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Introduction

The Eugene Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan (“the
Plan”) provides the City of Eugene with the projects and
policies necessary to create a first-class city for bicy-
cling and walking, reduce overall carbon emissions, and
provide for a well-designed, integrated, safe, and efficient
multi-modal transportation system. This Plan proposes
that the City of Eugene develop 25.2 miles of sidewalks,
12.2 miles of shared-use facilities, and 111.2 miles of bike-
ways within the next 20 years.

The Eugene Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan serves

as the basis for the Pedestrian and Bicycle elements of
the City’s Transportation System Plan (TSP). The Project
Study Area consists of the outer extent of the Eugene city
limits and Urban Growth Boundary.

The Plan was funded by a grant from the Transportation
and Growth Management (TGM) Program, a joint
program of the Oregon Department of Transportation

and the Oregon Department of Land Conservation

and Development (DLCD), and by the City of Eugene.
Working with the TGM program, the City of Eugene
hired the consulting team of Alta Planning + Design,
CH2M Hill, and Angelo Planning Group to prepare the
Plan. The project began in May 2010 and was completed in
Fall 2011.

This document is Volume I of the Eugene Pedestrian and
Bicycle Master Plan. Volume II contains all final project
memoranda that document the planning process used to
complete the Plan, and is intended to serve as a technical
reference for implementation.
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Planning Process

This section summarizes the process used to develop the
Eugene Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan.

Project Management

The project management team consisted of representa-
tives from the City of Eugene, the Oregon Department

of Transportation, and the consulting team. The project
management team met regularly throughout the project to
guide the technical work and review project deliverables.

The City of Eugene invited representatives from Lane
County, the Lane Transit District, the University of
Oregon, and departments within the City of Eugene
(Emergency Services, Parks and Open Space, Planning
and Development, and Traffic Operations) to form a
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) to represent their
organizational perspective on the Pedestrian and Bicycle
Master Plan effort. TAC members were invited to com-
ment on each draft project deliverable. The TAC also met
in person in January 2011 to discuss the system recom-
mendations and the Design Toolkit, in February 2011 to
discuss policies and implementation, and in July 2011 to
further discuss the policies.

Public Involvement

The City of Eugene identified members of the public
who could represent a variety of groups and popula-
tions, including liaisons to neighborhood groups, acces-
sibility groups, the Sustainability Commission, school

Members of the Public Aavisory Committee met throughout the
project.

districts, higher education institutions, and the Bicycle
and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC). These
representatives were invited to join the Project Advisory
Committee (PAC). The PAC reviewed all draft project
deliverables. They also met seven times throughout the
project to advise the project management team about
goals, policies, existing conditions, the Design Toolkit,
system recommendations, prioritization, and funding,
All PAC meetings were open to the public and were
well-attended.

Materials prepared for public meetings allowed participants to give
feedback on the evolution of the Plan.

Two public open houses were hosted as part of the project
in October 2010 and March 2011. The first open house
invited members of the public to comment on goals and
objectives, existing conditions analysis, and concepts
from the design toolkit. Attendees were also asked to
share their ideas for bicycle and pedestrian facilities
recommendations. The second open house offered com-
munity members the chance to give feedback on the draft
recommendations for both pedestrian and bicycle system
improvements. Approximately 70 and 100 community
members attended the first and second open houses,
respectively.

A project website, www.eugenepedbikeplan.org, was
created and then updated throughout the project. The
website offered three different input tools: an interactive
map of the project area, an online comment form, and an
online survey tool. The online interactive map generated




over 600 comments from the public on existing condi-
tions and project ideas. The online survey generated an
additional 200 responses and over the life of the project
an additional 160 comments were submitted to the project
team via an online comment form.

Additional methods of outreach included electronic and
print newsletters, postings on local pedestrian and bicy-
cle-related blogs, outreach material at other community
events, meetings with neighborhood groups, and a survey
distributed to the city’s 20 neighborhood associations.

Plan and Policy Review

At the beginning of the project, project staff reviewed
numerous local planning documents to inform the
goals, policies, and projects developed in this Plan.
Documents reviewed include TransPlan, the Central
Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization Regional
Transportation Plan, the Eugene-Springfield Metro Plan,
the Arterial and Collector Street Plan, the Central Area
Transportation Study, the Eugene Growth Management
Ordinance, the Eugene Pedestrian and Bicycle Strategic
Plan, the Eugene Parks, Recreation and Open Spaces
Comprehensive Plan, and the May 2010 draft of the
Community Climate and Energy Action Plan.

Policies in the Fugene-Springfield Metro Plan and
TransPlan were reviewed and found to be consistent
with the policies recommended in this Plan. Therefore,
no policy amendments to these documents are recom-
mended. The policies recommended in this plan will
become official when the City of Eugene adopts a new
Transportation System Plan.

Goals, Objectives, and Policies

The following goals, objectives, and policies were devel-
oped with input from the Project Advisory Committee
and the Technical Advisory Committee. These policies

Policies play an important role in creating a walking- and bicycling-
friendly city.

are recommended to be adopted as part of the Eugene
Transportation System Plan development that is currently
underway. Recommended actions to support proposed
goals and policies can be found in Project Memorandum

9 - Implementation (see Volume II).

The Plan has four levels in its framework:

Goal: Pursuit of this statement underpins all of the Plan’s
objectives and projects.

Objectives: The City has identified three principal objec-
tives for achieving the goals of the Plan.

Policies: A guide to the City and community members on
how to achieve each objective.

Performance measures: How the City will track the
progress of our goal and objectives. These measures
should be tracked and reported on annually in order to
evaluate the progress towards achieving our goal and
objectives.

“Eugene is a place where walking and biking are integral to the community’s culture, where the city’s livability, sustainability, and
overall quality of life are enhanced by more people walking and biking, and where these activities are safe, convenient, and practical

options for everyone.”

Vision statement from the Eugene Pedestrian and Bicycle Strategic Plan 2008




Goal: By the year 2031 Eugene will double the percentage
of trips made on foot and by bicycle from 2011 levels.

Performance Measures:

e Percentage of trips to work in Eugene made by walk-
ing and bicycling as measured by the Census Bureau's
American Community Survey.

e Annual bicycle and pedestrian counts performed by
the City of Eugene.

Objective 1—Network: Create 20-minute neighborhoods
by providing accessible, efficient, and convenient methods
for pedestrians and bicyclists to travel to the places where
they live, shop, work and play by expanding and improving
Eugene’s bicycle and pedestrian network.

The pedestrian and bicycle network should provide Walking and bicycling facilities must address the needs of a wide

continuous direct routes and convenient connections range of users to be truly successful,

between destinations, including homes, schools, parks,

shopping areas, public services, recreational opportu- e Policy 1.9: Improve the bicycling and walking envi-
nities and transit. Walking and bicycling should be ronment through enhanced traffic operations and
appealing modes of transportation, which means that maintenance.

infrastructure must be in place to make these modes con-
venient and enjoyable. Performance Measures:

N f miles of sidewalk.

e Policy L1: Make bicycling and walking more attractive * Numlljer © i m}les © ; 3111 i‘q{a
than driving for trips of two miles or less. ¢ HMDErOLmIies OF a1 PIKEWays.
e Policy 1.2: Increase pedestrian and bicycle connectiv- e Percentage of arterial and collector streets served by
- idewalks.
ity between existing residential neighborhoods and Sidewatis ‘ ‘
nearby commercial areas, parks, and schools e Progress towards implementing the total number of
' ; ' iles of i 1k in this plan.

e Policy 1.3: Require implementation of pedestrian and mies ot new 51dewa > propo‘sed {0 this plan
bicycle facilities as part of redevelopment and new * Progress towards implementing the total number of
miles of bikeways proposed in this plan.

development.
e Policy 1.4: Improve connections to transit for pedestri- Objective 2—Safety and Equity: Build a system that
ans and bicyclists. addresses the needs and safety of all users, including
e Policy 1.5: Construct high-quality pedestrian and youth, the elderly, people with disabilities, and people of
bicycle infrastructure to provide safer, more appealing all races, ethnicities and incomes.
and well-connected facilities. The City recognizes the great diversity in abilities, ages,
e Policy 1.6: Build pedestrian and bicycle facilities on races, ethnicities and incomes within the community as
new roadways, and retrofit older roadways to complete well as the great number of neighborhoods within the
the pedestrian and bicycle system, using routes and City. Sidewalks, pathways, crossings and bicycle routes
facility designs identified in this plan. should be designed so people, including those with mobil-
e Policy 1.7: Construct bikeways along new and recon- ity and sensory impairments, can easily find a direct route
structed arterial and major collector streets. to a destination and so delays are minimized. Sidewalks,
e Policy 1.8: Provide a continuous sidewalk network pathways, crossings and bicycle routes should be designed
along all city streets that have been upgraded to urban and built to be free of hazards and to minimize conflicts
standards or as part of urban standards upgrades to with external factors such as vehicles and buildings.

unimproved streets. These facilities should permit the mobility of residents of




Coordination with Other Plans

Eugene Pedestrian and Bicycle Strategic Plan is

a 5-year plan that was adopted administratively

by the City Manager. It is a guide for City staff,
community members, and organizations to help them
develop a more walkable and bikeable city. Whereas
the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan directs
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, the Strategic
Plan outlines how to improve education, marketing,
and outreach to encourage people to walk and
bicycle more, using the infrastructure.

all ages and abilities. Bicyclists have a range of skill levels,
and facilities should be designed with a goal of provid-
ing for the widest range of ages, ability, and experience
possible.

e Policy 2.1: Continually improve bicycling and walk-
ing facility safety through design, operations and
maintenance.

e Policy 2.2: Ensure that the transportation system is
accessible to people with disabilities, and that an ADA
Transition Plan is completed to identify obstacles to
access, develop a work plan to remove those obstacles,
and identify responsible parties.

e DPolicy 2.3: Ensure that bicycling and walking facilities
are provided for all demographics, including people of
different ages, races, ethnicities, incomes, and different

neighborhoods.

Performance Measures:

e Number of traffic signals without Accessible
Pedestrian Devices.

e List of completed projects from the ADA Transition
Plan (once it is completed).

e Annual pedestrian and bicycle crash statistics.

e Density of pedestrian and bicycle facilities in areas
with higher concentrations of racial and ethnic
minorities and low-income households compared
to other parts of Fugene (based on the population
definitions established in the Eugene-Springfield 2010
Consolidated Plan).

Objective 3—Support Facilities: Provide support facilities
in addition to the pedestrian and bicycle network that
encourage walking and bicycling.

In order for walking and bicycling to be fully viable

forms of transportation in Eugene, facilities are needed to
complement an improved network. These facilities should
enhance the convenience of these modes. Partnerships
among city departments and with transit agencies,
private developers, and companies will be necessary to
achieve this objective.

e Policy 3.1: Ensure high quality, flexible and secure
bicycle parking at all destinations, and ensure that
bicycle parking is considered when parks and other
public facilities are planned.




e DPolicy 3.2: Provide support facilities for employees who
are commuting by walking or bicycling (such as show-
ers, lockers, and bike parking).

e DPolicy 3.3: Provide bicycle parking facilities near transit
stations, on-board bicycle storage, and ensure tran-
sit stop design and compatibility with surrounding
streetscape.

e Policy 3.4: Provide incentives for existing businesses
and other entities to add bicycle parking facilities and
pedestrian amenities.

e Policy 3.5: Provide wayfinding tools for pedestrians
and bicyclists.

Performance Measures:

e Number of bike racks or other bicycle parking infra-
structure installed in the public right-of-way.

e Number of bike racks or other bicycle parking infra-
structure permitted for private development.

e Number of wayfinding signs and markings installed.

The Transportation System Plan (TSP) is a 20-year
comprehensive transportation plan that is adopted as
policy by the Eugene City Council and serves as the
transportation element of the city’s comprehensive plan.
Recommendations of the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master
Plan will be incorporated into the TSP as the pedestrian
and bicycle elements.

Benefits of Walking and Bicycling

Helping more Eugene residents and visitors shift
their travel to walking and bicycling will provide many
benefits to individuals and the community, including:

e Higher levels of individual health and wellness
¢ Reduced traffic congestion and exposure to crashes

¢ Healthy business districts and more dollars staying
in the local economy

e Better air quality and lower levels of carbon and
noXious emissions

¢ Higher quality of life
e [ ower costs for roadway maintenance

e More equitable access to community resources
for all

Existing Conditions

Project staff evaluated existing conditions for walking
and bicycling in Fugene as a basis for creating recom-
mendations for future facilities. The existing conditions
analysis was based on a field review by the technical
team of the existing facilities within the study area;
data made available through the City’s Geographic
Information System (GIS), planning, and public works
units; crash data provided by the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT); existing local, regional, and state
plans and policies; and extensive public input provided
through the project website (www.eugenepedbikeplan.
org) and past Walking and Biking Summits.

The team considered existing conditions, deficiencies,
and needs for walking and bicycling in each of five sec-
tors that were defined for this project. Highlights from

Central Eugene offers pedestrians, including many University of
Oregon students, many sidewalks.




the existing conditions report are below, while the full
report can be found in Project Memorandum 3 - Existing
Conditions, Deficiencies, and Needs in Volume II of this
Plan.

Central Fugene - Central Eugene’s street grid, complete
sidewalk network, existing bike lanes and routes, and
access to the South Bank Path, the Fern Ridge Path and
the Amazon Path make walking and bicycling relatively
easy. While traffic volumes in the downtown core can be
intimidating to less-experienced bicyclists, traffic speeds
are lower than on larger suburban roadways. The pres-
ence of many bicyclists (especially traveling to and from
the University) results in a sense of “safety in numbers.”
Many people asked for the development of bicycle facili-
ties in central Eugene that provide more separation from
auto traffic, particularly to facilitate travel by families and
seniors.

South Hills - South of downtown and central Fugene,
the South Hills rise sharply and challenge people who
walk and bicycle with steep slopes, a non-grid street net-
work, and fastmoving vehicle traffic on some roads. Many
roadways have a rural cross-section of two lanes and min-
imal shoulders that provide little or no accommodation

Roadways in Eugene’s South Hills have steep climbs and often lack
sidewalks and/or bike lanes.

for bicycling or walking. Several roadways have been
improved with bike lanes reaching parts of the hills. Curb
ramps and marked crosswalks are largely absent from the
South Hills.

West Eugene/Bethel/Danebo — West Eugene has flat
topography that facilitates walking and bicycling, but the
development patterns have left a legacy of cul-de-sac hous-
ing developments, disconnected streets, and high-speed/
high-volume thoroughfares that make walking and bicy-
cling challenging and, in many cases, unpleasant. Major
streets offer sidewalks, but some local streets in this
sector of Fugene are missing sidewalks entirely, or have
inconsistent sidewalk coverage. Most major streets have
bike lanes, but there are few low-traffic bikeways that
may be more comfortable for less-experienced bicyclists.
In addition, physical barriers including Highway 99,

the rail yards, and the Randy Papé Beltline force people
traveling by foot and by bicycle to travel out of direction
to access a crossing. People value and use the Fern Ridge
Path, though they have requested improvements at street
crossings and at underpasses where seasonal flooding can
occur.

The Fem Ridge Path is well-used for walking and bicycling.




River Road/Santa Clara - The defining factor for pedes-
trians and cyclists in this part of town is the legacy of a
patchwork of streets under city and county jurisdiction,
which means that many roads in this part of town are
not improved to city standards. As a result, River Road/
Santa Clara has the lowest percentage of streets served
by sidewalks in Eugene (though many residents on quiet
local streets use the roadway for walking and bicycling
without difficulty). People traveling by bicycle in River
Road/Santa Clara have only six streets with bike lanes
available to them (Maxwell Road, Irvington Drive, Irving
Road, River Road and parts of River Avenue and Division
Avenue), and few signed bicycle routes exist. River Road
is the only north-south roadway that crosses the Randy
Papé Beltline, and it is uncomfortable for most pedestri-
ans and cyclists. The West Bank Path is well used, but
access to the path can be challenging, particularly for
Santa Clara residents

Spring Creek Drive is one of many roads in Santa Clara without
bike lanes or sidewalks.

NE Eugene-Willakenzie/Ferry Street Bridge — Most
streets in NE Eugene are served by sidewalks, and con-
fident bicyclists have many bike lane choices to traverse
this part of town, as every minor arterial roadway as
well as Coburg Road (a major arterial) has been provided
with bike lanes. Many lower-traffic streets in this part

of Eugene do not connect to other lower-traffic streets,
forcing pedestrians and bicyclists to use busier streets for
longer trips. People report that Coburg Road, in particu-
lar, is not conducive to walking and bicycling due to its
busy intersections and high vehicle speeds and volumes.

The new I-5 bridge is a portal between Springfield and northeast
Eugene.

Photo: Fred Sproat







Recommendations

Recommendations for pedestrian and bicycle facilities
were created to complete gaps in the existing system

and create new facilities that meet the goals of this Plan.
Particular attention was paid to completing the sidewalk
network along major streets and developing a family-
friendly bicycle boulevard network.

e Considering recommendations and feedback from the
Project Advisory Committee, the Technical Advisory
Committee, and the general public (from open houses
and online comments)

e Conducting field work, and reviewing GIS data, field
work notes and photographs, and

e Refining draft proposals based on City staff input
Methodology for Development of

Pedestrian and Bicycle System

Pedestrian and bicycle system recommendations were

Facility Types
The recommended projects (following) refer to pedestrian

developed by: and bicycle facility types that are fully defined in Project

Memorandum 4 - Best Practices and Design Toolkit (see

* Reviewing previously-proposed plans Volume IT). A brief definition of each facility type and

e Reviewing public input from previous processes . .
8P P P P purpose is provided below for reference.

Table 1: Facility Types

Sidewalks: Sidewalks are paved walkways adjacent to roadways. Sidewalks are particularly important for basic mobility
of people with disabilities. A buffer (whether parked cars or a planted parking strip) between the sidewalk can create
more comfort and safety for people walking.

Accessways: These connectors provide direct routes between residential areas, retail and office areas, institutional
facilities, industrial parks, transit streets, and neighborhood activity centers.

Bicycle Boulevards: Low-volume and low-speed streets that have been optimized for bicycle travel. Bicycle Boulevard
treatments can be applied at several different intensities. The City will determine the exact treatments needed for each
corridor during project design, but it is assumed that all Bicycle Boulevards in Eugene will at a minimum have wayfind-
ing signs, pavement markings, traffic calming (if needed to keep vehicle speeds low), and some type of intersection
crossing treatments.

Photo: David Roth

Shared Use Paths: Shared-use paths are paved paths separate from the roadway network that are designed for both
walking and bicycling. Where space allows and if sufficient additional maintenance funding can be dedicated, an addi-
tional unpaved path may be provided alongside the paved path.




Table 1: Facility Types

Bike Lane: Marked space along a length of roadway designated for use by bicyclists. Wheelchair users and some
motorized scooters are allowed in bike lanes.

Buffered Bike Lane: A bike lane with additional buffer space between the bike lane and the auto lane or parked cars,
used on high volume or high-speed roads, especially with freight or large vehicle traffic.

Cycle Track: Exclusive bicycle facility adjacent to, but separated from, the roadway. Best on roads with few cross
streets and driveways, particularly when there are high volumes and speeds.

Shared Lane Marking: Also called “sharrows,” shared lane markings are pavement markings used to indicate shared
space for bicyclists and motorists on low and medium volume streets that don’t have room for bike lanes.

Grade-Separated Crossing: \When an intersection crossing is not safe, a below- or above-grade crossing for pedestri-
ans and bicyclists may be needed. Grade separated crossings include bridges and tunnels that bypass a river, railroad
tracks, a highway, or another large roadway.

Intersection Improvements: Intersection improvements can take many forms (see Project Memorandum 4 —
Best Practices and Design Toolkit), but all improve the ease, comfort, and safety of bicyclists and pedestrians at
intersections.




Street and Facility Standards

The Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets,
Sidewalks, Bikeways and Accessways contain Fugene’s
current design standards for bicycle and pedestrian facili-
ties. This project recommends updated design standards
intended to provide clear guidance for City staff and

the public about the City’s desired standard dimen-

sions for walking and bicycling facilities. For complete
details of recommended design standards, see Project
Memorandum 6 - Pedestrian and Bicycle System (in
Volume IT).

Proposed Pedestrian and Bicycle System

See following pages for maps of recommended pedestrian
and bicycle facilities:

e Map I: Proposed Pedestrian Network - Central Eugene

e Map 2: Proposed Pedestrian Network - South Hills

e Map 3: Proposed Pedestrian Network - West Eugene/
Bethel/Danebo

e Map 4: Proposed Pedestrian Network - River Road/
Santa Clara

e Map 5: Proposed Pedestrian Network - Northeast
Eugene/Willakenzie/Ferry St. Bridge

e Map 6: Proposed Bicycle Network - Central Eugene

e Map 7: Proposed Bicycle Network - South Hills

e Map 8: Proposed Bicycle Network - West Eugene/
Bethel/Danebo

e Map 9: Proposed Bicycle Network - River Road/Santa
Clara

e Map 10: Proposed Bicycle Network - Northeast Eugene/
Willakenzie/Ferry St. Bridge

Sidewalk Projects

A total of 39.8 miles of sidewalk improvements were rec-
ommended for gaps on all major arterials, minor arterials,
and major collectors. Because this document is a citywide
plan, sidewalk recommendations were primarily made for
arterial and collector level streets, which are more likely
to serve longer trips and connect with transit. Sidewalk
recommendations for neighborhood collectors and local
streets were included where community and City input
indicated that the facility would have citywide value.

Recommended sidewalk improvements are shown in
Maps 1 - 5. A table showing sidewalks by street, including

The lack of sidewalks on Leo Harris Parkway results in people
walking in the streets.

side of street, facility extent, length and cost estimates,
can be found in Appendix A, Table A-1.!

Accessway Projects

A total of 1.4 miles of recommended accessways are shown
in Maps 1 - 5. Accessways were recommended where

they would create a significantly more direct pedestrian
connection, particularly between a neighborhood and a
school, and as part of bicycle boulevard corridors. A table
showing accessways, including facility extent, length and
cost estimates, can be found in Appendix A, Table A-2.2

Shared-Use Path Projects

A total of 13.7 miles of recommended shared-use paths

are shown in Maps 1 - 5. Shared-use paths were recom-
mended where they could provide scenic/recreational
value, take advantage of an existing corridor, or complete
or expand an existing pathway network. A table showing
shared-use paths, including facility extent, length and
cost estimates, can be found in Appendix A, Table A-3.
Annual maintenance costs for shared-use paths are shown
in Appendix A, Table A-12.3

1 For cost estimating purposes, sidewalks were assumed to be 6 feet
wide, curb tight, and have included curb and gutter costs.

2 Accessways were assumed to be 8 feet wide, with two ramps per block.

3 Shared-use paths were assumed to be 12 feet wide and constructed of
concrete. Cost estimates do not include crossing treatments, potentially
required bridges or retaining walls, or amenities including lighting,
benches, bicycle parking, interpretive kiosks, etc.
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Grade-Separated Crossing Projects

A total of seven recommended grade-separated crossings
are shown in Maps 6 - 10 and listed in Appendix A, Table
A-4. Grade-separated crossings are expensive projects
and were only recommended where they fill a compel-
ling community need that cannot be addressed through
another facility type. Further work is needed to deter-
mine whether a bridge/overpass or tunnel/underpass is
the most appropriate and feasible facility type.

Bridges and other grade-separated crossings provide for critical
walking and bicycling connections.

Bike Lane Projects

A total of 35.2 miles of recommended bike lanes are
shown in Maps 6 - 10. Bike lanes were recommended
where they complete gaps in the existing bike lane net-
work, where they serve streets that by City policy should
have bike lanes, and/or where demand for bicycle facilities
has been demonstrated.

Three specific projects recommend an uphill bike lane
paired with a downbhill shared-lane marking (projects on
Dillard Road, Chambers Street, and Lorane Highway). A
table showing bike lanes, including facility extent, length
and cost estimates, can be found in Appendix A, Table
A-5. Bike lanes were assumed to be 6 feet wide.*

4 For facilities that already have a sidewalk, no road widening was
assumed, and no curb and gutter costs were included. For facilities that
do not currently have a sidewalk (e.g. that have a rural two-lane cross-
section), roadway widening was included in cost estimates. Curb and
gutter costs were not included in bike lane cost estimates but rather were
addressed through sidewalk improvement cost estimates.

Buffered Bike Lane Projects

A total of 6.5 miles of recommended buffered bike lanes
are shown in Maps 6 - 10. Buffered bike lanes were
recommended where City staff indicated that street
width is likely to be sufficient to implement this facil-

ity type. A table showing buffered bike lanes, including
facility extent, length and cost estimates, can be found

in Appendix A, Table A-6. Annual maintenance costs for
buffered bike lanes are shown in Appendix A, Table A-12.

Cycle Track Projects

A total of 5.2 miles of recommended cycle tracks are
shown in Maps 6 - 10. Cycle tracks were recommended
where there is strong community demand for a separated
bikeway and where the City believes a separated bikeway
may be feasible and uniquely valuable.

Cycle tracks are an emerging facility type, and specific
facility design details will be determined as each project
is designed. Because of the wide variation in potential
designs, the cost estimates shown for cycle tracks should
be seen as more variable than those of other project
types, and therefore a higher contingency percentage has
been applied. A table showing cycle tracks, including

5 Buffered bike lanes were assumed to be 7 feet wide including a two-
foot buffer; no roadway widening was included in cost estimates.

Photo: Wind Home Photography

Shared-use facilities can provide scenic and recreational value,
as well as important connections in the pedestrian and bicycle
networks.




facility extent, length and cost estimates, can be found
in Appendix A, Table A-7. Annual maintenance costs for
cycle tracks are shown in Appendix A, Table A-12.

For more information about assumptions related to
the design of specific cycle track facilities, see Project
Memorandum 6 - System (in Volume II).

Shared Lane Marking Projects

Projects recommended for shared lane markings are those
on which no other treatment (such as bicycle boulevard
treatment) is recommended. A total of 8.1 miles of shared
lane markings are shown in Maps 6 - 10. Shared lane
markings were recommended where the street type is
inappropriate for bicycle boulevard treatment, but where
cyclists will benefit from an enhanced shared roadway.
Three specific projects recommend an uphill bike lane
paired with a downhill shared-lane marking (projects on
Dillard Road, Chambers Street, and Lorane Highway).

A table showing shared lane markings, including facil-
ity extent, length and cost estimates, can be found in
Appendix A, Table A-8. Annual maintenance costs for
shared lane markings are shown in Appendix A, Table
A12.

Bicycle Boulevard Projects

A total of 614 miles of recommended bicycle boulevards
are shown in Maps 6 - 10. One of this Plan’s primary goals
is to create a robust bicycle boulevard network, and to
that end low-traffic streets in every sector of the city were
examined in detail to determine if they were appropriate

This mid-block crossing at Bailey Hill Road creates a clear, safe
crossing opportunity for pedestrians

Photo: Shane MacRhodes

for bicycle boulevards. These options were then narrowed
to recommendations that provide longer corridors, are
currently relatively low-traffic/low-stress, connect to
community destinations such as schools and paths, and/or
offer existing or potential crossings of major roadways.

Bicycle boulevards can vary greatly in design and cost (see
Project Memorandum 4 - Design Toolkit in Volume II for
a detailed discussion of bicycle boulevard levels). The cost
estimates used are intended to represent an average bicy-
cle boulevard treatment, but each project may vary over or
under the cost shown depending on design. A table show-
ing bicycle boulevards, including facility extent, length
and cost estimates, can be found in Appendix A, Table
A-9. Annual maintenance costs for bicycle boulevards are
shown in Appendix A, Table A-12.

Intersections Recommended for Study

A total of 42 recommended intersection improvements are
shown in Maps 1 - 5. These are intersections where public
input and technical staff review indicate that a stand-
alone improvement project should be considered. Further
study will be needed to determine the nature of the
safety/comfort problem and what types of improvements
are appropriate for addressing that problem. The pur-
pose of recording these locations is to provide a record of
public input for use by the City; they should be considered
high priorities for future study but are not recommended
for adoption into the Transportation System Plan.

Possible intersection improvements could serve pedes-
trian and/or bicycle needs. The City should use engineer-
ing judgment and treatments from Project Memorandum
4 - Design Toolkit (see Volume IT) to determine what
facility type is appropriate.

Cost estimates have not been provided for intersec-
tion improvements because the specific design can vary
widely. A table showing intersection improvements can
be found in Appendix A, Table A-10.

Feasibility Studies

A number of projects were identified as important but
requiring further study before a facility recommendation
could be created. Feasibility projects are listed below in
Table 2 and can be seen on Maps 1 - 5. Cost estimates for
feasibility studies can be found in Appendix A, Table A-11.




Table 2: Recommended Feasibility Studies

Name
Alton Baker Park Path Study

Description

Develop lighting and width standards for shared use paths in East Alton Baker Park, particularly east-west routes and connections to
the pedestrian and bicycle bridges.

Examine options for creating an east-west path through Amazon Park to connect neighborhoods on either side of the park.

Environmental concerns will be addressed in the study.

Connect Eugene to the planned Coburg Loop Trail by providing a walking and bicycling facility on Coburg Road. The study must be
coordinated with Lane County and the City of Coburg.

Examine options for improving bicycle and pedestrian access along Franklin Boulevard from the city limits to Alder Street and will be
accomplished through planning and development of a multiway boulevard on Franklin as called for in the Walnut Station Mixed Use
Center Plan.

Create recommendations for bicycle and pedestrian circulation through Morse Family Farm to existing and planned routes that
connect to the perimeter of the site.

Examine the feasibility of a rails-with-trails project for the Union Pacific (UPRR) rail line within the city limits. The study must be
coordinated with UPRR and take into consideration plans for continued and expanded rail service to area businesses. The study
should examine existing right-of-way, path alignment options, track crossing issues, connections to adjacent sidewalks and bikeways,
and next steps for negotiating with UPRR.

Examine the feasibility of extending the West Bank Path north to Hileman Landing. Right-of-way ownership and environmental
concerns should be addressed in the final recommendation.

Examine options for creating a path north along the east side of the Willamette River and east along the McKenzie River as called for
in the Regional Transportation Plan. The study should build on the work done by the Willamette River Open Space Vision and Action
Plan and look at land ownership, alignment alternatives, environmental issues, and recreational and scenic value.

Examine options and develop a recommended facility for completing the South Bank Path gap between the Frohnmayer and
Knickerbocker Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridges. The plan must consider the existing railroad line.

Westmoreland Park Paths Examine options to create paths through Westmoreland Park to connect to existing on-street walking and bicycling routes that connect
to the park.

Citywide Efforts

These are recommendations for citywide efforts, many
of which are currently already underway, that would
improve ability to walk and bicycle throughout the city.

Wayfinding Signs: The City is currently installing way-
finding signs on bicycle routes

and should continue this effort.

Wayfinding signs can be placed

along a route to reinforce to users

that they are heading in the right

direction, and can also be placed

at decision points. Wayfinding

Transition Plan to better identify existing transportation
facility deficiencies and develop a phased plan to elimi-
nate these deficiencies.

Bike Parking Program: Develop a program to install
bicycle parking including bike corrals in the public right-
of-way at the request of business owners and members of
the public. Installed racks should be tracked in the City’s
GIS, and an inventory of existing City-installed racks
should be undertaken as well. Requests to the program
can be used to develop a better understanding of the
demand for bicycle parking, and the number of requests
and the number of installed racks can be reported on

signs should be included as a annually as a Plan performance measure.
part of 'all new bikeway 1n.1ple/ Neighborhood Transportation and Livability Program:
mentation proj ects’. The City The Neighborhood Transportation and Livability
§hould develop asign plan Fhat, ) Program currently installs neighborhood traffic calm-
1ncl'udes.a network of wayfinding signs, and then bundle ing in response to resident’s requests. This program is an
projects in a way that makes them grant fundable. important tool to improve the safety of walking and bicy-

Accessibility Upgrades: Continue to install ADA devices cling in Eugene, and should be continued in the future.

at intersections, including curb ramps and accessible
pedestrian devices. The City should update its ADA

Because certain neighborhood-level concerns cannot
be addressed in this citywide plan, the Neighborhood




Transportation and Livability Program creates a mecha-
nism for identifying spot fixes that will be of high value
to individual neighborhoods.

Path Lighting: Many existing Fugene paths have insuf-
ficient illumination for safe and comfortable travel during
dusk and night conditions. The City will assess lighting
along existing paths and upgrade lighting on an ongoing
basis to address deficiencies.

20 Minute Neighborhoods Program: Development

of a 20 Minute Neighborhoods Program is considered

a key implementation step of the Climate and Energy
Action Plan. 20 minute neighborhoods are places where
people can easily walk or bike to key destinations such
as grocery stores, other retail establishments, parks and
schools. Coordination between implementation of the
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan and the 20 Minute
Neighborhoods Program will be critical to the success of
both. The 20 Minute Neighborhoods Program should be
one factor that is considered when determining project
funding priorities.

Maintenance Hotline and Website: The City already
responds to requests for maintenance if people call or
email Public Works Maintenance or enter reports on the
City’s website. However, many people are not aware of
this option for reporting hazards such as overgrown veg-
etation, malfunctioning traffic signals and street lights,
bicycle loop detectors in need of calibration, cracked or
heaving sidewalks, etc. Creating an official walking and
bicycling hotline and website and publicizing it widely
will give people a tool to share information with the
City about important maintenance needs. The hotline
and website should be listed on City websites, maps and
brochures.

Count Program: The City of Eugene currently performs
annual pedestrian and bicycle counts at approximately 22
locations (as volunteer power permits). This effort should
be expanded and stabilized to ensure that data is col-
lected at the same points every year to allow for long-term
evaluation of trends in walking and bicycling. The results
of these counts should be written up in an annual count

report and presented to the City Council.







Implementation

This Plan provides a comprehensive set of pedestrian and
bicycle capital improvement projects that, once con-
structed, will help people walk and bicycle more often for
more types of trips. The order in which projects in this
Plan are constructed will depend on many factors, includ-
ing budget and grant availability, community support,
and City policies.

For this Plan, a subset of recommended projects is defined
as the Priority Bikeway Network. The Priority Bikeway
System in TransPlan was part of an agreement between
the City of Eugene and other agencies in the region and
DLCD related to performance measures for that docu-
ment. This Plan updates the Priority Bikeway Network
with a list of projects that will be particularly effective at
helping the City reach the vision and goals of this plan,
and are ones that the City believes can be implemented in
the near- to mid-term. TransPlan contains a list of Priority
Bikeway System projects, which will be replaced with the
Priority Bikeway Network list in this Plan.

The City should regularly revisit the project list to sched-
ule near term projects. There are many factors that can
and should affect project implementation, including:

e Any changes to existing grant programs, or creation
of new grant or funding programs, that affect the
type or number of large-budget projects that can be
implemented

e Any changes in City policy that could affect how local
or state funds can be spent

Missing sidewalk segments can make walking much more difficult.

e Changes to zoning and land use that will affect where
and how development occurs in Eugene (such as
through Envision Eugene, the long-term land use plan-
ning project currently underway)

e The pace of development, which will affect which
projects are implemented through System Development
Charges or developer requirements

e Changes to City staff capacity to manage bicycle and
pedestrian projects

e Community input (e.g. through the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory Committee or neighborhood
groups)

e Directives (policy or otherwise) from elected officials
and other governing bodies

e Interest from partners (such as Lane County and
ODOT) in implementing projects that are partially or
entirely within their jurisdiction

Process for Future Prioritization

The City should revisit pedestrian and bicycle project
priorities on an annual basis, or more often if opportuni-
ties arise. The City should assess its staff resources and
available/upcoming funding sources to develop a draft list
of potential near-term projects. This list should be refined
with input from the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Committee; it is recommended that the BPAC focus one
meeting each year to address implementation priorities,
and that the general public be actively invited to attend
and comment on draft priorities at or in advance of the
meeting.

Creating bicycle boulevards will make bicycling easier and more
appealing in Eugene.




Priority Bikeway Projects These projects were selected to fill important gaps in
The projects depicted in Table 3 and Map 11 have been the existing bikeway network as well as to create new

designated the Priority Bikeway Network, and should be high-value facilities, particularly in areas of the City

given funding priority as much as possible, while remain- that are currently underserved by bicycle infrastructure.
ing flexible within the guidelines listed previously. This Emphasis has also been given to bicycle boulevards in

priority bikeway network was developed in response order to create cost-effective facilities that are appealing

. . . to the widest range of potential users.
to a state requirement to reduce vehicle miles traveled. §eOtp

The priority bikeway network in this plan is intended to For each project, a unique project identification number
update the priority bicycle network in TransPlan in order is shown that corresponds to the segment’s code in GIS.
to comply with state directives. Priority bikeway projects can be seen in Map 11, cross-

referenced by project ID number.

Table 3: Priority Bikeway Projects

ProjectID  Type Name Extent
254 Accossway | Ellen Avenve Connector Greinier Street fo Lambert Street
o7 Bike Boulevard BihAvene Jefforson Street o Kincaid Strest
386 Bike Boulevard " Adking/lone/Best Coburg Road o Wilakenzie Road
LA, Bike Boulevard | Blair Boulevard W 2nd Avenue to Monroe Street
I Bike Boulevard | Bogart/Satre/Van Duyn Willakenzie Road to Harlow Road
] Bike Boulevard | Bondlane ] Fir Acres Drive fo Norkenzie Road.
9t Bike Boulevard | Broadview Street ] Ellen Avenue fo Hawking Lane
2 Bike Boulevard Candilight Drive " Avalon Sireetfo Royal Avenue
M9 Bike Boulevard ClarkStrest Grand Strest fo Van Buren Street
88 BleBouevard CoventryWay ] Brittany Street fo Ellon Avenue
162 BlkeBouevard ] Donegal Street/York Strest ] irving Road to Ruby Avenve.
89 Bike Boulevard | Elenvenve .. ToddStweetloGreier Street
M2 BlkeBouevard | FirAcresDrive . WeslemteminusioBondiane
94 Bike Boulevard | Friendy Strest ] Fairgrounds to W 28ih Avenue
7 Bike Boulevard Golden GardenStreet Jessen Drive fo Barger Drive
163 BikeBouevard | il Lane ] N Park Avenue fo easter terminus
139 Bike Boulevard " JeppesenAcresRoad Giham Road to CoburgRoad
40 BkeBoulevard ] MindaDive ] Norkenzie Road to Giham Road
% Bike Boulevard | MonroeStreet Clark Street to W 15th Avenve
73] Bike Boulevard | NDaneboAvenve ] Barger Drive fo Avalon Street
118 Bike Boulevard | NGrandStreet South Bank Path to Clark Street
167 BikeBoulevard ] NParicAvenue ] Maxvell Road to Hom Lane.
R Bike Boulevard | NParkcAvenue Skipper Road o Maxwell Foad
452 Bike Boulevard Oakmont Way/Sorrel Way/Roan Drive/Dapple Way " Coburg Road fo eastern terminus
453 Bike Boulevard " Sunshin Acres Drive/Westward Ho Avenue/Conestoga Way ~~ Harlow Road foN GardenWay
J20 Bike Boulevard " VanBurenSteet Clark Strest to W 2nd Avenue
%2 Bike Boulevard T W2lstWaendAvenve Hawkins Lane to Chambers Street
447 Blkelane Higway QON ] Prairie Road to Barger Drive
59 Bhelane ] PraieRoad ] Maxvel Road o Highway 99
KT Bhkelane " WilamefteStest 171 Avenue to 32nd Avenve
a8 CycleTrack ...} High Street ESth Avenue to E 19th Avenue
463 Grade Separated Crossing ~Beltine crossingatl5 Westofl-5
12 Grade Separated Crossing ~~ Park Avenue overpass over Randy Pape Beltine
5. SharedianeMarkings Crocker foad ] irvington Drive fo Ining Road
196 """""" Shared Use Path Avalon Street Candlelight Drive to N Danebo Avenue

462 Shared Use Path Chad Drive to I-5 connector Chad Drive western terminus to I-5 Path
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Cost Estimates

The project cost estimates for recommended projects are
described in Appendix A. These estimates were devel-
oped based on initial planning-level examples of similar
constructed projects and industry averages. These costs
were then refined with the assistance of a City of Eugene
Principal Civil Engineer. More information about the
development and refinement of cost estimates can be
found in Project Memorandum 6 - Pedestrian and Bicycle
System in Volume II of this Plan.

Need for Agency Coordination

Construction of projects that may affect state highway
facilities must be coordinated with ODOT and may need
to conform to applicable standards and require ODOT
approval. Recommendations from this plan that may
affect state highway facilities include grade-separated
crossings of state highways, bike lanes and sidewalks on
state highways, and improvements at intersections on
state highways. Construction of facilities on or crossing
state highway facilities may also require an agreement
between the City and ODOT that identifies responsibil-
ity for operating and maintaining the facility. In Eugene,
state highway facilities include I-5, 105, Randy Papé
Beltline, Highway 99 (including 6th and 7th Avenues west
of Washington Street), and West 11th Avenue west of
Randy Papé Beltline.

Construction of facilities that cross railroad facilities will
require a Crossing Order from ODOT Rail, and construc-
tion of facilities crossing or adjacent to a railroad facility
must be coordinated with the private railroad operator as
well as ODOT Rail.

Numerous projects in this Plan are on Lane County
facilities or on streets that may be affected by future
high-capacity transit development. In all cases, the
City of Eugene should work closely with Lane County
and/or Lane Transit District to implement these

recommendations.

Potential Funding Sources

Projects in the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan can be
funded from a variety of local, state, and federal sources.
Most state funding programs specific to pedestrian

and bicycle facilities are competitive grant programs,
and each has different eligibility requirements. Locally-
administered programs also have different guidelines for
how revenues may be spent. In order to implement the
projects in this Plan, the City will need to be creative and
persistent about cobbling together monies from many
sources. Tables 4 and 5, below, summarize state/federal
and local existing funding sources that may be used to
implement projects in this Plan. A detailed assessment

of current and potential funding sources can be found

in Project Memorandum 7 — Funding for the Bicycle and
Pedestrian System (in Volume II).




Table 4: State and Federal Funding Sources for Pedestrian and Bicycle Projects

Source

Highway Safety Improvement
Program

ODOT Bicycle and Pedestrian
Grants

ODOT Flexible Federal Funds

Oregon Parks and Recreation
Local Government Grants

Recreational Trails Program

Urban Trails

Description

Projects designed to achieve significant reductions
in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all public
roads, bikeways, and walkways.

Provides capital and operating costs for
transportation services and facility improvements
that exceed those required by the Americans with
Disabilities Act.

Biannual competitive grant program for design and
construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

The intent of this program is to fund sustainable,
non-highway transportation projects, connectivity,
the use and the overall operation of the
transportation system.

Annual competitive grant program for the
acquisition, development, and major rehabilitation
projects for public outdoor park and recreation
areas and facilities.

Annual competitive grant program; provides funding
to states to develop and maintain recreational trails
and trail-related facilities for both nonmotorized and
motorized recreational trail uses.

Annual competitive grant program designed to
reduce barriers and hazards to children walking or
bicycling to school.

Biannual competitive grant program; pedestrian and
bicycle improvements are one of four project types
that are eligible for this program.

Designed to address funding gap for bicycling and

walking transportation projects outside of roadways.

One-time funding program from 2010; future
funding is uncertain.

Eligible Project Types

On- or off-street projects seeking to reduce
serious crashes at highway or railway crossings
or on rural roads

Primarily transportation facilities, must be in
public right-of-way

Transit, bicycle and pedestrian, and
Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
projects

Recreation facilities in public parks or
designated recreation areas

Recreation facilities on public property

Transportation facilities in public right-of-way,
parks, or on school property

Facilities primarily designed for transportation;
must be on public property or long-term
easement

Transportation facilities primarily outside of
public right-of-way; must be on public property
or long-term easement

Managing Agency

Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT)

US Department of Health and
Human Services

Oregon Parks and Recreation
Department (OPRD)




Table 5: Local Funding Sources for Pedestrian and Bicycle Projects

Source Description Eligible Project Types Managing Agency
Community Development City-managed federal funds from the Federal Projects that make the existing transportation City of Eugene
Block Grants Department of Housing and Urban Development system accessible to people with disabilities and

that can be used to make improvements in low and projects that improve quality of life or economic

moderate income neighborhoods, eliminate barriers development in low income neighborhoods.

for people with disabilities, create jobs, and provide
affordable housing.

Local Fuel Tax Local fuel tax intended to provide for street operation, ~ Under current city policy, the local fuel tax City of Eugene
maintenance, and preservation activities. will benefit bicycling and walking only through
........................................................................................... maintenance of existing faciliies. ...
Local Improvement Districts/  In Eugene, when a street or alley is initially improved to ~ Urban standards upgrades; sidewalk infill City of Eugene
Assessments City standards, adjacent property owners are assessed

a portion of the costs via development of a local
improvement district (LID). This mechanism has also
been used in the past to fund sidewalk infill in Eugene.

Neighborhood Transportation ~ Formerly called the Traffic Calming Program Traffic calming projects and pedestrian and bicycle ~ City of Eugene

LNVABIY FUNG. e enhancements on the local strestnetwork. | s
Privately Engineered Public Privately Engineered Public Improvements (PEPIs) are Planned public facilities within or close to the area  City of Eugene
Improvements typically provided by developers or outside agencies. of a private development.

Common improvements through PEPIs include streets
and sidewalks.

State Highway Trust Fund Eugene receives its share of state gas tax and weight Under current city policy, these funds will benefit City of Eugene
mile tax receipts from the State Highway Trust bicycling and walking through maintenance
Fund. These monies are currently designated by the of existing facilities and through the work of
City primarily for transportation planning and road transportation planning staff.
................................. operations and MaIMENANCE. | e
Street Repair Bond Measure A bond measure to fix city streets was approved by Projects designated for repair through the bond City of Eugene

Eugene voters in November 2008, funding a total of measure
$35.9 million over five years dedicated to 32 specific

street projects and at least $350,000 per year allocated

to rehabilitation of shared use paths.

Surface Transportation Federal funding available to metropolitan areas of A broad range of transportation plans and projects ~ Central Lane

Program — Urban (STP-U) at least 200,000 people for transportation projects that are consistent with the Regional Transportation  Metropolitan Planning
and planning that can include bicycle and pedestrian Plan. Under existing City policy, the City applies for ~ Organization
components. STP-U funding for infrastructure preservation that

can include both streets and off-street paths. The
City has also applied for preservation funds with
some of the money set aside of pedestrian and
bicycle improvements that will be made in concert
with the preservation project.

Transportation System Transportation SDCs in Eugene are charges to Onsite or offsite transportation infrastructure related  City of Eugene
Development Charges developers based on trip generation rates and traffic to impacts on the transportation system from new

impacts from a proposed project. They can be usedto  development.

pay for both on- and off-street facilities.

Urban Renewal Areas (Tax Eugene has two existing URAs; of these, the Riverfront  Projects within the Riverfront Plan Area URA that City of Eugene
Increment Financing) Plan Area’s priorities are well aligned with this Plan, are expected to increase property values

including Eugene Water and Electric Board (EWEB) site

redevelopment as well as connecting downtown, the

University of Oregon and the Riverfront.




Development Code

Changes to the City’s existing development code will help
the City implement the policies and projects in this Plan.
This Plan recommends amendments for the City’s consid-
eration; however, it is important to note that adoption of
the Plan does not obligate adoption of the recommended
amendments to the development code. Complete text of
recommended code amendments in a format appropriate
for adoption can be found in Project Memorandum 10 -
Development Code (in Volume II).

Recommended changes will:

e Streamline and improve bicycle parking requirements,
including simplifying bicycle parking use categories,
increasing bicycle parking for multi-family housing,
creating bicycle parking requirements for transit
stations, and referring bicycle parking design stan-
dards to the Public Improvements Design Standards
Manual. Minimum short- and long-term bicycle
parking requirements were created for simplified use
categories.

Bicycle parking facilities make arriving by bike a more feasible
option.

Allow bicycle parking and pedestrian amenities to be
placed within required building setbacks in order to
allow developers more flexibility to install bicycle and
pedestrian facilities if desired.

Ensure that preserving pedestrian and bicycle con-
nections are considered when public right-of-way is
eliminated through the vacation of existing streets or
easements.

Require additional bicycle parking installation if

a developer claims an adjustment that reduces the
number of required vehicle parking spaces because
they can demonstrate that alternatives to driving will
result in lower vehicle demand for their site.

Require that school districts receive notification as
part of the subdivision review process to ensure that
Safe Routes to School staff have the ability to review
and comment on impacts to bicycle and pedestrian
access to schools before plans are approved.




Photo credit: Wind Home Photography




Appendix A: System Tables

Introduction

Appendix A contains detailed information about recom-
mended projects as shown on Maps 1 - 10 in the Master
Plan (Volume 1), including facility name, project extent,
length of project, and cost estimate for each project. Each
project has a unique identification number that corre-
sponds to its segment ID in the GIS databases.

Project Priorities

Projects included in this Plan have been assigned one of
two rankings: 20-year projects, which are projects the
City intends to implement within the 20-year horizon

of this plan,and future projects, which will be imple-
mented beyond the 20-year planning horizon of this Plan.
These tiers were based on the City’s assessment of how
much funding can realistically be obtained annually over
twenty years.

In addition, a subset of the 20-year bikeway projects has
been designated the priority bikeway network. The prior-
ity bikeway list is a revised version of the list in TransPlan
that was developed to comply with a state requirement to
reduce vehicle miles traveled. Priority bikeways will be
given funding priority, though the City retains the abil-
ity to re-prioritize based on changing policies, funding
opportunities, and community input. All priority bikeway
network projects are also included in the 20-year project
list.

Cost Estimate Development

The cost estimates provided in this Appendix A repre-
sent planning-level construction and maintenance cost
estimates. They are intended to provide the City with an
“order of magnitude” estimate for the project cost so that

projects can be prioritized and so that next steps can be
taken (including soliciting funding, preliminary and final
design, etc.).

Cost estimates shown are fully burdened costs that
include design/engineering, administration, construction,
and contingency costs.

For more information about how these cost estimates
were developed and what factors may affect final con-
struction costs, see Project Memorandum 6 - Pedestrian
and Bicycle System in Volume II of this plan.

Please note the following about project cost estimates:

e Rightof-way acquisition is not included in cost
estimates.

Where a roadway is one-way for only part of a recom-
mended project, the entire project has been estimated
assuming two-way facilities.

Costs have been rounded to the nearest thousand
dollars.

Costs are provided in 2010 dollars.

For projects that currently have a rural two-lane
profile, and for which an upgrade to full urban stan-
dards can reasonably be expected to be part of the TSP
update that is currently underway, no cost estimate
has been provided because a stand-alone bicycle/
pedestrian cost estimate does not accurately reflect
how the project will be implemented. The TSP tech-

nical team has reviewed the streets in question and
confirmed that they are likely to be included in the
TSP. They include Green Hill Road, S Bertelsen Road
(south of W 18th Avenue), Bailey Hill Road (south of

S Bertelsen Road), Wilkes Drive (east of River Road),
Beaver Street/Hunsaker Lane, and Coburg Road (north
of Game Farm Road).




Sidewalk Improvements

A total of 39.8 miles of sidewalk projects have been recommended. Fully burdened project construction costs are listed
below by project.

Sidewalk infill projects are by nature piecemeal, and segments along the same street have been combined in Table 1 for
clarity to represent the total length of sidewalk infill along that facility by side of the street. For more information about
the specific location of infill projects, refer to the City’s GIS databases (managed by the Mapping and Data Team).

Table A-1: Sidewalk Improvements

Length Priority
Project ID Name/Location Extent Side of Street (miles) Cost Tier
5B T SHORL s Easton teminus to Buck Stest ... Northside ......... 009 ..8115000  20Yer
6 TBnABIL Riverview Streetto Augusta Sreet ... Northside ... 005 ..869000  20Year
520 16th Avenue, East Segment Eastern terminus to Augusta Street South side 0.01 $14,000 20-Year
IR e ue e gment ..... T o $ 45000 ........ TN
e e IS ; 13$159000 ...... TN
BT : erandgeTralltoAcornParkWest3|de ................ ; 22$273000 ...... TR
i AgateStreet/KmberIy s S Dogwood D S FE TR $265000 ...... TR
S8 iy E20 A ioE 26 e e 04 samons e
344 Amazon Parkway E 27th Avenue to sidewalk north of E 29th Avenue ~ South side 0.21 $264,000 Future
oneee e S Parkway ................ g apwestof H|Iyard G o $53000 ........ TN
ot Augu AR B L T $67000 ........ TN
BT oo B O Ry e $292000 ...... CHIRE
4 BeleyhilRoad - Bertolsen Roadtocastof SLouslane - Souhside 063 SeeTS  20%ear
£ | Bailey Hil Road ... WS5thAvenueto WrthAvenue .1 Fastside ... 013 ...5168000  Futwe
325 Bailey Hill Road W 5th Avenue to W 7th Avenue West side 0.15 $183,000 Future
e N B Lo T $326000 ...... HTIR
2868ertelsenRoadW18thAvenuetocnyI|m|ts ........................... T B IHDTES TN
2858ertelsenRoadW18thAvenuetocnyI|m|tsWest3|de ................ B R S
29 e ond T W veeto o Gort T et S oo
T Boresen foad W istAvenue to W T3t Avenve astide 084 $873000  20ear
315 Bethel Drive Highway 99 to Roosevelt Boulevard North side 1.01 $841,000 Future
R R : |ghway99to AT S $ : 335000 R T
o G S Ray o L S $ 25000 ........ G
E G R R A TR $ 25000 ........ o
S0 Gy A 3 A et 008 ssmonn 0w
36 CoburgRoad ... North of Game Farm Road to start of Coburg Loop_ Eastside | 004 ..852000  20Year
283 County Farm Road Northern terminus to Coburg Road East side 0.64 $665,000 Future
R ; ounty FORINERR SRR g e R $ 763000 ...... o
R B S o urg e gap ......................... T U $ 55 000 ...... S
ek e e S $ 1187000 ..... S
o0 S S e o e lestade 05 Ssonon oo
32 Donald Sreet GopatEdtvenve o Westside 005 863000 20ear
858 Donald Street Gap south of E 34th Place West side 0.03 $37,000 20-Year
R S S gap ....................................... SR, TP TR $ 102000 ...... SRR
49T E Tandy Tun/Firwood Way  East side of Tandy Turn, north side of Firwood | Fastside/northside 013 $168.000  20-Year
i R B G Ry T $ 55000 ........ S




Length Priority

Project ID Name/Location Side of Street (miles) Cost Tier

442 Friendly Street Gap north of W 17th Avenue West side 0.02 $27,000 20-Year
B e dIyStreet ................... BT A T T $ 59000 ........ e
280 ............. R N PondWayto AyersRoad e R $ 550000 ...... o
29 it i B o oreood e T Essisde T 0 Sonann e
EE— Goodpasture Island Road _ Happy Lane to StonecrestDrive ! Northside ... 018 ..5229000  20Year
EECR— Goodpasture lsland Road - West side of overpass to Happy Lane ] Northside ... 031 ..8320000  20ear
304 Goodpasture Island Road West side of overpass to Happy Lane South side 0.29 $302,000 20-Year
e G s S geanve T SRR TS G
oo R CR toRoy B SRR TG S
366 ............. TR : ap e IR T $66000 ........ o
305 s ane T et o 2 Eside T 000 Sonoon e
ECTR—— HankinsLane S Lambert Street fo W 18th dvenve | Westside 036 ..8373000  Fuwre
Fil3 Highway 99 Y Roosevelt Boulevard to Garfield Street North/East side 0.99 $1,035,000 20-Year
oo g |ghway oy B T HCAO SRR TGRS ST $866000 ...... e
o R A OIS ; 44$460000 ...... e
351 oo H||yardStreet .................... AT WIRESIRREES RPTAR S $208000 ...... S
Ao MolyAene | TaborSteetto GlhamRoad | Sauthside 035 §364000  Ruue
FEEC Howard Avenve ] NParkAvenuetoRiverRoad .. . Norhside | 085 ..3886000  Future
278 Howard Avenue N Park Avenue to River Road South side 0.89 $925,000 Future
oo TSR B AR, S e i
o g yacmthStreet .................. | rvmgtonDrlveto e g TGS e $ 839000 ...... e
273 oo rvmg Road ...................... O ver i Expressway ................................. A or i Sld .e. ............... O 23 ......... $ 284000 ...... ; OYear .......
o g gy e o S
N cfforsonStreet | North of tran tracks o Ist Averwe ...] Eastside 011 ... 8135000 20Year
358 Jefferson Street North of W 25th Avenue East side 0.07 $92,000 20-Year
e AR e R $ 24000 ........ e
oo R e e Y T $ 36000 ........ e
359Jefferson G G S T $ 32000 ........ e
s e i oW as T Eaisde T o Ssonn s
EEC— LakeDVe Howard Avenue fo Hom Lane ... Westside . 041 ... 8120000 20ear
323 Lorane Highway Chambers Street to Crest Drive North side 0.14 $173,000 Future
oo PRI : ap i Expresswayto B A P $ % 000 ...... e
oo s IR RE IR AR T $ 517000 ....... e
I HEREIOWEIRE A R R TR $ 179000 ...... G
s e hee T S nSounsientstsie 06 gi04000 e
EEC— N Danebo Avenve ... Gap north of Sowza Street o] Eastside 011 ...8138000  Puwre
437 N Danebo Avenue Gap south of Barger Drive East side 0.08 $104,000 Future
ook s : ap B R T $ 25000 ........ T
296 ............. s T ofgap T TR T $ i 000 ........ e
a3 Wy e e Sieeti T et Bisde T 020 oo 000 e
ECi— Norkende Road ... Linda Averue fo Donovan Drive ... Westside . 004 ..844000  Fuwre
Ea— Park AVBILE Howard Avenue to Northwiest Expressvay | Eastside 049 ..8511000  20Year
362 Polk Street South of W 2nd Avenue East side 0.03 $39,000 20-Year
oo S | rvmg o H|gh way g Lo T $952000 ...... G
oo S PRI SRR A $309000 ...... S




Length Priority

Project ID Name/Location Side of Street (miles) Tier

320 River Road Chambers Connector West side 0.04 $49,000 Future
I R D AR R TR $ 14 T e
518 ............. B : ap s TR $ 14000 ........ S
91 sl st Chanbrs Somo T Nornde” ™ 020 077000 e
ECEm— Roosevelt Boulevard .. Gap westof Maple Street ... .Southside . 005 ..%67000  Puwre
E— Roosevelt Boulevard .} N Danebo Avenve to N Bertelsen Road | Northside ... 071 ... 8743000 Puwre .
328 Roosevelt Boulevard N Danebo Avenue to N Bertelsen Road South side 0.72 $747,000 Future
o ; ap T AR SRR ¥ 6$195000 ...... S
oo IR S Ferandge TN ; 42$437000 ...... S
2998DaneboAvenue RN RldgePath ........................ OGRS, ; 69$718000 ....... o
S S S o e o Saoon v
3% . SewecaRod Nortnof W7thPlace . Westsde 006 $70000  20Year
331 Seneca Road Roosevelt Boulevard to railroad East side 0.19 $240,000 Future
3328enecaRoadW1stAvenuetogapsouthofW5thAvenueWest3|de ................ ; 36$376000 ...... S
e R SIORERR ; 07$91000 ........ e
2678pr|ng e R IR ; 39$405000 ...... e
339 oo VaIIewaer Drlve ORUURRRT VallewaerWay to Goodpasture Island Road e South3|de ............... O 23 e $287000 ....... g uture .........
431 oo VaIIewaer Path connector ....... : ast Bank Tra||to Valley Rlveanve ATt vo s N/A ...................... 0 05 e $63000 ........ 2 OYear .......
430Va||eyR|verWay VaIIewaeanve toNorth BankPath .................. E ast 3|de ................. 0 12 ......... $ 145000 ...... 2 OYear .......
e HR R : ap T AR AT OIS PR $ 186000 ...... e
327 oo PRI : ap e Ba||eyH||| o AR T $ 40000 ........ e
310 R Avenue ................... G reen . H|||Road 't'o. Terr yStreet ........................ g or th3|d .e. ............... g 01 ......... $ 838000 ...... ; OYear .......
S e G ooy e S Sasnonn e
808 WithAene NearBerteonRoad Northside ! 018 $228000  20¥ear
307 W 11th Avenue West of Obie Street North side 0.24 $305,000 20-Year
T o S AT e $ 39000 ........ e
BT o S Alleyto G AR T $ 38000 ........ e
287W s R A R A SRS B $ 1038000Future .........
B Avenue .................. g r|en dly . St reetto y ad|so - Street ..................... X or th5|d e ............... 0 ; 3 ......... $ 159000 ...... ; OYear .......
207 Wi owoe Ay omoeSveet T S 005 Samonn s
363 W 24th Avenue West of Jefferson Street South side 0.04 $45,000 20-Year
i : apatAdamsStreetSouthS|de ............... TR $ 86000 ........ e
T . 5 i ashmgtonSt e AR T $ 71000 ........ e
e RS i ashmgtonStreetto IR R $ 94000 ........ e
269 WondAene | Gapwestof ChambersSteet  Sohsde 005 859000 Futwe
RS\ AmazonDrive Snell Street fo Larch Street  ..........Westside .. 003 .. $108,000 20-Year
348 W Amazon Drive Snell Street to Martin Street West side 0.33 $346,000 20-Year
R o T e Lo AT $ 5 7000 ....... e
439W est|e|ghStreet ................. ; ap e Ba||ey R andaccesswaySouthS|de ............... T $ 41000 ........ e

350 Willamette Street W 39th Avenue to UGB West side 1.22 $1,012,000  20-Year




Accessway Improvements

A total of 1.4 miles of accessway projects have been recommended. Fully burdened project construction costs are listed
below by project.

Table A-2: Accessway Improvements

Length

Project ID Name/Location Extent (milgs) Priority Tier
(263 ... AvalonSteet ] N Terry Street to eastern terminus . 023 ...8m187000 20-Year ..
261 ... Awbrey Park Elementary School | Lynbrook Drive to Spring Creek Drive . .| 021 ....8121000 20-Year ..
22 ] Bristol Street Connector ...} Sylvan Street to Augusta Street L 015 ....887000 20-Year ..
260 Gentral Boulevard Connector .....] Between Laurelwood Golf Course and E 29th Avenue  0.05  $29.000 20-Year ...
8 Desrtrail Path Connector ... Dellwood Drive to Lawrence Street . ......! 006 . ...$36000 .| Futre ...
Az ] E 25th Avenue Comnector ! Gap east of University Street .. 001 ......86000 20-Year .
204 ] Ellen Avenue Connector .| Greinier Street to Lambert Street 003 .....518000 | Priority Network |
AT Hendricks Park Connector .| Elk Avenue to Hendricks Park 003 .....520000 | Future ...
209 Holly Avenue Connector .| Delta Oaks Drive to Holly Avenue . 002 ...812000 | Future ...
A Hyacinth Street ] Northern terminus to Argon Avenue . 008 .....%48000 | Future ...
296 ] Lincoln Street _...ovvvevevereeenn. WSO Avenue o W Stst Avenue 008 ...845000 . 20-Year ...
I Polk/Grand Comnector ... Polk Streetto Grand Street ... 011 ......563000 | Futre ...
262 L] Ruby Avenue Connector ... Gap near Lenore Loop/Drive ] 004 ...823000 | Futre ...
.260 ... Sheldon Park Connector Gilham Road to Benson Lane . 017 .......598000 20-Year .
.28 .....Spyglass Connector Spyglass Drive fo Greenview Street 006 .....%$36000 | Future ...

255 W 27th Avenue Madison Street to Jefferson Street 0.07 $39,000 20-Year

Shared-Use Path Improvements

A total of 13.7 miles of shared-use projects have been recommended. Fully burdened project construction costs are listed
below by project.

Table A-3: Shared-Use Path Improvements

Project ID Name/Location Extent I(-r(:]“gts')1 Cost Priority Tier

228 12th Avenue connector Olive Street to Oak Street 015 $312,000 20-Year
R SR B R 3 90000 .......... S
T B L ap s Parkway002 ............ S 34000 .......... S
oo Drwefootbndge ..................... - eplacmgemstmgfootbndge R SRR UILERES : 26000 .......... S
- T A 3 184000 ........ S
e T S 109000 ........ S
R - e g andlellght R 3 222000 ........ 5 r'ii)'ri't.y' THIIRIES
e i egac y e e o 9000 ........ RTRHELRRREE
oo B R o R|dgePat TR S 587000 ........ S
R o e P AP S To00 S
a6 Chad Drive to I-5 connector | Chad Drive western terminus to 1-5 Path 047 $824000  Priority Network
oo g S B ; 601000 ........ i
R S : dgew ) S 3 936000 ........ S
R - : 30thAvenueAgateStreettoLCC ............................ s 3 2274000 ...... i




Length

Project ID Name/Location (miles) Priority Tier
232 Fern Ridge Path #2 Amazon Channel from Green Hill Road to 0.27 $463,000 20-Year
............................................................... ROVALAVBIUE ettt ettt
199 Fern Ridge Path #3 West of Green Hill Road along Amazon 0.95 $1,650,000 20-Year
Channel
KA o R|dge Lo crossmg1 .......... : rossmgAmaz R Roy g e 000 .......... S
Avenue
a7 Fern Ridge Path channel crossing 2~ Crossing south of 11th Avenue and eastof 002 ¢ $52,000 20Year
Greenhill Road
K o R|dge S channelcrossmgB .......... g rossmgAmaz T[RRI 3 64000 .......... S
tracks
oo : éfr}'ﬁi'déé'bﬁth' ConnectorArthurStreettoFernR|dgePath011 ............. 3 221000 ........ S
e o 'Iifdéé' L R PRSI ié'F'éfh.liidde. Gt SaE000 S
oo g s R|dge G BN .F'éfr}'F.ii'dQé' SE T TRAEE ; 85000 .......... S
Path
R o 'Ififdéé' e B I':%'idije. o 3 éébéb .......... S
o s R|dge L o R|dgePat R H IR 3 137000 ......... S
233 Fern Ridge Path extension to Avalon/Green Green Hill Road to Royal Avenue 070 $1.217000  20Year
Hill Road
a5 Fern Ridge Path to Commerce Street | Northern comer of Commerce Streetto Fern 010 $1,000,000°  20Year
.................. OO e B DB et
448 Fern Ridge Path to Jefferson Alley Path Fern Ridge Path to Jefferson Alley 0.05 $112,000 20-Year
TR - R RSN '(jhi/kns't}éé.t ..................... S 3 ééébb'(j ........ S
oo g R B S P 2000 ........ S
oo g T R B TR e S 2 578000 ...... S
- ; 'a{y'ﬁé'r S ; Hyﬁé.rd'/&ilé.rﬁié'éé.siéfﬁ't.e'r'rﬁ e 5 '2'8.4,'(')6(5 ........ S
............................................................... B D e
220 McClure Lane Connector McClure lane eastern terminus to West Bank  0.08 $159,000 20-Year
Path
e g 'ér'r'y"Lé.rié‘“‘“‘“.“.“.".".".mmmT'ér'r'n'ihh's'ié'\}\iéét"B‘ér']k'ls'a.th .................... S S0 S
R St i'éﬁd.ly}'fé'iféféﬂh o B 5 7000 ......... S
oo g R R S |st|ng R S 1342000 ...... i
southern terminus
K G Vallelever f ay T TRAAY 3 29000 .......... S
R P y IS ng IR, i/\'/éi/'t'd i 'C'r'dééi'rig';. SR U S5 000 o
oo L R AR : 238000 ........ S
R R R R 3 249000 ........ S
s S SR, i(.).r.ziiir.déc.i.ﬁh.ci.ér.ﬁééé. e Sa5 o0 S
IR S b.ri'n'gj G G 3 457000 ........ S
R S tephens o TR, Stephen S 3 166000 ........ S
e S fL]I't's.G'éyi'Cbh.ﬁééib} ........................ S tultsGapO13 ............ SR o00 S
-+ - i'd(jél.ih'e' R 3 625000 ........ S
oo g A RS S |dgeto e 3 652000 ........ S
R i 'g.é'F.’éiﬁ. e h'h'ic'jé.é e S 000 S

“Cost based on previous scoping Work.




Grade-Separated Crossing Improvements

A total of seven grade-separated projects have been recommended, with an approximate total length of 0.9 miles. For the
purposes of cost estimation, grade-separated crossings were assumed to be a) for pedestrian/bicycle use only, b) overpasses
(not underpasses/tunnels), and c) 14’ in width. Cost estimates were based on similar local projects and industry standard
rates, and were then compared against several Eugene-area projects. Annual maintenance cost estimates have not been
provided because the specific design of intersection improvements can results in widely varying construction and mainte-
nance costs.

Table A-4: Grade-Separated Crossings

Project ID Name/Location Length (miles) Cost Priority Tier

14 Avalon Street over Randy Pape Beltline 0.09 $1,358,000 Future
i S g T R S i.t.y e
e T oA S $4322000 ........ e
i e Crossmg e Way .C.iﬂ./'lg’é.rk ...................................... ; 13$1851000 ......... e
e S Overpass S ndypap B S $1 379000 ......... o |ty e
El—— - chrossmgat T o $1 996000 ......... o

Bike Lanes

A total of 35.2 miles of bike lane projects have been recommended. Fully burdened project construction costs are listed
below by project.

Table A-5: Bike Lanes

Project ID Name/Location Extent Length (miles)  Cost Priority Tier

506 13th Avenue Chambers Street to Jefferson Street 0.81 $213,000 20-Year
R T A G GE S
R R R R o Ugs S ST S
TR R i B e g T TR S
R R R o T e S e S
R S e G S S
IR e o i e o B i R G S S
[ S i SO Rosseel Bodier g GaRoog T S
R S S o S S ST o
R G G G SiEen T S
e B B T S S S
R - Sebia e s g ST S
R bR T e Sy ST S
s B o e B S Sy B S
R R S R S
R o B IR S T R S
B G s Sy S S
s B i R e R e G I o




Project ID Name/Location Extent Length (miles)  Cost Priority Tier

58 Green Hill Road Airport Road to Crow Road 4.48 See TSP 20-Year
IR . |ghway G BT S R $ 337000 ............. S
oo B . |ghway o S ger e Sy § 86000 .............. S |ty THIIE
oo . |Iyar e B Y S $ 116 AR S
B PRI B T L IR THRRERES S S
R - oo RS $ 401000 ............ S
KSR T R R S § 48000 .............. S
EERR o nghway PP P RRERR R g $ i 000 ............ S
R - B R e s g § 122000 ............. S
KRR e B Y S $ 24000 .............. S
oo S s e § 225000 ............ S
IR B TR |ghway o S $ 36000 .............. S |ty THRAE
T S i egac y G R e § 291000 ............ S
B 2 oyal TR i e $ 233000 ............ TP
R -+ s g T RRRURUEE § 135000 ............. S
IR ValIewaerWay s VallewaerDrlve R S $ 94000 .............. S
R oo R toTerryStreet ...................... e § 221000 ............ e
BRI oo G S $ 5 8000 ............ S
e 5 alley g S § 96000 .............. S
e g cKlnIey S S $ 28000 .............. AT
57W5thAvenueSenecaRoadtoMcKmIeyStreet ..................... S § 141000 ............. A
R 55+ 5 alley B SRR $ 265000 ............ S
TR WashlngtonStreet B R e S § 161000 ............. S
BB oo+ s S R|verLoop B R g S S
R oo gt B AL e § 280000 ............ S |ty TR

*The recommended treatment for these segments is a bike lane in one direction (uphill) and a shared lane marking in the other direction
(downhill). Costs have been adjusted accordingly.




Buffered Bike Lanes
A total of 6.5 miles of buffered bike lane projects have been recommended. Fully burdened project construction costs are

listed below by project.

Table A-6: Buffered Bike Lanes

Project ID Name/Location Length (miles) Priority Tier

527 18th Avenue Polk Street to Friendly Street 0.35 $111,000 20-Year
IR - S ”\/'Vééﬁi’r{ét'c;r’]'éir'éét' SUTHINMISRUTREE R ’ﬂiéé',b'd(') ............... S
REREES g (.).b.u.r.g. o S \'/\.Ié'y't'd aice é'y' s g ﬁiéé',b'db ............... S
IR A . i])'/é‘rd'éife.éi R B R E{ié’z’é,’dbb' ............. S
EE R A 5 65&@ o g éé?ﬁbf)b .............. S
R R MR ‘E'ibr'ééé\'n}é]tb' S S 55'3'5,'665 ............. S
BRI oo : iiyé‘rd'éifééi'tbnsh'e'li G e éébﬁbéﬁ ............. S

Cycle Tracks
A total of 5.2 miles of cycle track projects have been recommended. Fully burdened project construction costs are listed

below by project.

Table A-7: Cycle Tracks

Project ID Name/Location Extent Length (miles) Priority Tier
18 High Street* E 5th Avenue to E 19th Avenue 1.06 $823,000 Priority Network
BRI i Lo K B CobiraRearicie g e o L
R ot Exovasanay T B e S VRIS e

*Project assumed to be one Side of street only
“*Project may be a cycle track or a shared use path. Project cost is for cycle track.




Shared Lane Markings

A total of 8.1 miles of shared lane marking projects have been recommended. Fully burdened project construction costs are
listed below by project.

Table A-8: Shared Lane Markings

Project ID Name/Location Extent Length (miles) Cost Priority Tier

369 10th Avenue Lincoln Street to High Street 0.46 $19,000 20-Year
I AP LS ; 20$10000 .......... e
IR G | rvmgtonDnveto o g o ST $36000 .......... S |ty O
Wi A - ||IardRoadAmazonDnvetoSkyhakaay ................... ; 21$3700020Year .............
I A R g nnytreetto U S S $25000 VAR
486 FrendySteet W 2Bt Avenve to Lorane Highway 029 812000 | 20Vear

503 High Street 5th to Cheshire Street 0.28 $12,000 20-Year
R e H|ghw é;/* ....................... BT AV g $23000 e
512 ... MoonMountainRoad | Accessway to Brackenfer Bouleverd 010 85000 | a0¥eer

85 Polk Street W 20th Avenue to W 24th Avenue 0.33 $14,000 20-Year

505 Stephens Avenue Stephens Connector to West Bank Path 0.08 $4,000 20-Year

169 Stewart Road S Bertelsen Road to Bailey Hill Road 0.72 $30,000 20-Year

486 Willamette Street 7th Avenue to 13th Avenue 0.46 $19,000 20-Year

109 Willamette Street Amtrak Station to E 6th Avenue 012 $6,000 20-Year

*The recommended treatment for these segments is a bike lane in one direction (uphill) and a shared lane marking in the other direction
(downhill). Costs have been adjusted accordingly.

Bicycle Boulevards

A total of 614 miles of bicycle boulevard projects have been recommended. Fully burdened project construction costs are
listed below by project.

Table A-9: Bicycle Boulevards

Project ID Name/Location Extent Length (miles) Cost Priority Tier

107 15th Avenue Jefferson Street to Kincaid Street 116 $115,000 Priority Network

B e R ey o
R R T e
T S T e e S
g S e o Uity St o B St BT s oo STUTSHR
g R Tt A S LRI i S
e R P THAUR S
e R b oad i Wil Fomd ™ A T a0 S et
T S e P T S
e B IR B P TR A
e R R T HRREEERRE CHL S S
e o B e BBt S
e T T G i STUTSHR




Project ID Name/Location Extent Length (miles) Cost Priority Tier

166 Avalon Street Juhl Street to eastern terminus 0.50 $62,000 20-Year

164Ava|onStreet ............................... i egacyStreettoNTerryStreet075$93000 ....... ; (')'—\'(éé.r ............
75Ava|onStreet ............................... g DaneboAvenuetoHavenStreet021$31000 ....... ; (')'—\'('eé.r ............
165AvalonStreetThroneDnvetoCandIeIlghtDnve014$21000 ....... ; (')'—\'(éé.r ............
84AvengaIeDr|veWaltonLanetoCelesteWay015$22000 ....... 2 b'—\'(éé.r ............
167 ............ B entzenRoad ............................... R oyaIAvenuetoElmwaRoad025$31000 ....... 2 OYear ............
117 ............ B |a|rBou|evardW2ndAvenuet0MonroeStreetO53$66000 ....... P rlontyNetwork
RERR 2 ogart/Satre/VanDuynWlllaken2|eRoadtoHarIowRoad085$105000 ...... 5 r|or|tyNetwork
R S - |rAcresDr|vetoNorkenZ|eRoad038$48000 ....... 5 r|or|tyNetwork
91 ............. 2 roadwew Street ............................ - IIenAvenueto Hawkms Lane015 $23000 ....... 5 nonty Network
RN 2 roadvvay ................................... C hameltonStreettonghStreet038$47000 ....... 5 OYear ............
1 10 ............ 2 roadway ................................... v c KmleyStreet to Charne ItonStreet ................... 1 70$168000 ...... ; OYear ............
72 ............. C andlehghtDnveAvalonStreettoRoyaIAvenue051$63000 ....... P nontyNetwork
474 ............ C entral Boulevard/E29th Avenue ........... 2 7thAvenuet0 southernterm|nusO40 $49000 ....... 2 OYear ............
138 ............ C haanve .................................. E nnWaytoCoburgRoadO14$20000 ....... 2 OYear ............
R R G < randStreettoVanBurenStreetOO4$6000 ........ ; r|or|tyNetwork
123 ............ 5 IlntonDnveWlllag|llesp|eRoadtoDebrlckRoad020$30000 ....... S
146 ............ C oppmgStreet .............................. O wossoDnvetoEHowardAvenue028$35000 ....... ; OYear ............
88 ............. C oventryWay ............................... 2 r|ttanyStreettoEIIenAvenue011$16000 ....... 5 rlontyNetwork
80 ............. . aIeAvenue ................................ 8 ownmgStreettoCountyFarm Road020$29000 ....... ; OYear ............
81 ............. D aIeAvenue ................................ R |verbendAvenuet0DowmngStreet018$26000 ....... 2 OYear ............
122 ............ D ebrlckRoad ............................... C aIYoungRoadtoCImtonDnve031$38000 ....... 2 OYear ............
134 ............ D eltaOaksRoad ............................ G reenAcresRoadtoHoIIyAvenue008$12000 ....... 2 OYear ............
e B S : 32ndAvenuetoE39thAvenue064$79000 ....... S
101 ............ S T 1 39$138000 ...... S
152 ............ 5 onegaIStreet/YorkStreetIrvngoadtoRubyAvenue039$48000 ....... 5 rlontyNetwork
108 ............ - 12thAvenue .............................. O akStreettoHllyardStreet045$56000 ....... ; OYear ............
381 ............ - 13thAvenueAgateStreettoFrankhnBoulevard018$27000 ....... ; (')'—\'(éé.r ............
104 ............ E 15thAvenue .............................. U nlverS|tyStreettoeasterntermmus082$101000 ...... 2 OYear ............
470 ............ E 19thAvenueAgateStreettoFalrmountBoulevard038$47000 ....... 2 (')'—\'(éé.r ............
172 ............ E 29thPIace ................................ U nlverS|tyStreettoEmeraldStreetO15$22000 ....... 2 OYear ............
as8 E 29th Place/Pearl Street/E 28th Avenue/  Amazon Parkway to Willamette Street 047 $58000  20-Year

High Street/E 27th Avenue

R : SSrdAvenueWlllametteStreettoH|IyardStreetO53$66000 ....... S
R e 5 onaIdStreettoFoxHoIIowRoadO49$61000 ....... S
128 ............ - TandyTum ................................ C oburgRoadtoHrwoodWay026$32000 ....... ; OYear ............
89 ............. - IIenAvenueToddStreettoGremerStreet014$20000 ....... ; nontyNetwork
473 ............ - merald . Stree t .............................. - 18th Avenue t oLaureIwood Golf Course .............. 1 03$102000 ...... ; OYear ............
137 ............ - nnWaySneIIngnvetoChaanve006$8000 ........ ; (')'—\'(éé.r ............
451 ............ F a|r0aksDr|ve ............................. B edfordWaytoEastvvoodLane037$46000 ....... 2 OYear ............
125 ............ F a|r0aksDr|ve .............................. G reenwewStreettoBedfordWay007$1000O ....... 2 OYear ............
oo g - erryStreet ................................. : SOthAvenuetoESSrdAvenue022$33000 ....... S
e - |IImoreStreetW26thAvenuetoW28thAvenue029$35000 ....... S
493 ............ - |IImoreStreet/W22ndAvenueW19thAvenuetoChambersStreet028$35000 ....... ; (')'—\'(éé.r ............
o z |rAcresDr|veWesterntermmustoBondLane032$39000 ....... 5 nontyNetwork
129 ............ : |rvvoodWay ................................ - TandyTumtoAscotDnveOO7$11000 ....... ; OYear ............
158 ............ F remont Avenue ............................ N ParkAvetoGroveStreet030$37000 ....... 2 OYear ............




Project ID Name/Location Extent Length (miles) Cost Priority Tier

74 Golden Garden Street Jessen Drive to Barger Drive 0.50 $62,000 Priority Network
RN R Y B $70000 ....... S
RESm G TP R $23000 ....... S
RS < roveStreetS|IverLanetoHowardAvenue053$65000 ....... S
oo g : appy s < oodpasturelsland Roadtoaccessway009$13000 ....... TR
oo g : appyLane ................................. 2 ussetDr|vet0F|rAcresDr|veOO7$1000O ....... TSTHRAEE
R e A HEL IR e $1 05000 ...... S |ty TP
RE : oIIyAvenue ................................ R L T SRR $66000 ....... S
R : oneywood o : oneywoodStreet R $17000 ....... S
RS : oneywoodStreet .......................... e, culdesacaccessway023$34000 ....... ISR
R A ; acIayDnvetonerRoad093$114000 ...... S
e g : yacmthStreetArgonAvenuetoIrvmgtonDrlve014$21000 ....... S
rroeeeneeeeee g : yacmthStreet ............................. i ynnbrook Drlvetosoutherntermmus011$17000 ....... TR
R : yacmthStreet/CaIIaStreetIrvmgtonDrlvetolrvmgRoadO91$112000 ...... TSTHRAEE
139JeppesenAcreSRoad ....................... R, Coburg Road069$85000 ....... ; nontyNetwork
RE AR g roveStreettoHamHtonAvenueO58$71000 ....... S
oo g e : owardAvenuetoHomLane043$53000 ....... S
R B S ParkV|ewDr|ve034$43000 ....... S
RS e 5 akwayRoadtoeasterntermmus024$36000 ....... S
oo g R B D R $149000 ...... S
R i mcolnStreetW27thAvenuet0W29thAvenue019$29000 ....... TR
K i mcolnStreetW29thAvenuetoW30thAvenueO14$21000 ....... S
oo g i moolnStreetW31stAvenuetoCrestDr|veO12$17000 ....... S
oo b i ynnbrooanve ............................. RN RlverRoad093$115000 ...... S
R S R $44000 ....... S
oo 8 R : |ghStreettoE19thAvenue076 $94000 ....... SRR
T R T $44000 ....... 5 rlonty TR
R G ¢ IarkStreettoW13thAvenue099$122000 ...... 5 nontyNetwork
R R 2 argerDrlvetoAvannStreet050$62000 ....... 5 rlontyNetwork
R g GrandStreetSouthBankPathtoCIarkStreet028$35000 ....... 5 nontyNetwork
R e TSR g $128000 ...... S |ty R
R g ParkAvenueSk|pperRoadtoMaxwe|IRoadO49$6000O ....... 5 r|or|tyNetwork
7 Oakmont Way/Sorrel Way/Roan Drive/  Coburg Road fo eastern terminus 097 $120,000  Priority Network

Dapple Way
oo 8 5 I|veStreetW35thAvenuetoW34thAvenueO10$16000 ....... S
oo g oo : 5thAvenueto19thAvenue030$37000 ....... S
oo g B R 2 |verRoadtoCopp|ngStreet038$47000 ....... S
R T S T SorreIWay037$45000 ....... S
R R, SRS Expresswayto o $97000 ....... S
R S e County e $44000 ....... S
R 5 ortlandAIIeyW24thAvenuet0W27thAvenue031$38000 ....... S
R S : 25thAvenuetoE28thAvenue036$44000 ....... S
R R T, Debr|ckRoadO43$54000 ....... S
oo 8 . ubyAvenue ................................ g anterburyStreettoeasterntermmus049$61000 ....... S
R - ubyAvenueWesterntermmustoR|verRoad040$50000 ....... ISR
- R R 1 13$112000 ...... SRR
e s LutherKlnng R $15000 ....... IR




Project ID Name/Location Extent Length (miles) Cost Priority Tier

136 Snelling Drive Benson Lane to Erin Way 0.37 $45,000 20-Year
798pr|ngCreekDr|ve .......................... 2 |verRoadtoScen|cDr|veO53$65000 ....... S
77SpyglassDr|ve .............................. i YoungRoadto southerntermmus069$85000 ....... S
R Summ|tAvenue/SyIvanStreet ............... R M S $78000 ....... S
B < s T Way075 $93000 ....... 5 r|0r|ty TR

Avenue/Conestoga Way
399Ty|erStreetW24thAvenuetoW28thAvenue037$46000 ....... S
R | nlverS|tyStreet ............................ : 13thAvenuetoE25thAvenue090$112000 ...... S
R 75— ¢ IarkStreettOWanAvenue015$22000 ....... 5 rlontyNetwork
121VanBurenStreetW2ndAvenuetoBIawBoulevardO13$19000 ....... S
R 55 oo B IR 1 55$153000 ...... S
ST . 5 5o ™7 P R MR : 00$123000 ...... S |ty TR
T . 55 5o 5 olkStreetandFr|endIyStreet034$41000 ....... S
R v 5 o 5 ortlandAIIeytoW|IlametteStreet006$9000 ........ S
489W27thAvenueJeffersonStreettoWashmgtonStreetOO7$11000 ....... S
T 5 o+ i mcolnStreettoPortlandStreet024$36000 ....... S
78W27thAvenueTylerStreettol\/lad|sonStreetO42$52000 ....... S
394W27thAvenueWashmgtonStreettomeolnStreetO14$21000 ....... S
T - o o i awrenceStreettoaccessway031$38000 ....... S
T s < rantStreettoBIaerIvd060$74000 ....... S
T s - oxHoIIowRoadtoR|dgeI|neTra|IO41$51000 ....... S
60WAmazonDr|veSneIIStreettonorthofMarthtreet038$47000 ....... S
127WTandyTurnWesterntermmustoCoburgRoad023$34000 ....... S
R . - ImwaRoadtoRooseveltPath018$27000 ....... S
83Walt0nLaneAvengaleDnvetoAshburyDnve004$6000 ........ S
393Wash|ngton8treetW27thAvenuet0LoraneH|ghway/W29thAvenue018$26000 ....... S
392Wash|ngton8treetW29thAvenuetosoutherntermmusO13$20000 ....... S

87 Westleigh Street Bailey Hill Road to eastern terminus 0.11 $16,000 20-Year




Intersection Improvements Table A-10: Intersection Improvements

A total of 42 intersection improvement projects have been Project[BEsName; Eocation

recommended for further study. Neither cost estimates 178 ... Agate Steet/Milrace Drive at Frankin Boulevard
nor annual maintenance cost estimates have been pro- R Blair Boulevard at 7th Avenue
vided because the specific design of intersection improve- R Blar Boulevard at W6t Avenue
ments can result in widely varying construction and RS Coburg Road and Qakway Road .
maintenance costs. R Coburg Road at Harlow Road .
186 Coburg Road at Oakmont Way/Sorrell Way
o R
o R
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Avenue/E 34th Avenue
e
Vo m— O e S e o
b o
Vo AR R
P — T
I m— RS
¥ m— B R
P — T
T R
e O
e e
BRI i o i
B
VR o h
P TR 5
R i o

188 Willakenzie Road at Cal Young Road




Feasibility Studies

A total of ten feasibility studies have been recommended. The cost estimate provided is for the feasibility study, and not for
facility implementation. All studies include a public involvement component.

Table A-11: Recommended Feasibility Studies

Project ID Name/Location Cost Description Notes/Assumptions
495 Alton Baker Park ~ $100,000  Develop lighting and width standards for shared use paths Only consider existing paths.
Path Study in East Alton Baker Park, particularly east-west routes and
...................................................... connections to the pedesrian and bicycle bridges. |
372 Amazon Park $25,000 Examine options for creating an east-west path through Initial step would be environmental report determining
Crossing Study Amazon Park to connect neighborhoods on either side of the  what options can be considered. The cost of an

park. Environmental concerns will be addressed in the study.  alignment study will depend on the results of the
environmental study.

251 Coburg Road $20,000 Connect Eugene to the planned Coburg Loop Trail by Assumes desired cross-section is already known, and
providing a walking and bicycling facility on Coburg Road. that the study would identify right-of-way ownership
The study must be coordinated with Lane County and the City and plan graphics.
of Coburg.

464 Franklin Boulevard  n/a Examine options for improving bicycle and pedestrian access — Assumes that the cost to design a bikeway facility for
along Franklin Boulevard from the city limits to Alder Street ~ Franklin Boulevard would be included in the overall
and will be accomplished through planning and development  planning and development of a multiway boulevard on

of a multiway boulevard on Franklin as called for in the Franklin as called for in the Walnut Station Mixed Use
ettt ees oo Valnut Station Mixed Use Center Plan. CenterPlan. e
496 Morse Family Farm  $30,000 Create recommendations for bicycle and pedestrian Assumes that the goal of the study is just to link to
Trails Study circulation through Morse Family Farm to existing and bikeways connecting to the park. A full site trail study
...................................................... planned routes that connect to the perimeter of the site. would be more expensive.
226 Rail Alignment $250,000  Examine the feasibility of a rails-with-trails project for the Assumes that the City would provide base mapping
westbound Union Pacific (UPRR) rail line within the city limits. The study  data (right-of-way width and land ownership), and
must be coordinated with UPRR and take into consideration  that the project would include initial negotiations with
plans for continued and expanded rail service to area the railway to gain clarity about alignment options

businesses. The study should examine existing right-of-way, ~ and railway concerns. The outcome would be a
path alignment options, track crossing issues, connections preferred alignment, if one is feasible, supported by

to adjacent sidewalks and bikeways, and next steps for public involvement and identifying railway concerns
...................................................... negotiating with UPRR. __ __ _..............................@nd documenting how they will be addressed.

204 West Bank Trail $200,000  Examine the feasibility of extending the West Bank Path Includes public involvement, negotiation with

north to Hileman Landing. Right-of-way ownership and landowners, and field work.

environmental concerns should be addressed in the final

recommendation.
205 Willamette $250,000  Examine options for creating a path north along the east side  Includes public involvement, negotiation with

McKenzie Trail of the Willamette River and east along the McKenzie River landowners, and field work.

as called for in the Regional Transportation Plan. The study
should build on the work done by the Willamette River Open
Space Vision and Action Plan and look at land ownership,
alignment alternatives, environmental issues, and recreational
and scenic value.

212 Millrace Drive to $100,000 Examine options and develop a recommended facility Same assumption as for segment 226.
Knickerbocker for completing the South Bank Path gap between the
Bridge Frohnmayer and Knickerbocker Pedestrian and Bicycle
...................................................... Bridges. The study must consider the existing ralroad Iine.
534 Westmoreland Park  $30,000 Examine options to create paths through Westmoreland Park  Assumes that the initial range of pathway options has
Paths to connect to existing on-street walking and bicycling routes  already been defined.

that connect to the park.




Maintenance Cost Estimates Table A-12: Annual Maintenance Cost Estimates by
Facility Type
Facility Type Annual Maintenance Costs (per mile)

Annual maintenance cost estimates have been provided
below by facility type. Grade-separated crossings and

intersection improvements have not been included ISR 200
because their cost varies widely with design. Cost ISR 20100
estimates for sidewalks and accessways have not been Buffered Bike Lanes $27,100

included becanse the maintenance responsibility falls to iy e
the adjacent landowner, not the City, By e

Bicycle Boulevards $3,000
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