
From: Matt Hughart <MHUGHART@kittelson.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 13, 2024 8:33 AM 
To: laurallaroque@gmail.com <laurallaroque@gmail.com> 
Subject: RE: Lebanon Trail Impact Analysis 

 No, the City of Lebanon has not forwarded this or asked us for technical review assistance. 

Matt Hughart, AICP 
Principal Planner 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
Transportation Engineering / Planning 
503.535.7425 (direct) 
503.936.1463 (mobile) 

 

From: laurallaroque@gmail.com <laurallaroque@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 13, 2024 8:25 AM 
To: Matt Hughart <MHUGHART@kittelson.com> 
Subject: RE: Lebanon Trail Impact Analysis 

[External Sender] 

Matt, 

 Thank you.  Attached is the notice that I received from Linn County.  The proposal is just 
outside the city limits but in the city’s UGB.  Has the city forwarded it to you for comments? 

 Laura LaRoque 

503-501-7197 

 

http://www.kittelson.com/


On Tue, Aug 13, 2024 at 12:01 PM <laurallaroque@gmail.com> wrote: 

Hello Thad/Joanne, 

 Thank you again for meeting me at the property to discuss the trail project and a potential 
property line adjustment.  In terms of the property line adjustment, I have attached a revised 
draft map for your consideration.  The adjusted line is set to 40’ north of edge of bridge 
wing.  Let me know if further adjustments to the map are necessary as well as if this is a 
direction the BLT board is interested in pursuing. 

 In terms of the trail project, I have decided to submit comments to the County for their 
consideration.  Overall, I feel the submitted land use application needs more detailed 
information to determine if the proposed termination of the pedestrian bridge at Santiam 
Street will create an unsafe situation now or later once additional traffic is introduced to this 
area.  Additionally, the submittal does not provide specific detail about the final ownership 
structure of the properties (after trail development occurs).  Lastly, I plan to include a 
request for a 6’ chain-link fence along the west side of the trail to limit trespass onto my 
family’s properties as and request for existing park regulations to be applied to this trail 
segment.  My intention is not to oppose the trail but to instead make sure it is a good fit with 
the existing and anticipated improvements in the area. My hope is that the comments are 
received in the manner they are intended.  Not to be oppositional but to ensure compatibility 
between the trail and anticipated future development. 

Please feel free to reach out with any questions. 

Laura LaRoque 

503-501-7197   

From: Thad Nelson <thadlnelson@gmail.com> 
Date: August 14, 2024 at 6:34:59 AM PDT 
To: laurallaroque@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: River Park to Santiam Trail proposal 

Hi Laura, 

You have several good suggestions.  The fence in particular is something we can strongly 
support.  As far as safety is concerned, I want to point out that "multiple use trails" 
commonly enter onto quiet residential streets that are designated as "greenways" and 
clearly marked to indicate they are being shared by cars, bicycles and 
pedestrians.  The technique has proven to be safe and effective. Ron Whitlatch expressed no 
concerns about our intentions to incorporate such a plan for our new trail.  

mailto:laurallaroque@gmail.com


I'm not sure why BLT should be required to provide specific detail about the "final ownership 
structure" of the properties but I'm sure the county will let us know if that is a legitimate 
concern.  

While we always want to be conscious of safety, it has been our impression that the traffic 
on Santiam St. and the bridge into Wood's Trailer Park is low enough for the roadways to be 
shared by trail users. Traffic over that bridge is expected to increase to a limited extent over 
time as properties east of the trailer park are developed. Allowing additional motor vehicles 
to enter the roadway from a new housing development less than 1/2 block from our new 
trail's exit point onto Santiam St. is a legitimate concern and could jeopardise our 
greenway.  Serious consideration should be given to whether that is wise. Why add to what 
you have already identified as a potentially unsafe traffic situation - especially when we are 
in an ideal position at this point to prevent it? 

While you are still welcome to submit your purchase offer to the BLT Board as per our 
discussion yesterday, it is only reasonable for you to understand that they have been given a 
lot of new information to evaluate including whether allowing a new bridge and housing 
development to enter the roadway adjacent to our trail is wise. That is something I, 
personally, had not considered. The action would clearly increase the number of motor 
vehicles entering the greenway significantly.  A decision is not something the board is likely 
to feel comfortable making until we have much more information and trail project details are 
more fully defined.  

Thad 

 From: Thad Nelson <thadlnelson@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2024 7:08 AM 
To: Laura LaRoque <laurallaroque@gmail.com> 
Cc: Joanne <joannenelson07@gmail.com>; Rod Sell <rodneywsell@gmail.com> 
Subject: Greenway clarification 

 Hello again, 

After sending the email I wrote last night I thought it would be good to provide you with a little 
more clarity as to where I am coming from. I am concerned that your unfamiliarity with 
"greenways" may be inadvertently placing your subdivision and (less likely) our trail in 
jeopardy.  Greenways are extensively used in Eugene, Portland and elsewhere to connect 
sections of the city that cannot be reached by offroad dedicated trails. Much different than 
bike lanes and sidewalks, trail users find them to be not only useful but desirable. A 
greenway's road surface carries walkers, bikers, runners, motor vehicles, wheelchairs and 
scooters alike and functions as a glorified trail - often connecting one off-road dedicated trail 



to another.  They require relatively low motor vehicle traffic volumes to function properly and 
are used in mature communities where major development is not expected to occur. 

 The greenway that BLT is proposing is critical to our making the connection between 
approximately 6 miles of existing trail on the north side of town and nearly 8 miles of trail on 
the east and south sides of town, By focusing attention on your desire to have BLT to provide 
for future traffic growth, I believe you are placing your planned housing development at 
significant risk. Please keep in mind that while BLT considers our proposed greenway 
connection to be essential, your planned housing development is not! 

Thad 

From: laurallaroque@gmail.com 
Date: August 14, 2024 at 8:44:41 AM PDT 
To: Thad Nelson <thadlnelson@gmail.com> 
Cc: Joanne <joannenelson07@gmail.com>, Rod Sell <rodneywsell@gmail.com> 
Subject: RE: Greenway clarification 

Thad, 

 I appreciate your response and believe there are many solutions to ensure safety and 
compatibility with both the recreational and housing needs of the city.  I encourage 
continued dialogue during the trail planning process so we may work together on any needed 
solutions to aid both goals. 

 Laura 
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19. Gill's Landing Trail Award
Interim City Manager Whitlatch presented the request for the Gill's Landing Trail Award. Six
bids were received. Santiam Canyon Excavating was the lowest bid. The City Attorney
reviewed the proposal.
Motion made to approve the Gill's Landing Trail Award by Councilor - Ward 3 Salvage,
Seconded by Councilor - Ward 2 Workman.
Voting Yea: Councilor - Ward 1 Dykstra, Councilor - Ward 1 Mann, Councilor - Ward 2
Ullfers, Councilor - Ward 2 Workman, Councilor - Ward 3 Salvage, Council President -
Ward 3 Steinhebel

20. Department Reports:
Written reports were submitted in the packet from each department.
Interim City Manager Ron Whitlatch gave an update on Airport Road traffic signal.
There was discussion on the Elmore parking concern. Discussion ensued on removing parking
from the south side of the street. A Traffic Study was completed, and those findings reported
to Council. Surrounding Property Owner and residents will be notified of the process moving
forward.
A reminder of the Strategic Planning Session on July 22 at Boulder Falls was giving to the
Council.
A Work Session will be held in August on Utility Service Fees.
Community and Economic Development Director Hart, Consultant Shawn Tate, Interim City
Manager Ron Whitlatch, and Representative's from Lori Chavez DeRemer's office visited the
Wastewater Treatment Plant to explore possible funding options. Mayor added the City will
more aggressively seek every asset and be sure we have a voice at the table for policy
making decisions that impact Lebanon.

ITEMS FROM COUNCIL 

Councilor Steinhebel reported on the Strawberry Festival and acknowledged the many volunteers and 
staff that make it a success. 
PUBLIC/PRESS COMMENTS 

Connie Strupund asked if there were any plans for a bottle drop in Lebanon. Staff responded that they 
had reached out before but can reach out again. Ms. Strupund also questioned the plans for a 
roundabout on Cascade Drive as identified in the TSP. 
NEXT SCHEDULED COUNCIL MEETING(S): July 10, 2024 Regular Meeting 

July 22, 2024 Strategic Planning Session 
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NIMBY NBR, LLC 

450 Walnut Street, Lebanon, OR 97355 

Phone: (503) 501-7197 

Linn County Planning & Building Department 

Attn: Linn County Planning Commission  

 

300 SW 4th Avenue, Room 114 

P.O. Box 100, Albany, OR 97321 

Phone: (541) 967-3816, ext. 2360 

Email: aboles@co.linn.or.us 

 

Linn County Planning Commission: 

This letter is to serve as written testimony for the December 10, 2024, Linn County Planning Commission 

hearing on Planning File No. PD24-0237; a Condition Use Permit for a public trail on properties identified 

by the Linn County Tax Assessor Map No. T12S, R02W, Section 11AC, Tax Lot 1200 and T12S, R02W, Section 

11BD Tax Lot 2000.  

As outlined in previously submitted testimony by NIMBY NBR, LLC and as further reiterated below Planning 

File No. PD24-0237 fails to demonstrate that the proposed use complies with the decision criteria of Linn 

County Development Code (LCDC) Section 933.260(B)(1 – 5)(9) and as such should be denied. 

Review Criterion 1 (LCDC 933.260(B)(1))  

(1) The proposed development is permitted and is consistent with the affected city’s comprehensive plan 

map designations and future city zoning.  

1. The proposed development is a public trail. A public trail is permissible when owned or operated 

by a government agency or a public utility. (LCDC 930.720(B)(3) and LCDC 920.100(261)) 

The County states that “nothing in the County Code prohibits the applicant from being a 

representative or person other than a government agency or public utility. Email correspondence 

provided by the applicant from the Lebanon Community Development Director indicates that the 

applicant will retain ownership of the trail until the project is complete, and then turn over the to 

the City to ensure that the project is constructed to the City’s satisfaction.”  

It is contested that the Applicant (BLT) is not a representative of a government agency, and the 

supposed land/trail conveyance has not been formally approved by the City of Lebanon. The 

provided email correspondence from a Lebanon city staff member is irrelevant since only City 

Council can make the decision to acquire private property.  

mailto:aboles@co.linn.or.us
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On page 27 of Exhibit A, the Applicant includes an email from Lebanon City staff stating that once 

the project is completed the (Lebanon) City Council will vote to accept ownership. Notably, the 

outcome of a future Lebanon City Council vote is unknown and could very well be a denial. 

In Section 16.16.020(B) of the Lebanon Development Code, it is stated that “the city may (…) accept 

dedication of land (…). However, the city is under no obligation to do so.   

As denoted in the June 12, 2024, Lebanon City Council meeting minutes, although City Council 

approved expenditures from the transient lodge tax funds to BLT, at least one councilor expressed 

concerns about limited staffing once trails are built and maintenance becomes the responsibility of 

the city. Since that time the city has held several townhall meetings to discuss implementation of a 

utility fee to simply maintain basic level of staff services, cut most of the City’s parks staff due to 

budgetary constraints, and have deferred nearly all maintenance funding for existing parks and 

trails.  It is entirely likely that the City Council may not feel it is timely to take on additional 

infrastructure and the maintenance that comes along with it.  

2. The Applicant states that “BLT will retain ownership of the trail until the project is completed and 

then turned over to the city. Until the project has been completed to their satisfaction the city is 

unable to guarantee that they will take ownership. This practice is the same as any other private 

development with public infrastructure. Until the project is built, inspected, and approved the city 

doesn’t take ownership.” 

The city can in fact acquire the subject properties if both parties are willing and construct the 

proposed public trail with assistance from BLT. Unlike other private developments that include 

dedications of public infrastructure, the zoning of the subject properties only allows a public use to 

be developed if such use is owned or operated by a government agency.   

There are numerous ways the Applicant could formalized an agreement with the City of Lebanon 

to own and operate the proposed public trail or simply transfer the subject properties to the City 

but has failed to do so.  Examples of commonly used tools that have failed to be produced by the 

Applicant are as follows: 

• A signature from the City of Lebanon on the submitted land use application as a co-

applicant 

• A Development Agreement (a legally binding contract between a property owner or 

developer and a government agency) that specifies the negotiated terms of development 

• Annexation and subsequent development approval by the City of Lebanon 

• Land acquisition by City of Lebanon and subsequent construction of the proposed trail 

under City of Lebanon ownership.  

3. The County cannot ignore the proposed use conflicts with the City of Lebanon’s Residential Low 

Density (Z-RL) Zoning District.  Even if the County establishes that the trail is part of the City’s 

Comprehensive Plan, it must demonstrate consistency with both the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
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and future zone designation. As outlined and shown below in Table 16.05-5, a recreational trail is 

not permitted in the Residential Density Zoning District.   

 
Figure 1 Table 16.05-5 of the Lebanon Development Code 

 

On page 26 of Exhibit A, the Lebanon Community Development Director claims a clerical error must 

have been made during a 2008 Lebanon Development Code text amendment in this regard.  If this 
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was the case, why in 16 years has staff not corrected this oversight through a Development Code 

Text Amendment?    

It is contested that the prohibition of recreation trails in the Residential Density Zoning District was 

in fact intentional as the recreation trail use category was amended from a Conditional Use permit 

to a prohibited use.  Furthermore, Trail 4, Sections 1 and 2 in the Lebanon Trails Plan (being 

represented as the subject of this application) are denoted across property entirely outside of the 

Residential Low Density Zoning District. 

4. The County cannot ignore the proposed use also conflicts with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  The 

Lebanon Trails Strategic Plan, Parks Master Plan, and Lebanon Transportation Plan all depict the 

Trail 4, Sections 1 and 2 nearly entirely along the east of the Santiam Canal and entirely outside of 

the Residential Low Density Zoning District as depicted below: 

• Trail 4 Section 1 begins at the entrance to Had-Irvine Park on Wheeler Street, then travels 

east along the Wheeler 

Street right-of-way for a 

short distance before 

turning south and 

proceeding along the 

eastern edge of the 

Bridgeport Condominiums, 

then leading alongside the 

Albany-Santiam Canal in a 

southeastern direction, 

ending at the Santiam Street 

Bridge. 

Project Goal: Development 

of a safe and accessible 

multi-use trail located 

between Tennessee Road 

and Santiam Street. 

 

Figure 2 Trail 4, Section 1 of the Lebanon Trails Plan with proposed trail 
alignment mark-ups.  



Page 5 of 12 
 

• Trail 4 Section 2 begins at the southern end of Trail 4 Section 1 near the Santiam Street 

Bridge, and follows the Albany-Santiam Canal in a southeast direction, ending at (…) River 

Park to the north. 

Project Goal: Development of a safe and accessible multi-use trail located alongside the 

Albany-Santiam canal between Santiam Street and the forested area north of River Park. 

 
Figure 3 Trail 4, Section 2 of the Lebanon Trails Plan with proposed trail alignment mark-ups. 
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Review Criterion 2 (LCDC 933.260(B)(2))  

(2) The location, size, design and operating characteristics of the proposed development are compatible with 

future development allowed by the affected city’s comprehensive plan map designation.  

5. The county has failed to make findings about the proposed use compliance with Figure 16 of the 

Lebanon Transportation System Plan or in this case it’s noncompliance with this design standard. 

Figure 16 of the Lebanon Transportation System Plan denotes a 15-foot-wide paved shared-use 

path with 1.5-foot-wide shoulders in areas with significant walking or biking demand.  The Applicant 

proposes a 10-foot-wide paved shared use path with 1-foot-wide shoulders. 

The Applicant indicates that since a portion of the proposed trail is within a floodplain then the 

entire trail width should be less than the 15-foot standard.  It is unclear why a lesser width would 

lessen impacts on the special flood hazard area or why trail portions outside of the special flood 

hazard area should also be deficit in width.   

The Applicant also states that BLT has set precedent for building trails deficit in width and that this 

practice should be continued as justification for not complying with the design standard in Figure 

16 of the Lebanon Transportation System Plan.   

If the city’s shared-use path design standard is not representative of what is being constructed or 

what is needed to support significant walking or biking demand, then city staff should perform a 

Development Code Text Amendment to amend this code provision not arbitrarily violate their own 

code.    

Review Criterion 4 (LCDC 933.260(B)(4))  

(4) The location, design and site planning of the proposed development does not: (a) preclude future urban 

development on the subject property or adjacent properties; or (b) conflict with future location and 

placement of streets and services  

6. The County and Applicant has failed to make findings specific to LDCD 933.260(B)(4) about how the 

location, design, and site planning of the proposed development will not conflict with future 

location and placement of streets and services to adjacent properties.  

The County simply states that the city did not submit comments indicating that the proposed use 

would not preclude future urban development or conflict with the future location or placement of 

streets and services, which is not an analysis on how this criterion is either met or unmet.  

The Applicant states they are “working with the City and Udell Engineering to develop a detailed 

development plan. The plan will include review of trail entrance/exits at Santiam Street, pedestrian 

bridge design and location, as well as design considerations for floodplain elevations. The trail 

termination point will be determined during project design.” 

A statement indicating BLT is “working (…) to develop a detailed development” is not evidence that 

the proposed development is consistent with this review criterion.  A detailed site development 

plan is required at the time of application submittal, not afterwards.   
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In fact, the Applicant’s originally submitted “plan” (i.e., a highlighter marking on pages 5 and 6 of 

Exhibit A) and newly submitted “plan” (i.e., dots on pages 28 and 29 of Exhibit A) are already 

inconsistent.  Seemingly the proposal has changed from a mid-block crossing across Santiam Street 

to a crossing across Santiam Street bridge. It is unclear which alignment is being proposed, why 

something as crucial as the trail termination point at Santiam Street would be deferred until after 

the land use review process, and why “project design” mentioned page 18 of Exhibit A is not 

complete.  

The below photos show that that the edge of roadway northeast of the Santiam Street bridge is 

essentially steeply sloped canal bank lacking a sidewalk and utility pole placement in the middle of 

the sidewalks along East Carolina Street and the east side of Bromil Street.   

Where are the trail users supposed to go once, they cross the Santiam Street Bridge?  Presumably, 

the term “greenway” used by the Applicant means intermixing motor vehicles and pedestrians.  

Certainly, this is not the type of user experience that the creators of the Lebanon Trails Plan had in 

mind for Trail 4, Section 1 nor does this meet the definition of a greenway.  

 
Figure 4 North of the Santiam Street bridge showing steeply sloped canal bank precluding sidewalk construction. 

 
Figure 5 Utility pole placement in sidewalk north of East Carolina Street 
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7. The Applicant states that there are no known current development projects near the project area. 

Yet, the Applicant has performed multiple site visits to discuss a residential housing development 

project to be located at 680 E. Isabella, 400 Walnut Street, and 450 Walnut Street and 

reconstruction of the E. Isabella Street bridge across a portion of the subject properties to serve 

these properties.   

In fact, in an email dated August 14, 2024, a BLT representative, states that allowing additional 

motor vehicles to enter the roadway from this proposed residential housing development (i.e., 680 

E. Isabella, 400 Walnut Street, and 450 Walnut Street) less than ½ block the trail exit point to 

Santiam Street is “a legitimate concern and could jeopardize our greenway.  Serious consideration 

should be given whether that is wise.”  The BLT representative further states “By focusing attention 

on your desire to have BLT to provide for future traffic growth, I believe you are placing your planned 

housing development at significant risk. Please keep in mind that while BLT considers our proposed 

greenway connection to be essential, your planned housing development is not!”  

The City of Lebanon is also aware of the future residential housing development project to be 

located at 680 E. Isabella, 400 Walnut Street, and 450 Walnut Street since multiple meetings have 

been held to discuss bridge and utility designs to serve these properties.  In fact, the city has 

reviewed and discussed a preliminary redesign of the East Isabella Street bridge with a pedestrian 

walkway and asked why BLT would not consider utilizing this bridge for the trail crossing to Santiam 

Street.   

8. The City of Lebanon does not have transportation engineer on staff and instead contracts these 

services with Kittelson and Associates, Inc.  On August 13, 2023, the Appellant (NIMBY NBR, LLC) 

reached out to Matt Hughart, the Principal Planner at Kittelson and Associates, Inc. about the 

subject application who indicated that neither the City of Lebanon (or Linn County) forwarded the 

application to them for their review or asked for technical review assistance.  It is, therefore, 

unknown how the city or county could make any determination about conformance with the 

applicable transportation plans or regulations. 

In November 2024, the Appellant received a Transportation Impact Analysis from Scott Ferguson, 

the principal transportation planning and traffic engineer of Ferguson and Associates, Inc. This 

analysis is enclosed with this document. Findings and conclusions from this analysis find that the 

proposed trail-bridge location: 

a. Improperly encourages mid-block pedestrian crossings on Santiam Street.  

b. Does not adequately address impacts for pedestrian. 

c. Does not consider how the trail to the north will connect in the future. 

d. Creates the need for mitigation which may improperly be passed on to future development. 

e. Has not considered alternative locations or treatments to resolve potential problems with 

pedestrian/vehicle conflicts.  
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As stated in the analysis, it was observed that one or two vehicles would park directly in front of 

mailboxes on S. Santiam Street. Vehicles parked in front of the mailbox restricted visibility for traffic 

leaving the mobile home park as well as limiting the flow of traffic.  This was further complicated 

when a school bus arrived on S. Santiam Street and stopped between the mailbox and the bridge.  

Additionally, since the bridge is only 12-feet-wide, it can only accommodate a single vehicle at a 

time.  Because of this, vehicles also stopped at S. Santiam to wait for another vehicle to cross. 

While this situation is not ideal (…) the completion of the (trail) bridge would introduce additional 

pedestrians at a midpoint on S. Santiam Street, which is probably the worst place for pedestrians 

to cross, as it would introduce additional conflicts and increase the number of distractions for 

drivers.   

 
Figure 6 Santiam Street traffic queueing and congestion near proposed trail termination 

 
Figure 7 Santiam Street and Santiam Street bridge traffic queueing and congestion near proposed trail termination 



Page 10 of 12 
 

Review Criterion 5 (LCDC 933.260(B)(5))  

(5) If the proposed development has the potential to generate conflicts which have been determined to be 
detrimental to the public health, safety and general welfare or to the overall livability of the neighborhood, 
then the development shall not be permitted without mitigations. The mitigations will be determined by the 
decisionmaker. Potential conflicts include, but are not limited to noise, vibration, smoke, dust, odor, fumes, 
heat, glare or electromagnetic interference.  

9. The proposal opens public access to an area where none exists currently. The proposed 

development occurs along property that is bisected from the public street system by the Lebanon 

Santiam Canal and Albany Santiam Canal. Providing 24-hour unsecured public access will make 

adjoining private property more susceptible to crime, littering, vandalism, trespass, and vagrancy 

all of which are detrimental to the public health, safety and general welfare or overall liability of the 

neighborhood.   

The County states that “no substantial evidence has been submitted to demonstrate that the 

proposed use has the potential to generate conflicts.” Below is photographic evidence from 

December 2, 2024, depicting trespassing and littering already occurring on the subject properties.   

 
Figure 8 Fence on subject property cut to allow trespass from River Park. 
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Figure 9 Trash on subject property 

As a regular trail user, I have personally observed dogs running off leash, undisposed of dog waste, 

illegal off trail footpaths, and trespassing on private property abutting the public trail system. I have 

also observed illegal homeless encampments in River Park and on portions of the subject properties 

on numerous occasions in the last two years. 

Furthermore, during a recent BLT meeting, a BLT representative provided an update on their 

volunteer graffiti crew that routine monitors and cleans up graffiti along the trail system.  This 

practice is indicative of common place property damage taking place along the existing public trail 

system which can reasonably be assumed to also occur along the proposed trail section.  

In exhibit A of the staff report, the Applicant now proposes to include a 5-foot-tall chain link fence 

along the entire southwest side of trail, light poles at 83-foot intervals, two trash receptacles, and 

dog waste stations. Yet, County staff have failed to produce conditions of approval to ensure that 

these items are in fact installed and/or installed at a certain point of time. 

The Applicant states that the city “indicates” there will be illumination from dusk till dawn and 

“agrees” the trail will be under Lebanon’s Parks Rules and Regulations, which include use time 

restrictions.  However, as stated on page 25 of Exhibit A, city staff merely state that if the City 

accepts the trail Lebanon’s Park Rules and Regulations will be adopted and a trail lighting system 

will be operated from dusk to dawn.  It is unknown what will happen if the city denies acceptance 

of the trail.  Further, County staff have failed to produce a condition of approval requiring the 

application of Lebanon’s Parks Rules and Regulations to the subject properties and at what point of 

time. 
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Review Criterion 9 (LCDC 933.260(B)(9))  

(9) The proposed development site is located outside of a mapped geologic hazard area or of a 100-year 

flood plain unless it is demonstrated that the use can be designed and engineered to comply with accepted 

hazard-mitigation requirements.  

10. The Applicant states that ”Udell Engineering will work with BLT to provide a formal trail design that 

complies with the Linn County Floodplain Management Code which will be submitted to the Linn 

County Administrator for review.” 

A statement by the Applicant that they are working on developing on a formal trail design is not 

evidence that the proposed development is consistent with this review criterion.  A detailed site 

development plan is required at the time of application submittal, not after the land use decision 

has been issued.  How can the review body determine if the use can be designed and engineered 

to comply with the Linn County Floodplain Management Code without a project design plan or 

preliminary civil engineering plan set? 

Additionally, neither the County nor Applicant has addressed how the proposed development will 

comply with either County or FEMA’s Pre-Implementation Compliance Measures.  Measures that 

direct all jurisdictions to either prohibit all new development in the floodplain; incorporate the 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) into local floodplain ordinances; or develop a floodplain Habitat 

Assessment documenting that proposed development in the Special Flood Hazard Area will achieve 

“no net loss.” 

Conclusion  

Ultimately, the Applicant has failed to produce any evidence the trail will be government owned and 

operated or a safe trail and street intersection design.  Furthermore, a detailed development plan has not 

been produced demonstrating compliance with the City’s design standards, floodplain regulations, or 

compatibility with future road and utility improvements in the immediate area. Lastly, the proposal fails to 

mitigate all potential conflicts without the application of the Lebanon’s Parks Rules and Regulations to the 

subject property.  As such the Applicant fails to demonstrate that the proposed use complies with the 

decision criteria of Linn County Development Code (LCDC) Section 933.260(B)(1 – 5)(9) and as such should 

be denied. 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS  
 

SITE CONDITIONS AND ADJACENT LAND USES 

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 

TABLE 1 – EXISTING STREET CHARACTERISTICS 

1 Per the City of Lebanon TransportaƟon System Plan (2018). 
2 There is no on-street parking on the paved cross-secƟon, but some segments have an extended 
gravel shoulder where vehicles were observed to park. 
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RELEVANT LOCAL POLICIES AND REGULATIONS   

 

 

 



TRAFFIC FORECAST 

OTHER DEVELOPMENT 

TABLE 2 – ITE TRIP GENERATION RATES 

ITE Land Use & Code 
Ind. 

variable 

Trip Ends Rate In/Out Split 

Passby 
Percent 

(trips per t.s.f) (percent) 

PM 
Peak 
Hour Daily 

PM 
Peak 
Hour Daily 

TABLE 3 –TRIP GENERATION FORECAST 

ITE Land Use 

Size PM Peak Hour Trip Ends 

Daily (units) In Out Total 

Pass-by Trips 



Modal Split 

Trip Distribution and Assignment 

FUTURE TRAFFIC FLOW  
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TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

 
TABLE 4 – PM PEAK HOUR OPERATIONS – ISABELLE ST/SANTIAM ST 

SCENARIO MOVEMENT 
LEVEL OF 

SERVICE 
DELAY 

(SEC/VEH) 

VOLUME – 

CAPACITY RATIO 
(V/C) 

TABLE 5 – PM PEAK HOUR OPERATIONS – CAROLINA ST/SANTIAM ST 

SCENARIO MOVEMENT 
LEVEL OF 

SERVICE 
DELAY 

(SEC/VEH) 

VOLUME – 

CAPACITY RATIO 
(V/C) 

 



  

TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS 

SIGHT DISTANCE 

Stopping Sight Distance Guidelines 

Intersection Sight Distance Guidelines 



TABLE 6 – AASHTO GUIDELINES FOR STOPPING AND INTERSECTION SIGHT DISTANCE 

DESIGN SPEED 

STOPPING 

SIGHT 

DISTANCE 
 (FT.) 

INTERSECTION 

SIGHT DISTANCE 

FOR LEFT-TURNS 

FROM STOP 
(FT.) (1) 

INTERSECTION SIGHT 

DISTANCE FOR RIGHT-
TURNS FROM STOP AND 

CROSSING MANEUVER 
 (FT.) (2) 

Sight Distance at Study Intersections 



 



EVAULATION OF BRIDGE 
LOCATION 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 



Appendix A –   Intersection Count Summaries 

 



PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC COUNT SUMMARY

Count Location: Lebanon, OR East-West Street Name: E Isabella St
North-South Street Name: S Santiam St

Count Date(s): Peak Hour: 4:00 to 5:00 p.m.

 
 ^

|
North

|
0 0 0 0 0 0 ^

0 0 0 0

4 5 0 0

1 6 0 0

<--- E Isabella St ---> ^
|

5 0 11 S Santiam St 0 0 3

|
Total Entering Vehicles: 32 v Total Entering Bicycles: 3

na

na na na

0 0 0

0

na 0 0 na

0.00 0.00 0 0.06 0 0.00 0.00 3 2

0.00 0 0 0.00

3

2 0 0

0.4 na 0

0.13

Total Entering Heavy Vehicles: 2

Peak Hour Factor by Approach

na

0 0

10 11

0.63 PHF: 0.62 0.55

5 15

0.50 7 16

Ferguson & Associates, Inc Phone: 541-617-9352
PO Box 1336 Project #: 1800
Bend, OR 97709 gscott@traffic-team.us

Pedestrians (crossings per hour)Heavy Vehicles (trucks per hour)

Approach & Departure Volumes (vehicles per hour)

Vehicles per Hour (all vehicles) Bicycles



PEAK PERIOD TRAFFIC COUNT -- DETAILED COUNT DATA

Count Location: Lebanon, OR East-West Street Name: E Isabella St
North-South Street Name: S Santiam St

Count Date(s): Peak Hour: 4:00 to 5:00 p.m.

ALL VEHICLES
TIME NORTHBOUND EASTBOUND SOUTHBOUND WESTBOUND

STARTING ENDING Right Through Left Right Through Left Right Through Left Right Through Left TOTAL
4:00 4:15 6 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 13
4:15 4:30 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 5
4:30 4:45 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 8
4:45 5:00 1 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 6
5:00 5:15 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 6
5:15 5:30 4 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 10
5:30 5:45 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 8
5:45 6:00 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 7
6:00 6:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:15 6:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:30 6:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:45 7:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:00 7:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 7:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:30 7:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:45 8:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 21 0 8 3 9 0 0 0 0 0 8 14 63
Peak Hour 11 0 5 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 32

HEAVY VEHICLES
TIME NORTHBOUND EASTBOUND SOUTHBOUND WESTBOUND

STARTING ENDING Right Through Left Right Through Left Right Through Left Right Through Left TOTAL
4:00 4:15 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
4:15 4:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 4:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 5:00 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
5:00 5:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 5:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 5:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 6:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:00 6:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:15 6:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:30 6:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:45 7:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:00 7:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 7:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:30 7:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:45 8:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Peak Hour 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

BICYCLES
TIME NORTHBOUND EASTBOUND SOUTHBOUND WESTBOUND

STARTING ENDING Right Through Left Right Through Left Right Through Left Right Through Left TOTAL
4:00 4:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 4:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 4:45 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
4:45 5:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 5:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 5:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 5:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 6:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:00 6:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:15 6:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:30 6:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:45 7:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:00 7:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 7:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:30 7:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:45 8:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Peak Hour 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

PEDESTRIANS
TIME CROSSINGS

STARTING ENDING South Leg West Leg North Leg East Leg
4:00 4:15 0 3 0 0
4:15 4:30 3 0 0 2
4:30 4:45 0 0 0 0
4:45 5:00 0 0 0 0
5:00 5:15 0 0 0 0
5:15 5:30 0 0 0 0
5:30 5:45 0 0 0 1
5:45 6:00 0 0 0 0
6:00 6:15 0 0 0 0
6:15 6:30 0 0 0 0
6:30 6:45 0 0 0 0
6:45 7:00 0 0 0 0
7:00 7:15 0 0 0 0
7:15 7:30 0 0 0 0
7:30 7:45 0 0 0 0
7:45 8:00 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 3 3 0 3
Peak Hour 3 3 0 2

Ferguson & Associates, Inc Phone: 541-617-9352
PO Box 1336 Project #: 1800
Bend, OR 97709 gscott@traffic-team.us



Appendix B –   Level of Service Calculations 



Generated with Vistro File: X:\...\vistro_01800.vistro Scenario 1: 1 Existing Conditions

Report File: X:\...\LOS_Existing_01800.pdfVersion 2025 (SP 0-1)

Intersection Level Of Service Report

Intersection 4: Isabelle St/Santiam St

Control Type: Two-way yield Delay (sec / veh): 3.7

Analysis Method: HCM 7th Edition Level Of Service: A

Analysis Period: 15 minutes Volume to Capacity (v/c): 0.018

YesYesYesYesCrosswalk

0.000.000.000.00Grade [%]

30.0030.0030.0030.00Speed [mph]

0.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.00Exit Pocket Length [ft]

000000000000No. of Lanes in Exit Pocket

100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00Entry Pocket Length [ft]

000000000000No. of Lanes in Entry Pocket

12.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.00Lane Width [ft]

RightThruLeftRightThruLeftRightThruLeftRightThruLeftTurning Movement

Lane Configuration

WestboundEastboundSouthboundNorthboundApproach

Name

Intersection Setup

0000Pedestrian Volume [ped/h]

00000181100000Total Analysis Volume [veh/h]

000004300000Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h]

1.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.0000Other Adjustment Factor

0.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.6200Peak Hour Factor

0000011700000Total Hourly Volume [veh/h]

000000000000Other Volume [veh/h]

000000000000Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h]

000000000000Pass-by Trips [veh/h]

000000000000Diverted Trips [veh/h]

000000000000Site-Generated Trips [veh/h]

000000000000In-Process Volume [veh/h]

1.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.0000Growth Factor

2.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.00Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%]

1.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.0000Base Volume Adjustment Factor

0000011700000Base Volume Input [veh/h]

Name

Volumes

Ferguson & Associates, Inc.



Generated with Vistro File: X:\...\vistro_01800.vistro Scenario 1: 1 Existing Conditions

Report File: X:\...\LOS_Existing_01800.pdfVersion 2025 (SP 0-1)

0000Number of Storage Spaces in Median

NoNoTwo-Stage Gap Acceptance

0000Storage Area [veh]

NoNoFlared Lane

StopStopFreeFreePriority Scheme

Intersection Settings

AIntersection LOS

2.30d_I, Intersection Delay [s/veh]

AAAAApproach LOS

3.653.700.000.75d_A, Approach Delay [s/veh]

0.000.000.001.351.351.350.000.000.000.000.000.0095th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/ln]

0.000.000.000.050.050.050.000.000.000.000.000.0095th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/ln]

AAAAAAAAAAAAMovement LOS

3.324.073.553.494.203.700.000.002.220.000.002.24d_M, Delay for Movement [s/veh]

0.000.000.000.000.000.020.000.000.000.000.000.00V/C, Movement V/C Ratio

Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results

Ferguson & Associates, Inc.



Generated with Vistro File: X:\...\vistro_01800.vistro Scenario 1: 1 Existing Conditions

Report File: X:\...\LOS_Existing_01800.pdfVersion 2025 (SP 0-1)

Intersection Level Of Service Report

Intersection 5: Carolina St/Santiam St

Control Type: Two-way yield Delay (sec / veh): 4.3

Analysis Method: HCM 7th Edition Level Of Service: A

Analysis Period: 15 minutes Volume to Capacity (v/c): 0.009

YesYesYesYesCrosswalk

0.000.000.000.00Grade [%]

30.0030.0030.0030.00Speed [mph]

0.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.00Exit Pocket Length [ft]

000000000000No. of Lanes in Exit Pocket

100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00Entry Pocket Length [ft]

000000000000No. of Lanes in Entry Pocket

12.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.00Lane Width [ft]

RightThruLeftRightThruLeftRightThruLeftRightThruLeftTurning Movement

Lane Configuration

WestboundEastboundSouthboundNorthboundApproach

Name

Intersection Setup

0000Pedestrian Volume [ped/h]

08102600001808Total Analysis Volume [veh/h]

022020000402Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h]

1.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.0000Other Adjustment Factor

0.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.6200Peak Hour Factor

0561400001105Total Hourly Volume [veh/h]

000000000000Other Volume [veh/h]

000000000000Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h]

000000000000Pass-by Trips [veh/h]

000000000000Diverted Trips [veh/h]

000000000000Site-Generated Trips [veh/h]

000000000000In-Process Volume [veh/h]

1.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.0000Growth Factor

2.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.00Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%]

1.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.0000Base Volume Adjustment Factor

0561400001105Base Volume Input [veh/h]

Name

Volumes

Ferguson & Associates, Inc.



Generated with Vistro File: X:\...\vistro_01800.vistro Scenario 1: 1 Existing Conditions

Report File: X:\...\LOS_Existing_01800.pdfVersion 2025 (SP 0-1)

0000Number of Storage Spaces in Median

NoNoTwo-Stage Gap Acceptance

0000Storage Area [veh]

NoNoFlared Lane

StopStopFreeFreePriority Scheme

Intersection Settings

AIntersection LOS

2.39d_I, Intersection Delay [s/veh]

AAAAApproach LOS

4.104.070.750.69d_A, Approach Delay [s/veh]

1.501.501.500.670.670.670.000.000.000.400.400.4095th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/ln]

0.060.060.060.030.030.030.000.000.000.020.020.0295th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/ln]

AAAAAAAAAAAAMovement LOS

3.534.343.903.404.293.810.000.002.250.000.002.26d_M, Delay for Movement [s/veh]

0.000.010.010.000.010.000.000.000.000.000.000.00V/C, Movement V/C Ratio

Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results

Ferguson & Associates, Inc.



Generated with Vistro File: X:\...\vistro_01800.vistro Scenario 2: 2 Year 2026

Report File: X:\...\LOS_Future_01800.pdfVersion 2025 (SP 0-1)

Intersection Level Of Service Report

Intersection 4: Isabelle St/Santiam St

Control Type: Two-way yield Delay (sec / veh): 5.4

Analysis Method: HCM 7th Edition Level Of Service: A

Analysis Period: 15 minutes Volume to Capacity (v/c): 0.050

YesYesYesYesCrosswalk

0.000.000.000.00Grade [%]

30.0030.0030.0030.00Speed [mph]

0.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.00Exit Pocket Length [ft]

000000000000No. of Lanes in Exit Pocket

100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00Entry Pocket Length [ft]

000000000000No. of Lanes in Entry Pocket

12.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.00Lane Width [ft]

RightThruLeftRightThruLeftRightThruLeftRightThruLeftTurning Movement

Lane Configuration

WestboundEastboundSouthboundNorthboundApproach

Name

Intersection Setup

0000Pedestrian Volume [ped/h]

161800426029016000Total Analysis Volume [veh/h]

44001015704000Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h]

1.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.0000Other Adjustment Factor

0.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.6200Peak Hour Factor

101100263718010000Total Hourly Volume [veh/h]

000000000000Other Volume [veh/h]

000000000000Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h]

000000000000Pass-by Trips [veh/h]

000000000000Diverted Trips [veh/h]

101100262611010000Site-Generated Trips [veh/h]

000000000000In-Process Volume [veh/h]

1.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.0000Growth Factor

2.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.00Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%]

1.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.0000Base Volume Adjustment Factor

0000011700000Base Volume Input [veh/h]

Name

Volumes

Ferguson & Associates, Inc.



Generated with Vistro File: X:\...\vistro_01800.vistro Scenario 2: 2 Year 2026

Report File: X:\...\LOS_Future_01800.pdfVersion 2025 (SP 0-1)

0000Number of Storage Spaces in Median

NoNoTwo-Stage Gap Acceptance

0000Storage Area [veh]

NoNoFlared Lane

StopStopFreeFreePriority Scheme

Intersection Settings

AIntersection LOS

3.98d_I, Intersection Delay [s/veh]

AAAAApproach LOS

4.215.300.820.76d_A, Approach Delay [s/veh]

2.852.852.859.979.979.970.810.810.810.000.000.0095th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/ln]

0.110.110.110.400.400.400.030.030.030.000.000.0095th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/ln]

AAAAAAAAAAAAMovement LOS

3.654.714.474.525.455.200.000.002.300.000.002.27d_M, Delay for Movement [s/veh]

0.010.020.000.000.050.070.000.000.010.000.000.00V/C, Movement V/C Ratio

Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results

Ferguson & Associates, Inc.



Generated with Vistro File: X:\...\vistro_01800.vistro Scenario 2: 2 Year 2026

Report File: X:\...\LOS_Future_01800.pdfVersion 2025 (SP 0-1)

Intersection Level Of Service Report

Intersection 5: Carolina St/Santiam St

Control Type: Two-way yield Delay (sec / veh): 5.1

Analysis Method: HCM 7th Edition Level Of Service: A

Analysis Period: 15 minutes Volume to Capacity (v/c): 0.030

YesYesYesYesCrosswalk

0.000.000.000.00Grade [%]

30.0030.0030.0030.00Speed [mph]

0.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.00Exit Pocket Length [ft]

000000000000No. of Lanes in Exit Pocket

100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00Entry Pocket Length [ft]

000000000000No. of Lanes in Entry Pocket

12.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.0012.00Lane Width [ft]

RightThruLeftRightThruLeftRightThruLeftRightThruLeftTurning Movement

Lane Configuration

WestboundEastboundSouthboundNorthboundApproach

Name

Intersection Setup

0000Pedestrian Volume [ped/h]

024271823000060024Total Analysis Volume [veh/h]

0674600001506Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h]

1.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.0000Other Adjustment Factor

0.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.62000.6200Peak Hour Factor

015171114000037015Total Hourly Volume [veh/h]

000000000000Other Volume [veh/h]

000000000000Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h]

000000000000Pass-by Trips [veh/h]

000000000000Diverted Trips [veh/h]

010111010000026010Site-Generated Trips [veh/h]

000000000000In-Process Volume [veh/h]

1.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.0000Growth Factor

2.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.002.00Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%]

1.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.00001.0000Base Volume Adjustment Factor

0561400001105Base Volume Input [veh/h]

Name

Volumes

Ferguson & Associates, Inc.



Generated with Vistro File: X:\...\vistro_01800.vistro Scenario 2: 2 Year 2026

Report File: X:\...\LOS_Future_01800.pdfVersion 2025 (SP 0-1)

0000Number of Storage Spaces in Median

NoNoTwo-Stage Gap Acceptance

0000Storage Area [veh]

NoNoFlared Lane

StopStopFreeFreePriority Scheme

Intersection Settings

AIntersection LOS

2.82d_I, Intersection Delay [s/veh]

AAAAApproach LOS

5.024.510.780.67d_A, Approach Delay [s/veh]

4.994.994.993.653.653.650.000.000.001.221.221.2295th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/ln]

0.200.200.200.150.150.150.000.000.000.050.050.0595th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/ln]

AAAAAAAAAAAAMovement LOS

4.055.114.943.755.114.640.000.002.330.000.002.34d_M, Delay for Movement [s/veh]

0.000.030.030.020.030.000.000.000.000.000.000.01V/C, Movement V/C Ratio

Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results

Ferguson & Associates, Inc.
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