
              
  AGENDA
  

     Meeting Location: 
  Harris Hall 
  Lane County Public Service Building 

Phone:  541-682-5481          125 East 8th Avenue 
www.eugene-or.gov/pc                           Eugene, Oregon 97401 
 
 
The Eugene Planning Commission welcomes your interest in this agenda item. Feel free to come and 
go as you please at the meeting. This meeting location is wheelchair-accessible. For the hearing 
impaired, FM assistive-listening devices are available or an interpreter can be provided with 48 hours’ 
notice prior to the meeting. Spanish-language interpretation will also be provided with 48 hours’ 
notice. To arrange for these services, contact the Planning Department at 541-682-5675.   
 
TUESDAY, JUNE 21, 2016 – 6:00 P.M. 
 
JOINT CITY OF EUGENE AND LANE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING:  

EUGENE 2035 TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN   
 

The Planning Commissions of Eugene and Lane County will hold a joint public hearing on the Eugene 
2035 Transportation System Plan (2035 TSP) and corresponding amendments to the Eugene-
Springfield Area Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) and the Eugene-Springfield 
Transportation Plan (TransPlan).  The Eugene Planning Commission will be also be considering 
concurrent amendments to the Eugene Code, amendments to Eugene’s Street Classification Map, an 
amendment to Ordinance No. 20528 (to remove “trip caps” in specific employment zones) and repeal 
of Eugene’s Central Area Transportation Study (these actions are not being considered by the Lane 
County Planning Commission).  Deliberations by the Planning Commissions will occur at a later date. 
  
 Lead City Staff: Kurt Yeiter, 541-682-8379 
  kurt.m.yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us    
 

 
Public Hearing Format: 
The Planning Commission will receive a brief City staff report followed by an opportunity for public 
comment.  Time limits on testimony may be imposed.  The Planning Commissions may seek a 
response to testimony from City staff.  At the end of the hearing, the Planning Commission Chairs will 
announce whether the record is closed, the record will be held open, or the public hearing will be 
continued.   
 

 
Eugene Commissioners:   Steven Baker; John Barofsky; John Jaworski (Chair);  Jeffrey Mills; 

Brianna Nicolello; William Randall; Kristen Taylor (Vice Chair) 
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 
 
Memorandum Date:       June 8, 2016 
Public Hearing Date:  June 21, 2016 
 
 

TO:  Eugene Planning Commission 
   
FROM:  Kurt Yeiter, Eugene Senior Transportation Planner 
   
SUBJECT:  Public Hearing on the Eugene 2035 Transportation System, 

Corresponding Metro Plan, TransPlan and Chapter 9 amendments,  
  Street Classification Map amendments, Ordinance No. 20528 amendment,  
  and repeal of the Central Area Transportation Study.  

City of Eugene (City File No. s CA 16‐2 and MA 16‐1) 
 

ACTION REQUESTED: 
Hold a joint City of Eugene and Lane County Planning Commission public hearing on the Eugene 2035 
Transportation System Plan (2035 TSP) and corresponding amendments to the Eugene‐Springfield Area 
Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) and the Eugene‐Springfield Transportation Plan 
(TransPlan).  The Eugene Planning Commission will be also be considering concurrent amendments to 
the Eugene Code, amendments to Eugene’s Street Classification Map, an amendment to Ordinance No. 
20528 and repeal of Eugene’s Central Area Transportation Study (these actions are not being considered 
by the Lane County Planning Commission).   
 
An initial step in the adoption process is this public hearing by the City and County Planning 
Commissions. Other than holding a public hearing, no action is expected of the Commissions at this 
meeting. Following the public hearing, the Commissions will deliberate and act separately to forward 
recommendations to their respective elected bodies.  
 
BRIEFING STATEMENT: 
Until now, TransPlan, adopted by Eugene, Springfield and Lane County as a functional plan to the Metro 
Plan, has served as the Eugene’s regional transportation system plan, local transportation system plan, 
and pedestrian and bicycle master plan.   While TransPlan will continue to serve as the City’s regional 
transportation system plan, the 2035 TSP will serve as Eugene’s local transportation system plan.  Like 
Springfield’s local transportation system plan (co‐adopted by the County in 2014), the Eugene 2035 TSP 
is proposed for co‐adoption by Lane County for application within the urban transition area located 
outside the city limits, but within the Eugene urban growth boundary area.   
 
For Eugene’s transportation planning area, the 2035 TSP updates and replaces TransPlan’s (2002) goals, 
policies, and list of projects that describe how local transportation networks should change to 
accommodate growth, improve livability, and support economic vitality within the Eugene urban and 
airport areas. The 2035 TSP is coordinated and consistent with the Airport Master Plan, Lane Transit 
District’s Long Range Transit Plan, the Regional Transportation Options Plan, Springfield’s TSP, Lane 
County’s TSP update, the Oregon Highway Plan, the Central Lane MPO Regional Transportation Plan and 
other plans.    
 
City and County staff coordinated closely throughout the planning process, with County staff acting as a 
member of the internal staff review team and participating in all open houses and public meetings. A 
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Transportation Community Resource Group (TCRG) was created to invite participation from many of the  
original members of the Envision Eugene Community Resource Group, the Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Master Plan project advisory committee, Eugene’s standing Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
(BPAC), a multi‐agency Technical Advisory Committee, and the public at large. The TCRG spent years 
studying and providing advice to staff on land use planning, bicycle and pedestrian planning, transit 
planning, demand management techniques, street design, traffic congestion, sustainability, efforts to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and transportation funding.  The TCRG was instrumental in creating 
the goals, policies, potential action items, and project lists for the draft TSP. 
 
REFERRALS AND PUBLIC HEARING NOTICES: 
Notice of the proposed amendments and the joint public hearing was sent to the Oregon Department of 
Land Conservation and Development on May 17, 2016, mailed to the Ordinance No. 20528 interested 
parties list (approximately 3400 people) and to all neighborhood organizations in Eugene as well as 
community groups and individuals who have requested notice on May 20, 2016, and published in the 
Register Guard on June 1, 2016.   Additionally, notice of the proposed Street Classification Map 
amendments was sent to owners of the property that have direct access to the streets proposed for 
reclassification.   
 
The public comments received up to June 9, 2016, are included as an attachment to this AIS.  Any 
additional written comments received after the preparation of this staff report, but prior to the public 
hearing, will be provided to the Planning Commissions at the public hearing for inclusion into the public 
record.   
 
APPLICABLE CRITERIA: 
The Eugene and Lane County Planning Commissions shall address the relevant approval criteria in 
making their respective recommendations to the Eugene City Council and the Lane County Board of 
Commissioners on the proposed code amendments.   
 
Adoption of the 2035 TSP and the corresponding amendments to the Metro Plan and TransPlan are all 
governed by the Metro Plan amendments approval criteria.  Eugene and Lane County have identical 
approval criteria for Metro Plan amendments (Eugene Code 9.7735 and Lane Code 12.225).  Eugene 
Code 9.7735 provides:   
 
  Metro Plan Amendments – Criteria for Approval.  The following criteria shall be applied by 

the city council in approving or denying a Metro Plan amendment application:  
(1)  The proposed amendment is consistent with the relevant Statewide Planning Goals; 

and  
(2)  The proposed amendment does not make the Metro Plan internally inconsistent. 
(3)  When the city‐specific local comprehensive plan also applies, the proposed 

amendment is consistent with the city‐specific local comprehensive plan. 
 
Eugene’s approval criteria for Refinement Plan amendments is set forth in Eugene Code 9.8424:   
 
9.8424  Refinement Plan Amendment Approval Criteria.  The planning commission shall evaluate 

proposed refinement plan amendments based on the criteria set forth below, and forward 
a recommendation to the city council.  The city council shall decide whether to act on the 
application.  If the city council decides to act, it shall approve, approve with modifications 
or deny a proposed refinement plan amendment.  Approval, or approval with modifications 
shall be based on compliance with the following criteria:  
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(1)  The refinement plan amendment is consistent with all of the following: 
(a)  Statewide planning goals. 
(b)  Applicable provisions of the Metro Plan. 
(c)  Remaining portions of the refinement plan.  

(2)  The refinement plan amendment addresses one or more of the following:  
(a)  An error in the publication of the refinement plan. 
(b)  New inventory material which relates to a statewide planning goal. 
(c)  New or amended community policies. 
(d)  New or amended provisions in a federal law or regulation, state statute, state 

regulation, statewide planning goal, or state agency land use plan. 
(e)  A change of circumstances in a substantial manner that was not anticipated at 

the time the refinement plan was adopted. 
 
Eugene’s approval criteria for code amendment is set forth in EC 9.8065.  
 
9.8065 Code Amendment Approval Criteria.  If the city council elects to act, it may, by ordinance, adopt 
an amendment to this land use code that: 

(1)  Is consistent with applicable statewide planning goals as adopted by the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission. 

(2)  Is consistent with applicable provisions of the Metro Plan and applicable adopted 
refinement plans. 

(3)  In the case of establishment of a special area zone, is consistent with EC 9.3020 Criteria 
for Establishment of an S Special Area Zone. 

 
Preliminary findings addressing the above approval criteria have been prepared and are provided as 
Attachment B. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Open the public hearing, receive public testimony, and close the public hearing.  At the close of the 
public hearing, the Planning Commissions can decide whether to allow additional time for the public to 
submit testimony for the Planning Commissions’ consideration.  Commissioners are encouraged to 
provide staff with questions and comments to be discussed at subsequent meetings. Staff will prepare 
responses to public testimony and Commissions comments, which will be presented at subsequent 
Commission meetings. No formal action is requested of the Commissions at this time. Deliberations and 
action will be schedule separately.  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

A. Draft Ordinance  
B. Exhibit A to the Ordinance, Findings 
C. Exhibit B to the Ordinance, Draft 2035 TSP (including attachments A, B and C to the 2035 TSP) 
D. Exhibit C to Ordinance, Amendments to Map EC 9.8010  
E. Exhibit D to Ordinance , Amendments to Eugene Street Classification Map  
F. Executive Summary of 2035 TSP 
G. Public testimony received by June 9, 2016  

 
Additionally, the Eugene TSP project website, www.EugeneTSP.org, includes links to all of the 
appendices contained in “Volume 2, Supporting Documentation” and referenced in the 2035 TSP.   
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Ordinance No. ___________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE CONCERNING LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING; ADOPTING THE EUGENE 2035 TRANPSORTATION SYSTEM 
PLAN; AMENDING THE EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD METROPOLITAN AREA 
GENERAL PLAN; AMENDING THE EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD METROPOLITAN 
AREA TRANSPORTATION PLAN (TRANSPLAN); AMENDING SECTIONS 
9.0500, 9.8010, 9.9650 OF THE EUGENE CODE, 1971; AMENDING THE 
STREET CLASSIFICATION MAP; AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 20528 (TO 
DELETE SECTION 67); REPEALING SECTION 9.9515 OF THE EUGENE 
CODE, 1971, REPEALING ORIDINANCE NO. 20322 (2003 CENTRAL AREA 
TRANSPORTAITON STUDY) AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 

THE CITY OF EUGENE DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1.   Volume I of the Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan, attached to this 

Ordinance as Exhibit B and incorporated herein by this reference, is hereby adopted as part of 

the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan to serve as Eugene’s local transportation 

system plan.   

Section 2.    The Eugene Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan is amended to add an 

Appendix E to the list of Appendices in Chapter I, Introduction, under the heading “Relationship 

to Other Plans, Policies, and Reports” by adding the following text after Appendix D: 

The following Metro Plan appendix is available at the City of Eugene Planning and 
Development Department: 

 
Appendix E Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan 

 

Section 3.  The Transportation Element at Section III.F. of the Eugene Springfield 

Metropolitan Area General Plan is amended as described in Subsections A, B and C of this 

Section.  

A. A new bullet entitled “Eugene Transportation System Plan” is added to the list of topics 
under the “Findings and Policies” heading as follows: 

 Land Use 
 Transportation Demand Management 
 Transportation System Improvements 

Attachment A
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 System-Wide  
 Roadways  
 Transit 
 Bicycle 
 Pedestrian 
 Goods Movement 
 Other Modes 

 Finance 

 Eugene Transportation System Plan 
 
 

B. Subsection b. of Policy F.15 is amended as follows: 
 

b. Acceptable and reliable performance is defined by the following levels of service 
under peak hour traffic conditions:   

(1) Within Eugene’s transportation planning area, the [L]level of 
[S]service [F within Eugene’s Downtown Traffic Impact Analysis Exempt 

Area] set forth in the Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan; 

(2) Level of Service E within the portion of Eugene’s Central Area 

Transportation Study (CATS) area that is not within Eugene’s Downtown 
Traffic Impact Analysis Exempt Area; and 

([3]2) Level of Service D elsewhere. 

 
C. A new topic and policy are added after Policy F.38 as follows: 
 
 Eugene Transportation System Plan  
 
 Policy 
 
 F.39 The Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan, not including the 

transportation financing program, is the City of Eugene’s local transportation 
system plan and is included as Appendix E to the Metro Plan.  

 

Section 4.  Subsection 2 of TSI Roadway Policy #2 of the Eugene-Springfield 

Transportation System Plan (TransPlan), is amended to provide as follows: 

TSI Roadway Policy #2:  Motor Vehicle Level of Service 

2. Acceptable and reliable performance is defined by the following levels of service 
under peak hour traffic conditions:   

a. Within Eugene’s transportation planning area, the [L]level of 
[S]service [F within Eugene’s Downtown Traffic Impact Analysis Exempt 

Area] set forth in the Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan; 
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b. Level of Service E within the portion of Eugene’s Central Area 

Transportation Study (CATS) area that is not within Eugene’s Downtown 

Traffic Impact Analysis Exempt Area; and 

([c]b) Level of Service D elsewhere. 

 
Section 5.  Chapter 3, page 39 of the Eugene-Springfield Transportation System Plan 

(TransPlan), is amended to provide as follows: 

[TransPlan serves as the bicycle plan for Eugene.]  The Eugene 2035 Transportation System 

Plan serves as the pedestrian and bicycle master plan for Eugene.  The Springfield Bicycle 

Plan (1998) serves as the bicycle master plan for Springfield.  To the extent that the cities of 
Eugene and Springfield wish to adopt, amend, or maintain bicycle master plans, those plans must 
be consistent with TransPlan.  All bikeways and other bicycle system improvements will be 
designed to meet standards specified in the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (1995), 
whenever possible.   

 
Section 6.  Definition of Refinement Plan in Section 9.0500 of the Eugene Code, 1971, is 

amended to provide as follows:  

Refinement Plan.  A detailed examination of the service needs and land use issues of a specific 
area, topic, or public facility.  Refinement plans of the Metro Plan can include specific 
neighborhood plans, special area plans, or functional plans (such as the Eugene 2035 

Transportation System Plan and TransPlan) that address a specific Metro Plan element or sub-
element on a city-wide or regional basis.  
 

Section 7.  Subsection (3)(i) of Section 9.4930 of Eugene Code, 1971, is amended to 

provide as follows:   

(i) Construction of paved pathways of no more than 6 feet in width for 
passive recreation within the conservation area for Category A, B, or C 
streams or Category A wetlands, and no more than 12 feet for bike paths 
identified in the Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan or 
TransPlan.  Subject to EC 9.4980 /WR Water 

 Resources Conservation Overlay Zone Development Standards (2) 
through (6) and (11). 

 

Section 8.  Table 9.8010 of Section 9.8010 of Eugene Code, 1971, is amended to provide 

as follows:  

9.8010 List of Adopted Plans.  The documents listed in the following Table 9.8010, including 
any adopted amendments, are the currently effective adopted plans that may be 
applicable to a particular land use application.  The plans and adopted policies are 
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more particularly set forth beginning at EC 9.9500, and the boundaries for each are 
depicted on Map 9.8010 Adopted Plans. 

Table 9.8010 List of Adopted Plans 
Bethel-Danebo Refinement Plan (Phase II) River Road-Santa Clara Urban Facilities Plan 

Bethel-Danebo Refinement Plan Riverfront Park Study 

Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan South Hills Study 

Downtown Riverfront Specific Area Plan South Willamette Subarea Study 

Eugene Commercial Lands Study TransPlan (Metro Area Transportation Plan) 

Eugene Downtown Plan Walnut Station Specific Area Plan 

Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General 
Plan (Metro Plan) 

West University Refinement Plan 

Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan Westside Neighborhood Plan 

Fairmount/U of O Special Area Study  Whiteaker Plan 

Jefferson/Far West Refinement Plan Willakenzie Area Plan 

Laurel Hill Neighborhood Plan Willow Creek Special Area Study 

19th and Agate Special Area Study  

  

Section 9.  Map 9.8010 of Eugene Code, 1971, is amended as shown on Exhibit C attached 

to this Ordinance.    

Section 10.  Section 9.9515, Central Area Transportation Study (CATS) Policies, of Eugene 

Code, 1971, is deleted in its entirety.   

Section 11.  Subsection (3)(b) of Section 9.9650 of the Eugene Code, 1971, is amended 

to provide as follows: 

9.9650 TransPlan Policies. 

(3) Transportation System Improvements:  Roadways.  Motor vehicle level of 
service policy: 

 (b) Acceptable and reliable performance is defined by the following levels of 
service under peak hour traffic conditions:   

(1) Within Eugene’s transportation planning area, the [L]level of 
[S]service [F within Eugene’s Downtown Traffic Impact Analysis 

Exempt Area] set forth in the Eugene 2035 Transportation 

System Plan; 
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(2) Level of Service E within the portion of Eugene’s Central Area 

Transportation Study (CATS) area that is not within Eugene’s 

Downtown Traffic Impact Analysis Exempt Area; and 

([3]2) Level of Service D elsewhere. 

 

Section 12.  The City of Eugene Street Classification Map adopted by Ordinance No. 20181 

on November 22, 1999, and subsequently amended by Ordinance No. 20423 and Ordinance No. 

20429, is hereby amended as depicted in Exhibit D attached to this Ordinance to reflect the streets 

constructed since 1999 and to change the classification of the streets described in the chart below:  

Northwest Expressway (UGB to River Road) Minor Arterial to Major Arterial 
1st Avenue (Seneca Rd to Bertlesen Rd)  Major Collector to Minor Arterial  
West Amazon Drive (Hilyard Street to Fox Hollow Road) Minor Arterial to Major Collector 
Olive Street (13th Avenue to 18th Avenue) Major Collector to Neighborhood Collector 
Kinsrow Avenue (MLK Blvd to Commons Drive) 
Commons Drive (Kinsrow Avenue to South Garden Way) 

Neighborhood Collector to Major Collector 

Arcadia Drive (King Edwards Ct to Harlow Rd) 
King Edwards Ct (Arcadia Dr to Kingston Way) 
Kingston Way (King Edwards Ct to Willakenzie Rd)  
Willakenzie Road (Bogart Lane to Kingston Way) 
Spectrum Avenue (Coburg Road to Shadow View) 
Shadow View Drive (Spectrum Avenue to Chad Drive) 

Local Street to Neighborhood Collector 

 

 Section 13.  Ordinance No. 20322 (May 24, 2004), adopting the policies in the 2003 

Central Area Transportation Study (CATS) as a refinement to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan 

Area General Plan, is repealed.  Resolution No. 4369 and the Central Lane Eugene Parking and 

Traffic Circulation Plan adopted therein, which were repealed by Ordinance No. 20322, remain 

repealed. 

 Section 14.  The limitation on the use of the land (trip cap) set forth in Section 67 of 

Ordinance No. 20528 is hereby repealed.   

  Section 15.  The legislative findings set forth in the attached Exhibit A are adopted in 

support of this Ordinance.   
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Section 16.  Effective Date: 

A. Except as otherwise delayed pursuant to Subsection C of this Section, for 

purposes of its application to land located inside the city limits of the City of Eugene, the provisions 

of this Ordinance shall become  effective 30 days from the date of passage by the City Council 

and approval by the Mayor.  

B.  Except as otherwise delayed pursuant to Subsection C of this Section, for 

purposes of their application to land located outside the city limits of the City of Eugene, the 

provisions of Sections 1 through 5 of this Ordinance shall take effect 30 days from the date of 

passage by the City Council and approval by the Mayor, or upon the date the Lane County Board 

of Commissioners has adopted an ordinance containing provisions substantially identical to those 

in Sections 1 through 5 of this Ordinance, whichever is later. 

C. The change to motor vehicle levels of service for the ODOT facilities described at 

Table 4.1 of the Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan and the repeal of the trip cap described 

in Section 14 of this Ordinance shall become effective upon the Oregon Highway Commission’s 

written acceptance of the changed levels of service for the ODOT facilities described in Table 4.1 

of the Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan.  Such written acceptance may, but is not 

required to, take the form of an action of the Oregon Highway Commission that amends the 

Oregon Highway Plan to change levels of service for the ODOT facilities to those described in 

Table 4.1.    

 

Passed by the City Council this   Approved by the Mayor this 

____ day of ______________, 2016   _____ day of ___________, 2016 

 

__________________________________  __________________________________ 
City Recorder      Mayor 
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Findings in Support of  
An Ordinance Concerning Long-Range Transportation Planning 

(Adopting the Eugene 2035 TSP; Amending the Metro Plan, TransPlan,  
Eugene Code Chapter 9,   Ordinance No. 20528, and the Eugene Street Classification Map;   

and Repealing the 2003 Central Area Transportation Study) 
 

 
Overview 
 
For decades the Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area had a shared regional comprehensive plan and 
regional transportation system plan, known as the Metro Plan and TransPlan.  These plans guided 
transportation decisions for both Eugene and Springfield inside a shared urban growth boundary. For 
both cities, TransPlan functioned as the Local Transportation System Plan and the Regional 
Transportation System Plan.  In 2007, the Oregon Legislature passed House Bill 3337, which required 
Eugene and Springfield to develop separate urban growth boundaries.  As a result, Eugene began the 
Envision Eugene project, including Eugene-specific transportation planning.  Additionally, in October 
2008, the State’s Land Conservation and Development Commission approved a regional work plan to 
prepare and adopt a TransPlan update to address federally mandated regional transportation planning 
requirements.  So that each city’s local transportation system plans could serve as the backbone of the 
regional TransPlan update, the cities of Eugene, Springfield and Coburg undertook local transportation 
planning efforts in advance of the TransPlan update.  Within the last few years the cities of Springfield 
and Coburg have adopted their local transportation system plans (both co-adopted by Lane County); 
once the Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan (2035 TSP) is adopted, the region’s TransPlan update 
will move forward.    

The 2035 TSP meets state requirements for a local transportation system plan and is a resource for 
future transportation decision making within the City of Eugene. The 2035 TSP identifies the preferred 
future multi-modal transportation system and articulates the City’s goals and policies related to this 
transportation system.  It also identifies the function, capacity, and location of future facilities, and 
identifies planning-level costs for improvements needed to support expected development and growth, 
and possible sources of system funding. The 2035 TSP is intended to provide the City with flexibility as 
critical transportation investments are prioritized and funded. 

The 2035 TSP ensures the vision for the transportation system meets community needs, communicates 
the City’s aspirations, conforms to state and regional policies, and provides an infrastructure and 
program plan to meet these community, regional, and state needs. The 2035 TSP includes a total of 6 
chapters, including: Chapter 1 – Introduction; Chapter 2 – Goals, Policies, and Actions; Chapter 3 – Needs 
Assessment and Evaluation; Chapter 4 – Creating Multimodal Systems; Chapter 5 – Transportation 
Priorities and Project Categories; and Chapter 6 – Transportation Funding and Implementation. 
 
While reflective of Eugene’s current planning work, the 2035 TSP is a component of the Eugene-
Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) and is being adopted as part of the Metro Plan.   
The findings that following demonstrate that the 2035 TSP, and the entire 2035 TSP adoption package, is 
consistent with applicable approval criteria.  The 2035 TSP adoption package consists of:  

1. The Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan 

2. Conforming amendments to the Metro Plan 

3. Conforming amendments to TransPlan 
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4. Conforming amendments to Eugene Code Chapter 9   

5. Amendment to Eugene Ordinance No. 20528 to delete section 67 (to remove the limitation on 
trips) 

6. Repeal of Eugene 2003 Central Area Transportation Study (CATS) 

7. Eugene Street Classification Map amendments.   

Items 1-3 are proposed for action by both the City of Eugene and Lane County.  Items 4-9 are proposed 
for action by only the City of Eugene.    
 

I. Metro Plan Amendments, TransPlan Amendments and 2035 TSP Adoption (“the 
amendments”)  

Amendments to the Metro Plan and TransPlan and adoption of the 2035 TSP are all governed by the 
Metro Plan amendment approval criteria.  Eugene and Lane County have identical approval criteria for 
Metro Plan amendments (below), set forth in Eugene Code 9.7735 and Lane Code 12.225.     
 

(1) The proposed amendment is consistent with the relevant Statewide Planning Goals; and  
(2) The proposed amendment does not make the Metro Plan internally inconsistent. 
(3) When the city-specific local comprehensive plan also applies, the proposed amendment 

is consistent with the city-specific local comprehensive plan.   
 

Throughout the findings set forth below, the 2035 TSP and the conforming Metro Plan and TransPlan 
amendments are collectively referred to the “2035 TSP” or “the amendments.”   
 
(1) The amendment is consistent with applicable statewide planning goals adopted by the Land 

Conservation and Development Commission. 
 
Goal 1 - Citizen Involvement.  To develop a citizen involvement program that insures the opportunity for 
citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process.   
 
The City of Eugene and Lane County have acknowledged citizen involvement programs and 
acknowledged processes for securing citizen input on all proposed Metro Plan amendments.  The 
governing bodies’ codes require that notice of the proposed amendments be given and public hearings 
be held prior to adoption.  Notification of the proposed amendments and opportunities for public 
participation in these amendments were consistent with the acknowledged citizen involvement 
programs. 
 
This goal was met through an extensive public involvement process.  A Community Involvement Strategy 
for the update of the Eugene Transportation System Plan was developed in preparation of the project. 
This Program was reviewed and endorsed by the Eugene Planning Commission, which acts as the 
Committee for Citizen Involvement. The program outlined the information, outreach methods, and 
involvement opportunities available to the citizens during the process.  Information was distributed and 
input solicited throughout the process. Opportunities for engagement included: a project website 
(including web-based surveys); targeted outreach with local community service organizations and 
Planning Commission, Sustainability Commission, and City Council. 
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During preparation of the draft TSP, a Transportation Community Resource Group (TCRG) was created to 
invite participation from many of the original members of the Envision Eugene Community Resource 
Group (CRG), the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan project advisory committee, the city’s standing 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC), a multi-agency Technical Advisory Committee, staff 
from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) and Department of 
Transportation (ODOT), and the public at large.  The TCRG spent years studying and providing advice to 
staff on land use planning, bicycle and pedestrian planning, transit planning, demand management 
techniques, street design, traffic congestion, sustainability, efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 
and transportation funding.  The TCRG was instrumental in creating the goals, policies, potential action 
items, and project lists for the draft TSP. 
 
The Planning Commission public hearing on the proposal was duly noticed to all neighborhood 
organizations, community groups and individuals who have requested notice, as well as to the City of 
Springfield. Additionally, notice was set to each individual that received notice of Eugene Ordinance No, 
20528 and to everyone that owns property on a street that is proposed to be reclassified.  Notice of the 
public hearing was also published in the Register Guard. The City Council will hold a duly noticed public 
hearing to consider approval, modification, or denial of the amendments. These processes afford ample 
opportunity for citizen involvement consistent with Goal 1.  
 
As a result of this extensive public involvement process, the proposed amendments meet the 
requirements of Goal 1. 
 
 
Goal 2 - Land Use Planning.  To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for 
all decisions and actions related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual basis for such decisions 
and actions.    
 
The Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) is the policy tool that provides a 
basis for decision-making in this area.  The Metro Plan was acknowledged by the State in 1982 to be in 
compliance with statewide planning goals, and again after periodic review in 2004.  This amendment to 
the Metro Plan is undertaken to adopt the 2035 TSP in a manner consistent with current conditions and 
citizen values. The amendment to the Metro Plan to recognize the 2035 TSP is being processed as a Type 
II procedure, which requires any applicable statewide planning goals, federal or state statutes or 
regulations, Metro regulations, comprehensive plan policies, and City's implementing ordinances be 
addressed as part of the decision-making process.  Upon adoption, the 2035 TSP will replace TransPlan 
as Eugene’s local TSP. Because TransPlan remains a refinement to the Metro Plan and will continue to 
serve as the Regional Transportation System Plan (RTSP) until the RTSP is updated (per an LCDC work 
plan), the adopted performance measure in TransPlan are still applicable.  
 
These findings and the record show that there is an adequate factual base for the City’s and County’s 
decision concerning the amendments.  Goal 2 requires that plans be coordinated with the plans of 
affected governmental units and that opportunities be provided for review and comment by affected 
governmental units.  The Goal 2 coordination requirement is met when the adopting governmental 
bodies engage in an exchange, or invite such an exchange, between the adopting bodies and any 
affected governmental unit and when the adopting bodies use the information obtained in the exchange 
to balance the needs of the citizens.  To comply with the Goal 2 coordination requirement, the two 
jurisdictions coordinated the review of these amendments with all affected governmental units.  Notice 
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of the proposed amendments and information about where the materials would be available for review 
was mailed to all parties that had requested such notice. 
 
There are no Goal 2 exceptions required for the amendments.  Therefore, the amendments are 
consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 2.   
 
 
Goal 3 - Agricultural Lands.  To preserve agricultural lands. 
 
The statewide planning goals relate to agricultural lands in Oregon and is not applicable to the proposed 
amendments. 
 
 
Goal 4 - Forest Lands.  To conserve forest lands.   
 
The statewide planning goal relate to forest lands in Oregon and is not applicable to the proposed 
amendments. 
 
 
Goal 5 - Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources.  To conserve open space and 
protect natural and scenic resources.   
 
OAR 660-023-0250(3) provides:  Local governments are not required to apply Goal 5 in consideration of a 
PAPA unless the PAPA affects a Goal 5 resource. For purposes of this section, a PAPA would affect a Goal 
5 resource only if: 

(a) The PAPA creates or amends a resource list or a portion of an acknowledged plan or land 
use regulation adopted in order to protect a significant Goal 5 resource or to address 
specific requirements of Goal 5; 

(b) The PAPA allows new uses that could be conflicting uses with a particular significant Goal 
5 resource site on an acknowledged resource list; or 

(c) The PAPA amends an acknowledged UGB and factual information is submitted 
demonstrating that a resource site, or the impact areas of such a site, is included in the 
amended UGB area. 

 
These amendments do not create or amend the City’s list of Goal 5 resources, do not amend a code 
provision adopted to address specific requirements of Goal 5, do not allow new uses that could be 
conflicting uses with a significant Goal 5 resource site and do not amend the acknowledged urban 
growth boundary.  Therefore, Statewide Planning Goal 5 does not apply. 
 
 
Goal 6 - Air, Water and Land Resource Quality.  To maintain and improve the quality of the air, water 
and land resources of the state. 
 
Goal 6 addresses waste and process discharges from development, and is aimed at protecting air, water 
and land from impacts from those discharges.  The amendments to not affect the City’s ability to 
provide for clean air, water or land resources.  The 2035 TSP was developed following the rules and 
guidance found in Oregon Revised Statute 660-012 and the Central Lane MPO Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP). Both outline strategies for decreasing vehicle miles traveled and single- occupancy vehicle 
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trips, which are intended to help improve air quality in the Central Lane MPO Area.  
 
The 2035 TSP contains policies related to development along key multi-modal corridors, transportation 
demand management and the encouragement of transportation without reliance on automobiles, 
including transit, bicycles, and pedestrian travel.  The 2035 TSP incorporates the Eugene Climate 
Recovery Ordinance goal of by year 2030 reducing community-wide use of fossil fuels by 50 percent 
compared to 2010 usage. This goal and policies are related to the need to maintain and improve the air 
quality in the metropolitan area.  Projects identified in the 2035 TSP will be designed and constructed in 
accordance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations.   

Additionally, from 2013 to mid-2015 the City participated in a scenario planning process led by the 
Central Lane MPO.  The scenario planning process examined how transportation policies might affect 
equity, public health, economic vitality, and greenhouse gas emissions in the region.  The state required 
the project partners to examine at least one scenario that would achieve a 20 percent reduction (below 
2005 emissions levels) in greenhouse gas emissions from light vehicles. Generally, the 20 percent 
greenhouse gas emission reduction target of the scenario planning study is consistent with the goal of 
the Climate Recovery Ordinance.  While the preferred scenario selected by the Central Lane MPO is not 
a statement of regional policy and the strategies are not intended to be directive or regulatory, the 2035 
TSP incorporates and advances many of the strategies identified by the Central Lane MPO as a way of 
achieving the preferred scenario.  Some specific examples of how the 2035 TSP advances the preferred 
scenario strategies are as follows:   

1. The 2035 TSP plans for significant investment in active transportation over the next 20 years.  
(Active transportation strategies #1 & #2) 

 Of the 276 projects planned in the 2035 TSP to be built over the next 20 years, 253 of 
the projects are entirely pedestrian and bicycle projects; those projects include 89 
neighborhood greenway projects, 17 shared use paths, 10 protected bike lane projects, 
and 89 separated path/sidewalk projects.   

 Six of the 276 projects are transit projects, which include improving frequent transit 
service and multimodal travel along numerous transit corridors.   

 These 259 bicycle, pedestrian, and transit projects represent 63% of the total 
transportation dollars that are planned to be spent over the next 20 years.   

 Of the 17 remaining projects, six of the projects are complete street upgrades to existing 
roadways; all six of these projects have a significant bicycle and pedestrian component.  
These complete street projects represent an additional 11% of the total transportation 
dollars.    

 Not counting the three rail projects (which amount for 7% of the total transportation 
dollars), only four projects planned for the next 20 years have no explicit bicycle, 
pedestrian, or transit component contained in their project descriptions.  These four 
projects represent approximately 10% of the total transportation dollars that are 
planned to be spent over the next 20 years.   

 
2. Establishment of a bike share program is currently underway and is one of the 2035 TSP’s four 

bicycle policies.  (Active transportation strategy #3) 

3. Identified potential action items for meeting 2035 TSP policy objectives include providing 
education and awareness programs, such as SmartTrips and school-based transportation 
options (including Safe Routes to School) to improve safety for all travelers and providing 
support for Safe Route to School programs and other programs that create safe walking 
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conditions between residences and schools and other neighborhood destinations.  (Active 
transportation strategy #5, Education and marketing strategy #1).  

4. A system-wide policy of the 2035 TSP is fostering neighborhoods where Eugene residents can 
meet most of their basic daily needs without an automobile by providing streets, sidewalks, 
bikeways, and access to transit in an inviting environment where all travelers feel safe and 
secure.  The related potential action item is the creation of a strategy to facilitate 90 percent of 
Eugene residences to be within 20-minute neighborhoods.  (Active transportation strategy #6) 

5. The 2035 TSP policies promote improved transit services that are integrated through context 
specific multimodal planning for all Key Corridors.  One of the four transit policies in the 2035 
TSP is to collaborate with Lane Transit District to provide a network of high capacity, frequent, 
and reliable transit services, including consideration of Bus Rapid Transit, to the City’s identified 
Key Corridors and to Frequent Transit Corridors as defined by Lane Transit District’s Long Range 
Transit Plan.  Additionally, the 2035 TSP includes $171.4 million in transit projects that support 
the transit policies and the identified transit needs.  (Transit strategies #3 and #4). 

6. The six multimodal/transit projects planned for the next 20 years include the improvement of 
frequent transit service and multimodal travel along Coburg Road, River Road, Highway 99, 30th 
Avenue and Amazon Parkway, new transfer stations, and enhanced pedestrian crossings.  
Additionally, an identified potential action item is to review City Code and amend it if needed to 
enable additional opportunities to provide bikeways and improved pedestrian connections 
between key destinations, transit stops, and residential areas with new development and 
redevelopment. (Transit strategies #5 and #7).  

7. Identified potential action items include aligning the City’s land use and parking regulating to 
encourage walking, biking, and use of public transit and periodically reviewing parking needs in 
the downtown, Federal Courthouse, and riverfront districts and balance supply with other 
objectives, such as economic vitality; support for transit, walking, and biking; reduced 
consumption of fossil fuels; and human-scaled urban form.  Additionally, for more than 10 years 
the City has had in place Standards for Transportation Demand Management Programs that 
provide a mechanism to vary the number of required off-street parking spaces by providing a 
strategy for reducing vehicle use and parking demand and using benchmarks to measure 
program effectiveness.  (Parking management strategy #2)  

8. The 2035 TSP recognizes the Regional Transportation Options Plan (RTOP) adopted by the 
Central Lane MPO as the regional guidance for programs that reduce reliance on single-
occupancy vehicles and identifies seven key programs and services, including:  SmartTrips 
individualized marketing programs to encourage active transportation choices; School-Based 
Transportation Options: Build off existing Safe Routes to School programs to include 
coordinated program with ridesharing and transit promotion and expand the program to middle 
and high schools; Rideshare (carpooling and vanpooling); and, LTD’s Group Bus Pass program. 
(Education and marketing strategies #1, 3, and #6) 

As a result, the proposed amendments are in compliance with Goal 6. 
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Goal 7 - Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards.  To protect life and property from natural 
disasters and hazards. 
 
Goal 7 requires that local government planning programs include provisions to protect people and 
property from natural hazards such as floods, landslides, earthquakes and related hazards, tsunamis and 
wildfires.  The Goal prohibits a development in natural hazard areas without appropriate safeguards.  
The amendments do not affect the City’s restrictions on development in areas subject to natural 
disasters and hazards.  Further, the amendments do not allow for new development that could result in 
a natural hazard.  Therefore, Statewide Planning Goal 7 does not apply. 
 
 
Goal 8 - Recreational Needs. To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and visitors, and 
where appropriate, to provide for the siting of necessary recreational facilities including destination 
resorts. 
 
Goal 8 ensures the provision of recreational facilities to Oregon citizens and is primarily concerned with 
the provision of those facilities in non-urban areas of the state. Goal 8 also allows, but does not require, 
the City to create an inventory of recreational needs. The amendments do not affect the current 
provisions for recreation areas, facilities or recreational opportunities, nor will the amendments affect 
access to existing or future recreational facilities.  Further, the amendments do not change the Metro 
Plan and TransPlan policies that support access to recreational facilities with the Metropolitan area and 
to recreations opportunities outside the area or delete any planned transportation projects that would 
make recreational facilities more available.  Therefore, the amendments are consistent with Goal 8.  
 
 
Goal 9 - Economic Development.  To provide adequate opportunities throughout the state for a variety of 
economic activities vital to the health, welfare, and prosperity of Oregon’s citizens.    
 
Goal 9 requires cities to evaluate the supply and demand of commercial and industrial land relative to 
community economic objectives.  The Administrative Rule for Statewide Planning Goal 9 (OAR 660 
Division 9) requires that the City “[p]rovide for at least an adequate supply of sites of suitable sizes, 
types, location, and service levels for a variety of industrial and commercial uses consistent with plan 
policies[.]”  Among other things, the rule requires that cities complete an “Economic Opportunities 
Analysis.”  OAR 660-009-0015.  Based on the Economic Opportunities Analysis, cities are to prepare 
Industrial and Commercial Development Policies.  OAR 660-009-0020.  Finally OAR 660-009-0025 
requires that cities designate industrial and commercial lands sufficient to meet short and long term 
needs.  OAR 660-009-0010(2) provides that the detailed planning requirements imposed by OAR 660 
Division 9 apply “at the time of each periodic review of the plan (ORS 197.712(3)).”  The Eugene 
Commercial Lands Study (1992) is acknowledged for compliance with the requirements of Goal 9 and 
the corresponding Administrative Rule.   
 
The adoption of the amendments will not impact the supply of industrial or commercial lands and will not 
change or conflict with the economic policies of Metro Plan.   The amendments do not change the 
TransPlan and Metro Plan policies directed toward enhancing the economic opportunity available within 
the Eugene-Springfield area by assuring adequate public facilities and infrastructure to provide a 
transportation system that is efficient, safe, interconnected and economically viable and fiscally stable.  
The amendments seek to provide a multi-modal transportation system to meet the needs of the 
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community and accommodate economic growth, within projected revenues, into the future. The 
proposed amendments are consistent with Goal 9. 
 
 
Goal 10 - Housing.  To provide for the housing needs of the citizens of the state. 
 
The Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Residential Lanes and Housing Study (1999) is acknowledged 
for compliance with Goal 10. The adoption of the amendments will not impact the supply of residential 
lands and will not result in any change or conflict with the housing policies of the Metro Plan.  The 
amendments seeks to provide a multi-modal transportation system to meet the needs of the community 
into the future, including accommodating its housing needs. The proposed amendments are consistent 
with Goal 10. 
 
 
Goal 11- Public Facilities and Services. To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of 
public facilities and services to serve as a framework for urban and rural development. 
  

The Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area is currently in compliance with Goal 11 through its 
acknowledged Public Facilities and Services Plan (PFSP), Comprehensive Plan, and adopted 
Transportation System Plan, TransPlan.  The amendments will not result in any change or conflict with 
the Comprehensive Plan, PFSP, or TransPlan. The proposed amendments will update the transportation 
element of the Metro Plan by replacing TransPlan as the locally adopted TSP. As a result, the 
amendments are in compliance with Goal 11. 

 
 
Goal 12- Transportation. To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation 
system. 
 
Goal 12 is implemented through the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR), as defined in Oregon 
Administrative Rule OAR 660-012-0000, et seq.   The proposed amendments are consistent with all 
applicable provisions of OAR 660-012-0010.  Further, the amendments are consistent with, and a further 
set toward fulfillment of the Regional Transportation Work Plan approved pursuant to OAR 660-012-
0016(2)(b) by the Land Conservation and Development Commission on October 16, 2008.   
 
The amendments adopt the 2035 TSP, which was completed following the rules outlined in the 
Transportation Planning Rule. The TPR states that when amendments to a functional plan would 
significantly affect an existing or planned transportation facility the local government shall put in place 
measures to assure that the allowed land uses are consistent with the identified function, capacity and 
performance standards (level of service, volume to capacity ratio, etc.) of the facility.  The 2035 TSP 
provides an updated, balanced transportation system with amended functions and capacity of the 
roadways system that will accommodate growth and land uses envisioned by the acknowledged Metro 
Plan. 
 
For the reasons set forth below, the proposed amendments are in compliance with Goal 12. The table 
below (Findings Table A) provides specific findings discussing compliance with individual sections of the 
TPR. 
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Findings Table A 

TPR Requirements 

 

Compliance 
 

 
OAR 660-012-0015 Preparation and Coordination of Transportation System Plans 
 

3) Cities and counties shall prepare, adopt and 
amend local TSPs for lands within their 
planning jurisdiction in compliance with this 
division: 
 
(a) Local TSPs shall establish a system of 
transportation facilities and services adequate 
to meet identified local transportation needs 
and shall be consistent with regional TSPs and 
adopted elements of the state TSP; 

 
Chapter 3 and Appendix B (Existing Conditions) 
document the existing conditions inventory and 
analysis. These outline all of the identified needs 
associated with today’s conditions for each mode as 
well as those intersections and streets not meeting 
applicable operating standards.  
 
Chapter 3 and Appendix C (No Build) document the No 
Build analysis. These outline all of the identified year 
2035 needs assuming no additional infrastructure 
beyond that currently funded is added. Each mode’s 
needs as well as intersection and streets not meeting 
applicable standards are noted.  
 
Appendix D (20 year Needs Analysis) and Chapters 4 
and 5 document the Build analysis. These outline the 
identified facilities and services needed to meet the 
identified transportation needs by mode.  
 
The 2035 TSP was prepared in collaboration with 
ODOT to ensure consistency with the Oregon Highway 
Plan, with Lane County to ensure consistency with the 
County TSP, and with LCOG to ensure consistency with 
TransPlan and the Central Lane RTP.  The 2035 TSP has 
the same horizon year as the federally required Central 
Lane RTP.  Even though the 2035 TSP and TransPlan 
have different horizon years (2035 for the local TSP 
and 2027 for the regional TSP), there is no conflict 
between the population and employment numbers.  
Table B, below, details the consistency between the 
2035 TSP and TransPlan.  Additionally, because the 
transportation policies in the Metro Plan are taken 
verbatim from TransPlan, the findings of consistency 
between the Transportation Element of the Metro 
Plan and the 2035 TSP further demonstrate 
consistency between the 2035 TSP and TransPlan.   
 

 
(b) Where the regional TSP or elements of the 

 
Not applicable. Applicable regional and state plans 
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state TSP have not been adopted, the city or 
county shall coordinate the preparation of the 
local TSP with the regional transportation 
planning body and ODOT to assure that 
regional and state transportation needs are 
accommodated.   

have been adopted. Future updates of the RTSP and 
RTP are being coordinated with this TSP update with 
ODOT and the Central Lane MPO. 
 

 
(4) Cities and counties shall adopt regional and 
local TSPs required by this division as part of 
their comprehensive plans.  Transportation 
financing programs required by OAR 660-012-
0040 may be adopted as a supporting 
document to the comprehensive plan.  
 

 

 
The 2035 TSP is being adopted as part of the Metro 
Plan.  The Metro Plan is being amended to add the 
following Policy F.39 to the Transportation Element:  
“The Eugene 2035 Transportation Sysdtem Plan, not 
including the transportation financing program, is the 
City of Eugene’s local transportation system plan and is 
included as Appendix E to the Metro Plan.”   

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

 
The Project Management Team (PMT), Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC), and Transportation 
Community Resource Group (TCRG), as described in 
Chapter 1 of the TSP, included representatives of Lane 
County, Lane MPO, ODOT, ODOT Rail, DLCD, City of 
Springfield, Lane Transit District, Northwest Natural 
Gas, Union Pacific Railroad, and Eugene Airport and 
were part of the TSP development for all required 
coordination.  The Lane ACT, Eugene Area Chamber of 
Commerce, University of Oregon, private freight 
interests, Eugene-Springfield Fire/EMS, Eugene Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, and the Bethel 
and 4J public school districts were consulted on 
multiple occasions during TSP preparation. 

 
(6) Mass transit, transportation, airport and 
port districts shall participate in the 
development of TSPs for those transportation 
facilities and services they provide. These 
districts shall prepare and adopt plans for 
transportation facilities and services they 
provide. Such plans shall be consistent with and 
adequate to carry out relevant portions of 
applicable regional and local TSPs. Cooperative 
agreements executed under ORS 197.185(2) 
shall include the requirement that mass transit, 
transportation, airport and port districts adopt 
a plan consistent with the requirements of this 
section. 

 
Eugene does not have a port. The Airport Master Plan 
was previously adopted by Eugene and Lane County as 
part of the Metro Plan; it is adopted and incorporated 
by reference in the 2035 TSP.  Management staff from 
the Airport was involved as a TSP Technical Advisory 
Team member.  Lane Transit District, Lane County 
transit district, was a member of the TSP Technical 
Advisory Team and a regular participant in the 
Transportation Community Resource Group  (TCRG) 
public advisory group. City transportation planners, 
including the TSP project manager, participated 
regularly in the update of LTD’s Long Range Transit 
Plan.  The concepts and definitions of Frequent transit 
networks (FTN) were coordinated so that the policy 
direction in the LRTP, TSP, and Envision Eugene (“Key 
Corridors”) was consistent and complementary. The 
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corridor planning needs of the TSP and LRTP are being 
simultaneously implemented by the co-City/LTD 
managed MovingAhead project. LTD has participated 
and been influential in the creation of the TSP’s transit 
policies and potential actions.     
 

OAR 660-012-0016 Coordination with Federally-Required Regional Transportation Plans in  
Metropolitan Areas 

 
(1) In metropolitan areas, local governments 
shall prepare, adopt, amend and update 
transportation system plans required by this 
division in coordination with regional 
transportation plans (RTPs) prepared by MPOs 
required by federal law. Insofar as possible, 
regional transportation system plans for 
metropolitan areas shall be accomplished 
through a single coordinated process that 
complies with the applicable requirements of 
federal law and this division. Nothing in this 
rule is intended to make adoption or 
amendment of a regional transportation plan 
by a metropolitan planning organization a land 
use decision under Oregon law.  
 

 
Eugene, as a m 
ember of the Central Lane MPO, has been a part of the 
MPO’s regional transportation plan (RTP) update 
process.  The 2035 TSP has been prepared and 
coordinated with TransPlan and the Central Lane RTP.  
The 2035 TSP replaces TransPlan as the city’s local TSP; 
TransPlan will continue to serve as the area’s regional 
TSP until the new RTSP is developed and adopted.  The 
Central Lane MPO has a work plan approved by LCDC 
for updating its RTSP.  The local TSPs of the individual 
Central Lane MPO agencies are intended to form the 
basis of the updated RTSP.  The City’s adoption of the 
2035 TSP is the last local TSP adopted for the Central 
Lane MPO area.   
 

OAR 660-012-0020 Elements of TSPs  

 
(1) A TSP shall establish a coordinated network 
of transportation facilities adequate to serve 
state, regional and local transportation needs. 
 
(2) The TSP shall include the following 
elements: 

(a) Determination of transportation needs 
as provided in OAR 660-012-0030 

 
Chapter 3 and Appendix B (Existing Conditions) 
document the Existing Conditions Inventory and 
Analysis. These outline all of the identified needs 
associated with today’s conditions for each mode as 
well as those intersections and streets not meeting 
applicable operating standards.  
 
Chapter 3 and Appendix C (No Build analysis) 
document the No Build analysis. These outline all of 
the identified year 2035 needs assuming no additional 
infrastructure beyond that currently funded is added. 
Each mode’s needs as well as intersection and streets 
not meeting applicable standards are noted.  
 
Appendix D (20-year Needs Analysis) and Chapters 4 
and 5 document the Build analysis. These outline the 
identified facilities and services needed to meet the 
identified transportation needs by mode.  
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(b) A road plan for a system of arterials 
and collectors and standards for the layout of 
local streets and other important non-collector 
street connections. Functional classifications 
of roads in regional and local TSP's shall be 
consistent with functional classifications of 
roads in state and regional TSP's and shall 
provide for continuity between adjacent 
jurisdictions. The standards for the layout of 
local streets shall provide for safe and 
convenient bike and pedestrian circulation 
necessary to carry out OAR 660-012-
0045(3)(b). New connections to arterials and 
state highways shall be consistent with 
designated access management categories. 
The intent of this requirement is to provide 
guidance on the spacing of future extensions 
and connections along existing and future 
streets which are needed to provide 
reasonably direct routes for bicycle and 
pedestrian travel. 

The standards for the layout of local streets 
shall address:  

(A) Extensions of existing streets;  

(B) Connections to existing or planned 
streets, including arterials and collectors; and  

     (C) Connections to neighborhood 

destinations. 

Chapter 4 of the 2035 TSP sets forth the City’s general 
functional classifications for streets.   

The City’s adopted Design Standards and Guidelines 
for Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, Bikeways and 
Accessways (1999) set forth how existing streets can 
be modified and new streets can be constructed to 
accommodate the needs of people with disabilities, 
riding bicycles, riding transit, walking, driving 
automobiles and moving freight.  

In the past, most street design standards were 
primarily oriented toward moving vehicular traffic, 
providing rudimentary bike lanes and sidewalks for 
pedestrians. The 1999 Design Standards and 
Guidelines for Eugene Street, Sidewalks, Bikeways and 
Accessways, set forth in Appendix I (Volume 2), serves 
as the City’s current mandatory design standards and 
advisory guidelines for arterial, collector, and local 
streets, and provide for safe and convenient bike and 
pedestrian circulation. These Design Standards and 
Guidelines will need to be updated to incorporate the 
2035 TSP newer guidance on best practices for bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities.  The policies and action items 
in 2035 TSP provide guidance for future updates to 
street standards. 

As part of the needs analysis, Eugene’s Street 
Classification Map was reviewed in light of the 
classifications shown in the Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP), the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP), and the 
criteria set forth in the Eugene Arterial and Collector 
Street Plan (ACSP). This review identified a number of 
streets that needed a change in classification to ensure 
consistency between the various plans governing and 
providing guidance to the operation and construction 
of streets and roads within the City’s UGB.  All streets 
within the UGB need to be classified under the City’s 
criteria.  Attachment A to the 2035 TSP is the 2016 
Street Classification Map that updates the street 
classification map adopted by the City Council in 1999.   

In addition to the Design Standards and Guidelines for 
Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, Bikeways & Accessways and 
the adopted Street Classification Map, the City has 
previously adopted the following documents that 
further satisfy this requirement:   

 Street Right-of-Way Map;  
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 Public Improvement Design Standards Manual; 

 Utility and Right-of-way Permits, Construction 
Within the Use of the Public Way, Policies and 
Procedures Manual.  

Additionally, the City’s ACSP, adopted as findings in 
support of the Design Standards and Guidelines for 
Eugene Streets, Sidwalks, Bikeways & Accessways, 
illustrate the extensions of existing streets, 
connections to existing and planned streets, including 
arterials and collectors, and connections to 
neighborhood destinations. Consistent with this 
previously adopted plan, connections to arterials and 
state highways remain consistent with designated 
access management categories. 
 
Eugene Code Chapter 9 includes street connectivity 
requirements to ensure that all of the following are 
met: 
(a) Streets are designed to efficiently and safely 
accommodate emergency fire and medical service 
vehicles. 
(b) The layout of a street system does not create 
excessive travel lengths. 
(c) The function of a local street is readily apparent to 
the user through its appearance and design in order to 
reduce non-local traffic on local residential streets. 
(d) Streets are interconnected to reduce travel 
distance, promote the use of alternative modes, 
provide for efficient provision of utility and emergency 
services, and provide for more even dispersal of traffic. 
(e) New streets are designed to meet the needs of 
pedestrians and cyclists and encourage walking and 
bicycling as transportation modes. 
(f) The street circulation pattern provides connections 
to and from activity centers such as schools, 
commercial areas, parks, employment centers, and 
other major attractors. 
(g) Street design is responsive to topography and other 
natural features and avoids or minimizes impacts to 
water-related resources and wildlife corridors. 
(h) Local circulation systems and land development 
patterns do not detract from the efficiency of adjacent 
collector streets or arterial streets which are designed 
to accommodate heavy traffic. 
(i) Streets identified as future transit routes should be 
designed to safely and efficiently accommodate transit 
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vehicles, thus encouraging the use of public transit as a 
transportation mode. 
(j) Where appropriate, the street system and its 
infrastructure should be utilized as an opportunity to 
convey and treat storm water runoff. 
 
Policies contained in Chapter 2 of the 2035 TSP 
address extensions of existing streets; connections to 
existing or planned streets, including arterials and 
collectors, as well as connections to neighborhood 
destinations. The pedestrian and bicycle projects 
noted in Chapters 4 and 5 also provide connections to 
neighborhood destinations. 
 
Chapter 5 of the TSP includes the planned roadway 
facilities and associated costs. The identified roadway 
facility projects and roadway plan are consistent with 
state and regional transportation plans. 

 

(c) A public transportation plan which:  

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

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

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

 
 

 
Chapter 2 of the 2035 TSP includes transit-specific 
policies and potential action items for transit policies. 
Appendix K of the 2035 TSP sets forth the Lane Transit 
District Long Range Transit Plan from which the TSP’s 
transit-related needs, policies and projects were in 
large part identified. Additionally, Appendix H of the 
2035 TSP sets forth On the Move:  Regional 
Transportation Option Plan.   
 
Chapter 3 of the 2035 TSP and Appendix B (Existing 
Conditions) outline the existing public transportation 
services and identifies service deficiencies. They also 
describe existing transit routes, transit ways, terminals 
and major transfer stations, stops and park-and-ride 
stations. In addition, they describe intercity bus and 
passenger rail service and the location of stations and 
transfer stations. 
 
Chapter 4 presents the transit modal element. Based 
on the needs analysis, the 2035 TSP focuses on 
collaboration with LTD to provide service 
enhancements, capital improvements, and policies 
that support:  

 Changes to streets and intersections to 
facilitate bus movement; 

 Frequent and reliable transit service, including 
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bus rapid transit (e.g., “EmX”-style of transit 
service) along Key Corridors; 

 Amenities that also serve pedestrians and 
people on bikes, and intermodal connections 
to transit; 

 Car share and bike share programs that can 
extend the first and last mile of transit trips; 
and 

 Refinements to transit routes and schedules. 

Additionally, the 2035 TSP supports Lane Transit 
District’s Frequent Transit Network (FTN), as defined in 
the Lane Transit District Long Range Transit Plan, as a 
regional initiative to better connect areas of more 
active development to transit.   

Chapter 5 of the 2035 TSP sets forth planned transit 
facilities and major improvements, including 
associated costs for all corridor projects. 

(d) A bicycle and pedestrian plan for a 
network of bicycle and pedestrian routes 
throughout the planning area.  The network 
and list of facility improvements shall be 
consistent with the requirements of ORS 
366.514.   

 
On March 12, 2012, the Eugene City Council accepted 
the 2012 Eugene Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan 
(PBMP) and directed the City Manager to integrate the 
PBMP into the 2035 TSP.  The 2012 PBMP is set forth 
in Appendix G (Volume 2 of the 2035 TSP).  Consistent 
with the TPR’s requirement that transportation system 
plans include a bicycle and pedestrian plan for a 
network of bicycle and pedestrian routes and that 
transportation system plans be designed to increase 
transportation choices and reduce reliance on the 
automobile, the PBMP’s goals, key policies, and 
projects are woven throughout the 2035 TSP and 
function as an integral part to making walking and 
cycling highly convenient.   As such, in addition to the 
2035 TSP serving as Eugene’s location transportation 
system plan, the 2035 TSP also serves as Eugene’s 
bicycle and pedestrian master plan.   
 

Chapter 2 of the 2035 TSP includes bicycle-specific and 
pedestrian-specific policies and potential action items 
for both the bicycle and pedestrian policies.  
 
Chapter 3 and Appendix B (Existing Conditions) 
document the Existing Conditions Inventory and 
Analysis. Chapter 3 and Appendix C (No Build analysis) 
document the No Build analysis. These outline all of 
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the identified year 2035 needs assuming no additional 
infrastructure beyond that currently funded is added. 
These outline all of the identified needs associated for 
pedestrians and bicyclists. 
 
Chapter 4 of the 2035 TSP includes a plan for the 
bicycle and pedestrian networks.  
 
Chapter 5 of the 2035 TSP includes the planned 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities and major 
improvements and associated costs.  
 

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

 

 
Chapter 2 of the 2035 TSP includes rail, freight, 
pipeline and air transportation policies and potential 
action items for those policies.  Additionally, the 2035 
TSP explicitly recognizes the Eugene Airport Master 
Plan (adopted by Eugene and Lane County as part of 
the Metro Plan) as the guiding policy document for 
airport property development, services, and support 
infrastructure.  The Eugene Airport Master Plan is set 
forth in Appendix M.   
 
Chapter 3 and Appendix B (Existing Conditions) 
document the Existing Conditions Inventory and 
Analysis. These outline the identified needs associated 
with today’s conditions for air, rail, water and 
pipelines.  
 
Chapter 3 and Appendix C (No Build analysis) 
document the No Build analysis. These outline all of 
the identified year 2035 needs assuming no additional 
infrastructure beyond that currently funded is added.  
 
Chapter 4 of the TSP includes a plan for the air, rail, 
water, and pipeline networks.  
 

(f) For areas within an urban area 
containing a population greater than 25,000 
persons a plan for transportation system 
management and demand management;  

 

 
In 2005, the City adopted Standards for Transportation 
Demand Management Programs.  The adopted TDM 
standards are set forth in Appendix L (Volume 2 of the 
2035 TSP).  These standards provide a mechanism to 
vary the number of required off-street parking spaces 
by providing a strategy for reducing vehicle use and 
parking demand and using benchmarks to measure 
program effectiveness.  The 2035 TSP expands the use 
of TDM and TSMO practices beyond parking to help 
address traffic congestion, fossil fuel reduction goals, 
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safety, and the financial burden of travel on 
individuals.   Further, the 2035 TSP includes a policy to 
“[p]romote transportation demand management 
programs along the Key Corridors, in downtown, and 
near the University of Oregon to coordinate the needs 
and travel options of multiple businesses and 
residences for purposes of reducing automobile and 
freight demand at times of peak congestion.  These 
programs could be staffed by either a public agency, a 
business association, or by training individuals within 
the affected businesses and housing to perform this 
work.” 

Chapter 4 of the TSP includes a Transportation System 
Management and Operations (TSMO) plan and a 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan.  
Eugene, in collaboration with the Central Lane MPO, 
LTD/ Point2point, and the City of Springfield identified 
the key programs and services through the Regional 
Transportation Options Plan (RTOP).  The 2035 TSP 
recognizes the RTOP as the regional guidance for 
programs that reduce reliance on single-occupancy 
vehicles.  Further details of TSMO and TDM strategies 
that support the 2035 TSP are provided in the Regional 
Transportation Options Plan, which is set forth as 
Appendix H (Volume 2).  
  

(g) Parking plan as provided in OAR 660-
012-0045(5)(c). 

 

 
Chapter 2 of the 2035 TSP includes parking policies and 
potential action items for the parking policies.   

Chapter 4 of the TSP outlines a parking plan.  

The City of Eugene implemented a parking plan after 
the adoption of TransPlan. That implementation 
measure including updating the Eugene Code towards 
accomplish the following: 

(A) Achieve per capita a 10% reduction in the number 
of parking spaces over the planning period through a 
combination of restrictions on development of new 
parking spaces, allowing shared spaces,  and allowing 
some existing parking spaces to be redeveloped to 
other uses;  

(B) Aids in achieving the measurable standards set in 
TransPlan (per OAR 660-012-0035(4)), such as 
reducing the percentage of non-auto trips, increasing 
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transit ridership on congested corridors, and 
encouraging development in ‘nodes’ by reducing 
parking requirements for transit-oriented 
development within nodal development areas;  

(C) Providing land use and subdivision regulations 
setting minimum and maximum parking requirements 
in appropriate locations, and eliminating off-street 
parking requirements for automobiles in the 
downtown core; and  

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

This 2035 TSP contains policies encouraging frequent 
review and updates to existing parking standards 
(updated per TransPlan, 2002) to reflect improved 
alternatives to driving single-occupant vehicles as 
these alternatives become available, such as improved 
transit service, bike facilities, car- and bike-share 
programs, improved neighborhood walkability, and 
transportation Demand Management programs. 
 

(h) Policies and land use regulations for 
implementing the TSP as provided in OAR 660-
012-0045. 

 

 
The 2035 TSP adoption package include amendments 
to Eugene’s land use code that are needed for the 
2035 TSP to be recognized as the City’s local 
transportation system plan and to adopt new levels of 
service for the City’s roadways.  Additionally, the 
policies and potential actions for implementing the TSP 
that are set forth in Chapter 2 of the 2035 TSP identify 
amendments that could be made to the land use code 
to further the policies set forth in 2035 TSP. 

(i) Transportation financing program as 
provided in OAR 660-012-0040. 

 

 
Chapter 6 of the TSP includes the transportation 
financing plan, including existing and potential new 
funding sources and a summary of improvement costs 
by modal category. Chapter 5 of the TSP provides a 
detailed listing of cost for each individual improvement 
project, by mode. 
 

 
(3) Each element identified in subsections (2)(b) 
– (d) of this rule shall contain: 

(a) An inventory and general assessment 
of existing and committed transportation 

 
Chapter 3 and Appendix B (Existing Conditions) 
document the Existing Conditions Inventory and 
Analysis and describe the existing and committed 
facilities and services by function, type and condition 
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facilities and services by function, type, 
capacity and condition.  

(A) The transportation capacity analysis 
shall include information on:  
(i) The capacities of existing and 
committed facilities;                                       
(ii) The degree to which those 
capacities have been reached or 
surpassed on existing facilities; and  
(iii) The assumptions upon which 
these capacities are based.  

(B) For state and regional facilities, the 
transportation capacity analysis shall be 
consistent with standards of facility 
performance considered acceptable by the 
affected state or regional transportation 
agency;  

(C) The transportation facility condition 
analysis shall describe the general physical and 
operational condition of each transportation 
facility (e.g., very good, good, fair, poor, very 
poor).  

(b) A system of planned transportation 
facilities, services and major improvements.  
The system shall include a description of the 
type or functional classification of planned 
facilities and services and their planned 
capacities and performance standards. 

 

for each mode. These outline all of the identified 
needs associated with today’s conditions for each 
mode as well as those intersections and streets not 
meeting applicable operating standards.  
 
Chapter 3 and Appendix C (No Build analysis) 
document the No Build analysis. These outline all of 
the identified year 2035 needs assuming no additional 
infrastructure beyond that currently funded is added. 
These present a transportation capacity analysis of the 
existing and committed roadway system, including 
streets and intersections consistent with existing city, 
county, and state standards; in some instances state 
adoption of alternative mobility standards will be 
requested through an OHP amendment. This 
operational analysis describes the degree to which 
those capacities have been reached or surpassed on 
existing facilities, and the assumptions upon which 
these capacities are based. 
 
Chapter 4 summarizes the proposed system of existing 
and planned transportation facilities, services and 
major improvements, by functional classification, 
planned capacities and performance standards.  The 
City maintains a separate inventory of street physical 
conditions.  Concurrent with the adoption of the 2035 
TSP are amendments to the Street Classification Map. 
Chapter 5 of the 2035 TSP sets forth a system of 
planned transportation facilities, services and major 
improvements, including the type or functional 
classification of the planned facilities and services.   
 

OAR 660-012-0025 Complying with Goals in Preparing TSPs 

(1) Adoption of a TSP shall constitute a land use 
decision regarding the need for transportation 
facilities, services and major improvements and 
their function, mode and general location.  

This will happen automatically upon adoption.  This 
requirement is also included in local regulations. 

 
(2) Findings of compliance with applicable 
statewide planning goals and acknowledged 
comprehensive plan policies and land use 
regulations shall be developed in conjunction 
with the adoption of the TSP. 
 

 
These findings demonstrate compliance with the 
applicable statewide planning goals, acknowledged 
comprehensive plan and land use regulations. 

OAR 660‐012‐0025(3)  
 
The City may defer decisions regarding 

 
There are three actions that may be considered a 
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function, general location and mode of a 
refinement plan if findings are adopted that:  
 

(a) Identify the transportation need for 
which decisions regarding function, general 
location or mode are being deferred.  

(b) Demonstrate why information required 
to make final determination cannot be made 
available within time for TSP preparation.  

(c) Explain how deferral does not invalidate 
the assumptions upon which the TSP is based 
ore preclude implementation of the remainder 
of the TSP.  

(d) Describe the nature of the findings 
which will be needed to resolve issues deferred 
to a refinement plan; and,  

(e) Set a deadline for adoption of a 
refinement plan prior to initiation of the 
periodic review following adoption of the TSP.  
 

deferral of a decision regarding function and general 
location of improvements: the Randy Papé Beltline 
Facility Plan, future studies for improved access across 
the Willamette River, and multimodal studies of the 
Key Corridors. 
 
The Randy Papé Beltline Facility Plan identifies 
probable improvements that warrant further analysis 
through the NEPA process.  The 2035 TSP adopts the 
facility plan, as noted in Chapter 5, and incorporates 
reasonable outcomes for purposes of project costs and 
financing projections.  Construction of the largest 
component of this project, a new local arterial bridge, 
cannot commence until the NEPA analysis is 
completed and the project is adopted by the City 
Council.  The NEPA process cannot be completed 
within the timeframe of the TSP, in part because the 
Facility Plan must be adopted in the TSP before the 
NEPA analysis may commence. 
 
Improved crossings of the Willamette River were 
identified as a potentially desirable solution to several 
needs (e.g., seismic upgrades, improved connectivity, 
and congestion relief).  Completion of such a study 
could not be completed within the timeframe of the 
2035 TSP because of the large study area, 
environmental sensitivity of the riverine environment, 
need for robust public engagement, and need to 
gather funding for such a large undertaking.  The 2035 
TSP assumptions about traffic function did not rely on 
any additional river crossings; hence the deferral of a 
decision about additional river crossings does not 
invalidate the assumptions upon which the 2035 TPS is 
based or preclude implementation of the remainder of 
the 2035 TPS. 
 
The 2035 TSP identifies a desire to complete detailed 
land use and multimodal transportation studies for 
several “Key Corridors” identified in the Envision 
Eugene Vision Statement (2012).  Such a planning 
process was begun as a joint project by the City of 
Eugene and Lane Transit District, dubbed 
“MovingAhead.”  The areas covered by these studies 
are substantial: the development corridors along 
Highway 99, River Road, Coburg Road, mid-
Willamette/30th Avenue, and others.  Completion of 
these studies could not be completed within the 
timeframe of the TSP.  The TSP used estimations for 
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corridor performances and costs based on realistic, 
previously completed corridors with enhances transit 
service; therefore, the deferral of a decision on specific 
corridor improvements does not invalidate the 
assumptions upon which the TSP is based or preclude 
implementation of the remainder of the TSP.  
 
No new findings will be needed to resolve issues 
deferred to these studies.  There is no need to set a 
deadline for adoption of a plan amendment based on 
the outcome of these studies because the 2035 TSP is 
self-sufficient without the results of these studies.  
 

OAR 660-012-0030 Determination of Transportation Needs 

(1) The TSP shall identify transportation needs 
relevant to the planning area and the scale of 
the transportation network being planned 
including: 

(a) State, regional and local transportation 
needs 

(b) Needs of the transportation 
disadvantaged 

(c)   Needs for movement of goods and 
services to support industrial and commercial 
development planned for, pursuant to Goal 9. 

 
Chapter 3 and Appendix B (Existing Conditions) 
document the Existing Conditions Inventory and 
Analysis. These outline all of the identified needs 
associated with today’s conditions for each mode as 
well as those intersections and streets not meeting 
applicable operating standards.  
 
Chapter 3 and Appendix C (No Build analysis) 
document the No Build analysis. These outline all of 
the identified year 2035 needs assuming no additional 
infrastructure beyond that currently funded is added. 
Each mode’s needs as well as intersection and streets 
not meeting applicable standards are noted.  
 
Chapter 3 and Appendices B and C include a 
determination of the transportation needs, by mode, 
related to state, regional and local transportation 
needs, needs of transportation disadvantaged, and 
needs for goods movement to support industrial and 
commercial development. 
 
Representatives of ODOT, DLCD, the Eugene Area 
Chamber of Commerce, the transportation 
disadvantaged, Eugene Human Rights Commission, 
homebuilders, rail, air travel, and freight participated 
in the creation of the 2035 TSP. 

 
(2) Local governments preparing local TSPs 
shall rely on the analyses of state and regional 
transportation needs in adopted elements of 
the state TSP and adopted regional TSPs.  
 

 
The TSP has been coordinated with the analyses 
included in applicable state plans, the Metro Plan, 
TransPlan, and the RTP. 
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(3) Within UGBs, the determination of local and 
regional transportation needs shall be based 
upon: 
 

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

 
Chapter 3 and Appendix C (No Build Analysis) include 
population and employment forecasts consistent with 
the Metro Plan and coordinated with the Lane MPO 
for year 2035. 
 
The 2035 TSP addresses the projects, programs, and 
policies needed to support growth in population and 
jobs within the Eugene UGB between now and the 
year 2035. The 2035 TSP defines the transportation 
facilities needs within Eugene’s adopted UGB, as 
established by the Metro Plan. The needs assessment 
and resulting projects (set forth in Chapter 4 of the 
2035 TSP) establish a transportation system adequate 
to meet the identified local transportation needs 
based upon the land use designations established by 
the Metro Plan.  Because the 2035 TSP is based on the 
Metro Plan land use designations, any zone allowed 
within the land use designation is consistent with both 
the Metro Plan and this 2035 TSP. 
 
Regarding the population and employment forecasts, 
the determination of the City’s needs assumes that the 
City will continue to see growth in employment and 
population between now and the year 2035 in a 
manner consistent with the existing Comprehensive 
Plan land use designations, within the existing Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB) and consistent with the 
growth forecast adopted into the Metro Plan.   
Regarding the population and employment 
distributions, Staff from the cities of Eugene and 
Springfield, Lane County and Lane Council of 
Governments (LCOG) worked collaboratively to 
identify where the estimated year 2035 population 
and employment growth might occur within the region 
as well as within individual areas of each city. This 
interagency collaboration ensures that the needs 
analyses for Eugene, Springfield, and Coburg start with 
the same fundamental assumptions and that the 
population and employment forecasts are 
“coordinated” for compliance with Oregon 
transportation and land use planning requirements. 
This growth was allocated to developable areas within 
the current UGB consistent with the land use 
designations shown in the adopted Metro Plan.   
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(b) Measures adopted pursuant to OAR 
660-012-0045 to encourage reduced 
reliance on the automobile. 

 
OAR 660-012-0045(1) requires local government to 
amend its land use regulations to implement the TSP. 
Eugene’s land use regulations were amended to 
comply with this rule after TransPlan was adopted in 
2002.   
 
The 2035 TSP retains those measures and encourages 
incremental changes to strengthen their effectiveness 
over time as new travel options become available. 
Modal Targets are identified in the goals contained in 
Chapter 2; they triple the percentage of trips made by 
non-auto modes. Many of the goals, policies, and 
implementing actions contained in Chapter 2 will help 
reduce reliance on the automobile. 
 
The modal plans, TDM and TSMO plans contained in 
Chapter 4 and the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 
improvement projects contained in Chapter 5 will help 
reduce reliance on the automobile. 
 

 
(4) In MPO areas, calculation of local and 
regional transportation needs also shall be 
based on accomplishment of the requirement 
in OAR 660-012-0035(4) to reduce reliance on 
the automobile.  
 

 
As discussed in more detail under 0035(4), the 2035 
TSP supports and advances the alternative 
performance standards approved by LCDC in 2001 and 
adopted as part of TransPlan.  In furthering the goals 
of the 2001 standards, the 2035 TSP builds upon the 
lessons learned since 2001, and recognizes that there 
are new, innovative ways to decrease vehicle miles of 
travel.  Embedded in the needs analysis for the 2035 
TSP is the furtherance of the City’s adopted measures 
that will reduce reliance on the automobile.   
 
The 2035 TSP reflects Eugene policy makers’ and 
community members’ priority to maintain existing 
facilities and provide multiple transportation options 
for local and regional travel. These priorities are based 
on the premise that the City can reduce congestion, 
save money, and provide health benefits for the entire 
community by providing alternatives to single 
occupancy vehicle travel and by making existing 
streets safer and more efficient without costly 
increases to automobile-oriented infrastructure.  

The 2035 TSP supports the land use strategies defined 
in the 2012 Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 
2032 and prioritizes recommendations that mitigate 
the strain on roadways by supporting transit service 
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and making walking and bicycling trips more practical 
for working, shopping, and other daily activities; 
managing congestion; and improving safety.  
 
The 2035 TSP goals, policies, projects, and potential 
implementing actions are based on analysis by, and 
input received from, the community, City of Eugene 
staff, partner agency staff, and City policy-makers.  
Their review included analysis of, among other things, 
a multi-step evaluation of the “triple bottom line” 
(economy, social equity, and natural environment) 
that included considerations of how possible system 
improvements will meet the transportation needs for 
all modes, address the needs of the transportation 
disadvantaged, and address the need for movement of 
goods and services to support industrial and 
commercial development.  
 

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

(1) The TSP shall be based on evaluation of 
potential impacts of system alternatives that 
can reasonably be expected to meet the 
identified transportation needs in a safe 
manner and at a reasonable cost with available 
technology. The following shall be evaluated as 
components of system alternatives. 
 

The multimodal system improvements were assessed 
against the goals and policies in Chapter 2 and the 
evaluation criteria in Chapter 3 to ensure that needs 
are met with a safe and reasonable manner with 
available technology.  

(a) Improvements to existing facilities or 
services; 

Improvements to existing facilities and services are the 
fundamental basis and highest priority of the TSP 
goals, policies and project lists. As iterated in the 
policies in Chapter 2, the city’s priority is to improve 
system efficiency, safety and management and re-
purpose existing rights-of-way to include high-quality 
facilities for non-auto users before widening streets to 
expand capacity for motorized vehicles.   
 
Specifically, the 2035 TSP’s Cost Effectiveness and 
Finance Policy 2, states: “Maintain transportation 
performance and improve safety by improving system 
efficiency and management before adding capacity for 
automobiles to the transportation system by using the 
following priorities for developing the Eugene Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) and Eugene projects in 
the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Program (MTIP): 

a. Protect the existing system. The highest 
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priority is to preserve or improve the 

functionality of the existing transportation 

system by means such as access 

management, transportation demand 

management, improved traffic operations, 

technologies, accommodating “active 

transportation” options not previously 

present, and keeping roads well 

maintained to avoid reconstruction. 

b. Improve the efficiency and safety of 

existing facilities. The second priority is to 

make minor improvements to existing 

streets, such as adding turning lanes at 

intersections, providing and enhancing 

pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities, 

and extending or connecting streets 

pursuant to existing plans. 

c. Add capacity to the existing system. The 

third priority is to make major 

improvements to existing transportation 

facilities such as adding general purpose 

lanes and making alignment corrections to 

accommodate legal-sized vehicles.   

d. Add new facilities to the system. The 

lowest priority is to add new 

transportation facilities for motorized 

vehicles, such as new roadways. New 

streets that are needed and planned for 

connectivity are a higher priority, as noted 

in (b), above.” 

In accordance with Appendices B (Existing Conditions), 
C (No Build), and D (20-year Needs Analysis), 
improvements to the existing facilities and services 
were examined through the existing conditions study, 
needs analysis with a “No Build” scenario, and a 
scenario that explored improvements and additions to 
the existing system.  Technological and TSMO 
improvements to the efficiency of the existing system 
are recommended by the TSP. 
 

(b) New facilities and services, including 
different modes or combinations of modes 
that could reasonably meet identified 
transportation needs.  

All new facilities identified in Chapters 4 and 5 were 
evaluated in their ability to provide for “Complete 
Streets” and facilities and improvements that increase 
transportation choices, reduce reliance on the 
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automobile, and improve safety.  The reasonableness 
of proposed projects were verified by the following 
selection criteria (Chapter 3): 

1. Is it technically feasible to build this project? 

2. Could the project be funded? 

3. Could the project receive necessary 
environmental permits? 

Potential projects failing these criteria were dropped 
from the TSP or deferred for future study (i.e., the 
Randy Papé Beltline Facility Plan, which had already 
been deemed reasonably feasible). 
 

(c) Transportation system management 
measures;  

The Transportation System Management and 
Operations (TSMO) Plan, contained in Chapter 4, 
focuses on increasing the safety and efficiency of the 
existing street system, promoting safety for all users, 
supporting the economy and supporting the City’s 
Climate Recovery Ordinance.   

(d) Demand management measures; and  The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan, 
contained in Chapter 4, in coordination with the 
Regional Transportation Options Plan (RTOP), focus on 
providing greater travel choices to enhance mobility 
and accessibility and maximize transportation 
investments. Transportation Demand Management is a 
tool already integrated into the Eugene Land Use Code 
for reducing demand on a facility, reliance on single-
occupant motorized vehicles, and parking supply.  
Further, the city has set targets to triple the 
percentage of trips made by trips other than the 
automobile by 2035.  

(e)   A no-build system alternative required 
by the NEPA or other laws.  

Chapter 3 and Appendix C (No Build) document the No 
Build system alternative and associated transportation 
needs in the year 2035. 

 
(3) The following standards shall be used to 
evaluate and select alternatives: 

 
Chapter 3 and Appendix E (Alternatives Evaluation 
Process) document the alternatives evaluation and 
selection process. Goals and policies are included in 
Chapter 2 and guided the process. The evaluation 
framework developed for the TSP referenced the 
Sustainable Transportation Analysis and Rating System 
(STARS) and reflects the city’s commitment to the 
sustainability triple bottom line.  The STARS evaluation 
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framework, although more robust, satisfies the TPR 
requirements as noted below. (TSP Table 3.2) 

(a) The transportation system shall 
support urban and rural development by 
providing types and levels of transportation 
facilities and services appropriate to serve the 
land uses identified in the acknowledged 
comprehensive plan; 

The 2035 TSP modeling and needs analysis is based on 
the Comprehensive Plan land use designations in the 
Metro Plan within the existing UGB and consistent 
with the growth forecast adopted into the Metro Plan.   
 
Modeling for the 2035 TSP used the same land use 
designation model (or “layer”) used for the Envision 
Eugene buildable lands inventory.   Because the Metro 
Plan land use designation map was adopted at a 
relatively large scale (small geographic representation) 
of 1:1,500, and no file is maintained by the City of 
known plan-split lots as is the case for zoning districts, 
the land use designation layer was created by 
enlarging the Metro Plan’s 11x17 land use designation 
map and applying a set of rules to resolve split 
designations on taxlots.   A process was used to 
identify those lots having a substantive portion in two 
or more differing plan designations versus those that 
have only a minor portion in an adjoining plan 
designation. Those lots not identified as candidate split 
lots were considered designated according to the plan 
designation found at the geometric center of the lot.  

Chapter 3 and Appendices C (No Build), D (No Build 
analysis) and E (20 year Needs Analysis) document the 
anticipated land uses and the 2035 TSP projects (types 
and levels of service) needed to support the land uses 
depicted on the land use designation layer described 
above.  The TSP supports urban growth as planned for 
the Eugene UGB area in the acknowledged 
comprehensive plan (the Metro Plan) and regional 
travel, and restricts facility extension that might 
encourage inappropriate growth on rural lands. 
 
Comparable STARS criteria: 

 Ensure consistency between transportation 
investments and all relevant adopted and 
accepted local plans. 

 Support redevelopment priorities by 
promoting compatible transportation 
investments along key corridors and in core 
commercial areas, including downtown. 

 Increase access to employment centers via 
foot, bike, and transit, while improving the 
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quality of the traveling experience. 

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

Three of the eight STARS evaluation criteria reference 
air quality, protection of land and water quality. All 
alternatives considered were evaluated against 
adopted state and federal standards. 
 
Sample STARS criteria that promote consistency with 
state and federal standards for protection of air, land 
and water quality: 

 Support the reduction in quantities of harmful 
airborne pollutants associated with 
transportation. 
 

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

The alternatives analysis summarized in Chapter 3 and 
Appendix E (Alternatives Evaluation Process) include 
an evaluation of adverse economic, social, 
environmental and energy consequences. Many of the 
eight evaluation criteria reference these issues. 
Further, the goals and policies included in Chapter 2 
highlight the importance of minimizing these 
consequences. 
 
Example STARS criteria that minimize adverse 
economic, social, environmental and energy 
consequences: 

 Use future transportation investments to 
reduce or eliminate disparities between 
neighborhoods in access, economic benefits, 
safety, and health. 

 Encourage infrastructure and programs that 
allow residents to reduce expenditures on fuel 
and vehicle use. 

 Focus on transportation programs and projects 
that help to: 

o reduce total community-wide fossil fuel use by 
50% by 2030 

o reduce vehicle miles traveled per capita by 
10% by the year 2020 

o reduce community-wide greenhouse gas 
emissions 10% below 1990 levels by 2020 

 

Triple Bottom Line (abbreviated as TBL) is an 
accounting framework with three parts: social, 
environmental, and financial. The 2035 TSP integrated 
TBL sustainability principles in every step of its 
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development.  The criteria that were used to prioritize 
potential projects and programs in this plan were 
broadened to include public health and safety, 
community context and neighborhood character, 
climate and energy, and cost effectiveness to ensure 
that the plan adequately addresses the many aspects 
of the economy-equity-environment triple bottom 
line.    

The 2035 TSP supports equity and social prosperities in 
several ways.  This plan supports the provision of 
complete transportation networks that serve all 
travelers of all ages, abilities, and incomes.  Everybody 
should have safe and efficient access to employment, 
education, services, and recreation.  The 2035 TSP 
promotes the services and projects that will result in 
sufficient options to meet these needs. This plan also 
calls for assurances that costs and benefits of 
transportation improvements are shared equitably 
over time, both geographically throughout the city and 
among populations of different economic strata, races, 
and ethnicities.   

The 2035 TSP supports the continued growth and 
vitality of the local and regional economy.  
Transportation infrastructure investments on key 
corridors will support the projected employment base 
and freight movements as well as improve multimodal 
access to the airport and train station. The 2035 TSP 
removes a barrier to planned growth by adjusting 
Levels of Service for traffic to more realistic levels, 
levels that reduce reliance on automobile travel and 
permit levels of development desired by the 
comprehensive land use plan.  

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

 
The alternatives analysis summarized in Chapter 3 and 
Appendix E (Alternatives Evaluation Process) include 
an evaluation of the potential for intermodal 
connections and minimization of conflicts. Further, the 
goals and policies included in Chapter 2 are focused on 
creating a complete, connected transportation system 
that meets the needs and safety of travelers of all 
ages, abilities, races, ethnicities and incomes. 
 
Sample STARS criteria that minimize conflicts and 
facilitate connections between modes of 
transportation: 

 Support redevelopment priorities by 
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promoting compatible transportation 
investments along key corridors and in core 
commercial areas, including downtown. 

 Foster neighborhoods where 90 percent of 
Eugene residents can meet most daily needs 
without relying heavily on an automobile. 

 Improve the comfort and convenience of 
travel, especially for walking, bicycling, 
carpooling, and riding transit. 

 Maintain a network of Emergency Response 
Streets to facilitate prompt emergency 
response. 

 

(e)  The transportation system shall avoid 
principal reliance on any one mode of 
transportation by increasing transportation 
choices to reduce principal reliance on the 
automobile. Select transportation alternatives 
that meet the requirements in section (4) of 
the rule. 

The alternatives analysis summarized in Chapter 3 and 
Appendix E (Alternatives Evaluation Process) is 
fundamentally based on the need to decrease reliance 
on the automobile (see sample criteria, above). Most 
of the eight STARS evaluation criteria reference this 
critical need. Further, the goals and policies included in 
Chapter 2 highlight the importance of tripling the 
percentage of trips made by transit, cycling and 
walking by 2035 and increasing transportation choices 
for all users. 
 
The 2035 TSP plans for significant investment in active 
transportation over the next 20 years.  Of the 276 
projects planned in the 2035 TSP to be built over the 
next 20 years, 253 of the projects are entirely 
pedestrian and bicycle projects; those projects include 
89 neighborhood greenway projects, 17 shared use 
paths, 10 protected bike lane projects, and 89 
separated path/sidewalk projects.  Six of the 276 
projects are transit projects, which include improving 
frequent transit service and multimodal travel along 
numerous transit corridors.   
 
The 2035 TSP includes a “Complete Streets” policy that 
will affect how all streets will be planned and 
maintained in the future.  By making streets more 
inviting to pedestrians and bicyclists, especially for 
short trips, the City will gain more efficient use of 
limited available space within the street rights-of-way, 
provide a healthier environment in neighborhoods, 
and support the higher density, mixed use Key 
Corridors championed by the Envision Eugene, A 
Community Vision for 2032.  
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Improvements to the sidewalk, bicycle, and transit 
networks make many more travel options available, 
providing choices that best fit one’s travel needs, 
financial situation, and location.  In furtherance of the 
goal to increase the number of people choosing active 
transportation as their travel option, as noted above, 
there are 259 bicycle, pedestrian and transit projects 
planned for the next 20 years; these projects 
representing over 63% of the total transportation 
dollars that the City plans to spend over the next 20 
years.   

By planning for the active transportation infrastructure 
that will make active modes of travel more safe and 
convenient, the 2035 TSP is designed to achieve its 
goal of greatly increasing the number of trips made by 
transit, bicycling and walking.   With the 259 bicycle, 
pedestrian and transit projects (as well as the six 
complete street projects) planned for the next 20 
years, the 2035 TSP hopes to (at least) triple the 
number of trips made by transit, bicycling or walking 
by 2035.  

 
(4) In MPO area, regional and local TSPs shall 
be designed to achieve adopted standards for 
increasing transportation choices and reducing 
reliance on the automobile.  Adopted standards 
are intended as means of measuring progress 
of metropolitan areas towards developing and 
implementing transportation systems and land 
use plans that increase transportation choices 
and reduce reliance on the automobile. It is 
anticipated that metropolitan areas will 
accomplish reduced reliance by changing land 
use patterns and transportation systems so 
that walking, cycling, and use of transit are 
highly convenient and so that, on balance, 
people need to and are likely to drive less than 
they do today. 

 

 
The 2035 TSP supports and advances the alternative 
performance standards approved by LCDC in 2001 and 
adopted as part of TransPlan.  The Transportation 
Demand Management Plan, contained in Chapter 4, in 
coordination with the Regional Transportation Options 
Plan, focuses on providing greater travel choices to 
enhance mobility and accessibility and maximize 
transportation investments. Further, the City has set 
targets to triple the percentage of trips made by trips 
other than the automobile by 2035, as iterated in the 
goals and policies included in Chapter 2 and the 
evaluation criteria included in Chapter 3.  
 
In furthering the goals of the 2001 standards, the 2035 
TSP builds upon the lessons learned since 2001, and 
recognizes that there are new, innovative ways to 
decrease vehicle miles of travel.  To that end, the 2035 
TSP uses terminology that, at times, slightly differs 
from the terminology adopted in 2001, but 
nevertheless advances the achievement of the 
standards approved by LCDC in 2001. For example, the 
City no longer uses the term “nodal development” in 
its land use and transportation planning efforts.  
Instead, the City uses terms such as “key corridors” 
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and “20-minute neighborhoods.”  Despite a shift in 
terminology, the underlying concept, goals, and 
benefits of nodal development remains unchanged; 
providing land use patterns so that walking, cycling, 
and use of transit are highly convenient and so that, on 
balance, people need to and are likely to drive less 
than they do today.  Most importantly, the 2035 TSP is 
designed to increase transportation choices and 
reduce reliance on the automobile. 
 
The 2035 TSP supports and advances the alternative 
performance standards approved by LCDC in 2001 and 
adopted as part of TransPlan in the following way: 
 
% Non-Auto Trips. The 2035 TSP has goals of tripling 
trips by walking, biking, and transit and reducing fossil 
fuel consumption. Of the 276 projects planned in the 
2035 TSP to be built over the next 20 years, 253 of the 
projects are entirely pedestrian and bicycle projects; 
those projects include 89 neighborhood greenway 
projects, 17 shared use paths, 10 protected bike lane 
projects, and 89 separated path/sidewalk projects.  
These 259 bicycle, pedestrian, and transit projects 
represent 63% of the total transportation dollars that 
are planned to be spent over the next 20 years.  Of the 
17 remaining projects, six of the projects are complete 
street upgrades to existing roadways; all six of these 
projects have a significant bicycle and pedestrian 
component.  These complete street projects represent 
an additional 11% of the total transportation dollars.  
Establishment of a bike share program is currently 
underway and is one of the 2035 TSP’s four bicycle 
policies.    
 
The 2035 TSP has a policy to encourage walking as the 
most attractive mode of transportation for short trips 
(e.g., within .5 miles) within and to activity centers, 
downtown, key corridors, and major destinations, and 
as a means of accessing transit.  A related policy of the 
2035 TSP is to ensure that there are safe, accessible, 
comfortable, and direct sidewalk connections between 
residential areas, major destinations, and transit stops 
and to continually improve walking comfort, safety, 
and accessibility through design, operations, retrofits, 
and maintenance.   
 
% Transit Mode Share on Congested Corridors.  The  
2035 TSP has a goal of tripling trips by walking, biking, 
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and transit, and policies that promote planning and 
improving multimodal access along the Key Corridors 
(EE Vision) and (the same) Frequent Transit Networks 
(LTD Long Range Transit Plan). 
 
The 2035 TSP policies promote improved transit 
services that are integrated through context specific 
multimodal planning for all Key Corridors.  One of the 
four transit policies in the 2035 TSP is to collaborate 
with Lane Transit District to provide a network of high 
capacity, frequent, and reliable transit services, 
including consideration of Bus Rapid Transit, to the 
City’s identified Key Corridors and to Frequent Transit 
Corridors as defined by Lane Transit District’s Long 
Range Transit Plan.  Additionally, the 2035 TSP includes 
$171.4 million in transit projects that support the 
transit policies and the identified transit needs.  The six 
multimodal/transit projects planned for the next 20 
years include the improvement of frequent transit 
service and multimodal travel along Coburg Road, 
River Road, Highway 99, 30th Avenue and Amazon 
Parkway, new transfer stations, and enhanced 
pedestrian crossings.  Additionally, an identified 
potential action item is to review City Code and amend 
it if needed to enable additional opportunities to 
provide bikeways and improved pedestrian 
connections between key destinations, transit stops, 
and residential areas with new development and 
redevelopment. 
 
Priority Bikeway Miles.  The TSP updates this concept 
by promoting a complete network of various context 
sensitive bikeways throughout the community 
(including cycle tracks, bike boulevards, and protected 
bikeways). As discussed above, of the 276 projects 
planned in the 2035 TSP to be built over the next 20 
years, 253 of the projects are entirely pedestrian and 
bicycle projects; those projects include 89 
neighborhood greenway projects, 17 shared use paths, 
10 protected bike lane projects, and 89 separated 
path/sidewalk projects.  These 259 bicycle, pedestrian, 
and transit projects represent 63% of the total 
transportation dollars that are planned to be spent 
over the next 20 years.  One of the 2035 TSP’s bicycle 
policies is to “[d]evelop a well-connected and 
comfortable bikeway network.  Ensure that there are 
safe, comfortable, and direct bikeway connections 
between residential areas, major destinations, and 
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transit stops and provide secure bicycle parking 
facilities at these destinations.”  The related potential 
action item is: “Maintain a map and project list for 
desired improvements to the bicycle network within 
the life of this plan. Provide priorities among these 
projects, yet provide flexibility among priorities to 
respond to unforeseen opportunities and 
development.”  
 
The list of bicycle projects in support of the policies 
and the identified needs are shown in Chapter 5.  The 
2035 TSP is the City’s bicycle and pedestrian plan, 
providing projects and policies that will create a 
network of bicycle and pedestrian-friendly routes 
throughout the planning area. While the map of all 
potential bicycle system improvements may include 
some on local streets, only improvements on collector 
and arterial streets were considered for the 2035 TSP 
project list and cost estimates. 

Acres of zoned nodal development.  The 2035 TSP 
does not change the zoning of nodal development 
areas. The 2035 TSP promotes the completion of safe, 
comfortable, and direct sidewalk and bikeway 
networks between key destinations, transit stops, and 
residential areas, which supports nodal development.   
 
% of dwelling units built in nodes.  This TSP promotes 
neighborhoods where 90 percent of Eugene residents 
can meet most daily needs without relying heavily on 
an automobile. A system-wide policy of the 2035 TSP is 
fostering neighborhoods where Eugene residents can 
meet most of their basic daily needs without an 
automobile by providing streets, sidewalks, bikeways, 
and access to transit in an inviting environment where 
all travelers feel safe and secure.  The related potential 
action item is the creation of a strategy to facilitate 90 
percent of Eugene residences to be within 20-minute 
neighborhoods.   
 
% of New “Total” Employment in Nodes.  The TSP 
supports employment in nodes by increasing access to 
employment centers via foot, bike, and transit, and 
promoting compatible transportation investments 
along key corridors and in core commercial areas, 
including downtown.  Identified potential action items 
include aligning the City’s land use and parking 
regulating to encourage walking, biking, and use of 
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public transit and periodically reviewing parking needs 
in the downtown, Federal Courthouse, and riverfront 
districts and balance supply with other objectives, such 
as economic vitality; support for transit, walking, and 
biking; reduced consumption of fossil fuels; and 
human-scaled urban form.  Additionally, for more than 
10 years the City has had in place Standards for 
Transportation Demand Management Programs that 
provide a mechanism to vary the number of required 
off-street parking spaces by providing a strategy for 
reducing vehicle use and parking demand and using 
benchmarks to measure program effectiveness.   
 
Internal VMT.  Vehicle Miles Travelled have been on 
the decline in Eugene.  Policies cited above that 
promote alternatives to driving, mixed use 
neighborhoods, and reduced consumption of fossil 
fuels will help reduce VMT. Goal 1 of the 2035 TSP is to 
“[c]reate an integrated transportation system that is 
safe and efficient; supports the Metro Plan’s land use 
diagram and Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 
2032 (2012), the City of Eugene’s target for a 50 
percent reduction in fossil fuel consumption, and other 
City land use and economic development goals; 
reduces reliance on single-occupancy automobiles; and 
enhances community livability.” 

VMT/Capita.  Per capita VMT has been on the decline 
in Eugene. Policies cited above that promote 
alternatives to driving, mixed use neighborhoods, 
education, and reduced consumption of fossil fuels will 
help reduce per capita VMT. 
 
The 2035 TSP’s design to increase transportation 
choices and reduce reliance on the automobile will 
most likely advance any new regional standards that 
are adopted as part of the RTSP update, however, if 
needed, the 2035 TSP will be amended to address the 
new regional standards.   
 

(7) Regional and local TSPs shall include 
benchmarks to assure satisfactory progress 
towards meeting the approved standard or 
standards adopted pursuant to this rule at 
regular intervals over the planning period. 
MPOs and local governments shall evaluate 
progress in meeting benchmarks at each 

 
As discussed above, OAR 660-012-0035(5) requires 
that MPO areas adopt standards for approval by the 
Land Conservation and Development Commission 
(LCDC). The 0035(5) standards developed by the 
Eugene-Springfield MPO for TransPlan were approved 
by LCDC in 2001, and adopted as part of TransPlan in 
2002.  Because TransPlan remains the metro area’s 
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update of the regional transportation plan. 
Where benchmarks are not met, the relevant 
TSP shall be amended to include new or 
additional efforts adequate to meet the 
requirements of this rule. 

regional transportation system plan, the standards 
adopted by LDCD in 2001 are still in effect, and 
applicable, today. 
 
Therefore, the Eugene 2035 TSP retains the LCDC-
approved standards as required by the TPR and 
introduces improved benchmarks that will more 
accurately communicate progress towards increasing 
transportation choices and reducing reliance on the 
automobile, and better reflect local targets for 
bicycle, walking, and transit travel and achieving the 
land use patterns promoted by Envision Eugene, A 
Community Vision for 2032. 
 
Attachment C to the 2035 TSP sets forth benchmarks 
to assure that the City is making satisfactory progress 
towards meeting the standards approved by LCDC in 
2001.  The benchmarks in Attachment C include 
regular intervals over the 2035 TSP’s 20-year planning 
for the City to evaluate its progress toward meeting 
the Alternatives Performance Measures approved by  
LCDC in 2001 for the Eugene-Springfield MPO.   

 

(10) Transportation uses or improvements 
listed in OAR 660-012-0065(3)(d) to (g) and (o) 
and located in an urban fringe may be included 
in a TSP only if the improvement project 
identified in the Transportation System Plan as 
described in section (12) of this rule, will not 
significantly reduce peak hour travel time for 
the route as determined pursuant to section 
(11) of this rule, or the jurisdiction determines 
that the following alternatives can not 
reasonably satisfy the purpose of the 
improvement project:  

(a) Improvements to transportation facilities 
and services within the urban growth 
boundary;  
(b) Transportation system management 
measures that do not significantly increase 
capacity; or  
(c) Transportation demand management 
measures. The jurisdiction needs only to 
consider alternatives that are safe and 
effective, consistent with applicable standards 
and that can be implemented at a reasonable 
cost using available technology.  

 
The 2035 TSP includes Project No. MM-3:  “Construct 
local arterial bridge over the Willamette River to the 
north of the Beltline Highway, connecting Division 
Avenue to Green Acres Road; construct operational 
improvements to existing Randy Papé Beltline 
Highway/Delta Highway ramps consistent with the 
Beltline Highway Facility Plan.”   Additionally, the 
Randy Papé Beltline Facility Plan is adopted as part of 
the 2035 TSP (Attachment B). The Facility Plan includes 
recommended improvements to the Randy Papé 
Beltline Highway, Delta Highway and adjacent arterial 
street system to improve safety and the long-term 
operations of the highway between River Road and 
Coburg Road.  This Facility Plan is a precursor to the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for 
the implementation of future Randy Papé Beltline 
Highway projects.  The NEPA analysis will include more 
detailed and rigorous analysis of project impacts and 
result in a determination as to whether or not one or 
more of the improvements options can be constructed 
and, potentially, result in a recommended preferred 
project that is eligible for federal funding.   
 
If the outcome of the NEPA analysis is that one or 
more of the improvement options can be constructed, 
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the project description and costs estimates for Project 
MM-3 will be updated to reflect the improvement 
option ultimately selected.  The City recognizes that 
construction outside of the urban growth boundary 
may require a goal exception or UGB amendment.  
Those land use issues will be resolved together with 
Lane County.   Nevertheless, MM-3 (which may include 
construction within the urban fringe) can be included 
in the 2035 TSP because the project is authorized by 
provisions of OAR 660-012-0065 other than (3)(d) to 
(g) and (o). 

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.  

 
Cost estimates for all of the planned facilities and 
major improvements (i.e., “projects”) are included in 
Chapter 5. Chapter 6 contains a summary of all project 
costs, by prioritization category, a projection of 
revenue and a financing and implementation plan.  
 

 
(2) A transportation financing program shall 
include the items listed in (a)-(d): 

 
The TSP contains all the required components of the -
0040(2) finance plan:   

 (d) policies to guide selection of transportation facility 
and improvement projects for funding in the 
short‐term to meet the standards and benchmarks 
established pursuant to 0035(4)‐(6). The policies, 
contained in Chapter 2, consider and include facilities 
and improvements that support mixed‐use, pedestrian 
friendly development and increased use of alternative 
(non-automobile) modes of transportation.  

 

 
(a) A list of planned transportation facilities and 
major improvements;  

 
Chapter 5 lists all of the planned transportation 
facilities and major improvements, by mode. 
 

 
(b) A general estimate of the timing for planned 
transportation facilities and major 
improvements;  

 
All of the planned transportation facilities and major 
improvements are contained in Chapter 5 and are 
prioritized in the following categories for general 
timing: projects within 20 years, projects to complete 
upon development of adjacent lands, projects that 
could be completed beyond the 20-year planning 
horizon if conditions change and the TSP is amended, 
and projects requiring further study prior to 
establishing a timing for funding and implementation. 
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(c) A determination of rough cost estimates for 
the transportation facilities and major 
improvements identified in the TSP; and  

 
Chapter 5 lists all of the planned transportation 
facilities and major improvements, by mode and their 
associated cost estimates. 
 

 
(d) In metropolitan areas, policies to guide 
selection of transportation facility and 
improvement projects for funding in the short-
term to meet the standards and benchmarks 
established pursuant to 0035(4)-(6). Such 
policies shall consider, and shall include among 
the priorities, facilities and improvements that 
support mixed-use, pedestrian friendly 
development and increased use of alternative 
modes.  
 

 
The 2035 TSP articulates policies and actions that 
explicitly prioritize facilities and improvements that 
support mixed-use, pedestrian friendly neighborhoods, 
increase use of active modes of transportation, and 
reduce reliance on travel by single-occupant 
automobile. These priorities include improved 
convenience and safety for walking, biking, and 
connections to transit stops; improved transit service 
in Key Corridors; bikeway improvements near the 
University of Oregon, downtown Eugene, and on 
streets connecting residential areas to schools and 
commercial hubs; a railroad quiet zone in the 
downtown and Whiteaker areas; investments that 
facilitate job growth in high priority employment 
opportunity sites; and priority parking and reduced 
parking fees for non-gasoline powered vehicles. 

Goal 1 of the 2035 TSP states: “Create an integrated 
transportation system that is safe and efficient; 
supports the Metro Plan’s land use diagram and 
Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 2032 (2012), 
the City of Eugene’s target for a 50 percent reduction 
in fossil fuel consumption, and other City land use and 
economic development goals; reduces reliance on 
single-occupancy automobiles; and enhances 
community livability.” 
 
The 2035 TSP contains many policies that prioritize 
facilities and improvements that support mixed-use, 
pedestrian friendly development and increased use of 
alternative modes, including the following:   
Roadway Policy 1: “Design, construct, maintain, and 
operate all streets to provide comprehensive and 
integrated transportation networks that serve people 
of all ages and abilities, promote commerce, and 
support the comprehensive land use plan’s vision for 
growth and development in a responsible and efficient 
manner.  A “complete street” allows safe travel for 
automobiles and emergency responders, bicycles, 
walking, transit, and freight.  In addition to fulfilling a 
street’s basic transportation functions and providing 
access to properties, streets and sidewalks should be 
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designed to be attractive, safe, accessible, sustainable, 
and healthy components of the City's environment.” 
 
Pedestrian Policy 1:  “Encourage walking as the most 
attractive mode of transportation for short trips (e.g., 
within .5 miles) within and to activity centers, 
downtown, key corridors, and major destinations, and 
as a means of accessing transit.” 
 
Pedestrian Policy 3:  “Coordinate improvements to 
complement and improve the systems proposed in the 
Eugene Trails Plan and connections to regional trails.” 
 
Bicycle Policy 2:  “Develop a well-connected and 
comfortable bikeway network.  Ensure that there are 
safe, comfortable, and direct bikeway connections 
between residential areas, major destinations, and 
transit stops and provide secure bicycle parking 
facilities at these destinations.” 

 
(3) The determination of rough cost estimates 
is intended to provide an estimate of the fiscal 
requirements to support the land uses in the 
acknowledged comprehensive plan and allow 
jurisdictions to assess the adequacy of existing 
and possible alternative funding mechanisms. 
In addition to including rough cost estimates 
for each transportation facility and major 
improvement, the transportation financing plan 
shall include a discussion of the facility 
provider's existing funding mechanisms and the 
ability of these and possible new mechanisms 
to fund the development of each 
transportation facility and major improvement. 
These funding mechanisms may also be 
described in terms of general guidelines or local 
policies. 
 

 
Chapter 5 lists all of the planned transportation 
facilities and major improvements, by mode and their 
associated cost estimates.  Chapter 6 includes a 
summary of cost estimates, by prioritization category, 
a forecast of revenue based on existing funding 
mechanisms and potential new mechanisms, and a 
plan for implementation.  Additionally, Chapter 2 
includes policies and potential action items specific to 
cost effectiveness and finance.   
 
The planning level cost estimates provided in Chapter 
5 of the 2035 TSP provide an estimate of the fiscal 
requirements to support the land uses in the 
acknowledged comprehensive plan and allow the 
assessment of the adequacy of existing and alternative 
funding mechanisms. The transportation financing 
plan (Chapter 6) includes a discussion of the facility 
provider's existing funding mechanisms and the ability 
of these and possible new mechanisms to fund the 
development of each transportation facility and major 
improvement. 
 

 
(5) The transportation financing program shall 
provide for phasing of major improvements to 
encourage infill and redevelopment of urban 
lands prior to facilities and improvements 
which would cause premature development of 

 
The planned transportation facilities and major 
improvements identified in Chapter 5 prioritize 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit improvements in Key 
Corridors that encourage infill and redevelopment.  A 
system-wide policy of the 2035 TSP is fostering 
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urbanizable lands or conversion of rural lands 
to urban uses.  

neighborhoods where Eugene residents can meet 
most of their basic daily needs without an automobile 
by providing streets, sidewalks, bikeways, and access 
to transit in an inviting environment where all travelers 
feel safe and secure.  The related potential action item 
is the creation of a strategy to facilitate 90 percent of 
Eugene residences to be within 20-minute 
neighborhoods.   

The 2035 TSP also supports the land use strategies 
defined in the 2012 Envision Eugene, A Community 
Vision for 2032 and prioritizes recommendations that 
mitigate the strain on roadways by supporting transit 
service and making walking and bicycling trips more 
practical for working, shopping, and other daily 
activities; managing congestion; and improving safety. 
One primary focus of both the Metro Plan and Envision 
Eugene is on more compact development. As such, 
significant future residential development is likely to 
occur in the Downtown and “Key Corridors” (see 
Volume 2, Appendix F), including: Willamette Street, W 
11th Avenue, Highway 99N, River Road, Coburg Road, 
and Franklin Boulevard.  The 2035 TSP includes 
projects and programs, and identifies financial 
resources, that support the growth anticipated over 
the next 20 years along these key corridors.   

The transportation financing program (Chapters 5 and 
6) provides for phasing of major improvements to 
encourage infill and redevelopment of urban lands 
prior to facilities and improvements which would 
cause premature development of urbanizable lands or 
conversion of rural lands to urban uses. The 2035 TSP 
does not promote extension of streets outside the 
UGB that would promote urbanization of rural lands. 

OAR 660-012-0060 Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments  

 
(1) If an amendment to a functional plan, an 
acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land 
use regulation (including a zoning map) would 
significantly affect an existing or planned 
transportation facility, then the local 
government must put in place measures as 
provided in section (2) of this rule, unless the 
amendment is allowed under section (3), (9) or 
(10) of this rule. A plan or land use regulation 
amendment significantly affects a 
transportation facility if it would: 

 
As part of the 2035 TSP adoption package, section 67 
of Ordinance No. 20528 will be deleted, thereby lifting 
the trip cap imposed on the properties rezoned by that 
ordinance.   

Ordinance No. 20528 was adopted in May, 2014, as an 
Envision Eugene efficiency measure.  Ordinance No. 
20528 created a new E-2 Mixed Used Employment 
zone in West Eugene and converted I-1 Campus 
Industrial zone to the E-1 Campus Employment zone in 
three areas of the City.   Section 67 of Ordinance No. 
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(a) Change the functional classification of an 
existing or planned transportation facility 
(exclusive of correction of map errors in an 
adopted plan);  
(b) Change standards implementing a 
functional classification system; or  
(c) Result in any of the effects listed in 
paragraphs (A) through (C) of this subsection 
based on projected conditions measured at the 
end of the planning period identified in the 
adopted TSP. As part of evaluating projected 
conditions, the amount of traffic projected to 
be generated within the area of the 
amendment may be reduced if the amendment 
includes an enforceable, ongoing requirement 
that would demonstrably limit traffic 
generation, including, but not limited to, 
transportation demand management. This 
reduction may diminish or completely 
eliminate the significant effect of the 
amendment.  
(A) Types or levels of travel or access that are 
inconsistent with the functional classification of 
an existing or planned transportation facility;  
(B) Degrade the performance of an existing or 
planned transportation facility such that it 
would not meet the performance standards 
identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan; or  
(C) Degrade the performance of an existing or 
planned transportation facility that is otherwise 
projected to not meet the performance 
standards identified in the TSP or 
comprehensive plan.  

20528 imposed a trip cap on all of the properties that 
are subject to a code amendment or zone change that 
would allow uses that would generate more traffic 
than is currently allowed on those properties. 
Specifically, the City imposed trip caps on all of the 
properties where the currently allowed uses will be 
expanded, either as a result of the newly-named E-1 
zone or a zone change to C-2 or E-2. With the 
proposed trip caps, traffic generated from the subject 
properties after the code amendments and zone 
changes could not have exceed the amount of traffic 
that could be generated from these properties prior to 
adoption of the code amendments and zone changes. 
The trip cap was imposed on a corridor-level, and the 
trip cap numbers were aggregate for all the affected 
lots. The aggregate vehicular trip cap within the West 
Eugene study area is 4,960 trips. The aggregate 
vehicular trip cap for the three discrete E-1 Campus 
Employment zoned areas are as follows: Greenhill 
Technology Park – 1250, Willow Creek – 1270, and 
Chad Drive – 1370.  

As discussed above, in determining the City’s 
transportation needs the 2035 TSP modeling assumed 
that the City will continue to see growth in 
employment and population between now and the 
year 2035 in a manner consistent with the existing 
Comprehensive Plan land use designations, within the 
existing Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and consistent 
with the growth forecast adopted into the Metro 
Plan.   Regarding the population and employment 
distributions, Staff from the cities of Eugene and 
Springfield, Lane County and Lane Council of 
Governments (LCOG) worked collaboratively to 
identify where the estimated year 2035 population 
and employment growth might occur within the region 
as well as within individual areas of each city.  Based 
on these estimates of future job and household 
growth and distribution, LCOG developed traffic 
volume forecasts for the city’s collector and arterial 
street system, using an emme travel demand model. 
To reflect the efficiency measures adopted by 
Ordinance No. 20528, the growth and distribution 
forecasts that served as the basis for the travel 
demand model included a higher distribution of the 
employment growth to the newly created E-2 Mixed 
Used Employment zone in West Eugene and the three 
areas of the City where I-1 Campus Industrial zone was 
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converted to the E-1 Campus Employment zone.    

Based on the modeling, to address the increased travel 
demand resulting, in part, by the higher distribution of 
employment growth in the newly created E-2 Mixed 
Used Employment zone in West Eugene and the three 
areas of the City where I-1 Campus Industrial zone was 
converted to the E-1 Campus Employment zone, the 
2035 TSP includes the following:   

1.   Citywide LOS E 

2.   1.0 v/c for specified ODOT facilities, including 
West 11th Avenue from Ed Cone east into 
downtown, Coburg Road in the vicinity of the 
Beltline Highway interchange as well as from 
Harlow Road to downtown, Randy Papé 
Beltline/W 11th Avenue.  

3.    MM-3, Construct local arterial bridge over the 
Willamette River to the north of the Beltline 
Highway, connecting Division Avenue to Green 
Acres Road; construct operational 
improvements to existing Randy Papé Beltline 
Highway/Delta Highway ramps consistent with 
the Beltline Highway Facility Plan.  

4. MM-4, Improve I-5/Randy Papé Beltline 
Highway interchange (project is currently 
funded and underway).  

5. MM-6, Improve frequent transit service and 
multimodal travel along Coburg Road and 
transit connections to Springfield. 

6.  MM-9, West Eugene EmX extension along W 
6th, 7th, and 11th Avenues, Garfield and 
Charnelton Streets (project is currently funded 
and under construction) 

7.   MM-14, Upgrade W 11th Avenue consistent 
with major arterial standards, including 
provision of four travel lanes, center median, 
bike lanes, sidewalks on both sides of the road, 
and planting strips 

8.   MM-20, Add lanes on the Randy Papé Beltline 
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Highway and provide intersection 
improvements at the Randy Papé Beltline 
Highway/W 11th Avenue and Randy Papé 
Beltline Highway/Roosevelt Boulevard 
intersections. 

Because the 2035 TSP’s modeling, needs analysis and 
proposed transportation system recognizes and 
addresses the increased travel demand anticipated by 
the newly created E-2 Mixed Used Employment zone 
in West Eugene and the three areas of the City where 
I-1 Campus Industrial zone was converted to the E-1 
Campus Employment zone, the trip caps imposed by 
Ordinance No. 20528 can be lifted.   

 

(9) Notwithstanding section (1) of this rule, a 
local government may find that an amendment 
to a zoning map does not significantly affect an 
existing or planned transportation facility if all 
of the following requirements are met. 

(a) The proposed zoning is consistent with 
the existing comprehensive plan map 
designation and the amendment does not 
change the comprehensive plan map;  
(b) The local government has an 
acknowledged TSP and the proposed 
zoning is consistent with the TSP; and  
(c) The area subject to the zoning map 
amendment was not exempted from this 
rule at the time of an urban growth 
boundary amendment as permitted in OAR 
660-024-0020(1)(d), or the area was 
exempted from this rule but the local 
government has a subsequently 
acknowledged TSP amendment that 
accounted for urbanization of the area.  

 
The needs assessment and resulting projects (set forth 
in Chapter 4) that establish a transportation system 
adequate to meet the identified local transportation 
needs are based upon the land use designations 
established by the Metro Plan.  Because the 2035 TSP 
is based on the Metro Plan land use designations, any 
zone allowed within the land use designation is 
consistent with both the Metro Plan and this 2035 TSP.   

Looking ahead, when the City adopts a new 
comprehensive plan, unless the new comprehensive 
plan changes the current Metro Plan land use 
designations, a zone allowed within the land use 
designation will be consistent with both the new 
comprehensive plan and this 2035 TSP.  If adoption of 
the new comprehensive plan includes an expansion of 
the UGB, any amendments to the 2035 TSP that are 
necessary to address the expansion area will be 
adopted currently with the UGB amendment. 
 

 
 
Goal 13 - Energy Conservation.  To conserve energy. 
 
The amendments do not impact energy conservation.  Therefore, Statewide Planning Goal 13 does not 
apply. 
 
 
Goal 14 - Urbanization.  To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use.   
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The City is currently in compliance with Goal 14. The amendments will not change the TransPlan and 
Metro Plan provisions adopted to preserve the distinction between urban and rural uses through the 
development of policies and programs that provide for more efficient urban uses within the UGB, thus 
preserving rural lands for rural uses.   
 
While the City is in the midst of creating a comprehensive land use plan for 2035 that may include 
future UGB expansion areas, these amendments are for the existing Eugene UGB and do not address 
any future UGB expansion areas that may occur. If expansion areas are eventually approved, the 2035 
TSP will need to be updated to include those areas.  The amendment updates the transportation 
section of the Metro Plan through incorporating the 2035 TSP. The 2035 TSP ensures compliance with 
Oregon Administrative Rule 660-012, which governs transportation system development in the state 
and requires conformance with the Regional Transportation Plan. The adoption of these amendments 
does not alter the City’s compliance with Goal 14. The amendment is consistent with this goal. 
 
 
Goal 15 - Willamette River Greenway.  To protect, conserve, enhance and maintain the natural, scenic, 
historical, agricultural, economic and recreational qualities of lands along the Willamette River as the 
Willamette River Greenway. 
 
The Willamette River Greenway area with the Urban Growth Boundary is governed by existing local 
provisions that have been acknowledged as complying with Goal 15.  Those provisions will be 
unchanged by the amendments.  The amendments will not change TransPlan’s and the Metro Plan’s 
provisions related to the protection and maintenance of the scenic, historical, economic and 
recreational qualities of lands along the Willamette River.  Further, the amendments will not affect 
TransPlan’s and the Metro Plan’s compliance with Goal 15.   

 
Nearly all of projects in the Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan are located outside of the 
Willamette River Greenway area. Individual transportation projects that are located in the Willamette 
River Greenway are required to conduct an individual analysis of Goal 15 compliance during the project 
development phase of work. This proposed amendment is consistent with this goal. 
 
 
Goal 16 through 19 - Estuarine Resources, Coastal Shorelands, Beaches and Dunes, and Ocean 
Resources. 
 
There are no coastal, ocean, estuarine, or beach and dune resources related to the property effected by 
these amendments.  Therefore, these goals are not relevant and the amendments will not affect 
compliance with Statewide Planning Goals 16 through 19. 
 
 
(2) The proposed amendment does not make the Metro Plan internally inconsistent. 
 
Until now, TransPlan, adopted as a functional plan to the Metro Plan, served as the City’s regional 
transportation system plan (RTSP), local transportation system plan, and pedestrian and bicycle master 
plan.   While TransPlan will continue to serve as the City’s RTSP, the 2035 TSP will serve as the City’s 
local transportation system and as the City’s pedestrian and bicycle master plan.   Because TransPlan will 
continue to serve as the RTSP for Eugene, Springfield, and Metropolitan Lane County until a new RTSP is 
adopted, TransPlan remains a functional plan of the Metro Plan.  The 2035 TSP, also adopted as part of 
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the Metro Plan, must be consistent with TransPlan.  In addition to the findings set forth in Table A (OAR 
660-012-0015) and the findings set forth regarding the consistency between the 2035 TSP and the 
Transportation Element of the Metro Plan (which are incorporated herein by reference), the findings set 
forth below demonstrate that the 2035 TSP (and corresponding Metro Plan and TransPlan amendments) 
are consistent with both TransPlan and the Metro Plan and will not make the documents internally 
inconsistent.   

TransPlan 
 

The 2035 TSP is consistent with TransPlan’s goals and policies.  The following table (Findings Table B) 
provides a comparison and consistency evaluation between the goals and policies contained in 
TransPlan and the 2035 TSP.   

Findings Table B  

 
TransPlan and 2035 TSP Consistency  

 
TransPlan Goals Complimentary 2035 TSP Goals 

 

Provide an integrated transportation and land 
use system that supports choices in modes of 
travel and development patterns that will 
reduce reliance on the auto and enhance 
livability, economic opportunity, and the quality 
of life. 
 

Create an integrated transportation system that is 
safe and efficient; supports the Metro Plan’s land use 
diagram and Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 
2032 (2012), the City of Eugene’s target for a 50 
percent reduction in fossil fuel consumption, and 
other City land use and economic development goals; 
reduces reliance on single-occupancy automobiles; 
and enhances community livability. 

Enhance the Eugene-Springfield metropolitan 
area’s quality of life and economic opportunity 
by providing a transportation system that is:  
   a) Balanced,  
   b) Accessible,  
   c) Efficient,  
   d) Safe,  
   e) Interconnected,  
   f) Environmentally responsible,  
   g) Supportive of responsible and sustainable 

development,  
   h) Responsive to community needs and 

neighborhood impacts, and  
   i) Economically viable and financially stable.  
 

Advance regional sustainability by providing a 
transportation system that improves economic 
vitality, environmental health, social equity, and 
overall well-being.  

Strengthen community resilience to changes in 
climate, increases in fossil fuel prices, and economic 
fluctuations by making the transportation networks 
diverse, adaptable, and not reliant on any single 
mode.  

Address the transportation needs and safety of all 
travelers, including people of all ages, abilities, races, 
ethnicities, and incomes.  Through transportation 
investments, respond to the needs of system users, 
be context sensitive, and distribute the benefits and 
impacts of transportation decisions fairly throughout 
the city.  

By the year 2035 triple the percentage of trips made 
on foot, by bicycle, and by transit from 2014 levels. 

[Note: Eugene used the Triple Bottom Line standard 
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for sustainable planning.] 
 

TransPlan Policy Topic Areas 
 

Complimentary Eugene TSP Policy, action summary 

Land Use / Nodal Development 
 

Key Corridor Planning, Services 

Transit-Supportive land use patterns Key Corridor Planning, Services 

Multi-modal improvements Multi-modal improvements, 
Complete Streets policy 

Transportation Demand Management Transportation Demand Management/TSMO 

Congestion Management TDM, ITS, and new LOS standards 

Parking Management Parking Management, code review 

Transportation Infrastructure Protection Transportation Infrastructure Protection, 
maintenance 

Intermodal connectivity Intermodal connectivity 

Corridor preservation Rights-of-way preservation, reuse 

Neighborhood livability Walkable neighborhoods, inviting environment, 
neighborhood context, neighborhood safety, equity 
between neighborhoods, community engagement, 
community health 

Mobility, LOS Mobility, travel time reliability, updated LOS 

Safety Safety, Vision Zero’s “no loss of life is acceptable” 

Emergency Response Emergency response as important component of a 
Complete Street 

Coordinated roadway network Complete Streets, connectivity, connections between 
modes 

Access management, Efficiency Improved circulation, ITS 
 
Note: Since TransPlan Eugene has adopted and 
enforces an updated access management program 

Improved transit, BRT, HOV priority, park & ride Improved transit (goal of doubling ridership), BRT, 
frequent transit networks and Key Corridors.  Park 
and ride facility is in project list. 
 
Note: Since TransPlan Eugene has adopted an 
updated code to address park and ride facilities.  

Support for bike systems on roadways, 
especially arterial and collector roadways 

Support for complete bike network, improved 
signage, protections from vehicles, bike share 
program, bike parking.  
 
Note: Eugene TSP incorporates key components of 
the 2012 Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan 

Bikeway connections to new development Bikeway connections to new development 

Pedestrian environment that is safe, 
comfortable, continuous and direct 

“Ensure that there are safe, accessible, comfortable, 

and direct sidewalk connections between residential 

areas, major destinations, and transit stops. 
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Continually improve walking comfort, safety, and 

accessibility through design, operations, retrofits, and 

maintenance.  Provide landscaped setback sidewalks 

of ample width and safe street crossings to 

encourage people to walk.” 

Note: Eugene TSP incorporates key components of 
the 2012 Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan 

reasonable and reliable travel times for freight Travel time reliability, recognition of designated 
freight routes. “Encourage public and private 
partnerships with the freight transport industry.” 

Supports Cascadia High Speed Rail Corridor Supports Cascadia High Speed Rail Corridor 

Supports Eugene airport, Airport Master Plan Supports Eugene airport, Airport Master Plan 

Supports rail – bus connections Supports all intermodal connections 

Support adequate funding Supports funding transportation improvements, 
encourages continued public involvement and 
support for transportation improvements.  Project list 
is fundable given current funding projections. 

Operate and maintain transportation facilities 
in a way that reduces the need for more 
expensive future repair. 

Operate and maintain transportation facilities in a 
way that reduces the need for more expensive future 
repair. 

Set priorities for investment of Oregon and 
federal revenues 

Priorities are set by policies. 

Maintain transportation performance and 
improve safety by improving system efficiency 
and management before adding capacity to the 
transportation system 

Maintain transportation performance and improve 
safety by improving system efficiency and 
management before adding capacity for automobiles 
to the transportation system by using the following 
priorities for developing the Eugene Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) and Eugene projects in 
the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Program (MTIP):   
Protect the existing system. The highest priority is to 
preserve or improve the functionality of the existing 
transportation system by means such as access 
management, transportation demand management, 
improved traffic operations, technologies, 
accommodating “active transportation” options not 
previously present, and keeping roads well 
maintained to avoid reconstruction. 
Improve the efficiency and safety of existing facilities. 

The second priority is to make minor improvements 

to existing streets, such as adding turning lanes at 

intersections, providing and enhancing pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit facilities, and extending or 

connecting streets pursuant to existing plans. 

Add capacity to the existing system. The third priority 
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is to make major improvements to existing 

transportation facilities such as adding general 

purpose lanes and making alignment corrections to 

accommodate legal-sized vehicles.   

Add new facilities to the system. The lowest priority is 

to add new transportation facilities for motorized 

vehicles, such as new roadways. New streets that are 

needed and planned for connectivity are a higher 

priority, as noted in (b), above. 

 

Implement higher priority measures first unless a 

lower priority measure is demonstrated to be more 

cost-effective or better supports safety, growth 

management, or other livability and economic 

considerations.  Provide justification for using lower 

priority measures before higher priority measures. 

 

The manner in which the 2035 TSP supports and advances the alternative performance standards 
approved by LCDC in 2001 and adopted as part of TransPlan are set forth above in the Goal 12 findings 
(Findings Table A).  Those detailed findings are incorporated herein by reference.   

 

Metro Plan 
Chapter III of the Metro Plan contains eleven specific elements that address a comprehensive list of 
topics, including (A) Residential Land Use and Housing Element (B) Economic Element (C) 
Environmental Resources Element (D) Willamette River Greenway, River Corridors, and Waterways 
Element (E) Environmental Design Element (F) Transportation Element (G) Public Facilities and Services 
Element, and (H) Parks and Recreation Facilities Element. Findings for relevant policies from each 
element are contained in this report. Applicable Metro Plan policies are italicized. 

 
The following policies from the Metro Plan (identified below in italics) are applicable to these 
amendments.  Based on the findings provided below, the amendments are consistent with and 
supported by the applicable provisions of the Metro Plan.  

 
A.   Metro Plan Residential Land Use and Housing Element 
 
The 2035 TSP is based on the Metro Plan’s land use plan and is consistent with the population 
projections inherent in that plan.  The 2035 TSP does not change the Metro Plan’s land use or housing 
element, or change the desired mix, location, density, or tenure of the region’s housing plan. This 
Residential Land Use and Housing Element and Residential Land and Housing Needs Analysis contains 
the following relevant housing policies related to the 2035 TSP. 

 
A.7 Endeavor to provide key urban services and facilities required to maintain a five-year supply of 
serviced, buildable residential land. 
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A.8  Require development to pay the cost, as determined by the local jurisdiction, of extending public 
services and infrastructure. The cities shall examine ways to provide subsidies or incentives for 
providing infrastructure that support affordable housing and/or higher density housing. 

 
A.10  Promote higher residential density inside the UGB that utilizes existing infrastructure, improves 
the efficiency of public services and facilities, and conserves rural resource lands outside the UGB. 
 
The 2035 TSP contains multiple goals and polices that support the above stated housing policies and land 
use efficiency measures. These TSP goals and policies include, but are not limited to: 

 
• Goal 1: Create an integrated transportation system that is safe and efficient; 

supports the Metro Plan’s land use diagram and Envision Eugene, A Community 
Vision for 2032 (2012), the City of Eugene’s target for a 50 percent reduction in fossil 
fuel consumption, and other City land use and economic development goals; 
reduces reliance on single-occupancy automobiles; and enhances community 
livability. 

 
• Policy: Prioritize improved transit service in Key Corridors and other areas with sufficient 

employment, activities, or residential density that best support transit service and transit 
services that connect residents to employment centers.  If operational funding is sufficient, 
extend transit to support higher density housing and employment development planned for 
other areas.   
 

 Policy:  Foster neighborhoods where Eugene residents could meet most of their basic daily 
needs without an automobile by providing streets, sidewalks, bikeways, and access to transit 
in an inviting environment where all travelers feel safe and secure. 

The above stated TSP goal and policies are examples of consistency between the Eugene 2035 TSP and 
relevant Metro Plan Residential Land Use and Housing policies. The proposed amendments will further 
support and enhance the Metro Plan’s Residential Land Use and Housing Element through strengthening 
multi-modal connections, enhancing bike, pedestrian and transit facilities and target multi-modal 
infrastructure in higher density, mixed use areas throughout Eugene. The proposed amendments are 
consistent with this Metro Plan Element. 

 
B. Metro Plan Economic Element 

 
The Economic Element of the Metro Plan addresses the economic needs of current and future residents 
of the metropolitan area. The overarching economic goal of the Metro Plan Element is to, “Broaden, 
improve, and diversify the metropolitan economy while maintaining or enhancing the environment.” 

 
The Economic Element of the Metro Plan contains the following relevant economic policies related to 
the Eugene 2035 TSP:  

 
B.11 Encourage economic activities, which strengthen the metropolitan area’s position as a regional 
distribution, trade, health, and service center. 

 
B.14 Continue efforts to keep the Eugene and Springfield central business districts as vital centers of the 
metropolitan area. 
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B.17 Improve land availability for industries dependent on rail access. 

 
B.18 Encourage the development of transportation facilities which would improve access to industrial 
and commercial areas and improve freight movement capabilities by implementing the policies and 
projects in the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Transportation Plan (TransPlan) and the Eugene 
Airport Master Plan. 

 
B.19 Local jurisdictions will encourage the allocation of funds to improve transportation access to key 
industrial sites or areas through capital budgets and priorities. 

 
B.28 Recognize the vital role of neighborhood commercial facilities in providing services and goods 
to a particular neighborhood. 

 
The 2035 TSP does not modify the industrial designation of any lands.  The 2035 TSP contains the 
goals and polices that support the Metro Plan’s economic policies: 

 
• Goal 2: Advance regional sustainability by providing a transportation system that improves 

economic vitality, environmental health, social equity, and overall well-being.  

•  Policy: Prioritize improved transit service in Key Corridors and other areas with 
sufficient employment, activities, or residential density that best support transit 
service and transit services that connect residents to employment centers.  If 
operational funding is sufficient, extend transit to support higher density housing 
and employment development planned for other areas.  

 
• Improve travel time reliability between key origins and destinations for transit, regional 

freight movement, and other trips for which on-time arrivals are important. 

 

• Facilitate efficient access for goods, employees, and customers to and from employment, 

commercial, and industrial lands, including freight access to designated freight routes, 

highways, rail yard, and the Eugene Airport. Increase multimodal access for employees to 

employment centers. 

 
• Support ODOT’s efforts to improve Randy Papé Beltline Highway for transportation system 

efficiency, improved safety, and improved connections for people travelling by foot, bike, 

and bus.  The Beltline Highway: Coburg Road to River Road Facility Plan is incorporated into 

this TSP, contained in Volume 2.  The City of Eugene supports completion of the NEPA 

review, and implementation of the resultant recommended improvements. 

 

• Encourage walking as the most attractive mode of transportation for short trips (e.g., within 

.5 miles) within and to activity centers, downtown, key corridors, and major destinations, 

and as a means of accessing transit.   

 

• Promote the efficiency with which freight and deliveries are transported without worsening 
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impacts to the environment, social and neighborhood context, promotion of “Complete 

Streets,” or safety. 

 

• Encourage public and private partnerships with the freight transport industry to develop 

mutually beneficial strategies and initiatives 

 
• Encourage the use of rail for movement of freight and long distance passenger trips.  

Support the Eugene Airport as a regional transportation facility. 

 

• Use transportation investments to support industries and employment sectors targeted by 

City and regional adopted economic development strategies. 

The above stated 2035 TSP goals and policies are examples of consistency between the 2035 TSP and 
relevant Metro Plan economic policies. The TSP will provide a greater range of transportation options 
for businesses and employees. The proposed amendments are consistent with this Metro Plan 
Element. 

 
C. Environmental Resources Element 
 
The Environmental Resources Element addresses the natural assets and hazards in the 
metropolitan area. The policies of this element emphasize reducing urban impacts on wetlands 
throughout the metropolitan area and planning for the natural assets and constraints on 
undeveloped lands on the urban fringe. 

 
The Environmental Resources Element of the Metro Plan contains the following relevant goal and 
policies related to the Eugene 2035 TSP (policies related to forest lands, agricultural lands, and mineral 
and aggregate resources were omitted because there are no subject lands within the Eugene UGB): 
 
Goal: Provide a healthy and attractive environment, including clean air and water, for the metropolitan 
population. 

 
C.22 Design of new street, highway, and transit facilities shall consider noise mitigation measures where 
appropriate. 

 
C.23 Design and construction of new noise-sensitive development in the vicinity of existing and future 
streets and highways with potential to exceed general highway noise levels shall include consideration of 
mitigating measures, such as acoustical building modifications, noise barriers, and acoustical site 
planning. The application of these mitigating measures must be balanced with other design 
considerations and housing costs. 

 
C.24 Local governments shall continue to monitor, to plan for, and to enforce applicable noise standards 
and shall cooperate in meeting applicable federal and state noise standards. 

 
The City of Eugene has previously adopted Goal 5 habitat resource protections, stormwater 
protection measures, and open space plans, none of which will change as a result of this TSP 
amendment.  The 2035 TSP contains goals and polices which support these environmental 
policies, including, but not limited to the following: 
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• Goal 2: Advance regional sustainability by providing a transportation system that improves 

economic vitality, environmental health, social equity, and overall well-being.  

• Goal 3: Strengthen community resilience to changes in climate, increases in fossil fuel prices, 

and economic fluctuations by making the transportation networks diverse, adaptable, and 

not reliant on any single mode.  

 

• Create a railroad quiet zone throughout the City. Prioritize implementation of a quiet zone in 
the downtown and Whiteaker areas.  

 

• Avoid, protect, and enhance habitat in transportation projects where possible. Minimize and 

mitigate impacts when needed. 

 

• Support the use of more highly fuel efficient vehicles including electric, hydrogen fuel cell, 

and non-motorized vehicles.  

 

• Create a strategy that advances the goal of having an integrated transportation system that 

reduces fossil fuel consumption by 50 percent and reduces reliance on single-occupancy 

automobiles.   

 

• Prioritize capital projects and programs that will facilitate the achievement of the 2035 TSP’s 

pedestrian, bicycle and transit policies.    

 

• Continue work to identify possible transportation infrastructure improvements that will 

make walking, bicycling and the use of transit safe and highly convenient.     

 

• Protect, and enhance habitat in transportation projects where possible. Minimize and 

mitigate impacts of transportation projects when needed.  

 

• Provide leadership in regional and State coordination efforts that support Eugene’s 

environmental policies. 

The above stated TSP goals and policies are examples of consistency between the Eugene 2035 TSP and 
relevant Metro Plan environmental policies. The proposed amendments will support and enhance the 
Metro Plan’s Environmental Resources Element through strengthening environmentally sound 
transportation options and an overall more sustainable transportation system. The 2035 TSP strives to 
reduce vehicle-related greenhouse gas emissions and look at alternative energy infrastructure. The 
proposed amendments are consistent with this Metro Plan Element. 

 
D. Willamette River Greenway, River Corridors, and Waterways Element 

 
The Willamette River Greenway, River Corridors, and Waterways Element address these specific natural 
assets in the metropolitan area. The policies of this element emphasize reducing urban impacts on these 
resources throughout the metropolitan area. 

Attachment B

PC Agenda - Page 61



Exhibit A to an Ordinance Concerning Long Range Transportation Planning 
Page 53 of 63 

 
The Willamette River Greenway, River Corridors, and Waterways Element of the Metro Plan contain the 
following relevant policies related to the Eugene 2035 TSP:  

 
D.2 Land use regulations and acquisition programs along river corridors and waterways shall take into 
account all the concerns and needs of the community, including recreation, resource, and wildlife 
protection; enhancement of river corridor and waterway environments; potential for supporting non- 
automobile transportation; opportunities for residential development; and other compatible uses. 

 
D.9 Local and state governments shall continue to provide adequate public access to the Willamette 
River Greenway. 

 
D.11 The taking of an exception shall be required if a non-water-dependent transportation facility 
requires placing of fill within the Willamette River Greenway setback. 

 
As described in the text of the 2035 TSP, the Willamette River is a major influence on the city’s 
transportation system but riverine travel is not a functioning mode of transportation in modern 
times.  Eugene enjoys a substantial pedestrian-bicycle shared-use path system parallel to the 
Willamette River. Although the pathway system is extensive, existing needs are related to the width 
of pathways (the busier sections are too narrow to comfortably accommodate all of the users), lack 
of connections to some adjacent neighborhoods, and the lack of consistent and regular pathway 
lighting.   
 
An estimation of future traffic conditions found that all four Willamette River motor vehicle bridge 
crossings could experience vehicular congestion and long queues at traffic signals.   

 
The 2035 TSP contains goals and polices which support these Willamette River Greenway, River 
Corridors, and Waterways policies. These include, but are not limited to: 

 
• Goal: Advance regional sustainability by providing a transportation system that improves 

economic vitality, environmental health, social equity, and overall well-being.  

 

• Support ODOT’s efforts to improve Randy Papé Beltline Highway for transportation system 

efficiency, improved safety, and improved connections for people travelling by foot, bike, and 

bus.  The Beltline Highway: Coburg Road to River Road Facility Plan is incorporated into this TSP, 

contained in Volume 2.  The City of Eugene supports completion of the NEPA review, and 

implementation of the resultant recommended improvements. 

In addition to the Randy Papé Beltline Highway study referenced in the policy above, the 2035 TSP 
proposes several potential improvements to the shared use paths within the Willamette Greenway and 
several studies for potential street or crossing improvements. 

The Eugene Code contains provisions for protecting the Willamette Greenway in a manner 
consistent with the Metro Plan (EC 9.8800-9.8825).  Should any of the potential projects be 
moved to the design stage, they must meet the conditions of the Eugene Code before they 
could proceed further. 
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The above stated 2035 TSP goal and policies and Eugene Code protections are examples of consistency 
between the Eugene 2035 TSP and relevant Metro Plan Willamette River Greenway, River Corridors, 
and Waterways policies. The proposed amendment will support and enhance the Metro Plan’s 
Willamette River Greenway, River Corridors, and Waterways Element through by providing improved 
access to waterways. The proposed amendments are consistent with this Metro Plan Element. 

 
E. Environmental Design Element 

 
The Environmental Design Element is concerned with that broad process which molds the various 
components of the urban area into a distinctive, livable form that promotes a high quality of life. This 
Element is concerned with how people perceive and interact with their surroundings. 

 
The Environmental Design Element of the Metro Plan contains the following relevant policies related to 
the Eugene 2035 TSP: E.3 and E.4. 

 
E.3 The planting of street trees shall be strongly encouraged, especially for all new developments and 
redeveloping areas (where feasible) and new streets and reconstruction of major arterials within the 
UGB. 
 
E.4 Public and private facilities shall be designed and located in a manner that preserves and 
enhances desirable features of local and neighborhood areas and promotes their sense of identity. 

 
The Eugene 2035 TSP contains goals and polices which support these Environmental Design policies. 
These include, but are not limited to: 
 

 Goal 4: Address the transportation needs and safety of all travelers, including people of all 
ages, abilities, races, ethnicities, and incomes.  Through transportation investments, respond 
to the needs of system users, be context sensitive, and distribute the benefits and impacts of 
transportation decisions fairly throughout the city.  

 Enhance the tree canopy along streets. 

 Provide stormwater facilities within street construction projects by incorporating low 

impact development and green infrastructure practices.  

 

 Design, construct, maintain, and operate all streets to provide comprehensive and 

integrated transportation networks that serve people of all ages and abilities, promote 

commerce, and support the comprehensive land use plan’s vision for growth and 

development in a responsible and efficient manner.  A “complete street” allows safe 

travel for automobiles and emergency responders, bicycles, walking, transit, and 

freight.  In addition to fulfilling a street’s basic transportation functions and providing 

access to properties, streets and sidewalks should be designed to be attractive, safe, 

accessible, sustainable, and healthy components of the City's environment.  

The above stated 2035 TSP goals and policies are examples of consistency between the 2035 TSP and 
relevant Environmental Design policies. The proposed amendments will further support and enhance 
the Metro Plan’s Environmental Design Element by providing greater flexibility in future street design. 

Attachment B

PC Agenda - Page 63



Exhibit A to an Ordinance Concerning Long Range Transportation Planning 
Page 55 of 63 

The 2035 TSP will also enhance the bicycle and pedestrian environment for new and redeveloped 
properties, creating a more liveable community. The proposed amendments are consistent with this 
Metro Plan Element. 

 
F. Transportation Element 
 
The Metro Plan Transportation Element addresses surface and air transportation in the metropolitan 
area. The Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Transportation Plan (TransPlan) provides the basis for 
surface transportation. The goals and policies in the Metro Plan Transportation Element are identical to 
those in TransPlan, as TransPlan serves as the functional plan for transportation issues in the Metro 
Area.  

 

Policies in the Metro Plan Transportation Element are organized by the following four topics related to 
transportation: Land Use, Transportation Demand Management, Transportation System 
Improvements, and Finance. 

 
While all of the Metro Plan Transportation Element goals and policies are relevant to the 2035 TSP, 
specific Metro Plan policies are highlighted in this Finding to illustrate consistency between Metro Plan 
policies and those of the Eugene 2035 TSP.  

 
• Metro Plan Land Use Policy F.4: Require improvements that encourage transit, bicycles, 

and pedestrians in new commercial, public, mixed use, and multi-unit residential 
development.  

   2035 TSP Policies: 
o  [“Complete Streets Policy”]  Design, construct, maintain, and operate all streets 

to provide comprehensive and integrated transportation networks that serve 

people of all ages and abilities, promote commerce, and support the 

comprehensive land use plan’s vision for growth and development in a 

responsible and efficient manner.  A “complete street” allows safe travel for 

automobiles and emergency responders, bicycles, walking, transit, and freight.  

In addition to fulfilling a street’s basic transportation functions and providing 

access to properties, streets and sidewalks should be designed to be attractive, 

safe, accessible, sustainable, and healthy components of the City's environment.  

o Facilitate efficient access for goods, employees, and customers to and from 

employment, commercial, and industrial lands, including freight access to 

designated freight routes, highways, rail yard, and the Eugene Airport. Increase 

multimodal access for employees to employment centers. 

o Encourage walking as the most attractive mode of transportation for 
short trips (e.g., within .5 miles) within and to activity centers, 
downtown, key corridors, and major destinations, and as a means of 
accessing transit.   

o Create conditions that make bicycling more attractive than driving for 
most trips of two miles or less. 

2035 TSP Potential Action Items:  
o Articulate a process for implementing the complete streets policy, including 

responsibilities for decision making, public review, opportunities for appeals of 
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decisions, the means of documenting and justifying decisions, and the collection 

and reporting of data that allows monitoring the effects of street design 

changes over time. 

o Update the Eugene Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, 
Sidewalks, Bikeways and Accessways to implement the “complete streets 
policy” . . . . 
 

• Metro Plan TDM Policy F.8: Implement TDM strategies to manage demand at 
congested locations. 

  2035 TSP Potential Action Items: 
o Periodically review and update the City Code and administrative rules in the 

downtown area, neighborhoods near the University of Oregon, mixed-use 

centers, and in areas experiencing changing conditions, such as where a transit 

corridor study has been completed, transit routes changed, or major bicycle 

facilities completed. Examples of possible changes to the code and policies may 

include: 

o Requiring or allowing fewer parking spaces where conditions would 

allow less driving. 

o Disconnecting the price of a residential parking space from a unit’s 

rent. 

o Aligning metered parking prices with demand. 

o Facilitating conversion of on-street automobile parking spaces to 

bicycle lanes, bike parking, or expanded pedestrian and ground-

level business amenities. 

o Aligning land use and design standards at major transit stops to 

support transit ridership. 

o Requiring ongoing transportation demand management (TDM) for 

large attractions and employment centers at times and locations 

where such measures are necessary to reduce congestion or 

optimize limited parking. 

•  Metro Plan, Transportation System Improvement: System Wide Policy F.11: Develop or 
promote intermodal linkages for connectivity and ease of transfer among all transportation 
modes. 

   2035 TSP Policy 
o Promote connections between modes of transportation to make each mode 

more efficient, such as by connecting bicycle routes and bus, train, and 

airport services to each other; and connections to transportation facilities 

extending outside the City’s planning area. 

o Ensure that there are safe, accessible, comfortable, and direct sidewalk 

connections between residential areas, major destinations, and transit 

stops. Continually improve walking comfort, safety, and accessibility 

through design, operations, retrofits, and maintenance.  Provide landscaped 
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setback sidewalks of ample width and safe street crossings to encourage 

people to walk. 

o Coordinate improvements to complement and improve the systems 

proposed in the Eugene Trails Plan and connections to regional trails. 

o Develop a well-connected and comfortable bikeway network.  Ensure that 

there are safe, comfortable, and direct bikeway connections between 

residential areas, major destinations, and transit stops and provide secure 

bicycle parking facilities at these destinations. 

o Update Eugene’s Traffic Impact Analysis review regulations for new 

development to include review of walking and biking improvements and 

connections to nearby networks. 

 

• Metro Plan, Roadway System F.14: 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. 

  2035 TSP Policies: 

o Consider safety first when making transportation decisions. Strive for zero 
transportation-related fatalities by reducing the number and severity of 
crashes through design, operations, maintenance, education, and 
enforcement.  Prioritize safety improvements for people who walk, bike 
and use mobility devices because no loss of life or serious injury on our 
streets is acceptable.  

o Facilitate prompt emergency responses.  Ensure that fire and emergency 
response routes remain passable by design. 

o Plan for, design and construct or reconstruct streets to achieve consistency 
between motorists’ speeds and target speed limits.     

  2035 TSP Potential Action Items 
o With Lane County Public Health Department, identify mutual objectives and 

opportunities to collaboratively promote bicycle and pedestrian activities, 

reduce injury crashes and fatalities, integrate health considerations into 

transportation decisions, and improve emergency medical systems. 

o Update city design standards, as necessary, to address emergency vehicle 

passage on officially recognized emergency response routes and consider 

accommodations for Fire Department Ladder Operations where tall 

buildings exist or are planned.  Involve emergency responders in changes to 

street designs. 

 

• Metro Plan, Transportation System Improvement: Transit System F.18: Improve transit 
service and facilities to increase the system’s accessibility, attractiveness, and 
convenience for all users, including the transportation disadvantaged population. 

o Promote the use of public transit and the continued development of 
an integrated, reliable, regional public transportation system.  

o Prioritize improved transit service in Key Corridors and other areas 
with sufficient employment, activities, or residential density that best 
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support transit service and transit services that connect residents to 
employment centers.  If operational funding is sufficient, extend 
transit to support higher density housing and employment 
development planned for other areas.  
 

• Metro Plan, Transportation System Improvement: Bicycle System F.22: Construct and improve 
the region’s bikeway system and provide bicycle system support facilities for both new 
development and redevelopment/expansion. 

  2035 TSP Policies: 
o Create conditions that make bicycling more attractive than driving for most trips 

of two miles or less. 

o Develop a well-connected and comfortable bikeway network.  Ensure that there 

are safe, comfortable, and direct bikeway connections between residential 

areas, major destinations, and transit stops and provide secure bicycle parking 

facilities at these destinations. 

o Continually improve the comfort and safety of bicycling through design, 

operations, retrofits, and maintenance. Identify and develop “low stress” 

bikeways to attract new cyclists.   

• Metro Plan, Transit System Improvement:  Pedestrian System F.26: 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. 

  2035 TSP Policy: 
o Ensure that there are safe, accessible, comfortable, and direct sidewalk 

connections between residential areas, major destinations, and transit stops. 

Continually improve walking comfort, safety, and accessibility through design, 

operations, retrofits, and maintenance.  Provide landscaped setback sidewalks 

of ample width and safe street crossings to encourage people to walk.   

o Promote connections between modes of transportation to make each mode 

more efficient, such as by connecting bicycle routes and bus, train, and airport 

services to each other; and connections to transportation facilities extending 

outside the City’s planning area. 

2035 TSP Potential Action Items: 
o Amend the Eugene Code (e.g., EC 9.6505) and policies to consistently require 

sidewalk installation throughout newly divided and developed lands, such as 

by requiring sidewalk construction concurrent with street improvements or by 

bonding for completion of the sidewalks if development on individual lots does 

not fill in the system in a reasonable amount of time. 

o Maintain a sidewalk infill and improvement program that considers new 

funding sources, credits and loans, and expanded development requirements 

to complete missing sidewalk segments, to avoid creating gaps in sidewalk 

networks in new development areas and to upgrade existing sidewalks in high 
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traffic areas to provide needed width, landscaping, removal of barriers, and to 

implement the City’s Americans with Disability Act program. 

 

• Metro Plan Finance Policy F.34: Operate and maintain transportation facilities in a way that 
reduces the need for more expensive future repair. 

  2035 TSP Policy: 
o Establish, improve, and maintain transportation facilities in ways that 

cost‐effectively provide desired levels of service, consider facilities’ lifecycle 

costs, and maintain the City’s long‐term financial sustainability.  Favor 

transportation systems that move people and goods at lesser total life-cycle 

cost to the City and its residents. 

o Improve system efficiency, safety, and management and re-purpose existing 

rights-of-way to include high-quality facilities for transit, walking, and bicycling 

before widening streets to expand capacity for motorized vehicles. 

 

• Metro Plan Policy F.15: Motor Vehicle Level of Service. 

o The Levels of Service targets for Eugene will be amended in TransPlan and the 

Metro Plan concurrently with adoption of the 2035 TSP to maintain policy 

consistency between the documents. 

 

The above stated Metro Plan and 2035 TSP policy sets are examples of the overall consistency between 
the Eugene 2035 TSP and the Metro Plan’s Transportation Element policies. The proposed amendment 
will further support multi-modal transportation and its nexus to mixed use development as promoted by 
the Metro Plan and TransPlan. The proposed amendments are consistent with this Metro Plan Element. 
 
 
G. Public Facilities and Services Element 
 
This element incorporates the findings and policies in the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Public 
Facilities and Services Plan (Public Facilities and Services Plan), adopted as a refinement to the Metro 
Plan. The Public Facilities and Services Plan provide guidance for public facilities and services, including 
planned water, wastewater, stormwater, and electrical facilities. Transportation findings and policies are 
not part of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Public Facilities and Services Plan, but rather are 
located in TransPlan and 2035 TSP.   The 2035 TSP supports the public facilities policies of this element 
with this policy, as one example:  “Reduce stormwater pollution and minimize runoff from streets and 

multi-use paths in a manner prescribed by Eugene’s Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan.” 
 
Other relevant Metro Plan policies are discussed in the previous Transportation Element section. The 
proposed amendments are consistent with this Metro Plan Element. 

 
H. Parks and Recreation Facilities Element 

 
This Metro Plan Element addresses Parks and Recreation Facilities in the Metro Area. There are no 
transportation-specific Parks and Recreation Facilities Element policies in the Metro Plan that directly 
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relate to the 2035 Eugene Transportation System Plan. However, some TSP multiuse path projects 
overlap with recreational needs and were coordinated with City parks planners.  

 
One example of consistency between this Eugene 2035 TSP and the Metro Plan Parks and Recreation 
Facilities Elements are these policies that recognize and support recreational use of the transportation 

system: 
• Improve community health by designing streets and paths to encourage increased physical 

activity by the public.  

• Promote connections between modes of transportation to make each mode more efficient, 

such as by connecting bicycle routes and bus, train, and airport services to each other; and 

connections to transportation facilities extending outside the City’s planning area. 

• Coordinate improvements to complement and improve the systems proposed in the 

Eugene Trails Plan and connections to regional trails. 

The amendments do not alter compliance with, and are consistent with, the Parks and Recreation 
Facilities Element of the Metro Plan. 

 
I. Historic Preservation Element 

 
This Element of the Metro Plan is written to preserve historic structures in the Metro area. There are 
no transportation specific Historic preservation Element policies in the Metro Plan that directly relate 
to the 2035 Eugene Transportation System Plan. However, individual projects in the TSP that use 
Federal funding must go through a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process during project 
development. The NEPA process includes requirements for historic preservation that the City will 
adhere to.  

 
The proposed amendments are consistent with this Metro Plan Element. 
 
J. Energy Element 

 
The Energy Element of the Metro Plan deals with the conservation and efficient use of energy in the 
metropolitan area and is meant to provide a long-range guide to energy-related decisions concerning 
physical development and land uses. 

 
The Energy Element of the Metro Plan contains the following relevant policies related to the Eugene 
2035 TSP:  

 
J.2 Carefully control, through the use of operating techniques and other methods, energy related actions, 
such as automobile use, in order to minimize adverse air quality impacts. Trade-offs between air quality 
and energy actions shall be made with the best possible understanding of how one process affects the 
other. 

 
J.7 Encourage medium- and high-density residential uses when balanced with other planning policies in 
order to maximize the efficient utilization of all forms of energy. The greatest energy savings can be 
made in the areas of space heating and cooling and transportation. For example, the highest relative 
densities of residential development shall be concentrated to the greatest extent possible in areas that 
are or can be well served by mass transit, paratransit, and foot and bicycle paths. 
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J.8 Commercial, residential, and recreational land uses shall be integrated to the greatest extent possible, 
balanced with all planning policies to reduce travel distances, optimize reuse of waste heat, and optimize 
potential on-site energy generation. 

 
The Eugene 2035 TSP contains goals and polices that support these Energy Element policies. These 
include, but are not limited to: 

• Goal 1: Create an integrated transportation system that is safe and efficient; 
supports the Metro Plan’s land use diagram and Envision Eugene, A Community 
Vision for 2032 (2012), the City of Eugene’s target for a 50 percent reduction in 
fossil fuel consumption, and other City land use and economic development 
goals; reduces reliance on single-occupancy automobiles; and enhances 
community livability.  

• Goal 3: Strengthen community resilience to changes in climate, increases in fossil 
fuel prices, and economic fluctuations by making the transportation networks 
diverse, adaptable, and not reliant on any single mode.  

• Policy: Support the use of more highly fuel efficient and electric, hydrogen cell, and non-

motorized vehicles. 

The proposed amendment will further support and enhance the Metro Plan’s Energy Element by 
considering environmental impacts and energy usage when planning and implementing Eugene’s 
transportation system. The 2035 TSP also supports higher densities for new and redeveloped 
properties, creating a more livable community and supporting frequent transit service. The proposed 
amendment are consistent with this Metro Plan Element. 

 
K. Citizen Involvement Element 

 
The Citizen Involvement Element of the Metro Plan recognizes that active, on-going, and meaningful 
citizen involvement is an essential ingredient to the development and implementation of any successful 
planning program.  A Public Involvement Program for the update of the 2035 Eugene Transportation 
System Plan was developed in preparation of the project. This program was reviewed and endorsed by 
the Committee for Citizen Involvement (i.e. the Eugene Planning Commission). The program outlined 
the information, outreach methods, and involvement opportunities available to the citizens during the 
process. Details of the process are included in the Statewide Planning Goal 1 finding of this report. The 
proposed amendment is consistent with the Metro Plan Element. 
 
Conclusion:  
Based on the above findings, the proposed Metro Plan amendments, TransPlan amendments and 2035 
TSP adoption are all consistent with EC 9.7730 and Lane Code 12.225.   

 

II. Repeal of the Central Area Transportation Study (CATS) 

Ordinance No. 20322 (May 24, 2004), adopted the policies in the 2003 Central Area Transportation 
Study (CATS) as a refinement to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan. The adoption of 
the CATS update in 2004 was part of an ongoing process to improve Eugene’s transportation system.  
CATS was intended to further refine TransPlan for a specific geographic boundary within Eugene.   The 
2035 TSP updates and replaces the policies and proposed implementation strategies set forth in CATS.  
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With an up-to-date Eugene-specific transportation system plan, CATS is no longer needed and should be 
repealed.  Eugene’s approval criteria for Refinement Plan amendments is set forth in Eugene Code 
9.8424:   
 
9.8424 Refinement Plan Amendment Approval Criteria.  The planning commission shall evaluate 

proposed refinement plan amendments based on the criteria set forth below, and forward 
a recommendation to the city council.  The city council shall decide whether to act on the 
application.  If the city council decides to act, it shall approve, approve with modifications 
or deny a proposed refinement plan amendment.  Approval, or approval with modifications 
shall be based on compliance with the following criteria:  
(1) The refinement plan amendment is consistent with all of the following: 

(a) Statewide planning goals. 
(b) Applicable provisions of the Metro Plan. 
(c) Remaining portions of the refinement plan.  

(2) The refinement plan amendment addresses one or more of the following:  
(a) An error in the publication of the refinement plan. 
(b) New inventory material which relates to a statewide planning goal. 
(c) New or amended community policies. 
(d) New or amended provisions in a federal law or regulation, state statute, state 

regulation, statewide planning goal, or state agency land use plan. 
(e) A change of circumstances in a substantial manner that was not anticipated at 

the time the refinement plan was adopted. 
 
As demonstrated by the findings set forth above, the adoption of the 2035 TSP, which renders CATS 
unnecessary, is consistent with the statewide planning goals, applicable provisions of the Metro Plan 
and TransPlan.  Those findings are incorporated herein by reference as the basis for repealing CATS.    
The repeal of CATS is intended to recognize the new community policies set forth in the 2035 TSP.  In 
2004, when the City adopted CATS, the City did not have a Eugene-specific local transportation plan; the 
adoption of the 2035 TSP renders CATS unnecessary.   
 
 

III. Amendments to Eugene Code Chapter 9 

Conforming amendments to Eugene Code Chapter 9 are needed to reflect the adoption of the 2035 TSP 
as the City’s local transportation system plan and to update the TransPlan policies set forth in Chapter 9 
that are being concurrently amended through the proposed ordinance.    
 
Eugene’s approval criteria for code amendment is set forth in EC 9.8065.  
 
9.8065 Code Amendment Approval Criteria.  If the city council elects to act, it may, by ordinance, adopt 
an amendment to this land use code that: 

(1) Is consistent with applicable statewide planning goals as adopted by the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission. 

(2) Is consistent with applicable provisions of the Metro Plan and applicable adopted 
refinement plans. 

(3) In the case of establishment of a special area zone, is consistent with EC 9.3020 Criteria 
for Establishment of an S Special Area Zone. 
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Exhibit A to an Ordinance Concerning Long Range Transportation Planning 
Page 63 of 63 

As demonstrated by the findings set forth above, the amendments to the Metro Plan and TransPlan and 
the adoption of the 2035 TSP are consistent with the statewide planning goals and are consistent with 
applicable provisions of the Metro Plan and TransPlan.  Those findings are incorporated herein by 
reference as the basis for adopting the conforming amendments to Chapter 9.    
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Final Draft: 05/10/16

Chapter 1: Introduction 
Transportation: the Backbone of a Community 

Welcome to the Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan, or “2035 TSP.”  This document establishes a 
system of transportation facilities and services that will serve the needs of Eugene residents over the 
next 20 years. The 2035 TSP is the transportation element of Eugene’s comprehensive land use plan and 
was designed to support the Envision Eugene project, the community’s evolving plan for how Eugene 
will grow for the next 20 years. The 2035 TSP’s planned transportation infrastructure, goals, and policies 
support an economically vital, healthy, and equitable 
community. 

Put simply, transportation is the movement of people and 
goods from one place to another.  Our transportation 
systems affect nearly every aspect of city life.  We import 
the basic necessities of life – food, clothing, and building 
materials – to our homes.  A constant flow of freight 
supplies many aspects of our lives.  We travel to work and 
school, and move about to socialize and play.  Streets, rail 
lines, rivers, and airports create the framework around 
which our cities are built and help define a city’s livability. 
Our personal choices about how we travel affect our daily 
lives and our physical and mental well‐being.  
Transportation is truly the backbone that supports a 
community as it grows and evolves. 

A long‐term plan for transportation improvements serves 
community needs efficiently and effectively.  For decades the Eugene‐Springfield metropolitan area had 
a shared regional comprehensive plan and regional transportation system plan, known as the Metro 
Plan and TransPlan (last comprehensively updated in 2010 and 2002, respectively).  These plans guided 
transportation decisions for both Eugene and Springfield inside a shared urban growth boundary. For 
both cities, TransPlan functioned as the Local Transportation System Plan and the Regional 
Transportation System Plan.  In 2007, the Oregon Legislature passed House Bill 3337, which required 
Eugene and Springfield to develop separate urban growth boundaries. As a result, Eugene began 
preparation of a local comprehensive land use plan, the Envision Eugene project, and this Eugene 2035 
TSP. These will be the first comprehensive land use and transportation plans adopted unilaterally by 
Eugene. 

By articulating policies, priorities, and providing a list of construction projects and programs, the 2035 
TSP ensures that Eugene’s transportation system meets this community’s needs, communicates the 
City’s aspirations, and conforms to state and regional policies. The 2035 TSP must remain relevant and 
responsive over time. The City will revisit this TSP when Envision Eugene Comprehensive Plan is adopted 
and when conditions change, as evidenced through a monitoring program. 

The Transportation System Plan 
defines how the transportation 
system should change over the 
next 20 years to address the 
needs of residents, businesses, 
and visitors.  
The plan addresses: 

 Roadway, bicycle, 
pedestrian, transit, air and 
rail networks 

 Transportation project lists 
and funding 

 Transportation policies
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

TSP Organization 

The City of Eugene’s 2035 TSP is comprised of two Volumes:  Volume 1, an adopted (main) document 
with attachments; and, Volume 2, an unadopted set of technical reports, data, and related 
transportation plans that support the adoption of Volume 1.  

Volume 1 (this document) includes the items that will be of interest to the broadest audience.  It is also 
the portion of the plan that is adopted by City Council ordinance and acknowledged by the Oregon 
Department of Land Conservation and Development.   

Volume 1 includes: 

 Chapter 1: A brief overview of the planning context for the 2035 TSP 

 Chapter 2: Goals, policies and actions that express the City’s long‐range vision for the transportation 
system 

 Chapter 3: Description of the transportation system deficiencies and needs and the process to 
develop the TSP’s list of planned capital improvements and transportation programs 

 Chapter 4: An overview of the recommended projects for the multimodal system 

 Chapter 5: A list of the multimodal projects and the costs estimated for their construction 

 Chapter 6: A summary of transportation funding and implementation, including estimated revenue 
stream, cost of 20 year needs, and potential funding sources 

 Attachment A: Street Classification Map (amended) 

 Attachment B: Beltline Highway: Coburg Road to River Road Facility Plan 

 Attachment C: Alternative Performance Measure Benchmarks 

Volume 2, Supporting Documentation , includes the documents that describe and support the actions 
taken in Volume 1, including:  existing conditions and inventory analysis, no‐build analysis, 20‐year 
needs analysis, and the alternatives evaluation Volume 2 is not adopted as part of the 2035 TSP but 
provides useful information regarding the basis for the decisions represented in Volume 1. 

Purpose 

The purpose of the Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan (2035 TSP) is to establish a system of 
transportation facilities and services that supports both the 
City’s adopted comprehensive land use plan and Envision 
Eugene, A Community Vision for 2032, articulated in 2012, by 
providing a long‐term community approach to accommodate 
new growth while maintaining and improving transportation 
facilities for all system users over the next 20 years consistent 
with the comprehensive plan. 

The 2035 TSP is a resource for future transportation decision‐
making by articulating the preferred vision for Eugene’s future 

multimodal transportation system.  In addition to establishing Eugene’s transportation infrastructure 
with 276 projects planned for the next 20 years, the 2035 TSP helps future decision making by providing:  

Envision Eugene, A Community 
Vision for 2032 recognizes that 
a future in which people must 
drive cars for most trips – to 
work, school, errands and 
recreation – does not support 
community goals and values. 
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 Solutions to address existing and future transportation needs 
for biking, walking, using transit, driving, freight, and rail; 

 A blueprint for investments in transportation projects and 
programs that provide “complete streets” and improved safety 
and access for all travelers, reduce the community’s 
contribution to climate change, and improve community 
resilience in the face of unforeseen changes and an 
unpredictable future; 

 A tool for coordination with regional and local agencies and 
governments; 

 Information to ensure prudent land use and transportation 
choices; 

 Order of magnitude cost estimates for improvements needed 
to support economic development and growth, and possible 
sources of funding these improvements; 

 Function, capacity and location of future streets, sidewalks, 
bikeways, high‐capacity transit, and other transportation facilities; and 

 Potential programs to help improve opportunities to travel by walking, bicycling and transit in the 
future. 

The 2035 TSP satisfies the state’s requirements for a local transportation system plan as prescribed by 
Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 12: Transportation.   

Regional Coordination  

Because traffic and mobility needs do not stop at a city’s borders, several methods of coordinating 
transportation plans within the Eugene‐Springfield Metropolitan area are employed.  Staff from Eugene, 
Springfield, Lane Transit District, and Lane County are advisors on each other’s transportation planning 

committees.  Consistency between the transportation 
system plans of Eugene, Springfield, Coburg, LTD, and Lane 
County will be assured through the development of an 
updated Regional Transportation System Plan (RTSP) to 
replace the current Eugene‐Springfield Transportation 
System Plan (TransPlan).  The current RTSP considers 
linkages between the cities’, LTD’s, and Lane County’s 
transportation systems and will be updated after Eugene 
adopts its local transportation system plan (Springfield and 
Coburg having already done so). Among other required 
elements, in accordance with OAR 660‐012‐0035, the 
updated RTSP will include new standards to demonstrate 
how the region is increasing transportation choices and 
reducing reliance on the automobile.   

In addition to the state‐required RTSP, the Central Lane 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) is responsible 

Sunday Streets is a popular event that invites people 
to travel without cars. 
 

Source: City of Eugene 

What are Complete Streets? 

Complete Streets are streets 
for everyone. They are 
designed and operated to 
enable safe access for all users, 
including pedestrians, 
bicyclists, motorists, and 
transit riders of all ages and 
abilities. Complete Streets 
make it easy to cross the 
street, walk to shops, and 
bicycle to work. They allow 
buses to run on time and make 
it safe for people to walk to 
and from train stations. 
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for maintaining a federally required Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Central Lane MPO updates the 
RTP every four years. It represents the region’s stated transportation investment priorities. Consistency 
is maintained between Eugene’s 2035 TSP and the RTP as each plan is updated periodically.  

Public and Agency Involvement  

The 2035 TSP was collaboratively developed by the City and community members, businesses, 
neighboring cities, ODOT, Central Lane MPO, Lane County, and Lane Transit District. Opportunities for 
engagement included:  

 Project website, www.EugeneTSP.org, that included 
web‐based surveys and all technical reports, draft 
goals and policies, meeting summaries, a document 
library stocked by members of the public, and links to 
other planning activities in the region; 

 Twelve Transportation Community Resource Group 
(TCRG) meetings; 

 Public open houses, as well as attending meetings 
hosted through the Envision Eugene process; 

 Targeted outreach with local community, 
neighborhood and social service organizations; and 

 City of Eugene Planning Commission, City Council, and Lane County Board of Commissioners work 
sessions and public hearings. 

Through these public involvement activities, the City provided community members with a variety of 
forums to identify their priorities for future transportation projects, programs, and policies.  

Guiding Principles and Context 

The 2035 TSP provides a flexible, adaptable framework for making transportation decisions in an 
increasingly unpredictable and financially constrained future.  Decisions about the City of Eugene’s 
transportation system will be guided by the goals and policies contained in Chapter 2, but ultimately the 
decisions will be made within the overall context of the City’s land use plans, commitments to address 
climate recovery, and support for economic vitality.  These guiding plans and principles, described in the 
following sections provide a long‐standing foundation for the 2035 TSP’s goals, policies, and potential 
actions. 

Relationship to the Metro Plan and Envision Eugene  

The 2035 TSP is consistent with the Metro Plan, the City’s adopted comprehensive land use plan, and 
supports Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 2032, the 2012 product of a thorough and 
collaborative planning process that clearly articulates an updated community vision.  Both plans 
promote compact urban development, enhanced neighborhood livability, ample economic 
opportunities, efficient transportation options, and the means to implement the plans in an adaptable, 
flexible, and collaborative manner.  Like Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 2032, this 2035 TSP 
promotes movement toward a sustainable future, one that squarely faces climate change, energy 
resiliency, and uncertainty. 

The TCRG met 12 times to support development of the TSP. 
 

Source: CH2M 
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Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 2032 provides a 
framework for the future that promotes new growth along 
or near Key Corridors and core commercial areas, respects 
neighborhood character, and increases access to services 
for all residents.  Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 
2032 provides these seven pillars for future planning: 

 Provide ample economic opportunities for all 
community members; 

 Provide housing affordable to all income levels;  

 Plan for climate change and energy resiliency; 

 Promote compact urban development and efficient 
transportation options; 

 Protect, repair, and enhance neighborhood livability; 

 Protect, restore, and enhance natural resources; and 

 Provide for adaptable, flexible and collaborative 
implementation. 

The 2035 TSP updates the City’s transportation goals and 
policies in a manner that is consistent with both its current 
comprehensive land use plan and with Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 2032. 

Triple‐Bottom Line Planning  

The City of Eugene has a recent history of pursuing sustainable and equitable practices in all its 
operations.  In 2000, the City Council adopted Resolution 4618, which committed the City “to promoting 
a sustainable future that meets today’s needs without compromising the ability of future generations to 
meet their needs.”  This resolution states that the “City will ensure that each of its policy decisions and 
programs are interconnected through the common bond of sustainability as expressed in these 

principles.”  

Triple Bottom Line (abbreviated as TBL) is an accounting 
framework with three parts: social, environmental, and financial. 
Sometimes called the "three pillars of sustainability," the TBL is a 
decision‐making framework the City of Eugene uses to reach its 
sustainability goals. This holistic view is grounded in the notion 
that we must advance social equity, environmental health, and 
economic prosperity to build a sustainable future for all members 
of the community.  Applying TBL requires that the City explore 
potential impacts and trade‐offs in each of these three areas for a 
fuller, more complete understanding of how decisions contribute 
to long‐term sustainable development.  The 2035 TSP integrated 
TBL sustainability principles in every step of its development.  The 
criteria that were used to prioritize potential projects and 
programs in this plan were broadened to include public health and 

Triple Bottom Line planning looks for actions 
that meet economic, social, and environmental 
needs. 
 

Source: www.airportsustainability.org 

What are “Key Corridors”? 
 
Key corridors are defined in the 
Envision Eugene, A Community Vision 
for 2032 (2012) as “streets that have, or 
are planned to have, frequent transit 
service (approximately every 15 minutes 
or less). This frequent transit service is 
often accompanied by nearby amenities 
such as parks, commercial attractions or 
employment centers, and higher density 
housing that enable shorter trips and 
less reliance on the automobile.”  
 
Key Corridors identified in Envision 
Eugene, A Community Vision include 
portions of W 11th Avenue, Highway 99, 
River Road, 6th and 7th Avenues, 
Coburg Road, Franklin Boulevard, and 
South Willamette Street. 
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safety, community context and neighborhood character, climate and energy, and cost effectiveness to 
ensure that the plan adequately addresses the many aspects of the economy‐equity‐environment triple 
bottom line.  

The 2035 TSP’s expanded view also brought to light other important attributes of the transportation 
systems, such as perceptions of safety, livability, and compatibility with neighborhood plans.   

Equitable Planning and Transportation Services 

The 2035 TSP supports equity and social prosperities in several ways.  This plan supports the provision of 
complete transportation networks that serve all travelers of all ages, abilities, and incomes.  Everybody 
should have safe and efficient access to employment, education, services, and recreation.  For example, 
the ability to afford a car should not be the determining factor in whether a person can be employed.  
The 2035 TSP promotes the services and projects that will result in sufficient options to meet these 
needs. This plan also calls for assurances that costs and benefits of transportation improvements are 
shared equitably over time, both geographically throughout the City and among populations of different 
economic strata, races, and ethnicities.  The 2035 TSP empowers community members by encouraging 
the City to work with local residents, businesses, and other stakeholders to cooperatively develop 
context sensitive projects that foster the community's active use and sense of ownership of public 
rights‐of‐way. 

Support for Economic Development 

The 2035 TSP supports the continued growth and vitality of the local and regional economy.  
Transportation infrastructure investments on key corridors will support the projected employment base 
and freight movements as well as improve multimodal access to the airport and train station.  The 2035 
TSP supports the creation of enhanced transportation corridors by seeing streets as inviting places for 
people biking, walking, and driving, and as key support for commerce. In this way , “complete streets” 
will provide integrated transportation networks throughout the City that connect people walking, biking, 
and taking transit to work, as well as serve cars and the movement of freight. 

The 2035 TSP removes a barrier to planned growth by adjusting Levels of Service for traffic to more 
realistic levels, levels that reduce reliance on automobile travel and permit levels of development 
desired by the comprehensive land use plan.    

Commitment to Address Climate Change 

The City is committed to address climate recovery and reducing fossil fuel consumption.  In July 2014, 
the Eugene City Council adopted a Climate Recovery Ordinance that codified a Council goal of achieving 
a 50 percent citywide reduction of fossil fuel use by 2030.  The goal of reducing fossil fuel use by 50 
percent is also a stated goal of the 2035 TSP.   
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In addition to the City’s adoption of the Climate Recovery Ordinance, from 2013 to mid-2015 the City 
participated in a scenario planning process led by the Central Lane MPO.  The scenario planning process 
examined how transportation policies might affect equity, public health, economic vitality, and 
greenhouse gas emissions in the region.  The state required the project partners to examine at least one 
scenario that would achieve a 20 percent reduction (below 2005 
emissions levels) in greenhouse gas emissions from light vehicles. 
Generally, the 20 percent greenhouse gas emission reduction target 
of the scenario planning study is consistent with the goal of the 
Climate Recovery Ordinance. 

While the preferred scenario selected by the Central Lane MPO is 
not a statement of regional policy and the strategies are not 
intended to be directive or regulatory, the 2035 TSP incorporates 
and advances many of the strategies identified by the Central Lane 
MPO as a way of achieving the preferred scenario.  Some specific examples of how the 2035 TSP 
advances the preferred scenario strategies are as follows: 

1. The 2035 TSP plans for significant investment in active transportation over the next 20 years. 
(Active transportation strategies #1 & #2)   
• Of the 276 projects planned in the 2035 TSP to be built over the next 20 years, 253 of the 

projects are entirely pedestrian and bicycle projects; those projects include 89 
neighborhood greenway projects, 17 shared use paths, 10 protected bike lane projects, and 
89 separated path/sidewalk projects. 

• Six of the 276 projects are transit projects, which include improving frequent transit service 
and multimodal travel along numerous transit corridors. 

• These 259 bicycle, pedestrian, and transit projects represent 63% of the total transportation 
dollars that are planned to be spent over the next 20 years. 

• Of the 17 remaining projects, six of the projects are complete street upgrades to existing 
roadways; all six of these projects have a significant bicycle and pedestrian component.  
These complete street projects represent an additional 11% of the total transportation 
dollars. 

• Not counting the three rail projects (which amount for 7% of the total transportation 
dollars), only four projects planned for the next 20 years have no explicit bicycle, pedestrian, 
or transit component contained in their project descriptions.  These four projects represent 
approximately 10% of the total transportation dollars that are planned to be spent over the 
next 20 years. 

2. Establishment of a bike share program is currently underway and is one of the 2035 TSP’s four 
bicycle policies.  (Active transportation strategy #3.) 

3. Identified potential action items for meeting 2035 TSP policy objectives include providing 
education and awareness programs, such as SmartTrips and school-based transportation 
options (including Safe Routes to School) to improve safety for all travelers and providing 
support for Safe Route to School programs and other programs that create safe walking 
conditions between residences and schools and other neighborhood destinations.  (Active 
transportation strategy #5, Education and marketing strategy #1.)  

According to the 
Environmental Protection 

Agency, transportation 
accounts for 

28% of greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions nationally. 
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4. A system‐wide policy of the 2035 TSP is fostering neighborhoods where Eugene residents can 
meet most of their basic daily needs without an automobile by providing streets, sidewalks, 
bikeways, and access to transit in an inviting environment where all travelers feel safe and 
secure.  The related potential action item is the creation of a strategy to facilitate 90 percent of 
Eugene residences to be within 20‐minute neighborhoods.  (Active transportation strategy #6.) 

5. The 2035 TSP policies promote improved transit services that are integrated through context 
specific multimodal planning for all Key Corridors.  One of the four transit policies in the 2035 
TSP is to collaborate with Lane Transit District to provide a network of high capacity, frequent, 
and reliable transit services, including consideration of Bus Rapid Transit, to the City’s identified 
Key Corridors and to Frequent Transit Corridors as defined by Lane Transit District’s Long Range 
Transit Plan.  Additionally, the 2035 TSP includes $171.4 million in transit projects that support 
the transit policies and the identified transit needs.  (Transit strategies #3 and #4.) 

6. The six multimodal/transit projects planned for the next 20 years include the improvement of 
frequent transit service and multimodal travel along Coburg Road, River Road, Highway 99, 30th 
Avenue and Amazon Parkway, new transfer stations, and enhanced pedestrian crossings.  
Additionally, an identified potential action item is to review City Code and amend it if needed to 
enable additional opportunities to provide bikeways and improved pedestrian connections 
between key destinations, transit stops, and residential areas with new development and 
redevelopment. (Transit strategies #5 and #7.) 

7. Identified potential action items include aligning the City’s land use and parking regulating to 
encourage walking, biking, and use of public transit and periodically reviewing parking needs in 
the downtown, Federal Courthouse, and riverfront districts and balance supply with other 
objectives, such as economic vitality; support for transit, walking, and biking; reduced 
consumption of fossil fuels; and human‐scaled urban form.  Additionally, for more than 10 years 
the City has had in place Standards for Transportation Demand Management Programs that 
provide a mechanism to vary the number of required off‐street parking spaces by providing a 
strategy for reducing vehicle use and parking demand and using benchmarks to measure 
program effectiveness.  (Parking management strategy #2.) 

8. The 2035 TSP recognizes the Regional Transportation Options Plan (RTOP) adopted by the 
Central Lane MPO as the regional guidance for programs that reduce reliance on single‐
occupancy vehicles and identifies seven key programs and services, including:  SmartTrips 
individualized marketing programs to encourage active transportation choices; School‐Based 
Transportation Options: Build off existing Safe Routes to School programs to include 
coordinated program with ridesharing and transit promotion and expand the program to middle 
and high schools; Rideshare (carpooling and vanpooling); and, LTD’s Group Bus Pass program. 
(Education and marketing strategies #1, 3, and #6.) 

The scenario planning studies indicate that, in addition to the steps being taken by the 2035 TSP to 
reduce fossil fuel consumption and advance the achievement of the preferred scenario, a wide variety of 
additional measures will likely be needed to meet the Climate Recovery Ordinance’s 50 percent fossil 
fuel reduction goal; including, additional investment in active transportation (bicycling, walking, and 
transit); fleet and fuel changes; changes to the pricing structure of fossil fuels, insurance, and parking; 
additional management of the parking supply; and additional education and marketing efforts.  
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At the time of this TSP adoption there is significant uncertainty about the tools that will be available for 
the City to meet this challenge – State consideration of new taxing mechanisms, emergence of self‐
driving cars and delivery vehicles, advances in electric vehicle technologies, real time information feeds 
to drivers about alternate routes and available parking spaces, safer street designs, and intelligent traffic 
control devices are just some of the trends that may impact travel behaviors, fuel consumption, traffic 
congestion, and emissions.  The City will work with community partners and stakeholders to identify and 
implement the needed strategies for reducing fossil fuel consumption so the strategies will complement 
and expand upon those already contained in the 2035 TSP. 

Emphasis on Active Transportation 

The City’s transportation systems should be designed and operated with the needs and safety of all 
travelers in mind, including people of all ages and abilities, especially the most vulnerable, who are 
walking, driving, bicycling, using transit, or traveling with mobility aids, some out of necessity.  

Toward this end, the 2035 TSP includes a “Complete Streets” 
policy that will affect how all streets will be planned and 
maintained in the future.  By making streets more inviting to 
pedestrians and bicyclists, especially for short trips, the City 
will gain more efficient use of limited available space within 
the street rights‐of‐way, provide a healthier environment in 
neighborhoods, and support the higher density, mixed use 
Key Corridors championed by Envision Eugene, A Community 
Vision for 2032.  

Improvements to the sidewalk, bicycle, and transit networks 
make many more travel options available, providing choices 
that best fit one’s travel needs, financial situation, and 
location.  In furtherance of the goal to increase the number 
of people choosing active transportation as their travel 
option, as noted above, there are 259 bicycle, pedestrian and 
transit projects planned for the next 20 years; these projects 
representing over 63% of the total transportation dollars 
that the City plans to spend over the next 20 years.   

By planning for the active transportation infrastructure that 
will make active modes of travel more safe and convenient, the 2035 TSP is designed to achieve its goal 
of greatly increasing the number of trips made by transit, bicycling and walking.   With the 259 bicycle, 
pedestrian and transit projects (as well as the six complete street projects) planned for the next 20 
years, the 2035 TSP hopes to (at least) triple the number of trips made by transit, bicycling or walking by 
2035. 

What is Active Transportation?  

Active transportation refers to 
any form of human‐powered 
transportation – walking, cycling, 
using a mobility device, in‐line 
skating or skateboarding. People 
engage in active transportation in 
many ways, whether it is walking 
to the bus stop, or biking to 
school or work. For some, driving 
a car is not possible. 

Because transit users begin or 
end their trips on foot or bike, 
the 2035 TSP considers transit an 
active mode, too.  
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Public Health 

Transportation affects our individual health in many 
ways: through exposure to air pollution, by affecting the 
amount of exercise we get, through traumatic crashes, 
and, all too often, by adding stress.  Cumulatively, poor 
health conditions and injuries create an economic 
burden on society.  Local studies showed significant 
health benefits when the community invested more in 
active transportation, transit, education, and marketing 
programs designed to help people avoid single occupant 
auto trips1.   

In November, 2015, the City Council adopted Resolution 
No. 5143 setting as official policy for the City the Vision 
Zero goal that no loss of life or serious injury on our 
transportation system is acceptable.  Each of the 
planned projects advance, in some way, the Vision Zero 
goal by improving the safety of the subject 
transportation facility for the users.  In addition to the 
many bicycle and pedestrian projects that will improve the user’s safety, such as the grade separated 
path/sidewalk projects and the protected bike lane projects, proposed improvements to our current 
roadways will also advance user safety goals.  For example, the complete street upgrade projects will 

improve the roadway for all users and the adoption and construction of the Randy Papé Highway Facility 
Plan recommendations for improvements to the Randy Papé Beltline Highway and Delta Highway will 
improve the safety of those facilities, both of which have segments identified by ODOT as having Safety 
Priority Index System (SPIS) scores in the top 10 percent.  (ODOT’s SPIS score is based on crash rate, 
frequency and severity over the prior three years).  In all, implementation of the 2035 TSP will result in 
improved safety from crashes, safer sidewalks and bike facilities, slower vehicular speeds, and better 
pedestrian crossings on busy streets. 

Regulatory Framework and Relationship to Other Plans and Policies 

Oregon Transportation Planning Rule 

The Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (TPR), Oregon Administrative Rule 660‐012‐0000, implements 
Statewide Planning Goal 12:  Transportation, “To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and 
economic transportation system.”  The purpose of the TPR is to direct transportation planning in 
coordination with land use planning.  One requirement of the TPR is that cities adopt local 
transportation system plans for the lands within a city’s planning jurisdiction that establish a 
coordinated network of transportation facilities and services adequate to meet identified local 
transportation needs.  In establishing that coordinated network of facilities and services, local 
transportation system plans must include a number of elements such as a road plan for a system of 
arterial and collector streets and a bicycle and pedestrian plan.   

                                                      
1 Central Lane Scenario Planning, 2015. 

Active transportation like walking, biking, and taking 
transit provide healthy alternatives to driving for many 
trips. 
 

Source: City of Eugene 
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Eugene‐Springfield Transportation System Plan (TransPlan) 

Until now, TransPlan, adopted as a functional plan to the Eugene‐Springfield Metropolitan Area General 
Plan (Metro Plan), served as the City’s regional transportation system plan (RTSP), local transportation 
system plan, and pedestrian and bicycle master plan.   While TransPlan will continue to serve as the 
City’s RTSP, the 2035 TSP will serve as the City’s local transportation system plan.2  As discussed further 
below, the 2035 TSP will also serve as the City’s pedestrian and bicycle master plan.   

In satisfaction of the TPR’s requirement to increase transportation choices and reduce reliance on the 
automobile (OAR 660‐012‐0035), the 2035 TSP supports and advances the alternative performance 
standards approved by LCDC in 2001 and adopted as part of TransPlan.  In furthering the goals of the 
2001 standards, the 2035 TSP builds upon the lessons learned since 2001, and recognizes that there are 
new, innovative ways to decrease vehicle miles of travel.  To that end, the 2035 TSP uses terminology 
that, at times, slightly differs from the terminology adopted in 2001, but nevertheless advances the 
achievement of the standards approved by LCDC in 2001.3  For example, the City no longer uses the 
term “nodal development” in its land use and transportation planning efforts.  Instead, the City uses 
terms such as “key corridors” and “20‐minute neighborhoods.”  Despite a shift in terminology, the 
underlying concept, goals, and benefits of nodal development remains unchanged; providing land use 
patterns so that walking, cycling, and use of transit are highly convenient and so that, on balance, 
people need to and are likely to drive less than they do today.  Most importantly, the 2035 TSP is 
designed to increase transportation choices and reduce reliance on the automobile.4   

Comprehensive Plan 

While reflective of Eugene’s current planning work, the 2035 TSP is a component of the Metro Plan and 
is being concurrently adopted as part of the Metro Plan. Because preparation of the 2035 TSP was 
originally a part of the larger planning process that will eventually result in the adoption of Envision 
Eugene Comprehensive Plan (EECP), it is anticipated that the 2035 TSP will eventually serve as a 
component of the EECP and will be adopted, with amendments, as the transportation chapter of the 
EECP. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan 

On March 12, 2012, the Eugene City Council accepted the 2012 Eugene Pedestrian and Bicycle Master 
Plan (PBMP) and directed the City Manager to integrate the PBMP into the 2035 TSP.  Consistent with 

                                                      
2 The 2035 TSP, including the project lists set forth in Chapter 5, does not have any legal or regulatory effect on land or 
transportation facilities that the City does not own.  However, in order to adequately evaluate system alternatives, the City’s 
planning process evaluated some facilities that are not under the City’s jurisdiction.  As such, the 2035 TSP includes proposed 
improvements to non‐City facilities.  Without additional action by the governmental entity that owns the subject facility or land 
(e.g., Lane County or State of Oregon) any project in this 2035 TSP that involves a non‐City facility or land is merely a 
recommendation.  As in most facility planning efforts, moving towards, and planning for, a well‐connected network depends on 
the cooperation of multiple jurisdictions; the 2035 TSP is intended to facilitate discussions between the City and its 
governmental partners as we work together to achieve a well‐connected network.  The 2035 TSP does not, however, obligate 
its governmental partners to take any action or construct any projects.  
3 In accordance with OAR 660‐012‐0035(7), the 2035 TSP includes benchmarks to assure that the City is making satisfactory 
progress toward meeting the standards approved by LCDC in 2001.  Those benchmarks are set out in Attachment C.   
4The 2035 TSP’s design to increase transportation choices and reduce reliance on the automobile will most likely advance any 
new regional standards that are adopted as part of the RTSP update, however, if needed, the 2035 TSP will be amended to 
address the new regional standards.   
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the TPR’s requirement that transportation system plans include a bicycle and pedestrian plan for a 
network of bicycle and pedestrian routes and that transportation system plans be designed to increase 
transportation choices and reduce reliance on the automobile, the PBMP’s goals, key policies, and 
projects are woven throughout the 2035 TSP and function as an integral part to making walking and 
cycling highly convenient.   As such, in addition to the 2035 TSP serving as Eugene’s location 
transportation system plan, the 2035 TSP also serves as Eugene’s bicycle and pedestrian master plan. 

Related Plans, Manuals, and Rules 

The 2035 TSP is the City’s long‐range planning document that establishes a system of transportation and 
services that will meet the identified needs of the City over the next 20 years.  In addition to the 2035 
TSP, the City has adopted a number of plans, manuals, and administrative rules that relate to the 

provision of transportation facilities to the public.5  The City’s current transportation‐related plans, 
manuals, and administrative rules, include (but are not limited to):   
 Street Classification Map;  

 Street Right‐of‐Way Map;  

 Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, Bikeways & Accessways;  

 Public Improvement Design Standards Manual;  

 Utility and Right‐of‐Way Permits, Construction Within and Use of the Public Way, Policies and 
Procedures Manual;  

 2010 Airport Master Plan; 

 Standards for Traffic Impact Analysis Review; and,  

 Standards for Transportation Demand Management Program. 

The 2035 TSP recognizes that certain transportation‐related regulations need updating.  Some of the 
above‐listed documents will be amended concurrently with the adoption of the 2035 TSP (such as the 
Street Classification Map); other documents will undergo a longer update process and will be amended 
after the adoption of the 2035 TSP (such as the Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, 
Sidewalks, Bikeways & Accessways).   

There are other City‐adopted plans and policies that, while not solely related to the provision of 
transportation facilities to the public, nevertheless play an important role in the City’s long‐range 
transportation planning.  Some of those other plans and policies, such as the Climate Recovery 
Ordinance and the Triple Bottom Line framework, are explicitly discussed in the 2035 TSP.   Also 
recognized and incorporated into the 2035 TSP is the City Council’s adoption of Resolution No. 5143 
which sets as official policy for the City the Vision Zero goal that no loss of life or serious injury on our 
transportation system is acceptable.   

                                                      
5 Some of the listed documents satisfy specific provisions of the TPR and are explicitly discussed in the 2035 TSP.   For example, 
the City’s Street Classification Map, Street Right‐of‐Way Map, and Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, 
Sidewalks, Bikeways & Accessways collectively satisfy the required road plan setting forth a system of arterials and collectors 
and standards for the layout of local streets and other important non‐collector street connections.  See OAR 660‐012‐0020(2)(b) 
and Appendix I in Volume 2.  
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In addition to the multi‐jurisdictionally adopted Eugene‐Springfield Transportation System Plan 
(TransPlan), there are a number of regional transportation planning documents and planning documents 
adopted by one of the City’s governmental partners that inform, guide, and, in some cases, have 
regulatory significance to the City’s transportation planning efforts.  Those other transportation planning 
documents include (but are not limited to):  

 Central Lane MPO Regional Transportation Plan (RTP); 

 Lane County Transportation System Plan; 

 Springfield 2035 Transportation System Plan ; 

 Oregon Highway Plan; 

 Regional Transportation Options Plan; 

 LTD Long Range Transportation Plan. 

Financial Environment 

A combination of federal, state, county, city, and private funds have traditionally supported 
transportation capital improvements. While this remains the case, the funding arrangements at both the 
state and national levels are less predictable than in the past. The recent national recession, reduction of 
federal subsidies for timber counties, state‐legislated revenue dedicated to discrete projects, the 
overhaul of the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), and Congress’ move away from 
federal earmarks for infrastructure have all combined to make revenue forecasting an uncertain 
exercise. Today, as in the past, revenue streams are insufficient to address both the backlog of 
maintenance needs across Oregon and future transportation investments that support the economic 
growth, health, and wellbeing of its communities. Given these funding uncertainties, it is nearly 
impossible to forecast accurately how much funding is likely to be available for transportation 
investments over the 20‐year life of this plan.   

In this context of future uncertainties, Eugene’s 2035 TSP provides a prudent list of construction 
projects, emphasis on lower cost methods of improving personal mobility within the City, and increased 
reliance on technologies that will improve the efficiencies of our streets.  The project lists in Chapter 5 
allow the City the flexibly to make wise investments and to leverage opportunities as they arise, such as 
when there are: 

 Changes in policy or funding at the federal, state, or local level; 

 Different local development priorities; 

 Future conditions that differ from predictions in the Metro Plan; Envision Eugene, A Community 
Vision for 2032; this 2035 TSP; or regional plans; or 

 New public‐private or public‐public partnerships. 
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Chapter 2: Goals, Policies, and Actions 

The 2035 TSP is an internal policy document that provides the City of Eugene with a coordinated guide 
for changes to its transportation infrastructure and operations over a 20 year period of time. The 2035 
TSP was crafted to conform to the Metro Plan’s land use diagram and Envision Eugene, A Community 
Vision for 2032 (2012). 

A basic assumption in the development of this policy document is that transportation systems do more 
than meet travel demand: they have a significant effect on the physical, social, and economic 
characteristics of the areas they serve. Transportation planning must be viewed in terms of regional and 
community goals and values such as protection of the environment, impact on the regional economy, 
and maintaining the quality of life that area residents enjoy and expect. 

A major component of this policy document is the goals, policies, and a list of possible action items. 
These terms are defined below. 

 Goals are broad statements of philosophy that describe the hopes of the people of the community 
for the future of the community. A goal is aspirational and may not be fully attained within the 20‐
year planning horizon of this plan. 

 Policies are statements adopted to provide a consistent course of action and move the community 
toward attainment of its goals. Policies in the 2035 TSP guide the work of the City Manager and staff 
in formulating proposed changes to the Eugene Code and other regulatory documents, to guide 
other work programs and long range planning projects, and preparation of the budget and capital 
improvement program. These policies will not be used in determining whether the City shall 
approve or deny individual land use applications. Each set of policies may be followed by action 
items that could be employed to help implement one or more of the policies within the set. 

 Potential Actions offer direction to the City about steps that could implement adopted policies. Not 
all policies include action items and not all potential actions are listed.  Rather, the identified 
potential actions outline specific projects, standards, or courses of action that the City or its partner 
agencies could use to implement the 2035 TSP. These actions can provide guidance for decision‐
makers and will be updated over time. 

Goals 

Goal 1: Create an integrated transportation system that is safe and efficient; supports the Metro Plan’s 
land use diagram, Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 2032 (2012), the City of Eugene’s target for a 
50 percent reduction in fossil fuel consumption, and other City land use and economic development 
goals; reduces reliance on single‐occupancy automobiles; and enhances community livability.  

Goal 2: Advance regional sustainability by providing a transportation system that improves economic 
vitality, environmental health, social equity, and overall well‐being.  

Goal 3: Strengthen community resilience to changes in climate, increases in fossil fuel prices, and 
economic fluctuations by making the transportation networks diverse, adaptable, and not reliant on any 
single mode.  
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Goal 4: Address the transportation needs and safety of all travelers, including people of all ages, 
abilities, races, ethnicities, and incomes.  Through transportation investments, respond to the needs of 
system users, be context sensitive, and distribute the benefits and impacts of transportation decisions 
fairly throughout the City.  

Goal 5:  By the year 2035 triple the percentage of trips made on foot, by bicycle, and by transit from 
2014 levels. 

System‐Wide Policies 

1. Foster neighborhoods where Eugene residents 

could meet most of their basic daily needs 

without an automobile by providing streets, 

sidewalks, bikeways, and access to transit in an 

inviting environment where all travelers feel safe 

and secure.  

2. Consider safety first when making transportation 

decisions. Strive for zero transportation‐related 

fatalities and severe injuries by reducing the 

number and severity of crashes through design, 

operations, maintenance, education, and 

enforcement.  Prioritize safety improvements for 

people who walk, bike and use mobility devices 

because no loss of life or serious injury on our 

streets is acceptable. 

3. Improve community health by designing streets and paths to encourage increased physical activity 

by the public.  

4. Promote connections between modes of transportation to make each mode more efficient, such as 

by connecting bicycle routes and bus, train, and airport services to each other; and connections to 

transportation facilities extending outside the City’s planning area. 

5. The Regional Transportation Options Plan (RTOP) adopted by the Central Lane MPO Metropolitan 

Policy Committee is recognized as the regional guidance for programs that reduce reliance on single‐

occupancy vehicles.   

Potential Actions for System‐Wide Policies 

A. Create a transportation work plan that prioritizes implementation and funding for 

transportation projects and programs within the 2035 TSP 20‐year planning period. 

B. Review and amend City codes where needed to enable additional opportunities to provide 

bikeways and improved pedestrian connections between key destinations, transit stops, and 

residential areas with new development and redevelopment. Create opportunities for public 

review of new development and new or redeveloped schools at early stages of site development 

to improve multimodal access and circulation. 

LTD buses include bike racks to allow users to combine 
modes of travel. 
 

Source: Lane Transit District  
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C. Create a strategy to facilitate 90 percent of Eugene residences to be within “20‐minute 

neighborhoods.”  The strategy might include methods to improve proximity of residences to 

services and prioritizing projects that improve convenience and safety for walking, biking, and 

connections to transit stops. 

D. Develop local metrics that may be applied when the land use and transportation system 

characteristics would indicate a tendency for a development or area to generate fewer 

motorized vehicle trips than would be predicted by using national standards, such as for mixed‐

use development, areas served by frequent transit, and areas with Transportation Demand 

Management agreements. 

E. With Lane County Public Health Department, identify mutual objectives and opportunities to 

collaboratively promote bicycle and pedestrian activities, reduce injury crashes and fatalities, 

integrate health considerations into transportation decisions, and improve emergency medical 

systems. 

F. Develop a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Lane County Public Health Department 

for sharing data and analysis on traffic‐related injuries and traumas. 

G. Focus police traffic enforcement efforts on Driving Under the Influence of Intoxicants, failure to 

stop for red lights and stop signs and obey traffic control devices, violation of posted speed 

limits, distracted driving (e.g., texting while driving), failure to wear seatbelts, and failure to stop 

for pedestrians in crosswalks. 

H. Work with the Oregon Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) to revise driver’s license tests to be 

more inclusive of rules pertaining to walking and biking. 

I. Implement the ADA Transition Plan for Public Right of Way to bring all pedestrian access routes 

within sidewalks and other pedestrian circulation paths in the right‐of‐way into compliance with 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. 

J. Continue to review and amend  standard conditions for traffic control, permit approval 

procedures, and design standards, as necessary, to ensure safe, barrier‐free passage through 

and adjacent to construction zones.  

K. Evaluate City streets for opportunities to lower speed limits when doing so will make the street 

safer for one or more modes of transportation and not make it less safe for any other mode.  

L. Continue to develop the City’s traffic calming program with input from the Fire Department 

regarding acceptable traffic calming treatments. 

M. Create and regularly use a robust, systemic method of measuring trips made by walking, biking, 

and driving.  

N. Promote transportation demand management programs along the Key Corridors, in downtown, 

and near the University of Oregon to coordinate the needs and travel options of multiple 

businesses and residences for purposes of reducing automobile and freight demand at times of 

peak congestion.  These programs could be staffed by either a public agency, a business 

association, or by training individuals within the affected businesses and housing to perform this 

work. 
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O. Create “Mobility Hubs” near transit stations.   

P. Provide education and awareness programs, such as 

SmartTrips and school‐based transportation options 

(like Safe Routes to School), to improve safety for all 

travelers and encourage use of active transportation. 

Q. Align the City’s land use and parking regulations to 

encourage walking, biking, and use of public transit; 

more efficient use of land; and lower transportation 

and housing costs while accommodating the growth 

and economic prosperity espoused by the 

comprehensive land use plan. 

R. Monitor advancement toward achieving the goals of this plan.  Coordinate progress reports with 

scheduled updates to the Regional Transportation Plan made by the Central Lane MPO. Make 

progress reports available to the public. 

S. Collect and report crash data for all travel modes and use the data to inform capital and 

maintenance projects to enhance safety and engineering changes to existing infrastructure. 

T. Support programs recommended in the Regional Transportation Options Plan.  

U. Prepare an assessment of the City’s current safety efforts, recommendations for actions to take 

to improve transportation safety, and an implementation plan for those actions. The assessment 

should include a framework for screening all transportation projects for consistency with 

adopted policies.  

V. Translate educational materials to other languages to broaden their effectiveness. 

Transit Policies 

1. Promote the use of public transit and the continued development of an integrated, reliable, regional 

public transportation system.  

2. Prioritize improved transit service in Key Corridors and other areas with sufficient employment, 

activities, or residential density that best support transit service and transit services that connect 

residents to employment centers.  If operational funding is sufficient, extend transit to support 

higher density housing and employment development planned for other areas.  

3. Align transit services with community needs by engaging the broader community in determining the 

role transit service will play in Eugene’s future; creating strategies that leverage capital investment 

to deliver the desired services and facilities; and identifying and pursuing the most effective, stable, 

and equitable sources of local funding for transit operations.  
4. Collaborate with Lane Transit District to provide a network of high capacity, frequent, and reliable 

transit services, including consideration of Bus Rapid Transit, to the Key Corridors as identified in 

Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 2032 (2012) and to Frequent Transit Corridors as defined 

by Lane Transit District’s Long Range Transit Plan.   

What is a “Mobility Hub”? 

Mobility hubs are a concentration 
of transportation services near 
transit stations that may include 
Wi‐Fi technologies, pocket 
maps/brochures, secure bicycle 
parking, car‐ and bike‐share 
services, shuttle service, and other 
assistance for the traveling public.  
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Potential Actions for Transit Policies 

A. The actions anticipated to implement Key 

Corridors and regional Frequent Transit 

Networks include the following: 

- Describe a comprehensive process to 

be used for planning Key Corridors.  

- Analyze Key Corridors and Frequent 

Transit Network routes, as identified 

in Envision Eugene, A Community 

Vision for 2032 (2012) and Long‐

Range Transit Plan, for their potential 

to provide frequent transit service 

and identify transit’s role in 

supporting development within each 

corridor.6  In each Key Corridor, bus 

rapid transit (e.g., “EmX”‐style of 

transit service) should be considered as an option. 

- Engage members of the community in establishing neighborhood travel needs and priorities 

within each corridor, leading to proposed context sensitive solutions that meet these needs. 

- Conduct coordinated land use and transportation studies for each Key Corridor to 

determine the appropriate balance of transportation access for each mode of travel, 

location and density of new development, 

location of activity centers, right‐of‐way 

needs, building setbacks, and locations of 

major transit stops. 

‐   Review and amend parking standards, 

as necessary, for each corridor to reflect the 

presence of frequent transit service and 

reduced demand for automobile trips.  

- Design standards should be created for 

the pedestrian zone and for properties 

adjacent to the corridor to encourage 

pedestrian‐ and transit‐oriented development 

and to provide safe and convenient pedestrian 

and bicycle access to transit stops. 

                                                      
6 In 2015, the MovingAhead program was initiated by the City of Eugene and the Lane Transit District to plan and prioritize 
transportation improvements in the Key Corridors. Each corridor will be examined individually to understand what types of 
investments are needed for people using transit, biking, and walking to meet their transportation needs and support vibrant 
places. 

EmX Stations include amenities to make taking transit more 
comfortable and convenient. 
 

Source: Lane Transit District  

What is Bus Rapid Transit? 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) is the highest level 
of service available within Lane Transit 
District’s Frequent Transit Network.  
Locally BRT service is known as “EmX.” 

BRT is a permanent, integrated system that 
uses buses on roadways or in dedicated 
lanes to efficiently transport passengers. 
BRT system elements include bus only 
lanes, stations, vehicles, fare collection, 
intelligent transportation systems, and 
branding elements that can be easily 
customized to community needs, and 
result in higher ridership and less delay. 
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B. Coordinate with Lane Transit District (LTD) to expand the park‐and‐ride system within Eugene’s 

commute shed with an emphasis on developing partnerships to share existing parking facilities. 

C. Consider transit‐preferential measures at intersections to improve travel time reliability and 

reduce delays. These include transit signal priority, 

queue jump lanes, curb extensions for loading, and 

other such practices. These options should be 

balanced against the potential interference with bike 

lanes, delays to pedestrian crossings, and safety for 

all travelers. Work with LTD to provide safe and 

convenient pedestrian and bicycle access and 

amenities by transit stops, including bike share 

stations and secure bike parking. 

D. Work with LTD to evaluate opportunities to use SDCs 

and other local funding sources to support transit 

improvements. 

Roadway and Parking Policies 

1. [“Complete Streets Policy”]  Design, construct, maintain, 
and operate all streets to provide comprehensive and 
integrated transportation networks that serve people of 
all ages and abilities, promote commerce, and support 
the comprehensive land use plan’s vision for growth and 
development in a responsible and efficient manner.  A 
“complete street” allows safe travel for automobiles and 
emergency responders, bicycles, walking, transit, and 
freight.  In addition to fulfilling a street’s basic 
transportation functions and providing access to 
properties, streets and sidewalks should be designed to 
be attractive, safe, accessible, sustainable, and healthy 
components of the City's environment.  

2. Improve connectivity and address deficiencies in the 

street network, both inside the Urban Growth Boundary 

and connecting to neighboring cities, with the 

understanding that connectivity needs may differ based 

on an area’s planned land uses (e.g., large lot industrial 

areas may have different needs than residential areas). 

3. Improve travel time reliability between key origins and destinations for transit, regional freight 

movement, and other trips for which on‐time arrivals are important. 

4. Facilitate prompt emergency responses.  Ensure that fire and emergency response routes remain 

passable by design. 

What is the Frequent Transit 
Network? 

Lane Transit District’s Long Range 
Transit Plan (2014) describes the 
Frequent Transit Network (FTN), as a 
regional initiative to better connect 
areas of more active development to 
transit.  The FTN will have the following 
characteristics:  

 A well‐connected network that 
provides regional circulation. 

 Compatible with and supportive of 
adjacent urban design goals. 

 Operates seven days a week in 
select corridors. 

 Service hours are appropriate for 
the economic and social context of 
the area served. 

 Coverage consists of at least 16 
hours a day and most area riders’ 
trip origins or destinations are 
within ¼ of a mile straight line 
distance. 

 Average frequency of 15 minutes or 
better. 

 Transit stops and stations are of 
high quality with amenities, 
including bicycle and pedestrian 
connections to stations and end‐of‐
trip facilities, such as bike parking. 
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5. Plan for, design and construct or reconstruct streets to achieve consistency between motorists’ 

speeds and target speed limits.    Use motor vehicle Level of Service (LOS) standards to evaluate 

acceptable and reliable vehicular performance on the City’s and County’s local, collector and arterial 

streets. Recognize ODOT’s mobility targets (based on volume to capacity or V/C) for state facilities. 
Because mobility targets from the Oregon Highway Plan 

(OHP) are applied on state facilities, the City will seek 

Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) amendment of 

the OHP to include alternative mobility targets at the 

locations identified in the local standards.  

6. Continually optimize the efficiency of the transportation 

system through transportation system management (TSM) 

improvements, connectivity improvements, multimodal 

improvements, parking management and supply, and 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies, in 

combination with the projects identified in this TSP.  

7. Facilitate efficient access for goods, employees, and 

customers to and from employment, commercial, and industrial lands, including freight access to 

designated freight routes, highways, rail yard, and the Eugene Airport. Increase multimodal access 

for employees to employment centers. 

8. Support ODOT’s efforts to improve Randy Papé Beltline Highway for transportation system 

efficiency, improved safety, and improved connections for people travelling by foot, bike, and bus.  

The Beltline Highway: Coburg Road to River Road Facility Plan is incorporated into this TSP, 

contained in Volume 1.  The City of Eugene supports completion of the NEPA review, and 

implementation of the resultant recommended improvements. 

Potential Actions for Roadway and Parking Policies 

A. Consider roundabouts for new development in any situation where capacity, congestion, delay, 

crash history, or turning conflicts would otherwise support traffic signal installation.  

Roundabouts should be actively considered for retrofit at existing signal locations when major 

reconstruction is planned.  

B. Preserve rail corridors, alleys, accessways, and pedestrian and bicycle easements that can 

provide desired connections within the transportation network or have potential to serve 

transportation purposes in the future. 

C. Continue to maintain and implement the Street Classification Map, the Right of Way Map and 

the Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, Bikeways and Accessways.  

D. Update City design standards, as necessary, to address emergency vehicle passage on officially 

recognized emergency response routes and consider accommodations for Fire Department 

Ladder Operations where tall buildings exist or are planned.  Involve emergency responders in 

changes to street designs. 

E. Articulate a process for implementing the complete streets policy, including responsibilities for 

decision making, public review, opportunities for appeals of decisions, the means of 

What is “travel time 
reliability”? 

Travel time reliability is a 
consistency or dependability in 
travel times as measured from 
day to day or across different 
times of day. Travelers want to 
know that a trip will take a half‐
hour today, a half‐hour 
tomorrow, and so on. 
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documenting and justifying decisions, and the collection and reporting of data that allows 

monitoring the effects of street design changes over time. 

F. Update the Eugene Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, Bikeways 

and Accessways to implement the “complete streets policy” by:   

- Recognizing these attributes as integral parts of the planning, design, and programming for 

public streets and rights‐of‐way: 

 The safety for those traveling in the public right‐of‐way, including the most vulnerable 

people of all ages and abilities. 

 The convenience of all users of the transportation system. 

 The importance of making walking and biking the most efficient, convenient, safe, and 

comfortable method of travel for trips of up to half a mile and up to 2 miles, 

respectively. 

 Adopted plans that state a preference for a mode of travel in a specific location, such as 

transit in Frequent Transit Corridors, emergency services on Emergency and Fire 

Response routes, trucks on designated freight routes, and bicycles on facilities described 

in Chapter 5.  

 Balancing traffic flow with the street experience, safety, and needs of other users within 

the streetscape.   

- Articulating circumstances that may require that the complete streets policy be achieved 

incrementally through a sequential series of smaller improvements rather than by 

incorporating all elements into a single construction project. 

- Articulating a process for determining when conditions inherent to a specific project may 

make application of the complete streets policy difficult or superfluous, such as when all 

modes of travel are adequately served in an area by separate, complementary networks, or 

where a mode of travel is prohibited. 

G. Work with developers to complete the major street 

network as shown in the Arterial and Collector Street 

Map. The City will fund its share of these improvements 

through System Development Charges and other 

funding sources. 

H. Expand methods of providing real‐time traveler 

information to the public, such as by: 

- A smartphone application to alert drivers of travel 

time delays and alternate routes.  

- Informational reader board signs along freight 

routes. 

- Increased awareness of existing programs and 

services (e.g., through rideshare campaigns, Sunday 

Streets events, transportation fairs, and community 

events). 

Shared roadways are one type of facility that serve 
both cyclists and drivers. 
 

Source: City of Eugene 
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- Enhanced online rideshare platforms for multiple networks, including closed rideshare 

networks to serve targeted groups (e.g., Kidsports and special events) and dynamic 

ridesharing options that serve the general public. 

- Centralized data pool for emerging technologies that require public transportation data 

(e.g., transit real‐time information) and infrastructure data (e.g., street and parking data) 

that is available for use by public and private sectors. 

- An app that directs drivers to open parking spaces. 

I. Implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) and other technologies to improve traffic 

safety, such as:  

- Upgraded signal coordination and abilities for signals to adjust to real‐time traffic 

conditions. 

- Upgraded traffic signals to include accessible pedestrian devices (APD). 

- Ramp metering (by ODOT). 

- Variable speed limits that respond to increasing congestion. 

J. Review and update procedures for incident/crash detection and clearing roads to reduce traffic 

delay while maintaining a safe environment for incident responders. 

K. Review and update as necessary the Eugene Code and policies for access management and 

street connectivity standards to enhance safety and operational efficiency for all modes of travel 

on streets and sidewalks. 

L. Periodically review and update the City Code and administrative rules in the downtown area, 

neighborhoods near the University of Oregon, mixed‐use centers, and in areas experiencing 

changing conditions, such as where a transit corridor study has been completed, transit routes 

changed, or major bicycle facilities completed. Examples of possible changes to the code and 

policies may include: 

- Requiring or allowing fewer parking spaces where conditions would allow less driving. 

- Disconnecting the price of a residential parking space from a unit’s rent. 

- Aligning metered parking prices with demand. 

- Facilitating conversion of on‐street automobile parking spaces to bicycle lanes, bike parking, 

or expanded pedestrian and ground‐level business amenities. 

- Aligning land use and design standards at major transit stops to support transit ridership. 

- Requiring ongoing transportation demand management (TDM) for large attractions and 

employment centers at times and locations where such measures are necessary to reduce 

congestion or optimize limited parking. 

M. Change the configuration of some streets to encourage slower vehicle speeds.  

N. Work with ODOT to provide sufficient access along Highway 99 to facilitate redevelopment of 

adjacent properties as a Key Corridor. 

O. Collaborate with ODOT on the implementation of the Beltline Facility Plan and NEPA project. 

Amend the 2035 TSP to reflect the recommended policies and projects of these efforts. 

P. Explore methods of describing multimodal levels of service that address the City’s desire for a 

safe and convenient multimodal transportation system.  
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Q. Work with ODOT to seek alternative mobility targets that align with City policies. 

R. Consider converting to two‐way traffic Charnelton Street between 11th and 13th Avenues, 

Lincoln Street from 5th Avenue to 11th Avenue, and Lawrence Street from 6th Avenue to 13th 

Avenue. 

S. Periodically review parking needs in the downtown, Federal Courthouse, and riverfront districts 

and balance supply with other objectives, such as economic vitality; support for transit, walking, 

and biking; reduced consumption of fossil fuels; and human‐scaled urban form. 

Pedestrian Policies  

1. Encourage walking as the most attractive mode 

of transportation for short trips (e.g., within one 

half miles) within and to activity centers, 

downtown, key corridors, and major 

destinations, and as a means of accessing transit.   

2. Ensure that there are safe, accessible, 

comfortable, and direct sidewalk connections 

between residential areas, major destinations, 

and transit stops. Continually improve walking 

comfort, safety, and accessibility through design, 

operations, retrofits, and maintenance.  Provide 

landscaped setback sidewalks of ample width and 

safe street crossings to encourage people to walk. 

3. Coordinate improvements to complement and 

improve the systems proposed in the Eugene Trails Plan and connections to regional trails. 

Potential Actions for Pedestrian Policies 

A. Maintain a map and project list for desired improvements to the pedestrian network within the 

life of this plan. Provide priorities among these projects, yet provide flexibility among priorities 

to respond to unforeseen opportunities and development. 

B. Provide street crossing enhancements and expanded crosswalk education and enforcement 

programs. 

C. Provide support for Safe Routes to School programs and other programs that create safe 

walking conditions between residences and schools and other neighborhood destinations. 

D. Review the Eugene Code for additional opportunities to require sidewalk connections between 

new development and redevelopment and existing sidewalks and transit.  

E. Amend the Eugene Code (e.g., EC 9.6505) and policies to consistently require sidewalk 

installation throughout newly divided and developed lands, such as by requiring sidewalk 

construction concurrent with street improvements or by bonding for completion of the 

sidewalks if development on individual lots does not fill in the system in a reasonable amount of 

time. 

Midblock crossing assist pedestrian in safely crossing 
roads. All intersections contain crosswalks, whether they 
are marked or not. 
 

Source: City of Eugene 
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F. Maintain a sidewalk infill and improvement program that considers new funding sources, credits 

and loans, and expanded development requirements to complete missing sidewalk segments, to 

avoid creating gaps in sidewalk networks in new development areas and to upgrade existing 

sidewalks in high traffic areas to provide needed width, landscaping, and removal of barriers, 

and to implement the City’s Americans with Disability Act program. 

G. Continue to ensure that Systems Development Charges (SDCs) consider walking and pedestrian 

improvements as important components of the overall, integrated transportation system. 

H. Update Eugene’s Traffic Impact 

Analysis review regulations for 

new development to include 

review of walking and biking 

improvements and connections 

to nearby networks. 

Bicycle Policies  

1. Create conditions that make 

bicycling more attractive than 

driving for most trips of two miles 

or less. 

2. Develop a well‐connected and comfortable bikeway network.  Ensure that there are safe, 

comfortable, and direct bikeway connections between residential areas, major destinations, and 

transit stops and provide secure bicycle parking facilities at these destinations. 

3. Continually improve the comfort and safety of bicycling through design, operations, retrofits, and 

maintenance. Identify and develop “low stress” bikeways to attract new cyclists.   

4. Support a Eugene bike share system. 

Potential Actions for Bicycle Policies 

A. Maintain a map and project list for desired 

improvements to the bicycle network within the life of this 

plan. Provide priorities among these projects, yet provide 

flexibility among priorities to respond to unforeseen 

opportunities and development. 

B. Support Safe Routes to School programs and other 

programs that create safe bicycling conditions between 

residences and schools and other neighborhood 

destinations. 

C. Ensure that Systems Development Charges (SDCs) 

consider biking and bicycle improvements as important 

components of the overall, integrated transportation 

system. 

Eugene aims to accommodate bicyclists of all riding abilities and levels of 
comfort on city streets and facilities. 
 

Source: City of Eugene 

What are “Low‐stress” bikeways? 

Low‐stress bikeways are facilities 
that feel safe and inviting to many 
people, including children and the 
elderly, who may choose to bike. 
Low stress bikeways are generally 
separated from heavy vehicular 
traffic or share the road with 
motorists only on very low‐volume 
residential streets, are well signed, 
and connected to popular 
destinations. 
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D. Evaluate and adjust traffic control systems to balance bicycle travel with other modes along 
strategically chosen bicycle routes. 

E. Provide high quality, flexible and secure bicycle parking, and ensure through project design and 
standards that bicycle parking is considered when parks, schools, and other public facilities are 
planned. 

F. Review Eugene Code parking and redevelopment standards for opportunities to improve 
requirements for support facilities for employees who are commuting by bike, such as by 
providing showers, lockers, and secure covered bike parking. 

G. Provide incentives for businesses and other entities to add or upgrade bicycle parking facilities 
and amenities beyond minimum code requirement requirements (or to bring them up to code in 
cases where properties were developed under previous standards) or to provide bike share 
facilities. 

H. On a case-by-case basis reallocate space within street rights-of-way to enhance bikeways and 
pedestrian environments (e.g., converting parking or travel lanes).  Priority areas for bikeway 
improvements include areas near the University of Oregon, downtown Eugene, streets 
connecting residential areas to schools and commercial hubs, and streets. It is expected that 
ODOT facilities and Key Corridors will be analyzed under separate comprehensive planning 
processes than other streets.  

Rail, Freight, and Pipeline Policies 
1. Promote the efficiency with which 

freight and deliveries are transported 
without worsening impacts to the 
environment, social and neighborhood 
context, promotion of “Complete 
Streets,” or safety. 

2. Encourage public and private 
partnerships with the freight transport 
industry to develop mutually beneficial 
strategies and initiatives.  

3. Encourage the use of rail for movement 
of freight and long distance passenger 
trips.   

4. Support higher-speed and higher-frequency passenger rail service and use of the historic Eugene 
Depot in downtown Eugene as a passenger rail station.   

5. Reduce conflicts between rail and street traffic.  
6. Create a railroad quiet zone throughout the City. Prioritize implementation of a quiet zone in the 

downtown and Whiteaker areas.  
7. Support projects and regulations that reduce transportation inefficiencies or risk to local 

populations from the transportation of hazardous materials. 

Eugene Station 
 
Source: City of Eugene 
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Potential Actions for Rail, Freight, and Pipeline Policies 
A. Promote truck loading facilities at the train yard. 
B. Monitor travel time reliability on state and federal freight routes and prioritize improvements to 

these corridors when chronic delays are projected to become a detriment to regional economic 
development strategies. 

C. Improve the safety and efficiency of trucking through information technological means such as 
telematics, signing, urban freight information and maps. 

D. Implement the Eugene Depot Master Plan. 
E. Construct a passenger platform and rail spur at the Eugene Depot to enhance passenger rail 

service and separate passenger rail from freight rail. 
F. Implement the recommendations of the Oregon Passenger Rail Study (pending at the time the 

2035 TSP was adopted). 
G. Coordinate with rail providers to upgrade at-grade rail crossings to improve traffic safety and 

manage conflict points while maintaining access for non-rail travel where possible. 
H. Install supplemental safety measures (SSMs), such as quad gates and medians, at railroad 

crossings, as necessary, starting in the downtown and Whiteaker areas, to implement a railroad 
quiet zone. 

I. Support rail-related infrastructure improvements that help retain and improve passenger and 
freight rail services in Eugene. 

J. Support projects that reduce the number of times materials are transferred between pipes, 
trains, planes or trucks.    

K. Reduce environmental impacts and the risk of accidents involving trucking through 
infrastructure improvements, road design and layout, and promoting the use of 
environmentally-friendly vehicles. 

Air Transportation Policy 
1. Support the Eugene Airport as a regional transportation facility. 
2. Recognize the Eugene Airport Master Plan as the 

guiding policy document for airport property 
development, services, and support infrastructure.   

Potential Actions for Air Transportation 
Policy 

A. Periodically review and update the Airport 
Master Plan. 

B. Review and update land use designations and 
zoning, as needed, to support development 
recommended by the Airport Master Plan. 

C. Promote freight transfer facilities at the airport. 
D. Expand alternatives to private automobile trips 

for airport patrons. 

Eugene Airport 
 
Source: City of Eugene 
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Greenhouse Gas, Climate Change, and Natural Environment Policies 

1. Support the use of more highly fuel efficient vehicles including electric, hydrogen fuel cell, and non‐

motorized vehicles. 

2. Create a strategy that advances the goal of having an integrated transportation system that reduces 

fossil fuel consumption by 50 percent and reduces reliance on single‐occupancy automobiles.   

3. Prioritize capital projects and programs that will facilitate the achievement of the 2035 TSP’s 

pedestrian, bicycle and transit policies.   

4. Continue work to identify possible transportation infrastructure improvements that will make 

walking, bicycling and the use of transit safe and highly convenient.    

5. Protect, and enhance habitat in transportation projects where possible. Minimize and mitigate 

impacts of transportation projects when needed. 

6. Provide leadership in regional and State coordination efforts that support Eugene’s environmental 

policies. 

Potential Actions for Greenhouse Gas, Climate Change, and Natural 
Environment Policies: 

A. Support programs aimed at reducing reliance on single occupancy vehicle travel.  

B. Enhance the tree canopy along streets. 

C. Reduce stormwater pollution and minimize runoff from streets and multi‐use paths in a manner 

prescribed by Eugene’s Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan. 

D. Increase supply of charging stations for electric vehicles. 

E. Support legislation that updates the State building 

code to require basic electric vehicle charging 

infrastructure in new development. 

F. Provide priority parking and reduced parking fees for 

non‐gasoline powered vehicles. 

G. Create a program that encourages properties 

adjacent to streets and alleys to replace paved areas 

with usable open space, permeable surfaces, 

plantings, stormwater retention areas, and other 

amenities for the public benefit (e.g., a “green alleys” 

program). 

H. Provide stormwater facilities within street 

construction projects by incorporating low impact 

development and green infrastructure practices. 

I. Identify City Code amendments that will facilitate the 

achievement of the 2035 TSP’s pedestrian, bicycle 

and transit policies.   

Stormwater treatment can be an attractive part of 
the streetscape. 

Source: CH2M 
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Cost Effectiveness and Finance Policies 

1. Establish, improve, and maintain transportation facilities in ways that cost‐effectively provide 

desired levels of service, consider facilities’ lifecycle costs, and maintain the City’s long‐term 

financial sustainability.  Favor transportation systems that move people and goods at lesser total 

life‐cycle cost to the City and its residents. 

2. Maintain transportation performance and improve safety by improving system efficiency and 

management before adding capacity for automobiles to the transportation system by using the 

following priorities for developing the Eugene Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and Eugene 

projects in the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP):   

- Protect the existing system. The highest priority is to preserve or improve the functionality of 

the existing transportation system by means such as access management, transportation 

demand management, improved traffic operations, use of technologies, accommodating “active 

transportation” options not previously present, and keeping roads well maintained to avoid 

reconstruction. 

- Improve the efficiency and safety of existing facilities. The second priority is to make minor 

improvements to existing streets, such as adding turning lanes at intersections, providing and 

enhancing pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities, and extending or connecting streets pursuant 

to existing plans. 

- Add capacity to the existing system. The third priority is to make major improvements to 

existing transportation facilities such as adding general purpose lanes and making alignment 

corrections to accommodate legal‐sized vehicles.   

- Add new facilities to the system. The lowest priority is to add new transportation facilities for 

motorized vehicles, such as new roadways. New streets that are needed and planned for 

connectivity are a higher priority, as noted in (b), above. 

Implement higher priority measures first unless a lower priority measure is demonstrated to be 

more cost‐effective or better supports safety, growth management, or other livability and 

economic considerations.  Provide justification for using lower priority measures before higher 

priority measures. 

3. In collaboration with ODOT and Lane County, develop criteria that trigger logical phased 

jurisdictional transfer of streets and highways. 

4. Operate and maintain transportation facilities in a manner that reduces the need for more 

expensive future repair, to the extent practical and affordable.  Consider the City’s ability to fund 

both implementation and ongoing maintenance before initiating or requiring new transportation 

capital projects. Explore opportunities to upgrade all utilities during street reconstruction.  

Potential Actions for Cost Effectiveness and Finance Policies 

A. Seek new, stable sources for funding street renovation and ongoing maintenance, including 

landscaping and other amenities in the public rights‐of‐way. 

B. Develop a mechanism for calculating life cycle costs, including maintenance costs, of 

transportation projects.   
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C. Discuss with the public the potential cost savings for household transportation choices, such as 

savings in health care, fuel and auto insurance, etc., for choosing not to drive for some trips. 

D. Continue and expand efforts to quantify and explain the total life‐cycle costs of transportation 

options. 

E. Regularly adjust Systems Development Charges to remain fair, legal, and aligned with adopted 

goals and policies.  

F. Update and maintain Transportation System Development Charges to support the construction 

of pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities in addition to roadway projects that meet the above 

policies. 

G. Approve memoranda of understanding (MOU) with Lane County and ODOT that establish the 

circumstances under which streets would be transferred to City jurisdiction.  

H. Engage the community in exploring new potential funding sources for on‐going pavement 

preservation needs.   

Equity, Economy, and Community Engagement Policies 

1. Be fair and equitable: ensure that transportation facilities are provided for people of all ages, 

races, ethnicities, abilities, incomes, and in all neighborhoods. 

2. Reduce or eliminate disparities between neighborhoods in safety and access to essential 

destinations.  Ensure that the costs and benefits of transportation improvements are equitably 

shared over time.  Favor historically underserved communities if equitable solutions are not 

possible within a single project or action. 

3. Build and maintain public support for the 2035 TSP through open information, public 

participation, public discussion of the plan’s effects on the community, and periodic 

reassessment of the plan’s goals and policies. 

4. Encourage local residents, businesses, City staff, and other stakeholders to cooperatively 

develop context sensitive projects that foster the community's active use and sense of 

ownership of public rights‐of‐way over time. 

5. Use transportation investments to support industries and employment sectors targeted by City 

and regional adopted economic development strategies. 

Potential Actions for Operational Policies 

A. Identify and collaborate with potentially impacted populations during and after project scoping, 

with special attention to disadvantaged or traditionally underserved populations (e.g., lower 

income, minority, English language learners, and people with disabilities). 

B. Target public outreach before transportation spending priorities are established so that people 

who may be most affected by proposed projects will be involved in the discussion. 

C. Create procedures that support parklets (i.e., commercial uses, greenery, or seating in 

converted on‐street parking spaces), bike corrals, intersection repair (i.e., citizen‐led conversion 

of an intersection into a public square), and similar projects that are responsive to the needs of 

neighborhood stakeholders. 
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D. Regularly consult with industry stakeholders to determine industry and employment 

transportation needs and trends. Update the 2035 TSP project list, as appropriate, to reflect 

changing needs and trends. 

E. Periodically review and collaboratively update as necessary the Regional Prosperity Economic 

Plan (or successor) and the 2035 TSP to keep the two plans aligned. 

F. Prioritize transportation investments that facilitate job growth in commercial or industrial areas.
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The 2035 TSP goals, policies, projects, and potential implementing actions are based on analysis by, and 
input received from, the community, City of Eugene staff, partner agency staff, and City policy‐makers.  
Their review included analysis of existing transportation conditions for all modes of travel, forecasted 
deficiencies in the transportation system, a multi‐step evaluation of the “triple bottom line” (economy, 
social equity, and natural environment) that included considerations of how possible system 
improvements will meet the transportation needs for all modes, address the needs of the transportation 
disadvantaged, and address the need for movement of goods and services to support industrial and 
commercial development. The 2035 TSP list of recommended projects and programs was identified 
based on an analysis of the City’s transportation needs, potential transportation system alternatives, 
and a detailed review of relevant state, regional, and local plans, policies, and funding opportunities. The 
following sections outline the key findings from the existing and future needs analyses that helped 
shape the recommendations. 

Existing Transportation System Conditions 

Existing local transportation needs, opportunities, and constraints reflect an inventory of the multimodal 
transportation system characteristics conducted in 2010. This inventory included all major 
transportation‐related facilities and services within the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) at that time. Key 
roadway features, traffic conditions, safety performance, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and transit 
service, among other topics, were analyzed. Detailed findings of the technical analysis are summarized 
in Volume 2, Appendix B: Existing conditions inventory and analysis. Key findings of this review are 
outlined below. 

 Downtown Eugene and adjacent neighborhoods are well‐served by sidewalks. In other areas of the 
City, sidewalks are frequently missing on one or both sides of the roadway. Some sidewalks are 
located adjacent to curbs on high traffic streets, without a buffer of landscaping or parked cars next 
to traffic, which can discourage walking. The citywide pedestrian system i s also interrupted by a lack 
of street lighting, lack of pedestrian crossing treatments at some intersections, and long distances 
between protected crossings on busy streets. Walking can be improved by filling gaps in the 
sidewalk network, improving buffers from traffic, and providing improved crossings and other safety 
measures. 

 A number of arterial roadway corridors and key intersections could benefit from strategic capital 
improvements to the existing system. These may include: 

 Better connectivity;  

 Improved safety measures, especially where walking and bicycling are introduced within the 
street rights‐of‐way; and  
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 Implementation of Transportation System 
Management and Operations (TSMO) 
strategies that increase the efficiency of the 
arterial system. TSMO strategies (more fully 
described in Appendix L in Volume 2) might 
include ramp meters along highways, 
coordinated and more responsive traffic 
signals, and educational programs that 
encourage travel without single‐occupant 
automobiles and at less congested times of 
day.  

 Eugene enjoys a substantial pedestrian‐bicycle 
shared‐use path system, especially parallel to the 
Willamette River and Amazon Creek. Although the 
pathway system is extensive, the existing needs are 
related to the width of pathways (the busier sections 
are too narrow to comfortably accommodate all of 
the users), lack of connections to some adjacent 
neighborhoods, and the lack of consistent and regular 
pathway lighting. There are also some locations 
where the lack of wayfinding signs and pathway markings provide challenges to some users 
unfamiliar with the path system.  

 The City’s on‐street bikeway system is extensive. The existing deficiencies relate to: 

 Lack of connections between existing routes; 

 Lack of consistent pavement markings;  

 Need for better separation from motorized vehicular traffic;  

 Integration of bicycle movements into signal phases;  

 Additional street lighting;  

 Additional wayfinding signage; and  

 Poor quality of some existing street surfaces. 

Basis of Needs Assessment  

The following sections describe the assumptions used to develop the assessment of needs for the 2035 
TSP. 

Planning Area and Land Use Assumptions  

The 2035 TSP addresses the projects, programs, and policies needed to support growth in population 
and jobs within the Eugene UGB as well as the travel associated with regional and state economic 
growth between now and the year 2035. The 2035 TSP defines the transportation facilities needs within 
Eugene’s adopted UGB, as defined in the Mero Plan, Eugene’s adopted comprehensive plan. Over time, 

Using technology to improve 
transportation 

Transportation System 
Management and Operations 
(TSMO) strategies provide money‐
saving, multi‐modal solutions that 
relieve congestion, optimize 
infrastructure investments, 
promote travel options, and 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  
They can include intelligent 
transportation system solutions 
such as traffic responsive signals, 
real‐time traveler information, and 
services that respond quickly to 
traffic incidents or help people 
make informed travel choices. 
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the City, Lane County, and ODOT will monitor the multimodal transportation needs and can update the 
2035 TSP to respond to changing conditions.  

The 2035 TSP also supports the land use strategies defined in Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 
2032 (2012) and prioritizes recommendations that mitigate the strain on roadways by supporting transit 
service and making walking and bicycling trips more practical for working, shopping, and other daily 
activities; managing congestion; and improving safety. One primary focus of both the Metro Plan and 
Envision Eugene is on more compact development. As such, significant future residential development is 
likely to occur in the Downtown and “Key Corridors” (see Volume 2, Appendix F), including: 

 Willamette Street; 

 W 11th Avenue; 

 Highway 99; 

 River Road; 

 Coburg Road; 

 Franklin Boulevard. 

The 2035 TSP includes projects and programs, and identifies financial resources, that support the growth 
anticipated over the next 20 years along these key corridors.   

The needs assessment and resulting projects (set forth in Chapter 4) that establish a transportation 
system adequate to meet the identified local transportation needs are based upon the land use 
designations established by the Metro Plan.  Because the 2035 TSP is based on the Metro Plan land use 
designations, any zone allowed within the land use designation is consistent with both the Metro Plan 
and this 2035 TSP.7  The 2035 TSP reflects Eugene policy makers’ and community members’ priority to 
maintain existing facilities and provide multiple transportation options for local and regional travel. 
These priorities are based on the premise that the City can reduce congestion, save money, and provide 
health benefits for the entire community by providing alternatives to single occupancy vehicle travel and 
by making existing streets safer and more efficient without costly increases to automobile‐oriented 
infrastructure.  

2035 Population and Employment Forecasts 

Forecast of year 2035 traffic volumes informed the identification of future transportation needs. The 
2035 traffic volumes reflect estimates of household and job growth within the adopted UGBs of 
Springfield, Eugene, and Coburg as well as in Lane County and the overall region. These population and 
employment forecasts were “coordinated” for compliance with Oregon transportation and land use 
planning requirements.  

The Eugene UGB shown in Figure 1 was used as the basis for the 2035 land use forecasts. Table 1 shows 
household and job growth forecasts within this UGB. This growth was allocated to developable areas 
within the current UGB consistent with the land use designations shown in the adopted Metro Plan.

                                                      
7 Looking ahead, when the City adopts a new comprehensive plan, unless the new comprehensive plan changes the current Metro 
Plan land use designations, a zone allowed within the land use designation will be consistent with both the new comprehensive plan 
and this 2035 TSP.  If adoption of the new comprehensive plan includes an expansion of the UGB, any amendments to the 2035 
TSP that are necessary to address the expansion area will be adopted currently with the UGB amendment.    
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Table 3.1: City of Eugene Land Use Estimates (as provided by Lane Council of 
Governments) 

 Year 2010 Year 2035 Growth 

Population Forecast 177,332 219,060 41,728 (23%) 

Households 74,950 92,580 17,630 (23%) 

Employees 80,900 114,460 33,560 (42%) 

Traffic Volume Development 
Based on the geographic allocations of future job and household growth within the UGB, Lane Council of 
Governments (LCOG) developed traffic volume forecasts for the City’s collector and arterial street 
system using an “emme” travel demand model. This model is calibrated to traffic volumes measured on 
streets and highways within the City. In addition to land use and street network inputs, the model also 
relies on information about existing traveler behavior and trip‐making characteristics derived from 
surveys, and from research that forecasts how people might use the transportation system in the future. 

Based on information obtained from LCOG, coupled with measured traffic counts at 50 intersections 
within the City, year 2035 intersection and roadway volumes were analyzed using a procedure 
consistent with guidance from ODOT’s Analysis and Procedures Manual (APM). This analysis provided 
one method of identifying future transportation needs within the City’s UGB.  

Baseline Analysis 
Previously adopted City of Eugene plans, TransPlan, and the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) all 
identified a variety of street, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit projects that could be implemented in the 
future. A Baseline Analysis (also known as a “no build alternative”) was performed for the 2035 TSP to 
help identify multimodal projects and programs needed to support growth through the year 2035. This 
analysis informs the development of the 2035 project list reflected in Chapter 4.  

The Baseline Analysis assumes the 2035 population and employment forecast and that the existing 
street, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit system will not change by 2035 except for the construction of 
transportation improvements that have already been started or for which funding is already allocated. 
At the time the analysis was prepared, there were no guaranteed funding sources for any major projects 
that will materially affect traveler behaviors and traffic volumes on the City’s street network in the 
future, with the exception of the extension of EmX transit service to west Eugene.  

With this baseline estimate of future travel conditions founded on the current transportation system, 
different transportation improvement strategies under consideration could be compared to each other 
and to the baseline.  In this way the 2035 TSP project list was constructed anew by reassessing unbuilt 
projects contained in previous plans and comparing these to new ideas for meeting our transportation 
needs. 
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Identified Transportation Needs  

The results of the year 2035 Baseline Analyses are 
summarized in Volume 2, Appendix C: No Build analysis.  
Per this analysis, key corridors that could experience 
vehicular congestion and long queues at traffic signals 
include:  

 The W 11th Avenue corridor from the UGB into 
downtown (even with the implementation of the 
EmX project). 

 The Highway 99 corridor, particularly south of the 
Randy Papé Beltline and towards downtown. 

 The River Road/Chambers Street corridor within the 
vicinity of the Randy Papé Beltline and south of the 
Northwest Expressway. River Road at Randy Papé 
Beltline Highway is a critical link in the regional and 
emergency response network since, without it, 
there would be 2.5 miles between other grade‐
separated crossings.  

 The 6th Avenue/7th Avenue corridor, west of I‐105, 
which provides a key vehicular and freight 
connections from points west of downtown to the 
Ferry Street Bridge and Coburg Road.  

 Franklin Boulevard corridor between I‐5 and 
downtown. 

 Randy Papé Beltline Highway between Coburg Road 
and River Road. ODOT, Lane County, and the City of 
Eugene will participate in a project to identify future 
solutions for this segment of the corridor. 2035 TSP 
will be updated to reflect these ongoing efforts, as 
appropriate. 

 Randy Papé Beltline Highway between Roosevelt 
Boulevard and W 11th Avenue.  

 Coburg Road between downtown and the bridge 
over the McKenzie River near I‐5.  

 The East 30th Avenue/Amazon Parkway corridor 
between E 18th and 27th Avenues and between 
Hilyard and Agate Streets. 

 All four Willamette River motor vehicle bridge crossings.  

In addition to the roadway needs identified by the traffic model and by the analysis of existing 
transportation system conditions, the Transportation Community Resource Group (TCRG), participants 

A word about “capacity” 

One way to measure the performance 
of the transportation system is to 
compare the demand for travel on 
the system with the system’s capacity 
to accommodate that demand. The 
demand for travel comes in many 
different forms, including motorized 
vehicles (autos, trucks), transit riders, 
and pedestrians and bicycles. The 
capacity of the system to 
accommodate these different forms 
of travel is expressed in similar terms.  

Another way to measure the 
performance of the transportation 
system is to assess how well it is 
performing from a traveler’s 
perspective. This is referred to as the 
quality of service  or “level of service” 
(LOS) that is provided and it is 
typically summarized in a scale from A 
(representing the best quality of 
service) to F (representing the worst 
quality of service). A variety of factors 
affect the quality of service traveler’s 
experience, and each of the different 
forms of travel is affected by different 
factors.  

As an example, the quality of service 
for a bicyclist can be influenced by the 
volume and speed of vehicular traffic, 
the number of heavy vehicles, the 
potential for conflicts with 
pedestrians, and the pavement 
condition. On the other hand, the 
quality of service for vehicles is 
influenced by the delay experienced 
at intersections and the speed of 
travel along a roadway. 
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at community workshops, Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), and agency staff identified these 
following needs to be addressed by the TSP: 

 Improved range of transportation choices, especially for the transportation disadvantaged and 
connections between residents and employment. 

 Improved safety for all travelers. 

 Reliable freight movement, which is important to the national, state, and local economy, especially 
on designated freight routes. 

 From the 2012 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan: filling gaps in the sidewalk system, gaps in the 
designated bikeway system, and need for improved pedestrian and bicycle facilities that will 
encourage greater use. 

 From the Long Range Transit Plan and Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 2032 (2012): a need 
for frequent, reliable transit services along Key Corridors. 

 From the Climate and Energy Action Plan and Climate Recovery Ordinance: a desire to reduce 
community‐wide greenhouse gas emissions 10 percent below 1990 levels by 2020, reduce 
community‐wide fossil fuel use 50 percent by 2030, and adapt to a changing climate and increasing 
fossil fuel prices. 

 Equitable distribution of improvements geographically and for economical and other social strata.  

Evaluation of Transportation System Alternatives to Address Identified Needs 

The Transportation Community Resource Group (TCRG), participants at community workshops, 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), and agency staff identified a number of transportation system 
alternatives that had the potential to address existing and future transportation needs. These 
alternatives address all modes of travel and also include programs that would reduce vehicular travel 
demand. Further, these potential system alternatives avoid principal reliance on any one mode of 
transportation and increase transportation choices, and reflect Eugene’s commitment to the 
sustainability triple bottom line (environment, equity, and economy). City staff developed these ideas 
into a potential project list that was screened by the TCRG and Project Management Team (PMT) against 
a set of evaluation criteria established by the TCRG. This multistep process is described below. 

Evaluation Framework 

Early in the TSP process, the PMT, TCRG, and TAC developed an evaluation framework for screening 
potential projects. This framework referenced the Sustainable Transportation Analysis and Rating 
System (STARS)8 and is reflective of the City’s commitment to the Triple Bottom Line. Table 3.2 presents 
the evaluation criteria applied to the potential project list. Some criteria, noted as “key criteria,” proved 
most useful and effective in comparing project and program ideas. While the “key criteria” often served 
as differentiators between potential projects, all criteria listed below were used to perform a 
preliminary screen of potential projects that address existing and future needs. All of the criteria were 
also used for a more detailed review of those ultimately identified for the 20 year list of projects 
reflected in Chapter 5.   
 

                                                      
8 www.transportationcouncil.org 
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Table 3.2: Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation Criteria Key 
criteria 

1. Safety and Health  

Double the percentage of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit trips by the year 2035.  

Improve community health by increasing physical activity as part of the transportation system.  

Support the reduction in quantities of harmful airborne pollutants associated with transportation.  

Improve safety and security for all users, especially for the most vulnerable; strive for zero fatalities. x 

2. Social Equity  

Use future transportation investments to reduce or eliminate disparities between neighborhoods in 
access, economic benefits, safety, and health. 

x 

3. Access and Mobility for All Modes  

Foster neighborhoods where 90 percent of Eugene residents can meet most daily needs without 
relying heavily on an automobile. 

x 

Improve the comfort and convenience of travel, especially for walking, bicycling, carpooling, and riding 
transit. 

 

Maintain a network of Emergency Response Streets to facilitate prompt emergency response.  

Complete safe, comfortable, and direct sidewalk and bikeway networks between key destinations, 
transit stops, and residential areas. 

 

Support Lane Transit District’s efforts to provide high-capacity, frequent transit service, on the 
Frequent Transit Network. 

 

4. Community Context  

Ensure consistency between transportation investments and all relevant adopted and accepted local 
plans. 

 

5. Economic Benefit  

Support redevelopment priorities by promoting compatible transportation investments along key 
corridors and in core commercial areas, including downtown. 

x 

Encourage infrastructure and programs that allow residents to reduce expenditures on fuel and 
vehicle use. 

 

Support predictable travel times between key origins and destinations for high priority trips such as 
transit and regional freight movement. 

 

Increase access to employment centers via foot, bike, and transit, while improving the quality of the 
traveling experience. 

x 

Support access and visibility of businesses that rely on drive-by traffic by balancing congestion with 
economic development goals. 

 

6. Cost Effectiveness  

Optimize benefits relative to public, private, and social costs over the plan’s time horizon. x 

Maximize the efficiency and life of the current transportation system.  
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Evaluation Criteria Key 
criteria 

Favor transportation investments that have potential funding for both implementation and ongoing 
maintenance. 

 

7. Climate and Energy  

Focus on transportation programs and projects that help to: 

 reduce total community-wide fossil fuel use by 50% by 2030 
 reduce vehicle miles traveled per capita by 10% by the year 2020 
 reduce community-wide greenhouse gas emissions 10% below 1990 levels by 2020 

x 

8. Ecological Function  

Improve water quality and lower the rate of stormwater runoff from transportation infrastructure.  

Reduce the urban heat island caused by paving that absorbs and re-radiates heat.  

Foster transportation investments that avoid damaging and improve habitat areas, where possible. x 

Initially, the potential project ideas identified to serve existing and future multimodal needs were 
presented to the TCRG, PMT, and TAC as conceptual “fat lines” on maps to denote areas of concern. 
These maps grouped potential ideas by geographic areas of the City to ensure that every 
neighborhood’s needs were addressed.  

Based on feedback on the conceptual idea maps, the PMT culled the list of potential project ideas 
against the following questions:  

1. Does the project address an identified transportation problem or opportunity? 

2. Is the project within the City of Eugene’s Urban Growth Boundary or planning area? Is it within 
the City’s control, or the control of its partnering agencies, to implement? 

3. Is it technically feasible to build this project? 

4. Could the project be funded? 

5. Could the project receive necessary environmental permits? 

If the answer to any question was “no,” the project idea was not considered further. Those remaining 
ideas were identified as projects and evaluated by City staff against the criteria shown in Table 3.2. The 
staff evaluation was then presented to the PMT and TCRG for further review. 

The TCRG and PMT reviewed and refined this evaluation to define a 20‐year project list that could 
address the identified transportation needs, and meet the draft 2035 TSP goals and criteria contained on 
ORS 660‐012‐0035. In addition, City staff, working with the PMT, TCRG, and public input, identified 
additional projects that would be needed to support a specific residential or employment development 
area, those that would require more study prior to being added to the 20‐year list, and those that were 
not needed to support the identified needs but could be considered if changes occurred in the future. 
City staff also identified operational projects, such as intersection modifications and signal system 
improvements that are critical to the successful implementation of City transportation goals and 
policies. 
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The screened projects were advanced for inclusion in this TSP as the “20‐year list,” “Study Projects”, 
“Projects to Complete Upon Development”, and “Operational Projects”, respectively.  The PMT 
performed a qualitative and quantitative evaluation of these projects relying on the key criteria shown 
in Table 3.2. The draft project lists and a map of the project locations were posted to the project’s public 
website for three years prior to adoption.  The project lists are provided in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 4: Creating Multimodal 
Systems 

The 2035 TSP is fundamentally a set of policies, programs, 
and projects that address the transportation needs within 
Eugene’s UGB over the next 20 years with a coordinated 
multimodal transportation system.  This chapter provides 
an overview of these programs and projects. Policies and 
potential programs are provided in Chapter 2 whereas the 
detailed project list is shown in Chapter 5. Planning for a 
network of “Complete Streets” that can serve the City’s 
identified transportation needs is an integral part of the 
2035 TSP.  Although automobiles will continue to be a 
primary mode of travel, and preservation and 
improvement of the existing street system remains 
important, the 2035 TSP’s projects, policies, and programs 
highlight improvements that are designed to increase 
transportation choices, reduce reliance on the automobile 
by better accommodating and encouraging travel by foot 
and bike for short trips, improve safety for all street users, 
and provide for more reliable transit service on Key 
Corridors.  It is this focus of the 2035 TSP, together with the 
City’s adopted land use plans and regulations, that will 
ultimately result in land use patterns and transportation 
systems that make walking, cycling, and use of transit 
highly convenient so that, on balance, people need to and 
are likely to drive less than they do today.   

It is a goal of this plan to triple the percentage of trips 
made on foot, by bicycle, and by transit from 2014 levels.  
Through a combination of transportation system 
improvements and land use measures, walking and biking 
could become the preferred methods of travel for trips 
under 0.5 miles and 2 miles, respectively. 

Pedestrian System  
The 2035 TSP’s pedestrian‐oriented projects and programs are aimed at serving different types of 
walking trips for people of all ages and abilities. To ensure that walking will constitute most of the trips 
of less than half a mile within Eugene, pedestrians must feel safe and comfortable, and have convenient 
access to their desired destinations. The pedestrian capital projects and operational programs in the 
2035 TSP focus on components of transportation system alternatives that address the following needs 
identified through analysis of the existing and future system deficiencies: 

Achieving Complete Streets 

Achieving a network of “Complete 
Streets” and helping more Eugene 
residents and visitors shift their 
travel towards walking, bicycling, 
and transit will provide many 
benefits to individuals and the 
community at large, including: 

 Reduced traffic congestion and 
exposure to crashes and injury; 

 Higher levels of individual 
health and wellness;  

 Healthy business districts and 
more dollars staying in the local 
economy; 

 Better air quality and lower 
levels of greenhouse gases and 
noxious emissions; 

 Available options for lower cost 
travel; 

 Lower costs for roadway 
maintenance; 

 More equitable access to 
community resources; and 

 More options for all people, and 
especially youth and seniors, to 
travel independently 
throughout the community. 
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 Filling gaps in the sidewalk network between neighborhoods, schools, parks, recreational areas, 
activity centers, and major transit stops, and to regional facilities; 

 Arterial and collector street crossings and safety enhancements; 

 Widening the shared use pathway system in the busiest sections; and 

 Education about walking safety and access to key routes. 

The 2035 TSP also calls for an update in the City’s street design standards, development of a sidewalk 
infill program, and improved enforcement of laws that improve pedestrian safety. 

The City has updated its 2015 Americans with Disabilities Act Transition Plan for Accessibility in Public 
Rights‐of‐Way9 to better identify existing transportation facility deficiencies, such as curb ramps and 
accessible pedestrian devices, and develop a phased plan to eliminate these deficiencies. 

The list of pedestrian projects in support of the policies and the identified needs are shown in Chapter 5. 
These were largely pulled from a 2012 pedestrian and bicycle master planning effort.  Appendix G of 
Volume 2 provides the outcome of that March 2012 Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan. While the map 
of all potential pedestrian system improvements include some on local streets, only improvements on 
collector and arterial streets were considered for the 2035 TSP project list and cost estimations.    

Bicycle System 

To encourage increased travel by bicycle, the 2035 TSP provides a list of projects and programs that will 
improve safety, convenience, and direct connections for people traveling by bike. Bicycling promotes the 
health of individuals, has a low impact on the environment, and allows people to move independently 
throughout the community without motorized vehicles, including many who cannot or choose not to 
drive. The bicycle‐oriented capital projects and operational programs in the 2035 TSP focus on 
components of transportation system alternatives that address the following needs identified through 
the analysis of existing and future system deficiencies: 

 Completing the bicycle route network throughout the 
City; 

 Street designs that slow speeds on neighborhood 
greenways; 

 Increasing the quantity of bike lanes that are separated 
or buffered from motorized traffic or parked cars; 

 A convenient bike share system; 

 Better wayfinding signage; 

                                                      
9 In 2015, the City of Eugene conducted an evaluation of its public rights-of-way, and developed a transition plan that outlines in 
detail how the city will ensure safe access to all of its facilities for all individuals.  As part of this new draft companion transition plan, 
Public Works collected detailed data on over 15,000 sidewalk ramps and 250 pedestrian signals to develop transition schedules 
specific to these facilities.  In addition to the inventory of ramps and pedestrian signals and schedules, the transition plan for the 
public rights of way also includes a system of barrier removal prioritization, information on how to request barrier removals from 
right-of-way facilities, and an appeals process. 
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 Educational programs; 

 Expanded bike storage on buses and at transit stops 
and stations; and 

 Improved bicycle connections to transit hubs. 

The list of bicycle projects in support of the policies and the identified needs are shown in Chapter 5.  
The 2035 TSP is the City’s bicycle and pedestrian plan, providing projects and policies that will create a 
network of bicycle and pedestrian‐friendly routes throughout the planning area.  The identified bicycle 
needs, as well as the bicycle policies and projects set forth in the 2035 TSP, were largely pulled from a 
March 2012 pedestrian and bicycle master planning effort, the outcomes of which are provided in   
Appendix G of Volume 2. While the map of all potential bicycle system improvements may include some 
on local streets, only improvements on collector and arterial streets were considered for the 2035 TSP 
project list and cost estimates. 

Transit System 

The City’s comprehensive land use plan and Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 2032 vision 
articulated in 2012, rely on frequent, reliable transit service to serve major streets, known as “Key 
Corridors,” where higher density and mixed‐use development is encouraged.   The 2035 TSP policies 
promote improved transit services that are integrated through context specific multimodal planning for 
all Key Corridors.  The provision of high‐quality, available, and reliable transit service fundamentally 
supports the environment, economic development, and equity for all travelers.                         

Based on the needs analysis, the 2035 TSP focuses on collaboration with LTD to provide service 
enhancements, capital improvements, and policies that support:  

 Changes to streets and intersections to facilitate bus movement; 

 Frequent and reliable transit service, including bus rapid transit (e.g., “EmX”‐style of transit service) 
along Key Corridors; 

 Amenities that also serve pedestrians and people on bikes, and intermodal connections to transit; 

 Car share and bike share programs that can extend the first and last mile of transit trips; and 

 Refinements to transit routes and schedules. 

The 2035 TSP supports Lane Transit District’s Frequent Transit Network (FTN), as defined in the Lane 
Transit District Long Range Transit Plan, as a regional initiative to better connect areas of more active 
development to transit.   

The list of transit projects in support of the policies and the identified needs are shown in Chapter 5. 
Appendix K of Volume 2 of the 2035 TSP provides LTD’s Long Range Transit Plan from which the TSP’s 
transit‐related needs, policies, and projects were in large part identified.  

Street‐related Projects and Programs 

The needs analysis identified arterial and collector streets that experience or are projected to 
experience traffic congestion and delay, lack of pedestrian and bicycle facilities that comfortably serve a 
broad range of prospective users, and conditions that hinder implementation of frequent, reliable 
transit services in a cost effective manner.  The following corridors were identified as strategic areas of 

Separate bike facilities can be useful in busy 
locations. 

Source: CH2M 
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focus: West 11th Avenue, Highway 99, River Road/Chambers Street, 6th and 7th Avenue, Franklin 
Boulevard, Randy Papé Beltline, Coburg Road, East 30th Avenue/Amazon Parkway, and each of the 
Willamette River bridges. In addition, the following streets are also defined as Key Corridors by Envision 
Eugene, A Community Vision for 2032, articulated in 2012, where higher density and mixed‐use 
development is encouraged: Willamette Street, West 11th Avenue, Highway 99, River Road, Coburg 
Road, and Franklin Boulevard. 

To meet the identified street system needs, the 2035 TSP focuses strategies that improve connections 
between existing neighborhoods, employment, and commercial areas; provide connections to newly 
developed areas; improve safety for all travelers, and increase the use of Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) and Transportation System Management and Operations (TSMO) programs that 
increase the efficiency of the existing system.  The policies and potential actions contained in Chapter 2 
promote the preparation of comprehensive multimodal and land use plans for each Key Corridor, which 
will help identify context‐appropriate design solutions and a prioritized list of improvements for each 
corridor.  

The list of street‐related projects and programs are provided in Chapter 5. Appendices B and D of 
Volume 2 detail the existing and future needs and deficiencies from which these projects, policies, and 
programs are based. 

Functional Classification of Streets 

Most of the City is served by an established network of streets.  It is expected that automobiles will 
continue to be the primary method of personal travel for the next 20 years.  The street system is also 
important for the conveyance of freight, public transit, and for emergency responses.  The 2035 TSP 
focuses on projects that improve safety and increase the efficiency of the existing street system as well 
as the provision of new streets to serve newly developing areas within the UGB.  

The City of Eugene street functional classification system organizes the roadway network as a balanced 
hierarchy of mobility and access to, through and between different types of land uses.  Some factors 
that are considered in setting a roadway’s functional classification are average daily traffic (ADT) 
volumes, street connectivity, spacing of streets, the mix and amounts of different travel modes on a 
typical segment (e.g., bikes and cars), etc.  Over time, as the community continues to grow and mature, 
functional classifications are periodically revisited to insure that particular street classifications are still 
appropriate.  

Functional classifications are defined below. 

 Major arterials continue through cities and towns, and become the primary “arteries” for intra‐
urban movement within larger cities, as well as providing for through traffic and for travel from the 
city to outside destinations. One of the key characteristics of urban major arterials is therefore the 
high degree of connectivity they provide within cities. These streets and highways typically connect 
various parts of the region with one another and with the “outside world” beyond the city, and 
serve as major access routes to regional destinations such as downtowns, universities, airports, 
regional shopping centers, and similar major focal points within the urban area. In Eugene, major 
arterials typically have four or more vehicular travel lanes and, with the exception of freeways and 
expressways, typically have (or are designed to have in the future) sidewalks and planting strips, 
striped bicycle lanes, and raised median islands or two‐way left turn lanes. 
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 Minor arterials function as conduits for a large proportion of intra‐urban trips. These streets provide 
the next level of urban connectivity below major arterials. Minor arterials sometimes provide a fairly 
high degree of intraregional connectivity. In Eugene, a typical minor arterial contains two vehicular 
lanes plus a center turn lane, bike lanes, planting strips (in some cases), and sidewalks. A few minor 
arterials are wider and contain up to 4 vehicular travel lanes plus left‐turn lanes or median islands. 

 Collector streets connect vehicles, pedestrians, and bikes from the interior of a neighborhood or 
employment area and deliver it to the nearest arterial street. Collectors are also designed to provide 
access to properties. They usually serve shorter trip lengths and have lower traffic volumes than 
arterial streets. Collector streets are important emergency response routes and are frequently 
transit routes. While the function of major and neighborhood collectors is essentially the same, the 
neighborhood collector classification is applied only in residential neighborhoods and on rural 
streets. Standards for neighborhood collectors provide additional design flexibility to preserve the 
livability and character of residential areas. 

 Major collectors can be found in residential, commercial and industrial areas. Typically, 
major collectors have greater right‐of‐way and paving widths, and wider traffic lanes than 
neighborhood collectors. Major collectors frequently have continuous left turn lanes and 
normally include sidewalks, planting strips, and striped bike lanes whereas provision for on‐
street parking varies by location. Major collectors may be designed with raised medians to 
reduce conflicts, provide a pedestrian refuge, restrict turning movements, limit land access, 
or to furnish an aesthetic separation between traffic lanes.  

 Neighborhood collectors are found only in residential neighborhoods and provide a high 
degree of access to individual properties. This street type does not apply to commercial and 
industrial areas, or to most areas with a concentration of multifamily residential buildings. 
As a rule, both right‐of‐way and paving widths are narrower than for major collectors. Left 
turn lanes are infrequently used on neighborhood collectors, and then only at intersections 
with higher volume streets. Neighborhood collector design provides for a great deal of 
flexibility for on‐street parking. On most neighborhood collectors, bicycles share the travel 
lane with motor vehicles, eliminating the need for striped bicycle lanes. Exceptions to this 
can occur in situations where traffic volumes or speeds, roadway geometry, or other factors 
suggest that striped lanes will provide a safer design. 

As part of the needs analysis, Eugene’s Street Classification Map was reviewed in light of the 
classifications shown in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP), and 
the criteria set forth in the Eugene Arterial and Collector Street Plan (ACSP). This review identified a 
number of streets that needed a change in classification to ensure consistency between the various 
plans governing and providing guidance to the operation and construction of streets and roads within 
the City’s UGB. All streets within the UGB need to be classified under the City’s criteria.  Attachment A is 
the 2016 Street Classification Map that updates the street classification map adopted by the City Council 
in 1999.   

Street Design Standards 

Street design standards provide information on how streets within each of the functional classifications 
“look and feel.” The City’s adopted Design Standards and Guidelines For Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, 
Bikeways and Accessways (1999) set forth how existing streets can be modified and new streets can be 
constructed to accommodate the needs of people with disabilities, riding bicycles, using transit, walking, 
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driving automobiles and moving freight. See Appendix I in Volume 2 for further details on the design 
standards.  

In the past, most street design standards were primarily oriented toward moving vehicular traffic, 
providing rudimentary bike lanes and sidewalks for pedestrians. The 1999 Design Standards and 
Guidelines for Eugene Street, Sidewalks, Bikeways and Accessways serves as the City’s current 
mandatory design standards and advisory guidelines for arterial, collector, and local streets, and provide 
for safe and convenient bike and pedestrian circulation. These Design Standards and Guidelines will 
need to be updated to incorporate the 2035 TSP newer guidance on best practices for bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities.  The policies and action items in 2035 TSP provide guidance for future updates to 
street standards.  For example, application of the 2035 TSP Complete Streets policy will advance the 
provision of streets that are designed and constructed to provide comprehensive and integrated 
transportation networks that serve all modes of transportation and create quality facilities that invite 
people of all ages and abilities to pursue active transportation.  It is through the provision of these 
comprehensive and integrated networks that the City will make walking, bicycling and use of transit 
highly convenient for those who choose not to drive as well as serving the needs of the transportation 
disadvantaged.   

 

 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Types  

The following bicycle and pedestrian facility types are used in the City of Eugene.  

Sidewalks 

Sidewalks are paved walkways adjacent to roadways. Sidewalks 
are particularly important for basic mobility of people with 
disabilities. Setback sidewalks (featuring a planted barrier between 
the sidewalk and travelway) can create more comfort and safety for 
people walking. 

Accessways 

An accessway is a connector that provides a direct route between 
residential areas, retail and office areas, institutional facilities, 
industrial parks, transit streets, and neighborhood activity centers.  
An accessway will often provide connection between a shared use 
path and adjacent neighborhood streets. 
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Neighborhood Greenway 

 

A neighborhood greenway is a bike route on a low-volume, low-
speed street that has been optimized for bicycle travel.  
Neighborhood greenways contain different features depending on 
adjacent land uses, however all neighborhood greenways in 
Eugene will contain wayfinding signs, pavement markings, and 
intersection treatments.  Neighborhood greenways may also 
feature diversion to reduce automobile volumes and traffic calming 
to slow motor vehicle speeds. 

Shared Use Paths 

 

Shared-use paths are paved paths separate from the roadway 
network that are designed for both walking and bicycling.  Where 
space allows, high use corridors may be developed with redundant 
paths to separate people walking from people biking.  The paths 
for people walking or running may be unpaved depending on 
intended use. 

Sidewalk Paths 

 

A sidewalk path, sometimes called a “sidepath”, is a separated 
facility for walking and bicycling adjacent to a roadway.  Sidewalk 
paths most closely resemble a wide sidewalk.  Due to user 
conflicts at intersections this type of facility is used sparingly in 
locations with few driveway entrances.  Sidewalk paths are 
primarily used to connect segments of the bicycle network. 

Bike Lane 

 

A bike lane is a marked space along a length of roadway that is 
designated for use by people bicycling. Wheelchair users and 
some motorized scooters are allowed in bike lanes. 

 

Some bike lanes will feature a buffer strip to provide space 
between the bike lane and the auto lane or parked cars. 

 

Bike lanes may also use green colorant where an auto lane 
crosses the bike lane. 
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Protected Bike Lane 

 

A protected bike lane, sometimes called a “cycle track”, is an 
exclusive bicycle facility adjacent to, but separated from, the 
roadway.  Separation is generally achieved using planters, parked 
cars, curbs, or posts to separate people biking from people driving.  
They are best on roads with few cross streets and driveways, 
particularly on roadways with high auto volumes and speeds.  A 
protected bike lane provides a logical extension of a shared use 
path because it provides the sensation of riding on a path due to 
the separation from motorized traffic. 

Grade Separated Crossings 

 

A grade separated crossing occurs where an at-grade crossing is 
unsafe, such as crossing an interstate highway, or not practical.  
Grade separation in an urban context generally means that a 
facility for walking or bicycling is constructed below or above and 
existing roadway.  Bridges across waterways are also considered 
grade separated crossings in Eugene. 

Vehicular Performance Measurement 

The City uses motor vehicle level of service (LOS) standards to evaluate acceptable vehicular 
performance on the City’s local, collector and arterial streets. LOS standards are presented as grades A 
(free flow traffic conditions) to F (congested traffic conditions).  ODOT uses mobility targets based on 
volume to capacity (V/C) ratios to evaluate acceptable vehicular performance on state facilities. As V/C 
ratios approach 1.0, traffic congestion increases.  

These standards and targets are used to: 

 Identify vehicular capacity deficiencies on the roadway system; 

 Evaluate the effects of amendments to transportation plans, acknowledged comprehensive plans 
and land‐use regulations pursuant to the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR; Oregon Administrative 
Rules [OAR] 660‐12‐0060) on the city and state roadways; 

 Evaluate the traffic impacts of development applications for consistency with the land‐use 
regulations. 

In some cases, it may not be possible or desirable to meet the designated mobility target or LOS 
standard.  In those cases, an alternative mix of strategies such as land use, transportation demand 
management, safety improvements or increased use of active modes may be applied.   

Table 4.1 presents mobility targets and LOS standards to be applied in the City of Eugene. Because 
mobility targets from the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) are applied on state facilities, the City will seek 
ODOT amendment of the OHP to include alternative mobility on the identified ODOT facilities.  
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Table 4.1: City of Eugene Vehicular Performance Measures 

Jurisdiction Roadway 

Standard (peak 
hour, unless 

noted) 

City Citywide (unless otherwise specified) LOS E 

City Eugene Downtown Traffic Impact Analysis Exempt Area LOS F 

ODOT Randy Papé Beltline/Highway 99 ramp termini 1.0 V/C 

ODOT Randy Papé Beltline/Roosevelt Boulevard 1.0 V/C 

ODOT Highway 99/Roosevelt Boulevard 1.0 V/C 

ODOT Coburg Road/Oakway Road 1.0 V/C 

ODOT 6th Avenue/Garfield Street 1.0 V/C 

ODOT 6th Avenue/Madison Street 1.0 V/C 

ODOT Chambers Street/7th Avenue 1.0 V/C 

ODOT Jefferson Street/7th Avenue 1.0 V/C 

ODOT Washington Street/7th Avenue 1.0 V/C 

ODOT Division Avenue/Beaver Street 1.0 V/C 

County New Local Arterial Bridge/Delta Highway 1.0 V/C 

County Delta Highway/Green Acres Road 1.0 V/C 

ODOT 6th Avenue/Chambers Street 1.0 V/C (2 hour) 

ODOT Randy Papé Beltline/W 11th Avenue 1.0 V/C (2 hour) 

ODOT West 11th Avenue from Ed Cone east into downtown 1.0 V/C 

ODOT 5th and 6th in the downtown couplet 1.0 V/C 

ODOT River Road from Irving Road to River Avenue 1.0 V/C 

ODOT Delta Highway in the vicinity of the Beltline Highway 1.0 V/C 

ODOT 
Coburg Road in the vicinity of the Beltline Highway interchange as well as 
from Harlow Road to downtown 1.0 V/C 

ODOT Railroad Avenue from River Road to downtown 1.0 V/C 

ODOT Franklin Boulevard from I-5 to downtown 1.0 V/C 

ODOT Highway 99 from Roosevelt to downtown 1.0 V/C 

ODOT Amazon Parkway from downtown to 30th Avenue 1.0 V/C 

Some of the intersection and corridor locations listed in Table 4.1 are part of ODOT’s Beltline Facility 
Plan and the related National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) project. At the time the 2035 TSP was 
drafted, the Facility Plan was complete but the NEPA project had not commenced. The recommended 
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target threshold for the affected intersections/corridors will be refined to reflect NEPA findings. The 
2035 TSP recognizes the need to coordinate with these efforts and will be updated accordingly. 

Truck Routes 

Both the 2035 TSP and the Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP, 2006) recognize the important role that an 
efficient and reliable transportation system plays in supporting the region’s economy, growth, and 
quality of life. Within the Eugene‐Springfield area, highways, city streets, airports, pipelines, and 
railways provide freight mobility. Trucks, rail, and air service must function together to ensure the 
efficient and timely movement of freight to, within, and through the community. 

Discussions with the TCRG, TAC, Lane Area Commission on Transportation (Lane ACT), and other public 
stakeholders, identified a concern that freight movement would be hindered by delays in traffic 
congestion.   

As part of the needs analysis, changes to the existing freight and truck routes were identified to ensure 
consistency with state and federal designations and guidance. One way in which this need is being 
address is an amendment to the Street Classification Map to change the classification of the Northwest 
Expressway (from the northern UGB to River Road) from a Minor Arterial to a Major Arterial. The 2035 
TSP policies support technological and information systems that will make freight delivery times more 
reliable. 

Transportation System Management and Operations (TSMO) and 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 

The 2035 TSP Goals and Policies rely on providing cost effective, 
multimodal solutions that increase the safety and efficiency of the 
existing street system, promote travel options for all users, support 
the economy, and support the Climate Recovery Ordinance.  
Transportation System Management and Operations (TSMO) and 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies are a key 
part of achieving these goals.  

TSMO and TDM strategies enhance people’s choices to bike, walk, 
take transit, share rides, and telecommute.  Expansion of these 
strategies provides individuals with flexible options regarding how, 
when, where, and how often they travel. TSMO and TDM strategies do not encourage one mode of 
travel over another, but rather offer greater travel choices to enhance mobility and accessibility and to 
maximize transportation investments. Appendix L in Volume 2 contains a range of potential TSMO 
strategies that could be used by the City in the future. 

TDM and TSMO strategies encompass commute and school‐based trips, as well as casual trips to the 
grocery store, shopping mall, recreational sites, and special events. 

In 2005, the City adopted Standards for Transportation Demand Management Programs.  These 
standards provide a mechanism to vary the number of required off‐street parking spaces by providing a 
strategy for reducing vehicle use and parking demand and using benchmarks to measure program 
effectiveness.  The 2035 TSP proposes to expand the use of TDM and TSMO practices beyond parking to 
help address traffic congestion, fossil fuel reduction goals, safety, and the financial burden of travel on 
individuals.  

Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) are 
strategies and policies to 
reduce travel demand 
(specifically that of private 
single‐occupancy vehicles), 
or to redistribute this 
demand in space or in time.  
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Eugene, in collaboration with the Central Lane MPO, LTD/ Point2point, and the City of Springfield 
identified the following key programs and services through the Regional Transportation Options Plan:  

 Traveler Information and Coordination Tools: Continued outreach and education, “Sunday Streets,” 
transportation fairs, community wide commute challenges etc.; 

 SmartTrips individualized marketing programs to encourage active transportation choices; 

 School‐Based Transportation Options: Build off existing Safe Routes to School programs to include 
coordinated program with ridesharing and transit promotion. Expand program to middle and high 
schools; 

 Rideshare (carpooling and vanpooling); 

 Transportation Options Resource Program: Transportation Options Development Workshops and 
Training; 

 Mobility Hubs:  provide Wi‐Fi technologies, pocket maps/brochures, secure bicycle parking, car‐ and 
bike‐share services, shuttle service, and other assistance near several transit stations; 

 LTD’s Group Bus Pass program. 

In addition to supporting these programs, the 2035 TSP recommends intersection and corridor‐based 
improvements that improve the efficiency of the existing traffic signal system (Intelligent Transportation 
Systems, or ITS) and improvements to travel efficiencies, safety, and reliability with coordinated and 
responsive signal timing, bus and freight priority treatments, ramp metering, incident management, 
traffic monitoring, improved street lighting, and other safety‐based measures. 

Further details of TSMO and TDM strategies that support the 2035 TSP are provided in the Regional 
Transportation Options Plan in Appendix H of Volume 2 and in the City’s Standards for Transportation 
Demand Management Programs.  

Parking 

For people traveling by bike and by car, parking is an essential feature needed at the beginning and end 
of each trip.  While the presence of adequate parking is an important factor in ensuring a city’s 
economic vitality, especially in the downtown, retail and employment areas, surface parking lots are 
typically associated with significant areas of impervious surfaces dedicated solely for car storage and 
maneuvering room.  The use of surface parking lots can conflict with providing desired urban form and 
densities. Multi‐level parking garages, which use land more efficiently, are expensive to build.   

The Eugene Development Code contains key parking provisions as: 

 Minimum and maximum parking requirements for cars and bikes; 

 Reduction of minimum parking requirements with an approved strategy according to the Standards 
for Transportation Demand Management Program (2005); 

 Parking exemptions in the downtown, West University Neighborhood, and Blair Boulevard Historic 
commercial area; 

 Provisions for the shared use of parking spaces; 

 Inclusion of on‐street parking toward meeting off‐site parking needs in some circumstances. 
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These code provisions can be further supported by enforcement and permitting practices, management 
of future parking supply in key employment areas, enhanced public information, improving multimodal 
access into the downtown and to the University of Oregon, regular revision of the City's Bicycle Parking 
and Motor Vehicle Parking and Loading Standards to reflect current needs and circumstances, and other 
operational strategies promoted by the 2035 TSP policies and potential actions. 

Rail 

The needs analysis identified rail as an important, energy efficient mode of freight transportation. The 
2035 TSP supports the continued use of freight rail tracks and service provided in Eugene by Burlington‐
Northern Santa Fe (BNSF), Central Oregon and Pacific (COPR), Union Pacific (UP), and Portland and 
Western (P&W).   

The needs analysis also identified passenger rail as an important strategy for providing energy efficient 
passenger travel between Eugene and other regional destinations. ODOT is currently studying 
improvements to allow higher speed, more frequent, and reliable passenger rail between Eugene‐
Springfield and Vancouver, Washington.  The 2035 TSP supports continued, regional passenger service 
by Amtrak to the Eugene Amtrak Station in downtown, the construction of two rail sidings and a new 
passenger platform that will enhance passenger rail service and separate passenger rail from freight at 
the Eugene Depot. These projects are shown in Chapter 5.  

Federal law requires trains to sound their horns prior to entering at‐grade crossings to warn motorists, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians that the train is approaching. Since February 2008, the Eugene City Council 
has supported establishing a “railroad quiet zone” to reduce friction between rail activity and the areas’ 
residential and commercial activities.  In downtown Eugene and the Whiteaker neighborhood, the 
neighborhoods closest to the station and where trains blow horns most frequently, the use of train 
horns would be reduced through the use of supplemental safety measures at street crossings of the UP 
railroad tracks. While a citywide railroad quiet zone is a long term objective, the Downtown‐Whiteaker 
project is identified as a 20 year priority in this TSP. 

Eugene Airport 

The Eugene‐Springfield region is served by the City 
of Eugene’s Airport at Mahlon Sweet Field (EUG). 
This airport is located north of the Eugene UGB. The 
2035 TSP supports continued use of the airport for 
freight and passenger travel as well as for military 
use, Civil Air Patrol, the Lane Community College 
Aviation Academy, and as a base of operations for 
the aerial suppression of large‐scale fires by 
specially‐modified aircraft. Typically, such aircraft 
are contracted by the Oregon Department of 
Forestry or the U.S. Forest Service. 

The roadway improvements proximate to the 
airport included in Chapter 5 will enhance 
opportunities for industrial development and employment opportunities that support airport activity.  
Further, to provide transportation options for the transportation disadvantaged, the 2035 TSP 
encourages improved transit connections to the airport.  

Eugene Airport Terminal 
Source: City of Eugene 
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The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requires the creation of an Airport Master Plan to assist 
airports with expansion and improvement plans over a 20‐year planning period. The 2010 Airport 
Master Plan Update for the Eugene Airport, adopted by the City and Lane County as a refinement to the 
Metro Plan, provides a development and expansion framework for the 20‐year planning period starting 
from base year 2006. The 2035 TSP recognizes the 2010 Airport Master Plan Update and incorporates its 
findings and goal by reference. The Master Plan Update is included in Appendix M of Volume 2. A 
master plan update process is underway and will be completed by the end of 2017. 

Waterways  

Over time, waterways have significantly shaped the evolution of Eugene’s transportation and land uses. 
However, their influence as an active component of the transportation network is limited today.  

Although the Willamette River is considered a navigable waterway for the purposes of determining 
public ownership, it is too shallow to be navigable for commercial purposes. Today, there are no ports or 
navigational facilities within Eugene, nor are any planned.  

The Willamette River is a designated water trail that extends from Portland to south of Eugene. Water 
trail improvements that may be proposed for recreational purposes would be reviewed by policies 
contained in the Eugene Parks, Recreation and Open Space Comprehensive Plan, Metro Plan, Envision 
Eugene Comprehensive Plan (future), and other applicable City policy documents and codes. 

Pipeline Facilities  

Pipelines provide transportation opportunities in Eugene by moving liquids and gases throughout the 
community.  Connections to trains or trucks for local distribution are required. Maintenance and 
operations of the major pipelines are outside the jurisdiction of the City; therefore no policies or 
projects directly related to the pipelines are proposed. The 2035 TSP includes policies that support 
projects and regulations that reduce transportation inefficiencies and risks from the transportation of 
hazardous materials, such as when natural gas or oil is transferred between pipelines, trucks, and trains 
for local distribution. 
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The 2035 TSP recommends transportation programs and infrastructure improvements to fulfill the 
plan’s goals and policies.  These are organized into the following five categories that suggest timeframes 
for implementation based on complexity, likely available funding (including potential funding sources), 
and assessment of need: 

 Projects to be completed within 20 years; 

 Operational projects (on‐going); 

 Projects to complete upon development; 

 Projects to be completed beyond 20 years; 

 Study projects. 

Inclusion of a project in the next 20‐years or beyond 20 years does 
not represent commitment to complete the project during that 
timeframe.  It is expected that some projects may be accelerated 
and others postponed due to changing conditions, funding 
availability, public input, or more detailed study performed during 
programming and budgeting processes.  Also, the projects 
described in these lists represent the best estimation for 
appropriate design available at time of TSP adoption.  Since the 
TSP was drafted at a high‐level citywide scale, project design may 
change before construction commences as public input, available 
funding, and unique site conditions are taken into consideration. 

Project Costs 

Costs for each 20‐year priority project and projects to complete upon development are provided in the 
subsequent tables.  These costs are order‐of‐magnitude or planning‐level estimates that include an 
estimate of right‐of‐way, design engineering and construction; these costs generally include a 30 
percent contingency.  All costs are rounded and provided in 2014 dollars.  

Costs for individual transit corridors are not provided.  Given that a community process will be required 
to determine the types of improvements necessary to support transit in identified multimodal corridors, 
transit corridor capital costs were consolidated, assuming a mix of bus rapid transit (EmX), enhanced bus 
corridors, and frequent bus service.  Transit projects are estimated to cost a total of $171.4 million for all 
corridor improvements.  

Projects within 20 Years  

The projects shown in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 represent the City’s current priorities for implementation in the 
next 20 years (up to the year 2035). Projects in this category may be funded through a variety of sources 
including federal, state, or local transportation funds, system development charges (SDCs), through 

Achieving 2035 TSP goals 
and the City’s commitment 
to creating a transportation 
plan that supports the 
Triple Bottom Line were 
assessed using eight 
evaluation criteria:  

1. Safety and health 

2. Social equity 

3. Access and mobility for 
all modes 

4. Community context 

5. Economic benefit 

6. Cost effectiveness 

7. Climate and energy 

8. Ecological function

Attachment C

PC Agenda - Page 139



 

  60 

CHAPTER 5: TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES AND PROJECT CATEGORIES

partnerships with private developers, or a combination of these sources. Roadway, multimodal, transit, 
and rail projects to be completed within 20 years can be seen on a project map in Figure 2. Pedestrian 
project can be seen on Figure 3 and bicycle projects can be seen on Figure 4.   

Table 5.1: Roadway, Multimodal, Transit, and Rail Projects to be Completed Within 20 
Years10 

Project 
No. 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

River Road     

MM-1 Improve frequent transit service and multimodal 
travel along River Road 

Hunsaker Lane to 
West 11th Avenue 

Included in transit/multimodal 
corridor bundle11 

MM-2 Future Santa Clara Community Transit Center: 
new transfer station at River Road and Hunsaker 
Lane to facilitate bus transfers, park and ride, 
bike parking 

River Road and 
Hunsaker Lane 

Included in transit/multimodal 
corridor bundle  

Randy Papé Beltline Highway Facility Plan 
Recommendations 

   

MM-3 Construct local arterial bridge over the Willamette 
River to the north of the Beltline Highway, 
connecting Division Avenue to Green Acres 
Road; construct operational improvements to 
existing Randy Papé Beltline Highway/Delta 
Highway ramps consistent with the Beltline 
Highway Facility Plan 

River Road to 
Coburg Road 

0.95 $83M 

I-5/Beltline    

MM-4 Improve I-5/Randy Papé Beltline Highway 
interchange (project is currently funded and 
underway) 

I-5/Randy Papé 
Beltline Highway 
interchange 

Funded and under construction12 

Highway 99     

MM-5 Improve frequent transit service and multimodal 
travel along Highway 99 

Downtown to Barger 
Drive  

Included in transit/multimodal 
corridor bundle 

Coburg Road     

MM-6 Improve frequent transit service and multimodal 
travel along Coburg Road and transit connections 
to Springfield 

Eugene Station to I-
5/Crescent Avenue 

Included in transit/multimodal 
corridor bundle 

Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard    

MM-7 Improve frequent transit service and multimodal 
travel along Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard to 
Centennial Boulevard in Springfield 

Coburg Road to I-5 Included in transit/multimodal 
corridor bundle 

                                                      
10 The cost estimates for all Key Corridor projects shown in Table 5.1 are based on previous corridor improvements completed in 
the City of Eugene.  Average improvement costs were used based on past local transit corridor improvement costs and assumptions 
about the level of transit improvements that may be appropriate for each corridor within a 20 year period.  These costs will be 
refined as individual corridor studies provide more accurate estimates. 
11 Costs for multimodal corridors are not provided for each corridor because additional work must be done prior to determining the 
appropriate transit, bike and pedestrian treatments.  A combination of bus rapid transit (EmX) and enhanced bus service was 
assumed in developing the multimodal corridor project bundle cost provided below.  
12 Costs and mileage for projects under construction are not included as funding has already been programmed. 
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Project 
No. 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

MM-8 Add center turn lane on Martin Luther King Jr. 
Boulevard  

Leo Harris Parkway 
West and Centennial 
Loop West 

0.21 $6.7M 

West Eugene EmX     

MM-9 West Eugene EmX extension along W 6th, 7th, 
and 11th Avenues, Garfield and Charnelton 
Streets (project is currently funded and under 
construction) 

Commerce Street to 
Eugene Station 

Funded; under construction 

30th Avenue/Amazon Parkway     

MM-10 Achieve frequent transit service and improved 
multimodal travel along the 30th Avenue and 
Amazon Parkway corridor; enhance pedestrian 
crossings and provide protected bikeways in the 
corridor (note: only the portion of the project 
within Eugene's UGB is included in the TSP) 

Downtown to Lane 
Community College 

Included in transit/multimodal 
corridor bundle 

 

Complete Street Upgrades of Existing Streets    

MM-11 Upgrade Hunsaker Lane/Beaver Street consistent 
with major collector/urban collector standards, 
including provision of two travel lanes, center turn 
lane, bike lanes, sidewalks on both sides of the 
road, and planting strips 

River Road to 
Division Avenue 

1.1 $9.3M 

MM-12 Upgrade the north/south section of County Farm 
Road consistent with major collector standards, 
including provision of two travel lanes, sidewalks 
on both sides of the road, and planting strips 

Wildish Lane/County 
Farm Road to 
Coburg Road 

0.7 $4.4M 

MM-13 Upgrade Bethel Drive consistent with 
neighborhood collector standards, including 
provision of two travel lanes, sidewalks on both 
sides of the road, bike lanes, and planting strips 

Highway 99 to 
Roosevelt Boulevard 

1.7 $11.8M 

MM-14 Upgrade W 11th Avenue consistent with major 
arterial standards, including provision of four 
travel lanes, center median, bike lanes, sidewalks 
on both sides of the road, and planting strips 

Terry Street to 
Green Hill Road 

1.0 $12.3M 

MM-15 Upgrade Jeppesen Acres Road consistent with its 
designation as a bike boulevard and 
neighborhood collector, including provision of two 
travel lanes, parking on one side of the street, 
sidewalks on both sides of the road, and planting 
strips   

Gilham Road to 
Providence Street 

0.7 $3.9M 

MM-16 Upgrade Bertelsen Road consistent with minor 
arterial standards, including provision of two 
travel lanes, bike lanes, sidewalks on both sides 
of the road, and planting strips 

18th Avenue to 
Bailey Hill Road 

0.57 $3.9M 

Other Projects    

MM-19 Reconstruct Franklin Boulevard pursuant to the 
Walnut Station Plan (for purposes of cost 
estimating a multiway boulevard design from this 

Walnut Street to 
Onyx Street 

0.6 $27.7M 
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Project 
No. 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

plan was used); make streetscape improvements 
including new sidewalks on the south side and a 
shared use path on the north side between Onyx 
and Alder Streets 

MM-20 Add lanes on the Randy Papé Beltline Highway 
and provide intersection improvements at the 
Randy Papé Beltline Highway/W 11th Avenue 
and Randy Papé Beltline Highway/Roosevelt 
Boulevard intersections 

Roosevelt Boulevard 
to W 11th Avenue 

1.1 $28.1M 

MM-21 Widen Barger Drive to provide a second through 
lane in each direction  

West of Primrose 
Street to where the 
street widens to two 
lanes in each 
direction west of 
Randy Papé Beltline 
Highway 

0.1 $1.9M 

MM-22 Convert 8th Avenue to two-way street High Street to 
Jefferson Street 

0.7 $3.2M 

Rail Improvements     

MM-23 Improve passenger platform and construct new 
rail sidings to enhance passenger rail service and 
separate passenger rail from freight rail at the 
Eugene Depot 

Eugene Depot N/A13 $20.3M 

MM-24 Establish Railroad Quiet Zone; assumes 10 
crossings 

Downtown and 
Whiteaker 
neighborhoods 

N/A $5M 

MM-25 

Relocated highway-railroad crossing in 
alignment with the existing 8th Avenue 
improvements including track panels, lights, 
relocated signal, gates, audible warning devices, 
upgraded railroad track detection as required by 
ODOT Rail and/or Union Pacific Railroad, and 
an accessway to establish a walking and 
bicycling connection to the South Bank Path 

Near 8th Avenue 
with connection to 
South Bank Path 

0.03 $3.1M 

Transit/Multimodal Corridor Bundle (Projects MM-1, 2, 5, 6, 7 and 10)  15.2 $171.4M 

20-year total for all projects  24.7 $396M 

 

                                                      
13Mileage not provided for non-linear projects. 
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Find all Eugene TSP project maps on the project website 
located at:  
 
http://www.centrallanertsp.org/EugeneTSP 
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Table 5.2: Pedestrian and Bicycle Projects to be Completed Within 20 Years 

Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

Accessways 

PB-196 Avalon Street accessway Candlelight Dr to N Danebo Ave 0.1 $87,000  

PB-197 
Lane County Fairgrounds 
accessway 

W 13th Ave to W 16th Ave 0.27 $186,000  

PB-218 Hansen Lane accessway River Rd to West Bank Path 0.12 $98,000  

PB-220 McClure Lane accessway McClure Ln to West Bank Path 0.05 $45,000  

PB-221 Arbor Drive accessway Denis Dr to West Bank Path 0.06 $46,000 

PB-230 Murin Street accessway Murin St to Fern Ridge Path 0.02 $16,000  

PB-250 W 11th Avenue accessway 
W 11th Ave to Fern Ridge Path at 
Quaker 

0.06 $53,000  

PB-255 W 27th Avenue accessway Madison St to Jefferson St 0.07 $61,000  

PB-256 Lincoln Street accessway W 30th Ave to W 31st Ave 0.08 $66,000  

PB-258 Spyglass accessway Spyglass Dr to Greenview St 0.08 $64,000  

PB-259 Holly Avenue accessway Delta Oaks Dr to Holly Ave 0.04 $31,000  

PB-472 E 25th Avenue accessway University St to E 25th Ave 0.01 $9,000  

PB-560 Wallis Street Path 
W 13th Avenue to Peppertree 
accessway 

0.06 $48,000  

    20-Year Total 1.01 $810,000  

Neighborhood Greenways 

PB-53 Grove Street Silver Ln to Howard Ave 0.53 $66,000  

PB-60 W Amazon Drive Snell Dr to N of Martin St 0.38 $47,000  

PB-73 N Danebo Avenue Barger Dr to Avalon St 0.50 $63,000  

PB-74 Golden Garden Street Jessen Dr to Barger Dr 0.50 $62,000  

PB-75 Avalon Street N Danebo Ave to Haven St 0.21 $32,000  

PB-77 Spyglass Drive 
Cal Young Rd to Greenview St 
Accessway 

0.69 $87,000  

PB-85 Honeywood Street Gilham Rd to Honeywood St 0.23 $34,000  

PB-86 Honeywood Street 
Honeywood St to Honeywood St 
Accessway 

0.05 $7,200  

PB-95 Monroe Street Clark St to W 13th Ave 0.99 $124,000  

PB-105 University Street E 13th Ave to E 24th Ave 0.83 $104,000  

PB-107 W 15th Ave Jefferson Alley to Kincaid St 1.16 $117,000  

PB-109 Willamette Street Amtrak Station to W 6th Ave 0.12 $18,000  

PB-110 W Broadway McKinley St to Charnelton St 1.70 $170,000  

PB-111 Broadway Charnelton St to High St 0.38 $47,000  

PB-114 Lawrence Street Cheshire Ave to W 19th Ave 1.49 $151,000  

PB-124 Greenview Street Spyglass Accessway to Fair Oaks Dr 0.15 $23,000  

PB-125 Fairoaks Drive Bedford Way to Greenview St 0.07 $10,000  

PB-126 Lariat Drive Oakway Rd to Lariat Meadows Dr 0.24 $34,000  
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Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

PB-127 Tandy Turn Accessway to Coburg Rd 0.23 $35,000  

PB-128 Tandy Turn Coburg Rd to Firwood Way 0.26 $33,000  

PB-129 Firwood Way Tandy Turn to Ascot Dr 0.07 $11,000  

PB-130 Palomino Drive Harlow Rd to Sorrel Way 0.37 $45,000  

PB-131 Bailey Lane Harlow Rd to Willakenzie Rd 0.85 $106,000  

PB-134 Delta Oaks Drive 
Green Acres Rd to Holly Ave 
Accessway 

0.08 $12,000  

PB-135 Holly Avenue Tabor St to Gilham Rd 0.53 $66,000  

PB-136 Snelling Drive Cal Young Sports Park to Erin Way 0.37 $46,400  

PB-137 Erin Way Snelling Dr to Chad Dr 0.06 $8,200  

PB-138 Chad Drive Erin Way to Coburg Rd 0.14 $21,000  

PB-139 Jeppesen Acres Road Gilham Rd to Coburg Rd 0.69 $86,000  

PB-141 Bond Ln Fir Acres Dr to Norkenzie Rd 0.41 $52,000  

PB-146 Copping Street Owosso Dr to E Howard Ave 0.28 $35,000  

PB-153 Ruby Avenue Canterbury St to River Rd 0.89 $111,000  

PB-155 N Park Avenue Skipper Ave to Maxwell Rd 0.49 $61,000 

PB-157 N Park Avenue Howard Ave to Northwest Expressway 1.14 $134,000 

PB-159 Lake Drive Howard Ave to Horn Ln 0.43 $54,000 

PB-161 Horn Lane Maclay Dr to River Rd 0.93 $115,000 

PB-162 Arbor Drive River Rd to Denis Dr 0.18 $27,000 

PB-163 Hillard Lane N Park Ave to Eastern Terminus 1.07 $131,000 

PB-167 Berntzen Road Royal Ave to Elmira Rd 0.25 $32,000 

PB-168 Waite Street Elmira Rd to Roosevelt Path 0.18 $27,000 

PB-374 Robin Hood Ave Accessway to Willagillespie Rd 0.22 $32,000 

PB-381 E 13th Avenue Agate St to Franklin Blvd 0.17 $26,000 

PB-386 Adkins Street Coburg Rd to Willakenzie Rd 0.37 $52,000 

PB-387 N Clarey Street Barger Dr to Cubit St 0.75 $93,000 

PB-388 Gay Street Crescent Ave to Snelling Dr 0.13 $16,000 

PB-389 Sarah Lane Lakeview Dr to Crescent Ave 0.37 $46,000 

PB-397 Portland Street W 24th Ave to W 27th Ave 0.31 $38,000 

PB-398 W 24th Avenue Portland St to Willamette St 0.06 $9,000 

PB-446 W 12th Ave 
Fern Ridge Path Accessway to Hilyard 
Street 

1.17 $115,000 

PB-449 Ascot Drive Ascot Park to Harlow Rd 0.23 $35,000 

PB-451 Fair Oaks Drive Bedford Way to Southwood Ln 0.55 $70,000 

PB-452 Dapple Way Sorrel Way to Dapple Accessway 0.84 $105,000 

PB-453 
Westward Ho Ave/Sunshine 
Acres 

Harlow Rd to N Garden Way 0.75 $98,000  
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Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

PB-458 E 27th/28th/29th Ave/High St Willamette St to E 29th 0.43 $60,000  

PB-458 South Pearl Street 
Willamette St across 29th to Amazon 
Pkwy 

0.47 $59,000  

PB-460 Alder Street E 24th Ave to E 30th Ave 0.64 $80,000  

PB-461 Park Avenue Northwest Expressway to River Rd 0.78 $98,000  

PB-486 Willamette Street 7th Ave to 13th Ave 0.46 $58,000  

PB-488 Mill Street/E 10th Ave High St to E 19th Ave 0.76 $91,000  

PB-492 W 22nd Avenue Polk St to Friendly St 0.34 $42,000  

PB-503 High Street Cheshire St to E 6th Ave 0.34 $42,000  

PB-505 Stephens Drive 
Stephens Dr Accessway to West Bank 
Path 

0.08 $11,000  

PB-528 W 27th Pl Washington Street to Lincoln Street 0.19 $24,000  

PB-542 Fair Oaks Drive Greenview St to Oakway Rd 0.11 $18,000  

PB-544 Calvin Street Western Dr to Harlow Rd 0.16 $25,000  

PB-545 Monterey Lane Larkspur Lp to Long Island Dr 0.06 $9,000  

PB-546 Monterey Lane Norkenzie Rd to Larkspur Lp 0.07 $10,000  

PB-547 Long Island Drive Minda Dr to Monterey Ln 0.23 $35,000  

PB-548 Shadow View Dr Crescent Ave to Chad Dr 0.18 $27,000  

PB-576 Westleigh Street Bailey Hill Rd to Private Road 0.12 $14,000  

PB-577 Jay Street Willhi Street to southern terminus 0.31 $39,000  

PB-578 Cubit Street Jessen Dr to Wagner St 0.37 $46,000  

PB-579 Western Drive Van Duyn St/Satre St to Calvin St 0.25 $31,000  

PB-587 Rio Glen Drive Wilagillespie Rd to Debrick Rd 0.19 $29,000  

PB-588 17th Avenue Alder St to Jefferson St 1.04 $104,000  

PB-591 Garden Avenue Millrace Dr to E 15th Ave 0.41 $52,000  

PB-593 Alder Street E 30th Ave to E 39th Ave 0.87 $108,000  

PB-595 Grant Street W 5th Ave to W 15th Ave 0.80 $100,000  

PB-597 Grant Street W 17th Ave to W 22nd Ave 0.40 $49,000  

PB-598 W 22nd Avenue Grant St to Chambers St 0.12 $18,000  

PB-599 W 22nd Ave Grant St to City View St 0.41 $52,000  

PB-600 City View St W 22nd Ave to W 21st Ave 0.07 $10,000  

PB-601 W 21st Ave City View St to Hawkins Ln 0.34 $42,000  

PB-605 Hyacinth Street Irvington Rd to River Rd 0.90 $135,000  

PB-606 Spring Creek Drive River Rd to Scenic Dr 0.54 $68,000  

PB-607 Scenic Drive Eugene City Limits to Spring Creek Rd 0.43 $55,000  

PB-608 Scenic Drive Spring Creek Dr to Wilkes Dr 0.71 $89,000  

PB-609 Throne Drive Royal Ave to Avalon St  0.60 $75,000  
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Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

PB-614 Hyacinth Street Irvington Rd to Irving Rd 0.91 $113,000  

    20-Year Total 41.12 $5,097,800  

Protected Bike Lanes 

Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

PB-18 High Street E 6th Ave to E 19th Ave 0.99 $2,267,000  

PB-46 E Amazon Drive Hilyard St to Snell St 1.21 $2,209,000  

PB-391 Oakway Road Cal Young Rd to Coburg Rd 0.96 $2,184,000  

PB-392 Cal Young Road Willakenzie Rd to Oakway Rd 0.22 $508,000  

PB-393 Willakenzie Road  I-5 Path to Cal Young Rd 1.38 $3,141,000  

PB-526 River Road Division Ave to Northwest Expressway 2.49 $4,441,000  

PB-556 13th Avenue Cycle Track Kincaid St to Lincoln St 0.93 $2,121,000  

PB-571 Lincoln Street W 5th Ave to W 13th Ave 0.61 $1,419,000  

PB-583 8th Ave Lincoln St to E Broadway 0.53 $1,221,000  

PB-589 E 24th Avenue Willamette St to Alder St 0.52 $1,189,000  

    20-Year Total 9.85 $20,700,000  

Bike Lane (On-Street) 

Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

PB-31 Willamette Street 24th Ave to 30th Ave 0.85 $115,000  

PB-38 Fox Hollow Rd Donald St to Cline Rd 0.49 Urban* 

PB-39 W 11th Avenue Green Hill Rd to Terry St 1.05 Urban* 

PB-41 Garfield Street Roosevelt Blvd to W 6th Ave 0.68 $93,000  

PB-42 Beaver Street Lone Oak Dr to Division Ave 0.23 Urban* 

PB-43 Hunsaker Lane River Rd to Lone Oak Ave 0.91 Urban* 

PB-44 Wilkes Drive River Rd to River Loop 1 0.93 $126,000  

PB-45 S Bertelsen Rd W 18th Ave to Bailey Hill Rd 0.57 Urban* 

PB-54 W 7th Place Bailey Hill Rd to Garfield St 1.26 $136,000  

PB-59 Prairie Rd Maxwell Rd to Hwy 99 0.11 $19,000  

PB-61 Bethel Drive Hwy 99N to Roosevelt Blvd 1.66 Urban* 

PB-63 Highway 99 5th Ave to Garfield St 0.67 $72,000  

PB-66 Dillard Road E Amazon Dr to Skyhawk Way 2.22 Urban* 

PB-71 Bailey Hill Road W 11th Ave to 7th Ave (northbound) 0.19 $20,000  

PB-158 N Park Ave Maxwell Rd to Howard Ave 0.16 $26,000  

PB-226 W 13th Avenue Washington Street to Lincoln Street 0.15 $25,000 

PB-229 County Farm Road Wildish Ln to Coburg Rd 0.66 $107,000 
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Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

PB-400 Royal Avenue Green Hill Rd to Patriot Way 0.82 Urban* 

PB-445 City View Street W 11th Ave to W 18th Ave 0.5 $68,000  

PB-447 Highway 99 Prairie Rd to Barger Dr 0.33 $44,000  

PB-455 Oak Patch Road W 11th Ave to W 18th Ave 0.46 $63,000  

PB-482 Gilham Road Ashbury to Ayres Rd 0.61 Urban* 

PB-523 Polk Street W 5th Ave to W 20th Ave 1.14 $200,000  

PB-554 W 2nd Avenue Garfield St to Chambers St 0.27 $36,000  

PB-561 W 13th Avenue Commerce St to Dani Street 0.75 $133,000  

PB-564 Commerce Street W 11th Ave to W 13th Ave 0.22 $36,000  

PB-568 Roosevelt Boulevard Hwy 99 to railroad tracks 0.12 $20,000  

PB-572 W 5th Avenue W 6th Ave to W 7th Ave 0.08 $8,000  

PB-574 High Street 6th Ave to 4th Ave 0.15 $16,500  

PB-575 County Farm Road Coburg Rd west to Wildish Ln 0.54 $59,000  

PB-592 E 40th Ave Willamette St to Donald St 0.26 $36,000  

    20-Year Total 19.27 $1,458,482  

Shared Use Path 

Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

PB-21 E 30th Ave Path Hilyard St to Spring Blvd 1.16 $2,749,000  

PB-211 Spring Boulevard Path Central Blvd to E 30th Ave 0.23 $554,000  

PB-222 W 7th Ave W 5th Ave to Garfield St 0.40 $951,000  

PB-223 Jessen Path Ohio St to Beltline Path 1.41 $3,350,000  

PB-231 Wilson Street Path Fern Ridge Path to Wilson St 0.13 $298,000  

PB-243 Beltline Path Roosevelt Blvd to W 11th Ave 1.02 $2,016,000  

PB-376 I-5 Off-Ramp Path South Bank Path to Riverview St 0.32 $639,000  

PB-394 
Amazon Roosevelt 
Connector 

Hilyard Community Center Path to 
Amazon Path 

0.16 $261,000  

PB-395 Fern Ridge West Connector Royal Street to Fern Ridge Path 0.08 $125,000  

PB-459 Hilyard Street Path E 34th Ave to Dillard Rd 0.44 $866,000 

PB-462 I-5 Path Old Coburg Rd to I-5 Path 0.21 $412,000  

PB-464 I-5 Path Harlow Rd to I-5 Path 0.17 $334,000  

PB-465 I-5 Path I-5 Path to Westward Ho Ave 0.52 $1,031,000  

PB-475 W Amazon Drive Path 
Martin St to southern section of W. 
Amazon Drive 

0.36 $709,000  

PB-552 UGB Path Wilkes Dr to Division Ave 1.62 $3,209,000  

PB-555 Kincaid St Path E 39th Ave to Potter St 0.13 $209,000  

PB-610 Roosevelt Boulevard Path Maple St to Hwy 99 0.28 $448,000 

    20-Year Total 8.63 $18,160,000  
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Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

Sidewalk Path 

Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimates 

PB-481 
Division Avenue sidewalk 
path 

Lone Oak Ave to Beaver St 0.54 $701,000  

PB-508 
Franklin Boulevard sidewalk 
path 

Alder St to Millrace Park Path 0.18 $273,000  

PB-565 Commerce Street Commerce St to W 11th Ave 0.1 $157,000  

PB-615 W 7th Ave sidewalk path Garfield St to Grant St 0.13 $207,000  

    20-Year Total 0.95 $1,338,000  

Grade Separated Path or Sidewalk  

Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimates 

PB-8 Alder Street Rail Crossing South Bank Path to Alder St 0.11 $3,600,000  

PB-12 Park Avenue Overpass Ruby Ave to Skipper Ave 0.18 $4,110,000  

PB-216 Buck Street Bridge Fern Ridge Path to Buck St 0.02 $2,145,000  

PB-245 Commerce Street Bridge 
Fern Ridge Path to Commerce Street, 
including .22 miles of accessway 

0.04 $1,550,000  

PB-249 Amazon Drive Footbridge W Amazon Drive to E Amazon Drive 0.01 $75,000  

PB-390 Jay Street Bridge Marshall Street to Marshall Path 0.01 $125,000  

PB-463 I-5 Path Crossing Beltline crossing West of I-5 0.29 $1,000,000  

PB-559 Wallis Street Bridge Fern Ridge Path to W 12th Ave 0.02 $2,145,000 

PB-596 Grant Street Bridge 
Grant Street to Grant Street over 
Amazon Creek 

0.02 $900,000  

PB-612 
Amazon and 36th Drive 
Footbridge 

W Amazon to E Amazon Drive 0.01 $75,000  

PB-613 
Amazon and Dillard 
Footbridge 

W Amazon to E Amazon Drive 0.01 $75,000  

    20-Year Total 0.70 $15,800,000  

Sidewalks 

Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent Street Side 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

PB-516 16th Avenue Riverview Street to Augusta Street North side 0.05 $30,000  

PB-519 16th Avenue Riverview Street to Augusta Street South side 0.05 $30,000  

PB-342 Amazon Parkway E 20th Avenue to E 26th Avenue West side 0.47 $248,000  

PB-344 Amazon Parkway 
E 27th Avenue to sidewalk north of E 
29th Avenue 

South side 0.21 $134,000  

PB-515 Augusta Street Gap south of 16th Avenue East side 0.05 $34,000  

PB-285 Bertelsen Road W 18th Avenue to city limits West side 1.27 Urban* 

PB-286 Bertelsen Road W 18th Avenue to city limits East side 1.26 Urban* 

PB-292 Bertelsen Road W 1st Avenue to Henry Court West side 1.11 $470,000  
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Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

PB-293 Bertelsen Road W 1st Avenue to W 13th Avenue East side 0.84 $445,000  

PB-314 Bethel Drive Highway 99 to Roosevelt Boulevard South side 1.60 Urban* 

PB-315 Bethel Drive Highway 99 to Roosevelt Boulevard North side 1.01 Urban* 

PB-322 Chambers Street North of Em Ray Drive East side 0.02 $12,000  

PB-284 Crescent Avenue Coburg Road to midblock gap North side 0.27 $144,000  

PB-352 Donald Street Gap at E 34th Avenue West side 0.05 $32,000  

PB-353 Donald Street Gap south of E 34th Place West side 0.03 $19,000  

PB-354 Donald Street E 35th Avenue to E 39th Avenue West side 0.32 $167,000  

PB-347 E Amazon Drive Snell Street gap East side 0.08 $52,000  

PB-429 
E Tandy 
Turn/Firwood Way 

East side of Tandy Turn, north side of 
Firwood 

East side/ 
north side 

0.13 $86,000  

PB-288 Fox Hollow Road Donald Street to Cline Road South side 0.47 Urban* 

PB-441 Friendly Street W 17th Avenue to W 18th Avenue West side 0.05 $30,000  

PB-442 Friendly Street Gap north of W 17th Avenue West side 0.02 $13,000  

PB-304 
Goodpasture Island 
Road 

West side of overpass to Happy Lane South side 0.29 $154,000  

PB-305 
Goodpasture Island 
Road 

West side of overpass to Happy Lane North side 0.31 $163,000  

PB-340 
Goodpasture Island 
Road 

Happy Lane to Stonecrest Drive North side 0.18 $117,000  

PB-217 Grant Street W 15th Ave to Fern Ridge Path West side 0.03 $15,000  

PB-312 Highway 99 
Roosevelt Boulevard to Garfield 
Street 

South/West 
side 

1.04 $441,000  

PB-432 Hilliard Lane Lund Drive to River Road South side 0.25 $131,000  

PB-351 Hilyard Street E 36th Place to Dillard Road East side 0.17 $106,000  

PB-428 Holly Avenue Tabor Street to Gilham Road South side 0.35 $186,000  

PB-278 Howard Avenue N Park Avenue to River Road South side 0.89 $471,000  

PB-279 Howard Avenue N Park Avenue to River Road North side 0.85 $452,000  

PB-272 Hunsaker Lane River Road to Beltline Road South side 1.05 Urban* 

PB-427 Hyacinth Street Irvington Drive to Irving Road West side 0.22 $117,000  

PB-355 Jefferson Street North of W 28th Avenue West side 0.03 $19,000  

PB-356 Jefferson Street W 25th Place to W 26th Place East side 0.05 $30,000  

PB-357 Jefferson Street North of W 25th Place West side 0.02 $12,000  

PB-358 Jefferson Street North of W 25th Avenue East side 0.07 $47,000  

PB-359 Jefferson Street South of W 24th Avenue West side 0.03 $16,000  

PB-360 Jefferson Street North of train tracks to 1st Avenue East side 0.11 $69,000  

PB-275 Maxwell Road 
Gap over NW Expressway to Prairie 
Road 

South side 0.16 $100,000  

PB-276 Maxwell Road Labona Drive to Prairie Road North side 0.50 $263,000  

PB-294 N Bertelsen Road Cross Street to Roosevelt Boulevard West side 0.14 $92,000  
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Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

PB-297 N Danebo Avenue Gap south of Roosevelt Boulevard West side 0.02 $12,000  

PB-298 N Danebo Avenue Gap south of Roosevelt Boulevard East side 0.16 $99,000  

PB-299 N Danebo Avenue Railroad tracks to Fern Ridge Path East side 0.69 $366,000  

PB-300 N Danebo Avenue Pacific Avenue to Fern Ridge Path West side 0.42 $223,000  

PB-436 N Danebo Avenue Gap north of Souza Street East side 0.11 $70,000  

PB-437 N Danebo Avenue Gap south of Barger Drive East side 0.08 $53,000  

PB-438 N Danebo Avenue Barger Drive to Souza Street West side 0.16 $99,000  

PB-541 N Garden Way Various locations south of Harlow West site 0.15 $95,000  

PB-336 N Terry Street Trevon Street to Trevon Street East side 0.20 $126,000  

PB-341 Norkenzie Road Linda Avenue to Donovan Drive West side 0.04 $23,000  

PB-434 Park Avenue 
Howard Avenue to Northwest 
Expressway 

East side 0.49 $261,000  

PB-362 Polk Street South of W 2nd Avenue East side 0.03 $20,000  

PB-277 Prairie Road Maxwell Road to Highway 99 West side 0.04 $23,000  

PB-337 Prairie Road Irving Road to Highway 99 East side 0.92 $485,000  

PB-338 Prairie Road Kaiser Avenue to Federal Lane East side 0.30 $158,000  

PB-535 Queens Way 
Cal Young Road to Buena Vista 
Elem. 

East side 0.06 $36,000  

PB-334 Seneca Road Gap south of 5th Avenue East side 0.31 $165,000  

PB-335 Seneca Road North of W 7th Place West side 0.06 $36,000  

PB-267 Spring Creek Drive River Road to Scenic Drive South side 0.39 Urban* 

PB-339 Valley River Drive 
Valley River Way to Goodpasture 
Island Road 

South side 0.23 $146,000  

PB-306 W 11th Avenue West of Obie Street South side 0.03 $20,000  

PB-307 W 11th Avenue West of Obie Street North side 0.24 $156,000  

PB-308 W 11th Avenue Near Bertelsen Road North side 0.18 $117,000  

PB-309 W 11th Avenue 
Gap between Commerce Street and 
Bertelsen Road 

South side 0.15 $95,000  

PB-310 W 11th Avenue Green Hill Road to Terry Street North side 1.01 Urban* 

PB-311 W 11th Avenue Green Hill Road to Terry Street South side 1.03 Urban* 

PB-327 W 11th Avenue Gap west of Bailey Hill Road North side 0.03 $21,000  

PB-440 W 15th Avenue Chambers Alley to Chambers Street North side 0.03 $20,000  

PB-287 W 18th Avenue Bertelsen Road to Wester Drive South side 1.00 $424,000  

PB-271 W 24th Avenue Friendly Street to Madison Street North side 0.13 $81,000  

PB-268 W 24th Street Gap at Adams Street South side 0.07 $44,000  

PB-301 W 29th Avenue Washington Street to Lincoln Street North side 0.06 $36,000  

PB-302 W 29th Avenue Washington Street to Lincoln Street South side 0.08 $47,000  

PB-269 W 2nd Avenue Gap west of Chambers Street South side 0.05 $30,000  

PB-348 W Amazon Drive Snell Street to Martin Street West side 0.33 $176,000  
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Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

2014 Cost 
Estimate 

PB-349 W Amazon Drive Snell Street to Larch Street West side 0.09 $55,000  

    20-Year Total 25.44 $8,765,000  

20-Year Total for Pedestrian and Bicycle Projects  106.98 $72,129,282 

Notes: *Urban indicates that costs are incorporated into other projects along the same roadway in the Table 5.1. 
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Find all Eugene TSP project maps on the project website 
located at:  
 
http://www.centrallanertsp.org/EugeneTSP 
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Traffic Signal System Improvements 

Traffic signal system improvements (sometimes categorized as “operational projects”) are typically 
related to modifications to intersections that are lower in cost than a typical roadway project and are 
ones that generally do not require right‐of‐way acquisition. The 2035 TSP is not inclusive of all of the 
traffic signal projects or intersection projects that the City will pursue over the life of the TSP. Rather, 
the projects highlighted are those that the City can pursue to strategically improve the operational 
efficiency of specific intersections and important roadways. These projects can enhance system 
operations and can be completed as opportunities arise. These projects may be funded by City 
maintenance and operations funds, SDCs, and other local, regional and state funding sources.  

Below are the list of operational projects for inclusion in the TSP. 

 New Traffic Signals – Installation of new traffic signals at intersections meeting one or more signal 
warrant(s).  There are currently 25 intersections that have been identified as meeting warrants 
today. All of these intersections are on arterial and collector streets. The estimated cost to install a 
new traffic signal system is $350,000 per intersection. 

 Strain Pole/Span Wire Replacement – Citywide, 24 traffic signals today are constructed using strain 
poles/span wires. Over time, the City will need to modify these intersections with mast arms and 
traffic signal equipment that conforms to current standards. Retrofitting all of the intersections will 
cost approximately $3,000,000. Of the 24 locations, 21 are at arterial and collector intersections.  

 Accessible Pedestrian Signals (APS) – There are 228 signalized intersections within the UGB that do 
not have accessible pedestrian signal devices.  Of these, 131 are located in Priority 1 areas and 83 
are located in Priority 2 areas as identified in the ADA Transition Plan for Public Right of Way.  The 
estimated cost of installation of APS devices ranges from $20,000 to $50,000 per intersection 
depending on the existing signal system being retrofitted. 

 Master Traffic Communications Plan – Implementing a master plan will upgrade the existing 
communications infrastructure to increase the overall efficiency of the transportation system. This 
plan will support future improvements (e.g. new traffic signals, cameras, dynamic message boards 
and weather stations) and provide infrastructure to ensure that all traffic signals are coordinated on 
the same communication system. Today, 15 percent of the traffic signals are not part of an overall 
system. The communications project list includes nine phases of fiber trunk lines with a total 
estimated cost of $9,500,000 (2008 dollars). 

Upon Development Projects 

As properties develop or redevelop, the following projects would be completed to serve new 
development. The timing of these projects is uncertain and they are unlikely to be advanced by the City 
in the absence of specific private development activities. Typically, these projects address only localized 
transportation needs associated with newly developing or redeveloping areas.  

The list of projects to be completed upon development reflects the City’s current understanding of likely 
priorities in these areas.  At the time that development or land use applications are submitted, 
additional or different provisions may be required as conditions of approval based on the specifics of the 
actual development application and the applicable land use regulations. The projects in this category 
may also be funded through a variety of sources, such as urban renewal, private funds, SDCs, or 
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proportionate sharing (based on level of anticipated impact of a specific development). Table 6.3 shows 
the projects to be completed upon development. 

Projects to be completed upon development can be seen on a project map in Figure 5. 

Table 5.3: Projects to be Completed Upon Development 

Project  
Name/Location Extent 

Length 
(miles) 

Cost 
No. 

Local Connectivity       

UD-1 

Provide connection with major collector standards, including 
provision of two travel lanes, bike lanes, parking on one side 
of the road, sidewalks on both sides of the road, and planting 
strips 

Enid Road to 
Awbrey Lane 

0.8 $7.4M 

UD-2 

Connect Hyacinth Street consistent with neighborhood 
collector standards, including provision of two travel lanes, 
parking and sidewalks on both sides of the road, and planting 
strips 

Irvington 
Drive to 
Lynnbrook 
Drive 

0.1 $700,000 

UD-3 

Provide connection between Gilham Road and County Farm 
Road consistent with neighborhood collector standards, 
including provision of two travel lanes, sidewalks on both 
sides of the road, and alternating planting strips/parking bays 

Gilham Road 
to County 
Farm Road 

0.4 $2.8M 

UD-4 

Extend Shadowview to Coburg Road via Spectrum Avenue to 
serve future development consistent with neighborhood 
collector standards, including provision of two travel lanes, 
sidewalks on both sides of the road and planting strips 

Shadowview 
Road to 
Coburg Road 

0.3 $3.2M 

UD-5 

Extend Legacy Street south past Royal Avenue to connect to 
Roosevelt Boulevard (Roosevelt extension), providing a 
connection to the Fern Ridge Path consistent with major 
collector standards, including provision of two travel lanes, 
center turn lane, sidewalks on both sides of the road, and 
planting strips  

Royal Avenue 
to Roosevelt 
Boulevard 

1.4 $17.5M 

UD-6 

Extend Colton Way south past Royal Avenue to connect with 
the future extension of Legacy Street consistent with 
neighborhood collector standards, including provision of two 
travel lanes, sidewalks on both sides of the road, and 
alternating planting strips/parking bays 

Royal Avenue 
to future 
extension of 
Legacy Street 

0.6 $3.7M 

UD-7 
Construct collectors and other facilities within Crow 
Road/West 11th Avenue/Pitchford area needed to serve 
future development  

Crow 
Road/West 
11th/Pitchford 

1.3 $21.3M 

UD-8 

Extend W 13th Avenue consistent with major collector 
standards, including provision of two travel lanes, bike lanes, 
parking on one side of the road, sidewalks on both sides of 
the road, and planting strips 

Bertelsen 
Road to Dani 
Street 

0.3 $3.6M 

Complete Street Upgrades of Existing Streets     

UD-9 
Upgrade Awbrey Lane consistent with major collector 
standards, including provision of two travel lanes, bike lanes, 
sidewalks on both sides of the road, and planting strips  

Prairie Road 
to Highway 
99 

1.3 $8.2M 

UD-10 

Upgrade Beacon Drive East consistent with neighborhood 
collector standards, including provision of two travel lanes, 
bike lanes sidewalks on both sides of the road, and 
alternating planting strips/parking bays 

River Road to 
Scenic Drive 

0.7 $3.2M 

Attachment C

PC Agenda - Page 158



 

  81 

CHAPTER 5: TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES AND PROJECT 

Project  
Name/Location Extent 

Length 
(miles) 

Cost 
No. 

UD-11 

Upgrade Scenic Drive consistent with neighborhood collector 
standards, including provision of two travel lanes, sidewalks 
on both sides of the road, and alternating planting 
strips/parking bays 

River Loop #2 
to East 
Beacon Drive 

0.8 $4M 

UD-12 

Upgrade Spring Creek Drive consistent with neighborhood 
collector standards, including provision of two travel lanes, 
sidewalks on both sides of the road, and alternating planting 
strips/parking bays 

River Road to 
Scenic Drive 

0.5 $2.6M 

UD-13 

Upgrade River Loop #2 consistent with neighborhood 
collector standards, including provision of two travel lanes, 
sidewalks on both sides of the road, bike lanes, and 
alternating planting strips/parking bays 

River Road to 
Burlwood 
Street 

1 $6.1M 

UD-14 

Upgrade Wilkes Drive consistent with major collector 
standards, including provision of two travel lanes, bike lanes, 
parking on both sides of the road, sidewalks on both sides of 
the road, and planting strips 

River Road to 
River Loop #1 

1 $7M 

UD-15 

Upgrade River Loop #1 consistent with neighborhood 
collector standards, including provision of two travel lanes, 
sidewalks on both sides of the road, and alternating planting 
strips/parking bays 

River Road to 
Dalewood 
Street 

0.3 $1.4M 

UD-18 

Upgrade North Gilham Road consistent with neighborhood 
collector standards, including provision of two travel lanes, 
sidewalks on both sides of the road, bike lanes, and planting 
strips 

Ayres Road 
to Ashbury 
Drive 

0.3 $1.5M 

UD-19 

Upgrade County Farm Road, west to east section, consistent 
with major collector standards, including provision of two 
travel lanes, bike lanes, sidewalks on both sides of the road, 
and planting strips 

Wildish Lane 
to Coburg 
Road 

0.5 $3.2M 

UD-20 

Upgrade Royal Avenue consistent with minor arterial 
standards, including provision of two travel lanes, landscaped 
median/bioswale, bike lanes, sidewalks on both sides of the 
road, and alternating planting strips/parking bays 

Terry Street 
to Green Hill 
Road 

1 $11.2M 

UD-21 

Upgrade Willow Creek Road south consistent with 
neighborhood collector standards, including provision of two 
travel lanes, sidewalks on both sides of the road, and planting 
strips 

W 18th 
Avenue to the 
UGB 

1 $5.1M 

UD-22 

Upgrade Bailey Hill Road south consistent with minor arterial 
standards, including provision of two travel lanes, center turn 
lane, bike lanes, sidewalks on both sides of the road, and 
alternating planting strips/parking bays  

Warren Street 
to the UGB 

1.6 $9.2M 

UD-23 
Upgrade Dillard Road consistent with major collector 
standards, including provision of two travel lanes, bike lanes, 
sidewalks on both sides of the road, and planting strips  

43rd Avenue 
to the UGB 

1.4 $7.6M 

UD-24 
Upgrade Fox Hollow Road consistent with major collector 
standards, including provision of two travel lanes, bike lanes, 
sidewalks on both sides of the road, and planting strips  

Donald Street 
to the UGB 

0.9 $5.4M 

    20-Year Total 17.5 $135.9M 
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Projects Beyond 20 Years 

Projects that would be implemented after 20 years are still important to consider because they could be 
needed to address future transportation issues, or are simply not able to be funded within the 20 year 
planning horizon of the 2035 TSP. Inclusion of projects in the beyond 20 year category provides the City 
flexibility to re‐evaluate priorities and to pursue a variety of funding opportunities that may arise over 
the life of the 2035 TSP. Table 5.4 shows the projects expected to be completed beyond the 20 year 
planning horizon. The City has not identified cost estimates for these long term projects.  

Projects to be completed beyond 20 years can be seen on a project map in Figure 6. 

Table 5.4: Projects to be Completed Beyond 20 Years 

Project 
No. 

Project Description 

Northwest Expressway 

B-2 Provide improvements to facilitate freight movement along the Northwest Expressway corridor 

Randy Papé Beltline Corridor  

B-3 
Improve frequent transit service along the Randy Papé Beltline Highway corridor with a possible 
Crescent Avenue route 

B-4 
Improve Randy Papé Beltline Highway from River Road to Coburg Road consistent with the Beltline 
Highway Facility Plan (arterial bridge and some improvements to Delta Highway/Beltine Highway 
interchange are included in 20 year project list) 

Intersection Projects  

B-5 
Provide improvements to address safety and delay at the Highway 99/Roosevelt Boulevard 
intersection 

Complete Street Upgrades of Existing Streets 

B-6 
Upgrade Summit Avenue from Fairmont Boulevard to Floral Hill Drive consistent with neighborhood 
collector standards, including provision of two travel lanes, sidewalks on both sides of the road, 
alternating planting strips/parking bays, and either bike lanes or a shared biking facility 

B-7 
Upgrade Van Duyn Street from Western Drive to Harlow Road consistent with neighborhood collector 
standards, including provision of two travel lanes, sidewalks on both sides of the road, alternating 
planting strips/parking bays, and either bike lanes or a shared biking facility 

I-5 from I-105 to South Urban Growth Boundary 

B-8 Improve I-5 to six lanes; improve ramps and upgrade bridges 
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Table 5.5: Pedestrian and Bicycle Projects to be Completed Beyond 20 Years 
Project 

No 
Name/Location Extent 

Length 
(miles) 

Accessways 

PB-522 Augusta Street Accessway Sylvan St to Augusta St 0.15 

PB-225 Avalon Street Accessway Fern Ridge Path Extension to Legacy St 0.16 

PB-261 
Awbrey Park Elementary School 
Accessway 

Lynnbrook Dr to Spring Creek Dr 0.32 

PB-553 Dibblee Ln Accessway Dibblee Ln to UGB Path 0.14 

PB-585 E 8th Ave Accessway Hilyard St to Ruth Bascom South Bank Path 0.07 

PB-477 Hendricks Park Accessway Elk Ave to Hendricks  Park 0.03 

PB-537 Hilyard Sidewalk Path Accessway 
High St to Hilyard Sidewalk Path along 
Railroad 

0.07 

PB-611 Maynard Accessway Maynard to Formac 0.21 

PB-227 Valley River Way Accessway Valley River Way to North Bank Path 0.01 

PB-448 W 16th Avenue Accessway Fern Ridge Path to W 16th Ave 0.06 

PB-536 W 28th Avenue Accessway Lincoln St to McMillan St Accessway 0.15 

PB-573 W 35th Accessway W 35th Pl to Accessway 0.02 

Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

Neighborhood Greenways 

PB-5 Crocker Road Irvington Dr to Irving Rd 1.55 

PB-80 Dale Avenue Downing St to County Farm Rd 0.20 

PB-81 Dale Avenue Riverbend Ave to Downing St 0.17 

PB-104 E 15th Avenue University St to E 15th Ave Accessway 0.82 

PB-145 Owosso Drive River Rd to Copping St 0.38 

PB-151 Ferndale Drive Crocker Rd to River Rd 0.57 

PB-152 Donegal Street Irving Rd to Ruby Ave 0.39 

PB-156 Kourt Drive Grove St to River Rd 0.58 

PB-166 Avalon Street Juhl St to Malabon Elem. 0.50 

PB-169 Stewart Road S Bertelsen Rd to Bailey Hill Rd 0.72 

PB-407 Ferry Street E 30th Ave to E 33rd Ave 0.22 

PB-476 W Amazon Drive Ridgeline Trail to Fox Hollow Rd 0.41 

PB-483 Silver Lane N Park Ave to Grove St 0.28 

PB-485 Scout Access Road 
Northern Terminus to Martin Luther King Jr 
Blvd 

0.10 

PB-510 Orchard Street E 15th Ave to E 19th Ave 0.30 

PB-539 Howard Avenue N Park Ave to River Rd 0.96 

PB-590 Emerald St E 18th Ave to E 24th Ave 0.44 

PB-602 Broadview Street Hawkins Ln to Ellen Ave 0.14 
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PB-603 Ellen Avenue Broadview St to Brittany St 0.35 

Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

Protected Bicycle Lanes 

PB-484 Coburg Road Oakway Rd to Oakmont Way 0.29 

PB-580 Hilyard Street E 8th Ave to  E Broadway 0.12 

PB-582 E Broadway Hilyard St to Alder St 0.10 

PB-584 E 8th Ave E Broadway to Hilyard St 0.17 

Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

Bike Lanes 

PB-4 W 24th Avenue Friendly St to Jefferson St 0.21 

PB-28 Bailey Hill Rd S Bertelsen Rd to UGB 0.85 

PB-29 Lorane Highway Chambers St to W 29th Ave 1.35 

PB-30 Chambers Street Graham Dr to Crest Dr 0.66 

PB-50 Washington Street W 5th Ave to W 13th Ave 0.61 

PB-51 Jefferson Street W 5th Ave to W 28th Ave 1.87 

PB-58 Green Hill Road/Airport Rd Airport Rd to Crow Rd 4.48 

PB-164 Avalon Street Legacy St to N Terry St 0.75 

PB-594 Garfield Street W 6th Ave to W 14th Ave 0.62 

Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

Shared Use Path 

PB-17 E 30th Avenue Agate St to Gonyea Rd 1.63 

PB-199 Fern Ridge Path Extension West of Green Hill Rd to Green Hill Rd 0.95 

PB-213 Ruth Bascom West Bank Path Owosso Bridge to West Bank Path 0.38 

PB-224 Jessen Path Green Hill Rd to Ohio St 0.48 

PB-232 Fern Ridge Path Extension Green Hill Rd to Royal Ave 0.28 

PB-233 Fern Ridge Path Extension Green Hill Rd to Royal Ave 0.70 

PB-242 Moon Mountain Path Moon Mountain Dr to E 30th Ave 0.77 

PB-265 Central Boulevard Accessway Central Blvd to Central Blvd 0.05 

PB-454 Scout Access Path Oakmont Way to I-105 Crossing 0.12 

PB-513 Ruth Bascom West Bank Path Stults Gap 0.13 

PB-549 Hwy 99 Path Roosevelt Blvd to W 5th Ave 0.69 

PB-557 Green Hill Road Path Fern Ridge Path to W 11th Ave 0.84 

Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

Sidewalk Path 

PB-55 Valley River Way Valley River Dr to Southern Terminus 0.36 
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Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent 
Length 
(miles) 

Grade Separated Path 

PB-14 Avalon Street Bridge Haven St to Juhl St over Beltline Rd 0.16 

PB-15 I-105 crossing at Sorrel Way 
I-105 Crossing to Scout Access Rd (Sorrel 
Park) 

0.24 

Project 
No 

Name/Location Extent Street Side 
Length 
(miles) 

Sidewalks 

PB-228 Arrowhead Street Irvington Drive to Barstow Avenue East side 0.20 

PB-280 Gilham Road Mirror Pond Way to Ayers Road West side 0.53 

PB-281 Gilham Road Mirror Pond Way to Honeywood Street East side 0.58 

PB-282 County Farm Road Northern terminus to Coburg Road West side 0.73 

PB-283 County Farm Road Northern terminus to Coburg Road East side 0.64 

PB-289 Dillard Road Amazon Drive to Hidden Meadows Drive North side 1.43 

PB-295 Bertelsen Road Roosevelt Boulevard to W 1st Avenue East side 0.31 

PB-313 Highway 99  Roosevelt Boulevard to Garfield Street 
North/East 
side 

0.99 

PB-323 Lorane Highway Chambers Street to Crest Drive North side 0.14 

PB-324 Bailey Hill Road Bertelsen Road to east of S Louis Lane South side 0.63 

PB-325 Bailey Hill Road W 5th Avenue to W 7th Avenue West side 0.15 

PB-328 Roosevelt Boulevard N Danebo Avenue to N Bertelsen Road South side 0.72 

PB-331 Seneca Road Roosevelt Boulevard to railroad East side 0.19 

PB-332 Seneca Road W 1st Avenue to gap south of W 5th Avenue West side 0.36 

PB-333 Seneca Road W 1st Avenue to railroad East side 0.07 

PB-346 
Agate Street/Kimberly 
Drive 

E 31st Avenue to Dogwood Drive North side 0.21 

PB-367 Hawkins Lane S Lambert Street to W 18th Avenue West side 0.36 

PB-435 Avalon Street Echo Hollow Road to eastern terminus South side 0.23 

PB-530 Warren Street Timberline Drive to Summit Terrace Drive East side 0.31 

PB-532 Acorn Park Street Acorn Park to Buck Street West side 0.13 

 

Study Projects 

The 2035 TSP has identified a number of potential projects that need more study before the community 
considers specific recommendations. This TSP cannot cover the issues and level of detail that would be 
needed to create project recommendations for these concepts. Therefore, the City would need to create 
individual neighborhood‐scaled refinement or design plans for each project as timing allows and funding 
becomes available. These plans can identify specific recommendations, cost estimates, potential funding 
sources, and the timing for implementation. These projects are not included on the City’s SDC list and 
would only be added if the 2035 TSP were amended to reclassify one or more of these projects as those 
to be completed within 20 years. Study projects are shown in Table 5.6. 
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Table 5.6: Study Projects 

Project 
No. 

Project Description 

11th and 13th Avenues  

S-1 
Study the need for enhanced transit service along 11th and 13th Avenues between downtown and 
Garfield Street 

Local Connectivity 

S-2 
Extend Beaver Street north to Wilkes Drive (which is outside the UGB) as a joint project with Lane 
County either as a major collector or a pedestrian and bicycle connection; the street extension may 
require obtaining a “Goal Exception” to Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals 

Improvements to North-South Travel/Circulation South of Downtown 

S-3 
Evaluate north/south circulation options on the Oak/Pearl Streets and Hilyard/Patterson Streets 
couplets 

River Crossings 

S-4 
Study ways to increase capacity over the Willamette River to address bridge crossing congestion 
issues 

S-5 Address aging Ferry Street Bridge structure  

S-6 
Investigate transit route options for access into downtown via or around the Ferry Street Bridge in 
conjunction with either Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard or Coburg Road transit improvements 

University of Oregon 

S-7 
Explore ways to provide better multimodal connections between the University of Oregon/Franklin 
Boulevard area and the Autzen Stadium/Duck Village/Chase Gardens area 

I-105 Ramps 

S-8 
Analyze options to address weaving, operational and safety considerations at the I-105 southbound 
off-ramp onto W 6th Avenue 

NW Expressway 

S-9 
Provide intersection improvements at the Northwest Expressway and Randy Papé Beltline Highway 
ramp termini intersections 

Alton Baker Park 

S-10 
Develop lighting and width standards for shared use paths in East Alton Baker Park, particularly east-
west routes and connections to the pedestrian and bicycle bridges. 

Amazon Park Crossing 

S-11 
Examine options for creating an east-west path through Amazon Park to connect neighborhoods on 
either side of the park. Environmental concerns will be addressed in the study 

Coburg Road 

S-12 
Connect Eugene to the planned Coburg Loop Trail by providing a walking and bicycling facility on 
Coburg Road. The study must be coordinated with Lane County and the City of Coburg. 

Franklin Boulevard 
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Project 
No. 

Project Description 

S-13 
Examine options for improving bicycle and pedestrian access along Franklin Boulevard from the city 
limits to Alder Street and will be accomplished through planning and development of a multiway 
boulevard on Franklin as called for in the Walnut Station Mixed Use Center Plan. 

Morse Family Farm Path  

S-14 
Create recommendations for bicycle and pedestrian circulation through the Morse Family Farm to 
existing and planned routes that connect to the perimeter of the site 

Rail Alignment Westbound 

S-15 

Examine the feasibility of a rails-with-trails project for the Union Pacific (UPRR) rail line within the city 
limits. The study must be coordinated with UPRR and take into consideration plans for continued and 
expanded rail service to area businesses. The study should examine existing right-of-way, path 
alignment options, track crossing issues, connections to adjacent sidewalks and bikeways, and next 
steps for negotiating with UPRR. 

West Bank Path 

S-16 
Examine the feasibility of extending the West Bank Path north to Hileman Landing. Right-of-way 
ownership and environmental concerns should be addressed in the final recommendation. 

Willamette McKenzie Path 

S-17 

Examine options for creating a path north along the east side of the Willamette River and east along 
the McKenzie River as called for in the Regional Transportation Plan. The study should build on the 
work done by the Willamette River Open Space Vision and Action Plan and look at land ownership, 
alignment alternatives, environmental issues, and recreational and scenic value. 

South Bank Gap 

S-18 
Examine options and develop a recommended facility for completing the South Bank Path gap 
between the Frohnmayer and Knickerbocker Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridges. The plan must consider 
the existing railroad line. 

Westmoreland Park Paths 

S-19 
Examine options to create paths through Westmoreland Park to connect to existing on-street walking 
and bicycling routes that connect to the park. 
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Randy Papé Beltline Facility Plan 

The Randy Papé Beltline Facility Plan is adopted as part of the 
2035 TSP (Attachment B). The Facility Plan includes 
recommended improvements to the Randy Papé Beltline 
Highway, Delta Highway and the adjacent arterial street system 
to improve safety and the long‐term operations of the highway 
between River Road and Coburg Road. This Facility Plan is a 
precursor to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
process for the implementation of future Randy Papé Beltline 
Highway projects.  The NEPA analysis will include more detailed 
and rigorous analysis of project impacts and result in a 
determination as to whether or not one or more of the 
improvements options can be constructed and, potentially, 
result in a project that is eligible for federal funding.14 

The Randy Papé Beltline Facility Plan identifies concerns 
regarding safety, operation, and capacity of Beltline Highway 
and its interchanges at Delta Highway, River Avenue/Division 
Avenue, and River Road in both objective and subjective ways.  The Facility Plan describes four potential 
improvement options: No Build, Improve Existing, Auxiliary Lane, and Collector Distributor.   

Both the Improve Existing and Auxiliary Lane options provide auxiliary lanes and improved, safer access 
to the existing Beltline mainline, and provide a local arterial street connection parallel (to the north) to 
the existing bridge.  Both options meet the project objectives and can provide better facilities for 

walking, biking, and transit.  The Collector Distributor 
option, however, was found to be inconsistent with the 
direction espoused by the TSP.  Compared to the Improve 
Existing and Auxiliary Lane options, the Collector 
Distributor option has significantly higher costs with only a 
marginal improvement to corridor operational 
performance, inability for phased construction, likelihood 
of greater impacts to the surrounding community, and 
would be less hospitable for walking, biking, and transit.  
Thus, based on City Council direction provided on 
September 30, 2015, adoption of the Randy Papé Beltline 
Facility Plan as part of this TSP does not include the 
Collector Distributor option.  Only the No Build, Improve 
Existing, and Auxiliary Lane options will be subject to NEPA 
review.  

 

                                                      
14If the outcome of the NEPA analysis is that one or more of the improvement options can be constructed, the project description 
and costs estimates for Project M-3 will be updated to reflect the improvement option ultimately selected. The City recognizes that 
construction outside of the urban growth boundary may require a goal exception or UGB amendment.  Those land use issues will be 
resolved together with Lane County.    

What is NEPA?  

The National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) is a United 
States environmental law 
(enacted in 1970) that 
promotes the enhancement of 
the environment and 
establishes the broad national 
framework for protecting our 
environment. NEPA requires 
federal agencies to assess the 
environmental effects of their 
proposed actions prior to 
making decisions.  

Traffic on Beltline Highway at River Avenue during 
evening rush hour.  

Source: City of Eugene 
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The 2035 TSP includes projects under the jurisdiction and ownership of ODOT, Lane County, the City of 
Eugene, and Lane Transit District (LTD), as well as projects that will be implemented by private 
developers. Individual TSP projects will be funded through a different combination of federal, state, City, 
county, SDC revenue, and or private sources.  This chapter discusses current and possible new funding 
mechanisms that may be available to implement projects during the life of the 2035 TSP. A complete list 
of the multimodal projects included in the 2035 TSP is provided in Chapter 5 (Tables 5.1‐5.6). Chapter 5 
also provides planning‐level cost estimates for each of the projects. 

Today’s fiscal environment is beset by uncertainty about future federal, state and local funding for 
transportation projects. This uncertainty provides challenges to accurately forecast the amount of 
funding available for transportation investments, and what projects or programs will receive funding.  In 
this context, the 2035 TSP provides a prudent and conservative list of capital construction projects, an 
emphasis on lower cost methods of improving personal mobility within the City, and an increased 
reliance on technologies that can improve the efficiencies of our streets.   

The 2035 TSP articulates policies and actions that explicitly prioritize facilities and improvements that 
support mixed‐use, pedestrian‐friendly neighborhoods, increase use of active modes of transportation, 
and reduce reliance on travel by single‐occupant automobile. These priorities include improved 
convenience and safety for walking, biking, and connections to transit stops; improved transit service in 
Key Corridors; bikeway improvements near the University of Oregon, downtown Eugene, and on streets 
connecting residential areas to schools and commercial hubs; a railroad quiet zone in the downtown and 
Whiteaker areas; investments that facilitate job growth in commercial or industrial areas; and priority 
parking and reduced parking fees for non‐gasoline powered vehicles. 

The highest priority projects in the 2035 TSP, the Eugene Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and 
Eugene projects in the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) are those that (1) 
protect the existing system and (2) improve the efficiency and safety of existing facilities. These projects 
are to be implemented first unless a lower priority measure is demonstrated to be more cost‐effective 
or is one that better supports safety, growth management, or other livability and economic 
considerations.   

The 2035 TSP promotes a series of projects that make streets safer and more efficient with use of 
emerging technologies.  These actions increase the capacity and safety of the streets without adding 
general purpose lanes.  Examples of technological improvements could include: traffic signal upgrades 
and communications, traffic monitoring cameras, dynamic message boards, and weather stations. 

While the 2035 TSP prioritizes projects for implementation, the City may advance projects in a different 
manner than anticipated in the TSP to take advantage of unforeseen opportunities.  These opportunities 
could include changes in policy or funding at the federal, state, or local level; changes in local 
development priorities; or the formation of public‐private or public‐public partnerships.  The 
prioritization of projects identified as within 20 years are intended to be interpreted flexibly with those 
that are identified as “beyond 20 years” to allow the City to make wise investment decisions consistent 
with the overall vision contained in the 2035 TSP. 
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Transportation Revenue 

Revenue forecasts from the Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP) (December 2011 and reviewed by Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization and 
ODOT staff in 2015) provided a basis for extrapolating an estimate of revenues that might be available 
for transportation projects in the City of Eugene over the next twenty years. The RTP, per federal 
guidance, includes sources of funds 
that can be reasonably expected, 
rather than just those sources 
currently available to the region 
and/or used for capital projects.  
These RTP funding projections are 
coordinated with ODOT and other 
Metropolitan Planning Organization in 
the state.  Because the funding picture 
in the region is constantly evolving and 
some indications from state forecasts 
suggest that funding levels might 
decline, this chapter also outlines a 
potential scenario where funding is 
more constrained than the RTP 
forecast might suggest.  

Regional Transportation Plan Forecasts 

The 2035 Central Lane MPO RTP (2011) forecasts constrained costs and revenues for the transportation 
system in the Central Lane MPO through Fiscal Year 2035. These forecasts include the following capital 
revenue and cost categories: 

 Local system improvements; 

 Pedestrian and bicycle system improvements ; 

 Lane Transit District system improvements; 

 ODOT system improvements. 

The RTP forecasts assume a variety of sources for each category.  For the City of Eugene, a variety of 
federal, state and local revenue sources contribute to each category, as shown in Table 6.1 below. 

Approximate Transportation Revenues for the City of Eugene 

Setting aside expected revenues for operations, maintenance, and preservation and transit system 
improvements, the RTP estimates approximately $650 million (in 2014 dollars) in funding for roadway 
system, bike, and pedestrian capital improvements through Fiscal Year 2035.  Assuming that 
approximately 65 percent15 of all transportation investments (including ODOT funding) are spent on city, 
county or state projects within Eugene, the RTP forecasts that between $398 and $415 million (in 2014 

                                                      
15 Approximately 65 percent of the population within the Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization boundary is within the 
City of Eugene.  

Safe Routes to School events encourage parents and children to use 
active modes to reach schools. 

Source: Scott Woods-Fehr, Flickr 
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dollars)16 in transportation revenues will be available for City of Eugene roadway system, bike, and 
pedestrian improvement projects through Fiscal Year 2035. 

The state and federal funding picture is changing rapidly. In this light, ODOT may have less revenue to 
invest in major roadway projects in the future.  In a reduced revenue scenario, ODOT may have only 
$60‐80 million (in 2014 dollars) available for projects on ODOT facilities in Eugene.  This change would 
minimally impact revenues for local system improvements. If this is the case, Eugene could expect $260‐
$280 million in revenues for transportation projects identified in the 2035 TSP.  Both revenue scenarios 
are shown in Table 6.1. 

Table 6.1: Forecast revenue and potential sources for capital projects in Eugene 

Project category RTP forecast (2014$, 
millions) 

Potential reduced funding 
scenario  (2014$, millions) 

Local system improvements (roadway, on and off-
street pedestrian and bike) 

$200 $200 

Sources include: 

System development charges 

Federal highway trust fund (MPO allocation: STIP-U 
and Transportation Alternatives) 

State Transportation Enhancement program 

General Obligation Bonds 

Developer contributions 

Special federal programs or earmarks 

  

ODOT discretionary improvements (range) $198-214 $60-80 

Sources include: 

State Transportation Enhancement program 

Federal highway trust fund (not sub-allocated to MPOs, 
counties or cities) 

State gas tax (not sub-allocated to MPOs, counties or 
cities) 

State legislative actions  

Special federal programs or earmarks 

  

Total revenue $398-414 $260-280 

Note: under state law, state gas tax revenues can only be used for projects within a road right-of-way (including pedestrian and bike 
projects). 

Project Costs 

Chapter 5 includes order‐of‐magnitude costs for projects anticipated in the next 20 years, including:  

 Projects within 20 years (transit, roadway and multimodal); 

 Pedestrian and bicycle projects; 

 Those projects anticipated upon development/redevelopment; 

                                                      
16 Approximately $385 to $400 million in 2011 dollars. Assumed 3.1 percent annual inflation to determine 2014 dollars. 
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 Traffic signal system improvements. 

The costs are in 2014 dollars and include right‐of‐way, design engineering, and construction costs.  A 
summary of costs for the 20 year system is shown in Table 6.2.   

Capital funding for transit is not included in the cost and funding analysis.  Given that a community 
process will be required to determine the types of improvements necessary to support transit in 
identified multimodal corridors, the transit corridor capital costs were consolidated, assuming a mix of 
bus rapid transit (EmX), enhanced corridor, and frequent bus service.  Transit projects are estimated to 
cost a total of $171.4 million for all corridor improvements.  

Table 6.2: 20 year system cost 

Project category Cost ($2014) 

Projects within 20 Years  

Roadway and multimodal projects $150,600,000 

Complete streets upgrades to existing streets $45,600,000 

Rail projects $28,400,000 

Pedestrian and bicycle projects $72,000,000 

Transit projects in multimodal corridors (multimodal corridor bundle) $171,400,000 

Upon Development Projects 
$135,900,000 (total) / $67,950,000 

(city-funded) 

Traffic Signal System Improvements $21,200,000 

Total 20 Year System Cost  $625,100,000 

Total ODOT and City-Funded Cost (excluding transit and 50% of 
upon development projects) 

$385,750,000 

Note: (1) City‐funded share of ‘upon development’ project costs is an estimate for use in comparing costs to forecast revenues.  Assessments 
for development will be developed separately.   (2) Often, operational projects are not included in system plans.  Some are included in this 
funding estimate, however, due to the reliance on operational improvements to address system performance needs. 

Funding Gap 

Forecasts of the likely funding gap looks at street, pedestrian, bicycle and traffic signal system 
improvements expected to be completed in 20 years.  Traditionally only about half of the cost of 
projects anticipated upon development are borne by private developers; the remaining portion is often 
City funded. Transit projects are not included in this gap analysis as they are expected to be constructed 
by the Lane Transit District with a mix of local contributions and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
grants.   Depending on the funding plan for individual transit projects, the City may be asked to 
contribute.   

With transit and a half of upon development projects set aside, the total cost of projects to be 
completed in 20 years is $386 million while forecast revenues are $398‐415 million (RTP forecast) or 
$260‐280 million (reduced forecast).  With the RTP scenario, Eugene can reasonably expect the 
forecasted revenues needed to construct its 20 year system of projects. With the more conservative 
scenario, the City would need new sources of funds to construct its 20 year priority system.  Some 
options for new funds could include increased system development charges, one or more local bond 
measures, or a local option vehicle registration fee (only available at the county level).  The City could 
also increase the local option gas tax or choose to spend local option gas tax or state gas tax revenues 
on these projects instead of directing those revenues to preservation, operations, and maintenance.  
Finally, the state legislature could identify additional funding for transportation projects. 
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Potential Funding Sources 

While highway user taxes and fees, including Oregon State fuel taxes, licensing, and registration fees, as 
well as local fuel taxes, are available to fund transportation‐related projects in the City, per local policy 
these sources have increasingly been devoted to operations, maintenance, and preservation.  This 
practice diverts funds away from capacity development or expansion projects. The City will need to 
develop a strategy to fund the improvements listed in the 2035 TSP.  Possible elements of this strategy 
are outlined below. 

Local Funding Mechanisms 

At the local level, the City can draw on a number of potential funding mechanisms. Table 6.3 outlines 
potential funding sources at the local level that either can currently be used to fund future projects or 
that the City Council may want to consider adopting as a new funding source.  The City has used some of 
these funding mechanisms in the past; others would be new. Inclusion of Table 6.3 in the 2035 TSP does 
not create a new funding source but rather is intended to the various funding sources that local 
governments throughout Oregon utilized. In general, local funding sources are more flexible than 
funding obtained from state or federal grant sources.  

Table 6.3: Potential Local Funding Mechanisms 

Funding Source Description Potential Application in Eugene 

Street Utility 
Fees (also 
called road 
maintenance 
fees) 

A fee based on the number of automobile trips a 
particular land use generates; usually collected 
through a regular utility bill. Fees can also be tied to 
the annual registration of a vehicle to pay for 
improvements, expansion, and maintenance of the 
street system. 

System-wide transportation facilities 
including streets, sidewalks, bike 
lanes, and shared use paths. 

Transportation 
Systems 
Development 
Charge (SDC) 

SDCs are impact fees assessed to development for 
the capacity demand it creates on public infrastructure 
systems. SDCs may be an improvement fee, a 
reimbursement fee, or a combination thereof. 
Reimbursement fee revenues are dedicated to capital 
projects that increase capacity to meet the needs of 
growth. SDC credits are provided to developers for 
public improvements they construct which add capacity 
to the system beyond that required to serve their 
development. SDC credits may also be given for 
development provisions that reduce vehicular capacity 
demand on the transportation system, such as 
providing end-of-trip bike facilities within the new 
development.  

The City is updating its 
Transportation System 
Development Charge to reflect 
eligible components of the 2035 
TSP project list. 

Stormwater 
SDCs, grants, 
and loans 

SDCs, grants, loans, and stormwater improvement 
fees can be obtained for improving stormwater 
management facilities constructed as part of 
transportation system improvements. 

SDCs may only be used for that 
portion of transportation 
improvements which generate 
additional stormwater management 
capacity related to growth. 

Local gas tax A local tax can be assessed on the purchase of gas 
within the City. This tax is added to the cost of gasoline 
at the pump, along with the state and federal gas 
taxes. 

System-wide transportation facilities 
including streets, sidewalks, and 
bike lanes. 

Parking in-lieu 
fees 

Parking in-lieu fees are developer fees paid if they 
cannot or do not want to provide on-site parking for the 

System-wide transportation facilities 
including streets, sidewalks, bike 
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Funding Source Description Potential Application in Eugene 

development. The idea behind these fees is to 
decrease the amount of off-street, private parking and 
consolidating parking supplies on-street or in parking 
garages as a way to decrease parking demand on the 
development site. In-lieu fees may benefit developers 
by reducing costs and allowing more intensive 
development on a site.  

lanes, shared use paths, and 
transit. 

Incentives The City provides an enticements such as bonus 
densities and flexibility in design in exchange for a 
public benefit. Examples might include a commute trip 
reduction (CTR) program or transit facilities in 
exchange for bonus densities. Incentives may be used 
with SDC methods to reduce transportation impacts 
from new development.  

System-wide transportation facilities 
including streets, sidewalks, bike 
lanes, shared use paths, and 
transit. 

Public/private 
partnerships 

Public/private partnerships have been used around the 
country to provide public transportation amenities 
within the public right-of-way in exchange for 
operational revenue from the facilities. These 
partnerships could be used to provide services such as 
vehicle charging stations, public parking lots, bicycle 
lockers, or car share facilities. 

System-wide transportation facilities 
including streets, sidewalks, bike 
lanes, shared use paths, and 
transit. 

Tax Increment 
Financing (TIF) 

TIF is a tool that cities may use to create special 
districts (tax increment areas) where public 
improvements are made in order to generate private-
sector development. During a defined period, the City 
freezes the tax base at the pre-development level. 
Property taxes for that period can be waived or paid, 
but taxes derived from increases in assessed values 
(the tax increment) resulting from new development 
can go into a special fund created to retire bonds 
issued to originate the development or leverage future 
improvements. A number of small-to-medium sized 
communities in Oregon have implemented, or are 
considering implementing, urban renewal districts that 
will result in a TIF revenue stream. 

System-wide transportation facilities 
including streets, sidewalks, bike 
lanes, shared use paths, and 
transit. 

Streets District Oregon state law (Oregon Revised Statute [ORS] 371) 
allows for the formation of special streets taxing 
districts for purposes of constructing and maintaining 
streets within the taxing district boundaries. A Streets 
District would be a separate entity from the City of 
Eugene, with its own property tax levy rate and an 
elected board of commissioners. Those within the 
potential district boundaries must vote on the creation 
of a Streets District. 

Roadway improvement projects. 

Revenue and 
general 
obligation 
bonds 

Bonding allows municipal and county government to 
finance construction projects by borrowing money and 
paying it back over time, with interest. Financing 
requires smaller regular payments over time compared 
to paying the full cost at once, but financing increases 
the total cost of the project by adding interest. General 
obligation bonds are often used to pay for construction 
of large capital improvements and must be approved 
by a public vote. These bonds add the cost of the 
improvement to property taxes over time.  

Construction of major capital 
improvement projects within the city, 
street maintenance and incidental 
improvements. 
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Funding Source Description Potential Application in Eugene 

Reimbursement 
Districts 

Also called Zones of Benefit or Advance Financed 
Districts, a city determines the boundary of the district. 
Property owners of new development or large 
redevelopment permits pay a fee for the installation of 
public improvements. They then recover some portion 
of the cost over a period of years (often 15).  

Construction of major capital 
improvement projects within the city 
(possibly in Study Areas). 

A local code amendment is needed 
to permit Reimbursement Districts in 
Eugene. 

State and Federal Grants 
In addition to local funding sources, the City of Eugene can seek to leverage opportunities for funding 
from grants at the state and federal levels for specific projects. Table 6.4 outlines state and federal 
sources and their potential applications.  

Potential state funding sources are extremely limited, with some having significant competition. Any 
future improvements that rely on state funding may require City and regional consensus that these 
improvements are more important than transportation needs elsewhere in the region and the state. It 
will likely be necessary to combine multiple funding sources to pay for a single improvement project 
(e.g., combining state, regional, or City bicycle and pedestrian funds to pay for new bike lanes and 
sidewalks). 

Table 6.4: Potential State and Federal Grants 

Funding Source Description Potential Application in 
Eugene 

Statewide 
Transportation 
Improvement Program 
(STIP) 

STIP is the State of Oregon’s four-year transportation 
capital improvement program. ODOT’s system for 
distributing these funds has varied over recent years. 
Generally, local agencies apply in advance for projects to 
be funded in each four-year cycle. 

Projects on any facility 
that meet the benefit 
categories of the STIP. 

Statewide 
Transportation 
Improvement 
Program-Urban (STIP-
U) 

STIP is the State of Oregon’s four-year transportation 
capital improvement program for urban areas. ODOT’s 
system for distributing these funds has varied over recent 
years. Generally, local agencies apply in advance for 
projects to be funded in each four-year cycle. 

Projects on any facility 
that meet the benefit 
categories of the STIP-
U. 

Transportation and 
Growth Management 
(TGM) Grants  

TGM Grants are planning grants administered by ODOT 
and awarded on an annual basis. The TGM grants are 
generally awarded to projects that will lead to more 
livable, economically vital, transportation efficient, 
sustainable, and pedestrian-friendly communities. The 
grants are awarded in two categories: transportation 
system planning and integrated land use/transportation 
planning. 

Refinement of any 
identified study projects. 

Transportation 
Alternatives Program 
(TAP) 

TAP is a federal program that provides funding for 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities, projects for improving 
public transit access, safe routes to schools, and 
recreational trails. Local governments, regional 
transportation authorities, transit agencies, school districts 
or schools, natural resource or public land agencies, and 
tribal governments are all eligible to receive TAP funds.  
TAP funds are both programmed by ODOT and the 
Central Lane MPO. 

Bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities, shared use 
paths. 
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Funding Source Description Potential Application in 
Eugene 

All Roads 
Transportation Safety 
Program (ARTS) 

The federal Highway Safety Improvement Program is 
administered as ARTS in Oregon.  ARTS provides 
funding to infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects 
that improve safety on all public roads. ARTS requires a 
data-driven approach and prioritizes projects in 
demonstrated problem areas. 

Areas of safety concerns 
within the city, consistent 
with Oregon’s 
Transportation Safety 
Action Plan. 

Immediate Opportunity 
Fund (IOF) 

This fund is discretionary and provides funding for 
transportation projects essential for supporting site-
specific economic development projects. These funds are 
distributed on a case-by-case basis in cooperation with 
the Oregon Economic and Community Development 
Department. These funds can only be used when other 
sources of financial support are insufficient or unavailable. 
These funds are reserved for projects where a 
documented transportation problem exists or where 
private firm location decisions hinge on the immediate 
commitment of road construction. A minimum 50 percent 
match is required from project applications. 

Any identified projects 
that would improve 
economic development 
in Eugene and where 
there are documented 
transportation problems. 

Connect Oregon Lottery-backed bonds distributed to air, marine, rail, 
transit, and pedestrian and bicycle projects statewide. No 
less than 10 percent of Connect Oregon IV funds must be 
distributed to each of the five regions of the state, if there 
are qualified projects in the region. The objective is to 
improve the connections between the highway system 
and other modes of transportation. 

System-wide 
transportation facilities 
including, shared use 
paths, and transit. 

Oregon Parks and 
Recreation Local 
Government Grants 

Oregon Parks and Recreation Department administers 
this program using Oregon Lottery revenues. These 
grants can fund acquisition, development, and major 
rehabilitation of public outdoor parks and recreation 
facilities. A match of at least 20 percent is required. 

Trails and other 
recreational facility 
development or 
rehabilitation. 

Oregon Transportation 
Infrastructure Bank 
(OTIB) 

A statewide revolving loan fund is available to local 
governments for many transportation infrastructure 
improvements, including highway, transit, and non-
motorized projects. Most funds made available through 
this program are federal; streets must be functionally 
classified as a major collector or higher to be eligible for 
loan funding. 

Infrastructure 
improvements to major 
collectors or higher 
classified roads for 
vehicle, transit, and non-
motorized travel. 

State highway gas tax 
increase or user fee 

ODOT is currently researching a state user fee for drivers 
to address steady or declining state gas tax revenues. An 
increase in the state gas tax or a user fee would need to 
pass through state legislation and would increase the 
state’s transportation funds.   

System-wide 
transportation facilities 
including streets, 
sidewalks, bike lanes, 
and transit. 

Relationship of the TSP and the Capital Improvement Program, City Code, and 
Design Standards 
The Eugene 2035 TSP is implemented through coordinated actions with the Capital Improvement 
Program (finance), City Code (land use regulations), and street design standards. 

The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) forecasts the City's capital funding needs over a six-year period 
based on various adopted long-range plans, goals and policies.  The CIP plans for land acquisition, 
construction, and major preservation of public facilities necessary for the safe and efficient provision of 
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municipal services identified from adopted master plans. The major transportation-related projects 
contained in the CIP are derived from the projects and needs identified in the 2035 TSP.  All 
transportation projects contained in the CIP must be consistent with the goals, objectives, policies, and 
needs identified in the Eugene Transportation System Plan. 

In addition to the CIP funding mechanism, the tenets of the 2035 TSP are implemented through various 
transportation- and land use-related sections of the Eugene City Code. The code dictates the process 
and standards by which development and street improvements are proposed, reviewed, and approved.  
The City Code also sets the standards for new development locations, bulk, and appearance; car and 
bike parking availability; pedestrian amenities; street connectivity; location of transit improvements; 
and the appearance of street rights-of-way.17  

Street design standards are the basis for the design of all capital construction projects. Pursuant to 
policies contained in this TSP, street design standards will be updated to reflect best practices for 
expanding safety and convenience of the community’s pedestrian, bicycle, and transit systems. 

17 As discussed at the beginning of Chapter 2, the 2035 TSP is an internally-directed document that provides a coordinated guide 
for City’s changes to its transportation infrastructure and operations over the next 20 years.  The 2035 TSP is not an externally-
applicable document, i.e., no part of the 2035 TSP serves as a “requirement” to which land use (or other) applicants must 
demonstrate compliance and the City will not use the policies of the 2035 TSP in determining whether to approve or deny individual 
land use applications.    
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1 Introduction and Background 

Organization of Facility Plan 

The Beltline Highway: Coburg Road to River Road Facility Plan includes five chapters and five 
appendixes, as follows: 

 Chapter 1 Introduction and Background: Explains the purpose of the facility plan, the 
background, and Problem Statement this plan addresses. 

 Chapter 2 Planning Process: Describes the planning process and provides an overview of the 
alternative development, and the public involvement process. 

 Chapter 3 Recommendations: Describes the recommendations endorsed by the advisory and 
technical committees. 

 Chapter 4 Interchange Area Management Plans: Describes the interchange area management 
plans for the three study area interchanges and high level policies to support the 
interchange recommendations. 

 Chapter 5 Next Steps: Describes how this facility plan will be used, and the expected further 
environmental work based on the recommended alternatives. 

 Appendix A Existing Conditions: Describes the existing plan and policy review, environmental 
and land use inventory, traffic operations, safety, and geometric conditions. These 
conditions were documented in Phase 1 of the project. 

 Appendix B Problem Statement: Describes the issues on the Beltline Highway and the need for 
the facility plan. The problem statement was documented in Phase 1 of the project. 

 Appendix C Public Involvement Process: Includes information, agendas, and summaries of 
project public involvement meetings and outreach. 

 Appendix D Evaluation Framework: Describes the framework for evaluating alternatives based 
on the project’s goals and objectives. 

 Appendix E Policy Framework: Contains policies and language to support the facility plan and 
move the plan into the next phase. 
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Introduction 

Oregon 569 (the Randy Pape Beltline Highway) is a state facility located in Eugene, Oregon. The 
Beltline Highway is an east-west connection between Interstate 5 (I-5) and Oregon 99 and north-
south between Oregon 99 and Oregon 126. Lane County constructed the highway in the 1960s 
to serve the largely rural land uses and low density suburban areas. It transferred the highway 
to the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) in 1978. In the 40 years since the county 
designed and constructed the highway, the surrounding community has grown with more 
intense land uses and increased density causing a disconnect between the expected traffic when 
the highway was built and the current traffic volumes. ODOT currently classifies the Beltline 
Highway as a Statewide Highway on the National Highway System (NHS) and also as an 
Expressway, Bypass, and Freight Route.  

The segment of Beltline Highway between River Road and Coburg Road has become 
increasingly congested during peak travel times. Vehicle conflicts on Beltline Highway at River 
Road, River Avenue/Division Avenue, the bridge over the Willamette River, Delta Highway, 
and Coburg Road result in safety and operational issues. Traffic congestion is expected to 
continue to increase with development of north and west Eugene and surrounding areas. Local 
roadways in the study area are also congested. 

This facility plan addresses the Beltline Highway between River Road and Delta Highway, 
milepost (MP) 8.47 to 10.20. It includes three interchanges: River Road, River Avenue/Division 
Avenue, and Delta Highway. The Beltline Highway Facility Plan study area also includes Delta 
Highway (Lane County facility) between Green Acres Road/Crescent Avenue and Goodpasture 
Island Road, as they immediately contribute to the operations of the Beltline Highway.  

Initially, the facility plan also included the Coburg Road interchange. Because the Coburg Road 
interchange was not a primary source of congestion, and ODOT made safety improvements at 
this interchange in 2009, the project team removed Coburg Road from the study area to allow 
more focus on the critical portions of the facility.  

Background 

This facility plan addresses the following issues: 

 Variety of trip types using the Beltline Highway – This section of the highway serves 
regional, statewide, cross-town, and local cross-river trips. Due to the limited connections 
over the Willamette River, some drivers use the Beltline Highway as a local roadway to 
cross the river. 

 Outdated highway design – The Beltline Highway was designed in the 1960s for lower 
speeds and less traffic than it currently carries. On- and off-ramps are closely spaced, and 
there is insufficient acceleration, deceleration and through lanes, which can contribute to 
congestion and crashes in the study area. 

 Deteriorating traffic operations – As traffic volumes increase, so does the intensity and 
duration of congestion experienced along both the Beltline Highway mainline and ramp 
terminal intersections. 
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 Roadway safety – Safety concerns associated with the design and operations of the Beltline 
Highway are documented in the crash history and trends within the study area. 

The facility plan was completed in three phases. Phase 1 included analyzing existing conditions 
on the highway and study area intersections, and creating the problem statement. In Phase 2, 
the project team defined the study area boundaries, developed the evaluation framework, 
developed a range of alternatives, worked with the advisory committees and PMT to develop 
recommendations, and created a policy framework to support the plan. Phase 3 included 
interchange area management plans and preparation for future project development. This 
document will help guide future work by providing a narrow range of alternatives for future 
study. 

Problem Statement 

Beltline Highway 

The Beltline Highway within the study area has four through travel lanes carrying between 
55,000 and 90,000 cars and trucks each day. The roadway was not designed to carry this volume 
of traffic resulting in congestion, especially at peak periods. This congestion along with short 
merge and diverge areas contributes to a higher frequency of crashes than other similar facilities 
in the state. Congestion and crashes are prevalent between River Road and Delta Highway.  

The Delta Highway and River Avenue/Division Avenue interchanges, and the River 
Avenue/Division Avenue and River Road interchanges are closely spaced (0.3 and 0.6 miles 
apart respectively). This close spacing, the short ramp lengths, and inadequate weaving 
distances increase congestion and potential for crashes.  

Delta Highway Interchange 

The ¾ cloverleaf design of this interchange results in short distances between loop ramps which 
contribute to increased congestion and are one factor that contributes to the potential for 
crashes. Both the Beltline Highway and Delta Highway are congested near this interchange. A 
large number of vehicles change lanes in a short distance as they enter and exit both highways 
resulting in a high incidence of crashes in this area. 

 Development increased over the last 40 years in this area and will continue to occur 
resulting in increased traffic volumes at this interchange. This interchange was not 
constructed to accommodate current or future traffic volumes. 

 Stakeholders observe frequent crashes on the northbound Delta Highway, near and at the 
eastbound and westbound Beltline Highway ramp connections. 

River Avenue/Division Avenue Interchange 

This interchange carries heavy peak period traffic volumes and is adjacent to the system 
bottleneck of the Willamette River bridge crossing, contributing to congested conditions. The 
interchange has a higher crash rate than similar facilities in the state. This interchange provides 
access to an aggregate mining business located immediately north of the highway. The 
proximity to industrial land uses requires the interchange to accommodate heavy trucks that 
need longer distances to accelerate to highway speeds and merge with through traffic. 
Compounding the existing congestion and the prevalence of large trucks, the interchange 
design creates limited sight-distance for drivers entering or exiting the Beltline Highway.  
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 A regional north-south bike path passes underneath the Beltline Highway near this 
interchange, which means that cyclists with destinations north of the Beltline Highway 
travel through this congested area resulting in conflicts between auto and bike traffic. 

 Pedestrians cross under the Beltline Highway at this location. 

 The close proximity of this interchange to the Willamette River bridge forces eastbound 
merging and westbound diverging to occur in a short distance. 

River Road Interchange 

There is peak period congestion due to the current configuration and limited turn lanes for 
vehicles approaching the Beltline Highway along River Road under existing conditions. The 
congestion is compounded by the close proximity of signals and local accesses on River Road 
south of Beltline, beyond the first traffic signal. 

The interchange provides important access to businesses and residents in the Santa Clara and 
River Road neighborhoods. 

 The northeast, southeast and southwest quadrants are flanked by concentrated 
development that is expected to continue and could result in increased traffic volumes at 
this interchange.  

 Bike movements on the regional north-south bike lanes in this busy area create conflicts 
between auto and bike traffic. 

 There are conflicts between pedestrians crossing River Road and vehicles turning onto the 
ramps. 

 Lane Transit District buses accessing the park and ride facility slow traffic in the right lane 
of the eastbound on-ramp to the Beltline Highway. 
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2 Planning Process 

Study Area 

The project team defined the study area for the Beltline Highway Facility Plan to capture 
existing and future operational and safety deficiencies in the corridor between MP 8.47 and 
10.05 which correlates roughly to Beltline Highway between River Road and Coburg Road. 
Figure 1 shows the study area.  

The study area for the Beltline Highway Facility Plan is bounded to the north by Irvington 
Drive starting at Hyacinth Street, and continues east along Wilkes Drive. It includes areas 
outside of the Eugene Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) between Wilkes Drive, over the 
Willamette River, and reconnects with the northern UGB east of the river. Starting at the 
intersection of Coburg Road and North Game Farm Road, the study area follows Game Farm 
Road southeast to Interstate 5. The eastern edge of the study area follows I-5 south to OR 126, 
which forms the southern boundary until Delta Highway. The southern edge of the study area 
follows the north bank of the Willamette River along Valley River Way and then cuts across 
near the bike bridge to the Northwest Expressway. The study area boundary turns north along 
Park Avenue to Irving Road, heads west to Hyacinth Street, and then north to Irvington Drive. 

There are a number of multi-use paths for bicyclists and pedestrians in the study area, most 
notably along the south side of River Avenue near the River Avenue/Division Avenue 
interchange, passing underneath the Beltline Highway on the west side of the Willamette River. 
Multi-use paths on the east side of the river include a connection between Green Acres Road 
underneath Beltline Highway to a riverfront path on the east side of the Willamette River. These 
paths are connected by the Owosso Bike Bridge south of the Beltline Highway. Both paths 
within the study area connect to the riverfront path system that runs along the Willamette River 
into downtown Eugene. Figure 2 shows the existing bicycle and pedestrian path system within 
the study area.  

The study area includes a range of land uses; single and multifamily housing, small-scale retail, 
large-scale retail, and industrial activity. Most of the land on either side of the Beltline Highway 
is zoned for community commercial or low-density residential development. The area south of 
the Beltline Highway between the Delta Highway and the Willamette River has higher intensity 
uses including housing and retail. The area north of the highway between the Delta Highway 
and Division Avenue is home to a large aggregate mining operation. There is some limited land 
zoned for agriculture and publicly-owned open space in the corridor. As currently planned, 
these land uses could produce higher traffic volumes than can be accommodated by the existing 
roadway network. The project team developed the Beltline Facility Plan in coordination with 
Envision Eugene, Eugene’s comprehensive plan.  The Beltline Facility Plan will be revisited 
once Envision Eugene is complete to ensure that the two plans are compatible. 
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Project Leadership 

Project Management Team 

A project management team (PMT) consisting of staff from the City of Eugene, Oregon 
Department of Transportation (ODOT), Lane Council of Governments (LCOG), Lane County, 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and Lane Transit District (LTD) provided regular 
guidance and policy direction throughout the process. The PMT reviewed and provided 
comments on all materials, participated in agency and public meetings, and supported the 
Steering Committee. The PMT met 16 times over the course of the project. Appendix C: Public 
Involvement includes summaries and agendas of PMT meetings. 
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Figure 1 Study Area 
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Figure 2 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 
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Steering Committee 

The Steering Committee, comprised of officials representing the City of Eugene, Lane County, 
and ODOT, was responsible for making facility plan decisions. The Steering Committee met 13 
times between July 2008 and April 2014. The Steering Committee reviewed input from the PMT 
and the Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) prior to making decisions. 

Steering Committee meetings were open to the public, and the committee included time for 
public comment at each meeting. 

Appendix C: Public Involvement Process includes full Steering Committee meeting agendas 
and summaries. 

Public Involvement 

Stakeholder Advisory Committee 

The Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) included business leaders, neighborhood 
representatives and community members who met to provide input and advice on the plan and 
potential solutions. The SAC met 11 times between April 2009 and April 2014. They provided 
input on the study area, helped suggest solutions, and recommended concepts to carry forward 
for further study. SAC meetings were open to the public and each meeting included two public 
comment opportunities. 

Appendix C: Public Involvement Process includes full SAC meeting agendas and summaries. 

Public Open Houses 

The general public was encouraged to provide input on the facility plan through a series of 
open houses. There were five open houses over the three phases of the project: 

Phase 1 Open House #1 and #2: The project team hosted two open houses on August 4 and 
August 6, 2008 to gather public input on the current conditions and deficiencies found on the 
Beltline Highway. Attendees were encouraged to share their ideas about the issues affecting 
Beltline Highway within the project area. The project team collected comments on wall 
displays, maps, and via a comment form. 

Phase 2 Open House #1: This open house, held in July 2009, provided attendees an opportunity 
to help identify solutions for the Beltline Highway, and collected information from attendees on 
which evaluation criteria was the most important to the community. 

Phase 2 Open House #2: This open house, held in March 2010, presented the proposed 
solutions for the Beltline Highway. The project team presented ten concepts to improve the 
Beltline Highway, and gathered input on which concepts community members would like the 
project team to study further. 

Phase 3 Open House: This open house, held in May 2014, presented the draft Beltline Highway 
Facility Plan for review and comment. It included the final concepts moving forward into the 
NEPA phase and the next steps for making a decision and implementing changes on the 
Beltline Highway. 

Appendix C: Public Involvement Process includes more detailed summaries and displays of 
each of the open houses. 
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Project Website 

ODOT hosted and presented all relevant information relating to the Beltline Highway Facility 
Plan to the public website: www.beltlineplan.com. The project team shared summaries for both 
the SAC meetings and open houses on the website, along with the open house displays and all 
technical documents for the project. For three of the open houses, the comment form was 
available for community members to complete online.  

Existing Conditions 

Phase 1 evaluated the existing conditions within the study area. This analysis included an 
existing environmental and land use inventory, a plan and policy review, and traffic operations 
and safety analysis of existing conditions. This traffic analysis identified areas where there are 
deficiencies including congestion, safety, roadway geometry, and delay on the highway. At the 
Phase 1 open house, attendees added community concerns to this analysis to capture areas of 
concern in both the technical analysis and community.  

Existing Traffic Conditions 

The existing conditions analysis shows that two eastbound segments of the Beltline Highway 
do not meet Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) mobility targets during the afternoon peak hour. On 
westbound Beltline Highway, there is one section that does not meet OHP mobility targets. Two 
ramps at Delta Highway and Goodpasture Island Road do not meet Lane County mobility 
standards. Additionally, two of the seven on-ramps for Beltline Highway, and three of seven 
off-ramps do not meet applicable mobility targets. 

There are also a number of geometric design features that negatively influence traffic operations 
on the highway and interchanges. The ramps at Delta Highway and the River Avenue/Division 
Avenue interchanges are closely spaced, there are insufficient acceleration and deceleration 
lanes along the corridor that negatively affect operations and can contribute to crashes. 

Off the highway, six of 31 intersections on city and county roadways experience delay and 
congestion inconsistent with applicable standards. Additionally, queues extend between 
intersections along River Road near the Beltline Highway westbound and eastbound ramps, the 
Silver Lane intersection, and the Santa Clara Avenue intersection. The northbound queue on 
River Road extends south of the Silver Lane/River Avenue intersection and also blocks some of 
the access driveways east of River Road. Figures 3 and 4 show existing operational and 
geometric deficiencies on the Beltline Highway. 

Traffic Safety  

The study area crash rate is highest near the Delta Highway and River Road interchanges. The 
crashes are mostly rear end crashes occurring during the morning and evening commute when 
traffic volumes are highest and congestion is most acute. 

Additionally, ODOT identifies areas with high crash rates with their Safety Priority Index 
System (SPIS), and prioritizes areas with high crash rates by region. Two segments of the 
Beltline Highway are identified as top 10 percent on ODOT’s 2012 SPIS list: the Beltline 
Highway/Delta Highway (MP 9.78 to 9.87), and the Beltline Highway/Delta Highway (MP 9.99 
to 10.12). A higher rate of crashes was also reported at the Delta Highway/Green Acres Road 
(westbound Beltline on-ramp) intersection relative to other study intersections. Figure 5 shows 
safety issues on the Beltline Highway.  
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Adaptive Ramp Signals 

Between Phase 2 and Phase 3 of the Beltline Highway Facility Plan Process, ODOT 
implemented adaptive ramp signals on the Beltline Highway ramps to reduce traffic delays, 
improve safety, and decrease fuel consumption and air pollution during peak morning and 
afternoon travel times. The signals are triggered by congestion on the highway mainline, and 
reduce traffic flow rates onto the highway at the ramps. In more congested conditions, the ramp 
meters slow the rate of cars entering the highway, and as congestion reduces, the signal timing 
adjusts to allow more cars to enter the highway. When the highway is not congested, the meters 
are not activated. Over time, the ramp meters will continue to be adjusted to traffic flow, but the 
eastbound meters are expected to be operational during the weekday morning peak 
(approximately 6:30 - 9:30 a.m.), and westbound ramp meters are likely to be operational in the 
weekday afternoon peak (approximately 3:00-6:45 p.m.). Additionally, metering may occur 
during other times when traffic is congested such as during traffic incidents or during events. 

ODOT installed adaptive signals in July 2013 for four ramps in the project study area: Green 
Acres Road on-ramp to westbound Beltline Highway, River Road on-ramp to eastbound 
Beltline Highway, River Avenue on-ramp to eastbound Beltline Highway, and Coburg Road 
on-ramp to westbound Beltline. ODOT will continue to monitor and adjust these signals based 
on operational analysis and testing to verify traffic flow benefits on the Beltline Highway. 
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Figure 3 Current Congestion 
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Figure 4 Beltline Deficiencies 
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Environmental and Land Use Conditions 

The study area is in the Willamette River basin resulting in hydrological, floodplain/floodway, 
wetland, and fish habitat considerations. Land uses near the Beltline Highway are generally 
single-family residential, large retail and office developments, and smaller-scale retail along the 
local roads. There are a number of neighborhood organizations including Cal Young 
Neighborhood Association, Northeast Neighbors1, River Road Community Organization, the 
Santa Clara Community Organization, and the Active Bethel Citizens. Zoning and 
comprehensive plan zoning are consistent with the existing land use. There may also be some 
historical and archeological resources within the study area which would be determined during 
the environmental review process. Figure 6 shows existing environmental and community 
context near the Beltline Highway. 

Plan and Policy Review 

The project team analyzed and determined the relevance of state, regional, and local goals to the 
Beltline Highway Facility Plan. The State Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP) includes 
projects with funding to support the planning and safety/modernization of study area 
interchanges, along with bicycle and pedestrian paths. A number of other regional and local 
plans include mention of projects related to the Beltline Highway. 

Appendix A: Existing Conditions includes more detail about applicable plans and policies. 

  

                                                      
1 Prior to 2013, Northeast Neighbors was part of the Harlow Neighborhood Association. 
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Figure 5 Safety Issues on Beltline 
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Figure 6 Environmental and Community Context 
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Evaluation Framework 

The PMT, SAC, and Steering Committee provided input on project goals and objectives during 
the problem statement phase of the project. From these goals, the project team developed an 
evaluation framework shown in Table 1. The project team established this framework to assure 
that the recommended alternatives respond to community values and technical needs. The team 
developed and subsequently evaluated draft alternatives based on these criteria. The criteria 
were not weighted or prioritized.  

The PMT, SAC and Steering Committee reviewed the evaluation framework and agreed to use 
it to evaluate the proposed alternatives.  

 
Table 1: Evaluation Framework 

Criteria Objectives Measures 

Mobility, 
reliability and 
connectivity 

 Design for projected future traffic 
volumes as a result of future growth and 
land use changes 

 Minimize congestion and optimize traffic 
flow on the mainline, in the interchange 
areas, and on critical study area 
roadways 

 Provide transportation improvements to 
reduce trip length and potential travel 
times for all modes 

 Provide improved connectivity across the 
Willamette River for motorists, bicyclists, 
and pedestrians 

 Demand-to-capacity (D/C) – planning-
level analysis regarding the ability of the 
transportation system to accommodate 
potential demand on the mainline and on 
other critical study area roadways 

 Traffic operations for study area ramps 
and ramp terminal interchanges. Based 
on-ramp spacing and/or eliminating or 
improving merge, diverge, and weaving 
maneuvers  

 Trip length and travel time between key 
origins and destinations for all modes in 
the study area 

 Improve local connectivity for all modes 

Safety  Improve the highway and interchange 
areas to increase safety for users and 
reduce crash frequency, thereby 
improving reliability 

 Consider the needs of emergency 
response vehicles 

 Places in the study are where the Beltline 
Highway or interchanges violate known 
engineering best practices or design 
guidelines 

 Reduce conflict points for motorists and 
between motorists and bicyclist or 
pedestrians 

 Provide system redundancy and/or 
enhanced mobility for emergency 
response routes and vehicles 

Community 
livability and 
economic 
vitality 

 Support local and regional goals for 
mode choices 

 Consider positive and negative effects 
on adjacent residential and business 
areas 

 Serve existing and planned land uses 

 Accommodate freight movement 

 Create a facility design that instills 

 Minimize residential impacts 

 Consistent with community and 
neighborhood goals  

 New or improved multimodal facilities 

 Minimize business displacements 

 Access to the interchange area 
businesses that is both safe and 
convenient 
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Criteria Objectives Measures 

community pride  Consistent with state planning goals 

Environmental 
impacts 

 Avoid or minimize impacts to the natural 
environment including rivers and water 
bodies, riparian zones, wetlands and 
habitat areas 

 Minimize impacts to the community 
environment as described in the 
community livability and economic vitality 
goals 

 Support local sustainability and 
greenhouse gas reduction goals 

 Design features that enhance aesthetic 
appearance and augment the visual 
environment where possible 

 Identify opportunities to increase or 
enhance park and recreational areas or 
natural resources 

 Changes to system-wide vehicle miles 
traveled (proxy for GHG impact) 

 Changes to system-wide vehicle delay 
(proxy for GHG impact) 

 Impacts to wetlands and known habitats 

 Impacts to parks and trails 

 Impacts to Willamette Greenway 

 Opportunity to integrate state 
sustainability goals into facility (e.g. 
construction reuse of materials) 

 Impacts to cultural and historic resources 

Cost 
effectiveness 

 Provide solutions that can be 
implemented in phases that provide 
incremental benefit 

 Provide timely and cost-effective project 
solutions that perform as designed 
throughout their expected design life 

 Minimize ongoing operations and 
maintenance costs 

 Can be constructed in phases that 
provide incremental benefits 

 Construction cost 

 Operation and maintenance cost 

 

Policy Framework  

To reinforce the evaluation framework and recommendations for further study included in this 
facility plan, the project team, with input from the PMT, SAC, and community, developed the 
following policies to ensure the future success of the project: 

Policy 1: Coordination with Lane Transit District (LTD) 

 The City of Eugene, LCOG, ODOT, LTD through point2point solutions program shall 
coordinate development of the Regional Transportation Options Plan to support reduction 
of single occupant trips on the Beltline Highway. 

 The City of Eugene, ODOT and LTD shall explore the feasibility of adding EmX service in 
north Eugene in coordination with projects outlined in the Beltline Highway Facility Plan.  

Policy 2: Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning Coordination 

 ODOT shall coordinate with the City of Eugene to maintain a comprehensive bicycle and 
pedestrian system throughout the Beltline Highway corridor. 
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Policy 3: Future Land Use and Transportation Planning Coordination 

 ODOT shall develop, in coordination with the City of Eugene, Lane County and the affected 
property owners, an interchange area management plan (IAMP) to address safety and 
operations for each new or substantially modified interchange.2  

 To address land use and transportation coordination, project-level planning should be 
coordinated with the city and county’s comprehensive plans and transportation system 
plans.  

Policy 4: Future Transit Oriented Land Use 

 The City of Eugene and LTD shall coordinate land use and transit plans and policies to 
encourage future Transit Oriented Development (TOD) through planning processes 
identified in the forthcoming comprehensive plan.  

Policy 5: Maintain River Access for Users  

 The Beltline Highway Facility Plan shall consider sensible opportunities to provide river 
access through design. 

Policy 6: Recognize Alternate Modes as Important Considerations 

 The City of Eugene and ODOT will continue to work together to develop a local network 
that serves local trips by walking, biking, auto and transit in concert with the identified 
highway improvements.  

Policy 7: Recognize Importance of Improving Safety 

 Improvements to the Beltline Highway have the potential to improve safety in the corridor 
by addressing areas of existing and future congestion and geometric deficiencies.  

Policy 8: Recognize Importance of Improving Mobility 

 Improvements to the Beltline Highway will improve mobility in the corridor even if the 
highway does not meet mobility standards outlined in the Oregon Highway Plan for the 20-
year planning horizon. 

Policy 9: Coordination to Maintain Optimal Function of All Roadway Facilities 

 ODOT, Lane County and the City of Eugene will work together to maintain the optimal 
function of all roadways in the study area.  

Policy 10: Promote Local and Regional Connectivity in North Eugene 

 ODOT, Lane County and the City of Eugene will work collaboratively to improve 
connectivity in North Eugene for those making short local trips and those making long trips 
including regional and intrastate trips.  

                                                      
2 The IAMPs included in this facility plan reference the no-build condition. If ODOT advances a project to modify any interchanges in 
the study area, ODOT would prepare new IAMPs for each new or substantially modified interchange.  
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Alternatives Development 

Once the committees and stakeholders agreed upon 
the evaluation framework, the project team 
developed high level, “textbook” solutions and 
shared these solutions with the PMT, SAC, and 
Steering Committee. From those textbook solutions, 
and based on the conversations with the advisory 
groups and community members, the project team 
developed more refined families of concepts that 
could specifically be applied to Beltline Highway. 
The public provided feedback on these families at the 
open house in July 2009 and the project team further 
refined the families into alternative concepts. Figure 7 
shows the concept narrowing process. 
 
The project team evaluated the following range of 
alternative concepts: 

Transportation Demand Management/Transportation System Management (TDM/TSM) 

TDM techniques could include:  

 Increased transit service 

 Bicycling and pedestrian facility 
improvements 

 Park and rides 

 Ridesharing  

 Teleworking programs 

TSM techniques could include:  

 Signal timing optimization 

 Striping 

 Signage and lighting 

 Ramp metering 

 Variable signage  

 Traveler information 

 

  

 

Figure 7 Alternates Development Process 
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Low Build Concept 1 

Low Build 1 Concept3 
would: 

 Extend the 
westbound off-ramp 
to the Delta Highway 
from westbound 
Beltline Highway. 

 Extend the 
eastbound off-ramp 
to the Delta Highway 
from eastbound 
Beltline Highway. 

 

 

Low Build Concept 2 

In addition to the 
features of Low Build 1 
Concept, Low Build 2 
Concept would:  

 Extend the 
eastbound auxiliary 
lane to Beltline 
Highway from the 
Delta Highway 
eastbound loop 
ramp.  

 Extend the distance 
for westbound 
acceleration to 
westbound Beltline 
Highway from the 
Delta Highway westbound loop ramp.  

 Rebuild the northbound loop ramp terminal intersection to Delta Highway northbound to 
improve the sight-distance.  

 Close the eastbound on-ramp from River Avenue in the peak period, decreasing congestion 
related to the short distance for merging and diverging.  

                                                      
3 All concepts initially included closing Ruby Avenue at River Road to reduce congestion at River Road. Subsequent analysis 
showed that this change would result in increased congestion in other areas. As a result, the project team updated all concepts to 
show that the intersection of Ruby Avenue and River Road would remain open. 

 
Figure 8 Low Build Concept 1 

 
Figure 9 Low Build Concept 2 
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Low Build Concept 3 

In addition to the features of Low 
Build 1 and 2 Concepts, Low 
Build 3 Concept would: 

 Change the northeast loop 
ramp at the Delta 
Highway/Beltline Highway 
interchange, to increase the 
acceleration distance onto the 
westbound Beltline Highway. 

 Remove the loop ramp from 
eastbound Beltline Highway 
to northbound Delta 
Highway. Northbound traffic 
would exit with southbound 
traffic, and then pass through a controlled intersection (signal or other control) to continue 
northbound on Delta Highway. 

 Add auxiliary lanes across the river in both directions between the Delta Highway and the 
River Avenue/Division Avenue ramps and rebuild the connection between River Avenue 
and Division Avenue under the Beltline Highway. This would require replacing the 
Willamette River bridges.  

 Improve the Division Avenue/Beaver Street intersection to facilitate right turns to access the 
Santa Clara Neighborhood. 

 
Figure 10 Low Build Concept 3 
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Improve Existing Concept 

This concept keeps the highway design similar to the current configuration, but upgrades areas 
on the Beltline Highway to improve safety and mobility.  

The Improve Existing Concept would: 

 Remove the southeast loop ramp at the Delta Highway/Beltline Highway interchange and 
serve this traffic from the modified eastbound off-ramp to Delta Highway. 

 Add auxiliary lanes on both directions of Beltline Highway between River Road and the 
Delta Highway. This would require replacing the Willamette River bridges. 

 Expand Delta Highway southbound by one auxiliary lane until it would exit north of 
Goodpasture Island Road.  

 Expand Goodpasture Island Road to two lanes in each direction over Delta Highway, and 
the on and off-ramps would be expanded to two lanes to accommodate traffic. 

 Expand the westbound off-ramp to Delta Highway from one lane to two.  

 Remove the Green Acres Road connection to west bound Beltline Highway and serve this 
movement via a southbound left turn to the reconstructed loop ramp in the north east 
quadrant. 

 Reconstruct the underpass between Division Avenue and River Avenue. 

 Upgrade the intersection of Division Avenue and Beaver Street to facilitate traffic 
movement. 

 
Figure 11 Improve Existing Concept 
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 Improve Division Avenue between Beaver Street along Beltline Highway. 

 Upgrade the intersection with Lone Oak Road and Beaver Road to enhance connectivity. 

 Lengthen the River Avenue/Division Avenue ramps and reconfigure to improve the 
acceleration to and from the Beltline Highway. 

 Modify and improve other ramps but keep in current locations and configurations. 

Local Arterial Bridge Concept 

This concept would add an arterial bridge to the north of the Beltline Highway, providing a 
local connection option for traffic to travel over the river to provide alternative routes to the 
Beltline Highway over the Willamette River. The local arterial bridge would have two lanes in 
each direction, connecting Green Acres Road across the Willamette River from the Delta 
Highway Interchange area to the Beaver Street area west of the River Avenue/Division Avenue 
interchange on Beltline Highway.  

There would be some upgrades to the Delta Highway interchange to provide a connection to 
the new arterial bridge including removing the Green Acres Road connection to westbound 
Beltline Highway. The movement would be served via a southbound left turn to the 
reconstructed loop ramp in the north east quadrant. The local arterial bridge as a treatment 
could be added to most of these concepts except the Collector-Distributor Road Concept as an 
interchangeable component. 

  

 
Figure 12 Local Arterial Bridge Concept 
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Auxiliary Lane Concept 

The Auxiliary Lane Concept adds an auxiliary lane on Beltline Highway between River Road 
and Delta Highway.  

The Auxiliary Lane Concept would: 

 Provide a local connection between Beaver Street and Green Acres Road. 

 Change the River Avenue/Division Avenue interchange to provide an overcrossing on 
Beltline Highway.  

 Upgrade the Delta Highway interchange and Goodpasture Island Road/Delta Highway 
interchange the same as in the Split Diamond Concept. 

 Create the local arterial bridge connection north of the Willamette River Bridge on Beltline 
Highway.  

 Upgrade the River Road on and off-ramps with additional lanes. 

 Upgrade the Santa Clara Avenue and River Avenue intersections with River Road. 

 Add an auxiliary lane to the Delta Highway southbound to Goodpasture Island Road.  

 Expand Goodpasture Island Road to two lanes in each direction over Delta Highway, and 
expand on and off-ramps to two lanes to accommodate traffic. 

  

 
Figure 13 Auxiliary Lane Concept 
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Split Diamond Concept 

The Beltline Highway/Delta Highway interchange would be configured very similarly to the 
Improve Existing Concept.  

The Split Diamond Concept would: 

 Add an auxiliary lane to the Delta Highway southbound to Goodpasture Island Road.  

 Expand Goodpasture Island Road to two lanes in each direction over Delta Highway, and 
expand on and off-ramps to two lanes to accommodate traffic. 

 Retain the local arterial bridge north of the Beltline Highway. 

 Include improvements to Beaver Street, Lone Oak Avenue, and local collectors in the Santa 
Clara Neighborhood. 

 Remove driveway and public road access from Division Avenue; serve adjacent properties 
from Lone Oak Avenue. 

 Reconfigure the River Avenue/Division Avenue interchange with an overpass over Beltline 
Highway. 

 Add auxiliary lanes to the Beltline Highway between River Road and Delta Highway. 

 Reconfigure River Avenue near the Beltline Highway. 

 Add a westbound connecting ramp between the River Avenue/Division Avenue and River 
Road interchanges. 

 
Figure 14 Split Diamond Concept 
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 Upgrade the River Road/Beltline Highway interchange. 

Collector-Distributor Roadway Concept 

The Collector-Distributor Roadway Concept would provide a separate roadway parallel to the 
Beltline Highway from River Avenue/Division Avenue to east of the Delta Highway.  

The Collector-Distributor Roadway Concept would: 

 Collect all traffic eastbound from River Avenue, Division Avenue, and Delta Highway, to 
merge with Beltline Highway east of the Delta Highway interchange. 

 Collect merging and diverging westbound traffic east of the Delta Highway interchange to 
merge onto Beltline Highway near the existing River Avenue/Division Avenue interchange.  

 Add an auxiliary lane to the Delta Highway southbound to Goodpasture Island Road.  

 Expand Goodpasture Island Road to two lanes in each direction over Delta Highway, and 
expand on and off-ramps to two lanes to accommodate traffic. 

 Allow traffic merging onto westbound Beltline Highway from the River Avenue/Division 
Avenue interchange to travel along Division Avenue to the River Road interchange, and 
enter Beltline Highway west of River Road. 

 Provide eastbound Beltline Highway access via intersection control (roundabout or signal) 
north of the highway, allowing traffic to pass under the Beltline Highway to access Beltline 
Highway eastbound, or to move traffic from the highway onto the local roads including 
Beaver Street or Division Avenue westbound. 

 
Figure 15 Collector-Distributor Concept 
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 Upgrade the Delta Highway/Beltline Highway interchange and Goodpasture Island 
Road/Delta Highway interchanges similar to the previous two concepts, however 
westbound traffic from the Delta Highway interchange would not immediately join the 
Beltline Highway mainline, but would be gathered onto the collector-distributor road to 
merge further west onto the Beltline Highway. 

 Upgrade River Road on and off-ramps for the Beltline Highway. 

Ramp Braid Concept 

The Ramp Braid Concept would physically separate the on- and off-ramps between the River 
Avenue/Division Avenue interchange and Beltline Highway, and would provide access to 
eastbound Beltline Highway and Delta Highway from the Santa Clara neighborhood. 

The Ramp Braid Concept would: 

 Upgrade the Delta Highway/Beltline Highway Interchange and the Goodpasture Island 
Road/Delta Highway interchange similar to the previous two concepts. 

 Create an overpass for River Avenue over Beltline Highway. This would require a relatively 
wide footprint to support the ramp braiding. 

 Require the most new structure over the Willamette River to also include the on- and off-
ramps to the Delta Highway. 

 Add an auxiliary lane to the Delta Highway southbound to Goodpasture Island Road.  

 Expand Goodpasture Island Road to two lanes in each direction over Delta Highway, and 
expand on and off-ramps to two lanes to accommodate traffic. 

 
Figure 16 Ramp Braid Concept 
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These alternative concepts were evaluated against the criteria described above. The results of 
the evaluation were shared with the three advisory groups. The SAC and PMT then developed 
a recommendation to the Steering Committee about which concepts to carry forward into the 
next phase.  

Appendix D: Evaluation Framework includes full ratings and explanation of how the project 
team rated each measure.  
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3 Recommendations 

Through both phases 2 and 3, the PMT, SAC, and PSC refined and narrowed the concepts 
reaching consensus about a set of concepts to advance to the environmental process. 

Recommendation Process 

The PMT, SAC and Steering Committee developed recommendations at several steps in the 
process. Detailed information about individual committee recommendations is provided in 
Appendix C Public Involvement. At each decision point, the PMT first reviewed the technical 
analysis and developed a recommendation for consideration by the SAC. The SAC reviewed the 
PMT recommendation and developed additional input for consideration by the Steering 
Committee. The Steering Committee reached consensus at each decision point. 

Recommended Concepts  

This facility plan recommends advancing the following concepts for further analysis during the 
NEPA process: 

 Improve Existing Concept  

 Auxiliary Lane Concept 

 Collector-Distributor Roadway Concept  

All concepts include TDM and TSM strategies, which assume a future increase in transit, 
bicycle, and pedestrian use. The Improve Existing Concept and Auxiliary Lane Concept include 
the local arterial bridge. These concepts are very similar except for the interchange at River 
Avenue/Division Avenue.  The local arterial bridge is not included in the Collector-Distributor 
Roadway Concept because the collector-distributor roadway provides a similar off-highway 
connection across the Willamette River. LTD reviewed all of the remaining concepts and agreed 
that these concepts are compatible with future transit service improvements. 

Improve Existing 

Figure 17 shows the Improve Existing Concept. 

This concept maintains most of the Highway and interchanges similar to where they are today, 
with upgrades to ramp length and configurations to improve safety and address congestion. 
This description focuses on the Beltline Highway mainline and local roadway connections, the 
Interchange Configuration section includes more information on each of the three interchanges. 

The Improve Existing Concept would: 

 Include a local arterial bridge connection between Beaver Street and Green Acres Road. 
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 Add auxiliary lanes across the river in both directions between the Delta Highway and the 
River Avenue/Division Avenue ramps. This would require replacing the Willamette River 
bridges.  

 Expand Delta Highway southbound by one auxiliary lane until it would exit north of 
Goodpasture Island Road. 

 Create a new intersection at Division Avenue, Beaver Street, and the local arterial bridge 
connection. 

 Upgrade Division Avenue between Beaver Street along Beltline Highway (maintaining one 
lane in each direction). 

 Upgrade the intersection of Lone Oak Avenue and Beaver Street. 

The Improve Existing Concept would make the following modifications to the Delta Highway 
and Goodpasture Island Road interchange (these changes are the same for all recommended 
concepts): 

 Extend the westbound and eastbound off-ramps to the Delta Highway from Beltline 
Highway.  

 Extend the eastbound auxiliary lane to Beltline Highway from the Delta Highway 
eastbound loop ramp.  

 Extend the distance for westbound acceleration to westbound Beltline Highway from the 
Delta Highway westbound loop ramp.  

 Reconfigure the northbound loop ramp terminal intersection to Delta Highway northbound 
to improve the sight-distance.  

 Remove the loop ramp from eastbound Beltline Highway to northbound Delta Highway. 
Northbound traffic would exit with southbound traffic, and then pass through a controlled 
intersection (signal or other control) to continue northbound on Delta Highway. 

 Expand Delta Highway southbound by one auxiliary lane until it would exit north of 
Goodpasture Island Road.  

 Expand Goodpasture Island Road to two lanes in each direction over Delta Highway, and 
the on and off-ramps would be expanded to two lanes to accommodate traffic. 

 Expand the westbound off-ramp to Delta Highway from one lane to two.  

Summary of Costs 

The planning level cost estimate for this concept is between $200 and $210 million in 2013 
dollars (includes replacing the Willamette River bridges but does not include right-of-way). 

Property Impacts 

River Road/Beltline Highway Interchange  
This concept could impact a parking lot on the southeast corner of River Avenue and River 
Road.  
 

Attachment C

PC Agenda - Page 219



BELTLINE HIGHWAY: COBURG ROAD TO RIVER ROAD FACILITY PLAN 

BELTLINE HIGHWAY: COBURG ROAD TO RIVER ROAD FACILITY PLAN 33 
JULY 2014 

River Avenue and Division Avenue/Beltline Highway Interchange  
Property impacts between River Road and Delta Highway, including the River Avenue, 
Division Avenue/Beltline Highway interchange, may include:  

 Buildings and property south of the Beltline Highway between River Avenue and Division 
Avenue.  

 Buildings and property north of the Beltline highway from reconstructing Division Avenue 
as it approaches the Beltline Highway.  

 Buildings between Beaver Street and Hunsaker Lane.  

 The arterial bridge may have impacts to the Delta Sand and Gravel property.  
 

Delta Highway/Beltline Highway Interchange  
This concept could have property impacts east of Delta Highway and north of Beltline 
Highway.  

Mobility  

 This concept would provide sufficient capacity for forecasted traffic volumes in 2035. In 2035 
during the PM peak hour, the Beltline Highway would operate at a v/c of 0.71 westbound 
and 0.62 eastbound between the River Road and Division Avenue interchanges, and a v/c of 
0.75 westbound and 0.63 eastbound between the Division Avenue and Delta Highway 
interchanges. The arterial bridge would operate at a v/c of 0.65 westbound and 0.23 
eastbound. 

 Travel demand across the river is essentially the same for all scenarios. 

 Ramp terminal intersections and other nearby intersections operate below or near capacity, 
but can accommodate forecasted volumes with changes such as signal retiming and adding 
turn lanes, where needed for all concepts. 

 The arterial bridge reduces demand on Beltline Highway, and will carry 17,000 vehicles on 
average per day. 
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Figure 17 Improve Existing Concept  
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Auxiliary Lane 

Figure 18 shows the Auxiliary Lane Concept. 

The Auxiliary Lane Concept adds an auxiliary lane on Beltline Highway between River Road 
and Delta Highway to provide more room for merging/diverging movements to improve 
traffic flow. This description focuses on the Beltline Highway mainline and local roadway 
connections; the next section includes more information on interchange concepts and 
configurations. 

The Auxiliary Lane Concept would: 

 Include a local arterial bridge connection between Beaver Street and Green Acres Road. 

 Add one lane to Beltline Highway in each direction over the Willamette River starting just 
west of Delta Highway to where the River Road interchange ramps connect to the mainline. 
This would require replacing the Willamette River bridges.  

 Upgrade Division Avenue (maintaining one lane in each direction) and reconfigure the 
intersection with Beaver Street. 

 Reconfigure the River Avenue connection to Beltline Highway and create a new intersection 
with Lone Oak Avenue and Beaver Street. 

 Make changes to the Delta Highway and Goodpasture Island Road as described in the 
Improve Existing Concept 

Summary of Costs 

The planning level cost estimate for this concept is between $215 and $225 million in 2013 
dollars (includes replacing the Willamette River bridges but does not include right-of-way).  

Property Impacts 

River Road/Beltline Highway Interchange and Delta Highway/Beltline Highway Interchange 
Property impacts at the River Road/Beltline Highway interchange are the same for all concepts. 
For impacts, see the section under the Improve Existing Concept.  
 

River Avenue and Division Avenue/Beltline Highway Interchange  
Property impacts between River Road and Delta Highway, including the River Avenue, 
Division Avenue/Beltline Highway Interchange may include:  

 Buildings and property north of the Beltline Highway from reconstructing Division Avenue 
as it approaches the Beltline Highway.  

 Buildings and property south of the Beltline Highway between River Avenue and Division 
Avenue  

The arterial bridge and Beltline Highway overcrossing may have impacts to the Delta Sand and 
Gravel property.  

Mobility 
This concept would provide sufficient capacity for forecasted traffic volumes in 2035. In 2035 
during the PM peak hour, the Beltline Highway would operate at a v/c of 0.71 westbound and 
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0.64 eastbound between the River Road and Division Avenue interchanges, and a v/c of 0.78 
westbound and 0.65 eastbound between the Division Avenue and Delta Highway interchanges. 
The arterial bridge would operate at a v/c of 0.64 westbound and 0.24 eastbound.  

Attachment C

PC Agenda - Page 225



BELTLINE HIGHWAY: COBURG ROAD TO RIVER ROAD FACILITY PLAN 

BELTLINE HIGHWAY: COBURG ROAD TO RIVER ROAD FACILITY PLAN 39 
JULY 2014 

 
Figure 18 Auxiliary Lane Concept
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Collector-Distributor Road 

Figure 19 shows the Collector-Distributor Road Concept. 

The Collector-Distributor Roadway Concept would provide a separate roadway parallel to the 
Beltline Highway from River Avenue/Division Avenue to east of the Delta Highway, moving 
most of the merge/diverge traffic movements off the mainline and onto a collector-distributor 
road.  

The Collector-Distributor Roadway Concept would: 

 Collect all traffic eastbound from River Avenue, Division Avenue, and Delta Highway, to 
merge with Beltline Highway east of the Delta Highway interchange. 

 Collect merging and diverging westbound traffic east of the Delta Highway interchange to 
merge onto Beltline Highway near the existing River Avenue/Division Avenue interchange. 

 Collect traffic merging onto westbound Beltline Highway from the River Avenue/Division 
Avenue interchange on Division Avenue to River Road, where it would enter the highway 
at the interchange. 

 Make changes to the Delta Highway and Goodpasture Island Road as described in the 
Improve Existing Concept. 

Summary of Costs 

The planning level cost estimate for this concept is between $260 and $270 million in 2013 
dollars (includes replacing the Willamette River bridges but does not include right-of-way).  

Property Impacts 

River Road/Beltline Highway Interchange and Delta Highway/Beltline Highway Interchange 
Property impacts at the River Road/Beltline Highway interchange are the same for all concepts. 
For impacts, see the section under the Improve Existing Concept.  
 

River Avenue and Division Avenue/Beltline Highway Interchange  
Property impacts between River Road and Delta Highway, including the River Avenue, 
Division Avenue/Beltline Highway Interchange may include:  

 Buildings and property south of the Beltline Highway between River Avenue and Division 
Avenue  

 Buildings and property south of the Beltline Highway between River Avenue and Division 
Avenue  

The Beltline Highway undercrossing and local road connections may have impacts to the Delta 
Sand and Gravel property.  

Delta Highway/Beltline Highway Interchange  
This concept may impact buildings and property south of Beltline Highway west of Delta 
Highway.  
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Goodpasture Island Road/Delta Highway Interchange  
Property impacts at the Goodpasture Island Road/Delta Highway interchange are the same for 
all concepts. For impacts, see the section under the Improve Existing Concept. 

Mobility 
This concept adds capacity with the collector-distributor roads over the river, though the lack of 
a local arterial bridge does not reduce demand on Beltline Highway.  

This concept would provide sufficient capacity for forecasted traffic volumes in 2035. In 2035 
during the PM peak hour, the Beltline Highway would operate at a v/c of 0.65 westbound and 
0.68 eastbound between the River Road and Division Avenue interchanges, and a v/c of 0.63 
westbound and 0.67 eastbound between the Division Avenue and Delta Highway interchanges.   
The collector-distributor roads would operate at a v/c of 0.69 westbound and 0.60 eastbound.
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Figure 19 Collector-Distributor Concept 
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4 Interchange Area Management Plans 

Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 734-051-0155 requires an IAMP for new and upgraded 
interchanges to ensure safe and efficient operations between connecting roadways to protect the 
function of the interchange and minimize the need for future major interchange improvements.  

The State Legislature passed Senate Bill 408 (SB408) in 2013 to address access management in 
facility plans which recommend changes to properties abutting State Highways.  While the 
rules were under development during this planning effort, the project team determined that no 
access closures would be recommended as part of this facility plan and that access would be 
managed through City policies and ODOT/City coordination.  As the NEPA process refines 
each concept to select a preferred alternative, and the rule is further developed, SB408 will 
continue to be applied if access changes are proposed.  This chapter explains those access 
management policy concepts.   

The interchange area management plans that follow recommended access management policies 
that can be implemented ahead of design and construction of the recommended interchanges as 
well as a description of potential access impacts, changes and management tools that may be 
explored prior to implementation of interchange improvements.  

Specific funding sources to implement this facility plan have not yet been identified, though 
funding is likely to come from the City, LCOG, and ODOT. As the city develops Eugene’s TSP, 
and LCOG finalizes the RTSP, ODOT will work with these two jurisdictions to include the 
Facility Plan and potential early implementation elements in the financially constrained list, as 
appropriate. 

Interchange Area Management Plans 

This facility plan includes IAMPs based on recommendations that will move forward into the 
NEPA phase. As the participating agencies determine the preferred alternative in the 
environmental study phase, these IAMPs may need to be refined to include additional high-
level policies and actions that address how best to protect interchange improvements and 
function by identifying necessary transportation, land use, and access management actions. 
Additionally, if the city or ODOT make any large changes to the interchange concepts during 
the environmental study phase, the IAMPs will be updated to reflect these changes.  

To comply with OAR 734-051-0155, the City of Eugene and the Oregon Transportation 
Commission will need to agree on IAMPs prior to construction of substantial interchange 
improvements. Prior to construction, the IAMPs prepared for the Beltline Highway will need to: 

 Be developed no later than the time an interchange is designed or is being redesigned 

Attachment C

PC Agenda - Page 232



INTERCHANGE AREA MANAGEMENT PLANS 

46 BELTLINE HIGHWAY: COBURG ROAD TO RIVER ROAD FACILITY PLAN 
 JULY 2014 

 Identify opportunities to improve operations and safety in conjunction with roadway 
projects and property development or redevelopment and adopt policies, provisions, and 
development standards to capture those opportunities 

 Include short, medium, and long-range actions to improve operations and safety within the 
designated study area 

 Consider current and future traffic volumes and flows, roadway geometry, traffic control 
devices, current and planned land uses and zoning, and the location of all current and 
planned approaches 

 Provide adequate assurance of the safe operation of the facility through the design traffic 
forecast period, typically 20 years  

 Consider existing and proposed uses of all the property within the designated study area 
consistent with its comprehensive plan designations and zoning 

 Be consistent with any applicable Access Management Plan, corridor plan or other facility 
plan adopted by the Oregon Transportation Commission 

 Include policies, provisions, and standards from local comprehensive plans, transportation 
system plans, and land use and subdivision codes that are relied upon for consistency and 
that are relied upon to implement the IAMP 

Additionally, the three interchanges will need to be monitored by the city, county, and ODOT 
to ensure that the interchanges continue to function at a reasonable level. Based on the traffic 
analysis found earlier in this Facility Plan, all recommended concepts meet applicable ODOT 
mobility targets and Eugene mobility standards.  
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River Road Interchange Area Management Plan 

River Road is a major north-south five lane arterial in north Eugene. The interchange study area 
includes the signalized on- and off-ramps for the Beltline Highway, the signalized River 
Avenue/River Road/Silver Lane intersection, the signalized River Road/Division 
Avenue/Ruby Avenue intersection, LTD’s River Road Transit Station, commercial 
development, and a number of associated commercial driveways. LTD is studying transit 
improvements in this area; future improvements to the River Road interchange will need to be 
coordinated with LTD. 

Existing and Future Safety and Traffic Conditions 

Between 2007 and 2011, there were higher occurrences of reported crashes along River Road 
north of Beltline Highway and also at the Silver Lane/River Road intersection just south of 
Beltline Highway compared to other study intersections. Most of these crashes were either rear-
end crashes or turning crashes.  

On River Road between Silver Lane and Corliss Lane within the study area, the left-turn egress 
movement at four of the access driveways does not meet city level of service standards. 
Currently, vehicles making turns onto River Road can experience long delays when trying to 
make this movement. These accesses serve Abby’s Pizza, Key Bank, Bi-Mart, and the Wendy’s. 
Additionally, queuing analysis shows that during peak periods, queues can extend between 
intersections along River Road near the Beltline Highway westbound and eastbound ramps, the 
Silver Lane intersection, and the Santa Clara intersection. The northbound queue on River Road 
extends south of the Silver Lane/River Avenue intersection and also blocks some of the access 
driveways on the east side of River Road.  

Future (2035) congestion on River Road is expected to increase from existing conditions at River 
Road/Ruby Avenue/Division Avenue, and vehicles making turns onto River Road will 
experience delays at a five of the unsignalized driveways on River Road between River Avenue 
and Corliss Lane. Future anticipated vehicle queues extend nearly the full length of the River 
Road corridor within the study area both northbound and southbound in the peak hour.  

Existing Accesses 

North of the Beltline Highway, two private accesses onto River Road are located within a 
quarter mile of the Beltline Highway off-ramp (one right-in entrance only and one full-access 
driveway). Both private accesses are on the east side of River Road. The intersections of River 
Road and Division Avenue/Ruby Avenue and Santa Clara Avenue are also within a quarter 
mile of the interchange north of the highway. 

South of the Beltline Highway, the River Road/Silver Lane intersection is within a quarter mile 
of the Beltline Highway ramp terminal. There are nine accesses on the west side of River Road, 
and five on the east, all accessing commercial properties. All of these private accesses 
accommodate traffic both entering and exiting except for one pair of driveways that operate as a 
couplet with entrance only and exit only. 

Additionally, Eugene has city-specific standards in city code which apply to River Road. Within 
the influence area of a controlled (signalized) intersection of a major arterial, city code states 
that “except when an existing lot or parcel is located entirely within the intersection influence 
area, no access connection to an arterial or major collector street shall be located within the 
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intersection influence area.” For River Road, the intersection influence area is 250 feet. Outside 
of intersection influence areas, according to city code, accesses should be spaced 200 feet apart. 
None of the accesses south of the River Road/River Avenue/Silver Lane intersection meet this 
250 foot standard for intersection influence, or the 200 foot standard for distance between 
accesses. 

Interchange Concept 

Figure 20 shows the detail of the proposed improvement to the existing conditions at the River 
Road interchange. 

The River Road interchange would have the same configuration with any corridor concept. The 
following changes would occur: 

 Widen the eastbound on- and off-ramps by one lane each creating a three lane off-ramp 
and a two lane on-ramp at River Road. 

 Widen the westbound off-ramp from Beltline Highway to River Road to four lanes. 

 Improve the ramp terminal intersections at River Road better accommodate turning 
vehicles.  

 Widen River Road northbound north of Corliss Lane to three lanes, and widen to four 
lanes between River Avenue and Beltline Highway  

 Widen River Road northbound north of Beltline Highway to three lanes to Santa Clara 
Road. 

Attachment C

PC Agenda - Page 235



BELTLINE HIGHWAY: COBURG ROAD TO RIVER ROAD FACILITY PLAN 

BELTLINE HIGHWAY: COBURG ROAD TO RIVER ROAD FACILITY PLAN 49 
JULY 2014 

  

 
Figure 20 Detail of the River Road Interchange 
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Access Management Policies  

As parcels redevelop or apply for use changes with the city, according to the City of Eugene’s 
Arterial and Collector Street Plan, Eugene will “look for opportunities to consolidate multiple 
accesses into fewer driveways, particularly on commercial frontage along arterials.” No changes 
to existing accesses are recommended at this point, and future access management actions will 
rely on the city implementing their access policies if and when these commercial properties 
along River Road are redeveloped or the property owner applies for a zoning change. In the no-
build condition, ODOT will not consider changes to private access or public streets.  

The city controls the signalized intersections at Ruby Avenue/Division Avenue and River 
Road, and Silver Lane/River Avenue and River Road and will work closely with ODOT to use 
these signals to manage traffic and access to the adjacent Beltline Highway ramp terminals. 
Coordination between the city and ODOT could help reduce congestion and safety concerns at 
the ramp terminals. 

Additionally, the Eugene TSP will recommend access management policies on key transit 
corridors including River Road to ensure safe and smooth traffic operations. The facility plan 
and IAMPs in this document defer to the Eugene TSP to implement future access management 
policies and changes.  

Eugene is beginning a study of transit improvements between northwest Eugene and Lane 
Community College; River Road may be studied during this process. Future evaluation of 
concepts should consider transit service improvements on River Road. 

Alternative Mobility Standards 

The River Road on- and off-ramps operate within the OHP mobility target of 0.90 v/c in both 
the existing and future no-build conditions. The westbound ramps operate at a v/c of 0.63 in 
the existing condition and 0.73 in the 2035 no-build condition. The eastbound ramps operate at 
a v/c of 0.71 and 0.82 in the existing and future conditions, respectively. Though the ramp 
termini operate within mobility targets, substantial queuing occurs on River Road in both the 
existing and future no-build conditions. Appendix A includes more information about the 
existing and future conditions. In the future build condition, all on- and off-ramps meet 
applicable mobility targets. Alternative mobility targets will not be needed in the no-build 
condition.   
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River Avenue/Division Avenue Interchange Area 
Management Plan 

The River Avenue/Division Avenue interchange is a button-hook style interchange with 
Division Avenue north of Beltline Highway, and River Avenue south of Beltline Highway. The 
two streets are connected via an underpass on the west bank of the Willamette River. From the 
westbound Beltline Highway, vehicles exit to Division Avenue, and can either pass underneath 
Beltline Highway to access River Avenue, or access neighborhoods and commercial areas north 
of Beltline Highway by staying on Division Avenue. 

The Beltline Highway eastbound off-ramp crosses River Avenue at a stop-controlled 
intersection with the eastbound on-ramp, creating confusion for some drivers who may be 
unfamiliar with the interchange configuration. The eastbound on-ramp from River Avenue is 
very short and requires vehicles to merge immediately onto mainline Beltline Highway before 
the two-lane bridge over the Willamette River. 

Existing and Future Safety and Traffic Conditions 

In 2010, two fatal crashes occurred near this interchange; alcohol was cited as contributing 
factor in both crashes. There were also a number of reported crashes along Beltline Highway 
near this interchange, and on Division and River Avenues. Most of the crashes on the mainline 
near this interchange were rear-end crashes, which are likely a result of congestion on the 
highway. 

The Division Avenue/Beaver Street intersection will not meet county level of service standards 
in 2035, indicating that vehicles will experience delay and congested conditions as they move 
through the intersection, though the other ramps and intersections near this interchange meet 
current city, county, and ODOT standards in the future condition.  

Existing Accesses 

Similar to the River Road interchange, 12 private accesses and one public road are located along 
River Avenue within a quarter mile of the ramp terminals, mostly north of River Avenue, 
accessing commercial properties. Though none of these accesses meet ODOT spacing standards, 
this IAMP does not recommend change at this time. Three private accesses to the aggregate 
mining property north of Beltline Highway are located on Division Avenue are located within a 
quarter mile of the ramp terminal. The public street intersection of Division Avenue and Beaver 
Street is also located, within a quarter mile of the ramp terminal. 

Interchange Concepts 

The River Avenue/Division Avenue interchange configuration would vary with each concept.  

Improve Existing  

This concept includes the local arterial bridge, which would connect from Delta Highway at 
Green Acres Road to Beaver Street north of Beltline Highway and Division Avenue. With this 
concept, the River Avenue/Division Avenue interchange would be reconstructed in its current 
form with an underpass west of the Willamette River under Beltline Highway between River 
Avenue and Division Avenue. The location of the intersection of the local arterial bridge and 
Beaver Street, the footprint of the new underpass and the location of the intersection of the 
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westbound off-ramp could vary in this concept. Figures 21 and 22 show the two interchange 
options.  Figure 22 is a refinement to minimize impacts to adjacent properties. 

  

 
Figure 21 Improve Existing Option 1 
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Auxiliary Lane Concept  

This concept also includes the local arterial bridge, but replaces the Beltline Highway underpass 
near the Willamette with an overpass closer to Beaver Street. Both provide an eastbound on-
ramp and a westbound off-ramp from the new overpass to the Beltline Highway. There are two 
options for the location of the new overpass: 

 Option 1: This option locates the overpass east of Beaver Street. Vehicles would connect 
to Division Avenue from River Avenue via an intersection at Beaver Street and Lone 
Oak Road. Connections from Division Avenue would occur at Beaver Street.  

 Option 2: This option locates the overpass directly west of the Beaver Street alignment 
to reduce impacts to the aggregate mining company. Local access would be maintained 
from River Avenue to the RV dump station at the Metropolitan Wastewater 
Management Commission (MWMC) facility.  

Figures 23 and 24 show the two Auxiliary Lane interchange options. 

  

 
Figure 22 Improve Existing Option 2 
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Figure 23 River Avenue/Division Avenue Interchange Auxiliary Lane Concept Option 1 

 
Figure 24 River Avenue/Division Avenue Interchange Auxiliary Lane Concept Option 2 
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Collector-Distributor Concept  

This concept is the only concept advanced that does not include the local arterial bridge. The 
collector-distributor road effectively serves as this local connection. In lieu of the local arterial 
bridge, vehicles would use the collector-distributor roadway to cross the Willamette River 
without using the mainline. The concept maintains the underpass connection between River 
and Division Avenues, but would elongate the on- and off-ramps and separate 
merging/diverging traffic onto the collector-distributor road. It creates two controlled 
intersections; one between River and Division Avenues, and one between Division Avenue and 
Beaver Street. The interchange would impact businesses south of Beltline Highway on River 
Avenue. Two design variations have been developed that have different business impacts. 
Figures 25 and 26 show the two interchange configuration options. 

 

  

 
Figure 25 Collector- Distributor River Avenue/Division Avenue Interchange Option 1 
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Access Management Policies  

No changes to existing accesses are recommended at this point, and future access management 
rely on the city implementing their access policies if and when these commercial properties 
along River and Division Avenues are redeveloped or the property owner applies for a zoning 
change.  

Alternative Mobility Standards 

The River Avenue and Division Avenue on- and off-ramps operate within the OHP mobility 
target of 0.90 in both the existing and future conditions. The Division Avenue westbound ramps 
operate at a v/c of 0.28 in the existing condition and 0.46 in the 2035 no-build condition. The 
eastbound River Avenue and Division Avenue ramps operate at a v/c of 0.31 and 0.49 in the 
existing and future conditions, respectively. Appendix A includes more information about the 
existing and future conditions. In the future build concept, all on- and off-ramps meet 
applicable mobility targets. Alternative mobility targets will not be needed in the no-build 
condition.   

  

 
Figure 26 Collector- Distributor River Avenue/Division Avenue Interchange Option 2 
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Delta Highway Interchange Area Management Plan 

The Delta Highway interchange at Beltline Highway is a three loop cloverleaf with a northwest 
quadrant on-ramp. The three “leaves” of the cloverleaf are characterized by very short 
merge/diverge areas. The eastbound ramp is especially problematic where vehicles merging 
onto mainline Beltline Highway conflict with vehicles exiting the highway to go north on Delta 
Highway.  

Existing and Future Safety and Traffic Conditions 

The Delta Highway/Green Acres Road (westbound Beltline Highway on-ramp) intersection has 
a higher rate of reported crashes relative to other intersections. One fatal accident occurred in 
this area; alcohol was cited as a factor. The segment of Beltline Highway at the interchange and 
the segment just east where the Green Acres on-ramp meets the mainline are statewide Safety 
Priority Index System (SPIS) top 10 percent segments. Additionally, there are a high number of 
reported crashes for the eastbound to southbound Beltline Highway off-ramp, and leading to 
the westbound off-ramp.  

Forecast no-build traffic conditions in 2035 will fail to meet city and county intersection 
operation standards: 

 Western-most unsignalized commercial access along Green Acres Road  

 Unsignalized access at Market of Choice on Green Acres Road  

 Northern Home Depot unsignalized access on Delta Highway 

 Delta Highway and Green Acres Road/westbound Beltline Highway On-Ramp terminal 
intersection 

Traffic queues extend from the signal at Delta Highway along Green Acres Road, blocking 
commercial access points along the road to the signalized access to Home Depot and past the 
signal east of Home Depot. 

Existing Accesses 

Seven private non-controlled accesses are located north of Beltline Highway on Delta Highway 
within a quarter mile of the ramp terminals. Additionally, two public accesses, Green Acres 
Road and the westbound Beltline Highway on-ramp, and two private (access-restricted) 
driveways are located north of Beltline Highway on Delta Highway. South of Beltline Highway, 
at the interchange at Goodpasture Island Road is within a quarter mile of the ramp terminals. 

The southbound access spacing between Beltline Highway and Goodpasture Island Road meets 
Lane County access management standards of 700 feet, but the spacing between the 
northbound Goodpasture Island/Delta Highway on-ramp and the Beltline Highway eastbound 
off-ramp does not meet Lane County standards found in the Lane County Code section 15.138.  

Interchange Concept 

The Delta Highway interchange would change substantially under all concepts. The new 
interchange would not include the loop ramp from eastbound Beltline Highway to northbound 
Delta Highway. Northbound traffic would exit with southbound traffic and pass through a 
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controlled intersection (e.g. signal) making a left turn to go north on Delta Highway. Other 
changes would include: 

 Extend the eastbound and westbound off-ramp to the Delta Highway. 

 Extend the eastbound auxiliary lane to Beltline Highway from the Delta Highway 
eastbound loop ramp.  

 Extend the acceleration distance to Beltline Highway from the Delta Highway westbound 
loop ramp.  

 Change the northeast loop ramp to increase the acceleration distance onto the westbound 
Beltline Highway. 

 Add an auxiliary lane to Delta Highway southbound to Goodpasture Island Road.  

For the Improve Existing and Auxiliary Lane Concepts, the existing westbound on-ramp from 
Green Acres Road becomes a connection to the local arterial bridge and no longer provides for a 
connection to westbound Beltline Highway; in both concepts southbound on Delta Highway is 
able to access the westbound Beltline Highway via a left turn to the loop ramp (Improve 
Existing Concept) or a new on-ramp (Auxiliary Lane Concept). For the Collector-Distributor 
Road Concept, the on-ramp from Green Acres Road becomes the on-ramp to the westbound 
collector-distributor roadway. Figures 27, 28, and 29 show the three interchange concepts. 

 
Figure 27 Detail of the Delta Highway Interchange – Improve Existing Concept   
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Figure 28 Detail of the Delta Highway Interchange – Auxiliary Lane Concept 

 

Figure 29 Detail of the Delta Highway Interchange – Collector-Distributor Concept 
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Access Management Policies 

Since Lane County owns and operates Delta Highway, the county’s spacing standards and 
access management policies apply to this interchange. The county’s access management policies 
include considering joint accesses where possible, limiting access points to one, and, in the case 
of corner lots, providing access on the intersecting street with the lowest expected traffic 
volumes, or the road with the lower functional classification upon development or application 
for a land use change. 

This interchange area is already populated with established commercial properties and the 
associated accesses. No access management changes are anticipated.  

Alternative Mobility Standards 

The Delta Highway westbound on-ramp operates within the OHP mobility target of 0.90 in the 
existing condition, but is over the target with a v/c exceeding 1.0 in the future no-build 
condition. The westbound Delta Highway off-ramp operates at a v/c of 0.64, within the Lane 
County operational standard of 0.85, in the existing condition and 0.74 in the 2035 no-build 
condition. Appendix A includes more information about the existing and future conditions. 
Alternative mobility targets will only be needed on the Delta Highway westbound on-ramp in 
the no-build condition.  
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5 Next Steps 

This facility plan provides the groundwork for future National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) analysis. Additionally, since the facility plan includes three interchanges, if there are 
any changes or modifications during the NEPA analyses, the IAMPs included in this plan will 
need to be modified to satisfy state (ODOT) requirements. 

The city is finalizing this facility plan concurrently with the City of Eugene’s Transportation 
System Plan (TSP) process, and the city will include outcomes of this plan in the TSP. 

This facility plan must be adopted by the appropriate agencies including ODOT, LCOG, Lane 
County, and the City of Eugene. 
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Benchmarks 

Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) requires that regional and local TSPs be designed to achieve 
adopted standards for increasing transportation choices and reducing reliance on the automobile.  
Further, OAR 660-012-0035(5) requires that MPO areas adopt standards that were approved by the 
Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC). These standards were approved by LCDC in 
2001, and adopted as part of TransPlan in 2002. Because TransPlan remains the metro area’s regional 
transportation system plan, the standards adopted by LDCD in 2001 are still in effect today. 

OAR 660-012-0035(7) requires local TSPs to include benchmarks to assure satisfactory progress towards 
meeting the approved standards. LCDC, the MPOs, and local governments regularly evaluate the results 
of efforts to achieve the standards’ objective of increasing transportation choices and reducing reliance 
on the automobile.  

Since the adoption of TransPlan in 2002, much has been learned about local market forces, where 
mixed-use development and “20 Minute Neighborhoods” are likely to locate and thrive, and the 
improvements and programs that are most successful in meeting the adopted standards.  There has also 
been – and continues to be -- much progress in the methods of measuring these benchmarks.  
Therefore, the Eugene 2035 TSP retains the LCDC-approved standards as required by the TPR and 
introduces improved benchmarks that will more accurately communicate progress towards increasing 
transportation choices and reducing reliance on the automobile, and better reflect local targets for 
bicycle, walking, and transit travel and achieving the land use patterns promoted by Envision Eugene, A 
Community Vision for 2032. 
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LCDC-Approved 

Performance Measures 
(from TransPlan) 

 

 
 

Measurement 

 
Benchmarks 

 
How Measured 

 
2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

        
 
% Non-Auto Trips  
“Active Mode Share” 
 
 
 

 
% walking and biking trips 
 
 
 
 

 
15% 
 
(7% walk 
8% bike) 
 
 

 
24% 
 
 

 
33% 
 
 

 
40% 
 
 
 

 
45% 
 
 
 

 
ACS commute statistics and 
additional pedestrian and bike 
data as they becomes 
available from City & LCOG 
counts.  
 
 

 
% Transit Mode Share 
on Congested Corridors  
 

 
% Transit trips 
 
 
 

 
2.5% 

 
4% 

 
6% 

 
8% 

 
10% 

 
LCOG data, 
LTD data (boardings)  
or 
ACS commute statistics 
(ACS=4.1% transit now) 
 
 

Priority Bikeway Miles  
 

Length of new or improved 
bikeways and sidewalks  
 
 

0 miles 25 
miles 
and 
Imple-
ment  
a bike 
share 
progra
m 
 

50 
miles 

75 
miles 

100 miles 
 
 

GIS: Count projects that receive 
striping for bike lanes, bike 
signals, bike boxes, and other 
improvements. 
 
(TSP has 99.77 miles of projects 
in 20 year horizon) 
 
 

Acres of zoned nodal 
development  
 
 
 
 

 
Proportion of population living in 
mixed use communitiesi 
 
Total Population living in mixed use 
communities1 
 

 
 
14.0% 
 
 
24,489 
 
 

 
 
14.% 

 
 
14.5% 
 
 
29,000 

 
 
15.0% 

 
 
15.7% 
 
 
34,320 
 

GIS,  U.S. Census 

{00204226;1 }  
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LCDC-Approved 

Performance Measures 
(from TransPlan) 

 

 
 

Measurement 

 
Benchmarks 

 
How Measured 

 
2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

% of dwelling units built 
in nodes  
 

Citywide average density 
(persons/acre1) 

5.08 
 

5.1 5.4 5.8 6.03 
 

LCOG, Census 
 

% of New “Total” 
Employment in Nodes  
 

Number of Employees within 
“20 Minute neighborhood,” 
Mixed Use, and Core 
Commercial Areas 
 

X 
(X=2015 
data) 

1.1xX 1.5xX 1.7xX 2xX LCOG data 

Internal VMT  
(Internal VMT is total VMT 
minus the VMT associated 
with through trips.)  
 

Internal VMT X 
(X=2015 
data) 

.99X 
 

.95X 
 

.9X 
 

.89 X 
 

LCOG data 

VMT/Capita  
 
 
 
 

Per Capita Daily Vehicle Miles 
Traveled for Light-duty 
Passenger Vehicles1 
 
Per Capita Daily Vehicle Miles 
Traveled for Light-duty 
Commercial Vehicles1 
 

 
22.2 
 
 
 
2.89 
 

 
21 
 
 
 
2.8 

 
19 
 
 
 
2.6 

 
18 
 
 
 
2.35 

 
17.5 
 
 
 
2.27 
 

LCOG data 

The above benchmarks have been accepted by the City of Eugene, but are contingent on the continued cooperation of all regional partners, 
including the City of Springfield, Lane County, Central Lane MPO, Oregon Department of Transportation and, especially, Lane Transit District. 
 
 

1 Results from the Central Lane Scenario Planning’s GreenStep Modeling: figures from 2010 are shown in 2015 column and figures to meet Eugene’s 
community climate/energy goal are shown in the 2035 column. 
 
 

{00204226;1 }  

                                                           

Attachment C

PC Agenda - Page 253



Attachment C

PC Agenda - Page 254



Legend on adjoining page

5

River Rd

Hwy 99N

W 11th Ave
Cobu

rg R
d

Beltline Rd

W 18th Ave

Royal Ave

Gre
en 

Hil
l R

d

E 30th Ave

Barger Dr

Wi
llam

ette
 St

Ch
am

ber
s S

t

Roosevelt Blvd

Hil
yar

d S
t

Irving Rd

Beltline Rd

NW Expressway

Ba
iley

 Hi
ll R

d

Harlow Rd

W 7th AveBe
ltlin

e R
d

De
lta 

Hw
y

Oa
k S

t

S B
ert

els
en 

Rd

N T
err

y S
t

Crescent Ave

W 13th Ave

Airport Rd Irvington Dr

Cal Young Rd

Ga
tew

ay 
St

Ag
ate

 St

Oa
kw

ay 
Rd

E Amazon Dr

Se
nec

a R
d

W 28th Ave

Ec
ho 

Ho
llow

 Rd

Franklin Blvd

Wi
llow

 Cr
eek

 Rd

Hwy 99W

Lorane Hwy

Maxwell Rd

5

5

105105 105

14

19

9

15

16

17

18

8

13

11

112
4 6

3 7

10 5

2

Map: 4/22/13

0 10.5
Miles

Map 9.8010
Adopted Plans

Attachment D

PC Agenda - Page 255

CEEXKPB
Text Box
Exhibit C to Ord.



This map is intended as general reference for
the boundaries of plans adopted by the Eugene
City Council.  For specific boundaries, please
refer to the plan.  Map prepared by Eugene
Planning and Development Department.
(Some plans have overlapping boundaries.)

5/2/16

Map 9.8010
Adopted Plans Legend

City or Metropolitan Area Plans
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)
Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan = City Limits (not shown)
Eugene Commercial Lands Study = UGB 
Eugene Parks & Recreation Plan = UGB 
Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan = UGB + Airport Master Plan Area (not shown)
Metro Plan = Metro Area
TransPlan = Metro Area

Eugene Downtown Plan
EWEB Downtown Riverfront Specific Area Plan
Riverfront Park Study Area
West University Refinement Plan
19th & Agate Special Area Study
Fairmount/University Special Area Plan
Walnut Station Specific Area Plan
Laurel Hill Plan
South Hills Study
South Willamette Subarea Study
Jefferson/Far West Refinement Plan
Westside Neighborhood Plan
Whiteaker Plan
Willakenzie Area Plan
River Road -Santa Clara Urban Facilities Plan
Bethel-Danebo Refinement Plan
Bethel-Danebo Neighborhood Refinement Plan, Phase II, West Eugene Industrial Study
Willow Creek Special Area Study
West Eugene Wetlands Plan
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Executive Summary 
 

The Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan (TSP) describes a system of transportation facilities and 
services that will serve the needs of Eugene residents over the next 20 years. The 2035 TSP is the 
transportation element of Eugene’s comprehensive land use planning.  It has been designed in 
conjunction with the Envision Eugene project, the 
community’s evolving plan for how Eugene will grow for 
the next 20 years. The 2035 TSP’s planned transportation 
infrastructure, goals, and policies support an economically 
vital, healthy, and equitable community. 

For decades the Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area has 
had a shared regional comprehensive plan and regional 
transportation system plan, known as the Metro Plan and 
TransPlan (last comprehensively updated in 2010 and 
2002, respectively).  These plans guided transportation 
decisions for both Eugene and Springfield inside a shared 
urban growth boundary. For both cities, TransPlan 
functioned as both the Local Transportation System Plan 
and the Regional Transportation System Plan.  In 2007, the 
Oregon Legislature passed House Bill 3337, which required 
Eugene and Springfield to develop separate urban growth 
boundaries. As a result, Eugene began the Envision Eugene 
project, including the preparation of this Eugene 2035 TSP to serve as Eugene’s first Local Transportation 
System Plan, separate from Springfield.  

By articulating policies, priorities, and providing a list of construction projects and programs, the 2035 
TSP ensures that Eugene’s transportation system meets this community’s needs, communicates the 
City’s aspirations, and conforms to state and regional policies.  

Guiding Principles and Goals of the TSP  

The 2035 TSP is fundamentally rooted in the City’s commitments to the following principles:  

 triple-bottom line planning - advancing social equity, environmental health, and economic 
prosperity to build a sustainable future for all members of the community;  

 addressing climate recovery; 

 emphasizing active transportation; 

 supporting public health;  

 promoting a Vision Zero Goal that no loss of life or serious injury on our transportation system is 
acceptable; and  

 supporting economic vitality.   

The Eugene Transportation 
System Plan defines how the 
transportation system should 
change over the next 20 years 
to address the needs of 
residents, businesses, and 
visitors.  
The plan addresses: 

 Roadway, bicycle, 
pedestrian, transit, air and 
rail networks 

 Transportation project lists 
and funding 

 Transportation policies 
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These principles shaped the five primary goals and related policies of the 2035 TSP. 

Goal 1: Create an integrated transportation system that is safe and efficient; supports the Metro Plan’s 
land use diagram, Envision Eugene, A Community Vision for 2032 (2012), the City of Eugene’s target for a 
50 percent reduction in fossil fuel consumption, and other City land use and economic development 
goals; reduces reliance on single-occupancy automobiles; and enhances community livability.  

Goal 2: Advance regional sustainability by providing a transportation system that improves economic 
vitality, environmental health, social equity, and overall well-being.  

Goal 3: Strengthen community resilience to changes in climate, increases in fossil fuel prices, and 
economic fluctuations by making the transportation networks diverse, adaptable, and not reliant on any 
single mode.  

Goal 4: Address the transportation needs and safety of all travelers, including people of all ages, 
abilities, races, ethnicities, and incomes.  Through transportation investments, respond to the needs of 
system users, be context sensitive, and distribute the benefits and impacts of transportation decisions 
fairly throughout the City.  

Goal 5:  By the year 2035 triple the percentage of trips made on foot, by bicycle, and by transit from 
2014 levels. 

Long-Term Multimodal Transportation System Projects 

To support Eugene’s growth over the next twenty years, the transportation system projects in the 2035 
TSP are intended to increase transportation choices, reduce reliance on the automobile by better 
accommodating and encouraging travel by foot and bike for short trips, improve safety for all street 
users, and provide for more reliable transit service along identified corridors.  These 2035 TSP projects 
are organized into five categories that suggest timeframes for implementation based on complexity, 
likely available funding (including potential funding sources), and assessment of need, including: 

 Projects to be completed within 20 years; 

 Operational projects (on-going); 

 Projects to complete upon development; 

 Projects to be completed beyond 20 years; and, 

 Study projects. 

Pedestrian System Projects  

The 2035 TSP’s pedestrian-oriented projects and programs in each of the five categories are aimed at 
serving different types of walking trips for people of all ages and abilities. To ensure that walking is a 
viable choice for trips of less than half a mile within Eugene, pedestrians must feel safe and comfortable, 
and have convenient access to their desired destinations. The pedestrian capital projects and 
operational programs in the 2035 TSP focus on:  

 Filling gaps in the sidewalk network between neighborhoods, schools, parks, recreational areas, 
activity centers, and major transit stops, and to regional facilities; 

 Adding arterial and collector street crossings and safety enhancements; 
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LONG-TERM MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PROJECTS 

iii 

 Widening the shared use pathway system in the busiest sections; and 

 Education about walking safety and access to key routes. 

Bicycle System Projects 

To encourage increased travel by bicycle, the 2035 TSP provides a list of projects and programs in each 
of the five categories that will improve safety, convenience, and direct connections for people traveling 
by bike. Bicycling promotes the health of individuals, has a low impact on the environment, and allows 
people to move independently throughout the community without motorized vehicles, including many 
who cannot or choose not to drive. The bicycle-oriented capital projects and operational programs in 
the 2035 TSP focus on:  

 Completing the bicycle route network throughout the City; 

 Street designs that slow speeds on neighborhood greenways; 

 Increasing the quantity of bike lanes that are separated or buffered from motorized traffic or parked 
cars; 

 A convenient bike share system; 

 Better wayfinding signage; 

 Educational programs; 

 Expanded bike storage on buses and at transit stops and stations; and 

 Improved bicycle connections to transit hubs. 

Transit System 

The City’s land use and transportation planning relies on frequent, reliable transit service to serve “Key 
Corridors” where higher density and mixed-use development is encouraged.   The provision of high-
quality, available, and reliable transit service fundamentally supports the environment, economic 
development, and equity for all travelers.                         

The 2035 TSP focuses on collaboration with the Lane Transit District (LTD) to provide service 
enhancements, capital improvements, and policies that support:  

 Changes to streets and intersections to facilitate bus movement; 

 Frequent and reliable transit service, including bus rapid transit (e.g., “EmX”-style of transit service) 
along Key Corridors; 

 Amenities that also serve pedestrians and people on bikes, and intermodal connections to transit; 

 Car share and bike share programs that can extend the first and last mile of transit trips; and 

 Refinements to transit routes and schedules. 
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Street-related Projects and Programs 

The street-related projects in the five categories focus on strategies that improve connections between 
existing neighborhoods, employment, and commercial areas; provide connections to newly developed 
areas; improve safety for all travelers, and increase the use of Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) and Transportation System Management and Operations (TSMO) programs that increase the 
efficiency of the existing system.   

The 2035 TSP also includes traffic signal system improvements that the City can pursue to strategically 
improve the operational efficiency of specific intersections and important roadways. These projects 
include new traffic signals, updating existing traffic signals, adding accessible pedestrian signal devices to 
existing traffic signals, and implementing a master traffic communications plan. 

Multimodal Projects within 20 Years  

The multimodal projects reflect the City’s current priorities for implementation through the year 2035. 
These projects may be funded through a combination of public and private dollars. The 276 projects 
included in the 20-year lists include:  

 253 projects that are entirely pedestrian and bicycle focused 

- 89 neighborhood greenways 

- 17 shared use paths 

- 10 protected bike lane projects 

- 89 separated path/sidewalk projects 

 Six projects that improve frequent transit service and multimodal travel along transit corridors 

 Nine upgrades to existing streets with a significant bicycle and pedestrian component 

 Three rail projects 

 Four roadway-focused projects 

“Upon Development” Projects 

The 2035 TSP includes 22 projects that would be completed to serve new development or 
redevelopment. The timing of these projects is uncertain and they are unlikely to be advanced by the 
City in the absence of specific private development activities. Typically, these projects address only 
localized transportation needs associated with newly developing or redeveloping areas. All of these 
projects include a significant pedestrian and bicycle component. 

The list of projects to be completed upon development reflects the City’s current understanding of likely 
priorities in these areas.  At the time that development or land use applications are submitted, 
additional or different provisions may be required as conditions of approval based on the specifics of the 
actual development application and the applicable land use regulations. The projects in this category 
may also be funded through a variety of public and private funding sources. 
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Projects Beyond 20 Years 

Projects that would be implemented after 20 years are still important to consider because they could be 
needed to address future transportation issues, or are simply not able to be funded within the 20 year 
planning horizon of the 2035 TSP. Inclusion of the projects in the beyond 20 year category provides the 
City flexibility to re-evaluate priorities and to pursue a variety of funding opportunities that may arise 
over the life of the 2035 TSP. These projects include: 

 7 multimodal projects 

 12 pedestrian accessways 

 19 neighborhood greenways 

 4 protected bicycle lane projects 

 9 bike lane projects 

 15  shared use paths 

 1 sidewalk path 

 2 grade-separated paths 

 20 sidewalk projects 

“Study” Projects 

The 2035 TSP has identified a number of potential transportation projects that need more study before 
the community considers specific recommendations. The TSP does not cover the issues and level of 
detail that would be needed to create project recommendations for these concepts. Instead, the City 
will need to create individual neighborhood-scaled design plans for each transportation project as 
timing allows and funding becomes available. These plans can identify specific recommendations, cost 
estimates, potential funding sources, and the timing for implementation. These 19 projects are not 
included on the City’s SDC list and would only be added if the 2035 TSP were amended to reclassify one 
or more of these projects as those to be completed within 20 years.  

Project Costs 

The highest priority projects in the 2035 TSP, the Eugene Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and 
Eugene projects in the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) are those that 
protect the existing system and improve the efficiency and safety of existing facilities. These projects are 
to be implemented first unless a lower priority measure is demonstrated to be more cost-effective or is 
one that better supports safety, growth management, or other livability and economic considerations.   

While the 2035 TSP prioritizes projects for implementation, the City may advance projects in a different 
manner than anticipated in the TSP to take advantage of unforeseen opportunities.  These opportunities 
could include changes in policy or funding at the federal, state, or local level; changes in local 
development priorities; or the formation of public-private or public-public partnerships.  The 
prioritization of projects identified as within 20 years are intended to be interpreted flexibly with those 
that are identified as “beyond 20 years” to allow the City to make wise investment decisions consistent 
with the overall vision contained in the 2035 TSP. 
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A summary of costs for the 20 year system is shown in Table 1. Capital funding for transit is not included 
in the cost and funding analysis.  Given that a community process will be required to determine the 
types of improvements necessary to support transit in identified multimodal corridors, the transit 
corridor capital costs were consolidated, assuming a mix of bus rapid transit (EmX), enhanced corridor, 
and frequent bus service.  Transit projects are estimated to cost a total of $171.4 million for all corridor 
improvements.  

Table 1: 20 year System Cost 

Project category Cost ($2014) 

Projects within 20 Years  

Roadway and multimodal projects $150,600,000 

Complete streets upgrades to existing streets $45,600,000 

Rail projects $28,400,000 

Pedestrian and bicycle projects $72,000,000 

Transit projects in multimodal corridors (multimodal corridor bundle) $171,400,000 

Upon Development Projects 
$135,900,000 (total) / $67,950,000 

(city-funded) 
Traffic Signal System Improvements $21,200,000 

Total 20 Year System Cost  $625,100,000 

Total ODOT and City-Funded Cost (excluding transit and 50% of 
upon development projects) 

$385,750,000 

Note: (1) City-funded share of ‘upon development’ project costs is an estimate for use in comparing costs to forecast revenues.  Assessments 
for development will be developed separately.   (2) Often, operational projects are not included in system plans.  Some are included in this 
funding estimate, however, due to the reliance on operational improvements to address system performance needs. 

Potential Funding Sources 

In an increasingly uncertain fiscal environment, the City will develop a funding strategy with its regional 
and state partners to fund the 2035 TSP projects. Potential funding sources could include:  

 Local funding mechanisms such as street utility fees, system development charges, local gas taxes, 
public-private partnerships, tax increment financing, and bonds; and, 

 State and Federal grants, especially those focused on improving safety and multimodal travel 
options. 

Next Steps 

The 2035 TSP outlines a series of action items that the City, in collaboration with members of the 
community and its regional and state partner agencies, can implement over time. These actions include 
specific projects, standards, and courses of action that explicitly prioritize facilities and improvements 
that support mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods, increase use of active modes of 
transportation, and reduce reliance on travel by single-occupant automobile. The 2035 TSP is intended 
to provide the City with the flexibility to make wise investments and leverage opportunities as they arise 
to serve the community. 
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6/9/2016 email

City of Eugene 
Bicycle and 
Pedestrian 
Advisory 
Committee 
(BPAC)

Budget, 
benchmarks and 
metrics

Members of the BPAC recommend that the 2035 Transportation System Plan strengthen its commitment 
to active transportation through increased budgetary allocation and establishing solid metrics and 
benchmarks in order to meet its mode share goals, as well as City policies and targets, such as the 
Climate Recovery Ordinance and Vision Zero. Active transportation projects and initiatives provide one of 
the greatest return on investment for funding allocated through the TSP, while increasing overall health, 
safety, and equity of our community.

G-6

6/9/2016 email Vic Hariton
Level of Service/ 
Complete Streets

There are a lot of unknowns for this to proceed. Streets should be improved, not categorized as worse. 
That would mean burying telephone/cable/electric lines
freeing up sidewalks, making wider roads for traffic flow. The scope should be limited to major corridors, 
not affect all city streets. Do not put forth general
guidelines that might have a significant financial burden on neighbors.

G-11

6/9/2016 email Vic Hariton
Level of Service/ 
Complete Streets

As many on the Council of South Eugene Neighborhoods expressed in a recent meeting, I am first 
learning about TSP along with several other initiatives on my plate.  I am submitting my 
questions/concerns today to be added to the public record. Why is the City downgrading the Level of 
Service (LOS) of streets, rather trying to improve them?  2. How widespread and what impact does 
"Complete Streets" have on homeowners?

G-16

6/9/2016 email
Tamara E. 
Miller

Concerns about 
location of Project 
UD-3

As you can see on the attached maps, this project could not ever possibly be built, as it
runs straight through many existing residences. Given that this is the case, I am
requesting that project UD-3 be removed from this map and the recommended
projects under the TSP.

G-19

6/9/2016 email Ron Bevirt
Concerns about 
outreach efforts/ 
Level of Service

The TSP 2035 needs good communication and public trust and is lacking both.
This is taken from several writings and I don't have the time to organize better but it's all worth reading.

G-24

6/9/2016 postal mail Cindy Allen Level of Service
I am very concerned about the many changes proposed to our Transportation Plan. Such sweeping 
changes should require full community knowledge, awareness and participation. I especially do not like 
the down grading of our streets from D to E. 

G-30

6/9/2016 email Ron Bevirt
Concerns about 
outreach efforts/ 
Level of Service

There is an unfortunate and frustrating disconnect between “public involvement”, Planning Department 
work, and the product presented to the Public for brief consideration before the plan is implemented. A 
huge issue is the proposal to downgrade all Eugene streets from LOS D to LOS E. We do not need more 
congestion, which creates/increases pollution. 

G-32

6/9/2016 email
Phyllis 
Goldman

Bicycle Lanes on 
Lorraine Hwy. 

I have been a bike commuter and lived at 1077 Lorane Highway for 25 years, (since 1991).  I am strongly 
opposed to adding a bike lane or sidewalk on Lorane Highway between Washington St. and Chambers.  I 
present you with eight reasons why adding a bike lane is not a good idea. G-35

6/9/2016 email
Lisa-Marie 
DiVincent

Concerns about 
outreach efforts/ 
Level of Service

As an active FAN resident and FAN SW-SAZ committee member, I’ve heard concern about this public 
hearing record timeframe being too narrow. Neighbors are talking quite a bit about the negative effects 
of lowering the Level of Service to E. We don’t need more traffic congestion, neither for the added 
financial cost for residents and businesses and an overall diminished quality of life. 

G-39

6/9/2016 email Paul Conte Project list

Update: The text for MM-1 "Location" lists only "River Road", but the "Extent" refers states "Hunsaker 
Lane to West 11th Avenue" and the Figure 2 map appears to show the southern extent including 
Chambers Street to W. 11th Ave. What specific changes might the MM-2 project entail for the segment 
of Chambers Street between W. 7th and 11th Aves.?

G-41

G-1
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6/9/2016 email Paul Conte Project list

Could you please provide the questions and your responses below (as well as my comments and 
attachment for the EPC record. I'm attaching the report of the Envision Eugene "Multiple-Use 
Development" Committee which adopted specific principles for development along transit corridors. 

I can offer one easy answer now to help alleviate some confusion.  TSP Project 
MM-1 is the River Road/Chambers Corridor.  MM-2 is just the new transit 
station area improvements depicted by a circle on the project maps. 

6/9/2016

G-45

6/9/2016 email Francina Verrijt Level of Service

 I am attaching a letter from 27 October 1997, supporting a special streets category, that Bruce and I 
submitted into the record then. We found it difficult to understand at the time that the large number of 
older streets in Eugene did not get more than a passing glance in the Arterial and Collector Street Plan. I 
hope this time, more attention will be paid to keeping Eugene neighborhood-friendly.

G-65

6/8/2016 email Francina Verrijt Level of Service

As for widening streets, I completely agree that can be counterproductive, even adding bike lanes and/or 
sidewalks can be counterproductive, as far as I am concerned.  In the central Eugene area - Capital, Spring 
Boulevard area - the current road configuration there is the best traffic control measure there is.  I feel 
the same about Lorane Highway and other older Eugene streets - sometimes nature is the superior traffic 
engineer.

 6/9/2016

G-66

6/7/2016 email Francina Verrijt Level of Service

 Very simply put, if I understand correctly, you are saying that LOS calculate how well/poorly traffic flows. 
Level A would be maybe Crest Drive, level F would be River Road at beltline during peak hours or the 
commercial section of south Willamette Street during peak hours. And that some streets are being 
downgraded, even though it may well create more congestion, to accommodate other areas of concern 
such as multi modes, environmental considerations, etc. My main concern at this time is that, as a Board 
member for the Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association (SHiNA), I do not give incorrect basic 
information when people ask about.

6/8/2016

G-67

6/7/2016 email Francina Verrijt Level of Service
Can you define level of service (LOS) for me please? I am not sure what all that includes. Also, why would 
the City want to downgrade the levels of service for individual 

 6/7/2016
G-69

6/8/2016 postal mail
Bruce Wild and 
Francina Verrijt 

Concerns about 
outreach efforts/ 
Bicycle Lanes on 
Lorraine Hwy. 

We are very concerned about the inclusion of Lorane Highway in Appendix G: Eugene Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Master Plan. We strongly feel that Lorane Highway should not be considered for striping 
treatment because of the  reasons stated.  In fact, the above exceptions indicate the street should have 
automatically been disqualified for the proposed project.    Attached, please find the agenda and minutes 
of the June 26, 1996 Eugene City Council work session.

G-70

6/7/2016 phone call Alberta Cook
Street 
Connectivity

The general concern is that the Bethel Neighborhood suffers from lack of street connectivity.  Practical 
access in and out of the area is limited to Royal Avenue and Barger Drive, both of which become 
congested and block access to the surrounding neighborhoods.  In the event of a major emergency, such 
as a large fire, residents would be unable to evacuate and emergency access may be blocked. Suggested 
remedies were to increase connections throughout the neighborhood, such as by connecting sections of 
Danebo Avenue, making gated private streets available for public use, and connecting Firestone Drive to 
Greenhill Road.  Several street connections of this nature could be made in the vicinity of Danebo 
Elementary School.

G-80

6/6/2016 email Kris Sherman Bicycle lanes
Are runners going to be respected in the Park with having the right of way and clearly marked with your 
new focus for bikes?  No blind corners for a collision to occur for tired runners on a long run. 

6/6/2016
G-82

6/3/2016 email Kris Sherman Bicycle lanes

Please explain your map as to Pre's Trail. I am seeing bike lanes and shared paths appearing to be on the 
trail?  As a family member of the Memorial of Pre's Trail it was grandfathered to the Park as a running 
trail.  How do you intend to honor it with your new plan? Also, please make it clear that the bike paths in 
Alton baker park are the paved ones only.  There is alot of public confusion created with different visions 
and the trail system. Dont runners have the right of way in the park...do bikes need to slow down for 
exhausted runners on Pre's Trail?

G-83

G-2
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6/6/2016 email
Dennis and 
Bonnie Chappa

Bicycle Lanes on 
Lorraine Hwy. 

We are horrified to learn that, proposals purporting to "improve" Lorane Highway between Chambers 
and W. 28th Ave., which we have vehemently opposed several times in the past, are being resurrected in 
this latest TransPlan. There is virtually no room for 6' wide uphill bike lanes (proposal #29) and share 
downhill lanes (proposal #3) to be added to the road without destroying multitudes of trees/vegetation 
and the confiscation of residential owner's land. 

G-86

6/3/2016 email Peter Sikora
Concerns about 
outreach efforts

G Group, LLC manages a number of Eugene area properties on behalf of the owners. We represent a 
wide range of uses including general retail, grocery, office, and residential. We do not believe that the 
City has provided adequate notice or opportunity for comment. We urge the Commission to allow 
additional time for public input on these important policies which will affect the region for decades to 
come. The proposed Plan, which focuses on public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian modes of 
transportation, ignores the economic and geographic realities of the Eugene/Springfield area and Lane 
County.

G-88

6/2/2016 email
Kevin 
Matthews

Street 
classification

I've been looking at the proposed street classification changes and I noticed a fine point that may cause 
some confusion. One of the proposed changes, a downgrade from minor arterial to major collector, is 
described succinctly as West Amazon Drive (Hilyard Street to Fox Hollow Road). However, West Amazon 
Drive, as shown in classification maps, actually intersects Fox Hollow Road in two different places.  

The section of West Amazon Parkway proposed to be re-classified from Minor 
Arterial to Major Collector affects only the northern-most portion. The Major 
Collector classification continues along Fox Hollow south of this point, which is 
not a change from the "old" adopted map.

6/6/2016

G-91

6/1/2016 email
Alexandra 
Bonds

Bicycle Lanes on 
Lorraine Hwy. 

It is with great dismay that I recently learned about another proposal to add bike lanes and sidewalks to 
Lorane Highway. I have experienced the repeated efforts to radically alter the character of my 
neighborhood. Please recognize and honor the unique character of this neighborhood and the fervent 
desire of those who live there to retain it as it was created.

G-95

6/1/2016 email
Paul B. 
Craviotto

Street 
improvements

I’m a long term owner of a duplex located at 3684 & 3688 Elwing Avenue. My duplex fronts Elwing which 
has already been sidewalked and curbed, which I’ve already financially helped pay for. Since it’s only the 
side of my property that would be affected I would like to go on record as voting against improvements 
of Arcadia Drive.

G-97

6/1/2016 email Aaron Walker
Street 
classification

There are only 3 ways out of the Regency Estates/Other Subdivisions located just west of I-5 and North of 
Harlow Rd:  via Willakenize, via Arcadia, and via Barrington Ave.  This change is obvious. My main concern 
in writing is that with Arcadia considered a Neighborhood Collector, I hope the City of Eugene will now 
allow any streets intersecting with Arcadia to have a stop sign put up so that clearly the right of way is for 
people driving on Arcadia Street. 

We have your request for investigation of placing stop signs on Regency at 
Arcadia in our queue for investigation. 

6/3/2016

G-102

5/31/2016 email Eben Fodor
Pedestrian 
facilities

The City has done a lot of talking about making the South Willamette more walkable, but the reality is 
that many streets in this area lack any sidewalks. This TSP should include expanded plans to provide 
complete sidewalks on more of the street that really need them. One street that urgently needs to be 
included in this Plan is Ferry Street from its 30th Avenue connection to the Amazon Park trail system and 
south to 34th Place.

G-105

5/31/2016 email Eben Fodor LOS

Does this TSP changes the citywide LOS standard from D to E? Mostly Yes.  That’s a generalization. Downtown Eugene remains LOS F, as it’s 
been for a while, and there are a number of intersections (mostly on ODOT 
streets) that are worse than E and/or have a two-hour peak.  Because they are 
ODOT or County streets, the service levels were translated to V/C to match 
their methodology.  

6/1/2016

G-107

5/27/2016 email Janet Bevirt
Concerns about 
outreach efforts

At a CSEN 5/23/16 board meeting only 2 out of more than a dozen people from 4 different active 
neighborhoods heard of TSP. The June 21st decision needs to be moved so the community can grasp the 
impact you are proposing.

6/1/2016

G-112

5/28/2016 email Janet Bevirt Misc. Place the [information from your previous email] in the Public Record on TSP and Public Trust. G-114

G-3
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5/27/2016 email Ron Bevirt
Concerns about 
outreach efforts

I understand that planning, meetings etc. for the TSP have gone on for some time. Somehow, those 
aware of the forward movement of TSP have not communicated any information about the impending 
arrival of TSP to the Neighborhood groups. 

6/1/2016
G-120

5/26/2016 email Janet Bevirt
Concern over 
Public Outreach

How is it that "Arriving by Bike", a bike business on Willamette St, that rents their commercial space and 
can move when it wants, knows "Bike lanes arrive on Willamette June 2nd!" This information is in small 
print at the bottom of their ad

G-123

5/26/2016 postal mail Jan Aho Bus schedule 

Pearl Buck Center provides a range of services to individuals with intellectual/ developmental disabilities 
at our location on West 1st Ave. between Bertelsen and Seneca.  Thank you for considering this request 
to include sidewalks along W. 1st between Bertelsen and Seneca, as well as along Seneca from W. 7thth 
to W. 1st Ave.

G-125

G-4
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Date:  June 9, 2016 

 

From: City of Eugene Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) 

 

To:  City of Eugene Planning Commission 

 Kurt Yeiter, Senior Transportation Planner 

 Rob Inerfeld, Transportation Planning Manager 

 Lee Shoemaker, Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator 

 

Re: Review of the Draft 2035 Transportation System Plan 

 

Members of the BPAC recommend that the 2035 Transportation System Plan strengthen its 

commitment to active transportation through increased budgetary allocation and establishing 

solid metrics and benchmarks in order to meet its mode share goals, as well as City policies and 

targets, such as the Climate Recovery Ordinance and Vision Zero.  Active transportation projects 

and initiatives provide one of the greatest return on investment for funding allocated through the 

TSP, while increasing overall health, safety, and equity of our community. 

 

Immediate additional funding is needed to kick-start real momentum for increasing active 

transportation modes. For instance, the current annual 6% allocation from the pavement bond 

measure (~$516,000) should be increased to at least match the mode share goals set forth in the 

TSP.  This means future pavement bond measure funds earmarked to active transportation should 

be at least 24% of the dollars spent on repair and improvements.  In addition, a commitment is 

needed to identify funding sources beyond the pavement bond measure and uncertain grant 

funding in order to reach the TSP goals.  This could include increasing the gas tax, utilizing 

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality funds, and re-prioritizing the use of other transportation 

funds. 

 

In order for the TSP to strengthen its active transportation components, the BPAC members 

suggest the following key aspects be addressed before the TSP is adopted by City Council:  

• Incorporate key projects to develop a cohesive active transportation network 
• Adopt the 2016 Bench-Marking Report metrics from the Alliance for Bicycling 

and Walking to measure progress 
• Increase investment in active transportation to achieve improved return on 

investment 

• Prioritize projects and funding to support Climate Recovery Ordinance targets 
• Adopt policies requiring Health Impact Assessments 

• Adopt specific polices that prioritize active transportation 

Incorporate Key Projects 
While we are pleased with the addition of multiple bike-ped projects into the TSP, there are still 

a number of projects missing in order to complete a cohesive multimodal network.  Of these, we 

would strongly encourage at least the addition of the following two projects: 

G-6
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 • Completing the south side of riverbank path system between the Frohnmayer and 

Knickerbocker bridges.  The riverbank paths are iconic to Eugene, and this is the only 

missing link in completing the paths along the river. 
 • Improve 19th Ave by adding bike lanes between Willamette and Walnut, and creating a 

bike boulevard west of Willamette.  This is an important, high demand, east-west bicycle 

corridor that is currently greatly lacking in infrastructure. 

 

Adopt the 2016 Bench-Marking Report to Measure Progress 
The TSP should set a goal of increasing the League of American Bicyclists certification from 

Eugene’s 2013 level of Gold to Platinum through Engineering (bicycle network and 

connectivity), Education (motorist awareness and bicycle skills), Enforcement (promoting safety 

and protecting bicyclist’s rights), Encouragement (maintaining bicycle culture and promoting the 

community and individual benefits of active modes), Evaluation (setting targets and having a 

plan), and Equity (making the system equitable for all users).  It should also set a goal that all 

Key Transit Corridor neighborhoods reach a Walk Score of 90-100 (walker’s paradise). 

 

While the current draft TSP contains aspirational language to increase the use of non-auto 

modes, it fails to establish concrete, measurable goals and metrics to make these aspirations a 

reality.  In order to ensure the City is meeting its transportation goals, the TSP needs to utilize 

the 2016 Bench-Marking Report from the Alliance for Bicycling and Walking to measure 

progress and evaluate results for Eugene’s commitment and resources dedicated to active 

transportation needs. 

 

Increase Investment in Active Transportation 
While Eugene’s street system largely exists, the bicycle and pedestrian system are only partially 

developed and consequently require greater investment to reach completion than what is 

allocated in the draft TSP.  For comparison, the City of Boulder is allocating 59% of their 

resources to bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure.  This level of funding is what's need to reach 

the TSP's broader goals. 

 

Research suggests that for every dollar spent to build new separated bike lanes, cities and their 

residents could save as much as $24 thanks to lower health care costs and less pollution and 

traffic--but only if a substantial financial commitment is made to creating a bicycle network.  A 

small investment in bicycle infrastructure, researchers caution, leads to small increases in cycling 

which can lead to more biking injuries and deaths, making other people more afraid to ride.  

Studies also show that injury and fatality declines where large numbers of people bike and walk, 

but it takes a substantial investment in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure to achieve these 

benefits.  The City of Portland has data corroborating these findings.  Other studies show that 

bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects create about 50% more jobs for every dollar 

invested than road infrastructure.  Despite these economic benefits, projected allocation of funds 

for roadway projects is more than triple the allocation for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure 

(p. 63).  

 

The 2035 TSP refers to Triple Bottom Line Planning and a commitment to support the growth of 

our regional economy (p. 5) by favoring "transportation systems that move people and goods at 

lesser total life-cycle cost to the City and its residents" (p. 20).  If the City is indeed committed to 
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these stated goals and policies, there is no better investment than to build bicycle and pedestrian 

infrastructure. 

 

Adopt Policies Requiring Health Impact Assessments 
The BPAC recommends adopting a policy requiring a health and equity impact assessment for 

all transportation projects. Health impact assessments are useful tools, much like economic or 

environmental assessments, and can help determine the health impact and health benefits of 

transportation activities. Assessments can be scaled to match the size of the project. 

Transportation decisions affect lives, the economy, and health. People use highways, streets, 

sidewalks, and trails to get to work or school, medical care, to access healthy foods, and many 

other activities every day. However, people are also negatively impacted by transportation 

decisions that are detrimental to health. Transportation infrastructure and policies affect health in 

a myriad of ways, partly via roadway fatalities and injuries, air pollution and opportunities for 

physical activity. Some neighborhoods have limited access to healthy foods or opportunities for 

physical activity. Improving active transportation options can prevent health problems. By 

adopting policies to incorporate health impact assessments, decisions can be informed to enhance 

and support health in addition to advancing other goals such as economic development, transit 

efficiency, and clean air and water. 

 

Prioritize Projects and Funding to Support Climate Recovery Ordinance Targets 
We are very pleased that the goal for increasing active modes has been increased to triple current 

rates (up from double in older drafts of the TSP).  This better aligns with what estimates and 

modeling tell us is necessary to achieve the goals of the city’s Climate Recovery Ordinance 

(CRO).  It is imperative that the city’s main transportation planning document comply with its 

own existing ordinances and policies, as set by the City Council, including the CRO and the 

Vision Zero resolution. 

 

However, we have some concerns about simply changing the TSP active-modes goal without 

changing the project list or the pace of implementation.  Clearly, tripling our use of active modes 

is an ambitious goal.  So if we are to say we are taking this seriously, we need bolder action and 

more accountability.  We are open to ideas on how to incorporate this urgency into the TSP, but 

for starters we propose the following: 

 • The plan should accelerate the pace of a majority of active-mode projects (to complete 

them within, say five to 10 years) -- especially several of the major projects, such as 

protected bikeways.  
 • Prioritize the building out of projects that are likely to help Eugene's bike share system 

thrive -- so they are completed by the time bike share launches in 2017. Done well, a bike 

share system could eliminate many auto trips in the city center. 
 • If we implement active-mode projects early in the plan's life, we should incorporate some 

forms of benchmarking, so that every few years we assess our progress to see have 

moved the needle on use of active-mode goals. 
 • Incorporate commitment to additional transportation tools into the TSP, including 

parking pricing, driver education programs, employer-based commuter reduction 

programs, and expanding our Safe Routes to Schools and Smart Trips program.  These 

tools can have a profound effect on our transportation system and should be included to 

greatly increase the success of the CRO and meet its targets set by City Council. 
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Taken together, these changes would allow us time to adjust course if we seemed to be falling 

behind on achieving the goals of the TSP, the CRO, and Vision Zero. 

 

Adopt specific polices that prioritize active transportation  
Without concrete objectives on how the City will strengthen its active transportation system, the 

TSP will fall short on reaching its goals.  The plan needs to prioritize active transportation modes 

by stating specific policies, including the following: 

 • The use of the street right-of-way (between curbs) will be prioritized for the movement of 

people, vehicles, and goods.  The public right-of-way for other purposes that provide 

public benefit (such as plazas that provide places for the public to gather) shall also be a 

priority.  Private use of the public right-of-way for such purposes as automobile storage 

(parking) shall be a lower priority. 
 • Adapt long-term active transportation plans that give equal priority to bicycling and 

pedestrian facilities, with a stated need at coordinating a multidisciplinary approach to 

road safety. 
 • Acknowledge need and continue dialog with consistent coordination of the various 

community stakeholders to promote active transportation, including but not limited to: 

BPAC, Safe Routes to Schools, Vision Zero, LTD, EPD, Lane County, and ODOT. 
 • Expand the system by prioritizing protected and buffered bike lanes and sidewalks to 

create an efficient, safe, and complete system. 
 • When schools are built or redeveloped, the city shall require a written and approved 

facilities plan that indicates how safety and connectivity to nearby parks and residential 

areas will be improved for people who bicycle or walk   
 • If a road that's designated in the TSP for bicycle or pedestrian use routes is reconstructed 

or traffic control devices reconfigured (stop signs, traffic lights, etc.) priority will be 

given to expedite the efficient flow of bicycles and pedestrians. 
 • If a right-of-way is wide enough to meet the minimum standards for accommodating all 

modes of transportation additional width will first be allocated to bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities specified in this plan before it is allocated to motor vehicles. 
 • Identify and dedicate funding from diverse funding sources for routine maintenance of 

existing infrastructure to support multiple active transportation features. 
 

Thank you for your time, consideration, and dedication to Eugene. 

 

Sincerely, 

City of Eugene Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

          

Steve Bade  Brian Johnson  Bob Passaro 

Bob Beals  Eliza Kashinsky Seth Sadofsky 

Michael DeLuise Joel Krestik  Vivian Schoung 

Allen Hancock Shane MacRhodes Susan Stumpf 

Amy Harter  Kelsey Moore  Alpha Wilson 
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From: Vic Hariton
To: YEITER Kurt M
Cc: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; Bob Larson; Heather Sielicki; PRINCE Randy (SMTP); Greg

 Giesy; Nancy Classen; Ralph McDonald; Richard A Sundt; Kristina Lang; NOBLE Deb (SMTP); Lisa Arkin; LOCKE
 Nancy Ellen (SMTP); Lealan Swanson; NLC; VALLE Juan Carlos (SMTP); Francina Verrijt; Ann E Miller; Kathy
 Bosteder; Susan Manske; letters@eugeneweekly.com; HILL Christian (SMTP); Paul Conte;
 kevin@friendsofkevinmatthews.org

Subject: Re: Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan Comments
Date: Thursday, June 09, 2016 7:33:35 PM

There are a lot of unknowns for this to proceed.  Streets should be improved, not
 categorized as worse.  That would mean burying telephone/cable/electric lines
 freeing up sidewalks, making wider roads for traffic flow.  The scope should be
 limited to major corridors, not affect all city streets.  Do not put forth general
 guidelines that might have a significant financial burden on neighbors.      

I disagree that congestion is safer.  I have lived in too many cities where the opposite
 is the reality.    Congestion might mean fender benders rather than large wrecks,
 however, bicycles and pedestrians will not fare well, especially when they are not
 following the same traffic laws. When people are frustrated driving they will make
 quick and dangerous moves to get around to save a few seconds or just to make a
 light.  They will seek more side roads when possible.        

I continue to recommend this plan not go forward until ALL the facts are known and
 the homeowners understand the implications.

Respectfully,
Vic Hariton, Chair
Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association

From: YEITER Kurt M <Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us>
To: Vic Hariton <vhariton@yahoo.com> 
Cc: "*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager" <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>;
 Bob Larson <boblarson@windermere.com>; Heather Sielicki <sielicki@gmail.com>; PRINCE Randy
 (SMTP) <randyprince24@hotmail.com>; Greg Giesy <ggsb@continet.com>; Nancy Classen
 <nclas@comcast.net>; Ralph McDonald <ralphm@efn.org>; Richard A Sundt <rasundt@gmail.com>;
 Kristina Lang <kristinalang@hotmail.com>; NOBLE Deb (SMTP) <dnoble4990@aol.com>; Lisa Arkin
 <l_arkin@msn.com>; LOCKE Nancy Ellen (SMTP) <n_e_locke@hotmail.com>; Lealan Swanson
 <lealan.swanson@gmail.com>; NLC <eugene-nlc@googlegroups.com>; VALLE Juan Carlos (SMTP)
 <vallecomm@gmail.com>; Francina Verrijt <fverrijt@pacinfo.com>; Ann E Miller
 <aemilleram@yahoo.com>; Kathy Bosteder <kmcgee36@comcast.net>; Susan Manske
 <sfaithros@aol.com>; "letters@eugeneweekly.com" <letters@eugeneweekly.com>; HILL Christian
 (SMTP) <Christian.Hill@registerguard.com>; Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>;
 "kevin@friendsofkevinmatthews.org" <kevin@friendsofkevinmatthews.org>
Sent: Thursday, June 9, 2016 3:38 PM
Subject: RE: Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan Comments

Thank you for your comments, Mr. Hariton. 
 
To be clear, today is the deadline for comments that can be packaged and sent to the
 Planning Commissions in their packets of materials a week before the June 21st public
 hearing.  Your email, below, will be included in that packet.
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Additional comments can be presented to the Planning Commission up to and during the
 public hearing.  The Planning Commissions may also allow, at their discretion, to leave the
 record open for a longer period.
 
While city staff will not formally respond to comments until the end of the Planning
 Commission record (but before the Commissions discuss their recommendations to the
 City Council and County Board) I can give an informal, quick answer to the points raised in
 your email:
 

1.1: “No.”  I do not know how the proposed levels of service will affect developer
 fees.  The Transportation Systems Development Charges will be updated after the TSP is
 adopted (with its lists of projects that will need to be funded), and that process has just
 begun.

1.2:  “No.”  We expect that slower traffic would result in less severe crashes and,
 with other improvements proposed in the TSP, fewer crashes with pedestrians and bikes.

2: “No.”  The Complete Streets policy is an umbrella policy statement that sets the
 tone for future street designs. The policy does not determine the specific design for any
 specific street, nor does it determine how the costs will be covered. It is the City’s intent to
 update its street design standards soon.  There has been some interest in creating and
 considering street designs that are more appropriate for smaller, low volume streets (such
 as allowing sidewalks on only one side.  In addition to better saving trees, there is also
 interest in trying to preserve some open drainage systems in some of the flatter
 neighborhoods.  Again, like SDCs, street design, effects to a particular street, and costs
 will be determined through a separate process; they are not predetermined by this
 transportation plan.
 
I cannot promise that it will be any less confusing than the large document, but a shorter
 Executive Summary of the TSP has just been added to the webpage
 www.EugeneTSP.org.
 
I look forward to a fruitful discussion next Wednesday.  Thank you again for your
 comments.
 
Kurt
Kurt Yeiter
City of Eugene
Transportation Planning
541-682-8379
 
From: Vic Hariton [mailto:vhariton@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 3:04 PM
To: YEITER Kurt M <Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
 <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>; Bob Larson
 <boblarson@windermere.com>; Heather Sielicki <sielicki@gmail.com>; PRINCE Randy
 (SMTP) <randyprince24@hotmail.com>; Greg Giesy <ggsb@continet.com>; Nancy
 Classen <nclas@comcast.net>; Ralph McDonald <ralphm@efn.org>; Richard A Sundt
 <rasundt@gmail.com>; Kristina Lang <kristinalang@hotmail.com>; NOBLE Deb (SMTP)
 <dnoble4990@aol.com>; Lisa Arkin <l_arkin@msn.com>; LOCKE Nancy Ellen (SMTP)
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 <n_e_locke@hotmail.com>; Lealan Swanson <lealan.swanson@gmail.com>; NLC
 <eugene-nlc@googlegroups.com>; VALLE Juan Carlos (SMTP)
 <vallecomm@gmail.com>; Francina Verrijt <fverrijt@pacinfo.com>; Ann E Miller
 <aemilleram@yahoo.com>; Kathy Bosteder <kmcgee36@comcast.net>; Susan Manske
 <sfaithros@aol.com>; letters@eugeneweekly.com; HILL Christian (SMTP)
 <Christian.Hill@registerguard.com>; Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>;
 kevin@friendsofkevinmatthews.org
Subject: Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan Comments
 
Hi Kurt,
 
I have recently become aware of the new transportation plan (TSP).  As many on the
 Council of South Eugene Neighborhoods expressed in a recent meeting, I am first
 learning about TSP along with several other initiatives on my plate.  I have, however,
 attended a Q&A session which elicited some very serious concerns.  I hope you can
 address these so that a better understanding and comfort level can be achieved.   
I understand today is the last day to submit comments, although a meeting has been
 set up for the South Eugene public next week, and a Public Hearing set up to finalize
 the TSP being held on June 21.  As such, I am submitting my questions/concerns
 today to be added to the public record. 
 
The South Eugene Public Meeting is as follows:

·        When: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 from 6:30pm to 8:00pm
·        Where: Hilyard Community Center, 2580 Hilyard St

 
My questions & concerns:

1.  Why is the City downgrading the Level of Service (LOS) of streets, rather trying
 to improve them?  

1. Is the City purposely degrading the street Level of Service (LOS) to
 preempt potential fees to developers when they build for higher density?  

2. Would lower graded streets not be adverse to the Vision Zero effort.  More
 congestion on the roads does and will lead to more accidents/fatalities.

2. How widespread and what impact does "Complete Streets" have on
 homeowners?

1. Are ALL streets in EVERY neighborhood in Eugene being considered to
 have sidewalks and bike lanes? Does this include destination streets that
 may be dead ends, cul-de-sacs, neighborhood streets which are not
 arterial streets, etc.?   

2. Many homes in the Southwest Hills neighborhood have existed 60 years
 or more.  Will these homes lose the trees and other landscaping that has
 been invested and kept up for all those years?  

3. Will homeowners be required to directly pay for these sidewalk and street
 "improvements" if they do not currently exist?    
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I am am requesting the decision to finalize the 2035 Transportation System Plan be
 rejected if any of the above holds truth.  Is this the best we can do to protect the
 neighbors and ensure a better Eugene future?    
 
I look forward to your reply as well as the meeting on June 15.  These, and possibly
 other details must be spelled clearly and concisely and not in overly large and
 confusing documents on the City website.  
 
Please, do not repeat the mistakes of the South Willamette Special Area Rezoning!
  Open, Honest discussions must take place to turn the distrust around.  Let's not add
 to it!
 
Respectfully,
Vic Hariton, Chair
Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association
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From: Vic Hariton
To: YEITER Kurt M
Cc: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; Bob Larson; Heather Sielicki; PRINCE Randy (SMTP); Greg

 Giesy; Nancy Classen; Ralph McDonald; Richard A Sundt; Kristina Lang; NOBLE Deb (SMTP); Lisa Arkin; LOCKE
 Nancy Ellen (SMTP); Lealan Swanson; NLC; VALLE Juan Carlos (SMTP); Francina Verrijt; Ann E Miller; Kathy
 Bosteder; Susan Manske; letters@eugeneweekly.com; HILL Christian (SMTP); Paul Conte;
 kevin@friendsofkevinmatthews.org

Subject: Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan Comments
Date: Thursday, June 09, 2016 3:06:30 PM

Hi Kurt,

I have recently become aware of the new transportation plan (TSP).  As many on the
 Council of South Eugene Neighborhoods expressed in a recent meeting, I am first
 learning about TSP along with several other initiatives on my plate.  I have, however,
 attended a Q&A session which elicited some very serious concerns.  I hope you can
 address these so that a better understanding and comfort level can be achieved.   
I understand today is the last day to submit comments, although a meeting has been
 set up for the South Eugene public next week, and a Public Hearing set up to finalize
 the TSP being held on June 21.  As such, I am submitting my questions/concerns
 today to be added to the public record. 

The South Eugene Public Meeting is as follows:
When: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 from 6:30pm to 8:00pm
Where: Hilyard Community Center, 2580 Hilyard St

My questions & concerns:

1.  Why is the City downgrading the Level of Service (LOS) of streets, rather trying
 to improve them?  

1. Is the City purposely degrading the street Level of Service (LOS) to
 preempt potential fees to developers when they build for higher density?  

2. Would lower graded streets not be adverse to the Vision Zero effort.  More
 congestion on the roads does and will lead to more accidents/fatalities.

2. How widespread and what impact does "Complete Streets" have on
 homeowners?

1. Are ALL streets in EVERY neighborhood in Eugene being considered to
 have sidewalks and bike lanes? Does this include destination streets that
 may be dead ends, cul-de-sacs, neighborhood streets which are not
 arterial streets, etc.?   

2. Many homes in the Southwest Hills neighborhood have existed 60 years
 or more.  Will these homes lose the trees and other landscaping that has
 been invested and kept up for all those years?  

3. Will homeowners be required to directly pay for these sidewalk and street
 "improvements" if they do not currently exist?    

I am am requesting the decision to finalize the 2035 Transportation System Plan be
 rejected if any of the above holds truth.  Is this the best we can do to protect the

G-16

Attachment G

PC Agenda - Page 280

mailto:vhariton@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=52c987cd6e8f4e09aa9aaa63bfda531b-CEWEKMY
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=7a16ccabb7674177bf164bf138988724-*Eugene May
mailto:boblarson@windermere.com
mailto:sielicki@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=22a362eb3ee14441b60b720ae03031f2-RandyPrince
mailto:ggsb@continet.com
mailto:ggsb@continet.com
mailto:nclas@comcast.net
mailto:ralphm@efn.org
mailto:rasundt@gmail.com
mailto:kristinalang@hotmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=b8461a73c9e34a7ab5831397fdfc8d73-DebNoble
mailto:l_arkin@msn.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a68152c588194a02b3291d083e001f0a-NancyEllenL
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a68152c588194a02b3291d083e001f0a-NancyEllenL
mailto:lealan.swanson@gmail.com
mailto:eugene-nlc@googlegroups.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=4155bd5da82341fe9b8371014ed2c94e-JuanCarlosV
mailto:fverrijt@pacinfo.com
mailto:aemilleram@yahoo.com
mailto:kmcgee36@comcast.net
mailto:kmcgee36@comcast.net
mailto:sfaithros@aol.com
mailto:letters@eugeneweekly.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=bcb0c454c0ff4ac2a1dc0ec75303a906-HILLChristi
mailto:paul.t.conte@gmail.com
mailto:kevin@friendsofkevinmatthews.org


 neighbors and ensure a better Eugene future?    

I look forward to your reply as well as the meeting on June 15.  These, and possibly
 other details must be spelled clearly and concisely and not in overly large and
 confusing documents on the City website.  

Please, do not repeat the mistakes of the South Willamette Special Area Rezoning!
  Open, Honest discussions must take place to turn the distrust around.  Let's not add
 to it!

Respectfully,
Vic Hariton, Chair
Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association
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From: Miller, Tamara (SHMC)
To: YEITER Kurt M
Subject: FW: Public Testimony on Eugene 2035 TSP
Date: Thursday, June 09, 2016 6:26:48 PM
Attachments: Eugene TSP Project UD-3.pdf

image003.png
image005.jpg
image006.png
mg_info.txt

Good evening Mr. Yeiter,
Since I did not receive a response to my earlier email,  I will consider my written testimony sent on June 3 submitted
 as written on that date.

Thank you,

Tamara E.  Miller
PeaceHealth
Manager,  Property Management
Mobile: 541-521-5855
Desk: 541-686-7198
________________________________________
From: Miller, Tamara (SHMC)
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2016 6:35 PM
To: kurt.m.yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us
Subject: Public Testimony on Eugene 2035 TSP

Good Afternoon Mr. Yeiter,

I am planning to submit the attached testimony by June 9 for the June 21 public hearing on the TSP.  Before I
 actually formally submit this testimony, I wanted to check to be sure that project UD-3 is actually where I depicted
 it on the aerial view map, extending Ayers Road.  It is difficult to tell from the project maps.  Can you help me with
 this question?  I was not certain this project UD-3 did not run along Honeywood Road, but I didn’t think so.

Also, I don’t know how the materials will be printed for this hearing, would it be better if the line on my aerial map
 was white if these will be printed in black and white?

Thank you,

Tamara E. Miller  |  Manager  |  Property Management
PeaceHealth<http://www.peacehealth.org/>  |  123 International Way  |  Springfield, OR 97477
[peace-logo-lockup copy_480px]office 541-686-7198    | [peace-logo-lockup copy_480px]   mobile 541-521-5855
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Eugene 
2035 TSP  


Testimony submitted for June 21, 2016 public hearing on the Eugene 
2035 TSP 
SUBMITTED BY TAMARA MILLER – 3374 TALON STREET EUGENE, OR 


I would like to take this opportunity to comment on the Eugene 2035 TSP, in particular 
project UD‐3, which is depicted in the TSP project map – Roadway, Multimodal, Transit 
and Rail Projects Map, Figure 5 – Projects to be Completed Upon Development. Project 
UD‐3 is listed as providing a connection between Gilham Road and County Farm Road 
consistent with neighborhood collector standards, including provision of two travel 
lane, sidewalks on both sides of the road, and alternating planting strips/parking bays.  
As you can see on the attached maps, this project could not ever possibly be built, as it 
runs straight through many existing residences.  Given that this is the case, I am 
requesting that project UD‐3 be removed from this map and the recommended 
projects under the TSP. 







   







 









This message is intended solely for the use of the individual and entity to whom
it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential,
and exempt from disclosure under applicable state and federal laws.  If you are
not the addressee, or are not authorized to receive for the intended addressee,
you are hereby notified that you may not use, copy, distribute, or disclose to
anyone this message or the information contained herein.  If you have received
this message in error, immediately advise the sender by reply email and destroy
this message.




 

   

Eugene 
2035 TSP  

Testimony submitted for June 21, 2016 public hearing on the Eugene 
2035 TSP 
SUBMITTED BY TAMARA MILLER – 3374 TALON STREET EUGENE, OR 

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on the Eugene 2035 TSP, in particular 
project UD‐3, which is depicted in the TSP project map – Roadway, Multimodal, Transit 
and Rail Projects Map, Figure 5 – Projects to be Completed Upon Development. Project 
UD‐3 is listed as providing a connection between Gilham Road and County Farm Road 
consistent with neighborhood collector standards, including provision of two travel 
lane, sidewalks on both sides of the road, and alternating planting strips/parking bays.  
As you can see on the attached maps, this project could not ever possibly be built, as it 
runs straight through many existing residences.  Given that this is the case, I am 
requesting that project UD‐3 be removed from this map and the recommended 
projects under the TSP. 
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From: Ron-Janet Bevirt
To: YEITER Kurt M; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Subject: TSP 2035
Date: Thursday, June 09, 2016 5:03:35 PM
Attachments: image.png

To All This Concerns,

The TSP 2035 needs good communication and public trust and is lacking both.

This is taken from several writings and I don't have the time to organize better but it's all worth
 reading.

Hi Kurt,

I heard you speak at the 5/26/16 Rubicon Society (RS) meeting with no mention of the TSP written statement
 deadline for public input, just the June 21st decision public hearing meeting. Your presentation was very limited
 with Rob Inerfeld by your side. If I did not present some facts and impacts, or question more deeply the
 undetailed presentation, those RS people would not have know any possible implications that will result and not
 necessarily be positive for our community.

Is the deadline June 1st or June 9th for written statements?
How come we have two different dates from two different
 sources,  http://www.centrallanertsp.org/EugeneTSP and the Public Hearing Notice.             
Notice the two different dates of June 1st, Friday (it really is a Wednesday) and June 9th. 

At an earlier CSEN 5/23/16 board meeting only 2 out of more than a dozen people from 4 different active
 neighborhoods heard of TSP. 
That is where I learned about it for the first time.

The June 21st decision needs to be moved so the community can grasp the impact you are proposing.

This has gone on for years yet we know nothing about it. 
There is a serious lack of communication and the different dates support that fact.

Heather Sielicki contacted you for a TSP presentation to the neighborhoods, this needs to happen after all the
 neighborhoods can be notified since SHiNA, SEN and FAN, maybe Amazon Neighbors and Jefferson Westside
 Neighbors have run out of funds. So communication to neighborhoods can not happen till after the new July funds
 are received.

I want Eugene to be the best it can be, having lived here since the early 70s`.
 
Thanks,
Janet Bevirt

What several Neighborhood Leaders and Organizations, what Community Organizations
 were involved?
The suggested changes need time to be done correctly.
I do not support the process that produced ridiculous proposals that have been repeatedly
 denied. I do not support the content within the TSP document like these 6 points that all
 need a closer look.

1. “Triple-bottom line” sustainability metrics were integrated into the planning process so that
 the resultant transportation system could optimize its effects on environmental, social, and
 economic conditions.

2. Clearer emphasis on social equity and safety, including a “Vision Zero”-influenced policy
 to underscore that no loss of life or serious injury on our streets is acceptable. Bicyclists
 need to wear mandatory helmets for this to ever be reached!
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3. This really needs work: the Eugene Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan was updated and
 incorporated into the TSP.

4. Support for Envision Eugene’s “Key Corridors,” LTD’s frequent transit network, and the
 active MovingAhead corridor planning program. 

5. Updated Levels of Service (changed from D to E for most streets; Eugene’s downtown
 LOS remains F).

6. An updated street functional classification map.

The 2035 TSP is not better, not clearer, nor well-balanced and is not worthy of adoption. 

The Transportation System Plan (TSP) is changing the citywide acceptable level
 of service (LOS) from D to E. This is a major change and means more
 congestion would be allowed on all city streets and at all intersections. This
 comes into play when a rezoning or major development like a PUD is proposed
 that would increase traffic. Under LOS D, it might be blocked but under LOS E, it
 might be allowed. It really lowers the bar as seen on page 52 below. Many of
 our streets and intersections are near LOS D now, so for the city the easiest fix
 is to just lower the standard. This also allows the city to keep approving
 development at the expense of residents who must endure the lost mobility
 and increased congestion. The alternative is for the city to either improve streets
 or limit development. Both seem like the best approach for the South Willamette
 area where we're so dependent on a limited number of streets.
 
Another way to allow development to overrun local roads is to re-classify them to
 a higher capacity designations, such as from major collector to minor arterial
 which allows for much more traffic. 
 
There is also an issue with the lack of sidewalks and sidewalk connectivity
 throughout the city. It seems inexcusable that the city has no plan to address
 this within the 2035 TSP timeframe. 
 
TSP page 52…
 
Vehicular Performance Measurement

The City uses motor vehicle level of service (LOS) standards to evaluate
 acceptable vehicular performance on the City’s local, collector and arterial
 streets. LOS standards are presented as grades A (free flow traffic conditions)
 to F (congested traffic conditions). ODOT uses mobility targets based on volume
 to capacity (V/C) ratios to evaluate acceptable vehicular performance on state
 facilities. As V/C ratios approach 1.0, traffic congestion increases.
 
These standards and targets are used to:
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 Identify vehicular capacity deficiencies on the roadway system;
 Evaluate the effects of amendments to transportation plans, acknowledged

 comprehensive plans and land‐use regulations pursuant to the Transportation
 Planning Rule (TPR; Oregon Administrative Rules [OAR] 660‐12‐0060) 
on the city and state roadways;

 Evaluate the traffic impacts of development applications for consistency with
 the land‐use regulations.
In some cases, it may not be possible or desirable to meet the designated
 mobility target or LOS standard. In those cases, an alternative mix of strategies
 such as land use, transportation demand management, safety improvements or
 increased use of active modes may be applied. Table 4.1 presents mobility
 targets and LOS standards to be applied in the City of Eugene.
 Because mobility targets from the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) are applied on
 state facilities, the City will seek ODOT amendment of the OHP to include
 alternative mobility on the identified ODOT facilities.
 
Some of the proposals in the "Bike Lanes" and other bike listings within the SHiNA area include:
- #29: adding 6' UPHILL BIKE LANES on LORANE HIGHWAY
- #3: shared lanes on the downhill side on Lorane Highway
- #30: Chambers Street, Graham Drive to Crest Drive
- #31: Willamette Street, 17th Avenue to 32nd Avenue
- #98: 31st Avenue, Lincoln Street to Hilyard Street
- #96: Lincoln Street, West 29th Avenue to West 30th Avenue
- #97: Lincoln Street, West 31st Avenue to Crest Drive
- #389: Olive Street, West 35th to West 34th Avenue
- #528: West 28th Avenue, Washington Street to Lincoln Street
- #392: Washington Street, West 29th Avenue to southern terminus
 
Some of the proposals in the "Sidewalk Improvements" listing within the SHiNA area include:
- #323: sidewalks on the north side of Lorane Highway from Chambers Street to Crest Drive
- #322: Chambers Street north of EmRay Drive
- #364: City View Street, West 27th Avenue to West 28th Avenue
- #302: West 29th Avenue, south side, Washington Street to Lincoln Street
- #350: Willamette Street, west side, West 39th Street to Urban Growth Boundary
 
According to the website, the 20-year plan was designed with extensive citizen input and to support "ENVISION
 EUGENE" and its "KEY CORRIDORS", "MOVING AHEAD", and other programs. In addition to listings of proposed
 projects, the plan also updates the "LEVEL OF SERVICE" (LOS) for most Eugene streets with a DOWNGRADE from D
 to E (E is just one level above F, representing the worst service level).

This plan needs closer attention to avoid future problems. Those of us who have lived here for a while are very
 familiar with #29: adding 6' UPHILL BIKE LANES on LORANE HIGHWAY and Project I#3: shared lanes on the
 downhill side (page 14). This project was first proposed in the 1970s (stopped by a petition), resurrected in 1983
 (stopped by a property owners remonstrance), again in 1990, and again in 1994 (stopped when then-Public Works
 Director Christine Anderson's finally agreed with affected residents that the plan was a bad idea). One of the
 reasons the plan failed was its cookie cutter template: in places, the road surface is 15' wide, which, after striping
 for a 6' bike lane, would leave a total of 9' to accommodate two vehicle travel lanes of 4.5' each. The location of
 the road leaves little room for widening without such drastic measures as building retaining walls and destroying
 hundreds of trees and other vegetation. 
 
The is just one example of the reasons the plan needs to be looked over to spot flawed or untenable proposals. 
 
Another aspect of proposed street projects that needs to be considered is the potential of ASSESSMENTS to the
 owners whose properties abut projects on "unimproved" streets. These assessments often run into thousands of
 dollars per property. See https://www.eugene-or.gov/611/Street-Improvement-Assessments for more information
 about assessments. See Chapter 9 of the City of Eugene for complete information. 

A City of Eugene and Lane County PLANNING COMMISSIONS joint PUBLIC HEARING is to be held on JUNE 21,
 6:00PM AT HARRIS HALL, LANE COUNTY PUBLIC SERVICE BUILDING, 125 EAST 8TH AVENUE.  If you have
 concerns about the draft plan, lack of notifications for public input opportunities during the formulation process
 or lack of notifications of past or upcoming meetings, or any other aspect, now is the time to GET INVOLVED. Your
 concerns cannot be taken into account if you do not voice them.  Comments may be submitted to Kurt Yeiter,
 Senior Transportation Planner, at kurt.m.yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us.  Comments received by WEDNESDAY, JUNE
 1, will be shared with the Planning Commissions prior to their meeting. NOTICE THIS DATE MISINFORMATION,
 should be the 9th!   
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On May 26th Ron & Janet went to the Rubicon Society meeting where Eugene 2035 TSP was presented by the city's Kurt
 Yeiter; Rob Inerfeld later also answered questions. They were "introduced" to discuss traffic & congestion and how to
 remedy it. (Was that remedy it or create it?)

Over several years the city has reached out to the public and had lots of meetings and feedback from many shareholders...
(blah-blah-sales pitch)
The city wants comments & concern or compliments before the adoption discussion on June 21st. (No deadline date
 mentioned.)
TSP is required by Oregon, it amends the Metro Plan and it will be part of Envision Eugene when it is adopted.

In 2035 it is "projected" that 34,000 people will come to Eugene.
There will be a "projected" 32,000 addition jobs and  it is "projected" that 400 acres will be needed to support the jobs.
(I see a shift from housing development to commercial development here.)

Eugene is now separating from the shared UGB with Springfield and focusing on:
Climate Recovery
Vision Zero
Pillars of Vision Eugene
State law says to update the TSP for safety, how to get around & health.

Kurt said, "I won't get into all the fine details but if you are a developer this matters quite a bit." (So true & how about if you
 are a community member?)
TSP was directed by city employees/staff, ODOT & LTD helped w/policies, and then the city put several plans out to the
 public & on the website. (Really?)
Common values were split, there was name-calling.
Jon Ruiz was new, so he put together a 70 member consulting team with mediation.
Everyone did agree on: jobs, affordable living, safety & efficient travel.

He mentioned Willamette St design standards (the wording, but with no meaning to it)

Goals to: Cut fossil fuel & natural gas consumption by 50%
               Get a 3 times increase in walking, biking & bus usage
               Have "efficient streets" and improve safety
               Update parking regulations (No mention of what this meant, possibly minimalize on-site or on-street parking?)

Kurt referred to the new Willamette St restriping as 3-lane with bike lanes in each direction. 
I corrected that to 1-lane each way, with stopped traffic by buses, with a center turn lane and 2 bike lanes.
He said the bicyclists want to call Willamette St a 5-lane street. (How misleading can we get?)
The city "projects" "only" a 30-second delay.

Kurt mentioned Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) with signal upgrades.
He mentioned that widening changes, paid by ODOT, would happen to W 11th and Beltline.

People said the South Willamette St restriping probably won't work and that Springfield was reversing a street.
Road Diet was mentioned. 
(A road diet, also called a lane reduction or road rechannelization, is a technique in
 transportation planning whereby the number of travel lanes and/or effective width of
 the road is reduced in order to achieve systemic improvements.) 
(Check out the Wikipedia illustration for "road diet" below which looks like the proposed
 South Willamette plan.)
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Inline image 1

The failed SW-SAZ was brought up as something to avoid.
The audience voiced that there was to much special interest input and not enough local business/community input with the
 city. 

Kurt's Summary: maintain streets
                           safety & "efficiency"
                           travel without cars (This statement was avoided for years by Chris Henry & other city planners, when
 questioning the restriping reasoning.)

We did questions and answers. It got heated and people felt the bikes were taking over the roads and it would be unsafe on
 South Willamette.
I brought up the 1-year South Willamette St testing completion before deciding on street designation changes.
It was suggested that the city is changing the street classification for all of Eugene. (This seems like it will allow for
 densification all over.)

Several members of the group seemed supportive of our concerns.

Important points about transportation planning in the South Willamette area. The
 City can't redevelop in the area at a large scale without finding a way around state
 transportation planning rules. That's why they unlawfully sought exemption from
 automobile congestion standards through the Multimodal Mixed-Use Area
 designation that sunk the SW-SAZ. (Note: traffic congestion is a primary weapon
 to challenge all land use applications in the area.)

The South Willamette area will be under constant threat from out-of-scale and
 incompatible redevelopment for the foreseeable future. The desirability of the area
 combined with the relatively low value of some properties makes it profitable to
 redevelop like no other part of Eugene. I want to protecting the livability of this
 area.

The City and developers are seeking to exploit the area economically.

There are many possible negative implications of the suggested change on Willamette St from a D to a lower E rating. 
Sensible planners would want to improve traffic flow from a D to a C.
The lower of the LOS to an E would allow for added congestion/density so the street restriping testing period would be moot.
I would like to know the businesses the UO is collecting data from. Capella Market is not reporting.
Also the EmX 30th/LCC Corridor would justify denser development in South Willamette.

Janet Bevirt
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From: Ron-Janet Bevirt
To: YEITER Kurt M; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Subject: TSP 2035
Date: Thursday, June 09, 2016 4:46:01 PM

To: Eugene Planning Department, City of Eugene Planning Commission, Lane County
 Planning Commission, Mayor, City Council, City Manager,    
    The proposed TSP includes a large quantity of road, sidewalk, bicycle lanes, and etc.
 projects to be implemented during the next 20 years. In light of the City of Eugene policy
 “Citizen Involvement Element — Policy K.2 requires that the city maintain and adequately
 fund a variety of programs and procedures for encouraging and providing opportunities for
 citizen involvement in metropolitan area planning issues. Such programs should provide for
 widespread citizen involvement, effective communication, access to technical information,
 and feedback mechanisms from policymakers” — it is important for a much longer period of
 public education and consideration take place before choosing to implement the proposed
 TSP.  There is an unfortunate and frustrating disconnect between “public involvement”,
 Planning Department work, and the product presented to the Public for brief consideration
 before the plan is implemented. This disconnect is seen repeatedly. It seems like members of
 the Planning Department, functioning under their faith-based beliefs in “New Urbanism”,
 Density, “Smart Growth” (whatever is the term of choice), are so confident that they know
 what is best to do that they are completely out of touch with what members of the Public view
 as “common sense”. Those living in each specific area for which a project is proposed, know
 best what makes sense. Why not consult those most directly affected?
    The City constantly faces choices about where and how to spend the available tax monies.
 Once the many, many items on the TSP are “approved” then they are automatically on the
 conveyor belt advancing toward implementation. Some of the proposed projects may be
 wonderful and would meet with public approval when compared with other choices about
 how the limited funds available to the City are spent. Some projects may not meet the
 standard for approval when compared against other funding projects that may provide a
 greater Public benefit. In my opinion, many of the proposed projects do not match in
 importance other urgent needs, such as public funding for low-income housing, continuing to
 address the needs of the unhoused and so on. Each of the proposed projects needs to be
 looked at by “a fresh set of eyes” i.e. the Public.
    A huge issue is the proposal to downgrade all Eugene streets from LOS D to LOS E. We do
 not need more congestion, which creates/increases pollution. An interesting side effect is that
 downgrading streets from D to E permits developers to avoid paying the fees that would be
 required for creating the congestion that will result from greater density. Degrading the road
 or street to LOS E will permit greater density and congestion and absolve developers from
 paying the higher fees LOS D would require.
    If we are going to purse a goal of cutting fossil fuel and natural gas consumption by 50%,
 then creating more traffic congestion (which creates more pollution) is not a sensible plan. If
 we want to “reduce automobile reliance…, reduce air pollution, congestion, and other
 livability problems” (Transportation Planning Rule) then we need to work more directly
 toward those goals than by making traffic congestion so deplorable that people are inspired to
 use public transit, walk, or bicycle.
    Another feature of the TSP is that all City streets are to become “Complete Streets” that is,
 no matter the size or designation of a street, sidewalks and bike lanes must be added.
 Homeowners will lose landscaping and be forced to pay for the street improvements. This is
 an issue that will create Public outrage. If the TSP gets adopted without thorough Public
 understanding about the plan’s effects, then, once again, Public trust and confidence in the
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 Planning process and in the overall government of the City is further eroded.
    The TSP is one more example showing that the Planning Department is out of touch with
 the “real world”, which members of the Public inhabit. Planners are too influenced by special
 interest groups and lobbyists. Additionally, the “happy talk”, manipulation, and propaganda
 that Planners project in textual materials and in public meetings does not best serve the Public
 interest. Factual presentations, during which the pros and cons, clearly stated tradeoffs that
 are required by many of these projects would be a better way to gain and maintain the Public
 trust. Frank discussions about the actual width of streets and the effects that will result from
 removing street parking, and/or adding bike lanes, and many such issues allow people to
 understand what is being proposed, instead of finding out amid the chaos that results from
 “sneaking” wonderful planning ideas into public policy.
Ron Bevirt
Please include my remarks in the Public Record.

G-33

Attachment G

PC Agenda - Page 297



 

New Public Testimony 

G-34

Attachment G

PC Agenda - Page 298



From: Phyllis Goldman
To: YEITER Kurt M
Cc: Phyllis Goldman
Subject: Fw: Lorane Highway proposal
Date: Thursday, June 09, 2016 4:01:15 PM

                                                                                                                                       
                                                         
                                                                                                      1077 Lorane
 Highway

                                                                                                       Eugene, OR 97405
                                                                                                     
  minkles_2000@yahoo.com 
Eugene Planning Commission
The Atrium
99 West 10th Ave. 
Eugene, OR  97401

Lane County Planning Commission
Public Service Building
125 E. 8th Ave.
Eugene, OR  97401

Dear Commissioners and Kurt Yeiter, City of Eugene,

Please add the following comments to the record of the 2035 Transportation System
 Plan (TSP).  

I have been a bike commuter and lived at 1077 Lorane Highway for 25 years, (since
 1991). I continue to bike and walk on Lorane Highway several times a week.  I am
 strongly opposed to adding a bike lane or sidewalk on Lorane Highway between
 Washington St. and Chambers.  I present you with eight reasons why adding a bike
 lane is not a good idea: 

1. Currently traffic between Crest and Chambers on Lorane Highway is generally
 light, with
    increased traffic in the later afternoon.  This is a very expensive and labor intensive
 project for a
    low use street when alternate bike routes are available.
2. Cars and bikes are co-existing on Lorane highway in a courteous manner.  Bikes
 tend to hug
    the side of the road and pull off into driveways when cars want to pass.  Cars give
 bikes a wide
    berth when passing on a straightaway. On curves bikers let cars know when the
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 coast is clear.
3. Two days a week large groups of bikers use this stretch of Lorane to go on longer
 bike rides
    into the country. They often use much of the uphill lane riding side by side and
 talking. This will
    probably not change with a bike lane.  Most of them use this street once or twice a
 week and do 
    not live here. They will not be affected by these changes on a daily basis.
  Alternate routes are
    available for bike rides into the country, including Chambers which is already a
 thoroughfare to
    Lorane Highway. While these bikers tend to ride in groups side by side on Lorane,
 this will
    probably not happen on a busier street such as Chambers. In addition, this will
 save a lot of
    money and time, and better protect the Lorane neighborhood from speeding cars. 
4. Currently cars, including myself, hug the side of the road when going around
 curves.  With a
    narrow street and no room for error, cars tend to go slower.  Adding a bike lane will
 add girth to
    the lane, and more cars will have a tendency to speed using the bike lane for their
 margin of
    error, putting bikers and walkers at greater risk.
5. Currently very few accidents between bikes and cars happen on this stretch of
 Lorane.  The 
    addition of a bike lane equals higher car speeds, which inevitably equals more
 accidents, not
    fewer.
6. One of the benefits of living on this section of Lorane Highway is the stunning and
 peaceful
    ambiance the trees and wildlife offer, creating a country feeling.  If the street is
 widened many
    trees will be taken out, houses will be closer to the street, there will be more car
 traffic, at higher
    rates of speed, causing more noise pollution, accidents and dead wildlife. The
 ambiance
    will be changed forever lessening the quality of life for the people in this
 neighborhood.  
7. Many of the embankments on the North side of Lorane Highway are very steep and
 will need
   cement retaining walls. The proposal of widening Lorane for the purpose of adding
 bike lanes will
   be very expensive for the people who live here, most of whom are against this
 proposal and enjoy
   the street as it is.  The costs will affect me as I am retired and on a fixed income. 
8. With a six foot bike lane, the areas currently used to pull off the road will be
 eliminated.
   We need shoulders for safer road conditions.  With the many curves and narrow
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  slower
   vehicles use these pull-outs to allow others to pass. Many people get distracted with
 cell phones,
   wildlife, or talking to others. The pullouts are used on a regular basis for these
 people to get
   off the road when needed.

In Summary, I am strongly opposed to making the proposed changes to Lorane
 Highway between Washington St. and Chambers Ave.  Adding a six foot bike path
 will add more traffic, increase car speed, possibly cause more accidents, kill more
 wildlife, add more noise, bring the noise closer to homes, needlessly remove many
 trees, and negatively impact the quality of life for the people of this neighborhood
 forever.  In addition the costs of doing this will be exorbitant for people who are
 retired and/or cannot afford it, many whom oppose it.

Thank you for your hard work in our community and for considering the points made
 about this proposal.  Please feel free to contact me to discuss this matter further.

Phyllis Goldman

G-37

Attachment G

PC Agenda - Page 301



 

New Public Testimony 

G-38

Attachment G

PC Agenda - Page 302



From: LMDV
To: YEITER Kurt M
Cc: lm
Subject: Transportation System Plan Input
Date: Thursday, June 09, 2016 3:36:13 PM

Re: Planning Commission public hearing record for the Eugene 2035 Transportation 
System Plan - Please include this input in the record and list of interested parties.

As an active FAN resident and FAN SW-SAZ committee member, I’ve heard 
concern about this public hearing record timeframe being too narrow, so please 
keep it open for two more weeks after the original deadline. 

Neighbors are talking quite a bit about the negative effects of lowering the Level of 
Service to E. We don’t need more traffic congestion, neither for the added financial 
cost for residents and businesses and an overall diminished quality of life. 

It’s been discussed that the slower speeds and stop-and-go traffic decrease fuel 
efficiency, which goes against our Climate Recovery Ordinance. 

As you know, the recent fiasco of the SW-SAZ has taken trust in city government to an all-
time low. More and more citizens are getting aware and involved. Now is the time to make a 
strong show of good faith for maintaining livability in Eugene by maintaining current traffic 
standards.

For all of these relevant reasons, please refrain from degrading our city's Level of Service to E.
 

Warmly,
Lisa-Marie DiVincent
2850 High Street
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From: Paul Conte
To: YEITER Kurt M
Cc: Tom Happy
Subject: Re: Question / testimony re TSP
Date: Thursday, June 09, 2016 4:13:56 PM

Kurt,

Thanks for the clarification. Let me adjust (replace) my question (comment remains
 the same):

The text for MM-1 "Location" lists only "River Road", but the "Extent" refers states
 "Hunsaker Lane to West 11th Avenue" and the Figure 2 map appears to show the
 southern extent including Chambers Street to W. 11th Ave.

What specific changes might the MM-2 project entail for the segment of Chambers
 Street between W. 7th and 11th Aves.?

-- Paul 

_________________

On Thu, Jun 9, 2016 at 1:41 PM, YEITER Kurt M <Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:

Paul,

I can offer one easy answer now to help alleviate some confusion.  TSP Project MM-1 is the River
 Road/Chambers Corridor.  MM-2 is just the new transit station area improvements depicted by a
 circle on the project maps.

 

I agree the map can be interpreted differently and I appreciate your bringing this to my attention.

 

Kurt

 

From: Paul Conte [mailto:paul.t.conte@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 12:05 PM
To: YEITER Kurt M <Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: Tom Happy <tomhappy@aol.com>; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
 <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Question / testimony re TSP
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Kurt,

 

Could you please provide the questions and your responses below (as well as my
 comments and attachment)) for the EPC record.

 

The text for MM-2 lists only River Road and Hunsaker Lane; however, the Figure 2 map
 appears to show the southern extent including Chambers Street to W. 11th Ave.

 

What specific changes might the MM-2 project entail for the segment of Chambers
 Street between W. 7th and 11th Aves.?

 

Comment: Chambers Street between W. 8th and 11th Aves. has heavy vehicular
 traffic and, by my observation has almost no pedestrian or bicycle use. It is
 difficult and hazardous to cross the street for pedestrians, except at the lights at
 W. 8th and 11th Aves. MM-2 should at the very least not reduce the safety and
 appeal (such as it is) for pedestrians, especially attempting to cross between the
 residential areas on both sides of this segment.

 

* * * *

 

On page 5 of the TSP, the sidebar states: "Key Corridors identified in Envision
Eugene, A Community Vision include portions of W. 11th Avenue, ..." (Underlining
 added)

 

Appendix F. Appears to show all of W. 11th Ave., including right through the
 middle of the residential area between downtown and Chambers Street.

 

Would you please clarify exactly which portions of W. 11th Ave. would be
 categorized under "Key Corridors"?

 

Comment: The TSP should have a policy and/or implementation plans that at the
 very least do not increase negative impacts on residents along W. 11th and 13
 Aves. east of Chambers Street.
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Be aware that the JWN is intending to propose amendments to the encompassing
 refinement plans, and it would not be unlikely that policies to this effect would
 be proposed.

 

* * * *

 

In general, despite the disclaimer, Appendix F shows all of JWN from W. 7th Ave.
 to W. 13th Ave. as included in a "Key Corridor." It's essential that the TSP have
 policies and implementation language that "Protect, Repair and Enhance
 Neighborhood Livability" for residential areas within or adjacent to "Key
 Corridors."

 

I'm attaching the report of the Envision Eugene "Multiple-Use Development"
 Committee which adopted specific principles for development along transit
 corridors. These principles were adopted with consensus-less-one (and the one
 vote was over just one of the principles). They were subsequently affirmed at a
 meeting of the EE Community Resource Group in January (or maybe February
 2011). They can fairly be considered a set of principles with broad community
 support and they should be reflected in the TSP.

 

Could you please provide the EPC with a concise response to each of the 18
 principles indicating how the respective principle is reflected (or not) in the TSP.

 

Thank you.

 

-- Paul

_________________
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From: Paul Conte
To: YEITER Kurt M
Cc: Tom Happy; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Subject: Question / testimony re TSP
Date: Thursday, June 09, 2016 12:05:20 PM
Attachments: MUDsubgroupFinalReport10Dec2010.pdf

Kurt,

Could you please provide the questions and your responses below (as well as my
 comments and attachment)) for the EPC record.

The text for MM-2 lists only River Road and Hunsaker Lane; however, the Figure 2
 map appears to show the southern extent including Chambers Street to W. 11th
 Ave.

What specific changes might the MM-2 project entail for the segment of Chambers
 Street between W. 7th and 11th Aves.?

Comment: Chambers Street between W. 8th and 11th Aves. has heavy vehicular
 traffic and, by my observation has almost no pedestrian or bicycle use. It is
 difficult and hazardous to cross the street for pedestrians, except at the lights at
 W. 8th and 11th Aves. MM-2 should at the very least not reduce the safety and
 appeal (such as it is) for pedestrians, especially attempting to cross between the
 residential areas on both sides of this segment.

* * * *

On page 5 of the TSP, the sidebar states: "Key Corridors identified in Envision
Eugene, A Community Vision include portions of W. 11th Avenue, ..." (Underlining
 added)

Appendix F. Appears to show all of W. 11th Ave., including right through the middle
 of the residential area between downtown and Chambers Street.

Would you please clarify exactly which portions of W. 11th Ave. would be
 categorized under "Key Corridors"?

Comment: The TSP should have a policy and/or implementation plans that at the
 very least do not increase negative impacts on residents along W. 11th and 13
 Aves. east of Chambers Street.

Be aware that the JWN is intending to propose amendments to the encompassing
 refinement plans, and it would not be unlikely that policies to this effect would be
 proposed.

* * * *

In general, despite the disclaimer, Appendix F shows all of JWN from W. 7th Ave. to
 W. 13th Ave. as included in a "Key Corridor." It's essential that the TSP have
 policies and implementation language that "Protect, Repair and Enhance
 Neighborhood Livability" for residential areas within or adjacent to "Key Corridors."
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MUD subgroup report       December 10, 2010 


Envision Eugene  
Community Resource Group  
Mixed-Use (Re)Development (MUD) subgroup  
 
Members and affiliations (alphabetically): 


• Larry Banks, Principal, PIVOT Architecture  
• Jon Belcher, Planning Commissioner and former member of the ECLA Community Advisory 


Committee  
• Rob Bennett, Downtown business person 
• Paul Conte, Jefferson Westside Neighbors (JWN) and former member of the ECLA 


Community Advisory Committee  
• Jerry Finigan, Santa Clara Community Organization (SCCO) and former member of the Infill 


Compatibility Standards Task Team’s Steering Committee  
• Carolyn Jacobs, South University Neighborhood Association (SUNA) and former member of 


the ECLA Community Advisory Committee  
• Barbara Mitchell, Cal Young Neighborhood Association (CYNA) 
• Carleen Reilly, River Road Community Organization (RRCO)  
• Tom Schwetz, LTD -- EmX Project Manager  
• Ann Vaughn, Santa Clara Community Organization (SCCO) and former member of the 


Opportunity Siting Task Team  
• Pat Walsh, Consultant with Lane County Home Builders Association  
 
CRG member Don Kahle also observed part of the second MUD subgroup meeting and was 
CC’d on e-mails from the facilitators. 


 
Facilitators: 


• Paul Conte, pconte@picante-soft.com, 541.344.2552 
• Carolyn Jacobs, Carolyn.I.Jacobs@gmail.com, 541.683.8556 


 
Adopted MUD subgroup objective 


Provide to the CRG:  


• The MUD subgroup’s recommendation(s) regarding the “THEM 15 [sic] MIXED-USE 
REDEVELOPMENT ALONG TRANSIT CORRIDORS” statement provided by Chadwick. 


• Individual members’ comments related to the “theme”. 
 



mailto:pconte@picante-soft.com�

mailto:Carolyn.I.Jacobs@gmail.com�
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Process summary 


MUD subgroup members held three well-attended meetings totaling approximately six hours of 
face-to-face discussions. The second and third meetings were recorded, and the audio file was 
made available to all members, including those who had been unable to attend. (This practice 
proved valuable in enabling members who were not at a meeting to get a complete, direct 
understanding of what transpired at a meeting.) 


Members also used e-mail for distribution of materials from the facilitators, scheduling meetings 
and for members to submit items for consideration at an upcoming meeting. Limited discussion of 
substantive issues also occurred in e-mail exchanges. When a member was unable to attend a 
meeting, he or she was invited to vote or weigh in on meeting topics via e-mail. 


At the first meeting, members: 


• Elected facilitators 


• Produced a draft work plan 


• Held a preliminary round of discussion on substantive issues related to the theme 


• Agreed to use the “MUD” theme received from Bob Chadwick (Attachment A) as the 
starting point, rather than starting from scratch 


At the second meeting, members: 


• Adopted a final work plan, including the objective, work product and key elements of the 
decision process 


• Discussed members’ proposals for revisions to the original version of the theme. 


• Agreed to use a rewritten theme proposed by one member as the foundation for a 
recommendation, along with other members’ proposed revisions 


At the third meeting, members: 


• Deliberated section-by-section through a “consolidated” version of the theme, which 
included the version from the second meeting and additional sections proposed by other 
members. Votes were taken on proposed revisions to, or deletion of, each section. With 
the exception of section 18, all decisions on individual sections were unanimous or near 
unanimous. 


• Voting was then opened on the revised recommendation for the “MUD” theme. Members 
could choose to vote at the meeting or vote later by e-mail. Eight members voted in 
support at the meeting. 


Following the final meeting, two members voted to support and one member voted to not support 
the recommendation. Attachment B provides the recommended theme, and Attachment D provides 
a cross reference from sections of the original theme to sections of the recommended theme. 


Members then had the opportunity to submit individual comments related to the theme. These 
comments are attached to this report. (See Attachment E.) Comments were not edited or 
discussed formally among members. 


Respectfully submitted by the facilitators, 


Paul Conte 


Carolyn Jacobs 
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Attachment A 


THE “THEME” AS RECEIVED FROM BOB CHADWICK 
 
 


THEM [sic] 15 - MIXED-USE REDEVELOPMENT ALONG TRANSIT CORRIDORS- 
DRAFT SYNTHESIS - 2010.09.14  


(Developed, after group discussion, by Carolyn Weiss, Kevin Mathews, Sue Prichard.) 


Plan a network of full-service* transit corridors for Eugene. Plan for gradual redevelopment to 
high-quality, economically viable mixed-use buildings and multiple use neighborhoods, in core 
commercial areas and within a quarter mile of key transit corridors (while protecting established 
residential neighborhoods). 


Include areas, and focus attention, where success is most likely, using pilot programs when 
feasible to explore and demonstrate possibilities. 


In these mixed-use buildings and neighborhoods, provide a variety of housing types and 
affordability adapted to evolving demographics and living trends in our community. Avoid 
gentrification. Develop with a texture of building types, sizes, and local character. 


Educate, provide incentives, and reduce obstacles, so property owners will embrace the effort and 
be supported with the assistance and flexibility needed to be successful. 


The WEC Vision for West Eugene provides a strong example, focused around West 11th Avenue, of 
a corridor plan that addresses the needs of that area.  


Each transit corridor has unique characteristics and should be given localized consideration and 
treatment in planning, and, as necessary, in the land use code. 


Improve walking and bicycling infrastructure to fill gaps and provide safe and convenient 
connections within and between neighborhoods, services, and transit corridors.  


Other statements to be considered:  


• An understanding that all buildings along the corridor do not have to be mixed use.  


• Encourage the greater part of mixed use development closer to the core of the city.  


• Explore the notion of extending the transit corridors and the mixed use areas outside the 
UGB and developing neighborhoods in “fingers” along these routes.  
The possibility of industrial zoned areas that could be considered for mixed use 
development. 
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Attachment B 


RECOMMENDED THEME 


Mixed-Use, New- and Re-Development along Transit Corridors and in the Downtown Area 


 


MUD subgroup member votes 


Support (10):  Banks, Belcher, Conte, Finigan, Jacobs, Mitchell, Reilley, Schwetz, Vaughn, Walsh 


Do not support (1):  Bennett 


 


 


1. Plan a network of high-capacity, multi-modal transit corridors for Eugene. Create a list of the 
streets and their extents which are considered transit corridors desirable for mixed-use 
development.  Include a process for adding or removing street segments from that list. 


2. Plan for gradual development and redevelopment to create high-quality, economically-viable, 
multiple-use centers (including mixed-use buildings, where appropriate) within roughly one 
quarter to one half mile of identified transit corridors and within the downtown commercial 
area. 


3. A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while protecting 
and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multiple-use 
centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task 
Team. (See Attachment C.) 


4. These multiple-use centers should foster active, walkable community living by providing a mix 
of residential, commercial, retail, and public uses in close proximity to one another – in many 
cases within a single building. (This type of development is often referred to as “Transit-
Oriented Development”.)   


5. These multiple-use centers should be clustered in discrete locations along transit corridors to 
facilitate distinct neighborhood identity and to avoid creating long strip developments.  
Additionally, each corridor has unique characteristics and should be given localized 
consideration and treatment in planning and, as necessary, in the land use code. 


6. Focus attention on areas where success is most likely.  


7. Development should embrace the unique character of the encompassing area, and endeavor 
to enhance the quality and livability of existing and new neighborhoods.  Where appropriate, 
create transition zones between mixed-use development areas and adjacent neighborhoods. 
Respect the character and scale of existing low-density neighborhoods. 


8. These new multiple-use centers should provide ample, active open space and gathering areas 
for community interaction.   


9. Develop with a texture of building types, sizes, and local character. 
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10. Mixed-use buildings can play a key role in adding vibrancy and density to multiple-use centers 
and in transitioning to lower-density residential areas.  


11. Encourage a variety of housing types, sizes, configurations, and affordability to facilitate 
diverse ownership and rental options.  


12. Expand and improve walking and bicycling infrastructure to fill gaps and provide safe and 
convenient connections within and between the transit corridor, the transit-oriented 
development, and the neighborhoods close to the corridor.  


13. Consider parking and traffic implications of proposed development patterns. 


14. Consider design standards to better define the public realm and promote quality. 
Development standards should allow for a range of development proposals, with density 
ranges set at reasonable levels to allow for flexible growth over the coming years without 
being overly prescriptive.   


15. Mixed-use development projects are more likely to occur with public sector participation.  One 
form of public sector participation is enhancing infrastructure to support mixed-use 
development (an example is to improve the pedestrian character of Willamette Street from 
24th Avenue to 30th Avenue).  Another form of public sector participation is to facilitate 
development via incentives for developers. 


16. Educate, provide incentives, and reduce unnecessary obstacles, so developers will embrace 
this theme.  


17. Continually evaluate previous multiple-use center efforts to inform us of lessons learned. 


18. When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for projected 
housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished. 
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Attachment C 


INFILL COMPATIBILITY STANDARDS TASK TEAM – PROJECT GOALS STATEMENT 


Unanimously approved by the ICS Task Team 


 


 


Create and adopt land use code standards and processes that: 


(a) Prevent residential infill that would significantly threaten or diminish the stability, quality, 
positive character, livability or natural resources of residential neighborhoods; and 


(b) Encourage residential infill that would enhance the stability, quality, positive character, 
livability or natural resources of residential neighborhoods; and 


(c) So long as the goal stated in (a) is met, allow for increased density, a variety of housing 
types, affordable housing, and mixed-use development; and 


(d) Improve the appearance of buildings and landscapes.  
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Plan a network of full-service transit corridors for Eugene. 
Plan for gradual redevelopment to high-quality, 
economically viable mixed-use buildings and multiple use 
neighborhoods, in core commercial areas and within a 
quarter mile of key transit corridors (while protecting 
established residential neighborhoods). 


Include areas, and focus attention, where success is most 
likely, using pilot programs when feasible to explore and 
demonstrate possibilities. 


In these mixed-use buildings and neighborhoods, provide 
a variety of housing types and affordability adapted to 
evolving demographics and living trends in our 
community. Avoid gentrification. Develop with a texture 
of building types, sizes, and local character. 


Educate, provide incentives, and reduce obstacles, so 
property owners will embrace the effort and be 
supported with the assistance and flexibility needed to be 
successful. 


The WEC Vision for West Eugene provides a strong 
example, focused around West 11th Avenue, of a corridor 
plan that addresses the needs of that area.  


Each transit corridor has unique characteristics and 
should be given localized consideration and treatment in 
planning, and, as necessary, in the land use code. 


Improve walking and bicycling infrastructure to fill gaps 
and provide safe and convenient connections within and 
between neighborhoods, services, and transit corridors. 


 1. Plan a network of high-capacity, multi-modal transit 
corridors for Eugene. Create a list of the streets and 
their extents which are considered transit corridors 
desirable for mixed-use development.  Include a 
process for adding or removing street segments from 
that list. 


2. Plan for gradual development and redevelopment to 
create high-quality, economically-viable, multiple-use 
centers (including mixed-use buildings, where 
appropriate) within roughly one quarter to one half 
mile of identified transit corridors and within the 
downtown commercial area. 


3. A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve 
increased residential density while protecting and 
enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the 
development of multiple-use centers shall be consistent 
with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility 
Standards Task Team. 


4. These multiple-use centers should foster active, 
walkable community living by providing a mix of 
residential, commercial, retail, and public uses in close 
proximity to one another – in many cases within a 
single building. (This type of development is often 
referred to as “Transit-Oriented Development”.)   


5. These multiple-use centers should be clustered in 
discrete locations along transit corridors to facilitate 
distinct neighborhood identity and to avoid creating 
long strip developments.  Additionally, each corridor 
has unique characteristics and should be given localized 
consideration and treatment in planning and, as 
necessary, in the land use code. 


A 


Attachment D 


CROSS-REFERENCE FROM DRAFT THEME RECEIVED FROM BOB CHADWICK TO RECOMMENDED THEME 
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6. Focus attention on areas where success is most 
likely.  


7. Development should embrace the unique character 
of the encompassing area, and endeavor to enhance 
the quality and livability of existing and new 
neighborhoods.  Where appropriate, create transition 
zones between mixed-use development areas and 
adjacent neighborhoods. Respect the character and 
scale of existing low-density neighborhoods. 


8. These new multiple-use centers should provide 
ample, active open space and gathering areas for 
community interaction.   


9. Develop with a texture of building types, sizes, and 
local character. 


10. Mixed-use buildings can play a key role in adding 
vibrancy and density to multiple-use centers and in 
transitioning to lower-density residential areas.  


11. Encourage a variety of housing types, sizes, 
configurations, and affordability to facilitate diverse 
ownership and rental options.  


12. Expand and improve walking and bicycling 
infrastructure to fill gaps and provide safe and 
convenient connections within and between the transit 
corridor, the transit-oriented development, and the 
neighborhoods close to the corridor.  


13. Consider parking and traffic implications of 
proposed development patterns. 


14. Consider design standards to better define the 
public realm and promote quality. Development 
standards should allow for a range of development 
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proposals, with density ranges set at reasonable levels 
to allow for flexible growth over the coming years 
without being overly prescriptive.   


15. Mixed-use development projects are more likely to 
occur with public sector participation.  One form of 
public sector participation is enhancing infrastructure 
to support mixed-use development (an example is to 
improve the pedestrian character of Willamette Street 
from 24th Avenue to 30th Avenue).  Another form of 
public sector participation is to facilitate development 
via incentives for developers. 


16. Educate, provide incentives, and reduce 
unnecessary obstacles, so developers will embrace this 
theme.  


17. Continually evaluate previous multiple-use center 
efforts to inform us of lessons learned. 


18. When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only 
on those assumptions for projected housing capacity 
that ensure this theme can be accomplished. 


 


A 
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Attachment E 


MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS 


 


Comments from Larry Banks  


These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally 
discussed by the MUD subgroup.  


 


General: 


As conversation and consideration evolved on the topic of “Multiple Use”, I began to view two 
different types of development or zoning “categories” that may warrant different treatment 
within the overall umbrella of this “Multiple-Use theme”.  One would be land currently zoned as 
non-residential, where we would add residential or change to mixed-use designation.  The other is 
land surrounding the mixed-use land which may be currently zoned as low-density residential but 
may warrant change to a higher-density residential to support the goals or enable market 
feasibility of the multiple-use center. It is my opinion that the mixed-use zoned land should be 
afforded fewer restrictions than the residentially zoned lands. 


 


On section 13: “Consider parking and traffic implications of proposed development patterns.” 


After further consideration, section 13 appears somewhat vague, may not convey adequate 
direction or embody sufficient feasibility, or in fact may already be required by other code 
provisions.  I believe that the intent is to consider and mitigate significant traffic or parking impacts 
on existing neighborhoods as a result of proposed development proposals. 


 


On section 18: “When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for 
projected housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.” 


My dissenting vote on this item was based on my feeling that this section was more of a general 
planning process statement, and that it was not completely germane to the vision of Mixed-Use 
Centers along Transit Corridors and a “creative solution fostering a best possible outcome”.  I think 
the intent of the section may be noble and there may be merit in a general sense, but in our 
limited time was not clear to me how it added to the vision of a mixed use center. 
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MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS 
 


Comments from John Belcher  
These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally 
discussed by the MUD subgroup.  
 


General: 


All members of this group contributed to our proposal but our facilitators Paul Conte and Carolyn 
Jacobs did yeoman work and Larry Banks provided the base document that guided the rest of our 
work. 


 


On section 3: “A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while 
protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multiple-
use centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task 
Team.” 


This section generated far more discussion than any other. For me to support the section I needed 
it to clarify that this is one purpose and therefore there are additional purposes to this strategy 
(and indeed Envision Eugene) than solely protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability.  For 
me it is equally important to encourage economic vitality, to the degree practicable protect farm 
and forest land and finally to support social diversity in Eugene.  All are important and the viability 
of our final recommendation should be measured by how we balance all of them.  


 


On language related to VMT: 


There was consideration at one point of including the phrase: “overall vehicle miles travelled 
(VMT) can be reduced if development emphasis is placed in areas closer to the downtown core.”  


I successfully moved to strike the phrase for the following reasons: 


1. No evidence is presented to support that assertion. 


2. These multiple use centers are the likely mechanism to develop 20 minute neighborhoods 
throughout the City.  We shouldn’t deny North Eugene, West Eugene and South Eugene the 
opportunity to have 20 minute neighborhoods by only allowing multiple use centers in the 
proximity of downtown. 


3. Increased density along the length of transit corridors has synergistically improved transit 
use and improved transit options make living along transit corridors more desirable (as 
along the MAX corridor in Portland). 


4. When we focus on one area as desirable for development, we a priori de-emphasize the 
rest. Multiple use centers appear to be the most acceptable way to accommodate our 
34,000 projected new residents so why would we create impediments to their development 
by implying that some transit corridors are less desirable for development than others.  The 
more people we accommodate in multiple use centers, the less we will have to expand the 
UGB which will have an even greater impact on VMT.  And if we don’t accommodate these 
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folks in Eugene, far more VMT will be generated by folks commuting to Eugene from Dexter, 
Harrisburg, Veneta and beyond. 


 


On section 18: “When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for 
projected housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.” 


Section 18 is the only section not supported by either everyone on the committee or all minus 
one. In fact, this section passed by only one vote. I personally voted no because I don’t understand 
what it means nor do I understand its implications. 


Additionally it is the only section in the theme specifically intended for the entire Envision Eugene 
process rather than specifically for this theme. Therefore should be discussed by the entire CRG 
body and then we should decide whether we want to accept it as a general principle for our final 
document. If through that discussion I come to understand it better, I too may be able to support it.  


Thanks again to everyone on the committee and I hope you give our thoughts serious 
consideration.  
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MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS 


 


Comments from Rob Bennett  


These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally 
discussed by the MUD subgroup.  


 


On section 3: “A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while 
protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multiple-
use centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task 
Team.” 


I feel like I was the most outspoken opponent of the second sentence in this section. My position 
is that the balance of neighborhood protections for mixed use development or redevelopment 
should be materially different from those afforded neighborhoods when the proposed 
development is within the low density primary neighborhood area. My understanding is that in 
most cases mixed use development in Eugene is projected to occur in what are now primarily 
commercial areas with the goal of adding housing, very different from the other way around. 


Can you imagine even the most trustworthy, confident, and experienced development company 
risking the substantial initial capital required in the planning stage of a project trying to actually 
understand what some neighborhood group’s or the public’s subjective judgment of what 
“significantly threaten or diminish the stability, quality, positive character, livability...” really 
means and how a proposed project’s basic scale and design would be judged?  


My strong belief is that little or no development would occur and if this language prevailed we 
should not consider this type of housing initiative in our projections for added housing supply. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 







 
14 


 


MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS 


 


Comments from Paul Conte  


These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally 
discussed by the MUD subgroup.  


 


General: 


The MUD subgroup comprised individuals with a wealth of knowledge and experience across a 
wide range of interests. Members included neighborhood leaders with decades of collective 
experience dealing with neighborhood issues related to development, a developer with many 
years experience in successful residential and commercial projects, a representative of the Home 
Builders Association of Lane County, a representative of Lane Transit District who’s been on the 
“front-line” of the West Eugene Extension of EmX project, a LEED-certified principal in a prominent 
architecture firm, and a current Planning Commissioner who has served in that role during many 
of the years the City has grappled with growth issues. 


As part of their work developing a recommended theme, this group tackled head-on one of the 
most important and challenging issues related to future growth – protecting neighborhood 
livability. Reaching consensus-minus-one agreement wasn’t easy and at times seemed out of 
reach. However, the group finally found common ground by building on the “field-tested” 
foundations of the Infill Compatibility Standards process, which City Council initiated. 


My personal thanks goes out to all eleven MUD subgroup members for their perseverance and 
patience. 


 


On section 3: “A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while 
protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multiple-
use centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task 
Team.” 


This section elicited some of the deepest discussion among the MUD subgroup members. The 
language that was finally supported by all but one member directly connects the “multiple-use 
centers” strategy with the principles that are at the heart of the Infill Compatibility Standards (ICS) 
strategy that City Council initiated. These principles seek to meaningfully protect and enhance 
neighborhoods and to encourage increased residential density by creating well-designed housing 
in the right locations.  


The ICS goals rest on the understanding that neighborhood livability and successful medium- and 
high-density housing are complementary, rather than conflicting, goals. They are not “tradeoffs” 
that need to be “balanced.” In other words, to be broadly successful, the “multiple-use centers” 
strategy must occur in the context of healthy, attractive surrounding areas, or people won’t 
choose to live in such developments. Conversely, well-planned multiple-use centers have 
enormous potential to increase the neighborhood commercial, social, educational and 
transportation resources available to nearby residents, thus enriching these neighborhoods and 
making them even more livable. 
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The MUD subgroup desired to connect the “multiple-use centers” strategy to an established city 
process, rather than craft new language; and therefore section 3 references the adopted ICS Task 
Team goals. However, the language of the ICS Task Team goals (see Attachment C) applies the core 
principles specifically to infill development, while section 3 of this theme applies to development 
in multiple-use centers. The appropriate application of section 3 can be understood most clearly 
by simply recasting the ICS goals statement, replacing “residential infill” with “development in 
multiple-use centers”: 


Create and adopt land use code standards and processes that: 


(a) Prevent development in multiple-use centers that would significantly threaten or 
diminish the stability, quality, positive character, livability or natural resources of residential 
neighborhoods; and 


(b) Encourage development in multiple-use centers that would enhance the stability, 
quality, positive character, livability or natural resources of residential neighborhoods; and 


(c) So long as the goal stated in (a) is met, allow for increased density, a variety of housing 
types, affordable housing, and mixed-use development; and 


(d) Improve the appearance of buildings and landscapes.  


 


On section 18: “When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for 
projected housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.” 


Section 18 was the only section about which MUD members ended up almost evenly divided on 
whether to include or not. 


This section addresses a highly-technical, legal issue, that is nonetheless essential to enable 
agreed-upon themes to be implemented. However, from our subgroup’s discussion, my sense is 
that some MUD subgroup members were hesitant to support a recommendation without fully 
understanding the issue. As I’ve urged throughout ECLA and Envision Eugene, I think it’s very 
important for staff to explain the related implications of adopted Metro Plan amendments and 
findings. I hope staff will provide all CRG members with a clear explanation of this important 
connection. 


I believe a majority of MUD subgroup members also felt this was a point that would apply across 
the board to all “themes” and accordingly would be better expressed in a more general context 
than in this specific theme. I believe the members who supported including this section would 
agree to it being removed from this theme, if it were incorporated in a more encompassing 
consensus statement by the CRG. 


I heard the third main objection to including this section as a feeling that we should have faith that 
staff will take care of this issue in the normal course of their EE work. I hope this would be the 
case; and if it were, the section would simply be a reminder that might not be necessary. However, 
in the ECLA and EE work to date, there’s evidence that staff has not adequately considered the 
implications of capacity assumptions. As just one example, potential assumptions about increasing 
capacity in R-1 areas developed as “transition” areas could foreclose the possibility of appropriate 
development standards in some transition areas that are part of a “mixed-use center” strategy. 
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Thus, while no harm will result from including this section (either in this theme or in a more 
general context), there could be very significant problems as the result of overlooking the nexus 
between adopted assumptions about residential capacity and future development standards. 
Including this section helps ensure that mistake doesn’t occur. 
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MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS 


 


Comments from Pat Walsh on behalf of the Home Builders Association of Lane County Oregon  


These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally 
discussed by the MUD subgroup.  


 


The Home Builders Association of Lane County Oregon are in principal in agreement with the 
recommendations suggested by CRG subcommittee assigned to review Multi-Use Development 
along transit corridors. 


HBA is pleased that there was general agreement on most points discussed and with the 
subcommittee’s overall commitment to functional, attractive multi-use developments along 
transit corridors that are most likely to be successful, and enhances the surrounding detached 
single-family and multi-family neighborhoods in the area. 


However, we recognize that the recommendations agreed to by the subcommittee are a starting 
point for further discussion concerning refinement and implementation of the recommendations. 


We believe the challenges ahead lie in the details and definitions for multi-use development along 
transit corridors and the appetite by financial institutions to loan money to developers for such 
projects, as well as the marketplaces acceptance as renters and owners of these high-density 
developments as feasible locations to live. 


 











I'm attaching the report of the Envision Eugene "Multiple-Use Development"
 Committee which adopted specific principles for development along transit
 corridors. These principles were adopted with consensus-less-one (and the one
 vote was over just one of the principles). They were subsequently affirmed at a
 meeting of the EE Community Resource Group in January (or maybe February
 2011). They can fairly be considered a set of principles with broad community
 support and they should be reflected in the TSP.

Could you please provide the EPC with a concise response to each of the 18
 principles indicating how the respective principle is reflected (or not) in the TSP.

Thank you.

-- Paul
_________________
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MUD subgroup report       December 10, 2010 

Envision Eugene  
Community Resource Group  
Mixed-Use (Re)Development (MUD) subgroup  
 
Members and affiliations (alphabetically): 

• Larry Banks, Principal, PIVOT Architecture  
• Jon Belcher, Planning Commissioner and former member of the ECLA Community Advisory 

Committee  
• Rob Bennett, Downtown business person 
• Paul Conte, Jefferson Westside Neighbors (JWN) and former member of the ECLA 

Community Advisory Committee  
• Jerry Finigan, Santa Clara Community Organization (SCCO) and former member of the Infill 

Compatibility Standards Task Team’s Steering Committee  
• Carolyn Jacobs, South University Neighborhood Association (SUNA) and former member of 

the ECLA Community Advisory Committee  

• Carleen Reilly, River Road Community Organization (RRCO)  
• Tom Schwetz, LTD -- EmX Project Manager  
• Ann Vaughn, Santa Clara Community Organization (SCCO) and former member of the 

Opportunity Siting Task Team  
• Pat Walsh, Consultant with Lane County Home Builders Association  
 
CRG member Don Kahle also observed part of the second MUD subgroup meeting and was 
CC’d on e-mails from the facilitators. 

 
Facilitators: 

• Paul Conte, pconte@picante-soft.com, 541.344.2552 
• Carolyn Jacobs, Carolyn.I.Jacobs@gmail.com, 541.683.8556 

 
Adopted MUD subgroup objective 

Provide to the CRG:  

• The MUD subgroup’s recommendation(s) regarding the “THEM 15 [sic] MIXED-USE 
REDEVELOPMENT ALONG TRANSIT CORRIDORS” statement provided by Chadwick. 

• Individual members’ comments related to the “theme”. 
 

G-47

Attachment G

PC Agenda - Page 311

mailto:pconte@picante-soft.com�
mailto:Carolyn.I.Jacobs@gmail.com�


Process summary 

MUD subgroup members held three well-attended meetings totaling approximately six hours of 
face-to-face discussions. The second and third meetings were recorded, and the audio file was 
made available to all members, including those who had been unable to attend. (This practice 
proved valuable in enabling members who were not at a meeting to get a complete, direct 
understanding of what transpired at a meeting.) 

Members also used e-mail for distribution of materials from the facilitators, scheduling meetings 
and for members to submit items for consideration at an upcoming meeting. Limited discussion of 
substantive issues also occurred in e-mail exchanges. When a member was unable to attend a 
meeting, he or she was invited to vote or weigh in on meeting topics via e-mail. 

At the first meeting, members: 

• Elected facilitators 

• Produced a draft work plan 

• Held a preliminary round of discussion on substantive issues related to the theme 

• Agreed to use the “MUD” theme received from Bob Chadwick (Attachment A) as the 
starting point, rather than starting from scratch 

At the second meeting, members: 

• Adopted a final work plan, including the objective, work product and key elements of the 
decision process 

• Discussed members’ proposals for revisions to the original version of the theme. 

• Agreed to use a rewritten theme proposed by one member as the foundation for a 
recommendation, along with other members’ proposed revisions 

At the third meeting, members: 

• Deliberated section-by-section through a “consolidated” version of the theme, which 
included the version from the second meeting and additional sections proposed by other 
members. Votes were taken on proposed revisions to, or deletion of, each section. With 
the exception of section 18, all decisions on individual sections were unanimous or near 
unanimous. 

• Voting was then opened on the revised recommendation for the “MUD” theme. Members 
could choose to vote at the meeting or vote later by e-mail. Eight members voted in 
support at the meeting. 

Following the final meeting, two members voted to support and one member voted to not support 
the recommendation. Attachment B provides the recommended theme, and Attachment D provides 
a cross reference from sections of the original theme to sections of the recommended theme. 

Members then had the opportunity to submit individual comments related to the theme. These 
comments are attached to this report. (See Attachment E.) Comments were not edited or 
discussed formally among members. 

Respectfully submitted by the facilitators, 

Paul Conte 

Carolyn Jacobs 
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Attachment A 

THE “THEME” AS RECEIVED FROM BOB CHADWICK 
 
 

THEM [sic] 15 - MIXED-USE REDEVELOPMENT ALONG TRANSIT CORRIDORS- 
DRAFT SYNTHESIS - 2010.09.14  

(Developed, after group discussion, by Carolyn Weiss, Kevin Mathews, Sue Prichard.) 

Plan a network of full-service* transit corridors for Eugene. Plan for gradual redevelopment to 
high-quality, economically viable mixed-use buildings and multiple use neighborhoods, in core 
commercial areas and within a quarter mile of key transit corridors (while protecting established 
residential neighborhoods). 

Include areas, and focus attention, where success is most likely, using pilot programs when 
feasible to explore and demonstrate possibilities. 

In these mixed-use buildings and neighborhoods, provide a variety of housing types and 
affordability adapted to evolving demographics and living trends in our community. Avoid 
gentrification. Develop with a texture of building types, sizes, and local character. 

Educate, provide incentives, and reduce obstacles, so property owners will embrace the effort and 
be supported with the assistance and flexibility needed to be successful. 

The WEC Vision for West Eugene provides a strong example, focused around West 11th Avenue, of 
a corridor plan that addresses the needs of that area.  

Each transit corridor has unique characteristics and should be given localized consideration and 
treatment in planning, and, as necessary, in the land use code. 

Improve walking and bicycling infrastructure to fill gaps and provide safe and convenient 
connections within and between neighborhoods, services, and transit corridors.  

Other statements to be considered:  

• An understanding that all buildings along the corridor do not have to be mixed use.  

• Encourage the greater part of mixed use development closer to the core of the city.  

• Explore the notion of extending the transit corridors and the mixed use areas outside the 
UGB and developing neighborhoods in “fingers” along these routes.  
The possibility of industrial zoned areas that could be considered for mixed use 
development. 
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Attachment B 

RECOMMENDED THEME 

Mixed-Use, New- and Re-Development along Transit Corridors and in the Downtown Area 

 

MUD subgroup member votes 

Support (10):  Banks, Belcher, Conte, Finigan, Jacobs, Mitchell, Reilley, Schwetz, Vaughn, Walsh 

Do not support (1):  Bennett 

 

 

1. Plan a network of high-capacity, multi-modal transit corridors for Eugene. Create a list of the 
streets and their extents which are considered transit corridors desirable for mixed-use 
development.  Include a process for adding or removing street segments from that list. 

2. Plan for gradual development and redevelopment to create high-quality, economically-viable, 
multiple-use centers (including mixed-use buildings, where appropriate) within roughly one 
quarter to one half mile of identified transit corridors and within the downtown commercial 
area. 

3. A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while protecting 
and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multiple-use 
centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task 
Team. (See Attachment C.) 

4. These multiple-use centers should foster active, walkable community living by providing a mix 
of residential, commercial, retail, and public uses in close proximity to one another – in many 
cases within a single building. (This type of development is often referred to as “Transit-
Oriented Development”.)   

5. These multiple-use centers should be clustered in discrete locations along transit corridors to 
facilitate distinct neighborhood identity and to avoid creating long strip developments.  
Additionally, each corridor has unique characteristics and should be given localized 
consideration and treatment in planning and, as necessary, in the land use code. 

6. Focus attention on areas where success is most likely.  

7. Development should embrace the unique character of the encompassing area, and endeavor 
to enhance the quality and livability of existing and new neighborhoods.  Where appropriate, 
create transition zones between mixed-use development areas and adjacent neighborhoods. 
Respect the character and scale of existing low-density neighborhoods. 

8. These new multiple-use centers should provide ample, active open space and gathering areas 
for community interaction.   

9. Develop with a texture of building types, sizes, and local character. 
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10. Mixed-use buildings can play a key role in adding vibrancy and density to multiple-use centers 
and in transitioning to lower-density residential areas.  

11. Encourage a variety of housing types, sizes, configurations, and affordability to facilitate 
diverse ownership and rental options.  

12. Expand and improve walking and bicycling infrastructure to fill gaps and provide safe and 
convenient connections within and between the transit corridor, the transit-oriented 
development, and the neighborhoods close to the corridor.  

13. Consider parking and traffic implications of proposed development patterns. 

14. Consider design standards to better define the public realm and promote quality. 
Development standards should allow for a range of development proposals, with density 
ranges set at reasonable levels to allow for flexible growth over the coming years without 
being overly prescriptive.   

15. Mixed-use development projects are more likely to occur with public sector participation.  One 
form of public sector participation is enhancing infrastructure to support mixed-use 
development (an example is to improve the pedestrian character of Willamette Street from 
24th Avenue to 30th Avenue).  Another form of public sector participation is to facilitate 
development via incentives for developers. 

16. Educate, provide incentives, and reduce unnecessary obstacles, so developers will embrace 
this theme.  

17. Continually evaluate previous multiple-use center efforts to inform us of lessons learned. 

18. When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for projected 
housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished. 
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Attachment C 

INFILL COMPATIBILITY STANDARDS TASK TEAM – PROJECT GOALS STATEMENT 

Unanimously approved by the ICS Task Team 

 

 

Create and adopt land use code standards and processes that: 

(a) Prevent residential infill that would significantly threaten or diminish the stability, quality, 
positive character, livability or natural resources of residential neighborhoods; and 

(b) Encourage residential infill that would enhance the stability, quality, positive character, 
livability or natural resources of residential neighborhoods; and 

(c) So long as the goal stated in (a) is met, allow for increased density, a variety of housing 
types, affordable housing, and mixed-use development; and 

(d) Improve the appearance of buildings and landscapes.  
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Plan a network of full-service transit corridors for Eugene. 
Plan for gradual redevelopment to high-quality, 
economically viable mixed-use buildings and multiple use 
neighborhoods, in core commercial areas and within a 
quarter mile of key transit corridors (while protecting 
established residential neighborhoods). 

Include areas, and focus attention, where success is most 
likely, using pilot programs when feasible to explore and 
demonstrate possibilities. 

In these mixed-use buildings and neighborhoods, provide 
a variety of housing types and affordability adapted to 
evolving demographics and living trends in our 
community. Avoid gentrification. Develop with a texture 
of building types, sizes, and local character. 

Educate, provide incentives, and reduce obstacles, so 
property owners will embrace the effort and be 
supported with the assistance and flexibility needed to be 
successful. 

The WEC Vision for West Eugene provides a strong 
example, focused around West 11th Avenue, of a corridor 
plan that addresses the needs of that area.  

Each transit corridor has unique characteristics and 
should be given localized consideration and treatment in 
planning, and, as necessary, in the land use code. 

 1. Plan a network of high-capacity, multi-modal transit 
corridors for Eugene. Create a list of the streets and 
their extents which are considered transit corridors 
desirable for mixed-use development.  Include a 
process for adding or removing street segments from 
that list. 

2. Plan for gradual development and redevelopment to 
create high-quality, economically-viable, multiple-use 
centers (including mixed-use buildings, where 
appropriate) within roughly one quarter to one half 
mile of identified transit corridors and within the 
downtown commercial area. 

3. A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve 
increased residential density while protecting and 
enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the 
development of multiple-use centers shall be consistent 
with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility 
Standards Task Team. 

4. These multiple-use centers should foster active, 
walkable community living by providing a mix of 
residential, commercial, retail, and public uses in close 
proximity to one another – in many cases within a 
single building. (This type of development is often 
referred to as “Transit-Oriented Development”.)   

5. These multiple-use centers should be clustered in 
discrete locations along transit corridors to facilitate 
distinct neighborhood identity and to avoid creating 
long strip developments.  Additionally, each corridor 
has unique characteristics and should be given localized 
consideration and treatment in planning and, as 
necessary, in the land use code. 

A 

Attachment D 

CROSS-REFERENCE FROM DRAFT THEME RECEIVED FROM BOB CHADWICK TO RECOMMENDED THEME 
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6. Focus attention on areas where success is most 
likely.  

7. Development should embrace the unique character 
of the encompassing area, and endeavor to enhance 
the quality and livability of existing and new 
neighborhoods.  Where appropriate, create transition 
zones between mixed-use development areas and 
adjacent neighborhoods. Respect the character and 
scale of existing low-density neighborhoods. 

8. These new multiple-use centers should provide 
ample, active open space and gathering areas for 
community interaction.   

9. Develop with a texture of building types, sizes, and 
local character. 

10. Mixed-use buildings can play a key role in adding 
vibrancy and density to multiple-use centers and in 
transitioning to lower-density residential areas.  

11. Encourage a variety of housing types, sizes, 
configurations, and affordability to facilitate diverse 
ownership and rental options.  

12. Expand and improve walking and bicycling 
infrastructure to fill gaps and provide safe and 
convenient connections within and between the transit 
corridor, the transit-oriented development, and the 
neighborhoods close to the corridor.  

13. Consider parking and traffic implications of 
proposed development patterns. 

14. Consider design standards to better define the 
public realm and promote quality. Development 
standards should allow for a range of development 
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proposals, with density ranges set at reasonable levels 
to allow for flexible growth over the coming years 
without being overly prescriptive.   

15. Mixed-use development projects are more likely to 
occur with public sector participation.  One form of 
public sector participation is enhancing infrastructure 
to support mixed-use development (an example is to 
improve the pedestrian character of Willamette Street 
from 24th Avenue to 30th Avenue).  Another form of 
public sector participation is to facilitate development 
via incentives for developers. 

16. Educate, provide incentives, and reduce 
unnecessary obstacles, so developers will embrace this 
theme.  

17. Continually evaluate previous multiple-use center 
efforts to inform us of lessons learned. 

18. When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only 
on those assumptions for projected housing capacity 
that ensure this theme can be accomplished. 

 

A 
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Attachment E 

MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS 

 

Comments from Larry Banks  

These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally 
discussed by the MUD subgroup.  

 

General: 

As conversation and consideration evolved on the topic of “Multiple Use”, I began to view two 
different types of development or zoning “categories” that may warrant different treatment 
within the overall umbrella of this “Multiple-Use theme”.  One would be land currently zoned as 
non-residential, where we would add residential or change to mixed-use designation.  The other is 
land surrounding the mixed-use land which may be currently zoned as low-density residential but 
may warrant change to a higher-density residential to support the goals or enable market 
feasibility of the multiple-use center. It is my opinion that the mixed-use zoned land should be 
afforded fewer restrictions than the residentially zoned lands. 

 

On section 13: “Consider parking and traffic implications of proposed development patterns.” 

After further consideration, section 13 appears somewhat vague, may not convey adequate 
direction or embody sufficient feasibility, or in fact may already be required by other code 
provisions.  I believe that the intent is to consider and mitigate significant traffic or parking impacts 
on existing neighborhoods as a result of proposed development proposals. 

 

On section 18: “When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for 
projected housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.” 
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MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS 
 

Comments from John Belcher  

 

General: 

All members of this group contributed to our proposal but our facilitators Paul Conte and Carolyn 
Jacobs did yeoman work and Larry Banks provided the base document that guided the rest of our 
work. 

 

On section 3: “A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while 
protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multiple-
use centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task 
Team.” 

This section generated far more discussion than any other. For me to support the section I needed 
it to clarify that this is one purpose and therefore there are additional purposes to this strategy 
(and indeed Envision Eugene) than solely protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability.  For 
me it is equally important to encourage economic vitality, to the degree practicable protect farm 
and forest land and finally to support social diversity in Eugene.  All are important and the viability 
of our final recommendation should be measured by how we balance all of them.  

 

On language related to VMT: 

There was consideration at one point of including the phrase: “overall vehicle miles travelled 
(VMT) can be reduced if development emphasis is placed in areas closer to the downtown core.”  

I successfully moved to strike the phrase for the following reasons: 

1. No evidence is presented to support that assertion. 

2. These multiple use centers are the likely mechanism to develop 20 minute neighborhoods 
throughout the City.  We shouldn’t deny North Eugene, West Eugene and South Eugene the 
opportunity to have 20 minute neighborhoods by only allowing multiple use centers in the 
proximity of downtown. 

3. Increased density along the length of transit corridors has synergistically improved transit 
use and improved transit options make living along transit corridors more desirable (as 
along the MAX corridor in Portland). 

4. When we focus on one area as desirable for development, we a priori de-emphasize the 
rest. Multiple use centers appear to be the most acceptable way to accommodate our 
34,000 projected new residents so why would we create impediments to their development 
by implying that some transit corridors are less desirable for development than others.  The 
more people we accommodate in multiple use centers, the less we will have to expand the 
UGB which will have an even greater impact on VMT.  And if we don’t accommodate these 
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folks in Eugene, far more VMT will be generated by folks commuting to Eugene from Dexter, 
Harrisburg, Veneta and beyond. 

 

On section 18: “When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for 
projected housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.” 

Section 18 is the only section not supported by either everyone on the committee or all minus 
one. In fact, this section passed by only one vote. I personally voted no because I don’t understand 
what it means nor do I understand its implications. 

Additionally it is the only section in the theme specifically intended for the entire Envision Eugene 
process rather than specifically for this theme. Therefore should be discussed by the entire CRG 
body and then we should decide whether we want to accept it as a general principle for our final 
document. If through that discussion I come to understand it better, I too may be able to support it.  

Thanks again to everyone on the committee and I hope you give our thoughts serious 
consideration.  

G-58

Attachment G

PC Agenda - Page 322



MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS 

 

These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally 
discussed by the MUD subgroup.  

 

On section 3: “A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while 
protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multiple-
use centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task 
Team.” 

I feel like I was the most outspoken opponent of the second sentence in this section. My position 
is that the balance of neighborhood protections for mixed use development or redevelopment 
should be materially different from those afforded neighborhoods when the proposed 
development is within the low density primary neighborhood area. My understanding is that in 
most cases mixed use development in Eugene is projected to occur in what are now primarily 
commercial areas with the goal of adding housing, very different from the other way around. 

Can you imagine even the most trustworthy, confident, and experienced development company 
risking the substantial initial capital required in the planning stage of a project trying to actually 
understand what some neighborhood group’s or the public’s subjective judgment of what 
“significantly threaten or diminish the stability, quality, positive character, livability...” really 
means and how a proposed project’s basic scale and design would be judged?  

My strong belief is that little or no development would occur and if this language prevailed we 
should not consider this type of housing initiative in our projections for added housing supply. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
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MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS 

 

Comments from Paul Conte  

These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally 
discussed by the MUD subgroup.  

 

General: 

The MUD subgroup comprised individuals with a wealth of knowledge and experience across a 
wide range of interests. Members included neighborhood leaders with decades of collective 
experience dealing with neighborhood issues related to development, a developer with many 
years experience in successful residential and commercial projects, a representative of the Home 
Builders Association of Lane County, a representative of Lane Transit District who’s been on the 
“front-line” of the West Eugene Extension of EmX project, a LEED-certified principal in a prominent 
architecture firm, and a current Planning Commissioner who has served in that role during many 
of the years the City has grappled with growth issues. 

As part of their work developing a recommended theme, this group tackled head-on one of the 
most important and challenging issues related to future growth – protecting neighborhood 
livability. Reaching consensus-minus-one agreement wasn’t easy and at times seemed out of 
reach. However, the group finally found common ground by building on the “field-tested” 
foundations of the Infill Compatibility Standards process, which City Council initiated. 

My personal thanks goes out to all eleven MUD subgroup members for their perseverance and 
patience. 

 

On section 3: “A primary purpose of this strategy is to achieve increased residential density while 
protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability. To that purpose, the development of multiple-
use centers shall be consistent with the goals adopted by the Infill Compatibility Standards Task 
Team.” 

This section elicited some of the deepest discussion among the MUD subgroup members. The 
language that was finally supported by all but one member directly connects the “multiple-use 
centers” strategy with the principles that are at the heart of the Infill Compatibility Standards (ICS) 
strategy that City Council initiated. These principles seek to meaningfully protect and enhance 
neighborhoods and to encourage increased residential density by creating well-designed housing 
in the right locations.  

The ICS goals rest on the understanding that neighborhood livability and successful medium- and 
high-density housing are complementary, rather than conflicting, goals. They are not “tradeoffs” 
that need to be “balanced.” In other words, to be broadly successful, the “multiple-use centers” 
strategy must occur in the context of healthy, attractive surrounding areas, or people won’t 
choose to live in such developments. Conversely, well-planned multiple-use centers have 
enormous potential to increase the neighborhood commercial, social, educational and 
transportation resources available to nearby residents, thus enriching these neighborhoods and 
making them even more livable. 
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The MUD subgroup desired to connect the “multiple-use centers” strategy to an established city 
process, rather than craft new language; and therefore section 3 references the adopted ICS Task 
Team goals. However, the language of the ICS Task Team goals (see Attachment C) applies the core 
principles specifically to infill development, while section 3 of this theme applies to development 
in multiple-use centers. The appropriate application of section 3 can be understood most clearly 
by simply recasting the ICS goals statement, replacing “residential infill” with “development in 
multiple-use centers”: 

Create and adopt land use code standards and processes that: 

(a) Prevent development in multiple-use centers that would significantly threaten or 
diminish the stability, quality, positive character, livability or natural resources of residential 
neighborhoods; and 

(b) Encourage development in multiple-use centers that would enhance the stability, 
quality, positive character, livability or natural resources of residential neighborhoods; and 

(c) So long as the goal stated in (a) is met, allow for increased density, a variety of housing 
types, affordable housing, and mixed-use development; and 

(d) Improve the appearance of buildings and landscapes.  

 

On section 18: “When adopting Metro Plan amendments, rely only on those assumptions for 
projected housing capacity that ensure this theme can be accomplished.” 

Section 18 was the only section about which MUD members ended up almost evenly divided on 
whether to include or not. 

This section addresses a highly-technical, legal issue, that is nonetheless essential to enable 
agreed-upon themes to be implemented. However, from our subgroup’s discussion, my sense is 
that some MUD subgroup members were hesitant to support a recommendation without fully 
understanding the issue. As I’ve urged throughout ECLA and Envision Eugene, I think it’s very 
important for staff to explain the related implications of adopted Metro Plan amendments and 
findings. I hope staff will provide all CRG members with a clear explanation of this important 
connection. 

I believe a majority of MUD subgroup members also felt this was a point that would apply across 
the board to all “themes” and accordingly would be better expressed in a more general context 
than in this specific theme. I believe the members who supported including this section would 
agree to it being removed from this theme, if it were incorporated in a more encompassing 
consensus statement by the CRG. 

I heard the third main objection to including this section as a feeling that we should have faith that 
staff will take care of this issue in the normal course of their EE work. I hope this would be the 
case; and if it were, the section would simply be a reminder that might not be necessary. However, 
in the ECLA and EE work to date, there’s evidence that staff has not adequately considered the 
implications of capacity assumptions. As just one example, potential assumptions about increasing 
capacity in R-1 areas developed as “transition” areas could foreclose the possibility of appropriate 
development standards in some transition areas that are part of a “mixed-use center” strategy. 
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Thus, while no harm will result from including this section (either in this theme or in a more 
general context), there could be very significant problems as the result of overlooking the nexus 
between adopted assumptions about residential capacity and future development standards. 
Including this section helps ensure that mistake doesn’t occur. 
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MUD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS 

 

Comments from Pat Walsh on behalf of the Home Builders Association of Lane County Oregon  

These comments reflect the individual member’s opinions and have not been edited or formally 
discussed by the MUD subgroup.  

 

The Home Builders Association of Lane County Oregon are in principal in agreement with the 
recommendations suggested by CRG subcommittee assigned to review Multi-Use Development 
along transit corridors. 

HBA is pleased that there was general agreement on most points discussed and with the 
subcommittee’s overall commitment to functional, attractive multi-use developments along 
transit corridors that are most likely to be successful, and enhances the surrounding detached 
single-family and multi-family neighborhoods in the area. 

However, we recognize that the recommendations agreed to by the subcommittee are a starting 
point for further discussion concerning refinement and implementation of the recommendations. 

We believe the challenges ahead lie in the details and definitions for multi-use development along 
transit corridors and the appetite by financial institutions to loan money to developers for such 
projects, as well as the marketplaces acceptance as renters and owners of these high-density 
developments as feasible locations to live. 
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New Public Testimony 
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From: F. Verrijt
To: YEITER Kurt M
Subject: Re: Level of Service
Date: Thursday, June 09, 2016 11:04:32 AM
Attachments: 1997-10-27 SPECIAL STREETS CATEGORY.doc

Kurt,

Thank you for the heads-up!  As someone once remarked, this is deja-vu
all over again.  We were very involved in earlier efforts to create a
special streets category, we (the group, that is) even had a name for
it.  I contacted people all over the country, trying to see what other
cities were doing about older streets.  In the mid-1980s, a Lorane
Highway group of residents (Bruce and I were not involved in this) went
to Lake Oswego to investigate its "Skinny Streets" program.  If I
remember correctly, Mark Schoening came here from Lake Oswego, so he may
well know the program.

As an aside - later, when Bruce and I were in Berkeley, we visited
Public Works to ask about their efforts.  They said they did not have a
specific program, but that Eugene in Oregon had a "Distinctive Streets"
program - the name we had given the attempt to include such a program in
the City transportation planning.  We had a time keeping a straight
face.  Ironically, even though the group's efforts to include the DS
proposals in Eugene's A&CSP failed, it was a well-established program
according to Berkeley.

For you information, I am attaching a letter from 27 October 1997,
supporting a special streets category, that Bruce and I submitted into
the record then.  We found it difficult to understand at the time that
the large number of older streets in Eugene did not get more than a
passing glance in the Arterial and Collector Street Plan.  I hope this
time, more attention will be paid to keeping Eugene
neighborhood-friendly.  It is so important.

If you happen to know who will lead the coming effort, would you please
let me know?  Bruce and I will definitely be "interested parties". 
Thank you.

Francina Verrijt

On 6/9/2016 9:35 AM, YEITER Kurt M wrote:
> Francine,
> Thanks for your note.
>
> All the comments we receive by the morning of the 21st we will copy and give to the Planning Commissions at
 the hearing that night.  Since we are not asking them to deliberate or make a decision that night -- just take in
 testimony -- they'll have time to read and consider all the comments before they start their discussions.
>
> You may be interested that the City is just starting the process to update its street design standards.  One of the
 goals would be to create new acceptable street designs that respect difficult and unusual circumstances.   The
 typical case that comes up are old, low volume residential streets in River Road area that have open drainage on
 both sides and no sidewalks; it may not be the best solution to insist on putting all the drainage in pipes and require
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SPECIAL STREETS CATEGORY


We feel the Eugene Street Classifications and Design Standards would greatly benefit from an umbrella category to cover those streets that simply cannot fit into proposed categories.  Although the draft addresses exceptions, it does not offer sufficient clarification of the qualification process.  As a result, determination of qualification for exceptions is left to subjective interpretation and resulting uneven application.  The Street Classifications and Design Standards need a clearly outlined exceptions application process, supported by specific, clearly defined, verifiable requirements that indicate whether a street is an appropriate candidate for exceptions.


The Street Classifications and Design Standards also need to further align with our policies to promote a more effective response to community goals.  On page 17, the draft explains that, as a rule, standards must be adjusted to accommodate competing needs.  On page 1, however, the draft classifies facilities according to their functional purpose, while on page 32, it states only physical constraints may be considered for exceptions.  In addition to exceptions due to planning and engineering difficulties, we feel this category needs to include other distinctive differences as well.  Aside from facilitating transportation, streets serve to define neighborhood character and to encourage (or discourage) neighborhood interaction.  In this draft, this is recognized only after function has been determined.  If, for example, a street is assigned a “neighborhood collector” label, that street is expected to be widened to “neighborhood collector” width specifications, even if a narrower street would be more appropriate and equally effective for its neighborhood.  Only if physical constraints exist may an exception be allowed.  We feel this element of the draft is seriously flawed: the human element should take priority and be designed into a street design from the very start, not out of it, or added as an afterthought.  We feel the exceptions should far more strongly emphasize attributes that enhance our lives: historical considerations, city entrance esthetics, scenic aspects, vegetation and wildlife that is not necessarily protected (p.e. deer populations), special functions – all are quite worthy of considerate treatment to preserve their desirable contributions to our well-being.


A special streets category could also support effective protection of our older streets.  Many of these streets were originally country lanes that now find themselves in urban settings.  These streets, sometimes 100 years old or even older, are not necessarily good candidates for retrofitting to sleeker, more contemporary models.  But their solid place in Eugene helps define our city’s unique history and beauty.  We need to address the existence  of these streets in a proper context and determine whether our policies should choose to prioritize preservation or adaptation.  We need to appreciate that the emphases of current progressive city planning – preservation of neighborhoods, less asphalt sprawl through narrower and more winding streets of varying widths, street trees, homes (instead of their backyard fences) facing the street – are often already beautifully present in our older streets.  Retrofitting to full classification specifications may needlessly sacrifice some or all of these desirable qualities and, in fact, we could actually lose much more than we would gain.  For example, some older, narrow streets currently have multi-use shoulders that accommodate walking, foul-weather parking, and safe vehicle maneuvering away from traffic lanes while leaving driveways, avoiding wildlife, etc.  These benefits could be lost after retrofitting or force reconstruction at enormous costs and destruction to surroundings without effectively gaining anything other than adaptation to a model.  The Street Classifications and Design Standards sorely need a category that allows study of the unusual features of these streets and evaluates our policies to minimize undesirable outcomes.  A special streets category could respond to neighborhood needs and still effectively deliver creative solutions to community needs without impacting new street definitions on these candidates.  In fact, Eugene (and Oregon) has already defined many of the above qualities as desirable.  We include policy decisions and recommendations from the Metro Area General Plan, Eugene Community Goals and Policies, the Urban Forest Management Plan, the South Hills Study, and the Eugene Code, as well as Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines and Oregon’s Historic and Scenic Highway Program that offer support for our suggestions.  We feel elements of all of these policies can be effectively aligned in a coordinated category.  We hope such a category can help eliminate the endless bickering between Public Works and neighborhoods who will not accept standards that inadequately address unique situations.  We can’t make a crab walk straight – and a clearly defined exceptions process at least offers the potential for starting a more productive dialog.


Enclosures:


Jan Gund’s presentation to the Planning Commission, November 7th, 1995


Jock Beall’s presentation to the Planning Commission, November 7th, 1995


Audience members supporting the above presentations


Minutes Planning Commission meeting, February 5th, 1996; pages 1, 2


Metro Area General Plan, pages III-C-1, III-C-5, III-C-6, III-C-9, III-C-10, III-E-2, III-E-3


Eugene Community Goals and Policies; pages 15. 20


Urban Forest Management Plan; pages 12, 25, 27, 28


South Hills Study, Exhibit A; pages 5, 6


Eugene Code 6.320 (a), (b), (c), (d)


Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines, Goal 5: Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources; pages 8, 9


Oregon Historic and Scenic Highway Program; pages 4, 5, 28, 33


Bruce Wild and Francina Verrijt
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 sidewalks on both sides of these streets.  The same concept of allowing "context sensitive" design may be beneficial
 to Lorane as well.  The City is just starting to look for consultants to help in the new designs, so I do not have a
 timeline to offer.
>
> Again, I appreciate your attention to transportation issues.
>
> Kurt
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: F. Verrijt [mailto:fverrijt@pacinfo.com]
> Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 6:09 PM
> To: YEITER Kurt M <Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us>
> Subject: Re: Level of Service
>
> Kurt,
>
> Thank you again.  I think I understand most of the reasoning, even if I do not necessarily agree with it all.
>
> As for widening streets, I completely agree that can be counterproductive, even adding bike lanes and/or
 sidewalks can be counterproductive, as far as I am concerned - I live on Lorane Highway, so I am maybe just a little
 prejudiced.  I was in the central Eugene area today, Capital, Spring Boulevard, that area - the current road
 configuration there is the best traffic control measure there is.  I feel the same about Lorane Highway and other
 older Eugene streets - sometimes nature is the superior traffic engineer.
>
> I grew up in the Netherlands, by the way, moved here when I was 22 (and finally became a dualie in 2008), so I
 am very familiar with biking.  In fact, when I moved to Eugene, I got rid of my car and went back to riding a bike
 and using public transportation for three years.  I much prefer it, but once I moved to Lorane Highway, I gave up -
 this flatlander is just not a fan of hills.
>
> I had hoped to submit my comments today, may not get to them today after all, but will definitely get them in to
 you tomorrow at the latest.
>
> Thank you again for your help.
>
> Francina Verrijt
>
>
>
> On 6/8/2016 3:13 PM, YEITER Kurt M wrote:
>> Francina,
>> You got it!  I had a non-City traffic engineer check both our
>> responses and she was impressed!  (I am not a traffic engineer, if
>> that wasn't obvious already)
>>
>> I had a couple other thoughts last night after I had sent my email to you:
>>
>> 1.  There's another economic/engineering reason for not automatically widening streets when congestion gets
 worse.  The periods of annoying (and inefficient, polluting) congestion are relatively brief during a 24 hour day,
 perhaps 30 minutes in the morning and one, two or even three hours in the evening.  If streets are widened to relieve
 these periods of congestion, then we have overbuilt/underutilized streets the rest of the day -- wider streets that are
 expensive to maintain, make it more difficult to cross on foot or bike, and further divide neighborhoods.
>>
>> 2.  Eugene has had an adopted standard of LOS F in the downtown area for a few years now.  The same reasons
 apply: we desired more jobs and housing in downtown, but could not conceive of forever widening streets to
 accommodate/encourage more driving.  Some streets become quite crowded at some times, but generally it seems
 to still work rather well most of the time.  The LCC campus/residences?  At the same time, to help counteract the
 lower LOS, there were significant improvements made for buses and bikes to help move people in and around
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 downtown.   Imagine: if we had higher LOS standards might the city have denied the library?
>>
>> I am glad and impressed that you're taking the time to learn about this!  I look forward to helping pass your
 comments to the Planning Commission.
>>
>> Kurt
>>
>> Kurt Yeiter
>> City of Eugene
>> Transportation Planning
>> 541-682-8379
>>
>> -----Original Message-----
>> From: F. Verrijt [mailto:fverrijt@pacinfo.com]
>> Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 5:39 PM
>> To: YEITER Kurt M <Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us>
>> Subject: Re: Level of Service
>>
>> Kurt,
>>
>> Thank you for your response.  Very thorough.
>>
>> VERY simply put, if I understand correctly, you are saying that LsOS calculate how well/poorly traffic flows,
 taking into consideration what I know as ADTs along with capacity and other items.  Level A would be maybe
 Crest Drive, level F would be River Road at beltline during peak hours or the commercial section of south
 Willamette Street during peak hours.  And that some streets are being downgraded, even though it may well create
 more congestion, to accommodate other areas of concern such as multi modes, environmental considerations, etc.
>>
>> If the above is incorrect, please let me know.  My main concern at this time is that, as a Board member for the
 Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association (SHiNA), I do not give incorrect basic information when people ask
 about this.
>>
>> I do indeed intend to comment to the Planning Commissions.  I will submit my comments tomorrow or Thursday
 to be sure they are in time for inclusion in the Commissioners' packets.
>>
>> Thank you again for your explanations.
>>
>> Francina Verrijt
>>
>>
>> On 6/7/2016 4:55 PM, YEITER Kurt M wrote:
>>> Hi, Francina.
>>> Thanks for your questions.  I'll give you a quick not-so-technical answer to help your review of the
 Transportation System Plan and then ask my more knowledgeable colleagues to add to it.
>>>
>>> "Levels of Service" (LOS) are required by state law as a means of measuring how traffic is flowing.  There are
 changes in the technical engineering field to make levels of service measure other "traffic" flows, such as bicycle
 access and pedestrian safety and comfort, but for this Transportation System Plan we use the LOS the old fashioned
 way: for traffic.  There are different scales that can be used.  The City has traditionally used the A-F LOS scale;
 ODOT uses a Volume to Capacity (V/C) scale.  We use these in the TSP.  There are techniques for calculating LOS
 and V/C based on, generally, traffic volumes and the design of the street (e.g., number of lanes, width of lanes,
 spacing of intersections, etc.).  The end results, though, should be a number that can be translated to the drivers'
 experience, usually as the amount of delay one experiences.
>>>
>>> It's important to note that the LOS changes during the day and night.  There are peak times (usually in the
 morning and evening) when traffic is at its most congested.  The LOS standards are set for the evening peak time. 
 We expect that traffic will flow better at all other times -- which is just how we experience traffic now.
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>>>
>>> LOS and V/C are described in layman's terms differently by different people.  Here's what the draft TSP says
 on page 52:
>>>
>>>     " Vehicular Performance Measurement
>>>     The City uses motor vehicle level of service (LOS) standards to evaluate acceptable vehicular performance
 on the City’s local, collector and arterial streets. LOS standards are presented as grades A (free flow traffic
 conditions) to F (congested traffic conditions). ODOT uses mobility targets based on volume to capacity (V/C)
 ratios to evaluate acceptable vehicular performance on state facilities. As V/C ratios approach 1.0, traffic
 congestion increases.
>>> These standards and targets are used to:
>>>     * Identify vehicular capacity deficiencies on the roadway system;
>>>     * Evaluate the effects of amendments to transportation plans, acknowledged comprehensive plans and land-
use regulations pursuant to the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR; Oregon Administrative Rules [OAR] 660-12-
0060) on the city and state roadways;
>>>     * Evaluate the traffic impacts of development applications for consistency with the land-use regulations.
>>>
>>>     In some cases, it may not be possible or desirable to meet the designated mobility target or LOS standard. In
 those cases, an alternative mix of strategies such as land use, transportation demand management, safety
 improvements or increased use of active modes may be applied. Table 4.1 [on page 53 of the TSP] presents
 mobility targets and LOS standards to be applied in the City of Eugene. Because mobility targets from the Oregon
 Highway Plan (OHP) are applied on state facilities, the City will seek ODOT amendment of the OHP to include
 alternative mobility on the identified ODOT facilities."
>>>
>>> I attached an old picture-based explanation of LOS.
>>>
>>> I also found the descriptions on Wikipedia to be helpful:
>>> https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Level_of_service
>>>
>>> Now, why would we propose standards that basically allow more traffic congestion?  For years now, there have
 been pockets of mixed use developments (an apartment building or two next to a small commercial center, located
 near employment lands, such as out West 11th Avenue near Hynix factory) that were denied by ODOT because
 they would have potentially worsened traffic below a "D" LOS.  These developments would have met several other
 city objectives, but the traffic standard took precedence.
>>>
>>> When drafting the Eugene TSP, we looked at many factors and had to choose what we hope is the appropriate
 balance of these.  These factors included traffic flow/convenience/time spent in cars, safety for all users of the street
 systems, ability of pedestrians to cross streets, effects to retail properties along some corridors, negative effects to
 surrounding neighborhoods of widening streets to accommodate more cars, ability of people on bikes to use the
 street, (in)ability of the City or ODOT to pay for street widening, the effects of encouraging more traffic on climate
 change and human health, aesthetics, etc.  In the end, it was thought that a little more congestion is an acceptable
 trade-off to the other benefits that could be gained.  It must be pointed out that there are strategic street
 improvements proposed in the TSP, especially to facilitate through-town traffic and long distance freight.  The TSP
 is also very aggressive in proposing methods to better move people without need for a car, such as through transit,
 better bike facilities, and filling in gaps in the sidewalk networks.  If these "alternative modes" are successful,
 perhaps traffic will not be as bad as the computer models predict (i.e., comparable to the TSP's levels of service).
>>>
>>> I hope this answers your questions.  I encourage you to express your views to the Planning Commission on or
 before June 21st.
>>>
>>> Kurt
>>> Kurt Yeiter
>>> Senior Transportation Planner
>>> City of Eugene, Public Works- Engineering
>>> 541-682-8379
>>> www.EugeneTSP.org
>>>
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>>>
>>> -----Original Message-----
>>> From: F. Verrijt [mailto:fverrijt@pacinfo.com]
>>> Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 1:07 PM
>>> To: YEITER Kurt M <Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us>
>>> Subject: Level of Service
>>>
>>> Kurt,
>>>
>>> Can you define level of service (LOS) for me please?  I am not sure what all that includes.
>>>
>>> Also, why would the City want to downgrade the levels of service for individual streets?
>>>
>>> Thank you.
>>>
>>> Francina Verrijt
>
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933 Lorane Highway 
Eugene, Oregon 97405 

fverrijt@pacinfo.com 
8 June 2016. 

 
Eugene Planning Commission 
The Atrium 
99 West 10th Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 
 
Lane County Planning Commission 
Public Service Building 
125 East 8th Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
Dear Mr. Yeiter, 
 
We request that the following comments be included in the record of the 2035 Transportation System 
Plan (TSP).   
 
We are very concerned about the inclusion of Lorane Highway in Appendix G: Eugene Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Master Plan.  Pages 14 and 15 recommend a 6' uphill bike lane, as does Table A-5: Bike 
Lanes, Project 29.  The cost of striping is given as $70,000.  There is no mention, however, of how this 
striping is to be accomplished on a roadbed that is so narrow that in places, such striping would leave 
room only for two vehicle travel lanes of 4.5-5' each on the hillside bench of this street - obviously not a 
reasonable option without significant widening of the bench.  Whoever came up with the striping 
proposal clearly has not even looked at this location.   
 
A similar project, albeit including a sidewalk, first surfaced during Nixon's reign and was subsequently 
included in the 1978 T-2000 plan.  Residents pointed out how unsuitable for this street the idea was.  In 
1983-1984, the project was proposed anyway.  When the residents' concerns were not taken into 
account, they resorted to a remonstrance and the project was rejected by the City Council.  There was 
an attempt to resurrect the project in 1990-1991, it too was shelved, this time in its beginning phase.   
 
Attached, please find the agenda and minutes of the June 26, 1996 Eugene City Council work session.  
In 1994, the City set aside $1,200,000 for the project, estimating a total cost of $2,300,000 (the balance 
to be assessed to the owners of abutting properties).  The City conducted an extensive, $100,000+ field 
survey so the project could go ahead despite strenuous objections of almost 100% of the residents.  
Two years later, staff "emphasized the safety concerns caused by poor sight distance and narrow lane 
widths.  Improvements to the roadway that did not address the sight distance or lane width problems 
could increase the perception of safety and the potential of increased vehicle speeds, thereby 
decreasing the safety of the facility."  The agenda further states, "Staff recommends that the Lorane 
Highway project not be initiated because the level of improvements necessary to address safety and 
maintenance issues is unsupported by the majority of residents and the road does not, at this time, 
constitute an accident problem or represent a significant public need."  The project was shelved again.  
 
When speaking of striping a 6' lane on Lorane Highway at this time, it is in the context of the new 
"Complete Streets".  A June 27, 2014 memorandum from Senior Transportation Planner Kurt Yeiter to 
the Eugene TSP Transportation Community Resource Group explained exemptions to "Complete 
Streets" as follows. 
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#29: Conditions in a specific project location, such as those listed below, may warrant an exception to 
this policy. Such a determination may occur when street and development plans and specifications are 
being prepared for public and private projects, during approval of the budget and capital improvements 
program, during land use approvals, or in response to adverse maintenance or crash history.   
Conditions that may warrant an exception to this policy:  
- Non-motorized users are prohibited on the roadway.  
- Significant topographic constraints.  
- Scarcity of population, travel, and attractors, both existing and future, that indicate an absence of need 
for special accommodations for specific modes of travel.  
- The cost of providing appropriate facilities, including potential right-of-way acquisition, for a particular 
mode is excessively disproportionate to the need and potential benefit of complete street project.  
- The project involves only ordinary maintenance activities designed to keep assets in acceptable 
condition, such as cleaning, sealing, spot repairs, patching and surface treatments.  
- Reasonable and equivalent access or service already exists or is planned along a parallel route within 
the same corridor.  
 
We feel Lorane Highway should be considered ineligible for the proposed striping project under the 
following exemptions. 
 
Significant topographic constraints. 
Lorane Highway has a number of significant topographic constraints, including the following. 
• In 1995, residents measured the pavement in 23 locations.  The widths varied between 15.5' and 

19'.  To add a bike lane, the bench would have to be widened by means of long stretches of 
retaining walls and cuts into the uphill bank.  In 2013, the pavement was resurfaced within the 
existing bench.   

• The macadam street was constructed over two years, 1917-1918, approximately 100 years ago.  It 
was intended to carry horses and wagons on its 5% grade.  Because of the difficult terrain - filling a 
gully in one location alone took a man and his sons three months to complete - a narrow bench 
closely followed the curves along the side of the hill.  As a result, there are no allowances for 
additional accommodations.  The bench has not become straighter or wider with time - to change 
the current design would mean massive changes to the environment.   

 
Scarcity of population, travel, and attractors, both existing and future, that indicate an absence of need 
for special accommodations for specific modes of travel.  
And 
The cost of providing appropriate facilities, including potential right-of-way acquisition, for a particular 
mode is excessively disproportionate to the need and potential benefit of complete street project.  
The lack of need for increased facilities includes the following. 
• March 1994 ADTs showed 575 at the Chambers Street intersection, 1055 at the Friendly 

Street/Storey Boulevard intersection, and 1390 at the Washington Street intersection.  No 
significant building has occurred since - and there is not indication that will change -, and it is our 
understanding the ADTs have not changed much in the last 22 years.  In other words, this is not a 
heavily traveled street and cannot reasonably be expected to become one, but it can and does 
accommodate reasonable shared use by mixed modes.  However, its winding path and numerous 
blind curves and driveways can never make it attractive for use as a commuter route.   

• We know of five regular bike commuters who use this street.  Not one of those commuters we 
spoke with wants a bike lane, they all feel it would increase the perception of safety and thereby 
actually lessen safety. 

• Recreational bikers on occasion use the street, primarily during nicer weather and on weekends - 
which is when Lorane Highway has the lowest number of motorized vehicle commuters.  

• Considering the lack of regular use and the difficulties of construction,  the cost of providing a bike 
lane would place an unjustifiably large burden on the owners of adjacent properties.  The 1994-
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1996 property owner cost estimate per foot of property plus $1,000 per driveway obviously has 
risen significantly.  Please also understand many of the long-term residents are seniors who would 
experience extreme difficulty because of such a large financial burden.   

• The environmental destruction such a project would cause would be significant.  Hundreds of 
mature trees and other vegetation would have to be removed, the removal of that canopy 
contributing to heating the surrounding environment, reducing its air quality, and reducing its wildlife 
habitat.  Earlier estimates detailed long stretches of retaining walls and cuts into the in places very 
steep banks, further disturbing the balance of the existing environment and the stability of the 
hillsides.   

 
The project involves only ordinary maintenance activities designed to keep assets in acceptable 
condition, such as cleaning, sealing, spot repairs, patching and surface treatments.  
In 2013, Lorane Highway was resurfaced using an environmentally-friendly road reclamation process.  
Aside from some already repaired cracks, the new paving is holding up well. 
 
Reasonable and equivalent access or service already exists or is planned along a parallel route within 
the same corridor.  
• See the above information for current Lorane Highway access and service. 
• Chambers Street is intended to be the alternative route to using Lorane Highway and the rest of the 

Crest Drive area.   
• During the City's transportation study of this area, it was determined that Friendly Street, Storey 

Boulevard, and Crest Drive were the main routes when driving through the Crest Drive area.  These 
streets have since been brought to city standards.   

 
In addition, we have safety concerns that have not been taken into consideration.   
• Lorane Highway has 70-80 driveways between Washington Street at West 29th Avenue and 

Chambers Street, many of them with extremely poor visibility.  We use two shared driveways, both 
of them located between two blind curves.  In all, in this location alone, five driveways are shared by 
a dozen addresses.  We need the shoulders and planned bike lane location for safe road access.   

• The street winds along the side of the hill and has numerous blind curves.  A 1995 calculation 
showed that at 25mph, one encounters a blind curve on average every 12.6 seconds.  At 40 mph 
(radar gun checks in 1995 showed that 85-95% of drivers exceeded speed limits, some exceeding 
40 mph), one encounters a blind curve on average every 8 seconds. 

• Speed is a concern.  We live on the side of the street proposed for the bike lane.  In a recent span 
of 14 months, we have had to call 911 three times to remove cars from trees in our front yard 
(twice) and from a power pole.  Some of these cars are airborne before they are stopped by a tree.  
These three are by no means the only incidents we have had to deal with - some of the trees along 
the front of our street were hit so often, the City had to have them removed because they were 
dying.  With one exception, these cars crashed through the area proposed for the bike lane.  A few 
years ago, yellow and black arrows were installed in one of the curves in the area adjacent to the 
proposed bike lane to lessen incidents.  The last crash tore one of those signs from the ground and 
sheared off our mailbox (again).  The City recently added an advisory 15 mph sign.   

• Although some car crashes occur during the daytime, usually they happen at night when there is 
little traffic.  The most significant daytime problem we have experienced since the street was 
resurfaced is downhill racing by bikers - adults kitted out in colorful Lycra.  Almost every day, we 
see bikers tearing down the street at hair-raising speeds, despite the 25mph speed limit or advised 
limits of 15mph through some of the curves, blatantly indifferent to the safety hazards they create 
for everyone using the street - when leaving our driveways, we cannot see or hear them coming 
around those blind curves -, and the ever-present population of deer, turkeys, and other wildlife.   

• Currently, the incidents of clashes between motorized vehicles and bikes are kept down because 
there is expectation of bikes on the roadway.  If uphill lanes are striped, however, motorists will 
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expect bikers to be in that bike lane.  Given current riding patterns, that restriction will often not be 
followed, also significantly decreasing biking safety on Lorane Highway. 

 
We strongly feel that Lorane Highway should not be considered for striping treatment because of the 
above reasons.  In fact, the above exceptions indicate the street should have automatically been 
disqualified for the proposed project.   
 
There are changes that may improve safety for residents and other users alike.  One change that would 
greatly improve safety would be clarification that this street is a public street intended for all users.  
Some suggestions: 
• A "share the street" sign that shows a car as well as a bike.  Most of us who live here keep a safe 

distance when we encounter bikes and pass only when there is no danger to the bicyclist.  And the 
courteous bikers share the street by riding single file on the right side and motioning when it is safe 
to pass.  But too often when there is a bike on the street, the entire street is treated as a bike lane, 
with complete disregard for other vehicles.  We would like it to be clear this truly is a shared street.   

• A sign that indicates this street is not for downhill racing.  As mentioned above, since it was 
resurfaced, we see far too many bikers racing down the street.  We live here, we have a right to 
safe passage to and from our homes, but that safe passage is almost daily endangered by reckless 
bikers.  Their complete disregard for the safety of residents and wildlife alike is a major accident 
waiting to happen.  We should mention the commuters we see on a more or less daily basis do not 
present a problem - the problem lies primarily with some of the fair-weather users of the street. 

 
We were dismayed to find that, after the City of Eugene spent so much money and time to thoroughly 
investigate the options for Lorane Highway and subsequently rejected the proposed changes for valid 
reasons, there is again a proposal to create a potentially more dangerous situation than we already 
face on a daily basis.  One cannot learn from the future, but one certainly can learn from the past.  This 
proposal cannot later claim unintended consequences when the City's own research is so well-
documented in public records.  The newest striping proposal for Lorane Highway points to a cookie-
cutter, one-size-fits-all, theoretical wish list.  It also exhibits hopelessly antiquated patterning that was 
rejected by the City of Eugene engineers decades ago as unsuitable for this street.  And it is an insult to 
current environmental, conservation, liveability, sustainability, climate, residential, and neighborhood 
character standards by reducing our neighborhood to simplified stick figures, lollipop trees, and a line 
on a map.   
 
"Complete Streets" are intended to safely accommodate all modes of transportation.  When a proposed 
project creates an unsafe situation, it does not create a "Complete Street" by the City's own definition, 
but rather a recipe for failure.  If proponents of the changes do not like them after all, they will simply 
start using another street.  Residents, however, will be left to deal with the results and costs.  For all of 
the reasons explained, we simply cannot understand how anyone can promote such an unjustifiable, 
incredibly destructive, and wasteful proposal.  We cannot emphasize strongly enough the unsuitability 
of Lorane Highway for the proposed bike lane striping and we urge you to remove the project from the 
lists.   
 
We cannot help but feel there must be other such poorly thought-out suggestions in this document.  
During your deliberations, we urge you to take a very close look at the proposals and their implications.   
 
Thank you for your attention to our concerns.  And thank you for your service. 
 
 
Bruce Wild and Francina Verrijt 
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SPECIAL STREETS CATEGORY 
 

We feel the Eugene Street Classifications and Design Standards would greatly benefit from 
an umbrella category to cover those streets that simply cannot fit into proposed categories.  
Although the draft addresses exceptions, it does not offer sufficient clarification of the 
qualification process.  As a result, determination of qualification for exceptions is left to 
subjective interpretation and resulting uneven application.  The Street Classifications and 
Design Standards need a clearly outlined exceptions application process, supported by 
specific, clearly defined, verifiable requirements that indicate whether a street is an 
appropriate candidate for exceptions. 
 
The Street Classifications and Design Standards also need to further align with our policies 
to promote a more effective response to community goals.  On page 17, the draft explains 
that, as a rule, standards must be adjusted to accommodate competing needs.  On page 1, 
however, the draft classifies facilities according to their functional purpose, while on page 
32, it states only physical constraints may be considered for exceptions.  In addition to 
exceptions due to planning and engineering difficulties, we feel this category needs to 
include other distinctive differences as well.  Aside from facilitating transportation, 
streets serve to define neighborhood character and to encourage (or discourage) 
neighborhood interaction.  In this draft, this is recognized only after function has been 
determined.  If, for example, a street is assigned a “neighborhood collector” label, that 
street is expected to be widened to “neighborhood collector” width specifications, even if a 
narrower street would be more appropriate and equally effective for its neighborhood.  Only 
if physical constraints exist may an exception be allowed.  We feel this element of the 
draft is seriously flawed: the human element should take priority and be designed into a 
street design from the very start, not out of it, or added as an afterthought.  We feel the 
exceptions should far more strongly emphasize attributes that enhance our lives: historical 
considerations, city entrance esthetics, scenic aspects, vegetation and wildlife that is not 
necessarily protected (p.e. deer populations), special functions – all are quite worthy of 
considerate treatment to preserve their desirable contributions to our well-being. 
 
A special streets category could also support effective protection of our older streets.  
Many of these streets were originally country lanes that now find themselves in urban 
settings.  These streets, sometimes 100 years old or even older, are not necessarily good 
candidates for retrofitting to sleeker, more contemporary models.  But their solid place in 
Eugene helps define our city’s unique history and beauty.  We need to address the existence  
of these streets in a proper context and determine whether our policies should choose to 
prioritize preservation or adaptation.  We need to appreciate that the emphases of current 
progressive city planning – preservation of neighborhoods, less asphalt sprawl through 
narrower and more winding streets of varying widths, street trees, homes (instead of their 
backyard fences) facing the street – are often already beautifully present in our older 
streets.  Retrofitting to full classification specifications may needlessly sacrifice some or 
all of these desirable qualities and, in fact, we could actually lose much more than we would 
gain.  For example, some older, narrow streets currently have multi-use shoulders that 
accommodate walking, foul-weather parking, and safe vehicle maneuvering away from traffic 
lanes while leaving driveways, avoiding wildlife, etc.  These benefits could be lost after 
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retrofitting or force reconstruction at enormous costs and destruction to surroundings 
without effectively gaining anything other than adaptation to a model.  The Street 
Classifications and Design Standards sorely need a category that allows study of the 
unusual features of these streets and evaluates our policies to minimize undesirable 
outcomes.  A special streets category could respond to neighborhood needs and still 
effectively deliver creative solutions to community needs without impacting new street 
definitions on these candidates.  In fact, Eugene (and Oregon) has already defined many of 
the above qualities as desirable.  We include policy decisions and recommendations from the 
Metro Area General Plan, Eugene Community Goals and Policies, the Urban Forest 
Management Plan, the South Hills Study, and the Eugene Code, as well as Oregon’s 
Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines and Oregon’s Historic and Scenic Highway Program 
that offer support for our suggestions.  We feel elements of all of these policies can be 
effectively aligned in a coordinated category.  We hope such a category can help eliminate 
the endless bickering between Public Works and neighborhoods who will not accept 
standards that inadequately address unique situations.  We can’t make a crab walk straight – 
and a clearly defined exceptions process at least offers the potential for starting a more 
productive dialog. 
 
 
Enclosures: 
Jan Gund’s presentation to the Planning Commission, November 7th, 1995 
Jock Beall’s presentation to the Planning Commission, November 7th, 1995 
Audience members supporting the above presentations 
Minutes Planning Commission meeting, February 5th, 1996; pages 1, 2 
Metro Area General Plan, pages III-C-1, III-C-5, III-C-6, III-C-9, III-C-10, III-E-2, III-
E-3 
Eugene Community Goals and Policies; pages 15. 20 
Urban Forest Management Plan; pages 12, 25, 27, 28 
South Hills Study, Exhibit A; pages 5, 6 
Eugene Code 6.320 (a), (b), (c), (d) 
Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines, Goal 5: Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic 
Areas, and Natural Resources; pages 8, 9 
Oregon Historic and Scenic Highway Program; pages 4, 5, 28, 33 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bruce Wild and Francina Verrijt 
344 3735 
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1

To: YEITER Kurt M
Subject: TSP Comments from A. Cook

For the 2035 TSP file: 
From a phone call with Alberta Cook on June 7, 2016, I forward the following comments: 

The general concern is that the Bethel Neighborhood suffers from lack of street connectivity.  Practical access 
in and out of the area is limited to Royal Avenue and Barger Drive, both of which become congested and block 
access to the surrounding neighborhoods.  In the event of a major emergency, such as a large fire, residents 
would be unable to evacuate and emergency access may be blocked. 

Suggested remedies were to increase connections throughout the neighborhood, such as by connecting sections 
of Danebo Avenue, making gated private streets available for public use, and connecting Firestone Drive to 
Greenhill Road.  Several street connections of this nature could be made in the vicinity of Danebo Elementary 
School.” 

Kurt Yeiter 
Senior Transportation Planner 
City of Eugene, Public Works‐ Engineering 

For: 
Alberta Cook 
amcc0@yahoo.com 
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Email Comments from Kris Sherman: 

 
> -----Original Message----- 
> From: Kris Sherman [mailto:banananut4@gmail.com] 
> Sent: Saturday, November 05, 2011 8:13 AM 
> To: Steffen, Brandy/PDX 
> Subject: Form submission from: General Central Lane MPO RTSP Comment 
> 
> Submitted on Saturday, November 5, 2011 - 08:12 Submitted by user:  
> Pre's Memorial Trail Submitted values are: 
> 
> Name: Kris Sherman 
> Title: 
> Organization: Prefontaine Family 
> E-mail: banananut4@gmail.com 
> Address 1: 
> Address 2: 
> City: 
> State: Oregon 
> Zip: 97419 
> Phone: 
> Comment: Concerned about bike paths interrupting running paths in  
> East/West Alton Baker Park. Paved paths can be designed to go over the  
> Trails by bridge or around it. Please in your designs having to do  
> with Pre's Trail...be considerate to a memorial.  Also, unhappy with  
> Disc Golf still going in right next to my Uncle's Trail when it was  
> moved for a playground not a Disc Golf course.  Very disheartened with  
> Eugene since Steve was so loyal.  And now tournaments are still being  
> allowed over the Trail.  Please help with my never ending concern of  
> what is happening to my Uncle's Trail and  disrespect.  I would like  
> to envision hope for my Uncle's trail for his Dream he gave to Eugene. 
> Response: I would like a response to my comment. 
> 
Thank you. I know you are busy, but, If you hear anything could you email me. Thanks again, Kris 
Sherman Pre's niece (stakeholder in Pre's Trail) 
 
On 11/10/11, YEITER Kurt M <Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote: 
> Kris, 
> I want to acknowledge receipt of your note.  I shared it with both the  
> City of Eugene's Parks Planning Manager and the pedestrian and bicycle  
> chief planner.  The latter notes that he'd also received your comments  
> submitted through the online survey for the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan (PBMP). 
> 
> The area in question is listed as a "feasibility study" in the PBMP. 
> Specifically, the city is interested in developing lighting and width  
> standards for existing shared-use paths. 
> 
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> I do not yet have a response from Parks, but we will continue to  
> coordinate with them as the bike & pedestrian networks are reviewed and improved. 
> 
> Thank you for your comments, as they help inform the City's planning  
> and design work in heavily used, sensitive areas. 
> 
> Sincerely, 
> 
> Kurt 
> Kurt Yeiter 
> Senior Transportation Planner 
> City of Eugene 
> Public Works, Transportation Planning 
> 99 E. Broadway, Suite 400 
> Eugene, OR  97401 
________________________________________________________________________ 

On Jun 3, 2016 8:38 AM, "Kris Sherman" <banananut4@gmail.com> wrote: 

In looking at the bike route proposal I have concerns. Please explain your map as to Pre's Trail. I am 
family to the memorial Pre's Trail. It is a running trail only per POS.  I am seeing bike lanes and shared 
paths appearing to be on the trail?  I would like a map with Pre's Trail and your new proposal.  I want to 
know what effect it will have. As a family member of the Memorial of Pre's Trail.The Trail was 
grandfathered in to the Park as a running trail.  How do you intend to honor it with your new plan.  Who 
is on your committee from OTC? 

Thank you, 

Kris 

____________________________________________________________________ 

From: Kris Sherman [mailto:banananut4@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2016 11:13 AM 
To: YEITER Kurt M <Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us> 
Subject:  
Kurt, 

Along with my last email.  Please make it clear that the bike paths in Alton baker park are the paved 
ones only.  There is alot of public confusion created with different visions and the trail system. Also, 
dont runners have thevright of way in the park...do bikes need to slow down for exhausted runners on 
Pre's Trail.  I cant make your meeting June 9th.  Can you share my concerns? 

Thanks, 

Kris 
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____________________________________________________________________ 

From: Kris Sherman [mailto:banananut4@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 8:57 AM 
To: YEITER Kurt M <Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us> 
Subject: Re: 
Please let me know about this plan when you have a minute.  Are runners going to be respected in the 
Park with having the right of way and clearly marked with your new focus for bikes?  No blind corners 
for a collision to occur for tired runners on a long run. 

Thanks, kris 

_______________________________________________________________________________ 

From: YEITER Kurt M  
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 11:29 AM 
To: Kris Sherman <banananut4@gmail.com> 
Subject: RE: Re: 
Ms. Sherman, 
Thank you for your timely questions about the draft Eugene Transportation System Plan.  I will enter 
them into the record for Planning Commission consideration. 
 
I will also share your emails with my colleagues more directly responsible for bicycle, recreational, and 
multi-use path planning, who can better respond to your questions. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Kurt 
Kurt Yeiter 
Senior Transportation Planner 
City of Eugene, Public Works- Engineering 
541-682-8379 
www.EugeneTSP.org 
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From: YEITER Kurt M
To: "SwanFarmDexter@gmail.com"
Subject: RE: Accidental ambiguity... (a 2035 TSP micro detail)
Date: Monday, June 06, 2016 10:49:09 AM
Attachments: WAmazon map.gd3.mxd

Hi Kevin.

Thank you for your note, and welcome 'back' into the TSP review (I do not imagine that you've dissociated from
 Eugene's transportation issues).  I only recently inherited the Street Classification review portion of the TSP update,
 so I appreciate that you brought this ambiguity to my attention. 

For your knowledge and for any discussions you may have with affected residents and neighborhoods, the section of
 West Amazon Parkway proposed to be re-classified from Minor Arterial to Major Collector affects only the
 northern-most portion.  I attached a map highlighting the area of change that was sent to all owners of property
 along this section and to the affected neighborhood organization leaders.

The Major Collector classification continues along Fox Hollow south of this point, which is not a change from the
 "old" adopted map.

Thanks again, Kevin.

Kurt
Kurt Yeiter
Senior Transportation Planner
City of Eugene, Public Works- Engineering
541-682-8379
www.EugeneTSP.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Kevin Matthews [mailto:matthews@artifice.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2016 10:01 AM
To: YEITER Kurt M <Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Accidental ambiguity... (a 2035 TSP micro detail)

Dear Kurt,

Just FYI, a variety of citizens in Eugene have asked for some independent help with understanding the 2035 TSP. 
 In that context, I've been looking at the proposed street classification changes, among other things, and I noticed a
 fine point that may cause some confusion.

One of the proposed changes, a downgrade from minor arterial to major collector, is described succinctly as West
 Amazon Drive (Hilyard Street to Fox Hollow Road). 

However, West Amazon Drive, as shown in classification maps (if not as fact on the ground), actually intersects Fox
 Hollow Road in two different places.  Since it may take some extra legwork to compare the current and amended
 street classification plans - which does clarify the issue - just what section is proposed for changes may remain
 unclear to lay observers.

I'm sure the ambiguity is unintentional.  I just wanted to make sure you were aware of the point, to avoid possible
 confusion in the ongoing public involvement.

with best wishes,

G-91

Attachment G

PC Agenda - Page 355

mailto:SwanFarmDexter@gmail.com
mailto:matthews@artifice.com



Kevin Matthews
swanfarmdexter@gmail.com
541-514-4766 direct mobile

https://twitter.com/Kevin_Matthews_
https://www.facebook.com/progressiveforge
https://www.facebook.com/SwanFarmAkhalTekes

enabling win-win outcomes for people, planet, & purse
--------------------------------------------------------------------
Swan Farm . Dexter, Oregon
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From: Kevin Matthews
To: YEITER Kurt M
Subject: Accidental ambiguity... (a 2035 TSP micro detail)
Date: Thursday, June 02, 2016 10:00:39 AM

Dear Kurt,

Just FYI, a variety of citizens in Eugene have asked for some independent help with understanding the 2035 TSP. 
 In that context, I've been looking at the proposed street classification changes, among other things, and I noticed a
 fine point that may cause some confusion.

One of the proposed changes, a downgrade from minor arterial to major collector, is described succinctly as West
 Amazon Drive (Hilyard Street to Fox Hollow Road). 

However, West Amazon Drive, as shown in classification maps (if not as fact on the ground), actually intersects Fox
 Hollow Road in two different places.  Since it may take some extra legwork to compare the current and amended
 street classification plans - which does clarify the issue - just what section is proposed for changes may remain
 unclear to lay observers.

I'm sure the ambiguity is unintentional.  I just wanted to make sure you were aware of the point, to avoid possible
 confusion in the ongoing public involvement.

with best wishes,

Kevin Matthews
swanfarmdexter@gmail.com
541-514-4766 direct mobile

https://twitter.com/Kevin_Matthews_
https://www.facebook.com/progressiveforge
https://www.facebook.com/SwanFarmAkhalTekes

enabling win-win outcomes for people, planet, & purse
--------------------------------------------------------------------
Swan Farm . Dexter, Oregon
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From: Alexandra Bonds
To: YEITER Kurt M
Subject: Proposed Changes to Lorane highway
Date: Wednesday, June 01, 2016 12:27:11 PM

Dear Kurt,

It is with great dismay that I recently learned about another proposal to add bike lanes and sidewalks to Lorane
 Highway. As a resident of this area since 1988, I have experienced the repeated efforts to radically alter the
 character of my neighborhood. In the latest effort of 1994, a survey of property owners in the area between Crest
 and Chambers was conducted and a solid 95% were against this proposal. We were told as a result of this definitive
 vote that Lorane Highway would never be improved, and were quite satisfied that we had successfully staved off
 any future attempts to widen the street with bike lanes and sidewalks. Please recognize and honor the unique
 character of this neighborhood and the fervent desire of those who live there to retain it as it was created.

Yours truly,
Alexandra Bonds
1030 Lorane highway
Eugene, OR 97405
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From: Lindsay Reed
To: YEITER Kurt M
Subject: Arcadia Drive
Date: Wednesday, June 01, 2016 11:26:48 AM
Attachments: RESPONSE.pdf

Kurt, I’m a long term owner of a duplex located at 3684 & 3688 Elwing Avenue. My duplex fronts
 Elwing which has already been sidewalked and curbed, which I’ve already financially helped pay for.
 The east side of my property borders Arcadia. Since it’s only the side of my property that would be
 affected I would like to go on record as voting against improvements of Arcadia Drive. I selfishly
 don’t want to incur any additional expense. I don’t feel the impact to my property will be worthy of
 my expense. Also, there is a sort of “double jeopardy” that would occur. Simply my opinion.
 Regards, Paul B. Craviotto
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From: RODRIGUES Matt J
To: aarondwalker@comcast.net
Cc: INERFELD Rob; YEITER Kurt M
Subject: RE: Arcadia Street Classification Change
Date: Friday, June 03, 2016 2:47:50 PM

Mr. Walker,
 
We have your request for investigation of placing stop signs on Regency at Arcadia in our queue for
 investigation. We have a large volume of requests and it will take some time, possibly up to 16
 weeks to complete the investigation. Classification of the streets does influence the decision as to
 whether stop controls are placed, but the more important factors are typically the crash history and
 volumes. We have noted the recent crash that you mentioned, will review crash history at his
 location and will collect volumes on Arcadia and Regency to aid the investigation. We appreciate
 your patience as we review this issue and will contact you when we have more information to share.
 
Thank you,
Matt Rodrigues, P.E., ENV SP
AIC Traffic Engineer
Public Works Maintenance
City of Eugene
Ph 541-682-6036
 

From: Aaron Walker [mailto:aarondwalker@comcast.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2016 10:24 PM
To: YEITER Kurt M <Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Arcadia Street Classification Change
 
Kurt,
 
I wanted to send a quick note about Arcadia’s proposed classification change to a Neighborhood
 Collector street.  This is an obvious change that needs to be made.  There are only 3 ways out of the
 Regency Estates/Other Subdivisions located just west of I-5 and North of Harlow Rd:  via
 Willakenize, via Arcadia, and via Barrington Ave.  Arcadia is very heavily traveled by people exiting
 the neighborhood going south toward downtown Eugene or Springfield.  This change is obvious.
 
My main concern in writing is that with Arcadia considered a Neighborhood Collector, I hope the City
 of Eugene will now allow any streets intersecting with Arcadia to have a stop sign put up so that
 clearly the right of way is for people driving on Arcadia Street.  I live on the corner of Regency and
 Arcadia and there was recently a pretty bad wreck at the intersection when two drivers met
 simultaneously at the intersection; one car ended up in my front yard.  Thankfully my kids were
 inside the house and not in the front yard.  It is obvious that a stop sign needs to be up on both side
 of Regency, as Arcadia is clearly the more heavily traveled street of the two.  Myself and other
 neighbors have attempted to get the City of Eugene to address this is in the past, but were rejected
 each time.   Will this change at least allow the City to re-consider this issue?
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Please let me know if you have any questions about this email.  Thank you.
 
Aaron Walker
541-914-8790
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From: Eben Fodor
To: YEITER Kurt M
Subject: Eugene TSP comment
Date: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 5:20:25 PM

Hi Kurt,
 
I’d like to provide comments on the 2035 TSP regarding pedestrian facilities. The City
 has done a lot of talking about making the South Willamette more walkable, but the
 reality is that many streets in this area lack any sidewalks. This TSP should include
 expanded plans to provide complete sidewalks on more of the street that really need
 them. Sidewalks are essential for a safe pedestrian experience for people of all ages
 and abilities. As the father of a 7-year-old, I have found the sidewalk system to be
 very inadequate and unsafe for children.
 
One street that urgently needs to be included in this Plan is Ferry Street from its 30th

 Avenue connection to the Amazon Park trail system and south to 34th Place. This the
 PRIMARY pedestrian alternative to the horrible Willamette St experience for many
 south Eugene residents. Four key blocks are missing sidewalks. Please ask the
 Planning Commission to add these sidewalks to the Pedestrian Projects List as “high
 priority,” and amend the project map accordingly.
 
Thanks for your consideration.
 
Eben Fodor
394 E 32nd Avenue
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From: YEITER Kurt M
To: "Eben Fodor"
Subject: RE: Question on 2035 TSP
Date: Wednesday, June 01, 2016 12:43:54 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

ETSP-TSP-May2016_0[1].LOS.pdf

Mostly Yes.  That’s a generalization.
 
Downtown Eugene remains LOS F, as it’s been for a while, and there are a number of intersections
 (mostly on ODOT streets) that are worse than E and/or have a two-hour peak.  Because they are
 ODOT or County streets, the service levels were translated to V/C to match their methodology. 
 
Note that for these standards to become effective on ODOT facilities, they must be subsequently
 adopted as an amendment to the Oregon Highway Plan by OTC.
 
The specifics are on TSP page 53, Table 4.1, copied in the attachment.
 
Kurt
 

From: Eben Fodor [mailto:eben@fodorandassociates.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 5:35 PM
To: YEITER Kurt M <Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Question on 2035 TSP
 
Kurt,
 
Am I right in understanding that this TSP changes the citywide LOS standard from D
 to E?
 
Eben
 
Eben Fodor
Fodor & Associates LLC
Eugene, OR
541-345-8246
www.fodorandassociates.com
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From: YEITER Kurt M
To: "Ron-Janet Bevirt"
Cc: PIERCY Kitty; bettyl.taylor@gmail.com; BROWN George R; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Bcc: INERFELD Rob; SCHOENING Mark A; BROTHERTON Kathryn; TAYLOR Becky
Subject: RE: TSP Meeting Request, June 1st or 9th (what date?) & more ...
Date: Wednesday, June 01, 2016 11:08:28 AM

Mrs. Bevirt,
 
Thank you for your questions.  Per your request I will, of course, put your email in the public record
 for the 2035 Transportation System Plan.
I do not understand your request to put your email on the “Public Trust.”
 
The two dates describing different times to submit comments were published at different times. 

 The June 1st deadline is wrong.  It is either a typo or was published before the City and County were
 fully coordinated on the deadlines for staff reports between the two different Planning

 Commissions.  The June 9th date is correct.  All comments received by 5:00PM on Thursday June 9th

 will be included with the printed agenda item summary that goes to the Planning Commissioners
 before their public hearing.  Of course materials can be submitted until the close of the public

 record – usually at the end of the public hearing on June 21st.  The Planning Commission could
 choose to extend the public record.
 

There will not be a decision on the TSP by either Planning Commission on June 21st.  The public
 hearing merely allows an opportunity for people to address the Commissions directly.  The Planning
 Commissions will meet separately at a later date(s) to discuss what they received from the public
 and form their recommendation for their elected bodies (the City Council and County Board).  The
 dates for Planning Commission deliberations after the public hearing have not been scheduled yet.
 
The “decision” about the TSP will be made by the City Council and Board of County Commissioners
 only after they receive the Planning Commissions’ recommendations and they, too, hold their own
 joint public hearing.  The date of the City Council/County Board hearing has not been set.  I do not
 anticipate it happening before mid-September at the earliest.
 
I understand that Heather Sielicki has scheduled a TSP presentation and discussion for multiple

 south Eugene neighborhoods on Wednesday June 15th, 6:30PM at the Hilyard Center.
 
I appreciate this opportunity to correct mistakes and, I hope, clarify the process more than we were
 able to do during the rather brief Rubicon Society overview.
 
Sincerely,
Kurt
 
Kurt Yeiter
Senior Transportation Planner
City of Eugene, Public Works- Engineering
541-682-8379

G-112

Attachment G

PC Agenda - Page 376

mailto:beznys@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=106b8a578ce445818974e2a21eb8d63f-CEEXCWP
mailto:bettyl.taylor@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=ce6f37c67376485dabce2d468f6f7a5e-CEEXGRB
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=7a16ccabb7674177bf164bf138988724-*Eugene May
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=456c00d857a444798f323489e1c30aa6-CEWERBI
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=3c56c63e0ffc4d0a9a68ca90133b8de2-CEWEMAS
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=5aa688f54ab948a8b0c8d6d327df7d2f-CEEXKPB
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=d91c5e5b930f48a287025fa0447591d9-LCPWRGT


www.EugeneTSP.org
 
From: Ron-Janet Bevirt [mailto:beznys@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2016 10:54 PM
To: YEITER Kurt M <Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us>; PIERCY Kitty <Kitty.Piercy@ci.eugene.or.us>;
 bettyl.taylor@gmail.com; BROWN George R <George.R.Brown@ci.eugene.or.us>; *Eugene Mayor,
 City Council, and City Manager <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Re: TSP Meeting Request, June 1st or 9th (what date?) & more ...
 
 
 
On Fri, May 27, 2016 at 10:03 PM, Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com> wrote:

from: http://www.centrallanertsp.org/EugeneTSP
Submitting comments to Kurt Yeiter, Senior Transportation Planner,
 at kurt.m.yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us . 
Comments received by Friday June 1, 2016 will be shared with the Planning Commission
 prior to their meeting.
(June 1st is a Wednesday, not a Friday.)
 
From SHiNA Website, (Francina changed the Friday to a Wednesday.)
The FINAL DRAFT 2035 TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN, 2035 TSP, is now available for review
 at http://www.centrallanertsp.org/EugeneTSP .  
This plan is to replace the current TransPlan. 
Comments may be submitted to Kurt Yeiter, Senior Transportation Planner, at kurt.m.yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us.  
Comments received by WEDNESDAY, JUNE 1, will be shared with the Planning Commissions prior to their meeting.   
 
 
 Please see How to Submit Testimony: 1. & 2. June 9, 2016 date instead of June 1st.
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Hi Kurt,
 
Is the deadline June 1st or June 9th for written statements?
How come we have two different dates from different sources?
 
At a CSEN 5/23/16 board meeting only 2 out of more than a dozen people from 4 different active neighborhoods heard
 of TSP.
This is where I learned about TSP for the first time.
 
I heard you speak at the 5/26/16 Rubicon Society (RS) meeting with no mention of the written statement deadline,
 just the June 21st decision meeting. 
The presentation was very limited with Rob. If I did not present some factual impacts, or question more deeply the
 undetailed presentation, 
those RS people would not have know the possible implications that will result, that are not necessarily positive for our
 community.
 
This has gone on for years yet the community knows very little to nothing about it.
There is a serious lack of communication.
The different written statement deadline dates support that fact.
 
Heather Sielicki contacted you for a TSP presentation to the neighborhoods, this needs to happen after all of the
 neighborhoods can send out community notification. 
SHiNA, SEN and FAN, maybe Amazon Neighbors and Jefferson Westside Neighbors have all run out of funds for
 mailings. 
So communication to neighborhoods for a meeting can not happen till after the new July neighborhood funds are
 received.
 
The June 21st decision needs to be moved so the community can grasp the impact you are proposing.
 
I want Eugene to be the best it can be, having lived here since the early 70s.
 
Thanks,
Janet Bevirt
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Place the above information in the Public Record on TSP and Public Trust.
 
Thank You,
Janet Bevirt
2915 Charnelton St
Eugene, OR 97405
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From: YEITER Kurt M
To: "Ron-Janet Bevirt"
Cc: "Heather Sielicki"
Subject: RE: TSP
Date: Wednesday, June 01, 2016 10:26:24 AM

Mr. Bevirt,
I appreciate your input and participation, and encourage you to make your views known to the
 Planning Commissions.  They will control the process at this point.
 
It is unfortunate that you were not aware of the TSP before now.  The development of this draft plan
 has been five years in the making, starting as a component of the many Envision Eugene workshops
 that were held in all the quadrants of the city, then through notices to the neighborhood
 organizations and periodic televised updates before the City Council, and most recently in your part

 of town a presentation at a SE Neighbors general meeting on February 10th.  Obviously it was not
 enough since you hadn’t heard of it and I appreciate the Rubicon Society’s role in helping spread the
 word.
 
It looks like the meeting to engage several interest groups from south Eugene will occur on June

 15th, 6:30 – 8:00 pm, at the Hilyard Center.  Heather Sielicki is organizing it.
 
I hope one of the messages you may have heard at the Rubicon Society meeting is that
 transportation planning is very complex; there is not a perfect solution to the many concerns –
 congestion, safety, health, environment, and neighborhood character -- that solves these problems
 without some repercussions.  The trick is finding the right balance, the optimum strategies for this
 city.  Again, I appreciate your input as it will help us get that balance right.
 
The draft plan is online at www.EugeneTSP.org.  I also delivered hard copies to the Eugene Public
 Library yesterday.
 
Sincerely,
 
Kurt
 
Kurt Yeiter
City of Eugene
Transportation Planning
541-682-8379
 
From: Ron-Janet Bevirt [mailto:beznys@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2016 3:07 PM
To: YEITER Kurt M <Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: TSP
 
Hello,
I spoke with you yesterday following the Rubicon meeting.
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TSP has just appeared before us. I understand that planning, meetings etc. have
gone on for some time. Somehow, those aware of the forward movement of TSP have not
 communicated
any information about the impending arrival of TSP to the Neighborhood groups. I attend the
 meetings of several neighborhoods
as well as the Council of South Eugene Neighborhoods (FAN, SHiNA, SE, and Amazon).
 Somehow, there is a general feeling
that we (the public) get blind-sided by big changes that we need to really scramble to mobilize
 public awareness and involvement.
I understand that you are not personally the "total boss" of this, but the TSP proposal is very
 large and it contains many specific 
upsetting/angering points. We are working on getting invitation (s) for you to speak to various
 of us/and or to come to meet with you.
Since we are entering a holiday weekend and this is another of those issues that needs to be
 addressed in a short time period. 
I wanted to express clearly to you that this is another of those issues like SW-SAZ, about
 which there is
more public "interest"/upset/anger than ho-hum all is well. Anyway.... Hopefully, we can
 communicate our views to you and to the
relevant boards/commissions.
 
Best regards,
Ron Bevirt
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From: HENRY Chris C
To: INERFELD Rob; YEITER Kurt M
Subject: FW: Bike Lanes on Willamette St
Date: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 4:26:09 PM

FYI, I’m not sure why there is reference to the TSP.
 
Thanks,
 
Chris
 
Christopher C. Henry, PE
Transportation Planning Engineer
City of Eugene Public Works - Engineering
99 E Broadway, Suite 400
Eugene, OR  97401-3174
541-682-8472 (voice), 541-682-5032 (fax)
chris.c.henry@ci.eugene.or.us
http://www.eugene-or.gov/transportation
 

 
From: Ron-Janet Bevirt [mailto:beznys@gmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, May 28, 2016 8:44 AM
To: HENRY Chris C <Chris.C.Henry@ci.eugene.or.us>; BROWN George R
 <George.R.Brown@ci.eugene.or.us>; TAYLOR Betty L <Betty.L.Taylor@ci.eugene.or.us>; *Eugene
 Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Bike Lanes on Willamette St
 
May 26, 2016 Weekly Ad on Page 3
 
How is it that "Arriving by Bike", a bike business on Willamette St, that rents their
 commercial space and can move when it wants, 
knows "Bike lanes arrive on Willamette June 2nd!" This information is in small print at the
 bottom of their ad.
 
How is it that I, a property owner on W 29th at Olive through Charnelton St which is greatly
 affected by Willamette St traffic, 
and that is on the Chris Henry/city email list, was informed about the May 20th date with no
 updates to the June 2nd date re bike lanes on Willamette.
 
Lack of communication and insider information revealed.
 
Place this in the Public Record on TSP and Public Trust.
 
Thank You,
Janet Bevirt
2915 Charnelton St
Eugene,OR 97405
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From: HENRY Chris C
To: YEITER Kurt M; RODRIGUES Matt J
Cc: INERFELD Rob
Subject: RE: Street Classification Change: Arcadia
Date: Friday, May 27, 2016 5:17:00 PM

Kurt,

We’ve heard from residents that Regency Drive and Victorian Way are used by people
 accessing Willakenzie Road. The classification changes would not affect the ability to add
 traffic calming in the future if the streets were to qualify.

Thanks,

Chris

Christopher C. Henry, PE

Transportation Planning Engineer

City of Eugene Public Works - Engineering

99 E Broadway, Suite 400

Eugene, OR  97401-3174

541-682-8472 (voice), 541-682-5032 (fax)

chris.c.henry@ci.eugene.or.us

http://www.eugene-or.gov/transportation

_____________________________________________
From: YEITER Kurt M
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2016 5:05 PM
To: HENRY Chris C <Chris.C.Henry@ci.eugene.or.us>; RODRIGUES Matt J
 <Matt.J.Rodrigues@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: INERFELD Rob <Rob.Inerfeld@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Street Classification Change: Arcadia

I’m preparing send notice to all owners of property on Arcadia, King Edwards, and Kingston
 (that together connect Harlow to Willakenzie) that the City wants to change their street
 classification from Local to N. Collector.

Would this change hinder their desire to get/keep traffic calming?    Control speed limits? 
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Other downsides I should be aware of before the calls start coming in?

Thanks,

ky

Kurt Yeiter

Senior Transportation Planner

City of Eugene

Public Works- Engineering

99 East Broadway, Suite 400

Eugene, OR  97401

Kurt.M.Yeiter@ci.eugene.or.us

541-682-8379

FAX: 541-682-5032

www.EugeneTSP.org
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Northeast Neighbors  

  

eNews 5/27/2016  

Transportation Plans for NeN's Area 

  

The Eugene 2035 Transportation System Plan is a recently published, 100+ 
page document that sets priorities for spending on Eugene's transportation 
sytems and services for the next 20 years. The full document can be found 
at: http://www.centrallanertsp.org/EugeneTSP 

Below are the projects within our NeN area in particular. You'll see there are 
projects to be completed within 20 years, upon development (meaning when 
adjacent land development projects occur), and beyond 20 years from now. 
The most important takeaway is that if it's not listed here, it's not likely to 
happen. 

Northeast Neighbors has been following the process closely and has succeeded 
in getting several important projects given priority on the list. Please let us 
know your thoughts and comments: chair@neneugene.org 

  

 

 

G-130

Attachment G

PC Agenda - Page 394

http://click.icptrack.com/icp/relay.php?r=42562744&msgid=433575&act=99RR&c=1041837&destination=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.centrallanertsp.org%2FEugeneTSP
mailto:chair@neneugene.org


 

 

 

G-131

Attachment G

PC Agenda - Page 395



 

 

 
  

NeN Web Page 

NeN contact information is 
available at: 

http://www.neneugene.org  
 

 

Do you know someone who cares about the 
future of our neighborhood? Encourage them to 
sign up for e-News at www.neneugene.org. 

Forward them this email. 
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