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The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of 
adopted amendment to a comprehensive plan or land use regulation on 11/16/2015. A copy of the 
adopted amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local government 
office. 

Notice of the proposed amendment was submitted to DLCD less than 35 days prior to the first 
evidentiary hearing.

Appeal Procedures

Eligibility to appeal this amendment is governed by ORS 197.612, ORS 197.620, and 
ORS 197.830. Under ORS 197.830(9), a notice of intent to appeal a land use decision to LUBA 
must be filed no later than 21 days after the date the decision sought to be reviewed became final. 
If you have questions about the date the decision became final, please contact the jurisdiction that 
adopted the amendment. 

A notice of intent to appeal must be served upon the local government and others who received 
written notice of the final decision from the local government.  The notice of intent to appeal must 
be served and filed in the form and manner prescribed by LUBA, (OAR chapter 661, division 10).  

If the amendment is not appealed, it will be deemed acknowledged as set forth in 
ORS 197.625(1)(a).  Please call LUBA at 503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal 
procedures.

If you have questions about this notice, please contact DLCD’s Plan Amendment Specialist at 503-
934-0017 or plan.amendments@state.or.us
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DLCD FORM 2 NOTICE OF ADOPTED CHANGE 
TO A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OR 

LAND USE REGULATION 

Local governments are r~quired to send notice of an adopted change to a comprehensive plan or land use regulation 
no more than 20 days after the adoption. (See OAR 660-018-0040). The rules require that the notice include a 
completed copy of this form; This notice form is not for submittal of a completed periodic review task or a plan 
amendment reviewed in the manner of periodic review. Use Form 4 for an adopted urban growth)Joundary 
including over 50 acres by a city with a populatipn greater than 2,500 within the UGB or an urban growth boundary · 
amendment over 100 acres adopted by a metropolitan service district. Use Fonn 5 for an adopted urban reserve 
designation, or amendment to add over 50 acr~s; by a city with a population greater than 2,500 within the UGB. Use 
Form 6 with submittal of an adopted periodic review task. 

Jurisdiction: Yamhill County 

Local file no.: G-01-15 · 

Date of adoption: 11/5/2015 Date sent: 11/13/2015 

Was Notice of a Proposed Change (Form 1) submitted to DLCD? _ 
Yes: Date (use~ date of last revision if a revised Form I was submitted): 8/26/2015 
No 

Is the adopted change different from what was described in the Notice ofProposed Change? Yes No 
If yes, describe how the adoption differs from the proposal: 

No change 

Local contact (name and title): Ken Friday 

Phone: 503-434-7516 

Street address: 525 NE Fourth Street 

E-mail: fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us 

City: McMinnville Zip: 97128-

PLEASE" COMPLETE ALL OF THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS THAT APPLY 

For a change to comprehensive plan text: . 
Identify the sections of the plan that were added or amended and which statewide planning goals those sections 
implement, if any: 

Adopted update to the Transportation System Plan 

For a change to a comprehensive plan map: 
Identify the former and new map designations and the area affected: 

" . 
Change from to acres. 
change. 

Change from to acres. 
change. · 

A goal exception was required for this 

A goal exception was required for this 

Change from 
change. 

to acres. A goal exception was required for this 

Chang~ from to acres. A goal exception was required for this change. 

Location of affected property (f, R, Sec., TL and address): 

The subject property is entirely within an urban growth boundary 

The subject property is partially within an urban growth boundary 

.http://www. oregon .gov /LCD/Pages/ forms.aspx -1- Form updated November 1, 2013 
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If the comprehensive plan map change is a UGB amendment including less than 50 acres and/or by a city with a 
population less than 2,500 in the urban area, indicate the number of acres of the former rural plan designation, by 
type, included in the ,boundary. · ' 

Exclusive Farm Use.:.._ Acres: Non-resource- Acres: 

Forest - Acres: Marginal Lands- Acres: 

Rural Residential- Acres: Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space- Acres: 

Rural Commercial or Industrial- Acres: Other: -Acres: 

If the comprehensive plan map change is an urban reserve amendment including less than 50 acres, or .. 
establishment or amendment of an urban reserve by a city with a population less than 2,500 in the urban area, 
indicate the number of acres, by plan designation, included in the boundary. 

Exclusive Farm Use- Acres: Non-resource - Acres: 

Forest- Acres: Marginal Lands- Acres: 

Rural Residential- Acres: Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space- Acres: 

Rural Commercial or Industrial- Acres: Other: -Acres: 

For a change to the text of an ordinance or code: 
Identify the sections of the ordinance or code that were added or amended by title and number: · 

Adopted an updted Transportation System Plan 

For a change to a zoning map: 
Identify the former and new base zone designations and the area affected: 

Change from to Acres: 

Change from 

Change from 

Change from 

to 

to 

to 

Acres: 

Acres: 

Acres: 

Identify additions to or removal from an overlay zone designation and the area affected: 

Overlay zone designation: Acres added: Acres removed: · 

Location of affected property (T, R, Sec., TL and address): 

List affected .state .or federal agencies, local governments and special districts: 

Identify supplemental information that is included because it may be useful to inform DLCD or members of the 
public of the effect of the actual change that has been submitted with this Notice of Adopted Change, if any. If the 
submittal, including supplementary materials, exceeds I 00 pages, include a summary of the amendment briefly 
describing its purpose and requirements. 

Attached is a copy of the plan without the 300 + page appendicie~. The appendicies are listed in the plan and are 
available upon request. 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

FOR TIIE COUNTY OF YAMHILL 

SITTING FOR TilE TRANSACTION OF COUNTY 1$Dm$$ 

In the Matter of an Ordinance Adopting the 2015 ) 
Yamhill County Transportation Srsttm ) 
Plan(TSP) Update as Part ofthe11 ·· · .ati011 ) Ordinance 895 
Element of the County Comprehensive Plan; ) 
Planning Docket G-0 1-1 S; and Declaring an ) 
Emergency ) 

THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF YAMHILL COUNTY, OREGON (the Board) 
sat for the transaction of county business on ~ovember S, 2015, Commissioners Allen Springer, 
Mary Starrett and Stan Primozich being present. 

WHEREAS state and county law require that the county i adopt and maintain a· 
Transportation System Plan as part of the transportation element of the Yamhill County 
Comprehensive Plan; and ; 

WHEREAS, the Tranaportaii<m System Plan (TSP) update, attached as Exhibit B of this 
ordinance (tabled "draft, but being adopted as the "fmal" 2015 Transportation System Plan update) 
was prepared by the county's consultant in a public process and with input from county staff, the 
county Road Improvement Advisory Committee and other interested parties; and ' 

WHEREAS, the attached TSP update came before the Planning Commision for public 
hearing on September 3, 2015 and the Planning Commission voted 7..0 to recommend approval of 
the plan by the Board of Commissioners; and 

WHEREAS, this matter came before the Board on October 22, 2015 for public hearing and 
that, following the hearing and deliberation, the Board voted 2-0 to approve the plan and to 
continue the matter to this date for adoption of written findings in support of approval; NOW. 
THEREFORE 

TilE BOARD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. The "draft" Yamhill County Transportation System Plan attached as 
Exhibit ''B., and incorporated herein by reference is hereby adopted as the "final" 2015 county 
Transportation System Plan update, and is hereby added to the transportation ·element of the 
Yamhill County Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 

Seytion 2. The findings attached as Exhibit "A" and in~ed herein by reference 
are hereby adopted in support of this ordinance. · 



Section 3. This ordinance being necessary for the health, safety and \velfare of the 
citizens of Yamhill County, and an emergency having been declared to exist, is effective 
immediately. 

DONE this 51h day ofNovember, 2015, at McMinnville, Oregon. 

ATTEST: 

BRIAN VAN BERGEN 
County Clerk 

FORM APPROVED BY: 

Timo 1y S. Sadlo 
Senio Assistant County Counsel 

YAMHILL COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

Unavailable for signature 

Chair 

Vice Chair 

ALLEN SPlUNGER 

ORDINANCE 895 
(BOARD ORDER 1<5-4 53) 

Page2 



DOCKET NO.: 

REQUEST: 

APPLICANT: 

CRITERIA: 

FINDINGS: 

ORDINANCE 895- ExHIBIT A 
FINDINGS IN SUPPORT OF APPROVAL 

G-01-15 

To adopt the 201$ Yamhill County Transportation System Plan (TSP) as 
the transportation element of the Yamhill County Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan · 

Yamhill County 

l. State planning regulations (Statewide Goals, Oregon Transportation 
Plan, Oregon Highway Plan, Transportation Planning Rule, and Access 
Management Rule) 

2. Sections ill(A) and VII(A) of the Yamhill County Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan 

3. Section Vll(B} of the Yamhill County Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

A. Hlstol'y of County Transportation System Planning 

The Yamhill County Transportation System Plan (TSP) was adopted on March 27, 1996 by 
Ordinance 605. The plan was prepared by JRH Transportation Engineering, and contains a 
detailed transportation inventory; forecast; needs analysis; project and priorities list and financing 
_options analysis. It was formally adopted as part of the Yamhill County Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan. 

Since 1996, the following ordinances have been identified that purport to amend the TSP: 

Ordinance 748. Se.ptember 30.2004 

Ordinance 748 \Vas drafted by attorneys working for ODOT. It amended the county•s 
Con\prehensive Plan and the county's Transportation System Plan &f 1996 (without specifically 
referencing Ordinance 605) Finding 3.4.1.5 stated: "Yamhill County has an· acknowledged 
Transportation System Plan {TSP), which it adopted in 1996. The TSP does 'Dot authorize 
construction of a bypass to relieve congestion on Oregon 99W and to enhance the efficiency of the 
transportation system." 

Section 2 of Ordinance 748 states: 

"The Yamhill Count¥ Tmaport tion System Plan is hereby amended to: 

1. Identify the Bypass Corridor on the transportation facility plan map. 
2. Identify the Bypass corridor as a long-term project on the project list. 
3. Identify the approx:imately $300 million as the estimated total Bypass 
Project cost, including the cost of improvements inside Newberg and Dundee; and 



4. Identify federal and state dollars as the primary source of funding for the 
Bypass Project." 

Ordinance 866, May 12. 2011 

Ordinance 866 was also drafted by attorneys \Vorking for ODOT. It included amendments to the 
county's Comprehensive Plan, and also amended the Transpm1ation System Plan, to incorporate 
and address proposed modifications to the Newberg-Dundee Bypass, as follows: 

"Based on its determination that the proposed amendments and goa] exceptions 
comply with all applicable standards, the Board hereby: 

* * * 
3. Amends the Yamhill County Transpmiation System Plan and Yamhill County 
Comprehensive Plan to identify bypass co11'idor and interchanges as modified and 
those changes to the local road system including Kreder Road, Rivetwood Road, 
Crawford Lane, Fulquartz Landing Road~ Fox Fann Road, Hatmony Road; Klimek 
Road, Conal Creek Road, Old Pan·ett Mountain Road, Haugen Road and Quan-y 
Road and the addition of new fi·ontage roads along various sections of the Project 
on the transportation facility plan map." 

Ordinance 875. August 16, 2012 

Ordinance 875 amends the county's Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance to accommodate 
Newberg-Dundee Bypass modifications. With regard to the TSP, Ordinance 875: 

"4. Amends the Yamhill County Transportation System Plan to identify the Phase 
1 Interim south Dundee Connection and the modification to the Fulqua1tz Landing 
Road Realignment." 

Ordinance 880, December 6, 2012 

Ordinance 880 amends the TSP: "to Accommodate the Yamhelas 'Rails to Trails' Project." This 
amendment to the TSP was developed by JRH Transportation Engineering, the authors of the 1996 
TSP. It is the only amendment to the TSP to incorporated the amended language into the original 
sections ofthe 1996 TSP. 

The 1996 TSP and the above-listed TSP amendments contain historical information and provide a 
more detailed explanation of the county's transportation policies with regard to the 
Newberg-Dundee Bypass and the Yamhelas Westsider transp01iation coiTidor than does the new 
TSP attached as Exhibit B of this ordinance. Adoption ofthis ordinance, Ordinance 895, does not 
repeal any prior Transportation System Plan or TSP amendment, including those listed here. To 
the extent there is a conflict between the new TSP adopted through Ordinance 895 and earlier 
versions of the county's TSP and TSP amendments, Ordinance 895 controls. 
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B. Summary of New Transportation System Plan 

Exhibit B to Ordinance 895 is the 2015 Yamhill County Transportation System Plan (TSP), 
adopted as the transportation el~ent of the Yamhill County Comprehensive Land Use Plan. The 
TSP (l~t>eled "Draft Yamhill County Transportation System PJan," but adopted as the final, "new' 
plan, · provides a guide for long~tenn decision-making about investments ~n tho County's 
transportation system. The plan was prepared following a process of identifYing existing and 
future sy~tem neeps; devel~ing improvement options to address the need$: evaluating these 
options with the public, an advisory committee# and Ctronty :5taff; .and identifying recommended 
improvements, including funding sources and time frame for implementation. [NOTE: 
Appendix A through Appendix l of the TSP are documents that support the TSP.but that are not 
included in Exhibit B of ~is Ordinance. Those approximately 390 pages of materials are 
available for review and copying at the county Public Works and Planning Departments.] 

C. State Pbmnine Policy and Requirements 

Statewide Land Use Goals 

Under state requirements, the .uached update of the Yamhill Coun,ty Transportation System Plan 
(TSP), is being adopted as part of the state-acknowledged Yamhill County Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan. The following findings demonstrate that the adoption of the attached plan is consistent 
with relevant Statewide Land Use FlaMing Goals. 

t. Goal 1 (Citizen Involvement} reqttires the development ofa citizen involvement program 
that is widespread, allows two-way communication, provides for citizen involvement 
through all planning phases. and is understa~dable, responsive. and funded. 

Findings: The attached TSP update was developed through a process that mcluded 
several opportunities for p~lic involvement and input, As documented in the TSP, the 
following opportunities fo, involvement and input were offered: 
• Stakeholder interviews - h1 February and March 2012, 16 telephone interviews were 

conducted with key stakeholders in Yamhill County, including representatives from 
local jurisdictions in the county, school qistricts, emergency services, key employers, 
and industries whose freight and farm vehicles use county roadways. · 

• Public survey ..... Aft online survey was conducted through Yamhill County's website 
and was advet1ised on the website and in local newspapers. The survey included 
several questions rel teet to the county roadway systetn and the "top three" problem 
locations a~ortting to respondents. 

• Open House# 1- The ftrst open house was held on August 8, 2013, which provided the 
public an opportunity to review information on existing and future projected 
transportation. conditions in the county. Public input w~s sought on key transportation 
issues within the · county, potential solutions, and which highest-priority safety 
locations to investigate. Participants identified several problein locations artd 
potential improvements and expressed general interest in ensuring that bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements would be included in the TSP. · 

• Open House #2 - A second open house was held on December 11. 2014 to provide an 
opportunity for the publie to ~Omrnettt on itnprovemeht optiotl$ for priority roadway 
and bicycle/pedestrian improvement locations. The results of this discussion are 
mapped priority locati0118 shown in Figure 13 of the TSP update. · 
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• RlAC and PMT meetings- A series of meetings of the County's Road Improvement 
Advisor Committee (RIAC), whose members represent local citizens with an attempt 
to achieve geographic balance and a wide range of experience (agriculture, 
construction, businessp law enforcement and other areas) and the TSP Project 
Management Team (PMT), comprised of ODOT and County staff and project 
consultants, was held over the course of the TSP process. 

• Public hearings- Adoption of the TSP was considered by the Planning Commission in 
a public hearing held on September 3, 2015, at which time the Commission voted 7-0 
to recommend approval ofthe TSP update to the Board of Commissioners. The Board 
of Commissioners held a public hearing on the TSP update on October 22, 2015, and 
recommended approval pending the adop1ion of a final written decision (ordinance) 
with these fmdings. 

2. Goal 2 (Land Use Planning) requires that a land usc planning process and policy 
framework be established as a basis for all decisions and actions relating to the use ofland. 
All local governments and state agencies involved in a Iand use action must coordinate 
with each other. City, county, state and federal agency and special districts plans and 
actions related to land use must be consistent with the comprehensive plans of cities and 
counties and regional plans adopted under Oregon Revised Statues (ORS) Chapter 268. 

Findings: A review of state, regional, and local plans and regulations that have bearing on 
the development of the Yamhill County TSP was conducted at the outset of the pla1ming 
process and guided the development of a draft TSP. Following that, existing conditions 
and future projections for transportation facilities in Yamhill County were established, as 
documented in Section 4 (Existing Condilions) and Section 5 (Future Conditions) of the 
TSP update. These conditions and projections were used to determine transportation 
system needs. Improvements recommended to address these needs, presented in Section 
10 of the TSP, were identified based on these needs and then selected based on a set of 
project criteria (Section 7, Goals, Objectives, and Evaluation Criteria) and review by the 
project team, other affected agencies and stakeholders, and members of the public. This 
review process is described in the findings for Statewide Goal 1 in this report. Consistency 
with the County Comprehensive Land Use Plan is addressed in Section C of this rep01t. 

3. Goal 9 (Economic Development) requires that Jocal comprehensive plans and policies 
contribute to a stable and healthy economy in all regions of the state. 

Findings: The TSP supports economic development goals by recommending projects 
that address travel time delay and improve roadway capacity and operations, including the 
addition of tum lanes, medians, and l'Oundabouts as well as roadway realignments. 
Several of these projects are located on OR 99W and OR 18 in the county, which are two 
major freight routes and are the roadways along which most of the county's commercial 
and employment development is focused. In addition, transit-related projects on county 
facilities recommended in the TSP call for improved service to large employers in the 
county and between communities in the county, making workplaces more accessible, and 
facilitating future commute options for employees (see Section 1 0). 

4. Goal I 0 (Housing) requires plans that provide for the appropriate type, location and 
phasing of public facilities and services sufficient to support housing development in areas 
presently developed or undergoing development or redevelopment. 
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Findings: The TSP update was developed based on traffic projections that account for 
residential growth and increases in future residential trips (see Section s, Future 
Conditions). Recommended projects such as realigned roads, wider and paved slwulders, 
and expanded transit service and amenities improve safety, accessibility, and mobility for 
all transportation users and land uses in the county, including existing residents and future 
planned residential development. 

S. Goal ~t (Public FaciH:tiC$ and Services) requires counties to plan and develop a timely, 
orderly ~nd efficient anongement ofpublic facilities and services to serve as a framework 
for development. The goal requires that urban and rural development be guided and 
supported by types tmd levels of public facilities and services appropriate for, but limited 

· to, the needs and requirements of the urban. urbaniza ble and rural areas to be served. 

Findings: Transportation facilities are considered a primary type ofpublic facility. The 
transportation improvements recommended in the 201 S TSP specifically address future 
needs, as identified in the existing conditions evaluation and future conditions projections 
in S~ctions 4and 5. The roadway, pedestrian, and bicycle improvements recommended in 
the TSP (Tables 3 and 4 in Section lO) are assigned time frames (short-term, medium-term, 
and long-term) based on when the need for the improvements are estimated to occur. 

6. Goal 12 (Transportation) requires cities, counties, metropolitan planning organizations, 
and ODOT to ,provide and encourage a Jtsafe, convenient end economic transportation 
system." This is accomplished through development of Transportation System Plans 
based on inventories of local, regional and state transportation needs. Goal 12 is 
·implemented through OAR 660, Division 12, also known as the Transportation Planning 
Rule ("TPR"), The TPR contains numerous requirements govefll;ing transportation 
planning and project development. · 

Findings: The 2015 TSP update provides a guide for decision making about future 
investments in the countY's transportation &y$tem. The plan was prepared following a 
process of identifying existing and future system needs, devdoping improvement options 
to address the needs, and determining recommended improvements. based on public, 
stakeholder, and county staff input. The plan applies to the rural (unincorporated) pot1ion 
of the County. The recommended improvements not only address identified needs related 
to ttiffic operations and mobility, but also identified geometric deficiencies (including 
substandard lane and shoulder widths}, high crash rates at intc.:rsections, and limited transit 
service hours and amenities, The TSP update is an update to the County's Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan. The countts TSP serves as the transportation element of the 
comprehensive plan. . This report demonstrates that the update is consistent with 
applicable state regulations. Specific findings of consistency with the TPR are made in 
the "OAR 660 Division 12 Transp(}liation Planning Rule (TPR)" section of these fin(;fings. 

Oregon Transportation Plan (2006) 

The Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP) is the state's long~range multimodal transportation plan. 
The 011'» ii the overarching policy document among a series of plans that together form the state 
transportation system plan. A TSP must be consistent with applicable OTP goals and policies. 
The most pertinent OTP goals and policies for local transportation planning are addressed in the 
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following findings. 

1. POLICY 1.2 "Equity, Efficiency and Travel Choices" is the policy of the State of Oregon 
to promote a transportation system with multiple travel choices that are easy to use, 
reliable, cost-effective and accessible to all potential users, including the transportation 
disadvantaged. 

Findings: The 2015 TSP update includes several projects for improving bicycle and 
pedestrian safety and accessibility, including those that provide wider, paved shoulders on 
existing roadways (Table 4 in Section l 0). Cross sections for new at1erials and collectors 
in the TSP update include five- to six-foot wide paved shoulders (Figure 3 in Section 3). 
Transit improvements recommended in the TSP include expanding hours of service, 
establishing more frequent stops, and providing more amenities at stops. These 
improvements will be pursued in collaboration with the Yamhill County Transit Area 
(YCTA) once it begins preparation of its first Transit Development Plan. 

2. POLICY 2.1 "Capacity and Operational Efficiency" articulates state policy to manage the 
transp01tation system to improve its capacity and operational efficiency for the long term 
benefit of people and goods movement. POLICY 2.2 Management of Assets states that 
Oregon will manage transportation assets to extend their life and reduce maintenance costs. 

Findings: Tum lanes, roundabouts, and roadway realignments are among the 
improvements recommended in the 2015 TSP update that will improve the capacity and 
operational efficiency ofthe transportation system in the county. These improvements, as 
well as recommended access management and safety improvements such as driveway 
consolidation and installation of medians, maximize and protect investments in 
transportation facilities. Existing county ordinance language regarding traffic impact 
studies and mitigation (Ordinance 787, adopted September 20, 2006) also serves to 
manage and protect transportation facility investments in the county. 

3. POLICY 3.1 "An Integrated and Efficient Freight System" promotes an integrated, 
efficient and reliable freight system involving air, barges, pipelines, rail, ships and trucks to 
provide Oregon a competitive advantage by moving goods faster and more reliably to 
regional, national and international markets. 

POLICY 3.2 "Moving People to Support Economic Vitality'' directs the State to develop 
an integrated system oftransp01tation facilities, services and inforn1ation so that intrastate, 
interstate and international travelers can travel easily for business and recreation. 

Findings: Highways OR 99W and OR 18 are state-designated truck routes and are the 
primary freight routes in the county. Projects recommended in the 2015 TSP update such 
as turn lanes, medians, roundabouts, and roadway realignments will help address goals of 
moving goods faster and more reliably in and through the county. TSP Section 8 
(Management System and Tools) affirms that truck and hazardous routes in Yamhill 
County are well-established for both state highways and county roads and that no 
additional management systems or tools are recommended. In terms of other freight 
modes in the county, two freight rail lines operate within the County, the Portland & 
Westem (PNWR) and the Hampton Railway. The PNWR is a short line railroad 
extending fi:om P01tland to Eugene, no part of which is listed at risk for abandonment in 
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Yamhill County during the 2013-2020 planning period, according to the Oregon State Rail 
Plan. The Oregon State Rail Plan indicates that the entire Hampton Railway line, which 
operates between Fc:n1 Hill and Willamina where it interchanges with PNWR, carries little 
traffic, had no active customers on the line in 2013, and does not meet the minimum 
standard for which larger railcars can be sustainably accommodated. Given these 
c<mditions, ·the 2015 TSP identifi~ no additional future freight rail needs, consistent with 
the Oregon State Rail Plan. It is nevertheless noted that the county has committed to 
purchase and hank an existing rail corridor between McMinnville and Gaston for potential 
future use for commuter and/or freight rail (ordinance :880, Decerp.ber 6, 2012}. 

4. POUCY .4ll ~'Bnviroomentalty Respon.ible Transportation System'' directs the.State to 
provide a transportation system that js environrn(mtally responsible and encourages 
conservation and protection <;f ~ral resources~ 

Finding: Environmental impacts and impacts to EFU-zoned land were used as evaluation 
criteria for the selection of recommended projects (see Section 7 of ~e TSP. Exhibit A}. 
None of the recommended projects would require additional right-of-way. Further, 
environmentally responsible modes of transpol'tation, including walking, biking, and 
taking transit, are supported by the projects recommended in the 2Q 15 TSP. Widening and 
paving shoulders and e?tpanding transit service and amenities to improve walking, biking, 
and transit conditions in the county are among the recommended projects. 

S. POLICY $.1 "Safety guides the State to continually improve the safety and secUrity of all 
modes and transportation facilities for system users including operators, passengers, 
pedestrians, recipients of goods and services, and property owners." 

Findings: The Q1aj()rity ()f i~provemertts recommended in the 2015 TSP are focused on 
safety. Crash rate analysis of existing conditions indicated that there are multiple 
roadway segmentS in Yamhill County with crash rates of 200% or more of the statewide 
average for similar facilities (see Figure 5 in Section 4). Most of these segments are on 
county roadways. There are also 13 locations on. state highways in the county that are in 
the top 100A, of Safety Priority Index System (SPIS) sites statewide, a majority of these 
being intersections and locations on OR 18 and OR 99W. As pait of the TSP process, 
additional detailed crash analysis was performed for seven intersections or road segments 
identified by crash rates, SPIS sites, the IUAC, stakeholders, and County staff (see Section 
4 of the 2015 TS?. E"hibit A). Improvements for each of these locations are 
recommended in the drat\ TSP~ . 

6. POLICY 7~1 uA Coordinated Tnnsportation System identifies State policy to work 
coliaborative1y with other jurisdictions and agencies with the objective of removing 
barriers so the transportation system can function as one system." 

. Findings: ODOT and YCTA are the primary agencies that the County needs to 
coordinate with regarding transportation system planning in unincorporated Yamhill 
County . . As a. grant and project manager, ODOT staff has been involved in project 
management meetings as well as the public meetitigs addressed under Statewide Goal 1 in 
this report. YCTA staff participated in stakeholder interviews and provided information 
on existing and future transit service as well as recommendations regarding facilities and 
planned transit improvements. 
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7. POLICY 7.3 "Public Involvement and Consultation directs the State to involve 
Oregonians to the fullest practical extent in transportation planning and implementation in 
order to deliver a transportation system that meets the diverse needs of the state." 

POLICY 7.4 "Environmental Justice articulates the obligation to provide all Oregonians, 
regardless of race, culture or income, equal access to transpm1ation decision-making so all 
Oregonians may fairly share in benefits and burdens and enjoy the same degree of 
protection from disproportionate adverse impacts." 

Findings: The 2015 TSP update was developed tlu·ough a process that included several 
oppmtunities for public involvement and input as described in detail in the findings for 
Statewide Goall in this report. The TSP process included a demographic analysis ofthe 
county, which found slightly higher percentages of Hispanic/Latino residents in the county 
as compared to the rest of the state. Consequently, advertisements regarding the TSP 
process were printed in both English and Spanish and a Spanish interpreter was made 
available at the two open house meetings. 

Oregon Highway Plan 

The 1999 Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) establishes long-range policies and investment strategies 
for Ot·egon's state highway system and refines the goals and policies found in the OTP. Policies 
in the OHP emphasize the efficient management of the highway system to increase safety and to 
extend highway capacity, partnerships with other agencies and local governments, and the use of 
new techniques to improve road safety and capacity. OHP policies also link land use and 
transportation, set standards for highway performance and access management, and emphasize the 
relationship between state highways and local road, bicycle, pedestrian, transit, rail, and air 
systems. The policies applicable to the Yamhill County TSP are addressed below. 

1. Policy 1A (Highway Classification) defines the function of state highways to serve 
different types of traffic that should be incorporated into and specified tlu·ough TSPs. 
Policy I C (State Highway Freight System) states the need to balance the movement of 
goods and services with other uses. 

Findings: For the future roadway needs analysis conducted for the TSP update process, 
traffic forecasts were prepared for both county roads and state highways in the county (OR 
18, OR 47, OR 99W, OR 153, OR 154, OR 219, OR 221, OR 233, and OR 240). The 
analysis showed most of the future traffic growth occurring on state highways, with 
relatively little growth on county roadways. Even with this growth, future needs are 
projected be similar to existing needs and are focused on improving safety for all modes. 
Additional needs are related to mobility and traffic operations along state highways. One 
set of projects that are recommended as priority projects in the 2015 TSP, so identified 
because they are projected to enable state facilities to meet state mobility targets, are 
classified as "reasonably likely" by ODOT to be funded based on the 20-year funding 
estimates. These projects include OR 18 from Ash Road to OR 154/Lafayette Highway 
and the OR 47/0R 99W intersection (Project 5 and Project 7 in Table 3). The TSP also 
identifies projects that address mobility needs at state highway locations, but which are not 
considered reasonably likely to be funded in the next 20 years, including OR 99W from 
Dundee to OR18 and the OR 99W/Fox Farm Road intersection. As stated in TSP Section 
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9. Yamhill County supports t1ie Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) adopting 
alternative mobility targets fo:r these locations to reflect the State ~d cout1ty's mutual 
expectations fur highway operational performance over the next 20 yearS. Other 
recommended projects on state highways including turn lanes, median·s, roundabouts, and 
roadway realignments also serve freight needs while balancing those needs with other user 
needs, particularly on OR 99W and OR 18, two major freight routes in the C()Unty. 

2. Policy lB (Land Use. and TJ;ansportation) recognizes the integrated nature between land 
uses and the transportation system that serves them and the need for coordination between 
state and local jurisdictions. 

Findings: As has been described in previous findings, 1md particularly in response to 
Statewide Goals l and 2 and OTP PoHey 7.1~ development of the 2015 TSP update has 
involved close coordination between Yamhill County and ODOT, and has · included 
coordination between the C011nty, YCTA~ and cities in the county as needed. ln addition, 
existing CO\lnty ordinance langupge regarding traffic impact studi~ and mitigation 
provides a crucial connection between land use development decisions and managing and 
protecting the county's transportation system. 

3. Policy IF (Highway Mobility Policy) sets mobility targets for ensuring a reliable and 
acceptable level of mobility on the highway system. Where it is infeasible or impractical to 
meet state· mobility targets, this policy allows for the development of alternate mobility . 
targets for a specific facility, corridor, «?2' area through a collaborative planning process 
between ODOT and a local jurisdiction with land use authority. · 

Findings: While mobility was not found to be an existing or projected issue on many of the 
state highway segments and county roads in Yamhill County, there were "problem areasu 
identified on state highway segments and at state highway intersections (see. Sections 4 and 
S). Some of these locations will be addressed through projects recommended in the 2015 
TSP. Others are in locations where needed improvements are recommended, but not 
currently considered 10 be reasonably likely to be funded in the next 20 years and, 
therefore, the County suppcirts es~btishmg alternative mobility targets for these segments 
and a reevaluation of the needed improvements {see Section 1 0), as discussed in more 
detail in the findings for OHP Poliey 1A 

4. Poli~y lG {Major Improvements) requires maintaining performance and improving safety 
by improving efficiency-and management before adding capacity. ODOT works with 
regional and local governmentS to address highway performance and safety. 

Finding: PrQjects recommended in the 2015 TSP favor managing and maximizing 
capacity over adding capacity, . including projects that add tum ·lanes, roundabouts, and 
medians, remove sight obstructions, realign roadways, and widen and pave shOulders. In 
particular, projects such as adding tum lanes are lower cost solutions that manage and 
maximize capacity as well as improve ~fety. - . -

S. Policy 2B {Off-System Impwvements) helps local jurisdictions adopt land use and access 
management policies. 

Findings: Projects recommended for county roads, such as tum lanes, realignment of 
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roadways, removal of sight obstructions, signage, striping, and traffic control (see Table 3), 
are expected to improve both mobility and safety, thus making county roadways more 
appealing for local travel and potentially alleviating traffic on state roadways. As 
addressed in prior findings, existing County ordinance language regarding development 
requirements related to transportation improvements/mitigation serves to balance land use 
and development and the planned transportation system in the county and protect the 
function of transportation facilities whether they are county roads or state highways. 

6. Policy 2F (Traffic Safety) affirms the State's aim to continually improve safety for all users 
of the highway system. 

Findings: As described in the findings for OTP Policy 5.1, a detailed crash analysis was 
performed during the TSP update process for seven key locations as identified by statewide 
crash rates, state SPIS sites, the RIAC, stakeholders, and county staff. Roadway 
improvements recommended in the 2015 TSP address each of those locations (Projects 1-7 
in Table 3). Recommended projects also include the addition of turn lanes, removal of 
sight obstructions, roadways realignments. and widening and paving of shoulders that 
improve safety for all modes at several other locations around the county. 

7. Policy 3A (Classification and Spacing Standards) sets access spacing standards for 
driveways and approaches to the state highway system. Policy 3B (Medians) is the policy 
of the State of Oregon to plan for and manage the placement of medians and the location of 
median openings on state highways to enhance the efficiency and safety of the highways, 
and influence and support land use development patterns that are consistent with approved 
transportation system plans. 

Findings: County Road Standards refer to state access management standards. As 
identified in the existing conditions section of the 2015 TSP update, numerous access 
points along state highways do not comply with existing state access management 
standards, particularly along OR 47 and OR 240. However, greater safety concerns 
related to managing access exist on OR 18 and OR 99W, therefore consolidation of access 
and installation of medians are recommended at locations along these highways (e.g., 
Projects 6, 8, and 19 in Table 3). 

8. Policy 4A (Efficiency ofFreight Movement) is the State policy to maintain and improve 
the efficiency of freight movement on the state highway system and access to intermodaJ 
connections. The State seeks to balance the needs of long distance and through freight 
movements with local transportation needs on highway facilities in both urban areas and 
rural communities. 

Findings: Of the handful of locations in the county where mobility targets are being 
exceeded or are projected to be exceeded in any significant way, two of these locations will 
be addressed by projects recommended in the 2015 TSP update (Projects 5 and 7 in Table 
3) and two locations are recommended for consideration by the OTC for alternative 
mobility standards. Benefits for fteight are also addressed in the findings for Statewide 
Goal 9, OTP Policy 3.1, and OHP Policy IA in these findings, where the county generally 
find that the projects recommended in the 2015 TSP update serve freight needs and balance 
those needs with those of other users, particularly on OR 99W and OR 18 in the county. 
In addition, analysis performed for the TSP found that information on truck and hazardous 
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routes in Yamhill Count)' is already available and well-defined for both state highways and 
couaty roads. so that no additional management systems or tools are recommended related 
to these routes (see Section 8). 

9. Policy 4B (Ah.emauvc Passenger Modes) articulates, State policy to advance a~td .support 
alten1ative passenger transportation systems where travel demand. land use. and other 
factors indicate the potential for successful and effective development of alternative 
passenger modes. . · 

J,ijndlnp: . With the exception of the proposed Yamhelas Westsider trail, pedestrian and 
· bicycle travel in the county is occurs mainly on roads and along roadway shoulders. 

Several projects are recommended in the 2015 TSP to widen and pave shoulders for greater 
pedestrian and bicycle accessibility and safety (see Table 4). Several improvements are 
also recommended for tmnsit service iri the draft TSP and these will need to be pursued ifi 
conjunction :with YCTA. Improvements identified in ·section 10 of the TSP update 
include additional service during the evenings and on weekends, more frequent bus stops, 
expanded service to large employers (e.g. Spirit Mountain Casino and the Riverside Drive 
industrial area); improved service to outlymg areas, b\)s pull-outs, and improved ADA 
accessibility. The TSP update notes that additional improvements may be identified in a 
Transit Development Plan to be prepared by the YCTA. 

OAR 660 Division 12 Transportation Planning Rule ITPRl 

The purpose of the TPR is "to implement Statewide Planning Goal 12 (Transportation) and 
promote the development of nfe, convenient and economic transportation systems. that are 
designed to reduce reliance on ~ automobile so that the air pollution, traffic and other livability 
problems faced by urban areas·in other parts of the country might be avoided." A major purpose 
ofthe Trans'i>ortation Planning Rule (TPR) is to promote more careful coordination efland use and 
transportation planning, to ensure that planned land uses are supported by and consistent with 
planned transportation facilities and .improvements. 

1. Sections 660-012•0005 through 660-012-00SS of the TPR contain policies foi preparing 
and implementing a transportation system plan. 

Findings: The 2015 TSP update. includes sections on existing conditions, future 
conditions, a ~dway classification system and corresponding standards, recommended 
·improvements by mode, and a general funding plan as required by SeQtion .. Q02Q of the 
TPR . . The original 1996 TSP and all subsequent updates were acknowledged by the 
Department of Land Conservation and Development as being in compliance with the TPR. 

. . . I 

No county Land Division Ordinance or Zoning Ordinance requirements have been 
identified as needing update or m.odification in order to implement this 2015 TSP update. 

OAR 734, Division 51. Highway App1·oaches, Access Control •. Snaclng Standards and 
Medians 

1. OAR 734-051 .governs the permitting, management, and standards of approaches to state 
highways to ensure safe and efficient operation of the state highways. OAR 734-051 
policies address how to bring existing and future approaches into compliance with access 
spacing standards and ensure the safe and efficient operation of the highway; the purpose 
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and components of an access management p1an; and requirements regarding mitigation, 
modification and closure of existing approaches as part of project development. 

Findings: As described in the findings for OHP Policies 3A and 3B, County Road 
Standards defer to state access management standards and the 2015 TSP includes projects 
that improve access conditions and move in the direction of closer compliance with State 
spacing standards at several locations in the county. Numerous existing access points 
along state highways in the county do not comp)y with existing state access management 
standards, a situation that the 2015 TSP acknowledges is similar to many state highways 
throughout the state that both serve through traffic demand and provide access to adjacent 
property. Inconsistency with existing state access management standards is pat1icularly 
marked along OR 47 and OR 240 where the standards are not met along nearly the entire 
length of these highways in unincorporated Yamhill County. However, the greatest safety 
concems related to managing access exist on OR 18 and OR 99W and, consequently, 
consolidation of access and installation of medians are recommended at locations along 
these highways (see Project 6, Project 8, and Project 19 in Table 3 in the TSP, Exhibit A). 

C. Comprehensive Laod Use Plan 

Subsection A of Section III (Transpottation, Communications and Public Utilities) and Subsection 
A of Section VTI (Implementation, Evaluation, and Review) of the Yamhill County 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan contain the following re)evant policies regarding transp01tation 
planning and citizen involvement. 

1. C. Yamhill County will cooperate and establish close liaison with the State Deparhnent of 
Transportation, the cities of the county, the Tri-County }.1etropolitan Transportation 
District of Oregon {Tri-Met), the Southern Pacific Railroad, the Federal Aviation 
Adminish·ation, Federal Highway Administration, and private utility companies operating 

. in the county, in respect to matters relating to the location, design and programming of 
roads, railroads, public transit facilities, ahports, transmission lines, pipelines, 
waterways, energy corridors and communications facilities to guide and accommodate the 
emerging development patterns of the county. 

Findings: As described in Statewide Goal 1-related findings in this report, development of 
the 2015 TSP update has involved close coordination between Yamhill County and ODOT, 
and has included coordination between the county, YCTA, and cities in the county, as 
needed. The county is also in the process of purchasing from Union Pacific (which now 
includes the Southern Pacific Railroad) a existing transportation colTidor between 
McMinnville and Gaston. Rail, air, waterway, and pipeline needs were not significantly 
updated during the most recent TSP process and, therefore, agencies related to those modes 
were not involved in development of the 2015 TSP update. · 

2. D. Yamhill County will, in cooperation with the State Highway Division and the cities of 
the county, establish a comprehensive list of recommended road improvements throughout 
the county, establish a suitable review mechanism for arriving at and amending priorities 
on a continuing basis and work towards the creation of an on-going capital improvement 
program closely coordinated with all agencies of government responsible, including cities 
fol' road location, construction, finance and maintenance. 
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Findings: The system analysis and set of recommended projects prepared for the 2015 
TSP address roads in unincorporated Yamhill County and involved ne~ssary. hut limited, 
coordination with cities in the county. City representatives patiicipated in stakeholder 
interviews early in the TSP process in order to identify transportation issues and locations 
of concern. Projects recomnwnded ill the TSP require more intensive coordination 
between the County and ODOT. The recommended roadway, pedestrian, and bicycle 
improvement projects pre~ented in Tables 3 and 4 in the 2015 'TSP update represent a 
combination of projects for which the County and ODOT will have priinary re$pon8ibility. 
The p~jects are prioritized according to when the need for them is expected to occur. 
Otherwise, the TSP stateS that projects will be implemented as fur\ding is available. 

A.. Yamhill Comity will continue to implement an ongoing citizen i11vo/vement program that 
provides county residents opporhmity to be involved in all phases~ ofthe planning process. 

FiD.dings: Aa addressed .in findings earlier in this report, several opporturuties for public 
involvement and input were provided during the TSP update process, including 
stakeholder i~iews, a pu~li~ ,$Urvey" open houses. and . pub Fe hearings. Seetion 9 
(Public Process) of the 2015 !l)P upd:ate describes how public input influenced the 
selection of projects recommended in the TSP. · 

Subsection B of Section VII (Implementation, Evaluation, and Review) of the Yamhill Cowrty 
Comprehensive L•nd Use Plan contains the following policies regarding review and update of the 
comprehensive plan. · 

1. A. Yamhill County will review any development concepts or proposals which conflict with 
the Plan A/ap, goofs or policies In light of changing needs and conditions and in keeping 
with established procedures IJ/Pian evah1ation, amendment, and update. 

Findings: Adoption of the 2015 TSP update is an update of the trai:lspmtation element of 
the Yamhill County Comprehensive Land Use Plan and is based on the conditions, needs, 
and community input documented in the updat~d TSP. The goals and policies in 
Subsection A (Transportation) of Section III (Transportation, Communications and Public 
Utilities) of the existing County Comprehensive Land Use Plan will contiime to serve as 
the transportation policies in County decisions for zone changes and legislative 
amendments and are not amended by Ordinance 895. The 2015 TSP is consistent with 
tlpplicable Comprehensive Land Use Plan policies, as demonstrated 1n the preceding 
findings. · 

2. B. Yamhill County will undertake.a major 11pdate of the Comprehensive Plan and l'eview of 
all supporting documents every five years to ensure that·an adequate factual basis for 
planning decisions is maintained. 

Findings: The 2015 TSP update represents the county's efforts to ensure that county 
transportation planning is based on current dataJ analysis and pub~ic input. The update is 
supported by a record that contains almost 400 pages of appendices and other materials. 
[NOTE: the plan update Table of Contents lists the appendices, but does not retJ,ect actual 
page numbers.] Information and input from County staff, the County's Road 
Improvement Advisory Committee, partner agencies such as ODOT, and members of the 
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public supplements the data and analysis provided by the county's consultant, to proVide a 
factual basis for county transportation planning decisions now a~d into the future. 

3. C. Yamhill Q>unty will encourage federal, state, and regional agencies and special 
districts to coordinate their planning efforts wiih those of the county. 

Findings: Yamhill County coordinated development of the 20 IS TSP update most closely 
with agencies most affected by recommendations in the TSP update, namely ODOT and 
the YCTA. In addition, the County supports coordination between ODOT and OTC in 
developing and adopting altemative mobility targets for the two locations identified in the 
TSP update where solutions for mobility issues are not reasonably likely to be funded in the 
next 20 years. 

While the TSP update focuses on transportation facilities in unincorporated Yamhill 
County, the County coordinated early in development of the update with cities in the 
county. In particular, cities pa11icipated in stakeholder interviews, to the extent that needs 
and potential projects involved transportation faciliti~s borderipg or extending into city 
urban growth areas. ' 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Ordinance 895 amends the Yamhill County Comprehensive Land Use Plan to add the 2015 
Yamhill County Transportation System Plan (labeled "draft" but constituting the ufinar•y 
to the transpOitation element of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 

2. As demonstrated in these findings; the TSP attached as Exhibit B to Ordinance 895 
complies with applicable Statewide Land Use Plartning Goals and Guidelines, applicable 
State regulations, a_nd applicable Yamhill County Comprehensive Land Use Plan policies. 

. . 
3. Ordinance 895 complies with the review criteria for an update of the comprehensive plan 

in Section Vll(B) ofthe Yamhill County Comprehensive ~d Use Plan. 

i 
i . 

. I # 
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Section I. Executive Su_mmary 

The Yamhill County Transportation System Plan {TSP) provides a guide for decision-making 

about future Investments In the Count'(stransportation system. The plan was prepared 

following a process oftdent1fying existing and future system needs, devetoping Improvement 

options to addtess the ooed·s, and defining recommended Improvements based on public and 

county staff input. The study area for the plan Is the rural (unjncorporated) portion ofthe 

County. 

Transportation System Needs 

Transportation system needs were aDalyzed for both existing and fut1,1re c.ondltlons. Future 

conditions were considered for a 20-year planning horizon for the Year 2035. 

Roadway Needs 

Prior to roadway needs analysis, the County'sextstfng roadway functlonal_dassiflcation system 

and standards were updated. The functl<mal classification system describes the hierarchy of 

roadway types and thelr relative roles in the system, and provides criteria for classifying specific 

roadways. Roadway standards provide guidance for Yamhill C~unty staff When either 

constructing or reconstructing county roadways. 

Roadway needs were analyzed In the areas of congestion/mobility, traffic oper~tions, safety, 

geometries, access, and bridges. D~i,ly, non-s~asonal congestion is not i!n issue on most state 

highways and county roads. The oniy-chronic problem areas are on OR 99W between Newberg 

and Dundee and between Dundee and OR 18 and at the intersections of OR 18/0R 

154/lafayette Hwy,j OR 99W/OR 47, and OR 99W/Fox Farm Rd. 
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Traffic operations needs were identified where left-turn lanes or right-turn lanes may be 

needed at unsignalized intersections. Most of the turn lane needs are on state highways and 

near urban areas where traffic volumes are higher: 

With regard to safety, a crash rate analysis indicated that there are multiple roadway segments 

with crash rates of 200% or more of the statewide average for similar facilities. Most of these 

are on county roadways. There are also 13 locations on state highways with crash rates within 

the top 10% of all locations statewide. A majority of the locations are at intersections. OR 18 

and OR 99W have the largest number of sites. 

Geometries describe the physical features of the roadway, Roughly 70% of the county 

roadways classified as minor collector or above do not meet the lane width standards and 

about 30% do not meet the shoulder width standards. For state highways, the shoulder width 

standard is not met along more than SO% of the total mileage within the study area. A number 

of state highway and county road intersections were also found to have geometric deficiencies. 

Similar to many state highways that serve both through traffic demand and provide access to 

adjacent property, there are several state highways in the study area with high concentrations 

of access points. OR 47 and OR 240, in particular, have relatively large numbers of access 

points. 

Based on their sufficiency rating, 60% of the ODOT bridges and 36% of the county bridges are 

eligible for either rehabilitation or replacement. 

To serve as the basis for the future roadway needs analysis, traffic forecasts were prepared for 

both county roads and state highways. The analysis reflects the construction of Phase One of 

the Newberg-Dundee Bypass. Most of the future traffic growth will occur on state highways, 

with relatively low growth on county roadways. Future needs will be similar to existing needs, 

with most of the additional needs related to mobility and traffic operations along state 

highways. 
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Needs 

Bicycle needs exist where there are higher bicycle and vehicle volumes and the roadway 

shoulders are either too narrow or not paved. These conditions exist along portions of OR 47, 

OR 99W, OR 154/Lafayette Hwy., Westside Rd., and Old Sheridan Rd. Pedestrian needs exist 

where the shoulder width standards are not met. Because bicycl ists and pedestrians share the 

roadway with traffic, the needs at these locations will increase as traffic volumes grow in the 

future. 

Cot·ridor Health 

A measure of the combined need of each roadway segment was developed by applying a 

. Corridor Health Tool. The corridor health concept is based on the idea of measuring the 

"health" of each corridor segment within several different categories of performance, and then 

combining the measurements to obtain a picture of overall corridor health. For existing 

conditions, most corridor segments fall within the good and fair categories. Future corridor 

health would remain the same for all county roadways and most state highways. 

Transit Needs 

Existing transit service needs within the study area include the lack of evening and weekend 

service, the need for more bus stops, and expanded to service to large employers and outlying 

areas. Transit facility needs consist of the lack of designated bus stops with signs/schedules, 

transit shelters, sidewalks, curb cuts, loading spaces, and ADA-compliant facilities. Based on 

the anticipated slow rates of population and employment growth within the rural portion of the 

County, the type and level of future transit needs will likely be similar to the existing needs. 
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Air, Rail, Pipeline, and Waterway Needs 

No air, waterway, or pipeline needs were identified. The Oregon State Rail Plan1 indicates that 

the Hampton Railway, which operates freight service between Fort Hill and Willamina, is 

considered at-risk for abandonment, with zero percent of the line meeting the minimum 

standard for which larger railcars can be sustainably accommodated. There is also a potential 

need for a passenger rail connection between the Yamhill County and the Portland 

metropolitan area. 

Funding Analysis 

Funding for capital improvement projects to address the transportation system needs is 

expected to be very limited over the next 20-year period. Therefore, existing and potential 

future funding sources were explored to determine an approximate budget for future 

transportation improvements. 

Historically, the County has received nearly all of its transportation funding from the State 

Highway Fund. This funding has been spent mainly on maintenance and operation of the road 

system, with the remaining amount used for capital improvement projects. County staff 

e,xpects that the share of the revenue to be spent on capital improvement projects will increase 

in the future, to about $300,000 per year or $6M over the 20-year planning horizon. ODOT's 

funding for improvements to the state highway system comes from a variety of federal 

programs. Based on the continuation of current funding levels, for planning purposes ODOT 

estimates2 that total funding for state highway improvements in Yamhill County over the next. 

20 years could be in the $10-15M range. 

1 Oregon Department ofTransportation, Oregon State Rail Plan, 2014. 
1 The State has not committed any future funding for projects in Yamhill county. This estimate is based on the 
assumption that Yamhill County will receive a reasonable share of the state/federal funding projected to be 
available over the 20-year planning horizon in Region 2 and based on ODOT sustaining their current revenue 
structure. It is used to illustrate the degree of financial constraints faced by ODOT as of the writing of this 
document. Actual funding through state and federal sources may be higher or lower than the range of this 
estimate. This estimate does not include projects that might be funded through the federal Highway Safety 
Improvement Program (HSIP). 



SECTION 1; EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 10 

In addition to tile State Highway Fund, Other local transportatlon funding mechanisms were 

investigated as potential sources of additional revenue to the County. All of the_se mechanisms 

are authorized by the Oregon Revised Statutes. Two mechanisms that have been successfully 

used by other Oregon counties similar to Yamhill County are property taxes and local 

improvement districts. Actditlonaf funding mechanisms available to the County are 

transportation utility fees, franchise fees, and county road districts. 

Goats, Objectives, and Evaluation Criteria 

A set of goals and objectives reflectingYamnHL County'.s values was developed to guide the 

preparation and 1mptementatlon of the TSP. The goals -describe the desired outcomes of future 

transportation improv~ments fn the County. The objectives id:entify actions to be taken to 

accomplish the goats. More broadly, the goals and objectives will be used to guide the County's 

future transportation system management dedslons. 

The recommend~d fmprovements In the TSP must be consistent with the goals and ob'je.ctlves. 

To accomplish this, evaluation criteria reflectlng the goals and objecUves were developed for 

selecting the recommended Improvements from a set of improve~nent options. The ev(Jiuatlon 

criteria are measurable facto.rs used In determlnin~ the_ extent to Which an tmprovement will 

meet the goals and objectives. 

The goals are: 

l,. Provide for efficient and convenient motor vehicle travel. 

~. Provide for ttl(! safety ofal tran~ortation modes; 

a. Provide an equitable,_ balanced and connected multi-modal transportation system. 

4~ Increase the qvallty and availabflity of pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 

~. Work with transit s.ervlce pr~v~d.ers to.provlde transit ~ervlce and amenities that 
. encourage and increase ridership. . · . . . 

6,~ Manage the transport;:ttlon system to support a prosperous and competitive economy. 
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7. Provide transportation facilities and services that are fiscally responsible and 

economically feasible. 

8. Provide a transportation system that conserves energy and protects and improves the 

environment. 

9. Coordinate with local and state agencies and transportation plans. 

Management Systems and Tools 

The County has several management systems and tools in place to support decision-making 

about expenditures for capital improvements and maintenance for the County's roadway 

system: 

a Project prioritization- the County's Road Maintenance/Reconstruction Prioritization 

Policy is used to identify annual road maintenance and reconstruction improvements. 

Ranking of safety problem locations- a system developed and implemented by the 

County's Road Improvement Advisory Committee {RlAC) is used for ranking safety 

problem locations based on multiple criteria. 

u Gravel road condition rating- the County uses an informal Gravel Road Condition Rating 

System to calculate a gravel condition index (GCt) value for gravel roads. 

u Prioritization of paving of gravel roads- the County's Gravel Collector Roads Upgrade 

Prioritization System is used to rank collector roadways considered as potential 

candidates for paving. 

tt Road ownership transfer- the County follows a policy that encourages the expeditious 

transfer of jurisdiction of roadways to incorporated cities in conjunction with 

annexation. 

Because the TSP should provide not only recommendations about future capital improvement 

projects, but also guidance on the on-going, day-to-day management of the transportation 

system, the development of management approaches in the following additional areas was 

investigated: 



SECfiON 1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY l,2 

• Mitigation of traffic c:live.rslon from state highways to county roads 

• Designation of scenic routes 
.• 

• Designation of truck/halardous materials routes 

There are three! primary traffic diversion routes in the County that hwotve drivers trying to 

avoid congestion on OR 99W. An effective way to decrease the amount of diverted traffic along 

these routes Is to improve the OR 99W corridor. In addition to Phase I of the Newberg-DuA.dee 

Bypass, several improvements are recommended In the TSP that will enhance the 

attracttvenes.s 9f 0R99W. 

Both obJective and subJective criteria should be used ln identifying potential scenic routes. The 

recommended criteria are related to roadway characteristics and crash •listory~ as weli roadside 

features and the level of local support. 

Because information on truck and hazardous routes in Yamhill County is already available and 

welt-defined for both state highways and county roads~ no additional management systems or 

tools are recommended In this area. 

Public Process 

Development ofthe TSP was a colla'borative process arnong the County, ODOT, RIAC, key 

stakeholders, and the community. Several methOds were used to engage the community, 

including stakeholder. Interviews, an online survey, and two public open house meetings. Public 

involvement was carrted out accordln~ to the Title VI reqlJ.irements and .guldance found In 

ODOT's Guidelines for Addtesslng Title VI and Environmental Justice In Transportation 

Plannfng:3 

t 

The first open house was held on August 8J 2013. The purpose of the meeting was to provtde 

the Pl!blk an opportunity to revlew information on existing and future projected transportation 

'Or~gon Department of TranspOrtation, Guidelines fot Addressing Title VI and Environmental Justice In 
Transportation Planning, 2015. 
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conditions in the County and obtain comments on key transportation issues. Comments were 

received from the public about several local road problem locations and potential 

improvements. There was also genera! interest in ensuring that bicycle and pedestrian 

improvements would be included in the TSP. A second open house was held on December 11, 

2014 to provide an opportunity to the public to comment on proposed improvement options 

for 21 priority roadway improvement locations and a list of proposed bicycle/pedestrian 

improvements. 

The improvement options were developed to address the needs identified in the existing and 

future conditions analysis and by the RIAC, stakeholders, and public. Prior to the second open 

house, the options were screened using the evaluation criteria and the findings were reviewed 

with the County, ODOT, and RIAC. There was general agreement about the improvement 

concepts and the results of the evaluation. 

Public input was obtained at the second open house on several of the roadway improvement 

options. There were also several comments about general importance of adequate shoulders 

and the need to safely accommodate bicyclists. 

Recornmended Tt·ansportation System Improvements 

Based on the public input received at the second open house, evaluation results, and input 

from the RIAC and county staff, recommended improvements were selected that best meet the 

goals, objectives, and needs for the County's transportation system. The recommended 

improvements also recognize the future funding constraints for both county and state 

transportation facilities. None of the Improvements are expected to have disproportionately 

negative impacts on Title VI populations. Rather, these improvements will benefit the entire 

population. 
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Roadway Projects 

The recommended roadway Improvements are In the fQrm of projects~ which tonsist of a 

bundle Of one or more Individual Improvements that address both the primary and secondary . 

needs at a location. The recommendations describe the type of lmprovel)lents tc;> be 

fmplemented, not their specific design characteristics or fe;3t1 . .1res. These would be determined 

at the time of project de~topment. 

Improvement projects are recommended for nine county roadway locations. Almost all of the 

projects are at intersections and primarily address safety nee(js anc:l syQ.stan®rd geometric 

features, such as skewed intersection angle, poor sight distance, and narrow lanes and 

shoulders. The generallmprove.ment types at these locations are realignment of the 

intersection, removal of sight distance obstructions, and lane and shoulder widening. 

There are iz recommended projects for state highways, prtmarlly along OR 99W and OR 1,.8. 

Similar to the county roadways, these projects addr~ss safety andge()rnetric net!ds. Because of 

the higher traffic volumes on state h~hways, however, they also address mobiftty and traffic 

operations needs at several locations. The mob111ty and traffic operations improvements 

fnclude roundabouts and the installation of intersection turn lanes. Prior to imptementatlon of 

the roundabouts, further aralysiswoul(l be requited by ODOT ~o de~~rmlne their feasibility and 

desirabUity. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

The recommended bicycle and pedestri~n Improvements are located throughout the County 

and consist mainly of shoulder Wldenin~.and/or paving to accommodate bicycle and pedestrian 

use. In some cases, lane Widening Is also recommended because having adequate lane width 

for vehicular traffic also improves safety for bicyclist~ andpedestrlans~ In addition to the 

shoulder and lane widening improvementsi the Yamhela'~ Westsider Tratlls also 

recommended, which will run pi)ralle! to OR 47 between OR 99W and Gaston. 
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Transit Improvements 

The recommended transit improvements address the needs identified in the existing and future 

transportation conditions analysis. The general transit service improvements include increased 

evening and weekend service, more bus stops, and expanded to service to large employers and 

outlying areas. The transit facility improvements consist of designated bus stops with 

signs/schedules, transit shelters, sidewalks, curb cuts, loading spaces, and ADA-compliant 

facilities. 

Air, Rail, and Pipeline Improvements 

No significant improvements are planned for the McMinnville Municipal Airport or the 

Sportsman Airpark within the 20-year planning horizon. No freight rail improvements are 

identified in Oregon State Rail Plan;4 however, the plan does indicate that there is potential for 

a passenger rail connection between the County and Portland metropolitan area. No changes 

are expected for the existing gas transmission pipelines. 

Implementation of Recommended Improvements 

Implementation of the recommended projects, both for county and state facilities, will be 

significantly constrained by the anticipated future funding amounts. For the County, this is 

estimated to be roughly $300,000 per year or $6M over the 20-year planning horizon. For 

planning purposes, a total of $10-15M in state and federal funding administered by ODOT is 

estimated to be available for capital improvements on state highways over the 20-year period. 5 

4 Oregon Department of Transportation, Oregon State Rail Plan, 2014. 
5 

The State has not committed any future funding for projects in Yamhill County. This estimate is based on 
assuming that Yamh ill County will receive a reasonable share of the state/federal funding projected to be available 
over the 20-year planning horizon in Region 2 and based on ODOT sustaining their current revenue structure. It is 
used to illustrate the degree of financial constraints faced by ODOT as of the writing of this document. Actual 
funding through state and federal sources may be higher or lower than the range of this estimate. This estimate 
does not include projects that might be funded through the federal Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP). 
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The county roadway projects are recommended for Jmp1ementatJon In the short-term, 

medium-'term1 or long-term based, primarily, on whether the needs exist today or are expected 

In the future with traffic growth. No additional prioritization Is recommended for the .county 

roadway projects. Implementation of specific projects can occur as funding becomes av<Jilable 

or other opportunities arise during each budget cycle. Similarly, all of the recommended 

bicycle and pedestrian Improvements address existtng needs and therefore can be considered 

equallY imJ)ortant, with implementation based on funding availability or as other opportunities 

arise during each budget cycle. Retaining this flexibility will enable the County to best address 

those Issues that are affordable and of greatest concern dUring each budget cycle. 

Some of the projects on ODOT facilities are recommended as priority projects because there 

are mobility needs at these locations that must be addressed to meet the State's mobUity 

targets. The foltowtng priority projects are considered "reasonably Hkely" by OOOT to be. 

funded based on the estimated 2~year funding amount available for state hi~hways in Yamhill 

Cot~nty:6 

• · OR 18 from Ash Rd. to OR 154/lafayette Hwy. - Close Ash Rd. north and south of OR 18, 

install a multi-lane roundabout at the OR 18/0R 154/lafayette Hwy. intersection, and 

widen lafayette Hwy, and OR 154 near the Intersection. 

• OR 47/0R 99W intersection ;. m~ge the eastbound and westbound roadways on OR 

99W into a single roadway and Install a multi-lane roundabout; widen shoulders on OR 

47 in the vicinity of the intersection. 

1 The State has not committed any future funtftng for proJects in Yamhill County, T!1Is estimate Is based on 
~ssumtng that Y;~mhlll Countywfll receive a reasonable share ofthe state/federai funding projected to be available 
over the iO..year planning horizon In Region 2 and based on OOOT sustaining their current revenue structure, It ls 
used to Illustrate the degree of financial constraints faced by ODOT as of the writing of this document. Actual 
funding through state and federal source$ may be higher or lower th~ the range of this estimate. This estimate 
does not Include projects that might be funded through the federal Highway Safety knprovement Program (HSIP). 
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In addition, there are several other state highway locations where there are existing and/or 

future mobility needs, but improvements are considered not reasonably likely to be funded. 

These are: 

R OR 99W/OR 18/McDougall Rd. intersection (Location #4) 

n OR 18 west of Dayton 

a OR 18 west of McMinnville 

a OR 99W- Dundee to OR18 (Location #8} 

11 OR 99W /Fox Farm Rd. intersection 

In lieu of improvements, Yamhill County supports the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC} 

adopting alternate mobility targets for these locations to ensure that state mobility standards 

reflect the State and County's mutual expectations for highway operational performance over 

the planning horizon given the likely financial constraints. 

All of the other ODOT projects, including the bicycle/pedestrian improvements, can be treated 

in a similar manner to the recommended county projects, with no specific prioritization. These 

can be implemented as funding becomes available or as other opportunities arise. 
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Section 2. Introduction 

The Yamhill County Transportation ;system Plan identifies how t9 best Improve or preserve 

existing and tuJttre county roadway and state transportation facilities in the unlntorporated 

portion of Ya.mhtiiCovnty. The plan assesses the current and future function of the 

transportation system, Identifies how to improve operat1ons.and safe~y, and preserves the 

transportation system's functional integrity. 

The, plan is intended to provide transportation options for the County over the next 20 years. 

Recommended Improvements are identified that can be implemented after proj~ct funding, 

·programming, and design have been ~ompleted. 

The plan reflects the outcomes of the following study tasks: 

• Public and stakeholder involvement 

• · Review land use and transportation plans and polides 

• Update roadway functional classification system and roadway classifications 

• Update roadway standards 

111 Assess existing transportation c;ondltions 

• Assess future transportation conditions 

·• Conduct funding analysis 

• Develop goals, objectives ·and evatuation criteria 

• Analyze and refine improvement options 

• Recommend Improvements 

• Prepare Draft TSP and Final TSP 
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Study Area 

The study area, shown in Figure 1, is the rural portion of Yamhill County. It does not include the 

incorporated areas or county roads within these areas. Within the study area, agriculture is the 

predominant land use, with some commercial and residential development. The wine industry 

is a significant component of the agricultural sector. Over 80 wineries and 200 vineyards 

represent the largest concentration of wine growers and producers in Oregon. 

Yamhill County is adjacent to Tillamook, Washington, Clacl<amas, Marion, and Polk Counties. 

There is a significant amount of commute traffic between the incorporated areas of the County, 

such as Newberg and McMinnville, and the Portland metropolitan and Salem areas. The 

primary commute routes are OR 99W, OR 47, and OR 221. OR 99W and OR 18 also serve as one 

of the main routes for recreational travel from the Portland area to the Oregon coast. 
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Section 3. Roadway Functional Classification and 
Standards 

Functional Classification 

The functional classification system describes the hierarchy of roadway types and their relative 

roles in the system, and provides criteria for classifying specific roadways. The classifications 

provide guidance for the design standards to be applied when a roadway is improved and, for 

county roads, prioritization of improvement and maintenance projects (described further in 

Section 8: Management Systems and Tools). The County's design standards are applied for 

county roads and ODOT's design standards are applied for state highways. 

The roadway network performs two essential functions: to facilitate mobility and provide 

access to property. Higher-classified roadways (e.g., arterials) primarily provide mobility, while 

lower-classified roadways such as local roads primarily provide land access. Intermediate 

classifications (e.g., collectors) serve both mobility and access needs. 

Principal Arterial 

u Carries substantial volume of statewide or interstate travel; and 

tt Penetrates urban boundaries or comes within 10 miles of the center of an urban area. 

Minor Arterial 

n Links cities, larger towns, and other major traffic generators, providing interregional and 
intercounty service; 

a Serves travel flows of greater length and density than those served by lower-classified 
roads; 

1.1 Connects state highways; and 

a Typically carries an average daily traffic (ADT) volume of 2,000 vehicles or higher. 
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Major Collector 

• Provides service to larger towns not s~d by tttgher-t~iffect roads. Also serves 
sch'oofs, county parks, and important agricultural ar•; 

• Connects these places with nearby larger towns or dtle$ or with arterials; and 

• serves intra-county travel. 

Minor C-ollector 

• Collects traffic from local roads; 

• Provides service tQ r~maining smaUer ~ommunitles; and 

• Serves locaiiy Important traffic generators. 

Resource Roads 

• Provides a connection between resource areas and the remaining roadway network; 
and 

• Facilitates movement of goods and services, 

local Roads 

• Provides access to a4jacent land and hlgher;.classified roads; and 

• Accommodates travel over shorter distance's compared to collectors or artelials. 

Figure 2 shows the Yamhill County functional classification system. Most state highways are 

classified ~s pr1nclpal arteril,\ts or major artertals. There are a few county roads classified as 

minor artertals; primarily In the more developed northern portion of the study area (Westside 

Rd.~ Abbey Rd./Kuehne Rd., Hendricks Rd., Spring Hill Rd./Flett Rd., Wilsonville Rd.~ Stringtown 

R<.l.; and Hopewell Hwy.). Most of the counw rQads.; however1 are classified as collectors, 

resourt:e, or focal roads. 
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Roadway Standards 

Roadway standards provide guidance fot Yamhill CQ~Y staff when either constructing or 

ret:Qnstrttctfng county roadways. 7 The standards that are applied depend on the functional 

classification of the roadway. There are two sets of standards .. one for new construction an(l 

reconstruQ:k>n proJects {more stringent} c,~nd one for m!)!ntenance projects (Jess stringent). The 

purpose of having two sets of standards Is that when a new rDadway is built or an extsting.road 

Is reconstructed, the desired standards should be met. The standards for Improvements done 

as a part of maintenance projects are less stringent) however, because there may not be 

enough funding to meet the desired stahdards or there may not be adequate right-of~way to 

build the improvement to the higher standard. 

. 
The new constructfon/reconstrt~ction standards cover a variety of roadway e1ements, Including: 

• Design average daily traffic (AOT) 

• Design speed 

• Maximum grade 

~ Sight distance 

• lane and shoulder wldths8 

• Surface and shoulder type 

• Maximum superelevation rate 

• Minimum curve radtus 

• Maximum degree of curvature 

•• VertiCal clearance 

• Minimum right-of-way width 

. • Cross slope 

The maintenance standards Include a subset of these elements, including lane and shoulder 

widths, surface type, total roadway width, and cross slope. 

t OOOT's design standards are applied for state highways. 
• The standards for lane width, shoulder width, and shoulder type do not apply to gravel surface types. 
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A third set of advisory standards provides guidance on private roadways. Although these 

roadways are not constructed or maintained by the County, the standards are intended to 

provide guidance to developers on the construction/improvement of safe and efficient private 

roads. 

The Countys roadway standards are presented in Appendix A. Typical cross-section drawings 

corresponding to the County's road standards are shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4. 
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Section 4. EJ<ist_tng Conditlons 

The existing roadway network has roughly 117 miles of state highways and 210 miles of county 

roadways classified as minor colleCtor or above. There are 11 state hlghways providing 

connections to all of the urban areas within the County ,a$ well as the surrouncfing fiVe-countY 

area. 

The c.ounty road system consjsts entirety of two-Jane roads With no medians. Most qf the 

county roadways classified as resource road or above are p~wed, while the local roads are 

mos.tlygravet Turn lanes are provided at onlY a few county intersections. The basfc speed rule 

covers most of the system, with slower speed zones fn rural developed. areas and for· specific 

segments With geometric defltlenctes. currently within the rural area, there are no signalized 

county Intersections. 

The majority of state highways are two-fan~ fac!lftles, with additional through l«:me.s at some 

locatfqns along OR 99W and OR 18. Tuming lanes are .provided at mo.st major intersections 

along OR 99W and OR 18, but generally are not provided on other state highways. The basic 

speed rule Is h1 effect for almost all state highways, with isolated stowerspeed zones in rural 

developed areas. 1here are no sfgnaftzed intersectlons along the state highways outside of the 

incorporated areas within the County .. 

Nearly all of the bicycle facilities within the ru.ra1 Y~mhill County area are either shoulder 

bikeways and shared roadways. A shoulder bikeway Is a paved shoulder that provides a 

suitable area for bicydi~ to reduce conflicts with faster moving motor vehlde tr~ffk:. On a 

shared roadway; bicyclists and motorists share the same travel lanes. Th¢re ~re Pnlya f¢w bike 

JanesJn the study area, located hear Newberg and McMinnville. A shared-use. path differs from 

a shared·use roadway by beihg,separated from motor vehicle traffic. There are no shared-use 

paths within the rt~ral area. 
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There are no sidewalks or paths within rural Yamhill County. A!J of the pedestrian facilities in 

the County consist of shoulders, which may be used to serve pedestrians as well as bicycli~ts in 

rural areas. 

The Yamhill County Transit Area (YCTA) provides the majority of the transit service within the 

County. This includes intra-city service within McMinnville and Newberg, inter-city link routes, 

Dial-a-Ride service, and Volunteer Medical Transportation. 

The intra-city service includes two routes in McMinnville and two routes in Newberg, with 

connections to the link routes. FourHnk routes connect McMinnville, Newberg, and other 

communities to destinations outside of Yamhill County. These operate along fixed routes with 

fixed schedules, and serve major stops within each community. Dial-a-Ride is a curb-to-curb 

transportation service operating throughout Yamhill County that is available to anyone unable 

to access VCTA fixed rOlltes. Volunteer Medical Transportation is a volunteer-operated van 

service providing Yamhill County residents access to medical appointments in the Portland 

area. There are no supporting transit facilities such as bus shelters, bus pull-outs, or official 

park-and-ride lots within the study area. 

There are a number of private airports as well as two public airports in the County· the 

McMinnville Municipal Ai1·port and the Sportsman Airpark in Newberg. Two freight rail lines 

operate within the County, the Portland & Western (PNWR) and the Hampton Railway. 9 There 

are no commercial ports or waterways. Gas transmission pipelines are located between 

McMinnville and south of Amity and in the Newberg-Dundee area. 

Existing Transportation Conditions and Needs 

Existing Roadway Needs 

Two approaches were used to analy2e existing transportation conditions. With the first 

approach, transportation data such as traffic volumes and roadway characteristics were 

9 Oregon Department ofT ta nsportation, State of Otegon: Oregon Railroads Map. 2014. 
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collected and anaJyz~d. The results of this analysis were compared to standards, and for 

locations that did not meet the stand<!rds, a potentlai need was identlfied. The second 

~pproach was to g<!ther and assess information on existing-transportation needs received from 

stakeholders, agency staff and the RJA<;. Existing transportation conditions and needs are 

summarized below; a.dditional information can be found In Appendix B. 

Congestion is not an issue on most state highway and county roads, There are, however, 

locations where congestion reg~larly oq;1,.1rs. The County and ODOT have established mobility 

targets that reflect the maximum levels of congestion that should occur Qn county roads and 

state highways. The only roadway segments that do J\Qt meet OOOTls targets are OR 99W 

between Newberg and Dundee C!nd OR 99W between Dundee and OR 1-8. Atl co\Jnty road 

segments currently operate well within the targets. Most of the st(lte highway and county 

road intersections operate acceptably, with the exception of the OR 18/0R 154/lafayette Hwy., 

OR 99W/OR 47, 'and OR 99W/fox Farm Rd. intersections. 

There were multtpfe comments from the stakeholders, agency staff and RIAC about the.aeneral 

need for addi~ional capacity along the OR 99W /OR 18 corridor, the need for a•ternat~ routes to 

OR 99W, and the need for more routes connecting communities (see Figure C-1 and Table C~l 

in Appendi>< C). Overall, however, aside from the OR 99W /OR 18 corridor in the NeWberg~ 

Dundee area, moblflty within the County' IS not a sigrHfk:ant concern. 

· Traffic operations issues were identified where .left-turn lanes or ti~ht-tum lanes may be 

needed at unsignalized Intersections. Most of the turn lane needs are on state highways and 

near urban areas where traffic volumes are higher. 
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Stakeholders, agency staff and theRIAC reported numerous roadway operational needs. Many 

of their comments relate to problems with turning vehicles and the lack of turn lanes at 

intersections, particularly along OR 18. Other problems include driver confusion at 

intersections due to non-standard intersection layouts, difficulty in accessing and crossing state 

highways from side roads, and the need for traffic signals at several intersections. 

Existing Safety Needs 

The safety needs analysis included the calculation of crash rates for intersections and road 

segments along all roads with a functional classification of minor collector or higher. ODOT's 

Safety Priority !ndex System (SPIS) locations were also included in the analysis. ODOT maintains 

the SPIS system to analyze and identify locations on the state highway system which have the 

greatest safety issues related to crash frequency and severity. Each year, a SPIS report is 

produced that identifies locations in the topS% and 10% of all SPIS sites statewide. 

The crash rate analysis indicated that there are multiple roadway segments with crash rates of 

200% or more of the statewide average for similar facilities (see Figure 5). Most of these are on 

county roadways. Only one of the intersections analyzed has a higher-than-acceptable crash 

rate. This is at OR 18/Cruicf<shank Rd. 

There are 131ocations within the top 10% of SPIS sites statewide. A majority of these are at 

intersections. OR 18 and OR 99W have the largest number of sites. There are two areas along 

these highways with closely-spaced SPIS sites. The first is on OR 99W to the east of Dundee and 

the second is on OR 18 between Ash Rd. and Lafayette Hwy. 
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Figure 5: Existing Crash Rates 1 
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Nearly aU of the safety needs reported by the stakeholders, agency staff, and RIAC were at 

intersections of state highways and county roads. At several of these intersections, difficulty in 

accessing the highway because of high traffic volumes and high speeds was cited as a problem. 

This includes the OR 18/0R 154/lafayette Hwy. intersection, which was the most frequently 

reported location. At other intersections, the confusing intersection layout and lack of driver 

awareness of the intersection were mentioned as possible crash causes. Segment safety needs 

were identified on OR 99W to the north and east of Dundee, where the highway narrows from 

two westbound lanes to one lane, and on OR 18 at the South Yamhill River Bridge near 

McMinnville, which was described as needing replacement. 

Based on the crash rates, SPIS locations, and input from the RIAC, stakeholders, and county 

staff, seven priority safety improvement locations were identified. These are: 

tl Abbey Rd./Hendricks Rd. intersection 

n Stringtown Rd. between OR 154 and OR 221 

11 Worden Hill Rd. from OR 240 to the end of pavement 

u OR 99W/OR 18/McDougall Rd. intersection 

D OR 18 between Ash Rd. and OR 154/lafayette Hwy 

u OR 18/Red Prairie Rd. intersection 

n OR 99W /OR 47 intersection 

Detailed crash analysis was performed for these locations, which served as the basis for the 

recommended safety improvements described in Section 10. 

Existing Geomet ric Needs 

Geometries describe the physical features of the roadway, such as lane and shoulder widths for 

roadway segments and approach width, approach grade, intersection angle for intersections. 

Existing geometric needs were identified for roadway segments and intersections by comparing 

existing geometric features to roadway standards. 
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Roughly 70% ofthe county roadways classified as minor collector or above do not meet the 

lane width standards and about 30% do not meet the shoulder width standards. For state 

hlghways, shoulder wldth standards are not met along more thc:m SOO!b of the total mileage 

within the study area. The existing lane width and shoulder width deflclencfes for state 

hfghways and county roads are shown In Hgure 6 • . 

fQr Intersections; g..eometrfc needs were analyzed for illtersectfons ~where a potential problem 

was identified by the staketlofders1 Ccuflty or QDOT staff, the RIAC, or field reconnaissance. 

Approach width, approach graqe, intersection aflgte, and intersection sight distance were 

compared to the American Association of State Highway and Transportatton Officials (AASHTO) 

standards.10 A number of state highway and county road lntetsectlons Were found to be 

deficient {see Appendix B}. 

Comments from the $lakeholders, agency staff and the RIAC members regarding geometric 

needs were focused on lnadequate shoulder widths. and skewed intersections. It was reported 

that wider shoulders are needed on many roadwayS throughout the County to provide an 

adeQUC!te area for emergencies as well as bicycle and pedestrian use. 

Similar to many state highways that both serve through traffic demand and provide access to 

adjacern: pro.perty, thet~ are several state highways jn the study area with high concentrations 

of attess pOints. The probtems associated with high access density are well understood, 

including reduc~d capacity, traffic operations and safety conflicts between slower·movlng 

turning ve.hktes and htgher~speed through-traffic, and degradation of the bicycle and 

pedestrian environment. 

10 AASHTO, A Policy on the Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, (2004) 
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OR 47 and OR 240, in particular, have relatively large numb~rs of access points. Th~s.e were 

compared to the access spacing standards fQr state hlghw~ys contained In the OH_P.11 It was 

found that the maximum number of approaches that would be allowed based on the standards 

Is exceeded along nej;trly the entire length of both highways. 

Existing County and ODOT bridge conditions were analyied using data from ODdT's Bridge 

Management System. This data ~ncludes a bridge suffldency rating for each bridge determined 

based on periodic inspections performed by OOOT. The rating is a numeric value representing 

the capacity of a bridge to remain In service. A score of 100% would represent a completely 

suffldent bridge, while a score 0% would indicate a completely deficient bridge~ 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) uses this Index in evaluating the nation's bridges 

for funding distribution and eliglbfllty. Bridges with a sufftdency rattng of 80 or less are eligible 

for rehabilitation. Bridges with a rating of SO or less are eligible for replacement. 

Sixty percent of the ODOT bridges and 36% of the county btk:Jges are eligible for either 

rehabilitation or replacement {suffidency rating of less than 80). The bridges eligible for 

replacement {sufficiency rating of less than 50} are: 

ill OR 99W at North Yamhill River 

• OR 22 at South Yamhill River 

• Palmer Creek Rd. at Palmer Creek 

• Dejong Rd. at South Yamhill River 

Existing Bicycle arid Pedestrian Needs 

The ODOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Guide12 states that shared roadways are suitable for bicycle 

use on low-volume rural roads and highways. On a shared roadway, bicyclists and motorists 

11 Oregon Department of Transportation, Oregon Wj&hwav flao. {l!W9). 
11 Oregon Department of Transportation, BleysJe a(ld eri~suiio bestgn !Mtte• (20U.}. 

., 



SECTION 4. EXISTING CONDITIONS 37 

share the same travel lanes. Based on traffic volumes, shared roadways are appropriate for 

most county roads and some state highways within the study area. For these roadways, there 

are no bicycle needs. 

On rural roads with high bicycle use, however, the guide states that roads should include paved 

shoulders where vehicle speeds and volumes are high. Further, the guide recommends that the 

shoulder width standards for rural highways contained in the ODOT Highway Design Manual 

(HDM) 13 should be used in determining adequate shoulder widths for bicycle use. Similarly, the 

County uses their Maintenance Project shoulder width standards in determining adequate 

shoulder widths for bicycle use along county roadways. 

Based on these guidelines, bicycle needs exist where there are higher bicycle and vehicle 

volumes and: 

111 The shoulder width standard is not met; or 

• nle shoulder is not paved. 

The locations meeting these criteria include all or portions of: 

11t OR47 

llil OR 99W 

e OR 154/lafayette Hwy. 

~ta Westside Rd. 

111 Old Sheridan Rd. 

It is unlikely that additional bike lanes are currently needed within the study area. This is 

because all of the locations with higher bicycle volumes are on high-speed rural roadways, 

where bike lanes are generally not recommended. 14 

1
; Oregon Department of Transportation, Highway Design Manual. 2012. 

14 Oregon Department of Transportation, Bicyde and Pedestrian Design Guide, 2011. 
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For pedestrians, sho1Jiders are typically the most appropriate facility type In rural areas, 

because pedestrlan volumes are too low to warrant sldewalks or paths. The ODOT Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Glilde15 states that the shoulder widths reco~rnencled to the HDM16 are generally 

adequate to accommodate pedestrians. The County considers shoulders meetmg their 

Maintenance :Project shoulder width standards to be adequate for pedestrians. There were 

numerous comments from the stakeholders that condtttons for bfcycle and pedestrian travel 

are t:.msafe throughout the CountV1 partlct,~l~liy ·il'l the .rural areas. ffgtlre 7 shows the existing 

bicycle ~nd pedestr1<tn needs within the study area. 

Existing Corridor Health 

A measure ofthe combined need of each roadway segment was developed by applying a 

Corridor Health Toot The corridor health concept Is based on the idea of measuring the 

('heafth" of each corridor segment within several different categories of performance, and then 

combining the measurements to obtain a picture of overall corridor health. 

The Tool was applied for the same areas of need described in the previous sections. A 

combined health score was generated for each segmentj which was used to assign a good, fair, 

or poor rating according to the following categories: 

• Good-. 75 .,-tOO 

• Falr-50--74 

• Poor .. < so 

As shown Jn Figure 8, most corridor segments fall in the good or fair categories1 with a handful 

of exceptions. lhe overall percentages oftotaf state highway and county road mileage by 

category are shown In Table 1. 

15 Ibid. 
16 1bld. 
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Figure 7: Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Needs 
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Figure 8: Existing Corridor Health 
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Table 1: Overall Corridor llealth 

Corridor Health Rating County Roads State Highways 

Good 86% 29% 

Fair 13% 40% 

Poor 5% 31% 

The primary need areas contributing to the poor scores are safety, geometries, and 

bicycle/pedestrian facilities. 

Existing Transit Needs 

-

The Yamhill County Coordinated Human Services Public Transportation Plan: The Next Steps17 

was prepared by the Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments in 2007 to identify 

strategies to improve transportation services for people with disabilities, seniors, and 

individuals with lower incomes. Some of the transit-related needs identified in the study for 

the rural portion of the County are: 

n Lack of evening and weekend service 

a Need for more bus stops 

u Need for expanded service to large employers, such as the Spirit Mountain Casino and 

the Riverside Dr. industria I area 

c Gaps in outlying areas 

u Need for intercity service between Yamhill and Carlton and between Sheridan, 

Willamina and Grand Ronde 

1'1 Inadequate transit facilities/amenities, such as designated bus stops with 

signs/schedules, transit shelters, sidewalks, curb cuts, loading spaces, and ADA­

compliant facilities 

17 Mid-Wiltarnette Valley Council of Governments, Coordinated Human Services Public Transportation Plan, (2007). 
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YCTA staff identified the following additional needs: 

• Pull-outs for buses 

• Improved travel time reliability on OR 99W 

• More regional connections (e.g., the Oregon coast) 

The oniy transit needs reported by the stakeholders are the lack of pufl-outs for buses and the 

lack of designated stop areas. 

Existing Air; Rail, Pipeline, and Waterway Needs. 

No exfsting needs were Identified for either the McMinnville Municipal Airport or the 

Sportsman A.frparJc; 

The PNWR Is a short line railroad with tracks extending from Portland to Eugene through the 
·' 

Wlllamette VaHey. None of the PNWR lines in Yamhill County are listed as being at risk for 

abandonment in the Oregon State Rail Plan 18 for the 2013-2020 pertod. The Hampton Railway 

operates freight service in the County between Fort Hill and WIHamlna, where it interchanges 

traffic with the PNWR. The ()tegon State Rail Plan Indicates that the entire Hampton Railway Is 

considered at-risk for abandonment, with zero percent of the line meeting the minimum 

standard for which larger railcars can be sU.Staln.,bty accommodated. The line c~rries little 

traffic, with no active customers on the line tn 2013, maklng it,a v(llnerable abandonment 

candidate. 

No existing needs were identified for waterways or pipelines. 

18 Oregon Department of TranspQrtatlon, Oregon state RaJ! Plan. 2(}14. · 
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Section So Future Condit ions 

Future Transportation Conditions and Needs 

Future transportation conditions in the County were analyzed for the 2035 No-Build scenario, in 

which no transportation improvements were assumed beyond those that are currently 

programmed. The 2035 forecast year is consistent with the Transportation Planning Rule 

requirement that a 20-year planning horizon from the time of plan adoption must be used. The 

2035 time frame is also consistent with the forecast year used in the Newberg-Dundee Bypass 

planning. Phase 1 of the Bypass between Newberg and Dundee was assumed to be in place for 

the future conditions analysis. 

Roadways 

Future roadway needs were analyzed in the areas of mobility, traffic operations, safety, and 

geometries for the same facilities included in the existing conditions analysis. The analysis was 

based on a set of traffic forecasts prepared as a part of the study. The forecasts are based on 

historical traffic growth rates and anticipated future land use and economic development. In 

general, future traffic volumes are expected to increase about 1.9% annually on state highways 

and about 0.6% on county roads. The highest future volumes will occur along OR 99W and OR 

18. The highest growth rates are expected on OR 219 and OR 18, which are popular commute 

routes. County roads have significantly lower future volumes and traffic growth rates, due to 

the limited development opportunities within the rural portion of the County. 

Future Mobility Needs 

Consistent with the relatively low traffic growth for county roads, all county roadway segments 

will operate well within the mobility standard for the 2035 horizon year. 

As for existing conditions, a majority of the state highway segments will operate within the 

mobility targets in the future. The segments not meeting the targets are: 
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• OR 99W east of Newberg 

• OR 99W between Dundee and OR 18 

• OR 99W between OR 47 and McMinnville 

• OR 18 between Dayton and OR 154 

• OR 18 between McMinnvifle and OR 153 

' 
The percentag-e of defici:ent miles along OR 18 increases from 0% for ex\sting conditions to 47% . . ! 

for ~035, but decreases from 27% to 25% along OR 99W. 1'he reason for the decrease along OR 

99W is that the mobility target ls.met for the segment between Newbe~g and Dundee with the 

addition of tile Phase 1 Bypass. Overai!J the percentage of $tate highway miles not meeting 
. . . I 

current mobiHty targets h1creases from 4% to 10% by 2035. With the e~ceptlon of the segment 

of Oregon 99W between Dundee and OR 18, the degree to which the c~rrent mobility targets 

are expected to be exceeded Is very mlnor. 

All county road intersections will meet the mobility targets for 2035. Th~ only state highway 

intersections not meeting the targets are: 

• OR 18/ OR 99W/McDougall Rd. 

• OR 18/Ash Rd. 

• OR lt'tlafayette Hwy. 

• OR 47/0R 99W 

• OR 99W/FO)( Farm Rd. 

locati-ons with future mobility needs are shown In Ftgure 9. 

Future Traffic Qpe.ratlons Need$ 

' The majority of the future turn lane needs are on state highways along OR 18, OR 153, OR 154, 
. ' . 

I 

and OR 99W. There are only two county road Intersections with future ~eeds. These are 
. ' 

shown In Figure 10. 
! 
! 
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Figure 9: Future Base Case (2035) Mobility Needs 
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Agure 10: Future Base Case (2035) Tum Lane Needs 
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Future Safety Needs 

Future safety conditions were estimated using the Highway Safety Mi:mual (HSM)19 procedures. 

Within the procedures, changes in crash rates are estimated based on differences between 

existing and future traffic volumes. The analysis Indicated no changes in the future crash rates 

for any of the seven roadway segments examined in the existing conditions analysis. The HSM 

procedures do not include volume-based adjustments for intersections, so future crash rates 

could not be estimated for intersections. 

Future Geometric Needs 

Future geometri( needs may differ from existing needs depending on the level of future traffic 

volumes. Such a difference may occur where an existing geometric feature is adequate for 

lower volumes, but falls below the standard for higher future volumes. · 

Based on ODOrs standards and the future volumes, ,several additionall~ne width needs were 

identified along OR 153 and OR 219. There were no additional shoulder width needs for state 

highways. 

The ~ane width and shoulder width standards for county roads are based strictly on functional 

classiftcation and do not consider traffic volume. Therefore, future lane and shoulder width 

, needs for county roads wo.uld be the same as existing needs. Future geometric needs are 

summarized in Figure 11 . 

. · .· .. · .· . . .. . . I 
1~ American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, Wgh.\.vay Safe:tv MiQUJj. 2010. 



Yamhill County Transportation System Plan ··, -r Mloll"'tooCwntt 

,--.....;,·:--~ ___,......---=-~-.~ 
F"tgUre 11: Future Base Case (2035) Geometric Needs 
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Future Bicycle and Pedestrian Needs 

Because traffic volumes will remain low on most county roads and most ~ate highways, shared 

roadways will continue to be adequate for bicycle use along these facilities. For roadways with 

Existing bicycle needs, the level of need wit't become higher as traffic volumes Increase. These 

are: 

• OR47 

• OR99W 

• OR 154/Lafayette Hwy. 

• Westside Rd. 

Old Sheridan Rd. 

Due to higher traffic volumes, the level of need will also be higher at those locations with 

pedestrian needs identified in the existing conditions analysis. These are largely the same as 

the locations with bicycle needs, in addition to OR 188 between Sheridan and Willamina. 

Future Corridor Health 

The future corridor health category would not change for any of the cou~ty road segments 

compared to existing conditions. Corridor health also remains the same in the future for most · 
I 

state highway segments. Along <;JR 99W, th~ segments between Newberg and Dundee improve 

from poor to fair because of the improved mobility with the constructio~ of the Bypass. State 

highway segments with lower future corridor health are OR 153 from Hopewell Rd. to OR 221, 

OR 18 from Red Prairie Rd. to the Polk County Hne, and OR 219 north of ~orth Valley Rd. 

Future Transit Needs 

~ased on the antk:lpated slow rates ofpepulationand employment gro~h within the rural 
. ' 

portion of the county, the type and level of future needs for verA transit services will likely be 

similar to the existing nee(Js. 



SEatON~. fUTURE CONDITIONS 50 
! 

Future Air, Rail, Pipeline, and Waterway Needs 

i 
No future needs were identified for the air, pipeline, or waterway mQ~es. 

The Oregon State Rail Plan10 Identifies the potential need for a passe~ger rail connection 

between l'amhUtcoonty and the Pordand metropolitan area. No ~d~lonatfuture freight rail 
i 

needs were Identified. I 

10 Oreson Department ofTransportation, Oregon State Rail Plan. 2014. 
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Section 6o Transportation Funding 

Funding for capital Improvement projects for county and state transportation facilities is 

expected to be very limited over the next 2Q..year period. Therefore, existing and potential 

future funding sources were explored to determine an approximate budget for future 

transportation system improvements. 

Future revenues from existing funding sources were estimated by examining the amount of 

revenues received from these sources over roughly the past 10 years. The average annual 

amounts over this period served as the initial estimates of future funding levels. The initial 

estimates were reviewed by county and ODOT staff and adjusted based on their assessment of 

how future funding levels may change. 

Historically, the County has received nearly all of its transportation funding from the State 

Highway Fund. State Highway Fund revenue sources include motor vehicle fuel taxes, motor 

vehicle registration and title fees, driver's license fees, and the motor carrier weight-mile tax. 

Each county's share of the revenue is distributed based on the ratio of the number of vehicles 

registered in the county to the number of registered vehicles statewide. It may be spent for 

cons,tructlon, improvement, maintenance, operation and use of public highways, roads, streets 

and roadside rest areas. 

In the past, most of the County's State Highway Fund revenue has been spent on maintenance 

and operation of the road system, with the remaining amount used for capital improvement 

projects. County staff expects that the share of the revenue to be spent on capital 

improvement projects will increase in the future, to about $300,000 p~r year or $6M over the 

20-year planning horizon. 

ODOT's funding tor capital tmprovements to the state highway system comes primarily from a 

variety of federal programs, with state matching funqs. ODOT expenditures on state highway 
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improvements In Yamhill County have been mainly financed from the following federal 
I -

programs: 
I 

• Surface Transportation Program (STP)- Projects on any Feder~ l-Aid highway other than 

focal or rural mmor coUector roads, \Jnte$$ they were on the F~derai-Aid Htthway 

System on January .1,. 1991. 

• Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) :• Infrastructure-related htJhway safety 

improvements t-o achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and se.rlous Injuries 

on all public roadJ. 

• Advance Construction (ADVCON) ·Construction of Federal-Aid projects in advance of 

the apportionment of authorized funds. 

For planning purposes, approximately $10-lSM In state and federal funding admin+stered by 

ODOT Js estimated be available f9r capital improvements on state highways over the 20-year 

period.21
• 

In addition to the State Highway fund, which has been the primary source of revenue to the . ; 

- County In the past, other local transportatton funding mechanisms were investigated as 

potential sources of additional revenue to the County tn the future. All of these mechanisms 

are authorized by the Oregon Revised Statutes. 

Two mechanfsms that have suc;c;essfuHy used by other Oregon counti~.Ts similar to Yamhill 

County are property taxes and local improvement districts. Property taxes or local option ad 

valorem taxes for roads. require voter approval and the tax !~vies mus~ be $hared with the 

cities. These taxes may be P•rmanent -Qr·. of Hmfted duration. A local i,mprovement district (LID) 

is a geographic area in which real property Is taxed to defray all 9r pa(t of the costs .of a public 

l
1 The State has not committed ~ny fUture fimdina for prQJects ln Yamhill County. This estimate is based on the 

assumptiOn that Yamhill County w111 receive a reasonable share of the state/federal ~unding projected to be . 
available over the 2Q-V-earp1~nning hori:ion In Region land based on COOT sustaining their current revenue 
structure. It Is used to illustrate the degree of financial constraints faced by OOOT as 9fthe writing of this 
dowment. ACtual funding through state and federal sources mav be higher or lower than the range of this 
estimate. This estlnU!te does not include projects that might be funded through the federal Highway Safety 
Improvement Program (HSlP). · · · 
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improvement. Costs are apportioned according to the estimated benefit that will accrue to 

each property. The average revenue generated from these sources by the oth~r Oregon 

counties is roughly $800,000 per year. 22 

Examples of other funding mechanisms available to the County are transportation utility fees, 

and franchise fees. A transportation utility fee is a recurring monthly charge that is paid by all 

residences and businesses within the county based on the number of trips generated. It is 

collected through a regular utility bill (e.g., water or sewer). There are n~ Oregon counties 

currently using uttlity fees, but there are a number of cities with this mechanism in place. 

Franchise ~ees are fees charged on utilities' and telecommunications pr~viders' operations. The · 

' assessment limits are not controlled by the state, i.e., each county establishes its own 

orflinances and codes. franchise fees are currently assessed by Clackailias, Morrow, and 

Wallowa Counties. 

Another funding source established by the County is the County Road Improvement Program 

(CRIP). The CRIP provides funding from private property owners for improvements to specific 

county roads. It is currently being modified to better fit the objectives of the program. 

In addition to these local funding sources, there are several state sources available to the 

County other than the State Highway Fund. Th~ Specia• Public Works Fund provides funds for 

publicly owned facHities that support economic and community development in Oregon. low­

interest loans are available from $100,000 to $10M. Initial loan terms are up to 25 years or the 

useful life of the project. This program has been utilized by several Oregon counties. Funding is 

provided by the lnfrastr~cture Finance Authority, an Oregon state age~cy. 

OOOTPedestrlan and Bicyde Program grants are awarded using a statewide competitive 

process. A focal matclll5 seen as a local commitment to a project and can be a consideration in 

project selection. Typica~ grants range from $50,000 • $500,000. 

21 fstlmated based on ~stoJ!i~ fundin$ ·4ati tor similar Oregon ~~·ttteubtam~ frpm the Association of Oregon 
Counties' webslte. · . . . ' 
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A complete listing of the existing tundlng sources for county roads and state highways is 

provided in Appendix E1 together with potential alternative revenue s'oarces for county roads. 
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Section 7.. Goals, Objectives, and Evaluation Criteria 

A set of goals and objectives reflecting Yamhill County's values was developed to guide the 

preparation and implementation of the TSP. The goals describe the desired outcomes of future 

transportation improvements in the County. The objectives Identify actions to be taken to 

accomplish the goals. More broadly, the goals and objectives will be used to guide the County's 

future traflSportation system management decisions. 

The recommended improvements in the TSP must be consistent with th~ goals and objectives. 

To accomplish this, evaluation criteria reflecting the goals and objectives were developed for 

selecting the recommended improvements from a set of improvement options. The evaluation 

criteria are measurable factors used in determining the extent to which the improvement 
' 

options would meet the goals and objectives. 

Goal I: Provide for Efficient and Convenient Motor Vehicle Travel 

Objective 1: Establish mobility standards to maintain the minimum level of motor 

vehicle travel efficiency. State and ~ounty standards for mobility will be supported by 

the respective jurisdiction. 

Objective 2: Maintain mobility and traffic operations according to standards. 

Evaluation Criteria: 

• Reduction in congestion and delay 

~ Reduction in traffic conflicts 

• Objective 3: Maintain the existing system of roads and bridges,to a level suitable for the 

function of the road, aUowing for smooth and comfortable travel, and reduCing vehicle 

maintenance costs through the preservation of pavements and prevention of damage 

by overweight vehicles. 
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i 

• Objective 3: Identify opportunities to reduce the use of state righways for local trips. 
I 
I 

• ObJectlve -4: Establish and maintain a functional classification kvstem that provides a 

ptan for system purpose and design. 

• Objective 5: Umit access points on highwayS and arterials. Support consolidated and 

shared access points. 

Evaluation Criteria: 

• lmprovement in access conditions23 

Goal 2: Provide for the Safety of All Transportation Modes 

I 

• Objective 1: Identify Improvements to address high-collision t~cations to enhance 

safcety for all modes. 

Evaluation Criteria: 

• Reduction In crash rate/severity 

• Object ive 2: Improve roadway geometries. 

Evaluation Criteria: 

• Type/level of geomet;ic lmprovemenr4 

Goal3: Provide an Equitable, Balanc:ed and Connected Mul~i-modal 

Transportation System 

• Objective 1: Provide adequate facilities for all transport~tlon rpodes. 

I 

I 
I 

u Includes the reduction In the number of .,cc~s points and the Improvement of ac~ess design. 
24 Type of improvement refers t~ the suttabillty of .iln frnprovement for addressin& a fPetific type of neW. Levet of 
Improvement represents the extent or cfearee of an Improvement relative to the strdard. 

l 
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Objective 2: Distribute the benefits and impacts of transportation decisions fairly and 

address the transportation needs and safety of all .users, includ\ng the young, elderly, 

people with disabilities, and people of all races, ethnicities, and income levels. 

• Objective 3: Provide connections to all modes that meet applic~ble County and 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. 

Objective 4: Support connectivity between the various communities in the County. 

Goal 4: Increase the Quality and Availability of Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

• Objective 1: Improve bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

Evaluation Criterion: 

• Type/level of bicycle/pedestrian facility improvement~ . 

• Objective 2: Consider bicycle/pedestrian improvements that c~mplement the basic 

provision of facilities to encourage higher levels of usage {e.g., ~ayfinding signage). 

Objective 3: Support the development of the Yamhela's Westsider Trait 

GoalS: Worl< with Transit Service Providers to Provide Transit Service and 

Amenities that Encourage and Increase Ridership 

• Objective 1: Identify areas that support additional transit services, and coordinate with 

transit providers and translt plans to Improve the co-verage, rel,ability and frequency of 

services. 

• Objective 2: Promote transit accessibility for transportation-disadvantaged groups. 

• Objective 3: Enhance Intercity transit connectivity. 

~5 Type oHmprov~ment rtfer:c t~ .tlll! .suitability of ao impr'CVement for addressing a ~pecific cype of ne~d. Level of 
improvement represents the extent or degtee of ~m Improv-ement relative to the stardard. . 
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• Objective 4: Implement bus stops, park-and-ride lots, and transit centers identified In .· . I . 

the Yamhill County Coordinated Human Services Public Transportation Pion: The Next 

Steps.26 

• Objective 5: Identify needs for services to regional employment and activity tenters. 
" l ' 

' 

• Objective 6: Consider tran$it user needs that complement the. basic provision of service 
I 

to encourage htgher levels of usage (e.g., shelters and benche~) . 

Goal 6:. Manage ~he Tran$pon:~tion System to Support a Prosperous and 

Competitive Economy 

• Objective 1: Enhance access to major .employment and industriallo.catlons. 

• Objective 2: Enhance. the efficiency, access, capadty and reliability of the fretght 

system. 

Goal 7: Provide Transportoltion Facilities and Servic:es th~ are Fisally 

Responsible and Economically Feasible 

• Objective 1: Plan for an economically vlabfe and cost-effective transportation system 

that makes the best use of tlmited transportatlon funds. 

Evaluation Criteria: 

• Minimization of construction cost 

• Objective a: Identify and devetop diverse and stable fundtng squrces to implement 

recommended projects in :a t1mely fashion and ensure sustained fundins for road 

maintenance and transportation improvement projects. 

• Objective 3: Actlvet.y seek state and federal transportation fun~s to finance programs 

and Improvements. 

~6 Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments, Coordinated Human Services Publ!c Transportation Plan, 2007. 
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Objective 4: Maintain the existing transportation system assets to preserve their 

intended function and maintain their useful life. 

• Objective 5: Consider costs and benefits when Identifying project solutions and 

prioritizing public investments. 

• Objective 6: Ensure transparency when determining transportation system 

investments. 

Goal 8: Provide a Transportation System that Conserves Energy and Protects and 

Improves the Environment 

• Objective 1: Minimize impacts to preserve the natural, scenic, abd cultural resources In 

the County. 

Evaluation Criteria: 

' i 

• Minimization of impacts to environmentally sensitive are~s 
I 
' 

• Objective 2: Minimize land use impacts. 

Evaluation Criteria: 

• Minimization of impacts to EFU-zoned and developed pa.(cels 

• Minimization of required rtght-of-way 

Goal 9: Coordinate with Local and State Agencies and Transportation Plans 

Objective i~ Coordinate with the Oregon Transportation Ptan( ·' assoCiated modal 

plans. 

Evaluation Cfiterla: 

• Consistenc'( with ODOT standards 



SECTION 1. GOALS, 0BJfC1WES, AND EVALUATION CRITERIA 60 

• Objective 2: Coordinate with local agency transportation system plans for communities 

within Yamhill Coonty. 

• Objective 3: Meet the requirements of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule. 

• Objective 4: Coordinate with localagenctes and entitles within YamhfU·courttv including 

major employers,ln.corpQTated;and unincorporated communities, and other 

stakeholders or ~roups, ~s appropriate~ on tran~ortation issues irw9Mng these entities. 

• Objective 5: Coordinate regional project development and implementation with local 

jurisdi'ctions (e.g. evacuation routes, countywide transit, and jurisdictional transfer of 

roadways). 

• Objective 6: Coordinate with cities and ODOT to revtew and assess potential impacts 

and appropriate mitigation of proposed development appiJ.cattpns. 
' 

A further description of the development of the goals, objectives, and ~valuation criteria is 

included in Appendix F. 
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Section 8. Management Systems and Tools 

The County has several management systems and tools in place to support decision-making 

about expenditures for capital improvements and maintenance for the County's roadway 

system. The use of these systems and tools allows the County to examine needs on a system­

wide basis and then make objective, defensible decisions about the best allocation of limited 

resources to address those needs. The existing systems and too~ are applied for the following 

purposes: 

Project prioritization 

• Ranking of safety problem locations 

• Gravel road condition rating 

Prioritization of paving of gravel roads 

• Road ownership transfer 

Because the TSP should provide not only recommendations about specific future capital 

improvement proJects, but also guidance on the on-going, day-to-day management of the 

transportation system, the development of management approaches in the following additional 

areas was investigated: 

• Mitigation of traffic diversion from state highways to county -

Designation of scenic routes • ' · j 
Designation of truck/hazardous materials routes 

' 
In· addition to these approaches, the County's existing management systems and tools are 

documented in this section. 

Mitigation of Traffic Diversion from State Highways to County Roads 

There are three primary traffic diversion routes in the County that _111,. 1\fJ!IWil .. drivers trying to 

avoid congestion on OR 99W (see figure 12}. These are: 
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• Newberg to Lafayette, Carlton, and McMinnville via OR 240, Kuehne Rd, Hendricks Rd., 

and Abbey Rd. 

• Newberg to Dundee via Sunnycrest Rd., Hidden Spriflgs Rd., anq fox Farm Rd. 

• Dundee tQ OR 99W at Fulquartz Landing Rd. via Sth St., Edwards: Dr., and Y::ulquartz 

Landing Rd. 

An effective way to decrease the amount of diverted traffic along these routes is to improve the 

OR 99W corridor. In addition to Phas.e I of the Bypass, there are sever~ I improvements 

recommended in Section 10 that woutd enhance traffic operations, geometries, and safety 
. . I 

along OR 99W. Alsp, if the phase of the Bypass from Dundee to OR 18ls constructed, most, if 
i 

not all, of the traffic from thts corridor to county roads would be eliminated. 

. ' 

These routes should be monitored after the opening of Phase 1 to determine the level of 

diversion. If this does not slgnlflcantly decrease, the following improvement opportunities 

shoutd be explored: 

• Advancement of the improvements along the OR 99W corridor recommended in Section 

10. 

• For the first two diversion routes listed above, advancement of the improvements for 

these routes recommended in Section 10. Although this approejch would not reduce the 

level of dtversion, the improvements would allow the diverted traffic to be 

accommodated more safely. 

Designation of -Scenic Routes 

Both objective (measurable) criteria and subjective criteria should be applied in determining 

s1,1itable scentc routes. Once a potential route has been defined, County staff should work with 

county and state tourism organizations to refine and implement the route. 



Yamhill County Transportation System Plan !Maahingtoneounly 

Figure 12: Existlng Traffic Diversion Routes from OR 99W~--------------·..,....,.._---oo!~ 

I.Bgend J / 
'CityUGB 

OR 240 to Kuehne Road to Hendricks Road or Abbey Road 

81 .. I 
~. 
~ , 

~ Fu"'""" """'"" Road to Edwanl• llriw " 5th St .. atom. ·I 
· 0 """",_.Road to Hlddon S-Rood to Fox Fann "'"' I 

r 

i 
11~Counly I , _ _ ____________ __J 

l 

,.-w • ..,;' 
....... ~ ... 1r ' 

·' ' _; - ---.1..-IJ N 

.A 



SECTION 8. MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS AND TOOLS 64 

The objective criteria to be met are: 

• Roadway is paved 

• ·Adequate lane width or roadway width 
' l 

• Crash rate ~ess than or equal to. two times the statewide average for the same facility 
type (minor collector and above} 

• Roadway does no.t have a SPIS JQcatlon 

A second set of criteria should be subjectively applied to determine wpether a roadway is 
; 

suitable for sightseeing traffic, which behaves differently than typical ~raffic (e4J, slower 
' . · . : . ; .... 

moving, less likely to reco8nize po,entlal safety pro~lems). These are:; 

• Horizontal alignment 

• Vertical atignment 

• Presence ohtght distance deficiencies 

• Surface quality 

• Access density 

• AvailabHity of turnouts 

• Scenk value of surrounding terrain 

• Types of vehicles on roadway (e.g., fa,rm vehides) 

• Presence of roadway lighting 

Additional subjective criteria are th~ tevel of support from local groups and munlclpatlties and 

plans for the protection, enhancement, and promotion of the roadway as a scenic route. 

Whtle these criteria are primari1y for county roadways, it is important to also recognizE! that 

most travelers are fikety to use state highways to access the county roadways. 

Once the criteiia have been applied and a potential route has been identified, the County 

should work with county and/or state tourism organfzatrons to determine whether to pursue 
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adoption of the route. If it is adopted, the County should work these organizations, as well as . . 

key local stakeholders, to develop signing/way finding and to promote the route. 

Designation of Truci</Hazardous Materials Routes 

Truck and freight routes can be defined as either recommended or prohibited routes. Within 

Yamhill County, truck/freight routes are currently defined for both state highways and county 

roadways. 

ODOT truck/freight routes are identified in ODOT's functional classification system. In Yamhill 

County, the primary truck routes are on OR 99W and OR 18. Trucks are allowed on other state 

highways, but through truck traffic is encouraged to use these designated routes when . 

possible. Yamhill County's recommended truck route map shows both length and weight­

restricted routes. Trucks are allowed on all county roadways unless prohibited. The spedfic 

restrictions are shown in the Yamhill County Weight Restricted Bridges and Approved Route 

List. 27 

With regard ~o hazardous materials routes, Federal regulations state that motor carriers "shall 

operate the vehicle over routes which do not go through or near heavily populated areas, 

places where crowds are assembled, tunnels, narrow streets, or alleys, exceptwhere there Is no 

practicable alternative".28 All commercial vehicle operators are expected to be aware of these 

regulations and the current state highway and county road hazardous materials restrictions 

within Yamhill County. 

Because information on truck and hazardous routes in Yamhill County is arready available and 

well-defined for both state highways and county roads, no additional mimagement system"s or 

tools are recommended. 

27Yamhill COunty, Yamhill County Weight Restricted Bridges and Approved Route list: Attachment C36. iooB. 
28 49 CFR 39i67·Motor Carrier Responsibility for Routing, 2011. 
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Project Prioritization Process \ 
The County's Road Matntenante/Reco~tru~lon Priorltfzatlon Poli~y is used to identify annual 

road maintenance and reconstruction improv-ements to protect public safety and property, 

make effective US(;! of~vaifable fund~, and preserve the County'i investment In its 

transportatJcm system. It was adopted by the Yamhill (Dunty Board of Commissioners on May 

14, 2008 by board order. The policy inth.Jdes eight imptementatton strategies: 

• Confine road maintenance and reconstruction to roads formally accepted as county 

roads. 

• Prioritize road malnt~nance and reconstruction expenditures annually in a resolution 

and order adopted by the Board of CartnntsSfooers. using a road malntenan~e priority 

matrix as a' guide. The matrix assigns polnt values to various activities and roadway 

classifications. 

• The RIAC will recommend revisions as needed to the Yamhill Coyhty Board of 

Commissioners to ensure the most effective use of available funds. 

• Implement a base condition concept for the maintenance of paved roads based ori a set 

of criteria that consist of an average pavement condition Index (PC I) value and a 

minimum percentage of road mUes greater than or equal to a specific PP value for each 

functional ctassfftcation. 

• Develop a base condttion coneept for gravel roads that will provide a $ystematlc 

measurement and reporting of their condition (see ''Gravel Road Condition Rating 

System" below). 

• Limit expenditures for major reconstruction proJects to county roads that are not 

Identified as needing capacity kn,provementsJn Ute near~term. : 

• Finance reconstruction and minor im,provementattMtte$:f\)f local streets through 

localized funding mecnanisms, such as the creation of service d-istricts or local 

improvement districts (LIDs), established exclusively for maintenance of these roads. 

• Encourage annexation to a city for local roads within urban and u~ban res~rve areas. 



Ranking of Safety Problem locations 

The County currently uses a ranking system for safety p~oblem locations that was developed 

and implemented by theRIAC. The criteria considered are traffic volume, the number of 

reported crashes, total fatalities, total injuries, and the number of property damage only (PDO) 

crashes. Total fatalities and injuries are weighted more heavity than PDO crashes. Prioritization 

points are calculated based on these criteria. The County will continue to use this ranking 

system, with possible modifications over time. 

Gravel Road Condition Rating System 
I 
j 

The County currently uses an informal Gravel Road Condition Rating System. The following 

factors i:lre evaluated in the field and used to calculate a gravel condition index {GCI) value: 

• Crown 

• Drainage· culverts and ditches 

• Safety 

• Width 

• Vegetation- sight distance 

• Rock 

Roadways are determined to be ln seneraUy good, fair, or poor condition based on the GCI 

score. Roadways with lower GCI scores are st-ven a higher maintenance priority. If there are 

near-term plans for paving a roadway, it Is not given a maintenance priority. 

A more detailed rating system ts not anticipated due to the dynamic nature o(gravel roadway 

conditions, which can vary along the length ofthe roadway and on a daily basis depending on 

weather conditions and other factors. 
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Prioritization of Paving of Gravel Roads 

The County's Gravel Collector Roads Upgrade Prioritization System ls used to rank collector 

roadways considered as potential candidates for paving. Prioritization
1 
points are calculated 

based on traffic volume, crashes1 gravet condition, and residential den~ity a~ong the roadway. 

The paving prioritization is determined by ranking the roadways by total points. 

Road Ownership Transfer 

The County follows a policy established in the previ'OU!P Yamhill CountyTSP29 for the transfer of 

road O\oYnership from the County to the cities. The policy encourages the expeditious transf~r 

of jurisdiction of roadways to Incorporated cities Jn conjunction with annexation. Developers 

who propose annexation and have frontage on a road that does not meet dty road standards 

have the primary responsibility for upgrading the road to city standards. Roads must be 

upgraded at the ttme of annexaticm or the deveioper must sign with the city an agreement to 

upgrade the road at the time of development. The policy also requires the transfer or an 

agreement to transfef jurisdiction of tc:>Unty roadways within urban growth boundarfes at the 

time of annexation. Atthough the terms of the agreement may vary from case-to-case, the 

County adheres to this policy and will continue to do so in the future. 

A management system th~t the County has used In the past to ldenttfy pavement maintenance 

needs is the Pavement Management System {M'fC .... PMS). Thls system, utilizes a Pavement 

Condttlon Index whlch rates the overall condition of the pavement. The PMS is not currently In 

use; however, the County may be purchasing an updated system in the future. 

Additional information on the ·County's exis_ting and recommended roadway management 

systems and tools is included in Appendix G. 

19 Yamhill County, Y;tmhill County Iran~portatfon Svstem Plan. 1~5. 
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Section 9. Public Process 

Development of the TSP was a collaborative process among the County, ODOT, RIAC, key 

stakeholders, and the community. Throughout the study, the project team took time to 

understand multiple points of view, obtain fresh ideas and resource materials, and encourage 

participation from the public. Several methods were used to engage the community, including 

stakeh~lder interviews, an online survey, and two public open house meetings. This section 

summarizes the public process and the input received from the stakehol.ders and the . 

community. 

Compliance with Title VI Outreach Requirements 

Public Involvement for the TSP is subject to the requirements and guidance found in ODOT's 

Guidelines jor Addressing Title VI and Environmental Justice in Transportation Planning. 30 

Specifically, Title VI identifies measures to reach and solicit comments from disadvantaged 

populations within a community. Although Yamhill County has relatively limited concentrations 

of minorities and low-income residents, these populations must be accommodated. Yamhill 

County Planning Department staff did not Identify any known groups that should be specifically 

approached . . They Indicated that the groups typically expressing interest in the County's 

planning projects would not qualify for Title VI or Environmental Justice noticif!g, since these 

groups' issues are typically focused on environmental concerns unrelated to the disadvantaged 

populations identified in ODQT's guidelines. 

Based on 2010 Census data, about 85% of the County's population is white and about 15% of 

the population Is classified as Hispanic/Latina. This is a comparable percenta&:e of white, and 

slightly higher percentage of Hispanic/Latina, compared to Oreeon as a whole. The percentage 

of people of races other than white in Yamhill County Is also similar to Oregon as a whole. ·ro 

so Oregon Department of Transportation; Guidelines for Addressing Title VI and Environmental Justice in 
Transportation Planning. 2015. · 
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help reach Hispanlc/latlno populations, newspaper advertisements were printed in both 

English and Spanish and a Spanish interpreter was made available at th~ two open house 

meetings. 

An estimated 15% of Individuals in the County were below the poverty line in 2013, whk:h Is 
. . . l 

comparable to the state as a whole. 

County Transp()rtation Issues 

To obtain input on key fssoes, meeting$ w~re held at the start of the study with the RIAC, and 

telephone interv1ews were conducted With stakeholders representing local governments, 

school districts, po~ice and fire departments, and local businesses. In addition, ari online survey 

was conducted through the County's website. 

Overal1, about 90% of the respondents to the online survey rated the transportation system in 

the County as "good" or "fair". The most common concerns among the. stakeholders and 

survey respondents were in the following areas: 

• Safety-- in particular, intersections along OR 18 and OR 99W, such as OR 99W/OR 18 

and OR 18/Lafayette Wwy. 

• lack of blt:ycle and pedestrian facilities,_ shoutders are too narrow or there are no 
shoulders for bicycl~sts 

• Congestion and delay- need for the Newberg-Dundee Bypass and additional capacity 
on OR 18 

• Geometries- narrow and winding county roads and narrow shoulders ornostwulders 

• Improved transit service and facilities- additional service to Portland and Salem and the 

tack of bus shelters and bus stop 'signage 

• Traffic operations -lack of turn lanes on state highways, particularly OR 18, and 

difficulty in crossing state highways 

• Roadway maintenance -need for repairs beyond spot maintenance 

Summaries of the stakeholder interview and online survey resu.lts are in~luded ln Appendix 1. 
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Open House #I 

The first open house was held on August 8, 2013. The purpose of the open house was to 

provide the public an opportunity to review Information on existing and future projected 

conditions In the County. Another objective was to obtain comments on key transportation 

Issues within the County, potential solutions to address the issues, and the highest-priority 

locations to Investigate. Comments were received from the public about several local road 

problem locations and potential improvements. There_ was also general interest in ensuring 

that bicycle and pedestrian Improvements would be included in the TSP. 

Open House #2 

A second open house was held pn December 11, 2014 to provide an opportunity for the public 

to comment on improvement options for the priority roadway and bicyde/p~destrian 

improvement locations shown in Figure 13. 

Roadway Improvement Options 

The 21 priority roadway improvement locations were determined based on ~he needs identified 

in th~ existing and future conditions analysis and comments received from the RIAC, 

stakeholders, agency staff, and pubtic. The list below does not reflect t~ order of importance 

of these locations. 

1 . Kuehne Rd./Abbey Rd./Hendricks Rd. intersection 

2. Stringtown Rd. between OR 221 and OR 154 

3. Worden Hill Rd. from OR 240 to north of Falivlew Dr_. 

4 . . OR 99W/OR 18/McOougall Rd. intersection 

5. OR 18 between A~h Rd. and OR 154/lafayette Hwy. 

6. OR 18/Red Prairie Rd. intersection 

7. OR 99W/OR 471ntersection 

8. OR 99W ..... Dundee city limlts to OR 18 junction 

9. OR 153/Hopewefl Rd./Webfoot Rd. 

·I 
I 

l 
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J 

1 
10. OR 221/0R 153 intersection 

11. OR 233/Starr Quarry Rd. Intersection 

12. Bald Peak Rd./Mountain Top Rd. intersection 

13. North Valley Rd./Chehalem Dr. intersection 

14. Bell Rd./Aspen Way intersection 

15. Bell Rd./Zimrl Rd. intersection 

16. Bell Rd./Springbrook Rd. intersection 

17. OR 99W,- Newberg city limits to Dundee city limits 

18. OR 233/Cruicksh~nk Rd. intersection. 

19. OR 18/Gopher Valley Rd. intersection 

20. OR99W/Durham ln. intersection . 

21. Fox Farm Rd./Hidden Springs Rd. intersection 

The improvement options were developed to address the needs identified in the existing and 

future conditions analysis and by theRIAC, stakeholders, and public. The goals, objectives, and 

evaluation criteria were used as a guide In the development ~f the options, as well as the future 

funding constraints identified in the funding analysis. The focus was to identify options that 

would Improve safety and maintain traffic operations, while minimizing cost and environmental 

and land use impacts. Another objective was to develop a package of improvements for each 

location that would address not only the primary need, but secondary needs within the vicinity. 

In some cases, due to the type of need or s~ecific characteristics of the loca~ion, only orie 

improvement option is available. An example of this would be a location where there are 

confl icts between turning vehicles and through traffic. Here, the only option would be to 

provide a turn tane. The Improvement options are briefly summarized in Table 2 below. 

Addihonal details are provided in the Improvement Options memo in Appendix Ji, 
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Table ·2: ·Roadway tmprovernent Options. 

Location Needs Improvement Options 

No. Description 

1 Kuehne Rd./Abbey Rd./Hendricks .. Improved safety 1. Realign Abbey Rd. as "T" intersection with Hendricks 
Rd. .. Skewed intersections Rd., add turn lanes 

• tadc ofturn lanes 2; Realign HendriCks Rd. a.....,. intersecti~n with Abbey 
Rd, add turn lanes 

3. Install roundabout 

2 Stringtown Rd. between OR 221 • Improved safety 1. Widen lanes and shoulders, install shoulder rumble 
and OR 154 • Narrow lanes and shoulders stripes, install signing and striping at curves 

3 Worden Hill Rd. from OR 240 to • · ....,. Worden Hill · 1. Improve OR 240/Worden Hill Rd. intersection 
north of Fairview Or. • 2. Same as Option 1.: ptus Install rumble stripes and curve . • f:toor intersection geometries at OR signs/striping on Worden HiU Rd. 

240/Worden Hill Rd. 3. same as Option 2, plU$ add shottlders a..-d remove two 
crests on Worden Hilt'Rd. 

4. Same as Option 3,. plus realign four curves on Worden 
Hill Rd. 

4 OR 99W/OR 18/McOougall Rd. • Improved safety and traffic · l. ll'lstaU roundabout. 
operations 

• Non-standard intersection layout .. Future mobility need 
5 ... OR 18 between Ash Rd. and OR • Improved safety -~ 1. Close Ash Rd., install rounda~out at OR 18/0R 

154/Lafayette Hwy. • FuturemobUityneed .154/lafayetteHw,. 
2. Close Ash Rd., reatlgn Lafayette Hwy. and OR 154 as 

offset...,... intersections with OR 18 

6 OR 18/Red Prairie Rd. • Improved safety 1. Install median on OR 18 to allow two-stage crossing 

• Difficulty in crossing OR 18 
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'": . . , . 
location I• Needs Improvement Options 

.,. 

' No. Description ,, 

7 OR 99W/OR47 • Improved safety 1. Install traffic signals on eastbound and westbound OR 

• Lack ofturn lane 99W, rehabilitate pavement 

• Existing and future mobility needs 2 . Merge eastbound and westbound OR 99W into single 

• Poor pavement condition roadway and install traffic signal, add turn lane 

3. Merge eastbound and westbound OR 99W into single 
roadway and install roundabout l 

8 OR 99W- Dundee City Limits to OR • Existing and future mobility needs 1. Widen OR 99W to four lanes with median between 
18 Junction Bypass junction and OR 18 ' 

-· 
9 OR 153/Hopewell Rd./Webfoot Rd. • Improved safety 1 . Remove vegetation near intersection, install 

• Lack ofturn lane intersection warning beacon 
I • Narrow lanes and shoulders 2 . Same as Option 1, plus widen lanes and shoulders and 

consider turn lane 
10 OR 221/0R 153 • Improved safety 1. Remove intersection connecto r roads to create 

• Confusing intersection, sharp standard intersection, install turn lane, widen lanes 
angles 

• Lack of turn lane 

• Narrow lanes 
-·· .. 

~ 11 OR 233/Starr Quarry Rd. • Improved safety 1 . Improve curve on OR 233, realign Starr Quarry Rd. as 

• Narrow lanes and shoulders "T" intersection with OR 233, install turn lane and 

• Confusing intersection guide signs on OR 233, widen lanes and shoulders 

• Substandard curve on OR 223 
12 Bald Peak Rd./Mountain Top Rd. • Improved safety 1. Realign Ornduff Rd. and Mountain Top Rd. to form ! 

• Skewed intersection single intersection and connect w ith Bald Peak Rd., 

• Narrow lanes and shoulders reduce crest on Bald Peak Rd. 
---·-

13 North Valley Rd./Chehalem Dr. • Poor sight distance 1. Trim vegetation near intersection, remove crest on I 

• Narrow lanes North Valley Rd. 

Offset intersection approaches 2. Same as Option 1, plus realign south leg of Chehalem 
u • • Dr. ~ 
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Location Nee'ds Improvement ·Options 

No~ DeStription 

14 Bell Rd./Aspen Way • Poor sight distance 1. Reduce .crest on Bell Rd., widen lanes and shoulders 

• Narrow lanes and shoulders 
15 Bell Rd./Zimrf Rd. • Poor sight distance 1 . . Remove/relocate sight obstructions on southwest , .. Narrow lanes and shoulders corner of intersection 
16 Bell Rd./Springbrook Rd. • Improved safety · 1 . Convert intersection to three-way sto~, remove 

• Poor sight distance vegetatiG~n near intersection, inmsll advanee 

• Narrow lanes and shoulders intersection warning signs and intersection beacon 
11 OR99W- Newberg City limits to • Improved safety 1. Widen shoulders, monitor merge problem 

Dundee City Umlts • Existing mobllity need 

• Narrow shoulders 

• Merge problem in lane reduction 
area east of Dundee 

18 OR 233/Cruickshank Rd. • Improved safety 1. Ref'l'l(We conpector roads at intersection and realign 

• Confusing intersection Cruikshank Rd. as .,. intersection with OR 233 south 

• Narrow lanes and shoulders . of existing hem~ consider wrn lane~ widen lanes and 
sho.ulders 

2~ Remove connector roads and rearign Cruickshank Rd. 
as . ...,.. irrtersecti.On with remgval of existing home, 
considetturn fanes, widen travellanes.anthhoutders 

3. Install roundabout with removal of existing home -
19 OR 18/GopherValley Rd. 

. . 
• ··· Poor access conditions at 1. County and ODOT to work With property owners to 

driveways on OR 18 con501Jdate driveways evertt:rrre 
• Narrow lanes and shoulders 

20 OR 99W/Durham Ln. • Improved safety 1. Install intersection beacon. remove sight distance 

• Narrow shoulders obstructions, consider turn lanes 
21 Fox Farm Rd./Hidden Springs Rd; • Improved safety 1 . Create 'T' intersection 

• Poor sight distance . 2· . Realign Fox Farm Rd. to imprnve curves, create "'T"' 
• Substandard curves intersection 
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The improvement options were screened using the evaluation criteria described in Section 7 

and the findings were reviewed with the County, ODOT, and the RlAC. There was general 

agreement about the improvement concepts and the results of the evaluation. Minor revisions 

were made to the options based on County and ODOT input. The evaluation scores are shown 

in the summary sheets at the end of the Improvement Alternatives memo in Appendix H. 

P.-oposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

The proposed bicycle and pedestrian improvements presented at the second open house 

address the locations where improvements are needed to safety accommodate higher bicycle 

or pedestrian volumes. The improvements generally consist of widening travel lanes and/or 

shoulders to provide greater separation between bicyclists/pedestrians and vehicular traffic. 

These improvements were proposed at the following locations (see Figure 13): 

a. Old Sheridan Rd. between McMinnville city limits and OR 18 

b. OR 47 between OR 99W and Washington County line 

c. OR 18B between Sheridan and Willamina 

d. OR 99W between Newberg and Dundee 

e. OR 99W between Lafayette and McMinnville 

f . Lafayette Hwy. between Lafayette and OR 18 

g. Westside Rd. between McMinnville and Meadowlake Rd. 

h. Westside Rd. between Meadowlake Rd. and Moore's Valley Rd. 

The only exception to the lane/shoulder widening improvements is for OR 47 between OR 99W 

and the Washington County line. Here, the planned Yamhela's Westsider Trail was proposed, 

which will run parallel to OR 47, with connections via OR 47 and intersecting county roads. 



S~t. PUBLIC PROCESS 78 
I 

Community Preferred Options 

PubUc Input was provided at the second open house on several of roadway improvement 

options. For Worden Hill Rd. (Location #3), both Option 3 and Option 4 were supported. 

Option 3 includes Improvements to the OR 240/Worden Hill Rd. intersection, an~ on Worden 

Hill Rd., the installation of rumble stripes and curve stgns/strlptng, the addition of shou~ders, 

and the removal of two crests. Option 4 is the same as Option 3, plus the realignment of four 

curves on Worden Hill Rd. 

One comment was received for OR 18 between Ash Rd. and Lafayette Hwy. (locatlon #S) 

supporting Option 2, which Includes the closure of Ash Rd. north and south of OR 18 and the 

realignment of Lafayette Hwy. and OR 154 as offset '1''' intersections with OR is. 

Optlon 2 was preferred for the OR 153/HopeweU Rd./Webfoot Rd. intersection {location #9). 

This would Improve sight distance by removing vegetation near the intersection, install a 

warning beacon at the intersection, and widen the lanes and shoulders on OR 153 and 

Hopewell Rd. in ·the vfcfnity of the intersection. In addition, an eastbound right .. turn lane would 

be considered. 

i 

One comment was received in support of Option #3 at the OR 99W/O~ 47 intersection 

{location ##7). This option would feature the merging of the eastbouo~ and westbound OR 99W 

· roadways into a single roadway, with the installation of a roundabout. 

For the OR 233/Crulckshank Rd. Intersection (Location #18), both Option 2 and Option 3 were 

supported. With both options, the existing home located in the center of the Intersection 

would be removed. Option 2 would remove the connector roads at the intersection and reatign 

Cruickshank Rd. to meet OR 233 as·a T intersection. A northbound left-turn lane and 

southbound right-turn lane on OR 233 would be considered, and the lanes and shoulders on OR 

233 wou ld be widened near the Intersection. Option 3 would reconstruct the intersection as a 

roundabout. 
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There was one comment in favor of Option 2 for the Fox Farm Rd./Hidden Springs Rd. 

intersection, which would realign Fox Farm Rd. to improve the radii on the "S" curve and realign 

Hidden Springs Rd. as a "T" intersection with Fox Farm Rd. 

Several other comments not related to the Improvement options were also received: 

• Roundabouts help the flow of traffic 

• Add shoulders when performing maintenance work on county roads 

• Widen Lafayette Hwy. between OR 18 and OR 99W to better accommodate bicyclists 

11 Consider adding paved shoulders on Baker Creek Rd. for bicycle access to the county 

parks outside of McMinnville 

• OR 99W needs shoulders between Trunk Rd. and Riverwood Rd. 

Additional information on the public process can be found in in Appendix I. 
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Section I 0. R~commended TntnJ.pc:Jtbt~(IJl System 
Improvements 

· The improvemet~ts presented below are recommended for further investigation. Based on the 

public input received at the second open ho1,1se, evaluation results, and input from theRIAC 

and county staff, these improvements best meet the .aoals, objectives, and needs for the 

County's transportation system. None of the recommended improvements Involve any 
' 

significant right-of-way or property impacts. They are not expected to have any 

dtsproportionatety negative !Tnpacts on Title VI populations. Rather, tHese improvements will 

benefit the entire population. Complete documentation of the selection of the recommended 

improvements is included in Appendix J. 

Roadway Projects 

The recommended roadway improvements are in the form of projects, which consist of a 

bundle of one or more individual improvement$ that address both the primary and secondary 

needs at a location. This approach enhances the cost.:effectiveness of improvement projects by 

increasing the total benefit and reducing the total tost, compared to separate projects for each 

Improvement. The recommendations. describe thetvpe of improvements to be implemented, 

not their specific design characteristics odeatures. These would be determined at the time of 

project development. 

For each project, a funding source Is identified. In the past, Coonty roadway improvements 

have typically been funded using revenues from the State Highway Fund that are allocated to 

the County or Oregon Transportation Investment Act (OTIA) funds, which are speclftcaUy used 

for bridge projects.31 Alternative funding sources not c1.1rrentty used by the County are also 
' . 

included, such as local iniprc~Vement districts, transportation uttnty fees, franchise fees, and 

county road d~strfcts bOnds, property taxes for roads, and ODOT Pedestrian and Bicycle · 

51 Going forward, OTIA funds wilt not be available. 
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Program grants. For planning purposes, ODOT estimates approximately $10-15M in state and 

federal funding administered by ODOT is will be available for capital improvements on state 

highways over the 20-year period.32 

A recommended time frame is also provided for each project. The time frame estimates are 

primarily based on when a project will be needed to address the identified needs: short-term 

(2015-2020), medium~term (2020-2025), and long-term (2025-2030+). Other factors were 

considered in some cases, including: 

a Phasing- the project can be implemented in an inexpensive, short-term phase together 

with a longer-term phase, which may require additional time to secure funding. 

• Other recent improvements- if an improvement has recently been made at a location, 

the priority for another project at the same location may be lower. 

Related improvements -another improvement Is scheduled which would eliminate the 

need for the recommended project. 

• Cost- higher-cost projects will likely require more time to secure funding. 

The time frame is not intended to reflect priority. The recommended county roadway projects 

can be considered as a pool of potential improvements that the county can select from 

according to future circumstances, such as the availability of funding for a specific improvement 

type or the ability to combine the project with another project. 

The recommended roadway improvements are summarized in Table 3 and Figure 13. 

32 
The State has not committed any future funding for projects in Yamhill County. This estimate is based on the 

assumption that Yamhill County will receive a reasonable share of t he state/federal funding projected to be 

available over the 20-year planning horizon In Region 2 and based on ODOT sustaining their current revenue 
structure. It is used to illustrate the degree of financial constraints faced by ODOT as of the writing of this 
document. Actual funding through state and federal sources may be higher or lower than the range of this 
estimate. This estimate does not include projects that might be funded through the federal Highway Safety 

Improvement Program (HSIP). 
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Ta'ble3: Recommended' Roadway Improvements 

loeatic,.n' Recommended .Project Cost Funding Source Time Frame 

.· 
No~ nescr,iption: 

1 Abbey Rd./Hendricks Option 1: $625,000+ • County. (State Short-term 
RdJKuehne Rd. 

Realign Abbey Rd. as ..,.. intersection with 
ROW cost Highway Fund} • 

~lim Rd. • Alternate county 

• Install southbound left-tum lane on 
funding sources 

· Hendricks Rd. at Abbey. Rd. 

• lnstatt acceJeratloh/merge lane from 
Abbey Rd. to Kuehne Rd. 

• Reairgn.and widen-tn~Ve11anes on Abbey 
Rd. 

• Realign Oak Spring F.arm Rd. as "r' 
: fntersectlonwith Abbey Rd. 

• Widen travel lanes and shoulders on 
Hendricks Rd. and Kuehne Rd 

2 Stringtown Rd. - OR Option 1: $4.25M • County (State Short-term• 
221 to OR 154 

Install signing/striping at several curves• 
Highway Fund) Medium/long-term • 

Widen road • Alternate county • funding sources • .Widen/improve shoulders 

• Install shoulder rumble stripes 
-
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location Recommended Project Cost Funding Source Time Frame 

No. ·Description 

3 Worden Hill Rd. - OR Option 4: $5.4M • County (State long-term 
' 

·240 to north of 
Realign OR 240/Worden Hill Rd • 

~ighway Fund) • Fairview Dr. 
intersection to eliminate skew, widen • Alternate county 

shoulders on OR 240 near intersection 
funding sources 

• Install signing/striping at ~everal curves, 
install rumble stripes for length of 
roadway_ 

• Widen shoulders and remove crests at two 
locations 

• Straighten curves at several locations 
4 OR 99W/OR 18/ Option 1: . $9.0M ODOT Short-term* 

McDougall Rd.33 

• Close McDougall Rd. approach to 
Long-term 

intersection"' 

• Install multi-Jane roundabout 

• Widen shoulders on OR 99W and OR 18 in 
_vicinity of intersection 

5 ·OR 18- Ash Rd. to OR Option 1: $8.0M ODOT Short-term* 
154/lafayette Hwy. • Close Ash .Rd. north and south of OR 18* 

Medium/long-term 
-

• lnstafl multi-lane roundabout, widen 
lafayette Hwy. aod OR 154 near -
intersection 

urNs proJect may be pursued if the Dundee to OR 18 phase of the Bypass is not built. 
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tqcation Recommended ~J:~j~: Cost Funding Source Time Fr me 

No. :oe$crJp~ion 

6 . OR 18/Red Prairie Option 1: $7.0M ODOT Medium/long-term 
Rd. 

Install median on OR 18 with adequate • 
·width to allow two~stage crossing 
movements 

• Wfdenlanes and shoulders on Red Prairie 
Rd. in vicinity of intersection 

7 OR99W/OR47 Option 3: $6.0M ODOT Short-term 

• Merge eastbound and westbound 
roadways on OR 99W into single roadway 
and install multi-lane roundabout 

• Widen shoulders on OR 47ln vicinity of 
intersection 

8 OR 99W-Dundeeto Option 1: $40.0-SO.OM ODOT Medium-term"' 
OR 18 

Widen and rehabilftate shoulders• 
Long.term34 

• 
• Widen OR99Wto fOur lanes with median 

between Newberg-Dundee Bypass 
junction and OR 18 

9 OR 153/Hopewell Option 2: $1.0M • ODOT Short term• 
Rd./Webfoot Rd. 

Remove vegetation, install warning • County (State Medium/long-term • 
beacon at intersection* 

. __ ..bf:igt:;way..flln.d} .. --- -~-"'-

Widen travel lanes and shoulders near • Alternate county • 
intersection, consider. adding eastbound · funding sources 

right-turn lane on OR 153 
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location Recommended Project 
,. 

Cost Funding Source Time Frame . 
' 

No. Description 
i 

10 . OR 221/0R 153 Option 1: $1.5M ODOT Short-term · 

• Vacate south-to-west and north-to-west 
connector roads to create standard 
intersection 

• JnstaJI northbound left-turn lane on OR 
221 

• Widen traveft.an~on OR 221 in vicinity of 
intersection 

11 OR 233/ Option 1: $1.5M • ODOT Short-term 
Starr Quarry Rd. 

·Realign OR 233 so curve meets standard 
.. County (State • 

Highway Fund) • Realign Starr QUarry Rd. as "l"' 
intersection with OR 233 ·· • Alternate county 

• Install southbound left-turn lane on OR 
funding sources 

233 .. JnstaiJ guide signs on OR Z33 

• Widen travel lanes and shoulders in 
vicinity of intersection 

12 Bald Peak Rd./ Option 1: $620,000 • . County (State Medium-term 
Mountain Top Rd. • Realign Omduff Rd. and Mountain Top Rd . 

Highway Fund) 

ro form single intersection north of Bald • Alternate county 
funding sources w--'- -:Pilli!i,JI,I';"'~-~--~-"""'" 

... 

• Connect new intersection to Bald Peak Rd . 

• Reduce crest on Bald Peak Rd. at 
intersection 
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Location Recommended ProJ~~ Cost Funding Source Time Frame 

No;~ Description 

13 North Valley Rd./ Option 2: $525,000 • County (State Short-term3s 
Chehalem Dr. 

. Reconstruct North V.afiey Rd. west of 
Highway Fund) • 

lntersectionto reduce crest • Alternate county . 

• Trim/remove vegetation 
funding sources 

Realign south legofChehalem Or. to • Clty of Newberg • 
eliminate offset 

(future 
development fees) 

14 Bell Rd./ Aspen Way Option 1: $710,000 • County (State Short-term 

• Reduce crest on Bell Rd. to west of 
Highway Fund) 

intersectiOn • Alternate county 

• Widen travel lanes and shoulders on Bell 
funding sources 

Rd. 
• Replace and/or install guardrail in vicinity 

of intersection 
15 Bell Rd./Zimri Rd. Option 1: $20,000 • County (State Short-term 

• · f{emove/relocate slght obstructions on SW : 
Highway Fund) 

corner of intersection • Aftematecounty 
funding sources 



SECfiON 10. RECOMMENDED TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 87 

Location . Ret()mmended Project Cost F.;.nding Source Time Frame 

No. Description 

16· Bell Rd./ Option 1: $130,000 • County. (State Short-term 

Springbrook Rd~ • Convert intersection to three-way stop 
Highway Fund) 

control • Alternate county 

• · Remove vegetation on SE corner of 
funding sources 

intersection 

• Relocate utility pole on north side of Bell 
Rd. to improve clear zone safety 

• Install "stop ahead" advance warning signs 
With beacons on Bell Rd. 

• Install warning beacon at intersection 
17 OR 99W- Newberg Option 1: $3.0M ODOT Medium-term 

to Dundee 
Widen shoulders on OR 99W where • 
deficient 

• Monitor lane reduction area east of 
Dundee; identify appropriate 
improvement measures as needed 

18 OR 233/ Option 2: $2.0M ODOT Medium-term 
Cruickshank Rd. 

Remove connector roads • 
• Realign Cruickshank Rd. as 7 intersection 

with OR 233, removing existing home 
Consider northbound left-tu rn lane and -- --• 
southbound right-turn lane on OR 233 at 
new intersection 

• Widen travel lanes and shoulders on OR 
·233 in vicinity of intersection 

19 OR 18/ Option 1: N/A ODOT . Medium/Long-term 
Gopher Valley Rd. • County and ODOT to work with property 

owners to consolidate accesses over time 
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totatio·n Recommended Project Cost Funding Source Time Frame 

No. Desc(iption· 

20 OR 99W/Durham Ln. Option 1: $1.0M ODOT Medium-term 

• Install overhead flashing beacon at 
intersection 

• Remove/relocate sight distance 
obstructions on OR 99W 

• Relocate stop sign on Durham Ln. as close 
to intersection as possible 

• Consider northbound left.turn lane and · 
southbound tight-tumJ"ane on OR 99W 

• MOve existingi ntetsection warning signs 
closer to intersection 

21 Fox Farm Rd./Hidden Options 1 and 2: $415,000 • County (State Short-term* 
Springs Rd. • Create ..,.. intersection* 

Highway. Fund) ··Long-tenn 

. Rea:llgn Fox Farm Rd. to improve radii on • Altetnate c:ounty • 
"S" curves; realign Hidden Springs Rd. as 

funding sources 

T intersection at Fox Farm Rd. 
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Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvements 

Nearly all of the proposed bicycle/pedestrian improvements presMted at the second open 

house are recommended for implementation. The improvements are located throughout the 

County, as shown in Table 4 and figure 13. They consist mainly of shoulder widening and/or 

paving to a minimum of six feet, or to the County's or COOT's standard if it is higher. In some 

cases, lane widening is also recommended because having adequate lane width for vehicular 

. trafftc also improves safety for bicycHsts and pedestrians. 

In addition to the shoulder and lane widening improvements, the Yamhela's WestsiderTrail is 
' ' - 1 

recommended {see Figure 13). The trail will run parallel to OR 47 from c;:>R 99Wto Gaston, 

linking up with the State Highway Bicycle trail to Forest Grove and to H- Lake. The cities of 

Gaston, Yamhill and Carlton are situated along the traiL Access will be ~v~llabte from 

intersecting county roads and nearby pR 47. 

All of the recommended improvements are based on existing needs, so~can be 
I 

implemented as soon as funding becomes available. 
i 

Transit Improvements 

The recommended improvements for transit Service in Yamhill County were determined based 
. . . . 

on the needs identified in the Yamhill County Coordinated Human Services Public 

Transportation Plan: The Next Steps!6 and by YCTA staff, stakehold~rs, and the public. The 

recommended improvements are: 

Additional service during the evenings and on weekends 

• More freq\lent bus stops 

11 Expanded se~vice to farge employers (e.g. Spirit Mountain Casino and the Riverside 

Drive industrial area) 

• Improved service to outlying areas 

36 .Mid-\oV11ia~~~te Valley Co~ni:il of Governments, Coordjnated Human Services Public Transportation Plan. 2007. 
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Table 4: Recommended Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

Location Recommended (:/)'$t fil .. tfirij:, Time Fra e 
lmprovlme, ··s9;ut~e ; 

A Old Sheridan Rd.- McMinnville • · Widen travel lanes $2.0M .+ culvert County Short-term 
to OR 18 • Widen and pave shoulders repl<Kement 

to six feet 

B OR 47 .. OR 99W to Washington • Yamhela's Westsider Trail N/A County/ Short-term 
County Private 

c OR 188- Sheridan to Willamina • Widen travel fanes $3.0M ODOT Medlum~term 

• Widen and pave shoulders 
to six feet 

0 OR 99W- Newberg to Dundee • Widen and pave shoulders · See location #17 in ODOT Medium-term or with 
to six feet* Table3 location #17 improvement 

E OR 99W- lafayette to • Widen and pave shoulders Reconstruction of ODOT Medium-term 
McMinnville to six feet two bridges** 

F Lafayette Hwy. - Lafayette to OR • Widen travel lanes $L7M+ utility pote County Short-term 
18 • Widen and pave shoulders relocation 

to six feet 

• Alternatively, the shoulders on Dayton Avenue could be widened, consistent with the Dundee TSP and Cheha!em Heritage Trail Strategic Plan. 
** South Yamhill River bridges only. 
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t 

New service between Yamhill and Carlton 

New service between Sheridan, Willamina and Grand Ronde (W.st Valley) . . i 

Designated bus stops with signs and posted schedules 

Transit shelters for fixed routes 

• Sidewalks, curb cuts, loading spaces, and crosswalks in areas adjacent to transit lines 

• Improved ADA accessibility 

a Pull-outs for buses 

• More regional connections (e.g. to the Oregon coast) 

Additional improvements may be identified in a Transit Development Plan that may be 

developed by the Yc::rA in the near future. 

ODOT provides limited transit funding through the Enhance category of!the Statewide 

Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), Special Transportation Fund {STF), and 
. l 

ConriectOregon program. The Enhance category of the STIP funds proj~ that expand or 

improve the state's multlmodal transportation system. For transit, thts,~t.~des capital projects ., 

only. STF funds can be used to provide transportation services to ~sand people with 

disabilities, including transit service. ConnectOrego~ funds tnvest4fil air, rail, marine, 

transit, and bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure through grants and loans.' 

The primary federal transit funding sources avaHable are the Section 5310 and 5311 programs. 

Section 5310 funds may be used for the special needs of elderly individuals and individuals with 

disabilities. Section 5311 is a rural program that provides funding to the states for the purpose 

of supporting public transportaUon in rural areas. 

A small amount of transit funding is also provided from the Yamhill County Generai .Fund. 
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j 

Air, Rail, Pipeline, and Waterway Improvements 

There are no recommended air, pipeline, or waterway improvements. 

The potential passenger rail connection between Yamhill County and the Portland metropolitan 

area identified in the Oregon State Rail Plan31 was examined in the Yam_hi/1 County C~mmuter 

Rail Study. 38 The study evaluated the potential for commuter rail operation from McMinnville 

to Milwaukie uttllzing existing freight rait lines which generally paraUel ·f'l 99W {see Figure 14). 

Key findings from the study include the following: 1 . 

• Service would include five inbound trips in the morning peak~~d a~d five outbound 

trips in the evening peak based on ~0-minute frequencies. Twotrains In each peak 

would run to and ~rom McM.innvme, with the remainder operating to and from 

Newberg. 

• Although adequate for low-speed freight service, the rail line w~Vkf require 

considerable upgrading to accommodate commuter rail opera~rns safely and cost-

effectively. 1 

. . l 
• The estimated capital cost to place a MCMJnn,vl~~Milwauld~ commuter rail line into 

operation would be $112M (1997 dollars). ' 

• The estimated operating cost would be $3.0M annuaUy. 

• Daily boardings for 2015 are estimated to be 1,580. 

. . I . 
• Given the number of riders with trip destinations In the OR 21~ corridor and WUsonville, 

a timed connection with Tri-Met's Westside Express Service btfW.~ W!lsonville and 

Beaverton would be important. • · f 
I 
I 

Development of new service will require a detailed feasibility stl.r _ ·.·· examines potential 

ridership, technical feasibility; implementation, costs, and other f~C:t:' . ,' ~ 
l 

. ·1 
I 

57 Oregon Department ofTransportation, Oregon State Rail Plan. 2014. • J . 
"O'egon Department ofT cansportation, Yamblll County Commuw RaU Stud£., 
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Implementation ~f Recommended Improvements 

Implementation of the recommended projects, both for county and state facilities, will be 

significantly constrained by the anticipated future funding amounts~ For the County, this is 
I 

94 

estimated· to be roughly $300,000 per year or $6M over the 2()..year planning ho_rizon. F.or 

ODOT, a total of $10-lSM is estimated be available for capital transportation improvements on 

state highways over the 2Q-year period. 

County Projects 

County roadway projects are identified as short~term, medium:-term, or long-term based, 

primarily, on whether the needs exist today or are expected with future with traffic growth. 

S.ome projects are classified as longer ... term based on input from th~ County; such as locations 

where a project has been recently constructed (e.g., Worden Hill Rd.). No additional 

p~loritlzation is recommended for the County roadway projects. Implementation of specific 

projects can occur as funding becomes available or other opportunities arise. An example of 

this Is bundling a project with another capital improvement or a scheduled maintenance 

project. Project bundting could also be done with ODOT if there are complementary nearby 

projects on County and ODOT facilities. 

I 

Similarly, all of the recommended bicycle and pedestrian improvements address existing needs 

and therefore are considered equaHy important, Specific Improvements can be impl,emented 

base on funding availability or as other opportunities arise. 

ODOT -Projects 

Some of the projects on ODOT facilities are recommended as priority projects because there 

are mobility needs at these locations that must be addressed to meet the State's mobilitY 

targets. The following priority projects are considered "reasonably likely" by ODOT to be 

funded based on the estimated 20-year funding amount for state highways in unincorporated 

Yamhill County: 
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• OR 18-Ash Rd. to OR 154/Lafayette Hwy. {location #5}- Close Ash Rd. north and south 

of OR 18, install a multi-lane roundabout at the OR 18/0R 154/Lafayette Hwy~ 

intersection,39 and widen Lafayette Hwy. and OR 154 near the intersection. 

• OR 47/0R 99W intersettion (location #7)- merge the eastbound and westbound 

roadways on OR 99W Into a single roadway and install a multi-lane roundabout; 40 

widen shoulders on OR 47 in the vicinity of the intersection. 

In addition, there are several other state highway 1ocations where there are ex1sttng and/{)r . 

future mobility needs, but improvements are considered not reasonably likely to be funded. 

These are: 

• OR 99W/OR 18/McDougall Rd. intersection (Location #4) 

• OR 18 west of Dayton 

• OR 18 west of McMinnville 

• OR 99W- Dundee to OR18 (location #8) 

• OR 99W/Fox Farm Rd. intersection 

At the first three locations, the mobility needs are for future conditions only and the mobility 

targets are only slightly exceeded. Also, at OR 99W/OR 18/McDougall Rd., the need would be 

eliminated if the Dundee-to-Dayton phase of the Bypass is constructed, because the Bypass is 

expected to draw a $lgntft.cant amount of traffic from OR 99W·. 

On OR 99W between Dundee and OR 18, four-lane widening is required to address the existing 

and future needs. Two factors make this improvement not reasonably likely to be funded: 

• It will not be needed if the Dundee~ to-Dayton phase of the Bypass Is constructed, 

because the Bypass is expected to draw a significant amount oftraffic from OR,99W. 

iiS F\lrtheranat'f$15 of the feasibility and desirability of a mu•tl-Janf! roundabout.at this location will be" required. 
~Further analysis of the feasibility and desirability of a m~J,Itl-lane roundabout at this location will be required. 
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• With an estimated cost of over $50M, this improvement alone would well exceed . ' . . 

ODOT's .entire fvndln& amount for state hlshways in Yamhill County over the ~()-year 

planning horizon. 

The shOI!llder wtd~ni:ng and rehabilitation portion of this project is recommended in the 

medlum-term, however, because this is a much lower-cost improvement that is needed 

whether the future phase of the Bypass is built or not. 

With regard to OR 99W/Fox Farm Rd., ODOT is currently working with ~e Ctty of Dundee to 

develop an improvement at the intersection. of OR 99W/First St. in Dundee. The scope ofthis 

improvement will either Include or have an effect on the intersection of OR 99W/Fox farm Rd. 

At this time, there Is no estimate of how this Improvement will impact the operation of the OR 

99W/Fox Farm Rd. intersection, but some improvement l·s expected, particularly in combination 

with the reduction in traffic expected with the opening of Phase 1 of the Bypass. The 
I 

operational conditions ~t this intersectron should continue to be f'llO:fli>tfrect by ODOT~ post-

Phase 1, and addressed to the extent practicable from a property impact and funding 

standpoint, in consideration of the magnitude of any operational or safety problems that may 

develop by the end of the 20-year planning horizon. The potential for the Dundee~to-Dayton 

segment of the bypass to be constructed should also be a factor in thes.e considerations, as Its 

construction wou1d include a complete reconstruction/replacement of the existing OR 99W /Fox 

Farm Rd. Intersection. 

In lieu of lmvtovements at these locations, ODOT should request that the OTC adopt alternate 

mobiHty targets to reflect likely highway performance, given the anticipated funding constraints 

and the State's and County's inability to construct the improvements needed to mitigate the 

expected future conditlons:u 

41 On OR 99W between Dundee and OR 18, the alternate mobility target should be a volume/capacity {v/c) ratio of 
1.00 based on average weekday P.M. peak hoor traffic volumes, with no peak hour factor (PHF). At OR 99W /Fox 
Farm Rd., the alternate mobility target should be ;s v/c. ratio of ().90 based on average weekday P.M. peak hour 
traffic volumes, with no peale hour factor. 
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All of the other ODOT projects., including the bicycle/pedestrian improvements, can be treated 

in a similar manner to the re~ommended county projects, with no specific prioritization. 

Because none of these projects will substantially Impact mobility expectations, they can be 
I 

Implemented as funding becomes available or other opportunities t.tf~~ 
. . ' f 

' 
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