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Executive Summary

The Phoenix Transportation System Plan (TSP)
details  projects and  policies that address
transportation problems and needs in the City of
Phoenix. Population growth and new development in

recent years has led to an update of the TSP to

ERROR! BOOKMARK NOT DEFINED.

address the transportation needs of all wusers,
including pedestrians, bicyclists, drivers, and public
transit users. This document provides a 20-year list of
improvement projects and a plan for implementing
the projects. The TSP has been developed in
compliance with the requirements of the state
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) and to be
consistent with state, regional, and local plans,
including the recently adopted 2013-2038 Rogue
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Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization’s 2013—
2038 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Fern
Valley Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP).

The graphic below identifies the three key questions
answered by this Executive Summary.

Why Update This TSP?

The purpose of this TSP is to provide a guide for a
transportation system that meets the existing and
future transportation needs within the City of
Phoenix. Further, this TSP establishes a rationale for
making prudent transportation investments and land
use decisions, consistent with the City’s vision as well
as other local, regional, and statewide planning
documents. Ultimately, this TSP can help the City
make short- and long-term decisions based on a
community-supported vision, and inform
collaboration with private developers as well as with
regional and state agencies.

The TSP achieves this by examining both short- and
long-term transportation needs for all transportation
modes: driving, biking, walking, or taking transit. The
plan identifies current and future needs and provides

Why? Why develop this updated Transportation
System Plan?

What? What is a TSP and what’s included?

How? How was this TSP developed and how can
it be used?

solutions to those needs. The TSP reflects existing
land use plans, policies, and regulations that affect the
transportation system. The plan includes policies, a
20-year list of projects by mode, and an
implementation plan for how (and when) to finance
future projects. Plan elements will be implemented by
the City, private developers, and regional or state
agencies.

What Is a TSP?

Fundamentally, a Transportation System Plan (TSP) is
a blueprint for biking, walking, driving, and using
transit through the year 2035, because it will include
plans and policies for automobiles, bikes, freight
vehicles, pedestrians, and transit. The TSP is a
comprehensive document containing goals, objectives
policies, projects, and implementation guidelines
needed to provide mobility for all users, now and in
the future. The City of Phoenix TSP integrates
mobility options for all modes of travel: automobile,
transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and freight movement.

bl

How Was This TSP Developed and
How Can It Be Used?

The City’s TSP reflects the efforts of citizens and
technical advisors working with the City’s planning
staff to meet the existing and future mobility needs of
the City’s residents. Over a period of 11 months,
members of the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC),
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), and Project
Management Team (PMT), as well as Planning
Commission members and City Councilors, met to

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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aid in the development of the plan. Development of a
TSP relies upon the completion of a number of
interrelated and dependent tasks. The key tasks,
events, and deliverables involved in this effort are
shown in the illustration below.

This TSP provides a collection of guiding goals and
objectives, maps and tables illustrating planned
projects, and supporting guidance and documentation
that can be used in a variety of different ways,
depending on the uset’s needs.

How Is This TSP Organized?

The City’s TSP is divided into the executive summary
and seven key sections:

EVENTS

+r Puslic event

System Inventory & Operations
February2014
Advisory committee
mesting
* Evaluate Alternatives
June2014
Advisory committee  d—
meeting and open house
Priaritize Project List
August 2014
AdVISOrY COMMINES (mmm——"
meeting
Draft TSP Update
ﬁ]eoemhe!ﬂ)m Report
visory committee

meeting and open house

April 2015

Advisory commitee
meting and open house

O+*R*E*G*O*N

Executive Summary

Chapter 1: Introduction

Chapter 2: Vision for the Transportation System
Chapter 3: Existing Gaps and Future Needs

Chapter 4: Modal Plans

Chapter 5: Functional classification & Design Guidance
Chapter 6: Implementation and funding

Chapter 7: Appendicies

Where Can I Find More Detailed
Information?

Each of the chapters in this TSP is supported by
more  comprehensive  documentation in  the
appendices, which include a compilation of technical
memorandums developed throughout the TSP update
process.

PROCESS/TASKS DELIVERABLES

December 2013
Memo #1
Project Context, Goals,
and Baseline

February2014
Memo 42
Existing Systems
Inventory
Memo #3
Transportation System
Operations

June2014
Memo #4
Alternative Evaluation

February2015
Memo #5
Funding and Financing
Strategies

April 2015
Draft

System Plan

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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How Will TSP Improvements Get
Funded and Implemented?

This TSP offers a menu of projects that can be
selected as funding sources become available or as
adjacent improvements are made. As funds become
available, the mode-specific planned projects can be
evaluated together to assess the highest priority
projects that can be completed together within the
available budget.

Over the next 20 years, the City is expected to receive
approximately $11.9 million in transportation revenue
(2014 dollars), assuming that existing funding sources
remain stable and no new revenue streams are

Figure ES-1: Twenty-Year Local Funding Forecast

W SteetSDC
Revenue
$505,988

B Expenses
(Materials,

Services,
and labor)
$6,602,872

# Restricted
for OR99
Maint.

Net Revenue: $5,300,000 $500,000

Figure ES-3: Tier 2 - Planned City Project Costs by Mode

® Transit
S$TBD

®  Street
$1,045,000

Bike
$1,601,500

O+*R*E*G*0O*N

established. Accounting for ongoing expenses, the
City can expect approximately $5.3 million in net
revenue (revenue minus expenses) over the 20-year
planning horizon of the TSP. The estimated cost of
all planned Tier 1 projects (those with likely funding
sources) included in this TSP is approximately $4.2
million.

The cost for the remainder of the planned (Tier 2)
projects is approximately $38 million (of which, $28M
would be shared with ODOT, developers, etc.). The
following pie charts illustrate the approximate
allocation of project costs by mode and funding. See
Chapter 4: (Modal Plans) and Chapter 6:
(Implementation and Funding) for more information.

Figure ES-2: Tier 1 — Planned City Project Costs by Mode

E  Bike
$91,000

& Pedestrian
$803,000

® Transit,
STBD

Figure ES-4. Tier 2 - Planned Shared Project
Costs by Mode

H Bike

H Pedestrian

Total Costs: $28,000,000

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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What Is the Planned System and Associated Improvements?

The tables and figures in the following sections identify the planned improvements by mode.

Street System Plan

No. Project/Location Description Bundle Timeline Priority
Tier 1 — Funded
Table 1 - Street System Projects
Add gateway treatments at north and south ends of B-2, B-4,
S-1 OR 99 - Downtown Phoenix couplet to increase awareness of upcoming B-5, B-6, Short High
downtown area and lane reduction. P-4, P-5
Asphalt overlay, roadway widening to City
S-4 N Pine St: W 1st St to W 5th St standards, curb, gutter, sidewalks and storm B-7 Short High
drainage, AC waterline replacement, sharrows
Asphalt Overlay, Roadway Widening to City
S5 N Church St: W 1st St to W 6th St Standards, Curb, Gutter, Sidewalks and Storm B-7 Short High
Drainage, AC Waterline Replacement, sharrows
Locke Ln: Colver to dead end, including Christie . .
S-6 Court; Coral Circle: Houston Rd to Hilsinger Asphalt Overlay, AC Waterline Replacement No Short High
Tier 2 — Unfunded
S-7 Hilsinger Rd: Colver Rd to Camp Baker Rd ppgrade rogd to collector standard (sharrows No Medium High
instead of bike lane)
s-8 | Urban Reserve Area PH-5 Implement a Conceptual Street Network as part of a No Medium High
long-term plan for development
59 Urban Reserve Area PH-10 Implement a Conceptual Street Network as part of a No Medium High
long-term plan for development
S-10 | OR 99/Coleman Creek Culvert Replace cullvert and widen roadway to add bike B-8, P-8, Medium Medium
lanes and sidewalks P-10
Restructure roadway to include a center turn lane,
S-11 | OR 99 - South of couplet to south city limits two through travel lanes (one in each direction), bike No Long Medium
lanes, curbs, and sidewalks
Monitor crash patterns for increased frequency of
S-12 | OR 99/Northridge Terrace Intersection crashes related to northbound right-turn movement; No Long Medium
if warranted, improve turning radius on SE corner
S-14 | 4th St/Houston Rd railroad crossing Improve crossing to ease driver experience B-13 Long Low

Note: Blue text with shading indicates a project identified in a separate modal plan (project number indicates the corresponding modal

plan), which offer overlapping modal benefits. These projects present opportunities to coordinate prioritization, funding and

implementation efforts.

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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Figure ES-5. Street Modal Plan
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Bicycle System Plan

Table 2 - Bicycle System Projects

Project/Location Description Bundle Timeline Priority
Tier 1 — Funded
B-1 Bear Qreek Greenway connection with Install signage guiding travelers to the Bear Creek OR 99 CP Short High
Northridge Ter Greenway
B-2 4th St: Main St to Bear Creek Dr Extend bike lanes B-4, B-5 Short High
Improve connections to OR 99/Bear Creek Dr at 4th St
B-3 Bear Creek Greenway to provide parallel and convenient bicycle and P-3, B-10 Short High
pedestrian facilities (north end)
B4 Main St — Downtown Phoenix Modify striping to add bike lanes }B;i ;BDGS Short High
i _ . Modify striping to add bike lanes (west side pedestrian B-2, B-6, .
B-5 Bear Creek Dr — Downtown Phoenix multi-use path) P4 P5 Short High
B-6 1st St: Church St to Bear Creek Dr Extend bike lanes B-4, B-5 Short High
Local Collector Streets
Rose St: Independence Cir to OR 99
B-7 Rose St: Oak Stto st St Install sharrows S-4,S-5 Short Medium

Oak St: Rose St to Main St
Church St: Oak St to Bolz Rd
Pine St. 1st St to 5th St

S-2 3rd St and 2nd St Extensions New local street with sharrows and sidewalks S-3 Short High
Tier 2 — Unfunded

Modify striping of existing 5-lane roadway cross section B-9, P-8,

B-8 OR 99 - North UGB to Coleman Creek o add bike lanes 510 Medium High
B9 | OR 99/Coleman Creek Culvert Modify striping of existing roadway to add bike lanes B8, P11 |  Medium High
while maintaining four through travel lanes (Interim)
Improve connections to OR 99/Bear Creek Dr at Oak St
B-10 Bear Creek Greenway to provide parallel and convenient bicycle and B-3 Medium Medium
pedestrian facilities (south end)
B-11 Colver Rd: 4th St/Houston Rd to 1st St Widen to provide bike lanes and sidewalks P-12 Medium Medium
B-12 Camp Baker Rd: Hilsinger to Colver Rd Widen to provide bike lanes P-20 Long Low
B-13 4th St/Houston Rd: railroad crossing Improve rail crossing for bicycle/pedestrian access S-14 Long Low
S-7 Hilsinger Rd: Colver Rd to Camp Baker Ulpgrade road to collector standard (sharrows instead of No Medium High
Rd bike lane)
510 OR 99/Coleman Creek Culvert Replape culvert and widen roadway to add bike lanes B-8, P-8, Medium Medium
and sidewalks P-10
. Restructure roadway to include a center turn lane, two
S-11 ﬁn?itgg = SR E Bl et &) through travel lanes (one in each direction), bike lanes, No Long Medium
curbs, and sidewalks
S-14 4th St/Houston Rd railroad crossing Improve crossing to ease driver experience B-13 Long Low

Note: Blue text with shading indicates a project identified in a separate modal plan (project number indicates the corresponding modal

AT, WHIC O VT
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Figure ES-6: Bicycle Modal Plan
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Table 3 - Pedestrian System Projects

No.

Bundle

Timeline

Project/Location

Description

Priority

Tier 1 — Funded
P ek ings e N Teranlr Wait Wy | ORO9CP | Shot | High
P-2 | Cheryl Ln: Rose St New or improved sidewalk to eliminate gap E of Rose St No Short High
P-3 | OR99: Bolz Rd to 4th St New or improved sidewalk on E side B-3 Short High
Enhance crossing opportunities with pedestrian-activated
P-4 | Main St - Downtown Phoenix devices, curb extensions, and additional crosswalk striping, B-2, B-6 Short High
install RFB at Main & 4th and Bear Creek Drive and 4th
P | Bear Creek Dr—Downtown Prosnix | 218 RO KO onel oosowalsipng | 323 | St | Hp
P-6 | 1st St: Rose St to Church St New or improved sidewalk on south side No Short High
P-7 | SPhoenix Rd: Fern Valley Rd & Furry Rd | New or improved sidewalk on east side and asphalt overlay No Medium Low
S-2 | 3rd Stand 2nd St Extensions New local street with sharrows and sidewalks S-3 Short High
S-4 | NPine St: W 1st St to W 5th St Sidewalks included in street project “S-4” S-4, B-7 Short High
S-5 | N Church St: W 1st St to W 6th St Sidewalks included in street project “S-5” S-5, B-7 Short High
Tier 2 — Unfunded
P-8 | OR 99 - North UGB to Coleman Creek Construct continuous sidewalks on both sides of OR 99 PS1100PB1; Medium High
P9 | OR 99: Bolz Rd to South End of Couplet E{g:': deustiiﬁgw;g'l‘etsra"e' width on west side of roadway of 6 feet No Medium High
P-10 | OR 99: Cheryl Ln to Coleman Creek New or improved sidewalks on both sides P%?; 1, Medium Medium
P-11 | OR 99/Coleman Creek Culvert mgg:gii?:gi?&?ftﬁr):)iﬁgagt::\?gv;’::ef (T:tgﬁgf walks while P-S,B_Pg-10, Medium Medium
P-12 | Colver Rd: 4th St/Houston Rd to 1st St New or improved sidewalk on both sides B-11 Medium Medium
P-13 | 2nd St: 1st St to Rose St New sidewalks on both sides No Medium Medium
P-14 | 1st St/C St New extension to reduce curb radius and install crosswalks No Medium Medium
P-15 | Colver Rd: 1st St to South UGB Multi-use path along east side No Medium Medium
P16 | 1st St RR Crossing geizl\:\é :Ldi\:g:; gn both sides to eliminate gaps at CORP No Long Medium
P-17 | 1st St: Canal New or improved (ADA) sidewalk over canal on south side No Long Medium
P-18 | Oak St: Rose St to Main St New or improved sidewalk on both sides P-21 Long Medium
P-19 | OR 99/Rose Street New curbs to reduce curb radius, crosswalks across OR 99 No Long Low
P-20 | Camp Baker Rd: Hilsinger to Colver Rd New or improved sidewalk on both sides B-12 Long Low
Tier 2 — Unfunded
P-21 | Rose St: Oak St to 1st St New or improved sidewalk on both sides P-18 Long Low
P-22 | Colver Rd: 1st South UGB New or improved sidewalk on both sides No Long Low
P-23 | C Street: 1st St to East of Elm St New or improved sidewalk on both sides
S-7 | Hilsinger: Colver Rd to Camp Baker Rd Upgrade to collector standard No Medium High

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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Project/Location Description Bundle Timeline Priority
S-10 | OR 99/Coleman Creek Culvert Replace culvert, widen roadway to add bike lanes & sidewalks B 1P08 P Medium Medium
S-11 OR 99 - South of couplet to south city Restructure roadway to include a center turn lane, 2 through No Lon Medium
limits travel lanes (1 each direction), bike lanes, curbs, & sidewalks g

Note: Blue text with shading indicates a project identified in a separate modal plan (project number indicates the corresponding modal
plan), which offer overlapping modal benefits. These projects present opportunities to coordinate prioritization, funding and
implementation efforts.
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Figure ES-7: Pedestrian Modal Plan
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as other local, regional, and statewide planning
documents.

Why? Why develop this updated Transportation
System Plan (TSP)?

What? What is a TSP and what’s included?

How? How was this TSP developed, how were
decisions made, and how can it be used?

Unfortunately, most modes of travel are not
supported by a fully functional, continuous network
throughout the City of Phoenix. Only the street
network, of the local relevant modes, can be described
as continuous, comprehensive, and well connected.
Throughout most of Phoenix’s history, transportation
facilities and investments have been dedicated to
supporting the expansion of the system of auto travel.

A guiding objective of this TSP is to support our
transportation system’s continual focus to provide a
more integrated and comprehensive multimodal
network for all users. When combined with other
comprehensive plan initiatives, the community can
become more efficient with respect to transportation
and land use. Residents can enjoy choice of modes and
become less dependent upon their automobiles. Auto

LT e ) . .
12 travel and congestion, nonetheless, will continue to
e grow as the City's and region’s populations grow.

1.1 Why Update This TSP?

It is critical to understand both short- and long-term
transportation needs for all transportation modes

(driving, biking, walking, or taking transit), to inform
the development, prioritization, and implementation

of

planned improvements.

One measure of the success of the plan will be the
degree to which individuals »ust rely upon their autos
for mobility.

Ultimately, this TSP can help the City make short-
and long-term decisions based on a community-
supported vision, and inform collaboration with
private developers as well as regional and state
agencies.

The purpose of this TSP is to provide a guide for a
transportation system that meets the existing and
future transportation needs within the City of
Phoenix. Further, this TSP establishes a rationale for
making prudent transportation investments and land
use decisions, consistent with the City’s vision as well

Context Supporting This Update

Since the previous version of this TSP (adopted in
1999), population growth and new development has
changed the function of existing transportation
facilities and the need for new facilities. In addition,
new planning and construction efforts, including the

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019 Page |1
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OR 99 Corridor Study and the reconstruction of the
Fern Valley Interchange, have changed the
expectations and function of transportation facilities
within Phoenix. These changes as well as others merit
a revised vision for transportation within the City of
Phoenix, establishment of the TSP’s consistency with
other planning efforts that have been conducted in
Phoenix since 1999, and an updated set of short- and
long-term priorities for improvements to the City’s
transportation system. This TSP update also helps
achieve consistency with the recently adopted 2013—
2038  Rogue  Valley  Metropolitan  Planning
Organization’s 2013—2038 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP), and in doing so, continue to fulfill
requirements in Oregon Administrative Rule 660-012,
which is also known as the Transportation Planning

Rule (TPR).

1.2 What Is a TSP and What Is
Included?

Fundamentally, the TSP is a blueprint for biking,
walking, driving, and using transit through the year
2035, because it will include plans and policies for
automobiles, bikes, freight vehicles, pedestrians, and
transit. The TSP is a comprehensive document
containing goals, objectives, policies, projects, and
implementation guidelines needed to provide mobility
for all users, now and in the future. The City of
Phoenix TSP integrates mobility options for all
modes of travel: automobile, transit, bicycle,
pedestrian, and freight movement.

What’s Included in This TSP and
Supporting Documents?

The City’s TSP is divided into the executive summary
and seven key sections:

Excecutive Summary

Chapter 1: Introduction

Chapter 2: Vision for the Transportation System
Chapter 3: Existing Gaps and Future Needs

Chapter 4: Modal Plans

Chapter 5: Functional classification & Design Guidance
Chapter 6: Implementation and funding

Chapter 7: Appendicies

O*R*E*G*0O*N

1.3 How Was the TSP Developed
and How Were Decisions Made?

The City’s TSP reflects the efforts of citizens and
technical advisors working with the City’s planning
staff to meet the existing and future mobility needs of
the City’s residents. Over a period of 11 months,
members of the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC),
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), and Project
Management Team (PMT), as well as Planning
Commission members and City Councilors, met to
aid in the development of the plan.

Development of a TSP relies upon the completion of
a number of interrelated and dependent tasks. The
key tasks, events, and deliverables involved in this
effort are shown in the illustration below.

Planning Process

Phoenix community members, stakeholders, City staff,
and representatives of ODOT, Rogue Valley Council
of Governments, and Jackson County all participated
in the TSP development process. The Project
Management Team, or PMT, composed of the City,
ODOT, and the consultant team, met regularly to
guide development of the plan.

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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The planning process took place over a two-year
period between November 2013 and June 2015. The
public involvement process began with the creation
of a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and a
Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) made up of
stakeholders, city leaders, and representatives from
agencies and organizations within Jackson County.
The TAC and CAC met throughout the planning
process to provide direction to the PMT on aspects
of the TSP.

Two open houses were held during the planning
process to allow community members to pinpoint
concerns and opportunities in the area and evaluate
potential transportation projects to be included in the
TSP. An initial open house was held in June 2014, at
which existing conditions, findings, analysis of needs,
opportunities, and constraints were discussed.
Participants were encouraged to share feedback and
suggestions, in person or via comment cards. A final
public open house was held in April 2015 to discuss
all elements included in the draft TSP.

Agency Coordination

The street system within the City of Phoenix includes
roadways under three jurisdictions: state, county, and
City. Jackson County maintains several roads within
the Phoenix wurban growth boundary (UGB),
including Camp Baker Road, and segments of Colver
Road and Hilsinger Road.

This TSP, including the plan’s project lists, does not
have any legal or regulatory effect on state or county
land or county transportation facilities. Without
additional action by the State of Oregon or Jackson
County, any project that involves a non-City facility is
only a recommendation. Coordination and
cooperation with City and governmental partners is
needed in order to develop and plan a well-connected
and efficient transportation network. The TSP does
not, however, obligate the State of Oregon, Jackson
County or any other governmental partner to take any
action or construct any projects.

O*R*E*G*0O*N
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Chapter 2: Vision for the
Transportation System

Included in this chapter:

2.1 What is the TSP Planning Area?
2.2 e ettt ettt et ettt teeteetb e he ettt bttt ett et e eteeteenb e beeteeae e beereerteteereenes What Are the Guiding Goals?

2.1 What Is the TSP Planning Area?

The study area for the Phoenix TSP (the TSP planning area) is illustrated in Figure 2-1. The TSP addresses
transportation projects within the City of Phoenix and its UGB, and in those areas outside of the city limits that
may be added to the UGB in the future.

2.2 What Are the Guiding Goals?

The TSP policies and projects are determined by the goals and objectives developed with input from the Phoenix
community. The TSP is the long-range plan to guide transportation investments within the City of Phoenix. The
overall goal of the TSP is to establish a system of connected transportation facilities, services, and policies to meet
long-range (20-year) local transportation needs. The TSP addresses local transportation needs with cost-effective
street, transit, freight, bicycle, and pedestrian facility improvements. The plan provides a connected transportation
network for residents, employers, and visitors, through a balanced system, to support livability and economic
development. The goals and objectives are based on prior goals set in the existing Phoenix TSP (1999). The goals
have been updated to reflect the current and future needs of the City of Phoenix. The goals and objectives are based
on regional coordination, state ordinance, and public input and were used to develop evaluation criteria for TSP
projects included in Chapter 4: Modal Plans. Evaluation criteria are used to objectively evaluate TSP projects for
their consistency with goals and objectives.

L °
[ ]
. gy
L ]
" Individual Goals

This plan contains comprehensive transportation goals and
several supportive policies that are intended to guide the City’s
transportation-related decisions. The plan has developed goal
and policies within specific policy areas, as described below.
The full list of goals and policies are located in Appendix 1,
and reflect an emphasis on improving multimodal access,

connectivity, and goods movement, and reducing reliance on
single-occupancy vehicles, consistent with federal transportation and statewide planning goals. Where different, these
goals and policies are to replace those currently contained in the Phoenix Comprehensive Plan.

Vision &

Strategy
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Figure 2- 1. Study Area
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Coordination and System

The City’s TSP must be updated at regular intervals
and should also be consistent with the Rogue Valley
Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (RVMPO’s)
Transportation System Plan and the statewide TPR.
Fostering long-term coordination between the City,
Rogue Valley Transportation District, Jackson County,
RVMPO, and the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) is crucial to creation of an
integrated and seamless system. The intent of this plan
is to guide the development of a multimodal
transportation system that addresses existing and
future needs, and promotes Phoenix as a sustainable
and healthy community.

Transportation System Management

Transportation system management (TSM) is a
collection of strategies directed at improving the
efficiency, operation, safety, or capacity of the
transportation system without increasing the facility
size. TSM strategies are among the most effective of
all transportation system improvements due to their
relatively low cost to implement and relatively few
impacts (such as right-of-way acquisition impacts).

Access Management

Accesses are driveways or lower order roadways that
connect to adjacent land uses. Access management
ensures that the roadways are managed consistently
with their classification. Where mobility is the chief
function of the roadway, as with arterial roads, access
management can help maintain its function. However,
if access to adjoining properties is the key function, as
with local roads, then access management may not be
counter to the function of the roadway. Roadway and
land use classification provides a framework to
balance property access and transportation system
function.

Transit System

The Rogue Valley Transportation District operates
the local transit system. As a special district, it levies
local property taxes and uses state and federal
transportation funds to operate its regional services.
The City of Phoenix’s City Center mixed-use land
use strategy is a key element in increasing the
effectiveness of fixed-route transit services.

O'R*E*G>0*N
Providing a variety of uses and activities in proximity
to transit stops, and offering usable span and
frequency of service enhances the convenience and
utility of transit as a viable alternative to the
automobile.

Street Modal Plan

The Street modal plan establishes a framework for
the continued development of the street network,
with an emphasis on projects that address motor
vehicle system deficiencies or establish future street
networks in Phoenix’s developing urban renewal
areas. The roadway plan builds upon the City’s
existing largely gridded network, which helps to
ensure that travel is reasonably direct and there is
little out-of-direction travel.

Bicycle Modal Plan

The bicycle modal plan establishes a framework for
the continued development of the on-street and off-
street bicycle transportation network to enhance
multimodal access and connectivity. The projects in
this plan emphasize improving local access to the
Bear Creek Greenway trail and installing bicycle
facilities on collectors/arterials.

Pedestrian Modal Plan

The pedestrian modal plan establishes a framework
for the continued development of the pedestrian
transportation network to enhance multimodal access
and connectivity. The projects included in the
pedestrian plan emphasize establishing safer crossings
along OR 99 and installing adequate sidewalk facilities
on all collectors and arterials and in strategic locations
on local streets.

Parking Plan

Parking is an integral part of the transportation
system. As such, on- and off-street parking
management is key to meeting the City’s goals to
facilitate the movement of people and goods and
foster economic development while reducing
congestion, urban sprawl, and air pollution. The
parking plan is intended to better manage overall
parking supply within the city of Phoenix and to
reduce the amount of parking per capita.

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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Freight System and Economic
Development

The movement of freight by truck and rail plays an
important role in Phoenix’s and the Rogue Valley’s
economy. If local employers are to remain
competitive, the capacity of roads and rails must be
adequate to efficiently transport raw materials and
finished products within, to, and through the region.
To the extent that increased freight rail shipments
would alleviate truck traffic on Interstate 5 (I-5) and
Oregon Highway 99 (OR 99), reduce local emissions,
and boost the regional economy, the City of Phoenix
supports reactivation of rail service on the Central
Oregon and Pacific (CORP) line. Goals within this
policy area call for support of projects that reduce and
remove barriers to safe, reliable, and efficient
movement of goods and raw materials, particularly
projects that support connecting farms to markets.

Safety and Security

Transportation safety and security is vital to the
overall health and well-being of the residents of
Phoenix. Improving the safety of the transportation
system by supporting efforts to develop policies,
programs, and projects supportive of pedestrians,
bicyclists, transit users, motorists, and freight on all
transportation facilities will help lead to safer
roadways and intersections, reduced fatalities and
injuries, enhanced mobility, and improved air quality.

Land Use and Design

The concepts of transportation and land use are
fundamentally connected, because transportation
investments and policies influence development
patterns, which ultimately shape travel patterns. Land
use policies that mandate or encourage automobile-

O'R*E*G>0*N
dependent  development patterns that create
inefficient land use patterns that result in higher
transportation systems maintenance costs, more trips
and vehicle miles traveled (VMT), higher emissions of
carbon dioxide and other pollutants, should be
avoided, except when absolutely necessary and only
when appropriate to local context (in this case, in the
immediate proximity to I-5). Land use and design
policies shall promote spatially efficient land use
patterns, mixed-use development, and pedestrian-
scale design can help encourage higher transit, bicycle,
and walking mode share, and reduce automobile
reliance.

Finance and Funding

The TSP reflects the City of Phoenix’s commitment
to responsible stewardship of public funds,
recognizing that a plan is only as effective as the
community’s ability to fund it based on existing and
potential sources. To implement the proposed TSP
projects within the 20-year planning horizon,
adequate funding must be available to construct and
maintain the all proposed infrastructure.

Passenger Rail

Passenger rail service is not directly available in the
Rogue Valley. The upcoming reactivation of the
CORP line between Medford and Ashland could
potentially accommodate Rogue Valley commuter rail
or intercity rail service to Grants Pass, as studied by
RVMPO and ODOT. Although the proposal is
currently inactive, the City of Phoenix supports
continued discussions with state and regional partners
to determine whether implementation of passenger
rail service may become feasible or cost-effective in
the long term.

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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Chapter 4: Existing Gaps and Future

Needs

Included in this chapter:

Safety Focus Areas

A safety analysis was conducted to determine whether
any significant, documented safety issues exist within
the study area and to inform future measures or
general strategies for improving overall safety. This
analysis included a review of accident records, critical
crash rates, and ODOT Safety Priority Index System
(SPIS) data.

Five intersections have had a frequency/severity of
crashes that warrant monitoring. Three were
signalized intersections and two were unsignalized.
The three signalized intersections were all located
along Fern Valley Road and coincide with the three
highest crash locations:

e The signalized intersection of Fern Valley Road
and OR 99

e The I-5 southbound ramp terminal intersection
with Fern Valley Road

e The I-5 northbound ramp terminal intersection
with Fern Valley Road

Current Traffic Volumes

Existing traffic volume data was assembled from
turning movement traffic counts conducted at
intersections throughout the city, and annual data
collected by ODOT on the state highway system.

This chapter provides a summary of gaps and needs
in the existing facilities, based on inventory and
operational assessments documented in Appendix 2.
Technical Memo #2: Existing System Inventory) and
Appendix 3. Technical Memo #3: Transportation
System Operations).

4.1 Existing Traffic Assessment

The Fern Valley (diverging diamond) Interchange
project includes improvements that will substantially
change traffic flow at these three intersections. This
new interchange configuration can also offer a
significant improvement in safety, with up to a 50%
reduction in crashes, due to the reduction in potential
conflict points and improved geometry. Pedestrians
and bicyclists can also be accommodated through the
interchange in a safe manner. The two unsignalized
intersections were located on Main Street at 15 Street

and Oak Street.

=T -

s, NORTH N s, SouTH
5 5
Medford % Ashland ’
Grants Pass [ — -
: 3 ' 4 l’

Traffic volume data between years 2007 and 2013
shows negligible growth along OR 99, with a
downward trend since volumes peaked in 2007.
Lower present day traffic volumes on OR 99 are
consistent with trends throughout the region and
likely reflect the economic downturn that influenced
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driver behavior. The current average annual daily

traffic (AADT) volumes for OR 99, I-5, and the

Interchange 24 (FVI) ramps, as well as intersection

traffic volumes, are summarized in detail in
Traffic Volumes (2007-2038)

Along OR 99, South of the Couplet
(Vehicles/day)
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Table 4. Current Daily Traffic Volumes

OR 99
North City Limits 13,600 vpd
Between Rose St. and Fern Valley Rd. 15,000 vpd
Between Bolz Ln and 6™ St 13,700 vpd
Between 4™ St. and 1st St. (Couplet)
Southbound One-Way Traffic 6,400 vpd
Northbound One-Way Traffic 6,200 vpd
South City Limits 8,400 vpd
I-5
North of Interchange 24 37,840 vpd
South of Interchange 24 38,800 vpd
Interchange 24 (Fern Valley)
Northbound Off-Ramp 4,500 vpd
Northbound On-Ramp 4,380 vpd
Southbound Off-Ramp 4,270 vpd
Southbound On-Ramp 5,110 vpd

vpd = vehicles per day
Source: 2012 Transportation 1V olume Tables, ODOT

Current Traffic Operations

There are established methods for measuring traffic
operations (mobility thresholds) of roadways and
intersections. The City and State both a volume-to-
capacity (v/c) ratio as a basis for performance critetia.
This v/c metric involves consideration of factors that
include traffic demand, capacity of the intersection or
roadway, delay, frequency of interruptions in traffic
flow, relative freedom for traffic maneuvers, driving
comfort, convenience, and operating cost. A v/c ratio
of less than 1.00 indicates that the volume is less than

O*R*E*G*0O*N

Appendix 3. Technical Memo #3: Transportation
System Operations. Traffic volumes are summarized
at key locations in Table 3- 1.

capacity. When it is closer to 0, traffic conditions are
generally good, with little congestion and low delays
for most intersection movements. As the v/c ratio
approaches 1.00, traffic becomes more congested and
unstable, with longer delays.

The Oregon Highway Plan (OHP)! identifies a target
for OR 99 within the City of Phoenix, classified as a
district highway, which is a v/c ratio less than or
equal to 0.95. A separate Alternative Mobility
Standard has been adopted through the FVI IAMP to
preserve interchange capacity for future industrial and
export service development (in PH-5 and MD-5),
which sets a target for the I-5 ramp terminals of 0.75,
with only potential exceptions described in the FVI
IAMP and OAR 660-012-0060(1)(c). The City of
Phoenix has also established performance standards
based on v/c ratio. The standard for arterial, collector
and local roads is a v/c ratio less than or equal to 0.90.
Within the couplet, designated Special Transportation
Area (STA), the mobility standard is a v/c ratio of less
than or equal to 0.95.

A review of existing conditions suggests there is only
minor congestion (relative to applicable City and State
mobility thresholds) present at any of the study area
intersections, and all of them currently meet
applicable mobility thresholds. The most congestion
is at the Fern Valley Interchange (NB ramp terminal —
v/c: 0.69, SB Ramp Terminal - v/c: 0.72). All other
intersections within the City have less deman with a
v/c of less than 0.64. A detailed summary of cutrent
traffic operations is included in Appendix 3.
Technical Memo #3: Transportation System
Operations.

! Table 6: Maximum Volume to Capacity Ratio Targets for Peak Hour
Operating Conditions, 1999 Oregon Highway Plan, OHP Policy 1F
Revisions, Adopted December 21, 2011, Oregon Department of
Transportation, website:
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP/docs/ohp11/policyadopted.
pdf
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4.2 Existing Multimodal Assessment

A qualitative assessment was conducted of how bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and auto facilities interact to serve the
wide range of users throughout the City.

Bicycle Facilities

it - The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Design Guide sets a standard
b1cycle lane width of 6 feet W1th a minimum width of 5 feet against a curb or adjacent to a parking lane (4.5 feet is
allowed where very severe physical constraints are present). Where there are uncurbed shoulders, bike lanes have a
minimum width of 4 feet. The City of Phoenix’s bicycle network has seen modest improvements since the previous
TSP update, most notably along collector streets in older neighborhoods west of OR 99.

Continuous bicycle lanes have been added to Rose Street between Independence Circle and 1° Street, 1°* Street
between Colver Road and Main Street, and 4% Street/Houston Road west of Main Street, except at the location of
the CORP railroad crossing, where the bicycle lanes are temporarily interrupted. These bicycle lanes are typically
adjacent to curbs or parking lanes and are usually 5 feet or wider.

However, many arterials and collectors in the city continue to lack adequate bicycle facilities, hampering access
across I-5 and within downtown Phoenix. This includes OR 99 (including the Main Street/Bear Creek Drive
couplet), Rose Street between OR 99 and Independence Circle, and on Fern Valley Road west of Luman Road and
at the I-5 interchange. The northbound bicycle lane on NB OR 99 near Oak Street (and the entrance to Blue Heron
Park) deserves particular mention for dropping without advance warning, alongside 40 mph traffic and next to a
guardrail without a usable shoulder.

Several arterial and collector roadways in more rural sections of Phoenix contain paved shoulders that are usually 5
feet wide and may or may not contain bicycle lane stencils or other markings. “Bicycle on shoulder” advance
warning signs often accompany these facilities, such as along Colver Road, North Phoenix Road, and Houston
Road. While these facilities are standard on roads with rural cross sections that lack curbs, they are not the most
comfortable for users due to the potential of debris and lack of separation from fast-moving vehicle traffic.
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Table 3-2. Segments without Adequate Bicycle
Facilities
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Table 5. Segments without Adequate Bicycle Facilities
Street Name From To

Arterial Streets

OR 98 blain SLBAT | North UGB South UGB

Fern Valley Rd. OR99 Luman Rd.

Fern Valley Rd. I-5 interchange East UGB

Bolz Rd. OR99 Fern Valley Rd.

N. Phoenix Rd. North UGB Fern Valley Rd.
Collector Streets

Rose St. OR 99 Independence Circle
Rose St. 1t St. Oak St.

Oak St. Rose St. Bear Creek Dr. (OR 99)
Colver Rd. Houston Rd./4™ St. 15t St

Hilsinger Rd. Colver Rd. Camp Baker Rd.

Camp Baker Rd. West UGB Colver Rd.

Pear Tree Ln. 150" S of Fern Valley Rd | 700" W of S. Phoenix Rd.
4 8t Main St. Bear Creek Dr.

1t St. Church St. Bear Creek Dr.

Pedestrian Facilities

O+*R*E*G*0O*N

The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Design Guide set a standard pedestrian zone width of 6 feet, with a minimum width of
5 feet where appropriate, such as local streets, as long as there is adequate separation of the roadway. In addition,
sidewalks should not be less than 4 feet wide at pinch points, such as where power poles or street furniture is
present. The City of Phoenix sidewalk network is continuing to become a more continuous system, although there
are multiple key connectivity gaps.

Table 3- 3 summarizes the remaining sections of arterials and collectors within the Phoenix UGB that do not have
adequate sidewalks (at least 5 feet wide) on at least one side of the street, based on the minimum standards set in the
Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Design Guide. Also, Figure 4- 3: Pedestrian Modal Plan (in Chapter 4), shows the current
and proposed pedestrian network. Appendix 2 provides a detailed summary of these facilities.

Table 6. Segments without Adequate Sidewalks

Street Name

Arterial Streets

OR 99 200 S of Rose St, | 200 ft. north of
Cheryl Ln.

OR 99 100 ft. S of Oak St. South UGB

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019 Page |12
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Table 6. Segments without Adequate Sidewalks
Street Name From To

Bear Creek Dr. (OR
99 NB)

Fern Valley Rd.
Fern Valley Rd.

Main St. (OR 99 SB)
OR 99

I-5 SB interchange ramp

4th St.

Luman Rd.

I-5 NB interchange
ramp

Pear Tree Ln.

150’ S of Fern Valley Rd.

N. Phoenix Rd. North UGB Grove Way

N. Phoenix Rd. Grove Way 1000’ S of Grove Way
Collector Streets

Rose St. 1t St. Oak St.

Oak St. Rose St. Sgosg\)l of Main St. (OR
Camp Baker Rd. Hilsinger Rd. (west) Colver Rd.

Hilsinger Rd. 150’ S of Colver Rd. 90 ft. S of Coral Circle
Hilsinger Rd. 1t St. Camp Baker Rd.
Colver Rd. 4 St./Houston Rd. Hilsinger Rd.

Colver Rd. 150 ft. S of Chelsea Ct. | South UGB

4 8t Colver Rd. CORP RR crossing
Bolz Rd. OR 99 Fern Valley Rd.

700’ W of Phoenix Rd.

Multi-use Paths

The Phoenix transportation system also includes a regional multi-use path, the Bear Creek Greenway, which serves
both pedestrians and bicyclists. The Bear Creek Greenway is the primary multi-use path through the Rogue Valley
metropolitan area, extending 18 miles north-south from Ashland to north of Central Point. The Greenway is
located between I-5 and OR 99 in the Phoenix area, roughly : :
paralleling Bear Creek.

There is only one road crossing along the greenway in
Phoenix, at Fern Valley Road, which is grade-separated.
Two ramps provide access to the greenway from the north
and south sides of Fern Valley Road. There are no sidewalks
or bicycle lanes along Fern Valley Road at this location
however, the FVI Project will add sidewalks throughout the
interchange and Project extents.

Transit Facilities

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019 Page |13
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Currently, the Rogue Valley Transportation District (RVTD) provides public transportation to the City of Phoenix.
RVTD Route 10 passes through Phoenix along OR 99. Almost all of the study area intersections along OR 99 can
access a transit stop; however, some of the bus stops have limited sidewalks nearby and some lack amenities such as
signing, seating, and shelter.

On some segments, transit facilities provide a higher level of service because there are adequate pedestrian facilities
serving the bus stops. At intersections, level of service was influenced by proximity to transit stops, transit amenities,
and how easy it is to cross OR 99 to access a transit stop.

4.3 Summary of Deficiencies

The key characteristics and identified deficiencies include:

e No significant operational vehicular deficiencies are anticipated under existing (year 2013) or future (year
2038) baseline conditions.

e The existing frequency and severity of crashes along Fern Valley Road is noteworthy; however, the Fern
Valley Interchange project includes improvements that will substantially change traffic flow/design and
reduce the anticipated crash risk at these areas of concern.

e The City of Phoenix sidewalk and bicycle networks are discontinuous, and have multiple key connectivity

gaps.

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019 Page |14
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4.4 Prioritization of Needs

Based on the assessment of future needs, proposed
projects were prioritized by need—high, medium, and
low priority—and by approximate time frame for
implementation: short term (generally 0-5 years),
medium term (generally 5-10 years), long term
(generally 10-20 years), and very long term (generally
beyond 20 years).

Projects were prioritized based on community
priorities, urgency of the need, funding availability,
and complexity of the project. Short-term projects
generally address current or soon-to-emerge
transportation issues, and should be prioritized for
funding. Medium- and long-term projects are
generally larger, have more impacts, and are more
costly. The need for these projects is also less
immediate, and the proposed projects may address a
transportation problem that is likely to emerge in the
future. In some cases, very long-term projects identify
potential long-term needs that may develop beyond
the 20-year planning horizon.

Prioritization Criteria
This section describes the general criteria used to
guide the prioritization of identified projects.

Clearly defined but flexible prioritization criteria can
serve a variety of purposes (e.g., funding plans, grant
applications, etc.). The TSP Goals (Appendix 1.
Technical Memo #1: Definition and Background) and
TSP Evaluation Criteria and ratings (summarized in
Appendix 4. Technical Memo #4: Improvement
Concepts Evaluation) serve as the foundation for this
iterative prioritization process, in addition to the
following factors:

e TSP Evaluation Criteria ratings related to each
TSP Goal

e Level of significance/importance

e Time-sensitivity of the project
Based on input from the community, TAC, and CAC,
projects were further screened and categorized using

the aforementioned factors into two key categories,
with several sub-categories within each:

e Priority

O*R*E*G*0O*N

e Estimated time of implementation.
Priority

The project implementation priority is based on
significance/importance and an estimate of project
urgency, need and justification, and rate of
development. Should any of the factors that influence
priority prove to be different than expected, changes
in priorities, and potentially timeline, might be
required.

Timeline

The proposed project implementation timeline was
based on the prioritized project list and also took into
account an estimate of urgency/time-sensitivity,
funding availability, and rate of land development.
Should any of the factors that influence phasing
prove to be different than expected, changes in
phasing might be required.

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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5.1 Street System

e g he TSP update process, stet and
43 intersection concerns were identified by staff,
b, StAK€BOIders, and the public. Fach project was given a
Fe5 e level of priority and an anticipated time period during
BB which the project might be built. Street system needs

This chapter describes the preferred transportation
projects for the City of Phoenix, which together will
provide a balanced and connected transportation
network over the next 20-years. The TSP takes a
proactive approach to transportation planning, setting
priorities and using a variety of programs and
strategies to better serve expected transportation
system demands. The City of Phoenix understands
that the transportation system must serve all modes
of transportation.

The TSP recognizes that the transportation system
must address the needs of all users of the right-of-way
and accommodate those needs in the most efficient
way.

and recommended projects are listed in the following
sections. Figure 2-1 describes the location of each
recommended project.

Enhancements to OR 99

S-1 OR 99 — Downtown Phoenix (High
Priority /Short Term)

This project would add gateway treatments at the
north and south ends of the Main Street/Bear Creek
Drive couplet in downtown Phoenix, in order to
emphasize the transition in character from OR 99’s
rural highway segment to the Phoenix city center.
This project is a component of the City Center
Element in the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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S-10 OR 99/Coleman Creek Culvert (Medium
Priority/Medium Term)

Coleman Creek runs diagonally from southwest to
northeast, crossing OR 99 in the north section of
Phoenix just north of Cheryl Lane. OR 99 in this
section is five lanes wide, with a center turning lane,
two through lanes, substandard sidewalks, and no
bicycle lanes. This project would replace the culvert
over the creek and widen the roadway in this section
to add bike lanes and

Street System Plan

Table 7: Street System Projects
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sidewalks.

S-11  OR 99 — South of Couplet to South City
Limits (Medium Priority/Long Term)

OR 99 south of downtown is a standard rural four-
lane highway with limited shoulders and no sidewalk
infrastructure. This project would restructure the
roadway to include a center turning lane, two through
travel lanes (one in each direction), bike lanes, curbs,
and sidewalks.

Timeline

No. Project/Location
Tier 1 — Funded

Description

Priority

and sidewalks

Add gateway treatments at north and south ends of B-2, B-4,
S-1 OR 99 - Downtown Phoenix couplet to increase awareness of upcoming B-5, B-6, Short High
downtown area and lane reduction. P-4, P-5
S-2 | 3rd Stand 2nd St Extensions New local street with sharrows and sidewalks S-3 Short High
$3 | Parking St: 2nd Street to 4" Street Construct new street within couplet with sharrows S0 Short High

S-4 | NPine St: W 1st St to W 5th St

Asphalt overlay, roadway widening to City
standards, curb, gutter, sidewalks and storm B-7 Short High
drainage, AC waterline replacement, sharrows

S-5 N Church St: W 1st St to W 6th St

Asphalt Overlay, Roadway Widening to City
Standards, Curb, Gutter, Sidewalks and Storm B-7 Short High
Drainage, AC Waterline Replacement, sharrows

Locke Ln: Colver to dead end, including Christie

S6 Court; Coral Circle: Houston Rd to Hilsinger

Asphalt Overlay, AC Waterline Replacement No Short High

Tier 2 — Unfunded

Upgrade road to collector standard (sharrows

S-7 | Hilsinger Rd: Colver Rd to Camp Baker Rd instead of bike lane) No Medium High

58 Urban Reserve Area PH-5 Implement a Conceptual Street Network as part of a No Medium High
long-term plan for development

59 Urban Reserve Area PH-10 Implement a Conceptual Street Network as part of a No Medium High
long-term plan for development

S10 | OR 99/Coleman Creek Culvert Replace cullvert and widen roadway to add bike B-8, P-8, Medium Medium
lanes and sidewalks P-10

Restructure roadway to include a center turn lane,
two through travel lanes (one in each direction), bike No Long Medium
lanes, curbs, and sidewalks

Monitor crash patterns for increased frequency of
crashes related to northbound right-turn movement; No Long Medium
if warranted, improve turning radius on SE corner

S-11 | OR 99 - South of couplet to south city limits

S-12 | OR 99/Northridge Terrace Intersection

S-14 | 4th St/Houston Rd railroad crossing Improve crossing to ease driver experience B-13 Long Low

Figure 4- 1, Street Modal Plan

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019 Page |17
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S-12  OR 99/Northridge Terrace Intersection
(Medium Priority/Long Term)

At the northern edge of the city, Northridge Terrace
intersects OR 99. In response to reported safety
concerns, this project would encourage ODOT to
monitor crash patterns for increased frequency of
collisions related to the right-turn movement from
northbound OR 99 to eastbound Northridge Terrace.
If warranted, the southeast corner of the intersection
would be improved to facilitate a wider turning radius.

Urban Reserve Areas

The Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan
(GBCVRP) established five urban reserve areas that
would accommodate anticipated population and
employment growth in Phoenix over the next 50
years.

S-8  Utrban Resetrve Area PH-5 (High Priority/
Medium Term)

An established urban reserve area, PH-5 is
approximately 427 gross acres and is located to the
north of the city limits and east of I-5. Although this
area currently lies outside of the Phoenix UGB,
general planning for a transportation network to serve
PH-5 is sought to be part of the TSP. In an effort to
plan for future conditions and needed connections,
North Phoenix Road is forecast to have two new
connections. The primary east-west connection is a
collector street, and the other connection extends
from the old alignment of North Phoenix Road
across the realigned arterial to extend northward
through PH-5. A third north-south roadway is
forecasted in the eastern portion of PH-5 and has the
potential to extend southward to serve PH-10.
Upgrades to Campbell Road would be necessary for a
potential South Stage Road extension connects to
North Phoenix directly opposite Campbell Road. A
conceptual network for PH-5 is illustrated in Figure
4-1.

S-9  Urban Reserve Area PH-10 (High
Priority/Medium Term)

Urban reserve area PH-10 is 43 total acres and is
located to the north side of Fern Valley Road, east of

O*R*E*G*0O*N

I-5 and north of the Phoenix Hills neighborhood.
Future forecasts for PH-10 include 85 percent
residential and 15 percent open space uses in the area.
PH-10 currently lies outside of the Phoenix UGB and
shares a property line with PH-5 to the north. Its
proximity to PH-5 will accommodate a north/south
corridor from southeast Medford to northeast
Phoenix. PH-10 lends itself to one north/south and
one east/west local route. The north/south route
would connect into Fern Valley Road at the same
point as Breckinridge Drive or Meadow View Drive.

City-Maintained Street Improvements

Listed below are projects that would improve streets
that the City owns and maintains.

S-4 N Pine Street: W 15t Street to W 5t Street
(High Priority/Short Term)

Pine Street is a local neighborhood street that lacks
sidewalks and curbs, and is in generally poor
condition. This project will rehabilitate the roadway
with an asphalt overlay, and widen the street to
citywide local street standards, including curbs, gutters,
sidewalks, and stormwater drainage. The existing AC
waterline under the roadway would also be replaced.

S-5 N Church Street: W 15t Street to W 6%
Street (High Priority/Short Term)

Church Street is a local neighborhood street that lacks
sidewalks or curbs and is in generally poor condition.
This project will rehabilitate the roadway with an
asphalt overlay, and widen the street to citywide local
street standards, including curbs, gutters, sidewalks,
and stormwater drainage. The existing AC waterline
under the roadway would also be replaced.

S-6  Locke Lane/Coral Circle (High
Priority/Short Term)

The City’s Capital Improvement Plan includes
projects on two residential streets in west Phoenix.
This project would repair the severely degraded
roadway surface with an asphalt overlay and replace
the existing AC waterline underneath the roadway.

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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S-7  Hilsinger Road: Colver Road to Camp
Baker Road (High Priority/Medium Term)

Hilsinger Road is classified as a collector roadway in
the western section of Phoenix, yet the roadway is
substandard, with only intermittent sidewalks and
curbs and no bicycle lanes. As part of the City’s
Capital Improvement Plan, this project would include
an overlay to replace deteriorating asphalt, roadway
widening, new sidewalks, and drainage improvements.
In addition, the existing asbestos cement (AC)
waterline under the roadway would also be replaced.
These upgrades would bring Hilsinger Road to
collector standards, with the exception of sharrow
pavement markings instead of bicycle lanes, which
would reflect right-of-way constraints and the low
traffic volumes on this street. A small section of
Hilsinger is not in City limits, so additional
coordination with Jackson County is required.

S-14 4% Street/Houston Road Railroad
Crossing (Low Priority/Long Term)

Planned repairs to the CORP railroad line between
Medford and Montague, California, makes freight
service likely on the rail line within Phoenix. Since
Houston Road/4™ Street crosses the CORP railroad
tracks at a skewed angle, this project will improve the
driver experience for traffic that wuses 4%
Street/Houston Road via OR 99 and Colver Road.
Bicycle and pedestrian improvements, such as TSP
Project B-6, will improve the user experience for
users of this road. Freight access to industrial lands
will be improved.

S-19 15t Street: Rose Street to Church Street
(High Priority/Short Term)

1t Street between Rose Street and Church Street is a
collector with two travel lanes that was recently
widened to install a sidewalk and drainage
improvements on the north side of the street. The
City’s Capital Improvement Plan includes a
complementary widening project on the south side of
the roadway that would also install new sidewalks and
drainage improvements. These improvements would
bring 1% Street up to collector standards.

O*R*E*G*0O*N

5.2 Bicycle and Pedestrian System

Enhance Local Collector Streets

Several roads in Phoenix do not have adequate bicycle
facilities (bicycle lane at least 5 feet wide) on both
sides, based on the minimum standards set in the
Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Design Guide. Projects that
will install bicycle lanes, or extend lanes in certain
parts of town, will have significant benefits to users of
these roads.

B-2 4% Street: Main Street to Bear Creek Drive
(High Priority/Short Term)

Currently, 4" Street/Houston Road has bicycle lanes
between the west UGB and Main Street. This project
would extend those bicycle lanes east towards Bear
Creek Drive and the Bear Creek Greenway.

B-6 15t Street: Church Street to Bear Creek
Drive (High Priority/Short Term)

Currently, 1 Street has bicycle lanes between Colver
Road and Church Street. This project would extend
those bicycle lanes east towards Bear Creek Drive and
may require on-street parking restrictions to
accommodate them.

B-7 Rose Street and Oak Street (Medium
Priority /Short Term)

Currently, Rose Street has bicycle lanes between
Independence Circle and 1% Street. South of 1% Street,
Rose Street has the character of a local neighborhood
street but no sidewalks. This project would extend the
existing bicycle lanes north towards OR 99 and may

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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require on-street parking restrictions to accommodate
them. It would also add sharrow pavement markings

between 1% Street and Oak Street. i : 4 jeéfi}":n%iiif\éufz,
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B-11 Colver Road: 4" Street/Houston Road to
1%t Street (Medium Priority/Medium Term)

Currently, Colver Road has paved shoulders between
1% Street and the south UGB. This project would
extend those paved shoulders north towards 4%
Street/Houston Road and would likely requite new
right-of-way acquisition.

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019 Page |21
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BiCYCIC PrOieCtS Table 8: Bicycle System Projects

Project/Location Description Bundle Timeline Priority
Tier 1 — Funded
B-1 Bear Qreek Greenway connection with Install signage guiding travelers to the Bear Creek OR 99 CP Short High
Northridge Ter Greenway
B-2 4th St: Main St to Bear Creek Dr Extend bike lanes B-4, B-5 Short High
Improve connections to OR 99/Bear Creek Dr at 4th St
B-3 Bear Creek Greenway to provide parallel and convenient bicycle and P-3, B-10 Short High
pedestrian facilities (north end)
B-4 Main St — Downtown Phoenix Modify striping to add bike lanes IB:’i 265 Short High
B-5 Bear Creek Dr — Downtown Phoenix Mod}fy striping to add bike lanes (west side pedestrian B-2, B-6, Short High
multi-use path) P-4, P-5
B-6 1st St: Church St to Bear Creek Dr Extend bike lanes B-4, B-5 Short High
Local Collector Streets
Rose St: Independence Cir to OR 99
B.7 Rose St: Oak St to 1st St $4.55 Short Medium

Oak St: Rose St to Main St Install sharrows
Church St: Oak St to Bolz Rd
Pine St. 1st St to 5th St

Tier 2 — Unfunded

Modify striping of existing 5-lane roadway cross section B-9, P-8,

B-8 OR 99 - North UGB to Coleman Creek o add bike lanes 510 Medium High
B9 | OR 99/Coleman Creek Culvert Modify striping of existing roadway to add bike lanes B8, P11 |  Medium High
while maintaining four through travel lanes (Interim)
Improve connections to OR 99/Bear Creek Dr at Oak St
B-10 Bear Creek Greenway to provide parallel and convenient bicycle and B-3 Medium Medium
pedestrian facilities (south end)
B-11 Colver Rd: 4th St/Houston Rd to 1st St Widen to provide bike lanes and sidewalks P-12 Medium Medium
B-12 Camp Baker Rd: Hilsinger to Colver Rd Widen to provide bike lanes P-20 Long Low
B-13 4th St/Houston Rd: railroad crossing Improve rail crossing for bicycle/pedestrian access S-14 Long Low
57 Hilsinger Rd: Colver Rd to Camp Baker Ulpgrade road to collector standard (sharrows instead of No Medium High
Rd bike lane)
5410 OR 99/Coleman Creek Culvert Replqce culvert and widen roadway to add bike lanes B-8, P-8, Medium Medium
and sidewalks P-10
. Restructure roadway to include a center turn lane, two
S-11 ﬁn?itgg ~ LGRS EL] through travel lanes (one in each direction), bike lanes, No Long Medium
curbs, and sidewalks
S-14 4th St/Houston Rd railroad crossing Improve crossing to ease driver experience B-13 Long Low

Note: Blue text with shading indicates a project identified in a separate modal plan (project number indicates the corresponding modal
plan), which offer overlapping modal benefits. These projects present opportunities to coordinate prioritization, funding and
implementation efforts.
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Figure 4- 2: Bicycle Modal Plan
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Improve Local Greenway Connections

The Phoenix transportation system includes a
regional multi-use path, the Bear Creek Greenway,
which serves both pedestrians and bicyclists. The
Bear Creek Greenway is the primary multi-use path
through the Rogue Valley metropolitan area,
extending 18 miles north-south from Ashland to
north of Central Point. Fern Valley Road is the only
road crossing along the trail in Phoenix and currently
lacks sidewalks or bicycle lanes. The upcoming Fern
Valley Interchange project will install new pedestrian
and bicycle facilities that will greatly improve user
safety and comfort. However, Fern Valley Road
(future North Phoenix Road) will continue to act as a
high-volume, higher-speed street. There are two
additional access points within Phoenix: one located
at Northridge Terrace at the far northern edge of the
city, and another at Blue Heron Park at the south end
of downtown in the vicinity of Oak Street.

Future efforts for Bear Creek Greenway will be
coordinated with current efforts by Jackson County
to improve signage and access to the trail.

B-1  Bear Creek Greenway connection with
Northridge Terrace (High Priority/Short Term)

This project would install signage along OR 99,
guiding travelers to the existing Bear Creek Greenway
access point at Northridge Terrace.

O*R*E*G*0O*N

B-3  Bear Creek Greenway Connections — City
Center (4™ Street and Oak Street) (High Priority/
Short Term)

To improve bicycle and pedestrian connections
between Phoenix neighborhoods and the Bear Creek
Greenway, especially at the northern end of the city
center, the project would construct a new trail access
point at 4™ Street and install improved crossings
where OR 99 (Main Street and Bear Creek Drive)
intersects Oak Street and 4%  Street. These
improvements will help reduce the need for local
residents to travel along Fern Valley Road in order to
access to greenway.

This project is a component of the City Center Plan.
An improved crossing at Oak Street that has high-
visibility crosswalks and pedestrian-activated crossing
signals and that connects to Blue Heron Park is
currently funded within the Statewide Transportation
Improvement Plan (STIP) at a projected cost of
$618,000. The project will include new and improved
sidewalks. The project will also include new
wayfinding signage and pavement markings to guide
users to the trail and provide visible cues for
motorists.

Complete Bicycle Network Gaps

B-4  Main Street — Downtown Phoenix (High
Priority/Short Term)

Main Street currently carries southbound OR 99
traffic through the commercial center of downtown
Phoenix, with two through lanes and two parking
lanes. Main Street will be restriped to include a bicycle
lane. Each intersection in downtown will also have
new ADA compliant ramps, crosswalk markings, and
signage. A pedestrian activated RFB will be installed
at the intersection of Main Street and East 4™ Street
and at Bear Creek Drive and East 4 Street.

B-5 Bear Creek Drive — Downtown Phoenix
(High Priority/Short Term)

Built in the 1950s as part of a couplet with Main
Street, Bear Creek Drive currently carries northbound
OR 99 traffic through downtown Phoenix. Unlike
Main Street, Bear Creek Drive has a rural highway

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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character, with side guardrails but no curbs or
sidewalks and limited intersections. As part of the
City Center Plan, Bear Creek drive was restriped to
include a protected bicycle lane and one general travel
lane.

B-8 OR 99 — North UGB to Coleman Creek
(High Priority/Medium Term)

OR 99 in this section has a five-lane roadway cross
section, with two travel lanes in each direction and a
center turning lane, but with no bicycle lanes and
substandard or intermittent sidewalks. This project
would modify the existing striping to add a standard
bicycle lane in each direction.

B-9 OR99/Coleman Creek Culvert (High
Priority/Medium Term)

Coleman Creek runs diagonally from southwest to
northeast, crossing OR 99 in the north section of
Phoenix just north of Cheryl Lane. OR 99 in this
section is five lanes wide and has a center turning lane
and two through lanes, but no bicycle lanes and
substandard or intermittent sidewalks. This project
would modify the existing striping to add a standard
bicycle lane in each direction while maintaining four
through travel lanes as an interim measure until a new
culvert can be constructed over the creek.

B-12 Camp Baker Road: Hilsinger to Colver
Road (Low Priority/Long Term)

Camp Baker Road has a rural cross section, with two
travel lanes and no sidewalks, curbs, or bicycle lanes.
This project would bring the street up to the collector
standards by widening the roadway to provide bicycle
lanes.

O*R*E*G*0O*N

B-13 4% Street/Houston Road: Railroad
Crossing (Low Priority/Long Term)

The existing bicycle lanes on 4% Street are
discontinuous at the CORP railroad crossing, which
can reduce the feeling of safety for less confident
riders. This project would stripe bicycle lanes across
the tracks, which may require widening the roadway.
The City would need to coordinate with the railroad
on potential right-of-way acquisition or easements,
because this project would likely require relocation
and potential modifications of the crossing devices.

Improve Pedestrian Network

R s

P-3  OR 99: Bolz Road to 4% Street (High
Priority /Short Term)

OR 99 in this section does not have a continuous
sidewalk on the east side of the street. This project
would bring the roadway up to arterial standards by
extending the pedestrian facility improvements being
constructed as part of the I-5 Fern Valley Interchange
project farther south towards downtown. A new or
improved east sidewalk would be installed between
Bolz Road and 4% Street.

Table 9: Pedestrian System Projects

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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No. Project/Location Description Bundle Timeline Priority
Tier 1 — Funded
e | QRS Chatote A ReloGaenan | A5 & natan e oo e | omane | owe | v
P-2 | Cheryl Ln: Rose St New/improved sidewalk to eliminate gap east of Rose St No Short High
P-3 | OR99: Bolz Rd to 4th St New/improved sidewalk on east side B-3 Short High
Enhance crossing opportunities with pedestrian-activated
P-4 Main St — Downtown Phoenix devices, curb extensions, and additional crosswalk striping, B-2, B-6 Short High
install RFB at Main & 4th and Bear Creek Drive and 4th
P-6 | 1stSt: Rose Stto Church St New/improved sidewalk on south side No Short High
P-7 | SPhoenix Rd: Fern Valley Rd & Furry Rd | New/improved sidewalk on E side & asphalt overlay No Medium Low
S-4 | NPine St: W 1st St to W 5th St Sidewalks included in street project “S-4” S-4,B-7 Short High
S-5 | N Church St: W 1st St to W 6th St Sidewalks included in street project “S-5” S-5, B-7 Short High
Tier 2 — Unfunded
P-8 | OR 99 - North UGB to Coleman Creek Construct continuous sidewalks on both sides of OR 99 PS11O OPB1; Medium High
P-9 | OR 99: Bolz Rd to South End of Couplet fzgvg‘izusr:‘éelm't'; ooy o west side of roadway of No Medium |  High
P-10 | OR 99: Cheryl Ln to Coleman Creek New or improved sidewalks on both sides P8, F;(; 1S Medium Medium
P-11 | OR 99/Coleman Creek Culvert mgﬁ:gizmgi?&?iﬁgigﬂgtrr:fgvggef (?r?tirsirir(?;e walks while P8, P;O’ B- Medium Medium
P-12 | Colver Rd: 4th St/Houston Rd to 1st St New or improved sidewalk on both sides B-11 Medium Medium
P-13 | 2nd St: 1st St to Rose St New sidewalks on both sides No Medium Medium
P-14 | 1st St/C St New curb extension to reduce curb radius, install crosswalks No Medium Medium
P-15 | Colver Rd: 1st St to South UGB Multi-use path along east side No Medium Medium
P-16 | 1st St: RR Crossing New sidewalks both sides to eliminate gaps at RR crossing No Long Medium
P-17 | 1st St: Canal New or improved (ADA) sidewalk over canal on south side No Long Medium
P-18 | Oak St: Rose St to Main St New or improved sidewalk on both sides P-21 Long Medium
P-19 | OR 99/Rose Street New curbs to reduce curb radius, crosswalks across OR 99 No Long Low
Tier 2 — Unfunded
P-20 | Camp Baker Rd: Hilsinger to Colver Rd New or improved sidewalk on both sides B-12 Long Low
P-21 | Rose St: Oak St to 1st St New or improved sidewalk on both sides P-18 Long Low
P-22 | Colver Rd: 1st South UGB New or improved sidewalk on both sides No Long Low
P-23 | C Street: 1st St to East of Elm St New or improved sidewalk on both sides
S-7 | Hilsinger: Colver Rd to Camp Baker Rd Upgrade to collector standard No Medium High
S10 | OR 99/Coleman Creek Culvert Replace culvert widen roadway, add bike lanes & sidewalks | ©0'7 0P | Medium | Medium
S11 OR 99 — South of couplet to south city Restructgre roadway tp a center turn lane, 2 th'rough travel No Long Medium
limits lanes (1 in each direction), bike lanes, curbs, sidewalks
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Note: Blue text with shading indicates a project identified in a separate modal plan (project number indicates the corresponding modal
plan), which offer overlapping modal benefits. These projects present opportunities to coordinate prioritization, funding and
implementation efforts.
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Figure 4- 3: Pedestrian Modal Plan
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P-2  Cheryl Lane: Rose Street (High Priority/
Short Term)

There is currently a short gap in the pedestrian
network on the north side of Cheryl Street where the
City has not been able to construct a standard
sidewalk due to a dispute with the adjacent property
owner. This project would install new or improved
sidewalk to eliminate the gap east of Rose Street.

P-6 15t Street: Rose Street to Church Street
(High Priority/Short Term)

15t Street recently had a new sidewalk installed on the
north side of the street to improve pedestrian
connectivity between Rose Street and Church Street.
This project would bring the roadway up to collector
standards by installing an identical new or improved
sidewalk on the south side of the roadway.

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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P-7 S Phoenix Road: Fern Valley Road and
Furry Road (Medium Priority/Short Term)

South Phoenix Road has a single sidewalk that
alternates sides between Fern Valley Road and Pear
Tree Lane, which forces pedestrians to cross the
street at Furry Road and makes pedestrian travel
inconvenient along the roadway. This project would
install a new or improved sidewalk on the east side of
the street between Fern Valley Road and Furry Road,
creating a single, uninterrupted sidewalk.

P-8 OR 99 — North UGB to Coleman Creek
(High Priority/Medium Term)

OR 99 in this section is five lanes wide with a center
turning lane and two through lanes, but no bicycle
lanes and substandard or intermittent sidewalks. This
project would bring the roadway to arterial standards
by constructing continuous, full sidewalks on both
sides of OR 99 in this section.

P-9  OR 99: Bolz Road to South End of
Couplet (High Priority/Medium Term)

OR 99 has a full sidewalk on the west side of the
roadway between Bolz Road and the south end of
downtown along Main Street. However, there are
power utility poles installed within the sidewalk that
prevent the sidewalk from providing adequate
clearance for users in mobility devices, or that don’t
allow for multiple users to pass one another in
opposite directions. This project would widen the
sidewalk to provide adequate sidewalk travel of 6 feet
width around utility poles.

P-10 OR 99: Cheryl Lane to Coleman Creek
(Medium Priority/Medium Term)

OR 99 in this section is five lanes wide with a center
turning lane and two through lanes, but no bicycle
lanes and substandard or intermittent sidewalks. This
project would bring the roadway to arterial standards
by constructing continuous, full sidewalks on both
sides of OR 99 in this section.

O*R*E*G*0O*N

P-11 OR 99/Coleman Creek Culvert (Medium
Priority/Medium Term)

OR 99 in this section is five lanes wide with a center
turning lane and two through lanes, but no bicycle
lanes and substandard or intermittent sidewalks. This
project would bring the roadway to arterial standards
by moditying striping of the existing roadway to add
sidewalks, while maintaining four through travel lanes
as an interim measure until a new culvert can be
constructed over the creek.

P-12 Colver Road: 4 Street/Houston Road to
Hilsinger Road (Medium Priority/Medium Term)

Colver Road currently lacks sidewalks between 4t
Street/Houston Road and Hilsinger Road. This
project would bring the roadway up to collector
standards by installing new sidewalk on both sides of
the street within this section.

P-13 27 Street/B Street: 1 Street to Rose Street
(Medium Priority/Medium Term)

27d Street/B Street between 15t Street and Rose Street
is one-way westbound with one travel lane, one
bicycle lane, and on-street perpendicular parking, and
yet it lacks continuous sidewalks. This project would
facilitate pedestrian access to Phoenix Elementary
School by installing new or improved sidewalks on
both sides of the street.

P-15 Colver Road: Multi-Use Path - 15t Street to
South UGB (Medium Priority/Medium Term)

Colver Road has paved shoulders but no sidewalks
from 1% Street south towards the UGB. To bring
Colver Road in compliance with the collector
standard, full sidewalks and curbs would need to be
installed on both sides of the street, which could be
expensive and challenging to construct without
impacting adjacent properties. As an interim measure,
this project would install a multi-use path along the
cast side of the roadway to improve pedestrian access
and safety. An east-side facility would also connect
residents with Colver Road Park, where there is an
existing path that crosses the CORP railroad tracks.

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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P-18 Oak Street: Rose Street to Main Street
(Medium Priority/Long Term)

Oak Street between Rose Street and Main Street has
the character of a local neighborhood street but is
classified as a collector in the City’s TSP and lacks
sidewalks. The street also connects the neighborhood
to Blue Heron Park and the existing Bear Creek
Greenway trailhead at the southern end of downtown
Phoenix. To help meet collector standards, this
project would install standard sidewalks on both sides
of the street in this section.

P-20 Camp Baker Road: Hilsinger to Colver
Road (Low Priority/Long Term)

Camp Baker Road has a rural cross section, with two
travel lanes and no sidewalks, curbs, or bicycle lanes.
This project would bring the street up to the collector
standards by widening the roadway to provide bicycle
lanes and sidewalks.

P-21 Rose Street: Oak Street to 1% Street (Low
Priority/Long Term)

Rose Street between Oak Street and 15 Street has the
character of a local neighborhood street but is
classified as a collector in the City’s TSP and lacks
sidewalks. To help meet collector standards, this
project would install standard sidewalks on both sides
of the street in this section.

P-22 Colver Road: Sidewalks - 15t Street to
South UGB (Low Priority/Long Term)

Colver Road has paved shoulders but no sidewalks
from 1% Street south towards the UGB. As an interim
measure, this project would install full sidewalks and
curbs on both sides of the street in order to bring
Colver Road in compliance with the collector
standard. Although improving pedestrian access and
safety is a pressing need on Colver Road, constructing
sidewalks is a lower priority than a multi-use path due
to the expense and potential right-of-way acquisition
involved.

Enhance Crossings

O*R*E*G*0O*N
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P-1 OR 99— Northridge Terrace and Walnut
Way Crossing Improvements (High Priority/
Short Term)

Currently, there are no marked crosswalks north of
Fern Valley Road along OR 99 in Phoenix to facilitate
access between neighborhoods and the Bear Creek
Greenway. This project would help improve crossing
safety and encourage motorist compliance by
installing new high-visibility crosswalks, signage, and
user-actuated crossing devices to aid bicyclists and
pedestrians crossing at Northridge Terrace and
Walnut Way. The crossing devices could either be in
the form of a rectangular rapid flash beacon (RRFB)
ot pedestrian hybrid beacon.

P-4  Main Street — Downtown Phoenix (High
Priority /Short Term)

Main Street currently carries southbound OR 99
traffic through the commercial center of downtown
Phoenix. As part of the PHURA City Center Plan, to
be adopted in 2015, this project will enhance crossing
opportunities with pedestrian-activated devices, curb
extensions to reduce crossing distance, signage, and
additional high-visibility crosswalk striping.

P-5 Bear Creek Drive — Downtown Phoenix
(High Priority/Short Term)

Bear Creek Drive currently carries northbound OR 99
traffic through downtown Phoenix. As part of the
PHURA City Center Plan, to be adopted in 2015, this
project will enhance crossing opportunities with
pedestrian-activated  devices, curb extensions to
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reduce crossing distance, sighage, and additional high-
visibility crosswalk striping.

P-14 15t Street/C Street Intersection
Improvements (Medium Priority/Medium Term)

The southeast corner of the 1%t Street/C Street
intersection currently has a wide curb radius to
facilitate the movement of trucks that serve the
industry located along C Street. While the intersection
layout helps accommodate large trucks making wide
turns, it degrades the environment for pedestrians,
who have a longer distance to cross the street and are
less visible. The wider curb radius also encourages
drivers to take the turn at faster speeds, sometimes
without stopping as required. This project would
make various improvements at this intersection, such
as installing new bulb-outs to reduce the curb radius
and crossing distance for pedestrians, and increasing
visibility. In addition, new high-visibility crosswalks
would be installed.

P-16 1% Street: CORP Railroad Crossing
(Medium Priority/Long Term)

The existing sidewalks on 1% Street are discontinuous
at the CORP railroad crossing, requiring pedestrians
to walk either in the roadway or along the unpaved
shoulder. This project would install new sidewalks on
both sides of the street to eliminate gaps at the
crossing. The City would need to coordinate with the
railroad on potential right-of-way acquisition or
easements, because this project would likely require
relocation and potential modifications of the crossing
devices.

P-17 1% Street: Canal Crossing (Medium
Priority/Long Term)

15t Street between the CORP railroad tracks and B
Street has sidewalks on both sides of the street.
However, where the street crosses the Phoenix Canal
(maintained by the Talent Irrigation District) near the
Phoenix Library, there is a makeshift wooden bridge
on the south side of the street for pedestrians that is
narrow and not ADA-accessible. To meet City
collector standards and to improve accessibility, this
project would construct an improved sidewalk over
the canal on the south side of the roadway.

O*R*E*G*0O*N

P-19 OR 99/Rose Street Crossing
Improvements (Low Priority/Long Term)

The OR 99/Rose Street intersection in north Phoenix
is the main access point into residential
neighborhoods for traffic heading south from
Medford. Currently, there are wide curb radii that
enable drivers to take turns at a high rate of speed,
which  compromises pedestrian safety at the
intersection. In addition, there are no crosswalks on
OR 99 between Fern Valley Road and the northern
UGRB. This project would install new curb extensions
to reduce the turning radius and also install
crosswalks across OR 99 to increase motorist
awareness of pedestrians and bicycle riders.

Project 4 of the OR 99 Corridor Plan identifies a
number of potential locations to install median islands
that would possibly have crosswalks and an activated
crossing device.

Transit System

RVTD provides public transportation to the City of
Phoenix. RVTD Route 10 passes through Phoenix
along OR 99. The route connects Phoenix to the
Cities of Talent, Medford, Central Point, and Ashland

(shown in Figure 4-4).

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019
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T-1  Route 10 Service Adjustments (High
Priority/Short Term)

Route 10, the only routed bus service in Phoenix,
currently experiences on-time performance issues.
The route is long (more than 13 miles), and the
current route cycle is approximately 1 hour and 45
minutes long, making schedule adherence sometimes
difficult. RVTD is reviewing options for improving
on-time performance, which may include eliminating
or combining some stops along the route. The time
required (50 minutes) to travel from Medford to
Ashland on Route 10 is likely a deterrent to transit use
for potential riders (driving between Medford and
Ashland takes approximately 30 minutes).

Also, the northbound stop on Bear Creek Drive
causes pedestrians to cross OR 99 and wait on Bear
Creek Dr, where there is a narrow shoulder. Shifting
this stop to the internal street network Downtown
(Route 10 /an express and one for the circulator to
meet up with the Route 10) in the future would
facilitate a small transit center. RVITD would do this
by using 1st street to enter northbound, but would
require a connection at either 2nd, 3rd or 4th to re-
enter OR 99 northbound. Southbound, RVTD could
remain on Main St. or require another bus bay (or use
1st and turn around at 2°9).

T-2  Route 10 Split (High Priority/Short Term)

RVTD is evaluating the possibility of splitting Route
10 into two separate routes with a transfer in Talent.
Splitting  the route would improve on-time
performance for transit riders in Phoenix and increase
travel time reliability between Phoenix and Ashland
or Phoenix and Medford.

T-3  Feeder Service (Medium Priority/Short
Term)

Deviated fixed-route and/or feeder service could
connect riders who live too far from an existing
RVTD stop to routed service. RVTD is considering a
“Valley Feeder” service that would make use of
unused capacity in the paratransit system. This feeder
service would be available to residents who are within
% mile of an existing RVTD line. Riders could call
and reserve a ride on an available paratransit vehicle

O*R*E*G*0O*N

to their nearest bus stop or final destination
(depending on location).

T-4  Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) Strategies (Medium Priority/Short Term)

Phoenix does not currently have park-and-ride
facilities. The demand for park-and-ride lots is
difficult to forecast, given that potential park-and-ride
users are likely to be “choice” riders who have the
option of driving to their destinations. Working with
private property owners will help in efforts to
establish park-and-ride stalls in areas where parking is
underutilized, or existing public parking stalls may be
dedicated as park-and-ride facilities.  Policies
supporting workplace TDM programs in the
community and at the City of Phoenix itself exist
within the TSP. Large employers in town, such as
Harry and David, could be targeted with specific
TDM programs.

Through rideshare programs and other TDM efforts,
the City and RVTD will work with Phoenix
employers and other government agencies to increase
commuter transit ridership, biking, and walking
through voluntary, employer-based incentives such as
subsidized transit passes and guaranteed ride home
programs.

Additionally, the City and RVTD will encourage
promotional and educational activities that encourage
school children and people who own cars to use
public transit, bike, and walk.

T-5 City Circulator (High Priority/Medium
Term)

RVTD includes circulator service in its long-range
transit plan. A city-wide circulator service could
connect riders to routed bus service and provide
access to community destinations within Phoenix.
The circulator could serve residential areas west of
OR 99 and east of 1-5, and serve as “feeder” service
for Route 10. This service will support development
of PH-5 and PH-10, providing alternative modes of
travel and reduce the need for vehicular capacity
improvements.

Final: January, 2016; amended February 2019

Page |32



Transportation System Plan

{{ o) PHOg

S "%

T-6  Bus Stop Amenities (High Priority/
Medium Term)

Current bus amenities are lacking in Phoenix. Only
one stop has bus schedules posted, and several stops
lack adequate sidewalk and shelters. Sidewalks are not
present at either of the stops on Bear Creek Drive.
Improving sidewalks adjacent to and at the stops
themselves will improve pedestrian safety and
increase comfort for riders waiting at or coming to
those bus stops.

T-7 High
Capacity

Transit (High e
Priority/ Long
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stop on OR 99 south of Fern Valley Road and north
of the two-way split with Bear Creek Drive would
likely be sufficient. RVTD has indicated that BRT is a
long-range possibility, with a target of having interim
express service available by 2020. High Capacity
Transit service relies on Transit Signal Priority to
enhance schedule reliability. RVTD is working with
ODOT to make these improvements along the OR99
corridor with potential for signals in Phoenix to be
upgraded with this technology.
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5.4 Air, Rail, Water, and Pipelines

There is currently no direct air service for goods,
passengers, and services within the Phoenix UGB. Air
service for passengers and freight is available at the
Ashland Municipal Airport and Rogue Valley
International-Medford Airport. The Rogue Valley
International-Medford  Airport provides regularly
scheduled service to national destinations and
connections to nearby international airports in
Portland, San Francisco, and other cities.

Phoenix has no freight or passenger rail service
currently. The Central Oregon and Pacific (CORP)
rail line runs northwest-southeast through Phoenix,
west of OR 99 along Colver Road. There are two at-
grade crossings within Phoenix; both crossings (at 4
Street/Houston Road and at 1% Street) have gates and
flashing lights. Trains are not currently running on the
section of CORP track south of Medford, due to
significant repair work needed on the line across
Siskiyou Pass. In May 2013, the State of Oregon and
CORP were awarded a $7 million TIGER grant from
the U.S. Department of Transportation to repair the
line between Medford and Montague, California.
Once repairs are made, it is very likely that freight
service will resume on the rail line within Phoenix.

The 2007 Rogue Valley Commuter Rail Project
assessed the potential for developing commuter rail
on existing CORP rail lines between Central Point

O*R*E*G*0O*N

Montague, California. Traffic is primarily forest
products, chemicals, steel and LPG.

Pipeline transportation in and throughout the
Phoenix area includes transmission lines for electricity,
cable television, and telephone services, as well as
pipeline transport of water, sanitary sewer, and natural

gas.

5.5 Revised FVI Street Naming

As part of the FVI improvements, a new/revised
roadway network has been established. With these
changes, there are also new/revised street names. The
exhibit below shows the new FVI roadway network
with the previous (existing) street names as well as the
new street names.

and Ashland, a distance of 16 miles.
Capital costs were estimated between
$27 million and $42 million, with about
$3 million in operating costs per year.
The study made only a cursory
assessment of demand for such service,
but did conclude that commuter rail
service would be feasible.

CORP provides freight service from a
connection with UP at Eugene, Oregon
to another UP connection at Black
Butte,  California, (303  miles).
Connections are also made with Rogue
Valley Terminal Railroad at White City,
Oregon, and with Yreka Western at
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5.6 Funded and Unfunded Project Lists
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Table 10: Transportation System Projects

Consistent
Project/ with Other Cost
Location Description Plans Bundle Estimate Timeline Priority
Tier 1 — Funded
Street Improvements
Add gateway treatments at
S OR 99‘— Downtown north and south equ of OR 99 CP No TRD Short High
Phoenix couplet to emphasize
upcoming downtown area
Asphalt Overlay, Roadway
. ) Widening to City Standards,
g4 | N Pine Street: WSSO |6 Gutter, Sidewalksand | CIP No | $530000 | Short | High
W 5th St :
Storm Drainage, AC
Waterline Replacement
Asphalt Overlay, Roadway
. Widening to City Standards,
g5 |NChurch Steet WSt 16 Gutter, Sidewalksand | CIP No | $667.000 | Shot | High
Stto W 6th St )
Storm Drainage, AC
Waterline Replacement
Locke Lane: Colver to
dead end, including
6 |Christie Court; Coral | \SPhalt Overlay, AC cIP No | $650000 | Shot | High |CONSTRUCTED
o Waterline Replacement
Circle: Houston Rd to
Hilsinger
Bicycle Improvements
Bear Creek Greenway  |Install signage guiding .
B-1 connection with travelers to the Bear Creek OR 99 CP TBD Short High A.S a bundle.W|:h/other
" | Northridge Terrace Greenway ° 9 signage projects
wayfinding
4th St: Main St to Bear . . .
B2 |Creek Dr Extend bike lanes B4, B5 $7.500 Short High ?glzrz)g constructed in
Improve connections to OR
99/ Bear Creek Dr at 4th St
to provide parallel and
B3 Bear Creek Greenway convenient bicycle and OR99 CP P-3. B-10 $50.000 Short High
pedestrian facilities (north
end)
Main St — Downtown Modify striping to add bike g;;ﬁcgggg B2 B-6. P
B-4 |Phoenix lanes ’ sl N/A Short High |CONSTRUCTED
CP 4,P-5
Bear Creek Dr — Modify striping to add bike g;;ﬁcgggg B2 B-6. P
B-5 |Downtown Phoenix lanes cP i 4 P5 i N/A Short High |CONSTRUCTED
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Project/
Location

Consistent
with Other
Plans

Bundle

Cost
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Description

Estimate Timeline Priority

1st St: Church St to Bear .
B.6 |Creek Dr Extend bike lanes B4,B5 | $18500 | Shot | High | CONSTRUCTED
Local Collector Streets
Rose St: Independence
Cirto OR 99
Rose St: Oak St to 1st St
B.7 gtak St: Rose St to Main | Install sharrows 54,55 $15,000 Short Medium
Church St: Oak St to Bolz
Rd
Pine St. 1st St to 5th St
Pedestrian Improvements
Install RRFB and median
islands at multiple locations
P.1 gg(tggc_olg ga;Log?eAerlln where pedestrian crossings OR 99 CP $80,000 Short High
) occur: Northridge Terr and/or ' ° 9
Walnut Way
Install new or improved
Cheryl Ln: Rose St sidewalk to eliminate gap .
P2 east of Rose Street No §36,500 Short High
. New or improved sidewalk on
p.g |OR99:BolzRdto4ih St I sie B3 | $338500 | Short | High
Enhance crossing
P-4 |Phoenix extensions, and additional CI;I.a;(;) 108RSS')|3P B-2, B-6 N/A Short High
crosswalk striping '
Enhance crossing
B opportunities with pedestrian- | ..
Bear Creek Dr . activated devices, curb City Center )
P-5 |Downtown Phoenix ) s Plan; OR 99 B-2, B-6 N/A Short High
extensions, and additional CP: 2018 STIP
crosswalk striping '
1st St: Rose St to Church |New or improved sidewalk on
P6 |St south side No $151,000 Short High
. Install new or improved
p.7 \S/aﬁ]:oegéxai%. Ifj:n Rd sidewalk on east side + P N $197.000 Medi L
) y Y Asphalt Overlay ° ’ edium ow
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Project/
Location

Consistent
with Other
Plans

Bundle

Cost
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Description

Estimate Timeline Priority

Transit Improvements
1 Royte 10 Service Sewlce adju§tments to RVTD T2 N/A Short High
Adjustments improve on-time performance
Split current route into two
T-2 |Route 10 Split routes with Talent as a RVTD T N/A Short High
transfer point
Deviated fixed-route and/or
T-3 |Feeder Service feeder service within % mile RVTD No Funded Short Medium
of existing RVTD line
Establish park-and-ride
T4 Transportation Demapd Iots/§taII§ in areas.\./vhere RVTD No N/A Short Medium
Management Strategies |parking is underutilized (and
additional TDM measures)
Tier 2 — Unfunded
Street Improvements
Hilsinger Rd: Colver Rg | _Pdrade road to collector ;Z'va;i?aéﬁrﬁssﬂﬂgf
S-7 9 ) standard (sharrows instead CIP No $770,000 Medium High walks, curb, 9
to Camp Baker Rd . and illumination both
of bike lane) X
sides.
Implement a Conceptual
58 Urban Reserve Area PH- | Street Network as part of a No $j9.5 Medium High Cost would be to
5 long-term plan for million developer
development
Implement a Conceptual
59 Urban Reserve Area PH- | Street Network as part of a No $1.4 milion | Medium High Cost would be to
10 long-term plan for developer
development
Replace culvert and widen
s-10 | g 99iColeman Creekfoaway to add bike lanes | OR99CP | %% B8P 523 milion | Medium | Medium | Cost shared with ODOT
and sidewalks
Restructure roadway to
OR 99 — South of couplet include a center tum lane,
S-11 A two through travel lanes (one | OR 99 CP No $1.2 million Long Medium | Cost shared with ODOT
to South City Limits . A i
in each direction), bike lanes,
curbs and sidewalks
Monitor crash patterns for
increased frequency of
. crashes related to
s-12 |OR 99/Northridge northbound right -turn OR 99 CP No | $125000 | Long | Medium
Terrace Intersection
movement. If warranted,
improve turning radius on
southeast corner
S-14 4th. St/Houston.Rd Improve crossing to ease B-13 $150,000 Long Low
Railroad Crossing driver experience
Bicycle Improvements
B Modify striping of existing 5- 0 P Q.
g |OR99-North UGBto 1\ ' odway cross secton | OR99CP | B% P85 | 4300000 | Medium | High |Costshared with ODOT
Coleman Creek 0 add bike lanes 10
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Description

Estimate Timeline Priority

Cost shared with ODOT

South UGB

east side

Modify striping of existing - Serious consideration
OR 99/Coleman Creek  |roadway to add bike lanes . . should be given to
B9 | Culvert while maintaining four OR9CP | B8 P11 | $350000 | Medium High likelihood/timing of S-5
through travel lanes (Interim) before moving forward
with B-3.
Improve connections to OR
99/ Bear Creek Dr at 4 St
B-10 |Bear Creek Greenway  |2nd Oak Stto provide OR 99 CP B3 | $400000 | Shot | High
parallel and convenient
bicycle and pedestrian
facilities (south end)
. ' - Includes drainage and
B-11 | Colver Rd: dih Widen lo provide bike lanes | q36 gTp | P12 | $430,000 | Medium | Medium |illumination, not ROW or
St/Houston Rd to 1st St |and sidewalks
haz. mat.
Camp Baker Rd: . -
B-12 Hilsinger to Colver Rd Widen to provide bike lanes P-20 $121,500 Long Low
4th St/Houston Rd: Improve rail crossing for
B-13 Railroad Crossing bicycle/pedestrian access 14 $350,000 Long Low
Pedestrian Improvements
Construct continuous .
pg [OR99-NothUGBIO | gie ks on botn sides of | OR99CP | P10 P11 | 63300000 | Medum | High | LS isnoth UGB o
Coleman Creek OR 99 S-10, B-8 Coleman Creek
Incorporate
o . . d into other
. Provide sidewalk travel width | City Center )
P-9 OR 99: Bolz Rd to South on west side of roadway of 6 | Plan; OR 99 No infrastructur Medium High
End of Couplet - eor
feet around utility poles CP
developmen
t projects
over time
OR 99: Cheryl Ln to New or improved sidewalks P-8, P-11, ) .
P-10 Coleman Creek on both sides S-10 $330,000 Medium | Medium
Modify striping of existing
P11 OR 99/Coleman Creek roqdway .to gdq sidewalks OR 99 CP P-8, P-10, $350,000 Medium | Medium
Culvert while maintaining four B-9
through travel lanes (Interim)
Colver Rd: 4th Install new or improved . .
P-12 St/Houston Rd to 1st St |sidewalk on both sides 2038 RTP B-11 §165,000 medium | Medium
P13 {200 St: 15t Stto Rose st | no12 M sidewalks on bolh No |$165000 | medum | Medium
Install new curb extension to
P-14 |1st St/C St reduce curb radius and install No $20,000 Medium | Medium
crosswalks
P15 Colver Rd: 1st St to Install multi-use path along No $250.000 Medium | Medium |Assumes 10’ path
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Consistent
Project/ with Other Cost

Location Description Plans Bundle Estimate Timeline Priority

Install new sidewalks on both
P-16 |1st St: RR Crossing sides to eliminate gaps at No $300,000 Long Medium
CORRP railroad crossing

New or improved (ADA)
P-17 |1st St: Canal sidewalk over canal on south No $300,000 Long Medium
side

Oak St: Rose St to Main | New or improved sidewalk on

P-18 St both sides P-21 $363,000 Long Medium
Install new curbs to reduce
P-19 |OR 99/Rose Street curb radius and install No $70,000 Long Low
crosswalks across OR 99
) . . Includes drainage and
p-go | Camp Baker Rd: New or improved sidewalk on BA2 | $445500 | Long | Low |illumination, not ROW or
Hilsinger to Colver Rd both sides haz. mat

New or improved sidewalk on

P-21 | Rose St: Oak St to 1st St P-18 $346,500 Long Low

both sides
Second phase of multi-
. . use path. Includes
p.gp | ColverRd: 1stSouth —Install new or improved 2038 RTP No | $920000 | Medium | Medium |drainage and
UGB sidewalk on both sides R
illumination, not ROW or
haz. mat.
C Street: 15 St to East of |New or improved sidewalk on
P-23 | Eim st both sides No~|TBD Long | Low

Transit Improvements

Provide circulator to serve
T-5 | City Circulator residential areas west of OR RVTD No TBD Medium High
99 and east of -5

Paved bus stations, posted

T-6 |Bus Stop Amenities schedule and bus stop RVTD No TBD Medium High
shelters
. . . Between Medford and Medium/ .
T-7 |High Capacity Transit Ashland with stop in Phoenix RVTD No TBD Long High
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Chapter 6: Functional Classification

& Design Guidance

Included in this chapter:

BT e
B2t The following exhibit illustrates the relationship
G e s between street functional classifications, and their
B corresponding access and mobility characteristics.

6.1 Functional Classification General descriptions of the existing classifications are:

Overview
Local Streets

Streets and highways within an urban network are
often grouped, or classified, with other streets sharing
similar ~characteristics of purpose, design, and
function. The City of Phoenix has adopted street
functional classifications to help ensure that streets

Local streets are intended to serve adjacent land uses
without carrying through traffic. These streets serve
all modes of travel and should have sidewalks to
accommodate non-vehicular traffic. Volumes on local

are built and maintained in based on theit

relationship to the surrounding land use and that Funchionzl Classiiation

adequate connectivity is maintained between o D
. L Unrestricted Lical
streets with lower capacities and more local access A " o
and streets with higher capacities and greatet 'S
circulation. See Appendix 7 for more information LesaCortrd é Collactor
regarding the City’s Functional Classifications. Like "
most communities, the functional classification (Driveways, o )
system for the Phoenix street network includes | Parkng, Loading o Arterial
four primary classifications (as well as alleys and dofgaen) :
multiuse paths): Highway
o Interstate (freeway) More Conird o
M
o Arterials (including highways,
( g highvays) Full Access Conirol Freeway
o Collectors W
o [ ocal streets %
Low Speed Increasing Speed High Speed
No Through Less Local Traffic Minimal

Traffic More Through Traffic Local Traffic

[T anrsas b aesaumgee [ L e
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streets speeds are generally conducive to shared travel
space between motorists and bicycle riders.

Collectors

Collector streets gather traffic from local streets and
distribute traffic to and from arterial streets. Collector
streets generally provide direct access to abutting land
and accommodate all modes of travel, with bicycle
and pedestrian traffic accommodated on designated
facilities. They are intended to carry between 1,000
and 10,000 vehicles per day, including through traffic.

, 3

Arterials (Including Highways)

Arterial streets are intended to move traffic, loaded
from collector streets, between areas and across
portions of a city and neighboring regions. Arterial
streets provide limited access to abutting land and are
designed primarily for vehicular traffic, with bicycle
and pedestrian traffic accommodated on designated
facilities. Arterial streets typically experience 10,000
vehicles per day or more.

O+*R*E*G*0O*N

Interstate (Freeway)

Interstate routes are typically two or more travel lanes
in each direction, designed almost exclusively for
motor vehicles and with limited access to abutting
land. These facilities are intended to serve as primary
routes for long distance travel, accommodating
regional, inter-regional, or interstate trips. Traffic
volumes on these facilities are generally over 30,000
vehicles per day. I-5 is the only interstate in the Rogue
Valley, and is directly accessible to Phoenix via the
newly improved Fern Valley Interchange. I-5 has an
average of 38,000 vehicles per day.

6.2 Goals for Design

Street design guidelines are created based in part on
the street functional classification to ensure that the
function of the street is reflected in its design. Design
guidelines ensure that streets function in a way that
encourages safe and convenient travel for drivers,
bicyclists, pedestrians and others. Good design
guidelines can also support other community
development goals by improving the appearance of
communities, implementing environmentally
responsible stormwater management, and supporting
fiscally sound decision making.

These guidelines provide design professionals and
developers the necessary information to design and
construct streets to the City’s desired standards. Street
standards specify the widths and number of lanes
recommended for each classification as well as bicycle
facility, landscaping, pedestrian facilities, curb, and
gutter  requirements necessary to match the
surrounding land uses with the intended function of
each street class. The intent of the City’s Complete
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Street Design Guidelines is to achieve a better and
balanced, multi-modal streetscape that is reflective of
the City’s transportation and community development
policies, while also seeking to minimize the growing
costs of right-of-way and street construction and
ongoing maintenance costs.

See Appendix 7 for detailed Complete Street Design
Standards.

6.3 Access Management

The purpose of access management is to balance key
principles of safety and mobility for all users with
regional and local economic vitality, which is
consistent with overarching goals. Error! Reference
source not found. Table 5-1 provides the City’s
Access Management Guidelines. Principles of safety
and mobility should be applied when considering

aCCess management:

1. Safety: Crashes that identify locations where
turning or angle collisions have occurred.

o Triggers: Access modifications should be considered
when access restrictions conld potentially reduce crash

Table 11: Access Management Guidelines

O*R*E*G*0O*N

frequency, especially those collision types that more
often result in injuries.

o Economic Considerations: Raised median islands have
been identified to support pedestrian crossings near
unsignalized transit stops but are not identified for
access control in this TSP.

Mobility: Projects that improve mobility for all
system users while maximizing the use of existing
infrastructure.

o  Recommended Actions: Projects include creating a
complete sidewalk system along OR 99, adding bike
Sacilities along OR 99, and widening shoulders.
Access management  wonld  be  considered  with
mplementation of each project.

o Triggers: Access modifications would be considered
when improvements address existing deficiencies.

o  LEconomic  Considerations: ~ When — multimodal
accessibility to  businesses and residences can  offer
numerous economic benefits (improved land values,
health, and equity; and reduced congestion, vebicle costs,
energy usage, and pollution).

Minimum Spacing between Driveways and/or

Functional Classification Streets!? Minimum Spacing between Intersections’?

State Arterial (Highway) ODOT Standard ODOT Standard

Arterial 300 feet 600 feet

Collector 50 feet 300 feet

Local Access to each lot permitted 125 feet

Notes:

1. Desirable design spacing; existing spacing will vary. Each parcel is permitted one driveway regardless of the minimum driveway spacing standard although shared access is
encouraged.

2. Spacing standards are measured centetline to centerline.
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Table 12: Access Spacing Standards Along OR 99

Mile Points

Segment Description

O*R*E*G*0O*N

Posted Speed ~ Minimum Spacing!
(mph) (feet)

South Medford and Transition to Phoenix Segments

8.56 10 11.03 Garfield St to Phoenix North City Limits | 45 | 500
Phoenix Segment

11.03 t0 11.43 Phoenix North City Limits to 5" St 30 350
11.43t0 11.85 Special Transportation Area | Main St (OR 99 SB) from 5t St to Oak St 30 1752
11.43t0 11.85 (STA) Bear Creek Dr (OR 99 NB) from 5% St to Oak St 35 1752
11.85t0 11.93 Main St (OR 99 SB) from Oak St to South End of Couplet 30 350
11.85t011.93 Bear Creek Dr (OR 99 NB) from Oak Street to South End of Couplet 35 350
11.93 to 12.37 South End of Couplet to Phoenix South City Limits 40 500
Phoenix to Talent Transition Segment

12.37 t0 12.62 Phoenix South City Limits to End of Speed Zone 50 550
12.62 t0 13.86 End of Speed Zone to Talent North City Limits (Colver/Suncrest Rd) 55 700
Notes:

1. Table 6: Access Management Spacing Standards for District and Unclassified Highways with Annual Average Daily Traffic > 5,000, OAR 734-51 Effective June 30, 2014

(Table 15 in the revised OHP).

2. OHP Table 15, Note 6, “ the minimum access management spacing for driveways is 175 feet or mid-block if the current city block is less than 350 feet.” (Also OAR 734-

051-4020, Standards and Criteria for Approval of Private Approaches, Section 8(b)(D))

Access management is both a component of design
and implementation, since these principals should be
incorporated as development and modernization
occurs. This TSP includes five projects along the
segment of OR 99 between the Coleman Creek
culvert and Cabbage Lane. One of these assumes
sidewalk improvements that would occur with other
projects or as adjacent patcels develop/redevelop and
access management would be guided by the policies
in this plan.

Jurisdictional Exchange of OR 99

Three projects are downtown improvements on the
section of OR 99 designated as a Special
Transportation Area (STA) that will transfer to City
of Phoenix jurisdiction with the completion of the
Fern Valley Interchange project. As project elements
such as curb extensions or pedestrian crossings are

implemented, measures to maintain safety for all
travelers should be incorporated. Only one of these
projects includes modifications to the roadway cross
section which would likely result in an access
management strategy during project development.

6.4 Goods Movement Routes (GMR)

The designation of “Goods Movement Route” (GMR)
is applied to facilities that may have a range of
primary functions (local, collector, etc.) but are also
critical to facilitate the movement of goods (freight)
throughout the City. Supplemental design standards
are applied to GMR designated facilities to maintain
safe and efficient movement of freight. Primarily, the
supplemental standards identify larger/more rounded
corners (curb radii) at intersections and parking clear
zones where larger trucks may frequently need more
room to maneuver. These standards are identified in
the Complete Street Design Guidelines in Appendix 7.
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Table 13: Goods Movement Route (GMR) Designations

Locations

Facilities/ Street Names

Starting at
Fern Valley Rd. OR99

East City Limits
N. Phoenix Rd. Fern Valley Rd North City Limits
OR99 North City Limits South City Limits
41 St, OR 99/Bear Creek Dr. Colver/Houston Rd.
18t St OR 99/Bear Creek Dr. Colver Rd.
Colver Rd. 4 gt South City Limits

PH-5 Street Network

Current and future roadway network.

FVI Street Network

All new facilities constructed as part of the Fern Valley Interchange improvements.

Designations may be added to or modified as growth, development, or changes in use occur.

6.5 Mobility Standards (Targets)

There are established methods for measuring traffic
operations (mobility thresholds) of roadways and
intersections. The City and State both a volume-to-
capacity (v/c) ratio as a basis for performance critetia.
This v/c metric involves consideration of factors that
include traffic demand, capacity of the intersection or
roadway, delay, frequency of interruptions in traffic
flow, relative freedom for traffic maneuvers, driving
comfort, convenience, and operating cost. A v/c ratio
of less than 1.00 indicates that the volume is less than
capacity. When it is closer to 0, traffic conditions are
generally good, with little congestion and low delays
for most intersection movements. As the v/c ratio
approaches 1.00, traffic becomes more congested and
unstable, with longer delays.

The Oregon Highway Plan (OHP)? identifies a target
for OR 99 within the City of Phoenix, classified as a
district highway, which is a v/c ratio less than or
equal to 0.95. A separate Alternative Mobility
Standard has been adopted through the FVI IAMP to
preserve interchange capacity for future industrial and
export service development (in PH-5 and MD-5),
which sets a target for the I-5 ramp terminals of 0.75,
with only potential exceptions described in the FVI
IAMP and OAR 660-012-0060(1)(c). The City of
Phoenix has also established performance standards

2 Table 6: Maximum Volume to Capacity Ratio Targets for Peak Hour
Operating Conditions, 1999 Oregon Highway Plan, OHP Policy 1F
Revisions, Adopted December 21, 2011, Oregon Department of
Transportation, website:
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP/docs/ohp11/policyadopted.
pdf

based on v/c ratio. The standard for arterial, collector
and local roads is a v/c ratio less than or equal to 0.90.
Within the couplet, designated Special Transportation
Area (STA), the mobility standard is a v/c ratio of
</=0.95.

The City of Phoenix has also established performance
standards based on v/c ratio. The standard for arterial,
collector and local roads is a v/c ratio less than or
equal to 0.90. Within the couplet, designated Special
Transportation Area (STA), the mobility standard is a
v/c ratio of less than or equal to 0.95. A detailed
summary of traffic operations and related mobility
targets is included in Appendix 3. Technical Memo
#3: Transportation System Operations).

6.6 Trip Budget Overlay Zone

The Fern Valley Interchange Area Management Plan
identifies trip budget measures that are applied to a
Trip Budget Overlay Zone. The purpose of these
measures and Trip Budget Overlay Zone is to foster
development in the vicinity of the Fern Valley
Interchange in a way that maintains uncongested
traffic conditions that meet State of Oregon mobility
performance standards applicable to the interchange,
North Phoenix Road, Fern Valley Road, and OR99.

Appendix 8 (Trip Budget Overlay Zone) provides a
detailed summary of the purpose, definitions, and
approval process outlined in the Land Development
Code (Ordinance No. 851/933, Chapter 2.9).
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Chapter 7: Implementation and

funding

Included in this chapter:

7.1 Implementation

This TSP offers a menu of projects that can be
selected as funding sources become available or as
development occurs. As funds become available, the
mode-specific planned project Figures (see Chapter 4:
Modal Plans) can be evaluated together to assess the
highest priority projects that can be completed
together within the available budget. This TSP
provides guidance, but allows for flexibility in case
conditions change or opportunities arise — some
projects may be advanced and others may be delayed.
Ultimately, this TSP will help shape the development
of the City’s capital improvement plans, budgets, and
overarching goals.

Need for Implementation

The effectiveness of this TSP is supported by goals
and policies as a foundation for decision-making. Its
recommended projects and programs will not be
undertaken unless supported and funded. In essence,
a plan is only as good as the actions taken to
implement it.

Implementation Policies

This TSP will help guide future, multi-modal
transportation system improvements based on the
following goal and implementation policies identified
in Appendix 6. Technical Memo #6: Implementing
Otrdinance and Code.

Bundling Projects

A comprehensive list of all of the proposed projects is
listed in Chapter 4: Modal Plans, along with their
consistency with other planning documents, whether
they could be bundled with another project, and a
planning-level cost estimate. In some cases, a
pedestrian improvement and a bicycle improvement
could be bundled together, in which case the cost
estimate would likely change.

Priority

Based on the assessment of needs, proposed projects
were prioritized in by need — (high, medium, and low
priority) — and by approximate time frame for
implementation: short term (generally O — 5 years),
medium term (generally 5 — 10 years), long term
(generally 10 — 20 vyears), and very long term
(generally beyond 20 years).

Projects were prioritized based on community
priorities, urgency of the need, funding availability
and complexity of the project. Short-term projects
generally address current or soon-to-emerge
transportation issues, and should be prioritized for
funding. Medium- and long-term projects are
generally larger, have more impacts, and are more
costly. The need for these projects is also less
immediate, and the proposed projects may address a
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transportation problem that is likely to emerge in the
future. In some cases, very long-term projects identify
potential long-term needs that may develop beyond
the 20-year planning horizon.

Project priorities are not intended as a “to-do” list for
the City, but as a suggestion for programming the
City’s scarce transportation funding resources.
Because some of the projects identified in this TSP
are under ODOT and Jackson County’s jurisdiction,
the City will need to work closely with partnering
jurisdictions on review, funding, and approval.

Prioritization Criteria

By providing the priority groupings (timeline and
priority), this TSP provides guidance, but allows for
flexibility in case conditions change or opportunities
arise. An example of a change in condition could be
that a crash occurs, resulting in a greater safety
concern. An example of an opportunity would be a
new grant program targeted at a particular type of
project or another larger project that creates an
opportunity to implement a smaller project.

The following criteria are suggested for assessing
priorities:
e High priority: High importance/significance with
substantial benefits to the community
o Projects designed to correct existing
deficiencies (e.g. maintenance, operational or
safety problems).

o Projects needed to provide system continuity
or service to developing areas to which other
urban services are or will soon be provided.

o Projects needed to upgrade to urban
standards on collector and arterial streets in
developed areas or in areas expected to
develop within 5 years.

o Low-cost solutions for problems that are
relatively simple that may be combined with
other efforts.

S %

O- R *E*G*0O-*N
e Medium priotity: Medium importance/
significance with moderate benefits to the

community

o Projects with the need to purchase right-of-
way or the need to complete environmental
assessments.

o Projects designed to correct existing
deficiencies, but for which funding has not yet
been identified and is unlikely to be available
in the short term

o Projects needed to correct operational or
safety problems, which will likely result from
relatively minor traffic increases.

o Projects needed to upgrade to urban
standards those collector and arterial streets
where future land development is likely to
occur in the first half of ten years of the
planning period.

e Low priority: Low importance/significance with
localized benefits

o Projects with high capital cost for which
funding will be unlikely until the later years of
the TSP.

o Projects needed to ensure that wurban
standards are provided on all the remaining
collector and arterial streets within the UGB.

Priority and timeline generally correspond but the
ability to fund projects will also play a role in the
timeline allocation. For instance, it may be desirable
to complete all of the projects identified as having the
highest priority in the short-range funding timeline;
however, it may not be possible to construct all of
them with the funding available. Thus some high
priority projects could be included in the medium-
range timeline. Conversely, some low-cost medium
priority projects could be included in the short-range
timeline because they are relatively easy to implement.

7.2 Funding

Since the advancement of any project is contingent
upon the availability of future funding, this TSP
includes a flexible program of prioritized projects that
meet diverse stakeholder’s needs while leveraging
current and future funding opportunities. Ultimately,
this refined and prioritized list is intended to serve as
an illustrative list of projects, with multiple factors
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that can be used together to assess the highest priority
projects to complete within the available budget.

Over the next 20 years, the City is expected to receive
approximately $11.9 million in transportation revenue
(2014 dollars) assuming that existing funding sources
remain stable and no new revenue streams are
established. Accounting for ongoing expenses, the
City can expect approximately $5.3 million in net
revenue (total revenue minus expenses) over the 20-

Figure 6- 1. Twenty-Year Local Funding Forecast

[ SteetSDC
Revenue
$505,988

B Expenses
(Materials,

Services,
and labor)
$6,602,872

™ Restricted
for OR99
Maint.

Net Revenue: $5,300,000 $500,000

Figure 6- 2. Tier 1 - Planned City Project Costs by Mode

B Bike
591,000

& Pedestrian
$803,000

B Transit,
STBD

O- R *E*G+-0O=*N
year planning horizon of the TSP. The estimated cost
of all planned Tier 1 projects (those with likely
funding sources) included in this TSP is
approximately $4.2 million. The cost for the
remainder of the planned (Tier 2) projects is
approximately $38 million (of which, $28M would be
shared with ODOT, developers, etc.). The following
pie charts illustrate the approximate funding and
allocation of project costs by mode. See Appendix 5
for more information.
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Figure 6- 3. Tier 2 - Planned City Project Costs by Mode

Figure 6- 4. Tiet 2 - Planned Shared (City/ ODOT/Developet) Project Co§»t's: by Mode

M Bik
e Error!
Reference
source not

' found.
i Pedestrian
(following

provides a  historical
Total Costs: $28,000,000 overview of City funds
dedicated to maintaining
the transportation system, as well as the total capital
outlay of street projects during those years. (Note: FY
2014-15 figures are adopted, FY 2013-14 figures are
estimated actual, and all preceding years are actual
numbers). Spending priorities for the Street Fund
have been placed on right-of-way maintenance, street
repairs, striping, and other maintenance actions
necessary to keep the transportation system in a
usable condition. These funds cannot be used for new
capital projects.

page)

A smaller source of revenue is the Street System
Development Charge Fund (SDC), which collects
fees paid when expansion, new development, or an
intensification of use occurs on property served by
City infrastructure. The Street SDC fund is composed
of accruing capital resources, investment interest, and
charges for development that impacts the existing
transportation network or requires construction of
new transportation infrastructure. These funds may
only be used to pay for expansion of the existing
system or construction of new infrastructure. For

O*R*E*G*0O*N

B Transit
STBD

B Street
$1,045,000

u Bike

$1,601,500

example, SDCs may be used to add a lane to an
existing road or construct a new sidewalk where one
did not previously exist. Conversely, they may not be
used to repave an existing road.

Additional Sources

In addition, there are various funding sources that
which the City could leverage to finance
transportation improvements. However, most of
these opportunities would involve applying for
competitive  grants  that require  interagency
cooperation with regional and state partners. Any
projects in Phoenix entered into the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) are
eligible for federal funding from the Surface
Transportation Program (STP). Phoenix is also
located in the Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning
Organization (RVMPO), which maintains a list of
projects in its Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
that are eligible for discretionary funds paid through
the federal STP and Congestion Management/Air
Quality (CMAQ) programs. Other potential funding
mechanisms include a citywide gas tax, local
improvement districts (LID), downtown parking fees,
revenue bonds and statewide grant and loan funding
opportunities, including the ConnectOregon, Oregon
Transportation  Infrastructure Bank, Immediate
Opportunity Fund and Special City Allotment
programs. Transit improvements to local bus service
in collaboration with the Rogue Valley Transit
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District (RVTD) could be financed through formula
funds from the Federal Transit Administration.

Transportation System Plan
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Chapter 8: Appendices

Appendix 1. Technical Memo #1: Definition and Background
o Appendix A: Review of Plans and Policies
o Appendix B: Analysis Methodology
Appendix 2. Technical Memo #2: Existing System Inventory
o Appendix A: Street Inventory
o Appendix B: Environ. & Land Use Reconnaissance
o Appendix C: Sociveconomic and Environmental Justice Analysis
Appendix 3. Technical Memo #3: Transportation System Operations
o Appendix A: Seasonal Factors
o Appendix B: Existing Analysis Results (Synchro)
o Appendix C: Multimodal 1.OS Analysis
o Appendix D: Crash Data Summary
o Appendix E: Traffic V' olume Development
o Appendix F: Future Analysis Results (Synchro)
o Appendix G: Highway Safety Mannal Analysis
Appendix 4. Technical Memo #4: Improvement Concepts Evaluation
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