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MEETING AGENDA

 Virtual Meeting Efiquette (Reminder)

* Project Overview
— Purpose and Need
— Schedule
— Next Steps

 Existing and Future Conditions Inventory and
Analysis (Tech Memo #3)

* Next Steps




MEETING AGENDA

 Virtual Meeting Efiquette (Reminder)




VIRTUAL MEETING ETIQUETTE

* Mute your microphone unless you are talking
* Video and audio only options

 We will use the chat box for clarifying questions only.
Keep other questions for the prompted discussion
periods.

* Meeting will be recorded

“Sign In” Sheet

Please post your name and
email in the chat box.




MEETING AGENDA

* Project Overview
— Purpose and Need
— Schedule
— Next Steps




PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

— To guide the management and development of
transportation facilities within Klamath County

— To provide and encourage a safe, convenient, and
economic tfransportation system




COORDINATION WITH URBAN AREA TSP

 Klamath Falls Urban Area TSP
(2012)

— Includes area inside the Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB)

« Some County roads within this area

 County’s TSP Update

— No additional analysis of roads .ﬂ AR
within UGB

— Urban Area TSP will be amended to

capture County’s plans and cosT/ A
estimates for County roads only &=
v



STUDY AREA

Figure 1 in Existing and
Future Conditions Memo

Roadways outside of the
UGB, including
unincorporated
communities
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PROJECT SCHEDULE
i

 month| fes ] AR | APR ] mav | JuN | uuL | AuG | sep | ocT | Nov | DEC | uan | FeB | MaR |

Virtual Open Houses

Project Advisory Committee Meetings l"‘%

Plans & Policy Review

Transportation System Conditions, Deficiencies, and Needs

Development & Analysis of Solutions

Draft TSP

Adoption

Note: After PAC Meeting #1,
the Project Team decided to
postpone Public Open House
#1 to August. The schedule
has been revised accordingly.

We Are Here

Oregon
De%artment
of Transportation




REMAINING PROJECT DOCUMENTS

Final Tech Memo #3:
Existing and Future
Conditions Inventory and

Analysis

Tech Memo #4: Solutions :
Analysis and Funding —_ Draft Updafed mlg Final Updated
IN& IN&
Program
Tech Memo #5: Preferred /
Plan




MEETING AGENDA

 Existing and Future Conditions Inventory and
Analysis (Tech Memo #3)




PURPOSE OF TECH MEMO #3

+ |dentify the existing and future
transportation deficiencies,
gaps, and issues
— Based on data analysis

— PAC input will supplement data
analysis to help project tfeam
identify key issues

— The needs from Tech Memo #3 be
used to develop draft solutions in
Tech Memo #4

4

= KLAMATH COUNTY
v TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM KITTELon

MACIY 24, 2000 Project #: 24113
Devin Heoring. GOOT and Jeremy Mons, Klamath County

Kittetson & Associates and Angelo Planning Group

klamath County TSP Lpdale

Oraft Technical Memoarandum #3%: Exisling ond Fulune Eonditions Inventory and Anatysts

INTRODUCTION

The puipose of this i (memol is te compr sively analyze ond the existing
and fulure needs and condifions of Klamath County's (County] transperiation system in support of the
Klamath Coury Transportation System Plan (18] Update! This inventary is developed from sevaral
sources including enline data, informafion and data provided by the County and the Oregan
Department of Transpartation (ODOT], andd the curent Kiamath County TSP (2010).

This inventary inchudes witlen lindings supplemented will maps, fgures. chorts, and tabiles. Key lindings
and needs identified are summarized of the end of each seciion, Curent ond future fransperiation
needs are bassd on curently adopfed perfarmance tangets and gaps and deficiencies in the system,
Thesa needs wil be oddressed in the Transportation System Plan (15F) Update through apprapriate
poicies. projects, pragrans, pilof projects, and studies inended to improve the system and meet the
Courty's mability needs,

The memarandur i organized inla he lelowng seclions

INTRODUCTION 1
STUDY AREA. 2
LAND USE AMD DEMO-GRAP 5
ROADWAY SYSTEM INVENTORY . 37
INTERSECTION AND STREET O 58
HISTORIC CRASH DATA ANALYSIS 0
MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION ANALTSIS BS
BRIDGE, WATER, AND PIPELINE SYSTEMS 107
FUNDING INVENTORY & ANALYSIS, m2
SUMMARY ©F NEEDS. 114
APPENDICES 8

Kitekan & Asosiates. b Bend, Oregon

KLAMATH COUNTY Oregon
- De%artment
of Transportation



O PTl O NS FO R PAC 2 Meeting: Comments and
Feedback
Please use this form for your comments, feedback, and input on this form at any time during
the presentation.
Thank you for your participation, and we look forward to hearing from you.
[ ] [ ] [ ] 9y
* Discussion during today’s
° If you would like to comment on a unique location, please use the comment map
m e etl n linked here: https://kai.maps.arcgis.com/apps/CrowdsourceReporter/findex.htmi?
appid=1207ea/7521f46868018b0d8c24adasd0
H (1’ k)
° Comple’re online “form

* Provide location-specific
feedback on
commenting map

Link emailed to you:
https://forms.gle/eVmpHUjJDWw1Fr
hB8




TECH MEMO #3 OVERVIEW

* Land Use and Demographics
 Roadway System Inventory
 Intersection and Sireet Operations
 Historic Crash Data Analysis

- Alternative Transportation Analysis
- Bridge, Water, and Pipeline System
* Funding Inventory




FUNDING INVENTORY

Apportionment
2016/17 4,852,105 400,251 1,143,878 6,396,234

2017/18 5,247,151 4,505,768 599,651 10,352,570
2018/19 6,051,560 4,081,833 597,321 10,730,714

201.9 =20 6,043,900 3,600,000 618,200 10,262,100
Estimated

2020/2021 6,267,300 3,300,000 633,800 10,201,100
Proposed

Most funds are used for operating and maintaining the
County’s existing transportation system.

Revenues from the Motor Vehicle Appointment are expected
to substantially decrease.

— Anticipated revenue loss over the next two years is about $600k.

— The COVID-19 pandemic and stay-in-place order have significantl

reduced VMT.
e
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POPULAT'ON Figure 12 in Memo

 The County has a
popvulation of
approximately 67,000

« Average annual growth
rates are between 0.2%
and 0.4%

Oregon
De%artment
of Transportation




Figure 4in Memo

DEVELOPMENT STATUS

N  Large portions of

NS B undeveloped (non-

/ | resource use) lands are
S in the southern areas of

R the County

d | — Southwest and southeast
of Klamath Falls

N e | — Eastern Klamath County
B T | S near Sprague River Rd

2
L




ROADWAY SYSTEM INVENTORY

 Roadway Jurisdiction
* Functional Classification
* Freight




Figure 19 in Memo

ROADWAY JURISDICTION

— Jurisdiction determines
Cross-section requirements
and maintenance
responsibility

— State Roads: 422 miles
— County Roads: 856 miles

— User Maintained Public
Roads: 200 miles (approx.)

KLAMATH COUNTY fm —_
@ j% fg' ansportation
i - 2
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FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION

 Roadways
classified based
on their primary
function

 Cross-section
standards are
based on
classification

State Highway

Major Arterial

Major Collector

Minor Collector

Mobility

Local Street

Access




Figure 20 in Memo

FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION

aaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa

/ \\ —— — Are there any roadways

| = where functional
classification may need
to be updated, such as in
more suburban arease




Figure 23 in Memo

FREIGHT ROUTES

Statewide Freignt Routes

pll vess

A — There are no County-

" designated freight routes

— Passing lanes are limited
T on US97 south of Klamath

Falls, OR39, and OR140

east of Klamath Falls




Figure 23 in Memo

FREIGHT ROUTES

Statewide Freight Routes

pll vess

e 00y Ve — Are there key County
b roads that should be
T designated as freight
| routese

— Are there key locations
| ; where passing lanes are
needede




FEEDBACK - ROADWAY
CSYSTEM INVENTORY

Do these needs capture
key issues and
challenges on the
County’s roads?

 Is anything missing?

« Should anything be
modified or removed?

PAC 2 Meeting: Comments and
Feedback

Please use this form for your comments, feedback, and input on this form at any time during
the presentation.

Thank you for your participation, and we look forward to hearing from you.

If you would like to comment on a unique location, please use the comment map

linked here:

What key needs would you add regarding the County's roadway system?

Your answer



Figure 27 in Memo
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HISTORIC CRASH DATA

2,217 Reported Crashes
(2013-2017)

Parked motor Pedalcyclist, Pedestrian, Roi}woy
Mg 30 )/ som frain, 3,
Other object, 0%
26, 1%

Z

Other non- Overturned, .
collision, 10, Animal, 334,
1% 16%

Angle,
From same
direction, 262,
13%

From opposite
direction, 176,
9%

Fixed object,
914, 44%

101, 5%

Davis Lake
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Crashes by Highest Severity

Fatality
Injury A (Severe Injury) Crashes

Injury B (Moderate Injury)
Crashes

Injury C (Minor Injury) Crashes

Property Damage Only (PDO)
Crashes
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artment

Wt Oregon
De,
of g’ransportation



FATAL AND SEVERE CRASHES

« 149 fatal/severe crashes (7%)

 Most common types:
— Fixed object crashes (53, 36%)
— Head-on crashes (32, 21%)

* Most common contributing factor:
— Speed too fast for conditions (32, 21




KLAMATH COUNTY TSAP

* Transportation Safety Action Plan (TSAP) is
ongoing
— 3,199 reported crashes (2013-2017)
— Crash analysis includes areas within the UGBs

COUNTY ROADWAYS STATE ROADWAYS

» 863 reported crashes » 2,336 reported crashes
6% resulted in a fatality or *  5%resulting in a fatality or
severe injury severe injury

Oregon
De%artment
of Transportation
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- Darin Lavm = » Potential Safety Treatment
kil e * Intersections

ﬁ -ﬁ? POTENTIAL LOCATIONS
 Lussswiowe | FOR SAFETY PROJECTS

East Odell
Rd & OR58

| US97 & OR138 |
I o _ <]
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%, CouterLabe ¥ o %, Coter Lol § ki
= % j
Detiae B LS o — o e R Ay el
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: Clover Creek
[ Vale Rd & OR140 ]

Road

OR140 &
Westside Rd

OC&E Trail & OR140 ]

Lower Klaméth Lake
Road




FEEDBACK — SAFETY

Do these needs capture key issues and challenges on
the County’s roads?

 Is anything missing?
- Should anything be modified or removed?

. Example Locations Heard at PAC Meeting #1:
Bliss Road

- Sprague Road

- US97

— Rural county roads

- US97/Shady Pine Road

- US97/Algoma Road

— Clover Creek Road

— Silver Lake Road
Crescent Cutoff Road

Oregon
De%artment
of Transportation



BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN SYSTEM

 Existing Bicycle and Pedesirian Facilities
* Bicycle LTS Analysis




Figure 32 in Memo

EXISTING FACILITIES

B - Roadways have
 / 2 s imited shoulder
N8 o sosnes widths and carry

high speed traffic




Figure 32 in Memo

EXISTING FACILITIES

(5]

N * Multi-use paths,
Ty g sidewalks, and
Crossings are
currently lacking in
unincorporated
N areas, near

. schools, and to
transit stops.




Figure 32 in Memo

EXISTING FACILITIES

— — Communities such as Keno
- may benefit from additional
dedicated sidewalks or
separated path facilities.

s — OC&E Woods Line State Trail
crossings with roadways
currently lack striping.




Figure 33 in Memo

BICYCLE LTS ANALYSIS

» Bicycle LTS Scores

— LTS 1: Little traffic stress and
suitable for all cyclists

Low Stress — High Stress - I.TS 2: I\/\Ol’e TI’CIffIC STI’eSS ThCIﬂ
Tolerance Tolerance young Children CCIH
I generally handle while
/ biking and suitable for teen
If and adult cyclists

w — LTS 3: Moderate fraffic stress
\ \ and suitable for most adult
NON-BICYCLE INTERESTED SOMEWHAT HIGHLY b|CYC||STS
BT CoNCERED R — LTS 4: High traffic stress and
suitable for highly
experienced and skilled
cyclists

WI Oregon
Department
of g’ransportation




Figure 33 in Memo

BICYCLE LTS ANALYSIS

ST ) - 18 segments were
analyzed

— Clover Creek Rd:
LTS 4 score

— Sprague River Rd
and Crescent
Cutoff Rd: high-

1(Erofsf'..sinsg l_evel;of_ Speed Ond

raffic Stress Rating o

C o ires volume corridors

o g 7S with narrow

Tatic swess Rating SNOUlAETS

for Study Segments

=), -
'-{V O

BLTS 1

BLTS 2
e - 3 - BLTS 3
@ i
i 35’47 Sl Oregon

Department
of Transportation

} Schools

- UGB Areas



FEEDBACK - BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN SYSTEM

Do these needs capture key issues and
challenges on the County’s facilities?

* Is anything missing?
« Should anything be modified or removed?




MULTIMODAL SYSTEM

* Public Transit
 Rail

 Air Transportation
» Bridges




PUBLIC TRANSIT

« Service Providers

— Basin Transit (Klaomath Falls area, expanding to outside of UGBs)

* Plans to expand bus service to Keno, Malin, Merrill, Bonanza, Running Y,
Beatty, and Bly

« Study in-process to evaluate route between Klamath Falls and Bend
— Quail Trail Public Transit (primarily Chiloquin and Klamath Falls)
— Amtirak Thruway (Chemult, La Pine, and Deschutes County)
— Oregon POINT (Klamath Falls and Jackson County)

* Findings and Needs

— No connected public transit services between La Pine and
Klamath Falls

— Solo reliance on Amirak’s Thruway Bus Service in North Klamath
County

— Existing routes and services not well coordingfed :

Oregon
Department
of Transportation
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g
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Figure 35 in Memo

RAIL SYSTEM

< =wmsn  * Three freight rail

==== BNSF RAILWAY

°
[ ]

KLAMATH NORTHERN I I n es rU n

RAILWAY L

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD

COMPANY U F)
UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD

COMPANY (BNSF RAILWAY)

- e — BNSF

— Klamath
Northern
Railway

« Amtrak Station
in Chemuli

Oregon
Department

of Transportation




RAIL SYSTEI\/\

Figure 35 in Memo

Atgrade Railroad Crossings
Cotine ¥
5 [ZF) Amtrak Station
= i 1+ BNSF RAILWAY
{ e, ¥ ___ KLAMATH NORTHER|
p— ek & RAILWA
A e
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. ok OMPANY
b / uN IC RA
U
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4 {'7 =1
a8s
et
Crater Lake 3
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=

» Key Findings
— 152 of the 170 (89%) of rail

crossings in the County are
at-grade

— Most crossings are passive

KLAMATH COUNTY
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BRIDGES

Figure 37 in Memo

- | County Bridges by Structure
Odel Lake Rating and Restrictions
Not Deficient
SRSy, O ®  Not Deficient - Weight Restricted
Syimmit Lake = o) S Functionally Obsolete
e  Structurally Deficient
Structurally Deficient - Weight
® :
Restricted
»  No Assignment
p uces
e ®
(g
3 MILIT
%, Crater iake .‘:_7-: = 3
Crater Lake .HJ-)
National Park
Klamath Marsh

308 total bridges
in Klamath
County outside
of the UGBs

— 205 County-
owned bridges

KLAMATH COUNTY Oregon
Deq_artment
of Transportation




BRIDGES

Figure 37 in Memo
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FEEDBACK — TRANGSIT, RAIL, BRIDGES

Do these needs capture key issues and
challenges on the County’s facilities?

* Is anything missing?
« Should anything be modified or removed?




DISCUSSION

 What gaps and needs do you observe in the
County?
— Are these reflected in the needs presented todaye

— How do your observed needs differ from the needs
presentede

— Should any needs be modified or removed?
* Are any findings or needs missing?
« Anything else to share?




FEEDBACK

* Please provide comments
through the commenting
form and online map by
Friday, June 19th

* Link emailed to you:
» https://forms.gle/eVmpHU

iJDWw]1FrhB8

PAC 2 Meeting: Comments and
Feedback

Please use this form for your comments, feedback, and input on this form at any time during
the presentation.

Thank you for your participation, and we look forward to hearing from you.

If you would like to comment on a unique location, please use the comment map
linked here: https://kai.maps.arcgis.com/apps/CrowdsourceReporter/findex.htmi?

appid=1207ea77521f46868018b0d8c24adas0




MEETING AGENDA

* Next Steps




NEXT STEPS

* Provide Input on Tech Memo #3
— Please provide comments by Friday, June 19t

 PAC Meeting #3: August 2020

« Public Open House #1 will be held on the same
day as PAC Meeting #3

Link for commenting form emailed to you:
https://forms.gle/eVmpHUjJDWw1FrhB8




