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CHAPTER I:  INTRODUCTION 
 
Purpose 
 
The Lane County Transportation System Plan (TSP) updates the first Transportation Plan adopted by the County 
in 1980.  The TSP is a 20-year planning document whose overall purpose is to facilitate orderly and efficient 
management of the County’s transportation system.  More specifically, the purpose of adopting a new 
Transportation System Plan and associated code amendments is to: 
• comply with Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS 197.175) and the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR, OAR 660-

012), which require the County to adopt an updated TSP to comply with new state requirements and changing 
circumstances. 

• describe the existing transportation system, including the roads system, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, 
public transportation, rail, air, and water facilities, and pipelines; 

• identify present and future transportation needs, and how these needs will be prioritized and paid for given the 
current and anticipated financial outlook; 

• promote coordination between transportation system improvements and land use requirements; 
• facilitate the multi-modal transportation needs of County citizens; and 
• promote consistency and coordination between agencies with jurisdiction over components of the 

transportation network. 
 
Relationship of TSP to County Comprehensive Plan, City TSPs, and State Plans 
 
The County Comprehensive Plan includes all City-adopted comprehensive plans within the County.  The County 
TSP is a Special Purpose Plan that is a component of the Comprehensive Plan (refer to Lane County General Plan 
Chart, Appendix F). 
 
Each of the twelve incorporated cities within Lane County has its own comprehensive plan, including a 
transportation element and/or a TSP.  These plans are applicable to individual cities and the area outside the city 
limits and inside the corresponding urban growth boundary (UGB). For the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan area, 
TransPlan is the adopted Transportation System Plan, and it applies within the adopted Metro Area General Plan 
boundary.  Under the state TPR, TSPs must be consistent with each other and with State Transportation Plan 
components, including the Oregon Aviation Plan, Oregon Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan, Corridor Plans, Oregon 
Highway Plan, Oregon Public Transportation Plan, the Rail Freight Plan, and the Rail Passenger Policy and Plan. 
 
While the County TSP looks to City TSPs when decisions are needed regarding transportation facilities within 
urban growth boundaries, the County TSP must also be consulted regarding County Roads within urban growth 
boundaries.  Similarly, while state highways, and rail, air, port, and pipeline facilities within the County are 
described in the County TSP and provided for in goals and policies, the managing public or private agency of 
those facilities, and their applicable plan documents, must also be consulted in making decisions about those 
facilities. 
 
To date, the following local jurisdictions within Lane County have completed and adopted TSPs: 
 
• City of Coburg (adopted November 1999) 
• City of Cottage Grove (adopted September 1998) 
• City of Creswell (adopted October 1998) 
• Eugene-Springfield (TransPlan, adopted October 2001, amended July 2002) 
• Junction City (adopted November 2000) 
• City of Oakridge (adopted January 2001) 
• City of Veneta (adopted December 1998) 
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(vii) Public Road.  A road over which the public has a right of use that is a matter of record.  For 
purposes of the Transportation System Plan, a Public Road is a road that has been dedicated for 
use by the public for road purposes either by good and sufficient deed presented to and 
accepted by the Board, or by a partition map and plat or subdivision plat presented to and 
accepted by the Board. Once accepted and placed on record, Public Roads are held in trust for 
the public by the County, and shall specifically exclude private roads, private ways, Private 
Access Easements or agreements, Forest Service roads, Bureau of Land Management roads, 
any Gateway or Way of Necessity as defined by ORS Chapter 376 and any other road which 
has nominally or judicially gained a “public character” by prescriptive or adverse use. A Public 
Road is not normally maintained by the County unless it has been accepted by the Board as a 
County Road as defined in this section, but the County may regulate its use. Common terms for 
this type of road are “Dedicated Public Road” and “Local Access Road”. 

(viii) Rural Road. A road or portion of a road that is not within an urban growth boundary. 
(ix) Stubbed Road. A road having only one outlet, and which is intended to be extended or 

continued to serve future development on adjacent lands. A stubbed road that is part of the 
County Road system is functionally classified as a Local Road.  This can include a cul-de-sac 
or hammerhead turnaround area intended to be extended in the future. 

(x) Turnaround (Cul-de-sac or Hammerhead). The area located at the terminus of a road and 
developed to the standards for Turnarounds in Lane Code Chapter 15, the purpose of which is 
to allow motor vehicles to safely and efficiently reverse direction. 

(xi) Urban Road. A road or portion of a road that is within an urban growth boundary. 
 
(23) Transportation Facility.  A physical system, including any portion thereof, that moves or assists in the 

transport of people, animals, or goods, including roads, bicycle, pedestrian, and equestrian paths, rail lines, 
airport facilities, port facilities, and pipelines, and excluding electricity, water and sewerage systems. 

 
(24) Transportation Project Development.  Implementing the Transportation System Plan (TSP) by determining 

the precise location, alignment, and preliminary design of improvements included in the TSP based on site-
specific engineering and environmental studies. 
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CHAPTER 3:  GOALS AND POLICIES 
 
For convenience, all goals and policies found in the remainder of the document are consolidated in this chapter.   
 
Goals are broad statements of philosophy describing a vision for the future.  Goals are organized by topic area.  
Policies are statements that provide a more specific course of action to move toward goals.  Policies have the 
force of law.  Transportation improvements, land development, and other actions affecting the County’s 
transportation network must be consistent with adopted policies.  Once adopted, the goals and policies will 
become a part of the County’s General Plan. 

 
Goals And Policies 
 
ROADS 
 
Goal 1:  Maintain the safety, physical integrity and function of the County Road network through the 

routine maintenance program, the Capital Improvement Program, and the consistent application 
of road design standards. 

 
Policy 1-a: Road operations, maintenance, repair, and preservation activities shall be a priority of the 

Public Works Operations budget and shall be routinely carried out to protect the public 
investment in, and to ensure adequate functioning of the County Road network.  

 
Policy 1-b: Continue to implement the Capital Improvement Program including yearly adoption to 

address changing conditions, modified project schedules, the addition of new projects, and 
project completion. 

 
Policy 1-c: Safety shall be the first priority in making decisions for the Capital Improvement Program 

and for roadway operations, maintenance, and repair. 
 
Policy 1-d:  The requirements of Lane Code 15 shall be consistently applied to all public and private road 

improvement projects.  In the absence of a County-adopted standard for a particular design 
element, the edition specified in Lane Manual 15.450 of the following primary documents 
shall be the basis for road design, construction, signing and marking decisions: 
(i) The following documents, published by the American Association of State Highway 

and Transportation Officials (AASHTO): 
(a) A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets; 
(b) Roadside Design Guide; 
(c) Geometric Design of Very Low Volume Local Roads (ADT < 400); and 
(d) Guide for Design of Pavement Structures. 

(ii)   The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) published by the Federal 
Highway Administration. 

(iii)  The following additional documents published by the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) and the American Public Works Association (APWA), Oregon 
Chapter: 
(a) Oregon Standard Specifications for Construction (ODOT & APWA); 
(b) Oregon Standard Drawings (ODOT & APWA); 
(c) ODOT Highway Design Manual; 
(d) ODOT Hydraulics Manual; 
(e) ODOT Hydraulics Manual, Volume 2 (Erosion and Sediment Control); 
(f) Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (ODOT, 1995); and 
(g) 1999 Oregon Highway Plan (ODOT). 

(iv)  The Highway Capacity Manual 2000 published by the Transportation Research Board. 
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(v) The Trip Generation, 7th Edition manual published by the Institute of Traffic 
Engineers. 

 
Policy 1-e: Road improvement projects shall consider and, as financially and legally feasible, integrate 

improvements for alternative transportation modes such as sidewalks, bike lanes, and bus 
stop turnouts, consistent with adopted road design standards.  

 
Policy 1-f: Maintain County arterial and collector roads sufficiently for the safe and efficient movement 

of freight, consistent with applicable traffic impact analysis, design policies and standards 
and land use regulations.   

 
Policy 1-g:  Maintain and improve roads consistent with their functional classification.  Reclassify roads 

as appropriate to reflect function and use. 
 
Policy 1-h: City standards shall apply to County Roads functionally classified as local roads within urban 

growth boundaries.  In the absence of City standards, the County’s road design standards 
shall apply. 

 
Goal 2:  Promote a safe and efficient state highway system through the State Transportation Improvement 

Program and support of ODOT capital improvement projects.  
 

Policy 2-a:  Safe movement of vehicles on the State system and, where allowed, bicyclists and pedestrians 
shall be a priority.  Lane County supports development and implementation of ODOT 
projects that improve the safety, operation, and structural characteristics of the State highway 
and bridge system, provided they are consistent with the TSP and applicable federal, state, 
and local regulations. 

  
Policy 2-b:  The County shall coordinate, as appropriate, with ODOT in: 

(i) plan development; 
(ii) managing the existing State system; and 
(iii) designing and developing facility improvements on the State system in Lane County. 

 
Policy 2-c: The County supports the preservation of the natural, historic, cultural, and recreational values 

of federally designated Scenic Byway routes maintained by ODOT. 
 
Policy 2-d: ODOT safety, preservation and modernization projects on the State system shall be consistent 

with Policies 2a-c above, and need not be identified in the Lane County TSP 20-year Project 
List. 

 
Goal 3:  Promote a safe and efficient road network through access management.  
 

Policy 3-a:  Access decisions will be made in a manner consistent with the functional classification of the 
roadway.  

 
Policy 3-b:  Access Management policies and spacing standards found herein and in Lane Code 15.130-

15.139 shall apply to all new development, changes of use, and road and driveway approach 
locations within County Road rights-of-way.  For State facilities, the Oregon Department of 
Transportation controls access pursuant to Oregon Administrative Rules 734, Division 51. 

  
Policy 3-c: Development within a County Road right-of-way, including but not limited to excavation, 

clearing, grading, utility placement, culvert placement or replacement, other stormwater 
facilities, and construction or reconstruction of road or driveway approaches, is allowed only 
upon approval of a facility permit. 
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Policy 3-d: Properties adjacent to County Roads shall be granted reasonable access subject to access 
management and other applicable policies and standards herein and in Lane Code. Where 
access is available from more than one road, access shall be taken from the road with the 
lower functional classification as defined in Lane Code 15.020(2), unless otherwise approved 
by the County Engineer or designee. 

 
Policy 3-e:  Decisions regarding placement, location, relocation, and spacing of traffic control devices, 

including but not limited to traffic signals, turn lanes, and medians shall be based upon 
accepted engineering practices as provided for in the edition specified in Lane Manual 15.450 
of the following documents: The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), the Oregon Standard Drawings published by the 
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and American Public Works Association 
(APWA), and A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets published by the 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO). 

 
Policy 3-f:  New development shall accommodate on-site traffic circulation on the site and not by 

circulating on and off the site through multiple access points using the public road system.  
"Backing out" maneuvers should be avoided for new driveways on all urban arterials and 
rural major collectors. 

 
Goal 4: Maintain acceptable road performance levels. 
 

Policy 4-a: The performance standard on County-maintained roads shall be as represented in the 
following peak hour volume to capacity ratio (v/c) table from Lane Code 15.696.  Given 
adequate funding for public road improvements and as a secondary priority to safety 
improvements, this standard should be maintained in making decisions about public road 
improvement projects or implementation of other programs and strategies that mitigate 
traffic. 

 
(Table 6 from Chapter 4.1.):  Maximum Volume to Capacity Ratios for Peak Hour Operating Conditions, Lane County Roads 
Roadway Category Location/Speed Limits 

Inside Urban Growth Boundary Outside Urban Growth Boundary  

Eugene-Springfield 
Metro Area 

Outside Eugene-
Springfield Metro 
area where speed 

limit <45 mph 

Outside Eugene-
Springfield Metro 

area where speed >  
45 mph 

Within 
Unincorporated 
Communities 

Outside 
Unincorporated 
Communities 

Freeways and 
Expressways 0.80 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Other County Roads 0.85 0.85 0.75 0.80 0.70 
 

Policy 4-b: In analyzing arterial or collector streets, peak hour level of service analysis methods may be 
appropriate.  Level of service “D”, using the analytical approaches in the Transportation 
Research Board Highway Capacity Manual is the standard of performance to be achieved or 
maintained, and not exceeded.  Not exceeding LOS “D” means achieving or maintaining LOS 
“A”, “B”, “C”, or “D”.  When such analysis is required, both the v/c standard in Lane Code 
15.696 and LOS D must be met.  The standards and procedures to be used in a particular 
study shall be approved in advance by Lane County Public Works, according to the 
procedures in the Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines of the Public Works Engineering 
Division. 

 
Policy 4-c:  A traffic impact analysis shall be required as part of a complete land use application based 

upon the requirements of Lane Code 15.697, for any of the following: 
(i) any development proposal that, if approved, will result in an increase in peak hour 

traffic flow of 50 or more automobile trips outside an urban growth boundary, or 100 or 
more automobile trips inside an urban growth boundary.  The increase in number of 
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trips shall be calculated based upon the methodology in the Institute of Traffic 
Engineers’ Trip Generation manual for the year of publication specified in Lane 
Manual Chapter 15.450 and associated handbook and user’s guide;  

(ii) development proposals that will affect County Roads where congestion or safety 
problems have been identified by previous traffic engineering analysis;  

(iii) any plan amendment proposal, unless waived by the County Engineer as specified 
below; 

(iv) proposed development that will generate or receive traffic by single or combination 
vehicles with gross weights greater than 26,000 pounds as part of their daily operations.  
“Daily operations” includes delivery to or from the site of materials or products 
manufactured, processed, or sold by the business on the site.  “Daily operations” does 
not include routine services provided to the site by others, such as mail delivery, solid 
waste pickup, or bus service. 

 
The County Engineer or designee may waive traffic impact analysis requirements specified 
above, when: 
(i) Previous analysis has determined that the development proposal will not result in 

congestion, safety, or pavement structure impacts that exceed the standards of the 
agency that operates the affected transportation facilities; or 

(ii) In the case of a plan amendment or zone change, the scale and size of the proposal is 
insignificant, eliminating the need for detailed traffic analysis of the performance of 
roadway facilities for the 20-year planning horizon.  Whether the scale and size of a 
proposal may be considered insignificant may depend on the existing level of service 
on affected roadways.  Generally, a waiver to Traffic Impact Analysis will be approved 
when: 
(a) the plan designation or zoning that results will be entirely a resource designation; 

or 
(b) the plan designation or zoning that results will be entirely residential and the 

allowed density is not likely to result in creation of more than 50 lots; and 
(c) there is adequate information for the County Engineer or designee to determine 

that a transportation facility is not significantly affected as defined in Policy    
20-d. 

 
Policy 4-d: When a traffic impact analysis is required, 

(i) it shall evaluate all affected County Road facilities where direct access is proposed, 
including proposed access points and nearby intersections. 

(ii) it shall be prepared by an Oregon-certified engineer with expertise in traffic and road 
construction engineering. 

(iii) it shall document compliance with the Road Design Standards in Lane Code 15.700-
15.708. 

(iv) it shall document compliance with the goals and policies of the applicable 
Transportation System Plan.   

(v) the County Engineer may alter the study requirements based upon the anticipated 
impact of the proposal.  For example, a queue length analysis (based upon 95% 
probability) may be required.   

(vi) the traffic impact analysis requirements shall be coordinated with other affected 
jurisdictions and agencies, such as the Oregon Department of Transportation or a city.   

(vii) traffic engineers preparing traffic impact analyses shall request approval of the scope of 
the analysis before proceeding with the analysis, as specified in the Traffic Impact 
Analysis Guidelines of the Public Works Engineering Division. 

 
Policy 4-e: When a traffic impact analysis is required,  

(i) for plan amendments, it shall demonstrate that the performance standard in  Policy 4-b 
for the affected County Road will not be exceeded within 20 years from the date the 
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analysis is completed as a result of approval of the plan amendment or zone change.  If 
the performance standards are already exceeded at a location affected by the plan 
amendment, the standard shall be to avoid further degradation of conditions; 

(ii) for other proposed land use development, it shall demonstrate that the performance 
standard in Lane Code 15.696 for the affected County Road will not be exceeded 
immediately and for the next five years. 

(iii) if the analysis must include an evaluation of the impacts of heavy vehicles pursuant to 
Policy 4-c (iv), it shall be based upon the procedures for pavement structure analysis in 
Lane Code 15.707. 

(iv)  Traffic impact analyses, and mitigation for traffic impacts on transportation facilities 
shall comply with adopted plans and codes of the agency with jurisdiction for the 
affected facility. 

(v)  If the performance standard in Policy 4-b cannot be achieved or maintained as specified 
in (i) or (ii) above, the traffic impact analysis shall propose road dedications and 
improvements for capacity increases, implementation of demand management 
strategies, or other mitigation measures.  The proposal shall include a description of 
how and when the improvements or measures will be implemented.  Any proposed 
road improvements shall be consistent with applicable state and local policies and 
standards.  Examples of mitigation actions are in Chapter 4.1 in the Level of Service 
and System Performance subsection. Conditions may be assigned to ensure such 
improvements or measures will be implemented. 

 
Any requirements by the County resulting from an approved traffic impact analysis shall be 
the responsibility of the applicant unless otherwise approved by the County. 

  
Policy 4-f: The Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual, for the year of publication 

specified in LM 15.450, is the standard of practice for traffic impact analyses.  The Highway 
Capacity Software (HCS) published by McTrans Center for Microcomputers in 
Transportation, or other approved software, may also be used.  SIGCAP published by ODOT, 
or other ODOT-approved software is acceptable when analysis of both State and County 
facilities is required. 

 
Policy 4-g:  ODOT policies and mobility standards shall be applied to decisions affecting State highways 

in Lane County.  Applicable standards from City Transportation System Plans (TSPs) shall 
be applied to decisions about City streets. 

 
Policy 4-h: Traffic impact analyses shall be based on proposed access points consistent with County 

access management policies and standards specified herein and in Lane Code 15.130-15.139.  
Traffic impact analyses shall also consider the safe operation of affected driveways and 
public street intersections.  Proposals requiring traffic impact analysis shall include a review 
of consistency with Access Management policies and standards as part of the approval of the 
scope of the analysis. 

 
Policy 4-i:  When analyzing signalized intersections, locations where signal warrants may be met, or 

intersections with all-way stop control (AWSC), the primary objective is to maintain the 
performance of the overall intersection. The overall intersection v/c ratio must meet the 
applicable standard.  If level of service analysis is required, the level of service standard must 
also be met.  At unsignalized intersections and road approaches with two-way stop control 
(TWSC), the object is to achieve or maintain the v/c ratios specified in Policy 4-a for the 
approaches that are not stopped.  Approaches at which traffic must stop, or otherwise yield 
the right of way, shall be operated to maintain safe operation of the intersection and all its 
approaches and shall not exceed a v/c ratio of 0.95 within urban growth boundaries and a v/c 
ratio of 0.80 outside of urban growth boundaries.  If public side streets or private driveways 
are predicted to exceed the standards, mitigation measures shall be recommended.  If side 
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street or driveway performance is predicted to exceed standards in order to maintain flow on 
the major street, adequate space for vehicle queuing (based upon 95% probability) must be 
maintained on the side street or driveway.  At the intersection of a County Road and a State 
highway, State highway standards must be maintained for the State highway. 

 
Goal 5:  Promote a safe, functional, and well-maintained bridge network in Lane County. 
 

Policy 5-a: Conduct bridge inspections in compliance with Federal Highway Administration and Oregon 
Department of Transportation requirements. 

 
Policy 5-b Maintain an inventory of all County structures including inspection records showing load 

ratings, general condition, and sufficiency ratings. 
  
Policy 5-c: Consider the inclusion of bridges in the Capital Improvement Program if they are structurally 

or functionally deficient based upon bridge general condition ratings, roadway width, 
bike/pedestrian passage, load capacity, safety, and operating conditions. 

 
Policy 5-d: Conduct routine maintenance and repair to ensure bridge integrity over the duration of its 

design life. 
 
Policy 5-e: Consider the needs of the trucking industry when maintaining, building, or reconstructing 

bridges. 
 
Policy 5-f:  Maintain and restore Lane County covered bridges for their historic, aesthetic and cultural 

value as feasible, through budget allocations to the Capital Improvement Program or other 
funding sources. 

 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES 
 
Goal 6:   Provide safe and convenient opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian travel throughout Lane 

County. 
  

Policy 6-a: Marked bicycle lanes are required on urban arterial and collector streets when those streets 
are newly constructed, are reconstructed to urban standards, or are widened to provide 
additional vehicular capacity.   

 
Policy 6-b: Sidewalks or paved pathways accompanying public streets and roads are necessary wherever 

significant conflicts with motor vehicle traffic jeopardize the health, safety and welfare of 
pedestrians and bicyclists. 
(i) Generally, sidewalks are not provided along rural County Roads (outside of urban 

growth boundaries) although they may be provided where there is a demonstrated 
need in unincorporated communities and in other areas of concentrated commercial, 
industrial, residential, or institutional development.  This will be determined on a 
case by case basis. 

(ii) County arterial and collector roads within urban growth boundaries shall include 
sidewalks and the cost shall be assessed to the abutting property owners, unless the 
assessment is waived by the Board of County Commissioners.  

(iii)  Sidewalks on new or reconstructed County Roads functionally classified as local 
roads within urban growth boundaries shall be required as provided for in City 
development standards.  In the absence of City standards, sidewalks are required for 
new roads or reconstructed roads with existing sidewalks.  Sidewalks shall also be 
required for reconstructed urban local roads without existing sidewalks, except if the 
cost would be excessively disproportionate to the need or probable use, or if sparsity 
of population, other available ways or other factors indicate an absence of any need 
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for sidewalks.  Sidewalks shall be constructed at the expense of the developer or 
adjacent property owners. 

(iv) Roads which do not have curbs and gutters and which are not scheduled to be rebuilt, 
but which do have a significant need for sidewalks, may be provided with temporary 
asphalt walkways. 

 
Policy 6-c:  Public Works staff should work with school district personnel to establish school route plans.  

Based on these plans, Lane County will install appropriate traffic control devices, such as 
signs, crosswalks or other markings, or other devices as approved by the Traffic Engineer. 

 
Policy 6-d: New development subject to Site Review and Land Division requirements shall provide 

adequately for safe bicycle and pedestrian on-site circulation and off-site transportation 
connections. Development shall provide for safe and convenient on-site circulation with 
respect to the location and dimensions of vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian entrances, exits, 
drives, and walkways in relation to each other and to buildings and other facilities. 
Consideration shall be given to the need for lighting, sidewalks, widening and improving 
abutting streets, bus stop access, and bicycle lane and pedestrian path connections, consistent 
with adopted access management, road and driveway spacing standards, road design 
standards, and other requirements in Lane Code 15. 

 
Policy 6-e: All new development within urban growth boundaries, when adjacent to County-maintained 

road rights-of-way, shall include bicycle and pedestrian facilities as specified in the Road 
Design Standards for Urban Roads in Lane Code 15. 

 
Policy 6-f: The County generally will support State projects that include bicycle and pedestrian facilities.    

 
Goal 7:    Promote logical and efficient bicycle and pedestrian connections within the Lane County 

transportation system and between the County’s and other jurisdictions’ transportation systems.  
 

Policy 7-a:   In planning and implementing transportation system improvements, Lane County will 
coordinate with other affected jurisdictions to maximize bicycle and pedestrian route 
connectivity.  

 
Policy 7-b: The County will look for opportunities to partner with ODOT and City agencies on bicycle 

and pedestrian facilities when roads of different jurisdictions intersect, in order to provide 
adequately for bicycle and pedestrians travel to local destinations. 

 
Goal 8:   Promote connectivity between non-motorized and other transportation modes. 
 

Policy 8-a:   In the design and construction of transportation facilities, barriers to foot and bicycle travel 
should be avoided. 

 
Goal 9:   Encourage and support the development of recreational bicycling and hiking facilities, 

recognizing these activities as important to community livability and to the tourism sector of the 
local and state economy. 

 
Policy 9-a:   Road maintenance decisions will strive to balance the need for controlling long term 

pavement maintenance costs with consideration for providing improved road surfaces for 
cycling. 

 
Policy 9-b: Road improvement projects identified on the TSP Project List shall incorporate shoulders and 

sidewalks adequate for pedestrian use, consistent with other TSP policies and with road 
design standards to be adopted concurrently with the TSP.  
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Policy 9-c:  Within statutory road fund limitations, the County will consider opportunities to participate in 
off-road bicycle trail and footpath development and promotion, when there is adequate 
demand and as economically feasible.  

 
Policy 9-d:   On a case-by-case basis, and within statutory road fund limitations, the County will consider 

the feasibility of establishing or maintaining access ways, paths, or trails prior to the vacation 
of any public easement or right-of-way. 

 
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
 
Goal 10:  Support and encourage improved public transportation services and alternatives to single 

occupancy vehicle travel between the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area and outlying 
communities.   

 
Policy 10-a:   Continue to assist in coordinating public transportation and multi-modal transportation 

initiatives by providing technical support and otherwise participating in technical advisory 
committees, task forces and working groups, such as the regional Commuter Solutions 
(Transportation Demand Management) program. 

 
Policy 10-b: County Road construction and reconstruction projects shall include consultation with LTD 

and shall, as feasible, accommodate transit stops, bus pullouts and shelters along existing or 
planned bus routes as permitted under statutory requirements for road fund expenditures.  
Unless otherwise authorized by the Board of County Commissioners, transit stop amenities 
with the exception of bus pullouts will typically be funded by LTD or other non-County 
sources. 

 
Policy 10-c: The County will support efforts to develop public transit facilities such as park-n-ride lots and 

shelters in rural areas when they are consistent with land use, zoning, and other applicable 
regulations. 

 
Policy 10-d: The County will investigate the possibility of providing free or discounted bus transportation 

services for County employees as part of LTD’s Group Pass Program. 
 
Goal 11:  Support efforts to maintain rail transportation and to promote high speed rail development.  
 

Policy 11-a: As feasible, Lane County will participate in efforts to plan, develop, and maintain rail-related 
infrastructure improvements for high-speed and other passenger rail service. 

 
Policy 11-b: Lane County will coordinate with and support State efforts to comply with federal and state 

rail transportation requirements by consulting adopted versions of the Oregon Transportation 
Plan and Rail Plan when making transportation or land use decisions involving rail facilities. 

 
Goal 12:  Support initiatives to develop improved transportation services for County citizens with special 

needs. 
  

Policy 12-a: As feasible and as opportunities arise, Lane County will support public and private efforts to 
meet special transportation service needs for County residents, giving priority to rural 
residents.  

 
RAIL TRANSPORTATION 
 
Goal 13:  Promote railway and highway safety at and near road and railway intersections. 
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Policy 13-a: Lane County’s Engineering Division shall notify railroad companies of all road improvement 
projects within 500 feet of railways. 

 
Policy 13-b: Road improvement projects will give consideration to upgrading existing railroad crossings 

and protective devices, grade-separated crossings, elimination of existing railroad crossings, 
and to the extent possible, will minimize new railroad crossings. 

 
AIR TRANSPORTATION 
 
Goal 14:  Coordinate transportation system improvement decisions with airport facility needs. 
  

Policy 14-a: Road improvements on major airport access routes shall be consistent with the Eugene 
Airport Master Plan and with other Airport Plans adopted by cities where airports are located. 

 
Policy 14-b:  Consistent with the 2000 Eugene Airport Master Plan, Lane County Public Works 

Engineering will coordinate with the Eugene Airport Authority to improve ground access to 
the airport.  As opportunities arise, transportation system projects will incorporate 
improvements to access routes to other public airports in the County. 

 
Policy 14-c: Road improvement design decisions affecting access routes serving public airports in the 

County will consider the needs of motor vehicles associated with existing and contemplated 
air freight and air passenger businesses serving the airports. 

 
Policy 14-d: All County Road improvements near airports will be coordinated with federal, state, and local 

agencies responsible for airport air space. 
 
Goal 15:  Coordinate land use decisions with airport facility needs. 
 

Policy 15-a: Lane County shall review all proposed airport expansion plans and provide comment as 
appropriate regarding land use compatibility, consistency with zoning, and impacts on the 
County’s transportation system. 

 
Policy 15-b: Lane County shall review all proposed land use outside urban growth boundaries and in the 

vicinity of an airport regarding compatibility with the airport.  Airport airspace shall be 
protected from inappropriate development through the implementation of land use and zoning 
regulations. 

 
Goal 16:  Support multi-modal transportation services to and from the airport. 
 

Policy 16-a: As possible, Lane County shall participate in planning and other efforts to improve public as 
well as private, multi-occupancy vehicle transportation services to and from the Eugene 
Airport. 

 
WATER TRANSPORTATION 
 
Goal 17:  Support Port of Siuslaw development efforts and recognize the Port as important to the state and 

local economy. 
 

Policy 17-a:   Road improvement projects affecting facilities that support or are operated by the Port of 
Siuslaw shall be coordinated with the Port and with the Oregon Department of 
Transportation.  Lane County will seek concurrence for all development in the Siuslaw River 
and adjacent to the navigable waterway. 
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Policy 17-b: Lane County shall review proposed Port of Siuslaw expansion plans when they involve lands 
and/or roads in the County’s jurisdiction, and provide comment as appropriate regarding land 
use compatibility, consistency with zoning, and impacts on the County’s transportation 
system. 

 
Policy 17-c: Lane County shall support Port of Siuslaw in its efforts to improve navigability of the river 

and promotion of the local fishing industry, consistent with state and local land use and 
zoning laws. 

 
Goal 18:  Protect the long term ecological health of the Siuslaw River.  
 

Policy 18-a: Development in and near the Siuslaw River in areas of County land use jurisdiction shall 
comply with the Lane County Coastal Resources Management Plan and with federal and state 
regulations. 

 
PIPELINES 
 
Goal 19:  Protect pipelines as conveyances and for public safety. 
 

Policy 19-a:   Lane County shall coordinate with pipeline providers on matters of mutual concern, such as 
road maintenance activities and road improvement projects to protect public safety and 
maintain the viability of both modes of transportation. 

  
Policy 19-b: Lane County shall review all proposed pipeline expansion plans and provide comment as 

appropriate regarding land use compatibility, consistency with zoning, and impacts on the 
County’s transportation system. 

 
TRANSPORTATION AND LAND USE 
 
Goal 20:  Ensure that transportation projects comply with state land use requirements regarding urban 

and rural land uses, and other federal, state, and local land use requirements. 
 

Policy 20-a: Transportation projects, facilities, services and improvements as identified in Oregon 
Administrative Rules 660-012-0065 and as implemented in Lane Code may be permitted on 
rural lands consistent with statewide land use Goals 3, 4, 11, and 14 without a goal exception.   

 
Policy 20-b: The following transportation facility improvements do not require an amendment to the TSP 

unless an exception to state land use laws or a TSP amendment is otherwise required. 
(i) Channelization 
(ii) Operation, maintenance, and repair 
(iii) Preservation 
(iv) Reconstruction 
(v) Rehabilitation 
(vi) Intersection improvements 
(vii) Realignment 
(viii) Modernization 
(ix) Transportation facilities, services and improvements serving local travel needs.  The 

travel capacity and level of service of facilities and improvements serving local travel 
needs shall be limited to that necessary to support rural land uses identified in the 
acknowledged comprehensive plan or to provide adequate emergency access.   
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Policy 20-c: Plan amendments, zone changes, and other land use decisions shall consider impacts on the 
County transportation system, including Federal, State, County, and other local roads; bicycle 
and pedestrian paths; public transit facilities; and air, rail, port, and pipeline facilities. 

 
Policy 20-d: Amendments to the comprehensive plan or any of its adopted components and sub-plans, 

which significantly affect a transportation facility, shall ensure that allowed land uses are 
consistent with road function, capacity, level of service, and other adopted performance 
standards.  This may be accomplished by: 
(i) limiting land uses to the existing road capacity or level of service;  
(ii) amending the TSP pursuant to Lane Code 16.400(9), to provide adequate facilities; 
(iii) altering the land use designation, densities, or design requirements to reduce demand 

for auto travel and meeting travel needs through other modes, or 
(iv) amend the TSP, pursuant to LC 16.400(9), to modify the planned function, capacity 

and performance standards, as needed, to accept greater motor vehicle congestion to 
promote mixed use, pedestrian friendly development where multimodal travel choices 
are provided.  If a TSP amendment is required, it shall not be initiated unless the 
requirements of LC 16.400(9) have been met. 

 
A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation facility, if it: 
(i) Changes the functional class of an existing or planned facility, or will result in the 

roadway facility no longer meeting the functional class definition; 
(ii) Changes standards that implement the functional class, except that approval of an 

exception or variance to standards does not in itself significantly affect a transportation 
facility; 

(iii) Allows types or levels of land uses that would result in levels of travel or access that 
are inconsistent with the functional class; or 

(iv) Would reduce the performance standards of the facility below the minimum acceptable 
level identified in the TSP. 

 
Determinations under this policy shall be coordinated with affected transportation facility and 
service providers and other affected local governments. 

 
Policy 20-e: The presence of a transportation facility or improvement shall not be a basis for an exception 

under OAR 660-012, OAR 660-004-0022 or OAR 660-004-0028, to allow residential, 
commercial, institutional or industrial development on rural lands.  

 
Policy 20-f:  When an exception to statewide land use goals and/or a plan amendment is required for a 

transportation facility, the approval process should be consolidated with other public hearings 
and approvals required for the project before the Roads Advisory Committee, the Planning 
Commission, and the County Board of Commissioners. 

 
Policy 20-g:  Amendments to the County Transportation System Plan shall be processed according to 

applicable state law requirements, the provisions set forth in Lane Code Chapter 12, and Lane 
Code 16.400. 

 
Policy 20-h: Road improvement projects shall comply with federal, state, and local land use regulations. 

 
Goal 21:  Provide for coordinated land use review when making decisions about transportation facilities. 
 

Policy 21-a: It is the County’s intent that the Transportation System Plan be consistent with state 
Transportation System Plans, with TransPlan (the Eugene-Springfield Transportation System 
Plan applicable inside the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan boundary), 
and with the Transportation System Plans of other cities within the County.  
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Policy 21-b: County TSP goals and policies apply to: 
(i) all roads in the County that have been dedicated to and formally accepted by the Board 

of County Commissioners, unless and until such roads are subsequently accepted or 
annexed by an incorporated community; and 

(ii) all other transportation facilities and services, including road, air, rail, pipeline and port 
facilities, located outside of urban growth boundaries or outside of the Eugene-
Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan boundary. 

 
Policy 21-c: Where inconsistencies exist between the County TSP and other TSPs applicable within the 

County, or between road design standards of the County and other jurisdictions within the 
County, the following guidelines shall be used in making decisions about road improvements 
and services.  If the inconsistency involves: 
(i) a state highway, state transportation system plans and design standards shall prevail; 
(ii) a public or private road outside of an urban growth boundary, the County TSP and road 

design standards shall prevail; 
(iii) a public or private road functionally classified as a local road within an urban growth 

boundary, the City TSP and applicable road design standards shall prevail; 
(iv) a road defined as a County Road pursuant to Lane Code 15.010 and functionally 

classified as a collector or arterial road, the County TSP and road design standards shall 
prevail; 

(v) a public or private road functionally classified as a local road or primarily used to 
provide local access to abutting properties within the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan 
Area General Plan boundary, TransPlan and the respective applicable Eugene or 
Springfield road design standards shall prevail within the urban growth boundary and 
the applicable County Road design standards shall apply outside the urban growth 
boundary; 

(vi) an intersection or roads in more than one jurisdiction’s ownership or control, the TSP 
goals and road design standards of the agency having ultimate maintenance 
responsibility shall prevail. 

 
Decisions about road improvements may follow different guidelines than those above upon 
agreement of the elected officials of the involved jurisdictions or their designees, or if other 
recorded inter-jurisdictional agreements exist that supersede the above guidelines. 

 
Goal 22: Encourage adequate road improvements for new development. 
 

Policy 22-a: The dedication of adequate right-of-way and construction of road improvements may be 
required to serve traffic that will be generated due to the development. 

 
Policy 22-b: The County will consider opportunities to purchase land for extensions of right-of-way where 

connectivity between collector and arterial roads is needed to promote efficient traffic flow. 
 
Policy 22-c: The County encourages and will facilitate the formation of Local Improvement (special 

assessment) Districts to address road improvement needs on sub-standards roads.  
 
Policy 22-d: Road vacations proposed as part of lot or parcel reconfigurations or property line 

adjustments, that will result in loss of connectivity between Public and/or County Roads as 
defined in LC 15.010(35) shall require approval of a replat of all subdivision lots and 
partition parcels adjacent to the road to be vacated.  As part of the replat process, the County 
may require dedication of right-of-way or the creation of private easements, and road 
improvements, to ensure previously existing connectivity between Public or County Roads is 
maintained. 
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Policy 22-e: Roads that were dedicated to the County but were never accepted shall be subject to goals, 
policies, and standards applicable to private roads and easements, unless otherwise specified. 

 
FINANCING AND RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 
 
Goal 23:  Maintain long-term County Road Fund stability by making annual budget adjustments and 

following adopted priorities. 
 

Policy 23-a:  Adjust operating and capital expenditures through the annual budget process to maintain long 
term County Road Fund viability.  Maintain a "prudent person" County Road Fund reserve.  
An appropriate “prudent person” reserve is generally considered to be 10% to 15% of gross 
receipts. 

 
Policy 23-b:  Identify and consider additional potential funding sources and strategies, such as a local 

option gas tax or vehicle registration fee, in the event of loss or reduction of existing funding 
sources.  

 
Goal 24: Use the County Road Fund effectively by following the priorities established in the 1991 Road 

Fund Financial Plan (updated 1995). 
 

Policy 24-a: As a first priority (Core Program), maintain and preserve the County Road and bridge system. 
 
Policy 24-b: As a first priority (Core Program), provide a safe roadside environment for the traveling 

public on the County Road System.  
 
Policy 24-c: As a second priority (Enhanced Program) and as funding allows, improve the County Road 

System to meet modern County design and safety standards. 
 
Policy 24-d: As a second priority (Enhanced Program) and as funding allows, share timber receipt 

payments from the County Road Fund with Cities for general street purposes and 
maintenance of City street systems. 

 
Policy 24-e: As a third priority (Assistance Program) and as funding allows, provide economic 

development road infrastructure financing to assist in economic development.  
 
Policy 24-f: As a third priority (Assistance Program) and as funding allows, share timber receipt payments 

from the County Road Fund, through the CIP process, with cities and ODOT for City or 
ODOT roadway projects of mutual interest. 

 
Goal 25: Maintain effective partnering relationships with cities and the Oregon Department of 

Transportation (ODOT). 
 

Policy 25-a: Review annually County-City road partnership agreements to maintain road fund viability 
and to assist cities in providing road services to urban residents in Lane County. 

 
Policy 25-b: Evaluate existing road project funding agreements with incorporated cities, and make 

necessary amendments to allocate an appropriate share of system development charges 
(SDCs) to the County to cover the cost of improvements on County Roads generated by new 
development. 

 
Policy 25-c: Engage ODOT in continuing discussions regarding jurisdiction of roadways; partnerships in 

funding programs; response to ODOT policy initiatives; and partnerships for a seamless 
service delivery system through sharing of resources, collocation of facilities, or 
consolidation of functions. 
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CHAPTER 4:  TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM FACILITIES 
 
4.1.  ROADS 
 
Description Of The Road Network 
 
The principal and most extensive component of the County’s transportation infrastructure is the road system.  
Within Lane County there are a number of different agencies responsible for roads.  They include the Oregon 
Department of Transportation, Lane County, incorporated cities, the U.S. Forest Service, and U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management. 
 
While the automobile is clearly the predominant mode of transportation served by the County Road system, the 
road right-of-way accommodates multiple modes of transportation, including freight, cars, buses, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians.  As appropriate, and when legally and financially feasible, County Road improvement projects 
facilitate alternative modes with sidewalks, marked bike lanes, wider shoulders, and bus stop turn-outs.  
 
This chapter describes County-maintained roads, state highways, and roads other than City streets in Lane 
County.  City street networks are discussed in City Transportation System Plans.  Following the road network 
descriptions are sections regarding Access Management, Level of Service and Roadway Performance, Design 
Standards, and associated goals and policies.  
 
County Roads  
 
County Roads are those that are maintained by the County after undergoing a formal process of dedication and 
acceptance by the County Board of Commissioners.  There are approximately 1,436 miles of roadway maintained 
in the County Road system.  The County rarely accepts new roads into the County Road system unless there is a 
clear public benefit and justification for expenditures on maintenance.  Decisions about road acceptance are 
intended to protect the public investment already made in the road system and to make optimum use of available 
road revenues for the maintenance and improvement of the system.  Lane Manual Chapter 15 specifies road 
dedication and acceptance requirements.  New roads must also comply with state land use goals.  
 
The County Road Management Information System (RMIS) provides a variety of data about County Roads, 
including length, beginning and ending mileposts, status (existing, constructed, or proposed), jurisdiction, agency 
responsible for maintenance, functional class and maintenance zones.  A complete inventory of the County Road 
system is in Appendix B. 
 
Functional Classifications 
Functional classification provides an organizational mechanism for developing roadway design standards, 
establishing traffic speeds, controlling access, designing intersections, and allocating monies for maintenance and 
improvements.  Roads are categorized in a functional class hierarchy based upon the character and level of service 
they contribute to the overall transportation system.  The hierarchy consists of many smaller roads feeding into a 
fewer number of major roads.  Arterials are major roads designed to move large amounts of traffic at high speeds, 
with minimal interruption from intersecting roads.  Collector roads “collect” traffic from local road systems and 
connect to the arterial network.  Smaller, local roads feed into the collectors and arterials, and are designed to 
provide access to individual properties, such as private residences, and to discourage through traffic use.  A road 
cannot function on opposite ends of the hierarchy (that is, high volumes and speeds with many intersecting roads 
and access points) without severely comprising safety and efficiency. 
 
Lane County has established a system of functional classifications for the County Road system.  Arterial and 
collector classifications are identified in Lane Code 15.020.  In addition, the County maintains a complete 
roadway functional classifications inventory. 
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Lane Code 15.010 defines the various functional classifications as follows: 
 
• Principal Arterials provide for through traffic between major centers of human activity in urban, suburban and 

rural areas. 
• Minor Arterials provide for intra-community traffic flow to principal arterials and within urban areas.  In rural 

areas, minor arterials serve as a direct connection between communities and also bring traffic to principal 
arterials. 

• Major Collectors are used primarily to channel traffic from neighborhoods to arterials, and to commercial or 
industrial districts in urban areas.  In rural areas, major collectors provide connections from outlying areas to 
the arterial system (primarily state highways). 

• Minor Collectors gather traffic within the neighborhood and direct it to major collectors or arterials. 
• Local Roads are intended solely for the purpose of providing access to adjacent properties.  They may 

terminate in a cul-de-sac or be part of a larger network.  
 
Table 1 shows the number of miles for each functional class of road maintained by the County: 
 

Table 1: County Functional Classes 
Functional Class Miles 

1 – Rural Local 569 
2 – Rural Minor Collector 349 
3 – Rural Major Collector 152 
4 – Rural Major Collector (Federal Aid) 211 
5 – Rural Minor Arterial    0 
6 – Urban Local 104 
7 – Urban Minor Collector   15 
8 – Urban Minor Arterial   19 
9 – Urban Principal Arterial   7 
10 – Urban Major Collector 20 

Total  1,446 
 
[Note:  adoption of the TSP will result in mileage changes for each functional class for the following reasons. (1) 
Some roads were incorrectly classified as urban or rural.  Corrections have been made so that roads within 
urban growth boundaries are designated as urban, and all those outside of urban growth boundaries are rural.  
(2) In addition, some roadways are proposed for changes in functional classification, including the addition of a 
new functional class – Rural Minor Arterial.  See Functional Class maps for proposed changes.] 
 
Bridges 
Lane County has numerous lakes, rivers, creeks and other water bodies.  As a result the Lane County Road 
network includes 413 County-maintained bridges.  Lane County has made substantial investment in this system 
over the past several decades to modernize the system.  The Capital Improvement Program has focused on the 
replacement of structures with wood components.  Typically, these wood component bridges were built during the 
1960’s and 1970’s, although some are much older.  Replacement of these wooden structures is nearing 
completion, so that currently approximately 95% of Lane County’s bridges are either all concrete or concrete and 
steel.  All concrete means that both the bridge superstructure and substructure are steel-reinforced concrete.  
Concrete and steel usually means that the bridge superstructure is steel-reinforced concrete and the substructure is, 
at least in part, steel piling and/or pile caps. 
 
Generally speaking, Lane County bridges are in good condition at this time.  91% of the system is rated in fair or 
better condition.  With an adequate schedule of preventive maintenance, all should have many years of remaining 
life.  Fifty years is the commonly accepted standard for the life of a concrete or concrete and steel bridge. Table 2 
below shows the number and construction type of County bridges, including those with posted load limitations. 
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Table 2:  Bridge Statistics 
 

Bridge Construction Type 
 

Quantity 
 

Percent of 
System 

Structures 
requiring posted 

load limits 

 
Percent of 

System 
All Concrete or Concrete/Steel 391 94.7% 1 0.2% 
All Timber 2 0.5% 2 0.5% 
Concrete/Wood 17 4.1% 9 2.2% 
Steel/Wood 1 0.2%   
Steel/Wood/Concrete 2 0.5%   

Totals 413 100.0% 12 2.9% 
 
Overview of Bridge Investment Issues 
There are several issues that Lane County will have to address over the life of the TSP that will be summarized 
here.  More detail is available in the bridge section of the Needs Assessment in Chapter 6.3. 
 
The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) along with local agencies has been developing a seismic 
vulnerability inventory and retrofit prioritization program.  Recent seismic activity has confirmed that there is a 
real risk for earthquakes in Oregon.  The forces expected now are greater than previously thought.  Hence, design 
codes have been modified to account for the greater forces expected during an earthquake in Oregon.  However, 
many of the bridges currently in service were not designed with the more recent specifications.  Retrofitting many 
of the smaller bridges on the Lane County system will probably be done over time as a major maintenance and 
preservation activity.  Investments in some of the larger structures in Lane County may be required through the 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP). 
 
Recent inspections have noted two other bridge condition problems that may require substantial capital 
investment as well.  Twenty-four bridges, mostly constructed in the 1950’s and 1960’s and built with “poured-in-
place” reinforced concrete girders, have recently been identified as having a potential for cracking problems.  The 
extent of this cracking and the extent to which it reduces the structural capacity of the bridges is currently under 
discussion.   Recent inspections have also identified a potential problem with steel piling.  Some of these pilings 
have experienced corrosion near the contact point with streams, or “section loss”, which reduces load carrying 
capacity.  This may require major maintenance or it may lead to increased investment through the CIP. 
 
There are other reasons for bridge modernization.  As traffic demand increases, it becomes necessary to replace 
one-way bridges with wider structures that can accommodate two-way traffic, bicycles and pedestrians.  Newer 
roadway design standards may call for increased roadway and shoulder width.  In that case, it may become 
necessary to modernize some bridges to meet the new design standards.  Bridge replacement or modernization 
typically addresses safety issues for all modes of transportation.  Newer structures are designed with adequate 
width to accommodate vehicular traffic, bicycles and pedestrians.  Greater clearance for sight distance at 
overpasses and underpasses is also provided.  Guardrail flares are tapered to reduce the severity of collisions with 
the structure.  Adequate drainage is also a consideration in bridge design.   
 
Covered Bridges 
There are 20 covered bridges in Lane County, giving the County the distinction of having more covered bridges 
than any other county west of the Mississippi.  Fourteen of these bridges are maintained by Lane County, and 
with the exception of the Lake Creek Bridge, thirteen of these are listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places.  Covered bridges are similar in design to steel truss bridges, however, the shortage of steel during World 
War I contributed to the use of wood as bridge building material, which allowed for their unique design.  Covered 
bridges were constructed of high quality timber, to withstand heavy rains and salty sea air.  House-type structures 
over the bridges protect the wood trusses and floor planking from the elements and more than double their life 
expectancy.  As early as 1918, plans for covered bridges had become standardized to include open windows for 
light and ventilation together with such features as laminated floors and interior whitewashing.  The covered 
bridges still standing represent many hours of skilled hand labor. 
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Over time, some of Lane County's covered bridges have become inadequate for modern traffic levels and 
commercial loads.  In some cases, new bridges have been built adjacent to existing covered bridges to 
accommodate modern traffic needs.  At the same time, this historical and cultural resource is a priority, and a 
Covered Bridge Fund is included as an item in the Capital Improvement Program in order to preserve this 
important contribution to Lane County’s heritage. 
 
There are fourteen covered bridges on County-maintained roads that still serve vehicular traffic.  These bridges 
and the year they were constructed follow. 
 

Belknap Bridge (1966)  Coyote Creek Bridge (1922) 
Deadwood Bridge (1932) Dorena Bridge (1949) 
Earnest Bridge (1938)  Goodpasture Bridge (1938) 
Lake Creek Bridge (1945) Mosby Creek Bridge (1920) 
Office Bridge (1944)  Parvin Bridge (1921) 
Pengra Bridge (1938)  Unity Bridge (1936) 
Wendling Bridge (1938)  Wildcat Bridge (1925) 

 
The remaining six bridges are either under City jurisdiction or are no longer in use.  Their status is as follows: 
 

Cannon Street Bridge (1988, not in service, City of Lowell) 
Centennial Bridge (1987, bikes and pedestrians only, City of Cottage Grove)  
Chambers Bridge (1925, former railroad bridge not in service, City of Cottage Grove) 
Currin Bridge (1925, not in service, Lane County) 
Lowell Bridge (1928, not in service, Lane County) 
Stewart Bridge (1930, bikes and pedestrians only, Lane County)   

 
Operations, Maintenance, and Safety on the County Road System 
The Public Works Operations budget provides for County Road operational maintenance, including repairs, light-
duty rehabilitation, and minor improvements.  Operations, maintenance, and preservation are routine activities 
that are generally not listed as individual projects.  Examples of operations and maintenance activities are surface 
and shoulder maintenance, drainage work, vegetation control, guardrail repair, signing, striping, pavement 
marking, and signal maintenance.  Preservation activities include pavement overlays or chip seals (a less 
expensive surface treatment than pavement overlay) to extend the useful life of the road.  Major pavement 
preservation work (pavement overlay or reconstruction) is contracted out and is funded through the Public Works 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP). 
 
Lane County Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
 
The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) is the planning, funding, and implementation mechanism through which 
the County improves the County Road network, usually through private sector contracts, for major maintenance 
and modernization.  The CIP is updated and adopted each year.  The overall purpose of the CIP is to improve and 
maintain the County Road network by increasing its safety, utility, and efficiency; to accommodate growth in 
traffic volumes; reduce maintenance costs, conserve fuel, accommodate alternative transportation modes; and 
promote community economic development.  
 
Capital improvements are individually listed modernization projects that include such activities as adding 
capacity, intersection upgrades, bringing roads and bridges up to standards, adding shoulders, and paving gravel 
roads.  The most recently adopted CIP, as well as previous year versions, is available from the Lane County 
Public Works Department.  The CIP publication includes a project list, an explanation of revenues and costs, and 
a description of the process for annual adoption.  Projects in the CIP will be derived from the TSP Project List. 
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Relationship of the CIP to the TSP 
The Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) differentiates between planning and project development.  It states that 
“Transportation system planning establishes land use controls and a network of facilities and services to meet 
overall transportation needs,” while “Transportation project development implements the TSP by determining the 
precise location, alignment, and preliminary design of improvements included in the TSP.”3

 
The TSP provides the overall planning framework for a 20-year horizon.  It promotes the coordination of all 
transportation facilities within the County, including those managed by other jurisdictions and agencies.  County 
Road improvement projects are placed on the TSP 20-year project list based upon the needs assessment criteria 
described in Chapter 6.3.  The TSP project list provides the long range planning foundation for updates to the 
CIP. 
 
Once a road improvement project is included in the CIP, the project advances to construction through "project 
development” as defined in the TPR, using the process outlined in Lane Manual Chapter 15.575-15.580.  
 
Not all road improvements under County jurisdiction are identified as part of the Chapter 6.3 Needs Assessment 
and listed as individual projects on the 20-year project list in the TSP or in the CIP 5-year list.  Minor pavement 
repairs and intersection improvements such as turn lanes, turning radius improvements, and embankment and 
slide repairs are typically performed by County forces on an as needed basis, and are not usually identified as 
individual projects.  In addition, some projects may be listed in the CIP without being included on the TSP project 
list.  For example, pavement rehabilitation and reconstruction work, and traffic signal installation work, is usually 
consolidated by geographic area, then contracted out to the private sector through the Pavement Fund or Safety 
Improvements Fund. Moreover, analysis of County bridges was not part of the TSP Needs Assessment and 
therefore not included in the project list. The TSP relies on the Bridge Inspection and Load Rating Report and 
other sources as the assessment tools for bridge project identification and incorporation in the CIP. All of the 
above projects may proceed as long as they are otherwise consistent with federal, state, and local law, including 
the TSP and statewide planning goal requirements. 
 
Other Roads 
 
In addition to County-maintained roads there are numerous other public roads in the County under other 
jurisdictions, and still others that are not maintained or regulated. The following is a general description of these 
roads.  
 
Federal Roads 
There are many miles of federal roads generally constructed for resource management purposes (such as timber 
production) that are regulated by the U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management.  In addition, Interstate 
5 and Highway 101 travel through multiple states.  While these highways are part of the national road network, 
they are managed by ODOT within the boundaries of Oregon. 
 
Other Public Roads 
Public roads that are not maintained by the County, and are not Federal, State, or City roads/streets, are usually 
older roads that were constructed by private individuals for access to property.  In many cases, these roads were 
created before the establishment of state land division laws, or before road improvements became a standard 
requirement for land divisions.  Such roads were dedicated to the County, although many were never formally 
accepted.  They are commonly known as “local access roads”, which is defined under ORS 368 as “a public road 
that is not a county road, state highway or federal road.”  State law restricts the expenditure of County moneys 
and also limits the County’s liability for these roads. 
 
 
 

 
3 Oregon Administrative Rules 660-012-0010(1) 
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Private Roads 
Private roads are easements over private land, constructed for private access purposes.  New roads created within 
land divisions are generally required to be private, unless there is a clear need for their acceptance into the County 
Road system. 
 
 
State Facilities 
 
The State highway classification system, signifying level of importance, consists of interstate, statewide, regional, 
and district highways.  Interstate Highways and Statewide Highways are part of the National Highway System 
(NHS).  In Lane County, there are 438 miles of State-maintained highways of local, regional, and national 
significance, as shown in Table 3. The corresponding functional classification is also shown. While there is no 
solid rule for determining functional class based on the State classification, this column indicates the general 
relationship between the two classification systems.  
 

Table 3:  State Highway Facilities and Miles in Lane County 
Name State Highway 

Classification 
Corresponding 

Functional 
Classification 

Miles 

Interstate 5 Interstate Interstate 36 
I-105 Eugene-Springfield Interstate Interstate 2.5 
OR 126 Eugene-Springfield Statewide, Expressway Principal Arterial 10 
OR 69 Beltline Highway Statewide Principal Arterial 13 
OR 58 Willamette Highway Statewide Principal Arterial 62 
OR 126 Florence-Eugene Statewide Principal Arterial 53 
OR 126 McKenzie Highway Statewide Principal Arterial 76 
OR 126 Clear Lake-Belknap 
Springs 

Statewide Principal Arterial 7 

US 101 Oregon Coast Highway Statewide Principal Arterial 31 
OR 99W Pacific Highway West Statewide, Regional Principal Arterial, 

Minor Arterial 
22 

OR 99E Albany-Junction City Regional Minor Arterial 3 
McVay Highway District Minor Arterial or 

Major/Minor Collector 
3 

OR 99 Goshen-Divide District Minor Arterial or 
Major/Minor Collector 

20 

OR 36 Mapleton-Junction City District Minor Arterial or 
Major/Minor Collector 

50 

Springfield-Creswell Highway District Minor Arterial or 
Major/Minor Collector 

11 

Springfield Highway District Minor Arterial or 
Major/Minor Collector 

1 

Territorial Highway District Minor Arterial or 
Major/Minor Collector 

40 

 
These highways accommodate freight and other higher-speed, higher-volume travel, and interface with many 
County-maintained roads.  They are used for daily commutes and local trips as well as cross-state movements. 
 
The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has operation, maintenance, and planning jurisdiction over 
state and interstate highways.  Facility improvements are administered through the Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP), and planning for the state system includes both modal and area-specific planning 
analysis.  Modal plans address automobiles, trucks, freight rail, aviation, bicycles and pedestrians, and intermodal 
facilities, in addition to a transportation safety action plan.  Together, modal and area plans provide the basis for 
update of the STIP and the prioritization of state project development and resources. 
 
Freight Routes 
As noted in the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan, a primary function of state highways, and in particular the National 
Highway System, is to support economic development by linking producers, shippers, markets, and transportation 
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facilities.  While County arterial and collector roads regularly serve freight transportation, the National Highway 
System is particularly important for providing intermodal freight access, such as to airports with freight service 
and to the Port of Siuslaw.  And while freight moves via many transportation modes, trucks handle the bulk of 
freight movements in Oregon.  
 
Scenic Routes 
Under the National Scenic Byways Program, the U.S. Secretary of Transportation recognizes certain roads based 
on their archaeological, cultural, historic, natural, recreational and scenic qualities.  The program was established 
in Oregon in 1989 by a multi-agency committee, and is administered by the Department of Transportation. 
 
Three Scenic Byways over four state highways extend into Lane County:  
• The Pacific Coast National Scenic Byway, along Highway 101 on the Oregon coast, also designated as an 

All-American Road; 
• The McKenzie Pass-Santiam Pass Scenic Byway beginning on the McKenzie Highway (Highway 126) near 

the McKenzie Bridge Ranger Station, extending east along Highway 242 to Sisters and looping back along 
Highway 20/126; and   

• Aufderheide Drive, a U.S. Forest Service road extending north from Westfir to just east of Blue River, 
forming a part of the West Cascades Scenic Byway that travels north to Estacada. 

 
Additional information regarding long range state highway planning is included in the TSP Needs Assessment 
section. 
 
 
Access Management 
Spacing Of Intersections And Driveways On County Roads 
 
Access management generally means managing the location and number of access points on County Roads.  It 
involves the appropriate location, design, and number of road and driveway intersections to allow connectivity 
between major and minor roads and to allow access to private property, while promoting safety and efficiency in 
the overall road network.  
 
Any intersection introduces a number of potentially conflicting vehicular movements.  Effective access 
management limits where and how often these conflicts occur.  Generally, a higher level of access management is 
appropriate on collector and arterial roads, where there are higher traffic volumes and speeds.  Implementation of 
access management techniques produces a more constant traffic flow, helping to improve safety, while reducing 
congestion, fuel consumption and air pollution.  As a method for protecting the performance of existing facilities, 
access management helps to stabilize capacity-related public expenditures for roads and highways. 
 
Access management includes decisions about design elements such as the location of turn lanes, medians, and 
traffic control devices such as signals and signs.  A variety of factors contribute to these decisions.  For example, 
turn lanes may or may not be continuous, and medians may or may not be provided, depending on the functional 
class of the road, the level of traffic and speed, as well as state land use restrictions and neighborhood preferences.  
Ultimately, balancing these factors should err on the side of public safety.  
 
Lane County manages access to County Roads through the review of land divisions and other proposed 
development, and through the issuance of "facility permits”, which are required for any construction (such as a 
new road intersection or driveway approach) within a County Road right-of-way.  Access to state highways is 
governed by Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 734, Division 51.  Construction within state rights-of-way 
requires a road approach permit from the Department of Transportation.  Cities have authority to manage access 
to City roads and streets.  Since these different systems connect to one another, access management often requires 
coordination and agreement between transportation agencies.  In addition to access management goals and 
policies included in this chapter, Road and Driveway Spacing Standards in Lane Code Chapter 15.138 regulate 
access onto the County Road system. 



28 

Level Of Service And System Performance 
 
Roadway performance in Oregon is typically measured using “level of service” (LOS) or “volume to capacity 
(v/c) ratio” analysis.  Level of service (LOS), or mobility4 is a transportation engineering concept used to evaluate 
traffic flow (congestion) and to describe the quality of the operating conditions of a roadway.  Each road segment 
has a capacity, or the number of vehicles it can serve over a designated period of time.  As traffic volumes 
approach the road’s capacity limit, drivers begin to experience congestion.  This results in increased travel time, 
pollution, and driver aggravation.  Various analytical methods are used to evaluate this dynamic to help determine 
whether roadway improvements or other strategies are needed to achieve or maintain the performance standard 
adopted by the agency.  The analysis may be part of an overall needs assessment for public road improvements, or 
may be required as part of a traffic impact analysis for a land use development proposal that is expected to result 
in significant additional traffic. 
  
The Highway Capacity Manual, produced by the Transportation Research Board of the National Research 
Council, Washington, D.C., provides internationally recognized methods for evaluating the performance of 
various road types.  Such analyses may be highly complicated because of the multiple factors that contribute to a 
road’s performance.  This section provides a general, simplified overview of approaches used by the State and 
Lane County. 
 
The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) measures state highway performance based upon the  
“volume to capacity ratio” (v/c).  The v/c ratio is the peak hour traffic volume (vehicles/hour) on a highway 
section divided by the maximum volume that the highway section can handle (1999 Oregon Highway Plan, page 
72). A v/c ratio of 1 or more indicates the road segment is at or above capacity. 
 
ODOT standards must be applied to decisions involving state highways in Lane County.  Currently, the maximum 
acceptable v/c ratio for state highways varies between 0.70 and 0.95, as shown in the following table taken from 
the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan.  Users of the County TSP should check with ODOT to obtain the most current 
ODOT standards. 
 

Table 4:  Maximum volume to capacity ratios for peak hour operating conditions through a planning  
horizon for state highway sections located outside the Portland metropolitan area urban growth boundary 

Highway Category Land Use Type/Speed Limits 
Inside Urban Growth Boundary Outside Urban Growth 

Boundary 
 

STAs MPO 

Non-MPO outside 
of STAs where 
non-freeway speed 
limit <45 mph 

Non-MPO where 
non-freeway 
speed limit >= 45 
mph 

Unincorporated 
Communities 

Rural 
Lands 

Interstate Highways 
and Statewide (NHS) 
Expressways 

N/A 0.80 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 

Statewide (NHS) 
Freight Routes 0.85 0.80 0.75 0.70 0.70 0.70 
Statewide (NHS) 
Non-Freight Routes 
and Regional or 
District Expressways 

0.90 0.85 0.80 0.75 0.75 0.70 

Regional Highways 0.95 0.85 0.80 0.75 0.75 0.70 
District/Local Interest 
Roads 0.95 0.90 0.85 0.80 0.80 0.75 

Notes: 
• Interstates and Expressways shall not be identified as Special Transportation Areas (STAs). 
• For the purposes of this policy, the peak hour shall be the 30th highest annual hour.  This approximates weekday peak hour traffic 

in larger urban areas. 

                                                 
4 The TSP uses the traditional "Level-of-Service" terminology because of broad familiarity with the term.  The Oregon Highway Plan uses 
the more recent term "Mobility".  Their meaning is the same and may be used interchangeably. 



29 

• The MPO category includes areas within the planning boundaries of the Eugene/Springfield, Medford and Salem/Keizer 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations, and any other MPO areas that are designated after the adoption of this plan. 

Source:  1999 Oregon Highway Plan, page 80 (see the Oregon Highway Plan for additional explanation of this table) 
 
Level of service is expressed as a letter grade.  The Transportation Research Board provides the industry’s 
standard definitions for each letter grade, as in Table 5. 
 

Table 5:  Level of Service Letter Grades and Descriptions 
Level of Service General character of traffic flow conditions 

A Free flow 
B Stable flow 
C Stable flow with more restrictions on maneuverability 
D High density and marginally unstable flow 
E Operating conditions at or near capacity 
F Conditions beyond capacity with poor mobility and congestion 

   Source:  Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, National Research Council (2000) 
 
The Highway Capacity Manual provides detailed, technical guidance for determining level of service letter grades 
and for other road performance analyses.  Some of the methods for measuring level of service in the Highway 
Capacity Manual are based upon v/c ratios, and some use other measures.  Level of service in a given area should 
include nearby intersections (signalized and unsignalized), road approaches, and/or highway ramps. 
 
Lane County completed a performance assessment for its rural road system in 1997.  Levels of service were 
calculated for two-lane rural collector segments based upon methodology in the 1994 Highway Capacity Manual. 
An overview of the results is presented in the Needs Assessment chapter, and a detailed explanation of the 
methodology is in Appendix D. Performance of the urban system is addressed in individual City TSPs. 
 
Lane Code 15.696 provides peak hour performance standards, and Lane Code 15.697 provides traffic impact 
analysis requirements.  Traffic impact analyses, when required for proposed plan amendments, zone changes, or 
land developments, must demonstrate that the maximum volume to capacity ratios specified in Lane Code 15.696 
will not be exceeded.  Level of service calculations may also be useful in completing the analysis, and may be 
required by the County.  The minimum peak hour level of service standard for Lane County is "LOS D."  Where 
level of service analysis is required, both the v/c ratio standard and LOS D must be achieved or maintained.  
Achieving or maintaining the v/c standard means the v/c ratio is numerically equal to or less than the v/c ratio in 
the table in Lane Code (see below).  Achieving or maintaining LOS D means the level of service is "D" or better, 
i.e. "A","B","C", or "D".  Failure to meet the standard, or "exceedence" of the standard means that the predicted 
level of service is "E" or "F".  The v/c ratio standards shown below are taken from Lane Code 15.696 and are 
provided for informational purposes only.   
 

Table 6:  Maximum Volume to Capacity Ratios for Peak Hour Operating Conditions on Lane County Roads 
Roadway Category Location/Speed Limits 

Inside Urban Growth Boundary Outside Urban Growth Boundary  

Eugene-Springfield 
Metro Area 

Outside Eugene-
Springfield Metro 
area where speed 

limit <45 mph 

Outside Eugene-
Springfield Metro 
area where speed 

>45 mph 

Within 
Unincorporated 
Communities 

Outside 
Unincorporated 
Communities 

Freeways and 
Expressways 0.80 N/a N/a n/a n/a 

Other County Roads 0.85 0.85 0.75 0.80 0.70 
 
As mentioned above, other analytical methods are sometimes appropriate as part of a traffic impact analysis 
(TIA).  For example, in analyzing urban arterial or collector streets where congestion is more likely to occur, 
“delay-based” or “queue length" analysis methods may be appropriate.  The standards allow for alternative 
approaches to be used for County facilities, as long as they are approved in advance by Lane County. 
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While analysis of roadway performance assists in identifying roadway system deficiencies, it does not determine 
what actions should be taken to address the deficiencies.  Examples of actions that might improve performance 
include the following: 
a. Reconfigure roadway and side-street accesses to minimize traffic conflicts at intersections; 
b. Limit parking near signalized intersections to increase intersection capacity; 
c. Coordinate and operate traffic signals to improve traffic progression; 
d. Relocate driveways and improve local road connections to direct traffic away from overburdened 

intersections and intersections where side-street capacity is limited in order to optimize traffic progression 
on the County Road; 

e. Improve turning-radii at intersections that are heavily used by trucks to avoid lane blockages; 
f. Install raised medians to reduce traffic conflicts; 
g. Improve accesses so that traffic can enter or exit the roadway with minimal disruptions of flow; 
h. Implement other transportation demand management or transportation system management measures to use 

existing capacity of the roadway more efficiently. 
 
 
Design Standards 
 
New road design standards are being adopted to implement the TSP and to update County Road standards in 
compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule.  The new standards, found in Lane Code Chapter 15.700, will 
guide the design of County Road improvement projects, as well as road improvements constructed to serve 
private development.  The standards apply to all County-maintained roads, all other public roads that are not 
Federal, State, or City roads/streets, and private roads.  The exception is that City standards may apply to County 
Roads classified as local roads within urban growth boundaries, such as for subdivisions that will later be 
annexed.  
 
The new Lane County standards are derived from the following publications: 
  
Publications of the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO): 
• the 2001 Fourth Edition – A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets;  
• Roadside Design Guide; and 
• 2001 Geometric Design of Very Low Volume Local Roads (ADT < 400) 
 
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) documents: 
• The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (1995) 
• The 1999 Oregon Highway Plan 
• The 1998 Highway Design Manual 
 
The Eugene Arterial and Collector Street Plan (November 1999) was also used in developing the design 
standards. 
 
The following documents will primarily continue to guide engineering decisions for County Roads in the absence 
of specific design policies and standards: 
• A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, the Road Design Guide, and the Geometric Design of 

Very Low Volume Local Roads (ADT < 400) published by AASHTO will continue to be the guide for design 
elements that are not specified in adopted County standards. 

• Decisions about traffic control devices, including traffic signals, pavement markings, signing, and crosswalk 
marking, will be guided by the Federal Highway Administration’s Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices.  

• The Oregon Standard Specifications for Construction provides construction specifications standard for Lane 
County.  Oregon Standard Drawings provides standard drawings to accompany the specifications.  These 
publications were jointly developed and adopted by ODOT and the American Public Works Association 
(APWA), Oregon Chapter.   
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• AASHTO’s Guide for Design of Pavement Structures provide Lane County’s standards and procedures for 
pavement structure analysis and pavement structure design. 

 
The edition and publication year of all documents is cited in Lane Manual Chapter 15.450. 
 
The treatment of roundabouts deserves discussion in this section.  Several of the documents above discuss the 
design and marking of roundabouts.  Roundabouts are one possible way to design intersections and control traffic 
movements at intersections.  The construction and use of roundabouts as an intersection control is a relatively new 
strategy in Oregon and Lane County.  There are a few locations where roundabouts are currently in use.  Lane 
County will consider their use on a case-by-case basis where appropriate.  If a decision is made to construct a 
roundabout, it will be designed in accordance with the best current information available regarding the design and 
application of roundabout concepts.  The Federal Highway Administration currently provides guidance in 
Roundabouts: An Informational Guide (FHWA-RD-00-067).  Roundabouts, when used, will be signed and 
marked in accordance with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 
 
The design standards are organized by functional classification, and then according to urban or rural road 
locations.  Urban roads serving denser populations and land uses incorporate provisions for multiple 
transportation modes, including sidewalks and marked bike lanes.  Curbs and gutters are required to handle 
relatively larger quantities of storm drainage, and to provide space for sidewalk construction and landscaping.   
 
Rural roads with relatively low average daily traffic counts (ADTs) are less likely to serve as commuting routes 
for walkers and bicyclists, but recreational bicycling is an increasingly popular use of these roads.  On these roads 
the design standards accommodate biking and walking via striped and paved shoulder areas or shared roadways.  
Ditches adjacent to rural roads provide for drainage and are required to be included in the road right-of-way area. 
 
The County’s topography ranges from level to mountainous, and the population varies from an assortment of 
urban densities in small cities and the Eugene-Springfield area, to relatively sparse settlements in outlying, rural 
communities.  It is typical to find a number of combinations of terrain and ADT on County Roads, and the design 
standards attempt to address these variations.  For example, road width standards on mountainous roads are 
narrower than those on level terrain because the amount of traffic served is usually less and the costs and 
environmental impacts of construction are typically higher in these areas. 
 
There are large variations in traffic volume on the County Road system.  The design standards take this into 
account by specifying wider shoulders on higher volume roads while low volume roads have lower minimum 
width requirements.  ADT variations are taken into account in width standards for rural collectors and arterials, as 
well as urban and rural local roads. 
 
While ADT counts provide information about the amount of traffic on a road segment, they do not indicate the 
type of traffic.  Some roads receive a large amount of heavy truck traffic, which can hasten the breakdown of the 
road structure.  Pavement structure requirements must therefore consider truck traffic as a percentage of total 
ADT, as well as soil types.  Minimum pavement structure standards are designed to take these factors into 
consideration to preserve the long-term structural integrity of County Roadways. 
 
Finally, unique circumstances may arise making it difficult or impossible to meet a given design requirement.  As 
such, Design Standard provisions include procedures to request approval to deviate from the standards.  It is 
important to note that the review of requests for deviations to the standards does not apply to land use decisions as 
defined in Lane Code chapter 14.015 or ORS 197.015. 
 
Goals And Policies:  Roads 
 
Goal 1:  Maintain the safety, physical integrity and function of the County Road network through the 

routine maintenance program, the Capital Improvement Program, and the consistent application 
of road design standards. 
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Policy 1-a: Road operations, maintenance, repair, and preservation activities shall be a priority of the 

Public Works Operations budget and shall be routinely carried out to protect the public 
investment in, and to ensure adequate functioning of the County Road network.  

 
Policy 1-b: Continue to implement the Capital Improvement Program including yearly adoption to 

address changing conditions, modified project schedules, the addition of new projects, and 
project completion. 

 
Policy 1-c: Safety shall be the first priority in making decisions for the Capital Improvement Program 

and for roadway operations, maintenance, and repair. 
 
Policy 1-d:  The requirements of Lane Code 15 shall be consistently applied to all public and private road 

improvement projects.  In the absence of a County-adopted standard for a particular design 
element, the edition specified in Lane Manual 15.450 [**]of the following primary 
documents shall be the basis for road design, construction, signing and marking decisions: 
(i) The following documents, published by the American Association of State Highway 

and Transportation Officials (AASHTO): 
(a) A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets;  
(b) Roadside Design Guide; 
(c) Geometric Design of Very Low Volume Local Roads (ADT < 400); and 
(d) Guide for Design of Pavement Structures. 

(ii)   The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) published by the Federal 
Highway Administration. 

(iii)  The following additional documents published by the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) and the American Public Works Association (APWA), Oregon 
Chapter: 
(a) Oregon Standard Specifications for Construction (ODOT & APWA); 
(b) Oregon Standard Drawings (ODOT & APWA); 
(c) ODOT Highway Design Manual; 
(d) ODOT Hydraulics Manual; 
(e) ODOT Hydraulics Manual, Volume 2 (Erosion and Sediment Control); 
(f) Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (ODOT, 1995); and 
(g) 1999 Oregon Highway Plan (ODOT). 

(iv)  The Highway Capacity Manual 2000 published by the Transportation Research Board. 
(v) The Trip Generation, 7th Edition manual published by the Institute of Traffic 

Engineers. 
 
Policy 1-e: Road improvement projects shall consider and, as financially and legally feasible, integrate 

improvements for alternative transportation modes such as sidewalks, bike lanes, and bus 
stop turnouts, consistent with adopted road design standards.  

 
Policy 1-f: Maintain County arterial and collector roads sufficiently for the safe and efficient movement 

of freight, consistent with applicable traffic impact analysis, design policies and standards 
and land use regulations.   

 
Policy 1-g:  Maintain and improve roads consistent with their functional classification.  Reclassify roads 

as appropriate to reflect function and use. 
 
Policy 1-h: City standards shall apply to County Roads functionally classified as local roads within urban 

growth boundaries.  In the absence of City standards, the County’s road design standards 
shall apply. 
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Goal 2:  Promote a safe and efficient state highway system through the State Transportation Improvement 
Program and support of ODOT capital improvement projects.  

 
Policy 2-a:  Safe movement of vehicles on the state system and, where allowed, bicyclists and pedestrians 

shall be a priority. Lane County supports development and implementation of ODOT projects 
that improve the safety, operation, and structural characteristics of the state highway and 
bridge system, provided they are consistent with the TSP and applicable federal, state, and 
local regulations.  

  
Policy 2-b:  The County shall coordinate, as appropriate, with ODOT in:  

• plan development; 
• managing the existing state system; and 
• designing and developing facility improvements on the state system in Lane County.  

  
Policy 2-c: The County supports the preservation of the natural, historic, cultural, and recreational values 

of federally designated Scenic Byway routes maintained by ODOT. 
 
Policy 2-d: ODOT safety, preservation and modernization projects on the state system shall be consistent 

with Policies 2a-c above, and need not be identified in the Lane County TSP 20-year Project 
List. 

 
Goal 3:  Promote a safe and efficient road network through access management.  
 

Policy 3-a:  Access decisions will be made in a manner consistent with the functional classification of the 
roadway.  

 
Policy 3-b:  Access Management policies and spacing standards found herein and in Lane Code 15.130 

shall apply to all new development, changes of use, and road and driveway approach 
locations within County Road rights-of-way.  For state facilities, the Oregon Department of 
Transportation controls access pursuant to Oregon Administrative Rules 734, Division 51. 

  
Policy 3-c: Development within a County Road right-of-way, including but not limited to excavation, 

clearing, grading, utility placement, culvert placement or replacement, other stormwater 
facilities, and construction or reconstruction of road or driveway approaches, is allowed only 
upon approval of a facility permit. 

 
Policy 3-d: Properties adjacent to County Roads shall be granted reasonable access subject to access 

management and other applicable policies and standards herein and in Lane Code. Where 
access is available from more than one road, access shall be taken from the road with the 
lower functional classification as defined in Lane Code 15.020(2), unless otherwise approved 
by the County Engineer or designee. 

 
Policy 3-e:  Decisions regarding placement, location, relocation, and spacing of traffic control devices, 

including but not limited to traffic signals, turn lanes, and medians shall be based upon 
accepted engineering practices as provided for in the edition specified in Lane Manual 15.450 
of the following documents: The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), the Oregon Standard Drawings published by the 
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and American Public Works Association 
(APWA), and A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets published by the 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO). 

 
Policy 3-f:  New development shall accommodate on-site traffic circulation on the site and not by 

circulating on and off the site through multiple access points using the public road system.  
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"Backing out" maneuvers should be avoided for new driveways on all urban arterials and 
rural major collectors. 

 
Goal 4: Maintain acceptable road performance levels. 
 

Policy 4-a: The performance standard on County-maintained roads shall be as represented in the 
following peak hour volume to capacity ratio (v/c) table from Lane Code 15.696.  Given 
adequate funding for public road improvements and as a secondary priority to safety 
improvements, this standard should be maintained in making decisions about public road 
improvement projects or implementation of other programs and strategies that mitigate 
traffic. 

 
Table 7:  Maximum Volume to Capacity Ratios for Peak Hour Operating Conditions on Lane County Roads 

Roadway Category Location/Speed Limits 
Inside Urban Growth Boundary Outside Urban Growth Boundary  

Eugene-Springfield 
Metro Area 

Outside Eugene-
Springfield Metro 
area where speed 

limit <45 mph 

Outside Eugene-
Springfield Metro 

area where speed >  
45 mph 

Within 
Unincorporated 
Communities 

Outside 
Unincorporated 
Communities 

Freeways and 
Expressways 0.80 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Other County Roads 0.85 0.85 0.75 0.80 0.70 
 

Policy 4-b: In analyzing arterial or collector streets, peak hour level of service analysis methods may be 
appropriate.  Level of service “D”, using the analytical approaches in the Transportation 
Research Board Highway Capacity Manual is the standard of performance to be achieved or 
maintained, and not exceeded.  Not exceeding LOS “D” means achieving or maintaining LOS 
“A”, “B”, “C”, or “D”.  When such analysis is required, both the v/c standard in Lane Code 
15.696 and LOS D must be met.  The standards and procedures to be used in a particular 
study shall be approved in advance by Lane County Public Works according to the 
procedures in the Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines of the Public Works Engineering 
Division. 

 
Policy 4-c:  A traffic impact analysis shall be required as part of a complete land use application based 

upon the requirements of Lane Code 15.697, for any of the following: 
(i) any development proposal that, if approved, will result in an increase in peak hour 

traffic flow of 50 or more automobile trips outside an urban growth boundary, or 100 or 
more automobile trips inside an urban growth boundary.  The increase in number of 
trips shall be calculated based upon the methodology in the Institute of Traffic 
Engineers’ Trip Generation manual for the year of publication specified in Lane 
Manual Chapter 15.450 and associated handbook and user’s guide;  

(ii) development proposals that will affect County Roads where congestion or safety 
problems have been identified by previous traffic engineering analysis;  

(iii) any plan amendment proposal, unless waived by the County Engineer as specified 
below; 

(iv) proposed development that will generate or receive traffic by single or combination 
vehicles with gross weights greater than 26,000 pounds as part of their daily operations.  
“Daily operations” includes delivery to or from the site of materials or products 
manufactured, processed, or sold by the business on the site.  “Daily operations” does 
not include routine services provided to the site by others, such as mail delivery, solid 
waste pickup, or bus service. 

 
The County Engineer or designee may waive traffic impact analysis requirements specified 
above, when: 
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(i) Previous analysis has determined that the development proposal will not result in 
congestion, safety, or pavement structure impacts that exceed the standards of the 
agency that operates the affected transportation facilities; or 

(ii) In the case of a plan amendment or zone change, the scale and size of the proposal is 
insignificant, eliminating the need for detailed traffic analysis of the performance of 
roadway facilities for the 20-year planning horizon.  Whether the scale and size of a 
proposal may be considered insignificant may depend on the existing level of service 
on affected roadways.  Generally, a waiver to Traffic Impact Analysis will be approved 
when: 
(a) the plan designation or zoning that results will be entirely a resource designation; 

or 
(b) the plan designation or zoning that results will be entirely residential and the 

allowed density is not likely to result in creation of more than 50 lots; and 
(c) there is adequate information for the County Engineer or designee to determine 

that a transportation facility is not significantly affected as defined in Policy    
20-d. 

 
Policy 4-d: When a traffic impact analysis is required,  

(i) it shall evaluate all affected County Road facilities where direct access is proposed, 
including proposed access points and nearby intersections.  

(ii)  it shall be prepared by an Oregon-certified engineer with expertise in traffic and road 
construction engineering. 

(iii) it shall document compliance with the Road Design Standards in Lane Code 15.700-
15.708. 

(iv) it shall document compliance with the goals and policies of the applicable 
Transportation System Plan. 

(v) the County Engineer may alter the study requirements based upon the anticipated 
impact of the proposal.  For example, a queue length analysis (based upon 95% 
probability) may be required.   

(vi) the traffic impact analysis requirements shall be coordinated with other affected 
jurisdictions and agencies, such as the Oregon Department of Transportation or a City.   

(vii) traffic engineers preparing traffic impact analyses shall request approval of the scope of 
the analysis before proceeding with the analysis, as specified in the Traffic Impact 
Analysis Guidelines of the Public Works Engineering Division. 

 
Policy 4-e: When a traffic impact analysis is required,  

(i) for plan amendments, it shall demonstrate that the performance standard in  Policy 4-b 
for the affected County Road will not be exceeded within 20 years from the date the 
analysis is completed as a result of approval of the plan amendment or zone change.  If 
the performance standards are already exceeded at a location affected by the plan 
amendment, the standard shall be to avoid further degradation of conditions; 

(ii) for other proposed land use development, it shall demonstrate that the performance 
standard in Lane Code 15.696 for the affected County Road will not be exceeded 
immediately and for the next five years. 

(iii) if the analysis must include an evaluation of the impacts of heavy vehicles pursuant to 
Policy 4-c (iv), it shall be based upon the procedures for pavement structure analysis in 
Lane Code 15.707. 

(iv) Traffic impact analyses, and mitigation for traffic impacts on transportation facilities 
shall comply with adopted plans and codes of the agency with jurisdiction for the 
affected facility. 

(v)  If the performance standard in Policy 4-b cannot be achieved or maintained as specified 
in (i) or (ii) above, the traffic impact analysis shall propose road dedications and 
improvements for capacity increases, implementation of demand management 
strategies, or other mitigation measures.  The proposal shall include a description of 
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how and when the improvements or measures will be implemented.  Any proposed 
road improvements shall be consistent with applicable state and local policies and 
standards.  Examples of mitigation actions are in Chapter 4.1 in the Level of Service 
and System Performance subsection. Conditions may be assigned to ensure such 
improvements or measures will be implemented. 

 
Any requirements by the County resulting from an approved traffic impact analysis shall be 
the responsibility of the applicant unless otherwise approved by the County. 

 
Policy 4-f: The Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual, for the year of publication 

specified in Lane Manual 15.450, is the standard of practice for traffic impact analyses.  The 
Highway Capacity Software (HCS) published by McTrans Center for Microcomputers in 
Transportation, or other approved software, may also be used.  SIGCAP published by ODOT, 
or other ODOT-approved software is acceptable when analysis of both State and County 
facilities is required. 

 
Policy 4-g:  ODOT policies and mobility standards shall be applied to decisions affecting state highways 

in Lane County.  Applicable standards from City Transportation System Plans (TSPs) shall 
be applied to decisions about City streets. 

 
Policy 4-h: Traffic impact analyses shall be based on proposed access points consistent with County 

access management policies and standards specified herein and in Lane Code 15.130-15.139.  
Traffic impact analyses shall also consider the safe operation of affected driveways and 
public street intersections.  Proposals requiring traffic impact analysis shall include a review 
of consistency with Access Management policies and standards as part of the approval of the 
scope of the analysis. 

 
Policy 4-i:  When analyzing signalized intersections, locations where signal warrants may be met, or 

intersections with all-way stop control (AWSC), the primary objective is to maintain the 
performance of the overall intersection. The overall intersection v/c ratio must meet the 
applicable standard.  If level of service analysis is required, the level of service standard must 
also be met.  At unsignalized intersections and road approaches with two-way stop control 
(TWSC), the object is to achieve or maintain the v/c ratios specified in Policy 4-a for the 
approaches that are not stopped.  Approaches at which traffic must stop, or otherwise yield 
the right of way, shall be operated to maintain safe operation of the intersection and all its 
approaches and shall not exceed a v/c ratio of 0.95 within urban growth boundaries and a v/c 
ratio of 0.80 outside of urban growth boundaries.  If public side streets or private driveways 
are predicted to exceed the standards, mitigation measures shall be recommended.  If side 
street or driveway performance is predicted to exceed standards in order to maintain flow on 
the major street, adequate space for vehicle queuing (based upon 95% probability) must be 
maintained on the side street or driveway.  At the intersection of a County Road and a State 
highway, State highway standards must be maintained for the State highway. 

 
Goal 5:  Promote a safe, functional, and well-maintained bridge network in Lane County. 
 

Policy 5-a: Conduct bridge inspections in compliance with Federal Highway Administration and Oregon 
Department of Transportation requirements. 

 
Policy 5-b Maintain an inventory of all County structures including inspection records showing load 

ratings, general condition, and sufficiency ratings. 
  
Policy 5-c: Consider the inclusion of bridges in the Capital Improvement Program if they are structurally 

or functionally deficient based upon bridge general condition ratings, roadway width, 
bike/pedestrian passage, load capacity, safety, and operating conditions. 
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Policy 5-d: Conduct routine maintenance and repair to ensure bridge integrity over the duration of its 

design life. 
 
Policy 5-e: Consider the needs of the trucking industry when maintaining, building, or reconstructing 

bridges. 
 
Policy 5-f:  Maintain and restore Lane County covered bridges for their historic, aesthetic and cultural 

value as feasible, through budget allocations to the Capital Improvement Program or other 
funding sources. 
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4.2.  BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES 
 

Bicycle and Pedestrian facilities are most important within urban areas, where destinations are closer together and 
bicycling and walking are practical commuting modes.  However, also providing these facilities in rural areas 
encourages bicycling and walking, especially to local destinations within ¼-½ mile, and for recreation and fitness.  
This section describes the bicycle and pedestrian facilities within Lane County.  Chapter 6.3, Needs Assessment 
Methodology and Results, describes how bicycle and pedestrian facilities are provided for in road construction or 
reconstruction projects.  
 
Types of Bikeways 
There are four types of on-road bicycle facilities in the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.  Lane County 
generally uses the first three types on the County roadway network:    
• Shared roadways - the travel lane is the same for motor vehicles and bicycles/pedestrians; 
• (Rural) Paved shoulders - a portion of each paved travel lane is delineated by the fog line;  
• Urban bicycle lanes are delineated by a thicker white line between the curb and the travel lane and typically 

include stenciling on the pavement and/or signage; 
• Multi-Use Paths are separated off-street paths provided within road rights-of-way for a limited number of 

selected projects. 
 
Types of Walkways 
There are three types of on-road walkway facilities in the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan used by pedestrians 
and persons in wheelchairs: 
 
• Sidewalks are constructed along roadways in conjunction with a curb and/or planting strip; 
• Shoulders typically serve as pedestrian facilities along rural roadways; 
• Multi-use off-street paths are provided within road rights-of-way for a limited number of selected projects. 
 
Off-road bicycle and pedestrian paths also exist throughout Lane County.  Information about Lane County’s 
efforts with regard to recreational path development is included below in this chapter. 
 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities within Urban Growth Boundaries 
 
The road design standards to be adopted concurrently with the TSP were developed consistent with guidelines 
found in the 1995 Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.  Sidewalks and bicycle lanes are routinely required on all 
new or reconstructed arterial and collector County Roads within urban growth boundaries.  City comprehensive 
plans and development standards generally require sidewalks and bicycle lanes.  Within urban growth boundaries, 
City standards apply to local roads, and in the absence of City standards, County standards for urban local roads 
apply.  New urban local roads are required to include sidewalks.  Sidewalks are included in reconstruction plans 
for existing urban local roads if there were already sidewalks along the road, or if there is a demonstrated need to 
add sidewalks.  In these instances, the sidewalks shall be constructed at the expense of the abutting property 
owners.  County standards for urban local roads allow shared roadways for bicycle use.  
 
Bicycle and pedestrian facility needs on County Roads inside urban growth boundaries are incorporated into the 
Transportation System Plans for the corresponding cities within Lane County.  The Project List in Chapter 6.4 
also includes these proposed bicycle and pedestrian facility improvements. 
 
Rural Lane County Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
 
In rural areas, bicycle and pedestrian travel is more likely to be recreation or fitness-oriented, due to the distance 
between origins and destinations.  The combination of an extensive rural roadway system and relatively low 
traffic volumes encourages recreational cycling in Lane County.  The County includes paved shoulders on new or 
reconstructed rural arterial and collector roads to accommodate non-motorized travel.  
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Generally, sidewalks are not provided along rural County Roads although they may be provided where there is a 
demonstrated need in unincorporated communities and in other areas of concentrated commercial, industrial, 
residential, or institutional development.  This will be determined on a case by case basis.  Marked crosswalks are 
provided on County Roads where there are signalized intersections and at school crossings. 
 
Lane County’s rural bikeway and pedestrian system includes bike lanes, paved shoulders, and shared roadways.  
Due to constitutional limitations on road funds, Lane County does not provide off-street multi-use paths in rural 
areas.  All streets are part of the bicycle network unless bicyclists are prohibited by law from using a road or 
bridge.  Some County Roads have paved shoulders that bicyclists can use.  However, most rural collector 
roadways have no paved shoulders and are therefore shared roadways.  Appendix C is a map showing City, 
County, and State roads in the County‘s bicycle network.  The map includes information about topography, road 
conditions, bicycle facilities, traffic levels, and recreational travel destinations and loops.  The County Roads 
Inventory, Appendix C, indicates whether roads include shoulder area for bicycle and pedestrian use.  The Needs 
Assessment in Chapter 6.3 indicates that many arterials and collectors do not meet minimum width standards.  For 
newly constructed or reconstructed County rural arterial and collectors, the following lane widths for motorized 
travel, and shoulder widths to serve non-motorized needs, are required: 
 

Table 8:  Required Lane and Shoulder Width on Lane County Rural Arterial and Collector Roads 
Terrain Lane Width (2) Shoulder (2) Total Pavement Width 

<250 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
Level 11 2 26 
Rolling 11 0 22 
Mountainous 10 0 20 

250-400 ADT 
Level 11 4 30 
Rolling 11 2 26 
Mountainous 11 0 22 

400-1500 ADT 
Level 11 6 34 
Rolling 11 4 30 
Mountainous 11 2 26 

1500-10,000 ADT 
Level 12 6 36 
Rolling 11 6 34 
Mountainous 11 4 30 

>10,000 ADT 
Level 12 8 40 
Rolling 12 6 36 
Mountainous 12 4 32 

 
The Needs Assessment in Chapter 6.3 describes how bicycle and pedestrian needs were evaluated for developed 
areas outside of urban growth boundaries.  The Project List in Chapter 6.4 includes proposed bicycle and 
pedestrian facility improvements for County Roads. 
 
Lane County also participates in off-road trail development, primarily for recreational users, through the County 
Parks Division.  In the late 1990’s, Lane County cooperated with several entities under the leadership of the 
Bureau of Land Management in the development of a segment of the Row River trail, a walking, bicycling, and 
equestrian trail, on an abandoned railroad bed.  Lane County assisted in providing access to the trail from the 
County Road system at several locations and to a public park that was under County management at that time.  
The County also improved the Dorena Covered Bridge and made it into a County rest area as a nearby asset of the 
trail.  Another prominent area where the County promotes trail development and use is at Mount Pisgah/Buford 
Park.  Mt Pisgah has over 16 miles of hiking/equestrian trails.  It is also part of the Eugene to Pacific Crest Trail 
(EPCT) system which runs from Alton Baker Park to the Willamette National Forest near Oakridge.  The County 
Parks Division has been working with the City of Eugene to develop a plan and future funding to connect the 
EPCT to Eugene's Ridgeline Trail and to the City’s bike path that extends west of town to the County Park system 
on Fern Ridge Reservoir. 
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Goals And Policies:  Bicycle And Pedestrian Facilities 
 
Goal 6:   Provide safe and convenient opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian travel throughout Lane 

County. 
  

Policy 6-a: Marked bicycle lanes are required on urban arterial and collector streets when those streets 
are newly constructed, are reconstructed to urban standards, or are widened to provide 
additional vehicular capacity.   

 
Policy 6-b: Sidewalks or paved pathways accompanying public streets and roads are necessary wherever 

significant conflicts with motor vehicle traffic jeopardize the health, safety and welfare of 
pedestrians and bicyclists.  
(i) Generally, sidewalks are not provided along rural County Roads (outside of urban 

growth boundaries) although they may be provided where there is a demonstrated 
need in unincorporated communities and in other areas of concentrated commercial, 
industrial, residential, or institutional development.  This will be determined on a 
case by case basis. 

(ii) County arterial and collector roads within urban growth boundaries shall include 
sidewalks and the cost shall be assessed to the abutting property owners, unless the 
assessment is waived by the Board of County Commissioners.  

(iii)  Sidewalks on new or reconstructed County Roads functionally classified as local 
roads within urban growth boundaries shall be required as provided for in City 
development standards.  In the absence of City standards, sidewalks are required for 
new roads or reconstructed roads with existing sidewalks.  Sidewalks shall also be 
required for reconstructed urban local roads without existing sidewalks, except if the 
cost would be excessively disproportionate to the need or probable use, or if sparsity 
of population, other available ways or other factors indicate an absence of any need 
for sidewalks.  Sidewalks shall be constructed at the expense of the developer or 
adjacent property owners. 

(iv) Roads which do not have curbs and gutters and which are not scheduled to be rebuilt, 
but which do have a significant need for sidewalks, may be provided with temporary 
asphalt walkways. 

 
Policy 6-c:  Public Works staff should work with school district personnel to establish school route plans.  

Based on these plans, Lane County will install appropriate traffic control devices, such as 
signs, crosswalks or other markings, or other devices as approved by the Traffic Engineer. 

 
Policy 6-d: New development subject to Site Review and Land Division requirements shall provide 

adequately for safe bicycle and pedestrian on-site circulation and off-site transportation 
connections. Development shall provide for safe and convenient on-site circulation with 
respect to the location and dimensions of vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian entrances, exits, 
drives, and walkways in relation to each other and to buildings and other facilities. 
Consideration shall be given to the need for lighting, sidewalks, widening and improving 
abutting streets, bus stop access, and bicycle lane and pedestrian path connections, consistent 
with adopted access management, road and driveway spacing standards, road design 
standards, and other requirements in Lane Code 15. 

 
Policy 6-e: All new development within urban growth boundaries, when adjacent to County-maintained 

road rights-of-way, shall include bicycle and pedestrian facilities as specified in the Road 
Design Standards for Urban Roads in Lane Code 15. 

 
Policy 6-f: The County generally will support State projects that include bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 
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Goal 7:    Promote logical and efficient bicycle and pedestrian connections within the Lane County 
transportation system and between the County’s and other jurisdictions’ transportation systems.  

  
Policy 7-a:   In planning and implementing transportation system improvements, Lane County will 

coordinate with other affected jurisdictions to maximize bicycle and pedestrian route 
connectivity.  

 
Policy 7-b: The County will look for opportunities to partner with ODOT and City agencies on bicycle 

and pedestrian facilities when roads of different jurisdictions intersect, in order to provide 
adequately for bicycle and pedestrian travel to local destinations. 

 
Goal 8:   Promote connectivity between non-motorized and other transportation modes. 
 

Policy 8-a:   In the design and construction of transportation facilities, barriers to foot and bicycle travel 
should be avoided. 

 
Goal 9:   Encourage and support the development of recreational bicycling and hiking facilities, 

recognizing these activities as important to community livability and to the tourism sector of the 
local and state economy. 

 
Policy 9-a:   Road maintenance decisions will strive to balance the need for controlling long term 

pavement maintenance costs with consideration for providing improved road surfaces for 
cycling. 

 
Policy 9-b: Road improvement projects identified on the TSP Project List shall incorporate shoulders and 

sidewalks adequate for pedestrian use, consistent with other TSP policies and with road 
design standards to be adopted concurrently with the TSP.  

 
Policy 9-c:  Within statutory road fund limitations, the County will consider opportunities to participate in 

off-road bicycle trail and footpath development and promotion, when there is adequate 
demand and as economically feasible.  

 
Policy 9-d:   On a case-by-case basis, and within statutory road fund limitations, the County will consider 

the feasibility of establishing or maintaining access ways, paths, or trails prior to the vacation 
of any public easement or right-of-way. 
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4.3.  PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION  
 
Fixed Route Rural Transit Service (Lane Transit District) 
 
Lane Transit District (LTD) was formed in 1970 and was authorized by the Oregon Legislative Assembly to serve 
all of Lane County.  As of this publication, LTD operates 55 bus routes throughout the Eugene-Springfield Metro 
Area as well as providing rural service to and from the Eugene-Springfield area for the communities of McKenzie 
Bridge, Veneta, Junction City, Coburg, Cottage Grove and Lowell.  Rural routes typically have a morning, 
midday and early evening run.  
 
All buses have bicycle racks and are wheelchair accessible.  LTD currently transports approximately 15,000 
bicycles monthly. 
 
Rural LTD routes all operate out of the downtown Eugene station, primarily on state highways and major 
collector and arterial roads. Following is general route information, subject to change by LTD. 

 
91 - McKenzie Bridge travels along Highway 126 east, with four buses in each direction on weekdays 
and two buses on Saturdays and Sundays. 
 
92 - Lowell via Dexter, Pleasant Hill and Lane Community College travels along Highway 58, with 
four buses from Eugene to Lowell and five buses returning, on weekdays only.  
 
93 - Veneta operates on Highway 126, Territorial Road/Highway, Clear Lake Road, Fir Butte Road, 
Royal Avenue, and Green Hill Road with six buses in each direction on weekdays and two buses on 
Saturdays. 
 
95 - Junction City travels generally on River Road and Highway 99, with six buses on weekdays in each 
direction and two buses on Saturdays. 
  
95x - Junction City Express travels generally on Highway 99 with 4 buses in each direction on 
weekdays.  
 
96 - Coburg travels generally along Coburg Road between Eugene and Coburg, including 8 stops, with 
six buses on weekdays. 
  
96x - Coburg Express travels along I-105 and I-5 stopping only in Eugene and at Monaco Coach, with 
one bus in each direction. 
 
98 - Cottage Grove travels generally on I-5 and also serves Creswell, with 7 weekday buses, 3 buses on 
Saturday, and 2 buses on Sunday. 
 
Diamond Express began in  March 2003 and offers weekday commuter van service between the City of 
Oakridge and downtown Eugene. It is operated by Special Mobility Services with the assistance of a 
one-year grant from the ODOT intercity grant program. 
 

 
LTD staff indicate that the demand for rural transit is sufficient to warrant an increase in service.  By increasing 
ridership on the bus system, there is an opportunity to reduce vehicle miles traveled.  
 
It is in the County's interest to support and encourage the expansion of public transit and other alternative modes 
as a way to reduce vehicle miles traveled and thus demand on the road system.   However, financial and legal 
obstacles constrain local efforts to increase rural fixed-route transit service levels.  LTD operations are primarily 
funded by payroll taxes collected from the service area, and state law limits this rate to 0.06%.  Furthermore, 
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payroll taxes are particularly sensitive to economic cycles.  As a result, LTD is now experiencing budgetary 
shortfalls, and is implementing for a system-wide service reduction in late 2002.  Although it is anticipated that 
there will be no reduction in rural route services, neither will there be an increase in the near term.  Nor do rider 
fees cover all costs.  Rural bus service is also dependent on the limited ability of businesses in outlying service 
areas to pay special tax assessments. The cities of Oakridge and Florence have chosen not to be annexed into the 
LTD service district and pay no special tax assessments. The lack of funds from these communities inhibits 
LTD’s ability to provide services there. 
 
The Oregon Constitution also limits the use of County, City, and ODOT highway user fees to road-related 
purposes.  Transit operations, facilities, or capital improvements are not legal uses of these funds. Federal 
transportation and transit resources are generally available for capital improvements or fleet purchases, but not for 
transit operations. County or state general fund resources could be allocated to transit services, but other demands 
on the County’s limited budget mean that the County looks to LTD to finance public transit operations.  
 
Commuter Solutions Program 
Coordinating local government agencies to promote alternatives to the single occupant vehicle is the 
responsibility of the staff of the Commuter Solutions Program housed at Lane Transit District’s offices.  With 
funding assistance from ODOT, Commuter Solutions is the regional transportation demand management (TDM) 
program.  Local agencies contribute staff time and the local grant match for the program’s operating budget 
(approximately $200,000 for 2002). The County is a financial partner in the program and serves on its TDM 
Advisory Committee. 
 
Alternative transportation educational programs, vanpooling, carpooling, and group discount transit passes are a 
few examples of the many Commuter Solutions services and programs available within the region.  In the year 
2000, Commuter Solutions introduced a vanpool between Eugene and Corvallis.  That same year, Commuter 
Solutions coordinated with Oregon Cascades West Council of Governments and Mid-Valley Rideshare (Salem) to 
begin operation of Eugene-Salem and Eugene-Corvallis vanpools.  The latest vanpool to begin operation is from 
Cottage Grove/Creswell to Eugene.  Commuter Solutions staff is now embarking upon a vanpool program to 
service Oakridge and Highway 58 area residences and employees. 
 
The Commuter Solutions program strategic goals for 2002-2005 are: 
 
1. Increase participation in alternative modes 
2. Consider the use of parking management strategies in selected areas 
3. Implement TDM strategies at key congested locations 
4. Create TMD Infrastructure Supported by Regional Jurisdictions 
 
Bus Rapid Transit 
Perhaps the most anticipated and innovative new LTD program is Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), which uses a 
combination of bus lanes, guideways, and traffic priority measures to provide high frequency, fast bus service that 
emulates light rail.  In 1998, Congress provided $8.8 million for development of BRT, and it emerged as the 
preferred strategy for reducing vehicle miles traveled as part of the Eugene-Springfield Regional Transportation 
Plan (TransPlan) update.  
 
Special Transportation Needs 
 
LTD is the governing body for the receipt of State Special Transportation Funds for the Elderly and Disabled 
(STF).  Through the Special Transportation Program LTD contracts with providers of curb-to-curb and door-to-
door transportation services for people who are unable to use regular fixed-route buses due to a disability or 
because they reside in areas of  Lane County without public transportation.  In addition to funded programs, 
transportation to and from medical facilities using volunteer drivers is provided throughout Lane County with 
collaboration between LTD, Senior & Disabled Services Outreach Program (a division of the Lane Council of 
Governments), Lane Community College’s Senior Companion Program, and volunteer citizens. 
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The following transportation services are available for elderly, disabled, and other residents with specialized 
transportation needs in the more populated areas of Lane County: 
 
• RideSource is a curb-to-curb transit service for eligible riders traveling within Eugene-Springfield, and the 

River Road area.  Special Mobility Services (SMS) is a private non-profit agency that operates RideSource 
and associated programs  through a contract with Lane Transit District. RideSource complies with federal 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. 

 
• The RideSource Shopper is a once a week shopping service for elderly and disabled residents of Eugene, 

Springfield and Coburg that offers assistance with grocery and other purchases. 
 
• Special Mobility Services also administers the RideSource Escort program using their own volunteers and 

those associated with other cooperating agencies. Volunteers use their own vehicles and receive a mileage 
reimbursement to transport elderly and disabled residents to and from medical appointments.  Areas served 
include Eugene, Springfield, the River Road area, Veneta, Cottage Grove, Creswell, Junction City and 
Florence. Whenever possible residents in other rural areas of the County are served.  

 
• South Lane Wheels is a private non-profit organization providing dial-a-ride service to residents of Cottage 

Grove, Creswell, and nearby rural communities, and transporting the elderly and people with disabilities to 
and from medical appointments in Eugene-Springfield.  Local dial-a-ride service is open to the general public. 

 
• The City of Oakridge contracts with LTD to run a two van service for elderly and disabled residents for local 

travel needs, and for medical and shopping services in the Eugene-Springfield area. 
 
• The Rhody Express operated by River Cities Taxi is a local shuttle serving Florence.  It has evolved from a 

special transportation needs service to serving the City’s general population.  It runs Monday through Friday 
from 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. using  a deviated route system.  This is a flexible system that allows riders who 
have difficulty getting to bus stops to call and request to be picked up at home. Deviations are limited to three 
blocks within the defined service area.  Rhody Express uses set time points and flag stops to create a fixed-
route environment with curb-to-curb flexibility, and also meets ADA accessibility requirements. 

 
• Friends of Florence Van is operated by volunteers who transport cancer patients between Florence and the 

Eugene Cancer Center Monday through Friday. 
 
• Medicaid offers transportation services to qualifying persons requiring medical services. 
 
• The Oregon Health Plan coordinates with service providers to fund medical-related transportation. 
 
• Senior and Disabled Services, a division of Lane Council of Governments, coordinates volunteer medical 

rides. 
 
• Veteran’s Transportation assists veterans in the Florence area. 
 
Intercity And Interstate Bus Transportation 
 
Greyhound Line and Porter Enterprises coordinate operations to provide intercity and interstate bus service from 
Eugene between bus terminals, to the Amtrak station in Eugene, and to points throughout the state.  Greyhound 
Line travels generally north and south, and Porter operates out of Coos Bay, traveling up the coast through 
Florence, into Eugene, and to points east. 
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Passenger And High Speed Rail Transportation  
 
The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak)  provides intercity and interstate rail passenger service 
two to four times a day to points north and south. Since 1976, the U.S. Congress has required planning and 
provided funding for rail transportation through passage and reauthorization of a series of legislative acts.  Most 
recently, in 1991, Congress passed the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA), which greatly 
expanded the nation’s focus on intermodal transportation and movement of people and goods.  It provided federal 
funding for multimodal transportation, including passenger rail service and facility improvements, from both the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs) and states.  
 
In 1997, Congress passed a more flexible funding authorization package called the Transportation Efficiency Act 
for the 21st Century (TEA-21).  Built upon the foundation of ISTEA, TEA-21 contained a number of changes that 
permitted increased opportunities for states to obtain funds for rail freight projects and intercity passenger service.   
 
Road and air travel congestion, air pollution, and increased availability of federal funding have contributed to a 
revived interest in passenger rail travel.  In Oregon and elsewhere, passenger rail transportation’s recent emphasis 
is on high-speed rail.  Although the cost of developing a high-speed rail system is substantial, interest nationwide 
at all levels of government to invest in and support high-speed rail continues to remain strong. 
 
While funding continues to be an issue, past efforts have laid solid ground for continued high-speed rail 
development.  There are 12 high-speed rail corridors nationally authorized under the High-Speed Rail Investment 
Act.  The Pacific Northwest Corridor (Interstate 5 from Eugene to Vancouver, B.C.) was federally designated as a 
high priority corridor in 1998. High Priority Corridor status makes Oregon eligible to receive additional federal 
funds for high-speed rail projects along I-5.   
 
In 1999, rail ridership along the Pacific Northwest corridor between Eugene and Vancouver, B.C. hit an  
all-time high of 570,000, a three percent increase over 1998.  The increase is attributed in part to the introduction 
of the European-style Cascades Talgo train equipment that was custom-built for this region.   That same year, the 
Oregon Legislature approved funding for a second daily train between Eugene and Portland (and on to Seattle).  
Cascades trains are designed for high-speed rail service; however, track and safety systems currently limit the 
trains to a top speed of 79 miles per hour.  Incremental improvements to these systems, already underway, will 
allow speeds of 110 mph by the year 2018.  
 
Amtrak’s Eugene station is the southern terminus of the Pacific high-speed rail corridor.  Major renovation plans 
for the train station are underway to expand its function to accommodate multi-modal transportation. In 1998, 
after passage of TEA-21, Congress contributed $2 million to help initiate this effort.  
 
Information about rail freight transportation systems is provided in the next chapter on Rail, Air, Water, and 
Pipelines. 
 
Goals And Policies:  Public Transportation 
 
Goal 10:  Support and encourage improved public transportation services and alternatives to single 

occupancy vehicle travel between the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area and outlying 
communities.   

 
Policy 10-a:   Continue to assist in coordinating public transportation and multi-modal transportation 

initiatives by providing technical support and otherwise participating in technical advisory 
committees, task forces and working groups, such as the regional Commuter Solutions 
(Transportation Demand Management) program. 
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Policy 10-b: County Road construction and reconstruction projects shall include consultation with LTD 
and shall, as feasible, accommodate transit stops, bus pullouts and shelters along existing or 
planned bus routes as permitted under statutory requirements for road fund expenditures.  
Unless otherwise authorized by the Board of County Commissioners, transit stop amenities 
with the exception of bus pullouts will typically be funded by LTD or other non-County 
sources. 

 
Policy 10-c: The County will support efforts to develop public transit facilities such as park-n-ride lots and 

shelters in rural areas when they are consistent with land use, zoning, and other applicable 
regulations. 

 
Policy 10-d: The County will investigate the possibility of providing free or discounted bus transportation 

services for County employees as part of LTD’s Group Pass Program. 
 
Goal 11:  Support efforts to maintain rail transportation and to promote high speed rail development.  
 

Policy 11-a: As feasible, Lane County will participate in efforts to plan, develop, and maintain rail-related 
infrastructure improvements for high-speed and other passenger rail service. 

 
Policy 11-b: Lane County will coordinate with and support State efforts to comply with Federal and State 

rail transportation requirements by consulting adopted versions of the Oregon Transportation 
Plan and Rail Plan when making transportation or land use decisions involving rail facilities. 

 
Goal 12:  Support initiatives to develop improved transportation services for County citizens with special 

needs. 
  

Policy 12-a: As feasible and as opportunities arise, Lane County will support public and private efforts to 
meet special transportation service needs for County residents, giving priority to rural 
residents.  



Source TSP Sort – Project List 

*  Programmed (all or partially) in the adopted 2003-2007 Lane County CIP.  CIP cost used. 

**  Project completed or under contract 
97

Lane County Transportation System Plan 20-Year Project List  
Projects on Lane County Roads - Sorted by TSP 

         
Project   Begin End    Estimated 
Number Road Name Limits Milepost Milepost Length Source Description Cost 

110 LC TSP Dorsey Lane Hwy 36 to High Pass Rd 0.000 1.542 1.542 Rural Modernization $950,000 
121 Ellmaker Rd Hwy 126 to Jeans Rd 0.000 1.114 1.114 LC TSP Rural Modernization $700,000 
118 Fir Butte Rd Royal Ave to Clear Lake 

Rd 
0.000 2.706 2.706 LC TSP Rural Modernization $1,700,000 

119 Fisher Rd Hwy 126 to Royal 
Avenue 

0.000 1.200 1.200 LC TSP Rural Modernization $750,000 

115 Fleck Rd Territorial Hwy to Central 
Rd 

0.000 2.512 2.512 LC TSP Rural Modernization $1,600,000 

85 LC TSP Franklin Boulevard
East*** 

 I-5 Frontage to Twin 
Buttes Rd 

0.000 1.121 1.121 Rural Modernization $2,300,000 

95 Gowdyville Rd* MP 1.89 to Territorial 
Hwy 

1.890   9.034 7.144 LC TSP Reconstruct and pave gravel road $3,100,000 

113 Hall Rd* MP 4.56 to MP 5.88 4.560 5.880 1.320 LC TSP Pave gravel portion $990,000 
90 Hill Rd Old Mohawk Rd to 

Marcola Rd 
0.000 4.572 4.572 LC TSP Rural Modernization $2,900,000 

137 Hills Cr Rd Jasper-Lowell Rd to 
Alden Lane 

0.000 0.778 0.778 LC TSP Bike-Ped Facilities - Widen to 
standard for bike use 

$490,000 

106 Hulbert Lake Rd* Ferguson Rd to Benton 
County Line 

0.000 2.390 2.390 LC TSP Reconstruction and drainage 
improvements 

$1,500,000 

12 Huston Road South Hunter Rd to Perkins Rd 0.272 1.070 0.798 LC TSP Bike-Ped Facilities. See Veneta 
TSP #D6 

$500,000 

130 Jasper-Lowell Rd Pengra Rd to MP 5.0 3.874 5.000 1.126 LC TSP Rural Modernization $700,000 
132 Jasper-Lowell Rd Parkway Rd to Pengra 

Rd 
0.000 3.874 3.874 LC TSP Bike-Ped Facilities - Widen 

shoulders for bike use 
$2,420,000 

16 Jeans Rd Huston Rd North to 
Fawver Dr 

1.185 3.000 1.815 LC TSP Bike-Ped Facilities See Veneta TSP 
#D6 

$1,100,000 

138 Lost Creek Rd Hwy 58 to Parvin Rd 0.000 0.669 0.669 LC TSP Bike-Ped Facilities - Widen 
shoulders for bike use 

$420,000 

89 Marcola Rd* Parsons Cr Rd to 
Wendling Rd 

10.430 11.700 1.270 LC TSP Rural Modernization - Widen and 
overlay. Includes curb and sidewalk 
in Marcola. 

$1,900,000 

88 Marcola Rd* Wendling Rd to Johnson 
Rd 

11.700 16.080 4.380 LC TSP Rural Modernization - Widen and 
overlay 

$3,000,000 

83 McKenzie View 
Drive 

LC TSP Coburg Rd to Hill Rd 0.000 6.099 6.099 Rural Modernization $3,800,000 

104 Meadowview Rd W Hwy 99W to Alvadore Rd 0.000 2.952 2.952 LC TSP Rural Modernization $1,850,000 
128 Mill Rd* Hwy 58 to Wheeler Rd 0.000 0.249 0.249 LC TSP Realignment at Hwy 58 $400,000 

        

*** Project added, description modified, or for other reasons may require action on City TSP. 
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105 Milliron Rd East* Hwy 99W to Prairie Rd 0.000 0.402 0.402 LC TSP Rural Modernization - Widen and 
overlay.  Modernize two railroad 
crossings.  Access to new 
corrections facility. 

$950,000 

94 Mosby Cr Rd Currin Connector to Row 
River Connector #1 

1.204 1.632 0.428 LC TSP Rural Modernization $250,000 

123 North Fork Siuslaw 
Rd 

Hwy 126 to Munsel Lake 
Rd 

0.000 0.849 0.849 LC TSP Rural Modernization $550,000 

109 Oaklea Drive Hwy 99W to 18th Ave 
West 

0.000 1.512 1.512 LC TSP Rural Modernization $950,000 

8 Parsons Creek Rd. Marcola Rd. to Pioch Ln. 0.000 0.899 0.899 LC TSP Bike-Ped Facilities – Widen 
shoulders 

$560,000

14 Perkins Rd City Limits to Central Rd 0.420 2.822 2.402 LC TSP Bike-Ped Facilities See Veneta TSP 
#D6 

$1,500,000 

81 Prairie Rd*** Maxwell Rd to Beltline 0.118 0.690 0.572 LC TSP Complete urban Standards $350,000 
107 Prairie Rd NW Expressway to Hwy 

99 (Prairie Rd Connector)
2.221 7.850 5.629 LC TSP Rural Modernization $3,500,000 

127 Ridgeway Rd Hwy 58 to MP 1.0 0.000 1.000 1.000 LC TSP Bike-Ped Facilities $620,000 
102 River Loop #1*** River Rd to Dalewood 

Street 
0.000   LC TSP0.244 0.244  Urban Standards $500,000 

100 River Loop #2*** River Rd to Burlwood 
Street 

0.000   0.990 0.990 LC TSP Urban Standards $2,000,000 

92 Row River Rd Sharps Cr Rd to Brice Cr 
Rd 

16.230 19.778 3.548 LC TSP Rural Modernization $2,200,000 

96 Scenic Drive *** River Loop #2 to Beacon 
Drive East 

0.000   0.765 0.765 LC TSP Urban Standards $1,600,000 

93 Sears Rd MP 0.62 to Saginaw Rd 
East 

0.620     3.240 2.620 LC TSP Strengthen pavement structure $1,100,000

87 Seavey Loop *** Hwy 58 to Franklin 
Boulevard East 

0.000   3.791 3.791 LC TSP Bike-Ped Facilities $2,400,000 

133 South Jetty Rd Hwy 101 to BLM Rd 0.000 0.620 0.620 LC TSP Bike-Ped Facilities - Widen 
shoulders for bike use 

$390,000 

117 Spencer Cr Rd MP 0.5 to Pine Grove Rd 0.500 3.285 2.785 LC TSP Rural Modernization $1,700,000 
99 LC TSP Spring Creek Drive

*** 
 River Rd to Scenic Drive 0.000 0.527 0.527 Urban Standards $1,100,000 

122 Stagecoach Rd* Richardson Rd to MP 
0.58 

0.000 0.580 0.580 LC TSP Slope stabilization $770,000 

        

*** Project added, description modified, or for other reasons may require action on City TSP. 
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134 Suttle Rd Hwy 126 to Territorial 
Hwy 

0.000 3.802 3.802 LC TSP Bike-Ped Facilities - Widen 
shoulders for bike use 

$2,380,000 

6 Tillicum Ave. Hwy. 58 to Tenas Ln. 0.000 0.263 0.263 LC TSP Bike-Ped Facilities – Sidewalks 
and/or widen shoulders 

$200,000

4 Vaughn Rd. Noti Loop Rd. to Glaze 
Rd. 

0.000 0.953 0.953 LC TSP Bike-Ped Facilities – Widen 
shoulders 

$600,000

5 Vaughn Rd. Canaday Rd. to Territorial 
Hwy. 

7.954 9.906 1.952 LC TSP Bike-Ped Facilities – Widen 
shoulders 

$1,220,000

114 Warthen Rd Territorial Hwy to Knight 
Rd 

0.000 4.008 4.008 LC TSP Rural Modernization - Widen 
shoulders for bike use 

$2,500,000 

135 Wendling Rd Marcola Rd to Paschelke 
Rd 

0.000 1.599 1.599 LC TSP Bike-Ped Facilities - Widen 
shoulders for bike use 

$1,000,000 

131 West Boundary Rd* End of Pavement to MP 
6.4 

1.700 6.400  4.700 LC TSP Pave gravel road $2,750,000 

        
         

County Projects Identified in Urban Area TSPs 
29 Pearl Street** Coburg Rd to  Miller St 0.025 0.244 0.219 Coburg Urban Standards - Two-lane facility 

with curb, gutter, sidewalks, bike 
lanes,#B1 

$700,000 

28 Pearl Street** Miller St  to  I-5 0.244 0.640 0.396 Coburg Urban Standards - Four-lane facility 
with median treatments, curb, 
gutter, sidewalks, bike lanes, #B1 

$750,000 

28  Coburg Industrial
Way** 

Pearl Street Intersection    Coburg Traffic Signal Installation and 
widening of approach to 
intersection, #B2 

$0 (est. cost 
included in #28 

above) 
        
        

71 Bennett Creek Rd North River Rd to UGB 
(bridge) 

0.000 1.008  1.008 Cottage
Grove 

 Urban Standards - Widen, upgrade 
guardrail 

$270,000 

70  1.174  Cottage Grove-
Lorane Hwy 

City Limit to Gowdyville 
Rd 

0.830 0.344 Cottage
Grove 

 Bike-Ped Facilities $90,000 

69 Latham Rd Hwy 99 to London Rd 0.000 0.965 0.965 Cottage 
Grove 

Bike-Ped Facilities $100,000 

68 North River Rd Hwy 99 to Bennett Creek 
Rd 

0.000 0.433  0.433 Cottage
Grove 

 Urban Standards $430,000 

67 Row River Rd UGB to Row River 1.042 2.088 1.046 Cottage 
Grove 

Urban Standards - Three-lane 
facility with bike lanes 

$900,000 

*** Project added, description modified, or for other reasons may require action on City TSP. 
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66 South River Rd** Hwy 99 to Jason Lee 
(City Limit) 

0.000   0.316 0.316 Cottage
Grove 

 Urban Standards & realign at Hwy 
99 

$660,000 

65 Sweet Lane Hwy 99 to Talemena Dr 0.000 0.718  0.718 Cottage
Grove 

 Urban Standards  $570,000 

64 Thornton Lane*** Row River Rd to ECM 
(Gate) 

0.000 0.518  0.518 Cottage
Grove 

 Urban Standards - Add curb, gutter, 
sidewalks 

$220,000 

        
        

62 Harvey Road At Hwy 99 0.000 0.100 0.100 Creswell Intersection improvements at Hwy 
99, High Priority #9 

$200,000 

        
        

3     Heceta Beach
Rd*** 

Hwy 101 to 
Rhododendron Drive 

0.000 1.885 1.885 Florence Bike-Ped Facilities. Listed as project 
#I-1 

$150,000 

2 Munsel Lake Rd*** Hwy 101 to North Fork 
Siuslaw Rd 

0.000   2.090 2.090 Florence Bike-Ped Facilities. Listed as project 
#I-3 

$150,000 

1     Rhododendron
Drive*** 

City Limits to Heceta 
Beach Rd 

3.440 5.112 1.672 Florence Urban Standards-Curbs, Sidewalks, 
bike lanes. Part of project G-4 and 
bike project I-2..  

$1,800,000 

        
        

23 6th Avenue West City Limits to Oaklea 
Drive 

0.000   0.330 0.330 Junction
City 

 Bike-Ped, add sidewalks, restripe to 
add bike lanes and possibly turn 
lanes at intersections., #1 

$50,000 

22 10th Avenue West Rose Street South to 
Oaklea Dr 

0.000 0.346  0.346 Junction
City 

 Bike-Ped, add sidewalks, restripe to 
add bike lanes and possibly turn 
lanes at intersections., #2 

$50,000 

18 18th Avenue East 
& Deal St 
Modernization 

Highway 99E to Dane 
Lane 

0.000   0.509 0.509 Junction
City 

 Urban Standards, 2 lane with curb, 
gutter, sidewalks, bike lanes, and 
possibly turn lanes at intersections., 
#4 

$700,000 

20 0.854 18th Avenue West
Modernization 

 Hwy 99W to Oaklea Drive 0.000 0.854 Junction 
City 

Urban Standards, 2 lane with curb, 
gutter, sidewalks, bike lanes, and 
possibly turn lanes at intersections 
such as Oaklea Dr and Rose 
Street., #3 

$1,200,000 

        
        

*** Project added, description modified, or for other reasons may require action on City TSP. 
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24 High Pass Road 
Modernization 

Hwy 99 to Oaklea Drive 0.000 0.859 0.859 Junction 
City 

$1,200,000 Urban Standards, 2-3 lane with 
curb, gutter, sidewalks, and bike 
lanes. Need and location of turn 
lanes to be determined., #5 

25 High Pass Road 
Modernization 
(Future) 

Oaklea Drive to UGB 0.859 1.520 0.661 Junction 
City 

$900,000 Urban Standards, 2-3 lane with 
curb, gutter, sidewalks, and bike 
lanes. Need and location of turn 
lanes to be determined., #5 

21 Oaklea Drive 
Modernization 

18th Ave West to High 
Pass Rd 

1.512 2.534 1.022 Junction
City 

 Urban Standards, 2-3 lane with 
curb, gutter, sidewalks, and bike 
lanes. Need and location of turn 
lanes to be determined., #7 

$1,400,000 

17 Pitney Lane North UGB to High Pass Road 1.370 1.509 0.139 Junction 
City 

Urban Standards, 2 lane with curb, 
gutter, sidewalks, and bike lanes, 
#11 

$200,000 

19     Prairie Road
Modernization 

Highway 99 to High Pass 
Road 

8.030 9.250 1.220 Junction
City 

 Urban Standards, 2-3 lane with 
curb, gutter, sidewalks, and bike 
lanes. Need and location of turn 
lanes to be determined., #8 

$1,700,000 

26     Prairie Road
Widening (Future) 

UGB to End (near Hwy 
99) 

7.300 8.030 0.730 Junction
City 

 Rural Modernization. Widen 
shoulders. Discussion of prison 
siting, #9 

$1,000,000 

27     River Road
Modernization* 

Hwy 99 to vicinity of 
Strome Ln 

0.000 0.694 0.694 Junction
City 

 Urban Standards, 2-3 lane with 
curb, gutter, sidewalks, and bike 
lanes. Need and location of turn 
lanes to be determined., #10 

$970,000 

        
        

75 Fish Hatchery Rd Hwy 58 to 1st Street 0.000 1.650 1.650 Oakridge Bike-Ped Facilities.  Joint with 
Oakridge, #D2. 

$1,000,000 

72 Fish Hatchery Rd At Hwy 58 0.000 0.040 0.040 Oakridge Realignment of Fish Hatchery Rd at 
Hwy 58 approach. Joint with 
Oakridge, ODOT, #D7 

$100,000 

73 High Prairie Rd 1st Street to  UGB 0.000 0.947 0.947 Oakridge Bike-Ped Facilities. Intersection 
improvements and shoulders. Joint 
with Oakridge, Part of #D3 and #D6 

$600,000 

74  Westfir-Oakridge
Rd 

Norquist Lane to High 
Prairie Rd 

5.707 6.065 0.358 Oakridge Bike-Ped Facilities.  Joint with 
Oakridge, #D3. 

$750,000 

*** Project added, description modified, or for other reasons may require action on City TSP. 
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40 18th Avenue** Bertelson Rd to Willow 

Creek Rd 
  0.710 TransPlan Urban Standards, 2 lane facility, 

#303 
$1,100,000 

35 31st Street Hayden Bridge to U 
Street 

0.542  0.905 0.850 TransPlan Urban Standards, 2-3 lane facility, 
#765 

$1,300,000 

47 Aspen St* Centennial to West D   0.000 0.441 0.441 TransPlan Urban Standards, 2 to 3 lane facility, 
joint project Spfd, #809 

$750,000 

46    Beaver Street
Arterial 

Hunsaker Drive to Wilkes 
Drive 

0,840 TransPlan
(Future 

List) 

 R.O.W. acquisition, general 
construction, new arterial #503 

$1,700,000 

51  Bloomberg
Connector (McVay 
Highway 
Realignment)* 

McVay Highway to 30th 
Ave 

  0.400 TransPlan Modification of connection of McVay 
Hwy to 30th Ave, #297 

$800,000 

43 Coburg Rd** Kinney Loop to Armitage 
Park 

3.229  4.419 1.190 TransPlan Urban Standards. Reconstruct to 
three-lane facility to UGB, turn lane 
at park entrance, rural, #625 

$2,400,000 

45 County Farm Loop North to South Section 0.000 0.550 0.550 TransPlan Urban Standards, 3-lane facility, 
joint with Eugene, #631 

$825,000 

42 County Farm Loop West to East Section 0.550 1.080 0.530 TransPlan Urban Standards, 2 lane facility, 
joint with Eugene, #632 

$800,000 

58     Delta/Beltline
Interchange* 

 TransPlan Interim/safety improvements;
replace/revise existing ramps; widen 
Delta Hwy bridge to 5 lanes, #638 

 $8,000,000 

32 Division Avenue Delta Highway to Beaver 
Street 

  0.890 TransPlan
(Future 

List) 

 New frontage road with Willamette 
River Bridge #512 

$4,000,000 

34 Fox Hollow Rd Donald Street to UGB 8.829 9.329 0.500 TransPlan Urban Standards, 2 lane facility, 
#245 

$850,000 

59 Game Farm Rd 
North* 

I-5 to Coburg Rd 0.419 1.690 1.271 TransPlan Urban Standards, Upgrade to 2-3 
lane facility, Joint with Eugene,#654

$2,200,000 

50 Game Farm Rd 
South 

Game Farm Rd East to 
Harlow Rd 

  0.930 TransPlan Urban Standards, 2 lane 
facility,#737 

$2,100,000 

54 Green Hill Rd* Barger Drive to Airport 
Rd 

3.820 5.820 2.000 TransPlan Rural widening and intersection 
modifications,#485 

$2,000,000 

10 Green Hill Rd* Barger Drive to W 11th 1.540 3.820 2.280 TransPlan Urban Standards, Upgrade to 2-3 
lane facility, joint with Eugene, #454

$5,000,000 

        

*** Project added, description modified, or for other reasons may require action on City TSP. 
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39 Green Hill Rd** North Boundary of Airport 
to Airport Rd 

  2.060 TransPlan Closing of existing road and 
realignment on east boundary of 
airport property, #486 

$3,000,000 

49 Grove Street Silver Lane to Howard 0.000 0.528 0.160 TransPlan Bike-Ped, Striped Lane/Route #515 $0 
30 Hayden Bridge Rd 

(includes 23rd) 
Yolanda to Marcola Rd   1.540 TransPlan Urban Standards, 2 lane facility, 

#747 
$2,300,000 

61 W. Hilliard Ln. River Road to North Park 0.000 0.840 1.090 TransPlan Bike-Ped, Striped Lane or Route, 
#518 

$0 

38 Horn Lane N. Park Ave to River 
Road 

0.000  0.928 0.928*** TransPlan Bike-Ped, Striped Lane or Route, 
#521 

$150,000 

80 Howard Ave River Road to North Park 0.000 0.956 0.960 TransPlan Bike-Ped, Striped Lane or Route, 
#524 

$0 

48  Hunsaker
Lane/Beaver 
Street* 

River Rd to Division Ave 0.000 1.141 1.141 TransPlan Urban Standards-2 lane facility,#527 $2,200,000 

60 Irving Rd at NW 
Expressway* 

Gainsborough Entrance 
to Prairie Rd 

  0.300 TransPlan Construct overpass over NW 
Expressway and railroad. Signalize 
access on north side,#530 

$4,200,000 

52 Irvington Drive* River Road to Prairie Rd 0.000 1.479 1.479 TransPlan Urban Standards,2-3 lane facility, 
#533 

$4,000,000 

55  Jasper Road
Extension* 

Main Street to Jasper Rd   3.200 TransPlan Construct 4 lane arterial: phasing to 
be determined: improve RR X-ing at 
Jasper Rd; at grade interim 
improvement; grade separation long 
range improvement,#66 

$10,400,000 

33 Lake Drive/N. Park 
Ave 

Howard to Horn Lane*** 0.000 0.430 0.430 TransPlan Bike-Ped, Striped Lane or Route, 
#536 

$170,000 

56 Laura St* Scots Glen Drive to 
Harlow Rd 

0.000  0.273 0.273 TransPlan Urban Standards - Three-lane 
facility 

$550,000 

36 N. Park Avenue Maxwell Rd to Horn Lane 0.268 1.298  1.030 TransPlan Bike-Ped, Striped Lane/Route #539 $200,000 
31 Prairie Road** Carol Lane to Irvington 

Drive 
1.589  1.939 0.350 TransPlan Urban Standards, 3 lane-lane 

facility, #472 
$825,000 

57 River Rd* Beacon Dr to Carthage  7.366 7.747 0.381 TransPlan Urban Standards - Three-lane 
facility, #545 

$1,100,000 

53 Royal Avenue* Terry Street to Greenhill 
Avenue 

2.267  3.267 1.000 TransPlan Urban Standards - Three-lane 
facility, joint with Eugene, #481 

$2,200,000 

41 W 11th Avenue Greenhill Road to 
Danebo  

  1.510 TransPlan Urban Standards, 5 lane facility, 
joint with Eugene, ODOT, #333 

$4,500,000 

*** Project added, description modified, or for other reasons may require action on City TSP. 
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44 Wilkes Drive River Road to River Loop 
#1 

0.000  0.932 0.932 TransPlan Urban Standards, 3-lane facility, 
#554 

$1,400,000 

        
        

15 Bolton Hill Rd Territorial Hwy to UGB 0.000 1.171   1.171 Veneta Urban Standards. #B5 $1,900,000 
11 Bolton Hill Rd At Territorial Hwy 0.000 0.000 0.000 Veneta Traffic Signal. Possible joint project 

with Veneta, ODOT. #B15 
$200,000 

13 Bolton Road East Territorial Hwy to Huston 
Rd South 

0.000   1.300 1.300 Veneta Bike-Ped Facilities, #D6 $320,000 

 
 

 
 
 

*** Project added, description modified, or for other reasons may require action on City TSP. 
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