City of Carly

CANBY CITY COUNCIL &
PLANNING COMMISSION

Work Session Notice

March 12, 2012
6:00 PM
City Council Chambers
155 NW 2" Avenue
Canby, Oregon

This Work Session will be attended by the Mayor, City Council, and Planning
Commission to discuss the Canby 99E Corridor and Gateway Plan.

For information regarding this meeting, please contact City Hall at 503.266.4021.

*The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. A request for an interpreter

for the hearing impaired or for other accommodations for persons with disabilities should be
made at least 48 hours before the meeting to Kim Scheafer at 503.266.4021 ext. 233. A copy
of this notice can be found on the City’s web page at Www.ci.canby.or.us.



http://www.ci.canby.or.us/

Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Plan

Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Plan
Community Meeting #2 — Meeting Summary

Meeting Date: Tuesday, January 10, 2012
6:30 pm —8:00 pm

Location: Hope Village Community Center (Canby, Oregon)

Project Team Attendance: Matilda Deas, City of Canby
Tom Litster, Otak
Kaitlin North, Otak
Chris Maciejewski, DKS
Brad Coy, DKS

Community Attendance: 23 people signed in

Meeting Purpose:
The purpose of the community meeting was to solicit input on the draft conceptual designs that have
been prepared for the Corridor and Gateway treatments.

Flow of the Workshop:

Matilda Deas, the City project manager, began the workshop by welcoming participants, discussing the
context of the meeting (including the project status), and introducing the consultant and agency team
members. Chris Maciejewski (DKS) then provided an overview of the stations and posters situated
around the room. After describing the general layout of stations and content of posters, Chris provided
an opportunity for the group to ask questions. After answering the questions, the attendees were
invited to roam around the room and provide feedback at each individual station. The meeting ended at
approximately 8:00 p.m.

Public Input:

Public input was provided at the stations during the meeting. Each station was manned by a consultant
staff member who recorded feedback on sticky notes, which were then posted to the applicable poster.
Detailed notes and poster comments are attached to this summary.

In addition, comment forms were available for each attendee to fill out. These forms were formatted to
solicit specific feedback (e.g., like, dislike, or not sure) on the conceptual gateway and cross-section
treatments. Attendees were given the option of filling the forms out at the meeting or returning them to
Matilda at a later date. The forms that have been received to-date are attached to this summary.

Demographics of Workshop Participants:

Twenty three community members attended the workshop. Some of the attendees included City of
Canby staff, City Council and Planning Commission members, and other interested parties (e.g., the
Chamber of Commerce, Canby Garden Club, and Hope Village staff members).
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Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Plan

Public and Media Outreach

Matilda Deas, Senior Planner for the City of Canby, managed the public and media outreach for the
meeting by posting a meeting notice in The Canby Herald, the city’s local newspaper. The 8 % x

11 notice was published in the January 4™ edition of the newspaper. In addition, a flier was

posted at the Canby Public Library, Hope Village Community Center, the Canby Planning Department,
the Canby City Hall public notice bulletin board, and on the City of Canby’s Web site two weeks prior to
the meeting. Spanish Fliers were posted at the same locations. The fliers indicated that a Spanish
speaking staff member would be available at the meeting. Invitations were also hand delivered to all
businesses adjacent to 99E within the project boundaries (i.e., City limit to City limit).
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CANBY GATEWAY DESIGN PLAN
COMMUNITY MEETING COMMENTS

Otak Project #16010
BOARD TITLE COMMENTS
Corridor Plan Gateways No comments
Corridor Plan Segments No comments
Standard STA: Right-of-Way e  Prefer no bike lanes, no wide sidewalks (OR 99E is not downtown), no arch at
Impacts (DKS Poster) Grant, no street trees (want 1 Ave to be visible)
Wide Sidewalks: Right-of-Way e Why 14 feet on north side?
Impacts (DKS Poster)
Buffered Bike Lanes: Right-of- No comments
Way Impacts (DKS Poster)
Logging Road Trail Bridge e Access to Fred Meyer is very important
Gateway — Access Improvements
Logging Road Trail Bridge e Remove blackberries from slope

Gateway — Design Options (1)
e New colors and flowers

e  Use LED lighting — there is not much existing lighting
e  Reduce the part under the word “Canby”

e  Like how it matches Canby’s theme

Otak, Inc. \\PDXFILES3\X-Drive\Projects\2010\P10068-004 (Canby OR 99E Corridor Plan)\Meeting Matetials\CM #2 - Design Recommendations\Community Meeting 1 Design Comments_Otak a
16010
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BOARD TITLE COMMENTS

Logging Road Trail Bridge e  Banners on logging road?

Gateway — Design Options (1) . )

Cont. e  Like the color of the concrete; make sure it’s durable
Logging Road Trail Bridge e  Garden spot...of Oregon

Gateway — Design Options (2,
y &n e @ e  The second railing design example looks too weeded

e  Use Irises
e  Like the use of iron work — use a little on the sides combined with the theme
e  Make the metal work new Canby/old Canby
Logging Road Trail Bridge e  Like lighting options
Gateway — Design Options (3) _ _ ) ) o
e  Light the bridge to improve safety of the pedestrians using it

e  Tree, shrub, and rose plantings?

Downtown Gateway Option A e  Please use durable materials

Downtown Gateway Option B e  DPut bike lanes on 1* Avenue

e Bikes and pedestrians do not mix

e  Prefer bike lanes that are not in the roadway; use wide sidewalks for bike and
pedestrian use

Downtown Gateway Option C e  No bike lanes; bring them downtown

e No trees; block views of 1 Avenue businesses

Otak, Inc. \\PDXFILES3\X-Drive\Projects\2010\P10068-004 (Canby OR 99E Corridor Plan)\Meeting Matetials\CM #2 - Design Recommendations\Community Meeting 1 Design Comments_Otak a
16010
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BOARD TITLE COMMENTS

Downtown Gateway Option C e No arch; a little “too much” for our small town feel

Cont.
e  Three arches, not one

Downtown Gateway Features e  Like the nice traffic signals (gateway arch and ornamental signal poles and mast
arm)
Berg Patkway Gateway (1) e Love the plants used in the planted median example. Use something colorful that

catches the eye
e  Maintenance is political will issue — allocation of funds
e  Zeroscaping
e Would like a little extra effort to have plants and landscaping

e  Use the right plant in the right place; using the right plants will cut down on
maintenance

e  Consider transporting water one day a week using a truck
e  Safety concern for landscape maintenance

e If you don’t have landscaping, use pavers or something textured rather than ugly
concrete

e  Are there ways to tie the different treatments together for consistent themes and
features?

e  Pedestrian crossing for high schoolers going to Panda Express - possibly in center
of landscaped media

e  Concerned for business especially vacant lot; would new business traffic have to
travel through full parking lot?

Otak, Inc. \\PDXFILES3\X-Drive\Projects\2010\P10068-004 (Canby OR 99E Corridor Plan)\Meeting Matetials\CM #2 - Design Recommendations\Community Meeting 1 Design Comments_Otak a
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BOARD TITLE COMMENTS

Berg Parkway Gateway (1) Cont. e How to mirror both ends of town? Consistency of message

e  How willing would ODOT be to give full access to new development?

Betg Parkway Gateway (2) e The existing gateway is a great start to build on

e  Would be nice to improve the traffic situation in the “goofy” area by the high
school

e  Like the additional treatments and how they enhance the current gateway —
rendition looks really good

e  Like the current gateway; additional improvements may be nice but not necessary

e A median may encourage high school students to be even more willing to cross
than they already are

e Any discussion of overhead lines? Can they be moved to one side? This would be
a huge visual benefit

e  Landscaping looks ice but what about maintenance? Other cities seem to be
taking out landscaping and putting in pavement

e  Prefer stamped concrete rather than bricks (move around) especially for walkways
and crosswalks to emphasize pedestrian crossings

e  Ask the experts about roadway paving — those who install and repair. Ideas are
good, but realize who the real experts are

Otak, Inc. \\PDXFILES3\X-Drive\Projects\2010\P10068-004 (Canby OR 99E Corridor Plan)\Meeting Matetials\CM #2 - Design Recommendations\Community Meeting 1 Design Comments_Otak a

16010
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Preference Survey
Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Design Plan

Draft recommendations for improving OR 99E have been presented tonight. The improvements are

based on coordination with ODOT and input from citizens, property owners, and City staff. Please
consider these recommendations and let us know how you feel.

1. OR99E Cross- Sectlon Options Through Downtown (Elm to Locust)

Existing
Southwest Bound Norlfieast Bound

Cubto-Cuibh = 6364

Existng Right al Way - BY (Typlcay

o st porticn of this sechion dees pol have sdewass

Please let us know which of the following cross-section options you prefer and whether the
remaining two options are acceptable or unacceptable. Feel free to provide additional comments.

Standard Special Transportation Area (STA) Please circle one:

Southwest Bound Northeast Bound " Preferred / Acceptable / Unacceptable
f}}“’\g i Comments:
S 8. 10

Cutb-lo-Curb = G868

=1'—2; Exisling Right of Way -~ 83" - (ﬁ 2.3I
Required Riglyt of Way - 86788 y

*Su(lcwalks on both sides nanow o approximately 78" al right of way pinch.points

Wide Sidewalks for Pedestrians/Bikes
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound

) Curb-lo-Cutb = 62°-64°

a4 Exisling Bighl of Way = 83 = = R
’ Required Right of Way = 860" ~ '
Sidowaltks on both sides narow to approximately 9°-10° al dght of way pinch-points.

Buffered Bike Lanes Please circle one:

Southwest Bound Northeast Bound * Preferred / Acceptahle / Unacceptable

\*L‘f pi-l {_ = [@1 o tane @ =) I-H Comments: |,; <15 s 5 P ﬂgw.:%»g
W A"“f LBo10, 8 2 A

,E

.l"’

1’ P § M 12-14
Curb-to-Curh_= 7072 )

Y Existing Bight of Way = 83 2

f Required Right of Way — 6552 '

*Sldewa?ks on both sides narrow to approximately 56" at right of way pinch-points
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2. OR99E Cross-Sections (Outside of Downtown)

Like Dislike Not Sure

Buffered bike lanes

Comments and Other Considerations: -
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3. Berg Parkway Gateway
Like Dislike Not Sure

Median and banners

Distinctive paving in the roadway

Additional landscaping for existing entry sign

Comments and Other Considerations:

4. Downtown Gateway Streetscape Elements
Like Dislike Not Sure

Grant Street arch

Ornamental signal poles and bollards

Distinctive intersection treatments

Distinctive sidewalk treatments

Street trees

Comments and Other Considerations:

5. Molalla River Pathway Bridge
Like Dislike Not Sure

Ornamental bridge fencing

Nighttime lighting for bridge

Distinctive paving in the roadway

Comments and Other Considerations:

Can you summarize your preferences into a vision for OR 99E as a community street for Canby?
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Preference Survey
Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Design Plan

Draft recommendations for improving OR 99E have been presented tonight. The improvements are
based on coordination with ODOT and input from citizens, property owners, and City staff. Please
consider these recommendations and let us know how you feel.

1. OR 99E Cross-Section Options Through Downtown (Elm to Locust)

Existing
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound
Frered diztat ? @ lE'
PG T P N & b £ 12

Curb-loCurh - BY A3,
Ewgting Bigd of Way - B3 {lypical

oA smalt poilion of ths seclon does rat have sidesahs

Please let us know which of the following cross-section options you prefer and whether the
remaining two options are acceptable or unacceptable. Feel free to provide additional comments.

Standard Special Transportation Area (STA) Please circle one:

et T

Southwest Bound Northeast Bound lereferrei f B ceptablvl Unacceptable

Comments.

P N PR | (P L T v~ T AR | LU § A A [

' Cub-to-Curh = 66-68" . ﬂo b \ a/ms
A Existing Right of Way = 83° )

Required Right of Way - 86788 (ﬂo )
*Sidowatks on bath sidee narrow te approximalely 78" at tight of way pinch-peinls Vl} r\LS W\ mu(,\ /\ (\
T

Wide Sidewalks for Pedestrians/Bikes Please circle one:

i T

T
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound Preferred / Acceptablefl/ nacceptable
* _ ¥
i’ Comments:
) 14 7, LR . ATROUURL 1154, WU SONOU S O S =) :7 170‘-'=2‘7=
) Curb-10-Cuthy - 82-64° ,
3-4' Exialing Rignl of Way = 83 -3
) Required Right of Way = B6'-90° '
*S!dewalks on both sides norow (o approximately 9°-10" al right of way pinch-points.
Buffered Bike Lanes Please circle one:
. Southwest Bound Northeast Bound N Preferred / Acceptable/
Ly
B a3 ] P,
of v ﬁ @3 ) o Lane % @ o S Comments:
L L1 .
;L H2i LR VRSP & NESPUNS 153 USSP § SSPS ST - - 3 L
; Curb1o-Cuih = 7072 "
1.4 Existing Righl of Way = 83° 25

Required Right of Way ~ 8692
*Sidewalks on bolh sides nanow to approximately 5'-6' al right of way pinch-points
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2. OR99E Cross-Sections (Qutside of Downtown)

Like Dislike Not Sure
Buffered bike lanes
Comments and Other Considerations:
3. Berg Parkway Gateway
Like Dislike Not Sure
Median and banners V4
Distinctive paving in the roadway \ods
Additional landscaping for existing entry sign )(

Comments and Other Considerations:

\useppe PRWWES u\/\cml&wa»v\&

4. Downtown Gateway Streetscape Elements

Like Dislike Not Sure
Grant Street arch e v\,’m\ ML
Ornamental signal poles and bollards ’ '
Distinctive intersection treatments
Distinctive sidewalk treatments
Street trees hd

o

Comments and Other Considerations:

DINSSes

00 ees - My Dt dhe uwwd of 1 vt by

5. Molalla River Pathway Bridge

Like Dislike Not Sure
Ornamental bridge fencing W
Nighttime Hghting for bridee [~
Distinctive paving in the roadway YO

Comments and Other Considerations:

Can you summarize your preferences into a vision for OR 99E as a community street for Canby?
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Preference Survey
Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Design Plan

Draft recommendations for improving OR 99E have been presented tonight. The improvements are

based on coordination with ODOT and input from citizens, property owners, and City staff. Please
consider these recommendations and let us know how you feel,

1. OR 99E Cross-Section Options Through Downtown (Elm to Locust)

e

Existing
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound

Curbto-Curly = 6368

Cxisting Fignt of Way - B8 {Typleal)

K smal porben al s sechon does not have 5ifowahs

Please let us know which of the following cross-section options you prefer and whether the
remaining two options are acceptable or unacceptable. Feel free to provide additional comments.

Standard Special Transportation Area (STA) Please circle one:
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound

/,r_‘:::'-'“‘"-n-.
Preferred /- cceptab];\))Unacceptable
o

Comments:

Cuth-lo-Cuily = G6-68" :
iz Exisling Right of Way = B3’
Aeqguirad Right of Way — 86" 88’
Sidenwalks on both sides narnow o approximately 7-8 at rght of way pinch-points

Wide Sidewalks for Pedestrians/Bikes  Please circl

-
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound Preferred /‘Acceptable)/ Unacceptable
Comments:
: ] 14 l, | " 2.4 1 4 im1.0';1.2' ]
. Cutb-lo-Curh = 62-64' }

Ly Existing Righl of Way = 83 0.3

' Required Righl of Way - 86'-90° '

*Sidr:wams on both sides narrow to approximaiely 9-10° al right o way pinch-painls,

Buffered Bike Lanes Please circlfyﬁ' :

. Southwest Bound Northeast Bound , [Preferred {Acceptable / Unacceptable

o - Y /

e Forevvuy B cvawe 3 Turn Lang — W Comments: ey
.H"ID'} 5' {QI it + 1f ' 1214 | ¥ : il }21’ & =8'-i0".

} Cutb:lo-Curly = 70°-72 1

14 Existing Right of Way = 83’ 28
'* Required Right of Way = 86"-9%° '

Sidewatks on both sides narmow Lo approximately 5-6' al right of way pinch-points
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2. OR 99E Cross-Sections (Qutside of Downtown)

Like

Dislike Not Sure

Buffered bike lanes

X

Comments and Other Considerations:

3. Berg Parkway Gateway

\}%\\Ué waY k\ﬂo}y \{j Ao \onts (o

A0,

Like Dislike Not Sure
Median and banners P
Distinctive paving in the roadway >
Additional landscaping for existing entry sign ><3
Comments and Other Considerations:
4. Downtown Gateway Streetscape Elements
Like Dislike Not Sure

Grant Street arch

2

Ornamental signal poles and bollards

Distinctive intersection treatments

Distinctive sidewalk treatments X0
Street trees ' e
Comments and Other Considerations:
5. -Molalla River Pathway Bridge
Like Dislike Not Sure

Ornamental bridge fencing

Nighttime lighting for bridge

Distinctive paving in the roadway

q

)

Comments and Other Considerations:

Can you summarize your preferences into a vision for OR 99E as a community street for Canby?
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Preference Survey
Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Design Plan

Draft recommendations for improving OR 99E have been presented tonight. The improvements are

based on coordination with ODOT and input from citizens, property owners, and City staff. Please
consider these recommendations and let us know how you feel.

1. OR 99E Cross-Section Options Through Downtown (Elm to Locust)

Existing
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound

L N . L
b +
Curole-Cuth = 53768
Ensting Right of Way - B3 {hpicay

*:\ wmall pattion of this sechion doeg rat have sidevaths

Please let us know which of the following cross-section options you prefer and whether the
remaining two options are acceptable or unacceptable. Feel free to provide additional comments.

Standard Special Transportation Area (STA) Please circle one:

" Southwest Bound Northeast Bound o Preferred / Acceptable / Unac¥gptable
S A T Lane R 1: r/
- t e Comments: - q¢
P[P VAN LSNP 7 AN AR b RSP S r’o ﬁ { la- Fe »? :
N Curb4g-Curh = 66-68' R
:1 -2 ' Existing Right ol Way = 83’ ' x2?3{‘

Required Righl of Way = 86"-88 O
*Sﬁdﬁwalks on bath sides narow 10 approximately 7°-8° al right Q'uy HrGh-poi mj

Wide Sidewalks for PedestrlanslBlkes Please circle one:
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound

Q’@cceptable / Unacceptable

BBn T [t o T
' bl ; 14 P L 121 , AN ; 4 : 042 N (’
| Curb-o-Cuy = 62-64' . - 1@ b [7. ﬁm’ l@d/}%’ @A &~
a4 ' Esxisting Right of Way —= B3’ ‘ oy
! Required Right of Way - 86"-90° '
*S:dewalks on bolh sides narroy (o approximataly 9'-10" al right of way pinch-points,
Buffered Bike Lanes Please circle one:

Southwest Bound Northeast Bound Preferred / Acceptable / Unacceptable

*

/ M
f /J\ Egﬁsg i?.__} Teien Lane @ @ ’ “:! Conments: ~ e
: - Bl f@rer o TC
(B0, 5 ,2; [P W 12 L1 SR Y (OO £ - 1+
‘,\\ /f Curb-to-Curb = 7072 ;
-4 . Exisling Hight of Way = 82 2

Required Fight of Way - 86'-02°
*Sidewa!ks on both sides narrow 1o approximately 5'-6' at right of way pinch-points.
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2. OR99E Cross-Sections {(Outside of Downtown)

Like Dislike Not Sure
| Bufifered bike lanes )<
Comments and Other Considerations: : i
HNE is Mt PR Will e Cadliecpus b0 fotlgon,
3. Berg Parkway Gateway
Like Dislike Not Sure
Median and banners X‘/
Distinctive paving in the roadway }(
Additional landscaping for existing entry sign X’
Comments and Other Considerations:
4. Downtown Gateway Streetscape Elements
Like Dislike Not Sure

Grant Street arch ,

X

Ornamental signal poles and bollards

X

Distinctive intersection treatments

b

Distinctive sidewalk treatments

d

Street trees

Comments and Other Considerations:

(Wersetion TRERTIETS Shadf b Colosed M Hhit e Coringli T boitlesf
457 fo PAvells .
5. Molalla River Pathway Bridge
Like Dislike Not Sure

Ormamental bridge fencing

Nighttime lighting for bridge

Distinctive paving in the roadway

g/)« UM.)S % fotedn

Comments and Ofx r Co _idemttog}i:‘] o s e V/%’JM 1"5‘{7 ‘

Can you summarize your preferences info a vision for OR 99E as a community street for Canby?
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Preference Survey
Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Design Plan

Draft recommendations for improving OR 99E have been presented tonight. The improvements are
based on coordination with ODOT and input from citizens, property owners, and City staff. Please
consider these recommendations and let us know how you feel.

1. OR 99E Cross-Section Options Through Downtown (El

¥ A 2

Existing

Southwest Bound Northeast Bound

[
(%2

LR A P

Jory Listis

8.8 0-h 2 2

t ' f - 4 : 4
t ¥

I t i
Curg-Cury = 63764
Exiating Right of Way - B3 [igplcaly

o sl porhan of this seclon does pal have sidowahs.

m to Locust)

it

Please let us know which of the following cross-section options you prefer and whether the
remaining two options are acceptable or unacceptable. Feel free to provide additional comments.

Standard Special Transportation Area (STA) Please circle one:

Southwest Bound Northeast Bound

R 1

1214

N I
} }
Curh-to-Curh =~ 66'-68" N
Existing Right of Way = 83 23
Required Right of Way - 86'-88
*Sw‘(iewolks on bolh sides narmow to approximately 778" al dght of way pinch points

referred /) Acceptable / Unacceptable

Coririents:

Wide Sidewalks for Pedestrians/Bikes
Northeast Bound

Southwest Bound

Curb-io-Guih - 6264

A

Existing Righl of Way -~ 83
Required Right of Way = 867-90°
Sidowalks on bolh sidles narrow to approximataly 9°- 10" at right of way pinch-points.

*

Please circle one:
Preferred / Acceptable / Unacceptable

Comments:

Buffered Bike Lanes

Southwest Bound Northeast Bound
* " . — m‘.*
I A e A
L& e e B8 Yl
T /N | AP § MG -3 U | KRNV | A R 2211
| Curb:to-Cuib = 7072 i
14 ' Existing Righl of Way — 83" ,2'-5"

Required Right of Way - 8692
*8|d9Wa!ks on bolh sides narrow to approsimately 5-6° at right of way pinch-pomnts.

Please circle one:
Preferred / Acceptable / Unacceptable

Comments:
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2. OR 99E Cross-Sections (Outside of Downtown)

Like Dislike Not Sure
Buffered bike lanes 3
Comments and Other Considerations:
3. Berg Parkway Gateway
Like Dislike Not Sure
Median and banners 4
Distinctive paving in the roadway e
Additional landscaping for existing entry sign e
Comments and Other Considerations:
- " _
5= D0 BRICKLE'S
4. Downtown Gateway Streetscape Elements
Like Dislike Not Sure
Grant Street arch /(
Ornamental signal poles and bollards b
Distinctive intersection treatments X
Distinctive sidewalk treatments e
Street trees d
Comments and Other Considerations:
5. Molalla River Pathway Bridge
Like Dislike Not Sure
. Ornamental bridge fencing ‘ X
Nighttime lighting for bridge e
Distinctive paving in the roadway X

Comments and Other Considerations:

= WEBE  SovhZ

Can you summarize your preferences into a vision for OR 99F as a community street for Canby?
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Preference Survey
Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Design Plan

Draft recommendations for improving OR 99E have been presented tonight, The improvements are

based on coordination with ODOT and input from citizens, property owners, and City staff Please
consider these recommendations and let us know how you feel.

1. OR 99F Cross-Section Options Through Downtown (Elm to Locust)

Existing
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound

oy T e VRO
I ACH L LA AL

} }
§ b
[P— Corb-ye-Cuh - 6368 \
A £xisting Right of Way = 83 (Tipi)

e srnalt portin of this sechon does nal have sidewaks

Please let us know which of the following cross-section options you prefer and whether the
remaining two options are acceptable or unacceptable. Feel free to provide additional comments.

Standard Special Transportation Area (STA) Please circle one:

/” '\

Southwest Bound Northeast Bound
* % Preferred / Acceptable / / Unacceptable }
e i ‘ Comments: ““M mw,,f/
Ly Ly ' 11 ; 1 2w ' 11 } i1 ; b } 10 |
) Cutbdo-Curb = 66-68" |
:1'-2; Exisling Right of Way = B3’ 23

Aequirad Right of Way -~ 86788
Siclewatks on both sides roaeow lo approximately 7'-8" at riglt of way pinch.peints

Wide Sidewalks for Pedestrians/Bikes Please cirele one:

m—...,_,‘

Louthwest Bound Northeast BO” « { Preferred/ Acceptable / Unacceptable
i W
Comments
Y . Vs
. ! 3 5 . — y , ) - -P""f (N
SN GNP MO § MUV 4o USSR | WU = SOOIV 1 b f{%ﬂzgfg‘gﬁ § : Aty ‘**"3"-{‘%“
‘ Curb-lo-Curh = 6264 , - ' J
; SR Ce (e Pou
3.4 Existing Right ol Way - 83" -3 - e
' Reqjuirad Right of Way = B6'-90' ' é:é };} AR
*Sidewaiks on bioth sides narrow to approximately 9'- 30" al right of way pinch-poims. 3 2 bt NE 5
Buffered Bike Lanes ' Please circle one;
T e,
. y
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound Preferred /Q{&:Ceptab‘;}i / Unacceptable
28 e ™
2 T m m Tn’n Larie @ % ? B ’: Comments.
B IU. 5 .(25 i ' o ; 1214 ' 1 } 1 }?é 5 B 10
" Cutb-to-Cutty - y0-72' i .
14 Existing Right of Way = 83 25

Required Right of Way - 86"-02°
Sidewatks on both sides narow o approimately 66" at right of way pinch-points.
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2. OR 99E Cross-Sections (OQutside of Downfown)

Like Dislike Not Sure
. s 4
Buffered bike lanes i
Comments and Other Considerations: . \\ L
R o V7 U M e b Loy 50 Ry Pyl n ters
ke &y { % x}hf‘%{‘ i b i{i ) ,}t :i i‘ﬁ%f I }ij; i O 7 4;’ Vl " ‘;{3 H ?‘ } fiw I f}g’ “\’:‘?%g i é oy
R . - Y e Y p e Lo
Lod a{g eRihl mg} o3 a,fww}%‘@&{;j .wa;\é?’}{}%!:; Werlar 1@
3. Berg Parkway Gateway
Like Dislike Not Sure
Median and banners Y
Distinctive paving in the roadway \ae
Additional landscaping for existing entry sign Y
Comments and Other Considerations:
4. Downtown Gateway Streetscape Elements
Like Dislike Not Sure
Grant Street arch 4
Ornamental signal poles and bollards ¥
Distinctive intersection treatments &;
Distinctive sidewalk treatments i
Street trees Va
Coyxments and Other Considerations: . . L S
2 . L3 - I NP S ; P 3 o 1 ' ir o E-f) &
ek all 3 99 hal Dvbod? @i w5
Ay B Myeia nafy
5.  Molalla River Pathway Bridge
Dislike Not Sure
: B N . . 3
Ornamental bridge fencing 4
Nighttime lighting for bridge
Distinctive paving in the roadway Vi
Comments and Other Considerations: _ - A i )
? R ;{ jgf}{;; !i:%fz

i

k¥
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Preference Survey
Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Design Plan

Draft recommendations for improving OR 99E have been presented tonight. The improvements are
based on coordination with ODOT and input from citizens, property owners, and City stafl. Please
consider these recommendations and let us know how you feel.

1. OR 99E Cross-Section Options Through Downtown (EIm to Locust)

e

T
Existing
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound
* ¥
. YA
ij‘ M furm Lare " L]
; ['g:} =L)'~5; 12 : 1 . 1445 : i , 1 U. (;L
b - Curhyo-Gutly = B3-64 o
N Easiing Right of Way - 83 (Frpicai) 4

s seafl porlicn of fhis section dors mot have sidewaks

Please let us know which of the following cross-section options you prefer and whether the
remaining two options are acceptable or unacceptable. Feel free to provide additional comments.

Standard Special Transportation Area (STA) Please circle one:
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound Preferred / Acceptable / Unacceptable

* ‘*
e g —-— . e
L Tum Lane y fim
—Llim L : .__._.__ Comments:
PR L UL MRS DS & NPUN e 12 MR B S 1t & 10

Guib-to-Curky = 8668
R Existing Right of Way - 83 23,
) fequired Tight of Way ~ 8688

*Sw‘(lnvmlke an both sides navow (o approximately 78" at right of way pinch-points

Wide Sidewalks for Pedestrians/Bikes Please circle one:

Southwest Bound Northeast Bound . Preferréd)/ Acceptable / Unacceptable
: Comments:
. HM' . V} LN L L L e L ' 14 i' IO‘;|2’,
. Curirlo-Girb = 62'-64° )
g4 Existing Righl of Way ~ B3 Py
Required Righl of Way - 86'-00° '
*Sidewalks an both sides narraw to approximately 9°-10" al righl of way pinch-points.
Buffered Bike Lanes Please circle one:
. Southwest Bound Northeast Bound , DPreferred/Acceptable/ Unacceptable
)
4. v i N ot VIF
& o (han uniane — S Comiments:
QS'—1D'} 9 }2; " ; 8N } 1214 , 1 t il =2§ 5 _.8'710'{
; Curb-to-Cutly = 7072 4
(N Exisling fight of Way = 83' 28

Required Right of Way - 8602
*Sidewatks on both sides narrow (o approximately 5'-6° at right of way pinch-points.
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2. OR99E Cross-Sections (Qutside of Downtown)

Like Dislike Not Sure
Buffered bike lanes
Comments and Other Considerations:
3. Berg Parkway Gateway
Like Dislike,/ Not Sure
Median and banners v
Distinctive paving in the roadway
Additional landscaping for existing entry sign
Comments and Other Considerations:
4. Downtown Gateway Streetscape Elements
Like Dislike Not Sure
Grant Street arch d
Ornamental signal poles and bollards W
Distinctive intersection treatments s
Distinctive sidewalk treatments v
Street trees o fivsT ewndy
Comments and Other Considerations:
5. Molalla River Pathway Bridge
Like Dislike Not Sure
Ornamental bridge fencing S wmple v
Nighttime lighting for bridge 4

Distinctive paving in the roadway

Comments and Other Considerations:

Can you summarize your preferences into a vision for OR 99E as a community street for Canby?
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Preference Survey
Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Design Plan

Draft recommendations for improving OR 99E have been presented tonight. The improvements are
based on coordination with ODOT and input from citizens, property owners, and City staff. Please
consider these recommendations and let us know how you feel.

1. OR 99E Cross-Section Options Through Downtown (E!m to Locust)

Existing
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound
* *
g e fun Lane ”'y
_L 775 _ﬂ_ﬁ s B~

EEOS W @ Wy e,

4 S Guip-to-Curly = 6368
Eaisting Right of Way - 83 (Fpleal

& A stiad pottion of this section does not have sidevats

Please let us know which of the following cross-section options you prefer and whether the
remaining two options are acceptable or unacceptable. Feel free to provide additional comments.

Standard Special Transportation Area (STA) Please circle one:
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound Preferred / Acceptable / Unwme

L T T L T U | S L - | ::)‘
. Curb-o-Gul - 6668 : 7 b

i Exisling Right of Way = 83 23 (’ \-k

¥

Requisad Right of Way - 86-88
*Sitlewaiks on both sides nartow lo approximalely 78" al right of way pinch-points

Comments:

L L] L] n \‘
Wide Sidewalks for Redestrians/Bikes  Please circle one:
Southwest Bound prtheast Bound Preferred / Acceptable / Unacceptable
Comments:
. CU(D‘~(U‘CU[D = Sé)—ﬁi; N
'3'.4‘ Existing Right ol Wy ~ 83’ {8,

Reqired quh,m’wray 86 -90°
*gdew'ill\:. on bolh sides narro}\ye 1pproxmﬂlnlyq 10" at right of way pinch-points,

e circle one:

Buffered Bike L

. Southwest Bound Northeastgound Preferred / Acceptable / Unacceptable
e 4 ,
i .y ey ﬂ e~ r Comments:
TV S § WP F GRNPUING 1-45 TSP | L 15,/%% 58N,
X Curyto:Guri = 7072 yd ,
e Existing Righl ol Way = 83’ / A8
'* Required Righl of Way = 86,82

Sidewalks on bolh sides narrow to approxirmately 546" al right o way pinch-pomts

7
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2. OR99E Cross-Sections (OQutside of Downtown)

Like Not Sure
| Buffered bike lanes
Comments and Other Considerations: .
O XYt o G9E |
© ¢
3. Berg Parkway Gateway
Like Dislike Not Sure
Median and banners X
Distinctive paving in the roadway }<\
Additional landscaping for existing entry sign %,
Comments and Other Considerations:
4. Downtown Gateway Streetscape Elements
Like Dislike Not Sure
Grant Strestarch ~Y10) - 1) = 4§\ )
Ornamental signal poles and bollards 14 i
Distinctive intersection treatments A
Distinctive sidewalk treatments b
Streettrees O ~ Vo- WO Y
Comumnents and Other Considerations:
5. Molalia River Pathway Bridge
Like Dislike Not Sure
Ornamental bridge fencing \)(
Nighttime lighting for bridge N
Distinctive paving in the roadway X

Comments and Other Considerations:

Can you summarize vour preferences into a vision for OR 99E as a community streef for Canby?
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‘ Preference Survey -

Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Design Plan

Draft recommendations for improving OR 99E have been presented tonight, The improvements are
based on coordination with ODOT and input from citizens, property owners, and City staff. Please
consider these recommendations and let us know how you feel.

1. OR 99E Cross-Section Options Through Downtown (Elm to Locust)

frf A

Existing

Scuthwest Bound Northeast Bound

CurlrloCulh = 63 68 ot

Ewssting Right of Way - B3 (Bplcay

A smat porhion ol this sechion does nol hava sidewaks

Please let us know which of the following cross-section options you prefer and whether the
remaining two options are acceptable or unacceptable. Feel free to provide additional comments.

Standard Special Transportation Area (STA) Please circle one:

Southwest Bound Northeast Bound Preferred / Acceptable / Unacceptable

Comments:

(S E AR | A & - YT
. Curb-lo-Curh - 66-68"

P (VN R & IR | W

Existing Right of Way - 83"
Required Right of Way - 86"-88
*Sidew.a1ks an both sidas narrow to appraximately 748" at sight of way pinch-points

Wide Sidewalks for Pedestrians/Bikes
Northeast Bound

Please circle one:

Southwest Bound

Preferred / Acceptable / Unacceptable

Comments:

Turn Lane

1z d
" ;

¥ 14 § 14° E e "
R Curblo-Cuib = 62'-64°
i Existing Right of Way ~ 83 oy

Required Right of Way = B6'-90°
*Ssdewalks on both swles natrow to approndmaiely 9-10° al right of way pinch-points.

Buffered Bike Lanes

Southwest Bound Northeast Bound
* *
& f[ - r’* Tum Lane @ @ ? 62
} B'vIO'.[ 5 ‘.25 iy ' 1 ' 1214 ; kD ' 1 :2€ 5' ' 8'-]()‘I
} Curn-o-Culy « 70'-72 "
44 Existing Righl of Way = 83’ ,2'-ﬁl'

' Required Right of Way - 86"-92"
*Sidewalks on both sides narrow to approximately 5-6° al righl of way pinch-peints.

Please circle one:
Preferred / Acceptable / Unacceptable

Comments:
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2. OR99E Cross-Sections (Qutside of Downtown) -
Like Dislike Not Sure

Buffered bike lanes

Comments and Other Considerations:

3. Berg Parkway Gateway
Like Dislike Not Sure

Median and banners

Distinctive paving in the roadway

Additional landscaping for existing entry sign

Comments and Other Considerations:

4. Downtown Gateway Streetscape Elements
Like Dislike Not Sure

Grant Street arch

Ornamental signal poles and bollards

Distinctive intersection treatments

Distinctive sidewalk treatments

Street trees

Comments and Other Considerations:

5. Molalla River Pathway Bridge
Like Dislike Not Sure

Ornamental bridge fencing

Nighttime lighting for bridge

Distinctive paving in the roadway

Comments and Other Considerations:

Can you summarize your preferences into a vision for OR 99E as a community streef for Canby?
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Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Plan - GPAC Meeting 3 (1-31-12)

Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Plan
Gateway Plan Advisory Committee Meeting 3
January 31, 2012 (2:30-4:00 p.m.)

Hope Village Community Center (Canby, Oregon)

GPAC Members Present: Liz Belz-Templeman (Bike and Pedestrian Advisory Committee);
Loretta Kieffer (ODOT); Ryan Oliver (business owner); Steve
Miller (business owner); Ron Yarbrough (Designs West/Chamber);
Renate Mengelberg (City of Canby); Annie Tran (City of Canby
Main Street); Julie Wehling (Canby Area Transit);; John Proctor
(City of Canby); Greg Parker (Canby City Councilor); Tom Scott
(property owner)

Other Participants: Janice Chandler (MEC Northwest); Tina Wilson (Napa Auto
Parts); Jeff Feller (Canby Ford); Dan Drentlaw (City of Canby)
Dan McGlone (Total Car Care); Bryan Brown (City of Canby);
Mary Laudon-Flores (Canby Shell Gas); Bev Doolittle (Canby
Area Chamber of Commerce); Keith Galitz (Canby Telcom);

Project Team Present: Matilda Deas (City of Canby); Sonya Kazen (ODOT Region 1);
Tom Litster (Otak); Chris Maciejewski (DKS)

GPAC Members Absent:  Ryan Sexton (ODOT District 2B); Curt McLeod (Curran-
McLeod); Francisco Cardenas (El Chilito); Debra Libel (Hulbert's
Flowers); Darren Monen (Wild Hare); Gail Wilson (Napa Auto
Parts); Zac Marcinkeiewicz (Marcinkeiewicz Co. ); James R.
Frackowiak (Plan-it Financial); Brian Hodson (Starbucks) Derek
Hill (Advanced Mortgage)

Project Team Absent: Avi Tayar (ODOT Region 1); Brad Coy (DKYS)

Purpose of this GPAC meeting: to obtain GPAC input on the draft conceptual designs that
have been prepared for the Corridor and Gateway treatments. This input will give the project
team direction on developing the final recommended planning-level designs in preparation for
completing the Recommended Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Design Plan.

Discussion ltems
1) Welcome
a) Matilda briefed everyone on ODOT’s signal upgrade project
i) Can we work with them on signal/mast arm upgrades?

Page 1 of 3
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Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Plan - GPAC Meeting 3 (1-31-12)

(1) Yes, to a certain extent based on what is permitted, what the additional cost would
be to the City, and maintenance agreements.
i) Can we use this project to help push forward with the Quiet Zone?
(1) Our plan should endorse that [the Quiet Zone]

2) Material Overview — Clarification Questions
a) Berg
1) Is it safe for vehicles to cross via the jug-handle instead of turn left?

(1) The movement would cross two traffic streams instead of one. Vehicles would be
able to use the signal at Berg and access the development through the Walgreens
site.

i) Can pedestrians use the median as a crossing refuge?

(1) While you may not sign/stripe it for this use (due to the proximity of the signal), it

would likely be used this way and provide a refuge island.
iii) Does Safeway still have adequate egress?

(1) Left-turns could still be made from the site, but it would be a full turn manuever
(not utilizing the two-way center turn lane for a 2-stage left turn). Safeway would
still have its full egress to Berg Parkway.

b) Downtown
i) Did we consider power pole utility conflict on the north side?
(1) They would not be relocated and would be within or next to the sidewalk area.
i) Can we do 3 arches? No arches?
(1) Any of those configurations are possible.

c) Cross Sections
i) Do we have to have bike lanes?
(1) Outside the STA - yes to comply with ODOT standards
i) Are we impacting freight mobility in the STA?

(1) We have presented the information to the Oregon Freight Advisory Committee
and received their approval, in addition to working with the ODOT Freight
liaison.

iii) Can we take into account truck turning movement where truck routes intersect 99E?

(1) Call this out in the plan

3) Specific Design Comments

a) Berg
1) Make sure it doesn’t impact turn movements @ Berg

i) Make sure banner is durable or replaceable
iii) Make sure median is sustainable (e.g., drainage treatments)

Page 2 of 3
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Canby OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Plan - GPAC Meeting 3 (1-31-12)

b)

d)

Overall
i) Consider locations for freight turning movements
(1) Do we need something special at EIm? Consider increasing curb radii.
(2) Account for the three main industrial areas
(3) Do street trees impact their sight distance?
(a) Do we need code to require sight distance for truck driver eye height?

Downtown
i) Mixed feeling on street trees > visibility to 1% Avenue
i) Consider no archway, but still include kiosk vertical elements at each street (Grant
being the largest)
iii) Make sure style matches 1% Avenue
iv) Is there too much going on with mast arm, archway, railroad gates?
v) Is 1% a better location for the arch?
vi) Don’t like the arch
(1) Too much visibility
(2) Spend money elsewhere
vii) Does the railroad fence need to be integrated?
(1) Check with the Main Street Program

Logging Road

i) Like the lighting options
(1) For use of trail and for beautification

ii) Style should try to match Berg

iii) Like combination of Dahlias (smaller — can be manufactured in Canby!) and the
valley scene

iv) Clear blackberries on the slopes up to the bridge

v) Commission an artistic process to design the bridge (provide parameters)

vi) Scale needs to match speed of drivers (so they can see the features while driving)

vii)Home of the Cougars vs. The Garden Spot for a theme?

Cross Section
i) Concern with property impacts due to additional buffered bike lane widths outside of
the STA (between Locust and Pine)
i) STA
(1) Wide sidewalks is preferred
(2) Mention flexibility to Council/Commission with buffered bike lanes (e.g., ability
to modify striping later and pursue something like on-street parking if desired).

Page 3 of 3
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GPAC Sign In Sheet 1.31.12
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GPAC Sign In Sheet 1.31.12
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DRAFT OR 99E Corridor and Gateway
Conceptual Designs
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City of Canby
OR 99E

September 201 |
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CORRIDOR PLAN OVERVIEW

Design concepts illustrated on the following pages illustrate
opportunities to celebrate arrival into Canby and to present
a unified and attractive streetscape concept for OR 99E.
Distinctive gateways provide clear transition points from

a largely rural highway into a thriving business district and
the downtown core. The suggested concepts will enhance
existing entry signage and reinforce the theme of Canby as
“Oregon’s Garden Spot”.

The primary focus of the streetscape enhancements

for OR 99E is to create visually attractive street edges

and offer a more appealing pedestrian environment. In
combination with design features of the gateways, the
streetscape enhancements will help to reduce the sense of
the highway as a barrier for pedestrians and bikes and a
community dividing line between the downtown core and
the businesses and residences south of the highway.

The design concepts grew directly from the Vision

and Guiding Principles and the Corridor and Gateway
Design Toolbox developed eatrlier in the planning

process. The toolbox also contained useful information
about comparative costs and the likely maintenance
responsibilities of the City of Canby for the design features
that were beyond the level of design details or materials
typically associated with ODOT highway improvements.

CORRIDOR STREETSCAPE CONCEPTS

The plan identifies four distinctive segments of OR 99E
within the Canby Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). A
highway cross-section has been identified for each segment.
Design features from the design toolbox have been
applied, primarily within the sidewalk areas of the right-
of-way. The most extensive application of sidewalk design
features is between Elm Street and Ivy Street within the
Special Transportation Area (STA). It proposes to widen
the sidewalk on the north side of the highway by slightly
narrowing the travel lanes (no additional right-of-way would
be required). The sidewalk enhancement features are also
an integral part of the Downtown Gateway concept.

An optional element of the streetscape plan would be

to extend the widened sidewalk to Pine Street in order

to reinforce the connection between downtown and

the Logging Road Trail Bridge. The bridge is part of an
important bike and pedestrian facility spanning the highway
and is a significant multimodal gateway opportunity
appreciated by bikes, pedestrians, and vehicles. Extending

the wider sidewalk is primarily a functional enhancement
of that multimodal connection and would not necessarily
include the Downtown Gateway elements, such as
decorative sidewalk bollards, tree grates, and special
sidewalk paving treatments. However, street trees should be
included.

ADDITIONAL DEsIGN OPTIONS

The design toolbox includes the potential to add on-street
parking for businesses fronting the highway and bus pull-
outs at highway stop locations for Canby Area Transit
(CAT). Both options would require approval by ODOT
and obtaining additional right-of-way. Neither option has
been included in the recommended corridor plan but they
could be viable future improvements if a particular business
wanted to provide parking and dedicated the necessary
right-of-way, or if CAT submitted a formal transit plan and
obtained the necessary right-of-way for bus pull-outs. The
City of Canby should update their current development
codes to address a formal CAT transit plan, stop locations,
and future right-of-way dedications.

ODQOT DesIiGN ExCEPTIONS REQUIRED

A design exception request to ODOT is in development.
Approval will be required for not providing bike lanes on
OR 99E in the Special Transportation Area (STA) segment.
Providing bike lanes would require significant roadway
widening and right-of-way acquisition. Streets parallel to
OR 99E will be used for bicycle travel, consistent with the
Transportation System Plan (TSP).

GATEWAY DESIGN CONCEPTS

The plan includes concepts for Community Gateways at
two locations and a Downtown Gateway that continues
from Elm Street to Ivy Street. These gateways will become
highway landmarks over time. The downtown gateway will
also be a visual marker to reinforce the regional traveler’s
awareness of downtown Canby.

BErG PARKwWAY CoOMMUNITY GATEWAY

A significant, landscaped Community Gateway exists on
the south side of the highway, just outside the highway
right-of-way. The suggested enhancements are intended to
introduce highway opportunities for additional landscaping,
banner poles, and paving as part of the gateway. The paving

element would be similar to paving treatments proposed
for the Downtown Gateway and the Logging Road Trail
Gateway.

[note: I think we need to add a few lines to the design page
that acknowledges that potential issues that some people
may with this concept. If it doesn’t win acceptance then the
existing gateway is fine and no substantial enhancements
are recommended.]

DowNTOWN GATEWAY

The gateway links the three primary street intersections
connecting the downtown core to OR99E. The primary
design features are a wider sidewalk on the north side,
distinctive paving and street furnishings, pavement
enhancements and ornamental street lights at intersections,
and the potential to aesthetically upgrade the traffic signal
poles and mast arms. This would be a very distinctive
streetscape element that directly parallels the downtown
area.

LoGGING RoAD TRAIL BRIDGE CoMMUNITY GATEWAY

The existing bridge overcrossing for the Logging Road
Trail is an untapped and significant gateway opportunity.

It is already a significant community recreational asset

and is a visually dominant structure that spans the entire
right-of-way. A plan to provide new pedestrian and bike
access ramps is in development by the City. Design options
include color through painting or applied materials,
decorative railings, and nighttime lighting. Lighting could be
limited to ‘architectural’ lighting to highlight the bridge and
column structure or could include pedestrian-scale lighting
for nighttime use.

DesicN CoOoRDINATION WITH THE NW  [°7 AVENUE PrROJECT

It is likely the streetscape and parking improvements of
the NW 1% Avenue Project will be completed before any
project development for OR 99E improvements begins.
Future design development for the proposed Downtown
Gateway should look for opportunities to coordinate
specific design details and features with those constructed
on NW 1*" Avenue. Design coordination might include
intersection pavement treatments, sidewalk finish and
materials, street tree selection, and design of the gateway
arch over Grant Street.

OR Y9E Conceptual Design Hai &
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COoRRIDOR PLAN GATEWAYS
LoGGING RoaD TRAIL
BRIDGE GATEWAY
4" SIDEWALK
NORTH SIDE (OPTIONAL)
PEDESTRIAN REFUGE ISLAND
DowNTOWN GATEWAY
BERG PARKWAY GATEWAY

OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan




CORRIDOR SEGMENTS

CoRRIDOR PLAN CROSS-SECTIONS

(SecTioN A) STA ENHANCED STANDARD FOR 30 MPH

Travel Lane | Travel Lane Median* Travel Lane l Travel Lane
12’ 1 4 14 o N & 12’
Sidewalk Pavement Width Sidewalk
14 60’ 10-12"—
Right-of-way
84-86’
*Median location to be determined
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BerGg PARkWAY GATEWAY

Match Existing
Banners

Paving

v b e - 3 »

ENHANCEMENT OPTION

The proposed enhancements may raise concerns to be addressed before any implementation of new gateway features is
considered. The addition of a raised median should not create freight mobility difficulties since it would not create a highway
‘pinch point’ more restrictive than a near-by raised median. The new median will alter the circulation and access to Panda
Express for eastbound traffic but the property would remain fully accessible (see Gateway Circulation Plan). Landscaping added
to the median would be a City maintenance responsibility, but the gateway already includes significant maintained landscaping. If
these concerns cannot be satisfactorily addressed, then no changes to the existing gateway are recommended.

ExisTING GATEWAY

OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan




BerGg PARkWAY GATEWAY

Walgreens Panda Express

BANNER IN MEDIAN EXAMPLE

Proposed Median - ----) Access and circulation for east bout traffic

Distinctive Gateway Paving

GATEWAY CIRCULATION PLAN

PaveD MEDIAN EXAMPLE

OR Y9E Conceptual Design Plai &



DowNTOWN GATEWAY
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Existing Welcome Sign
Grant Street Gateway Arch* \ Ornamental Signal Poles and Mast Arms
a Distinctive Gateway Paving . llluminated Bollard
i Distinctive Sidewalk Paving P StreetTree a
= Proposed |4’ Sidewalkc* ~\ / = a' \.
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I i : ' i D e : 10’ Sidewalk (near term) i ¢ - :
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I 1] ! ! I | Proposed 12’ Sidewalk (long term)* ! | |
! ! | ! ! !
8 | "R 8| = B W= B
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PLaN VieEw oF OR 99E ENHANCEMENTS * Notes:
-Grant Street Gateway Arch Location and final concept to be determined.

-Proposed 12’ sidewalk to be implemented over time with redevelopment
-Proposed 14’ sidewalk implemented by narrowing travel lanes.

n OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan



4 Street Trees with Grates
J / llluminated Bollards

2’ Approximate Acquired
Right-of-way with Redevelopment

[LLUMINATED BOLLARD EXAMPLES

Travel Lane l Travel Lane Median Travel Lane l Travel Lane
12’ 1 o 14 o K 12’
Sidewalk Pavement Width Sidewalk
14 60’ 12’
Right-of-way
86’

Cross-SectioN oF OR 99E

Design features illustrated represent a level of design detail and construction costs beyond highway
improvements typically implemented by ODOT. The City would likely be expected to find additional funding
for the cost differential between ‘standard’ and ‘enhanced’ right-of-way elements in this context. There are state
and federal funding and grant opportunities the City could explore to offset those costs. The City should also
expect to assume maintenance responsibility for those features.

ORNAMENTAL SIGNAL POLES AND MAST ARM EXAMPLE




LoGGING RoAD TRAIL BRIDGE GATEWAY — DEsIGN OPTIONS

PAINTED BRIDGE CoLoR TO MaTCH ExisTING CAMBY SIGN

PAINTED BRIDGE

n OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan




LoGGING RoAD TRAIL BRIDGE GATEWAY — DEsIGN OPTIONS

RAILING DEsSIGN ExampLE
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RAILING DESIGN ExaMPLE
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LoGcGING RoAD TRAIL BRIDGE GATEWAY — DEsIGN OPTIONS

\ / \)
SIDEWALK AND STREET ENHANCEMENTS ARCHITECTURAL OR
WITH GATEWAY PAVING PATHWAY ILLUMINATION

“ OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan



LoGcGING RoAD TRAIL BRIDGE GATEWAY — ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS
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©
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m
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e APPROXIMATE 600 FOOT )%
W PATH TRAVERSING SLOPE -
T TO SIDEWALK ON 99E >
Z INCLUDING AC PAVING, 2
RETAINING WALL AND FENCING >
ptesesssse -) (ALL WEST OF RAILROAD) <
. o
| _ ALTERNATIVE PATH LOCATION
0 >
o B
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
T CITY OF CANBY
LOGGING ROAD TRAIL BRIDGE PATH
%’ TRAVERSING TO HWY 99E\
%, VICINITY MAP |
P JUNE 2010 Y
o
T\ %
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DN\,
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SCALE: 1" = 200’
CURRAN-Md_EOD, NC
k J:\Canby\100910917-BRIDGE'0917a-BRIDGE.dwg, 6/21/2010 3:44:18 PM CONSULTNC EI‘K]‘EEEJ
PoTenTIAL FUTURE AccEss To LoGGING Roab TralL To THE NorTH oF OR 99E PoTeNTIAL FUTURE Access To LoGaING Roab TRalL To THE SouTH oF OR 99E

Note:
- This access to be planned and implemented in conjunction with Pine Street improvements and relocation of Depot Museum.

OR Y9E Conceptual Design Hiai &



CORRIDOR PLAN GATEWAYS

LOGGING RoAD TRAIL

DowNTOWN GATEWAY

BERG PARKwAY GATEWAY

OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan
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CORRIDOR PLAN SEGMENTS

CORRIDOR SEGMENTS

PROPOSED PEDESTRIAN REFUGE ISLAND AT LocusT RoAD

@ SeGMENTS |, 2 & 3 - BUFFERED Bike LANES

-4 A

x .
. .
83 3
g3 3
35 2
ac -4
= v
2
'S
g
<

Turn Lane

12-14" 8-10—f
Pavement Width = 70-72
Required Right-of-way = 86-92'
(Existing Right-of-way = 83’)
@ SeGMENT 2 - NORMAL STA wiTH SIDEWALKS & BIKE LANES
> F S
oF gk
ES 1ES
) ae
q
a3 k]
- TN T
9 i o
< <

l Turn Lane
ik 12-14" 11" n 5' IO'
Pavement Width = 66-68'
Required Right-of-way = 86-88'

(Existing Right-of- way 83)

@ SEGMENT 2 - WIDE SIDEWALKS FOR PEDESTRIANS & BICYCLES

ol | | e | ] | oz

14 12-14"
J— Pavement Width = 62- 64‘41—

Required Right-of-way = 86-90'
(Existing Right-of-way = 83")

@ ScGMENT 4 - URBAN STANDARD FOR 45 MPH

Buffered
Bike Lane
(3

A 0

Pavement Width = 80’

*Sidewalks on
both sides narrow
to approximately
5-6’ at right-of-way
pinch-points

*Sidewalks on
both sides narrow
to approximately
7-8' at right-of-way
pinch-points

*Sidewalks on

both sides narrow

m approximately
g at right-of-way

pln:h points

Private
Property
Landscaping
or Easement

Required Right-of-way =Width Varies

*Median location to be determined

- OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan
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BerG PARKWAY GATEWAY

Match Existing
Banners

Proposed Median

Distinctive Gateway
Paving

ENHANCEMENT OPTION

ExisTING GATEWAY

- OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan
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BerG PARKWAY GATEWAY

Walgreens Panda Express

BANNER IN MeDIAN ExAMPLE

Proposed Median -...-’ Access and circulation for east bout traffic

Distinctive Gateway Paving

GATEWAY CIRCULATION PLAN

Pavep MepIaN ExampLE

- OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan
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DowNTOWN GATEWAY - OPTION A

Ivy Street
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* Notes:
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Required Right-of-way = 86-88"
(Existing Right-of-way = 83’)

- OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan
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DowNTOoWwN GATEWAY - OPTION B
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Distinctive Gateway Paving

Existing Welcome Sign
Ornamental Signal Poles and Mast Arms_\

Distinctive Sidewalk Paving
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Proposed 14’ Sidewallk* —\ f

ot o - Proposed 10-12’ Sidewalk*

Street Tree

iy @ SEGMENT 2 - WIDE SIDEWALKS FOR PEDESTRIANS & BiCYCLES . * Notes:

3 :
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Required Right-of-way = 86-90’
(Existing Right-of-way = 83")

[LLUMINATED BOLLARD EXxAMPLES

- OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan
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DowNTOowN GATEWAY - OpTION C
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Grant Street Gateway Arch* \
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Proposed 8-10’ Sidewalk*
Proposed 8’ Buffered Bike Lane

Turn Lane
12-14"

Pavement Width = 70-72’

Req

uired Right-of-way = 86-92"

(Existing Right-of-way = 83)

- OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan

Existing Welcome Sign
Ornamental Signal Poles and MastArms_\

ESNRREN

dENNEREN

4]

Street Tree

=

* Notes:

-Grant Street Gateway Arch Location and final concept to be determined.

-Proposed 8-10’ sidewalks on both sides narrow to approximately 5-6’ at right-of-way pinch-points.
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DowNTOWN GATEWAY FEATURES

GRANT STREET GATEWAY ARCH EXAMPLE

DisTINCTIVE GATEWAY PAVING ExAMPLE ORNAMENTAL SIGNAL POLES AND MAST ARM EXAMPLE

- OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan
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LoGGING RoAD TRAIL BRIDGE GATEWAY — DESIGN OPTIONS

RAILNG DesiGN ExampLE

- OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan
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LoGGING RoAD TRAIL BRIDGE GATEWAY — DESIGN OPTIONS

RAILNG DesiGN ExampLE
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RAILNG DesiGN ExampLe
- OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan
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LoGGING RoAD TRAIL BRIDGE GATEWAY — DESIGN OPTIONS

STREET ENHANCEMENTS WITH ARCHITECTURAL OR
GATEWAY PAVING PATHWAY [LLUMINATION

- OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan
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LoGGING RoAD TRAIL BRIDGE GATEWAY — ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS
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Note:

- This access to be planned and implemented in conjunction with Pine Street improvements and relocation of Depot Museum.

- OR 99E Conceptual Design Plan
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STANDARD SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION AREA (STA)
OR 99E RIGHT-OF-WAY IMPACTS

OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Design Plan
_ pgw e

s

Legend |
88ft ROW Required for Full Cross-Section

= Potential ROW Impacts to Adjacent Tax Lots

0 50 100
= Tax Lots (Shifted) .

200

300 400 g
Feet 4 g L

Note: ROW impacts assumed in the figure to first impact adjacent landscaping and then be taken approximately evening from both sides of the road.

Standard Special Transportation Area (STA)

Southwest Bound Northeast Bound

* *
Turn Lane @

dtiss v 888 0

| 10’ % 5 % 11’ % 11 % 12'-14 % 11’ % 11 % 5 % 10’ {
} Curb-to-Curb = 66'-68' {

1-2 Existing Right of Way = 83’ 2-3

T 1

Required Right of Way = 86'-88’
*Sidewalks on both sides narrow to approximately 7'-8’ at right of way pinch-points.

Limited Cross-Section at Primary Pinch-Points
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound
*

timsm -2 8430

I
R R & U - VR | L

} % T T T T T T %
| Curb-to-Curb = 66'-68’ {
. Existing Right of Way = 83’ ,

T 1

Pinch-points are primary areas where fronting buildings, on-site
circulation, and parking appear to be most impacted by the additional
right-of-way that would be required for the full OR 99E cross-section.
Therefore, a limited cross-section is recommended initially, with
potential for widening if/when it becomes feasible.
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WIDE SIDEWALKS FOR PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLES
OR 99E RIGHT-OF-WAY IMPACTS

OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Design Plan
_ pgw e
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Legend |
90ft ROW Required for Full Cross-Section
= Potential ROW Impacts to Adjacent Tax Lots 0 50 100 200 300 400 v
[ = . Feet 4

= Tax Lots (Shifted) et

Note: ROW impacts assumed in the figure to first impact adjacent landscaping and then be taken approximately evening from both sides of the road.

Wide Sidewalks for Pedestrians/Bikes
Northeast Bound

Southwest Bound

Turn Lane

oo e e A 14 1012
F T T T f } I ]
) Curb-to-Curb = 62'-64’ J
! 1
3-4 Existing Right of Way = 83’ 0-3
1

Required Right of Way = 86’-90’

*Sidewalks on both sides narrow to approximately 9'-10" at right of way pinch-points.

Limited Cross-Section at Primary Pinch-Points

Southwest Bound Northeast Bound

.10 14 1 % 12-14' % m o, 14 9

Curb-to-Curb = 62-64’
) Existing Right of Way = 83’

Pinch-points are primary areas where fronting buildings, on-site
circulation, and parking appear to be most impacted by the additional
right-of-way that would be required for the full OR 99E cross-section.
Therefore, a limited cross-section is recommended initially, with
potential for widening if/when it becomes feasible.
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BUFFERED BIKE LANES

OR 99E RIGHT-OF-WAY IMPACTS OR 99E Corridor and Gateway Design Plan
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[ Legend !

92ft ROW Required for Full Cross-Section
= Potential ROW Impacts to Adjacent Tax Lots 0 50 100 200 300 400 N
= Tax Lots (Shifted) [ Feet 4 et

Note: ROW impacts assumed in the figure to first impact adjacent landscaping and then be taken approximately evening from both sides of the road.

Buffered Bike Lanes Limited Cross-Section at Primary Pinch-Points
Southwest Bound Northeast Bound Southwest Bound Northeast Bound
RN SRR i @@ SRR R ﬁ
8 10 5 % | 11’ | 1214’ | | | % 5 % | 5 Y | 11’ | 12-14’ | | | % 5 |
Curb-to-Curb = 70'-72’ { | Curb-to-Curb = 70'-72’ {

-4 Existing Right of Way = 83’ 28 ) Existing Right of Way = 83’
Required Right of Way = 86'-92’ ‘ ! ‘

*Sidewalks on both sides narrow to approximately 5'-6" at right of way pinch-points. ) i i i o A
Pinch-points are primary areas where fronting buildings, on-site

circulation, and parking appear to be most impacted by the additional
right-of-way that would be required for the full OR 99E cross-section.
Therefore, a limited cross-section is recommended initially, with
potential for widening if/when it becomes feasible.
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