stn |ped_oth
1 2010 31 14]06:00-07:00A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
2 2010 31 14]07:00-08:00A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 2010 31 14]08:00-09:00A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
4 2010 31 14]09:00-10:00A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
5 2010 31 14]10:00-11:00A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
6 2010 31 14]11:00-12:00P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
7 2010 31 14]12:00-01:00P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
8 2010 31 14]01:00-02:00P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
9 2010 31 14]02:00-03:00P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
10, 2010 31 14]03:00-04:00P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 2010 31 14]04:00-05:00P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12, 2010 31 14]05:00-06:00P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13] 2010 31 14]06:00-07:00P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14, 2010 31 14]07:00-08:00P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 2010 32| 14]06:00-07:00A 0 0 3 0 5 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 2010 32| 14]07:00-08:00A 5 0 18 0 8 0 0 8 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 2010 32| 14]08:00-09:00A 2 0 24 0 4 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 2010 32| 14]09:00-10:00A 4 0 17 1 8 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 2010 32| 14]10:00-11:00A 7 0 18 0 7 1 0 3 4 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
6 2010 32| 14]11:00-12:00P 15 0 33 1 10 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 2010 32| 14]12:00-01:00P 26 0 36 0 4 1 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 2010 32| 14]01:00-02:00P 17 0 30 0 9 1 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 2010 32| 14]02:00-03:00P 17 0 28 2 9 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10, 2010 32| 14]03:00-04:00P 14 0 41 0 8 2 0 4 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 2010 32| 14]04:00-05:00P 29 0 40 2 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12, 2010 32| 14]05:00-06:00P 36 0 74 0 6 1 0 0 4 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13] 2010 32| 14]06:00-07:00P 15 0 14 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
14, 2010 32| 14]07:00-08:00P 2 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 2010 34/ 14]06:00-07:00A 1 0 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 2010 34/ 14]07:00-08:00A 0 0 3 0 5 1 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 2010 34/ 14]08:00-09:00A 2 0 11 0 8 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 2010 34/ 14]09:00-10:00A 8 0 12 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 2010 34/ 14]10:00-11:00A 6 0 17 0 6 1 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 2010 34/ 14]11:00-12:00P 4 0 18 0 8 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 2010 34/ 14]12:00-01:00P 8 0 23 0 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
8 2010 34/ 14]01:00-02:00P 6 0 17 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 2010 34/ 14]02:00-03:00P 8 0 25 1 4 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10, 2010 34/ 14]03:00-04:00P 6 0 14 1 4 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 2010 34/ 14]04:00-05:00P 5 0 15 0 2 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12, 2010 34/ 14]05:00-06:00P 12 0 28 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
13] 2010 34/ 14]06:00-07:00P 4 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14, 2010 34/ 14]07:00-08:00P 3 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 2010 L2l 14]06:00-07:00A 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 2010 L2l 14]07:00-08:00A 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 2010 L2l 14]08:00-09:00A 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 2010 L2l 14]09:00-10:00A 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 2010 L2l 14]10:00-11:00A 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 2010 L2l 14]11:00-12:00P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 2010 L2l 14]12:00-01:00P 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 2010 L2l 14]01:00-02:00P 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 2010 L2l 14]02:00-03:00P 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10, 2010 L2l 14]03:00-04:00P 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 2010 L2l 14]04:00-05:00P 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12, 2010 L2l 14]05:00-06:00P 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13] 2010 L2l 14]06:00-07:00P 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14, 2010 L2l 14]07:00-08:00P 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 2010 42 14]06:00-07:00A 61 0 61 0 7 1 0 1 34 7 0 2 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 5
2 2010 42 14]07:00-08:00A 105 0 126 5 14 6 1 5 39 6 1 0 7 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
3 2010 42 14]08:00-09:00A 69 0 98 3 20 9 0 9 33 7 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
4 2010 42 14]09:00-10:00A 64 0 76 4 13 8 0 7 33 11 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 2010 42 14]10:00-11:00A 53 0 68 5 13 10, 0 7 23 8 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 2010 42 14]11:00-12:00P 74 0 110 4 27 5 3 8 32 7 1 1 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
7 2010 42 14]12:00-01:00P 65 0 118 1 13 10, 6 4 36 5 1 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 2010 42 14]01:00-02:00P 74 0 100 1 18 9 11 5 31 11 0 0 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 13]
9 2010 42 14]02:00-03:00P 87 0 123 3 24 14, 10 5 26 6 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10, 2010 42 14]03:00-04:00P 328 0 385 9 28 15, 11 2 27 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0
11 2010 42 14]04:00-05:00P 285 0 320 2 19 14, 13 2 25 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
12, 2010 42 14]05:00-06:00P 169 0 185 4 10 6 0 5 15 2 0 0 3 1 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0
13] 2010 42 14]06:00-07:00P 62 1 57 3 6 3 0 0 20 3 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4
14, 2010 42 14]07:00-08:00P 41 0 45 2 4 1 0 1 23 2 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
1 2010 43! 14]06:00-07:00A 10 0 23 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 2010 43! 14]07:00-08:00A 12 0 25 0 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 2010 43! 14]08:00-09:00A 6 0 21 0 9 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 2010 43! 14]09:00-10:00A 8 0 19 1 6 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0
5 2010 43! 14]10:00-11:00A 4 0 14 0 10 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 2010 43! 14]11:00-12:00P 10 0 23 0 5 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 2010 43! 14]12:00-01:00P 12 0 24 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
8 2010 43! 14]01:00-02:00P 14 0 24 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 2010 43! 14]02:00-03:00P 11 0 15 0 5 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10, 2010 43! 14]03:00-04:00P 5 0 21 0 8 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 2010 43! 14]04:00-05:00P 10 0 8 0 6 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12 2010 43! 14]05:00-06:00P 4 0 4 0 4 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13] 2010 43! 14]06:00-07:00P 2 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14/ 2010 43| 14]07:00-08:00P 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0 0,
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APPENDIX G

Existing 2005
Traffic Operations Worksheets
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Pearl St & Coleman St 10/4/2007
.‘—
Ay ¥ R B R A
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 119 119 119 119
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 5 270 5 10 460 10 5 0 10 15 5 5
Peak Hour Factor 08 085 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 085 0.85 0.85
Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 318 6 12 541 12 6 0 12 18 6 6

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None
Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 1118

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 553 324 912 909 321 915 906 547

vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 553 324 912 909 321 915 906 547
tC, single (s) 4.2 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.3 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 99 99 98 100 98 93 98 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 960 1220 247 273 725 248 274 541
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 329 565 18 29

Volume Left 6 12 6 18

Volume Right 6 12 12 6

cSH 960 1220 441 284

Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.01 0.04 o0.10

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 1 3 9

Control Delay (s) 0.2 0.3 135 19.1

Lane LOS A A B C

Approach Delay (s) 0.2 0.3 135 19.1

Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 41.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Existing Synchro 6 Report

CH2M HILL Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Van Duyn Rd & I-5 NB Ramps 10/4/2007
A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations i Ta 119

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 16 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.97 0.98

Flt Protected 0.97 1.00 0.96

Satd. Flow (prot) 1421 1492 1620

Flt Permitted 0.79 1.00 0.96

Satd. Flow (perm) 1161 1492 1620

Volume (vph) 95 65 0 0 70 20 250 0 55 0 0 0

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.85 085 085 085 085 085 095 095 095 085 0.85 0.8

Adj. Flow (vph) 112 76 0 0 82 24 263 0 58 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 12 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0O 188 0 0 97 0 0 309 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10

Heavy Vehicles (%) 22% 22% 22% 16% 16% 16% 18% 18% 18% 0% 0% 0%

Turn Type Perm Split

Protected Phases 2 6 8 8

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 40.9 40.9 17.5

Effective Green, g (s) 41.9 41.9 18.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.61 0.61 0.27

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.2 4.2 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 711 914 438

v/s Ratio Prot 0.06 c0.19

v/s Ratio Perm c0.16

v/c Ratio 0.26 0.11 0.71

Uniform Delay, d1 6.1 5.5 22.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 0.2 5.1

Delay (s) 7.0 5.7 27.6

Level of Service A A C

Approach Delay (s) 7.0 5.7 27.6 0.0

Approach LOS A A C A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 17.6 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.40

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 68.4 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group

Existing
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 7



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Pearl St & Roberts Rd

10/4/2007

A ey v ANt A2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 119 119 119 119
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 5 855 40 60 280 25 30 0 80 15 0 5
Peak Hour Factor 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 085 0.85
Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 1006 47 71 329 29 35 0 94 18 0 6
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 470
pX, platoon unblocked 0.89 089 089 0.89 089 0.89
vC, conflicting volume 359 1053 1532 1541 1029 1621 1550 344
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 359 1060 1601 1611 1033 1701 1621 344
tC, single (s) 4.2 4.4 7.3 6.7 6.4 7.2 6.6 6.3
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.3 25 3.7 4.2 3.5 3.6 4.1 3.4
p0 queue free % 99 86 41 100 59 46 100 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 1147 503 59 71 228 33 76 687
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1
Volume Total 1059 429 129 24
Volume Left 6 71 35 18
Volume Right 47 29 94 6
cSH 1147 503 128 43
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.14 1.01 0.55
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 12 176 50
Control Delay (s) 0.2 4.2 147.3 163.9
Lane LOS A A F F
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 4.2 147.3 163.9
Approach LOS F F
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 15.2
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.4% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
Existing Synchro 6 Report
CH2M HILL Page 2



Queues

Pearl St & Industrial Wy

10/4/2007

i
Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 29 318 71 300 36 570 535
v/c Ratio 0.12 046 016 028 0.27 089 0.86
Control Delay 29.2 540 275 333 499 612 54.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 29.2 540 275 333 499 612 54.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 18 156 45 113 19 592 505
Queue Length 95th (ft) 38 196 75 146 56 717 629
Internal Link Dist (ft) 422 201 108 1000
Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 100 300
Base Capacity (vph) 362 690 431 1075 321 668 646
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.08 046 016 028 0.11 085 0.83

Intersection Summary

Existing
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 3



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Pearl St & Industrial Wy 10/4/2007
A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations L 'S L 'S & b1 &

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 16 12 11 11 12

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.96 0.93 1.00 0.91

FIt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.98 0.95 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1368 2705 1390 2639 1847 1555 1439

Flt Permitted 0.57 1.00 0.41 1.00 0.98 0.95 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 819 2705 597 2639 1847 1555 1439

Volume (vph) 25 255 15 60 190 65 10 5 15 630 30 280

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.85 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 0.85 0.8

Adj. Flow (vph) 29 300 18 71 224 76 12 6 18 741 35 329

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 14 0 0 17 0 0 30 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 29 316 0 71 286 0 0 19 0 570 505 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10

Heavy Vehicles (%) 25% 25% 25% 23% 23% 23% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1%

Turn Type pm-+pt pm-+pt Split Split

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 8 4 4

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 49.0 41.3 75.6 63.9 7.7 65.2 65.2

Effective Green, g (s) 49.0 413 75.6 63.9 7.7 65.2 65.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.31 0.26 0.47 0.40 0.05 041 0.41

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 276 696 431 1051 89 632 585

v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 c0.12 c0.03 c0.11 c0.01 c0.37 0.35

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 0.05

v/c Ratio 0.11 0.45 0.16 0.27 0.21 0.90 0.86

Uniform Delay, d1 39.6 50.1 242 32.6 73.5 447 43.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 2.1 0.8 0.6 1.2 16.1 12.6

Delay (s) 39.7 522 25.0 332 74.7 60.8 56.2

Level of Service D D C C E E E

Approach Delay (s) 51.2 31.7 74.7 58.5

Approach LOS D C E E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 52.1 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.61

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 160.5 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.6% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Existing
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 4



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Van Duyn Rd & I-5 SB Ramps 10/4/2007
A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations Ta i 119

Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Volume (veh/h) 0 150 800 45 275 0 0 0 0 10 0 90

Peak Hour Factor 08 08 08 08 08 08 085 085 08 095 095 0.95

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 176 941 53 324 0 0 0 0 11 0 95

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 991 920

pX, platoon unblocked 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

vC, conflicting volume 324 1118 1171 1076 647 1076 1547 324

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 324 1133 1194 1087 600 1087 1620 324

tC, single (s) 4.2 4.3 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.5 6.9 6.6

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.3 2.4 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.8 4.3 3.6

pO queue free % 100 89 100 100 100 92 100 85

cM capacity (veh/h) 1209 498 111 168 437 135 68 645

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 SB1

Volume Total 1118 376 105

Volume Left 0 53 11

Volume Right 941 0 95

cSH 1700 498 469

Volume to Capacity 0.66 0.11 0.22

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 9 21

Control Delay (s) 0.0 3.3 14.9

Lane LOS A B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 3.3 14.9

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.5% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Existing Synchro 6 Report

CH2M HILL Page 5



Queues

Van Duyn Rd & I-5 NB Ramps

10/4/2007

-+
Lane Group EBT WBT NBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 188 106 321
v/c Ratio 0.27 011 o0.71
Control Delay 8.7 6.0 30.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 8.7 6.0 30.2
Queue Length 50th (ft) 33 13 113
Queue Length 95th (ft) 76 36 192
Internal Link Dist (ft) 840 592 151
Turn Bay Length (ft)

Base Capacity (vph) 705 922 568
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.27 0.11 0.57

Intersection Summary

Existing
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 6
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Queues

Van Duyn Rd & I-5 NB Ramps

5/11/2007

-+
Lane Group EBT WBT NBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 129 94 1632
v/c Ratio 042 044 144
Control Delay 36.7 51.0 229.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 36.7 51.0 229.2
Queue Length 50th (ft) 75 63 ~1733
Queue Length 95th (ft) 121 111 #2002
Internal Link Dist (ft) 840 592 151
Turn Bay Length (ft)

Base Capacity (vph) 310 215 1130
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 042 044 144

Intersection Summary

~ Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

No Build 2031 AM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Van Duyn Rd & I-5 NB Ramps 5/11/2007
A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations i Ta 119

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 16 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 0.98 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00

Flt Protected 0.96 1.00 0.95

Satd. Flow (prot) 1149 1403 1883

Flt Permitted 0.75 1.00 0.95

Satd. Flow (perm) 897 1403 1883

Volume (vph) 80 30 0 0 70 10 1520 0 30 0 0 0

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.85 085 085 085 085 085 095 095 095 085 0.8 0.85

Adj. Flow (vph) 94 35 0 0 82 12 1600 0 32 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 129 0 0 90 0 0 1631 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10

Heavy Vehicles (%) 48% 48% 48% 25% 25% 25% 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 0%

Turn Type pm-+pt Split

Protected Phases 7 2 6 8 8

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 34.0 17.0 71.0

Effective Green, g (s) 36.0 18.0 72.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.15 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.2 4.2 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 307 210 1130

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 c0.06 c0.87

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06

v/c Ratio 0.42 0.43 1.44

Uniform Delay, d1 33.6 46.3 24.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.2 6.2 204.6

Delay (s) 37.8 52.6 228.6

Level of Service D D F

Approach Delay (s) 37.8 52.6 228.6 0.0

Approach LOS D D F A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 206.5 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.10

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 110.5% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

No Build 2031 AM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 2



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Van Duyn Rd & I-5 SB Ramps 5/11/2007
A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations Ta i 119

Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Volume (veh/h) 0 100 340 60 1530 0 0 0 0 10 0 190

Peak Hour Factor 08 085 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 095 095 0.9

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 118 400 71 1800 0 0 0 0 11 0 200

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 991 920

pX, platoon unblocked

VvC, conflicting volume 1800 518 2459 2259 318 2259 2459 1800

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1800 518 2459 2259 318 2259 2459 1800

tC, single (s) 4.4 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.3 6.7 6.4

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 25 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.6 4.1 3.4

pO0 queue free % 100 93 0 100 100 58 100 0

cM capacity (veh/h) 283 1043 0 39 728 25 26 91

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 SB1

Volume Total 518 1871 211

Volume Left 0 71 11

Volume Right 400 0 200

cSH 1700 1043 81

Volume to Capacity 0.30 0.07 261

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 5 504

Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.3 8425

Lane LOS A F

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.3 8425

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 68.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 139.1% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

No Build 2031 AM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 3



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
Van Duyn Rd & I-5 NB Ramps

A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Ta 119

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 16 12 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.96 0.98

Flt Protected 0.96 1.00 0.96

Satd. Flow (prot) 1544 1474 1624

Flt Permitted 0.66 1.00 0.96

Satd. Flow (perm) 1061 1474 1624

Volume (vph) 285 80 0 0 90 35 330 0 60 0 0 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 085 085 085 085 085 085 095 095 095 085 085 0.85
Adj. Flow (vph) 335 94 0 0 106 41 347 0 63 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 10 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 429 0 0 127 0 0 400 0 0 0 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10

Heavy Vehicles (%) 11% 11% 11% 16% 16% 16% 18% 18% 18% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type pm-+pt Split

Protected Phases 7 2 6 8 8

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 34.0 17.0 19.1

Effective Green, g (s) 36.0 18.0 20.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.53 0.26 0.30

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.2 4.2 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 689 390 479

v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.09 c0.25

v/s Ratio Perm c0.16

v/c Ratio 0.62 0.33 0.84

Uniform Delay, d1 11.3 20.2 22.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.2 2.2 12.0

Delay (s) 15.5 224 34.4

Level of Service B C C

Approach Delay (s) 155 22.4 34.4 0.0
Approach LOS B C C A
Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 24.4 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.70

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 68.1 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.1% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

No Build 2031 PM Synchro 6 Report

CH2M HILL 4/3/2007



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
Van Duyn Rd & I-5 SB Ramps

A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations Ta i 119
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 345 995 50 370 0 0 0 0 20 0 270
Peak Hour Factor 08 085 085 08 08 085 085 08 085 095 095 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 406 1171 59 435 0 0 0 0 21 0 284

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None
Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 991 920

pX, platoon unblocked 0.81 081 081 081 081 081

vC, conflicting volume 435 1576 1828 1544 991 1544 2129 435

vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 435 1713 2024 1673 989 1673 2397 435
tC, single (s) 4.2 4.3 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.4 6.8 6.5
tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.3 2.4 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.8 4.3 3.6
p0 queue free % 100 78 100 100 100 52 100 50
cM capacity (veh/h) 1088 270 15 61 244 44 18 569
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 SB1

Volume Total 1576 494 305

Volume Left 0 59 21

Volume Right 1171 0 284

cSH 1700 270 313

Volume to Capacity 0.93 0.22 0.98

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 20 256

Control Delay (s) 0.0 8.3 822

Lane LOS A F

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 8.3 822

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 12.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 109.2% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

No Build 2031 PM Synchro 6 Report

CH2M HILL 4/3/2007



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
Pearl St & Roberts Rd

A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 119 119 119 119
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 5 1230 55 25 555 60 70 0 95 15 0 5
Peak Hour Factor 08 085 08 08 08 085 085 08 085 085 0.85 0.8
Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 1447 65 29 653 71 82 0 112 18 0 6

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None
Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 470

pX, platoon unblocked 0.81 081 081 081 081 081

vC, conflicting volume 724 1512 2244 2274 1479 2350 2271 688

vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 724 1632 2535 2572 1592 2666 2568 688
tC, single (s) 4.2 4.4 7.3 6.7 6.4 7.2 6.6 6.3
tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.3 25 3.7 4.2 3.5 3.6 4.1 3.4
p0 queue free % 99 89 0 100 0 0 100 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 835 271 11 16 95 0 18 438
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 1518 753 194 24

Volume Left 6 29 82 18

Volume Right 65 71 112 6

cSH 835 271 23 0

Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.11 8.38 Err

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 9 Err Err

Control Delay (s) 0.6 4.4 Err Err

Lane LOS A A F F

Approach Delay (s) 0.6 4.4 Err Err

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay Err

Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.7% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

No Build 2031 PM Synchro 6 Report

CH2M HILL 4/3/2007



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Pearl St & Industrial Wy

A ey v ANt A2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 'S L 'S & b1 &
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 16 12 11 11 12
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.99 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.95 0.93 1.00 0.89
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.98 0.95 0.99
Satd. Flow (prot) 1368 2715 1390 2593 1849 1555 1410
FIt Permitted 0.25 1.00 0.25 1.00 0.98 0.95 0.99
Satd. Flow (perm) 361 2715 373 2593 1849 1555 1410
Volume (vph) 235 370 15 60 370 200 10 5 15 905 30 610
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.85 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 0.85 0.8
Adj. Flow (vph) 276 435 18 71 435 235 12 6 18 1065 35 718
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 56 0 0 17 0 0 87 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 276 451 0 71 614 0 0 19 0 873 858 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10
Heavy Vehicles (%) 25% 25% 25% 23% 23% 23% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type pm-+pt pm-+pt Split Split
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 8 4 4
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 36.2 21.1 46.2 27.1 5.7 36.2 36.2
Effective Green, g (s) 36.2 21.1 46.2 27.1 5.7 36.2 36.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.36 0.21 0.46 0.27 0.06 0.36 0.36
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 282 572 387 702 105 562 510
v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 0.17 0.04 c0.24 c0.01 0.56 c0.61
v/s Ratio Perm 0.21 0.05
v/c Ratio 0.98 0.79 0.18 0.87 0.18 155 1.68
Uniform Delay, d1 26.8 37.4 16.1 34.9 45.0 32.0 32.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2  47.2 105 1.0 143 0.8 257.7 315.7
Delay (s) 74.0 479 17.1 49.1 45.8 289.7 347.6
Level of Service E D B D D F F
Approach Delay (s) 57.8 46.1 45.8 319.8
Approach LOS E D D F
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 198.3 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.19
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.1 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.7% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

No Build 2031 PM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
4/3/2007



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
Pearl St & Coleman St

A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 119 119 119 119
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 5 595 5 10 965 15 5 0 10 15 5 5
Peak Hour Factor 08 085 08 08 08 085 085 08 085 085 0.85 0.8
Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 700 6 12 1135 18 6 0 12 18 6 6

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None
Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 1118

pX, platoon unblocked 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87

VvC, conflicting volume 1153 706 1891 1891 703 1894 1885 1144

vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1153 660 2029 2029 657 2033 2023 1144
tC, single (s) 4.2 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.3 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 99 99 82 100 97 50 88 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 565 791 32 49 406 35 50 246
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 712 1165 18 29

Volume Left 6 12 6 18

Volume Right 6 18 12 6

cSH 565 791 84 46

Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.01 021 0.64

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 1 18 61

Control Delay (s) 0.3 0.5 59.0 174.2

Lane LOS A A F F

Approach Delay (s) 0.3 0.5 59.0 174.2

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.3% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

No Build 2031 PM Synchro 6 Report

CH2M HILL 4/3/2007
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
Van Duyn Rd & I-5 NB Ramps

A ey v ANt A2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b1 4 T &
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 16 12 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.96 0.98
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.96
Satd. Flow (prot) 1541 1622 1475 1625
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.96
Satd. Flow (perm) 1541 1622 1475 1625
Volume (vph) 290 80 0 0 90 35 350 0 60 0 0 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.85 085 085 085 085 085 095 095 095 085 0.85 0.8
Adj. Flow (vph) 341 94 0 0 106 41 368 0 63 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 21 0 0 10 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 341 94 0 0 126 0 0 421 0 0 0 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10
Heavy Vehicles (%) 11% 11% 11% 16% 16% 16% 18% 18% 18% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type Split Split
Protected Phases 2 2 6 8 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.0 17.0 13.0 18.5
Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 18.0 14.0 19.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.28 0.22 0.31
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 4.2 4.2 4.2 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 437 460 325 499
v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 0.06 c0.09 c0.26
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.78 0.20 0.39 0.84
Uniform Delay, d1 209 17.3 21.1 20.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 12.9 1.0 3.5 12.4
Delay (s) 339 183 24.6 32.9
Level of Service C B C C
Approach Delay (s) 30.5 24.6 32.9 0.0
Approach LOS C C C A
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 30.7 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.70
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 63.5 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Alternative A 2031 PM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
4/12/2007



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
Van Duyn Rd & I-5 SB Ramps

A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations T if b1 4 &

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 16 12
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 095 095 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 095 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.87

Flt Protected 1.00 100 095 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1484 1333 1462 1538 1388

Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.20 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1484 1333 305 1538 1388
Volume (vph) 0 350 980 50 390 0 0 0 0 20 0 285
Peak-hour factor, PHF 085 085 085 085 08 085 085 085 085 095 095 0.95
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 412 1153 59 459 0 0 0 0 21 0 300
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 29 457 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 233 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 614 465 59 459 0 0 0 0 0 88 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 9% 9% 17% 17% 17% 0% 0% 0% 28% 28% 28%
Turn Type Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 4 3 8 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 26.0 26.0 320 320 11.6
Effective Green, g (s) 26.0 26.0 320 320 11.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.50 050 0.62 0.62 0.22
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 748 672 234 954 312

v/s Ratio Prot c0.41 0.01 c0.30

v/s Ratio Perm 0.35 0.15 0.06

v/c Ratio 082 069 0.25 048 0.28
Uniform Delay, d1 10.8 9.7 6.4 5.3 16.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 7.2 3.1 0.6 0.4 0.5

Delay (s) 18.0 12.8 7.0 5.7 17.1

Level of Service B B A A B
Approach Delay (s) 15.0 5.8 0.0 17.1
Approach LOS B A A B
Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 13.3 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 51.6 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.8% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Alternative A 2031 PM Synchro 6 Report
CH2M HILL 4/12/2007



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Pearl St & Industrial Wy

A ey v ANt A2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 'S L 'S b1 T ny T
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 16 12 11 11 12
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.86
FlIt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1368 2660 1390 2567 1710 1779 3175 1459
FIt Permitted 0.20 1.00 0.33 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 291 2660 486 2567 1710 1779 3175 1459
Volume (vph) 125 350 60 125 325 225 50 35 105 875 35 325
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.85 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 0.85 0.8
Adj. Flow (vph) 147 412 71 147 382 265 59 41 124 1029 41 382
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 114 0 0 109 0 0 241 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 147 470 0 147 533 0 59 56 0 1029 182 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10
Heavy Vehicles (%) 25% 25% 25% 23% 23% 23% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type pm-+pt pm-+pt Split Split
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 8 4 4
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 23.0 30.0 23.0 10.6 10.6 33.0 33.0
Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 23.0 30.0 23.0 10.6 10.6 33.0 33.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.33 0.26 0.33 0.26 0.12 0.12 0.37 0.37
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 182 683 233 659 202 210 1169 537
v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.18 0.05 0.21 c0.03 0.03 c0.32 0.12
v/s Ratio Perm c0.21 0.16
v/c Ratio 0.81 0.69 0.63 0.81 0.29 0.27 0.88 0.34
Uniform Delay, d1 235 30.1 225 312 36.1 36.0 265 20.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 22.4 5.6 5,5 10.3 0.8 0.7 8.0 0.4
Delay (s) 459 357 28.0 416 36.9 36.6 344 20.8
Level of Service D D C D D D C C
Approach Delay (s) 38.1 39.1 36.7 30.5
Approach LOS D D D C
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 34.7 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.77
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 89.6 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.1% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Alternative A 2031 PM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
4/12/2007



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
Pearl St & Coleman St

A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 119 119 119 119
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 5 510 5 10 680 10 5 0 10 15 5 5
Peak Hour Factor 08 085 08 08 08 085 085 08 085 085 0.85 0.8
Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 600 6 12 800 12 6 0 12 18 6 6

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None
Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 1118

pX, platoon unblocked 0.95 095 095 0.95 095 0.95

vC, conflicting volume 812 606 1453 1450 603 1456 1447 806

vCl, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 812 585 1477 1474 582 1480 1471 806
tC, single (s) 4.2 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.3 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 99 99 94 100 98 82 95 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 765 926 93 119 491 96 119 385
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 612 824 18 29

Volume Left 6 12 6 18

Volume Right 6 12 12 6

cSH 765 926 203 118

Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.25

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 1 7 23

Control Delay (s) 0.2 0.3 244 453

Lane LOS A A C E

Approach Delay (s) 0.2 0.3 244 453

Approach LOS C E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 15

Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.0% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Alternative A 2031 PM Synchro 6 Report

CH2M HILL 4/12/2007



Queues

Van Duyn Rd & I-5 NB Ramps

9/7/2007

O R |
Lane Group EBL EBT WBT NBL NBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 341 94 147 208 223
v/c Ratio 065 0.17 0.22 0.63 0.57
Control Delay 254 164 161 302 24.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 254 164 16.1 302 241
Queue Length 50th (ft) 108 25 16 73 66
Queue Length 95th (ft) 185 54 37 138 130
Internal Link Dist (ft) 840 592 151
Turn Bay Length (ft) 350
Base Capacity (vph) 523 551 663 381 442
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 065 0.17 0.22 055 0.50

Intersection Summary

Alternative B 2031 PM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Van Duyn Rd & I-5 NB Ramps 9/7/2007
A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations b1 4 +1 b1 &

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 16 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 1541 1622 2791 1377 1518

FIt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 1541 1622 2791 1377 1518

Volume (vph) 290 80 0 0 90 35 350 0 60 0 0 0

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.85 085 085 085 085 085 095 095 095 085 0.85 0.8

Adj. Flow (vph) 341 94 0 0 106 41 368 0 63 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 32 0 0 23 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 341 94 0 0 115 0 208 200 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10

Heavy Vehicles (%) 11% 11% 11% 16% 16% 16% 18% 18% 18% 0% 0% 0%

Turn Type Split Split

Protected Phases 2 2 6 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 20.0 20.0 13.0 13.9 13.9

Effective Green, g (s) 21.0 21.0 14.0 149 14.9

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.23 0.24 0.24

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.2 4.2 4.2 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 523 550 631 331 365

v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 0.06 c0.04 c0.15 0.13

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.65 0.17 0.18 0.63 0.55

Uniform Delay, d1 17.3 143 19.3 21.0 20.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.2 0.7 0.6 3.7 1.7

Delay (s) 23.6 15.0 20.0 247 222

Level of Service C B B C C

Approach Delay (s) 21.7 20.0 23.4 0.0

Approach LOS C B C A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 22.2 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.51

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 61.9 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.8% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Alternative B 2031 PM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 2



Queues

Van Duyn Rd & I-5 SB Ramps

9/7/2007

- N ¢ v |

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 643 922 59 459 321
v/c Ratio 081 081 025 0.26 0.58
Control Delay 20.5 8.6 6.7 4.9 8.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 20.5 8.6 6.7 4.9 8.7
Queue Length 50th (ft) 146 0 5 23 6
Queue Length 95th (ft) #364 40 18 52 64
Internal Link Dist (ft) 441 840 793
Turn Bay Length (ft) 150

Base Capacity (vph) 869 1156 239 1959 657
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.74 080 0.25 0.23 0.49

Intersection Summary

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Alternative B 2031 PM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 3



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Van Duyn Rd & I-5 SB Ramps 9/7/2007
A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations T if LI © &

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 16 12

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 095 095 1.00 0.9 1.00

Frt 095 085 1.00 1.00 0.87

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1484 1333 1462 2923 1388

Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.20 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1484 1333 305 2923 1388

Volume (vph) 0 350 980 50 390 0 0 0 0 20 0 285

Peak-hour factor, PHF 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 095 095 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 412 1153 59 459 0 0 0 0 21 0 300

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 29 457 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 233 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 614 465 59 459 0 0 0 0 0 88 0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 9% 9% 17% 17% 17% 0% 0% 0% 28% 28% 28%

Turn Type Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 4 3 8 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 6

Actuated Green, G (S) 26.0 26.0 320 320 11.6

Effective Green, g (s) 26.0 26.0 32.0 320 11.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.50 0.50 0.62 0.62 0.22

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 748 672 234 1813 312

v/s Ratio Prot c0.41 0.01 c0.16

v/s Ratio Perm 0.35 0.15 0.06

v/c Ratio 082 069 025 0.25 0.28

Uniform Delay, d1 10.8 9.7 6.4 4.4 16.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 7.2 3.1 0.6 0.1 0.5

Delay (s) 18.0 12.8 7.0 4.5 17.1

Level of Service B B A A B

Approach Delay (s) 15.0 4.8 0.0 17.1

Approach LOS B A A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 13.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 51.6 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.8% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Alternative B 2031 PM Synchro 6 Report
CH2M HILL Page 4



Queues
Pearl St & Industrial Wy

9/7/2007

I Y
Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 147 483 147 647 59 165 1029 423
v/c Ratio 086 069 069 084 029 052 0.88 0.54
Control Delay 65.2 353 397 355 401 179 37.1 6.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 65.2 353 397 355 401 179 37.1 6.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 56 124 56 140 31 21 272 15
Queue Length 95th (ft) #140 174 #117 #216 64 70 #354 67
Internal Link Dist (ft) 422 201 1166 1000
Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 100 150 425
Base Capacity (vph) 171 695 214 772 423 533 1169 778
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 086 069 069 084 014 031 088 054

Intersection Summary

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Alternative B 2031 PM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 5



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Pearl St & Industrial Wy 9/7/2007
A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations L 'S L 'S b1 T ny T

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 16 12 11 11 12

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.86

FIt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1368 2660 1390 2567 1710 1779 3175 1459

FIt Permitted 0.20 1.00 0.33 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 291 2660 486 2567 1710 1779 3175 1459

Volume (vph) 125 350 60 125 325 225 50 35 105 875 35 325

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.85 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 0.85 0.8

Adj. Flow (vph) 147 412 71 147 382 265 59 41 124 1029 41 382

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 114 0 0 109 0 0 241 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 147 470 0 147 533 0 59 56 0 1029 182 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10

Heavy Vehicles (%) 25% 25% 25% 23% 23% 23% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1%

Turn Type pm-+pt pm-+pt Split Split

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 8 4 4

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 23.0 30.0 23.0 10.6 10.6 33.0 33.0

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 23.0 30.0 23.0 10.6 10.6 33.0 330

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.33 0.26 0.33 0.26 0.12 0.12 0.37 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 182 683 233 659 202 210 1169 537

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.18 0.05 0.21 c0.03 0.03 c0.32 0.12

v/s Ratio Perm c0.21 0.16

v/c Ratio 0.81 0.69 0.63 0.81 0.29 0.27 0.88 0.34

Uniform Delay, d1 235 30.1 225 312 36.1 36.0 265 204

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 22.4 5.6 55 10.3 0.8 0.7 8.0 0.4

Delay (s) 459 357 28.0 416 36.9 36.6 344 20.8

Level of Service D D C D D D C C

Approach Delay (s) 38.1 39.1 36.7 30.5

Approach LOS D D D C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 34.7 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.77

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 89.6 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.1% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Alternative B 2031 PM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 6



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Pearl St & Coleman St 9/7/12007
A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 119 119 119 119

Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Volume (veh/h) 5 510 5 10 680 10 5 0 10 15 5 5

Peak Hour Factor 08 085 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 085 0.85 0.85

Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 600 6 12 800 12 6 0 12 18 6 6

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 1118

pX, platoon unblocked 0.95 095 095 0.95 095 0.95

vC, conflicting volume 812 606 1453 1450 603 1456 1447 806

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 812 585 1477 1474 582 1480 1471 806

tC, single (s) 4.2 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.3 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 35 4.0 3.3

p0 queue free % 99 99 94 100 98 82 95 98

cM capacity (veh/h) 765 926 93 119 491 96 119 385

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 612 824 18 29

Volume Left 6 12 6 18

Volume Right 6 12 12 6

cSH 765 926 203 118

Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.25

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 1 7 23

Control Delay (s) 0.2 0.3 244 453

Lane LOS A A C E

Approach Delay (s) 0.2 0.3 244 453

Approach LOS C E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 15

Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.0% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Alternative B 2031 PM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report

Page 7



Queues

Van Duyn Rd & I-5 NB Ramps

9/24/2007

A Lo+ ¢
Lane Group EBL EBT WBT NBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 341 94 147 63
v/c Ratio 054 0.14 0.35 0.06
Control Delay 176 127 17.6 0.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 176 127 17.6 0.1
Queue Length 50th (ft) 94 21 34 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 156 46 73 0
Internal Link Dist (ft) 275 592 195
Turn Bay Length (ft) 350

Base Capacity (vph) 636 669 425 1055
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 054 0.14 035 0.06

Intersection Summary

Alternative C 2031 PM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Van Duyn Rd & I-5 NB Ramps 9/24/2007
A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations b1 4 T T

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 16 12 12 12 12

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 0.96 0.86

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1541 1622 1476 1495

FIt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1541 1622 1476 1495

Volume (vph) 290 80 0 0 90 35 0 0 60 0 0 0

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.85 085 085 085 085 085 095 095 095 085 0.85 0.8

Adj. Flow (vph) 341 94 0 0 106 41 0 0 63 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 56 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 341 94 0 0 127 0 0 7 0 0 0 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10

Heavy Vehicles (%) 11% 11% 11% 16% 16% 16% 18% 18% 18% 0% 0% 0%

Turn Type Split

Protected Phases 2 2 6 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 20.4 20.4 13.3 5.4

Effective Green, g (s) 214 21.4 14.3 6.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.40 0.40 0.26 0.12

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.2 4.2 4.2 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 610 642 390 177

v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 0.06 c0.09 c0.00

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.56 0.15 0.33 0.04

Uniform Delay, d1 12.7 105 16.0 21.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.7 0.5 2.2 0.1

Delay (s) 16.4 11.0 18.2 21.2

Level of Service B B B C

Approach Delay (s) 15.2 18.2 21.2 0.0

Approach LOS B B C A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 16.5 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.40

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 54.1 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.1% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Alternative C 2031 PM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 2



Queues

Van Duyn Rd & I-5 SB Ramps

9/24/2007

- N ¢ v |

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 643 922 59 459 321
v/c Ratio 081 081 025 0.26 0.58
Control Delay 20.5 8.6 6.7 4.9 8.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 20.5 8.6 6.7 4.9 8.7
Queue Length 50th (ft) 146 0 5 23 6
Queue Length 95th (ft) #364 40 18 52 64
Internal Link Dist (ft) 441 651 793
Turn Bay Length (ft) 150

Base Capacity (vph) 869 1156 239 1959 657
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.74 080 0.25 0.23 0.49

Intersection Summary

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Alternative C 2031 PM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 3



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Van Duyn Rd & I-5 SB Ramps 9/24/2007
A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations T if LI © &

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 16 12

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 095 095 1.00 0.9 1.00

Frt 095 085 1.00 1.00 0.87

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1484 1333 1462 2923 1388

Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.20 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1484 1333 305 2923 1388

Volume (vph) 0 350 980 50 390 0 0 0 0 20 0 285

Peak-hour factor, PHF 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 095 095 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 412 1153 59 459 0 0 0 0 21 0 300

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 29 457 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 233 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 614 465 59 459 0 0 0 0 0 88 0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 9% 9% 17% 17% 17% 0% 0% 0% 28% 28% 28%

Turn Type Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 4 3 8 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 6

Actuated Green, G (S) 26.0 26.0 320 320 11.6

Effective Green, g (s) 26.0 26.0 32.0 320 11.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.50 0.50 0.62 0.62 0.22

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 748 672 234 1813 312

v/s Ratio Prot c0.41 0.01 c0.16

v/s Ratio Perm 0.35 0.15 0.06

v/c Ratio 082 069 025 0.25 0.28

Uniform Delay, d1 10.8 9.7 6.4 4.4 16.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 7.2 3.1 0.6 0.1 0.5

Delay (s) 18.0 12.8 7.0 4.5 17.1

Level of Service B B A A B

Approach Delay (s) 15.0 4.8 0.0 17.1

Approach LOS B A A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 13.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 51.6 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.8% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Alternative C 2031 PM Synchro 6 Report
CH2M HILL Page 4



Queues

Van Duyn Rd & Industrial Wy

9/24/2007

I Y
Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 147 483 147 647 59 165 1029 423
v/c Ratio 086 069 069 084 029 052 0.88 0.54
Control Delay 65.2 353 397 355 401 179 37.1 6.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 65.2 353 397 355 401 179 37.1 6.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 56 124 56 140 31 21 272 15
Queue Length 95th (ft) #140 174 #117 #216 64 70 #354 67
Internal Link Dist (ft) 422 201 1166 1000
Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 100 150 425
Base Capacity (vph) 171 695 214 772 423 533 1169 778
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 086 069 069 084 014 031 088 054

Intersection Summary

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Alternative C 2031 PM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 5



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Van Duyn Rd & Industrial Wy 9/24/2007
A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations L 'S L 'S b1 T ny T

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 16 12 11 11 12

Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.86

FIt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1368 2660 1390 2567 1710 1779 3175 1459

FIt Permitted 0.20 1.00 0.33 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 291 2660 486 2567 1710 1779 3175 1459

Volume (vph) 125 350 60 125 325 225 50 35 105 875 35 325

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.85 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 085 0.85 0.8

Adj. Flow (vph) 147 412 71 147 382 265 59 41 124 1029 41 382

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 114 0 0 109 0 0 241 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 147 470 0 147 533 0 59 56 0 1029 182 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10

Heavy Vehicles (%) 25% 25% 25% 23% 23% 23% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1%

Turn Type pm-+pt pm-+pt Split Split

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 8 4 4

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 23.0 30.0 23.0 10.6 10.6 33.0 33.0

Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 23.0 30.0 23.0 10.6 10.6 33.0 330

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.33 0.26 0.33 0.26 0.12 0.12 0.37 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 182 683 233 659 202 210 1169 537

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.18 0.05 0.21 c0.03 0.03 c0.32 0.12

v/s Ratio Perm c0.21 0.16

v/c Ratio 0.81 0.69 0.63 0.81 0.29 0.27 0.88 0.34

Uniform Delay, d1 235 30.1 225 312 36.1 36.0 265 204

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 22.4 5.6 55 10.3 0.8 0.7 8.0 0.4

Delay (s) 459 357 28.0 416 36.9 36.6 344 20.8

Level of Service D D C D D D C C

Approach Delay (s) 38.1 39.1 36.7 30.5

Approach LOS D D D C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 34.7 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.77

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 89.6 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.1% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Alternative C 2031 PM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
Page 6



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Van Duyn Rd & Coleman St 9/24/2007
A ey v ANt A2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 119 119 119 119

Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Volume (veh/h) 5 510 5 10 680 10 5 0 10 15 5 5

Peak Hour Factor 08 085 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 085 0.85 0.85

Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 600 6 12 800 12 6 0 12 18 6 6

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 1118

pX, platoon unblocked 0.94 094 094 094 094 094

vC, conflicting volume 812 606 1453 1450 603 1456 1447 806

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 812 579 1483 1480 576 1487 1477 806

tC, single (s) 4.2 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.3 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 35 4.0 3.3

p0 queue free % 99 99 94 100 98 81 95 98

cM capacity (veh/h) 765 918 91 116 488 93 117 385

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 612 824 18 29

Volume Left 6 12 6 18

Volume Right 6 12 12 6

cSH 765 918 199 115

Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.25

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 1 7 24

Control Delay (s) 0.2 0.3 249 465

Lane LOS A A C E

Approach Delay (s) 0.2 0.3 249 465

Approach LOS C E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 15

Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.0% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Alternative C 2031 PM
CH2M HILL

Synchro 6 Report
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Appendix J. Transportation Demand Management

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 1 addresses traffic congestion by reducing
travel demand rather than increasing transportation capacity and focuses on alternatives
such as ride sharing, flextime, increased transit usage, walking, and bicycling. The Lane
Transit District (LTD) has developed and implemented a wide range of transit demand
management strategies listed below.

Bus Rapid Transit

EmX is the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) System developed by LTD. LTD, Lane County and
partner agencies are to determine the sequence of future corridor development. Figure J-1
illustrates the BRT system. The long term goal is to have EmX operating on all major
corridors. LTD is examining the development of transit corridors incrementally with the
eventual goal to establish a full EmX treatment on some of those corridors in the metro area.
This incremental development approach is being called Progressive Corridor Enhancement.

LTD has identified the following four levels of EmX corridor improvements. The
implementation sequence and schedule will be dictated by funding and community
support. Level 1 and Level 2 enhancements could be added to any LTD transit corridor.
Level 3 and Level 4 enhancements would be for dedicated EmX corridors.

Eventually, Coburg will be served by the EmX BRT system. The city of Coburg should
work with LTD to accelerate the BRT expansion into Coburg so that the residents and
employees will have a rapid transit option. This could shift some of the vehicle traffic to
transit ridership.

1 Source: Lane Transit District and the Commuter Solutions Program.



Figure J-1. Lane Transit District EmX Bus Rapid Transit System
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Park and Ride

Lane Transit District operates more than 23 Park & Ride locations throughout the area. Park
& Ride lots are conveniently located along major bus routes, and many locations are served
by express or direct bus service. Park & Ride lots also are popular meeting places for
carpools and vanpools. Eventually, the increased residential development in Coburg could
potentially justify a new park and ride at the Coburg interchange.

Group Pass Program

Lane Transit District’'s Commuter Solutions Program offers employers a discounted transit
pass program called a Group Pass Program. The most updated guidelines for the program
requires that participating firms employ a minimum of 10 employees. Most employers are
eligible for the program. The Group Pass Program is an annual contract with LTD.
Transportation education fairs and employee surveys are conducted annually at each work
site to maintain visibility and encourage increased participation in alternative modes
programs. Coburg should market aggressively to the employers within the city boundary
and educate employees to consider taking advantage of the group pass program.



Carpool Matching

LTD’s Commuter Solutions program helps commuters by providing a contact list of other
commuters who are interested in carpooling and share the same commute route and times.
An organized ridesharing program makes it easier for drivers to carpool. City of Coburg
should partner with LTD to educate and encourage residents and employees to carpool.

Vanpool

Cascades West Rideshare, Mid-Valley Rideshare, and Lane Transit District’'s Commuter
Solutions Program collaborated two years ago to streamline service, promotion, and
recruitment for commuter vanpools in the Willamette Valley. Valley VanPool, the resulting
program, has set up a vanpool hotline number and created a Web site that is a one-stop
vanpool information center. Valley Vanpool has now been involved in the creation or
oversight of ten vanpools that serve over 100 commuters in the Willamette Valley. These
vanpools reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) by over 100,000 miles every month. The
Valley VanPool has a wide coverage area that includes Eugene, Salem, Corvallis, Albany,
and Lebanon. City of Coburg could participate in the Valley Vanpool program in an effort
to reduce single occupancy vehicle travel.

Regional Emergency Ride Home Program

The Emergency Ride Home (ERH) program provides a guaranteed taxi ride home for
eligible participants in case of an emergency. The regional ERH program provides each of
the employees that commute to work other than driving alone up to four taxi rides home
each year in case of an eligible emergency.

Research indicates that one of the main reasons many people drive alone to work is the
security of having a car available to them in case a family member becomes unexpectedly ill
or is injured. By providing a free Emergency Ride Home, employers can increase the
number of employees in community who will either carpool, vanpool, take a bus, ride a
bike, or walk to work. The regional Emergency Ride Home Program is a strategy to help
manage the demand placed upon the road system, reduce congestion, and to increase the
efficiency of the existing roads. Figure J-2 shows the area of service provided by the ERH
program.

Flexible Work Schedules

Employees who have flexible work schedules either can avoid traveling at peak traffic hours
or they can work longer hours each day to eliminate the commute one or more days per
week. This can result in reduced peak-hour travel demand, and it is often easier on the
commuter. Flexible work schedules are a proven congestion-management strategy.
Elements in the program include:

Staggered Work Hours
Employees' starting and ending times are staggered by anywhere from 15 minutes to two
hours in order to shift some people away from rush-hour traffic.



Figure J-2. Emergency Ride Home Area of Service

Compressed Work Weeks

The number of hours an employee works each day is increased so that the number of days
they have to travel to work is decreased. This can take place over the course of a one- or
two-week period. Common examples of this are the 4/10 (employees work four 10-hour
days per week) and the 9/80 (during a two-week period, employees work 8 9-hour days,
one 8 hour day, and have an extra day off every other week). If all employees are on
compressed work weeks, total number of work trips could be reduced by 10% to 20% while
number trips will drop dramatically on Mondays and Fridays.

Flex-time employees are offered a window of time during the day within which they may
begin and end work. The employer may set a group of core hours, such as 10:00 a.m. to 3:00
p.m., but may allow employees to work flexible shifts between 6:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.

Flexible time schedules can help relieve the traffic in peak hours by spreading the work trips
to other hours with less traffic.

Telecommuting

Telecommuting allows people to work from home by using home computers or remote
network access. Telecommuters usually work at home one to three days a week. Businesses
and individuals can earn tax credits by investing in whatever equipment needed to
telecommute. Each telecommuting day is equivalent to two fewer work trips a day.
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APPENDIX K
Alternate Land Use Scenarios

This appendix documents the findings of four alternate land use scenarios, which was
completed to determine how Coburg might develop in year 2025 under different population
and employment growth assumptions.

These data are provided for informational purposes only and were not used in the
Coburg/I-5 IAMP because the land uses are inconsistent with the current Coburg
Comprehensive Plan. The City of Coburg has expressed interest in potentially amending its
Comprehensive Plan at some point in the future. This information could be used during a
future comprehensive plan update.

Land Use Scenarios

The Coburg/I-5 IAMP is based on population and employment assumptions derived from
the Coburg Comprehensive Plan. Land use scenarios were based on the following documents:
Coburg Comprehensive Plan, LCOG Regional Transportation Plan, and Coburg Urbanization
Study. Table 1 provides a comparison of growth assumptions for year 2025.

TABLE 1
Comprehensive Plan, Coburg Urbanization Study and RTP Land Use Assumptions Comparison—Year 2025

Population New Dwelling Units Employment

Coburg Comprehensive Plan 1,819 (2025) 322 (2025) 4,672 (2025)
LCOG Regional Transportation Plan 2,950 (2025) 843 (2025) 4,197 (2025)
Coburg Urbanization Study 3,327 (2025) 893 (2025) 5,157 (2025)

Four land use scenarios were developed:

¢ Land Use Scenario #2 - Urbanization Study: Based on the 2004 Coburg Urbanization
Study preferred alternative. Reflects 960 more jobs than the RTP, with similar residential
assumptions. Residential growth concentrated to the north and west, outside the UGB.
Employment growth concentrated just west of I-5; industrial with additional 960 jobs
over RTP numbers classified as retail / service.

¢ Land Use Scenario #3a - Residential Growth East of I-5: Total growth numbers based
on the 2004 Coburg Urbanization Study. All residential growth allocated to the northeast
interchange quadrant (TAZ 305) instead of to the north and west. Same employment
growth assumptions as Urbanization Study, except for 100 jobs allocated east of I-5.

¢ Land Use Scenario #3b - Employment Growth East of I-5: Same population numbers
and growth assumptions as the Coburg Urbanization Study —residential growth to the
north and west, outside the UGB. Same employment numbers and growth assumptions



as Coburg Urbanization Study, plus the addition of 1,386 jobs allocated east of I-5
(employment growth in both eastern quadrants).

¢ Land Use Scenario #4 - Comprehensive Plan: Based on the 2005 Coburg
Comprehensive Plan. Reflects 475 more jobs than the RTP, but 521 fewer new dwelling
units. Both residential and employment growth concentrated within the UGB, just west
of I-5.

TABLE 2
Summary of Land Use Scenarios — Year 2025
Land Use Scenario Total Dwelling Units Total Employment
#2 1,416 5,157
growth west of I-5 growth west of |-5
#3a 1,416 5,157
growth east of I-5 growth west of |-5
#3b 1,416 6,543
growth west of I-5 growth west and east of |-5
#4 896 4,672
growth west of I-5 growth west of |-5

The land use scenarios were developed based on the following assumptions:

® Residential growth numbers were held constant (at 843 new DUs) for land use scenarios
other than that based on the Coburg Comprehensive Plan.

® Based on Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) residential growth and Transportation
Analysis Zone (TAZ) allocation, residential growth patterns were held constant for Land
Use Scenarios #2 (Urbanization Study) and #3b (Intensive Interchange Development).

¢ For Scenarios #2 and #3b, residential growth is expected to occur: (1) to the northwest of
Coburg (north of Coburg Road and west of the Monaco development) —outside the
existing Coburg Urban Growth Boundary; and (2) to the southwest of Coburg (west of
Coburg Road south of city limits and between the Highway Commercial and Traditional
Residential land uses immediately east of Maple and Thomas Streets) —outside the
existing Coburg Urban Growth Boundary.

¢ Growth is measured in dwelling units and number of employees.

Summary of Land Use Scenarios

Land Use Scenario #2—Urbanization Study Growth Allocations

Land Use Scenario #2 is based on the growth assumptions included in the preferred growth
scenario as presented in the Coburg Urbanization Study. This equates to the addition of
2,337 people (approximately 885 households, based on average household size of 2.64 in the



Coburg Urbanization Study)! and 2,169 employees in the Coburg area from year 2002 to year
2025. Therefore, the projections are similar to the RTP? for population/dwelling units, but
greater for employment. Table 3 shows the land use assumptions for Land Use Scenario #2.

According to the Coburg Urbanization Study, Coburg does not have enough land within its
UGB to accommodate anticipated growth. The Study states that within the 2002-2025
period, Coburg needs to expand the UGB by 58 acres3 to accommodate employment,

109 acres to accommodate housing needs, and 53 acres to accommodate parks and other
public uses.

TABLE 3
Land Use Scenario #2—Urbanization Study Land Use Assumptions
Dwelling Units Employment
D.U. % of Growth RET+SRV+ % of Growth % of Growth Total

TAZ Total Allocation EDU Allocation Other Allocation Employment
300 135 11% 2 0% 89 0% 91
301 619 25% 107 4% 189 5% 296
302 145 17% 1,225 88% 3,391 95% 4,616
303 202 18% 30 3% 9 0% 39
304 312 29% 2 0% 21 0% 23
305 1 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0
306 2 0% 90 5% 2 0% 92

Total 1,416 1,456 3,701 5,157

Land Use Scenario #3a—Residential Growth East of -5

This scenario includes development east of I-5, currently inconsistent with the Coburg
Comprehensive Plan.

Land Use Scenario #3a assumes the same population and employment forecast numbers as
the Coburg Urbanization Study (1,416 dwelling units and 5,157 employees). However, this
scenario assumes all of the additional residential growth is allocated to the northeast
interchange quadrant rather than to the west and north of the city. This scenario also
assumes that some retail /service employment would be allocated to the northeast and
southeast quadrants (TAZs 305 and 306)4, reflecting mixed-use development.

TABLE 4
Land Use Scenario #3a—Residential Growth East of I-5 Land Use Assumptions
Dwelling Units Employment
TAZ  pu. %ofGrowth RET+SRV+ %of Growth Oter o of Growth Total

1 Dwelling units = households plus vacant dwelling units, where vacancy rate is 2.5% for single family housing units and 5.0%
for multiple family units per the assumptions in the Coburg Urbanization Study.

2 Given the similarity, RTP dwelling unit assumptions will be assumed for Scenario #2.
3 This does not include the approximately 35 mostly developed acres east of I-5 recently adopted into the UGB.
4 Moved from TAZ 302.



Total Allocation EDU Allocation Allocation Employment

300 42 0% 2 0% 89 0% 91
301 411 0% 107 4% 189 5% 296
302 2 0% 1,125 80% 3,391 95% 4,516
303 52 0% 30 3% 9 0% 39
304 64 0% 2 0% 21 0% 23
305 843 100% 25 2% 0 0% 25
306 2 0% 165 11% 2 0% 167
Total 1,416 1,456 3,701 5,157

Land Use Scenario #3b—Employment Growth East of |-5

This scenario includes development east of I-5, and is inconsistent with the Coburg
Comprehensive Plan. Table 5 shows the land use assumptions for Land Use Scenario #3b.

This scenario assumes the same population forecast numbers and patterns as the Coburg
Urbanization Study preferred growth scenario—1,416 total dwelling units, with residential
growth allocated to the north and west.

This scenario assumes the same employment numbers and allocations as the Coburg
Urbanization Study preferred scenario, plus additional service/retail employment allocated
to the northeast and southeast interchange quadrants (TAZs 305 and 306).

TABLE 3-5
Land Use Scenario #3b—Service/Retail Growth East of I-5 Land Use Assumptions
Dwelling Units Employment
D.U. % of Growth RET+SRV+ % of Growth % of Growth Total

TAZ Total Allocation EDU Allocation Other Allocation Employment
300 135 11% 2 0% 89 0% 91
301 619 25% 107 2% 189 5% 296
302 145 17% 1,225 41% 3,391 95% 4,616
303 202 18% 30 1% 9 0% 39
304 312 29% 2 0% 21 0% 23
305 1 0% 693 27% 0 0% 693
306 2 0% 783 29% 2 0% 785

Total 1,416 2,842 3,701 6,543

Land Use Scenario #4—Comprehensive Plan Growth Allocations

Land Use Scenario #4 is based on the build-out of the existing UGB, in accordance with the
growth assumptions presented in the 2005 Coburg Comprehensive Plan. This equates to the
addition of 322 households and 1,795 employees in the Coburg area from year 2002 to year
2025.

The Coburg buildable lands inventory identifies 59.1 acres of vacant/ partially vacant land
available for residential purposes under current comprehensive plan designations. The



analysis also identifies approximately 23 acres (54 lots) with infill potential. For the
purposes of estimating number of households in Land Use Scenario #4, five dwelling units
per acre is assumed for vacant/partially vacant land and a factor of 0.5 is assumed as the
rate for infill development per lot. These assumptions result in a total of 322 new
households (59 * 5 + 54 * 0.5) in the Coburg UGB in the year 2025 under Land Use Scenario
#4.

The buildable lands inventory indicates 51 acres of vacant and 50 acres of underdeveloped
land to support commercial and industrial employment expansion. Land Use Scenario #4
assumes a rate of 20 employees per acre for commercial land and 15 employees per acre for
industrial land. Underdeveloped land assumes a rate of 7.5 employees per acre. This
assumption could be translated to a redevelopment rate of 50 percent at 15 jobs per acre. In
addition, Land Use Scenario #4 assumes a carrying capacity of 500 jobs requiring no
additional land (i.e. expansion of current development). Therefore, Land Use Scenario #4
assumes 1,795 new jobs in the Coburg UGB in the year 2025. Table 6 shows the land use
assumptions for Land Use Scenario #4.

TABLE 6
Land Use Scenario #4—Comprehensive Plan Land Use Assumptions
Dwelling Units Employment
D.U. % of Growth RET+SRV+ % of Growth % of Growth Total

TAZ Total Allocation EDU Allocation Other Allocation Employment
300 42 5% 2 0% 89 2% 91
301 617 69% 130 13% 189 5% 319
302 118 13% 787 79% 3,351 91% 4,138
303 52 6% 0 0% 9 0% 9
304 64 7% 2 0% 21 1% 23
305 1 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0
306 2 0% 80 8% 12 0% 92

Total 896 1,001 3,671 4,672




APPENDIX L

Goal Exception Rationale

PDX/082680005.D0C



plann]n%oup LAND USE PLANNING *+ TRANSPORTATION PLANNING * PROJECT MANAGEMENT

Memorandum

Date: November 24, 2008
To: Terry Cole, ODOT Region 2
From: DJ Heffernan
Serah Overbeek
CcC: Kirsten Pennington, CH2M HILL

Celia Barry, Lane County
Candice Stich, ODOT Region 2
Bonnie Heitsch, ODOJ

Re: Coburg IAMP Goal Exception

Background

This memorandum outlines the reasons why an exception to Statewide Planning Goal 3 will be needed as
part of the Coburg/I-5 Interchange project. Per the Cobutg Interchange Atea Management Plan IAMP),
the recommended alternative for the interchange includes a new access road connecting Van Duyn Road
to properties located southeast of the interchange. The IAMP states that in order to build this access
road, ODOT must first apply, and receive approval for, a goal exception. The intent of this
memorandum is to provide an overview of the land use regulations that necessitate the exception.

The design for the Coburg interchange calls for an existing access along Van Duyn Road east of the
interchange to be closed. The access does not meet the applicable safety spacing standards for a freeway
interchange as established in the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan (Policy 3C) and Tables 5 and 6 of OAR 734-
051-0125. These safety spacing standards require a minimum distance of 1,320 feet between the end of
an interchange ramp taper and the nearest full access point unless a deviation is granted by ODOT. The
distance between the end of the ramp taper and the access on Van Duyn Road is currently less than 700
feet and, upon completion of the interchange improvements, the distance will be reduced further due to
modernized design requirements. With potential and expected increases in traffic over time, it will not be
safe to maintain this sub-standard spacing.

The existing access point on Van Duyn Road currently serves a highway commercial district in the
southeast quadrant of the project area that is located inside the Coburg Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).
The district currently includes an RV park that serves highway travelers, so convenient access to the
highway is important. ODO'T is proposing the construction of an alternative access road that will provide
the most direct access possible without compromising access spacing safety standards. In order to do so,
the new access road that will direct traffic bound for the highway commercial district within the Coburg
UGB will intersect Van Duyn Road at a point at least 1,320 feet from the end of the northbound
interchange ramp.

921 SW Washington Street, Suite 468, Portland, OR 97205 - tel 503.224.6974 « fax 503.227.3679 « www.angeloplanning.com
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While the highway commercial district is in the Coburg’s UGB, the land to the east (south of Van Duyn
Road) is outside the UGB and zoned by Lane County for exclusive farm use (EFU). The EFU land is
protected under Goal 3, Agricultural Lands. In order to achieve the 1,320 foot spacing standard, the new
access road will have to travel through the EFU land before it crosses into the UGB and the commercial
district.

The Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-012-0065) identifies transportation improvements
that may be allowed on rural lands, consistent with Goal 3. Per 660-012-0065(3)(0), a new road may be
built on rural lands provided that it is necessary to support rural land uses. The proposed access road is
intended to serve urban uses located within the UGB and is therefore not consistent with this definition.
OAR 660-012-0070 states that transportation facilities that do not meet the requirements of 660-012-0065
require an exception to be sited on rural lands. As such, in order to construct the proposed access road,
ODOT will need to secure approval for an exception to Statewide Land Use Planning Goal 3 —
Agriculture.

OAR 660-012-0070 outlines the reasons to justify why the state goal should not apply and merit an
exception. If an exception is adopted pursuant to this division (Division 12), then the exception is also
deemed consistent with the requirements for goal exceptions under ORS 197.732(1)(c) and Goal 2.
Exception standards in OAR 660 Divisions 4 and 14 do not apply.

Conclusion

Based on this analysis, it is our opinion that the new access road will require an exception to Goal 3 —
Agriculture. The basis for the exception must be justified using the process and criteria set forth in OAR
660-012-0070. It is also our opinion that there are no reasonable alternatives for providing access to these
properties that would not also require an exception and that the proposed solution results in the least
impact to resource land. That demonstration is not required at this time but will be necessary at the time
ODOT requests approval from Lane County for a goal exception, which will take place prior to
completing work on the design for this road improvement and securing construction permits.

921 SW Washington Street, Suite 468, Portland, OR 97205 - tel 503.224.6974 « fax 503.227.3679 ¢ www.angeloplanning.com
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Attachment B

Findings of Compliance with OAR 731-0015-0055 and 0065
I-5/Coburg Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP)

ODOT’s State Agency Coordination Agreement requires that the Oregon Transportation
Commission (OTC) adopt findings of fact when adopting facility plans (OAR 731-015-
065). Pursuant to these requirements ODOT provides the following findings to support
the OTC adoption of the I-5/Coburg Boulevard Interchange Area Management Plan as a
facility plan for the I-5/Coburg Interchange.

731-015-0065
Coordination Procedures for Adopting Final Facility Plans

(1) Except in the case of minor amendments, the Department shall involve DLCD and
affected metropolitan planning organizations, cities, counties, state and federal agencies,
special districts and other interested parties in the development or amendment of a facility
plan. This involvement may take the form of mailings, meetings or other means that the
Department determines are appropriate for the circumstances. The Department shall hold
at least one public meeting on the plan prior to adoption.

FINDING: The Department involved DLCD and the affected local jurisdictions
development of this facility plan. An appropriate public involvement program was also
conducted and is documented in Appendix A of the IAMP. The public meeting
requirement is met by the Commission’s adoption proceedings for this IAMP.

(2) The Department shall provide a draft of the proposed facility plan to planning
representatives of all affected cities, counties and metropolitan planning organization and
shall request that they identify any specific plan requirements which apply, any general
plan requirements which apply and whether the draft facility plan is compatible with the
acknowledged comprehensive plan. If no reply is received from an affected city, county or
metropolitan planning organization within 30 days of the Department's request for a
compatibility determination, the Department shall deem that the draft plan is compatible
with that jurisdiction's acknowledged comprehensive plan. The Department may extend
the reply time if requested to do so by an affected city, county or metropolitan planning
organization.

FINDING: The IAMP was adopted by the Coburg City Council on April 14, 2009 and by
the Lane County Commission on October 20, 2009.

(3) If any statewide goal or comprehensive plan conflicts are identified, the Department
shall meet with the local government planning representatives to discuss ways to resolve
the conflicts. These may include:

(a) Changing the draft facility plan to eliminate the conflicts;

(b) Working with the local governments to amend the local comprehensive plans to
eliminate the conflicts; or



(c) Identifying the conflicts in the draft facility plan and including policies that commit the
Department to resolving the conflicts prior to the conclusion of the transportation planning
program for the affected portions of the transportation facility.

FINDING: A frontage road concept identified in the IAMP will require approval of a goal
exception to site the new roadway partially on rural land to serve a portion of the Coburg
UGB. The purpose of this new roadway is to enable closure of several existing accesses
and fully meet the OHP spacing standards. It is noted in the IAMP that failure to receive
this goal exception will necessitate developing a different approach for dealing with the
existing accesses that do not meet the OHP spacing standard. This could include
existing intersection consolidation and redesign or restriction of certain movements and
will involve a deviation request process. No other statewide goal or comprehensive plan
conflicts have been identified with the IAMP.

(4) The Department shall evaluate and write draft findings of compatibility with
acknowledged comprehensive plans of affected cities and counties, findings of
compliance with any statewide planning goals which specifically apply as determined by
OAR 660-030-0065(3)(d), and findings of compliance with all provisions of other
statewide planning goals that can be clearly defined if the comprehensive plan of an
affected city or county contains no conditions specifically applicable or any general
provisions, purposes or objectives that would be substantially affected by the facility plan.

FINDING: The Final Draft IAMP is attached for the Commission’s consideration. IAMP
Appendix C addresses compliance with applicable statewide planning goals and the
comprehensive plan of the City of Salem.

(5) The Department shall present to the Transportation Commission the draft plan,
findings of compatibility with the acknowledged comprehensive plans of the affected cities
and counties and findings of compliance with applicable statewide planning goals.

FINDING: The Final Draft IAMP is attached for the Commission’s consideration. IAMP
Appendix C addresses compliance with applicable statewide planning goals. FINDING:
The IAMP was adopted by the Coburg City Council on April 14, 2009 and by the Lane
County Commission on October 20, 2009.

(6) The Transportation Commission shall adopt findings of compatibility with the
acknowledged comprehensive plans of affected cities and counties and findings of
compliance with applicable statewide planning goals when it adopts the final facility plan.

FINDING: The Final Draft IAMP is attached for the Commission’s consideration. IAMP
Appendix C addresses compliance with applicable statewide planning goals and
compatibility with the applicable local comprehensive plans.

(7) The Department shall provide copies of the adopted final facility plan and findings to
DLCD, to affected metropolitan planning organizations, cities, counties, state and federal
agencies, special districts and to others who request to receive a copy.

FINDING: The Department will provide copies of the Adopted IAMP, including all
required findings to DLCD, the City of Coburg, Lane County, the Central Lane
Metropolitan Planning Organization, and others who request a copy.





