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1. INTRODUCTION 
The Roseburg Pedestrian and Bicycle planning effort (Plan) will guide the future 
development of bicycle and pedestrian facilities and programs within the Roseburg Urban 
Growth Boundary. The Plan was developed over a year and a half with extensive input from 
the community, and seeks to meet the community’s needs and desires to develop pleasant, 
safe, and convenient transportation network that everyone in Roseburg can use. The goal of 
the Plan is to increase the number of people who bike and walk for everyday needs, improve 
safety for bicyclists and pedestrians, and increase public awareness and positive attitudes 
about biking and walking in Roseburg. The Plan will guide Roseburg toward providing 
bikeways, sidewalks, and paths for all residents including the special assisted pedestrian 
populations which consist of users with wheelchairs or power-assisted scooters. 

This support document is intended to support the bicycle and pedestrian elements in the 
Roseburg Transportation Plan, and together represent the entire Plan. This document is 
organized into eight chapters beginning with this introduction. Chapter 2 documents the 
process the developed the bicycle and pedestrian plan. Chapter 3 provides a review of 
existing plans for policies and standards relevant to bicycle and pedestrian travel. Chapter 4 
provides a “Toolbox” of measures and programs representing a variety of ways to address 
issues and barriers to walking, assisted travel, and bicycling in Roseburg. Chapter 5 
documents the process to designate critical routes. Chapter 6 describes the final list of critical 
routes and potential improvements, supporting cost estimate and potential alignments are 
included in the Appendices. Chapter 7 provides an overview existing and potential funding 
sources. Chapter 8 includes implementation information pertaining to maintenance, repair 
and complete street policy samples. 



FINAL - Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Support Document 
City of Roseburg 

 

1-2 June 18, 2009  

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



FINAL - Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Support Document  
City of Roseburg 

 

June 18, 2009  2-1 

2. PLAN PROCESS 
The following process produced the final bicycle and pedestrian plan elements to be added to 
the Transportation System Plan and this Supporting Document. The process was documented 
through a series of technical memoranda and complements information in the Transportation 
System Plan. 

The steps include:  

 Review of federal, state, county, and local transportation plans, policies, and goals 
with which the Plan must either comply or be consistent. 

 Identify the needs and interests of the community and users of the bicycle and 
pedestrian system. 

 Identify bicycle and pedestrian routes critical to meeting community needs and goals. 

 Evaluate the existing condition of the critical routes and identify opportunities and 
constraints. 

 Identify facility options that address critical route deficiencies and opportunities. 
Identify programs to address needs and promote the community’s goals and 
objectives for bicycle and pedestrian travel. 

 Refine program and facility options for critical routes based on city staff, public, and 
advisory committee input.  

 Develop improvement projects and program recommendations. Estimate project and 
program costs. 

 Develop a prioritized phasing plan for recommended facility improvement projects 
and programs. Identify potential funding sources and strategies for projects and 
programs. 

 Compile the results of this work into the final Plan document, for review and 
adoption by the City of Roseburg Planning Commission and City Council as an 
amendment to the Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Roseburg Urban Area 
Comprehensive Plan. The final plan shall include Comprehensive Plan or Land Use 
and Development Ordinance amendments needed to implement the Plan. 

The project team facilitated public forums and committees to provide information about the 
plan and obtain direction and feedback for the Plan. The outreach included: 

An Ad Hoc Committee was formed. Nine positions were widely publicized which resulted in 
18 applications. The Ad Hoc Committee members represented cycling, walking, disabled, 
educators, parents, etc of with a wide range of mobility interests and abilities. The Committee 
also included representatives of Planning Commission, Parks and Recreation Commission, 
City Council and the Public Works Commission. 

A Project Management Team was formed by staff and consisted of representatives of CDD, 
Public Works, Police, Parks, County, ODOT, Transit, and Roseburg Schools. 

Two well publicized facility bicycle and walking tours occurred over the summer and four 
community forums resulted in large turn-outs, including the Mayor and Council; Ad Hoc 
Committee; county; school; Public Works, Parks, and Planning Commissioners; and City 
staff (City Manager, Public Works Director, Park Program Manager, Public Works Street 
Superintendent, other Public Works staff, Community Development Director, Planning 
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Manager, Senior Planner, Community Planner). The tour effort included handing out and 
compiling information from “walkability” and “bikeability” checklists. 

Other media outlets were utilized to share information including: 

 Articles in CDD newsletters 

 Numerous articles and editorials in News Review 

 KPIC interviews 

 Three radio interviews 

 Article about the Plan in July 2008 City Connection newsletter 
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3. PLAN, POLICY, AND STANDARDS REVIEW 
The following section discusses city, state, and federal goals, policies, and standards that will 
affect planning and designing for future improvements to the bicycle and pedestrian system. 
Recommended improvements to address existing transportation deficiencies and needs should 
consider the standards and policies described below. 

3.1 LOCAL POLICIES, STANDARDS, AND GUIDELINES 

City of Roseburg Land Use and Development Ordinance (Rev. 2008)  

The City’s Land Use and Development Ordinance (LUDO) implements the Roseburg Urban 
Area Comprehensive Plan and regulates the development and use of lands within the 
Roseburg urban growth boundary (UGB). It was original adopted in 1984, re-adopted in 
1996, and amended periodically since then. It guides the design and approval process for land 
use development applications and requires associated transportation improvements. It 
includes design standards for transportation facilities required as a condition of development 
approval, including provisions for the construction of sidewalks, bicycle parking, and public 
access ways. 

Greater Roseburg Area Transportation Study (1996) 

The Greater Roseburg Area Transportation Study (GRATS) was completed in 1996 as a 
precursor to the TSP. This study provides an analysis of multimodal transportation system 
needs in the greater Roseburg area. This study evaluates Transportation Demand 
Management strategies and identifies alternatives to address the existing and future 
transportation needs. The preferred alternative relied extensively on land use policies to 
reduce travel demand that were never formally adopted. The document, however, provides 
useful findings relating to pedestrian and bicycles recommending a strategy that focuses on 
the following:  

 Improve sidewalks to meet ADA standards. 

 Improve facilities around interchanges, overpasses, rail crossings, and bridge 
crossings. 

 Increase regional coordination of bicycle and pedestrian systems. 

 Improve connectivity between residential area to retail centers, schools, and 
employment centers. 

City of Roseburg Transportation System Plan (2006) 

In compliance with the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (TPR), Roseburg has developed 
a Transportation System Plan (TSP) which the City adopted in December 2006. The TSP 
guides the management of existing transportation facilities and the design and 
implementation of future facilities for all travel modes in the city for the next 20 years. The 
TSP includes goals and objectives for the transportation system as well as assessments of the 
needs for all modes of travel including bicycle, pedestrians, and the disabled.  

The following goals and objectives are particularly relevant to the development of the 
Roseburg Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan: 

 Provide a transportation system for the Roseburg planning area that is safe, efficient, 
and accessible. 



FINAL - Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Support Document 
City of Roseburg 

 

3-2 June 18, 2009  

 Designate safe routes from residential areas to schools, and identify 
transportation improvements needed to ensure the safety of Roseburg’s children. 

 Provide satisfactory levels of maintenance to the transportation system in order to 
preserve user safety, facility aesthetics, and the integrity of the system. 

 Maintain access management standards for streets consistent with city, county, 
and state requirements to reduce conflicts among vehicles, trucks, bicycles, and 
pedestrians. 

 The City shall regularly consult with pedestrian, cycling, and the disabled 
communities regarding transportation needs, plans, and improvements. 

 Enhance the livability of Roseburg through the location and design of transportation 
facilities to be compatible with the characteristics of the built, social, and natural 
environment. 

 Enhance the livability of Roseburg through proper location and design of 
transportation facilities. Design streets, highways, and multi-use paths to be 
compatible with the existing and planned characteristics of the surrounding built, 
social, and natural environment. 

 Locate and design recreational and multi-use paths to balance the needs of human 
use and enjoyment with resource conservation and social attractions in areas 
identified in the Comprehensive Plan. 

 Design roadways to enhance livability by ensuring that aesthetics and 
landscaping are an integral part of Roseburg’s transportation system. 

 Construct all transportation facilities to meet the requirements of the Americans 
with Disabilities Act and other applicable federal and state regulations.  

 The City shall every 3 to 5 years use the walkability and bikeability checklists as 
a tool to help determine how walkable and bikeable Roseburg is, and where 
improvements are needed. 

 In order to improve the health of Roseburg’s citizens and reduce the dependence 
on automobiles for all travel, developments or improvement plans will promote 
walking or cycling for many trips. 

 The design of Roseburg, its neighborhoods, and transportation systems shall 
encourage walking, bicycling, or other activities that would help more residents 
reach the recommended 30 minutes each day of moderately intense physical 
activity. 

 Facilitate the development of bus stops, bike lanes, sidewalks, and multi-use paths in 
the Roseburg UGB to provide more transportation options for Roseburg residents 
and visitors. 

 Develop a safe, complete, attractive, efficient, and accessible system of 
pedestrian way and bicycle ways including bike lanes, shared roadways, multiuse 
paths, and sidewalks. 

 Provide connectivity to each area of the City for convenient multimodal access. 
Ensure pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and vehicle access to schools, parks, 
employment, and recreational areas, and the Roseburg core city area by 
identifying and developing improvements that address connectivity needs. 
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 Implement Roseburg street standards that recognize the multi-purpose nature of 
the street right-of-way for utility, pedestrian, bicycle, transit, truck, and auto use, 
and recognize these streets as important to the community identity. 

 Develop neighborhood and local connections to provide adequate circulation into 
and out of neighborhoods. 

 Construct multi-use paths where they can be developed with satisfactory design 
components that address safety, security, maintainability, and acceptable uses. 

 Work with regional and local public transportation providers to identify 
opportunities to improve public transportation service within the City and to 
surrounding communities. 

 Recognizing that maintenance is a major source of complaints and a widely cited 
reason for lack of use, increase maintenance of pedestrian and bicycle lanes and 
facilities. 

 The City shall investigate, and as appropriate, adopt incentives to promote 
ridesharing, walking, cycling (such as best parking spaces for carpools, 
covered/locked bike parking with fewer auto spaces, covered shelter for 
carpoolers or transit users, etc.) 

 The City shall educate the public about, and enforce laws protecting pedestrians 
and cyclists as one way to promote those activities. 

 The City shall regularly consult with state-wide pedestrian and bicycle groups 
regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvement ideas, safety, and education. 

 The City shall actively seek representatives from the pedestrian, cycling, and 
existing disabled communities on public works commission and similar groups. 

 City plans and the Land Use and Development Ordinance should address the 
need to maximize the comfort level of driving (such as fewer distractions and 
driveways, increase site distances, etc.) consistent with the needs for access. 

 Facilitate the provision of a multimodal transport system for the efficient, safe, and 
competitive movement of goods and services to, from, and within the Roseburg UGB. 

 Require an appropriate supply and design of off-street parking facilities to 
promote economic vitality, neighborhood livability, efficient use of urban space, 
and reduced reliance on single occupancy motor vehicles. 

 Implement the transportation plan by working cooperatively with federal, state, 
regional, and local governments, the private sector, and residents. Create a stable, 
flexible financial system for funding transportation improvements. 

The TSP recommends improvements to the arterial and collector network in the City. The 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements that are identified seek to complete the existing network 
by filling in gaps between existing facilities and connecting destination centers, such as parks 
and schools. Multi-use pathways are also addressed in the TSP and primarily occur on park 
properties. City bicycle and pedestrian facility design standards are summarized in tables in 
Appendix A. Included in the TSP adoption was a recommendation for preparation of a new 
bicycle and pedestrian plan. 

City of Roseburg Comprehensive Parks Master Plan (2008) 

The City of Roseburg’s Parks and Recreation Division recently completed the Parks Master 
Plan. This plan presents key recommendations for enhancement and expansion of the park 
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system in Roseburg. These recommendations reflect the findings of both the public 
involvement process and the Community Needs Assessment conducted as part of this plan. 
The plan provides direction in four key areas: improvements to existing parks and facilities, 
preserving greenways and natural areas, building park partnerships and improving access to 
parks.  

Participants in the community visioning workshops, community surveys, and business 
community focus group provided important information on the needs and desires for the 
parks system. Many participants expressed interest in opportunities to expand the existing 
trail system, and using trails to connect Roseburg’s parks and downtown. Some of the other 
key findings from the public involvement include: 

 Survey comments reflected a strong need for an accessible multi-use network of trails 
along the river and in parks. 

 Residents currently use parks and trails for exercise and to enjoy the outdoors and 
nature. Walking for pleasure is one of the most common outdoor activities. 

 A connected trail system along the river was discussed by the business community 
focus group. 

 Public involvement results indicated that access to riverfront areas is important to 
residents, who noted the need for additional trails and sidewalks in waterfront 
corridors. 

 The Roseburg City Council in March 2006, based upon recommendation of a City 
Manager Riverfront Task Force, authorized City staff to prepare RFQ for the 
preparation of a waterfront master plan. 

 Natural areas and greenway corridors along ridges and hilltops were suggested to 
provide scenic and challenging trails and pathways. 

 The senior focus group expressed a strong need for accessible trails connecting 
parks to neighborhoods. 

 Youth are inhibited from participating in programs and visiting parks by a lack of 
access. 

 Trail connections, both providing safer ways to travel to and from parks and as 
recreation opportunities themselves, were often mentioned. 

 Residents see trails as useful mostly for exercise, increasing non-motorized 
transportation options, recreation opportunities, and to enjoy nature. 

Roseburg Outreach Project: A Land Use and Transportation Strategy for 
Revitalizing Downtown (2007) 

This recently completed study was a Transportation Growth Management TGM-funded 
project to explore a vision and concept for revitalizing downtown Roseburg. As a concept 
plan it was not adopted by the city council. The study examined opportunities to expand local 
transportation choices, strengthen economic vitality and improve the livability with a focus 
on concepts for three key areas of Roseburg: 

1. Roseburg’s Downtown 

2. Riverfront Area 

3. Mill-Pine National Register Historic District 
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More specifically, this project explored ways to improve connections for pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and vehicles between the three key areas. Included in the report are two conceptual 
projects identified below, that include bicycle and pedestrian elements. The concepts 
identified in the outreach project would require further evaluation and public input to 
understand the feasibility and implications of the various elements. 

Roseburg Pedestrian and Bicycle Loop 

The Roseburg Pedestrian and Bicycle Loop proposes an on- and off-street system located and 
designed to create a valuable community amenity that provides for a variety of activities, 
including walking, running/jogging, biking, and strolling, enhancing redevelopment potential 
and connecting downtown retail, neighborhoods, community sites, and the riverfront.  

Stephens Street and Pine Street Corridor 

The study explored opportunities to reduce commercial transportation (vehicle/rail/truck) 
impacts on this Historic District and calm traffic along the corridor to improve pedestrian, 
bike and vehicular circulation and safety. Two design concepts for Stephens and Pine Streets 
were developed from the perspective that the pedestrian is the priority while supporting 
freight and commerce appropriately. The concepts propose to either convert Pine Street from 
a one-way arterial to a two-way collector or local street or, to convert Stephens Street from a 
one-way arterial to a two-way contra-lane arterial and truck route. A supporting street system 
is recommended to:  

 Preserve the livability of the Mill-Pine neighborhood. 

 Promote safe pedestrian and bike access to schools and neighborhood. 

 Support and attract investment. 

 Maintain adequate auto and truck traffic mobility by providing for a designated truck 
route. 

This study, both by being unadopted and making recommendations that require significant 
further evaluation will require that any recommendations carried over into the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan will need to validated by the Plan process and evaluated for feasibility and 
cost.  

Diamond Lake Boulevard/OR 138E Access Management Plan (2003) 

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the City of Roseburg jointly prepared 
this access management plan (AMP) for State Highway 138 in Roseburg. It was developed to 
increase coordination of state access management requirements with local land use, local 
street circulation, and economic development goals. One strategy identified in the AMP is the 
development of new local street connections in order to decrease reliance on the highway for 
local trips and also to provide for alternative mode mobility (bike lanes) which cannot be 
provided for on the highway.  

Douglas County Transportation System Plan (2004) 

Douglas County’s TSP consists of compiled elements from its Comprehensive Plan as well as 
other supporting documents. Listed below is a list of relevant policies in the County’s TSP: 

 Coordinate with other jurisdictions and agencies to ensure the development of routes 
which are continuous across boundaries to serve residents. 
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 Sidewalks will be installed on arterials and collectors within commercial districts and 
urban unincorporated areas. 

The plan also discusses the challenge of providing transportation for the disadvantaged. 
Accessible and affordable transportation can be an issue because of age, disability, or income 
resulting in reduced mobility for a portion of the population.  

Douglas County Bikeway Master Plan (2004) 

This plan builds on the goals, objectives, and policies of the Douglas County TSP to provide 
more detailed guidance for the implementation of a bikeway plan. This document makes 
findings concerning the condition of the existing bikeway system, the general benefits of 
bicycling, and characterizes usage in Douglas County. The primary goal of the plan is to 
develop a coordinated network bicycle facilities. This plan identifies, among other things: 

 Guidelines for prioritizing improvements 

 Design standards, operation and maintenance 

 Bicycle safety education. 

Highway 138 Corridor Solutions Study (2008) 

  The City, the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and other partners 
recently concluded the Highway 138 Corridor Solutions Study, which found current 
and future conditions of Highway 138 to be failing from the Harvard Avenue Exit of 
I-5, through downtown Roseburg, to the intersection of Diamond Lake Blvd. and 
Fulton Street. The study identified three preferred alternatives to improve 
connectivity between I-5 and Diamond Lake Blvd and Highway 138. An 
Environmental Assessment (EA) will be reviewing all of the alternatives.  

As the project is in the environmental assessment phase, there are no policies per se; 
there is a recommendation to advance alternatives 1(a), Existing Alignment 
Improvements, and 3(a), Harvard-Diamond Lake Bridge Connection (with an at-
grade railroad crossing) for further study. 

3.2 FEDERAL AND STATE POLICIES, STANDARDS, AND GUIDELINES 

This section summarizes federal and state standards and guidelines for the development and 
implementation of pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Tables 1 and 2 in Appendix B provide a 
summary and comparison of the various pedestrian (Table 1) and bicycle (Table 2) facilities 
standards and guidelines as identified in the documents discussed below. 

Federal Standards and Guidelines 

A Policy Statement was drafted by the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) with the 
input and assistance of public agencies, professional associations, and advocacy groups. The 
Policy Statement says that bicycle and pedestrian facilities will be incorporated into all 
transportation projects unless exceptional circumstances exist.  

Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users (2005) 

The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) was enacted in 2005. With guaranteed funding for highways, highway 
safety, and public transportation totaling $244.1 billion, SAFETEA-LU represents the largest 
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surface transportation investment in U.S. history. The two landmark bills that brought surface 
transportation into the 21st century—the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (ISTEA) and the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21)—shaped the 
highway program to meet the nation’s changing transportation needs. SAFETEA-LU builds 
on this firm foundation, supplying the funds and refining the programmatic framework for 
investments needed to maintain and grow vital transportation infrastructure.  

SAFETEA-LU addresses the many challenges facing our transportation system today such as 
improving safety, reducing traffic congestion, improving efficiency in freight movement, 
increasing intermodal connectivity, and protecting the environment. It also lays the 
groundwork for addressing future challenges. SAFETEA-LU promotes more efficient and 
effective federal surface transportation programs by focusing on transportation issues of 
national significance, while giving state and local transportation decision makers more 
flexibility for solving transportation problems in their communities. 

Americans with Disabilities Act 

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) prohibits state and local governments from 
discriminating against people with disabilities in all programs, services, and activities. Under 
the ADA, the U.S. Access Board has developed and continues to maintain design guidelines 
for accessible buildings and facilities known as the ADA Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG). 
These guidelines were adopted by USDOT, published as the ADA Standards for Accessible 
Design, and enforceable under the ADA.  

“The implementing regulations for Titles II and III of the ADA require curb ramps to be 
provided in all existing facilities and for new construction and alterations.”1 However, with 
the exception of curb ramps, accessibility standards have not yet been developed for 
sidewalks and trails.  

Despite the current lack of enforceable standards, “public and private entities who design and 
construct sidewalks and trails are still obligated under ADA to make them accessible to and 
usable by people with disabilities. Until specific standards are adopted as part of ADAAG, 
some of the existing scoping and technical provisions for new construction and alterations 
can be applied to the design of pedestrian facilities, such as”:2 

 Accessible Routes (ADAAG 4.3) 

 Curb Ramps (ADAAG 4.7) 

 Ramps (ADAAG 4.8) 

Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines 

In addition to maintaining the ADAAG, the U.S. Access Board has published draft public 
rights-of-way accessibility guidelines. While these guidelines have not yet been adopted into 
the ADAAG, the Access Board recommends that where ADA standards don’t include 
applicable provisions, the November 23, 2005 draft Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility 

                                                      

1 Federal Highway Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation. “Designing Sidewalks and 
Trails for Access, Part I of II: Review of Existing Guidelines and Practices” Barbara McMillen, 
Program Manager; Beneficial Designs, Inc. Author. Clay Butler, Illustrations. September 2001. 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/sidewalk2/. 

2 ibid 
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Guidelines be referenced as a best practices manual.3 The draft guidelines address the 
following: 

 Pedestrian Access Route 

 Alternate Circulation Path  

 Curb Ramps and Blended Transitions 

 Detectable Warning Surfaces 

 Pedestrian Crossings 

 Accessible Pedestrian Signals 

 Street Furniture 

 On-Street Parking 

 Call Boxes 

Federal Highway Administration 

In an effort to highlight when ADAAG provisions apply to sidewalks and trails, and how to 
bridge the remaining gaps, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) released Designing 
Sidewalks and Trails for Access as a two-part guidebook: Part I: Review of Existing 
Guidelines and Practices and Part II: Best Practices Design Guide. Part I is a compilation of 
data, designs, and guidelines collected from literature reviews and site visits. Part II focuses 
on the design process and identifies best practices for designing sidewalks and trails for 
access by all users. 

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) has 
published two books, the Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian 
Facilities (2004) and the Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (1999), that are 
intended to provide guidance on the planning, design, and development of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities to ensure a safe accommodation for all modes of travel on public 
rights-of-way. 

Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices4  

The FHWA, with the active assistance from the National Committee on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices, adopted the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) in 
2003. In general, the manual provides directives for traffic control devices that are to be used 
as standards, including warrants and design of pedestrian markings, signs, and signals. 
Pedestrian and bicycle provisions in the MUTCD are located in a number of the parts of the 
manual. Relevant sections include: 

 Section 3B.17 Crosswalk Markings 

 Section 4C.05. Warrant 4. Pedestrian Volume 

 Section 4D.03. Provisions for Pedestrians 

                                                      

3 Available at: http://www.access-board.gov/prowac/draft.htm. 
4 Federal Highway Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation. “Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices 2003 edition”. 
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 Section 4E.03 Application of Pedestrian Signal Heads 

 Section 4E.06 Accessible Pedestrian Signals 

 Section 4E.09 Accessible Pedestrian Signal Detectors 

 Section 9C.04 Markings for Bicycle Lanes 

State Standards and Guidelines 

Oregon Administrative Rules/Transportation Planning Rule 

Adopted by the Land Conservation and Development Commission in 1991, the 
Transportation Planning Rule (Oregon Administrative Rule Chapter 660, Division 12) 
represents an element of Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goal #12 – Transportation. The 
Transportation Planning Rule’s (TPR) goal is to promote the development of safe, convenient 
and economic transportation systems designed to reduce reliance on the automobile so that air 
pollution, traffic and other livability problems faced by urban areas and other parts of the 
country might be avoided. The TPR requires each city and county to adopt a TSP and 
implementing regulations, and also includes specific items that must be addressed in the TSP. 
Relevant parts are noted below (this is TPR). 
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Table 3-1. OAR Division Language and Definitions 

OAR Division Language 

660-12-0005 – Definitions 

660-12-
0005(2) 

“Accessway” means a walkway that provides pedestrian and or bicycle passage either 
between streets or from a street to a building or other destination such as a school, 
park, or transit stop. Accessways generally include a walkway and additional land on 
either side of the walkway, often in the form of an easement or right-of-way, to provide 
clearance and separation between the walkway and adjacent uses. Accessways 
through parking lots are generally physically separated from adjacent vehicle parking or 
parallel vehicle traffic by curbs or similar devices and include landscaping, trees and 
lighting. Where accessways cross driveways, they are generally raised, paved or 
marked in a manner which provides convenient access for pedestrians. 

660-12-
0005(18) 

“Pedestrian connection” means a continuous, unobstructed, reasonably direct route 
between two points that is intended and suitable for pedestrian use. Pedestrian 
connections include but are not limited to sidewalks, walkways, accessways, stairways 
and pedestrian bridges. On developed parcels, pedestrian connections are generally 
hard surfaced. In parks and natural areas, pedestrian connections may be soft-
surfaced pathways. On undeveloped parcels and parcels intended for redevelopment, 
pedestrian connections may also include rights of way or easements for future 
pedestrian improvements. 

660-12-
0005(21) 

“Pedestrian scale” means site and building design elements that are dimensionally less 
than those intended to accommodate automobile traffic, flow and buffering. Examples 
include ornamental lighting of limited height; bricks, pavers or other modules of paving 
with small dimensions; a variety of planting and landscaping materials; arcades or 
awnings that reduce the height of walls; and signage and signpost details that can only 
be perceived from a short distance. 

660-12-
0005(24) 

“Reasonably direct” means either a route that does not deviate unnecessarily from a 
straight line or a route that does not involve a significant amount of out-of-direction 
travel for likely users. 

660-12-
0005(35) 

“Walkway” means a hard surfaced area intended and suitable for use by pedestrians, 
including sidewalks and surfaced portions of accessways. 

660-12-0045 – Implementation of the Transportation System Plan 

660-12-
0045(3) 

Local governments shall adopt land use or subdivision regulations for urban areas and 
rural communities as set forth below. The purposes of this section are to provide for 
safe and convenient pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular circulation consistent with 
access management standards and the function of affected streets, to ensure that new 
development provides on-site streets and accessways that provide reasonably direct 
routes for pedestrian and bicycle travel in areas where pedestrian and bicycle travel is 
likely if connections are provided, and which avoids wherever possible levels of 
automobile traffic which might interfere with or discourage pedestrian or bicycle travel. 

660-12-
0045(3)(a) 

Bicycle parking facilities as part of new multi-family residential developments of four 
units or more, new retail, office and institutional developments, and all transit transfer 
stations and park-and-ride lots. 

660-12-
0045(3)(b) 

On-site facilities shall be provided which accommodate safe and convenient pedestrian 
and bicycle access from within new subdivisions, multi-family developments, planned 
developments, shopping centers, and commercial districts to adjacent residential areas 
and transit stops, and to neighborhood activity centers within one-half mile of the 
development. Single-family residential developments shall generally include streets and 
accessways. Pedestrian circulation through parking lots should generally be provided in 
the form of accessways. 

660-12-
0045(3)(b)(B) 

Bikeways shall be required along arterials and major collectors. Sidewalks shall be 
required along arterials, collectors and most local streets in urban areas, except that 
sidewalks are not required along controlled access roadways, such as freeways. 
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OAR Division Language 

660-12-
0045(3)(b)(D) 

Local governments shall establish their own standards or criteria for providing streets 
and accessways consistent with the purposes of this section. Such measures may 
include but are not limited to: standards for spacing of streets or accessways; and 
standards for excessive out-of-direction travel. 

660-12-
0045(3) 

Where off-site road improvements are otherwise required as a condition of 
development approval, they shall include facilities accommodating convenient 
pedestrian and bicycle travel, including bicycle ways along arterials and major 
collectors. 

660-12-
0045(3)(d)(A-
C) 

For purposes of subsection (“) "safe and convenient" means bicycle and pedestrian 
routes, facilities and improvements which: 

Are reasonably free from hazards, particularly types or levels of automobile traffic 
which would interfere with or discourage pedestrian or cycle travel for short trips; 

Provide a reasonably direct route of travel between destinations such as between a 
transit stop and a store; and 

Meet travel needs of cyclists and pedestrians considering destination and length of trip; 
and considering that the optimum trip length of pedestrians is generally 1/4 to 1/2 mile. 

660-12-
0045(3)(e) 

Internal pedestrian circulation within new office parks and commercial developments 
shall be provided through clustering of buildings, construction of accessways, walkways 
and similar techniques. 

660-12-
0045(6) 

In developing a bicycle and pedestrian circulation plan as required by 660-012-
0020(2)(d), local governments shall identify improvements to facilitate bicycle and 
pedestrian trips to meet local travel needs in developed areas. Appropriate 
improvements should provide for more direct, convenient and safer bicycle or 
pedestrian travel within and between residential areas and neighborhood activity 
centers (i.e., schools, shopping, transit stops). Specific measures include, for example, 
constructing walkways between cul-de-sacs and adjacent roads, providing walkways 
between buildings, and providing direct access between adjacent uses. 

660-12-
0045(6) 

Local governments shall establish standards for local streets and accessways that 
minimize pavement width and total right-of-way consistent with the operational needs of 
the facility. The intent of this requirement is that local governments consider and reduce 
excessive standards for local streets and accessways in order to reduce the cost of 
construction, provide for more efficient use of urban land, provide for emergency 
vehicle access while discouraging inappropriate traffic volumes and speeds, and which 
accommodate convenient pedestrian and bicycle circulation. Notwithstanding section 
(1) or (3) of this rule, local street standards adopted to meet this requirement need not 
be adopted as land use regulations. 

660-12-0060 – Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments 

660-12-
0060(2) 

Where a local government determines that there would be a significant effect [on a 
transportation facility], compliance with section (1) shall be accomplished through one 
or a combination of the following: 

660-12-
0060(2)(c) 

Altering land use designations, densities, or design requirements to reduce demand for 
automobile travel and meet travel needs through other modes. 

660-12-
0060(6) 

In determining whether proposed land uses would affect or be consistent with planned 
transportation facilities as provided in 0060(1) and (2), local governments shall give full 
credit for potential reduction in vehicle trips for uses located in mixed-use, pedestrian-
friendly centers, and neighborhoods as provided in (a)-(d) below: 
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OAR Division Language 

660-12-
0060(6)  

Absent adopted local standards or detailed information about the vehicle trip reduction 
benefits of mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development, local governments shall 
assume that uses located within a mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly center, or 
neighborhood, will generate 10% fewer daily and peak hour trips than are specified in 
available published estimates, such as those provided by the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual that do not specifically account for the effects 
of mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development. The 10% reduction allowed for by this 
section shall be available only if uses which rely solely on auto trips, such as gas 
stations, car washes, storage facilities, and motels are prohibited; 

Local governments shall use detailed or local information about the trip reduction 
benefits of mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development where such information is 
available and presented to the local government. Local governments may, based on 
such information, allow reductions greater than the 10% reduction required in (a); 

Where a local government assumes or estimates lower vehicle trip generation as 
provided in (a) or (b) above, it shall assure through conditions of approval, site plans, or 
approval standards that subsequent development approvals support the development 
of a mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly center or neighborhood and provide for on-site bike 
and pedestrian connectivity and access to transit as provided for in 0045(3) and (4). 
The provision of on-site bike and pedestrian connectivity and access to transit may be 
accomplished through application of acknowledged ordinance provisions which comply 
with 0045(3) and (4) or through conditions of approval or findings adopted with the plan 
amendment that assure compliance with these rule requirements at the time of 
development approval; and 

The purpose of this section is to provide an incentive for the designation and 
implementation of pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use centers and neighborhoods by 
lowering the regulatory barriers to plan amendments which accomplish this type of 
development. The actual trip reduction benefits of mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly 
development will vary from case to case and may be somewhat higher or lower than 
presumed pursuant to (a) above. The Commission concludes that this assumption is 
warranted given general information about the expected effects of mixed-use, 
pedestrian-friendly development and its intent to encourage changes to plans and 
development patterns. Nothing in this section is intended to affect the application of 
provisions in local plans or ordinances which provide for the calculation or assessment 
of systems development charges or in preparing conformity determinations required 
under the federal Clean Air Act. 

660-12-
0060(7) 

Amendments to acknowledged comprehensive plans and land use regulations which 
meet all of the criteria listed in (a)-(c) below shall include an amendment to the 
comprehensive plan, transportation system plan the adoption of a local street plan, 
access management plan, future street plan or other binding local transportation plan to 
provide for on-site alignment of streets or accessways with existing and planned 
arterial, collector, and local streets surrounding the site as necessary to implement the 
requirements in Section 0020(2)(b) and Section 0045(3) of this division 
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OAR Division Language 

660-12-
0060(8) 

A "mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly center or neighborhood" for the purposes of this rule, 
means: 

Any one of the following: 

An existing central business district or downtown; 

An area designated as a central city, regional center, town center or main street in the 
Portland Metro 2040 Regional Growth Concept; 

An area designated in an acknowledged comprehensive plan as a transit oriented 
development or a pedestrian district; or 

An area designated as a special transportation area as provided for in the Oregon 
Highway Plan. 

An area other than those listed in (a) which includes or is planned to include the 
following characteristics: 

A concentration of a variety of land uses in a well-defined area, including the following: 

Medium to high density residential development (12 or more units per acre); 

Offices or office buildings; Retail stores and services; 

Restaurants; and 

Public open space or private open space which is available for public use, such as a 
park or plaza. 

Generally include civic or cultural uses; 

A core commercial area where multi-story buildings are permitted; 

Buildings and building entrances oriented to streets; 

Street connections and crossings that make the center safe and conveniently 
accessible from adjacent areas; 

A network of streets and, where appropriate, accessways and major driveways that 
make it attractive and highly convenient for people to walk between uses within the 
center or neighborhood, including streets and major driveways within the center with 
wide sidewalks and other features, including pedestrian-oriented street crossings, 
street trees, pedestrian-scale lighting and on-street parking; 

One or more transit stops (in urban areas with fixed route transit service); and 

Limit or do not allow low-intensity or land extensive uses, such as most industrial uses, 
automobile sales and services, and drive-through services. 

 

Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (1995) 

The 1995 Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan set forth the standards and guidelines for 
bikeways, walkways, and other pedestrian facilities, including crossing treatments that should 
be followed within the state of Oregon. Many of the standards and guidelines described 
below are based on federal standards and guidelines. 

On-Road Bikeways5 

Bicycles are legally classified as vehicles in Oregon, and roadways must be designed to allow 
bicyclists to ride in a manner consistent with the vehicle code. A bikeway is created when a 
road has the appropriate design treatment to accommodate bicyclists, based on motor vehicle 
traffic volumes and speed. The basic design treatments to accommodate bicycle travel on the 

                                                      

5 Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (1995), II.1. On-Road Bikeways 
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road are: shared roadway, shoulder roadway, or bike lane. Another type of facility is 
separated from the roadway: multi-use path.  

There are no specific bicycle standards for most shared roadways; they are simply the roads 
as constructed. Shared roadways function well on local streets and minor collectors, and on 
low-volume rural roads and highways. Shared roadways are suitable in urban areas on streets 
with low speeds—25 mph or less—or low traffic volumes (3,000 Average Daily Traffic or 
less, depending on speed and land use). A wide curb lane may be provided where there is 
inadequate width to provide a bike lane. Bike lanes are mandated on urban arterial and major 
collector streets. Bike lanes on rural roadways near urban areas, where there is high potential 
bicycle use, are permitted but not required.  

Walkways6 

Pedestrian facilities include walkways, traffic signals, crosswalks, and other amenities such 
as illumination and benches.  

A walkway is a transportation facility built for use by pedestrians and persons in wheelchairs. 
Walkways include: 

 Sidewalks 

 Paths 

Sidewalks 

Sidewalks are located along roadways, separated with a curb and/or planting strip, and have a 
hard, smooth surface. Bicyclists, particularly young children, sometimes use sidewalks in 
residential areas, but generally bicycle riding on sidewalks conflicts with pedestrian use and 
is subject to Oregon Revised Statute 814.410 which states (1) A person commits the offense 
of unsafe operation of a bicycle on a sidewalk if the person does any of the following: 

 (a) Operates the bicycle so as to suddenly leave a curb or other place of safety and move 
into the path of a vehicle that is so close as to constitute an immediate hazard. 

 (b) Operates a bicycle upon a sidewalk and does not give an audible warning before 
overtaking and passing a pedestrian and does not yield the right of way to all pedestrians on 
the sidewalk. 

 (c) Operates a bicycle on a sidewalk in a careless manner that endangers or would be 
likely to endanger any person or property. 

 (d) Operates the bicycle at a speed greater than an ordinary walk when approaching or 
entering a crosswalk, approaching or crossing a driveway or crossing a curb cut or pedestrian 
ramp and a motor vehicle is approaching the crosswalk, driveway, curb cut or pedestrian 
ramp. This paragraph does not require reduced speeds for bicycles at places on sidewalks or 
other pedestrian ways other than places where the path for pedestrians or bicycle traffic 
approaches or crosses that for motor vehicle traffic. 

 (e) Operates an electric assisted bicycle on a sidewalk. 

 (2) Except as otherwise specifically provided by law, a bicyclist on a sidewalk or in a 
crosswalk has the same rights and duties as a pedestrian on a sidewalk or in a crosswalk. 

                                                      

6 Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (1995), II.4 Walkways, B. Standards 
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 (3) The offense described in this section, unsafe operation of a bicycle on a sidewalk, is a 
Class D traffic violation. [1983 c.338 §699; 1985 c.16 §337; 1997 c.400 §7; 2005 c.316 §2] 

The City of Roseburg Ordinance 8.02.140, prohibits bicyclists from operating a bicycle on a 
sidewalk: 1) in a manner dangerous to persons or property; or 2) that is within the Downtown 
Development District. 

Paths 

Paths are typically used by pedestrians, cyclists, skaters, and joggers (Multi-Use Paths). It is 
not realistic to plan and design a path for the exclusive use by pedestrians, as other users will 
be attracted to the facility. Paths may be unpaved, constructed with packed gravel or asphalt 
grindings, if they are smooth and firm enough to meet ADA requirements. 

 Multi-Use Paths – Well-planned and well-designed multi-use paths can provide 
good pedestrian and bicycle mobility. Paths can serve both commuter and 
recreational cyclists and pedestrians. The key components to successful paths 
include: continuous separation from traffic, scenic qualities, connection to land uses, 
well-designed street crossings, visibility, good design, and proper maintenance.7 

 Unpaved Paths – The standard width of an unpaved path is the same for sidewalks. 
An unpaved path should not be constructed where a sidewalk is more appropriate. 
The surface material should be packed hard enough to be usable by wheelchairs and 
children on bicycles (the roadway should be designed to accommodate more 
experienced bicyclists).  

Roadway Crossing Policies and Treatments 

ODOT Marked Crosswalk Policy8  

An engineering study is required before establishing marked crosswalks on: state highways, 
at locations other than signalized approaches at intersections, stop signs, or at roundabouts. 
Marked crosswalks should only be considered at uncontrolled approaches when an 
engineering study demonstrates their need. These include criteria and considerations for the 
determination of when a pedestrian crossing should be marked with a parallel crosswalk and 
when it is appropriate to consider using continental (ladder) style crosswalks. 

                                                      

7 Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (1995), II.6. Multi-Use Paths 

8 ODOT Traffic Manual (2005), Chapter 6, Section 6.10, Crosswalk Approval 
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Crosswalks at Signalized Intersections 

On state highways, marked crosswalks are 
required at all signalized approaches of an 
intersection, unless a traffic engineering 
investigation shows that a crosswalk should 
not be allowed. Pedestrian push buttons shall 
be accessible, preferably from an all-weather 
level landing. Crosswalks should be marked at 
channelized turn lanes controlled by a traffic 
signal or stop sign where there are crosswalks 
marked across the other controlled 
approaches. At other locations where the turn 
lane is controlled by a yield sign or 
uncontrolled, marking of pedestrian 
crosswalks may be considered. 

Pedestrian signal heads shall be installed 
unless the crosswalk is closed by official 
action. Barriers and signs shall be posted for 
all officially closed crosswalks. All crosswalk 
closures at signalized intersections on state 
highways require the approval of the State 
Traffic Engineer based on a traffic 
engineering investigation. The primary 
reason for closing a crosswalk is safety, 
however geometric and operational factors 
may also be considered. Installation or 
removal of any sign prohibiting pedestrian 
traffic or closing a crosswalk requires the 
approval of the State Traffic Engineer. 

Criteria for Marking Crosswalks at Mid-
Block Locations 

Generally mid-block crosswalks are 
discouraged for the same reasons as uncontrolled approaches. Mid-block crosswalks often do 
not generate good compliance from motorists. Mid-block crosswalks should only be 
considered when an engineering study demonstrates their need and the location meets 
specific criteria outlined in the ODOT Traffic Manual. 

Street Crossing Amenities 

The Oregon Highway Design Manual (OHDM) also provides information about crossing 
treatments that improve the visibility and safety of and for pedestrians crossing the roadway. 
Providing raised medians and illumination, and improving sight distance are several 
treatments recommended by the OHDM. Every effort should be made to remove or relocate 
objects that could obscure the view of and by pedestrians. Efforts should also be made to 
ensure that objects that could be a distraction to drivers are not located close to a crossing 
point. These include neon and other illuminated signs that are located on private property. 

Figure 3-1. Ladder Style Crosswalk on 
Stephens Street - Roseburg, Oregon

Figure 3-2. Parallel Style Crosswalk - 
Vancouver, Washington 
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A raised median must be a minimum of 4 feet wide, but preferably 8 feet or more. They must 
be large enough to provide refuge for several pedestrians waiting at once and, ideally, several 
bicyclists. For wheelchair accessibility, it is preferable to provide at-grade cuts rather than 
ramps. Poles must be mounted away from curb cuts and out of the pedestrian path. 

Railroad Crossing Policies and 
Treatments 

Oregon Administrative Rule Chapter 740, 
Division 120 addresses maintenance and 
construction of railroad crossings. Unless 
other agreements have been made, the 
railroad is responsible for maintaining the 
portion of the crossing between the tracks 
for the width of railroad ties. The 
remainder of the crossing is the 
responsibility of the roadway authority. 
See photo right of rail panels.  

Where there are existing grade crossings 
of railroad tracks, bicycle lanes and 
sidewalks may be added as long as there is right-of-way available to add the facilities. All 
new or altered sidewalks at-grade crossings should not be less than 5 feet in width with a 
reasonably smooth surface condition. The addition of bicycle or pedestrian facilities at 
crossings may require the installation of automatic protective devices (lights and bells) if not 
already equipped. New crossings of railroad tracks for roadways, paths, or sidewalks should 
be grade separated crossings either over or under the tracks. It is unlikely that new at-grade 
crossing would be permitted 

Oregon Supplement to the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 

Pedestrian Activated Signal 

A pedestrian activated signal may be warranted where a significant number of people are 
expected to cross a roadway at a particular location. Anticipated use must be high enough for 
motorists to get used to stopping frequently for a red light (a light that is rarely activated may 
be ignored when in use). Additionally, sight-distance must be adequate to ensure that 
motorists will see the light in time to stop. Warning signs should be installed on the 
approaching roadway. 

New Traffic Signals9,10  

On state highways, the Oregon Transportation Commission has authority to place, maintain 
and operate traffic control devices. By this rule, the Oregon Transportation Commission 
delegates to the State Traffic Engineer the authority to approve the installation of traffic 
control devices on state highways.  

On major projects, when a project team considers signalization, the Transportation Planning 
Analysis Unit (TPAU) is contacted to do a preliminary analysis of the projected warrants for 

                                                      

9 Oregon Administrative Rules (2004), 734-020-0410, Traffic Signal Approval Process 

10 ODOT Traffic Manual (2001), Chapter 6, Section 6.14, Delegated Authority 

Figure 3-3. In Roadway Reinforced Rail 
Panels - Portland, Oregon 



FINAL - Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Support Document 
City of Roseburg 

 

3-18 June 18, 2009  

a traffic signal. TPAU should forward a copy of the warrants and any analysis to the Traffic 
Management Section (TMS) as well as the project team. This will provide notice to TMS and 
provide an early opportunity to identify relevant issues. When the project team decides to 
recommend a signal on a project, a request should be sent through the Region Traffic 
Manager, requesting the approval of the State Traffic Engineer. 
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4. TOOLBOX OF IMPROVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

4.1 FOUR E’s 

There are a variety of ways to improve walking and bicycling in Roseburg, namely through 
the Four E's—Engineering, Education, Enforcement, and Encouragement. The Ad Hoc 
Committee of Roseburg citizens also recommended, in conjunction with Encouragement, 
another “E”: Enjoyment. 

Engineering, operating, and maintaining quality bicycle and pedestrian facilities is a critical 
element in producing a comfortable and safe environment for all users. The engineering 
solutions to improve the quality of the pedestrian and bicycle network include: 

 Traffic calming 

 Street crossing treatments 

 Railroad crossing treatments 

 Designing for special pedestrian populations 

 Roadway, bikeway and pedestrian facility design 

 Maintenance 

 Path, trail, and sidewalk design including landscaping and features 

 Traffic management 

 Access and on-street parking management 

 School zone improvements 

 Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) technologies.  

Education can be a powerful tool for changing behavior, perception, and improving safety. 
Pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists alike can benefit from educational tools and messages 
that teach them the rules, rights, and responsibilities of various modes of travel. 

Enforcement of traffic laws and regulating pedestrians, motorists, and other roadway users is 
a key element for ensuring a safe and healthy walking environment. Enforcement programs 
can be used to educate transportation facility users about the traffic laws that govern them, 
serve as periodic reminders to obey traffic rules, encourage safer behaviors, and monitor and 
protect public spaces. They can also help reinforce and support educational programs.  

Encouragement activities that target individuals, organizations, or events to promote 
walking and bicycling, create awareness about bicycling and pedestrian issues and inform 
others to the ways that bikeable and walkable places foster healthier, more livable 
communities. Employers, retailers, and schools may offer incentives to encourage bike and 
pedestrian travel as well as organizing fun events. 

Enjoyment. It is understood that in order attract more users to bicycling and walking, the 
activity should also be enjoyable and fun. Opportunities to increase the enjoyment of these 
activities should also be considered. 
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4.2 ENGINEERING AND DESIGN OPPORTUNITIES  

Access Management 

A downtown or commercial area that supports all modes of travel provides access for those 
modes. Motor vehicle access to desirable destinations is provided by on-street parking, 
driveways, and side streets. Pedestrian access is provided by sidewalks and trails. Bicycle 
access is provided by shared roadways, bicycle lanes, trails, and bicycle parking; and access 
for the disabled is primarily provided through compatible surfaces and building entrances.  

Too many access points increase potential conflicts between modes and create safety hazards. 
Parking lots with well-defined driveways provide safer ingress and egress and efficient 
circulation. Access management policies control the placement of driveways to balance 
transportation mobility (traffic flow) with access to adjacent land based on the functional 
purpose of the roadway. Access management improves safety and traffic flow by reducing 
the number of turns onto and off of the street. Consolidation of access drives reduces the 
number of potential conflict points between vehicles and between vehicles, bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Fewer access driveways also provide a more uniform surface, making travel 
easier for less mobile individuals. Consolidated access drives improve vehicular traffic flow, 
because drivers would have to negotiate fewer potential conflict points from vehicles turning 
on and off the roadway. 

Bike Parking 

In a nationwide Harris Poll, almost half the respondents stated that they would sometimes 
commute to work by bicycle, or commute more often, if there were showers, lockers, and 
secure bicycle storage at work. Cyclists’ needs for bicycle parking range from simply a 
convenient piece of street furniture, to storage in a bicycle locker that affords weather, theft 
and vandalism protection, gear storage space, and 24-hour personal access. Most bicycles 
today cost $350 to over $2,000 and are one of the top stolen items in all communities, with 
components and accessories being stolen even when a bicycle is securely locked. Theft can 
be a serious deterrent to riding, especially for low-income riders or those with particularly 
expensive or rare bicycles. Where a cyclist’s needs falls on this spectrum is determined by 
several factors:  

 Type of trip being made: whether or not the bicycle will be left unattended all day or 
just for a few minutes. 

 Security of area: determined by the cyclist’s perception. 

 Value of the bicycle: the more a cyclist has invested in a bicycle, the more concern 
she or he will show for theft protection or how prone a given area is to bicycle theft.  

Some potential commuting cyclists require shower, locker, and changing rooms at trip 
destinations. For those cyclists needing to dress more formally, travel longer distances, or 
cycle during wet or hot weather, the ability to shower and change clothing can be as critical 
as bicycle storage. 

Bicycle parking can be broadly defined as either short-term or long-term parking: 

 Short-term parking: Bicycle parking meant to accommodate visitors, customers, 
messengers and others expected to depart within two hours; requires approved 
standard rack, appropriate location and placement, and weather protection. 

 Long-term parking: Bicycle parking meant to accommodate employees, students, 
residents, commuters, and others expected to park more than two hours. This parking 
is to be provided in a secure, weather-protected manner and location. 
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Figure 4-1. Inverted ‘U’ Rack/Staple Rack 

Short-Term Bicycle Parking 

Short-term bicycle facilities are intended to provide short-term bicycle parking, and include 
racks which permit the locking of the bicycle frame and wheels to the rack and support the 
bicycle in a stable position without damage to wheels, frame, or components. Short-term 
bicycle parking is currently provided at no charge at most locations. Such facilities should 
continue to be free, as they provide minimal security, but encourage cycling and promote 
proper bicycle parking. 

Bicycle rack dimensions requirements that meet or exceed those recommended by the Oregon 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, including the following: 

 Bicycle parking spaces should be at least 6 feet long and 2.5 feet wide, and overhead 
clearance for covered spaces should be at least 7 feet. 

 A 5-foot aisle for bicycle maneuvering should be provided and maintained beside or 
between each row of bicycle parking. 

 Bicycle racks or lockers should be securely anchored to the surface or structure. 

 

 

 

Figure 4-2. Ribbon, Spiral, and Freestanding Racks 
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Figure 4-3. Bike Corral 

Where racks are not possible on sidewalks (because of narrow sidewalk width, sidewalk 
obstructions, or other issues), bicycle parking can be created in the street where on-street 
vehicle parking is allowed. Two possible options for creating parking in the street include 
clustered racks in a car parking space protected by bollards or curbs, and racks installed on 
sidewalk curb extensions where adequate sight distance can be provided. Installing bicycle 
parking directly in a car parking space incurs only the cost of the racks and bollards or other 
protective devices.  

A curb extension is more expensive to 
install, and can be prohibitively expensive if 
substantial drainage and/or utility work is 
necessary. Costs may be less if the curb 
extension is installed as part of a larger street 
or pedestrian improvement project. While 
on-street bicycle parking may take space 
away from the automobile parking, there are 
ways to mitigate auto parking loss: 
Additional auto parking spaces can be 
created by consolidating driveways, moving 
fire hydrants, or otherwise finding places 
where it may be possible to admit auto 
parking where it is currently prohibited. 
Options for combining bicycle and motorcycle parking also exist. 

On-street bicycle parking may be installed at intersection corners or at mid-block locations. 
Mid-block on-street parking may be closer to cyclists' destinations, although it could force 
cyclists to dismount and walk to the parking site if access from the street is difficult or 
dangerous. Combining a mid-block pedestrian crossing with mid-block on-street parking 
facilities could mitigate this situation. 

Table 4-1. Bicycle Rack Placement Guidelines 

Issue Recommended Guidance 

Minimum Rack 
Height 

To increase visibility to pedestrians, racks should have a minimum height of 33 
inches or be indicated or cordoned off by visible markers. 

Signing Where bicycle parking areas are not clearly visible to approaching cyclists, 
signs at least 12 inches square should direct them to the facility. The sign 
should give the name, phone number, and location of the person in charge of 
the facility, where applicable. 

Lighting Lighting of not less than one foot-candle illumination at ground level should be 
provided in all bicycle parking areas. 

Frequency of 
Racks on Streets 

In popular retail areas, two or more racks should be installed on each side of 
each block. This does not eliminate the inclusion of requests from the public 
which do not fall in these areas. Areas officially designated or used as bicycle 
routes may warrant the consideration of more racks. 

Location and 
Access 

Access to facilities should be convenient; where access is by sidewalk or 
walkway, curb ramps should be provided where appropriate and ADA 
compliant. Parking facilities intended for employees should be located near the 
employee entrance, and those for customers or visitors near the main public 
entrances. (Convenience should be balanced against the need for security if the 
employee entrance is not in a well traveled area). Bicycle parking should be 
clustered in lots not to exceed 16 spaces each. Large expanses of bicycle 
parking make it easier for thieves to operate undetected. 
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Figure 4-4. Bike Lockers 

Issue Recommended Guidance 

Locations within 
Buildings 

Provide bike racks within 50 feet of the entrance. Where a security guard is 
present, provide racks behind or within view of a security guard. The location 
should be outside the normal flow of pedestrian traffic. 

Locations near 
Transit Stops 

To prevent bicyclists from locking bikes to bus stop poles - which can create 
access problems for transit users, particularly those who are disabled - racks 
should be placed in close proximity to transit stops where there is a demand for 
short-term bike parking. 

Locations within a 
Campus-Type 
Setting 

Racks are useful in a campus-type setting at locations where the user is likely 
to spend less than two hours, such as classroom buildings. Racks should be 
located near the entrance to each building. Where racks are clustered in a 
single location, they should be surrounded by a fence and watched by an 
attendant. The attendant can often share this duty with other duties to reduce or 
eliminate the cost of labor being applied to the bike parking duties; a cheaper 
alternative to an attendant may be to site the fenced bicycle compound in a 
highly visible location on the campus. For the long-term parking needs of 
employees and students, attendant parking and/or bike lockers are 
recommended. 

Retrofit Program In established locations, such as schools, employment centers, and shopping 
centers, the City should conduct bicycle parking audits to assess the bicycle 
parking availability and access, and add in additional bicycle racks where 
necessary. 

 

Long-Term Bicycle Parking 

Long-term bicycle parking provide employees, students, 
residents, commuters and others who generally stay at a site 
for several hours a secure and weather-protected place to 
park and store bicycles. Long-term facilities protect the 
entire bicycle, its components, and accessories against theft 
and against inclement weather, including snow and wind-
driven rain. Examples include lockers, check-in facilities, 
monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal 
storage.  

Long-term parking facilities are more expensive to provide 
than short-term facilities, but are also significantly more 
secure. Although many bicycle commuters would be 
willing to pay a nominal fee to guarantee the safety of their 
bicycle, long-term bicycle parking should be free wherever automobile parking is free. 
Potential locations for long-term bicycle parking include large employers and institutions 
where people use their bikes for commuting, and not consistently throughout the day. An 
advantage of lockers is that they can be configured to more easily accommodate different 
styles of bicycles, such as recumbent bicycles. 

Security can be achieved in at least one of the following ways: 

 In a locked room or area enclosed by a fence with a locked gate; 

 Within view or within 100 feet of an attendant or security guard; 

 In an area that is monitored by a security camera; or 

 In a location that is visible from employee work areas. 
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Figure 4-5. Cycle-Safe Lockers 

Rail Crossing Treatments 

The ideal crossing angle of at-grade railroad/street crossings for bicyclists, pedestrians, and 
wheelchair users is a perpendicular intersection. Ninety-degree crossings prevent the wheels 
of bicycles, wheelchairs, strollers and other devices from becoming trapped in the flangeway. 
Where a 90-degree railroad/street crossing is not possible, additional shoulder width should 
be provided to enable a cyclist to cross at a safe angle. If a safe crossing angle cannot be 
provided (due to physical constraints or other factors), and where train speeds are low, 
commercially-available compressible flangeway fillers could be used. Consideration should 
also be given to street and sidewalk crossing surface materials, as well as flangeway depth 
and width. Rubber and concrete crossing materials typically last longer than wood or asphalt, 
and are less likely to crack or create uneven surfaces that complicate wheelchair travel (it 
should be noted however that rubber surfaces can become slippery when wet). It is also 
important that the roadway approach has the same elevation as the railroad.  

Bike and Ped Bridge Options 

Grade separated crossings may be used to physically separate the crossing of school 
pedestrian traffic and vehicular flow. They may eliminate vehicular-pedestrian conflicts but 
are necessarily limited to selected locations where the benefits clearly balance the public 
investment. Grade-separated crossings may be needed where existing bicycle/pedestrian 
crossings do not exist, where ADT exceeds 25,000 vehicles, and 85th percentile speeds 
exceed 45 mph. Separation crossings are also supplemental techniques for reducing school 
pedestrian accidents and are not traffic control devices.  

Grade separated crossings should be considered when the physical characteristics of the 
location make such a structure feasible. If use of the grade separation will be less convenient 
than an at-grade crossing, barriers or supervision will be needed to assure a satisfactory level 
of use. 
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Grade separated crossings should be considered when ALL of the following conditions are 
fulfilled: 

The prevailing conditions that require a school pedestrian crossing must be of sufficient 
duration to justify the separation crossing structure; and 

The location shall be on the “Suggested Route to School” at an uncontrolled intersection 
or mid-block location along an expressway or major arterial street where the traffic 
conditions make it very difficult for pedestrians to cross; and 

Revision of the “Suggested Route to School” or the attendance boundaries to eliminate 
the conflict is not reasonable; and 

Physical conditions make a separation crossing structure reasonable from an 
engineering standpoint, including pedestrian channelization to ensure usage of the 
structure; and 

Adjacent controlled school pedestrian crossings are more than 590 feet (180 meters) 
from the proposed structure and would require total out-of-direction walking 
distance of at least 1,180 feet (360 meters); and 

Bus transportation, traffic signals, adult crossing guards, physical improvements (e.g., 
pedestrian refuge islands) or other means of resolving the school pedestrian-
vehicular conflicts are not reasonable.  

Safety is a major concern with both overcrossings and undercrossings. In both cases, trail 
users may be temporarily out of sight from public view and may have poor visibility 
themselves. Design and operation measures are available which can address trail user 
concerns. Overcrossings pose potential concerns about visual impact and functional appeal, 
as well as space requirements necessary to meet ADA guidelines for slope. 

Street Lighting 

Unique signature pieces of street lighting provide a uniform city or downtown identify. They 
can highlight a city’s historic past, in addition to improving pedestrian conditions. Street 
lighting should be designed with the target user in mind—vehicle, bicyclist, or pedestrian. 
Street lighting for bicyclists and pedestrians should be spaced closer together and lower to the 
travel surface compared with street lighting designed for motor vehicles. The placement of 
light poles within the right-of-way must also be considered so that pedestrian traffic is not 
impeded by the placement of light poles within the travel zone of the sidewalk or trail. 

Signals 

Traffic control signals are one way that both motorists and pedestrians can be given clear 
direction regarding the use of the roadway. 

In higher pedestrian use areas (such as main street or commercial district), where priority is 
given to walking trips by City policies, it is appropriate to design for the convenience of 
pedestrians in considering signal placement and timing, even if it means reducing the 
efficiency of vehicle progression. For example, longer pedestrian phases may be desirable. 
The Traffic and Transit Classifications of the street in question must also be considered. 
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Pedestrian Crossing Considerations 

Crossing Intervals 

One commonly voiced complaint about pedestrian signal indications is that they do not give 
pedestrians enough time to cross. In some cases, pedestrians perceive this to be the case 
because they do not understand the operation of the pedestrian signals. In other cases, 
pedestrians with disabilities truly may require more time to cross the street. 

The operation of pedestrian signal indications includes three phases: WALK, flashing 
DON’T WALK, and steady DON’T WALK. Pedestrians are supposed to enter the crosswalk 
only on the WALK phase, but there likely will not be enough time to cross on it. Crossing 
continues during the “clearance interval” of flashing DON’T WALK, but pedestrians should 
not enter the crosswalk. It is not always understood that the flashing “walk/don’t walk” 
means to continue walking, but not to start walking. During the steady DON’T WALK, 
pedestrians should not be in the crosswalk. 

The minimum length for the WALK interval on a pedestrian signal indication is 4 to 7 
seconds, just long enough for a pedestrian to step off the curb and begin crossing. The length 
of the clearance interval should be calculated based on crossing the entire street from curb 
ramp to curb ramp with an assumed crossing speed of 1.2 m/s (4 ft/sec). This assumed 
crossing speed may be reduced to 1.1 m/s (3.5 ft/sec) for pedestrians with disabilities. 

Generally, the WALK interval is made as long as possible given the length of the green signal 
phase for traffic in the same direction; that is, the WALK interval is equal to the length of the 
green signal minus the clearance interval. Where the green signal phase for traffic would 
otherwise be shorter, the minimum time required to operate the WALK interval and clearance 
interval may control the length of the phase. 

Conflicting Movements of Pedestrians and Vehicles at Signals 

Conflicts between vehicle movements and pedestrian movements at signals should generally 
be avoided, where possible. 

In the case where an arrow signal is used to indicate a mandatory traffic turning movement, 
the green arrow phase is never actuated at the same time as the walk signal for the adjacent 
crosswalk across which the traffic will turn. 

In other cases, such as at a “T” intersection or a turn-only lane, the traffic may have an 
ordinary green signal (as opposed to a mandatory arrow), and both the green signal and the 
walk signal are actuated simultaneously. Motorists are expected to yield to pedestrians in the 
crosswalk in this situation, but do not always recognize their duty, especially during the 
pedestrian clearance interval. 

A dedicated pedestrian-only phase may be considered to alleviate these potential conflicts, 
depending on the length of the signal cycle, the traffic impacts and the relative traffic and 
transit classifications of the street. Such a treatment is in place at West Harvard and Stewart 
Park Drive. This treatment is especially appropriate in higher pedestrian use areas. 

Pedestrian-Only Signals 

Pedestrian-only traffic control signals are used at midblock location, where pedestrian 
volumes meet the warrants established in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUCTD) (4C-5). Pedestrian-only signals are always pedestrian-activated. 

Detecting Pedestrians at Signals 

Fixed-time signals have a regular cycle of phases with a fixed amount of green time for each 
movement. There is a regular WALK phase in each direction for each cycle. These signals 
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are typically located in signalized grid systems like the Central Business District. 
Approximately fifty percent of the City’s signals operate in this mode. 

Fully-actuated signals use detection of vehicles, bikes and pedestrians to actuate all 
movements through the intersection. These signals are highly responsive to local traffic 
variations, and tend to be at some distance from other signals. 

Semi-actuated signals have vehicle and pedestrian detection only on the side or local street 
movements (and sometimes for left turns from the arterial street). Both green signal and 
WALK phases are on for the major street when no other movement requests are detected. 
These signals tend to be at intersections where the streets are unequal in volume. 

In both actuated signal situations, the pedestrian waiting to cross must be detected, either 
through pedestrian activation (the pedestrian pushes a button to get a WALK phase) or 
through passive detection (the presence of a waiting pedestrian is sensed through infrared or 
other types of detectors). The most commonly used method of pedestrian detection is the 
pedestrian push button or call button. The purpose of the pedestrian push button is often 
misunderstood by pedestrians. 

In a few cases, pushing the button means that the pedestrian indication will display WALK 
within a few seconds. However, in most actuated signal conditions, pushing the button means 
that the WALK will be actuated with the parallel green signal at the next signal cycle, which 
may mean a wait of up to a minute or more. The delay that is often experienced in the latter 
case causes pedestrian confusion. Pedestrians who have pushed the button only to see nothing 
change for thirty or forty seconds sometimes believe the button is inoperative. Uncertainty 
about the length of delay is one factor in the perception that push buttons are pedestrian-
unfriendly. 

There may be technological solutions to the uncertainty problem. One possibility is to have a 
lighted call button (similar to an elevator call button) to let pedestrians know their request for 
a walk signal has been received. Such devices are commonly used in Europe, but are not 
without their technical difficulties. A lighted call button could also be useful in those 
locations where the signal is operated in different modes depending on the time of day. In 
some locations, the call button is only needed during peak hours; at other times the signal 
operates in a fixed-time mode. In this case, the call button might be lighted at all times when 
the WALK phase will occur on every cycle. 

Another possibility for reassuring pedestrians that their call for a walk signal has been 
received is to install an LED display above the existing pedestrian signal. The display could 
count down the number of seconds remaining to the WALK signal.  

The use of passive detection for pedestrians waiting to cross could help to reduce frustrations 
for both pedestrians and motorists. The pedestrian needs to take no action in order to get a 
WALK phase. The passive detector can also sense if the pedestrian crosses in a gap before 
the WALK is actuated, and cancel the call for WALK, so that traffic is not stopped 
unnecessarily. 
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Table 4-2. Typical Pedestrian Signal Technology 

Pedestrian Signal Actuation 

 

There are several simple design considerations that greatly enhance the safety 
and comfort of pedestrians at signalized intersections: 

 In areas with high pedestrian use (over 100 persons per hour), incorporate 
a pedestrian phase into the signal sequence instead of an on-demand 
signal phase, 

 Alternatively, install countdown pedestrian signals instead of the traditional 
“flashing hand” signal. This communicates to the pedestrian exactly how 
much time they have to cross the road safely. 

 Place pedestrian push-buttons in locations that are easy to reach and ADA 
compliant, facing the sidewalk and clearly inline with the direction of travel 
(this will improve operations, as many pedestrians push all buttons to 
ensure that they hit the right one);  

 Place additional actuators prior to the intersection so that pedestrians may 
activate the signal before they reach the corner of the intersection, to 
decrease pedestrian waiting time; 

 Adjust the signal timing to accommodate the average walking speeds of 
intersection users (longer crossing times for intersections near schools and 
community centers, etc.), or to limit the time a pedestrian has to wait. 

Accessible Pedestrian Signals – Verbal/Vibrotactile Tone 

 

 When verbal messages are used to communicate the pedestrian interval, 
they shall provide a clear message that the walk interval is in effect, as well 
as to which crossing it applies. 

 The verbal message that is provided at regular intervals throughout the 
timing of the walk interval shall be the term “walk sign,” which may be 
followed by the name of the street to be crossed. 

 A verbal message is not required when the walk interval is not in effect. If a 
message is provided, it should be the term “wait” or “stay put” and does not 
have to repeat for the entire wait interval. 

Accessible pedestrian signals that provide verbal messages may provide similar 
messages in languages other than English, if needed, except for the terms “walk 
sign” and “wait.” A vibrotactile pedestrian device communicates information 
about pedestrian timing through a vibrating surface by touch. 

 Vibrotactile pedestrian devices, where used, shall indicate that the walk 
interval is in effect, and for which direction it applies, through the use of a 
vibrating directional arrow or some other means. 

 

Passive detection may also be useful for detecting pedestrians who need more time to cross. 
The detection could cause either the WALK or the clearance interval to be extended until a 
slow-moving pedestrian has completed crossing. 

Currently, there is some concern that the passive detector may not detect all waiting 
pedestrians, or conversely, may be oversensitive and detect “phantom” pedestrians. Passive 
detection technology is fairly new and is likely to improve in the future. 

Full Signalized Pedestrian Crossings 

The federal government has provided guidance to determine where traffic control signals 
should be considered for installation. The Pedestrian Volume signal warrant is intended for 
the application where traffic volumes on a major street are high enough that pedestrians on an 
approaching side street or path experience excessive delay in crossing the major street. 
Section 4C.05 of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) details 
Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume. For signal warrant analysis, a location with a wide median, 
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even if the median width is greater than 9 meters (30 feet), should be considered as one 
intersection. 

 

Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume 
Support:  

The Pedestrian Volume signal warrant is intended for application where the traffic volume on a major street is so heavy that 

pedestrians experience excessive delay in crossing the major street. 

Standard: 

The need for a traffic control signal at an intersection or mid-block crossing shall be considered if an engineering study finds 

that both of the following criteria are met: 

A. The pedestrian volume crossing the major street at an intersection or mid-block location during an average day is 

100 or more for each of any 4 hours or 190 or more during any 1 hour; 

B. There are fewer than 60 gaps per hour in the traffic stream of adequate length to allow pedestrians to cross during 

the same period when the pedestrian volume criterion is satisfied. Where there is a divided street having a median 

of sufficient width for pedestrians to wait, the requirement applies separately to each direction of vehicular travel. 

 

Figure 4-6. MUCTD – Signal Warrant Criteria for Pedestrians 

 

Warrant 5, School Crossing, is another signal 
warrant that could have applications in 
Roseburg. Several Collector streets in Roseburg 
connect schools and surrounding 
neighborhoods, with some of these streets 
serving primary commuter routes for students. 
Furthermore, cities like Sacramento have 
modified their usage projections by upwardly 
accounting for youth, disabled, and elderly 
populations through the “Equivalent Adult 
Units” factors (see the chart at right) at 
intersections that are deemed to present special 
circumstances: 

 Forty pedestrians cross during a one-hour period, or 25 cross per hour for four 
consecutive hours using the Equivalent Adult Units system.  

 Fewer than five gaps in traffic during the peak five-minute period. 

Equivalent Adult Units 
Type Factor 

Child 2 

Senior 1.5 

Disabled 2 

Figure 4-7. Example User Equivalency 
Projections for Street Crossings
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Warrant 5, School Crossing 
Support: 

The School Crossing signal warrant is intended for the application where the fact that schoolchildren cross the major street is 
the principal reason to consider installing a traffic control signal. 

Standard: 

The need for a traffic control signal shall be considered when an engineering study of the frequency and adequacy of gaps in 
the vehicular traffic stream as related to the number and size of groups of school children at an established crossing across the 
major street shows that the number of adequate gaps in the traffic stream during the period when the children are using the 
crossing is less than the number of minutes in the same period (see Section 7A.0311) and there are a minimum of 20 students 
during the highest crossing hour.  

Before a decision is made to install a traffic control signal, consideration shall be given to the implementation of other remedial 
measures, such as warning signs and flashers, school speed zones, school crossing guards, or a grade-separated crossing.  

The School Crossing signal shall not be applied at locations where the distance to the nearest traffic control signal along the 
major street is less than 90 m (300 ft), unless the proposed traffic control signal will not restrict the progressive movement of 
traffic. 

Guidance: 

If this warrant is met and a traffic control signal is justified by an engineering study, then: 

A. If at an intersection, the traffic control signal should be traffic-actuated and should include pedestrian detectors. 

B. If at a nonintersection crossing, the traffic control signal should be pedestrian-actuated, parking and other sight 
obstructions should be prohibited for at least 30 m (110 ft) in advance of and at least 6.1 m (20 ft) beyond the crosswalk, 
and the installation should include suitable standard signs and pavement markings. 

C. Furthermore, if installed within a signal system, the traffic control signal should be coordinated. 

Figure 4-8. MUTCD – Signal Warrant Criteria for School Crossing 

Half Signalized Crossings 

In situations where there are few “crossable” gaps and where vehicles do not stop for 
pedestrians waiting to cross (or because of multiple lanes, it is unsafe to cross in front of a 
stopped vehicle), there are a number of innovative pedestrian traffic signals that do not 
operate as full signals that could be installed. Many of these models have been used 
successfully for years overseas, and their use in the United States has increased dramatically 
over the last decade. 

Pelican Signals 

A Pelican (Pedestrian Light Control Activated Crossing) signal incorporates a standard red-
yellow-green signal light that rests in green for vehicular traffic until a pedestrian wishes to 
cross and presses the button. The signal then changes to yellow, then red, while WALK is 
shown to the pedestrian. The signal can be installed as either a one-stage or two-stage signal, 
depending on the street’s characteristics. In a two-stage crossing, the pedestrian crosses first 
to a median island and is then channelized along the median to a second signalized crossing 
point. At that point, the pedestrian then activates a second crossing button and another 
crossing signal changes to red for the traffic while the pedestrian is given a WALK signal. 
The two crossings only delay the pedestrian minimally and allow the signal operation to fit  

                                                      

11 “Alternate gaps and blockades are inherent in the traffic stream and are different at each crossing 
location. For safety, students need to wait for a gap in traffic that is of sufficient duration to permit 
reasonably safe crossing. When the delay between the occurrence of adequate gaps becomes excessive, 
students might become impatient and endanger themselves by attempting to cross the street during an 
inadequate gap.” 
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Figure 4-9. Puffin Signal 

into the arterial synchronization, thus reducing the potential for stops, delays, accidents, and 
air quality issues. A Pelican crossing is quite effective in providing a pedestrian crossing at 
mid-block locations when the technique can be integrated into the roadway design. 

Puffin Signals 

A Puffin (Pedestrian User Friendly Intelligent) 
crossing signal is an updated version of a Pelican 
crossing. The signal consists of traffic and pedestrian 
signals with push-button signals and infrared or 
pressure mat detectors. After a pedestrian pushes the 
button, a detector verifies the presence of the 
pedestrian at the curbside. This helps eliminate false 
signal calls associated with people who push the 
button and then decide not to cross. When the 
pedestrian is given the WALK signal, a separate 
motion detector extends the WALK interval (if 
needed) to ensure that slower pedestrians have time to 
cross safely. Conversely, the signal can also detect 
when the intersection is clear of pedestrians and return the green signal to vehicles, reducing 
vehicle delay at the light. Puffin signals are designed to be crossed in a single movement by 
the pedestrian, unlike the Pelican signal, which can be designed to cross in either one or two 
stages. 

Hawk Signals 

A Hawk (High-Intensity Activated Crosswalk) 
signal is a combination of a beacon flasher and 
traffic control signaling technique for marked 
crossings. The beacon signal consists of a traffic 
signal head with a red-yellow-red lens. The unit is 
normally off until activated by a pedestrian. When 
pedestrians wish to cross the street, they press a 
button and the signal begins with a flashing yellow 
indication to warn approaching drivers. A solid 
yellow, advising the drivers to prepare to stop, then 
follows the flashing yellow. The signal is then 
changed to a solid red, at which time the pedestrian 
is shown a WALK indicator. The beacon signal then 
converts to an alternating flashing red, allowing the 
drivers to proceed after stopping at the crosswalk, while the pedestrian is shown the flashing 
DON’T WALK signal. 

 

Figure 4-10. Hawk Signal 
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School Crossings 

School Zone Yellow Crosswalks 

Per the MUTCD, whenever a marked 
pedestrian crosswalk has been 
established in a roadway “contiguous to 
a school building or the grounds thereof, 
it shall be painted or marked in yellow as 
shall be all the marked pedestrian 
crosswalks at an intersection in case any 
one of the crosswalks is required to be 
marked in yellow.”  

Other established marked pedestrian 
crosswalks may be painted or marked in 
yellow if either (a) the nearest point of 
the crosswalk is not more than 182 m 
(600 ft) from a school building or the 
grounds thereof, or (b) the nearest point 
of the crosswalk is not more than 853 m 
(2,800 ft) from a school building or the 
grounds thereof, there are no intervening 
crosswalks other than those contiguous 
to the school grounds, and it appears that 
the facts and circumstances require 
special painting or marking of the 
crosswalks for the protection and safety 
of persons attending the school.  

There shall be painted or marked in yellow on each side of the street in the lane or lanes 
leading to all yellow marked crosswalks the following words, “SLOW-SCHOOL XING,” 
except that such words shall not be painted or marked in any lane leading to a crosswalk at an 
intersection controlled by stop signs, traffic signals or yield right-of-way signs. A crosswalk 
shall not be painted or marked yellow at any location other than as required or permitted in 
this section 

Flashing yellow beacons may be installed to supplement standard school signing and 
markings for the purpose of providing advance warning during specified times of operation 
when justified. 

If school authorities are to operate the flashing yellow beacon, an inter-agency agreement 
shall be executed to assure designation of a responsible adult to operate the beacon controls 
and to provide accessibility for necessary equipment maintenance. 

A flashing yellow beacon may be justified when ALL of the following conditions are 
fulfilled: 

1. The uncontrolled school crossing is on the “Suggested Route to School”; and 

2. At least 40 school pedestrians use the crossing during each of any two hours (not 
necessarily consecutive) of a normal school day; and 

3. The crossing is at least 180 m from the nearest alternate crossing controlled by traffic 
signals, stop signs or crossing guards; and 

Figure 4-11. Flashing Yellow Beacons 
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4. The vehicular volume through the crossing exceeds 200 vehicles per hour in urban 
areas or 140 vehicles per hour in rural areas during the same hours the students are 
going to and from school during normal school hours; and 

5. The critical approach speed (85 percentile) exceeds 35 mph (56 km/h) or the 
approach visibility is less than the stopping sight distance. 

Innovative Pedestrian Signal Features 

Pedestrian Countdown Signals 

According to the MUTCD, “Pedestrian Signal 
Heads provide special types of traffic signal 
indications exclusively intended for controlling 
pedestrian traffic. These signal indications consist 
of the illuminated symbols of a WALKING 
PERSON (symbolizing WALK) and an 
UPRAISED HAND (symbolizing DON’T 
WALK).” An advanced type of pedestrian signal 
head contains a countdown signal, in addition to 
the WALK/DON'T WALK symbol. The 
countdown signal displays the number of seconds 
remaining for the individual to complete their 
crossing. These applications could be effective 
throughout Roseburg, including in the downtown 
core (where higher volumes of pedestrians exist). 

Leading Pedestrian Intervals  

Including leading pedestrian intervals (LPIs) at signalized crossings provides pedestrians with 
a three- to four-second head start into the intersection before parallel traffic is released by the 
green light. LPIs ensure that pedestrians are well into the intersection and visible to turning 
vehicles prior to vehicles entering the crosswalk. 

Audible Signals 

Audible signals provide a cue to visually-impaired pedestrians that there is a ‘Walk’ 
signal. Audible signals are usually chirping sounds and can also be the name of the street 
to cross. Sounds are activated by the pedestrian push-button. The MUTCD states that 
installation of audible signals should be based on an engineering study that considers: 

 “Potential demand for accessible pedestrian signals 

 A request for accessible pedestrian signals 

 Traffic volumes during times when pedestrians might be present; including periods of 
low traffic volumes or high turn-on-red volumes. 

 The complexity of traffic signal phasing. 

 The complexity of intersection geometry.” 

Trail/Roadway Crossings 

Like most paths in built urban areas, paths in Roseburg must cross roadways at certain points. 
While at-grade crossings create a potentially high level of conflict between path users and 
motorists, well-designed crossings have not historically posed a safety problem, as evidenced 
by the thousands of successful paths around the U.S. with at-grade crossings. In most cases, 

 

Figure 4-12. Countdown Signal 
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path crossings can be properly designed at-grade to a reasonable degree of safety and meet 
existing traffic and safety standards. 

Evaluation of path crossings involves analysis of vehicular and anticipated path user traffic 
patterns, including vehicle speeds, traffic volumes (average daily traffic and peak hour 
traffic), street width, sight distance and path user profile (age distribution, destinations 
served). Crossing features for all roadways include warning signs both for vehicles and path 
users. The type, location, and other criteria are identified in the AASHTO’s Guide for the 
Development of Bicycle Facilities and the MUTCD. Consideration must be given for 
adequate warning distance based on vehicle speeds and line of sight, with visibility of any 
signing absolutely critical. Catching the attention of motorists jaded to roadway signs may 
require additional alerting devices such as a flashing light, roadway striping or changes in 
pavement texture. Signing for path users must include a standard “STOP” sign and pavement 
marking, sometimes combined with other features such as bollards or a kink in the pathway 
to slow bicyclists. Care must be taken not to place too many signs at crossings lest they begin 
to lose their impact. 

A number of striping patterns have emerged over the years to delineate path crossings. A 
median stripe on the path approach will help to organize and warn path users. The actual 
crosswalk striping is a matter of local and State preference, and may be accompanied by 
pavement treatments to help warn and slow motorists. The effectiveness of crosswalk striping 
is highly related to local customs and regulations. In areas where motorists do not typically 
defer to pedestrians in crosswalks, additional measures may be required. 

The following section identifies several path/roadway crossing treatments that should be 
considered for Roseburg’s shared-use path system. 

Path/Roadway Crossing Prototypes 

The proposed intersection approach that follows is based on established standards, published 
technical reports12, and experiences from cities around the country13. At-grade path/roadway 
crossings generally will fit into one of four basic categories: 

 Type 1: Marked/Unsignalized; Type 1+: Marked/Enhanced 

 Type 2: Route Users to Existing Signalized Intersection 

 Type 3: Signalized/Controlled 

 Type 4: Grade-separated crossings 

Type 1: Marked/Unsignalized Crossings 

A marked/unsignalized crossing (Type 1) 
consists of a marked crosswalk, signage, and 
often no other devices to slow or stop traffic. 
The approach to designing crossings at mid-
block locations depends on an evaluation of 
vehicular traffic, line of sight, path traffic, use 
patterns, vehicle speed, road type and width, 
and other safety issues such as proximity to 

                                                      

12 Based on findings from FHWA. Safety Affects of Marked vs. Unmarked Crosswalks. September 2005 

13 In particular, the recommendations in this report are based in part on experiences in cities like 
Portland (OR), Seattle (WA), Tucson (AZ), and Sacramento (CA), among others 

 

Figure 4-13. Type 1 Crossing 
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schools. The following thresholds recommend where unsignalized crossings may be 
acceptable based on research conducted by the Federal Highway Administration: 

Maximum traffic volumes:  

 ≤9,000-12,000 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes 

 Up to 15,000 ADT on two-lane roads, preferably with a median. 

 Up to 12,000 ADT on four-lane roads with median. 

Maximum travel speed: 

 35 MPH 

Minimum line of sight:  

 25 MPH zone: 155 feet 

 35 MPH zone: 250 feet  

 45 MPH zone: 360 feet 

If well-designed, crossings of multi-lane higher-volume arterials over 15,000 ADT may be 
unsignalized with features such as a combination of some or all of the following: excellent 
sight distance, sufficient crossing gaps that provide adequate crossing time14 (more than 60 
per hour), median refuges, and/or active warning devices like flashing beacons or in-
pavement flashers. These are referred to as “Type 1 Enhanced” (Type 1+). Such crossings 
would not be appropriate; however, if a significant number of schoolchildren used the path. 
Furthermore, both existing and potential future path usage volume should be taken into 
consideration. 

For crossings on two-lane residential and collector roads below 15,000 ADT with average 
vehicle speeds of 35 MPH or less, crosswalks and warning signs (“Path Xing”) should be 
provided to warn motorists, and stop signs and slowing techniques (bollards/geometry) 
should be used on the path approach. Curves in paths that orient the path user toward 
oncoming traffic are helpful in slowing path users and making them aware of oncoming 
vehicles. Care should be taken to keep vegetation and other obstacles out of the sight line for 
motorists and path users. Engineering judgment should be used to determine the appropriate 
level of traffic control and design. 

On roadways with low to moderate traffic volumes (<12,000 ADT) and a need to control 
traffic speeds, a raised crosswalk may be the most appropriate crossing design to improve 
pedestrian visibility and safety. These crosswalks are raised 3 inches or 75 millimeters above 
the roadway pavement (similar to speed humps) to an elevation that matches the adjacent 
sidewalk. The top of the crosswalk is flat and typically made of asphalt, patterned concrete, 
or brick pavers. Brick or unit pavers should be discouraged because of potential problems 
related to pedestrians, bicycles, and ADA requirements for a continuous, smooth, vibration-
free surface. Detectable warning strips are needed at the sidewalk/street boundary so that 
visually impaired pedestrians can identify the edge of the street.  

Type 2: Route Users to Existing Signalized Intersection 

Crossings within 250 feet of an existing signalized intersection with pedestrian crosswalks 
are typically diverted to the signalized intersection for safety purposes. For this option to be 

                                                      

14 Adequate crossing time is based on speed of vehicles, distance between vehicles and required 
crossing distance.  
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effective, barriers and signing may be needed to direct trail users to the signalized crossings. 
In most cases, signal modifications would be made to add pedestrian detection and to comply 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

 

Type 3: Signalized/Controlled Crossings 

New signalized crossings may be recommended 
for crossings that meet pedestrian, school, or 
modified warrants, are located more than 250 feet 
from an existing signalized intersection and 
where 85th percentile travel speeds are 40 mph 
and above and/or ADT exceeds 15,000 vehicles. 
Each crossing, regardless of traffic speed or 
volume, requires additional review by a 
registered engineer to identify sight lines, 
potential impacts on traffic progression, timing 
with adjacent signals, capacity, and safety.  

Trail signals are normally activated by push 
buttons, but also may be triggered by motion detectors. The maximum delay for activation of 
the signal should be two minutes, with minimum crossing times determined by the width of 
the street. The signals may rest on flashing yellow or green for motorists when not activated, 
and should be supplemented by standard advanced warning signs. As described in the “Half 
Signalized Crossings” section earlier in this chapter, various types of pedestrian signals exist 
and can be used at Type 3 crossings. 

 

Figure 4-14. Type 2 Crossing 

 

Figure 4-15. Type 3 Crossing 
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Type 4: Grade-separated Crossings 

Grade-separated crossings may be needed where 
existing bicycle/pedestrian crossings do not exist, 
where ADT exceeds 25,000 vehicles, and 85th 
percentile speeds exceed 45 mph. Safety is a 
major concern with both overcrossings and 
undercrossings. In both cases, trail users may be 
temporarily out of sight from public view and 
may have poor visibility themselves. 
Undercrossings, like parking garages, have the 
reputation of being places where crimes occur. 
Most crime on trails, however, appears to have 
more in common with the general crime rate of 
the community and the overall usage of the trail than any specific design feature.  

Design and operation measures are available which can address trail user concerns. For 
example, an undercrossing can be designed to be spacious, well-lit, equipped with emergency 
phones at each end, and completely visible for its entire length prior to entering. Other 
potential problems with undercrossings include conflicts with utilities, drainage, flood 
control, and maintenance requirements. Overcrossings pose potential concerns about visual 
impact and functional appeal, as well as space requirements necessary to meet ADA 
guidelines for slope. 

Summary of At-Grade Path/Roadway Crossing Recommendations 

Table 4-3 provides guidance on how to implement at-grade path/roadway crossings in 
Roseburg. These guidelines are general recommendations; good engineering judgment should 
be used in individual cases for deciding which treatment to use. 

 

Figure 4-16. Type 4 Crossing 
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Loop Detector 

Loop detectors are devices placed at signalized 
intersections that detect bicycles and trigger actuated 
signals. This is effective at detecting bicycles, but 
should not be located within sidewalks or crosswalks. 
A loop detector logo as shown on the figure, located 
in the center of the Type D loop may be used to show 
bicyclists where to place their bicycles to trigger the 
signal. Loop detectors should be located on all new 
or rebuilt actuated traffic signals, and existing signals 
on designated bike routes should be a priority for 
retrofitting with loop detectors.  

Loop detectors may not be designed or tuned for 
bicycle use based on loop configuration and 
placement within the lane. In some cases, existing 
loops can be tuned to pick-up metal within a bicycle’s frame, but may not perform in this 
manner unless they are specifically configured for this use. 

Loop detector logos, if used, would be appropriate for: 

 Left turn lane 

 Right-most through lane 

 Bike lane 

 Right turn only lane 

Maintenance 

Roseburg City’s streets can be made safer through improved maintenance standards 
specifically targeting bicyclists’ and pedestrian’s needs. While a damaged road surface may 
seem like a minor nuisance to auto users, the same condition can be far more critical for 
cyclists. Likewise, a damaged sidewalk may seem like a minor nuisance for to most people, 
but it can represent a significant challenge for a pedestrian, particularly with sight, hearing, or 
mobility impairments. The following suggested programs will help keep the city’s facilities in 
good condition. 

Safety and Maintenance Call-In Line or Email 

In order to ensure that conditions are safe and well-maintained for pedestrians and bicyclists, 
the City should provide a call-in line or e-mail address where facility users can inform the 
City of potential dangers. Such a line should gather information about pavement repair, 
potholes, debris and fading bike lane striping.  

Sidewalk Infill Program 

To increase walking for transportation and recreation it is crucial to overcome gaps in 
sidewalks that inhibit walking. Completing some sidewalk links can be challenging, 
especially in older residential areas where residents have developed fencing and landscaping 
within the public right-of-way and may consider those areas to be part of their personal yard. 
In addition, some residents may not want traditional sidewalks due to the rural look of their 
neighborhoods, potential impacts to mature landscaping and trees and due to reduced front 
yard space and driveway length. Regardless, the public right-of way that is generally located 

 

Figure 4-17. Loop Detector 



FINAL - Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Support Document 
City of Roseburg 

 

4-22 June 18, 2009  

on either side of the paved driving and parking area is intended for walking, whether or not a 
sidewalk currently exists. 

Roseburg should develop a Sidewalk Infill Program whereby City staff periodically inventory 
the street network to identify sidewalk gaps, and develop strategies, project prioritization 
criteria and funding for completing these gaps. Potential project prioritization criteria include 
filling gaps along key pedestrian routes, near major pedestrian trip generators like schools, 
and along streets with high vehicle volumes. 

Ongoing Off-Street 

Proper maintenance of pedestrian and bicycle facilities is a critical element of providing a 
safe and user-friendly system. Table 4-4 summarizes a recommended maintenance schedule 
for Roseburg’s bicycle/pedestrian system. These guidelines address maintenance of the 
system’s off-street portions. The actual schedule and frequency of these events should be 
determined in conjunction with Public Works and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Committee (BPAC). For example, leaf blowing may be necessary in some areas on a weekly 
basis in the fall. If the trail or area requiring blowing is next to a high traffic road, it may 
become necessary to schedule the activity during mid-day or weekend hours to avoid creating 
a disruption during peak hour traffic. 

Table 4-4. Sample Maintenance Guidelines 

Maintenance Task Frequency 

Inspections Seasonal – at both beginning and end of summer 

Signage replacement As needed when signs are missing or damaged 

Site furnishings; replace damaged components As needed 

Fencing repair Inspect monthly for holes and damage, repair 
immediately 

Pavement markings replacement 1-3 years or as markings became faded or illegible 

Pavement blowing/ and pavement sweeping As needed; before high use season and after major 
storm events. Greater frequency in fall may be 
required due to accumulation of leafy debris 

Pavement sealing; pothole repair; pavement 
smoothing 

5-15 years 

Lighting repair Annually 

Ensure bicycle detection at traffic signals In response to citizen complaint or at the installation 
and replacement of actuated signals 

Introduced tree and shrub plantings, trimming 1-3 years 

Shrub/tree irrigation for introduced planting 
areas 

Weekly during summer months until plants are 
established 

Shoulder plant trimming (weeds, trees, 
branches) 

Twice a year; middle of growing season 

Major damage response (fallen trees, washouts, 
flooding) 

Schedule based on priorities 

Culvert inspection Before rainy season; after major storms 

Maintaining culvert inlets Inspect before onset of wet season 

Waterbar maintenance (earthen trails) Annually 

Trash disposal Weekly during high use; twice monthly during low 
use 

Litter pick-up Weekly during high use; twice monthly during low 
use 

Graffiti removal Weekly; as needed 
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Figure 4-18. Chicanes 

 

Figure 4-19. Mini Traffic Circle 

 

Figure 4-20. Speed Hump 

 

Figure 4-21. Traffic Diverter 

On-Street Facility Evaluation and Maintenance 

For an on-street bikeway networks and sidewalks, 
key management and maintenance issues will 
include: signage installation and maintenance, street 
sweeping and pavement maintenance. Each of these 
management and maintenance activities should be 
completed in a consistent manner and on a regular 
basis. Many of the issues and strategies discussed 
below can be applied to off-street facilities as well. 
Additional information is presented in Chapter 8    
and Appendix A.  

Traffic Calming 

Traffic calming interventions slow traffic by 
modifying the physical environment of a street. A 
variety of traffic calming measures are available 
including speed humps, chokers, traffic circles and 
both full and partial street closures. In addition, 
speed limit reductions may be effective, with or 
without physical traffic calming improvements at 
reducing speeds. 

Research into the effectiveness of traffic calming 
devices to improve pedestrian safety has shown that 
traffic calming can reduce the number of automobile 
collisions. A Vancouver study published in 1997 
showed an average collision reduction of 40 percent 
in four neighborhoods that used a combination of the 
traffic calming types described below. Consultation 
with Public Works and public safety agencies (e.g., 
fire and medical services) should occur prior to the 
installation of traffic calming improvements. 

Chicanes 

Chicanes are a series of raised or delineated curb 
extensions on alternating sides of a street forming an 
S-shaped curb, which reduce vehicle speeds through 
narrowed travel lanes. Chicanes can also be achieved 
by establishing on-street parking on alternate sides of 
the street. These treatments are most effective on 
streets with narrower cross-sections. 

Mini Traffic Circles 

Mini traffic circles are raised or delineated islands 
placed at intersections, reducing vehicle speeds 
through tighter turning radii and narrowed vehicle 
travel lanes. These devices can effectively slow 
vehicle traffic while facilitating all turning 
movements at an intersection. Mini traffic circles can 
also include a paved apron to accommodate the 
turning radii of larger vehicles like fire trucks or school buses. 
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Speed Humps 

Speed humps are rounded raised areas of the pavement requiring approaching motor vehicles 
to reduce speed. These devices also discourage through vehicle travel on a street when a 
parallel through route exists. 

Speed humps are generally 12–22 feet long and 3–4 inches high. There are four speed hump 
shapes—sinusoidal, circular, parabolic, and flat-topped—which differ in the shape of their 
slope. The sinusoidal shaped are much smoother to drive over at the intended speed, and are 
also friendlier to bicyclists (many older speed humps are of the parabolic shape, which 
provides a more pronounced bump when driving over them). Speed humps are not 
recommended for use on emergency response routes or transit corridors. 

Traffic Diversion 

Traffic diversion treatments maintain through bicycle travel on a street while physically 
restricting through vehicle traffic. These treatments direct through vehicle traffic onto parallel 
higher-order streets while accommodating bicyclists and local vehicle traffic on the bicycle 
boulevard. Traffic diversion is most effective when the higher-order streets can sufficiently 
accommodate the diverted traffic associated with these treatments.  

Choker Entrances 

Choker entrances are intersection curb extensions or raised islands allowing full bicycle 
passage while restricting vehicle access to and from a bicycle boulevard. When they approach 
a choker entrance at a cross-street, motorists on the bicycle boulevard must turn onto the 
cross-street while cyclists may continue forward. These devices can be designed to permit 
some vehicle turning movements from a cross-street onto the bicycle boulevard while 
restricting other movements. 

Traffic Diverters 

Similar to choker entrances, traffic diverters are raised features directing vehicle traffic off 
the bicycle boulevard while permitting through bicycle travel. 

Figures 4-18 through 4-21 illustrate an example of bicycle boulevard applications on a 
hypothetical street. 

Street Trees 

In addition to their aesthetic value, street trees can 
slow traffic and improve safety for pedestrians. Trees 
add visual interest to streets and narrow the street’s 
visual corridor, which may cause drivers to slow 
down. 

Street trees provide a variety of benefits, including: 

 Improving water quality of rivers and streams 
by reducing erosion and runoff. 

 Providing shade for trail users and cooling of 
streams, improving fish habitats. 

 Improving the air by capturing pollution 
particles, reducing carbon dioxide, and 
producing oxygen. 

 

Figure 4-22. Street Trees 



FINAL - Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Support Document 
City of Roseburg 

 

June 18, 2009  4-25 

 Providing food and shelter for wildlife. 

 Reducing stress and crime levels in communities. 

Street trees should be appropriate for the desired streetscape and use. 

Signage and Markings 

Legal Definition of a crosswalk 

A crosswalk exists despite the presence or absence of pavement markings. The 2000 
MUTCD defines a crosswalk as: 

(a) “That part of a roadway at an intersection included within the connections of the lateral 
lines of the sidewalks on opposite sides of the highway measured from the curbs, or in the 
absence of curbs, from the edges of the traversable roadway; and in the absence of a sidewalk 
on one side of the roadway, the part of a roadway included within the extension of the lateral 
lines of the existing sidewalk at right angles to the centerline.  

(b) Any portion of a roadway at an intersection or elsewhere distinctly indicated for 
pedestrian crossing by lines or other markings on the surface.” 

Thus, a crosswalk exists at all intersections, regardless of markings, unless the crossing is 
specifically prohibited. Crosswalks only exist in mid-block locations when defined by 
pavement markings. 

Crosswalk Pavement Markings 

There are several attributes of good crosswalks. These can be realized through a variety of 
tools and designs.  

 Clarity - It is obvious where to cross and easy to understand possible conflict points 
with traffic. 

 Visibility - The location and illumination of the crosswalk allows pedestrians to see 
and be seen by approaching traffic while crossing. 

 Appropriate intervals - There is a reasonable match between the frequency of good 
crossing opportunities along a street and the potential demand for crossing. 

 Short wait - The pedestrian does not have to wait unreasonably long for an 
opportunity to cross. 

 Adequate crossing time - The time available for crossing accommodates users of all 
abilities. 

 Limited exposure - Conflict points with traffic are few and the distance to cross is 
short or is divided into shorter segments with refuges. 

 Continuous path - The crosswalk is a direct continuation of the pedestrian’s travel 
path. 

 Clear crossing - The crosswalk is free of barriers, obstacles, and hazards. 

Marked crosswalks indicate to pedestrians the appropriate route across traffic, facilitate 
crossing by the visually impaired, and remind turning drivers of potential conflicts with 
pedestrians. 

Crosswalk pavement markings should generally be located to align with the Through 
Pedestrian Zone of the sidewalk corridor. 
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The decision on whether to install standard or ladder crosswalk markings depends upon a 
variety of factors such as the number of pedestrians crossing, traffic speeds/volumes, number 
of lanes to cross, presence of nearby schools or senior centers, and history of collisions. In 
general, standard transverse markings are considered appropriate at controlled intersections, 
minor uncontrolled intersections, and other crossing locations with low traffic 
volumes/speeds, short crossing distance, and good visibility. High visibility ladder markings 
are generally applied at uncontrolled or mid-block locations, especially on major streets with 
high pedestrian volumes, heavy traffic volumes and speeds, and more than one lane each 
direction. See Table 4-5, for specific guidelines on the use of pavement markings. 

Table 4-5. Crosswalk Markings 

Style Sample 

Standard – Two solid white lines, 12 to 24 inches wide, 
spaced at least 6 feet apart. Also called “transverse.” 

 

Ladder – Adds cross bar “rungs” to the standard 
crosswalk marking described above. Width of ladder 
lines should be 1 foot, with minimum spacing of ladder 
lines 1-5 feet.  

 

 

Bicycle Pavement Markings 

A variety of pavement marking techniques can 
effectively improve bicycling conditions along bicycle 
boulevards.  

Directional Pavement Markings 

Directional pavement markings effectively lead cyclists 
along a bicycle boulevard (and reinforce cyclists that they 
are on a designated route). The markings take the form of 
small bicycle symbols (about one foot in diameter) 
placed every 600–800 feet along a linear corridor. When 
a bicycle boulevard travels along several streets (with 
multiple turns at intersections), additional markings 
accompanied by directional arrows are provided to guide 
cyclists through turns and other complex routing areas. 

 

Figure 4-23. Directional Pavement 
Markings
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Directional pavement markings also visually queue motorists that they are traveling along a 
bicycle route and should exercise caution. 

Shared Lane Markings (“Sharrows”) 

Some communities use high-visibility pavement 
markings to delineate specifically where bicyclists should 
operate within the travel lane. These markings, known as 
shared lane markings or “sharrows,” are often used on 
streets where dedicated bicycle lanes are desirable but are 
not possible due to physical or other constraints. 
Sharrows are placed strategically in the travel lane to 
alert motorists of bicycle traffic, while also encouraging 
cyclists to ride at an appropriate distance from the “door 
zone” of adjacent parked cars. Placed in a linear pattern 
along a corridor (typically every 100-200 feet), sharrows 
also encourage cyclists to ride in a straight line so their 
movements are predictable to motorists. Sharrows made 
of thermoplastic tend to last longer than traditional paint. 
In Roseburg, sharrows could be used on bicycle 
boulevards with higher vehicle volumes. 

The Shared Roadway Bicycle Marking is intended to: 

 Reduce the chance of bicyclists impacting open doors of parked vehicles on a shared 
roadway with on-street parallel parking. 

 Alert road users within a narrow traveled way of the lateral location where bicyclists 
ride. 

 Be used only on roadways without striped bicycle lanes or shoulders 

Green Bike Lanes 

Colored bike lanes are used in some cities to guide cyclists through major vehicle/bicycle 
conflict points. These conflict areas are locations where motorists and cyclists must cross 
each other’s path (for instance, where a motorist must cross an adjacent bicycle lane to make 
a right-hand turn). Cyclists are especially vulnerable at locations where the volume of 
“conflicting” vehicle traffic is high, and where the vehicle/bicycle “conflict area” is long 
(e.g., at an intersection with a wide turning radius promoting vehicle turning movements at 
higher speeds). 

While green bike lanes are not an official standard in Oregon at this time, they continue to be 
successfully used in other cities. The City of Roseburg and ODOT should evaluate the 
feasibility of applying these treatments at major vehicle/bicycle conflict points. 

 

Figure 4-24. Sharrows 
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Figure 4-25. Bicycle Box

Bicycle Boxes 

This treatment includes a bicycle lane leading 
to a “box” situated behind the crosswalk and 
in front of the motor vehicle stop bar. The 
bike box allows bicyclists to move to the 
front of the queue and position themselves for 
turning movements. The treatment is also 
intended to improve the visibility of 
bicyclists. A bicycle marking is stenciled in 
the box and should be accompanied by signs 
communicating where bicycles and motor 
vehicles should stop. 

Potential applications include: 

 At intersections with a high volume 
of bicycles and motor vehicles 

 Where there are frequent turning 
conflicts and/or intersections with a 
high percentage of turning 
movements by both bicyclists and 
motorists 

 No right turn on red 

 Can be combined with a bicycle 
signal (optional) 

In the U.S., bicycle boxes have been used in Cambridge, Massachusetts, and Portland and 
Eugene, Oregon. They have been used in a variety of locations throughout Europe. 

4.3 EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 

Resource information 

Public Service Announcements 

Public Service Announcements (PSAs) are an important part of creating awareness of 
bicycling. They are an effective way to reach the general public and reinforce other education 
and outreach messages. 

A well-produced PSA will be memorable and effective, but a producing a good PSA from 
scratch is an expensive effort. The Bicycle Transportation Alliance (Portland, Oregon) has 
produced six high-quality PSAs that are available for rebroadcast at a reasonable cost. The 
30-second spots were produced on film, not video, and cover the following messages: 

"What If?"   Encourages viewers to give bicycling a try 

"Look Right, See Right" Reminds drivers to look over their shoulder before changing 
lanes 

"See and be Seen" Encourages cyclists to use lights at night 

"Close Call"  Encourages both drivers and cyclists to stop at stop signs 
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"Bike Lanes"  Reminds drivers that bike lanes are not for vehicle use 

"Wrong Way"  Reminds cyclists not to bicycle against traffic 

It is recommended that Roseburg air one or more of these PSAs. Many television stations are 
willing to donate airtime for public service announcements. This would bring the cost down 
greatly and should be pursued. Future PSA’s could publicize the website, ways to get 
involved and other additional information.  

Website 

One of the most effective ways of encouraging people to bike and walk is through the use of 
maps and guides showing that the infrastructure exists, to demonstrate how easy it is to 
access different parts of the city by bike or on foot, and to highlight unique areas, shopping 
districts or recreational areas. Roseburg has numerous existing resources for pedestrians and 
cyclists, and more services and resources are planned for the future. However, many 
pedestrians, cyclists or potential pedestrians and cyclists do not know where to turn to 
educate themselves about laws, events, maps, tips, and walking or bicycling groups. 
Roseburg should develop a “one-stop shopping” website aimed at pedestrians and bicyclists.  

The website should contain: 

 A list of all walking and bicycling groups, including clubs, racing teams, and 
advocacy groups 

 Information about any BPACs that are formed in the future (how to get involved, 
meeting times and dates, agendas and minutes) 

 Information about current projects and how to get involved (e.g., public meetings, 
comment periods) 

 Maps and brochures (links to on-line maps and brochures, where to find in person, 
and how to request mailed materials) 

 Links to laws and statutes relating to walking and bicycling 

 Links to all relevant local jurisdictions and their pedestrian and bicycle coordinators  

 Information about walking or cycling events (walks or rides, classes, volunteer 
opportunities) 

 A list of local bike shops, including phone number and address 

 Relevant phone numbers (hotlines for pothole repair, parking enforcement, bike rack 
installation request, etc.). 

The website may also feature: 

 Events calendar 

 Request form for route planning assistance 

 Message boards 

 Blog featuring stories and news 

 Photo galleries from events and submitted by readers 

 Popular walk or ride routes 

Note that these additional features may increase the cost to set up and maintain the website. 
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A one-stop website will not be difficult to set up, but it will only be successful if the site is 
both easy to use and updated regularly. Corners should not be cut in either design or in 
maintenance of the site and its information. All website content should be reviewed annually 
for accuracy. A good example of such a website is Velo Quebec’s, located at: 
www.velo.qc.ca/english/home.lasso. The information provided on the website should also be 
made available to people at a variety of locations (e.g., libraries and bicycle shops) to ensure 
maximum public exposure. 

The community can assist in keeping the site up to date. If a regional BPAC is created, 
Roseburg should consider adding a standing agenda item for committee members to discuss 
the website in order to hear about new content that should be added or out-of-date content 
that should be updated or removed. 

Web-Based Mapping 

Online maps can be an interactive tool to indicate routes and provide resources for 
pedestrians and bicyclists. Bicycling and walking maps that are available online can be used 
to promote tourism, encourage residents to walk, or promote local business districts. Maps 
can be citywide, district-specific, or neighborhood/family-friendly maps. They should have 
clear symbology, destinations, and services attractive for cyclists, as well as a good selection 
of routes. 

There are a number of existing efforts that can help to jump-start this mapping effort. The 
website www.ByCycle.org provides route-finding information in several cities. 

Safe Routes to School 

Safe Routes to School (SR2S) refers to a 
variety of multi-disciplinary programs 
aimed at promoting walking and bicycling 
to school and improving traffic safety 
around school areas through education, 
incentives, increased law enforcement, 
and engineering measures. Safe Routes to 
School programs typically involve 
partnerships among municipalities, school 
districts, community and parent 
volunteers, and law enforcement agencies. 
Roseburg’s SR2S efforts can facilitate the 
implementation and funding for specific 
improvements that will help increase 
bicyclist and pedestrian safety and encourage fewer auto trips. 

The City has a vested interest in encouraging school children to lead active lifestyles. SR2S 
programs offer ancillary benefits to neighborhoods by helping to slow traffic and by 
providing reasonable facilities for walking by all age groups. The City benefits from a 
generally well-connected street system near most schools, a critical element in encouraging 
children to bike and walk to school. 

Why Do We Need SR2S? 

The purpose of a SR2S program is to identify and improve school commute routes, to 
increase the number of students who walk and/or bicycle to school in Roseburg, to lessen 
traffic congestion, and to improve health. Although most children walked or biked to school 
before and during the 1980s, the number of children walking or bicycling to school has 

 

Figure 4-26. Safe Routes to School Class 
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sharply declined since, due to urban growth patterns and design which have reduced the 
safety of doing so. Other factors such as higher obesity rates and changes in lifestyle 
emphasize more driving and contribute to this trend. Walking and bicycling to school are 
healthy alternatives to being driven, and they can provide a sense of independence for 
children who may otherwise be restricted by school bus or parents’ schedules.  

What are the Benefits of a SR2S Program? 

The primary benefit of implementing a SR2S program is the resulting increase in safety for 
children walking and riding bicycles to school. A comprehensive strategy based on a 
cooperative effort between school officials, parents, residents and city planning staff will 
ensure that specific school-related traffic calming projects and pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements will become priority projects eligible for state, federal or other grant funding. 
The involvement of various stakeholders throughout the Safe Routes process increases the 
likelihood for implementation of needed safety improvements. While the primary focus of a 
SR2S program is improving safety for children walking and biking to school, these safety 
benefits often extend to all age and activity groups. In addition to safety enhancements, a 
SR2S program helps integrate physical activity into the everyday routine of schoolchildren. 
Health concerns related to sedentary lifestyles have become the focus of efforts both 
statewide and nationally to reduce health risks associated with being overweight. Identifying 
and improving routes for children to safely walk and bicycle to school is one of the most cost-
effective means of reducing weekday morning traffic congestion (especially at school drop-
off and pick-up sites) and can help reduce auto-related pollution. 

Local Coordination and Involvement 

In order to be successful, a SR2S program in Roseburg will need buy-in from individuals and 
organizations throughout the community. While each individual school will have unique 
concerns and goals for developing a SR2S program, an organizational strategy that promotes 
the sharing of ideas between schools can be more effective than several isolated school 
groups. The key components of an effective SR2S program include champions (individuals at 
each school who spearhead their school’s organizing effort), stakeholders (a team of people 
from an individual school), and a task force made up of all the stakeholder teams in the 
community. 

The basic components of the proposed SR2S program include: bicycle/pedestrian safety 
education, encouragement, engineering improvements, and enforcement of traffic laws. 

Education 

Curriculum programs implemented in schools 
can teach children the basics of pedestrian and 
bicycle safety and provide expanded physical 
activity during the school day. Classroom 
educational materials should be presented in a 
variety of formats (safety videos, printed 
materials, and classroom activities), and should 
continually be updated to make use of the most 
recent educational tools available. Classroom 
education programs should also be expanded to 
promote the health and environmental benefits 
of bicycling and walking. Outside schools, 
educational materials should be developed for 
different audiences, including elected officials 

 

Figure 4-27. Crossing Safely 
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(describing the benefits of and need for a SR2S program), and parents (proper school drop-off 
procedures and safety for their children). 

Educational programs should be linked with events and incentive programs when appropriate, 
and students should be included in task force activities, such as mapping locations for 
improvements. Involving students can serve as an educational tool and can also provide the 
task force with meaningful data that is useful for prioritizing improvement locations. 
Educational programs, and especially on-bike training, should be expanded to more schools 
and for more hours per year. 

Encouragement 

School commute events and frequent commuter contests are used to encourage participation. 
Programs that may be implemented include a “Walking School Bus Program,” which 
involves parents taking turns walking (or bicycling) with groups of children to school. A 
good opportunity to kick-off a SR2S program is during International Walk to School Day, 
held annually in early October. Good resources and start-up material can be found at the City 
of Portland’s new Safe Routes to School website: www.trans.ci.portland.or.us/ 
saferoutes/program/. Organized Bike and Walk to School Days should be held monthly or 
weekly to keep the momentum going and encourage more children and their parents to walk 
or bike to school. Prizes or drawings for prizes offered to participants have been used in some 
schools as an incentive. Events related to bicycling and walking should be incorporated into 
existing curricula when practical. Involving local celebrities or publishing the names of 
student participants in events can be effective means of encouraging student involvement. 
Another key to successful events is promotion. Ensuring that parents are aware of events 
(whether classroom-specific or district-wide) is crucial to gaining maximum student 
participation. 

Other contests and event ideas to encourage bicycling and walking to school include: 
competitions in which classrooms compete for the highest proportion of students walking or 
biking to school, themed or seasonal events, and keeping classroom logs of the number of 
miles biked and walked by children and plotting these distances on a map of Oregon or the 
U.S. A wealth of information and ideas for promoting SR2S programs can be found at: 
www.nhtsa.dot.gov/people/injury/pedbimot/ped/saferouteshtml/index.html. 

Enforcement 

Various techniques are employed to ensure traffic laws are obeyed. The SR2S task force and 
stakeholder teams should develop priority areas in need of enforcement by the Roseburg 
Police Department. One option to avoid the cost of providing physical police presence is to 
use innovative signage, such as in-roadway crosswalk signs to alert motorists that children 
may be crossing, or speed feedback signs that indicate to motorists their current speed. 
Neighborhood speed watch programs in which community members borrow a radar device 
and use it to record the license plate numbers of speeding vehicles can also be effective. 
These measures could be especially effective for schools near higher-volume roadways 

Engineering 

To provide safe access for children, school sites should have designated pedestrian access 
points that do not require students to cross in front of drop-off and pickup traffic. Locations 
identified through the SR2S process should be considered for SR2S grant funding. 

Streetscape improvements should ensure adequate sight distance on all access routes, 
crossings, and intersections. School zone designations for speed limits should be an element 
of a comprehensive circulation plan that also includes school-based student as well as Police 
Department crossing guard programs and identification of safe routes for bicycling and 
walking to school. 
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Funding 

While much of the initial work involved in starting a SR2S program can be conducted by 
stakeholder team volunteers, eventually funding will be needed to plan and implement 
physical improvements, hold events, and develop and implement educational programs and 
materials. 

Capital Funding 

Capital funding for infrastructure improvements is available from a variety of sources. The 
SR2S task force should work with City staff to identify all potential funding sources and to 
provide support on funding requests. Roseburg may be able to pursue federal funds recently 
made available with the new Safe Routes to School Program established in the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act - A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-
LU). This section of the bill provides $612 million in funding over the next five years with no 
state receiving less than $1 million per fiscal year. Other portions of SAFETEA-LU, such as 
the Transportation Enhancements (TE) and the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
(CMAQ) funds may also provide funding opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian projects. 

Program Funding 

As Roseburg’s SR2S program develops, funding will be needed to support the overall 
program, including coordination assistance, purchasing incentives, printing newsletters, 
staffing events, and developing educational materials. Both school-based and program-based 
funding will be essential for success. When program funding is pursued, it should be 
emphasized that a SR2S program improves the entire community by relieving traffic 
congestion, contributing to cleaner air, creating alternative transportation routes, and 
improving the health and safety of children and the entire community. In order to maintain 
and expand the program, new sources of funding need to be obtained. Other possible funding 
sources include: 

 Corporations and Businesses: Local corporations and businesses may be able to 
provide cash, prizes, and/or donations, such as printing services, through community 
giving or other programs. Parents or other members of stakeholder teams may be a 
good source for contacting companies. 

 Foundations: There are institutions throughout the country that provide funding to 
non-profit organizations. The Foundation Center is a national organization dedicated 
to collecting and communicating information about philanthropy in the U.S., and is 
an excellent source for researching potential foundation funding sources. Potential 
foundation funding sources can be searched by geographic region and by category. 
Some categories that may be applicable include transportation, health, environment, 
and community building. 

 Individuals: Statistically, individuals give more money than corporations and 
foundations combined. A local fund drive can quickly reach a large number of people 
if outreach is conducted by stakeholder team members. 

 Events: Many SR2S programs have raised funds by holding special events, often 
using a related themed event such as a walkathon or a bicycling event. More 
traditional fundraising efforts, such as bake sales, concerts, talent shows, etc., can 
also help raise funds. Events such as Celebrate Roseburg provide opportunities to 
promote and raise funds for SR2S programs. 

 Parent-Teacher Organizations (PTOs) and School Districts: Many PTAs have funds 
to distribute to school programs, and often schools have their own safety funding 
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sources. Stakeholder teams should work with local PTAs and school districts to see if 
there is a method for applying for a grant. 

 City and County Funds: Some cities and counties allocate funds to support SR2S 
programs. Some also allocate a portion of their local TE funds to SR2S educational 
programs. 

 State Funds: Each state receives Federal Highway Safety Funds, also called 402 
Funds. Although each state handles this program differently, most funding is 
available on a competitive basis for projects that increase road safety. 

Bike Safety Instructor Training from League of American Cyclists 

Most bicyclists learn to ride a bicycle when they are 
children, and do not have the opportunity to learn riding 
skills or safe road positioning. Adult bike skills training is 
an excellent way to improve both cyclist confidence and 
safety. Any training should include a significant on-bike 
section. 

The League of American Bicyclists has developed a 
comprehensive bicycle skills curriculum that is considered 
the national standard for adults seeking to improve their 
on-bike skills. Various classes can be offered, including 
basic and advanced on-road skills, and commuting (as well 
as driver education and youth courses). League of 
American Bicyclists chapters offers “StreetSmarts 
Cycling” classes, where participants can learn how to 
safely operate a bicycle under various conditions, and 
learn about bicyclists’ rights and responsibilities. Contact 
the League of American Bicyclists to schedule a course 
with these instructors. More information about this 
program is available online at: 
http://bikeleague.org/programs/education/courses.php. 

Interpretive-Guide Signage 

Roseburg should develop a uniform signage concept and 
plan for on- and off-street bikeways. The plan should 
include uniform sign design(s), placement guidelines 
(where and how often), and a map.  

Bike Path Signage 

Bikeway signage is a cost-effective treatment the can 
improve the bicycling environment along Roseburg’s 
bicycle boulevard system. Described below, signage can 
serve both wayfinding and safety purposes. 

Wayfinding Signs 

Bicycle wayfinding signs should be installed along 
Roseburg’s bicycle boulevards and other cycling routes. 
Placing signs throughout the city indicating to bicyclists 
their direction of travel, location of destinations, and the 

 

Figure 4-28. Wayfinding 
Signage Concept 

 

 

Figure 4-29. Warning Sign 
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riding time/distance to those destinations will increase users’ comfort and accessibility to the 
bicycle system. Wayfinding signs also visually cue motorists that they are driving along a 
bicycle route and should correspondingly use caution. Signs are typically placed at key 
locations leading to and along bicycle routes, including where multiple routes intersect. Note 
that too many road signs tend to clutter the right-of-way, and it is recommended that these 
signs be posted at a level most visible to bicyclists and pedestrians, rather than per vehicle 
signage standards. Care also needs to be taken that any signs are posted at the proper location 
and orientation to be visible to bicyclists. 

Warning Signs 

On bicycle boulevards with higher vehicle and bicycle volumes, the City should also consider 
installing additional warning signs advising motorists to “share the road” with cyclists. This 
signage would also be effective in areas with higher numbers of bicycle trips, such as schools 
and downtown. 

Bike Repair Classes at Work Training Centers/Community College/High 
Schools or other locations 

Bike repair classes can be offered at minimal expense or free through workforce training 
centers, community colleges, and high schools. They should cover topics including: 

 Safety checks 

 Flat repair 

 Basic maintenance 

 Shifting techniques 

 Commuting clinics 

 Women-on-bikes 

Such classes encourage people to ride their bikes without being afraid of getting a flat tire and 
being stuck on a trail or away from another vehicle. Classes should be offered regularly and 
free of charge. 

Create-a-Commuter Program 

Low-income adults can receive fully-outfitted commuter bicycles and a training course on 
safe bicycle commuting through this program. The package includes: a commuter bicycle, 
front and rear lights, lock, helmet, pump, fenders, rear rack, tool and patch kits, and bike 
maps of the area. The training course includes topics such as bike maintenance, flat tire 
repair, route planning, and safe urban commuting skills. Participants are referred to the 
program by a social service agency that can verify low-income status, and must not own a 
functioning automobile. 

Portland, Oregon’s Community Cycling Center received federal funding through the Job 
Access Initiative to implement the first of these programs in the nation. Information about 
their program is available at: www.communitycyclingcenter.org/index.php/programs/create-
a-commuter/. 

Earn-a-Bike Program 

Similar to the Create-a-Commuter program discussed previously, Earn-a-Bike programs 
provide participants with bicycles and accessories at minimal or low cost, in exchange for 
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volunteer time and services. These programs have the advantage of teaching valuable skills—
bicycle maintenance and repair as well as safe riding practices in traffic—in addition to 
providing bicycles to low-income individuals. Examples of Earn-a-Bike programs can be 
found at: www.experimentalstation.org/blackstone and www.recycleabicycle.org. 

4.4 ENFORCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

Designate Bicycle/Pedestrian Point Person 

Many larger cities have a full-time Bicycle and/or Pedestrian Coordinator. As a smaller city, 
Roseburg instead should designate one staffer as the main point of contact for bicycle and 
pedestrian issues and publicize his/her contact information widely to the public. Bicycle and 
pedestrian issues need not take up most of this person’s time, but it is helpful to the public to 
have a knowledgeable staff person to whom to direct questions. This person would also be 
the liaison to the BPAC. 

In addition to answering inquiries from the public, this point person may also monitor the 
design and construction of bicycle and pedestrian projects, including those detailed in this 
plan; ensure that non-motorized facilities are designed appropriately and constructed 
expediently; and coordinating the implementation of the recommended projects and programs 
listed in this plan, and identifying new projects. This person can spend time working with 
volunteers and other City agencies to promote bicycle and pedestrian travel. The City may 
require funding from additional sources to pay for part or all of this position. 

Trail Security 

Various design and programmatic measures can be taken to address safety issues on a shared-
use path. Table 4-6 summarizes key safety issues and strategies for minimizing impacts. 

Table 4-6. Safety Recommendations for Paths 

Safety Issue Recommended Improvements 

Unwanted 
vehicle access 
on the path 

 Utilize landscaping to define the corridor edge and path, including earth berms 
and large boulders.  

 Use bollards at intersections 

 Pass a motorized vehicle prohibited ordinance and sign the path. 

 Create a Path Watch Program and encourage citizens to photograph report 
illegal vehicle use of the corridor. 

 Lay the trail out with curves that allow bike/ped passage, but are 
uncomfortably tight for automobile passage. 

Privacy of 
adjacent property 
owners 

 Encourage the use of neighborhood friendly fencing and also planting of 
landscape buffers.  

 Clearly mark path access points. 

 Post path rules that encourage respect for private property. 

 Strategically placed lighting. 
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Safety Issue Recommended Improvements 

Litter and 
dumping 

 Post path rules encouraging pack-it-in/pack-it-out etiquette. 

 Place garbage receptacles at trailheads. 

 Strategically-placed lighting, utilizing light shields to minimize unwanted light in 
adjacent homes. 

 Manage vegetation within the right-of-way to allow good visual surveillance of 
the path from adjacent properties and from roadway/path intersections. 

 Encourage local residents to report incidents as soon as they occur. 

 Remove dumpsites as soon as possible. 

Trespassing  Clearly distinguish public path right-of-way from private property through the 
use of vegetative buffers and the use of good neighbor type fencing. 

 Post path rules that encourage respect for private property. 

Crime  Manage vegetation so that corridor can be visually surveyed from adjacent 
streets and residences. 

 Select shrubs that grow below 3 ft in height and trees that branch out greater 
than 6 ft in height. 

 Place lights strategically and as necessary. 

 Place benches and other path amenities at locations with good visual 
surveillance and high activity. 

 Provide mileage markers at quarter-mile increments and clear directional 
signage for orientation. 

 Create a “Path Watch Program” involving local residents. 

 Proactive law enforcement. Utilize the corridor for mounted patrol training. 

Private use of 
corridor 

 Attempt to negotiate win/win solutions with property owners. 

 Eliminate where detrimental impact to path cannot be reasonably ameliorated. 

Local on-street 
parking 

 Post local residential streets as parking for local residents only to discourage 
path user parking. Place “no outlet” and “no parking” signs prior to path access 
points. 

Trailhead safety  Clearly identify trailhead access areas. 

Vandalism  Select benches, bollards, signage, and other site amenities that are durable, 
low maintenance and vandal resistant. 

 Respond through removal or replacement in rapid manner. 

 Keep a photo record of all vandalism and turn over to local law enforcement. 

 Encourage local residents to report vandalism. 

 Create a Trail Watch Program; maintain good surveillance of the corridor. 

 Involve neighbors in path projects to build a sense of ownership. 

 Place amenities (benches, etc.) in well used and highly visible areas. 

 

Community Involvement with Safety on the Path 

Creating a safe path environment goes beyond design and law enforcement and should 
involve the entire community. The most effective and most visible deterrent to illegal activity 
on Roseburg’s path system will be the presence of legitimate path users. Getting as many 
“eyes on the corridor” as possible is a key deterrent to undesirable activity. There are several 
components to accomplishing this as outlined below. 
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Provide Good Access to the Path 

Access ranges from providing conveniently located trailheads along the path, to encouraging 
the construction of sidewalks to accommodate access from private developments adjacent to 
the path. Access points should be inviting and signed so as to welcome the public onto the 
path. 

Good Visibility from Adjacent Neighbors 

Neighbors adjacent to the path can potentially provide 24-hour surveillance of the path and 
can become Roseburg’s biggest ally. Though some screening and setback of the path is 
needed for privacy of adjacent neighbors, complete blocking out of the path from 
neighborhood view should be discouraged. This eliminates the potential of neighbors’ “eyes 
on the path,” and could result in a “tunnel effect” on the path. 

High Level of maintenance 

A well-maintained path sends a message that the community cares about the public space. 
This message alone will discourage undesirable activity along the path. 

Programmed Events 

Community events along the path will help increase public awareness and thereby attract 
more people to use the path. Neighbors and residents can help organize numerous public 
events along the path which will increase support for the path. Events might include a day-
long path clean up or a series of short interpretive walks led by long time residents or a park 
naturalist. 

Community Projects 

The support generated by community groups could be further capitalized by involving 
neighbors and friends of the path in a community project. Ideas for community projects 
include volunteer planting events, art projects, interpretive research projects, or even bridge 
building events. These community projects are the strongest means of creating a sense of 
ownership along the path that is perhaps the strongest single deterrent to undesirable activity 
along the path. 

Adopt-a-Path Program 

Nearby businesses, community institutions, and residential neighbors often see the benefit of 
their involvement in the path development and maintenance. Businesses and developers may 
view the path as an integral piece of their site planning and be willing to take on some level 
of responsibility for the path. Creation of an adopt-a-path program should be explored to 
capitalize on this opportunity and build civic pride. 

Path Watch Program 

Partnering with local and county law enforcement, a path watch program would provide an 
opportunity for local residents to become actively involved in crime prevention along 
Roseburg’s path system. Similar to Neighborhood Watch programs, residents are brought 
together to get to know their neighbors, and are educated on how to recognize and report 
suspicious activity.  
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The goals of the Path Watch Program would include: 

 Educating users on sharing the trail 

 Providing information on area trail resources 

 Maintaining proper trail conditions by informing responsible agencies of hazards 

 Acting as a deterrent by having more eyes on the trail 

Toronto’s Trail Ambassadors program provides helpful information for developing this 
program online at: www.toronto.ca/parks/trails/trails-ambassadors.htm.  

Call Boxes 

Call boxes can improve the safety and perception of safety for trail users, particularly in more 
remote trail locations. They provide an opportunity for the trail user to contact authorities in 
the event of a dangerous or unforeseen situation. 

Crash and Collision Reporting 

Collisions that involve a pedestrian or bicyclist are often underreported, if property damage 
did not occur and the people involved did not seek medical attention. Furthermore, according 
to the Oregon Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan, 65–85 percent of bicycle crashes do not involve 
collisions with motor vehicles. The Statewide Crash Data System indicates that the data often 
lack enough detail to understand the factors that contributed to the crash. Improving crash and 
collision reporting can raise awareness of problem intersections or corridors to guide 
enforcement and investment.  

Data sources about crashes involving pedestrians and bicyclists include: 

 The Pedestrian and Bicycle Crash Analysis Tool (PBCAT) is a crash-typing software 
that can define the sequence of events that resulted in the crash. It is available at: 
bicyclinginfo.org. 

 Police Crash Investigation Reports, which are submitted to the Department of Motor 
Vehicles and incorporated into the Statewide Crash Data System. 

 Statewide Crash Data System, which is maintained by ODOT’s Crash Analysis and 
Reporting Unit. 

 The Oregon Trauma Registry is a part of Oregon’s Department of Human Services 

One option for increasing crash and collision reporting is to provide a hotline or e-mail 
address for people to inform the city about crashes and collisions they were involved in. 
Another option would be to conduct annual surveys and compare them against the above 
information, to determine the accuracy of the evaluation system. 

Officer Training 

The City of Roseburg may want to work with the police department, local businesses, and 
neighborhood groups to establish regular bicycle patrol units. A Bicycle Patrol Unit may be 
an official law enforcement unit, a private security guard patrol, or a volunteer network. 
Bicycles are an excellent community policing tool, as officers on bikes are often viewed as 
more approachable, thus improving trust and relations between the citizens and police. 
Bicycle patrol units can work closely with citizens to address concerns before they become 
problems. Bicycle patrol units can have a direct impact on bicycle safety by enforcing bicycle 
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traffic laws (e.g., wrong-way riding, sidewalk riding, obeying traffic controls, children 
wearing helmets), and providing bicycle safety education.  

Additional resources for a police education course can be found at: 

 www.bicyclinginfo.org/enforcement/training.cfm 

 www.massbike.org/police/ 

4.5 ENCOURAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

Valet Bike Parking 

Events with large attendance numbers, or at 
bicycle-related events, vehicle and bicycle 
parking can be a difficult problem. Improperly 
parked bicycles can harm vegetation, impede 
pedestrian travel, and clutter sidewalks. San 
Francisco passed a city ordinance that requires 
all major city events to provide bike parking 
and have pioneered an innovative tool for 
stacking hundreds of bicycles without racks 
(www.sfbike.org/?valet). Roseburg should 
consider temporary bicycle parking for specific 
events, if a large attendance is expected. 
Roseburg has begun offering valet bike parking 
for Music on the Half Shell in Stewart Park. 

General Planning and Policy Recommendations 

Revisions to City code can require pedestrian and bicycle-friendly site design to promote 
these mode choices. Pedestrian-friendly site design can encourage thematic design elements 
to attract appropriate in-fill development and facilitate inclusion of traffic calming elements 
in future projects. Such site design standards should: 

 Be barrier-free and designed for safety and security. 

 Ensure continuous sidewalks and safe crossing points. 

 Connect all uses within a development (buildings, parking areas, etc.). 

 Clearly link public sidewalks with all internal walkways. 

 Clearly link the individual sites within a development to each other and to 
surrounding off-site uses (mixed-use and residential areas). 

 Be defined with landscaping, paving, and pedestrian-scale lighting. 

 Meet ADA guidelines. 

 Provide adequate sight distance. 

In addition the City should consider requiring a review of potential road projects to assess 
impacts to pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  

To facilitate bicycle use, City code should determine minimum numbers of bicycle parking In 
developing minimum bicycle parking standards, Roseburg should refer to the Oregon Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Plan, Table 8 (page 90). 

 

Figure 4-30. Bicycle Parking at Events 



FINAL - Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Support Document 
City of Roseburg 

 

June 18, 2009  4-41 

Incentive Programs 

Employer Incentive Programs 

Employer incentive programs to encourage employees to walk and bike to work include 
strategies like providing bicycle lockers and shower facilities, offering more flexible arrival 
and departure times, and fun incentives such as entry into monthly raffle contests. The City 
may offer incentives to employers to institute these improvements through air quality credits, 
lowered parking requirements, reduced traffic mitigation fees, or other means. 

Incentive programs to encourage bicycling and walking to local businesses can be developed 
in coordination with individual businesses, the Chamber of Commerce, and the Bicycle 
Transportation Alliance. Such efforts may include: 

 Creating promotional events such as “Bicycle to the Grocery Store” days, when 
cyclists get vouchers for, or discounts on items in the store, or “bicycle to the video 
store” days, when cyclists receive free popcorn or a discount on a movie rental. 

 Holding an annual community event to encourage residents to replace one car trip a 
week with a bicycle trip. This type of event could be integrated with current special 
events like “Celebrate Roseburg.” 

 Developing, promoting, and publicizing bicycle commuter services, such as bike 
shops selling commute gear, bikes-on-transit policies, and regular escorted commute 
rides. 

 Creating an annual commuter challenge for area businesses. 

Bike-Friendly Business Program 

A bicycle-friendly business program trains, supports, and recognizes businesses who 
encourage bicycling among their employees and visitors. A program may include a bike-
friendly business audit program; an annual bike-friendly business certification program; 
public recognition of bike-friendly businesses; staff time and/or financial support for building 
facilities and creating incentives; incentive programs that offer cash, treats, credit at a bike 
shop, or in-kind items to bicyclists; assistance with bike parking; or discounts for customers 
who arrive by bicycle. 

Practices that lead to Bike-Friendly Certification can include: 

 Outdoor bike racks. 

 Guaranteed Ride Home: Provide a free taxi ride home for bike commuters in the 
event of family emergency or other extenuating circumstances. 

 Promotional information: Company provides bike information through company 
memo, e-newsletter, website, or brochure/poster display.  

 Employee bike training session: Adult bike skills training sessions are available for a 
nominal fee through League of American Bicyclist certified instructors.  

 Bike commuter incentives: Company provides incentives to bike commuters at the 
same value as those for other commuters. 

 Bike Week team entry: Register your team to participate in a Bike Commuter 
Challenge. 

 Shower facilities: Company provides free showers to employees within own building 
or at neighboring buildings. 
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 Company owned bikes for work trips: Bikes (and helmets) available for employee 
work trips.  

 Secure, covered bike parking: Qualified parking includes: secure indoor parking; 
outdoor covered parking with limited access; outdoor covered parking that is in view 
of security. 

Bike Buddies 

Designed to provide an introduction to commuting to work, bike buddy programs connect 
people who are interested in learning safe routes from home to the office with more 
experienced riders. Experienced riders provide tips, route information, and moral support, 
while experienced bicyclists find others to ride with or novice bicyclists to assist. The San 
Francisco Bay Area has a bike buddy matching service online at: 
bicycling.511.org/buddy.htm. 

Pilot Smart Trips (Commuter Solutions) Program 

Smart Trips programs (also known as social marketing programs) are encouragement 
program based on saturating geographic area with resources to help residents reduce drive-
alone trips and increase biking, walking, transit and carpool trips. Smart Trips programs have 
demonstrated a lasting reduction in drive-alone trips; for example, in Portland, Oregon, target 
areas have experienced a 10 percent reduction in vehicle traffic. 

Programs offer residents maps, brochures 
and other printed materials, classes, 
guided rides and walks, and other tools 
and programs that make bicycling, 
walking and transit usage a more inviting 
travel option compared to drive-alone 
trips. 

Compared to infrastructure 
improvements, these programs are 
scalable, flexible, inexpensive, and site-
independent. Once the program has been 
established for a specific geographic 
target area, it can be run with low start-
up costs in other target areas. 

This model, however, is unlikely to be 
successful in areas that have failed to 
make initial infrastructure investments sufficient to provide a functional bicycling, walking 
and transit network. It is most effective as an approach that leverages investments in 
infrastructure, not one that replaces those investments. 

One of the strengths of the individualized marketing model is that it reaches every resident 
with an appealing invitation to participate, but then focuses the bulk of resources on those 
who identify themselves as interested. The many classes, rides, and activities continue to be 
publicized and open to all, so residents have multiple opportunities to opt into the program. 
This focus allows for both broad reach and strategic investment. 

The program may include any of the following: 

 Maps and brochures 

 Classes, clinics, workshops 

 

Figure 4-31. Maps and materials are delivered 
to interested residents by bike in this Smart 

Trips program 
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 Guided rides and walks 

 Fun social events 

 Giveaways (coupons, cyclocomputers, etc.) 

 Targeted outreach (e.g. Women on Bikes, Senior Strolls) 

 Route planning help (bike, walking, or transit) 

The exact program components and budget should be determined at time of program 
planning. 

Establish a Bike and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

Many states, metropolitan planning organizations, and cities have an official Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) to advise the governing bodies on technical issues 
related to bicycling and walking. The committee usually is composed of citizen volunteers 
appointed by the mayor or council. In some jurisdictions, one committee is formed that 
considers bicycle, pedestrian and/or traffic safety issues. 

Common charges of BPACs include some or all of the following: 

 Review and provide citizen input on capital project planning and design as it affects 
bicycling (e.g., corridor plans, street improvement projects, signing or signal projects, 
and parking facilities) or walking (e.g., sidewalk improvements and ADA 
compliance) 

 Review and comment on changes to zoning, development code, comprehensive 
plans, and other long-term planning and policy documents 

 Participate in the development, implementation and evaluation of Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Master Plans and bikeway/sidewalk standards 

 Provide a formal liaison between city government, staff, and the public 

 To develop and monitor goals and indices related to bicycling and walking in the 
jurisdiction 

 To promote bicycling and walking, including bicycle and walking safety and 
education 

Because BPAC members are volunteers, it is essential to have strong staffing supporting the 
committee in order for it to be successful. An agency staff person (ideally a Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Coordinator(s)) should be formally assigned to the BPAC, and should take charge 
of managing the application process, managing agendas and minutes, scheduling meetings, 
bringing agency issues to the BPAC, and reporting back to the agency and governing body 
(such as Council) about the BPAC’s recommendations and findings. 

If a regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator position is created at Roseburg, that person 
should take charge of setting up a regional BPAC. If local BPACs are desired, the regional 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator can assist cities in the logistics and communication 
necessary to set up their own BPACs. Strong bicycling and pedestrian groups should 
specifically be invited to submit applications for the BPAC. 

Bike-to-Work Week/Month/Day 

Bicycling to work is a great way to get exercise, save money, reduce pollution, and have fun. 
Cities and towns across the country participate in Bike-to-Work Week, Month, or Day. The 
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League of American Bicyclists (LAB) hosts a website for commuters and event organizers. 
The website contains information on nationwide and local events, an organizing handbook, 
and tips for commuters. This activity also fits into the ‘Fun Rides’ category discussed in 
section titled “Enjoyment Opportunities.” 

Activities to promote Bike-to-Work Week/Month/Day may include: 

 Energizer stations providing food, encouragement, information, and sponsored 
goodies for participants.  

 Bike-to-Work Rally with raffles, food, and vendors.  

 Group rides to the business center with the mayor and/or local celebrities. 

 Discounts at local businesses for bicycle commuters.  

 Bike vs. Bus vs. Car Challenge. This is a fun competition to determine which 
transportation mode arrives at the city center in the least amount of time. 

 Commuter Challenge in which local companies participate by recording the number 
of employees who bike to work over a given time period. The percentage of bicycle 
commuters are then compared between participating companies and recognition is 
awarded through press, trophies or plaques, and a final award party or event. 

4.6 ENJOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

Fun Rides/Runs/Walks 

Fun Runs 

A non-competitive race for runners and walkers of all skill levels, fun runs and walks can be 
important community events. They can raise funds for a charity, and sponsors will provide 
funding for the organizational costs. They can also incorporate costumes or themes. 

Family Day and Family Biking Classes 

Family Bike Days and Family Biking Classes are great tools for educating and encouraging 
families to ride bicycles. Education trainings and encouragement events can include: 

 “Freedom from Training Wheels” training 

 How to carry kids by bicycle classes  

 Safety checks and instruction 

 Basic bike maintenance classes 

 Bicycle Rodeos 

 Bicycle Parades around parks and schools 

 Organized family rides to child friendly locations such as the zoo or local parks 

Examples of Family Cycling Programs: 

A family cycling class is organized through the Community Cycling Center in Portland, 
Oregon. They teach urban riding and bicycle maintenance over five weekly sessions. They 
work with families to help them achieve the goals of improving fitness, reducing pollution, 
and having more fun (www.communitycyclingcenter.org/index.php/programs/classes/). 
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The San Francisco Bike Coalition organizes a “Freedom From Training Wheels” event. 
Families meet at a park and attempt to teach their children to ride their bicycles without 
training wheels. The fun and encouraging atmosphere helps bring confidence to children 
learning to ride on two wheels (www.sfbike.org/?freedom).  

Bike-In Movies 

Bike-in movies can be sponsored by the City, a school, or a local bike shop. They require a 
projector and a sheet or blank wall to project onto, adequate outdoor seating and ample 
bicycle parking. Portland Parks and Recreation sponsors Big Screen on the Green, which is a 
free summer event at neighborhood parks around the city. Bike-in or walk-in movies are a 
very low-cost fun event that brings people together in a neighborhood through walking and 
biking. 

Examples from Pedalpalooza 

A two-week-long event in Portland, Oregon, Pedalpalooza sponsors many different rides for 
a variety of participants. Community members can sign-up to lead a ride, and city 
participation can be limited. 

Some of the recent rides include: 

 Kickoff parade – encourage costumes and provide bike decorations 

 Women’s rides 

 Tricycle races 

 Bike polo 

 Ethnic market/doughnut/taco ride 

 Dinnertime/sunset rides 

 Bike legal clinic 

 Bike maintenance classes 

 Commuter clinics 

 Guided rides to scenic locations or difficult crossings 

 Breakfast for cyclists 

 Bike fair 

This type of event is a good way to collaborate with many different stakeholder community 
groups and to bring people together around walking and biking. 

Carfree Street Day Event 

First implemented in Bogota, Colombia, the CicloVia or Sunday Parkway is a community 
event that occurs when a street is closed to automobile traffic for a weekend or holiday-day. 
Cross-streets are usually open and participants stop at all traffic signals to provide automobile 
access to the interior. Businesses should be encouraged to hold street-sales and performers 
often gather to entertain the crowds. Sunday parkways provide local recreational and business 
opportunities for the community and are becoming increasingly popular city-wide events. 
(www.healthystreets.org/pages/sunday_parkways.htm). 
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Bike Rack – Art Design Competition 

Several cities and organizations have 
sponsored bike rack design competitions, 
to develop functional sculptures that 
provide bicycle parking locations. A 
small cash prize can be offered. These 
artistic racks add personality and a sense 
of place to a sidewalk or commercial 
area. Placed in all quarters of downtown, 
bike racks provide opportunities for 
residents and visitors to secure their 
bicycle while exploring Roseburg. The 
improved greenway will result in more 
visits to downtown via bicycle, which 
require additional parking facilities. 

Information about the New York design 
competition can be found online at: 
http://nycityracks.wordpress.com/. 

 

 

 

Figure 4-32. A Big-Wheel-Inspired Bike Rack 
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5. CRITICAL CONNECTION-ROUTE IDENTIFICATION AND 
EVALUATION 

5.1 CRITICAL ROUTE IDENTIFICATION 

This analysis focused on determining critical connections by applying the criteria described 
in Chapter 4 of the TSP. The routes considered connections proposed in previous plans and 
destinations/attractors listed in Chapter 2 of the TSP. In addition to routes proposed in 
previous plans, routes were recommended by city staff and the public at the critical routes 
tour and the Public Forum. Twelve corridors or projects from the list were identified as 
critical routes for further evaluation. Figures 5-1 through 5-4 illustrate the initially proposed 
critical community connection-route corridors and indicates the community destinations. 

Table 5-1. Critical Route Connections in the Roseburg Area 

Route Description 

NW Calkins Ave Provides an east-west connection linking existing multi-use paths, as well as 
providing connections to Roseburg Junior Academy, and Hucrest Elementary. 

W Harvard Ave Provides a vital east-west connection through southwest Roseburg, links 
existing multi-use paths with Oregon Dept. of Human Services, St. Joseph’s 
Catholic School, John C. Fremont Jr. High, Roseburg High School and Stewart 
Park. 

NW Garden Valley Connects critical routes, provides east-west connections through central 
Roseburg, and links the Disability Services office, Children’s Learning Center, 
and Oak Park Assisted Living Community. 

NW Highland St/ 
NW Fairmount St 

Provides a safe connection between Gaddis Park and Stewart Parkway multi-
use trails and provides park linkages. 16 

Washington/Oak 
Bridges 

Overcomes a geographic barrier by providing a safe river crossing and links all 
of southeast Roseburg with other areas, including Roseburg Senior High. 

NE Douglas Street Provides a safe connection in the eastern part of the city, linking to residential 
areas as well as the Phoenix School, Eastwood Elementary, the UCC 
Workforce Training Center, and points east of the city.  

I-5 to Duck Pond 
Trail 

Provides connections to regional parks and the multi-use path system. 

Vine Street Provide connection from Alameda to Joseph Lane School and associated 
sports fields, and connections to existing sidewalks and bike lanes. An 
alternative to Stephens St. Currently, planned improvement. 

Hwy 99 Rail-with-
Trail 

Provides a safe regional connection to areas north of town, including Umpqua 
Community College, and is an alternative to Highway 99. 

Deer Creek Pathway Fills an existing gap in the greenway system and provides scenic trail facilities. 

NE Stephens St/NE 
Winchester St 

Provides an excellent north-south route to the library and connects residential 
areas with the greenway trail system. 

Portland Avenue 
Bridge 

New bridge crossing South Umpqua River 

                                                      

16 The quality of park linkages depends on facility improvements and possible installation of a traffic 
signal. 
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5.2 CRITICAL ROUTE CORRIDOR EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Once the initial critical connections were identified, efforts began to refine the list. Research 
into existing conditions along each provided valuable information on feasibility of the route 
alignments and appropriate treatments options. An evaluation matrix of the routes and the 
criteria was completed and is provided in Appendix F.  

Data summary sheets for each of the critical route corridors were compiled to document the 
existing physical characteristics, traffic data, and observed conditions along each corridor. 
The corridor summaries include existing lanes, presence of sidewalks, parking and speed 
limits, as well as functional classification and key corridor characteristics. These are included 
in Appendix A. 

Using data collected for the critical corridors - traffic, operation, and geometric conditions, 
safety conditions, and other factors influencing the existing transportation conditions - needs 
and deficiencies were evaluated. Critical route corridor deficiencies and opportunities not 
specifically related to traffic operations or safety were also assessed against the evaluation 
criteria. This includes such factors or problems as connectivity issues, access management 
conflicts, sight distance problems, and other factors. The intent of this analysis was to 
examine a variety of different corridor types that might serve as critical routes including 
arterial roadways, local roadways, creek pathways, rails-with-trails, and county roadways. In 
this way, the potential solutions determined for a specific critical route may serve as a typical 
example for application on other similar route of the same type in city of Roseburg urban 
area.  

Two critical corridors were removed from further analysis based on the findings of the 
existing conditions report and feedback from the reviewing committees. The two projects are 
the Deer Creek Pathway and Portland Avenue Bridge. The projects will remain on the 
Comprehensive Project improvement list but specific improvement projects or concept plans 
were not generated. The projects will likely be reviewed again as part of future parks and 
waterfront planning projects. The final list of critical routes projects are presented in 
Section 6. 
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6. CRITICAL ROUTE PROJECTS 
Providing bicycle and pedestrian facilities in some situations requires a more involved 
process and cost for planning, preliminary engineering, and construction. The Comprehensive 
Project Improvement Program consists of these larger scale projects. These projects may be 
accomplished as part of existing capital improvement roadways or parks projects, or as 
standalone planning or engineering projects. A complete list of projects included in the 
Comprehensive Project Improvement Program is provided in Appendix X of the TSP. The 
final list of critical routes are presented in Table 6-1 and illustrated in Figure 6-1. 

Table 6-1. Critical Route List 

Critical Route  Route Limits 

NW Calkins Avenue Troost Street to NW Keasey Street 

W Harvard Avenue I-5 to Lookinglass Road 

NW Garden Valley Boulevard I-5 to Highland Street 

NW Highland Street/NW Fairmount Street Stewart Parkway to Gaddis Park 

Washington/Oak Bridges Washington and Oak Avenue 

NE Douglas Avenue Spruce Street to Hwy 138 to Sunshine Park 

Duck Pond Path I-5 to the Duck Pond 

Hwy 99 Trail Edenbower to North Umpqua River 

NE Vine Street Alameda Avenue to Meadows Avenue 

NE Stephens Street/ NE Winchester Street Garden Valley Boulevard to Diamond Lake Blvd 

 

Each of the projects are briefly described below, followed by project sheets. The project 
sheets summarize the improvement options for critical routes and rough cost estimates. 
Supporting information follows in Appendix B, C and D.  

NW Calkins Avenue 

NW Calkins Avenue is a collector roadway that provides an east-west connection linking 
existing sidewalks and bike routes. The route connects to Roseburg Junior Academy, Hucrest 
Elementary, as well as several neighborhoods. Improvements would slow existing traffic, 
provide sidewalks and bicycle facilities. Interim improvement options are available for this 
route. 

NW Highland Street/NW Fairmount Street 

Fairmount Street is a local residential street that connects between Stewart Parkway and 
Garden Valley Boulevard. The route does not have any sidewalks and serves as a cut-through 
route for motorists avoiding the railroad crossing to the east. Because of the limited right of 
way available, a woonerf street treatment (see Appendix F) is recommended with traffic 
calming at each of the street to deter cut through traffic. A pedestrian crossing is 
recommended on Garden Valley Boulevard in the vicinity of Fairmount Street and Highland 
Street. One of primary accesses to Gaddis Park is via Highland Street. The residents in the 
area cross Garden Valley Boulevard to access the park and other businesses without the 
benefit of a crosswalk. The nearest signalized crosswalks are at Airport Road and Mulholland 
Drive, more than 800 feet away. The existing traffic volumes and speed on Garden Valley 
Boulevard may require a signalized crossing.  
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Highland Street is designated as a bicycle route but lacks bicycle facilities, while sidewalks 
are missing from a portion of the roadway. Sidewalks, sharrows, and parking restrictions on a 
portion of the roadway are recommended. A multi-use path is an optional facility on an 
unused portion of right of way connecting to Gaddis Park. The critical route connects 
neighborhoods and businesses to park and multi-use path network. 

Washington/Oak Bridges 

Washington Avenue and Oak Avenue are split one-way east/west arterials between I-5 and 
Stephens Street serving traffic between downtown and the west side of town crossing the 
South Umpqua River. These arterials also serve through traffic from I-5 to Diamond Lake 
Boulevard. The roadways currently provide only narrow, substandard bicycle lanes and 
sidewalks on the only direct connection over the South Umpqua River. There are two 
improvement options that have been identified. The first is to restripe to provide more 
adequate bicycle lane width. The second is to provide a widened sidewalk and/or shared 
facility. (See Appendix F for sample cross-sections) 

NE Douglas Street 

Douglas Street provides connections from the western parts of the city and downtown to 
areas east including Sunshine and Eastwood Parks, several schools, Umpqua Community 
College workplace Training Center, neighborhoods, and industrial areas. The route provides 
an alternative to Diamond Lake Boulevard, a five-lane highway with a posted speed of up to 
55 mph. A combination of sharrows and bicycle lanes, with restricted parking to one side of 
the street, are recommended for the improved sections of Douglas Street out to Rifle Range 
Street. A multi-use path is recommended from Rifle Range Street out to Sunshine Park. 

NE Vine Street 

Bicycle, pedestrian, and school improvements are recommended for Vine Street. The route 
serves several neighborhoods and a middle school and offers a parallel route to Stephens 
Street. This improvement is under design and scheduled for construction in 2010. 

Duck Pond Path 

A multi-use path is recommended to connect from the existing path to the Duck Pond parking 
lot. The route completes an off street loop and provides an alternative to facilities along 
Garden Valley Boulevard. The route provides connections to Fred Meyer, Veterans Affairs 
Health Care System, and Bureau of Land Management offices. 

Highway 99 Trail 

A multi-use path is recommended to provide a safe regional connection to areas north of 
town, including Umpqua Community College, the North Umpqua River, parks, services and 
neighborhoods. It offers an off-street alternative to Highway 99 that is a high speed facility 
with intermittent existing facilities. 

West Harvard Avenue 

West Harvard Avenue links the west part of town to existing multi-use paths, several schools, 
parks, retail, employment areas, and services. It serves as an arterial to local residents and 
businesses and connects to Stewart Parkway and downtown Roseburg with speeds between 
20 and 35 mph, it also serves traffic from areas west of the city urban growth boundary. The 
roadway lacks bicycle lanes except for a section near I-5. There is high pedestrian and bicycle 
volumes sharing the sidewalks, and high volumes of vehicle traffic on the roadway. Access 
management, bicycle and improved pedestrian facilities are recommended along the corridor. 



NE Douglas Avenue
Spruce to Fowler

Improve crossing of railroad tracks•	
Provide guide signage•	
Add shared lane arrows for bicycles•	

Fowler to Rifle Range Road
Retain parking on one side of street•	
Add bike lanes•	
Add missing sidewalk segments•	

Rifle Range Road to  
Diamond Lake Blvd. (Hwy 138)

Construct multi-use path •	
Add benches and other amenities •	
including interpretive-guide signage
Provide crosswalks at key locations •	

Diamond Lake Blvd. (Hwy 138) to Sunshine Park
Construct multi-use path •	
Add benches and other amenities •	
including interpretive-guide signage
Potentially provide signalized or •	
enhanced crossing of highway  

Garden Valley Boulevard
I-5 Crossing

Review lane striping to add bicycle lane•	
Widen sidewalks•	
Install Bicycle loop detectors•	
Add colored bicycle lanes at ramps•	
Review pedestrian crossing refuges•	
Review pedestrian signal crossing •	
timing

Garden Valley Blvd
Additional planning efforts including •	
Garden Valley Boulevard Refinement 
Study-Safety & Capacity will look at 
corridor comprehensively to address 
traffic, land use issues in addition to the 
bicycle/pedestrian needs 

NE Stephens Street and Winchester Ave
Stephens Street

Additional planning efforts including Stephens •	
Street Safety and Capacity Improvement (includes 
Garden Valley/Stephens intersection) Refinement 
Plan and OR 138 Corridor Solutions Environmental 
Assessment will look at corridor comprehensively 
to address traffic, land use issues in addition to the 
bicycle/pedestrian needs 

Winchester Ave
Improve bus stops •	
Add benches and other amenities including •	
directional signage
Improve trestle connection to path•	
Restripe to provide 6 ft bike lanes•	
Consider Winchester Ave intersection crossing •	
treatments

West Harvard Street
I-5 Ramps

Add colored bicycle lanes at ramps•	
Review pedestrian crossing refuges•	
Review pedestrian signal crossing timing•	

Umpqua Street to Looking Glass Road
Additional planning efforts needed to look at •	
corridor comprehensively to address traffic, land use 
issues in addition to the bicycle/pedestrian needs

NW Highland Street and NW Fairmount Street
Highland Street

Add sidewalks where missing•	
Add shared lane arrows for bicycles•	
Construct multi-use path along drainage to park•	
Provide interpretive-guide signage•	
Signalize crossing of Garden Valley Blvd near •	
Highland/Fairmount

Fairmount Street
Add traffic calming features•	
Improve to provide shared street•	
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NE Vine Street
Construct bike lanes and •	
add signs
Construct 7-foot sidewalks•	
Install school zone •	
signage

Washington Avenue and 
Oak Avenue Bridges

Restripe pavement to •	
widen bicycle lanes

Duck Pond Path
Construct multi-use path •	
Add benches and other •	
amenities including 
interpretive-guide 
signage
Lighting and security •	
measures

Hwy 99 Trail
Construct multi-use path •	
Add benches and other amenities •	
including interpretive signage
Provide crosswalks at key locations•	

NW Calkins Avenue
Add sidewalks and bike •	
lanes or shared lane 
arrows
Retain parking on one •	
side of street, where 
possible
Add traffic calming •	
features and revise 
striping
Review intersection •	
control at Jefferson 
Street
Add crosswalks/•	
pedestrian refuges

C I T Y  O F  R O S E B U R G
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN

Figure 6-1  
Critical Route ‘Top 10’
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Currently there is insufficient width to provide bike lanes within the existing pavement, 
widen the sidewalks without impacting the existing lane configuration or provide the 
Roseburg arterial standard cross section (Figures 6-2 and 6-3). The Roseburg Transportation 
System Plan (TSP) identifies future areas of growth in Roseburg, namely the Charter Oaks 
area, will access this corridor and would impact the mobility and safety. Future improvements 
should consider the needs of all the travel modes, the impact to businesses, neighborhoods 
and land uses, and the vision and desires of the community. These issues cannot be resolved 
in the scope of Roseburg Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. It is recommended that a Harvard 
Avenue Safety and Capacity Refinement Study be conducted. The recommendations of the 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan should be included in the study.  

In the interim, access management along the corridor could be considered, eliminating the 
center turn lane, providing bicycle lanes and turn lanes only at key intersections (Figure 6-4). 
This approach would require right of way and alter access to businesses and residents that 
would require further assessment for feasibility and public involvement. 

 

Figure 6-2. Roseburg Arterial Standard Cross Section 

 

 

Figure 6-3. Typical Existing Arterial Cross Section 

 



FINAL - Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Support Document 
City of Roseburg 

 

6-6 June 18, 2009  

 

Figure 6-4. Typical Existing Arterial Section with Access Control 

NE Stephens Street/NE Winchester Street 

Stephens Street is the main north-south arterial serving local residents and businesses and 
also serves as a highway for through travelers. The adjacent land uses includes retail and 
employment centers, with numerous curb cuts and significant distances between signals. 
Winchester Street runs parallel to Stephens Street and connects to Diamond Lake Boulevard 
and downtown Roseburg. It provides bicycle and pedestrian facilities, however additional 
amenities and bus stop connections are recommended. A crossing treatment at Winchester 
Street and Stephens Street is also recommended. Access management is needed for Stephens 
Street and the addition of bicycle lanes and widened sidewalks from Winchester to Garden 
Valley Boulevard. The facilities would provide connections to other bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities, downtown, neighborhoods and business destinations. Stephens Street faces the 
same challenges as Harvard Avenue in providing bike lanes and improving pedestrian 
facilities within the existing improved cross section. The Roseburg TSP identifies a Stephens 
Street Safety and Capacity Improvement Study to evaluate safety and capacity improvements 
along the arterial. The recommendations of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan should be 
included in the study. 

NW Garden Valley Boulevard 

Garden Valley Boulevard is one of the few ways to cross I-5. It intersects two arterials, 
Stewart Parkway and Stephens Street, and connects to off street paths, Mulholland Street bike 
lanes, and Highland Street access to Gaddis Park. The Garden Valley Boulevard interchange 
provides on/off access to I-5 and has a posted speed of 35 mph. The overcrossing has 
substandard sidewalks and no bike lane, and bicycle lanes are also absent from Garden Valley 
Boulevard. east to Stephens Street. There are also numerous driveways on Garden Valley 
Boulevard and difficult crossings of the I-5 ramps. Restriping of the overcrossing to add 
bicycle lanes, widened sidewalks, and colored bicycle lanes across the ramps is 
recommended. Access management should be implemented on Garden Valley Boulevard and 
bicycle lanes should be added, sidewalks widened or obstructions removed. Garden Valley 
Boulevard faces the same challenges as Harvard Avenue in providing these facilities within 
the existing improved cross section. The Roseburg TSP identifies a Garden Valley Boulevard 
Refinement Study to evaluate safety and capacity improvements along the arterial. The 
recommendations of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan should be included in the study. 
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7. EXISTING AND POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES 
Acquiring funding for construction projects and for programs recommended in the Roseburg 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan is considerably more likely if it can be leveraged with a variety 
of local, State, Federal and public and private sources. This memorandum identifies potential 
matching and major funding sources available for bicycle and pedestrian projects, as well as 
their associated need and criteria. 

7.1 FEDERAL FUNDING SOURCES 

Federal funding is primarily distributed through a number of different programs established 
by the federal transportation act. The latest federal transportation act, The Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act – a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) was 
enacted August 2005, as Public Law 109-59. SAFETEA-LU authorizes the Federal surface 
transportation programs for highways, highway safety, and transit for the 5-year period 2005-
2009. The 2009 reauthorization of the transportation act will affect funding sources and levels 
available for the recommended projects in this Plan. 

Federal funding is administered primarily through the state (Oregon Department of 
Transportation, or ODOT). Most, but not all, of these funding programs are oriented toward 
transportation versus recreation, with an emphasis on reducing auto trips and providing inter-
modal connections. Federal funding intended for capital improvements and safety and 
education programs and projects must relate to the surface transportation system. 

SAFETEA-LU 

There are a number of programs identified within SAFETEA-LU that provide for the funding 
of bicycle and pedestrian projects. The specific types of eligible projects and required funding 
match by the local jurisdiction are discussed further below. Many of these sources are likely 
to be included in the 2009 reauthorization of the federal transportation act. When the Act is 
signed into law, Roseburg should revisit these sources of funding to ensure that the area is 
making use of all funding sources available. 

National Highway System (NHS) 

This program funds improvements to rural and urban roads that are part of the National 
Highway System (NHS), including the interstate system. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
within NHS corridors are eligible activities for NHS funds. ODOT estimates that it will 
receive $418.4 million for this program over the lifetime of SAFETEA-LU. 

Surface Transportation Program (STP) 

The Surface Transportation Program (STP) provides States with flexible funds which may be 
used for a wide variety of projects on any Federal-aid Highway including the NHS, bridges 
on any public road, and transit facilities. 

Bicycle and pedestrian improvements are eligible activities under the STP. This covers a 
wide variety of projects such as on-road facilities, off-road trails, sidewalks, crosswalks, 
bicycle and pedestrian signals, parking, and other ancillary facilities. SAFETEA-LU also 
specifically clarifies that the modification of sidewalks to comply with the requirements of 
the Americans with Disabilities Act is an eligible activity. 

As an exception to the general rule described above, STP-funded bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities may be located on local and collector roads which are not part of the Federal-aid 
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Highway System. In addition, bicycle-related non-construction projects, such as maps, 
coordinator positions, and encouragement programs, are eligible for STP funds. ODOT 
estimates that it will receive $419.3 million for this program through the lifetime of 
SAFETEA-LU.  

Highway Safety Improvement Program 

Funds projects designed to achieve significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious 
injuries on all public roads and pedestrian/bike pathways. Included within this program are 
the Railway-Highway Crossings program and the High Risk Rural Roads program. ODOT 
estimates that they will receive $79.1 million for this program through the lifetime of 
SAFETEA-LU. (This program replaces the Hazard Elimination Program from TEA-21.) 

Railway-Highway Crossing Program (RHC) 

Administered by Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), this program is funded by a 
set-aside of STP funds and is designated for improvements to highway-rail grade crossings to 
eliminate safety hazards. Funding for this program comes out of Highway Safety 
Improvement Program funds. ODOT estimates that they will receive an average of $3.1 
million annually for this program through the lifetime of SAFETEA -LU. 

Transportation Enhancements (TE) 

Administered by Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), this program is funded by a 
set-aside of STP funds. Projects must serve a transportation need. These funds can be used to 
build a variety of pedestrian, bicycle, streetscape and other improvements that enhance the 
cultural, aesthetic, or environmental value of transportation systems. The statewide grant 
process is competitive. 

Recreational Trails Program (RTP) 

The Recreational Trails Program of the Federal Transportation Bill provides funds to states to 
develop and maintain recreational trails and trail-related facilities for both non-motorized and 
motorized recreational trail uses. Examples of trail uses include hiking, bicycling, in-line 
skating, equestrian use, and other non-motorized as well as motorized uses. These funds are 
available for both paved and unpaved trails, but may not be used to improve roads for general 
passenger vehicle use or to provide shoulders or sidewalks along roads. The project sponsors 
provide at least a 20% match, which can be in the form of cash, force account labor, 
equipment, materials, volunteer labor, donated equipment, donated materials, and federal, 
state and local grants, or the combination thereof. 

Recreational Trails Program funds may be used for:  

 Maintenance and restoration of existing trails;  

 Purchase and lease of trail construction and maintenance equipment;  

 Construction of new trails; including unpaved trails 

 Acquisition of easements or property for trails; 

 State administrative costs related to this program (limited to seven percent of a State's 
funds); and  

 Operation of educational programs to promote safety and environmental protection 
related to trails (limited to five percent of a State's funds).  
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Safe Routes to School (SR2S) 

Federal funds administered by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT). Under the 
Oregon Safe Routes to School Program, approximately $3.7 million will be available for 
grants between 2006 and 2010. The grants can be used to identify and reduce barriers and 
hazards to children walking or biking to school. ODOT estimates that they will receive an 
average of $1.4 million annually for this program through the lifetime of SAFETEA -LU. 

New Freedom Initiative 

SAFETEA-LU creates a new formula grant program that provides capital and operating costs 
to provide transportation services and facility improvements that exceed those required by the 
Americans with Disabilities Act. 

Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance program 

The Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program (RTCA) is a National Parks Service 
program which provides technical assistance via direct staff involvement, to establish and 
restore greenways, rivers, trails, watersheds and open space. The RTCA program provides 
only for planning assistance—there are no implementation monies available. Projects are 
prioritized for assistance based upon criteria that include conserving significant community 
resources, fostering cooperation between agencies, serving a large number of users, 
encouraging public involvement in planning and implementation and focusing on lasting 
accomplishments. 

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 

Land and Water Conservation Fund is a federally funded program that provides grants for 
planning and acquiring outdoor recreation areas and facilities, including trails. Funds can be 
used for ROW acquisition and construction. These funds are administered by the Oregon 
Parks and Recreation Department. 

Energy Efficient and Conservation Block Grant (EECBG) 

Included in the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, EECBG funds are designated 
to assist in implementing energy efficiency and conservation strategies. Developing and 
implementing programs to conserve energy used in transportation, including bike lanes and 
pathways, and pedestrian pathways, is an eligible activity under this grant. $400 million is 
available as competitive grant funding from the Department of Energy. 

H.R. 1, The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act is commonly referred to as the ‘Stimulus Bill’ 
and was signed into law on February 13, 2009. The Act provides $64.1 billion for 
transportation and infrastructure investment, “to enhance the safety, security and efficiency of 
our highway, transit, rail, aviation, environmental, inland waterways, public buildings and 
maritime transportation infrastructure.”  

Oregon will receive almost $334 million for highways and bridges,17 and ODOT will receive 
$224 million. In addition, 30 percent of the funding, or $100 million, will be suballocated to 

                                                      

17 
http://transportation.house.gov/Media/file/Full%20Committee/Stimulus/Total%20Infrastructure%20In
vestment%20Funding_Single%20Table.pdf  
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local governments according to the Surface Transportation Program formula. ODOT will also 
set aside $5 million for jurisdictions that do not receive STP allocations. 

Local governments can use highway program funds for projects eligible for Surface 
Transportation Program funds, including bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. In addition, 
three percent or $10 million of the highway program funds are allocated to Transportation 
Enhancements (TE), including bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. These funds will be 
administered through the TE committee, and will go through TE or similar grant processes.  

Funding retained by the state through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act must be 
obligated to projects within 120 days of apportionment (which is within 21 days of 
enactment). The remainder must be obligated within one year, or will be redistributed. 

7.2 STATE FUNDING SOURCES 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Grants 

The Pedestrian and Bicycle Grant Program is a competitive grant program that provides 
approximately $5 million every two years to Oregon cities, counties and ODOT regional and 
district offices for design and construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Proposed 
facilities must be within public rights-of-way. Grants are awarded by the Oregon Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Advisory Committee. 

Measure 66 Funds – Oregon State Lottery 

Passed in 1998, Measure 66 Funds are coordinated by Oregon State Parks. The funds can be 
used for trail right-of-way acquisition and construction. “15% of the net proceeds from the 
State Lottery shall be deposited in a parks and natural resources fund created by the 
Legislative Assembly. Of the moneys in the parks and natural resources fund, 50% shall be 
distributed for the public purpose of financing the protection, repair, operation, and creation 
of state parks, ocean shore and public beach access areas, historic sites and recreation areas,” 
with recreation areas including trails.  

The Measure raises approximately between $35 - $45 million per year, of which half is 
dedicated to parks 

Business Energy Tax Credits (BETC) 

BETCs are administered by the Oregon Department of Energy to reward companies that 
invest in energy conservation, recycling, renewable energy resources and less-polluting 
transportation fuels. Eligible applicants include trade, business or rental property owners with 
business sites in Oregon or Oregon non-profit organizations, tribes, or public entities 
partnering with an Oregon business or resident. Non-profit organizations, schools and other 
public entities can use a transfer option for a cash-sum payment. 

 Investments in alternative fuel infrastructure projects can recoup 50 percent of eligible 
project costs over five years. Projects with eligible costs under $20,000 can take the tax credit 
in one year. Employer bicycle purchases may be eligible for a 35% of cost grant. To receive 
the credit, an application must be submitted prior to the beginning of the project, and again 
after the project is completed, indicating the resulting reduction in vehicle miles traveled. 

State Administered CDBG 

The Federal program also provides each state the opportunity to administer CDBG funds for 
non-entitlement areas. Non-entitlement areas include those units of general local government 
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which do not receive CDBG funds directly from HUD as part of the entitlement program 
(Entitlement Cities and Urban Counties). Non-entitlement areas are cities with populations of 
less than 50,000 (except cities that are designated principal cities of Metropolitan Statistical 
Areas), and counties with populations of less than 200,000. Community Development Block 
Grant Grantees may “use Community Development Block Grants funds for activities that 
include (but are not limited to): acquiring real property; reconstructing or rehabilitating 
housing and other property; building public facilities and improvements, such as streets, 
sidewalks, community and senior citizen centers and recreational facilities, paying for 
planning and administrative expenses, such as costs related to developing a consolidated plan 
and managing Community Development Block Grants funds; provide public services for 
youths, seniors, or the disabled; and initiatives such as neighborhood watch programs.” The 
program priorities are established by the State. 

Oregon Transportation Infrastructure Bank 

The Oregon Transportation Infrastructure Bank is a statewide revolving loan fund designed to 
promote innovative transportation funding solutions. Oregon’s program was started in 1996 
as part of a ten-state Federal pilot program. Additional legislation passed in 1997 by the 
Oregon Legislature establishes the program in State law and includes expanded authority. 
Eligible borrowers include cities, counties, transit districts, other special districts, port 
authorities, tribal governments, State agencies, and private for-profit and non-profit entities. 
Eligible projects include: 

 Highway projects - roads, signals, intersection improvements and bridges 

 Transit capital projects - buses, equipment, and maintenance or passenger facilities 

 Bikeway or pedestrian access projects - on highway right-of-way 

Eligible project costs include preliminary engineering, environmental studies, right-of-way 
acquisition, construction (including project management and engineering), inspections, 
financing costs, and contingencies. 

Bicyclist Safety Mini-Grant Program 

The Community Cycling Center Bicyclist Mini-Grant Program provides funding to public 
agencies and non-profit 501(c)(3) organizations to promote the safety of bicyclists in Oregon. 
Funding is available statewide through a grant to the Community Cycling Center from 
ODOT’s Transportation Safety Division.  

Funding is available for projects targeting youth and/or adults, with a focus on projects that 
incorporate a strong educational element, especially in communities that do not currently 
have access to bike safety education resources. For communities that currently do have access 
to these resources, innovative and creative project proposals are highly encouraged. 
Applicants may apply for grants between $800 and $5,000. 

Pedestrian Safety Mini-Grant Program 

Administered by Oregon’s Bicycle Transportation Alliance and the Willamette Pedestrian 
Coalition, the Pedestrian Safety Mini-Grant Program is funded through ODOT’s Traffic 
Safety Division. The program provides funds to police departments around the state to stage 
crosswalk enforcement actions against motorists who fail to yield to pedestrians. In these 
operations, a decoy police officer attempts to cross a street at an intersection or marked 
crosswalk (crosswalk laws apply to unmarked crosswalks as well). If passing motorists fail to 
stop and yield for the pedestrian, they are issued either a warning or a citation. The operations 
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include a media outreach component, with the purpose of raising awareness around motorists’ 
responsibility toward pedestrians. Grant funds may also be used to offer diversion classes that 
violators can take in lieu of paying tickets. Applicants may apply for grants up to $5,000. 

Special Transportation Fund 

The State's Special Transportation Fund Program (STF) provides financial support to 
designated counties, transit districts and Indian tribal governments for special transportation 
services benefiting seniors and people with disabilities. The majority of the STF money (75 
percent) is allocated on a population-based formula. For FY 2010, Douglas County has 
$71,470 available. 

The remaining funds are distributed by the Public Transportation Discretionary Grant 
Program, and can be used for mobility management programs, including bicycle 
accommodations on transit and upgrades to bus stations. These funds do not require matching 
funds, and can be used as a match for other transit grants. 

Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 

ODOT’s short-term capital improvement program, the Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) provides project funding and scheduling information for the 
department and Oregon’s metropolitan planning organizations and local jurisdictions. It is a 
four-year program developed through the coordinated efforts of ODOT, federal and local 
governments, Area Commissions on Transportation, tribal governments and the public. The 
bicycle and pedestrian program is managed with a combination of regional funding targets, 
emergency grants and a statewide competitive grant application process. 

In developing this funding program, ODOT must verify that the identified projects comply 
with the Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP), ODOT Modal Plans, Corridor Plans, local 
comprehensive plans, and SAFETEA-LU planning requirements. The STIP must fulfill 
Federal planning requirements for a staged, multi-year, statewide, intermodal program of 
transportation projects. Specific transportation projects are prioritized based on Federal 
planning requirements and the different State plans. ODOT consults with local jurisdictions 
before highway-related projects are added to the STIP. 

The 2010-2013 STIP is currently in draft form, and contains over $1.2 billion in projects and 
programs, based on federal funding levels established in 2005 under SAFETEA-LU.18 

Oregon Revised Statute 366.514 

This statute requires the provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities on all Major Arterial 
and Collector roadway construction, reconstruction or relocation projects, except in specific 
limited instances. Also called the “Oregon Bike Bill,” ORS366.514 applies to pedestrian as 
well as bicycle facilities. The statute also requires that in any fiscal year, at least one percent 
of highway funds allocated to a jurisdiction must be used for bicycle/pedestrian projects. The 
statute’s intent is to ensure that future roads be built to accommodate bicycle and pedestrian 
travel.  

                                                      

18 More information is available online at: http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWY/BIKEPED/  
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7.3 CITY OF ROSEBURG FUNDING SOURCES 

There are a number of existing funding sources that Roseburg is using for transportation and 
other improvements. The implementation of the Plan will be related to the availability of 
funding for the project and encouragement/education programs.  

Current city revenues are constrained, obligated to specific projects, or otherwise committed. 
Re-evaluation of current funds and projects may be warranted in addition to seeking outside 
funding sources, low cost solutions, or ‘piggy backing’ on other projects to fund 
improvements. 

Hotel/Motel Tax (Chapter 9.16) 

Roseburg’s Hotel-Motel tax is a quarterly tax on renting a room in a hotel or motel for less 
than 45 days. Of the total funds collected, 32.89 percent are designated for street lights, 
signals and sidewalks. The City of Roseburg projects that this tax will generate $1,086,476 
per year, or $315,000 for sidewalks and streetlights. The anticipated future capital outlay is 
projected to be $125,000 annually for new sidewalk construction, $75,000 for sidewalk 
reconstruction, and $160,000 for street lights and signals. 

System Development Charges (SDCs)/Developer Impact Fees 

The City of Roseburg has SDCs for improvements to the transportation system based on 
development. The amount collected entirely dependent upon the level of new development. 
In the year 2007/2008 the City collected $305,876. The City could reevaluate the SDC rate to 
determine if it should be increased. Projects associated with areas that will develop in the 
future, such as Harvard Avenue should be considered to be funded in part with SDCs.  

Developer impact fees are similar to SDC’s and are typically tied to trip generation rates and 
traffic impacts produced by a proposed project. A developer may reduce the number of trips 
(and hence impacts and cost) by paying for on- or off-site pedestrian improvements that will 
encourage residents to walk or use transit rather than drive. In-lieu parking fees may be used 
to help construct new or improved pedestrian facilities. Establishing a clear nexus or 
connection between the impact fee and the project’s impacts is critical in avoiding a potential 
legal challenge. 

Local Improvement Districts (LID) 

Through a LID, a street or other transportation improvement is built and adjacent properties 
that benefit are assessed a fee to pay for the improvement. LID’s may be a good choice for 
funding new sidewalk projects on collector streets. In 2005, Roseburg designated Kline 
Street/Moorea Drive a LID for transportation improvements. 

Urban Renewal Funds 

Funded through tax increment revenues, the Urban Renewal General Fund can be used for 
projects within the Urban Renewal Area. The Urban Renewal Capital Projects fund has 
$1,358,243 in FY 2008-2009. Proposed infrastructure improvements made up $1,105,000 of 
the funds. 

Local Share of State Gas Tax  

One percent of revenues from the local gasoline tax are provided for construction of bike 
trails on City-owned rights-of-way within the City. The 1988 bikeway master plan guides the 
prioritization for this funding source. Anticipated revenues are $11,000. 
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Storm Drainage Fees  

Roseburg’s Storm Drainage Fund was created in 1989-90 to fund the City’s storm drainage 
system. The Fund is managed by the Public Works Department and project guidance is 
provided in the Storm Drainage Master Plan. The fund has $1,017,085 in 2008-2009. While 
the majority of this fund is allocated to specific projects, it is important that, when storm 
drains are being replaced through other projects or repair, they are replaced with bicycle-
friendly drainage grates. 

City General Fund 

Roseburg’s General Fund was $23,807,311 in FY 2008-2009. Of this, 4.8 percent 
($1,134,810) is designated for Parks and Recreation, and 2.8 percent ($661,447) for Public 
Works. The City’s Transportation Fund is approximately $3,200,913 annually, of which 
$865,000 is designated for street construction and $75,000 is for transportation 
improvements. In FY 2008-2009, the estimated cost of new sidewalk construction was 
$25,000, for sidewalk reconstruction was $50,000, for street calming was $75,000. This does 
not include the Vine Street Sidewalk.  

City Economic Development Fund 

The Economic Development Fund receives revenues from the Hotel/Motel tax (10%) and the 
general fund. This fund represents approximately $422,462, of which general improvements 
are $150,000. 

Other 

Local taxes, fees, and permits may be implemented, requiring a local election. A challenge 
grant program with local businesses may be a good source of local funding, where 
corporations ‘adopt’ a pedestrian way and help maintain the facility. Foundation grants, 
volunteer work, and donations of in-kind services, equipment, labor or materials are examples 
of other local sources of funding for bicycle and pedestrian construction improvements and 
programs.  

Transportation User Fees 

Transportation user fees are any group of additional fees that could be used to fund 
maintenance and improvement projects for non-motorized uses. Properties would be assessed 
fees based on the traffic generation by land use or business activity as published in the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual.  

The fee could be a Street Maintenance Fee, to fund maintenance of the existing roadway 
system to free up dollars from the state gasoline tax for capital projects. In the TSP, it was 
estimated that a $10 monthly fee would generate approximately $1 million in revenue, which 
would grow to $1.6 million annually by 2025.  

Another type of fee previously considered by the city is a Sidewalk Fee, which could be 
included monthly with resident’s water bills. A small fee (a $1 or $2 per month) would 
generate between $100,000 -$200,000 annually that could be spent on building and upgrading 
the highest priority sidewalks in the city.  

Local Bond Measures 

The City could issue bonds to fund projects including sidewalk/ADA improvements. This 
would spread the cost of the improvements over the life of the bonds. Certain types of bonds 
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would require voter approval. The debt would have to be retired, so funding for repayment on 
the bond and the interest would be required.  

Business Improvement Districts 

Pedestrian improvements can often be included as part of larger efforts at business 
improvement and retail district beautification. Business Improvement Districts collect levies 
on businesses in order to fund area-wide improvements that benefit businesses and improve 
access for customers. These districts may include provisions for pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements, such as wider sidewalks, landscaping, and ADA compliance. 

Local Sources 

Residents and other community members are excellent resources for garnering support and 
enthusiasm for a bicycle and pedestrian facility, and the City should work with volunteers to 
substantially reduce implementation and maintenance costs. Local schools, community 
groups, or a group of dedicated neighbors may use the project as a project for the year, 
possibly working with a local designer or engineer. Work parties can be formed to help clear 
the right-of-way for a new path or maintain existing facilities where needed. A local 
construction company could donate or discount services. Other opportunities for 
implementation will appear over time, such as grants and private funds. The City should look 
to its residents for additional funding ideas to expedite completion of the bicycle and 
pedestrian system. 

7.4 REGIONAL AND NON-TRADITIONAL FUNDING SOURCES 

American Greenways Program 

Administered by The Conservation Fund, the American Greenways Program provides 
funding for the planning and design of greenways. Applications for funds can be made by 
local regional or state-wide non-profit organizations and public agencies. The maximum 
award is $2,500, but most range from $500 to $1,500. American Greenways Program monies 
may be used to fund unpaved trail development. 

7.5 IDENTIFICATION OF FUNDING 

Ten projects were identified as critical routes for Roseburg. Some of the critical route projects 
were further broken down for phasing. Cost estimates for the proposed projects and phases 
were developed by the Parametrix. Alta Planning and Design estimated the costs for the 
programs based on extensive experience implementing similar programs. The cost estimate 
for the incentives program includes a minimal bicycle parking room (a space where 
employees can securely park bicycles during the work day), bicycle friendly business 
coordination (staff time), bicycle buddy coordination (staff time), and give-away materials 
such as lights, stickers and bells. The cost of establishing Bike and Walk to School programs 
is contingent on support from volunteers such as parents and bicycle advocacy groups, but in 
general the cost is approximately $2,000 per school. Finally, establishing a Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Advisory Committee will require approximately 10% of a city staffer’s time for 
the first year of the program.  

Appendix X. provides guidance for which funding sources and grant opportunities exist for 
each recommended project. 
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7.6 FUNDING STRATEGY 

While the full and optimal implementation of the RBPP is important to realize over time, the 
total cost of constructing the RBPP exceeds the available funding for the project and 
additional funding sources need to be identified. The following scenarios highlight potential 
future funding situations for Roseburg, and outline how the City could potentially fund 
projects given limited funding resources. 

Option 1: Low funding scenario 

In the low funding scenario, it is assumed that the City will have only current sources of 
funds to dedicate towards bicycle and pedestrian improvements. Under this scenario, 
Roseburg will have approximately $125,000/year to spend on new sidewalk construction and 
$75,000 for sidewalk reconstruction. This allows for funding of the Sidewalk Improvement 
Program and a few of the other sidewalk improvement projects. Additional improvements 
would occur as a normal course of development requirements and through System 
Development Charges (SDCs). Regular maintenance of bikeways and sidewalks would 
ensure that the systems are reliable and safe for users. 

The rest of the corridor projects would remain unfunded unless rolled into other projects and 
funding sources, such as a Local Improvement District (LID) or adoption of a Transportation 
Utility Fee. Select programs could potentially be implemented through volunteerism or local 
bicycle groups.  

Public-Private partnerships opportunities can also help in the funding and implementation of 
programs and improvements. Under the low funding scenario, the listed projects may not be 
funded in total, but strategic implementation of important crossing treatments, sidewalk 
upgrades or re-striping have the potential to be leveraged into future grant funding to 
complete the project 

Option 2: Medium funding scenario 

In a medium funding scenario, it is assumed that along with the current funding sources, the 
City receives additional revenue from a new funding source, such as a tax or a fee, or a small 
amount of transportation grant funding. These funds could be used as a match to leverage 
additional grant funds. Transportation grant funding should be targeted for identified short-
term projects previously discussed. 

Under the medium funding scenario, inventories of maintenance conditions, of 
signs/signals/crosswalks, and of bicycle parking would be carried out as they are important to 
help target future spending. Regular maintenance of bikeways and sidewalks would ensure 
that the systems are reliable and safe for users. 

Option 3: High Funding scenario 

In a high funding scenario, it is assumed that along with the current funding sources, the City 
receives a moderate amount of grant funding as well as additional revenue from a new 
funding source, such as a tax or a fee. If the City received a large amount of grant funding 
and creates a new funding source for bicycle and pedestrian projects, all of the short-term 
critical routes and supporting programs should be implemented within five years, and funding 
sources can be identified for medium and long-term projects as well. 
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8. IMPLEMENTATION 

8.1 CONSTRUCTION, REPAIR, AND MAINTENANCE RESPONSIBILITIES 

When anticipating funding needs, Roseburg should consider regular bikeway and walkway 
maintenance to be an essential component of the system, in addition to the critical route 
projects and supporting programs. This Chapter discusses regular maintenance and repair 
responsibilities which are critical to creating the effective bicycle and pedestrian network 
envisioned in this Plan.  

Maintenance, monitoring, and security are important factors in the success of a bikeway and 
pedestrian network. Bikeways and pedestrianways passing through complex and varied urban 
environments must provide users with high levels of maintenance, clear signage, and provide 
the feeling that the bikeway and walkway are safe, comfortable and enjoyable places to be for 
people of all ages and abilities. For an on-street bikeway network, key management and 
maintenance issues will include: signage installation and maintenance, street sweeping and 
pavement maintenance. Each of these management and maintenance activities should be 
completed in a consistent manner and on a regular and an as-needed basis for Roseburg’s 
Bicycle and Pedestrian network. 

Street Construction and Repair 

The safety of all users of the roadway network should be considered during the construction 
and repair process. Along designated bicycle routes, measures should be taken to provide for 
the continuity of a bicyclist’s or pedestrian’s trip through a street closure, particularly 
providing a safe route through the area. Only in rare cases should pedestrians and bicyclists 
be detoured to another street when travel lanes remain open. 

The following issues should be addressed as 
part of street construction and repair 
practices: 

 Bicyclists and pedestrians should 
be accommodated through lane 
closures and detours where 
possible  

 Bicyclists and pedestrians should 
not be led into conflicts with 
work site vehicles, equipment, 
moving vehicles, open trenches 
or temporary construction 
signage 

 Minimize the use of trenches and 
provide for bicycle travel over 
steel plates 

 Erosion control measures should 
not interfere or be hazardous to 
bicyclist or pedestrian safe 
passage 

Signage related to construction activities 
should be placed in a location that does not 

 

Figure 8-1. Construction Signage 
Placement
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obstruct the path of bicycles or pedestrians, including bicycle lanes, wide curb lanes, or 
sidewalks. In areas where there are grades, signs may be placed at the street-side edge of 
sidewalks so as not to encroach onto a bike lane facility. 

Detour and closure signage related to bicycle travel may be included on all bikeways where 
construction activities occur. Signage shall also be provided on all other roadways.  

Regular Maintenance 

Like all roadways, bicycle and pedestrian facilities require regular maintenance. This includes 
sweeping, maintaining a smooth roadway to the extent possible, ensuring that the gutter-to-
pavement transition remains relatively flat, and installing bicycle-friendly drainage grates. 
Pavement overlays can be used as a good opportunity to improve bicycle facilities. 
Considerations for bikeway repair and regular maintenance should be included in the 
maintenance management plan. Recognizing the critical importance of effective maintenance 
in promoting walking and biking, the City should periodically inquire of users or in other 
ways ask for feedback or assess the effectiveness of its maintenance efforts. 

Particular attention should be paid to ensuring that the following happen as regularly as is 
feasible: 

 Sidewalk maintenance 

 Curb ramp maintenance 

 Sweeping and debris removal 

 Roadway surface repair 

 Review and correct gutter-to-pavement transition 

 Review and correct drainage grates 

 Pavement overlays  

 Signage, striping and markings 

 Maintenance Management Plan 

8.2 MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR GUIDELINE SAMPLE 

This Appendix outlines the guidelines for accommodating bicyclists pedestrians and 
incorporating bicycle facilities into, maintenance and repair activities. The guidelines are 
presented as a menu of options and considerations for maintenance activities, and not strict 
policy. Those performing maintenance should consider these recommended guidelines, and 
implement them as possible within budget constraints. Safety for all road users is the top 
priority during construction and repair activities. 

Street Construction and Repair 

The safety of all users of the roadway network should be considered during the construction 
and repair process. Wherever bicycles and pedestrians are allowed, measures should be taken 
to provide for the continuity of a bicyclist’s and pedestrian’s trip through a street closure. 
Only in exceptional cases should pedestrians and bicyclists be detoured to another street 
when travel lanes remain open. 

In order to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians through various lane closures and detours, 
the following actions are recommended: 
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 Minimize conflicts with work site vehicles, equipment, moving vehicles, open 
trenches, gravel, debris, or temporary construction signage. 

 Efforts should be made to re-create the bike lane to the left of the construction zone if 
enough space exists and it is safe to do so. The recommended minimum width of a 
bike lane is five feet.  

 Where there is insufficient space to provide a bike lane adjacent to the construction 
zone, then a standard wide travel lane should be considered. If steel plating is used, 
special care should be taken to ensure that bicyclists can traverse the plates safely.  

 Contractors performing work for Roseburg should be made aware of the needs of 
bicyclists and pedestrians and be properly trained in how to safely route bicyclists 
and pedestrians through or around construction zones.  

Signage Actions 

 If a bike lane must temporarily end, signs to alert bicyclists and to alert motorists are 
needed. 

 Signage related to construction activities should be placed in a location that does not 
obstruct the path of bicycles or pedestrians, including bicycle lanes, wide curb lanes, 
or sidewalks.  

 Detour and closure signage related to bicycle and pedestrian travel must be included 
on all bikeways and sidewalks where construction activities occur. Signage shall also 
be provided on all other roadways.  

The following MUTCD signs should be used: 

 W21-4A Road Work Ahead 

 W20-5 Right Lane Closed 

 W4-2 Lane Shift, Left Sign 

 W11-1 Bicycle Warning Sign 

 W16-1 Share the Road 

Trenching and Plate Use 

Installation or repair of utility lines beneath roadways often involves trenching, where a one- 
to two-foot wide trench is cut for the length of a roadway segment. For new installation (such 
as fiber optic cable) trenching often takes place near the curb of roadways in order to 
minimize the disruption to automobile traffic. However, the common practice maximizes 
disruptions to bicycle traffic since bicycle travel predominantly takes place near the curb. 
Bike lane facilities can also be disrupted because they are located near the curb and away 
from vehicle travel lanes. 

When plates are used to cover open trenches, they are typically not flush with the pavement 
and have a 1–2 inch vertical transition on the edges. This can puncture a hole in a narrow 
bicycle tire and can cause the bicyclists to lose control due to the shock of the vertical 
transition. Also, coordination among different trenching entities is a significant problem. 
Trenching performed by different City departments, utility companies, telecommunication 
companies, and others sometimes creates a situation where a street segment may be trenched 
several times over the course of a year. Coordination to prevent the duplication of trenching 
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activities is a problem, especially for bicyclists whose riding space is often interrupted during 
trenching activities. 

When activities such as this take place, bicycle travel is negatively affected, but no noticeable 
difference has occurred to motorists. Bicyclists often are left to their own devices to merge 
with vehicles in the adjacent travel lane. The interim condition of the trenches during non-
construction hours is also of concern because of the impact on bicyclist travel. Although the 
common practice is to use steel plates during non-construction hours, these plates can be 
slippery, especially when wet. Slippage can be a significant problem for bicyclists riding over 
steel plates in any weather. The Public Works Department should consider the following:  

 Steel plates used as a temporary measure during construction activities shall not have 
a vertical edge greater than 0.25 inch without a temporary asphalt lip to 
accommodate bicyclists riding over them. 

 Public Works should consider using non-skid steel plates with no raised steel bar on 
top.  

 Wherever possible, Public Works should use in-laid steel plates that are flush with 
the surrounding pavement surface in order to minimize or eliminate the vertical 
transition between plates and the pavement for bicyclists. 

 Steel plates shall be used only as a temporary measure during construction and shall 
not be used for extended periods of time.  

 Utility covers should be located outside of the bike lane where practical. 

Regular Maintenance 

More than roadways, bicycle and pedestrian facilities require regular maintenance. This 
includes sidewalk and curb ramp maintenance, sweeping, maintaining a smooth roadway, 
ensuring that the gutter-to-pavement transition remains relatively flat, and installing bicycle-
friendly drainage grates at grade or curb face. Pavement overlays should be used as a good 
opportunity to improve bicycle facilities overlays should extend at least as far as the edge of 
the bike lane or shoulder. Roseburg currently includes the maintenance of bicycle facilities in 
its overall maintenance activities. The recommendations below are provided as a menu of 
options to consider to augment and enhance maintenance capabilities.  

Sidewalk Maintenance 

Sidewalk surfaces that have settled or heaved over time can be a significant barrier for 
pedestrians. Surfaces that are smooth and rollable when newly installed may not stay that 
way, particularly where masonry units are installed without an adequate subbase. 
Knowledgeable design, wise material selection, good construction practices, and regular 
maintenance procedures can help ensure that differences in level between adjacent units do 
not exceed the limits of usability. Surface provisions for an accessible route limit allowable 
vertical differences in level between abutting surfaces. 

Root Protection 

Trees often ruin sidewalks, and sidewalk repair often kills trees. This conflict comes from the 
fact that sidewalks and trees have competing needs. Trees need a soil that is moist and loose, 
and that they can push aside as they grow. Sidewalks should be constructed on a dense soil 
that will not shift with a load. Most of the damage to sidewalks is caused as roots become 
thicker, lifting up the concrete slabs. Grinding of the concrete slab can address some 
problems associated lifting concrete.  
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To prevent extensive sidewalk damage, the appropriate rootstocks should be chosen for the 
trees planted at each location. Trees and rootstocks that have extensive, shallow root systems 
should not be planted adjacent to sidewalks. Also, tree selection should be made based on the 
available soil, water and light conditions, and most importantly, the width of the planting 
strip. 

Grates 

All grates within the sidewalk shall be flush with the level of the surrounding sidewalk 
surface, and shall be located outside the through pedestrian zone. Ventilation grates and tree 
well grates shall have openings no greater than 13 mm (0'-1/2") in width.  

Designers should consider using tree well grates or treatments such as unit pavers in other 
areas of intense pedestrian use, such as high pedestrian use areas. 

Hatch Covers 

Hatch covers should be located between the sidewalk and the street, if there is a buffer or 
planting strip area. Hatch covers must have a surface texture that is rough, with a slightly 
raised pattern. The surface should be slip-resistant even when wet. The cover should be flush 
with the surrounding sidewalk surface. 

Plantings in the Sidewalk Corridor 

Street trees are a highly desirable part of the pedestrian environment, especially large-
canopied shade trees. Every effort should be made to provide enough room in the Sidewalk 
Corridor to accommodate trees in addition to pedestrian travel. Tree limbs and branches 
should be trimmed to leave 7” to 6” clear above the level of the sidewalk. Permanent planters 
usually are not permitted in the right-of-way. Maintenance of plantings in the sidewalk 
corridor is usually the responsibility of the adjacent property owner. 

Ramp Maintenance 

It is critical to accessibility that the interface between the ramp and the street be maintained 
adequately. The asphaltic concrete street section has a shorter life cycle than a cement 
concrete ramp. Potholes in the asphalt at the foot of the ramp can catch the front wheels of a 
wheelchair, causing it to tip over. 

In some cases, existing ramps and streets create a tipping hazard because of a sharp change in 
slope. As an interim solution, this sharp transition can be eased with a tapered infill of 
asphaltic concrete at the foot of the ramp. 

Sweeping 

Bicyclists often avoid shoulders and bike lanes filled with sanding materials, gravel, broken 
glass and other debris; they will ride in the roadway to avoid these hazards, causing conflicts 
with motorists. Debris from the roadway should not be swept onto sidewalks (pedestrians 
need a clean walking surface); nor should debris be swept from the sidewalk onto the 
roadway. A regularly scheduled inspection and maintenance program helps ensure that 
roadway debris is regularly picked up or swept. Activities of an effective maintenance 
program include the following:  

 Establishment of a seasonal sweeping schedule that prioritizes roadways with major 
bicycle facilities and routes 

 Sweeping walkways and bikeways as needed, whenever there is an accumulation of 
debris on the facility 
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 In curbed sections, sweepers should pick up debris; on open shoulders, debris can be 
swept onto gravel shoulders 

 Paving gravel driveway approaches to reduce loose gravel on paved roadway 
shoulders 

 Providing extra sweeping in the fall in areas where leaves accumulate in bike lanes 

Roadway Smoothness 

Bicycles are much more sensitive to subtle changes in roadway surface than are motor 
vehicles. Various pavement materials are used to pave roadways, and some are smoother than 
others. Compaction is also an important issue after trenches and other construction holes are 
filled. Uneven settlement after trenching can affect the roadway space nearest the curb where 
bicycles travel. Sometimes compaction is not achieved to a satisfactory level, and an uneven 
pavement surface can result due to settling over the course of days or weeks. Public Works 
should consider the following: 

 On all routes identified in the Roseburg Bike and Pedestrian Plan, the smallest 
possible chip should be used for chipsealing the bike lanes and shoulders. 

 On new construction, the finished surface of bikeways should not vary more than 
0.25 inch from the lower edge of an 8’ long straight edge when laid on the surface in 
any direction.  

 The surface of a roadway open to bicycle travel should be smooth, free of potholes, 
the pavement edge uniform, and transitions to in roadway features, such as manholes 
and grates, smooth. 

 Pavement shall be maintained so ridge buildup does not occur at the gutter-to-
pavement transition or adjacent to railway crossings. 

 Public Works officials should inspect the pavement two to four months after 
trenching construction activities are completed to ensure that excessive settlement did 
not occur.  

Pavement Transition 

The path of travel for bicyclists is most often along the right edge of a roadway. On streets 
with concrete curb and gutter, 1–2 feet of this curbside area is typically devoted to the gutter 
pan, where water collects and drains into catch basins. On many streets, the path of the 
bicyclist is near the transition between the gutter pan and the edge of pavement. It is at this 
location that water can erode the transition, creating potholes and a rough surface for travel.  

Many streets’ pavements do not meet flush with the gutter, creating a vertical transition 
between these two segments of the roadway. This area can buckle over time and create a 
hazardous environment to ride in for bicyclists. Additionally, the grates can settle well below 
the surrounding gutter or roadway surface. Since it is the most likely place for bicyclists to 
ride on the roadway, this issue is significant for bicycle travel. The Public Works 
maintenance crew should consider the following: 

 Gutter-to-pavement transitions should have no more than a 0.25-inch vertical 
transition.  

 Pavement transitions should be examined during every roadway project for new 
construction, maintenance activities, and construction project activities that occur in 
streets. 
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 Consider using curb face inlets where practical to minimize impacts to bicycle lane 
surface. 

Loop Detectors 

Many loop detectors are capable of detecting bicycles, but are not currently adjusted to do so. 
By tuning existing loops to detect bicycles and installing loops on new bikeways, travel 
conditions for bicycles are significantly improved. 

 Public Works should inventory and test all existing signal loop detectors to ensure 
they are compatible with bicycle use where feasible. 

 The City should respond to citizen complaints about loops that do not detect bicycles. 

 The City should test the sensitivity of all loops at each approach and install bicycle 
compatible induction loops at intersections during new installation or signal 
improvements. 

Drainage Grates 

Drainage grates are encountered in the gutter area near the curb of a roadway. This area is 
where most bicycle travel occurs. Drainage grates typically have slots through which water 
drains into the municipal wastewater system. Many grates are designed with linear parallel 
bars spread wide enough for a tire to become caught in so that if a bicycle were to ride on 
them, the front tire would become caught and fall through the slot. This would cause the rider 
of the bicycle to tumble over the handlebars and sustain potentially serious injuries. 
Additionally, existing grates need to be modified so they are at-grade. 

 The Public Works shall require that all new drainage grates be bicycle-friendly. 
These include grates that have horizontal slats on them so that bicycle tires do not fall 
through the vertical slats. 

 A program to inventory all existing drainage grates should be implemented. Grates 
that are not bicycle-friendly should be replaced or reset citywide. 

The City’s Public Works department should consider the following:  

 Require that all new drainage grates be in the curb-face 

 Roseburg currently has funding to repair existing drainage grates. A Storm Grate 
Review program should be implemented and grates that are not bicycle-friendly 
should be replaced or reset area wide. 

Pavement Overlays  

Pavement overlays are good opportunities to improve conditions for cyclists if done 
carefully: a ridge should not be left in the area where cyclists ride (this occurs where an 
overlay extends part-way into a shoulder bikeway or bike lane). Overlay projects offer 
opportunities to widen the roadway, or to restripe the roadway with bike lanes.  

Action items related to pavement overlays include the following: 

 Extend the overlay over the entire roadway surface to avoid leaving an abrupt edge 

 If this is not possible, and there is adequate shoulder or bike lane width, it may be 
appropriate to stop at the shoulder or bike lane stripe, provided no abrupt ridge 
remains 



FINAL - Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Support Document 
City of Roseburg 

 

8-8 June 18, 2009  

 After overlays, ensure that inlet grates, manhole and valve covers are within ¼ inch 
of the pavement surface as per ODOT specifications:  00490.49 Finish Grade - 
Center a 3.6 m (12 foot) straightedge, as far as practical, over the center of the cover 
of manholes and boxes. The final grade of the pavement surface and adjusted 
manholes and boxes shall not vary more than 6 mm (1/4 inch) from the finish grade 
and cross section at any point along the straightedge. 

Pave gravel driveways to property line to prevent gravel from spilling onto shoulders or bike 
lanes. 

Signage 

Different forms of bicycle and pedestrian facilities have different signage types for 
wayfinding and regulations. Such signage is vulnerable to vandalism or wear, and requires 
regular maintenance and replacement as needed. 

Maintenance crews or volunteers should consider the following: 

 Occasionally check regulatory and wayfinding signage placed along bikeways and 
multi-use paths for signs of vandalism, graffiti, or normal wear 

 Replace Signage along the bicycle and pedestrian network on an as-needed basis  

 Perform a regularly scheduled check on the status of signage with follow-up as 
necessary. 

8.3 COMPLETE STREETS POLICY 

Complete Streets are designed and operated to enable safe access for all users. Pedestrians, 
bicyclists, motorists and bus riders of all ages and abilities are able to safely move along and 
across a complete street. This appendix provides guidance for Complete Streets policy 
elements. 

Elements of Complete Streets Policies 

The Principle 

 Complete streets are designed and operated to enable safe access for all users. 
Pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and transit riders of all ages and abilities must be 
able to safely move along and across a complete street. 

 Creating complete streets means changing the policies and practices of transportation 
agencies. 

 A complete streets policy ensures that the entire right of way is routinely designed 
and operated to enable safe access for all users. 

 Transportation agencies must ensure that all road projects result in a complete street 
appropriate to local context and needs. 

Elements of a Good Complete Streets Policy 

A good complete streets policy: 

 Specifies that ‘all users’ includes pedestrians, bicyclists, transit vehicles and users, 
and motorists, of all ages and abilities. 

 Aims to create a comprehensive, integrated, connected network. 
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 Recognizes the need for flexibility: that all streets are different and user needs will be 
balanced. 

 Is adoptable by all agencies to cover all roads. 

 Applies to both new and retrofit projects, including design, planning, maintenance, 
and operations, for the entire right of way. 

 Makes any exceptions specific and sets a clear procedure that requires high-level 
approval of exceptions. 

 Directs the use of the latest and best design standards. 

 Directs that complete streets solutions fit in with context of the community. 

 Establishes performance standards with measurable outcomes. 

What are the Benefits of Complete Streets? 

Complete streets improve safety. They reduce crashes through safety improvements. One 
study found that designing for pedestrian travel by installing raised medians and redesigning 
intersections and sidewalks reduced pedestrian risk by 28%. Complete streets also improve 
safety indirectly, by increasing the number of people bicycling and walking. A recently 
published international study found that as the number and portion of people bicycling and 
walking increases, deaths and injuries decline. 

Complete streets encourage more walking and bicycling. Public health experts are 
encouraging walking and bicycling as a response to the obesity epidemic, and complete 
streets can help. One study found that 43 percent of people with safe places to walk within 10 
minutes of home met recommended activity levels, while just 27% of those without safe 
places to walk were active enough. Residents are 65% more likely to walk in a neighborhood 
with sidewalks. A study in Toronto documented a 23% increase in bicycle traffic after the 
installation of a bicycle lane. 

Complete streets can help ease transportation woes. Streets that provide travel choices can 
give people the option to avoid traffic jams, and increase the overall capacity of the 
transportation network. Several smaller cities have adopted complete streets policies as one 
strategy to increase the overall capacity of their transportation network and reduce 
congestion. An analysis by the Victoria Transportation Policy Institute found that non-
motorized transportation options can replace some vehicle trips, and in urban areas where 
more people commute by foot or bicycle, people drive fewer miles overall. In Portland, 
Oregon, a complete streets approach has resulted in a 74 percent increase in bicycle 
commuting in the 1990s. 

Complete streets help children. Streets that provide room for bicycling and walking help 
children get physical activity and gain independence. More children walk to school where 
there are sidewalks. And children who have and use safe walking and bicycling routes have a 
more positive view of their neighborhood. Safe Routes to School programs, gaining in 
popularity across the country, will benefit from complete streets policies that help turn all 
routes into safe routes. 

Complete Streets are good for air quality. Air quality in our urban areas is poor and linked to 
increases in asthma and other illnesses. Yet if each resident of an American community of 
100,000 replaced one car trip with one bike trip just once a month, it would cut carbon 
dioxide (CO2) emissions by 3,764 tons of per year in the community. Complete streets allow 
this to happen more easily. 
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Complete streets make fiscal sense. Integrating sidewalks, bike lanes, transit amenities, and 
safe crossings into the initial design of a project spares the expense of retrofits later. Jeff 
Morales, the Director of Caltrans when the state of California adopted its complete streets 
policy in 2001, said, "By fully considering the needs of all non-motorized travelers 
(pedestrians, bicyclists, and persons with disabilities) early in the life of a project, the costs 
associated with including facilities for these travelers are minimized.” 

Implementation Help 

An effective complete streets policy should prompt transportation agencies to: 

 Restructure their procedures to accommodate all users on every project. 

 Re-write their design manuals to encompass the safety of all users. 

 Re-train planners and engineers in balancing the needs of diverse users. 

 Create new data collection procedures to track how well the streets are serving all 
users. 

Policy Recommendations 

America Bikes has requested that Congress establish a series of performance measures for 
state and local agencies to ensure that bicycling and walking become safe and convenient 
options throughout the transportation system. These include: 

1. As an element of good roadway design, all projects involving new construction or 
reconstruction of roadways shall include appropriate provisions to accommodate bicyclists 
and pedestrians. This principle shall apply to all federal, state and local recipients of funds 
authorized under Titles 23 and 49, including federal land management agencies. 

Exceptions to this requirement would be possible where: 

 Bicyclists and/or pedestrians are not permitted to operate (e.g. on limited access 
highways). 

 There is a demonstrable lack of need (e.g. in cul-de-sacs ) 

 Provisions would exceed a reasonable percentage of the overall costs of the project 
(e.g. 20 percent). 
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Critical Connections Existing 
Conditions Summary 

 

Corridor: NW Calkins Avenue 

Corridor Limits: Troost Street to Keasey Street Existing Conditions/Issues 

 

• Sidewalk on one side of the street 
• Traffic speed concerns 
• Stop sign at Jefferson Street 
• No crosswalks  
• Signed bike route 

Segment Troost Street to Kline Street Kline Street to Keasey Street 

Classification Collector Collector 
Number of Lanes 2 2 

Street Section 
-No bike lanes 

-On-street parking allowed 
-Sidewalk on north side only 

-No bike lanes 
-On-street parking allowed 

-Sidewalk on north side only 

Pavement Width 40 ft 36 ft 

Right of Way 
Width 50 ft 50 ft 

Speed 25 mph 25 mph 

Average Daily 
Traffic Volumes Not Available Not Available 

Studies-Planned 
Improvements 

-Recent pavement 
overlay 

Eastbound at Troost Street Westbound at Wanell Street 

 
 



 

Critical Connections Existing 
Conditions Summary 

 
 

Corridor: Deer Creek Path 

Corridor Limits: S. Umpqua River to Douglas 
Avenue Bridge 

Existing Conditions/Issues 

 

Segment S. Umpqua River to 
Douglas Avenue 

Classification Not Applicable 

Number of Lanes Not Applicable 
Street Section Not Applicable 

Pavement Width Not Applicable 

Right of Way 
Width Not Applicable 

Speed Not Applicable 

Average Daily 
Traffic Volumes Not Applicable 

• The headwaters drain into two main tributaries: 
North Fork Deer Creek and South Fork Deer 
Creek, which come together in Dixonville, 
approximately five miles east of Roseburg.  

• The Deer Creek junction with the South Umpqua 
River at 420 feet above sea level. 

• From the Douglas County courthouse to the east 
end of Douglas Avenue, there are over 100 
hundred homes and many business or industrial 
concerns within 300 feet of the creek.  

• Riparian areas in the Deer Creek Watershed are 
predominantly hardwoods mixed with shrubs, 
grass, rangeland, and blackberries. 

• Both anadromous (spawn in fresh water and 
spend a portion of their life in the ocean) and 
resident fish are present in the Deer Creek 
watershed. 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland 
Inventory (NWI) maps indicate that the main 
channel of Deer Creek is classified as riverine 
(river) or palustrine (marsh) systems, 
permanently or seasonally flooded. 

• City owns and maintains bridge over creek at 
Jackson Street. 

Studies-Planned 
Improvements 

 

-OR 138 Corridor 
Solutions 
Environmental 
Assessment 
 
-Deer Creek 
Watershed 
Assessment and 
Action Plan 

South at Douglas Avenue Bridge North at Douglas Avenue Bridge 

 



 

Critical Connections Existing 
Conditions Summary 

 

Corridor: NE Douglas Avenue 

Corridor Limits: Spruce Street to Sunshine Park Existing Conditions/Issues 

 

• Only a few segments of sidewalk 
• On-street or informal shoulder parking 
• No bike lanes or paved shoulders 
• High speed on OR 138 
• Lighting present to Rifle Range Road 
• Pavement quality along two lane sections 

of Douglas Avenue 
• Bridge over Deer Creek City owned and 

maintained –weight restricted 
• Signed Bike Route 

Segment Spruce to 
Jackson 

Jackson to 
Bridge 

Bridge to 
City Limits 

City Limits to 
OR138 

OR138 to 
Sunshine Park 

Classification Local  Collector Collector Minor 
Collector 

State Highway 

Number of 
Lanes 2 2 2 2 5 

Street Section -No bike lanes 
-On-street parking 

-Sidewalks 

--No bike 
lanes 

-On-street 
parking 

-Sidewalks 

-No bike lanes 
-Parking on gravel shoulder 

where available 
-No sidewalks 

-Paved shoulder 
-Parking on 

shoulder allowed 

Pavement Width 40 ft 32-38 ft 22-28 ft 22-28 ft 80 ft 

Right of Way 
Width  60 ft 60 ft 60 ft 60 ft 100 ft 

Speed  20-35 mph 2-35 mph 20-35 mph 35 mph 55 mph 

Average Daily 
Traffic     11,500 

Studies-Planned 
Improvements: 

 

-Diamond Lake 
Boulevard Access 
Management 
Plan 
 
- OR 138 Corridor 
Solutions 
Environmental 
Assessment 

Eastbound at Fowler Street Eastbound at Garrecht Street 



 

Critical Connections Existing 
Conditions Summary 

 
 

Corridor: Duck Pond Path 

Corridor Limits: I-5 Path to Duck Pond Existing Conditions/Issues 

 
Segment I-5 Path to Duck Pond 

Classification Not Applicable 

Number of Lanes Not Applicable 
Pavement Width Not Applicable 

Right of Way 
Width  Not Applicable 

Speed  Not Applicable 

Average Daily 
Traffic Volumes 

Not Applicable 

• Would cross private, federal, and parks property 
• Grade fairly flat 
• Crossing of Stewart Park Road 
 

Studies-Planned 
Improvements 

-Included in Parks 
Plan 

South of Fred Meyer Duck Pond 

 
 
 



 

Critical Connections Existing 
Conditions Summary 

 
 

Corridor: Garden Valley Boulevard 

Corridor Limits: Westside of I-5 to Highland Street Existing Conditions/Issues 

 

• Sidewalk narrow on I-5 bridge 
• High speed ramp crossings 
• No bike lanes but signed bike route 
• Traffic speeds and volumes 
• Distance between designated crossing 

locations 
• Number of driveways 
• Served by Umpqua Transit Route 
• Designated Freight Route 

Segment 
I-5 to Mulholland Drive 

Mulholland Drive to 
Highland Street 

Classification 
Arterial Arterial 

Number of Lanes 4 lanes with turn/ramp lanes 4 Lanes with center turn lane 

Street Section 
-No bike lanes 

-No on-street parking 
-Sidewalks 

-No bike lanes 
-No on-street parking 

-Sidewalks 
Pavement Width 60 ft 57-60 ft 

Right of Way 
Width  90 ft 70 ft 

Speed  30 mph 30 mph 

Average Daily 
Traffic Volumes 36,900 31,900 

Studies-Planned 
Improvements: 

 

-Garden Valley 
Boulevard 
Refinement Study-
Safety & Capacity 

Eastbound at Fairmount Street Eastbound at Cedar Street 
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Conditions Summary 

 

Corridor: West Harvard Street 

Corridor Limits: Lookinglass Road to I-5 Existing Conditions/Issues 

 

• Frequent number of driveways 
• Missing ADA ramps  
• No bike lanes 
• Lighting minimal 
• Crosswalks-few marked/designated 
• Limited sight distance at Balf Street 
• Depressed storm grates  
• Obstructions in sidewalks 
• Traffic speed and volumes 
• Long distances between designated 

crossing locations 
• Crossing of freeway ramps 
• Served by Umpqua Transit  

Segment Lookinglass to Stewart 
Parkway 

Stewart Parkway to 
Bellows Street 

Bellows Street to 
Madrone Street 

Classification Arterial Arterial Arterial 

Number of Lanes 
2 lanes with center turn 

lanes to 4 lanes with 
center turn lanes  

4 lanes with center turn 
lanes 

4 lanes with center turn 
lanes and sidewalk 

Street Section 
-No bike lanes  

-No on-street parking 
-Sidewalks present 

-No bike lanes  
-No on-street parking 
-Sidewalks present 

-No bike lanes  
-No on-street parking 
-Sidewalks present 

Pavement Width 63 ft 63 ft 72 ft 

Right of Way 
Width 65-115 ft 75-115 ft 100 ft 

Speed 35 mph 
35 mph, 20 mph school 

zones 
30 mph 

Average Daily 
Traffic Volumes 19,900 24,300 24,300 

Studies-Planned 
Improvements 
-Stewart 
Parkway/Harvard 
intersection 
reconstruction-10 
Year CIP, TSP 
 
-I-5 Exit 124 IAMP  

Westbound at Stewart Park Eastbound at Keady Court 



 

Critical Connections Existing 
Conditions Summary 

 

Corridor: Hwy 99 Rail with Trail 

Corridor Limits: Edenbower to N. Umpqua River Existing Conditions/Issues 

 
Northbound Hwy 99 at Glenda Avenue 

 
Northbound Hwy 99 at Pleasant Avenue 

• Only a few segments of sidewalk
• On-street or informal shoulder 

parking 
• Paved shoulders  
• High speed facility 
• Lighting limited 
• State owned and maintained 

Bridges over N. Umpqua River 
• Encroachment in right-of-way 
• Frequent driveways in some 

sections 
• Served by Umpqua Transit 

Segment Hwy 99 (Stephens Street) Central Oregon and Pacific Railroad 

Classification Arterial  

Number of Lanes 2 lanes 1 set of tracks 
Street Section -Paved and striped shoulder 

-Sidewalks in sections east side only 
Not Applicable 

Pavement Width 40 to 70 ft Not Applicable 

Right of Way 
Width 60-100 ft 60 ft 

Speed 45-55 mph Not Applicable 

Average Daily 
Traffic Volumes 13,800  

Studies-Planned 
Improvements  
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Corridor: NE Stephens Street and NE Winchester Street 

Corridor Limits: Garden Valley to Diamond Lake Blvd. Existing Conditions/Issues 

 

• Frequent number of driveways  
• Narrow sidewalks on Stephens 
• Lack of ADA ramps  
• No bike lanes on Stephens 
• Lighting minimal 
• Narrow bike lanes on north end of 

Winchester  
• Intersection/crossing at 

Winchester/Stephens 
• Steeper grade with no resting points 
• Maintenance of sidewalk 
• Obstructions in sidewalks 
• Long distances between crosswalks 
• Served by Umpqua Transit 

Segment NE Stephens NE Winchester 

Classification Arterial Local 

Number of Lanes 4 lanes with center turn lane 2 lanes with center turn lane 

Street Section 
-No bike lanes 

-No on-street parking allowed 
-Sidewalks 

-Bike lanes present 
-No on-street parking allowed 

-Sidewalks 

Pavement Width 68 ft 30-42 ft 

Right of Way 
Width 80-100 ft 60-75 ft 

Speed 35 mph 35 mph 

Average Daily 
Traffic Volumes 22,400 15,900 

Studies-Planned 
Improvements 

 

-Stephens Street 
Safety and 
Capacity 
Improvement 
(includes Garden 
Valley/Stephens 
intersection) 
 
-OR 138 Corridor 
Solutions 
Environmental 
Assessment 

Northbound on Stephens Northbound on Winchester at Odell 



 

Critical Connections Existing 
Conditions Summary 

 
 

Corridor: NW Highland Street and NW Fairmount Street 

Corridor Limits: Gaddis Park to Stewart Parkway Existing Conditions/Issues 

 

• Only a few segments of sidewalk 
• On-street or informal parking on Fairmount 
• Highland signed as a bike route 
• Nearest designated crossings of Garden 

Valley at Mulholland and Airport Road 
• Lighting limited 
• Pavement quality along two lane sections 

of Fairmount Avenue  
• Transit service on Garden Valley 

Boulevard 

Segment Gaddis Park to 
Chestnut 

Chestnut to 
Garden Valley 

Garden Valley to 
Cecil Street 

Cecil to Stewart 
Parkway 

Classification Local Local Local Local 

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 lanes  2 

Street Section 
-No bike lanes 

-On-street parking 
-Some sidewalks 

-No bike lanes 
-On-street 

parking 
-Sidewalks 

-No bike lanes 
-On-street parking 

-No Sidewalks 

-No bike lanes 
-On-street 

parking 
-No Sidewalks 

Pavement Width 42 ft 32 ft 20-25 ft 32 ft 

Right of Way 
Width 50 ft 40 ft 30 ft 50 ft 

Speed 20 mph 20 mph 20 mph 20 mph 

Average Daily 
Traffic Volumes Not Available Not Available Not Available Not Available 

Studies-Planned 
Improvements 

 

-Garden Valley 
Boulevard 
Refinement Study-
Safety & Capacity 
 
West Avenue 
Redevelopment 
Plan 

Southbound Highland Street Northbound Fairmount Street 



 

Critical Connections Existing 
Conditions Summary 

 

Corridor: Portland Avenue Bridge 

Corridor Limits: Portland Avenue to 
Pine/Stephens Street 

Existing Conditions/Issues 

 

Segment Portland Avenue to SE 
Stephens Street 

Classification Local 

Number of Lanes 2 
Street Section -No bike lanes, 

sidewalks, or parking 
Pavement Width 40 ft 

Right of Way 
Width  60 ft 

Speed  Not Applicable 

Average Daily 
Traffic Volumes 

Not Applicable 

• Historically a bridge was located at Portland 
Avenue 

• Crossing of active railroad and S. Umpqua River 
• Would cross likely private, public, and railroad 

property 

Studies-Planned 
Improvements 

 

-I-5 Exit 123 IAMP 

West across S. Umpqua River Eastbound on Portland Avenue 
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Conditions Summary 

 
 

Corridor: Washington Avenue and Oak Avenue Bridges 

Corridor Limits: Washington and Oak Avenue over 
S. Umpqua River 

Existing Conditions/Issues 

 

• Narrow and high sidewalks on Washington 
Bridge 

• Narrow bike lanes, wide travel lanes 
• Traffic speed and volumes 
• ADA accessibility 
• Served by Umpqua Transit 
• Stairway from Oak Bridge to path 

Segment Oak Street Washington Street 

Classification Arterial Arterial 

Number of Lanes 2 (one way street) 2 ( one way street) 

Street Section -Bike lanes and sidewalks -Bike lanes and sidewalks 

Pavement Width 32 ft 31 ft 

Right of Way 
Width  42 ft 40 ft 

Speed  30 mph 30 mph 

Average Daily 
Traffic Volumes 14,300 8,200 

Studies-Planned 
Improvements 
-I-5 Exit 124 IAMP  
 
-OR 138 Corridor 
Solutions 
Environmental 
Assessment 

Eastbound Washington Street Bridge Eastbound Oak Street Bridge 
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Corridor  NE Vine Street 

Corridor Limits: Alameda Street to Meadow Street Existing Conditions/Issues 

 

• Narrow travel lanes, wide shoulder one side 
• No bike lanes or sidewalks 
• Traffic speed and volumes 
• ADA accessibility 
• Minimal lighting 
• Serves school site and neighborhoods 

Studies-Planned 
Improvements 

Project planned to include 
• Widen pavement to 34-36 feet.  
• Stripe street for two 12 foot travel lanes, and 6 foot bike lanes, each 

direction. 
• Install storm sewer, curb, gutter 
• 7 foot concrete sidewalk, both sides  
• Install school zone signs, stop signs at each end, bike lane signs, 

bike lane stencils, drain to river stencils. 
• Potentially new street lighting  

 
Construction estimated to begin in 2010 
 

 

Northbound Vine Street at Alameda Southbound at Meadows 
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Critical Connections Improvement 
Options Summary 

 

 

Corridor : NW Calkins Avenue 

Corridor Limits: Troost Street to Keasey Street 

Purpose: Provide facilities on collector roadway that serves as an east-
west connection between existing bicycle routes and accesses schools 
and parks.  Reduce traffic speed and improve safety.  

Segment Troost Street to Kline Street Kline Street to Keasey Street 

Street Section 

5-6’ Bike Lanes  
22’ Travel Way 
8’ On street parking one side  
-Add curb attached 5-6’ sidewalk on south 
side  

5-6’ bike lanes 
22-24’ Travel Way 
-Add curb attached 5-6’ sidewalk on south 
side 

Treatment 
Options 

• Striping & medians to reduce traffic speed and continuous line of sight 
• Review intersection control at Jefferson Street 
• Add crosswalks/pedestrian refuges 
• Consider adding benches or other amenities 
• Retain parking on one side of street, both where possible 

Considerations 
-On street parking impacts or will require additional right of way 

Rough Cost 
Estimate 
Summary 

Engineering/Planning: $70,000 
Construction: $280,000 

Engineering/Planning: $41,000 
Construction: $165,000 

Potential 
Phasing 

-Interim measure add sharrows to existing roadway 
-Establish existing right-of-way and address encroachments 
-Negotiate parking with property owners 
-Restripe for bike lanes, parking, revise intersection treatments 
-Construct crossing refuges 
-Construct sidewalk on southside of Calkins 

  

Sample Treatment 
Options 

Pedestrian Crossing Refuge Sample Street Section 
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Options Summary 

 

 

 
 

Corridor : NW Calkins Avenue 

Corridor Limits: Troost Street to Keasey Street 

 

Sample Treatment 
Options 
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Options Summary 

 

 

 
 

Corridor : NE Douglas Avenue 

Corridor Limits: Spruce Street to Sunshine Park 

Purpose: Provide low volume, safe east-west connection from 
S. Umpqua River and Downtown to schools, parks and 
neighborhoods to the east of Downtown Roseburg.  
Alternative to bicycle and pedestrian travel on Diamond Lake 
Blvd. 

 

Proposed Treatments 

Segment 
Spruce to Fowler Fowler to Rifle Range Street 

 

Section 
Shared street bikeway and 5-6’ 
sidewalks both sides 

6’ bike lanes, parking one side, two travel lanes, 5-6’ 
sidewalks both sides 

Treatment 
Options 

-Intersection crossing treatments 
and enhancements 
-Sharrow pavement markings 
-Bicycle loop detectors 
-Improve railroad crossing surface 

-Re-instate on-street parking on one side only 

Considerations   -Change to existing parking arrangement 

Rough Cost 
Estimate 
Summary 

Engineering/Planning: $17,000 
Construction: $68,000 
 

Engineering/Planning: $32,000 
Construction: $131,000 
 

Sample Treatment 
Options 

 

Shared Lane Arrow or ‘Sharrow’ Sample Street Section 
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Options Summary 

 

 

 

Corridor : NE Douglas Avenue 

Corridor Limits: Spruce Street to Sunshine Park 

Proposed Treatments 

Segment 
Rifle Range Street to Diamond Lake 
Blvd. (Hwy 138) 

Diamond Lake Blvd. (Hwy 138) to Sunshine 
Park 

Section  
10-12 ft Multi-use Path with landscape 
buffer 

10-12 ft Multi-use Path with landscape buffer 

Treatment 
Options 

-Amenities and interpretive information 
along path 

-Signalized highway pedestrian crossing  
-Amenities and interpretive information along 
path  

Considerations  

-Consider connections from path to 
adjacent local streets and destinations  
-Path may be located on either side of 
street, minimize driveway crossings 
-No additional right of way likely 
required, 

-Hwy 138 ODOT facility requires state approval 
-No additional right of way likely required 
-Path may be located on either side of highway 
but crossings should be minimized. 

Rough Cost 
Estimate 
Summary 

Engineering/Planning: $37,000 
Construction: $148,000 

Engineering/Planning: $113,000 
Construction: $451,000 

 

Sample Section Sample Section 
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Corridor : Duck Pond Path 

Corridor Limits: I-5 to Duck Pond 

Proposed Treatments 

Section 10 to 12 ft multi-use path, paved path 

 Treatment Options 

• Interpretive and guide signage 
• Lighting 
• Identify potential connections to local street 

network-properties 
• Stewart Park Road crosswalk 
• Security treatments 

Considerations 
-Will require coordination and partnerships 
between Parks, Private and Federal Property 
owners to negotiate easements 

 

Rough Cost 
Estimate Summary 

Engineering/Planning: $63,000 
Construction: $255,000: 

Potential Phasing 

• Mapping-Survey to establish existing 
boundaries  

• Determine path alignment and obtain 
easements 

• Design and construct path  
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Corridor : Hwy 99 Trail 

Corridor Limits: Edenbower Ave to N. Umpqua River 

Purpose: Provide safe off street facility that serves a north and south 
connection. Alternative to Hwy 99 facility.  

Proposed Treatments 

Segment Edenbower to N. Umpqua River 

Section 10 to 12 ft multi-use path, paved path with landscape 
buffer 

Treatments 

• Multi-use paved path 
• Interpretive and guide signage 
• Identify potential connections to local street 

network-properties  
• Crosswalks enhancements 

 

Considerations 

-Need to establish right of way and work with railroad to 
locate path 
-One segment may need to be located adjacent to Hwy 
99, north of Keller/Hooker Road intersection  
-Railroad may require fence or vegetation buffer 
between path and tracks 

 

Rough Cost 
Estimate Summary 

Engineering/Planning: $139,000 
Construction: $560,000 

Sample Treatment 
Options 
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Corridor : Hwy 99 Trail 

Corridor Limits: Edenbower Ave to N. Umpqua River 

Proposed Treatments 

Segment Kellar/Hooker Rd to 
Glenda St 

Glenda North to River 
N. Umpqua Bridge Crossing 

Section 10 to 12 ft multi-use path, paved path with 
landscape buffer or barrier 

16 to 20 ft multi-use path 

Treatments 

• Multi-use paved path on west side of highway 
• Interpretive and guide signage 
• Identify potential connections to local street 

network-properties  
• Crosswalks enhancements 

• Path attached to existing for 
future bridge crossing N. 
Umpqua River 

Considerations 

-Path to be separated from traffic by landscaped or 
guardrail or concrete barrier 
-Driveway consolidations to minimize crossings if 
adjacent to roadway 
-Alternative route between Kellar/Hooker Rd to 
Glenda St via Pleasant St 

-Existing bridges under the 
jurisdiction of ODOT or Railroad.  

Rough Cost 
Estimate 
Summary 

Engineering/Planning: 
$78,000 
Construction: $313,000 

Engineering/Planning: 
$107,000 
Construction: $428,000 

To Be Determined 

 

Sample Treatment 
Options 

 

Sample Path Adjacent to Roadway 
Path Incorporated in Existing Bridge 

Structure 
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Corridor : NW Highland Street and NW Fairmount Street 

Corridor Limits: Gaddis Park to Stewart Parkway 

Purpose:  To provide safe access to park facility and business from 
adjacent neighborhoods. Reduce speed and cut-through traffic on 
Fairmount Street. Facilitate safe crossing of Garden Valley Blvd. 

Proposed Treatments: Highland Street 
Segment Gaddis Park to Chestnut Segment Chestnut to Garden Valley 

Section  
Parking both sides of street 
Sidewalks both sides Shared 
Lane Bikeway 

Section  
Sidewalks both sides 
Parking one-side only 
Shared Lane Bikeway 

Treatment 
Options 

• Shared Lane Arrows 
• Paved mulit-use path in 

unused right of way adjacent 
to creek 

Treatment 
Options 

• Shared Lane Arrows 
• Construct sidewalk on west 

side of street 
• Restrict parking to east side of 

street 
• Signalized pedestrian crossing 

of Garden Valley Blvd. 
Considerations  - West Area Redevelopment Plan 

(Urban Renewal) 
Considerations  -Garden Valley Boulevard 

Refinement Study-Safety & 
Capacity will look at corridor 
comprehensively 

Rough Cost 
Estimate 
Summary 

Engineering/Planning: $35,000 
Construction: $142,000 

Cost Estimate 
Summary 

Engineering/Planning: $91,000 
Construction: $364,000 

 

Sample Treatment Options Signalized Crosswalk 
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Corridor : NW Highland Street and NW Fairmount Street 

Corridor Limits: Gaddis Park to Stewart Parkway 

Proposed Treatments: Fairmount Street 

Segment Garden Valley to Stewart Parkway 

Section  
Woonerf or shared street (See Appendix D for description) 

Treatment 
Options 

-Traffic calming potentially including traffic circle at Cecil, landscape islands and choker 
entrance 

Considerations  -Public involvement in considering traffic calming measures 

Rough Cost 
Estimate 
Summary 

Engineering/Planning: $74,000 
Construction: $298,000 

Sample 
Treatment 
Options 

 

 

 

  Sample Shared Street or “Woonerf”  Sample Shared Street or “Woonerf” Treatment 
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Corridor : Washington Avenue and Oak Avenue Bridges 

Corridor Limits: Washington and Oak Avenue over S. Umpqua River 

Purpose: Increase safety and comfort of users crossing the S. Umpqua River  
 

Proposed Treatments 

Segment Washington Avenue Bridge 

 Option A Option B 

Section  2 Travel lanes (one way) 
5 ft Bike lane and 5 ft sidewalks 

2 Travel lanes (one way) 
8’ Shared sidewalk 

-Provides more space for bike lane but 
doesn’t change pedestrian sidewalk 

-Shared space could lead to conflicts between 
bicycle and pedestrians 
-More comfortable separation from traffic 
-Requires slower travel speed for bicyclists 

Considerations -Bridge under ODOT jurisdiction, proposal complies with Oregon Highway Design Manual 
Specifications for a freight route but  requires review and approval by regional traffic 
engineers 
-I-5 Exit 124 IAMP and OR 138 Corridors Solutions Assessments may impact improvement 
options 

Rough Cost 
Estimate 
Summary 

Engineering/Planning: $5,000 
Construction: $15,000 

Engineering/Planning: $15,000 
Construction: $60,000 

 
Sample bridge cross section restriped Sample shared bridge sidewalk 

 



 

Critical Connections Improvement 
Options Summary 

 

 

 

Corridor : Washington Avenue and Oak Avenue Bridges 

Corridor Limits: Washington and Oak Avenue over S. Umpqua River 

Proposed Treatments 

Segment Oak Avenue Bridge 

 Option A Option B 

Section  2 Travel lanes (one way) 
5 ft Bike lane and 5 1/2 ft pathway 

2 Travel lanes (one way) 
6 ft bike lane, 8 ft Sidewalk 

-Provides more space for bike lane but 
doesn’t change pedestrian sidewalk 
-Barrier provides greater separation from 
traffic for pedestrians 

- More comfortable riding in bicycle lane without 
adjacent barrier 
 

Considerations -Bridge under ODOT jurisdiction, proposal complies with Oregon Highway Design Manual 
Specifications for a freight route but requires review and approval by regional traffic 
engineers 
-I-5 Exit 124 IAMP and OR 138 Corridors Solutions Assessments may impact improvement 
options 

Rough Cost 
Estimate 
Summary 

Engineering/Planning: $5,000 
Construction: $15,000 

Engineering/Planning: $31,000 
Construction: $125,000 

 

Sample bridge cross section restriped Sample bridge cross section 

 



 

Critical Connections Improvement 
Options Summary 

 

 

 

Corridor  NE Vine Street 

Corridor Limits: Alameda Street to Meadow Street 

Purpose: 
Provide bicycle and pedestrian facilities where absent. Improving 
access and safety to school site and neighborhoods. 

 

Section Two 12 foot travel lanes, no on street parking 
6 foot bike lanes 
7 foot concrete sidewalk, both sides  

 
Treatment Options Install school zone signs, stop signs at each end, bike lane signs, bike lane stencils, 

drain to river stencils 

Considerations -Potential to add new street lighting  
-Construction estimated to begin in 2010 

 
Project Budget  

  

 



 

Critical Connections Improvement 
Options Summary 

 

 

 

Corridor : Garden Valley Boulevard 

Corridor Limits: Westside of I-5 to Highland Street 

Purpose: Provide bicycle and pedestrian facilities and improve safety. 
Connect existing facilities to other bicycle routes, neighborhoods and 
parks.  

Proposed Treatments 
Segment I-5 to Mulholland Drive Segment Mulholland Drive to Highland Street 

Section  Widen sidewalks to 12’  
No Bike lanes 
12 ft travel lanes, 14’ turn lanes 

Section  Roseburg Arterial Standard  

Treatment 
Options 

-Review lane striping to add 
bicycle lane  
-Widen sidewalks 
-Install bicycle loop detectors 
-Colored bicycle lanes and 
crosswalks at ramps 
-Review pedestrian signal 
crossing timing 

Treatment 
Options 

-Access Management 
-Reconstruct roadway to arterial 
standard 
-Interim measure to apply access 
management, replace center turn 
lane with median and add bike 
lanes 

Considerations -ODOT Bridge will require 
coordination with region to 
explore feasibility of restriping 
and widening sidewalks 

Considerations - Garden Valley Boulevard 
Refinement Study-Safety & 
Capacity will look at corridor 
comprehensively 
-Right of way will likely be required 
for any recommended 
improvements 

 

 
 

Sample ramp crossing Sample shared bridge sidewalk 

 



 

Critical Connections Improvement 
Options Summary 

 

 

 
 

Corridor : West Harvard Street 

Corridor Limits: Lookingglass Rd to I-5 

Proposed Treatments  
Segment I-5  Ramps Segment Umpqua Street to Lookingglass Road 

Section  
No Change 

Section  
To be determined 

Treatment 
Options -Review lane striping to add 

bicycle lane 
-Widen sidewalks 
-Install Bicycle loop 
detectors 
-Colored bicycle lanes and 
crosswalks at ramps 
-Review pedestrian signal 
crossing timing 

Treatment 
Options 

-Access Management 
-Reconstruct roadway to arterial 
standard 
-Option to apply access management, 
replace center turn lane with median 
and add bike lanes, widen sidewalks 
where possible 
-Option to obtain additional right of 
way to widen sidewalk for shared 
bicycle and sidewalk use 

Considerations Stewart Parkway/Harvard 
intersection reconstruction-
10 Year CIP, TSP 
 
I-5 Exit 124 IAMP 

Considerations - Stewart Parkway/Harvard Ave 
Intersection Improvements 
-Right of way will likely be required for 
any recommended improvements 

 

Sample ramp treatments Sample shared facility in commercial district 

 



 

Critical Connections Improvement 
Options Summary 

 

 

 
 

Corridor : NE Stephens and Winchester Ave 

Corridor Limits: Garden Valley to Hwy 138 

Proposed Treatments  
Segment NE Stephens NE Winchester 

Section  Roseburg Arterial Standard 6’ bike lanes, no parking, two travel lanes 
and center turn lane, 5-6’ sidewalks  

Treatment 
Options 

-Access Management   
-Review intersection with Winchester for 
crossing treatment 

-Improve bus stops  
-Add benches and other amenities 
including directional signage 
-Improve trestle connection to path 
-Restripe to provide 6 ft bike lanes  

Considerations 

- Stephens Street Safety and Capacity 
Improvement (includes Garden 
Valley/Stephens intersection) Refinement 
Plan and and OR 138 Corridor Solutions 
Environmental Assessment may impact 
improvement will look at corridor 
comprehensively 
-Right of way will likely be required for any 
recommended improvements 

-Intersection improvement at NE 
Stephens should be considered with 
planning studies 
 

Rough Cost 
Estimate 
Summary 

To Be Determined 
Engineering/Planning: $16,000 
Construction: $67,000 

 

 
Roseburg Arterial Typical Cross Section Sample Artistic Bench 

 



 



 

 

APPENDIX C 

Critical Route Cost Estimates 
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3.3.7 Loop Detector 
Loop detectors are devices placed at signalized 
intersections that detect bicycles and trigger actuated 
signals. This is effective at detecting bicycles, but 
should not be located within sidewalks or crosswalks. 
A loop detector logo as shown on the figure, located 
in the center of the Type D loop may be used to show 
bicyclists where to place their bicycles to trigger the 
signal. Loop detectors should be located on all new 
or rebuilt actuated traffic signals, and existing signals 
on designated bike routes should be a priority for 
retrofitting with loop detectors.  

Loop detectors may not be designed or tuned for 
bicycle use based on loop configuration and 
placement within the lane. In some cases, existing 
loops can be tuned to pick-up metal within a bicycle’s frame, but may not perform in this 
manner unless they are specifically configured for this use. 

Loop detector logos, if used, would be appropriate for: 

• Left turn lane 

• Right-most through lane 

• Bike lane 

• Right turn only lane 

3.3.8 Maintenance 
Roseburg City’s streets can be made safer through improved maintenance standards 
specifically targeting bicyclists’ and pedestrian’s needs. While a damaged road surface may 
seem like a minor nuisance to auto users, the same condition can be far more critical for 
cyclists. Likewise, a damaged sidewalk may seem like a minor nuisance for to most people, 
but it can represent a significant challenge for a pedestrian with sight, hearing or mobility 
impairments. The following suggested programs will help keep the city’s facilities in good 
condition. 

3.3.8.1 Safety and Maintenance Call-In Line or Email 

In order to ensure that conditions are safe and well-maintained for pedestrians and bicyclists, 
the City should provide a call-in line or e-mail address where facility users can inform the 
city of potential dangers. Such a line should gather information about pavement repair, 
potholes and fading bike lane striping. 

3.3.8.2 Sidewalk Infill Program 

To increase walking for transportation and recreation it is crucial to overcome gaps in 
sidewalks that inhibit walking. Completing some sidewalk links can be challenging, 
especially in older residential areas where residents have developed fencing and landscaping 
within the public right-of-way and may consider those areas to be part of their personal space. 
In addition, some residents may not want traditional sidewalks due to the rural look of their 
neighborhoods, and potential impacts to mature landscaping and trees. Regardless, the public 

 

Figure 3-17. Loop Detector 
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right-of way that is generally located on either side of the paved driving and parking area is 
intended for walking, whether or not a sidewalk currently exists. 

Roseburg should develop a Sidewalk Infill Program whereby City staff periodically inventory 
the street network to identify sidewalk gaps, and develop strategies, project prioritization 
criteria and funding for completing these gaps. Potential project prioritization criteria include 
filling gaps along key pedestrian routes, near major pedestrian trip generators like schools, 
and along streets with high vehicle volumes. 

3.3.8.3 Ongoing Off-Street 

 Facility Evaluation Proper maintenance of pedestrian and bicycle facilities is a critical 
element of providing a safe and user-friendly system. Table 3-5 summarizes a recommended 
maintenance schedule for Roseburg’s bicycle/pedestrian system. These guidelines address 
maintenance of the system’s off-street portions. The actual schedule and frequency of these 
events should be determined in conjunction with Public Works and the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Advisory Committee. For example, leaf blowing may be necessary in some areas 
on a weekly basis in the fall. If the trail or area requiring blowing is next to a high traffic 
road, it may become necessary to schedule the activity during mid-day or weekend hours to 
avoid creating a disruption during peak hour traffic. 

Table 3-4. Sample Maintenance Guidelines 

Maintenance Task Frequency 

Inspections Seasonal – at both beginning and end of summer 

Signage replacement As needed when signs are missing or damaged 

Site furnishings; replace damaged components As needed 

Fencing repair Inspect monthly for holes and damage, repair 
immediately 

Pavement markings replacement 1-3 years or as markings became faded or illegible 

Pavement blowing/ and pavement sweeping As needed; before high use season and after major 
storm events. Greater frequency in fall may be 
required due to accumulation of leafy debris 

Pavement sealing; pothole repair; pavement 
smoothing 

5-15 years 

Lighting repair Annually 

Ensure bicycle detection at traffic signals In response to citizen complaint or at the installation 
and replacement of actuated signals 

Introduced tree and shrub plantings, trimming 1-3 years 

Shrub/tree irrigation for introduced planting 
areas 

Weekly during summer months until plants are 
established 

Shoulder plant trimming (weeds, trees, 
branches) 

Twice a year; middle of growing season 

Major damage response (fallen trees, washouts, 
flooding) 

Schedule based on priorities 

Culvert inspection Before rainy season; after major storms 

Maintaining culvert inlets Inspect before onset of wet season 

Waterbar maintenance (earthen trails) Annually 
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Corridor : Portland Avenue Bridge 

Corridor Limits: Portland Avenue to Pine/Stephens 
Street Existing Conditions/Issues 

 

• Historically a bridge was located at Portland Avenue 
• Crossing of active railroad and S. Umpqua River 
• Would cross likely private, public, and railroad 

property 
• Full separation from traffic 
• Extensive planning, design and permitting required 
• Property impacts 
• Waterfront Plan and Portland Avenue IAMP will 

consider river crossing 

Segment Portland Avenue to S. 
Umpqua River 

Treatment Options 20 ft bicycle and pedestrian 
bridge  

Rough Cost 
Estimate Summary 

$5 to $8 million  

 

The rough cost estimate for the Portland Ave. bike 
and pedestrian bridge is based on assumptions to 
its required length and approximate location.  For 
this estimate, it was assumed that the bridge would 
be approximately 640’ long to span both the South 
Umpqua river and the railroad tracks.  This would 
require a ramp structure on the east end of the 
bridge that met ADA standards.  Exact structure 
type and length would depend on many factors not 
examined for this planning level look, including but 
not limited to, the length of span required, locations 
of abutments and piers, final vertical and horizontal 
profile, and local preference.  Other alternatives 
should be considered to shorten the length of span 
required and eliminate the need for the eastern 
ramp structure.  One potential option would be to 
only span the South Umpqua with the structure and 
then build an undercrossing beneath the railroad 
grade.  Further study would be needed to determine 
the feasibility of the undercrossing option. 
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Woonerf – Shared Street 

 
 
A “Woonerf” (“Street for living”) is a Dutch term for a common space created to be 
shared by pedestrians, bicyclists, and low speed motor vehicles. Woonerfs are typically 
narrow streets without curbs and sidewalks, and vehicles are slowed by placing trees, 
planters, parking areas, and other treatments in the street. Motorists become one of the 
users and must travel at very low speeds. This makes a street available for public use 
that is essentially only intended for local residents. A woonerf or shared street 
identification sign is placed at each street entrance. Consideration must be given to 
provide access by fire trucks, sanitation vehicles and other service vehicles (school 
buses and street sweepers), if needed. A woonerf design also provides the opportunity 
to apply “green street” treatments such as permeable pavers and bioswales to reduce or 
eliminate the need for expensive storm sewer connections while improving the 
surrounding environment. A woonerf is generally not appropriate where there is a need 
to provide nonresident motorists with access to services or through travel. The design 
needs to keep vehicle speeds very low in order to make the streets safe for children. 
Woonerfs have been constructed in variety of cities throughout the northwest, most 
extensively in Newport, Oregon. 
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